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Heath, Edward
Heidegger, Martin
Helsinki Accords
Hess, Rudolf
Hesse, Hermann
Heydrich, Reinhard
Himmler, Heinrich
Hindenburg, Paul von
Hitchcock, Alfred
Hitler, Adolf
Hlinka, Andrej
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Schröder, Gerhard

Schuman, Robert

Schumpeter, Joseph

Science

Scotland

Sebald, W. G.

Secularization

Seghers, Anna

Semiotics
Semprún, Jorge
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INTRODUCTION

In 1914 most Europeans lived on the land; their families were larger and their life
spans shorter than those of early-twenty-first-century Europeans. Life expectancy
at birth was about fifty years for men, fifty-five for women. Approximately one in
ten babies born in 1914 died before reaching its first birthday. These are figures
associated with the Third World today. Over the course of the twentieth century,
massive changes took place that made Europe overwhelmingly urban. In most of
early-twenty-first-century Europe people live on average into their seventies for
men and eighties for women. Family size has never been smaller.

The variation between European countries in terms of life changes and family
size has diminished substantially. Partly because of the speed of technical change,
partly because of the spread of information, teenagers in Moscow and Man-
chester dress alike; they listen to the same or similar music; they eat the same fast
food. Europe has become a commercial entity even more than a political one.

THE END OF IMPERIAL EUROPE

In 1914, about half of the European continent was ruled by emperors or by kings
with subject populations stretching around the globe. Germany was an empire;
so was Austria-Hungary, Russia, and Turkey. These emperors ruled over multi-
national populations in or adjacent to Europe. Britain controlled a vast empire, as
did France, though theirs was a republican form of government with an empire
attached. Belgium held the Congo; Italy had Libya. Portugal had Angola and
Mozambique, and Spain part of Morocco. Europe was imperial through and
through.

Not so a century later. Every one of these empires disintegrated and virtually
all these imperial holdings and dependencies have struggled for and gained their
independence. One of the stories this encyclopedia tells is of the end of the
European imperial project.

Where Is Europe? If Europe is no longer imperial in character in 2006, than
what is it? Three questions may help open the way toward an answer. First, where
is Europe, and where are its boundaries? This is a vexing political question, on
which no consensus exists. There is in 2006 a European Union that spans
twenty-five nations from Ireland to the Baltic states, but it leaves out Russia,

xix



the states that formerly made up Yugoslavia, and Turkey. So one answer is that
Europe is described by the Atlantic Ocean to the west, by the Mediterranean to
the south, and by the Arctic Ocean to the north. The eastern boundary is the
problem and is likely to remain so. Where Europe ends on its eastern border is an
issue that is likely to dominate European international affairs for the next century
or more.

What Is Europe? The second question asks about the nature of the political
association that emerged slowly from the Second World War on. One answer to
the question ‘‘What is Europe?’’ is that it is a loose federation of trading partners
joined in an evolving European Union, whose populations are represented in a
European Parliament, a Council of European states, and whose rights are
defended in a European Court of Justice and a separate European Court of
Human Rights.

Europe is a political project in the making. One way to visualize this enter-
prise is to see it as a series of concentric circles. At the core of Europe was the new
Franco-German alliance, out of which the European Economic Community
emerged. These two key countries had been devastated by the Second World
War and were determined not to go back to the ugly years before and during the
1939–1945 conflict. Surrounding these two powers, central combatants in both
world wars, a second circle of states joined France and Germany in the creation of
a European union following the Treaty of Rome in 1958. Italy and the Benelux
countries were there from the start. They were joined by Ireland, Denmark and
Britain, then by Spain, Portugal, Austria, Sweden, and Finland. Norway voted to
stay out. After 1989 and the collapse of the Soviet bloc, the European project
moved east to embrace Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, the
Baltic states, and Slovenia, and Cyprus. (Malta also joined the Union in 2004.)

By 2006, the European Union encompassed twenty-five states and a pop-
ulation of approximately five hundred million people. Discussions on further
expansion continue, presenting the possibility of entry for other countries in
eastern and southeastern Europe, including Turkey.

What kind of union is this? With some exceptions, it is an area within which
there is a common currency, the euro, free movement of goods and capital, and
the free movement of labor. It is not a political federation, since there is no
generally recognized constitution. Attempts to write one have foundered on
popular objections. In 2005, the citizens of the Netherlands and France rejected
a draft constitution. In sum, Europe is a trading bloc with a commitment to
democratic forms of government and to the defense of human rights. The history
of the twentieth century is in part the story of how this came about.

Who Is a European? If we can venture some preliminary answers to the two
questions ‘‘Where is Europe?’’ and ‘‘What is Europe?,’’ we still have to face a
third, even thornier question: ‘‘Who is a European?’’ All people in the twenty-
five states in the European Union can use a European passport alongside their
national ones. But the definition of citizenship collides with the volatile and
unpredictable phenomenon of immigration. Europeans control entry into the
Union as a whole, but once an immigrant is admitted to one country, he or she
can move around the Union at will to find work and a place to live. There are
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exceptions: Britain still controls its own immigration, separate from that of its
European partners.

Underlying much of the controversy over immigration is the question of
religion. Many of those seeking to build a life in Europe come from Turkey,
North Africa, and the Middle East. Many, though not all, are Muslim. Given the
upsurge in Islamic radicalism, especially after the attacks in the United States on
11 September 2001, the position of Muslims within Europe has been questioned
time and again. Few will come out and say that Europe is a Christian project; the
Holocaust shames into silence most people who believe this. But there is a
reluctance to accept Turkey with its large Muslim population into Europe, even
though Turkey was one of the first member states joining the Council of Europe
in 1949.

Are Russians Europeans? Here too the question is yes and no. It is hard to
imagine Europe without St. Petersburg. Who could describe European literature
without Boris Pasternak or Alexander Solzhenitzyn, European music without
Igor Stravinsky, European art without Wassily Kandinsky and Marc Chagall?
Thus, outside of the sphere of international politics and international economic
affairs, there is a Europe of the mind, of the spirit, that extends all the way to
Vladivostok. In sum, Europe is at one and the same time a political project and a
cultural idea. This encyclopedia sets out the basic information any informed
person needs to have to understand both.

THE SHAPE OF EUROPEAN HISTORY SINCE 1914

It is tempting to divide twentieth-century European history into four parts:

1. The thirty years’ war: 1914–1945

2. The thirty years’ peace: 1945–1973

3. The end of the division of Europe: 1974–1991

4. The birth of the new Europe since 1992

Like any scheme, this one obscures critical dates in the middle of these
periods—for instance, the onset of the world economic depression in 1929 or
the period of revolt in 1968. But this rough four-part sketch does help us to see
the way political and economic history has unfolded over the twentieth century.
The two world wars were a coherent and catastrophic phase of European history.
So too was the thirty-year period of rebuilding that took place in both Eastern
and Western Europe. The Middle East war of 1973 and the oil crisis it left in its
wake mark a period of economic instability and mass unemployment. These
economic trends had profound implications for the Soviet bloc, which never
competed successfully with the West, and which entered into discussions on
European security in 1974 with the subject of human rights on the agenda. No
one foresaw the speed and completeness of the collapse of the Soviet empire
between 1989 and 1991, but its economic roots are now well known.

The end of the Cold War ushered in a new period in European history, in
part symbolized by the Maastricht Treaty of 1992, which established a single
European currency and in principle, a unified European economy. Achieving this
goal is a daunting objective, but it does lay out some of the elements of the
Europe that emerged in the first decade of the twenty-first century. There are
three elements in this package. The first principle is that being a member of
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Europe is a support for both domestic democratic institutions and domestic
economic life. The second is that Europe is a project consistent with the sover-
eignty of individual states. The French are no less French because they are
Europeans—they like to thumb their noses at European bureaucrats who know
better than they do what is in their interests. And third, Europe is not just a
project designed to promote a federation of democratic states and to facilitate the
common economic development of the continent. It is also a project to make
human rights the bedrock of civil society. To this end, countries that join Europe
have to accept that the judgment of European courts is superior to the judgment
of domestic courts. Where the two conflict, Europe wins. This is revolutionary
and presents many possibilities for the future, similar to the experience of the
emergent U. S. Supreme Court colliding with state courts in the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries. In the early twenty-first century Europe has two
supreme courts—one for human rights law, and one for the rest, and both
represent an achievement, a kind of unity, which was inconceivable in 1914.

The judicial construction of Europe is a precarious achievement. It is not at
all clear how this political and economic entity will develop in the coming
decades. But on one point we can reach agreement. A united or federated Europe
in the twenty-first century is here to stay; there is no going back to the ideo-
logical or political divides of the twentieth century. Something new is in exis-
tence, the emergence of which is described in many parts of this encyclopedia.

In the course of the twentieth century, there was a shift in the focus of social
movements. The Great War was fought to defend national boundaries and
national honor. In the midst of it, a vast social revolution seized the initiative
in Russia and gave birth to the Soviet Union. Other activists sought social justice
in different ways, but by and large social movements focused on the transforma-
tive power of social class or nation: they were the vanguard of the future.

By the third quarter of the twentieth century, those ideas while still alive no
longer had the same motivating, at times inspiring, force. Instead, after 1968,
social movements dwelt less on nation and class than on human rights and civil
society. Green movements emerged; so did movements for gay rights and for the
rights of the homeless and the stateless. Young people were at the core of these
causes, but they were not alone. The campaign for nuclear disarmament, which
played a small, though not insignificant role, in détente, helped move public
discourse away from what divided Europeans to what united them, which was
overwhelmingly and primarily a hatred of war. Europeans know war in ways that
most Americans do not, and out of that distinction comes much friction and
misunderstanding of the one by the others.

CULTURAL HISTORY

One of the contrasts of Europe since 1914 with Europe 1789 to 1914 is in the space
given to cultural history. There is more on this subject in the twentieth-century
volumes than in the previous set. In part this is a function of the sources
historians need to write their books. Political history requires archives, and many
of these are either unavailable or, in 2006, are still governed by a thirty-year rule
of confidentiality. Very contemporary history is very hard to write, since the
sources are still in personal and private hands. In contrast, nineteenth-century
political history is enriched enormously by vast archives out of which stories can
be told with authority. To do the same for 1989, for example, will take decades.
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In part the efflorescence of cultural practices in the twentieth century helps
account for the shift in balance in the two encyclopedias we have jointly edited.
The cinema, television, radio, the audio and video cassette, the Internet, have all
created images on a scale which has multiplied the sources historians use to write
their narratives of the past. Many of these media are constituent elements of our
daily lives and thus are subjects of historical study themselves. And none of this
leads to straightforward historical conclusions, just many more questions. Take
film, for example. In some ways cinema describes the world in forms with which
we can identify. But in other respects, film constructs the world we live in by
giving us images—about race, gender, marriage, crime, to cite just a few—
through which we understand where we are and who we are. And in other ways
still, cinema totally distorts the world, cleans it up, for instance, makes war and
violence thinkable, imaginable, do-able. The centrality of film for and in twen-
tieth-century history clearly describes one facet of the past century that distin-
guishes it from earlier periods. But at the same time, it is the sheer volume of
images—many of which are reproduced in this encyclopedia—that defines the
twentieth century as a visual and visualized universe.

In the search for the cultural history of the twentieth century, we have sought
the assistance of authors on both sides of the Atlantic. This is essential, since
European history is now entirely transnational. Local and national histories
continue to be written, but scholars are more sensitive than ever before of the
ways in which Europe is a field of mass immigration and travel across national
frontiers as well as within them. In 1914, many English and French town
dwellers had never seen the sea. Now, nearly a century later, finding someone
that landlocked would be difficult, though not impossible. In 1914 a person
would have been considered mad for predicting that Indian cuisine would
become a staple of the English diet, or that Chinese restaurants would dot every
major European city, yet in 2006, both of these things are true.

Globalization is part of the reason why this is so, but it is unwise to claim
that term for the turn of the twenty-first century alone. In 1914, there was the
same volume of heavy capital flows, movements of goods and services, and
transcontinental migration as in 2006. What the early twenty-first century has
is speed, dizzying speed, but the processes are the same. In some ways, this
encyclopedia describes Europe as having been at the core of two separate phases
of globalization, divided by the convulsive violence of the two world wars.
European culture is now globalized too, as anyone wandering around the music
scene in Berlin, Paris, or London can attest.

DISRUPTION, UPHEAVAL, DISCONTINUITY

The nineteenth-century world was reconfigured by economic and social upheav-
als grouped under the umbrella term industrialization. In the twentieth century
these changes accelerated, with new modes of mass production leading from the
assembly line to robotics. Computer technology makes possible an extraordinary
increase in productivity, to the extent that the service sector—what we now call
the information superhighway and those who use it—has overwhelmed the man-
ufacturing sector. In the twentieth century, there was thus a three-fold move-
ment in the organization of work and in the location of the communities
surrounding it. First came the move from the country and rural towns to cities;
then came the shift from manufacture to the service sector; then came the
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appearance of postindustrial society, a place where old factories and storehouses
turn into boutiques, museums, and Internet cafes.

Postindustrial Europe We must not forget that the move away from indus-
trial production destroyed great urban centers and made unemployed and at
times unemployable large sections of the population. In their place arrived
millions of Asians, Africans, and Latin Americans who performed low-pay and
low-skill jobs previously dominated by indigenous Europeans. In the late nine-
teenth century, the direction of migration was from east to west, across Europe
and the Atlantic. In the twentieth century, the move was from south to north,
which transformed the cultural and culinary life of Europe as well as changing the
racial and ethnic composition of every European country.

Much of this movement was a result of a search for a way out of poverty, a
search for a better life in Paris, Berlin, or London, as well as in many smaller
towns. But at least as important in this migratory wave was the sheer number of
people—certainly in the tens of millions—who moved out of terror, to escape
persecution and war. Some were asylum seekers from outside Europe; others
were Europeans persecuted by their own states, like Nazi Germany, or by
successor states, like Serbia. Still others were expelled from homes in which they
had lived for a millennium—Armenians from Anatolia, Greeks from Turkey,
Turks from Greece, ethnic Germans from Czechoslovakia, and Jews from all
parts of Continental Europe. The end of the two world wars brought staggering
levels of social dislocation, as ethnic populations were sent packing from con-
tested regions or left of their own volition.

And they were the lucky ones. One million Armenians died in the genocide
perpetrated by the Turkish state from 1915 on. Here killing was individual, face-
to-face murder, or the expulsion of an entire people into the Mesopotamian
desert where they died from hunger, thirst, exposure to the elements, or at the
hands of marauding bands of Kurds and Turks. The only crime committed by
their victims was to be Armenian. Twenty-five years later, those Jews who were
trapped in wartime Europe or who chose to stay were the target of the most
staggering plan of industrial murder in history. Genocide succeeded in uprooting
an entire world of Jewish life in Poland and the former Soviet Union. The
Yiddish language lost its roots; six million people—including one million chil-
dren—were exterminated. The Nazis found the reptilian heart of man, the
English writer Martin Amis wrote, and built an Autobahn to get there. For many
people, the application of industrial production to mass murder was a rupture in
European history from which the very idea of Europe—or of humanity—could
not and did not recover. For others it was the moment when the idea of Europe
was redefined as a project based upon a commitment to universal human rights.
This was the principle announced by the French jurist René Cassin on the steps
of the Palais de Chaillot on 10 December 1948 to the United Nations assembled
in Paris. What he declaimed was a Universal Declaration of Human Rights. A
year later it was translated into a European Convention on Human Rights, with a
court in Strasbourg to enforce it. Any nation wishing to adhere to the European
Union must accept this document as an integral part of its own legal system.

The Cold War and the Nuclear Threat At the same time as the human
rights project was formally launched as a foundational text of postwar Europe,

xxiv E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N T R O D U C T I O N



the Cold War presented its diametrical opposite. In 1948 the democratic state of
Czechoslovakia was taken over by the Communist Party. In the same year, the
Soviet Union cut off supplies from the western zones of Germany occupied by
France, Britain, and the United States, and Berlin, divided into four zones itself,
but situated within Soviet-controlled eastern Germany. The U.S. airlift kept
Berlin alive. A year later the Soviet Union announced that it possessed nuclear
weapons and the Communist Party finally won its bloody thirty-year civil war for
control of China. In 1950, the United Nations, after a Soviet walk-out from the
Security Council, voted to send troops on a ‘‘police action’’ to Korea. Armed
conflict with China loomed. The Cold War was on.

What made this episode in international history so important for Europe was
that in short order, hundreds, then thousands of nuclear weapons were pointed
not only at the USSR and the United States, but also at the heart of Europe. In
the event of war, Europe would be completely destroyed. ‘‘They made a desert
and called it peace,’’ wrote the Roman historian Tacitus two thousand years ago.
By the 1950s, the image of a nuclear desert spanning the entire European
continent was no longer just a nightmare, but a real possibility, played out in
war games by military planners all over the world.

The retreat from the edge of the precipice of total destruction is one of the
dominant themes of the history of the second half of the twentieth century. It
entailed complex diplomacy on the part of both European and extra-European
powers. The most important of these were the Kennedy-Khrushchev exchanges
of October 1962, which defused the explosive situation arising from the place-
ment of Soviet missiles in Cuba. But for decades afterwards, millions of ordinary
people remembered how near Europe was to nuclear catastrophe and joined mass
movements to head it off. The economic costs of the nuclear arms race were
staggering, and for the Soviet Union, crippling. It took the courage of the last
major Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorbachev, to break the deadlock and thereby
end the Cold War. The end of communism in Central and Eastern Europe,
the collapse of the Soviet Union, and the bloody disintegration of Yugoslavia
followed.

By the 1990s Europe was no longer faced with the insane possibility of
mutually assured destruction. In its place came other worries—the emergence of
radical Islam, the threat of biological and chemical warfare, waged not by nations
but by groups of men and women from the Middle East and elsewhere deter-
mined to make Europeans see that what their governments do causes suffering in
other parts of the world. Terrorism, a portmanteau for whatever anyone dislikes,
became a reality in Russia, in Spain, in France, and in Britain.

Nearly a century after the outbreak of the 1914–1918 war, which ended four
empires, took millions of lives, and unleashed some of the demons of the
twentieth century, the institutions of war are with us still and have degenerated
further. Europe is part of a world in which state-sponsored torture is common-
place. Whatever cruelties those who fought the Great War practiced, torture of
prisoners was not one of them. The European Convention on Human Rights is a
protection for some, but not everywhere and not for all. Europe in the early
twenty-first century is a continent marked by both light and darkness. No one
should see this encyclopedia, therefore, as a cavalcade of European progress. To
be sure, Europeans today are taller, heavier, eat better, work shorter hours, and
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live longer than their antecedents one hundred years ago. But the same problems
of inequality, of injustice, of the powers of the state, of violence of every kind,
persist. In the year 2006, just as a century before, a Europe defined by peace and
freedom is an idea in the making. No one can be sure of the outcome of these
vast processes, but even to begin to understand them, historical knowledge is
essential. This encyclopedia is a tool to help people imagine their own future by a
thoughtful and informed reflection on the past century of European history.
Without this tool (among many others) which open a window on European
scholarship on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean, there is only prejudice and
darkness.
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MAPS OF EUROPE SINCE 1914

The maps in this section illuminate some of the major events of European history in the

twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, including World War I and World War II, the Holocaust,

the breakup of Yugoslavia, and the formation of the European Union.
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CHRONOLOGY

The chronology is arranged by year from 1914 to 2005 and is organized under seven

major headings that cover the encyclopedia’s scope both thematically and over time.

Most items listed below are discussed in the encyclopedia’s articles and can be found

by referring to the table of contents and the index. Because the section headings are not

always mutually exclusive, certain events may be listed under more than one heading.

xxxix



DATE

POLITICS AND

DIPLOMACY

SCIENCE AND

TECHNOLOGY ECONOMY AND SOCIETY

1914 Assassination of Austrian
archduke Francis Ferdinand
in Sarajevo; Austrian
ultimatum to Serbia; German
‘‘blank check’’; alliances,
aggression lead to war
between Allies and Central
Powers; Irish Home Rule
becomes law

Typhoid vaccination and
tetanus prophylactic reduces
soldiers’ risks of disease;
British Henry Moseley
develops atomic numbers

Austria-Hungary: War
Production Law put into
effect; emergency decrees
passed in combatant nations

1915 Treaty of London First use of gas in warfare;
submarine warfare; dirigible
airship; rehabilitation and
plastic surgery developed;
term ‘‘shell shock’’ coined

‘‘Great Retreat’’ cripples
Russian economy

1916 UK: David Lloyd George
government, 1916–1922;
Francis Joseph (Austria-
Hungary) dies; Charles
(Austria-Hungary),
1916–1918

Albert Einstein develops
General Theory of Relativity

Germany: Hindenburg
program for total war and
Auxiliary Service Law;
‘‘Turnip Winter,’’ 1916–
1917; UK: Military Service
Act; Russia: strikes

1917 Russia: Nicholas II abdicates;
Corfu Agreement; France:
Georges Clemenceau
government, 1917–1920

Frenchman Paul Langevin
develops sonar

Germany: food riots; France:
strikes; France: income tax
adopted; Russia: food riots,
strikes; Bolshevik
government decrees end of
private land ownership
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CONFLICT

EUROPE AND THE

WORLD DATE

James Joyce, Portrait
of the Artist as a
Young Man, Henri
Matisse, Interior with
Goldfish; Wyndham
Lewis founds
Vorticist movement;
Rupert Brooke,
‘‘1914: Peace’’;
Charles Péguy dies

Great War, 1914–
1918; Schlieffen Plan;
Plan XVII; Battle of
Tannenberg; Battle of
Masurian Lakes; Battle
of the Marne; Austria’s
first invasion of Serbia;
Battle of Ypres

German Togoland
falls to British;
British and French
colonial subjects join
war effort

1914

Franz Kafka, Die
Verwandlung; Ezra
Pound begins The
Cantos, 1915–1960

Gallipoli invasion;
Italy joins Allies;
Western Front
stalemate; Germans
sink the Lusitania;
Austrian occupation
of Serbia

Armenian genocide;
British fight Turks in
Palestine and
Mesopotamia;
German Southwest
Africa falls to British

1915

Tristan Tzara founds
Dada

Ferdinand de
Saussure, Cours de
linguistique générale
(posthumous)

Battle of Verdun;
Battle of the Somme;
Irish nationalist
uprising; Battle of
Jutland

German Cameroons
fall to British

1916

Wilfred Owen,
‘‘Dulce et Decorum
Est’’; Marcel
Duchamp, Fountain;
Kasimir Malevich,
Suprematist Painting
(Yellow Rectangle),
1917–1918; De Stijl
founded

Germans declare
unrestricted warfare;
Russian February
Revolution; Nivelle
Offensive; US joins
Allies; Kornilov Affair;
French divisions
mutinies; Russian
October Revolution;
Russian Civil War,
1917–1920

Balfour Declaration 1917
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1918 Treaty of Brest-Litovsk;
collapse of German, Austro-
Hungarian, and Ottoman
empires; Germany: William II
abdicates; German Republic
declared; end of Great War;
Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Yugoslavia established

Germany: widespread strikes;
Austria-Hungary: food riots;
UK: food rationing; UK:
Representation of the People
Act; Alexandra Kollontai,
Communism and the Family;
influenza epidemic,
1918–1919

1919 Paris Peace Conference;
Weimar Republic established;
Comintern founded; Fasci di
Combattimento founded;
Treaty of Versailles;
Hungary: Bela Kun founded;
Hungarian Soviet Republic;
France: ‘‘Blue Horizon’’
Chamber; League of Nations
founded

John Alcock and Arthur
Brown fly first trans-Atlantic
non-stop flight; London-
Paris international airmail
established; Ernest
Rutherford creates first
nuclear reactions

France: 8-hour day; Sweden:
40-hour week

1920 Comintern’s Twenty-One
Conditions; Admiral Miklós
Horthy Regent of Hungary,
1920–1944; Germany: Kapp
Putsch; National Socialist
German Worker’s Party
founded; French Communist
Party founded;
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia,
Romania form Little Entente,
1920–1921; Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania gain independence
from USSR; Treaty of Sèvres;
Treaty of Trianon

John Maynard Keynes,
Economic Consequences of the
Peace; USSR: abortion
legalized
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John Singer Sargent,
Gassed, 1918–1919;
John Nash, Over the
Top, 1918–1919

Oswald Spengler,
Der Untergang des
Abendlandes, 1918–
1922; Lytton
Strachey, Eminent
Victorians; Bolshevik
attack on the Russian
Orthodox church

German spring
offensive; Vittorio
Veneto Offensive;
German retreat;
Great War ended

Post–World War I:
German and Turkish
colonies divided by
Allies. British
mandates: Iraq,
Palestine, Tanganyika;
French mandates:
Syria, Lebanon, the
Cameroons,
Togoland; Belgian
mandate: Ruanda-
Urundi

1918

Walter Gropius
founds Bauhaus
school of design;
Robert Wiene, Das
Kabinett des
Dr. Caligari

Karl Barth, Der
Römerbrief; Sylvia
Beach opens
bookstore
Shakespeare and
Company (Paris)

Germany: Spartacist
revolt; Karl
Liebknecht and Rosa
Luxemburg killed;
Greece invades
Turkey; Gabriele
D’Annunzio seizes
Fiume; Irish declare
independence; Irish
Republican Army
founded; Russo-
Polish War, 1919–
1920; Hungarian-
Romanian War

Indian protest
against Rowlatt Acts

1919

Karel Čapek, R.U.R.;
André Breton, Les
Champs Magnétiques

Ernst Jünger, In
Stahlgewittern; Joan
of Arc canonized

Germany: Kapp
Putsch; Greek-
Turkish War,
1920–1923

1920

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 xliii

C H R O N O L O G Y



DATE

POLITICS AND

DIPLOMACY
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1921 Irish Free State founded USSR: New Economic Policy
(NEP) instituted; Germany
receives reparations bill

1922 USSR established; Ukraine,
Byelorussia incorporated into
USSR; Germany-USSR
Rapallo meeting; Mussolini
appoints prime minister

British archaeologists
rediscover King
Tutankhamen’s tomb;
Russian A. A. Friedmann
postulates expanding
universe

Austrian finances stabilized

1923 France occupies Ruhr; Treaty
of Lausanne; Republic of
Turkey established; President
Mustafa Kemal (Atatürk)
(Turkey), 1923–1938;
Germany: Gustav Stresemann
chancellor; Beer Hall Putsch;
first government of Prime
Minister Stanley Baldwin
(UK), 1923–1924

Rampant inflation in
Germany; Rentenmark
introduced; Le Mans
car race established

1924 V. I. Lenin dies; UK: Ramsay
MacDonald forms first
Labour Party government;
assassination of Giacomo
Matteotti; French Cartel des
Gauches

Otto Rank, Das Trauma der
Geburt und seine Bedeutung
für die Psychoanalyse

Dawes Plan
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Jaroslav Hašek, The
Good Soldier Schweik,
1921–1923; Russian
constructivist
program published;
Fernand Léger, Le
Grand Déjeuner;
Pablo Picasso, Three
Women at the Spring

Ludwig
Wittgenstein,
Tractatus Logio-
Philosophicus

Irish Civil War,
1921–1923; Nazi
Sturmabteilung (SA)
founded

Cairo Conference;
Moroccan Revolt,
1921–1926

1921

James Joyce, Ulysses;
BBC founded; T. S.
Eliot, The Wasteland;
Paul Klee, Twittering
Machine; Adolf Loos,
Chicago Tribune
Tower design
(unexecuted)

Egypt nominally
gains independence
from UK

1922

Darius Milhaud, La
Création du Monde;
Igor Stravinsky, Les
noces; Wassily
Kandinsky, On
White; Rainer Maria
Rilke, Duineser
Elegien; Le
Corbusier, Vers une
architecture; Bela
Bartók, Dance Suite

György Lukács,
Geschichte und
Klassenbewusstein;
Edmund Husserl,
Erste Philosophie,
1923–1924

1923

André Breton,
Manifeste du
Surréalisme; Arthur
Honegger, Pacific
231; Thomas Mann,
Der Zauberberg;
Käthe Kollwitz,
Parents’ Monument,
1924–1932; E. M.
Forster, A Passage to
India; F. W.
Murnau, Der letzte
Mann

1924
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1925 President Paul von
Hindenburg (Germany),
1925–1934; Locarno
Agreements

Austrian Wolfgang Pauli
develops exclusion principle

Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf;
Britain reestablishes gold
standard; Italy: Operaio
Nazionale Dopolavoro
founded

1926 Nonfascist parties in Italy
prohibited; Poland: Marshal
Jozef Pi�sudski coup;
Germany joins League of
Nations

Austrian Erwin Schrödinger
develops Schrödinger
equation; Ivan Pavlov,
Conditioned Reflexes

UK: two-week general strike

1927 USSR: Joseph Stalin emerges
as leader; Leon Trotsky
expelled from Bolsheviks

Charles Lindbergh lands in
France; Werner Heisenberg
develops uncertainty
principle; trans-Atlantic
telephone service begins;
Alfred Adler,
Menschenkenntnis

Austria: general strike

1928 Kellogg-Briand Pact Alexander Fleming identifies
penicillin

USSR: First Five-Year Plan
begins
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Alban Berg, Wozzeck;
Josephine Baker in
Paris; Jean Cocteau,
L’Ange Heurtebise;
Sergei Eisenstein,
Battleship Potemkin

1925

George Grosz, The
Pillars of Society;
Ernest Hemingway,
The Sun Also Rises

1926

Virginia Woolf, To
the Lighthouse;
Hermann Hesse, Der
Steppenwolf; Fritz
Lang, Metropolis

Martin Heidegger,
Sein und Zeit; André
Gide, Voyage au
Congo; Julien Benda,
La Trahison des clercs

Austria: clash of
demonstrators and
police

1927

Kurt Weill and
Bertolt Brecht, Die
Dreigroschenoper;
Vladimir
Mayakovsky, The
Bedbug; Virginia
Woolf, Orlando;
D. H. Lawrence,
Lady Chatterley’s
Lover; Otto Dix,
War, 1928–1932;
William Butler Yeats,
The Tower; Anton
von Webern,
Symphony

Manager Josémarı́a
Escrivá de Balaguer y
Albas founds Opus
Dei

Iraq: Wahabi unrest 1928
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1929 Yugoslavia: King Alexander
creates military dictatorship;
Croatian Ustaša founded

Great Depression begins;
Young Plan

1930 French withdraw from
Rhineland

Briton Frank Whittle invents
jet engine; Germany: BCG
vaccine disaster

USSR: forced collectivization
targeting kulaks; famine
follows; France: fees
abolished for secondary
school

1931 UK: National Government
formed; Spanish Republic
founded

Austrian Kurt Gödel develops
Gödel’s proof

Proposed German-Austrian
customs union opposed by
France, Little Entente

1932 Chancellor Englebert
Dollfuss (Austria),
1932–1934

Melanie Klein, The
Psychoanalysis of Children

UK: George V broadcasts
first royal Christmas address

1933 Adolf Hitler appointed
chancellor; Enabling Act;
Germany withdraws from the
League of Nations

Germany: Jews purged from
civil service; Law for the
Protection of Hereditary
Health; Kraft durch Freude
founded; USSR: Second
Five-Year Plan begins
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Ludwig Mies van der
Rohe, German (or
Barcelona) Pavilion
for the Exposición
Internacional,
Barcelona; László
Moholy-Nagy, Light
Prop; René Magritte,
Treachery of Images;
Alfred Döblin, Berlin
Alexanderplatz;
Robert Graves, Good-
Bye to All That

Lateran Accord
between Italy and
Vatican; Virginia
Woolf, A Room of
One’s Own; Rudolf
Bultmann, ‘‘Der
Begriff der
Offenbarun im
Neuen Testament’’;
José Ortega y Gasset,
La rebelión de las
masas

1929

Josef von Sternberg,
Der blaue Engel;
suicide of Vladimir
Mayakovsky; Arnold
Schoenberg, Moses
und Aron, 1930–
1932

Sigmund Freud, Das
Unbehagen in der
Kultur

1930

Salvador Dali, The
Persistence of Memory;
Fritz Lang, M

British
Commonwealth
formally founded

1931

Max Beckmann,
Departure, 1932–
1934; Aldous
Huxley, Brave New
World

Karl Barth, Kirchliche
Dogmatik, 1932–
1967; Emmanuel
Mounier founds
Esprit

Iraq gains
independence from
UK

1932

Robert Delaunay,
Rhythms without End
series

Germany secretly
plans rearmament

1933
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1934 France: far right
antiparliamentary riots;
Chancellor Kurt von
Schuschnigg (Austria), 1934–
1938; Yugoslavia: Alexander I
assassinated; Germany: Night
of the Long Knives; German-
Polish Nonaggression Pact;
Bulgaria: coup d’état
establishes royal-military
dictatorship under King
Boris III

Nazi laws allow forced
sterilization

1935 UK: Hugh Marriott and Alan
Kekwick develop continuous
drip blood transfusion

German Nuremberg Laws;
USSR: Andrei Stakhanov
praised for coal mining feat;
first stretch of German
Autobahn opens

1936 Popular Front government in
France; Greece: General
Ioannis Metaxas dictatorship;
German-Japanese Anti-
Comintern Pact; King
George V (UK) dies; King
Edward VIII abdicates; King
George VI (UK), 1936–1952

UK: Leonard Colebrook
develops sulfonamide drugs;
BBC establishes television
system

France: two weeks’ paid
vacation implemented; Stalin
bans abortion; Germany:
Four-Year Plan begins; John
Maynard Keynes, General
Theory of Employment,
Interest and Money

1937 Italy joins Anti-Comintern
Pact; Prime Minister Neville
Chamberlain (UK),
1937–1940

UK: Alan Turing’s
hypothetical computer, the
‘‘Turing machine’’;
Germany: first successful
helicopter flight

Volkswagen founded

1938 German-Austrian Anschluss;
Munich Conference;
Romania: King Carol II
declares royal dictatorship

Germans Otto Hahn and
Fritz Strassmann develop
nuclear fission

Germany: Kristallnacht;
USSR: Third Five-Year Plan
begins
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First All-Union
Congress of Soviet
Writers

Arnold Toynbee, A
Study of History,
1934–1961

Brief civil war in
Austria

1934

Louis-Ferdinand
Céline, Voyage au
bout de la nuit;
Alfred Hitchcock,
The Thirty-Nine
Steps; Leni
Riefenstahl, Triumph
des Willens; Carl
Orff, Carmina
Burana

Leon Chwistek,
Limits of Science

Italy invades Ethiopia 1935

Sergei Prokofiev,
Peter and the Wolf

André Gide, Retour
de l’U.R.S.S.

Spanish civil war,
1936–1939; German
military occupation
of Rhineland

1936

Pablo Picasso,
Guernica; Piet
Mondrian, ‘‘Plastic
Art and Pure Plastic
Art’’; Jean Renoir, La
Grande Illusion

Stephen Spender,
Forward from
Liberalism

Russo-Japanese
conflict, 1937–1939

1937

Jean-Paul Sartre, La
Nausée; Constantin
Brancusi, Tı̂rgu-Jiu
Complex, Romania;
Marc Chagall, White
Crucifixion

George Orwell,
Homage to Catalonia

German occupation
of the Sudetenland

1938
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1939 Spain: Nationalist Regime
under Francisco Franco
founded, 1939–1975;
German-Italian Pact of Steel;
Soviet-German
Nonaggression Pact; World
War II begins

UK: radar developed; John
Desmond Bernal, The Social
Function of Science; Swiss
Paul Hermann Müller
discovers insecticidal use of
DDT; Germany: forced
euthanasia performed; pure
penicillin produced

1940 French Third Republic ends
itself; Vichy Regime
established; Leon Trotsky
dies; Moldavia made a
republic within USSR;
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania
incorporated into USSR;
Atlantic Charter; Prime
Minister Winston Churchill
(UK), 1940–1945

Cave painting discovered in
Lascaux, France

1941 Independent state of Croatia
founded under the Ustaše;
Tripartite Pact

UK: conscription of
unmarried women for war
work; US: Lend-Lease Act;
Germany: War Aid Service
introduced

1942 Soviet-British-U.S. military
alliance

Sir William Beveridge, Social
Insurance and Allied Services;
Germany: war economy
restructured, increasing use
of slave labor
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Olivier Messiaen,
Mode de Valeurs et
d’Intensités

German occupation
of Czechoslovakia;
World War II, 1939–
1945; Germany and
USSR invade Poland;
British and French
‘‘Phony War’’ on
Germany; USSR
invades Finland,
occupies Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania

1939

Graham Greene, The
Power and the Glory;
Arthur Koestler,
Darkness at Noon

Bertrand Russell, An
Inquiry into the
Meaning and Truth

Germany invades
Norway, Denmark,
Luxembourg,
Belgium, the
Netherlands, France;
evacuation at
Dunkirk; Battle of
Britain; Italy invades
Greece

Indochina War,
1940–1941

1940

Dmitri Shostakovich,
Seventh Symphony
(Leningrad
Symphony)

Germany invades
Greece, Yugoslavia,
USSR; ‘‘Final
Solution’’
increasingly
implemented and
systematized in East
Europe; Yugoslav
resistance strong
under communist
Tito; US enters war

Syria conquered by
Allies; French
mandate terminated

1941

Albert Camus,
L’Étranger

C. S. Lewis, The
Screwtape Letters

Wannsee conference;
Allied invasion of
North Africa;
German occupation
of Vichy France;
Battle of Stalingrad,
1942–1943

Vichy France loses
control of all African
possessions

1942
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1943 Tehran conference;
Mussolini’s Italian Social
Republic founded in Salò

Swiss Albert Hoffman
creates LSD

France: Service du travail
obligatoire instated

1944 German Wernher von Braun
develops V-2 rocket;
Dutchman Willem Kolff
develops kidney machine

Bretton Woods Agreement;
Unione Donne Italiane
founded; Sweden:
homosexuality
decriminalized

1945 Yalta conference; German
unconditional surrender;
Potsdam conference; end of
World War II; United
Nations (UN) founded;
Prime Minister Clement
Attlee (UK), 1945–1951

Briton Arthur C. Clarke
theorizes geosynchronous
satellite

Millions of displaced people
after the war; Nuremberg
trials, 1945–1946; UK:
Family Allowances Act

1946 France: provisional president
Charles de Gaulle resigns;
French Fourth Republic
founded; Federal People’s
Republic of Yugoslavia
founded; Churchill describes
‘‘Iron Curtain’’

Baby boom, 1946–1964;
UK: National Assistance Act,
nationalization of the Bank of
England

1947 Romanian People’s Republic
founded; Truman Doctrine;
UN resolution concerning
Israel and Palestine

US begins Marshall Plan;
British abolishes fees for
secondary school; France:
Monnet Plan
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Jean-Paul Sartre,
L’Être et le néant;
Jean Fautrier, Otages
series

Allied victory in
North Africa; Allied
invasion of Italy; fall
of Mussolini; Allies
employ strategic
bombing; French
Conseil National de
la Résistance founded

1943

Dietrich Bonhoeffer
dies

Allied invasion of
Normandy; officers’
plot against Hitler;
Battle of the Bulge;
Greek Civil War,
1944–1945, 1946–
1949

1944

Evelyn Waugh,
Brideshead Revisited;
Roberto Rossellini,
Roma, città aperta;
Benjamin Britten,
Peter Grimes

Maurice Merleau-
Ponty,
Phénoménologie de la
perception

Liberation of
concentration camps;
Red Army captures
Berlin; Germany
surrenders
unconditionally;
United Nations
founded

Sétif clash in Algeria;
Indonesian War of
Independence,
1945–1949

1945

George Orwell,
Animal Farm

Karl Jaspers, Die
Schuldfrage

Lebanon gains
independence from
France

1946

Albert Camus, La
Peste; André Malraux,
La Psychologie de
l’art, 1947–1950;
Germaine Richier,
The Storm

Primo Levi, Se questo
è un uomo; Antonio
Gramsci, Lettere dal
carcere (posthumous);
Max Horkheimer and
Theodor Adorno,
Dialektik der
Aufklärung; Polish
exiles found anti-
communist journal
Kultura

India, Pakistan gain
independence from
UK; France at war
in Indochina,
1947–1954

1947
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1948 Treaty of Brussels; Stalin
expels Yugoslavia from
Cominform; Communist
coup in Czechoslovakia;
Polish United Workers’ Party
founded

Soviet I. V. Michurin’s
theory of heredity shaped
by environment

USSR blocks Berlin; US
employs airlift to Berlin,
1948–1949; West German
Deutschmark released,
‘‘economic miracle’’ begins;
Organization for European
Economic Cooperation
founded

1949 North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO)
founded; Council of Mutual
Assistance (COMECON)
founded; German
Democratic Republic (east)
divided from German Federal
Republic (west); Christian
Democrat Chancellor Konrad
Adenauer (West Germany),
1949–1963; Italian Republic
founded

USSR detonates its first
atomic bomb

Simone de Beauvoir, Le
Deuxième Sexe; Ludwig
Erhard, West German
economics minister,
1949–1963

1950 General Secretary Walter
Ulbricht (East Germany),
1950–1971

Briton Alan Turing develops
‘‘Turing Test’’ for artificial
intelligence

UK: nationalization of iron
and steel, 1950–1951

1951 Prime Minister Winston
Churchill (UK), 1951–1955

European Coal and Steel
Community founded;
Finnish abortion law
liberalized

1952 Queen Elizabeth II (UK);
European Defense
Community, 1952–1954

UK develops nuclear
weapons

First television channel
in West Germany
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Samuel Beckett, En
attendant Godot,
1948–1952; Henri
Matisse, Chapelle du
Rosaire (Vence,
France), 1948–1951;
Vittorio De Sica,
Ladri di biciclette;
CoBrA expressionist
group founded

Bertrand Russell,
Human Knowledge,
Its Scope and Limits

Israel founded;
Burma, Ceylon gain
independence
from UK

1948

George Orwell,
1984; Tatyana
Yablonskaya, Bread;
Eugène Ionesco, La
Cantatrice chauve

Indonesia gains
independence from
The Netherlands

1949

European
Broadcasting Union
founded

Korean War,
1950–1953

1950

Henry Moore,
Reclining Figure;
Lucian Freud,
Interior in
Paddington

Hannah Arendt, The
Origins of
Totalitarianism

Libya gains
independence from
Italy

1951

Agatha Christie, The
Mousetrap

Tunisian War of
Independence,
1952–1956; Kenya:
Mau Mau Revolt,
1952–1960

1952
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1953 Doctors’ Plot; Joseph Stalin
dies; Party Secretary Nikita
Khrushchev (USSR), 1953–
1964; transnational Christian
Democrat Group (later
known as European People’s
Party) founded

1954 USSR: first nuclear energy
reactor; Switzerland:
European Center for Nuclear
Research (CERN) founded

Britain ends wartime
rationing; Briton Roger
Bannister breaks the four-
minute mile

1955 Warsaw Pact founded;
Austria regains independence

USSR: abortion legalized
again

1956 Premier Khrushchev (USSR),
1956–1964; Khrushchev’s
secret speech; Polish crisis
over W�adys�aw Gomu�ka,
party leader 1956–1970;
Hungary: Soviets crush Imre
Nagy’s reform movement

France: Poujadist revolt
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Francis Poulenc, Les
dialogues des
Carmélites, 1953–
1956; Jacques Tati,
Les Vacances de M.
Hulot

Roland Barthes, Le
Degré zero de
l’écriture; Czes�aw
Mi�osz, The Captive
Mind; Ludwig
Wittgenstein,
Philosophische
Untersuchungen
(posthumous)

East German
uprising

Moroccan War of
Independence,
1953–1956

1953

Françoise Sagan,
Bonjour Tristesse;
Witold Lutoslawski,
Funeral Music in
Memory of Béla
Bartók

Vietnam, Cambodia,
Laos gain
independence from
France; Algerian
War, 1954–1962;
British troops agree
to leave Egypt

1954

J. R. R. Tolkien, The
Lord of the Rings;
Luigi Nono, Il canto
sospeso; Pierre Boulez,
Third Piano Sonata,
1955–1957

Raymond Aron,
L’Opium des
intellectuals; Rudolf
Bultmann lecture
series, History and
Eschatology: The
Presence of Eternity

Cyprus conflict,
1955–1959

1955

Ingmar Bergman,
The Seventh Seal;
Richard Hamilton,
Just What Is It That
Makes Today’s Homes
So Different, So
Appealing?; John
Osborne, Look Back
in Anger; Pier Luigi
Nervi and Gio Ponti,
Pirelli Tower
(Milan); Alain
Resnas, Nuit et
brouillard

Soviet invasion of
Hungary

Suez Canal crisis;
Sudan gains
independence from
UK; Morocco,
Tunisia gain
independence from
France

1956
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1957 Treaty of Rome Sputnik launched;
International Geophysical
Year

European Economic
Community (EEC or
Common Market) founded

1958 French Fifth Republic
founded

Integrated circuits invented Minor recession, 1958–1959;
Britian: Notting Hill clash
between youths and West
Indian immigrants;
Exposition Universelle et
Internationale de Bruxelles;
UK: Campaign for Nuclear
Disarmament founded

1959 President Charles de Gaulle
(France), 1959–1969;
Khrushchev visits United
States

Soviet Luna 1 launched European Free Trade Area
founded; West German SDP
renounces Marxism

1960 American U-2 spy plane shot
down over Soviet Union;
Cyprus gains independence
from UK

France develops nuclear
weapons

lx E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

C H R O N O L O G Y



LITERATURE AND

THE ARTS

INTELLECTUAL

LIFE AND

RELIGION

WAR AND ARMED

CONFLICT

EUROPE AND THE

WORLD DATE

Boris Pasternak, Dr.
Zhivago; Antoni
Tàpies, White Oval

Richard Hoggart,
The Uses of Literacy;
Milovan Djilas, The
New Class: An
Analysis of the
Communist System

Ghana gains
independence
from UK

1957

Karlheinz
Stockhausen,
Kontakte,
1958–1960

Guinea gains
independence from
France; Franco-
Tunisian conflict,
1958–1961

1958

François Truffaut, Les
Quatre cents coups;
Federico Fellini, La
Dolce Vita; Jean-Luc
Godard, À bout de
soufflé; Marguerite
Duras, Hiroshima
mon amour

1959

Situation exhibition,
London; Alberto
Giacometti, Walking
Man I–II; Michel
Butor, Degrés; Karel
Reisz, Saturday
Night and Sunday
Morning; Yves Klein,
Leap into the Void

Somalia gains
independence from
Italy; Madagascar,
Central African
Republic, Congo,
Gabon, Cameroon,
Niger, Chad,
Dahomey, Togo,
Mali, Senegal,
Burkina Faso, Côte
d’Ivoire, Mauritania
gain independence
from France; Zaire
gains independence
from Belgium;
Nigeria gains
independence from
UK

1960
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1961 Berlin Wall constructed;
Second Turkish Republic
founded

First cosmonaut, Yuri
Gagarin, orbits the earth

Adolf Eichmann Trial;
contraceptive pill available

1962 Cuban Missile Crisis Der Spiegel Affair

1963 U.S.-Soviet Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty

De Gaulle vetoes British
membership in EEC; Turkey
associate of EEC; Frankfurt
Auschwitz trial, 1963–1965

1964 Party Secretary Leonid
Brezhnev (USSR), 1964–
1982; Romanian Communist
Party declared independent
of USSR; Malta gains
independence from UK

European Launcher
Development Organization
(ELDO) and European Space
Research Organization
(ESRO) founded

Birth rate begins decline
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Bridget Riley,
Movement in Squares

Pope John XXIII,
Mater et Magistra;
Walter Benjamin,
Illuminationen
(posthumous)

Organisation de
l’Armée Secrète
founded

Kuwait, Tanganyika,
Sierra Leone gain
independence from
UK; Frantz Fanon,
Les Damnés de la
terre; Angolan War of
Independence,
1961–1975; direct
US involvement in
Vietnam, 1961–1975

1961

Arman, Chopin’s
Waterloo; Anthony
Caro, Early One
Morning; David
Hockney,
Demonstrations of
Versatility exhibit;
Anthony Burgess, A
Clockwork Orange;
Benjamin Britten,
War Requiem; The
Beatles, ‘‘Love Me
Do’’

Second Vatican
Council, 1962–
1965; Claude Lévi-
Strauss, La Pensée
sauvage; Jürgen
Habermas,
Strukturwandel der
Öffentlichkeit

Algeria gains
independence from
France; pied-noir
refugees move to
France; Burundi,
Rwanda gain
independence from
Belgium; Uganda
gains independence
from UK

1962

Alexander
Solzhenitsyn, One
Day in the Life of
Ivan Denisovich;
Sigmar Polke, Grid
Pictures series and
Fabric Pictures series

Pope John XXIII,
Pacem in Terris;
Hannah Arendt,
Eichmann in
Jerusalem: A Report
on the Banality of
Evil; John Robinson,
Honest to God;
Roland Barthes, Sur
Racine

Cypriot civil war;
Italian anti-Mafia
campaign in Sicily

Malaysia, Kenya,
Zanzibar gain
independence from
UK; Guinea Bissau
War of
Independence,
1963–1974

1963

Joseph Beuys, Fat
Chair; Sergio Leone,
A Fistful of Dollars

Adam Schaff,
Language and
Cognition

Zambia, Malawi gain
independence from
UK; Mozambique
War of
Independence,
1964–1974

1964
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1965 Romanian leader Gheorghe
Gheorghiu-Dej dies,
succeeded by Nicolae
Ceauşescu

First Soviet communications
satellite launched

‘‘Market socialism’’ reform in
Yugoslavia; Spain: student
protests

1966 Minor recession, 1966–1967

1967 Greece: military junta rules,
1967–1974

France: first electric plant
using tidal movement opened

De Gaulle vetoes British
membership in EEC again;
EEC renamed European
Community (EC); UK:
renationalization of iron and
steel; Jean-Jacques Servan-
Schreiber, Le Défi américain

1968 Czechoslovakia: Prague
Spring under Alexander
Dubček; Brezhnev Doctrine

France: student protests and
general strike; student
protests in West Germany,
Italy

1969 President Georges Pompidou
(France), 1969–1974;
Croatian Spring, 1969–1971;
Chancellor Willy Brandt
(West Germany), 1969–
1974; Brandt promotes
Ostpolitik

UK: ‘‘no fault’’ divorce
legalized
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Roger Hilton, Two
Nude Women;
Georges Perec, Les
choses; Václav Havel,
The Memorandum

Louis Althusser, Pour
Marx

Maldives, Gambia,
Lesotho gain
independence from
UK; Rhodesian War
of Independence,
1965–1979

1965

Simone de Beauvoir,
Les Belles Images;
Krzystóf Penderecki,
Passio et mors Domini
Nostri Jesu Christi
secundam Lucam;
Gillo Pontecorvo, La
Battaglia di Algeri

Jacques Lacan, Écrits;
Enver Hoxha makes
Albania the world’s
first atheist state

Botswana gains
independence from
UK

1966

The Beatles, Seargent
Pepper’s Lonely
Hearts Club Band;
Richard Long, A
Line Made by
Walking; Iannis
Xenakis, Metastasis

Guy Debord, La
Société du spectacle;
Jacques Derrida, La
Voix et le phénomène,
L’Écriture et la
difference, and De la
grammatologie;
Umberto Eco, La
struttura asserte

Spain: ETA (Basque)
begins using violence

South Yemen gains
independence from
UK

1967

Christo and Jeanne-
Claude, Wrapped
Kunsthalle, Bern,
Switzerland; Jerzy
Grotowski, Towards
a Poor Theatre

Gabriel Marcel, Être
et avoir; Pope Paul
VI, Humanae Vitae

Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovakia

Mauritius, Swaziland
gain independence
from UK; Equitorial
Guinea gains
independence from
Spain

1968

Marcel Orphuls, Le
Chagrin et la pitié;
Monty Python’s Flying
Circus, 1969–1974

Northern Ireland
civil insurgency
begins

1969
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1970 West Germany recognizes
Oder-Neisse line as Polish
western border

West Germany: radio
telescope installed; France:
airport Turboclair fog-
dissipation system

Italy: divorce legalized

1971 General Secretary Erich
Honecker (East Germany),
1971–1989

Jane Goodall, In the Shadow
of Man; Stephen Hawking
theorizes miniature black
holes

Collapse of gold standard;
France: feminist party Choisir
founded; Doctors without
Borders founded

1972 Basic Treaty; Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty

Britain: nationwide coal
miners’ strike; environmental
group Club of Rome
founded; EC develops
environmental policy

1973 France: TGV high-speed
trains tested

Oil embargo; Britain,
Ireland, Denmark join EC;
France: worker management
of Lip watch factory

1974 President Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing (France), 1974–
1981; new Yugoslav
constitution

1975 Francisco Franco dies; King
Juan Carlos (Spain); Helsinki
Accords

Merger of ELDO and ERSO
as European Space Agency
(ESA); Soviet supersonic Tu-
144 cargo plane

France: abortion legalized;
Iceland: 90 percent of
women participate in
Women’s Strike

1976 Concorde jet in service Margaret Papandreous’s
Union of Greek Women
founded
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1970

Wim Wenders, Die
Angst des Tormanns
beim Elfmeter; Led
Zeppelin, ‘‘Stairway
to Heaven’’;
Heinrich Böll,
Gruppenbild mit
Dame

Bahrain, Qatar,
United Arab
Emirates gain
independence from
UK

1971

Stuart Brisley, ZL 65
63 95C; Josef
Škvorecký, The
Miracle Game;
Bernardo Bertolucci,
Ultimo tango a
Parigi

Bloody Sunday in
Northern Ireland;
Palestinian terrorists
kill Israeli hostages at
Munich Olympics

1972

Michael Craig-
Martin, An Oak Tree

1973

Alexander
Solzhenitsyn, Gulag
Archipelago; Anselm
Kiefer, March Heath

Cyprus National
Guard coup; Turkey
invades Cyprus

Mozambique,
Guinea Bissau gain
independence from
Portugal

1974

Lina Wertmüller,
Pasqualino
Settebellezze; Vladimir
Voinovich, The Life
and Extraordinary
Adventures of Private
Ivan Chonkin

Michel Foucault,
Surveiller et punir:
Naissance de la prison

Angola gains
independence from
Portugal

1975

The Sex Pistols,
‘‘Anarchy in the
U.K.’’

Hélène Cixous,
Portrait de Dora;
Leszek Ko�akowski,
Main Currents of
Marxism

1976
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1977 Charter 77; Eurocommunist
declaration

German Red Army Faction
kidnaps and murders Hanns-
Martin Schleyer; Swedish
Riksdag decrees acceptance
of same-sex households

1978 Spain recognizes internal
Basque communities

UK: first in vitro (test tube)
baby born

Italy: abortion legalized;
Italian Red Brigades kidnap
and murder Aldo Moro;
Martina Navratilova wins first
Wimbeldon title

1979 Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher (UK), 1979–1990;
U.S. refusal to sign SALT II;
German Green Party founded

First Ariane launch

1980 Tito dies, U.S. boycott of
Moscow Olympics; coup in
Turkey, martial law instated

Smallpox declared eradicated Poland: worker self-
management movement

1981 President François
Mitterrand (France), 1981–
1995; real choices, real
debates, secrecy in Polish
Communist Party elections

Switzerland: scanning
tunneling microscope
invented

Greece joins EC;
noncommunist Polish trade
union Solidarity recognized;
international anti-nuclear
demonstrations

1982 Chancellor Helmut Kohl
(West Germany), 1982–
1990; Spain: socialist
government elected; Party
Secretary Yuri Andropov
(USSR), 1982–1984

Italy: rape made punishable
by law

lxviii E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

C H R O N O L O G Y



LITERATURE AND

THE ARTS

INTELLECTUAL

LIFE AND

RELIGION

WAR AND ARMED

CONFLICT

EUROPE AND THE

WORLD DATE

Renzo Piano and
Richard Rogers,
Centre Pompidou
(Paris)

Jan Patocka dies;
Bernard-Henri Lévy,
La barbarie à visage
humain

Djibouti gains
independence from
France

1977

First Polish pope
elected, John Paul II,
1978–2005

1978

Vladimir Menshov,
Moscow Does Not
Believe in Tears

Pierre Bourdieu, La
Distinction: Critique
sociale du jugement;
Jean-François
Lyotard, La
Condition
postmoderne

USSR invades
Afghanistan, 1979–
1989

1979

Frank Auerbach,
J. Y. M. Seated

Bologna railroad
station bombed;
Italy: anti-Mafia
campaign intensifies

Zimbabwe gains
independence from
UK

1980

Umberto Eco, Il
nome della rosa

assassination attempt
made against Pope
John Paul II; Poland:
first Catholic mass
broadcast in thirty
years

Polish martial law
under General
Wojciech Jaruzelski,
1981–1983

1981

Francis Bacon, Study
of the Human Body;
Wolfgang Petersen,
Das Boot

Julia Kristéva,
Histoires d’amour

Falkland Islands War 1982
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1983 Turkey: Prime Minister
Turgut Özal, 1983–1989;
West Germany: Green Party
gains in parliamentary
elections; Turkish Republic
of Northern Cyprus founded
but unrecognized except by
Turkey

First Spacelab voyage International anti-nuclear
demonstrations

1984 Party Secretary Konstantin
Chernenko (USSR), 1984–
1985

Frenchman Luc Montagnier
discovers HIV

UK: National Union of
Mineworkers strike; France:
SOS-Racisme founded; West
Germany: commercial
television channels
introduced

1985 Party Secretary Mikhail
Gorbachev (USSR), 1985–
1991; Schengen Agreement

Members of the British
Antarctic Expedition notice
hole in ozone layer

USSR: glasnost and
perestroika implemented;
French intelligence agents
sink Greenpeace ship
Rainbow Warrior

1986 Swiss voters reject proposal
to join UN; Single European
Act

Soviet Mir space station
launched

Soviet Mir space station
launched

1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces Treaty

Klaus Barbie trial

1988 European scientists
participate in Human
Genome Project, 1988–2003
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I. M. Pei, Louvre
pyramid (Paris),
1983–1988

Soviet Union shoots
down Korean
passenger jet

1983

Milan Kundera,
L’Insoutenable légèrté
de l’être; Akli Tadjer,
Les Ani du ‘‘Tassili’’

1984

Mehdi Charef, Le Thé
au harem
d’Archimède; Lasse
Hallström, My Life as
a Dog

Airports in Vienna
and Rome bombed
by Palestinian
terrorists

1985

Claude Berri, Jean de
Florette; Richard
Rogers, Lloyd’s
Building (London)

1986

Pope John Paul II
visits the Roman
Synagogue

1987

Pedro Almodóvar,
Mujeres al borde de
un ataque de nervios;
Ismail Kadare, The
Concert at the End of
Winter; Louis Malle,
Au Revoir les enfants;
Vasily Pichul, Little
Vera

USSR: Mikhail
Gorbachev meets
with Russian
Orthodox Patriarch
Pimen; Shroud of
Turin carbon dated
to 13th or 14th
century

France: Matignon
Accord concerning
continuing conflict in
New Caledonia

1988
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1989 Poland: Solidarity wins
elections; East Germans
emigrate west; fall of Berlin
Wall; Romania overthrows
and executes Ceauşescu;
Czechoslovakian Communist
leadership replaced by
President Václav Havel;
Yugoslavia: government
allows free elections

1990 German reunification;
Chancellor Helmut Kohl
(Germany), 1990–1998;
Lithuania, Estonia, Latvia
declared independent of
USSR; President Lech Wa�ęsa
(Poland), 1990–1995;
President Boris Yeltsin
(Russia), 1990–1999; reform
and/or free elections in
Albania, Bulgaria, Romania,
Hungary; Prime Minister
John Major (UK), 1990–
1997

Tim Berners-Lee creates the
Web at CERN; freshwater
geothermal vents discovered
at Lake Baikal

McDonald’s opens in
Moscow; German
privatization agency
Treuhand founded;
privatization laws pass in
Poland

1991 USSR breaks up;
conservative-attempted coup;
Gorbachev resigns;
Commonwealth of
Independent States founded;
Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia
gain independence from
Yugoslavia; new Bulgarian
constitution

5,000-year-old ‘‘iceman’’
discovered in Alps

1992 Bosnia-Herzegovina gains
independence from
Yugoslavia; Albanian
democratic reform

Seville and Genoa
international expositions;
Russia: Yeltsin’s ‘‘shock
therapy’’ plan introduced;
Euro Disney opens
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ASTRA satellite
broadcasting begins

Salman Rushdie, The
Satanic Verses

Terrorists blow up
US passenger
airplane over
Scotland

1989

Leszek Ko�akowski,
Modernity on Endless
Trial; Soviet
‘‘Freedom of
Conscience’’ law

French, British
participate in US-led
Persian Gulf War

1990

M. C. Solaar, ‘‘Qui
sème le vent récolte
le tempo’’

1991

Adolf Krischanitz,
Kunsthalle (Vienna);
Neil Jordan, The
Crying Game

Bosnia: war and
ethnic cleansing,
1992–1995

1992
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1993 Maastricht Treaty put into
effect; EEC renamed
European Union (EU);
Velvet Revolution separates
Czech Republic and Slovakia;
Bosnia: Vance-Owen Peace
Plan attempted; Russia:
nationalist Vladimir
Zhirinovsky State Duma
success

Briton Andrew Wiles proves
Fermat’s Last Theorem

Euro planned; former Italian
prime minister Giulio
Andreotti accused of Mafia
ties

1994 Prime Minister Silvio
Berlusconi (Italy)

‘‘Chunnel’’ links France and
Britain

1995 Austria, Finland, Sweden join
EU; President Jacques Chirac
(France); Dayton Agreement

Sweden, Finland, Austria join
the EU; Swiss bank
controversy over funds of
Jewish Holocaust victims

1996 First digital television channel
in Germany; ‘‘Mad cow’’
disease scare

1997 Prime Minister Tony Blair
(UK); Kyoto Protocol

Stephen Hawking concedes
bet concerning naked
singularities; Scottish team
clones sheep Dolly

Diana, Princess of Wales,
dies; UK: Labour Party
‘‘women only’’ lists increase
number of female MPs;
France: Maurice Papon trial,
1997–1998

1998 Chancellor Gerhard Schröder
(Germany), 1998–2005;
peace accord in Northern
Ireland

Construction of International
Space Station begins

France wins World Cup led
by Zinedine Zidane; Russia
defaults on international
debts; Lisbon Expo ’98;
France: 35-hour week
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LITERATURE AND

THE ARTS

INTELLECTUAL

LIFE AND

RELIGION

WAR AND ARMED

CONFLICT

EUROPE AND THE

WORLD DATE

Krzysztof Kieslowski,
Trois Couleurs
trilogy, Bleu, Bia�y,
Rouge, 1993–1994;
Andrzej Wajda, The
Ring of the Crowned
Eagle

1993

Yuri Mumin,
Window to Paris

UK: first Anglican
women priests
ordained

IRA ceasefire;
conflict in Chechnya,
1994–1996

1994

Christo and Jeanne-
Claude, Wrapped
Reichstag, Berlin,
1971–95; Michael
Radford and
Massimo Troisi, Il
Postino; Lars Von
Trier and Thomas
Vinterberg’s Dogme
manifesto

NATO intervention
in Bosnia

1995

Danny Boyle,
Trainspotting

Potential schism
between Russian
Orthodox Church
and Constantinople

1996

Roberto Benigni, La
vita è bella; J. K.
Rowling, Harry
Potter and the
Philosopher’s Stone

IRA ceasefire;
Albanian Civil War

Hong Kong to China 1997

Tom Tykwer, Lola
rennt

Serbs force Albanians
from Kosovo; Belfast
Agreement

1998

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 lxxv

C H R O N O L O G Y



DATE

POLITICS AND

DIPLOMACY

SCIENCE AND

TECHNOLOGY ECONOMY AND SOCIETY

1999 Austria: Jörg Haider’s
Freedom Party joins the
government

Euro launched; Turkey:
Kurdish Workers’ Party
leader Abdullah Öcalan
sentenced to death; France:
José Bové attacks
McDonald’s

2000 President Vladimir Putin
(Russia); Serbs overthrow
Slobodan Milošević

International Space Station
permanently occupied

Hanover Expo 2000; France:
‘‘Parité’’ law

2001 Prime Minister Silvio
Berlusconi (Italy), 2001–
2006

Mir space station abandoned Immigration tightened after
11 September attacks on the
US; Netherlands: same-sex
marriages legally recognized

2002 EU begins work on
constitution; Jean-Marie Le
Pen second in French
presidential election;
Netherlands: Pim Fortuyn
assassinated; Russia-NATO
Council founded

Euro into circulation;
Slobodan Milošević on trial
for war crimes at the Hague

2003 Yugoslavia renamed Serbia-
Montenegro

Concorde jet service
discontinued

Belgium: same-sex marriages
legally recognized; Russia:
Yukos oil company scandal
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EUROPE AND THE
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Pedro Almodóvar,
Todo sobre mi madre;
Norman Foster,
Reichstag Dome
(Berlin)

NATO bombs
Serbia; Chechen
conflict renewed

Macao to China 1999

Zadie Smith, White
Teeth; Marks Barfield
Architects, London
Eye; Arup Group,
the Millennium
Bridge (London)

Pope John Paul II
visits Egypt and
Israel; Jewish
community center
opens in Moscow

2000

Daniel Libeskind,
Jüdisches Museum
Berlin opens; Jean-
Pierre Jeunet, Le
Fabuleux Destin
d’Amélie Poulain

European
immigration laws
tighten after 11
September attacks on
the US

2001

Catholic Church
faces rising child sex-
abuse scandal; rash of
anti-Semitic attacks

Chechen rebels take
hostages in Moscow
theater

2002

Wolfgang Becker,
Good-Bye Lenin!;
Roman Polanski, The
Pianist

Anglican
Communion rocked
by consecration of
American
homosexual Rev. V.
Gene Robinson as
bishop

Madrid terrorist
attack

UK, Poland, Spain,
Italy, and others back
US invasion of Iraq;
France, Germany,
Russia protest

2003

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 lxxvii

C H R O N O L O G Y



DATE

POLITICS AND

DIPLOMACY

SCIENCE AND

TECHNOLOGY ECONOMY AND SOCIETY

2004 Socialist Prime Minister José
Luis Rodriguez Zapatero
(Spain); EU expands by ten
countries; Ukrainian Orange
Revolution

American and Russian
scientists produce super-
heavy elements

Olympic Games held in
Greece

2005 France: rioting by young
West and North African men;
violence worst seen in France
since 1968
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EUROPE AND THE

WORLD DATE

Muslim headscarves
banned in French
schools; Orthodox
Patriarch
Bartholomew I
accepts Pope John
Paul II’s apology for
the sacking of
Constantinople in
1204

2004

Pope John Paul II
dies; hundreds of
thousands attend his
funeral; Benedict
XVI elected as his
successor

Terrorist bombings
in London transit
system

2005
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ABORTION. After World War I, Europe faced
a recurrent anxiety common after most major con-
flicts: the fear of a severe drop in the birth rate.
Demographic stagnation, already perceptible since
the beginning of the century, made this perspective
ominously plausible. Abortion and contraceptive
means were strongly condemned and actively pro-
hibited. Everywhere policies were organized to pro-
mote population growth. Legislation was enacted
to repress the encouragement of the use of means
of contraception and abortion as well as their adver-
tisement (France, 1920; Belgium, 1923). However,
the number of abortions did not decrease in the
countries where this type of legislation was passed.
In some countries (France, Belgium) in the hope
of ensuring repression, abortion was no longer cate-
gorized as a ‘‘crime’’—which would have led to a
jury trial that ended, in 80 percent of the cases, in
an acquittal. Instead, thanks to a procedural means
(‘‘correctionalization’’), the prosecution took place
before professional judges, who tended to be much
less lenient. In France, for example, even if prosecu-
tions remained relatively rare in the period from
1925 to 1935 (five hundred to one thousand cases
a year), the rate of acquittal dropped to 19 percent.
However, the numbers of abortions that were
discovered and effectively prosecuted were small in
comparison to the numbers of clandestine ones
performed, which were estimated to be more than
one hundred thousand cases a year. In fact abortion
seemed to become more and more common and
with fewer complications. The most commonly
used method was the intrauterine injection.

Abortion was a matter for women, who had
to seek out abortionists, nicknamed in French
‘‘faiseuses d’anges’’ (‘‘angelmakers’’). In some big
cities there were private homes where provincial
and foreign women came to obtain a clandestine
termination of pregnancy. Brussels acquired an
international reputation as a good place for find-
ing ‘‘abortariums.’’ In many newspapers, good
addresses where ‘‘a return of the period’’ —in fact,
a discreet abortion—might be obtained could easily
be found.

In Protestant countries, women obtained the
right to terminate pregnancy relatively early on. In
the United Kingdom, the Offences against the
Person Act of 1861 and the Infant Preservation
Act of 1919 prohibited abortion except when the
mother’s health was in danger. In 1936, under the
pressure of birth control advocates, the Abortion
Law Reform Association came into being. In 1938
an important step was made in judge-made law that
authorized abortion in the case of mental and phy-
sical distress. As early as 1938, Swedish women
could obtain an abortion when the mother’s life
was in danger, in the case of a rape, or when the
fetus was presenting serious malformations. The
same right, with similar restrictions, was given to
women in Switzerland in 1942 and in Finland in
1950. This legislation was made progressively more
flexible, allowing more liberal practices in the
1970s.

Conservative and mostly authoritarian regimes
prohibited any voluntary interruption of preg-
nancy. In the Soviet Union, prosecutions for
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abortion had stopped in 1917 and abortion was

legalized in 1920, but was forbidden again under

Stalin’s rule in 1936. However, after the end of

Stalin’s regime, abortion was once again legalized

(in 1955) and became the most widely practiced

form of birth control through the remainder of the

Soviet period and beyond. Under the Vichy regime

in France, penal repression was reinforced when

Marie-Louise Giraud, an angelmaker, was executed

in 1943.

In the 1970s, the women’s liberation move-

ment transformed the female body into a public

policy issue. The right of women for sovereignty

over their bodies became a major demand, as illu-

strated by the feminist slogan ‘‘a baby, when I

want, if I want.’’ The debate became more and

more political and also more passionate. In

France, the number of clandestine abortions was

estimated at about four hundred thousand a year in

the mid-1970s, and women continued to die

because of the conditions in which they took place.

‘‘Abortion tourism’’ was organized by the first

birth control centers and by militant feminists: trips

were planned to countries where abortion was

authorized and where some new methods—for

example, a method known as aspiration—were

used. A more liberal attitude toward abortion was

mostly the case in England (owing to the Abortion

Act of 1967) and in Poland and the Netherlands,

where abortion was not really legalized but was

tolerated. Some centers dedicated to family

planning first began to offer clients the necessary

information to obtain abortions, and then, in the

mid-1970s, started to provide abortions them-

selves. In the hope of forcing a public debate and

a change in the legislation, some doctors revealed

publicly both the number and the conditions in

which they had provided abortions. Some were

arrested, condemned, and imprisoned (as in the

case of Willy Peers and Pierre-Olivier Hubinon in

Belgium). In order to publicize further the state of

affairs with regard to abortion, 343 notable French

women (associated with the world of art, literature,

press, and cinema, including Simone de Beauvoir,

Catherine Deneuve, Marguerite Duras, Jeanne

Moreau, Gisèle Halimi, Françoise Sagan, and others)

signed a manifesto on 5 April 1971 in which they

admitted having sought and obtained abortions.

The signatories, who called for a depenalization of

abortion laws, created a furor in public opinion.
Theoretically these women could have been prose-
cuted for having admitted their part in a ‘‘crime’’
but nothing happened. The result of this public
acknowledgment was that ordinary women who
might have been penalized were treated less
harshly. Some trials took place in and benefited
from important press coverage in France (for exam-
ple, the Marie-Claire Chevalier case in 1971) or in
Italy (the Gigliola Pierobon case in 1973). The
impact of such trials was huge and precipitated
reforms. In France, the Minister of Health,
Simone Veil, in 1974, brought the debate to par-
liament and, in an exclusively male assembly, the
discussion was tense and aggressive. At the end, a
statute carrying the name of the pioneering minis-
ter (‘‘la loi Veil’’) was passed in January 1975.
Following some spectacular women’s demonstra-
tions in Italy, voluntary termination of pregnancy
was legalized in May 1978, even though many
doctors refused to perform abortions for reasons
of conscience. In Belgium, abortion was decrim-
inalized in 1990, after a constitutional crisis, when
King Baudouin I refused to sign the act of parlia-
ment because of his religious convictions.

In the great majority of European countries,
abortion is now available but with notable differ-
ences from one country to another in the condi-
tions necessary to obtain it. The debate has
switched from the principle of the availability of
a legal abortion to the circumstances, the stage
of pregnancy in which abortion is permissible,
the cost of the intervention, parental consent for
minors, and so on.

Some countries still have very restrictive laws
(like Ireland, where abortion can only be obtained
if the mother’s health is in danger, leading some six
thousand Irish women a year to seek abortions in
the United Kingdom) or prohibit completely any
voluntary interruption of pregnancy (the Republic
of Cyprus, Malta). In Portugal, where the debate is
especially divisive, a right-wing slogan claims that
decriminalizing abortion is the equivalent of intro-
ducing the death penalty. In 2004 the odyssey of
the Borndiep, a Dutch hospital boat nicknamed the
‘‘abortion boat,’’ created a controversy: prohibited
from putting into port, it stayed at sea in order to
provide an abortion service to women who had
boarded. Under Poland’s former communist regime,
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abortion had been available on request since 1956,
but by the end of 1980s, Catholic clergy started an
offensive against it, claiming that abortion risked
the genocide of the Polish people. Since 1993,
abortion legislation in Poland has become among
the most restrictive in Europe (abortion is only
tolerated in the case of danger to the mother, of
rape, or of malformation of the fetus). This change
has led many Polish women to seek clandestine
abortions.

The RU-486 pill, the so-called abortion pill,
which makes it possible to abort without surgical
intervention, was introduced on the French market
in 1988. This pill is regulated under the same legal
basis as abortion, and it has been legalized in most
European countries since 1999 (with the notable
exceptions of Portugal, Ireland, Malta, and
Poland). The number of women seeking abortion
who choose this new method is estimated at
around 30 percent.

The right to obtain an abortion is regularly
contested by religious authorities (Pope John Paul
II compared it to the Holocaust and Pope Benedict
XVI, from the outset of his pontificate, condemned
any legislation tolerating it). Legal abortion is also
challenged by medical personnel on grounds of
conscience, by anti-abortion campaigns, by mili-
tants (though with less violence than is seen in
the United States), and by various public initiatives,
as well as in national parliaments, attempting to
confer a legal status on the fetus.

See also Divorce; Public Health; Sexuality.
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ACADEMIES OF SCIENCE. Elite
national scientific organizations have been part of
the social structure of modern science since its
origins. By the twentieth century, academies of
science had become a nearly ubiquitous feature of
modern states. Although these bodies possess some

common features, their organizational and func-
tional differences provide an index of the various
possible relationships among science, the state, and
political ideologies in the modern era.

SCIENTIFIC ORGANIZATIONS BEFORE

WORLD WAR I

Two enduring models were the Royal Society of
London for the Promotion of Natural Knowledge,
organized in 1660 and chartered in 1662, and the
Royal Academy of Sciences of Paris, founded in
1666. These academies were forums for the exam-
ination and confirmation of results, increasingly
through the scrutiny of written reports—the ori-
gins of what we now call peer review. They dissem-
inated these reports and communications from
corresponding members, for example, through
the Royal Society’s Philosophical Transactions, one
of the earliest scientific journals.

The Royal Society had little connection with
the state besides its name. Its fellows (FRS) received
no governmental financial support. The society
therefore depended on subscriptions and private
donations, which meant that often amateurs were
elected for reasons of patronage or prestige rather
than scientific achievement. Although occasionally
called upon to provide advice to the government on
matters of scientific and technical import, the Royal
Society was independent of state control.

By contrast, the Parisian academy was a
designedly elitist state agency. Members—limited
to six in each of (initially) five sections—received a
modest annual stipend. The academy regularly
advised the government on scientific and techno-
logical problems and served as a de facto patent
court. The French academy developed a system of
prizes for work in specified subjects—a way of sub-
sidizing successful research but also of influencing its
direction. Moreover, funds were sometimes pro-
vided for projects beyond the scope of individuals.
Through the academy, the state promoted scientific
talent but also enrolled that talent to achieve policy
goals.

During the eighteenth century many European
(and some new American) states established acade-
mies of science. (James E. McClellan lists more than
sixty official academies in existence as of 1793; many
of these were regional academies in France or acad-
emies based in small German and Italian states.)
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Increasing specialization of the sciences in the nine-
teenth century complicated the organizational land-
scape. Research became more exclusively the
domain of growing numbers of credentialed profes-
sionals. Likewise, the old categories of natural phi-
losophy and natural history were differentiated into
disciplines such as physics, geology, chemistry, and
biology. This resulted in the creation of associations
open to all working scientists (e.g., the British
Association for the Advancement of Science) as well
as professional societies for specific disciplines.
Moreover, universities increasingly took on research
functions. These changes challenged the traditional
function of the academies; conversely, they took on
new tasks of national representation in international
scientific unions and conventions, such as those on
measurements.

TWENTIETH-CENTURY ACADEMIES

In Great Britain nineteenth-century reform move-
ments led to more rigorous, merit-based standards
for Royal Society membership, and by the early
twentieth century the title FRS regained its status as
a crowning achievement of a scientific career. The
Royal Society’s Transactions and Proceedings—which
eventually was split into several disciplinary series—
remained premier scientific periodicals. The society
also began to serve as a conduit for government
research funds—for example, through several senior
research professorships and a series of grants for
students—and as a pool of expert advisors, partic-
ularly during the world wars. However, proposals to
link it more closely to the state gained little traction.

In the French Academy of Sciences—the
‘‘Royal’’ appellation flickered in and out with various
constitutional changes—the number of disciplinary
sections increased to eleven during the nineteenth
century, and its Comptes Rendus (published begin-
ning in 1835) became the supreme general-subject
French scientific journal. The scope of the prize
system increased; in 1975 prizes in sixty-four differ-
ent categories, worth a total of just over one million
francs (mostly from donated endowments), were
awarded. But by the mid-twentieth century the
academy, with its membership restricted to a small
pinnacle of the French scientific community, was
widely perceived to be somewhat inflexible. Its func-
tion as an active promoter of research was largely
supplanted by the National Center for Scientific

Research (CNRS), founded as a consolidation of
several previous government offices in 1939 to pro-
vide funds for a network of laboratories and direct
research grants. Reforms in 1975 aimed at a younger
overall membership and more active sponsorship of
research, but little changed, and another round of
reforms approved in 2003 aimed at similar ends.

The prime twentieth-century example of an
academy as the agent of state policy was to be found
in the Soviet Union. The Russian Academy of
Sciences had been established in 1725—initially
largely populated by foreign recruits—as part of
Peter the Great’s modernization efforts. After the
Revolution of 1917 some Bolsheviks saw it as an
indelibly bourgeois institution, but it was decided
to use the expertise of a renamed Academy of
Sciences of the USSR in furtherance of modern-
ization and industrialization—ironically, continu-
ing the tsarist heritage but taken to new lengths.
The academy came to operate dozens of state-
funded institutes—by 1939 fifty-eight laboratories
and twenty museums—employing thousands of
researchers. It is hardly surprising that the academy
was buffeted by political tumult. By the late 1920s
the initial tolerance of ‘‘bourgeois experts’’ met
counterdemands that the academy become a more
authentically ‘‘socialist’’ institution; some members
were dismissed and many new members more in-
clined toward socialism were appointed. The academy
also experienced the Great Purges of 1936–1939,
though its institutional structures remained largely
intact. Starting in the late 1930s as well, an adverse
consequence of centralized state control was revealed
in the pervasive anti-Mendelian influence exerted by
Trofim Lysenko after he carried out a kind of coup
d’état in the field of genetics. Soviet Academy insti-
tutes produced world-class research in many fields,
particularly in mathematics, astronomy, and physics;
however, junior scientists, especially, often chafed at
the bureaucratic planning of science as though it were
a kind of industrial production. The Soviet model was
copied throughout the Eastern bloc after 1945, with
previous elite national academies being transformed
into planning bureaus for wide-ranging state labora-
tory networks.

Ideological conflicts and political divisions were
also prominent in the history of scientific academies
in Germany. The Saxon (founded 1846) and Bavarian
(1759) academies, as well as those in Göttingen
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(1751) and—until World War I—Vienna (1847)
formed a ‘‘cartel’’ in 1893 but remained mutually
independent. The Prussian Academy (founded
1700) and the new academy in Heidelberg (1909)
joined later. The theoretically all-German Leopoldina
Society of natural researchers, earlier peripatetic but
based in Halle from 1878 on, was somewhat over-
shadowed by the state-based academies, particularly
Prussia’s. The German academies, like their British
and French counterparts, served as honorific societies
and published scholarly proceedings; unlike them,
they also contained prominent sections for humanistic
disciplines. Particularly in the humanities, several
German academies were responsible for large-scale
research endeavors, such as systematic editions of
medieval historical documents and philological refer-
ence works. In the natural sciences, however, their
sponsorship of research was indirect. State sponsor-
ship of science was channeled through university
laboratories, through grants provided by the
Emergency Council for German Science (founded
1919, later renamed the German Research Society),
and through the elite non-university research insti-
tutes of the Kaiser Wilhelm Society (founded 1911,
later renamed the Max Planck Society), which had
mixed governmental and private support.

The German academies faced co-optation
under the Nazi state; after some temporizing, by
the late 1930s they had mostly dismissed their
‘‘non-Aryan’’ members and instituted authoritarian
internal leadership. These changes were revised after
1945, albeit differently in West and East. The West
German academies largely reverted to previous pat-
terns, with essentially only formal state affiliation.
New academies in Mainz (1949) and Düsseldorf
(1970) joined the Union of Academies (as the cartel
had been renamed). In East Germany the Prussian
Academy was renamed the Academy of Sciences of
the German Democratic Republic and operated a
network of laboratories on the Soviet model. After
reunification this body was restructured yet again
as the Berlin-Brandenburg Academy of Sciences.
The Leopoldina tried—with considerable suc-
cess—to maintain its status as an all-German society
in the face of countervailing pressure from the GDR
government.

Other European academies usually operated
somewhere between the presence or absence of
state control and between direct management of

research or a predominantly honorific and editorial
function. The Royal Academy of Sciences in
Sweden, for example, managed several research
institutes, but it also lost several functions during
the course of the twentieth century: operation of
the Natural History Museum (till 1965), environ-
mental management of national parks (till 1967),
and publication of the Swedish almanac (till 1972).
The Swedish Academy gained a unique world
prominence, however, through its custodianship
of the Nobel Prizes in Physics and Chemistry, as
well as (later) the Nobel memorial prize in Eco-
nomics and the Crafoord Prize in Mathematics.
Arguably its very location on the relative periphery
of the academic world enabled it to take on this
role as an international arbiter of scientific prestige.

See also Purges; Science.
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n

ACTION FRANÇAISE. The most influen-
tial right-wing movement in twentieth-century
France, the Action Française articulated a theory
of ‘‘integral nationalism’’ that won adherents
among intellectuals, Catholics, and members of
the professional classes. Originating in the heyday
of the Dreyfus affair in the 1890s, the movement
denounced all foreigners, Jews, and republicans who
identified with the egalitarianism of the French
Revolution. Under the direction of Charles Maurras
(1868–1952) and Léon Daudet (1867–1942),
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the Action Française held that the revolution
of 1789 had ushered in an age of rampant
disorder. France could be saved from further
decline, Maurras argued, if it rejected the revolu-
tionary tradition entirely and returned to the
monarchical, corporatist, and Catholic society
overthrown in 1789. Only those who were ‘‘inte-
grally’’ French—those whose families could trace
their French ancestry over several generations,
whose ancestors espoused the Catholic faith, and
who respected France’s monarchist traditions—were
truly French; all others—Protestants, Freemasons,
and, most particularly, Jews—were ‘‘alien.’’
Although the Action Française failed to restore the
monarchy, it significantly influenced many intellec-
tuals, eroded public confidence in the Third
Republic, and provided the intellectual underpin-
nings of Vichy France’s ‘‘national revolution.’’

From 1899 through 1914, the Action
Française battled the Third Republic through scho-
larly discourse and direct political action. Reflecting
the literary predisposition of Maurras, it used pub-
lic lectures and erudite essays published in its
monthly journal and, after 1908, the daily news-
paper Action française, to call for a reorientation of
intellectual values: France had to reject the revolu-
tionary tradition and embrace in its stead an ideol-
ogy of order, discipline, and hierarchy. At the same
time, the movement orchestrated abrasive assaults
on the republic and its defenders. Daudet devel-
oped an earthy rhetoric of public insult; and the
more youthful supporters of integral nationalism,
known as the camelots du roi (the king’s street
vendors, for their role in selling the newspaper),
brawled with their republican adversaries and dis-
rupted the lectures of professors most closely iden-
tified with the Dreyfusard cause. In the nationalist
atmosphere of World War I, the movement
enjoyed unprecedented success that carried over
into the early 1920s. Its emphasis on hierarchy and
obedience to legitimate authority, its repudiation of
the French Revolution, and its identification of
Catholicism as integral to true French identity made
it attractive to many Catholics. That Maurras was
agnostic was an inconvenient fact overlooked until
1926 when the Vatican, concerned that an ideology
defined by an avowed agnostic represented a danger
to the Catholic faith, condemned the movement
and threatened with excommunication any Catholics
who continued to support it.

After 1926 the movement, having abandoned
most of its rabble-rousing prewar spirit, also lost
many former adherents to the more overtly fascist
leagues that emerged in the interwar years. In
February 1934, when massive right-wing demon-
strations threatened to topple the republic, the
Action Française remained aloof. This political
timidity prompted many erstwhile allies to support
groups more inclined to fight the republic in the
streets. The ideological influence of the Action
Française remained significant, however. In the
aftermath of military defeat in 1940, Marshal
Philippe Pétain (1856–1951) promoted a domestic
agenda largely inspired by Maurrassian ideas: the
Vichy regime abolished parliament, persecuted
Jews, excluded Protestants and Freemasons from
positions of economic or cultural influence, and
championed a return to the land reminiscent of
old regime France. Proudly Pétainist, the Action
Française nevertheless rejected any collaboration
with the enemy. Some former supporters of the
Action Française broke with Maurras on this point
and became outright collaborationists; others,
inspired by the nationalist spirit of the Action
Française, joined the Resistance; but the movement
remained one of Pétain’s most loyal allies from
1940 through 1944. In 1945 Maurras was sen-
tenced to life in prison for his support of Vichy.

Integral nationalism resembled or prefigured
fascism in several ways. It denounced the liberal
tradition of the French Revolution; championed a
virulent nationalism that blamed foreigners for all
of France’s ills; and excoriated the Jews. But its
authoritarian monarchism was not comparable to
the cult of a charismatic leader characteristic of true
fascist movements, and the movement lacked a will
to power, preferring only to prepare the intellectual
preconditions of a coup d’état. This emphasis on
the centrality of intellect won it many supporters in
French intellectual circles, but undermined any
instinct to seize power.

The Action Française provided the ideological
foundations of Vichy and, in the late twentieth and
early twenty-first centuries, of Jean-Marie Le Pen’s
National Front, which has jettisoned the monar-
chism of the earlier movement but has retained the
rhetorical virulence and xenophobic nationalism of
the Action Française.

See also Anti-Semitism; Fascism; Maurras, Charles.
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MARTHA HANNA

n

ADAMS, GERRY (b. 1948), Irish republican.

By far the most significant Irish republican
since Eamon de Valera and Michael Collins, Gerry
Adams was born in the Lower Falls area of West
Belfast to parents whose families had a history of
involvement in Irish republicanism. The family
moved to the new public housing estate of
Ballymurphy in the early 1950s. His secondary
education was at St. Mary’s Grammar School, a
Christian Brothers establishment. He left school
at the age of fifteen and got a job as a barman.

Adams joined the Irish Republican Army (IRA)
in 1965, a fact that he continues to deny. At this
time the chief of staff of the IRA, the Dubliner
Cathal Goulding, was taking the organization in a
left-wing direction. Although many traditional
republicans in Belfast resisted this move, Adams
was sympathetic. Adams and other republicans
were active in the civil rights movement, launched
in 1967, aimed at ending the anti-Catholic discri-
mination practiced by the Unionist regime at
Stormont. However, the civil rights marches were
opposed by the supporters of the loyalist, Protestant
fundamentalist Ian Paisley, leading to increasing
sectarian tension. The outbreak of serious sectarian
violence in Belfast in August 1969 allowed the tra-
ditionalists to assert themselves against Goulding,
whom they accused of letting down defenseless
Catholic communities. The IRA split into
Provisional and Official sections and, after some
initial hesitation because of the rabid anticommun-
ism and conservatism of many of its founding
members, Adams threw in his lot with the
Provisionals.

He soon emerged as a leading member of the
IRA in Ballymurphy and became the officer

commanding the Provisional’s second battalion in
the city. He was interned in 1971 but released in
July 1972 to be part of an IRA delegation that met
the British secretary of state for Northern Ireland,
William Whitelaw, for secret talks in London. He
was adjutant of the Belfast IRA on Bloody Friday,
21 July 1972, when the organization exploded
twenty-six bombs throughout the city, killing nine
people. Arrested in July 1973, he did not emerge
from prison until 1977. In ‘‘Cage 11’’ of the Long
Kesh prison, he was the key figure in a rethinking
of republican military and political strategy that
resulted in a commitment to a ‘‘long war.’’ For
Adams the ‘‘long war’’ could take up to two dec-
ades and would necessitate developing the political
arm of the republican movement. He spoke of the
need for ‘‘active republicanism’’ that would entail
social and political involvement to ensure that repub-
licans were not isolated around a purely militarist
approach. He was a severe critic of the southern-
based leadership of the movement for agreeing to
a cease-fire with the British in 1975, and from the
mid-1970s he and his supporters set out to take
over the movement.

The northerners were greatly assisted by the
hunger strikes of 1980–1981, when Bobby Sands
and nine of his comrades died in a struggle to
obtain the status of political prisoners. Sands was
elected to the Westminster Parliament in a by-elec-
tion in 1981, and in 1982 Sinn Féin, the political
arm of the movement, made its first major break-
through in the elections for the Northern Ireland
Assembly, winning just over 10 percent of the vote.
In 1983 Adams, who was now president of Sinn
Féin, won the West Belfast seat at Westminster.
From the early 1980s he was convinced that the
military struggle with the British was in stalemate
and that republicans needed to build alliances with
John Hume’s Social Democratic and Labour Party
(SDLP) and the Fianna Fail Party in the Irish
Republic. Such a pan-nationalist front would then,
with the support of Irish America, pressure Britain
for a radical change in its Northern Ireland policy.
However, the prerequisite for such an alliance was
an IRA ceasefire.

The Anglo-Irish Agreement signed by the Irish
prime minister Garret Fitzgerald and the British
prime minister Margaret Thatcher in 1985 con-
vinced John Hume that Britain was now ‘‘neutral’’
on the constitutional future of Northern Ireland.
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Republicans did not agree and the violence contin-
ued, leading to the breakdown of talks between
Sinn Féin and the SDLP in 1988. However, con-
tacts between Hume and Adams continued.

The collapse of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and a
radically different international environment
assisted Adams’s strategy. In 1992 he and John
Hume sketched out the basis for a settlement.
However, the 1993 British/Irish Downing Street
Declaration did not include a key element of
‘‘Hume-Adams’’—Britain’s commitment to act as
a ‘‘persuader’’ of Unionists toward a united
Ireland. Despite this omission, Adams was able to
persuade the IRA to declare a cease-fire in August
1994. Although this broke down temporarily in
1996, it was reinstated when Tony Blair’s Labour
Party won the 1997 general election. With the
strong support of President Clinton, the historic
Good Friday Agreement of 1998 saw the Ulster
Unionist Party led by David Trimble agree to share
power with Sinn Féin, provided the IRA decom-
missioned all its weapons.

A section of the republican movement had
begun to criticize Adams for betraying republican
ideals by agreeing to a partitionist settlement. Its
members set up the Real IRA and carried out the
bombing of Omagh in August 1998, with the loss
of twenty-nine lives. However, Adams’s ‘‘peace
strategy’’ allowed Sinn Féin to overtake the SDLP
to become the largest nationalist party in Northern
Ireland and a significant political force in the
Republic of Ireland. His reluctance to finally break
with the paramilitarism that had given Sinn Féin
so much political leverage in the past led to
repeated crises of the institutions created by the
agreement, while at the same time strengthening
the more inflexible Unionists led by Ian Paisley’s
Democratic Unionist Party.

See also IRA; Ireland; Northern Ireland; Paisley, Ian;
Sinn Féin.
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HENRY PATTERSON
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ADENAUER, KONRAD (1876–1967),
first chancellor of West Germany.

Konrad Herman Joseph Adenauer was twenty-
two years old at the death of Otto von Bismarck
(1815–1898), sixty-nine at the death of Adolf
Hitler (1889–1945), and eighty-seven when he
resigned from the chancellery. He was the youngest
mayor of Cologne and the oldest chancellor of
Germany. His role as patriarch indelibly stamped
the history of the Federal Republic of Germany.

The third child of a large Rhineland family with
western European leanings, Adenauer received a
liberal, humanist Catholic education. His ideas of
nation and state can probably be attributed to his
father, a noncommissioned officer in the Prussian
army. In spite of modest circumstances, Adenauer
studied law and economics at Freiburg and
Munich. He completed his studies in Bonn, where
he was appointed a judge. His 1904 marriage to
Emma Weyer, a Cologne socialite, ensured him a
brilliant career as a public servant. From the posi-
tion of deputy in 1906, he rose to become the
mayor of Cologne in 1916 at the age of forty.
With the addition of the Rhineland to western
Prussia, Adenauer became a member of the
Prussian administration. His ambition to turn
Cologne into a metropolitan center of economic
and cultural commerce with its neighbors was ham-
pered by World War I and then by the seven-year-
long British occupation. In opposition to separatist
movements, he hoped to detach his Catholic
Rhineland from the Prussian state while remaining
within the German Reich. During the period
between the wars, he attained national political
status. He was president of the Prussian State
Council (1920–1933), and he was one of the
national leaders of the Zentrum (Center), the
Roman Catholic party of which he had been a
member since 1906. Within it, he represented the
republican majority that supported the Weimar
regime. A devout Catholic, he was an advocate of
decentralization and a partisan of the moderate,
interdenominational Liberal Party. As such, he
was relieved of his duties as mayor by the Nazis in
March of 1939, and he was interned several times
from then until 1945.

After the war, Adenauer emerged as one of the
principal figures of German reconstruction. (He
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was named mayor of Cologne by the U.S. govern-
ment in 1945, but was removed by the British.) He
devoted himself to the formation of an interdenom-
inational party, the Christian Democratic Union,
which was founded in June 1945. He was president
of this party from 1950 until 1966, and he
remained honorary president until the end of his
life. Meanwhile, he participated in the legislative
process of the new Germany. He was the first pres-
ident of the Parliamentary Council in 1948 and a
member of the Bundestag until his death. Through
his role in the development of the Basic Law (8 May
1949) and in the choice of Bonn as the capital,
followed by his election as the first chancellor of
the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) on 15
September 1949, his own political career became
indistinguishable from the postwar history of
Germany itself.

Adenauer’s first goal was to recover the sover-
eignty of the West German state and an equality of
its rights in relation to the occupying powers. To
accomplish this, he assumed the office of minister
of foreign affairs from 1951 to 1955. The results of
this aim quickly followed: in November 1949 the

Petersburg Agreement with the occupying powers,
which allowed for Germany to have an indepen-
dent foreign policy; in 1951 the conclusion of the
Ruhr Statute; in 1952 the lifting of the occupation
statute with passage of the German Treaty
(Deutschlandvertrag); and in 1957 the reintegra-
tion of the Saarland into the Federal Republic of
Germany. This strategy entailed that the FRG
should pay the debts of Nazi Germany. A repara-
tions treaty with Israel was concluded in 1952. In
1953 the London Debt Agreement was signed,
and laws were passed for the indemnification of
victims of Nazism and the integration of German
refugees. After the passage of amnesty laws, dena-
zification passed into its second stage.

Adenauer’s second aim was to position the new
republic firmly within the ‘‘free world’’ and to
ensure its security in the face of the Soviet threat
(the Cold War). The war in Korea helped the
‘‘Allies’ Chancellor’’ (according to his rival Kurt
Schumacher [1895–1952]) to make Germany a
military partner of the United States in spite of
the public’s reluctance. In addition, the FRG
became a member of NATO in 1955. Adenauer
refused any accommodation with the Soviet
Union, even a 1952 proposal from Joseph Stalin
(1879–1953) on the reunification of the two
Germanys, but during his 1956 trip to the Soviet
Union, he did reestablish diplomatic relations in
exchange for the return of the remaining German
POWs of World War II.

His third aim was to make the FRG an engine
for the building of Europe as a means to interna-
tional recognition, albeit at the cost of giving up
any exclusive sovereignty. Adenauer advocated the
participation of Germany in numerous European
institutions (the Council of Europe, 1950; the
European Coal and Steel Community, 1951; and
the European Economic Community, 1957). He
also worked toward the reconciliation of Germany
with its traditional enemy, France. The warming of
relations with France under Charles de Gaulle
(1890–1970) benefited greatly from a weakening
of ties with the United States and led to the Elysée
Treaty of 1963.

Adenauer’s strategy was supported by the
economic expansion of the 1950s (the Wunder-
wirtschaft) and social changes (such as the adoption
in 1951 of the policy of codetermination, whereby

Konrad Adenauer (right) with Winston Churchill,

London, December 1951. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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union leaders sit on companies’ boards of directors,

and pension reform in 1957) that contributed to

the creation of the German market economy, in

large part the work of his finance minister, Ludwig

Erhard (1897–1977). Thus Adenauer, the great

tactician, accustomed to a petit bourgeois way of

life and at times abrupt, became the incarnation of

‘‘chancellor democracy’’ (Kanzlerdemokratie).

His fourth aim concerned the solution to

the delicate question of a divided Germany.

Adenauer’s project of creating a prosperous,

secure, and integrated Germany capable of luring

East Germany onto the path toward unification

had failed. His only consolation was that the

1954 treaty did not make the separation official.

This failure cast a shadow over the end of the

‘‘Adenauer era’’; he was even sometimes accused

of being a ‘‘traitor to the national cause.’’

Moreover, his lack of reaction to the building of

the Berlin wall (13 August 1961), his indecisive

candidacy for the presidency of the republic

(1959), and the Spiegel affair in 1962 (involving

revelations of Germany’s military unpreparedness)

all eroded his popularity. The result was the for-

mation of a coalition government with the Free

Democrats and his resignation on 15 October

1963. He devoted himself to his memoirs until

his death in 1967 at his Rhöndorf estate.

Even though Adenauer is considered the

founding father of the German Republic, his role

is still debated: Did he determine the fate of

Germany or simply follow the course of history?

Even though the Allies made the major decisions,

Adenauer was able to alter the status of Germany

that had been decreed at Yalta. For the first time in

history, thanks to him, Germany was schooled in

the effectiveness of the parliamentary system. But

his intra-German policy also led to an impasse. Did

he put in place a workable concept of unification

that was not simply reducible to an all-or-nothing

politics in regard the Soviet Union? He was more a

founding father than a providential figure, and in

the end he was unable to make his fellow citizens

understand the conditions and limitations of the

birth of the new Germany.

See also Christian Democracy; Economic Miracle;
Germany.
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FABIEN THÉOFILAKIS

n

ADORNO, THEODOR (1903–1969),
German philosopher.

Born in Frankfurt am Main, Theodor Adorno
studied philosophy there during the 1920s, when
he became acquainted with future members of
the Institute for Social Research such as Max
Horkheimer, Leo Lowenthal, and Walter Benjamin.
A youthful friendship with the writer and critic
Siegfried Kracauer proved to be a major intellectual
influence. When Adorno was fifteen, he and Kracauer
read Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason
together, an experience that the philosopher later
described as an important turning point in his early
development.

Having met Alban Berg in Frankfurt at a stun-
ning 1924 production of Berg’s opera Wozzeck,
Adorno was so inspired that he decided, then and
there, to travel to Vienna to study ‘‘modern music’’
(neue Musik) firsthand. Although he and the com-
poser Arnold Schoenberg never hit it off, Adorno
profited greatly from his contact with Berg.
Adorno went on to become a major philosophical
interpreter of the Vienna school music, despite
Schoenberg’s pronounced antipathy. ‘‘I could
never really stand him,’’ the composer once indeli-
cately opined.

For Adorno, the integrity of Schoenberg’s
music—above all, middle-period Schoenberg, the
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master of ‘‘dissonance’’—lay in its staunch refusal to
provide ideological window dressing for a social
world in which relations among persons were
increasingly dominated by relations among things
or commodities. The virtue of atonal composition
was that it steadfastly resisted the idea of music as
‘‘consolation’’: sugarcoating for a ‘‘totally adminis-
tered world.’’ In Adorno’s view, the rejection of
harmony in favor of dissonance allowed ‘‘New
Music’’ to unflinchingly articulate the language of
social suffering. Under late capitalism, music, like all
art, had become the flaccid blandishment of an all-
encompassing consumer society. It had, in essence,
become a ‘‘decorative’’ accompaniment to depart-
ment store shopping. In Adorno’s view, the coloni-
zation of composition by the ‘‘culture industry’’ was
a tangible sign of the all-encompassing march of
‘‘total administration.’’ Schoenberg’s virtue as a
composer was that he ‘‘declared his independence
from this type of art. . . . His music systematically
denied the claim that the universal and the particu-
lar had been reconciled.’’

Adorno was also a pioneer in the field of the
‘‘sociology of music,’’ the study of how musical
experience is influenced and shaped by social and
economic forces. He set forth his views in a num-
ber of pioneering articles written for the Frankfurt
school’s journal, the Zeitschrift für Sozialforschung.
Drawing on a long-standing German tradition dating
back to Arthur Schopenhauer, Richard Wagner, and
Ernst Bloch, as well as on Walter Benjamin’s theolo-
gical messianism, Adorno endowed serious music
with a ‘‘redemptory’’ function. He believed that, in
an era where philosophy, qua positivism, had been
reduced to a handmaiden of the empirical sciences,
only authentic works of art retained the capacity to
‘‘call things by their proper names.’’ He argued
that the nonconceptual character of classical com-
position—the fact that it communicated via the
nonideational language of harmony and sound—
endowed it with the ability to transcend the nar-
rowly utilitarian orientation of bourgeois society
and give voice to noumenal truth.

Drawing on Marx’s notion of ‘‘commodity
fetishism’’ as viewed through the prism of Georg
Lukács’s 1923 Marxist classic, History and Class
Consciousness, Adorno depicted the commodifica-
tion of modern musical experience. As a result of
that commodification, music’s utopian potential

was increasingly diminished. Like other realms of

social existence, music, too, had become subject to

the all-encompassing dictates of the laws of supply

and demand. Amid the forlorn cultural landscape

of a burgeoning consumer society, musical taste

had been reduced to a manifestation of conspicu-

ous consumption. As Adorno argued in ‘‘The

Fetish Character of Music and the Regression of

Listening’’ (1938), ‘‘the listener really worships

the money he pays for a ticket to the Toscanini

concert.’’ Under conditions of advanced capitalism,

ends and means had been reversed, as commodifi-

cation increasingly supplanted music’s critical and

utopian functions.

The Frankfurt school fled Germany shortly

following Hitler’s 1933 seizure of power. Adorno,

conversely, remained in Germany until 1935, in the

mistaken belief that the Nazi revolution might prove

short-lived. In 1935 he emigrated to Oxford, where

he completed Against Epistemology: A Metacritique,
an important critique of Edmund Husserl’s idealism.

Following the precepts of ideology criticism, Adorno

Theodor Adorno, 1958. GETTY IMAGES
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argued that the fashionable search for ‘‘essences,’’
as it emerged, for example, in Husserl’s idea of
Wesenschau (the ‘‘intuition of essences’’), masked
social contradictions with a deceptive veneer of idea-
tional harmony. Only a philosophy that rejected
premature claims to ‘‘reconciliation’’ remained ade-
quate to the lacerated state of contemporary social
relations.

In 1938 Adorno left Oxford for New York. It
was at this point that he became an integral member
of the Frankfurt school in exile. He and Max
Horkheimer established a close working relationship.
Increasingly, critical theory’s original methodological
program of ‘‘interdisciplinary materialism,’’ according
to which philosophy would play a leading role in
directing the research orientation of the various
social sciences, seemed outmoded—especially in light
of the ever-darkening European political situation.
Horkheimer had felt burdened by his organizational
responsibilities as the Frankfurt Institute’s director
and had always fantasized about writing a major
study of ‘‘dialectics.’’ Once Adorno emigrated to
the United States, the prospect of writing a collabora-
tive study materialized. In 1941 the two men
repaired to Pacific Palisades, California, to write
Dialectic of Enlightenment—one of critical theory’s
major intellectual statements.

Although the authors insisted that the book
was jointly dictated, its approach was clearly
Adornian in inspiration. In light of the ongoing
European catastrophe—as they began writing,
three-quarters of continental Europe lay under
Nazi jackboots—Marx’s progressive philosophy of
history seemed naı̈ve and untenable. In Dialectic of
Enlightenment Horkheimer and Adorno outlined
an alternative philosophy of history adequate to the
realities of the contemporary political situation.

But this goal entailed a major reformulation
of critical theory’s mission statement. Whereas
Horkheimer’s original program remained fully
indebted to the precepts of Enlightenment reason,
Dialectic of Enlightenment reversed this orienta-
tion. Following Adorno’s lead, the authors traced
the origins of totalitarianism to the eighteenth-
century ideal of a totally enlightened society.
Instead of seeking Nazism’s ideological origins in
the rise of irrationalism (historicism, Friedrich
Nietzsche, and Lebensphilosophie), they discovered
its intellectual basis, counterintuitively, in modern

positivism. Following Nietzsche, they reasoned
that a methodological approach such as positivism,
for which ultimate value choices were an arbitrary
posit—a question of faith or belief—could provide
no compelling arguments against mass murder.
The Nazis had merely drawn the logical conclu-
sions from the triumph of bourgeois ‘‘instrumen-
tal reason.’’ Whereas nineteenth-century observers
as diverse as Marx and Herbert Spencer could
still view human history via the narrative of pro-
gress, Horkheimer and Adorno, following Oswald
Spengler, perceived it as essentially a tale of
decline.

Another risky feature of their argument—also
following Nietzsche—was the indictment of reason
as a source of domination simpliciter. Marx had
referred to logic, with its uncanny capacity to make
dissimilar things similar, as the ‘‘money of the
mind.’’ Dialectic of Enlightenment stood Hegel
back on his head (after Marx, in Das Kapital,
claimed to have righted him) by contending that
the ‘‘domination of nature’’ was at the heart of the
program of Western reason. For obvious reasons,
this conclusion lent the book’s argument a type of
conceptual impotence. For if reason were merely a
handmaiden of social domination, what means lay
at humanity’s disposal to set things right? Here,
too, Adorno’s guiding hand was detectable. For
with this indelicate rejection of reason, the only
apparent solution was a quasi-religious reverence
for inarticulate nature—a mythical, prelapsarian
state prior to the corruptions and divisions of
instrumental reason.

The approach perfected in Dialectic of Enlight-
enment became the basis for Adorno’s major post-
war philosophical works, such as Negative Dialectics
(1966). There Adorno claimed that philosophy’s
‘‘original sin’’ was its desire to grasp the nonconcep-
tual—Being—via conceptual means. He thereby
proclaimed the very project of philosophical under-
standing, going back to Plato, to be a false start. The
rationalist goal of trying to make Being intellectually
comprehensible possessed a type of primordial ille-
gitimacy, he argued. For, by definition, it subjected
Being or things to standards that were alien to their
nature. In this way, Adorno stealthily reprised
Friedrich Schelling’s well-nigh anti-intellectual cri-
tique of Hegel’s ‘‘pan-logism’’—the imperialism of
the logos. Still, one had the feeling that, despite its
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manifest brilliance, Adorno’s project ended up
in the intellectual cul-de-sac of a self-flagellating
misology, or hatred of reason.

His other major work of the 1960s, Aesthetic
Theory (published posthumously in 1970), was
intended as a partial solution to Negative
Dialectics’ pessimism. Given philosophy’s compli-
city in the Enlightenment project, the task of
exposing social suffering fell to works of art. Art’s
utopian function lay in its ‘‘uselessness.’’ Thereby,
it defied the instrumentalist credo of bourgeois
society. Yet, because art forms like music and
painting were ‘‘speechless’’ or nonlinguistic,
aesthetic theory was needed to render their
contents in a conceptually meaningful fashion.
Adorno had intended to write a moral philosophy
before he died, in which case his major works
(Negative Dialectics and Aesthetic Theory) would
have paralleled the topics treated by Kant’s three
Critiques.

See also Frankfurt School.
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RICHARD WOLIN

n

AFGHANISTAN. Modern Afghanistan owes
its existence to the Great Powers’ nineteenth-cen-
tury imperialist rivalry, known as the Great Game.
As Russia was pushing toward the warm waters of
the Indian Ocean and Britain was consolidating its
domination over India, in order to avoid direct
confrontation they created Afghanistan as a buffer
state between them. When World War I broke out,
Afghanistan stayed neutral because Russia and

Britain were allies and bound by the 1907 conven-
tion, which assigned Afghanistan to the British
sphere of influence and mandated that its foreign
policy be directed from New Delhi. In 1915
Germany attempted to undermine British control
over India by sending two expeditions to Kabul to
seek the support of Amir Habibullah (1872–1919)
in instigating mass uprisings among the border
tribes, which would tie up the Indian army for the
rest of the war. Germany thus joined the Great
Game as a third player and preserved that position
even after it lost the war in Europe.

REFORM IN AFGHANISTAN

It was, however, revolutionary Russia that repre-
sented a real threat to the British by recognizing
Afghanistan as a sovereign state and using it as
a pawn in an attempt to penetrate India with the
connivance of the reformist Ghazi Amir Amanullah
(1892–1960), who hoped to modernize his coun-
try with the help of anti-British powers. Expecting
Soviet assistance to arrive soon, in May 1919 he
ordered his troops and armed tribesmen to cross
the Durand Line, the boundary established in 1893
between Afghanistan and British India but con-
tested by almost every subsequent Afghan govern-
ment. The British stopped Amanullah, but in the
resulting peace treaty had to recognize Afghanistan’s
full sovereignty. Amanullah initiated a number of
radical reforms, which led to a conservative back-
lash that in 1929 forced him to flee. After a brief
civil war, Amanullah’s distant cousin Muhammed
Nadir Shah (1883–1933) took the throne. He was
assassinated in 1933 and succeeded by his son
Zahir.

AFGHANISTAN UNDER ZAHIR SHAH

King Zahir Shah reigned from 1933 to 1973,
during which time the country survived two major
international crises, World War II and the partition
of British India in 1947, but not the ramifications
of the Cold War. During World War II,
Afghanistan narrowly avoided Iran’s fate, which
was to be occupied by Allied troops in an attempt
to forestall German penetration. German and
Italian nationals, who had been in charge of most
modernization projects, including the training of
Afghan armed forces, were expelled under joint
Anglo-Soviet pressure in 1941. A more serious
crisis developed when British India was partitioned
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into two independent states, Hindustan (India)

and Pakistan. Because more than half of the

Pashtuns, the largest ethnic group in Pakistan

(accounting for 40 percent, compared to Tajik

[30 percent], Hazara [10 percent], and Uzbek [9

percent]), lived across the Durand Line in India’s

Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP), where the

Congress Party government voted in June 1947 to

join Hindustan, the partition was bound to cause a

serious crisis in Central Asia. In July, however, in a

British-sponsored referendum the NWFP voted to

join Pakistan, as did the tribal assemblies (jirghas)
in its five tribal agencies, which had been estab-

lished by the British inside the NFWP along the

Durand Line. The Afghan government rejected the

decision and refused to recognize both the popular

vote and the Durand Line as an international

boundary, insisting that the tribal agencies be treat-

ed like the roughly five-hundred native or princely

states of British India that were given a third choice

in the partition: independence. This would have

created an independent Pashtunistan, which might

or might have not soon joined Afghanistan.

Pakistan responded to the threat of

Pashtunistan with a protracted trade blockade of

Afghanistan, which affected gasoline imports.

Deprived of imported gasoline, Afghanistan turned

to the Soviet Union for economic and military

assistance. With the United States backing

Pakistan, Moscow offered in 1955 a $1.5 billion

loan for development projects such as power

plants and highways, including the Salang Pass

Highway, which tunneled through the Hindu

Kush, creating a year-round passage, which was

crucial in a country without railroads. The king’s

cousin and from 1953 to 1963 the prime minister,

Prince Daoud (1909–1978), was openly pro-Soviet

and further antagonized Pakistan by stirring up

pro-Pashtunistan uprisings in the border region.

He was forced to resign and in 1964 the king

initiated the drafting of a new constitution, which

included a bill of rights for both men and women

and a new legislature, in which for the first time

women had guaranteed seats. However, the

growth of leftist parties soon paralyzed the experi-

ment in democracy and in 1973, while Zahir Shah

was in Europe, Prince Daoud seized power with the

help of military officers, abolished the monarchy,

and became president. He first aligned himself with

the communists (the People’s Democratic Party of
Afghanistan, PDPA) against Muslim traditionalists,
but two years later he reversed course, dismissed
the PDPA members from his government and
changed the constitution to create a presidential,
one-party political system.

THE COMMUNIST COUP AND THE

MUJAHIDIN RESISTANCE

In April 1978 a handful of Afghan communists,
supported by Soviet-trained army officers, launched
a successful coup, during which President Daoud
and his family were murdered. Daoud was suc-
ceeded by a communist government headed by
Noor Muhammad Taraki (1917–1979), who
enjoyed Soviet backing and initiated radical
reforms. Taraki himself, however, was murdered
in September the following year by his rival
Hafizullah Amin (1929–1979) before the Soviets
could intervene. The ensuing Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan in the last days of 1979 led to a third
shootout that cost the life of Amin and his support-
ers and brought power to another Soviet-backed
leader, Babarak Karmal (1929–1996). Taraki and
Amin had imposed radical reforms on the country-
side—reforms that were designed to change over-
night century-old Islamic and tribal customs
regarding land tenure and the position of women
in society and education—thereby quickly alienat-
ing the bulk of the population, which responded in
the traditional way, with tribal warfare. The Soviet
troops occupying Afghanistan were opposed by the
guerrillas, or mujahidin, ‘‘those waging jihad.’’ In
1986 Babrak Karmal was replaced by the more
energetic Dr. Muhammad Najibullah (1947–
1996), a physician who offered a more flexible
strategy of negotiating with as well as fighting the
insurgents while making gestures of respect toward
Islam.

Without a sanctuary for the Afghan mujahidin
and for Afghan refugees inside Pakistan, and inter-
national support, chiefly from the United States,
resistance would have died out. Large-scale soviet-
ization of the Afghan youth took place during this
period, and an estimated eighty thousand Afghans
were trained in the Soviet Union, including chil-
dren of preschool age. In 1985, when the reformer
Mikhail Gorbachev assumed power in the Soviet
Union, he recognized that he needed to extricate
his country from what had become a quagmire in
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Afghanistan. In April 1988 negotiations started
between the Najibullah government and the insur-
gents, who were represented by Pakistan, with
both the Soviet Union and the United States acting
as guarantors of the process. Under the terms of
the agreement, the Soviet Union would withdraw
its troops by April 1989 and refugees would be
permitted to return home. The Soviet Afghan
War lasted ten years and cost the lives of more than
one million Afghans and as many as thirty thousand
Soviet servicemen, as well as creating an estimated
five million refugees. It served as an important
catalyst for the fall of communism and the collapse
of the Soviet superpower.

FROM TALIBAN TO THE U.S.-LED INVASION

After the Soviet withdrawal in 1989 and the cap-
ture of Kabul from Najibullah in 1992, the country
descended into a new civil war. Mujahidin factions
that had fought together against foreign invaders

turned on each other in a struggle for control of
the country until a new rival, the Taliban, took
over. The Taliban recruited from among Muslim
religious students, mostly Pashtuns, who studied
in religious schools in Pakistan that were financed
by Saudi Arabia. Between 1995 and 1997, Taliban
forces conquered almost two-thirds of Afghanistan,
including Kabul. They restored a semblance of
order, but at the price of harsh enforcement of a
deeply conservative interpretation sharia, or tradi-
tional Muslim law. Recognized only by Pakistan,
Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates, the
Taliban government permitted international terror-
ist organizations, including Al Qaeda, to maintain
bases inside Afghanistan.

In spite of the UN resolutions demanding the
closing of all Al Qaeda training camps and the
handing over of its leader Osama bin Laden,
the Taliban continued to harbor both, even after
the 11 September 2001 attacks on the United

Ahmed Shah Masood, a leader of the mujahidin resistance to the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, is shown

here with his troops, May 1985. ªREZA; WEBISTAN/CORBIS
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States. On 7 October, the United States and
Britain invaded Afghanistan. Their ally on the
ground was the Northern Alliance, composed of
Afghanistan’s minority tribes: Tajiks, Hazaras,
Uzbeks, and Turkmen. By late November, Kabul
was taken. Meanwhile, representatives of the major
Afghan opposition and exile groups convened in
Bonn under UN auspices. An interim government
was established, presided over by a Durrani Pashtun,
Hamid Karzai (b. 1957), until elections could be
held. His presidency was confirmed by the tradi-
tional Loya Jirga (tribal grand assembly) the follow-
ing June. Another Loya Jirga approved the new
constitution in January 2004. Hamid Karzai was
reelected in the first nationwide presidential elec-
tion in October 2004, in which more than eight
million voters, including women, participated.
Parliamentary (250-seat) and provincial council
elections were held in mid-September 2005, under
relatively little intimidation by the Taliban, which
had, nevertheless, become active again in some of
the southern provinces. Outside Kabul, however,
security remained a major problem because of
frequent Taliban attacks and the interference of
powerful warlords, who maintain large militia forces,
while remnants of Al Qaeda remain in hiding on
both sides of the Durand Line, despite the ongoing
presence of U.S. (in 2006, twenty thousand) and
UN (eight thousand) forces. During 2005 the num-
ber of Taliban and Al Qaeda attacks against teachers
and administrations as well as roadside explosions
increased and for the first time suicide terrorists
struck in major Afghan cities including Kabul.

Although financial assistance exceeding several
billion dollars was pledged by major industrialized
countries, Afghanistan has little capacity or infra-
structure with which to absorb it. After twenty-five
years of continuous war, no industrial plant or
bank remains intact; and agriculture is devastated
to the extent that the only crop worth cultivating is
the opium poppy for the production of heroin,
of which Afghanistan is the world’s leading illicit
exporter. In late January 2006 representatives of
Afghanistan, the United Nations, and more than
sixty countries met in London and agreed on a
five-year plan for Afghanistan’s reconstruction
and improved security, called the Afghanistan
Compact, which succeeded the Bonn Agreement
from late 2001. In early 2006 only about half of
the financial aid of $9.5 billion pledged in 2001

had been delivered. Among the new goals are the
disbanding of illegal militias by 2007, the creation
of a competent Afghan police force, and of a national
army of seventy thousand by 2010.

See also British Empire; Cold War; Gorbachev, Mikhail;
India; Pakistan; Russia; Soviet Union.
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AFRIKA KORPS. The Afrika Korps was an
expeditionary combat force of the German army
that fought in North Africa from February 1941
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until May 1943. Adolf Hitler ordered the establish-
ment of a German expeditionary force in North
Africa in January 1941, following Italian defeats
in Tobruk and Benghazi, at the request of the
Italians, who had refused an early German offer
for military assistance. Originally known as
Befehlshaber der deutschen Truppen in Libyen
(Commander of the German Troops in Libya),
from 21 February 1941 the unit was called the
Deutsche Afrika-Korps. Hitler formed the Korps
for strategic reasons; he had planned a campaign
against Greece and feared the loss of the eastern
Mediterranean and a severe weakening of his Axis
ally. In addition, the occupation of North Africa
was a major precondition for German supremacy in
the Near and Middle East as envisaged in Hitler’s
long-range plans.

The Afrika Korps was led by General Erwin
Rommel (1891–1944), a highly decorated World
War I hero who served as military commander
guarding Hitler’s headquarters from 1938 and as
commander of a tank division in 1940. The Afrika
Korps itself in early 1941 consisted of the
Wehrmacht’s Fifteenth Tank Division and the
Fifth Light Tank Division (later the Twenty-first
Tank Division). Its forces were highly motorized
and equipped with specific uniforms for desert
warfare. The overall German-Italian military orga-
nization was gradually extended and renamed
Panzergruppe Afrika in September 1941,
Panzerarmee Afrika in February 1942, Deutsch-
italienische Panzerkräfte Afrika in October 1942,
and finally Heeresgruppe Afrika in January 1943,
always under the command of Rommel. The actual
Afrika Korps, which was led from August 1941 by
other generals, then constituted only a part of these
forces. Nevertheless its name is generally used for
all of them, until the German forces became part of
the First Italian Army in March 1943.

German troops landed in Libya on 8 February
1941. On 31 March 1941 they bombed the Suez
Canal and attacked Cyrenaica, which was conquered
by mid-April. British forces were weakened by a
simultaneous attack by the Wehrmacht in southeast-
ern Europe but regained their strength during the
course of 1941. As a consequence of the German
attack on the Soviet Union starting in June of 1941,
the Afrika Korps was not reinforced during 1941, so
it was not able to defend all of the gains it had made

in the spring of 1941. In November Rommel had to
retreat to the earlier front line.

After German naval successes and the transfer

of German Airforce Fleet 2 from the Soviet Union

to the Mediterranean, Rommel on 21 January

1942 surprisingly again took the initiative and

attacked British troops, and the Afrika Korps occu-

pied Benghazi. But the advance was stopped

because the Italian army had not been informed

and did not participate in the offensive.

Supplied with information from broken U.S.
diplomatic codes, Rommel was able to continue

his offensive on 26 May. On 21 June 1942 his

troops conquered the Tobruk area, where a deci-

sive line for British logistics was cut. The

Wehrmacht was able to capture twenty-eight thou-

sand enemy soldiers and major supply stocks of the

British army. Immediately thereafter the Afrika

Korps entered northwestern Egypt as far as the
village of El Alamein, almost one hundred kilometers

west of Alexandria, where it was halted at the end

of June by fierce British resistance. Rommel’s next

attack in the battle of Alam al-Halfa at the begin-

ning of September failed. Since Hitler did not

order the occupation of Malta as the Italians had

suggested, the British Eighth Army was able to
obtain excellent supplies, including new U.S. tanks,

through the Royal Navy.

Rommel’s new British counterpart General

Bernard Law Montgomery, who could rely on air-

power supremacy and excellent intelligence infor-

mation, launched a counterattack on 23 October

1942 and overran the German positions on 2

November in a major tank battle at El Alamein.

Thirty thousand Axis soldiers were captured.
Meanwhile on 7–8 November in Operation

Torch, the Allies landed to the rear of German

troops in Morocco and Algeria. This took the

German and Italian military totally by surprise.

The German troops were quickly reinforced by

150,000 men but had to retreat from Libya, which

was lost to the Germans at the end of January

1943, and into Tunisia. Rommel on 9 March was
replaced by Colonel General Hans-Jürgen von

Arnim. Since Hitler forbade any evacuation of

troops, the Heeresgruppe Afrika surrendered with

275,000 men, among them the soldiers of the

Afrika Korps, on 11 May 1943.
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Hitler considered the North African theater of

war a sideshow until November 1942, despite its

strategic value, especially for Britain and the Royal

Navy. Nevertheless considerable German forces

were drawn from the European continent, espe-

cially after October 1942. German defeats occurred

simultaneously in Stalingrad and North Africa.

The Afrika Korps has gained a major place in

German and British memories of the war, especially

due to the fact that in North Africa modern armies

fought in a rather unusual environment. Already

during the war Rommel was considered a brilliant

operational performer, called the Desert Fox by his

soldiers, among whom he was very popular; he was

also admired to a certain extent by the British. His

successes predominantly relied on his capability

to surprise the enemy and on excellent logistical

support. In June 1942 he was promoted to field

marshal, the highest rank in the German army. The

Afrika Korps was less implicated in German war

crimes than units in other areas, although it took

some responsibility for the internment and forced
labor of Tunisian Jews. Rommel’s suicide on 14
October 1944, after the failure of the 20 July 1944
plot against Hitler, further bolstered his image as a
military professional with a clean record.

See also German Colonial Empire; World War II.
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AGITPROP. Agitprop, short for agitation and
propaganda, was a communist theatrical genre in
interwar Europe, largely scripted and performed by
amateurs, designed to inculcate communist values
into the consciousness of workers. Its origins are
debated; some scholars point toward medieval pas-
sion plays as a distant antecedent. Most, however,
would agree that agitprop proper originated in
Russia during the civil war (1918–1920) that fol-
lowed the Bolshevik Revolution, when agit-trains
carried acting troupes (‘‘living newspapers’’),
pamphlets, and musicians to the largely illiterate
Russian peasantry.

Agitprop’s aesthetic called for scenes that were
short, fast-paced, ideologically correct, current, and
concrete. Whenever possible, they addressed local
problems. Thus, excepting any so-called lead arti-
cles—pieces that addressed issues of interest to
workers across the country—no central agency pre-
pared the troupes’ scripts. Troupes shared their
work with each other. The scripts might speak to
any aspect of working-class life or thought, includ-
ing foreign policy, working-class organizations,
and private concerns. Music and dance heightened
scenes’ agitational possibilities. Although pianos
generally provided musical accompaniment, jazz
bands were common. No musical style predomi-
nated; performances might include pastiches of
both operatic arias and the most recent hits.

Costumes and other trappings were as simple
as possible. Players often wore plain blue shirts
matched with either black skirts or trousers and
boots. Details indicated character types. For exam-
ple, drunks wore red noses. As troupes prized
mobility, simplicity was a point of principle; they
used props only when necessary. Posters, however,
were important to provide facts and figures to
accompany performances. A characteristic of such
work was its rejection of conventional forms as
bourgeois, in favor of newer, supposedly proletarian

forms. Here the troupes anticipated the style of
Bertolt Brecht, interwar Germany’s most important
playwright.

Apart from the Soviet Union, agitprop theater
was most important in Germany—the home of
western Europe’s most significant Communist
Party—during the Weimar Republic, the period
between the end of the First World War and the
Third Reich. Agitprop arrived in Germany in 1927,
when a Soviet troupe toured the country. The
movement quickly became very popular. By
1930–1931, the Communist Party claimed approxi-
mately three hundred troupes.

German troupes were relatively small, having
between six and twenty members. Most included
women, but they were always outnumbered by
men. Players tended to be young, often teenaged.
Young workers probably joined such troupes to
adopt a different personae, that is, to transform
their identities from ‘‘mere’’ workers into represen-
tatives of the victorious revolutionary proletariat.
The symbolic act of controlling their lives extended
to the names the troupes adopted, such as Column
Left, Curve Left, and the Red Megaphone. Agitprop
theater was performed where workers lived and
gathered: on the streets, in apartment courtyards,
in bars, at sporting events, and at party-sponsored
meetings. The most common issues addressed by
the troupes included the Communist Party and
Comintern (Communist International), develop-
ment of the Soviet Union, religion and cultural
reaction, the press, ‘‘social democratic treachery,’’
unemployment, elections, and the police.

Communist music and literature in the 1920s
and early 1930s conformed to rules similar to those
of agitprop theater. The various national commu-
nist movements sponsored the writing of proletar-
ian novels that would be cheap, gripping, and
sharp. Soviet fiction of this period needed not only
to be interesting but also politically acceptable and
aesthetically progressive. Much of this work proved
to be more politically appropriate than entertain-
ing. It seems not to have engaged the expected
proletarian audience.

Thiswasalso true in theWest,whereplotsof such
novels often centered around the growing class con-
sciousness of urban workers who, having come to
grasp their situations, affiliate with the Communist
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Party. Other themes included the unmasking of poli-
tical enemies to show their true natures. Generally
these enemies were social democrats. Fascists and
Nazis rarely emerged. This weakness certainly
detracted from their purported realism.

Agitprop music included street singing of pro-
test songs, as well as the performances of organized
revolutionary choruses. Singers avoided the notion
of art for art’s sake, replacing it with a fully politi-
cized repertoire. As Hanns Eisler, a prominent
twentieth-century composer and collaborator of
Bertolt Brecht, put it, ‘‘even our singing must
represent struggle’’ (quoted in Durus, p. 4).
Nevertheless, the movement struggled with, but
never resolved, the question of whether classics
could be rehabilitated or needed to be relegated
to the past. A second debate addressed the costs
and benefits of parodying contemporary hits. In
Germany the Nazi Party came to power before
these issues could be resolved. Indeed, like agit-
prop theater and agitational literature, agitprop
music fell victim to the radical political shifts in
Germany after the Nazi seizure of power.

See also Brecht, Bertolt; Propaganda; Theater.
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RICHARD BODEK
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AGNELLI, GIOVANNI (1921–2003),
Italian industrialist.

Giovanni Agnelli, an industrialist born in Turin,
Italy, on 12 March 1921, was known as Gianni
Agnelli or ‘‘l’Avvocato’’ (the Lawyer). A leading
figure in Italian economic, social, and sports life,
he was the son of Edoardo (1892–1935) and grand-
son of Giovanni Agnelli (1866–1945), one of the

founders of Fiat (Fabbrica Italiana Automobili
Torino) in the early years of the twentieth century.
After receiving a law degree he participated in
World War II and in the struggle for the liberation
of Italy.

When Edoardo died in an airplane accident in
1935 Gianni and his younger brother Umberto
(1934–2004) became heirs to Italy’s largest private
enterprise. Upon the death of his grandfather in
1945 Gianni Agnelli became vice-chairman of Fiat;
in 1963 he was named managing director and
from 1966 (when he succeeded Vittorio Valletta
[1883–1967]) until 1996 he was chairman of the
company, after which he served as its honorary
chairman. From 1974 to 1976 he was president
of Confindustria, the Italian employers’ organization.
This association of Italian manufacturers demanded
the strongest possible leadership because the student
disturbances and the workers’ unrest of those years
had created an extremely sensitive political environ-
ment. In contrast to Valletta’s managerial style, the
collaboration among the government, the trade
unions, and Confindustria developed into a coopera-
tive system for managing fundamental economic
choices.

Between 1966 and 1985 Gianni Agnelli’s life
was characterized by a continual battle, in which he
was victorious, for the control and revival of Fiat.
When the oil crisis of the 1970s struck the auto-
mobile sector Fiat faced ruin. Agnelli, however, did
not lose his optimism, and under the banner of
recovery he succeeded in establishing alliances with
workers and trade unions, taking advantage of the
mistakes of the latter to reduce their influence in
the decision-making process of the company. In
the 1980s he marketed an automobile, the Uno,
whose popularity, due to its low cost and high gas
mileage, made Fiat once more a profitable enter-
prise. By surrounding himself with the very finest
managers (from Valletta to Vittorio Ghidella to
Paolo Fresco) and establishing alliances with impor-
tant Italian powers (Enrico Cuccia’s Mediobanca
[Financial bank]), he reformed Fiat’s industrial
policy in a manner consistent with international
economic development. Supported by the manag-
ing director, Cesare Romiti, he relaunched Fiat,
transforming it in just a few years into a holding
company with branches in the fields of publishing
and insurance.
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In 1987 Fiat absorbed first Alfa Romeo and
then in 1988 Ferrari, a company with which it had
collaborated on a technical level since 1965 and
with which it later established a joint participation
agreement in 1969. Agnelli always closely followed
the soccer team, Juventus, of which he was presi-
dent from 1947 to 1953 (in 1955 his brother
Umberto became its president). Agnelli held many
positions. He chaired the financial enterprise Ifi
(the Istituto Finanziario Industriale, a company
founded by Giovanni Agnelli senior in 1927), the
Exor Group, the Fondazione Giovanni Agnelli, and
the publisher of the newspaper La Stampa; he was
a member of the Board of Directors of Eurofrance,
the International Advisory Council of the Chase
Manhattan Corporation, and the Board of Trustees
of the Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation.

He was active in numerous international orga-
nizations, serving, for example, in the Bilderberg
Advisory Group and on the International Advisory
Board of the Council on Foreign Relations; he was
also honorary chairman of the Council for the
United States and Italy and vice-chairman of the
Association for the European Monetary Union. In
1991 the president of the Republic of Italy,
Francesco Cossiga (b. 1928), appointed Agnelli
senator-for-life ‘‘for his outstanding contributions
in the socioeconomic field.’’ In the Senate from
the Tenth to the Fourteenth Legislatures, Agnelli
had the following assignments: member of the
Autonomy Group from 30 May 2001 to 24 January
2003 and member of the Fourth Standing
Committee of the Ministry of Defense from 22 June
2001 to 24 January 2003.

In politics Agnelli always distinguished himself
for his ability to remain nonpartisan, his pragma-
tism, and his justified skepticism regarding the abil-
ity of Italian politics to reform itself and especially
to maintain a middle-of-the-road course. This is
the reason that, however proud he was to be
Italian, as a magnate of industry he deemed it
necessary to seek a stronger international identity
for Italy’s great industries and corporations.
Moreover, he learned how to reconcile his patriot-
ism with his nature as a true Europeanist. He sup-
ported the center-left Ulivo coalition (the Olive
Tree Alliance) when sacrifices were necessary for
Italy’s admission as a full member of the European
Monetary Union. Yet in the 2001 election campaign

he supported the center-right politics of Silvio
Berlusconi (b. 1936).

When he was diagnosed with cancer in 1996
Agnelli passed the chairmanship of Fiat to Romiti.
His nephew, Giovannino Agnelli (son of Umberto
and the intended chairman of Fiat), had been
designated as his successor, but he died of cancer
in 1997 at the age of thirty-three; Gianni Agnelli’s
forty-six-year-old son Edoardo committed suicide
in 2000. In June 1998 Paolo Fresco (who had
managed the alliance with General Motors, which
held 20 percent of Fiat Auto with an option to buy
it) was appointed chairman of Fiat and Gianni’s
twenty-two-year-old nephew John Elkann became
director.

See also Automobiles; Italy; Malaparte, Curzio.
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AGRARIAN PARTIES. Agrarian parties
emerged in Europe in the late nineteenth century.
In the years between the world wars, these parties
played a significant political and structural role in
all parts of the Continent, including the northern
and western countries, but their influence was
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especially strong in central and eastern Europe. On

the eve of World War I, for example, a German

agrarian league founded in 1893 succeeded in elect-

ing representatives to local government as well as to

the Reichstag. Despite the greatly varied forms taken

by agrarianism from one country to the next, it

always sought to place agriculture and the defense

of rural labor at the center of its political, economic,

and social programs. The main agrarian issues were

prices and tariffs, property relationships, and land

reform. Even though supporters of agrarianism were

often to be found in many different political and

trade union organizations, the invariable goal of

agrarian parties proper was to unite rural labor in a

single structure with corporatist ambitions and to

extend this base to other social strata, at first rural

but eventually also urban.

RISE OF AGRARIAN POLITICS

During the interwar years the agrarian parties

reached the apogee of their influence against a

backdrop of crisis. The Polish Peasant Movement

(PSL), founded in Galicia in 1895, emerged after

the Armistice of 1918 as one of the country’s four

main political groupings, but it was undermined by

factional fighting at the local level and repeated

splits at the national one—notably involving the

Galician branch, deemed to have fallen under the

control of the clergy and the big landowners. In

Romania, the Peasant Party enjoyed great success

in the elections of 1919 thanks to an alliance with

the nationalists, and its leader, Ion Mihalache,

became minister of agriculture. But these gains

came to naught. The party managed to reconfigure

its ideology, proposing a fresh model of develop-

ment—based on the thinking of the sociologist

Virgil Madgearu—which, though founded on the

primacy of agriculture, incorporated industrializa-

tion into its economic and social vision; this sharply

distinguished the party’s views from those of other

agrarian groups such as the ‘‘poporanists’’ around

Constantin Stere and the journal Romanian Life,
who rejected the whole idea of an industrial econ-

omy. The Peasant Party nevertheless failed to

hang on to power, and was swamped, like other

political forces, by the nationalist and authoritarian

dynamic that dominated Romania between the

wars. Meanwhile a ‘‘Green International,’’ head-

quartered in Prague and led by the Czechoslovakian

minister Mecir, sought but failed to combine the

agrarian forces of several eastern European countries.

Agrarian parties emerged in almost every

European country, even in some, such as France,

where none had existed in earlier days. As Pierre

Barral has shown, until World War I agrarian senti-

ments and projects were taken up and channeled

in France by politicians (such as the moderate

Jules Méline), by broader—governmental, socialist,

or trade union—political forces, or even by institu-

tions like the chambers of agriculture. Agrarianism

was simply not central to French political and elec-

toral preoccupations in either the city or the coun-

try. On the other hand, France differed sharply

from Germany inasmuch as no organized anti-

agrarian doctrine existed in that country. The situa-

tion was transformed, however, in the aftermath

of World War I, when a ‘‘triple crisis’’ struck the

French peasantry. The first aspect of this crisis was

economic in character: as in other European coun-

tries, the 1920s ushered in a rapid fall in prices,

notably in the price of wheat; second, the rural way

of life came under threat from growing urban-

ization (as of 1931 more than 50 percent of the

French population lived in urban areas); and third,

the system of political and professional representa-

tion itself entered a critical time. The response was

the founding in 1928 of the French Agrarian and

Peasant Party, whose principal leaders were the

teacher Fleurant, nicknamed ‘‘Agricola,’’ and the

lawyer Henri Noilhan. One agrarian candidate was

successful in the legislative elections of 1932, eight

in 1936. But the party was divided, and part of it

seceded under Noihlan to form the more left-

leaning Agrarian and Social Republican Party. It

also had to confront the militant Peasant Defense

movement, launched in 1928 by the journalist

Henri Dorgères (Henri d’Halluin). Dorgères had

an acid pen, he was a fearsome orator, and he

believed firmly in direct action—a belief that led

him, well before the advent of Poujadism (a move-

ment of small business owners founded to protest

sales taxes), to organize antitax protests at the

grassroots level (notably at Bray-Sur-Somme in

1932) and to promote anti-‘‘Red’’ actions in

1936–1937 intended to break both agricultural

and industrial strikes. He was the best-known

figure of French agrarianism. Dorgères’s Peasant

Defense became part of the Peasant Front at its
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foundation in 1934; the Front also included the

Agrarian and Peasant Party and the National Union

of Agricultural Trade Unions (UNSA), led by

Jacques Le Roy Ladurie. But Dorgères and

Peasant Defense were hobbled by their reputation

for extremism and regularly accused of standing

for ‘‘green fascism.’’ To be fair, however—and

appearances to the contrary notwithstanding, for

his stage management of public rallies and general

tactics certainly resembled the methods of nas-

cent fascism—Dorgères embodied nothing worse

than a blend of authoritarian nationalism and trad-

itionalism. The issue of fascism remains central to

any discussion of agrarian parties in the interwar

years. A balanced analysis, while acknowledging

areas of mutual influence between militant agrar-

ians and some forms of fascism, will likely con-

clude that these should not be mistaken for

fusion.

A telling example here is Claudius Heim, the

‘‘peasant general.’’ Heim was the architect of the

peasant revolt in Schleswig-Holstein, Germany,

between January 1928 and October 1930; he was

also the central figure in Ernst von Salomon’s novel

Die Stadt (1932; The city). The reasons for the

revolt that began in 1928 were primarily economic,

but questions of collective identity also played a part:

the demonstrators felt that their professional and

political organizations were incapable of defending

them in any respect. They resorted to direct action

(to prevent the seizure of their livestock) and terror-

ism in the form of assassinations. A more unusual

tactic was their boycott of Neumünster, which lasted

for nearly a year (1929–1930) and brought the town

to the brink of financial ruin. Incarcerated in

September 1929, Heim observed from a prison cell

the first major success of the National Socialists, when

they obtained 18.6 percent of the votes in the elec-

tions of 30 September 1930. Heim was fiercely inde-

pendent and turned down the Nazis’ offer to place

him at the head of their electoral list. He had scant

regard for Adolf Hitler, and he described Alfred

Hugenberg, industrialist and founder of the

German Nationalists, as ‘‘a faithful servant of interna-

tional capitalism.’’ The voters of Schleswig-Holstein

were of a different mind, however, and in 1930, 27

percent of them gave their ballots to the National

Socialists; in rural communes (less than two thousand

inhabitants), moreover, the percentage of Nazi votes

was 35.1. By July 1932 these two percentages
increased to 51 and 63.8 respectively. The fascists
were thus able to turn surging agrarian frustration
to their advantage and even to envelop it utterly in
what Karl Dietrich Bracher calls the National
Socialists’ ‘‘agro-political apparatus’’ run by Richard
Walter Darre, the ideologist of race and the peasantry
who in 1934 was made ‘‘Reich peasant leader.’’

AGRARIANISM UNDER AUTHORITARIAN

REGIMES AND POSTWAR ECLIPSE

The smothering of agrarian parties by fascist and
authoritarian regimes was a widespread occurrence.
Italy is a case in point. Immediately after World War I
the agrarian movement was largely concentrated in
the south of the country. It was not until the creation
of the General Agricultural Confederation in April
1920 that the idea of a national agrarian party arose.
The notion was buttressed by economic crisis and by
land occupations that gave rise to a militarization
of farmers under the aegis of the Upper Italian
Association of Farmers. In the elections of 6 June
1921 the Agricultural Confederation ran some fifty
candidates, of whom twenty-seven were successful.
From this effervescence a formally constituted agrar-
ian party emerged, its founding announced in Rome
on 8 January 1922 by Angelo Parodi Delfino and
Antonio Bartoli. When the Fascists came to power,
however, the impetus was lost, and the main Italian
agrarian forces found that they were fellow travelers
of the regime rather than prime movers in their own
right. Much the same pattern is discernible in the
relationship between Vichy France and the Peasant
Corporation. It is true that Jacques Le Roy Ladurie
was appointed minister of agriculture, but Dorgères,
for all that he eagerly offered his services, was not
even invited to help draft a peasant charter and had to
be satisfied with being one of nine general managers
of the corporation. Peasant Defense never succeeded
in becoming a counterweight to the influential
UNSA.

Relative to their intentions, then, it must be
concluded that the agrarian parties were a failure.
They never succeeded in making their perspective
the main axis of political life. Nor were they able to
attract sufficient support to become truly representa-
tive organizations. It is hardly surprising, then, that
the years after World War II saw the definitive eclipse
of agrarian parties. In the Communist East they
served as figureheads. In western Europe they were
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unable to regroup and in effect overwhelmed by
competition from reinvigorated traditional agricul-
tural trade unions. In France, for instance, it was the
National Federation of Small Farmers (Fédération
Nationale des Exploitants Agricoles) that marginal-
ized the agrarian forces; this tendency was reinforced
by the increasing influence among young agri-
culturalists of new organizations descended from
Catholic Action. Later the emergence of far-reaching
demands concerning the ecology or the defense of
the land gave rise to new movements. But José
Bové’s Confédération Paysanne, for example, or the
movement called Hunting, Nature, Fishing and
Tradition (Chasse, Nature, Pêche et Tradition),
which returned two members to the European
Parliament in 1999, are a very far cry from the inter-
war agrarian organizations. On the other hand, there
are clearer signs of continuity in central Europe,
especially in postcommunist Poland.

See also Agriculture; Land Reform.
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OLIVIER DARD

n

AGRICULTURE. The history of European
agriculture in the era of industrialization and
urbanization since the mid-nineteenth century is a
history of an increasing loss of economic impor-
tance in every European national economy and at
the same time a history of unprecedented success in
increasing productivity. On the eve of World War I
only 50 percent of the European population was
dependent for a living on agriculture. An increasing
number of people were attracted by the cities with
their growing industry and new technical infra-
structures. The new industries needed laborers.
Also, a growing number of people emigrated from
Europe to North and South America, Australia,
and New Zealand.

Dramatic population growth paralleled rising
per capita incomes. In many rural areas throughout
Europe it was the first time in history that people
had a real chance for a better life. In contrast to the
situation in the United States or Canada, arable
land and pastures in Europe were always a limited
and valuable good. The system of agriculture was
adapted to the natural and socioeconomic situa-
tion. The result was a complicated pattern of very
different types of settlement structures and land
use. Typical cultural landscapes dominated many
regions of Europe: the bocage, or pastures framed
by hedgerows, of Western Europe; the dehesas in
Spain, areas with cork oak trees and pastures under-
neath, where large numbers of pigs can be raised;
and extensively used grasslands, as in Hungary.
Special cultures are still very typical of the unique
diversity of agrarian landscapes in Europe. They
include the cultivation of olive trees around the
Mediterranean Sea, the use of terraced vineyards
in the river valleys of Southern and Central
Europe, and alpine pasture systems in the Alps,
the Pyrenees, and other mountainous areas.
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Until the 1950s woodlands in all forms had a
very important additional role in rural economies.
Woodland areas were the source for fuelwood and
humus. Also, acorns, beechnuts, and fresh leaves
were widely used, together with hay from the mead-
ows, for feeding animals. In a long process that took
more than half a century, this older type of fodder
supply from nearby sources was replaced by mixed
fodder and new forage plants like corn.

Animal-husbandry practices became ever more
dependent on the knowledge of veterinary medi-
cine as the scale of livestock breeding grew.
Research from the emerging natural sciences—
biology, entomology, and botany—helped to
increase yields of crops and animal products.
Industrial chemical insecticides were introduced in
the first half of the twentieth century. One of the
best-known was DDT. A Swiss chemist, Paul
Hermann Müller (1899–1965), discovered the
nature of DDT as an insecticide in 1939. First used
against the mosquitoes that cause malaria, it was
later deployed against other pests, such as the
Colorado potato beetle, which was introduced in
Europe in the first half of the twentieth century.
The use of DDT increased the yields of many crops
significantly until 1962, when Rachel Carson pub-
lished her landmark book Silent Spring. Ten years
later DDT was banned in the United States, and
was then banned in Europe until the 1990s.

Chemical fertilizers were also introduced at the
beginning of the twentieth century, when the use
of natural saltpeter was replaced by the extraction
of anhydrous ammonia from the air, a chemical
process developed between 1905 and 1913 by the
German scientists Fritz Haber (1868–1934) and
Carl Bosch (1874–1940). The lack of organic mat-
ter in European soil had historically caused marginal
yields and periodic harvest failure. This was no
longer the case after the new applied chemistry
emerged. Systematic plant breeding also contribut-
ed to higher yields. One of the early success stories
of plant breeding was the dramatic increase of the
sugar content of the sugar beet. Alterations of other
crops, including cereals and potatoes, followed.

First attempts at the mechanization of agricul-
tural production processes were made in the nine-
teenth century. Many of them failed due to the lack
of appropriate power sources. The steam engine
was only used for big plows. With the advent of

the gasoline engine and later with the invention of
the diesel engine, it was possible to mechanize nearly
all these processes. The tractor became the universal
engine for transporting agricultural goods. Despite
all their advantages, however, tractors were too
expensive for the majority of European farmers. For
this reason agriculture was a latecomer in adopting
innovations from science and technology until the
1950s. In the first half of the twentieth century
modernized and highly mechanized big farms could
frequently be found alongside small farms with no
machines and no use of fertilizers and pesticides.
Generally the use of specialized agricultural machin-
ery was more evident in western and northern
Europe than in eastern and southern Europe.

There were great differences in the socioeco-
nomic situation of the rural population at the
beginning of the twentieth century. The northern
and western parts of Europe were dominated his-
torically by small and more-or-less free farmers; in
eastern Europe large areas were dominated by the
estates of the landed elite, as in the eastern parts of
the kingdom of Prussia and in Russia. Members of
these aristocratic families played a very influential
role in politics and the armed forces of these coun-
tries until later in the twentieth century.

There were different forms of tenancy and var-
ious titles of agrarian inheritance. The Medi-
terranean forms of tenancy, the mezzadria in Italy
and the métayage in France, are distinctive. In these
forms of tenancy, a tenant signed only short con-
tracts with the owner, who made the farm build-
ings, the land, tools, and animals available to the
tenant, who was thus a kind of farmworker. The
tenant had to give one-half of the yields to
the owner. The mezzadria system in Italy was dis-
solved after World War II.

In the northwestern parts of Europe the tenant
signed longer contracts and had to pay money for
the tenancy. At the beginning of the nineteenth
century many feudal laws were dissolved, and the
number of free farmers who were property owners
in a modern sense increased in many countries. The
titles of inheritance also were different. In some
parts of Germany, for example, the whole farm
with the land, fixtures, and livestock was given to
the eldest or the youngest son. This title of inheri-
tance was called Anerbenrecht. In those areas, as in
northern and western Germany, the farms remained
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relatively large until the mid-twentieth century. In
other regions, typically in southwestern Germany,
another title of inheritance, the Realteilungsrecht,
was predominant. In this case the farm was divided
into equal parts for every child. This caused field
patterns in which the arable land was typically scat-
tered in small strips. Scattered villages with small
farms and houses were also common. In those areas
overpopulation was characteristic at the end of the
nineteenth century.

Before 1914 agriculture became a part of a
globalized economy. The advent of new agrarian
suppliers, including the former colonies, lowered
prices. In this situation most European countries
tried to save their farmers through the use of pro-
tective tariffs. Only in some countries, like Great
Britain, did the idea of a free market prevail. But
the conflict between the free market and the pro-
tection of European agriculture by tariffs and trea-
ties is still a live issue.

WORLD WAR I

World War I had a deep impact on European agri-
culture. Many farmers had to serve in the armies,
and many of them never came back. In Germany
alone two million of more than three million farm-
workers and farmers had to leave their farms and
villages for a long time. Yields of many crops
decreased and feeding livestock became a serious
problem. In many European countries bureaucra-
cies were established to organize agricultural pro-
duction and the distribution of agricultural goods.
In Germany the Kriegsernährungsamt (war food
department) was responsible for the food supply.
But this office failed. Due to food shortages, harsh
weather conditions, and the 1918–1919 influenza
pandemic, 750,000 civilians died in Germany dur-
ing the war.

The aftermath of the war was catastrophic.
Some regions, such a northern France, were entirely
destroyed. Many rural people had to leave their
homelands in Greece and Turkey. Revolution, civil
war in Russia, and the establishment and nation-
building of many new countries in central and
southeastern Europe caused huge problems for rural
people. Germany lost 13 percent of its territory,
mainly fertile agrarian regions such as Upper Silesia
and western Prussia. Austria-Hungary was divided
into several countries with different political and
socioeconomic conditions underlying rural life.

INTERWAR PERIOD AND WORLD WAR II

European countries had to deal with the conse-
quences of the war. Damaged farmland had to be
restored, particularly in France and Belgium. In
many countries an active agrarian-settlement policy
was set up. The main goal was to ensure the food
supply and to help former soldiers and unemployed
industrial workers and their families. In 1919 the
Reich Settlement Act of the young German democ-
racy was formulated. Within the next years several
thousand new farms were established. After the
Treaty of Sèvres in 1920 and the subsequent
war between Greece and Turkey hundreds of thou-
sands of refugees had to be settled both in Greece and
Turkey. With the assistance of the League of Nations
a successful settlement program was initiated.

In the Soviet Union radical land reform and
collectivization took place with incalcuable costs,
both material and human. The kulak, or private
farmer, was eliminated.

In 1939 Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) went to
war in 1939 first against Poland with the idea of
conquering Lebensraum (living space) for the
German people. This objective was also an argu-
ment for the war against the Soviet Union in 1941.
Influential agrarian politicians such as the secretary
of agriculture, Herbert Backe (1896–1947), and
the leading agricultural scientist Konrad Meyer
(1901–1973) formulated plans and programs such
as the Generalplan Ost for agrarian settlements of
German farmers in the conquered areas. These
plans were an integral part of the Holocaust and
the agrarian exploitation of eastern Europe for the
food supply of Germany during the war.

A DIVIDED CONTINENT AND A DIVIDED

AGRICULTURAL HISTORY

The first years after World War II were character-
ized by hunger and devastation of wide parts of the
agricultural economy. Millions of people, living in
ruins in the cities or as refugees all over Europe,
tried to survive on the produce of small garden
plots or by dealing on the countless black markets.

The agricultural history of Europe in the decades
following the 1940s can be seen as a part of the
history of the Cold War. With the erection of the
‘‘Iron Curtain’’ Europe was divided until 1989 into
two politically and ideologically separated parts.
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In Eastern Europe the traditional structure of
landownership was fundamentally changed in every
country. Land reform and waves of collectivization
formed a new system of agriculture with big coop-
erative or state-owned farms. The traditional farmer
on the small farm, who worked independently and
within a rural community of other farmers, vanished
as a socioeconomic type. These farmers became
agricultural workers on big farms, controlled by a
small number of executives with an academic back-
ground and membership in the Communist Party.
It is quite clear that this development shaped rural
villages. Ironically these deep changes preserved
older settlement structures and the architectural
heritage of the preindustrial period better than in
Western Europe.

Western Europe went another way. In general,
land ownership remained untouched. But with the
foundation of the European Union in 1957 and

the establishment of a ‘‘common agrarian policy’’
after the Stresa Conference in July 1958 agriculture
was removed from the free market. Instead of trade
and industry, European agriculture became a
closed system intended to protect small farmers.
Nevertheless the decades from the 1950s onward
were a time of an unprecedented loss of farms and
jobs in agriculture. As early as 1968 the Dutch
politician and later Commissioner of the EU,
Sicco Mansholt (1908–1995), published a plan in
which he proposed to close most of the small
farms. This plan caused many public protests. As
of 2006 in Western Europe only 2.7 percent of all
employees work in agriculture. In the area of the
eastern enlargement of the EU the figure is 13
percent.

For the first time in history all aspects of agri-
culture were fully mechanized and modernized.
Consequently yields increased by leaps and bounds.

A peasant stacks hay on her farm on a former World War I battlefield in France, 1922. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Beginning in the 1970s the ecological conse-
quences of highly industrialized agriculture increas-
ingly became a controversial topic of public debate.
In the 1980s organic farming became popular.
With the ‘‘Slow Food’’ movement, which started
in Italy in 1986, a new facet was added to criticisms
of industrialized agriculture. The main idea is to
preserve the diversity of traditional types of
foodstuffs.

1989 AND ITS CONSEQUENCES

With the end of the Cold War in 1989 the situation
of agriculture changed. The signature of this period
is the triumph of capitalist agriculture. In all the
eastern and southeastern countries formerly state-
owned and collective farms were dissolved and sold
to private owners or agrarian entrepreneurs from
the West who ran huge farms with modern
machinery.

Countries with very different agrarian traditions
joined the EU over the course of several enlarge-
ments: in 1989 (former German Democratic
Republic); 1995 (Austria, Sweden, Finland); and
2004 (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia, Malta, and
Cyprus). During these years the reform of the com-
mon agrarian market was one of the main political
issues within the EU. It is believed that lowering
subsidies and creating new political instruments
should help to develop the rural peripheries of many
European countries; protect agrarian landscapes with
their historical, cultural, and ecological values; and
lower tariff barriers. A fundamental change in agrar-
ian policy was initiated in 2003 when agricultural
subsidies were phased out as an economic strategy.
Overproduction has diminished, but year after year
the common agricultural policy comes under scru-
tiny. Its future is uncertain.

See also Agrarian Parties; Common Agricultural Policy;
European Union; France; Germany; Italy; Land
Reform; Mad Cow Disease; World War I; World
War II.
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AIDS. Although cases of AIDS have been retro-
spectively identified, the disease only came to the
attention of European societies in the early 1980s.
At the beginning of that decade, gay men in North
America and Western Europe began to die of
immune system failures that made them especially
vulnerable to ordinary infections, skin cancers, and
gastric and respiratory diseases. At first the causes
and nature of the disease were mysterious, but its
recurring and variable features meant that by 1981
it had gained the name acquired immune deficiency
syndrome (AIDS). Although it was initially thought
to be particular to gay men, by 1982 it had begun
to appear among hemophiliacs who had undergone

blood transfusion. Within a few years the first cases
caused by heterosexual intercourse and intravenous
drug use were reported. By 1984 HIV (human
immunodeficiency virus) had been isolated as the
cause of AIDS.

The fact that the epidemic seemed at first
mainly to affect gay men meant that to begin with
it had a low political priority. Indeed, on the right
of the political spectrum, the view that homosex-
uals had brought their fate upon themselves
because of their supposedly promiscuous lifestyle
was widespread. However, it rapidly became
obvious that a public health crisis of enormous
dimensions was unfolding, and governments of all
types began to develop health education programs
and advertising campaigns encouraging safer sex.
Gay rights groups, however, became frustrated at
the apparent slowness in the development of a cure
and responded by chastising governments and the
pharmaceutical industry for their apparent lack of
urgency. However, by the mid-1990s drug thera-
pies had achieved remarkable success against the
disease, with the result that numbers of deaths fell
dramatically. Thanks to these drug combinations,
by the late 1990s AIDS did not necessarily develop
in a patient following the acquisition of the HIV
virus. HIV had become a manageable, if chronic,
condition as long as there was access to remedial
drugs. On a global scale, HIV and AIDS also
seemed to be less of a European problem, with
the vast majority of sufferers in sub-Saharan and
southern Africa. As a result the epidemic fell some-
what below the political radar in Europe, or at least
took on the aspect of a persistent but serious health
problem rather than the apocalyptic crisis it had
threatened to become in the early 1980s. By the
early twenty-first century, however, drug-resistant
strains of HIV had been identified as drug use
spread following the collapse of communism and
risk-taking sexual behavior became fashionable
again in the West.

ORIGINS AND PROGRESS

AIDS is caused by the HIV virus. HIV belongs to a
group of viruses that gradually attack and over-
whelm the immune system and are known collec-
tively as lentiviruses. There is some dispute about
the origins of the epidemic, but it is probably the
case that it was transmitted to humans from West
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African apes, probably through the consumption of
ape meat. The exact moment when AIDS appeared
in Africa is also uncertain. Certain symptoms and
diseases, which before the discovery of HIV were
placed in different categories of pathology, have in
some cases been retrospectively identified as AIDS.
In addition, some blood samples given in the
1940s have been retested and discovered to be
HIV-positive. Some theories suggest that AIDS
can even be traced back to the nineteenth century.
However, in 1998 the first definite case of HIV-1
infection was discovered by retrospective testing in
a blood plasma sample taken in 1959 from a man
living in what is now the Democratic Republic of
Congo.

In 1999 it was discovered that chimpanzees
suffered from a virus similar to HIV, known as
SIV (simian immunodeficiency virus), and that this
had somehow crossed species and mutated into
HIV. Most authorities agree that SIV was probably
transferred to humans through contact with simian
blood during the killing, butchering, or eating of
chimpanzee meat. However, another theory sug-
gests that HIV was likely to have developed in the
punitive and squalid labor camps common in cen-
tral Africa under the colonial rule of Belgium and
France in the late nineteenth century. In those
camps, malnourished workers would have been
likely to have eaten monkey meat, but any deaths
from HIV-type infections would probably have
been explained as the consequence of other more
common infections or simple malnutrition. However,
positive identification of the virus in past popula-
tions of humans and apes has been made. In 2003
the sub-type HIV virus known as HIV-2, which is
much rarer and less infectious than the principal
form of the virus, HIV-1, was identified as origi-
nating in Guinea-Bissau in West Africa in the
1940s. It was then held to have spread to Europe
via the war for independence from Portugal that
took place in that country between 1963 and 1974.
It was later discovered that Portuguese veterans of
that war had contracted HIV-2 at that time. Most
authorities now accept that the worldwide epi-
demic of AIDS began sometime in the mid-1970s.

There were some identified cases of AIDS in
the developed world before its discovery among
gay men in the early 1980s. Indeed, it has been
estimated that by 1980 there were between

100,000 and 300,000 undiagnosed cases of HIV

across the world. However, those cases isolated and

identified as a specific syndrome went largely unno-

ticed until common symptoms started to be

observed among gay men in New York City, some

of whom, it was noted, were suffering from severe

bronchial pneumonia and other pulmonary infec-

tions that did not respond to drugs. These cases

were first observed in March 1981, and by 1982 a

similar syndrome began to be noticed in the

United Kingdom. At first AIDS was seen as a

specifically gay problem because it was transmitted

through homosexual sex. The hysterical coverage

in the British press in 1982 and 1983 labeled it a

‘‘gay plague’’ or a ‘‘gay cancer’’ while the early

medical labels such as GRID (gay-related immune

deficiency) reflected a similar preconception.

However, it was clear by the end of 1982 that the

virus could be transmitted in other ways, especially

by blood transfusion. Cases of infections passed in

this way began to appear in Europe at around this

time. By late 1981 it was also obvious that the virus

could be passed during heterosexual sex and

through intravenous drug use. The HIV virus was

identified by French scientists in May 1983 and in

the following year was pinned down as the cause of

the disease by an American team led by Robert

Gallo.

In this early stage of the epidemic rates of

reported infection remained low relative to the size

of the European population, but this may have

reflected underreporting of the disease especially

in communist Eastern Europe. In 1984 there were

762 reported cases of AIDS in Europe, 108 of

which were in the United Kingdom. However,

the rate of infection was high, with the U.K. total

more than doubling within the year. By 1993 there

were an estimated 500,000 cases of adult HIV

infection in Western Europe, 125,000 of which

had progressed to AIDS. In Eastern Europe a

further 50,000 were estimated to have the virus

and 4,500 to have AIDS. By 2004 the numbers

of adults and children living with AIDS in Central

and Western Europe had risen to 600,000. In

2003 alone 73,974 new cases of HIV infection

were diagnosed in Europe. By this time the coun-

tries with the fastest rates of infection, that is, with

the largest increases in numbers of HIV diagnoses,

were Portugal, Italy, and Spain. In 1999–2000
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Portugal had an infection rate of 88.3 cases per

million compared to the European average of 25,

although the United Kingdom made up the largest

proportion of new cases (39 percent in 2002). At

the end of 2004 more than 2 million people across

Europe and the countries of the former Soviet

Union were infected with HIV/AIDS, some 5

percent of the global total of 39.4 million. Given

the patchy nature of reporting the disease, especially

in Eastern Europe, Italy, and Spain, the European

figures are almost certainly an underestimate.

As the disease has spread it has lost its initial

association with homosexual behavior. Except in

Germany and the Netherlands, where homosexual

behavior is still the chief source of transmission, by

1999 the majority of HIV infections in Western

Europe were found to be the result of heterosexual
sex. Of the 18,030 new cases reported in Western
Europe in 2003 over half had contracted the virus
through heterosexual contact, while only 30 per-
cent were homosexual or bisexual men. Also, the
gender profile of those with HIV has changed since
the 1980s, with more women reporting HIV infec-
tion (37 percent of new diagnoses in Western
Europe in 2003). There are, however, significant
differences between Western and Eastern Europe
in the profile of HIV-positive populations. The fall
of communism in the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe after 1989 and its replacement by unregu-
lated capitalism contributed to the collapse of
health systems in those countries and has also led
to increased drug use and a corresponding rise in
HIV infection through needle sharing. While in

A microscopic view of the human immunodeficiency virus, which causes AIDS.
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Western Europe most transmissions tend to take
place through sexual contact, in Eastern Europe
intravenous drug use has been the most common
source of infection. By 2003 drug users in Western
Europe accounted for 11 percent of infections, but
in Eastern Europe 61 percent of those reporting
from a transmission group had been infected
through needle sharing. This type of infection is
especially common in Russia, Romania, and
Ukraine. In Romania an estimated 98,000 children
had been infected by 1993, while in Ukraine, 1
percent of its population of around 48 million
was HIV-positive in 2002.

POLITICAL RESPONSE

The initial response to AIDS was conditioned by
the fact that it appeared to be a ‘‘gay plague.’’ In
Western Europe right-wing politicians jumped on
the epidemic as an opportunity to point out the
consequences of the permissive society. Perhaps
because of this, it was gay groups who at first
responded with the most effective types of health
education and campaigning. Because they recog-
nized that they were engaged in a virtual struggle
for survival, gay groups also developed new kinds
of confrontational activism that sought to pinpoint
the failings of the state and the pharmaceutical
industry.

At first AIDS seemed to some moralists to be
some sort of divine punishment for supposed
homosexual promiscuity. James Anderton, the
chief constable of Greater Manchester and one of
the most powerful policemen in the United
Kingdom, observed in 1984 that AIDS was a sim-
ple consequence of the fact that homosexuals were
‘‘swirling around in a human cesspit of their own
making.’’ Similarly, the tabloid press in Western
Europe reacted to the epidemic with a mixture of
sensationalism and horror, especially when the first
celebrity victims became known, such as the actor
Rock Hudson, who died in 1985. The cultural
climate produced by the epidemic also encouraged
the Conservative government in its attack on the
inheritance of 1960s ‘‘permissiveness.’’ This trend
was given legislative weight by the infamous
Section 28 of the 1988 Local Government Act,
which prevented local authorities from ‘‘promot-
ing’’ homosexuality in schools as a ‘‘pretended
family relationship.’’ The actual effect of the

legislation was to undermine sex education efforts
by limiting discussion of homosexuality, HIV
transmission, and AIDS in schools.

In spite of such contradictory gestures, one of
the principal results of the AIDS epidemic was the
development of extensive health education schemes.
While in Eastern Europe these tended to be orga-
nized by the state, in Western Europe in the early
1980s the most effective responses came from
voluntary organizations and AIDS charities. There
were also some efforts to curb dangerous drug use.
Early efforts to encourage responsible needle use
by intravenous drug users led to the establishment
of needle exchanges in Amsterdam in 1984 and
Dundee, Scotland, in 1986. In Eastern Europe
compulsory blood screening programs were intro-
duced. In Russia in 1993 over 20 million HIV tests
were carried out. Compulsory tests for all foreign
tourists, residents, and visitors were contemplated
but have yet to be implemented. In Western Europe
schemes to give out free condoms and sexual advice
for gay men developed, while a series of television
and cinema advertisements stressed the dangers of
unprotected sex.

Gay groups developed a concerted response to
the crisis. Some of this activism, such as that devel-
oped by ACT UP (AIDS Coalition to Unleash
Power) in France after 1989 and Outrage in
Britain during the 1990s built on an American
model of confrontational ‘‘queer’’ activism. The
main aim of AIDS activism like this was to confront
what was seen as the ineffective policies of Western
governments in the face of the AIDS epidemic. The
strong implication of such campaigns was that
because AIDS was primarily a problem among mar-
ginal groups such as gay men, immigrants, and
drug users, governments and the medical establish-
ment were dragging their feet over its solution.
Medical programs were underfunded, according
to ACT UP, and pharmaceutical companies were
being ineffective in pursuing a vaccine. Their pro-
tests involved picketing drug companies, ‘‘die-ins,’’
and battling the stigma associated with HIV status.
ACT UP’s slogan, meant to encourage a more open
if not confrontational approach to the epidemic, was
‘‘Silence = Death.’’ Other less confrontational and
more health-oriented strategies emerged from the
gay community and developed from organizations
like the Terrence Higgins Trust, established in 1982
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and named after one of the first gay men in Britain
to die of AIDS. The trust, which is now the largest
AIDS charity in Europe, is devoted to health and sex
education among gay men and to preventing the
spread of HIV infection.

The politics of AIDS did not only concern gay
men, however. In the 1990s two major scandals
over the transmission of contaminated blood
erupted in Germany and France. In both cases it
emerged that blood supply companies had been
knowingly transfusing blood that was contami-
nated with the HIV virus. In Germany it was
revealed in 1999 that the federal government had
covered up 373 cases of HIV infection through
contaminated blood that had occurred in the
1980s. In France the socialist government of
Laurent Fabius was implicated in a similar scandal.
In 1985 it was discovered that the national blood
transfusion service (CNTS) had knowingly distrib-
uted HIV-infected blood to some 4,000 hemophi-
liacs. Fabius’s government had also obstructed the
introduction of an American test that would screen
blood supplies because they wanted to promote a
test being marketed by a French company. The
head of the CNTS at the time received a prison
sentence, but although the scandal rumbled on and
Fabius was ordered to stand trial in 1998, he and
his colleagues were eventually exonerated by the
courts in the following year.

TREATMENT

By the mid-1990s the development of drugs that
slowed the progress of the disease had eased the
AIDS crisis. By 1997 deaths from the disease in
Europe had begun to fall for the first time since the
epidemic began. The success of these drug treat-
ments has allowed many HIV-positive people to live
with the virus and to prevent its development into
the full immune-system failure that is associated with
AIDS. One consequence of the success of these
treatments is that AIDS has slipped down the poli-
tical agenda and has come to be perceived as a
primarily African problem. Sexual risk-taking is also
back in fashion, as a general rise in all sexually trans-
mitted diseases across Western Europe indicates.

Drugs that slowed down the progression of
HIV to AIDS began to develop in the 1980s. The
first efforts to treat AIDS focused on a cancer drug
named AZT (azidothymidine). By the mid-1990s

treatments that involved combinations of different
anti-retroviral drugs (combination therapies) had
proved effective in improving the condition even
of those patients who had begun to develop
AIDS. These drug therapies involved the combined
use of protease inhibitors, fusion inhibitors, and
reverse transcriptase inhibitors alongside AZT,
which together slowed down the replication of
the HIV virus. In many cases the effect was dra-
matic, allowing formerly bedridden hospital
patients to return home. A further refinement on
combination therapies was the development in
1999 of stronger so-called fusion inhibitor drugs.
With the rise of these therapies HIV became a
manageable condition and did not necessarily pre-
vent patients from living normal lives. However,
the high costs of combination drug therapies put
these treatments beyond people outside Western
European health systems. Although Glaxo
Wellcome cut the price of AZT by 75 percent for
mothers in developing countries in 1998, drugs that
are routinely available to those in Western Europe
are not necessarily accessible to poorer communities.

In addition, stories of new drug-resistant
strains of HIV are circulating. Although strains of
drug-resistant AIDS emerged in 1986 and have
been reported periodically ever since, there is new
concern that in the age of the Internet and combi-
nation therapies, promiscuous and unsafe gay sex is
once more fashionable. However, the spread of
unsafe sex is not merely a gay problem. In
Western Europe the incidence of all sexually trans-
mitted diseases (STDs) has increased enormously
since the mid-1990s. This trend is particularly
marked in the United Kingdom, where the inci-
dence of all STDs (not including HIV infection)
increased by 62 percent in the ten years up to
2004. Although AIDS has ceased to be the defin-
ing health crisis of the period, all the evidence
suggests that it remains a chronic problem across
Europe.

See also Public Health; Venereal Disease.
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AKHMATOVA, ANNA (1889–1966),
Russian poet.

Born Anna Andreyevna Gorenko, Anna
Akhmatova, among the most renowned and
beloved of twentieth-century Russian poets, was
born near the southern Russian city of Odessa in
1889. Until her marriage to the poet Nikolai
Gumilev in 1910, Akhmatova lived in Tsarskoe
Selo and in Kiev; her father served first in the
Russian imperial navy, later in the imperial civil
service. Her poetry was to reflect the fate as well
as the historical and spiritual experience of her
generation in Russia, drawing a passionately
engaged audience even during her many years as
an outcast in the Soviet political system.

Making her poetic debut early in the twentieth
century, Akhmatova was associated with a literary
group whose members called themselves the Acmeists.
These poets proclaimed their devotion to concrete,
material, tactile images in their poetry, thus oppos-
ing themselves to the Russian symbolists, whose
poetry they considered excessively weighed down
by abstract themes and images as well as by a lack of
clarity. Akhmatova’s very first book of poetry,
Evening (Vecher, 1912), evoked a strong positive
critical response. Her second collection, Rosary
(Chyotki, 1914), attracted a large readership as well
as a considerable following of literary imitators.
Her next books, White Flock (Belaya staya, 1917),
Plantain (Podorozhnik, 1921), and Anno domini
MCMXXI (1921), placed Akhmatova in the ranks
of the most popular poets of her time in Russia.

Her work was greatly valued by such poetic autho-
rities of her early years as Alexander Blok, Valery
Bryusov, Fyodor Sologub, and Mikhail Kuzmin.

Characteristic of Akhmatova’s poetry from its
earliest stages was the representation of the emo-
tional diary of a female heroine, ranging widely in
type from the highly educated urbanite to the lowly
circus performer, from the fine lady to the impov-
erished fishing girl. Each poem presents itself as a
kind of photograph or sketch from a real-life his-
tory of visual and psychological verity, reproducing
in minutest detail the specifics of furnishings,
clothing, lighting, odor, gesture, and intonation.
Akhmatova’s work is also characterized by numer-
ous direct and indirect references to the works of
literary predecessors and contemporaries. Her
poems are permeated with images and motifs that
associate them not only with the poetry of
Alexander Pushkin, Konstantin Batyushkov, Vasily
Zhukovsky, Nikolai Nekrasov, Alexander Blok,
Osip Mandelstam, Vladimir Mayakovsky, Marina
Tsvetaeva, and others but also with Russian
prose—above all with the works of Nikolai Gogol,
Fyodor Dostoevsky, Andrei Bely, and Mikhail
Bulgakov. ‘‘It could be that poetry itself is one
great quotation,’’ wrote Akhmatova.

From the middle of the 1910s, with her refer-
ences to the beginning of World War I, Akhmatova’s
poems ever more frequently reflected the themes of
current events. Indeed her poetry became a kind of
testimonial to the many historical twists and turns
of fate that were the lot of her contemporaries.
Akhmatova took no part in the official Soviet lit-
erary life of the 1920s and 1930s. Her poetry dur-
ing that period did not require either the
agreement or the support of the new political sys-
tem. During the 1920s Soviet journals and publish-
ing houses gradually ceased to publish her work; by
the end of the 1920s even private publishing
houses found it impossible to publish her books
and poetry despite all efforts. In the official Soviet
press Akhmatova was increasingly the object of
accusations that her poetry failed entirely to address
the building of the new socialist society and the
interests of the Soviet people, that it merely short-
circuited in the realm of private interior life. When,
in 1940, after an interval of almost fifteen years, a
Leningrad publishing house released her poetry
collection From Six Books (Iz shesti knig), a
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government decree banned the book from all gov-

ernment libraries and bookstores after only a few

months. Akhmatova was accorded a short period of

recognition under Joseph Stalin’s rule during

World War II, when major Soviet newspapers pub-

lished her war poems. She was evacuated from

Leningrad to Tashkent, where a book of her poetry

was published in 1943. However, in August 1946

Akhmatova’s poetry was subjected to vigorous

ideological criticism in a special Communist Party

decree, ‘‘On the Journals Zvezda and Leningrad.’’
Akhmatova was excluded from the Union of Soviet

Writers and all copies of her books were destroyed

directly at the printing presses. Within a few years

her sole means of professional support was literary

translation. Her poetry was no longer published,

and school and university courses on the history of

Russian literature referred to her only in negative

terms. In 1949 she sought a compromise with

the Soviet state: she wrote a cycle of poems entitled

In Praise of Peace (Slava Miru) with the hope of

easing the fate of her son, Lev Gumilev, who had

been repeatedly arrested. The cycle was published,

but even so her son was falsely found guilty of

political crimes; he was released and rehabilitated

only in 1957.

From the 1920s to the 1950s many other peo-

ple close to Akhmatova were arrested, exiled, or

died while unjustly imprisoned for political crimes.

Her former husband Nikolai Gumilev was shot in

1921; one of her closest friends, Osip Mandelstam,

was arrested in 1934. Her third husband, the art

critic Nikolai Punin, died in a prison camp. At the

end of the 1930s Akhmatova began work on her

poem ‘‘Requiem’’ (‘‘Rekviem’’); in it, the fate and

feelings of a mother whose son is arrested become a

lyrical core around which she weaves the theme of

the great tragedy that her contemporaries in the

Soviet Union were forced to live through. She

writes as if she were describing her own fate alone,

but it was a fate she shared with millions of her

compatriots. The poem was published in Munich

in 1963, but even though Akhmatova’s poetry had

begun to appear again in her home country during

the ‘‘thaw’’ period under Nikita Khrushchev (col-

lections of old and new poetry came out in 1958,

1961, and 1965), ‘‘Requiem’’ would not be pub-

lished in the Soviet Union until 1987, during

Mikhail Gorbachev’s perestroika.

In 1940 Akhmatova began writing one of her
most significant works, ‘‘Poem without a Hero’’
(‘‘Poema bez geroya’’); she continued to work on
it until the 1960s. Central to this work is the theme
of evaluating one epoch from the perspective of
another. On New Year’s Eve the poet is visited by
the spirits of figures from her literary youth. The
theatrical, artistic, and literary St. Petersburg of
1913—on the eve of World War I and the
Russian Revolution—is viewed through the prism
of the eve of World War II and the wartime period
itself. Akhmatova strives to create her own vision of
the beginning of the twentieth century for her
younger readers. She takes issue with other mem-
oirists of the period about their representations of
specific details of the period of her youth (for
example, she asserts that Boris Pasternak’s novel
Doctor Zhivago paints an absolutely false picture),
as well as with regard to hierarchies of cultural
values and authorities, relations among literary fig-
ures, and so on. Akhmatova conveyed this vision of
her epoch not only through her poetry but also
through brief polemical memoirs, commentaries
in her diaries, and numerous detailed stories for
her young audience.

Her character and her fate provided both her
own and a younger generation with an example of
internal toughness and opposition in the face of the
extreme difficulties of the life experienced by an
independent artist during the years of war, revolu-
tion, and totalitarian Soviet control. In 1965
Oxford University awarded Akhmatova an honor-
ary degree.

See also Mandelstam, Osip; Mayakovsky, Vladimir;
Terror; Tsvetaeva, Marina.
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ALBANIA. Albania, today formally the
Republic of Albania, is a small mountainous coun-
try situated on the Adriatic coast and bordered to
the north by Serbia and Montenegro, to the east by
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and
to the south by Greece. When Albania first gained
independence in 1913 it had a population of
800,000, which grew to 1 million in 1930, 1.4
million in 1955, 1.6 million in 1960, 2.7 million
in 1981, and 3.3 million in 1991. Historically,
ethnic Albanians have been divided into two major
groups—the Gegs, mountaineers who lived in tri-
bal clans in the part of the country north of the
Shkumbin River, and the rural Tosks, who inhab-
ited the southern areas. In the early part of the
century, the tribal chiefs enjoyed the almost unlim-
ited power of local feudal lords. However, during
the interwar period King Zog (r. 1928–1939)
managed to centralize power to an extent, and
under the post–World War II communist regime
suppressed the power of these chiefs altogether.
Albania has a significant Greek minority, especially
in the southeastern areas of the country. A large
number of ethnic Albanians live outside of the
borders of the country, in Italy, Greece, Turkey,
and especially in Kosovo, a province of neighboring
Serbia. Albanians speak two different dialects—the
Geg dialect is spoken by two-thirds of the popula-
tion, as well as Albanians in the neighboring
Kosovo province, Montenegro, and Macedonia,
while the Tosk dialect is spoken by the remaining
third of the population. Ottoman rule had
thwarted the development of a literary Albanian
language, and a standardized Latin alphabet, which
was originally adopted in 1908, was made official
by the government in 1924. The interwar govern-
ment also unsuccessfully tried to create an official
language that combined the Geg and Tosk dialects.
Under the rule of the communist leader Enver
Hoxha (1908–1985), the Tosk dialect (which was
Hoxha’s native dialect) became the official lan-
guage of the country.

Traditionally, there were three major religions
in Albania—Islam, Eastern Orthodoxy, and
Catholicism. Catholics lived primarily in the north,
while the central part of the country was overwhelm-
ingly Muslim and the southern part had an equal
number of Muslims and Christians in the early
1920s. At end of World War II approximately

80 percent of the population was Muslim, 20 percent
Orthodox, and a little less than 15 percent Roman
Catholic. Until World War II the Albanian constitu-
tion guaranteed religious freedom and did not estab-
lish an official religion. Hoxha, considering religion
to be a divisive force, launched an active campaign
aimed at the eradication of organized religion
in Albania by passing the Decree on Religious
Communities, which subjugated all religious com-
munities and institutions to the state. This decree
nationalized church property, violently repressed the
clergy, and outlawed the practice of religion.
Realizing that Hoxha’s campaign had met with lim-
ited success, in the mid-1980s his successor, Ramiz
Alia (b. 1925), relaxed this virulently antireligious
stance and in December 1990 revoked the ban on
religious observance.

ECONOMIC RESOURCES AND TRENDS

From the beginning of independence Albanian state-
hood was thwarted by lack of economic development
and severe poverty. In 1920 the country’s lack of
railroads and its insufficient roadways thwarted
commerce. Furthermore, an underdeveloped edu-
cational system resulting from the ban on Albanian
schools during Turkish rule hindered social and
economic development. A small percentage of the
population was educated in foreign schools and the
development and nationalization of the school sys-
tem was not achieved until the mid-1930s.
Albania’s economic situation largely dictated its
political path, as it had to be dependent on outside
powers for economic assistance. Between 1925 and
1939 Albania was subsidized and controlled by
fascist Italy, which, among other measures,
founded the Albanian National Bank and the
Society for the Economic Development of
Albania. Despite or perhaps due to Italian interfer-
ence Albania remained an agricultural country with
virtually no industrial development and its natural
resources were untapped. Moreover, the Italians
used their economic presence to gain political
domination of Albania. Under communist rule
Albania relied first on Yugoslavia, then the Soviet
Union, and then China, for aid. However, begin-
ning in 1976 the Albanian government followed an
economic policy of ‘‘self-reliance,’’ essentially
autarky, and prohibited the acceptance of aid
from any capitalist source. Through a series of
five-year plans the government sought to increase
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productivity, exports, and self-sufficiency in food,
but these measures did not meet with long-term
success. By the mid-1980s Albania’s economy was
on the precipice of a major fall. In 1990, after the
collapse of communism in Eastern Europe, the
government moved toward decentralizing eco-
nomic reform, but the measures proved to be
insufficient and the economy collapsed. Between
1992 and 1996 the Albanian government imple-
mented a macroeconomic stabilization program,
which, with the help of strong leadership and pop-
ular compliance, brought about substantial eco-
nomic progress. However, the national economy
met with yet another significant setback when a
network of pyramid schemes collapsed in 1997.

INDEPENDENCE

Albania was first recognized as an independent state
in 1913 with the Treaty of Bucharest, which ended
the Second Balkan War. It was organized under the
protection of the Great Powers as a constitutional
monarchy, and led by Prince William of Wied
(1876–1945), a German army captain. As early as
the summer of 1914 uprisings against the prince
succeeded in divesting him of power. After the out-
break of World War I Albania fell into a state of
political chaos. In September 1914 Prince William
left Albania to fight with the German army on the
eastern front.

During World War I Albania was occupied by
at least seven foreign powers, and was used as a
bargaining chip in the creation of wartime alliances.
In 1914 Serbia and Montenegro occupied parts of
northern Albania, Greece occupied southern Albania,
and Italy occupied Vlorë. When Serbia was defeated
in 1915, Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria occupied
two-thirds of the country. Furthermore, the Great
Powers partitioned Albania in the secret Treaty of
London, promising land to Italy, Greece, Serbia,
and Montenegro, leaving only a small autonomous
state in the central regions that also would be under
Italy’s control. At the end of the war most of Albania
was in Italian hands. However, the Albanians sent a
delegation, which included members from Albanian
émigré communities, to the Paris Peace Conference
in order to oppose the partitioning of their country
and regain their independence, which they managed
to secure with the support of Woodrow Wilson
(1856–1924). In 1920 Albania was admitted into

the League of Nations as a sovereign country and

the Italians withdrew.

The early interwar period saw a power struggle

for political control of Albania, primarily between

the Orthodox bishop Fan S. Noli (1882–1965)

and Ahmed Zogu (1895–1961), both members

of the Popular Party. Noli was a western-minded

liberal who had been educated at Harvard and had

strong ties to the Albanian expatriate movement in

the United States. Zogu, the son of a chief of a

central Albanian Muslim tribe, was politically con-

servative. Both men held offices in the government

formed by the Popular Party in 1921; Noli served

as foreign minister and Zogu as internal affairs

minister. However, they quickly came into conflict.

In 1922 Zogu became premier and with his sup-

porters organized the Government Party. In

response, Noli and like-minded leaders organized

the broadly based Opposition Party of Democrats.

Even though Zogu’s party won parliamentary

A young Albanian girl takes part in the celebration of

International Children’s Day at her government-run

kindergarten in Tirana, 12 June 1968. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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elections in 1924, an assassination attempt and

financial scandal caused him to flee to Yugoslavia,

and Noli became prime minister. During his brief

time in power, Noli tried to introduce parliamentary

democracy and internal economic, social, and infra-

structural reforms. However, Zogu, supported by

Yugoslav forces to which he had promised territorial

gains, regained power, causing Noli to flee to Italy.

In December 1924–January 1925, Albania was

proclaimed a republic of which Zogu was elected

president for a seven-year term. He ruled with a

new constitution that gave him dictatorial powers

supported by the military. In 1928 parliament was

dissolved with its consent and the constitution was

amended to make Albania a kingdom and name

Zogu as King Zog I. King Zog began to resist

Italian attempts to gain increasing political and

economic control of Albania and in 1934 signed

trade agreements with Yugoslavia and Greece.

Nonetheless, in 1939, no longer able to resist

Italian pressure, which aimed at full occupation and

colonization of Albania, King Zog and his family fled

to London. In April 1939 Albania was united with

Italy and declared an autonomous constitutional

monarchy with Italian King Victor Emmanuel III

(r. Italy 1900–1946, r. Albania 1939–1943) at the

helm. When Germany defeated Yugoslavia in 1941 it

gave the province of Kosovo, as well as a Greek

province that had a small Albanian minority, to

Albania. In 1942 two Albanian resistance groups

emerged. First came the National Liberation Front,

which was organized by the Communist Party, and

shortly after Balli Kombetar, which was strongly

nationalist. In 1941 the Albanian Communist Party

(ACP) was created with the assistance of Yugoslav

communists. The supporters of the party came

largely from European-educated urban intellectuals

and the landless southern peasants. Despite Allied

efforts to unite the two resistance groups, they

fought openly with each other, and the increasing

strength of the National Liberation Front led the

Ballists to collaborate with the occupiers. Following

the example of the Josip Broz Tito (1892–1980)–led

Yugoslav partisans, the National Liberation Front

convened the National Congress in May 1944 and

created the Antifascist Council of National

Liberation, the supreme legislative body, and for-

bade King Zog from returning to Albania. At the

second meeting of the Antifascist Council in

October 1944 a provisional government was created
and was led by Hoxha, a young European-educated
teacher of Muslim Tosk descent. Hoxha was a
veteran of the Spanish civil war and a member of
the National Liberation Front. Working alongside
Hoxha, mainly in his shadow, was Mehmet Shehu
(1913–1981), a prominent communist leader in the
provisional government.

COMMUNISM

Albania established a communist regime largely
under Yugoslav and Soviet tutelage. The commu-
nists consolidated control and created a one-party
system. In January 1946 the People’s Republic of
Albania was declared. It was led by Hoxha, who
served as party general secretary, prime minister,
foreign minister, and commander in chief.
Through repression and terror, his government
eliminated all opposition and assumed full control
of the economy. The internal-affairs minister, Koçi
Xoxe (1917–1949), oversaw the purges of the
opposition. In 1948, following Tito’s split with
Joseph Stalin (1879–1953), Hoxha in turn broke
with Belgrade, changed the name of the ACP to
the Albanian Party of Labor (APL), and entered
into closer alliance with the Soviets, who gave
Albania economic and military aid. In 1949 Xoxe
was secretly tried and executed for being ‘‘pro-
Yugoslav.’’ Hoxha was a dogmatic Stalinist, and
in the 1950s Albania became known as the most
Stalinist regime in Eastern Europe. Albania avoided
the destalinization process that swept throughout
the region following Nikita Khrushchev’s (1894–
1971) denunciation of Stalin and instead pursued
increased repression and centralization, key ele-
ments of which were the full collectivization of
agriculture, the initiation of a cultural revolution,
and the repression of religion. At the same time,
Hoxha broke with Khrushchev and began forming
an alliance with China, which also opposed the
USSR’s policies. China replaced the Soviet Union
as Albania’s source of economic and military aid.
Cooperation between the two countries peaked in
the 1960s and ended when China began to nor-
malize relations with the United States in 1971.
Albania increasingly moved into international iso-
lation, extreme centralization, and internal repres-
sion marked by a series of purges in the 1970s.
In 1980 Hoxha chose as his successor Ramiz
Alia, who assumed responsibilities in 1983 and
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succeeded Hoxha as president and secretary of APL
upon his death in 1985. In choosing Alia, Hoxha
overlooked Shehu, who was found dead in 1981.
The regime claimed he had committed suicide and
denounced him as a spy. Some claim that Hoxha
murdered Shehu because he opposed Hoxha’s iso-
lationist policies.

POSTCOMMUNISM

Despite Alia’s efforts to reform and make his
reforms appear democratic, discontent with the
APL only grew. In July 1990 thousands of
Albanians stormed foreign embassies in Tirana try-
ing to flee the country. This ‘‘embassy incident’’
undercut the legitimacy of the Albanian regime and
garnered unprecedented international attention to
its problems. In response the regime moved toward
liberal reforms and privatization. Largely under
the pressure of students and liberal-minded intel-
lectuals, Albania slowly began to move toward
political pluralism. In December 1990 the first
opposition party, the Albanian Democratic Party
(ADP), was formed, and Sali Berisha (b. 1944), a
cardiologist and public critic of the communist
regime, was elected chair of the party in 1991.
That same year multiparty elections were held for
the first time since the 1920s. The ADP won 30
percent of parliamentary seats and the APL gained
67 percent, although Alia lost his seat. A few
months later Albania passed an interim constitution
and changed the name of the country to the
Republic of Albania, which was declared to be a
parliamentary state. The new republic was led by
Prime Minister Fatos Nano (b. 1942), a moderate
communist, and Alia as president. Popular protests
and strikes forced the resignation of this govern-
ment. In the 1992 elections the ADP took control
of the government and Berisha became president.
The government fell in 1997 largely due to corrup-
tion and the economic crisis brought on by the
collapse of pyramid schemes. The socialists came
back into power under President Rexhep Meidani
(b. 1944). However, in the 2005 general election,
the ADP won the majority in the parliament and
Sali Berisha became prime minister. Albania in
the twenty-first century continues to face many
challenges on the road to democratization and
economic reform.

See also Communism; Hoxha, Enver; Italy; Kosovo;
World War I; World War II; Yugoslavia.
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JOVANA L. KNEŽEVIĆ

n

ALBERT I (1875–1934; r. 1909–1934), king
of Belgium.

Albert, son of Philip, Earl of Flanders, and
Mary, Princess of Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen, was
born in Brussels on 8 April 1875. The early death
of Prince Leopold (1859–1869), the Earl of
Hainaut and the son of King Leopold II (r.
1865–1909), raised the young prince to the first
rank in the order of succession to the Belgian
throne. Albert, King Leopold II’s nephew, studied
at the Military Academy and subsequently served a
long term in the Grenadiers Regiment. In October
1900 in Munich, Prince Albert married Elizabeth
(1875–1965), the Duchess of Bavaria and daughter
of Duke Charles-Theodore and Maria Josepha,
Infanta of Portugal. In the ophthalmological clinic
founded by her father, Elizabeth had acquired ele-
mentary nursing skills, which she put to use during
World War I. The royal couple gave birth to three
children: the future Leopold III (1901–1983), the
Duke of Brabant, who was king of Belgium from
1934 to 1951; Charles (1903–1983), the Earl of
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Flanders and Regent of the kingdom from 1945 to
1950; and Marie-José (1906–2001), who was to
marry Umberto, the Prince of Piedmont and,
briefly, king of Italy (for about a month in 1946).

Albert, although long overshadowed by the
figure of Leopold II, carefully prepared himself
for his future royal responsibilities. In 1898 he
undertook a first voyage to the United States,
where he was profoundly impressed by the coun-
try’s industrial development. In 1907 Leopold II
made him Lieutenant General of the Kingdom,
initiating him to national affairs. He also invited
Albert to undertake a study trip to the Congo.
Following Leopold II’s death on 17 December
1909, King Albert made his solemn entry into
Brussels, the national capital, on 23 December.
His accession to the throne immediately aroused
great enthusiasm, strengthened by the fact that the
young king knew how to make himself popular: he
went out to meet the crowd and shake people’s
hands; he showed his family and openly proclaimed
his faith in modernity. The first few years of his
reign were relatively calm. Belgium, a wealthy and
prosperous nation, manifested its vitality by orga-
nizing large international exhibitions (in Brussels in
1910 and in Ghent in 1913), which were occasions
for the royal couple to welcome a great number of
foreign heads of state.In early 1914 the people of
Belgium, placing an almost excessive trust in their
country’s neutrality, did not imagine that the
nation would soon be plunged into war and be
forced to take part in the conflict. Since the events
of 1830 Belgium had taken no part in the various
conflicts that shook Europe throughout the nine-
teenth century. On 23 July 1914 Austro-Hungary
issued an ultimatum to Serbia. A few days later the
news of the Austrian declaration of war spread
rapidly. The Belgian neutrality and summer quie-
tude were suddenly shattered by the German ulti-
matum demanding free passage of German troops
across the national territory. If Belgium accepted, it
would be granted compensation and protection; if
it did not, war would be declared. The answer was
to be given within twelve hours. King Albert, the
chief secretary, and the government immediately
gathered to voice Belgium’s answer, a flat and irrev-
ocable refusal. Belgium was invaded on 4 August
1914. On the same day, the houses of parliament
met in an extraordinary session, in which King Albert
made a speech that was to become an historic

landmark. On his way to parliament he crossed
the city on his horse, in full military array,
acclaimed by a delirious crowd voicing an unpre-
cedented enthusiasm. As the epitome of Belgian
unity in face of the German occupation, he was to
take on the status of a national myth. On 5 August
he personally took command of the armed forces,
in accordance with the Belgian constitutional cus-
tom (‘‘I am leaving Brussels to take my place at
your head,’’ he told the soldiers), and spent the
four years of the conflict leading the troops. In
October 1914, refusing to flee, he made what
turned out to be the most important decision of
the war, namely to stop the retreat of the Belgian
army and hold his ground on Belgian soil along
the Yser River. There, the Belgian army clung to
and defended the last plot of national territory,
resisting in the trenches and not yielding an inch.
During the conflict, the royal couple took up
residence in La Panne, at the seaside. Feeling that
the royal family had a duty to set a perfect exam-
ple, King Albert actually descended into the
trenches to lead his army, and Queen Elizabeth
became the soldiers’ ‘‘White Angel,’’ a devoted
nurse caring for the soldiers wounded at the front.
Before leaving Brussels, the queen opened the
Royal Palace to make room for a hospital facility
to provide first aid, which was to function
throughout the war and which came to be known
as the Royal Palace Ambulance. ‘‘Poor Belgium,’’
the small heroic nation martyred by its occupiers,
attracted the admiration of the whole world. This
admiration was to focus on the figure of King
Albert, the incarnation of the nation’s suffering,
pride, and victory. This enthusiasm was even
strengthened by the contrast with his predecessor
Leopold II, the end of whose reign had been
marred by corruption and the Congo scandals.
The contrast enhanced the image of Albert as a
pure, knightly figure. The fact that he personally
took command of the army also had significant
consequences. More than once, he personally
opposed pressure from the French and the
English, who insisted that Belgium participate in
large-scale Allied offensives. Albert, who did not
believe that such attacks could be successful, was
averse to wasting his soldiers’ blood and reducing his
small army, which he felt to constitute the last strong-
hold able to guarantee Belgium’s independence. In
this manner, he preserved the Belgian army from
the bloodbaths of Verdun and the Marne. King
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Albert waited until 1918 to launch an offensive
that he considered to be feasible and which proved
to be decisive. On 22 November, when the victor-
ious army entered the liberated capital, with the
king riding his horse at its head, popular joy was at
its peak. In his famous throne speech to the parlia-
ment, the King paid a tribute to the Yser troops and
announced the opening of a Dutch-speaking uni-
versity and the introduction of universal male suf-
frage ‘‘because of the equality of all in suffering and
endurance.’’ After the war, the sovereign’s activity
focused on matters of national security, the inter-
ests of the colony, and scientific research. In 1919
he visited the United States, where his bravery
during the war earned him a triumphant welcome.
He returned to the Congo between 1928 and
1932. Fascinated by scientific and technological
progress, the king had a keen interest in the devel-
opment of railroads, aeronautics, and wireless
communication (he actually installed a radio trans-
mitter in an outbuilding in the Palace Gardens, and
the first radio broadcast of a concert was trans-
mitted from the Royal Palace). An active sports-
man, he would regularly go mountain climbing,
and it is during a solitary ascent at Marche-les-
Dames that he fell to his death. The fatal accident
struck the popular imagination and strengthened
the King Albert myth even more. The sudden vio-
lent death of the king gave rise to the most extra-
vagant rumors both in Belgium and abroad about
the causes of his demise. In May 1934 a British
colonel voiced before the House of Commons his
opinion that King Albert had been murdered, and
some people still credit the hypothesis of a murder
or a suicide. The tragic death of King Albert, hero
of the Yser and knight-king, has raised him to a
privileged status in Belgium’s collective memory.

See also Belgium; World War I.
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VALERIE PIETTE

n

ALCOHOL. The production and consumption
of alcoholic beverages have been characteristic fea-
tures of European societies for centuries. Europe is
the origin of beverage forms known the world
over: distilled beverages such as gin, vodka, scotch,
and cognac; wines that include champagne,
Bordeaux, Burgundy, and Chianti; and beer styles
such as lager, stout, and ale. Indeed, Europe has
been the fount of the global flow of alcohol over
the last several centuries, having exported both the
taste for alcohol through worldwide emigration
and colonization and the means of production
through advanced knowledge of commercial viti-
culture, brewing, and distilling. Indigenous forms
of alcohol have survived throughout the world
together with these imported—and sometimes
imposed—traditions, but nearly everywhere these
European beverages and their many cousins, with
their familiar brand names, have been associated
with affluence, upward mobility, and a Western
cultural outlook. The global market for alcoholic
beverages totals about 780 billion dollars, and
western European consumption accounts for
280 billion dollars, more than a third of the total.
If alcohol is a factor in the global economy, it is
also a factor in global health. The World Health
Organization estimated for the year 2000 that alco-
hol consumption was a major factor in the global
burden of disease, a measure of premature deaths
and disability. Alcohol-related death and disability
accounted for about 10 percent of the global bur-
den of disease in developed countries, making it the
third most important risk.

CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL

FOUNDATIONS

Alcohol, of course, is no ordinary commodity. Its
special character is recognized in myth and layers of
symbolic association and cultural meaning that are
not far below the surface even in the early twenty-
first century. For the ancient Greeks, alcohol was
an extraordinary gift of the gods, bestowed on
humanity by Dionysus. Wine has played an impor-
tant symbolic role in both Christian and Jewish
rituals and traditions, and alcohol is closely linked
to secular rituals of reciprocity and trust. Glimpses
of this archaeology of meaning may still be seen—
in toasts at dinner parties among family and friends;
in the rituals of drinking together to conclude
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important business dealings; in elaborate wedding

ceremonies, which combine the convivial blessing

of the couple and the sealing of the marriage con-

tract; in the practice of alternate treating that con-

firms equality of status and solidifies social ties; and

in the drinking bouts of young men—comrades in

arms, teammates, fraternity brothers, or workmates—

who test their ability to stand up to alcohol’s

powers, and thereby draw a circle of shared experi-

ence and trust around themselves.

Alcohol’s duality as a food-drug is the founda-

tion of its special cultural significance. Alcoholic

beverages provide calories and refreshment; they

nourish but also produce bodily harm. Alcohol is

also an intoxicant—a source of pleasure and release

but also of danger and disorder. Every society that

has known the benefits of alcohol has also known

its costs. For that reason, alcohol consumption is

always closely regulated, both by formal institu-

tional sanctions and, perhaps more importantly,

by informal social controls that enforce standards

of decorum through peer pressure, gossip, and

ostracism. Together, they define who can drink,

when they can drink, with whom they can drink,

and how they should behave.

Over time, alcohol has become available in

increasing quantities to more and more people in

European societies and around the world. The

democratization of access to alcohol accelerated

rapidly in European societies beginning in the late

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The

intersection of the spread of rising wages and grow-

ing concentrations of people in towns and cities

with the commercialization and industrialization

of alcohol production and distribution made alco-

hol consumption more affordable, more frequent,

and more visible. As a result, the discussion of the

causes, consequences, and control of popular

drinking behavior became a major public issue in

the industrializing societies of Europe and North

America. Led by middle-class Protestant reformers,

temperance advocates in all these societies

eschewed alcohol themselves and advocated greater

controls on the drinking of others, particularly of

the working men whose drinking, often boisterous

and public, seemed a threat to the middle-class

FIGURE 1

SOURCE:  Osterberg and Karlson, 2002, Figures 2.1 and 2.2.

Note:  Spain score in 1950 is zero.
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values of self-discipline, thrift, and domesticity
upon which economic prosperity and social order
were thought to depend. For the people doing the
drinking, on the other hand, the consumption of
alcohol was a first form of modern consumer satis-
faction and a focal point for their leisure-time activ-
ities and limited opportunities for relaxation and
socializing outside of work.

American prohibition in the 1920s was
undoubtedly the global culmination and most
extreme manifestation of the antialcohol sentiment
that characterized leading sectors of Western soci-
eties in the nineteenth century. Its failure, and the
collapse of the utopian expectations that had
accompanied the ‘‘noble experiment,’’ also put a
definitive end to any remaining grand designs for
comprehensive alcohol reform in Europe. In the
early 2000s alcohol consumption is a fully inte-
grated part of the modern consumer economy in
ways that would have been unimaginable at the
beginning of the twentieth century, when the battle
against alcohol was about to be won. The notion
that alcohol consumption is a fundamental obstacle
to social integration and progress has almost uni-
versally been replaced by an acceptance of alcoholic
beverages as part of the good life that Western
economic development promised in the first place.
Shaped by modern advertising, marketing, and
packaging techniques, alcohol consumption is
thoroughly normalized and domesticated, a part

of home life as well as public social life. From an
economic standpoint, the production and distribu-
tion of alcohol and associated hospitality businesses
make significant contributions to local and national
economies. Despite long-term trends toward
consolidation of ownership and production, the
alcoholic beverages business remains relatively dis-
aggregated and local compared to other global
commodities. Producers and distributors are part
of the social fabric of any local, regional, or national
community and constitute one set of interests the
state must balance in formulating alcohol policy.

The social context—and meaning—of drinking
substantially changed over the course of the twen-
tieth century. By the time of World War I, a transition
was under way from the nineteenth-century era in
which alcohol was widely considered an inferior
consumer good associated with poverty and depri-
vation (even if a means of relief from them) to a
world in which alcohol consumption was more
universally recognized as a mark of affluence and
drinking a means of partaking in a consumer
society and demonstrating one’s standing within
it. The relative prosperity of the 1920s, and alco-
hol’s association with the avant-garde, the Jazz Age,
and the cosmopolitan life of the great European
cities, helped change the tide. After World
War II, alcohol consumption increased rapidly into
the 1970s as European economies rebuilt and
prospered.

FIGURE 2

SOURCE:  Osterberg and Karlson, 2002, Figures 2.1 and 2.2.

Note: Positive change indicates stricter policies.
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HISTORIOGRAPHY AND INTERPRETATIVE

PARADIGMS

While social observers have commented on Eu-
ropean drinking habits for centuries, only since the
1970s have historians made alcohol a subject of
sustained study. Beginning with Brian Harrison’s
Drink and the Victorians in 1971, historians have
covered the major European countries, both expli-
cating the history of alcohol production, consump-
tion, and control as a subject in its own right and
illuminating larger social, cultural, and political
themes through the particularly revealing lens that
alcohol provides. Their monographs have exam-
ined the role of alcohol in popular culture; the
growth of the alcohol industry; the motives, meth-
ods, and accomplishments of temperance reformers;
and the roles political parties and government
agencies played in shaping alcohol policy. A sub-
stantial number of article-length studies extend and
complement this work, and brief treatments of
alcohol-related topics are more and more often
included in wider studies as a means of illustrating
particular issues in social and cultural history. The
two-volume international encyclopedia Alcohol and
Temperance in Modern History (2003) cites much
of this literature. The Alcohol and Drugs History
Society, founded in 1979 as the Alcohol and
Temperance History Group, publishes the Social
History of Alcohol and Drugs: An Interdisciplinary
Journal (formerly The Social History of Alcohol
Review) and maintains a useful Web site: http://
historyofalcoholanddrugs.typepad.com.

Virtually all of this work by professional historians
focuses on the nineteenth century (or earlier eras),
with coverage typically ending with World War I.
However, alcohol-related themes in twentieth-
century Europe have received attention from other
disciplines—sociology, public health, and medi-
cine, for example—and much of this work does
provide historical coverage, if not historical inter-
pretation. Economic and business aspects of
alcohol production, marketing, distribution, and
consumption are also well documented.

Historians and policy analysts have distin-
guished three eras in modern efforts to conceptua-
lize and manage the individual and social costs
associated with alcohol consumption. The nine-
teenth century was the era of voluntary associations,
the creation of temperance organizations, and the
mobilization of middle-class sentiment in campaigns

of public education about the dangers of alcohol

and efforts to persuade legislatures and state agen-

cies to tighten alcohol controls. Temperance refor-

mers, of course, saw much more harm than good in

alcohol, linking it to poverty, urban squalor, and a

host of contemporary social problems. They oper-

ated with two complementary theories about the

ultimate source of problems with alcohol. Many

proponents of alcohol control believed that alcohol

was inherently debilitating, a threat to all who

consumed it; others emphasized the moral failings

and weak character of those who drank to excess,

flaws they saw in some social groups more than

others. (Some socialists and trade-unionists offered

an alternative view: that problem drinking was the

result of capitalist labor conditions.) The substan-

tial mobilization of social energies around the

‘‘drink question’’ largely ended with World War I.

Europe had other preoccupations after the war,

and the closely watched failure of American prohib-

ition seemed to confirm that a political solution to

the drink question could not be achieved.

After the end of this period of public mobiliza-

tion, alcohol concerns were left primarily to experts

in the health professions. As in the United States,

the ‘‘disease concept of alcoholism’’ gained ascen-

dancy. The predominant theory about the source

of problems with alcohol no longer blamed alcohol

itself or the moral failings of drinkers; experts

pointed instead to a predisposition in some

individuals—a disease—whose manifestation was

an inability to control alcohol consumption. The

focus shifted from public policy measures that

might influence the drinking behavior of the whole

population, or substantial segments of it, to indi-

viduals susceptible to drinking problems and their

appropriate treatment. In extreme cases, as in Nazi

eugenics policy, treatment could mean sterilization

rather than individual rehabilitation. This basic

paradigm for explaining and managing problems

with alcohol carried into the post–World War II wel-

fare state, which generously supported therapeutic

interventions to manage individual problems with

alcohol. Meanwhile, under prevailing liberal eco-

nomic policies and with the lowering of trade barriers

within Europe, the business of producing, marketing,

and distributing alcoholic beverages expanded lar-

gely unchecked by government intervention, and

European alcohol consumption increased rapidly.
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Beginning in the mid-1970s, a new public health

focus emerged in European (and North American)

discussions about alcohol. Epidemiological analyses

underscored the collective social harm that was the

correlate of the individual freedom to drink, and

these discussions pointed again to general public

policy solutions rather than just individual thera-

peutic ones. This movement has been called neo-

prohibitionist because of its renewed focus on

alcohol itself, rather than on the individual drinker,

and on measures to limit aggregate supply and

demand. The World Health Organization and

the European Union have supported cooperative

studies and strategies across the European states.

Even within this public health paradigm there have

been substantial debates about how to balance the

interests of consumers and producers with the

overall interests of the state and society. Alongside

originally proposed prevention strategies aimed at

reducing aggregate consumption on the theory

that alcohol-related harm is directly correlated to

the total volume of consumption in any given

society (the so-called Lederman total consumption

model), a variant perspective has emerged more

recently that focuses on harm reduction and aims

not primarily at reducing overall consumption but

at mitigating risk.

TRENDS AND NATIONAL VARIATIONS

IN ALCOHOL REGULATION

Even though debates about alcohol have not had
the place on the social and political agenda they
occupied before World War I, European societies
have continued to adjust social policies regarding
alcohol to balance the often conflicting interests
between individual rights and social consequences,
between economic benefits and social costs. In a
survey of the evolution of alcohol control policies
in fifteen western European countries since 1950,
Esa Österberg and Thomas Karlson found a pattern
of increasing government engagement. They devel-
oped a twenty-point rating scale to evaluate the
strictness of formal alcohol controls in each society,
considering such matters as drinking age, hours of
distribution, marketing restrictions, excise taxes,
drunk-driving laws, and educational initiatives.

Figure 1 compares the 2000 rating score to the
1950 rating score for each country in the study.
The chart is ordered from left to right from the
currently least restrictive (Austria) to the currently
most restrictive (Norway). The three Scandinavian
countries have had the most restrictive policies over
the entire period, though they have become margin-
ally less restrictive. Every other country has become
more restrictive over the last half century, with the

FIGURE 3
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biggest changes among the wine-producing coun-
tries (France, Greece, Italy, Portugal, and Spain)—
these are also the areas where per capita consump-
tion has declined the most. Figure 2 shows the total
change in the rating scale for each country over the
fifty-year study period.

Although increased social attention to alcohol
issues is evident in these trends, the forms of state
involvement in the alcohol realm have been chang-
ing, with fewer direct controls on production and
retail—and hence consumer freedom—and more
efforts to control outcomes through education
programs and the regulation of drinking and driv-
ing. The effect has been less to limit supply and
consumer choice than to educate consumers about
responsible drinking and to set clearer limits on
socially accepted behavior.

TRENDS AND NATIONAL VARIATIONS

IN ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION

In the fifteen European societies covered in the
European Comparative Alcohol Study (2002),
aggregate per capita consumption rose rapidly and
steadily from 1950 to the late 1970s, with a total

increase of more than 50 percent, from the equiva-
lent of approximately eight liters of 100 percent
alcohol per capita to slightly more than twelve.
Since the late 1970s, per capita consumption has
been in a gradual and unabated decline, falling
from more than twelve to approximately eleven
liters per capita by 1995. The overall growth is
clearly associated with Europe’s economic recov-
ery, the spread of consumer values, and growing
purchasing power. The gradual decline is associated
with moderating influences associated with increas-
ing awareness of alcohol’s risks, the growing popu-
larity of health and fitness as part of consumer
culture, the marketing of newer, nonalcoholic
beverages, and the breakdown—particularly in the
wine-drinking cultures—of the close-knit trad-
itional family, whose mealtimes together almost
invariably involved alcohol consumption. Figure 3
provides a comparative profile of per capita con-
sumption in the ECAS study countries.

Europe is often divided according to predom-
inant beverage preference into wine-drinking,
beer-drinking, and spirits-drinking regions. These
preferences are rooted in national production

FIGURE 4
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patterns, relative taxation and price, and long-

standing consumer preferences, especially among

the older generations. Among younger consumers,

especially young professionals, these traditional

patterns hold less sway. While these regional differ-

ences have receded in importance, they continue to

be evident. In the 1950s consumption in seven of

the fifteen study countries was dominated by a

single beverage type that accounted for 75 percent

or more of total consumption; by the 1990s, only

one country (Italy) fit that description. Still, if the

differences are less pronounced, they remain

important. In the 1990s, a single beverage type

accounted for 50 percent or more of total con-

sumption in twelve of the fifteen study countries.

Figure 4 depicts aggregate consumption trends in

each of the three consumption groups.

The wine-producing and -consuming countries

share a Mediterranean climate, a Catholic heritage,

and drinking traditions that are deeply entwined in

everyday life, especially at mealtimes. In general,

per capita consumption is highest in these

countries, and drinking is an everyday occurrence.
Women are more likely to consume alcohol regu-
larly than in other regions, but even in the wine-
drinking countries they drink much less often and
consume smaller quantities than men. Young people
are acculturated to drinking practices and behavioral
expectations gradually and from an early age within
extended family circles. Only recently have mini-
mum drinking ages been established, generally
sixteen. (In Italy and Spain, there is no age limit
if a young person is accompanied by an adult.)
Virtually all adults consume alcohol on occasion,
if not daily, and very few people abstain from alco-
hol completely. It is in these countries, however,
that per capita consumption has been declining,
particularly in France, as awareness of the health
risks of alcohol consumption has begun to balance
appreciation for its benefits, especially among
younger consumers. Overall, per capita consump-
tion in the wine-drinking countries was fairly stable
from 1950 through the late 1970s at an average of
about sixteen liters of 100 percent alcohol per
capita aged fifteen and over; consumption has fallen
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steadily since then, bottoming at twelve liters per

capita in 1995, a 25 percent reduction. France dom-

inates, with a long-term, steady decline from the mid-

1960s level of twenty-five liters per capita to about

fifteen liters per capita in1995, a40percent reduction.

Consumption has also fallen sharply in Italy, but only

from the mid-1970s, when it stood at about nineteen

liters per capita, decreasing to nine liters per capita in

1995, a 40 percent reduction. Figure 5 depicts the per

capita consumption trend for each of the predomin-

antly wine-drinking countries.

The predominantly beer-producing and

-consuming countries include Austria, Belgium,

Denmark, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands,

and the United Kingdom. Wine has become more

popular over time in these countries, but beer is

still the predominant beverage, accounting for 50

percent or more of all beverage consumption in

each nation. The post–World War II consumption

curves of all these countries look very similar, with

steadily rising consumption from 1950 to the early

1970s and essentially stable consumption there-

after. Average per capita consumption in the beer-

drinking countries more than doubled from 1950 to

the early 1970s, increasing from five to twelve liters

per capita, where it essentially remained through the

mid-1990s. Per capita consumption is highest in the

Austria, followed closely by Germany. Figure 6

shows per capita consumption trends in each of

the predominantly beer-consuming countries.

The classic spirits-consuming countries in the

ECAS study are Finland, Norway, and Sweden. In

all three countries, at least 50 percent of total con-

sumption was in the form of spirits in the early

1950s, but by the mid-1990s the role of spirits

had been reduced by half. Beer, and to a lesser

extent wine, have played increasing roles in these

societies. The general trend since World War II

shows stable consumption in the 1950s and early

1960s at about four liters per capita, then a rapid

rise from the mid-1960s to the mid-1970s, with

consumption reaching more than seven liters per

capita, a 75 percent increase, and remaining gen-

erally stable at that level through the mid-1990s.

Norway and Sweden conform to this general

pattern, while Finland appears to be a special case,

with a doubling of consumption in the early 1970s,

from four to eight liters per capita, and an increase

to nearly ten liters per capita in the early 1990s

before a period of declining consumption began.
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Figure 7 charts per capita consumption trends for

the traditional spirits-consuming countries.

SUMMARY

The production and consumption of alcoholic bev-

erages have deep roots in European culture. Like all

other societies that use alcohol, European societies

have developed both formal institutional means

and informal cultural norms to regulate the pro-

duction and consumption of alcohol and to balance

its benefits and risks. The nations of western

Europe and North America experienced rapid

changes in the availability of alcohol and the social

context of drinking during the late eighteenth and

early nineteenth centuries, and alcohol consump-

tion was a focal point in discussions about how to

create an orderly society that would mitigate the

social problems and social conflicts connected with

rapid industrialization and urbanization. During

the interwar years, discussions about alcohol were

less prominently a part of debates about the major

issues of the day, though of course every society

had to continue its own form of regulatory watch
over production and consumption. In general,

however, alcohol issues moved from the public
realm of policy debate to the private realm of
therapeutic intervention in the lives of the most
conspicuous problem drinkers. This shift of focus
allowed the production and consumption of alco-
hol to gain an accepted role in the modern con-
sumer economy, and especially after World War II
the combination of rising prosperity, new market-
ing techniques, and older drinking traditions led to
rapidly rising consumption—no longer associated
with the grinding conditions of industrialization
and urbanization but with the spread of middle-
class lifestyles and consumer values and the integra-
tion of alcohol into the home. Of course all of
these trends can be decomposed into many layers
of continuities and innovations, regional variations,
and differences according to gender, age, ethnicity,
religion, and social class. More recently, a new
consciousness of the global social consequences of
relatively unconstrained alcohol has prompted
increased government attention, within and across
the countries of Europe, and the advance of public
health perspectives to the forefront. Europe is no
longer a growth market for alcoholic beverages,
but neither is it a region where dramatic state
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interventions are likely. A modus vivendi has been
struck among producers, consumers, and the state
to create a realm for informed consumer choicewithin
a framework that combines individual therapeutic
interventions with public health perspectives to miti-
gate alcohol’s associated risks. This is a Sisyphean
labor, as the dialectic among production, consump-
tion, and control is constantly evolving in every
society that enjoys Dionysus’swonderful, terrible gift.

See also Diet and Nutrition; Drugs (Illegal); Public Health.
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ALFONSO XIII (1886–1941), a member of
the Bourbon Dynasty, ruled as king of Spain from
1886 until 1931.

Alfonso XIII was born king; his father, Alfonso
XII (r. 1875–1885), died six months before his

birth. Alfonso XIII’s mother, Queen Marı́a
Christina of Habsburg-Lorraine (1858–1929),
ruled as regent until he reached his sixteenth birth-
day. Alfonso came to his majority in 1902 in the
midst of the political crisis caused by the Spanish-
American War of 1898, in which Spain lost the
remnants of its overseas empire. ‘‘Regenerationist’’
intellectuals and republicans blamed the ruling
monarchist parties for the defeat and many called
for an end to the monarchy.

Like many of his contemporaries, Alfonso XIII
became caught up in the regenerationist fervor of
the period, and during the early years of his reign
he sought to use his limited constitutional powers
to spur reform in the political system and moder-
nize the economy. Deeply imbued with the military
traditions of his upbringing, he also longed to
restore Spanish prestige in international relations,
and he supported the escalation of military opera-
tions in Spain’s Moroccan protectorate. In 1909 a
call-up of reservists sparked a week of bloody riots
and church burnings in Barcelona in what became
known as the semana trágica.

Spain remained neutral in World War I, but it
could not avoid the social dislocation caused by
wartime inflation and scarcity. With an Austrian
mother and an English queen (Alfonso had married
Princess Victoria Eugenia of Battenberg [1887–
1969] in 1906), Alfonso was deeply affected by
the war. He became an advocate for prisoners of
war on both sides of the conflict, acting as a con-
duit for inquiries and money on behalf of prisoners’
families. By 1917, however, his government was
struggling with socialist and anarchosyndicalist
strike movements, Catalan separatism, and unrest
in the army. Alfonso and his ministers responded
by crushing strike movements and retreating from
prewar promises of reform.

The army’s colonial adventures in Morocco
culminated in a disastrous defeat at Anual in
1921. The setback sparked a wave of recriminations
in the press and parliament. This, coupled with a
surge in anarchosyndicalist violence in Barcelona,
convinced many generals that the politicians were
incapable of fending off the forces of revolution. By
1923 Alfonso XIII had come to share this view,
and he did nothing to oppose the coup d’état of
General Miguel Primo de Rivera y Orbaneja
(1870–1930) in September of that year.
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With the king’s blessing, Primo de Rivera sus-
pended the constitution and set up a military
‘‘directorate’’ that soon grew into a dictatorship
lasting from 1923 to 1930. Alfonso was never
entirely comfortable with the dictatorship, and
republican and dynastic politicians alike accused
him of violating his oath to uphold the constitu-
tion. Primo de Rivera restored order in Barcelona
and in the Moroccan protectorate but failed to
create a political apparatus that could stand without
the backing of the army. Faced with a deteriorating
economy and growing popular opposition to his
regime, Primo stepped down in 1930, leaving the
king to attempt to restore constitutional govern-
ment amid growing social unrest. The king named
General Damaso Berenguer (1873–1953) to head
a government charged with holding general elec-
tions under the old constitution of 1876, but many
political leaders refused to participate on the
grounds that the king’s connivance with the dicta-
torship required either abdication or a new consti-
tution that would rein in the power of the crown
and the military.

In the municipal elections of 12 April 1931,
held under Berenguer’s successor, Admiral Juan
Bautista Aznar (1860–1933), monarchist candi-
dates were defeated by the republican-socialist
coalition in almost all major cities and provincial
capitals across Spain. Spontaneous demonstrations
proclaimed the Second Republic in town squares,
and republican and socialist leaders demanded the
king’s abdication. The leaders of the army and civil
guard warned that they could not vouch for the
loyalty of their troops if it came to a confrontation
in the streets. Most of the king’s ministers coun-
seled against resistance, and the king himself
quickly realized the seriousness of the defeat. On
14 April he suspended his prerogatives and left for
Paris with his family. The king spent the years of
the Republic in exile in France and Italy, hoping
that the republican experiment would end with his
eventual return to power. He supported the upris-
ing against the Republic led by General Francisco
Franco (1892–1975) in 1936, but Franco and his
nationalist backers regarded the king as too imbued
with liberal parliamentarianism and prevented the
royal family’s return to Spain. Alfonso died in
Rome in 1941.

See also Franco, Francisco; Primo de Rivera, Miguel; Spain.
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ALGERIA. Algeria, North Africa’s largest
country, began the twentieth century as a political
part of Europe. It was the only one of France’s
colonies to be declared ‘‘an integral part of
French territory’’ and its history had become inti-
mately tied to that of France. This unusually close
colonial connection was broken only by one of the
century’s costliest wars of independence, which
lasted from 1954 to 1962. France’s attempt to
maintain the colonial tie led it to join Britain in a
disastrous final defense of European imperialism at
Suez in 1956 and brought down the French state
with the collapse of the Fourth Republic in 1958.

FRENCH ALGERIA TO 1954

By 1914 France had considered Algeria French for
eighty-four years; Algeria’s economy and political
system were oriented toward and controlled by
metropolitan France, and by the approximately
720,000 settlers from various parts of Europe and
the Mediterranean. In 1889 the children of
European settlers had been granted French citizen-
ship; they came to be called pieds noirs (black feet, a
term of uncertain origin). This population included
the indigenous Jewish population of northern
Algeria, to whom French citizenship had been
granted in 1870, despite the protests of European
settlers, among whom anti-Semitism was wide-
spread. The European population had almost com-
plete control of the country’s most productive
land, along with its industry, infrastructure, and
other assets, and it occupied almost all of the
middle- and high-ranking positions in public ser-
vices and the professions.

The majority of Algeria’s population, the indi-
genous Arabic- and Berber-speaking Muslims,
numbering between four and five million, were
excluded from French citizenship (although they
were considered to hold French nationality) and
thus from equal civic and political rights. Until
1944 they were subject to repressive legislation,
called the régime de l’indigénat (native status
code), enacted in 1881 as emergency legislation
for civilian-ruled territory after the end of the mili-
tary conquest, which had begun in 1830 with the
fall of the city of Algiers. As a subjugated and
socially and economically dislocated population,
Algerian political participation was limited to token

representation in municipal and regional councils
and in the colonial and national assemblies. Algeria’s
administration was directed by the Government
General, a department of the French Ministry of
the Interior, and although the civilian European
population in most of the country was governed in
much the same way as it would be in any part of
France, the colony’s tax base and labor force rested
disproportionately on the disenfranchised and
repressed Algerian population.

Algeria had been declared an integral part of
France after the Revolution of 1848 overthrew the
monarchy of King Louis-Philippe (r. 1830–1848)
and briefly reinstated republican government.
Although the Second Republic lasted only until
1851, Algeria’s integral status, which the republic
had proclaimed, was reaffirmed by all succeeding
French governments for over a century. In 1870
settlers and their lobbyists blamed a major rebellion
on the prevailing system of military rule. With the
return of republican government once more in
1871, after the collapse of the Second Empire in
the Franco-Prussian War (1870), civilian rule was
affirmed in the colony, with local self-government
by colonial municipalities and a civilian governor
general. Only the Saharan territories in the south
remained the exclusive domain of the military. The
European population thus gained republican and
democratic self-rule and extensions of their rights,
which bolstered French sovereignty in Algeria
against the claims of other European powers (espe-
cially Italy). In 1898 the colonial population was
accorded its own colony-wide assembly, the déléga-
tions financières, which exercised budgetary auton-
omy for Algeria within the wider French state. At the
same time, demands on the Muslim Algerian popu-
lation continued to increase while their legal status
and economic standing worsened. In 1911, partly in
response to decrees making them subject to military
conscription, some four thousand Algerians fled the
country. Between 1914 and 1918, around 173,000
Muslim Algerians (including 87,500 volunteers)
served in the French army in World War I; 25,000
Muslim and 22,000 European Algerians were killed.

The Algerian contribution to the war became a
major justification for reform after 1918, and a
series of proposals were made both by groups
claiming to represent Algerians’ interests, especially
the Algerian Muslim Congress of 1936, and by
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liberal French politicians, notably the antifascist
Popular Front government, which gained power
in that same year. The great majority of colonial
settlers and colonial lobbyists in Paris, however,
not only feared losing their dominance in the col-
ony but believed that French presence could be
maintained only by force against what they called
native xenophobia and resistance. Like Algerian
nationalists later, the European Algerians never
believed that equal coexistence was possible, and
they saw every demand for Algerian rights as a
threat to their very existence. The various reforms
that were advanced from 1919 to 1944 and that
were not blocked in parliament by the colonial

lobby therefore had limited impact on the funda-
mental problems of the colonial system.

From World War I onward, Algerian workers
began migrating to metropolitan France in large
numbers, and it was among the emigrant laborers
in Paris that a radical, populist nationalism demand-
ing Algerian independence began. From its creation
in 1926, this movement gained support among
Algerians in France, and in 1936 the Algerian
People’s Party (PPA) that emerged from it set up
branches in Algeria. On 8 May 1945, demonstra-
tions marking the end of World War II turned into
an aborted attempt at nationalist insurrection in
parts of eastern Algeria and 103 Europeans were
killed. Estimates of the number of Algerians killed

in the resulting repression, both by the settlers’
militia and by the regular army, navy, and air force,
range from 1,500 to 45,000. PPA militants began
to prepare for a war of independence.

WAR, INDEPENDENCE, AND DEVELOPMENT,

1954 TO 1978

The Algerian war of independence began with coor-
dinated armed actions by the Front de Libération
Nationale (FLN, National Liberation Front) on
the night of 31 October 1954 and ended when a
ceasefire was announced on 19 March 1962. In
between, the war brought down the parliamentary
fourth French republic in 1958 and brought about

the creation of the presidential Fifth Republic and
the return to power of Charles de Gaulle. It gave
rise in 1961 to an attempted revolt by French
generals, the threat of civil war in France, and the
emergence of European terrorist groups opposed
to decolonization.

France fought a counterinsurgency that became
a massive campaign of territorial control, forcibly
relocating around three million people from the
countryside into resettlement camps under military
supervision, creating free-fire zones across rural
Algeria, destroying some eight thousand villages,
and putting some two million French soldiers
into the field against an Algerian liberation army of
only twenty-one thousand men and women at its
height in mid-1958. Some three hundred thousand
Algerians were made refugees, and according to
demographic calculations another three hundred
thousand were killed. The sufferings of the
Algerian population—which included internments,
disappearances, systematic torture, summary execu-
tions, and rapes—came to be symbolized by the
official Algerian figure of one and a half million
martyrs. Officially termed ‘‘operations for the main-
tenance of order,’’ however, the conflict was unrec-
ognized as a war by France until 1999, and its
consequences in both France and Algeria have been
the focus of renewed scholarly and public debate
since the early 1990s.

After 1962, independent Algeria initially stood
out on the world stage as a staunch advocate of
Third World assertiveness, Cold War nonalign-
ment, and global anti-imperialism, and as an
inspirational model of revolutionary liberation and
state-led industrial development for the European
as well as the African and Middle Eastern Left.
Algeria’s independence, which was recognized by
France on 3 July 1962 and officially celebrated in
Algeria on 5 July, brought to power a faction of the
FLN that the army supported, one which had been
organized on the Tunisian and Moroccan frontiers in
the final years of the war and which emerged suc-
cessfully from internal struggles with control of the
provisional government and other armed factions.

The country’s first president, Ahmed Ben
Bella, consolidated a bureaucratic, single-party sys-
tem, proclaimed Algeria’s socialist orientation, and
sought to marginalize potential rivals within the
regime. Some of these, however, grouped around
the minister of defense, Houari Boumedienne, and
removed Ben Bella in a coup d’état on 19 June
1965. Algeria under Boumedienne nationalized
major industries and embarked on an ambitious
program of state-led industrial development, part-
nerships with the Soviet bloc, and diplomatic
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support for independence struggles in Palestine,

Western Sahara (against neighboring Morocco, with

which Algeria fought a brief war in October 1963),

Vietnam, and sub-Saharan Africa. In 1964 Algeria’s

national currency, the dinar, replaced the franc, and

Algeria, alone of France’s major former territories,

remained outside forums such as the Francophonie,

an intergovernmental organization of France and

the former colonies. In 1971 Algeria nationalized

its oil wells and pipelines, taking a 51 percent stake

in all French-owned oil interests in the country.

In the 1960s and 1970s, despite these breaks

with the former colonial power, thousands of

French technical advisors and educational person-

nel worked in Algeria, partially replacing the skills

that had been lost when the European population,

which numbered almost one million, left the

country in 1961 and 1962. Arabization and the

promotion of Islamic culture was, during the same
period, heavily reliant on ideas and personnel from
Egypt and the Middle East. More significantly, the
economic independence that was projected to
grow out of Algeria’s so-called specific socialism
was never realized, since its industrialization was
dependent on the purchase of technology and
expertise from Europe, financed by revenue from
hydrocarbon exports. In addition, underinvestment
in agriculture and other sectors meant that the
development of Algeria’s industrial production
never had the anticipated effect of stimulating the
rest of the economy and of creating, and growing
to meet, expanding demands.

ALGERIA, EUROPE, AND THE MIDDLE EAST,

1979 TO 2004

After the death of Boumedienne in 1978, statist
economic programs were abandoned, the private

French soldiers patrol the market area of Algiers, known as the Casbah, January 1957. The normally bustling streets

have been emptied by a general strike called by independence leaders prior to UN discussions concerning the fate of Algeria.
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sector was encouraged, and middle-class consump-
tion increased while much of the population lived
in poverty. The country’s basic dependence on
imports and its reliance on a single export com-
modity—hydrocarbons—did not change. With pro-
ven reserves in 2004 of 11.87 billion barrels of oil
and 4.739 trillion cubic meters of gas, and as the
world’s second-largest gas exporter, Algeria remains
an important country for its northern neighbors.

Algeria entered a period of political uncertainty
in the 1980s, when Islamist radicalism increased
among the younger generation and the monolithic,
ritualized nationalism of the postindependence
period eroded without being replaced by steps
toward political pluralism. The shift away from
the 1970s’ Third Worldism brought the country
back into Euro-Atlantic, and especially the French
and later the American, spheres of influence. Algeria
became a strategically and economically significant
part of Europe’s southern Mediterranean ‘‘near
abroad.’’ The same period saw Algeria, along with
much of the Arab world, realigning itself toward the
Gulf states and the concomitant rise of a domestic
Islamist politics linked to events in the Middle
East: the Iranian revolution, the anti-Soviet war in
Afghanistan, the development of Egyptian Islamism,
the Palestinian intifada (the uprising against Israeli
occupation in the West Bank and Gaza, from 1987
to 1993) and the Gulf War of 1990 and 1991. In
the 1990s Algeria suffered a decade-long political
crisis and Islamist insurgency, in which between
one hundred thousand and two hundred thousand
Algerians are believed to have been killed.

At the start of the twenty-first century, Algeria
emerged from this crisis as a significant regional
actor in European and American strategic and eco-
nomic calculations, a sizable emerging market and
major energy supplier, and an important near
neighbor to Europe—especially to France but also
to Spain, Germany, and the United Kingdom—in
terms of trade, security, and migration. After 2001
Algeria also became an ally of what the United
States called the global war on terror, one whose
own recent historical experience exemplifies the
complexities of the contemporary politics of globa-
lization, economic adjustment, Islamism, security,
terrorism, and democratization.

See also Algerian War; Ben Bella, Ahmed; Colonialism;
France; Immigration and Internal Migration; Suez
Crisis.
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n

ALGERIAN WAR. It was not until October
1999, nearly forty years after the end of hostilities,
that French political authorities officially adopted
the term Algerian War. It designates the period
when Algerian nationalists were fighting the
French army for control of the political future of
their country (1954–1962). Among ordinary peo-
ple in France and elsewhere, however, there was a
general consensus from the start that war was the
right word for the conflict. In Algeria, by contrast,
it was often called a ‘‘revolution’’ (thawra) or a
‘‘national war of liberation.’’

From the outset, the various terms point to
different agendas. To acknowledge a state of war
leads one to examine the events in terms of the
traditional characteristics of wars: armed troops and
battles, but also two agents, each implicitly viewed,
even at the time, more or less as a nation. Terms
such as national war of liberation or revolution,
conversely, describe the conflict in terms of its out-
come, a break with the existing colonial order. The
term war connotes progress whereas national lib-
eration was conceived at the time more as a call to
action than as a description of the conflicts. Thawra
belongs to the same lexicon as the works of Frantz
Fanon, one of the major theoreticians of the war; it
stresses the importance of violence in the process of
the Algerian people’s liberation. In fact, Fanon
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believed it was his duty to spearhead a ‘‘revolution-
ary violence,’’ turning the violence of conquest
against the colonial oppressor.

Taken together, all these terms grant a particular
identity to the period between 1 November 1954 and
19 March 1962. The war began with a series of coor-
dinated attacks throughout Algeria. The Front de
Libération Nationale (FLN; National liberation
front), a group unknown at the time, claimed respon-
sibility. The declaration of war is thus identified and
authenticated by the ‘‘proclamation’’ signed by the
FLN and found at the sites of the attacks. As for the
end of the war that had torn apart Algeria and metro-
politan France for almost eight years, it is associated
with the cease-fire decreed by the 1962 Évian
Accords, which did not lead to a formal peace treaty.

Although these dates were deemed politically
valid by French and Algerian authorities, historians

have subjected them to a reconsideration. The first

act of war has thus been pushed back to May 1945,

and the end of the conflict could legitimately be

placed in July 1962, when Algeria obtained its

official independence.

THE FRENCH EMPIRE BEGINS TO CRUMBLE

France’s prestige was damaged with the country’s

defeat by Germany in May 1940, and the Anglo-

American landing in Algeria in November 1942

further undermined it in the eyes of its colonies.

Two years later, the Provisional Government of the

French Republic, led by General Charles de Gaulle

(1890–1970), attempted to undertake reform in all

its colonial territories. Although Algeria was

already theoretically and juridically part of France,

this limited spirit of change would affect it as well.

About sixty thousand Algerian men, selected on a

French soldiers arrest a suspected Algerian rebel, May 1956. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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merit basis (law of 7 March 1944), were granted
the right to vote in national elections without hav-
ing to renounce their status as Muslims. The exten-
sion of the franchise to all ‘‘French Muslims of
Algeria,’’ as they were called, was delayed tempo-
rarily, but the path to full civic equality had been
cleared.

Yet the promise of reform could not satisfy
Algerian nationalists, whom the French had long
repressed and treated with contemptuous mistrust.
Although a moderate nationalist, Ferhat Abbas
declared that he wanted ‘‘an autonomous republic
in a federation with a new French republic, one that
is anticolonialist and anti-imperialist.’’ His followers,
members of the movement Amis du Manifeste et de
la Liberté (Friends of the manifesto and of freedom),
joined with the more radical Parti du Peuple Algérien
(PPA; Party of the Algerian people), which in May
1945 demanded the release from prison of their party
leader, Messali Hadj, and asserted the Algerians’ right
to self-determination. They referred explicitly to the
principles of the Atlantic and United Nations char-
ters. Thousands demonstrated in North Constantine,
in the region of Sétif, and in the town of Guelma,
purposely choosing the day of the Allied victory over
the Nazis. Repression was swift and riots led to the
deaths of nearly one hundred European civilians. In
the weeks that followed, punitive expeditions, dis-
guised as safety measures to prevent unrest, were
mounted, with hundreds of summary executions car-
ried out by the French army, police, and above all, by
European civilians organized into militias. Although
an official report attempted to assess the extent of the
repression and though historians also considered the
question, the various estimates of the dead are still
far apart. Nevertheless, there seems to be no doubt
that at least several thousand Algerians were killed.
May 1945 can thus be considered the beginning of a
war that would not erupt full-scale until nearly a
decade later.

RADICALIZATION OF ALGERIAN

NATIONALISTS

While ostensibly working toward an appreciable ame-
lioration of relations, the French in fact continued
their century-long habits of neglect and humiliation,
and the Algerian nationalists became radicalized. A
legislative body, the Algerian Assembly, was estab-
lished in September 1947, holding out the prospect
of a representative government, a voice, and political

weight for Algerians; but the seats were apportioned
to maintain French domination. In addition, the first
elections were marked by intimidation of nationalist
parties and the results were thoroughly rigged.

For the most radical nationalists, it was obvious
that Algerian reform could not be accomplished by
legal means. The main nationalist organization, Le
Mouvement pour le Triomphe des Libertés
Démocratiques (MTLD; Movement for the tri-
umph of democratic liberties), went through a per-
iod of crisis that culminated in 1954 with a splinter
group opting for armed struggle.

At the time, the French Empire was roiling
from the loss of Indochina after an eight-year war
that had received little attention at home but had
done serious damage to the armed forces. In the
summer of 1954, the Geneva Accords consum-
mated the victory of the Vietminh, while unrest
marked the North African (Maghrib) protectorates.
In Algeria, however, the situation seemed calm. An
exceptionally large presence of French men and
women—accounting for almost one million of
Algeria’s nine million inhabitants—seemed to con-
stitute a bulwark against any radical change. In
reality, the war would transform Algerian society
and, albeit less dramatically, seriously alter French
society.

‘‘REBELLION’’ AND ‘‘MAINTAINING ORDER’’

Officially, the few regiments that were sent to
North Constantine and the Aurès in 1954 were
only supposed to ‘‘maintain order,’’ to provide
backup in the repression of the nationalists, which,
as usual, was entrusted primarily to the police. But
it quickly proved necessary to modify the legal basis
of intervention. A law passed in April 1955 decreed
a state of emergency in several arrondissements,
or districts, of Algeria. The French government
authorized the police to take exceptional measures
and extended the jurisdiction of military law, thus
departing from common law in two respects.
Authorities used their desire to wage an effective
campaign against the so-called rebels or terrorists
to justify these measures.

While each side was taking stock of the other and
preparing to fight, a popular uprising on an unprece-
dented scale erupted in North Constantine on 20
August 1955, the second anniversary of the deposing
of the Moroccan sultan by the French. European
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civilians as well as moderate Algerians became the
targets of savage violence and the French army
undertook a brutal repression. In this region, affected
by confrontations since its conquest in the nineteenth
century, the breach between French inhabitants and
Algerians widened inexorably.

SPECIAL POWERS

When the state of emergency expanded to include
the entire territory after the 20 August riots, that
breach spread to the whole of Algeria. French
authorities decided that such legalistic maneuvers
were inadequate. A new government in France,
headed by the socialist Guy Mollet and supported
by political parties in favor of ‘‘peace in Algeria,’’
asserted that victory on the ground was the pre-
condition for any negotiations. In March 1956, the
French legislature granted Mollet ‘‘special powers’’
to settle the Algerian question. Specific measures
granted under the ‘‘state of emergency’’ were
superseded by the principle of absolute executive
power over all matters concerning Algeria. These
special powers were to last six months and had to
be renewed by every new government. At the same
time, the government decided to send the entire
cohort of draftees for the year 1956 to Algeria.
Henceforth all young men could be deployed
‘‘to maintain order’’ in what French authorities
described as a ‘‘police operation.’’

In providing the legal and conceptual frame-
work for intervention in Algeria, the special powers
shaped events in the ensuing years. They were
extended to the French metropolis in the summer
of 1957 and then systematically renewed by succes-
sive governments under the Fourth Republic and
in the early years of the Fifth. This meant, first, that
beyond the powers granted the executive branch,
the governor in Algeria was accorded immense
latitude. These special powers also gave the army
significant prerogatives that, despite their provi-
sional character (which was regularly reasserted),
had considerable political consequences.

REIGN OF THE ARMY

Unrestricted, the French army launched a total war.
Concerned about the impact on the general popula-
tion, it created special administrative sections (SAS)
designed to bring some measure of relief to even the
most remote areas of the colony. The army also took

charge of educating Algerian children, even using
soldiers as primary schoolteachers, while others
worked to improve the health of Algerians, notably
through vaccination campaigns.

At the same time, the army advised an all-out
war grounded in intelligence operations. Inspired by
methods the colonial police had used in Indochina,
the French army gradually adopted torture to
extract by force information about ‘‘the rebellion’’
otherwise unobtainable because of the army’s
limited infiltration into Algerian society. Torture
turned out to be particularly well adapted to a war
largely rooted in terror. In addition, the suffering
that French soldiers intentionally inflicted on people
was a way to assert the power of the colonial author-
ity over individuals and families, villages and political
parties, and the Algerian people as a whole.

Violence spread all the more readily in Algeria
because the army, given significant powers, had
developed a new theory that located the war’s epi-
center outside traditional battlegrounds and within
the general population. Obliged to adapt to the
guerrilla tactics of the nationalist forces of the
Algerian Armée de Libération Nationale (ALN;
National army of liberation), the French army
counterattacked by advocating counterrevolutionary
actions relying on psychological warfare adapted to
various groups implicated in the war, including the
military, Algerian and European civilians, and under-
ground guerrillas. It also employed unconventional
combat methods such as indoctrination of the
enemy, using torture, carrying out summary execu-
tions, and orchestrating ‘‘disappearances.’’

Thus, in the name of strategic imperatives, the
army authorized illegal actions by ordinary soldiers,
not just special forces trained to so act for reasons
of state. The military had its own way of running
the war, which involved repeated and regular viola-
tions of the law, to be approved after the fact by
political authorities faced with a fait accompli. The
interception in October 1956 of a Moroccan air-
plane carrying four leaders of the FLN is symp-
tomatic in that regard. In stopping the plane, the
army violated Moroccan sovereignty. The French
government, informed only when the operation
was already under way, covered up the incident
and imprisoned the Algerian political leaders
Ahmed Ben Bella, Mohammed Boudiaf, Hocine
Aı̈t Ahmed, and Mohammed Khider.
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A few months later, faced with the proliferation
of terrorist attacks in Algiers—a consequence of the
FLN’s new tactical orientation adopted after the
so-called Soummam Congress in the summer of
1956—the task of maintaining order in the capital
was handed over to French army paratroopers. To
accomplish their mission, they systematically
combed the Arab neighborhoods and practiced
large-scale torture on arrested suspects, going so
far as to kill one of the principal leaders of the FLN,
Larbi Ben M’hidi. The army also resorted to kid-
nappings on a deplorable scale. At least three thou-
sand people disappeared during the eight-month
operation dismantling the nationalist networks in
Algiers and those of their communist or left-wing
liberal supporters.

Strengthened by their apparent victory after
arresting or killing the major FLN leaders and put-
ting an end to terrorist attacks, paratroopers added
to their tough image a certified competence in

‘‘counterrevolutionary’’ warfare. This ‘‘Battle of

Algiers’’ model spread across Algeria before being

in part exported to France, especially to Paris.

The international community disapproved of

the French actions in Algeria; the United States in

particular pressed for an increased understanding of

the nationalists’ demands. In February 1958

the bombing of a Tunisian village, Sakkiet Sidi

Youssef, gave the international community an

opportunity to intervene in what France resolutely

presented to the world as a strictly French affair.

Aware of that international potential, the FLN

sought support abroad for its cause and denounced

French policy to the world and to the United

Nations. By this juncture, French political author-

ities seemed largely beholden to the military for

their strategy. In May 1958 the army helped bring

down the French government, which it considered

too soft on the Algerian issue.

Algerian Army of Liberation soldiers stand in formation at their headquarters in the Atlas mountains, June 1957.
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CHARLES DE GAULLE

Charles de Gaulle, who returned to political office
as prime minister in May 1958 and elected presi-
dent in 1959, immediately had to contend with the
high hopes placed in him. He also had to rein in
the army, which from the beginning had been
given a free hand. General Raoul Salan had come
to acquire both political and military responsibil-
ities throughout Algeria, but de Gaulle managed to
remove him at the end of 1958.

Little by little, de Gaulle made his mark on
Algerian policy. Like his predecessors, he continued
to work simultaneously to secure a military victory
and to win the confidence of the Algerian popula-
tion, especially through a determined economic
development policy. But this policy was paradoxical
in that all-out war was being conducted even as
French authorities were launching the most ambi-
tious policy to modernize the country ever under-
taken. That paradox attests to the fact that winning
the hearts and minds of the Algerian population had
become the principal stakes in the conflict. Since the
FLN was an integral part of the general population,
however, the French had a difficult time distinguish-
ing between the war against the FLN and the war
against the population at large.

The FLN, in fact, was considered to be within
the population like ‘‘a fish in water.’’ The military
believed they had found the solution, proposing to
separate out ‘‘the fish,’’ a strategy that led to the
establishment of huge internment camps where,
within less than two years, some two million peo-
ple, one-quarter of the Algerian population, were
confined. Deprived of their homes, separated from
their fields, work, and activities, people were con-
demned to miserable living conditions, which in
the end undermined the French cause. At the same
time, these camps clearly indicated France’s desire
to remodel the country entirely, to construct a new
French Algeria, making use as necessary of the
tactics of a war of conquest.

CHANGING AGENDAS

In this context, both sides had difficulty adopting a
moderate stance. In Algeria, the FLN’s elimination
of moderates, like General Jacques Massu’s repres-
sion of the liberals in 1957, indicated the growing
radicalization of the war. As the years passed
it seemed that cultural identity was becoming

increasingly important; most Algerian residents
would no doubt have said, as did the Algerian-born
Nobel Prize winner Albert Camus, ‘‘I believe in
justice, but will defend my mother before justice.’’

Although radicalization was less significant in
metropolitan France, where there was more respect
for freedom of expression, radicalism could be
found in particular groups. Among Algerian work-
ers, a fratricidal war put the supporters of the
FLN at odds with the nationalists close to Messali
Hadj, who belonged to the Mouvement National
Algérien (MNA; National Algerian movement). In
this power struggle within the Algerian camp,
assassinations were committed on a daily basis,
resulting in several thousands of victims. Algerians
living in France, oppressed by French policies, were
also involved in the war at home and obliged to
contribute money and to hew the party line. By
contrast, non-Algerians remained largely above the
fray. Opinion polls gradually registered growing
concern about the events in Algeria, and public
opinion slowly came to favor greater autonomy,
then self-determination, as de Gaulle’s policies
evolved step by step and he asked the French to
validate them by referendum.

An infinitesimal minority in France chose to
support the FLN by sheltering people or clandes-
tinely channeling money to the movement. The
discovery of one of these networks, headed by the
philosopher Francis Jeanson, came as a shock to the
French. But it showed that some people were
capable of envisaging a different kind of relationship
with the Algerians. While the trial of the Jeanson
network made headlines, the position of the many
French intellectuals who signed a declaration claim-
ing that those in the military had the right to insu-
bordination demonstrates that, in the fall of 1960,
the war was becoming a disturbing feature of French
life. Had not General de Gaulle talked of an
‘‘Algerian Algeria’’ the previous March? In
November he even spoke of an ‘‘Algerian republic’’;
then, in April 1961, he offered the prospect of a
‘‘sovereign Algerian state.’’

By this time, in fact, negotiations with
the Gouvernement Provisoire de la République
Algérienne (GPRA; Provisional government of the
Algerian Republic) were an admitted necessity. By
staging mass protests the previous December
during de Gaulle’s visit to Algiers, the GPRA had
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demonstrated that it alone could represent the

Algerian people.

In April 1961, while negotiations toward

Algerian sovereignty made halting progress, four

prestigious generals—two of them were former

commanders-in-chief in Algeria—organized a putsch.

Although a failure, it revealed the level of bitterness

that de Gaulle’s policy incited among the profes-

sional military staff in Algeria as well as among the

Europeans living there. Some joined a clandestine

organization headed by General Salan with the goal

of battling those they accused of abandoning

French Algeria. The Organisation de l’Armée

Secrète (OAS; Secret army organization) operated

as a terrorist group, created networks of supporters

within France, and was responsible for numerous

assassination attempts against de Gaulle himself—

even after the war ended.

In 1958–1959, the war gradually extended to

metropolitan France. Militants organized meetings

against torture, students demonstrated against the

war, and counterefforts were made to organize

support for French policy. Algerians were increas-

ingly viewed as the enemy and treated as such by

the police and public institutions. From 1961 on,

particularly in Paris, a curfew was imposed on

them. On 17 October of that year, to protest this

curtailing of freedom of assembly and association,

Algerians in Paris and the surrounding suburbs

marched at the behest of the FLN. The police

An Algerian woman forced by French authorities to remove her veil for an identity

card photograph, 1960. ªMARC GARANGER/CORBIS
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responded with considerable force, arresting about
half the demonstrators and killing dozens more.

Although its magnitude remained unknown, a
massacre in the center of Paris could scarcely go
unnoticed, and protests arose in the days that fol-
lowed, in the city council of Paris and elsewhere.
But gradually the massacre disappeared from the
history of the war, wiped out in France by the
deaths of nine participants at the hands of police
during a left-wing demonstration in February 1962
against the OAS. It was part of a traditional protest
by the French Left, who had united against ‘‘fas-
cism’’ at the end of a war, though the various
parties’ positions during it were far more complex.
The French Communist Party had initially voted
for the special powers but distanced itself over time
from the orientations of the other left-wing parties,
the socialists and especially the radicals. The socialist
Section Française de l’Internationale Ouvrière
(SFIO; French branch of the workers’ International)
had played a key role in prosecuting the war and
in instituting the increasingly harsh repressive meas-
ures, to such an extent that a minority eventually split
off to establish the Parti Socialiste Autonome
(Autonomous socialist party), later the Parti Socialiste
Unifié (PSU; Unified socialist party). The antifascist
movement gave cohesion to the Left while at the
same time enabling it to support the major goals and
orientation of de Gaulle’s policy at the end of the war.

THE CEASE-FIRE AND THE CASUALTIES

In March 1962, the Évian Accords led to a pro-
gressive transfer of sovereignty. In Algeria the FLN
had managed to position itself as the only qualified
negotiator while, inside the party, a merciless battle
for control raged among the leaders. Disregarding
the principles Abane Ramdane had tried to estab-
lish during the founding Soummam Congress—
namely, the primacy of Algerians living in Algeria
over those living abroad and of political leaders
over military ones—the formerly exiled army chiefs
finally prevailed. Abane Ramdane, who would no
doubt have become a key political leader in the new
regime, was assassinated in December 1957 by his
former comrades, and Colonel Houari Boumédienne,
chief of the general staff of the Armée de Libération
Nationale (the armed wing of the FLN) beginning
in March 1960, managed to turn himself into the
strongman of Algeria.

During negotiations with French authorities,
past leaders were used for their symbolic value.
Thus Ahmed Ben Bella was appointed president
of the GPRA, even though he had been in a
French prison since October 1956. But gradually
the founding figures of Algerian nationalism were
marginalized by the returning leaders. On 5 July
1962 Algeria was officially declared independent,
ending 132 years of French rule.

The months following the cease-fire were
especially bloody. The OAS undertook a radical
scorched-earth policy while the harkis (Muslim
auxiliaries in the French army) were hunted down,
threatened, and sometimes summarily executed.
The violence led a large number of European
Algerians to flee the country and a smaller percen-
tage of harkis relocated to France. Those remaining
in Algeria had to face retribution, which in some
cases culminated in massacres. As with many statis-
tics relating to casualties in this war, the number of
harkis killed is still uncertain. A low estimate would
be ten thousand. As for the war itself, the Algerian
leadership had always claimed ‘‘a million martyrs.’’
That number was reevaluated by historians begin-
ning in the 1960s and three hundred thousand
victims suggested as a reliable estimate; nonethe-
less, the larger number was still used in Algeria at
the beginning of the twenty-first century. Among
French civilians, it is difficult to say how many were
killed by the FLN and how many by the OAS. The
only precise figures available are provided by the
military: more than twenty-three thousand French
people were killed in Algeria, one-third of them non-
combat deaths. The number of noncombat deaths
underlines the point that the French conscripts
were not well prepared for this war. The awakening
of the colonial dream was brutal.

See also Algeria; Ben Bella, Ahmed; Camus, Albert;
Colonialism; France; French Empire; Indochina;
Vietnam War.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Ageron, Charles-Robert, ed. La guerre d’Algérie et les
Algériens. Paris, 1997.

Connelly, Matthew. A Diplomatic Revolution: Algeria’s
Fight for Independence and the Origins of the Post–
Cold War Era. Oxford, U.K., 2002.

Evans, Martin. Memory of Resistance: The French Opposition
to the Algerian War, 1954–62. Oxford, U.K., 1997.

62 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

A L G E R I A N W A R



Harbi, Mohammed. Le FLN: Mirage et réalité, des origines à
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ALMODÓVAR, PEDRO (b. 1951), Spanish
filmmaker.

Pedro Almodóvar was born in the rural village
of Calzada de Calatrava, in La Mancha, Spain. As a
child, he was an avid reader and moviegoer with a
remarkable imagination and a keen interest in
playacting and theater, including the rituals of his
local Catholic church.

Rather than attend film school or university,
Almodóvar became a tremendous autodidact. His
literary and cinematic tastes run from the decadent
French poets of the nineteenth century to the
British mystery writer Ruth Rendell, and to film-
makers as diverse as William Wyler (1902–1981)
and Michelangelo Antonioni (b. 1912). After mov-
ing to Madrid in 1968, Almodóvar worked at the
Spanish national telephone company Telefónica,

eventually earning enough money to purchase

his first Super-8 camera. During the 1970s,

Almodóvar became renowned for his amateur films

in Madrid’s burgeoning underground culture,

whose growth was fueled by Spain’s reversion to a

more democratic government following General

Francisco Franco’s death in 1975.

Almodóvar made his first feature, Pepi, Luci,
Bom, in 1980 with the actress Carmen Maura, who

would star in several of his subsequent films. With

Maura, Almodóvar inaugurated the practice of

working with a kind of repertory of favorite actors,

which he continued throughout his career. His

earliest feature films perpetuate the gleefully anar-

chic feel of his Super-8 shorts, but by his third

feature, Dark Habits (1983), he had already begun

to integrate more serious themes and a tighter

narrative and stylistic structure. Dark Habits also

foregrounds one of Almodóvar’s abiding obses-

sions: through a story of drugged-out nuns,

Almodóvar began to develop his vision of the florid

beauty and hypocrisy of the Spanish church. Much

later, in Bad Education (2004), Almodóvar

returned with a passion to this theme, with a story

of sexual awakening and clerical perversion—it is

this single word pasión (passion), in fact, that

engulfs Bad Education’s final frame.

During the late 1980s, Almodóvar’s films

began to garner attention in and beyond Spain.

His first international hit was the 1987 film

Women on the Verge of a Nervous Breakdown,
though many critics (including Almodóvar himself)

consider his film from the previous year, The Law of
Desire (1986), much more important. With Women
on the Verge, Tie Me Up! Tie Me Down! (1989) and

High Heels (1990), Almodóvar’s signature ‘‘look’’

became firmly established. Almodóvar used a very

wide 35-mm filmmaking format (1:85) in Women on
the Verge and High Heels, to imitate classic American

comedies filmed in CinemaScope, a significant

departure from his hand-held Super-8 days. His film-

making became synonymous with the use of kitsch

and of vibrant, primary colors—red in particular—as

well as strong background music and songs that

convey key narrative and tonal elements. Some of

the songs featured in Almodóvar’s films over the

years, many of them original, have become major

hits in Europe.
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At the center of these films, too, is a woman or
women. Almodóvar’s depiction of women has evoked
mixed reactions over the years; during Almodóvar’s
rise to international fame, several feminist film scho-
lars decried what they considered hysterical female
representations. But as with all his characters,
Almodóvar dares us to see women as he sees them
cinematically—that is, fetishized in their strength and
their vulnerability, always larger than life.

In addition to the worldwide success of Women
on the Verge, 1987 was a key year in Almodóvar’s
history because he and his brother Agustı́n estab-
lished their own production company, El Deseo
S. A. El Deseo ensured the aesthetic independence
of Almodóvar’s filmmaking, as well as certain
formal continuities, made possible by a permanent
staff at every level of production. Almodóvar also
wrote or cowrote all his own films. In 2000

Almodóvar’s All about My Mother won the
Academy Award for best foreign film.

For all the apparent stylistic and thematic coher-
ence in his oeuvre, however, there are exceptions to
every seemingly well-established ‘‘Almodóvarian’’
convention. While Almodóvar usually works in a
highly stylized, exuberant mode, What Have I
Done to Deserve This? (1984) is a morose and poi-
gnant social realist film. Likewise, while Matador
(1985) and Kika (1993) are highly conceptual,
abstract works, The Flower of My Secret (1995)
is soft in tone, with a straightforward narrative that
is unique among Almodóvar’s films. For yet another
contrast, consider Bad Education (2004), whose
movement in and out of its story-within-a-story
teases the viewer by simultaneously treading near
the outlines of Almodóvar’s own biography.

Perhaps the difficulty of pinning down
Almodóvar can be best explained by the director
himself: he has said that he does not consider him-
self a transgressive filmmaker, because transgression
is already too strong an acknowledgment of the law.
Instead of being anti-Franco, for instance, he simply
does not acknowledge Franco’s existence in the
Spain he creates in his films. For Almodóvar, this
radical sense of freedom is the only way to move
toward the truth of contemporary human experi-
ence. Only thus can a master of artifice render
humanity—and pasión—so real.

See also Cinema; Spain.
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AL QAEDA. Al Qaeda (‘‘the base’’) is an
umbrella organization of Islamist terrorist groups
founded by the Saudi millionaire Osama bin Laden

Pedro Almodóvar with Gael Garcia Bernal on the set of

Bad Education. CANAL+/TVE/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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in 1988. For well over a decade Western intelli-
gence agencies remained largely unaware of its
nature and activities, failing to see an underlying
pattern in a series of attacks conducted throughout
the 1990s and culminating in the 11 September
2001 attacks on the United States. Only after the
attacks did the relationship between these events
and their perpetrators become clear. While the
United States and its allies have put together a
better picture of Al Qaeda and launched an inter-
national effort to destroy it, the organization has
proved remarkably and extremely flexible.

Al Qaeda developed out of the struggle to expel
the Soviet Union from Afghanistan. In 1979 Soviet
forces invaded the central Asian nation to prop up its
Communist puppet regime. Mujahidin, or ‘‘holy
warriors,’’ flocked to Afghanistan from throughout
the Muslim world but primarily from the Middle
East and North Africa determined to assist an
Islamic state in a holy struggle to resist the infidel.
Eager to check Soviet expansion in the region, the
United States backed the foreign fighters, supplying
them with money, arms, and probably advisors as
well. At the time, Washington foresaw no adverse
consequence of arming, training, and equipping
fighters who harbored a deep animosity toward
non-Muslims. No one seems to have considered that
the foreign fighters would form an organization after
the Soviet withdrawal.

Osama bin Laden, son of a wealthy Saudi con-
tractor, joined many young Arab men of his gen-
eration in Afghanistan. While he appears to have
played a very minor role in the fighting, his wealth
enabled him to recruit, train, and supply fighters
for the insurgency. Elated by the mujahidin vic-
tory, which culminated in Soviet withdrawal, bin
Laden founded Al Qaeda in 1988. Bin Laden and
his associates wished to promote the teachings of
Wahhabism—a brand of Islam common in Saudi
Arabia—throughout the Muslim world. The
Afghan war taught them that Islam faced ongoing
threats from the non-Muslim world and that a
small group of dedicated fighters possessed of an
unshakable faith in their cause could accomplish a
great deal in their defense of Islam, as they saw it.
It was one minute to midnight, these Muslims
believed, and unless they took steps to preserve
Islam, westernized Muslim governments and the
United States would destroy it.

Al Qaeda’s religious convictions have defined
its strategy and choice of targets as a terrorist
organization. While not all Wahhabis espouse vio-
lence, those that support Al Qaeda consider jihad
against their enemies acceptable. ‘‘Apostate’’
regimes in the Muslim world top this list of accep-
table targets. Bin Laden believes that secular gov-
ernments such as those of Egypt, Pakistan, and Iraq
(led either by Saddam Hussein or the subsequently
elected parliament) should be replaced by strict
Islamic republics governed by sharia law. Only the
Taliban, who seized power in Afghanistan after the
Soviet withdrawal, seemed to fit bin Laden’s defi-
nition of a legitimate Muslim government. That
regime outlawed music, deprived women of any
civil and most human rights, and conducted a reign
of terror against its own people. Saudi Arabia
became a primary Al Qaeda target during the first
Gulf War. The monarchy turned down bin Laden’s
offer of an army of mujahidin to expel Saddam
from Kuwait and invited a U.S.-led coalition onto
Saudi soil.

The United States fell into Al Qaeda’s cross-
hairs primarily because it hindered bin Laden’s
goals in the Muslim world. The United States sup-
ported most of the moderate Muslim regimes that
he hated, funded and consistently backed the state
of Israel, and defiled the sacred soil of Saudi Arabia
with its troops. During the 1990s the United
States suffered a series of terrorist attacks that it
did not initially see as connected. In 1993 the
Egyptian Ramzi Yousef planted a truck bomb in
the garage of the World Trade Center, killing six
and injuring more than one thousand. The blind
Egyptian cleric Khalid Shaikh Mohammed prob-
ably planned the attack. In June 1996 terrorists
bombed a U.S. military housing complex known
as the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia, killing nine-
teen servicemen. Although an Al Qaeda connection
to either attack has not been proven, analysts sus-
pect that these terrorist incidents were part of a
larger Al Qaeda campaign.

Any doubt about the organization’s commitment
to terrorism against the United States disappeared on
7 August 1998 when Al Qaeda destroyed the U.S.
embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam,
Tanzania, killing 220 people. The previous February
bin Laden had issued a fatwa (religious edict) pro-
claiming it a sacred duty for devout Muslims to kill
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Americans whenever and wherever they could be
found. The fatwa and the embassy bombings revealed
important but disturbing truths about the nature of
Al Qaeda terrorism: for bin Laden and his followers
there was no such thing as an innocent civilian, and
they would exercise no restraint in inflicting mass
casualties on their enemies. Unfortunately, the U.S.
response to the embassy bombings exacerbated
the situation. The Clinton administration launched
cruise missiles against Al Qaeda training camps in
Afghanistan and a pharmaceutical factory in
Khartoum, Sudan. The camps suffered little damage,
and no evidence that the Sudanese plant produced
chemical weapons (as was alleged at the time) has ever
been produced. Innocent people died in the Sudan
attack. Bin Laden and the Taliban regime with whom
he now resided had every reason to believe that they
had little to fear from American retaliation, which
so far had been weak and ineffectual. Two years later
Al Qaeda struck again, attacking the USS Cole in Aden
harbor, Yemen. Seventeen U.S. sailors died, and again
the United States did not respond effectively.

The embassy bombings and the attack on the
Cole did, however, alert the United States to the
growing Al Qaeda threat. Vigilance and good intel-
ligence work foiled a number of plots planned for
millennium celebrations in the United States.
Border security apprehended suspects attempting
to cross into Maine and Washington from Canada.
However, as important as these successes were, they
may also have made Americans complacent about
the risk of foreign terrorism perpetrated within the
United States. All successful attacks to date had
occurred against U.S. targets abroad, a phenom-
enon Americans had faced since the early 1980s.
Nothing bespoke this illusion of security more
clearly than the absurd policy of screening baggage
and passengers on foreign flights while treating
them much more casually for domestic flights. The
attacks on 11 September 2001 demonstrated how
little the United States knew about Al Qaeda and
how lax domestic security had become.

Since the attacks the United States has
mounted a full-scale war on terrorism, a vague term
used for political reasons for invading both
Afghanistan and Iraq while improving homeland
security and intelligence gathering. In the face
of this concerted effort Al Qaeda has demonstra-
ted both persistence and flexibility. This once

hierarchical organization with cells connected to cen-
tral control by bin Laden has evolved into a flat net-
work of loosely connected bodies receiving minimal
direction and support from the main terrorist group.

The Madrid train bombings of 11 March
2004 and the London Underground bombings
of 7 July 2005 were carried out by domestic ter-
rorist cells constituted for a single operation and
destroyed in the act of carrying it out. The group
Al Qaeda in Iraq, founded by Abu Musab al-
Zarqawi following the U.S. invasion, is only
loosely connected to the parent organization,
which does not control it.

As of 2006, Al Qaeda remains a serious threat as
an umbrella organization linking an extensive net-
work of cells and terrorist groups. The Western intel-
ligence picture of the network remains incomplete,
and the resolve of the terrorists seems unshaken.
Every indication suggests that the United States
and its allies will be contending with Al Qaeda for
the foreseeable future.

See also Islamic Terrorism; Terrorism.
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ALSACE-LORRAINE. In 843, in Verdun,
the grandsons of Charlemagne (king of the Franks,
768–814; and emperor of the West, 800–814)
divided the Carolingian Empire into three parts. The
western and eastern portions later became France and
Germany, respectively, while between them, spread-
ing from the North Sea to Italy, was the kingdom of
Lotharingia, which soon fell apart. Alsace and
Lorraine, a portion of Lotharingia, remained in
Germanic hands until the seventeenth century, when
Louis XIV (r. 1643–1715) was able to reunite a major
portion of Alsace with the kingdom of France.
Southern Alsace, notably the region of Mulhouse,
was annexed only during the Revolution. This reuni-
fication allowed France to reach its ‘‘natural border’’
along a section of the Rhine.
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Lorraine, where the population spoke French
except in the Germanophone northeast, was more
disputed. From the sixteenth century, reunification
was gradual and only completed during the second
half of the eighteenth century. The two provinces
had scarcely any ties or sympathy for each other,
and were only treated as a unit after they were
annexed together by the victorious Germans after
the war of 1870–1871. In fact, the two provinces
were not united in their entirety. Only the major
part of Alsace, less the region of Belfort, and the
department of Moselle in the north of Lorraine,
were involved in the annexation.

While the region’s legislative deputies solemnly
protested this ‘‘odious abuse of power,’’ Alsace-
Lorraine came to embody in some measure the
achievement of German unity that was symbolized
by the proclamation of the king of Prussia, William
I (r. 1861–1888), as emperor of Germany at
Versailles, on 18 January 1871. To reinforce the
symbolism, Alsace-Lorraine became a Reichsland
(territory of the empire) and common property of
all the German states. For the French, reconquest
of Alsace-Lorraine was the principal theme of
revanchism (from the French word for revenge).
But gradually, apart from nationalist groups such
as La Ligue des Patriotes (Patriots’ League) in the
1880s and the monarchist Action Française (French
Action) at the beginning of the twentieth century,
French public opinion did not favor a war to regain
the lost provinces. However, the Alsace-Lorraine
controversy prevented reconciliation between
France and Germany and was a cause of discord in
Europe.

The 1871 Treaty of Frankfurt stipulated that
French inhabitants of the annexed territories would
have the right, until 31 October 1872 to repatriate
to France. Out of a population of 1.6 million,
about 150,000 decided to exercise this right,
among them a significant number of the political,
cultural, economic, and military elites, especially in
Alsace. Those who decided to stay did not neces-
sarily accept annexation, and public opinion tended
toward protest and dissatisfaction. At first the
Reichsland was directly under the authority of
Berlin through the Statthalter (representative) in
Strasbourg. Despite strict rules—the German
language was obligatory, for example, while
French was prohibited—the Reichsland benefited

from a conciliatory policy on the part of German

authorities. But confronted with persistent pro-

tests, the regime became far more rigid. After

1890 discord lessened as many Germans now

settled in the two provinces. Unity with Germany

had improved the region’s prosperity and the

young generation had never known anything

except a German government. Rather than revert

to France, many inhabitants of Alsace-Lorraine

pressed for greater autonomy within the German

Empire, and in 1911 obtained a new constitution.

The population of Moselle clearly did not want to

be the object of a confrontation between France

and Germany; nevertheless, the climate was often

tense in Alsace, as demonstrated in Saverne in

1913, when, after a young German lieutenant

insulted Alsatian recruits, serious incidents took

place between the civilian population and the

German troops. The Alsatian Museum of Doctor

Bücher in Strasbourg and the drawings of the

artists Hansi (Jean-Jacques Waltz; 1873–1951)

and Henri Zislin (1875–1958) are the best demon-

strations of continued attachment to France and of

a rejection of Germanization.

The outbreak of war in 1914 was in no way a

consequence of the Alsace-Lorraine question, but

once the battle was joined, reconquest of the two

provinces became France’s war aim par excellence.

French troops’ brief occupation of Mulhouse in

August 1914 provoked an outburst of enthusiasm

there. However, 250,000 soldiers of Alsace-

Lorraine did fight in the German army, and for

most of the next four years the ‘‘war map’’ was so

favorable to Germany that it gave no thought to

returning Alsace-Lorraine, which made a compro-

mise for peace almost impossible. On the other

hand, the United Kingdom only belatedly consid-

ered this restitution a priority. At the time of the

armistice talks, France demanded the return of

Alsace-Lorraine without waiting for a conclusion

of the peace process. The French president

Raymond Poincaré (1860–1934), prime minister

Georges Clemenceau (1841–1929), and generals

Ferdinand Foch (1851–1929) and Philippe Pétain

(1856–1951) were welcomed in the liberated

Alsace-Lorraine amid great enthusiasm, and

the German ‘‘immigrants’’ were now expelled.

Nonetheless, although secular French law was not

imposed—especially in Alsace where religion, both
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Catholic and Protestant, had particular impor-
tance—the relationship with the interior authori-
ties, who scarcely recognized the Alsatian
‘‘exception,’’ soon grew strained. An ‘‘autonomist’’
movement grew up until the 1930s, when it
became pro-Nazi and lost its influence.

Victorious in 1940, Nazi Germany immedi-
ately annexed the former Alsace-Lorraine and
named Robert Heinrich Wagner gauleiter (leader
of a regional branch of the Nazi party) of Alsace
and Joseph Bürckel gauleiter of Lorraine. From
August 1942, the region’s young men were drafted
into the German army, giving birth after the war to
the denomination of the ‘‘malgré nous’’—the
130,000 young men of Alsace-Lorraine who later
claimed to have been compelled against their will
to serve in the German army, which was true for
the great majority of them. Some twenty thousand
never returned, especially from the Russian front,
where they were killed in combat or died in
prisoner-of-war camps such as the notorious Soviet
camp of Tambov. In some cases prisoners were held
by the Soviet authorities until years later (most were
liberated by 1947, but the last of them only in
1955). The fate of some thirteen thousand remains
unknown. Nazi reprisals against the French
Resistance in Alsace were severe; many were sent
to die in the Alsatian concentration camp of
Schirmeck.

The Second World War put an end to the
Alsace-Lorraine question. Lorraine was reunified,
and Alsace was at last able to reconcile a deep
French patriotism, expressed by a strong attachment
to Gaullism, with a European calling—Strasbourg
became the seat first of the Council of Europe
(1948), and later of the European Parliament
(1979). Although now entirely French, Alsace retains
its unique character within the whole of France
through its traditions, its way of life, and by the main-
tenance, at least in the country, of the local ‘‘dialect.’’

See also Action Française; France; Germany; World War I.
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ALTHUSSER, LOUIS (1918–1990),
French Marxist and social theorist.

Louis Althusser was perhaps the most influen-
tial Marxist thinker of his time, and during the
1960s and 1970s one of the most influential
European thinkers in any tradition of social
thought. Born in Algeria in 1918, Althusser moved
with his parents to France in 1930. He spent much
of the war in a German POW camp, where he was
greatly impressed by a communist fellow prisoner.
He joined the French Communist Party soon after
the war, but, as an independent-minded intellec-
tual, soon fell out with the party leadership. His
most important achievements were to bring
Marxist thought into creative dialogue with other
traditions, and to revitalize Marxism as an open-
ended research program that influenced philoso-
phy, sociology, literary criticism, psychoanalysis,
political science, anthropology, and gender and
cultural studies. Above all, he was concerned to
develop distinctively Marxist ways of analyzing
cultural and political processes as a counterweight
to widespread misreadings of Marxism as a form of
economic determinism. His life ended in tragedy,
and most of his last decade was spent in a psychiat-
ric hospital.

Collections of essays that Althusser first pub-
lished in the early 1960s were deeply controver-
sial—partly because of his provocative declaration
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that he was an ‘‘anti-humanist.’’ To understand
what he meant by this, and why it was so shocking,
one needs to know something of the context. By
the 1950s it was clear to many on the political left
that the great attempt at human liberation inaugu-
rated by the revolution of October 1917 in Russia
had been transformed into an oppressive bureau-
cratic dictatorship. Nikita Khrushchev (1894–
1971) had briefly denounced the crimes of Joseph
Stalin (1879–1953), but when Soviet tanks rolled
in to suppress the reform movement in Hungary in
1956 it was clear that little had really changed.
Marxist critics of the Soviet regime turned to early
writings by Karl Marx as the basis for an outright
moral condemnation of what had been done in the
name of Marx. They found in those early writings a
vision of human history as a long struggle toward
an eventual realization of full human potential in a
future socialist society. The Soviet state had
become a living denial of that very vision, with its
continued exploitation of an ‘‘alienated’’ popula-
tion. Views such as this were developed by inde-
pendent intellectuals, of whom the best known
were Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980) and Maurice
Merleau-Ponty (1908–1961), but they were also
very influential within the French Communist
Party itself. It was this ‘‘humanist’’ moral criticism
of the Soviet ‘‘Stalinist’’ system that Althusser
rejected, thus laying himself open to the charge
that he was a closet Stalinist. In fact, his rejection
of the humanist critique was motivated by his
recognition of the need for a much deeper analysis
and critique of what had gone so terribly wrong in
the history of the communist movement. The
moral critique, though fully justified, was not
enough: it was necessary to rethink the whole
Marxist legacy to try and explain why this had
happened. To do this Althusser drew on two
important traditions of thought that had developed
independently of Marxism: structuralism and a dis-
tinctively French approach to understanding the
history of science. The historians of science (nota-
bly Georges Canguilhem [1904–1995] and Gaston
Bachelard [1884–1962]) had shown that scientific
ideas form an interconnected network, or ‘‘problem-
atic’’ that shapes the questions that are asked in
each discipline. Scientific innovation thus involves
wholesale transformations of problematics—scienti-
fic revolutions, in which older questions and
patterns of thought are replaced by new ones.

Althusser applied these ideas to Marx’s own intel-

lectual life history, proposing that the earlier

‘‘humanist’’ view of history was prescientific. In

Althusser’s account, Marx soon came to see the

limitations of his earlier philosophical narrative of

human history, and proceeded to develop a new

‘‘scientific’’ conception based on empirical study.

Major transformations in society should not be seen

as inevitable outcomes of some underlying ‘‘telos’’

of history, but, rather, were the outcome of com-

plex combinations of contingent circumstances and

causes.

But if the idea of history as the unfolding of

human potential had to be abandoned, what

alternative view of history could be discerned in

Marx’s later writings? Althusser and his students

read Marx’s great economic work, Capital, for

inspiration (and, in the process, set off a fashion

for Capital reading groups all over Europe).

However, the way they read Capital was very

much shaped by the ideas and methods of the

structuralists: anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss

(b. 1908), linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–

1913), and psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan (1901–

1981). While denying that he was a structuralist,

Althusser shared much with them: looking for deep

structures by a practice of ‘‘symptomatic’’ reading,

understanding human consciousness and agency as

the outcome of underlying sociocultural and

psychological conditions, and seeing society itself

as a complex set of structures, producing its effects

independently of the will of human agents. The

result of the study of Capital was a new and more

rigorous definition of key Marxist ideas for think-

ing about economic life: the forces of production

(raw materials, machinery, the division of labor

and so on), and the social relations of production

(relations of property and command) making up

the ‘‘mode of production.’’ But more significant

was a new way of thinking about the place of

economic activity within the wider society: here

Althusser decisively rejected economic determinism

in favor of a view of society as made up of a series

of distinct ‘‘practices,’’ including ideological (cul-

tural), intellectual, and political practices as well as

economic. Though the economy had great causal

weight, the other practices had their own ‘‘relative

autonomy,’’ each playing its own part in producing

the flow of historical events.
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This notion of the relative autonomy of those

noneconomic activities that had been assigned to

the ‘‘superstructures’’ in classical Marxism was

Althusser’s way of addressing the key problem of

twentieth-century European Marxism: how to

understand the role of ideas and politics, of con-

sciousness and agency in history. Marx had left a

powerful legacy of economic theory, but only sketchy

indications about these other topics: hence the

widespread misrepresentation of Marxism as a kind

of economic reductionism. In an essay written in

1968, the year of the ‘‘events’’ in Paris, Althusser

developed his ideas further: ideology was to be

understood in terms of the formation of individuals

as ‘‘subjects’’ through their participation in social

practices. The social locations of these practices

were the ‘‘ideological state apparatuses’’ (ISAs):

the schools, the family, trade unions, political par-

ties, churches, and voluntary associations. These

function by engaging individuals in practices that

shape their sense of who they are in conformity

to their destiny in society: as workers, mothers,

professionals, obedient citizens. In other words,

the ISAs play their part in reproducing the structure

of social relations, and fitting human agents to

their place in that structure. In this respect they

complement by other means the disciplining and

normalizing role of the central coercive institutions

of the state (the ‘‘repressive state apparatuses’’:

RSAs).

Although Althusser had, through these and

other ideas, sparked off a huge renewal of Marxist

thinking, his innovations were received much less

enthusiastically by the student radicals of 1968.

In seeming to deny a role for human agents in

changing society, he had divorced theory from

the urgent demands of practice. Althusser then

embarked on a series of self-critical revisions of his

ideas, never quite recapturing the originality of

his earlier work. His insistence on recognizing the

‘‘relative autonomy’’ of cultural processes was

taken further by poststructuralist students and

followers such as Jacques Derrida (1930–2004)

and Michel Foucault (1926–1984), who came to

detach the analysis of cultural or ‘‘discursive’’ pro-

cesses entirely from their economic underpinnings.

See also Derrida, Jacques; Foucault, Michel; Merleau-
Ponty, Maurice; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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TED BENTON

n

AMERICANIZATION. According to
James Ceasar’s Reconstructing America: The
Symbol of America in Modern Thought, the term
Americanization originated in the feeling among
German immigrants of a growing estrangement of
German Americans from their cultural roots back
in Europe. But even if the word was not yet in use
in the first half of the nineteenth century, the
notion may well be traced back to the nation-
building project that the United States began in
the late eighteenth century. The United States had
defined itself as an immigrant society and was faced
with an influx of large numbers of people, at that
time mainly from Europe but nevertheless of very
diverse ethnic backgrounds. The task—according
to the political elites in Washington and other vocal
groups—was to turn the newcomers and also those
who had already settled in the remote parts of the
country farther west into ‘‘Americans,’’ by which
they meant active and loyal citizens. This pressure
on the newcomers to become part of the existing
society and to support its constitutional framework
continued throughout the nineteenth century and
evolved into a purposeful ‘‘Americanization’’ cam-
paign in the early twentieth century.

THE RISE OF AMERICA AS A WORLD POWER

However, how the concept came to be generally
understood in the twentieth century and is being
understood in the early twenty-first century is an
altogether different matter; for it shifted to the
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question of the impact that the United States is
deemed to have outside its own national borders
as an economic-technological, military-political, and
cultural-intellectual power. This shift appears to be
due not only to the successful internal nation build-
ing and consolidation of American society during
the nineteenth century but also to its rise as an
industrial nation. Before the beginning of the twen-
tieth century, North America was viewed by many
Europeans, but also by educated people in other
parts of the world, as an untamed continent, popu-
lated by trappers, cowboys, and ‘‘Red Indians.’’ Its
economy was primarily agricultural. In European
eyes, it was a faraway continent, largely self-sufficient
and not in any tangible way immersed in the world
economy and its global trading structures.

By the late nineteenth century, this image was
no longer in tune with reality. During those years,
the United States underwent a process of industria-
lization as rapid as that of other latecomers in
Europe, notably imperial Germany. Its expanding
manufacturing centers in Pennsylvania, Ohio, New
York, and Michigan developed not only large capa-
cities but also organizational infrastructures and
practices of running an industrial enterprise that
were highly innovative and, by the standards of
the time, modern. Consequently, the United
States began to appear in the rearview mirror of
the great powers of Europe, whose imperialist poli-
ticians had more or less carved up the rest of the
globe among themselves and now puzzled over the
future role and socioeconomic dynamics of this
‘‘America’’ in world politics and the global econ-
omy. It certainly had the size and the material
resources to compete with all of them. Its people
were innovative, assertive, and smart enough to
pose a major challenge.

It is probably no accident that the sense of
facing a new competitor was particularly acutely
felt in Britain, where debates on the future viability
of its empire had become more heated after the
turn of the twentieth century and in the wake of
the poor performance of the British army in the
Boer War in South Africa. Perceiving the course of
world history in cyclical terms of the perennial rise
and fall of great powers, writers and politicians in
London wondered if the hegemonic position that
the country had enjoyed in the nineteenth century
would sooner or later have to give way to a global

American empire. This shift was seen not merely
in political-military but also in technological-
economic and sociocultural perspective and accounts
for the success of a book that the British journalist
William Stead published in 1902 under the title
The Americanization of the World. By then other
Europeans had similarly become more aware of the
rise of the United States on the world stage and
that it offered a model not only of modern indus-
trial production and organization but also of poli-
tical and constitutional ordering. Only now, some
seventy years after its first appearance, did Alexis de
Tocqueville’s Democracy in America (1835, 1840)
became more widely read in Europe. Even in
Germany—a country that saw itself as an up-and-
coming Great Power eager to challenge the older
ones, and Britain in particular—people began to
speak of an ‘‘American danger.’’

INDUSTRIAL MODELS AND CULTURAL

INFLUENCES

One response to these developments was for
Europeans to travel across the Atlantic to see the
New World in person. The famous sociologist Max
Weber, whose family had earlier on invested in
American railroad stocks, was one of these visitors.
In addition to academics, industrialists also took
one of the modern ocean liners to study the
American industrial system. This interest increased
after the end of the Paris World Exhibition of
1900, where, in the American pavilion, visitors
had been able to view the latest steel-cutting
machinery and other technological developments.
However, businessmen and engineers who traveled
to the United States after the turn of the century
were interested not merely in American technology
but also in workshop organization and manage-
ment techniques. In this connection they fre-
quently tried to get an interview with Frederick
Taylor and other apostles of the scientific manage-
ment movement that promoted factory rationaliza-
tion and the idea of incentives to both workers and
entrepreneurs to change industrial practices and
attitudes.

By 1914 these visitors would also go to
Michigan to inspect Henry Ford’s assembly lines
and to learn about his ingeniously simple recipe of
how to link the mass production of cars and other
consumer durables to the creation of a mass con-
sumer society. By not pocketing all the profits of

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 71

A M E R I C A N I Z A T I O N



rationalized production but by using the benefits
of cost reduction and greater productivity to pay
bonuses to his workers and to lower the price of his
automobiles, Ford ensured that his cars, which had
hitherto been beyond the financial means of the
average family, became affordable. It was the
beginning of mass motorization in America.

While some European industrialists were fasci-
nated by Ford’s innovations, others remained skep-
tical. They wondered about the transferability of
Taylorism and Fordism to countries with different
traditions, manufacturing practices, and employers’
and workers’ mentalities. Thus Renault cars in
France and the Stuttgart electrical engineering firm
of Robert Bosch began to experiment with ideas
imported from America. But by 1913 the introduc-
tion of what became known as the ‘‘Bosch tempo’’
had run into so much resistance from the work-
force in Stuttgart that the local metalworkers’
union proclaimed a strike. It showed Bosch the
cultural limits of ‘‘Americanization’’ and generated
a good deal of schadenfreude among his more
conservative colleagues, who had pointed to the
differences between the American and German
industrial systems and had predicted this kind of
trouble.

From the start the Europeans, in confronting
the question of Americanization, were therefore
divided into two camps: those who were open to
American ideas about how to manage a company
and modern industrial system and others who
rejected Fordism and Taylorism. This division
applied not merely to factory organization but also
to the structuring of the capitalist market. Thus the
German steel industrialist August Thyssen became
an early advocate of building large corporations
that were capable of competing with American,
French, or British steel trusts in a marketplace that
was oligopolistically organized. Meanwhile many of
his colleagues in the Ruhr region and elsewhere in
Europe stuck to their preference for cartels, hori-
zontal conglomerates of independent firms that
fixed prices and laid down production quotas, thus
trying to restrict competition.

These debates on the Americanization of
European industry were disrupted by World War I
and its chaotic aftermath. But when, from 1924
onward, the war-ravaged national economies of
Europe began to stabilize and expand, interest in

American ideas revived. Once again European
entrepreneurs, academics, and engineers—and this
time also trade unionists—traveled across the
Atlantic to inform themselves about American
modernity. More than that, this time American
industry itself came to Europe, either to establish
its own production facilities in Britain, France, or
Germany or to sign cooperation and patent agree-
ments with individual companies. Thus Ford built
factories in the British Midlands and Cologne,
while General Motors took a stake in Opel cars in
Germany and Vauxhall Motors in Britain. At the
same time American and European chemical trusts
increased their cooperation.

Next to rationalized American production that
held out the promise of generating mass consump-
tion, it was now also American popular culture and
mass entertainment that reached Europe. Within a
few years, Hollywood established a dominant posi-
tion in the European movie business. Week after
week millions of people would go to see one of the
increasingly sophisticated products emerging from
the dream factories, some 70 to 80 percent of
which came from California. Jazz and new dance
forms, such as the Charleston, were embraced as
imports from America by mainly young people.
However, just as in the case of Taylorism and
Fordism, there was also rejection. The critics
argued that what was flooding the market from
across the Atlantic was cheap, primitive, and vulgar
and threatened the allegedly superior and more
refined cultural traditions of Europe.

The collapse of the world economy in 1929
put a heavy damper on the American challenge
of the 1920s. Investments in Europe shrank as
nations retreated behind protective tariff walls.
Only Hollywood films continued to be imported,
and for Hitler’s propaganda minister Joseph
Goebbels the products churned out in California
provided a model for the building of a ‘‘counter-
Hollywood’’ that would flood Europe with German
films. Nor did the interest in the American manu-
facturing industry and its methods disappear in
Europe. American firms such as Ford and General
Motors continued to operate until the outbreak of
World War II. And when Hitler decided to build
a mass-produced Volkswagen (people’s car) at
Wolfsburg in Lower Saxony based on a design by
Ferdinand Porsche, the latter traveled to the
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United States to study American car manufactur-
ing. By the late 1930s, not only German but also
British and French industry had refocused their
efforts away from civilian goods and on the ratio-
nalized production of military hardware.

AMERICANIZATION AFTER WORLD WAR II

Two factors revived the question of Americanization
soon after the end of the global conflict in 1945:
first, the United States was now unquestionably the
hegemonic power of the West after the war had
devastated large parts of Europe and greatly
depleted the wealth of its nations; second, the
United States had begun to learn a lesson from
the perceived mistakes made after World War I.
This time Washington, instead of retreating into
isolationism, committed itself without delay to the
reconstruction of Europe. It was a decision that
was reinforced by the outbreak of the Cold War
against the Soviet bloc. In 1945 and 1946 some
Western Europeans still thought that it might be
possible to find a ‘‘third way’’ between American
capitalism and Soviet communism, but they quickly
came to realize that economic self-interest and the
need to protect themselves against a possible inva-
sion by the Soviets led them to the side of the
United States. They thus accepted Washington’s
leadership in the fields of politics and defense and
also—albeit more grudgingly—in the field of eco-
nomic reconstruction. The rebuilding of Western
Europe with the help of the European Recovery
Program (ERP, also known as the Marshall Plan)
was tied to the broad acceptance of American ideas
about organizing the postwar world economy. This
world economy would be liberal-capitalist and
required adapting the organizations of production
and management to the American practices,
including labor relations.

These practices were partly transmitted
through study tours, funded by Marshall Plan pro-
ductivity councils, which took European indus-
trialists, academics, and trade unionists to the
manufacturing centers of the East Coast and the
Midwest. But there were also local programs and
the example of American firms in Europe. Ford and
General Motors resumed production at the former
sites. American styling began to influence the body
design of European cars—for example, of the Opel
Kadett and Opel Kapitän models. Cooperation

with the big rubber trusts in Ohio led to the intro-

duction of tubeless and whitewall tires. Marketing

and packaging also became exposed to American

ideas. However, as before World War II, Fordism

was never just about modern machinery and ratio-

nalized assembly-line production. It was also about

affordable prices, and if price tags even for a

Volkswagen, a Citroën, or a Baby Austin were

initially still out of reach for the average European

consumer, manufacturers of mopeds, motorbikes,

scooters, and ‘‘bubble cars’’ stepped into the

breach. Mass motorization thus advanced in stages

as people traded upward.

Yet, as in the 1920s, there was also resistance

to these Americanizing trends. Among the entre-

preneurs, the conservative coal and steel magnates,

especially in the Ruhr region, were the most stub-

born critics. Nor did many older generation con-

sumers find it easy to accept lavish chrome grills on

cars or Madison Avenue–style advertising bill-

boards. What happened was that in many cases

modern designs for automobiles, radios, gramo-

phone combinations, or kitchen appliances either

The 1958 Opel Kapitän model reflected the influence

of American automobile design and engineering

technology. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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integrated the foreign with the indigenous or
offered the old and the new side by side. Furniture
provides a good example of this: while many people
kept or, if lost in the war, repurchased traditional-
style heavyset sideboards and settees, others, espe-
cially young people, opted for kidney-shaped
tables, colorful curtains, and tubular steel sofa
beds. Some of these latter designs, it is true, had
first been developed by the Bauhaus movement
until the Nazis forced its leading lights into exile.
Now their designs returned to Europe transformed
by the experience of the so-called Chicago
Bauhaus. The key point to be made here is not
only that European fascism and its aftermath had
intensified the movement of people and ideas back
and forth across the Atlantic but also that Europe’s
renewed exposure to America after 1945 resulted
in a blending of foreign with native influences. It
was a trend that could be observed all over Western
Europe.

At the same time, the relative speed with which
living standards rose dictated how quickly Fordism
in both the productionist and consumerist sense
proliferated. Nevertheless, even in those countries
where material prosperity came at a slower pace,
the images of consumerism that appeared on bill-
boards, in newspapers ads, and in magazine articles
helped to create desires and expectations. These in
turn induced consumers to plan their next major
acquisition, while the manufacturers came under
pressure to respond to the popular quest for a
better life.

There was yet another aspect to the growing
presence of American ideas in the production and
marketing of goods in Western Europe during the
1950s. Just as Fordist production reappeared, so
did American popular culture and mass entertain-
ment. If living standards rose too slowly to make
the purchase of a car or washing machine immedi-
ately affordable, prices for movie theaters and rock
or jazz concerts were within the reach of enthu-
siasts. Consequently, film stars such as Marlon
Brando and James Dean or rock musicians such as
Elvis Presley and Bill Haley achieved a similar status
in many parts of Western Europe as they had first
gained in the United States. This popular culture
had a democratizing impact on the young people
who began to see and listen to it. Gender relations
began to change. Postwar social conventions and

behavior patterns were being challenged and slowly
softened up. If many parents, family politicians, and
churchmen were initially appalled by the arrival of
American cultural imports, over time they, too,
became more tolerant, partly because they came
to recognize that the fears they had harbored of
the moral and political dangers of American popu-
lar culture were exaggerated.

In these circumstances the expansion of con-
sumerism and popular culture continued. Toward
the end of the twentieth century, America was very
present in Europe in many spheres of life, and
resistance to it, which had remained quite vocifer-
ous, especially among the educated middle classes
in the 1950s, had weakened. Still, Americanization
never went so far as to obliterate indigenous tradi-
tions and practices. Wherever one traveled in
Western Europe in the 1980s and 1990s, one
could never mistake that one was in the United
States rather than in Italy, Spain, France, Britain,
Sweden, or Germany. The indigenous and the
‘‘American’’ had either come together in a peculiar
new mix, or they existed side by side. It depended
on the sphere of social reality whether the foreign
element had succeeded in leaving a stronger or
weaker mark on the original local product or
practice.

ASSESSING AMERICAN INFLUENCES

The complexities of these interactions and negotia-
tions between American industry and popular cul-
ture, on the one hand, and between the societies
that came under the hegemonic influence of the
Western superpower after World War I and even
more directly and persistently after 1945, on the
other, have not always been given full recognition
by those social scientists and historians who turned
their attention to the postwar processes of European
reconstruction. At the one end of the spectrum of
opinion were those scholars who viewed American-
ization as a steamroller that flattened existing insti-
tutions, traditions, and practices, leading to a
sprouting of purely American ‘‘plants’’ in its wake.
Not surprisingly, this interpretation was soon
countered by a school of thought that believed that
the economies of Europe pulled themselves up by
their own bootstraps and that not even the tangible
aid given by the Marshall Plan had made much of a
difference. Focusing on market structures and
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labor relations, they had a point in that traditions
proved noticeably resistant and durable in these
spheres. The writings of the British economic his-
torian Alan Milward were particularly influential
here, as were the books of Werner Abelshauser in
West Germany.

Other economic and business historians came
along to undermine Milward’s and Abelshauser’s
arguments and to demonstrate that American ideas
and policies were powerful enough to wrench
European entrepreneurs away from traditional
behaviors and mindsets. Before long, the debate
among those working with quantitative materials
spilled over into questions of more intangible cul-
tural patterns. Early cultural and literary historians
still took the steamroller approach when they spoke
of the ‘‘Coca-Colonization’’ of European culture.
What came to be emphasized in the early twenty-
first century were the subtle processes of encounter

and negotiation between two different industrial
cultures and cultural systems more generally. As a
result, economic and business history, in the past
firmly wedded to hard statistical data, took a ‘‘cul-
turalist turn’’ and is interested in less tangible shifts
in entrepreneurial behavior. Similar developments
have occurred in research on consumers and their
responses to American imports. The experience of
Japan in these fields has meanwhile also been made
the subject of scholarship.

All this has created a wider acceptance of the
notion that Americanization is a useful analytical
tool for examining the structural and mental
changes in postwar Europe (and Japan), but it also
means that one has to consider a greater durability
of indigenous structures and attitudes in some
fields than the early steamroller interpretation of
these processes had allowed for. Furthermore, it is
thought important not only to look at changes at

McDonald’s advertising sign, Paris, 1992. The appearance of the American fast-food chain in Paris was seen by

many Europeans as a powerful symbol of unwanted Americanization and sparked protests at many levels of French society.

ªCAROL HAVENS/CORBIS
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the macroeconomic and national level but also to
take into account possible generational, class, and
gender differences within a particular nation. These
differences were probably more marked in the
Americanization processes of Europe during the
interwar years or in the 1950s. But they should also
be borne in mind when testing the concept with
regard to later decades, not least because it has
become more difficult to delineate precisely what is
American and what is not in a world that has become
more interpenetrated economically and culturally.

See also Automobiles; Cinema; Consumption; Fordism;
Globalization; Industrial Capitalism; Jazz; Marshall
Plan; Taylorism; Technology.
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VOLKER R. BERGHAHN

n

AMSTERDAM. On the eve of the First World
War Amsterdam was an extraordinarily full city.
The population had roughly doubled since the

mid-nineteenth century, to some 700,000, and
continued to grow. Some new neighborhoods
had been built during the 1870s, most notably
the working class neighborhood De Pijp to the
south of the city. Likewise, a number of wealthy
commuter villages such as Bloemendaal and
Hilversum had developed. These expansions, how-
ever, were not nearly enough to house the increas-
ing population. Although Amsterdam’s population
growth slowed markedly during the twentieth
century, the city was more than three times as
large, geographically, in 2004 as it had been in
1914.

The first decades of the twentieth century saw
new developments that, unlike the new neighbor-
hoods of the late nineteenth century, were carefully
managed by local governments. The first and
largest new expansion, Plan Zuid, designed by the
architect Henrick Petrus Berlage (1856–1934), was
approved in 1917. It was one of the first such
large-scale expansion plans in The Netherlands
and had a great influence on similar projects in
other cities. The plan also offered an opportunity
to modernist architects such as Berlage and to the
newly developed Amsterdam school of architec-
ture. Compared to the rather stern modernism of
Berlage’s architecture, the Amsterdam School
stands out for its curvy, Jugendstil-inspired style,
which still dominates much of the southern half of
the city. During the interwar years, the first garden
cities were built. Farther away from the city center,
these oases would offer the working classes a
healthy living environment, with ample fresh air
and green surroundings. To the north of the city,
across the Het IJ waterway, neighborhoods arose
with alluring names such as ‘‘garden village’’ and,
to modern tastes at least, less appealing ones such
as ‘‘concrete village.’’

Quantitatively, however, the greatest urban
expansion took place after World War II. During
the 1950s and 1960s, new residential areas were
erected on all sides of the city, more than dou-
bling the built surface. In the early 1970s, the
Bijlmermeer district was constructed in the south-
east of the city. The Bijlmer was seen by many at
the time as the answer to the housing problems of
the modern city, but the high-rise apartment
blocks soon became notorious for housing crim-
inals and drug addicts. Moreover, Amsterdam
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began to expand beyond its formal borders, as
people moved to Amstelveen and other neighbor-
ing towns and commuted to Amsterdam. In the
1970s and 1980s, a new city, Almere, was built in
the newly acquired land of the Flevopolder, hous-
ing much of the population spillover from the
city. Throughout most of the twentieth century,
however, Amsterdam continued to face a serious
housing shortage, often leading to serious social
tensions.

IMMIGRATION

Amsterdam was always an immigrant city, and it
experienced a number of smaller and larger waves
of immigration during the twentieth century.
During the 1930s, numerous Jewish refugees from
Germany came to Amsterdam, among them, in
1934, five-year-old Anne Frank. The quick and
successful integration of the Frank family into
Amsterdam’s economy and society was not, how-
ever, entirely typical. Relations between the local
Jewish community and newcomers were often
tense, as were relations between newcomers and
non-Jews. There has been continuing debate about
the prospects of survival for the Netherland’s
roughly twenty-two thousand foreign Jews, the
majority of whom lived in Amsterdam, during
World War II. Foreign-born Jews were among
the first to be deported and very few of them
returned to Amsterdam after the war.

During the 1960s and 1970s, Moroccans and
Turks moved to Amsterdam in considerable
numbers, finding housing in often decrepit nine-
teenth-century housing blocks. Although initially
immigrants consisted mainly of young men, family
reunification eventually led to the establishment of
sizable Turkish and Moroccan communities in
Amsterdam. Relations between these immigrants,
and their children and grandchildren, and the
ethnically Dutch inhabitants of the city never were
ideal and reached an absolute low in November
2004 when the film director Theo van Gogh, after
releasing a controversial anti-Islamic film, was mur-
dered by a fundamentalist Muslim of Moroccan
descent.

After the independence of Surinam in 1975,
numerous Surinamese came to Amsterdam.
Because their arrival coincided with the building
of the Bijlmermeer, where relatively cheap housing

was available in considerable quantities, the newly
built neighborhood came to house the large
Surinamese community.

While newcomers moved to the city, many
among the native population were moving out.
The ethnically Dutch moved out of the city, to
Almere, Purmerend, Amstelveen, and other com-
muter cities. The places they left open in the city
were filled partly by foreign immigrants and partly
by the highly educated and affluent Dutch, many
of them without children.

ECONOMY

The economic backbone of Amsterdam, and argu-
ably its raison d’être, has long been its harbor.
During the twentieth century, however, the relative
importance of the Amsterdam harbor to the Dutch
and European economies declined. The rise of
Rotterdam, since the 1870s, as the region’s most
important harbor, gradually reduced the port of
Amsterdam to a junior status. The port of
Amsterdam declined but did not disappear alto-
gether. Certain products, such as tobacco, cocoa,
and timber, long continued to be landed in
Amsterdam in considerable quantities.

Another important economic function of
Amsterdam stemmed from its position as the nation’s
financial center. The Amsterdam stock exchange,
built on the Rokin by Berlage in 1903, served as
the main stock exchange in the Netherlands, and it
attracted considerable financial and banking activity.
It nevertheless employed but a fraction of the
hundreds of thousands of people who lived in
Amsterdam. During the first decades of the twentieth
century, the city’s considerable industrial activity
employed the bulk of the population, but it was
never a center of industry on the order of cities such
as Enschede (textiles), Eindhoven (electronics), and
Rotterdam. Still, metallurgy and textile manufactur-
ing were prominent, offering employment to many
of Amsterdam’s residents.

The production of pharmaceutical drugs, cigars,
and beer were typical industries for the city, but they
did not retain their links to the city after the Second
World War. The influx of Jewish textile workers,
refugees from Nazi Germany, helped in the expan-
sion of the textile industry, an expansion abruptly
ended by the German invasion of May 1940.
Another predominantly Jewish, Amsterdam-based
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industry also deserves notice. The diamond proces-

sing industry formed a reasonably large part of the

prewar labor market, and was notable as the first

unionized industry in the Netherlands. Socialist pol-

itics in prewar Amsterdam, and in the Netherlands

generally, owed a considerable debt to the diamond

workers.

One industry that remained centered in

Amsterdam throughout the twentieth century was

printing and publishing. Most of the main news-

papers were based in Amsterdam, and the many

newspaper mergers during the twentieth century

further strengthened the dominance of the city

within the Netherlands. Publishing houses, like

Dutch cultural life in general, remained very much

an Amsterdam affair. This is also indicative of the

position of Amsterdam within the Netherlands.

The city was not a major industrial center and no

longer the nation’s main harbor or its seat of gov-

ernment. Among the ‘‘softer’’ industries, and

especially as the center of opinion-making and cul-

ture, its position remained dominant throughout

the modern period.

From the 1960s onward, Amsterdam attracted

large numbers of tourists. The city’s liberal atti-

tudes toward prostitution and illegal drugs were

attractive to some, alluring the young and pleasure

seekers from around Europe and the United States

to the famous Red Light District and cannabis

coffeehouses. Less visibly, the city also became an

important attraction for older, more culturally

inclined tourists. The relatively intact city center,

the Rijksmuseum National Gallery with its

unsurpassed collection of Dutch masters, and

the Van Gogh museum were among the main

attractions for the millions of tourists who visited

the city annually during the second half of the

twentieth century. This development contributed

to the formation of a strongly service-oriented

economy.

A residential development designed by Amsterdam-school architect Michael De Klerk and completed

in 1920 includes housing, a school, and a post office. ªCHRISTIAN SARAMON/CORBIS
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THE SECOND WORLD WAR

Compared to the other major Dutch city,
Rotterdam, Amsterdam had a relatively easy start
to the German occupation. The Luftwaffe bom-
barded Rotterdam, destroying much of the city
and leaving more than two thousand dead.
Amsterdam was hit, on 11 May 1940, leaving fifty-
one people dead, but the devastation was not
comparable to that experienced by Rotterdam. The
fear that Amsterdam would be bombed in the man-
ner of Rotterdam was one reason why the Dutch
government capitulated. The city fell into German
hands largely unscathed, and troops marched into
Amsterdam unhindered and without meeting any
significant resistance from the populace.

The fate of Amsterdam was to be far worse
than some might have anticipated during those first
weeks. Home, as it was, to the bulk of the Jewish
population of the Netherlands, Amsterdam became
the main theater of isolation, discrimination, and
ultimately deportation of tens of thousands of
people. This process was partly organized by the
‘‘Jewish council,’’ led by eminent members of the
Jewish community Abraham Asscher and David
Cohen. The Jewish council proved to be a highly
effective organ for organizing the genocide that
followed. Careful to avoid an intensification of
German aggression, the council supported coop-
eration and collaborated both with policies of
isolation and, to some degree, administered the
deportation. In the process of isolating and deport-
ing the Jewish citizens of Amsterdam, the Germans
could also count on a remarkably loyal civil service
and especially a highly cooperative local police force.

That is not to say, however, that there was no
resistance whatsoever. On 25 and 26 September
1941 members of the clandestine Communist
Party instigated a general strike against the discrim-
ination against Jews. The strike, and the demon-
strations that came with it, made a great impression
on the people of Amsterdam and the Netherlands
and continues to be commemorated annually.
Nevertheless, the strike was unsuccessful, and on
26 September German troops violently put an end
to it. The importance of the strike for the Jewish
population of Amsterdam was that it awakened, in
some, a sense of duty to help. Children were
smuggled out of the city and hidden. A minority
of the Jewish community went into hiding with the

aid of non-Jewish citizens. Still, the number of
Jewish Amsterdamers who survived in hiding were
far outnumbered by those who saw no other
option but to report for deportation when so
required. On 29 September 1943 the last razzia,
or roundup, occurred, and the Jewish council was
disbanded. Apart from those who remained in
hiding, and a small minority who had escaped per-
secution through marriages, the eighty-thousand-
strong Jewish population was gone. Only a handful
returned after liberation.

As the occupation progressed, deprivation
increased. Shortages of textiles, fuel, and shoes
gradually developed from a nuisance into a severe
problem. Economic hardship reached its peak in
the winter of 1944–1945, when the combination
of a train strike, German aggression, and the freez-
ing of canals disabled the supplies of food to
Amsterdam and other large cities. As food stocks
ran dangerously low, a serious crisis ensued. Long
lines of people took to the countryside to buy or
barter food from farmers. Black market prices
soared. Those who were socially and economically
weak, notably the elderly who lacked the support of
family or friends, fell victim to starvation. An erup-
tion of infectious disease took even more lives. To
avoid freezing, people ravaged their home interiors
for firewood, as well as (perhaps primarily) the
interiors of others. By the time of liberation, the
‘‘hunger winter,’’ as it was known, had led to
thousands of deaths in Amsterdam alone.

ART

Amsterdam had long been the center of art and
culture in the Netherlands, and the twentieth cen-
tury brought an intensification of this dominance.
During the interwar years, Amsterdam boasted a
lively cultural life, including painters of repute. The
Concertgebouw was widely recognized as one
of Europe’s finer concert halls and housed an excel-
lent orchestra. Still, Amsterdam’s international
appeal was limited. Although the once common
view, that the Netherlands were particularly back-
ward in things artistic during the interwar years, has
been refuted, it is clear that the city could not
compete with Paris, London, or Vienna as a cul-
tural center. The relative importance of Amsterdam
in the international cultural scene did increase
markedly after the Second World War.
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Special mention should be made of the
Stedelijk Museum, or city museum. Founded in
the late nineteenth century, the Stedelijk became
a center of avant-garde art during the tenure
of Willem Sandberg as director (1945–1962).
Sandberg modeled the museum on New York’s
Museum of Modern Art and introduced a number
of modern artists to the Dutch public, often to
both their disgust and that of the press. The 1949
exhibition of members of the CoBrA group was
groundbreaking, as were exhibitions of work by
the artists of the movement called De Stijl (Dutch
for ‘‘the style’’), Pablo Picasso (1881–1973) and
Joan Miró (1893–1983). Not only did Sandberg
change a somewhat provincial local museum into
an important center of modern art and develop a
magnificent collection, he also did much to make
modern, and especially abstract, art respectable (or
even palpable) to Dutch audiences.

More generally, the 1950s and 1960s were an
era of great cultural and artistic upheaval. Modern
jazz found an audience among the bohemians,
intellectuals, and artists of Amsterdam. Musicians
moved to the city, not least because of the prevail-
ing liberal atmosphere. In 1968 Paradiso, the city’s
main venue for pop and rock music, was established
in a former church and proved able to attract many
international stars. In 1973 the Bimhuis, a venue
for jazz and improvised music, was opened, with a
likewise international outlook. In combination with
the Concertgebouworkest, Amsterdam became host
to an exceptionally wide range of musical styles and
genres.

REVOLUTION?

Amsterdam was never a politically quiet city. Before
World War II, the city experienced considerable
political upheaval especially during the years of
economic hardship of World War I and the crisis
years of the 1930s. Compared to the Netherlands
at large, Amsterdam was (and remained) a city of
left-wing sympathies. During World War I and the
1930s, when economic hardship struck the working
classes, the city was rocked by rioting. Although
communist and other revolutionary political move-
ments were involved in agitating among the impov-
erished unemployed during these troubled times,
much of the rioting of 1917 and 1934, when the
biggest eruptions took place, had a more or less
spontaneous character.

True revolutionary zeal developed after libera-

tion from the Germans, albeit without ever posing

a truly serious threat to the official, democratic poli-

tical order. In the 1946 elections, the Communist

Party gained so many seats that it was able to form a

coalition with the Social Democrats, but in the

longer run its following was too small to constitute

much of a threat. In 1956, after the Soviet invasion of

Hungary, the Communist Party office was besieged

by an angry mob. Although it remained a radical

voice in the city until the late 1980s, communism

was not a particularly potent political force in postwar

Amsterdam.

Nevertheless, Amsterdam did experience a con-

siderable amount of militant left-wing activity in

the years following liberation. The nation’s capital

city became the focal point of politically inspired

unrest. During the early 1960s, a loose federation

of young, highly heterodox activists began to rebel

against the status quo. Cigarette smoking, which

had only recently been found to cause cancer,

became something to rebel against, along with

the atomic bomb, NATO, and many other things.

The demonstrations and other activities carried out

by militants briefly united under the name Provo—

an anarchist youth movement and also the name of

an anarchist magazine (1965–1967)—elicited con-

siderable police violence but were not initially seen

as particularly threatening. This changed on 10

March 1966 when a smoke-bomb was thrown into

the wedding parade of crown-princess Beatrix and

her German husband, Claus von Amsberg, and

shocked the nation.

The significance of Provo in the history of

Amsterdam and the Netherlands stems to a large

extent from demographic circumstances. The

movement itself did not survive the mid-1960s,

but it did inspire the baby boom generation that

was then reaching adolescence. The sheer number

of adolescents in the country, and their eagerness

to come to Amsterdam, ensured that the counter-

culture would be there to stay. The city seemed

engulfed with activism against the Vietnam War,

against local policies, and against the establishment

in general. Students occupied the university, people

slept in the street, and marijuana was consumed in

ample quantities. Amsterdam was gripped by the

1960s counterculture. The city changed visibly,
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but the true confrontations with the authorities

were yet to come.

The hard clashes between activists and the

authorities, interestingly, did not normally concern

issues such as NATO or South African apartheid or

other vexing issues, but city policies. The main

trend in urban planning had been toward the

spatial separation of urban functions, large-scale

projects, and a more practical urban infrastructure.

The Bijlmer, the Metro, the new city hall, and the

opera theater rallied the cities’ radicals to violent

resistance. The postwar view of urban develop-

ment, inspired by the likes of the Swiss-born archi-

tect and artist Le Corbusier, met little enthusiasm

among the extreme Left in Amsterdam. Attempts

to move people out of the overcrowded, badly

maintained, and ill-planned old neighborhoods

and into garden cities farther away seemed socially

sound, but many people begged to differ.

The radical Left in the city opted rather for the

‘‘compact city’’ in which various urban functions

(working, living, shopping) were to take place in

the same space, and large projects and demolition

were taboo. From 1970 onward, this movement

was strengthened by an energetic and very vocal

movement of squatters. Squatting in empty houses

and other buildings was, under certain conditions,

not illegal. Moreover, at first the squatters could

count on considerable public sympathy. The image

of the homeless squatter pitted against the heartless

landlord was a heroic one, but squatters rapidly lost

public sympathy due to the often violent confron-

tations with the police. The low point in this period

was the coronation of Queen Beatrix on 30 April

1980, when she was once more confronted with an

unruly city; squatters and the police spent the after-

noon in seemingly endless and violent battle.

During the later 1980s and 1990s squatting

declined, although it never totally disappeared.

Along with it, large-scale rioting against urban

planners has been marginalized. This is at least

partially the result of changed views on what

Amsterdam should become. Many of the views of

the radical Left on the use of the public space, most

notably that of the compact city, have become

incorporated into mainstream policies.

See also Frank, Anne; Netherlands; 1968; World War II.
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RALF FUTSELAAR

n

ANARCHISM. Throughout the nineteenth
century there was a sense of shared values that
linked the anarchist, the socialist, the Marxist, the
syndicalist, and even the social reformer. Itinerant
figures who crossed among parties, groups, and
campaigns were probably more typical of this pe-
riod than were dedicated, dogmatic one-party mili-
tants. Anarchism was therefore one aspect of an
eclectic and varied political milieu. For example,
one could cite the political biography of
Madeleine Pelletier (1874–1939). She is best
remembered for her campaigns for women’s con-
traceptive rights, but the story of her changing
political allegiances is revealing. While a teenager,
Pelletier attended anarchist and feminist meetings.
She joined a women’s Masonic lodge in 1904 and
enrolled in both a Republican group and a socialist
organization in 1906. In the same vein, one could
cite figures such as William Morris (1834–1896),
Oscar Wilde (1854–1900), Georges Sorel (1847–
1922), and Octave Mirbeau (1850–1917): all
activists and writers whose political values defy the
more precise descriptions that were to come into
use during the twentieth century.

However, during the nineteenth century a
number of tendencies developed that later came
to be seen as distinctively anarchist. The most
important of these related to the role of authority
in the political process. While Marxists and
Blanquists (followers of the veteran revolutionary
Auguste Blanqui [1805–1881]) defended the idea
of a temporary revolutionary dictatorship to guide
oppressed people to a better society, anarchists
stressed the need to start the construction of non-
authoritarian structures immediately. From this
point flowed a number of lesser, but still signifi-
cant, differences. Marxists linked political processes
to economic cycles; anarchists showed a more
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flexible or more naive faith in the imminent possi-
bility of revolution in even the most adverse cir-
cumstances. Correspondingly, Marxists stressed the
central political importance of the working class.
Many nineteenth-century anarchists accepted this,
but there remained skeptics who would also consider
the political potential of the peasant community, or
of artistic and literary circles. Marxists could defend
colonialism as bringing primitive societies, based on
irrational, archaic myths, into the world of moder-
nity. Anarchists were often more skeptical about
claims that a colonial state could guide such societies
along a progressive path—although even they found
it difficult to identify the native peoples of Africa or
Asia as their equals. Another small, but telling, detail
was an attitude to language. Marxists tended to
demand that the workers’ press should be written
grammatically, with correct spelling and syntax.
Anarchists were fascinated by the subversive potential
of slang and some—such as the veteran French
anarchosyndicalist propagandist Emile Pouget
(1860–1931)—wrote columns of newspaper prose
in the vivid, earthy tones of proletarian patois.
Finally, some important economic issues distin-
guished the two strands.

EARLY TWENTIETH-CENTURY ANARCHISM

Twentieth-century anarchist history can be struc-
tured around four key dates: 1921, 1936, 1968,
and 1999.

The separation and clarification of the loose
strands of nineteenth-century leftist thought
occurred between 1914 and 1917. The outbreak
of World War I divided patriots from revolution-
aries: significantly, even Peter Kropotkin (1842–
1921), one of the greatest late nineteenth-century
anarchist political philosophers, chose to back the
western allies against Germany, seeing this as an
alliance of liberal societies against authoritarian
states. Few anarchist militants followed him, but
many found themselves as isolated antiwar critics,
cut off from all mass movements. The second great
political division came in 1917: the Bolshevik
Revolution.

The years after 1917 were unsettled. Following
the slaughter that occurred during World War I
and the censorship and repression of dissident left-
ist voices across Europe, the Bolshevik Revolution
seemed like the answer to many prayers. Anarchist

responses ranged from the enthusiastic to the cau-

tious, but very few made any immediate criticisms.

Across Europe, the creation of communist parties

divided and confused anarchists. Frequently, anar-

chists joined. In most cases, they then grew dis-

illusioned with the ethics and practices of bolshevism.

However, there was no single, stark turning point in

European anarchists’ analyses and attitudes regarding

the communist state. The experience of Victor Serge

(1890–1947), a Belgian-Russian militant with a record

of anarchist activism in France and Spain, is a good

example of the anarchist experience. He crossed into

Soviet Russia in 1919. He was appalled by the grim,

bureaucratic, authoritarian ethos of the Communist

Party, but felt constrained to support it against its

reactionary enemies. However, he continued to voice

criticisms of the new regime. He was imprisoned in

1933 and then released and expelled from the Soviet

Union in 1936 as a gesture by the Soviet government

to the Popular Front coalitions in France and Spain.

While Serge never returned to anarchism, his post-

1936 criticisms of the Soviet Union, both in the form

of pamphlets and astonishingly powerful novels, are

some of the most eloquent libertarian analyses of com-

munist society. Serge died in exile in Mexico.

The revolt in the port of Kronstadt (opposite

Petrograd) in March 1921, was a key indication of

the deep difference between anarchist and commu-

nist forms of organization and political philoso-

phies. The ports’ sailors and soldiers, previously

militant communists, revolted against the dictator-

ship of the Communist Party and demanded more

libertarian forms of political organization. Their

revolt was put down by the Red Army under

Leon Trotsky (1879–1940). A few desperate dis-

sidents crossed the Gulf of Finland to spread the

news about the crushing of the revolt, but few

anarchists heard their message clearly. Instead, in

each country, an awkward, emotionally charged

argument continued sporadically over the 1920s.

In many European countries (such as Germany and

Great Britain), the new communist organizations

effectively replaced the older syndicalist and anar-

chist groups. In Italy, the anarchosyndicalist USI

(Unione Sindacale Italiana—Italian Syndicalist

Union) retained some working-class presence, but

was then crushed by Benito Mussolini’s (1879–

1940) dictatorship. In France, anarchosyndicalism

only survived as a fractured tendency, maintaining a
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marginal existence within both the Socialist CGT
(Confédération Générale de Travail) and the
Communist CGTU (Confédération Générale de
Travail unifiée) and—confusingly—also represented
by the small CGTSR (Confédération Génerale de
Travail Syndicaliste Révolutionnaire) after 1926.

Few of the pre–World War I anarchosyndicalist
movements survived into the 1930s. One of the
exceptions was the Swedish SAC (Sveriges Arbetares
Centralorganisation—Central Organization of the
Workers of Sweden), which, having drifted into mod-
erate, reformist politics in the 1930s, and Cold War
anti-Sovietism in the 1950s, is at the beginning of the
twenty-first century experiencing a modest revival
in its numbers. However, the most important of
the remaining organizations was the Spanish CNT
(Confederación Nacional del Trabajo—National
Confederation of Labor), created in 1911. About half
a million workers were members in 1931; it seems
possible that late in 1936 there were more than a
million, making the CNT the largest anarchist orga-
nization in history.

The trajectory of Spanish anarchism was central
to the overall development of mid-twentieth-cen-
tury anarchism. The CNT attracted the support of
the most advanced workers in Spain (the textile
factory workers of Barcelona), but it also attracted
much support from the poor landless laborers of
Andalusia and from intellectuals, artists, and writ-
ers. An anarcho-feminist organization, Mujeres
Libres (Free Women) developed alongside it. In
July 1936 a reactionary coup was launched by con-
servative generals terrified by the prospect of radical
social reform. Its immediate consequence was the
collapse of parliamentary government, and for a
few brief months the tried and tested anarchist
arguments became the common sense of demo-
cratic Spain. Workers’ militias beat back soldiers
and the police, preserving about two-thirds of
Spain from the coup. The CNT effectively ran
Barcelona, which, with more than a million inhabi-
tants, was the biggest city in Spain. They also con-
trolled much of Catalonia, Valencia, and Aragon.
Peasants seized the land, expelled landowners and
priests, and ran their own communities.

By 1937 the situation had changed. Italian and
German military aid to the rebel generals made
them into a much more serious fighting force.
The more meager Russian military aid, often

sent directly to the Spanish Communist Party,
transformed it from a tiny far-left sect into a serious
political force, uniting moderate Republicans, lib-
eral officers, and committed militants. The CNT,
by comparison, seemed almost alone in the world.
Small anarchist groups revived across Europe, des-
perately attempting to provide solidarity and aid.
But the anarchosyndicalists were outgunned: many
joined the great wave of a half a million refugees
who fled from Catalonia to France in January and
February 1939, when the Spanish Republic was
finally extinguished.

LATE TWENTIETH-CENTURY ANARCHISM

The next three decades were desperate times for
anarchist movements. The political polarization
typical of the Cold War left little room for libertar-
ian thought. A few tiny anarchosyndicalist groups
survived in France and Sweden; some libertarian
magazines and papers continued. Significantly,
Cornelius Castoriadis (1922–1997), a genuinely
innovative Greek French thinker who moved closer
to anarchist principles in this period, and who con-
tributed much to the later revival of anarchist
thought, never used the term anarchist to describe
his own thinking. There was a type of generational
renewal of anarchist principles: the next generation
of militants were more likely to have drawn their
inspiration from radical art movements, such as the
surrealists, or from ecological ideals, rather than
from the labor movement.

May 1968 began the breakdown of the rigid
structuresofColdWarpolitics.Anewfar-left emerged.
It was sometimes as authoritarian, as worker-oriented,
as the old communism, but sometimes more eclectic
and more willing to draw inspiration from heterodox
sources. It was significant that, for example, the parti-
cipatory ideals of the women’s liberation movement
often resembled the older anarchist antiauthoritarian
practices. Green activists were more inspired by
Kropotkin’s Mutual Aid (1902) than by Karl Marx’s
(1818–1883) Capital. But within this tapestry of new
thinking, anarchism was just one strand among many.
While there was some re-foundation of anarchist orga-
nizations, none of them ever acquired the status or the
mass membership of the early twentieth-century
groups.

After the death of Francisco Franco (1892–
1975) and the reestablishment of democratic rule
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in Spain there was a widespread expectation that
the CNT would revive as a powerful force in
Spanish politics. This never happened. Instead,
the movement split, with one tendency aggressively
defending a legacy of syndicalist hyper-militancy
(still known as ‘‘CNT’’), while another, the CGT
(Confederación General del Trabajo), adopting a
self-consciously ‘‘pragmatic’’ stance. At the end of
the twentieth century this second tendency was quite
successful in recruiting disillusioned militants from
communist and socialist trade unions, but often
its explicitly anarchosyndicalist identity seems to
have been diluted. Similar processes are at work in
France, with two rival CNTs, plus a somewhat
larger organization, SUD (Solidaires, Unitaires, et
Démocratiques—Solidarity, Unity, and Democracy),
with a rather distant, indirect link to the older anar-
chosyndicalist tradition.

Elsewhere anarchists have contributed to a
diverse range of causes: antinuclear and antiwar
activism, squatters’ movements, animal rights, free
schools, and solidarity campaigns. In such cases,
anarchism has worked best as a strand of critical,
independent thought, invigorating and radicalizing
other movements. The movement’s intellectual
center of gravity seems to have moved across the
Atlantic. After the intriguing postsurrealist uto-
pianism of the Parisian Situationists, the most sig-
nificant recent anarchist thinkers are mainly based
in the United States. They include Noam Chomsky
(b. 1928), Ursula le Guin (b. 1929), Murray
Bookchin (b. 1921), and John Zerzan (b. 1943).
They have proposed a variety of ideas: Chomsky has
achieved a worldwide reputation as a critic of U.S.
foreign policy, Le Guin is a gifted science fiction
writer and a committed Daoist, Bookchin has
synthesized ecological thinking with more traditional
anarchist concerns, and Zerzan proposes an anti-
industrial, antitechnological utopianism. There is
some tension between European anarchist political
culture, within which the legacy and ethos of anar-
chosyndicalism still commands respect, and the
‘‘post-leftist’’ ideas that circulate in the United
States.

Antiglobalization—or ‘‘alternative globaliza-
tion’’—has become a key theme in contemporary
anarchist political culture. The inspiration for this
turn came from the Zapatista revolt in Chiapas in
1994 and from the street protests in Seattle,

Washington, during the World Trade Organi-
zation meeting in 1999. While never simply and
straightforwardly anarchist in character, this new wave
of protest demonstrated close affinities to both the
older ideals of the anarchosyndicalists and to an
eclectic range of sympathies demonstrated by the
late-twentieth-century and early-twenty-first-century
anarchist thinkers.

See also Anarchosyndicalism; Communism; Feminism;
Labor Movements; Russian Revolutions of 1917;
Socialism; Spanish Civil War.
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SHARIF GEMIE

n

ANARCHOSYNDICALISM. A hybrid
doctrine born of the cross-fertilization of libertar-
ian theory and radical labor practice, anarchosyn-
dicalism had its roots in the unstable soil of
nineteenth-century class conflict. By the 1890s,
many anarchists accepted the trade union (syndicat)
as the main organ of revolution and the embryo
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of future society, thus shedding their ‘‘purist’’
excesses of bomb-throwing ‘‘propaganda by the
deed.’’ Over time, this new ‘‘revolutionary’’ syndi-
calism itself evolved closer to reformist social democ-
racy, despite the discourse of militant autonomy
from party politics as pronounced in the Amiens
Charter by France’s General Confederation of Labor
(CGT) in 1906. Yet the onset of World War I,
plus the rise of worldwide communist parties, reo-
pened the question of how (or whether) to pursue a
class-based revolutionary agenda. Should workers
follow ‘‘bourgeois’’ governments into war, thus ser-
ving as cannon fodder? Should they remain wary of
party politics, or instead embrace newly proletaria-
nized parties more worthy of their support? How far
should they subordinate labor goals to political
intentions, including the demands of a dictatorial
party-state? If the late nineteenth century may be
seen as the heyday of doctrinal debates within the
anarchist and syndicalist movements, the twentieth
century was the era of hard choices in revolutionary
practice, including the roles to play in world wars,
revolutions, and new communist and fascist regimes.

Scholars disagree on how far World War I
marked a clear turning point for left-wing theory
and practice, as for other features of European
politics and culture. But few doubt that the war
and its aftermath at least threatened to make anar-
chosyndicalism a reactionary vestige of the past, as
Marxists and Leninists had long assumed. The term
itself, apparently coined in Russia in 1907, entered
more common leftist parlance in the 1920s, mostly
in a pejorative fashion. For a new generation of
militants, the war’s boost to mass production and
to the centralized power of bourgeois states made a
similarly centralized, even ‘‘bolshevized,’’ labor
movement a necessary counterweight, even if it
reduced unions to mere ‘‘transmission belts’’ from
party leaders to the masses. In this altered context,
anarchosyndicalists would have to shift gears, adopt
new tactics, and win new constituencies if they
hoped to remain relevant in the modern age.

WORLD WAR I AND THE RUSSIAN

REVOLUTION

Socialists and syndicalists across Europe had once
spurned bourgeois warfare as what Jean Jaurès
called ‘‘the supreme diversion’’ from labor strug-
gles. Yet in both belligerent camps the war created
a spirit of ‘‘Sacred Union’’ that linked Left and

Right in defense of the nations-in-arms—at least
at first. By 1917, this unity began dissolving in
mass strikes and antiwar protests, as a result of the
war’s huge toll in blood and gold, plus the heavy
pressures even on factory workers behind the lines.
Protests climaxed in the Russian Revolutions of
1917 and in widespread strikes from 1918 through
1920, thus surviving the Armistice, as gains even for
the victors hardly justified the expenses. Neutral
countries such as Spain were also engulfed by war-
time inflation and postwar insurgency, which helped
launch communist parties throughout the world.

Like their socialist comrades, anarchists and syn-
dicalists were hardly united in their choices for or
against Sacred Union. Although some anarchists
published antiwar texts, others—notably Jean Grave,
Peter Kropotkin, and Errico Malatesta—rallied to
the Entente’s fight against ‘‘Prussian militarism.’’
France’s CGT leaders later claimed only to have
deferred to the masses in their failure to mobilize
against the war. But despite these uncertainties,
syndicalists were often the last to embrace national
defense, the first to join strikes, and the most intent
on radicalizing them beyond simple material
demands. Anarchosyndicalists even hailed bolshe-
vism as ‘‘a revolution of a syndicalist nature’’ (Pierre
Monatte), with Russia’s ‘‘soviets’’ the workers’ coun-
cils of the future. And yet the attempted bolsheviza-
tion of the international labor movement left
syndicalists in and outside Russia unwilling to sub-
ordinate their goals to Soviet dictate; most refused to
join or soon quit (or were expelled from) the new
Third (Communist) International, especially by
1924.

VARIETIES OF SYNDICALISM: THE

INTERWAR ERA

Although many prewar syndicalists remained on
the far left, in or outside the Third International,
after the war, others continued their prewar slide
toward reformism, convinced that a ‘‘politics of
presence’’ in bourgeois governments was the best
way to make their voices heard. Such was the case
for France’s postwar CGT, which retained the
majority of unionized members even after a schism
parallel to the party split that created—and gave a
majority to—the French Communist Party (PCF).
On the left, the new CGTU (CGT Unitaire) rallied
dissident as well as communist unionists, including
renegades from the newly bolshevized PCF. But a
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sectarian fringe quit the CGTU to form the new
CGTSR (CGT Syndicaliste Révolutionnaire) in
1926, led by self-styled libertarian purist Pierre
Besnard.

Railroad worker and theoretician, author of
several books on the spirit and vision of anarcho-
syndicalism, Besnard disliked the pejorative term
and called for an updated, ‘‘rationalized’’ labor
movement: ‘‘The period of revolutionary romanti-
cism is finished!’’ Yet despite his acceptance of
group organization and collective responsibility,
Besnard’s critics on the left called him an ‘‘apostle
of schism’’ for creating the splinter group, and a
utopian dreamer for proposing the six-hour day and
a uniform wage for all. The CGTSR’s aura also lay
more in the past than the future: its Lyon Charter
mirrored the old Amiens Charter (both were drafted
by the same author, Victor Griffuelhes), and its
international federation, which Besnard later headed
(it was formed in Berlin in 1921, to rival the
Moscow-based Profintern), took the name of the
International Working Man’s Association (IWMA),
echoing the old First International of Pierre-Joseph
Proudhon.

The IWMA also rallied small syndicalist groups
across Europe, Asia, and Latin America; but its
largest member—soon the world’s largest syndical-
ist union—was Spain’s National Confederation of
Labor (CNT). Founded on the French model in
1911, and still openly libertarian in ethos, the CNT
was one of the rare anarchosyndicalist bodies to
gain and hold a majority of its nation’s unionists
after the post–World War I schisms. It was in Spain
that anarchosyndicalism remained truest to its mil-
lenarian origins, including a sustained ‘‘bombist’’
streak, due both to the slow growth there of modern
mass production and to the CNT’s long years in
clandestinity before and after the war. Teamed with
the anarchist FAI (Iberian Anarchist Federation,
founded in 1927), the CNT targeted rural areas
with its program of land expropriation. Its diverse
members included Marxists, social democrats, and
‘‘anarcho-Bolsheviks’’ who embraced Spain’s
Popular Front in 1936.

Against the purist Besnard (who likewise
opposed France’s own Popular Front), the CNT
took ministerial posts in Spain’s left-republican
government and then faced the dilemma of how
to exercise power without losing its identity in

the ‘‘bourgeois’’ state. These CNT leaders also
deferred their long-term antimilitarist and revolu-
tionary agenda for the immediate defense of the
republic in Spain’s civil war. Still, Spain’s example
energized a generation of militants for whom bol-
shevism was no longer the sole extant revolution
demanding their allegiance. Rank-and-file anarchists,
inspired in part by regionalist aims, practiced
worker self-management in communal collectives in
Catalonia and elsewhere. But their libertarian goals
collided with those of Spain’s Soviet-sponsored
Communist Party and the latter’s own unions, as
recounted in George Orwell’s Homage to Catalonia
(1938). These conflicts on the left hastened the
right-wing military victory of Francisco Franco in
1939.

If not World War I and the Bolshevik
Revolution, it was the rise of right-wing dictator-
ships, such as in Spain, that marked the long eclipse
of anarchosyndicalism until its partial reemergence
after 1945. Some syndicalists in Italy and elsewhere,
especially those drawn from intellectual circles out-
side organized labor, rallied toward early fascism
in hopes that a ‘‘national’’ socialism or syndicalism
might offer a more genuinely radical or populist
alternative to Marxism. Such ‘‘third-way’’ currents
were transient but frequent experiments in the
‘‘nonconformist’’ politics of the interwar era. But
whatever the anarchist echoes on the right, most
anarchosyndicalists remained fierce libertarians,
opposed to the dictatorships of either wing.

Before the fascists took power, Italy’s anarcho-
syndicalists had joined in the wave of mass strikes and
factory occupations of 1919 and 1920, alongside the
‘‘council communists’’ led by Antonio Gramsci
(1891–1937) and his group at the journal L’Ordine
nuovo (The new order), based in Turin. Occupying
the factories was a tactic suited to the postwar reces-
sion, when surplus stocks erased employers’ incentive
to settle a strike. For syndicalists, factory councils
also seemed more responsive to workers’ goals—
including eventual self-governance—than the
centralized unions that were succumbing to
Bolshevik dictate. Yet the communist Gramsci still
dubbed syndicalism an ‘‘instinctive, elementary, pri-
mitive’’ reaction against bourgeois socialism. Just as
communist parties were to dominate the unions, so
unions were to dominate (or absorb) the factory coun-
cils, subordinating workers’ control of production
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to the larger struggle against capitalism or for the

defense of the Soviet state.

In postwar Germany, council communists also

briefly recharged the prewar federalist current of

local craft groups against the centralizing trend of

socialist or communist unionism. But German

unions typically offered more social services than

syndicalists welcomed, put off by the implied

threats to personal liberties; and these unions still

prized the political struggle above labor radicalism,

even after the republic’s birth. Likewise in Britain,

the wartime shop-steward movement, based espe-

cially in Scotland’s skilled machine trades, faded

before the union constants of welfare services,

electoralism, and mass recruitment. Britain’s

Trades Union Congress adopted some features of

prewar industrial syndicalism, where ‘‘one big

union’’ merged industrial or transport sectors and

straddled barriers between the skilled and

unskilled. These unions also avoided the rupture

that elsewhere created a communist wing; Britain’s

Communist Party was formed not by schism but by

the fusion of small preexisting groups. Yet despite

large strikes, especially among coal miners, high

unemployment kept a lid on labor militancy.

The mostly nonviolent General Strike of 1926

ended in a truce and a wage cut, much to radicals’

dismay.

Under these circumstances, syndicalism’s post-

1914 fate hinged less on the structural changes

beloved by Marxist technological determinists than

on social and political contingencies: not mass produc-

tion or capitalist concentration but recession, political

schism, dictatorial coups, and renewed war. If

Members of the anarchist militia of the Confederación Nacional del Trabajo (CNT; National Confederation

of Labour) celebrate in Barcelona c. 1937. The CNT supported the republican Popular Front government during

the Spanish civil war. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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syndicalist habits of direct action and wildcat strikes
(the old ‘‘revolutionary gymnastics’’) endured longer
than material conditions might seem to justify, they
long rivaled the party discipline that privileged political
ends, such as anticolonialism or antifascism, both
before and after World War II. French anarchosyndi-
calists may have spurned the Popular Front, but they
celebrated the strikes and factory sit-ins that followed
the electoral victory in May and June of 1936. That
same spirit excited new burstsof syndicalist militancy in
the period from 1945 to 1947 and in 1968.

WORLD WAR II AND AFTER

Despite its huge toll in military and civilian casual-
ties, World War II created far less social conflict
than its predecessor, as both democracies and dic-
tatorships secured mass support for national com-
bat. Yet Vichy France was a special case, backed
by many ‘‘national’’ syndicalists who had opposed
the war, or championed appeasement, before 1939.
These syndicalists also endorsed the regime’s
paternalist ‘‘Labor Charter’’ and its slogan that
placed ‘‘Work’’ (although not mainly industrial
work) alongside ‘‘Family’’ and ‘‘Country’’ as the
highest social values. They further preferred collab-
oration with the Nazis to the political risks of the
Resistance, with its large communist base, and to
the social costs of mass production needed to win
the war.

Indeed, many such views survived the
Liberation, despite the change in circumstance, as
grounds for syndicalist dissent from the communist-
led ‘‘battle for production.’’ Against communist
productivism, or the party’s role in coalition govern-
ments, French anarchists and Trotskyists were avid
strikers in 1945 through early 1947, before the
Cold War brought new schisms on the left.
Besnard’s CGTSR joined with Spanish anarchists
in exile to form a new CNT, based again on the
direct action principles of the 1926 Lyon Charter.
Spain’s anarchists had also joined the Maquis in
southwestern France and then supported the CNT
in clandestine strikes in Spain in 1947 and 1951.
But despite such militancy, it was the communist
and Christian wings of the labor movement that saw
the most postwar growth across Western Europe,
due both to their prominence in the wartime
Resistance and to the eventual rise of prosperity,
consumerism, and welfare-state politics. Many

syndicalists would then vest their revolutionary
hopes in third-world peasants in lieu of Europe’s
bourgeois ‘‘new working class.’’

In the late 1960s, at the tail end of this pros-
perity surge, rose a new wave of protests that
stressed qualitative issues of lifestyle as much as
quantitative demands for economic concessions.
University students took the lead in such strikes
in France and elsewhere, while strikers in Italy
posed issues of health, transport, lodging, and
school, not just factory life. Although the eco-
nomic reversals of the 1970s caused some of these
currents to ebb, left-wing terrorism surged in both
Germany and Italy, against union support for
austerity policies and against the ‘‘historic com-
promise’’ by Italy’s Communists and Christian
Democrats in 1973. Eastern Europe’s anti-Soviet
protests also showed traces of what one might call
‘‘fin-de-siècle communitarian socialism’’ or ‘‘coun-
cil democracy,’’ all part of a broad anarchosyndi-
calist legacy. If purists deplored the eclecticism of
these ‘‘new social movements,’’ others hailed the
proliferation of antiracist, antinuclear, pro-feminist
and pro-ecology protests that spurned parliamen-
tarianism for direct action or self-management
(autogestion).

Since the 1970s, syndicalism is no longer the
main site for anarchist activity, where the two
strains were once nearly synonymous. In France, a
group named for Bourses du travail founder
Fernand Pelloutier (1867–1901) changed its
newsletter’s title from L’Anarcho-Syndicaliste to
L’Anarcho (1973), thus letting the libertarian half
of the group’s hybrid identity trump the half
rooted in the industrial age. Pelloutier’s influence,
renouncing the terrorist acts of an earlier day, had
marked a step beyond romantic anarchism and
toward syndicalist practicality. Is the movement
now circling back to its origins, as the astronomer’s
term revolution suggests? Once reviled by Marxists
as ‘‘pseudorevolutionary,’’ anarchosyndicalism still
privileges direct action over revolutionary politics,
still prefers the élan of ‘‘active minorities’’ to the
apathy of mass memberships, and scorns the elec-
toral calculus by claiming a universal constituency
beyond its small number of recruits. In the post-
industrial era, the trade union is no longer the
structural model for future society, nor work the
central fact of human experience. Yet in the populist
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spirit of its forebears, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon
(1809–1865) and Mikhail Bakunin (1814–1876),
anarchosyndicalism may now speak not just for a
subset of workers but for all ‘‘the people,’’ across
lines of gender, race, and class.

See also Anarchism; Spanish Civil War.
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Des origines à nos jours. Toulouse, France, 1994.

Schecter, Darrow. Radical Theories: Paths Beyond Marxism
and Social Democracy. Manchester, U.K., 1994.

Skirda, Alexandre. Facing the Enemy: A History of Anarchist
Organization from Proudhon to May 1968. Translated
by Paul Sharkey. Oakland, Calif., 2002.

Thorpe, Wayne. ‘‘Anarchosyndicalism in Inter-War France:
The Vision of Pierre Besnard.’’ European History
Quarterly 26, no. 4 (1996): 559–590.

van der Linden, Marcel. ‘‘Second Thoughts on
Revolutionary Syndicalism.’’ Labour History Review
63, no. 2 (1998): 182–196.

Williams, Gwyn A. Proletarian Order: Antonio Gramsci,
Factory Councils, and the Origins of Communism in
Italy, 1911–1921. London, 1975.

KATHRYN E. AMDUR

n

ANDREOTTI, GIULIO (b. 1919), Italian
politician.

Giulio Andreotti, born in Rome on 14 January
1919, was an Italian politician who was among the
founders of the Christian Democratic Party (DC).
He graduated from law school in 1941 with a
specialization in canon law, and Pope Pius XII
(r. 1939–1958) soon appointed the twenty-two-
year-old Andreotti president of the Federazione
Universitaria Cattolica Italiana (Italian Catholic

University Federation). After the liberation of

Rome (June 1944), he became the national dele-

gate for Christian Democratic youth groups and

in 1945 he participated in the National Council.

He was elected to the Constituent Assembly the

following year, and he ran successfully in every

election to the Chamber of Deputies from 1948

to 1987. Twice elected to the European

Parliament, he was appointed senator for life in

1991 by the president of the Italian Republic,

Francesco Cossiga (b. 1928).

Andreotti’s government career began in 1947 as

undersecretary to the Office of the Prime Minister in

Alcide De Gasperi’s (1881–1954) fourth govern-

ment, a post that he held through the eighth De

Gasperi government (1953) and in the succeeding

Giuseppe Pella (1902–1981) government. Andreotti

was not only the premier’s undersecretary but

also the confidant of De Gasperi, who invited him

to participate in highly sensitive meetings with

Palmiro Togliatti (1893–1964) and Pietro Sandro

Nenni (1891–1980) in the 1950s. He was never

national secretary of the DC nor did he ever play

a decisive role in the party with his majority wing,

but more than anyone else he represented the quality

and the continuity of Christian Democratic power

in the state. From 1954 to 1968 he headed the

ministries of interior, finance, treasury, defense, and

industry. As leader of the DC deputies, he presided

over the Chamber Committee on Foreign Affairs for

the eighth legislature from December 1968 to

February 1972. He became prime minister for the

first time in 1972 (his was the shortest government

of the Republic: it lasted only ten days) and on 26

June he formed his second coalition government

(which lasted until June 1973) involving the DC,

the Democratic Socialist Party (PSDI), and the

Liberal Party (PLI), and with the outside support

of the Republican Party (PRI). He returned to the

Ministry of Defense in the Mariano Rumor (1915–

1990) government of 1974, after which he headed

the Office of Budget in the Aldo Moro (1916–1978)

governments of 1974–1976. From July 1976 to

1978 he was premier of a one-party DC government

that was formed thanks to the abstention of the

Communist Party (PCI), the Socialist Party (PSI),

the PSDI, the PRI, and the PLI during a period

of emergencies created by economic crises and

terrorism.
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From 16 March 1978, the day that Moro was

kidnapped, Andreotti led a new one-party govern-

ment supported by the positive vote of even

the Communists (although they had no share in

the government), but not that of the PLI. After the

resignation of his fifth government (31 March

1979) Andreotti did not hold any position in

the executive branches of the governments that

followed (Francesco Cossiga, 1979 and 1980;

Arnaldo Forlani [b. 1925], 18 October 1980–26

May 1981; Giovanni Spadolini [1925–1994], 1981

and 1982; and Amintore Fanfani [1908–1999],

1 December 1982–29 April 1983). In Bettino

Craxi’s (1934–2000) government (4 August 1983)

Andreotti became Minister of Foreign Affairs, a

post that he also occupied in the second govern-

ment of Craxi (1 August 1986–3 March 1987) and

in those of Fanfani, Giovanni Goria (1943–1994),

and Ciriaco De Mita (b. 1928). An expert in the

geopolitical balance of power, he was particularly

interested in relations with the Arab world. At the

end of the 1980s, it was presumed that Andreotti

had formed a secret political pact with Craxi and

Forlani—the leaders of the most important parties

of the government coalition, PSI and DC. The

pact (called CAF, from the initials of the three)

was presumably aimed at turning Italian policy in

their favor.

In 1991 Andreotti formed the last govern-

ment led by the DC, which collapsed because of

the ‘‘Tangentopolis’’ (Bribesville) investigations.

Andreotti was not involved in this scandal, but in

the mid-1990s he was indicted by two prosecutors’

offices, one in Perugia and the other in Palermo. The

former accused him of complicity in the assassination

of the journalist Carmine ‘‘Mino’’ Pecorelli (1928–

1979), who supposedly blackmailed Andreotti about

the written documents left by Aldo Moro. The trial

began 11 April 1996 and ended 24 September 1999

with Andreotti’s acquittal ‘‘for not having com-

mitted the crime.’’ The prosecutor of Palermo,

Giancarlo Caselli, requested of the Senate and

received from it on 13 May 1993 authorization to

begin proceedings against Andreotti for collusion

with the Mafia. According to the judges, Andreotti

allegedly showed favoritism toward the Mafia in the

handling of work contracts in Sicily, using as a

mediator Salvo Lima, the Christian Democratic

Eurodeputy murdered by the Mafia in Palermo on

12 March 1992. The trial was based on the testi-
mony of a few informants, among them Balduccio Di
Maggio, who told of Andreotti’s famously kissing
Sicilian Mafia boss Totò Riina (in the Mafia under-
world the gesture indicates a rapport of familiarity
and mutual esteem). In the course of the proceedings
that began 26 September 1995, the prosecution
asked for fifteen years’ imprisonment. The first-stage
trial ended 23 October 1999 with acquittal for lack
of evidence, but the prosecutor’s office in Palermo
appealed.

In a second-stage trial, the Court of Appeals
in Palermo acquitted Andreotti on 2 May 2003
with a decision divided into two parts: although it
recognized his ties to the Mafia up to 1980, the
admissibility of the relevant evidence had expired
under the statute of limitations; for the charge of
criminal collusion with the Mafia the acquittal was
absolute. On 30 October 2003 the Court of
Cassation definitively acquitted Andreotti of the
charge of complicity in the murder of Pecorelli
and on 15 October 2004 it rejected both the
appeal by the Public Prosecutor’s Office of
Palermo challenging the acquittal and a petition
presented by the defense to cancel the statute of
limitations for some of the evidence; finally,
upholding the ruling of the Court of Appeals, it
acquitted Andreotti of the charge of collusion with
the Mafia.

At more than eighty years of age Andreotti
returned to politics with a new group splintered
off from the People’s Party (PPI); in the 2001
political elections it presented itself as centrist but
received only 2.4 percent of the votes, thus failing
to reach the electoral threshold.

The author of several books on recent Italian
history, Andreotti still retains his brilliant person-
ality, intelligence, and political acumen, the fruit of
experiences that have made him a perennial protag-
onist in Italian political life.

See also Craxi, Bettino; Crime and Justice; Italy; Mafia.
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ANDROPOV, YURI (1914–1984), leader
of the Soviet Union from 1982 to 1984.

Yuri Vladimirovich Andropov has entered
history for three main reasons. The first concerns
his duplicitous behavior as Soviet ambassador to
Hungary during the uprising of 1956; the second
his role in modernizing the Committee for State
Security (KGB); and the third is associated with his
brief tenure as leader of the Soviet Union between
November 1982 and February 1984 when he
launched a program of authoritarian moderniza-
tion. These three phases of his public activity reflect
facets of the man.

Andropov was born into the family of a railway
worker in the Cossack village of Nagutskaya in the
Stavropol region, although the family itself was
not Cossack. He lost his parents early and was
looked after by his stepfather. He went to school
in Mozdok and then took on a number of jobs,
including working on a barge on the Volga. At age
eighteen he entered the Rybinsk Water Transport
College. Rybinsk, a town in the Yaroslavl region,
was renamed after him in 1984, although not
for long. With the Great Terror in the mid-1930s
thinning out political cadres, Andropov did not
work in his specialty but began his political career
as Komsomol boss in one of Rybinsk’s major enter-
prises, from which he swiftly graduated to the post
of first secretary of the Yaroslavl Komsomol orga-
nization by the age of twenty-four in 1938. While
still in Rybinsk he married his first wife, Nina
Engalycheva, with whom he had a son and

daughter before they divorced after five years of

marriage. He joined the Communist Party in 1939.

In 1940 Andropov was sent to the Karelo-

Finnish republic as head of the newly formed

region’s Komsomol organization. It was while in

the region’s capital, Petrozavodsk, that he married

for a second time, Tatyana Filippovna, with whom

he had another son and daughter. With the onset

of war he headed partisan activity in the occupied

parts of the republic while remaining head of the

Komsomol in the rest, and at this time he appears

to have worked closely with the security services. In

1944 Andropov shifted over to party work, becom-

ing second secretary of the Petrozavodsk party

organization. At the same time he studied at

Petrozavodsk State University and the Higher

Party School in Moscow. By 1947 the thirty-

three-year-old Andropov was second secretary of

the republic’s party organization. The chair of the

Presidium of the Republic’s Supreme Soviet at this

time was the veteran communist Otto Kuusinen,

one of the founders of the Finnish Communist

Party and secretary to the Comintern’s Executive

Committee. Kuusinen was to exert enormous influ-

ence on Andropov’s intellectual development and

acted as a patron later.

In the early 1950s Andropov worked as an

inspector and then head of a section in the

Communist Party of the Soviet Union’s (CPSU)

Central Committee in Moscow and for a brief

period in 1953 worked in the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs dealing with communist countries before

being sent to work in the Soviet embassy in

Hungary, becoming ambassador in 1954. He was

ruthless in suppressing the revolution in 1956 and

went back on promises for safe passage for the

ousted prime minister, Imre Nagy, after he had

sought asylum in the Yugoslav embassy. Nagy was

executed in 1958. Andropov was by no means the

driving force of Soviet policy in this crisis, with

Nikita Khrushchev directly following events and

his envoys, Anastas Mikoyan and Mikhail Suslov,

in Budapest. Andropov’s tactical sophistication was

apparent in ensuring that repression was balanced

by concessions, and he prevented the full restora-

tion of the Stalinist system by placing the relative

moderate János Kádár as the new leader of the

party. In due course Kádár came to head one of
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the more reformist communist systems known as

‘‘goulash communism.’’

Having handled the Hungarian crisis to

Moscow’s satisfaction, in 1957 Andropov was

appointed head of the CPSU Central Committee’s

new department for relations with communist

and workers’ parties of socialist countries. The

aim was to ensure that there would be no repeti-

tion of Hungarian events and to act as the suc-

cessor to the Comintern and Cominform in

organizing the world communist movement. He

was elected a member of the Central Committee

in 1961 and was a secretary of the Central

Committee between 1962 and 1967. He attracted

some within-system reformers as advisors, includ-

ing Georgy Arbatov and Fyodor Burlatsky.

In 1967 he left the party apparatus to head the

KGB, possibly as part of the attempt by conserva-

tives like Suslov to ensure that Andropov would be

disqualified from becoming party leader; there was

an implicit rule that the head of the security services

could not become general secretary of the party. As

compensation he was made a candidate member of

the Politburo at this time and a full member in

1973. Before his appointment the KGB had been

involved in some scandalous show trials of dissi-

dents—notably those of Joseph Brodsky in 1964

and Yuli Daniel and Andrei Sinyavsky in 1966—

that had discredited the Soviet Union. Andropov’s

appointment was intended to ensure a rather more

sophisticated approach to repression, which he

delivered. He recruited more educated staff and

transformed the image of the KGB into the incor-

ruptible shield of the revolution amid the sea of late

Brezhnevite corruption. It was this image that

attracted the young Vladimir Putin to the KGB’s

service in 1975. By the skillful use of sanctions,

heightened surveillance of those whom he consid-

ered ‘‘system destroyers,’’ the abuse of psychiatry,

and, in the case of Andrei Sakharov, internal exile,

he effectively extinguished dissent as a coherent

political force and thus destroyed precisely the class

of people who could have acted as the bedrock of

democratization later. He was not averse to the use

of assassination abroad, as with the killing of the

Bulgarian dissident Georgi Markov in London and

alleged involvement in the attempted murder of

Pope John Paul II in 1981.

On Suslov’s death in February 1982 Andropov
immediately left the KGB to replace him as the
Central Committee secretary responsible for ideol-
ogy. This provided the launch pad for his success-
ful bid to replace Leonid Brezhnev as head of the
party on the latter’s death in November 1982.
Andropov’s speeches as leader signaled a degree
of greater ideological flexibility and awareness of
the problems facing the country, but his funda-
mental response was greater discipline, an anti-
alcohol campaign, and some progressive personnel
changes that bought Yegor Ligachev and Nikolai
Ryzhkov into the Secretariat. In foreign policy he
sought to use Western peace protesters to prevent
the deployment of Cruise and Pershing missiles in
Germany. As the architect of what some call the
Second Cold War from 1979, relations with the
West became as bad as at the height of the Cold
War and brought the world to the brink of nuclear
war, symbolized by the shooting down of South
Korean flight KAL 007 on 1 September 1983.
Andropov by then was ailing, kept alive by a dialysis
machine. He recognized Mikhail Gorbachev’s
talents and clearly wished him to be his successor,
an ambition that was fulfilled only after Konstantin
Chernenko’s brief leadership between February
1984 and March 1985. Andropov was an intelli-
gent and relatively flexible leader, untainted per-
sonally by the corruption that swirled around him,
but his tragedy was that his very success in defend-
ing the Soviet system from external threats and
internal dissent destroyed the very sources of
renewal that might have allowed the system to
survive.

See also Brezhnev, Leonid; Gorbachev, Mikhail; Soviet
Union.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Andropov, Yuri V. Speeches and Writings. 2nd enl. ed.

Oxford, U.K., 1983.

Secondary Sources
Beichman, Arnold, and Mikhail S. Bernstam. Andropov:

New Challenge to the West. New York, 1983.
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RICHARD SAKWA

n

ANNALES SCHOOL. In historiography,
the name Annales refers to three interlinked phe-
nomena: (1) a journal founded by Marc Bloch
(1886–1944) and Lucien Febvre (1878–1956)
that still exists in the early twenty-first century,
‘‘probably the world’s most talked about and most
influential scholarly journal devoted to historical
studies’’ (Huppert, p. 873); (2) a ‘‘school,’’ or,
more precisely, a circle or network of French
and French-speaking historians; and, finally, (3) a
broad, heterogeneous movement that, under the
impetus of the journal of the same name, has pro-
foundly renewed the way of thinking and writing
about history, especially since the end of World
War II.

In 1929 Bloch and Febvre, both then profes-
sors at the University of Strasbourg, founded a new
journal entitled Annales d’histoire économique et
sociale (Annals of economic and social history) that
was meant to compete, in France, with the tradi-
tional Revue d’histoire économique et sociale (Review
of economic and social history), deemed too ‘‘pla-
cid’’ and too ‘‘juridical’’ in its approach, and, on
the international level, with the Vierteljahrschrift
für Sozial- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte (Quarterly
for social and economic history), which had been
discredited by the conduct of German scholars
during World War I. In the diversity of its subject
matter as well as its multidisciplinary perspective,
which returned to an approach already practiced in
the Année sociologique (Social science journal) of
Émile Durkheim (1858–1917), the Annales went

beyond the horizons of the dominant academic
history to incorporate everything that might in
one way or another enrich a history conceived as
being ‘‘total,’’ in the Durkheimian sense, or as a
‘‘synthesis,’’ in the sense of Henri Berr (1863–
1954).

While the earliest works of Bloch, Febvre,
and their closest collaborators (notably Georges
Lefebvre; 1874–1959), along with others such as
the great Belgian historian Henri Pirenne (1862–
1935) or the Austrian Jewish emigrant Lucie Varga
(1904–1941), concentrated on particular problems
in social history or on putting regional French or
European history into a new perspective, with par-
ticular emphasis on the anthropological phenom-
enon of ‘‘mentalities,’’ the arrival of Fernand
Braudel (1902–1985) at the helm of the journal
led, during the 1950s, to a methodological shift
toward quantitative history and ‘‘long-term’’ stu-
dies modeled on the works of Braudel himself,
notably La Méditerranée et le monde méditerranéen
à l’époque de Philippe II (2 vols., 1949; The Mediter-
ranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of
Philip II, 1972–1973) and Civilisation matérielle,
économie et capitalisme, XVe–XVIIIe siècle (3 vols.,
1967–1979; Civilization and Capitalism, 15th–
18th Century, 1981–1983).

Owing to the institutional support that the
Annales derived from its collaborators’ prominence
in the ‘‘Sixth Section’’ of the École Pratique des
Hautes Études (known since 1975 as the École des
Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales)—headed by
Febvre, then by Braudel, then by Jacques Le Goff
(b. 1924), François Furet (1927–1997), and so
on—the intellectual approach associated with its
name over the years took on the form of a true
movement that quickly expanded beyond the bor-
ders of France. Along the way, and with successive
generations, the ‘‘Annales paradigms,’’ as the scho-
lar Jacques Revel called it, changed. Following the
dominance of ‘‘total’’ socioeconomic history and
then the ‘‘history of mentalities,’’ since the 1970s
particular predilections for historical anthropology
and then for ‘‘microhistory’’ have been evident.
To be sure, sociology as a discipline has remained
the most important auxiliary frame of reference,
but the functionalism and structuralism of days past
have been succeeded, under the impetus of Jacques
Revel and Bernard Lepetit (1948–1996) in
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particular, by a strong antideterministic orientation
entirely focused on ‘‘agents’’ and their mutual
‘‘conventions.’’ In 1994 this ‘‘critical turn’’ was
reflected in a reorganization of the editorial board
and a new subtitle: Annales. Histoire, sciences
sociales.

Among the many criticisms made of the
Annales, especially noteworthy is the accusation

that it was too exclusively limited to the distant
past of the early modern period or the Middle
Ages, or even antiquity, whereas the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries—in short, the contempor-
ary period, with its effects on the present—
appeared only as a sort of poor relation: underrated

and unappreciated. Looking more closely, how-
ever, this reproach is only partially justified. In fact,
during the interwar years Bloch’s and Febvre’s
Annales devoted many studies and even more sum-
maries and reviews to current social, economic, and
even political events—and thus, to economic crises,
fascism, Nazism, and the Soviet regime. At the time

it was founded, moreover, it was clear that the
Annales was not solely addressed to academic read-
ers but that it also targeted a readership of ‘‘men of
action.’’ This was echoed in countless articles on
the business world, and the presence of several
economists and bankers (Charles Rist, Alfred
Pose) on the enlarged editorial board seems to

underscore that the ‘‘spirit of the Annales’’ aimed
to understand the past from the perspective of
present concerns—and vice versa. It was only dur-
ing the 1950s and 1960s—in other words, in the
context of the Cold War—and when the journal
itself became a ‘‘major multinational business,’’

that this mooring in the present was to some extent
lost. Other French journals have since more or less
adopted an Annales-type approach in their respec-
tive fields: Le mouvement social, Vingtième siècle,
and so forth, even though the issue of the relation-
ship between ‘‘society’’ and the ‘‘political,’’ between
‘‘structure’’ and ‘‘event,’’ or between ‘‘long’’ and

‘‘short’’ term has remained one of the major topics
of debate in historiography.

See also Bloch, Marc; Braudel, Fernand; Febvre, Lucien.
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PETER SCHÖTTLER

ANSCHLUSS. Austria; World War II.

n

ANTI-AMERICANISM. The amorphous
term anti-Americanism is usually used to describe
an irrational prejudice against or aversion to
American politics, society, economy, and culture.
Americanism is usually taken to mean democratic
politics, liberal capitalism, mass production, consu-
merism and materialism, mass culture, and the
expansion of these through an aggressive, even
imperial foreign policy throughout the world.
Anti-Americans do not normally extend their prej-
udice to individual Americans, although radical
elements outside Europe, certainly those behind
the terrorist attacks on the United States on 11
September 2001, have done so; in this sense anti-
Americanism should be distinguished from anti-
Semitism, to which it is often compared. Indeed
many critics of anti-Americanism indict the
American intellectual establishment itself—the
universities, media, even mainline Protestant
churches—as among its frontline purveyors.

European anti-Americanism is best defined as a
discourse engaged in primarily by intellectuals that
has been continuous since the United States was
founded, contains persistent stereotypes, and at
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times has heavily influenced popular attitudes,

diplomacy, and in some cases overall state policy.

During the Enlightenment some critics believed

that the American climate caused the physical dete-

rioration of human beings and rendered cultural

creativity impossible. Early America appeared to

be a place where material prosperity had reached

unusual heights and democracy developed to

excessive proportions, making America a land of

materialism and social uniformity. America was

criticized for slavery and its treatment of Indians,

while the Civil War elicited sympathy for the

Confederacy as the defender of a more European-

like social order. Later in the century a socialist-

based critique of America as the land of predatory

capitalism was added to the mixture; then followed

the Spanish-American War, a shock to Europeans,

some of whom saw in the United States a new

expansionist imperial power now ripe for world

conquest.

It was during the late 1920s that several classic

texts of anti-Americanism were produced in France

and Germany, building upon existing stereotypes

listed above but further absorbing the unwelcome

reality of mass production, rationalization, the

assembly line, and unprecedented American finan-

cial power. Europeans also noted with unease the

rapid population growth, racial mixture produced

by immigration, and prosperity achieved by

American Jews; this produced a tendency for

existing anti-Semitic tropes to be married to anti-

American ones, Uncle Sam being portrayed as

Uncle Shylock. There was also widespread disillu-

sionment with American diplomacy as exemplified

by Woodrow Wilson and the negotiations for the

Treaty of Versailles (1919), in which the American

statesman announced a new humanitarian demo-

cratic order that the treaty failed to produce and

that America then refused to underwrite. The

memory of the American rescue of the Allies in

World War I rapidly faded as America appeared

greedy to collect debts from its allies and eager to

extend loans to Europe to gain power and wealth

for itself but unwilling to mix in European diplo-

macy in an effort to stabilize peace through the

League of Nations. America quickly emerged as

the primary threat to the interests of the new

mass movements of fascism and communism, and

a virulent anti-Americanism became part of the

state doctrines of both Nazi Germany and Soviet

Russia and their sympathizers: for the Nazis the

United States was the land of racial intermixing

and degeneracy and of unlimited Jewish power

and influence; for the Soviet Union it was the

home of untrammeled capitalism and imperialist

warmongering. Paradoxically neither succeeded in

impressing their anti-American doctrines on their

populations over the long term; postwar Germany

and postcommunist Russia have been among the

least anti-American of European countries.

The Cold War muted anti-Americanism virtually

everywhere in Western Europe except among

Communist parties and significant numbers of fellow

travelers with the parties on one or another issue.

Communist parties carried on successful propaganda

campaigns, for example, against McCarthyism, the

espionage trial and 1953 executions of Julius and

Ethel Rosenberg, and the atomic bomb, and the

peace movement retained an appeal thereafter,

opposing the deployment of American weapons in

Europe through the 1980s in Germany and

Britain. The Marshall Plan, instituted to foster

European economic recovery after World War II

and regarded by most Americans as an unprece-

dented act of humanitarian generosity, engendered

opposition for its intrusive methods of influencing

the policies of recipient nations, who were often

humiliated by the necessity of accepting it. The

Suez campaign of 1956, during which the British

and the French sought to recapture the Suez Canal

and preserve their colonial empires against

American opposition, gave rise to renewed anti-

Americanism in both countries. Only in France,

however, did noncommunist anti-Americanism

retain a certain salience throughout the postwar

period, beginning with campaigns to prevent the

introduction of Coca-Cola, continuing through

efforts to prevent the import of American films

and the ‘‘noxious’’ influence of Hollywood, and

culminating with critiques of the Paris region

Disneyland. French intellectuals condemned

‘‘Coca-Colonization’’ and believed that Hollywood

used the power of the American state to crush the

French film industry. Despite its status as America’s

oldest ally and its shared democratic values, France

has consistently challenged American hegemony in

Europe in quest of a leadership role for itself, while

feeling increasingly defensive in the face of the
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growing preeminence of the English language and

the growing popularity of American mass culture.

It opposed Washington by developing its own

nuclear deterrent and struggling for the allegiance

of Germany. Charles de Gaulle would seem to have

shared anti-American prejudices in his challenge to

American foreign policy in the 1960s, and his poli-

cies have remained influential in France. His strong

critique of the American bombardment of North

Vietnam during the war there resonated among

European populations if it was not reflected in their

governments’ policies, but he remained much

more anticommunist than anti-American.

With the end of the Cold War the United

States emerged as the sole remaining superpower,

while its economy rode the new computer-based

postindustrial revolution to new heights of

prosperity. Renewed American emphasis on liberal

capitalist values since the Reagan years came

into conflict with European commitments to the

government-sponsored welfare state, while

Washington vigorously promoted globalization and

helped create a countermovement of protest that in

France manifested itself in attacks on the ultimate

symbol of American consumer-based imperialism,

McDonald’s. Finally, the military gap between

Europe and America in terms of military power

increased, and the management of crises in which

Europe had a preeminent interest, whether the

Gulf Wars, Bosnia, or Kosovo, remained dependent

on Washington for settlement. Resentment of

Washington as a ‘‘hyper-power’’ predated 11

September 2001, but that event and the American

reaction to it gave rise to a renewed outburst of

anti-Americanism in Europe, this time more in

tune with European government polices and public

opinions than ever in the past.

Europeans at first rallied to America after 11

September 2001, despite growing opposition to

the George W. Bush administration’s adoption of

Spanish citizens protest U.S. policies during a visit by President Ronald Reagan, May 1985. ªJACQUES

LANGEVIN/CORBIS SYGMA
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some controversial unilateral policies. Some public

opposition appeared to the American attack on

Afghanistan in October 2001, but European gov-

ernments rallied and there remained preponderant

public support. The March 2003 U.S. attack on

Iraq in the name of preemptive war, however, was

strongly opposed by European intellectuals and the

public; whereas the British, Italian, Spanish, and

most Eastern European governments backed

Washington, the French and Germans pointedly

did not, the French leading a counterchallenge that

won the support of Russia and China and denied

the United States the coveted support of the

United Nations. In the aftermath of the Iraq inva-

sion European favorable public opinion with regard

to the United States declined to the lowest levels

ever, and a majority of European publics even iden-

tified the United States as the principal threat to

world peace. The collapse of Middle East peace

negotiations and growing support in Europe for

the Palestinian cause in the face of American sup-

port for the Israeli occupation gave rise to increased

perceptions of inordinate Jewish or Israeli influence

on American policy; helped by Islamist propa-

ganda, the revived trope of a Zionist-American-

imperialist design for world domination seemed

increasingly to take hold. Meanwhile Europeans

openly debated the extent to which the seeming

new American unilateralist emphasis on military

solutions to complex international problems was a

temporary feature of American policy introduced

by the Bush administration or a permanent change

reflecting a new American drive to make over the

world in its image.

Anti-Americanism has always been part of an

internal European debate over modernization,

industrialization, mass culture, and globalization,

which Washington has always seemed to embody.

As Europe seeks a new integrated identity it also

seeks a means of differentiating itself from

Washington and adapting these phenomena to its

own culture and traditions. A certain level of anti-

Americanism is an inevitable result of the size,

strength, indeed simple ‘‘space’’ occupied by

America in the world. America will always be

resented somewhat for what it is, notwithstanding

what it does. But Washington’s policies still have a

great deal to do with the growth of anti-

Americanism, which in the period since 11

September 2001 appears to have effected a major
transition from simple discourse or rhetorical prej-
udice to very lethal behavior.

See also Cold War; Gulf Wars; Vietnam War.
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n

ANTICLERICALISM. Anticlericalism, un-
derstood as opposition to the clergy’s powers and
attitudes, and often colored by antireligious and/
or anti-Catholic sentiment, is a reactive ideology of
opposition. It therefore depends on the power and
attitudes of the clergy and on how these are per-
ceived. It has been most prevalent in those coun-
tries where, for centuries, the Roman Catholic
Church has been the majority religion and a domi-
nant political and cultural force.

There are two major forms of anticlericalism:
political and social. Political anticlericals have tradi-
tionally opposed favored legal status for the clergy,
and thus have wanted separation of church and
state; they have opposed clerical control of public
(and often private) education; they have opposed
the retention in the hands of the clergy of substan-
tial property and landholdings; and they have gen-
erally favored replacing Catholic clerical cultural
and moral values with secular and humanistic
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values. Their aims have generally been amenable to

legislation. Social anticlericals, on the other hand,

are more concerned with the clergy’s support of

one class in preference to another. They have gen-

erally been proletarians, supporters of socialist and

anarchist movements, and they have accused the

clergy of favoring the upper classes, violating the

Christian ethic of helping the poor. The social

anticlericals have frequently been violent, believing

that nothing less than a class revolution can change

the clergy.

For the first half of the twentieth century,

anticlerical conflict was a feature of the history of

those countries that had been hotbeds of anti-

clerical tension in the eighteenth and nineteenth

centuries, principally France, Italy, Spain, and

Portugal, and thus these struggles were simply a

continuation of those earlier centuries’ conflicts.

By midcentury, after the cataclysmic conflicts of

the two world wars, and the Spanish civil war

(1936–1939), anticlericalism was no longer a

major issue. Other factors rendering traditional

political and social anticlericalism quiescent were:

the reforms of Vatican II (1962–1965), especially

the proclamation of religious toleration, along

with the acceptance of nonfavored status for the

clergy; the declining numbers of clergy after the

1960s; and the rise in living standards, which

tended to limit class conflict.

By the 1970s and 1980s a new anticlericalism

arose, aimed at the clergy’s attempts to prevent leg-

islation dealing with sexual mores, particularly

divorce, contraception, and most especially, abor-

tion. However, because the clergy had lost their

political power, opposition to the clergy’s stands

was nonviolent, and the general acceptance of demo-

cratic procedures confined the conflicts to the pop-

ular press and national legislatures. In addition to this

new anticlericalism, a movement of lay Catholics

wanting a larger role in the making of church policy,

and therefore opposed to the clergy’s traditional

dominating role, added a distinctive element to

these conflicts. Furthermore, new social anticlericals

appeared in the form of traditional, conservative

Catholics opposed to the clergy’s support of prole-

tarian movements, particularly in Third World coun-

tries. All of these movements and factors have yet

to work themselves out in the twenty-first century.

The history of anticlerical movements in the
twentieth century is best seen in the histories of
the different countries.

FRANCE

In France, after a century and a half of anticlerical
conflict, by 1914 the anticlericals had won most of
their battles. In the Third Republic, through a
series of legislation from 1879 to 1905, the clergy
lost their favored status, including state salaries and
property; the regular clergy were suppressed and
forbidden to teach; and public education was out
of clerical hands. Relations with the Vatican were
broken off, and church and state were formally
separated. But within a few years, the regular clergy
were back in charge of their private schools, enroll-
ing by the 1920s more than a fifth of French
schoolchildren. This relaxation in the application
of the laws was the result of World War I and the
surge toward national unity, which did more than
anything else to end the religious conflict. There
were attempts to enforce the anticlerical legislation
in the 1920s, largely because government leaders,
usually Radical Party members, tried as they had
in the past to use anticlericalism as a means of
reviving weak coalition ministries. These attempts
were unsuccessful. The Vatican helped to defuse
tensions by abandoning its disapproving policies
and pursued moderation with the government; and
in a twist on the traditional conflict, French extremist
clericals, led by Charles Maurras (1868–1952) and
the Action Française attacked the Vatican for its
accommodating policies and dredged up all of the
anticlerical myths of the nineteenth century.

When France was defeated by Germany in
1940, clericals ascribed the defeat to the anticlerical
secularism of the Third Republic, and the Vichy
government annulled the anticlerical laws, and
while some of the clergy backed the Vichy regime,
many did not. With the end of World War II and
the repeal of the Vichy laws, the need for national
unity overrode the anticlerical conflict, even to the
extent that religious schools received government
subsidies in the new governments.

Anticlericalism after 1945 tended to be a mat-
ter of historical opposition, favored by communist,
socialist, and some middle-class parties, rather than
a response to actual circumstances. The numbers of
clergy were in decline and were split between
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traditionalist and progressive groups. Freemasonry,
the traditional vehicle of anticlericalism in France,
was also in decline. Evidence of the quiescence of
anticlerical conflict was the lack of widespread pro-
test (and hence counterprotest) over the 1975 law
permitting abortion.

ITALY

As in France, Italy’s anticlerical conflicts had
occurred largely in the nineteenth century, and
laws restricting the clergy were on the books by
1914. However, they were not enforced, and the
clergy lived much as they had before the legislation.
One reason for this was that the anticlerical conflict
was subordinated to the struggle for national uni-
fication, and despite papal opposition to the strug-
gle, for it meant the loss of Rome and the Papal
States, the Italian clergy were in favor of unifica-
tion. The papacy and the Vatican were dominated
by Italians, and the church was such an integral
part of Italian history (and tourism) that once the
anticlerical legislation was passed, the various gov-
ernments saw no need to enforce it. By the time
Italy entered World War I in 1915, the only major
problem between church and state was the Roman
Question—the refusal of the papacy to recognize
the Italian state, and the papal decree that
Catholics neither run nor vote for national office.
The clergy had no fear of social anticlericalism,
because church organizations provided most of
the welfare for the poor.

By the end of the war in 1918, Pope Benedict
XV (r. 1914–1922) rescinded the ban on Catholic
voting, and the Popolare, a Catholic party, was
founded. Despite the new party’s favoring social
welfare legislation, the Socialists considered it a
bourgeois party, which they saw dominated by
priests. An opportunity to prevent the rise of the
Fascist Party of Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) by a
Popolare-Socialist electoral union was prevented by
both Socialist anticlericalism and the condemnation
of such a union by the new pope, Pius XI (r. 1922–
1939), after Mussolini had promised to end the
Roman Question in favor of the papacy.

In the wake of political stalemate and growing
fear of socialist revolutionary upheaval, Mussolini’s
Fascists won the king’s support; and il duce became
prime minister in 1922 and dictator within a few
years. True to his promise, he negotiated an end to

the Roman Question and signed the Lateran Pacts
in 1929 with the pope’s emissary. The anticlerical
laws were nullified, but there was no outcry from
anticlericals, now more concerned with opposing
the Fascists. Despite some clerical support for the
Fascists for Mussolini’s aggressive foreign policy
and conquests, there were enough clergy support-
ing the resistance movements so that when World
War II ended there was no anticlerical conflict. The
Socialist and Communist parties were more inter-
ested in economic reform than in raising the cleri-
cal issue, despite the Vatican’s public support for
the Christian Democratic Party for decades after
1945.

Agreements and legislation ended the privi-
leged status of the clergy and updated the Lateran
Pacts in the 1980s, and by the postwar constitution
there were no subsidies for Catholic schools.
Anticlericals protested the presence of crucifixes
in public schools and government buildings, and
these were removed, but there was no further
anticlericalism. As in France and Spain, there were
protests against the clergy’s opposition to divorce,
contraception, and abortion, but again, these were
reactive stances on the part of the clergy.

SPAIN

Despite attempts by political anticlericals to legis-
late the Spanish clergy out of power during the
nineteenth century, they were unsuccessful; but
the clergy came to depend on middle- and upper-
class support against anarchist violence by the end
of the century, a phenomenon that was most clearly
shown in the burning of churches in Barcelona in
1909. Anticlerical violence continued until a dicta-
torship was established under Primo de Rivera in
1923. But the clergy remained fearful, and all of
the reformist groups—liberal democrats, socialists,
and anarchists—called for anticlerical reforms,
often making the clergy scapegoats for unsolvable
national problems.

The opportunity came in 1931 with the ouster
of the monarchy and the establishment of the
Second Republic. The Republican-Socialist govern-
ing coalition legislated the end of clerical salaries,
separated church and state, dissolved the Jesuits,
and prohibited the regular clergy from teaching.
More frightening to the clergy were anarchists
and agents provocateurs who burned churches in
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Madrid and southern Spain. A right-wing party,

the Confederation of Autonomous Right-wing
Parties (Confederación Española de Derechas

Autónomas, or CEDA), was formed, which won

power in 1933 in coalition with the ancient anti-

clerical party, the Radical Party. The anticlerical

legislation was allowed to lapse, and where

churches were burned, arsonists were jailed.

In the elections of February 1936, a Popular

Front coalition of all the leftist parties was formed,

and one of their electoral pledges was the imple-

mentation of the anticlerical legislation. When they

won the election and began to enforce the legisla-

tion, there were more church burnings and some

attacks on the clergy. Civil war erupted in July

1936 when the army rebelled against the govern-

ment. This rebellion, backed by the conservative

classes, including some clergy, led to an anticlerical

fury unequaled in modern times. Nearly seven

thousand priests, nuns, and religious brothers were

killed, mainly by anarchists. Churches were burned

or closed all over government-held Spain, and reli-

gious objects were destroyed, clerical graves pro-

faned, and innumerable laypersons killed simply for

having been practicing Catholics. This fury was

over by the end of the first six months of the war,

but those churches not destroyed remained closed

until the end of the war and the victory of the

Nationalists under General Francisco Franco

(1892–1975) in 1939.

In the new Francoist Spain, the clergy were

restored to power, but the anticlerical fury had

spent itself. Under the heavy hand of the dictator,

order was restored in Spain. In the 1960s a new

form of anticlericalism appeared when younger

clergy began supporting clandestine proletarian

groups, and the Franco regime created a special

prison for those priests. Basque priests who had

opposed the Nationalists during the civil war and

after were also imprisoned. When Franco died in

1975, all the priests were released, and in the spirit

of Vatican II, the restored monarchy under King

Juan Carlos I (r. 1975–) decreed religious tolera-

tion in the new constitution and later renounced

the privileges of the concordat of 1953. As in

France and Italy there were clerical protests against

divorce and abortion legislation, but anticlericals

ignored them.

OTHER COUNTRIES

In Portugal, the other Latin European country that

was the scene of anticlerical conflict in the nine-

teenth century, anticlericals used the overthrow of

the monarchy in 1910 to pass laws restricting the

clergy; there were also a few instances of violence

against priests.

But the problems facing the new republic

were so great that anticlerical activity did not

continue. National unity was needed and anti-

clericalism served only to divide. The military

coup of 1917 established a dictatorship, ultimately

in the hands of Antonio de Oliveira Salazar

(1889–1970) after 1928, and all of the anticlerical

laws were nullified.

In Poland and Ireland, both devout Catholic

countries in the nineteenth and early twentieth

centuries, the clergy supported movements for

independence from the Soviet Union and

Britain respectively, so that there was little anti-

clericalism in those countries, and despite gaining

independence, nominally in the case of Poland until

the Soviet Union lost control in the 1990s, and

actually in Ireland by the 1930s, the clergy were still

generally respected and were powerful. The only

other European country in which action was taken

against the clergy was Nazi Germany, but the moves

of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) were less anticlerical

than they were anti-Catholic.

See also Catholic Action; Catholicism.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Birmingham, David. A Concise History of Portugal. 2nd ed.
Cambridge, U.K., 2003.

Callahan, William. The Catholic Church in Spain, 1875–
1998. Washington, D.C., 2000. The single best study
of the Spanish church.

Grew, Raymond. ‘‘Catholicism in a Changing Italy.’’ In
Modern Italy: A Topical History since 1861, edited by

Edward R. Tannenbaum and Emiliana P. Noether,
254–273. New York, 1974.

McCarthy, Patrick. ‘‘The Church in Post-War Italy.’’ In
Italy since 1945, edited by Patrick McCarthy, 133–

152. Oxford, U.K., 2000.
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n

ANTICOMMUNISM. The Bolshevik Revo-
lution of November 1917 heralded the prospect
of the first communist state and with it a direct
challenge to the established international political
order. The Bolsheviks soon set about marshal-
ing the two principal weapons at their disposal:
firstly, the material resources of the Russian land-
mass, soon to be extended with the creation of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) in
1923; secondly, the universal ideology of Marxism-
Leninism, which was to be projected and promoted
throughout the world via newly organized commu-
nist parties and allied organizations in civil society.
In the face of this challenge across several fronts,
anticommunists represented a broad church invol-
ving a whole array of positions from left to right
across the political spectrum. Disagreement over
how much of a threat the communist movement
actually represented, and whether communist ideol-
ogy offered useful insights or should be rejected in
toto, split anticommunist forces into distinguishable
groups, which can be typified as the Socialists, the
Liberals/Social Democrats, the Conservatives, the
far Right, and the Left opposition.

RESPONSES TO THE BOLSHEVIK

REVOLUTION

Prior to 1917 the perception that some form of
collective action—involving concerted state inter-
vention in the running of the national economy to
ensure greater material equality and social justice—
was essential (if not inevitable) was already preva-
lent within European politics. Even those who dis-
agreed with its premises recognized socialism, as a
kind of secular religion of modernity, to be the
movement of the future. Its supporters occupied
several different positions. In Germany and Austria

the Social Democrats rejected revolution in favor of

the reform of capitalism through legislation. To

their left were the Democratic Socialists such as

Jean Jaurès (1859–1914) in France and the Labour

Party in Britain, who agreed with the democratic

means but who remained committed to the end goal

of a fully socialist socioeconomic system. In Britain

the Liberal government of 1906–1910 also moved

with this tide, introducing wide-ranging social legis-

lation, though within the framework of private con-

trol of the economy. Conservatives too, recognizing

the danger socialist-inspired reforms represented for

traditional values and hierarchies, searched for ways

to diffuse this movement through limited, controlled

change. The Bolshevik seizure of power therefore

added a new phase to an already long-running

debate.

Among the Socialists, Social Democrats, and

Liberals, hopes that bolshevism indicated another

positive step in the general trend toward collectivism

and social emancipation soon began to fade.

Apologists for the Soviet regime—the so-called

Fellow Travellers—would always remain, their belief

in the inherent progressiveness of social revolution

preventing them from rejecting completely the

Soviet experiment. The British Fabian socialists

Sidney Webb and Beatrice Webb, who published

Soviet Communism: A New Civilisation? in 1935,

were typical of this circle. Yet from the beginning

the revolutionaries Vladimir Lenin (Vladimir Ilyich

Ulyanov; 1870–1924) and Leon Trotsky (1879–

1940) were vociferous in their critique of the failure

of leftist parties to oppose World War I, and already

in March 1919 the launch of the Comintern marked

an assault on the Second International (later called

the Socialist International). Throughout Europe and

elsewhere, during 1920–1921 the Socialists and

Social Democrats were deliberately split by revolu-

tionary factions dividing off to form communist par-

ties loyal to Moscow. In Germany and France these

factions initially represented the majority, but in

Italy, another country where hopes for insurrection

were high, the Communists proved to be in the

minority. The Socialists responded by reviving the

Socialist International in 1923, but they were now

politically on the defensive. These developments

caused much long-term bitterness, and the fault line

between Socialists and Communists was not helped

by the latter referring to the former as class traitors.
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The rise of fascism did eventually cause a tactical

rapprochement in the form of the Popular Front

from 1934 onward, but the purges of Soviet dictator

Joseph Stalin (1879–1953), the ruthless tactics

employed by Moscow during the Spanish civil war

(1936–1939), and the signing of the Nazi-Soviet

pact in 1939 ensured a complete break in trust

between the two sides prior to World War II. The

experience of Stalinism ensured that Socialist and

Social Democratic parties and trade unions (pace

Fellow Travellers) would prove to be a strongly

anticommunist bulwark in West European politics

up to the 1970s.

For conservatives, bolshevism was a major chal-

lenge to the established socioeconomic and moral

order of the ruling classes. For the British and

French the initial fear was that Germany would profit

from the Russian withdrawal from World War I, and

this strategic concern had far-reaching consequences.

Firstly it justified the military intervention in Russia

in 1918, which involved up to thirteen thousand

French and forty-four thousand British soldiers

fighting on the side of the White Russians against

the Red Army. However, the failure to destroy bol-

shevism abroad militarily led to a determination to

restore the forces of order by opposing further col-

lectivism domestically. The result was an anti-

communism that tended to indiscriminately gather

all the forces of the Left under the same banner as

a threat to the socioeconomic and moral order.

Conservatives also recognized the need to oppose

the leftist, modernist secular religion on the ideologi-

cal plain with an alternative set of ideas. Communism

was seen as an evil set of ideas that challenged all

cultural hierarchies and moral values, and these, as

the central framework of civilization, had to be

defended at all costs. One of the main sources for this

view was a revived interest in Christianity after 1917

and again after World War II as a form of ‘‘moral re-

armament.’’ The Catholic Church, aside from being a

principal source of ideological inspiration, also became

an important player within anticommunist politics. In

1919 the Vatican authorized the founding of the

Popular Party in Italy as a means of channeling social

discontent, especially in the countryside, away from

the radical Left. Following the seizure of power by

Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) and the settling of

differences with the Vatican through the Lateran trea-

ties, the church turned its attention abroad. Most

notably this led to the formation of Pro Deo, estab-
lished by the Belgian Father Felix Morlion as a trans-
national network dedicated to opposing the
worldwide influence of communism and a close part-
ner of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
during the Cold War (1945–1989).

The wave of communist agitation following the
end of World War I, which involved major industrial
unrest in France, Germany, and Italy, and the suc-
cessful (albeit brief) seizure of power in Hungary and
Munich, posed a serious threat to corporate interests
across Europe. As a result, industrialists mobilized
their resources and channeled them into the most
aggressive anticommunist force: fascism. In Italy
the Confederation of Industry (Confindustria) was
revitalized and reorganized to meet the new threat
and was soon lending its considerable support to
Mussolini. Major German industrialists such as
Hugo Stinnes, Gustav Krupp, Fritz Thyssen, and
Albert Voegler were all contributing to the
National Socialists under Adolf Hitler (1889–1945)
by the mid-1920s. The rise of the Right was caused
by many factors, but a central reason was the per-
ceived weakness of liberal democracy in the face of
the communist challenge. Economic stagnation,
acute following the Wall Street crash of 1929, con-
firmed the inability of parliamentarianism to deal with
these structural difficulties. Between 1929 and 1936
France was run by fifteen different premiers in charge
of twenty-two different cabinets. The European mid-
dle classes, seeking a counterrevolutionary force to
stave off revolution and offer security, were attracted
in many countries to the discourse of nationalist revi-
val offered by the Right. Conservative authoritarian
and autocratic governments, often centered around
the monarchy and the nobility and strongly anticom-
munist, dominated the political scene in Poland,
Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia during the
1920s and 1930s. By 1938 Czechoslovakia was the
only remaining democratic regime in eastern Europe.
In the contest between the major ideologies, democ-
racy could not compete.

THE EFFECTS OF STALINISM

The brutalities of Stalinism had alienated many on
the left, who as a result sought alternative paths
to the socialist utopia. One pole was offered by
Trotsky, whose opposition to Stalin forced him into
exile and who founded the Fourth International in
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1938 to promote the further development of ‘‘per-

manent revolution’’ through the strategy of the van-

guard party. Trotskyites represented the Left

opposition because of their contention that the

Soviet Union was not the communist state it claimed

to be. Others turned to anarchism. Originally sup-

porters of the emancipatory potential offered by the

Bolshevik Revolution, the crushing of the Kronstadt

rebellion (1921) by Trotsky and Lenin, and the

development of an oppressive Soviet bureaucratic

state by Stalin confirmed for anarchists the original

criticism of the Russian anarchist Mikhail Bakunin

(1814–1876) against ‘‘the dictatorship of the prole-

tariat.’’ Although a minority view, the anarchist belief

in an individual freedom bereft of the hypocrisies of

liberalism did find resonance with many on the

democratic left. Typical of this tendency was the

British writer George Orwell (Eric Arthur Blair;

1903–1950), whose bitter rejection of both

Stalinism and fascism led him to hope for the

advancement of individual liberty via a revitalized

democratic socialism. Thus the excesses of the

1930s led Orwell and others of a progressive bent

to adopt a position of antitotalitarianism.

Yet as Hannah Arendt argued in The Origins of

Totalitarianism (1951) and elsewhere, the chal-

lenge for modernity was to establish a politics that

would avoid the complete subordination of the

individual to the mass as expressed in extremity

by communism, fascism, and Nazism. As a result

antitotalitarianism was a label that could fit an array

of political positions, from conservatism to demo-

cratic socialism. In 1944 the Austrian economist

Friedrich Hayek published The Road to Serfdom, a

call to revive classical libertarian liberalism that

regarded all attempts to institute collectivism and

state planning of the economy as inimical to

personal freedom. Hayek also attacked the perver-

sion of language through communist hijacking of

terms such as ‘‘freedom’’ and ‘‘democracy,’’ and

emphasized the need to reclaim their original

meaning. Although Keynesianism, which regarded

state intervention in the economy as essential for

stability, remained the norm in Western Europe up

to the 1980s, Hayek laid the ground for a neolib-

eral revival that would ultimately succeed in placing

the free market and individual choice as the natural

antithesis to communism.

ANTICOMMUNISM AND THE COLD WAR

From 1941 to 1945 the grand alliance of the Soviet
Union with the Western Allies placed the forces
of communism and democratic anticommunism
on the same side. Stalin even abandoned the
Comintern in 1943 in the interests of wartime
solidarity. The activities of communists in the war-
time Resistance also raised the credibility and pres-
tige of their cause after the debacles of the previous
decade. Nevertheless, the adherence of communist
parties to directives from Moscow was always
going to be a political weak point in peacetime.
The solidification of Soviet control over Eastern
Europe during 1945–1948, and fears over how
expansionist Stalin might actually be, created wide-
spread apprehension and mistrust in the West.
Developing a harder line toward Moscow therefore
required controlling its proxy forces in domestic
politics as well. The declaration of the Dutch
Communist Party in the wake of the communist
coup in Czechoslovakia (1948) that it would fight
on the side of an invading Red Army placed post-
war loyalties in stark relief. Responses from the
state toward the communist parties varied accord-
ing to national conditions. In the Netherlands the
party remained legal, but ‘‘loyalty checks’’ were
instituted for public service employees. In West
Germany (the Federal Republic of Germany, or
FRG) anticommunism became one of the central
pillars of the divided country’s identity, a position
that translated in some quarters into right-wing
sentiments that regarded the FGR as a bulwark
against the atheist, Slavic ‘‘hordes’’ to the east.
The Kommunistische Partei Deutschland was even-
tually made illegal in the FRG in 1956. In France
and Italy the strength of the parties, polling around
25 percent of the vote and investing in a whole
‘‘countersociety’’ superstructure, made them more
of a potent threat. But even here (as also in
Belgium) the communist parties were excluded
from government in 1947, and as support for them
declined they were not to return as serious govern-
ing partners until the mid-1970s.

Above all, the anticommunist struggle after
World War II was bound up with the ultimate strug-
gle to reestablish and maintain both liberal democ-
racy as a viable political model and capitalism as a
stable economic system. In these circumstances, with
fascism and Nazism a recent reality and communism
a real threat, the European Recovery Program
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(Marshall Plan) and the North Atlantic Treaty

Organization (NATO), founded April 1949, were

pivotal events in terms of confidence-building.

These developments, which marked a direct involve-

ment in and commitment to West European affairs

by the United States, strengthened the forces of

anticommunism and legitimized the (re)structuring

of social, political, economic, and cultural life.

Containment became the goal, both of Soviet expan-

sionism abroad and communist advances at home.

Once again, within this field different gradations of

anticommunism existed, from the Social Democrats

who argued that radical social reform was the best

way to undermine support for the radical Left

to conservatives who totally rejected the legitimacy

of communism and sought to wipe it (and all its

political kin) from the map.

During the Cold War, the anticommunist

forces of the Left and the Right were often as

opposed to each other as they were opposed to

communism itself. Within domestic politics, how-

ever, the dominance of Keynesianism led to the

further development of the welfare state and a

consensus among Social and Christian Democrats

toward managed collectivism and state intervention

in the economy to ensure social equality and jus-

tice. Within society as a whole, the determination

to ensure political and economic stability and the

establishment of anticommunism as the norm led

to a large-scale mobilization of material and intel-

lectual forces. In some fields the methods of the

Soviet Union were deliberately mimicked. In 1925

the All Union Society for Cultural Relations with

Foreign Countries, or VOKS, had been created by

Moscow to build and coordinate links between

Soviet civil organizations and their counterparts

abroad. A series of ‘‘fronts’’ had been developed,

such as the International Union of Students, the

World Federation of Democratic Youth, and the

International Union of Journalists, to organize and

utilize these groups for the benefit of Soviet foreign

policy. After World War II similar anticommunist

‘‘fronts’’ were established to attract members

away from the communist-dominated organizations.

Examples are the World Assembly of Youth (WAY,

founded in London, 1948), the International

Federation of Journalists (Brussels, 1952), and the

International Commission of Jurists (West Berlin,

1952). The trade unions were a crucial battleground

for this approach. Thus the anticommunist Force

Ouvrière was established in France to oppose the

powerful left-wing General Confederation of Labour

(CGT), and in 1949 the communist-controlled World

Federation of Trade Unions was undermined when

Western nations split off to form the International

Confederation of Free Trade Unions. In all these

developments European and American anticommu-

nists worked side by side, identifying themselves with

the ‘‘Free West’’ against the totalitarian East.

In this battle of ideas the most interesting

development was the founding of the Congress

for Cultural Freedom (CCF), in West Berlin in

June 1950, which aimed to establish a high-profile

intellectual-cultural network opposed to the

restrictions on freedom of thought and expression

as proclaimed by Stalinism. The CCF was mainly a

Euro-American coalition of conservatives, Social

Democrats, and, crucially, former communists such

as the British-Hungarian writer Arthur Koestler

(1905–1983) and the Italian writer and politician

Ignazio Silone (Secondo Tranquilli; 1900–1978).

Not coincidentally, the CCF appeared in the same

year as the publication The God That Failed, which

collected the ruminations of six former communists

(including Koestler and Silone) on their former

‘‘faith’’ and why they abandoned it. Apostates of

communism such as Koestler were important fig-

ures in the anticommunist cause, their first-hand

knowledge of the communist movement giving

them a high-profile moral superiority and prestige.

They also exuded intolerance of any who continued

to profess respect for Marxism and its progeny,

causing them naturally to gravitate to the conser-

vative camp and to attack Fellow Travelers as much

as they attacked the communists themselves. The

CCF went on to refine a sociopolitical position

known as the ‘‘End of Ideology,’’ of which the

foremost European proponent was Raymond Aron

in L’opium des intellectuels (1955; The Opium of the
Intellectuals, 1957). This was based on the claim

that ideological thinking was passé, because a broad

welfare state consensus within Western politics had

opened up new possibilities for the improved tech-

nocratic management of modern society. In this way

the advocates of the End of Ideology sought to

reclaim the mantle of progress for democratic capit-

alism, symbolically leaving communism behind in

the ‘‘dustbin of history.’’
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An important player in this battle for suprem-
acy and legitimacy between competing civil society
organizations was the secret state. Because free
institutions such as the CCF should be seen to arise
spontaneously through the free will of active citi-
zens, it was important to conceal any state involve-
ment in their financing and management. The CIA
was most closely involved with this strategy, pro-
viding most of the funding for the CCF, paying
American trade unions to support their counter-
parts in Europe, and supporting a whole network
of anticommunist institutions. Against the Soviet
Union itself it funded guerrilla units in the Ukraine
and the Baltic States (all penetrated by Soviet intel-
ligence) and funded Radio Free Europe and Radio
Liberty to broadcast across the Iron Curtain. But
West European intelligence services also played a
role, for instance with British support for WAY.
Covert support (probably CIA) is also strongly
suspected in the case of Paix et Liberté, a transna-
tional anticommunist propaganda network based in
Paris and with affiliates across Western Europe dur-
ing the 1950s. By the early 1960s the need for a
better understanding of communist theory and
practice led the French, Dutch, and German intel-
ligence services to create Interdoc, another trans-
national network that aimed to raise awareness of
the dangers for the West of the ‘‘peaceful coexis-
tence’’ strategy of Soviet premier Nikita
Khrushchev (1894–1971). This determination of
the intelligence services to remove the communist
threat at all costs also led to more extreme activ-
ities, such as the ‘‘Gladio’’ network of irregular
forces prepared to resist an invasion of the Red
Army behind the lines, and the ‘‘Strategy of
Tension’’ in Italy, which involved elements of the
security service in acts of terrorism that were then
blamed on the Left.

1968, DÉTENTE, AND THE END

OF THE COLD WAR

At the end of the 1960s the anticommunist con-
sensus was shattered by a new generation who saw
it as no more than another method for sociopoli-
tical control, and who saw the war in Vietnam as
evidence that the anticommunist cause was unneces-
sarily violent and morally bankrupt. Significantly, the
New Left movements that sprang up around 1968
rejected the monolithic power structures of both
American-style corporate capitalism and Soviet-style

centralized communism in equal measure, instead

choosing a cross between the dissident Left (Che

Guevara, Maoism, Trotskyism) and a radical libertar-

ianism. The upheavals surrounding 1968 had two

longer-term consequences. The first concerned the

political forces released by these disparate groups,

with their unorthodox take on the Cold War

struggle. At the end of the 1970s, in the context

of rising tensions between NATO and the Warsaw

Pact, they coalesced around the antinuclear/peace

movements and in transnational coalitions such as

European Nuclear Disarmament (END). The second

concerned the viability of the communist parties them-

selves. The 1968 phenomenon challenged the estab-

lished order in both Western and Eastern Europe, as

the movement for ‘‘Socialism with a Human Face’’

took hold in Czechoslovakia and Poland. Détente

between the superpowers also loosened the interna-

tional framework in which these parties could operate.

The result was Eurocommunism, a reformist program

of the largest communist parties in the West (France,

Italy, Spain after 1975) that aimed both to connect

with the new emancipatory movements and the

expanding middle classes, and to create a strategic

distance from Moscow.

Yet Eurocommunism’s hoped-for breakthrough

did not happen. Instead, the leftist dominance of

West European politics during the 1970s and the

rise of the antinuclear/peace movements triggered

a reaction from the hard-line conservative Right. The

high point for this reaction was the highly suspect

assassination of the Italian premier Aldo Moro in

1978, at the moment when he was leading the

Christian Democrats into a political ‘‘historic com-

promise’’ with the Communists. The electoral vic-

tory of Margaret Thatcher in Britain in 1979 (and

the election of Ronald Reagan as president of the

United States in 1980) was a significant moment

in the polarization of Left and Right in Western

European politics. The strength of the peace move-

ment was enough to unsettle domestic politics in the

Netherlands and West Germany and to challenge

the defense strategy of NATO itself (which relied

on the placement of medium-range nuclear missiles

in these countries). Once again, as during the early

Cold War, the Right used the excuse of a threatening

Soviet Union to attack all of its actual or potential

allies on the left in the same way. The claim of the

Right, that a united stand against the Soviet Union
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based on the common security interests of NATO
ultimately won the superpower contest, has some
degree of merit. However, the anticommunist force
in Europe that actually brought about the unraveling
of the Eastern bloc regimes was the citizens of those
regimes themselves, first through the Solidarity
union in Poland from 1980 onward and then during
1988–1989 in Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and East
Germany. The attempt of Soviet premier Mikhail
Gorbachev (b. 1931) to reform the communist sys-
tem from within met too much opposition from
those who wanted to benefit from its fall, and anti-
communism effectively came to an end as a mean-
ingful concept with the dissolution of both the
Soviet Communist Party and the Soviet Union itself
in 1991. The parties across Europe either trans-
formed themselves into Social Democratic–type
movements as in Italy, joined forces with the
Greens as in the Netherlands, or aimed for accep-
tance as part of the post–Cold War political landscape
as in Hungary (and with some success). Forms of
authoritarianism continue to be successful, as in
Russia, and may well return elsewhere on the
Continent. Anticollectivist and collectivist argu-
ments, now couched in terms of neoliberalism and its
discontents, will continue to dominate political dis-
course. Nevertheless, twenty-first-century Europe has
lost the haunting specter of communism that defined
its sociopolitical divisions for the previous hundred
years.

See also Antifascism; Cold War; Communism; Euro-
communism; Totalitarianism.
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GILES SCOTT-SMITH

n

ANTIFASCISM. The intensity of contempor-
ary debates over the legacy of antifascism are to no
small degree the result of the fact that there is no
consensus over the historical role of antifascism as a
political and cultural movement. Unlike Italian fas-
cism and German National Socialism, which were
defeated and discredited militarily and politically in
1945, antifascism emerged from the war with its
reputation enhanced by the aura of resistance move-
ments and the Soviet victory. Postwar European
communist parties and regimes, especially in the
German Democratic Republic (GDR), drew their
legitimacy from the sacrifices of heroes and martyrs
who became the touchstone of state-sanctioned
myths and rituals until 1989. While for some his-
torians antifascism was marked by an extraordinary
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mobilization of the intellectuals in defense of cul-
ture and democracy, for others it was thoroughly
corrupted by its association with communism.

Characteristically, two distinguished historians,
both of them veterans of the antifascist movement,
could retrospectively approach the subject from
entirely opposing perspectives. British historian
Eric J. Hobsbawm reprised the moment during
the 1930s when the Left abandoned its sectarian
illusions, recovered from its earlier defeats, chal-
lenged the half-hearted and insincere policies of
appeasement, and welded together a broad coalition
of conservatives, liberals, socialists, and communists
in a variety of countries ‘‘against the common
enemy.’’ By contrast, the French historian François
Furet claimed that antifascism was the new face of
Stalinism: a cynical and effective doctrinal shift that
allowed European communists to change over-
night from dedicated Bolsheviks into champions
of liberty, marching under the banner of democ-
racy, humanity, and hatred of Adolf Hitler (1883–
1945).

Both approaches are too restrictive both in
scope and content. The ideology of antifascism
varied greatly from the Comintern’s official
declarations linking fascism and monopoly capital-
ism to more diffuse moral pronouncements by
intellectuals like novelists Romain Rolland or
Heinrich Mann, the German exile writer. At its
height in the mid-1930s, antifascism was the rally-
ing cry of the Left, but given the abiding hostility
of communists and socialists, it was also a ‘‘prag-
matic compromise’’ cobbled together to meet the
emergency of Hitler’s rise to power. Antifascism
mobilized genuine popular support for democratic
currents while at the same time it caused a fatal
blindness that allowed many Western intellectuals
to sacrifice their judgment and lead ‘‘double lives’’
guided by a secret Stalinist apparat.

Though communist antifascism was attractive
to varying degrees in different periods, it is neces-
sary to more broadly include noncommunist anti-
fascism and go beyond parties and organizations
to include ideas, intellectuals, the press, everyday
life, and religious movements. A more capacious
approach would also include ‘‘an attitude or feel-
ing of hostility toward fascist ideology and its pro-
pagators.’’ It is therefore advisable to distinguish
the official antifascism of the Comintern from local

initiatives as well as from exile intellectuals and
noncommunist resistance groups, which encom-
passed a much more complicated fiber of beliefs,
convictions, hopes, emotions, attitudes. The three
main phases of the history of antifascism considered
below are: antifascism before the rise of Hitler
(1920–1933); antifascism in the era of Hitler and
Stalin (1934–1945); antifascism after fascism
(1946–1989).

ANTIFASCISM BEFORE THE RISE OF HITLER

Though fascism demonstrated its brutality and vio-
lence against Italian socialists and communists in
the years before the establishment of the Benito
Mussolini (1883–1945) government in October
1922, it initially caused no great alarm for the
Italian Communist Party (PCI) or the Soviet
Union. The leader and founder of the party,
Amedeo Bordiga, saw no fundamental distinction
between bourgeois democracy and fascist dictator-
ship; convinced of the imminent collapse of capi-
talism, he consider the greater danger to lie in a
Social Democratic government after the fall of the
dictatorship. During 1922 the Alleanza del Lavoro,
probably the first antifascist organization, emerged,
a more or less spontaneous coalition of socialists,
republicans, trade unionists, communists, and
anarchists. Early antifascism was politically and phi-
losophically diverse. At the forefront of the parlia-
mentary opposition to Mussolini (until his death
from a beating in 1926) was Giovanni Amendola, a
brilliant journalist who protested the ban on oppo-
sition parties and coined the term ‘‘totalitarian’’ to
describe Mussolini’s system. Catholic, socialist, and
communist opponents of the dictatorship formed
the ‘‘Aventine Secession’’ (named after the protest
of Gaius Sempronius Gracchus in ancient Rome),
withdrawing from Parliament after the assassina-
tion of the reform Socialist Giacomo Matteotti in
1924. The following year, antifascists were sup-
pressed, arrested, forced into exile—and murdered.
The voice of Italian liberalism, the philosopher
Benedetto Croce, abandoned his initial support
for Mussolini and issued his influential ‘‘Manifesto
of the Antifascist Intellectuals’’ on 1 May 1925,
calling for a ‘‘far deeper and more concrete under-
standing of the virtues of liberal laws and meth-
ods.’’ After 1926, the PCI adopted the more
nuanced position on the Italian dictatorship put
forward by Antonio Gramsci (imprisoned by
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Mussolini) and Palmiro Togliatti (the PCI leader in
exile), which admitted that at least in its first years
fascism had been a genuinely revolutionary
movement.

While in Italy the communist underground
remained the only clandestine movement that
attracted any substantial popular support, exile
antifascism was severely hampered by the nonparti-
cipation of the communists. In 1927, the Con-
centrazione Antifascista (Antifascist Coalition) was
created in Paris under the auspices of the Socialist
Pietro Nenni. The most important antifascist exile
organization was Giustizia e Libertà (Justice and
Liberty), the political creation of Carlo Rosselli
who conceived of a ‘‘liberal socialism’’ as an alter-
native to the divisions that fractured the organized
Left in Europe. Many of the great writers of the
antifascist movement, including Carlo Levi, Cesare
Pavese, and Ignazio Silone, were prominent figures
in the Italian exile community in Paris. By 1937,
however, the Rosselli brothers (Carlo and Roberto)
had been murdered and the exile antifascists were
increasingly estranged from the situation in Italy.

Soviet foreign policy in the 1920s was highly
ambivalent, continuing to maintain friendly rela-
tions with Mussolini and court the German nation-
alist Right, especially in the era of Soviet-German
military rapprochement following the 1921 Treaty
of Rapallo. In 1924 Joseph Stalin (1879–1953)
announced the new policy of the Comintern:
‘‘Social Democracy is objectively the moderate
wing of fascism. . . . These organizations do not
negate, but supplement each other. They are not
antipodes; they are twins.’’ Throughout 1931 and
1932, communists and Nazis sometimes struck
tactical alliances, as they did in the Berlin transport
strike of November 1932. Even the International
Congress against Fascism and War in Amsterdam,
held in the summer of 1932, refrained from con-
demning Italy or Germany.

ANTIFASCISM IN THE ERA OF HITLER

AND STALIN

Before 1934, Italian socialist exiles and Austrian
and German Social Democrats were the most prom-
inent opponents of both Mussolini and Hitler.
Following the Reichstag Fire of 28 February 1933,
some five thousand communists were arrested and
the powerful German Communist Party (KPD),

with its 100,000 members and almost six million
supporters, was dismantled. But as late as January
1934, the Red Army continued to maintain cordial
relations with the German Reichswehr and a new
commercial agreement with Germany was signed.
Soviet leaders began to question, however, whether
a new alliance with France and Britain might make
more sense than the deteriorating Soviet-German
connection.

In May 1935, the Soviet Union signed mutual
assistance pacts with France and Czechoslovakia,
signaling a turnabout. Events in France were
already fuelling an upsurge in popular antifascist
activism. The night of the nationalist ‘‘Leagues’’
in Paris on 6 February 1934 led to strong counter-
demonstrations by the Left on 12 February (the
day of the insurrection against Engelbert Dollfuss
by the Social Democrats in Vienna), and to a joint
antifascist declaration of the intellectuals signed
by figures as diverse as the Surrealists André
Breton, René Crevel, and Paul Eluard, the writer
André Malraux, and the Radical philosopher
Emile Chartier (known by the pseudonym Alain).
At a Party Congress in June 1934, the French
Communist leader Maurice Thorez told his fol-
lowers, ‘‘It is not a question of choosing between
communism and fascism, but between fascism and
democracy.’’ In the Loiret department, for exam-
ple, there were only 200 active communists in
1930 but by 1935, more than 5,000 members
had joined 77 local antifascist committees, reaching
not only the workers’ districts of the city of Orléans
but rural villages where the Left had little influence.
This is not to assert that pressure from below
effected the doctrinal reversal of the French
Communist Party on 27 July 1934 (the date of
the unity of action pact signed by Communists
and Socialists [SFIO]), but there is no question
that the pact presaged the Comintern’s Popular
Front strategy announced at the Seventh Congress
of the Comintern on 25 July 1935.

Georgi Dimitrov (1882–1949), who had
become a hero during his trial on charges of con-
spiracy to burn the Reichstag in Leipzig, was
installed as the new head of the Comintern, coin-
ciding with its new strategy of a ‘‘broad people’s
antifascist front.’’ Fascism was now defined as ‘‘the
open terrorist dictatorship of the most reactionary,
chauvinistic and most imperialist elements of
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finance capital.’’ The election of the Popular Front
government in France in May 1936 cemented the
alliance of the Left, increasing Communist repre-
sentation in Parliament sevenfold and giving the
Socialists 146 (from 97) seats. Conversely, tensions
between industrial workers and the government of
Leon Blum (1872–1950) during the 1936 strike
wave and the overweening presence of
Communists in the national antifascist organiza-
tions alienated local antifascists and caused a rapid
decline in the grassroots movement.

German Social Democrats and communists in
exile failed to produce a united front, but there were
figures on both sides, including Willi Münzenberg
and the Social Democrat Rudolf Breitscheid,
who sought such an alliance. Münzenberg and his
lieutenant, the talented Otto Katz, orchestrated

spectacular international antifascist campaigns, cul-
tural congresses, and committees to free Ernst
Thälmann (who was imprisoned as a left-wing oppo-
nent of the regime). But the communists by no
means dominated these genuinely mass campaigns.
A comparison of communist and noncommunist pub-
lications among German exiles reveals that bourgeois-
liberal writers published three times more than their
communist colleagues. Antifascist culture in the
1930s was characterized by social inclusivity, politi-
cal flexibility, and ideological imprecision, especially
in defining who or what was ‘‘fascist.’’

Popular Front organizations embraced antifas-
cists great and small, from commanding intellectual
figures like Romain Rolland, André Gide, and
Heinrich Mann, to the rank and file who attended
Soviet dance recitals, lectures by the Archbishop of

The body of Carlo Rosselli, 9 June 1937. One of the most prominent antifascist intellectuals and the founder of the Justice and

Liberty organization, Rosselli was murdered by fascist operatives while in exile in France. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Canterbury, or tea parties for Spain. Such innocu-
ous activities frequently masked uncritical admira-
tion for the Soviet Union’s achievements and
sometimes even turned a blind eye to its crimes.
But in 1937, at the height of the Spanish civil war,
support for the Soviet Union did not always neces-
sarily entail an embrace of communism, nor did it
always mean a rejection of liberalism. ‘‘For us in the
1930s,’’ historian George Mosse recalled, ‘‘antifas-
cism was both a political and cultural movement in
its own right, and one could join the movement,
admire the Soviet Union for its lonely stand against
appeasement, and yet reject Communism and
Bolshevism as systems as well as for their materialist
views of history.’’

Antifascism was a complex mix of ideas,
images, and symbols that ultimately divided the
world into two hostile camps, and subordinated
all political judgment to a Manichaean logic. In
the struggle between ‘‘fascism’’ and its enemies,
there could be no middle ground, no neutral space,
and no noncombatants in a world divided between
the forces of progress and decline, the friends and
enemies of culture and civilization. The historian
Richard Cobb, who lived in Paris during the
1930s, recalled that ‘‘France was living through a
moral and mental civil war . . . one had to choose
between fascism and fellow traveling.’’

Not unconnected to its friend-enemy logic was
the antifascist myth of ‘‘virile innocence,’’ especially
concerning masculine heroes. ‘‘Better the widow of
a hero than the wife of a coward’’ was an oft-
repeated slogan. The centerpiece of the myth of
heroic innocence was the Brown Book of the
Reichstag Fire (1933), one of the all-time bestsellers
of world communism, ‘‘the Bible of the antifascist
crusade.’’ It offered a picture of the Nazi regime that
not only masked the real defeat, but that became all
too familiar: a regime devoid of popular support,
resting on terror, conspiracy, and arson, orche-
strated by a band of ‘‘feminized’’ homosexual degen
erates, dope-fiends, torturers, and corrupt officials.

Many of the international volunteers who
arrived in Spain during the heyday of antifascism
during the Spanish civil war (1936–1939) truly felt
that they belonged not to a nation or class, nor to a
party or a movement, nor a doctrine or a metaphy-
sics, but to a common humanity whose adherents
all spoke the same Spartan language, shared the

same sacrifices, and were engaged in the same
redemption of the world. The writer Milton
Wolff, who joined the Abraham Lincoln Brigade
composed of 3,000 American volunteers, wrote of
his ‘‘Spanish Lesson’’: ‘‘He went to Spain in 1936
because he was an antifascist. He felt, although he
did not know for sure, that if fascism were not
stopped in Spain, it would sweep the world. He
did not know beforehand what he was going to do
when he got to Spain. Certainly he did not know
anything about fighting or killing or dying; but he
was a volunteer. In Spain he met a people who lived,
slept and ate antifascism, who never tired of doing
something about it.’’ This rhetoric of innocence and
the innocence of antifascist rhetoric may explain why
antifascism remained so pure in the memory of its
veterans. As George Orwell wrote in his classic
Homage to Catalonia (1938), those illusions were
in truth the correct ‘‘anti-Fascist’’ attitude that had
been carefully disseminated largely in order to pre-
vent people from grasping the real political nature of
the civil war within the civil war.

For opponents of Hitler, the news of the non-
aggression pact signed between Foreign Ministers
Vyacheslav Molotov and Joachim von Ribbentrop
on 23 August 1939 was a devastating blow. Though
Stalin had already begun to withdraw from the
Spanish conflict, though explorations of a possible
rapprochement with Hitler continued throughout
1937, and though the British and French alliance
never materialized, no one anticipated what simply
seemed inconceivable. While the majority of com-
munists quickly knuckled under and abandoned
antifascism to pro-Sovietism, a minority of dissident
intellectuals like Münzenberg, Manés Sperber,
Arthur Koestler, Gustav Regler, Ignazio Silone,
and Hans Sahl, broke ranks in order to remain anti-
fascists. Forced to choose between loyalty to com-
munism and opposition to Hitler, these writers
understood that the ‘‘Machiavellian powers,’’ as
Sperber called them, had struck up a totalitarian
alliance. Even the word fascist disappeared from
the communist lexicon.

If the Hitler-Stalin pact all but destroyed the
hopes of European antifascism, the invasion of the
Soviet Union on 21 June 1941 partially revived
them. But it is mistaken to assume the wartime policy
of the Comintern, which was dissolved in May 1943,
resumed the antifascist discourse of the Popular
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Front era. Rather, Stalin rejected the idea that the
Nazi-Soviet conflict was a ‘‘general anti-fascist war’’
and instead supported the creation of broad
‘‘national fronts’’ of all forces willing to oppose the
Germans (with whom a separate peace might still be
concluded). In the Soviet Union, ‘‘the great patrio-
tic war’’ remained the national symbol and the
national myth, even after communism’s collapse.

ANTIFASCISM AFTER FASCISM

After World War II, antifascism became a ‘‘founda-
tional myth’’ of the newly created ‘‘People’s
Republics’’ throughout Eastern Europe. What this
meant was that Soviet rule could be cemented by
celebrating the latter’s victory over ‘‘fascism,’’ while
the abolition of private property could be justified
by vigilance against ‘‘imperialism’’ and ‘‘militar-
ism’’—which during the Cold War meant West
Germany and the United States. The new, postfas-
cist German Democratic Republic (GDR) was built
on a complex structure of legitimating myths, first
and foremost that the German Communist Party
had led a popular antifascist resistance movement
against National Socialism that ultimately had
resulted in the creation of the GDR. Antifascism
was colored by its highly clichéd veneration of the
heroes of the resistance, by the blood sacrifice of
the Soviet Union, and by the martyrs whose noble
deeds provided the basis for school textbooks,
memorials, and rituals. Ernst Thälmann, the leader
of the Communist Party who was imprisoned by
Hitler in 1933 and died in Buchenwald concentra-
tion camp in 1944, was the object of an official
sanctification that included countless poems,
books, and films. More concretely, the antifascist
German state dispensed broad amnesty and rehabi-
litation for the mass of former Nazi Party members
and fellow travelers. The antifascist narrative
allowed mass popular support for the Nazi Party
and Hitler to be swept under the rug while the
population could be collectively ‘‘immunized’’
against any association with the recently defeated
Nazi regime. Collective memory in the GDR was
‘‘staged,’’ ‘‘ritualized,’’ and censored to present
only the most schematic and authorized version
of the history of antifascism. Especially during the
1950s, the German Communist Party was por-
trayed as the only leading and organized force of
the antifascist resistance within Germany. The offi-
cially sanctioned history of German communism

failed (despite its eight bulky volumes) to mention
the key figures of German antifascism who had
fallen into disrepute, such as Münzenberg, and of
course avoided any reference to the nearly three
thousand German exiles who disappeared during
Stalin’s purges in the USSR.

Biography, in the Stalinist and post-Stalinist
era, was destiny. The creation (and re-creation) of
a curriculum vitae that included the ‘‘correct’’ anti-
fascist past and the right landmarks of a personal
itinerary was a sine qua non for success among the
Party elite. The creation of a state-sanctioned myth
of antifascism often produced collisions with the
actual individuals and groups that had taken part
in the very struggles so sanctimoniously comme-
morated. Among these, veterans of the Spanish civil
war, though officially enshrined in the pantheon of
heroes, were in fact frequently considered a major
threat to official memory. Their familiarity with—
indeed participation in—the military police in Spain,
the repression of anarchists and the ‘‘Trotskyite’’
Marxist Party of Unification (POUM), and knowl-
edge of what the writer Bodo Uhse called ‘‘the
arrests over there’’ (in the Soviet Union), produced
profound distrust among the party cadre. The
Organization of Those Persecuted by the Nazi
Regime (VVN) was abruptly dissolved in 1953
because of constant friction between its members
and the GDR regime. Some members of another
highly venerated group, the communist function-
aries that had been interned in concentration
camps like Buchenwald, were later revealed to have
engaged in highly questionable behavior as ‘‘red
Capos’’ (camp police). However, the experience of
internment, Soviet exile, or Western exile did not
lead to greater doubt among party members but
instead reinforced loyalty to the cause and heigh-
tened distrust of comrades who might betray it.

From the outset, citizens who had taken part in
the active ‘‘struggle against fascism’’ were given a
higher standing in the official and administrative
hierarchy of the GDR than those, like Jewish sur-
vivors of the Holocaust (or Jehovah’s Witnesses),
who were only reluctantly designated ‘‘victims of
fascism.’’ Ideological conformity was strictly enfor-
ced and communists who had spent time in the
West came under suspicion. By the mid 1950s, the
most prominent left-wing Jewish intellectuals—
the philosopher Ernst Bloch, the literary critic Hans
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Mayer, and the publicist Alfred Kantorowicz, who

had voluntarily returned to the GDR—had gone

over to the West. Beginning in 1948 and 1949, the

Soviet Union inaugurated a campaign against prom-

inent Jewish figures, beginning with the murder of

the actor Solomon Mikhoels, a world-renowned

figure in the Jewish Antifascist Committee. In

August 1952, fifteen Soviet Jews, including five

prominent Yiddish writers and poets, were secretly

tried and executed for capital offenses, including

treason, espionage, and bourgeois nationalism.

In December of that year, the former Secretary

General of the Czech Communist Party, Rudolf

Salzmann Slansky, and thirteen others (including

eleven Jews) were convicted of espionage in

Prague. In 1951 the preparations began for an

‘‘anticosmopolitan’’ (a euphemism for anti-Semitic)

trial in the GDR centering on Paul Merker, a mem-

ber of the central committee of the Sozialistischen

Einheitspartei Deutschlands (SED) who had been in

exile in Mexico. Though the trial never took place

due to Stalin’s death, Merker was accused of being

an agent of ‘‘imperialist intelligence’’ and

‘‘Zionism’’ for having written that the Jews should

be compensated for their suffering at the hands of

the Germans. The purges were a turning point in

the East German attitude toward the Holocaust and

Nazi anti-Semitism. Despite a few exceptions like

Jurek Becker’s novel Jacob the Liar (1969), the

Holocaust remained a virtually taboo subject until

the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989.

Official antifascism created a cult of state-

sanctioned nostalgia and ex post facto legitimacy.

Even the erection of the Berlin Wall in 1961

was justified as an ‘‘antifascist protective wall.’’

Ironically, the institutionalized memory of antifas-

cism not only disavowed the mass extermination of

the Jews, the mass extermination of the Jews was a

subject that transcended the ‘‘eternal’’ struggle

between communism and fascism and thus threat-

ened to destabilize the state ideology. Despite the

efforts of well-intentioned scholars and contempor-

aries to disentangle authentic antifascist memory

from the official rituals of state policy after 1989,

the two were so entwined that not even the most

careful craftsmanship could untie them. This is per-

haps true of antifascism in the broader sense: though

not all antifascists were implicated in communism

and its crimes, antifascism as an ideology and as state

sanctioned memory could not be entirely dissociated
from them.

See also Anticommunism; Communism; Fascism;
Molotov-Von Ribbentrop Pact.
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Büttner and Angelika Voß. Hamburg, Germany, 1995.

Koch, Stephen. Double Lives: Spies and Writers in the Secret
Soviet War of Ideas Against the West. New York, 1994.

Koenen, Gerd. ‘‘Causal Nexus? Toward a Real History of
Anti-Fascism and Anti-Bolshevism.’’ Telos 114 (winter
1999): 49–67.

Koestler, Arthur. The Invisible Writing. New York, 1984.

Kriegel, Annie. ‘‘Sur l’antifascisme.’’ Commentaire 50
(1990): 15–37.

112 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

A N T I F A S C I S M



McLellan, Josie. Antifascism and Memory in East Germany:
Remembering the International Brigades, 1945–1989.
Oxford, U.K., 2004.

Mosse, George L. Confronting History: A Memoir.
Madison, Wis., 2000.

Nolan, Mary. ‘‘Antifascism under Fascism: German Visions
and Voices.’’ New German Critique 67 (winter 1996):
33–55.

Nothnagle, Alan L. Building the East German Myth:
Historical Mythology and Youth Propaganda in the
German Democratic Republic, 1945–1989. Ann Arbor,
Mich., 1999.

Orwell, George. Homage to Catalonia. New York, 1952.
Reprint, New York, 1980.

Oosterhuis, Harry. ‘‘The ‘Jews’ of the Antifascist Left:
Homosexuality and Socialist Resistance to Nazism.’’
Journal of Homosexuality 29, nos. 2/3 (1995): 227–257.

Payne, Stanley. ‘‘Soviet Anti-Fascism: Theory and Practice,
1921–1945.’’ Totalitarian Movements and Political
Religions 4, no. 2 (autumn 2003): 1–62.

Pugliese, Stanislao G. Fascism, Anti-fascism, and the Resis
tance in Italy: 1919 to the Present. Lanham, Md., 2004.

Regler, Gustav. The Owl of Minerva: The Autobiography of
Gustav Regler. Translated by Norman Denny. New
York, 1959.

Rubenstein, Joshua, and Valdimir P. Naumov, eds. Stalin’s
Secret Pogrom: The Postwar Inquisition of the Jewish
Anti-Fascist Committee. Translated by Laura Ester
Wolfson. New Haven, Conn., 2001.

Sperber, Manés. Until My Eyes Are Closed with Shards.
Translated by Harry Zohn. New York, 1994.

Thorez, Maurice. Son of the People. London, 1938.

Traverso, Enzo. ‘‘Intellectuals and Anti-Fascism: For a
Critical Historicization.’’ New Politics 9, no. 4 (winter
2004): 91– 103.

Wolff, Milton. ‘‘Spanish Lesson.’’ In Heart of Spain, edited
by Alvah Bessie. New York, 1952.

ANSON RABINBACH

n

ANTI-SEMITISM. In the second half of the
nineteenth century, more and more European
countries enacted first-time legislation protecting
Jewish rights. Despite this formal emancipation,
the product of rising liberalism, Jews of the fin de
siècle were confronted with a vigorous revival of
anti-Semitism. Christian anti-Judaism, which was
primarily religious in inspiration, had never been
entirely free of racist tendencies. But around the

turn of the century the racial component of Jew
hatred started playing a more pronounced role and
developed into the most important feature of mod-
ern anti-Semitism.

With the aid of social Darwinist and pseudo-
biological arguments, anti-Semites began to view
Jews as a distinct ‘‘race,’’ which not even baptism
could change. Whether a person had ancestors who
belonged to the Jewish religion was key. If so, then
Jewish identity was established for all time.
Nationalists especially, who regarded Jews as a
‘‘state within a state,’’ seized upon this biological
weltanschauung to place Jews outside society.

In addition to the attempt to forge a ‘‘national
identity,’’ anti-Semites and anti-Semitic movements
also used Jews as a screen on which to project their
own anxieties. Jews represented the negative aspects
of urbanization and industrialization and were
regarded as champions of liberalism, capitalism,
materialism, socialism, and above all bolshevism.
Both aspects, the attempt to artificially create a
national identity and the desire to construct an
explanatory model for intractable social problems,
again and again played a major role, alone or in
combination, in twentieth-century anti-Semitism.

BOLSHEVISM AND ANTI-SEMITISM

The October Revolution of 1917 and the seizure
of power by the Bolsheviks in Russia sent shock-
waves around the world. Many feared political
instability and economic loss. During World War
I, on 30 August 1918, the Dutch diplomat Willem
Jacob Oudendijk, the individual charged by the
British with negotiating the evacuation of Britain’s
subjects from revolutionary Russia, declared:

I consider that the immediate suppression of
Bolshevism is the greatest issue now before the
world, not even excluding the war which is still
raging, and unless . . . Bolshevism is nipped in the
bud immediately it is bound to spread in one form
or another over Europe and the whole world as it
is organised and worked by Jews who have no
nationality, and whose one object is to destroy
for their own ends the existing order of things.
The only manner in which this danger could be
averted would be collective action on the part of
all powers. (‘‘Withdrawal of Missions and
Consuls,’’ pp. 678–679)

The notion that bolshevism was ‘‘Jewish’’ was
shared in the highest places. On 8 February 1920
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Winston Churchill argued, in an article titled
‘‘Zionism versus Bolshevism’’ in the Illustrated
Sunday Herald, that Jews were behind world revo-
lutions everywhere:

This movement among the Jews is not new. From
the days of Spartacus-Weishaupt [the Illuminati
founder Adam Weishaupt] to those of Karl
Marx, and down to Trotsky (Russia), Bela Kun
(Hungary), Rosa Luxembourg [sic](Germany),
and Emma Goldman (United States), this world-
wide conspiracy for the overthrow of civilisation
and for the reconstitution of society on the basis
of arrested development, of envious malevolence,
and impossible equality, has been steadily
growing. . . . It has been the mainspring of every
subversive movement during the Nineteenth
Century, and now at last this band of extraordi-
nary personalities from the underworld of the great
cities of Europe and America have gripped the
Russian people by the hair of their heads and have
become practically the undisputed masters of that
enormous empire.

It is not surprising that the revolution held a
strong appeal for parts of the Jewish population of
tsarist Russia. Around the turn of the century some
5.2 million Jews lived there, accounting for 4.1
percent of Russia’s population and almost half
the world’s Jews. They were the most oppressed
population group in the tsarist empire, and the
Bolsheviks initially presented themselves as a radical
movement of emancipation. Jews were not the
only ones to be so attracted. Other ethnic and
national groups, such as Poles and Georgians, for
example, were also ‘‘overrepresented’’ among the
Bolsheviks.

The identification of bolshevism with Jewry is
inaccurate: there were even more Jews among the
Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries than among
the Bolsheviks. As well, Jews could be found
among the staunchest opponents of bolshevism.
It was a Jewish woman, the Social Revolutionary
Fanya Kaplan, whose attempted assassination of
Vladimir Ilich Lenin on 30 August 1918 left the
Bolshevik leader seriously wounded. On the same
day, another Jewish Social Revolutionary, the
student Leonid Kannegisser, succeeded in killing
Moisei Uritsky, the Petrograd chief of the
Bolshevik secret police, the Cheka. Both events
marked the beginning of the Red Terror. The
equation of Jewry with bolshevism is further
refuted by the fact that religious Jews were imme-
diately confronted with the negative aspects of the

revolution. The October Revolution, it is true,
made anti-Semitism a punishable offense. At the
same time, however, the Bolsheviks had declared
a war on religion, thus also on Judaism.

In the period between the two world wars the
whole of Europe saw the rise of nationalist move-
ments that were nearly always anti-Semitic. The
situation was particularly troubling in the newly
created state of Poland (1918), where Jews
accounted for 10 percent of the population. The
frontier established in the Treaty of Riga between
Poland and Russia in March 1921 left 38 percent
of Poland’s population composed of minorities,
with Jews, Ukrainians, White Ruthenians, and
Germans constituting the largest groups. At the
time, Polish nationalists assumed that the integra-
tion of the Slavic Ukrainians and White Russians
could be advanced by means of assimilation; Jews
and Germans, on the other hand, were regarded as
unsuited for integration.

Most Polish politicians were highly unsympa-
thetic toward their minorities and tried to enforce
an ethnically defined national identity. Stanislaw
Grabski, the foreign policy spokesman for the
Polish parliament and later minister of culture,
explained, in a speech in Poznan in 1919: ‘‘We
want to base our relationships on love, but there
is one kind of love for countrymen and another for
aliens. Their percentage among us is definitely too
high. . . . The foreign element will have to see if it
will not be better off elsewhere. Polish land for the
Poles!’’ (Blanke, p. 89).

Both the Polish Catholic Church and the
Camp of National Unity, the government party
created in 1937, pursued aggressively anti-Semitic
policies, and even more so after Hitler’s advent to
power in 1933 and the death of Marshal Józef
Pi�sudski in 1935. August Cardinal Hlond repre-
sented the cold and hostile attitude of the Vatican
vis-à-vis the Jews. His pastoral letter of 1936 called
for an economic boycott of Jewish shops and
defined Jews as ‘‘freethinkers [who] constitute the
vanguard of atheism, Bolshevism, and revolution’’
(Lendvai, p. 213).

The avowed aim of Polish nationalists was the
expulsion of all Jews from Poland because in their
eyes Jews could not be Poles. In 1938 the Polish
ambassador to Germany, Józef Lipski, reporting a
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conversation he had had with Hitler, told Józef
Beck, the Polish minister of foreign affairs: ‘‘That
he [Hitler] has in mind an idea for settling the
Jewish problem by way of emigration to the colo-
nies in accordance with an understanding with
Poland, Hungary, and possibly also Romania (at
which point I told him that if he finds such a
solution we will erect him a beautiful monument
in Warsaw)’’ (Lipski, p. 411).

WEIMAR GERMANY

In the eyes of German nationalists, Jews, who
comprised less than 1 percent of Germany’s popu-
lation, became the scapegoats for the lost war and
the ensuing economic misery. The Spartacist
uprising that broke out in Berlin in 1919 under
the leadership of Karl Liebknecht (who was not
Jewish) and Rosa Luxemburg only served to rein-
force this perception. It quickly became clear that
this revolt, like those of the other council repub-
lics (Räterepubliken) that had been proclaimed in
the revolutionary year of 1919, was doomed to
fail. German revanchist elements however, imme-
diately seized upon this opportunity to agitate
against ‘‘Jewish bolshevism.’’

But not only the council republics were seen as
‘‘Jewish.’’ According to Germany’s nationalists, the
Weimar Republic, proclaimed on 9 November
1918, was also a ‘‘Jewish republic.’’ On 24 June
1922 Walther Rathenau, Germany’s foreign minis-
ter, was assassinated by members of one of the
Freikorps. In World War I, Rathenau, himself an
ardent nationalist, had been in charge of the
German war economy. Nonetheless, many regarded
him as a ‘‘Jewish politician favoring appeasement’’
(‘‘jüdischer Erfüllungspolitiker’’) who had betrayed
Germany to the Allies. This murder marked a turn-
ing point in the political anti-Semitism of Germany,
which from then on became increasingly more
aggressive.

In the Weimar Republic, anti-Semitism did not
only come from the right but also from the left. The
Kommunistische Partei Deutschland (KPD,
Communist Party of Germany) was not a party with
an anti-Semitic worldview. On the contrary, until
the November pogroms of 1938 it hardly paid any
attention to the ‘‘Jewish Question.’’ But in its
attempt to attract the votes of workers and the petty
bourgeoisie, the party did make use of anti-Jewish

stereotypes by linking capitalism and Jewry. Oft-
heard epithets were ‘‘stock market Jews,’’ ‘‘Jewish
finance capital,’’ ‘‘Jewish racketeers,’’ or ‘‘Jewish
jobbers’’ (Haury, p. 282; author’s translation).

An intense struggle took place in the Weimar
Republic between the National Socialists (NSDAP)
and the KPD to win over the proletariat and the
middle classes. This struggle was carried on with
variable success. Already in Mein Kampf, his auto-
biography and political manifesto, which was pub-
lished in two volumes in 1925 and 1927, Adolf
Hitler had written with satisfaction that from the
very early years of the NSDAP ‘‘tens of thousands
of Marxists were induced to make their way back to
the Volksgemeinschaft [the folk community] to
become fighters for an imminent and free German
Reich’’ (vol. 2, p. 557; author’s translation).

The nationalistically tinged anticapitalism of
the Communist Party also made it easier for
National Socialists to form temporary alliances with
the KPD. The first time this came about was in the
so-called Schlageter course. Launched in 1923 by
the Comintern (Communist International) func-
tionary Karl Radek, the Schlageter course was an
attempt to wrest control of nationalistic feelings.

Albert Leo Schlageter had fought with the
right-wing Freikorps. Charged with engaging in
sabotage by the French occupying force, he was
sentenced to death and executed on 26 May
1923. Karl Radek was a member of the presidium
of the Executive Committee of the Comintern in
charge of KPD’s political instruction. On 20 June
1923, at a plenary session of the committee, Radek
praised Schlageter as a ‘‘martyr to German nation-
alism’’ and a ‘‘courageous soldier of the counter-
revolution.’’ Radek, who was Jewish, declared: ‘‘If
the people matters to the nation, then the nation
will matter to the people.’’

This nationalist course reached its high point
with an address by the KPD official Ruth Fischer to
students on 25 July 1923. Fischer, herself of Jewish
ancestry, proclaimed, with regard to Schlageter’s
death:

You are protesting against Jewish capitalism, gen-
tlemen? Whoever protests against Jewish capital-
ism, gentlemen, is already a class warrior, whether
he knows it or not. You are against Jewish capital
and want to bring down the stock exchange
jobbers. That’s all right. Stamp on the Jewish
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capitalists, string them up from the lampposts,
trample them underfoot. But, gentlemen, what
do you think of major capitalists like Stinnes,
Klöckner . . . ? (Haury, p. 283)

The KPD pursued an aggressive anticapitalist
course that made no distinction between Jewish
and non-Jewish capital on the one hand, but on
the other did exploit anti-Semitic stereotypes. The
Schlageter course lasted only a few months and was
abandoned for the sake of Soviet foreign policy.

THE THIRD REICH

The alliances between the NSDAP and the KPD
were short-lived and exclusively tactical in nature.
With the Nazi assumption of power in 1933,
German society was subjected to totalitarian con-
trol, and thousands of communists promptly dis-
appeared into the concentration camps.

National Socialists endeavored to create an eth-
nically homogeneous nation by exploiting late-
nineteenth-century racist thinking. Point four of
the party program of the NSDAP of 24 February
1920 stated, unequivocally, that Jews could not
be Germans: ‘‘None but members of the nation
[Volksgenossen] may be citizens. None but those of
German blood, whatever their creed, may be members
of the nation. No Jew, therefore, may be a member
of the nation’’ (author’s translation). The National
Socialists increasingly began referring to Jews as
‘‘bacillus,’’ ‘‘bacteria,’’ ‘‘parasites,’’ or ‘‘poison.’’

Hitler’s anti-Semitism was motivated not only
by racism, antibolshevism, and anticapitalism; he
also construed a connection with Christian anti-
Semitism. In Mein Kampf he asserted:

If, with the help of his Marxist creed, the Jew is
victorious over the peoples of this world, his
crown will be the dance of death of humanity
and this planet will, as it did millions of years
ago, move through the ether devoid of men.
Eternal Nature inexorably avenges the infringe-
ment of her commands. Hence today I believe
that I am acting in accordance with the will of
the Almighty Creator: by defending myself against
the Jew, I am fighting for the work of the Lord.
(pp. 69–70)

Shortly after Hitler came to power, legislation
was enacted excluding Jews from society. This leg-
islation, which the overwhelming majority of the
German population did nothing to protest, would
become the immediate prelude to a genocide of
unprecedented magnitude.

The Nuremberg Law for the Protection of
German Blood and Honor banning marriage

between Jews and non-Jews was passed on 15

September 1935. A November supplementary

decree to the Reich Citizenship Law stated that

all Jews, including quarter- and half-Jews, were no

longer citizens of the Reich but Staatsangehörige
(subjects of the state). The law deprived Jews of
their basic rights as citizens, including the right to

vote, and in 1936 Jews were excluded from all

professional jobs.

During the night of 9–10 November 1938, the

SS and the mob went on a rampage throughout

Germany, Austria, and Sudetenland, attacking Jews

wherever they could find them. During this

so-called Kristallnacht, or the ‘‘Night of Broken

Glass,’’ hundreds of synagogues were destroyed
and set on fire, thousands of Jewish residences

and stores vandalized and looted. At least ninety-

one people were murdered and many were

mistreated. In the days thereafter more than thirty

thousand male Jews were rounded up by the

Gestapo and the SS and interned in the concen-

tration camps of Buchenwald, Dachau, and

Sachsenhausen. Most of them were only let go after
they had signed a statement declaring themselves

prepared to ‘‘emigrate.’’

From Kristallnacht it was but a small step to

the so-called Endlösung der Judenfrage (the final

solution of the Jewish question). Streamlining the

mass murder of millions of Jews was the objective

of the Wannsee Conference, held in Berlin on 20

January 1942 and chaired by Reinhard Heydrich,

one of the main architects of the Holocaust
(Shoah). The number of Jewish lives claimed by

the Shoah has been put at approximately six million

(the number cited by the U.S. Holocaust Memorial

Museum).

It has been said that the history that led up to

the Shoah had by and large been concealed from

the German population. This is only partly true,

not only because regular troops also had been

involved in the preparations for the mass murders
in the east, but more so because Hitler had openly

alluded to the Holocaust early on. Looking back to

World War I, he declared in Mein Kampf, with

regard to what he characterized as a Jewish-led

‘‘Marxist delusion’’:
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If, at the beginning and during the War, twelve or
fifteen thousand of these Hebrews who were cor-
rupting the nation had been forced to submit to
poison-gas, just as hundreds of thousands of our
best German workers from every social stratum
and from every profession had to endure it in the
field, then the millions of sacrifices made at the
front would not have been in vain. On the con-
trary: If twelve thousand of these rogues had been
eliminated in proper time probably the lives of a
million decent men, who would have been of
value to Germany in the future, might have been
saved. (vol. 2, p. 772)

What is more, on 30 January 1939, in a speech
to the Reichstag, he stated: ‘‘If the international
Jewish financiers in and outside Europe should suc-
ceed in plunging the nations once more into a world
war, then the result will not be the Bolshevizing of
the earth, and thus the victory of Jewry, but the
annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe.’’

The Germans began to make good on his
threat almost immediately after the surprise attack
on Poland on 1 September 1939. As of 23
November 1939 all Jews over the age of six had
to wear a Star of David on the left side of their
chest. Thousands of Jews perished at the hands of
Einsatzgruppen in random killings in the open or
died as a consequence of enforced ghettoization.

After the German invasion of the Soviet Union
on 22 June 1941 the Einsatzgruppen went all out.
The principal targets of these mobile killing squads,
which were divided into smaller units called
Einsatzkommandos and Sonderkommandos, were
communist officers, officials, intellectuals, prisoners
of war, Romanies (Gypsies), and Jews. In conjunc-
tion with collaborators and with the assistance of the
Wehrmacht, they murdered approximately 1.5 mil-
lion people, the vast majority of whom were Jews.

Anti-Semitic graffiti on a shop in the Jewish quarter of Vienna, 1938. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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The desire to carry out the murders with greater
efficiency led to the creation of the death camps.
From 1941 to 1942 millions of Jews were being
murdered with industrial methods by gassing in
camps like Auschwitz, Chelmno, Belzec, Treblinka,
Sobibor, and Majdanek. The Shoah was a German
enterprise, but not all of the killers were German.
Willing executioners came forward in Slovakia and
Poland, the Baltic republics, Hungary and Croatia,
Rumania and Ruthenia. In Paul Lendvai’s words,
‘‘clerical and traditional Jew-hatred, economic
jealousy, social protest, and nationalist resentment
all help to explain the powerful current of indiffer-
ence and the absence of any appreciable reaction
when Hitler embarked on the ‘final solution’ of
the Jewish Question in Eastern Europe’’ (p. 64).

In occupied western Europe as well, the
Germans could count on cooperation rooted in
ideological affinity or indifference to the fate of
the Jews. In France the puppet government of
Vichy (1940–1944), presided over by Marshal
Philippe Pétain, an anticommunist and a national
hero, collaborated with Nazi Germany. Jews were
rounded up by the French police and sent to a
transit camp in the Parisian suburb of Drancy, from
which they were deported. In all, 75,000 French
Jews died in the East (Hilberg, p. 339).

In the Netherlands, the Dutch civil service
actively participated in the preparations for the
deportation of Dutch Jewry. After Queen
Wilhelmina and the cabinet fled the country, sev-
eral permanent secretaries approved the ‘‘declara-
tions of Aryan origin.’’ Many Jews were betrayed
by ‘‘ordinary Dutchmen’’ out of greed and person-
al enrichment. It was Dutch policemen who
arrested the Jews. And it was the Dutch military
police that guarded them in the Westerbork transit
camp, from which they were deported to their
deaths by Dutch railroad personnel. In all, one
hundred thousand were murdered.

It is also difficult to maintain that the fate of
the Jewish deportees was completely unknown in
western Europe. Even a girl like Anne Frank, who
lived in hiding, came to believe the worst. In a diary
entry dated 9 October 1942, she writes: ‘‘If even in
Holland it is this bad, how will they live in the far
and barbarian regions where they are being sent?
We assume that most of them will be killed. The
English radio speaks of gassing. Maybe that is after

all the quickest method of dying. I am completely
upset’’ (p. 35).

ANTI-ZIONISM AND ANTI-SEMITISM

Shortly after the Holocaust, Jews were once again
confronted with politically organized anti-Judaism,
this time under the banner of anti-Zionism. In the
1950s purges took place in communist parties
throughout the Eastern bloc. Such purges may be
regarded as pseudo revolutions, the object being
the political control of the population. The author-
ities next fell back on deeply ingrained anti-Jewish
stereotypes. After all, only Jews could be ‘‘Zionists,’’
and all Jews were suspected of ‘‘Zionism.’’ In order
to counter the charge of anti-Semitism the party
cadres declared that they differentiated between
good ‘‘hard working Jews’’ and poisonous ‘‘Jewish
Zionists.’’

Officially Zionism was seen, as Joseph Stalin
put it, as a ‘‘reactionary nationalist current, which
found support in the Jewish bourgeoisie, the intel-
ligentsia and the backward layers of the Jewish
working class. The Zionists attempted to isolate
the Jewish working masses from the common
struggle of the proletariat’’ (p. 364). It was at the
trial of the Hungarian foreign minister László Rajk
in September 1949 that Zionism was first injected
into the accusations against party members. Rajk
was not Jewish but three of his codefendants were,
as was Mátyás Rákosi, the ruthless party leader,
who fondly described himself as ‘‘Stalin’s best
Hungarian disciple.’’

But nowhere in the Eastern bloc was ‘‘anti-
Semitism after Auschwitz’’ more in evidence than
in the eastern part of Germany, where the German
Democratic Republic (GDR) was established under
the auspices of the Soviet Union. From the very
beginning, the East German communists of the
Socialist Unity Party of Germany (SED), recogniz-
ing the necessity of legitimizing their ‘‘antifascist’’
state vis-à-vis the Federal Republic (West Germany),
the allied countries of the Warsaw Pact, and its own
population, embarked on a ‘‘national’’ course. This
accounts for the extremely aggressive character of its
nationalistic, ‘‘anticosmopolitan,’’ and anti-Western
campaigns.

Rudolf Slánský was a Jew and the general secre-
tary of the Communist Party in Czechoslovakia. In
1952 Slánský and his so-called group were accused
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of ‘‘Zionist conspiracy.’’ On 20 December 1952,
the SED issued a proclamation with the ‘‘lessons
from the trial against the group of plotters around
Slánský.’’ In the matter of anti-Jewish stereotypes,
this proclamation showed strong affinities with the
nationalist KPD traditions of the Weimar Republic.
The proclamation contained the following state-
ment from the Central Committee of the SED:

Sailing under the Jewish-nationalistic flag, and
disguised as a Zionist organization and as diplo-
mats of the American vassal government of Israel,
these American agents practiced their trade. The
Morgenthau-Acheson plan which came to light at
the Prague trial makes it abundantly clear that
American imperialism organizes and supports its
espionage and sabotage activities in the People’s
republics via the state of Israel with the assistance
of Zionist organizations. (‘‘Lehren aus dem
Prozess,’’ p. 51; author’s translation)

The same proclamation accused the German
communist Paul Merker of being an agent of
Zionism who acted ‘‘in the same way as the crim-
inals in Czechoslovakia.’’ During his exile in
Mexico between 1942 and 1946, Merker had taken
the fate of the Jews to heart, demanding the
German state pay restitution to Jewish Germans.
The GDR neither acceded to this demand nor
thanked him for his efforts. The proclamation
stated:

It can no longer be doubted that Merker is an
agent of the U.S. financial oligarchy, whose
demand for compensation for Jewish properties
is only designed to infiltrate U.S. financial capital
into Germany. That is the real reason for his
Zionism. . . . He demands the displacement of
German national wealth with the words: ‘‘The
compensation for the harm that has been done
to Jewish citizens will be given both to those
who return and to those who want to stay
abroad.’’ Merker illicitly transformed the maxi-
mum profits squeezed out of German and foreign
workers by monopoly capitalists into alleged
property of the Jewish people. In reality
‘‘Aryanization’’ of this capital merely transferred
the profits of ‘‘Jewish’’ monopoly capitalists to
‘‘Aryan’’ monopoly capitalists. (pp. 55–56)

The Arab-Israeli Six-Day War in June 1967
and the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 by
Soviet, East German, Polish, Hungarian, and
Bulgarian army units marked the beginning of
new anti-Zionist campaigns initiated by Moscow,
East Berlin, and Warsaw. On 6 September 1968
the Nazi hunter Simon Wiesenthal published a

report that demonstrated that the continuities
between the GDR and the Third Reich even
extended to personnel. The official stand of the
entire Eastern bloc during the war was distinctly
pro-Arab and anti-Israel. However, it struck
Wiesenthal that the news service of the GDR was
particularly biased and anti-Israel. Wiesenthal
noticed that the use of words in the press and
propaganda of the GDR deviated from the com-
mentary of other Communist Party–led countries.
Some utterances corresponded literally to remarks
in former National Socialist newspapers and jour-
nals. It did not take very long for it to be confirmed
that some of the regular contributors of the anti-
Israel articles in the East German press were the
same people who had written about the ‘‘Jewish
peril’’ during the Third Reich.

On 14 July 1967, for example, a cartoon
appeared in the Berliner Zeitung, depicting a flying
Moshe Dayan, with his hands stretched out toward
Gaza and Jerusalem. Next to him stood Adolf
Hitler, shown in an advanced state of decomposi-
tion, encouraging Dayan with the words: ‘‘Carry
on, colleague Dayan!’’ It was apparent to
Wiesenthal that there were Nazis on the editorial
staff of several East German newspapers and maga-
zines (Wiesenthal, pp. 20, 26–38).

Despite its antifascist credo, the SED took no
responsibility whatsoever for the German role in
the Holocaust. On the contrary, the East German
population subsequently was declared the victor
and victim of ‘‘fascism,’’ while the Holocaust itself
received scant attention. In this way the GDR was
able to avoid dealing with feelings of guilt. Latent
anti-Jewish feelings were further reinforced by anti-
Zionist campaigns rife with insinuations that Jews
desired to infiltrate, sabotage, and exploit the East
German state.

NATIONAL SOCIALISM AND COMMUNISM:

SIAMESE TWINS?

In the early twenty-first century, overt anti-
Semitism on the part of all authoritative political
and social organizations is strictly taboo and thor-
oughly repudiated. Even so, at the beginning of the
1990s approximately 10 to 25 percent of the popu-
lation in western industrialized countries harbored
anti-Semitic sentiments (Haury, p. 123). The phrase
secondary anti-Semitism came into use to refer to an
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two dictatorships as opposed to their comparison is
highly problematical.

In National Socialism the principle of human
inequality rooted in biology was raised to the level
of dogma. In communism—to judge by its ideol-
ogy, at least—the principle of equality was central.
National Socialism was by definition German
nationalist, whereas communism—again according
to its ideology—was internationalist. Stalinism was
not the essence but the perversion of communism.
In National Socialism, however, doctrine and real-
ity coincided. To put it in the words of the Italian
writer and concentration camp survivor Primo
Levi: ‘‘One can’t imagine Nazism without gas
chambers, but one can imagine Communism with-
out camps.’’

The mass murder perpetrated by National
Socialism was carried out meticulously, dutifully,
‘‘in an orderly fashion,’’ and with industrial meth-
ods. Ideologically this genocide was a mixture
of the rational and irrational. On the one hand,
individuals often were relegated to the status of
Untermenschen—subhumans—and employed as
slave labor in German industries. On the other
hand, they were the victims of a deeply antimodern
irrationalism, a perverse nationalism, and a unique
racial delusion whose roots stretched back to the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Both the
quantity and the quality of National Socialism’s
organized mass murder made the Third Reich
unique, despite similarities with Stalin’s Soviet
Union—all the more so because Hitler’s assump-
tion of power was legitimized by the electorate.

The views of Nolte and others not only were of
historiographical interest but also served a political
goal. In order to create a ‘‘post-Auschwitz national
identity,’’ Nolte and his sympathizers strove to
‘‘neutralize’’ Auschwitz by placing the Third Reich
and Stalinism in the same box. Once accepted, it
then becomes easier to take up the ‘‘Jewish part’’ in
bolshevism. Taking it one step further, Nolte
reasoned that it might be legitimate to argue that
Hitler was entitled to intern German Jews as prison-
ers of war: had not Chaim Weizmann announced in
September 1939 that Jews all over the world would
fight on the side of England?

The assertion that National Socialism and com-
munism were Siamese twins also sparked fierce

discussions in France. There, the Black Book of
Communism (Livre noir du communisme) by the
ex-Maoist Stéphane Courtois, appeared in 1997. In
it, the author concluded: ‘‘But the intransigent
facts demonstrate that Communist regimes have
victimized approximately 100 million people in
contrast to the approximately 25 million victims
of the Nazis’’ (p. 15). Courtois’s opponents argued
that this ‘‘history with a calculator’’ drew an inac-
curate picture, inasmuch as executions, deliberate
or accidental famines, along with epidemics were
added up without differentiating among them.
Moreover, many found that a comparison between
communism and capitalism would have provided a
more realistic picture than that between commun-
ism and National Socialism.

Nowhere in western Europe, however, was the
political exploitation of the equation of commu-
nism and National Socialism more pronounced
than in Germany. As a result of German unification
in 1990, the country not only had to confront the
legacy of East German communism; the unification
also affected the way in which people started look-
ing at the National Socialist past.

In January 2004 the vice president of the
Central Council of Jews in Germany, Dr. Salomon
Korn, ceased collaborating with the Stiftung
Sächsische Gedenkstätten, the Saxon government
agency that deals with the reconstitution of camps
into museums. First used by the Nazis, some of
these former concentration camps were subsequently
taken over by the Soviet Union and the East German
authorities. Korn was protesting the policy of
implied moral equivalence that treated the political
prisoners of the GDR and people persecuted by the
Nazis as though they were the same. Some East
German officials seemed to regard the Soviet
Russian occupation of East Germany as a punish-
ment for ‘‘Auschwitz,’’ a punishment that might be
said to have ended with the unification of the two
Germanys. Korn even spoke about a ‘‘renationaliza-
tion’’ of public commemorative policies.

Many agreed with Korn that the politics of
equating communism, including its GDR variant,
with National Socialism had started immediately
after the fall of the Berlin Wall. As early as 1991,
for example, a special brochure issued by the
camp museum in Sachsenhausen near Berlin stated:
‘‘Sachsenhausen is first and foremost the scene of

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 121

A N T I - S E M I T I S M



National Socialist and SS crimes; but it is also a
place where crimes were committed in the name of
another ideology, with no less inexorable conse-
quences. The creed of National Socialism and of
communism was the same: the opponent must be
destroyed.’’

Encouraged by an international climate in
which the Third Reich was being equated with
communism, the German Christian Democratic
politician Martin Hohmann went one up on Ernst
Nolte in breaking a taboo. Amid the celebrations of
German Unity Day, 3 October 2003, he insinuated
that Jews could just as well be regarded as a
‘‘nation of perpetrators’’ (Tätervolk) as Germans.
After all, he argued, in the first phase of the Russian
Revolution, which cost the lives of millions of
people, many Jews were involved in terrorist
activities.

Like Nolte, Hohmann attempted to articulate
a post-Auschwitz national identity that, along
with its anti-Semitic undertones, could be derived
from the equation ‘‘communism equals National
Socialism.’’ With this it became much simpler to
point to ‘‘Jewish guilt’’ and ‘‘national victimiza-
tion.’’ Vigorous protests and intense media atten-
tion in Germany led to Hohmann’s expulsion from
the party, but it was nonetheless clear that a con-
siderable minority supported his views.

In the early twenty-first century such view-
points can be found in many postcommunist coun-
tries in central and eastern Europe, where they are
extremely popular and politically acceptable. Soviet
rule and the struggle for national independence
often are the main topics of history and politics.
The German occupation, collaboration, and the
Holocaust are treated as occurrences of secondary
importance, while much of the criticism is directed
at bolshevism, which continues to be associated
with Jewry. This is especially true for the Baltic
states, Poland, and Ukraine.

The president of Estonia, Arnold Rüütel, in
2005 refused to attend the commemorations of
the sixtieth anniversary celebrations of the end
of World War II in Moscow. He declared that we
must do everything to see to it that the Holocaust
and the ‘‘Holodomor,’’ that is, the ‘‘Great Famine-
Genocide’’ perpetrated by Stalin in the 1930s on
the rural population of Ukraine, will never be

repeated. Vaira Vike-Freiberga, the president of
Latvia, did commemorate the Holocaust but at
the same time lionized the men from Latvia who
were ‘‘abused as cannon fodder’’ in the Waffen-SS.
These soldiers are widely honored as national resis-
tance fighters against bolshevism.

National conservative and New Right politi-
cians throughout Europe applaud the equation of
National Socialism and bolshevism. It remains to
be seen, however, whether such a ‘‘positively dif-
ferentiated’’ perception of anticommunist and anti-
Semitic nationalists in the interbellum will not lead
to increased anti-Semitism.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Babi Yar; Concentration
Camps; Einsatzgruppen; Frank, Anne; Genocide;
Holocaust; Kristallnacht; Nuremberg Laws;
Slánský Trial; Warsaw Ghetto; Wiesenthal, Simon;
Zionism.
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ANTONESCU, ION. See Romania.

n

ANZIO, BATTLE OF. If good inter-Allied
planning and operational clarity were the harbin-
gers of victory in Normandy, then it is chilling to
reflect that they were absent from the contempor-
ary Allied effort in the Mediterranean. Anzio has
since become a byword for the near-failure of a
promising amphibious landing. At the time, the
consequences for the Italian campaign were grave,
but it should also be borne in mind that Operation
Shingle, the plan to land the U.S. Sixth Army
Corps from the sea at Anzio, was launched in
January 1944, four and a-half months before
Operation Overlord in Normandy, where failure
was not an option for the Anglo-American force.
In 1944 Anzio was a small fishing village on the
western Italian coast thirty-five miles due south of
Rome and sixty miles behind the fighting lines,
which ranged west to east across the Italian alps,
centered on Monte Cassino.

The campaign stemmed from the feeling that
by winter 1943 the Allied campaign in Italy had
fallen far short of expectations. Both Lieutenant
General Mark W. Clark’s U.S. Fifth Army on the
west coast and General Bernard L. Montgomery’s
British Eighth Army in the east had been fought to
a standstill on the Gustav Line, in difficult terrain
and atrocious weather. In a landscape that was a
gift to its defenders, their battle-hardened German
opponents proved especially stubborn, led by ener-
getic and able commanders. The Allied advance
stalled along a range of hills that dominated the
approach up the Liri Valley to Rome. Although by
no means the tallest of the hills, Monte Cassino
with its associated abbey proved the linchpin of the
German defensive system; the cratered landscape
and shattered dwellings added to the Axis advan-
tage, proving impassable to Allied vehicles, and
allowing only foot soldiers and mules. With no
means of outflanking the German defenders, the
Allies turned to frontal assault, little realizing that
the nature and duration of the fighting would
match the worst experiences of the World War I
western front. It was to outflank the Cassino defend-
ers by sea and (possibly) seize Rome that Shingle
was devised.

Generals Mark Clark and Harold Alexander, the
Allied Fifteenth Army Group commander, had ear-
lier discussed seaborne assaults as a way of turning
German defense lines (as Patton had tried on a smal-
ler scale in Sicily the previous August), and Clark had
established his own amphibious-operations planning
staff. Sideshows of this nature were exhaustively
championed by Winston Churchill to the irritation
of his military advisors, but by mid-December 1943
the necessary landing craft were already earmarked
for the Normandy invasion and a simultaneous land-
ing in southern France (Operation Dragoon, even-
tually delayed to August 1944), so the operational
aim of another Italian seaborne assault had to be
clear and the case overwhelmingly convincing; this
was neither.

The attack, launched by nearly four hundred
ships and assault craft, was designed to stretch the
defenders at Cassino by diverting much-needed
reserves to block an invasion to their rear. When
Major General John P. Lucas’s Anglo-American
Sixth Corps landed on 22 January 1944, it
achieved complete surprise. The British First
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Division landed unopposed northwest of Anzio,
the U.S. Third Division at Nettuno, to the east,
and Anzio with its handy deep-water port was
taken by U.S. Rangers. Within forty-eight hours
Lucas had secured a beachhead seven miles deep,
yet he was unsure what to do with his success.
Clark’s orders were to secure the beachhead, then
advance to the Alban Hills—visible in the distance
from the port—beyond which beckoned Rome,
just thirty-five miles distant. Recalling the bloody
landings at Salerno in September 1943, Clark
warned Lucas privately not to stick his neck out
and overextend his forces.

Alas for him, Lucas faced Albert Kesselring, a
Luftwaffe field marshal with an unusually sure hand
at land warfare, who did not oblige by pulling men
back from Cassino as hoped but ordered his
Fourteenth Army (under General von Mackensen)
to counterattack with shock and speed. By the end
of January, Mackensen had four divisions, a tank
regiment, and two hundred guns in the area while
the Luftwaffe achieved air parity, bombing every
night. The flat open terrain beyond Anzio became
the scene of vicious fighting, with every yard of
the ground disputed and covered by German
artillery. Both sides used dried river beds as make-
shift trenches in what became a brief rerun of the
World War I western front. Forewarned by intelli-
gence from the British Ultra project just before-
hand, a series of German attacks culminated in a
near breakthrough, but by early April it was clear
that fighting had reached an attritional stalemate.
On 22 February Clark (at Alexander’s urging)
replaced Lucas with his deputy Truscott,
Alexander describing the former Sixth Corps com-
mander as ‘‘a broken reed’’ following a visit to the
bridgehead.

Churchill was particularly critical, stating, ‘‘I
had hoped we were hurling a wildcat on the shore,
but all we got was a stranded whale.’’ Instead of
Anzio supporting the Cassino front, the Allies had
to launch Operation Diadem (the fourth battle of
Cassino in five months) on 11 May 1944 to rescue
Anzio. The crushing land offensive of over a dozen
divisions shattered the Gustav Line around
Cassino, and as the Germans withdrew slowly
northward via the Hitler Line, up the Liri Valley
and Highway 6 to Rome, the Anzio force was able
to seize its moment and break out.

Though specifically ordered to leave Rome

alone, Clark entered the Eternal City, diverting

forces that would have otherwise cut off the

Anzio and Cassino defenders at Valmontone and

brought about a swifter end to the Italian cam-

paign. Clark, however, knew that Overlord was

about to commence and wanted his moment of

glory. He succeeded by making front-page news

as the liberator of Rome on 5 June 1944, but

D-day in Normandy eclipsed the Italian campaign

thereafter. Later, a German military historian wrote

that when the breakout from Anzio occurred in

May 1944 it was felt that only a miracle would

prevent another Stalingrad south of Rome and

‘‘General Clark provided that miracle.’’

The lost opportunities of Anzio aroused contro-

versy that reverberates to this day. In Lucas, Clark

clearly chose the wrong man for Anzio: He was not

an inspiring commander when one was needed.

Lucas had the opportunity to follow his own judg-

ment but was faced with an impossible choice. Had

he pushed on for Rome as intended, Kesselring

would surely have crushed his slender force. Perhaps

only Patton would have been rash enough to try and

lucky enough to have succeeded. Yet Lucas’s decision

to stay and consolidate his position betrayed a timid-

ity that Churchill, Alexander, and others vilified.

Nevertheless, in his defense, Lucas had enough men

at the bridgehead to prevent it from falling to the

series of brutal German counterattacks.

With the operational aims far from clear,

Shingle was surely mistimed. No senior command-

er emerges from Anzio with credit. Clark’s decision

to head for Rome rather than Valmontone is (to

put it lightly) highly questionable. His superior,

the patrician Alexander, was never one to give firm

orders; he preferred to offer advice in a gentlemanly

fashion, and his lack of grip may have contributed

to the debacle. This gamble, that promised much

but was probably never going to deliver, cost the

Allies seven thousand killed and thirty-six thousand

wounded, as well as forty-four thousand sick in

the malaria-ridden water courses. Kesselring, who

fought on for another eleven months, estimated

German losses at forty thousand, including five

thousand killed and 4,500 captured.

See also D-Day; World War II.
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APARTHEID. Apartheid is Afrikaans for sepa-
rateness. From 1948 until 1990 apartheid was the
government’s official race policy in South Africa.

Apartheid is associated with 1948, when the
National Party won elections. However, racial seg-
regation was practiced long before 1948, just as in
other European colonies. While after 1948, with
the decline of European empires and liberation of
colonies, racial segregation died away elsewhere, in
South Africa apartheid in 1948 institutionalized
what before were largely flexible social rules of
racial segregation.

Apartheid’s foundations were laid not only by
social practice but also by the segregationist policies
of British imperial rule. After the Anglo-Boer war
(1899–1902) Boer generals negotiated with the
British to craft a single ‘‘native policy’’ for South
Africa. The British created the South African Native
Affairs Commission (SANAC), which proposed far-
reaching racial segregation with respect to land,
labor, education, and politics. The 1910 Union gov-
ernment put the SANAC proposals into effect
through laws designed to control the movement,
settlement, and economic participation of blacks:
the 1911 Mines and Works Act (created and regu-
lated the category of black labor); the 1913 Natives’
Land Act (provided for territorial separation of rural
whites and blacks); the 1920 Native Affairs Act

(proposed a system of government-appointed tribal
district councils to govern blacks); and the 1923
Natives (Urban Areas) Act (regulated the presence
of blacks in urban areas).

After 1948 the National Party aimed to pre-
serve white Afrikaner power. Their apartheid meant
‘‘total segregation’’—an all-white South Africa
would be created by sending blacks to ‘‘home-
lands.’’ In these ethnic ‘‘homelands’’ blacks suppo-
sedly could enjoy citizenship and civil rights,
but could obtain no citizenship rights in ‘‘white’’
South Africa. However, economic realities dictated
another story—the migrant labor system. White-
owned mines, farms, and industries depended on
cheap black labor. This created the strangeness and
harshness of life under apartheid—black people,
after being removed from ‘‘white’’ areas to ‘‘home-
lands,’’ had to return to work in the white
economy.

Many laws were enacted to give effect to total
segregation and to regulate the continued presence
of blacks in ‘‘white’’ areas. The first was the 1949
Prohibition of Mixed Marriages Act, followed by
an amendment to the Immorality Act outlawing
sexual relations between whites and individuals of
any other race. 1950 saw the Population
Registration Act, which defined race on the basis
of physical appearance, and the Group Areas Act,
which restricted racial groups to their own residen-
tial areas; and 1953 saw the Reservation of Separate
Amenities Act, which mandated separate amenities
on public premises and transport. Other laws were
the much-contested Pass Laws (1952), which
forced blacks, under threat of criminal penalty, to
carry passbooks wherever they went, and the
Prevention of Illegal Squatting Act (1951) and
Bantu Authorities Act (1951), the first steps
toward ‘‘separate development’’ as the apartheid
architect Hendrik Frensch Verwoerd’s (1901–
1966) vision for South Africa later became known.

As apartheid grew, resistance grew. The South
African Native National Congress was established
in 1912 as a moderate organization focusing on
the political and social conditions of black people.
It was renamed the African National Congress
(ANC) in 1923. Throughout the 1950s the apart-
heid government faced peaceful civic protest. The
ANC, with groups from ‘‘colored,’’ ‘‘indian,’’ and
‘‘white’’ communities, staged a Defiance Campaign
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of peaceful resistance against apartheid laws. In
1956 the Women’s March took place—20,000
women took to the streets to defy the Pass Laws.
In 1955 the Freedom Charter was adopted at
Kliptown during the Congress of the People.
However, in December 1956 many leading activ-
ists were detained and charged with high treason.
By 1961 the so-called Treason trial was over, with
all the accused acquitted.

In 1959 the Pan-Africanist Congress was
formed. Its first attack on apartheid was an anti–
Pass Laws campaign that resulted in sixty-nine peo-
ple being shot by police on 21 March 1960 at
Sharpeville. In December 1961 the ANC turned
to armed struggle, forming its military wing,
Umkhonto weSizwe. In 1963 Nelson Mandela
(b. 1918) and other antiapartheid activists were
sentenced to lifelong imprisonment in the Rivonia
trial. Now most of the ANC and PAC leadership
was in jail or exiled, antiapartheid organizations
were banned, and civil disobedience and dissent
was criminalized. Nevertheless, resistance contin-
ued, even as repression grew more violent. In
1976 black children protested against apartheid
‘‘Bantu education’’ that forced them to be taught
in Afrikaans, resulting in the Soweto uprisings of
16 June 1976, which were violently suppressed.
Steve Biko (1946–1977), who created the South
African Students’ Organization in 1968, died in
detention on 12 September 1977 after being bru-
tally tortured by members of the security police.

Under the banner of the United Democratic
Front, resistance to apartheid rule continued
throughout the 1980s, through various forms of
violent and nonviolent mass action. This era saw a
series of states of emergency proclaimed and the
widespread use of detention without trial and of
assassination by the apartheid state against its oppo-
nents. Opposition to apartheid was not only
internal to South Africa. The international commu-
nity took a critical stance early on. With the establish-
ment of the Republic of South Africa (1961)
Verwoerd withdrew South Africa from the United
Nations. The international community responded
with a call for ecomonic, cultural, and other sanc-
tions against South Africa.

Informally, apartheid ended on 2 February
1990, with the unbanning of antiapartheid organi-
zations, the freeing of political prisoners, and the
announcement that negotiations would commence

for a resolution of conflict. Apartheid came to an
official end with the 1994 democratic elections
and the adoption of an interim (1994) and final
(1996) constitution. The Truth and Reconciliation
Commission was one attempt to reflect publicly on
the atrocities that occurred under apartheid. The
legacy of apartheid lingers in South Africa and it
will take many years for its effects to be addressed
in any sense.

See also Political Prisoners; Racism.
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APOLLINAIRE, GUILLAUME (Wilhelm
Apollinaris de Kostrowitzky; 1880–1918), French
poet, writer, and art critic.

Along with Blaise Cendrars (Frédéric Sauser;
1887–1961), Apollinaire is regarded as the inventor
of modern French poetry. It was his Alcools collec-
tion, published in 1913, that raised him to the
firmament of modern poetry. By defying classical
meter without shunning it altogether, eliminating
punctuation, and even drawing with words in his
famous Calligrammes (1918), he invented for him-
self an entirely free style. However, this stylistic free-
dom is never a purely intellectual exercise because it
is always deployed in the service of a deep lyricism
that makes his work instantly recognizable.

The illegitimate son of an Italian soldier,
Francesco d’Aspermont, Apollinaire was brought
up by his mother, Angelica de Kostrowitzky, who
came from the Polish population that emigrated to
Italy following the 1866 uprising. In 1887
Guillaume, his mother, and his brother Albert
settled in Monaco, where they lived until 1899.
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Guillaume proved to be a brilliant pupil at the
lycée, winning a series of prizes. In 1897 he com-
posed some poems under the name of Guillaume
Apollinaire for the first time. His first remarkable
texts were written two years later while he was
staying in Stavelot in the Belgian Ardennes. After
this stay, Apollinaire settled in Paris, where he
rejoined his mother. From 1899 to 1901,
Apollinaire established some contacts in literary
circles, published work in some small magazines
and wrote some erotic opuscules in order to earn
some money quickly. In 1901 and 1902 he made
several visits to Germany, in particular the Rhine
Valley. From there he brought back the Rhénanes
(Rhenish) cycle (published in Alcools), for which his
sources of inspiration were not only the German and
French Romantics but also the experience of the poet
with a capacity for wonder. With more and more of
his work being published in well-known journals,
Apollinaire also took an interest in the development
of the modern art of his day. He associated with the
fauvists, then the cubists, and became a figure in
literary and artistic life in Montmartre. He posed at
this time for many painters (Henri Rousseau, Pablo
Picasso). His first published collection attested to this
proximity to artistic circles. In fact, L’enchanteur
pourrissant (1909), illustrated with woodcuts by
André Derain (1880–1954), was commissioned by
the art dealer Daniel-Henry Kahnweiler (1884–
1979). His second work, L’hérésiarque et Cie, pub-
lished the following year, came to notice and won
three votes at the Goncourt prize. By the outbreak of
the First World War, Apollinaire, as a poet who was
celebrated on some sides and execrated on others—
with his Alcools collection being slated by Georges
Duhamel (1884–1966) in Mercure de France in
1913—was an established figure throughout
Parisian literary and artistic circles.

The entry into the war in 1914 represented for
Apollinaire ‘‘a farewell to an entire era.’’ He had
Russian nationality through his mother, and he
enlisted as a foreign volunteer in the French army
on 10 August 1914. On 5 December, his applica-
tion for enlistment was accepted and he was
assigned to the artillery. In November 1915 he
requested a transfer to the infantry—a more dan-
gerous section—and on 17 March 1916 he
received a severe head wound. Meanwhile, he had
been granted French nationality. Having recovered
following major head surgery, he served in the

censorship unit and was made a second lieutenant,
then a first lieutenant.

During the war, he experienced two great loves,
with Lou and Madeleine, who must have been
the inspiration for some of his poems, as well as a
remarkable romantic and erotic war correspondence:

We are ready to die so that you may live
in happiness
The shells have burnt the flowers of lust
And that flower
which was growing in my heart and is called
memory
The ghost of that flower endures
It is desire . . . (Letter to Lou, 1 April 1915;

translated from the French)

In April 1918 Calligrammes was published.
Apollinaire’s war poems express a deep compassion
for the soldiers, his fellows, and are sometimes per-
meated with an irony that is reminiscent of the
British war poets, but they also reflect a strange
fascination with war and cannot be interpreted as
pacifist pleas. In fact, during the war, Apollinaire had
intensified his stylistic innovations and lyricism of
the prewar period (his first Caligramme dated from
15 June 1914), without changing them altogether.

Apollinaire, who coined the term surrealism (his
play Les mamelles de Tiresias [The mammaries of
Tiresias] of 1918 was subtitled ‘‘a surrealist drama’’)
was to remain the main reference-point for the young
French poets of the twentieth century, although
André Breton (1896–1966) was later to criticize his
patriotism. He died of Spanish influenza on 9
November 1918. According to the legend, partly
forged by his friend and rival Blaise Cendrars, he
was buried on 11 November during the Armistice
celebrations. In fact, he was laid to rest two days later.

See also Surrealism.
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APPEASEMENT. Appeasement is a label used
to describe the foreign policy of the British and
French governments during the 1930s toward
the aggressor nations of Germany, Italy, and Japan.
The rise of Adolf Hitler saw Germany begin to chal-
lenge the rulings of the Treaty of Versailles (1919),
while Japanese expansionism in China from 1931
threatened British and French imperial interests, and
the Italians proved an ever-increasing threat in the
Mediterranean and North Africa. Military chiefs in
both Britain and France gloomily warned their
political masters that they were in no position to
fight a war on three fronts and this, as the British
foreign secretary Edward Frederick Lindley Wood,
1st Earl of Halifax (1881–1959), conceded, placed
a heavy burden on diplomacy while rearmament
took place.

Appeasement has become synonymous with
surrender, something apparently epitomized by
the Munich agreement of September 1938. It was
a view that quickly took hold from 1940 and,
when coupled with the successes of the Axis war
machine, encouraged a presumption that Hitler
had planned and prepared for war, making the
assumptions of British and French governments
that the dictators could be bought off with conces-
sions all the more foolish. The left-wing booklet by
the pseudonymous Cato, Guilty Men (1940), pub-
lished shortly after the Dunkirk Evacuation, ridi-
culed the British political establishment for its failure
to foresee the dangers presented by the dictators and
for failing to adequately rearm Britain. This ‘‘Guilty
Men’’ thesis has proved itself to be enduring in the
popular memory and forever tarnished the reputa-
tions of prime ministers Stanley Baldwin (1867–
1947) and Neville Chamberlain (1869–1940). That
France collapsed so quickly before the advancing
German forces in May 1940 also ensured that
French Third Republic’s prewar diplomacy has
been tarred with the brush of complacency and
decadence.

Yet prior to these events, for many contempor-
aries appeasement was equated with realism. Britain
showed a willingness to attempt to reach a general
settlement for Europe during the mid-1930s.
Although the specific details of a settlement dif-
fered from time to time, the main platform for such
an agreement would involve a revision of the

Treaty of Versailles (1919), a series of security
pacts, and possibly limitations upon rearmament.
The expectation was that by settling the outstand-
ing grievances of the dictators they could be
brought back into the international fold. In reality,
Germany, while prepared for economic discussions
and happy to make imprecise demands for a colo-
nial deal alongside a desire to resolve issues in
Eastern Europe, would not be drawn into an
agreement.

DEFINING APPEASEMENT

Historians have debated about the nature of appease-
ment. Some have seen it as a policy specific to the
period of the 1937–1939 Chamberlain govern-
ment, where the personal quest of the prime mini-
ster to seek peace combined with a plethora of
structural issues obliged Britain to seek a form of
understanding with the fascist powers, Germany
and Italy. Appeasement, it could be argued, was
based upon apparently sound strategic reasons. Yet
among the policy makers there was no unanimity
about how to secure this understanding. Some, like
foreign secretary Sir Anthony Eden (1897–1977),
favored negotiations with Germany but were
unwilling to sanction such discussions with the
Italians. It would appear from Chamberlain’s
view that his motivations were driven by a belief
that war with one or other of the dictators would
cause the demise of the British Empire and allow
Europe to be dominated by the Soviet Union.

Other historians have argued that appeasement
was a broader phenomenon of the interwar era,
arising from a need to seek to implement and
sustain the Versailles peace settlement. Some,
though, have questioned whether in actuality it
was a form of traditional British foreign policy
dating from the mid-nineteenth century—the idea
of aiming to maintain the balance of power in
Europe by negotiation because it was recognized
that Britain was too weak both financially and mili-
tarily to intervene. The historical debate has been
framed by the corresponding post-1945 Cold War
and political climate: the Suez Crisis of 1956, the
Czech Uprising of 1968, and the collapse of the
Soviet Union. Since 1940 the British Conservative
party, which Chamberlain led until shortly before
his death, has sought to disassociate itself from
appeasement. This occurred not least because many
of the subsequent party leaders from Sir Winston
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attitude that views ‘‘Auschwitz’’ as a blot on a

nation’s history (Germany, France, Poland, and so

on), for which contemporary Jews then receive the

blame. Often this inclination not to forgive Jews for

‘‘Auschwitz’’ is of a piece with the desire to deny the

Holocaust or to ‘‘relativize’’ it. This relativization of

the Holocaust is especially popular among adherents

of a political-cultural movement known as the New

Right, who resort to it frequently.

New Right intellectuals are attempting to bring

about a cultural revolution by smashing taboos and

turning the arguments on their head. This school

of thought originated in France and was founded

in 1968 by Alain de Benoist, whose Groupement

de Recherche et d’Études sur la Civilisation
Européenne (GRECE) set the tone for the New

Right throughout Europe. De Benoist has claimed

to be neither right- nor left-wing, but his writings

make clear that his overall philosophy combines

elements of right-wing extremism and conserva-

tism. The European New Right is not a homoge-

neous movement with a unified ideology. The
typical supporter is anti-Western, antiliberal, anti-

communist, anti-American, and, above all, anti-

multicultural. Although de Benoist has distanced

himself from anti-Semitism, the arguments of his

followers have not always been free from anti-

Semitic overtones.

One of the most prominent examples of New

Right agitation in Europe came to the fore in the

so-called Historikerstreit, an academic controversy
fought out in the German media in the middle of

the 1980s. The Historikerstreit grew out of the

New Right historian Ernst Nolte’s claim that in

the totalitarian troika of National Socialism, fas-

cism, and Marxism-Leninism, National Socialism

was a reaction to Stalinism. In Nolte’s view, com-

munism constituted the original and National

Socialism a copy, more or less.

Nolte and his sympathizers perceived a causal
connection between the mass murders of the

Russian Revolution and the crimes of Nazi

Germany. ‘‘Auschwitz,’’ according to this reason-

ing, was a reaction born of fear, the fear that the

destruction unleashed by bolshevism might spread

and come to Germany. In other words, Stalin and

his regime were partly responsible for the creation

of the Third Reich. Hence, for Nolte, ‘‘Auschwitz’’
and the ‘‘gulag’’ were equally criminal, apart from,

as he put it, the ‘‘technical procedure of gassing’’

(p. 45).

Indeed, at first glance there are similarities

between the two political systems. What class was

for Lenin and Stalin, race was for the Nazis. What

capitalists were for the Communist Party, Jewry

was for Hitler. For the Soviets the New Man was

the proletarian. The Nazis rejected the proletarian
in favor of the Aryan. In addition, Hitler and Stalin

had concluded a nonaggression pact from which it

could be deduced that the two dictators were

‘‘blood brothers.’’ But opponents of this theory

of totalitarianism contend that the equation of the

The cover of a c. 1940 French edition of the classic

anti-Semitic text The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.

Purporting to reveal Jewish plans for world domination, the

text remained in wide circulation even after its authenticity

was convincingly disputed in the 1920s. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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Churchill (1874–1965) to Edward Heath (1916–

2005) had established their reputations as internal

opponents of Chamberlain’s foreign policy.

Historical revisionism only began in the late

1960s, helped in part by the official release of govern-

mental records. The revisionists began to argue that

the inability of the democracies to resist the advances

of the dictator nations was the inevitable result of

various constraints: military and economic weakness,

world and public opinion, and the realization that

war would prove too costly for the democracies and

their empires. They also began to debate as to

whether Hitler intended to provoke war. It was a

long-held view that French foreign policy during

the 1930s was a mere appendage of London’s

appeasement. In the last decades of the twentieth

century, this assumption was challenged. The idea

that France’s Third Republic was moribund and in

the final stages of a long decline has been dismissed

and instead a more subtle appreciation of French

civil-military relations has emerged that stresses the

limitations that political, economic, and strategic con-

siderations placed on the policy makers. The French

are portrayed as seeking to pursue their own foreign

policy objectives after September 1938, which

included enticing the British into a continental com-

mitment so they could face the dictators together.

Appeasement was as much a state of mind as a

specific strategic policy, which sought concession

in preference to conflict as the democracies tried

increasingly unsuccessfully to sustain the flawed

Versailles settlement with rhetoric about collec-

tive security and self-determination. Sir Nevile

Henderson (1882–1942), British Ambassador to

Berlin 1937 to 1940, described appeasement as:

‘‘the search for just solutions by negotiation in

light of higher reason instead of by the resort to

force.’’ The weight of scholarship in the area

has shown that appeasement cannot be solely con-

sidered as a diplomatic experience, but needs to be

Which Backbone Shall I Lay Out for You This Morning My Lord? Cartoon by David Low from the London Evening Standard,

1 August 1938. British foreign secretary Lord Halifax is criticized for his lack of conviction regarding negotiations with Hitler.
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examined in conjunction with the military, strate-
gic, intelligence, domestic, and global perspectives.
It has meant that historians have been warned to
avoid using the term appeasement because it has
been so all-embracing and subsequently too gen-
eralized. Central to the revisionist argument is that
there was no alternative policy available; however,
some historians have begun to question this
assumption. The apparent task now for the counter-
revisionists is, if they are to successfully undermine
the argument that appeasement was the only option
possible, to establish that there was a credible and
viable alternative.

FINAL ATTEMPTS AT APPEASEMENT

The path toward war was conducted within the
context of an impotent League of Nations, an iso-
lationist United States, and a Bolshevik-run Soviet
Union. The League clearly showed its failings by its
inability to act over the Japanese invasion of
Manchuria. Its mortality was confirmed by its
inability to press the Italians into ending their
invasion of Abyssinia in 1935–1936. Hitler came
to power in 1933, and by the end of the year had
already left the Geneva disarmament conference
and the League of Nations. By 1934 German rear-
mament had recommenced.

The British response was to initiate a rearma-
ment program in March 1935; however, it was
conducted on the presumption that it must not
jeopardize the long-term economic recovery of
Britain or interfere with normal trade. The economy
was the fourth arm of defense, a view widely sub-
scribed to in Britain and France that economic
strength would be essential to victory in any future
conflict. Anglo-French-Italian cooperation had
ensured that Austria had been safeguarded from
Hitler’s advances in 1934, but the Italian invasion
of Abyssinia destroyed the Stresa front (a coalition
between Britain, France, and Italy formed in 1935)
and weakened Anglo-French relations. Hitler seized
his opportunity and in March 1936 reoccupied the
Rhineland, flouting both the Versailles and the
Locarno treaties. The descent of Spain into civil
war in 1936 saw the British and French attempt
to isolate this to a regional conflict through a policy
of nonintervention, which essentially meant turning
a blind eye to the involvement of the Germans
and Italians on the side of Francisco Franco
(1892–1975).

Meanwhile, the Japanese were in full-scale con-
flict with the Chinese and threatening British inter-
ests in Shanghai. All this gave encouragement to
those who felt it was necessary for the British to
use diplomacy to detach the Germans and Italians.
Attempts to resolve the concerns of Germany for a
navy were made with the 1935 Anglo-German
Naval Agreement, while sanctions were lifted from
Italy in late 1936. During 1936 and 1937 the
British increasingly felt that Germany might be
pacified by a deal over the former German colonies
confiscated at the end of World War I, but Hitler
showed little real desire to reach a deal, and in reality
was more interested in Eastern Europe, something
the British and French were slow to appreciate. In
March 1938 Germany sent troops into Austria.
Although this action was condemned, many senior
British figures felt that even at this stage Germany
was merely seeking to resolve the inequities of the
Treaty of Versailles. Similarly, too, the demands to
absorb the Sudenten Germans into Germany pro-
voked the Munich agreement of September 1938:
the high point of appeasement. For the French, who
had defense treaty obligations to the Czechoslovaks,
this was a humiliating experience, and only there-
after did the threat from Hitler take precedence over
France’s internal problems in the making of policy.

APPEASEMENT ABANDONED

When in March 1939 German troops crossed the
Sudeten border and violated the Munich agreement,
Britain was obliged to abandon appeasement. A
combination of parliamentary and public opinion
forced Chamberlain’s hand. The Territorial Army
was doubled in size and conscription was introduced
for the first time to enable Britain to send a field
force to continental Europe. On 31 March 1939,
Chamberlain broke with the traditions of recent
foreign policy and offered a guarantee to the Polish
nation. At the same time Anglo-French negotiations-
were begun, although reluctantly, with the Soviets
about the possibility of a grand alliance against
the dictators. Some contemporaries and historians
are suspicious about whether Britain and France
really abandoned appeasement in March. When it
appeared that Britain might delay its declaration of
war in September following the German attack on
Poland, rumors spread that Chamberlain planned a
second Munich. The reality could not be further
from the truth. Chamberlain recognized in March
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1939 that Britain had to prepare for the inevitability

of war, no matter how horrid the prospect was.

There were elements within the British government,

in minor positions, like Richard Austen (‘‘Rab’’)

Butler (1902–1982) at the Foreign Office, who

entertained hopes that perhaps Germany could be

bought off with an economic deal; there was also a

faction within the French government, centered

around Georges Etienne Bonnet (1889–1973), that

hoped to avoid war by further concessions, but

neither group was in any position of significant influ-

ence. As soon as the German-Soviet Nonaggression

Pact (also known as the Molotov-von Ribben-

trop Pact) was announced on 23 August 1939,

Chamberlain began preparing the personnel who

would form the British war cabinet. The delay in

declaring war was less about securing a new

Munich than ensuring that the British went to war

simultaneously with their ally, the French.

Since 1940 the perception of appeasement

as an ill-conceived diplomatic policy has meant

that the label has become entrenched in the poli-

tical vocabulary of the world as a dirty word.

Politicians, policy makers, and commentators have

widely used it to criticize, or justify, political

responses to diplomatic crises around the world:

from Suez (1956) to the Vietnam War (1955–

1975), to the Falklands Islands War (1982), to

the First and Second Gulf Wars (1990–1991;

2003– ).

See also Baldwin, Stanley; Chamberlain, Neville; Molotov-
Von Ribbentrop Pact; Munich Agreement;
Sudetenland; World War II.
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ARAGON, LOUIS (1897–1982), French
surrealist writer and Communist.

Louis Aragon, a prolific writer from the age of
six, began his writing career thanks to an encounter
with fellow medical student André Breton (1896–
1966) at the height of World War I. United by a
certain taste in literature, notably for the then
obscure poet Le Comte de Lautréamont (1847–
1870), and by their revolt against the massacres in
the trenches, they were attracted to the iconoclastic
fury of the Dada movement. In the aftermath of
war, their rebellion took the form of surrealism,
which sought to liberate the depths of the human
psyche, particularly through the technique of auto-
matic writing, and to bring about a revolution in
everyday life. Aragon’s most notable texts from his
surrealist period are an account of his drifting
through the French capital, Le paysan de Paris
(1926; The peasant of Paris), and a collection of
poems, Le mouvement perpétuel (1925; Perpetual
motion).

In 1927 Aragon, along with Breton and others,
joined the French Communist Party, then the only
force opposed to French colonialism. Conflicts
immediately erupted between the autonomy of
the avant-garde and party discipline, between
Aragon and Breton’s bourgeois social origins and
liberal attitudes (particularly regarding sexuality)
and a ‘‘workerist’’ culture. Aragon broke with the
surrealists, putting his writings in the service of the
Communist ‘‘family’’ and choosing to write about
‘‘reality,’’ both in his poetry and in novels. In
1931 he published ‘‘Front rouge,’’ a virulent long

poem that was seized by the authorities for its sub-
versiveness. Breton and other surrealists supported
Aragon’s freedom of expression but attacked his
loyalty to the Communist Party and ‘‘retrograde’’
realism.

During the 1930s, Aragon rallied to the theory
of socialist realism, for example, in his novel Les
cloches de Bâle (1934; The bells of Basel), and,
following the Comintern’s new Popular Front line
of antifascist unity between Communist and non-
Communist parties, developed the notion of a
‘‘national’’ literature that drew on the traditions
of France in a progressive and antifascist way. In
World War II, Aragon was a leader of the intellec-
tual Resistance. His poetry of this period, clandes-
tine for the most part, was written in a regular
meter and was often addressed to his muse, the
Russian novelist Elsa Triolet (1896–1970). These
poems were more patriotic than communist, and
some have passed into popular French culture, par-
ticularly as songs. At the Liberation, Charles de
Gaulle hailed Aragon as a poet of the Resistance,
but this prestige was tarnished by the settling of
accounts between Resistance and collaborationist
intellectuals during l’épuration, or purge. At the same
time, the surrealists denounced his ‘‘chauvinism.’’

With the onset of the Cold War, Aragon, now a
member of the central committee of the French
Communist Party, was in the line of fire as a prolific
author and director of the weekly journal Les lettres
françaises. Revelations about the excesses of
Stalinism—which the French Communist Party
suppressed—led to disillusionment on Aragon’s
part, which he expressed indirectly in a long auto-
biographical poem, Le roman inachevé (1966;
The unfinished novel). While increasingly vocal
in his criticism, Aragon remained attached to com-
munism and the Eastern bloc. As a result, he
became more politically and culturally isolated:
Aragon championed dissident East European wri-
ters as well as homegrown avant-garde movements,
supported the student revolt of May 1968, and
denounced the invasion of Czechoslovakia that
same year, but was attacked by both non-
Communists and by the conservative elements
within the party leadership.

After the death of Elsa Triolet, the other side of
Aragon’s bisexuality became public, undermining
the mythos surrounding the couple, whom the
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Communists had promoted as a rival to Jean-Paul
Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir. Aragon continued
to experiment in his writing but never left the
Communist Party: his last public declaration was
in support of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in
1979. When he died in 1982, a year after being
awarded the Legion of Honor by President
François Mitterrand, the often bitter obituaries
written about Aragon showed that he had
remained a contentious and passionately divisive
figure in French culture.

See also Breton, André; Communism; Dada;
Eurocommunism; Socialist Realism; Surrealism.
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ARCHITECTURE. ‘‘Should there be a new
style for the twentieth century?’’ This was the ques-
tion many European architects had asked in a time
of unprecedented social and technological change.
But in spite of creative experiments, art nouveau
chief among them, most architecture remained tra-
ditional as World War I began in 1914. The post-
war world was distinctly different: old assumptions
in politics and philosophy were aggressively dis-
carded and new answers demanded. Architects
responded with feverish attempts throughout the
1920s to devise a truly innovative approach that
would suit modern conditions.

PATHS TO MODERNISM

In Germany the shattering effects of war led a
younger generation of architects to shake themselves
free from nineteenth-century ideological freight. A
new mode emerged, expressionism. It was novel, yet
rooted in prewar art nouveau and experiments with
steel and glass in industrial buildings, including those
of Peter Behrens (1868–1940), whose later IG

Farben Dyeworks (1920–1924) was much admired.

Expressionism was highly Romantic, borrowing

forms from nature or the arts of the medieval

German past. The 1919 Grosses Schauspielhaus

interior, Berlin, by Hans Poelzig (1869–1936),

engulfed theatergoers in what appeared an astonish-

ing cavern of sharp stalactites. Here one sees close

affinities to expressionism in contemporary painting

and cinema. Erich Mendelsohn (1887–1953) was

involved pre-1914 with the Blaue Reiter group of

Munich painters and doodled expressionist designs

that mostly went unbuilt. Einstein Tower, Potsdam

(1919–1921), was an exception: a sketch come to life

in a curvaceous, sculptural mass of concrete, as if the

astronomical observatory were morphing into a living

organism. Caught up in the politics of the hour,

expressionists called for art and architecture to serve

the masses, a goal taken up in 1919 by Walter Gropius

(1883–1969) at the Weimar Bauhaus design school,

where a medieval handicraft aesthetic at first prevailed

before machine-inspired functionalism took over.

Expressionism proved short-lived and produced few

tangible monuments, but many subsequent twenti-

eth-century architects found its creativity and giddy,

nature-based experimentalism inspiring as an alterna-

tive to the machine aesthetic.

Whereas expressionism flourished in postwar

Germany, the Italian avant-garde developed futur-

ism, founded upon an anti-Romantic obsession with

machines of speed and war. Futurist painting, sculp-

ture, and music had already spawned countless shrill

manifestos when Antonio Sant’Elia (1888–1916)

wrote Manifesto of Futurist Architecture (1914), call-

ing for a complete break with nineteenth-century

thinking and a rejection of classical, gothic, and other

traditional styles. Monumentalism and heaviness

should give way to lightness and energy, the airplane

and the race car should provide inspiration. The

futurist city would be as agile and dynamic as a ship-

yard; the futurist house would resemble a machine.

As was the case for all futurists, Sant’Elia’s tone was

strident as he loudly proclaimed his hatred of the

architecture of the past. When first starting out as

an architect, he had been influenced by the Vienna

Secession movement (headed by Joseph Maria

Olbrich [1867–1908] and Otto Wagner [1841–

1918]), but he soon turned away from decorative

and ornamental approaches to the bare look of

industrial facilities. In exquisite drawings exhibited
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as Città Nuova (1914) he envisioned a utopian city
of the future where the machine aesthetic reigns
triumphant. These illustrations uncannily predicted
the coming form of the European city—but
Sant’Elia did not live to see that future, as he died
in battle in 1916.

The modernist architecture of the fledgling
Soviet state in Russia was at first of a fantasy variety
too, as the economic situation was desperate and
little could be built. There were no clear lines
between the dreams of architects, stage designers,
and artists. The painter Vladimir Tatlin (1885–
1953) conceived a colossal Monument to the
Third International (1919–1920), a kind of recon-
ceptualized Eiffel Tower in the form of an off-kilter
dynamic spiral, exciting but entirely impractical.
Tatlin’s notions of constructivism were promul-
gated by the OSA (Union of Contemporary
Architects) in 1925–1930, during which period a
few constructivist buildings were actually erected.
The culmination of this first phase of Soviet archi-
tecture came in 1931 with a competition for the
Palace of the Soviets, Moscow. Architects from
across Europe put forward some of the most excit-
ing functionalist schemes ever proposed, including
one by Le Corbusier (Charles-Éduoard Jeanneret,
1887–1965) for a parabolic arch that would sup-
port the main auditorium with suspended cables. It
incorporated some of the dynamism of Tatlin. But
the winning entry was anything but modernist—
Boris Iofan’s (1891–1976) overblown, stripped-
classical wedding-cake skyscraper topped with a
herculean statue of Vladimir Lenin (1870–1924).
From here on, the government would sanction
only a dull socialist realism style in art and
architecture.

In Germany, the Bauhaus enshrined the ‘‘form
follows function’’ approach, a reductivist mode that
abolished ornament and historical reference and
followed the cues of steel frames and plate glass,
everything rectilinear and mechanical. Gropius
was a key figure, but so too was his fellow country-
man Ludwig Mies van der Rohe (1886–1969), one
of the most influential architects of the twentieth
century. The son of a stonemason, he worked under
his father and later with Behrens but had no formal
architectural training, thereby freeing him to experi-
ment. The American architect Frank Lloyd Wright
(1867–1959) briefly lived in Germany, and the

young Mies was awed by an exhibition of his work
in Berlin and the published Wasmuth Portfolio of
Wright’s architectural drawings (1910–1911).
After a stint in the army, Mies participated in the
visionary daydreaming of the early 1920s; his Glass
Skyscraper drawings (1919–1921) pointed prophet-
ically to the future in their embrace of the curtain
wall—a non-loadbearing skin of glass that sheathes
the steel skeleton inside. By 1926 Mies was in charge
of the Deutscher Werkbund, an association of artists
and designers that had been struggling to decide
whether to stick with the medieval handicraft aes-
thetic of expressionism or plunge into functionalism.

Mies epitomized the latter camp, and under his
leadership Deutscher Werkbund became a leading
force in promoting the functionalist credo through
its journal, Die Form, and a much-lauded housing
estate in Stuttgart, the Weissenhofsiedlung (1927).
Mies laid it out, and seventeen mostly young
European architects contributed designs, including
himself, Gropius, Le Corbusier, Behrens, and
Poelzig. Here some half-million visitors experienced
architectural modernism, often for the first time.
Traditionalists decried the general white-walled
starkness, and the flat-roofed aesthetic later found
deliberate antithesis in the peaked medieval roofs of
clay tile promulgated by the Nazis, who detested
Deutscher Werkbund modernism as degenerate,
left-wing internationalism. They never got around
to demolishing the Weissenhofsiedlung, and it
has been restored (1981–1987) as a major world
monument of the modern movement. A museum is
currently proposed for one house designed by Le
Corbusier and his cousin Pierre Jeanneret (1896–
1967), a shoe box elevated on their trademark piers
or pilotis and marked by long ‘‘ribbon’’ windows. It
epitomizes Le Corbusier’s ‘‘Five Points of a New
Architecture’’ as spelled out in 1926: pilotis, roof
terrace, open plan, ribbon windows, and free-façade
design. His Citrohan house also debuted here, a low-
cost type assembled from standardized parts.

The Weissenhofsiedlung attracted wide atten-
tion to modernism and made Mies famous. The
Weimar government chose him to design the
German Pavilion for the International Exposition,
Barcelona (1928–1929). The forward-looking and
democratic nature of the Weimar regime was given
visual expression through a compendium of func-
tionalist concepts: a flat, cantilevered roof-slab
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resting on slender steel columns; wall planes care-
fully arranged to provide an open plan; generous
use of floor-to-ceiling plate glass; a grid system
organizing the whole. The stonecutter’s son chose
sumptuous materials, including green marble,
golden onyx, and Roman travertine for a stunning
look. The original pavilion was dismantled in 1930,
but so important has it become as a leitmotif of
twentieth-century modernism, it was re-created in
1983–1986 on its original site.

Like Gropius, Mies fled to America to escape the
Nazis and advocated for modernism there. He was
greeted warmly by an intelligentsia familiar with his
work from the landmark 1932 Museum of Modern
Art show in New York and accompanying book, The
International Style: Architecture Since 1922, orga-
nized by art historians Philip Johnson (1906–2005)
(later an important architect in his own right) and
Henry-Russell Hitchcock (1903–1987). Love it or
hate it, Mies van der Rohe’s sleek, functionalist
European modernism was taken up by corporate
America post-1945. Late in life he built in Germany
again: the Neue Nationalgalerie art museum, Berlin
(1962–1968), has cruciform columns and a cantile-
vered roof harkening back to Barcelona. It forms part
of the Kulturforum, the remaining buildings of
which are by the architect Hans Scharoun (1893–
1972), whose approach was very different from that
of Mies: an exuberant sculpturalism in part derived
from the expressionism Mies had sought in the
1920s to destroy. The rectilinear minimalism of
Mies’s museum could hardly be more different from
Scharoun’s Berlin Philharmonie Concert Hall
(1956–1963) with its dramatic staggered terraces of
seats under a soaring tentlike roof. Mies thought he
had solved the central problem of twentieth-century
architecture with his dictum, ‘‘Less Is More,’’ but
many subsequent architects have found this unsatis-
factory—including the recent postmodernists, who
declare, ‘‘Less Is a Bore.’’

Inspired by the cubist paintings of Mondrian as
well as by Wright’s Wasmuth Portfolio, a group of
young Dutchmen created an architecture of extra-
ordinary geometrical purity, De Stijl (‘‘the style’’).
Their chief monument is the Schröder House,
Utrecht, by Gerrit Rietveld (1888–1964), an odd
intruder in a plain nineteenth-century neighbor-
hood of brick rowhouses. Rietveld was a furniture
designer whose cubistic Red Blue Chair of wooden

panels was painted in primary colors (1917–1918);
he approached the design of the house in the same
way, assembling cardboard models that showed
walls, roof slabs, and balconies as free-flowing
sculptural units that appear to slide past each other
and that are picked out in whites, grays, or touches
of red or yellow.

MODERNISM ASCENDANT

The iconic twentieth-century architect is Le Corbusier,
a kind of grand impresario whose oversize pronounce-
ments and astounding breakthroughs drew the
attention of every practitioner—for admiration or vili-
fication, depending on their views of his brand of
modernism. So important is his body of work that
plans were begun in 2004 to inscribe all of it on the
prestigious UNESCO World Heritage List. To this
dayhisurbanplanning ideas inspire anger among those
who blame him for advocating, all too effectively, for
the destruction of old urban centers. First put forth in
drawings for a ‘‘Contemporary City for Three Million
Inhabitants’’ (1922), his urbanistic schemes were later
promulgated by CIAM (Congrès Internationaux
d’Architecture Moderne), a kind of working group
of top modernist architects from many European
countries. It was founded in a meeting in
Switzerland in 1928 (CIAM I). In subsequent gather-
ings there was much discussion of the problems of
low-cost housing, part of the leftist agenda of the
group. CIAM IV met on a cruise ship, SS Patris II,
in 1933 and considered how European cities could be
redesigned to render them less dense. The CIAM
participant José Luis Sert (1902–1983) went on to
consider the thorny issues in a book, Can Our Cities
Survive? (1942). Codifying the Patris discussions was
Le Corbusier’s doctrinaire Athens Charter (1943)—
the ship had been steaming toward Athens—that
pointed the way to heavy-handed approaches in post-
war urban redevelopment, specifically the tall apart-
ment tower surrounded by windswept open space.
CIAM continued to meet for many more sessions.
The Swiss critic Sigfried Giedion (1888–1968) was
especially influential. His Space, Time and
Architecture (1941) soon became a classic theoretical
text of modernism. The early CIAM meetings were
important for achieving a critical mass in the nascent
modernist movement and forging a functionalist
consensus out of the myriad localized approaches
of the 1920s. Postwar meetings grappled with what
some increasingly perceived as functionalism’s
straitjacket.
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Thanks in part to the tireless proselytizing of
CIAM, modernism invaded every corner of
Europe. In Sweden, Erik Gunnar Asplund (1885–
1940) had already bridged nineteenth-century
approaches and modernism: inspired by a pre–
World War I trip to Italy, he embraced a simplified
classicism. His City Library, Stockholm (1920–
1928), was minimalist: a cube of reading rooms
topped by a gigantic simple cylinder lighting the
main hall with clerestory windows. He owed the
concept to the eighteenth-century French rational-
ist Claude-Nicolas Ledoux (1736–1806). As chief
architect of the Stockholm Exhibition in summer
1930, Asplund decisively introduced modernism to
Scandinavia with constructivist-derived functional-
ism, including a tall skeletal mast brilliant with
neon signs. The furniture and interior design there
launched the great twentieth-century Swedish tradi-
tion of modernist innovation for everyday living.
Asplund’s classicism inspired his affable friend
Alvar Aalto (1898–1976) in Finland. By 1928 Aalto
had embraced modernism. His concrete Paimio
Sanatorium, Turku (1929–1933), had tall, radiating
wings among the pine trees, oriented toward sunlight
and view. The small house called Villa Mairea,
Noormarkku (1937–1939), synthesized classicism,
functionalism, and the Finnish vernacular, with a
special feeling for wood. Later Aalto would assist in
post–World War II reconstruction of damaged cities,
seeking to soften technological modernism and
mass-produced housing designs with references to
nature.

ARCHITECTURE AND IDEOLOGY

Totalitarianism darkened Europe as economies col-
lapsed in the 1930s. Architecture played a critical
role in Adolf Hitler’s (1889–1945) plans for a
reinvigorated Germany. A onetime Viennese water-
colorist with a penchant for architectural subjects,
Hitler saw the value of great public buildings in
boosting national pride and signaling the perma-
nence of his Thousand-Year Reich. His friend Paul
Troost (1879–1934) had designed interiors for
luxury ships and understood his Führer’s lust for
theatricality. Troost’s Haus der Deutschen Kunst,
Munich (1933–1937), was a museum for ‘‘pure’’
art, not the ‘‘degenerate’’ modernism then being
purged. Its style became the official Nazi one:
grandiose classicism, but simplified and rendered
rigid and coldly sublime. The German architectural

tradition of Karl Friedrich Schinkel (1781–1841)

was married to a primitive Greek classicism. After

Troost died, Albert Speer (1905–1981) took his

place in Hitler’s affections, conceiving a utopian

rebuilding of Berlin as ‘‘Germania’’ with a prepos-

terously oversized dome as its focus. Like Hitler,

Speer saw Germany as a new Roman Empire dom-

inating all of Europe and developed a suitably grand-

iose architecture, clad in stone. His built projects

shared a megalomania, including the Zeppelinfeld

Stadium, Nuremberg (1934–1937), for mass Nazi

rallies and the Reich Chancellery, Berlin (1938), cen-

ter of Hitler’s cult of personality. Its echoing halls, one

nearly five hundred feet long, were meant to instill awe

in visiting dignitaries. Hitler’s grim final days were

spent in an underground bunker out back. Much of

Speer’s work was bombed to rubble during World

War II, and he was later imprisoned for his role in

organizing slave labor and death camps. He is the

twentieth century’s most controversial architect.

If the totalitarian regime in Germany rejected

modernism, that in Italy was more receptive. Benito

Mussolini (1883–1945) found an avid following

among a young generation of architects, including

the brilliant but short-lived Giuseppe Terragni

(1904–1943), who helped found Gruppo 7 in 1926.

Gruppo 7 was a gathering of Milanese modernists

who pressed for what they called Rationalismo: anti-

individualistic and pro-Fascist; embracing functional-

ism in design but tempering it with historical refer-

ences to the glories of the Italian past. Terragni’s Casa

del Fascio, Como (1933–1936), a Fascist headquar-

ters and community center, evolved through various

conceptions into a harmonious and cubistic work of

pure geometries and white walls stripped of any orna-

ment. Its rationalist composition embodied in a grid-

like reinforced concrete frame was apparently simple

but actually quite complex, blending functionalist

dicta with principles from the Roman past, including

perfect proportions, an interior atrium, and marble

cladding. It has won a legion of admirers. In time

for Terragni’s centennial in 2004 the New York archi-

tect Peter Eisenman (b. 1932) published Giuseppe
Terragni: Transformations, Decompositions, Critiques,
a book he had worked on for forty years that cele-

brated the subtleties of Casa del Fascio and Casa

Giuliani-Frigerio, also in Como. Never built was

Terragni’s proposed monument to the poet Dante

(1265–1321) (1938) in the Roman Forum, likewise
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a fusion of modernist rationalism with reference to the
historical past, specifically the hypostyle halls of
Egyptian temples, where columns stood as thickly as
trees in a forest—only at the Danteum the columns
were to have been of glass. World War II discredited
fascism, but the ideas of Terragni later helped inspire
postmodernism: Aldo Rossi (1931–1997) pioneered
neo-rationalism in the 1960s, seeking to infuse history
into the modernist vocabularies of concrete, glass, and
steel, much as Terragni had done.

A RESTLESS SEARCH FOR ALTERNATIVES

No sooner had international style come to the fore
in the 1930s than did some architects seek to refine
or even replace it. At the same time they experi-
mented with new materials, trying to develop novel
aesthetic approaches based on the innate qualities
and strengths of each. Concrete was arguably twen-
tieth-century architecture’s signature material; it
was used on a scale previously undreamed-of and
with great boldness. Properly speaking it is ferro-
concrete, a combination of concrete with steel rein-
forcing bars or meshes that can be used in many
clever ways to create rigid or shell-like structures
that mark a complete break from the architecture
of previous centuries. Early applications were
frequently technological, as in the pre–World War
I bridges of Swiss civil engineer Robert Maillart
(1872–1940). After the war he introduced a series
of exciting innovations, designing concrete bridges
that were ever-lighter and free from visual reference
to earlier masonry technologies, culminating with
the Salginatobel Bridge, Schiers (1929–1930). It
comprises one sweeping arch hundreds of feet
above a rocky mountain gorge, the whole forming
a seamless structural unit of hollow-box reinforced
concrete. Engineers still travel from around the
world to admire this aesthetic gem. Maillart’s influ-
ence was huge, for example on the concrete ‘‘shell
structures’’ of the Spanish-born Félix Candela
(1910–1997) in Mexico. The European genius in
concrete after Maillart was Pier Luigi Nervi (1891–
1979) in Rome, who combined technical innova-
tions with an unsurpassed feel for pure sculptural
geometries. At Valentino Park, Turin (1947–
1949), he built exhibition halls that span hundreds
of feet in one leap. They are formed of poured
concrete arches and, between them, precast shells
pierced by window openings. He collaborated with
Gio Ponti (1891–1979) on Italy’s tallest building,

Pirelli Tower, Milan (1956–1958), its unusual
lozenge-like plan and sleek surfaces an instant
emblem of corporate sophistication in the postwar
world (restored after being struck by an airplane in
2002). Ponti exemplifies the twentieth-century
architect in the mold of Le Corbusier who parti-
cipated in poetry, painting, writing, and design, all
with a spirit of passionate exuberance. The maga-
zine he edited for decades, Domus (meaning
‘‘house’’), transmitted ideas of cutting-edge archi-
tecture and design to a wide readership in Europe
and abroad. Like several top European architects,
by the 1960s Ponti was designing buildings around
the world.

For truthful expression of concrete as a struc-
tural material, all eyes were on Le Corbusier in the
1950s. With uncompromising rawness he allowed
concrete to show at his Maisons Jaoul, Neuilly,
France (1951–1955), much copied by younger
architects in Europe and America. Exposed, rough
concrete (béton brut), still showing the imprint of
the wooden formwork into which it was poured,
was likewise the keynote of his Unité d’Habitation,
Marseilles (1946–1952) and other notable works
of this period. A British husband-and-wife team,
Alison (1928–1993) and Peter Smithson (1923–
2003), greatly admired Le Corbusier’s honesty
and helped coin the term ‘‘new brutalism’’ in
1954 for any sort of tough, gritty functionalism,
whether using béton brut or not. Their Hunstanton
Secondary Modern School, Norfolk, completed
that year, defined brutalism in England: the steel
structure exposed to view and the whole complex
resembling a gleaming-new industrial site, with a
nod to Mies van der Rohe’s recent Chicago work.
(Later critics blasted it for a prison-like bleakness
hardly appropriate for teaching children.) The
Smithsons were active in Team 10, a group of
young architects that broke away from CIAM and
expressed appreciation for the rough new Britain
of housing tracts and slum streets. At the
Economist headquarters, London (1959–1964),
the Smithsons offered a more refined approach,
three small office towers rising above a pedestrian
plaza and clad in fossiliferous Portland stone—a
sensitive effort to resolve problems of urban site
and scale.

In France, Jean Prouvé (1901–1984) was like-
wise among the important twentieth-century
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experimenters with situation-specific architectural

design and the honest expression of materials,

including unconventional ones. With no archi-

tectural training, he entered the field as an iron-

worker, brainstorming with Le Corbusier and

Jeanneret about portable housing units made of

lightweight materials. His aluminum Tropical

House (1949–1951), of small prefabricated pieces

assembled on a grid system, was flown by airplane

to the Congo as a demonstration of the possibilities

for colonialist housing. At the same time he

designed inexpensive homes for French citizens

dislocated by war. Prouvé is a lodestar for recent

architects who seek to use cheap materials in extra-

ordinary ways, and Tropical House was retrieved

from Africa in 2001 and taken on a celebratory

tour of American museums.

Critiques of modernism coalesced in the 1970s

into a definite revolt. It was called insensitive, inhu-

mane, and authoritarian (‘‘heroic’’ had a bad con-

notation to the counterculture). It had destroyed

old neighborhoods for ‘‘urban renewal’’ and

encouraged bland, box-like building. The high-rise

apartment towers beloved of CIAM were singled

out as especially awful to look at and live in, and

many alternatives were put forward. In Britain,

Team 10 member Ralph Erskine (1914–2005)

designed Byker Wall, Newcastle (1969–1975), a

multistory housing development that sought to

diversify the modernist idiom (a complex, stepped

profile; house-like shed roofs; brickwork of bold

colors and patterns; varied balcony forms) and even

engaged future residents in planning consultations

in an effort to be democratic. Architects increasingly

sought to avoid the bombast of the mid-twentieth-

century ‘‘megastructure’’ by breaking up big com-

positions and paying sensitive attention to local

context. The British architects Sir James Stirling

(1926–1992) and Michael Wilford’s (b. 1938)

German museum, the Neue Staatsgalerie, Stuttgart

(1977–1984) defined the emerging postmodern

approach: the complex subdivided to render its scale

more human and enlivened with brightly colored

elements to engage the ordinary visitor; an abun-

dance of witty allusions to the architecture of the

past, from Rome and Schinkel to Le Corbusier and

Aalto, all in a peppy pastiche; an embracing of the

‘‘complexity and contradiction’’ that American

Robert Venturi (b. 1925) pinpointed as sadly

lacking in modernism. Stirling called his museum
‘‘representational and abstract, monumental and
informal, traditional and high tech.’’ These tensions
and ironies crop up frequently throughout subse-
quent postmodernism.

ARCHITECTURE IN THE AGE OF GLOBALISM

At century’s end architectural practice had gone
global, with major firms routinely engaged in proj-
ects on many continents. Europe no longer
enjoyed its old cultural preeminence. Perhaps sens-
ing the shift, in the 1980s the French president,
François Mitterrand (1916–1996), funded a series
of architectural showpieces meant to demonstrate
his nation’s continuing greatness, the Grands
Projets. Jean Nouvel (b. 1945) won rave reviews for
his Institut du Monde Arabe (1987–1988): its
south-facing wall forms a silvery metal-and-glass
curtain suggestive of Islamic screens, with thirty
thousand small, light-sensitive diaphragms that close
like a camera lens to cut out sun glare—an innovative
use of ‘‘smart’’ materials that respond to their
environment. Another Mitterrand landmark was
the Bibliothèque Nationale (1989–1997) by
Dominique Perrault (b. 1953), four L-shaped glass
towers each reminiscent of an open book and embrac-
ing a monumental central space. Paris has seen many
important museums; previously, the Italian archi-
tect Renzo Piano (b. 1937) had collaborated with
the Englishman Richard Rogers (b. 1933) on
Centre Georges Pompidou (1971–1977), one of
modern Europe’s most recognizable buildings,
visited by 160 million persons since it opened, five
times the expected crowds. To keep the interior
wide open for the display of art, the architects
placed the steel support structure and mechanical
systems on the outside, daringly exposed to view
and color-coded for visual effect (blue=air ducts,
green=water pipes, yellow=electricity), with escala-
tors rising in clear plastic tubes.

In pursuit of ever-more-sweeping interior
spaces, Rogers would go on to design London’s
Millennium Dome (1999), using a newly perfected
technology, a mast-supported network of cables
that suspend a tent-like roof. The Dome spans an
incredible 738 feet, entirely free from interrupting
supports. It improved upon the continental experi-
ments of the German engineer Frei Otto (b. 1925),
who collaborated with the architect Gunter
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Behnisch (b. 1922) on the striking Olympic
Stadium, Munich (1968–1972): tall steel poles
supported spidery cables that held up complex,
flowing tent roofs of polyester fabric coated in
plastic. All these innovations were extremely novel,
suggesting new avenues toward solving the old
problem of enclosing generous space.

Worldwide attention was brought to bear on
Berlin after the reunification of the city in 1990 and
the relocation of the national government there
from Bonn. In ruins since the days of Hitler, the
former parliamentary building, the Reichstag, was
restored by Sir Norman Foster (b. 1935), a
London architect, in 1993–1999. Mindful of his-
tory, he preserved the graffiti left on the blackened
walls by Soviet soldiers in 1945. His landmark glass
dome, a strikingly contemporary note atop the
more-than-century-old building, was lit from inside
at night. It symbolizes the transparency of demo-
cratic governments. A mirrored cone occupies the
center of the dome to enhance the daylighting of
a spiraling pedestrian ramp. The much-honored
Foster and Partners firm has worked in forty-eight
countries. Their 850-foot Commerzbank Tower,
Frankfurt (1997), was Europe’s tallest building upon
completion. Their breathtaking cable-stayed road
bridge, the Millau Viaduct, France (2001–2005), is
the tallest vehicular bridge in the world, with seven
concrete piers each higher than the Eiffel Tower.

No longer are great European buildings necessa-
rily designed by Europeans, as evinced by the fame of
two recent museums by Americans. I. M. Pei (b.
1917) created a glass pyramid for the Louvre, Paris
(1985–1989), a controversial intrusion of the mod-
ern into a historic complex. For the much-praised
Guggenheim in Bilbao, Spain (1992–1997), the
Californian Frank Gehry (b. 1929) conceived a fan-
tastically complex, deconstructivist design clad in a
shiny titanium skin. Critics heaped praise on it as
boldly pointing the way to coming twenty-first-
century approaches, which they predicted would be
marked by increasing fragmentation and freedom.
Daniel Libeskind’s (b. 1946) annex to the Berlin
Historical Museum and Peter Eisenman’s Berlin
Memorial to the Murdered Jews of Europe, both
works by American architects, are two other striking
cases in point.

Deconstructivism gained notoriety in the
1980s as a transatlantic alternative to both

international style and postmodernism. It defined

an architecture that seemed to have been wrenched

violently apart, twisted, and contorted, its complex

visual effects made possible by computer-aided

design (CAD) software. The Viennese firm Coop

Himmelb(l)au emerged as a leading practitioner.

Their UFA Cinema Center, Dresden (1993–1998),

is a movie theater entered through a weirdly tilted

glass structure resembling a faceted crystal. The

architect Rem Koolhaas (b. 1944) started out as a

writer whose Delirious New York (1978) earned him

fame as a visionary theorist with a radical, streetwise

approach: forget trying to improve modern cities,

he says, and instead embrace ‘‘the culture of conges-

tion,’’ the vibrant chaos of modern life. Subsequently

he has gone on to develop a worldwide practice, and

he won architecture’s highest honor, the Pritzker

Prize, in 2000. As the twenty-first century began,

his status among young architecture students was

cult-like, many calling him the greatest living

architect. His firm, the Office for Metropolitan

Architecture (OMA), has produced designs that defy

categorization but are often classed with deconstruc-

tivism. They have inspired diverse reactions: admira-

tion for their hip, intellectualized analysis of

contemporary problems; dislike for their harsh,

formless geometries and brash rawness.

OMA’s largest executed planning project was a

new city center for Lille, France (1988–2004),

called Euralille, designed to accommodate com-

mercial growth owing to the new Channel Tunnel

linking France and Britain. Koolhaas embraces

‘‘bigness’’ and designed at a scale meant to be

appreciated not on foot but from a hurtling high-

speed train. Contrary to most contemporary think-

ers, he favors big, signature buildings to capture

the public imagination. Some saw in this a return

to discredited principles of CIAM. Koolhaas’s

major building at Lille, erected on a tight budget,

is the Grand Palais exhibition hall or Congrexpo

(1994), nicknamed The Egg for its distinctive

form, which is surfaced in black-pebbled concrete

and corrugated plastic. He likes ovals, thinking

back to New York and Wright’s Guggenheim

Museum, but here the oval embraces wild disso-

nance in its internal forms, shapes, and materials,

the whole sometimes garish and vulgar, much like

the modern cities Koolhaas so passionately admires.

His followers are many, including the 2004
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Pritzker Prize winner Zaha Hadid (b. 1950), born
in Iraq but now a resident of London. Among her
few built projects is the Bergisel Ski Jump,
Innsbruck, Austria (1999–2002), a towering struc-
ture of pure sculptural drama.

At the dawn of the twenty-first century,
London was the setting for some of the most dra-
matic architectural developments in Europe. Foster
and Partners experimented with strange CAD
forms, including the warped glass ovoid of
London City Hall (1998–2002), which has no
front or back. Its shape is precisely configured to
minimize the area exposed to direct sunlight and
reduce dependence upon air conditioning. Many
European architects have lately embraced this kind
of ecologically sustainable or ‘‘green’’ design. Also
by Foster and Partners is the extraordinary-looking
30 St. Mary Axe, or Swiss Re Headquarters (1997–
2004), nicknamed the Gherkin for its swelling,
bullet-like form. Advertised as London’s first eco-
logically friendly skyscraper, its round plan helps
drive a system of natural ventilation via openings
in the curving, glazed façade, so the building uses
only half the energy of a typical office tower. The
same firm collaborated with engineers and a sculp-
tor on Millennium Bridge, a stylish footway over
the Thames (1996–2000). It connects to a new
museum, Tate Modern (1995–2000), by a Swiss
firm, Herzog & de Meuron—a good example of
the postmodern preference for historic preserva-
tion, as it occupies a former power plant. Piano
began work in 2000 on what was planned to be
the tallest building in Europe, 1,016-foot London
Bridge Tower, so thin and crystalline it was
instantly nicknamed the Shard when the drawings
were unveiled. If completed, it will be an appro-
priate symbol of London’s growing financial and
cultural preeminence among European cities.
Designed at the very end of the period 1914–
2004, the Shard proposal intriguingly recalls Mies
van der Rohe’s Glass Skyscraper scheme of more
than eighty years earlier, history coming full circle.
For all the phases it has undergone and challenges
it has faced, architectural modernism remains excit-
ing and innovative in Europe, constantly seeking
new approaches and new relevance for an ever-
changing world.

See also France; Futurism; Germany; Italy; Nazism;
Russia; Technology; United Kingdom.
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W. BARKSDALE MAYNARD

n

ARENDT, HANNAH (1906–1975),
German-born American political philosopher.

Born in Hanover, Germany, Arendt began
studying existentialism with Martin Heidegger in
Marburg in 1924. Two years later, she relocated to
Heidelberg, where she completed a dissertation on
‘‘St. Augustine’s Doctrine of Love’’ under the
direction of another existentialist, Karl Jaspers.

Although the Nazi electoral breakthrough did
not occur until 1930, it seems that, upon finishing
her dissertation, Arendt sensed the political catas-
trophe that would befall Germany four years hence.
At this point she abandoned her philosophical
interests and began research for a major study on
the early-nineteenth-century Jewess and salonnière
Rahel Varnhagen. Reflecting on this period in a
1962 interview, Arendt expressed strong misgivings
about the attitudes of fellow German intellectuals.
She had anticipated discrimination among common
folk. But the anti-Semitism she encountered among
academicians came as a shock. As she later opined,
‘‘Among intellectuals Gleichschaltung [the Nazi
euphemism for the elimination of opponents] was
the rule . . . I never forgot that. I left Germany domi-
nated by the idea . . . : Never again! I shall never
again get involved in any kind of intellectual
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business. I want nothing to do with that lot.’’ Later
in life, she preferred being identified as a ‘‘political
thinker’’ rather than as a ‘‘philosopher.’’

Arendt emigrated to Paris in 1933, where she
worked with Youth Aliya, helping Jewish children
relocate to Palestine. Eight years later, she emi-
grated to the United States, where she taught at
Brooklyn College, commented in journals on
European politics, and worked for the Jewish pub-
lishing house Shocken. In 1951 her landmark
study, The Origins of Totalitarianism, appeared:
a sweeping attempt to account for the rise of poli-
tical dictatorship as result of the breakdown of
tradition and the rise of ‘‘mass society.’’ Her meth-
odological approach bore similarities to Alexis de
Tocqueville’s conclusions in The Old Regime and
the Revolution (1856). Tocqueville had tried to
explain the despotic turn taken by the French
Revolution (under the Jacobins and then Napoleon)
by analyzing the breakdown of the traditional
‘‘estates’’ and the social leveling initiated under the
age of absolutism.

In the early 1950s, Arendt reconciled herself
with her former mentor, Heidegger, who, during
the early 1930s, had vigorously supported the
Nazis. Yet, when she proudly sent him a copy of
her pathbreaking study on totalitarianism, the philos-
opher demurred, claiming his English was not good
enough to read it. Arendt and Jaspers also reestab-
lished contact after the war. Their extensive corre-
spondence, first published during the early 1990s,
represents one of the most significant philosophical
and political records of the twentieth century.

Arendt returned to political philosophy with
the publication of The Human Condition (1958),
which she had begun as a critical study of Marxism.
Here, she reprised some of the Aristotelian the-
matics she had encountered thirty years earlier as
a Heidegger protégé. Arendt argued that one of
the debilities of modern politics was that it placed
the concerns of ‘‘life’’—the subaltern, biological
ends of production and reproduction—at its cen-
ter. Yet, from the standpoint of classical political
philosophy, what distinguished humanity from the
beasts was precisely its capacity to transcend the
‘‘life process’’ via cultural achievement and ‘‘great
politics.’’ In Arendt’s view, politics—in the Greek
sense of ‘‘political excellence’’—meant ‘‘action,’’
which she defined as the capacity for men and women

to distinguish themselves in public through speech
and heroic deeds. In her view, one of the problems
with modern politics was that it downplayed ‘‘action’’
in favor of ‘‘social’’ concerns. Thus, under the mod-
ern welfare state, the summum bonum became
the (vulgar) material ends of the ‘‘life process’’ and
little else.

Her antimodern prejudices were also evident in
‘‘Reflections on Little Rock,’’ a 1959 article in
which she criticized the civil rights movement.
Arendt felt it was not the business of ‘‘politics’’ or
‘‘government’’ to meddle in ‘‘society’’—even if, in
the case at hand, inaction meant perpetuating seg-
regation. Her distrust of ‘‘mass society’’ was so
profound that, in On Revolution (1963), she toyed
with the idea of eliminating universal suffrage as
one way to keep the unwashed masses out of pol-
itics. Elsewhere, she praised ‘‘workers councils’’
(Räte) as contemporary embodiments of ‘‘action,’’
despite their ‘‘social’’ origins—the fact that they
emerged from the lowly sphere of ‘‘labor.’’

Understandably, Arendt’s critics found her
position rife with ‘‘aristocratic’’ prejudices. They
argued that by belittling social concerns, she failed
to appreciate modernity’s vast democratic potential
and import. Moreover, over the course of the
twentieth century, our understanding of ‘‘rights’’
has progressively evolved, from civic to political to
social rights (unemployment insurance, health care,
pensions, safe working conditions, and so forth).
Arendt’s distaste for social questions and issues
risked overlooking these gains insofar as they per-
tained to the ‘‘life cycle.’’

In 1963 Arendt published Eichmann in
Jerusalem. Her contention that leaders of the
Jewish councils of occupied Europe cooperated
with the Nazis escalated into a major international
controversy. Even if her accusations contained a
measure of truth, Arendt seemed oblivious to the
state of duress under which the Judenräte leaders
operated. Often they found themselves in a no-win
situation vis-à-vis the Nazis’ deportation demands
and did what they could to stall for time.

Arendt seemingly poured fuel on the fire by pro-
posing her ‘‘banality of evil’’ thesis to describe Nazi
henchmen like Eichmann. By using this phrase, Arendt
sought both to expose the perpetrators’ mediocrity
and to highlight their bureaucratic approach to mass

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 141

A R E N D T , H A N N A H



murder. Conversely, her detractors felt that, by
employing this epithet, she appeared to downplay the
sadistic brutality that distinguished the Nazi crimes.

In 1969 she wrote a text in honor of
Heidegger’s eightieth birthday in which she
exonerated his Nazi behavior. Undoubtedly, her
intended target was Theodor Adorno, who in
1964 wrote a trenchant Heidegger critique, The
Jargon of Authenticity, and who had once claimed
that Heidegger’s philosophy was ‘‘fascist down to
its innermost core.’’ Parrying Adorno’s accusations,
Arendt suggested that Nazism was a ‘‘gutter-born
phenomenon’’ and, as such, had nothing to do with
the life of the mind. She also claimed that, as a
philosopher, Heidegger possessed an ethereal under-
standing of politics and thus should not be held
accountable for his actions. At this juncture, the
Nobel laureate and Holocaust survivor Elie Wiesel
could not help but weigh in, claiming that ‘‘Arendt
was so arrogant that she thought she alone could
decide who should be forgiven and who should
not.’’ Coincidentally, among New York intellectuals
her unflattering nickname had been ‘‘Hannah
Arrogance.’’

See also Adorno, Theodor; Eichmann, Adolf; Nazism;
Totalitarianism.
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RICHARD WOLIN

n

ARISTOCRACY. Since the early 1980s his-
torians have debated the importance and the role of
the aristocracy in early-twentieth-century Europe.

This debate originated from the thesis advanced by
Arno J. Mayer in a book titled The Persistence of the
Old Regime (1981). Mayer argued both that aris-
tocracy still dominated much of European political,
social, and cultural life in 1914, and that this
domination was a key cause of Europe’s descent
into war.

THE ARISTOCRACY IN 1914

Mayer’s book was very useful in encouraging mod-
ern historians’ attention to the aristocracy, which
had hitherto been a neglected topic. Nor is his
thesis without some virtue. In political terms, for
instance, the Russian and Prussian aristocracies
were in some ways more powerful in 1914 than a
century before. Ironically, this was due to the
retreat of absolute monarchy and the introduction
of parliamentary institutions. Not merely did aris-
tocrats often dominate upper houses, but the
restricted franchise gave them great power in lower
houses too. This allowed the aristocracy unprece-
dented opportunities to articulate and defend com-
mon interests, choose its own political leaders, and
block legislation it disliked. Both Petr Arkadyevich
Stolypin in Russia and Theobald von Bethmann
Hollweg in Germany had reformist legislation
wrecked by aristocratic intransigence in the years
before 1914.

Mayer is also correct in pointing to the
immense wealth and continuing prestige of some
great magnate families, and to the continuing
predominance of men of aristocratic origin in the
armed forces and the diplomatic services of mon-
archical Europe. Nor is he wrong to argue that a
sense that modernity was increasingly marginaliz-
ing the aristocracy was a source of pessimism, even
cultural and political despair, for some aristocrats,
and that this could sometimes feed into political
radicalism (e.g., the British Conservatives’ uncon-
stitutional encouragement of Ulster rebellion from
1912 to 1914) or even into willingness to accept
the ‘‘heroic remedy’’ of war as a solution to intrac-
table domestic political crisis.

Nevertheless, Mayer takes his argument much
too far. By 1914 landed wealth was well out-
stripped by financial, industrial, and commercial
fortunes. To the extent that a small minority of
the richest and most prestigious aristocratic families
had consolidated their position at the core of the
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emerging European modern plutocracy, this was
possible only because they had tapped into these
new ‘‘industrial era’’ sources of wealth—always in
the form of stocks and bonds, but often as owners
of coal mines or urban property. Moreover even
these untypical aristocratic families risked being
marginalized as a mere leisure class and losing their
traditional position at the core of political life as a
true ruling elite. This had much to do with the
increasing complexity of society and its manage-
ment, which had spawned a swath of professional
bureaucracies, politicians, and experts.

Even in the armed forces, in which officers
of aristocratic origin remained very important,
increasing professionalization greatly affected the
mentalities of the military elites. As regards the
decision to go to war in 1914, railway timetables
and the logic of mass mobilization were at least as
important as aristocratic values. Moreover, in the
military context it is wrong to associate aristocracy
with belligerence, and modernity with more pacific
values. Young turks at the cutting edge of military
modernity—Erich Ludendorff in Germany or
Mikhail Tukhachevsky and Alexander Nemitz in
Russia—were more wholehearted advocates of
aggressive ‘‘total’’ war than aristocratic courtier
generals desperate to sustain the traditional social
order of which they were major beneficiaries.

This bears on the more general issue of aris-
tocracy, modernity, and democracy. Particularly in
the United States there is a strong tendency to
automatically equate modernity with virtue, liberal-
ism, and democracy. American identity to some
extent always defined itself against an aristocratic
‘‘other’’ and therefore finds it easy to condemn
aristocracy for the world’s problems. Moreover to
blame ‘‘premodern’’ aristocracy for many of the
twentieth century’s political disasters is very com-
forting because in the early twenty-first century
aristocracy is dead, liberal democracy has tri-
umphed, and therefore disaster is by definition a
thing of the past. In reality matters were never so
simple.

In Imperial Germany, for instance, the Junkers
adapted very successfully to the pressures of mod-
ernity through a military professionalism that made
the German army a model for the world, and
by creating the world’s first mass agrarian inter-
est group, the Bund der Landwirte. There is

unfortunately nothing unmodern about the latter’s
organizational sophistication, its ruthlessly single-
minded pursuit of sectional interest, or its brilliant
exploitation of popular self-interest and ethnona-
tional prejudice. Moreover, the single most
dangerous element in German foreign policy,
namely the pursuit of Weltpolitik and naval power,
had far more to do with new professional and
industrial groups than with the aristocracy. The
German naval lobby saw Junkers as an anachronism
and itself as the epitome of modernity. Given the
geopolitics of imperialism and the history of nine-
teenth-century liberalism, they had a point. Nor
were these trends a merely German phenomenon.
The French and American republics played an
enthusiastic part in the imperialist expansion of
Western power and territory. White settler demo-
cratic electorates yielded to no one in their racism
or their hunger to expropriate native land. The
land and culture of Algerian natives were better
preserved under the military despotism of
Napoleon III than under the Third Republic. In
1914 European aristocracy was not as powerful
nor was its influence as baneful as Mayer argues.
Nor was European modernity as virtuous. The
coming of war was closely linked to the logic of
imperialism, but neither the world war nor imperi-
alism can simply be explained by the Primat der
Innenpolitik (primacy of domestic politics), let
alone by supposed aristocratic hegemony and
wickedness.

World War I hastened the decline of the
European aristocracy. Particularly in Germany and
Britain, young male aristocrats suffered dispropor-
tionately heavy casualties partly because of their
traditional role as officers but also perhaps because
they saw the war unconsciously as a time to relegit-
imize their leading role in society through sacrifice
for the national cause. In the less ‘‘national’’ and
less modern Romanov and Habsburg empires,
aristocratic self-sacrifice was less universal, depend-
ing much more on individual motivation and the
differing traditions of military service from one
aristocratic family to another.

THE ARISTOCRACY IN THE EUROPEAN

PERIPHERY

The war destroyed the Russian and part of the
Austrian aristocracy. Expropriated wholly in
Transylvania and to a much lesser extent in

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 143

A R I S T O C R A C Y



Czechoslovakia, the only place where the Habsburg

aristocracy retained its prewar wealth and political

influence was in the rump Hungarian state. In

Hungary the aristocracy survived thanks to successful

foreign (Romanian) intervention, which led to the

victory of the counterrevolution in the Hungarian

civil war and the overthrow of the Hungarian

‘‘Bolshevik’’ regime. Though the establishment of

Admiral Miklós Horthy’s regime was accompanied

by a ‘‘white terror’’ against its socialist enemies, once

Horthy was firmly in place the traditional aristocratic

liberalism of the Hungarian elites reestablished itself.

The self-esteem and identity of the Hungarian

traditional elites were linked to Hungary’s ancient

constitution, laws, and parliament, which the

Hungarian aristocracy had defended for centuries

against Habsburg absolutism. The aristocracy’s

role in the 1848 revolution also became part of

its defining myth and added a modern twist to

Hungarian elite liberalism. The Hungarian aris-

tocracy was never democratic even by British aris-

tocratic standards, but on the whole its traditions

did distance it from the right-wing populism, anti-

Semitism, and fascism that came to dominate

much of eastern and central Europe in the 1930s.

Hungary can usefully be seen as part of Europe’s

peripheral ‘‘Second World,’’ which stretched from

Ireland and Iberia in the west, through Italy and

the Balkans in the south, to the Habsburg and

Romanov empires’ territory in eastern Europe.

Many features distinguished this periphery from

Europe’s ‘‘First World’’ core in Britain, France,

Germany, and the Low Countries. For example,

almost everywhere in the periphery society was

poorer and more lawless, middle classes were much

smaller, and property was less secure. In most coun-

tries, of all forms of wealth and property, the big

estates were the most vulnerable to expropriation.

In many cases traditional peasant resentment of the

aristocracy had been exacerbated by the effect that

market-oriented capitalism had on the way the arist-

ocracy fenced off and exploited its forests and farms.

Peasants deprived of access to common land or to the

aristocracy’s forests could be willing recruits for the

socialist and anarchist movements that were begin-

ning to spread their tentacles into rural areas, which

the railways and growing literacy were making less

inaccessible to urban ‘‘agitators.’’

It was therefore not unrealistic for large land-

owners in peripheral Europe to fear social revol-

ution and the arrival of mass democracy in the first

years of the twentieth century. Inevitably the dis-

ruption of society and radicalization of politics

caused by World War I increased such fears. So

too above all did the Russian Revolution of 1917,

which resulted in the total expropriation of the

Russian aristocracy and the death or exile of many

of its members. Although the Bolsheviks ratified

the expropriation of the landowners in 1917 and

1918, the peasantry had itself taken the initiative

in this matter, frequently also burning down

the manor houses though seldom murdering their

occupants. Had democracy triumphed in Russia

the Constituent Assembly would have expro-

priated the estates without compensation. Only

successful military counterrevolution would have

saved the property of the Russian aristocracy,

as Admiral Horthy and General Francisco Franco

subsequently did for their Hungarian and Spanish

peers.

Responses to the threat of agrarian revolution

differed across the European Second World. In the

generation before 1914 the British government

bought out most of the Anglo-Irish landowning

class. This was crucial in averting social, though

not national, revolution in the period from 1918

to 1923. Nevertheless the ‘‘Troubles’’ caused the

destruction of some aristocratic houses and has-

tened the retreat of the Anglo-Irish aristocracy to

England. Somewhat similar was the fate of the

Baltic German aristocracy in newly independent

Latvia and Estonia. A key justification for expro-

priation here was the avoidance of social revolution

and the attractiveness of communism, which in

1917 and 1918 had strong support, particularly in

Latvia. The key difference between the fate of the

Baltic German and Anglo-Irish landlords was that

the former did not have the immensely wealthy

British taxpayer willing and able to buy them out

on generous terms. In Romania too, the immediate

postwar years saw radical land reform with minimal

compensation, designed once again to remove the

threat of social revolution. In terms of Barrington

Moore Jr.’s famous thesis about the agrarian

origins of democracy, fascism, and communism,

the Baltic and Romanian land reforms are of great

interest. Though these reforms were successful in
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undermining mass support for social revolution,
they did not guarantee lasting democracy. In
Romania in particular populist politics moved to
the nationalist right of the political spectrum, with
anti-Semitism at its core.

In Italy and Spain the landed aristocracy sur-
vived, though in both cases it did so in alliance with
right-wing authoritarian regimes. In the immediate
aftermath of World War I the liberal regimes of
both Spain and Italy collapsed. The landowning
class in northern Italy played an important role
in funding and protecting fascist bands in order
to terrorize increasingly rebellious agrarian labor
and to save themselves (so many believed) from
Russian-style social revolution. The traditional
Italian elites then lived in relatively comfortable
cohabitation with the fascist regime for a genera-
tion, their confidence, status, and interests being
boosted by the survival of the key political institu-
tions of the prefascist era—namely the monarchy,
royal army, and diplomatic corps on the one hand,
and the Vatican on the other. Fascist Italy then
played an important role in ensuring Franco’s
victory in the Spanish civil war (1936–1939) and
thereby saving the estates of the Spanish aristoc-
racy. By 1936 it was not unrealistic for the aristoc-
racy of, in particular, Andalusia to believe that only
military counterrevolution would save its lands
from expropriation. Extreme class conflict in parts
of the Spanish countryside was probably not the
most important reason why Spanish democracy
collapsed in the 1930s, but it was a significant
contributory factor.

THE ARISTOCRACY IN THE EUROPEAN CORE

Ultimately, however, Europe’s future and aristoc-
racy’s role within it would be decided mostly in the
Continent’s First World core. By 1914 the British
aristocracy was much weaker than it had been in
1850. British agriculture, unprotected by tariffs,
had suffered severely in the four prewar decades.
The great majority of the population now lived in
towns. Financial, industrial, and commercial wealth
far outstripped the proceeds from agriculture. A
mass socialist party had emerged by 1914, and
the House of Lords had lost most of its power in
1911. The long-term trends that underlay these
developments continued in the interwar years.
Nevertheless the British aristocracy remained very

significant in political, cultural, and social terms,
and some of its members were still extremely
wealthy. Victory in World War I enhanced the
legitimacy of monarchy, political system, and aris-
tocracy alike, not least because the British aristoc-
racy’s sacrifices in the war had earned it respect.
The collapse of the global capitalist economy in the
1930s split the socialist movement and resulted in
fourteen years of what was in essence Conservative
rule (1931–1945). Though the three prime minis-
ters of the 1930s were not aristocrats, many of
their key ministers were. Most famously, Winston
Churchill, a scion of one of England’s greatest
aristocratic families, led the country to victory in
World War II.

Victory in the war ensured that the swansong
of the British aristocracy continued for some time
after 1945. Even in the 1960s the head of one of
Scotland’s leading aristocratic families could serve
as Britain’s prime minister. By the end of Margaret
Thatcher’s era (1979–1990), however, aristocrats
were marginalized even in the Conservative Party.
British mass culture, influenced by American
values, had become much less deferential and more
self-confident. Education at the elite Eton College
had become a positive disadvantage in public life.

The fate of the German aristocracy was less
happy. Defeat in World War I and the fall of the
German monarchies weakened the prestige of tra-
ditional elites, institutions, and values. Except to
some extent in territory annexed by Poland, the
German aristocracy nevertheless preserved its
estates. Moreover the Weimar regime was actually
quite generous in the protection it offered to large-
scale agriculture. The great suffering caused by the
British wartime blockade had convinced many
Germans that agricultural self-sufficiency might
be more than just a cover for Junker selfishness.
Moreover the German army and diplomatic service
remained aristocratic havens. Nevertheless most
of the German aristocracy despised the Weimar
Republic and were not unhappy to see it replaced
by the Nazis. Key members of the aristocratic
political and military elite, led by Franz von
Papen, were instrumental in bringing Adolf Hitler
to power, believing that the perks of office would
undermine the radicalism of the Nazis and that the
latter would be controllable by Germany’s
traditional elites.
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In Germany as in Italy it was only when the

fascist regime was clearly losing the war that core

elements in the traditional elite sought to over-

throw it. The German conservatives, unlike in

Italy, had no king through whom to remove the

fascist leader, and many of them paid with their

lives for the failure of the attempt to assassinate

Hitler and assume power by coup d’état in

1944. There was symbolism in the fact that

Hitler’s would-be assassin was Count Claus von

Stauffenberg, a member of the South German

Catholic aristocracy. With few exceptions the

Catholic, and above all Bavarian, aristocracy was

not closely associated with fascism, unlike sig-

nificant sections of the Protestant nobility.

Nevertheless it is worth noting that many of the

key figures in the July assassination plot came from
the cream of the Prussian aristocracy and that their
opposition to Hitler was deeply rooted in Christian
ethics and dated back to his first moments in
power. Though it is nonsense to see most of the
Protestant German aristocracy as long-term ene-
mies of Nazism, the aristocracy was certainly not
more pro-Nazi than the professional middle class
or indeed the mass electorate. Given contemporary
ideology and the balance of political forces in
early-twenty-first-century Germany, it is often con-
venient, however, to pretend otherwise.

THE ARISTOCRACY IN POST-1945 EUROPE

World War II hugely weakened the German and
European aristocracy. Everywhere in the Soviet

Lord and Lady Mountbatten with Mohandas K. Gandhi, New Delhi, India, April 1947. The career of Lord Mountbatten

exemplified the continuing ascendancy of the British aristocracy in the twentieth century. After serving as a naval officer in both

world wars, he was named viceroy of India and oversaw negotiations on Indian independence. He subsequently served the

government in a variety of positions until his assassination by members of the Irish Republican Army in 1979. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH

COLLECTION/CORBIS
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bloc the aristocracy was expropriated. Because the
core of German aristocratic power and wealth lay in
the territories that fell to communism, this in itself
reduced the significance of the traditional elites
in German life, even though unlike in Japan the
victorious Western Allies did not expropriate the
aristocracy in their German occupation zones. In
addition, however, all significant sections of West
German society after 1945 were determined to
make a clean break with the past and had an uncon-
ditional commitment to democratic values.

Whereas the great majority of East German aris-
tocrats fled to noncommunist parts of Germany,
many Polish and Hungarian aristocrats lived on
in their countries, with some individuals playing
notable roles in cultural life and even in post-1989
politics. Some property was restored to aristocratic
families after 1989, though this amounted to rela-
tively little; some of the most spectacular acts of
restitution occurred in the Czech Republic.

Interestingly, the postcommunist Czech
Republic was more generous to its Habsburg-era
aristocracy than Germany was to the former land-
owning class of Prussia, Saxony, and Mecklenburg,
the great majority of whom were excluded from the
restitution of property. Though legal (and indeed
Russian) obstacles to restitution were cited, the
widespread belief that the eastern aristocracy had
been historical enemies of democracy and support-
ers of fascism facilitated this decision.

By 2000 the aristocracy was of minimal impor-
tance in Europe, though some heads of great
aristocratic families were still extremely wealthy,
especially in Britain, and a disproportionate num-
ber of aristocrats could still be found in the higher
reaches of some European diplomatic services. The
European monarchs and their families had mostly
escaped from the traditional aristocratic social circle
and had become part of the international world of
celebrities, alternately fawned on and hounded by
the paparazzi and their readership. Thus the
restoration of the Bourbons in 1975 did not much
enhance the role of aristocracy in Spain. Even
royalty was finding it increasingly hard to compete
in the European public imagination with the heroes
of the screen and the sports stadium.

See also Alfonso XIII; Bourgeoisie; Churchill, Winston;
Diana, Princess of Wales; Franco, Francisco;
Horthy, Miklós; Nicholas II; Working Class.
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DOMINIC LIEVEN
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ARMENIA. In the early twenty-first century

the Armenian population worldwide is estimated

at 5.6 million. In addition to about 3 million inhab-

itants of the Republic of Armenia, the diaspora

includes about 1.25 million in the United States,

900,000 in the former Soviet Union, 375,000 in

France, and 310,000 in the Middle East. Fewer

than 50,000 Armenians inhabit Turkey, most in

Istanbul.

At the turn of the twentieth century the

Ottoman Empire was home to most of the world’s

Armenians; many lived in Constantinople and in

the region known as Anatolia, the historical cradle

of this Eastern Orthodox people. In 1914 the

Turks estimated the number of Armenians to be

1.3 million, while the Armenian patriarchate put

the population at 2.4 million. The Armenians com-

prised the largest and most trustworthy community

in the Ottoman empire. In the second half of the

nineteenth century Armenians supported efforts to

democratize the empire and to spur economic

development. The great massacres of 1894–1896

ordered by Sultan Abdul-Hamid II (r. 1876–

1909), doubtlessly led to the birth of an Armenian

nationalist movement, but did not in themselves

undermine the allegiance of the Armenian people,

as a whole, to the empire. The almost complete

disappearance of Armenians from Turkey—that is,

from Constantinople and the vast western part of
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historic Armenia (the Armenian Republic is situated

in the east)—was the result of a genocide perpe-

trated, beginning in 1915, by the Young Turks,

who had come to power in what remained of the

Ottoman Empire. In addition to mass murder, the

policy of the new Kemalist state forced thousands of

surviving Armenians to emigrate at the end of World

War I, during the Turkish war of independence

conducted by Mustafa Kemal Atatürk (1881–1938).

The history of the Armenian people in the twen-
tieth century is doubly tragic. Armenians were vic-
tims of the first modern genocide, which destroyed
half to two-thirds of the entire community and, in
addition, the survivors were cleansed from their
historic lands. No other genocide in the twentieth
century, moreover, so ensured the impossibility of
survivors returning to the place where absolute exter-
mination was the chosen method for elimination.

The story is still more tragic if one considers

Turkey’s persistent refusal to recognize the genocide

as a historical fact. Denial frustrates mourning, keeps

the events fresh, and perpetrates suffering. It also

polarizes the communal memory concerning the

great catastrophe of 1915–1917, often to such an

extent that younger Armenians are deprived of the

broader dimensions of their history.

From the horrific circumstances surrounding

the genocide, however, one can discern an essential

trait that helps illuminate the whole history of the

Armenians. From their origins until 1914, they

were an eastern people, but great numbers of them

in the diaspora subsequently constituted a western

community that adapted readily in countries where

they were accepted. Armenians fully adapted to life

in France and the United States, readily espousing

the values and history of their adopted lands.

Armenian troops march out of Erivan, the Armenian capital, to meet Turkish forces, November 1920. ªBETTMANN/

CORBIS
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EARLY HISTORY

The Armenians originated in the valleys of the
Euphrates and Arsanias (also known as the Murat)
Rivers in Asia Minor, where they settled in the sec-
ond millennium B.C.E. Their Indo-European lan-
guage distinguished them from Semitic and African
peoples. The Kingdom of Armenia was created about
330 B.C.E. Six hundred years later, in 313 C.E., after
being conquered by the Romans, the Armenians
converted to Christianity and, indeed, Armenia
became the first officially Christian nation. Ruled first
by the Byzantine Empire, then by the Ottoman
Empire, the nation’s long history indicates its peo-
ple’s ability to adapt and reconstitute state, kingdom,
principality and, above all, church.

From the fifteenth century Armenians were
under Turkish-Ottoman rule in the west and
Persian domination in the east; a portion of
Armenian lands fell to Russia in the nineteenth cen-
tury. Through the centuries the Armenian Church,
with a patriarchate established about 1540 in
Constantinople, played an important role in main-
taining a powerful feeling of union among the dis-
parate Armenian enclaves. The church united almost
the entire community, save minorities of about 10
percent Roman Catholic and 5 percent Protestant.

MASSACRES AND EXPULSION

Conditions for Armenians in the Ottoman Empire
deteriorated considerably early in the twentieth
century. The Hamidian massacres endangered the
Armenian nationalist agenda and relations with the
Turkish majority grew tense, especially with the
arrival of Balkan refugees who perceived
Armenians, because they were Christian, as the
cause of all their misery. Extreme poverty was also
an issue, the result of looting during the pogroms
and significant taxation imposed on Armenians by
the Sublime Porte, as the Ottoman government
was known, to service foreign debt. Finally,
Armenians increasingly became the scapegoats of
the radical nationalism promulgated by the Young
Turks who, after coming to power with the 1908
revolution, sought a solution in the eastern part of
the empire to all the disasters that had befallen
them in the west. The pan-Turkish dream sought
unification of the Turkophone lands from Eastern
Thrace to Siberia. Armenians densely populated the
territory extending south to the Taurus Mountains
and the province of Cilicia, north to the Caucasus,

west to near the center of Anatolia, and the east as
far as Iran. They thus represented a major obstacle
to this huge nationalist project. Moreover, when
Ottoman defeats brought part of the Armenian
population under Russian authority, those remain-
ing in Turkey were increasingly viewed as the
enemy within. Western efforts to protect the
Armenian community by exerting various kinds of
pressure on the Sublime Porte were not truly effec-
tive; on the contrary, they magnified the Turkish
perception of the Armenians as traitors. The
Armenian community could only look to itself, to
its nascent political organization—the revolution-
ary Dashnak Party and the liberal Hintchak Party—
as well as to timely and often crucial help from
Christian missionaries and foreign-aid associations.
But with a second wave of huge massacres in Cilicia
in 1909, the situation deteriorated still further.

At about this time emigration to Europe and
United States accelerated, an apparent response to
the Ottoman persecutions and increasing poverty.
On the eve of World War I there were positive
developments in the Russian-controlled Armenian
territories of Transcaucasia after a series of Russian
military victories over the Ottoman armies. Russia
dispensed a liberal domestic policy and, on an
international plane, favored autonomy for a large
part of Armenia—including the portion that had
belonged to Turkey. Nevertheless, at a secret gath-
ering at the beginning of World War I, Armenian
leaders decided to declare loyalty to the states on
which they depended. Their devotion to the
nations in which they lived came before their claims
of identity as a people.

Like almost all Orthodox Christians in eastern
Europe, the Armenians were caught up in the tor-
ments and massacres of World War I. Some three
hundred thousand from the Van and Erzurum
provinces in Eastern Anatolia were evacuated at
the beginning of the war by the Russians. Others
settled in Transcaucasia, in the territory that would
become the Armenian Republic, on the eastern
border of historic Armenia. But Armenians who
remained near the front lines were among the two
hundred thousand civilians killed by the Turkish
army during its 1916 offensive in Caucasia, accord-
ing to Russian statistics. A number survived their
deportation to camps in Mesopotamia and Syria,
while an estimated fifty thousand Armenians were
able to reach the environs of Aleppo, where they
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endured miserable living conditions. About two
hundred thousand others took refuge in Cilicia,
counting on protection from the occupying
French. But France, threatened by the Turks’ prog-
ress in their war of independence, agreed on an
armistice with Atatürk on 30 May 1920, and the
next year signed a separate peace treaty that
renounced claims on Cilicia.

The scale of extermination visited upon the
Armenians in the years 1915 to 1917 wiped them
entirely out of the heart of Anatolia, which hence-
forth became, according to Kemalist ideology, the
historic cradle of Turk civilization. Only a small
community survived in Istanbul. In 1927 the first
Turkish census reported sixty-five thousand to
seventy-seven thousand Armenians registered as
inhabitants, their identity papers stamped
‘‘ermeni’’ (Armenian). Some six hundred thousand
to seven hundred thousand Armenians escaped the
genocide. The fate of the survivors varied.

After considerable hardships, Armenian refu-
gees thereafter ended up in Aleppo, which became
the central staging area for out-migration. The
diaspora may be said to have begun here. Some

Armenians went on to settle in Syria, Lebanon,
Egypt, and Iraq; for others, Aleppo was a stepping-

stone to the United States and France, the two

most frequent western destinations. Still others

moved to the Balkans, Greece, Romania, Bulgaria,

and other countries.

However, Armenians were forbidden to return

to Turkey, their former homeland. An agreement
between Atatürk and the League of Nations, signed

after the Lausanne Treaty, made this prohibition

official. Hundreds of thousands of Armenians were

thus declared stateless and were forced to seek a

radically different way of life, disconnected from their

past—apart from memories and photographs that
enabled some to preserve family or community ties.

Outside of Constantinople, it was rare for all mem-

bers of an Armenian family to survive. During the

genocide Turkish and Kurdish families captured

Armenian women and orphans and forced them to

convert to Islam. In addition, Armenians in Turkey
under the Kemalist Republic were compelled to

change their names and to adapt to Turkish manners

and the Turkish way of life. They remained in Turkey

but lost their Armenian identity.

Bread is distributed to starving refugees at a distribution center in Armenia, 1920. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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THE ARMENIAN STATE

An Armenian state was nonetheless created at the
end of World War I and, although it came under
Soviet domination, would finally outlast the USSR.
After the Bolshevik Revolution in October 1917
Armenians in Caucasia fought the Ottoman Empire
in defense of Eastern Armenia. In January 1918 a
Turkish offensive threatened Yerevan but the
Armenian volunteers won several decisive battles,
which turned out to be a prelude to the Armenian
declaration of independence. Turkey recognized
Armenia in the Caucasus with the signing of the
Batoum Treaty on 4 June 1918.

The new state, neighbor to other Caucasian
independent states such as Georgia and Azerbaijan,
immediately found itself in a dramatic and dangerous
situation. Its population of one million, including
thirty thousand Muslims, was overwhelmed by three
hundred thousand refugees living in unsanitary and
nutritionally disastrous conditions. The population
dropped by 20 percent in a year. Mobilization of
public opinion and resources, particularly from the
U.S. Near East Relief organization, which was
already in action against the genocide, lent support.
Progress was swift, with democratic reforms,
enfranchisement of both men and women, free and
compulsory education, and economic restructuring
that included nationalization and agricultural mod-
ernization. British troops disembarked at Batoum to
enable the republic to extend to the whole of Eastern
Armenia—some forty-six thousand square kilo-
meters—more land than the Armenians had ever
occupied.

At the Paris Peace Conference, which began on
18 January 1919, the Armenian delegation presented
a project for an Armenian mandate that extended
from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean Ocean.
This idea was turned down in favor of an indepen-
dent Armenia that still had a surface area twice the
size of the first state proclaimed in 1918. But the
U.S. Senate’s refusal to ratify the treaties, together
with Atatürk’s victorious war over the Allies, dashed
Armenian hopes—especially those of the Dashnak
Party, then in power in Yerevan.

SOVIET DOMINATION TO INDEPENDENCE

By 1920 the Armenian situation seemed hopeless.
While Kemalist troops marched into the Kars and
Ardahan provinces, Armenia’s neighbors, the

Azeris, launched an offensive against the Armenian
Republic, where there was, in addition, Bolshevik-
led unrest. In December 1920 the Dashnak govern-
ment resigned the same day that Armenia was forced
to sign the Treaty of Alexandropol. The new nation
lost half its territory to Turkey and Azerbaijan, which
gained the region of Nagorno Karabakh, in spite of
the fact that 95 percent of the population of that
region was Armenian. This represented a double
defeat in that Armenia lost much of its territory to
the Turks while being brought into the Soviet
Union; in 1936 Armenia would be officially declared
a Soviet Republic. Even so, Armenians retained their
identity and preserved their culture, thanks in great
part to the power of the Armenian Church, which
the Soviet authorities failed to destroy.

But Stalinization had a profound influence on
Armenia that only started to ebb after World War II.

A man searches coffins for the body of his brother

following the 1988 earthquake in Armenia. ªMIROSLAV

ZAJÍC/CORBIS
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In Joseph Stalin’s ‘‘great patriotic war,’’ declared

against Nazi Germany in 1943, Armenians played

conspicuous roles in the Soviet victory. In the

aftermath of war, some one hundred thousand

Armenians of the diaspora, especially those living in

France, responded to an appeal to rejoin the repub-

lic. This did not work out as expected, however.

While Armenians from France returned, many more

emigrated to the United States. Soviet Armenia

nevertheless flourished both economically and cultu-

rally, for the most part. The Armenian homeland

consolidated what remained of its historic territory,

enabling it to confront consecutive crises that arose

with the collapse of the Soviet Union. A referendum

on 21 September 1991 brought Armenia complete

independence.

THE NEW REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA

Never reconciled to the loss of Nagorno Karabakh,

in 1988 Armenians mobilized for reunification.

The neighboring Azeris reacted violently, persecut-

ing Armenians and organizing a pogrom in

Sumgait in February 1988. As Soviet power was

everywhere contested, an Armenian Committee of

the Karabakh was formed, though its operation was

hampered by a devastating earthquake on 7

December 1988 that killed some forty-five thou-

sand Armenians. A major leader emerged, however.

Levon Ter Petrosian (b. 1945), although impri-

soned for a time, organized the Armenian

National Movement after his release in June

1989. When this party won the elections in

October 1990 he became president of the new

Republic of Armenia.

The first years of Armenian independence were

difficult and resulted in considerable out-migra-

tion. Military operations that aimed to reunite the

Karabakh region did not succeed; and, although

both parties signed a cease-fire in 1994, Armenia

and Azerbaijan remained technically at war. A posi-

tive demographic change came with the arrival of

Armenians from the ‘‘interior diaspora’’ of the for-

mer Soviet Union. Despite difficult relations with

neighboring countries and tensions throughout the

region, Armenians could hope that the twenty-first

century would open a new phase in their nation’s

history as a European and democratic republic,

contending with past and future, reunited after a

diaspora in the wake of genocide and decades of
Soviet rule.

Exiled Armenians, with the impossibility of
returning to their homeland, were forced to live
and think with an international perspective—at
least for those who settled in Western Europe and
the United States. Armenians in the diaspora iden-
tify themselves and are recognized as U.S. or
French citizens. This should not paper over the
significant hardships that emigres experienced, but
it helps explain why European and U.S. Armenians
did not return to the Republic of Armenia.
However, Armenians worldwide preserve common
values and a shared identity, the intangible but
painful memory of genocide, the spiritual and
financial connection to the Armenian Church, and
consciousness of an old and prestigious history.
Powerful associations energize and organize the
contemporary Armenian identity. The Armenian
General Benevolent Union, for example, operates
worldwide. There are also numerous, often highly
patriotic, organizations within the various coun-
tries of the diaspora that struggle to compel world-
wide recognition of the Armenian genocide. This
effort has achieved undeniable progress since the
1990s. At the turn of the twenty-first century trav-
els and various research projects have enabled
European Armenians to discover the history of
their ancestors in Eastern Turkey and even to work
with Turkish intellectuals to recover a culture that
was often enough not monocultural but collective,
beneficial to both peoples.

See also Armenian Genocide; Atatürk, Mustafa Kemal;
Turkey; World War I; World War II.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Avakian, Arra S., and Ara John Movesian. Armenia: A
Journey through History. Fresno, Calif., 2000.

Bournoutian, George A. A Concise History of the Armenian
People: From Ancient Times to the Present. 4th ed.
Costa Mesa, Calif., 2005.

Hovannisian, Richard G. Republic of Armenia. 4 vols.
Berkeley, Calif., 1971–1996.

Libaridian, Gerard. Modern Armenia: People, Nation, State.
New Brunswick, N.J., 2004.

Miller, Donald E., and Lorna Touryan Miller. Survivors: An
Oral History of the Armenian Genocide. Berkeley,
Calif., and London, 1993.

152 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

A R M E N I A



Sargsyan, Gevorg. From Crisis to Stability in the Armenian
Power Sector: Lessons Learned from Armenia’s Energy
Reform Experience. Washington, D.C., 2006.

Walker, Christopher J, ed. Visions of Ararat: Writings on
Armenia. London and New York, 1997.

VINCENT DUCLERT

n

ARMENIAN GENOCIDE. The destruc-
tion of the Eastern Armenians, carried out by the
rulers of the Ottoman Empire during World War I,
is a signal event in twentieth-century history. Signal
because of its genocidal nature, which at the time
had never been seen before and which, to borrow a
phrase from journalist and scholar Samantha
Power, ushered the world into the ‘‘age of geno-
cides.’’ Signal as concerns the will of a government,
a state, and a people to destroy an ethnic group
fully integrated into the empire, having contribut-
ed to its prosperity as well as its past splendor.
Signal with respect to the inability of the civilized
world, and the victorious Allied Powers in particu-
lar, to fully gauge the historical scope of the trag-
edy and to erect interstate barriers to prevent its
repetition (in that the juridical arsenal that arose
out of the Nuremberg trials and the United
Nations Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide arose only
after the destruction of Europe’s Jews). Signal as
concerns the battle waged since the 1970s (and
which rages still) for the events to be retroactively
classified as a genocide—a vital step for a people
still deprived of the means for mourning and
remembering. Signal with respect to the New
Turkey’s denial of the reality of the destruction of
the Armenians and the scale of the massacres them-
selves. Signal, finally, concerning the challenge
posed to historians to mold their knowledge in
such a way as to yield principles of reconciliation
between peoples and the responsibility of
humanity.

BEGINNINGS OF THE EXTERMINATION

OF A MINORITY

Between one-half and two-thirds of the Armenians
living along the outer reaches of the empire were
exterminated, either directly in the central
Anatolian regions where they were living, over the
course of massive deportations to the south, or else

after having arrived at their final destinations in
Syria and Mesopotamia. This, the empire’s preemi-
nent minority group, reputed to be its most faith-
ful, would ultimately lose more than a million of its
members, massacred under horribly cruel condi-
tions that revolted the diplomats and missionaries
who witnessed the origins and execution of the
destruction of a people identified solely by their
religion—Christianity. Virtually all the survivors
were forced into exile in order to end a conflict
whose goal was a ‘‘war of national liberation’’
waged between 1919 and 1923, so called by
General Mustafa Kemal, leader of the Nationalist
Turks. Anatolia, where the majority of Armenians
were concentrated, (including Constantinople and
the great Aegean coastal cities like Smyrna
[Izmir]), was emptied of its minorities in order to
secure a firm foothold for the nation-state sought
by this ‘‘Father of the Turks,’’ Atatürk. According
to the republic’s first census in 1927, only 65,000
to 77,000 Armenians were to remain in Turkey,
essentially all in Istanbul, out of a population esti-
mated in 1882 of 2.4 million (based on figures
provided by the Patriarchal Authority).

These facts are openly admitted by everyone,
including numerous eyewitness testimonies, the
trials that took place in Constantinople and Berlin
between 1919 and 1921, and an abundance of
historical studies of the period. The effects of this
accumulated knowledge permit us to corroborate
the number of victims, the specific means used to
destroy persons and groups, and the methods
employed to administer collective death. It also
authorizes us to re-map the planning undertaken
for the deportations and mass murders, to under-
stand the workings behind the ethnic and national
hatreds that formed the ideological wellsprings of
destruction, and to establish once and for all the
direct responsibility of the Young Turk government
and the Ottoman state at war, as well as the role the
Allied Powers played in abandoning the survivors
and refusing all Armenian rights in Anatolia, a vast
territory once called ‘‘Great Armenia.’’

The destruction of the Armenians was based on
the development of a transnationalist ideology that
arose out of the growing difficulties experienced by
the Ottoman Empire during the second half of the
nineteenth century. The empire, which had lost
several of its rich European provinces during the
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first Balkan wars, was transformed into a bloody
dictatorship erected against internal enemies.

The ‘‘Red’’ Sultan Abdul-Hamid II encouraged
the exploitation of the Armenians, then ordered their
widespread massacre. Unanimous protest on the part
of Western public opinion, combined with the threat
of armed intervention, ended up stopping an unprec-
edented murderous rampage responsible for the
deaths of two hundred thousand victims. Regime
change in 1908 and the outbreak of the Young
Turk Revolution did little to change the course of
the new Ottoman-Turk nationalism and its violence
against minority groups. In 1909, several thousand
Armenians were massacred in Constantinople, and
twenty-five thousand perished in Cilicy while sailors
from the Triple Entente stood by and watched.

The political and social situation for Armenians
become even worse after the empire’s losses in the
Balkan wars of 1912. They became the primary
obstacle to the rebirth of the nation sought by the
Young Turks, who erected a military dictatorship
founded on the ideological project of pan-Turkism
on the eve of the outbreak of World War I. The
influx into Anatolia of Ottoman Turk people fleeing
the extreme violence of the Balkan wars rendered the
continued existence of minority groups even more
problematic, because they came to seem more and
more like traitors and foreign agents. Violence
against the Armenian population resumed after war
broke out on the western front and increased even
further when Turkish soldiers discovered that Russia
had enlisted volunteers from the Armenian regions
under its control. Faithful to the Russians on that
side of the border, the Armenians were just as faithful
within the empire, whose Young Turk army they
loyally served.

But the loss to Russia at Sarikamis in January
1915 unleashed a conspiracy theory that styled the
Armenians as enemy agents and furthermore
allowed for the military disaster to be justified with-
out questioning the responsibility of the Ottoman
commanders. Inscribed as it was in the ultranation-
alist ideology of the army officers and Young Turk
Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), the
conspiracy theory legitimated the decision to elim-
inate the Armenians and ultimately furnished a
society in decline with an easy causal explanation
for the reverses suffered by the empire, which had
been building up for years.

A PROCESS OF DESTRUCTION IN FIVE

PHASES

In the first phase, immediately following the defeat at
Sarikamis, massive reprisals against the Armenians
occurred in the war-affected regions of Bitlis,
Much, and Sasun. The survivors, stripped of all their
possessions, reduced to a state of utter misery and

extreme humiliation, were deported, along with the
sizable community at Zaytun which had previously
been sheltered from the massacres that had taken
place at the end of the previous century. They were
driven by road and on trains to the western edge of
the Mesopotamian desert, either to Konya or Deı̈r-

es-Zor. These initial acts prove that the Turkish
populations were ready to avenge their own humilia-
tions on an innocent minority transformed into
agents of betrayal. They also showed how deporta-
tions were used as a complement to on-site extermi-
nation, especially when diplomats and missionaries

were able to oppose the murders in situ. Simul-
taneously the numerous Armenian soldiers and
officers of the Imperial Army were disarmed and
executed. This marked the beginning of the second
phase of the Armenian community’s destruction—
the elimination of the elite members of the military
and public administration, despite how this was to

have a profound affect on the empire’s functioning
and defense.

The third phase took place in the empire’s
capital on the evenings of 24–25 April 1915 and
the days that followed. A sizable portion of the
Armenian elites (23,405 people out of a commu-
nity of 150,000) was swept up, tortured, deported

to Angora, and there killed. Minister of the Interior
Talat Pasha justified these arrests with reference to
the uprising at Van and the intervention of Russian
troops that evacuated 210,000 people threatened
with annihilation. The protests of religious digni-
taries and above all of ambassadors and diplomats,

including those from Germany and Austria, dis-
suaded him from perpetrating additional acts of
violence upon the Armenians of Constantinople.

The fourth phase, which was the most character-
istic of the genocidal process, consisted of the
commencement of the general deportation of the
Armenians living in Anatolia, the cradle of their

civilization. A ‘‘Provisional Deportation Law’’ was
quickly promulgated on 27 May 1915, which did
little more than give legal stamp to a fait accompli.
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The law authorized the military authorities to take
any action deemed necessary against ‘‘the popula-
tions of cities or villages suspected of espionage or
treason’’ (article 2), without specifically mentioning
the Armenians. However, the decree of 30 May,
specifying how the law was to be applied, directly
concerned Armenians ‘‘relocated to other places due
to conditions of war and emergency policy needs’’ as
well as the management of their land and other
property. A legal framework was therefore estab-
lished for a vast plan of deportation, which consisted
of emptying all the empire’s western and eastern
provinces of their Armenian populations, who were
to be driven by force to desert spaces extending
between Mosul and Aleppo. This constituted the
turntable of the deportation completed by the end
of 1916. The deportation ended in the physical
destruction of almost all of those displaced.
Following the deportation of Armenians in the areas
of Zaytun and Van, the plan turned to the larger
populations constituting ‘‘Great Armenia,’’ meaning
one million Armenians from Trebizond on the Black
Sea to Diyarbakir on the Syrian border, with Sivas on
the west and Van to the east.

These communities, composed of both urban-
ites and villagers alike, already weakened by any
number of previous massacres, generally made lead-
erless by the preliminary assassination of their nota-
bles, and traditionally respectful of Ottoman
authority anyway, offered no resistance whatsoever.
Only 150,000 Armenians managed to escape to the
Russian-occupied Caucasus. Whole populations were
then massacred en route, either by military units and
police, by local populations of Turks and Kurds, or
else by the actual coordinators of the deportations,
the men of the Special Organization.

Eyewitness accounts repeatedly mention in
particular rapes, physical mutilations, and the mas-
sacres of women, children, and newborn babies.
Those who escaped death were forced to contend
with severe hunger and thirst in the middle of
summer with no means of sustenance whatsoever.
The empire’s western provinces, which were
equipped with a railroad infrastructure, were also
affected by the deportation orders, allowing three
hundred thousand Armenians to be deported in
just a few short months.

Despite this, some five hundred thousand
Armenians escaped death by deportation, because

the often primitive techniques visited upon them
prevented their total extermination. Upon their
arrival in Mesopotamia and Syria therefore, they
were interned in camps resembling the antecham-
bers of Hell, where they were herded into caves
(Deı̈r-es-Zor), thrown into the Euphrates, and
even burned alive in immense pits. Just fifty thou-
sand managed to regroup outside Aleppo, primar-
ily women and children who had somehow escaped
forced Islamicization and slavery in Kurdish tribal
villages. Throughout the rest of the empire the
hunt for survivors, which was formally declared by
the regime and which lasted until the final months
of the war, was particularly focused on the elimina-
tion of orphaned children or, for those who were
lucky enough, on forced conversion to Islam. This
was because the Armenian Genocide, unlike the
Nazis’ Final Solution, did not call for the total
extermination of all Armenians as persons.
Conversion to Islam sufficed to suspend the geno-
cidal process. The ideology that sustained it was
therefore more ethnic, nationalist, and religious
than fundamentally racist in nature.

All told, 1.2 million Armenians were extermi-
nated either in situ, during the deportations, or in
the camps. Another 100,000—mostly women and
young girls—were abducted and converted to Islam,
and 150,000 managed to survive the camps or to
hide with Turkish, Kurdish, or Arab families. A small
number, such as the 4,200 combatants in the battle
at Musa Dagh, evacuated by the French vessel Jeanne
d’Arc cruising near Alexandria, were saved by the
Allied Powers. The Armenian minority simply no
longer existed as such within the confines of the
Ottoman Empire, save in highly reduced form in
the two metropolises of Constantinople and Smyrna.

But the terror engendered by the genocide of
their co-religionists, and the continuation of the
massacres during Mustafa Kemal’s war of national
liberation, led to the exile of almost the entire popu-
lation of survivors, who fled toward Europe and the
United States. An additional two hundred thousand
Armenians would reach the Caucasus region, future
birthplace of the tiny Republic of Armenia. None of
the survivors would ever return to their homelands, a
situation that lends a unique quality to the Armenian
Genocide: it is the only instance in which no repara-
tions have been paid and which has never been
granted any formal recognition.
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THE GENOCIDAL PLAN OF A REGIME

AND A STATE

It is not possible in the early twenty-first century to

demonstrate the genocidal nature of the Young

Turk regime with reference to an infallible docu-

ment, because the archives of the Ottoman Empire

(those at least that survive in present-day Turkey)

are inaccessible. Specialists prefer to discount Talât

Paşa’s telegrams published by Aram Andonian in

1920, based on the near total loss of the originals

and due to the propaganda purposes behind their

release. This does not mean, however, that they are

fakes, as official Turkish history would have it.

Their authenticity is easily verified when they are

situated with respect to the reasonings put forth at

the time and the general sequence of events, which

evince the application of a plan to exterminate the

empire’s Armenian minority. Unlike tribunals,

which require direct evidence to convict someone,

historians bring to light explanatory systems that

encompass all the facts and inscribe them in their

broader contexts, resulting in the construction of a

historical continuum that proves the existence of

genocidal intentions that were actually carried out.

The destruction of the Eastern Armenians dur-

ing World War I is verifiable on the one hand by

the reality of previous massacres, which reveals the

existence of powerful mechanisms designed to

eliminate the empire’s minority groups, exploit

their members so as to psychologically and socially

degrade them, and ultimately hand them over

to Kurdish tribes, irregular troops, and Turkish

activists. The great massacres of 1894–1896, fol-

lowed by others in 1909–1912, constituted a pro-

found shock to the Armenian community, which

was stripped of its land, ancestry, and culture.

These massacres alone contributed to the deaths of

300,000 people, the forcible conversion of 100,000

others, the abduction into slavery of 100,000

The bodies of Armenians lie on the ground following a massacre by Turks, June 1919. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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women and young girls, and the exile of approxi-

mately 200,000 Armenians. These prewar activities

paved the way for the genocide of 1915 through

their terrorist methods, ideological wellsprings, and

in the numbers of their victims. An intent to commit

genocide may also be corroborated with reference

to the systematic official discourse used to transform

the Armenians into internal enemies, scapegoats

for military defeat, and imminent threats to the

nation of Ottoman Turks. It is equally evident in

the massive deportation orders and the role the

Special Organization, directly attached to the

Unionist Triumvirate, played in coordinating the

massacres along the highways and in the camps. It

becomes clear by studying the actions on the ground

of the Ottoman authorities who took on the large

part of the burden of the extermination itself, a

systematic enterprise that proves that the destruction

of the Armenians did not equate to a series of war

crimes but was a deliberate plan to make this pre-

eminent non-Muslim eastern minority group simply

disappear, because it was an obstacle to the ethnic

unification of the empire and the full establishment

of the Young Turk dictatorship. The fact that the

decision was made to mobilize forces for internal

operations in an empire already militarily hobbled

by the defeats it had suffered in 1915 points to the

degree of importance placed on their success and

the true nature of the hoped-for outcome. Finally,

the sheer number of victims cannot be explained

solely with reference to explosions of hatred

against individuals being held responsible for mili-

tary setbacks. With two-thirds of the population

exterminated, the level of Armenian victims nearly

reached that of the genocide of the Jews, but this

across a large swath of territory and a very short-

ened time period, just one-and-a-half years (April

1915 to December 1916), although the extermi-

nation would continue until the end of the war

and beyond. During this time, as the empire lost

ground on numerous fronts, Armenians allied with

the Russians took the advantage to carry out re-

prisals for the massacres against Muslim popula-

tions. Official Turkish history, in its battle to

revise historical reality, no longer hesitates to qua-

lify these acts as ‘‘genocidal.’’

The final historical proof that the Young Turk

regime harbored genocidal intentions rests in the

decision taken by its principal authorities, just prior

to the empire’s total collapse on 30 October 1918
and their flight aboard a German naval vessel, to
proceed with the large-scale destruction of their
archives. However, they failed to erase every trace
of their criminal intentions, primarily because large
amounts of evidence and testimony corroborating
the process of extermination were collected from
throughout the empire.

EVIDENCE-GATHERING AND TRYING THE

GUILTY

As a great diplomatic power that was opening up to
the powerful Western countries for the purposes of
its development, the Ottoman Empire hosted large
numbers of foreign diplomats throughout its various
territories. Europeans and Americans also dominated
the staffs of many of the charitable organizations and
missions there. These men and women delivered
horrifying accounts of how the Armenian annihila-
tion was carried out. The Allied Powers’ foreign
consulates had the wherewithal to preserve these
testimonies, out of humanitarian concern as well as
for use as a weapon in wartime. Furthermore, com-
munications in the same vein were gathered by
numerous American consuls posted to the
Ottoman Empire under the authority of U.S.
ambassador Henry Morgenthau, as well as by
German and Austrian diplomats and foreign nationals.
The British ‘‘Blue Book,’’ first published
in 1916 and for many years accompanied by an
introduction from Arnold Toynbee, furnished
much-needed guarantees of objectivity. In the same
year, the German pastor Johannes Lepsius, who had
pleaded the Armenian cause directly to Talât Paşa in
vain, made public his extensive Report (1918). In
various other depositions, witnesses insisted that this
was the deliberate destruction of a people. Thus for
instance the German ambassador, Baron Hans von
Wangenheim, on 7 July 1915 believed ‘‘the govern-
ment is in fact pursuing the goal of annihilating the
Armenian race throughout the Ottoman Empire.’’

The growing chorus of accusations emanating
from international circles weighed heavily on the
decision of the new Ottoman government formed
after the fall of the Young Turks from power to try
those responsible for the extermination. The trials
held in Constantinople in 1919 and 1920 ended in
stiff sentences, including the death penalty in
absentia for the members of the Triumvirate. The
trials also furnished an opportunity for compiling
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damning documentary proof that outlines specifi-
cally the roles played by the Young Turk Party and
the Special Organization as well as to gather
together the confessions of guilt. The work of
two official investigatory commissions further rein-
forced these attempts to document and reflect. Yet
the Allied Powers never sought to prosecute at the
international level a process they themselves had
recognized and denounced as terrifying in nature.

THE FAILURE OF ALLIES AND THE APATHY

OF COMPATRIOTS

On 24 May 1915, even before the publication of
the General Deportation Order, the Allies directed
a solemn warning to the Young Turks: ‘‘In view of
these new crimes of Turkey against humanity and
civilization, the Allied governments announce pub-
licly . . . that they will hold personally responsible
[for] these crimes all members of the . . . govern-
ment and those of their agents who are implicated
in such massacres.’’ The threat had no effect on the
fate of the Armenians and was never carried out.
The Allied governments did not seek to protect
this population. Nor did they conduct trials within
the confines of the Paris Peace Conference. The
Treaty of Sèvres did, however, provide the neces-
sary legal framework to pursue the authors of the
crimes perpetrated by the Ottoman state against its
Armenian citizens. But the preservation of
Ottoman sovereignty and the trials being held in
Constantinople diffused the early intentions of the
occupiers to try the guilty themselves. Later on it
was the Allies’ will that flagged, as the geopolitical
situation in that part of the world became increas-
ingly complex. The collective renunciation allowed
these tragic events to pass from European con-
sciousness, which was only piqued from time to
time by isolated protests coming from intellectuals
such as the Austrian-Jewish novelist Franz Werfel,
who wrote his book Die vierzig Tage des Musa
Dagh (1933; Forty days in Musa Dagh) after hav-
ing witnessed ‘‘the devastating spectacle of refugee
children . . . maimed and eaten away by starvation’’
at Aleppo in 1929.

The fading from history of the destruction of
the Armenians also ensued from the relations of
force that eventually prevailed between Turkey
and the Allies. As early as 1920 General Mustafa
Kemal battled the Ottoman government estab-
lished after the empire’s defeat. The ‘‘Victor at the

Dardanelles’’ laid the foundations of a nation-state
within the sanctuary of Anatolia. This new regime
completely distanced itself from the search for justice
and truth that had at least in part characterized the
empire on the eve of its defeat. The 24 July 1923
Treaty of Lausanne, which designated the Republic
of Turkey victor and outlined its borders, declared a
general amnesty that pardoned those found guilty in
the trials in 1919–1920 and led to the destruction of
the nascent archives of the extermination itself.
Atatürk’s regime instilled a veritable ideology of his-
tory that grounded the republic on an ethnocentric,
state-sponsored nationalism. In reaction to this
attempt by Mustafa Kemal to wipe the slate clean,
the Armenian Dachnak Party declared a ‘‘special mis-
sion’’: select militants would execute the sentences
levied in Constantinople by assassinating those con-
victed in the European capitals where they had taken
refuge. Talat Pasha’s murderer, Salomon Teilirian,
was arrested in Berlin and tried in June 1921. Pastor
Lepsius and General Liman von Sanders, former
chief of the Fifth Ottoman Army, recognized the
reality of the extermination by testifying at his trial.
‘‘Before the word itself was even known, [these
juries] were to accuse Talaat of being the primary
author of a genocide, by acquitting Teilirian’’
(Chaliand and Ternon).

The rise of the dictatorships, the dawn of the era
of large-scale ideological confrontation, and wide-
spread anti-Semitism throughout Europe would all
contribute to the near-total disappearance of any and
all references to these events of 1915, which failed
therefore to become the springboard for anticipating
the process of the destruction of the Jews of Europe.

THE BATTLE FOR CLASSIFICATION

AS GENOCIDE

That being said, the Final Solution decreed against
the Jews by the Nazis would lead to a major shift in
how the events of 1915, and contemporary
Armenian identity, came to be seen. The investiga-
tions into the genocide perpetrated during World
War I, the indictments for crimes against humanity
at the Nuremberg Trials in 1945–1946, and finally
the formal definition of genocide itself, each led to
an eventual revisiting of the history of the destruc-
tion of the Armenians and the historical as well as
juridical terms used to classify it. On 9 December
1948 the United Nations Organization meeting in
Paris unanimously adopted in plenary session the
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Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of

the Crime of Genocide. Is the extermination of the

Armenians, which is indubitably a genocide in his-

torical terms, also one in legal terms as well? In this

instance history makes law—a fact that may even be

verified with reference to the origins of the concept

of genocide itself, such as it was developed for the

United Nations Convention in 1943 by Raphael

Lemkin. To choose to classify the Armenian geno-

cide as such in legal terms therefore risks weaken-

ing its accusatory power, because it cuts it off from

its historical foundations.

The grounds for the desire to obtain this classi-

fication nonetheless, which by the end of the 1980s

had grown very strong among the Armenians in the

diaspora and in the tiny Republic of Armenia in the

Caucasus, is more directly related to the logic of

politics and identity. The struggle for classification

is clearly an Armenian response to Turkey’s denial

that the exterminations actually took place and its

obstruction of the research needed to provide knowl-

edge for the survivors to mourn by symbolically

burying their parents, neighbors, friends, lovers,

and fellow Christians—all of which presupposes that

their extermination itself becomes known and recog-

nized. Having the classification of genocide in hand

was also a weapon for forcing the Turks (sovereign

rulers over the lands where the destruction took

place and of the state responsible for these murders)

to admit the truth. In addition it was a means for

writing the untold story of the Armenians, living and

dead. This politics of memory carried out in the

struggle for classification as genocide only began to

produce tangible results as the twentieth century

drew to a close. The first action taken was by the

European Parliament, which on 18 June 1987 recog-

nized that ‘‘the tragic events which took place from

1915–1917 against the Armenians residing in the

territories of the Ottoman Empire constitute a gen-

ocide according to the definition laid out in the

Convention for the Prevention and Punishment of

the Crime of Genocide adopted by the United

Nations General Assembly on 9 December 1948.’’

The Parliament insisted, furthermore, on the ‘‘insti-

gation of a political dialogue between Turkey and the

delegated representatives of the Armenians’’ and

condemned the avowed denials as ‘‘incontrovertible

obstacles to the consideration of Turkey’s eventual

admission to the Community.’’ Intense Turkish

diplomatic and political pressure failed to prevent
the passage of similar acts of recognition by the
legislatures of Russia (1995), Greece (1996),
Belgium (1998), and finally Sweden, Italy, and
France (2001). In April 2005, on the occasion of
the ninetieth anniversary of the commencement of
the genocide itself, the British House of Commons
and the Polish Diet both adopted similar measures.

Armenian lobbying associations failed, how-
ever, to convince the United Nations to officially
include the Armenian genocide in the legal briefs of
the 1948 Convention. Despite strong support in
the court of public opinion and the efforts of high-
profile political figures, as of 2006 the U.S. admin-
istration and Congress continue to withhold their
recognition and refuse to designate 24 April as an
official Day of Commemoration. There, at least,
Turkish diplomatic ultimatums continue to hold
sway. These same pressures have provoked at times
desperate acts on the part of militant Armenians
who have sunk to engaging in terrorism to win
their cause.

This radicalization of the struggle for genocidal
classification has fed upon the intransigence of the
Turkish positions taken with regard to this ques-
tion, which are justified on the grounds of the need
to defend Turkey from ideological and racist
attacks.

THE DENIAL BY TURKEY AND HISTORY

AS NATIONAL IDEOLOGY

When the Republic of Turkey was born in 1923, its
founder, Mustafa Kemal, launched a project to
completely reread history in order to construct a
veritable teleology whose endpoint was the New
Turkey itself. For this reason the question of denial
can only be understood in relation to this concep-
tion of history, which largely predominates in the
country even in the early twenty-first century. The
denial of the genocide continues to mobilize poli-
tical power, the state, and society in a quasi-unan-
imous defense of the nation threatened by these
‘‘Armenian allegations.’’ The few independent his-
torians in Turkey do their work under constant
threat and are often sent into exile. Their attempts
to organize professional conferences are prohibited
by the government. The struggle against official
historiography will continue to prove impossible
so long as it is anchored at the highest levels of
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the state, claims leading academic experts as its
adherents, and remains a part of decades of
tradition.

Supported by Kemalist power, official Turkish
historians established a counterhistory of the
Ottoman Empire during World War I. The authors
of this official literature minimized, relativized, and
ultimately obscured the scale of the violence by
foregrounding arguments to the effect that the size
of the Armenian populations registered in the cen-
sus and in the massacres was much lower than the
numbers put forward by independent research; that
the Kurds were the primary perpetrators of acts of
violence; that other minorities were victims of mas-
sacres as well; that the Armenians were indeed
prone to treason and simply had to be moved from
the front-line areas; and that they were themselves
responsible for numerous massacres. Some of this
World War I counterhistory’s authors even referred
to the existence of an Armenian genocide against
the Turks on the front line in the Caucasus region
between 1917 and 1919—a commemorative
monument was erected in 1999 at Igdir as a per-
manent challenge to the one that stands in Erevan
in commemoration of the catastrophe of 1915.
Those who maintain the suppression of the facts
distance the Ottoman state from any criminal
intentionality and deny any role played by the
Turkish nation in the disappearance of the
Anatolian Armenians. They attribute the massacres
to a convergence of events stemming primarily
(meaning exclusively) from the fact of the war itself
and the extreme violence it inspired on the military
fronts and in the empire’s interior. The three hun-
dred thousand Armenian dead would therefore be
no more exceptional than the three million Turks
lost to the world’s first global conflict. Finally, they
interpret the efforts to right the historical picture as
evidence of a plot against Turkish national identity
and ultimately against the existence of Turkey
itself.

The source of the power this propaganda holds
is to be found in the process that began during the
republic’s first years of existence, when Kemal rele-
gated to historical discourse a determining role in
the construction of the Turkish nation. The birth
of Kemal’s Turkey as a regional power and secular
model imposed at best a silence concerning the
facts, at worse an adherence to an official history

written by fiat from the top. The Armenians were
alone responsible for their fate in World War I
because of their agitations against the nation of
Ottoman Turks. The revision of the rest of the story
had already begun as early as 1916 when the
Ottoman Empire published a ‘‘White Book’’ on the
activities of Armenian Revolutionary Committees
accused of seeking its defeat. After the war of inde-
pendence, the New Turkey no doubt did in fact
forge a permanent break with a regime that had
pushed the Turks into corruption and defeat. But
the gains won from the empire by ‘‘uprooting the
Greek and Armenian populations of Anatolia’’ were
recognized by the Turkish Historical Society
founded in 1931. The Turkish bourgeoisie, newly
formed out of the pillage of Armenian wealth, con-
stituted from 1919 onward the social base for the
war of independence itself. After World War II,
Turkey strengthened its international position by
joining the United Nations and then NATO, fol-
lowed by its slow but steady efforts aimed at integrat-
ing with the European Union and forging a special
alliance with Israel. In this way the country furnished
itself with even more of the power it needed to
defend its version of history, used to further its
strategic interests, which are nonnegotiable in diplo-
matic and political terms. This state-centered line of
reasoning has led Turkey to become the overseer of
its national historians and to seek out foreign uni-
versity specialists, primarily from the United States,
ready to serve the cause of official history. Analysis of
Turkish reactions to the ninetieth anniversary of the
genocide’s commencement proves the extent of their
radicalization: Denouncing the ‘‘Armenian allega-
tions’’ and those who propagate them has become
a badge of nationalism and routine government
practice. The moderate Islamic government of
Recep Erdogan has played this radicalization card
to the utmost, at the risk of amplifying an already
heightened Islamic nationalism. Starting in April
2005 a major press campaign, accompanied by death
threats and measures prohibiting his novels, took aim
at the internationally renowned writer Orhan
Pamuk. His crime was to have declared openly in a
Swiss newspaper that ‘‘one million Armenians and
30,000 Kurds have been killed in Turkey.’’ This new
phase in the crusade against the genocide is in stark
contrast to the gestures toward opening made dur-
ing the so-called Özal era at the end of the 1980s,
named for Turgut Özal, the prime minister and then
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president of Turkey who held power from 1983 until
his mysterious death in April 1993. This reformist
leader, profoundly religious but highly tolerant, and
furthermore an economics professor educated in the
United States, envisaged recognizing the genocide
of 1915 and was headed toward a peaceful and poli-
tical resolution of the Kurdish question as well.

CONCLUSION

In the early twenty-first century, beyond the stakes
involved in the classification of genocide as such,
the true question raised by the Armenian Genocide
concerns the battle over history itself—over the
history of the destruction of the Eastern
Armenians certainly, but also and even more so
over history as an independent field of inquiry, free
of political threats and communal interests, capable
of offering a more effective definition of genocide
than the juridical norm. For history as a research
activity identifies processes and causal mechanisms
and writes accounts that go beyond what law is able
to circumscribe. Historical knowledge can examine
the mechanisms of Turkish denial and the uses of
history already detailed here, and through their
exposure lead the way toward getting past them.
It can also reflect on the historical specificity of this
genocide, on the differences between it and the
other genocides of the twentieth century, and on
the impediments to its full realization.

From this point forward, therefore, the goal
would seem to be less about classifying the destruc-
tion of the Eastern Armenians, which is no doubt a
genocide in historical terms, as it is to transform
their story by inscribing it into that of the twenti-
eth century as a whole. This is the meaning of the
new age of historiography that is emerging in the
twenty-first century and which is ensuring that the
Armenian Genocide remains a continually relevant,
indeed universal, fact. The sheer modernity of the
words of U.S. Ambassador Henry Morgenthau and
British Prime Minister Winston Churchill echoes
loudly and painfully still: Morgenthau, when con-
fronted with Talat Pasha’s surprise that he, a Jew,
was interested in the fate of Christians, responded:
‘‘You don’t seem to realize that I am here not as a
Jew but as American Ambassador,’’ and Churchill
maintained in his recollections that ‘‘in 1915 the
Turkish Government began and ruthlessly carried
out the infamous general massacre and deportation

of Armenians in Asia Minor. . . . The clearance of

the race from Asia Minor was about as complete

as such an act, on a scale so great, could well

be. . . . There is no reasonable doubt that this crime

was planned and executed for political reasons.’’

These accusations expressed the highest of demo-

cratic values but fell upon deaf ears and were ulti-

mately snuffed out. In order to render them louder

and more inspiring in the future, it falls to us there-

fore to heighten humanity’s historical conscience

by raising its consciousness of events such as these

and transmitting this knowledge to the greatest

possible number.

See also Armenia; Atatürk, Mustafa Kemal.
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VINCENT DUCLERT

n

ARMIES. The armies that took the field in
Europe at the outbreak of war in 1914 resembled
nothing so much as a medieval knight’s broadsword:

formidable in appearance but poorly balanced and
poorly tempered, unable to hold an edge. Their
structure reflected the nineteenth century’s develop-
ment as an age of systems: bureaucratization and
administration, control and specialization. The
dominant intellectual modes of everyday activity
remained positivism and Darwinism. Both depended
on structuring and classifying: understanding wholes
through mastering parts.

WORLD WAR I

Continental Europe obtained its soldiers by general
conscription systems. Two or three years of active
service were followed by variously structured terms
in the reserves. Even Britain, with its long-service
army geared to extra-European deployment, was
constrained to fill the ranks of its expeditionary
force with reservists, to an average level of 50 per-
cent in the infantry. On mobilization, everyone was
expected to report for duty, take his place in the
ranks, and march forward to victory. Patriotism and
numbers would make up for any minor shortcom-
ings in skills.

Reality proved far more grim. Peacetime training
had been on the whole mechanical: perfunctory and
superficial. Reservists quickly forgot most of what
they learned. Perhaps that was to their advantage,
because so much received wisdom proved irrelevant
when confronting industrial-strength firepower.
Leadership was equally deficient. The cadres of pro-
fessional officers and noncommissioned officers, kept
relatively small for economic and social reasons, were
swamped by the influx of mobilized civilians that
bloated armies to three and four times their strength
in a matter of days. Their casualties were dispropor-
tionally heavy as they sought to inspire and instruct.
Effectiveness declined correspondingly, especially at
the small-unit level.

War ministries, general staffs, and senior offi-
cers had not been blind to their armies’ flaws and
shortcomings. Desperately seeking any advantage,
no matter how small, armies before the war paid
increasing amounts of attention to each other. In
turn they tended to imitate each other, from details
of organization and equipment to general patterns
of training and doctrine. This produced compre-
hensive symmetry: a pitting of like against like that
worked against decisions on the tactical and opera-
tional levels.
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Europe’s military planners sought to compen-
sate at the levels of policy and strategy. Immediate
mobilization in a crisis would be followed by
immediate movement to the front, coordinated by
elaborate, constantly revised schedules constructed
around railroad networks. Generals of proven profes-
sional competence would exploit the opportunities
gained by being first with the most.

Reality again proved unobliging. What the nine-
teenth-century Prussian military theorist Carl von
Clausewitz (1780–1831) aphorized as ‘‘fog and fric-
tion’’ threw grit into the machinery of mobilization
and concentration. Generals stumbled as blindly as
captains through mazes of uncertainty. Within weeks
not only had the battle lines become static, but pre-
war planning and artifice had reached a dead end.

The armies of World War I were saved by an
unexpected event. Instead of, collapsing in the face
of adversity, as widely expected before 1914,
Europe made unprecedented human and material
resources available to its governments and its gen-
erals. Societies developed ‘‘war cultures’’ sustaining
and affirming their sacrifices. Predictably, armies
responded by emphasizing mass warfare. They
developed enough administrative competence in
everyday matters to sustain compliance in their
ranks. They adjusted their doctrines to what
seemed endless supplies of shells and endless
streams of replacements: blood and steel alike
became cheap on all of the war’s multiplying fronts.

The net result was the loss of millions of lives
and the consumption of millions of tons of
resources for nothing remotely resembling propor-
tionate achievements. World War I was a long war
relative only to prewar anticipation. By the stan-
dards of previous conflicts with similar stakes and
matrices it proceeded at jazz tempo. Far from
being the blinkered, obscurantist institutions of
popular myth, the armies were almost obsessively
flexible and innovative, if only from desperation as
they sought to end the fighting at something
resembling acceptable cost.

Signs of overstretch were clear by mid-1916,
and armies responded by turning to technology.
Increasing amounts of material were transported
by internal-combustion engines. Trucks and trac-
tors began replacing horses and mules even at the
front. Operational technology developed in even

more spectacular fashion—not merely in the famil-
iar areas of tanks and aircraft, but also in the tradi-
tional combat arms of the infantry and artillery.
Light machine guns and portable mortars, new fire
control techniques and improved munitions,
reshaped the battlefield by 1918.

The new form of warfare did not involve replac-
ing men with machines. Rather, it was both machine
intensive and personnel intensive. Its most complete
development was the all-arms ‘‘managed battle.’’
Introduced by the French and British in the war’s
final months, it harmonized artillery firepower, direct
and indirect air support, tanks to crush wire and
boost morale, and infantry able to help itself by
improvisation. The result was a pattern of lurching
forward, regrouping, and lurching forward again,
always at the price of heavy casualties. It nevertheless
represented an exponential advance from 1915.

Adaptation to industrial war had a human aspect
as well. The heavy, blunt methods of the war’s early
years fostered a sense of helplessness before technol-
ogy that would find eloquent postwar expression
in such films as Fritz Lang’s Metropolis (1927).
Traditional images of war had been pastoral. By
1918 the tropes had become mechanical, borrowing
images from mines and factories to build on prewar
fears of the machine as Moloch, devouring what
remained of humans’ sensibility. Simultaneously
every man in uniform, whether the innocent
German volunteers of 1914 commemorated in the
myth of Langemarck, which had them singing as
they charged into the British line, or the lemming-
like privates depicted in so many British narratives of
the Somme and Passchendaele, became a liability in
warmaking.

That was only part of the story. Mass warfare
produced victims. Machine warfare as it developed
after 1916 nurtured warriors. Traditional images of
the soldier were constructed around courage and
discipline. Now in the British Expeditionary Force
men from the Dominions acquired a positive repu-
tation for being able to think, act, and cooperate
on levels that were alien to their counterparts from
the deferential societies of the British Isles. The
German assault battalions and the Italian arditi
(elite assault troops) developed as a means of insti-
tutionalizing imagination, initiative, and intelli-
gence: establishing a community bonded in blood
by the ‘‘front experience.’’ The French army
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expected an infusion of the warrior spirit from
African contingents as yet unenervated by materi-
alism and introspection. Men such as the German
writer Ernst Jünger (1895–1998) and his Italian
counterpart Gabriele D’Annunzio (1863–1938)
followed the opposite path, seeking to transcend
the machine by interfacing with it. For more than a
century Europe’s armies had been constructed on
the postulate that ordinary men could go to war,
then resume their civilian lives, with a minimum of
adjustment. That certainty, like so many others,
was called into question by the experiences of
World War I.

UNCERTAIN TRUMPETS: CONCLUSIONS

DRAWN IN THE INTERWAR YEARS

Armies, even losing ones, usually find reasons to
congratulate themselves once peace breaks out.
World War I was an exception. The defeats had been
catastrophic, the victories ugly. Europe’s military
establishments approached the future with a single
emotion: never again—at least, not in the same way.

Public and political opinion favored such meta-
alternatives as pacifism and disarmament. Armies
sought more effective ways of warmaking. The
German general Erich Friedrich Wilhelm
Ludendorff (1865–1937) asserted that future war
required permanent mobilization in peacetime of
the state’s entire human, moral, and material
resources, under a leader with dictatorial power, with
critics facing silence or incarceration. Closely exam-
ined, however, the wartime experiences of Europe’s
major belligerents indicated practical limits to
national mobilization, no matter how extreme the
threat. Neither military nor civilian bureaucracies had
proven able to establish and implement priorities.
No permanent balances were struck among the
state’s armed forces, or within them. Civilian needs
continued to exist apart from the war effort. Total
mobilization, in short, wherever attempted, seemed
to have been more disruptive than productive—at
best efficient rather than effective.

In contrast to pre–World War I symmetry, four
distinct approaches to organizing war developed
after 1918, each intended to avert another spiral
into ineffective efficiency. The first reduced armies
to a secondary role. It was based on paralysis: strik-
ing at the taproots of moral and material resources
from war’s developing third element, the air. Here

Britain took the institutional lead. It had embarked
on a strategic air offensive as early as 1916 under
the auspices of the Royal Navy. In the postwar
years its independent Royal Air Force insisted that
regular and repeated bombing attacks would dis-
rupt production and undermine confidence no
matter what the bombs hit. Warmaking from above
was disproportionately attractive to British strategic
planners and policy makers. It fit the prevailing
concept of a limited-liability approach to Europe
in a context of ‘‘imperial overstretch.’’ It incorpo-
rated a high-tech dimension element that seemed
unavailable to continental powers constrained to
devote most of their spending to ground forces.
Above all, it offered a ‘‘clean war’’ push-button
alternative to the hecatombs whose sites of ‘‘mem-
ory and mourning’’ were metastasizing under the
auspices of the Commonwealth War Graves
Commission.

The second paradigm of interwar planning was
management. Here France assumed pride of place,
developing a centrally controlled grand matrix inte-
grating foreign policy, defense budgets, military
planning, and psychological conditioning designed
to make the state’s next war the focus of its peo-
ple’s consciousness and will. The army was concep-
tualized as a cadre force whose carefully crafted
tables of organization allowed most of its active
units to triple themselves immediately on mobiliza-
tion. Fixed frontier defenses culminating in the
Maginot Line, and a developing mobile force of
motorized and light armored divisions, would
shield the fatherland, while its national army pre-
pared the massive offensive that would decide
the war.

Plans for that offensive were predicated on the
conviction that victory would not be easy. It would
require coordinating the disparate elements of
modern war, mobility, firepower, and battlecraft,
to produce a whole greater than the sum of its
parts. The ‘‘managed battle’’ and the ‘‘managed
campaign’’ were not exercises in button-pushing.
A French commander was not a bureaucrat but a
symphony conductor, expected to bring his own
touch to the ‘‘score’’ of the plan and the ‘‘players’’
executing it.

The managed battle was also expected to con-
trol and focus the application of France’s limited
resources, a contract to the continuous and costly

164 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

A R M I E S



improvisations of 1914–1917. The French army’s
self-defined benchmarks of interwar effectiveness
were based on management: improving the train-
ing of reservists, the qualifications of senior offi-
cers, the structures of logistics, and the networks of
communications. It was a system conditioned at all
levels to think inside the box—and to compel an
enemy to enter that box on the French army’s
terms.

The third approach to interwar warmaking
emphasized shock. The German offensives of
1918, despite their limited strategic success,
attracted significant postwar attention. Some
Italian military planners considered reorganizing
the kingdom’s army into no more than a dozen
or fifteen divisions. Kept at full strength, given
state-of-the art equipment and cutting-edge train-
ing, unleashed offensively at the beginning of the
next war, they would be Italy’s insurance against
another eleven battles of the Isonzo (1915–1917).

Projected costs and institutional conservatism
inhibited the development of the concept. North
of the Alps, however, a German army reduced to a
hundred thousand men by the Treaty of Versailles
(1919) was correspondingly willing to experiment
with new ideas and new approaches. Flexibility was
facilitated by the Reichswehr’s nature as a long-
service volunteer force, where routine and bore-
dom were deadly sins. German soldiers’ growing
emphasis on mobility, maneuverability, and initia-
tive also reflected an absence of alternatives. The
Reichswehr faced a situation in which waging effec-
tive war against any likely enemy for any length of
time was impossible. The underlying principle of its
operational art was less to seek victory than to buy
time for the diplomats to seek a miracle. That
meant keeping the army as a force in being, not
wearing it down in costly frontal attacks or hopeless
last stands.

The Truppenamt, successor to the Versailles-
banned German General Staff, grew increasingly
convinced that the next war would be decided by
campaigns of maneuver. The internal-combustion
engine was a Reichswehr force multiplier from the
beginning. The battalion of trucks assigned to each
infantry division developed into an increasingly
comprehensive mobile-war supplement to the
cavalry that—by Allied fiat—made up almost a
third of the army’s combat strength. By 1929

theoretical training programs existed for still non-
existent tank regiments. War games and maneuvers
became increasingly abstract, postulating artificial
force structures and troop levels whose doctrines
were based on mobility, surprise, and flexibility.
Officer training stressed thinking ahead of the
enemy and taking risks against odds.

The rearmament, which began even in advance
of the rise to power of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945),
fleshed out materially a concept of war based on
shock. This mechanization in reverse meant capac-
ities were adjusted to doctrine rather than the other
way around, in which machines determined their
uses. As it developed, what those who faced it
called Blitzkrieg was not built around a small pro-
fessional force of the kind advocated across the
Rhine by Charles de Gaulle 1890–1970) in Vers
l’armée de métier (1934). Nor did it involve a
homogenized mass army on the pattern of imperial
Germany. Its offensives were carried out by a high-
tech elite within a mass—a functional elite based
not on Aryan race or Nazi ideology, but learned
military skills. The elite faced traditional elite risks:
overheating and overextension. These were, how-
ever, unlikely to become serious problems should
‘‘the craft of war’’ and ‘‘the art of policy’’ synchro-
nize as they had done in the days of Otto von
Bismarck (1815–1898) and Helmuth von Moltke
(1800–1891).

It was in that context that the German army
perceived common ground with Adolf Hitler. His
repeated description of the Reich as resting on
‘‘two pillars,’’ the German army and the Nazi
movement, led the generals to take him at their
interpretation of his word, assigning him the role
of establishing political and diplomatic conditions
for the Wehrmacht’s killing stroke. But should
shock fail to generate awe, should Germany’s ene-
mies fight on rather than negotiate or collapse,
military overstretch was a looming possibility.

A fourth culture of war developed around ideol-
ogy. The Red Army of the Soviet Union (USSR) was
from its beginnings an ideological institution. Its
roots were in the Russian Revolution’s Red Guards.
Throughout the Russian civil war (1918–1920) it
depended on Communist enthusiasts to revitalize
flagging zeal at times of crisis. As it took permanent
form in the 1920s, the Red Army was structured to
wage a future war that was not a contingency, but a
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given. The capitalist states surrounding the Soviet
Union sought its destruction because of their own
class dynamics. Preparing for war was thus a prag-
matic imperative. The Red Army incorporated party
members and accepted party supervision at all levels
in order to develop and increase necessary ideological
consciousness. It became a cutting-edge instrument
of social and cultural modernization, mixing workers
and peasants in a military community intended to
produce New Soviet Men on assembly lines.

The direct success of this ambitious effort was
decidedly limited. At the same time the Red Army’s
commanders increasingly perceived the operational
limitations of politicized enthusiasm. A rising gen-
eration of technocrats such as Mikhail Tukhachevsky
(1893–1937) called for the development of compre-
hensive military mechanization supported by a devel-
oped industrial base. Such a ‘‘New Model’’ army
could export as well as defend the revolution. It
could preempt wavering and suppress doubt by
delivering early victories—won on enemy territory.
It would validate the ideology that was the Soviet
Union’s ultimate source of legitimacy, creating
enthusiasm not by compulsion or indoctrination,
but directly: showing what the Soviet Union could
do to its enemies. The modernizers insisted that
mechanization Soviet-style vitalized rather than chal-
lenged the importance of the masses under arms.
The projected strength of the mobilized Red Army
in the 1930s was over 250 divisions—hardly a
Praetorian elite. Nor did machines challenge the
Red Army’s revolutionary character. Only class-con-
scious proletarians could make optimum use of the
material innovations created under communism.

The transformation of Tukhachevsky’s mechan-
ized mass vanguard of revolution into a hamstrung
giant by the purges of Joseph Stalin (1879–1953)
was a temporary phenomenon. The brute-force
operations of 1942–1943 rapidly gave way to a way
of war no less sophisticated than those of contem-
porary Western armies. The multiplication of mass by
impulsion, however, retained its ideological matrix
until the Soviet Union itself disappeared.

WORLD WAR II: A UNIVERSAL ARMY

FOR A GLOBAL WAR

From September 1939 to December 1941, the
debate over styles of soldiering seemed to have
been definitively resolved in favor of the German

model. In the course of becoming the master of
Europe, Germany’s army defied paralysis, con-
founded management, and trumped ideology. On
the other side of the world, in the aftermath of
Pearl Harbor a Japanese army cooperating closely
with air and naval forces offered contrapuntal les-
sons in shock and awe as Japan conquered an
empire on a shoestring.

So impressive were these victories that the roll-
ing back and eventual crushing of the armies that
won them is still widely considered remarkable. In
particular what has been called ‘‘Wehrmacht penis
envy’’ continues to inform much popular writing.
Time and research have produced a more nuanced
understanding. The defeat of France in June 1940
emerges as a consequence less of German mastery
of a new way of war than of battles lost because of
Allied miscalculation of Germany’s operational
intentions and Allied failure to match German
operational effectiveness. Many German as well as
French soldiers panicked on the battlefields of
1940. French military systems were sufficiently
competent, and French strategic plans sufficiently
sound that the alternative of a French victory pa-
rade down Unter den Linden in Berlin was a real
possibility.

Beginning with the aborted invasion of Britain
in 1940, the German army found itself forced into
an increasingly random framework of improvisa-
tions. Its original bag of tricks emptied somewhere
on the high road between Smolensk and Moscow.
What remained was a material demodernization
that fostered a psychological demodernization.
Willpower and ferocity became not merely desir-
able but necessary force multipliers. Nazi ideology
assumed a central role by explaining and justifying
the sacrifices demanded of the ordinary soldier in
terms of a racial war for Germany’s survival. War
and warmaking became ends in themselves—and
correspondingly self-defeating.

The paradigm for armies in the World War II
era was instead established by an unlikely outsider
in the military sweepstakes. The United States’ war
effort was based on power projection and versatil-
ity. The United States dispatched significant forces
everywhere in the world, in every theater except the
Soviet. Even on the eastern front, Lend-Lease aid
was vital to the Soviet war effort. U.S. infantry
stormed a half-dozen European beaches. The
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United States committed entire divisions to South

Pacific islands barely on the map in 1941, then

built an infrastructure to sustain them. The

United States committed a division-strength task

force to the Burma campaign and sustained a mili-

tary presence in the Aleutian Islands. Other com-

batants did some, or many, of these same things.

No one did all of them.

The United States was correspondingly unique

in creating nearly from scratch two entirely differ-

ent armies. The one deployed in Europe was opti-

mized for large-scale, high-tech ground combat,

and modified everything from its divisional organi-

zations to its standard tank in order to deal more

effectively with a German opposition that never

ceased to be formidable. In the Pacific, by contrast,

army ground forces depended for deployment and

sustainability on a navy that by 1945 possessed in

addition to its ships one of the world’s largest air

forces, and in the U.S. Marine Corps a ground

component of more than a half-million of the war’s
most formidable fighting men.

Despite the differences between and among
operational theaters, the U.S. Army waged a
homogeneous global war, creating systems that
proved successfully applicable everywhere in the
world. It began with an assembly-line system for
mass-producing divisions from nothing by taking
small cadres from existing formations, then provid-
ing ‘‘fillers,’’ draftees deliberately drawn from all
quarters of the country, and training them to a
common pattern.

Geared to produce effectiveness rather than
excellence, this homogenization was a sharp contrast
both to the British ‘‘artisanal’’ system that decentral-
ized much training to regimental levels, and to the
German practice of recruiting and reinforcing divi-
sions from the same region. It also meant that a U.S.
soldier could readily ‘‘find a home in the army.’’ His
new unit did things in essentially the same ways as his

A German tank drives through dusty Ukrainian fields on the eastern front during World War II. ªCORBIS
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old one. Even the army’s often-indicted system of
individual replacement worked better than might
have been expected because standard operating pro-
cedures developed, even in forward areas, to inte-
grate new men.

Homogenization contributed to the U.S.
Army’s second distinguishing characteristic: flexibil-
ity. American soldiers at all levels in all theaters
adapted effectively and comprehensively to the con-
ditions they faced. The process was neither automatic
nor uniform, but combat and support formations
alike had high learning curves. The army began
adjusting to the closely mixed woodland and pasture
of the Normandy bocage within days of landing, and
continued to match every German tactical or techni-
cal riposte until VE Day. On the other side of the
world the army-dominated ground campaigns in
New Guinea and the Philippines produced not
merely formidably effective jungle-fighting divisions,
but what might be called jungle/mechanized forma-
tions that combined motorized mobility and
armored punch with the ability to operate away from
road nets. America’s ‘‘other army,’’ the marines who
carried the burden of the Central Pacific campaign,
similarly adjusted from a light-infantry mentality first
to the shock troop demands of atoll fighting, and
then to the demands of extended ground campaigns
in the Marianas Islands and on Okinawa.

Army practice regarding senior officers also
facilitated flexibility. Patterns of appointment and
removal, especially from mid-level and senior com-
mand positions, tended to replicate those of civilian
management: produce or else. In contrast to
Germany, where the number of senior officer slots
at times exceeded the number of available generals,
the relatively small number of divisions and equiva-
lent large formations the United States fielded
meant the army always had new candidates and
fresh blood. With the arguable exception of the
Soviet Union, the United States was the most ruth-
less combatant in relieving or reassigning generals
and colonels in World War II. It began with
Lieutenant General Walter Short, commanding
the Hawaiian Department when Japan attacked
Pearl Harbor. It continued in all theaters. A man
might get two chances to repeat a mistake—seldom
a third.

Flexibility was further influenced by technol-
ogy. Most combatants excelled in weapons systems

tailored to particular environments: the Spitfire

fighter or the Panther tank. None came near to

matching the United States in developing and pro-

ducing general-purpose tools of war. The C-47

transport, the 2-ton truck, and the jeep were

almost as central to the Soviet and British armed

forces as to the Americans. Each of those designs,

and most of their stablemates, could go anywhere.

But the best example of global flexibility is an

armored fighting vehicle. The often-criticized M-4

Sherman was no match individually for its Panther

and Tiger rivals in the specific conditions of north-

west Europe. But in its upgunned versions it was

competitive. And neither of the German designs

could have matched their United States counterparts

under the conditions of Saipan, Okinawa, or Burma,

where tanks played increasingly important roles.

The U.S. Army’s third defining quality was

sustainability. Modern war’s bedrock is manage-

ment: getting from here to there and then staying

there, all without tripping over one’s administrative

feet. That was uniquely true for the United States,

a geostrategic island. Nothing succeeds in war like

excess. American management, civil and military,

applied the excess. The U.S. Army was consistently

able to fix and bypass German and Japanese forces,

to keep campaigns moving when its counterparts

were running out of gas or men. The replacement

system kept fighting units up to strength, requiring

neither reduction and disbandment on the late-war

British pattern nor the grouping of clusters of sur-

vivors into ad hoc battle groups that was the

Wehrmacht’s preferred emergency solution, nor

the erosion of divisions to cadres of survivors that

was the Red Army’s norm.

Sustainability was also a product of firepower.

Former enemies and former allies remain quick to

make the point that the U.S. armed forces won

their war by brute force relentlessly applied.

Saving blood by the sophisticated application of

steel would seem to indicate virtuosity rather than

awkwardness. The U.S. Army used its broad spec-

trum of available firepower to produce tactical

environments that extended battle zones beyond

defenders’ capacities to respond, and to sustain

offensives whose successes did not depend on oblig-

ing enemies such as the ones Germany faced from

1939 to 1942.
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Each of the previous factors is linked with a
fourth one: morale. Never in history did so many
fight so far from home in a war not obviously
theirs. American territory was not under direct
attack. American civilians were not directly threat-
ened. To the extent that the American soldier had a
‘‘worldview’’ of the war, it was as a job to be done,
as quickly and completely as possible. United States
battle casualties overall may have been low—risibly
low by German or Soviet standards. Yet in both
Europe and the Pacific, United States ground forces
were willing to take, and continue taking, heavy
losses for specific tactical objectives such as Aachen
or Iwo Jima. American rifle companies in the
European Theater of Operations (ETO) consis-
tently took casualties of 200–300 percent, and
kept coming. Marines climbed the cliffs of Peleliu
when it was clear that the operation’s purpose had
evaporated. The records show desertion, strag-
gling, hanging back—but no significant collective
refusals of duty. Even the much-abused 5307th
Composite Unit (Provisional), better known as
Merrill’s Marauders, as jerked around and as far
from home as any unit the U.S. Army fielded,
staggered forward as long as its survivors could
stand up.

American soldiers are usually described as stand-
ing somewhat behind the Germans in operational
virtuosity, and even further behind the Russians in
hardihood. But the U.S. Army of 1945 had devel-
oped a high level of skill in stacking operational
decks, systematically pitting its strengths against
opponents’ shortcomings. The U.S. Army, more-
over, had demonstrated an ability to fight effectively
under a far broader spectrum of conditions than any
of its counterparts. The Grossdeutschland Division,
or the Red Army guardsmen who held Stalingrad
and stormed Berlin, might have adapted perfectly
to Leyte or Iwo Jima—but they never faced that test.
The U.S. Army did, and its universal soldiers passed
with honors.

ARMIES FOR A COLD WAR

America’s universal soldiers, like their Soviet and
British counterparts, were self-identified as citizen
soldiers. The existential warriors of Germany and
the modernized samurai of Japan went down before
civilians in uniform, who regarded their war experi-
ence as temporary; dues paid for a brighter future.
The votes of soldiers and their families contributed

significantly to the postwar election of a Labour
government committed to a socialist Britain. When
the United States government considered ways to
thank its men and women in uniform, it developed
economic rewards, such as a Veterans Administration
program that provided low-cost home loans and a
GI Bill offering what amounted to free vocational
training and higher education to all veterans. Those
programs and their counterparts, by democratizing
the ranks of homeowners and professionals, laid the
foundation of the United States as a self-defined
middle-class society. Communist ideology, fear of
punishment, revenge for unprecedented suffering at
German hands, alike played limited roles in the Red
Army’s combat motivation. Instead, frontline sol-
diers increasingly hoped their sacrifices would bring
about comprehensive reform: ‘‘communism with a
human face.’’ Instead their reward was a comprehen-
sive Stalinist crackdown—a crackdown that struc-
tured armies’ development for almost a half-century.

The Cold War’s origins might be complex, but
its essential paradigm was defined by the Soviet
Union’s enduring policy of maintaining a large con-
ventional army, supported by national mobilization,
on its frontier with Western Europe for the purpose
of mounting a general offensive on the outbreak of
war. A consistent mission, but one it was never sum-
moned to execute, enabled the Soviet army to retain
its World War II character for the remainder of its
existence. Comprehensive mechanization produced
consistent updates of equipment from small arms to
main battle tanks. Chemical, biological, and nuclear
weapons; missiles of all sizes and functions; made
their respective appearances in inventories. Orders
of battle were reconfigured and doctrines modified.
Essentially, however, Soviet soldiers spent years and
decades studying how to do essentially the same
things more effectively.

Their focus shaped the West’s response. Early
Cold War thoughts of refighting the 1944–1945
Liberation Campaign foundered on a developing
comprehension of the effects of nuclear weapons.
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
initially proposed to match Soviet numbers with its
own. But plans for a ninety-division international
army foundered on the refusal of a materially and
morally exhausted Europe to devote the necessary
resources to such a force. Instead NATO’s armies
developed in a context of nuclear deterrence and
Mutual Assured Destruction.
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Logic suggested that the Alliance needed no
more than a ‘‘tripwire:’’ a token conventional capac-
ity sufficient to trigger a nuclear exchange. A combi-
nation of factors, however, modified that syllogism
significantly. First among these was an unwillingness
at both the policy and the institutional levels to
accept the implications of such fundamental military
asymmetry. The West’s armies might never be able to
match Soviet numbers. But the West’s heritage sug-
gested an alternative: emphasizing the quality of its
armies in all aspects from technology to doctrine to
training to command and planning. That approach
was encouraged by the Federal Republic of
Germany’s growing contributions to NATO.
Included among them was a Wehrmacht legacy
built around its interpretation of its post-
Stalingrad experience in the Soviet Union. It
encouraged consideration of developing NATO
conventional forces able to play its clumsy, rigidly
structured, Warsaw Pact opponent as a matador
plays a bull, at best stopping the offensive in
its tracks and at the worst buying time for the
diplomats to avert nuclear Armageddon.

Quality was not an indefinite force multiplier.
Numbers were necessary as well. Securing them
remained a sticking point, particularly in societies
increasingly sensitive to all forms of loss and suffer-
ing, and increasingly committed to nonmilitary
priorities for government expenditure—above all,
Europe’s metastasizing network of social welfare
programs. Britain, after a brief and unsatisfactory
fling with National Service, reverted gratefully to
its long-standing heritage of a small professional
force whose personnel quality was expected to
compensate for any shortfalls in numbers or equip-
ment. France and West Germany accepted ‘‘social
conscription,’’ military service as an essential ele-
ment of citizenship. The attempt to combine qual-
ity with conscription generated a spectrum of
problems. The days of hut-two-three-four, salute
it if it moves and paint it if it doesn’t, were long
past. The physical, intellectual, and psychological
demands of high-tech war increasingly challenged
even well-motivated draftees. Two years active ser-
vice was barely enough time for conscripts to learn
the fundamentals—and that term came under
increasing fire for its length in newspapers and
parliaments.

How far could the claims of citizenship be
extended? That question became increasingly

salient as the Cold War acquired a global dimension,
piggybacking on the simultaneous process of decol-
onization. A British army incorporating a significant
conscript element was the military keystone of a
counterinsurgency campaign in Malay whose even-
tual success has obscured the insurgency’s limited
ethnic and ideological appeals, its correspondingly
limited resources, and the trials and errors accompa-
nying the military operations. In Indochina a French
expeditionary corps, denied by law a metropolitan
conscript element, waged what amounted to a low-
end high-tech war, increasingly relying on warrior
spirit as a force multiplier and in the process demo-
dernizing to a point where, at the climactic battle of
Dien Bien Phu, it committed an improvised mixture
of individual battalions against the Viet Minh’s orga-
nized divisions. The subsequent military and political
debacle in Algeria owed something to a deployment
of conscripts to what was legally part of France that
was nevertheless widely seen as a breach of France’s
postwar social contract.

Cold War globalization’s effects on homogeni-
zation, flexibility, sustainability, and morale were,
however, best illustrated in Vietnam. After an initial
series of disasters in Korea, the U.S. Army success-
fully and effectively deployed an essentially conscript
force in an essentially conventional war, sustaining
morale largely by a combination of limited tours of
duty and limited operational commitment. An essen-
tially similar force was dispatched to Vietnam fifteen
years later, the product of the first peacetime mass
army in America’s history, sustained by a ‘‘selective
service system’’ providing a sufficiently broad spec-
trum of alternatives and exemptions that it did not
intrude significantly on a burgeoning population.

Initially that army proved as good, in its own
terms, as anything the United States had fielded in
a war’s early stages since the Mexican War (1846–
1848). It failed, however, to balance mass and
technology. Numerical weakness relative to the
enemy and the theater of operations generated an
overreliance on firepower and air mobility that
proved addictive to citizen conscripts on one-year
tours. The consequent gridlock, a war that seem-
ingly could neither be won nor lost, comprehen-
sively eroded morale, both military and civilian. In
Vietnam’s aftermath the U.S. Army abandoned the
human model so successful in World War II and
accepted the leap in the dark of a volunteer
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military. That decision, though reluctantly made

and reluctantly accepted, enabled the United

States to once again take the lead in developing a

defining army form. This time it was an army for

the Cold War.

The U.S. Army emerged from its post-Vietnam

reconfiguration as a combination of professional-

ism, technology, and numbers. The harsh lessons

of southeast Asia inspired a revitalization of its

officer and noncommissioned cadre, and an era of

innovation in doctrine. The increased military bud-

gets of the Reagan administrations provided fund-

ing for a spectrum of new weapons systems, at a

time when the costs of technology were beginning

to exceed the willingness of other states to keep

pace. And American society provided a continuing

supply of motivated and capable recruits. Contrary

to some expectations—and to the experiences of

other states with professionalization—the volun-
teer army has remained closely tied to the civil
community. Over a quarter-century, a large num-
ber of middle- and working-class families have had
a child, a relative, a neighbor, or an acquaintance
who spent time in uniform and enjoyed a positive
experience. Many of these enlisted for no more
than a term or two, acquired skills, bonuses, or life
experience, then moved on. It was easy enough to
do at a time when America’s guns were silent, when
the USSR’s military arteriosclerosis was highlighted
in Afghanistan.

Thus untested, the U.S. Army did not compre-
hend its own proficiency until Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait in 1990. Many of the units deployed to
the Persian Gulf were scheduled for disbandment
as part of the ‘‘peace dividend’’ expected with the
disappearance of the Soviet Union. Before furling
their banners they eviscerated an Iraqi army widely
considered among the most capable in the world.
In a hundred hours of fighting the Americans lost
fewer than a hundred lives—in contrast to predic-
tions of body bags that ran into the tens of thou-
sands. While air and sea power played significant
roles, Operation Desert Storm was the valedictory
speech and the graduation dance of the Cold War
U.S. Army and its post-Vietnam cadres.

A MILITARY COUNTERREVOLUTION?

Beginning in the 1970s the comprehensive intro-
duction of pathbreaking new technologies in the
U.S. armed forces led Soviet thinkers to postulate
the emergence of a ‘‘military-technical revolution.’’
The concept was taken up eagerly in the American
national security community. Eventually reified
into a complex hierarchy of ‘‘military-technical
revolutions,’’ ‘‘revolutions in military affairs,’’ and
‘‘military revolutions,’’ the underlying premise
remained the same. Superiority in weapons sys-
tems and information/communications technology
would create a level of dominance enabling the
United States to control absolutely the pace and
the intensity of warmaking. Some proponents of
the concept spoke of ‘‘virtual war,’’ and eventually
‘‘bloodless war,’’ as machines replaced men and
targets became other machines.

Apart from the Americans’ dominating perfor-
mance against Iraq, the notion of reconfiguring
armies in terms of small scale and high tech was

Soviet troops parade in Red Square, 1 May 1946.

The dramatic show of force was an annual May Day event in

the Soviet Union. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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attractive to Western states seeking to reduce their
military ‘‘footprints’’ in a post–Cold War environ-
ment. The new Russian Republic, sorting through a
Soviet legacy that at the end provided neither mass
nor quality, also opted for a ‘‘lean and mean’’ pro-
file. By the mid-1990s the conscript soldier who
had been the central element of twentieth-century
armies was becoming vestigial. Germany steadily
reduced its intakes of draftees, and provided increas-
ingly broad alternative-service options. Even France
traded its mythos of Republican citizens in arms for
the new model of professionalism.

Cynics—or realists—might suggest that the
restructuring of armies was more sham than sub-
stance, given the general unwillingness of states and
societies actually to invest in the cutting-edge tech-
nologies that were central to military revolution.
Nevertheless the new-style forces, enjoying the
advantage of easy deployability, performed well
enough in the peacekeeping and nation-building
missions that dominated the twentieth century’s
final decade. And with the century’s turn, the new
order of armies seemed validated beyond question
as U.S. forces effortlessly projected American power
into the mountains of Afghanistan, then overran
Iraq in less than a month without breaking the
proverbial sweat.

Even before the 11 September 2001 attacks on
New York and Washington, D.C., however, war’s
center stages had shifted. Between 1914 and 1990,
globalization did not challenge Eurocentricity. The
Rhine and the Vistula, the North German plain and
the Fulda Gap, were the consistent focal points of
policy, planning, and national interest. The American
general who allegedly refused to ruin the army of the
United States ‘‘just to win this lousy war’’ in Vietnam
was a more profound strategist than perhaps he
realized.

Non-Western armies correspondingly tended to
follow Western models as far as possible. The heroic
vitalism that led the Japanese to put bayonet attach-
ments on their light machine guns owed less to
Japan’s cultural heritage than to the recognition that
Japan must compensate for material inferiority with
strength of will. The Chinese leader Mao Zedong
(1893–1976) may have developed a three-stage
model for revolutionary war, but the Chinese com-
munists lost no time and spared no effort to reach the
third stage of conventional operations as quickly as

possible. Even the Vietnamese model of comprehen-
sive struggle (dau tranh) was arguably less an original
way of warmaking than a means of mobilizing a
population in numbers no Western expeditionary
force could match. Israel too shed the unconven-
tional aspects of its military system in favor of
Western models.

The armies that emerged in the contexts of
decolonization also reflected Western influences.
India’s became more British than its mentors had
been, and in Pakistan too the British heritage sur-
vived to an extent often unrecognized. The Muslim
Middle East combined British foundations and
Soviet overlays in varying degrees of harmony.
Whatever their shortcomings—and those could be
spectacular—in regional mid-intensity conven-
tional wars the armies built on these more or less
ramshackle templates gave more satisfaction than is
often understood or conceded. The successive
thrashings administered by Israel inspired institu-
tional reforms, but no paradigm shifts. Even the
Iran of the Ayatollahs eventually rebuilt a conven-
tional military capacity rather than place full trust in
revolutionary Islamic forces such as the Islamic
Revolutionary Guard Corps, the pasdaran.

Beneath the surface, change winds were blow-
ing. The 1990s witnessed comprehensive chal-
lenges to state sovereignty and international law.
An environment of policy entrepreneurship led to a
corresponding erosion of the concept of legiti-
macy. In part the new environment was a conse-
quence of unilateral action, whether by individual
states like France in Africa, regional organizations
such as NATO in the Balkans, or a hyperpower
such as the United States anywhere it chose. In a
deeper sense it reflected a general breakdown of
international consensus as the Cold War’s restraints
eroded. In the final years of the twentieth century,
conflicts increasingly tended to mutate, changing
shapes, goals, and players in a multidimensional,
kaleidoscopic fashion challenging and denying the
linear, logical analysis that defines armies on the
Western model.

That development was in part a response to the
proven futility of engaging the West’s armed forces
on anything like their own terms. Ultimately, how-
ever, what the French philosopher Raymond Aron
(1905–1983) called ‘‘polymorphous’’ warmaking
reflects a synergy of internal dynamics often unclear
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to the participants themselves. In Bosnia and Haiti,
in Iraq and Palestine, in Rwanda and Darfur, farra-
goes of political, nationalist, sectarian, and ethnic
objectives have mocked earlier, simpler, almost
innocent models of liberation from colonial rule
or foreign exploitation. Leadership, organization,
even ideology are amorphous. The violence that
contemporary Western warmaking seeks to mini-
mize and sanitize instead takes center stage, by
virtue of its ferocity and its randomness. Analysts
who initially spoke of ‘‘asymmetric’’ war increas-
ingly describe ‘‘postmodern’’ war, sometimes even
in the context of chaos theory.

So far the ‘‘military counterrevolution’’ has
won no clear victories. But neither has it suffered
any clear defeats. It may be argued that the protean
character making the counterrevolution operation-
ally effective also retards or prevents the development
of any result more positive than a Hobbesian model
of all against all. That outcome is hardly attractive—
especially to armies. Ultimately, viscerally, armies
understand themselves as instruments of order.
How best to respond to an entropic challenge?

Twentieth-century armies have developed an
increasingly comprehensive synergy of technical and
human elements. ‘‘Postmodern’’ war is a ‘‘polymor-
phous’’ exercise, likely to require the simultaneous
and effective conduct of high-tech combat, counter-
insurgency, peace support, and nation-building. In
that context the armies of the twenty-first century
may well need their technical mastery and institu-
tional flexibility more than ever. Instead adaptation
might better be sought in mentalities.

The armies that set twentieth-century stan-
dards have been instruments of decision informed
by a dynamic of closure. They have been intended
to win wars as quickly as possible, and with minimal
suffering to the states and societies that created
them. In the twenty-first century military effective-
ness may best be achieved by cultivating a sense of
the long duration, evaluating results in a context of
not merely years but decades. This would be a
fundamental attitude adjustment.

But though military cultures have their own
rituals and their own ways of doing things—often
quite different from the national culture to which
they belong—these are not immutable. The frame-
works of warmaking are instrumental and customary,

sustained by a mixture of pragmatism, habit, and
fear of the consequences of change. Postmodern
war will eventually produce postmodern armies
whose exteriors might remain familiar, but whose
internal dynamics will reflect the new challenges
they face.

See also Cold War; Conscription; Guerrilla Warfare; Gulf
Wars; Vietnam War; Warfare; World War I; World
War II.
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ARMISTICE. See Versailles, Treaty of; World War I.

n

ARMS CONTROL. As a term, arms control
only came into vogue at the start of the 1960s,
based on theoretical work that had begun in the
mid-1950s. Initially it referred to attempts to sta-
bilize Cold War military relations, and in particular
the nuclear balance; it was contrasted with disarma-
ment, which was taken literally to mean arms
reductions, presented as a measure born out of
idealism without thought for strategic stability.
Arms control eventually came to refer to any coop-
eration between potential enemies in the military
sphere, just as in practice disarmament had been
given a similarly wide definition before that time.
After the end of the Cold War, the rather precise
focus on regulating types of weapons and military
inventories encouraged by both arms control and
disarmament tended to give way to a much broader
concern with security, and any military measures
were considered as part of a wider package
designed to influence broad political relationships
between countries that were either trying to move
away from or getting into antagonistic relations.
Because much of the relevant activity has been

global in scope, the European element cannot be
easily isolated, Europe during the twentieth cen-
tury was so central to great power war and conflict
that its security was at issue in all negotiations.

The initial enthusiasm for disarmament came
after World War I as a direct response to the
assumption that the catastrophe was the result of
the prewar arms race. Not only was it important to
avoid such vicious cycles in the future, but there
might be a way of securing a virtuous cycle,
whereby political relations between antagonistic
countries might be improved, if ways could be
found to move from arms competition to arms
cooperation. Military expenditure was also often
castigated as wasteful and designed to line the
pockets of arms manufacturers and a diversion from
welfare needs. Governments always proclaimed their
commitment to disarmament as a principle (as they
continue to do into the twenty-first century) and
tended to blame others for the lack of progress,
but in practice they also were reluctant to take
great risks when it came to trusting the word of
potentially hostile foreign governments. They
rarely accepted the simple notion that fewer arms
should mean more peace, and so negotiations
for disarmament and then arms control tended
to be quite complex in their purposes and their
effects.

In the immediate aftermath of World War I,
the main negotiations were on naval forces (the
Anglo-German naval arms race having been
blamed, inaccurately, for the war). The major all-
encompassing disarmament negotiations took place
in Geneva in 1932–1933 but, after little prog-
ress, they collapsed with the rise of Adolf Hitler
(1889–1945). There were some agreements but by
and large they did not survive World War II, which
rather, by its very occurrence, undermined the
notion that peaceful gestures were of much value
in the face of willful aggression. After World War II
the arrival of the atomic bomb prompted activity at
the new United Nations, but the developing Cold
War between the United States and the Soviet
Union reduced the possibilities for progress. Only
toward the end of the 1950s did negotiations begin
in earnest again. The first agreements were on
peripheral matters, but by the end of the 1960s
there was an appetite for more substantial negotia-
tions, and during the early 1970s the improvement
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in East-West relations was reflected in a series of
initiatives that began to peter out as relations wor-
sened again, only to pick up in the late 1980s as the
Cold War moved to its conclusion. In some
respects, the end of the Cold War made arms con-
trol in Europe much easier, but it also became
unclear what exactly it was supposed to achieve.

CONTAINING WAR

Prior to World War I, the major purpose of dis-
armament negotiations was to contain war as a
social institution. The aim was to limit the effects
of war, usually by proscribing certain weapons (or
at least their use) as excessively cruel in their effects
or apt to extend the destructiveness of war.
Though the scale and intensity of twentieth-
century ‘‘total’’ war could have hardly been compre-
hended, this effort reflected anxieties both about
the consequences of warfare burgeoning out of the
categories in which it had previously been con-
tained, and about the prospect of greater suffering
on the battlefield, a greater exposure of commerce and
civilian life to military attack, and a greater strain on
national resources. The fruits of this interest can
first be found in the St. Petersburg Declaration on
exploding bullets of December 1868, and then in
the Hague Conferences of 1899 and 1907. After
World War I, this focus continued but now with
heavy bombers, submarines, and poison gases as the
main areas of concern. Efforts to control air warfare
met with no success, though the problems of banning
heavy bombers, and of writing effective conven-
tions to restrict aerial bombardment to a ‘‘combat
zone’’ or for use against solely military targets,
were discussed during the 1920s and through the
international Disarmament Conference of 1932–
1933. The major success was with the Geneva
Protocol of 1925, which prohibited the use of
‘‘asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and bacte-
riological methods of warfare.’’ This did not prevent
stockpiling of chemical weapons, so the enforce-
ment mechanism was largely fear of retaliation. As
this was a very real fear, the Protocol survived
World War II, in part also because of doubts sur-
rounding the military benefits of chemical weapons.

Less successful was the London Protocol of
1936, in which thirty nations agreed to grant the
passengers and crew of merchant vessels some pro-
tection against submarines. It was too vague in

defining when attack became legitimate and failed

to acknowledge the structural weaknesses of sub-

marines, which were too small to rescue passengers

and crews and too vulnerable to come to the sur-

face to make a visible challenge. Because of its

limitations, the code was liable to be unintention-

ally violated. On the second day of World War II, a

German U-30 submarine sank the unarmed British

passenger liner Athenia, with the loss of 120 lives,

in the belief that it was attacking an auxiliary cruiser.

The British then ceased to rely on the submarine

code and ordered the arming of all merchantmen,

which meant that they were, in effect, participating

in hostilities. By the end of September, Germany

had announced that it would suspend adherence to

the code.

After 1945, the atomic bomb was the obvious

weapon to be singled out for special treatment. The

United States introduced proposals to the United

Nations in 1946 that would have put the peaceful

exploitation of atomic energy under an interna-

tional agency and prevented the stockpiling of

atomic bombs. In the light of the developing

Cold War, these proposals failed to impress the

Soviets and thus came to naught. When the two

sides began to negotiate again in the 1950s, there

were some successes, most notably the partial

nuclear test ban of 1963, which dealt with atmo-

spheric testing (widely seen as a health hazard) but

still allowed underground testing, and so provided

only a minimal impediment to weapons develop-

ment. In the 1990s, a draft comprehensive test

ban treaty was agreed to, but the U.S. Senate

refused ratification. The spread of nuclear weapons

was restricted to particular areas (Latin America,

Antarctica, the seabed, and outer space). These

could be agreed upon without too much difficulty

because there were few good reasons for putting

such weapons there in the first place. The 1970

Seabed Treaty was likened to an agreement not to

screw aircraft to the ground. Attempts to control

the spread of weapons to new countries (after the

United States, the Soviet Union, United Kingdom,

France, and China) through the 1970 Nuclear

Nonproliferation Treaty can claim modest but not

complete success, with India and Pakistan declared

nuclear powers by the 1990s, Israel widely pre-

sumed to be a covert power, and Iran and North

Korea on their way to developing nuclear
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capability. On the credit side, South Africa and
Libya abandoned nuclear plans and Iraq was for-
cibly disarmed. Following the break-up of the
Soviet Union, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine
were briefly nuclear powers but they were per-
suaded by western governments not to attempt to
retain this status, which would have also been
expensive and technically demanding. The record
on the abolition of ‘‘cruel and unusual’’ weapons
shows a complete blank. Attempts at arms restric-
tion have failed to impede the development of
modern weaponry.

FORCE RATIOS

The pressure for disarmament after 1918 was
reflected in policies of national demobilization
and so did not require international treaties. This
was not, however, considered a sufficient guarantee
of peace so long as arms races were still possible.
What could be demobilized could be remobilized.
It was considered desirable that states should
renounce the right to be the sole judges of their
own armaments and place their trust in the
Covenant of the League of Nations. To preserve
national security, a formula was developed based
on the assumptions that (a) force levels reflected
calculations of the external danger and (b) a sharp
reduction in absolute levels would not reduce the
level of security if the ratio between national forces
was maintained.

The first attempt to put this theory into prac-
tice came with the Washington Naval Conference
of 1922. Here the United States, the British
Empire, Japan, France, and Italy reached agreement
on capital ships, setting ratios of 5:5:3:1.7:1.7.
This more or less reflected the ratios of the time.
This treaty demonstrated the problems with this
approach to disarmament. To achieve acceptable
arms ratios it was necessary to simplify strategic
relationships, exclude many militarily relevant fac-
tors, and concentrate on a few prestige weapons.
The naval parity between the British and Americans
soon became irrelevant and the strategic signifi-
cance of capital ships also declined in comparison
with cruisers, carriers, destroyers, and submarines.
Shipbuilding efforts were redirected into a race in
heavy cruisers.

The attempt in the early 1930s to produce a
comprehensive treaty failed because of the deterio-
rating political situation and the inherent complexity

of the exercise. The greater the number of
elements and aspects of military strength covered
by negotiators, the less chance they have of reach-
ing an agreement, yet simplifying the military bal-
ances in order to render them manageable may also
render them politically unacceptable. The Germans
saw disarmament talks as a way of escaping from
the humiliating military inferiority imposed at
Versailles; the French saw the same talks as a means
of maintaining this inferiority, arguing that there
was no satisfactory way of compensating for
Germany’s industrial resources and manpower
except by undermining its capacity for military pre-
paredness in every possible way.

This approach only enjoyed some success in the
1970s with the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT) between the United States and Soviet
Union, which eventually mutated into the Strategic
Arms Reduction Talks (START) in the 1980s. In
this case, the strategic value of vast quantities of
nuclear weapons came to be questioned in view of
the diminishing marginal returns on nuclear weap-
ons beyond those required for ‘‘assured destruc-
tion.’’ In principle this should have meant that
disparities in actual numbers, so long as destruction
was assured, should not have been of great impor-
tance, but in practice neither superpower liked to
accept an appearance of even notional inferiority.
The guiding principle became that of ‘‘parity’’—a
rough equivalence in military strength between two
nations that allowed both to claim they are ‘‘second
to none.’’ Definitions of parity that required asym-
metrical adjustments in force structures were unac-
ceptable. Thus the prior existence of parity became
a necessary precondition for the negotiation of an
arms agreement seeking to create a formal condi-
tion of parity. This was one reason why the attempt
in the 1970s to translate the SALT approach to
conventional forces in Europe in the talks on
mutual force reductions failed. As with those of
the 1930s, the problems lay in basic asymmetries,
in this case the preponderance of Soviet manpower
and tanks in Central Europe. Warsaw Pact propo-
sals preserved the existing balance; North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) proposals sought to
create a new one.

ARMS STABILITY

The argument against putting restrictions on the
‘‘natural’’ development of armaments has been that
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peace depends on a healthy awareness of the costs
of war, and that this awareness is helped by the
imposing presence of well-stocked arsenals. The
problem with this argument is that so long as
war-avoidance is not the preeminent policy objec-
tive, then, despite the costs, other objectives lead to
declarations of war. Furthermore, if war appears
unavoidable, then, as the rapid descent into
World War I demonstrated, the mobilization of
forces and the strategic attraction of getting in the
first blow might create their own imperatives before
political leaders can fully exhaust diplomatic alterna-
tives to war.

From the mid-1950s, arms control was pre-
sented as an approach to arms cooperation based
on strategic realism. This approach accepted the
continuation of the nuclear age but sought to dis-
suade political leaders from precipitate military
action in the midst of a crisis by reducing the
incentives for getting in the first blow. If it was
not possible to stop political leaders embarking on
war as a ‘‘rational’’ act of policy, then it might still
be possible to make sure that they remained the
masters rather than the victims of events. The
cooperative management of the military sphere
would ensure the primacy of the political sphere
at times of conflict.

Arguably the origins of this approach can be
discerned at the 1932–1933 disarmament confer-
ence, where one objective was to render aggressors
impotent through the proscription of ‘‘offensive’’
weapons. Unfortunately no weapon readily falls
into a strict category of ‘‘offensive’’ or ‘‘defensive.’’
In the case of heavy artillery and tanks, designated
the key weapons for a land offensive, there would
be occasions, such as when it was required to dis-
lodge invaders from a foothold, when the defense
might wish to call on these weapons. Yet while
these weapons might be useful to the defense, they
would be invaluable to the offense. (In ordering
German rearmament, Hitler stressed ‘‘offensive
weapons such as heavy tanks and artillery.’’)
Offensiveness or defensiveness might be considered
properties of a total force structure, but does that
mean it is necessary to ask whether or not a profes-
sional army is more suitable for aggression than a
conscript army? At the conference there was intense
debate about the point at which a particular
weapon developed the qualities necessary for offen-
sive action, for example when a tank moved from

being ‘‘light’’ to ‘‘heavy.’’ The British and
Americans disliked submarines for their ‘‘offensive’’
role as commerce raiders, while the French and
others considered them defensive as the only
weapon that, at the time, enabled a nation with
few capital ships to defend itself at sea. A suffi-
ciently cunning and resourceful offense can still
prosper by making full use of the advantages of
surprise, geographic position, and enemy uncer-
tainties, as well as by making inspired use of non-
prohibited weapons. It was not, for example, until
the German sweep through Europe in 1940 that
the tactical uses of aircraft as an offensive instru-
ment were fully appreciated.

There was also the question of what confidence
could be shown in such agreements if political
relations deteriorated. Until the 1930s, the strate-
gic advantage that might be gained through the
violation of an arms treaty was not seriously con-
sidered. During the 1920s, with the exception of
the control commission to check Germany’s com-
pliance with the Treaty of Versailles (and here the
problem was not a lack of knowledge of Germany’s
transgressions but the reluctance to do anything
about them), it was assumed by most governments
that compliance was not a problem; international
law would be respected. With the worsening world
climate of the early 1930s, the Americans, British,
and Soviets all swung round to the emphatic and
total endorsement of international inspection.
In 1955, President Dwight Eisenhower (1890–
1969) suggested that transparency could be a
confidence-building measure in its own right. His
‘‘open skies’’ proposal of October 1955 involved
the mutual exchange of blueprints of ‘‘military
establishments from one end of our countries to
the other’’ and verification of these by reciprocal
aerial inspection. This position was maintained by
the United States in all arms negotiations with the
Soviet Union after the war until 1958. The Soviets
were reluctant to give up their high level of military
secrecy, considered a great strategic asset, and saw
‘‘open skies’’ as just another form of espionage.
Eventually this asset was severely diminished by
the advent of reconnaissance satellites, which came
to be accepted by both sides as a means of
verification.

The open skies idea was discussed during the
late 1950s as part of an East-West discourse on the
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specific question of avoiding surprise attacks.
The American approach, which very much in-
formed the original concept of arms control,
depended on the need to reduce the possibility of
getting caught out by a long-range nuclear strike
that would remove the capacity for retaliation. The
most deadly surprise attacks in the thermonuclear
age, therefore, would be planned and executed
within the territory of a superpower and would take
the form of a first strike by long-range bombers or
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). U.S.
proposals started from the assumption that before
concrete adjustments could be made in force struc-
tures, it was necessary to build up confidence in
the pacific intentions behind current military dispo-
sitions and to develop a system of inspection so as to
demonstrate that any agreements could be verified.
They led eventually to proposals in the strategic
arms limitation talks to remove antiballistic missiles
(ABMs) on the grounds not only that these systems
encouraged the proliferation of offensive weapons
(the offense being always likely to retain the upper
hand in any contest) but also, to be sure that the
defense would be swamped, that they might give an
aggressor confidence in the possibility of defense
against any residual retaliation after an attempted
first strike against the enemy’s means of retaliation.
The Soviets needed some persuading of this case
before the 1972 ABM Treaty could be agreed to,
and later Republican administrations in the United
States also wondered about the wisdom of banning
‘‘defensive’’ weapons in this way.

Just as the American proposals were guided by
a fear of a ‘‘nuclear Pearl Harbor,’’ Soviet proposals
reflected their past experiences of surprise attacks.
They also reflected a traditional view that to pre-
pare for aggressive war, it was necessary to concen-
trate forces suitable for an invasion. Therefore, if
the forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact could be
prevented from getting too close to each other in
the areas of major tension in the center of Europe,
then the opportunities to start a war, deliberately
or through miscalculation, would be diminished.
Soviet proposals therefore involved reducing arma-
ments in Central Europe, establishing a nuclear-
free zone, and, in addition, setting up control posts
at large ports, railway junctions, highways, and
aerodromes to guard against ‘‘dangerous concen-
trations’’ of forces. The military sterilization of
Germany was a recurrent theme, as this was the

country that had launched a surprise attack against
the Soviet Union in 1941. During the late 1950s,
there was substantial interest in NATO countries in
the idea of ‘‘disengagement’’ in Central Europe,
but the ideas fell foul of the political realities of
the time. There was a familiar problem of equitable
concessions. Disarmament in a zone equal in area
on both sides of the Iron Curtain would be strate-
gically unfair to NATO in that NATO lacked
defense in depth and its zone would contain more
installations of strategic significance than the
Eastern zone. A nuclear-free zone would also have
been comparatively disadvantageous to the West.
More seriously, while a zone that took the Iron
Curtain as its central line might make military
sense, it was diplomatically awkward because it
required recognition of the division of Europe
and, in particular, of the division of Germany.

This final objection was eased as a result of the
move to détente in the early 1970s. By the time of
the 1975 Helsinki Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe, the division of Europe
was formally recognized. The new Mutual and
Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks involved
a central guidelines area; nonetheless, the basic prob-
lem of asymmetry in force structures remained.
Attempts to develop a compromise based on a
trade-off between the prime offensive weapons held
by each side—Western ‘‘tactical’’ nuclear weapons
for Soviet tanks—did not get anywhere. Helsinki did
lead to the introduction of confidence-building
measures by the provisions for notification of and
attendance at large-scale maneuvers. The experience
of these measures, which the Warsaw Pact never
took seriously, if anything, reduced confidence in
arms control.

AFTER THE COLD WAR

During the darker days of the Cold War, there was
debate over whether measures of disarmament or
arms control might be the key to an improvement
in political relations, or whether they must wait
upon such an improvement taking place for other
reasons. The manner of the Cold War’s conclusion
confirmed that cooperative agreements on armed
forces are shaped by, rather than shape, core poli-
tical relations. Agreements were most needed when
relations were poor, but the lack of trust made
them hard to achieve. Thus the conditions in the
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late 1980s made traditional arms control more

possible to achieve, with regular summits between

the superpowers and the winds of political change

blowing throughout the communist world, but

also rendered the agreements largely irrelevant,

though the informal aspects of the negotiating

process may at times have provided important

opportunities for communication and reassurance.

In practice, arms control reinforced the dominant

political tendency of the time. When tensions were

increasing, it could aggravate the process (for

example, through disagreements over compliance

or intransigence over apparently trivial points of

negotiating detail). When tensions were easing, it

could accelerate an improvement in relations.

During the last years of the Cold War, there were

major breakthroughs with agreements in 1987 on

intermediate nuclear forces (INF) that saw cruise

and Pershing nuclear missiles (which had caused
massive protests in Western Europe at the start
of the decade) and Soviet SS-20 missiles being
removed. Even more important was the major
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
(CFE), which was signed to mark the formal end of
the Cold War in November 1990. The CFE frame-
work allocated force levels to individual states.
These numbers represented high ceilings rather
than realistic floors. As they were to be monitored,
this element of transparency was hailed as an
important source of confidence-building. But the
political shift meant that many of its provisions
were irrelevant and sometimes counterproductive
as the states of postcommunist Europe started to
reassess their strategic interests.

The problem, at least in Europe, shifted away
from one of reinforcing stability in relations among

Soviet general secretary Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S. president Ronald Reagan sign the Intermediate Nuclear

Forces Reduction Treaty in Washington, D.C., 8 December 1987. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS
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great powers to creating stability in the internal and
external relationships of medium, small, and in
some cases quite tiny powers. The instruments
employed by the international community in their
attempts to rein in the various conflicts that
erupted throughout the former Yugoslavia during
the 1990s illustrate the new options: arms embar-
goes, air-exclusion zones, air and land human-
itarian relief corridors, control of artillery pieces,
cease-fire lines. All these measures suffered from
partiality, in controlling only limited types of mili-
tary activity, and also in tending to favor one side
rather than another in the conflict. There is clearly
much to be said for limiting the availability of weap-
ons to the belligerents, but an embargo will tend to
penalize the weaker, especially if geographically
isolated (so that an embargo is readily enforced)
and without an indigenous arms industry. The
1996 Dayton Peace Agreement on Bosnia, which
included an arms control element, was turned into
an agreement on force levels. Essentially the deal
saw the Bosnian Serbs agreeing to cut down their
arsenal (largely in the form of more elderly weap-
ons) in return for a cap on the combined Muslim-
Croat federation forces, which they could see
growing through the combined efforts of the
United States and a number of Muslim states.
The agreement reflects the expectation of ‘‘bal-
ance,’’ but of course the balance only exists to the
extent that the federation holds together and that it
is not upset by external sources in the event that
hostilities resume. Stability here really depended on
a continuing and strong international presence.
The history of arms control warns that it can never
be free-standing but is always a function of larger
questions concerning the utility of force and secur-
ity guarantees. It must also reflect the broad poli-
tical currents of the time.
See also Cold War; Disarmament; Helsinki Accords;

NATO; Nuclear Weapons; Peace Movements;
Warsaw Pact.
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n

ARON, RAYMOND (1905–1983), French
philosopher and political commentator.

Raymond-Claude-Ferdinand Aron was born in
Paris and his education was that of a young French
bourgeois, son of a law professor. He was a brilliant
student, entering the elite École Normale Supérieure
in 1924 and placing first in the philosophy agréga-
tion in 1928. He was Jewish but had no particular
concern with religion. Immanuel Kant presided over
his philosophical development, thanks notably to the
influence of the neo-Kantian Léon Brunschvicg,
though Aron would later feel that this perspective
was inadequate. He was introduced to the social
sciences by Célestin Bouglé, a social democrat who
was the director of the Centre de Documentation
Sociale at the École Normale.

In the 1920s Aron felt a certain affinity for
Alain, philosopher of ‘‘man against [established]
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powers.’’ This affinity, however, had more to do
with Alain the man who fought as a simple private
in World War I than Alain the philosopher and
moralist, whose pacifism seemed to Aron to lead
nowhere. He felt no attraction whatever, mean-
while, for Charles Maurras, the other star in the
French conservative intellectual firmament of the
time and leader, with his newspaper L’Action
Française, of the party of reaction. Maurras’s desire
to restore the ancien régime struck Aron as irrele-
vant—trapped in the impasse of any traditionalism
seeking to reinstate an order that no longer exists; a
situation exacerbated in his view by the fact that the
‘‘modern’’ aspects of Maurras’s views brought him
close to fascism. What Maurras shared with Alain
was an antihistorical and anachronistic approach; to
Aron the thinking of both men smacked of ideol-
ogy, and both turned their backs on the resources of
critical rationality.

As a young philosopher Aron spent the years
1930–1933 in Germany, first in Cologne and then
in Berlin. There he encountered politics in full
flood—and there his Jewishness was assaulted by
Hitlerism. He also encountered the critical philoso-
phy of history, especially the work of Karl Marx and
Max Weber. His discovery of German politics, as of
German philosophy and sociology, determined the
particular feeling for the relativity and tragedy of
history expressed in his doctoral thesis, Introduction
à la philosophie de l’histoire (1938; Introduction to the
Philosophy of History: An Essay on the Limits of
Historical Objectivity, 1961). His lucidity concerning
the political situation was manifest in an article of
1939, ‘‘États démocratiques et états totalitaires’’
(Democratic and totalitarian states). The year 1940
found him in London, where, in the periodical La
France Libre, independently of Charles de Gaulle and
his followers, he honed his talents as an acute analyst
of ideas and political situations and began to address
international politics and strategy. In this context he
was one of the first (in 1944) to evoke what he called
‘‘secular religions’’ to describe ideologies.

At the beginning of the Cold War, Aron was
somewhat attracted by social democracy, but he
soon moved on. His approach was in part polem-
ical, polemics being for him an essential dimension
of thought in general and liberalism in particular.
His liberalism was increasingly defined by way of
contrast with the French Left, which he engaged in

debate around three themes: ideology, totalitarian-
ism, and Soviet imperialism.

For Aron ‘‘ideology’’ meant the kind of distor-
tion of reason that he examined in articles written
between 1947 and 1968, many of which were col-
lected in Polémiques (1955) and Marxismes imagi-
naires (1970). His main work on the subject
appeared in 1955: L’opium des intellectuels (The
Opium of the Intellectuals, 1957). Aron’s targets in
this book were revolutionary idealists such as Jean-
Paul Sartre, who passed directly from the ontology of
a free consciousness to total political commitment.
The intellectuals he was addressing were less ‘‘men of
the Church’’ (i.e., card-carrying Communists) than
those ‘‘men of faith’’ in whom he detected not only
the search for a secular religion but also the traces of a
reason needing to be retrieved. He argued that three
myths had to be demystified, namely the Left, the
revolution, and the proletariat. Each updated an ear-
lier myth: progress, reason, and the people, respec-
tively. The myth of the Left projected a retrospective
illusory unity into the future. Aron distinguished
between a ‘‘historical left,’’ seeking salvation through
Marxism and the Soviet Union, and an ‘‘eternal left,’’
to which he claimed allegiance, that refused all ortho-
doxy (Opium, p. 45). The historical Left was fasci-
nated by revolutionary violence and defended the
myth of a revolution that had been no more than
the violent replacement of one elite by another. The
proletariat had fallen victim to its own myth, which
had turned it into a new messiah: the epitome of total
alienation. History, he argued, was the framework
within which these political myths were deployed
and reinterpreted by existentialist Marxists—primar-
ily Sartre and Maurice Merleau-Ponty—in accor-
dance with their philosophy and reading of the
young Marx’s theory of alienation. In this way, for
Aron, they abandoned the study of concrete reality
for ‘‘metaphysical controversies’’ (‘‘Marxisme et exis-
tentialisme,’’ 1948, in Marxismes imaginaires,
p. 61). Later, in La révolution introuvable (1968;
The Elusive Revolution, 1969), Aron broadened his
critique to include the events of May 1968.

The constructive side of Aron’s attack on ideo-
logical thinking emerged in his opposition to total-
itarian regimes and the comparison he drew
between totalitarianism and ‘‘constitutional-plural-
ist régimes’’ in Démocratie et totalitarisme (1965).
He first tackled this issue on the eve of World
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War II in connection with ‘‘totalitarian tyrannies’’

(Machiavel et les tyrannies modernes), when he dis-

cussed the technique of seizing and retaining

power. The Machiavellianism he described was pro-

found, resting on a conception of man that sup-

ported the ‘‘totalitarian spirit’’ and eliminated

‘‘every obligation with respect to persons’’ (Les
guerres en chaı̂ne [Chain-reaction wars], 1951,

p. 483; translated from the French). From this time

until Démocratie et totalitarisme, Aron continued

to elaborate upon his theory of totalitarianism,

ending up with a model, based mainly on the

Soviet Union, which was close to that of Carl J.

Friedrich and which stipulated five defining char-

acteristics: a single party monopolizing the political

sphere; armed with an absolute ideology; sole pro-

prietor of the means of coercion and persuasion;

master of all economic and social life; and capable

of wreaking terror by virtue of the politicization of

all activities. The ‘‘chief variable,’’ however, con-

cerned the presence or absence of parties, the con-

stitutional or unconstitutional exercise of authority:

‘‘the institutional mode of transmission of the demo-

cratic principle’’ (Démocratie, p. 98; translated from

the French). Aron gave an existential primacy to

politics that effectively linked his thinking to the

international dimension.

Soviet imperialism was indeed asserting itself

during this period, which Aron preferred to call a

‘‘bellicose peace’’ rather than a cold war. As he

wrote in the French daily newspaper Le Figaro for

10 December 1947, ‘‘it is henceforth the political

parties that wage the battles of worldwide diplo-

macy.’’ He summed things up in the same year

with the title ‘‘Paix impossible, guerre improbable’’

(Peace impossible, war improbable, in Le grand
schisme, 1948). Although he belonged to the realist

tendency in international studies, Aron felt that the

clash of national interests was not direct. In his

view American policy was defensive, following a

period of hesitancy, whereas Soviet policy was

offensive, its tactics changing according to the cir-

cumstances. He refused to wear blinkers with

respect to the weaknesses of American diplomacy,

but unlike the pro-communist Left he stressed the

duty of free regimes to defend themselves against

the two main characteristics of Soviet imperialism,

namely its boundless ambitions and its promotion

of ‘‘permanent war.’’ A strategy of containment

was indispensable to the defense of a free Europe.
The adoption of such a strategy by the United
States represented a victory over American isola-
tionism. The Korean War was a turning point:
Mao Zedong’s seizure of power in China had
brought the Far East into the arena of world diplo-
macy and confirmed the necessity of action. At the
close of this period of ‘‘limited war,’’ Aron enu-
merated three features of the international standoff
in Paix et guerre entre les nations (1962; Peace and
War: A Theory of International Relations, 1966):
persuasion (ideological), dissuasion (conventional
and nuclear), and subversion (indirect conflict via
guerrilla warfare). This summary was precisely, for
Aron, what the ‘‘historical left’’ rejected, whether
out of ideological fear or because of a partial or
complete allegiance to a Soviet regime that negated
the very freedoms that it claimed to champion.

Aron’s legacy is varied, as is consistent with his
thought. His direct or indirect disciples have explored
and continue to explore different areas of the social
sciences, including political science (Pierre Manent
and Philippe Raynaud), philosophy and international
relations (Pierre Hassner), history (François Furet),
and political economy (Jean-Claude Casanova). At
the same time, a rediscovery of Aron’s own contribu-
tion is under way, both abroad and in France, as a
result of a renewed interest in the politics and intel-
lectual debates of the twentieth century and especially
in political liberalism. This rediscovery continues to
explore the pluralism of Aron’s thinking and has
found a congenial institutional focus in the
Raymond Aron Center for Political Research at the
École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales in Paris.

See also Merleau-Ponty, Maurice; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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ARP, JEAN (also known as Hans Arp; 1886–
1966), Alsace-born artist and poet.

Moving easily between the French and German
languages, Jean Arp developed a cosmopolitan out-
look from an early age through his contacts with
the European avant-garde. A member of the
expressionist generation, he was one of the foun-
ders of the Dada movement in Zurich and contrib-
uted to surrealism in the interwar years. Arp is
considered a pioneer of abstract art and poetry
who explored automatic composition through the
idea of chance. Born out of an impersonal creative
act, abstract art expressed spiritual truths by means
of form alone and was thus in search of the abso-
lute and the transcendent.

As a teenager Arp had been part of a Strasbourg
avant-garde group, led by the writer René Schickele,
that sought to rejuvenate Alsatian culture through
international modernist styles. Having attended art
schools in Weimar and Paris, Arp moved to

Switzerland in 1909 to become a founder-member
of the Moderne Bund in Lucerne. Largely drawing
on the human figure, his paintings and woodcuts
of this period are executed in a swift style, thick
colors and black silhouettes giving them an expres-
sive quality. Arp exhibited with the Blaue Reiter
(Blue Rider) group in Munich and contributed to
Wassily Kandinsky and Franz Marc’s Blaue Reiter
almanac (1913), sharing their interest in primiti-
vism and Romanticism. His view that modern art
should reject naturalism and express higher truths
by means of form, line, and color alone links him
with many expressionists. Like the Blaue Reiter,
Arp saw abstract art as holding the key to the
spiritual awakening and renewal of humankind. At
the same time, influenced also by cubism and
futurism, he contributed to the expressionist peri-
odical Der Sturm and began to create collages on
paper and fabric, some of which he exhibited in
Zurich in late 1915. It was at this exhibition that he
met the Swiss artist and dancer Sophie Taeuber
(1889–1943), who was to become his lifelong
partner. Inspired by Taeuber’s abstract pictures,
he began collaborating with her on collages using
cutout squares to create vertical-horizontal compo-
sitions modulated only by the nonsymmetrical use
of dark colors.

From Dada’s beginnings in Zurich in early
1916, Arp became its principal visual artist, produc-
ing collages, woodcuts, paintings, lithographs and
three-dimensional reliefs. He also participated in
performances and contributed artwork and texts
to publications. For Arp, Dada was not just
‘‘against art’’ but ‘‘for nature and life,’’ suggesting
that Dada’s nihilistic anti-art stance be transformed
into an ethics of creativity.

Arp’s typical style emerged during the Dada
years. Resolutely abstract, his art continued to be
characterized by simple geometrical forms, as in his
collage Squares Arranged According to the Law of
Chance (1917), where Arp dropped pieces of paper
onto a mount and fixed them where they landed.
For Arp, the law of chance was a creative principle,
inscrutable to humans and only to be experienced
by completely surrendering to the unconscious.
Chance was also closely linked to nature. Hence
at the other pole of Arp’s creativity was biomorphic
abstraction, exemplified by his painted wood
reliefs. These incorporate materials and shapes
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from nature, while their infinitely variable appear-

ance suggests constant metamorphosis.

From the Dada years onward, Arp wrote poetry

attempting to emulate the effects of abstraction in

language. His poems, too, follow the ‘‘law of

chance,’’ integrating in dreamlike fashion contrary

styles and meanings. Like his art, Arp’s abstract

poetry represents a radical break with symbolic

language to explore prerational expressiveness.

From 1918, Arp collaborated with other Dada

artists such as Max Ernst, Kurt Schwitters, and

Raoul Hausmann, as well as forging important links

with German-based constructivists such as Lazlo

Moholy-Nagy and El Lissitzky. Through Ernst,

Arp was introduced to the circle around André

Breton, who in 1924 launched the surrealist move-

ment. Arp exhibited and published with the surreal-

ists, but this allegiance did not alter his style or his

outlook. While continuing to work in ink, paper,

and wood, Arp also explored new materials such as

plaster and stone. Moving on from his Dada

biomorphism, he produced distinctive sculptures

utilizing more solid curvilinear shapes. Arp’s art
and poetry came to be seen as an example of surre-

alist ‘‘automatism,’’ although his radical submission

to chance had little to do with the psychoanalytic

framing of automatism propagated by the

surrealists.

Throughout this period, Arp was in contact

with artists and groups that preferred geometric

abstraction, such as Cercle et Carré (Circle and

Square) in Paris, formed around his friend Michel

Seuphor. In 1928 Arp, Taeuber, and the Dutch

artist Theo van Doesburg collaborated in creating

a modernist interior design for the Strasbourg

Café de l’Aubette. From the early 1930s onward,

Arp produced numerous sculptures he called
Concretions that suggest a return to the human

figure while also incorporating organic forms and

resisting facile naturalism.

See also Avant-Garde; Dada; Modernism; Painting,
Avant-Garde.

Coquille Bâillante (Yawning Scallop). Sculpture by Jean Arp, 1964–1965. ART RESOURCE, NY

184 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

A R P , J E A N



B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Arp, Jean. On My Way. New York, 1948.

———. Arp on Arp. Translated by Joachim Neugroschel.
New York, 1972.

———. Collected French Writings. Translated by Joachim
Neugroschel. London, 1974.

———. Arp: Line and Form. Essay by Walburga Krupp.
New York, 2000. Exhibition catalog.

Arp, Hans, and El Lissitzky. Die Kunstismen. Les Ismes
d’Art. The Isms of Art. New York, 1925. Reprint,
Baden, 1990.

Secondary Sources
Andreotti, Margherita. The Early Sculpture of Jean Arp.

Ann Arbor, Mich., 1989.

Fauchereau, Serge. Arp. New York, 1988.

Giedion-Welcker, Carola. Jean Arp. Translated by Norbert
Guterman. New York, 1957.

Hancock, Jane, and Stefanie Poley, curators. Arp, 1886–
1966. Translated by John Gabriel et al. Cambridge,
U.K., 1987. Exhibition catalog.

Last, Rex W. Hans Arp: The Poet of Dadaism. London,
1968.

Read, Herbert. The Art of Jean Arp. New York, 1968.

Soby, John Thrall, ed. Arp. New York, 1958. Exhibition
catalog.

ANDREAS KRAMER
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ARTAUD, ANTONIN (1896–1948),
French writer, actor, director, dramatist, and
dramatic theorist.

Along with German dramatist and director
Bertolt Brecht, Antonin Artaud was the theorist
whose ideas had the most decisive influence on
the development of European and American thea-
ter in the twentieth century. Born in Marseille,
Artaud moved in 1920 to Paris, where he worked
as a theater and film actor and published his first
texts. From 1924 to 1926 he was a member of the
avant-garde surrealist group of artists and writers
led by André Breton. Artaud shared the surrealists’
fascination with dreams and the unconscious as
sources of creativity, as well as their transgressive
and defiant spirit of rebellion against middle-class
values. However, he disagreed strongly with their

decision to align themselves with the Communist

Party. Artaud felt that only a spiritual or metaphys-

ical revolution—not a political revolution—was

needed in modern Europe. Because of this funda-

mental disagreement, he was expelled from the

surrealist movement in 1926. He then cofounded

the Alfred Jarry Theater (named after Alfred Jarry,

the provocative author of the 1896 play King Ubu,
which caused a riot when it opened in Paris). The

Alfred Jarry Theater was able to mount only a few

productions between 1927 and 1930, when it

closed. Later, in 1935, Artaud staged The Cenci, a

drama of incest and murder. This production failed

to incarnate his ideas on theater in a clear way and

ended after seventeen days. Following journeys to

Mexico and Ireland in 1936 and 1937, Artaud

spent almost nine years confined in French insane

asylums. In 1946 he returned to Paris, where he

gave a last performance at the Vieux Colombier

Theater in 1947. During his final years, he pro-

duced many volumes of new writings and many

drawings.

Artaud is best known for his influential project

for a new theater, which he called ‘‘The Theater of

Cruelty.’’ His 1938 book The Theater and Its
Double is a visionary manifesto offering powerful

metaphors for the theater as a form of plague or

alchemy, along with more concrete proposals for

renewing theater by returning to its primitive ori-

gins. Like the plague or alchemy, theater should

bring about a total transformation, Artaud argued.

It needed to move beyond its debased status as

entertainment. Rather than presenting actors play-

ing characters who discuss their thoughts and feel-

ings on stage, at a remove from the audience, the

Theater of Cruelty would abolish the separation

between the audience’s space and the performance

space. Theater would become a collective ritual,

like a primitive religious ritual. In this revitalized

theater, language would no longer be used as an

abstract medium for the exchange of ideas; it

would have the same function as lighting, sound,

props, and the other basic elements of staging. In

the end, through violent sounds, images, and ges-

tures presenting famous myths in a new form, the

Theater of Cruelty would propel the audience into

an altered state of consciousness, leading them to

a spiritual cleansing and enlightenment. Artaud

defined ‘‘cruelty’’ not (exclusively) as sadism or
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violence but as a cosmic rigor or implacable neces-

sity imposing itself on the bodies of the actors.

Artaud’s project for a Theater of Cruelty is
generally considered impossible to realize. The
Theater and Its Double presents no practical blue-
print. However, many of the individual suggestions
made in the book had an immense impact on the
ideas and practices of various major directors, thea-
ter groups, and playwrights during the second half
of the twentieth century. In particular, a revival of
interest in Artaud’s thought took place in the
1960s and 1970s. The director Peter Brook of
the Royal Shakespeare Company cofounded a
troupe called the Theater of Cruelty in the 1960s,
and Brook’s 1964 production of the German play-
wright Peter Weiss’s play Marat/Sade is a cele-
brated example of Artaudian theater. Similarly, in
America, Julian Beck and Judith Malina’s Living

Theater, Joseph Chaikin’s Open Theater, and

Richard Schechner’s Performance Group incorpo-

rated important insights of Artaud into their work.

Moreover, critics have discussed Artaudian features

in plays written by Fernando Arrabal and Jean

Vauthier in France, by Sam Shepard in the United

States, and by Peter Shaffer in Britain, among

others. Artaud’s ideas continue to influence work

in the theater in the twenty-first century. For exam-

ple, DNA Theatre in Toronto undertook a series of

performances entitled ‘‘Artaud and His Doubles’’

in the 1990s, including a production of Artaud’s

own 1923 play The Spurt of Blood. The American

performance artists Rachel Rosenthal and Diamanda

Galas also acknowledge the relevance of his thought

for their work.

See also Brecht, Bertolt; Brook, Peter; Theater.

Antonin Artaud (right) in Carl Theodor Dreyer’s film The Passion of Joan of Arc, 1928. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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JOHN C. STOUT

n

ART DECO. The term art deco originates from
the 1925 International Exhibition of Modern
Decorative and Industrial Arts that took place in
Paris. Initially planned for 1916 and postponed
because of World War I, this exhibition conse-
crated a style that is often associated with the
postwar years but that dates back to the early twen-
tieth-century reaction against the lyrical excesses
and flowerings of art nouveau, which is sometimes
referred to as noodle style. It was therefore as early
as 1910, at the Salon des Artistes Décorateurs, that
critics hailed the emergence of a truly modern
decorative art, with refined geometrical forms, just
when the names of its future great masters in
France, such as Maurice Dufrêne and Paul Follot,
were emerging. After World War I, the need for
change and the desire to create a totally new living
environment contributed to the final repudiation
of the Belle Epoque style. For Dufrêne, the art of
1900 belonged to the realm of fantasy, whereas the
art of 1925 would belong to the realm of reason.

‘‘BE MODERN’’

However, the style of 1925 was more than a reac-
tion to art nouveau. It emerged and developed
within a social context dominated by the slogan
‘‘be modern.’’ Nevertheless, unlike the modernist
movement, for which modernism was an ideologi-
cal concept, this style responded to the aspirations

of the middle classes, with their sensitivity to a

particular French tradition as well as to speed, the

machine age, and the trends of fashion, while also

drawing on an amalgam of exotic inspirations orig-

inating from Turkey, Russia, Egypt, Africa, and

Japan. Space in art deco is also different from the

modernist concept of space; it rejects the universal

project, internationalism, and the notion of collec-

tivism in the broadest sense, instead combining

individual and national values under the common

denominator of modernity and contemporaneity.

It is realist in accordance with its age—the space

is both functional and decorative in the traditional

sense of the art of living in this period.

The 1925 International Exhibition in Paris

marked the apogee of this movement. The pavil-

ions offered an insight into the prevailing situation,

in which innovative standpoints (seen in the Dutch,

Danish, and Polish pavilions) alternated with tradi-

tional concepts (seen in the Spanish and Greek

pavilions). The high point of the exhibition was

the plan for a French foreign embassy, organized

by the Société des Artistes Décorateurs, which

arranged twenty-four spaces in collaboration with

interior designers such as Jacques-Émile

Ruhlmann, Pierre Patout, Jean Saudé, and Robert

Mallet-Stevens. The dominant aesthetic of the

embassy was toward luxury, a deliberate choice on

the part of these ‘‘traditionalist’’ interior designers,

whereas art deco is characterized by a twofold

dialectic of tradition and modernity, elite and

social art.

Department stores played an important role in

the creation, circulation, and democratization of

art deco by establishing studios dedicated to the

modern decorative arts. The first to appear were

the Ateliers Primavera (1912) in the Le Printemps

chain of department stores. In 1922, Maurice

Dufrêne was appointed to run Maı̂trise, the creative

studio at the Galeries Lafayette; the following year,

Paul Follot took charge of the Pomone line in Bon

Marché and Studium in the Le Louvre department

stores. Art deco gained mass circulation through

these channels, which presented it as the new art of

living. Original artwork and personalized architec-

ture were thus replaced by a collection of furniture

and ingenious design creations that achieved mass

circulation at affordable prices.
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THE ART OF LIVING

In general, architecture, interior décor, and furni-

ture production in art deco were guided by an idea

of beauty that was expressed predominantly in orna-

mentation: they drew inspiration from a sense of

refinement and aimed to develop good taste in the

general population. Daily living and households

were made considerably more pleasant through a

profusion of objects created for every budget: the

stoneware of René Buthaud, the furniture of Robert

Block and Pierre Legrain, the Swedish-manufac-

tured Orrefors vases, the glassware of René

Lalique, the wallpapers of Victor Servranckx, the

creations of Marcel Wolfers, the jewellery of Dario

Viterbo, the fabrics of Atelier Martine and the col-

lections of Duncan Grant and Vanessa Bell. With art

deco, fixed household decor could also be changed

at will through the addition of new elements: orna-

mental paneling and sculptures, low-reliefs and

friezes, moldings, stucco, mosaics, wrought iron,

works in bronze and copper, stained-glass windows,

ornamental paintings and frescoes, lacquerware and
fabrics.

Among the best-known objects and creators of
this period are the furniture of Francis Jourdain
and Eileen Gray, who also designed many lacquer
screens, having learned the technique from the
Japanese artist Sugawara. In 1919, Gray caused a
sensation by decorating the apartment of the fash-
ion designer Suzanne Talbot, covering it in black
lacquer panels mixed with eggshells. At the other
end of the spectrum was Jacques-Émile Ruhlmann,
descended from the line of great eighteenth-cen-
tury cabinetmakers, the quintessence of French
genius in the classical tradition. André Groult,
who signed the work he had done decorating a
bedroom for the embassy at the 1925 exhibition,
represented yet another trend, that of the modern-
izers who revived tradition by combining ancient
refined styles, including Louis XV and empire,
while also being overtly contemporary in their sim-
ple lines and rigorous proportions.

Design for the salon of the ambassador’s residence. Project for the Exposition Internationale des Arts Décoratifs

Modernes in Paris by Henri Rapin, 1925. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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After the 1925 exhibition, the art deco style
continued to feature in many buildings, including
the spectacular entrance hall of the Daily Express
(by Robert Atkinson) and the Strand Palace Hotel
(by Olivier P. Bernard) in London. The depression
of the 1930s brought some decline in the luxury
market, as well as in the artistic professions with
which art deco was associated. However, the move-
ment continued to develop in the United States,
which had been conspicuous by its absence from
the 1925 exhibition and which adopted and
adapted this style for large symbolic building proj-
ects such as the Chrysler Building in New York and
for everyday objects created by European émigrés
such as the Austrian Paul T. Frankl and the Dane
Erik Magnussen.

It is probably in its tremendous capacity for
adaptation that the immense success of art deco
resides, and the style proved to be highly versatile.
Free of all doctrine and difficult to define, this
movement continued to be called modern right
up to the 1960s and is undoubtedly one of the
most protean styles of the twentieth century.

See also Avant-Garde; Modernism.
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VIRGINIE DEVILLEZ

n

ASQUITH, HERBERT HENRY (1852–
1928), British politician.

The son of a Yorkshire clothing manufacturer,
Herbert Henry Asquith was born on 12 September
1852 in Morley, Yorkshire. Educated at the City of
London and Balliol College, Oxford, Asquith
became a lawyer in 1876. In the 1886 general elec-
tion he was elected as the Liberal MP for East Fife.
William Gladstone appointed him home secretary

after the 1892 general election. He was granted the
title Earl of Oxford in 1925. Asquith died on 15
February 1928 at Sutton Courtney, Oxfordshire.

By August 1914 Asquith had established him-
self as an outstanding figure in British political life.
He had been prime minister of the Liberal govern-
ment since 1908 and had worked efficiently as
leader of a ministry with many outstanding figures.
Certainly, he had failed so far to resolve some
powerful difficulties. But he had presided over the
introduction of striking pieces of social legislation
and had led a long and successful battle against the
powers of the House of Lords.

The collapse of international relations in July–
August 1914 did not immediately undermine his
position. While country and cabinet were divided
about whether war on the Continent required
British intervention, Asquith declined to rush to
a decision. By 3 August it was evident that, from
the British viewpoint, Germany was determined to
impose its military hegemony on western Europe,
maintain (and increase) its naval challenge to
Britain, and crush the unoffending state of
Belgium. This placed the issue of Britain’s inter-
vention beyond doubt. With only trivial excep-
tions, government, parliament, and the country
followed Asquith’s lead.

Asquith instantly brought Lord Kitchener into
his Liberal government as war secretary and estab-
lished a series of dramatic measures to guard
national security, ensure the availability of railways
for military as well as civilian purposes, and secure
alternative sources of sugar.

Yet there was always an aspect of incongruity in
this spectacle of a Liberal prime minister leading a
government steadily obliged to implement state
control. The Liberals were traditionally the party
of peace, retrenchment, and reform, the first two of
which were inapplicable in wartime and the third,
when it occurred, an accidental by-product of war.
The expression ‘‘business as usual,’’ whereby
Britain would just control the seas and meet war
costs by developing its peacetime economy, sug-
gested a Liberal position. But it was flatly contra-
dicted by the government’s decision to raise a mass
(if still voluntary) army to participate in a continen-
tal war. The attempt to square this circle, along
with problems in the actual conduct of the conflict,
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rendered Asquith’s concluding two years as prime
minister painful and ill rewarded.

It is usually claimed that everyone in Britain
(excepting Kitchener) expected the war to be over
by Christmas 1914. Asquith certainly did not and
told the nation later in August that this would be
‘‘a protracted struggle.’’ Yet he took little action to
create the instruments that would convince the
nation that it was being firmly directed. Nor, to
all appearances, did he amend his own way of life or
enhance his devotion to politics so as to create the
impression of a firebrand driving affairs with utter
conviction.

In December 1914 he established an eight-
man War Council (subsequently the Dardanelles
Committee and then the War Committee) as a
subcommittee of the cabinet specifically to deal
with war matters. But the cabinet retained, and
often enough exercised, overall authority, so that
the new body seemed rather to extend and even
dilute the process of decision-making rather than
concentrating it.

The overwhelming problem, of course, was the
progress of the war. The small British Expeditionary
Force had played a part in putting an end to
Germany’s bid for quick victory in the West. But
Germany retained much of Belgium and France,
and the predominance of weapons of defense over
offense (at least until 1918) both preserved this
situation and extinguished thousands of Allied lives.

So various members of the Liberal government
began in early 1915 gestating ideas for a ‘‘quick’’
and even ‘‘decisive’’ victory elsewhere. Only one of
these schemes was given serious application, and so
was shown to be no improvement on the western
front: the naval, and then combined, assault at the
Dardanelles. This, it should be noted, was not a
scheme imposed on helpless politicians by naval or
military chiefs. It was something required of the
armed forces by Asquith and other heads of gov-
ernment: a reassuring demonstration that the
prime minister retained command of the war, but
not, in its outcome, an event that redounded to his
credit.

By May 1915 Asquith’s difficulties had come
sufficiently to a head that, in order to forestall the
Conservatives’ abandonment of the political truce,
he resorted to the formation of a coalition

government. His conduct toward some of his
Liberal colleagues appeared cavalier, yet the fact
remained that he retained many key posts in the
government for the Liberals and fobbed off Bonar
Law, the Conservative leader, with a quite minor
post. In the event, with the course of the war
driving politics in a conservative direction, and with
the political position of his once principal Liberal
colleague David Lloyd George increasingly open to
doubt, this did not serve Asquith well.

Lloyd George, plainly, was advancing in the
political stakes. As a consequence of a munitions
‘‘scandal’’ severely damaging to Kitchener, Asquith
elevated him to the new (and very rewarding) post
of minister of munitions. At the same time, Lloyd
George was becoming powerfully identified with
pressure from Conservative politicians and journal-
ists for the introduction of conscription, a proposal
that Asquith clearly disliked but in the end could
not resist. Plainly what was keeping Asquith in
office was the deep distrust that Lloyd George
continued to arouse in the higher ranks of politics,
Conservative as well as Liberal. But this meant that
Asquith, increasingly, was dependent for his reten-
tion of the chief office on a singularly negative
factor.

The year 1916 was not a happy one for the
prime minister. First Asquith was forced to concede
conscription for virtually all male Britons of mili-
tary age, and then he had to deal with the conse-
quences of the Easter Rebellion in Ireland. Neither
event redounded to his credit. Yet it was the Battle
of the Somme, commencing on 1 July 1916 and
continuing until the outset of winter four and a half
months later, that dominated the political land-
scape. Its huge casualties and failure to take ground
left Asquith powerless. People may have recog-
nized that these sorry results were dictated by the
nature of warfare in the early twentieth century,
but they demanded a leader more visibly devoted
to the struggle and more engulfed by hatred of the
enemy.

Lloyd George struck in December 1916. He
persuaded Bonar Law—aware of the fragility of his
own position—to join him in demanding of Asquith
the creation of ‘‘a small War Committee . . . with
full powers’’ of which Asquith, although remaining
prime minister, would not be a member. Briefly
Asquith contemplated acceptance but recognition
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of his humiliating position under it, and the appear-
ance of a particularly vicious interpretation in The
Times, led to his refusal. This was as well, for he
would have been an unwelcome fifth wheel on a
coach he could not control. So Asquith went, and
Lloyd George took power as head of a predomi-
nantly Conservative government with an element of
Liberals and the qualified support of Labour.

For the rest of the war Asquith remained leader
of the Liberal Party, occupying a role of unwavering
support for the war and unforgiving, if unexpressed,
separation from the government. Only once did he
hint at his inner feelings toward Lloyd George, when
General Frederick Maurice accused the prime minis-
ter in public of concealing his withholding of troops
for the western front in the run-up to the Germany
offensive of March 1918. The government having
proposed an inquiry by judges, Asquith moved
instead for a select committee. Lloyd George then
realized that any inquiry would cause him great
embarrassment and launched against Asquith’s
motion a withering attack. Asquith needed either to
attack or to withdraw his motion but did neither.
Lloyd George carried the day. This only mattered
because the prime minister was making preparations
for his postwar career, which he saw as the leader of a
right-wing coalition consisting of the whole
Conservative Party and a Liberal splinter group. So
in the 1918 general election he selected 150 Liberals,
whom he regarded as his particular supporters, and
listed them on a ‘‘coupon’’—a letter to voters co-
signed by the unionist chancellor, Andrew Law—
thereby guaranteeing a seat in parliament to nearly
all of them, as they were unopposed by Conservative
candidates. This somewhat disguised the fact that the
result was a smashing Conservative victory. Asquith,
whose Conservative opponent did not receive the
coupon, was nevertheless firmly defeated. And the
ruling Liberal Party of four years earlier was now not
even an official opposition.

Yet this is not the last word to be said about
Asquith. In part thanks to his direction in peace
and war, Britain emerged from the conflict a partially
welfare and a firmly liberal (if not Liberal) state, in
which free trade and free service and freedom of
opinion continued (anyway for the moment) unchal-
lenged. It was not a small achievement.

See also Lloyd George, David; World War I.
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ATATÜRK, MUSTAFA KEMAL
(1881–1938), founder and first president of the
Turkish Republic.

Although Atatürk (‘‘Father of Turks’’) left this
world behind in 1938, in Turkey his movie hero
profile, icy-blue stare, elegant silhouette, and clas-
sically tailored suits remain everywhere to be seen.
His portrait adorns the walls of teahouses as far
flung as Van and Gaziantep. He was the founder
of modern Turkey, the new nation-state forged
from the ruins of the Ottoman Empire just after
World War I. Sensing his death and wishing to
secure his role in history for eternity, Mustafa
Kemal began calling himself Atatürk in 1934, and
it is the name posterity has assigned him as well.
His extraordinary destiny captivated his contem-
poraries and continues to elicit the interest of his-
torians. The ‘‘Kemalist Experiment’’ represented a
crucial moment in the twentieth-century history of
the Muslim developing countries. The West has yet
to comprehend that what was being erected in
Turkey during the 1920s and 1930s was a highly
original model of nationalism and authoritarianism
that continues even in the twenty-first century to
function as the glue cementing the Turkish state
and society in place. No other entity in the twen-
tieth century, constructed purely of ideology and
history, has so effectively preserved its political
power.

In Turkey, Atatürk remains an icon and symbol
of veneration and celebration. He is both the his-
torical founder of the Republic and its actual and
present foundation as well. His life’s story, officially
codified, written and told by Atatürk himself on
multiple occasions (the most famous of which was
the ‘‘Six Day Speech’’ in October 1927), is blended
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with the history of Turkey and constituted a radical
break with Ottoman tradition. Atatürk sought to
supply the new nation-state with previously unrec-
ognized roots in the more or less mythical past of
the Hittites, in order to deemphasize the Ottoman
Empire and its inevitable decline. Atatürk conceived
this history while he was building the nation-state,
thereby laying the definitive groundwork for a
national model that was only beginning to be con-
tested at the turn of the twenty-first century, as
Turkey opened to the European Union and with
the installation of a moderate Islamic government.

A SOLDIER WITH THE YOUNG TURKS

Originally from Macedonia, one of the richest and
most strategically important Ottoman provinces, the
young Mustafa Kemal entered the military school at
Salonica. He quickly stood out and his military
career advanced rapidly because of both his aptitude
for command and his personal abilities, but also
because he fought in diverse campaigns at a time
when the Ottoman Empire was forced to fight on
numerous fronts. At the same time he became
involved in the Young Turk movement, which was
active precisely among those functionaries and offi-
cers of the European provinces concerned with
reforming the empire in order to avoid its disman-
tlement, particularly in the Balkans. When Sultan
Abdul-Hamid II (r. 1876–1909) surrendered to
the demands of the Young Turks on 24 July 1907,
what was an insurrection that had bubbled up in
Macedonia was transformed into a revolution. The
liberal constitution of 1876 was restored and gen-
eral elections were planned. However, as a series of
military and diplomatic reversals mounted, a
Muslim-dominated conservative counterrevolution
sought to regain power in Constantinople. The
Young Turks, though, ultimately succeeded in
reversing the situation and consolidating their revo-
lution by having the sultan deposed.

During this period, Mustafa Kemal was earning
his stripes (he was promoted to lieutenant-colonel
after commanding an infantry division during the
Balkan Conflict in 1912) and did not take part
directly in these political events. He did, however,
pay close attention to the Young Turk experiment
(and studied their theoreticians of Turkish nation-
alism, such as Mehmet Ziya Gökalp [1875–1924]),
which would prevail in 1913 in a coup d’état

carried out by the most authoritarian members of
the Committee of Union and Progress (or
‘‘Unionists’’). The Young Turk Triumvirate that
came to power ended the liberal era launched in
1907 and installed a military dictatorship. The
desire to exact revenge against Russia and the
Balkan states brought the Ottoman Empire into
World War I against the Triple Entente powers
(the United Kingdom, France, and Russia). Its
new rulers wanted not only to preserve its unity
but also to realize a project of pan-Turkish expan-
sion into the Caucasus region. The army, even with
Germany’s powerful support, proved incapable of
repelling the Russian onslaughts, however. The
humiliation of these defeats, at Sarikamish in partic-
ular, and the nationalist propaganda denouncing the
presence of minorities in the empire, drove the
Unionist leadership to unleash the twentieth cen-
tury’s first genocide, perpetrated against the
Armenians.

A GENERAL VICTORIOUS

At the same time, near the end of April 1915, the
Ottoman Empire faced an offensive in the Straits
of the Dardanelles when French and English forces
landed on Gallipoli. Stiff resistance by the Ottoman
army and the heroism of certain of its leaders,
including Mustafa Kemal, thwarted the operation;
Kemal was then sent to fight the Russians on the
Caucasus front, where he was promoted to the rank
of general. Following this, Kemal assumed various
commands in Syria (as part of the prestigious
Yildirim Army Corps) and then in Palestine, where
victories on the front line prevented, during two
years of conflict, the empire’s total collapse. At
the beginning of October 1918, the Allies were
threatening Constantinople; the Triumvirate with-
drew from power, and a new government signed an
armistice whose conditions were hard on the
empire—in particular Article 7, which authorized
the Allies to proceed with the occupation of any
territory they deemed necessary. The sole concession
made to the empire in the armistice was the right to
reassemble troops scattered across its territories in
the region of Anatolia and allowing them to retain
their light weaponry. The Germans evacuated the
Unionist ministers, and the Young Turk movement
was effectively scuttled. An Allied fleet entered the
Dardanelles and Constantinople was occupied.
British, French, Russians, Greeks, Armenians, and
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even Italians assumed control over almost the entire

empire based on secret accords. Simultaneously, the

Liberal Entente government eliminated the last ves-

tiges of Young Turk power, hoping this reaction

would avoid the empire’s complete dismantlement,

and thereby sign the movement’s political death

warrant. The Allies, however, dashed these hopes

when the Treaty of Sèvres, signed 10 August 1920,

consecrated the end of Ottoman sovereign rule and

the empire’s permanent partition.

Anatolia was the only region to avoid Allied

occupation. However, this large central province,

whose Turkish population had become wholly

homogenous following the destruction of the

Christian communities formerly residing there,

was largely destabilized due to its exposure to pil-

lage by demobilized soldiers, the destruction of its

infrastructure, and the destitution of its popula-
tion. A national resistance movement found refuge
there, but it was divided between outlaw Young
Turks, stragglers devoted to the dream of pan-
Turanianism, and Ottoman dissidents. Lauded for
his military successes and reputation for authority,
at just thirty-nine years of age Kemal was sent to
Anatolia in 1919 by the Entente government and
entrusted with the mission to reorganize the
remaining military troops there, as part of an effort
to reassert Constantinople’s sovereignty. He landed
at Samsum, birthplace of the great Kemalist era, and
entered Anatolia where he encountered a fierce but
fragmented nationalism based on a hatred aimed
equally at both the imperial government and the
European powers. Kemal immediately understood
the opportunity laid out before him to head up the
nationalist movement by offering it a plan for a

Mustafa Kemal Atatürk inspects Turkish troops, 1922. THE GRANGER COLLECTION, NEW YORK
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nation-state founded on three primary values: mili-
tary strength, Turkishness, and modernity.

This program was deeply Young Turk in inspira-
tion, although it also contained a strong nationalist
component. From the outset, numerous and presti-
gious groups supported Kemal in the great design he
set out to accomplish under cover of his official mis-
sion. On 22 June 1919 in Amasya, he proclaimed the
Turkish nation in danger, launched a call to arms to
all patriots, and convoked a national congress. The
British then demanded his immediate recall; he chose
secession instead. ‘‘I shall remain in Anatolia until the
Nation has regained its complete independence,’’
was his reply to the sultan as he tendered him his
resignation. The national Congresses at Erzurum
(July 1919) and Sivas (September 1919) laid the
groundwork of Kemalism proper. The National
Pact, adopted by delegates assembled from through-
out the empire, affirmed the fundamental indivi-
sibility of the Turkish people and the mission to
engage in a radical struggle for territorial integrity.
Following this, a parliament created by empire-wide
general elections defied the Allies by siding with the
rebels. Kemal had successfully countered threats
from both Constantinople and the maneuverings of
the former members of the Unionist Triumvirate.
He responded to them by forming a Turkish Grand
National Assembly in April 1920 and a government
he controlled seated at Angora, the future Ankara.

THE ‘‘WAR OF NATIONAL INDEPENDENCE’’

Possessing a galvanized and well-organized army,
Kemal launched his early military offensives, first
against the Armenian forces that had proclaimed an
independent republic in the Caucasus. Armenia’s
incorporation into the Soviet Union, and the com-
mon interests shared by the Kemalists and the
Soviets (formally laid down by the ‘‘Treaty of
Brotherhood and Friendship’’ signed in March
1921), allowed Kemal to divert his troops toward
the west. France and Italy quickly ceded the battle-
field, making it possible for Kemal to mobilize his
forces against the Greeks who were occupying a
large portion of Asia Minor but whose troops were
dispersed over a large swath of territory. The sign-
ing of the Treaty of Sèvres strengthened his poli-
tical hand in a rebellion he did not entirely control,
by allowing him to don the cloak of ‘‘reluctant
savior of the Turkish nation.’’ His initial military

and political successes had already rendered him

the title of ghazi, or triumphant commander. The

legend of Kemal had begun. Its telling and retelling

would erase his earlier ties with the Young Turks,

his strivings after a ministerial career in 1919, and

his religious leanings that had made it possible for

him to refuse the sultan’s fatwa in April 1920.

The Kemalists reached the end of winter 1920–

1921, and the renewal of the Greek offensives, in a

relatively strong position. Kemal managed to resist

the first waves of enemy pressure, and in July 1921

the Grand National Assembly accorded him full

powers and named him Generalissimo, at which

point he issued the famous order: ‘‘Soldiers!

March! Objective: The Mediterranean Sea!’’ After a

difficult and at times uncertain battle at Sakarya in

August 1921, the Grand National Assembly granted

him the title of marshal and officially elevated him to

the rank of ghazi. The diplomatic isolation relented

after the conclusion of the 16 March 1921 treaty

with Moscow and the complete surrender of Cilicia

by France on 20 October of the same year. The

renewal of the Greek offensive in the spring of

1922 was followed by a victorious counteroffensive

conducted by Kemal himself. The Greeks, who had

agreed to the Armistice of Moudania (Mudanya) on

15 October 1922, chose negotiation, as did the

Allies, who were counting on the sultan and the

government in Constantinople to deal with the rising

Kemalist regime.

THE TREATY OF LAUSANNE AND

THE BIRTH OF MODERN TURKEY

In order to counter the maneuverings of the Allies,

Kemal directed his offensive against the remainder of

the Ottoman Empire and its institutions. He

denounced the sultanate before the Grand National

Assembly, which led to a vote for its abolition on

2 November 1922. Sultan Mehmed VI (r. 1918–

1922) fled Constantinople and the Kemalists pro-

claimed his downfall. The ghazi then picked up the

pace of his transformation of the old empire by creat-

ing a sizable political party known as the Republican

People’s Party, whose lines of support began with his

Anatolian clients. The Republican People’s Party

handily won the general elections organized for the

following June, and Kemal himself was elected head

of state by the Grand National Assembly.
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The extent to which his victory was complete
was then measured by the concluding of the Treaty
of Lausanne, which ended the War of Independence.
Opened at the beginning of 1923, the treaty’s nego-
tiations were quickly cut short by Kemalist intran-
sigence. They resumed on 23 April and the Treaty
was signed on 23 July, constituting a bitter reversal
of the Treaty of Sèvres, but also the concretization
of the ghazi’s political and military crusade. At that
point the National Pact was entirely completed.
The young Kemal regime, sole interlocutor with
the Allies, was legally recognized and given full
sovereignty over the Turkish territories of the for-
mer empire up to and including Thrace in the east,
excluding the islands bordering Asia Minor. The
sole concession granted was for the Armenians,
Greeks, and Jews, who obtained official status as
‘‘minorities.’’ The Lausanne Treaty emerged out
of a series of other treaties delineating the demo-
graphic and territorial map of modern day Turkey,
most notably involving a large-scale population
exchange of 900,000 Orthodox Christians who
moved to Greece, and 400,000 Muslims trans-
ferred to Turkey.

On 6 October 1923, Kemalist troops entered
Constantinople, which would assume the name
Istanbul and lose its status as capital in favor of
Ankara. The Republic of Turkey was officially
declared on 29 October 1923. The makeup of the
government highlighted a profound shift away from
the form of an empire, and by designating the entire
country ‘‘Turkiye’’ (ratified by the Constitution of
1924), the Kemalist regime was rejecting Ottoman
and pan-nationalist solutions in order to affirm a
nationalist Turkish identity that was incorporated
into the state institutions and the territory itself.

KEMAL’S AMBITIONS

To achieve the model Turkish nation and to ensure
his own dominion as well, Kemal envisioned a
national regime and discourse that borrowed equally
from both the fascist regimes and the democracies of
the West. The radical modernity of the Kemalist
program nonetheless revealed deep-rooted ties to
the past, including both the Young Turks, to whom
he owed the essentials of his political formation, and
the Ottoman Empire, whose cloak of conservative
notability he donned in Anatolia. His political bases,
steeped in tradition, revealed numerous practices put

in place in Ankara that detract from Kemalism’s
revolutionary character.

Pluralism was suppressed after the Kurdish revolt
in February 1925, when a single-party system was
instituted by the promulgation of a law to ‘‘restore
public order’’ and by the reactivation of the
‘‘Independence Tribunals’’ that had been used to
condemn to death hundreds of opposition figures
during the war. The Progressive Republican Party
was banned along with numerous journalists. An
assassination attempt against Kemal at Izmir
(Smyrna) on 15 June 1926 was followed by a new
phase of repression that decimated the ranks of the
remaining Young Turks who had escaped capture
previously, along with some of their former
collaborators.

The new political path being followed led to
the construction of a single-party system centered
on one man, the Supreme Head of the Nation and
State. The similarities to Italian fascism and Russian
sovietism, which arose at that time, were real. The
only things missing were the ideological underpin-
nings and the revolutionary credo that Kemal was
to proclaim in his Six-Day Speech at Nutuk, at the
first congress of the Republican People’s Party
from 15 to 20 October 1927. Considered the
‘‘Sacred Book of the Turks,’’ this event demon-
strated the consolidation of the single-party system
and the Kemal cult of personality. By rewriting the
entire history of the Turkish people from the
Golden Age to the Ottoman downfall, and up until
the realization of the Republic in 1923 for which
he was proclaimed a hero, Kemal conferred upon
future generations, the army, and the state the duty
to perpetuate this inaugural and definitive story.
This grand historiographic plan would not, how-
ever, prove sufficient to anchor Kemalism in
Turkish society.

The ‘‘Six Pillars,’’ elaborated in 1931, encapsu-
lated the bases of Kemal’s regime: nationalism,
republicanism, populism, statism, secularism, and
finally revolutionarism. The invention during these
same years of Turkishness, of being Turkish, was
not directly contradictory with this universal project
because it proclaimed the Turkish origin of human-
ity itself. At the same time, Turkishness defined a
particular ethnicity whose historical birthplace,
according to a racializing framework that nourished
serious racism and anti-Semitism, was Anatolia.
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REFORMER OR DICTATOR?

The experiments conducted in the 1930s made way
for Kemal to strengthen his control over the
Turkish state and society by considerably increasing
the cult of personality surrounding him. Already
ghazi and ‘‘Eternal Leader,’’ he became Atatürk
(‘‘Father of the Turks’’) in 1934 through a special
law that also forbade all other Turks from the use
of the same name. A large number of statues and
monuments also appeared during this time. The
principle of submitting to the decisions of national
leaders, and the most preeminent one among them
in particular, was diffused throughout all segments
of society. Anything that might disturb national
unity or threaten Turkey’s territorial integrity was
violently attacked. Persecution of the Armenians
and Greeks remained prevalent even after the
Treaty of Lausanne, and Kurdish revolts were sup-
pressed with extreme harshness.

Atatürk, however, was not a presence among
his people solely in the guise of a force of repres-
sion and coercion. He instituted a series of highly
radical social changes, including the introduction
of the Swiss Civil Code in 1926, and the renuncia-
tion of the Arabic alphabet in favor of the Latin as
part of a purification of the Turkish language in
1928. In 1934 women were accorded the right to
vote (in the midst of a single-party system), and in
1935 he instigated the ‘‘Six Pillars,’’ including
secularism.

This last reform was certainly the most emblem-
atic of the nature of Kemal’s political project for
Turkey—in which conservatism was harnessed to
the needs of revolution. Even as the politico-reli-
gious institutions associated with the Ottoman
Empire were radically suppressed, the Muslim faith
acceded in practice to the status of state religion,
because true religious liberty could not exist so
long as it threatened Turkish unity and identity.

The final years of Atatürk’s life and reign were
not the most brilliant. He abused alcohol and shut
himself off from the outside world, primarily in his
Dolmabahce Palace in Istanbul (the former palace
of the last sultans), where he died on 10 November
1938. He left behind a stable, economically devel-
oped, and highly cultivated country, most notably
in the large cities of Istanbul, Ankara, and Izmir,
but also in the regions populated by Kurds and
saturated with nationalist sentiment. A colossal
mausoleum was erected in Ankara, and an outpouring

of iconography was put on display in every public
place imaginable. Atatürk’s death had transfigured
him into a symbol that could be used as justifica-
tion for any act, benign or malign. A critical histor-
iography could not develop as long as his cult was
omnipresent, especially in the army, which guaran-
teed that his role and regime would live on.
Contestation of this official version would only
arise at the dawn of the twenty-first century, with
the rise to power of moderate Islamic governments
ready to replace Kemalist nationalism with a differ-
ent one: one wrapped in the national flag, as
emblem for another kind of ethnocentrism, reli-
gious fervor, and populism. Having invented
Turkey but being unable to adapt to democratic
forms, Atatürk and his Kemalism had become bar-
riers to political and social change. However, given
the fact that they continue to embody contempor-
ary Turkey, they remain charged with its problems
and impasses.

See also Armenia; Armenian Genocide; Istanbul; Turkey.
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VINCENT DUCLERT

n

ATHENS. Athens became the capital of Greece
in 1834. At the time, it was a small town of around
twelve thousand people without economic signifi-
cance, but it was chosen because of its associations
with Greece’s glorious ancient history. In the nine-
teenth century Athens was the administrative
center of the country but the centers of economic
dynamism (such as commerce, manufacturing,
shipping) were located either in other Greek cities
like Patras and Ermoúpolis (Syros island) or
beyond the borders, in cities of the Ottoman
Empire where vibrant Greek communities lived.
In the beginning of the twentieth century Athens
developed rapidly. In the first two decades of
the twentieth century, the urban development
of Athens (and its port, Piraeus) exceeded that of
other Greek cities. Between 1900 and 1920 the
population of Athens grew yearly by 5.6 percent,
and in 1920 there were 292,991 people living in
the capital. The limits of the city extended and the
fields around Athens were divided into small plots
and houses were built hastily without any planning.
The lower classes lived in the center of the city, in
very old homes with unhygienic conditions. In
1924 a committee drafted the first comprehensive
city plan for Athens, but it was never taken into
consideration; for the next decades the city grew
through the integration of small areas that had
been divided into plots, and building occurred
without prior permission from the authorities.

The 1920s represented a turning point in the
history of Athens (and of Greece in general)
because of the arrival of Greek refugees from Asia
Minor (1922) and the compulsory exchange of
populations between Greece and Turkey in the
wake of World War I. While most of the refugees

settled in rural areas in northern Greece, a consid-

erable number of them (130,000) settled in

Athens. The settlement of the refugees presented

the government with an unprecedented challenge,

and it was one of the few instances in which the

government worked out and materialized plans for

urban and housing development. The Refugee

Settlement Commission oversaw the construction

of twelve large and thirty-four minor settlement

areas in the outskirts of Athens, and the govern-

ment facilitated the construction of new houses by

providing public land and loans to individuals with

favorable terms. Most of the refugees (63 percent)

were housed in settlement areas. The arrival of the

refugees and a growing wave of internal migration

nearly doubled the size of the population of the

city of Athens and the number of people living in

the surrounding areas also rose spectacularly. In

1928 there were 459,211 people living in Athens,

or 802,000, if one includes Piraeus and the areas

around Athens.

In the 1920s and 1930s Athens was also trans-
formed from being the administrative to the indus-
trial center of Greece. The refugees provided
abundant cheap labor that proved to be crucial
for the industrial development of Athens. Nearly
half of the refugees were employed in the growing
industrial sector while some of the refugee settle-
ment areas were turned into industrial sites, espe-
cially for textile and carpet factories. The economic
development, however, was fragile and the endem-
ic unemployment of a large number of workers
would only grow worse with the world economic
crisis of the early to mid-1930s. Class differences
became apparent in the residential areas of the city:
the upper classes lived in the very center of the city
and in the new ‘‘garden cities’’ in the north, whereas
the lower classes were concentrated in the new sub-
urbs of Piraeus and in the east and northwest of the
capital. At the same time the rise of the population
extended the city limits geographically, from 3,264
hectares (8,062 acres) in 1920 to 11,400 hectares
(28,158 acres) in 1940. Overcrowding in the center
of the city and changing trends in architecture
opened the way for the construction of apartment
blocks and high-rise buildings, which had been rare
before World War II.

On 6 April 1941 Nazi Germany invaded
Greece and on 27 April German troops entered
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Athens. During the winter of 1941–1942 the

population of Athens suffered from a terrible

famine. The cessation of imports of cereals from

overseas, due to the naval blockade, and the eco-

nomic dislocation that the war and occupation

brought deprived the population of the capital of

the necessary foodstuffs. About forty thousand

people died in Athens from hunger and related

causes during the winter months. The situation

improved in the following years thanks to the relief

aid that the International Red Cross imported and

distributed to the population. The distribution of

relief in the capital and the destruction in the

countryside caused by the occupation forces in

campaigns against the resistance forces brought

several thousands of destitute people to Athens—

it is estimated that about 1.5 million people lived

in Athens during the occupation. The leftist resis-

tance organization, the National Liberation Front

(EAM), gained a mass following among the popu-

lation of the capital and often the demonstrations

were violently suppressed by the occupation forces.

After the liberation of the country (October 1944),

Athens became the site of a civil war in December

1944 that broke out between the largely leftist

resistance and government troops supported by

the British army. After thirty-three days of bitter

street fighting the leftist forces evacuated the

capital and surrendered their arms.

The economic development in the postwar

years accelerated the process of urbanization and

contributed to the rapid growth of Athens. The

concentration of major industries in greater

Athens, and the employment opportunities that

the expanding public sector offered, attracted

thousands of people from villages and towns to

the capital. Between 1951 and 1971 the popula-

tion of greater Athens almost doubled (from 1.3

million in 1951 to 2.5 million in 1971). Internal

migration increased the demand for housing and as

a result Athens was once more expanded as plots of

land were turned into sites of (unplanned) housing

construction. Moreover, in these two decades a

large part of Athens was eventually rebuilt and the

architectural profile of the capital changed complete-

ly. The old houses were demolished and were

replaced by apartment blocks that could house

a large number of families. The construction of

apartment blocks was not undertaken by the state

or real estate developers but by the individuals who

owned the plot of land. In this way housing con-

struction became the best investment for the mod-

erate savings of the middle classes. The growth of

the housing sector had a positive impact on the

economy in general because it contributed to the

development of the related industries, like cement

factories, metallurgy, chemical plants, and others.

However, it was in the postwar years that the

growth of Athens underlined the structural prob-

lems in the modernization of Greece. Internal

migration created an uneven urbanization. Athens

concentrated a disproportionately high percentage

of the population of Greece, as one out of four

inhabitants of the country lived in the capital. The

growth of the capital together with the overcentra-

lization of the state bureaucracy led to the demo-

graphic decline of other cities (except Salonica,

which in a much smaller scale became the center

in northern Greece) and the widening of the gap in

regional differences between Athens and the rest of

the country.

The rapid expansion and the unplanned

growth of Athens were accompanied with several

housing and environmental problems that became

apparent in the 1980s. Air pollution, heavy traffic,

and the lack of parks and communal spaces drove

many Athenians out of the city center to the sub-

urbs. The population living in the municipality of

Athens fell from 885,000 in 1981 to 772,000 in

1991, whereas the population living in greater

Athens rose from 2.1 million to 2.3 million in the

same period. At the same time the character of

economic activities changed. The economic crisis

of the 1980s was coupled with de-industrialization,

and numerous factories in Athens and Piraeus

closed down, while at the same time there was an

expansion of the commerce and, most importantly,

of the service sector. In the 1990s Athens faced two

major challenges. The first was that Athens had

been named the host of the 2004 Olympics.

There had been major construction and infrastruc-

ture projects (peripheral highways, new subway

lines, new airport) that eased the transportation

and improved the traffic conditions, while there

were critical interventions in the city planning of

the center. The second change was the arrival of

economic migrants, mostly from Albania. In 2005

there were 132,000 immigrants living in the
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municipality of Athens, and they constituted 17
percent of the local population. Although there is
a high concentration of immigrants in some neigh-
borhoods of the center of Athens and there have
been instances of xenophobia, in the early twenty-
first century there are no signs of ‘‘ghettoization’’
as the immigrants are integrated into the social
fabric, thereby adding economic dynamism and
cultural diversity to the life of the capital.

See also Albania; Greece; Olympic Games; Papandreou,
Andreas; World War II.
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développement capitaliste: le ‘‘miracle’’ athénien. Paris,
1981.

Hirschon, Renée. Heirs of the Greek Catastrophe: The Social
Life of Asia Minor Refugees in Piraeus. Oxford, U.K.,
and New York, 1989.

Leontidou, Lila. Mediterranean City in Transition: Social
Change and Urban Development. Cambridge, U.K.,
and New York, 1990.

POLYMERIS VOGLIS

n

ATLANTIC CHARTER. From 9 August
to 12 August 1941, the U.S. president Franklin
Delano Roosevelt and the prime minister of the

A soldier stands guard at a sentry station overlooking Athens during the Greek civil war, December 1947.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION
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United Kingdom, Winston Churchill, met secretly

aboard U.S. and British warships anchored in

Placentia Bay, Newfoundland, Canada. This dra-

matic encounter, which transpired while the United

States was officially neutral, proved the first of many

wartime conferences between the two leaders. The

Atlantic Conference confirmed Roosevelt’s policy of

all-out American aid for Britain and the Soviet Union

and produced a statement of war and peace aims

shortly afterward termed the ‘‘Atlantic Charter.’’

The circumstances in which the Atlantic Charter

was promulgated ensured that this declaration of

principles would be both celebrated as an epochal

event in the struggle for individual and group rights

and fiercely criticized and subjected to endless analy-

sis and debate.

In one sense, the meeting of President Roosevelt
and Prime Minister Churchill was a logical

culmination of some fifteen months of ardent wooing
of America by the British. As soon as he took office in
May 1940, Churchill launched a campaign to bring
the United States into the war on Britain’s side.
Gradually, Roosevelt and the American people
responded to Churchill’s plea to have the ‘‘New
World’’ come to ‘‘the rescue of the Old.’’ Via such
steps as the destroyer-bases deal, Roosevelt’s commit-
ment to make America the ‘‘Arsenal of Democracy,’’
and Lend-Lease, the United States adopted a pro-
British and anti-Nazi stance. But Churchill and his
advisors wanted more—full scale American participa-
tion in the war and quickly before the British public’s
resolve to fight on gave way to despair. The events of
spring–summer 1941 revealed that President
Roosevelt was not yet prepared to take that epochal
decision for war.

Thus, Roosevelt, Churchill, and their respec-
tive staffs brought divergent agendas to their

THE ATLANTIC CHARTER

The President of the United States of America and the

Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, representing His

Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom, being

met together, deem it right to make known certain

common principles in the national policies of their

respective countries on which they base their hopes

for a better future for the world.

First, their countries seek no aggrandizement, ter-

ritorial or other;

Second, they desire to see no territorial changes

that do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of

the peoples concerned;

Third, they respect the right of all peoples to

choose the form of government under which they will

live; and they wish to see sovereign rights and self

government restored to those who have been forcibly

deprived of them;

Fourth, they will endeavor, with due respect for their

existing obligations, to further the enjoyment by all States,

great or small, victor or vanquished, of access, on equal

terms, to the trade and to the raw materials of the world

which are needed for their economic prosperity;

Fifth, they desire to bring about the fullest collab-

oration between all nations in the economic field with

the object of securing, for all, improved labor stan-

dards, economic advancement and social security;

Sixth, after the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny,

they hope to see established a peace which will afford

to all nations the means of dwelling in safety within their

own boundaries, and which will afford assurance that

all the men in all the lands may live out their lives in

freedom from fear and want;

Seventh, such a peace should enable all men to

traverse the high seas and oceans without hindrance;

Eighth, they believe that all of the nations of the

world, for realistic as well as spiritual reasons must

come to the abandonment of the use of force. Since

no future peace can be maintained if land, sea or air

armaments continue to be employed by nations which

threaten, or may threaten, aggression outside of their

frontiers, they believe, pending the establishment of a

wider and permanent system of general security, that

the disarmament of such nations is essential. They will

likewise aid and encourage all other practicable mea-

sures which will lighten for peace-loving peoples the

crushing burden of armaments.

Franklin D. Roosevelt

Winston S. Churchill
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meeting off Newfoundland. The British pushed for
active American participation in the struggle to
block Axis threats to North Africa, the Atlantic
islands, and Southeast Asia. Roosevelt’s goal was
to obtain a statement of ‘‘peace aims’’ to mollify
isolationists back home and to get on record a
British commitment to such traditional American
goals as no secret agreements, self-determination,
and multilateral trade. Difficult negotiations during
the four-day conference produced an eight-point
‘‘declaration of principles.’’ The statement set forth
views later incorporated in the ‘‘Declaration by the
United Nations’’ of 1 January 1942 as the ‘‘com-
mon program of purposes and principles . . . known
as the Atlantic Charter.’’ Five of its articles (self-
determination, freedom from fear, freedom from
want, freedom of movement) dealt in some sense
with individual and group rights; the remaining
clauses espoused political and economic aims (disar-
mament of aggressors and removal for all of the
‘‘crushing burden’’ of armaments, open access to
markets and raw materials, and the establishment of
mechanisms to ensure just and lasting peace) that
embodied liberal internationalist thinking about the
causes of war and the foundations of world peace.
The Atlantic Charter reflected American ideals from
the ‘‘Fourteen Points’’ of Woodrow Wilson (1856–
1924) to Roosevelt’s ‘‘Four Freedoms’’ proclama-
tion of January 1941, and the statement strongly
implied general applicability.

Long after the circumstances that led to the
August 1941 meeting between Roosevelt and
Churchill had faded into the mists of memory, the
Atlantic Charter remained a live issue. Dismissed by
Berlin and such collaborators as Vichy France as
‘‘mere propaganda,’’ the unrealistic ravings of advo-
cates of a discredited ideology, the Charter none-
theless fired the imagination of men and women
throughout the world. Hitler appears already to
have concluded that the United States was in the
war, and some scholars go so far as to suggest that
his violent reaction against the Atlantic Charter
contributed to his executing the final solution of
the Jewish problem. He had promised that should
the war become a world war, the outcome would
be the destruction of European Jewry. He kept his
word.

Viewed by its creators as an assertion of aspira-
tions for those nations that fought the Axis, the

Charter became the vehicle of Allied Powers war
aims and the guiding manifesto that led directly to
the establishment of the United Nations. Though
the charter was officially no more than a press
release by the leader of a belligerent power and the
head of a neutral nation, the U.S. Department of
State’s listing of treaties still in force includes the
Atlantic Charter and identifies as its signatories all of
the adherents to the Declaration by the United
Nations. As a result, the Atlantic Charter is in the
early twenty-first century considered a pivotal docu-
ment in the struggle to achieve acceptance of uni-
versal principles of human rights and justice.

See also NATO; United Nations; Universal Declaration
of Human Rights; World War II.
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ATOMIC BOMB. The first atomic bomb was
tested in New Mexico in the United States in July
1945, and the second and third were used against
the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki the
next month, bringing World War II in the Pacific
to a ferocious close. By this time Germany had
surrendered, yet it was the European war, and the
prospect of the Nazis getting the bomb first, that
provided the stimulus to the wartime development
of the bomb, and it was the demands of European
security that continued to influence the develop-
ment, deployment, and strategic thinking sur-
rounding nuclear weapons.

The remarkable continuity of the Cold War
that developed following World War II, and the
apparent symmetry, with two alliances each domi-
nated by a superpower owning a formidable nuclear
arsenal, provided an unusually stable context. It
meant that on the one hand there were always
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strategic reasons to develop new weapons and
explore new strategies, yet on the other there was
a limited risk of the weapons actually being used in
anger. In part this was because of the caution and
circumspection induced by the fear of nuclear war.
Memoirs and archives all testify to the anxieties felt
by political leaders at times of crisis when there was
the slightest risk of having to make decisions that
could lead to these weapons being used.

ORIGINS

By the late 1930s, scientific breakthroughs in
nuclear physics were coming so quickly that the
theoretical possibility of creating massive explo-
sions through splitting the individual atoms
(nuclear fission) within a critical mass of material
(uranium) and so producing a ‘‘chain reaction’’ was
coming to be widely recognized. If Germany had
not expelled so many of its top scientists because
they were Jews, they would have been well placed
to turn the developing science into actual weapons.
In the event, émigré scientists, first in Britain and
then the United States, fearful of this possibility,
played critical roles in the wartime race to build the
first weapons. Their work was completed just in
time for the end of the war, and it is an interesting
question for speculation as to what would have
happened if there had not been time for the actual
use of these weapons. The secret would not have
been withheld from the Soviet Union, which was
kept well informed by its spies in the Anglo-
American project.

After years of air raids of increasing horror, the
destructive impact of the first atomic bombs was
not in itself so shocking. The Allied air raids against
Hamburg and Tokyo inflicted more death and
destruction. In addition to the new, insidious fea-
ture of radioactivity, the main difference was in
their efficiency. One bomb could achieve what
would otherwise require the loads of two hundred
heavy bombers. In addition, the new weapons were
not of great importance in the onset of the Cold
War in Europe. It has been argued that their
monopolistic position gave the Americans some
confidence in their bargaining over the shape of
postwar Europe, but while there may have been
some momentary hopes of strategic advantage,
the administration of Harry S. Truman (1884–
1972) could not actually threaten their use so soon

after World War II (and there were actually very
few weapons available for use), and the Soviet
advantage lay in the fact that it was their troops
and commissars who were actually controlling devel-
opments on the ground in Central and Eastern
Europe. Although a combination of events, includ-
ing the Communist Czech coup (1948) and the
Berlin blockade and airlift (1948–1949), convinced
the Americans that they had to make a renewed
commitment to Europe, reflected in the formation
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
in April 1949, this was, at first, essentially a political
more than a military move.

The limited potential relevance of the weapons
to the fate of Europe was apparently confirmed in
August 1949 when it was learned that the Soviet
Union had tested its own device. Whatever advan-
tages gained by the United States through its
nuclear monopoly would eventually be neutralized.
The Truman administration accepted that over
time it would be necessary to build up conventional
forces to counter Soviet strength on the ground if
it wished to prevent the sort of push across the Iron
Curtain that was witnessed in the summer of 1950
as communist forces invaded South Korea. As a
result the United States and Britain began a major
rearmament program.

MASSIVE RETALIATION

To buy time, and because he had no confidence
that American restraint would be reciprocated by
the Soviet Union, President Truman authorized
the development of thermonuclear weapons. The
move from fission to fusion weapons, based on the
energy generated as atoms combined, was almost as
important as the original development of atomic
bombs. There was now no natural limit on the
destructive power of weapons. Their explosive
yields could range from the low kilotons (equiva-
lent to thousands of tons of TNT) to the high
megatons (equivalent to millions of tons of
TNT). In addition, new production facilities meant
that there was a move from scarcity to plenty.

The administration of President Dwight
Eisenhower (1890–1969), which came to power
in January 1953, was sufficiently emboldened by
these developments, including the success, after
some false starts, of the thermonuclear program,
to push nuclear weapons to the center of its
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strategy. This was in part because of the frustrating
experience of the inconclusive conventional war
fought in Korea and also because of the developing
economic burden of conventional rearmament. So
much had now been invested in nuclear weapons
that the marginal costs of building up the arsenal
made them a relatively cheap option compared
with matching the Eastern bloc in conventional
weapons. Most importantly, Eisenhower was con-
fident in nuclear deterrence. He did not believe
that the Soviet Union was in a rush to go to war
and was instead prepared for a long haul, during
which both sides might maneuver for strategic
advantage and test the other’s staying power. In
this context he saw the great advantage of nuclear
weapons as reminding Moscow just what dangers
they would run if they ever tried to break out of the
developing Cold War stalemate.

U.S. secretary of state John Foster Dulles
(1888–1959) announced the new strategy in
January 1954. He declared that in the future, rather

than attempting to maintain large conventional
forces around the Sino-Soviet periphery (the two
communist giants were still treated as a single
entity at this time), a U.S. response to aggression
would be ‘‘at places and with means of our own

choosing.’’ This was interpreted as threatening
nuclear attack against targets in the Soviet Union
and China in response to conventional aggression
anywhere in the world, and the doctrine became
known as ‘‘massive retaliation.’’ This was probably

intended to be of more relevance to areas other
than Europe. The French were battling it out in
Vietnam at the time, and Eisenhower had been
influenced by the apparent role of nuclear threats
in getting the Soviets to agree to an armistice in the

Korean War. The doctrine was widely criticized for
placing undue reliance on nuclear threats, which
would become less credible as Soviet nuclear
strength grew. Few doubted that the United
States would respond vigorously to any challenge

in Europe, but the concern was that a limited
challenge elsewhere would find the United States
with few options other than the nuclear with which
to respond, leaving it with a dire choice between
‘‘suicide or surrender.’’

Yet while the Eisenhower administration clearly
put Europe in a higher category than its other
security commitments, and did not remove from

the continent the conventional forces that had

been sent during the alarms of the early 1950s,

the dependence on nuclear deterrence created prob-

lems. There was bound to be some doubt as to

whether the Americans really would be prepared to

sacrifice New York or Chicago for Paris or London.

Furthermore, the allies were responsible for the

security of the western part of a divided Germany

and, much more difficult, the western part of a

divided Berlin, stuck well inside East Germany and

not obviously defensible by conventional means.

Under the conventional buildup set in motion under

the Truman administration, the United States always

planned to rearm West Germany. So soon after the

Nazi era, this was bound to be controversial. It

took until 1954 for a formula to be found by which

West Germany rearmed but was permitted no chem-

ical or nuclear weapons and was part of NATO’s

military command. In return, the West German

government sought a commitment by its new allies

to the concept of ‘‘forward defense,’’ so that any

aggression would be held at the inner-German

border, for so much of its population and industry

was concentrated close to this border. The German

fear was that otherwise its territory would be used

to provide a battleground, to be sacrificed, in extre-

mis, to gain time for reinforcements to arrive from

North America. Now that NATO was not going to

attempt to match Soviet conventional forces, for-

ward defense meant, in effect, that nuclear deter-

rence was linked to this border.

European governments came to see great

advantages in the Eisenhower approach. It did

not rely on a readiness to fight conventional wars,

which could be almost as devastating for the con-

tinent as a nuclear war. One of the problems with

conventional deterrence was that Moscow would

not feel that its own territory would be at risk so

long as the combat could be confined to the center

of Europe. In addition, this arrangement saved the

Europeans the expense of sustaining large-scale

conventional forces, especially as they were pessi-

mistic as to the possibility of ever matching Warsaw

Pact strength. Despite the evident Soviet concern

over what it saw to be the anomalous position of

West Berlin, NATO countries grew increasingly

doubtful that there was a serious risk of a World

War III.
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND EUROPEAN

SECURITY

An important shift in American thinking came

when John Fitzgerald Kennedy (1917–1963)

became president in January 1961. Kennedy was

not so sanguine about Soviet intentions, especially

when he faced an early and severe crisis over West

Berlin, which peaked when the Berlin Wall was

constructed in August 1961. Nor did he and his

senior aides feel any confidence in nuclear threats

given the growing Soviet capacity for retaliation.

How could a credible deterrent be fashioned out of

an incredible nuclear threat? Kennedy wanted

NATO to commit extra forces to raise the nuclear

threshold—that is, the point at which nuclear

weapons would be necessary to stave off conven-

tional defeat. He was fortified by analyses that sug-

gested that previous intelligence assessments had

exaggerated the strength of the Warsaw Pact.

European governments resisted these argu-

ments strongly. They argued that all war had to be

deterred, not just nuclear war, and that conventional
buildups would be expensive and ineffectual. The
Americans kept up the pressure, but after the 1961
Berlin crisis (and the 1962 Cuban missile crisis),
concern about a European war subsided. Meanwhile,
demands in Vietnam reduced the spare military
capacity of the United States. In 1967 a compro-
mise was found in the doctrine of ‘‘flexible
response.’’ The Europeans recognized the U.S.
requirement for an extended conventional stage,
so that the first shots across the Iron Curtain would
not lead automatically to a nuclear holocaust, and
the United States accepted the need for a clear link
between a land war in Europe and its own strategic
nuclear arsenal. If the alliance looked like it was
being overrun as a result of the conventional super-
iority of the Warsaw Pact, NATO reserved for itself
the option of being the first to use nuclear
weapons.

This link would be provided by short-range,
tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs). These had first
been introduced into the NATO inventory during
the 1950s as nuclear equivalents to all types of
conventional munitions—from mortars and artillery
shells to air-delivered bombs and depth-charges,
and even mines. There was a hope that this extra
firepower would make it possible to take on com-
munists in limited nuclear wars without resorting to
incredible threats of massive retaliation. Simulations
of their use during the 1950s soon demonstrated
that they were not just more powerful conventional
weapons, but would lead to great death and destruc-
tion, including among the people supposedly being
defended. Warsaw Pact forces would obtain com-
parable weapons of their own and would neutralize
any Western advantage. Nor could there be confi-
dence that nuclear use, once begun, would stop
with TNWs. There could soon be escalation to
strategic—intercontinental—nuclear use.

Though TNWs could not be considered ordi-
nary weapons of war, their close integration with
conventional forces meant that they were more
likely than strategic forces to get entangled in a
land war in Europe. This created an added risk for
the Soviet Union. It was hard to demonstrate that
under any circumstances nuclear war would be a
rational option for NATO leaders, but once a
major war was under way the circumstances would
not be conducive to rationality and it was possible

People dressed in hydrogen bomb costumes march in

an anti-nuclear protest sponsored by the British

Communist Party, London, May 1957. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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that, in the heat of the moment, some nuclear use
might be authorized. The dynamics of escalation
could lead to a potentially catastrophic conclusion.
Deterrence did not require certainty that nuclear
weapons would be used—only a small possibility.
So TNWs provided a demonstration of the extent
to which the fate of both superpowers was linked
to stability in the center of Europe.

This meant that deterrence would depend less
on the implementation of a clear threat but a risk of
matters getting out of control, which was an
uncomfortable prospect. There was an intense alli-
ance debate in the late 1970s over how to replace
the first generation of TNWs. If they were made
smaller and more precise, then this would imply a
readiness to use them to fight a nuclear war rather
than simply deter, and a return to the idea that they
were just more powerful forms of conventional
weapons. This was the purpose of the so-called
‘‘neutron bomb’’ (actually a thermonuclear missile
warhead or artillery shell of enhanced radiation and
reduced blast), which was criticized for blurring the
boundary between conventional and nuclear weap-
ons and thereby making it much easier to go
nuclear.

MUTUAL ASSURED DESTRUCTION

The debate over the neutron bomb, which ended
with President Jimmy Carter (b. 1924) deciding
not to deploy it, was the first major public dis-
cussion of these weapons since the 1950s. During
the intervening years, most of the attention had
been taken up with the problem of the strategic
nuclear balance. The doctrine of massive retaliation
had assumed that U.S. nuclear superiority could
last for some time, but the Americans were slow
off the mark when it came to developing intercon-
tinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and were stung
when the Soviet Union apparently stole the lead,
and undermined its reputation for technological
inferiority, when it launched the first artificial
Earth satellite (Sputnik 1) in October 1957, not
long after it had also tested the first ICBM. Now
the fear was of Soviet superiority, and there was talk
of a missile gap. Of particular concern was that the
Soviets might turn their advantage into a first strike
capability, so that they could mount a surprise
attack against U.S. air and missile bases and so
render retaliation impossible. This would be the

only way to ‘‘win’’ a nuclear war. This possibility
would be denied with the development of a
second-strike capability, the capacity to launch a
devastating riposte even after absorbing an enemy
attempt at a first strike. If both sides developed
first-strike capabilities then future crises would be
very tense, because it would create pressure to gain
the advantage by preemption. On the other hand,
if both sides enjoyed second-strike capabilities then
the situation should be more stable, as there would
be no premium attached to striking first.

In the event, technological developments sup-
ported the second strike. As ICBMs were deployed
by the United States in the early 1960s, they were
placed in hardened underground silos, so that an
unlikely direct hit would be required to destroy
them. Harder to hit because they would be harder
to find would be submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles (SLBMs). In principle, effective defenses
might shore up a first-strike capability, but the
standards for defense against nuclear weapons had
to be much higher than for conventional air raids,
because of the impact of just one offensive weapon
getting through—and the defensive systems would
have to cope with thousands. Any improvements in
the radars and anti-missile missiles were countered
by even greater improvements in offensive sys-
tems—notably multiple independently targeted
reentry vehicles (MIRVs) that could swamp any
defenses, especially when combined with decoys.
Civil defense promised scant protection to civilians:
at best, there might be some chance of avoiding
exposure to nuclear fallout.

During the 1960s, the U.S. secretary of defense
Robert S. McNamara (b. 1916) argued that the
situation was one of ‘‘mutual assured destruction’’
(which soon became known by its acronym MAD).
This meant that the two superpowers were each able
to impose ‘‘unacceptable damage’’ (defined as 25
percent of population and 50 percent of industry).
This he considered the source of stability and
he urged that all policies, from new weapons pro-
curement to arms control measures, be geared
toward this end. Although this approach encoun-
tered strong opposition, it was, by and large, fol-
lowed through the Richard Nixon (1913–1994)
and Carter administrations. Opponents warned that
if MAD failed to deter, then any war would soon
lead to genocide, and also that it suggested that
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nuclear weapons could only be used to deter other
nuclear weapons, thereby adding to the risk of
conventional aggression and so undermining the
commitments made to allies to use nuclear weap-
ons first on their behalf. Nor, it was argued, was
there evidence that the Soviet Union had signed up
to this theory. Soviet strategy appeared to envisage
using nuclear weapons to obtain a decisive military
advantage and reducing the damage that an enemy
might do to Soviet territory (if necessary, by
launching preemptive strikes).

The main effort to break out of MAD was
made by President Ronald Reagan (1911–2004)
in the 1980s. Initially, he continued with the search
for offensive nuclear operations to allow the United
States to ‘‘prevail’’ in a protracted war with the
Soviet Union, but his most significant initiative
was to call for a true ballistic missile defense system
that could protect lives rather than avenge them,
thereby rendering nuclear weapons ‘‘impotent and
obsolete.’’ The science was bound to defeat the
ambition, given the diverse means of delivering
nuclear weapons. Reagan concluded with increas-
ingly radical arms control proposals developed in
dialogue with Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev (b.
1931) from 1985. In January 1986, Gorbachev set
out a radical disarmament agenda leading toward a
nuclear-free world by the end of the century, and
Reagan was clearly not unsympathetic to this
vision. The only difference was that he saw his
strategic defense initiative fitting in with this vision
and Gorbachev did not.

BEYOND DETERRENCE

The shared disarmament agenda constituted a for-
midable challenge to the orthodox view that nuclear
weapons were vital to West European security in the
face of preponderant Soviet conventional forces. Yet
in practice the Europeans tolerated the steady
decline in the credibility of threats to use nuclear
weapons first. They concluded that deterrence could
survive with only the slightest risk of nuclear use,
especially when it was so hard to construct a realistic
scenario for a European war. In addition, Europe’s
own populations were unenthusiastic about allow-
ing their security to depend on nuclear threats. This
became apparent following NATO’s decision in
1979 to modernize its intermediate nuclear forces
(INF) with the Pershing II intermediate-range

ballistic missile (IRBM) and the Tomahawk cruise
missile. The idea was to convince the Soviet Union
that it could be put directly at risk by systems based
in Europe in a way that could not be achieved by
TNWs. European governments had also expressed
concern that during the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT II, signed in 1979), the United States
concentrated on achieving symmetry between the
nuclear forces of the two superpowers, while pay-
ing little attention to the superiority within the
European theater of the Warsaw Pact in both
nuclear and conventional weapons. However, after
NATO’s 1979 decision, large-scale protests sprang
up in Europe and North America. Voicing a con-
cern that a new arms race was getting under way
in Europe, the protests took on special urgency
following the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
and the election of the hawkish Ronald Reagan.

The protests encouraged NATO to put less
public stress on the requirements of flexible response
and more on the need to match the deployment of
the Soviet intermediate-range SS-20. In November
1981, at a time when there was real doubt that the
NATO missiles would ever be deployed, Reagan
offered to abandon the program if all SS-20s were
removed. This ‘‘zero option’’ was rejected. The
measure of the change during that decade was that,
once deployment had taken place, Gorbachev agreed
to the zero option. In December 1987, Gorbachev
and Reagan signed the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty.

Reagan’s interest in a nuclear-free world
encouraged discussion about the possibility of a
European nuclear force, independent of the United
States, based on the French and British capabilities.
The United Kingdom had always, officially at least,
committed its strategic nuclear forces (which since
the late 1960s had been SLBMs) to NATO. Britain’s
rationale for maintaining a national nuclear force
involved a combination of the political influence
that could be brought to bear on its allies, espe-
cially the United States, and a claim to be contri-
buting to the overall deterrent posture. France, by
contrast, had always had a much more nationalistic
rationale, although it had claimed that its force de
frappe would defend allies. Neither country was
eager or really able to take over from the United
States the broader deterrent role; nor did their
allies see them in that role. The alternative to

206 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

A T O M I C B O M B



reinforcing deterrence was to introduce new

TNWs, but the Germans could see that these

would mean that any nuclear war would be con-

fined to its soil (East and West), and the political

climate was now against any new nuclear systems.

Soon the whole issue appeared to be irrelevant as

European communism collapsed and the Cold War

could be declared over. There was nothing left to

deter, while the potential targets for NATO’s

short-range nuclear missiles were embracing liberal

democracy and capitalism.

AFTER THE COLD WAR

The traditional calculus of European security was

turned upside down. NATO now had conventional

superiority—against all comers—and it was Russia

that was considering using nuclear first-use threats

to shore up its security position. The nuclear dan-

ger in Europe was soon seen to be less the tradi-

tional threat of a rising and radical great power and

more chronic weakness in a declining great power,

leading to questions about the control of the

nuclear systems within the former Soviet Union,

and the revival of older conflicts and rivalries within

Europe, suppressed during the Cold War. Instead

of moves to introduce new TNWs, the Americans

moved to encourage Russians to eliminate all of

their own, to prevent them falling into the wrong

hands, and triggered the process by announcing

the withdrawal of their systems from land and sea

deployments. In the strategic arms reduction talks,

both sides agreed to progressive reductions in the

size of their arsenals, with the main limiting factor

the cost of their decommissioning.

While relations between the old nuclear antago-

nists had been transformed, new nuclear powers

were starting to emerge. After the First Persian

Gulf War in 1991, it was revealed just how advanced

Iraq had become in its nuclear capability. During

the 1990s concerns also grew about Iran and North

Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles are paraded in Red Square on the anniversary of the Bolshevik

Revolution, 7 November 1969. ªJERRY COKE/CORBIS
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Korea, while India and Pakistan actually tested
nuclear weapons in 1998. Within Europe the major
risk of proliferation came with the breakup of the
former Soviet Union, but Ukraine, Belarus, and
Kazakhstan accepted that they could not hold on
to the systems inherited from the Soviet Union.
NATO countries took the view that so long as
other states had nuclear arsenals, and even a capa-
city to inflict death and destruction on a massive
scale by other means, then it was only prudent to
sustain arsenals of their own. What was less clear
was whether they would consider nuclear use in
response to the use of chemical or biological weap-
ons. In practice because of conventional superior-
ity, particularly in air power, they would have
plenty of alternative means of responding without
having to inflict massive destruction themselves.

The attacks on the World Trade Center in New
York and the Pentagon in Washington, D.C., on
11 September 2001 raised the specter of superter-
rorists gaining access to nuclear or, more likely,
chemical or biological weapons. This specter was
used to justify the U.S.- and U.K.-led war against
Iraq beginning in 2003, although the lack of sub-
sequent evidence of these capabilities undermined
the rationale. This episode nonetheless illustrated
the extent to which nuclear weapons, having first
been developed in the context of titanic struggles
between great powers, when major centers of popu-
lation had come to appear as natural and legitimate
targets for attack, now had to be understood in a
world in which the major powers were at peace, and
conventional forces could be used with precision,
but where weak powers and sub-state groups might
try to gain some artificial strength through gaining
access to the most destructive weapons.

See also Cold War; Disarmament; Gorbachev, Mikhail;
NATO; Nuclear Weapons; Soviet Union; World
War II.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Bundy, McGeorge. Danger and Survival: Choices about the
Bomb in the First Fifty Years. New York, 1988. An
excellent account of the key decisions made by U.S.
policymakers, in particular about nuclear weapons, by
an academic who had been a key insider.

Freedman, Lawrence. The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy.
3rd ed. Houndmills, U.K., 2003. Summarizes the his-
tory of strategic thought in this area.

Gaddis, John Lewis, Philip H. Gordon, Ernest R. May, and
Jonathan Rosenberg, eds. Cold War Statesmen Confront
the Bomb: Nuclear Diplomacy since 1945. Oxford, U.K.,
1999. Considers the impact on policymakers.

Garthoff, Raymond. The Great Transition: American Soviet
Relations and the End of the Cold War. Washington,
D.C., 1994. An excellent discussion of the interaction
of nuclear weapons and foreign policy as the Cold War
came to an end.

Heuser, Beatrice. NATO, Britain, France, and the FRG:
Nuclear Strategies and Forces for Europe, 1949–2000.
New York, 1997. Covers the key debates within West
European countries.

Holloway, David. Stalin and the Bomb. New Haven, Conn.,
1994. The history of the early Soviet program.

Rhodes, Richard. The Making of the Atomic Bomb. New
York, 1986. Author wrote the best books on the devel-
opment of the first nuclear weapons.

———. Dark Sun: The Making of the Hydrogen Bomb. New
York, 1995.

Sagan, Scott D., and Kenneth N. Waltz. The Spread of
Nuclear Weapons: A Debate. New York, 1995.
Debates the big issues of post–Cold War nuclear war
policy.

Zubok, Vladislav, and Constantine Pleshakov. Inside the
Kremlin’s Cold War: From Stalin to Khrushchev.
Cambridge, Mass., 1996.

LAWRENCE FREEDMAN

n

ATOMIC ENERGY. The prospect of atomic
energy became a matter for widespread speculation
at the beginning of the twentieth century. The
discovery of radioactivity in 1896 created opportu-
nities for investigating the structure of the atom,
giving rise to the possibility that the energy bound
up in the atom might one day be released and put
to practical use. This aroused great hopes for cheap
electric power, as well as apprehension about the
atomic bomb. A number of scientific centers, includ-
ing Cambridge, Copenhagen, Paris, and Rome, con-
tributed in the first decades of the century to rapid
progress in atomic and nuclear physics.

EARLY PROSPECTS

It was the discovery of nuclear fission in uranium in
Berlin in December 1938 that opened the door to
the practical application of atomic (nuclear) energy.
Physicists everywhere understood that nuclear fis-
sion chain reactions would make it possible to create
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explosives of enormous power and to build reactors
to generate electricity. In 1939–1940 a number of
centers in Europe and the United States did inten-
sive research on the conditions under which a
nuclear fission chain reaction—whether explosive
or controlled—could take place in uranium.

The discovery of nuclear fission on the eve of
World War II made it inevitable that attention
would focus first on the military uses of atomic
energy. Britain, the United States, and the Soviet
Union each decided during the war to make an
atomic bomb, though only the United States suc-
ceeded in doing so before the war was over.
Germany did not make a serious effort to build
the bomb but focused instead on the construction
of an experimental reactor.

The prospect of nuclear power was not forgot-
ten during the war. A small number of scientists
fled France to work in England and later in Canada
on the development of a heavy water reactor.
British interest in nuclear power was clearly indi-
cated by the July 1941 Maud Report, which con-
cluded that a nuclear reactor could be used as
a substitute for coal or oil in the production of
electric power. The Americans were sufficiently
interested in nuclear power to insist, when Anglo-
American nuclear cooperation was established by
the Quebec Agreement of August 1943, that the
British renounce the right to use, in the postwar
industrial or commercial exploitation of atomic
energy, any of the knowledge gained from wartime
collaboration, except on terms specified by the
U.S. president.

The military and civilian applications of atomic
energy turned out to be more closely intertwined
than was understood in 1939–1940, because reac-
tors proved to have a key role in the production of
nuclear weapons. It became clear that atomic
bombs could use as the active material not only
uranium-235, which had to be separated from nat-
ural uranium by complex and costly methods, but
also the newly discovered element plutonium,
which could be produced in reactors. The United
States built several reactors during the war to pro-
duce plutonium.

FIRST STEPS

The first nuclear power plants in Europe were out-
growths of the military programs. In 1954 the
Soviet Union launched a small power reactor in

Obninsk, which provided electricity to the local

area. In the 1950s the Soviet Union built dual-

purpose reactors at Tomsk to produce plutonium

and generate electricity. Britain opened a power

reactor at Calder Hall in 1956, and this generated

electricity for the national grid. France’s first power

reactor went critical at Marcoule in 1958. Like the

British reactor, it was designed to produce electric-

ity as well as plutonium for weapons.

The mid-1950s were a crucial period for

nuclear power. The United States had adopted a

policy of strict nuclear secrecy after the war—even

in relations with Britain, its partner in the

Manhattan Project. Once the Soviet Union

(1949) and Britain (1952) had tested the bomb,

it was clear that secrecy would not prevent other

states from developing nuclear weapons of their

own. In a radical change of policy, President

Dwight Eisenhower announced the Atoms for

Peace program in December 1953 with the aim

of redirecting atomic energy from military to

peaceful applications. In August 1955 the first

international conference on the peaceful uses of

atomic energy took place in Geneva, with Soviet

and East European participation. There was a sig-

nificant reduction of secrecy in the nuclear field:

information could now be published about most

elements of the fuel cycle, including reactor design,

and about the use of atomic energy in fields such as

medicine. This was a period of enormous opti-

mism, bordering on euphoria, about the future of

atomic energy. Nuclear power was now a symbol of

national status and a focus of technological pride.

In February 1955 Britain announced a plan to

build twelve nuclear power plants over the next

ten years. Britain was not alone in its belief that

nuclear power had a bright future. In March 1957

the six founding members of the European Economic

Community (France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium,

Luxembourg, and the Netherlands) signed a treaty

setting up the European Atomic Energy Community

(Euratom) to create the conditions necessary for the

speedy establishment and growth of nuclear indus-

tries. Eastern Europe too was swept by a wave of

optimism. The Soviet Union had reacted with skepti-

cism to the ‘‘Atoms for Peace’’ proposal, but it soon

adopted a similar program for the socialist countries.

It signed agreements in 1955 to help them set up

nuclear research programs, and in the following year
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it opened an international nuclear physics institute at
Dubna, where scientists from the socialist countries
could collaborate.

The first power reactors had their origins in
military programs, but it was now understood that
barriers were needed between the military and civi-
lian uses of atomic energy. Euratom adopted mea-
sures to prevent the development of nuclear power
from contributing to military purposes. So too did
the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe (its nuclear
relations with China were another matter). The
International Atomic Energy Agency was estab-
lished in Vienna in 1957 in order to accelerate
and enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to
peace, health, and prosperity throughout the
world, while ensuring at the same time that such
assistance was not diverted to any military uses.

NUCLEAR POWER PROGRAMS

The enthusiasm for nuclear power began to bear fruit

in the 1960s, though slowly at first because of con-

struction delays and cost overruns. The technological

challenges and economic costs proved to be greater

than had been estimated. The choice of reactors was

also a difficult problem. Britain and France focused

initially on natural uranium, graphite-moderated, gas-

cooled reactors. The United States, which had built

huge uranium enrichment capacity during the war,

emphasized light-water reactors fueled with enriched

uranium. The Soviet Union produced a graphite-

moderated, light-water, enriched-uranium design, as

well as a light water reactor. Gradually light-water

reactors came to dominate the market. France

adopted them in the late 1960s, and Britain followed

suit twenty years later.

Britain’s first nuclear power station, Calder Hall, photographed in July 1960. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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By 1964 there were fifteen power reactors in
operation (twelve in Europe and three in the
United States) and worldwide installed nuclear
electrical capacity amounted to about 5,000 mega-
watts. The rate of growth increased rapidly in the
1970s, as new and more powerful nuclear plants
came on line. In the late 1970s worldwide installed
capacity passed the 100-gigawatt mark and ten
years later it reached 300 gigawatts. Thereafter
the rate of growth fell off sharply. By the end of
2003 worldwide installed capacity stood at 360
gigawatts. The modest growth after the late
1980s came from the construction of nuclear plants
outside Europe, notably in Asia.

The stagnation in Europe was even greater
than the worldwide figures suggest. Nuclear power
grew rapidly in both parts of Europe in the 1970s
and 1980s, with expansion in the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe coming somewhat later than in
Western Europe. After that there was little or no
increase in generating capacity in Europe, although
existing nuclear power plants produced more elec-
tricity as a result of more efficient operation. In
2004 Europe had 204 power reactors in operation
(including a small number under construction).

Within this overall pattern, there has been con-
siderable variation among European countries in the
share of electricity generated by nuclear power.
Britain, for example, obtained 10 percent of its
electricity from nuclear power in 1970, a higher
proportion than any other country at that time.
Britain’s nuclear share did not rise rapidly in the
1970s and 1980s, and in 2004 it was about 20
percent. The highest nuclear share was in France,
which after starting more slowly than Britain
invested heavily in nuclear power in the 1970s. By
1990 it was obtaining more than 70 percent of its
electricity from nuclear power; in 2004 the propor-
tion was almost 80 percent. Italy, to take a third
example, was generating no electricity from nuclear
power by 1990, even though it had imported power
reactors from Britain and the United States in the
1960s and, in the 1970s, had had ambitious plans for
nuclear power. A referendum in 1987 had led to the
shutting down of Italy’s nuclear power plants.

Several countries have adopted legislation to
phase out nuclear power and to ban the construc-
tion of new plants. In 1980 the Swedish parliament
decided, following a referendum, to eliminate

nuclear power by 2010 if new energy resources
were available and could be introduced without
harming social welfare and employment. In 2000
the German government decided to phase out
nuclear power in an orderly manner, with the result
that by 2020 all nuclear power plants will be shut
down. Belgium and the Netherlands have taken
similar decisions. The ultimate significance of these
decisions is uncertain, because new governments
could reverse them in response to altered circum-
stances. Those decisions do nevertheless reflect the
deep antipathy to nuclear power that emerged in
Europe in the 1970s. The Finnish decision in 2002
to authorize construction of a new nuclear power
plant is significant because it is the first such deci-
sion by a European government—other than a post-
communist government—in more than a decade.

The picture is different in the postcommunist
world. When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991 it
had forty-five nuclear power reactors in operation,
twenty-eight of them on the territory of Russia,
fifteen in Ukraine, and two in Lithuania. Soviet-
designed power reactors had been built in East
Germany, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Bulgaria,
and were under construction in Romania. There
was some contraction after the collapse of
Communist rule: the four power reactors in East
Germany were shut down after German reunifica-
tion; Bulgaria shut down two of its six power reac-
tors in 2002; one of the units at the nuclear power
plant in Lithuania was shut down in 2004, and the
other was due to close in 2009. Alongside this
contraction, however, expansion has also been tak-
ing place. In 2003 Russia had three power reactors
under construction, and Ukraine four, and both
governments were planning to increase nuclear
generating capacity still further. Slovakia completed
two nuclear power reactors in the late 1990s. In
the Czech Republic two new power reactors joined
the grid in 2000 and 2002. In 2004 Romania was
working to complete the second unit of its nuclear
power plant at Cernavoda.

In 2004 the nuclear share in electricity genera-
tion in Russia was 16 percent; in the Czech
Republic, Hungary, and Bulgaria it was more than
30 percent; and in Ukraine, Slovakia, and Lithuania
it exceeded 50 percent. In spite of the Chernobyl
accident in April 1986, there was at the end of the
twentieth century a stronger commitment to nuclear
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power in the postcommunist world than in Western
Europe. After the collapse of communism, Western
governments worried about the safety of Soviet-
designed reactors and took steps to have them either
closed down or upgraded, thereby providing wel-
come work for the nuclear power industry.

THE CONTEXT OF NUCLEAR POWER

As nuclear power expanded, so too did opposition
to it. An antinuclear movement became active in
Western Europe in the 1970s. The opposition took
different forms in different countries; it was most
active in France and West Germany, with demon-
strations and clashes with the police at the sites of
nuclear power plants. In Eastern Europe the con-
ditions for protest did not exist.

The opposition focused on several features of
nuclear power technology. First, the danger of low-
level radiation in the areas surrounding nuclear
plants was a cause of great anxiety—all the more
so because radiation is invisible and its effects very
hard to measure. The second focus of opposition
was the danger of catastrophic accidents leading to
widespread radioactive contamination. The Three
Mile Island accident in the United States in 1979
and more especially the Chernobyl accident in the
Soviet Union in 1986 reinforced the fear of such
accidents. Third, the problem of long-term storage
of high-level radioactive waste was a major public
concern. Nuclear power produces radioactive
wastes that will need to be stored carefully for
thousands of years, and no long-term solution for
this problem has yet been found. Fourth, in some
cases, notably West Germany, the connection to
nuclear weapons through the production of pluto-
nium was an important issue for the opposition.
Beyond these specific objections, opposition to
nuclear power was, for many people, rooted in a
broader critique of modern technological society.

The effects of the antinuclear movement varied
from one country to another. In France, where the
movement was strong, the state remained firmly
committed to nuclear power and retained the sup-
port of public opinion. In West Germany, where
the antinuclear movement was also strong, the
government eventually decided to phase out
nuclear power. Antinuclear opposition instilled in
most European societies a measure of skepticism
about nuclear power. Public opinion responded

strongly, therefore, when the explosion at the
Chernobyl power plant released a cloud of radio-
active materials that spread across Europe. This
accident had a considerable impact on the public
debate about nuclear power in Italy, Germany,
Sweden, the Netherlands, and other countries that
decided to renounce nuclear power.

The actual consequences of Chernobyl for
public health are still a matter of dispute, but
the political impact was undeniably significant.
Ironically, that impact may have been stronger in
Western than in Eastern Europe. In the Soviet
Union, Chernobyl gave a major boost to glasnost—
the process of political reform initiated by Mikhail
Gorbachev—and brought to light information about
past nuclear accidents. Antinuclear movements
emerged in different parts of the country, and work
on new nuclear power plants was postponed or can-
celed. These were signs of a long-suppressed civil
society seeking to gain control over unaccountable
bureaucracies. After the collapse of the Soviet Union,
however, attitudes to nuclear power changed.
Movements that had once embraced the antinuclear
cause in their struggle against Moscow abandoned it
when they escaped from Moscow’s control. The
Ukrainian parliament voted in 1990 for a morato-
rium on new nuclear power plants; three years later,
after Ukraine had become independent, the parlia-
ment rescinded the moratorium. For postcommunist
states nuclear plants have sometimes served as sym-
bols of independence, not least because they do in
fact reduce dependence on energy supplies from
other countries.

Important though antinuclear sentiment has
been, the history of nuclear power in Europe can-
not be understood merely as a clash between its
supporters and its opponents. In the first place,
countries differ in the energy options they have
available to them and in the strategies they adopt.
Britain’s nuclear power policy in the 1970s and its
response to the oil crisis of 1973 cannot be under-
stood without taking North Sea oil and gas into
account. Similarly, one reason for the popularity of
nuclear power in Ukraine is that it lessens depen-
dence on Russia for oil and gas. Second, the policy
choice is not always between one form of energy
and another. One response to the 1973 oil crisis
was to build nuclear power plants; another was to
let prices rise, thereby enabling the market to
encourage efficiency and lower demand. In the
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1990s the stagnation of the nuclear power industry
was not only a response to the antinuclear move-
ment; it was also a consequence of changes in the
electricity market in Europe. Deregulation uncov-
ered excess capacity, pushed prices lower, lessened
the utilities’ revenue, and made investments in
nuclear plants more risky. Popular opposition to
nuclear power was one of the factors inhibiting
investment, but not the only one.

CONCLUSION

The history of nuclear power in Europe has
proved to be more complex than its advocates
expected in the mid-1950s. The technological
euphoria of the time led to the neglect of issues
that would later prove to be important for the
future of nuclear power: cost, safety, and the stor-
age of radioactive waste. Antinuclear sentiment,
sometimes expressed in violent protest, became
widespread. The rapid growth of nuclear power
in the 1970s and 1980s was followed by stagna-
tion. There was, however, considerable variation
among the different countries in their reliance on
nuclear energy, and Western Europe and post-
communist countries differed in their attitude to
nuclear power.

In the coming years European governments
will have to decide whether or not to replace aging
nuclear power plants. Some have decided not to do
so, but those decisions are not irreversible. Other
governments remain committed to nuclear power,
and still others plan to increase their reliance on it.
There are three factors that may improve the pros-
pects of nuclear power in Europe. The first is
climate change. European governments are com-
mitted, under the Kyoto Protocol, to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. Nuclear power plants
could make a contribution to that goal because,
unlike fossil-fuel power plants, they do not produce
such emissions. (Nor of course do alternative
energy sources.) Concern about climate change
has grown significantly since the 1990s, and this
might increase the attractiveness of nuclear power.
Second, if the worldwide demand for energy—
especially from China and India—drives up gas
and oil prices, then nuclear power will come to
look more attractive from an economic point of
view. If China and India adopt nuclear power on
a large scale, that too might influence policies
in Europe. Third, if European states grow more

concerned about energy security and seek to
reduce their dependence on other countries and
regions for energy, that might change the context
for nuclear power and make it appear a more attrac-
tive option. A return to the euphoria of the 1950s
and 1960s is most unlikely, however, and if nuclear
power is to expand in Europe it will need to over-
come the legacy of skepticism and distrust that has
built up since then.

See also Atomic Bomb; Chernobyl.
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DAVID HOLLOWAY

n

ATTLEE, CLEMENT (1883–1967), British
politician and statesman.

Clement Richard Attlee was born on 3 January
1883 in Putney, London. Raised in a loving,
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conventional family, the small, shy Clem was
taught at home by his mother until he was nine
years old. He then went to preparatory school and
thereafter, aged thirteen, to Haileybury College.
From there he went to University College,
Oxford, in October 1901 to read history, graduat-
ing with a good second-class degree in the summer
of 1904. He began training that autumn to be a
barrister, passed his bar exams in the summer of
1905, and then joined his father in the family firm
of city solicitors. He was called to the bar in March
1906.

EARLY CAREER

Up to this point, Attlee was no different than
many upper-middle-class British men. Until he left
Oxford there was nothing to suggest that his was
to be an exceptional life, let alone that he would
become the longest-serving (twenty years) leader of
a political party in twentieth-century Britain and
the first Labour prime minister to form a govern-
ment with a substantial majority. What provoked
the turning of a conventional life into an excep-
tional one was a chance visit to the Haileybury
Club in the poor Stepney borough of dockland
London. Like many public schools, Haileybury
had established a club to give poor London boys
an opportunity to pursue activities that were not
provided in their own state schools. Accompanying
his brother Laurence to the club in October 1905,
Attlee began a deep involvement with the club,
becoming its manager in 1907, and living on the
premises for seven years and for fourteen years in
the East End of London.

Sharing his parents’ sense of moral and social
responsibility, but not their Christian beliefs, Attlee
became increasingly interested in social and eco-
nomic reform so as to address the causes rather
than the symptoms of the poverty and inequality
of opportunity that he saw all around him. This
preference for making practical improvements to
people’s lives rather than engaging in the more
excitable aspects of political theorizing was to
characterize his political career. This he began by
joining the Stepney branch of the Independent
Labour Party, and when a small inheritance from
his father in 1908 ironically enabled him to finally
turn his back on a paternally approved legal career
at the bar, he became a full-time, if yet unpaid,
politician. In 1909 he stood unsuccessfully as the
ILP candidate for the Stepney Borough Council.

Too old at thirty-one to join the army on the
outbreak of World War I in 1914, he secured a
position as lieutenant to the Sixth Battalion of the
South Lancashire Regiment. Promoted captain in
February 1915, he sailed with the ‘‘South Lancs’’
for Gallipoli in June 1915. This tragically muddled,
but potentially important effort to provide an alter-
native field of conflict to that of the deadlocked
western front was to leave Winston Churchill
(1874–1965) with many critics for the rest of his
life, but Attlee was never among them. Landing in
Gallipoli in June 1915, Attlee suffered dysentery
and was taken to hospital, missing an assault in
which two-thirds of the men in his company were
killed. Recovered, he returned to the front line
for two months, until the soldiers were evacuated
and redirected to the fighting in Mesopotamia,
where Attlee was shot in the thigh and sent back
to England. In December 1916, now promoted
major, he began tank training in Dorset and, seeing
action in August 1918 on the front line before
Lille, he was injured again. It was not until 16
January 1919 that Attlee was discharged from
Wandsworth Hospital.

POLITICAL CAREER

Back in civilian life, Attlee recommenced his political
career. Appointed mayor of Stepney at the age of
thirty-six, in the general election of 15 November
1922, Attlee became MP for Limehouse with a slim
majority of 1,899. He increased his majority to
6,185 in the December 1923 general election, and
in the minority Labour government (1924) of
James Ramsay MacDonald (1866–1937), he served
as undersecretary for war. In November 1927 he
was appointed to what became the Simon
Committee to examine developments in India since
the Government of India Act of 1919 and thereby
began a lifetime of increasing familiarity with the
complexities of Indian life and politics. He contrib-
uted heavily to the writing of the 1930 Simon
Commission’s report, which favored moves toward
a central government embracing the interests of
Muslims, Hindus, and the provincial princes under
Dominion status. Appointed to succeed Sir Oswald
Ernald Mosley (1896–1980) as chancellor of the
duchy of Lancaster in the spring of 1930, and then
transferred to become postmaster-general, Attlee
was well out of the firing line as MacDonald
embarked on what Attlee regarded as his ‘‘betrayal’’
of the Labour Party and the British working class.
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In the 1931 general election, Attlee held his

seat with a narrow majority of 551, but many of his

former colleagues did not. The pacifist George

Lansbury (1859–1940) was elected as party leader,

but he was uneasy in the face of the aggressive

fascism of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) and Benito

Mussolini (1883–1945). When Lansbury resigned

in October 1935, Baldwin called a snap election,

and the Labour Party elected Attlee as a temporary

leader. As party leader Attlee refused to support the

distrusted government of Neville Chamberlain

(1869–1940), and in the subsequent wartime

coalition, only Attlee, as deputy prime minister,

and Churchill served in the war cabinet for the

entire period.

As prime minister from July 1945, Attlee pre-

sided over a formidable legislative program, in

which the bases for the postwar welfare state were

laid and major industries were taken into public

ownership. Internationally, probably his greatest

contribution was his realization that India should

be given its independence as quickly as possible,

his appointment of Louis Mountbatten (1900–

1979) to effect this, and his reluctant acceptance

of the need for a separate Muslim state, Pakistan.

Domestically, apart from the legislative program,

he performed the difficult task of holding the

talented but disparate personalities in government

together, aided by his understated but firm

insistence on working toward a fairer society, his

suspicion of ideological enthusiasts, his mastery of

technical detail, and his ability to steer committee

meetings toward agreement. Breaches only began

to become publicly evident as the younger Aneurin

Bevan (1897–1960) and Hugh Todd Naylor

Gaitskell (1906–1963) fought for the future lead-

ership of the party, and the older generation fell ill

or died. In the 1950 general election, the govern-

ment’s majority was cut to five and then lost the

following year. Yet throughout, Attlee remained

high in public affection, recognized as an ethical

man with a preference for substance over form.

Married at the age of thirty-nine to the twenty-

two-year-old Violet Millar, Attlee enjoyed a happy

and fruitful marriage. Violet predeceased him in

1964; Attlee died on 8 October 1967.

See also British Empire, End of; India; United Kingdom.
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n

AUDEN, W. H. (1907–1973), British poet.

The leading younger British poet of the 1930s,
W. H. Auden became one of the most influential
English-language writers of his time. Wystan Hugh
Auden was born in York, England, on 21 February
1907, and educated at Gresham’s School, Holt, and
Christ Church, Oxford. Shaped by modernist experi-
mentalism, and drawing on his time in Weimar
Berlin and his reading of Sigmund Freud and Karl
Marx, Auden’s early work combined a focus on
psychosexual disorder with a sense of acute historical
anxiety. With striking images of modern industrial
landscape and a tone that spoke to readers’ anxieties
about economic crisis and the rise of fascism,
volumes like Poems (1930), The Orators (1932),
and Look, Stranger! (1937) made Auden the pre-
eminent figure in a group of young British writers
sympathetic with communism, including Christopher
Isherwood, Stephen Spender, and Louis MacNeice.

Auden’s ‘‘Spain, 1937,’’ inspired by his visit to
the front during the Spanish civil war, became the
most famous English poem to confront the threat
of fascism, but it marked the peak of his identifica-
tion with leftist politics. His most celebrated work
of the late 1930s—poems like ‘‘September 1,
1939,’’ and ‘‘In Memory of W. B. Yeats’’
(1939)—instead sought to affirm the apolitical
value of art in the face of impending world war.
Auden’s 1939 emigration to the United States
marked his disavowal of any voice as a poet of the
left; his espousal of existentialist Protestantism and
adoption in 1946 of U.S. citizenship distanced him
further from the English literary establishment.
Auden’s major long poems of the 1940s—‘‘New
Year Letter’’ (1941), ‘‘The Sea and the Mirror’’
(1944), and The Age of Anxiety (1947)—
disappointed those who had valued his more
directly political poetry. Nonetheless, his Pulitzer
Prize for 1948—one of many such honors over the
course of his career—confirmed his stature in the
United States. There was no disagreeing about
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Auden’s importance among contemporary existen-
tialist writers, or about the formal ambition of
his poetry, which drew inspiration from texts that
ranged from medieval alliterative poetry to the
prose of Henry James. At the same time, his work
of the 1940s was often strikingly personal in its
grappling with faith and love, particularly his rela-
tionship with Chester Kallman (1921–1975),
whom he had met in 1939 and lived with for the
remainder of his life.

The later Auden wrote that he aspired to be
‘‘a minor Atlantic Goethe’’—a claim of characteristic
modesty and self-assurance. Volumes like Nones
(1951), The Shield of Achilles (1955), and Homage
to Clio (1960) mix masterful light verse with some
of his most morally challenging poetry. Present
throughout is a deep ambivalence about art and
language, which Auden saw as equally capable of
honoring the sacred and corrupting civil society in
an age of manipulative mass media. His late poetry
is often comic and apparently casual, but these
qualities mask formal and conceptual subtlety. In
‘‘Thanksgiving for a Habitat’’ (1963), for example,
he devoted one poem to every room of his house in
Kirchstetten, Austria, dedicating each to a friend,
and the sequence playfully undoes distinctions
between public and private, serious and trivial. In
later years Auden also produced much important
literary criticism, most notably on William
Shakespeare, and significant achievements as a
librettist. He had already worked with Benjamin
Britten on Paul Bunyan in 1941, but his writing
for opera intensified in collaboration with Kallman,
on the libretto for Igor Stravinsky’s The Rake’s
Progress (1951); Auden and Kallman also wrote
libretti for Hans Werner Henze’s Elegy for Young
Lovers (1961) and The Bassarids (1966), as well as
English versions of Mozart’s The Magic Flute and
Don Giovanni.

Auden’s significance in literary history has been
defined largely by his centrality to British writing of
the 1930s, and by his authorship of some of the
most famous poems to address the crises of the
West in the twentieth century. But his enormously
diverse output includes signal achievements in an
array of literary genres and modes—not only some
of the twentieth century’s finest religious verse, but
also some of its most memorable love poetry in
English, much of it remarkably candid in its concern

with Eros and homosexual identity. Auden’s most
enduring influence on later poets remains his
technical virtuosity, which extended from free verse
to virtually every available English verse form; in
addition to his highly varied longer works, his
elegies, odes, and sonnets are among the most
accomplished of the twentieth century. Following
his death in Vienna on 28 September 1973, Auden
was buried near his home in Kirchstetten.

See also Antifascism; Modernism.
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RICHARD R. BOZORTH

n

AUSCHWITZ-BIRKENAU. On 27
January 1945 Soviet troops discovered, almost
by chance, seven thousand haggard survivors of
the concentration and extermination camp of
Auschwitz-Birkenau. Ten days earlier, the Nazis
had begun evacuating the fifty-eight thousand sur-
vivors in what became known as ‘‘death marches.’’
The Soviet soldiers did not at first comprehend
what they had just ‘‘liberated.’’ The name
Auschwitz was familiar but what had transpired
there was not. Auschwitz-Birkenau was in fact a
vast complex with two main camps: Auschwitz 1
was a concentration camp opened by the Nazis in
Oświęcim, Poland, in 1940 to imprison Polish vic-
tims of the repression; Birkenau, also known as
Auschwitz 2, was the extermination camp built in
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1942 to kill Jews of the region and later deportees
from the whole of Europe. To these may be added
Auschwitz 3, which consisted of the IG Farben
synthetic rubber factory known as ‘‘Buna’’ and
forty-odd smaller labor camps.

INDUSTRIAL EXTERMINATION

Auschwitz-Birkenau began to enter the conscious-
ness of the world only in the last twenty years of
the twentieth century. The Cold War, persistent
anti-Semitism in Poland and Russia, resistance to
survivors’ stories, and the greater attention given
to accounts by non-Jews long hindered any real
acknowledgment of how the Jewish victims had
suffered. On 27 January 2005 European leaders
gathered at Birkenau, ‘‘the largest cemetery in the
world,’’ to issue a reminder about the worst atroc-
ity in history. As Primo Levi, a survivor, described
it, ‘‘At no other place or time has one seen a
phenomenon so unexpected and so complex: never
have so many human lives been extinguished in so
short a time, and with so lucid a combination of
technological ingenuity, fanaticism, and cruelty’’
(Levi, 1988, p. 21).

Adolf Hitler clearly outlined his racist policy in
Mein Kampf and began to put it into action in
1933, but it was a long road from his maniacal
Judeophobia to extermination at Auschwitz. Since
he understood the world as a superior race’s strug-
gle for survival, he ordered sterilization, intern-
ment, and eventually extermination of elements
that might ‘‘contaminate’’ German blood. These
included the physically and mentally handicapped,
who became victims of the T4 euthanasia program,
as well as Gypsies, homosexuals, and above all,
Jews, since Hitler’s biologically based racist ideol-
ogy was combined with an apocalyptic vision of the
world in which Jews were considered demons.

The opening of the Soviet front in June 1941
accelerated and exacerbated the brutality and led to
a radicalization of the racial policy of interning,
humiliating, and murdering targeted groups that
had begun in 1933 and intensified in 1939. Jews
and ‘‘defective’’ Germans and Poles were deported
to Auschwitz. Meanwhile, during the summer and
fall of 1941, the Einsatzgruppen, or mobile killing
units, machine-gunned men, women, and children
en masse. Later, the Nazis used mobile gassing
trucks and gas chambers. Forced ghettoization

and executions were carried out by region. After

the Wannsee Conference of 20 January 1942, at

which the ‘‘Final Solution’’ was translated into

bureaucratic language, Jews were transported

thousands of kilometers by train for ‘‘industrial

extermination’’ in death centers at Chelmno,

Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka, Majdanek, and finally

Birkenau, which would become the central location

for the destruction of the European Jews.

In March 1942 the first convoys of Jews

arrived, from Silesia, Slovakia, and France, initially

for forced labor. On 4 July 1942 Slovakian Jews

became the first victims of the gas chambers, where

they were sent upon their arrival. Subsequently, the

Nazis created a carefully laid-out industrial plant—

buildings designed for the extermination process,

Zyklon B (a deadly gas that became active when

exposed to the air), crematoriums—to perpetrate

their crimes against humanity. This system oper-

ated like an elaborate conveyor belt. Victims were

first sorted out or ‘‘selected’’ on what became

known as the ‘‘ramp of death’’: those who were

to be immediately killed were separated from those

destined to perform slave labor in the camp. These

prisoners then underwent industrial ‘‘disinfection’’

for ‘‘bacilli’’ and ‘‘vermin.’’ Those with interesting

physical peculiarities—dwarfs, giants, twins, and so

on—served as guinea pigs in gruesome ‘‘medical

experiments’’ before rejoining the others for the

‘‘full treatment.’’ Their hair was shaved in a ‘‘hygie-

nic’’ operation and they were exterminated in the

‘‘shower room,’’ after which any gold in their teeth

was extracted. Personal belongings were appro-

priated and everything was exploited for profit:

victims’ hair sometimes went to make blankets,

and artificial limbs were recycled for use by the

army. To prepare ever more victims for the ‘‘Final

Solution,’’ four additional buildings were built.

Crematoriums 2, 3, 4, and 5 included rooms for

undressing, gas chambers, and ovens. But the sheer

number of corpses made it difficult to destroy

them quickly. For this reason the Nazis resorted

to open-air mass graves. The prisoners known as

Sonderkommandos, who were responsible for dis-

posing of the bodies, were themselves regularly

exterminated; photos taken by one of them at

unimaginable risk show naked, living women,

along with trees, smoke, and masses of burning

cadavers.
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LIFE IN THE CAMPS

When the Soviet troops arrived, they found huge

mounds of ashes as well as shoes, suitcases, prayer

shawls, children’s clothes, hair by the ton, and gold

teeth not yet melted down. Several thousand sur-

vivors remained. These prisoners had suffered every

sort of dehumanizing brutality at the hands of

guards. At Auschwitz, survivors (or ‘‘sub-vivors,’’

in the expression of S. Aaron) became the daily

testing ground for acts of barbarism in an upside-

down world made not for the living but for the

dead. Those judged fit to work and to live for a few

more weeks or months were branded, classified,

and archived in an atmosphere dedicated to besti-

alizing and reifying prisoners. They were called

‘‘pieces’’ (Stücke), ‘‘vermin,’’ or ‘‘rats.’’ Identities

were erased: numbers replaced names and were

tattooed in the flesh of the forearm. Auschwitz

prisoners, with dark humor, called the tattoo ‘‘heav-

en’s phone number,’’ Himmlische Telefonnummer.
Numbers were also painted or sewn onto clothes,

with triangles in various colors to indicate the

category of the prisoner: pink for homosexuals,

red for political prisoners, and so on. The camp

administration produced endless records, includ-

ing fingerprints and anthropometric photos, each

classified by the prisoner’s number. By contrast,

all pictures and personal items were taken from

prisoners in the same depersonalization process.

Survival was an act of daily resistance: to wash, to

dress, to eat, to seek another’s care and affection

was to hold together body and spirit, to maintain

A guard inspects Jews arriving at Auschwitz, 1944. Those deemed unfit for work or unacceptable for medical

experiments were often sent for immediate execution. GETTY IMAGES
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one’s being, one’s individuality. On the traditional
fasting day of Yom Kippur in 1944, Hungarian
Jews, who had recently arrived by the thousands,
refused their meager meal, to the astonishment of
the guards.

Prisoners in the camp experienced an assault on
all their senses, from shouting SS troops, barking
dogs, the smoke from mass graves and cremator-
iums, the freighted odors of urinary incontinence,
dysentery, and decomposing cadavers. On seeing
the prisoners’ extreme emaciation and smelling
their body odor, Imre Kertész, a deportee from
Hungary, was reminded of a plague; but the plague
was the camp itself. In weeks, sometimes days,
teenagers transmuted into old men and old
women, the walking dead. Auschwitz looked like
a garbage dump; all traces of vegetation had dis-
appeared, having been trampled or eaten, roots
included. The parasites and vermin that flourish
in filth—lice, scabies, and mosquitoes—infected
prisoners, often afflicting them with abscesses and
boils. There were overcrowded barracks, too few
toilets, an utter lack of hygiene, revolting food,
piles of garbage foraged repeatedly for some scrap
to eat. Some prisoners, known as Muselmanen, or
‘‘Muslims,’’ having lost all hope and all human
appearance, simply wandered about aimlessly.

All aspects of prisoners’ lives at Auschwitz were
conducted in the open; it was impossible to be
alone. Prisoners were always on view, crowded
together, vulnerable to all types of indecency. Any
job that carried responsibility, no matter how
small, was sought out because it offered a modicum
of protection and sometimes additional food, and
made various types of barter possible. Guards mul-
tiplied humiliations, intentionally spilling soup on
the ground, for example, then forcing starving
prisoners to crawl on all fours and lick it up, or to
use their hand as a spoon. People were thus trans-
formed into things that could be discarded. Weak
from the arduous journey and nearly always ill,
sometimes further worn down by interrogations
and torture, they were forced to work while endur-
ing constant abuse from the guards. They were
even victims of the guards’ cynical view of culture
and civilization. Inmates left for work and even
labored to the accompaniment of a prisoners’
orchestra performing at the gate, under a sign that
proclaimed: Arbeit macht frei (Work shall make

you free). The productivity of human beings beat-
en, starved, and terrorized in such an oppressive
environment could hardly be very high. Outdoor
work was the hardest and was for the most part
pointless and ridiculous: building drainage ditches
and earthen embankments with nothing but picks
and wheelbarrows, for example. After a time in this
ghastly world, a still more horrific fate awaited
them in Auschwitz 2, when laborers were sent to
the same gas chambers in which, on the day they
arrived, their children, wives, and elderly parents
had been murdered.

AUSCHWITZ AS MUSEUM

Auschwitz eventually usurped Buchenwald, the
concentration camp in Germany, as the principal
symbol of Nazi inhumanity. Former prisoners
who have returned to visit the camp, however, note
that it scarcely resembles the place they knew.
Blockhouses and paths have been rebuilt, trees
planted. During the war it was the vast factory of
death by forced labor, Luger pistol, torture, and
Zyklon B. It is now a memorial and, in contem-
porary museum parlance, the ‘‘orientation center’’
for the entire group of camps collectively known
as Auschwitz. The museum is unique in that it
presents both the face of the new democratic and
Catholic Poland and vestigial relics from the time
before 1989, when Poland was a Soviet satellite
and the Russians were the ‘‘big brothers’’ who
had liberated the camp in January 1945. After
1989 the national exhibitions of countries that
no longer exist—the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia,
Czechoslovakia—were closed or remodeled by the
new nations that replaced them.

By turning the former blockhouses into exhibi-
tion centers for various nations, the museum
demonstrates the magnitude of the enterprise of
destruction, which extended throughout Europe.
But so great was the effort to repress the past that
for decades the dual reality of Auschwitz-Birkenau
was difficult to grasp. There were resistance fighters
imprisoned there, adults who made the choice to
stand up to fascism. But there were also massive
numbers of Jews arrested, deported, and impris-
oned in death camps simply because they were
Jews, regardless of age or sex. In 1943 Raphael
Lemkin coined the term genocide for this event,
and in the early twenty-first century the words
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Holocaust and Shoah are also used to refer to the

destruction of the Jews in Europe. The new

national exhibitions attempt to compensate for

the long years of silence. The French pavilion, for

instance, describes the journey of five Jews, child-

ren and adults, to Auschwitz; the Hungarian pavil-

ion displays a transparent boxcar on rails, inviting

visitors to take a symbolic journey.

The use of Christian icons to evoke the Shoah,

in an assimilation of the Poles’ suffering to that of

European Jews, is characteristic of the way many

Poles understand Auschwitz. After a long and pain-

ful controversy that began in the 1980s, Carmelite

nuns moved five hundred meters away from the

camp, where they had created a cloister in a former

storage area for the Zyklon B containers; a huge

cross erected there was taken down. Polish visitors

usually do not go to Birkenau but prefer the shrine

of Father Maximilian Kolbe or other martyrs,

whose cells bear Christian inscriptions. And yet

the dilemma persists as to how to represent a

Jewish catastrophe at this site. Christian symbols

are problematic, to say the least.

The reality of the Holocaust is on view in two

blockhouses in Auschwitz 1. One room is set aside

for a cross-section model of the gas chamber at

Birkenau. What no photograph has preserved—

and for good reason—has been reconstituted with

architectural precision. Also on display are the clan-

destine photos of the prisoner ‘‘selections’’ at the

railhead. Canisters of Zyklon B are piled in a show-

case. Victims’ belongings, items of daily life sorted

into immense heaps, form an overwhelming sight.

All the same yet different, they are the confiscated

pieces of broken lives and bodies: eyeglasses, prayer

shawls, hairbrushes, enameled pots and plates, arti-

ficial limbs, corsets, infants’ clothing, hair, and

suitcases. On view is a blanket with a certificate

One of the gates at the camp at Auschwitz bears the phrase ‘‘Work Makes One Free.’’ UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST

MEMORIAL MUSEUM
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from a Polish scientific laboratory identifying the

fibers as human hair. Millions of destroyed lives

appear with great immediacy in this accumulation

of objects. There are piles of suitcases with the

names and birth dates of their owners painted in

white letters, inscriptions made by the deportees

themselves; they serve as epitaphs, represent a

memorial that rescues the victims from the anon-

ymity of mass murder.

At the railhead in Birkenau stand the ruins of

the crematoriums and gas chambers that the Nazis

dynamited before fleeing. Four commemorative

stelae at the top of the railway have identical inscrip-

tions in Polish, English, Hebrew, and Yiddish:

‘‘To the memory of the men, women, and children

who fell victim to the Nazi genocide. Here lie their

ashes. May their souls rest in peace.’’ Even though

most of the victims were Ashkenazic Jews whose

native language was Yiddish, the Yiddish texts

appeared only fifty years after the fact.

The space occupied by the gas chambers at the

end of the selection platform of Birkenau, directly

across from the tower and entrance, was chosen as

the site for the camp’s commemorative monument,

which consists of a huge pile of black stones falling

over one another. At the summit of the highest

section, this abstract sculpture gives way to a recog-

nizable object, the triangle that political prisoners

were forced to wear. Polish communist authorities

framed this inscription: ‘‘Four million persons suf-

fered and died here at the hands of Nazi murderers

between the years 1940 to 1945.’’ By 1989 that

inaccurate text had been replaced. Four million

was the wrong number. Probably 1.1 million died

among the 1.3 million deported to Auschwitz:

one million Jews, twenty-one thousand Gypsies,

seventy-five thousand Poles, fifteen thousand

Russian prisoners of war, and fifteen thousand of

other nationalities. The new tablets were engraved

with the following inscription in twenty-two lan-

guages: ‘‘For ever let this place be a cry of despair

and a warning to humanity, where the Nazis mur-

dered about one and a half million men, women,

and children, mainly Jews, from various countries

of Europe. Auschwitz/Birkenau 1940–1945.’’

See also Buchenwald; Concentration Camps; Dachau;
Genocide; Holocaust; Zyklon B.
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ANNETTE BECKER

n

AUSTRALIA. In 1914 Australia was racially,
politically, economically, and culturally an outpost of
Europe. More precisely, it was a British colony, farm,
and mine. Nearly all five million Australians were of
English, Scottish, Welsh, or Irish stock. The last
group, mostly Catholic in religion, was nonetheless
essentially British too. Sydney and Melbourne, in
which nearly one Australian in four lived, were great
cities of the British Empire; Sydney was effectively a
British naval base. A self-governing dominion within
the empire, Australia had no diplomatic identity
beyond it. The prime minister nominally deferred to
a governor general who represented Britain’s mon-
arch. Most Australian authors were published in
London, most of Australia’s successful artists and
singers worked there, and nearly all loans taken by
Australian governments were raised there. Nearly half
of Australia’s exports went to Britain (principally
wool, gold, butter, and meat), and more than half of
Australia’s imports came from there.
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Life was better for most British Australians

than for their relatives on the other side of the

world. Their continent was the least populated

on earth, and shortage of labor encouraged high

wages. Export sales subsidized tariff walls that

encouraged manufacturing and employment. Most

men, and most women too, could vote in state and

federal elections, and the trade-union-based Labor

Party, which claimed to represent the working

man, was already winning federal elections. An

arbitration court, set up to settle strikes, was spread-

ing a ‘‘basic wage’’ derived more from the cost of

supporting a family than from an employer’s ability

to pay. All this good fortune was imperfectly spread,

of course, while the dry, empty landscape made rural

life hard. More notable, though, was the effective

exclusion of non-Britons from the prevailing pros-

perity, or even from the country at all. Most of the

ninety thousand Aborigines, whose forebears had

once possessed Australia, were consigned to men-
dicancy on the fringes of towns and farms. An
Immigration Restriction Act (1901) deterred most
Asian immigrants and some Europeans too.

WARS AND DEPRESSION

Australia went to war along with the rest of the
British Empire in August 1914. Its militia mobilized
to protect the coastline, its little navy was merged
into Britain’s, and it raised a khaki-clad Australian
Imperial Force (AIF) from volunteers to fight in
Europe. Brigaded with New Zealanders as an
Australian and New Zealand Army Corps (better
known by its acronym, Anzac), the AIF joined in
the landing on Gallipoli on 25 April 1915. To the
delight of most Australians, the AIF fought bravely
in its baptism of fire. Later, greatly expanded with
new recruits, it helped fill the trenches of the wes-
tern front, where Germany was eventually beaten,

SOME IMPRESSIONS OF AUSTRALIA AND AUSTRALIANS

‘‘The Australian, at present, is little other than a trans-

planted Briton with the essential characteristics of his

British forbears, the desire for freedom from restraint,

however, being perhaps somewhat accentuated. The

greater opportunity for an open-air existence and the

absence of the restrictions of older civilizations may be

held to be in the main responsible for this.’’ (Official

Year Book of the Commonwealth of Australia, 1919)

‘‘They are healthy, and to my thinking almost

imbecile. That’s what life in a new country does to

you: it makes you so material, so outward. . . .

Everything is happy-go-lucky, and one couldn’t fret

about anything if one tried. One just doesn’t care. And

they are all like that.’’ (D. H. Lawrence, 1922)

‘‘This land belonged to our forefathers 150 years

ago, but today we are pushed further and further into the

background.’’ (Jack Patten, Australian Aborigine, 1938)

‘‘In short, a people fairly like ourselves have in a

relatively short time built a Western-type civilization on a

difficult continent in a far corner of the Pacific Basin.’’

(Hartley Grattan, visiting American, 1942)

‘‘It’s so empty and featureless, like a newspaper

that has been entirely censored. We used to drive for

miles, always expecting that around the next corner

there’d be something to look at, but there never was.

That is the charm of Australia.’’ (Robert Morley, 1949)

‘‘This is one of the most peaceful, well-ordered,

prosperous, happy, law-abiding and Christian commu-

nities in the whole wide world.’’ (J. J. Cahill, premier of

New South Wales, 1959)

‘‘We are a smug, piddling country, blowing our

own trumpet for all we are worth, while our achieve-

ments are few and mostly material.’’ (Patrick White,

1968)

‘‘I see Australia closer to my vision . . . than it has

ever been—I no longer stand [to attention] for an imper-

ial [British] anthem, hear people pretending to be

English when neither they nor their ancestors were ever

there, and, above all . . . I can say proudly ‘I am a

republican of Spanish and Irish background’ without

causing a riot or provoking an arrest under the Crimes

Act.’’ (Al Grassby, former federal politician, 1984)

‘‘Australia the most bewitching, the most endear-

ing, the most fragile, strongest in an innocence still

unviolated. You can’t appreciate it unless you see the

horrors of the rest of the world. In this land there

remains a goodness still unsullied.’’ (Marivic Wyndham,

immigrant, quoted in Peter Read, Belonging, 2000)
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and the ranks of the cavalry that annexed Palestine
to the empire.

Australia’s war effort exceeded that of compar-
able British dominions—Canada and South Africa.
It added the German portion in New Guinea to the
British portion that Australia already administered.
It gave Australia a seat in the League of Nations, a
legend of military prowess, and a sense of being a
nation—though still within the British Empire. But
the effort also maimed and divided the hitherto
cohesive society that made it. Fifty-nine thousand
men, or one in every ten of military age, had been
killed. The middle class had embraced the war, but
many workers had come to resent it. Two plebis-
cites (on October 1916 and December 1917) on
whether to conscript men to replenish the AIF
were bitterly contested and narrowly defeated, alie-
nating many Irish Catholics and splitting the Labor
Party. Industrial strikes and the influenza pandemic
disfigured the first year of peace.

The 1920s brought uncertain, uneven prosper-
ity to Australia, along with some enduring institu-
tions. Anzac Day (25 April) became a de facto
national day, war memorials became civic shrines,
and returned soldiers formed a powerful political
lobby. The federal government moved to a new
capital, Canberra. Voting became compulsory, the
Labor Party became the dominant political force
in several states, and rural electors turned to a
Country Party. Tariffs became steeper, and Japan
emerged as a significant buyer of Australian exports.
Taking Aboriginal children from their parents and
raising them under white supervision became com-
mon. A suburban bungalow with a car in the garage
became the popular ideal. Saturday afternoons were
given over to watching sports, Saturday nights to
cinema. Hollywood shaped the mental universe of
many ordinary Australians, while Moscow did the
same for working-class militants.

The fall in price of primary products that began
the Great Depression struck Australia hard. A con-
servative federal government that tried to cut labor
costs by turning on trade unions and the arbitration
court was voted out in 1929. Its Labor successor
reluctantly joined state governments in cutting
spending and wages. In 1932 nearly a third of the
male workforce was unemployed. Poor families
were evicted from houses they could no longer
afford to rent, charities were swamped, and state

governments distributed ration vouchers. Australia’s
few communists and fascists hoped to exploit the
crisis. Instead voters turned to a cautious coalition
government under Joseph Lyons (who was prime
minister from 1931 to 1939). The economy crawled
slowly out of the mire, helped by trade with Japan.
Yet Japan also seemed to pose a grave military threat
to white predominance across Southeast Asia and
Australasia.

When World War II began in Europe in 1939,
Australian air force crews and part of a second AIF
joined the fighting in North Africa, Greece, and the
Middle East. Other AIF units went to help garrison
Malaya and the Dutch East Indies should Japan
strike south; most fell prisoner when Japan did so
in December 1941. By February 1942 Japanese air-
planes were sporadically bombing Australia’s north
coast. By July Japanese soldiers were in New Guinea
fighting Australian militiamen along the Kokoda
Trail.

With the fall of Singapore and Hong Kong, the
British shield that had preserved British Australia
was smashed forever. A Labor federal government
under John Curtin (prime minister from 1941 to
1945) immediately called for American protection.
It came anyway, since Australia was the ideal base
for striking back at Japanese forces in the southwest
Pacific. Australians now mobilized for total war and
accepted an industrial and military conscription
that put nine working-age men in ten and nearly
one working-age woman in three into uniform or
onto farms and production lines. The AIF
regrouped in Australia and then, with the militia,
joined tough but militarily irrelevant campaigns in
the jungles of New Guinea and Borneo.

When peace came in 1945, the names of thir-
ty-four thousand dead were added to the war
memorials erected after World War I. Nearly a
quarter had died as prisoners of the Japanese. The
war, and the consequent collapse of the British
Empire, changed how most Australians saw the
world. Britain remained a sentimental second home
for most Australians, especially middle-class ones,
and its monarch was as widely revered as ever, but
now Southeast Asia and the United States joined
Britain as centers for Australia’s cultural, strategic,
and economic attention. The war also brought
political change. Australians wanted wartime full
employment for men to continue, though they
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voted in 1944 against carrying wartime regimenta-
tion of the economy into peacetime. In 1949 they
elected a Liberal federal government under Robert
Menzies (prime minister from 1949 to 1966) that
supported full employment, free enterprise, affec-
tion for Britain, and alliance with the United
States.

PROSPERITY AND IMMIGRATION

The postwar economic boom brought unrivalled
prosperity to a generation of Australians. Virtually
every man who wanted a job found one and kept
it. After a brief postwar return home, a third of
all women went to work again, often for three-
quarters the pay a man would have received rather
than at the prewar standard of half. Home, car, and
television ownership at last became nearly

universal. New suburbs sprawled, and some modest
skyscrapers rose. The architect Robin Boyd mocked
the visual ugliness of the new prosperity. The
comedian Barry Humphries ridiculed its benefici-
aries as narrow minded. Australians ignored the
critics, filled their spare bedrooms with children,
and enjoyed their good fortune.

Growing faster at times than that of the United
States, the Australian economy easily supported
high tariffs, a large public service, subsidized med-
icines, a dole for the unemployed, and generous
pensions for war veterans. The economy also sup-
ported, and in part was supported by, mass immi-
gration. Almost two and a half million immigrants
settled Australia from 1947 to 1973. Fewer than
half were British or Irish. Australia’s leaders wanted
a sudden injection of people to build up industry

Queen Elizabeth and Prince Philip are greeted by enthusiastic crowds in Newcastle on their 1954 tour of

Australia. Though Australia became increasingly removed from British political and economic influence during the postwar

period, affection for the queen remained strong. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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and infrastructure, and perhaps deter another lunge
south by a hostile Asian power. They knew that
Britain and Ireland could not provide the numbers
wanted. So they turned, at first, to northern Europe,
then from the mid-1950s to the Mediterranean
and Middle East, and from 1966, reluctantly, to
East Asia.

Together, immigration and births nearly
doubled Australia’s population between 1947 (7.6
million) and 1976 (13.5 million). About every four
years a million new Australians could be counted.
The non-British immigrants among them were
hailed officially as New Australians. Unofficially they
received less flattering names. Still, no social strife
accompanied their arrival. Outwardly they assimi-
lated, as other Australians expected. At home, most
kept their customs, languages, and cuisines.

The end of the British Empire, and Britain’s
subsequent turn to Europe, increasingly required
Australia to make its own way in the world. The
military and cultural predominance of the United
States, and the economic revival of a tamed Japan,
determined the path Australia would take. In 1951
the wartime alliance with the United States was
confirmed by the ANZUS treaty; henceforth
American power, not British, protected Australia.
In 1966 Australia’s currency shifted from British to
American denominations. A year later, American
imports into Australia began to exceed British
imports in value, while the value of Australian
exports to Japan began to exceed those to Britain.
The new order could also be seen in Australia’s
contribution to wars waged in East Asia after
1945 against communist and nationalist threats to
friendly postcolonial states. The new professional
army that replaced Australia’s militia and AIF fought
in Korea (1950–1953) and in Malaya and Borneo
(1950–1966) alongside British troops. But in
Vietnam (1962–1972), reinforced by conscripts, it
supported an American war effort. Fewer Australians
died in these wars (nine hundred) than were killed
each year in motor vehicle accidents. But the resort
to conscription for Vietnam, along with television
reportage of that war’s realities and reverses,
prompted protests. The largest one (May 1970)
put two hundred thousand people onto city streets
across Australia.

These protests were also local expressions of
the arrival in Australia of the 1960s social

revolution. The wilder demands of the revolution
were rebuffed; not so the vaguer desires behind it
to exploit prosperity, relax old social strictures,
question the supposed superiority of European
ways, and renounce lingering affection for Britain
and its monarch. Thus official censorship of offen-
sive words and images wound down, while public
funding for the arts rose. Oral contraception
became widespread, and abortion no longer
seemed shameful. Unoccupied land was judged
more in need of preservation than development.
Taking Aboriginal children from their parents fell
from favor, and in 1967 Aborigines were symboli-
cally voted full citizenship. In 1972 Australians
elected a Labor federal government under Gough
Whitlam (prime minister from 1972 to 1975),
partly to carry on this new program. It abolished
conscription, made medical care and university
enrollment free, proclaimed to the world
Australia’s hitherto quiet abandonment of the
Immigration Restriction Act, relinquished
Australian rule in New Guinea, and cut tariffs to
open up Australian industry to international
competition.

RECESSION AND REPUBLICANISM

In 1975 a governor general made a unique inter-
vention into federal politics by dismissing the
Whitlam government and calling an election.
Australians were divided over the dismissal but
overwhelmingly chose a different, conservative
government. Their choice largely reflected the
impact of tariff reduction and the sudden end of
postwar prosperity. Wages and prices were spiraling
upward; factories were closing down. By 1983
nearly one Australian in ten who wanted work
could not find it. Export sales, tariff protection,
and the basic wage no longer created and spread
prosperity, yet to the north the economies of East
Asia were thriving. The answer seemed to be better
integration into the global economy, particularly its
Asian component. In 1983 a Labor federal govern-
ment under Bob Hawke (prime minister from
1983 to 1991) then Paul Keating (treasurer from
1983 to 1991 and prime minister from 1991 to
1996) dismantled the fences that had long protected
Australian industries and workers. The dollar’s value
was no longer fixed and capital was allowed free
transfer in and out of the country. Tariffs were cut
further and the arbitration court hamstrung.
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Keating also called on Australia to make itself a
republic by replacing its governor general with a
president. The call reflected both the old Irish
Catholic distrust of England and a new eagerness
to present a less European face to Asia.

While East Asia took an increasing share of
Australia’s exports, Southeast Asia provided an
increasing proportion of its immigrants. The trend
began when refugees from Vietnam first arrived in
1976. By 1985 more than half the immigrants
who stayed in Australia were Asian. By 1995 one
Australian in twenty-five was Asian by birth or
descent. An official policy of multiculturalism hailed
the new immigrants and the customs they brought
with them as a source of national strength. Perhaps
this eased what was an uncomfortable adjustment
for many of the immigrants, who found their new
country’s language and laws impenetrable at first.
Many lived in the poorest suburbs and worked long
hours in low-wage jobs, trusting their sacrifice
would lift their children into the professions.

Aborigines, who now made up about three in
every two hundred Australians, were also finding
official encouragement and everyday hardship. In
1976 the federal government handed Aboriginal
reserves in its vast Northern Territory to
Aborigines themselves, and allowed them to claim
ownership of some other lands they lived on. State
governments began to make similar gestures until
by 1992 Aborigines owned about a seventh of the
nation—effectively the unwanted portions. A high
court ruling (Mabo v. Queensland) that year paved
the way for them to own even more. By declaring
that Aborigines had once been the legal owners of
Australia, it prompted federal legislation allowing
them to claim any otherwise unused land they had
long occupied. At the same time, shame was grow-
ing among some white Australians, and anger
among some black ones, that Aboriginal children
had once been taken from their parents. There
were calls for some kind of reconciliation between
black and white that would morally, and perhaps
financially, compensate Aborigines for past wrongs
they had suffered. But one compensation already in
train—welfare payments—was helping to undermine
Aboriginal communities as well as sustain them.

Economic deregulation, the call for a republic,
Asian immigration, multiculturalism, and Aboriginal
reconciliation were popular among Australians whose

incomes came from professional jobs. Many other
Australians opposed them. They wanted their own
struggles eased, not those of new immigrants and
Aborigines, and their jobs protected. Some wanted
Asian immigration to cease, and turned to the
handful of politicians who agreed with them.
Most Australians wanted a republic, but not tied
to a political agenda they increasingly disliked.
They voted out the Keating government in 1996,
and three years later voted against a proposed
republican constitution. By then their discontent
was easing. The economy was reviving, Asian
migrants were proving keen to assimilate, and
Aborigines were not being given suburban land.

By the close of the twentieth century inflation
and unemployment were beaten and the economy
was growing rapidly. Australia ranked among the
top ten nations for prosperity, longevity, home
ownership, and equality between the sexes. Many
of its nineteen million people led a comfortable,
perhaps innocent existence. The great Australian
heroes from the world wars were, in their eyes, an
ambulance worker who carried wounded soldiers
under fire and a captured doctor who helped others
in a Japanese prison camp. Their iconic national
inventions were a winding clothesline and a motor
mower. Half their population growth derived from
immigration, yet their continent remained the least
populated on earth. It was also the most urbanized.
Four in every five Australians lived in ten cities on
the coast, with five million living in or near Sydney.
That city hosted the Olympic games in 2000. The
efficient, informal, and friendly arrangements had
an Aboriginal athlete at their center. They suggested
an Australian genius for practicality and enjoyment
and a desire by many Australians to make amends
with the Aborigines. On the surface Australia no
longer seemed an outpost of Europe, and econom-
ically it had long ceased to be one. In language and
political system, though, and to a great extent in
culture and lifestyle, it remained one.

See also British Empire; Depression; Immigration and
Internal Migration; Minority Rights; New
Zealand; World War I; World War II.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Blainey, Geoffrey. A Shorter History of Australia. Melbourne,
1994.

Cochrane, Peter. Australians at War. Sydney, 2001.

226 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

A U S T R A L I A



Inglis, K. S. Sacred Places: War Memorials in the Australian
Landscape. Melbourne, 1998. How Australians have
commemorated their wars.

Jupp, James, ed. The Australian People: An Encyclopedia of
the Nation, Its People, and Their Origins. New York,
2001.

Kelly, Paul. 100 Years: The Australian Story. Crows Nest,
Australia, 2001. Charts the changes in twentieth-cen-
tury Australia’s politics and economy.

Lack, John, and Jacqueline Templeton, eds. Bold
Experiment: A Documentary History of Australian
Immigration since 1945. Melbourne, 1994.

Martin, A. W. Robert Menzies: A Life. 2 vols. Melbourne,
1993–1999. Biography of twentieth-century
Australia’s longest-serving prime minister.

Morgan, Sally. My Place. Perth, 1987. An influential
Aboriginal memoir.

Read, Peter. Belonging: Australians, Place, and Aboriginal
Ownership. Cambridge, U.K., 2000.

Sang, Ye. The Year the Dragon Came. St. Lucia, Australia,
1996. Experiences of recent Chinese immigrants to
Australia.

CRAIG WILCOX

n

AUSTRIA. The evolution of Austria is exem-
plary in the way it reflects the extreme experiences
of European nations during the ‘‘short twentieth
century.’’ Once part of the vast Austro-Hungarian
Empire, which had a population of fifty two million,
Austria in the early twenty-first century was a
republic and corporate state of slightly more than
eight million; the former centerpiece of Mitteleuropa
(central Europe) now forms the eastern border of
the European Union. An uncommon feature of
Austria’s development is that in the twentieth century
it came into being both as a nation with a unique
identity and as a sovereign state.

FROM MULTINATIONAL EMPIRE TO THE

FIRST AUSTRIAN REPUBLIC (1890–1918)

Austria-Hungary occupied a unique place in central
Europe, and Austria (Cisleithania) constituted the
western portion of the Dual Monarchy. Political
reorganization in 1867 stirred up the separatist
tendencies of nationalist movements, especially
among Czechs and Germans, groups that com-
prised 22 and 35 percent of the population, respec-
tively. The existence of these movements

underscored the inability of the imperial system to

contend with national identities, particularly since

Austria was struggling with democratization.

Emperor Francis Joseph I (r. 1848–1916) exer-

cised executive power while sharing legislative

power with the Reichstag (parliament). With the

establishment of universal male suffrage in 1906,

the rule of the country started to catch up to its

reality: the influence of the nobility waned in favor

of the social democrats, Christian socialists, and

Deutschnationalen (members of the German

National People’s Party). The Christlichsoziale

Partei, or CSP (Christian Social Party), founded

in 1891, presented itself as reformist, supported

by the petty bourgeois and the peasantry. The

Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei, or SDAP

(Social Democratic Workers’ Party) was born of

an older movement but had only recently orga-

nized (1889–1890) as the party of Austro-

Marxism, first under Victor Adler, then under

Otto Bauer. It mobilized ninety thousand mem-

bers around three demands—universal suffrage, the

eight-hour workday, and social security. The

Deutschnationalen came together under the leaders

Georg Ritter von Schönerer and Karl Lueger and

were united around what they rejected, exemplified

in the anti-Semitic slogan: ‘‘Gegen Juda, Habsburg,

Rom / bauen wir den deutschen Dom’’ (Against

Judah, Habsburg, and Rome / we build the

German cathedral). The slogan reflected the fact

that Austrian Jews, representing 4.5 percent of the

population, completely embraced the Habsburgian

state and were its most faithful subjects.

While the imperial-appointed governments

remained solely under the rule of the kaiser, con-

flicts grew between new political forces that lacked

a track to power and traditional groups that had

lost their legitimacy—namely, the bureaucracy

headed by the emperor, the nobility, and the

clergy. The absence of a democratic culture ren-

dered the parliamentary system ineffective and this

led Austrians to be suspicious of parliamentary

government. Faced with these divisions, Kakania
(Robert Musil’s pejorative term for the Austrian

state) offered as unifiers the Habsburg dynasty,

the Catholic Church (which brought together all

the major nationalities), and the army (obligatory

military service functioned to assimilate the popu-

lace). In any event, no genuine Austrian nation

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 227

A U S T R I A



existed and the affirmation of its Germanic charac-
ter served only to associate it with a national entity
larger than itself.

On the economic plane, Austria’s relatively late
industrialization led to rising social discontent. At
the same time, the fin de siècle fueled a creative
intellectual boom in Vienna: in psychoanalysis
(Sigmund Freud), in literature (Arthur Schnitzler
and Hugo von Hofmannsthal), in music (Johannes
Brahms, Johann Strauss, Gustav Mahler, and Arnold
Schoenberg), in painting (Gustav Klimt), and in
architecture (Josef Hoffmann and Otto Wagner).

The Habsburg Monarchy tried to overcome
the various internal tensions through a risky foreign
policy directed against the Slavic nationalists in the
Balkans—Bosnia-Herzegovina was annexed in
1908—whose aspirations had been encouraged by
Russia. The assassination of Archduke Ferdinand, heir
to the Austrian throne, on 28 June 1914 and Austria’s
alliance with Germany and Italy dragged Europe into
World War I. Outmoded ways of thinking about
defense in Europe, Austria’s economic interests in
southwestern Europe, and the socio-imperialist ambi-
tions of its elites all explain why the empire chose war.

After four years, however, the empire was
obliged to sign the Armistice on 4 November
1918. The price in human lives was enormous:
180,000–190,000 military dead, with 90,000–
95,000 women left widowed and three times as
many children orphaned. The death of Emperor
Francis Joseph I in 1916 and a food shortage begin-
ning that year, together with decisions by his heir,
Charles I (r. 1916–1918), fractured the monarchy.
Charles (who was beatified by the Catholic Church
in 2004) made peace proposals to the Allies while
the Völkermanifest (a declaration Charles made on 16
October 1918 calling for the nationalities of Austria
to form assemblies [nationale Räte]) transformed the
monarchy into a federal state. Between 21 and 31
October 1918, the various nationalities one by one
proclaimed their independence. For the first time
since 1526, Austrian Germans lived in an indepen-
dent state, the Republic of Austria.

FROM DISAPPOINTMENT WITH THE

REPUBLICAN MODEL TO THE STÄNDESTAAT

(1918–1938)

The provisional social democratic government of
Karl Renner consolidated the regime, overcoming

the threat by the Austrian republican councils dur-

ing June and July 1919 while marginalizing the

communists. Although agricultural production

had dropped by half since 1913, the country

avoided famine. Most important, the new govern-

ment signed the Treaty of Saint-Germain in

October 1918. The Austrian republic, one of the

seven states created from the old empire, would be

compelled to pay reparations. Anschluss (union)

with Germany was forbidden.

The government initially engaged in unprece-

dented social and political reform. It established

the eight-hour workday, provided unemployment

benefits and paid vacations, granted women the

right to vote, and gave organized labor an advisory

role in the working environment. To many observ-

ers, however, the new republic’s economic situa-

tion did not appear viable. In 1920, when Austria

reorganized its territory, cosmopolitan Vienna was

disproportionately large; it contained more than

one-third of the population.

The National Constituent Assembly, with a

majority of social democrats and Christian socialists

and a right-wing coalition led by the latter from

1920 to 1938, broke entirely with old imperial

Austria. By according parliament a leading role,

the Constitution of October 1920 attempted to

reconcile the principle of federation (Austria’s divi-

sion into Länder, or autonomous regions) with

republicanism and the principle of centralization.

Europe’s parliamentary crisis in the interwar period

would considerably weaken the new republic,

which installed twenty-two successive governments

from 1918 to 1933.

Political life was dominated by the Sozialdemo-
kratische Arbeiterpartei, or SAP (Socialist worker’s
party). The majority of its seven hundred thousand
members were recruited from the working class and
from Vienna, whose mayor, Karl Seitz, developed a
social welfare (Wohlfarhtstaat) policy in 1919.
Opposition grew between ‘‘Red’’ Vienna and the rest
of Austria, which was more conservative. Meanwhile,
the Christian socialists, backed by civil servants and
clerics, were solidly allied with the Bauerbund, or
farmer’s association, which was anticapitalist and
pan-German. Nationalists supported reunification
with Germany but, because of inner strife, they
lacked political power. Although these movements
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supported the new institutions, none was able to
offer an ‘‘Austrian alternative.’’ Constituting the
new republic of Austria had more to do with creating
a form of government than with founding a nation-
state.

The 1920s were marked by the personality of
the chancellor, Monsignor Ignaz Seipel (1876–
1932), a Christian socialist who defended indepen-
dent Catholic Austria against the Prussian Reich,
which was under the sway of the Protestant tradi-
tion. The Seipel governments improved the econ-
omy, controlling hyperinflation and launching the
schilling with loans from the League of Nations
in 1922. This entailed an austerity policy with
heavy social costs, however. From 1924 on, the
social democrats took advantage of widespread

dissatisfaction, which forced the chancellor to form
a coalition with the Germanophile nationalist
parties. It was within this context that paramili-
tary groups appeared on the scene: the socialist
Republikanischer Schutzbund (Republican defense
league) in 1920; the far right-wing Mussolini-
supported Heimwehr (Home guard) in 1925,
which aimed at the destruction of the social
democracy; and the Nazi Marschformationen (para-
military groups).

In 1927, when bloody riots pitted Christian
socialists, or ‘‘Blacks,’’ against social democrats, or
‘‘Reds,’’ Chancellor Seipel became the ‘‘prelate
without mercy’’ and his actions caused the work-
ing-class party to abandon the government; succes-
sors continued his get-tough policy. The 1929

Followers of former Austrian chancellor Kurt von Schuschnigg, who opposed annexation by Germany,

wait to be transported to concentration camps following the Anschluss, March 1938. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH

COLLECTION/CORBIS
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world economic crisis hit Austria hard; the failure
of the banking giant Creditanstalt was the largest in
history, and by 1933 six hundred thousand people
were unemployed. In 1932 a new loan negotiated
with the League of Nations by Chancellor
Engelbert Dollfuss (1892–1934) further compro-
mised the country’s sovereignty. The failure of a
plan for a customs union with Germany and for
government centralization in 1931 only aggravated
the economic and political crisis.

It should be added that this was also the hey-
day of the Wienerlied (popular songs in the
Viennese dialect) and the apotheosis of the cabaret
scene in Vienna, with artists such as Fritz
Grünbaum. There was also the circle of logical
positivists, including Moritz Schlick and Kurt
Gödel, and the macroeconomic school of Joseph
Schumpeter, both also centered in the capital. But
that did not prevent the rise of regional centers of
culture, with events such as the annual Salzburg
Festival and the New Realism movement associated
with Herbert Reyl-Hanisch.

Faced with political crisis, Dollfuss followed the
lead of Italian Fascists by dissolving Parliament,
employing the Heimwehren as auxiliary police,
and opening internment camps. He remains a
controversial figure. Was he democracy’s chief
undertaker or Hitler’s greatest adversary? In any
event, his clear aim was to replace the parliamentary
system with a corporate and authoritarian state
rooted in Christian socialism.

On the extreme right, the Nazis made impor-
tant gains in elections beginning in 1932 and
renewed the demand for Anschluss. Dollfuss
banned the Nazi Party, the Communist Party,
and the Republikanischen Schutzbund. In 1934
civil strife broke out briefly between right-wing
militias supported by the army and left-wing
groups, and the battles of 12–15 February ended
with a victory for the Heimwehr. All unions
and political organizations were banned. Dollfuss
called for the formation of a patriotic front
(Vaterländische Front) and transformed Austria
into a Christian Ständestaat (corporate state).

Meanwhile, the ascension to power of Adolf
Hitler (1889–1945) put an end to any future pro-
tection of Austria by Italy. Although Hitler’s first
attempt at Anschluss on 25 July 1934—during

which the Nazis murdered Dollfuss—was a failure,
his creation of the Rome-Berlin Axis in 1936,
together with Austrian Chancellor Kurt von
Schuschnigg’s continuation of Dollfuss’s policies
and the effects of the worldwide economic depres-
sion, all conspired to deprive the Austrian govern-
ment of popular support and threatened the new
nation’s independence. After 1936, a rapproche-
ment policy with Germany turned Austria into a
German satellite and augmented Nazi influence.
Those who supported the Ständestaat, which gave
rise to an Austrian national consciousness, mistak-
enly focused their propaganda efforts on the con-
cept of a second German nation to such an extent
that they essentially imitated the Nazi adversary
from which they had hoped to distance themselves.

1938–1945: THE COST OF ANSCHLUSS

Encouraged by his foreign policy successes, Hitler
again attempted to achieve Anschluss in March
1938. He demanded that Schuschnigg form a new
government with Nazi participation. When the
chancellor reacted by organizing a plebiscite, Hitler
launched his invasion plan, code-named ‘‘Operation
Otto,’’ and the Nazi Arthur Seyss-Inquart replaced
Schuschnigg; shortly thereafter the German army
occupied the country. Annexation was proclaimed
by plebiscite, with the Nazis claiming the approval
of 99.6 percent of voters.

Austria became ‘‘Ostmark,’’ part of the greater
German Reich, its territory administered by
Gauleiters, or Nazi governors, from Germany.
Gleichschaltung, the Nazi euphemism for totalitar-
ian control, followed immediately, with seventy
thousand Austrians arrested and 70 percent of
high-ranking public servants removed from office.
The first convoys of political prisoners, Jews, and
Gypsies were deported to Germany and later to the
Mauthausen concentration camp (90 percent of
the Gypsies and more than one-third of Austrian
Jews were murdered). Germany integrated the
Austrian economy into its own, pillaging its gold
and natural resources, confiscating private prop-
erty, and privileging Germans of the Altreich (that
is, within the borders of the Third Reich as of
1937, as opposed to the territories annexed after
that date) for jobs. Full employment and economic
modernization also followed, with output in some
industries increasing to twenty-five times its
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prewar level. Beginning in 1943, Allied bombing
took a terrible toll in human lives. In all, Austria
suffered some 247,000 military deaths; 25,000 to
30,000 civilians were also killed and 120,000 fell
victim to Nazi repression.

By 1939, however, a resistance movement, con-
sisting primarily of communists and conservative
Christian socialists, began to operate with limited
effectiveness. But about 20 percent of the popula-
tion joined the Nazi Party; 1.2 million men enlisted
in the Wehrmacht, and a number of Austrians, aside
from Hitler, such as Ernst Kaltenbrunner and Adolf
Eichmann, held high-ranking posts in the Reich.
This number vastly exceeded the number of victims
and resistance fighters in Austria, unless one is
willing to apply the term Opfer to victims of the
war’s aftermath as well as to those of the Nazi
persecution.

FROM THE COLD WAR TO EUROPEAN

INTEGRATION (1945–2004)

For Austria the postwar period entailed the crea-
tion of a viable state separate from Germany and
the birth of a national consciousness, founded
upon the myth that the country had been a victim
of Nazism.

At the conclusion of the Moscow Conference
on 1 November 1943, the Big Three declared the
Anschluss null and void and decided to reestablish
Austria as a free and independent country. A provi-
sional government was set up in April 1944; as in
1918, it was headed by Karl Renner and included
the major parties. The Allies divided the country
into four occupation zones, while Renner ordered
the reinstatement of the 1929 Constitution and
totally rejected Anschluss. The Second Republic
was at once parliamentary and presidential, orga-
nized as a federated state.

Austrian children, including members of the Vienna Boys Choir, give the Nazi salute. The banner reads ‘‘We sing

for Adolf Hitler.’’ ªCORBIS
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The political parties were reconstituted almost
exactly as they had been in the past, with the popu-
lists (as the Christian Socialists were now called)
assembled under the banner of the Österreichische
Volkspartei, or ÖVP (Conservative People’s Party)
and the Sozialistische Partei Österreichs, or SPÖ
(Social Democratic Party), which replaced the
SDAP. The Kommunistische Partei Österreichs,
or KPÖ (Austrian Communist Party) and the far
right-wing Verband der Unabhängigen, or VdU
(Federation of Independents) remained marginal-
ized over the next four decades. Thus a new poli-
tical culture emerged, characterized by coalition
building among major parties. Shifting alliances
among parties were replaced by an interparty con-
cept by which the Staatspartei (party in power)
assigned posts based on popular elections and a
proportional system, or Proporzsystem. Legislative
compromise through preliminary consensus, or
Junktiemierung, was common; social partners such
as the trade union federation Österreichischer
Gewerkschaftsbund (Austrian Trade Federation)
joined the consensus. The Grand Coalition (1945–
1966) of the ÖVP and the SPÖ was succeeded by a
smaller alliance between the Freiheitliche Partei
Österreichs, or FPÖ (Austrian Freedom Party),
and the SPÖ (1983–1986), and then by the
new-style coalition of the SPÖ-ÖVP (1987–1999).
This political culture finally led to versäulte
Konkordanzdemokratie (petrified democratic con-
sensus) characterized by the lack of transparency
and an absence of alternative programs or genuine
parliamentary debate.

Once the postwar leaders were in place—a
People’s Party chancellor would remain in power
until 1970 and a Socialist president until 1986—
the government attended to priorities, which
included reconstructing and restructuring the
economy, purging the country of its Nazi past,
and introducing land reform. Ten percent of all
housing had been destroyed and factories reduced
to rubble, and the postwar period brought the
return of displaced persons. In addition, from
1947 on Austria was a pawn in the Cold War and
benefited from the Marshall Plan, which allowed
the western parts of the country to rebuild their
industry and infrastructure. Vienna and Lower
Austria, however, were under Soviet occupation.
The USIA (a Russian acronym for ‘‘Administration
for Soviet Property in Austria’’) employed 10

percent of the workforce. The Austrian govern-
ment decided to nationalize German assets in
the Soviet occupation zone to avoid their being
appropriated. As a consequence, the public sector
became enormous, employing one in six workers.

It took much longer to eradicate the political
legacy of Nazism. The Allied Occupation Law of 8
May 1945 banned the Nazi Party and instituted
‘‘People’s Court’’ tribunals. The failure to distin-
guish adequately between ordinary followers
(Mitläufer) of the Nazis and the real criminals,
however, together with the huge number of impli-
cated persons (estimated at 537,000), combined to
undermine the effectiveness of denazification.
About 7.5 percent of the active population was
excluded from professional activities. Soon the
Cold War put an end to the antifascist spirit of
1945, as anticommunism eclipsed the struggle
against the former champions of anti-bolshevism.
Amnesty laws were promulgated in 1948 and
1953, while 1949 saw the resurgence of the VdU,
made up of former Nazis who rejected an indepen-
dent Austria. In 1955 the VdU was re-formed as
the Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs, or FPÖ.

On the international stage, Austria’s leaders
managed to ensure the country’s independence by
taking advantage of events such as the Soviet-
Yugoslav split, the death of Joseph Stalin in 1953,
and the end of the Korean War. With the 1955
State Treaty and a constitutional law by which
Austria declared itself neutral in perpetuity, the
country took its place among other nations.
Occupation forces withdrew and Austria joined
the United Nations (UN), the Council of Europe
(COE), and the European Free Trade Association
(EFTA). Neutrality, adopted as a condition of
Soviet withdrawal, did not stop the country from
joining the Western camp in the Cold War. The
date on which the Soviets withdrew and neutrality
was legally adopted, 26 October, became a national
holiday.

The decade that began in 1950 was notable for
the remarkable economic recovery known as
‘‘Raab-Kamitz-Kurs’’ (after Chancellor Julius
Raab and his finance minister, Reinhard Kamitz).
The government reduced expenses, established a
new fiscal system, increased industrial capacity and
production, and institutionalized the social part-
nership (Sozialpartnerschaft). Repercussions from
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these reforms and the repositioning of Europe on
the world stage after formation of the European
Economic Communities (EEC), which rendered
the ÖVP more pro-European than the SPÖ, made
coalition governments ever more inadequate, how-
ever. In 1966, the ÖVP obtained an absolute
majority and decided to set up a populist adminis-
tration. Reemphasizing the distinction between the
party in power and the opposition, it launched
reforms in radio broadcasting, university educa-
tion, and social security for private-sector workers.
Strategic errors, however, together with a wave of
dissatisfaction—such as the scandals of Fried-
ensreich Hundertwasser or the group Wirklichkeiten
(Realities) in the arts—paralyzed the administration,
allowing the SPÖ to achieve an absolute majority for
the first time in 1970.

Over the next thirteen years, Chancellor Bruno
Kreisky presided over a vast and historic reform
movement that included liberalization of the
media, a family policy (including the legalization
of abortion), an education system that supported
low-income children, and the abandonment of the
nuclear power program. Thanks to an ‘‘Austro-
Keynesian’’ budgetary policy, he succeeded in
reducing unemployment to the range of 1.6–2.5
percent. Vienna also became the United Nations’
third headquarters. The chancellor dispatched
Austrian UN troops to Cyprus and the Middle
East and in 1972 signed the first free trade agree-
ment with the EEC.

The Socialist Fred Sinowatz, Kreisky’s succes-
sor, set up a limited coalition with the FPÖ to keep
the ÖVP from returning to power. It soon had to
confront a difficult economic situation, with
mounting government debt and growing unem-
ployment as well as political-financial scandals
and, finally, the Waldheim affair. After ten years as
secretary-general of the United Nations, Kurt
Waldheim ran for president of the Republic in
1986. Confronted with documents that implicated
his wartime collaboration as a staff lieutenant in the
Wehrmacht, against the partisans in the Balkans,
Waldheim replied that he had only done his duty.
But defense of one’s nation regardless of the poli-
tical system in place was no longer acceptable to
many Austrians. Waldheim was nevertheless elected
president on 8 June. The next day Sinowatz relin-
quished his post to Franz Vranitsky (SPÖ), who for

the next ten years remained chancellor of a coali-
tion with the ÖVP. Environmentalists from the
Green Party were elected to seats in parliament.
On the international scene, Austria found itself
increasingly isolated, and in this context Vranitsky
officially acknowledged Austria’s participation in
the crimes perpetrated by Nazi Germany. But only
in 1995 was a fund established for victims; in 2000
Austria signed an agreement by which it would
compensate its former forced laborers.

The end of the Cold War opened the way for
integration with other European states. On 1
January 1995 Austria became the thirteenth mem-
ber of the European Union, and in 2002 it adopted
the euro as its monetary currency. Austria also
closely watched discussions about expanding
NATO, but membership would call into question
its identity as a neutral power and further weaken
the Proporzsystem, already undermined by massive
privatization. Meanwhile, the fall of the Berlin Wall
in 1989 placed Austria at the heart of a newly
unified Europe, in which common values were to
replace ethnic affiliation as the basis for one’s iden-
tity, putting an end to the traditional conception of
the Austrian nation.

A new domestic policy was slow in coming. As a
result, the electorate mobilized in favor of the FPÖ,
the opposition party that from 1986 on was headed
by Jörg Haider. Attracting a growing number of
voters with antiestablishment and xenophobic
speeches, Haider also revived the theme of the
country as victim, proposing that, while some
Austrians ought to be held responsible for Nazi
crimes, others should be compensated as victims of
the Allied occupation. In 1999 the FPÖ placed
second in the elections, behind the SPÖ. When
Wolfgang Schlüssel (ÖVP) established a coalition
government with Haider’s FPÖ, the European
Union decided on a policy to isolate Austria tem-
porarily. As a political strategy, Haider stepped
down from the government and ended the coali-
tion. He suffered a major defeat in the 2002 elec-
tions and the ÖVP returned to the top spot. This
array of forces led Schlüssel to create a second coali-
tion with the FPÖ on 28 February 2003, under the
control of President Heinz Fischer (SPÖ, 2004).

In the long run, Austria’s political culture
evolved toward a European political model: more
voters abstained from national elections; fewer
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people joined the various interest groups; the
Lagermentalität (camp mentality) came to an end
as the electorate became more independent in its
voting habits; a consociational democracy replaced
more adversarial politics; and the role of parliament
underwent a reevaluation.

See also Denazification; Dolfuss, Engelbert; Germany;
Haider, Jörg; Munich Agreement; Reconstruction;
Salzburg Festival; Seyss-Inquart, Arthur;
Sudetenland; Waldheim, Kurt.
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FABIEN THÉOFILAKIS

n

AUTOMOBILES. ‘‘From 1885 to 1895, men
struggled to make the car go,’’ writes Laurence
Pomeroy in the 1956 book From Veteran to
Vintage. ‘‘From 1896 to 1905 they contrived to
make it go properly. Between 1906 and 1915 they
succeeded in making it go beautifully’’ (Karslake and
Pomeroy, p. 3).

THE EARLY YEARS

On the eve of the First World War, the products
of the European motor industry had reached a level
of mechanical development that would have
seemed unthinkable just ten years earlier. ‘‘Time
was when it was the exception rather than the rule
to get home, even on a 20-mile run, without
having to do something to the car,’’ commented

Henry Sturmey, who had been a key figure both in
the birth in 1896 of the British motor industry
and editor in 1895 of the country’s first motoring
magazine, The Autocar. ‘‘Today, we have vehicles
that will take us ‘there and back again’ with a
certainty and a celerity that can be equaled by no
other form of conveyance’’ (The Motor, 4 April
1911).

But though the design of the motor car had
progressed to a point where reliability could—
almost—be taken for granted and the basic mechan-
ical layout had been standardized to such an extent
that beneath the skin there would be little discern-
ible change between a popular car of 1914 and its
1939 counterpart, manufacturing methods were
still by and large a question of assembling cars on
the spot with the components being transported
manually from other parts of the factory or delivered
by outside suppliers. Labor-intensive hand fitting of
those components was a virtual given.

The turning point came in 1914, when the
Ford factory that had opened in the United
Kingdom at Trafford Park in Manchester in
October 1911—the first Ford plant to be estab-
lished outside North America—installed Europe’s
first moving assembly line a matter of months after
the production chains had started rolling in the
company’s Highland Park, Michigan, factory. At
the time, it was perhaps the most dramatic example
of technology transfer from the New World to the
Old—Ford inaugurated plant tours so that the
public could watch this industrial marvel in action,
turning out anything up to twenty-one cars an
hour from standardized parts that needed no hand
fitting. Yet, this production model was virtually
ignored by the rest of the automobile industry,
which was still reliant on an abundance of cheap
skilled labor.

Nowhere was this truer than in France, the
dominant nation in Europe’s automotive sector; sur-
prisingly, the British Ford plant, with just 1,500
workers, almost immediately overtook France’s lead-
ing manufacturer, Renault, where some 4,000 work-
ers built 5,500 cars annually, in terms of output.
Output in 1912, the first full year of production,
was 3,081 Model Ts and passed 6,100 in 1913.

Despite the outbreak of war in August, in 1914
Ford produced 8,300 cars, outselling the com-
bined total of Britain’s next five biggest marques,
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and the assembly lines operated throughout the
hostilities, providing 30,000 Model T troop car-
riers, water carriers, ambulances, and munitions
wagons to the Allied forces. Nimble-footed as a
goat, simple to drive and maintain, the Model T
was an ideal military vehicle; Lawrence of Arabia
(T. E. Lawrence; 1888–1935) declared that the
Model T and the Rolls-Royce Silver Ghost—many
of which had cast off the patrician coachwork of
peacetime in favor of armored carapaces—were the
only two cars suitable for desert warfare.

The Model T also ushered in the concept of a
global automobile industry: from 1913, Fords were
also being assembled in a little plant in Bordeaux,
France, and an office had been set up in Paris to
coordinate European sales, with its American man-
ager being paid the colossal salary of 24,000 dollars
annually.

IMPACT OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR

Despite the stalemate of the trenches, the First
World War was the first motorized war. The inter-
nal combustion engine provided power for every-
thing from trench electricity generators to dispatch
riders’ machines and made possible two major new
weapons that changed the nature of warfare—
flying machines and tanks.

Moreover, the exposure of a generation of
young men, previously unused to motoring, to the
cars and motorcycles used for military purposes,
fueled an immediate postwar demand for motor
vehicles and the creation of companies to meet that
demand. In Britain, forty new makes of cars came on
the market in 1919–1920, and another forty-six
appeared between 1921 and 1925. However, the
inevitable slump that hit the market in 1922 saw
more than eighty motor manufacturers go out of
business during the same period. For the most part,
these were small firms that attempted to break into
the popular car market, most notably Clyno of
Wolverhampton, which reached third spot in the
industry before crashing spectacularly in 1929.
Paradoxically, it was specialist sports-car makers like
Aston-Martin and Bentley, though perennially short
of cash, that survived, thanks to backing from
moneyed enthusiasts. In the late 1920s and early
1930s the brothers William Edward ‘‘Billy’’ Rootes
and Reginald Rootes snapped up the failed
Humber, Hillman, Singer, Sunbeam, and Talbot

companies to make their Rootes Group a major
player in the motor industry.

Though they had lost their lead to Ford, some
French motor manufacturers also came out of the
war well: in 1918 Renault had 22,500 workers and
built 14,500 vehicles, Hispano-Suiza employed the
technological lessons it had learned in building
aircraft engines in the design of luxury cars, and
Louis Delage, ever the opportunist, used a military
contract to supply staff cars as the testbed for his
postwar model. But the only one to follow the
Taylorite (efficiency) principles of Fordism was
André-Gustave Citroën, who launched his own
marque in 1919, mass-producing a single model in
his former munitions factory on the Quai du Javel,
Paris.

In 1920 the French government, anxious to
stimulate a market hindered by high taxes, created
a reduced-rate ‘‘cyclecar’’ tax for two-seated
vehicles weighing under 350 kilograms, but the
concession was short-lived. France at that time
had an estimated 350 manufacturers: only a hand-
ful would make it through the decade.

Britain, having erected a tariff wall of 33.3
percent in 1915 with the McKenna Duties to
discourage the imported American cars that had
gained a foothold while domestic production was
suspended during the First World War, sought to
tackle what it saw as the enemy within with the
introduction of a one pound per horsepower tax in
its 1920 Finance Act, which charged the large-
engined but very cheap Model T Ford—still
regarded as ‘‘foreign’’ even though it was British-
built—the same rate as a costly 3-liter Bentley. The
result was that Ford quickly lost its market lead in
favor of the indigenous Morris marque, established
in 1912 in Cowley near Oxford, away from the
motor industry’s traditional Midlands location but
in an agricultural area with abundant cheap labor.
Curiously, Morris—who overtook Ford as market
leader in 1924—did not introduce a moving
assembly line until 1934.

Another successful rival for the Model T—on
price, at least—was the diminutive Austin Seven.
Against the advice of his board, Sir Herbert Austin
(1866–1941) introduced the car in 1922 as a rival
for the then-popular motorcycle combination. At
the time, Austin’s American-style one-model
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program had stalled, and a plea to Henry Ford to

buy his company had fallen on deaf ears.

Ford had other plans for Europe; in 1917 the

company had begun work on the first purpose-

built Ford factory in the Old World—a tractor

plant at Cork in Ireland—signaling the start of a

relentless program of installing assembly plants in

every major European market, but offering the

same product—Ford’s Model T ‘‘universal car’’—

regardless of market conditions or fiscal regimes.

General Motors (GM), however, only operated

very low-key assembly operations of its United

States products in Europe, gaining a stronger

toehold during the 1920s with the acquisition of

well-established but financially weak companies—

Vauxhall in England and Opel in Germany—which

enabled the corporation to introduce new models
more attuned to European tastes.

Production in Britain and France remained
roughly on a par in the 1920s, with Germany and
Italy trailing a long way behind. For some years
after the war, there was a ban in many countries on
buying German-built cars; this, coupled with
raging inflation, meant that the German industry
remained in a generally backward state. The main
development was the amalgamation in 1926 of
Germany’s two oldest companies to form
Daimler-Benz—its vehicles were sold under the
Mercedes-Benz name. In Italy a plethora of small
manufacturers gave way before the relentless march
of Fiat of Turin, whose ambitious founder,
Giovanni Agnelli (1866–1945), had hitched his
wagon to the rising star of Fascist leader Benito

A 1924 Bentley automobile. Due in part to taxes resulting from the 1920 Finance Act in Britain, the three-liter Bentley

eclipsed the Ford Model T as the market leader in Europe. ªCHRIS TAYLOR; CORDAIY PHOTO LIBRARY LTD./CORBIS
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Mussolini (1883–1945). This enabled him to
suppress potential rivals, most particularly Ford
Italiana, whose factory, opened in 1922 in a
Trieste warehouse, had quickly secured 75 percent
of a market covering thirty-six countries on three
continents. When in 1929 Ford sought to expand
by taking over Isotta Fraschini of Milan, Agnelli
protested to Mussolini, and Ford’s Italian venture
was stifled.

Before World War I Belgium and Holland had
both had small national motor industries mostly
serving national needs, but these faded away in
the 1920s as imported models encouraged by lib-
eral tax regimes took over their markets.

THE GREAT DEPRESSION

The European industry took on a new complexion
when the manager of Ford’s British organization
(hereinafter Ford-Britain), Percival Perry, met
Henry Ford in Detroit to formulate the ‘‘1928
Plan,’’ in which a new Ford Motor Company
Limited was incorporated to take over and operate
the European assembly plants previously controlled
from the United States. Work began in 1929 on a
new ‘‘Detroit of Europe’’ factory at Dagenham in
Essex, which would be the center of manufacture
for Europe, serving assembly plants in Manchester,
Cork, Paris, Berlin (replaced by Cologne), Antwerp,
Barcelona, Copenhagen, Trieste, Stockholm,
Helsinki, Rotterdam, and Constantinople. But the
plan was thrown into disarray as depression gripped
Europe in the wake of the 1929 Wall Street crash
and it was never fully implemented, as France and
Germany implemented laws demanding high local
content levels.

Moreover, Dagenham itself was threatened
with closure as Ford-Britain plunged deep into
debt, weighed down by the five-million-pound cost
of the new factory and by disastrous sales of the
British-built Model A, which plummeted to just
five cars in the last quarter of 1931. Henry Ford
himself took charge, and within five months a new
small Ford with a 933cc 8-hp engine designed
specifically for Europe was developed. It proved
an immediate success and gave Ford 19 percent of
the British market, lifting the onetime market
leader to third place behind Morris and Austin.

While in 1934 Britain and France had roughly
the same number of vehicles—about 1.87 million—

in use, by the end of 1938 Britain had moved well
ahead with an increase in the vehicle park of
670,000, almost 300,000 more than France. And
while in 1929 France had been the second largest
producer in the world, eight years later output had
declined by almost 20 percent. British production
had more than doubled over the same period. Just
as telling was the decline in French exports: in 1924
French companies had represented some 25 percent
of world vehicle exports, a figure that plunged to 5
percent by 1937.

After the Nazis came to power in 1933, the
moribund German industry was revitalized as a
showcase for German technology and as a tool to
obtain foreign currency through the medium of
export sales. Thus, production rose from 92,200
cars in 1933 to 270,000 in 1938. Of the twenty-
one companies engaged in vehicle production that
year, Opel was Germany’s biggest manufacturer
with about 40 percent of the car market and 30
percent of light commercials, with Auto-Union in
second place with 25 percent, and Ford (herein-
after Ford-Germany) and Daimler-Benz each with
10 percent. The rise in car production was accom-
panied by the building of a nationwide network of
high-speed motor roads, the so-called autobahns.
Despite much anticipation and a saving-stamp
scheme for prospective customers that would alleg-
edly secure delivery, few examples of the much-
vaunted Volkswagen ‘‘Peoples’ Car’’ were seen
before the outbreak of war in 1939.

WORLD WAR II AND AFTER

While the German industry had been heavily
involved in the buildup to war, British companies
had erected so-called shadow factories, which
could be switched to war matériel production
should hostilities break out. And when war was
declared, British companies played a vital role.
Austin built airplanes, Vauxhall built tanks, and
Rolls-Royce built the Merlin aircraft engines that
powered the aircraft that won the Battle of Britain
in 1940. The following year Ford-Britain opened a
new factory near Manchester that built a further
30,000 Rolls-Royce Merlins to the most exacting
standards. Ford also supplied 250,000 V8 engines
for fighting vehicles, over 13,000 Bren Gun car-
riers, and large numbers of trucks. However, the
Labour government elected in 1945 placed great
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restrictions on motoring and the motor industry.
Apart from strict material rationing, manufacturers
were given an export target of 50 percent of pro-
duction—and many of its vehicles were ill suited to
overseas conditions, earning a reputation for
unreliability that would persist for many years. In
contrast to its British cousin, Ford-Germany built
only some 15,000 trucks annually for the German
war machine; some were also assembled in Ford’s
plants in occupied Europe, but these were subject
to ingenious sabotage by disaffected workers.

The German occupation of France devastated
the French auto industry. The Germans removed
much of its machine tools, and bombing seriously
damaged the remaining factories. After the
Liberation in 1944, Louis Renault, accused of hav-
ing collaborated with the Germans, died myster-
iously in prison, and his company was nationalized.
The industry recovered slowly: output in 1946 was
less than one-sixth of the 1938 level and did not
pass it until 1949. A degree of rationalization took
place under the Monnet Plan of 1947, but the
industry fell far short of its targets. The head of
the National Planning Council, Jean Monnet had
proposed production of 396,800 vehicles in 1947;
actual production was 137,400.

Badly affected by Allied bombing, the German
industry had few plants capable of resuming
production after the Nazi surrender and the divi-
sion of Occupied Germany. The Bayerische
Motoren Werke (BMW) plant at Eisenach in the
Russian zone became Eisenacher Motoren Werke
(EMW) and was for a while a flagship factory for
the Soviets. Of the Daimler-Benz factories, only
the Gaggenau truck plant in the French zone was
operable, and the badly damaged Volkswagen fac-
tory in the British zone only restarted manufacture
thanks to the efforts of British Army officer Ivan
Hirst. It recovered to such an extent that when
Henry Ford II (1917–1987) visited Europe in
1948 he expressed an interest in taking over the
business, only to find that its complex ownership
made this infeasible. He was unsuccessful, too, in
recruiting Volkswagen chief executive Heinz
Nordhoff to head Ford’s German operations.

Indeed, Ford was to make unsuccessful over-
tures to most major European motor manufac-
turers in the years ahead. A proposed merger with
Peugeot in 1948 came to nothing, while in the
short period between 1958 and 1964 Ford dallied

with Lancia, Fiat, Mercedes-Benz, Auto Union,
BMW, Berliet, the Rootes Group, Lotus, and
Ferrari, yet failed to consummate a single deal,
any one of which could have changed the face of
the European motor industry.

The Michelin tire company, which had owned
Citroën since 1934, sold the company to Peugeot
in 1975, and in 1978 Peugeot acquired Simca
(which had itself absorbed Ford’s French produc-
tion arm in 1954) and rebranded it as Talbot—an
ancient name with a convoluted history that was
also applied to the products of the former British
Chrysler that Peugeot had also acquired in the
1978 acquisition.

POSTWAR BOOM

Partnerships could prove dangerous: in 1952
Britain’s two leading companies, the Nuffield
Group and Austin, merged to create the British
Motor Corporation (BMC), with some 40 percent
of the market. The company prospered in the
booming 1950s and 1960s, but little was done to
reorganize the companies into a cohesive unit. Old
rivalries were rampant, and financial procedures
were inadequate—typically, management had no
idea of how much it cost to produce a car! A
downward slide in sales ensued.

In strict contrast was the postwar rise of Ford-
Britain, guided by the charismatic Sir Patrick
Hennessy, with its strict purchasing and costing
disciplines. The contrast between BMC and Ford
was never more clearly shown than when BMC
launched the advanced front-wheel-drive Mini in
1959; Ford bought one, dismantled it, and costed
every part, to find that BMC could not possibly be
selling the little car at a profit. But when Ford’s
managing director confronted his BMC counter-
part with a proposal that if the Mini’s price were
raised to an economic level, then Ford would make
a matching price increase on its new Anglia, he was
politely brushed off.

BMC’s off-the-cuff strategy fatally undermined
its profitability. In 1966 it merged with the luxury
brand Jaguar as British Motor Holdings, and two
years later BMH came together with the Leyland
Group—which had taken over the ailing Standard
Triumph company in 1961—to form British
Leyland (BL). In less than a decade BL—plagued
by an appalling strike record—was in desperate
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financial straits and turned to the government for

help. Vast sums of public money were pumped into

BL, in which the government’s National Enterprise

Board now had a 95 percent stake, to little avail.

In 1975 the American Chrysler Corporation,

which had taken over Rootes after Ford had turned

the company down, threatened to close the loss-

making company down unless the government

gave financial aid. The government gave in, to the

tune of 162.5 million pounds.

Perversely, in view of Henry Ford’s vision of

the ‘‘universal car,’’ Ford-Britain and Ford-

Germany had produced completely different mod-

els for the same market segments in the years after

the war and, indeed, regarded each other as their

main rival on the Continent, often with competing

dealerships on either side of the same street. It was
an insupportable position that ended in 1967,
when Henry Ford II set up Ford of Europe as a
blanket organization to coordinate development
and marketing programs of a single model range.
It took far longer for the rival General Motors
brands Opel and Vauxhall to coalesce into a single
European organization, although common mod-
els, differently badged depending on market, had
been produced since the mid-1970s.

A new factor in the European marketplace was
the arrival of Japanese imports in 1965. The
increasing popularity of these models eventually
led to the establishment of European production
plants, particularly in Britain, where by 2005
Japanese manufacturers were building over
800,000 cars a year.

The Dagenham automobile factory, Essex, England, 1937. Built in 1929, the plant was intended to serve as the

centerpiece of Henry Ford’s European operations. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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JOINT VENTURES AND COMMON MARKET

With the increasing liberalization of European trade
in the 1970s, transnational joint ventures brought a
new look to the motor industry. The Swedish com-
pany Volvo, which acquired the last native Dutch
manufacturer Van Doorne’s Automobiel Fabriek
(DAF) in 1975, joined forces with Peugeot and
Renault the same year in a new ‘‘Douvrin’’ V6
engine, which the three makers all fitted in their
luxury models.

This was a period of expansion despite a
fourfold increase in fuel prices following the
Arab-Israeli War of 1973. In 1974 Peugeot took
over a 30 percent share in Citroën (and took it
over completely in 1976); Volkswagen introduced
the front-wheel-drive Golf to succeed the
perennial Beetle; and Ford opened new plants in
Bordeaux (transmission) and Valencia (cars) as
part of a program that would see a new front-
wheel-drive ‘‘supermini,’’ the Fiesta, launched to
face off against cars like the Fiat 127 and give the
company a far stronger presence in southern
European markets.

When it became clear that the industry was mov-
ing into a state of overcapacity, ‘‘Project Oyster,’’ a
plan to open a new Ford car plant at Sines in
Portugal, was shelved in 1983. Instead, Ford began
a new round of merger and takeover talks. In 1985
‘‘Project Columbus,’’ a merger proposal with Fiat,
foundered at the last minute on the question of who
would hold overall control, while Ford bids to
acquire the failing Alfa Romeo and Rover (late
British Leyland) companies were scuppered by
high-level political machinations. Alfa Romeo was
acquired instead by Fiat, and BL went first to
British Aerospace and then to BMW. Moves to
acquire luxury and sports marques were more
successful. Ford acquired Aston Martin in 1987,
the recently privatized Jaguar company in 1989,
Volvo in 1999, and Land Rover in 2000, which
together formed the new Premier Automobile
Group.

Interestingly, Ford had to choose between
Jaguar and the Swedish company Saab and had
gone for the British marque largely on sentimental
grounds because its vice chairman William Clay
Ford had owned Jaguars since his college days.
General Motors picked up Saab (which had been
the Ford accountants’ favorite, but by 2005, when

Saab shared the common ‘‘Epsilon’’ chassis
platform with the Opel/Vauxhall Vectra, it looked
as though production of the mainstream Saabs
would be transferred from Sweden to the Opel
plant in Germany). Jaguar gave Ford much needed
class but proved a heavy drain on corporate funds.

That break with traditional national ties was
symptomatic of the rapidly changing fortunes of
the European industry. By the dawn of the new
millennium, the go-it-alone optimism of the
mid-1980s had given way to intercompany collab-
oration—most notably between Fiat and General
Motors—and the eastward shift of production to
countries like Poland and Hungary in the wake of
the fall of the Iron Curtain.

The family-car segment of the market weakened,
while the VW-Audi Group—which already owned
the Sociedad Española de Automóviles de Turismo
(SEAT), a Spanish company from which Fiat had
walked away in 1980—acquired the prestigious
British brand Bentley in a bidding war that saw its
rival BMW take over the Rolls-Royce name, and
bought the reborn but struggling Bugatti brand
to develop the world’s fastest road car as a showcase
for its engineering skills.

Long-established Western European plants
closed: in 2002 Ford ceased car manufacture at its
former flagship Dagenham factory. Only the
engine plant remained operative just twenty years
after a costly robotization program had trans-
formed production methods and manning levels.
And GM stopped making Vauxhall cars in Luton,
U.K., its headquarters since 1905. But the most
spectacular crash was that of Rover, which had
been sold to a management consortium for a nom-
inal ten pounds after BMW had failed to make it
profitable (though it retained the Mini brand and
its Cowley, Oxford, factory). In 2005 the Rover
plant at Longbridge (the old Austin factory,
opened in 1905) suspended production, unable
to pay its bills because its aging models had failed
to meet sales forecasts. Controversially, its assets
were acquired by a Chinese group, and some, if
not all, production seemed likely to be transferred
to Shanghai.

After 120 years since the first Benz car stut-
tered into life, the European motor industry
appears to be in a state of continuous change, with
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U.K. output, once the Continent’s biggest, down
to 18 percent of the British market, niche models
playing a growing role in sales, Asian brands taking
an ever-increasing share of sales, and the world’s
oldest marque, Mercedes-Benz, forced to revise its
future model plans in the face of falling profitabil-
ity. Past certainties have vanished, and customer
requirements have changed radically in an increas-
ingly complicated market. The motorcar now has
to offer more than mere transportation, and the
European industry is being forced to respond.

See also Agnelli, Giovanni; Fordism; Industrial
Capitalism; Renault; Taylorism; Volkswagen.
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DAVID BURGESS-WISE

n

AVANT-GARDE. Although the use of the
military term avant-garde goes back to medieval
times, and it started to be applied to vanguard art
long before the nineteenth century, consensus sets
the use of this label for those early-twentieth-
century art movements that combined artistic

innovation with political dissent. Avant-garde
artists were activists of progress, both artistic and
social.

Avant-garde movements were thriving in
metropolitan environments early in the twentieth
century, finding their exhibition and publication
venues as well as audiences in the midst of urban
populations.

The outbreak of World War I in the summer
of 1914 was a serious setback for artistic activities
in Europe. Italian futurists and German expression-
ists lost talented members to the war. Among the
many artist victims, the Italian futurist sculptor
Umberto Boccioni (1882–1916) and architect
Antonio Sant’Elia (1888–1916) and the German
expressionist painters August Macke (1887–1914)
and Franz Marc (1880–1916) died in the trenches,
while several artists suffered incurable nervous
exhaustion.

During and after World War I art got intensely
politicized. Artists felt responsible for the new
direction that history would take and acted as pub-
lic figures. One of the political concepts of the
post–World War I avant-gardes was pan-European
internationalism. Having learned the catastrophic
lesson of war between nations and witnessing the
birth of new nation-states after the falling apart of
the Habsburg Empire, artists considered the disso-
lution of national boundaries a token of progress.
Progress, a central tenet of modernism, was partic-
ularly embraced by the vehemently modernist
avant-garde groups, which set out to eliminate all
boundaries that had been imposed on artistic
expression by academic and bourgeois mentalities.
Dada was particularly radical in doing away with
everything that had been held sacred before the
war, challenging the art world by using garbage
and decomposing images and by politically provok-
ing viewers. The Bauhaus proposed the elimination
of boundaries between traditional genres and the
equal ranking of art and design. The constructivists
set out to redesign the entire society. The surreal-
ists sought to find and master the nuts and bolts of
the human psyche. The feverish activity of the
avant-gardes culminated in the early 1920s, when
general optimism and faith in a better future domi-
nated the art scene and the intellectual landscape
of Europe. As these expectations turned dim in
the late 1920s and Europe turned increasingly
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conservative, with a Fascist regime rising in Italy
and the Nazis gaining ground in Germany, the
gleaming images of a new international culture
turned out to be utopian.

With the Nazis lampooning and outlawing
modernist art in their notorious 1937 Degenerate
Art exhibition, the avant-gardes were charged with
even more profound political meaning. Abstraction
rose in the wake of World War II as the organic
continuation of antiwar humanism and intellectual
independence, often implying leftist political views.
Artists formed the group CoBrA in Copenhagen,
Brussels, and Amsterdam in 1948 and its offshoot,
the Imaginist Bauhaus, in 1954. American abstract
expressionism had a great impact on European art,
radicalizing the neo-new avant-garde views and
artistic practices.

The increasing wealth of Western societies
absorbed criticism, and in the 1950s and 1960s
the younger generation considered the avant-
gardes the institutionalized culture of the establish-
ment. The neo-avant-gardes emerged: Gruppe
Zero, which defied museums and all art institu-
tions, was launched in Germany in 1957, and the
Situationist International was founded the same
year in Italy. The international Fluxus movement
was launched by the Lithuanian American George
Maciunas in Wiesbaden in 1962. Fluxus denied the
art object, and with this iconoclastic attitude dis-
carded the entire concept of the art object. Pop art,
the introduction of mass culture and consumer
culture into the field of art, originated in England
in the late 1950s and rapidly conquered American
art, followed by strictly geometric minimalism,
which traced its roots back to 1920s constructiv-
ism, and, in the 1970s, by photo realism. The
development of the neo-avant-garde implied criti-
cism of both the classic avant-gardes and establish-
ment culture, accelerating the cycles of innovation
and obsolescence of the emerging new trends but
keeping the function of art as cultural criticism
alive.

ZURICH

In February 1916 the German writer Hugo Ball
(1886–1927) transformed the former Hollandische
Meierei Café in Zurich into the Cabaret Voltaire. He
wrote in his diary on April 14: ‘‘Our cabaret is a
gesture. Every word that is spoken and sung here

says at least this one thing: that this humiliating age
hasnot succeeded inwinningour respect’’ (Ball,p.61).
Expatriates from various European countries joined
him in staging radically nonsensical shows, sound-
poem recitals, and primitivist dances. This is where
Dada was launched in 1916. The origin of the name
is not clear. According to legend, it was obtained
from a dictionary by a blindfolded member of the
group. Leading personalities of the Dada movement
were the Alsatian poet, painter, and sculptor Hans
(Jean) Arp (1887–1966); his wife, the dancer and
marionette maker Sophie Taeuber Arp (1889–
1943); the German dancer and cabaret singer Emmy
Hennings (1885–1948); the German writer
Richard Huelsenbeck (1892–1974); the Romanian
painter and sculptor Marcel Janco (1895–1984); the
German painter Hans Richter (1888–1976); and the
Romanian poet Tristan Tzara (1896–1963), who
published the magazine Dada in Zurich between
1917 and 1920. In 1917 they were joined by the
Swedish painter and experimental filmmaker Viking
Eggeling (1880–1925), who was also a member of
the Radical Artists Group, set up by Richter in
Zurich in 1919.

The first Dada exhibition opened in January
1917 at the Galerie Corray, followed by an exhibi-
tion in March in the group’s new location, Galerie
Dada. The French painter Francis Picabia (1879–
1953) joined in 1919, publishing the Zurich num-
ber of his journal 391.

A key document of the group, among many to
follow, was Tzara’s 1918 ‘‘Dada Manifesto,’’ where
he stated that ‘‘Dada does not mean anything.’’
The Dada group protested against the ongoing
war with activities pointedly refusing to make sense
in order to express their contempt for rational,
high-brow Western culture, which had not been
capable of helping to avoid the war.

After the Zurich years, which ended in the wake
of World War I, Dada was dispersed all over the globe,
from Zurich to Paris, Berlin, Cologne, Hanover,
Vienna, Budapest, Prague, Warsaw, Poznan, Lviv,
Sofia, New York, Tokyo, and other urban centers.

BERLIN

The city of Berlin, officially Greater Berlin after
1920, had 3.8 million inhabitants. After the col-
lapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918 and
the defeat of the Hungarian Soviet Republic in the
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summer of 1919, many German-speaking eastern
European emigrants set up shop in the accommo-
dating and wildly eventful city. Berlin was crammed
with theaters, cabarets, publishers, movies, exhibi-
tions, and cafés, was home to a variety of art move-
ments, and was vibrant with ongoing debates.

In the wake of the war’s end in November
1918, which brought the abdication of Emperor
William II, the declaration of the Weimar
Republic, the organization of right-wing paramili-
tary troops, and the formation of the German
Communist Party, almost all progressive artists liv-
ing in Germany joined forces in two major societies:
the Novembergruppe (November Group) and the
Arbeitsrat für Kunst (Work Council of the Arts).
Many artists and intellectuals were members of
both. The choice of name in both cases reflects
the progressive, politically leftist direction of these
groups (council being the equivalent of the Russian
word soviet).

Berlin emerged as the new cultural capital of
Europe. The tremendous energy of artists and intel-
lectuals, fueled by the opportunity to found a new
republic, was contagious: artists, writers, and think-
ers flocked to Berlin from central Europe, Russia,
Holland, Sweden, and other parts of the world.

The passionately critical and rebellious expres-
sionists, who were radicalized during the war and
represented a strong antiwar stance in many venues,
including the periodicals Der Sturm (Storm), Die
Aktion (Action), and Der Gegner (The opponent),
as well as in their art, were invigorated after the war.
Although lambasted by the establishment, expres-
sionism gained currency and emerged by 1918 as
Germany’s national modern style. It was, along with
Dada, the dominant progressive art current in
Germany until international constructivism’s geo-
metric abstraction and collectivist ethos occupied
center stage in 1922.

The headquarters of expressionist art was
Herwarth Walden’s Der Sturm gallery, which gave
visibility to an international group of artists and was
instrumental in turning Berlin into a cosmopolitan
art center. The Russian painters Ivan Puni (1892–
1956) and Wassily Kandinsky (1866–1944), the
Romanian painters Arthur Segal (1875–1944) and
Max Hermann Maxy (1895–1971), the Czech
sculptor and painter Otakar Kubin (1883–1969),
the Polish sculptor Teresa Zarnower (1895–1950),

the Ukrainian sculptor Alexander Archipenko
(1887–1964), the Hungarian artists Sándor
Bortnyik (1893–1976), László Péri (1899–1967),
and László Moholy-Nagy (1895–1946), and the
Swiss painters Johannes Itten (1888–1967) and
Paul Klee (1879–1940) showed their avant-garde
works here along with German artists, which
greatly contributed to the wide scope and interna-
tional vibrancy of the Berlin art life. Progressive
artists who set up shop in Berlin regularly gathered
in the studios of the German painters Gert Caden
(1891–1990) or Erich Buchholz (1891–1972) to
discuss art and politics, and visited or participated
in the Bauhaus, a factory of ideas as well as modern
design, operating in Weimar (1919–1925), Dessau
(1926–1932), and, during its last year, in Berlin
(1932–1933). The Bauhaus was a magnet for the
young and progressive artists and designers and had a
great impact on the Berlin art discourse. Founded
and directed by the architect Walter Gropius (1883–
1969), its international faculty included Johannes
Itten, Paul Klee, Wassily Kandinsky, László Moholy-
Nagy, the German American painter Lyonel
Feininger (1871–1956), and the German painter
Oskar Schlemmer (1888–1943); but its student body
was also packed with future designers and artists.

In 1917, coincidentally with the first Dada exhi-
bition in Zurich, the leftist publishing house Malik
Verlag was opened in Berlin by Wieland Herzfelde
(1896–1988) and his brother Helmut, who angli-
cized his name as John Heartfield (1891–1968) in
an antiwar and antipatriotic gesture, as did the paint-
er Georg Gross (1893–1959), who changed the
spelling of his first name to George Grosz.

In January 1918 the periodical Club Dada was
founded by Huelsenbeck, Raoul Hausmann (1886–
1971), also known as Dadasopher, and the expres-
sionist writer Franz Jung (1888–1963), who was
also active in the circles of the leftist antiwar journal
Die Aktion. Jung’s own periodical Die freie Strasse
(Free road), which he published between 1915 and
1918, was an important inspiration for Berlin Dada.

While Zurich Dada was mostly literary and
theatrical, Berlin Dada was a highly politicized
left-wing art movement led by Hausmann, Hanna
Höch (1889–1978), and Johannes Baader (1875–
1955), alias Oberdada. Walter Mehring (1896–
1981), also known as Pipidada, founded the radical
left-wing journal Political Cabaret in 1920.
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In June 1920 the Dada exhibition titled The

First International Dada Fair opened in the gallery

of Dr. Otto Burchard, who sponsored the show and

got the name Finanzdada for it. Organized by

George Grosz (the Propaganda Marshall), Raoul

Hausmann, Johannes Baader, and John Heartfield

(Dadamonteur), it was an international exhibition

featuring 174 works, including photomontages,

collages, effigies, posters, and objects, densely lining

the walls. An effigy, The Prussian Archangel, made

by Rudolf Schlichter (Dadameisterkoch; 1890–

1955) and John Heartfield, hung from the ceiling.

A slogan of the show was ‘‘Art is dead, long live the

new machine art of Tatlin!’’ voicing the intense

interest of Berlin artists in the Russian avant-garde,

which was manifest also in Hausmann’s exhibited

collage Tatlin at Home.

A wave of émigrés left Russia after the 1917

Bolshevik Revolution. Berlin’s Russian population

reached a hundred thousand by the end of the war.

More than a dozen daily newspapers were pub-
lished in Russian, and the city’s Charlottenburg
district was dubbed Charlottengrad.

The first authentic information about the new
Russian art originated from the journalist Konstantin
Umansky, who traveled from Russia to Berlin, where
he became the correspondent of the Soviet news
agency TASS in 1920. In January 1920 he published
a series of articles on new Russian art in the Munich
journal Der Ararat and later that year published his
book Neue Kunst in Russland, 1914–1919 (New art
in Russia, 1914–1919). In November he gave a
slide-illustrated talk in Vienna for the Hungarian
exile avant-garde circle Ma, members of which were
in regular contact with their compatriots living in
Berlin.

After the end of the civil war in Soviet Russia in
1922, the Soviet ministry of culture adopted a new
strategy to cultivate official cultural relations with
Germany. In addition to Russian émigré artists like
Ivan Puni and the sculptor Naum Gabo (1890–
1977), who were active in Berlin in the years 1920–
1923 and 1922–1932, respectively, El Lissitzky
(1890–1941) arrived from Moscow late in 1921,
presumably as a cultural ambassador, to establish
personal contacts with Berlin artists. He brought
news about the First Working Group of
Constructivists, formed in Moscow in March 1921,
and constructivism soon became the buzzword in
the German capital’s modernist art world.

Lissitzky, together with the Russian writer Ilya
Ehrenburg (1891–1967), published the trilingual
periodical Veshch, Gegendstand, Objet (Object) in
1922, which had two issues altogether but was
influential nevertheless. The journal’s program was
to familiarize Berlin artists with the latest develop-
ments in the Russian-Soviet avant-garde and inform
Soviet artists of the latest in Western art. Its title
referred to the Russian constructivists’ concept of
the irrelevance of painting and their idea that
objects, not pictures, were what should be created.

The actual encounter with Russian art happened
in the fall of 1922, when the Erste Russische
Kunstausstellung (First Russian Art Exhibition), a
joint Soviet-German undertaking, opened in the
Galerie van Diemen and presented the works of the
Russian avant-garde—suprematists, constructivists,
productivists—for the first time in the West.

Cover of Die Kunstismus (The Isms of Art), 1925,

designed by El Lissitzky. Compiled by El Lissitzky and Hans

Arp, this anthology served as a manifesto of avant-garde art

of the period. PRIVATE COLLECTION/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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Although many critical reviews expressed disappoint-

ment because of the great proportion of traditional

(impressionist and postimpressionist) artworks, this

show was the breakthrough of the young Soviet-

Russian art in Berlin. The exhibition traveled to

Amsterdam early in 1923. An important forum for

what started to be called international constructivism

was the journal G: Zeitschrift für elementare
Gestaltung (G: Journal for elementary design), edit-

ed by Hans Richter and El Lissitzky in 1923–1924.

PARIS

Still a central scene of the arts, Paris continued to

play a very important role in the unfolding of new

art and remained the city where artists made pil-

grimage. Paris Dada, with more of a penchant for

the absurd than politically leftist Berlin Dada,

morphed into surrealism by the early 1920s.

The French writers Louis Aragon (1897–1982)

and André Breton (1896–1966) contributed to

Tristan Tzara’s Dada journal, published in Zurich.

In turn, Tzara contributed the Paris journal

Littéraire, edited by Breton and Aragon. Picabia,

having visited New York and cooperated with

Alfred Stieglitz and his 291 Gallery there, started to

publish the mostly dadaist 391 magazine in 1917.

Paris Dada was mainly literary, featuring mani-

festos, theater events, short-lived periodicals, and

demonstrations. The artists of the movement in

Paris—the German painter Max Ernst (1891–

1976), Arp, and Picabia—were not in the forefront

of these events. Paris Dada split into two factions,

headed by Tzara and Breton, and it expired in the

congress convoked in 1922. Before the split Breton,

Tzara, Picabia, and Marcel Duchamp (1887–1968)

regarded Dada as the boldest, most anarchic, and

most provocative direction in the arts. Together

they published an issue of Bulletin Dada in 1920,

but by 1922 had Breton turned against Dada, claim-

ing that it had become conformist. He disrupted the

Dada congress in Paris, and to break new ground he

explored ‘‘automatic writing,’’ which artists adopted

as ‘‘automatic drawing,’’ doodling without con-

scious intention. By 1924 Breton’s group, joined

by the poets Paul Éluard (1895–1952), Jean

Cocteau (1889–1963), and Ezra Pound (1885–

1972), adopted the name surrealism. The term was

first used by Guillaume Apollinaire (1880–1918) in

1917, in reference to his own drama Les mamelles de
Tirésias (The breasts of Tirésias).

The first surrealist group exhibition opened in

the Galerie Pierre in 1925. Participants included

Arp, Giorgio De Chirico (1888–1978), Ernst,

Paul Klee (1879–1940), Man Ray (1890–1976),

André Masson (1896–1987), Joan Miró (1893–

1983), and Pablo Picasso (1881–1973). In 1927

the Surrealist Gallery was opened, where Yves

Tanguy (1900–1955), Duchamp, and Picabia also

exhibited. The Belgian painter René Magritte

(1898–1967) and the Spanish painter Salvador

Dalı́ (1904–1989) soon joined the group.

The ideas of the surrealists were most clearly

articulated by Breton, who thoroughly studied

Freud’s teachings. He hoped to open up new fields

by a new kind of imagery drawn from the subcon-

scious, which was manifested in dreams or by asso-

ciations. He published the first ‘‘Manifesto of

Le violon d’Ingres. This mixed-media work by Man Ray

demonstrates avant-garde experimentalism in both subject

and medium. ART RESOURCE, NY. ª2000 MAN RAY TRUST/ARTISTS

RIGHTS SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK/ADAGP, PARIS.
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Surrealism’’ in 1924, the ‘‘Second Manifesto of
Surrealism’’ in 1930, and the ‘‘Political Position
of Surrealism’’ in 1935. Surrealism inherited
Dada’s revolt against the establishment and its cul-
ture. In the first ‘‘Manifesto’’ Breton declared that
‘‘Surrealism, such as I conceive of it, asserts our
complete non-conformism. . . . Surrealism is the
‘invisible ray’ which will one day enable us to win
out over our opponents’’ (Breton, p. 47). He pro-
nounced his conviction that by exploiting the vast
reservoir of the unconscious, surrealism, ‘‘as a
method of creating a collective myth with the much
more general movement involving the liberation of
man’’ (Breton, p. 210), could transcend all pre-
vious forms of thought and expression.

Surrealists created cinematic works as well. The
first surrealist film was the 1928 collaboration
between Dalı́ and the Spanish film director Luis
Buñuel (1900–1983), Un chien andalou (An
Andalusian dog).

A current of clean forms, purism unfolded
parallel with surrealism. The Swiss-born architect
Charles-Édouard Jeanneret, known as Le Corbusier
(1887–1965), and the French painter Amédée
Ozenfant (1886–1966) initiated the movement with
the publication of their manifesto After Cubism in
1918, going on to publish the journal Esprit nouveau
(New spirit) from 1918 to 1925. Their friend
Fernand Léger (1881–1955) cooperated with them.
They celebrated modern machines and new technol-
ogies, combining the new possibilites they offered
with pure classic forms, rejecting Dada and surreal-
ism: ‘‘Purism fears the bizarre and the ‘original,’’’ as
they put it in After Cubism.

AMSTERDAM

A will to radical innovation and the reinvention of
the visual arts pervaded the artistic and theoretical
output of the De Stijl (The Style) group, founded
in Amsterdam in 1917. The painters Piet Mondrian
(1872–1944), Theo van Doesburg (1883–1931),
Vilmos Huszar (1884–1960), and Bart van der
Leck (1876–1958), the Belgian sculptor George
Vantongerloo (1886–1965), and a group of archi-
tects including Cornelis van Eesteren (1897–1988)
and Johannes Jacobus Pieter Oud (1890–1963)
embraced the program of neoplasticism, new archi-
tecture, and new design based on total abstraction.
The architect and designer Gerrit Rietveld (1888–

1964), who would build the emblematic Schröder
House in 1924, joined in 1918.

The De Stijl philosophy was purely spiritual
and radical at the same time. The straight line, pure
mathematical relations, and the reduction of the
palette to the three primary colors and the three
‘‘non-colors’’ (black, white, and gray) served the
attainment of spirituality and harmony. Mimesis
and representation were unacceptable. Emotional
expression in painting was incompatible with lucid-
ity and spirituality. De Stijl’s interior design con-
sidered a room as a six-sided box, the ceiling and
floor of which play as important a part in the overall
design as the walls and furniture. To achieve the
ideal of ‘‘spiritual living,’’ squares or rectangles
running across corners were often painted in a
color that differed from that of the wall, overwrit-
ing the architectural structure.

De Stijl architecture, which was part of the
modernist trend labeled ‘‘international style’’ by
the American architect Philip Johnson, was the ear-
liest effort to simplify the living space, painting it
white and light tones of gray with occasional high-
lights of one or another of the primary colors,
using built-ins and clear outlines to offer the inhab-
itants an easier, liberated, and rational lifestyle.

Van Doesburg published the trilingual (Dutch,
German, French) journal De Stijl between 1917 and
1931, which soon became one of the most impor-
tant venues of the international avant-garde, recruit-
ing authors from all over Europe. Van Doesburg
himself was a personal link between the Bauhaus,
De Stijl, the Russian avant-garde, international con-
structivists, and Dada. He secretly doubled as the
Dada poet I. K. Bonset and as the editor and pub-
lisher Aldo Camini, putting out the short-lived
avant-garde journal Mecano in 1922–1923.

In Amsterdam, as in Berlin and Paris, modern
architecture was a contested field of the avant-
garde. In 1918 the architect Hendricus Theodorus
Wijdeveld (1885–1987) launched Wendingen, a
periodical of modern architecture, art, and design
that ran until 1931, for which El Lissitzky designed
a cover (November 1922 issue).

The anarchist and essayist Arthur Lehning
(1899–2000) edited and published a little maga-
zine titled Internationale revue i 10 between 1927
and 1929 with the intention to integrate art,
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sciences, philosophy, and sociology into the politi-
cal reality of the society. Moholy-Nagy did the
typography and layout, and among the contribu-
tors were Lehning’s friends Walter Benjamin and
Ernst Bloch, along with Arp, Kurt Schwitters
(1887–1948), Wassily Kandinsky, Moholy-Nagy,
and others.

See also Arp, Jean; Bauhaus; Constructivism; Dada; De
Stijl; Expressionism; Futurism; Kandinsky, Wassily;
Le Corbusier; Lissitzky, El; Malevich, Kazimir;
Moholy-Nagy, László; Mondrian, Piet; Painting,
Avant-Garde; Surrealism.
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EVA FORGACS

n

AVIATION. As an instrument of war, focus of
mass culture, and incubator of technology, pow-
ered flight is a defining element of contemporary
Europe. Its rapid development was driven by the

unique military advantages of aircraft in terms of
power, performance, and versatility; its advances
required huge long-term investment, making the
industry heavily dependent on governments and
politics. But aviation also provided the early twen-
tieth century with some of its strongest metaphors
of progress, as the architect Le Corbusier acknowl-
edged, proclaiming the airplane ‘‘advance guard of
the conquering armies of the New Age,’’ capable of
arousing ‘‘our energies and our faith’’ (p. 10).

While the Wright brothers’ flights of 1903–
1905 were American triumphs, the heritage of
aviation was European. The word itself was created
in 1863 by the French writer Gabriel de la Landelle,
combining avis (Latin for bird) with action. The
hot-air balloon (1783), parachute (1797), and air-
ship (1852) all originated in France. The first man-
carrying glider, designed by the Englishman George
Cayley, flew in 1849. In 1877 the Italian Enrico
Forlanini successfully demonstrated a steam-engined
model helicopter. The German Otto Lilienthal
made almost twenty-five hundred glider flights,
crashing to death in 1896 as he was beginning to
experiment with powered aircraft. The Brazilian
Alberto Santos Dumont eventually made the first
powered flight in Europe on 23 October 1906.
Within three years, Louis Blériot would fly across
the English Channel.

The airplane exceeded two hundred kilometers
per hour in 1913, embodying the revolution of
speed and influencing art in its every form, from
the more sophisticated works to posters destined
for popular consumption. In turn, art created the
cultural codes of flight, defining enduring interpre-
tive categories. Airplanes were prominent features
of avant-garde movements. From 1909 onward,
the futurist movement announced its plan to
replace museums, women, and the past with speed,
war, and machines. Aircraft offered a new view-
point: not just height, already provided by towers,
hilltops, and balloons, but speed. A series of
aggressive manifestos theorized its incorporation
into everything from theater to poetry to painting.
Futurism proposed the use of engines as musical
instruments, and the soundtrack of Filippo Masoero’s
film Vertigine (1932) consisted entirely of engine
roar. The futurist impact on visual arts would soon
be seen, in less radical ways, in popular graphics
and advertising but also in the identification of
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airplanes with technology. This reversed the earlier
approach of legitimizing aviation by borrowing
established and reassuring imagery.

In 1910 Elise Deroche became the world’s first
licensed woman pilot, and two years later Melli
Beese established a flying school in Germany.
Despite this, and the gradual removal of cultural
and legal barriers, aviation has remained, with few
exceptions, a largely male affair.

THE AIRPLANE GOES TO WAR

The European contribution to aviation included
transforming it from sport to weapon. In 1910
the French general Pierre-Auguste Roques foresaw
that armies would need airplanes as much as can-
non and rifles, and warned that those who refused
to accept the fact consciously risked having it forced
upon them against their will. Giulio Douhet, the
Italian officer and theorist, wrote that fighting in
the air had become ‘‘inevitable’’ at the very moment
that mankind had learned to fly. The 1911 Turkish-
Italian war saw Captain Carlo M. Piazza make the
world’s first heavier-than-air operational sortie,
arguably the single most significant flight after the
Wrights’ of 17 December 1903.

In 1914 European powers fielded just a few
hundred aircraft. World War I provided the
demand for an aviation industry. Britain alone
accounted for about one-third of the 172,000 air-
craft built in Europe, with Germany and France
closely behind. The breakneck expansion strained
capabilities and resources, sometimes compounded
by quality control problems. The unarmed and large-
ly similar wooden-truss, fabric-covered biplanes soon
became differentiated by role and performance. In
1915 the Italians deployed the world’s first heavy
bombers, conceived by Gianni Caproni. Metal con-
struction, supercharged engines, and heavy arma-
ment were some of the advanced features
introduced by the end of the war.

The conflict also shaped the views of the rela-
tionship between man and machine. In the final
scene of his 1910 novel Forse che sı̀, forse che no
(Maybe yes, maybe no), Gabriele D’Annunzio
described an old woman greeting a pilot who just
completed a daring flight with the eloquent words
‘‘Son, there is no god if you are not the one.’’ This
superhuman status is arguably the archetype for the
wartime myth of the pilot as modern-day knight
engaged in chivalrous duels with similarly noble

opponents. The identification was most visible in
the emergence of the ‘‘ace,’’ the informal title
bestowed upon pilots who downed at least five
enemy aircraft, exploited for its propaganda value
to military, nationalist, and industrial purposes. Its
spread was reinforced by the need for individual
recognition and skill in a war of masses and indus-
trial output. The names of the leading aces still
enjoy greater popular recognition than their com-
manders in chief: Manfred von Richthofen, the so-
called Red Baron, is better known than Erich
Ludendorff, and Luigi Cadorna is eclipsed by
Francesco Baracca, whose black prancing horse
badge adorns Ferrari sports cars.

With their notoriety, aces distort the relative
importance of the military applications of airpower.
By 1918 aviation had become indispensable in
tasks ranging from artillery spotting to antisubmar-
ine patrols and from long-range reconnaissance to
bombing. In most countries, short-range recon-
naissance accounted for half or more and heavy
bombers for less than one-tenth. Only in the
British Royal Air Force (RAF) did fighters repre-
sent a majority of the frontline strength. The exten-
sive German and Italian use of airships confirmed
their vulnerability and unwieldiness. Although no
battle was decided by airpower, the war led aviators
to conclude that its full potential would only be
exploited by entrusting its control to airmen. The
RAF, the world’s first air service independent from
both army and navy, came into being on 1 April
1918. Its initial purpose was the improved defense
of London against the German bomber offensive.

Aviators soon went beyond this, claiming that
future wars would be decided by air attacks on
enemy morale and resources. The main proponent
of this doctrine was Douhet, who advocated mas-
sive bomber fleets to strike enemy population cen-
ters with chemical and incendiary weapons, arguing
that the resulting shock would lead to rapid sur-
render and shorter wars, obviating the senseless
carnage of the western front. (In fact, Douhet
believed that the mere threat of such destruction
would serve as deterrent.) It followed that air forces
should be independent from surface forces and
should receive funding priorities, an idea bitterly
contested by armies and navies everywhere: in
France their opposition delayed the creation of
the Armée de l’Air until 1933, five years after the
Air Ministry was created.

248 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

A V I A T I O N



But airpower theory also ran contrary to
immediate needs. The RAF proved its value by
controlling internal conflict in Iraq. The Italian
Regia Aeronautica, independent from 1923, was
employed in tactical roles in the Ethiopian cam-
paign (1935–1936) and Spanish civil war (1936–
1939). Ironically, these undesired duties did much
to make air forces acceptable to the other services.
The German military never believed in strategic
airpower, but the Luftwaffe successfully demon-
strated its value at the operational level in Spain
and in the 1939–1940 Blitzkrieg.

A TROUBLED PEACE

The Versailles treaty severely curtailed German fly-
ing, but throughout Europe the armistice chal-
lenged aviation to survive without huge military
orders. Because abundant war-surplus aircraft, as
cheap as they were obsolete, stifled technical

development, spectacular sporting feats helped
attract capital and promote ‘‘air mindedness’’ in the
public. Charles Lindbergh’s celebrated 1927 solo
Atlantic crossing should not obscure the fact that
by 1920 European aircraft and crews had already
flown from Canada to Ireland, from Britain to
South Africa and Australia, and from Italy to Japan.
In 1926 the airship Norge overflew the North Pole.

In 1919 thirteen countries, nine of which were
European, signed the first international air naviga-
tion convention, providing the framework for com-
mercial services. Pilots and industrialists hoped that
airlines would sustain aviation, but limited payload
and performance made companies dependent on
airmail subsidies.

An abundance of courage compensated for the
lack of resources; achievements bordered on the
legendary. Latécoère (later Aéropostale) inaugurated

A German bi-plane crashed in a field during World War I. ªCORBIS
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mail service from France to Algeria in 1919. Ten
years later it reached Chile and in 1933 replaced
ships with aircraft even on the transatlantic por-
tions of the route. Among its pilots was Antoine
de Saint-Exupéry, who drew upon the experience
for his celebrated novels. To improve efficiency, in
1933 and 1934 France and Italy concentrated their
subsidies into the government-owned flag carriers
Air France and Ala Littoria.

All countries seized on the value of aviation to
reinforce national identities and promote ideolo-
gies. Competitions quickly went beyond the means
and goals of individual manufacturers. Massive
state support for Schneider Cup seaplanes allowed
speeds to climb from four to seven hundred kilo-
meters per hour between 1926 and 1934; other
records followed a similar pattern. This progress
allowed professionalism to replace luck and talent
as the key to success. To signal this change and
spread the image of a country thrust into moder-
nity by fascism, Italo Balbo, the Italian minister of
aeronautics, led formation flights to Brasil (1930–
1931) and the United States (1933). The Soviet
Union formed a propaganda squadron, whose air-
craft included the giant ANT-20, fitted with a
cinema, printing press, photo lab, and powerful
broadcasting equipment.

But government involvement in aviation, which
frequently included nationalizing industries, was driv-
en by more compelling reasons. By transferring its
technologies to develop airlines and aircraft to the
Soviet Union, Germany circumvented the Versailles
restrictions. Aircraft exports furthered Benito
Mussolini’s attempt to erode British influence in the
Middle East and American influence in China.

Amid mounting international tension, in 1935
Adolf Hitler announced the forming of the
Luftwaffe and unleashed international rearmament
programs. The simultaneous introduction of all-
metal monoplanes with stressed-skin structures,
variable-pitch propellers, and retractable landing
gear endowed new designs with superior perfor-
mance. The best aircraft of this period—like the
Messerschmitt Bf 109 (first flown in 1935) and
Supermarine Spitfire (1936)—would remain in
production until 1945, albeit in much evolved var-
iants. In 1937, the destruction of the airship
Hindenburg, which burst into flames in New
Jersey after a commercial flight from Germany,
marked the decline of the dirigible.

WORLD WAR II

The Luftwaffe’s contribution to the crushing of
Poland in September 1939 suggested the pivotal
role that aviation would play in the new global
conflict. Production expanded dramatically, and
organizations grew correspondingly. Germany
built close to 118,000 aircraft, and Britain almost
132,000. By 1945 the RAF numbered 1,000,000
men. Italian output was limited to about 12,000
aircraft, but even this required 160,000 air force
personnel and as many industry workers.

For the first time, airpower decided the fate of
nations. In summer 1940 Germany launched an air
offensive designed to soften Britain before the
cross-channel amphibious assault. The lonely and
defenseless island was widely expected to follow the
fate of France. But the RAF prevailed, through a
mix of superior technology, superb leadership, and
enemy targeting blunders; the invasion was first
postponed and then canceled. The Battle of Britain
instantly became a defining episode in British his-
tory, and the public perception that the country had
been saved by Hurricanes and Spitfires still endures.

But the war also linked airplanes to mass
destruction, tainting forever their image. Aviation
lost its innocence at Guernica, the Basque town
destroyed by the Germans in 1937 and immorta-
lized in Pablo Picasso’s famous painting. Then
came Rotterdam, Coventry, Dresden, and innu-
merable cities consumed by aerial bombardment.
At first, the bomber offensive was the only means
available to Britain to strike back at Germany.
Under Air Marshal Arthur Harris, commander in
chief of Bomber Command, it later became an
attempt to win the war single-handedly. With bru-
tal pragmatism, his ‘‘area’’ or ‘‘saturation’’ target-
ing policy sidestepped the difficulty of pinpointing
military or industrial targets at night. Precision day-
light bombing was left to the Americans, whose
approach was based on a detailed analysis of the
German economy and its bottlenecks. Germany
was laid waste by 1.5 million tons of bombs, but
the anticipated knockout blow never came. The
war of aerial attrition cost nearly a hundred thou-
sand aircrew and sixteen thousand bombers and
killed up to one million Germans, but its success
remains hotly debated.

The war ushered in major advances, including
pressurized cabins and gas turbine engines (‘‘jets’’).
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The latter were a peculiarly European affair, achieved

separately in 1937 by Frank Whittle in Britain and

Hans von Ohain in Germany. Inherently simple and

efficient, jet engines brought dramatic performance

improvements. Airborne radar signaled the start of

the electronic era. Large-scale production allowed

some measure of production engineering, con-

spicuously lacking from the piecemeal prewar

purchases.

BUILDING EUROPE THROUGH AVIATION

Chuck Yeager exceeded the speed of sound in

1947, sealing American dominance of the jet age.

In Europe, only Britain had emerged from the war

with an intact industry. Imperial delusions trans-

lated into a flawed postwar development plan,

which failed to identify priorities for government

support. The attitude was typified by the 1946
decision to build three different jet-engined nuclear
bombers to the same requirement.

A flying ban was again imposed on Germany.
Its industries lay in ruins but its advanced technol-
ogies pollinated the world. While Werner von
Braun developed rockets in the United States,
Willy Messerschmitt designed jet trainers and
supersonic fighters in Spain, and a BMW team
launched the French turbojet program. The
Soviet Union also preyed on German talent, but
its jet program only blossomed after the 1946
transfer of Rolls-Royce technologies by the ideolo-
gically motivated British Labour government.

If the Berlin blockade of 1948–1949 signaled
the beginning of the Cold War, the ensuing Anglo-
American airlift proved the political value of ‘‘soft’’

A World War II–era Messerschmitt ME-109 airplane undergoes testing in a wind tunnel

at Hermann Goering aviation ministry c. 1940. ªCORBIS
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airpower applications. It also led to the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and pro-
vided the stimulus to rebuild the aviation industry.
It soon was clear that it would be difficult to com-
pete with American technology, particularly when
supported by generous financial terms and ‘‘off-
shore procurement’’ work. But governments could
still choose between supporting aviation mainly for
its technological benefits, as in France, or to pro-
tect employment, as in Italy. Small countries like
Sweden produced remarkable aircraft by asking
industry to underpin their neutrality.

Wartime progress and experience allowed air-
lines to offer reliable transatlantic service. European
air transport prospered on regulation as much as
anything else. Bilateral agreements invariably assigned
traffic rights to national carriers, whose commercial
practices often included sharing route profits.

The ban lifted, West Germany joined NATO
in 1955. Three years later its selection of the
American nuclear-capable F-104G Starfighter trig-
gered the largest international aviation program
attempted until then. The fifteen hundred fighter-
bombers built in Europe paved the way for con-
tinental aerospace collaboration.

In 1961 Britain flew the revolutionary P.1127
vertical takeoff jet, later developed into the Harrier,
whose commercial success extended to the United
States, but the 1965 cancellation of the TSR.2
attack jet signaled the end of British ambitions of
independence and quickly multiplied European
collaborative programs. In 1967 Britain launched
four military programs with France. It then joined
with Germany and Italy to develop the Tornado
strike aircraft (1974). Its success, expensive as it
was, was demonstrated in the 1991 Gulf War and
led to the very ambitious Eurofighter (1994). The
program now included Spain, while France elected
to proceed alone with the broadly similar Dassault
Rafale.

While these programs were generally success-
ful, only Germany and France had a long-term
strategy to overcome industry fragmentation and
build global competitors in terms of technologies,
finances, and size. With political support, the vision
of industrialists such as Ludwig Bölkow and Henri
Ziegler became Airbus, established in 1970 by
the French and German governments. Previous
European challenges had produced remarkable

jetliners—including the De Havilland Comet
(1949) and Sud-Est Caravelle (1955)—and equally
significant losses. The Anglo-French Concorde epi-
tomized the ‘‘magnificent loser’’ category: the
twenty supersonic transports built showed an oper-
ating profit only after the governments wrote off
their development and production costs. Airbus,
later joined by Britain and Spain, reversed the pat-
tern and eventually became the world’s foremost
airliner manufacturer, ahead of Boeing. The giant
A380 airliner challenged the Boeing 747 on sym-
bolic rather than business grounds. By 2003 Airbus
was proclaimed an icon of European unity as great
as its common currency, its success being attri-
buted to peculiarly European values and approaches.

The 1977 launch of Freddie Laker’s no-
reservation, no-frills transatlantic service was a rare
challenge, immediately countered by British
Airways with strongly anticompetitive measures.
When the European Union (EU) undertook to
deregulate air transport in the 1990s, it shook the
long complacent industry. The new market empha-
sis bankrupted airlines like Sabena (the Belgian flag
carrier that had never turned a profit since its
founding in 1923), Swissair, and Olympic. The
spread of low-fare air travel quickly stripped the
industry of any lingering jet-set mentality.
Ryanair, the Irish no-frills airline, asked the EU to
exempt its buslike service from expensive airline
regulations, including those designed to protect
consumers. It lost, but its argument confirmed
the new image of mass air transport.

TWILIGHT?

In the 1960s aviation ran out of performance mile-
stones. The frontier moved outside the atmo-
sphere, beyond human gaze (and, largely,
interest), in a space contested by the American
and Soviet superpowers. Unable to compete indi-
vidually, early in the decade five European coun-
tries joined in the European Launcher
Development Organization (ELDO) and
European Space Research Organization (ESRO)
programs, sowing the seeds of the European
Space Agency (1975), whose story lies outside the
scope of this entry.

Upon realizing the pioneers’ dreams, aviation
exchanged heroics for a business approach.
Development took less glamorous avenues: safety,
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affordability, professionalism, capabilities, and even

environmental impact. Innovative composite mate-

rials made possible exceptional airframe weight

reductions, but are hardly exciting. Ubiquitous

electronics, now the main part of aircraft cost,

turned aircraft into ‘‘platforms’’ for ‘‘systems.’’

Automated flight—met with universal skepticism

when prophesied by Duncan Sandys, the British

minister of defense, in his much maligned 1957

White Paper—is now reality, depressing what

romanticism remained.

When the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, industry was

belatedly forced to reduce chronic overcapacity.

Despite a trend to privatize, this reinforced its

dependence on political decisions, making ‘‘Buy

European’’ an unwritten requirement for EU

membership, or even application. In 2000 the

French and German governments merged their

aviation industries, including Airbus, in the giant

European Aeronautic Defence and Space Company

(EADS). To balance the Paris-Berlin directorate,

Britain and Italy drew closer and allied with

American industry. The strategy bore fruit in

AgustaWestland, now the world’s leading

helicopter manufacturer, selected in January 2005 to
supply the American presidential transport helicopter.

When Europe celebrated the Wrights’ centen-
nial, aviation had cut travel time, shrunk the world,
modified individual lifestyles, cross-contaminated
cultures, and made globalization possible. The
price for such impressive success and universal
acceptance was the loss of its age-old appeal.

See also Automobiles; Blitzkreig; Britain, Battle
of; Futurism; Guernica; Public Transport;
Technology; Warfare.
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GREGORY ALEGI

n

AXIS. The expression Axis, used to designate the
enemies of the Allied forces during the Second
World War, originated in the interwar period,

An Airbus A340–600 passenger plane takes off near

Toulouse, France, 23 April 2001. ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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when it was first employed by the Italian dictator
Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) in 1936. The anti-
democratic, militaristic, and totalitarian regimes of
Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy found common
ground for joint activities in the form of the
Spanish civil war (1936–1939), which at the time
was being waged full-scale, and whose Republican
and Nationalist camps were both looking to
Europe for support.

Based on the aid they had only recently begun
to lend the Spanish Nationalists of Francisco
Franco (1892–1975), Italy and Germany formal-
ized a nonmilitary accord on 25 October 1936,
which Mussolini characterized as an ‘‘axis’’ around
which other European nations would eventually
gravitate. Thus was the expression born. The moti-
vations behind the treaty stemmed from Italy’s
growing international isolation as a result of the
Fascist regime’s invasion of Ethiopia, and from
the desire of the German dictator Adolf Hitler
(1889–1945) to find an ally in Europe. After hav-
ing secured Italy’s neutrality in the first phase of its
expansion into the Austrian Sudetenland, Germany
transformed the nonmilitary accord into a formal
alliance with the signing in May of 1939 of the
‘‘Pact of Steel,’’ a treaty providing for both military
and economic cooperation. However this ‘‘Rome-
Berlin Axis’’ was to signal but the first phase in the
constitution of a more ambitious alliance whose
groundwork the two powers were only beginning
to lay, in order to further the enactment of their
aggressive and expansionist foreign policies. The
founding act of their common policy in this respect
was the expansion of the original Pact of Steel into
a tripartite alliance with Japan, signed 27
September 1940, which cemented the Rome-
Berlin-Tokyo Axis in place.

Once established, however, the tripartite axis
was not destined to remain as such. Two months
later the three founding powers were joined by the
majority of the authoritarian regimes of central
Europe, including Hungary (20 November
1940), Romania (23 November 1940), Slovakia
(24 November 1940), and finally Bulgaria (1
March 1941). The lone holdouts, Yugoslavia and
Greece, were thus earmarked as the first targets of
the Germano-Italian alliance in the Balkans.

Although it was highly diverse from a geostra-

tegic perspective, the Axis was nonetheless

surprisingly homogeneous as concerns the type of

states that joined it. All of its participant regimes

were either dictatorships or authoritarian, all

echoed the antidemocratic and unyieldingly

nationalist chorus, and all pursued expansionist

foreign policy goals. The point here is not to com-

pare the Nazi drive for world domination with the

relatively modest foreign policy objectives of

Bulgaria, but rather to emphasize the degree to

which this homogeneity constituted one of the

glues holding the alliance together, and how this

figured as a favored theme of Allied propaganda,

which found it thereby easier to maintain day in

and day out that the war was indeed against tyr-

anny itself. Although the question of negotiating

the division of one or another specific territory

never seriously arose, it was nonetheless clear that

the Axis sought a fundamental reshuffling of the

global geostrategic deck, and the institution of

clearly defined spheres of influence between its

three primary players. In this sense the second-tier

members of the alliance did not relate to the first-

tier powers on an equal footing, although their

existence as states did not depend on their Axis

membership as such. This was not the case with

the third-tier Axis states, whose virtual existences

were largely the incidental outcome of actions

designed to create breathing room. The ranks of

this hodge-podge of Axis members included for

example the Central Council of Belarus, a phantom

assembly on which the German occupiers bestowed

independence just as Russian tanks were encircling

Minsk, and Manchukuo, a Japanese puppet regime

propped up in February 1932.

In this way the Axis developed into a dispa-

rate alliance effectively run by the three great

powers and serving primarily to define each of

the three countries’ spheres of influence.

Mussolini’s downfall and the founding of the

Italian Social Republic in September 1943 pro-

foundly altered the state of relations at the heart

of the treaty. From that point forward the Axis

became synonymous with Berlin and Tokyo only,

and the chronology of its demise went hand in

hand with the crumbling of Nazi Germany and

imperial Japan themselves.

See also Fascism; Nazism; World War II.
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CHRISTIAN INGRAO

n

AZNAR, JOSÉ MARIA (b. 1953), Spanish
politician and prime minister of Spain (1996–
2004).

José Maria Aznar was born into a conservative
family of journalists and politicians. Both his grand-
father and his father had senior state positions
during the dictatorship of Francisco Franco. After
graduating in law, he passed the official exams to
become a tax inspector. As a student in the mid-
1970s and a young graduate, he identified himself
as a Falangist (a member of the Fascist Party) and
opposed the drafting of the 1978 democratic con-
stitution. In 1979 he joined Alianza Popular, then
the most conservative force in parliament, becom-
ing a deputy for the province of Ávila in 1982.
Alianza Popular’s founder, the former Francoist
minister Manuel Fraga, was a family friend, helping
Aznar to rise in the party. As a result, in 1985 he
was elected premier of the region of Castile-Leon.
After Fraga retired to become premier of his native
Galicia region, the party went through a period of
internal crises and electoral defeats against the rul-
ing Socialists (1982–1996), in part because voters
perceived Alianza Popular as being too conservative
and too closely identified with the previous regime.

In 1992 Aznar became the leader of the orga-
nization, renamed the Popular Party (PP) in 1989.
Since the late 1980s, the popularity of the Socialists
had been affected by a number of scandals and a
downturn in the economy. Aznar moved his party
decisively to the center while at the same time
conducting a very aggressive opposition with the
help of large sectors of the media, particularly those
close to the Catholic Church. In 1995 his personal
popularity was boosted when the Basque terrorist
organization ETA attempted to assassinate him
with a car bomb. In 1996 the Popular Party
defeated the Socialists by a narrower margin than
expected, forcing Aznar to govern from a minority
position. This led him to look for support among

the conservative Catalonian, Basque, and Canary
Island nationalist groups, softening what had been
until recently a centralist political discourse. In the
process he discarded some of his most strident
collaborators. In 2000 voters rewarded both his
moderation and his government’s handling of the
economy (under his mandate Spain moved swiftly
to meet the requirements to join the new European
single currency, the euro) by giving him an abso-
lute majority in that year’s general elections.

During his second term Aznar adopted an
increasingly arrogant political tone, to the point
of dismissing any criticism as a threat to the prog-
ress of the nation and even as evidence of disloyalty
toward the constitutional order. This approach was
closely mirrored by the state’s broadcasting system,
which often presented strongly biased views. He
also embraced a more marked Spanish nationalism
and departed from the country’s recent foreign
policy, which had been centered around increasing
cooperation within the European Union, and partic-
ularly with France and Germany. Instead, Aznar
formed a personal partnership with Britain’s Tony
Blair and later with Italy’s Silvio Berlusconi. The
high point of this diplomatic shift came after it
became clear that George W. Bush’s administration
planned to invade Iraq during late 2002 and early
2003. Disregarding strong opposition from the citi-
zens of Spain, of whom around 90 percent opposed
the United States’ polices on Iraq, Aznar actively
supported the invasion.

Aznar had vowed several times that he would
not seek a third term in office, a promise that he
kept. His appointed successor, and candidate to
become the next prime minister, was Mariano
Rajoy. Confident that the performance of the econ-
omy would maintain electoral support for his party,
elections were called for 14 March 2004. In the
weeks before the voting, most polls predicted a
victory for the Popular Party, even if the Socialists
insisted that they were gathering electoral momen-
tun. The campaign was suddenly transformed
when, on the early hours of March 11, several
bombs placed in commuter trains approaching
Madrid killed 192 people. The government was
quick to blame ETA for the carnage, a fact that, if
confirmed, could only boost its chances of being
reelected. However, within hours it became evident
to everyone, except the government, PP
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candidates, and the media close to both, that the
terrorist attack was the work of Islamic fundamen-
talists, not Basque separatists. The government
angrily rejected this interpretation, dismissing both
the material evidence and critical analysis. On vot-
ing day, electoral turnout was much higher than in
previous years, with many young people, a tradi-
tionally apathetic sector, voting for the first time.
The result was the unexpected victory for the
Socialists, whose leader had announced several
months before his commitment to withdraw

Spanish troops from Iraq and from the American-
led coalition.

See also ETA; Islamic Terrorism/Al Qaeda; Spain.
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BAADER-MEINHOF. See Red Army Faction;
Terrorism.

n

BABI YAR. When the Sixth Army of Field
Marshal Walther von Reichenau (1884–1942)
encircled Kiev in mid-September 1941, the major-
ity of the city’s 220,000 Jews had already been
evacuated. After the city was captured on 18–19
September, however, an estimated fifty thousand
still remained in the Ukrainian capital, mostly
women, children, and the elderly. They were una-
ware that they were in mortal danger.

WEHRMACHT PLANS FOR STARVATION

Works by the historians Christian Gerlach and Aly
Götz have revealed that the Wehrmacht (German
army) commanders who planned Operation
Barbarossa expected that the Ostheer (eastern army)
would be able to feed itself almost exclusively off the
land and resources of the countries it conquered,
which by implication would mean starvation for tens
of millions of civilians. Destruction of cities and con-
demnation of whole populations to die of hunger in
the ruins of those cities—such was the aim of the
Nazi generals. Russian Jewish communities in the
large cities were among the first to be threatened.

After they entered Kiev, the German army’s first
order of business was security. From the beginning
of the Russian campaign, the Jewish communities
were everywhere held responsible for numerous

incidents of resistance. Shootings by civilians, fires,
and various kinds of sabotage—even massacres that
had been in fact perpetrated by the Soviet secret
police (NKVD) during the panicked evacuations of
cities on the Galician border—were all taken as
proof of the malignancy and cruelty of Jews.
However frequent such attacks, they were also
improvised, which was characteristic of the special
Soviet forces that conducted them. In Kiev, the
planned evacuation had left Soviets enough time to
engage in a campaign of sabotage and systematic
destruction. Crops were destroyed or spirited away,
and public buildings were blown up. Despite inten-
sive measures to stop them, arson and explosions
multiplied, and the city’s center was devastated by
a huge fire. At each new explosion, Ukrainian
accounts emphasized the role of the Jewish commu-
nity in transforming Kiev into a living hell.

These incidents led to discussions between the
Wehrmacht occupation authorities and the SS
(Schutzstaffel) security factions represented by Paul
Blobel, chief of Einsatzgruppe C’s Sonderkom-
mando 4a, and his superior, Otto Rasch, who
headed the Einsatzgruppe C, one of the mobile
killing units that had organized the security opera-
tion by locking up all male suspects. On 27 Septem-
ber a crucial meeting took place with the aim of
preventing further attacks. It appears that a vast
reprisals operation was also planned at this meeting.

MASS MURDER

The next day two thousand posters appeared all
over the city, demanding that ‘‘All Jews living in
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the city and its vicinity must come to the corner of
Mel’nikowskaja and Dochturovskaja streets by 8
o’clock tomorrow morning. They are to bring with
them documents, valuables and warm clothes.’’
Any civilian who failed to appear would be subject
to summary execution.

Some thirty-three thousand Jews who complied
with the Nazi demand were escorted to Babi Yar, a
natural ravine near the city limits. The method of
elimination had been carefully planned. Wehrmacht
commandos had supplied significant logistical
equipment, including trucks. The Ukrainian militia
supervised the victims as they were compelled to
disrobe and give up their valuables. They were then
led along trails to the ravine, where victims were
grabbed by pairs of shooters. One executioner
forced the victim to lie face down on the ground
with his or her head on the feet of the preceding
victim. The second shot the victim in the neck. This
highly standardized method presumed that victims
would realize their fate only at the last moment. It
also reduced the space required for the corpses. On

the evening of the second day, Wehrmacht infantry

units exploded the walls of the ravine to cover the

corpses.

The men of Sonderkommando 4a had orga-

nized the single largest machine-gun killing opera-

tion of the whole Holocaust. However, their

method had clear limitations. It did not accomplish

an exhaustive annihilation of Ukrainian Jews; in

addition, mass execution by machine gun placed a

heavy burden on the killers’ psyches. Finally, it was

a secret that could not be kept.

After the German army suffered its first defeats,

concern arose among the Nazis about the evidence

of genocide. In late 1942 Paul Blobel was placed in

charge of exhuming and burning corpses from the

mass graves left by the Einsatzgruppen. One of the

first such sites he worked on was Babi Yar. Despite

Blobel’s efforts, no sooner had Kiev been retaken in

November 1943, than Soviet authorities inquired

about the massacre. Their aims were dubious; they

inflated the number of victims to one hundred

SS soldiers prepare to shoot Jewish prisoners during the Babi Yar massacre, September 1941. GETTY IMAGES
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thousand while concealing the fact that all were
Jewish.

When Yevgeny Yevtushenko (b. 1933) wrote
his famous poem ‘‘Babi Yar’’ in 1961, put to music
by Dmitry Shostakovich (1906–1975), authorities
condemned it as a deviation that contaminated the
memory of a fascist massacre led against the Soviet
republic. The first line of the poem, ‘‘No monu-
ment stands over Babi Yar’’ nevertheless led the
Soviet government 1966 to contemplate one,
which was erected ten years later with no mention
that the victims were Jews. This was only rectified
after the fall of the Soviet Union, in 1991.

Paul Blobel was sentenced to death at
Nuremberg and hanged in 1951. His subordinates
were sentenced to heavy jail terms in the mid-1960s.
Their trials, which took place in Darmstadt, as well
as at Ulm and Frankfurt, brought about among
Germans a new awareness of the magnitude of
Nazi crimes.

See also Holocaust; Kiev; Operation Barbarossa.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y
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CHRISTIAN INGRAO

n

BACON, FRANCIS (1909–1992), British
painter.

An epigraph that historians of art often use to

see and read Francis Bacon’s paintings comes from

the mouth of the painter himself: If it can be said,

why paint it? All of the artist’s canvases stage what

cannot be put into words. The philosopher and

critic Gilles Deleuze notes that Bacon’s oeuvre is

based on a ‘‘logic of sensation,’’ an ordered, often

systematic, but also haphazard creative process that

brings to the tissue and webbing of the stretched

canvas forms and colors that figure monstrous

and unnameable events and things. Flayed bodies,

avatars of the skinned oxen in the studios of

Rembrandt’s imagination, are displayed in isolation

in garishly colored arenas that could be in the same

glance an installation space, the flat surface of a

gigantic potter’s wheel, or an uncanny ‘‘living

room’’ graced with curvilinear walls. The bodies

at the center of the canvases of his great creative

period (the 1960s and 1970s) exude sensation,

where anatomical shapes blend and bleed into the

silken fabric of plasma, twisted flesh, or swaths and

blobs of pink and rose.

Often these bodies display evidence of biologi-
cal complexity: from a clump of entwined legs on a
table at the center of a diptych there emerges a
mandible studded with bicuspids and molars, teeth
attesting to different stages of biological develop-
ment or regression amid forms of flesh that seem to
be without integument. Now and again a robust
ribcage displays the vertebrae of a spinal column
that arches into what could be at once a face and an
anus. Rubbery bodies dressed in black shorts or
boxers’ shoes—immediately recalling pugilists or
sturdy peasants in heroic painting—are so bent
and contorted that they bear coy resemblance to a
painter’s palette. In Study for a Portrait of John
Edwards (1982), a figure seated, shown on the
canvas as if it were at once a study for a portrait
and the portrait itself, becomes, literally, a standing
cul-de-jatte (legless person) whose body, a mix of
tan and rose, twists into a crown of a Neanderthal’s
head graced with an elegantly shaped earlobe.

The forms of Bacon’s paintings blend into and
out of each other, and so also do the paintings
themselves in the fifty years of their production.
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To describe them as monstrous or fraught with

atrocity would not do justice to the pleasures—

heady, perverse, polymorphous—they arouse.

Insofar as it is scarcely productive to write of

‘‘phases’’ in the evolution of his work for the sim-

ple reason that the paintings treat of biogenesis and

degeneration (in ways that in literature may have

parallels only in Samuel Beckett or Franz Kafka),

viewers grasp them through their styles of ocular

effect. Haunting portraits mix shock and familiarity

when their photographic sources are juxtaposed

with the ways the painter literally defaces them.

The same portraits are often doubled in the paint-

ings themselves, such that a picture or a painted

version of the picture of the model, already

deformed, becomes the object of the sitter’s con-

templation. The portraits often recur in triptychs

that can be read either as any of the many but

simultaneous phases of some kind of disintegration

or, in the same glance, ‘‘studies’’ within a highly

contrasted field of color that isolates them (such

are the Three Studies for a Crucifixion, 1962). They

can be seen as fields of tension in which geometri-

cal forms—rectangular panels, oval lines—form

implicit canvases within the canvases, circles or

cubes set upon or enclosing flesh in congress on

beds. The mattresses support the action and at

once double and mollify the events being depicted,

which might simultaneously include fellatio, copu-

lation, anthropophagia, cunnilingus, ingestion,

defecation, such as in Three Studies for Characters
in Bed (1972). Yet there often exists in these trip-

tychs a ‘‘reporter’’ looking on the scenes, as in the

‘‘Triptych Inspired by T. S. Eliot’s Poem ‘Sweeney
Agonistes’ of 1967, who is not exactly a point of

reference for the viewer: holding a telephone and

ostensibly ‘‘speaking’’ in silence about the scene, he

or she brings forward the fact that what is painted

cannot be spoken. What we see in the portraits and

triptychs is at times a strange geography of solitary

life: the triptych of May-June (1972) recalls in the

sinister panel Auguste Rodin’s ‘‘thinker’’ seated on

a toilet in a black rectangle of obscure but utterly

flat space behind—but also parallel to—the sienna-

colored walls of a living room whose beige floor is

marked by a broad arrowhead aiming at him. His

contorted shape seems to be in harmony with the

contractions and inner fluxions of thought as it is

shown, arrested, on canvas. In the central panel the

face peers across the black space from the other side

and, below a pendent lightbulb (the viewer won-

ders how many of Bacon’s figures are needed ‘‘to

change a lightbulb’’), it seems born of itself in the

figure seen to the left. The arrowhead gives way to

a shadow, pouring onto the floor, that morphs the

silhouettes of Batman and Mickey Mouse. And in

Three Studies for a Crucifixion. Painting by Francis Bacon, 1962. SOLOMON R. GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM, NEW YORK, USA/LAUROS/

GIRAUDON/THE BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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the dexter panel the figure reposes against a wash-
basin whose bent pipe, indicated by the return of
the arrow on the beige floor, seems to lead back to
the unseen plumbing of the other panels. The
observer reporting about or describing this paint-
ing and others ventures into unspoken regions of
psychic and bodily drive.

Whether in large or small scale Bacon’s paintings
are crushing and compelling. Crafted to embody
nerve and flesh, the paintings are ‘‘monstrous’’ only
where they contort inherited shapes, be they those of
classical painting from Rembrandt and Velasquez to
Van Gogh, or where they seem to be exercises in
anatomy gone awry. They are monstrous in their
demonstration of the unnameable forces they draw
from their viewers.

See also Painting, Avant-Garde.
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TOM CONLEY

n

BADEN, MAX VON (1867–1929), last
chancellor of the German Empire (October 1918–
November 1918).

While considered weak and indecisive, the wrong
man for the position, Maximilian (known as Max
von Baden) was responsible for some of the most
consequential political decisions during last days
of the empire and set the stage for the Weimar
Republic.

Max von Baden was destined for a different
world than the one he came to shape. He became
heir to the throne in liberal Baden in 1907. He had
married Marie Luise of Hanover, royal princess of

Great Britain and Ireland and Duchess of Brunswick-
Lüneburg in 1900 and was self-consciously a mem-
ber of the high aristocracy. Due to his disinterest in
military matters, he left active military service in
1911. While reentering the military world briefly
at the beginning of World War I, he almost
instantly resigned and took on the role of the
honorary chair of the Baden Red Cross. In this
capacity, he became a leading figure in the promo-
tion of the welfare of prisoners of war in Germany
and in Allied countries.

The prominent humanitarian role of Max von
Baden reinforces his image as a gentlemanly cosmo-
politan of considerable moral standing. His com-
portment rather makes him a quintessential member
of the Wilhelmine German elite. His aesthetic incli-
nations led him to become an avid Wagnerian and
also a close correspondent with Houston Stewart
Chamberlain (1855–1927), as well as into a free-
church pietism that defined his personality. During
the war he was part of the elite political culture and
avidly corresponded with more moderate elements
in the academy, like Alfred Weber (1868–1958); in
the German government, like Wilhelm Solf (1862–
1936); and the Reichstag, like the liberal deputy
Conrad Haußmann (1857–1922). He came out
strongly against unrestricted submarine warfare,
but was opposed to the peace initiative of the
Reichstag in 1917, mostly because he rejected its
defeatist tone. Like many others, he exhibited an
unbroken sense of German culture and of a dis-
tinctly Germanic mission in Europe and the world.
This ‘‘liberal’’ world picture neither suffered radical
nationalism and militarism, nor certainly an admis-
sion of weakness. It was, above all, concerned with
preserving honor and with salvaging the moral sta-
ture of Germany.

Max von Baden’s name came into circulation in
consideration for the imperial chancellorship in
1917, a position he also began to pursue actively.
He finally became chancellor on 3 October 1918.
He entered the chancellorship believing that imper-
ial Germany could yet be saved, but he was rudely
undercut when the Supreme Command, Paul von
Hindenburg (1847–1934) and Erich Ludendorff
(1865–1937), demanded that Max von Baden
make the request for an immediate armistice the
first and foremost initiative of his chancellorship.
This he did after much prevarication in the night of
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3–4 October, which set in motion a most remark-

able sequence of events.

As chancellor, Max von Baden, who was revolted

by the Supreme Command’s armistice initiative,

came around to recognize that Germany was no

longer capable of fighting with any chance of suc-

cess and that continuing war would invite invasion.

Therefore, he insisted on negotiating an armistice

at virtually any price in the month-long exchange

with U.S. President Woodrow Wilson (1856–

1924). In the pursuit of an armistice and peace

negotiations, he turned against the Third Supreme

Command, which made preparations to prolong

war into 1919, and brought about the resignation

of Ludendorff, an extraordinary show of determi-

nation that brought down military rule. Two days

later, on 28 October 1918, the chancellor endorsed

and the Reichstag ratified the parliamentariza-

tion of government, including the position of

the (Prussian) war minister and thus tipped the

balance not only between constitutional and extra-

constitutional (the monarch, and the military) forces,

but also between the states, including his own, and

the imperial federation. He declared an amnesty for

imprisoned pacifists and communists and appointed

an Alsatian as governor of Alsace-Lorraine. Above

all, on 9 November 1918, he announced on his

own initiative the abdication of the emperor; in

renouncing his own chancellorship, he made the

leader of the strongest parliamentary party, the

Social Democrat Friedrich Ebert (1871–1925),

his successor, thus ascertaining the continuation

and legitimacy of parliamentary rule.

Max von Baden did none of this on his own,

and all of it came too late to save the empire or

reverse defeat. Much of it he had not initiated and,

indeed, outright opposed when becoming chancel-

lor. But while known to be weak and dithering, he

acted with great fortitude. He subsequently suf-

fered the scorn and wrath of the Right. He with-

drew from politics and founded Salem School (on

his estate in Baden) in 1920 to educate a future

German elite dedicated to self-discipline and the

spirit of community. He worked in this and other

endeavors with his private secretary and confidant

throughout this period, Kurt Hahn. The latter

went on to found Gordonstoun public school

(1934) and Outward Bound (1941), after having

been thrown out of Germany by the Nazis both for
his Jewishness and his protest against Nazi rule.

See also Aristocracy; Germany.
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MICHAEL GEYER

n

BADOGLIO, PIETRO (1871–1956),
Italian general.

Pietro Badoglio was born in Grazzano
Monferrato (now Grazzano Badoglio) in Asti pro-
vince on 28 September 1871 and died there on 1
November 1956. After completing his lycée studies
he attended the Royal Academy of Artillery and
Engineering in Turin and in 1892 he received the
rank of lieutenant. Badoglio enlisted as a volunteer
and served in the Eritrean campaign (1896–1898).
Afterward he graduated from the War College and
in 1904 was promoted to captain. With this rank he
entered the General Staff; he participated in the
Italo-Turkish War for the possession of Libya
(1911–1912), earning the rank of major for his
war record. He was promoted to colonel in
February 1915. During World War I he was victor-
ious in the August 1916 battle of Monte Sabotino in
the Carso region, for which he became major-general
and received the title of Marquis of Sabotino. He was
a leading figure in the second battle of the Isonzo
and in the famed defeat at Caporetto (24 October
1917), for which he found himself in the middle of a
heated controversy that did not, however, prevent
him from retaining his post and receiving a decora-
tion. After serving as special military commissioner
for the Venezia Giulia region during the Fiume affair
(1919–1920), he returned to Rome, where he
assumed the position of chief of staff until he
resigned in 1921.

In the difficult circumstances that followed the
end of World War I and of which Benito Mussolini
(1883–1945) took advantage, Badoglio distanced
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himself from other military leaders in order not to

be involved in profascist activities and to be ready to

intervene with force against the fascist squads if King

Victor Emmanuel III (r. 1900–1946) and the gov-

ernment ordered him to do so. During the fascist

regime he accepted Mussolini’s offer to head the

Italian embassy in Brazil (December 1923–April

1925), which many interpreted as an exile. He later

returned to Italy to assume the position of coordi-

nator of the armed forces. Badoglio’s malleability,

his hostility toward any reform of the military struc-

ture, and his vulnerability on the ever-present ques-

tion of Caporetto were, in Mussolini’s opinion, sure

guarantees of his total and uncritical subordination.

On 4 May 1925 Badoglio thus became chief of staff

of the army and simultaneously head of the general

staff (until 1940) with vague supervisory powers

over the three Armed Forces. In 1926 he was named

Field Marshal of Italy. He held various offices,

such as governor of Tripolitania and Cirenaica

(now Libya) (January 1929–January 1934), High

Commissioner for East Africa (November 1935),

Viceroy of Ethiopia (1936), and chairman of the

National Council for Research (1937–1941). The

frequent changes that Mussolini made in high gov-

ernment posts did not harm Badoglio, who always

obtained a position, probably because of the support

of the king, to whom he had given repeated proofs

of his loyalty.

On two occasions he demonstrated his indepen-

dent professionalism: on the eve of the Ethiopian

war (1935–1936) he pointed out the high costs of

the operation and proposed a more reasonable plan

of preparation; then, before World War II, he wrote

a notable report on the state of the Armed Forces

in which he denounced the failure to replace and

modernize the military matériel lost during the

Ethiopian and Spanish wars (1936–1939). He par-

ticipated in the early phases of World War II, but the

differences of opinion between him and Mussolini

and the disastrous management of the Greek cam-

paign (1940) led to a rupture and eventually to

Badoglio’s decision to retire. He returned to the

political scene on 25 July 1943 when the king called

upon him to replace Mussolini. He constituted an

initial government composed of civil servants

which—during the forty-five days from the fall of

the fascist regime to the armistice with the Allies—

attempted a painless disengagement from Germany.

The unrelenting bombardments of the Allies,

however, persuaded Badoglio to seek the necessary

agreements and to accept surrender. He authorized

the armistice, which was signed at Cassibile, near

Syracuse, on 3 September 1943 and made public

on 8 September. Without leaving any orders for the

Armed Forces and without organizing the defense

of the capital, Badoglio, along with the king and the

highest-ranking military officers, abandoned Rome

and transferred to Brindisi, which became the seat

of the government in the south. The ‘‘flight’’ of the

king and Badoglio, which became the subject of

endless debates, was undertaken in order to escape

capture and to safeguard the continuity of the state.

Beset by the nonmonarchical antifascist forces and

by the Committee of National Liberation (Comitato

di Liberazione nazionale [CLN]) because of his past

and his ambiguous political stances, forced to accept

the ‘‘long armistice’’ of 29 September, opposed to

the abdication of the king, and having declared war

on Germany on 13 October, he nevertheless had to

reorganize the government in November 1943.

When the leader of the Italian Communist Party

(PCI), Palmiro Togliatti (1893–1964), returned

from the USSR, he announced the ‘‘svolta di

Salerno’’ (Salerno turning point, 31 March 1944),

which had been suggested by Joseph Stalin (1879–

1953). It opened the way for the first coalition

government (22 April 1944) composed of the anti-

fascist parties and led by Badoglio. This government

lasted until the liberation of Rome (4 June 1944)

and the formation of the first Ivanoe Bonomi

(1873–1951) government. Badoglio retired to pri-

vate life; a senator of the Kingdom since 1919, he

was debarred in 1946, but the action was annulled

by the Court of Cassation in 1948.

See also Ethiopia; Italy; Mussolini, Benito; World War I;
World War II.
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MARIA TERESA GIUSTI

n

BAGRATION OPERATION. The
Bagration Operation was a Soviet code name for a
multifront strategic offensive operation (23 June–
29 August 1944) during World War II on the
eastern front that shattered the German Army
Group Center. Named after Peter Bagration, a
tsarist general of Georgian heritage who fell at
Borodino in 1812, and also known as the
Byelorussian Operation, it was perhaps the most
important of the ‘‘ten destructive blows’’ during
1944 that marked all-out Soviet pursuit of the
strategic initiative against Adolf Hitler’s Wehrmacht.
Despite the recent Allied landing at Normandy, the
German army retained over 235 divisions in the
East, in comparison with roughly 85 in the West.
Even as the Allies slugged their way through
French hedgerows, the Bagration Operation initi-
ally yielded 57,000 German prisoners for a minor
victory parade in Moscow, while continuing to roll
back German army defenses in the East by several
hundred additional kilometers.

With Leningrad relieved in January 1944, and
with nearly half of Ukraine now liberated, Joseph
Stalin and his high command began planning in
mid-April for a new series of offensive operations
that was to ripple across the eastern front from
north to south. The intent was to keep Hitler and
his generals off-balance, to wrest the remaining
occupied Soviet territory from German hands, to
exact heavy losses on the Wehrmacht, and to
position the Soviet Union favorably in east-
central Europe for the closing stages of World
War II against Germany. With the opening of a
second front in the west now imminent, Stalin
resolved to press the advance not only for political
purposes, but also to prevent the Germans from

shifting troops westward to counter an allied
assault on France. Despite unfavorable terrain for
mobile operations, the German salient in Byelorussia
represented a significant strategic objective, both
because of its central location and because of its
importance as a military springboard into the heart
of Europe.

Although Field Marshal Ernst Busch’s Army
Group Center lacked significant mobile forma-
tions, it occupied defenses in depth that relied
heavily on prepared positions and Byelorussia’s
dense, swampy terrain. Against Busch’s (after
28 June, Field Marshal Walter Model’s) Third
Panzer Army and three field armies, the Soviet
intent was to break through German defenses in
six sectors, then transform tactical success into
operational success. The concept was to pin in the
center while destroying German forces on the
flanks with encirclement operations at Vitebsk
(north) and Bobruysk (south). While these pockets
were being reduced and without pause, Soviet
armored and mechanized spearheads from both
flanks were to close a larger encirclement in the
vicinity of Minsk, thereby trapping Army Group
Center’s main forces east of that city. With assistance
from supplementary offensives against German
Army Groups North and Northern Ukraine, subse-
quent Soviet objectives extended to the Vistula,
Narew, and Bug Rivers. The plan relied on Soviet
air superiority and incorporated extensive partisan
attacks against German communications and rear-
area objectives. To coordinate the entire complex of
front- (army group-) level operations, Stavka, the
Headquarters of the Supreme High Command,
assigned Marshals Alexander Vasilevsky and Georgy
Zhukov to oversee planning and execution.

Soviet preparations were elaborate and highly
secret. With Soviet tanks and artillery reserves scat-
tered among many fronts, these and supporting
assets had to be concentrated without giving away
the plan. Accordingly, the Soviets employed exten-
sive deception and operational security measures,
including radio silence, night movements, and
rigid camouflage discipline. In consequence, the
Soviet high command covertly marshaled against
Army Group Center twenty combined arms armies,
two tank armies, and five air armies. Altogether, the
Soviets counted 2.4 million troops in 172
divisions, 12 corps, 7 fortified regions, and 22
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brigades of various types. Their armaments and
equipment included 36,400 guns and mortars,
5,200 tanks and self-propelled guns, and 5,300
aircraft. For operational direction, the major
front-level command instances were (north to south)
the 1st Baltic (Ivan Bagramian), 3rd Byelorussian
(Ivan Chernyakhovsky), 2nd Byelorussian (Georgy
Zakharov), and the 1st Byelorussian (Konstantin
Rokossovsky).

The actual execution of Operation Bagration
unfolded over two stages. The first, 23 June–
4 July 1944, began with breakthrough attacks rip-
pling across the front from north to south. By
27 June, the 1st Baltic and 3rd Byelorussian
Fronts had encircled and annihilated five German
divisions at Vitebsk. Meanwhile, the 2nd
Byelorussian Front had crossed the Dniester to
seize Mogilev on 28 June. Almost simultaneously,
the right wing of the 1st Byelorussian Front had
encircled and destroyed six German divisions at
Bobruysk. On 3 July, advancing mobile groups
from the north and south flanking Soviet fronts
occupied Minsk, encircling to the east the German
Fourth and Ninth Armies (100,000 troops). As
Soviet forward detachments pressed ever westward,
they managed over the first twelve days of
Bagration to reach penetrating depths of 225 to
280 kilometers (140 to 175 miles). These depths,
together with the 400-kilometer-wide (250-mile-
wide) breach in German defenses, signaled libera-
tion for the majority of Byelorussia. The German
defenders, meanwhile, hampered by Hitler’s
injunction against retreat, by partisan sabotage
against railroads, and by the piecemeal commit-
ment of reinforcements, utterly failed to reverse
their disintegrating situation.

The second stage of Bagration (5 July–
29 August 1944) involved pursuit and liquidation
of resisting German pockets. Between 5 and 12 July,
the German forces trapped east of Minsk attempted
a breakout, but were either destroyed or captured.
As the Soviet offensive rolled to the west, the
German high command threw in units drawn from
the west and other parts of the eastern front, but to
no avail. Later coordinated offensives in the north by
the 2nd Baltic Front and in the south by the 1st
Ukrainian Front only added to German woes. By the
end of August, the Red Army had established cross-
ings on the Vistula and the Narew, and had overrun

Vilnius and reached the border of East Prussia.
German Army Group North was now isolated. But
Soviet offensive momentum stopped short of
Warsaw, where Stalin apparently chose consciously
not to support a rebellion against the German occu-
piers by Polish patriots beyond his control.

Bagration had enormous military and political-
military consequences. It liquidated German Army
Group Center and inflicted punishing losses on
neighboring groups. It destroyed two thousand
German aircraft and twelve German divisions and
brigades, while reducing to one-half the strength of
an additional fifty divisions. Meanwhile, it opened
the way for further Soviet offensives into central
Europe and the clearing of the Baltics. The cost to
the Soviets was more than 178,000 dead and
another half-million wounded. In the realm of mili-
tary art, Bagration represented a further refinement
of breakthrough and encirclement operations and
of the ability to insert, after such operations and
without pause, mobile groups into the operational
depths of enemy defenses.

See also Kursk, Battle of; Soviet Union; Stalingrad,
Battle of; World War II; Zhukov, Georgy.
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BAKER, JOSEPHINE (1906–1975),
African American singer, dancer, and actress.

Josephine Baker took Paris by storm when she
first arrived in 1925. She quickly became emblematic
of the French fascination with black culture, often
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called negrophilia. She, in turn, was so delighted
with the French acceptance of her performances
and skin color that she made France her home.

Baker was born in Saint Louis, Missouri, on 3
June 1906, the out-of-wedlock daughter of Carrie
McDonald. In a childhood that she remembered as
being filled with financial difficulties, Baker was espe-
cially disturbed by glimpses she caught of the 1917
East Saint Louis race riot. After a brief marriage at
the age of thirteen to a man named Willie Wells,
Baker started performing with a number of variety
shows. She made her way to New York City, pausing
in Philadelphia when she met William Howard
Baker, whom she married at the age of fifteen.

Once in New York, Baker started to make a
name for herself as the comic relief for chorus lines

in Broadway shows such as Shuffle Along. In 1925
the first-time producer Caroline Dudley persuaded
Baker to join the cast of La revue nègre, and in
September Baker left for France. Once there,
Baker quickly replaced the original leading lady,
Maude de Forest, as the star of a show that blended
urban scenes of modernity with primitive depic-
tions of savage dances. The public reacted strongly,
either loving or hating the show, and Josephine
Baker became an instant star.

At first, Baker was praised for her ability to
perform the part of a dark savage. She had arrived,
after all, in the midst of the Jazz Age. The French
had first been introduced to jazz during World
War I, when African American jazz bands accom-
panied the troops. Stunned by the warm welcome

Josephine Baker in the film Zouzou, 1934. LE FILMS H. ROUSILLON/THE KOBAL COLLECTION/LIMOT
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they received, many of these musicians chose to
stay. The arrival of jazz in France coincided with a
fascination for black culture displayed by the artistic
avant-garde. This interest, first demonstrated by
painters such as Pablo Picasso, became more
intense after World War I. Avant-garde artists such
as the surrealists reacted to a war marked by tech-
nological devastation by turning to what they
considered more primitive cultures, which they
believed would help to regenerate French society.
Baker became a particularly able representative of
this French fascination with black culture.

Baker quickly enlisted the help of a number of
men, some of whom were also her lovers, in order
to market her dark skin to the French. The graphic
artist Paul Colin sketched her, often nude or in her
famous banana skirt, while Pépito (born Giuseppe)
Abatino, an Italian with no fixed profession who
haunted Montmartre nightclubs, became her man-
ager. During performances in other parts of
Europe and Argentina, Baker became convinced
that she far preferred France, where negrophilia
made her feel welcome. In five years she learned
French, styled herself as an elegant Parisian belle,
and trained herself to sing music-hall numbers
while dressed in designer gowns. Her transforma-
tion did not keep her skin color from being one of
her greatest attributes during these early years.
Indeed, Baker performed a number of colonial
characters in her reviews and films, including a
Berber shepherdess and an Indochinese woman.
Baker’s ability to market race was a great strength.
She appeared in films such as Zouzou (1934) and
Princesse Tam Tam (1935), which allowed her to
showcase her comedy and singing talents, and even
had her own hair product: Bakerfix.

In 1937 Baker married the French millionaire
Jean Lion. Although the marriage was short lived,
Baker gained French citizenship. Her patriotism
became an attribute during World War II. She
helped the Resistance in any way she could, joining
before most people knew it existed, in 1940. Her
prominence made stealth difficult, but her enthu-
siasm and performances for Free French troops in
Africa and the Middle East won her the Croix de
Guerre and the Legion of Honor with the rosette
of the Resistance.

Baker devoted the last years of her life to

adopting twelve children of various origins with

the entertainer Joseph Bouillon, whom she had

married in 1947. They lived in her chateau at Les

Milandes in the Dordogne, and although Bouillon

and Baker separated in 1957, they remained on

good terms. When Baker lost her chateau to debt

in March 1969, she returned to performing.

Indeed, it was on 12 April 1975, the morning after

a triumphal gala, that Baker died after suffering a

cerebral hemorrhage. To this day, her image

remains iconic to the French, who continue to

celebrate her performances and life.

See also France; Jazz; Popular Culture.
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BALDWIN, STANLEY (1867–1947),
British politician and the dominant political figure
of the interwar British political scene.

The Conservative Party leader from 1923 to
1937, Baldwin served as British prime minister in
1923, from 1924 to 1929, and from 1935 to
1937. In very marked contrast to the popular sup-
port he received upon his retirement as prime min-
ister in May 1937, at the time of his death
Baldwin’s reputation had been severely tarnished
by the ‘‘Guilty Men’’ slur attached to those
involved in the ‘‘appeasement’’ of the European
dictators in the 1930s.

Baldwin was one of the first British politicians
who became a recognizable household figure, both
visually and audibly, to the new masselectorate.
He skillfully utilized the fledgling media of radio
and cinema newsreels to communicate with the
increasingly urban electorate. As a consequence,
during his fourteen years as Conservative leader
he always sustained better relations with the wider
electorate than he did with his own party. Baldwin
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successfully created an illusion of himself among the
voters by communicating a sense of ‘‘Englishness,’’
provincialism and ordinariness that appealed beyond
partisan political lines. Sometimes his appeal for
ordinariness backfired, as with the 1929 general
election when the campaign slogan of ‘‘Safety
First’’ failed to inspire electoral support. As prime
minister, Baldwin responded to many of the key
crises of the interwar era: the General Strike of
1926 and the abdication crisis of 1936–1937.
Although he led his party for fourteen years, his
relations with it were strained and he failed to
impose his authority and vision upon it. The reason
he remained leader for so long was because he chose
to, not because his party desired it. At this time
there existed no formal rules for disposing of a
Conservative Party leader.

After an early period in local Worcestershire
politics and involvement with the family business,
Baldwin inherited his father’s Bewdley House of
Commons seat when he ran unopposed in 1908.
His early Westminster career suggested little of his
potential, but the support of the party leader,
Andrew Bonar Law (1858–1923), saw Baldwin
climb through the ministerial ranks from 1916
onward. His political break came when he opposed
the continuation of the Liberal-Conservative coali-
tion of David Lloyd George (1863–1945) in 1922.
His reward was the chancellorship of the exche-
quer, which gave him vital political exposure.

May 1923, ill health obliged Law to retire as
Conservative leader and prime minister and
Baldwin was asked to succeed. He foolishly decided
to call an unnecessary election over tariff reform
that resulted in a short-lived minority Labour gov-
ernment. Baldwin’s next administration in 1924–
1929 saw the return to the gold standard (April
1925), the Pact of Locarno (December 1925), the
General Strike (May 1926), and extensive reforms
to local government and social service provision.
The General Strike was his high point. He success-
fully rallied party and middle-class opinion against
the strike and forced the collapse of the action
within a matter of days. He then encountered dif-
ficulties restraining the anti–trade union backlash
that many in his party favored, which resulted in
the 1927 Trade Disputes Act.

Returned to the opposition position in 1929,
Baldwin found his leadership under attack from

those who favored tariff reform and who were
opposed to self-government for India. Stirring the
attacks were the newspaper empires of William

Maxwell Aitken, 1st Baron Beaverbrook (1879–
1964), and Viscount Edmund Cecil Harmsworth
Rothermere (1898–1978). The political-economic

crisis of 1931 led to the creation of the National
Government. Baldwin sensed it provided an oppor-
tunity to exclude Lloyd George and might offer a
vehicle for more centrist politics. Willingly he took

a subordinate position as lord president under the
prime ministership of ex-Labour leader James
Ramsay MacDonald (1866–1937).

Baldwin once more became prime minister in
June 1935, but virtual civil war among the
Conservative Party members over the 1935 India

bill again threatened his leadership. The turmoil
was initially quelled by the November 1935 general
election that enabled Baldwin to secure a mandate

for the National Government to commence rear-
mament. Foreign policy, though, largely domi-
nated this period as various crises—such as the
German remilitarization of the Rhineland (March

1936)—again questioned his abilities as leader.
Baldwin would most likely have chosen to retire
in late 1936 had not the abdication crisis, over the

desire of Edward VIII (1894–1972) to marry
American divorcee Wallis Simpson (1896–1986),
delayed his decision. Many considered Baldwin’s

handling of this crisis to be his greatest political
achievement. He retired to the House of Lords as
Lord Bewdley in May 1937. Neville Chamberlain

(1869–1940) replaced him as prime minister.
Baldwin was a political enigma, who successfully
engaged with the middle class but who failed to

win the devotion of his political party.

See also Appeasement; Chamberlain, Neville.
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BALFOUR DECLARATION. On 2
November 1917, Arthur J. Balfour, the British
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, wrote to
Lord Rothschild, a leading figure in Anglo-Jewry,
and declared that the British government viewed
‘‘with favour the establishment in Palestine of a
national home for the Jewish people, and will use
their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement
of this object.’’

The reasons behind the Balfour Declaration
have been hotly debated by historians since its pub-
lication. For many years, it was claimed that the
declaration derived from a genuine sympathy for
the aims of the Zionist movement, which stemmed
from a long British tradition of Christian Zionism
and philo-Semitism. Following the publication of
official documents in the 1960s, however, historians
have argued that there were clear political motives
behind the government’s Zionist policy, though
there have been disagreements as to which were of
greater significance.

Arguably, the primary purpose of the Balfour
Declaration was to foster pro-British sentiment
among world Jewry, particularly in the United
States and Russia. With so much depending on the
financial and military support of the United States,
following its entry into the war on 2 April 1917, the
British wished to ensure that American society was
fully mobilized behind the war effort. In Russia,
British officials were desperately trying to fight the
pacifism and socialism that had spread since the
revolution of February 1917. Due to an erroneous
belief in Jewish influence and the misplaced notion
that Jews were predominantly Zionist, views that
were encouraged by Zionists in London, British
policy makers were convinced that a pro-Zionist
declaration would help further British objectives in
both the United States and Russia. By October the
sense of urgency within the government regarding a
pro-Zionist statement gathered apace, following
incorrect reports that Germany was about to issue
its own declaration. Despite some opposition from
within the War Cabinet by Lord Curzon, Lord
President of the Council, and Edwin Montagu,
the Secretary of State for India, the decision was
taken on 31 October to issue a declaration. In
response to their objections, however, a caveat was
included in the text to protect the religious and civil

rights of the indigenous population. The Balfour
Declaration thus held a dual obligation to support
Jewish national aspirations and to protect the inter-
ests of the Palestinian Arabs.

Though the propaganda motive was the driving
force behind the Balfour Declaration, there was
another key reason for publicly supporting
Zionism, particularly for Lloyd George. So as to
secure the Suez Canal and the path to India after
the war, Lloyd George considered it essential that
Britain gain control of Palestine. However, the
Anglo-French Sykes-Picot agreement of May 1916
had stipulated that the Holy Land would be under
international control after the war. In addition,
Woodrow Wilson, the president of the increasingly
powerful United States, had asserted that he would
not accept any annexations at the postwar peace
settlement, due to his support for the cause of
national self-determination. As a solution, it was
considered by Lloyd George and Sir Mark Sykes,
the influential war cabinet advisor on the Middle
East, that British support for Zionism would help
to secure a British protectorate in Palestine after the
war. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that a number
of those behind the declaration, including Balfour
and other members of the Foreign Office, were not
interested in using Zionism to this end. Throughout
the development of Britain’s Zionist policy, the
government was heavily influenced by Zionist activ-
ists in London, such as Vladimir Jabotinsky, Chaim
Weizmann, and Nahum Sokolow. Though some
historians have questioned the impact of the
Zionists, and the role of Weizmann has been exag-
gerated, their efforts were of critical significance in
prompting and driving British policy.

The effects of the Balfour Declaration were far
reaching. By the end of the war, Britain had occu-
pied the entirety of Palestine and was assigned the
League of Nations Mandate at the San Remo con-
ference on 24 April 1920. Zionist support for
British control of the Holy Land helped to justify
the Mandate. As a result, the terms of the Mandate,
which were finally confirmed by the League of
Nations on 24 July 1922, incorporated the text of
the declaration. This commitment to supporting
the creation of a Jewish national home remained a
key plank of British policy in Palestine for much
of the Mandate. Despite tensions between the
Zionist leadership and the British authorities, the
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institutions for eventual Jewish statehood were cre-
ated during the mandatory period. In this sense,
the promise of the declaration was more than ful-
filled, and its effects went well beyond the inten-
tions of its makers. However, the attempt to ensure
the peaceful coexistence between the Jewish
nationalists and Palestinian Arab population failed
spectacularly. Almost from the publication of the
Balfour Declaration, the Arab leadership feared
that the emboldened Zionists were seeking to take
the whole country for themselves. That fear never
subsided. The Mandate was punctuated with Arab-
Jewish violence, culminating in the Arab revolt of
1936–1939, and ultimately war, following the
declaration of Israeli independence on 14 May
1948.

See also Israel; Palestine; Zionism.
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BALKANS. The term Balkan has a number of
different manifestations that can be roughly
grouped into three categories. At its simplest,
Balkan is a name. A Turkish word meaning
‘‘mountain,’’ since its appearance in the fifteenth
century, it designated the ancient Haemus (the

mountain range crossing Bulgaria from east to
west). Then, beginning in the nineteenth century,
it was applied to the southeast European peninsula
as a whole, and thus became the name of a region.
At one point in the nineteenth century it was cor-
rectly argued that the peninsula, which had until
then been variably designated as ‘‘Hellenic,’’
‘‘South-Slavic,’’ ‘‘Turkey-in-Europe,’’ and a dozen
more different names, was erroneously called
‘‘Balkan’’ because of the geographic mistake
assuming that the Balkan mountains represented
its northern frontier. By that time, however, the
term had gained currency and ascendancy over the
earlier used ones. Finally, Balkan is used as a per-
sonal name (family name in Bulgaria, given name in
Turkey).

Balkan is also employed as metaphor. By the
beginning of the twentieth century, it became a
pejorative, although this was only a gradual pro-
cess, triggered by the events accompanying the
disintegration of the Ottoman Empire and the
creation of small, weak, economically backward,
and dependent nation-states, which were striving
to modernize. The difficulties of this moderniza-
tion and the accompanying excesses of nationalism
made the Balkans a symbol for the aggressive,
intolerant, barbarian, savage, semideveloped, semi-
civilized, and semi-oriental. The array of stereo-
types, although of a relatively recent provenance,
added to a deep layer of oppositions between
Catholicism and Orthodoxy, Europe and Asia,
West and East, and especially between Christianity
and Islam. The creation of a specific discourse—
balkanism—has often shaped attitudes and actions
toward the Balkans in the twentieth century.
However, Balkan can be also used as a positive
metaphor, especially in Bulgaria, where the word
denotes independence, love of freedom, courage,
and dignity.

Balkan is also used as a scholarly category of
analysis—a geographic region shaped by specific
historical legacies. As a concept, then, the Balkans
have a modern—nineteenth or twentieth century—
provenance.

GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARIES

In the early twenty-first century, ‘‘the Balkans’’ most
often serves as a synonym for Southeastern Europe.
But are they the same category? Southeastern

270 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

B A L K A N S



Europe falls within the range of taxonomical desig-
nations such as Eastern Europe, Western Europe,
Southern Europe, and Northwestern Europe within
the Europe-cum-geographical-derivatives family.
Most geographers treat it as synonymous with the
Balkans. The exception, represented by a minority
of German-language academic works and building
upon a purist geographical approach, argues that the
lands southeast of the Carpathian range form the
entity Southeastern Europe, of which the Balkans
are but a geographic subregion. Thus, Hungary and
occasionally Slovakia would be catalogued as south-
east European, but they would not be considered
Balkan within this matrix.

‘‘The Balkans,’’ however, as the appellation of a
territorial mass, is of the same nature as historical
designations like the Iberian and Apennines penin-
sulas, Scandinavia, or the Alpine and Baltic regions,
all following a historical geographic or ethnic
name. There is general consensus among geogra-
phers about the western, southern, and eastern
borders of the Balkans, defined by the Adriatic,
Ionian, Mediterranean, Aegean, Marmara, and
Black Seas. The northern border is most often
considered to begin at the mouth of the river
Idria in the Gulf of Trieste, following the southeast
foothills of the Julian Alps, and coinciding with the
Sava and Danube Rivers. This approach, disregard-
ing history, leaves out Romania (with the exception
of Dobrudzha). The best way to define the terri-
torial scope of the Balkans, however, is to employ a
combination of geographical, political, historical,
cultural, ethnic, religious, and economic criteria.
In the narrow sense of the word, and sticking to
the Turkish origins of the name Balkan, one can
posit that the Balkans are this part of Europe,
which had been for a long historical period under
Ottoman rule or suzerainty and which displays the
features of the Ottoman legacy.

More broadly, the Balkans may be regarded as
the complex result of the interplay of numerous
historical periods, traditions, and legacies, some
synchronic or overlapping, others consecutive or
completely segregated. They can be classified
according to their influence in different spheres of
social life—political, economic, demographic, and
cultural. One can enumerate many of them: the
Roman, the Byzantine, the Ottoman, and the com-
munist are some of the most important political

legacies. In the religious sphere, it is the
Christian, Muslim, and Judaic traditions with their
numerous sects and branches; in the sphere of art
and culture, the legacies of pre-Greeks, Greeks, and
the numerous ethnic groups that settled the penin-
sula; in social and demographic terms, the legacies
of large and incessant migrations, ethnic diversity,
seminomadism, a large and egalitarian agricultural
sphere, late urbanization alongside a constant con-
tinuity of urban life. For the purposes of this text, the
Balkans encompass Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Macedonia, Romania,
Serbia and Montenegro, Slovenia, and, with qualifica-
tions, Turkey.

THE BALKAN NATION-STATES

Contrary to received wisdom, the Balkans were not as
central to European developments in the twentieth
century as they were in the nineteenth, when events
in the Ottoman Empire, especially its European
possessions, known collectively as the Eastern
Question, preoccupied European diplomacy. The
states that came to be known as Balkan emerged
in the course of the nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries: Greece (independence 1830), Serbia
(autonomy 1830, independence 1878), Montenegro
(independence 1878), Romania (unification 1859,
independence 1878), Bulgaria (autonomy 1878,
independence 1908), and Albania (independence
1913). The national movements that gave birth
to these states were part of the general European
drift toward nationalism and espoused programs
based on the revival of their medieval states and/
or unification of their respective ethnicities.

The frontiers of the new states, however, dis-
regarded these principles without exception and
were determined by the interest of the European
Great Powers in order to preserve the balance of
power and prevent the undue strengthening of any
one of the states in the power vacuum created by
the shrinking Ottoman Empire. This pattern
started with the creation of the small and poor
rump Greece, whose inhabitants were less than a
quarter of the empire’s Greeks and that determined
their irredenta—the program of unifying the unre-
deemed territories inhabited by Greeks—until the
1920s. It was particularly flagrant at the outcome
of the Eastern Crisis of 1875–1878, when autono-
mous Bulgaria, comprising the territories of the
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Bulgarian ethno-religious community, was created

by the Treaty of San-Stefano (March 1878). Only

three months later the newly formed state was

partitioned, with only one-third receiving auton-

omy, with the sole rationale being that too big a

state, suspected to be a Russian client, would upset

the balance of power on the peninsula and on the

Continent. The result was another troubled irre-

denta until World War II. Likewise, the occupation

of Bosnia by Austria-Hungary (1878) and its

annexation (1908) fed the Serbian irredenta, con-

fined to the small Belgrade region.

This is not to pass value judgments about the

positive or negative outcome of the way the map of

the Balkans was redrawn. Ironically, the creation of

Albania could have remained an unrealized national

aspiration had it not been for the confluence of

Italian and Austrian interests to forestall Serbian

expansion to the Adriatic. One can generalize, how-

ever, that the particular shape the Balkans took in the

nineteenth century and the roots of inter-Balkan rela-

tions were to a large extent, if not predominantly,

due to the central position that these states occupied

in European affairs. By the early twentieth century

the relative importance of the Eastern Question had

decreased as other areas of conflict had come to the

fore—the Far East, Africa, Latin America—and

Europe itself was divided into two hostile camps.

BALKAN WARS AND WORLD WAR I

It is in these circumstances that four of the
Balkan nation-states—Greece, Bulgaria, Serbia,
and Montenegro—whose expansion was naturally
sought at the expense of Macedonia and Thrace,
territories still controlled by the Ottomans, entered
into an alliance in 1912, known as the Second
Balkan League (the First Balkan League dated from
the 1860s). Only Romania stayed out, since its
unification drive was directed to the north, to the
heavily Romanian-populated Habsburg region of
Transylvania.

Italian troops in the streets of Tirana, Albania, April 1939. Italian troops occupied Albania in the spring of 1939 and

retained control until they were expelled by Albanian resistance groups backed by Allied forces. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS

272 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

B A L K A N S



The four allies declared war on the Ottoman
Empire (October 1912), and at the Treaty of
London (May 1913) the Ottoman Empire ceded
all of its territory in Europe with the exception of
Istanbul’s small hinterland. The disagreements over
the division of the newly acquired territories led to
the Second Balkan War (1913), a fratricidal conflict
in which Bulgaria was catastrophically vanquished by
its former allies, now allied with Romania and the
Ottomans, and remained, for the next three de-
cades, an embittered revanchist, seeking to retrieve
its losses. The cruelties of these wars, in a European
climate that believed in the stability of the Belle
Epoque, gave rise to the stereotypical images of a
particularly harsh and savage region. These per-
sisted, no matter that West European barbarities
largely outnumbered and outdid Balkan atrocities
only a few years later, during World War I.

So persistent are these stereotypes that despite
definitive scholarly verdicts about the roots and
causes of World War I, the assassination of
Archduke Francis Ferdinand (1863–1914) in
Sarajevo (June 1914) by the young Serb Bosnian
nationalist Gavrilo Princip (1894–1918) is still
often evoked as the principal reason for the global
imperialistic conflagration. Accordingly, the sobri-
quet ‘‘powder keg of Europe,’’ coined at that time,
can still be heard about the Balkans. In fact, all
Balkan states tried to avoid the Great War. It was
imposed by Austria-Hungary on a pliant Serbia.
Bulgaria committed to the Central Powers only
after the Allied failures at the Dardanelles and
Gallipoli, in the hope of reversing the humiliation
from the Balkan Wars, and occupied Macedonia.
Turkey was virtually coaxed to enter the war on
Germany’s side, and Romania cautiously joined the
Allies in 1916. The Albanians had little choice and
were partitioned between the warring parties, and
the Greeks entered the war on 27 June 1917, even
after the United States, which had joined the con-
flict in April. The Balkans never became a major
theater of operation, although the war proved
devastating for their populations and their
economies.

INTERWAR DEVELOPMENTS AND WORLD

WAR II

The end of World War I saw the disintegration
of the Habsburg and Romanov empires and the
final collapse of the Ottoman. The secession of
the Balkan nation-states, however, was already

completed during the nineteenth century, and the
retreat of the Ottomans from Europe had ended
with the Balkan Wars. The formation of the
Turkish Republic, therefore, did not affect national
frontiers in the Balkans, although it had enormous
repercussions for the Middle East. But the huge
population exchanges, sanctioned by the Treaty of
Lausanne (1923), had deep-reaching legal and
demographic consequences in the Balkans. The
great expansion of two Balkan states—Serbia and
Romania—was effectuated at the expense of
Austria-Hungary and Russia. Romania annexed
Transylvania (from Hungary), Bukovina (from
Austria), and Bessarabia (from Russia). Serbia
became the nucleus of the Kingdom of Serbs,
Croats, and Slovenes (Yugoslavia after 1929), with
acquisitions from Austria and Hungary.

The 1920s marked the diplomatic ascendancy
of France and later of Italy in the Balkans. The
Great Depression (1919–1933), however, paved
the way first for Germany’s economic penetration
and then political predominance. In the early
1930s the Balkan states made an attempt at a
regional alliance, which was meant to withstand
great-power pressures. The 1934 Balkan Entente
(an alliance between Greece, Yugoslavia, Romania,
and Turkey) proved, however, limited and even
futile in the face of German and Italian ascendancy,
Bulgarian revisionism, and the international col-
lapse of the principle of collective security.

Despite attempts at staying out of the looming
conflagration, all Balkan countries with the excep-
tion of Turkey were pulled into World War II.
Bulgaria and Romania became German satellites
and strove to fulfill their irredentist programs.
Bulgaria occupied Macedonia and Thrace, although
it refused to send troops to the eastern front.
Romania, in an attempt to regain Bessarabia, which
it had lost to the Soviets in 1940, joined the
German army against the Soviet Union. Albania
was occupied by Benito Mussolini (1883–1945)
as early as 1939, and Yugoslavia and Greece were
overrun by Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) in 1941.
Both Yugoslavia and Greece staged a remarkable
(mostly communist-led) resistance against a partic-
ularly brutal occupation, although the fractured
character of their resistance movements fed
the Greek Civil War (until 1949) and haunted
Yugoslavia during its violent breakup in the
1990s.
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FROM THE COLD WAR TO THE

DISINTEGRATION OF YUGOSLAVIA

After World War II the Balkans were divided along
Cold War lines, agreed upon by Winston Churchill
(1871–1947) and Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) in
the famous percentage deal in Moscow (October
1944). Greece and Turkey became part of the
Western alliance, the rest became part of commu-
nist Eastern Europe. But even in this respect, the
Balkans proved sui generis. Greece and Turkey,
both members of NATO, came several times to
the brink of war with each other. Yugoslavia under
Josip Broz Tito (1892–1980) maneuvered deftly
between World Wars I and II and played at being
at the helm of a third. Bulgaria was the Soviet
Union’s most faithful ally, but, ironically, it was
politically more liberal than the anti-Russian
Nicolae Ceauşescu’s (1918–1989) Romania. Albania
broke with the Soviet bloc and found protection
from China. Most remarkably, the designation
Balkan, not to speak of the negative stereotypes, all
but disappeared, submerged in the bipolar Cold War
rhetoric.

The stereotypes resurfaced again in the course
of a twofold process that took place after 1989.
The first was the disintegration of the socialist
system and the issue of European Union expansion
to the east. The strategy and costs of this expan-
sion, and the potential competition between the
candidates, brought to the fore the differential
treat-ment of Eastern Europe’s subregions. The
Central European ideology of the 1980s (with
Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia at its cen-
ter), which initially was only anti-Soviet, by the
1990s evoked the Balkans as its constituting other.
This seemed to be mostly motivated by the initial
tendency of the West to treat non-Soviet Eastern
Europe as a group, a tendency that slowed Central
Europe’s prospects for integration. Although the
Central European ideology was rhetorically
successful, it has remarkably and ironically all but
disappeared since its goals were achieved.

The second coinciding process was Yugoslavia’s
bloody disintegration. Despite the fact that the wars
of succession were confined entirely to the territory
of the former Yugoslavia, and none of the other
Balkan countries was ever involved, the world
insisted on naming this a ‘‘Balkan’’ conflict and even
the ‘‘Third Balkan War.’’ To a great extent this was
the result of an attempt not to get involved, to

restrict the problems to Europe’s southeastern cor-
ner. Rhetorically, it was based on a number of cul-
tural arguments, particularly the application of the
‘‘clash of civilizations’’ theory positing that hence-
forth international conflicts would occur not so
much between states and ideologies but rather
along cultural, especially religious, fault lines. It
was the time of the blooming of balkanism, a dis-
cursive paradigm that described the region as essen-
tially different from the rest of Europe and thus
legitimized a policy of relative noninvolvement and
isolation.

THE END OF THE BALKANS?

Extending a protective arm around the old centers
of the Habsburg Empire after 1989, the West,

A Muslim woman clears rubble inside a bombed

building, Turanje, Croatia, 1994. Violence between ethnic

groups during the breakup of Yugoslavia reinvigorated the

stereotype of the Balkans as a region of unresolvable political

tensions, although other nations in the region were not

involved. ªPETER TURNLEY/CORBIS
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motivated in part by sentiment, followed neatly the
new trench lines outlined by the ‘‘clash of civiliza-
tions’’ theory that drew a border not only between
Christianity and Islam but also between Eastern
(Orthodox) Christianity and Western (Catholic
and Protestant) Christianity. This led to predictions
that beyond Central Europe ‘‘Byzantine Europe’’
would be left out, too close to Russia, too poor
and disorderly to jeopardize ‘‘Fortress Europa.’’

However, the differing American and European
visions of NATO produced a series of unintended
consequences. The year 1997 saw the beginning of
NATO expansion, but since 1989 the question of
the raison d’être of the alliance never ceased to be
high on both the European and U.S. foreign policy
agenda, so much so that in Europe there were plans
to build alternative security systems confined only to
the Continent and disband NATO. Until 1999 the
international community channeled its pressure on
and involvement in Yugoslavia exclusively through
the United Nations. The 1999 NATO bombing of
Yugoslavia, effectively carried out by the United
States, was motivated by a host of political and
moral considerations, not least among them the
desire to revive and make relevant the last organiza-
tion in which the United States played a leading role
in Europe. Whatever the order of motivations, the
bombing clearly had unintended consequences.
Before the Kosovo war, the dominant paradigm
applied to the Balkans translated into the practical
ghettoization of the region. The European Union’s
visa regime absolved Central Europe but not the
rest of Eastern Europe and the Balkans and put
restrictions on the movement of their populations.
This was balkanism in action.

But the rhetorical legitimation of 1999—
bombing in the service of universal human rights—
effectively brought the Balkans back into the sphere
of Western politics, and the bombing and its after-
math brought the Europeans and Americans deeper
and, it seems, inextricably into involvement with the
Balkans. They are running two (Bosnia and Kosovo)
and arguably four (with Macedonia and Albania)
protectorates. There is also, for the first time, a sig-
nificant lobby among Eurocrats who believe that it
is in Europe’s greater interest to bring the Balkans
in, instead of ghettoizing them. The unintended
result was the early suspension of the visa barriers
for Bulgaria and Romania and, more importantly,

the curious but predictable restraining of the balkan-
ist rhetoric: it no longer served power politics,
although it is there, conveniently submerged but
readily at hand. In the meantime, NATO, which
was founded in 1949, and during the Cold War
added Greece and Turkey to its ranks (1952), has
admitted as full members Bulgaria, Romania, and
Slovenia (2004). Albania, Macedonia, and Croatia
are partners in NATO’s Membership Action Plan.
Slovenia is already part of the European Union
(2004), the second Balkan state after Greece
(1981), and Bulgaria and Romania are scheduled to
join in 2007. Turkey, a long-term applicant, does not
yet have a firm accession date, and Croatia applied in
2003.

It seems that one can tentatively speak of the
end of the Balkans-as-metaphor. The concept is
retreating from politics and relegated to nomencla-
ture and scholarship.

See also Albania; Bosnia-Herzegovina; Bulgaria; Croatia;
Greece; Kosovo; Macedonia; Montenegro; Romania;
Serbia; Slovenia; Turkey; Yugoslavia.
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BALL, HUGO (1886–1927), German writer
and performer, leading figure in the Dada
movement.

After studying German literature, history, and
philosophy at the universities of Munich and
Heidelberg, Hugo Ball enrolled at the Max
Reinhardt (1873–1943) school for stage design
and acting at the Deutsches Theater in Berlin. In
1911, he worked briefly at the municipal theater in
Plauen before becoming the artistic director of the
Munich Kammerspiele in 1912. He also wrote
provocative poems, some in collaboration with
his friend Hans Leybold, which were published in
the expressionist periodicals Die Aktion and
Revolution. In 1913, Ball was charged with obscen-
ity for his violent poem ‘‘Der Henker’’ (The
Hangman), but later acquitted on account of its
‘‘unintelligibility.’’ In addition to writing, acting,
and directing, he was interested in music, dance,
and the visual arts. His plans to form with Wassily
Kandinsky (1866–1944) an experimental, multi-
media theater in Munich were interrupted by the
beginning of World War I. Ball volunteered to
serve in the German army but was rejected for
health reasons. Having briefly witnessed trench
warfare action in Belgium, he reacted in horror
and became a pacifist, organizing expressionist
and antiwar readings in Berlin. In May 1915, he
emigrated with the singer and cabaret artist Emmy
Hennings (1885–1948), whom he later married, to
Zurich.

Ball became a leading figure in the Dada move-
ment. On 5 February 1916, he and Hennings
formed the Cabaret Voltaire, which became the

main public platform of the Zurich Dada group.
Alongside Jean Arp (or Hans Arp), Richard
Huelsenbeck, Marcel Janco, and Tristan Tzara,
Ball and Hennings engaged in anarchic perfor-
mances of music and poetry, including deafening
recitals of ‘‘bruitist’’ (noise) and ‘‘simultaneous’’
poems. Ball is also credited with inventing the term
Dada, which makes its first appearance in his diary
on 18 April 1916. This word was found by ran-
domly leafing through a dictionary, and its appar-
ent meaninglessness, or rather, its openness to a
variety of meanings, testifies to the spontaneity
and provocative nihilism of the group. In June
1916, Ball edited one issue of the periodical
Cabaret Voltaire, which contained work by the
Zurich Dadas and, among others, Guillaume
Apollinaire, Blaise Cendrars, Kandinsky, Filippo
Tommaso Marinetti, Amedeo Modigliani, and
Pablo Picasso. In a preface dated 15 May 1916,
Ball publicly introduced the term Dada to describe
the stylistic pluralism and cultural internationalism
of artists united against war and nationalism.

Ball’s reputation as a poet rests largely on his
astonishing Lautgedichte (sound poems), some of
which he performed at a Dada soirée on 14 July
1916 (Bastille Day). These poems, which include
‘‘Karawane’’ (Caravan) and ‘‘gadji beri bimba,’’
were composed from invented words that have no
obvious referential meaning, but create an intense
emotional power. He intended these poems in part
as a protest against the ‘‘misuse’’ of language dur-
ing the war, and the way in which the languages of
art and culture had been perverted in the West to
uphold dangerous values and murderous societies.
Wearing an exotic costume made of cardboard,
with a giant collar suggesting wings, and a cylin-
drical shaman’s hat, Ball recited the sound poems
in the style of ‘‘priestly lamentations.’’ As a self-
styled ‘‘magic bishop,’’ Ball sought to convey in
language ‘‘primeval strata’’ of experience untouched
by reason or logic. Deliberately undermining
‘‘meaning,’’ his performance was an attempt to rein-
tegrate body and mind, the physical and the spiri-
tual. For Ball, Dada’s mix of ‘‘buffoonery and
requiem mass’’ was meant to become a therapeutic
creativity with which to heal modernity.

Following a nervous breakdown, Ball broke
with Dada in the summer of 1916 and moved to
the artist colony of Ascona, and later settled in
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Agnuzzo. He wrote many political articles for Die

Freie Zeitung in Berne between September 1917

and February 1920, and continued to work on

several books, including a sharp indictment of the

German intellectual tradition from Martin Luther

to the twentieth century, and the prose work

Tenderenda, which is written in a multilayered

experimental style. Disappointed with the outcome

of the revolution in Germany in 1918–1919, he

turned away from politics and his stance became

increasingly religious. In 1920, he rejoined the

Catholic Church and subsequently wrote on

Byzantine Christianity and on the Reformation.

In 1924, he stayed in Rome to study psychoanaly-

sis, in particular the works of Carl Gustav Jung. In

1927, shortly before his death, he published Flight

Out of Time, his autobiography in the form of a

diary, which offers much information on Dada. His

home city of Pirmasens has established a Hugo Ball

archive and publishes, since 1977, an annual alma-

nac devoted to his life and work. Wallstein Verlag is

publishing a critical edition of his writings; the first

volume appeared in 2003. While Ball’s Dada texts

and activities continue to attract scholarly atten-

tion, recent research has highlighted the wide

(and perhaps eclectic) range of his interests across

artistic and intellectual boundaries, and suggested

ways in which Ball’s self-transformations in his life

and work betray a male subjectivity attempting to

respond to the challenges of modernity.

See also Apollinaire, Guillaume; Arp, Jean; Cabaret;
Dada; Expressionism; Kandinsky, Wassily;
Marinetti, F. T.; Picasso, Pablo; Tzara, Tristan.
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ANDREAS KRAMER

BALTIC STATES. See Estonia; Latvia;
Lithuania.

n

BANKING. Throughout the twentieth cen-
tury, banks have played a major role in Europe’s
economy, society, and politics. As companies banks
have counted among the largest, while as financial
intermediaries they have contributed decisively,
though sometimes controversially, to economic
development. Yet banking has displayed different
features in each European country. For if a broad
definition of a bank can easily be provided (taking
deposits on the one hand and granting credit on
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the other), there have been multiple variations on
this theme, in terms of type of banking activity
(commercial or investment bank), ownership
(private, joint stock, or state-owned), size (small,
medium-size, large), and geographical expansion
(local, regional, national, multinational). The com-
bination of these different characteristics has varied
between countries, contributing to their distinctive
banking architecture, as well as over time.

By 1914 national banking systems had adopted
their distinctive features, which were not entirely
to disappear with the transformations of financial
activities occurring in the course of the twentieth
century, especially from the 1960s. Despite national
idiosyncrasies, two main models have been domi-
nant across Europe: the British model of deposit
banking complemented by a more active capital
market, and the German model of universal bank-
ing, with France combining some elements of the
two. This entry will thus mainly concentrate on
these three cases, Europe’s three leading economies,
while paying attention, when necessary, to other
national experiences.

THE RISE OF THE BIG BANKS

By the eve of the First World War, the effects of the
banking revolution of the nineteenth century—the
emergence of the large joint-stock bank—were
being fully felt, though in different degrees, in all
European countries. The phenomenon was most
pronounced in England, where twelve banks, based
in London with a national or regional network of
branches, controlled two-thirds of the country’s
deposits. The three largest—Lloyds, Midland, and
Westminster—were among the world’s top five,
together with Crédit Lyonnais of France and
Deutsche Bank of Germany (see table 1). Such
powerful institutions were the result of an amalga-
mation movement starting in the mid-nineteenth
century and leading to the complete disappearance
of the private country banks and of most regional
banks. The level of concentration was also high
in France, with more than half of the resources of
the registered banks in the hands of the four larg-
est. Unlike England, however, over two thousand
local banks survived in France, and although their
importance cannot be assessed quantitatively, as
they did not publish their balance sheet, recent
historical research has revealed that they played a

major role in supporting small and medium-size
enterprises. The situation was still different in
Germany, where the nine big Berlin banks col-
lected barely 12 percent of the country’s banking
resources. There were still several hundred local
and regional joint-stock banks, whose joint
resources were more or less equal to those of the
big banks, as well as a good thousand private banks
that were not included in the Reichsbank’s statis-
tics. But the bulk of the deposits lay elsewhere:
almost 75 percent was in the hands of savings
banks, mortgage banks, banking cooperatives, and
other specialized banks. Alongside the big banks,
old established private banks—the haute banque, to
use the evocative French terminology—had man-
aged to retain an influential position, especially in
international finance, thanks to their prestige and
networks of relationships. Their position was partic-
ularly strong in London, then the world’s financial
center, less so in Paris and Berlin.

NATIONAL BANKING SYSTEMS

The strength of the London merchant banks—the
English versionof the haute banque, with such famous
names as N. M. Rothschild, Baring Brothers, Morgan
Grenfell, Schroders, or Kleinwort—was partly the
result of the highly specialized nature of the English
banking system. While German banks were special-
ized by type of customer (large companies for the big
banks, small and medium-size firms for the local and
regional banks, and so on), the English banking
system was specialized by functions. However, in all
countries central banks were starting to establish their
role as lenders of last resort in order to ensure the
stability of the financial system.

In Britain banking basically meant deposit bank-
ing. The golden rule of deposit banks, or clearing
banks as they are usually called, was not to tie up
in long-term investments the money deposited with
them on a short-term basis. Assets thus had to be as
liquid as possible, with self-liquidating bills of
exchange being especially popular. Investments were
in consols—the British national debt—or in other
highly liquid securities, not in industrial securities;
advances were granted on a short-term basis, whether
in the form of loans (granted for a fixed sum and for
a given period) or of overdrafts (which customers
could use as they required, up to a limit agreed upon
beforehand with the bank). For their long-term
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requirements, companies could raise money on the

capital markets, traditionally more developed than in
continental Europe, though clearing banks did not

issue securities on behalf of customers, a task left to

company promoters.

International credit was provided by the mer-

chant banks that accepted, or upon which were

directly drawn, bills of exchange, generally for

three months, which constituted the main instru-

ment for financing international trade. These bills

were negotiable instruments, and well before they

reached their maturity dates they were discounted

by other specialized banking firms, the discount

houses, which then resold them to commercial

banks. Merchant banks were also specialized in

the most prestigious financial activity of the day,

issuing loans on behalf of foreign companies and

governments. In addition to being specialized by

functions, banking was divided between interna-

tional and national financial activities. Though

more involved in the latter, the clearing banks

provided the cash credit, in the form of day-to-
day loans, to discount houses that discounted the

bills of exchange accepted by the merchant banks,

thus making the whole wheel of international trade

financing turn. Finally, the overseas banks were

English banks, insofar as their capital and manage-

ment were English and their registered office was

usually in London, but their sphere of activity was

in the British Empire or abroad. Their goal was to

finance trade with the regions in which they were

established and to obtain exchange facilities.

Among them were the Hong Kong and Shanghai
Banking Corporation, the London and River Plate
Bank, the Standard Bank of South Africa, and sev-
eral others, all independent companies and not
subsidiaries of big commercial banks.

In Germany, by contrast, universal banks
undertook all types of operations: they collected
deposits, granted short-term commercial credit as
well as medium- and long-term industrial credit,
discounted bills of exchange, and acted as brokers
and as issuing houses. Bankers were also massively
represented on the boards of other, especially
industrial, companies. The German big banks were
thus involved in both national industrial financing
and large international banking and financial trans-
actions, especially in issuing foreign loans. The
French banking system is usually seen as standing
roughly halfway between the British and German
models. On the one hand, the French big commer-
cial banks followed the principles of the English
joint-stock banks, while more risky industrial financ-
ing was left to another type of bank, the banque
d’affaires (banks akin to investment banks, mainly
dealing in securities and holding controlling stakes
in other companies), whose most famous represen-
tative was the Banque de Paris et des Pays-Bas.
Overseas banks were also part of the German and
French banking systems, though they were less
numerous and had smaller networks of foreign
branches than their British counterparts and, unlike
the latter, were often subsidiaries of the large com-
mercial banks. Elsewhere, Belgium, Switzerland,
Italy, and Austria were close to the German model,
Holland and the Scandinavian countries to the
British one.

BANKING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

There have been intense debates about the respec-
tive merits of these systems, in the first place the
British and the German ones, particularly with
respect to their contribution to economic develop-
ment. A long historiographical tradition holds that
the financial sector contributed to Britain’s relative
economic decline in the three or four decades
before the First World War. British banks have
been criticized for their reluctance to provide
long-term industrial finance and the London capi-
tal market for directing overseas funds that could
have been more beneficially invested in the British
economy. A similar criticism has been directed at

TABLE 1

The fifteen largest commercial banks in Europe in 1913

Total assets (£ millions)

Crédit Lyonnais (France) 113
Deutsche Bank (Germany) 112
Midland Bank (United Kingdom) 109
Lloyds Bank (United Kingdom) 107
Westminster Bank (United Kingdom) 104
Société Générale (France) 95
Comptoir National d’Escompte de Paris (France) 75
National Provincial Bank (United Kingdom) 74
Dresdner Bank (Germany) 72
Société Générale de Belgique (Belgium) 72
Barclays Bank (United Kingdom) 66
Disconto-Gesellschaft (Germany) 58
Parr’s Bank (United Kingdom) 52
Credit-Anstalt (Austria) 50
Union of London and Smiths Bank (United Kingdom) 49
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the French banks, especially as far as their prefer-
ence for foreign investments is concerned. Such
criticisms are not surprising given that Britain and
France were the two largest capital exporters (with
respectively 18.3 and 8.7 billion dollars of assets in
foreign countries in 1913 out of a total of 44
billion dollars, as against 5.6 billion for Germany)
and experienced slower economic growth than
Germany during the three decades preceding the
First World War. The German banking system, for
its part, has often been seen as working in the long-
term interest of the manufacturing industry, while
some authors, most famously Rudolf Hilferding in
Das Finanzkapital, published in 1910, have stressed
the power of the banks, in particular the control
they were in a position to exert over industry and,
ultimately, over the entire German economy.

Historical evidence reveals a picture often at
odds with such analyses. French banks have been
absolved from the sin of ‘‘failing’’ industry. Recent
research has shown that British banks were more
involved in industrial finance than they had been
credited for and that large industrial companies
were able to make effective use of the flexibility of
the capital markets. And German industrial compa-
nies have been shown to have been far more inde-
pendent from the banks than Hilferding and his
followers had assumed. As for capital exports, they
barely affected the economies of centrally located
countries. In the end, finance held a stronger posi-
tion in Britain, as a result of the international position
of the City of London, than in Germany, where the
banks’ power and prestige ultimately lay in their
support of the country’s industrialization.

THE FIRST WORLD WAR AND ITS

AFTERMATH

Banking prospers in times of peace, not in times of
war. Indeed, for most bankers and financiers the
First World War meant a marked decrease in their
activities owing to disruptions in the trading of
goods, services, and capital among countries, as
well as to growing state intervention in economic
and financial affairs. A large number of services
traditionally offered by the banks were henceforth
superfluous, like commercial credit or issuing syn-
dicates, since governments at war tend to pay
companies up front or borrow directly from savers.
The London merchant banks, cornerstone of
the international credit mechanism prior to 1914,

suffered from the slump in their accepting and
issuing businesses, while the commercial banks
had to adjust to the part played from then on by
financing the growing needs of the state: the assets
of all big European banks mainly comprised
Treasury bonds and similar stocks at that time.

However, despite the disruptions caused by
war and monetary disorders in the early 1920s,
the trend toward the strengthening of the large
joint-stock banks and increased banking concentra-
tion continued during the 1920s. This trend was
particularly strong in Britain, where the amalgama-
tion movement reached its peak in 1918, before
the war was over. Five mergers took place in that
year, involving the country’s ten largest banks and
resulting in the formation of five huge banks that
immediately came to be known as the ‘‘Big Five’’—
Barclays, Lloyds, Midland, National Provincial, and
Westminster—and controlled 90 percent of the
country’s deposits. The ‘‘Big Five’’ emerged as the
largest banks in the world, far ahead of their
German and French counterparts (in 1929 the larg-
est British bank was nearly four times larger than
the largest German or French one), which encoun-
tered more difficulties in the early postwar years.
French banks suffered from the devaluation of the
franc and the absence of significant mergers. As for
German banks, even though they expanded by tak-
ing over provincial banks, they were weakened by
the devastation of war and hyperinflation: in 1924
the commercial banks’ capital was valued at 30 per-
cent of its prewar gold value, their assets at only 21
percent. However, they strengthened their position
within the German banking system, with their share
of the total assets of all German banks reaching 33
percent in 1929, a level not to be surpassed until the
1980s.

Business conditions somewhat altered in the
1920s. In Britain the clearing banks, with their
enormous financial means, increasingly competed
with the merchant banks in the accepting and
issuing activities. Moreover, the former became
involved in long-term industrial finance, though
this policy was somewhat forced upon them rather
than deliberately chosen. During the boom of
1919–1920 they granted large overdrafts, particu-
larly to heavy industry, which with the downturn of
the 1920s often had to be converted into frozen
loans and nursed for the remainder of the period.
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In France the big banks had to face growing com-
petition from the main provincial banks (Crédit du
Nord, Société Nancéienne de Crédit, and others).
And as Germany became a capital-importing coun-
try (having been stripped of its foreign assets
and required to pay reparations by the Treaty of
Versailles), the big banks and the leading private
banks played an active role in these transfers,
borrowing on a short-term basis abroad and then
lending on a long-term basis to German compa-
nies, a risky strategy in the event of the influx of
foreign capital coming to a stop. Furthermore, they
had to deal with competition from foreign banks,
especially American, which granted credit directly
to German companies and took charge of issuing
securities on their behalf on the New York market.

THE BANKING CRISIS OF THE 1930S

The Wall Street crash of October 1929 and the
ensuing slump soon affected banking. The big
Italian banks—Banca Commerciale Italiana, Banca
di Roma, and Credito Italiano—went through se-
rious difficulties in 1930 and were rescued in secrecy
by the Bank of Italy and the Italian government,
which undertook a thorough transformation of the
banking system, leading, in particular, to the nation-
alization of the banks and the end of universal
banking. In May 1931 the Credit-Anstalt in
Vienna went bankrupt, and the crisis then moved
to Berlin. On 13 July 1931 the Danat Bank, weak-
ened by the collapse of the large textile trust
company Nordwolle, closed its doors, provoking a
run of depositors on the other banks, which decided
to only pay 20 percent of the sums that their clients
wanted to withdraw, in other words to suspend their
payments. The German banks were initially pena-
lized by the interruption, following the crash, of
foreign capital inflows into Germany, on which the
entire credit mechanism hinged. Then, with the
prolongation of the crisis and international tensions,
especially surrounding the payment of reparations,
they had to contend with massive withdrawals of
foreign funds. Finally, in July 1931, they were no
longer able to obtain refinancing from the
Reichsbank, whose gold and currency reserves
shrank below their statutory minimum. The inter-
vention of the German government put an end to
the panic. It ordered the immediate closure of all
banks for two days, during which the Dresdner
Bank also declared itself bankrupt, and introduced

exchange controls on 15 July. With state backing,

the Reichsbank set up the Akzept- und Garantiebank

to obtain credit for commercial banks and savings

banks. Furthermore, the government undertook

major restructuring of the big banks, resulting in

their near nationalization; they were denationalized,

however, during the Third Reich.

From Germany, the crisis moved to England.

The big banks held out well, with no major English

bank having to close its doors during this period.

The merchant banks were hit harder by the con-

traction in international trade and especially the

introduction of exchange controls in Germany,

and some of the smaller houses had to be wound

up. The real crisis was a crisis of the pound sterling,

whose convertibility in gold was suspended by the

British government on 21 September 1931—a

turning point in monetary history, with the end

of the gold standard, rather than in banking

history.

The French banks were not spared. Between

October 1929 and September 1937, 670 French

banks became insolvent, the vast majority of them

small local and regional banks. Among the big banks,

the Banque Nationale de Crédit (BNC), the coun-

try’s fourth-largest deposit bank, collapsed in 1931

and was built up again the following year, with help

from the state, under the name of Banque Nationale

pour le Commerce et l’Industrie (BNCI). The

Banque de l’Union Parisienne, one of the main ban-

ques d’affaires, shaken by the crises in Germany and

central Europe, experienced very serious difficulties

that brought it to the brink of bankruptcy in 1932,

but it was saved by the joint intervention of the

Banque de France and the main Parisian banks.

Small countries were also affected by the crisis,

including safe havens such as Switzerland, then

Germany’s fourth-largest creditor. The large Swiss

banks suffered badly from the effects of German

banking crisis, with their assets more than halving

between 1930 and 1935. Only the two largest

banks—Swiss Bank Corporation and Crédit

Suisse—avoided large reductions of capital, while

one of them—the Banque d’Escompte Suisse,

Geneva—collapsed in 1934 and another—the

Schweizerische Volksbank, Berne—was only saved

by the intervention of the federal government.
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The depression of the 1930s interrupted the

forward march of the big banks that had started

fifty years earlier, reinforcing the public and para-

public banks. The shift was most spectacular in

France, where by the late 1930s the share of the

publicly owned institutions, in the first place the

savings banks, far outstripped those of the com-

mercial banks: between 1930 and 1937 deposits

held by the former rose from 67 to 113 billion

francs, while those held by the latter actually fell

from 87 to 67 billion. In Germany, the share of

the savings banks in the total assets of all banks

increased from 31 percent in 1929 to 43 percent

in 1938, while those of the commercial banks fell

from 33 to 15 percent. Despite their rapid growth,

savings banks and building societies never reached
such a dominant position in Britain: by 1933 their
assets represented 37 percent of those of the clear-
ing banks, up from 17 percent in 1920.

SUPERVISION AND REGULATION

The bank bankruptcies and the crisis of confidence
in financial institutions led governments to intervene
in financial affairs, with the aim of ensuring the
stability of both the financial system and the econ-
omy. Moreover, state regulation was encouraged by
the prevailing ideology and growing distrust toward
market mechanisms. The main issue was the risks
involved in universal banking. Mention must be
made here of the United States, the first country

German depositors, fearing a bank failure, wait to withdraw their savings, 5 July 1931. ªMARY EVANS PICTURE LIBRARY/

THE IMAGE WORKS
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to legislate and the one that went the furthest in this
field, in particular with the Glass-Steagall Act (from
the names of the two promoters of the Banking
Act passed in 1933), which decreed the complete
separation of commercial banking activities (raising
funds and loans) from investment banking activities
(issuing, distributing, and trading securities). Similar
measures were taken in a number of European
countries, notably Belgium, where two decrees
passed in 1934 and 1935 (and in fact largely
inspired by bankers anxious to restore confidence)
abolished universal banking and subjected all insti-
tutions having banking status to control by a new
body, the Banking Commission. From then on, the
Société Générale de Belgique, Europe’s oldest uni-
versal bank, founded in 1822, concentrated all of its
commercial banking activities in a new institution,
the Banque de la Société Générale, later known
under the name of Générale de Banque.

The universal bank survived in Germany,
though its abolition was debated. The banking
law of December 1934, enacted under the Nazis,
attributed the crisis to individual failings rather
than to any shortcoming of the system and made
do with strengthening bank supervision and intro-
ducing some restrictions on long-term deposits and
on banks’ representation on the supervisory boards
of other companies. But even though universal
banking survived, the government considerably
strengthened its hold over financial institutions.
Other laws, of a more sinister nature, also trans-
formed the banking landscape in Germany by
excluding Jews from economic life.

In Switzerland the federal banking law of 1934
did not abolish universal banking, and its only
effect was the Swiss Confederation’s very mild
interference in banking affairs arising from the
establishment of a Federal Banking Commission
to supervise the system. The law was above all
famous for its Article 47 relating to banking
secrecy. This article made those who were subject
to it—bank employees, managers, directors, audi-
tors, and supervisors—liable to fines or up to six
months’ imprisonment if they divulged informa-
tion on the trend of the business market and, above
all, the names of a bank’s clients.

England, for its part, steered clear of the trend
toward greater regulation of the banks, probably
because there had not been any bank bankruptcies

during the 1930s, and because the financial system
was more specialized than elsewhere and effectively
monitored by the Bank of England. France too left
things as they were until 1941, when the Vichy
government introduced a law, upheld and com-
pleted in 1944, that controlled and regulated bank-
ing activities that until then had been open to any
newcomers. Henceforth, banks had to be regis-
tered according to their type of activity, with a clear
distinction between banques d’affaires and deposit
banks, as well as between banks and other special-
ized institutions such finance companies and dis-
count houses.

WARTIME CONTROLS AND

RECONSTRUCTION

All banks, in all countries, were affected by the
Second World War. As in the First World War,
contributing to the war effort meant, as far as their
business operations were concerned, a shift from
commercial to government lending. Everywhere,
including in the neutral countries, their assets
became dominated by government securities. In
Britain, by August 1945 government paper and
cash amounted to over 82 percent of the deposits
of the London clearing banks. The figure was just
under 50 percent at Deutsche Bank, as well as at
the Swiss Bank Corporation.

However, these were but temporary effects,
even though banks did not return to fully normal
business conditions until the early 1950s. More
fundamental changes affected German and French
banks. In Germany, the Allies’ determination to
decentralize the German economy led to the deci-
sion to divide each of the three big banks
(Deutsche, Dresdner, and Commerz) into regional
banks. The Deutsche Bank, for example, was suc-
ceeded in 1948 by ten separate institutions. Such
measures, inspired by American banking legisla-
tion, were clearly at odds with German, and more
generally European, banking traditions. They met
with strong resistance from the German banking
community, which immediately set about working
toward reunification. As soon as 1949 bank repre-
sentatives made proposals for a first regrouping on
a wider regional basis, taking advantage of Britain’s
disagreement with the decentralization projects
and the favorable conditions presented by the
Cold War. The number of successor banks had
already been reduced to three by 1952, and
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complete reunification took place in 1957 for

Deutsche and Dresdner and the following year for

Commerz. During this period the credit banks

progressively returned to their traditional business

practices, in particular their close links with large

industrial companies, through both advances and

interlocking directorships.

In France the main transformation was the

complete control established by the state over the

mechanism of credit. The Banque de France and

the major deposit banks (Crédit Lyonnais, Société

Générale, Comptoir National d’Escompte, Banque

Nationale pour le Commerce et l’Industrie) were

nationalized in 1945, to be added to a public

sector already including the Caisse des Dépôts et

Consignations (the recipient of most of the assets

of the savings banks). However, the nationalized

banks did not lose their corporate identity, while

the banques d’affaires, including the Banque de

Paris et des Pays-Bas, remained in private hands.

The nationalized banks played only a modest role

in the country’s economic reconstruction and mod-

ernization and contented themselves with collecting

short-term deposits and supporting Treasury issues.

They hardly extended their network of branches

and were happy to avoid competition in a cartelized

sector. With the state now in the driving seat, it was

the Treasury that financed the first of France’s many

five-year economic plans and the Caisse des Dépôts

that financed local communities.

In Britain, only the Bank of England was nation-

alized in 1946, though the Big Five were under

A 2001 aerial photograph shows London’s financial district with the massive Bank of England building at

center. ªLONDON AERIAL PHOTO LIBRARY/CORBIS
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strict official control. They received precise instruc-
tions from the Treasury concerning not only their
liquidity ratios but also their lending priorities,
especially as far as manufacturing investment and
the support of exports were concerned, leading
John Maynard Keynes to comment that the clear-
ing banks hardly needed to be nationalized. Official
controls also had the effect of curbing competition.
Despite their giant size, the Big Five were content to
operate a price cartel that set interest rates and to
remain strictly within the limits of deposit banking.
Merchant banks, for their part, were working in a
much less congenial economic environment: New
York had become the world’s undisputed financial
center, the dollar was the main trading and reserve
currency, and the pound suffered from not being
fully convertible on current account until 1958.
While they resumed their traditional activities, mer-
chant banks increasingly turned their attention to
domestic issues, preparing the ground for their later
dominance of the field of corporate finance.

THE EMERGENCE OF THE EUROMARKETS

In the late 1950s and early 1960s, the emergence
of the Euromarkets—Eurodollars, then Eurobonds
and syndicated Eurocredits—marked a turning
point in the history of international finance. As
truly international capital markets, separate from
the United States financial system and unregulated,
they gave a new impetus to international capital
flows.

Eurodollars are dollars deposited outside the
United States. From the early 1950s, they started
to accumulate in Europe, especially in London,
partly because of the Cold War (the Soviet Union
and Eastern European countries preferred to
deposit their dollars in Europe rather than in the
United States for fear of their being blocked in case
of international tension) but mainly as a result of
the United States’ overseas investment—in the first
place by multinational companies but also in for-
eign aid, as well as the country’s growing payment
deficit. Banking regulations also played their part,
in particular the so-called Regulation Q, which
dated back to the Banking Act of 1933 and enabled
the Federal Reserve System to put a ceiling on the
rate of interest that banks paid on domestic bank
deposits. As British banks were able to offer a higher
rate, funds were attracted to Britain, especially those

earned overseas by American multinationals. With
the ban on the use of sterling instruments for fi-
nancing third-party trade imposed by the British
government following the sterling crisis of 1957,
London banks, unwilling to lose customers, began
to use these dollars instead. The Eurodollar market
was born. With the return to external convertibility
of European currencies in 1959 and the relaxation
of exchange controls on capital account from the
early 1960s, the Eurodollar market was soon to
provide world credit on an unprecedented scale,
with banks as the main operators and deals usually
for very large amounts. Eurodollars were mainly
used in the interbank market (banks placing funds
at other banks), usually, though not exclusively, for
short periods. From 1.5 billion dollars in 1959, it
reached 25 billion ten years later and over 130
billion in 1973.

The emergence of Eurodollars signaled the
rebirth of the City of London, whose standing
had been suffering from the pound’s decline. The
City soon established itself as the home of this new
market, taking advantage of its long experience of
international finance and its large pool of skilled
personnel. The merchant banks’ early role in initi-
ating the market also helped to determine its loca-
tion, together with the Bank of England’s flexible
system of control. Since the end of the war, major
international financial operations could only be
undertaken from New York. With the use of the
Eurodollar, and to a lesser extent other Euro-
currencies, such operations could once again be
carried out from London. This was especially the
case with one of the City’s specialties: international
issues.

The Eurodollar market led to the development
of the Eurobond market—foreign dollar bonds
issued in Europe—which provided longer-term
loans than was usual with Eurodollars. The first
Eurobond issue took place in London in 1963—a
fifteen-million-dollar, 5.5 percent six-year loan to
Autostrade Italiane, with the state-owned holding
company IRI as guarantor, floated by S. G. Warburg
and Co. Eurobonds quickly proved very popular,
especially as they were bearer bonds and were not
subject to withholding tax. And with the introduc-
tion later in 1963 of the Interest Equalization Tax
by the American authorities (a tax on purchases of
foreign securities by U.S. residents to check the
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outflow of capital), American multinationals increas-
ingly borrowed outside the United States. From
258 million dollars in 1963, the Eurobond market
grew to 4.2 billion dollars in 1973, catching up with
the traditional foreign bonds (denominated in the
currency of the country where they are issued) and
overtaking them in the 1980s.

In addition to short-term Eurodollar deposits
and long-term Eurobonds, medium-term loans
(three to ten years) were also granted to industrial
corporations, as well as to governments and public
authorities. They usually took the form of syndicated
loans (the funds were made available by a syndicate
of thirty to forty international banks organized by a
lead institution) with floating interest rates. From a
mere two billion dollars in 1968, syndicated loans
reached over twenty billion dollars in 1973 and
played a major role in the recycling of ‘‘petrodollars’’
(dollars accumulated by oil-producing countries in
the wake of the oil price increases of the 1970s)
during the rest of the decade.

COOPERATION AND COMPETITION IN

INTERNATIONAL BANKING

The emergence of the Euromarkets heralded a new
era in multinational banking (banks owning at least
one branch in a foreign country). Major changes
took place in three main areas: the location of
foreign branches, the type of operations undertak-
en abroad, and the home country of the banks
involved. Multinational banks shifted their atten-
tion from developing countries, where British over-
seas banks, in particular, had been active since the
mid-nineteenth century, to the world’s major
financial centers: London, far and above, as home
of the Euromarkets; New York, the world’s lead-
ing financial center; but also Paris, Frankfurt,
Luxembourg, Zurich, and others. These banks
were much more involved in wholesale banking
(transactions with other financial institutions and
large companies involving huge deposits) than in
retail banking. And the leading players, at least
until the mid-1970s, were American banks, with
their formidable expansion abroad, especially in
Europe, being perceived as an ‘‘invasion’’ by some
contemporaries. For if American banks did not
pioneer Eurodollar transactions—the first such
loans were granted by London merchant banks
and British overseas banks—they were quick to
join and soon captured the bulk of the market in

dollars traded outside their home country. British
multinational banks had to undergo a profound
restructuring, and, with the exception of French
banks (which had retained a network of foreign
branches, mostly in France’s colonial empire),
other European banks only started to move abroad
in the 1970s and did not form major multinational
banking groups before the globalization of the
1980s.

International expansion might have been the
order of the day, yet it was a costly and risky
proposition, especially if it meant entering new
markets requiring a large capital basis. In order to
face the ‘‘American challenge,’’ European banks,
including British banks, chose to cooperate. The
innovation of the 1960s was the formation of
banking ‘‘clubs,’’ designed to extend the services
of their members throughout Western Europe
without the need for direct representation in other
countries. Closer collaboration was also encour-
aged by the formation in 1958 of the European
Economic Community and the prospect of rapid
monetary integration: there is no doubt that the
founders of these ‘‘clubs’’ saw them as a first step
toward pan-European mergers. Cooperation also
included launching several joint ventures in various
parts of the world. By the early 1970s four such clubs
had been established: Associated Banks of Europe
Corporation (ABECOR), Europartners, European
Banks International Company (EBIC), and Inter
Alpha. They included most leading European banks,
each with no more than one bank per country—for
example, Amsterdam-Rotterdam Bank, Deutsche
Bank, Société Générale de Banque, and Midland
Bank were members of EBIC, later joined by
Société Générale and Creditanstalt-Bankverein.
Consortium banks represented another form of
international cooperation. They were joint ventures
that enabled their shareholders to share the risks and
the profits involved in operating in the Euromarkets.
Most of them were based in London (there were as
many as twenty-eight in 1974), some established by
members of the banking clubs, several others includ-
ing American and other non-European banks.

Despite significant achievements, cracks started
to appear from the mid-1970s, and the entire
cooperative project eventually collapsed in the fol-
lowing decade, usually through one bank buying its
partners’ share in the joint ventures. This eventual
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failure occurred in part because a pan-European

merger was no longer on the agenda, as European

monetary union became an increasingly remote

prospect in the wake of the monetary upheavals of

the 1970s; because conflicts of interest between

members increased; and especially because the part-

ners wished to build their own international net-

works and be represented in their own name in the

major financial centers.

TOWARD THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

Five interrelated trends have characterized the

course of European banking since the 1970s. The

first has been the gradual liberalization and dereg-

ulation of financial institutions and markets, leading

to the despecialization of banking activities, among

other effects. In both Britain and France, commer-

cial banks have become akin to universal banks,

offering a variety of services, usually through sub-

sidiary companies. Such services ranged from whole-

sale banking (competing for the deposits of large

customers) to retail banking (credit cards, consumer

credit, mortgage financing), as well as those usually

associated with investment banks (corporate finan-

cial advice, capital issues facilities, etc.). A second

trend has been toward increased financial disinter-

mediation (companies raising funds through the

capital markets rather than bank borrowing), forcing

banks to offer a wider range of products and to

combine with nonbank financial institutions. This

development has not eradicated the differences

between ‘‘bank-based’’ and ‘‘market-based’’ banking

systems, and the debates on their respective merits

have been reminiscent of those related to the British

and German models in the early twentieth century.

A third trend has been the unprecedented role

played by innovation, made possible by the formi-

dable development of information technology and

resulting in the continual appearance of ever more

sophisticated financial products—derivatives (finan-

cial instruments based on dealings in an underlying

asset, such as bonds, equities, commodities, curren-

cies, and indices representing financial assets), with

futures, options, and swaps being the most impor-

tant among them. A fourth trend has been toward

increased competition. With the relaxation of state

regulation, the end of cartel agreements, and the

technological revolution in banking, competition

intensified or simply resumed, not only within com-

mercial banking but also from outside the tradi-

tional world of banking, with savings banks and

other public and semipublic institutions beginning

to provide their customers with a complete, or near

complete, range of banking services. On the other

hand, international competition has stiffened in the

major international financial centers with the global-

ization of financial activities, especially in London,

where there were 481 foreign banks in 2000, as

against 242 in Frankfurt and 187 in Paris. A fifth

trend has been a renewed consolidation movement,

in other words the domination of the banking sys-

tem by a handful of giant institutions. Megamergers

and acquisitions have played a role in the process:

Algemene Bank Nederland (ABN) and Amsterdam-

Rotterdam Bank (AMRO) in 1991, Midland and

the Hong Kong and Shanghai Banking Corporation

(HSBC) in 1993; Union Bank of Switzerland (UBS)

and Swiss Bank Corporation (SBC) in 1998; Banque

National de Paris (BNP) and Paribas, and Santander

and Banco Central Hispanoamerico (BCH), in

1999; National Westminster and the Royal Bank of

Scotland in 2000. Interestingly, these mergers have

taken place within a national context. So far, and

despite the advent of the single European currency

in 1999, no merger between major European banks

of different countries has yet taken place, even

though they have all acquired other banks abroad,

in the first place in the United States. In the event, the

group of the fifteen largest commercial banks in

Europe in 2003 (table 2) looked different than ninety

TABLE 2

The fifteen largest commercial banks in Europe in 2003

Market capitalization
($ millions)

HSBC (United Kingdom) 97,967
Royal Bank of Scotland (United Kingdom) 69,356
UBS (Switzerland) 54,322
HBOS (United Kingdom) 40,013
Barclays (United Kingdom) 38,433
BNP Paribas (France) 36,607
Santander Central Hispano (Spain) 29,872
Lloyds TSB (United Kingdom) 29,194
Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria (Spain) 27,561
Deutsche Bank (Germany) 26,844
ABN Amro (Netherlands) 24,332
UniCredito Italiano 24,167
Société Générale (France) 23,108
Crédit Suisse (Switzerland) 22,080
Crédit Lyonnais (France) 20,295

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 287

B A N K I N G



years earlier, especially in the decline of the German
banks and the progress of the Spanish and Swiss ones,
though not radically so, with most changes being due
to mergers rather than the advent of newcomers. The
top position held by the HSBC Group (the second-
largest bank in the world after Citigroup, of the
United States), present in seventy-seven countries,
is a reflection of the degree of internationalization
of banking and finance at the turn of the twenty-first
century.

See also Capitalism; Euro.
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YOUSSEF CASSIS

BARBAROSSA OPERATION. See
Operation Barbarossa.

n

BARBIE, KLAUS (1913–1991), German
Nazi leader.

The son of village schoolteachers, Klaus Barbie
was born in Bad Godesberg, Germany, on 25
October 1913. He joined the Nazi youth group
in April 1933. A mediocre student, he afterward
devoted himself to militant activity. He joined
the Schutzstaffel (SS) in September 1935 and was
soon appointed to the central department of the
Sicherheitsdienst (SD), the intelligence arm of
the SS. Working in Berlin, he had the opportunity
to develop his skills as an investigator at the
expense of Jews, homosexuals, prostitutes, and
other ‘‘criminals.’’

In May 1937 Barbie joined the Nazi Party
(NSDAP), and, after various training and military
instruction, he was promoted to the rank of
Untersturmführer SS (second lieutenant) on 20
April 1940. Sent to Amsterdam, he hunted Jews
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and resistance fighters with such brutality and effi-
ciency that he was awarded an Iron Cross.

At the end of May 1942, Barbie, now
Obersturmführer (first lieutenant), was assigned to
head the intelligence service on the Franco-Swiss
border. After the Nazis occupied southern France
on 11 November 1942, Barbie became chief of
section IV of the Sipo-SD, the combined wartime
Nazi security force. From his headquarters in the
Hotel Terminus in Lyon, he organized the repres-
sion and attempted to shut down the Resistance.
Known as ‘‘the butcher of Lyon’’ for his ferocity
during interrogations, he conducted a merciless
campaign not only against the Resistance but also
against men who tried to evade the Service du
Travail Obligatoire (STO), the forced labor service,
and against Jews. The arrest of the Resistance lead-
er Jean Moulin in Caluire on 21 June 1943 was an
operation that brought Barbie a First Class Cross
with Swords from Hitler’s own hands. Barbie also
directed the raid on 6 April 1944 on the Children’s
Home in Izieu, about 80 kilometers from Lyon,
where forty-four Jewish children, ages three to
thirteen, were being sheltered. Interned first at
Drancy, they were subsequently deported to
Auschwitz, where all were exterminated. Barbie
terrorized the region during the summer of 1944
by ordering numerous executions.

On 27 August 1944, two weeks after deport-
ing a final convoy of several hundred Jewish and
non-Jewish citizens of Lyon, Barbie, who now held
the rank of captain or Hauptsturmführer, returned
to Germany. In the early postwar period, from
1945 to 1951, he was protected by the United
States Army Counter Intelligence Corps (CIC),
which valued him for his fanatic anticommunism
and intelligence-gathering skills. The CIC subse-
quently helped Barbie resettle in Bolivia with his
family. There, under the name Klaus Altmann, he
led a comfortable life as a businessman while also
playing an active role as secret police officer on
behalf of that country’s military regimes. In 1957
he became a Bolivian citizen.

Meanwhile, Barbie had been sentenced to
death in absentia in May 1947 in France, and a
military tribunal passed the same judgment in
1954. But Bolivian politics did not favor extra-
dition, and only in February 1983 was Barbie, who
had been identified in 1971 by the French lawyer

and Nazi-hunter Serge Klarsfeld (b. 1935) and his
wife Beate (b. 1939), brought back to France.

On 4 July 1987 Barbie was sentenced to life in
prison without parole for crimes against humanity
after a two-month trial in the Rhône Court of
Assizes. The trial became the first of three—Paul
Touvier’s in 1992 and Maurice Papon’s in 1997–
1998 were the others—that fueled a passionate
judicial debate on the definition of ‘‘crimes against
humanity,’’ the only crime, by French law decided
6 December 1964, that carried no statute of
limitations. On 20 December 1985 the Court of
Appeals, asked to rule, chose to include ‘‘war
crimes’’ in the definition of crimes against human-
ity, to avoid distinguishing two classes of victims,
Resistance fighters and Jews. Barbie was judged as a
Nazi occupier. His superiors, the SS general Carl-
Albrecht Oberg, chief of the SD in France, and his
assistant Helmut Knochen, had been sentenced to
death in France in 1954, but in 1958 their sen-
tences had been reduced to life in prison without
parole, and in 1961 they had been discreetly freed
by the president Charles de Gaulle. But by the
1980s times had changed. Barbie’s trial provoked
great media attention in France and sparked new
interest in the ‘‘black years’’ of the occupation. The
defense lawyer Jacques Vergès attempted to turn
the tables by calling attention to colonial crimes
perpetrated by the French government. But the
trial also gave many of Barbie’s victims the oppor-
tunity to testify and to describe the terrifying and
sadistic tortures that were his speciality. Barbie died
of cancer in prison on 25 September 1991.

See also Collaboration; France; Gestapo; Nazism;
Resistance; War Crimes.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Finkielkraut, Alain. Remembering in Vain: The Klaus Barbie
Trial and Crimes against Humanity. Translated from
French by Roxanne Lapidus with Sima Godfrey.
Introduction by Alice Y. Kaplan. New York, 1992.

Jean, Jean-Paul, and Denis Salas, eds. Barbie, Touvier,
Papon: Des procès pour la mémoire. Paris, 2002.
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BARBUSSE, HENRI (1873–1935), French
novelist.

Having already earned a reputation with his
naturalistic novel L’enfer (1908; Hell, 1966),
Henri Barbusse was ensured mass popularity dur-
ing his lifetime and beyond thanks to his war novel
Le feu (1916; Under Fire, 1917), which sold five
hundred thousand copies and won the Prix
Goncourt in 1916. In this novel he embodies the
ideas of the pacifist veteran and of the politically
committed intellectual.

Born into a family of the intellectual bour-
geoisie on 17 May 1873—his father was a theater
critic—Barbusse chose a literary career and married
the daughter of Catulle Mendès, one of the most
celebrated French poets of the time. His first lit-
erary efforts were in a symbolist vein, poetry such as
the Pleureuses cycle (1895; The hired mourners)
and Les suppliants (1903; The supplicants), a novel
in verse. It was during this time that he began to
take an interest in pacifism and socialism.

And yet this ‘‘antimilitary socialist’’ joined the
army at the age of forty-one when World War I
broke out. On 9 August, a week after enlisting, he
explained himself in L’humanité: ‘‘This war is a
social war that will help our cause take the next,
and perhaps definitive, step. Its target is the oldest
and vilest of our eternal enemies: militarism and
imperialism, the Sword, the Boot, and, I would
add, the Crown. Our victory will mark the oblit-
eration of this den of Caesars, crowned princes,
lords, and ruffians who imprison an entire people
and would seek to imprison everyone else’’ (1920,
p. 7; here translated).

Barbusse spent over ten months on the battle-
front, first as an infantryman and then as a
stretcher-bearer. Twice cited for bravery, he was
transferred to military headquarters for health rea-
sons. It was then that he wrote Le feu, which was
first published in installments, then as a novel in
1916. It achieved enormous success. Even though
the novel presents French soldiers as both heroes
and victims of the war in a style that shifts between
raw realism and apocalyptical mysticism, its over-
arching message remains ambiguous, since the
legitimacy of the war against Germany is never
truly questioned. Nevertheless, it was critically

received as the paradigmatic and pioneering book
of the veterans for peace movement. Indeed, veter-
ans themselves received it enthusiastically.

Clarté, published in French and English trans-
lation as Light in 1919, was Barbusse’s second
novel and contained the same pacifist message,
which became something of a revolutionary proph-
ecy. The novel gave its name to the journal and
international pacifist intellectual group that
Barbusse founded that same year. Two years ear-
lier, in November 1917, Barbusse had cofounded,
with Raymond Lef èbvre and Paul Vaillant-
Couturier, the Association Républicaine des Anciens
Combattants (ARAC; Republican veterans associa-
tion), a clearly leftist group. In Barbusse’s ideological
battle against the intellectual Right represented by
Henri Massis and company, he was joined by
Romain Rolland. But in 1921 and 1922, Barbusse
began taking his distance from Rolland and becom-
ing more closely associated with the Communist
Party, which he finally joined in 1923. Henceforth,
he pledged his pacifism to the revolutionary cause
and urged intellectuals to support unambiguously
the Bolshevik Revolution.

Barbusse wrote many essays: La lueur dans
l’abı̂me (1920; The glimmer in the abyss); Le cou-
teau entre les dents (1921; Knife in one’s teeth);
Paroles d’un combattant (1920; Words of a soldier),
and others. He also worked as a journalist for
L’humanité and for the weekly journal Monde,
which he founded in 1928. In the early 1920s
Barbusse became an untiring propagandist for the
cause of communism, simultaneously pursuing his
career as a novelist, with Les enchaı̂nements (1925;
Chains, 1925) and Faits divers (1928; Current
events). These novels were less inspired than his
war novels. The surrealists thoroughly despised his
books, though they sometimes shared his ideology.

Barbusse cofounded the Association des
Écrivains et Artistes Révolutionnaires (AEAR;
Association of revolutionary writers and artists) in
1932 and was one of the principal actors in the
antifascist Amsterdam-Pleyel Committee. In 1933
he was named president of the Comité Mondial de
Lutte contre la Guerre et le Fascisme (World com-
mittee to fight war and fascism) but, despite the
backing of the Communist Party in 1934, did not
succeed in taking control of the Comité de
Vigilance des Intellectuels Antifascistes (CVIA;
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Vigilance committee of antifascist intellectuals),
which spearheaded intellectual antifascism.

The battle against fascism proved to be his last.
Henri Barbusse died in Moscow on 30 August 1935.
He had published a biography of Joseph Stalin that
year, with an eloquent subtitle: ‘‘A New World Seen
through a Man.’’ Barbusse was given hero’s status.
His funeral, attended by several tens of thousands
of people, became the pretext for an enormous
propaganda campaign by the Communist Party,
which was in the midst of its struggle against fascism,
just before the rise of the Popular Front. That
ceremony also revealed the passion that the author
of Le feu still inspired in the leftist community.

See also Pacifism; Rolland, Romain; World War I.
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———. Clarté. Paris, 1919, 1978.

———. Paroles d’un combattant. Paris, 1920.

Secondary Sources
Baudorre, Philippe. Barbusse. Paris, 1995.

Lindner-Wirsching, Almut. Französische Schriftsteller und ihre
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Relinger, Jean. Henri Barbusse écrivain combattant. Paris,
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ
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BARDOT, BRIGITTE (b. 1934), French
actress and activist.

The choice of Brigitte Bardot in 1970 as the
first real-life model for the bust of the French
national emblem Marianne was perhaps more sig-
nificant than the sculptor Alain Gourdon had
intended. Following references to a legendary
Marianne in the writings of the French revolution-
aries, the image of Marianne, meant to embody the
republic’s ideal of liberty, entered the realm of
visual interpretation in the nineteenth century.
Two centuries of idealized iconography later, the
conjunction of Marianne and Bardot came as an
ingenious—if unintentional—comment on the real
woman’s own revolutionary role in post–World

War II French culture. Only in Bardot’s case, the
revolution in question was sexual.

Bardot first made her mark at the age of
twenty-two in Et Dieu créa la femme (1956; And
God created woman), directed by her husband at
the time, Roger Vadim. Arbiters of morality in the
French provinces were shocked by the way in which
Vadim’s film showcased a brand of female sexuality
never before seen in their national cinema. Audiences
were accustomed to well-groomed, womanly stars
such as Danielle Darrieux, Micheline Presle, and
Edwige Feuillère. As for Bardot, it was difficult to
tell she had been raised in Paris’s posh sixteenth
arrondissement. Her wild hair, bare feet, little-girl
voice, and disregard for all fashion—including
girdles—were a titillating foil for her athletic vol-
uptuousness. Here and in other movies that fea-
tured her in orphan and schoolgirl roles, Bardot
eroticized the quality of girlishness. Quickly chris-
tened ‘‘BB’’ (bébé, or baby) in the French media,
Bardot obliged by displaying innocent knowing-
ness offscreen as well, claiming in interviews that
she had not performed in Et Dieu, but simply
‘‘was.’’ The unapologetic pleasure in her own body
that she exhibited on-screen elicited letters from
indignant parents to newspaper editors, politicians,
and priests. She was even blamed for episodes of
juvenile delinquency. Bardot found an unlikely
defender in the person of French philosopher
Simone de Beauvoir, who was intrigued by the
actress’s uncomplicated relationship to her sexual-
ity: amoral rather than immoral. More likely, it was
less BB’s way of being in the world on- and off-
screen than her not-your-mother’s-Dior ‘‘new
look’’ that appealed to young women at the time.

Bardot would go on to make two more notable
films, Le mépris (1963; Contempt, directed by
Jean-Luc Godard) and Viva Maria! (Louis Malle,
1965). Also worth noting are her sultry record-
ings with the brilliant singer-songwriter Serge
Gainsbourg (‘‘Harley-Davidson,’’ ‘‘Je t’aime . . .
moi non plus,’’ ‘‘Bonnie and Clyde’’), and her
appearance at the Elysée Palace—invited by
Charles de Gaulle—wearing pants.

If Brigitte Bardot is one of the few French
actresses of the 1950s and 1960s familiar to the
American public, it is less for her acting career,
which ended in 1973, than for her status as a sex
symbol, which persisted even as she took up the
two brands of activism for which she is best known
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in the early twenty-first century. Animal rights have

been her cause célèbre; her campaign to protect baby

seals began in 1977, the year before her reign as

Marianne ended. She created the Fondation Brigitte

Bardot in Saint Tropez in 1986. ‘‘Je t’aime . . . moi

non plus,’’ recorded with Gainsbourg in 1967, was

only released in 1986 on the condition that all

proceeds go to her animal rights foundation.

More recently and most troublingly, her 1992

marriage to the National Front politician Bernard

D’Oremale coincided with a chain of racist state-

ments and stances. She has faced four convictions

from French courts for ‘‘inciting racial hatred.’’ In

June 2004 she was fined for the first time, for her

comparison of Muslims in France to barbaric inva-

ders in her best-selling book Un cri dans le silence

(A cry in the silence). It is difficult to believe this is

the same BB whose frenetic solo dance in the com-

pany of Afro-Cuban musicians revealed generous

glimpses of her inner thighs to an emasculated

husband, would-be lovers, and the moviegoer in
the culminating scene of Et Dieu créa la femme.

See also Cinema; France.
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BARRÈS, MAURICE (1862–1923), French
novelist and politician.

Maurice Barrès is best known for his theories
of individualism and for his intense nationalism.

Brigitte Bardot in a scene from Et Dieu créa la femme, 1956. IENA/UCIL/COCINOR/THE KOBAL COLLECTION/MIRKINE
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Born in the small town of Charmes-sur-Moselle in
Lorraine, Barrès was educated at the lycée in Nancy
and in 1883 went to Paris to pursue legal studies.
After an initial foray into the world of journalism as
a contributor to the monthly periodical Young
France, and then as founder of the short-lived
Spots of Ink, he traveled to Italy, where he wrote
Under the Eyes of the Barbarians (1888). This work
would become the first volume of a ‘‘trilogie du
moi’’ (trilogy of the ego) that also included A Free
Man (1889) and The Garden of Bérénice (1891). In
these books, Barrès set forth a program of self-
analysis, dividing the world into moi (myself) and
the barbarians, which included anyone who
opposed the writer’s individuality. The trilogy
established Barrès as one of the leading voices of
the younger generation and had a profound impact
in both literary and political circles of the fin de
siècle.

Barrès carried his theory of individualism into
politics as an ardent supporter of General Georges
Boulanger (1837–1891). Then, at the age of
twenty-seven, he ran a successful campaign to
become deputy from his native Lorraine on a plat-
form demanding the return to France of Alsace-
Lorraine, which had come under Prussian control
following France’s defeat in 1870. Barrès remained
deputy from 1889 to 1893. The anarchic individu-
alism of his earlier works gave way to an intense
patriotism rooted in his anger about the loss of
France’s eastern provinces. The development of
Barrès’s increasingly intransigent nationalism and
his conversion to an almost mystical attachment
to the native province, his cult of la terre et les
morts (the earth and the dead), was duly chronicled
in his next trilogy of novels, The Novel of National
Energy. The series, which began with the publica-
tion in 1897 of The Uprooted, is an appeal to local
patriotism and the distinctive qualities of the
French provinces. It tells the story of seven young
Lorrainers who set out to make their fortune in
Paris but instead encounter disillusionment and
failure because they have been uprooted from their
native traditions. Six of them survive in the second
novel of the trilogy, The Call to the Soldier (1900),
which recounts the history of Boulangism; the final
installment, Their Faces (1902), deals with the
Panama scandals.

During the controversy surrounding the
accused spy Alfred Dreyfus (1859–1935), Barrès

was a vocal and articulate representative of the
anti-Dreyfus camp, joining other right-wing lumi-
naries such as the monarchist Charles Maurras
(1868–1952) and the nationalist Paul Déroulède
(1846–1914). Barrès continued to advance his
political views, warning the French of the threat
posed by a decline in patriotism within and by
German military might without in such works as
Scenes and Doctrines of Nationalism (1902), In the
Service of Germany (1905), and Colette Baudoche
(1909), which later earned success as French pro-
paganda during World War I. In 1906 Barrès was
admitted to the Académie Française and reelected
to the Chamber of Deputies. Barrès was a vocal
supporter of World War I when it erupted in
1914, and during the war he promoted the
national solidarity of the union sacrée (sacred
union), a stance most clearly seen in his Various
Spiritual Families of France (1917). After the war,
Barrès was one of the leaders of the nationalist
camp in French politics, serving as president, first,
of the Ligue de la Patrie Française (League of the
French nation) and then of the Ligue des Patriotes
(League of patriots).

To the generation that came of age during the
Dreyfus affair, Barrès brought a heady combination
of racist nativism and integral nationalism. He was
a celebrated writer, an insistent right-wing voice,
and an intellectual leader for a generation that
navigated through the troubled political waters of
France’s Third Republic. Barrès’s calls for cultural
and social rootedness, his critique of liberalism, his
virulent anti-Semitism and nationalism, his cult of
la terre et les morts, and his warnings about national
decline and decadence found a responsive audience
among those who wished to resist disturbing social
change by preserving the sanctity of ancestral values
and traditions. More recently, scholars have seen in
Barrès’s particular blend of national socialism, anti-
intellectualism, and populist anti-Semitism in the
1890s the intellectual origins of interwar fascism
that emerged in France in the 1920s and 1930s.

See also Action Française; Anti-Semitism; Maurras,
Charles.
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KATHLEEN CAMBOR

n

BARTH, KARL (1886–1968), Swiss theologian.

Karl Barth was a figure of major importance in
European history during the interwar period, and
not only for his innovative theology in the German
Protestant Church and his work as a theologian in
the universities in Germany. He influenced many
Christians in his stand against Nazism, for which he
lost his post, and which led him to be well known
and respected in most of Europe and America. His
lectures and writings brought Christians to realize
the importance of resisting from both a moral and a
political point of view. As a historical figure of the
twentieth century he deserves a place in any intel-
lectual study of the period.

Barth was born in Basel, Switzerland, the son of
a Protestant theology professor specializing in the
New Testament. He studied in Berlin, Tübingen,
and Marburg, where he met leading members
of historical criticism: Adolf von Harnack, the
Old Testament scholar Herrman Gunkel, and
Martin Rade. Having served a probationary year as
a Calvinist pastor in Geneva, during his pastoral
life in Safenwil (Aargau) he came to realize that the
modernist approach did not satisfy the social and

pastoral problems with which he was confronted.
Turning to Christian socialism, he befriended
Leonhard Ragaz and came to know Christoph
Blumhardt. At the latter’s retreat house at Bad
Bol, the preaching of the Kingdom of God during
the early years of the First World War led Barth to
question the tenets of his theological training. The
war brought another disappointment; all except one
of his former professors had signed the manifesto of
the ninety-three intellectuals approving the policies
of William II.

These disappointments can be seen in Barth’s
Römerbrief (1919; Epistle to the Romans), whose
central theme is the sovereignty of God and the
fundamental otherness of man. Contrary to the
teaching of the liberals, where humanity searches
for God, in Barth’s work it is God who instigates a
moment of crisis in human existence.

Appointed professor of reformed theology at
Göttingen University in 1921, Barth restructured
the Römerbrief for its second edition. That position
of leadership in German and Swiss Christian social-
ist theology gave him the opportunity to make
his point: seek what God is doing in the world
and follow him. During this period he contribut-
ed to a theological journal called Zwischen den
Zeiten (Between the lines), which he founded
with a number of other theologians of repute—
Rudolph Bultmann, Friedrich Gogarten, Eduard
Thurneysen, and Emil Brunner. For the next ten
years, he attempted to purify his ideas, and with the
help of St. Anselm he clarified the relationship
between faith and reason. In subsequent posts in
Münster (1925–1930) and Bonn (1930–1935), he
wrote his major work, Kirchliche Dogmatik
(Church dogmatics). Seeking to free the notion of
the Word of God from philosophical determinants,
particularly existentialism, Barth refused natural
theology too, showing that only God’s Word to
man could reveal to him the true nature of his
depravity. This position brought Barth into conflict
with the Nazi belief that the law of God is the same
as the nomos (law) of the German people. He criti-
cized the German Christians for their acceptance of
the synthesis between Nazism and revelation,
which claimed that God can and will reveal himself
through history, race, the state, or the Führer.
Refusing to sign the oath of allegiance to the
Führer, Barth was dismissed from his chair by the
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regime and took refuge in his native Switzerland.
The theological and historical repercussions of this
act made him famous throughout Europe and
North America, where he was invited to lecture
and his articles were read, translated, and comment-
ed on. From 1935 Barth was a hated figure to the
Nazis, but his absence from Germany meant he did
not suffer the fate of Dietrich Bonhoeffer or Martin
Niemöller.

After the war, Barth was one of the first to
speak of reconciliation with Germany, in a book
entitled The Germans and Us, and during the Cold
War he was active in denouncing the stockpiling of
nuclear weapons.

See also Bonhoeffer, Dietrich; Nazism.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Busch, Eberhard. Karl Barth: His Life from Letters and
Autobiographical Texts. Translated by John Bowden.
Grand Rapids, Mich., 1994.

Gorringe, Timothy. Karl Barth: Against Hegemony.
Oxford, U.K., 1999.

Torrance, Thomas F. Karl Barth: An Introduction to His
Early Theology, 1910–1931. London, 1962.

———. Karl Barth, Biblical and Evangelical Theologian.
Edinburgh, 1990.

MARTIN BRAY
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BARTHES, ROLAND (1915–1980), lead-
ing figure of French structuralism and poststruc-
turalism.

Ten years younger than Jean-Paul Sartre,
Roland Barthes held a similar representative place
for his generation, one that moved beyond Marxism
to the study of how meaning is created in sign
systems. Barthes’s sensibility is detached, cool, witty.
He is interested in style, in the ways we make sense
of the world, in how we live in culture and language,
and in the practice of writing itself.

Barthes’s early work, in Writing Degree Zero
(1953) and Mythologies (1957), displays his interest
in writing and culture as systems. In particular, he
directs attention to how cultural codes, such as
advertising, attempt to pass themselves off as nat-
ural: nature to Barthes is ‘‘the last outrage’’ since it

offers a convenient and often totalitarian cover for

propaganda and prejudice of all sorts. In the 1950s

and 1960s Barthes also published acute essays on a

number of writers important to his understanding

of writing, notably Bertolt Brecht and the ‘‘new

novelist’’ Alain Robbe-Grillet. His On Racine

(1963) provoked a defining critical polemic with

partisans of traditional (biographical and historical)

criticism; it underlined Barthes’s repudiation of the

notion of ‘‘author’’ in favor of ‘‘text.’’ He moved

toward a more rigorous engagement with linguis-

tics (derived essentially from the founder of mod-

ern structural linguistics, Ferdinand de Saussure)

and semiotics, especially in Elements of Semiology

(1964) and The Fashion System (1967). This fledg-

ling ‘‘science of signs’’ was to provide a way to

understand all signifying systems invented by

human culture on the basis of the linguistic sign.

Barthes’s most creative and lasting contribu-

tions to literary criticism and theory may come in

his work on ‘‘narratology’’ (the analysis of narra-

tive) and the visual image (particularly photogra-

phy, in Camera Lucida, 1980). After an early essay

on the structural analysis of narrative (reviving a

project begun by the Russian formalists), he

offered a book-length demonstration of how to

do it in S/Z (1970), devoted to the rigorous—and

playful—reading of a novella by the nineteenth-

century writer Honoré de Balzac. More and more,

reading became a focal point for Barthes’s thinking

and writing: pursued deliberately, with close atten-

tion to language and style, to textual surface and

connotation, reading should be a radical experi-

ence. To read a text only once, he says, is to be

condemned to read always the same text: the true

richness, the plurality (and indeterminacy) of mean-

ings, comes only with rereading. In the sequel to

S/Z, called The Pleasure of the Text (1973), Barthes

analogizes the text (which etymologically evokes the

activity of weaving, the making of textiles) to the

spider web: ‘‘Lost in this weaving—this texture—

the subject unmakes itself, like a spider dissolving in

the secretions constructing its web’’ (p. 64). Barthes

here displays a certain influence of Jacques Lacan’s

version of psychoanalysis: the human subject is never

quite master of language; he or she is spoken by

language as much as speaking it, never quite in

control of the elusive process of meaning.
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Barthes was a restless thinker who never stayed
put in one system for long. He moved from his
(only relatively) strict allegiance to structuralism
and semiotics to ‘‘poststructuralism’’ with his more
overtly playful work of the 1970s. By the time of
his inauguration of the first chair of semiology at
the Collège de France (the summit of French aca-
demia) in 1977, he renounced his earlier search for
a ‘‘metalanguage,’’ a language outside and above
natural language that would enable its scientific
analysis. ‘‘It is precisely in reflecting on the sign
that semiology discovers that every relation of
exteriority of one language to another is, in the
long run, untenable,’’ he claimed in his inaugural
lecture. Barthes’s later work (still very much in
process at the time of his accidental death at age
sixty-five) takes a self-reflective and even autobio-
graphical turn in Roland Barthes by Roland Barthes
(1975) and A Lover’s Discourse: Fragments (1977);
and the posthumous Incidents (1987) addresses
more openly Barthes’s place in gay culture.

Barthes was unabashedly a theorist, though he
cared relatively little for system, paradoxical as that
may seem—but paradox was one of his favorite
forms of thought and expression: he sought to
expose its opposite, the doxa, the accepted, mind-
less, self-blinding belief system. He tended to write
essays, not treatises, often ‘‘an introduction to’’ or
‘‘elements of’’; his thought tends toward the frag-
mentary, the aphoristic, the understated. Ever an
elegant and artful writer, Barthes renewed a very
old tradition of French writing, reaching back to
authors such as La Rochefoucauld and La Bruyère
in the seventeenth century: the keen observation of
self-deceptive social and cultural practices, and the
promotion of lucid observational writing as the
antidote.

See also Lacan, Jacques; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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BARTÓK, BÉLA (1881–1945), Hungarian
composer, pianist, and ethnomusicologist.

Béla Bartók’s art emerged from the search for
an inner, spiritual voice in an attempt to confront
the anxieties, both personal and communal, that he
experienced as an artist living in twentieth-century
Europe. As a result of a disease, Bartók was isolated
from his peers during the first years of his life. His
father died when he was seven, and his mother, an
elementary school teacher, could provide for the
family only with difficulty. This background—
loneliness, isolation, the discomfort of illness, a
religious-moral ideal of hard work, and a longing
for an ideal ‘‘wholeness’’—defined Bartók’s inner
world both as a pianist and as a composer.

After he graduated from the Academy of Music
in Budapest, Bartók quickly became known in
Hungary for his heroic-nationalistic symphonic
compositions, but he soon grew disenchanted with
this style and its message. After a compositional
crisis, he set out, at Hungarian composer Zoltan
Kodály’s suggestion, on field trips in mainland
Hungary (1906) and Transylvania (1907). These
trips were the beginning of a lifelong project, in the
course of which Bartók collected, transcribed, and
analyzed thousands of folk pieces of various ethni-
cities (including Hungarian, Rumanian, Slovakian,
Ruthenian, Arabic, and Turkish) and published
major ethnomusicological collections and studies.
The extraordinary energy he devoted to folk music
reflected not merely scholarly interest but a deeper
artistic need: Bartók regarded all folk music as a
spontaneous human expression and believed that
its study would lead to an understanding of basic
musical techniques. It was these techniques, rather
than fragments of folk songs, that he integrated
into his compositional style.

More importantly, the encounter with folk
music provoked in Bartók a new attitude toward
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emotional expression. Bartók realized that his
artistic goal was to grasp in music complex emo-
tions that reflected the polarity of thoughts and
feelings, not only positive emotions but also anxi-
ety, confusion, and ambivalence. The impetus for
this aesthetic came partly from folk music (which,
as he himself noted, can express complex feelings in
simple forms) and partly from the modernist milieu
in Budapest that included the era’s leading artistic
and intellectual personalities, as well as from his
readings, particularly the poetry of Endre Ady
and the philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche.

Between 1908 and 1920, each major work
explored novel techniques and ideas within this
basic aesthetic orientation. The opera Bluebeard’s
Castle (1911) is a Freudian exploration of the soul
through the metaphor of folk-inspired nocturnal
‘‘landscapes,’’ while the pantomime The Miraculous
Mandarin (1918–1919; orchestrated 1923–1924)
integrates folk music elements into a dissonant style,
evoking the clash between primeval or sincere pas-
sions and those of the modern city.

In the 1920s and 1930s, European art moved
in two sharply contrasting directions: toward neo-
classicism, on the one hand, and toward a complete
dissolution of forms (abstract art), on the other.
Bartók’s music from 1920, and even more mark-
edly from 1926, integrates these tendencies.
Although it underwent significant stylistic changes
(for example, a more explicit use of baroque tech-
niques from 1926), Bartók’s music from these two
decades shows an underlying emotional and aes-
thetic basis. There is a return to traditional forms
and techniques, but below the surface these pieces
are actually more expressionistic than his previous
music (their visionary character was noticed already
by contemporary critics). As the titles and texts of
works from this period suggest (such as ‘‘The
Music of the Night’’ and ‘‘Chase,’’ from the series
Out of Doors [1926], or the text of the 1930
Cantata profana), the pieces capture an intense
emotional ‘‘story’’ whose basis is an imaginary
journey through the dark fears of the soul in search
for an ideal world that is pure, simple, and positive.
This underlying theme is perceivable also in works
to which Bartók did not supply words, such as
Music for Strings, Percussion, and Celesta (1936)
or the fifth and sixth string quartets (1934 and
1939). In order to recount this ‘‘story,’’ Bartók

used varied means of artistic expression, including
irony and playfulness. This hidden story, which is
more fundamental to the message of the works
than the classical forms that cloak them, expresses
both Bartók’s childhood memories and a European
modernist experience, both a belief in and longing
for wholeness and the realization that wholeness is
impossible in the modern world.

Fleeing the Nazi regime, Bartók emigrated to
the United States in 1940. The trauma of emigra-
tion and his advancing illness brought him to a
creative crisis; he was not able to compose for more
than three years. The last works—Concerto for
Orchestra (1943), Piano Concerto no. 3 (1945),
Sonata for Violin (Solo Sonata; 1944)—bespeak
fantasy but also confusion: each points in a differ-
ent direction, and it is unclear which one he would
have followed had he remained alive. Bartók left
behind an unfinished and fragmented oeuvre, a
beautiful and intense exploration of the human
condition in the twentieth century.

See also Modernism.
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JUDIT FRIGYESI

n

BASQUES. The Basques are a people who live
in northern Spain and southern France. Most speak
French or Spanish, but many also speak Basque, a
language totally unrelated to the Romance language
family (to which both French and Spanish belong).
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No consensus exists on Basque’s connections to any
other languages. As of 2006, the population of
Euzkadi, as the Spanish Basque region is called,
was 2.1 million.

HISTORY

For centuries, the Basque Provinces in Spain had
their own regional privileges (fueros), which reduced
the taxes and number of military recruits the region
owed the monarchy. Such privileges were common
in Europe through the eighteenth century, but fol-
lowing the example of the French Revolution, gov-
ernments in a number of European countries,
including Spain, sought to create a more centralized
administration and bring all citizens into an equal
relationship with the nation-state. They also sought
to impose greater control over the Catholic Church.
These developments, along with a disputed succes-
sion to the Spanish throne following the death of
Ferdinand VII in 1833, gave rise to a civil war
known as the Carlist War (1833–1840), whose cen-
ter of gravity was in the Basque Provinces. A second
Carlist War, driven by similar issues, took place in
1875 and 1876. At the end of this conflict, the
region lost most of its distinctive privileges.

Favored by rich deposits of iron ore, the
Basque Provinces emerged as one of Spain’s early
industrial powerhouses. Mining, iron production,
and shipbuilding drew many thousands of immi-
grants from other parts of Spain to the burgeoning
cities of the region in the decades following the
Second Carlist War. For many Basques, these
changes were a threat to their culture and way of
life, which they saw in idealized terms as bucolic,
peaceful, and deeply Catholic. From such concerns
emerged a movement devoted to asserting Basque
cultural identity and winning political authority for
the region.

BASQUE NATIONALISM

The founder of Basque nationalism was Sabino
Arana Goiri (1865–1903). Arana’s nationalism
was profoundly Catholic, almost theocratic, as well
as deeply racist, a defense of what he saw as a pure
Basque race against defilement by an influx of make-
tos, a pejorative Basque word for other Spaniards.
Arana’s early death left the Basque nationalist move-
ment with a confused legacy, one that a century later
has yet to be entirely clarified. Is Basque nationalism

a movement for regional self-government within
Spain or for separatism and national independence?
Who is a Basque and what is the place of immi-
grants in Basque society?

The most important institutional embodiment
of Basque nationalism was the Basque Nationalist
Party (PNV). The party was founded at the begin-
ning of the twentieth century, but it was only dur-
ing the Second Republic (1931–1939) that it
achieved significant success. In elections held in
1933 and 1936, the PNV won more votes in the
region than any other party, although it never
achieved a majority. In 1932, the Republic granted
regional autonomy to Cataluña and Basque nation-
alists demanded similar treatment. This was not an
option under the center-right governments in power
between November 1933 and February 1936, but
following the electoral victory of the Popular Front,
autonomy for the Basque region returned to the
political agenda. It was still under discussion in
parliament when the Spanish civil war broke out,
but the decision of the PNV to support the Republic
and not Francisco Franco’s Nationalist rebels led to
approval of an autonomy statute in October 1936.

The conditions of civil war meant that the
Basque regional government, a coalition of Socialists
and Republicans dominated by the PNV, enjoyed
much broader freedom of action than the statute
stipulated. Unlike the rest of the Republican zone,
the Basque region did not experience social revolu-
tion; indeed, the Basque nationalists, who were
social conservatives and strong Catholics, retained
political and economic control. The Nationalist
offensive in northern Spain led the Basque govern-
ment to surrender in June 1937. As it became clear
that the conquest of their region was inevitable, the
Basque authorities chose to surrender, thus sparing
Bilbao and its heavily industrialized hinterland
from attack and destruction.

Not all Basques supported the Republic. Con-
siderable support existed within the region for
Franco’s Nationalists, and this manifested itself in
the large number of Basques who supported the
Carlists, a reactionary, ultra-Catholic movement
that harked back to a mythical Catholic monarchy
before the installation of liberalism and that was the
most fervent civilian support for the military upris-
ing against the Republic. Many Basques joined the
Carlist military force, the requetes.
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THE FRANCO DICTATORSHIP

The Franco dictatorship that was born out of the
civil war was rigidly centralist and completely hos-
tile to any expression of regional identity. Basques,
as well as Galicians and Catalans, saw their auton-
omy abolished; they also suffered prohibitions on

the public use of their languages, which were offi-

cially declared to be dialects. For many Basques,

Franco’s regime was a Spanish occupation of their

region, but in fact, other than in the question of

language, the Basques suffered no more heavily

than other Spaniards from the severity of the

regime. And in some respects, the region can be

said to have been favored.

The Basque region did well economically dur-

ing the Franco years. When the dictatorship ended,

the Basque Provinces had a per capita income 11

percent above the national average and two of the

provinces, Alava and Guipúzcoa, ranked among the

top ten of the country’s fifty provinces (at number

two and nine, respectively).

Anti-regime politics remained alive during

the Franco years, as they did in much of the rest

of Spain. Led by the PNV’s José Antonio Aguirre

(1904–1960) and Jesús Marı́a Leizaola (1896–

1989), the Basque government from the civil war

period continued to exist as a government-in-exile.

The PNV also retained an organization inside

Spain, which put it in an excellent position when

democracy was restored after Franco’s death. At

least as significant, however, was the emergence in

1959 of Euskadi Ta Askatasuna (ETA), a radical

nationalist movement that split off from the PNV’s

youth wing and is dedicated to using armed strug-

gle to achieve complete independence.

THE POST-FRANCO PERIOD

Following Franco’s death in November 1975,

Spain began a surprisingly rapid and relatively

peaceful transition to democracy. One of the

Franco regime’s paradoxical legacies was wide-

spread support for regional autonomy among

Spanish democrats. The constitution of 1978

established what came to be known as the ‘‘state

of the autonomies’’ and recognized seventeen

regions that had the right to self-government.

The constitution also recognized the existence of

three ‘‘historical nationalities’’: Basque, Catalan,

and Galician, which had had autonomy statutes

before the Franco regime. These regions had a

quicker mechanism for establishing their regional

government and, initially, a wider range of powers.

The constitution also recognized the Basque,

Catalan, and Galician languages as co-official with

Spanish in their respective regions.

The new constitution received broad support
in the referendum held on 6 December 1978: 88
percent of Spaniards who voted, voted in its favor.
The Basque Provinces were the significant excep-
tion. With the PNV and other nationalists urging
abstention, less than half of Basque voters, only
44.5 percent, turned out. This was a marked con-
trast to Cataluña, where two-thirds of eligible
voters turned out and 90 percent favored the
constitution.

Since 1978, the PNV has been the dominant
political force in the region and has headed the
regional government since one was first elected in
1980. At the same time, the nationalist political
spectrum has become more complex. On one
extreme stands the PNV, essentially a center-right,
Christian Democratic–type party; on the other
extreme stands ETA, advocating armed struggle
for national independence. During the 1980s these
groups were joined by Herri Batasuna, radical
nationalists connected to ETA. In between were
other nationalist parties: Euskadiko Ezkera, with a
left-wing agenda, and Eusko Alkartasuna, a centrist
party created in 1986 following a schism in the
PNV. The Basque wing of the Socialist Party is
nationalist but opposed to independence, whereas
the Popular Party is antinationalist. By 2000 elec-
toral support was split almost evenly between
nationalist and non-nationalist options.

Support for Basque nationalism has varied

significantly within the region. Nationalists have

dominated the two provinces of Guipúzcoa and

Vizcaya but have been less successful in Alava and

especially in Navarra, which has its own autonomy

statute. Important differences also exist between

rural and urban areas; the latter, and especially

those which have large numbers of immigrants

from other parts of Spain, have tended to give

more support to non-nationalist parties.

See also ETA; Spain.
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ADRIAN SHUBERT

n

BATAILLE, GEORGES (1897–1962),
French writer.

Georges Bataille was an iconoclastic writer
whose literary and nonliterary works ranged across
ethnography, sociology, aesthetics, religion, and
political economy. Not much is known about
Bataille’s boyhood. He was born in Billom, France,
and grew up in Reims. His father, a syphilitic, was

blind and paralyzed; he apparently went mad when
Bataille was a teenager. His mother expended herself
taking care of her husband and also may have had
bouts of madness sometime around his death in
1915, after she and Bataille had abandoned him in
Reims as the German army approached during
World War I. Around that time Bataille was bap-
tized and became a devout Catholic. He was mobi-
lized for the war in 1916 but did not fight, and
he was discharged after one year because of illness.
After a year in the seminary with thoughts of
becoming a priest, Bataille went to Paris to attend
college, where he earned a degree as a paleographic
archivist. He lost his faith in the early 1920s, turning
to an increasingly dissolute lifestyle and to unpious
authors such as Friedrich Nietzsche and Fyodor
Dostoyevsky. In 1922 Bataille became a career
librarian, beginning with a post at the Bibliothèque
Nationale.

In 1924 André Breton and others launched the
surrealist movement, to which Bataille was momen-
tarily attracted but with which he would find

A Basque farmer tends his fields in the traditional way, 1985. ªOWEN FRANKEN/CORBIS
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himself in a tense and sometimes hostile relation-

ship. In the late 1920s Bataille began the literary

explorations that would make him one of the most

scandalous writers of the twentieth century. In

1928 he published under a pseudonym Histoire de
l’oeil (The Story of the Eye), a shocking tale of mar-

tyrdom and ecstasy through the means of violently

transgressive adolescent sex and ultimately the cut-

ting out and desecration of an eye. It set forth his

signature themes of a fascination with death, ritual-

ized cruelty, the erotic, and the sacred—though

not for the sake of themselves but rather for their

relationship to the constitution of community.

Other texts from this period confirm that although

his work was pornographic by any conventional

standard, it also represented a serious investigation

into the nature of human community. Thus, for

example, ‘‘La valeur d’usage de DAF de Sade’’

(1930; ‘‘The Use-Value of D. A. F. de Sade’’)

and L’anus solaire (1931; The Solar Anus) discuss

the ‘‘surplus’’ excretions of the human body in

terms of Marcel Mauss’s claim that some societies

give special symbolic value to ‘‘unproductive loss’’

such as luxury, rituals, and war—an idea to which

Bataille returned in his more mature work.

By the early 1930s Bataille had been involved in

a number of clashes with Breton and the surrealists.

He was deeply involved (along with Michel Leiris,

Robert Desnos, and Marcel Griaule) in a quasi-

ethnographic journal, Documents, that mocked

the seriousness of the surrealist endeavor. He also

signed a particularly violent attack on Breton in

1930, called Un cadavre (A corpse), referring to

Breton. In 1935, with a drastically different political

situation both in France and in Germany, Bataille

and Breton briefly reconciled for reasons of counter-

fascist political solidarity in Bataille’s group, Contre-

Attaque (1935). They split once again, however,

and Bataille then founded two experimental groups,

Acéphale (1936–1939) and the Collège de Sociologie

(College of Sociology) (1937–1939), each of which

collected various ex-surrealists around it. With

Acéphale, Bataille attempted to found a community

and a religion; he envisioned the collective partici-

pating in a ritual human sacrifice, an act he thought

to be at the origin of communal and sacred bonds.

It is unknown whether or not such a sacrifice actu-

ally took place. The Collège de Sociologie, founded

with Leiris and Roger Caillois, though neither a

college nor a matter of scientific inquiry, attracted
some of the most original minds of the twentieth
century to its sessions on society and the sacred.

Many commentators have raised the question
of whether Bataille’s fascination with death and
eroticism place him in indirect complicity with fas-
cism, in spite of Bataille’s repeated rejection of it.
While Bataille certainly scorned the conventions
of middle-class morality and of liberal-democratic
politics, he also consistently denounced the Nazi
attempt at collective ritual experience as superficial
and not genuinely representative of the limit-
experiences he aimed to explore.

During the Nazi occupation of France, Bataille
continued to write, publishing L’expérience inté-
rieure (1943; Inner Experience), an investigation
into the relationships among experience, the
sacred, and knowledge. He also founded one of
the most important literary and intellectual journals
of the postwar era, Critique (1946 to the present),
and began to rework Mauss’s concept of ‘‘unpro-
ductive loss’’ for a three-part inquiry into political
economy. The first volume, La part maudite
(1949; The Accursed Share) is considered one of
Bataille’s most important books; the two other
projected volumes, L’histoire de érotisme (The
History of Eroticism) and La souveraineté
(Sovereignty), did not appear in his lifetime.

Bataille’s works in the 1950s included an
unfinished novel, Ma mère (written in 1954–
1955; My Mother), published in 1966, which
recounts the story of a woman who reaches a state
of saintliness and sacrifice through increasingly
debauched acts that include seducing her son; and
L’érotisme (1957; Erotism: Death and Sensuality).
Bataille died in 1962 but continued to be a major
influence on writers such as Philippe Sollers and
philosophers such as Michel Foucault and Jacques
Derrida.

See also Breton, André; Surrealism.
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Richman, Michèle H. Reading Georges Bataille: Beyond the
Gift. Baltimore, Md., 1982.

Surya, Michel. Georges Bataille: An Intellectual Biography.
Translated by Krzysztof Fijalkowski and Michael
Richardson. New York, 2002.

PAIGE ARTHUR

n

BAUDRILLARD, JEAN (b. 1929), French
sociologist.

Jean Baudrillard was born in the cathedral
town of Reims, France in 1929. In 1956, he began
working as a professor of secondary education in a
French high school (lycée) and in the early 1960s
did editorial work for the French publisher Seuil.
Baudrillard was initially a Germanist who published
essays on literature in Les temps modernes in 1962–
1963 and translated works of Peter Weiss and
Bertolt Brecht into French, as well as a book on
messianic revolutionary movements by Wilhelm
Mühlmann. During this period, he met and studied
the works of Henri Lefebvre, whose critiques of
everyday life impressed him, and Roland Barthes,
whose semiological analyses of contemporary
society had lasting influence on his work.

In 1966, Baudrillard entered the University of
Paris, Nanterre, and became Lefebvre’s assistant,
while studying languages, philosophy, sociology,
and other disciplines. He defended his ‘‘These de
Troisiême Cycle’’ in sociology at Nanterre in 1966

with a dissertation on Le système des objects, and
began teaching sociology in October of that year.
Opposing French and U.S. intervention in the
Algerian and Vietnamese wars, Baudrillard asso-
ciated himself with the French Left in the 1960s.

Nanterre was a key site of radical politics, and the
‘‘22 March movement’’ associated with Daniel
Cohn-Bendit and the enragés began in the
Nanterre sociology department. Baudrillard said
later that he participated in the events of May

1968 that resulted in massive student uprisings
and a general strike that almost drove President
Charles de Gaulle from power.

During the late 1960s, Baudrillard began pub-
lishing a series of books that would eventually make
him world famous. Influenced by Lefebvre,
Barthes, and a French avant-garde arts and theory
tradition, Baudrillard undertook serious work in

the field of social theory, semiology, and psycho-
analysis in the 1960s and published his first book,
The System of Objects in 1968, followed by a book
on The Consumer Society in 1970, and For a
Critique of the Political Economy of the Sign in

1972. These early publications are attempts, within
the framework of critical sociology, to combine the
studies of everyday life initiated by Lefebvre with
a social semiology that studies the life of signs
in social life. Combining semiological studies,

Marxian political economy, and sociology of the
consumer society, Baudrillard began his lifelong
task of exploring the system of objects and signs
that forms everyday life.

While Baudrillard’s first three works can be
read in the framework of a neo-Marxian critique
of capitalist societies, in his 1973 provocation, The
Mirror of Production, Baudrillard carries out a sys-
tematic attack on classical Marxism, claiming that
Marxism is but a mirror of bourgeois society, plac-
ing production at the center of life, thus naturaliz-
ing the capitalist organization of society.

Like many on the left, Baudrillard was disap-
pointed that the French Communist Party did not
support the radical 1960s movements and he also
distrusted the official Marxism of theorists like
Louis Althusser, whom he found dogmatic and
reductive. Consequently, Baudrillard began a
radical critique of Marxism, one that would be
repeated by many of his contemporaries who
would also take a postmodern turn. In works like
Simulations (1983) and Symbolic Exchange and
Death (1976), Baudrillard posits a divide in history
as radical as the rupture between premodern socie-
ties and modern ones. In the mode of classical
social theory, he systematically develops distinc-
tions between premodern societies organized
around symbolic exchange, modern societies orga-
nized around production, and postmodern soci-
eties organized around ‘‘simulation’’ by which he
means the cultural modes of representation that
‘‘simulate’’ reality, as in television, computer cyber-
space, and virtual reality. Baudrillard argues that in
the contemporary era, simulation, or social
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reproduction (information processing, communi-

cation, and knowledge industries, and so on),

replaces production as the organizing form of

society. Technology replaces capital for

Baudrillard and semiurgy (interpreted as prolifera-

tion of images, information, and signs) supplants

production. His postmodern turn is thus con-

nected to a form of technological determinism

and a rejection of political economy as a useful

explanatory principle—a move that many of his

critics reject.

In his later works, Baudrillard continues reflec-

tion on contemporary developments and events,

although his work also takes a metaphysical turn

in which he develops unique philosophical perspec-

tives around a theory in which the object-world

displaces the subject and individuals are subjected

to ever more domination and control. While his

work on simulation and the postmodern break

from the mid-1970s into the 1980s provides a

paradigmatic postmodern theory and analysis of

postmodernity that has been highly influential, his

later post-1980s work is arguably of more literary

and philosophical than sociological interest.

Baudrillard thus ultimately goes beyond social the-

ory altogether into a novel sphere and mode of

writing that provides occasional insights into con-

temporary social phenomena and provocative cri-

tiques of contemporary and classical philosophy

and social theory, but does not really provide an

adequate theory of the contemporary era.

See also Postmodernism; Semiotics.
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DOUGLAS KELLNER

n

BAUHAUS. The Bauhaus is widely regarded as
the single most influential school of art, architec-
ture, and design in the twentieth century. Founded
in Weimar, Germany, in 1919 by the Thuringian
state, the school, led by the architect Walter
Gropius, featured an all-star faculty that included
such luminaries as Wassily Kandinsky, Paul Klee,
Johannes Itten, László Moholy-Nagy, Lyonel
Feininger, and many others. Gropius, an ambitious
school director whom the Belgian artist Henry van
de Velde had recommended as his successor upon
van de Velde’s dismissal in 1915, successfully com-
bined the Weimar Academy of Art and what
remained of van de Velde’s Weimar School of
Applied Arts into a single institution after World
War I. Under his leadership, the school quickly
broadened its mission to promote a radical fusion
of the fine arts, the decorative arts, architecture,
and industrial design. The Bauhaus’s innovative
introductory course, developed initially by Johannes
Itten, together with the school’s production of
numerous formally innovative industrial prototypes,
left many aspects of pre–World War I applied-arts
teaching far behind. Rising to become the standard
bearer of a reformed, modern artistic culture, the
Bauhaus, Gropius proclaimed, would lead postwar
German society in a process of artistic, social, and
cultural renewal.

From its beginning in 1919, however, the
school struggled against right-wing political forces
that denounced the Bauhaus and its forward-
looking, experimental artistic and cultural peda-
gogy as a menace to traditional German culture.
Constantly embattled, underfunded, and forced
to leave the cities of Weimar, Dessau, and later
Berlin, the school functioned as a kind of crucible
for Germany’s avant-garde. The Bauhaus drew
strength from its affiliations and its affinities to
such peer European movements as Russian con-
structivism, Dada, surrealism, and the Dutch De
Stijl movement—precisely the international influ-
ences that conservative nationalists, and later
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Hitler’s National Socialists, saw as such a threat to

native German traditions. Aided in part by exhib-

itions and publicity received after the emigration of

Gropius, Moholy-Nagy, Josef Albers, Marcel

Breuer, and Ludwig Mies van der Rohe to the

United States, the Bauhaus’s reputation achieved

mythical status, towering over all other modern

German schools of design. The dizzying number

of historical reinterpretations of the Bauhaus that

have accumulated since its dissolution in 1933 have,

in fact, functioned as a veritable index of Western

cultural trends and preoccupations ever since.

THURINGIA

The Thuringian state initially founded the State

Bauhaus in Weimar (Staatliches Bauhaus Weimar)

in 1919 for the purpose of reviving the crafts.

As the thirty-five-year-old Gropius wrote when

he sought budget approval from Thurinigian

authorities in 1919, the Bauhaus would promote

‘‘a proliferation of the crafts and industry in the

state of Weimar as a result of the re-molding of

the schools in accordance with a craft-oriented,

practical approach’’ (Wingler, p. 26). This agenda

quickly expanded as, in response to the left-wing

political ferment that followed World War I,

Gropius assembled a broad-based, experimen-

tal faculty of artists and designers to facilitate

Germany’s postwar cultural renewal. Political

attacks and controversy soon led Gropius to pro-

mote an official school policy of ‘‘nonalignment’’

in political matters. This in no way dampened the

experimental nature of the school’s broad-based

curriculum, however. In addition to a bracing,

six-month introductory course (Vorkurs) designed

to unburden students of historicist thinking and

unleash their individual creative potential, the

school established practical instructional workshops

in woodworking, ceramics, book binding, weaving,

metalworking, and sculpture. Leading artists further

taught courses in painting, art theory, typography,

and set design, and the school collectively explored a

variety of performance-based media, including

music and experimental theater. Architecture, con-

sidered by Gropius to be the ‘‘mother of all the

arts,’’ after John Ruskin’s dictum of half a century

earlier, did not become an official Bauhaus depart-

ment until the school relocated with new energy and

funding in Dessau in 1926.

Rather than representing any particular phil-
osophy or defined approach to design, the Bauhaus
was, as the architect Ludwig Mies van der Rohe
famously characterized it, always ‘‘an idea.’’ That is,
the school was always the collective product of its
faculty, students, and three successive directors,
whose experimental inclinations were highlighted
by contributions from particular, highly individual-
istic, and influential instructors. Thus Gropius, the
director from 1919 to 1928, presided over the
Bauhaus’s initial crafts and expressionist phases,
which lasted into the early 1920s. By 1923,
Gropius felt compelled to dismiss the innovative
Swiss painter Johannes Itten, a charismatic instruc-
tor and follower of Mazdaznan religious traditions,
in order to consolidate his leadership of the school
and reconnect its curriculum to resurgent German
industry and the product design fields. For this new
phase, Gropius adopted a fresh school slogan, ‘‘Art
and Technology: A New Unity,’’ which became the
title of an influential Bauhaus exhibition in Weimar
in 1923.

DESSAU, BERLIN, AND BEYOND

Defeated and driven out of Weimar by victorious
right-wing nationalist parties in the Thuringian
state legislature in early 1925, the Bauhaus found
a generous new patron in Fritz Hesse, mayor of
Dessau, a town located roughly halfway between
Weimar and Berlin. Funding organized by Hesse’s
administration enabled Gropius to complete an
iconic, self-consciously modern industrial school
building based on his own designs in 1926. The
Dessau Bauhaus’s asymmetrical plan and separate
wings, containing glass curtain-walled workshops, a
dormitory tower, and classrooms—all linked by
a dramatic ‘‘bridge’’ that housed the school
administration—acted as a visible manifesto of the
Bauhaus outlook. In addition, Hesse’s patronage
made possible the construction of individual ‘‘mas-
ters’ houses’’ that Gropius designed for himself and
senior Bauhaus faculty. Although the school’s
operating budget was still tight, a newly founded
architecture department thrived with such commis-
sions as the experimental Törten housing estate,
which used Gropius’s methods for serial produc-
tion of more than three hundred housing units
constructed of standardized parts. At the same
time, a growing number of Bauhaus posters and
specially designed publications helped establish the
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school as a popular center for the German and

European avant-garde. Faculty such as Moholy-

Nagy and later Albers took the Bauhaus introduc-

tory course in new directions, and other courses

explored new technologies and utopian design

schemes as ways of pushing students to think

beyond the range of customary product design

and interior design.

By 1928 resurgent local political opposition

and a desire to devote more time to his architectural

practice prompted Gropius to hand over director-

ship of the Dessau Bauhaus to the Swiss architect

Hannes Meyer. Meyer, an avowed socialist from the

Swiss collectivist-constructivist school, emphasized

utilitarian, affordable designs of everyday products

using industrial materials and scientific design

methods. Sacrificing art in favor of technical excel-

lence, individual will in favor of collective purpose,

and the luxury product in favor of the useful

commodity, Meyer shocked the painters Klee,

Kandinsky, and Feininger. Meyer’s reorientation of

the school toward a ‘‘radical functionalism’’ further

prompted the resignations of Moholy-Nagy and

Herbert Bayer. Nevertheless, the school’s new cult

of scientific reason, socialism, and sober pragmatism

enabled Meyer to enlarge the school’s connections

to German industrial producers, who cooperated in

the production of iconic Bauhaus prototypes for

light fittings, wallpaper, glassware, and other suc-

cessful products. Older handcrafts workshops were

replaced by new departments of photography and

interior design, whose workshops were character-

ized as laboratories rather than studios.

Meyer’s radicalism fired local opposition in

Dessau, which led to his resignation in 1930. He

was succeeded by Mies van der Rohe. When local

Dessau municipal politics led to the closure of the

Bauhaus in 1932, Mies van der Rohe moved the

school to Berlin. Greatly reduced in size and scope,

the curriculum emphasized architecture as a sys-

tematic and rigorous practice in accordance with

Mies van der Rohe’s philosophy. Typical student

The dormitory building of the Bauhaus complex in Dessau, designed by Walter Gropius, 1919. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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assignments included spending months perfecting
designs for a simple single-family home that was
extremely carefully planned in terms of materials,
space, and structure. In 1933, Nazi pressures led
Mies van der Rohe and his faculty to close the
Berlin-based school, but the Bauhaus idea was car-
ried elsewhere. The appointments of Gropius, Mies
van der Rohe, Breuer, Albers, and Moholy-Nagy to
leading positions at Harvard University, the Illinois
Institute of Technology, and other schools in the
United States in the late 1930s ensured that var-
ious permutations of Bauhaus thinking and meth-
odology would alter the way many Americans and
American businesses would come to think about
design and modern life. In Germany, the Swiss
Bauhaus graduate Max Bill would found and direct
the Hochschule für Gestaltung (school of design)
in the south German city of Ulm beginning in
1955. The Ulm school operated as Germany’s
leading post–World War II Bauhaus successor insti-
tution until its closure in 1968. Only during the
1960s, when architects such as Robert Venturi and
Philip Johnson rebelled against a somewhat carica-
tured image of Bauhaus dogmatism and perceived
modernist universalism, did the Bauhaus’s reputation
significantly wane. Nevertheless, the school’s impact
on the design world and the progressive, experimen-
tal spirit of much of contemporary architecture and
design education continues to be felt.

See also Architecture; Constructivism; Dada; Gropius,
Walter; Kandinsky, Wassily; Klee, Paul; Mies van
der Rohe, Ludwig; Moholy-Nagy, László.
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JOHN V. MACIUIKA

n

BAYREUTH. The music of the composer and
festival founder Richard Wagner (1813–1883) and
the national myths staged and set to music in his
operas make up the fascination surrounding the
most famous German festival in the twentieth cen-
tury. Wagner’s conception, developed in the mid-
dle of the nineteenth century, of an ‘‘artwork of the
future’’ as Gesamtkunstwerk (total artwork) bore
within it a modern and totalitarian ideology that
was politically interpreted and realized in the twen-
tieth century. The Bayreuth Festival thus became a
point of crystallization for the cultural and educa-
tional policies of National Socialism; even at the
turn of the twenty-first century the artistic discus-
sions about the interpretation of Wagner’s operas
have been partially shaped by Bayreuth: the festival
has remained a surface of projection for the
German self-image.

In the 1870s, with the support of patrons and
in particular of the Bavarian king Louis II, Richard
Wagner erected a concert hall reserved exclusively
for the presentation of a number of his operas in
the small Protestant Prussian town of Bayreuth.
This monopoly has been maintained to the present
day, as has the tradition that the descendants of
Richard Wagner direct the festival and claim for
themselves a special ‘‘authenticity’’ in the interpre-
tation of his works. Wagner’s wife, Cosima (1837–
1930), directed the festival until 1906; she was
followed as heir by their son, Siegfried (1869–
1930).

By 1914 the festival had become established as
one of Europe’s leading cultural events, artistically
and socially respected the world over. The festival
productions were considered the epitome of
German national culture. World War I was both
an institutional and a spiritual turning point for the
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festival. Closed during the war, the festival was able

to reopen in 1924 after considerable start-up diffi-

culties. The renewed festival was influenced by a

combination of German national resentment, rejec-

tion of the Treaty of Versailles, and the ideas of

the nineteenth-century French racial determinist

Joseph-Arthur, comte de Gobineau, which shaped

a group of intellectuals centered around the British

publicist Houston Stewart Chamberlain, who dis-

seminated their ideology in the journal Bayreuther
Blätter. Despite the influence of this ideology, dur-

ing the Weimar Republic the cosmopolitan con-

ductors Fritz Busch, Karl Elmendorff, and Arturo

Toscanini, as well as the stage designer Hans

Pfitzner, left their mark on the festival, which, with

productions such as Tristan and Isolde and

Tannhäuser, scattered the dust of the imperial era

and for the first time allowed non-German artists,

though not any Jews, to share in the spotlight.

Faced with the loss of foreign interest in the
festival after Adolf Hitler’s takeover of power, the

wife and heiress of the late festival director

Siegfried Wagner, Winifred Wagner (née Williams;
1897–1980), decided as early as the spring of 1933

to accept the help of the National Socialist state

and its protagonists. Hitler had been friends with

Winifred Wagner from the time of the founding of

the Nazi Party; Richard Wagner was his favorite

composer. In principle preserving its status as a

private enterprise while also presenting itself as a

private refuge for Hitler, the festival became the

symbol of the National Socialist appropriation of

traditional cultural institutions. From an exclusive

and international rendezvous of the elite, the festi-

val became in the 1930s a destination for the Nazi

travel organization KdF (Kraft durch Freude,

‘‘strength through joy’’); in wartime, festival pro-

ductions were continued for armaments workers

and the wounded. Mass accommodations, quasi-

religious services, and a visiting program were direct-

ed toward the ideal of a new National Socialist

community. Typical of National Socialism as an

amalgam of neoromanticism and progress, moder-

nizing tendencies already began to emerge during

the Nazi period. In addition to Winifred Wagner,

Heinz Tietjen from Berlin and Wieland Wagner

directed operas, and Hans Knappertsbusch, Wilhelm

Furtwängler, and Emil Preetorius shaped stage

aesthetics. As productions, The Meistersinger of
Nuremberg (1933/1943), Lohengrin (1936) and

The Flying Dutchman (1939), stand out.

With the end of Nazi Germany, the nationalist

transformation of the festival became absurd.

Reopening immediately after the war was inconceiv-

able for organizational reasons, but also due to the

moral dubiousness of the festival and its director,

Winifred Wagner; despite her classification as ‘‘less

guilty’’ in denazification proceedings, the public

debate over her future participation had not

ended.

Only her relinquishing of the directorship

cleared the way for her two children, Wolfgang

(b. 1919) and Wieland (1917–1966), who mana-

ged to reopen the festival in 1951 with the help of

state institutions and industry, until the West

German government also provided financial sup-

port for a new beginning. In the production history

A British travel poster from the 1920s by Austin Cooper

advertises rail services to Bayreuth. ªYALE CENTER FOR

BRITISH ART, NEW HAVEN, USA/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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after the war, a changed relationship to the concept

of a German nation can be traced: through his

staging, Wieland Wagner strove to achieve an expli-

citly psychoanalytical and ancient-mystical interpre-

tation of the Wagner dramas. No longer was

the nation important, but the individual. This fun-

damental shift in emphasis provoked opposition in

nationalistic circles but allowed contact with inter-

national aesthetic discussions. In contrast to the iso-

lation during National Socialism, Wieland Wagner’s

productions of Parsival (1951), Meistersinger (1956),

and Tristan (1962) became world famous.

After Wieland’s death in 1966, the festival

direction was taken over by his brother, Wolfgang,

who is considered an administrative expert, but

whose numerous mise-en-scènes have for the most

part not achieved the suggestiveness of Wieland’s.

In 1973 the relationship between the private festi-

val enterprise and the government was finally regu-

lated officially: Wolfgang and Winifred Wagner

agreed to the establishment of a publicly domi-

nated foundation. In the late 1960s, Wolfgang

had developed the festival into a ‘‘workshop’’ by

inviting internationally renowned directors, hoping

in this way to retain the eminence of Bayreuth.

Operations have continued to follow this practice

of inviting outside directors, which has diminished

the Wagner family’s artistic control and international-

ized the festival. The high point of this practice

was the staging of the Ring of the Nibelungen by

the Frenchman Patrice Chéreau for the centennial

of the festival in 1976, followed by Jean-Pierre

Ponelle’s Tristan in 1981.

With Götz Friedrich (Lohengrin, 1979), Harry

Kupfer (Flying Dutchman, 1978), and Heiner

Müller, East German artists also directed festival

productions. From the 1950s Bayreuth had profited

from connections with the other part of Germany,

which was reunified with the Federal Republic in

1990. The first decade of the twenty-first century

has been marked by the succession debate, pitting

Wolfgang Wagner’s daughter Katharina (b. 1978)

against Nike Wagner (b. 1945), the daughter of

Wieland. Would it mean an end to the Bayreuth

tradition—which has previously undergone so many

transformations—if no family member directed the

festival? Even in the twenty-first century the festival

poses the question of the approach to music and

politicized music in Germany and internationally.

See also Anti-Semitism; Germany; Hitler, Adolf; Nazism;
Opera.
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HOLGER R. STUNZ

n

BBC. The British Broadcasting Corporation
(BBC) is Britain’s national broadcasting organiza-
tion and a pioneer of public service broadcasting. It
began life in October 1922 when a consortium of
radio manufacturers founded a British Broadcasting
Company. In 1927 a government charter trans-
formed this body into a public corporation with a
monopoly of the British airwaves. The BBC was
funded by a license fee levied on all radio users and
overseen by a board of governors drawn from
Britain’s elite. The board contributed to a socially
conservative bias in the corporation’s early output.
The BBC’s first director general, the Scottish-born
engineer John Charles Walsham Reith (1889–
1971), added his own vision that the BBC had a
duty to educate. Britons affectionately nicknamed
the new corporation with its prudish style ‘‘Auntie.’’

In 1932, as the government moved to promote
British values around the world, the BBC began an
Empire Service in English. Foreign language broad-
casts, funded and guided by the Foreign Office,
began in 1938 with an Arabic service, designed to
counter Italian propaganda in the Mediterranean.
Further services followed as war grew near, and by
the outbreak of World War II the BBC was broad-
casting in the languages of allies, enemies, and
neutral powers alike.
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In some ways the war blocked the development
of the BBC. Its small television service, launched in
1936, shut down for the duration. However, the
BBC swiftly became central to British wartime life,
maintaining morale and political cohesion. The
corporation gained a reputation for credibility as a
news service at home and abroad. This served as
a potent contrast to the totalitarian approach to
propaganda.

The war years saw a lightening of the tone of
the BBC with more regional accents, comedy, and
dance music. In 1941, the BBC even introduced its

first soap opera, Frontline Family, originally created

as a device to win over female listeners in the still-

neutral United States. Successful wartime broad-

casters included Yorkshire-born writer J[ohn]

B[oynton] Priestley (1894–1984), who used the

BBC to advance ideas of the war as an opportunity

for social reform. Key figures in the European

resistance to Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) in exile in

London, including Charles de Gaulle of France

(1890–1970) and Guido Leo J[ohn] C[hristmas]

Møller (1898–1948) of Denmark, broadcast to

their occupied homes over the BBC. The agency

British actor George Robey, performing the role of Falstaff in William Shakespeare’s

play Henry IV for a BBC broadcast, March 1935. ªBBC/CORBIS
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coordinating radio warfare—the Political Warfare
Executive—took care to avoid encouraging useless
acts of resistance, fearing that this would result in a
damaging backlash against Britain. Famous cam-
paigns included encouraging Belgians to chalk the
‘‘V’’ for victory on walls. In deference to the sensi-
tivities of the Soviet Union about propaganda, the
BBC did not create a Russian service at this time.

After the war, the BBC’s foreign language ser-
vices were regrouped into the World Service and
played a major role in the propaganda Cold War
with the communist world. The BBC launched its
Russian service in 1946. This service and others
drew on script material created by a special propa-
ganda section of the Foreign Office called the
Information Research Department, created in
1948. It is a testament to the potency of the BBC
that its broadcasts from the spring of 1948
onward were jammed across the Eastern bloc.
The cost of blocking the BBC far outstripped the
cost of running its foreign language services, and
merely served to emphasize that the communist
regimes felt that they had something to hide.
Other communist countermeasures included the
murder in 1978 of a BBC Bulgarian service broad-
caster, Georgi Markov (1929–1978). In the long
run the BBC, along with other Western broadcas-
ters to the communist bloc, played a key role in
undermining communism.

At home, with the end of World War II, the
BBC relaunched its television service. The corona-
tion of Elizabeth II (b. 1926) in June 1953

prompted many Britons to embrace the medium

for the first time. But the postwar BBC was slow to

become a prime forum for political debate. Since

1944, the BBC had been subject to a ‘‘fourteen-

day rule’’ requiring the corporation to wait two

weeks before carrying political comment on an

issue before parliament. The Suez Crisis of 1956

destroyed this rule, and thereafter BBC program-

ming became a key element in British political life.

Important and long-running current affairs pro-

grams include Panorama and Question Time.
BBC drama has also played a part in raising public
consciousness, as with the 1966 docudrama on
homelessness directed by Ken Loach (b. 1936),
Cathy Come Home.

The BBC lost its domestic monopoly in
September 1954 with the creation of the

Independent Television Authority (ITA). In 1964

the BBC gained a second channel—BBC Two—by

way of compensation. In 1967 the BBC began

local radio broadcasting. In the 1990s, the corp-

oration launched international satellite news and

entertainment channels, challenging the domi-

nance of American channels such as CNN. By

2004, the BBC offered an array of domestic niche

digital channels on television and radio, though

critics questioned whether the general license fee

should pay for such minority channels. The BBC

had also become one of Europe’s leading providers

of information via the World Wide Web.

As a central institution in British life, the BBC

has seldom been distant from controversy. The

BBC has been a master of self-censorship. Notorious

examples include the suppression of the 1965 film

by Peter Watkins (b. 1935), The War Game, which

used amateur actors to depict the effect of a nuclear

BBC war correspondent Frank Gilliard uses a

gramophone to make a recording in the field, 1944.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

310 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

B B C



attack on Britain. The film circulated theatrically
and won an Academy Award. In 1985, Margaret
Thatcher (b. 1925) attempted to squash a Real
Lives documentary: At the Edge of the Union.
When the board of the BBC demanded changes
in the program, broadcast journalists protested
with a one-day strike. In 2003, a radio journalist
named Andrew Gilligan (b. 1968) accused Prime
Minister Tony Blair (b. 1953) of manipulating evi-
dence to justify the invasion of Iraq. A subsequent
investigation chaired by Lord James Brian Edward
Hutton (b. 1931) vindicated Blair’s position and
led to the resignation of both the director general
and chairman of the BBC. The BBC’s international
reputation for accuracy suffered as a result.

See also Popular Culture; Propaganda; Radio; Television.
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NICHOLAS J. CULL

n

BEACH, SYLVIA (1887–1962), the owner
of Shakespeare and Company bookshop in Paris
and the first publisher of James Joyce’s Ulysses.

Sylvia Beach, born Nancy Woodbridge Beach
in Baltimore, Maryland, was the second of three
daughters of the Reverend Sylvester Woodbridge
Beach, a Presbyterian minister, and Eleanor
Orbison Beach. Though she took a name to echo
her father’s when she was an adolescent, she soon
realized she was disinclined toward both religion
and formal education. She fled the Presbyterian
parsonage of Princeton, New Jersey, for Europe,
spending the years 1907–1908 and 1911–1912 in
Florence and 1914–1916 in Spain. In midsummer
of 1916 she settled in Paris, where her father had
served as associate pastor at the American Church

from 1902 to 1905. Paris would remain her home
until her death forty-six years later.

During World War I Beach met her lifelong
companion, Adrienne Monnier, who owned a small
but influential French bookshop on the Left Bank,
La Maison des Amis des Livres (The House of the
Friends of Books). Beach worked as a volunteer
farmhand in Touraine (1917) and served with the
Red Cross in Serbia (1919) before opening
Shakespeare and Company bookshop and lending
library, with Monnier’s assistance, at 8 rue
Dupuytren on 17 November 1919. A year and a
half later she moved around the corner to 12 rue de
l’Odéon, across the street from Monnier’s book-
shop. Beach sold only English-language books;
Monnier sold only French literature. Together they
orchestrated much of the exchange of English and
French literature for the first half of the twentieth
century.

Beach’s single greatest achievement was the
publication of James Joyce’s Ulysses, agreed upon
on 1 April 1921, printed by Maurice Darantiere of
Dijon, and published on 2 February 1922, in time
for Joyce’s fortieth birthday. During the months
before publication, Beach interceded with the
printer to allow Joyce to revise and expand page
proofs until he had written a third more of his great
novel of Dublin. For a decade, until her relationship
with Joyce became strained and Random House
took over publication, she reprinted the novel and
cared for all of Joyce’s literary, financial, and some-
times family needs. She published his second collec-
tion of poems, Pomes Penyeach, in France (1927) and
the United States (1931), and published the early
reviews of what was to become his Finnegans Wake
in a volume called Our Exagmination Round His
Factification for Incamination of Work in Progress
(1929), for which she wrote the introduction.

Shakespeare and Company bookshop, which
Joyce called ‘‘Stratford-on-Odéon,’’ served as a
center for Joyce studies as well as for the exchange
of avant-garde twentieth-century literature. Beach’s
library cards—for she operated chiefly a lending
library—afford a valuable index to the reading habits
of her famous patrons, from Ernest Hemingway and
Gertrude Stein to Simone de Beauvoir and Richard
Wright. Beach distributed all the small expatriate pub-
lishers’ books and periodicals, participating directly in
three French journals. Monnier’s Navire d’argent
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(June 1925–May 1926) published Monnier and
Beach’s (first) translation of T. S. Eliot’s ‘‘The Love
Song of J. Alfred Prufrock.’’ Beach also assisted
Commerce (1924–1932) and served on the board of
Mesures (1935–1940).

She kept her bookshop open during the difficult
Depression years through regular donations from
Bryher (Annie Winifred Ellerman, the English novel-
ist). But the success and endurance of the bookshop
resulted primarily from the force of her personality,
which was characterized as much by her hospitality
and loyalty (the quality Hemingway most admired)
as by her sharp wit and verbal play. Janet Flanner

praised her ‘‘vigorous clear mind.’’ In 1935 her
French friends, who had been her first customers
and would be her last, came to the rescue. Headed
by André Gide, who organized the support group,
The Friends of Shakespeare and Company sponsored
readings by, among others, Eliot, Hemingway,
Stephen Spender, Gide, and Paul Valéry. Beach
finally had to close the shop at the end of 1941 during
the German occupation.

While presiding over this literary crossroads,
Beach introduced William Carlos Williams to
Valéry Larbaud, F. Scott Fitzgerald to André
Chamson, and Eugene Jolas to James Joyce. For a

Sylvia Beach with James Joyce, Paris, 1920s. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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decade Jolas published portions of Joyce’s last
novel in his transition magazines. With Monnier,
Beach translated Bryher’s Paris 1900 in 1938. In
1949 she translated Henri Michaux’s A Barbarian
in Asia, for which she won the Denyse Clairouin
Award the following year. Her awards included the
French Legion of Honor (1938) and an honorary
doctor of letters from the University of Buffalo
(1959). Most of her Joyce papers are at
Lockwood Memorial Library, State University of
New York, Buffalo, and her bookshop papers are at
the Firestone Library, Princeton University.

See also Eliot, T. S.; Gide, André; Joyce, James; Pound,
Ezra; Stein, Gertrude; Valéry, Paul.
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NOEL RILEY FITCH

n

BEATLES. The explosion of Beatlemania, in
Britain in 1963 and the rest of the world the next
year, remains unparalleled. No popular musicians
before or since have approached the Beatles’
achievement of both unprecedented commercial
dominance and near-universal acclaim for their artis-
try. The group sustained its status as the bellwether
of its era until an acrimonious breakup in 1970.

The ascendancy of the Beatles is attributable in
large part to the band containing not one but two
of the finest singers and songwriters in the history
of popular music, John Lennon (1940–1980) and
bassist Paul McCartney (b. 1942), who met in
1957 in their native Liverpool, which visiting sai-
lors had exposed to a wide range of music.
Guitarist George Harrison (1943–2001) would

emerge as a major songwriter as well. But only after
a grueling period of constant live performance
between 1960 and 1962 in Liverpool and an even
more wide-open port city on the continent,
Hamburg, did the ensemble’s talents jell. At that
point, Ringo Starr (née Richard Starkey; b. 1940)
replaced drummer Pete Best (b. 1941) for reasons
never fully clarified, just before the sessions leading
to the group’s first British releases.

At a time when rock and roll had very nearly
been killed off by manufactured teen idols, the
example of this fulsome collective writing its own
songs and doing all the singing and playing on
them established the very idea of the rock group.
The ‘‘British invasion’’ spearheaded by the Beatles
in the United States amounted to the resuscitation
of rock and roll from its moribund condition in the
early 1960s, when the original rock and rollers
were dead (Buddy Holly), disgraced (Jerry Lee
Lewis), imprisoned (Chuck Berry), retired (Little
Richard), or sold-out (Elvis Presley). Along with
other self-contained ‘‘British beat’’ groups such as
the Rolling Stones, the Kinks, and the Who, the
Beatles created a uniquely ebullient rock and roll
that the United States supposedly embraced as a
tonic after the assassination of John F. Kennedy,
though the music was an international success, too.

A further attribute of the Beatles that made
them unique and even startling was their musical
synthesis, compelled by the arduous Liverpool and
Hamburg gigs, of virtually every element in early
rock and roll. To the heavy beat of rock and roll
and up-tempo rhythm and blues (Little Richard,
Larry Williams), the Beatles added early soul
(Arthur Alexander), including Motown (the
Miracles), and the vocal harmonies of doo-wop
and surf music, usually worked out with producer
George Martin, whose musical expertise remained
crucial throughout their existence. The result was
leavened with the sprightliness of girl groups (the
Shirelles) and friendly white rockers such as Holly,
as well as the jangle of country and western and
rockabilly (Carl Perkins). Lennon and McCartney’s
songwriting was inspired by Brill Building teams
such as Gerry Goffin and Carole King, who sup-
plied the cutting-edge producer Phil Spector.

After rejuvenating rock and roll through four
albums in this vein by the end of 1964, and achiev-
ing a surprising critical success with the film A
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Hard Day’s Night, the Beatles fully established

their regnancy by stunningly reinventing themselves

with Rubber Soul (1965) and Revolver (1966), more

subtle, complex, experimental albums that essen-

tially reflected their discovery of the drug LSD.

(Lennon and McCartney had also diverged as

songwriters, taking on the ‘‘harder’’ and ‘‘softer’’

qualities, respectively, attributed to them ever

since.) The electronic cacophony of ‘‘Tomorrow

Never Knows’’ drew inspiration from psychedelia,

a music and culture originating in San Francisco

that was likewise inspired by hallucinogenic drugs

and established the classic 1960s package of anti-
militarism, free love, and Eastern mysticism. In late
1966 the group abandoned touring and devoted
itself entirely to studio work, having wearied of the
physical danger posed by hysterical fans whose
screaming, moreover, prevented the group from
hearing itself onstage.

The first result in 1967, the single ‘‘Strawberry
Fields Forever,’’ was greeted as a psychedelic mas-
terpiece, and the intense international anticipation
of the subsequent album, Sgt Pepper’s Lonely Hearts
Club Band, made the week it was released, the rock

The Beatles, photographed at BBC-TV studios, July 1964. From left: Paul McCartney,

George Harrison, John Lennon; Ringo Starr on floor. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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critic Langdon Winner wrote, ‘‘the closest Western
Civilization has come to unity since the Congress
of Vienna in 1815.’’ But the Beatles had begun
to follow as much as lead; hence they took an
already stereotypical turn to the East by consorting
with the Maharishi Mahesh Yogi in 1967 and
1968. Sgt Pepper, in retrospect, was simply the
most elaborately produced manifestation of psy-
chedelia at the time, and its chief impact was to
give birth to the pretensions of ‘‘art rock’’ over the
next decade. When The Beatles appeared in 1968, a
collection of clearly individually authored, in some
cases individually performed, songs, it was apparent
that the tension between Lennon and McCartney,
along with Harrison’s growth, had caused the band
to fragment. They pulled together one last time in
1969 to make one of their finest albums, Abbey
Road, a testimonial to a collective talent that may
never be equaled.

See also Popular Culture; Rolling Stones.
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NEIL NEHRING

n

BEAUVOIR, SIMONE DE (1908–1986),
French philosopher, author.

Simone de Beauvoir is one of the most signifi-
cant French existentialist philosophers and authors
of the twentieth century. Her writings include fic-
tion and autobiography as well as works on philos-
ophy, feminism, ethics, and politics. Beauvoir’s
fame is largely attributed to The Second Sex
(1949), her groundbreaking study of women’s
oppression, to her post–World War II novel The

Mandarins (1954), and to her lifelong partnership
with philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre.

BEAUVOIR’S LIFE

Beauvoir was born Simone-Ernestine-Lucie-Marie
Bertrand de Beauvoir in Paris on 9 January 1908.
Her father, Georges Bertrand de Beauvoir, was
staunchly conservative and her mother, Françoise
(née Brasseur), was a devout Catholic. Beauvoir
would spend the greater part of her adult life rebel-
ling against both the political conservatism of her
father and the religiosity of her mother. Although
she was a pious child, she underwent a crisis of faith
as an adolescent and permanently disavowed the
existence of God.

Beauvoir’s father was unable to provide a dowry
for his daughters and thus ambivalently and some-
what inadvertently encouraged Beauvoir’s intellec-
tual growth and self-sufficiency. Devoted from an
early age to serious learning, Beauvoir attained her
baccalaureate in 1925. She passed exams for certifi-
cates in history of philosophy, general philosophy,
Greek, and logic in 1927, and in 1928 she passed
exams in ethics, sociology, and psychology. She
studied philosophy further at the Sorbonne and,
although not an official student, attended lectures
at the École Normale Supérieure in 1928 and 1929.
She wrote her graduate dissertation on Gottfried
Leibniz under the supervision of Léon Brunschvig.

In 1929 she took second place in the highly
competitive philosophy agrégation exam, placing
ahead of Paul Nizan and Jean Hyppolite and barely
losing to Jean-Paul Sartre, who took first (it was his
second attempt at the exam). At twenty-one she
was the youngest student ever to pass the agréga-
tion in philosophy and consequently became the
youngest philosophy teacher in France. She com-
pleted her practice teaching at the Lycée Janson-
de-Sailly in 1929 with fellow students Maurice
Merleau-Ponty (another notable existentialist) and
Claude Lévi-Strauss (who later became famous for
his work in structural anthropology).

Beauvoir first met Sartre at the École Normale
Supérieure in 1929, after he invited her to help him
and his group of friends to study for the agréga-
tion. The two fell in love and agreed to remain
committed to each other—or as Sartre referred to
it, to be ‘‘essential’’ lovers. They worked closely with
each other throughout their time together,
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socializing with many of the same people, diligently
reading and commenting on each other’s works,
and becoming involved in many of the same political
struggles. Although the two never lived together,
married, or had children, and even though both of
them had numerous lovers on the side, they were
true to their commitment and remained devoted to
each other until Sartre’s death in 1980.

Following her teaching apprenticeship, Beauvoir
spent a year tutoring students in philosophy and
teaching Latin. Afterward, she became a professional
philosophy teacher at lycées in Marseille, Rouen,
and Paris. In 1943 she was dismissed from her
teaching post by a Nazi-controlled administration
after a charge of sexual impropriety was leveled
against her by one of her female students. Beauvoir
never again supported herself by teaching and
instead made a permanent career as a writer.

In 1945 Beauvoir and Sartre were instrumental
in founding the journal Les Temps Modernes. The

original editorial committee of this journal also
included Merleau-Ponty, Albert Ollivier, Raymond
Aron, Michel Leiris, and Jean Paulhan. The journal-
ist Claude Lanzmann joined the board in 1952.
Lanzmann (who is best known for his Holocaust
film documentary, Shoah, for which Beauvoir com-
posed the preface to the published text) became one
of Beauvoir’s lovers. They were a couple for seven
years (1952–1959) and he was the only man with
whom Beauvoir ever lived. Some of her other more
famous ‘‘contingent’’ relationships were with the
author Jacques-Laurent Bost, the American writer
Nelson Algren (author of Somebody in Boots, The
Man with the Golden Arm, and A Walk on the
Wild Side), and Olga Kosakiewicz, who formed part
of a stormy romantic trio with Beauvoir and Sartre.

World War II fundamentally altered Beauvoir’s
view of the relationship between the intellectual
thought and politics and inaugurated a life of poli-
tical activism. Whether she was involved in the
French Resistance during the 1940s, being
escorted around Fidel Castro’s Cuba by Che
Guevara in 1960, speaking out against the French
war in Algeria in 1962, or helping to launch the
French women’s liberation movement by signing
the Manifesto of the 343 advocating abortion
rights in 1970, Beauvoir was at the forefront of
French politics.

Following the death of Sartre in 1980,
Beauvoir officially adopted her companion, Sylvie
Le Bon, who became the executor of her literary
estate. Beauvoir died on 14 April 1986 of a pul-
monary edema.

BEAUVOIR’S WRITING

Paris lived under Nazi occupation from June 1940
to August 1944. The occupation inaugurated what
Beauvoir later called the ‘‘moral period’’ of her
literary life. In 1944 she published her first philo-
sophical essay, an ethical treatise, Pyrrhus and
Cinéas. Her novel The Blood of Others (1945) was
a significant existential novel documenting the
French Resistance. This period also saw the writing
of her only play, Who Shall Die? (1945) and her
novel All Men Are Mortal (1946). In 1947
Beauvoir wrote The Ethics of Ambiguity, which is
one of the few published works providing a frame-
work for an atheistic existentialist ethics. In this
work, Beauvoir outlines an ethics based on the
rejection of any kind of predetermined human
nature, or essence. She ties together the dual

Simone de Beauvoir, 1947. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/
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demands of the individual’s radical freedom and
responsibility on the one hand, and the ethical
obligation humans have to protect and fight for
the freedom of others on the other.

In 1949 Beauvoir published her two-volume
investigation into the oppression of women, The
Second Sex. Before the writing of this groundbreak-
ing work, Beauvoir had not considered herself a
feminist. After its publication and the worldwide
response it generated, she would become one of
the most powerful voices of modern feminism in
the twentieth century. In The Second Sex, Beauvoir
argues that women have been historically con-
structed by men as the ‘‘Other’’ sex. This definition
characterizes women as all that men are not, thus
allowing for men to define themselves positively as
subjects. Beauvoir maintains that in order to
demarcate one’s subjectivity, others are needed to
form the limits of the self. For example, a country
uses other countries to circumscribe itself as a sin-
gle nation; members of a religion use other reli-
gions to distinguish the parameters of their beliefs;
and men use women in order to define themselves
as men. The key to Beauvoir’s view is that there is
nothing essential in the definitions of a country,
religion, or male subjectivity. These are arbitrary
classifications that can be changed (a country’s
borders can be altered or a person can choose a
different religion, for example). In short, Beauvoir
argues that women are socially constructed to be
‘‘Women’’ solely for the benefit of men. They are
thus oppressed as Others and never allowed to
define themselves as subjects. Beauvoir calls, accord-
ingly, for the end of the oppression of women, who
like men need to acknowledge their radical freedom,
take total responsibility for their actions, and engage
the world as self-determining agents.

Already an accomplished fiction writer,
Beauvoir’s novel The Mandarins received the presti-
gious Prix Goncourt award in 1954. The story
follows the lives of a group of French intellectuals
struggling to cope with post-occupation France and
the emerging Cold War landscape. In her autobio-
graphies, Beauvoir admits that many aspects of the
main characters were loosely based on herself and
other members of the French intelligentsia who had
been involved in the Resistance, including Sartre,
Albert Camus, and Arthur Koestler.

Although most famous for The Second Sex
and The Mandarins (both of which were so

controversial in their portrayals of sexuality and in
their critiques of traditional femininity that the
Vatican put them on the index of prohibited
books), Beauvoir was also a prolific autobiogra-
pher. Her autobiographies cover her entire life,
beginning with the account of her childhood in
Memoirs of a Dutiful Daughter (1958), followed
by her early professional career in Prime of Life
(1960), the post–World War II years in Force of
Circumstance (1963), her mother’s death to cancer
in A Very Easy Death (1964), and her reflections on
her life as a powerful but aging feminist and intel-
lectual in All Said and Done (1972).

Beauvoir traveled around the world as a lec-
turer, reporter, student, and tourist. Two of her
works, America Day by Day (1948) and The Long
March (1957) detail her lecture tour of the United
States in 1947 and her visit with Sartre to commu-
nist China in 1955, respectively. Her concern with
oppression was a lifelong passion and gave rise to
The Coming of Age (1970). Using the same
method as The Second Sex, it studies the margin-
alization of the elderly by societies that fear aging
even more than death. Beauvoir’s writing and
influence spanned the entirety of her adult life
and continue to be a source of philosophical and
literary influence the world over.

See also Camus, Albert; Existentialism; Feminism;
Koestler, Arthur; Merleau-Ponty, Maurice;
Resistance; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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BECKETT, SAMUEL (1906–1989), Irish
dramatist and novelist.

Samuel Barclay Beckett was born at his parents’

house in the prosperous Dublin suburb of Foxrock

on Good Friday, 13 April 1906. He was educated

locally and in Dublin city before completing his

schooling at Portora Royal School in Northern

Ireland. In 1923 he entered Trinity College,

Dublin, where he studied French and Italian, grad-

uating in 1927 with the award of a gold medal for

achieving first among firsts.

He taught school in Belfast for two terms

before moving in 1928 to Paris, where his univer-

sity had an exchange-lecturer arrangement with the

École Normale Supérieure. Almost immediately

Beckett was introduced to James Joyce (1882–

1941), the leading literary artist of the time. The

association with Joyce led to Beckett’s first publica-

tions, a short story and a critical essay on Joyce’s

‘‘Work in Progress’’ (published as Finnegans Wake,
1939) in the magazine transition. Beckett was also

writing poetry, and in 1930 his award-winning

poem Whoroscope was published in book form by

the Hours Press in Paris.

He returned to Dublin in 1930 as an assistant

lecturer in French at Trinity College. The following

year his critical monograph, Proust, was published

in London. He was, seemingly, launched on a

career as a scholar and academic. However, in

1932 he resigned from Trinity and moved to

Paris to set up as a full-time writer. Within months

he had completed his first novel, Dream of Fair to
Middling Women (posthumously published,

1992). No publisher took the novel, so Beckett

recast his materials as linked short stories, pub-

lished in 1934 as More Pricks than Kicks.

Beckett could not subsist on earnings from his
writing and was back living in the family home in
1933 when his father died. The impact of this
death, in conjunction with difficulties in his rela-
tionship with his mother, propelled Beckett into
psychotherapy at the Tavistock Clinic in London.
He read widely in psychology while in London and
used his reading in the composition of his second
novel, Murphy (published in 1938). Beckett cor-
rected the proofs for Murphy while in hospital
recovering from an unprovoked and near-fatal knife

attack on a street in Paris. Joyce was supportive of
him at this time, providing his personal physician to
care for him and paying the hospital bills.

Beckett decided to leave Ireland in 1937 with
only a small annuity from his father’s estate—earn-
ings from his writing were negligible. Within a year
he had embarked with his friend Alfred Péron on
a translation into French of Murphy. Beckett saw
his future in France but it was not until 1946
that he used French as his language of composi-
tion. In 1939 he began cohabiting with Suzanne
Deschevaux-Dumesnil. They formalized their rela-
tionship by marriage in 1961 and continued to live
together until Suzanne predeceased Beckett in
July 1989.

Beckett was visiting his mother in Dublin when
war broke out in September 1939. He returned to
Paris, preferring ‘‘France at war to Ireland at
peace,’’ as he later said. After the German occupa-
tion he was recruited into the French Resistance by

Pen-and-ink portrait of Samuel Beckett by J. P.

Donleavy. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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his friend Péron. The security of the cell he worked
for was breached in 1942, and Beckett fled with
Suzanne to refuge in the village of Rousillon in the
south. By war’s end Beckett had completed
another novel in English, Watt, which did not
appear in print until 1953. By then Beckett had
achieved a distinguished reputation as a French
author of experimental novels and a puzzling and
controversial play, En attendant Godot (1952).

His autotranslation, Waiting for Godot (1954),
established Beckett as a major presence in mid-
twentieth-century international theater and was to
prove seminal and influential. For the rest of his
writing life he continued to produce (in French and
English) stage plays notable for bold experimenta-
tion and dramatic power—Fin de partie (1957;
Endgame, 1958), Krapp’s Last Tape (1959),
Happy Days (1961), Spiel (1963; Play, 1964), Not
I (1972)—that increasingly dispense with plot,
characterization, movement, and dialogue. A
Beckett stage play offers its audience a dramatic
experience that is not educible to a single interpre-
tation, to a single meaning. The ‘‘outcome’’ of
whatever dramatic action there is takes place in
the collective mind of the audience. Thus Krapp’s
Last Tape ends with Krapp still seated by his tape
recorder. The audience realizes he has made and
discarded his last tape—his death is imminent. Play
is brought to a conclusion by the failure of the
mobile spotlight to continue its interrogation.
Beckett also wrote innovative works for radio and
television. In 1964 he traveled to New York to
participate in the filming of his screenplay, released
under the title Film (1965), featuring Buster
Keaton (1895–1966).

He wrote prose and poetry right up to
December 1989, when he died in Paris. While
many of his works did not command a popular
audience, they have proved to be enduring. He
was awarded the Nobel Prize for Literature in
1969 and an honorary doctorate from Trinity
College (1959), politely declining all other honors.
He is buried in Montparnasse.

See also Theater.
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BECKMANN, MAX (1884–1950), German
painter and graphic artist.

Max Beckmann’s paintings and prints are

representative of modernist trends in the visual arts

in Germany during the Wilhelmine and Weimar

periods, yet they transcend national boundaries.

Neither aggressively abstract nor classically repre-

sentational, Beckmann was able during his lifetime

to synthesize and distill powerful elements from

experimental developments in his native country

as well as from France and Italy. His works became

a favorite of American collectors after World War II

and helped to precipitate a revival of interest in

German expressionism.

Beckmann became associated with expression-

ism after World War I. His oils and his prints,

especially his lithographic portfolio Hell (1919),

were singled out for their power in expressing the

terrible turmoil and despair evident in Germany at

the beginning of the Weimar Republic. But before

1914 Beckmann had kept his distance from the

experimental stylizations and abstractions of the

Brücke (Bridge) and the Blaue Reiter (Blue

Rider), the groups most connected with prewar

expressionism. As a young art student, he attended

the Grand Ducal Academy in Weimar and traveled

to France, where he became acquainted with the

works of Paul Cézanne. He moved to Berlin in

1905 and the following year married Minna

Tube; his only son, Peter, was born in 1908.

Preferring a painterly naturalistic interpretation of

the physical world, he became a member of the

Berlin Secession, exhibiting with them during the

remainder of the Wilhelmine years. When expres-

sionism became publicly recognized in 1911,

Beckmann criticized artists connected with the

new trend as too decorative in their depiction of

space and form. His experiences in the war as a

medical orderly on the front and his involvement

with a radical political and artistic group at the
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birth of the republic contributed to his turning
away from naturalism. Critics and art historians
began to praise his oils and the numerous print
portfolios produced during the early 1920s for
their expressive form and for their ‘‘violent’’ and
dislocated space as effective commentaries on
humanity and the chaotic situation of the new
republic. Beckmann also revealed his critical view
of human nature and of economic inequality in
several plays written at that time.

During the mid-1920s, as the republic began
to stabilize after numerous rounds of inflation,
strikes, and civil conflicts, the critic and museum
director Gustav Hartlaub included Beckmann in a
major German exhibition that he called Neue
Sachlichkeit (New concreteness). Believing a new

direction was emerging from figurative rather than

abstract expressionism, Hartlaub celebrated a return

to concrete imagery that reflected everyday events

in a timeless manner. In the 1925 exhibition, he

displayed Beckmann, along with other German

artists—George Grosz, Otto Dix, Georg Scholz—

whose clarity of forms overshadowed their use of

ambiguous and sometimes caricatured features and

disquieting spatial effects. The exhibition reinforced

interest in Beckmann’s work among a broader group

of patrons. In 1925 he was appointed to teach in

the Städel Art School in Frankfurt, and he remar-

ried, this time to Mathilde von Kaulbach, the

daughter of a well-known artist, who frequented

upper-class circles. He began traveling frequently

during the winter months to France and Italy,

Night. Plate 7 from the series Hell, by Max Beckmann, 1919. DIGITAL IMAGE ªTHE MUSEUM OF MODERN ART/LICENSED BY SCALA/ART
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absorbing new developments in both countries. On
occasion, his dealer Alfred Flechtheim promoted
him as the German Picasso. Despite these achieve-
ments, Beckmann grew increasingly acrid about the
need to promote himself and his creative efforts. In
an essay of 1927, ‘‘The Social Stance of the Artist
by the Black Tightrope Walker,’’ Beckmann wrote
about patrons, who were unlike his earlier, more
liberal ones such as the gallery dealer I. B.
Neumann and the publisher Reinhard Piper, and
described his new supporters as only concerned
with a gauzy, colorful view of the world. He
increasingly felt like an outsider in Germany and
immersed himself in metaphysical and religious
texts.

By 1937, after the opening of the Degenerate

Art Exhibition in Munich, where his works—along

with other well-known modern artists associated

with expressionism and Neue Sachlichkeit—were

condemned as depraved by Adolf Hitler and the

National Socialists (Nazis), Beckmann left Germany.

In exile, first in the Netherlands and, after 1947, in

the United States, he continued to paint, produ-

cing most of his triptych series. In 1942, while

waiting to emigrate to the United States, the

Museum of Modern Art in New York purchased

the first of his triptychs, Departure, begun in 1932

and finished in 1935, three panels that propheti-

cally expressed his fate as an exile. He died in New

York at the end of 1950.

See also Degenerate Art Exhibit; Dix, Otto;
Expressionism; Grosz, George.
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ROSE-CAROL WASHTON LONG

n

BELARUS. For most of the twentieth century

(1922–1991) Belarus was a republic of the Soviet

Union, the Belarusian Soviet Socialist Republic

(SSR). The 1897 census of the Russian Empire

revealed that a clear majority of the population of

five northwestern imperial provinces was Belarusian

speaking. After the Revolution of 1905, Belarusian

activists sought to define this largely peasant popu-

lation as a nation. They treated the medieval Grand

Duchy of Lithuania as the font of Belarusian

national tradition and recalled the Uniate Church

as a Belarusian national confession. That church,

established in 1596, combined an Eastern liturgy

with subordination to the Vatican. It was banned in

most of the Russian Empire in 1839. Henceforth

the Belarusian-speaking population was divided

among an Orthodox majority and a Roman

Catholic minority. These activists hoped that

speakers of Belarusian would come to regard them-

selves as members of a Belarusian nation, deserving

of an independent state. City dwellers in the terri-

tories considered Belarusian were Jews, Russians,

and Poles.

World War I opened the Belarusian question.

German occupying authorities created Belarusian-

language schools. Under German occupation,

Belarusian activists proclaimed a republic in

March 1918, with Vilnius its capital. After the

German defeat, the Bolsheviks established in

February 1919 a Lithuanian-Belarusian SSR,

another reference to the old Grand Duchy. In

spring 1919 the Polish army advanced eastward,

its commander Józef Pi�sudski promising self-

determination to the inhabitants of ‘‘the ancient
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Grand Duchy of Lithuania.’’ In 1920 the Red

Army drove out the Poles, only to be routed near

Warsaw. In fall 1920 the Polish army again occu-

pied Minsk. Poland conceded that city and other

Belarusian lands to Bolshevik Russia in the Treaty

of Riga in 1921. The city of Vilnius was incorpo-

rated by Poland.

The Bolsheviks established their Belarusian

SSR, with a capital in Minsk. They enlarged its

territory in 1924 and 1926. Thus the Belarusian

SSR embraced some five million people, about

four-fifths of them Belarusian speakers. In the

1920s the Soviet Union pursued a vigorous policy

of Belarusization, founding Belarusian schools and

promoting Belarusian communists. This policy

was designed to integrate the peasant population

and to destabilize neighboring Poland. The

Communist Party of Western Belarus, operating

in Poland, stressed these achievements in propa-

ganda. Poland closed all Belarusian schools, and

social inequality drew Belarusian peasants to left-

wing politics. Poland banned the main Belarusian

party, the Hromada, for its communist connections

in 1927. In the 1930s Soviet authorities began to

connect Belarusian culture to internal and external

security threats. Peasants were deported for resist-

ing collectivization, and the intelligentsia was deci-

mated during the Great Terror.

After Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union

jointly invaded and divided Poland in September

1939, the Belarusian SSR was extended westward

to what had been Poland, and tens of thousands of

Poles were deported. To the disappointment of

Belarusians, the Soviets granted Vilnius to

Lithuania. In June 1941 Germany invaded the

Soviet Union. German authorities allowed

Belarusian schools and Belarusian theater, and the

Orthodox Church in Belarus declared its autoceph-

aly. With assistance from local policemen, the

Germans killed the vast majority of the Jewish

population in shooting actions. Belarus became

the center of the Soviet partisan movement that

emerged in 1943, and the Red Army returned to

Minsk in July 1944. In 1945 the Soviet Union was

able to restore the Molotov-Ribbentrop boundaries

(although Bialystok was granted to Poland) as the

Belarusian SSR was extended west again. By war’s

end some 20 percent of the Belarusian population

had been killed, and the major cities were destroyed.

Postwar Belarus was a theater of political
Russification and economic industrialization.
High party posts were filled by Russians. In 1960
half the books in the republic were published in
Belarusian; by 1985 the figure was only 10 percent.
By 1980 there were no Belarusian schools in
Minsk. Cities were rebuilt, populated by Russian-
speaking immigrants and upwardly mobile
Belarusians who employed Russian in daily life.
Cities that had been Jewish-Russian-Belarusian
before the war became largely Russian thereafter.
Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms opened national dis-
cussions after 1985. The mass graves of tens of
thousands of Belarusians killed by Soviet security
organs during the Great Terror of the 1930s, dis-
covered at Kuropaty in 1988, became a symbol of
the horrors of Soviet rule. Yet the emergence of an
independent Belarusian state in 1991 was a conse-
quence of the internal collapse of the Soviet Union,
not of Belarusian national strivings. In 1994
Alexander Lukashenko rose to the office of presi-
dent as an anticorruption crusader. He appealed to
Soviet nostalgia while avoiding economic reform.
By the early twenty-first century Lukashenko had
established a dictatorial system. His regime did not
support Belarusian culture but preserved Belarusian
state independence.

See also Lithuania; Poland; Russia; Soviet Union; Ukraine.
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TIMOTHY SNYDER

n

BELGIUM. On the eve of World War I
Belgium was an industrialized and prosperous
country that had been ruled for thirty years by the
Catholic Party. Three conflicts had affected Belgian
society for decades: an ideological conflict between
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clerical and anticlerical camps; a linguistic and identity-
based conflict stemming from the emergence of
Flemish claims upon the Francophone state and a
nascent Walloon movement that sought to counter
them; and finally a social conflict fueled by the
socialist and liberal progressivist movement to
obtain universal suffrage. These conflicts notwith-
standing, all political struggles disappeared into
a union sacrée (sacred union) around King Albert
I (r. 1909–1934) for the duration of the war once
German troops invaded the country on 4 August
1914.

Belgium was a small country dragged into the
torment despite itself, invaded without having
declared war, and a young and relatively untested
country where the church continued to play a pre-
ponderant role. The country experienced civilian
massacres and the destruction of several cities dur-
ing the invasion, the horror of the trenches on the
Yser front, the deportation of civilians beginning in
1916, and the daily misery and systematic pillage of
a country under occupation. Indeed, given the fact
that the king stayed on the front lines alongside his
troops and the government was exiled to France,
practically the entire kingdom spent four years
under the boots of the Germans.

However, the image Belgium held of itself
changed radically over the course of this conflict.
Its identity became tied to the emblem of the
soldier-king; innocence lost; and undying fidelity
to right, courage, honor, heroism, and martyrdom.
At the end of the war the country emerged with a
new face. Although Belgium lay in ruins it had
nevertheless maintained its rank in the eyes of the
nations arrayed against the invaders. In the Treaty
of Versailles Belgium made several territorial gains
on its eastern border and was awarded mandates
over the African territories of Rwanda and Urundi.
However victory would prove insufficient to quell
the immense expectations born in the war. In gen-
eral terms, the interwar years comprised two con-
trasting periods lasting one decade each: the 1920s
was a time of change, reconstruction, and reform,
followed by the Great Depression provoked by the
Crash of 1929.

When universal male suffrage and proportional
representation were introduced in 1919 the struc-
ture of Belgium’s political landscape and govern-
mental modes of functioning were radically altered.

The bipartisanship of the war years ended, herald-

ing an era of alternating Catholic versus liberal

regimes incapable of governing alone, and required

therefore to make concessions to the Belgian

Socialist Workers Party. Coalition governments

have resulted ever since, with the exception of

1950 to 1954, when a Catholic-only government

briefly led the country. During the interwar years

the most stable coalitions were composed of

Catholics and liberals, but the more frequent and

hence short-lived regimes were tripartite in nature,

including Catholics, liberals, and socialists. The

advent of coalition-style government had a consid-

erable impact on Belgian political discourse, which

progressively shed its pre-1914 ideological tone, in

particular regarding the confrontation between

Catholics and opponents to clericalism, and from

groups devoted to the search for a consensus based

on mutual concessions and negotiations about the

great socioeconomic, linguistic, and educational

questions of the day. Furthermore, the king no

longer presided over the cabinet after 1918, when

he was replaced by the newly created post of prime

minister, a position held by a Catholic during this

entire period with just two exceptions. Although

government instability, particularly due to the lan-

guage question, was rife during the interwar period

(especially between 1918 and 1921 and from 1931

until World War II), certain ministers were seen to

maintain their portfolios across different governments.

The first decade after 1918 was a period there-

fore of reforms, many of which were either being

talked about or actively planned as early as 1914.

Besides universal suffrage, most of the post-1918

socioeconomic changes, including the eight-hour

workday and the right to strike (both legalized in

1921), went hand-in-hand with efforts being made

at the international level by the International

Labour Organization, which was created by the

Treaty of Versailles. Nationalized industries were

also founded at this time, including the National

Industrial Bank and the Belgian National Railroad

Company. The rise of unionism laid the ground-

work for a publicly funded social safety net as well.

Government-run industry-specific regulatory com-

missions were erected in 1919, requiring the var-

ious social groups to negotiate collective contracts

on workers’ issues.
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The immense destruction wrought by the war
called for a difficult reconstruction of the country
and its economy. This reconstruction was only
completed in 1925–1926 following a drastic devalua-
tion of the Belgian franc. In this reconstruction, which
was inspired by the American model, Taylorism and
rationalization, as well as a movement favoring the
concentration of businesses in fewer enterprises,
were de rigueur in business management circles, as
witnessed in the takeover by the Société Générale of
the National Arms Manufacturers. In 1926 the first
regional economic association, the Vlaams Economisch
VerBond (Flemish Employers Association), also
appeared.

The importance of these economic and social
questions to national life at the time, and above all
their institutionalization according to the liberal
model, led the traditional political parties to marry
their political activities with social organizations
sharing the same tendencies, for example the
Christian Workers wing of the Catholic Party.
The socialists in the Workers Party of Belgium,
largely untroubled by the founding of the
Communist Party in 1921, carried out its develop-
ment in three classic forms of organization: unions,
mutualist groups, and cooperatives.

The language question also evolved during
this period. The Flemish movement did not make
it through World War I unscathed because some
of its activists, a clear minority of Flemish speakers
who had collaborated with the occupying forces,
were immediately condemned by public opinion
and later by Belgian tribunals. A newly formed
Regional Front Party, composed of Flemish faith-
ful to the Belgian resistance, made it into parlia-
ment after 1919 and renewed key Flemish
demands. Many activists were gradually pardoned
as a series of language laws in their favor were
easily adopted, especially between the years 1921
and 1928. These laws testify to the progressive
formalization of a bilingual state and state institu-
tions such as schools, the army, the courts, and
public administration, accompanied by the identi-
fication of Belgian regions according to the lan-
guage spoken by the majority of its inhabitants.
Later this process was accelerated by a 1932 law
establishing unilingualism in Flanders and
Wallonia and bilingualism in Brussels for adminis-
trative matters. Two years earlier an age-old

Flemish demand had been satisfied when the
University of Gand (Ghent University) was desig-
nated solely Flemish-speaking.

After the stock market crash of 1929 and the
depreciation of the pound in 1931, Belgium was
struck by economic depression, with catastro-
phically high unemployment rates and severe
downward pressure on workers’ salaries leading to
strikes in 1932, particularly in heavy industries like
coal mining and metallurgy. The government
responded by giving special budgetary powers nor-
mally reserved for the Legislature to technocrats in
the finance ministry. Mixed-use banks were banned
in 1934 and the franc was devalued in 1935. Henri
de Man (1885–1953) and the Belgian Socialists
promoted a work plan intended to establish a
mixed-economy regime.

The accidental death of Albert I in February
1934 led to the succession of his son Leopold III
(r. 1934–1951), whose reign began under difficult
political circumstances. In the 1930s the antidemo-
cratic extreme Right was making progress via new
movements and political parties, including
Verdinaso, founded by the National Front Deputy
Joris Van Severen (1894–1940) and the Vlaams
Nationaal Verbond (VNV), which brought
together Flemish fascists who comprised the major-
ity of the National Front caucus in parliament, as
well as the Rex in Wallonia, led by the charismatic
Léon Degrelle (1906–1994). Although the Rexists
became a worrisome political force after the elec-
tions of 1936, the traditional parties banded
together to oppose it, and by 1939 Rex was practi-
cally nonexistent. Despite circumstances hostile to
democracy throughout Europe, Belgium resisted
the onslaught of fascism.

During the interwar years the Catholic and
Socialist parties alternated between first and second
place, with the Liberals occupying the perpetual
third position. Regional differences also appeared
during this time, with the Parti Ouvrier Belge
(POB) being the predominant party in Wallonia
and the Catholics occupying this position in
Flanders, while the electoral situation in Brussels
was more fluid. Federalist state-reform initiatives
introduced by respective Flemish and Walloon
deputies broke new ground in the process of recog-
nizing regional differences. Although these projects
were not rigorously followed up at the time, they
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nonetheless embodied the first manifestations of

federalist political aspirations at the heart of the

national legislature.

In the international sphere, after having taken

part in the occupation of the Ruhr Valley along-

side the French (1923–1925) and having signed

the Locarno Accords (1925), in 1936 Belgium

reassumed its position of political neutrality when

confronted with that region’s remilitarization. This

voluntary neutrality was recognized by all the

major European powers, Nazi Germany included,

but in vain. On 10 May 1940, without a formal

declaration of war, German troops invaded

Belgium in a blitzkrieg operation, provoking an

ineffectual response from Belgium’s British and

French alliance partners. After eighteen days of

combat Leopold III capitulated and chose to

remain at the head of his army, then fallen into

German hands, rather than follow his government,

led by the prime minister, Hubert Pierlot (1883–

1963), into exile. Leopold III was placed under

house arrest at the Château de Laeken in Brussels.

During the first period of the occupation

Belgian administrative and economic officials

attempted to find a modus vivendi with the

Germans, so that Belgium might in some way take

advantage of the concessions of autonomy while at

the same time allowing the military administration

led by Alexander von Falkenhausen (1878–1966)

to make the occupation satisfactory to the Reich

and thus maintain order. But this fool’s paradise

was quickly exposed for what it was by the exploi-

tation of the country, the demands of occupation,

supply shortages, the repression of political dissent,

the continued holding of Walloon prisoners of war

in captivity, and the anti-Jewish policies implement-

ed in 1940. Furthermore once the Battle for

Britain was won public opinion changed—Hitler

might just yet lose the war.

The country was divided by a rhythm of con-

flict that came to be known the world over. Active

and passive forms of collaboration with the occu-

piers emerged, but organized resistance also arose

as the application of the Final Solution to the Jews

of Belgium progressed and the deportation of

Belgian workers began in 1942. The Belgian

Resistance assumed many guises, including sup-

porting downed Allied pilots, persecuted Jews,

and people who escaped from the Forced Labor

Service; providing information and running under-

ground presses; and armed attacks by groups

adhering to various tendencies, from communism

to ultra-monarchism. In short the usefulness and

the intensity of the Belgian Resistance in the war

effort would later be fully recognized by the Allies,

Belgians march in Brussels, opposing a government

order to disband the resistance movement, 1944.
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at the price of seventeen thousand Belgians dead in
the service of freedom.

Collaboration also assumed various forms: eco-
nomic, political, and even military in the case of
the Flemish Nationalists of the VNV and the mon-
archist Walloons under Léon Degrelle. All told
some thirty-one thousand Belgians would fight
alongside the Nazi ranks. After the invasions at
Normandy the Germans transferred Leopold III
to Austria. In September 1944 Belgium was liber-
ated by the Allies and its government-in-exile in
London returned to Brussels, although Germany’s
bomb-equipped rockets and its harsh counterof-
fensive in the Ardennes placed a temporary halt
on the country’s complete return to normal.

In keeping with the constitution, as soon as the
chamber of deputies returned it declared Leopold
III, then whisked away by the Reich, ineligible to
rule, and the king’s brother Prince Charles (1903–
1983) was installed as regent on 20 September
1944. The ‘‘royal affair’’ had just begun, but more
urgent questions were then pressing the country as
it began to emerge from the war. Following strict
monetary policies led by the finance minister,
Camille Gutt (1884–1971), and with the help of
the Marshall Plan, economic reconstruction was
achieved relatively quickly, especially as Belgium
had escaped the wholesale destruction of its indus-
trial infrastructure, including the Walloon Basin
and the Port d’Anvers. The political landscape did
not change dramatically, with the exception of the
suppression of Rex and VNV. The Communists
received a slight boost in the immediate postwar
period, and the other parties were rebaptized as the
Christian Socialist Party, the first political force to
arrive on the scene as early as February 1945, and
the Socialist Party of Belgium. A social-security
system still in place today was formally institution-
alized after having been laid out in private during
the war. Besides this the process of flushing out
collaborators was the order of the day, leading to
the condemnation of fifty-three thousand Belgians
(comprising 0.52 percent of the population of
Wallonia and 0.73 percent of that of Flanders).
Amnesty was a key theme in the demands raised
by Flemish nationalists, and this became a kernel of
discord between the country’s two communities.
Women were at last accorded the right to vote in
legislative elections in 1948.

One of the most significant shifts to have
occurred after the war was the ending of
Belgium’s political neutrality, which had twice
been swept away. The country was integrated into
the Western camp and the institutions of its inter-
national partnerships. As early as 1944 Belgium
supported the formation of a customs union with
the Netherlands and Luxembourg, which culmi-
nated in the Benelux alliance. It was also active in
the creation of the United Nations and in 1949
became a member of NATO, whose headquarters
would be housed in Brussels. A contingent of
Belgian volunteers took part in the Korean War.
These pro-Western policies, maintained despite
internal differences by actors as diverse as the social-
ist Paul-Henri Spaak (1899–1972) and the
Catholic Paul Van Zeeland (1893–1973), made
Belgium one of the early architects of the
European Coal and Steel Community in 1951,
and of Euratom and the European Economic
Community in 1957. This earnest and loyal
engagement with Europe made Brussels the seat
of even more European institutions, and ended
with its designation as capital of the European
Union.

Belgium’s international stature would be tar-
nished by its handling of the crisis in the Congo
beginning in 1960. On 15 November 1908
Congo became a Belgian colony after having first
been the Independent State of Congo with
Leopold III as its sovereign from 1885 onward.
The colony’s economic development had only
begun to be felt in the 1920s, particularly in
Katanga. In certain areas, such as primary school
education, health, and communications infrastruc-
ture the local population appeared to benefit from
colonization, but Belgium carried out strict segre-
gationist policies. When it gained independence,
the country had practically no homegrown politi-
cal, social, and intellectual elites. Belgium was a
colonial power until 30 June 1960, the date when
the Congo gained its independence under difficult
conditions.

Postwar Belgium still had to sort through the
poisonous ‘‘royal affair.’’ For several years the
Christian Socialists, sole supporters of restoring
Leopold III (then living in Switzerland), failed to
muster a sufficient parliamentary majority because
the other parties reproached him for his conduct
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during the war. A popular referendum was held on

12 March 1950, and 57.68 percent of voters

favored his return to power, but marked regional

disparities between Flanders and Wallonia, which

was primarily against the king, were indicative of a

fracture in Belgian public opinion. The highly sig-

nificant electoral victory of the Catholics in 1950

allowed them to form a unified government and

then make use of the referendum’s results. The

king was restored amid strikes and urban violence

in the heart of industrial Wallonia, leading to the

death of four men. In order to avoid civil war and

despite his constitutional legitimacy, Leopold III

ended up abdicating in favor of his son Baudouin

(1930–1993), who became king on 17 July 1951.

Besides the royal affair, the education question

was the site of the first great postwar confrontation

because the majority Catholic government that

ruled Belgium between 1950 and 1954 was fol-

lowed by an anticlerical Socialist, Liberal, and

Communist coalition that took aim at measures

adopted by the previous legislature, which had

favored Catholic instruction. A war over education

seemingly right out of the nineteenth century led

many Belgians to take to the streets. The demon-

strations ended with the implementation of an

education pact. The effects of this pact can still be

observed. Its provisions included free middle-

school education, equal treatment for teachers,

and freedom of choice for heads of households

regarding educational matters.

It was the evolution of the issue of group iden-

tity that would ultimately weigh most heavily on

the nation’s destiny. The Walloon movement and

the various elements comprising it across the poli-

tical spectrum emerged from the war unscathed

Belgians march in protest of the government of King Leopold prior to elections, Brussels, March 1950.
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in moral terms and began to organize its pro-
federalist political activities from Liège beginning
in 1945, opting for a formula of annual congresses,
including one at Charleroi in 1950 notable for
its gathering of popular and union forces together
under the banner of the charismatic André Renard
(1911–1962), secretary-general of the General
Federation of Belgian Workers. At the same time
deputies of Walloon origins would try in vain to
pass state-reform propositions in parliament during
the 1950s.

The Flemish movement recovered more slowly

from the war because of its having been compro-

mised by collaboration with the Germans, and the

subsequent effects of the cleansing process. That

being said, its ability to rebound through various

cultural associations and the activities of parliamen-

tary deputies united by a newly formed nationalist

party in 1954 called the Volksunie was further

fueled by the fact that Flanders, already favored

by demographics, had become the predominant

economic region in Belgium versus Wallonia,

whose aging coal and steel industries were marked

by deep discontent, most evident in the general

strikes that took place in the winters of 1960 and

1961. In fact during these years population growth

in Flanders led to a reversal in economic power

relations in Belgium in its favor. These disparities

led to the establishment of a formal linguistic bor-

der in 1962, the drawing up of which was hotly

contested, and which today remains the object of

considerable controversy. In January 1968 tensions

between the Flemish and Walloons brought down

the government and the University of Louvain was

split in two: the Flemish wing stayed in the Old

City and the Francophones were obliged to move

to the other side of the language border. In June

1968 a government composed of Socialists and

Christian Socialists led by Gaston Eyskens (1905–

1988) found itself at a crossroads—institutional

changes were inevitable, especially since the three

main political parties were about to undergo divi-

sions into Flemish and Walloon factions.

The country was dragged into a lasting eco-

nomic downturn during this period by the fragility

of successive governments, the oil crisis of 1973,

regional disparities, and a rise in unemployment

and inflation. The influence of Wilfried Martens

(b. 1936), who led eight successive governments,

would dominate the 1980s. It was under these

conditions that in the latter part of the twentieth

century a series of constitutional reforms were

undertaken beginning in 1970, continuing in the

1980s (especially in 1988–1989), and ending in

1993 when Belgium became a full-fledged federal

state. The first revision, which took place in 1970,

established three cultural communities (French-,

Flemish-, and German-speaking), and envisioned

the creation of three regions: Wallonia, Flanders,

and Brussels. In 1980 these communities received

additional powers over cultural matters, including

health and social welfare. They were also granted

regional councils (parliaments) and executive

branches, effectively founding the Regions of

Wallonia and Flanders at the same time. Soon there-

after the Region and Community of Flanders were

fused, and in 1988–1989 the Region of Brussels-

Capital was established, even as regional and com-

munal powers were further enhanced, a process com-

pleted by the fourth revision of the Constitution in

1993, the year when King Baudouin died and his

brother Albert II (b. 1934) succeeded him on the

throne.

In the 1990s Belgium remained at the head of

efforts to strengthen and expand the European

Union, which had been formally established by

the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992.

Brussels’s status as the Union’s capital obviously

stimulated this engagement with Europe. However,

the 1990s were also years marred by a climate of

social and economic transformation. Events in that

decade included the assassination of the Socialist

leader André Cools (1927–1991), corruption scan-

dals, and the child murders underlying the

‘‘Dutroux Affair.’’ Following the electoral decline

of the Christian Democrats and Socialists in both

the northern and southern regions of the country,

identity problems continued to confront Belgium

in the 2000s: Flanders, pressured by the far-right

populist Vlaams Blok, became more aggressive

with respect to Brussels’s claims to sovereignty,

and has increased its demands for the division of

the country’s social-security system, widely consid-

ered one of the few items still holding Belgium

together. Despite all these ordeals, Belgium weath-

ered the twentieth century with a keen sense of

328 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

B E L G I U M



adaptation to varying circumstances, defying those

who regularly foretold of its imminent disappear-

ance. As the country celebrated its 175th anniver-

sary in 2005, the question remained as to whether

this adaptability will persist in the years to come.

See also Albert I; Brussels; Education; European Union;
Flemish Bloc; Flemish National League; Leopold
III; World War I; World War II.
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1830 à nos jours: Les tensions d’une démocratie bour-
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PHILIPPE RAXHON, LAURENCE VAN YPERSELE

n

BELGRADE. Belgrade, in the early twenty-first
century the capital city of Serbia and Montenegro,
is situated at the confluence of the Danube and Sava
Rivers. Through the course of the twentieth century
Belgrade served as the capital of Serbia (until 1918),
of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes
(1918–1929), of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia
(1929–1941), of Nazi-occupied Serbia (1941–
1944), of socialist Yugoslavia (1945–1991), and of
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (1992–2003).

WORLD WARS

The first shots of the First World War were fired on

Belgrade, which lay on the border of Austria-

Hungary and the Kingdom of Serbia, when

Austro-Hungarian troops began their fifteen-

month battle against the city on 28 July 1914, a

battle marked by incessant bombardment. The city

fell and was occupied by Austro-Hungarian forces

twice during the war—first between 2 and 15

December 1914 and the second time between

9 October 1915 and 1 November 1918. The war

had wreaked extensive damage on the city center,

including the destruction of government ministry

buildings and important cultural institutions, such

as Belgrade University, the National Museum, and

the National Theater, as well as private homes

and businesses. Belgrade’s industries, such as the

tobacco and sugar factories and the Weifert brew-

ery, suffered severe damage and significant loss of

materials, machines, and tools as a result of the

bombardment and pillage of the occupying forces.

Belgrade’s transportation and communication net-

works also suffered extensive damage. The prewar

population of ninety thousand dwindled to between

seven and twelve thousand in October 1915, and

was reported by occupying authorities to have risen

to forty-eight thousand in 1916. During the war,

Belgrade was the urban center in Serbia that suffered

the most damage.

At the end of the First World War, Belgrade

became the political, administrative, economic, and

cultural center of the newly proclaimed Kingdom

of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. Its administrative

government faced substantial economic and social

challenges and a humanitarian crisis as it entered

the postwar period, especially the problem of sup-

plying the city with provisions and dealing with a

severe housing shortage. The city not only had to

contend with fact that the destruction of the war

had deprived former inhabitants of their homes,

but also had to accommodate an influx of members

of government administration, military and eco-

nomic, as well as an influx of people from the

countryside.

The interwar period was one of expansion for

Belgrade. Already by 1921 the population of the

city had risen to 112,000 and reached 226,000 by

1929. The area of the city extended to formerly
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Austro-Hungarian territory across the Sava River,

to include the twin city of Zemun and nearby

Pančevo. In 1923 a general plan was proposed for

the renovation of the city center, which was ulti-

mately thwarted because of excessive costs, bureau-

cratic delay, and the inability of the municipal and

federal governments to cooperate, leading only to

the completion of the Parliament (Skupština) and

some government buildings. German reparations

and the U.S.-based Carnegie Endowment provided

funds for the construction of a library. Belgrade’s

commercial class grew, and immigrants from

across the new state and Europe swelled its ranks.

Immigrants, including around thirty thousand

Russians, were also key in stimulating cultural and

educational development. Belgrade’s rapidly grow-

ing artistic life was evident in the flourishing of

publishing houses, such as Geca Kon, as well as

newspapers and periodicals, the appearance of

new movie theaters and the Cvijeta Zuzorić

Pavilion, a free performance center for exhibits

and concerts, and the emergence of a vibrant café

culture where authors and artists gathered in

Belgrade’s seven hundred cafés, especially in the

bohemian Skadarlija neighborhood.

In the Second World War, Belgrade once again

found itself to be the object of enemy bombs and

occupation. The Nazi Luftwaffe bombing of the

Yugoslav capital on 6 and 7 April 1941 inflicted

extensive physical damage, again destroying the

National Library and many government facilities

and cutting off all essential services. The bombing

also inflicted around twenty-three hundred deaths,

wounded many more, and induced a still greater

number to flee the city. The invading Nazi troops

conducted authorized looting of the city before

taking direct control of Belgrade and essentially

imposed martial law. The occupying forces

imposed anti-Jewish measures and established con-

centration camps around the city, most notably

Banjica and Sajmište, located in the western sub-

urbs of Belgrade, which according to the new

boundaries of wartime Yugoslavia was located in

the Independent State of Croatia. Toward the

end of the war, Belgrade was bombed by Anglo-

American planes for several months. It was liber-

ated finally by communist partisan forces and the

Red Army on 20 October 1944.

POSTWAR EXPANSION AND THE LATE

TWENTIETH CENTURY

After the war, the reconstruction of the now capital
of the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia
(renamed the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia in 1963) proceeded apace. In 1947
the Belgrade municipal government instituted a

five-year plan for the improvement of the city,
and a general plan was developed in 1950. The city
expanded both physically and demographically.
Between 1944 and 1971 the city’s population grew
from 270,000 to 780,000, and reached 1.6 million
by 1985. New neighborhoods and municipalities

rapidly developed, most notably Novi Beograd
(New Belgrade) in 1952. This municipality was
the result of a massive construction project under-
taken on the left bank of the Sava River in 1948,
which employed work brigades composed primarily
of rural workers and student volunteers in

constructing large government buildings, residence
halls for students of Belgrade University called
Studentski grad (Student City), and complexes of
urban housing known as ‘‘blocks.’’

By the 1980s, economic crisis had overtaken
the Yugoslav capital. It had not received necessary
federal funds for the development of urban infra-

structure, and its population growth leveled off
because of emigration. Conditions worsened after
the United Nations imposed sanctions on now the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in May 1992 during
the wars of Yugoslav succession, which led to
severe hyperinflation in 1993 and 1994.

Throughout the 1990s, Belgrade was the site of

many political demonstrations. On 9 March 1991,
estimated tens of thousands of citizens flooded the
city’s central Republic Square to protest against the
regime of Slobodan Milošević. Once again, in winter
1996–1997 tens of thousands of people took to the
streets when Milošević’s regime annulled the results
of local elections, which had resulted in the victory

of the opposition coalition, Zajedno (Together).
Among the leaders of the coalition was Zoran
Djindjić, who consequently became the first demo-
cratically elected mayor of Belgrade for a brief pe-
riod, and ultimately premier of Serbia in 2001, an
office he held until his assassination in March 2003.

In 1999 Belgrade was targeted by North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) bombs during the
Kosovo War, and several government ministries,
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the presidential residency, the Socialist Party of
Serbia headquarters, and several television and radio
broadcasting stations, especially Radio Television of
Serbia, were damaged or destroyed. After the pres-
idential elections of 2000, there were once again
mass demonstrations, which succeeded this time in
ousting Milošević from power on 5 October 2000.

Following the fall of Milošević, Belgrade, still
a city of 1.6 million, underwent renovation and
revitalization, both physically and spiritually as it
aimed toward rejoining the European and inter-
national communities from which it was isolated

for nearly a decade. In 2005 it hosted the Euro-

Basket championship of the International Basketball

Federation, for which it erected a new sports center.

Belgrade’s vibrant café culture and nightlife especially

have attracted an increasing number of foreign

visitors, and the Serbian capital has been featured

repeatedly in the Western press.

See also Milošević, Slobodan; Serbia; Yugoslavia.
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Blagojević, Ljiljana. Modernism in Serbia: The Elusive Margins
of Belgrade Architecture, 1919–1941. Cambridge, Mass.,
2003.
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JOVANA L. KNEŽEVIĆ

n

BEN BELLA, AHMED (b. 1916), Algerian
political leader.

One of Algeria’s ‘‘historic chiefs,’’ who is still
considered by many as the father of the nation,
Mohamed Ahmed Ben Bella was born in 1916 to
a Sufi Muslim family in Maghnia, a small village
close to the Moroccan border, during the height of
the French colonial period. He completed

secondary school in Tlemcen, a center of conserva-
tive religious thought and influence in western
Algeria. At twenty-one, Ben Bella was drafted into
the army and, when World War II broke out and
Germany occupied France, he served with the Free
French forces as a master sergeant, earning the
Croix de Guerre and the Médaille Militaire for his
bravery.

NATIONALISM

Like many of his generation born and raised
under French colonial rule (1830–1962), Ben
Bella communicated in French but never felt fully
French. His nationalist consciousness was aroused
to action when he heard about the bloody mas-
sacres of May 1945 in Sétif that left an estimated
forty-five thousand Algerian Muslims dead at the
hands of French security forces retaliating for the
murder of scores of French nationals in the region.
He refused a commission in the French army and
instead joined the Party of the Algerian People
(Parti du Peuple Algérien, or PPA), led by the char-
ismatic and militant nationalist hero, Messali Hadj
(1898–1974). When the French authorities banned
the PPA, Messali formed the Movement for the
Triumph of Democratic Liberties (Mouvement
pour le Triomphe des Libertés Démocratiques, or
MTLD), a group that attracted political activists like
Ben Bella.

As French policies toward the incipient
Algerian nationalist movement hardened, a
clandestine, violence-prone group was created
(Organisation Spéciale, or OS) within the MTLD.
Ben Bella joined the OS and led a number of armed
attacks against French territorial assets including
the robbery of a post office in Oran in 1949. He
was captured and imprisoned in 1950 but escaped
two years later and reached Cairo. There he joined
others of the ‘‘historic chiefs.’’ It was in Egypt, led
at the time by the young revolutionary leader,
Gamal Abdel Nasser (1918–1970), that Ben Bella
became inspired by pan-Arabist principles. It was
also in Egypt that he finally learned to speak Arabic
properly, thereby fusing his militant nationalism
with its indigenous idiom and overcoming the
sense of inferiority that French socialization had
created in him. Like so many of his contemporaries
in Algeria and elsewhere, Ben Bella was fascinated
by and enthusiastic about pan-Arabism, Nasserism,
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and other forms of militant Arab nationalism, serv-
ing as an ideological template for Algeria’s own
struggle for national liberation. For his part,
Nasser’s close ties to Ben Bella and his extensive
material, moral, and political support for Algeria’s
independence struggle was used as an excuse by
France to join Britain and Israel in attacking and
occupying the Suez Canal in 1956.

Dissatisfied with Messali’s nationalist leadership
and the slow pace of change, Ben Bella became one
of the leading figures of the Revolutionary Commit-
tee for Unity and Action (Comité Révolutionnaire
pour l’Unité et l’Action, or CRUA), which orga-
nized the National Liberation Front (Front de
Libération Nationale, or FLN). The FLN launched
the Algerian revolution against the French on
1 November 1954. Organizationally the CRUA
split up into a group of ‘‘internals,’’ involved in
organizing Algeria into six separate military regions,
and ‘‘externals,’’ headed by Ben Bella and headquar-
tered in Cairo, where they worked to gain foreign
support for the rebellion. While in Egypt, Ben Bella
was assigned the job of collecting funds and material
for the newly established National Liberation Army
(Armée de Libération Nationale, or ALN), the
armed wing of the FLN. Ben Bella was not invited
to the historic Soummam Conference of August
1956, when the primacy of the internals was declared
over that of the externals. In October 1956 Ben Bella
and five other ‘‘historic chiefs’’ (Hocine Ait Ahmed,
Mohamed Boudiaf, Abdelkrim Khider, Rabih Bitat,
and Mostefa Lacheraf ), were skyjacked by the French
while en route from Morocco to Tunisia. Ben Bella
remained in a French prison until 1962, the year
Algeria achieved its independence.

INDEPENDENCE

After the war Ben Bella returned to Algeria,
where he teamed up with the powerful external
military commander of the ALN, Houari
Boumédienne (1927–1978), to form the Political
Bureau (Bureau Politique) in opposition to the
Provisional Government of the Algerian Republic
(Gouvernement Provisoire de la République
Algérienne, or GPRA). With the backing of
Boumédienne, Ben Bella was able to overcome a
brief intra-elite struggle for power and assert his
dominance as the premier political figure in
Algeria. He became the country’s first prime

minister, serving from 1962 to 1963, and then its
first president in 1963. As president, Ben Bella
assumed a militant posture promoting socialism at
home and revolutionism abroad. He overtly sup-
ported numerous third world national liberation
movements and aligned himself ideologically with
Nasser’s radical brand of Arab nationalism. Despite
the heavy legacy of French colonialism and the
recent armed conflict, Ben Bella managed to secure
a certain bilateral ‘‘normalcy’’ with France while
confronting continued French military presence in
the Sahara. He also challenged French and Western
petroleum interests in southern Algeria by establish-
ing the Société Nationale de Transport et
Commercialisation des Hydrocarbures (SONA-
TRACH), a national oil and gas company that even-
tually assumed complete control of the country’s
hydrocarbon resources.

Yet these globally oriented efforts failed to
secure the kind of political stability and socioeco-
nomic development that the nation assumed would
follow with the ousting of the much-hated French.
As the country began to experience civil unrest in
the Kabyle region, and a brief border war in 1963
with Morocco ended inconclusively, support for
Ben Bella among high army officers began to dissi-
pate rapidly. Thus, on 19 June 1965, Colonel
Boumédienne overthrew Ben Bella in a military coup
d’état and imposed himself as head of a newly formed
Council of the Revolution. Ben Bella was placed
under house arrest. Following Boumédienne’s death
in December 1978, Colonel Chadli Benjedid
(b. 1929) became president of Algeria (1979).
Benjedid ended Ben Bella’s detention in July
1979, and all further restrictions were lifted in
October 1980, when Ben Bella went into exile in
Switzerland.

In May 1984 Ben Bella formed an opposition
party called the Movement for Democracy in
Algeria (Mouvement pour la Démocratie en
Algérie, or MDA) that called for a pluralistic social
order and a democratic form of government, yet
one that incorporated Islamist religious and moral
principles. In 1990 Ben Bella was allowed to return
to Algeria when for a brief period it seemed he
could serve as a bridge between the ideologically
polarized forces that had emerged in the late 1980s
between militant Islamists and radical military com-
manders. In 1991 Ben Bella declared himself a
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candidate for the presidency, but this came to
naught as the country plunged into a violent civil
war in the aftermath of a military coup d’état.
Staged by high army officers on 11 January 1992,
the coup ended all forms of competitive politics in
the country.

Ben Bella retreated into the political back-
ground, reappearing momentarily as one of numer-
ous opposition groups assembled in Rome in 1994
and 1995 under the sponsorship of the Catholic lay
organization, Community of Sant’Egidio, to
formulate an end to the civil war. These efforts
proved futile. When the Algerian constitution was
amended in 1996, it imposed tight restrictions on
political parties that led the country’s supreme
court in 1997 to disband Ben Bella’s MDA party.

While he never regained his former political
prominence, Ben Bella was viewed as a distin-
guished figure in Algeria, one of the nine ‘‘historic
chiefs.’’ In 2004 he participated actively in the
country’s fiftieth-anniversary commemoration of
the beginning of the war of national liberation. In
2005 President Abdelaziz Bouteflika asked Ben
Bella to head the campaign to promote an amnesty
plan that the Algerian president was advancing as a
solution to the country’s decade-long civil war.

In the moral, political, and globalized environ-
ment of the early twenty-first century, Ahmed
Ben Bella defined himself as a mild and peace-
loving Islamist. Despite the one-party state that he
had once headed, Ben Bella advocated democracy
in Algeria and elsewhere. He believed that the rise
of militant Islamic fundamentalism was the result
of a faulty interpretation of Islam, a topic on which
he wrote numerous articles and monographs. He
had long ago made peace with his former French
enemies and considered France an important
supporter of Algerian national interests. Ben Bella
came to embody a conflictual mixture of Algeria’s
colonial and postcolonial legacies, fusing revol-
utionary idealism with one-party authoritarianism
and democratic aspirations with religious principles.

See also Algeria; Algerian War; Colonialism; Decoloniza-
tion; French Empire; Partisan Warfare.
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JOHN P. ENTELIS

n

BENELUX ECONOMIC UNION. The

organization of postwar Europe through regional

agreements finds its origin in the Benelux accord,

the first of its kind, which arose out of World War II

and was concluded as a treaty in 1958. Negotiations

among Belgian, Dutch, and Luxembourgois dele-

gates began in exile in London during World War

II. An economic agreement among them was signed

on 21 October 1943, while they were still under

German occupation. A transitional bilateral customs

convention followed on 5 September 1944, further

linking the three countries. The thinking behind

these documents was clear. The future Netherlands-

Belgium-Luxembourg economic union was intended

to contribute to the birth of a stable European and

eventually to a stable global monetary system,

embodied in the Bretton Woods Conference. In

Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, in 1944 the

Belgian and Dutch delegations adopted a common

standpoint, pointing to a shared future of small

European states in international economic affairs.

The Benelux Treaty, signed only in 1958, but
there in outline from the time of the customs con-
vention of 1944, did not aim at a complete eco-
nomic integration of the three signatory countries.
The three states joined it to improve their standing
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in international negotiations, which had hardly
been salient before and during the war.

Through the impetus given by the Belgian
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Paul-Henri Spaak
(1899–1972), the first ministerial conference of the
Benelux countries took place on 17 and 18 April
1946, in the Hague, where the ministers decided to
bring the institutions of the union immediately into
effect. During July 1946 the office of the Secretary-
General of the Benelux group began its work in
Brussels.

The common customs tariff came into force on
1 January 1948. While customs duties were
removed for trade within the Benelux group, all
the other protective barriers remained: quantitative
restrictions, value-added tax, licenses, monetary
and financial regulations, and fixing of quotas.
One of the principal tasks of the organs of the
Benelux union during postwar years was gradually
to remove all the protectionist measures enacted
during the 1930s.

The Benelux Economic Union Treaty, signed in
the Hague on 3 February 1958, came into force on 1
November 1960. The treaty bore the hallmarks of
the experience gained starting in 1946, in the con-
text of a customs convention. Each of the three
partners had the right to appoint three members of
a Committee of Ministers, thus signaling the contin-
ued political independence of the three states.

The model of a customs union, based on older
patterns, was adopted to provide the basis for
cooperation, rather than to define what common
policies would be. More complete economic inte-
gration would have required major constitutional
change, which in the immediate postwar period
was unacceptable to the populations of all three
partner states.

In the pre-1958 period the economic and
monetary tasks faced by the Benelux countries
related to the consequences of the war. The
Netherlands, whose entire territory was liberated
only in April–May 1945, suffered war damage of a
kind much more extensive than did Belgium. In
addition, Belgium did not face the monetary prob-
lems of the Netherlands, encumbered from 1945 by
an expensive colonial war in Indonesia. Both coun-
tries could not export to Germany, whose economy
was prostrate in the immediate postwar period. The

effects were felt more heavily in the Netherlands,
which had a serious deficit in its balance of
payments.

The monetary difficulties of the Netherlands
were solved gradually at the beginning of the
1950s, thanks to the European Payments Union.
The temporary absence of the German market
encouraged the three governments to look to joint
benefits through the Benelux union, so as to
mutually open outlets for trade for their export
sectors. Belgian industry, until at least 1952, prof-
ited substantially from these agreements through
access to Dutch markets, previously dominated by
German competition.

Free movement of goods among the three
countries did not extend to agricultural goods.
That problem was resolved only at the level of the
Common Market after 1958. The same was true in
other sectors—for example, in the area of tax har-
monization (in particular as regards excise duties)
and with respect to the opening of national markets
to foreign competing companies.

Despite the incomplete and limited nature of
the Benelux initiative, the progressive dismantling
of trade barriers had positive effects on trade
among the three after the war. This presented a
strong precedent observed closely by those con-
templating joining the process of European eco-
nomic integration. For this reason, the Benelux
group boasted that it was a veritable ‘‘laboratory
of Europe.’’ The experience accumulated by the
Benelux countries with respect to a common tariff
policy and a coordinated external marketing policy
played a clear role in the negotiations leading to the
establishment of a Common Customs Tariff of the
European Economic Community. The Benelux
experiment thus prepared the ground for the
Western European pathway to economic union,
one that now extends well beyond the horizons
initially envisioned during World War II.

See also Belgium; Bretton Woods Agreement; European
Commission; European Constitution 2004–2005;
European Union; Luxembourg; Netherlands.
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THIERRY GROSBOIS

n

BENEŠ, EDUARD (1884–1948), second
(1935–1938) and fourth (1945–1948) president
of Czechoslovakia.

Born in the village of Kožlany into a family of
ten children, Eduard Beneš supported himself dur-
ing his studies in Prague and abroad (Paris, Berlin,
London), receiving a doctorate of laws in 1908.
Beneš came to prominence during World War I as
one of three founders of Czechoslovakia, along
with Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk and the Slovak lead-
er Milan R. Štefánik. Although he first hoped that
the multiethnic Austrian Monarchy could be trans-
formed into a modern federation, under the influ-
ence of Masaryk he began to work toward breaking
up the Habsburg Empire. At the Paris Peace
Conference, Beneš excelled as a diplomat in gain-
ing considerable territories for the new republic,
especially in its eastern half against the claims of
Hungary. However, in addition to absorbing too
many ethnic minorities, Czechoslovakia’s new bor-
ders proved too extenuated to be effectively
defended.

Throughout the interwar period Beneš con-
trolled Czechoslovakia’s foreign policy. This was
true also after his election as the country’s second
president, replacing the aged Masaryk in 1935.
Against the double threat of Hungarian revisionism
and Habsburg restoration he prevailed upon
Romania and Yugoslavia to join Czechoslovakia in
forming in 1919 the Little Entente. Apart from
maintaining the Versailles system and very actively
promoting the League of Nations, Beneš became
one of the leading advocates of collective security,
which received a substantial boost through the
Franco-Soviet military assistance pact of 1935 and
which Czechoslovakia joined. However, other
countries refused to participate, and the French,
under British influence, decided to appease the

fascist powers instead of restraining them. The
German annexation of Austria in March 1938 sig-
naled the outbreak of the Sudeten crisis, which was
settled at the infamous Munich conference at the
end of September.

Facing the threat of military attack by Adolf
Hitler, who pledged to rescue the German-speak-
ing population of Czechoslovakia, Beneš and his
government succumbed to joint Anglo-French
pressure and agreed to German occupation of
the Sudetenland. Following Munich, Beneš
resigned his presidency and went into exile to
London with his wife. In early 1939 the Benešes
left for the United States. Heralded as ‘‘Europe’s
most distinguished democrat,’’ Beneš taught at the
University of Chicago. Here he experienced the
shock of Hitler’s invasion of Prague on 15 March
1939 and the disintegration of Czechoslovakia.
What followed was arguably Beneš’s finest perfor-
mance as, still a private person, he condemned the
German occupation as an act of barbarism and
breach of the Munich settlement. On 28 May
1939 Beneš met secretly with Franklin
D. Roosevelt and left with the impression that the
U.S. president wished to restore Czechoslovakia if
the United States entered the war. He returned to
London a few weeks before the German assault on
Poland. Beneš’s activities concentrated on the difficult
task of maintaining unity among Czechoslovakia’s
exiles, boosting through radio broadcasts the morale
of those suffering under occupation, and achieving
the full recognition of his exile government from the
Allied forces. After Hitler’s invasion of the Soviet
Union in June 1941 the Soviets began to support
the restoration of Czechoslovakia within its pre-
1938 borders. Beneš saw this erroneously as a con-
firmation of his theory of convergence, whereby
Joseph Stalin’s Soviet Union was bound to adopt
some democratic reforms because of the close wartime
alliance with Britain and the United States. Against
British warnings but anxious to secure the best terms,
Beneš went to Moscow in December 1943 to sign
with Stalin the treaty of assistance and postwar coop-
eration. What followed was a steady retreat on Beneš’s
part under the pressure exercised by Moscow and
Czechoslovak Communists.

Still deeply traumatized by the betrayal of
Western powers in 1938, Beneš argued that he
needed common border with the Soviet Union in
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order to receive military assistance to thwart a

future German invasion. With regard to internal

changes, Beneš issued a series of decrees ordering

the expulsion of Germans and Hungarians, confis-

cation of their property and that of the Nazi collab-

orators, and nationalization of banks and heavy

industry. He opposed, as in the past, Slovak aspira-

tions for autonomy. His deteriorating health was

exploited unscrupulously by Moscow and domestic

Communists. Thus he had no strength to resist

when Stalin vetoed Czechoslovak participation in

the Marshall Plan. When it came to the showdown

between Communists and noncommunists in

February 1948, Beneš failed to support the latter,

and by remaining in office he legalized the

Communist takeover. In May 1948, nevertheless,

Beneš finally refused to sign a Communist-spon-

sored constitution and resigned as president. After

abdicating, the sick Beneš tried in vain to finish

his wartime memoirs. He died of a stroke on 3

September 1948.

See also Czechoslovakia; Munich Agreement;
Sudetenland.
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MILAN HAUNER

n

BENJAMIN,WALTER (1892–1940), German
philosopher.

Walter Benjamin’s earliest writings displayed a
fascination with the concepts and orientation of

German Romanticism. Literature was not merely

one form of writing. It possessed a privileged and

unique redemptory function. It was a path to

divine wisdom, or the Absolute. Science, in the

German sense of Wissenschaft, offered secular

knowledge, but these truths were fundamentally

prosaic. They pertained to the inferior sphere of

physical causality and as such yielded merely sec-

ond-order insights. They failed to approximate the

higher order of wisdom that was theology’s prov-

ince. For decades German scholarship had labored

under the influence of neo-Kantianism, with its

stubborn refusal to traverse the realm of ‘‘phenom-

enal knowledge’’—the ‘‘bounds of sense.’’ For

Kant, speculative insight was a species of ‘‘non-

knowledge,’’ or delusion. In Benjamin’s view, the

neo-Kantian approach was an intellectually self-

defeating rejection of metaphysics and all its fruits.

It represented a form of intellectual timorousness

that consigned thought to the historical present in

its impoverished, empirical state. By renouncing

transcendence, it rested content with Being-as-such,

rather than—as Plato did—with ultimate reality, or

‘‘true Being.’’ From an early age, Benjamin

attempted to set forth these ideas in a series of

pathbreaking literary and philosophical essays: ‘‘On

Language as Such and on the Language of Man’’;

‘‘The Program of the Coming Philosophy’’; the

‘‘Theologico-Political Fragment’’; and ‘‘Goethe’s

Elective Affinities’’; as well as his dissertation on

‘‘The Concept of Art Criticism in German

Romanticism.’’ He believed that by refusing to

speak the language of science, literature was able to

approximate the realm of noumenal or intelligible

truth.

Yet there remained something inherently para-

doxical about literature’s status as a vehicle of

supersensible knowing, for its means of expression

were, unavoidably, the language of ‘‘man’’: the

error-suffused, post-Edenic idiom stemming from

the biblical ‘‘tree of knowledge’’—language after

the Fall. As such, there was something futile, even

Sisyphean, about literary endeavor. It tried to pur-

vey absolute knowledge via the flawed and limited

conceptual mechanisms of the human understand-

ing. As the German Romantics knew well—and in

this regard too Benjamin followed their directives

carefully—this paradox spoke volumes about the

nature of literary form. It accounted for the fact
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that literature, unlike scholarship or Wissenschaft,

was forced to proceed via allusion and innuendo.

Irony, a standard Romantic trope, accounted for the

gap between literature’s grandiose aspirations and

its prosaic means of expression. Allegory, a form of

literary indirection that Benjamin investigated at

length in The Origin of German Tragic Drama

(1925), suggested that literature expressed

‘‘absent’’ rather than ‘‘immanent’’ truths.

Benjamin took a keen interest in the doctrines

of art for art’s sake. Like the symbolists, he believed

that literature was invested with a higher, salvific

mission. Most of his early aesthetic and literary

writings revolved around the concept of ‘‘experi-

ence,’’ which would play a large role throughout all

phases of his work. Benjamin accepted the view

articulated by ‘‘critics of modernity’’ such as

George Simmel, George Lukács, and Max Weber

that one of the hallmarks of the modern age was

the decline or loss of experience in the replete or

integral sense. His literary-theological interests

aimed at the restoration of an original, prelapsarian

context of meaning that, amid the fragmentation of

modern life, seemed perceptible only in disparate

and faint traces. Whereas profane knowledge, with

its scientific biases, contributed to the loss of

experience, literature, in Benjamin’s view, thema-

tized its disappearance and presaged its ultimate

restoration.

Yet by the early 1920s, Benjamin’s focus had

already begun to shift perceptibly. The Weimar

Republic’s social and political turbulence influ-

enced his orientation. Increasingly, given the press-

ing historical concerns at issue, a belletristic con-

centration on art for art’s sake seemed an

unconscionable luxury. One turning point was

Germany’s devastating inflation of 1923, which

threatened the nascent republic’s survival. The fol-

lowing year, Benjamin encountered Lukács’s

History and Class Consciousness (1923), which

opened up possibilities for a philosophically sophis-

ticated, nondogmatic approach to Marxism. More

and more, the theological remedies he had flirted

with early on seemed out of step with the political

demands of the times. At one point he confided in

a letter to his friend Gershom Scholem (1897–

1982) that his aspiration was to be the greatest

German literary critic of his generation. Yet later

on, in his brilliant collection of prose pieces One-
Way Street (1928), he redescribed himself combat-

ively, echoing Karl Marx, as a ‘‘strategist in the

literary struggle.’’

Correspondingly, Benjamin’s literary and cul-
tural interests underwent a dramatic alteration.
Recent developments in Paris began to attract his
attention—above all, the first provocative stirrings
of the surrealist movement. As a translator of
Marcel Proust and Charles Baudelaire, he was
well-positioned to appreciate surrealism’s unique-
ness. In his ‘‘Manifesto of Surrealism’’ (1924),
André Breton made much of surrealism’s desire
to break with the affirmative pretense of tradi-
tional literature. Thereby, surrealism sought to
contest the illusions of bourgeois aestheticism: the
presupposition that the sublime ideals expressed in
art and literature should subsist in a sphere separate
from everyday life.

Benjamin’s encounter with surrealism coincided

with his political radicalization during the 1920s.

He had always been fascinated by the allure of

‘‘anthropological nihilism’’: the writings of ‘‘dark

spirits’’—Mikhail Bakunin, Friedrich Nietzsche,

Georg Büchner—who believed that wholesale

destruction of the existing social order was a neces-

sary precondition for regeneration. In its antipathy

to the institution of literature, surrealism satisfied

many of Benjamin’s desiderata—especially the idea

that aesthetic consciousness must infuse the sphere

of everyday life.

It was in this spirit that during the late 1920s

Benjamin coined one of his most memorable

phrases: ‘‘profane illuminations.’’ As opposed to

religious illuminations, which aimed at transcen-

dence, the profane variety was, Benjamin insisted,

exoteric and this-worldly. In a surrealist spirit, they

represented a type of transcendence in immanence.

He believed that surrealism had been partly suc-

cessful in shattering bourgeois aestheticism’s aura

of affirmation. Once the contents were dispersed,

they could be generalized instead of accessible

solely to an educated elite.

It was around this same time that, after a brief

stay in Moscow, Benjamin began following revolu-

tionary developments in Soviet film—including the

work of Dziga Vertov and Sergei Eisenstein—

which he viewed as a genuinely collective art form
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capable of advancing the revolutionary conscious-

ness of the toiling masses. At a later point, his

friendship with Bertolt Brecht, who harbored anal-

ogous suspicions of ‘‘high culture,’’ helped to

further catalyze these interests. Many of these

insights would find their way into what would

become Benjamin’s most-cited essay: ‘‘The Work

of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction’’

(1936). At the height of the popular front era,

Benjamin praised film for having dissolved the aura

of affirmation endemic to bourgeois aestheticism.

Yet the exoteric and critical cinematic tenden-

cies Benjamin lauded remained precarious. As

Hollywood showed, film as a medium was hardly

averse to the spirit of affirmation Benjamin system-

atically mistrusted. The just response to his opti-

mistic, political reading of film in the ‘‘Work of

Art’’ essay was provided by his friend and interloc-

utor Theodor Adorno in ‘‘The Culture Industry:

Enlightenment as Mass Deception,’’ which

appeared in Dialectic of Enlightenment (written

jointly with Max Horkheimer from 1941 to

1944). There Adorno exposed film’s regressive

side—its role in providing ideological window

dressing for industrial capitalism’s transition to a

consumer society.

Despite his new stress on cultural revolutionary
themes, Benjamin never entirely abandoned his
love of literature. During the 1930s he wrote a
series of pathbreaking essays that helped him
consolidate his reputation as one of the twentieth
century’s premier critics. His reflections on the
work of figures such as Proust, Franz Kafka,
Baudelaire, and Nikolai Leskov stand out as exem-
plars of literary criticism. In all these articles,
Benjamin’s primary concern was the atrophy of
the modern capacity for experience, but also the
various literary remedies to redress this loss. In
Benjamin’s literary pantheon, Proust occupied a
privileged niche. Remembrance of Things Past sig-
nified the level of discipline and dedication it took
for a contemporary author to restore, via the
alchemy of remembrance, a dimension of experien-
tial integrity in an era when experiential wholeness
could no longer be taken for granted.

The major work on which Benjamin labored
during the last thirteen years of his life was The
Arcades Project. With this study, Benjamin sought

to combine Breton and Marx. Sifting through
Marx’s juvenilia, he discovered an aside in an
1843 letter that suggested telling affinities between
Marxism and the surrealist celebration of dream
experience. ‘‘The world has long been dreaming
of something which it can acquire if it becomes
conscious of it,’’ Marx observed. The dialectical
interrelationship between these two states, dream-
ing and awakening, would become The Arcades
Project’s methodological signature. In a revealing
passage, Benjamin wrote, ‘‘The utilization of
dream elements upon awaking is the canon of dia-
lectics.’’ The Arcades Project ’s didactic intention
was to stir a somnambulant humanity from its
capitalism-induced ideological slumber—the mass
narcosis that coincided with the universal triumph
of the commodity form.

Marx had brilliantly described capitalism’s
mythological, phantasmagorical side in his discus-
sion of ‘‘commodity fetishism’’ in Capital. He
claimed that commodity production engendered
an inverted world in which things (i.e., commod-
ities) functioned as the prime movers while men
and women were degraded to personifications of
economic categories—a process demonstrated in
the Orwellian phrase popular among managerial
types, ‘‘human capital.’’ Whereas a commodity,
observed Marx, initially appears as ‘‘a very trivial
thing [that] is easily understood,’’ upon closer
scrutiny, it abounds in ‘‘theological subtleties and
metaphysical niceties.’’ For under conditions of
advanced capitalism, the commodity—the product
of labor—assumes the form of a social relation
existing not among the workers but among the
products themselves. ‘‘There,’’ Marx concludes,
‘‘it is a definite relation between men, that assumes,
in their eyes, the fantastic form of a relation between
things.’’ In acknowledging the importance of the
sphere of circulation, Benjamin recognized that
the obstacles to revolution no longer lay with the
sphere of production per se but instead with the
realm of the ‘‘superstructure’’: the site of commod-
ity fetishism as a realm of ideological narcosis or
‘‘false consciousness.’’

But the Arcades Project featured some problem-

atical methodological aspects that placed
Benjamin at loggerheads with his sponsors at the

Institute for Social Research, which in 1934 had
moved to New York, for the project openly relied
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on two aspects of German Lebensphilosophie to

which both Horkheimer and Adorno took excep-

tion: Ludwig Klages’s idea of ‘‘archaic images’’ and

Carl Jung’s notion of the ‘‘collective unconscious.’’

In Benjamin’s view, prehistory embodied a (primi-

tive) classless society that had deposited utopian

‘‘wish images’’ in humanity’s collective uncon-

scious. Under conditions of high capitalism, whose

revolutionary productive capacities presaged a

future society of abundance, these wish images

began to resurface in the arcades, the world exhibi-

tions, the iron constructions, and other phenom-

enal manifestations of the epoch. In Benjamin’s

view, the advent of a classless society would ideally

turn these utopian promissory notes into a vivid

reality.

In The Origin of German Tragic Drama,
Benjamin had lionized inconsummate literary

works or fragments. In his view, they expressed

the lacerated or unreconciled nature of the reigning

social order. It was somehow fitting, therefore, that

the Arcades Project itself remained unconsum-

mated—a series of suggestive, if fragmentary and

disparate, notebook entries.

Among the contradictions in Benjamin’s work

that were never reconciled was the tension between

Marxism and theology. He could never really

decide if his ultimate desideratum was a socialist

society à la Marx or a redeemed humanity inspired

by the model of the Last Judgment. His writings

often oscillated between these twin poles, with the

hope and expectation that ultimately they would

reinforce one another. This paradox found its way

into his last work, the ‘‘Theses on the Philosophy

of History,’’ where Benjamin, despondent over fas-

cism’s recent military triumphs, openly declared

that Marxism would succeed only if it took theol-

ogy into its service. As he observed in another

context, ‘‘Hope is given to us only for the sake of

those without hope.’’

See also Adorno, Theodor; Frankfurt School; Jung, Carl;
Klages, Ludwig; Lukács, György.
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RICHARD WOLIN

n

BERG, ALBAN (1885–1935), Austrian
composer.

Alban Berg lived in Vienna at a time when

his musical mentors, Gustav Mahler and Arnold

Schoenberg, changed the course of Western music.

Following Mahler, Berg’s music reflects his life and

contemporary Viennese society in autobiographical

‘‘programs’’ encoded in musical symbols. Following

Schoenberg, Berg initially wrote tonal music, then

nontonal music from 1908, and twelve-tone music

from 1923. Berg’s compositional style is related to

but also distinct from his colleagues in the ‘‘second

Viennese school,’’ his teacher Schoenberg and fel-

low pupil Anton Webern. Berg achieved success in

his lifetime, particularly with his first opera, Wozzeck
(first performed in 1925), but he suffered as others

did with the rise of Adolf Hitler. His output is

relatively small, with seven numbered opuses and

seven additional works, but has had great influence.

In Berg’s early songs (to 1908), from which

the Sieben frühe Lieder (Seven early songs) were

orchestrated in 1928, he engaged the German lied

tradition. He developed rapidly after studies with

Schoenberg commenced in 1904; following preli-

minary instrumental studies, the Piano Sonata,

op. 1 (1907–1908), is a one-movement work that

reflects Berg’s awareness of contemporary French

music. The Vier Lieder, op. 2, for voice and piano

(1909–1910; Four songs) move to a nontonal lan-

guage in the fourth song, but the retention of cyclic
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aspects of tonality, embodied in the ‘‘circle of fifths’’

progression in which voices move in cycles of the

same intervals, is a thread that continues throughout

Berg’s oeuvre, in cycles of not only pitch but

rhythm, serial order, and orchestration.

Berg’s two-movement string quartet, op. 3
(1910), is an unusual large-scale instrumental non-
tonal piece; an acclaimed performance in 1923 at
the International Society for Contemporary Music
Festival in Salzburg was a first success for Berg. It
was also the last work written under Schoenberg’s
tutelage. In his subsequent Altenberg Lieder for
voice and orchestra, op. 4 (1912), and Vier Stücke
for clarinet and piano, op. 5 (1913), Berg reflected
literary trends from writers Karl Kraus and Peter
Altenberg in composing highly condensed, aphor-
istic pieces. An abbreviated performance of two of
the songs at a scandalous concert in March 1913,
and a confrontation with Schoenberg over the nat-
ure of his recent works, was followed by a return to
the more characteristically substantial Drei Stücke
for orchestra, op. 6 (1914–1915). These pieces are
also studies for Wozzeck, finished in 1922.

Georg Büchner’s fragmentary play Woyzeck
(1837), adapted by Berg as Wozzeck, foreshadowed
many of the aspects of expressionism, an artistic
movement in Germany in the early twentieth cen-
tury. The antihero’s psychosis, ill-treatment by
society, murder of his mistress Marie, suicide, and
the life cycle that traps his child are all themes that
resonated with the times, as reflected in the con-
temporary art of the painter Oscar Kokoschka,
among others. The story of the downtrodden sol-
dier also reflected Berg’s own experiences in World
War I. Berg’s combining of instrumental forms and
drama is described in his lecture on the opera,
given before several of the many performances.

The themes of injustice shift in his second
opera, Lulu (1927–1935)—adapted from Frank
Wedekind’s controversial plays Erdgeist (1895;
Earth spirit) and Die Büchse der Pandora (1904;
Pandora’s box)—to the character of Lulu, who
starts off as a figure like Eliza Doolittle in Bernard
Shaw’s Pygmalion but becomes a sexual and spiri-
tual force embodying society’s fears and desires.
Taking inspiration from Kraus’s lecture on
Wedekind’s Die Büchse der Pandora in 1905,
Berg conceived of Lulu’s three husbands, her vic-
tims in act 1, returning musically to take revenge in

act 3 as her clients when she has become a prosti-

tute. Berg inserts himself as Dr. Schoen’s son, the

composer Alwa, who, along with the lesbian

Countess Geschwitz and other lovers, falls under

Lulu’s spell to his ultimate destruction. Lulu dies

at the hands of Jack the Ripper in the mixed fic-

tion-realism of the story. Berg sets the drama with

musical palindromes, twelve-tone character rows

derived from serial cycles, leitforms associated with

characters, and many corresponding details of

tempo and orchestration.

Berg’s twelve-tone works follow the neoclassical

trends of the time. They include the Kammerkonzert
(1923–1925) and second string quartet, the Lyrische
Suite (1925–1926), both partially twelve-tone in

language, the commissioned concert aria Der Wein
(1929), and the violin concerto (1935), composed

around the time of Lulu. The concerto includes a

chorale from J. S. Bach, ‘‘Es ist Genug’’ (It is

enough), woven into the twelve-tone fabric of

the triadic-based row (G, B-flat, D, F-sharp, A, C,

E, G-sharp, B, C-sharp, D-sharp, F), as a public

requiem for Alma Mahler’s daughter but also a fore-

shadowing of Berg’s own death in December 1935.

Berg’s music has undergone censure in the

Webern-influenced 1950s and renewed acclaim in

later revivals of tonal and Romantic ideals. The

unfinished Lulu was completed by Friedrich

Cerha and premiered in its full form in 1979.

Unfolding details of Berg’s life, including his

daughter, Albine, born in 1902 to a family servant,

his marriage to Helene Nahowski in 1910, and an

affair with Hanna Fuchs-Robettin in 1925 docu-

mented in an annotated score of the Lyric Suite
discovered by George Perle, await a definitive bio-

graphy. Berg scholarship begins with his own writ-

ings, sketches, letters, and analyses, writings from

Theodor Adorno and Hans Redlich, and the work

of George Perle.

See also Opera; Schoenberg, Arnold.
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DAVE HEADLAM

n

BERIA, LAVRENTY (1899–1953), Soviet
political figure under Joseph Stalin and head of
the Soviet secret police.

Born to a poor peasant family in 1899, Lavrenty
Pavlovich Beria was, like Joseph Stalin, a Georgian by
nationality. Joining Vladimir Lenin’s Bolshevik Party
in March 1917, Beria participated in the 1917
Russian Revolution and the subsequent civil war
(1918–1920) in the Red Army and in various
revolutionary administrations.

By the end of the civil war Beria was working in
Bolshevik intelligence organizations, and during
the 1920s he rose through police ranks to become
chief of the secret police in Soviet Georgia and
Transcaucasia in 1930. This position probably
brought him to Stalin’s notice during the dictator’s
holidays in that region, and in 1931 Stalin put the
thirty-two-year-old Beria in charge of the entire
Georgian Communist Party in the dictator’s home
region.

In 1938 Stalin brought Beria to Moscow to take
over the Soviet secret police (NKVD) from Nikolai
Yezhov, who had administered the Great Purges
(1936–1938). Blaming the ‘‘excesses’’ of the terror
on Yezhov’s former administration, Beria released a
few thousand purge victims and instituted policies
designed to demonstrate an ostensible return to
‘‘legality’’ after the orgy of arrests in 1937–1938,
during which millions had been arrested and about
750,000 summarily executed. Beria’s liberalism was
more apparent than real. He had been an energetic
purger back in his Georgian bailiwick, supervising
the execution of thousands and the purge of more
than two-thirds of the Georgian party leadership.
Although the number of executions did fall sharply

under Beria, the remainder of Stalin’s rule until his
death in 1953 saw a steady increase in the level of
arrests. Memoirs from the time, however, remember
Beria as a good administrator, who raised salaries for
police and rations for prisoners, increased efficiency,
and brought systematic and predictable manage-
ment to what had been a chaotic organization.

Vyacheslav Molotov, another of Stalin’s senior
lieutenants, noted Beria’s ‘‘almost inhumanly ener-
getic’’ capacity for work. Stalin agreed, and at the
outbreak of World War II in 1941 he made Beria a
member of the all-powerful State Committee of
Defense, putting him in charge of evacuating
Soviet industry in front of the German advance
and organizing forced labor for wartime produc-
tion as well as heading up state security both at the
front and in the rear areas. In 1945, faced with the
Cold War challenge of a successful U.S. atomic
bomb program, Stalin tapped Beria to head the
most important Soviet effort of the day: develop-
ment of a Soviet atomic bomb, which Beria did
with his trademark brutality and energy, combined
with a willingness to listen to experts. Igor
Kurchatov, the scientist considered the ‘‘father of
the Soviet atomic bomb,’’ admired Beria’s admin-
istrative ability, flexibility, and energy.

Stalin trusted Beria. In addition to his talents as
a tireless and efficient administrator, Beria was able
to read Stalin’s moods and to adjust himself
instantly to the dictator’s shifts. The Soviet leader
Nikita Khrushchev described Beria as ‘‘chameleon-
like,’’ and Beria’s obsequious flattery and manipu-
lation of Stalin’s vanity led the dictator’s wife and
daughter to despise him; the wife of another of
Stalin’s lieutenants called Beria a ‘‘rat.’’ In Stalin’s
last years he too was becoming suspicious of Beria.
At that time the dictator authored several political
maneuvers against Beria, indicating that Stalin was
planning a new purge, with Beria almost certainly
on the list of those slated for arrest.

Stalin’s death in March 1953 therefore was
very convenient for Beria. Although there is no
evidence that he procured the dictator’s death,
Beria later told both Molotov and Khrushchev that
he, Beria, had ‘‘saved them all.’’ Beria’s conduct at
Stalin’s sickbed, as the dictator lay dying, seemed
to demonstrate his cunning and lack of principle.
When Stalin was unconscious, Beria made scornful
remarks about him, but when Stalin was lucid,

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 341

B E R I A , L A V R E N T Y



Beria hurried to proclaim his loyalty and kiss the

dictator’s hand.

After Stalin’s death Beria initiated policies that

seemed to display an un-Stalinist liberalism. He

launched an amnesty for prisoners, favored con-

ciliatory policies toward Yugoslavia and Germany,

and began to replace Russian administrators in the

provinces with indigenous officials. His bold

forays into policy making alarmed his comrades

and competitors in the ‘‘collective leadership’’ that

governed after Stalin. Their discovery that Beria’s

police were tapping their telephones and bugging

their apartments was probably the last straw.

In June 1953 Khrushchev organized a secret

conspiracy among the other top leaders to remove

Beria, who was arrested at a meeting of the

Presidium of the Communist Party. Beria was exe-

cuted hours after he was convicted in a secret trial

in December 1953.

See also Khrushchev, Nikita; Soviet Union; Stalin,
Joseph; Yezhov, Nikolai.
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BERLIN. At the beginning of the twentieth cen-

tury, the city of Berlin and its surrounding munici-

palities were the largest urban agglomeration in the

German-speaking world. Berlin was geographically

defined by the plains on both sides of the Spree

River around the city center, the upper Spree region

with its lakes to the southeast, and the confluence of

the Spree into the Havel River to the west. Already

in the preceding centuries, waterways had been a

central factor of Berlin’s development as the com-

mercial and economic core of central Germany, now

complemented by its nodal function in the German

railway system.

Berlin’s population in 1900 was the product of

several decades of rapid population growth. Taking

into account the creation of Greater Berlin in

1920, about 2.7 million people lived in the region.

The population continued to grow, but at a more

moderate pace during the first half of the century,

reaching about 4.3 million in 1930. It slowly but

continuously receded after 1945 to stagnate

around 3.4 million in 2000. In 2000, as in 1900,

the ‘‘typical’’ Berliner was not born in Berlin.

Immigrants continuously arrived from all German

regions, but in the first half of the century particu-

larly from the surrounding countryside, the Eastern

Prussian provinces, and Poland. In the heyday of

Nazi Germany’s terror against subjugated popula-

tions in Europe, about seven hundred thousand

forced laborers (Zwangsarbeiter) swelled the city

population. After World War II, immigrants from

southern and southeastern Europe as well as from

Turkey stabilized West Berlin’s net population bal-

ance. In the postcommunist era, reunified Berlin is

marked again by East European (Poland, and the

countries of the former Soviet Union) and global

migration trends. By contrast, fertility rates through-

out the century show the classical features of urban

decline, from 26 (1901) to over 17 (1918) to 15

(1938) to fewer than 10 births per 10,000 inhabi-

tants, in all cases a level insufficient for population

growth. Regarding age structure, however, a major

shift has occurred. Still a city of the young in the first

half of the twentieth century, Berlin was not spared

the second demographic transition of very low fertil-

ity and rising life expectancy during the second half

of century. It has tended to be a city of the old in the

late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries.

ECONOMIC PROFILE

Berlin has always been and still is the largest indus-
trial city in Germany, despite the overall decline of
the industrial sector in the last decades of the
twentieth century. As the German capital, the city’s
labor force engaged in multifold activities in com-
merce, business, the civil service, education, and
culture.

The traditional strength of Berlin’s industry lies
in the manufacturing sector and is based on
advanced technology and the transfer of knowledge
from the natural and engineering sciences. Huge
conglomerates with international reputations such
as Rheinmetall-Borsig (mechanical engineering),
Siemens and AEG (electrical industry), and
Schering (pharmaceuticals) dominate the picture,
complemented by a large segment of small and
medium-sized and highly specialized businesses.
Already during the late years of the German
Empire, however, Berlin had also become an early
center of services mainly because of its central func-
tions as a capital, but also because of the increasing
relevance of knowledge transfer from universities,
of modern marketing coupled with burgeoning
consumerism, of the commodification of culture
and leisure time on a mass scale, and of the expan-
sion of the interventionist state, a tendency contin-
ued under the Nazi dictatorship with its own set of
new central administrations. The expansion of the
public sector was taken to its extremes in both
halves of the divided city during the Cold War:
East Berlin became the site of the bloated bureau-
cracy of central economic planning and political
surveillance of state socialism, while West Berlin’s
public service remained heavily overstaffed thanks
to the politically motivated subsidies from West
Germany that safeguarded attractive living stan-
dards. Only since German reunification have efforts
been made to reduce these disproportions. Private
services have now established themselves as the
dominating sector of the city’s economic activities,
while the late adaptation to the logics of a global-
ized economy has led to a dramatic reduction of
industrial workplaces.

POLITICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE

STRUCTURE

1900 to 1919 Before the creation of Greater Berlin
in 1920, the city of Berlin with its 1.9 million
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inhabitants was a municipality with restricted auton-
omy thanks to the prerogatives of the central state in
the residence and capital of the Kingdom of Prussia,
itself the largest member state of the German Empire.
De facto, the police president of Berlin, placed imme-
diately under the Prussian Ministry of Interior, had
power over the city’s affairs at least as substantial as
that of the mayor (Oberbürgermeister). The latter was
elected by a parliament based on census suffrage. City
politics were therefore marked by a double discrim-
ination: The overwhelming majority of the (exclus-
ively male) electorate, consisting of the low income
earners from the working class primarily voting for
Social Democratic candidates, was grossly underre-
presented in the city parliament as well as among the
Berlin members of the Prussian House of Commons.
City politics were thus dominated by middle-class
liberals, but lacked the means of effective municipal
autonomy thanks to the semi-absolutist constitution
and the governance of the Prussian state. The same
is true for the large neighboring cities of several
hundred thousands that were later integrated
into Greater Berlin, including Charlottenburg,
Wilmersdorf, Schöneberg, Neukölln, Spandau,
Lichtenberg, and Cöpenick. Left liberals and the
Social Democrats were allies in fighting the unequal
voting system and established a pragmatic cooper-
ation on the local level in such areas as welfare, urban
planning, and public education, prefiguring the coal-
itions vital for Greater Berlin’s politics during the
Weimar Republic.

The political profile of the city population
found its expression in a much more accurate way
in the Reichstag, the empire’s house of commons
based on equal male suffrage. Starting in the
1890s, Berlin was overwhelmingly represented by
the Social Democratic Party, whose candidates
always carried between 50 and 80 percent of the
votes. In consequence, Berlin’s politics were
marked by a unique overlapping of three hetero-
geneous forces: the antidemocratic power center of
the Prussian monarchy, an economically influential
and in large parts progressively oriented middle-
class liberalism, and the absolute hegemony of soci-
alism among the lower middle classes and the
working class.

The unresolved tensions among these camps
were muted in the name of a domestic ‘‘truce’’
proclaimed at Germany’s entry in World War I,

only to break open again with the dramatic dete-

rioration of living conditions and the extremely

unequal distribution of the war’s burden within

society. When the Social Democrats split over the

war support issue in 1916, the traditional strength

of the left wing among Berlin’s Social Democrats

made for a particularly strong section of the new

Independent Social Democratic Party, which dur-

ing the 1920s became a recruiting ground for the

German Communist Party. The November revolu-

tion in 1918 was therefore marked by the direct

competition between the project of a socialist

republic of workers’ and soldiers’ councils (Arbeiter-

und Soldatenräte) as proclaimed by the left-wing

leader Karl Liebknecht from a balcony of the imperial

castle on 9 November, and a parliamentary republic

as proclaimed by Philipp Scheidemann, one of two

leaders of the right-wing Social Democrats, from a

window of the Reichstag a few hours later. The alli-

ance between parts of the military and the right-wing

Social Democrats ‘‘to restore order’’ was met with

fierce resistance among Berlin’s radicals. During the

overthrow of their revolt in January 1919, their

famous leaders, Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg,

were murdered by right-wing paramilitaries on 15

January.

1919 to 1933 The establishment of the Weimar

Republic also entailed the thorough reform of

Prussia into a democratic legal state. One of the

most important projects of the Prussian National

Assembly elected in February 1919 was the reorga-

nization of the municipality of Berlin according to

exigencies of modern urban planning and adminis-

tration. A law passed with the majority of both

Social Democratic parties, the left liberals, and the

Catholic Center Party merged the old city of Berlin

with seven independent cities, 59 rural counties,

and 27 estates to form a new single municipality

with a surface area of 88,000 hectares (217,400

acres). This ‘‘Greater Berlin’’ was divided into

twenty city districts with local administration func-

tions and was governed by an Oberbürgermeister
heading a body of city councillors. Because of the

inclusion of large rural areas, forests, and lakesides

the new metropolis offered plenty of areas for

recreational purposes and modern housing devel-

opments. In these regards, as in the realm of

public transportation, public education, and social
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welfare, Greater Berlin saw a process of rapid
modernization.

Throughout the 1920s city politics were
dominated by Social Democratic–Liberal–Catholic
alliances, which, however, came under increasing
pressure from both left-wing and right-wing extrem-
ist opponents. Berlin’s traditional working-class
districts quickly developed into strongholds of the
young German Communist Party and its vast
network of social and cultural mass organizations.
From 1926 onward, the emergent Nazi Party
waged a fierce ‘‘battle for Berlin’’ spearheaded by
the gifted orator and organizer Joseph Goebbels.
The Nazis’ strategy consisted primarily of waging
guerrilla wars in the ‘‘enemy’s’’ strongholds
through a decidedly provocative and violent style
of street politics, to which the communist camp
hit back accordingly. Caught in-between, the mod-
erate Social Democrats had to fulfill the role of
upholding law and order, eventually making them
the prime target of communist ‘‘revolutionary’’
propaganda against ‘‘social fascism.’’ The rift
between the two camps of organized labor, one
of the crucial causes of the failure of the Weimar
Republic, thus found its most violent and spectac-
ular manifestations in Berlin, when, for instance, a
police force under Social Democratic leadership
killed thirty-three demonstrators and other civilians
in order to enforce the ban on communist demon-
strations on May Day 1929. Although the Berlin
electorate remained relatively immune to the Nazi
challenge, the city’s Nazi votes remaining more
than 10 percent below the Reich average of 44
percent in the irregular elections of March 1933,
the continuous antagonisms between the Nazi
opponents had contributed to a fatal erosion of
the social and cultural resources necessary for any
effective resistance before and after the Nazis’
seizure of power in January 1933.

1933 to 1945 For the city of Greater Berlin, the
Nazi policy of Gleichschaltung (synchronization)
resulted in the loss of its municipal self-administra-
tion and the placement into power of a Prussian
State commissioner under the direct control of the
Prussian minister of the interior, Hermann
Goering, who purged the city administration of
civil servants with democratic party affiliations or
those of Jewish descent. Berlin’s schools were
affected by this measure. Starting in 1937, principal

matters of urban planning and representative archi-

tecture in the capital of the Third Reich were

placed under the responsibility of Adolf Hitler’s

personal confidant, the architect Albert Speer. At

the same time, the successive waves of political

repression and ostracism against minorities hit seg-

ments of all the classes of the Berlin population:

Among the first to be interned in the makeshift

concentration camp set up in 1933 in nearby

Oranienburg were activists of both working-class

parties, liberal politicians, publicists, and Christian

priests of both confessions. Anti-Semitic purges

also hit large parts of Berlin’s universities, the

liberal and artistic professions, and the upper class,

triggering off a brain drain to Great Britain and the

United States from which the capital’s intellectual

and cultural life never fully recovered. State terror

was moderated for a short period around the

Olympic Games of 1936 to provide an opportunity

to present Berlin as a modern and highly civilized

metropolis to the international public, while the

celebration of the (alleged) seven-hundred-year

anniversary of Berlin in the following year was

extensively used to display the reconcilability

between Nazi ideology and Berlin’s sense of local

pride.

Also in Berlin, the so-called Kristallnacht
of 9–10 November 1938 marked a first climax of

public anti-Semitic terror supported by state autho-

rities. During the years of World War II, the Reich

capital acquired an eminent and to some extent

ambivalent role in the history of the Holocaust.

On the one hand, it was the site of the large

administrative staffs designing and organizing the

registration, expulsion, exploitation, deportation,

and murder of the Jewry in Germany as well as

in occupied Europe. Of the 161,000 Jews living

in Berlin in 1933, only 1,000 to 2,000 still lived in

Berlin at the end of the war. The great majority

emigrated, while 56,000 were killed by the Nazi

terror, often following long years of increasing

discrimination and eventual denunciation by their

fellow citizens. On the other hand, no other urban

agglomeration in Germany provided comparable

possibilities to escape and thereby resist the

Gestapo thanks to the anonymity that is typical in

large cities. Berlin offered myriad opportunities

for going underground, hiding with the help of

informal networks, and adopting false identities.
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Thus, although the last two years of the war were

marked by the intensified terror of Berlin Nazi

‘‘Gauleiter’’ Goebbels’s ‘‘total war’’ mobilization,

by increasing the chaos and the disintegration of

the city’s vital functions due to bombing raids, mass

evacuation, and, in the last weeks of the war, massive

westward flight from the approaching Red Army, it

was also a site of survival for thousands of individuals

persecuted by the Nazi terror machinery.

1945 to 1961 Through the destruction of World

War II, Berliners suffered the loss of more than half

their living space and about 60 percent of their

workplaces. A relevant part of this destruction

occurred at very end of the war during the ‘‘battle

for Berlin,’’ which was launched by the Soviet

Army on 16 April 1945 and ended with the

surrender of the city to the Soviets on 2 May.

The battle cost tens of thousands of Soviet and

German lives, both soldiers and civilians, and was

accompanied and followed by contrasting and irre-
concilable experiences. The Soviet victory brought
the end of life-threatening terror and freedom to
several hundred thousand forced laborers, concen-
tration camp inmates, and Nazi opponents, but it
was experienced as a wave of retaliatory acts on the
part of the triumphant conquerors, notably by tens
of thousands of raped women and girls. At the
same time the Soviet Army was eager to restore
basic services such as provisioning and clearing the
debris through a combination of generosity and
despotism. In part, these first measures of restora-
tion of public service were designed to install a
reliable group of German communists in Soviet exile
under the leadership of Walter Ulbricht as office-
holders in the new emergent city administration.

But according to a September 1944 agreement
between the war allies, not only Germany as a
whole was to be divided up in occupation zones,
but also its capital, which would serve as the

Soviet tanks in the streets of Berlin, April 1945. The graffiti on the wall reads ‘‘Berlin remains German.’’ ªCORBIS
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headquarters for the joined bodies of control. For

this purpose, the territory of Greater Berlin was

divided first into three sectors, and then, after the

admission of France, four sectors, which the

Western partners took over in June 1945 in order

to establish their respective sector administrations.

Because of the early and preemptive admission of

German political parties and trade unions under

the short period of exclusive Soviet control,

German politics in Berlin and in the Soviet

Occupation Zone were revitalized much earlier

than in the three Western zones. Thereby rever-

berations of the growing tensions between the

Allies had already manifested themselves by April

1946, when the Soviets, in their zone of occupa-

tion, imposed the unification of the two refounded

working-class parties, the Social Democrats and the

Communists, and mounted repressive measures

against recalcitrant German politicians among the

Social Democrats as well as the Christian

Democrats and Liberals. In Berlin, however, the

Western Allies could secure a fair vote within the

Social Democratic Party resulting in a first manifes-

tation of democratic anticommunism, later to

become the hallmark of West Berlin’s political cul-

ture. The four-power consensus secured the coex-

istence of a Western-oriented Social Democratic

Party and the newly founded Socialist Unity

Party, the state party of the future East German

dictatorship, in all city sectors and also within the

structures of the city administration.

The first democratic elections in fall 1946

made it clear that the pro-Soviet forces would never

gain a majority among the Berliners. After increas-

ing disputes about the city’s administration and in

the Soviet refusal to accept the West Berlin Social

Democratic leader Ernst Reuter as the new city

mayor, it was the issue of all-German currency

reform that led to the first Berlin crisis in June

1948. After futile inter-allied negotiations about

an all-German currency reform, the Western Allies

had replaced the old hyperinflated reichsmark in

their West German zones by the deutsche mark

and announced to do the same in their West

Berlin sectors. On the pretext of preventing a mas-

sive influx of devaluated reichsmark, the Soviets

closed the official terrestrial transit connections

(highways, railways, and waterways) between the

Western sectors and the Western zones through

which the Western Allies had maintained all the
provisions and goods traffic necessary for their sec-
tors. These ‘‘measures’’ (Soviet rhetoric), or
‘‘blockade,’’ as the Western public would quickly
term it, were countered by the Western Allies with
the logistically and technically unique Berlin airlift,
conducted from 26 June 1948 through September
1949, while the Soviet blockade was lifted on 12
May 1949. The airlift was made possible by the
tacit understanding that the Soviets would not
interfere with the Allied usage of the air corridors
and because Greater Berlin by its sheer territorial
size offered enough room for three inner-city air-
ports, one of which was constructed during the
blockade. Although the airlift was not capable of
importing virtually all required goods from the
beginning, and West Berliners therefore had to
provision themselves through the semi- and unof-
ficial channels they had been using since the last
years of the war, it quickly became clear that the
proficiency of the airlift could be increased to the
point of complete maintenance of the Western sec-
tors. Above all, it was the imagery of the belea-
guered but undeterred West Berlin population
amicably assisted by its former enemies that
brought a moral triumph for the Western cause in
the eyes of the international public.

During the blockade the city’s joint administra-
tion fell apart, engendering the double structure of
an East and a West Berlin municipality with their
own city parliaments, mayors, and councillors, which
remained basically intact until 1990. Nevertheless,
Berlin remained the place in the Cold War theater
with the most intensive exchanges between the
antagonistic power spheres. The two halves of the
city were still linked by their economic, technical,
and social interactions on an everyday basis, with
frequent commuting of workers, integrated public
transportation, and even some practical cooperation
between the two administrations on the lower level.
This became blatantly evident during the popular
uprising on 16 and 17 June 1953, the first anti-
communist revolt against Soviet hegemony.
Initially, East Berlin construction workers went on
strike over low wage and endemic supply problems.
With the U.S.-sponsored and German-staffed radio
station RIAS covering the event, the protest move-
ment grew into to a general, East German–wide
protest against Ulbricht’s regime, which was sup-
pressed only after the intervention of Soviet troops.
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Throughout the 1950s, both city halves were
integrated, step by step, into the unfolding political
structures of their respective hemispheres: From
the Eastern side, Berlin was declared the capital of
the German Democratic Republic (GDR) and fully
adapted to its administrative and political struc-
tures. The Western allies, by contrast, insisted on
the provisional status of Berlin, which therefore
could not be fully integrated as a federal state into
the new Federal Republic of Germany (FRG).
Nevertheless, the legal, administrative, and eco-
nomic structure of West Berlin was completely
aligned to the West German system, making it de
facto the twelfth federal state of the FRG.

With the Soviet ultimatum that the Western
allies should give up their sectors, the second
Berlin crisis was under way in 1958. The open traffic
between the two parts of the city had meanwhile
become the only opening in the otherwise sealed-off
East German republic, to the point that it endan-
gered its very existence. The erection of the Berlin
Wall on 13 August 1961 therefore marked a point
of no return for the city’s further development.

1961 to 1989 For both sides, the Berlin Wall
brought a consolidation of their middle term devel-
opment. Each side had already regarded its own
half as a showcase in the inner-German conflict
and felt compelled to display the attractive aspects
of their respective systems to their own populations
and to the world at large and undermine the adver-
sary’s morale. In the case of East Berlin, the city
was given preferred status within the state planning
processes when it came to the allocation of resources
for industrial investment and construction, a prac-
tice that earned the city and its inhabitants persistent
unpopularity among the rest of the GDR. This
preferential treatment was complemented by the
unproportional growth of the huge bureaucracies
of the party state, making East Berlin the capital as
well of the loyal ‘‘service class.’’ According to prin-
ciples of strict centralism in the communist dictator-
ship, East Berlin’s politics never transcended the
status of an executive outpost of the party and the
state leadership.

Walled-in West Berlin, by contrast, developed
into a highly dynamic factor in West German
and international politics. The material existence
of its 2.1 million inhabitants was continuously

subsidized by the FRG to the point of covering

approximately 50 percent of public spending.

Subsidies supported both manufacturing enterprises

and public institutions of higher education and

research, as well as other federal institutions, thus

stabilizing but also petrifying the socioeconomic

situation. At the same, the need to find some basic

practical arrangements with the GDR leadership in

the realm of travel permits into the East formed the

background for Willy Brandt’s new Ostpolitik and its

strategy of ‘‘change by rapprochement,’’ a policy

that would gradually distance itself from the aggres-

sive anticommunism of pre-détente times and

emphasize dialogue and exchange. This atmospheric

shift, under way since the late 1950s, found a pecu-

liar expression in West Berlin because of the grow-

ing influx of West German students attracted both

by the highly politicized climate per se and, among

the males, by the exemption of West Berlin citizens

from military service in consequence of West

Berlin’s status as occupied territory. West Berlin

universities were therefore among the most virulent

centers of the 1968 German youth rebellion.

Although large parts of the West Berlin population

at first fiercely resented this resurgence of left-

wing radicalism from within, shouting their angry

‘‘Geh och rüber!’’ (Just go to the other side), the

persistent attractiveness of the student and youth

subcultures added much to the city’s open and

liberal-minded atmosphere during the 1970s and

1980s. This atmosphere did not change when,

after nearly thirty years of uninterrupted Social

Democratic majorities, a Christian Democratic,

Richard von Weizsäcker, was elected governing

mayor in 1981.

In the relations between the two city halves, a

smooth change began to set in only some years
before the fall of the Berlin Wall. Because of the
international Berlin treaty of 1972, personal encoun-
ters through West Berliners visiting the East were

furthered. With inner-German exchanges expanding
in the 1980s, direct contacts on the cultural and
scientific level also became more frequent, in partic-

ular in the aftermath of the double 750th anniversary
celebration of Berlin, when an exchange of historical
and art exhibits was organized.

1990 to 2000 While there surely was some—
mostly unarticulated—skepticism in the West
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German public about the rush to German reunifi-

cation after the collapse of the wall, there was no

question that the cities of East and West Berlin

should be reunited once the path to reunification

was treaded. Even in the months before October

1990, both city governments, the West Berlin

Senate, and the East Berlin Magistrate held their

sessions together in order to handle the multifold

problems emerging from the reintegration of two

cities of millions of inhabitants. The Bundestag

decision of 20 June 1991 to move the bulk of

federal government institutions to Berlin restored

the city’s unique character among German urban

agglomerations and united the functions of an

industrial and commercial, political and cultural

center of national and international relevance.

Reunified Berlin therefore reflects the political

subcultures of reunified Germany in peculiar ways:

The legacy of West Berlin alternative culture is

expressed in an exceptionally strong Green Party,

while the prevalence of loyal state servants in the

former capital of the GDR secures an exceptionally

strong position to the postcommunist successor of

the SED, the ‘‘Party of Democratic Socialism’’

(renamed Left Party/PDS in 2005). The latter

being practically excluded from executive functions

on the Land level during the first half of the 1990s,

a ‘‘great coalition’’ of Christian Democrats and

Social Democrats had to form the new governments

after the first elections in reunified Berlin on 2

December 1990. This coalition was replaced by a

so-called red-red coalition of Social Democrats and

the PDS in 2000. The impetus for this remarkable

shift of coalition partner for the Social Democrats

was the Christian Democrats deep involvement in a

scandalous affair of bankruptcy and corruption

within the city’s investment banking house, which

added some 38 billion euros to its deficit. But this

was not the only burden on Berlin’s finances. In

both parts of the city the public sector remained

overproportional during the 1990s—a legacy of

the Cold War. Instead of readjusting public spend-

ing to the new conditions of the free market econ-

omy that had been established in both former city

halves, unrealistic growth expectations regarding

demographic potential and tax revenue accumulated

to a de facto insolvency of Berlin in 2000, a burden

that it will be able to get rid of only with the help of

federal aid.

CULTURAL LIFE AND PRACTICES

Berlin’s cultural life throughout the twentieth cen-

tury was marked by the permanent encounter of

heterogeneous and volatile elements: immigrants

from all regions of central and eastern Europe,

German and non-German, were attracted by a city

that offered chances alike not only to unskilled

workers and skilled artisans, and to maids and

female clerks, but also to career-minded scientists

and scholars, and to artists, musicians, and writers

of all varieties and orientations. The massive con-

centration of industry and finance, of central state

and large business bureaucracies, and of higher

education and high-culture institutions fostered a

vast public sphere of cultural activities that devel-

oped a particular dynamic until the sudden crack-

down on anything deemed un-German by the

Nazis. Overcoming the burdens of tradition and

living up to the exigencies of the present was the

unquestioned self-understanding of these activities.

It can be found in the mass enthusiasm for modern

sports such as car racing, boxing, and soccer, and

for all kinds of industrial fairs and shows at the

Funkturm exhibition area, and also in the contin-

uous support shown by Berlin’s public and private

patrons for avant-garde movements in the arts and

architecture, and in theater, dance, literature, and

film. Most importantly, Berlin’s cultural life stands

out for the continuous cross-fertilization between

two dimensions of cultural modernity: expression-

ist architects such as Bruno Taut and Walter

Gropius engaged in public housing projects; their

playwright and director counterparts such as Max

Reinhardt, Erwin Piscator, and Bertolt Brecht drew

large audiences to their experimental stage settings

and movies; and Berlin’s music life combined a

supreme position in nineteenth-century classicism

with groundbreaking advances in modern music by

such notable composers and conductors as Arnold

Schoenberg, Richard Strauss, Bruno Walter, Hans

Eisler, Kurt Weill, and Wilhelm Furtwängler, to

name only a few. The Nazi years clearly put a

sudden halt to this dynamic of incessant innova-

tion. Although the spread of modern forms of mass

entertainment continued with the popularization

of radio and the first experiments with public tele-

vision, these activities, as with all other sectors of

cultural production, stood under strict control of

Goebbels’s ministry of propaganda.
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Although Berlin could never regain its original

stature of the years of classical modernity, it

remained a crucial focus for cultural life thanks to

its double showcase function in divided Germany:

both sides invested heavily in the infrastructure of

mass and high culture. The 1950s saw an inner-city

competition for the future not only of urban plan-

ning but also of film, theater, and the arts. Whereas

in East Berlin culture policy was often caught

between the conventional tastes of party leaders

and the reaffirmation of left-wing modernism by

practitioners, West Berlin developed into a hub for

international cultural trends of the Western world,

as embodied in regular events such as the Berlin

Film Festival (since 1951) and the Berlin Jazz

Festival (since 1964), both notable for their mass

audience. Although party censorship always tried to

contain autonomous cultural expression in commu-

nist East Berlin, its population was never effectively

isolated from cultural life in the capitalist world

thanks to the accessibility of Western radio and

television programs and the remaining personal con-

tacts with the West. As the popularity grew on both

sides of the wall for particular new forms of mass

entertainment such as rock ’n’ roll and beat music

and the fashion styles that went with them, as well as

for new trends in film and television entertainment,

the GDR authorities were eventually forced to offer

‘‘homegrown’’ derivates to their young audiences.

This trans-systemic congruence can also be

observed, though to a lesser extent, in the realm of

high culture. While it was quite natural that East

German readers took eager interest in the Western

cultural life they were barred from by party interdic-

tion, it is noteworthy that top figures of East

German literature such as the playwright Heiner

Müller or the writer Christa Wolf gained nationwide

and international followings.

It can be argued, however, that everyday cul-

ture in both city halves developed in different

directions to a point of a mutual alienation that

soon became evident once the initial reunification

euphoria had worn off. This is pertinent in partic-

ular to the cultural effects of the growing presence

of non-German migrants in West Berlin, who,

although integration policies remained halfhearted

at the best, nevertheless found their accepted place

within the social fabric of the city. Internationalist

rhetoric notwithstanding, the communist regime,

by contrast, had pursued a particularly nationalist
identity politics, hindering free exchange with the
few foreigners living in the capital. Therefore the
territory of reunified Berlin has developed a pecu-
liar geography: downtown districts with condensed
immigration populations and their sociocultural
infrastructure stand in stark contrast to eastern
suburbs with a reputation as no-go areas for any-
one looking ‘‘un-German,’’ something unknown in
the western part of the city. Such phenomena
might confirm the pervasive talk about a persistent
‘‘wall within the heads,’’ to which other, less harm-
ful examples could be added. Such simplifications,
however, tend to overlook the actual social and
cultural distances (and antagonisms, if one thinks
of the civil war situations before 1933) that always
existed inside such a large urban agglomeration,
whether divided by world politics or not. They also
tend to underrate the forces and effects of conti-
nuity of Berlin as an urban public sphere, as the city
after 1989 quickly reaffirmed its role as a site of
intensive internationally oriented and innovative
cultural life, in the realms of both mass and high
culture.

See also Berlin Wall; Brandt, Willy; Germany;
Kristallnacht; Ulbricht, Walter; Weizsäcker, Richard
von.
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BERLIN, ISAIAH (1909–1997), British
political philosopher.

Isaiah Berlin was born in Riga in Latvia in
1909. He was a descendant of the Chabad Hasidim
and a distant relative of the Lubavitcher Rebbe. His
family lived through the Bolshevik Revolution of
1917 and immigrated to England in 1921. Berlin
was educated at Saint Paul’s School, London, and
at Corpus Christi College, Oxford. Except for a
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short time spent in New York and Washington,
D.C., working for the British government during
World War II, he spent virtually his entire adult life
at Oxford. Berlin spent a short time in Moscow
after the war where he met Boris Pasternak (1890–
1960) and the celebrated poet Anna Akhmatova
(1888–1966). Berlin was a renowned lecturer, con-
versationalist, and raconteur, and later became the
founding principal of Wolfson College, Oxford.
Since his death in 1997, numerous works on his
life and work have been published as well as several
volumes of previously unpublished lectures and
essays. Berlin’s will certainly turn out to be one of
the most important philosophical voices of the
twentieth century.

Berlin never wrote a systematic treatise on poli-
tical philosophy. With the exception of an early
biography of Karl Marx (1818–1883) written in
the 1930s, he never in the strict sense of the term
wrote another book. In place of the formal treatise,
he wrote on a range of different topics employing a
variety of literary genres from the history of ideas
to philosophical analysis, to a series of wonderful
intellectual portraits—éloges he called them—of
well-known friends and contemporaries. He was
capable of using a broad canvas as well as painting
in miniature. Among philosophical writers of the
last century, he is rivaled only by Michael Oakeshott
(1901–1990) as a master of English prose. Berlin
once described himself not as a philosopher but as
a historian of ideas. This is only partially true. While
he trafficked in the history of ideas, writing essays
and monographs on thinkers and statesmen like
Niccolò Machiavelli, Giambattista Vico, Johann
Gottfried von Herder, Leo Tolstoy, Ivan Turgenev,
John Stuart Mill, Benjamin Disraeli, Chaim
Weizmann, and Winston Churchill, these essays
and other writings convey a deep philosophical
teaching about the place of freedom in the overall
economy of human life.

Berlin’s most famous work was his essay
entitled ‘‘Two Concepts of Liberty,’’ delivered ori-
ginally as an inaugural address as the Chichele
Professor of Social and Political Theory at Oxford
in 1958. The core of the essay turns on two differ-
ent kinds of liberty that he refers to as negative and
positive liberty, respectively. Negative liberty
means freedom from external impediments or con-
trols. We are free when we are left alone or

unattended; that is, when other persons, institu-
tions, or agencies do not interfere with us.
Negative liberty concerns itself with the space
within which persons are free to act without being
coerced by others. Negative liberty presupposes
that persons are malleable and underdetermined,
that we not only choose between values and ways
of life, but that we are also the active makers and
shapers of these values and ways of life.

The theory of positive liberty, on the other
hand, is ultimately less about will and choice than
about human rationality. On the positive theory of
liberty, we are said to be free only when we exercise
control over our choices. The classic theorists of
positive liberty understood that our choices may be
constrained by a range of variables—upbringing,
education, social conditioning, and the like. We
are not free unless and until we exercise control
over those determinants that condition our choices.
Berlin associates this kind of liberty with a concep-
tion of self-mastery.

The distinction between negative and positive
liberty may sound innocuous, but it is said to carry
major political consequences. Berlin associates nega-
tive liberty with the tradition of political liberalism
whose great heroes were thinkers like Montesquieu,
the Federalist authors, Benjamin Constant, and Mill.
By contrast, it was the tradition of positive liberty
championed by Jean-Jacques Rousseau and his epi-
gones (Johann Gottlieb Fichte, Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegel, and Marx) who were responsible
for the creation of some of the worst experiments
in social control known to history. In its effort to
make humans more rational, enlightened, or virtu-
ous, proponents of positive liberty are bound to
violate the autonomy of the individual. Positive
libertarians are necessarily led to treat individuals
as means to the promotion of their goals, however
worthy those goals might be. And when such peo-
ple feel called upon to use the state or other insti-
tutional means of coercion and control to achieve
those ends, the result can only be despotism mas-
querading as freedom. The paradox that Berlin
never ceased to explore is how political ideas that
aimed to liberate people from tyranny could be at
the root of even more extensive forms of tyranny,
all in the name of political freedom. One reader not
inaccurately described ‘‘Two Concepts of Liberty’’
as the ‘‘anti-communist manifesto.’’
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Berlin’s defense of negative liberty is, however,
only one aspect of his teaching and in a curious way
perhaps not even the most important aspect.
Underlying Berlin’s account of both positive and
negative liberty is a set of assumptions about

human nature and the limits of knowledge that
make his views more complex and controversial
than would at first sight appear. At the core of
Berlinian liberalism is not just a teaching of nega-
tive liberty, but a defense of what he calls value

pluralism. It is his view that values—the ideals and
aspirations that we care most deeply about—are in
a condition of permanent and ineradicable conflict.
The belief that it is not a peaceful convergence
of ultimate ends, but rather a spirited struggle

between these ends, that gives Berlinian liberalism
a tragic, even heroic, dimension.

Berlin developed his understanding of value
pluralism in a number of historical studies begin-
ning in the 1970s, beginning with Vico and
Herder and Against the Current. These studies
traced the appreciation of a fundamental conflict
of values back to the tradition of what Berlin
called the European Counter-Enlightenment. It
was this tradition of European Romanticism that
most deeply appealed to Berlin’s Russian sensibil-
ities. In particular, the Counter-Enlightenment
appreciated not only the difference between indi-
vidual values and choices, but between different
cultures and ways of life. Cultures and nations
follow no overall pattern of development, whether
cyclical or progressive, but constitute unique and
irreducible ways of life that can only be under-
stood from within by an act of intellectual and
imaginative sympathy.

It was Berlin’s later emphasis on the diversity
and conflict between ends that led some readers
like Leo Strauss and Arnaldo Momigliano to
associate the doctrine of value pluralism with a
kind of cultural relativism. If values and cultures
are unalterably plural, how are people to resolve
conflicts between them? Is there any way of rank-
ing cultures or ways of life, or are they simply
incommensurable? Berlin’s question is how can
people (and peoples) with vastly different scales
of values live together in a way that does justice
to the plurality of ends and yet recognize their
common humanity? If the ‘‘Platonic’’ idea of a
harmonious reconciliation of interests and beliefs

is not just impractical but incoherent because
basic values will always collide, what kind of poli-
tical order is best?

Berlin struggled mightily with this problem,
although he came up with no satisfactory answer.
This was due in part to his skepticism toward all
theoretical solutions to moral and political life.
Berlin valued freedom not by offering grand the-
ories or abstract models but by showing how ideas
interact with life, by showing the complex ways in
which good ideas taken to the extreme can have
bad consequences, and how even the love of free-
dom, if taken in abstraction from all the other
goods that human beings can pursue, can end up
turning into its opposite. At the core of Berlin’s
thought is his recognition of a conflict between the
claims of moral diversity, pluralism, and openness
and the need for order, permanence, and stability.
How to achieve some kind of balance between
competing goods? He offers no formula for arriv-
ing at an answer, but only an awareness that not all
good things are compatible and that life is more
often a conflict not between good and bad but
between competing sets of goods. It is this aware-
ness that life is choice and that not all ends are
compatible that forms the basis of Isaiah Berlin’s
liberal legacy.

See also Liberalism.
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BERLINGUER, ENRICO (1922–1984),
Italian politician.
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The Italian politician Enrico Berlinguer was

born in Sassari on 25 May 1922. He enrolled in

the law school of Sassari in 1940 where, in 1943, he

intended to graduate with a thesis on ‘‘Philosophy

and Philosophy of Law from Hegel to Croce and

Gentile.’’ In 1943 he joined the Italian Communist

Party (PCI). On 7 January 1944 he was arrested for

having participated in the ‘‘bread riots,’’ an anti-

Badoglio demonstration probably organized by the

local Communist section (Pietro Badoglio was the

head of the government after the fall of Mussolini).

He remained in prison until April, then in June he

visited his father in Salerno, who introduced him to

Palmiro Togliatti (1893–1964). In 1944 Berlinguer

settled in Rome, where he began working as a func-

tionary in the youth movement of the PCI. After 25

April 1945 he moved to Milan, the headquarters of

the Fronte della gioventù (Youth front). For more

than a decade he was a scrupulous interpreter of the

Togliatti line in political youth organizations.

When the PCI decided to revive the FGCI

(Federazione Giovanile Comunista Italiana; Italian

Communist Youth Association), Berlinguer was

appointed to head its executive committee, and from

1949 to 1956 he served as its secretary general. The

FGCI afforded Berlinguer an excellent experience in

political bureaucracy, for which he was ideally suited.

His role as the leader of the youth movement and as a

member of the executive committee put him in close

contact with Togliatti, whose ideological line he

followed meticulously. On the eve of the Party

Congress (1956), he left the secretariat of the youth

organization; he assumed the post of director of

the Istituto Centrale di Studi Comunisti (Central

Institute of Communist Studies) and in 1957 was

sent to Sardinia as regional assistant secretary. In July

of 1958 he returned to Rome and entered the

national secretariat and the office of the secretariat

under the direction of Liugi Longo (1900–1980),

then assistant secretary. At the Ninth Party Congress

(February 1960), he became a full-fledged member

of the executive committee and replaced Giorgio

Amendola (1907–1980) as organizational coordina-

tor. His appointment, requested by Longo, seems a

clear indicator of Togliatti’s centrist line. The new

post was not without difficulties: the party was

experiencing a steady loss of members, although its

support at the electoral polls was growing.

At the Tenth Congress (1962) Berlinguer was
elected as a member of the executive committee
and of the secretariat and director of the office of
the secretariat, a position that he held until 1966;
he also became head of the important office of
foreign relations.

Although he fell into disfavor with the party in
1966 for not taking sides against the left wing and for
being hostile to the official party line, he soon returned
to the top ranks of the PCI, becoming assistant secre-
tary in 1969. Having resolved the crisis in the party
caused by the expulsion of the ‘‘Manifesto’’ group and
by the youth protests (1968–1969), he worked to
improve relations with the democratic political forces
and to strengthen the independence of the PCI from
Moscow, stressing the legitimacy of an ‘‘Italian path
to socialism.’’ In 1969 during the conference held at
the Kremlin, Berlinguer condemned the invasion of
Czechoslovakia by Soviet armed forces and the prin-
ciple that only one kind of communist society could be
accepted, the Soviet one. In 1972 he became national
secretary general and proposed ‘‘a new political direc-
tion’’: ‘‘collaboration among the great populist cur-
rents: socialist, communist, Catholic.’’ This project,
launched in 1973, became known as the ‘‘Historic
Compromise.’’

In a speech in Moscow (27 February 1976)
Berlinguer defined the structure of socialism in
Italy and the historic function of the working class
as inseparable from a pluralistic and democratic
system. More striking were the statements made in
June of that same year in which Berlinguer recog-
nized the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and
declared that he felt ‘‘safer standing on this side,’’
referring to the West. Such political positions
constituted the final touches to the politics of
Eurocommunism that Berlinguer had initiated in
1975 with the French and Spanish Communists.

The new role of the PCI, together with the
unusual circumstances (electoral success, economic
crisis, and terrorism) in which it came about,
encouraged Berlinguer to propose a complex strat-
egy focusing on a politics of austerity, which also
encompassed rigor, efficiency, and social justice. At
the same time he advanced the dialogue with Aldo
Moro (1916–1978) on the prospects of a greater
involvement of the PCI in the management of the
government, an idea that was translated into the
direct parliamentary support given to Giulio
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Andreotti’s (b. 1919) second national unity cabinet
(March 1978). In the following months Berlinguer
was attacked by the socialists on ideological
grounds as well as for his firmness in refusing to
deal with the terrorists during the kidnapping of
Moro; opposed also by the extreme Left because of
the Historic Compromise, Berlinguer concluded
that further collaboration with the Christian
Democratic Party (DC) was, after the murder of
Moro in May 1978, useless and unproductive.

Despite its return to the opposition, the PCI
suffered severely in the political elections of June
1979. In November 1980 Berlinguer set forth the
‘‘moral question’’ as a precondition to the renewal
of political life, a line maintained in polemics with
the DC but in particular with the Socialist Party
(PSI) and with the government headed by the
socialist leader Bettino Craxi (1934–2000). During
this same period he was bringing to completion a
final break with the USSR by drawing closer to the
Chinese communists (April 1980) and by declaring
in December 1981 that the ‘‘original progressive
thrust’’ launched by the October revolution ‘‘had
exhausted itself.’’ Austerity, moral concern, and the
possibility of a third way all defined the profile of a
politician whose clear and rigorous principles con-
tributed to a popularity that reached beyond the
boundaries of the communist world. Berlinguer
died on 11 June 1984 of a cerebral hemorrhage
suffered during a meeting for the European elec-
tions. The presence of enormous crowds at his
funeral on 13 June testified to his popularity.

See also Craxi, Bettino; Eurocommunism; Italy;
Togliatti, Palmiro.
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BERLIN WALL. In the aftermath of the divi-
sion of Germany into two states in 1949, the city of
Berlin, controlled by the four Allies (France, Great
Britain, and the United States on the one side and
the Soviet Union on the other side), remained the

only place where Germans could freely commute

between the Eastern and the Western blocs of the

Cold War. The inner German border zone had

already been sealed off by the East German state

in May 1952. By August 1961, approximately 2.2

million citizens of the German Democratic

Republic (GDR) had left their country without

official permission via the border separating the

West Berlin sectors from the Soviet sector and the

surrounding GDR territory. Reacting to the dicta-

torial transformation of East German society, the

curtailing of basic human and civil rights, and a

chronically weak economy, members of all classes

and social groups, but in particular qualified

workers and professionals, opted for a new start in

the liberal capitalist part of their country. The

impending collapse of the East German state and

economy led the communist regime to close the

Berlin border completely on 13 August 1961. They

thus began to erect a wall, protected by barbed

wire and made of concrete bricks and slabs. These

barriers were later replaced by large concrete seg-

ments approximately 3.6 meters (12 feet) high and

1.2 meters (4 feet) wide (and topped by barbed

wire) both inside the city (the ‘‘Berlin Wall’’ in the

colloquial sense) and at the border between West

Berlin and its rural surrounding regions.

East German plans to close the Berlin border

dated back to the early 1950s but had lacked sup-

port by the Soviets. In a climate of rising interna-

tional tension after the 1958 Berlin ultimatum

proclaimed by Nikita Khrushchev, the Soviet pre-

mier, to get the Western Allies out of their sectors,

this seemed to be the only option to prevent a

breakdown of the regime, in particular because

U.S. president John F. Kennedy had assured the

Soviet leadership that the Western powers would

not take any military countermeasures as long as

their own rights in West Berlin and the free use of

the transit ways between West Berlin and the

Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany)

were guaranteed. The logistic and military prepara-

tion by the East German people’s police had been

under way for several months but successfully hid-

den from the public, so that the closure of the

border and its immediate and effective fortification

within a week came as a shock to the German

population and the Western political elite. The

actual work was done by civilian construction
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workers under the close supervision of paramilitary
units of the people’s police and the voluntary
‘‘fighting squads of the working class,’’ a free-time
militia recruited from state-owned enterprises.
Units of the National People’s Army (Nationale
Volksarmee) and the Soviet Army were held in
reserve in more remote areas, but did not have to
intervene.

Even before the construction of the wall,
attempting to leave East Germany without formal
permission was persecuted under the law as a
crime. A system of meticulous regulations prohib-
ited nonresidents from staying in near-border
areas. This was now complemented by a system of
no-access areas with all vegetation or other objects
removed, observation towers, and the continuous
patrolling of guards armed with submachine guns
who were trained to prevent any illegal trespassing,
if necessary by ‘‘eliminating’’ the ‘‘violator of the
border.’’ From the whole setting it was evident that
such persons were expected to come from within
the GDR territory rather than, as the communist

propaganda incessantly claimed, from the West.
Later on the border installations at the inner
German border, though not those around West
Berlin, were fortified through the deployment of
automatic gunfire devices, mines, and electronic
detectors.

EFFECTIVENESS AND DEATH TOLL

REASSESSED

As a means to cut short the drain of GDR refugees,
the Berlin Wall proved to be effective. Their num-
bers immediately dwindled from 47,000 in August
1961 to fewer than 30,000 per year. Crossing the
Berlin Wall as well as the inner German border
became a life-threatening undertaking mostly
risked by young single men, while others preferred
to accept the assistance of refuge assistants
(Fluchthelfer) to reach the West either by being
smuggled out on one of the official transit ways or
by using forged documents and traveling through a
third transit country. The death toll at the fortified
borders of the GDR after 13 August 1961 is now

The Berlin Wall, photographed from the west, August 1962. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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estimated to number at least 169 following the
conservative numbers of the Berlin state prosecu-
tor, while the Central Agency for the Investigation
of Government and Unification Crimes at the
Berlin Police Department has counted a total of
262. To these numbers, one must add the 159
persons killed at the GDR border before August
1961 to arrive at the total for the period from 1949
to 1989. According to both sources a slight major-
ity of these victims died at the inner German border
between East and West Germany. There are still no
reliable figures for the much smaller numbers of
those drowned or shot in the attempt to leave the
GDR via the Baltic Sea, nor for those who were
killed while crossing the border to one of the other
socialist countries (Czechoslovakia, Poland) or
from one of the Soviet bloc countries to the West.
The estimate of an overall toll of nearly one thou-
sand victims of the GDR border regime published
by the Working Group August 13th must be con-
sidered as an exaggeration.

TUMBLING DOWN DURING THE

DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION

During the 1980s the number of GDR citizens
being allowed to visit West Germany rose to the
hundreds of thousand. In this context, lifting all
constraints on traveling abroad quickly became a
top issue once the political U-turn came about in
the fall of 1989. On the evening of 9 November
1989, Günter Schabowski, a member of the East
German Politburo of the ruling Socialist Unity
Party (SED), acting as its spokesperson, held a live
televised press conference communicating the most
recent decisions taken by the SED leadership. One
of these decisions he announced was a new decree
regulating permission for GDR citizens to travel
out of the GDR. Asked by a reporter when the
new regulation would come into effect, he replied
‘‘immediately, with no delay.’’ Because news agen-
cies and television stations immediately repeated
Schabowski’s statement, and many East Berliners
interpreted his announcement literally, within
hours several thousand people had gathered at
East Berlin border checkpoints clamoring for the
gates to be opened. Because Schabowski’s public
communication had been coordinated neither with
other members of the SED leadership nor with the
Ministry of Defense and its border troops, the
gatherings at the border, which had been observed

and reported on by Western media, went on unhin-
dered, leaving the border guards on-site without
any instructions. In a chaotic situation of failing
communication, the resignation of top leaders,
and the peaceful presence of ever more persons at
the checkpoints, permission was given to ‘‘flood’’
the checkpoint areas at 11:30 P.M. With the barriers
lifted, some ten thousand East Berliners entered
downtown West Berlin to be joined by their
Western co-citizens in a spectacular all-night mass
party covered live throughout the world.

JURIDICAL AND MEMORIAL AFTERLIFE

The fall of the Berlin Wall marked the point of no
return in the breakdown of the Soviet bloc, opening
the window of opportunity for Helmut Kohl’s pol-
icy of immediate German reunification. In the days
that followed, a spontaneous reappropriation of the
wall by the people set in. Thousands of ‘‘wall peck-
ers’’ dismantled the concrete segments, which,
because they had been embellished and decorated
by myriads of unknown graffiti and mural artists on
their Western side, made nice colorful collector
items that could also be sold in Berlin and elsewhere
at good prices. Under the continuing pressure of
mass demonstrations, additional checkpoints were
now opened for free passage. By the end of the year
the GDR created additional crossing points by tear-
ing down the wall where old street connections
between East and West Berlin had been blocked
for twenty-eight years. When both city halves were
also united politically, in conjunction with the join-
ing of the two German states in October 1990, one
of the first projects of the new city government was
to do away with all the remaining sections of the
wall. By December, most former border areas had
been cleared and were made available again for
urban planning and construction. In the meantime,
with the construction boom following reunification,
it has become rather difficult to identify the last
traces of the former borderline in the downtown
cityscape. There are only two large stretches of con-
crete wall segments left: one at Bernauer Straße,
where a documentation center on the Berlin Wall
run by the Federal Republic is situated, and one
south of the city center, where East German artists
had used its eastern side to create the East Side
Gallery during the democratic revolution.

The criminal dimension of killings at the GDR
borders have been dealt with in several trials both
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against rank-and-file members of the border troops

and against their superiors and finally the top party

functionaries. Whereas most of the lower ranks
came away with short prisons sentences or proba-

tion, some of the top leaders such as Schabowski
and the last SED leader, Egon Krenz, had to serve

several years in prison. By the early twenty-first

century, a sometimes heated debate had set in
regarding how to memorialize properly the Berlin

Wall as part of the city’s history, and several

research projects on the victims and the details of
the GDR border regime were under way.

See also Cold War; 1989.
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BERLUSCONI, SILVIO (b. 1936), Italian
businessman and politician.

Until 2006 businessman and politician Silvio
Berlusconi was the Italian prime minister and the
leader of his party, Forza Italia. He is the president
of AC Milan, a first-division soccer team; the owner

Residents of East Berlin help destroy the Berlin Wall, November 1989. ªDAVID TURNLEY/CORBIS
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of Elmond, parent company of the publishing

house Einaudi; and the majority stockholder of

the publisher A. Mondadori. According to Forbes,
he was in 2005 the richest man in Italy. He began

his road to fortune in the 1960s in the building

sector, constructing many residences in Milan, and

later entire residential and commercial complexes,

becoming in the process the leading Italian figure

in the industry. After the Edilnord Center, he built

Milan 2, Milan 3, and the ‘‘Sunflower,’’ all residen-

tial complexes near Milan. His entrepreneurial

activity even won him the honorific Cavaliere del
Lavoro (Knight of industry) in 1977. In 1974 he

launched Telemilano, the cable television affiliate

of Milan 2, which was soon diffused throughout all

of Lombardy, and created the holding company

Fininvest, of which he became president. In 1980

he founded Canale 5 (Channel 5), the first private

national television network in Italy, which he fol-

lowed with Italia 1 (1982) and Rete 4 (1984). His

networks benefited from well-known favors (parti-

cularly the Mammı̀ Law on television broadcasting,

which aimed at regulating radio and television net-

works, but which allowed one ‘‘player’’ to own

three networks) conferred by the ruling Italian

Socialist Party, or PSI, which Berlusconi repaid by

granting to Bettino Craxi’s (1934–2000) party free

interviews, bulletins, and commercials on his

channels.

His entry into politics occurred in the early

1990s. At the end of 1993 Italy was wracked by

the ‘‘Clean Hands’’ (Mani Pulite) judicial investi-

gation launched by Judge Antonio Di Pietro (b.

1950) of the Public Prosecutor’s Office of Milan

on 17 February 1992, which implicated nearly the

entire leading class of the political establishment.

On 26 January 1994 all the television news pro-

grams transmitted a message from Berlusconi, who

announced that he was resigning from all active

duties related to his conglomerate in order to ‘‘take

the field’’ and dedicate himself to politics. He

explained his decision as an essential measure aimed

at containing the ‘‘communist threat’’ (traced to

the center-left coalition challenging him in the

polls); while his detractors attributed it to the

necessity of protecting his economic interests, then

threatened by the loss of Craxi’s support. He there-

fore founded Forza Italia (Go Italy!), a ‘‘company-

party’’ with its foundations in Fininvest and the

other colossus among his holdings, Publitalia, an
advertising firm. Forza Italia is entirely identifiable
with Berlusconi, who presents himself as a liberal
and as an entrepreneur in the service of politics.

During his career Berlusconi addressed himself
to the Italian public with simple and incisive slo-
gans (‘‘A worker-president,’’ ‘‘A million jobs’’).
Speaking the language of soccer and using a
plethora of sports metaphors, he imbued his poli-
tical endeavors with an aura of a sporting match
and proved himself capable of galvanizing the fans.
For the elections of 1994 he allied himself with the
party of Gianfranco Fini (the Alleanza Nationale, or
‘‘National Alliance’’) to win votes in the South, in
the coalition called the ‘‘Pole of good govern-
ment’’; while in the North he formed an accord
with the Lega Nord (Northern League) of
Umberto Bossi (b. 1941), thus engendering the
‘‘Pole of liberty.’’ The two coalitions won the elec-
tions (Forza Italia garnered 21 percent of the bal-
lots) with a 45.9 percent share, against the 32.9
percent of the progressives. On 10 May 1994
Berlusconi formed his first government (Forza
Italia, Alleanza Nationale, Lega Nord, CCD or
Center Christian Democrats, UDC or Union of
Christian Democrats, and the Democrats of the
Center), which ended its short life on 22
December 1994 with the withdrawal of the Lega
Nord. After an interim government led by
Lamberto Dini (b. 1931) (17 January 1995–11
January 1996), there followed the elections of
April 1996, won by the center-left. Under the gov-
ernment of Romano Prodi (b. 1939), first, and then
that of Massimo D’Alema (b. 1949), Berlusconi
remained with the opposition until the next national
elections of 2001, when he returned to government
with a new coalition, called the ‘‘House of
Liberties’’ (Casa delle Libertà, composed of the
Alleanza Nationale, Lega Nord, CCD, and UDC).

The second government of Berlusconi began on
11 June 2001 and to 2006 was the most enduring
in the history of the Italian Republic. This success
was due to the ability of the leader of Forza Italia to
conciliate traditionally opposing forces, such as the
Alleanza Nationale and the Lega Nord, and to patch
up differences whenever these have menaced the
internal coherence of the coalition. Berlusconi has
been at the center of numerous accusations of cor-
ruption and budgetary falsification; with regard to
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Italian judges, he has often expressed himself pub-
licly in a critical manner. The outcome of various
cases that include him among the accused (in the
SME case, in November 2004, the public prosecu-
tor’s office requested a sentence of eight years for
kickbacks allegedly given to the financial police, or
Guardia di Finanza) has been blocked by a law,
approved by the Berlusconi government, which
affords immunity to the highest officials of the state.

In foreign policy he was pro-American, and he
supported the United States in the decision to
attack Iraq in 2003 (although Italy did not send
troops during the conflict, but only in the aftermath).
In domestic policy, Berlusconi decriminalized
budgetary irregularities; offered two amnesties in
the fiscal and building sectors; launched reforms
of the educational, judicial, and telecommunica-
tions systems; and inaugurated various projects
to improve highway infrastructure. At the end of
November 2004 the houses of the Senate approved
a contentious reduction in taxes, which constituted
one of Berlusconi’s pre-election promises. In the
April 2006 elections, Berlusconi was narrowly
defeated, with Prodi once again taking over the
position of prime minister.

See also Crime and Justice; Italy; Leisure; Northern
League; Television.
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MARIA TERESA GIUSTI

n

BEUYS, JOSEPH (1921–1986), German
artist.

Joseph Beuys is associated with several impor-
tant twentieth century avant-garde art and political
movements in Germany. Among these are installa-
tion sculpture, ‘‘happenings’’ performance, Fluxus
performance and multiples, and the Student and
Green parties. Several common threads connect
these activities: the use of found objects, fat, felt,
blood, earth, and, occasionally, dead animals as sculp-
tural and performance materials, the frequent appear-
ance of a blood-red cross on objects made of these
materials, and a wide range of public actions demon-
strating the interrelatedness of museums, art schools,
public life, and political parties. Beuys termed his
work ‘‘social sculpture’’ linking his thought to his
art objects and performances as constitutive of a
radically creative relationship to the social domain.
One expression of this idea is Beuys’s famous phrase
‘‘everyman an artist,’’ meaning that all activities can
be approached creatively and that the term artist
need not be reserved for specialists.

Beuys was born in Krefeld, Germany, a small
northwestern city near the Dutch border, in 1921.
He spent his childhood in nearby towns Rindern
and Kleve. As a child, Beuys was interested in both
nature and art. In his early life, the interest in
nature seemed paramount and Beuys selected a
medical career. In 1940, at the age of nineteen,
his studies were interrupted when he volunteered
to join the military. As a member of the Luftwaffe,
Beuys became a combat pilot and radio operator.
The mythology that surrounds Beuys at this
moment in his life nearly supersedes his actual
artistic practice in general cultural relevance.
Later, Beuys would attribute his use of fat, felt,
blood, dead animals, and the blood-red cross to
his rescue by nomadic Tatars in rural Crimea fol-
lowing a plane crash while serving in the German
military during World War II. By Beuys’s account,
he had nearly frozen to death when he was found
and wrapped in animal fat and felt, which warmed
and healed his hypothermic body. The story now
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appears to have little basis in fact. Nevertheless, the

narrative still holds sway among many Beuys

enthusiasts and helped the early audiences of

Beuys’s art come to terms with the unorthodox

materials and imagery he used. What is known with

certainty is that he was wounded and spent some

months as a prisoner of war in a British internment

camp, returning to Kleve in 1945. His plans to

become a doctor were exchanged for the pursuit

of art, and from 1947 to 1952 Beuys studied

sculpture at the Düsseldorf Academy of Art.

In the 1950s, Beuys produced thousands of

drawings and became a professor at his alma mater

in 1959. However, Beuys is best known for the

work he made in the 1960s after his contact with

the international avant-garde Fluxus movement. In

1962, while on a tour of Europe that included

Düsseldorf, Fluxus introduced Beuys to the inter-

media arts of performance events that blended

boundaries between the visual arts, music, theater,

poetry, conceptual art, and everyday life. Through
his relationship to two of Fluxus’s many cofound-
ers, George Maciunas (1931–1978) and Nam
June Paik (b. 1932), Beuys understood art to have
a potentially limitless function to play in the larger
society. Like the Fluxus artists who inspired him,
he began to produce editions of sculptures called
multiples, installation environments, avant-garde
graphic material, and politically activist perfor-
mance. In his later life, Beuys would be involved
in the establishment of several activist organiza-
tions including the German Student Party (1967),
the Organization for Direct Democracy (1971),
the Free International University (1972) and the
Green Party (1979).

Remarkably charismatic, Beuys fashioned him-
self as a shaman in the service of healing the
wounds of Europe after World War II.
Uniformed in a heavy wool coat, safari vest, and
gray felt hat, Beuys would pontificate to an audi-
ence on the legacy of fascism, the value of Christ
independent of official Christianity (Beuys’s family
had been staunchly Catholic), and the importance
of global cooperation and unity. In How to Explain
Pictures to a Dead Hare (1965), he covered his
head with honey and gold leaf and spoke of art to
a dead hare. In New York in 1974, Beuys per-
formed I Like America and America Likes Me in
which he protested American treatment of indige-
nous people, in this case Native Americans and the
Vietnamese. In that work he pretended to live for a
week in a gallery with a live coyote, a cane that he
used as a shepherd’s crook, and piles of felt that he
could wrap himself in as he engaged with the wild
animal and the audience in a ritualistic encounter
incorporating nature, Native American mysticism,
and political protest. Finally, in 1982 with the help
of a small army of student workers, Beuys created
7000 Oaks at Dokumenta 7, the enormous fair of
contemporary art held in Kassel, Germany, every
five years. While the environmentalism and com-
munity basis of the work is its most overt reference,
the forest is a nationalistic symbol in Germany that
extends into deep history and was therefore some-
what problematic in a context that less than thirty
years earlier had wielded the symbols of national-
ism toward different ends.

Commendable as Beuys’s communitarian aims
may be, Beuys’s attempts to aestheticize the public

How to Explain Pictures to a Dead Hare. Performance

by Joseph Beuys, 1965. GETTY IMAGES
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sphere in the form of ‘‘social sculpture’’ bear an

eerie resemblance to the aestheticization of political

life under Adolf Hitler (1889–1945). There are

striking similarities between Beuys’s use of public

space and student activists and their function under

National Socialism. Most overtly, like the Hitler

Youth, Beuys’s student activists wore armbands to

identify their associations with each other and with

Beuys. Similarly, the materials in Beuys’s work,

specifically blood and soil, appear repeatedly in

fascist propaganda of the Third Reich in a linking

of Aryan blood and German soil. The Final

Solution, extermination of the Jews, was justified

largely on the grounds of a purification of blood-

lines and soil. Thus, even though Beuys made clear

his desire to atone for his role in World War II,

enthusiasts of Beuys should be cautious as to the

nationalistic associations of his images and practice.

See also Avant-Garde.
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HANNAH HIGGINS

n

BEVAN, ANEURIN (1897–1960), British
politician.

Aneurin Bevin is famous as the instigator of the
free National Health Service (NHS), which was
formed in July 1948 during the period of the first
postwar government of Clement R. Attlee (1883–
1967). Bevan was also the center of a loose group-
ing of left-wing Labour members of Parliament
(MPs) known as the Bevanites.

Bevan was born in Tredegar, South Wales, on
15 November 1897 and educated at an elementary
school. He became a miner but won a scholarship

to the Central Labour College, London, in 1919.
From 1921 onward, he was involved in trade union
affairs. Yet Bevan was very much a political figure
and became member of Parliament for Ebbw Vale
in 1929, representing the constituency until his
death in 1960.

During the 1930s, Bevan campaigned tirelessly

for both the employed and unemployed members

of the working class, opposed the Household

Means Test (which was introduced in the early

1930s and reduced unemployment benefits as

household income rose), and pressed his views for-

ward through the left-wing journal Tribune, which

was begun in 1937. In 1934, Bevan married Jennie

Lee, an influential force in the Left in her own

right. Together, and through Tribune, they

rejected the political truce during World War II,

and Bevan continued to attack Winston Churchill

(1874–1965), the Tory Party, and the Fascists in

the House of Commons, gaining a reputation for

being a fine orator.

Bevan’s finest hour arrived when Attlee

appointed him minister of health and housing in

1945. In this role he attempted to create a natio-

nalized health service, a commitment which went

well beyond the 1945 Labour Manifesto. This led

to resistance from the doctors and the British

Medical Association, who feared that the doctors

would become civil servants and be forced to work

in ‘‘under-doctored’’ areas. They reacted to Bevan’s

plans by referring to him as a ‘‘squalid nuisance,’’

‘‘the Minister of Disease,’’ and the ‘‘Tito from

Tonypandy.’’ Bevan’s remark that his Conservative

opponents were ‘‘lower than vermin’’ led many

Conservatives to form themselves into ‘‘vermin

clubs.’’ Nevertheless, most doctors, dentists, and

opticians had joined the NHS by the end of 1948

and it quickly transformed the health provision for

the average British citizen. However, the NHS

proved very expensive at a time when Britain faced

serious financial difficulties, and Attlee and Labour

Party leader Herbert Stanley Morrison (1888–

1965) sought to curb expenditure and introduce

prescription charges. Bevan resisted these until the

1950 general election, but then, on 17 January

1951, was moved to the post of minister of labor

and national service. This coincided with the deci-

sion of the new chancellor of the exchequer, Hugh
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Gaitskell, to impose health charges. Bevan responded

by resigning on 24 April, along with Harold Wilson

and John Freeman.

Bevan then became the leading figure of the

Bevanite left-wing group of MPs in the Labour Party.

Along with Barbara Castle, Anthony Crosland, and

others, the Bevanites opposed the Parliamentary

Labour Party by declaring themselves in favor of

unilateral nuclear disarmament and opposing the

manufacture of the hydrogen bomb, which almost

led to Bevan being expelled from the Labour Party

in 1955. However, in December 1955 Gaitskell

defeated him in a contest for the Labour leader-

ship, and from 1956 Bevan was patriotic over the

Suez Crisis and was treasurer of the party between

1956 and 1960. He effectively divested himself of

the title ‘‘Leader of the Left’’ when he attacked

British occupation of the canal zone in favor of

unilateral disarmament at the 1957 Labour Party

Conference, famously asking delegates not to send

a future Labour foreign secretary ‘‘naked into the

Conference chamber.’’ He preferred to negotiate

away nuclear weapons rather than abandon them.

In 1959, Bevan became deputy leader of the Labour

Party and, as a symbol of party unity, adorned

Labour’s postwar general election alongside

Gaitskell and Castle. However, Labour was defeated

and, shortly afterward in 1960, Bevan died of cancer.

Bevan’s precise political leanings have been sub-

ject to some considerable controversy. Biographer

Michael Foot has emphasized his traditional trade

union and working-class Labour credentials, while

John Campbell has referred to his Marxist roots. It

is difficult to see Bevan as a Marxist, but what is

undisputed is that he was one of the great parlia-

mentary orators of the twentieth century, using his

famous stutter to great effect. However, his lasting

claim to fame is that he created the NHS.

See also Attlee, Clement; Public Health; United Kingdom.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Campbell, John. Aneurin Bevan and the Mirage of British
Socialism. London, 1987.

Foot, Michael. Aneurin Bevan: A Biography. 2 vols.

London, 1962–1973.

KEITH LAYBOURN

n

BEVERIDGE, WILLIAM (1879–1963),
British economist.

William Henry Beveridge is closely associated
with the formation of the modern British welfare
state, largely through the publication of Social
Insurance and Allied Services, also called the
Beveridge Report. He was deeply involved with
the Liberal reforms of 1906–1914, Director of
the London School of Economics between 1919
and 1937, and Master of University College,
Oxford, from 1937. Beveridge was drawn into the
civil service in Winston Churchill’s wartime admin-
istration in 1940, and was put in charge of a rela-
tively insignificant Ministry of Labour manpower
survey. Released from his duties, in June 1941
Arthur Greenwood, Minister without Portfolio,
made Beveridge chairman of the proposed inquiry
into the reorganization of social insurance and
allied services, which was to form part of a plan
for postwar reconstruction.

Beveridge’s brief was to survey the existing
national schemes for social insurance and allied
services, to examine how they interrelated, and to
make recommendations. When it became clear that
the report would be controversial, it was decided
that Beveridge would sign the report himself and
that the civil services would be regarded as an advi-
sory body. The report was published in December
1942, just after the British military success at
El Alamein and at a time when British confidence
and expectation was high. It was an immediate
bestseller and made three major claims or objec-
tives. First, it claimed to be a break from the past,
although in fact it was based very much upon the
contributory system adopted by the Liberals before
1914, and Beveridge wrote that ‘‘I am sure that it
is good Liberal doctrine’’ (Beveridge Papers, IIb,
42, letter dated 14 January 1943). Secondly, social
insurance was to be directed at tackling want,
although it was assumed that it would be part of a
combined attack upon the ‘‘five giant problems of
Want, Disease, Ignorance, Squalor and Idleness.’’
Thirdly, it sought to combine state and personal
initiative, and assumed that any government would
wish to establish a family allowance system (as
Beveridge had done for his staff at the London
School of Economics), create a comprehensive
health service, and establish full employment.
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With all these in place, he argued that the attack
upon want would work.

The Beveridge scheme was not particularly
revolutionary in its form. Much like the pre-1914
Liberal reforms, it suggested that, in return for a
single and uniform weekly contribution, a qualified
individual would receive standard benefits for sick-
ness, unemployment, widows, orphans, old age,
maternity, industrial injuries, and funerals. The sys-
tem would be based upon a flat-rate contribution,
and would provide subsistence benefits for all,
although there would be room for adjustment
based upon differing circumstances. In principle,
however, it was to be universal; this is where it
was different from the selective approach adopted
by previous social legislation. In addition, the tack-
ling of want was to be connected with the tackling
of the other four giants. Therefore, as author Derek
Fraser suggests, ‘‘Here, in the totality of vision, was
the revolutionary element in the Beveridge Report’’
(p. 216). It would work if governments remained
committed to ensuring that there was full em-
ployment (unemployment not being more than
3 percent).

The Beveridge Report certainly created a storm
in wartime Britain and it sold hundreds of thou-
sands of copies. Nevertheless, Churchill was less
than enamored of it. He was suspicious of where
it might lead and noted that ‘‘Reconstruction was
in the air’’ and that there was ‘‘a dangerous opti-
mism . . . growing about post-war conditions’’
(Pelling, p. 170). As a result, Churchill refused to
accept the recommendations, though Clement R.
Attlee (1883–1967) and the Labour Party were
supportive, Attlee stating that ‘‘Socialism does not
admit to an alternative, Social Security to us can
only mean Socialism’’ (Harris, p. 220). As a result,
the Labour Party pressed for the government
acceptance of the Beveridge Report, although a
Labour resolution committing the government to
accepting the Beveridge Report was beaten on 18
February 1943 by 335 votes to 119, with ninety-
seven Labour MPs—twenty-two of whom were
government ministers—voting for the resolution.
Churchill’s wartime administration was clearly in
difficulty. With Labour 11 percent ahead of the
Conservatives in the Gallup Poll, Churchill moved,
reluctantly, toward setting up a Reconstruction
Committee toward the end of 1943 that oversaw

moves toward health, educational, and employ-
ment reforms during 1944 and 1945—the famous
‘‘White Paper Chase’’ that began to implement the
Beveridge Report with, for instance, such docu-
ments as the white paper on Employment Policy
(1944).

The Beveridge Report influenced the Attlee
Labour government’s postwar welfare state and
shaped the domestic policies of postwar govern-
ments until the 1970s. Thereafter, the commit-
ment to full employment, to universal provision,
and many other aspects of the Beveridge Report
was broken, and the Thatcher governments of
1979 to 1990 reintroduced selective social policies
on a grand scale. Yet this was predictable given the
great opposition the Beveridge scheme faced.
Historians, as well as feminists, socialists, and
Conservatives, have objected to the Beveridge wel-
fare state for many different reasons. It has been
argued that its universalism led to unnecessary
expenditure and that there were many anomalies
that cut across the provision, not least the continu-
ance of the means test, which reduced benefits as
family incomes rose, and the failure to merge the
tax and benefit system. Conservative historians
such as Correlli Barnett complain of the arrogance
of the ‘‘Field Marshal Montgomery of social wel-
fare’’ in imposing upon Britain a system of provi-
sion it could not afford; the ‘‘New Jerusalem’’ was
not sustainable and was seen as responsible for
Britain’s industrial decline. This suggestion is deba-
table, but what is not is that the Beveridge Report
shaped Britain’s modern welfare state for about
thirty years before falling foul of the problems of
economic decline and the selective social policies of
both Labour and Conservative governments.

See also United Kingdom; Welfare State.
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KEITH LAYBOURN

n

BEVIN, ERNEST (1881–1951), British
labor leader and statesman.

Ernest Bevin was the greatest British trade
union leader of the twentieth century, being a
member of the Trades Union Congress from the
early 1920s, the organizer of the 1926 general
strike, and an influential figure in developing
Labour Party policy in the 1930s. Yet he is best
known as Winston Churchill’s minister of labor
during World War II and Clement Attlee’s foreign
secretary between 1945 and 1951, during which
period he helped found the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization in 1949.

Bevin was born at Winsford in March 1881,
the illegitimate son of an agricultural laborer. First
raised by his mother, who died when he was eight,
he was then raised by his half sister in Devon. He
became a farmworker at the age of eleven but
moved to Bristol to live with his half brother when
he was thirteen and found a job delivering soft
drinks. He became an active lay preacher in the
Baptist Church and gained experience in public
speaking before moving on to work with the
Bristol Socialist Society. At this time he married
Florence Townley, with whom he had one child,
Queenie, who was born in 1914.

Bevin was drawn into organizing the dockers
and carters on the Bristol docks following his
involvement in Ramsay MacDonald’s ‘‘Right to
Work’’ movement in 1908. Asked to organize the
carters for the Dock, Wharf, Riverside, and General
Labourers’ Union, he increased the membership
substantially and became one of the three national
organizers of the union. Bevin became increasingly
convinced of the need for unions to unite against
increasingly organized employers and strongly
pressed for the amalgamation in 1921, which saw
fourteen unions form the Transport and General
Workers’ Union.

Although Bevin became a member of the gen-
eral council of the Trades Union Congress in 1925,
it was the general strike of May 1926 that shot him
to fame, for it was his last-minute organizational
activity that prevented the strike from being a com-
plete disaster. However, the general council’s deci-
sion to end the general strike on 12 May, after only
nine days, provoked a storm of fury from the
Communist Party of Great Britain, which claimed
that the miners’ cause had been abandoned. Bevin
bore the brunt of much of their criticism, and
throughout the rest of the interwar years he was
in conflict with Communists, in and outside his
own union.

Bevin played a major role in shaping the
Labour Party throughout the interwar years and
was a member of the second Labour government’s
Economic Advisory Committee and of the Macmillan
Committee. However, his economic policies were
largely ignored, leading him to publish his views in
a pamphlet entitled My Plan for 2,000,000 Workless
(1933), which advocated raising the school-leaving
age and lowering retirement age in order to create
work for the unemployed. After the collapse of
MacDonald’s second Labour government in 1931
and the expulsion of MacDonald from the Labour
Party, Bevin became the dominant figure in the
party, helping to remove George Lansbury as lead-
er in 1935 and supporting Clement Attlee’s lead-
ership thereafter. He was largely responsible for
the Labour Party moving from a pacifist stance in
the mid-1930s to openly advocating rearmament
by 1937. The need for rearmament was powerfully
presented during the Spanish civil war by the
German air force’s bombing of the Basque town
of Guernica in 1937. In other spheres, Bevin was
part of the process of socialist planning in the
1930s and contributed significantly to the work
of the Amulree Report, which led to the Holidays
with Pay Act of 1938.

Bevin never saw himself as a political figure,
although he contested and lost parliamentary con-
tests in 1918 and 1931. However, when Winston
Churchill formed his wartime administration in
May 1940, Bevin was offered the post of minister
of labor and national service. This appointment was
facilitated by Bevin’s unopposed return as member
of Parliament for Wandsworth in 1940, a seat he
retained until 1951. In his new role Bevin was
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responsible for the organization of Britain for the
war effort. His scheme for directing young men,
sometimes boys from private schools, to coal mines
gave rise to the term ‘‘Bevin’s boys.’’

After the war the Attlee Labour government
was returned to power and Bevin was appointed
foreign secretary. He was remarkably successful in
this role, the Foreign Office particularly enjoying
the prominence that Bevin gave it. He supported
the Marshall Plan of 1947, whereby the United
States gave financial aid to Western Europe, and
he pressed for the Washington Treaty of 1949, which
led to the formation of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization. He was particularly concerned to pre-
serve Britain’s position as a world power and fiercely
opposed to the communist regimes of Eastern
Europe, being prominent in the defeat of the Soviet
Union’s air blockade of Berlin in June 1948.

Bevin resigned as foreign secretary on 9 March
1951, owing to continuing ill health, and was given
the post of lord privy seal, which carried no depart-
mental responsibilities. He left government less
than a month later and died on 14 April 1951.

See also Labor Movements; MacDonald, Ramsay; United
Kingdom.
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n

BICENTENNIAL OF THE FRENCH
REVOLUTION. The bicentennial celebra-
tion of the French Revolution should be seen as
part of a cycle initiated by previous commemora-
tions, both during the revolutionary period proper
and at a later stage, in 1889 and 1939 respectively.

POLITICAL CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES

The 1989 celebration inherited the pedagogical
and symbolic ambitions of its predecessors—to
educate the citizenry and to accomplish such sig-
nificant gestures as planting liberty trees, holding
meetings or republican banquets, and transferring

last remains to their ultimate burial place in the
Pantheon. In the context of that tradition, two
phenomena were particularly noteworthy: a com-
memoration calendar generally reduced to the year
1789 (with the sole exceptions of the victory of
Valmy and the proclamation of the Republic in
September 1792) and far-ranging controversies
about diverse themes such as the actual meaning of
the concept of revolution, the contents of social
rights—such as the right to work, the right to social
protection, and the right to education proclaimed in
1793—and the use of violence during the Revolution.

The Revolution was instrumental in shaping
French political culture, and each commemoration
has born the mark of important historical and political
debates. Needless to say, in the years leading up to the
bicentennial celebration in 1989 the fate of the
Republic was no longer at stake. Nevertheless, there
was a weakening of the economic and social interpre-
tation of the Revolution as a result of social change
and progress, which is associated with Marxism.
During the period from 1986 to 1989 wide coverage
was given to François Furet’s thesis, which views the
revolutionary course as the by-product of a political
game while ruling out the notion that the Terror may
have been induced by ‘‘compelling circumstances.’’
Critics further to the right in the political spectrum
put the French Revolution on trial because of the
failure of its Russian counterpart. From this point of
view, the French Revolution was seen as the begin-
ning of totalitarianism rather than of democracy. The
repression of the Vendée uprising (1793–1796), dur-
ing which thousands of people died, was even some-
times presented as the first instance of genocide in
modern times. It became clear that the legacy of the
Revolution as a whole was in need of reassessment
regarding its conformity to the Republican doctrine.

From 1986 to 1988 the Right was in power—
with the conservative Jacques Chirac serving as
prime minister during the presidency of the social-
ist François Mitterrand—and the Left started
mobilizing in the run-up to the bicentennial.
Celebrating the Revolution became one way of
safeguarding the identity of the Left, fighting to
preserve the past as a key to building up the future.
Networks were set up, such as CLEF, the network
formed by the Ligue des Droits de l’Homme and
the Ligue de l’Enseignement, and ‘‘Vive 89!,’’
which was an association founded by historian
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members of the French Communist Party or those
sympathetic to the party, although it was not direc-
ted by the party itself. Both groups criticized the
government’s Bicentennial Mission, led by Edgar
Faure, for planning a half hearted and too-critical
commemoration that failed to present the
Revolution as a promise.

The 1988 electoral victory of the Socialist Party
as well as Mitterrand’s appointment of Jean-Noël
Jeanneney as the new president of the Bicentennial
Mission after Edgar Faure’s death somewhat reduced
causes for apprehension. Jeanneney redirected the
official sense of the commemoration from a search
for a minimal consensus emphasizing human rights
toward a message, more in consonance with previous
commemorations, exalting the concept of the
Revolution as a ‘‘rupture’’ with the past and the
‘‘luminous side’’ of the Revolution in an attempt to
understand the process of revolutionary violence
rather than reprove it. Still, difficulties continued,

since commemorating a revolution at a time when
revolutions were on the ebb provoked irony from
the media. The desire for commemoration itself was
seen as archaic because it expressed a degree of con-
fidence in the future and in progress that seemed no
longer to be the order of the day.

SEEKING NATIONAL SUPPORT

To ensure the success of the bicentennial celebra-
tion, the Mission entrusted a well-known advertis-
er, Jean-Paul Goude, with the task of designing
and organizing the 14th of July parade. This pa-
rade, which would take place during the G-7
summit, was to be the high point of the commem-
oration. The artist decided to avoid pure historical
evocation and instead, playing with national stereo-
types, depicted ‘‘globalization on the move’’
through a planetary musical interbreeding that
announced the triumph of human rights. The aes-
thetic choices, the refusal of a heavily educational

A huge crowd gathers in the Place de la Bastille to celebrate the bicentennial of the French Revolution, 13 July

1989. ªDAVID TURNLEY/CORBIS
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bias—quite unexpected in such circumstances, and
the dramatic tension produced by the huge black-
draped drum opening the parade, symbolizing
China’s Tiananmen Square repression, which had
occurred that same year, convinced the media of
the value of such a commemoration.

Although at the national level reluctance about
commemorating the bicentennial of the Revolution
was widespread—a result of the controversies over
its possible interpretations—most regions were
proactive in its celebration. In almost all départe-
ments (counties), towns, and villages, ambitious
commemorative programs were put together. In
the smallest villages trees of liberty were planted,
giving people an opportunity to gather together
and celebrate—sometimes the traditional values of
the place, rather than revolutionary values as such.
In many areas festive traditions, often forgotten,
were reactivated and reinvented. All over the coun-
try the bicentennial presented an opportunity for
communities to present live historical shows and
for local assemblies to inaugurate cultural policies.
Whereas the Right-Left division was noticeable at
the national level (most leaders of the right wing
decided not to attend Goude’s parade and criticized
the government for wasting money on the celebra-
tions), most local communities, whatever their poli-
tical affiliation, devoted a significant budget to the
commemoration. The will to assert a local identity
undoubtedly overcame reluctance with respect to
the bicentennial commemoration, even if, as was
the case in Vendée or in the city of Lyon, the
claimed identity was that of a tradition opposed to
the Revolution. Thus, national support for the
bicentennial commemoration was characterized by
local appropriations of the event as an opportunity
to create new sociabilities and by a concern for a
collective identity linked to the entry into a postna-
tional era.

See also France.
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bicentennial.

PATRICK GARCIA

BICYCLES. See Cycling.

n

BIERMANN, WOLF (b. 1936), German
songwriter and performer.

Wolf Biermann was born on 15 November

1936 and grew up in a Hamburg working-class

milieu during the Nazi dictatorship. His father, a

communist of Jewish origin, was murdered by the

Nazis in Auschwitz when Wolf was only seven years

old. In 1953 Biermann moved to East Berlin to

finish grammar school and take up studies in poli-

tical economy, philosophy, and mathematics.

Meanwhile he also worked at the Berlin Ensemble

of Bertolt Brecht (1898–1956), encountered the

composer Hanns Eisler (1898–1962), and founded

a short-lived ‘‘Berlin Workers’ and Students’

Theatre,’’ which was banned in 1962. From about

1960 he began to write lyrics and songs, heavily

influenced by the current French chanson tradition

as represented by Georges Brassens (1921–1981).

During the short period of cultural liberaliza-
tion after the construction of the Berlin Wall
Biermann established himself as prolific singer-
songwriter, combining poignant polemics against
the evils of Stalinist bureaucracy and a politicized
subjectivism with the entertaining qualities of an
astute singer and guitar player. He also gained
recognition in such West German left-wing circles
as the Sozialistische Deutsche Studentenbund,
which invited him to tour in 1965. After the pub-
lication of some of his lyrics with the West Berlin
publisher Wagenbach and an LP record with the
West Berlin satirist Wolfgang Neuss (1923–1989),
the East German politburo banned Biermann from

any further public appearance in the German
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Democratic Republic (GDR). The poems and the

recordings of his songs, however, continued to

circulate in secret, not least due to his lasting repu-

tation in West Germany, where he was welcomed

not only as an accomplished poet and singer but

also as the rare case of a leftist opponent to both

German states. Although under heavy surveillance

by the East German secret service, his apartment in

downtown East Berlin Chausseestraße became a

hub of communication for political opponents

inside the GDR and their contacts with Western

artists and intellectuals. In due course the first of a

series of five LP records that Biermann published

with the American CBS record company was called

Chausseestraße 131. The recording and smuggling

out of the material was well known to the East

German leadership, as was the ongoing under-

ground circulation of his works within the GDR.

Although the tone of his criticism became more

provocative, Biermann was never formally legally

prosecuted in the GDR.

Apart from very rare informal performances

in church institutions, Biermann did not perform

in public until he was invited by the West

German metalworkers’ union to tour in West

Germany. The first concert took place in

Cologne on 13 November 1976. When the

East German authorities permitted his visit, this

was only a part of a detailed plan to get rid of

this most irksome and uncompromising East

German dissident. Four days after the first con-

cert he was deprived of his GDR citizenship and

forced to settle in Hamburg again. The highly

symbolic stature Biermann had acquired by now

became evident when hundreds of East German

artists, intellectuals, and other citizens openly

joined in opposition against this measure by peti-

tioning and using West German media channels

to publicize their protest. A wave of repressive

measures (in particular against the less prominent

among such petitioners) was the consequence

while at the top level of GDR cultural life the

Biermann expatriation was followed by a wave of

partly voluntary and partly mandatory emigration

to West Germany. This event marked the begin-

ning of a growing and definitive alienation pre-

figuring the inner erosion of the regime in the

second half of the 1980s.

In West Germany Biermann quickly took up
engagements as a poet, singer, and commentator
on political events, taking part in the fermenting
processes of the new social movements of the post-
1968 leftism, both in Germany and abroad. With
the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989 he
immediately visited Leipzig and Berlin to perform in
East Germany again. In the years to follow, how-
ever, he began to fall out with the left-wing main-
stream due to his support of the U.S. intervention in
the First Gulf War (1991), which reflected the prior-
ity he gave to the existence of the state of Israel.
Also his uncompromising stance in dealing with the
crimes and failures of the GDR did much to further
his distance from the socialist cause (or what was left
of it). It is in connection with his part in the effort to
work through the past of the communist dictator-
ship that Biermann still appears in public in his old
role as a singer-songwriter, poet, and political enter-
tainer on rare occasions.

Looking back on his oeuvre, his early years up
to his expatriation stand out in terms of quality
through the high-pitched tone of a politically
engaged subjectivity articulated to a wide reper-
toire of poetic forms from politically engaged
poetry in German literature. Biermann can thus
be seen in the tradition not only of Brecht (as a
poet) but above all of Heinrich Heine (1797–
1856), to whom he devoted a brilliant actualiza-
tion of one his most important poems,
‘‘Deutschland, ein Wintermärchen’’ (Germany, a
winter tale). Biermann has been presented with
several literary prizes and awards, among them the
highly prestigious Georg-Büchner-Preis in 1991,
and received invitations as a visiting professor in
Germany and abroad. His outstanding capacity to
adapt poetry from other cultural, temporal, and
linguistic contexts—‘‘translation’’ would be much
too weak a term for this—has also become evident
in his rendition of poems from the Russian dissi-
dent poet Vladimir Vysotsky (1938–1980),
William Shakespeare’s (1564–1616) sonnets and,
more recently, in German adaptations of Yiddish
poetry such as the seminal ‘‘Dos lied vunem ojsge-
hargetn jidischn volk’’ (Song of the murdered
Jewish people) by Yitzhak Katznelson (1886–
1944).

See also Berlin; Brecht, Bertolt; Dissidence; Germany;
World War II.
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BIERUT, BOLES�AW (1892–1956),
Polish Communist leader.

Born in 1892 in a suburb of Lublin, in the
Russian-ruled part of Poland, Bierut grew up in a
poor, Catholic family. His parents were impover-
ished peasants who had just moved to the city; of
their twelve children only five lived to adulthood.
Bierut did not complete elementary school.
Although Russian proved most useful in his future
political career, during the 1905 Revolution he
joined a student strike in demand for instruction
in Polish and consequently was dismissed. In the
next few years he took various manual jobs but also
read widely. Bierut became active in a secret patriot-
ic youth circle, and at the age of sixteen he joined
the printers’ trade union. Evening classes enabled
him to take a clerk position in a grocery coopera-
tive, which began his career in the cooperative
movement. In 1910 he met Jan Hempel, a self-
taught philosopher and Freemason who greatly
influenced young Bierut and in 1912 introduced
him to the (illegal) socialist movement. Bierut
joined the radical, left splinter of the Polish
Socialist Party (PPS-Left). In 1918, as Poland was
regaining independence, the PPS-Left merged into
the Communist Party; in this way Bierut became a
Communist.

In the 1920s Bierut advanced within the
Communist Party of Poland (KPP) and in the
cooperative movement. He was by no means out-
standing, rather a mediocre but diligent and
devoted activist. Like many Communist adherents,
loyalty to the party and to the USSR (‘‘the father-
land of the world’s proletariat’’) became Bierut’s
guiding principle. As a party functionary beginning

in 1925, he visited the Soviet Union several times
and was admitted to Lenin’s International School,
which combined political instruction with military
and intelligence training. In Moscow he met his
second wife, Ma�gorzata Fornalska, a KPP activist.
In 1931–1932, under the alias ‘‘Iwanow,’’ Bierut
became the Comintern envoy to Austria, Bulgaria,
and Czechoslovakia. The police interrupted his
activity in Poland with repeated arrests and even-
tually a longer imprisonment from 1933 to 1938.
Paradoxically, imprisonment saved his life: during
what became known as the Great Purges most of
the KPP leaders were summoned to Moscow and
executed. Because of alleged infiltration by Polish
intelligence, the Comintern disbanded the KPP
in 1938.

Following the German-Soviet partition of
Poland in 1939, Bierut went to the Soviet zone
but did not play any prominent role there. After
the German invasion in 1941 he worked in the
local administration in Minsk and probably also
served in the Soviet intelligence. In 1943 the
Soviets moved him to Warsaw, where (as comrade
‘‘Tomasz’’) he entered the executive committee
of the new Polish Workers’ Party (PPR). In early
1944 he took the chairmanship of the Communist-
dominated National Council of the Homeland
(KRN), which despite its narrow political base chal-
lenged the mainstream underground movement,
which was loyal to the Polish government-in-exile.

In the summer of 1944, when the Soviet-
backed Polish Committee for National Liberation
began to build its administration in territories freed
of Germans, KRN was declared the official legisla-
ture; Bierut began to act as the head of state and
used the title of president. Following the spurious
elections of 1947, the Communist-dominated Diet
(Sejm) confirmed him in this position. Meanwhile
he went to Moscow several times and earned
Joseph Stalin’s confidence. His membership in the
PPR and its Politburo remained secret until 1948
when, along with the Stalin-Tito rift and the tight-
ening of Moscow’s grip on its satellites, he
replaced Wladis�aw Gomu�ka as the party’s secre-
tary general. He was most eager to eradicate
‘‘deviations’’ inside the party and accelerate the
Sovietization of Poland. The latter included com-
pleting the process of building a monolithic and
monopolist Polish United Workers’ Party (PZPR),
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suppression of all independent organizations, forced
collectivization, heavy industrialization, mass politi-
cal mobilization, and mass repression. He strictly
followed Soviet Cold War policies in aggressive
anti-Western propaganda, isolating Poland from
the West and dramatically increasing military spend-
ing during the Korean war.

Quiet, modest, and polite, Bierut was an un-
likely tyrant, yet he became one of the ‘‘little Stalins’’
(like Hungary’s Rakosi or Albania’s Enver Hoxha):
head of a gigantic party-state pyramid and object of
public worship, with his icons omnipresent, his
name given to factories and schools, his sixtieth
birthday a national holiday. He personally super-
vised progress of political trials and rejected thou-
sands of petitions for pardon of death sentence. He
continued to be called ‘‘Stalin’s most faithful stu-
dent’’ by Polish communist propaganda, even after
the latter’s death. Destalinization in the USSR lit-
erally killed him: he went to the CPSU Twentieth
Congress despite serious illness, and his health
deteriorated further after hearing Khrushchev’s
‘‘secret speech.’’ He died in Moscow in March
1956, opening the struggle for succession inside
the Polish Communist Party.

See also Cold War; Collectivization; Destalinization;
Gomu�ka, W�adys�aw; Hoxha, Enver; Poland;
Stalin, Joseph.
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BIRTH CONTROL. Efforts to control fer-
tility are as old as human society itself. Traditional
methods of birth control included abortion, infan-
ticide, late marriage, prolonged sexual abstinence,
extended nursing (to prevent ovulation), coitus
interruptus (withdrawal), douching, and nonrepro-
ductive sexual practices such as masturbation. For
hundreds of years, women used substances such as

sponges to block conception and herbal potions to
kill sperm or to cause miscarriages. Condoms (also
known as sheaths), in use since the early modern
era, were originally made of sheepskin, then of
vulcanized rubber from the 1870s.

Although various birth control technologies
and practices had long existed, by the turn of the
twentieth century, the most frequently used meth-
ods continued to be withdrawal—a method depen-
dent on men—and abortion. But key changes were
already underway that would ultimately produce
revolutions in both technologies and practice.
Between 1870 and 1914, fertility rates throughout
Europe had declined dramatically, reflecting a
major transformation in values about ideal family
size and a stronger motivation to limit it. Although
feminist movements did not officially advocate
birth control, female emancipation of the late nine-
teenth century led many women to consider repro-
ductive choice a personal right. At the same time,
the science of sexology emerged, which led to new
ways of thinking about, regulating, and intervening
in sexuality. It also led to the eventual recognition
that female sexual pleasure was important to mar-
ital happiness. These transformations took place in
the broader context of the rise of strong nation-
states and international competition, discourses
about ‘‘racial purity,’’ and governments and profes-
sional experts who viewed their populations as a
resource whose health needed improvement and
whose families needed stabilization. By the turn
of the twentieth century, the confluence of these
factors led to improved contraceptive devices
intended specifically for women and a new
ideology—neo-Malthusianism—that spawned move-
ments to distribute them.

Improved methods for women included var-
ious types of pessaries, a generic term for blockage
methods, which included thimble-shaped cervical
caps made of rubber or of cellulose and metal. One
version had sharp teeth around the inside edge to
adhere better to the relatively insensate cervix. The
diaphragm, also made of rubber but wider and
shallower than the cap, was (and is) held in place
with an encased metal spring and used with sper-
micide cream. Intrauterine devices (IUDs) also
came into use, though they were expensive. One
type consisted of a plate placed at the base of the
cervix, with a stem that extended into its canal.
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Others had a V-shaped spring that extended into

the uterus.

Despite the expressed need many women felt

for birth control, the widespread adoption of appli-

ance methods required new attitudes toward sexu-

ality and sexual practices, as well as women’s

knowledge about and comfort with their own

bodies, which was uncommon during the

Victorian era. Appliance methods also required pre-

meditation prior to the sexual act, a psychological

state many women continued to lack in the second

half of the twentieth century. For this reason abor-

tion—an act of desperation after the sexual act—

seemed more innocent for many women than did

conscious actions in advance of coitus to prevent

conception. Appliance devices themselves posed

difficulties. Placing any object in the vagina unre-

lated to sex or childbirth seemed unnatural to both

women and doctors. Health practitioners some-

times advised patients to keep cervical caps and

diaphragms in place for weeks at a time, which

produced infections. Not surprisingly, the cervical

cap with teeth often caused inflammation of

the cervix. Finally, because they required fitting,

instruction, and privacy, poor women, especially

in the countryside, had little access to them.

BIRTH CONTROL MOVEMENTS

Birth control movements in the early twentieth

century originated with ‘‘neo-Malthusian’’ con-

cerns about economic distress and other social

evils caused by overpopulation. The eighteenth-

century political economist Thomas Malthus, in

An Essay on the Principle of Population (1798),

warned that because food production could not

keep pace with population growth, the latter had

to be checked. To that end, he preached celibacy

and delayed marriage. Neo-Malthusians, however,

thought that the sexual instinct could not and

should not be suppressed; they hoped to alleviate

social ills through the use of contraception.

Controlling population growth was not only a mat-

ter of food, wages, and prices, but also of the

potential for human perfection and freedom.

Neo-Malthusian doctrine contributed to eugenicist

notions of using birth control for the purposes of

improving the quality, not just reducing the quan-

tity, of the population.

Neo-Malthusianism started in Great Britain,

and spread to the Netherlands, France, and Italy.

The movements mostly concerned themselves with

the more prolific working classes—middle classes

were already the ones to deliberately limit family

size. With their focus on birth control primarily as a

panacea for social and economic ills rather than

sexual emancipation for women (though move-

ments varied nationally), neo-Malthusian move-

ments were primarily dominated by men. But there

were important exceptions. The Dutch physician

Aletta Henriëtte Jacobs (1854–1929) opened a

birth control clinic in Amsterdam in the 1890s.

The French feminist Nelly Roussel (1878–1922)

widely campaigned in France for women’s access

to contraception and argued that reproductive

choice was the centerpiece of female emancipation.

The American Margaret Louise Sanger (1879–

1966) coined the term birth control in 1914 as a

substitute for the gloomy economic label neo-
Malthusianism and as a deliberate effort to focus

on the well-being of mothers and children. All three

particularly reacted to the hardships of working-

class women who suffered from repeated childbear-

ing and poverty, but implicit in their work was a

belief in women’s reproductive autonomy. The

Englishwoman Marie Charlotte Carmichael Stopes

(1880–1958), through her marriage manual

Married Love (1918), became famous for her focus

on women’s sexual pleasure. But readers’ responses

to the manual stressed how fears of pregnancy inter-

fered with pleasure, so she quickly produced Wise
Parenthood (1918) in which she provided descrip-

tions of contraceptives and their use. Finding that

she could not depend on medical professionals to

dispense contraceptives, she opened her own birth

control clinic in 1921.

By the 1930s the idea of birth control was

widely accepted and practiced, and an increasing

number of women sought female contraceptives.

Nonetheless, their adoption was slow, and until

the last third of the twentieth century, withdrawal

continued to be the most commonly used method

throughout much of Europe. Everywhere, those

who sought to spread contraceptives for women

met with resistance from the church, governments,

the medical profession, moral reformers, and social

activists across the political spectrum. In 1930

Pope Pius XI (r. 1922–1939) issued the encyclical
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Casti Connubi (On Christian marriage) to concre-
tize the Church’s staunch opposition to any artificial
control of fertility and to reinforce Church doctrine
regarding women’s proper role as mothers. The only
method of birth control acceptable to the Church
was the rhythm method, made possible when doc-
tors finally discovered the pattern of ovulation in
1929. But this method was dubbed ‘‘Vatican rou-
lette’’ since it had such a high failure rate.

Many others opposed birth control for secular
reasons. National defense required large popula-
tions, pronatalists argued. Moralists believed that
access to female contraceptives would make women
into sex objects, render them promiscuous, and
destroy the family. Both prostitution and venereal
disease would spread. Many feminists believed that
contraceptives would rob motherhood of its dig-
nity and deny women their single most important
excuse to resist sexual advances. Doctors and other
health professionals justifiably thought that appli-
ance methods were unnatural and dangerous to the
female body. Although most advocates of birth
control came from the left wing—many were
anarchists and freethinkers—opposition also came
from the Left. Socialists believed birth control
was selfishly individualistic and bourgeois. Any
improvement in living standards resulting from
smaller families would divert the working classes
from the only true source of emancipation—the
overthrow of capitalism.

GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION AND

NATIONAL VARIATIONS, 1920–1960

The massive disruptions of World War I had direct
impacts on attitudes toward birth control that var-
ied considerably by nation. Hardships and eco-
nomic disruptions of everyday life did not end with
the war. Everywhere, large families were simply
impractical, even though many viewed them as a
potential source of national regeneration. But
accustomed to rationalized economies from the
war years, politicians and health professionals gen-
erally came to accept the need to develop popula-
tion policies and intervene in issues of birth control
in order to reduce abortion and stabilize family life.
Governments born of war and revolution, such as
the Communist Soviet Union and the German
Weimar Republic, were more open to sexual
reform movements that advocated birth control
than were Western democracies.

The Russian Revolution of 1917 brought unprec-

edented gender equality—at least in principle—

and with it a new consciousness about women’s

double burden of work and motherhood. But the

effort to address women’s issues did not initially

extend to reproductive rights. Official Communist

doctrine opposed birth control as a product of

Western capitalism, and a source of race suicide in

a nation surrounded by anticommunist countries.

But relatively backward in even traditional methods

of family limitation, the USSR differed from

Western countries in the persistence of high birth-

rates. It also had very high abortion rates. In 1920

the government took the opposite path of other

nations: it legalized abortion in order to reduce the

mortality and illness resulting from illegal opera-

tions. This bold step did not mean that the govern-

ment favored abortion as a means of birth control.

But the effort to regulate abortion led to open

discussion about birth control. At the same time,

concerns about the health of mothers and children

led the government to form the Department for

the Protection of Motherhood and Infancy that,

in the mid-1920s, formed a commission to research

birth control methods. In 1925 the department

officially endorsed birth control and its dissemina-

tion as a means to reduce abortion. Even before that

endorsement, pharmacies openly displayed contra-

ceptive devices and handed out instructions to

use them.

What happened in the Soviet Union was crucial

for other countries as well. Because of its advances

in women’s equality and reproductive freedom,

numerous women from Europe and the United

States visited the Soviet Union in the 1920s and

1930s. German women were particularly influ-

enced by what they learned. The prewar German

penal code prohibited abortion and outlawed the

discussion, display, and advertisement of contra-

ceptives, though their manufacture and sale con-

tinued to be legal. After the war, in the context of

national defeat, economic crisis, and a new demo-

cratic government, German reformers became

deeply worried about the health of families.

Communists and Social Democrats, influenced by

the Soviet model and by Margaret Sanger, joined

representatives of the health professions in the

belief that sexuality should be regulated even

though birthrates were in decline. Rather than
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trying to raise the birthrate, they focused on the

quality of children born. They believed that sex and

birth control counseling would stabilize marriage

and reduce illegal abortion, infant mortality, and

babies born out of wedlock. Weimar Germany was

unique in its grassroots birth control movement,

and in the early establishment and large number of

clinics and sex reform leagues. They also openly

fought to legalize abortion. But like the earlier

neo-Malthusians, they framed their vision in eco-

nomic terms with the intent of improving domestic

happiness among the working classes, a vision they

linked strongly to eugenics.

Western democracies that had neo-Malthusian

movements prior to World War I, afterward proved

more conservative with regard to reproductive

rights. Birth control propaganda had always

remained legal in Britain as long as it was not

judged ‘‘obscene.’’ The church and the medical

profession continued to oppose birth control in

the 1920s. Doctors not only feared race suicide

and a decline of the British Empire, but they also

believed contraception would cause sterility,

fibroid tumors, and a number of other gynecologi-

cal disorders. Despite this resistance, the economic

dislocations and the plight of the working classes

helped advocates of family limitation prevail. In

1930 the Anglican Church announced its accep-

tance of birth control, and the Ministry of Health

finally approved the distribution of contraceptive

devices—but only with the advice of local medical

officers, and only to married mothers whose

further pregnancies would be harmful to their phy-

sical health.

The situations in France and Italy differed

markedly from those in other countries where the

toleration for birth control grew. Because of

France’s uniquely low birthrates for more than a

hundred years, its government felt particularly

threatened by neo-Malthusianism even prior to

A group of men dramatically demonstrate their advocacy of birth control, Stratford, England, 1972.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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World War I. Pronatalists had fervently argued for
the legal prohibition of birth control from 1909
and believed that low birthrates made them vulner-
able to German aggression. The French, moreover,
lost proportionally more of their mobilized soldiers
than any other country in World War I and suffered
the damages from the war having been fought on
their soil. In July 1920 the government passed a
law that prohibited the sale, advertisement, and
public discussion of birth control devices, though
condoms remained legal to prevent venereal dis-
ease. A law of 1923 made prosecution for abortion
easier. These laws remained in place until 1967 and
1975, respectively.

Legislation prohibiting abortion and birth
control became an important aspect of totalitarian
doctrines and practices in the 1920s and 1930s and
reflected newly conservative views about gender
roles. Fathering large families became a sign of
masculinity and an important element of Italian
dictator Benito Mussolini’s fascism after he came
to power in 1922, even though he had supported
neo-Malthusianism prior to the war. Women were
expected to sacrifice themselves through childbear-
ing. Birth control was outlawed as a crime against
the state in 1926. In Germany the Nazi takeover in
1933 resulted in the closure of birth control clinics
and marriage counseling centers. The Nazis used
‘‘birth control’’ for eugenic ends, forcing abortions
and sterilization on Jews, Gypsies, non-Aryans, and
others deemed a threat to the German race. In
both Germany and Vichy France during World
War II, abortion became punishable by death for
those who performed it. Soviet policy regarding
reproduction reversed direction in the 1930s under
Joseph Stalin. Like the right-wing dictators, he
too encouraged large families and maternal self-
sacrifice; abortion was again prohibited, and birth
control information became unavailable.

THE REVOLUTION IN BIRTH CONTROL, 1960

TO THE EARLY TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

As these examples indicate, government population
policies, traditional attitudes about gender and
sexuality, and the difficulties contraceptive devices
posed hindered their adoption through much of
the twentieth century. Only in the 1960s did new
technologies begin to change attitudes in funda-
mental ways. New, presumably safer forms of the
IUD became available and relieved women of all

the inconveniences of the earlier methods. More
important, the oral contraceptive pill became avail-
able. At least five scientists contributed to the hor-
monal research that eventually led to the Pill,
though contraception had not been their intent.
The irrepressible Margaret Sanger convinced one
of them, Gregory Goodwin Pincus, to apply his
research to contraceptive purposes and secured
funding for him. Having proved that progesterone
inhibits ovulation in 1951, he undertook the task
of developing a synthetic hormone. In 1960 the
American Food and Drug Administration approved
the Searle synthetic anovulent, and it quickly
spread to Europe. Like the IUD, the Pill offered
the obvious advantage that its use was completely
separate from the sex act and required no messy,
unromantic preparations. But its adoption none-
theless required approval of the medical profession,
legal sanction, and attitudinal change among
women. By 1970, for example, only 6 percent of
French women used the Pill, in part because its
distribution required a prescription and because it
was initially withheld from unmarried women and
minors. Today the oral contraceptive has been fol-
lowed by other means of injecting hormones such
as patches, shots, and suppositories. Other applica-
tions of hormones have also come into use, such as
the postcoital ‘‘morning-after pill’’ that blocks
implantation of a fertilized egg.

The myth most commonly associated with the
Pill is that it caused the sexual revolution of the
1960s and 1970s. In fact, that revolution resulted
from the complex confluence of other cultural fac-
tors beyond the scope of this entry. The Pill, how-
ever, remains controversial for other reasons. While
for some women it seems like a more ‘‘natural’’
method of contraception than appliance devices
such as the diaphragm, others fear it might have
long-term effects such as cancer and wonder why
only women are subjected to such ‘‘biointerven-
tion.’’ Such fears led many women in the 1960s
and 1970s to choose the IUD. But various versions
of this device eventually proved to be damaging to
the uterus. Finally, abortion rates remain high
despite the wider availability of contraception.

Birth control—especially the availability of
female forms of contraception—enabled a separa-
tion of reproduction from sexuality and had an
enormous influence on the evolution of modern
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European society. The few examples of national
variation offered here illustrate the complex inter-
relationships between technology, sexuality, gen-
der relationships, and the overarching influence of
social policy engineered by various national agendas.
The Pill fostered dramatic change and resolved many
problems women and married couples confronted in
the past. It has also raised new questions about sex-
ual and reproductive autonomy. Moreover, large
segments of the European population still have little
access to safe and effective forms of birth control.

See also Abortion; Feminism; Sexuality.
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ELINOR ACCAMPO

n

BLAIR, TONY (b. 1953), British prime
minister.

Tony Blair was born in 1953 in Edinburgh but
grew up mainly in Durham. He returned to
Edinburgh at age fourteen to complete his educa-
tion at the private Fettes school and went on to read
law at Oxford University. He qualified as a barrister
and entered Labour Party politics in a by-election at
Beaconsfield in 1980. Though ticking all the correct
radical boxes for the Labour Party of the 1980s—a
party which at that point in its history was com-
mitted to unilateral nuclear disarmament, with-
drawal from the European Economic Community
(EEC), and widespread nationalization—Blair was
impatient with the rhetoric and frustrated with con-
tinued electoral defeat. He won a safe seat at
Sedgefeld in 1983 at the age of thirty, and was given
a room at Westminster with Gordon Brown. Brown
had deep roots in the party and was initially the
senior member of a political double act that led
the modernizing wing of the party. Under the
patronage of Neil Kinnock and then John Smith,
Blair and Brown rose to the Shadow Cabinet,
Brown having given Blair his most famous sound
bite of these years, ‘‘tough on crime, tough on the
causes of crime.’’ When John Smith died it looked
likely that Brown would take the leadership, but
instead, after a meeting with Blair, the modernizers
decided that Blair would be the better candidate to
continue the process of modernization that had
been started by Neil Kinnock’s wide-ranging policy
review.

Once leader, Blair quickly developed a striking
ability to communicate effectively with ‘‘middle
England’’—the suburban middle class—which
Labour needed to win over to achieve power. In
1997 Labour won a landslide victory over a discred-
ited Conservative government. This opened the
most sustained period of electoral and political
success in the history of the Labour Party. Blair
developed an ideological approach called the
Third Way and branded his party as New Labour.
The Third Way owed a great deal to U.S. president
Bill Clinton’s ideas of triangulation, but it also
had a strongly British perspective based around
the forging of a new progressive consensus. The
basis of Blair’s statecraft was presidential rather
than prime ministerial and his major policy
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achievements—the introduction of a minimum
wage, devolution of power, reform of the House

of Lords, modernization of the management and

running of schools, the incorporation of the
European Convention on Human Rights into

U.K. law—were all effectively communicated.

Brown became chancellor and delivered sustained

economic growth, falling unemployment, and low
interest rates. Labour was reelected with reduced

majorities in 2001 and 2005 and Blair became the

longest serving Labour prime minister.

The early part of the new Labour period in
office was characterized by radical reforms that

had a strong civil liberties content, for example,

the European Convention and the passage of a
Freedom of Information Act. The momentum for

this process of reform was stopped in its tracks by

the attacks on New York’s World Trade Center. In

the aftermath of this attack, as the United States
launched its war on terror, Blair’s liberal instincts

were largely replaced by a realist analysis of

measures necessary to combat international terror-
ism in the United Kingdom and abroad. This ‘‘rea-

lism’’ resulted in the creation of the most draconian

set of anti-terrorism legislation in any major
democracy. Blair’s liberal credentials had already

been brought into question by his pursuit of highly

populist policies on issues such as asylum and

immigration. Most British prime ministers move
to the center as their administrations develop. In

Blair’s case, the impact of world events on his

political philosophy transformed what had been a
keen populist political instinct for mainstream poli-

tical positions into a harder edged belief in the use

of force, in the need for a coercive police power to
combat terrorism, and a broadly illiberal attitude to

immigration and asylum.

Major problems during his term of office were

protests against the price of fuel by truckers and a

sustained confrontation with the pro-hunt lobby
when his government made fox hunting illegal.

Both issues concerned relatively small and politically

Tony Blair (left) with U.S. president George W. Bush at a press conference, 17 July 2003. ªBROOKS KRAFT/CORBIS
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isolated groups of voters. The broad coalition that

supported Blair in 1997 remained remarkably solid

over the first two terms, though Labour’s vote and

voter turnout dropped sharply. However, while his

premiership has been characterized by almost

unbroken approval ratings for domestic policy, his

foreign policy has been more controversial. Coming

to office with virtually no foreign policy experience,

Blair advocated and then committed British forces

to a series of humanitarian interventions to control

or remove unacceptable regimes. British troops were

involved in five armed conflicts culminating in the

invasion of Iraq. This foreign policy, coupled to an

increasing move toward individualism, choice, and

private sector involvement in public service delivery

made him deeply unpopular with his own party and

saw his approval rating decline. Following the 2005

general election he announced that he would retire

before the next election.

Blair’s record suggests that he will go down in

history as one of the most successful British prime

ministers of the last one hundred years, but it is a

record that is contested. Critics from the Left argue

that his period in office was based on the endorse-

ment of the reforms in political economy intro-

duced by Margaret Thatcher and that his foreign

policy has been based on appeasing the United

States rather than pursing vital British interests.

Critics from the Right argue that he failed to solve

the problems of the public services but instead

massively increased the administrative burden on

teachers and doctors with a system of league tables

and performance indicators. Both Left and Right

characterize Blair’s governing style and policy

approach as being more akin to management con-

sultancy than socialism. Others criticize Blair’s

alleged obsessions with message over content.

Part of the modernization of the Labour Party

introduced by Blair was the professionalization of

communications. This continued in government

with all communications centralized through a

strong communications unit in the prime minister’s

office. This was heavily criticized, especially when it

became clear over time that it was not the cabinet

that was the central decision-making body of gov-

ernment but rather the prime minister working

through a small group of senior aids and key min-

isters. Constitutionally the role of these special

advisors on policy and communications remained

a major issue in Blair’s period in office.

Internationally, Blair’s record was also con-
tested. Widespread opposition to the Iraq war,
along with deep divisions within his own party on
the future of the European Union with respect to
the single currency and the accession of Turkey,
contrasted with a settled advantage over the other
parties on a domestic policy that centered on a £42
billion investment program in public services.
Blair’s premiership coincided with the increasing
maturity of the knowledge economy and a broad
sense of social and cultural confidence in the
United Kingdom. Blair’s own confident style of
communication, his ability to spot and capitalize
on populist issues such as asylum, youth crime, and
antisocial behavior, were not matched by the sub-
stance of his reforming achievements. Much of the
credit for the success of the administration lay with
his chancellor Gordon Brown, but Blair retained
one virtue that places him in the forefront of British
prime ministers: he was the greatest election win-
ner the Labour Party has ever produced.

See also Thatcher, Margaret; United Kingdom.
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BRIAN BRIVATI

n

BLITZKRIEG. Blitzkrieg, or ‘‘lightning war,’’
is a military strategy devised by the German high
command between the two world wars and applied
during World War II. It was inspired by the lessons
drawn from the strategic impasse of the war of
position in the trenches and the experience of the
lost battles of the last year of World War I.
Blitzkrieg became a kind of legend, and in the years
1939–1942 it buttressed the myth of the
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Wehrmacht’s invincibility. In the early twenty-first
century historians agree that the concept reflected
the mind-set of the generals who invented it and
the economic and strategic constraints under which
Nazi Germany operated.

The blitzkrieg strategy was thus developed on
the basis of the last German offensives on the west-
ern front in the early spring of 1918—and on the
basis too of their failure. The Germans’ obsessive
fear of reliving the dark hours of 9 November
1918, a fear discernible at every level of the military
hierarchy, was surely the main determinant of the
doctrine of blitzkrieg.

Blitzkrieg is a set of tactics employing mecha-
nized infantry assault groups, almost indistinguish-
able from the Stosstruppen (shock troops) of
World War I, advancing with cover from massive
armored forces and concentrating their attack on
the enemy’s lines of communication. The attack is a
coordinated one, mobilizing ground and air forces,
the combination being essential to the fastest pos-
sible destabilization of the enemy troops. Thus air
power is concentrated on enemy communications,
while the task of the armored units is to breach the
enemy defenses at their weakest points and pour
through the opposing lines before assaulting the
more strongly defended positions from behind. In
a second phase of such an offensive, classic troop
formations are expected to reduce all remaining
pockets of resistance and secure the terrain on a
permanent basis. The main objective of blitzkrieg is
to avoid getting bogged down and any possible
regression to a war of position.

These principles were worked out by Generals
Erich von Manstein and Heinz Guderian. Von
Manstein was interested in the strategic aspects of
the plan of attack in the Polish and French cam-
paigns, while Guderian was one of the main cham-
pions of rapid armored units concentrated on par-
ticular parts of the front with a view to making
decisive breakthroughs.

Debate continues about the nature of blitz-
krieg: Was it a doctrine framed in advance and
applied by the Germans in Poland and France? Or
merely a set of ‘‘empirical prescriptions,’’ framed
after the fact, that had produced brilliant successes
but that nevertheless remained somewhat ques-
tionable? Karl-Heinz Frieser has argued for this

latter view in a well-documented examination of
the question. The fact remains that blitzkrieg made
it possible for the Germans to crush Poland, and
later France, in just weeks—and this despite the
fact, at least in the case of France, that their forces
were at a distinct numerical disadvantage.

The possible shortcomings of a strategy of coor-
dinated breakthroughs were already discernible
in the Polish campaign, as cumulating losses asso-
ciated with weaknesses of the German production
machine clearly exposed shortages in the supply of
matériel. These shortfalls could be partially offset
only by great productive efforts, so that the ‘‘phony
war’’ was a welcome chance for the Germans to
make up some of this leeway. As for the stunningly
successful French campaign, it convinced the
German generals that their strategy was sound, even
though the logistical problems had been consider-
able, as witness the 250-kilometer-long tie-ups seen
in the Ardennes during the early days of the offensive.

It was their faith in blitzkrieg that led the
German generals to conceive of Operation
Barbarossa as a gigantic instance of the strategy
on a subcontinental scale. From the beginning of
1941 their strategic thinking reflected both their
ambitions for world domination and their lack of
lucidity: some looked forward confidently to a vic-
tory over the Soviets within a few weeks; others
dreamed of lightning operations that would put
Iraq in their grasp and leave them well placed to
threaten India from the Caucasus.

Omer Bartov and Christian Gerlach have
nevertheless clearly highlighted the structural prob-
lems confronting the blitzkrieg approach in the
Soviet Union. The immense losses suffered from
the outset by the German forces (betraying a struc-
tural defect of blitzkrieg already noted with respect
to assault troops during the offensives of summer
1918), logistical disorganization, and a desperate
but effective in-depth defense on the part of the
Soviets combined to defeat a strategy whose main
aim was to avoid immobilization. By the end of the
summer of 1941 a war of position was the order of
the day, and though the Germans managed to
escape from this during the offensives of winter
1941–1942, their forces were effectively bogged
down. Wrecked, therefore, by logistical constraints,
the cost in men, and the Soviets’ defensive strate-
gies, blitzkrieg had failed. By an irony of fate it was
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the Germans themselves who had devised the strat-
egy of in-depth defense alongside that of assault-
group offensives in 1917–1918, thus simultaneously
developing the most advanced offensive strategy and
a defensive response that could counter it. In 1945,
as in 1918, victory was vouchsafed to those best
supplied in men and matériel, those able to survive
the terrible impact of the German armored assault
and reply with a more rational, completely con-
ceived, and long-term mobilization.

See also Armies; World War II.
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\ CHRISTIAN INGRAO

n

BLOCH, MARC (1886–1944), French
historian.

Marc Bloch has cut quite a figure both in the

history of his discipline and the history of France

in the twentieth century. This double impression

that Bloch made, both scientific and political, may

explain why in the early twenty-first century he is

one of the authors most often cited—as an example

to be followed and even as an icon—in the human

and historical sciences in France and on the inter-

national scene.

LIFE

Marc Bloch was born on 6 July 1886 in Lyon, to a
family of Jewish and Alsatian origins. Because his
father was a professor of Roman history at the
Sorbonne, Bloch received his education entirely in
Paris. From 1904 to 1908 he studied history and
geography at the École Normale Supérieure, then
spent two semesters at the Universities of Berlin

and Leipzig. This ‘‘German Year,’’ during which

he attended the courses of Gustav Schmoller

(1838–1917), Karl Bücher (1847–1930), and

Karl Lamprecht (1856–1915), affected him deeply

as might be expected. Although Bloch certainly did

become one of the top specialists in German his-

tory and historiography in France, he never became

a Germanophile. All his sympathies tended instead

toward England, about which he did not only

become an expert as concerns its history, but which

he also loved to visit for both professional and

personal reasons.

During World War I Bloch served as a soldier

on the front and was promoted to the rank of

captain. He was wounded and decorated several

times. In 1919 he was appointed lecturer at the

now-French Strasbourg University. He then pro-

ceeded to become associate professor and finally

full professor (in 1927). It was also in Strasbourg

in 1929 that Bloch founded, along with Lucien

Febvre (1878–1956), the journal Annales d’histoire
économique et sociale, which became one of the

most important laboratories for ‘‘New History’’

on both the French and international scenes.

After several unsuccessful attempts Bloch man-

aged to leave Strasbourg in 1936, as Febvre had

done three years before. In 1936 he was elected to

the Sorbonne as chair in economic history.

Although too old to fight in 1939, he served as a

volunteer during the ‘‘would-be war’’ (‘‘drôle de

guerre’’). After the debacle was complete, he pulled

no punches in his analysis of the errors committed

by France’s general staff, as well as the crisis in

French society, which had led to defeat (L’étrange
défaite, 1946; Strange Defeat, 1953). Despite an

offer from the New School for Social Research to

come to New York, he remained in France during

the occupation. After having taught in Clermont-

Ferrand and Montpellier thanks to a favor from the

Vichy government, he joined the active resistance

at the moment when German troops invaded the

southern zone. Under various pseudonyms, he

took part in the direction of the ‘‘franc-tireur’’

resistance movement. On 8 March 1944 Bloch

was arrested by the Gestapo in Lyon. On 16

June, just a few days after the landings at

Normandy, he was shot along with twenty-nine

other prisoners just outside the city.
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WORKS

Bloch’s professional works primarily concern the
economic and social history of the Middle Ages,
rural history, and the history of mentalities.
Because of its wide intellectual scope and compara-
tive approach, it was held up by numerous histor-
ians as the model for ‘‘total history,’’ which draws
on contributions from all the human sciences, in
particular economics, sociology, and anthropology.
Furthermore, in the tradition of Émile Durkheim
(1858–1917), Bloch never lost interest in the
evolution of contemporary societies and their
mentalities, so much so in fact that he was able to
formulate, based on his own personal experiences,
particularly fruitful hypotheses concerning the
phenomena of rumors (‘‘Les fausses nouvelles de
la guerre [False rumors in wartime],’’ 1921) and
collective memory. In addition, his work on the
French defeat of 1940 became a founding text for
what is now called ‘‘l’histoire du temps present’’
(contemporary history).

On the epistemological level, Bloch initially
adopted the scientistic critique of the French sociol-
ogist François Simiand (1873–1935) regarding the
vulgar positivism of ‘‘political historians.’’ But later,
after having been deeply impressed by the intellec-
tual revolutions fueled by the discoveries of Albert
Einstein (1879–1955) and Werner Heisenberg
(1901–1976), he pleaded for a certain ‘‘softening’’
of Durkheimism and a ‘‘history that is both enlarged
and deepened,’’ a program for which his last book,
Apologie pour l’histoire (1949; The Historian’s Craft,
1953), sought to outline. Though it was left incom-
plete, this book nonetheless represents an important
installment in a work that was varied, innovative,
and highly rigorous.

See also Annales School; Braudel, Fernand; Febvre,
Lucien; Resistance.
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Widerstandskämpfer. Frankfurt, 1999.

PETER SCHÖTTLER
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BLOOMSBURY. The Bloomsbury Group
consisted of friends who knew one another mostly
through being together at Cambridge University.
The name of the group is derived from the
Bloomsbury section of London where in October
1904 the four just-orphaned children (all in their
twenties) of the eminent Victorian man of letters
Sir Leslie Stephen—Thoby, Vanessa (later Vanessa
Bell), Virginia (later Virginia Woolf), and Adrian—
rented 46 Gordon Square and invited Thoby’s
Cambridge friends to come by and chat on
Thursdays. The group was capable of formidable
silences, but it also became notorious, contrary to
the conventions of middle-class life at that time, for
discussing in mixed company sexual questions and
in particular their own unconventional lifestyles.
Although they were not activists in any modern
sense and believed in keeping private life private
among themselves, they nevertheless were an
important influence in the growing belief that one
had the right to follow one’s passions where they
might lead. And among themselves, such events
provided endless opportunity for discussion. The
fact that the Stephen children had moved from
the family house in fashionable Kensington to
respectable but dull Bloomsbury, close to raffish
Soho, suggests the somewhat bohemian style of
the group’s artists, Vanessa Bell and Duncan Grant.
As a result, an informal group of artists and intel-
lectuals emerged of varying talents but who made
the most important English intellectual contribu-
tion during the twentieth century to the European
world in four areas: economics, through John
Maynard Keynes; literature through Virginia Woolf;
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art criticism through Roger Fry; and biography
through Lytton Strachey.

The group owed its social origin to the austere
hospitality of Vanessa and Virginia. It owed its
intellectual origin to the philosophy of G. E.
Moore, who, in his Principia Ethica (1903),
argued that ‘‘by far the most valuable things, which
we know or can imagine, are certain states of con-
sciousness which can be roughly described as the
pleasure of human intercourse and the enjoyment
of beautiful objects’’ (p. 7). This doctrine was
preached at the meetings of a famous Cambridge
undergraduate society, the Apostles, to which
Strachey, Keynes, and Leonard Woolf belonged.
As older members, Fry and E. M. Forster some-
times attended their meetings. The undergraduate
members shared their ideas with fellow undergrad-
uates who were not members of the society, such as
Clive Bell—later a writer on art and popularizer of
Fry’s idea of ‘‘significant form,’’ a concept that
favored a more abstract art—and Thoby Stephen,
who introduced Bell and Woolf to his sisters, who
subsequently became their husbands.

The year 1910 was of particular importance
in the life of the group, although its members
would not become well known until after World
War I. Virginia Woolf wrote in 1924, somewhat
tongue in cheek: ‘‘on or about December 1910
human character changed’’ (Mr. Bennett and
Mrs. Brown, p. 4). She was mainly referring to
Roger Fry’s London exhibition ‘‘Manet and Post-
Impressionism,’’ which introduced Paul Gauguin,
Vincent van Gogh, and Paul Cézanne to the British
public. Vanessa Bell and Duncan Grant were heavily
influenced for a while by this style of painting. In a
somewhat muted and rather domestic way, modern-
ism, with its belief in getting beneath the surface to
the reality of things, began to manifest itself in
English intellectual life. Woolf also was referring to
the writings of D. H. Lawrence, James Joyce, T. S.
Eliot, and herself. In 1910 Woolf began serious work
on her first novel, The Voyage Out (1915), and E. M.
Forster published Howards End. In contrast to the
Edwardian novelists, such as Arnold Bennett, H. G.
Wells, and John Galsworthy, the Bloomsbury writers
attempted, much like a painting by Cézanne, to pene-
trate to the essence of their characters rather than
concentrate on mere externals. Fry also attempted to
design objects in a modernized Arts and Crafts

tradition with his Bloomsbury colleagues in the
Omega Workshop from 1913 to 1919.

Artistic creation marked the first phase of
Bloomsbury. But after the war, when the friends
met less as a formal group, although they saw much
of one another in London and in the countryside in
Sussex, they became increasingly important and
well known. In 1918 Lytton Strachey published
Eminent Victorians, composed of short, sharp stud-
ies of Florence Nightingale, Thomas Arnold,
General Charles Gordon, and Cardinal Henry
Manning that, rather than glorifying them, as had
happened in their previous Victorian entombments,
exposed them as hypocritical figures who had cre-
ated a world that had brought on World War I.
Strachey started a tradition of debunking bio-
graphies and was heavily influenced by Sigmund
Freud. (His brother, James Strachey, was Freud’s

The cover of the first edition of Virginia Woolf’s novel

The Waves, designed by Vanessa Bell. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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English translator, and Virginia and Leonard Woolf’s

Hogarth Press was Freud’s English publisher.)

Ultimately Virginia Woolf and John Maynard

Keynes were the two most distinguished members

of the group. Keynes was the greatest English

economist of the twentieth century and his ideas

were heavily influenced by the Bloomsbury ethos.

He represented its sexual variety in his long affair

with Duncan Grant and then his marriage to

the ballerina Lydia Lopokova. He represented its

left-liberal side in his belief in the positive role for

government in spending rather than saving money.

This became particularly important in shaping the

New Deal in the United States. During World War

II he spread Bloomsbury’s ideas through intense

cultural activities for the population, in part to

provide a sense of the values the war was being

fought for. His idea that the government should

be actively involved in the arts led to the founding

of the British Arts Council after the war. His early

death in 1946 cut short his career. Strachey had

died in 1932, Fry in 1934, and Virginia Woolf

committed suicide in 1941, depressed by the war

but more importantly determined to avoid going

mad again.

She undoubtedly is now the most famous

member of the group. She and her sister Vanessa

were at its center. Between the two world wars she

became an increasingly successful novelist, writing

in a more and more experimental way, most nota-

bly in The Waves (1931). She also became more

concerned with feminist issues, as in A Room of
One’s Own (1929) and Three Guineas (1938). She

was a magnificent essayist and her fame has in-

creased through her posthumously published dia-

ries and letters. She perhaps best exemplified the

commitment of the group to fight against what

they saw as Victorian pretense and humbug, to

penetrate below the surface to what might violate

ordinary standards of reality but would nevertheless

be something ‘‘truer,’’ to follow ideas bravely wher-

ever they might lead, not to forgo their middle-

class comforts but to work for a better world

economically and artistically for others. The mem-

bers of the Bloomsbury Group were crucial shapers

of modernism in the twentieth century.

See also Keynes, J. M.; Modernism; Woolf, Virginia.
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BLUM, LÉON (1872–1950), French politician.

Léon Blum tends to be identified with the ‘‘ray

of sunshine’’ of the Popular Front reforms of 1936,

which he gallantly cited before the Supreme Court

when the Vichy government brought him to trial

in 1942. A Socialist and a Jew, this president of

the Council of State (Conseil d’État) was despised

on both accounts by the far right. He was born in

1872 into a liberal middle-class Jewish family. After

a short stint at the École Normale Supérieure

(ENS), he switched to law, joining the Council of

State in 1895 and then leaving the judiciary for the

legislature when he was elected to the Chamber of

Deputies in 1919. A sensitive aesthete and some-

thing of a dilettante, he meanwhile remained active

as the literary and drama critic for La Revue

blanche, where he rubbed shoulders with members

of the avant-garde. His essays include a penetrating

analysis of Stendhal (1904) and the audacious

‘‘Marriage’’ (1907).

Like many intellectuals of his generation, Blum
entered politics during the Dreyfus affair, and mar-
shaled his legal skills and contacts during the trial
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of Émile Zola (1840–1902). Attracted to Jean

Jaurès’s synthesis of idealism and materialism, the

Republic and socialism, he joined the party

founded by Jaurès (1859–1914) after the Dreyfus

affair, collaborated with him in the venture of

L’Humanité, and participated in the founding con-

gress of the French Section of the Workers’

International (SFIO) in 1905.

The war radically changed Blum’s priorities.

Minister of Public Works Marcel Sembat (1862–

1922) called him to serve as executive secretary

in his ministry, where Blum remained until

1916, familiarizing himself with the wheels of gov-

ernment. La Réforme gouvernementale (The reform

of government), published in 1918, advocated

strengthening the role and powers of the president

of the Council. It predicted his actions in 1936.

A fierce defender of the policy of national

defense, Blum assumed the role of Jaurès’s succes-

sor, theorized a socialism that would also be

‘‘a morality, almost a religion,’’ and drafted

the Socialist platform for the 1919 elections. As

the brains behind the opposition to joining the

Communist International, he tirelessly denounced

the fundamental heteronomy between Bolshevism

and socialism and asserted himself as one of the

main forces in setting right the ‘‘old house’’ after

the split. The political editor of Le Populaire,
and deputy from Paris until 1928 and then from

Narbonne, Blum emerged as leader of the party

officially headed by Paul Faure and put his talent

for political synthesis and compromise into the

service of party unity, which was being threat-

ened by participationists, supporters of economic

planning, neosocialists, and the far-left Bataille

socialists.

The fight for the defense of the Republic and
liberties led to his involvement, during the general
strike of 12 February 1934, in forms of mass action
foreign to his background, and into an alliance with
the Communists, whom he mistrusted as much as
they execrated him. It ended in a victory that
allowed him to size up concretely the distinction
between ‘‘conquest’’ and ‘‘exercise’’ of power that
he had theorized in 1926. In exercising his new
responsibilities, he combined his habitual legalism
with a bold spirit of innovation whose limits were
quickly revealed by the Spanish civil war. Aligning

himself with Great Britain, Blum resigned himself

to nonintervention. Having resumed the editorship

of Le Populaire after the fall of the government, he

took the same stance during the Munich crisis,

sacrificing his personal convictions to party unity.

Interned by the Vichy regime in 1940, Blum

fought his accusers, forcing the suspension of his

trial. From prison he laid the groundwork for a

clandestine resurrection of the SFIO and forged

links with General Charles de Gaulle (1890–

1970). After the occupation of the southern zone,

he was deported to the fringes of the camp at

Buchenwald, where his status as a potential bar-

gaining chip earned him preferential treatment.

For All Mankind, written during his intern-

ment, is a kind of manifesto for the democratic

socialism that had always inspired him: a humanist

socialism detached from Marxism, capable of

reconciling Christianity and socialism. But in

1946 (as in 1920), his reformist advocacy of a

French-style labor philosophy was at odds with

power relations and their exigencies: the

Communist Party had become the foremost party

in France, de Gaulle’s stature gave him consider-

able weight, and Blum’s partisans within the party

were soon defeated by Guy Mollet’s neo-Marxists.

These reverses did not put an end to his political

career. In March 1946 he helped negotiate the

preliminary loan under the Marshall Plan and,

in counterpoint, the much-decried Blum-Byrne

accords on the cinema, which liberalized the entry,

previously subject to restrictions, of American films

into France. President of a short-lived Socialist

government in December 1946, and again

approached for political office in the fall of 1947,

Blum theorized the need for a Third Force

between the Communist coalition and Gaullism,

whose constitutionalist tendencies he opposed.

Blum died in 1950.

See also France; Socialism.
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BOBBIO, NORBERTO (1909–2004), Italian
philosopher and historian.

The Italian legal philosopher and cultural histor-

ian Norberto Bobbio was born in Turin on 18

November 1909 and died on 9 January 2004. The

city of Turin, a leading center of culture and politics,

played an important part in his development. At

Massimo D’Azeglio High School he met the Italian

politician Vittorio Foa (b. 1910), the writer and mili-

tant antifascist Leone Ginzburg (1909–1944), and

the writer Cesare Pavese (1908–1950). Ginzburg

was for Bobbio a first exemplar of the ‘‘militant intel-

lectual,’’ drawing him toward contemporary Italian

culture, particularly that inspired by Bendetto Croce

(1866–1952). In 1931 Bobbio took a degree in jur-

isprudence with Gioele Solari (1872–1952), and in

1933 another in philosophy under the guidance of

Annibale Pastore (1868–1956). Thanks to his associa-

tion with numerous intellectuals, he participated in

the founding of the Einaudi publishing house. The

intellectual movement of the day centered on the

journal La Cultura (Culture); in this atmosphere he

published his first scientific works on the philosophy

of law and German phenomenology, Aspetti
odierni della filosofia giuridica in Germania (1934;

Present-day aspects of legal philosophy in Germany),

L’indirizzo fenomenologico nella filosofia sociale e giu-
ridica, (1934; The phenomenological trend in social

and legal philosophy), and Scienza e tecnica del diritto
(1934; Science and practice of law).

The activities of the group of intellectuals con-
nected with Einaudi gradually moved from a pre-
dominantly cultural sphere to clandestine political
undertakings. When in 1935 there came the arrest
of the ‘‘Giustizia e Libertà’’ (Justice and liberty)
group, and of the circle associated with La Cultura
at Einaudi, Bobbio was also briefly arrested as a
sympathizer. After his release he began to teach,
first philosophy of law at the University of
Camerino (1935–1938), then at Siena (1938–
1940), where he joined the liberal-socialist group
founded in 1937 by Guido Calogero and Aldo
Capitini (1899–1968), two philosophers at the
Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa. In 1940 he went
to Padua, where he taught until 1948.

Returning thence to Turin, he taught philoso-
phy of law in the Faculty of Jurisprudence from

1948 to 1972, and taught political philosophy in

the Faculty of Political Science from 1972 to 1979.

In 1960 he became a national member of the Turin

Academy of Sciences and in 1966 a national mem-

ber of the Accademia dei Lincei. Beginning in

1965 he was a corresponding associate of the

British Academy. He never assumed political

responsibilities until he was named senator for life

in 1984 by the president of the republic, Sandro

Pertini (1896–1990). Beginning in 1935 he was

affiliated with the Rivista di filosofia (Review of

philosophy), of which he became director. He was

co-director of the Rivista internazionale di filosofia
del diritto (International review of philosophy of

law), and director of the international journal

Comprendere (Understanding), an organ of the

Societé européene de culture. He was one of the

founders of the journal Reset in 1993.

With his support for liberal socialism during

the years at Padua, his conception of a rapport

between politics and culture became apparent.

Bobbio undertook an attentive analysis of existen-

tial philosophy, particularly of the role it attributes

to the philosopher in the face of society and poli-

tics, a theme that would be especially dear to him.

In the fall of 1942 at Padua Bobbio participated in

the foundation of the Partito d’Azione (Action

party), the political wing of the Resistance in which

‘‘Giustizia e Libertà’’ and the liberal-socialist move-

ment came together. His meetings at Padua with

Antonio Giuriolo and Luigi Cosattini resulted in a

critical appraisal of the proposals of Calogero and

Capitini regarding the theme of a rapport between

socialism and liberalism, and their synthesis in a

greater whole. The ‘‘ethical’’ aspiration of socialism

with respect to justice, and that of liberalism with

regard to liberty, were not considered antithetical.

What Bobbio in fact meant by liberalism was a

theory according to which the rights of liberty were

the necessary (albeit not sufficient) condition for

any potential democracy, even in a socialistic form.

In this formulation there appear the three poles of

Bobbio’s cultural outlook: classical liberalism; the

tradition of socialist thought, recast by the perspec-

tive of Gobetti; and a connection with European

philosophical culture.

The decision to abstain from an active political

life did not prevent Bobbio from being present and
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participating: he was, rather, a point of reference in

intellectual and political debate for more than forty

years. In 1966 he supported the process of unifica-

tion between socialists and social democrats.

His preferred interlocutor, however, was the

PCI (Italian Communist Party), which he sought

to discourage from its unquestioning allegiance to

the Soviet Union, which he regarded as a totalitar-

ian regime. He supported Eurocommunism in the

PCI and, in a debate with Palmiro Togliatti (1893–

1964) in the 1950s foresaw its adoption twenty

years before the fact. When in 1974 the PCI

announced its complete conversion to the princi-

ples of Eurocommunism the way was paved for the

favorable reception of Bobbio’s ideas on democ-

racy and dictatorship, liberalism and Marxism.

Seizing this opportunity, Bobbio wrote two key

studies in Mondoperaio, the theoretical journal of

the PSI (Italian Socialist Party), in 1975: the first

on the lack of a real Marxist doctrine of the state,

and the second on the absence of any alternative to

representative democracy as a political framework

for a free society. Regarding the history of Marxism

and the history of critiques of Marxism, Bobbio

stressed that the desire to reconstruct the theore-

tical agenda that led Marx to his famous political

conclusions had been superseded by a tendency to

co-opt theoretical principles into simple instru-

ments of political strategy.

BOBBIO’S WORKS

Bobbio was an extremely prolific author, publish-

ing in the fields of law, philosophy, and history.

Within the confines of the general theory of law, he

applied himself to the criticism of the Enlighten-

ment concept of natural law and to the construc-

tion of juridical science as a coherent system:

L’analogia nella logica del diritto (1938; Analogy

in the logic of law), Scienza del diritto e analisi del
linguaggio (1950; Science of law and analysis of

language), Studi di teoria generale del diritto
(1955; Studies on the general theory of law),

Teoria della norma giuridica (1958; Theory of

the juridical norm), Teoria dell’ordinamento giu-
ridico (1960; Theory of juridical organization),

Giusnaturalismo e positivismo giuridico (1965;

Natural law and juridical positivism), Dalla strut-
tura alla funzione: Nuovi studi di teoria del diritto

(1977; From structure to function: new studies on

the theory of law).

In works dedicated to philosophical problems

Bobbio insisted on the necessity of elaborating a

satisfactory liberal democratic framework for the

exercise of power, and on the independence of

intellectuals and culture from political parties:

Politica e cultura (1955; Politics and culture),

Saggi sulla scienza politica in Italia (1969;

Studies on political science in Italy), Quale socia-
lismo? (1976; What socialism), and Il futuro della
democrazia (1984; The future of democracy).

His ample historical works are devoted to the

critical exposition of the contributions of past thin-

kers, and of several usually overlooked exponents of

the positivistic-empirical tradition in nineteenth-

and twentieth-century Italian culture, such as

Carlo Cattaneo: La filosofia del decadentismo
(1944; The philosophy of decadence), Diritto e
stato nel pensiero di Kant (1957; Law and state in

the thought of Kant), Locke e il diritto naturale
(1963; Locke and Natural Law), Italia civile
(1964; Civil Italy), Da Hobbes a Marx (1965;

From Hobbes to Marx), Una filosofia militante:
Studi su Carlo Cattaneo (1971; A militant philoso-

phy: studies on Carlo Cattaneo), Pareto e il sistema
sociale (1973; Pareto and the social system),

Gramsci e la concezione della società civile (1976;

Gramsci and the concept of the civil society). Along

with Nicola Matteucci (b. 1926), he oversaw the

Dizionario di politica (1976; Political dictionary;

a second edition with Gianfranco Pasquino was

published in 1983 and republished in 2004).

See also Eurocommunism; Italy; Togliatti, Palmiro.
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BODY CULTURE. In twentieth-century

Europe, the culture of the body encompassed a

whole range of disparate practices. Vegetarian diets

and water cures; nudism and body building; sports

and gymnastics; aesthetic surgery, cosmetics, and

tattooing were just some of the means by which

people changed their bodies and refashioned their

selves. These cultural practices centered on the

human body in order to transform human subjec-

tivity. This is not surprising, because the body was

a locus of social meanings on which people pro-

jected their cultural anxieties as well as their social

aspirations. European body culture reflected, there-

fore, the social tensions, culture, and politics of the

period. Five areas in particular have caught the

attention of scholars in the humanities and social

sciences: (1) European body culture reinforced

mechanisms of social distinction and reflected

assumptions about social class. (2) Female bodies

and women’s physical activities in particular became

invested with anxieties about sexuality and gender

roles. (3) The state, the medical profession, employ-

ers, and physical educators promoted hygiene and

physical exercise in order to create a performance-

oriented, productive, and disciplined labor force.

(4) The representation of idealized or adorned

bodies symbolically delineated social or ethnic com-

munities. (5) The cultivation of the human body

allowed people to create a sense of self-fulfillment

and personal agency.

SOCIAL DISTINCTION AND CLASS

Practices related to the cultivation of the human

body have served as means to symbolically reinforce

social distinctions. Body culture was part of a dis-

cursive arena in which assumptions about social

class were negotiated. In early-twentieth-century

Germany, for example, the social standing of males

was based on their education (Bildung) or their

property or both. In the 1920s, pursuing specific

sports reinforced such distinctions. A contempor-

ary sports guide, for example, claimed that a suc-

cessful rowing team was a piece of art that could

only be formed by people with the same educa-

tional and cultural background who shared a spiri-

tual sense of community. Rowers, therefore, were

mostly from the educated middle class and rowing

did not contribute to the leveling of social distinc-

tions, as other sports did.

The cultivated body also served as a way to
claim social distinction. In the 1920s, the German
physical culture propagator Hans Surén claimed
that the nude display of physical prowess would
easily silence achievers in other areas of life by
making them painfully aware of their physical defi-
ciencies. After 1900, cleanliness and beauty care
became status symbols for French bourgeois women
who could afford bathtubs, cosmetics, and other
expensive beauty products. The sociologist Pierre
Bourdieu has pointed out the ways in which culti-
vation of the body (or the lack thereof) in late
twentieth-century France contributed to the for-
mation of a class-specific habitus for different social
classes.

SEXUALITY AND GENDER ROLES

Sexual anxieties and concerns about changing gen-
der roles influenced European debates about body
culture in important ways. For social conservatives,
the image of the sexually promiscuous, economic-
ally independent, and androgynous ‘‘new woman’’
of the 1920s was the negative counterpart to a
morally superior feminine ideal type who rejected
urban amusements in favor of healthy living and
ultimately motherhood. While the depraved new
woman misrepresented herself by falsifying her
appearance through fashion, aesthetic surgery, or
cosmetics, the wholesome feminine type cultivated
her true self by taking care of her body through
healthy living and physical exercise. Such attitudes
were a reaction against modernist discourses that
defended women’s sexual liberation, adoption of
masculine habits such as smoking, and participation
in late-night pleasures.

Women’s reproductive health was a major con-
cern in European societies in the early twentieth
century and the promotion of physical activity for
women was often justified in terms of the repro-
ductive health of the nation. However, no agree-
ment existed about how women were supposed to
exercise their bodies. Should they merely cultivate
their feminine graces through rhythmic gymnastics—
one of the few forms of physical exercise which
conservatives considered suitable for women—or
should they, like men, condition their bodies for
competitive sports? The answer depended on a
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person’s attitudes toward women’s role in society.
Advocates of women’s social, sexual, and economic
emancipation were more likely to advocate compe-
titive sports as part of women’s body culture. In
their view, women who had to balance careers with
domestic duties should not be deprived of the
performance-enhancing benefits of strenuous phys-
ical exercise.

Discussions about the appropriate forms of
exercise for women were widespread in interwar
Europe. In fascist Italy, for example, women’s par-
ticipation in sporting events was a subject of dis-
agreement. The fascist state had to balance the
cultural sensibilities of Italian Catholicism with its
own pro-natalist goals in order to promote physical
activities that did not compromise maternity as
women’s central mission in life.

In the second half of the twentieth century,
resistance to women’s participation in competitive
sports slowly dwindled. This could be seen as a
reflection of the growing equality of the sexes in
European societies. However, the greater media
presence of male competitive sports, along with
the different earning potentials of male and female
athletes in the same disciplines, suggests a slightly
more complicated story that deserves greater scho-
larly attention.

SOCIAL DISCIPLINE

Scholars have also explored the power of medical
discourses to regulate social behavior. Since the late
nineteenth century, physicians, employers, and the
state promoted hygiene and healthy habits as a way
to exert some disciplinary power over women and
workers. It would be a mistake to reduce early-
twentieth-century concerns with healthy living
and exercise to the desire of states or employers
to have disciplined citizens and a reliable work-
force; nevertheless, European authorities expended
a great deal of effort to shape the character of citizens
and workers by promoting healthy living and
exercise.

Although early-twentieth-century debates
about women’s body culture reflected concerns
about women’s changing sexual mores and social
roles, contemporaries were equally worried about
the postwar reintegration of men as productive
members of their communities. In most European
nations, the human losses caused by World War I

prompted concerns about restoring the health and

productivity of the nation-state. The rehabilitation

of wounded and shell-shocked soldiers was one of

the priorities of physicians and psychiatrists, who

worried about the burden that a large number of

disabled pensioners would pose for social and

health insurance systems. Dependent, unproduc-

tive men threatened traditional assumptions about

the nexus between economic independence, pro-

ductivity, and masculinity. These concerns focused

on the physical performance levels of males as well

as their psychological preparedness to lead produc-

tive lives.

After World War I, the male body was discov-

ered as an important economic resource. Work phys-

iologists developed systems of sustainable human

resource management that tried to enhance the

performance potential of human bodies without

overtaxing them. By promoting physical exercise

and healthy living, physical educators and

physicians hoped to promote self-confidence and

a performance-oriented habitus characterized by a

will to work. Sports and other forms of physical

exercise were seen as crucial for the regeneration of

European societies. Promoters of exercise argued

that physical activities strengthened the general con-

stitution of individuals, rendering them less suscep-

tible to disease. They claimed that exercise had a

powerful impact on the character of individuals,

who would become more determined and self-con-

scious. The high-ranking German sports official and

acting director of the German University of Physical

Exercise (Deutsche Hochschule für Leibesübungen)

Carl Diem called for a physical education offensive

for the general population in order to promote

physical health as well as a general mental and phys-

ical performance orientation among Germans.

Employers who introduced sports and leisure

activities for their workers often had similar moti-

vations. They hoped that company sports would

help create a productive and disciplined workforce.

Physical fitness in mass organizations and in

schools was an important concern for the fascist

regimes of the interwar periods. The promotion

of physical exercise for the broad mass of the popu-

lation was an attempt to make the racial people’s

body (Volkskörper) fit for war. In Nazi Germany the

SA (Sturmabteilung) sports medal gave millions of
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German males an incentive to work on their indi-

vidual fitness as a way of increasing the perfor-

mance potential of the ‘‘racial community’’ as a

whole.

ADORNMENT, INCLUSION, AND EXCLUSION

The cultivation, adornment, or mutilation of the

body functioned as a mechanism of inclusion or

exclusion from racial, social, and subcultural com-

munities. Debates about the meanings of physical

fitness and beauty frequently revolved around the

construction of ideal physical norms for a commu-

nity of people. Already in pre–World War I

Germany, some physicians and racial anthropolo-

gists claimed that human beauty was the expression

of a perfect harmony of body, mind, and soul.

People of ‘‘good heredity’’ could achieve this

harmony through physical exercise as well as culti-

vation of the mind. In some cases, such aesthetic

assumptions formed the basis of racial theories that

considered the white Nordic race the epitome of

human perfection. In the interwar years, this line of

thought gained credence. The philologist Hans

F. K. Günther, for example, racialized the aesthetic

preferences of middle class people with humanistic

education (Bildung) by claiming that members of

the Nordic race embodied the beauty ideals of

Greek antiquity. Günther’s racial physiognomy

fed on a long Western tradition that saw in physical

characteristics signifiers of psychological traits.

As Sander Gilman has shown, assumptions

about the psychological significance of physical

stigma (e.g., a certain type of nose signifying parti-

cular character traits) were often essential for the

Members of the Czech Sokol sports and fitness organization exercise together at a stadium in Prague, 1955.
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construction of racial and sexual ‘‘others.’’ Aesthetic
surgery found acceptance in the Western world
in part because it allowed people to correct stigma-
tizing physical features, such as large noses, that
had become popularly associated with ethnic or
racial otherness. They hoped to find social accep-
tance and happiness by ‘‘normalizing’’ their bodies.

A popular topos in early-twentieth-century

Europe was the notion that physical culture eased

class conflicts or leveled social distinctions. Before

the Nazis took power in Germany, life reformers

(propagators of alternative forms of living) pro-

moted nudism as part of several utopian visions of

a classless people’s community (Volksgemeinschaft).
According to this line of thinking, nudity guaran-

teed authenticity. Stripped of expensive clothes and

makeup, people presented their true, unadorned

selves and external markers of social distinction

became unimportant. The selection of a marriage

partner would then be based on mutual attraction

instead of social considerations. Some nudists

hoped that nudism or physical culture would help

erase barriers of race, religion, and nationality, as

well as social class. Some of them were socialists

and hostile to the rising Nazi movement. Others

promoted a people’s community based on racial

principles from which foreigners and Jews were

excluded. Such visions anticipated the racial peo-

ple’s community of the Nazi period, in which Jews

and other outsiders were systematically ostracized.

In Britain, the notion of sportsmanship became

a starting point for the self-definition of British

fascists, which they contrasted with an image of

the sporting Jew who rejected British notions of

fairness and propriety. In Nazi Germany, the mem-

bers of the racial people’s community were expected

to strive for physical beauty and perfect health. The

representation of ideal beauty and health in medi-

cine, art, and popular culture exacerbated the social

stigmatization of people with disabilities that in turn

helped justify the mass murder of the disabled from

1939 onward.

In her movie Olympia, Leni Riefenstahl idol-

ized the bodies and performances of male elite

athletes. Her heroic representations of athleticism

have been interpreted as symbolic reinforcement of

the racist policies of the Nazi regime, which aimed

at the exclusion of racial outsiders. But the heroic

celebration of athletic performances was a wide-

spread twentieth-century phenomenon and should

not be reduced to the stigmatizing practices of

fascist regimes. Body-centered cultural practices

served as discursive mechanisms of inclusion and

exclusion in many social and political contexts.

Like other ways of adorning the human body,

tattooing or branding could fulfill multiple social

functions. In nineteenth-century Russia, for exam-

ple, authorities employed branding as way to con-

trol transient and criminal populations. In the

twentieth century, Russian and Soviet prisoners

appropriated such stigmatizing practices and sig-

naled their elevated status in the prison hierarchy

through tattoos. Such practices also allowed people

to voice opposition and place themselves symboli-

cally outside the larger respectable community.

One scholar has argued that tattooing and piercing

might in themselves transgress or negate some-

thing central about the kind of person demanded

by late capitalist society. By associating themselves

with ‘‘savage’’ practices, people reconfigure their

identities as authentic, uncommodified, and pure,

in opposition to mainstream society and the disci-

pline demanded by the culture.

IDENTITY, AGENCY, AND SELF-

FULFILLMENT

Twentieth-century body culture comprised a wide

range of practices that promised to reform people’s

lives. One need only think of the numerous variants

of alternative medicine that emerged. In the first

half of the century, natural therapists promoted

water cures along with dietetic prescriptions for

natural living, promising to restore the health of

individuals where orthodox medicine had failed.

During the late twentieth century, many Europeans

appropriated non-European medical practices, such

as traditional Chinese medicine or ayurveda, in a

search for health and happiness. Others turned to

transforming their bodies and selves through body-

building and surgery. These variations of body

culture can be described, in Nikolas Rose’s term,

as ‘‘technologies of the self ’’ and understood as

instruments for the fashioning of identities, self-

knowledge, and self-mastery in a modern world that

lacks binding value orientations based on traditions.
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By transforming their bodies through diet,

exercise, bodybuilding, and plastic surgery, people

try to transform their selves as if it were ‘‘through

the body and in the body that personal identity is

to be forged and selfhood sustained’’ (Susan

Benson, quoted in Caplan, p. 236). Although some

people have transfigured their bodies through plas-

tic surgery in order to pass as ‘‘normal’’ members

of their respective communities, for others body

work is a way to find self-fulfillment by standing

out from the crowd. By working on their bodies,

men and women reconfigure their personal experi-

ences as well as their identities. If people see their

career trajectories and life chances as the outcome

of their own performances and merit, the body

becomes the locus for creating a sense of personal

agency. Bodybuilding, dieting, and exercising serve

as disciplinary regimes through which people try to

condition themselves for success in their careers

and personal relationships. In the 1920s, the adver-

tisement of a Weimar fitness institute praised body-

building as a way to overcome all personal and

professional obstacles in life. Physical culture would

help people perform better in life in a double sense:

If they were healthier, they could improve their job

performance by overcoming nervousness and phys-

ical weakness. But a beautiful body also improved

the performance of men and women who had to

further their careers and personal relationships by

impressing others with their personal appearance.

Both higher physical and mental performance levels

and the ability to perform in the symbolic social

exchanges of a modern society with a significant

division of labor were considered necessary for

professional success.

Those who did not find such success could find

solace in the writings of another physical culture

propagator of the period: Hans Surén urged his

male followers to reflect on what it meant to be

really successful. Success in competitive sports or in

one’s profession should not be idolized, because

such superficial success was often not fulfilling.

Real success had to be found in the personal self-

fulfillment that everyone could achieve by cultivat-

ing his or her body. Through body culture, people

could escape the alienating tendencies of modern

urban society and find their true selves in activities

that were divorced from the alienating realities of

their work environment.

Twentieth-century European societies exhib-
ited a bewildering array of practices aimed at
embellishing, manipulating, and improving human
bodies, and their meanings are dependent on
particular historical, social, and cultural contexts.
Contradictory claims, for example, were made for
bodybuilding. Cultivating the body could be a path
to social distinction or a way to transcend the bar-
riers of social class. It promised self-fulfillment and
was a way to condition the body for better physical
and mental performance. In short, European body
culture expressed the contradictions as well as the
utopian promises of Western modernity.

See also Diet and Nutrition; Fashion; Popular Culture;
Public Health; Sexuality.
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BOHR, NIELS (1885–1962), Danish physi-
cist, philosopher, statesman.

Niels Henrik David Bohr, who ranks with
Albert Einstein (1879–1955) in the pantheon of
modern physics, was the son of Christian Bohr,
professor of physiology at the University of
Copenhagen, and Ellen Adler Bohr, the daughter
of a civic-minded Jewish banker. Bohr was very close
to his younger brother Harald (1887–1951) in both
study and play. They learned science and mathe-
matics quickly, read philosophy precociously, and,
oddly, were very good at football.

When Bohr began to study at the University of
Copenhagen in 1903, physics was an attractive
subject for minds, like his, that could tolerate ambi-
guity. Max Planck’s novel quantum postulate dates
from 1900 and Ernest Rutherford’s discovery of
the decay of atoms from 1902. Einstein began to
publish his revolutionary ideas about relativity and
the quantum in 1905. By 1910, when Bohr was at
work on his doctoral degree, physicists knew that
the foundations of their subject needed repair.
Bohr’s doctoral thesis (Copenhagen, 1911) uncov-
ered evidence of the failure of what he called
‘‘ordinary physics’’ in the electron theory of metals.

THE QUANTUM THEORY OF THE ATOM

To develop his ideas further, Bohr began a postdoc-
toral year at the Cavendish Laboratory in Cambridge,
England, whose director, Joseph John Thomson
(1856–1940), had pioneered the electron theory
of metals. Unfortunately Thomson had lost inter-
est in the theory and had no patience for the long
discussions Bohr needed to work out his ideas. In
the spring of 1912 Bohr moved to Manchester to
learn about radioactivity from Rutherford. He soon
developed a deep interest in Rutherford’s then-new
nuclear atom. It appealed to his dialectical turn of
mind. In distinction to all atomic models pre-
viously proposed, Rutherford’s specified that the
hydrogen atom had exactly one electron. Its dia-
lectical value for Bohr resided in its radical instabil-
ity; the lone electron should radiate its energy
quickly and fall into the nucleus. Only a nonme-
chanical constraint could save it. Early in 1913
Bohr found the key to a mathematical expression
for this constraint in an empirical rule for the fre-
quencies of spectral lines in hydrogen (the Balmer
formula).

Bohr’s constraint limited the electron in the
hydrogen atom to orbits in which its angular
momentum (mass x orbital radius x velocity) equaled
an integral multiple n of Planck’s quantum h.
When n exceeded 1, the electron could jump
orbit(s), radiating a ‘‘quantum of energy’’ as a
spectral line; when n = 1, the electron circulated
in the orbit of lowest energy available to it, and the
atom achieved the stability required. From this
principle and the concession that in the special or
‘‘stationary’’ states ordinary physics held, apart
from the constraint on the angular momentum,
Bohr could calculate the frequencies of the Balmer
lines from ‘‘fundamental constants’’ (h and the
charge and mass of the electron) alone. He pub-
lished this result and other applications of his
constraint in 1913.

By the outbreak of World War I, several impor-
tant physicists including Einstein had conceded
that, despite its mixture of incompatibles, Bohr’s
atom contained some truth. During the war the
professor of physics at the University of Munich,
Arnold Sommerfeld, extended the scope of Bohr’s
principles by introducing several quantum numbers
besides n. When physicists demobilized, they faced
Sommerfeld’s large volume, Atombau und Spek-
trallinien (1919), which would guide their attack
on elements beyond hydrogen. They soon discov-
ered that Bohr’s theory worked well only for
hydrogen-like atoms.

PHILOSOPHY AT THE RESEARCH FRONT

In the early 1920s, from the Institute for
Theoretical Physics built for him in Copenhagen,
Bohr led the effort to devise a ‘‘quantum me-
chanics’’ that would free the stationary states from
ordinary physics. He relied upon a ‘‘correspondence
principle’’ to bootstrap his way toward the unknown
quantum mechanics. Correspondence required that
at certain limits—for example, an electron far distant
from its nucleus—quantities like orbital frequency
calculated for the stationary states by ordinary phys-
ics should be equal, almost, to quantities like
radiated frequencies calculated by quantum jumps.

Following this vague indication, Bohr’s one-
time assistant Werner Heisenberg invented his
matrix mechanics in 1925. Shortly thereafter Erwin
Schrödinger, following an entirely different path,
invented an easier alternative, wave mechanics.
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After Max Born had suggested that Schrödinger’s

wave described the probabilities of outcomes of

experiments, Bohr developed his fertile notion of

complementarity (1927). According to it, the phy-

sicist must apply both wave and particle concepts to

subatomic entities to give a full description of phy-

sical reality. Evidently both these concepts cannot

hold fully and simultaneously. Their mutual limi-

tation is indicated by Heisenberg’s uncertainty

principle (also 1927), which complementarity

subsumes.

Complementarity requires renunciation of the

possibility of chronicling the motions of subatomic

entities in space and time. Einstein rejected this

renunciation as cowardly. His argument with

Bohr, conducted with much light and no heat for

many years, revealed that complementarity required

stranger ideas than even Bohr had entertained. For

example, subatomic entities once coupled should

retain a memory of their embrace and accomplish

spooky actions at a distance. Experiments conducted

after the deaths of the protagonists confirmed the

prediction.

From about 1930 Bohr applied complementar-

ity to dissolve the problem of free will. He declared

that we must use the concepts of freedom and

determination to give a complete account of our

experience and behavior. No contradiction need be

feared, since we only feel free before we act and

constrained afterward, and we cannot simulta-

neously contemplate an action and retrospectively

analyze it. Bohr took on materialism/vitalism in

the same democratic way.

THE ALL-TOO-REAL WORLD

Bohr’s institute was a Mecca for Jewish physicists

fleeing fascist regimes until the German occupation

of Denmark began in 1940. Bohr remained in

Copenhagen until 1943, when his Jewish ancestry

put him in grave danger. He fled to Sweden and

thence, via the Royal Air Force, to England. He

went on to the United States ostensibly to work at

Los Alamos on the atomic bomb. He had inferred

the possibility of nuclear weapons almost immedi-

ately after Lise Meitner and her nephew Robert

Frisch invented the concept of nuclear fission in

January 1939. Frisch then had a temporary post

at Bohr’s institute.

Heisenberg also recognized the possibility. It
was as head of the German ‘‘Uranium Project’’ that
he visited Copenhagen in 1941 in the train of a
‘‘cultural mission’’ to encourage Danish intellec-
tuals to join the German cause. He sought an inter-
view with Bohr during which he may have hinted at
the uranium project, asked Bohr’s advice about the
morality of working on it, pumped him for infor-
mation, and/or tried to enlist him in a new sort of
renunciation. If Bohr used his influence to persuade
Allied physicists not to make an atomic bomb,
Heisenberg would ensure that German phys-
icists would not make one either. Whatever
Heisenberg said in this exchange, which took place
during a walk, Bohr returned home very angry.

After the war Bohr wrote but did not send
Heisenberg a letter objecting to his reconstruction
of their talk as reported in Robert Jungk’s bestseller,
Brighter than a Thousand Suns (1958). According
to Jungk, Heisenberg had asked Bohr to join in an
effort to suppress work on the bomb, but Bohr,
perhaps mistaking his purpose, broke off the con-
versation. Bohr’s unsent reply, in his measured,
tedious style, goes little further than stating that
his recollections differed from Heisenberg’s. How-
ever, Bohr’s intention to send a copy of the letter
to the Danish Foreign Ministry makes plain the
cause of his anger. He thought that Heisenberg,
convinced that Germany would win the war, was
asking him to try to dissuade the Allies from pursu-
ing the one weapon that might save them. Bohr
worried that a suspicion of treason (or madness!)
might attach to listening to such a crackpot
proposal.

Bohr spent most of his time in Britain and the
United States talking to senior politicians cleared to
know about the Manhattan Project. Bohr argued
that the bomb would transform relations among
nations as much as the quantum had changed phys-
ics. By internationalizing nuclear energy, including
nuclear weapons, the United States and Britain
could strengthen the prospective United Nations
and head off an arms race with the Soviet Union.
He managed to obtain one interview each with
Winston Churchill and Franklin Delano Roosevelt
to explain his ideas. He need not have bothered.
Churchill toyed with locking him up as a commu-
nist agent. Through Robert Oppenheimer, Bohr’s
viewpoint resurfaced in the Acheson-Lilienthal
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plan, but it too failed. Bohr’s last major effort to
bring East and West together over the atom was an
open letter addressed to the United Nations in
1950. It could not help but fall dead as the
Korean War opened and the Cold War deepened.

Bohr received innumerable honors, including
the Nobel Prize for physics in 1922. From 1932
until his death he occupied the villa left by the
founder of the Carlsberg brewery as accommoda-
tion for the greatest living Dane. His death was
mourned with trappings usually reserved for royalty.

See also Einstein, Albert; Science.
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Amsterdam, 1972–1999. Ten volumes to date;
includes correspondence and authoritative essays on
Bohr’s work.

Secondary Sources
Aaserud, Finn. Redirecting Science: Niels Bohr, Philanthropy,

and the Rise of Nuclear Physics. Cambridge, U.K., 1990.

French, Anthony P., and P. J. Kennedy, eds. Niels Bohr: A
Centenary Volume. Cambridge, U.K., 1985. Contains
articles by historians, philosophers, and physicists.

Murdoch, Dugald. Niels Bohr’s Philosophy of Physics.
Cambridge, U.K., 1987.

Pais, Abraham. Niels Bohr’s Times, in Physics, Philosophy, and
Polity. Oxford, U.K., 1991. The reigning biography,
by a Dutch-American physicist who knew Bohr and the
Danish cultural scene.

Rozental, Stefan, ed. Niels Bohr: His Life and Work as Seen
by His Friends and Colleagues. Amsterdam, 1967.

J. L. HEILBRON

BOLSHEVIK REVOLUTION. See
Russian Revolutions of 1917.

n

BOLSHEVISM. In ideological terms, bolshe-
vism, or Soviet communism, was instituted in Russia
after the Bolshevik Party, led by Vladimir Ilyich

Lenin, took power in October 1917, an event that
came to be known inside Soviet Russia as the Great
October Socialist Revolution. It was shaped by a
number of factors: belief in the unalterable laws of
Marxist economic and social development; antipathy
toward the reformist and syndicalist socialism
prevalent in Europe in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries; the seeming paradox of
instituting a Marxist, proletarian revolution in a

country without a sizable proletariat of long stand-

ing; the vicious context of Russia’s civil war between

1918 and 1920; and the perception among leading

Bolsheviks that Soviet Russia was encircled by hos-

tile powers bent on their destruction. Bolshevism

aspired ultimately to the creation of a ‘‘new Soviet

man,’’ someone whose life was defined not by the

selfish pursuit of personal gain but by collectivist

sentiments and aspirations within a modern,

mechanistically run and technologically advanced

society. It was a militant and iconoclastic ideology

that argued for a sharp, violent, and irrevocable

break with the past. Its millenarian and internation-

alist aspirations brought it the admiration and

support of many outside of Soviet Russia. In its

implacable and violent aspects, and in the avowed

irrevocability of its revolutionary transformation,

many others saw the seeds of the terroristic policies

of Joseph Stalin during and after the 1930s. Still

others regarded it less as a coherent ideology per se

than as a cynical justification for naked political

maneuvering by a small clique of revolutionaries

with few real ties to the masses.

In organizational terms bolshevism was

synonymous with both the Bolshevik Party, which

developed from a faction of the Russian Social

Democratic Labor Party (RSDLP), and with the

figure of Lenin. In a treatise entitled What Is to
Be Done? Lenin had argued in 1902 that the

RSDLP should be led by an elite group of conspir-

atorial, professional revolutionaries who would be

able to organize and educate the broader masses

and thereby foment revolution in Russia. At the

Second Congress of the RSDLP in Brussels and

London in 1903, he triggered a split in the party

over this issue with those socialists, led by Yuli

Martov, who argued for a more inclusive policy of

open membership on the model of the mass Social

Democratic parties of western Europe. Lenin’s fac-

tion became known as the Bolsheviks (Majority
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Group), while his opponents became known as the

Mensheviks (Minority Group). Despite persistent

and serious efforts by many prominent Russian

socialists, including Martov, Fyodor Dan, Georgy

Plekhanov, Leon Trotsky, and Pavel Axelrod, to

bring the factions together and reunite the

RSDLP, Lenin consolidated his faction at a con-
ference of his supporters in Prague in January
1912. Much has been made of Lenin’s personal
role in forging this faction and, later, in persuading
and cajoling his fellow Bolsheviks to take power in
October 1917, despite the belief among many of
them that Russia was not yet politically mature
enough for a socialist revolution.

In cultural terms bolshevism signified the
longer-term process of revolutionary transforma-
tion that followed the party’s takeover in October
1917. The goal of this process was that all citizens
of Soviet Russia would ultimately articulate their
interests and aspirations, indeed their very identi-
ties, within a communist worldview. Guided by
the Bolshevik Party, renamed the All-Russian
Communist Party (bolsheviks) [VKP(b)] in early
1918, this transformation involved mass campaigns
to bring electricity to Russia’s rural interior and
literacy to its largely uneducated masses. It
included campaigns against the relics of the old
order, notably religion, using methods ranging
from propaganda campaigns to outright persecu-
tion of the clergy. It also attempted to create its
own secular sacred, including efforts through such
organizations as the Proletarian Culture movement
(Proletkult) and the constructivist movement in
the 1920s to create a new proletarian art and lit-
erature accessible to all and beneficial to the new
socioeconomic revolution. These efforts eventually
gave way in the 1930s to more extreme efforts to
break the prerevolutionary modes of production
and social relationships through forced collectiviza-
tion of agriculture, dekulakization, and rapid
industrialization.

Variations of bolshevism included millenarian
bolshevism and national bolshevism. Millenarian
bolshevism aspired to make a new religion of com-
munism with man in the place of God. It was
championed by Alexander Bogdanov and Anatoly
Lunacharsky, who became known as the God
builders (bogostroiteli), and elicited a sharp critique
from Lenin in his Materialism and Empirio-

Criticism, published in 1909. National bolshevism
applied to Soviet Russia’s efforts during the
1930s—in preparation for the coming Second
World War—to resurrect aspects of Russia’s prerev-
olutionary national past at the expense of the
prevailing emphasis on class consciousness and
proletarian internationalism.

See also Bukharin, Nikolai; Communism; Lenin, Vladimir;
Russian Revolutions of 1917; Trotsky, Leon.
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FREDERICK C. CORNEY

n

BONHOEFFER, DIETRICH (1906–
1945), German theologian.

If anyone symbolized the struggle against the
moral bankruptcy of the German people under the
Nazis, it was Dietrich Bonhoeffer. As a Lutheran
clergyman, he represented a theological tradition
steeped in a culture of respect for secular authori-
ties. As a pacifist, he ruled himself out of direct
action in political life. And yet he managed to break
all these conventions and join a conspiracy to assas-
sinate Adolf Hitler in July 1944. The failure of that
plot led to his arrest and execution a few days
before the end of the war.
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Bonhoeffer was born to a prominent profes-
sional family in the eastern German town of
Breslau, now in Poland. His father was a distin-
guished psychiatrist. Dietrich studied theology,
first in Tubingen and then in Berlin, where he
completed the two doctoral dissertations needed
to qualify for a professorship in German universities.
After this period of study, he went to the Union
Theological Seminary in New York, and found an
entirely different world of spirituality a few blocks to
the east in Harlem. He returned to Berlin and
taught theology until 1933. The Nazis terminated
his employment at the University of Berlin in 1936.

Bonhoeffer was ordained a Lutheran pastor in
1931 and spent his early years in the ministry in
part in Berlin and in part in London, where he
formed a lifelong friendship with George Bell,
bishop of Chichester. In 1936, on his return to
Germany, he participated in the work of the
Confessional Church, a movement of Lutherans
opposed to the Nazis on moral and religious
grounds. Bonhoeffer worked with Lutheran clergy-
men in a theological seminary on the Baltic Sea,
later relocated to Finkenwlade in Pomerania.

Bonhoeffer was unique not simply in opposing
the Nazis but in turning again and again to the
Jewish question. This preoccupation was not his
choice. In the 1930s the Jewish problem was sim-
ply not a significant matter for him and his family
until the Nazis made it so. Their ties with liberal,
assimilated Jews were numerous and deep. Among
his dearest friends was Franz Hildebrand, a
Lutheran pastor whose mother was a Jew. The
vulgarity of the Nazi movement was simply from
another world. When Hitler came to power in
1933, they were all forced to think about the
Jews again.

In 1933, as the machinery of anti-Semitic per-
secution was being assembled by the new regime,
Bonhoeffer wrote an essay titled ‘‘The Church and
the Jewish Question.’’ At issue were the ‘‘Aryan
clauses’’ barring from the Lutheran ministry in
Prussia anyone who had been born a Jew and had
converted to Christianity. This Bonhoeffer could
not accept. He traversed some familiar terrain in
the Lutheran tradition as to the limits the church
accepts in its critique of the laws of the state, and
then threw down the gauntlet. The church has
three roles to play at such times: first, it ‘‘can ask

the state whether its actions are legitimate’’ in pro-
moting law and order rather than lawlessness; sec-
ond, ‘‘it can aid the victims of state action’’; third,
it may be moved ‘‘not just to bandage the victims
under the wheel, but to put a spoke in the wheel
itself’’ (Godsey and Kelly, p. 71).

The context here is the question of the rele-
vance of race to faith, and for this reason
Bonhoeffer returned to the writings of Luther to
show the absurdity of a Lutheran Church banning
converted Jews from acts of Christian worship. In
his Table Talk, Luther had written that the Jews
‘‘nailed the redeemer of the world to the cross’’
and therefore bore ‘‘the curse for its action through
a long history of suffering. But the history of the
suffering of this people, loved and punished by
God, stands under the sign of the final homecom-
ing of the people of Israel to its God. And this
homecoming happens in the conversion of Israel
to Christ.’’

Here Bonhoeffer is on conventional grounds as
a Lutheran. He is still focusing on converted Jews,
rather than on Jews as fellow human beings. That
shift happened soon enough. The seeds of this
ecumenical position were there in 1933, when in
rejecting the Aryan clauses, Bonhoeffer wrote ‘‘The
people of Israel will remain the people of God, in
eternity, the only people who will not perish’’
(1965, pp. 225–226).

From 1933 on, Bonhoeffer more and more
placed the Jewish question at the forefront of his
antiregime activities and his Christian teachings.
And as time went on, it became apparent that for
a Christian, the mission to the Jews was no longer
to try to convert them but to share the misery of
their predicament. In 1935 the Nazis promulgated
the Nuremberg laws, statutes of racial difference.
Stupefied that the German churches offered no
protest over this set of measures, Bonhoeffer
penned this challenge: ‘‘Only he who cries out for
the Jews may sing Gregorian chants’’ (Godsey and
Kelly, p. 71).

His position as a prominent clergyman with a
wide circle of friends both in Britain and abroad
suited him perfectly for work as a liaison between
the German resistance to Hitler and the Allies. His
cover was that he was pursuing such contacts at the
instruction of Admiral Wilhelm Canaris, the head
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of German intelligence. Canaris was part of the
conspiracy to assassinate Hitler. When the plot
failed in July 1944, these ties were exposed.

Bonhoeffer was sentenced to death. Before his
execution on 9 April 1945, he wrote some of his
most daring and influential theology, pointing to a
doctrineless Christianity and toward a faith in
redemption despite the horrors through which he
lived. More than his writings, his courage and his
ability to stare death in the face make him one of the
towering moral figures of the twentieth century.

See also Antifascism; Germany; July 20th Plot; Nazism.
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JAY WINTER

n

BORMANN, MARTIN (1900–1945?),
German Nazi leader.

Martin Bormann was born on 17 June 1900 in
Halberstadt, a small town east of Göttingen, into a
family of lower-echelon civil servants. Orphaned at
a very young age, he received a secondary educa-
tion and performed his military service, after which
he went on to study agronomy. As early as 1920–
1921, he joined the right-wing Völkische move-
ment, where he supported the most virulently
anti-Semitic elements. Before long, giving up all
vocational ambitions, he dedicated himself full-
time to the most militarized and violent tendencies

of the radical Far Right as an executive manager of
the veterans’ association of the Rossbach Freikorps.
Alongside Rudolf Franz Höss, future commandant
of the Auschwitz concentration camp, he com-
mitted a political murder for which the two men
were sentenced in 1924 to a year’s imprisonment.
Upon his release Bormann made the acquaintance

of Ernst Röhm and joined the organization, the

Sturmabteilung (SA), that Röhm had created as a

stand-in for the National Socialist German Workers

Party (NSDAP) after it was banned in the wake of

the November 1923 Munich Putsch, led by Adolf

Hitler (1889–1945).

Thus when the NSDAP was legalized in 1927,

Bormann entered it as a professional political leader

and an activist quite prepared to kill if need be. He

served at first in his native Thuringia as regional

press officer and business administrator. He was

attached to the SA’s Supreme Command from

1928, worked at Röhm’s headquarters, and ran

the NSDAP’s endowment fund. Henceforward

Bormann was a party leader, though less in the

political realm than as an administrator; daily

paperwork was his preferred sphere of influence.

He also built up solid bonds of kinship in Nazi

circles, as witness his marriage to the daughter of

the party’s supreme judge, Walter Buch, with

Hitler as best man at the wedding. In July 1933

he became an NSDAP Reichsleiter, the highest

rank in the party hierarchy, and a close advisor to

Deputy Führer Rudolf Hess. In that same year he

was elected to the Reichstag, and before long he

was entrusted with the management of the private

assets of the führer and chancellor. Between 1933

and 1941, although he was just one of many lead-

ers of the NSDAP and the burgeoning Nazi

regime, he was able to carve out a unique place

for himself within the (equally unique) state appa-

ratus of the Third Reich.

As Rudolf Hess’s right-hand man, Bormann

enjoyed direct daily access to the führer from

1933 onward. It is now well understood by histor-

ians that the Nazi state apparatus, though it cer-

tainly placed the dictator at the center of the deci-

sion-making process, also modified that process

in a unique way in that the traditional institutions

of government were rapidly sidelined through

the creation of new, often highly specialized
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departments vigorously competing among them-

selves. This was the context in which the day-to-

day operations of the chancellery became immensely

important. All open files, those awaiting Hitler’s

signature, were arranged according to priority by

the chancellery, a process that determined not only

the order of business for the highest authority but

also, and more significantly, the role and place of

every Nazi institution and every Nazi leader. Even

Hess himself, the deputy führer, was marginalized as

Bormann gradually made himself the sole master of

the paper reaching Hitler, thereby making him

indispensable in the führer’s eyes. By the time Hess

undertook the dangerous journey that was to take

him to Great Britain in 1941, Martin Bormann was

the sole gatekeeper controlling access to Hitler. His

role in the hierarchy of the Third Reich grew ever

more important, and thanks to his ‘‘chancellery of

the party’’ he came to control the whole NSDAP

without ever holding sway, as a Heinrich Himmler

or Hermann Goering did, over some particular sec-

tor that was strategic from the party’s point of view.

He protected Hitler from administrative tasks while

successfully controlling the distribution of power

and the bestowing of the führer’s approval through-

out the Reich.

The image Bormann projected was that of a

stone-faced bureaucrat—brusque, efficient, and

unwaveringly loyal to Hitler. There is no doubt that

Bormann was an anti-Semite from an early age and a

lifelong party loyalist. His undeviating commitment

to the NSDAP was rivaled only by his anticlerical-

ism, which led him, beginning in 1942, to cham-

pion the brutal repression of the Catholic Church.

Like other Nazi chieftains, Bormann proved a fer-

vent last-ditcher as the war’s end approached, feed-

ing the self-destructive impulse that took hold of the

führer in the final weeks of hostilities. He was a

prime mover of the Volkssturm, the Nazis’ forced

call-up, begun in 1944, of all undrafted German

males, young and old alike. And he remained by

his master’s side until the moment of Hitler’s sui-

cide. Bormann himself was killed to the north of the

chancellery on the second or third of May 1945 as

he sought to cross the Russian lines. His demise

was not confirmed, however, until his remains were

identified in 1973, and his fate was at first such a

mystery that he was judged and condemned to

death in absentia at Nuremberg. For this reason,

no doubt, this faceless administrator, so underesti-

mated by his contemporaries, gained enormous

notoriety in the postwar years, as all kinds of legends

grew up concerning his alleged survival.

See also Hess, Rudolf; Hitler, Adolf; Nazism.
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CHRISTIAN INGRAO

n

BOSNIA-HERZEGOVINA. For a long
time Bosnia was the extreme western point of the
Ottoman Empire, on the European side. The
Muslim population was larger there than any-
where else in the Balkans (38.8 percent in 1879).
The Muslims lived side by side with Christians,
Orthodox Christians (42.9 percent), and Catholics
(18 percent). Religious communities in the Ottoman
system were strongly differentiated and judicially
unequal. After a long process that ended during the
nineteenth century the Orthodox Christians came to
identify themselves as ‘‘Serbs’’ and the Catholics as
‘‘Croats.’’ They considered themselves different peo-
ples. But the entire population was Slavic and spoke
the same language, usually called ‘‘Serbo-Croatian.’’

In 1878 the country (from then on named
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Herzegovina being the
southern part) passed under the rule of another,
equally multinational empire: Austria-Hungary,
which first occupied it and then annexed it in
1908. The Austrian power respected the already
existing religious diversity and social structure: an
aristocracy made up of Muslim landowners; peas-
ants of all three religions; and in the cities, Muslim
artisans and merchants, but also a strong Orthodox
mercantile presence; and, all over, the heavy influ-
ence of the various churches. However, some
Muslims migrated to Turkey after 1878 and
Catholic merchants and civil servants came to settle
in Bosnia-Herzegovina from other parts of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire (mostly from Croatia).
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Politically, Bosnia-Herzegovina was Reichsland

(land of the empire), indivisible between the two

parts of the empire, Austria and Hungary, and

administered by a common Austro-Hungarian

minister of finances.

The empire tried hard to encourage a Bosnian

identity and to oppose the demands of the Croats

and the Serbs. The former wanted the union of the

province with Croatia, which would have replaced

the dual structure (Austro-Hungarian) with a triple

one (Austro-Hungaro-Croatian), a solution that

was flatly refused by the Hungarians. The Serbs,

the largest of the three populations, wanted to be

annexed to Serbia, a country then very hostile to

Austria.

The Austro-Hungarian administration tried as

best it could to play up the rivalry between these

three local populations. It handled the Muslims

with care, respecting their customs and moderating

the attempts at conversion made by some Catholic

clerics. In doing this the administration sought to

rely on an alliance between the Muslims and the

Croats to counter the ambitions of the Serbs.

The Austrian government launched a campaign

of modernization in what was then a very backward

province: railway systems were built, mining and

processing industries were developed, and new

European-looking neighborhoods were built in the

cities. A real administration was created, schools

opened, and students were trained in Austrian uni-

versities. This modernization allowed for the appear-

ance of associations, political movements, and

publications that expressed opinions reflecting,

among other things, the divisions among the three

ethnic groups. The Landtag (provincial parliament),

despite its limited power, operated as a true legislature

with parties representing each of the three groups.

Simultaneously, however, more radical political

movements developed as well, such as Mlada Bosna

(Young Bosnia), which rejected foreign power and

wanted either the unification of Serbia or the crea-

tion of a large South Slavic state, or ‘‘Yugoslavia.’’

The group was made up mostly of young Serbs,

but also included a few Croats. They were encour-

aged by Serbia’s victory in the Balkan Wars (1912–

1913), and were heavily repressed by the Austrian

authorities. Some activists of Young Bosnia were in

contact with a secret Serb terrorist organization
called ‘‘The Black Hand.’’

Archduke and heir Francis Ferdinand’s (1863–
1914) visit to Sarajevo on 28 June 1914 was meant
to symbolize Austria’s intention to keep Bosnia-
Herzegovina in the empire. Activists of Young
Bosnia lay in wait, however, and one of them, the
very young Gavrilo Princip (1894–1918), shot and
killed the archduke.

Locally, the incident provoked violent reac-
tions by both Muslim and Croat mobs against the
Serbs. Externally, it engendered the Austro-Serbian
and international crisis that led to World War I.

WORLD WAR I

At the beginning of the war, although Serbia
was much weaker than Austria, the Serbian army

Muslim refugees from Gorazde and Srebrenica, Bosnia,

separated from their families, wait for relocation at a

sports center in Tuzla, 1994. ªCHRIS RAINIER/CORBIS
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advanced into eastern Bosnia almost up to Sarajevo.
But in November 1914 it was pushed back and
during 1915 the Austro-German army occupied all
of Serbia. From then on Bosnia was far from the
theater of operations. It was affected only by the
massive arrests of individuals suspected of being
pro-Serbian and by the heavy losses of soldiers fight-
ing on all the battlefronts in the Austrian army.

In 1918 the first Austro-Hungarian defeats
strengthened those, even within the Muslim and
Croat populations, in favor of a ‘‘Yugoslav’’ solu-
tion in Bosnia. On 5 October 1918, after the lib-
eration of Serbia by Serbian and Allied troops,
Bosnian delegates participated in the ‘‘Council of
Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs’’ in Zagreb. This coun-
cil proclaimed an independent state reuniting all
Southern Slavs who had been until then under
the rule of the Habsburgs. The Council also imme-
diately began negotiations to unite the newly cre-
ated state with Serbia. From then on Bosnian com-
munities with Serb majorities proclaimed their
incorporation into Serbia and called on the
Serbian army to maintain order. On 1 December
1918 an agreement was signed in Belgrade unify-
ing Serbia and the ‘‘State of Slovenes, Croats, and
Serbs’’ under the Karadjordjević dynasty to form
the ‘‘Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes,’’
later called ‘‘Yugoslavia.’’

MONARCHICAL YUGOSLAVIA

The new kingdom emerged from the Serbian vic-
tory and the Serbs therefore became the dominant
people. The constitution approved in 1921 was
not federal, as the Croats had desired, but was
strongly unitarian. Bosnia was no longer a distinct
administrative unit.

The land issue was first to come up after the
war. Serb farmers working on Muslim-owned lands
wanted to take them over. Violence ensued, and
many Muslims escaped to Turkey in self-exile. The
governing power had promised agrarian reform.
The reform it promulgated in 1919 was regarded
by the Muslims as a despoilment but it still pro-
vided compensation for landowners. The troubles
ceased.

Suffrage would henceforward be universal and
no longer based on poll tax, as it had been under
Austrian rule. Muslims voted in droves for the newly
formed ‘‘Yugoslavian Muslim Organization’’ led by

Mehmed Spaho (1883–1939). The royal govern-
ment needed Muslim voices (and Slovene voices)
to counter Croat opposition. Spaho participated in
most of the governments under the monarchy, from
the constitutional regime of the 1920s to the royal
dictatorship established in 1929.

Bosnia enjoyed a period of peace. Lifestyles and
dress codes became more European-looking (more
quickly in the Christian population than among
Muslims) but the economy remained stagnant.
However, the government faced a strong Croat
opposition. In 1939 Prince-Regent Paul (1893–
1976) sought to resolve the matter by creating a
‘‘banovina [autonomous region] of Croatia,’’ with
large powers. In Bosnia the limits of the banovina
were traced according to the numerical predomi-
nance of either Serbs or Croats in each locality, but
without counting the Muslims. Thus was Bosnia
divided for the first time. But this regime only
lasted for two years: in April 1941 Adolf Hitler’s
(1889–1945) troops invaded Yugoslavia, whose
army collapsed in only a few days.

WORLD WAR II

By decision of the occupying powers, Yugoslavia
was divided. All of Bosnia, together with Croatia
proper, was subsumed into the ‘‘Independent State
of Croatia,’’ governed by the poglavnik (führer)
Ante Pavelić (1889–1959) and his movement the
Ustaše (Insurgent), which became the sole author-
ized party. In this regime Catholics and Muslims
were considered ‘‘Croats.’’ Serbs, along with Jews
and Gypsies, were deemed undesirable and were
the victims of mass killings from very early on,
either in their villages or later in concentration
camps. The numbers of victims of these massacres
were often inflated by Serb writers and minimized
on the Croatian side. Today’s best documented
demographic research estimates that approximately
one hundred fifty thousand Serbs were killed in
Bosnia between 1941 and 1945, and just as many
in Croatia (the numbers include all war-related
deaths, not only the massacres).

It is no surprise that these acts of violence were
answered by armed resistance, first on the part of
the Serbs. The rebels were divided into two oppos-
ing factions: in eastern and southeastern Bosnia
near Serbia and Montenegro, the Chetniks, a Serb
nationalist and monarchist movement under the
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leadership of General Dragoljub Mihajlović (1893–
1946) (at least, theoretically) remained loyal to
the government exiled in London. The northwest,
in contrast, was home mostly to Communist parti-
sans led by Josip Broz (1892–1980), known as
Tito, a Croat himself, who stayed in Bosnia for
almost the entire duration of the war. The Chetniks
engaged in numerous massacres, mostly against
Muslims (seventy-five thousand Muslims were killed
in Bosnia during the war), but also against Croats.
The partisans promoted a policy of openness to all
ethnic groups. As the war dragged on and the peo-
ple’s discontentment with the occupiers grew, this
openness enabled the partisans to recruit a great
many Muslims and Croats for whom they were the
only alternative.

Bosnia therefore became the main stage of a
triangular war. The Chetniks fought more often
against the partisans than against the Germans,
and openly collaborated with the Italians. Partisan
resistance was much more active militarily. In
March 1943 Tito also sought to negotiate with
the Germans, but Hitler refused.

In the end, the partisans could pull together
many more men and cause many more enemy
casualties. They salvaged all the weapons that the
Italians had left behind after they capitulated in
September 1943, and they had the support of
England and America. In October 1944 the
Soviet army liberated Serbia. It was therefore Tito
who took power over all of Yugoslavia.

COMMUNIST YUGOSLAVIA

As early as 1943 the Antifascist Council for the
National Liberation of Yugoslavia meeting at
Jajce, Bosnia, had already determined the future
organization of the country: it had to be a federal
and not an unitarian state, as it had been during the
monarchy, and the diversity of its peoples had to be
acknowledged. Bosnia-Herzegovina became one of
six federated republics and regained its pre-1918
borders. Two peoples were recognized: Serbs and
Croats. Muslims had the right to declare them-
selves as ‘‘nationally undetermined,’’ which most
of them did. Much later, in 1968, they were recog-
nized as an individual people, called Muslims (with
a capital ‘‘M,’’ while muslim without the capital
referred to the religion). Therefore, Bosnia offi-
cially had three peoples.

This recognition of the Muslims as a distinct

people (as had been done with Macedonians and

Montenegrins twenty-five years earlier) was an

answer to the need to develop multiple partner-

ships within the federation and to avoid confronta-

tion between the two ‘‘great’’ peoples: Serbs and

Croats. It also served the state’s foreign policy as

Yugoslavia became closer with Muslim countries in

the framework of the nonaligned countries move-

ment. At the same time, Muslim Bosnian intellec-

tuals celebrated Bosnia’s history and traditions,

creating nationalist myths that were parallel to

those established a century before by Serbs and

Croats. Religious Muslim political movements also

began appearing, inspired by those in other Islamic

countries. Due to diverse migratory currents, it was

also during these years that the Muslim population

(39.6 percent) outnumbered for the first time the

Serb (37.2 percent) and Croat (20.6 percent)

populations (according to the 1971 census).

After the fall in 1966 of Serb centralist minister

Aleksandar Ranković (1909–1982), Tito started

paying greater attention to national characteristics.

In 1974 a new constitution implemented a quasi-

confederate regime in which each republic was

given very large powers. During the whole of the

communist regime Bosnia was peaceful and fully

enjoyed the progress taking place across the coun-

try: universal schooling, improvements in all means

of communication, creation of industries, and a

higher quality of life. Nevertheless, the gap

between it and the northern and more prosperous

republics (Serbia, Slovenia, Croatia) continued to

grow. Bosnia was an underdeveloped republic that

received federal aid. It was politically backward as

well: unlike those that broke out in Zagreb in 1971

and Belgrade in 1972, there was no opposition

movement in Bosnia in the 1970s. It remained a

conservative republic with a particularly inefficient

self-management system and very powerful oligar-

chies. In 1987 the country was shaken by a man-

agement scandal involving (Muslim) top executives

at Agrokomerc, an agribusiness firm.

THE IMPLOSION

After 1985, Bosnia, along with other Serb-popu-
lated areas, saw a rise in Serb nationalist sentiments
that collided with an ever-more-present Muslim
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and Croatian opposition. At the beginning of
1990, when a multiple-party system had been
authorized, noncommunist nationalist parties
began to form in each of the three communities.
These parties went on to win the first free elections
in December 1990. They stayed united and shared
power. Alija Izetbegović (1925–2003), leader of
the Muslim Party of Democratic Action, was unan-
imously elected president of Bosnia-Herzegovina.

When the crisis worsened in 1991 Bosnia and
Macedonia proposed a plan for an ‘‘asymmetrical
confederation’’ intended to reconcile the opposing
Serb and Croat factions. The plan failed. During
the Croatian War despite a few local incidents,
Bosnia was never directly affected by military
operations. It served only as a remote base for the
federal army.

But when Slovenia and Croatia became inde-
pendent the balance in Yugoslavia shifted. In the

truncated federation, the Serbs had an overwhelm-

ing preponderance. The Muslim and Croat popula-

tions (the majority in Bosnia when put together)

could not accept this. On 15 October 1991, the

Bosnian parliament, in spite of the opposition of

its Serb members, declared Bosnia-Herzegovina’s

sovereignty. Bosnia’s Serbs and their leader,

Radovan Karadžić (b. 1945), opposed the decision.

They had begun to establish ‘‘Autonomous Serb

Regions’’ in the spring of 1991, and in January

1992, they proclaimed a ‘‘Serb Republic of

Bosnia-Herzegovina’’ (later called ‘‘Republika

Srpska’’), that would be separate from Bosnia,

should Bosnia separate from Yugoslavia. The inter-

national community demanded a referendum for

Bosnia’s independence, which took place on 1

March 1992. The Serbs boycotted the vote. The

voters almost unanimously chose independence for

Bosnia, which was internationally recognized on 6

and 7 April. War immediately broke out.

Aerial photograph showing the location of mass graves in Nova Kasaba, Bosnia, 1995. The bodies are some of an

estimated 7800 Muslims killed by Serbian security forces in Srebrenica in July of 1995. ªCORBIS SYGMA
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THE WAR

The Serbs wanted to include as much territory as
possible in the state they had proclaimed. They
prepared for this by organizing their party effi-
ciently with the full support of the Yugoslav army.
Rather quickly, they managed to establish control
over about two-thirds of Bosnia-Herzegovina: all
of the north, and all of the east. They sought to
eliminate all non-Serb people from these regions:
this was called ethnic cleansing, complete with mas-
sacres, rapes, looting, prisoner camps, and the
destruction of places of worship. The majority of
these operations took place between April and
December 1992. Sarajevo, the capital city, resisted,
but it was completely surrounded, besieged, and
bombarded for more than three years (April 1992–
October 1995).

Armed groups started to organize in the rest of
the country also: the Croatian Defense Council,
which formed quickly and had the full support
of the Croatian army, and, later, the Army of
Bosnia-Herzegovina, which supported President
Izetbegović and was mostly made up of Muslims.
In the territories that these forces controlled, simi-
lar violence was exercised against Serbs.

The international community intervened from
the very beginning of the conflict. But the United
Nations peacekeeping troops were sent on human-
itarian missions to relieve the population’s suffer-
ing, not to stop the war. A series of international
peace talks ensued, where, each time, a new plan
for the division of Bosnia was proposed to repre-
sentatives of each of the three communities. And
each in turn rejected the plan (the Serbs, twice; the
Muslims, once), and nothing was done to impose
and enforce it. But the very idea of sharing the
country was being legitimized by these talks.

Eventually, relations between Croats and
Muslims deteriorated as well, following the same
logic that caused the partition of Yugoslavia and
then of Bosnia. There were twice as many Muslims
as there were Croats, who feared the Muslims
would dominate them, although they had a strong-
er army, at least at the beginning. Basing their
actions on the partition plans designed by the
UN, the Croats began appropriating certain regions
and expulsing not only the army, but also the
Muslims that lived there. The Muslims resisted, then
took the offensive. This new war lasted for all of

1993 and became particularly violent with mutual
massacres, camp imprisonment, the destruction of
monuments, and expulsions. The Croatian army
destroyed half of the city of Mostar and its famous
bridge. It was a war where ‘‘everyone was against
everyone.’’ From time to time Serb and Croat forces
would secretly connive as a result of meetings
between their political leaders.

However, starting in 1994 (the second year of
Bill Clinton’s presidency in the United States), the
West became more active. The United States forced
Muslim and Croat forces to sign the Washington
agreement: together they would found the
Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina. They stopped
fighting and became de facto allies against the
Serbs, which won them a few military victories and
great territorial gain in 1995. In the spring of 1995
(upon the election of Jacques Chirac in France), UN
troops were given a quick-reaction force (British and
French) that sometimes fired back at the Serbs in
Sarajevo. Throughout August and September 1995
NATO airstrikes bombarded Serb positions in
Bosnia-Herzegovina. This display of force brought
the parties to sign a cease-fire agreement on 12
October 1995, and, under international pressure,
to start negotiations at Dayton, Ohio. But in July
1995, a few weeks before all this could happen, Serb
forces massacred seven thousand Muslim prisoners
at Srebrenica, the largest killing yet. The Dayton
negotiations concluded on 21 November 1995,
with the understanding that Bosnia-Herzegovina
would be a single state, within its original bound-
aries, but would be—divided into two ‘‘entities,’’
the Republika Srpska (Serb), and the Federation of
Bosnia-Herzegovina (Croat and Muslim). The two
entities would be of approximately equal size (49
percent and 51 percent of the country), and would
each enjoy great powers. A UN High Representative
would monitor the operations and ensure that the
agreements were respected.

AFTER DAYTON

In 1998 Bosnia had a population of 3.2 million
people as opposed to 4.3 million before the war.
The estimated number of casualties varies from
seventy-five to ninety-five thousand to one hun-
dred sixty thousand. There were up to 2.2 million
refugees, 1.2 million of whom went abroad, and
the others to different regions of Bosnia. The
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destruction toll was enormous (fifteen to twenty

billion dollars, according to the World Bank) and

the economy was in shambles. The country was

legally divided into two entities, and de facto three

geographically intertwined territories, each under

the rule of one of the three ethnic groups. The

theoretically Croat-Muslim ‘‘Federation’’ was a

myth. Each zone became, ethnically, almost homog-

enous, except for certain cities in the Muslim zone

(Sarajevo, Tuzla), where diversity was better

preserved.

The international administration succeeded in

reestablishing links of communication between the

different zones. International aid enabled the

reconstruction of destroyed communities and a

certain revival of the economy, especially in the

‘‘Federation,’’ but the unemployment rate (48 per-

cent in 1997) remained staggeringly high.

The following elections confirmed the domi-

nance of the three nationalist parties, even though

the international administration forcefully removed

some of the more radical leaders. Only half of the

refugees ever returned, and in each zone, the

return of these ‘‘minorities’’ caused many prob-

lems. Some of the principal war criminals, particu-

larly Radovan Karadzić, had not been arrested as of

2005.

Bosnia-Herzegovina is no longer a multiethnic

society, but a collection of small zones, each with a

homogenous population, that only holds together

because of the international protectorate. The cen-

tral Bosnian power is nothing now but a fiction. It

is a politically and economically fragile country.

See also Croatia; Izetbegović, Alija; Karadžić, Radovan;
Mihailović, Dragoljub; Pavelić, Ante; Sarajevo;
Serbia; Tito (Josip Broz); World War II;
Yugoslavia.
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BOULEZ, PIERRE (b. 1925), French com-

poser and influential figure in French avant-garde

music.

Much music in France during the first half of

the twentieth century suffered from what might be

called a ‘‘post-Debussy prettiness’’ (Francis Poulenc,

Jean Françaix) or a light, flippant ambience of the

cabaret (Darius Milhaud [1892–1974]). That

changed when Messiaen and Pierre Boulez brought

avant-garde techniques to French music. Boulez

enrolled in Messiaen’s harmony class in 1944 at

the Paris Conservatoire, and with René Leibowitz

he studied the twelve-tone (serial) compositional

methods of Arnold Schoenberg. Both studies influ-

enced the style of his Piano Sonata No. 1 (1946), a

twelve-tone (serial) piece with recurring rhythmic

and melodic patterns. Yet the texture, denser

than that of Schoenberg or Anton Webern, more

closely resembles that of Messiaen. After Messiaen

composed Mode de valeurs et d’intensités (1949),

Boulez took that composer’s series of pitches,

durations, attacks, and dynamics and added a strict

twelve-tone organization, thus integrating all these

elements by serialization.

INTEGRAL SERIALISM

Boulez’s integral serial style is evident in his

Structures for Two Pianos (1951–1952). The first

section (Ia) is the most strictly serial movement,

with only a few decisions made by the composer.

(In the twenty-first century, it could probably be

done by a computer.) The third section (Ic), which

he wrote next, still contains strict integral serialism,

but is more inventive and has greater variety of

sound. With Ib, Boulez began to loosen his strict

serial style. He then reordered the movements to

give what he calls an ‘‘anti-evolutionary impression

to the whole.’’ Boulez later saw an ‘‘absurdity’’ in

this strict serial method and so relaxed this approach

even more with Le Marteau sans maı̂tre (1954), for

voice and various instruments. He says that when he

began this piece, he was already beginning to go

beyond strict serialism, ‘‘to try to make the discipline

very flexible.’’

This flexibility then led to his aleatoric works.

The word aléa literally means chance, but in this

context it comes closer to choice. Boulez was influ-

enced by Stéphane Mallarmé’s poem ‘‘Un coup de

dés,’’ which has different typography for different

lines. You can read it straight through or follow the

same typeface and ignore others. Boulez applies a

similar procedure to his Piano Sonata No. 3

(1957), which takes on different forms at different

times. It is somewhat like a mobile by Alexander

Calder (1898–1976) that has a fixed number of

components, but changes its overall form depend-

ing on chance movements (e.g., wind direction) or

the position of the observer.

One movement, ‘‘Trope,’’ has four sections—

‘‘Glose,’’ ‘‘Commentaire,’’ ‘‘Texte,’’ and ‘‘Paren-

thèse’’—but because the score is spiral-bound, a per-

former may begin with any section. ‘‘Commentaire’’ is

printed in two different positions, allowing the per-

former to play it either the first time or wait until the

second. Similar situations occur if one starts with one

of the other sections. In addition, ‘‘Parenthèse’’ and

‘‘Commentaire’’ contain passageswithin parentheses,

which may either be played or omitted. The second

movement, ‘‘Constellation-Miroir,’’ consists of many

fragments with a certain freedom of order, somewhat

like Karlheinz Stockhausen’s Klavierstücke XI.
Aleatoric devices also appear in Structures for Two

Pianos, Book 2 (1961); Éclat-Multiples (1965); and

Domaines II (1969).

ELECTRONIC MUSIC

Until the 1970s, Boulez showed little interest

in electronic music. Etude sur un seul son and

Etude sur sept sons (1951–1952) were early elec-

tronic experiments, produced at about the time as

Stockhausen’s two electronic Studien. He incorpo-

rated a tape track with Poésie pour pouvoir (1958) but

did not continue in this direction due to the limited

electronic technology at the time. Then in 1970

President Georges Pompidou asked Boulez to orga-

nize a music research center, Institut de Recherche et

Coordination Acoustique/Musique (IRCAM). By

the time it opened in 1977, electronic technology

had improved, especially through advances in compu-

ters, and Boulez composed several new works there

incorporating the latest electronic sound possibilities,

notably . . . explosante-fixe . . . (1972–1974, rev.1991–

1993). Répons (1980–1984) employs live manipula-

tion of electronic sounds.
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CONDUCTOR, AUTHOR, AND TEACHER

Boulez’s compositional output slowed down some-

what when he pursued his interest in conducting.

He led concerts of his own music in the 1950s and

became principal guest conductor of the Cleveland

Orchestra in 1967 and the Chicago Symphony

Orchestra in 1995. He was the principal conductor

of the BBC Symphony Orchestra in 1971 and

music director of the New York Philharmonic from

1971 to 1978. His recordings with various orches-

tras over the last few decades of the twentieth

century received great critical acclaim. He has also

written several articles and many of his interviews

have been published. In the 1950s and 1960s he

taught composition at Darmstadt, Germany, and

was visiting professor at Harvard University in

1963. For decades he has been a major force in

French music.

See also Schoenberg, Arnold.
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BOURDIEU, PIERRE (1930–2002), French
sociologist.

Best known for developing a sociological frame-
work grounded in the concepts of field, habitus,
and capital, Pierre Bourdieu was among the most
influential sociologists of the twentieth century. He
first came to national attention in France with the
publication in 1964 of Les héritiers (The inheritors;
coauthored with Jean-Claude Passeron), a critique
of the French higher educational system. Among
his subsequent books were La distinction (1979),
Homo academicus (1984), La noblesse d’état (1989;
The state nobility), Les règles de l’art (1992; The
rules of art), and Les structures sociales de l’économie
(2000; The social structures of the economy).
Translated into many languages, Bourdieu’s hun-
dreds of articles and dozens of books earned him
an international audience and influence within and
beyond sociology. A series of books written late
in his career and aimed at a broader readership
were widely read and discussed in France: La misère
du monde (1993, with multiple coauthors; The
misery of the world), Sur la télévision (1996; On
television), and La domination masculine (1998;
Masculine domination). He held the chair in
sociology at the Collège de France from 1981 to
the time of his death.

Born in a remote village in southwestern
France to a father who served in the postal service
and a homemaker mother, Bourdieu studied in
Paris at elite schools, first at Louis-le-Grand high
school and then at the École Normale Supérieure,
from which he graduated with a degree in philoso-
phy, at that time the most prestigious of academic
disciplines in France. Bourdieu’s trajectory from
provincial origins to one of the most elite high
schools in France had a profound effect on his
intellectual development, as did several years spent
in war-torn Algeria in the late 1950s. These experi-
ences contributed to his growing dissatisfaction
with philosophy and an increasingly strong commit-
ment to anthropological and sociological research.
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Influenced by the anthropologist Claude Lévi-

Strauss, Bourdieu conducted intensive research on

social rituals and family relations in Kabylia (Algeria)

that would result in his pathbreaking Esquisse
d’une théorie de la pratique (1972; published

in English as Outline of a Theory of Practice in

1977). Nevertheless, deeply discomfited by what

he characterized as the paradoxical detachment of

Lévi-Straussian anthropology from the social

world, Bourdieu turned decisively in the early

1960s to sociology, a discipline that afforded him

the freedom to explore, in great empirical detail,

the issues of power and inequality that were to

become the dominant themes of his life’s work.

This decision, in turn, would have a major impact

on French sociology. When Bourdieu began teach-

ing at the École Pratique des Hautes Études in

1964 (later the École des Hautes Études en

Sciences Sociales), sociology was among the least

prestigious of academic disciplines. By the end of

his career, through his books and articles, the work

produced by his research group, and his increas-

ingly visible public profile, Bourdieu had contrib-

uted to a dramatic shift in the place of sociology in

the hierarchy of academic disciplines in France.

Bourdieu’s primary contribution to sociology

was his articulation of a theory of social life aimed

at overcoming a number of persistent dualisms

that dominated sociological theory and research:

between subject and object, between structure

and agency, and between the micro and macro

levels of analysis. Drawing on (but also criticizing)

Karl Marx, Émile Durkheim, Max Weber, Lévi-

Strauss, and Erving Goffman, Bourdieu developed

a sociological research program centered on the

concepts of field, habitus, and capital, which he

insisted could not be understood in isolation from

one another. The concept of field was elaborated to

describe and explain the macro-level social contexts

in which social actors find themselves. Bourdieu’s

framework assumes that any given society is com-

posed of multiple, historically specific fields of vary-

ing scope or scale; examples of fields Bourdieu

himself analyzed in his empirical work include the

French literary field in the nineteenth century and

the field of French higher education in the 1960s.

According to Bourdieu, each individual social actor

at any given time is engaged in one or more differ-

ent fields; one’s behavior within a given field is, in

large part, the product of one’s past experiences in
various social fields, particularly those experienced
early in life. Through these experiences, Bourdieu
argued, social actors acquire particular dispositions,
habits, and patterns of thought that guide, but do
not determine, one’s relation to and behavior in
the social fields encountered later in life. These
dispositions, habits, and patterns of thought are,
in turn, captured in Bourdieu’s framework by the
concept of the habitus. The concept of capital, for
its part, allows the specific structures of fields and
the relative positions of power of given actors in
these fields to be mapped out. Bourdieu extended
the concept of capital beyond its more common
economic sense to include all the resources—for
example, cultural, educational, linguistic, literary,
political—that social actors draw on, whether con-
sciously or otherwise, in their daily lives. The
unequal distribution of these resources and the
consequences of this inequality for different social
groups was an abiding theme in Bourdieu’s work.

In the 1990s this interest in social inequality
led him to speak and write with increasing public
visibility about what he considered the most press-
ing political issues of the day. In 1995 he spoke on
behalf of striking railroad workers at the Gare de
Lyon in Paris; in 1996 he launched a new book
series, Raisons d’agir (Reasons to take action), in
which he and others published strong critiques of
neoliberalism and globalization. Bourdieu was
criticized in France for his political activities by a
number of scholars and journalists who saw a ten-
sion between objective scholarship and political
engagement, yet he continued to insist until his
death that what he termed ‘‘scholarship with com-
mitment’’ was both possible and necessary.

See also Globalization; Lévi-Strauss, Claude; Neo-
liberalism.
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BOURGEOISIE. The long existence of the
term bourgeoisie in the various European languages
and the multiplicity of meanings it took on over
time, beginning in the Middle Ages and in different
historical and geographic contexts, make a com-
parative study of this group throughout Europe
in the twentieth century particularly problematic.
For ease of translation from country to country, we
here limit ourselves to a minimalist definition that
identifies this group with the upper, nonaristocratic
strata of society possessing wealth, income, and/or
educational levels that are clearly above average.
According to Jürgen Kocka, the bourgeoisie would
then represent, depending on the country, from
5 to 15 percent of the population at the beginning
of the twentieth century, depending on whether or
not we include the petty bourgeoisie and the middle
classes. Beyond a definition of the term, three main
historiographic debates still remain unresolved.

First, there is the classic debate over the inter-
nal unity or diversity of this group: in light of
geographic divisions (rural/urban bourgeoisie,

capital cities/provinces, etc.), or divisions in terms
of education, religion, wealth, and power, can we
still speak of a unified class, as in the Marxist vul-
gate that dominated the social discourse on this
topic for a large part of the period? In fact, if one

includes in this group, alongside the most impor-
tant business leaders, the upper echelons of the
liberal professions, high-level state employees, and
rural notables, the answer becomes dubious at best,
given the divergences in lifestyle and standard of

living, as well as cultural values and ideological
choices, that become increasingly pronounced as
one moves southward and eastward into Europe,

where these educated bourgeois groups have a
strong foothold and sometimes play an essential
political role and enjoy higher prestige than mem-
bers of the economic bourgeoisie.

The second debate concerns the persistence
and relevance of the use of such a definition, a
legacy of the nineteenth century, throughout the
twentieth century, when the structures of the econ-
omy, governments, educational systems, relations

between the sexes and family life, political bound-
aries, ideologies, wars, and political upheavals have
radically changed the social situation in Europe by
comparison with the eve of World War I. This is
why many social historians or specialists in the

social sciences have preferred, since 1930–1950,
to coin new terms that are more abstract or closer
to the specific traditions of each nation, rather than
reuse vocabulary that is strongly marked by the
legacy of the controversies and representations of

the nineteenth century: elites, dominant class,
establishment, managers, technocrats, senior man-
agement or chief executives, upper middle classes,
and high-income groups (or, more banally, the

‘‘rich,’’ ‘‘nouveaux riches,’’ etc.) are among the
many notions proposed as more flexible or less
connoted alternatives to the terminology inherited
from the previous century.

The third debate is even more political.
Because most European countries went through
horrendous experiences in the twentieth century,
many works of social or political history have been
tempted to ‘‘bring to trial’’ and assign responsibil-
ity to the privileged groups within the societies
involved—and therefore to the most important of
these groups, the bourgeoisie, the source of the
main elites in power—in connection with the fail-
ures, errors, or complicities with the extremist
regimes that have left a permanent mark on some
European states. This ‘‘history-as-trial’’ is no doubt
especially prevalent for the first half of the twenti-
eth century, owing to the magnitude of the catas-
trophes and the influence of Marxism on a part of
European historiography. But it is also present for
the second half of the century, when it assumes
more sophisticated forms with the emergence of
new forms of critical sociology, focused on new
forms of domination and on the development of
new types of inequality, as a result of the calling
into question of the welfare state, globalization,
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and the neoliberal policies of the last twenty years
of the twentieth century, which revived the values
and discourse of the nineteenth-century bourgeoi-
sie of free enterprise.

Many of the issues cited above are far from
being resolved and will require from historians,
especially for the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury, many more comparative studies to move
beyond polemics and simplifications. With such
highly charged and recent topics, the social histor-
ian cannot completely cut himself off from the
world of which he is a part; the interpretation he
proposes can thus be only provisional and
imperfect.

THE SITUATION ON THE EVE OF 1914

The conventional image of the European bour-
geoisie just before World War I goes hand in hand
with the retrospectively constructed myth of the
Belle Epoque. It is the apogee of this class that is
presumed to have gradually gained ascendancy over
other privileged groups (in particular the remains
of the aristocracy) and imbued societies with its
cultural values and ideological goals (liberalism,
the national and patriotic ideal, a preoccupation
with accumulating wealth, the spirit of enterprise,
individual success, the passing on of a family legacy,
the ascetic morality of accumulating wealth, etc.).
This classic reading, which corresponds primarily
to the societies of France and England, northern
Italy, northern Europe, and the western part
of Germany, was strongly contested by Arno
Mayer (1981) in an essay that was controversial
but nonetheless provided the impetus for a good
deal of research, with its emphasis on ‘‘the persis-
tence of the Old Regime’’ and on the substantial
weight that the aristocracy and groups and values
associated with it still carries in central and Eastern
Europe (and even in England and southern
Europe). In these more traditional areas of Europe,
such factors influenced even the modern bourgeoi-
sie, which was restricted to the margins of the
political domain. We cannot completely concur
with all of the analyses and consequences of Arno
Mayer’s interpretation, but his provocative hypoth-
esis was beneficial in that it forced historians, in
particular in Germany and central Europe, to con-
ceptualize the particularities of the bourgeoisies of
this region in terms other than those of the model

postulated as being ‘‘normal’’ and ‘‘universal’’ by
Marxists and by liberals from the French and
English bourgeoisie.

In Germany and Austria-Hungary especially,
bourgeois groups remained strongly imbued with
the preeminence of hierarchies defined by the mon-
archical state and by a prestige scale in which ser-
vice to the state, especially the army, strongly
linked to aristocratic values (the code of honor,
dueling), remained more influential than the cult
of material profit. Even the industrialists, finan-
ciers, and members of the liberal professions who
in France, England, the Netherlands, and else-
where were the transmitters of liberal and indivi-
dualistic values were caught up in this system of
older representations. This did not prevent the
emergence of a very dynamic economic grand
bourgeoisie in the German Empire and in part of
the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Its wealth (cf. the
Krupp, Thyssen, and Siemens families, the German
and Austrian branches of the Rothschilds, the
Wittgenstein family, etc.) and successes were on a
par with those of its western counterparts, but its
specific characteristics explain the particular diffi-
culties of the bourgeoisies of eastern and southern
Europe in adapting to the upheavals produced by
World War I and the interwar period.

EFFECTS OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR

AND THE INTERWAR PERIOD

The effects of the First World War and the interwar
years on the bourgeoisies of Europe were emi-
nently contradictory. On the one hand, in those
countries where the bourgeoisie was subordinate to
nobles who remained influential in political, social,
and cultural life, the defeats of monarchies and
empires forever ruined the old ruling classes on
every level—political, symbolic, economic, and
social. This was the case in the Weimar Republic
and in the Austrian, Czech, and Hungarian repub-
lics. On the other hand, the wartime economy had
supported the birth and rapid expansion of new
commercial and industrial businesses and had pro-
moted or considerably enriched new bourgeois
strata that had profited from government commis-
sions or the new interventionist economic condi-
tions. The topic of the ‘‘nouveaux riches’’ and war
profiteers was almost ubiquitous and led to the
denunciation of a new plutocracy and to increas-
ingly virulent anti-Semitism with the arrival of the
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economic crisis of the 1930s (in Germany, Austria,
Hungary, and France, for example).

In the defeated countries, the new ruling elites
came in part from the recent bourgeoisie, but
sometimes, whether in the short or long term, they
also came from socialist, communist, or populist
parties with antiaristocratic or even antibourgeois
ideologies that used the suffering of the people, the
errors of former leaders, or the multiple economic
and financial disruptions caused by the war and the
interwar period to contest the old social order and
promote egalitarian measures. Such measures
affected not just the former elites but also some
bourgeois strata. Even in the victorious countries,
where the liberal bourgeoisie was already dominant
in every realm (France, Great Britain, and Italy),
the economic, monetary, and financial disorder
undermined the former certainties of this group.
It split into a traditionalist wing, which sought to
restore the liberal, pre-1914 situation, and a mod-
ernist wing (instead composed of high-level state
employees, engineers, technocrats, or managers)
that advocated a new approach to managing the
economy, government, and social relations, and
which sometimes drew its inspiration from the
American model. Major social movements (strikes
in Great Britain in the 1920s, activism by worker
councils and rural strikes in Italy from 1918 to
1920, revolutionary and counterrevolutionary
unrest in Germany from 1918 to 1923, mass strikes
in France from 1919 to 1920 and then in May–
June 1936) challenged the authority of business
elites and even the political and social order. An
entire pessimistic discourse and a negative or criti-
cal image of the bourgeoisie spread throughout
Europe; this explains the reactions of fear among
the bourgeoisie that led some fractions, including
degreed professionals, to form alliances with the
fascist extreme Right.

This contrasting picture should not mask the
fact that overall, the various bourgeois strata,
although they had had to make concessions to
challenging forces, had essentially maintained their
pre-1914 privileges. New taxes (income tax in
France, legislated in 1914; heavier income and
estate taxes in England); new social relations in
businesses, imposed by collective negotiations
instituted by the state (e.g., in France and
Germany) or by the power of labor unions (Great

Britain); the emergence of the welfare state (social

insurance, unemployment compensation); and

educational or political reforms (wider access to

secondary and university education for the new

social classes, the extension of suffrage to women

and to social groups previously excluded in some

countries) were adopted very gradually and very

unevenly. In some cases (the United Kingdom after

1930, Germany after 1931, fascist Italy, Austria

under the authoritarian corporatist regime from

1934, and France after the end of the Popular

Front in 1938), swings of the political pendulum

in the other direction, abetted by the division of

the parties of the left and international tensions,

allowed these concessions to be called into ques-

tion or even completely abolished and restored

the power of business elites by reining in or sup-

pressing the labor unions. At the same time, the

development of new, mass-consumption or high-

technology industries and the expansion of the

service sector opened the way for new entrepre-

neurs, managers, or engineers who had become

executive-level managers or high-level state

employees in the new economic and social admin-

istrations to enter the bourgeoisie or the grand

bourgeoisie.

Statistical data demonstrate the narrowing of

some economic gaps (in income and, to a lesser

extent, wealth) by comparison with the prewar

period, owing mostly to inflationary phenomena,

the collapse of some investments made by prewar

investors (Russian loans, war loans, etc.), or the

forced liquidation of the legacies of some fami-

lies affected by wartime losses. Some aspects

of the former bourgeois lifestyle were therefore

permanently changed: fewer households emplo-

yed domestic help and fewer people lived off

private income; some women and girls from

bourgeois families were forced to seek employ-

ment; and families became concerned with provid-

ing even heirs with training and university degrees,

for fear of a loss of social position. The feminiza-

tion of some professions (teaching, medicine, qual-

ified administrative jobs) aroused antifeminist

reactions and even, during the crisis years, discrim-

inatory measures, both in authoritarian or fascist

countries and in liberal democracies, where

‘‘women’s liberation’’ was identified with the decay

of the bourgeois family and blamed for falling
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birthrates and unemployment among young uni-

versity graduates.

Other statistics relating to social mobility, the

recruitment of various elites, and practices of mar-

ital alliances, however, attest to the relative perma-

nence of the old patterns of class reproduction that

privileged the various categories from bourgeois

backgrounds for access to the higher professions

and social positions.

The ascendancy to power of anti-Semitic or

Nazi-ideology–inspired regimes did, however, pro-

foundly affect a specific fraction of the bourgeoisie

and middle classes that had experienced a specta-

cular ascent in Europe in the nineteenth century—

those of the Jewish faith or tradition. Even before

the putting into effect of the ‘‘final solution,’’ anar-

chic or legal ‘‘Aryanization’’ measures allowed for

the expropriation of property and businesses held

by Jewish businessmen, to the benefit not only of

the new leaders or supporters of Nazi or fascist
regimes, but also of members of the bourgeoisie
and the middle classes affiliated with the dominant
religions. The latter cynically used the persecution
of Jews to exact social revenge against competitors,
often more prosperous than they, whose success in
banking, business, commerce, and the liberal pro-
fessions created all the more resentment during a
period of acute economic difficulties, especially in
Germany, Austria, and Hungary, and slightly later
in France under the Vichy regime and during the
anti-Semitic phase of the fascist regime in Italy.
Even those members of the Jewish bourgeoisie
who, by paying significant sums to the anti-
Semitic states, had been able to escape the worst
by emigrating, were rarely or only very belatedly
able to recover their property or social standing
after 1945.

TRANSFORMATIONS OF THE

BOURGEOISIES, 1945–1975

To all appearances, the period after 1945 had cer-
tain analogies with the period after 1918 for the
bourgeoisies of Europe. The liberal economy and
the social categories defending it were even more
destabilized than after World War I. More than half
the Continent came under Soviet control, and state-
run economies replaced liberal capitalism in these
areas. Communist Party cadres, often from humble
backgrounds, held the leadership positions in all
sectors (business, administration, and political and
intellectual life). The bourgeoisies in these coun-
tries lost their fortunes, their businesses, and some-
times their lives (in purges), and they were forced
into exile or had to make do with low-level jobs
while their children faced discrimination in gaining
access to higher education. In Western Europe,
where coalitions on the left, sometimes allied with
the Communists, were in power at the end of the
1940s, major structural reforms and postwar
shortages gave the state a growing role in the econ-
omy while fiscal legislation and social security sys-
tems sought to reduce inequalities in income
between the bourgeoisie and other groups.
Through nationalizations in key sectors, especially
in France, Italy, Austria, and the United Kingdom,
the former bourgeois dynasties or founding heads
of companies were replaced by technocrats and
engineers from business or from the administrative
and political elites. In the countries affected by

German chancellor Adolf Hitler and Gustav Krupp von

Bolen shake hands during Hitler’s visit to the Krupp

factory in Essen, Germany, September 1940.

Successful bourgeois families who collaborated with fascist

regimes in some cases paid a high price for their activities.

Gustav’s son Alfried, who took control of the firm in 1941, was

convicted of war crimes in 1947 and sentenced to a lengthy

prison term. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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fascism, Nazism, and collaboration, some impor-
tant business leaders with links to the fallen regimes
were brought to trial, and some of them were
subjected to heavy sanctions: in Germany, Alfried
Krupp, the executives of IG Farben, and the finan-
cier Friedrich Flick; in France, Louis Renault,
Marius Berliet, and so forth.

This antibourgeois and anticapitalist climate
was fairly short-lived, however: by 1947–1950
American influence via the Cold War and the
Marshall Plan, the return to power of markedly
more conservative political coalitions, and the rise
of consumerism after years of shortages restored to
the foreground a new, American-inspired social
model that reached its apogee in the 1960s: the
society of mass consumption and free enterprise.
Since it coincided with a break in social and sexual
mores from patterns inherited from the nineteenth
century, many observers have interpreted this junc-
ture as the birth of a new society based on credit
instead of savings; a constant rise in the standard of
living; the obliteration of the old classes in favor of
a vast middle class bounded by a small group of the
very wealthy and a small margin of the poor; and
the emancipation of women, who were gaining
access to new bourgeois professions. In this view,
the old bourgeoisie, committed to accruing wealth
and to frugality, thus gave way to new groups,
mainly salaried workers, oriented toward consump-
tion and short-term enjoyment of their growing
incomes, gaining access to high-level positions in
big businesses whose individual owners were no
longer identifiable due to the dilution of the pool
of shareholders. At the same time, mass access to
and the standardization of higher education in
most European countries beginning in the 1960s
seemingly obliterated another of the old bourgeoi-
sie’s privileges of cultural standing and opened
high-level public- and private-sector jobs to the
middle classes.

Of course, the prosperity of the period of full
employment did not eliminate wage inequalities
(although it tended to reduce them), nor did it
eliminate all forms of frustration among workers
(as attested to by major labor strikes in the 1960s
and 1970s in France, Italy, and England) or in
other categories (for example, the student move-
ments that mainly emerged from the middle
classes, or the recurring discontent of farmers and

small merchants in the face of state intervention).
But the new welfare states, increasingly generous
thanks to prosperity or because of social pressures,
and low unemployment created the illusion that
the once very large inequalities between the bour-
geoisie and other groups would eventually disap-
pear for good, especially in the countries of north-
ern Europe, which implemented the strongest
measures of wealth redistribution and the heaviest
tax rates.

In the dominant discourse of the time, merit and

competence were the only acknowledged justifica-

tions for status, power, or income: a bourgeoisie

composed of owners and business executives was

succeeded by a group of career managers, selected

from within big businesses, or technocrats from the

administration or nationalized businesses, depending

on how large a role the state played in a given econ-

omy (Germany and England vs. France and Italy). At

the same time, development of the service sector and

urbanization multiplied the number of high-level,

qualified, and well-paying jobs seen as the guarantee

of social promotion for the middle classes or of the

possibility of starting new small and midsize busi-

nesses without a large amount of capital.

This optimistic and modernist sociology was

very quickly challenged by more critical analyses

from the end of the 1960s. They emphasized the

persistence of older phenomena and indeed a

renaissance of new groups that were more similar

to the old forms of the bourgeoisie than to more

recent ones. Even in those countries most affected

by state control, like France, England, and Italy,

some old industrial and financial dynasties were

able to survive the upheavals or to redirect their

wealth into dynamic new sectors. Out of the one

hundred largest Italian businesses from 1950 to

1970, almost half remained under family control.

Members of the de Wendel family, after the col-

lapse and subsequent nationalization of the major

steel-producing groups in France, pooled their

indemnities to establish a holding company that

invested in several different sectors. Its main repre-

sentative, Ernest-Antoine Seillière, even became

president of the most important French employers’

association in 1997.

At the same time, consumer society encour-
aged the rise of new sectors and new family firms

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 411

B O U R G E O I S I E



that grew very large and even expanded interna-
tionally: for example, the supermarket chain
Carrefour, founded by the Defforey and Fournier
families at the end of the 1950s, or clothing busi-
nesses in central and northeastern Italy, such as the
Benetton firm, founded in the 1960s by four
brothers and a sister. In Germany in the 1970s,
despite the reconstitution of some giant businesses,
small and midsize family-type businesses still
employed more than 70 percent of salaried work-
ers. Even if consideration is limited to the largest
businesses, family control, which recalls the bour-
geoisie of the nineteenth century, endured to a
significant degree: 17 percent of the one hundred
largest companies in Germany, 46 percent of the
largest businesses in the Netherlands, 33 percent
of the one hundred largest Swiss companies,
and, in France, 50 percent of the two hundred
largest companies during the 1970s were family-
controlled.

Moreover, the opening of higher education to
new, more modest social strata did not erase more
subtle class hierarchies between academic tracks
(law, commercial studies, engineering training, or
medicine vs. letters, sciences, or short vocational-
technical courses) where more of the heirs of bour-
geois families tended to be concentrated. Such
tracks ensured income and markedly more remu-
nerative careers after graduation. In some countries,
private schooling, more expensive and socially or
culturally elitist, shielded boys and girls from bour-
geois families, beginning in adolescence, from the
mixed social milieu of standard secondary education
(for example, the public schools in England, posh
private and/or Catholic schools in France, Belgium,
Switzerland, Italy, and Spain). Studies of the elites
show that virtually everywhere, one-third of their
members come from the upper classes (old bour-
geoisie), more than one-third from the middle
classes (recent bourgeoisie), and less than one-third
from more modest backgrounds.

THE CRISIS OF THE WELFARE STATE

The seeds of new, subtler inequalities and these early
signs of a new breed of ‘‘bourgeois conquerors’’
were further confirmed and accentuated during the
1980s and 1990s. Because of the lasting high rates
of unemployment that took hold in most European
countries after the two ‘‘oil crises,’’ with the opening

up of economic exchanges (via European unification
and free-trade agreements), and the collapse of
some old sectors (textiles, steel, shipbuilding, and
mining), power relations between wage-earners and
management, between salaried executives and share-
holders, and between nationalized states and multi-
national corporations, were inverted. Neoliberal
ideology, inspired by Friedrich von Hayek (1899–
1992), and the monetarism of the Chicago School,
which saw the stagflation of the 1970s as an illustra-
tion of their theories on the harmful influence of the
state’s economic role and of Keynesian policies,
gradually gained ascendancy in public discourse.
They inspired some governments—in the United
Kingdom (the Margaret Thatcher government from
1979), the United States (the administration of
Ronald Reagan), and then, increasingly, in continen-
tal Europe, with the return of majorities of the right
or the influence of the European Commission’s
directives on free trade: in the Netherlands, Italy,
during certain periods in France (1986–1988,
1993–1997), Germany (the Helmut Kohl govern-
ment from 1982), Spain (the José Marı́a Aznar gov-
ernment), and even the countries of central Europe
after the fall of the Soviet Union.

This discourse and politics marked a striking
return to the values, behaviors, and discourses of
the liberal bourgeoisie of the nineteenth century:
glorification of enterprise, risk, bosses, and the laws
of the market; stigmatization of the weak and those
on public assistance; rehabilitation of profit and
wealth as signs of social success and renewed
emphasis on the efficiency and value of managers.
Privatizations, the suppression of state monopolies,
cuts in income taxes and taxes on businesses, access
to property (housing, secondary residences, finan-
cial stocks) for the majority of the middle and
upper classes, and the opening of borders were
supposed to re-create a market freed from previous
constraints and foster a new, enterprise-based bour-
geoisie, freed from state control, that employed
‘‘flexible’’ salaried workers as in the nineteenth
century.

Socially, this new trend was expressed in the
emergence of new, very quickly made fortunes in
finance, computers, new technologies, mass distri-
bution, and the media; in increasing inequalities
in income, first in the United Kingdom and then
on the Continent; in the return of shareholders’
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interests to the foreground (often, British and U.S.
pension funds required very high returns on the
capital); and in the loss of prestige associated with
political power and the national state. The collu-
sion of this new, financial or industrial bourgeoisie
with the highest levels of administration or politics
was nonetheless increasingly visible, in the form of
lobbies to the European Commission, the co-opting
of former high-level state employees onto boards of
directors, and appropriation of the mainstream
media. To illustrate the latter, one may cite the
paradigmatic case of Silvio Berlusconi, in Italy,
who built his fortune in real estate and then the
media before rising to the height of political power,
or that of the Bouygues family in France, which,
thanks in part to political backing from the highest
levels of government, moved from public works into
the media and telecommunications. Increasingly,
the careers of the bourgeois elites combined public
and private sectors, politics and business, following a
norm similar to that of the United States.

The historian of contemporary society, how-
ever, must be wary of the illusion of perpetual new-
ness produced by the partial images promulgated
by newspapers and the media that influence his
view of the most recent period, as well as the illu-
sions created by studies in the social sciences, which
always lag behind the current reality because there
is no real way to investigate these circles that pre-
serve or have the means to create a manipulated
public image of themselves. The most general sta-
tistics make it possible to document, although with
variations depending on the date of the implemen-
tation of neoliberal policies, increases in income
gaps and, especially, inheritances over the last
twenty years: the phenomenon is more pro-
nounced in the United Kingdom than in the
Scandinavian countries, with France, Italy, and
Germany in an intermediate position but becoming
more similar to the English pattern at the end of
the 1990s. Moreover, the figures probably signifi-
cantly underestimate the realities because it has
become increasingly difficult to monitor such sta-
tistics with the liberalization and internationaliza-
tion of financial flows and the proliferation of tax
havens.

Measuring the proportion of heirs or monied
newcomers (or parvenus) in the contemporary
bourgeoisie is also very difficult since, by definition,

the process is always ongoing and everything
depends on the definitions adopted of the groups
under consideration. The list of the largest fortunes
that many European papers have taken to publish-
ing, following the American model, give an exag-
gerated impression of instability and renewal of the
topmost levels of the grand bourgeoisie. When one
broadens the scale of analysis, the dazzling successes
of some (which may not last more than one
generation, or even less, as demonstrated by the
resounding fall of men and women presented as
models of success a short time earlier) are found in
the midst of a far greater number of less visible, but
more enduring, family or dynastic fortunes. Like the
bourgeoisie of the nineteenth century, which appro-
priated the status symbols of the old aristocracy, the
new grand bourgeoisie of the end of the twentieth
century, despite the modernist discourse surround-
ing it, adopted strategies of distinction and conspic-
uous consumption quite similar to those of its
predecessors from the ‘‘leisure class’’: opulent coun-
try houses, hunting, yachts, racing stables, charitable
or artistic foundations, luxurious vacations away
from the crowds of the ordinary middle classes,
rapid and costly means of transportation (private jets
and helicopters in the place of the luxury train or
top-of-the-line automobile of 1900). Similarly, the
desire to pass wealth on to heirs and to provide
them with a private and/or elite education, often
in an international setting, is a mark of continuity
with the old bourgeoisie.

Of course, there are cultural nuances, depend-
ing on the country, sector of activity, the oldness of
the family, public lifestyle, and religious tradition.
The grand bourgeoisie in early-twenty-first-century
Germany is markedly less visible and ostentatious
than the parvenus and new money in Italy, the
United Kingdom, or France, where the influence
of the aristocratic model is apparent in marriages
and lifestyles. In centralized countries, the concen-
tration of the different types of high-profile elites
and bourgeoisies in the capital cities facilitates social
mixing and exchanges and media coverage, and thus
promotes visibility of the rich and nouveaux riches.
The influence of the American model also comes
into play to varying degrees, depending on how
old the autochthonous bourgeois culture is.

A final problem remains: beyond this highest
strata of the bourgeoisie, whose similarities to the
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grand bourgeoisie of the beginning of the twenti-

eth century (with the addition of internationaliza-

tion and the increasingly active role of women)

outweigh differences between them, is the term

bourgeoisie still valid to encompass the middle

classes with elevated income, educational levels, or

jobs, whose importance in the working population

obviously has no equivalent in earlier periods

because of changes in the structure of jobs and

businesses and because of mass access to standar-

dized higher education? Contrary to simplistic the-

ories on middle-class societies, the most recent

research shows persistent national characteristics

within intermediate groups and increasing internal

differentiation within them according to type of

capital (economic, cultural, social, or symbolic) or

job status (salaried employee, independent contrac-

tor, or member of the liberal professions). These

differences are also linked to the history of social

representations and the social classifications of each

country, and to divides across these groups,

depending on whether individuals are more closely

linked to the state or to the private sector; on

whether their current position depends more on

their personal trajectory (and their academic or

professional success) or on economic and social

family heritage; on their religious or political affilia-

tion; or sex or national origin. In phases marked by

prosperity and the success of neoliberal policies, the

upper middle classes have supported such policies

because they seemed to promise increased wealth

for all (via stock purchases, individualized benefits

packages offered by employers) or new, well-paid

jobs in the emerging sectors of the ‘‘new econ-

omy,’’ services, and finance. However, as soon as

a recession or the bursting of a speculative bubble,

bankruptcies, or embezzlement exposed the social

limits of the advantages to be derived from them or

cast doubts on the abilities of managers, these

categories learned through experience what sepa-

rated them from the ruling groups. The latter

retained real power over the capital, which pro-

duced very high returns and sheltered them, in

contrast to the ordinary middle classes, from the

risks of unemployment because, thanks to stock

options or departure bonuses, they could quickly

amass a fortune to be passed down to their heirs.

For the majority of high-level salaried employees,

membership in privileged circles was only partial

and only valid during their own lifetime; it guaran-

teed neither the perpetuity of their status nor the

family’s future, owing to the intensity of each new

generation’s race for qualifications and the opening

up of international competition for jobs.

From this point of view, neoliberalism reinstated

in the representations of the upper socioeconomic

groups the same incentives and anxieties that had

characterized them before World War I: on the one

hand, the idea that opportunities are available to all

and that the current bourgeois groups remain open,

as demonstrated by the highly publicized successes of

entrepreneurs, executives, high-level state employees,

stars, and so forth, who ‘‘started from nothing’’; on

the other hand, these ascents, even to very high

levels, remain precarious without family or political

networks, as indicated by some sensational cases in

which captains of industry who yesterday were

heaped with praise find themselves financially ruined

or charged with wrongdoing. At the same time,

because of increased life expectancies, both in the

upper middle classes and the grand bourgeoisie of

inherited wealth, this return of the ‘‘bourgeois con-

querors’’ as a societal ideal goes hand in hand with

the development of a sort of new ideal of hedonism

and living off private income that rivals that of the

Belle Epoque. Insofar as the main stockholders of

very large companies are often pension funds that

require very large returns on their capital, the new

capitalism at the start of the twenty-first century has

the paradoxical aim of ensuring a certain standard of

living or comfortable retirement for a growing frac-

tion not only of holders of revenues from capital, but

above all, individuals entitled to full retirement,

drawn mainly from the upper middle classes, who

are members of these funds. Indirectly, then, pressure

from the oldest, most financially secure generations is

exerted on ordinary wage-earners and young work-

ers, who are hard hit by the new, increasingly rigid

management rules for the businesses (social or fiscal

‘‘dumping,’’ flexibility, the intensification of work,

globalization, etc.) whose performance provides live-

lihood, via pension funds, for the growing ranks of

those living off interest income.

See also Aristocracy; Capitalism; Consumption;
Economic Miracle; Working Class.
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BRANDT, WILLY (1913–1992), German
politician.

The German politician Willy Brandt was born
Herbert Frahm on 18 December 1913. The son of
an unmarried shop assistant, he was raised in the
social-democratic milieu of Lübeck, a port city on
the German Baltic coast. Thanks to a grant from the
city he was able to attend a local grammar school,
from which he graduated in 1932. Already as a
youth he was attracted to social democratic politics,
joining the ranks of a left-wing splinter group, the
Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei (SAP; Socialist Workers
Party) in 1931. Known as a journalist and organizer,
he was forced to leave Germany after the Nazi sei-
zure of power in 1933. He went to Norway, and
soon became one of the leading figures among
German exiles in Scandinavia. Adopting his nom
de guerre Willy Brandt, he travelled throughout
Europe and Nazi Germany in order to organize
underground resistance activities and participated
in the Spanish civil war as a news reporter on
the republican side. As a Norwegian citizen, he
was briefly detained as a prisoner of war after the
Nazi invasion in June 1940 but fled to Sweden
after his release. During the years until the end
of World War II he joined the ‘‘International
Group of Democratic Socialists,’’ an informal net-
work inspired by the Swedish socialist Gunnar
Myrdal (1898–1987), and rejoined the mainstream
of the German Social Democratic Party and its
headquarters-in-exile in London.

Brandt returned to Germany as a press officer

at the Norwegian military mission in occupied

Berlin. Quickly he engaged himself in the politics

of the capital of the Cold War, supporting a strict

pro-western position. Within his party, he helped

fend off the attempts of the Soviet occupation
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powers and their East German vassals, the

‘‘Socialist Unity Party,’’ to bring the western sector

of the city under communist rule. In 1949 Brandt

was elected first as a West Berlin delegate to the

West German parliament (Bundestag) and secondly

in 1950, as a member of the West Berlin Land or

state parliament. In 1957 he reached the most

important political office in West Berlin, the

Regierende Bürgermeister (governing mayor,

equivalent to federal state prime minister), thereby

gaining international stature as the leading repre-

sentative of his party well before he was elected as

the party’s president in 1963. In several electoral

campaigns Brandt ran for the German chancellery

but lost twice to the conservatives in 1961 and

1965. He reached the apogee of his political career

only after an interval of three years, in the ‘‘great

coalition,’’ in which he served as foreign minister

under the chancellery of the Christian Democrat

leader (and ex-Nazi) Kurt-Georg Kiesinger (1904–

1988). Despite his party’s coming in second after

the Christain Democrats in the 1969 parliamentary

elections, Brandt was elected federal chancellor by

a ‘‘small coalition’’ of Social Democrats and

Liberals by the new parliament on 22 October

1969, putting an end to two decades of Christian

conservative hegemony in West German national

politics. The years as chancellor were most remark-

able for Brandt’s foreign policy of détente and

reconciliation. As a governing mayor of West

Berlin, and later as the foreign minister, he inaugu-

rated a strategy of ‘‘change by rapprochement,’’

replacing the policy of strict nonrecognition and

polarization vis-à-vis the GDR and the Soviet bloc.

Within one year treaties of nonaggression and

recognition of the postwar borders were reached

with Poland and the Soviet Union. Brandt’s state

visit to Poland in December 1970 not only

included the signature of the Warsaw Treaty

but also found its symbolic and emotional climax

when, during a wreath-laying ceremony at the

Warsaw Ghetto memorial, he spontaneously knelt

down on his knees for a moment of silent medita-

tion, thus expressing mourning and historical

responsibility for the crimes committed in the

name of Germany during World War II. It is this

spirit and attitude that earned him the Nobel Peace

Prize in 1971. In the same years the four victorious

Allied Powers reached an agreement on the status

of West Berlin and its permanent relation to the

Federal Republic, allowing the negotiation of a

series of treaties between the two German states

in 1972. Other treaties with Soviet-bloc countries

followed, integrating Brandt’s foreign policy into

the global climate of détente between the rival

power blocs. Although he was furiously opposed

by many Christian conservatives and some oppo-

nents within his own party who represented the

irredentist claims of the refugee lobby in West

Germany, his détente policy was confirmed by a

triumphant re-election in 1972 that showed broad

and unequivocal support for this part of his politi-

cal agenda. By contrast, his standing turned out to

be precarious in the field of domestic politics. On

the one hand, major and already long-overdue

reform projects (liberalization of the penal code

on abortion and homosexuality, broader invest-

ments in public and higher education, enlarging

trade-union participation rights in large enter-

prises) were realized. On the other hand, an

increasing public-spending deficit, a high level of

inflation, and the first signs of shrinking growth

rates after the oil shock in 1973, and also the harsh

treatment of communist ex-1968ers applying for

public service work (the so-called Berufsverbote pol-

icy) revealed him as less adept at the everyday piece-

meal work of balancing lobby interests and a

political reform program. So when his personal

assistant within the SPD board of governors,

Günter Guillaume (1927–1995), was unmasked

as an East German spy in April 1974, Brandt’s

immediate resignation from his chancellery also

reflected a growing sense of frustration with this

office, not the least intensified by rivalries within

the Social Democratic leadership.

Still president of the SPD, Brandt focused

again on his preferred field of politics, international

relations. Elected president of the Socialist

International in 1976, he accepted the World

Bank’s invitation to chair an ‘‘Independent

Commission for International Developmental

Issues,’’ which resulted in the publication of the

‘‘North-South’’ (or Brandt) Report in 1980 on

behalf of the United Nations. It was only after a

minor intraparty quarrel that he resigned from the

party presidency in 1987. The ensuing sense of
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growing estrangement from the party in his late
years was only interrupted by the democratic revo-
lution in the GDR in 1989 and the ensuing
German unification, which Brandt supported in
an unequivocal way, coining the famous phrase
‘‘Now things grow together that belong together’’
(Nun wächst zusammen was zusammengehört) the
day after the opening of the Berlin Wall on 9
November 1989. He was held in high esteem by
East Germans since a spectacular official visit to
Erfurt in 1970, where he had been cheered spon-
taneously by a large crowd. Brandt had to with-
draw from actual politics due to declining health.
He died of cancer in 1992.

During his lifetime Brandt was seen by his
contemporaries as a radiant personality who
aroused veneration and animosity. It was not just
his history as a young antifascist resistance fighter
that made him decidedly different from the
majority of bystanders and ex-Nazis populating

the ranks of his peers in the West German poli-
tical elite. He also represented modernity and
change in a broader sense of lifestyle and cultural
interests contrasting with the provincial, petit-
bourgeois appeal of the Christian conservative

‘‘Bonn republic’’ of the 1950s. Polyglot by virtue
of his travels and experience as an exile, he man-
ifested a very individual flair for cosmopolitan
intellectualism. As a former journalist, he estab-
lished firm links to the community of young West

German writers and artists, such as Günter Grass
(b. 1927), who would later win a Nobel Prize,
and writers and artists in other countries. Brandt
was one of the most prolific writers among the
guild of full-time politicians in Germany, leaving

behind a considerable oeuvre with numerous
nonfiction books, memoirs, and hundreds of arti-
cles. It comes therefore as no surprise that Brandt
engages the imagination of playwrights, movie-
makers, and novelists, for instance in the play

Democracy by Michael Frayn (b. 1933), which
premiered in London in 2003. Brandt’s political
and historical legacy is administered by a
Bundeskanzler-Willy-Brandt-foundation erected
by the SPD and his wife, Brigitte Seebacher-

Brandt (b. 1946), in the town hall of Berlin-
Schöneberg, where he had worked during his
years as mayor.

See also Berlin Wall; Germany; 1989.
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THOMAS LINDENBERGER

n

BRAQUE, GEORGES (1882–1963),
French painter who, together with Pablo Picasso,
developed cubism.

Georges Braque was born in Argenteuil-
sur-Seine, a small community near Paris, at a time
when modern art was associated with Claude
Monet and impressionism both in Paris and in Le
Havre, where his family took up residence in 1890.
Braque left secondary school quite early in order to
enter into apprenticeship first with his father, a
building painter and amateur artist, and later with
a decorative painter named Roney. At the same
time he attended courses in the evening at the
École des Beaux-Arts in Le Havre and took flute
lessons with the brother of Raoul Dufy. In 1900 he
moved to Paris where he pursued his apprentice-
ship with Laberthe and frequented the courses held
in the Municipal Studio of Batignolles. After his
military service in 1901 in Le Havre, his parents
agreed to allow him to devote himself exclusively to
painting.

In Paris, Braque enrolled in 1902 at the
Académie Humbert before going to the city’s
École des Beaux-Arts for a while. In 1905 at the
Salon d’Automne he discovered fauvism, a tech-
nique he perfected with the help of the painter
Othon Friesz, also from Le Havre. The following
spring he joined forces with his father, Friesz, and
Raoul Dufy to found the Cercle de l’Art Moderne
du Havre. It was therefore in the ‘‘fauvian’’ manner
that he mounted his first show in 1906, at the
twenty-third Salon des Indépendents.
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One year later however, Braque was captivated

by Paul Cézanne’s paintings in a retrospective at

the Salon d’Automne. Soon thereafter he com-

pleted his first version of the Viaduc de l’Estaque

(1907), which signaled his passage from fauvism

to a style more influenced by Cézanne. During this

time Guillaume Apollinaire introduced him to Pablo

Picasso, who had just finished Les Demoiselles

d’Avignon. Braque at this time had begun his

Large Nude (finished in 1908), a work whose

Cézannien influence contrasted with Les Demoiselles

d’Avignon, which was marked more by primitivism.

In 1908 a series of Braque’s landscapes rejected

by the Salon d’Automne was shown at the

Kahnweiler gallery. As a way of disparaging the

works, the critic Louis Vauxcelles described them

as bunches of ‘‘cubes,’’ whence came the term

cubism. From that year forward, Braque’s artistic

strivings would develop in tandem with those of

Picasso, with whom he forged a lasting friendship.

Together they would give birth to cubism.

In 1911 Braque joined Picasso in Céret, where

he used stenciled letters for the first time, in his

painting The Portuguese. The following year he

added sand and sawdust to his works, as well as

pieces of ‘‘faux wood’’ wallpaper. With Picasso he

invented the use of collage in modern art. In 1912

Braque married Marcelle Lapré and took her with

him and Picasso to Marseille, where they purchased

masks and African statuettes.

In 1914 World War I broke out and Braque

was mobilized along with the 224th Infantry

Regiment. Picasso accompanied his friend in uni-

form to the station in Avignon, where their mutual

dialogue of many years came to an end. One year

later Braque underwent trepanning for serious

head wounds and after his convalescence did not

return to the front. In December 1917 he pub-

lished his ‘‘Pensées et réflexions sur la peinture’’

(Thoughts and reflections on painting) in the jour-

nal Nord-Sud, where he argued that what accounts

for artistic progress is more a knowledge of the

limits of artistic language than its extension. He

began therefore to refashion his previous work by

reconciling the geometry of cubism with the

curved line, thereby paving the way for his leap into

painting the large-scale, classical-style nudes known

as the Canephores and, later on, smaller-scale

seascapes. This period would lead him in 1929 to

The Canephora. Painting by Georges Braque, 1922. MUSÉE

NATIONAL D’ART MODERNE, CENTRE POMPIDOU, PARIS, FRANCE/LAUROS/

GIRAUDON/THE BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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take up partial residence in Varengeville-sur-Mer

near Dieppe, where he maintained a house and

studio.

During the 1920s Braque took his first steps

into the world of the theater by creating the décor

for the Ballets Russes production of Les Fâcheux

(1924), among others. His work received interna-

tional recognition the following decade with a ret-

rospective at the Kunsthalle in Basel, Switzerland

(1933) and another in the United States (1939–

1940). During the Occupation, which he spent in

Paris, he deepened the themes apparent in his

‘‘Interiors,’’ which were to be followed, after the

Liberation, by the ‘‘Billiards’’ series.

Additional accolades were to follow in 1948

with the publication of Cahier de Georges Braque:

1917–1947 and the Grand Prize for Painting at the

Venice Biennale. The correspondences between

objects in his works became increasingly harmo-

nious and were soon joined by the figure of the

bird, as witnessed in the decorative ceiling of the

Etruscan Room in the Louvre (1953). In 1961, on

the occasion of his eightieth birthday, his studio

was taken down and rebuilt in its entirety in the

Louvre’s Mollien Gallery, a previously unheard-of

honor for a living artist. André Malraux accorded

him another exceptional privilege upon his death in

1963 by delivering a eulogy in his honor before the

colonnade of the Louvre.

See also Cubism; Picasso, Pablo.
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BRASILLACH, ROBERT (1909–1945),
French writer and right-wing journalist.

Having completed his studies at the presti-
gious École Normale Supérieure in 1928, Robert
Brasillach began a journalistic career two years later
that continued throughout his short life. After a

biography, Présence de Virgile (1931), came his first

novel, Le voleur d’étincelles (1932; The thief of

sparks). In 1931 he began his career as a literary

critic for the right-wing, monarchist, Catholic

newspaper L’action française, whose leading spirit

was Charles Maurras. Brasillach became one of

Maurras’s many ‘‘disciples,’’ promoting French

nationalism for much of his career. In 1932 he

produced an adaptation of the trial of Joan of

Arc, a heroine whom Brasillach greatly admired.

He was also theater critic for the Revue universelle

and 1933. A play, Domrémy (1933), followed and

then a novel, Le marchand d’oiseaux (1936; The

bird seller). The antigovernment riots and demon-

strations of February 1934 (particularly of 6

February) in Paris moved Brasillach to declare that

the dawn of fascism had risen over France. The

novel L’enfant de la nuit (1934; Child of the

night) demonstrated the author’s mastery of a type

of impressionistic urban poetry. In 1935 he coau-

thored with Maurice Bardèche the seminal Histoire

du cinéma. A collection of studies of contemporary

writers, Portraits, also appeared in 1935. In 1936

Brasillach met Léon Degrelle, the Belgian leader of

the Rexist (monarchist, Catholic) movement and

wrote Léon Degrelle et l’avenir de ‘‘Rex’’ (Léon

Degrelle and the future of Rex).

In the first year of the Spanish civil war, he

published Les cadets de l’Alcazar (1936; The cadets

of Alcazar). He also coauthored a second account of

this event with Henri Massis (Le siège de l’Alcazar).

His larger Histoire de la guerre d’Espagne (1939;

History of the Spanish war) covers the entire war

with a distinct pro-Franco bias. The novel Comme le

temps passe (As time passes) appeared in 1937. In the

same year, Brasillach went to Italy and wrote enthu-

siastically about the new fascist regime of Benito

Mussolini. He became editor of the weekly fascist

newspaper Je suis partout (I am everywhere). In

September of that year, he attended the

Nuremberg Rally, an experience that apparently

bewitched him and increased his admiration for

National Socialist Germany. In 1938 Brasillach pub-

lished a study of the seventeenth-century playwright

Pierre Corneille. This biography was highly influ-

enced by his commitment to European fascism. His

novel Les sept couleurs (1939; The seven colors) is his

only truly experimental work of fiction. Each
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chapter adopts a different literary genre (narrative,
correspondence, documents, etc.) in order to relate
a continuous story about a couple of lovers who are
deeply affected by events on the European political
stage, in particular by the rise and apparent triumph
of fascism.

Like many other Frenchmen, he was mobilized
in 1938 at the time of the Munich crisis, only to
stand down for a year, before the outbreak of
World War II. From 1939 to 1940, he was sta-
tioned on the Maginot Line, where, during periods
of idleness, he penned his evocative memoirs of

Paris (and France) in the interwar years, entitled

Notre avant-guerre (1941; Before the war). As a

prisoner of war in Germany, he wrote Les captifs
(The captives; his only unfinished novel).

Returning to France in March 1941, he resumed

his journalism with Je suis partout. His articles for

this newspaper and for others were of a literary,

artistic, and political nature. They were often bril-

liantly vituperative and scurrilous, promoting fas-

cism, National Socialism, and the Vichy regime.

During the German occupation of France he wrote

a novel, La conquérante (1943; The conqueror),

based on his mother’s experiences in Morocco in

the early years of the twentieth century. Having

vainly attempted to persuade Georges Simenon

to write a novel set in the murky milieu of colla-

boration and resistance, he composed Six heures à
perdre (1944; Six hours to kill). Finding Je suis
partout’s collaborationism excessive, he quit the

newspaper’s team in September 1943. When the

Allies arrived in Paris in August 1944, Brasillach

went into hiding. Obliged to give himself up to

the liberation authorities, he was imprisoned at

Fresnes, where, among other works, he wrote the

poignant Poèmes de Fresnes (1946) and completed

his sequel to Notre avant-guerre, appositely

entitled Journal d’un homme occupé (Journal of an

occupied man). He was tried for treason in January

1945 and found guilty. Despite a petition for clem-

ency, organized by François Mauriac and signed by

many of the most famous writers and artists of the

day, Brasillach was executed by firing squad on 6

February 1945.

As of 2005, Brasillach was the only collabora-

tionist to remain unpardoned. His controversial

collaborationism during the occupation, his status

as an unrepentant French fascist, and his anti-

Semitism, together with his acerbic journalistic

verve, have exercised biographers and historians

alike. As a result, the rest of his work is often

considered as being of secondary importance. The

controversy over his career, his execution, and,

more generally, the responsibility of the writer con-

tinues to this day.

See also Anti-Semitism; Camus, Albert; Collaboration;
Fascism; Maurras, Charles.
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BRAUDEL, FERNAND (1902–1985),
French historian.

The French historian Fernand Braudel was the
intellectual heir of Marc Bloch (1886–1944) and
Lucien Febvre (1878–1956), later becoming their
promoter and finally the leader of what became
known as the Annales school. Through both his
individual work and his institutional power, he
profoundly influenced historiography and the
organization of historical research during the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century.

Born into a family of peasant background in
Lorraine, Braudel studied history and geography—
the two disciplines were linked at the time—at the
Sorbonne. Thus, in contrast to many of his mentors
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and his students, he was not a graduate of the École
Normale Supérieure in Paris and did not have the
social status of an ‘‘heir.’’ During his subsequent
tenure as a high school teacher in Algeria, he dis-
covered the geography of the Mediterranean, which
from the 1930s was to become the main focus of his
research. The result was a massive doctoral thesis,
written in part in a German prison camp and
defended in 1947: La Méditerranée et le monde
méditerranéen à l’époque de Philippe II (The
Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the
Age of Philip II). As soon as it was published (1949;
English trans., 1972–1973), the book caused a sen-
sation and was hailed as ‘‘revolutionary,’’ both in
France and abroad (in Germany, for example, by
Werner Conze).

In this work Braudel first developed his concep-
tion of ‘‘long-term’’ history and his now-famous
distinction among the different temporal frames
characteristic of different levels of historical evolu-
tion: (1) a ‘‘slow’’ history of the geographic environ-
ment; (2) a more rapid, ‘‘conjunctural’’ history of
societies and cultures; and (3) an ‘‘immediate’’ his-
tory of political events, culminating, in this case, in
the great naval battle of Lepanto in 1571. By thus
rewriting the history of the sixteenth century based
not on a decisive event or a central figure such as
Philip II of Spain (r. 1556–1598), but instead on a
constructed subject, the Mediterranean, Braudel
opened up new perspectives onto a history that
would be both ‘‘total,’’ in the sense of Bloch,
Febvre, and the Belgian historian Henri Pirenne
(1862–1935), but also ‘‘global’’ in a new sense, ca-
pable of playing with different scales and combining
macro- and micro-history. Even though Braudel’s
disdain for ‘‘political events,’’ which he viewed as
surface phenomena concealing deeper structures,
may seem outmoded in the early twenty-first cen-
tury, his discovery of the ‘‘ecological’’ dimension of
history and of the Mediterranean as a ‘‘historical
laboratory,’’ along with his art in ‘‘telling’’ its history,
albeit from a ‘‘deterministic’’ vantage point, earned
him a worldwide reputation.

First a professor at the Collège de France,
Braudel also became head of the ‘‘Sixth Section’’
of the École Pratique des Hautes Études (today,
the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales),
and eventually the founder, in 1962, of the Maison
des Sciences de l’Homme, a social sciences research

center in Paris. He was both a brilliant teacher and
a shrewd administrator who was able to take full
advantage of favorable circumstances and the com-
petition between East and West in the field of the
social sciences to establish, with notable support
from American foundations, a multidisciplinary his-
tory that the founders of the Annales had only
been able to dream of.

Under these circumstances, it might naturally
be expected that Braudel’s scientific work would
for a time be relegated to the background, the
historian essentially limiting himself to the editor-
ship of the Annales or producing articles. And
indeed, it was only after his retirement that
Braudel was able to publish, in quick succession,
two major series of works that extended his
research in two almost opposite directions: first, a
three-volume socioeconomic history of the
‘‘world-system’’ from the sixteenth through the
eighteenth century, Civilisation matérielle, écono-
mie et capitalisme (1967–1979; Civilization and
Capitalism, 15th–18th Century, 1981–1983), and
second a highly idiosyncratic three-volume history
of France, L’identité de la France (1986; The
Identity of France, 2 vols., 1989–1990), in which
the author rediscovers the nation’s geography—
and its diversity—from the perspective of a disillu-
sioned, or even melancholy, social historian. The
latter project, unfinished at the historian’s death, is
nonetheless highly revelatory of the thinking of a
man who, beyond the influences of the academy
and even his own social origins, was strongly
marked by the major transformations of French
society since World War I.

See also Annales School; Bloch, Marc; Febvre, Lucien;
France.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Daix, Pierre. Braudel. Paris, 1995.

Gemelli, Giuliana. Fernand Braudel. Translated from the
Italian by Brigitte Pasquet and Béatrice Propetto
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BRAUN, WERNHER VON (1912–1977),
German scientist.

Wernher von Braun was the famous German

constructor of the liquid fuel rocket A-4 (Aggregat

4), which took off for the first time on 3 October

1942. Being relabeled by the Nazis as Vergeltungs-
waffe (retaliation weapon) V-2, it was the first mis-

sile in history to be used in warfare, when hundreds

of missiles hit large towns such as Antwerp and

London in late 1944.

Von Braun was born on 23 March 1912 as the

second son of an aristocratic family. Protected by

his good-natured mother, he developed even in his

youth a characteristic style of playing risky games.

Inspired by a book by the rocket pioneer Hermann

Oberth, von Braun decided to construct the rock-

ets needed to fly to the moon when he was a teen-

ager. After a series of experiments conducted by

Oberth, Rudolf Nebel (1894–1978), von Braun, and

others with small rockets on the Raketenflugplatz

Berlin (Rocket Port) in 1930, the Army Ordnance

offered von Braun the opportunity to continue his

experiments with the military, which meant better

equipment and payment, but also the obligation of

secrecy. The twenty-year-old von Braun couldn’t

resist this offer and joined the military in December

1932. He may have thought that he could play

games with the military.

The legends, produced by von Braun and

others after 1945, say that the rocket engineers

did not think of war and were not affected by the

Nazi regime until 1942. Serious historical research

conducted by Michael Neufeld and others, how-

ever, reveals that there had been a close relationship

of Nazi politics and rocket technology since 1933.

Von Braun, member of the Nazi Party since 1937

and member of the SS since 1940, had been

appointed technical director of the army rocket

center in Peenemünde in 1937 with a staff of

ninety employees, later numbering up to five thou-

sand. The task of this center, which had been con-

structed according to his plans, was to construct a

military missile and not a space rocket.

It was an enormous achievement to build the

world’s first liquid fuel missile—able to transport a

warhead of one metric ton over a distance of 250

kilometers—within a period of only five years. The

reasons for this success were, according to Neufeld,

the integration of all research and testing within

one plant (a novelty in history, later called ‘‘big

science’’), the generous support of these efforts

by the Nazi regime (although raw materials and

qualified personnel generally were short, especially

after war had begun), and, finally, the charismatic

leadership of von Braun, who was able to integrate

and to motivate the team even in hard times.

However, the rocket engineers paid a high

price for this success. Thousands of prisoners of

the concentration camp Mittelbau-Dora, who were

forced to work in the underground production

plant of the V-2 missile, died of starvation or were

killed by brutal SS warders. Von Braun constantly

denied having been informed about this, but

records reveal several signs that he was much more

involved in the program than the legends suggest.

He was the top manager and the top promoter of

the missile project, and he even visited Adolf Hitler

several times in order to secure support from the

very top of the Nazi regime.

The moral failure of von Braun during the Nazi

era may be explained by his youth and the con-

straints and the momentum, which arose step-by-

step out of the specific constellation of politics and

technology. However, it is hard to conceive why

von Braun continued this kind of work after 1945

without any scruple. After being captured by the

U.S. army in 1945 and transferred to the United

States, in 1949 he even proposed to construct a

gigantic rocket to contribute to the assembly of a

Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)-like battle-

station in orbit. In 1953 he completed his work

on the world’s first nuclear missile, the Redstone

rocket, which was equipped with terminal guidance

systems and thus could also hit small military tar-

gets and not only large cities (unlike the militarily

useless V-2). In the 1950s, von Braun showed

himself as an advocate of the arms race, and he

heavily resisted his transfer to the civilian U.S.

space agency NASA, which had been founded in

1958. However, the launch of the Soviet Sputnik,

the first man-made object in space, in 1957 again

created an emergency situation in which the

United States needed a rescuer. Von Braun helped

to recover the self-confidence of the American
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nation by launching Explorer, the first U.S. satel-

lite, on 31 January 1958. Within a period of only

eight years on the project, in July 1969 von Braun

and his team managed to bring a man to the moon

and safely back again—another remarkable success,

but a very costly and risky endeavor as well.

However, after the Apollo mission, neither another

emergency situation nor a new risky game to play

arose. Frustrated, von Braun withdrew from NASA

in 1972. He died from cancer on 16 June 1977.

See also Space Programs; Sputnik.
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BRECHT, BERTOLT (1898–1956),
German author of plays, poetry, and novels.

Bertolt Brecht was born into a well-to-do mid-
dle class family in the Bavarian city of Augsburg
where he grew up comfortably, like most children
of his class. He had nearly finished secondary
school, at the Königliches Realgymnasium, when
World War I began. Brecht had been writing as
well as publishing poetry for two years, and also a
one-act drama, The Bible. Confident of becoming a
German classic—as he assured his friends—he used
to sing his rhymes for them, accompanying himself
on his guitar. Though in a few poems he first
celebrated the war, he soon turned against it and
was nearly kicked out of school for an essay mock-
ing Horace’s famous praise of dying for the father-
land. After graduating in 1917, Brecht enrolled at
Munich University to study medicine and philoso-
phy, but preferred to attend drama courses and
performances in the city’s theaters. In early summer
of 1918, Brecht finished his first major work for
the stage, Baal.

Drafted into the army six weeks before
Germany’s capitulation, he served with a medical
unit at Augsburg military hospital. During the brief
revolutionary period that ended the war, he was
elected to the Augsburg Workers and Soldiers
Soviet, or so he claimed later. In 1918 he also
wrote his famous anti-war poem, ‘‘Legend of the
Dead Soldier,’’ which the Nazis cited as evidence
when they deprived him of German citizenship in
1935. At the age of twenty, Brecht had created his
first dramatic masterpiece and a good deal of the
poetry that would earn him his place among the
greatest of German poets. Young Brecht was a
charismatic performer of his poems, inventing
melodies for them or singing them to popular
tunes. Had he been born fifty years later, he might

well have been tempted to make a career as a folk
or rock singer.

EARLY SUCCESS AND ADOPTION

OF MARXISM

During the Roaring Twenties, Brecht became an
award-winning, if controversial, playwright and an
acclaimed poet and lyricist. His first-ever produced
play, Drums in the Night, at Munich in 1922,
received the coveted Kleist Prize for Drama. A
second play, In the Jungle, premiered in Munich
the next year, causing a scandal, as did Baal at its
premiere in Leipzig. Nevertheless, Brecht’s adapta-
tion of Christopher Marlowe’s Edward II opened
in Munich in early 1924, staged by Brecht himself,
his first stab at the art that eventually would make
him world famous. In 1924 he moved to Berlin,
and though there were not that many productions
of his plays, he was recognized as a major dramatist.
Studying the texts of Karl Marx in the later
1920s, he adopted Marxist ideology as a basis and
guide for his literary production. The musical The
Threepenny Opera, written with the composer Kurt
Weill, premiered in Berlin in 1928, to become the
most popular German play of its time and, even-
tually, a most popular play worldwide.

By 1930, Brecht had developed a method of
collective work; he fashioned his plays with teams
of collaborators in an effort to break with the tradi-
tional concept of authorship; this has since been
criticized as an indirect exploitation of his cowork-
ers. He also evolved his concept of ‘‘Epic Theater,’’
citing his and Weill’s opera Rise and Fall of the City
of Mahagonny (1931) as a case in point. The Great
Depression and the concomitant rise of the Nazi
movement led by Adolf Hitler motivated Brecht’s
alignment with the Communist Party, whose pro-
gram corresponded, of course, to his Marxism.
Consequently, he experimented with a sequence of
Lehrstücke, plays that were supposed to not merely
teach audiences but foremost their performers,
who learn by enacting narratives of social and poli-
tical conflict, The Measures Taken being a promi-
nent and vehemently disputed example.

THE LONG EXILE

When Hitler took power in 1933, Brecht had to
fear for his life and quickly left with his family,
settling in Denmark where he spent six years before
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moving, in 1939, to Sweden, and then to Finland.

When an entry visa for the United States finally

arrived, the family traveled through the Soviet

Union and sailed from Vladivostok to Los Angeles

on 13 June 1941, only nine days before Hitler’s

armies invaded the Soviet Union. In the poem

‘‘To Those Born After’’ he noted: ‘‘changing coun-

tries more often than our shoes / We moved

through the wars of the classes, in despair / When

there was injustice only but no outrage about it.’’

Nevertheless, during his Scandinavian years Brecht

completed six of his major plays, along with hun-

dreds of poems, a novel, and numerous writings on

Epic Theater.

Brecht settled with his family in Hollywood,

hoping to write for the motion picture industry in

which many of his European friends were

employed. Though he devised numerous scenarios,

only one resulted in a released film, Hangmen Also

Die (1943, directed by Fritz Lang), though the
final screenplay differed vastly from Brecht’s script.
He mainly devoted his energy to projects for the
stage, determined to make a career in the American
theater since, at least until 1944, there was hardly
assurance that he might be able to return to a
Germany not ruled by the Nazis. Three of his plays
received professional productions, only one of
them on Broadway, but they found no commercial
success. He had occasion to truly influence only the
staging of Galileo, with Charles Laughton, whose
performance he later described as a model for Epic
acting.

RETURN TO BERLIN AND THE BERLINER

ENSEMBLE

After Germany’s defeat, Brecht immediately
revived old contacts and prepared his return to
Europe. In 1947, he had to testify before the
House Un-American Activities Committee in
Washington; the next day he flew to Paris to take
residence in Switzerland where, for the first time
since he had left Germany, he directed again, his
version of Antigone, with his wife Helene Weigel
(1900–1971) in the lead. In 1948, he was invited
to stage his Mother Courage and Her Children in
East Berlin. After the production’s and Weigel’s (as
Courage) sensational success, Brecht was invited to
set up his own company. At last his greatest wish
had been fulfilled and he moved to East Berlin,
where the newly established (East) German
Democratic Republic’s politics were in accord with
his socialist convictions.

Brecht devoted his remaining seven years
entirely to his theater, as playwright and, first of
all, as metteur-en-scène. His Berliner Ensemble was
to become the prototype of an Epic Theater, the
model that he hoped would revolutionize the way
theater was done in Germany. He based the com-
pany’s work on concepts he had formulated in texts
such as A Short Organum for the Theatre and The
Messingkauf Dialogues, yet he greatly adjusted
them in his practice. A given play’s narrative in a
particular interpretation, what Brecht called ‘‘the
fable,’’ was at the core of his directorial approach;
his work with actors focused on creating with them
the appropriate ‘‘gestus,’’ the bodily and vocal
manifestation of their character’s socially condi-
tioned behavior, for each moment and line of text.
The staging was expected to ‘‘tell the fable’’ as

A poster by Polish artist Franciszek Starowieyski

advertises a production of Brecht’s Mother Courage

and Her Children in Wroclaw, Poland, 1976. BRIDGEMAN

ART LIBRARY
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clearly as possible in visual terms. The smallest
details of performance were constantly scrutinized
and many times revised to better serve the fable’s
presentation. Brecht always encouraged his actors
to offer their own inventions and solutions,
demanding: ‘‘Don’t tell me, show me!’’

The ensemble had been invited to the ‘‘Théâtre
des Nations’’ festival in Paris in 1954 and subse-
quent years (winning the festival’s prize several
times), and also to London. As a result soon after
his death in August 1956, the influence of Brecht’s
theater became palpable all over Western Europe.
By the turn of the twenty-first century, his practice
and commitment to a socially active theater that
investigates the individual’s role and struggles with
society has been absorbed and further augmented
by theater artists all over the world; he also is the
only German playwright who attained a permanent
place in the international repertoire. His collected
works amount to thirty volumes, texts ranging
from plays to poetry, novels, short stories, theore-
tical writings and numerous letters; he was unques-
tionably one of the most prolific authors of the
twentieth century.

Shortly before his death, Brecht wrote a poem
about not needing a gravestone. If people should
need one for him, he said, it should be inscribed:
‘‘He made suggestions. We / Have accepted
them.’’

See also Theater; Weill, Kurt.
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BREL, JACQUES (1929–1978), Belgian
singer-songwriter.

Jacques Brel was born on 8 April 1929 in
Brussels, into a bourgeois family. After elementary
school, he was enrolled in the renowned Saint-
Louis School. He was not a stellar student, but
he took advantage of that time to do theater. As
a young Belgian Catholic, he spent his spare time
with a mob of scouts who nicknamed him ‘‘Phoque
hilarant’’ (hilarious seal).

In 1946, Brel joined the Franche Cordée, a
mixed philanthropic movement of Catholic youth.
He organized concerts and theatrical perfor-
mances, which led him to discover his taste for
singing in public. His future wife, Miche, was also
a member of this group. They were married on
1 June 1950 and had three children: Chantal
(1951), France (1953), and Isabelle (1958).

In 1953 Brel seriously considered leaving the
family cardboard business. Passionate about music,
he frequented such local Brussels clubs as Le
Grenier de la Rose Noire (The attic of the black
rose). Brel’s first record was a 78 rpm with two
tracks, ‘‘La foire’’ and ‘‘Il y a.’’ It was thanks to this
record that Brel met Jacques Canetti, the director
of the Parisian cabaret Les Trois Baudets (The
three donkeys). He encouraged Brel to start a
career in Paris and offered him a recording contract
with Philips. Brel became one of the noted singers
at the ‘‘music haunts’’ of the Left Bank. Starting in
1956 he toured Europe and North Africa; in 1959
he starred at the Bobino theater in Paris. It was
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then that he wrote such great classics as: ‘‘La valse à
mille temps’’ and ‘‘Ne me quitte pas.’’ Tours and
recitals around the world multiplied.

In 1966 Brel left the stage. He turned to movies
(notably in 1967 with André Cayatte) and became a
producer (Far West, 1972). He also produced many
musical theater shows, such as L’homme de La
Mancha (Man of la Mancha) at the Théâtre Royal
de la Monnaie in Brussels in 1968. In 1974 he set
sail aboard his sailboat L’Askoy and settled down
two years later on the island of Hiva Oa in the
Marquesas Islands of French Polynesia. He recorded
his final record in 1977 and died the following year,
on 9 October, of lung cancer.

Jacques Brel’s lifework is both one of the best
representations of French songwriting—along with
that of Georges Braessens (1921–1981) or Jean
Ferrat (b. 1930) and that of a poet with whom many
generations could identify. His songs express the
melancholy or enraged voice of the unloved: they
are the echoes of a universe devoid of pleasure or

grandeur, transcended by the lyricism of the artist.
His accompaniment was often brilliant, and he mas-
tered not only the language of tenderness
(‘‘Madeleine’’) but also the opposite (‘‘Les flamin-
gants’’). In addition, it is essentially thanks to him
that the accent and imagination of a French-speaking
man from Brussels were heard on French stages.

See also Popular Culture.
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BREST-LITOVSK. The Peace Treaty of

Brest-Litovsk was signed on 3 March 1918 at

the headquarters of the German High Command

in the east by representatives of the Bolshevik

government of Russia and of the four Central

Powers. It effectively ended World War I on the

eastern front and represented the victory of

the Central Powers in the east. By the terms of

the treaty the Russian government agreed to cease

all hostilities, demobilize its army and navy, and

exchange prisoners of war. The Russians also

renounced all territorial claims and agreed to evac-

uate all troops west of a line encompassing the

national boundaries of Ukraine, Poland, Belarus,

Lithuania, and Finland as well as the districts of

Ardahan, Kars, and Batum on the Turkish border.

A supplementary treaty of 27 August 1918 added

reparations totaling six billion marks and formally

removed Estonia and Latvia from Russian rule. The

detached states, containing some sixty million inhab-

itants, claimed national independence but in fact

served as German puppets for the remainder of the

war. The Bolshevik government thus surrendered

approximately 34 percent of the prewar Russian

Empire’s population, 32 percent of its arable land,

54 percent of its industry, 89 percent of its coal

mines, and virtually all of its oil production.

The Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was preceded
by the Bolshevik coup of 7 November 1917 that
established Vladimir Lenin’s Bolsheviks in power in

Russia. Lenin’s government, pledged to end the
war and desperate to acquire popular backing,
obtained an armistice effective 15 December and

initiated peace negotiations with the Central Powers
one week later. The Bolshevik negotiators, led by
Leon Trotsky, called for a peace with no annexations

or indemnities and hoped to use the peace confer-
ence as a forum for spreading Marxist revolution.
The Central Powers’ civilian delegates—led by the
foreign ministers of Germany and Austria-Hungary,

Richard von Kühlmann and Ottokar Czernin—
sought moderate terms as a step toward a compro-
mise general peace. Their hopes were dashed by the

demands of Germany’s de facto dictators Paul von
Hindenburg and Erich Ludendorff of the German
High Command—represented at Brest-Litovsk

by General Max Hoffmann—for a victor’s peace
and extensive annexations. When negotiations

stalled, the Central Powers initiated conversations

with an anti-Bolshevik Ukrainian delegation. On

9 February 1918 these talks culminated in the

signing of the ‘‘Bread Peace’’ between Ukraine

and the Central Powers, whereby Ukraine pledged

to provide its former enemies with at least one

million tons of grain in exchange for recognition

and territorial concessions in occupied Poland.

This event, and the generally harsh nature of the

terms of peace proposed by the Central Powers,

prompted a Russian declaration of ‘‘no war, no

peace’’ and withdrawal from the negotiations on

10 February. On 18 February the Germans re-

nounced the armistice and initiated an unopposed

military offensive deep into Russian-controlled

territory. Under intense German pressure, the

Bolsheviks agreed to reopen negotiations at Brest-

Litovsk on 1 March. The treaty, with stiffer terms

than those originally proposed, was signed two

days later.

The Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk removed

Russia from World War I and encouraged the

German High Command to conclude that total

victory could be achieved through an offensive in

the west in spring 1918. It firmly established the

dominance of the German High Command not

only in German policy making but also over

Germany’s allies, thereby linking inextricably the

fates of all the Central Powers to the success or

failure of German arms. The failure of the final

German offensive thus precipitated the collapse

of Germany and its allies in the autumn. The treaty

doomed any lingering chances for a compromise

peace between the Central and Entente Powers,

and its harsh terms contrasted starkly with Woodrow

Wilson’s idealistic Fourteen Points of 8 January

1918. The Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk thus hard-

ened Entente leaders toward Germany and its allies

and set a vindictive tone for the Paris Peace

Conference that imposed the Versailles Treaty on

defeated Germany on 28 June 1919. By fulfilling

the Bolshevik promise of peace, the Peace Treaty of

Brest-Litovsk also purchased Lenin’s government

the breathing space it needed to consolidate its

hold on power before the outbreak of the Russian

civil war in summer 1918. Its terms were effectively

nullified by the collapse of the Central Powers in

the autumn and by the Bolshevik victory in the civil
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war, in the course of which many of the severed

western territories, including Ukraine, Belarus, and

territory in the Caucasus, were reattached to the

Russian state.

See also Russian Revolutions of 1917; World War I.
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BRETON, ANDRÉ (1896–1966), founder
of surrealism.

André Breton, born in Tinchebray sur Orne in
Normandy, was truly a Breton, displaying a deep
sense of gloom and foreboding and a certain attrac-
tion to mysticism. In 1923, having welcomed
Dada’s founder, Tristan Tzara, to Paris, Breton
and Philippe Soupault wrote the first surrealist
text, Les champs magnétiques (Magnetic Fields)—an
illustration of automatic writing, a technique aimed
at unleashing the unconscious and recognizing
repressed desires that have nothing to do with the
world of logic. And in 1924, Breton wrote the
Manifeste du surréalisme (Surrealist Manifesto), in
which surrealism was defined in terms of its liberat-
ing quality. Down with the rational mind—the
Celtic atmosphere was making itself felt in other
forms. Although surrealism may have officially
ended with Breton’s death, Breton and surrealism

endured together for at least forty-two years.
Breton—leonine, massive, sure, rhetorically and
visually gifted—was surrealism itself.

The forceful Surrealist Manifesto was produced
simultaneously with the journal aptly called La
révolution surréaliste (The surrealist revolution).
In addition to continuing the experiment with
automatic writing (and drawing), the journal also
recounted dreams, considered the pathway to the
unconscious. Breton eventually became dis-
appointed with the techniques of automatism; not-
withstanding, he was initially excited about them
and they continue to be important in literature and
art. What these techniques unleashed, apart from a
remarkable series of writings and events, was a
point of view that was recognizably that of a free
spirit.

Breton’s first wife, Simone Kahn, joined him in
the early surrealist experiments, which included
collective games. With his second wife, the artist
Jacqueline Lamba, Breton had a baby girl, Aube,
who grew up to be an artist known as Aube
Elléouët. The Bretons fled France during World
War II, thanks to Varian Fry’s rescue mission for
European intellectuals. They first took refuge in
Marseille, then arrived in New York via Martinique.

Breton did not learn any English in America
and remained isolated from New York artists and
writers, entirely taken up with the affairs of his own
group of surrealists. Perhaps his closest contact was
with the abstract expressionist Robert Motherwell,
whom he met through the Chilean artist Roberto
Matta Echaurren and who translated the idea of
automatism into the realm of the visual arts.

Breton’s desire for political action is attested
in Surréalisme au service de la révolution (1930;
Surrealism at the service of the revolution), the
successor journal to La révolution surréaliste. But
his discussions with the ‘‘cell’’ of gas workers to
which he was assigned did not lead to satisfaction
on his part or comprehension on the part of the
workers. Breton understandably felt the same sense
of disappointment he had experienced when his
long-desired encounter with Sigmund Freud led
to no entrancing discussion of psychoanalysis or
the role of dreams.

When Jacqueline left Breton for the American
artist David Hare, Breton married a third time.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 429

B R E T O N , A N D R É



With his new wife, Elisa Bindhoff, he traveled
through North America and was particularly taken
by Native American customs and art in the
Midwest and on the Gaspé Peninsula of Canada.
After the war, he returned with Elisa to Paris but
found the atmosphere greatly changed. At the
Sorbonne, Tzara and Breton argued publicly over
politics and art, Tzara claiming that Breton, who
had taken refuge in America, had run away from
Europe when others were fighting in the
Resistance. While others faced real barbed wire,
Tzara maintained, the New York surrealist group
was playing with the metallic grids of art stretched
across their journal VVV: ‘‘Feel this with your eyes
closed,’’ the caption ran.

Surrealism stood accused of irrelevance. But
Breton’s poems and essays constitute an important

legacy. His insuperably poetic prose style informs

Les pas perdus (1924; The Lost Steps), Point du jour

(1934; Break of Day), L’amour fou (1937; Mad

Love), Arcane 17 (1944), and La clé des champs

(1953; Free Rein). From the poet Pierre Reverdy

Breton adapted the idea of the poetic image as that

which weds opposites with great force and in a

flash. In the poetic image one thing leads to

another, day to night, life to death. All communi-

cate their elements with one another, as in Breton’s

illustrative scientific experiment called Les vases

communicants (1944; Communicating Vessels),

the most theoretical of his essays. It was always

his hope to reconcile opposites via the conducting

wire leading from field to opposing field. This was

surrealism’s characteristic and optimistic way of

dealing with the universe.

André Breton (center) with poets Paul Éluard (left) and Robert Desnos, c. 1923. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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What Breton called ‘‘convulsive’’ beauty is a
dynamic recognition of the ‘‘reciprocal relations
linking the object seen in its motion and its
repose.’’ It is a point of view diametrically opposed
to static perception, readying itself—in a constant

state of expectation—for the encounter with the
marvelous, an unexpected and splendid outlook
and vision where perception and representation
converge. Breton died in 1966, soon after many
students and disciples of surrealism had gathered at

Cerisy-la-Salle in Normandy to celebrate his ideas
and his role as the undisputed leader of the move-
ment. The goal of surrealism is to transform life,
language, and human understanding, through what
Breton called ‘‘lyric behavior,’’ in which the observ-

er is part of the scene observed, to liberate people
from any limitation or constriction imposed by
something outside them. In this respect, surrealism
intended and still intends to remake the world.

See also Dada; Surrealism.
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BRETTON WOODS AGREEMENT.
The New Hampshire spa of Bretton Woods gave
its name to the international economic agreements
negotiated there between the United States and the
United Kingdom in 1944, subsequently signed by
forty-two other countries. The agreements covered a
wide range of commercial and monetary purposes,
but the name is used to signify the international
trade and payments machinery that replaced the gold
standard of the interwar period. The regime did not
become fully operative until 1958 and underwent
many changes before its collapse in 1971. It makes
better historical sense to think of Bretton Woods as a
broad agreement on the manner in which world
trade and payments were to be managed between
the capitalist states and on a readiness to make
adjustments for that common purpose.

NEED FOR AGREEMENT

The need for agreement was imperative both for

the United Kingdom, deeply in debt to the United

States by summer 1944, and for the United States,

whose postwar policy was to return to unrestricted

international trade based on automatic currency

convertibility. Nevertheless, agreement was hard

to reach. In London financial reasoning suggested

that Britain would need a substantial transition

period before its overall balance of payments would

be strong enough to accept the automatic dollar

convertibility of the pound sterling. The terms of

the final settlement of all mutual Anglo-American

war debts dominated the Bretton Woods meeting,

because they determined what seemed possible.
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The experience of the failure of the gold stan-

dard in the interwar period helped in reaching

agreement. Both countries now wished to control

capital movements, confining the purpose of con-

vertibility to the settlement of trade and current

accounts. The United Kingdom conceded that cur-

rency exchange rates should be fixed against the

gold value of the U.S. dollar. The United States

withdrew its demand that countries would not have

the right to alter their exchange rate, although it

insisted on setting too high a rate for the pound

against the dollar ($4.03 = £1.00). Tariff prefer-

ences for British Commonwealth goods exported

to the United Kingdom were regarded by the

United States as discrimination against American

exports of similar agricultural products, but the

issue was compromised by both sides accepting a

rule that there should be no new preferences in the

Bretton Woods trading system, thus leaving the

intended process of reduction of tariffs to reduce

the degree of advantage given by the existing pref-

erential tariffs. Such movements toward agreement

were testimony to the common impact of the war

on economic policy and theory in the United States

and the United Kingdom, not least in concentrat-

ing both policy and theory on the advantages of

reflation.

A common standpoint also emerged about the
need for international collaborative institutions to
make the management of a world trade and
payments mechanism possible. The International
Monetary Fund (IMF) was created to supervise the
exchange rates, and its permission was decreed
necessary before any rate could be changed. The
ability to create international supervisory institutions
that have lasted is the most telling indication of the
underlying common purpose of the two countries
and of the subsequent signatories. In practice, as well
as in its origins, Bretton Woods was to show that
consistent intentions were more durable than rules.

CHANGING THE RULES

The history of the rules is full of change. The
United Kingdom was unable to win any longer
transition period than two years before automatic
currency convertibility in trade settlements had to
apply. In the first two years of peace Western
European economies experienced a vigorous boom
with high levels of investment and a high rate of

import growth, particularly of capital goods and
food, of which in both cases the United States
was at first the only available supplier. By summer
1947 not only Britain, as it had feared, but also
other Western European countries were running
out of dollars. None, however, except Italy, cut
back on imports and tightened its monetary policy.
All were faced with imperative public demand for
goods, jobs, and public welfare provision. Return
to interwar conditions seemed politically impossi-
ble. This was against the background of relentless
competition with the communist political regimes
of Eastern and central Europe.

Faced with the emerging threat of the Cold
War and of a political division through the center
of Europe and of Germany and no prospect of a
peace treaty being signed, the United States had to
support Western European domestic policies or face
isolation. The outcome was the Marshall Plan,
officially styled the European Recovery Program. It
opened a new stream of dollars to Western Europe
for economic reconstruction and additional interna-
tional agencies to implement Bretton Woods. The
European Payments Union (EPU) added to its task
of regulating the trade settlements that of directing
trade between the European recipients of Marshall
Aid toward greater multilateralism. In retrospect the
need for the Marshall Plan justified Europe’s fears
about the inadequacy of Bretton Woods as a viable
regime so soon after the war. It was only at the end
of December 1958 that automatic convertibility
between all Western European currencies and the
dollar was achieved.

To mark even more clearly that the Bretton
Woods system was not the monolith envisaged in
1944, Canada maintained its decision in 1950 to
float its currency, France used multiple exchange
rates for much of 1948, and the pound sterling was
devalued in 1949 from $4.00 to $2.80, a decision
about which the IMF was informed, without prior
discussion, only one day in advance.

PROBLEMS AND FAILURES OF THE SYSTEM

Bretton Woods did not break free from the
denomination of international settlements in gold.
Convertibility was based on the American dollar
being tied to a fixed value in gold, to be maintained
by the open-market operations of the American
monetary authorities. As under the interwar gold
standard, therefore, the exchange rates were at the
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mercy of variations in the supply and demand for
gold, not a commodity whose supply could be
quickly increased. Earlier reserve currencies, such
as sterling, became less used, from the mid-1960s
through deliberate policy actions of the British
government. The availability of gold was outpaced
by the relentless growth in the value of foreign trade
over the long boom from 1945 in the Western
world. One characteristic of that trade was the per-
sistent increase of manufactured imports into the
United States from Western Europe and Japan. Its
counterpart was the remorseless flow throughout
the Bretton Woods years of gold from the United
States to Europe. Monetary economists often con-
clude that the dollar price of gold was set too low,
but the flow of dollars from the United States
reflected the reality of the longest recorded eco-
nomic boom in Europe and the increasing power
of European and Japanese manufacturing.

To exacerbate this problem, there were persis-
tent inflationary trends in the American economy,
some of them generated by its long, and in foreign
eyes doomed, war in Vietnam. Either the United
States would be forced to reduce worldwide liquid-
ity, and thus the expansion of foreign trade, and
risk a return to international deflation, or new
forms of sustaining liquidity would have to be
devised. Experiments in alternatives, chiefly the
issue of tradable Special Drawing Rights (SDRs),
came too late to be effective. The United States
had a balance of payments deficit in its own settle-
ments in every year from 1958 to the close of
1967, although in all except one it had a surplus
on current account. The deficit was due to capital
exports, of which the largest component was pri-
vate investment, mainly in Western Europe. The
fear was that the dollar value of investments might
be converted into gold. The rest of the world’s
gold stock was already in 1959 estimated to exceed
that of the United States. If, alternatively, the
United States reduced the size of its dollar deficit,
the loss of the liquidity that had been backed by
that deficit might well also provoke deflation.

The end came in response to British and
French intentions to convert dollars into gold.
On 15 August 1971 the United States suspended
automatic dollar convertibility into gold, ending its
efforts to maintain the fixed value of gold, and
imposed a surcharge on imports and wage and
price controls within the United States.

BRETTON WOODS IN RETROSPECT

In one sense, this only registered the fact that the
system had already changed into a dollar, rather
than a gold, standard. But that change should have
led to a more determined effort by the United
States to reduce its own domestic inflation.
Bretton Woods will be remembered as ushering in
and for a long time safeguarding the longest
recorded period of high economic growth in mod-
ern history, although for the United States this was
much less evident in the 1950s. Its ignominious
end demonstrates that all international payments
systems are eventually overtaken by the worldwide
economic change that their success in stimulating
international trade promotes. No single hegemonic
power can prevent such an outcome. International
settlements agreements facilitate foreign trade.
Foreign trade promotes economic growth, notably
so in the 1960s, and states must adjust domestic
and foreign policies as long as they wish to main-
tain that advantage.

See also Marshall Plan.
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BREZHNEV, LEONID (1906–1982),
Soviet leader from 1964 to 1982.

Born in Kamenskoye (renamed Dneprodzer-
zhinsk in 1936) in Ukraine, where his father was a
metalworker, Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev entered the
Kursk Agricultural Technical Institute in 1923,
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graduating in 1927. In that year he married
Victoria Petrovna Denisova, and together they
moved to the Urals, including a spell in 1931
in Sverdlovsk (Yekaterinburg). Returning to
Kamenskoye, he joined the Communist Party on
24 October 1931. As members of the old intelli-
gentsia were replaced by newly trained workers
(the vydvizhentsy) and the purges took their toll
on staff, Brezhnev began his swift rise. By 1933
he had become director of the Dneprodzerzhinsk
Metallurgical Institute and in 1935 was awarded
an engineering degree. Following military service
in Chita in 1935, he became deputy head of
the Dneprodzerzhinsk city soviet with responsibil-
ity for city construction. From 1938 until the
beginning of World War II he worked in
Dnepropetrovsk, becoming ideological secretary
in 1939. During the war he saw action as a political
officer in the Caucasus, Ukraine, the Carpathians,
and Eastern Europe, as well as participating in the
liberation of Novorossysk and the associated
region, which later became the subject of one of
his books, Malaya zemlya (Little land), exaggerat-
ing his military achievements.

On 21 November 1947 Brezhnev became first
secretary of the Dnepropetrovsk Obkom (regional
party committee), and this became his political base
for the rest of his career. In the early 1950s he worked
briefly in Moldavia as head of the republic before
being elected a member of the Central Committee
(CC) of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) and a secretary of the CC by the Nineteenth
Party Congress in 1952. One of the leaders of Nikita
Khrushchev’s Virgin Lands Scheme, on 5 February
1954 Brezhnev became second secretary of
Kazakhstan, and on 6 August 1955 he was appointed
head of the republic as first secretary.

Returning in 1956, Brezhnev was elevated by
the Twentieth Congress to candidate membership
of the Presidium (as the Politburo was then
known) of the CPSU and was once again elected
a CC secretary, now assuming responsibility for
defense, heavy engineering, and capital construc-
tion. He supported Nikita Khrushchev in his strug-
gle with the so-called anti-party group in 1957. He
was rewarded by becoming the deputy head of the
Russian Soviet Federated Social Republic (RSFSR)
bureau of the CC CPSU, and in 1960 he was
appointed chair of the Presidium of the USSR

Supreme Soviet (effectively president). By 1963
he had become the second secretary of the
CC CPSU. He played an important role in
Khrushchev’s overthrow, representing a revolt of
the party bureaucracy against Khrushchev’s ‘‘hare-
brained schemes,’’ and on 14 October 1964
Brezhnev became first secretary of the party.

Brezhnev is usually remembered through the
prism of his last years, when he was physically
debilitated and the country under his leadership
had entered a period of immobility and stagnation.
However, commentators like Henry Kissinger in
the late 1960s noted Brezhnev’s physical magne-
tism and energy. His rule began with the promise of
economic reform, masterminded by Prime Minister
Alexei Kosygin, but these plans soon ran into the
sands. Brezhnev’s rule represented the end of
destalinization, and was accompanied by the policy
of ‘‘stability of cadres’’ that allowed corruption and
the abuse of the nomenklatura system of appoint-
ments to flourish. In 1968 Brezhnev was complicit
in the invasion of Czechoslovakia, and he gave his
name to the ‘‘Brezhnev Doctrine’’ of limited sover-
eignty for the Eastern European ‘‘fraternal’’ social-
ist countries. That year he suffered the first of his
health breakdowns associated with sedatives.
Brezhnev lacked all intellectual curiosity, and
although the head of the world’s leading commu-
nist state, he was never seen to have read any of the
classics of Marxism-Leninism. He preferred maga-
zines with big color photographs or cartoons.

The early 1970s saw the onset of détente with
the West. In 1970 Brezhnev signed the Moscow
agreements between the USSR and West Germany,
stabilizing their relationship in response to the
West German chancellor Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik,
his effort to normalize relations with Eastern
European countries. Détente brought certain fruits,
including the first Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT) and the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, both
in 1972. The economic benefits of détente allowed
Brezhnev to postpone necessary economic reforms.
It was during his meeting with U.S. president
Gerald Ford in Vladivostok in 1974 that
Brezhnev suffered the first collapse of his nervous
system. The main triumph of his leadership was the
signature of the Helsinki Final Act in August 1975,

in which the Soviet regime undertook human

rights commitments in exchange for economic
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and security gains, including the recognition of the

postwar borders. Brezhnev had no intention of

observing the human rights promises, and instead

by the end of the decade the world was plunged

into a second Cold War that in some ways was

more threatening than the first, bringing the world

to the verge of nuclear war. Although the SALT II

agreement was signed in Vienna in 1979, in

December of that year Brezhnev sanctioned the

introduction of Soviet troops into Afghanistan.

Brezhnev’s love of awards and honors culmin-

ated in his becoming a marshal of the Soviet

Union in May 1976. His chest was soon to run

out of space on which to pin the various medals

and awards that he granted himself, including four

‘‘gold star’’ medals as ‘‘Hero of the Soviet Union.’’

From 1977 he combined the posts of first secretary

and head of the Supreme Soviet Presidium, thus

becoming not only party leader but also head

of state (president). The year 1978 saw the pub-

lication of his books Malaya zemlya, Vozrozhdenie
(Rebirth), and Tselina (Virgin lands), for which he

was awarded numerous literary prizes, including,

on 31 March 1980, the Lenin Prize for literature.

Brezhnev’s long tenure in power saw the Soviet

Union achieve strategic parity with the United

States, but the country under him became a colossus

with feet of clay governed by an introspective, con-

servative gerontocracy. Mikhail Gorbachev dubbed

the later years of his leadership the period of stagna-

tion (zastoi). Brezhnev’s refusal to tackle the pro-

blems facing the country led to declining economic

growth rates, social decay, and external hostility.

Although his rule is seen as one of peace and stabi-

lity, in the end the Brezhnevite system proved

unsustainable.

See also Arms Control; Cold War; Gorbachev, Mikhail;
Khrushchev, Nikita; Soviet Union.
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BRIAND, ARISTIDE (1862–1932), French
statesman.

Aristide Briand was born on 28 March 1862, in
Nantes, France, into a family of café owners. He
attended high school in Nantes. After his bacca-
laureate, in 1881, he started clerking at a Saint-
Nazaire attorney’s office. Two years later he went
to Paris to study law. He began his career simulta-
neously as a lawyer (he registered with the bar
association of Saint-Nazaire in November 1886)
and as a journalist (he published his first article in
August of 1884 in La démocratie de l’ouest).

Politically involved at an early age (he was a
Radical candidate in the 1889 legislative elections),
during the 1890s Briand became a revolutionary
activist and a supporter of general strikes. Briand
founded the first trade union of the workers of
Brière on 10 August 1892, and began to be seen
as a fervent strike promoter. In collaboration with
the anarchist Fernand Pelloutier (1867–1901) he
worked on an essay, De la Révolution par la grève
générale (Revolution by the general strike). From
then on, he ran as a Socialist candidate, suffering
several failures before being elected deputy in the
1902 parliamentary elections in the Loire region (he
would be reelected for the next thirty years). As
secretary general of the Socialist Party, he became
close with Jean Jaurès (1859–1914), the founder of
L’humanité, a newspaper for which Briand wrote
several articles.

Though he joined the still-young French
Section of the Workers’ International in 1905,
Briand had another ambition: to become a states-
man. His first opportunity came during a debate on
the law mandating the separation of church and
state, for which he was the spokesperson at the
Chamber of Deputies. In this debate he showed
qualities that would forge the rest of his career: his
talent for conciliation and both a sense of and a
desire for openness and compromise. The success

of that effort enabled him to become the minister of

public education and of culture in 1906, in the
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cabinet of Jean Marie Ferdinand Sarrien. This was a

turning point in his career. Henceforth, his revolu-

tionary ideas would fade and be replaced by a con-

cern for realism and pragmatism. His membership in

the Socialist Party was revoked because the party

forbade members from participating in ‘‘bourgeois’’

governments.

From then on, Briand ran as an independent

socialist, straddling the left and the right. Thus he

began an impressive ministerial career (he served as

minister a total of twenty-two times over the next

twenty-five years). When he was elected president

of the council for the first time in 1909 (he was

reelected ten times), he governed with firmness

and pragmatism, repressing the strikes of 1910

and pursuing a policy of conciliation with the

Catholics. During the First World War he was the

head of the government (1915–1917); he served as

prime minister also in 1921–1922, under the rul-

ing majority of the National Bloc, and in 1925–

1926, with the Left Wing Cartel.

Briand’s grand design concerned foreign policy

much more than it did domestic policy. He was

appointed minister of foreign affairs fifteen times

and served continuously from 1925 to 1932. At

the end of World War I, he was at first a supporter

of the firm application of the Treaty of Versailles in

Germany—but the man who would ‘‘collar

Germany’’ soon revised his position, realizing that

France did not have the means to police the

European continent. Three ideas would guide his

politics from then on: closer ties between France

and Germany, defending collective peace and

security in the framework of the League of

Nations, and developing the idea of a united

Europe. So, Aristide Briand, along with his

German counterpart Gustav Stresemann (1878–

1929), negotiated the Locarno Pact (1925) and

sponsored Germany’s entry into the League of

Nations (1926). Briand was also the originator of

the Kellogg-Briand Pact ‘‘outlawing’’ war.

Finally, in a famous speech that he delivered

before the general assembly of the League of

Nations on 5 September 1929, he expressed his

support for ‘‘a sort of federal link’’ that would unify

‘‘people who are geographically grouped together

like those of Europe.’’ A memorandum, presented

on 17 May 1930 as an extension of this speech,

proposed the political union of Europe in the name

of security and closer ties between the European

economies. Lionized by some, especially the ‘‘realist’’

youth of the review Notre temps, and despised by

others of the nationalist, far-right end of the political

spectrum who, like L’action française, stigmatized

the illusions and pipe dreams of the man they called

the ‘‘bleating pacifist,’’ Briand’s future darkened in

the early 1930s. His failure in Geneva was com-

pounded, in 1931, by his loss to the moderate Paul

Doumer (1857–1932) in the French presidential

elections. Briand’s time had passed and his own will

to continue was gone. He died on 7 March 1932.

See also Locarno, Treaty of; Stresemann, Gustav.
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BRITAIN, BATTLE OF. In June 1940,
having defeated France in one of the most spectac-
ularly decisive land battles in military history, the
German Nazi dictator Adolf Hitler (1889–1945)
expected his remaining adversary, Great Britain, to
make peace. His expectation was reasonable. The
British Foreign Minister, Lord Edward Frederick
Lindley Wood Halifax (1881–1959), saw no point
in continuing the war, and in May had been one of
only two candidates to replace Neville Chamberlain
(1869–1940) as prime minister. The other candi-
date was Winston Churchill (1874–1965), who got
the job by the narrowest of margins. Churchill
regarded Nazism as a malevolent evil that had to
be defeated, whatever the cost, in order to safe-
guard the West.
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In order to put pressure on Britain to come to

terms, Hitler ordered preparations to be made for

an invasion. As a necessary precondition, the

German Air Force, the Luftwaffe, was to establish

air superiority over southeast England. The head of

the Luftwaffe, Hermann Göring (1893–1946), did

not take the invasion plans seriously, but thought

the Luftwaffe alone could bring Britain to the

negotiating table. The Luftwaffe was never clear

about exactly what it was trying to achieve.

The odds were stacked against the Germans

from the outset. Under the leadership of Air Chief

Marshal Hugh Dowding (1882–1970), Fighter

Command of the Royal Air Force (RAF) had cre-

ated the most fearsome air-defense system in the

world, designed to foil just such an assault. Its heart

was a unique and extremely robust command and

control network—the world’s first intranet—that

made use of radar to locate hostile aircraft. The

British Hurricane and Spitfire were the only fight-

ers in the world in 1940 to match the German

Messerschmitt Bf 109. At the time, however, the

German threat appeared to be overwhelming.

THE BATTLE

As the Luftwaffe moved to improvised bases along

the coast of northern France, it began attacking

British convoys in the English Channel. Air battles

over convoys reached a new level of intensity on

10 July. This date generally marks the beginning of

An aerial view of London shows a German Heinkels 111 plane on a bombing run, July

1940. ªCORBIS
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what Churchill called ‘‘the Battle of Britain,’’ now

identified with the defensive battle fought by

Fighter Command. As this battle went on, the

rest of the RAF bombed the invasion barges gath-

ering in French ports and the canals that led to

them.

The campaign against Britain itself began in
earnest on 12 August with attacks on radar sta-
tions, followed on 13 August by ‘‘Eagle Day,’’ a
series of attacks on mainland targets including
fighter airfields. They continued until 18 August,
after which there was a pause as the Luftwaffe
reorganized before beginning again on 24
August. Believing that they were failing to put the
radar stations out of action, the Germans concen-
trated on airfields. However, they were failing to
put those out of action as well.

Under the brilliant leadership of the New
Zealander Keith Park, Fighter Command’s 11
Group, which covered the main battle area, pre-
served itself and inflicted heavy losses on its
assailants. Despite superior tactics in the air, the
German fighter force never came close to achiev-
ing the kill ratios it needed in order to defeat the
RAF. The bombing of the RAF’s infrastructure
was neither effective nor sustained enough to
cripple it, for the system was designed to with-
stand many isolated blows. Dowding maintained
a reserve throughout the battle, and Fighter
Command was able to oppose every major raid.
British fighter production outstripped Germany’s
by two to one, and aircraft were always in good
supply. The RAF was strengthened by many
pilots from the British Commonwealth and
Europe, notably Poles and Czechs. Although
replacing losses entailed the sending of many
vulnerable novices to frontline squadrons,
Fighter Command had more pilots in
September than in July. The Luftwaffe could
not replace all of its losses, and its strength slowly
declined.

Some German commanders had always
believed that the Luftwaffe should attack London
in order to produce a rapid result. Hitler had for-
bidden this, but in late August the RAF managed
to drop a few bombs on Berlin. This demanded a
political response, so Hitler publicly announced
that British cities would also be attacked. On 7
September the Luftwaffe launched a mass raid

on the London docks, and returned that night,
beginning what the British call the London
‘‘Blitz.’’

The following week the weather was bad.
There was little flying, and when there was, inter-
ceptions were scrappy because the raiders were
hard to locate in the clouds. Misled by false intel-
ligence estimates of British strength and buoyed
by the optimistic claims of their pilots, Luftwaffe
commanders concluded that one more big push
would make Fighter Command collapse. When
Sunday 15 September dawned fine and clear, they
launched two large raids on London. The defen-
ders met them in strength, finally revealing that
for the previous four weeks the Luftwaffe had
been getting nowhere. Two days later, Hitler
postponed the invasion preparations until further
notice.

Daylight bombing raids continued until the
end of September, after which the Luftwaffe
restricted itself to fighters. By that time it was all
a bluff, and as the year wore on, daylight air activity
died down. While the Battle of Britain is usually
taken to have ended on 31 October 1940, the
night Blitz continued through May 1941. The
RAF’s strategy of denying the enemy air superiority
had succeeded.

SIGNIFICANCE

The consequences of the British victory were far
more momentous for the rest of the world than for
Britain itself. From June 1941 the war was largely
fought out between Germany and the Soviet
Union. British belligerence forced Germany to
fight in the West, provided a base for American
forces from 1942, and was the precondition of
the invasion of Normandy in 1944. This meant a
Western presence in postwar Europe. Had Britain
lost and made peace—a far more likely outcome of
defeat than an invasion—it would have survived
largely intact, but Europe from the Urals to the
Atlantic would eventually have come under either
Nazi or Soviet domination. Either result would
have meant at best widespread impoverishment
and human degradation for decades, or at worst
the displacement and slaughter of millions and the
descent of Europe into an age of barbarism.

See also Aviation; Blitzkrieg; World War II.
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Firefighters pump water onto burning buildings after a German air raid, London, 1940. ªCORBIS
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BRITISH EMPIRE. At the beginning of the

twentieth century, those countries colored pink in

British school atlases made up the largest empire

the world had ever known, encompassing nearly

one-quarter of the world’s landmass and more than

25 percent of its people. By the end of the 1960s,

however, the empire upon which ‘‘the sun never

set’’ had shattered into more than forty indepen-

dent nation-states, most of which found a new

status of legal equality with Britain in the

Commonwealth. The first to fall out of the imperial

tree in the 1920s and 1930s were the so-called

White Dominions: Australia, Canada, New

Zealand, South Africa, and the Irish Free State.

After World War II they were followed by

Britain’s major colonies in Asia and Africa; for

example, India and Pakistan (in 1947), Malaya (in

1957; expanded to form Malaysia in 1963),

Nigeria (in 1960), and Kenya (in 1963). British

power retracted also in those countries where

Britain had not exercised complete colonial con-

trol. Hence, in China after 1949, the victory of

Mao Zedong’s (1893–1976) communists in the

civil war brought about the end of the special con-

cessions afforded to the ‘‘foreign devils’’ in ports

like Shanghai, and British companies were effec-

tively nationalized without compensation during

the 1950s. Britain retained a scattering of rocks

and islands around the globe, but even Hong

Kong was returned to China in 1997. In 2005

there were only 190,000 residents of British colo-

nies, which were restyled ‘‘UK Overseas

Territories’’ in 1999. It is tempting, therefore, to

regard the twentieth-century history of the empire

as one long sad and sorry tale of ruination.

However, as John Gallagher has pointed out, the

decline and fall of the British imperial system was

punctuated by significant periods of revival.

WORLD WAR I AND ITS AFTERMATH

One such era of resurrection, indicating that there
was still plenty of life left in the old imperial dog,
occurred during World War I, when the extra
resources provided by Britain’s colonies and
Dominions gave Britain a significant edge in the
global struggle with Germany and its allies.
Canadian flour saved Britain from hunger, and
one-third of the British army’s munitions in

France during 1917–1918 were made in the
North American dominion. Concurrent controls
on strategic raw materials, such as Malaya’s bounti-
ful rubber and tin exports, denied such vital sup-
plies to Britain’s enemies. More important still was
the manpower contribution from the empire: 1.3
million soldiers from the Dominions, around one
million from India, seventy thousand from west
and east Africa, and about ten thousand from the
Caribbean assisted the imperial war effort, as well as
the numberless nurses and Red Cross volunteers
from Britain’s overseas territories who tended to
the wounded. Moreover, as a victor, Britain was a
principal benefactor from ‘‘the repartition of the
colonial world’’ (Nasson, p. 147), which was a
central feature of the peace treaties after 1919. As
such, the empire reached its greatest territorial
extent in the early 1920s: Britain succeeded to the
administration of German colonies in Africa
(Tanganyika particularly), but, more importantly,
the United Kingdom was confirmed as the
paramount power in the Middle East in its inter-
nationally recognized role as protector of various
ex-Ottoman territories (Palestine and Iraq
notably). Thus the Indian ‘‘jewel in the crown’’
was more secure than ever.

IMPERIAL CONSOLIDATION IN THE

INTERWAR YEARS

This is not to deny that there were significant
nationalist challenges to the empire both during
and in the immediate aftermath of World War I in
India, Ireland, and Egypt, which resulted in con-
siderable devolution of imperial authority. Hence,
Ireland (bar the northern counties of Ulster)
emerged as a Dominion in 1921, Egypt regained
its independence in 1922, and India received var-
ious forms of self-government culminating in the
1935 Government of India Act (which proposed
eventual self-government for India as a Dominion).
Moreover, the 1931 Statute of Westminster con-
firmed that all the Dominions were legally inde-
pendent in all internal and external matters.
Constitutional change in Egypt, India, and the
Dominions need not be interpreted, however, as
symptoms of ‘‘imperialism in decline’’ since, as
Darwin (‘‘Imperialism in Decline?’’) notes, such
changes were calculated to provide the empire with
a new ‘‘streamlined efficiency.’’ Egyptian indepen-
dence was seriously qualified by ongoing British
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dominance of the cotton trade and control of

Egypt’s foreign and military affairs to safeguard

the Suez Canal, through which passed Britain’s

trade to and from India, the Far East, and

Australasia. An additional Anglo-Egyptian treaty

in 1936 allowed for the stationing of ten thousand

troops in Egypt during peacetime. In a similar vein,

Iraq’s entry into the League of Nations in 1932

was limited by established sovereign British rights

over military bases, and the right of Britain to

utilize all Iraq’s military facilities in time of war.

Devolution in India, meanwhile, merely deflected

nationalist energies to provincial government as

British administrators continued to control what

mattered—overall economic and military policy—

in Delhi. India did introduce tariffs that severely

dented Lancashire’s textile exports to the subcon-

tinent, but the territory remained a huge field for

British financial interests and an invaluable source

of military troops for imperial emergencies.

Political independence notwithstanding, Australia,

New Zealand, South Africa, and Canada remained

reliant on the Royal Navy for their defense and

dependent on the City of London for their

investments.

The fundamental basis of the United Kingdom’s

overseas strength—its economy—was undoubtedly

tottering in the interwar years. As a consequence of

World War I, Britain had emerged as a major debtor

to the United States and was unable to resurrect the

prewar gold standard, while the global Great

Depression after 1929 increasingly exposed a lack of

international competitiveness on the part of the

British manufacturing industry. However, this rela-

tive economic weakness tended to encourage the

greater economic integration of the empire. During

the 1930s the sterling bloc unified and regulated the

empire’s financial and monetary affairs as never

before, while imperial trade preferences and quotas

secured colonial markets for ailing British industrial

exports in return for holding open the British market

for colonial commodity exports. As such, the empire

ensured that British foreign trade just about stayed in

the black: at the end of the 1930s Britain’s overseas

trade balance was just under £2 million thanks to the

huge surplus of £150 million that Britain enjoyed

with the empire. Links with the white settler terri-

tories were further cemented after World War I by an

upsurge in imperial emigration from the United

Kingdom: British nationals who journeyed to the
colonies between 1900 and 1904 numbered
465,924 (representing 43 percent of all extra-
European journeys by Britons), but between 1925
and 1929, 576,146 British émigrés (over three-quar-
ters of the total) ended up in colonial destinations
(and overwhelmingly in British North America and
Australasia). In metropolitan Britain, meanwhile,
imperial propaganda was probably at its height in
the interwar years in the form of grand public exhibi-
tions; popular adventure stories for children; the new
mass media of radio and the cinema; the annual
celebration of Empire Day in most schools; and in
the posters of the Empire Marketing Board, which
admonished British consumers to purchase Jamaican
bananas, Gold Coast cocoa, Australian currants,
Burmese rice, Kenyan coffee, Straits Settlements pep-
per, and Ceylonese tea.

WORLD WAR II—MOBILIZATION

AND COLLAPSE?

The empire once again loyally came to Britain’s
rescue during World War II. Canada, Australia,
South Africa, and New Zealand supplied, and paid
the costs of, some 2.68 million fighting personnel.
Even 43,000 citizens of the Irish Free State enlisted
in British or Commonwealth units, despite their
government’s policy of remaining stubbornly neu-
tral. India confirmed itself as a vital martial source
with more than 2.25 million personnel in the
imperial armed forces, and as a crucial base for
operations in the Middle East and the rest of Asia.
In addition, there were some 374,000 Africans
serving in all the armed forces and about 6,400
West Indians in the Royal Air Force alone. About
15,000 seamen in the merchant navy were of colo-
nial origin (a staggering one in three of whom died
trapped in the engine rooms of sinking ships).
Egypt, meanwhile, was effectively reoccupied with
the Suez Canal Base—the world’s largest military
emplacement by the end of the war—playing a vital
role in the defeat of Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy
through supplying the Middle East, North Africa,
and southern Europe. Once again, in time of crisis,
the colonies proved invaluable resource assets in
other ways too: commodity production was
stepped up and colonial governments extended
their bulk-buying powers for foodstuffs and raw
materials. As such, the new sterling area was more
tightly controlled than the prewar bloc. In certain

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 441

B R I T I S H E M P I R E



cases, conscripted, forced labor was exploited in
Africa to boost production vital for the prosecution
of the war effort: in Tanganyika nearly eighty-five
thousand workers produced rubber and sisal; in
northern Nigeria more than one hundred thousand
peasants mined tin.

Such expediencies were resorted to precisely
because the Japanese occupation of Southeast Asia
after December 1941 had deprived Britain of vital
raw materials. The fall of the supposedly impreg-
nable fortress colony of Singapore in February
1942 was regarded by Britain’s wartime prime min-
ister Winston Churchill (1874–1965) as a disaster
and has often been regarded as a watershed in the
history of British imperialism. Defeat by the
Japanese exposed a fundamental weakness of the
post–World War I empire—Britain’s military
under-capacity and ‘‘imperial overstretch’’ meant
that it could no longer fight a war on two fronts,
not least because the Royal Navy no longer ruled

all of the waves. As early as the 1920s it was clear

that Britain faced major naval competitors in the
fleets of the United States and Japan. Moreover,

the sinking of the battleships Prince of Wales and
Repulse off the coast of Malaya, following the

assault on the U.S. naval base of Pearl Harbor,

which preceded the Japanese occupation of
Britain’s colonies east of India, were ominous indi-

cators that airpower had superseded naval power.
At the same time, for an imperial system built upon

the alleged superiority of the white race, defeat by

an Asian power was a huge psychological blow for
the empire’s prestige.

DECOLONIZATION AFTER 1945

Nevertheless, after the surrender of Japan in
August 1945, the British returned to their colonial

possessions in Burma, Malaya, Borneo, Singapore,
and Hong Kong. In repetition of 1918, and despite

the election of Clement Attlee’s (1883–1967)

Anthony Eden, British secretary of state for the Dominions, inspects Indian troops, Egypt, 1940. British control in

India proved a great advantage during World War II, providing over two million soldiers and a crucial base of operations in the

region. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Labour government, there was a new sense of
imperial mission in post-1945 Britain.

Although India and Palestine were given up,
British indebtedness (especially to the United
States) after World War II led to a new phase of
colonial exploitation; under the revitalized sterling
area, Malaya’s huge sales of rubber and tin to the
United States, for example, earned dollars vital for
metropolitan recovery, as did to a lesser extent the
Gold Coast’s cocoa and Nigeria’s palm oil.
Additionally, fuel oil from the British-protected
Middle East propped up the crisis-ridden postwar
metropolitan economy through the avoidance of
hard-currency expenditure. A revived imperial com-
mitment was also evident in grand British plans,
such as the ill-fated East African Groundnuts
scheme, to produce dollar-saving foodstuffs, further
reducing economic dependence on the United
States. The Empire-Commonwealth was probably
more important for Britain from an economic stand-
point than ever before: in terms of volume, some 48
percent of British imports were derived from the
colonies and Dominions in exchange for 58 percent
of UK exports between 1946 and 1949 (the corre-
sponding figures for a decade earlier were 40 per-
cent and 49 percent). Before World War II some 50
percent of British capital exports were directed to
the colonies and Dominions and by 1950–1954 this
figure had leapt to 65 percent. At the same time, a
revitalized Empire-Commonwealth held out the
prospect of Britain returning to international
power—political greatness as an alternative ‘‘Third
Force’’ between the United States and the Soviet
Union. In exchange for increased exploitation, colo-
nial peoples were offered a new ‘‘partnership,’’ a
stakeholder role in the imperial enterprise, through
(in Africa particularly) the opening up of local gov-
ernment to aspiring nationalist politicians with the
prospect of eventual self-government on the prewar
Dominions model.

Even so, with swift independence ceremony
after even swifter independence ceremony, the
population under British colonial rule dramatically
contracted one hundred times from 700 million to
7 million in the twenty years after 1945. Why did
the empire collapse so rapidly in the wake of World
War II? One obvious reason was the force of pop-
ular nationalism in the colonies. The real innovator
here was Mahatma Gandhi (1869–1948), who

transformed the Indian National Congress from

an elite talking shop into a mass movement of

peasants, industrial workers, and entrepreneurs

after World War I and led a series of peaceful non-

cooperation campaigns against the Raj. These cli-

maxed in the Quit India campaign of 1942 as the

Japanese army was threatening India’s borders.

Hopelessly understaffed, the empire relied on

‘‘collaboration’’ with colonial peoples. Hence,

when, by 1945, much of the Indian police and

army had gone over to Gandhi, the Attlee govern-

ment was forced to withdraw. Gandhi’s example

was followed by other nationalists; in Malaya, for

example, Tunku Abdul Rahman (1903–1990)

extracted an elected majority from the British in

the new federal council of 1955 after the Alliance

Party threatened noncooperation. Others, such as

the communists in Malaya and the Mau Mau in

Kenya, chose violent insurrection as the means to

bring the empire down, tying up British military

resources in horrific guerrilla warfare and making

colonial rule unbearably costly. What often under-

mined British rule, however, was internecine con-

flicts and tensions or ‘‘competing nationalisms’’ in

the last phase of colonialism. During 1946 and

1947 Hindu and Muslim Indians were more con-

cerned with killing each other than struggling

against the retreating British. The result—much

to British chagrin—was partition of the subconti-

nent into a Hindu-dominated India and a Muslim-

dominated Pakistan, and the tragic deaths of

upward of one million Indians and Pakistanis. In

the 1950s and 1960s territorial parochialism dis-

rupted British plans for postcolonial federations in

central Africa, the West Indies, South Arabia, and

‘‘Greater Malaysia.’’

But the empire’s demise would not have been

possible without the British themselves. The 1940s

and early 1950s had been a period of integrated

sterling-area economic development in which colo-

nies were expected to produce commodities that

would either earn or save dollars while simulta-

neously absorbing ailing British manufactured

goods. By the mid-1950s, however, Britain was

back on its feet, and Conservative governments

appreciated that the big gains in the international

economy were to be made through trade and invest-

ments with North America, Europe, and Japan, and

not with the colonies. Britain was also determined
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to secure a nuclear weapons capacity via cooperation
with the United States. Hence, membership in the
European Economic Community (EEC) and the
‘‘special relationship’’ with the United States were
perceived as the new paths to greatness. At the same
time, the British hoped to maintain friendly relations
with nationalists in the colonies by granting swift
independence. In other words, Britain’s global eco-
nomic and strategic interests would be maintained
in the new multiracial Commonwealth. Malaysia
and Singapore, for example, continued to peg their
currencies to the pound sterling and retained British
military bases into the 1970s.

Yet, preserving global sway through the
Commonwealth was a fantasy because the third
reason why the empire could not survive was that
British economic and military might had been
superseded by the superpowers—the United
States and the Soviet Union. In contrast to
Britain, the Americans and the Soviets had grown
much more powerful as a consequence of World
War II. In the ensuing Cold War Washington,
D.C. came to see the empire as a hindrance in the
global struggle with communism. This came to a
head during the Suez Crisis of 1956 when Britain
attempted to denationalize the Egyptian canal and
reassert itself in the Middle East. Fearing that the
Arab states would side with the USSR, President
Dwight D. Eisenhower (1890–1969) flexed his
nation’s considerable financial muscle: he would
not support the tottering British economy unless
Prime Minister Anthony Eden (1897–1977)
withdrew British troops from Egypt. Eden was
replaced by Harold Macmillan (1894–1986) in
1957. Macmillan accepted Britain’s role as a
‘‘junior partner’’ to the United States and, after
1960, the ‘‘wind of change’’ blew through Africa
to prevent the continent from falling to the Soviets
and/or Red China. The British Empire collapsed,
then, because three phenomena coincided and
reinforced each other: colonial nationalism, chang-
ing British priorities, and the Cold War.

THE POSTCOLONIAL COMMONWEALTH

AND THE IMPERIAL REMNANTS

From the 1960s, however, an important worldwide
legacy of the British Empire remained through the
continued functioning of the Commonwealth. The
ex-colonial club was transformed from the exclusive
preserve of Britain and the White Dominions to a

multiracial institution with the accession of India,

Pakistan, and Ceylon (Sri Lanka) to its ranks in the

late 1940s; Ghana’s election after 1957 as the first

Black African member; and the admission of the

smaller ex-colonies, such as Cyprus, after 1960.

Beginning in the late 1950s, mass immigration from

the non-white Commonwealth—the Indian sub-

continent and the Caribbean particularly—produced

a genuinely multicultural Britain as well. The British

had hoped that the multiracial Commonwealth

would serve as a surrogate empire, as another prag-

matic streamlined adaptation of colonialism to infor-

mally bolster the United Kingdom’s global position.

However, in practice, the Commonwealth emerged

more as a force for third world solidarity rather than

a neocolonial conserver of British world power,

especially after white supremacist South Africa left

the Commonwealth in 1961. Despite British hopes,

the multiracial Commonwealth never served as a

formal military alliance—India, for example, did

not allow the stationing of British troops after inde-

pendence, while Britain’s financial difficulties in the

1960s, culminating in the great sterling devaluation

of November 1967, led to the British military with-

drawal from the postcolonial bases ‘‘east of Suez.’’

Britain did retain considerable investments in ex-

colonies, and Commonwealth trade remained

important to Britain until the 1970s.

However, the main growth areas for both

British manufacturing and capital exports tended

to be with Western Europe, reflected in Britain’s

final entry to the EEC in 1973. British dreams of

upholding economic influence through decoloni-

zation were shattered by a number of other factors

during the 1960s: the reduction of sterling bal-

ances in London and the loss of British control

over Commonwealth currencies; an emphasis on

import-substitution industrialization, as well as

the extension of state intervention in postcolonial

economies; the emergence of more generous

international lending agencies, such as the United

States, Japan, the International Monetary Fund,

and even the Soviet Union and Communist

China; and the decline of British industrial perfor-

mance, compounded by the end of Common-

wealth preference. British influence in the

Commonwealth suffered another setback with

increased restrictions on non-white immigration

to the United Kingdom after 1962. Nevertheless,
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Britain has continued to exhibit a determination to
act in a quasi-imperial manner in Hong Kong
before 1997, and most notably in 1982, when a
short war with Argentina ensured that the two
thousand inhabitants of the Falkland Islands would
remain British, and after 2003 in the invasion and
occupation of Iraq (albeit in junior partnership
with the United States).

See also Colonialism; Commonwealth; Decolonization;
Egypt; Gandhi, Mahatma; India; World War I;
World War II.
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n

BRITISH EMPIRE, END OF. When was
the beginning of the end of the British Empire?
One possible answer is 1776, since the loss of the
American colonies constituted in some sense the
first act of British decolonization. Another answer
might be the 1839 Durham Report, which, though
muddled and ill conceived, constituted Britain’s
first step toward granting self-government to its
settler colonies within the overarching framework
of empire. The report related to Canada and asso-
ciated dependencies, but the model eventually
established was applied also to Australia, New
Zealand, and South Africa; as self-governing domin-
ions, all fought alongside Britain in both world wars.
Although the Republic of South Africa broke away
from direct British rule in 1910, it remained part of
the Empire-Commonwealth until 1961, when the
contradictions between African decolonization and
South African apartheid became overwhelming.
(A very different South Africa was readmitted to a
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very different Commonwealth in 1994.) A central
‘‘pillar’’ of empire crumbled away after World War
I, as Home Rule for Ireland was wrested from the
imperial inheritors of many centuries of English rule,
although six counties remained in what became
Northern Ireland, where local majorities were loyal
to Britain. Unlike the dominions, Ireland remained
neutral in World War II, although many Irishmen
enlisted in British forces.

Each of these turning points arguably served to
underline the empire’s protean capacity for renewal
and reinvention. While this capacity drained away
during the twentieth century, most decisively from
1939 to 1945, the story of the British Empire from
1914 is one not simply of decline and fall but also
of persistent efforts to redefine and indeed modern-
ize the empire. These efforts failed, since they were
sustained neither by economic and political realities
nor by late-twentieth-century ideological ortho-
doxies, but in the end, and notwithstanding the
legacies of empire, the capacity for reinvention helps
explain why postimperial Britain seems strangely
unmoved by memories of its imperial past.

FORMS AND LIMITS OF COLONIAL RULE,

1919–1939

On the eve of World War I the British Empire had
never been more powerful or extensive, and
indeed, formal British colonial rule did not reach
its fullest territorial extent until after 1919–1920,
when the Versailles and Sèvres treaties shared
German colonies and former Ottoman lands among
the victorious colonial powers under League of
Nations mandate. For a brief period British imperial
control was even extended into, but soon retreated
from, former tsarist-controlled (and soon to be
Soviet) areas of central Asia. There were to be
further retreats in this period: in 1922 Britain
granted independence to Egypt after a forty-year
‘‘protectorate’’ (only officially called that in 1914),
although British forces maintained control of the
strategic linchpin of the Suez Canal, and Egyptian
independence did not preclude massive military
occupation during, and for a while after, World
War II. British support for the wartime Arab revolt
against Ottoman rule was famously cynical (even
discounting T. E. Lawrence’s mythmaking).
Britain nonetheless engaged in state building across
the Middle East, granting nominal independence
to the newly created kingdoms of Iraq and

Transjordan in 1931; the British position in the

region did not begin to unravel seriously until the

Iraqi revolution of 1958. British policy in a third

mandate, Palestine, never reconciled the aims of

Arab nationalists and advocates of a Jewish home-

land; the British foreign secretary in 1917, Sir

Arthur Balfour, had expressed support for the latter

in 1917. This led to one of Britain’s most humiliat-

ing imperial failures, when it withdrew from its

mandate in 1948, making way for the formation

of the state of Israel.

British rule after World War I was shaken in

the heart of empire, in India, where a politically

innovative campaign of noncooperation united the

Indian National Congress, radical peasant move-

ments, and Muslims demanding the restoration of

the recently abolished caliphate. At its height in

1919 this movement provoked one of the most

notorious imperial atrocities, when troops fired on

unarmed demonstrators at Amritsar: according to

no doubt conservative official estimates, 379 were

killed and a further 1,200 wounded. The figure-

head of noncooperation, Mohandas Gandhi,

preached a morally unimpeachable doctrine of

nonviolence and promised a nebulous swaraj

(self-rule); twice, after Amritsar and again in 1922,

he halted the movement, appalled by its violence.

A further campaign of civil disobedience followed

in 1930–1931. Aside from the reflex of repression,

British policy makers’ response, in the 1935

Government of India Act, was a tightly framed

constitution that, although never fully implement-

ed because war intervened, provided for Indian

ministerial responsibility at the provincial level but

forestalled development toward complete self-

government. British India in 1935 was a veritable

showcase of modern imperial endeavor, with a

thriving industrial sector, forty-two thousand miles

of railway, and a civil service and police force both

staffed and increasingly officered by Indians, but

also, crucially for British power, limited suffrage

and a 300,000-strong army. Although official pol-

icy had partly determined the emergence of divisive

Hindu and Muslim ‘‘communal’’ politics, there was

little to suggest that this might lead by 1947 to

partition between separate states of India and

Pakistan. World War II would reveal how rapidly

British rule could become vulnerable.
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By contrast, British formal colonial rule in

Africa was still, relatively speaking, in its infancy in

1914, so the interwar period represented its high-

water mark, when the doctrines and methods of

rule were refined and rationalized. Two underlying

parameters of rule may be identified here, both

with important precedents elsewhere in the empire.

The first of these was the need to accommodate

substantial settler communities in East and Central

Africa. In Kenya and Southern Rhodesia (later

Rhodesia, present-day Zimbabwe), white farmers

occupied the best land and looked to South Africa

for a model of white economic and political dom-

inance, often resisted by British officials but bol-

stered by the support of ‘‘kith and kin’’ back home.

Even during the Mau Mau insurrection and with

decolonization looming, emigration to Kenya doub-

led in the 1950s. In Rhodesia a rebellious Unilateral

Declaration of Independence in 1964 delayed

African majority rule until 1980. Tanganyika, taken

over from German rule after 1919, was declared to

be ‘‘black man’s country’’ and enjoyed a more

peaceful transition to independence in consequence

(as Tanzania). Across East Africa, a South Asian emi-

grant community, more numerous than Europeans

but still a small minority, occupied the dubious

position of commercial middlemen. They weath-

ered the vagaries of ‘‘multiracial’’ politics in the

1950s and the early years of independence only to

be expelled en masse, most brutally by the vicious

regime of Idi Amin Dada in Uganda, in the 1970s.

This substantial diaspora went on to form a mainstay

of the Asian community in postimperial Britain.

Secondly, the preference of the British ‘‘official

mind’’ for so-called indirect rule left substantial

power in the hands of local ‘‘traditional’’ rulers.

The archetype for this system was developed in

India following the 1857 Sepoy Rebellion (the

‘‘Mutiny’’), whereby several hundred Indian princes—

the rajahs of many an Orientalist fantasy—ruled

some two-fifths of Indian territory under the

watchful eye of a British Resident. These ‘‘British

officers in Indian dress,’’ as Gandhi called them,

effectively allowed the British to run an ‘‘empire on

the cheap’’ in India and more widely. Indirect rule

was adopted across British Africa, most notably

in northern Nigeria, the Asante kingdoms, the

northern territories of the Gold Coast (present-

day Ghana), and the kingdom of Buganda, which

dominated Uganda. The principle also informed
British relations with the Malay sultans—who suc-
cessfully resisted British efforts to reduce their sta-
tus after 1945—and with kings, sheikhs, and emirs
across the Middle East, disguising the nature of
British power and eventually masking its decline.

Even nominally direct rule depended on a
‘‘thin white line’’ of British administrators, largely
recruited from a ‘‘ruling class’’ educated in the
exclusive so-called public school system and at
Oxford or Cambridge (‘‘Oxbridge’’) or perhaps
London but picked on the basis of ‘‘character’’
more than intellectual attainment. The elite Indian
Civil Service, for example, numbered less than a
thousand. Across Africa also, a very few district
officers relied on local chiefs to raise taxes and
recruit labor. The idea, developed by Ronald
Robinson and John Gallagher, of a ‘‘collaborator
system’’ based on the identification of mutual
interests has been used to explain not only the
workings of colonial rule (though the term colla-
boration brings unwarranted associations with the
history of Nazi-occupied Europe), but also the
manner of its end, as the need to identify and co-
opt reliable collaborators eventually became too
difficult to sustain.

Aside from colonial practicalities, indirect rule
also meshed with a whole range of invented tradi-
tions of monarchy and a hierarchical social order
imported from British society, allowing imperial
rulers to claim, and perhaps even to believe, as
David Cannadine has suggested, that communities
of class could transcend those of race. Thus the
scions of Asian and African royalty attended the
public schools and Oxbridge, and schools imitating
illustrious British models were created in Buganda,
Khartoum, and Singapore. Meanwhile the pagean-
try of Empire Day or, especially, the coronations of
George VI (in 1937) and Elizabeth II (in 1953)
allowed the ‘‘official mind’’ to assert the continu-
ities of empire while also acquiescing in its evolu-
tion or, more generally, to fudge the contradictions
confronting, say, France’s republican imperialists.
Thus, while her father’s title ‘‘emperor of India’’
lapsed in 1948, Queen Elizabeth II was styled
‘‘head of the Commonwealth,’’ a suitably egalitar-
ian title that allowed newly independent states, as
India had already done, to join the Commonwealth
without accepting the queen as head of state.
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In many ways the preferred mode of British
imperialism was neither settler imperialism nor for-
mal colonialism, much less the pomp and circum-
stance of the House of Windsor, but lay in the
informal imperialism characterized by trade and
overseas investment and by the status of sterling
as global ‘‘top currency’’: in short, by the invisible
hand of a resilient ‘‘gentlemanly capitalism’’ based
in the City of London. British informal empire in
its pre-1914 heyday thus extended far wider than
the formal empire, for example to South America
and China. Here too decline set in from the outset
of the period after World War I, both in absolute
terms and relative to the emergence of a formidable
financial rival in New York: this much was clear in
the American-led boom of the late 1920s.
However, the Depression brought the beginnings
of irreversible change, as Britain abandoned both
the gold standard and the principle of free trade.
A new, protectionist ‘‘Sterling Area’’ formed after
the gold standard was abandoned in 1931, com-
prising a group of countries, not all of them in the
empire, which depended on British trade and on
the pound sterling; this protected its members
against the worst of the Depression but could not
mask the decline of ailing, uncompetitive British
industry or prevent the emergence of an economic
pax americana, even before World War II. After
1945 the Sterling Area was even more essential,
buttressing sterling against the strength of the
dollar; the dollar-earning capacity of imperial
resources, for example Malayan rubber and tin
and West African cocoa, thus sustained Britain’s
postwar recovery. Curiously, in economic terms
the empire thus became more ‘‘empire-like’’ as it
approached its end.

IMPERIAL DECLINE DURING AND AFTER

WORLD WAR II

The diplomatic challenges of the 1930s were
enough to put the ‘‘official mind’’ on the defensive,
though perhaps not enough to suggest that imper-
ial dissolution was just around the corner. Still,
fears of British chiefs of staff were real enough that
the emerging powers of Germany, Italy, and Japan
might between them straddle imperial lines of
communication around the home islands, in the
Mediterranean, and in the Far East. Indeed, a large
part of the rationale for the despised British policy
of ‘‘appeasement’’ was to prevent a disastrous war

on three fronts. War when it came could hardly
have been more devastating for British imperial
power, short of Axis victory. The lowest point came
with the fall of Britain’s allegedly impregnable
Far Eastern fortress at Singapore in February
1942, the climax of a Japanese campaign that
eclipsed Western colonialism across Southeast
Asia, directly threatened British India, and pro-
voked violent insurrection by the Indian National
Congress, backed by Gandhi, seeking to compel
the British to ‘‘quit India.’’

The war forced the British Empire to fight for
its life and to do so by allying itself with two
dangerous rivals, both in different ways radically
anticolonial, though the more immediate threat
came from Washington, not Moscow. This threat
was first manifested, even before Pearl Harbor, by
the August 1941 Atlantic Charter signed by the
prime minister, Winston Churchill, and U.S.
President Franklin D. Roosevelt, which asserted
the ‘‘right of all peoples to choose the form of
government under which they will live’’—which
Churchill implausibly took to refer only to those
suffering under the ‘‘Nazi yoke.’’ British policy
makers made extensive efforts to reinterpret the
imperial idea in ways that might be acceptable to
hostile American opinion, though as the tide of the
war turned it became clearer that Washington
would not interfere unduly in the internal affairs
of its ally. This was the start of a lasting ambiguity,
only finally resolved after the Suez Crisis of 1956.
A succession of British leaders sought to finesse
their American allies by equating imperial interests
with those of the Western camp in the developing
Cold War. Suez, where Britain had in 1954 aban-
doned its massive military base, seemed a casebook
example of how this should work, since the
Egyptian leader Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser’s
relationship with the Soviet Union was growing
close. However, an improbable Anglo-Franco-
Israeli collusive attack on the Suez Canal Zone
led the United States to threaten Britain at its
weakest point, its currency on world markets,
meanwhile exposing the uncomfortable truth that
Britain was now the submissive partner in the so-
called special relationship—whose special nature
was barely acknowledged in Washington.

In late 1942, at a moment of renewed confi-
dence, Churchill claimed that he had ‘‘not become
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the King’s First Minister in order to preside over
the liquidation of the British Empire.’’ However,
Pyrrhus-like, by 1945 he had presided over the
depletion of imperial power—strategic reserves,
manpower (including colonial troops and labor),
economic resources, financial credit, and diplo-
matic capital—to an extent that put its recovery
in doubt. As after 1919, Britain initially found
itself committed even beyond imperial boundaries:
British troops occupied a populous zone of western
Germany and assisted French and Dutch authori-
ties returning to their Southeast Asian dependen-
cies—a last, insensitive, and, given the subsequent
course of Vietnamese and Indonesian decolo-
nization, fruitless deployment of the Indian Army.
Indeed, military overcommitment and near-bank-
ruptcy, as well as the threat of violent disorder and
administrative collapse, largely explain the urgency
of British policy in India. However, although bril-
liantly stage-managed by the last viceroy, Lord
Louis Mountbatten, as a final act of imperial
generosity, the Transfer of Power in August 1947
from Britain to two separate states of India and
Pakistan undercut British ambitions to maintain a
strategic stake in a friendly and undivided subcon-
tinent, not least because the Indian Army was also
divided. More immediately, it was not simply
the fact of Partition that overshadowed Britain’s
retreat, but its hasty implementation and the
unprecedented scale of the population transfers,
violence, and massacres that ensued. Two further
Asian transfers of power followed in 1948, which
may be summed up, from the British perspective,
by the suggestion that future policy should
aim for ‘‘more Ceylons and fewer Burmas’’—
one, now Sri Lanka, a mainstay of the new
Commonwealth; the other hostile and rapidly
shifting toward military dictatorship outside the
Commonwealth.

LATE COLONIAL RULE AND

DECOLONIZATION IN AFRICA

AND BEYOND

These first steps in Asia, however, were not
intended to initiate a wider process of decoloniza-
tion. Rather, they accompanied a last concerted
effort by the British ‘‘official mind’’ to reform the
empire, particularly the hitherto neglected depen-
dencies of tropical Africa. The new Labour govern-
ment in London thus introduced a Colonial

Welfare and Development Act in 1945 (supersed-
ing a 1940 act scuppered by bad timing) and
oversaw a process seen by historians as a ‘‘second
colonial occupation,’’ whereby a small army of
technicians and advisors sought to modernize the
African countryside by methods often deeply
resented by African producers, who bore the brunt
of their efforts—or who, alternatively, were bypassed
completely, as in the notorious ‘‘Groundnuts
Scheme,’’ which sank huge resources into failing to
produce the eponymous root crop on barren
Tanganyikan scrubland.

Economic development was complemented by
cautious constitutional reforms designed to lead—
very gradually, over a generation or longer—to a
measure of self-government. In Britain’s most poli-
tically ‘‘advanced’’ West African colonies, the Gold
Coast (present-day Ghana) and Nigeria, however,
the constitutional process was rapidly overtaken
by the rise of dynamic nationalist movements. In
1951 in the Gold Coast, Kwame Nkrumah, in
prison at the time, won a ‘‘famous victory’’ for his
Convention People’s Party, confounding officials,
conservative nationalists, and traditional chiefs
alike. A level-headed governor accepted Nkrumah’s
ascendancy, labeled him a moderate, and helped
steer Ghana on an accelerated route to indepen-
dence in 1957. This created a model for other
dependencies, earning Britain a somewhat unex-
pected reputation as a ‘‘liberal’’ decolonizing
power. In Nigeria, British policy centered on
cementing the three constituent parts of a federal
state, which local political forces tended rather to
pull apart, in ways that already pointed forward to
Nigeria’s civil war of the late 1960s; despite British
misgivings, Nigeria carried one-fifth of the popula-
tion of Africa to independence in 1960.

This ‘‘late’’ colonialism was typically violent,
and although a series of British colonial ‘‘emer-
gencies’’ nowhere reached the scale of the Franco-
Algerian conflict (1954–1962), they sometimes
matched its intensity. British troops, including
conscripts enduring National Service (which ended
in 1960), saw action every year from 1945 until the
late 1960s, while police, prison guards, and locally
recruited militias and ‘‘home guards’’ had much to
occupy them. This was not just diehard colonial-
ism; Britain now faced new enemies and deployed
new tactics and doctrines to combat and sometimes
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defeat them. Two examples must suffice here. First,

from 1948 British troops fought and overcame a

communist insurgency in the difficult terrain of

the Malayan jungle. Their victory may be attributed

to military persistence and to the isolation of the

insurgents, almost all drawn from the Malayan

Chinese minority, more than to an oft-vaunted

appeal to colonized ‘‘hearts and minds.’’ None-

theless, containing the insurgency entailed negotiat-

ing with ‘‘moderate’’ political forces from all com-

munities, thus paving the way for the independence

of Malaya in 1957 (subsequently Malaysia); in 1963,

the majority-Chinese city-state of Singapore gained

separate independence. Secondly, the Mau Mau

movement among the Gikuyu of Kenya was also a

new kind of enemy, though officials and settlers

depicted them as atavistic savages, performing

unspeakable blood-soaked rituals in forest clearings.

Part peasant rebels, part urban gangs, part adept

proto-nationalists, their own name for themselves,

the Land and Freedom Army, reflected their

grievances against their own people, though these

grievances originated in colonial structures and

policies. Defeating Mau Mau turned Kenya into a

police state, with judicial executions exceeding

those in Algeria, with ‘‘fortified villages’’ cutting

off rebels from their supporters (a technique devel-

oped in Malaya, used also in Algeria and by the

Americans in Vietnam), and with the mass intern-

ment of suspected Mau Mau in concentration

camps, the so-called Pipeline. Although document-

ed abuses in Kenya never remotely approached the

systematic use of torture in Algeria, the revelation,

in March 1959, of the deaths of brutalized inter-

nees in one of these camps finally brought change.

Here too a familiar pattern led to independence,

as the Gikuyu elder Jomo Kenyatta, wrongly

convicted in 1953 of leading Mau Mau, and still

described by the governor in 1960 as ‘‘leader unto

darkness and death,’’ was transformed into the

‘‘moderate’’ nationalist leader of independent

Kenya.

In 1957 a new British prime minister, Harold

Macmillan (brought to power by the Suez debacle

and conscious of its lessons), asked colonial offi-

cials to provide ‘‘something like a profit and loss

account’’ of colonial possessions, which suggested

that British interests, narrowly defined, might weigh

more heavily than British commitment to

development goals and constitutional advance in

determining the future of empire. By 1960

Macmillan was preaching the ‘‘winds of change’’

to an unconvinced white audience in Cape Town,

while his colonial secretary, Ian Macleod, was soon

sponsoring ‘‘Westminster-style’’ constitutions for a

succession of independent new Commonwealth

members in Africa and the West Indies. Although

a Labour prime minister in 1964, Harold Wilson,

claimed improbably that Britain’s frontier was ‘‘on

the Himalayas,’’ the reality was one of unimpeded

imperial retraction; the final retreat from ‘‘East of

Suez’’ came in 1971, when the emirates of the

Persian Gulf moved to an independence comforta-

bly sustained by oil revenues. The imperial reflex

has occasionally resurfaced since the 1960s, most

notably during the last gasp of gunboat diplomacy

by which the Falkland Islands were recaptured

from Argentinian occupation in 1982. Perhaps

the last symbolic act of decolonization came in

1997, with the cession of Hong Kong as a Special

Administrative Region of the People’s Republic of

China, although Britain in 2004, like France, main-

tained a scattering of tiny dependencies.

The end of the British Empire has been treated

here largely from a British perspective: a different

entry might consider how the colonized endured

and resisted colonial rule, affirmed new identities

while doing so, and finally liberated themselves—

even if, for many in the early twenty-first century,

that liberation still seemed imperfectly realized.

One final, paradoxical, aspect of the British per-

spective needs briefly to be touched upon, that of

British public opinion. Historians differ in their

accounts of how much the empire mattered to

ordinary Britons. The evidence of imperial propa-

ganda, or of the proportion of British production

or investment feeding imperial markets and devel-

opment, certainly suggests popular exposure to

imperial values, though whether this equates with

consent or imperialist enthusiasm is more proble-

matic. Running the empire per se was always a

matter of class, since, as we have seen, only a tiny

‘‘ruling class’’ was needed (though Scottish and

Irish involvement in empire was more socially

inclusive). In any event, the evidence for wide-

spread loss of confidence occasioned by the end

of empire is less compelling, and Britain eschewed

the upheavals that visited France in the 1950s: Suez
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brought down a British prime minister, but Algeria
toppled a regime and brought tanks and terrorism
to the French capital; debates or protests equiva-
lent to those in Paris over, say, colonial abuses or
the overseas deployment of conscripts were notable
by their absence. Decolonization was accompanied
by a more general ‘‘decline of deference,’’ perhaps,
detectable in television, fashion, pop music, or the
satire boom of the early 1960s. None of this pre-
cludes the possibility of deeper structural changes
wrought by the end of empire and still ongoing in
the early twenty-first century, whether reflected in
the emergence of a strongly multicultural demo-
graphic profile in British cities, popular resistance
to full British engagement in the affairs of Europe,
or in the sometimes reluctant embrace of postim-
perial policies in world affairs.

See also British Empire; Colonialism; Commonwealth;
Decolonization; French Empire; India; Pakistan;
Suez Crisis; United Kingdom.
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MARTIN SHIPWAY

n

BRITISH UNION OF FASCISTS. The
British Union of Fascists (BUF) was the most sig-
nificant fascist movement in the United Kingdom
in the 1930s. That is not saying much, however. At
its peak in 1934 it probably had fifty thousand
members. For a movement whose ostensible aim
was to restructure British society through the ‘‘fas-
cist revolution,’’ after two successive general elec-
tion victories, it was an abject failure. Indeed, it did
not have candidates at the 1935 general election,
claiming its supporters should wait for ‘‘fascism,
next time.’’ The three fascists who stood in by-
elections in 1940 achieved an average vote of 1
percent against the candidate of the party who
had won the seat in the 1935 election.

The mystery about the BUF is why has such a
marginal movement excited such interest? There
were a number of reasons for this. Firstly, the
personality of its leader, Sir Oswald Mosley
(1896–1980), provides an alternative version of
the drab politics and economic restructuring of
British society in the interwar period. His ignoring
the ‘‘rules of the game’’ and going ‘‘beyond the
pale,’’ and the associated connection of the BUF
with political violence, anti-Semitism, and Fascist
Italy and Nazi Germany in the 1930s, has stimu-
lated interest. Why should a politician who was
talented enough to become a potential leader of
a mainstream parliamentary party shunt himself
into the sidings of British politics? In a sense
Mosley was both unlucky and showed poor politi-
cal judgment. Unfortunately for him, the slow
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recovery of the British economy in the 1930s,
beginning in October 1932 when he formed the
BUF, blunted whatever potential appeal the move-
ment may have had.

Although the early dynamism of the new move-
ment attracted the support of Lord Rothermere and
the Daily Mail in the first six months of 1934, the
violence associated with fascist stewards at the

Olympia rally on 7 June 1934, and the murder of
the Sturmabteilung (SA) leadership and some con-
servative political opponents on the Night of the
Long Knives on 30 June 1934, led Rothermere to
withdraw his support. The movement collapsed to
about five thousand members, although it slowly
recovered in the later 1930s to half of its 1934

membership. Mosley revived it somewhat as a
result of local campaigns emphasizing regional
grievances—the cotton campaign in Lancashire in
1935 and the use of political anti-Semitism in the

East End of London between 1935 and 1938
being the most conspicuous. The latter was the
most successful of these, and the East End prob-
ably accounted for half the national membership in
the later 1930s.

Second, the relationship with German Nazis
and Italian Fascists has stimulated research. While
the BUF was influenced by several domestic poli-

tical traditions, particularly the Edwardian radical
Right and political anti-Semitism, there was also
inspiration from successful continental fascisms.
The similarity between the BUF Blackshirt uniform,
symbols, and organization and Italian Fascist regalia,
and the development of the theory of the corporate
state, owe much to Benito Mussolini (1883–1945).

Similarly, the alleged role played by anti-Semitism in
the rise of the Nazis in Germany encouraged its
development in the East End of London. The
British Special Branch police and MI5 have

Oswald Mosley is greeted by members of the BUF as he arrives at the site of a fascist gathering, London,

October 1936. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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uncovered proof that the BUF received substantial
funding from Mussolini, and possibly the Nazis,
between 1933 and 1937; at no stage did Mosley
ever criticize the foreign policies of the fascist dicta-
tors in the 1930s. But these perceived influences
were also major reasons for the failure of the BUF.
British public opinion associated the threat of poli-
tical violence, anti-Semitism, dictatorship, and para-
military squads with continental fascism, and these
proved alien to British political culture.

Third, new sources have provided important
information and perspectives on the BUF. The
opening of Home Office and MI5 files, between
1983 and 1986 and after 1997 respectively, on the
BUF at the National Archives illuminated state
management of public order and the BUF between
1932 and 1940. In particular it has shown the
background to the internment of 750 British fas-
cists and the proscription of the BUF in the sum-
mer of 1940. Similarly, the deposits of Diana and
Nicholas Mosley at the University of Birmingham
and the Robert Saunders papers and associated
collections at the University of Sheffield have pro-
vided the BUF perspective on the controversial
history of the BUF.

Fourth, Mosley and his propagandists Alexander
Raven Thomson, William Joyce (called Lord Haw-
Haw), and A. K. Chesterton were among both the
most interesting, sophisticated, and talented and
the most obnoxious articulators of fascist political,
economic, and cultural ideas in Europe during
the 1930s.

See also Fascism; Joyce, William (Lord Haw-Haw);
Nazism; World War II.
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n

BRITTEN, BENJAMIN (1913–1976),
English composer.

Benjamin Britten was the most prominent and
prolific English composer of the mid-twentieth
century. He was born in Lowestoft, Suffolk, to a
middle-class family. His childhood was infused
with music, and he began to compose at an
astonishingly early age; some say from the age of
five, others from age nine. In 1927 the composer
Frank Bridge started to teach him privately. Bridge
introduced him to modern tendencies, from Béla
Bartók to Arnold Schoenberg; Britten entered the
Royal College of Music in London in 1930, study-
ing piano with Arthur Benjamin and composition
with John Ireland. His time in the Royal College
was not particularly fruitful, partly because of the
dislike of ‘‘brilliance,’’ or expressive composition,
voiced by Ralph Vaughan Williams, then professor
of music. Britten’s formation as a musician and
composer continued despite, rather than because
of, his training in the Royal College. In 1933 he
completed A Boy Was Born, a choral work per-
formed by the BBC Singers. In 1935 he began
composing music for documentary films produced
by the General Post Office. The documentary
movement of these years was a way people with
socialist opinions such as Britten could reach out
to popular culture and entertainment.

During this period Britten met the tenor Peter
Pears, who became his lifelong companion. They
gave their first recital together at Balliol College,
Oxford, in 1937, as part of a campaign for the relief
of victims of the Spanish civil war. At this time
Britten worked for BBC Radio and a number of
theater groups in London. In this milieu he began
to collaborate with the poet W. H. Auden, who
wrote lyrics for some of Britten’s songs.
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When war became unavoidable in 1939,
Britten—a conscientious objector—and Pears left
Britain for the United States. Auden too had
migrated, and together they collaborated on the
operetta Paul Bunyan (1941), about the American
folk figure. Visiting California, Britten read some
work by E. M. Forster on the English poet George
Crabbe. From this engagement with Crabbe came
Peter Grimes, Britten’s first full opera, completed
after Britten and Pears returned to England in
1942. During the war he produced many sacred
works, including Hymn to St. Cecilia (based on
Auden’s poetry), A Ceremony of Carols, Rejoice in
the Lamb, and the Festival Te Deum. In 1945 Peter
Grimes was first performed by the reopened
Sadler’s Wells Opera in London and received its
American premiere a year later at the Berkshire
Music Center at Tanglewood. The conductor was
Leonard Bernstein. The tenor role of Peter Grimes
was written with and for Peter Pears.

During the postwar decade Britten worked on
a variety of operas: The Rape of Lucretia (1946),
Billy Budd (1951), Gloriana (1953), and The Turn
of the Screw (1954). He was commissioned to write
the music for the reconsecration of Coventry
Cathedral, rebuilt in 1962 by Sir Basil Spence.
Britten’s War Requiem, first performed on 30
May 1962, matching his personal style of shatter-
ing lyrical power with the war poetry of World War
I, required ambulant choirs engaged in antiphonal
and echoing responses. In the space of the new
cathedral, at right angles to the ruins of the me-
dieval church, Britten found a way to express his
personal pacifist views. He had been a conscien-
tious objector during World War II. But he also
found a form for the expression in sacred music of
English national feeling in the aftermath of the two
world wars. Just as T. S. Eliot found a language of
Englishness in the Four Quartets to express the
harsh struggle between the Nazis and a civilization
then termed ‘‘Christian,’’ so Britten fashioned in
his War Requiem a musical icon for the century of
total war.

Britten’s contribution to modern English music
is without parallel. He expanded the repertoire of
dramatic and operatic music, drawing from medieval
tropes as well as from the cadences of Stravinsky,
Dmitri Shostakovich (a personal friend), and other
modernists. He edited with Pears substantial

editions of medieval English vocal music. Britten’s
legacy is most evident in the Aldeburgh Festival,
which he helped found in 1948. It became both a
home for their touring opera company, the English
Opera Group, and a center for new music and new
composers, whose work is performed there every
summer. Britten is buried in the parish church
of Aldeburgh, alongside Peter Pears, who died in
1986.

See also Auden, W. H.; Opera; Schoenberg, Arnold;
Shostakovich, Dmitri.
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JAY WINTER

n

BROOK, PETER (b. 1925), British theater
director.

Peter Brook has been the world’s most influ-
ential theater director during the second half of the
twentieth century and beyond. He mastered the
arts and necessities of directing for the stage, bring-
ing them to a pitch seldom seen before, and then
has spent his professional life submitting the very
idea of theater itself to the most revolutionary
questioning. In internationally visible productions
and writings, Brook has transformed the nature
and process of theater directing and inspired several
generations of younger directors.

Born in London to émigré Latvian Jews, Brook
hurried through an Oxford education and burst
onto the English theater scene at the age of
twenty-one in Stratford-upon-Avon. His first great
vehicle was what would later be called a ‘‘concept
production’’ of Love’s Labour’s Lost, transferring
Shakespeare’s late medieval subject matter into the
eighteenth-century France of Antoine Watteau’s
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paintings. He was the very model of the wunderkind
director—‘‘the youngest earthquake I’ve known,’’
according to producer Barry Jackson (Kustow,
p. 43)—and an acolyte of Edward Gordon Craig
(1872–1966), who held that directors must master
all the varied theatrical crafts to become creative
artists rather than interpretive artisans. In Love’s
Labour’s Lost Brook also created exciting theater
from a play that was virtually unproduced at the
time, a pattern he would repeat with then neglected
Shakespeare plays such as Measure for Measure
(1950, with John Gielgud), The Winter’s Tale
(1951, again with Gielgud), and most famously
Titus Andronicus (1955–1957, with Laurence
Olivier and Vivien Leigh).

Through his twenties and thirties Brook built a
career on sensational, high-profile productions in
Stratford-upon-Avon, London, Paris, Brussels, and
New York. He put his assertive stamp on classics,
operas, and much of the most important contempor-
ary drama from France (Jean-Paul Sartre, Jean
Anouilh, Jean Genet), England (T. S. Eliot,
Christopher Fry), and America (Arthur Miller,
Tennessee Williams). This phase of his career came to
a triumphant conclusion in1962 withaStratfordKing
Lear starring Brook’s longtime associate Paul Scofield,
a production thought by many critics to be the defini-
tive midcentury vision of Shakespeare’s great apoca-
lyptic tragedy.

But beginning in the late 1950s, Brook began
to question the most fundamental precepts of the
art in which he was making such an astonishing
success. This period of doubt and reevaluation
was stimulated by many sources: French absurdist
and German political drama, the writings of
Antonin Artaud (1896–1948), French ‘‘new wave’’
cinema theory, exposure to American experimental
companies such as the Living Theatre and Open
Theater, travels among non-Western peoples such
as the Tarahumara Indians of Mexico, and his own
experiments in film (Moderato cantabile, 1960).
So, through the 1960s, Brook progressively aban-
doned commercial theater altogether and launched
a series of experimental theater projects. At the
Royal Shakespeare Company he headed an experi-
mental workshop that achieved international fame
with Peter Weiss’s Marat/Sade (1964–1966). At
Britain’s National Theatre he took such veterans
as Gielgud and Irene Worth through the

experimental process with Seneca’s Oedipus
(1968). A Paris workshop on The Tempest with an

international cast resulted in a production at

London’s Roundhouse (1968) that forecast much

of what lay ahead for Brook after 1970. Perhaps

most influential of all Brook’s activities during the

1960s was his book The Empty Space (1968), open-

ing with some of the most famous words of mod-

ern theater: ‘‘I can take any empty space and call it

a bare stage. A man walks across this empty space

whilst someone else is watching him, and this is

all that is needed for an act of theatre to be

engaged’’ (p. 9).

As if to prove these theories and forecast much

of what was to follow, Brook created an interna-

tional sensation with his last important production

for the established theater, A Midsummer Night’s
Dream at the Royal Shakespeare Company (1970).

Set in a huge box of white walls with actors on

trapezes, stilts, and upper walkways, the production

fused the techniques of experimental theater, cir-

cus, and Asian performance with the deepest

English traditions of Shakespearean entertain-

ment.

As Dream played in England and America,

Brook’s new life was already commencing in Paris,

where he occupied an abandoned theater, the

Bouffes du Nord, and assembled a permanent com-

pany of actors representing many continents and

languages. With this group Brook perfected a new

minimalist performance style in which ‘‘transpar-

ency’’ and ‘‘elimination’’ became his watchwords,

traveling to many continents, experimenting with

verbal and gestural language, and creating a series

of productions based on myths and legends from the

most culturally diverse sources: Orghast, The Ik, The
Conference of the Birds, The Mahabharata, The Man
Who, Tierno Bokar, and an assortment of Shakespeare

experiments. Brook occasionally ventured beyond

this work, to such shows as a star-studded version

of The Cherry Orchard and three operatic experi-

ments (The Tragedy of Carmen, Impressions of
Pelléas, Don Giovanni). And he continued to write

about theater (The Shifting Point, 1987; There Are
No Secrets, 1993; Evoking Shakespeare, 1998) and

about his own life (Threads of Time, 1998).

See also Theater.
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BROZ, JOSIP. See Tito (Josip Broz).

n

BRUSILOV OFFENSIVE. Known also as
the Brusilov breakthrough, the Brusilov offensive
was one of the most successful ground offensive
operations in World War I. Undertaken primarily
by the Russian Southwestern Front between 4 June
and 13 August 1916, this offensive accomplished
simultaneous penetrations to depths of 60 to 150
kilometers (35 to 95 miles) across 550 kilometers
(340 miles) of frontage, while shattering major
elements of the Austro-Hungarian army.

In accordance with Allied negotiations at
Chantilly in February 1916, the Russian high com-
mand promised summer offensives against the
Central Powers to divert attention from northern
Italy and to relieve pressure on the hard-pressed
western front in France. Although the Russians had
suffered severe losses during the withdrawals of
1915, the eastern front was now stabilized, with
approximately 1.7 million troops in twelve armies
arrayed across 1,200 kilometers (750 miles) in
three army groups, or fronts (Northern, Western,
and Southwestern). These fronts faced about 1.1
million Germans and Austro-Hungarians, with
Russian manpower advantages of 2:1 north of the
Pripet Marshes and 1.2:1 south of the Pripet.
Russian troop units were largely at strength, but
supporting heavy artillery remained inadequate,
and shortages persisted in personnel replacements,
rifles, and artillery shells. As Stavka, the headquar-
ters of the Russian Supreme Command, began
preparations for the summer, the Germans attacked

at Verdun on 21 February, throwing the entire
allied timetable into disarray. To relieve pressure
in the west, Stavka hurriedly regrouped General
Alexei Kuropatkin’s Northern Front and General
Alexei Evert’s Western Front for a combined offen-
sive against the Germans north of the Pripet.
Known as the Naroch offensive, this gambit began
on 18 March, but soon stalled because of inade-
quate artillery support, the early onset of the spring
thaw, and the piecemeal commitment of reserves.
Still, unexpected pressure in the east temporarily
halted German operations against Verdun.

Against this backdrop, General Mikhail Alexeyev,
the Russian chief of staff, continued to press for a
summer offensive, in part to support the allies, and
in part to preempt any German shift to the east.
Although critics later charged that Stavka ‘‘advised
much and ordered little,’’ by 14 April it had pro-
duced a concept that called for a main offensive effort
in the summer by the Western Front, supported on
the flanks by its Northern and Southwestern coun-
terparts. In response to Austro-Hungarian pressure
against the Italians in the Trentino, Stavka
advanced the Southwestern Front’s offensive to
4 June, a week before anticipated mutually sup-
porting Russian offensives in the north.

General Alexei Brusilov, commander of the
Southwestern Front, insisted on careful preparation
for the impending offensive. In contrast with con-
ventional tactical practice, which emphasized mas-
sive firepower preparation and the accumulation of
large reserves in a few sectors, he stressed surprise
and the careful selection of numerous break-
through sectors. He conducted a thorough recon-
naissance, rehearsed, drove many saps (trench
extensions) closer to the enemy lines, concentrated
his reserves well forward, and limited his artillery to
counterbattery fire to protect the assaulting infan-
try. Initially, he committed more than a half million
troops and seventeen hundred guns against Austro-
Hungarian forces numbering half his own.

As a result, the Brusilov offensive enjoyed major
success before finally stalling from lack of support in
the face of stiffening German-reinforced resistance.
During the breakthrough phase (4–15 June), four
Russian armies penetrated to varying depths, until
on 14 June General Alexei Kaledin’s 8th Army
encountered fierce German counterattacks west of
Lutsk. Meanwhile, other Russian armies reached

456 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

B R O Z , J O S I P



Tarnopol and the Carpathians. General Evert’s
Western Front, however, lent ineffectual support,
with the result that Brusilov’s momentum dropped
off, even though he continued to develop the break-
through during his offensive’s second phase,
16 June to 8 July. During the third phase, 9 July
to 13 August, Stavka belatedly shifted forces to the
southwest to support Brusilov’s success, but too
little came too late, and the offensive literally died
out in a series of slugging matches along the
Stokhod River. At the cost of half a million casual-
ties, the Russians had succeeded, with assistance
from near-simultaneous allied offensives on the
Somme in France, in forcing the Germans to assume
the overall strategic defensive. To meet the Russian
challenge, they shifted more than twenty-four divi-
sions to the east.

Despite varying degrees of tactical and opera-
tional success, the Brusilov offensive failed to pro-
duce victory or decisive strategic consequences.
True, the Italians won a breathing space, and the
Russians had relieved pressure on the western
front. Romania now belatedly joined the Allied
cause, but soon required reinforcement that further
drained Russian resources. Ultimately, the price of
Brusilov’s offensive came high, in terms of both
immediate casualties and the longer-term erosion
in morale, manpower, and materiel that probably
hastened the disintegration of the Russian army in
1917. In the end, much of the blame lay with
Stavka’s failure to effectively control multifront
operations and to allocate sufficient reserves to
support success. Nevertheless, the Brusilov offen-
sive did manage to break the combat effectiveness
of the Austro-Hungarian army, a circumstance
from which that army never recovered.

See also World War I.
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BRUCE W. MENNING

n

BRUSSELS. The name Brussels covers three dis-
tinct entities. First, it designates the City of Brussels,
the constitutional capital of Belgium since 1831. A
township of medieval origin, circumscribed by the
layout of its ancient battlements, it was enlarged on
several occasions in the middle of the nineteenth
century and in 1921, at the expense of bordering
townships. Second, Brussels is the agglomeration
the city became part of when two belts of urbanized
townships cropped up around it. Third, it is the
Brussels-Capital Region, an administrative entity
made up of the City of Brussels and eighteen town-
ships. This region is governed by a parliament and an
executive branch, and since 1989 it has been one of
the three districts that make up the Belgian state
(federalized in 1993), along with the Flemish
Region and the Walloon Region.

FUNDAMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS, EARLY

TWENTIETH CENTURY

With seven hundred thousand residents in 1910,
Brussels (including its agglomeration) was the most
populous city in Belgium. It also supplied the largest
number of jobs in the country, which is remarkable
in a heavily industrialized nation, where the main
industry centers were located in Wallonia (coal,
glass, metallurgy) or in Flanders (textiles).

Brussels was industrially diverse (metal products,
manufacturing, food processing, chemistry, energy
production, printing, clothing manufacturing), and
this diverse activity was usually represented by small
or medium-sized businesses. Their preferred location
was the western side of Brussels and its agglomera-
tion, close to a two-canal waterway: the first, the
Charleroi Canal, connected Brussels to the impor-
tant metal mining basin of Wallonia; the second, the
Willebroeck Canal, made it possible to sail to the port
of Antwerp, the gateway to the North Sea. Several
railway hubs supported these industrial neighbor-
hoods. As the seat of government, command center
of the country’s economic life, its financial hub, and
its cultural and educational heart, the City of Brussels
also developed service-sector activities, which found
a home in the historical center of the city, as well as in
its eastern expansion.

Political, administrative, and cultural functions,
conducted almost exclusively in French, created a
complex linguistic situation. In this originally
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Flemish agglomeration, the ‘‘frenchifying’’ of the
population rapidly progressed with the arrival of
French speakers who populated the service sector.
The trend progressed with the declaration of
Flemish-French bilingualism, claimed in 1910 as
the linguistic choice of 57 percent of Brussels’s
population, when exclusively French speakers repre-
sented only 26 percent and exclusively Flemish
(Dutch) speakers only 16 percent of the population.
By contrast, in 1866 nearly 40 percent of the popu-
lation of Brussels declared themselves exclusively
Flemish speakers. The desire for upward social
mobility and administrative accessibility evidently
motivated this linguistic mutation, which, in the
eyes of Flemish activists, turned Brussels into an
‘‘oil spill,’’ a machine to ‘‘frenchify’’ the population
that moved there or to its periphery. The essentially
French character of Brussels’s public life and the
difficulty of enforcing Dutch-speaking educational
programs would make the language and culture of
Brussels a long-lasting and divisive national political
problem. On the political level, the City of Brussels,
like most cities in Belgium, was traditionally liberal
and secular, though the country was otherwise very
Catholic. Because of its leading administrative role,
Brussels politicians had particular influence over
national liberalism. In the second half of the nine-
teenth century a radical movement emerged that
focused on democratizing the right to vote, as well
as a factory workers’ movement, rooted in the pro-
gressive federation of professional associations and
cooperatives. In spite of a large concentration of
workers in both Wallonia and Flanders (Ghent), the
Belgian Workers’ Party—forerunner of the Socialist
Party—was founded in Brussels in 1885. Many of the
early and most important leaders of this party, like
those of the liberal movement, issued from Brussels
intellectual circles, whose center was the Brussels Free
University. This institution, founded in 1834, was
the product of secular liberalism, destined to combat
the influence of the church in higher education and
to train the future elite of the country. It was a fight-
ing organization, thought of as such by its professors
and students. The student life it generated would
trigger cultural events and feed the artistic and literary
avant-garde. The presence of young creators and of
critical, educated consumers explains why Brussels
opened up to musical, choreographic, sculptural,
and poetic innovations. Between the two world wars,
Brussels would become an important axis for

surrealism, and after World War II, one of the head-
quarters of the expressionist CoBrA movement.

ADMINISTRATIVE GROWTH AND

INTERNATIONALIZATION

With larger state responsibilities in social and eco-
nomic matters and with the concentration of indus-
trial and financial groups—two trends that really
took off in Europe in the 1920s—the central role
of Brussels solidified. By the 1930s half of the City
of Brussels’s employment was in the service sector.
This phenomenon would be strongly accentuated in
the 1960s and would combine with deindustrializa-
tion. The agglomeration, which had remained

industrial on its western side, was heavily hit. From
1970 to 1990 it lost 50 percent of its manufacturing
jobs, losing first place in that sector to Antwerp. In
2004 less than 10 percent of employment in the
Brussels region was still tied to industrial produc-
tion. Light industry and construction were predom-
inant. Mechanical construction was essentially
represented by a large Volkswagen factory.

One of the important phenomena contributing
to the rapid mutation of Brussels and its acceleration
during the second half of the twentieth century was
the internationalization of the city. This develop-
ment resulted from the political repositioning that
Belgium underwent at the end of World War II.
Belgium renounced the status of neutrality it had

been forced to adopt when it became an independent
state, participated in the preparatory acts of the
United Nations Organization beginning in 1944,
and partnered with Holland and the Grand Duchy
of Luxembourg in a customs organization called the
Benelux. Anxious to have a noteworthy place in the
community of nations despite the small size of the
country, the leaders of Belgium decided to play an
active role in the elaboration and realization of the
various policies of integration in progress in the
West. The Brussels Pact for a Western European
Union (1948), the North Atlantic Treaty (1949),
the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC;
1951), the European Economic Community (EEC;

1957), and Euratom (1957) were all the result of
discussions and development projects for which
many meetings took place in Brussels, where
Belgian representatives were in the spotlight. The
most significant of these representatives was Paul-
Henri Spaak (1899–1972).
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Since the year of the signing of the Treaty of
Rome (1957), which established the EEC and
Euratom, the City of Brussels officially referred to
itself as the seat of the European institutions. The
organization of the Universal Exposition of 1958
in Brussels, the first exposition since World War II,
was part of the city’s policy of attracting business.
Other cities or countries, including Luxembourg,
Strasbourg, and Paris, also referred to themselves as
the seat of the EEC, but because of the lack of
any agreement between the states, a temporary
situation created for Brussels in 1958 became a
permanent fact. The city welcomed community
executives from the European Commission and
the Council of Ministers. Brussels was also home
to some parliamentary activities: the commissions,
political groups’ meetings, and additional assem-
blies. It was not until the Merger Treaty (1965)
that the three temporary locations of European
institutions (Brussels, Luxembourg, and
Strasbourg) were formally recognized as such and
not until the Edinburgh European Council (1992)
that Brussels was officially named the seat of the
Commission, the Council of Ministers, the
Economic and Social Committee, the Regions
Committee, and the parliament. Everything
regarding the organization of the commissions
and the parties and the preparation of plenary
assemblies would take place in Strasbourg. These
events triggered the concentration in Brussels of
the economic and diplomatic delegations related
to the European Union and the establishment of
all sorts of lobbying offices.

The internationalization of Brussels was not
limited to welcoming the European institutions.
The city also has been officially, since 1967, the
seat of the NATO Council, with its Military
Committee and its International Secretariat, thus
taking advantage of France’s partial disengagement
from NATO, as well as of Belgium’s decidedly
Atlantic political and diplomatic conjuncture.

The last stage in the evolution of Brussels’s
importance took place in the 1980s and the begin-
ning of the 1990s. During this time, the reform of
the Belgian state was completed. The city, already
the federal capital, became the capital of the
Flemish Region, the seat of the ministry and the
executive branch of the French Community of
Belgium Wallonia-Brussels (an institution that

organizes the cultural sector and education), the
seat of parliament, and the seat of the ministries
and administrations of the Brussels-Capital Region.

All of these institutions produced an extraor-
dinary concentration of power and services over a
single generation, in spite of the physical con-
straints of the city. Many administrative jobs were
created, which generated the mass construction of
office buildings that has pushed the population
farther out into faraway neighborhoods. The
administrative evolution of the eastern neighbor-
hoods of the city contributed to the creation and
enlargement of a business district where other
urban functions, especially residential real estate,
have had trouble surviving. In 1998 (before the
enlarging of the European Union to twenty-five
member states in 2004) it was calculated that the
business of the European institutions alone
accounted for 13 percent of the Brussels-Capital
Region’s gross domestic product and 13 percent
of total office-space occupancy.

POPULATION AND SOCIETY

The City of Brussels proper, the historical center of
Brussels, began losing population very early on:
between 1900 and 1920, when the trend started, the
population in the city went from 183,600 to 154,800,
but continued to grow in the surrounding townships
making up the agglomeration. In 1968 the total popu-
lation of the Brussels-Capital Region, counting all of
its nineteen townships, reached 1,079,181. At that
time, an urbanization campaign was well under way
in the surrounding townships of the city, which caused
the population to further diminish. Between 1968 and
1997 the nineteen townships combined lost 240,000
people, who resettled in the suburban outskirts to
escape city life and the soaring cost of real estate fueled
by the growing service sector. This migration remains
active, but its effect was largely offset by the interna-
tionalization of the city, which brought in many
European executives, and by the arrival of many work-
ers from the Mediterranean basin, starting at the end
of the 1960s. Moroccans, Tunisians, Algerians, and
Turks responded massively to official government-to-
government agreements that sought to fill the need
for unskilled laborers, which was made evident by the
large infrastructure developments carried out in the
1960s and 1970s, and for low-skill maintenance and
services personnel. By welcoming these migrant
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workers, who settled down with their families, Brussels
restored its population count. In 2004, 950,000 peo-
ple lived in the Brussels-Capital Region, 30 percent of
whom were immigrants, mostly Moroccans.

The ethnic structure matches the age structure
of the population, where the youth under the age
of twenty represented 23 percent of the population
in 1997, whereas those older than sixty accounted
for 27 percent. The large representation of young

people is the result of the demographic behavior of
the immigrant population while that of the older
residents results from older Belgians being trapped
in the city or returning to it (whereas young
middle-class Belgian families have a tendency to
leave).

The significance of these numbers with regard
to the history of the city cannot be established

without taking spatial and social considerations
into account. The North African and Turkish
populations found lodging for reasonable prices in
old and quasi-abandoned neighborhoods in the
central and western parts of the city, where

industrial workers made modest homes in the old
industrial zone, and in some communities in the
first belt of peripheral towns, where decaying mid-
dle-class houses had lost their appeal by the time
the immigrants arrived. The other new residents of
Brussels—brought in by the internationalization of
the city—were mostly French. Even though these
new residents embraced city life more than the

native Belgians, they chose to settle in the more
elegant residential neighborhoods to the east and
southeast of the city.

Because many different nationalities are mixed
together in most neighborhoods, one cannot speak
of the existence of a ghetto in Brussels. Still, a
socio-spatial division in the agglomeration distin-
guishes a poor multiethnic zone from a dense but
not very populated administrative business district

and from a second crown of affluent, cosmopolitan
townships.

Though Brussels offers many employment
opportunities, particularly in the service sector, these
jobs do not fit the profile of a large part of its

The European Parliament Building, Brussels. ªROYALTY-FREE/CORBIS
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population, especially its youth. The employment
situation more often benefits workers from outside
the region, who make up a huge daily commuting
traffic by road or train between the outskirts and the
city. Though Brussels is located in the middle of the
largest employment hub in the country, the internal
unemployment rate for the capital region is up to
21.5 percent, and its median income is the lowest of
the three regions of Belgium.

INSTITUTIONAL AND LINGUISTIC STATUS

Since the beginning of the twentieth century, the
Flemish movement has demanded an official place
for the Flemish language in a city where French
has the upper hand. This demand has had two
major targets: schools and public administration.
Theoretically, the laws of 1932 were to ensure that
the language of primary and middle schools would
be that of a child’s maternal language in order to
slow down the process of ‘‘frenchification.’’ They
also stipulated that administrative services in
Brussels must be bilingual. The laws were poorly
enforced, which frustrated Flemish activists, who
were witnessing the inexorable progress of ‘‘french-
ification’’ in the outer neighborhoods of the city.
After World War II, the balance of power between
French and Flemish speakers changed. The eco-
nomic changes of the 1950s and 1960s drastically
favored the northern region, Flanders. In the con-
text of the exacerbation of community tensions,
Belgium was officially divided by a linguistic barrier:
in the north was Flanders, with monolingual Dutch
speakers; in the south, Wallonia, with monolingual
French speakers; and in the middle, nestled in
Flanders, Brussels with its eighteen surrounding
townships, all recognized as bilingual (laws of
1962 and 1963). The boundary was designed to
be permanent. In fact, the suppression of the lan-
guage census prevented any new sharing of land
based on changes in the ratio of Flemish speakers
to French speakers in other towns around Brussels.

The laws of 1962–1963 triggered great oppo-
sition among the French-speaking population of
Brussels. The more radical among them created a
new political party in 1964, the Democratic Front
of French Speakers of Brussels, which very quickly
won several elections. The creation of this party
reflected the emergence of regional parties
throughout the country that crossed over the

traditional Belgian political divisions. Brussels
became marginalized, as unitarian Belgium pro-
gressively took a backseat to the intense institu-
tional work that took place in the 1970s, allowing
Flanders and Wallonia to become more autono-
mous. In spite of important political confronta-
tions, no concrete fate ever emerged for Brussels
or its agglomeration. It was only in 1988–1989
that the Brussels-Capital Region was established,
even though the constitutional amendment of
1970 had already designated the three regions of
the Belgian state. Despite its late creation, the
Brussels-Capital Region was the first to elect, by
universal suffrage, its parliamentary assembly
(1989), at the heart of which a minority was guar-
anteed to the Flemish deputies. The Flemish popula-
tion was represented, from the beginning, by two
ministers out of four and by one secretary of state out
of three in the government, due to the fact that
Brussels kept its status as capital city of both the
region and the newly federalized state (1993).

In order to help the City of Brussels fulfill its
responsibilities as a capital, an agreement between
the region and the state in 1993 enabled the trans-
fer of resources to Brussels, based on the idea that
the Brussels-Capital Region was in a very difficult
situation. Income taxes, which constitute a large
part of the city’s revenue, weigh heavily on the
impoverished population. A large portion of the
revenue that Brussels generates through its activity
and employment escapes city taxation because most
of the people who make their living in the region
do not reside there. The region is rigorously delin-
eated, and its limits do not include the whole of the
city’s active economic areas, nor those generated by
the central institutions of Brussels, which could
otherwise be taxed (peripheral industrial zones,
large commercial areas along the beltways sur-
rounding the city, airport facilities, and so on).
The Brussels-Capital Region is heavily dependent
on the federal state, which makes it the focal point
of the permanent conflict that pits Flemish against
French in all institutional matters.

THE EVOLVING BRUSSELS SKYLINE:

URBANISM, ARCHITECTURE, CULTURE

The landscape of both Brussels and its agglomera-
tion is surprisingly diverse. Because of this lack of
unity, a visitor may have trouble reading its person-
ality. In the mosaic of neighborhoods there is one
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predominant trait: the massive number of indivi-
dual homes.

This particularity has encouraged architectural
expression, especially in the first half of the twen-
tieth century. Art nouveau until 1914, and art deco
and modernism between the two world wars,
found a well-off clientele in the first and second
belts surrounding the City of Brussels. The second
belt was mostly urbanized by the end of the 1930s.
Among the residential developments in this area
are around ten garden cities, all housing projects,
erected in the 1920s by socially committed archi-
tects. They have become famous and represent a
precious part of the country’s modern history.
With the exception of a few large luxury buildings,
built in rich neighborhoods and close to the city’s
center in the 1920s and 1930s, apartment build-
ings did not begin spreading in Brussels until the
1960s and 1970s. They replaced the more destitute
houses of the popular neighborhoods or, because
of intense speculation pressure, occupied some
areas of the second belt still not very densely built.

Urbanization in Brussels during the second
half of the twentieth century was notoriously bad.
Some informed European circles spoke of
‘‘Brusselization’’ to designate the arbitrary destruc-
tion of old residential neighborhoods and their
replacement, without any concern for their social
or aesthetic context, by large-scale office buildings.
This phenomenon struck the center of the city
quite heavily, as well as its northern and eastern
districts, particularly those neighborhoods where
the European institutions are located. However,
since 1989 the Brussels-Capital Region has been
working to change this trend with the help of
its Administration for Land Management and
Housing. The administration has been planning
urban development while gaining better control
over real estate promotion. It has also worked to
better the conditions in the more dilapidated
neighborhoods and to help local municipalities
embellish public spaces. The problem it faces in
the early twenty-first century is that of rising rents.
This increase, which hits hardest the more fragile
populations concentrated in the capital-city region,
also accentuates the migration of more wealthy
households toward the outskirts.

The construction since 1989, which made the
center of the city much more pleasant, has attracted

a new type of resident and consumer: young,
employed singles or childless couples. These city
dwellers, a large number of whom are Flemish,
actively participate in the multicultural life of
Brussels, known for its concerts and its alternative

music, theater, and film festivals. There are many
cultural establishments, artist groups, and theaters
in the center of the city. Brussels is at the heart of
an intense rivalry between Flemish and French enti-

ties that subsidize culture, which results in the
multiplication and diversification of cultural out-
put. This culture is also enriched by the presence
of historical and cultural institutions created or

subsidized by the state: the Museum of Fine Arts,
the Art and History Museum, the Opera (Theatre
de la Monnaie), and the Royal Library.

CONCLUSION

The originality and paradoxes of Brussels are the

result of the conflicting history of Belgium in the
twentieth century. Its central functions have
grown, but its political importance is fading; its
internationalization is real, and the wealth it pro-

duces grows while public finances are more and
more meager. Its culture is mixed and cosmopoli-
tan, while the two linguistic communities continue
to fight for its control. Despite the contradictions

and problems, Brussels remains a lively city, less
hectic and more secure than the majority of
Europe’s great capitals. A possible hypothesis is
that despite the socioeconomic threats that weigh
on it, the regional institution has thus far managed

to maintain a kind of balance in the urban society.
It is a balance in which a waxing sense of belonging
among its mixed population probably plays a role.

See also Belgium; Flemish Bloc; Luxembourg.
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BUBER, MARTIN (1878–1965), German-
Jewish philosopher and theologian.

The life-work of Martin Buber remains one of
the most pervasive and multifaceted testaments of
German-Jewish thought and culture. Best known,
perhaps, for his dialogical ‘‘I-Thou’’ philosophy,
Buber wrote extensively on the subjects of the
Hebrew Bible, Hasidism, Judaism, Zionism, as well
as on aesthetics, literature, education, and political
thought. His ideas continue to be a major source of
influence for twenty-first-century and contemporary
Jewish and Christian theology, both in Europe and
in the United States, where his writings became
available after World War II. Upon his emigration
to Palestine in 1938, Buber also emerged as an
outspoken public intellectual whose largely
unpopular views on Jewish-Arab rapprochement
and politics left him, more than once, controversial,
if not marginalized.

Born in 1878 to an assimilated Jewish family
in Vienna, Buber spent the better part of his
adolescent years at the traditional home of his
grandparents in Galicia, then a province of Austria-
Hungary and a center of Hasidism. Between the
ages of three and fourteen, Buber lived as a fully
observant Jew under the tutelage of his grandfather

Salomon Buber (1827–1906), who, in addition to
being the president of the Lemberg (Lvóv) cham-
ber of commerce, was also a pioneer in the scholar-
ship of Rabbinics and Midrash literature. Fluent in
Yiddish, Polish, Hebrew, German, and French,
Buber received impulses from both the spirit of
the Haskalah (Jewish Enlightenment) and the ways
of eastern European Judaism.

Soon, however, estranged from traditional
Judaism, Buber returned to Vienna in 1896 to take
up studies at the capital’s university in philosophy
and art history. After extended visits at the univer-
sities of Leipzig (1897–1899), Zurich (1899), and
Berlin (1899–1901), Buber graduated in 1904
with a doctoral dissertation on the ‘‘History of
the Problem of Individuation from Nicolaus of
Cusa to Jakob Böhme.’’ Among his most influen-
tial teachers during this time period—both, inci-
dentally, at the university of Berlin—were the
sociologist Georg Simmel (1858–1918), whose
distinction between religion and ‘‘religiosity’’
recurs in Buber’s later works, and the historian
Wilhelm Dilthey (1833–1911), whose hermeneutic
method and appreciation for the Renaissance pe-
riod is reflected in Buber’s writings as well.

By Buber’s own account, the truly formative
experiences came from his encounters with litera-
ture and theater. Buber’s very first publication, in
fact, was an essay ‘‘On Viennese Literature,’’ writ-
ten in Polish in 1897. His lifelong friendships with
Hugo von Hofmannsthal (1874–1929), Fritz
Mauthner (1849–1923), and the philosopher-
revolutionary Gustav Landauer (1870–1919) con-
nected him intimately with the fin-de-siècle ‘‘crisis
of language,’’ which attuned the young Buber to
the significance of the ‘‘spoken word,’’ establishing
an early link to his later philosophy of dialogue.
Buber himself stressed the early philosophical influ-
ences of Arthur Schopenhauer, Plato, Immanuel
Kant, Ludwig Feuerbach, and, most importantly,
Friedrich Nietzsche.

His sympathy for Nietzsche’s ideas placed the
young Buber also among some of the leading think-
ers of a Jewish national and cultural revival at the
turn of the century. Already during his student
years, Buber came in contact with the still emerg-
ing Zionist movement under the leadership of the
Viennese playwright and journalist Theodor Herzl
(1860–1904). Most impressed, however, with the
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writings of the ‘‘spiritual’’ Zionist Asher Ginzberg

(pseudonym Achad Haam, 1856–1927), Buber

soon developed a form of Zionism that was cultural

and ethical in its orientation and that found its first

expression in his call for a ‘‘Jewish Renaissance’’ in

1901. After continuous conflicts with the Zionist

leadership of Herzl and Max Simon Nordau

(1849–1923), Buber withdrew from the move-

ment in 1904 and began working on a series of

highly popular German adaptations of Hasidic

texts, including The Tales of Rabbi Nachman
(1906), The Legend of the Baal-Shem (1908), and

the collection of Hasidic tales (completed in 1946).

Though his interpretation of Hasidism was con-

tested by scholars already at his time, Buber suc-

ceeded in conveying a lively and unencumbered

style of ‘‘religiosity,’’ worldliness, and wisdom that

resonated widely with an acculturated Jewish and

German audience. Responding to a new public

interest in nonwestern wisdom and folklore,

Buber continued to produce German renditions

of a variety of texts, such as the Ecstatic
Confessions (1909), Tschuang-Tse (1910), and the

Finnish national epic Kalewala (1914). Between

1906 and 1912, he was also the creator of a unique

series of ‘‘sociopsychological’’ monographs, Die
Gesellschaft, among whose contributing authors

were Simmel, Landauer, Mauthner, Ferdinand

Tönnies, and Lou Andreas-Salomé. As most schol-

ars agree, Buber’s interest in cultural sociology at

this time would later shape his dialogical concep-

tion of the ‘‘inter-human’’ (Zwischenmenschliche)
and his fully developed social philosophy in Paths
in Utopia (1947).

In 1913, Buber’s first philosophical book

appeared, Daniel: Dialogues on Realization, whose

mythical, ecstatic tone soon rendered it a major

work of German literary expressionism. Grounded

in the German Lebensphilosophie of its time, as well

as in Nietzschean aestheticism and the spirit of a

new, syncretistic religiosity, Buber’s Daniel never-

theless anticipated some of the central themes of

his dialogical thought. The mythic-messianic over-

tones in Buber’s earlier writings carried on through

most of World War I, which Buber—like many of

his German Jewish contemporaries—greeted with a

certain enthusiasm and redemptive fantasies.

During this time, Buber also composed a series of

passionate essays calling for a renewal of Judaism

and championing the idea of national-humanism.
Between 1916 and 1924, he founded and edited a
journal, proudly titled Der Jude, offering a power-
ful pan-Jewish forum for both Zionist and non-
Zionist writers.

At almost the same time, Buber’s philosophical
breakthrough occurred. In his 1922 series of lec-
tures ‘‘Religion as Presence,’’ he first articulated his
dialogical principle, followed by the publication of
I and Thou in December of the same year. Between
his lectures and the publication of I and Thou a
fundamental shift in his thinking occurred from
religious experience to speech, which was most
certainly inspired by Buber’s reading of Ferdinand
Ebner’s (1882–1931) The Word and the Spiritual
Realities and Franz Rosenzweig’s (1886–1929)
manuscript of The Star of Redemption, which, in
turn, was deeply indebted to late work of Hermann
Cohen (1842–1918). Rosenzweig also formed a
link to the thinkers of the Johannine ‘‘Patmos’’
circle that was active between 1915 and 1923.
With members such as Rosenzweig, Eugen
Rosenstock-Huessy, and Karl Barth, the Patmos
group sought to relocate theology in an extra-
denominational realm of revelation as divine-human
dialogue, borrowing richly from the thought of
Johann Georg Hamann (1730–1788). Though
Buber stood only at the periphery of this circle, his
dialogical philosophy was undoubtedly informed by
its theology of speech and frequent I-Thou
language.

The basic conception of Buber’s I and Thou is
the duality of human attitude (Grundhaltung)
toward the world as one of either distance and
objective perception (‘‘I-It’’) or relation and dialogic
acceptance (‘‘I-You’’). In choosing our mode

of attitude through speech we also choose,
ontologically, our mode of being. We are not the
same saying ‘‘I-It’’ and saying ‘‘I-You.’’ It is only in
the mode of ‘‘I-You’’ that we become an ‘‘I’’ in the
proper sense, a person with the ability to respond.

But this mode is all but a fleeting moment within
the continuity of the ‘‘I-It’’ world, an act of ‘‘grace’’
rather than choice. The only ‘‘You’’ that continues
to call on us without ever becoming an ‘‘It’’ is the
‘‘Eternal Thou,’’ where the lines of all ‘‘I-You’’

moments meet. Adding the dimension of the
‘‘We,’’ Buber developed this conception
in subsequent writings, Dialogue (1929), The
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Question to the Single One (1936), and Elements of
the Interhuman (1954).

A similar dialogical approach also guided
Buber’s and Rosenzweig’s collaborative translation
of Hebrew scripture that was begun in 1925 and,
after Rosenzweig’s untimely death, completed by
Buber in 1961. The aim of the Verdeutschung was
not merely a revision of Martin Luther’s standard
version but a re-creation of the poetic rhythm and
‘‘spokenness’’ of the Hebrew text in German.
Accompanied by a lengthy essay on the philosophy
of translation, the Buber-Rosenzweig Bible saw
itself as both an authentically Jewish reading of
scripture and a genuine renewal of language. As
such, it combined sensibilities of a German Jewish
renaissance during the Weimar years with a
Johannine theology of language and a dialogical
philosophy of translation.

With the rise of Nazism in Germany, Buber
resigned from his lecturing post at the University
of Frankfurt, which he had held since 1924, to
assume the leadership of the Frankfurt Lehrhaus.
Between 1933 and 1938, Buber wrote most of his
essays on aspects of the Bible, such as ‘‘Biblical
Humanism’’ (1933) or ‘‘Biblical Leadership’’
(1933), which were thinly veiled calls for intellec-
tual resistance. Forced to leave his home in 1938,
Buber left Germany for Palestine and—being
denied a position in religious thought—assumed
an appointment in social philosophy at the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, where he contin-
ued to teach until his retirement in 1951. Much of
Buber’s thought on society and community, and
his engagement with Jewish-Palestinian under-
standing, stems from this time period, though its
deeper roots lay in his friendship with Landauer,
his admiration for Ferdinand Tönnies (1855–
1936) and Aaron David Gordon (1856–1922),
and his involvement with the religious socialism
of Leonard Ragaz (1868–1945). Together with
his social philosophy, Buber also pursued an ‘‘inte-
grative anthropology’’ (The Problem of Man,
1943), as well as a clarification of his philosophy
of language, which was significantly shaped by
his critical response to Martin Heidegger (1889–
1976).

Committed to what he once termed ‘‘Hebrew
humanism,’’ Buber continued to work toward
reconciliation between Arab and Jew, Jews and

Germans, and Judaism and Christianity, until his
death in 1965.

See also Jews; Zionism.
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BUCHAREST. See Romania.

n

BUCHENWALD. Buchenwald was a major
National Socialist concentration camp located in
Thuringia in central Germany, on the Ettersberg,
a mountain eight kilometers north of Weimar. The
origins of the camp can be traced back to a request
from the Nazi Party gauleiter or district leader of
Thuringia, Fritz Sauckel (1894–1946), who
wanted to replace a small concentration camp in
his realm. The SS (Schutzstaffel) concentration
camp administration itself was interested in setting
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up a new ‘‘modern’’ concentration camp like the
one in Sachsenhausen. The camp was opened in
July 1937. The Weimar Nazi Cultural Society
(NS-Kulturgemeinde) wanted to avoid the name
‘‘Ettersberg concentration camp’’ because the poet
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749–1832), who
lived in Weimar, had strolled there frequently.
Supposedly, the SS chief himself, Heinrich
Himmler, chose the rather ‘‘neutral’’ name, which
officially read ‘‘K.L. Buchenwald/Post Weimar.’’

The SS-owned territory subsequently was
expanded until 1940, to 190 hectares. The camp
itself was divided into several sectors, the ‘‘big
camp,’’ the ‘‘small camp,’’ temporarily the ‘‘tent
camp,’’ and the area for SS personnel and the
economic facilities of the SS-owned Deutsche
Ausrüstungswerke (DAW, German armament
works). A Kommandantur, in 1944 consisting of
more than three hundred SS functionaries, orga-
nized camp life and crimes against prisoners. Karl
Otto Koch (1897–1945) served as the first camp
commander; he was replaced by Hermann Pister
(1885–1948) in January 1942. Guard duties were
first carried out by the SS-Totenkopfstandarte
Thüringen, then after the beginning of the war by
a Wachsturmbann Buchenwald. Its personnel
expanded from 1,200 men in 1938 to 6,300 men
and women in early 1945, at which point most of
the guardsmen were on duty in subcamps.

The first 149 prisoners arrived at Buchenwald
on 14 July 1937. Along with several hundred
inmates of the recently dissolved Sachsenburg and
Lichtenburg camps, they had to build the camp
infrastructure. In April 1938 the victims of mass
arrests during the so-called action against asocials
arrived in the camp, followed by several thousand
Jews during the mass arrests in June and
in November 1938, the latter connected to
Kristallnacht. These prisoners were treated espe-
cially badly, and as a consequence hundreds soon
died. After the beginning of the war, newly arriving
Polish and Jewish prisoners were put into the
improvised ‘‘tent camp,’’ where within months
they died en masse from the horrible living condi-
tions. At the end of 1939 nearly twelve thousand
prisoners lived in the camp; then this figure
decreased to just under eight thousand. Until the
end of 1941 the prisoner constituency remained
fundamentally the same, despite some deportations

from the Netherlands. In October 1941 a small
extra camp for Soviet prisoners of war (POWs)
was established; in October 1942 most of the
Jewish prisoners were deported to Auschwitz.

During the second half of the war, subcamps
were established, especially for the purposes of the
armament industries in central Germany. The sub-
camps were scattered from the Rhineland in the
west, in Westphalia, Hanover province, and espe-
cially in central Germany, to Silesia in the east. One
of the worst was the subcamp Mittelbau-Dora,
which in October 1944 was transformed into a
separate main camp, taking over other branches.
Similarly, Buchenwald integrated all branches of
the Ravensbrück camp for women, which were
situated in its geographical realm, by September
1944. Thus, some Buchenwald subcamps consisted
exclusively of female prisoners. In the largest of
those, five thousand women worked for the Hugo
Schneider AG in Leipzig. The biggest branches of
Buchenwald, like Ellrich or Nordhausen, had
grown to almost the same size as the main camp
itself before 1942.

Already by spring 1944 more than half of the
forty-two thousand inmates were imprisoned in
subcamps. More and more civilians from France
and from the Soviet Union were brought to
Buchenwald, and in summer 1944 even Jews from
Hungary were brought there. In autumn 1944,
27 percent of the inmates were non-Jewish Soviet
civilians, 20 percent were Poles, 15 percent were
French, and 12 percent were Jews from different
countries. Especially in the last period of the war,
specific small groups such as German politicians
from the pre-1933 era, western Allied POWs,
Norwegian students, and Danish policemen were
deported to the camp. As a consequence of the
evacuation of camps in Poland, especially from
Auschwitz and Groß-Rosen in January 1945,
Buchenwald grew into the biggest concentration
camp in the Reich. The number of inmates finally
rose to 112,000 persons in February 1945, among
them 25,000 women. At that time the majority of
prisoners lived in the eighty-seven subcamps.

LIVING CONDITIONS

Living conditions in Buchenwald were as horrible
as in the other camps in Germany. A small number
of prominent prisoners—such as the three French

466 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

B U C H E N W A L D



prime ministers Édouard Daladier, Paul Reynaud,

and Léon Blum—were kept in separate camp sec-

tors and treated better than average. But in general

almost all prisoners suffered from constant under-

nourishment, and probably every tenth inmate was

infected with tuberculosis. In the early camp pe-

riod, prisoners worked in the camp itself or in the

Weimar area—from 1943 on in the armament

industry, such as the gun-producing ‘‘Wilhelm-

Gustloff-Werke’’ in Weimar. The penal company

was forced to work in the stone quarry at the

Ettersberg, a horrible working place with extremely

high death rates. Later on, Buchenwald inmates

were forced to work in arms, ammunition, and

airplane production; excavation work for subterra-

nean installations; or clearing blind bombs in cities.

Inhuman living and working conditions led to

rapidly deteriorating health; SS guards or

guardsmen of the enterprises frequently beat or

even killed prisoners. Systematic torture was

applied by the camp SS in the ‘‘bunker,’’ a specific

penal prison cell, or by the political department of

the camp, a branch of the Weimar Gestapo. By

1940 the annual death rate had already risen to 20

percent. Until 1942 corpses of the victims were

incinerated in the crematorium of a Weimar ceme-

tery, but then Buchenwald obtained its own

crematorium.

From 1941 on, systematic killing actions hit

Buchenwald prisoners. From July 1941 medical

commissions selected weak and old prisoners, pref-

erably Jews, and sent them to ‘‘euthanasia’’ killing

centers such as Sonnenstein and Bernburg, where

they were killed by gas. Some months later the SS

started to shoot Soviet POWs near the camp

The crematorium at Buchenwald, photographed shortly after the camp was liberated, 1945. UNITED STATES

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL MUSEUM
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territory—the Soviets had been selected as
‘‘undesirables’’ in German POW camps. In sum,
approximately eight thousand Red Army soldiers
were killed that way. More than one thousand
prisoners were shot by the Gestapo inside the cre-
matorium, including the former Communist Party
leader Ernst Thälmann. From early 1942, SS camp
physicians undertook cruel medical experiments on
prisoners, which resulted in the death of most of
the victims. Finally in 1944, especially Jewish and
Romani inmates were sent to Majdanek and
Auschwitz and were murdered there.

Despite the extreme conditions in the camp,
some prisoners managed to establish improvised
underground organizations; the national camp
committees that were founded from the end of
1943 served to assist their fellow countrymen or
the almost nine hundred imprisoned children. In
August 1944 the U.S. Air Force bombed the
Wilhelm-Gustloff-Werke, claiming more than three
hundred victims among the prisoners. Thus
Buchenwald entered the final phase of the war.
The camp SS prepared evacuation from the begin-
ning of 1945. In early April twenty-eight thousand
inmates of the main camp were driven south either
by rail or in death marches; almost twelve thousand
died en route or in other camps. On 11 April 1945,
U.S. army troops, assisted by an uprising of the
prisoners, liberated Buchenwald, which still housed
twenty-one thousand inmates. Hundreds of them
died immediately after liberation because their state
of health had been extremely critical.

The population of the surrounding area—espe-
cially Weimar citizens—was by and large informed
about the camp and to a certain extent also about
the atrocities. The SS personnel had everyday con-
tacts with locals, and the camp infrastructure was
tightly connected to the economy of Weimar, as
forced laborers worked in town. After liberation,
U.S. military authorities forced Weimar inhabitants
to visit the camp area, in order to be confronted
with a mass of corpses of those prisoners who had
died during the final period of the camp.

From 1937 until 1945, 266,000 persons
became prisoners in the Buchenwald camp system,
among them 27,000 women added during the
1944 reorganization. Thirty-five thousand prison-
ers died in the camp and all its branches. If the
killings of Soviet POWs and those that took place

during the evacuation are added, Buchenwald
claimed the lives of fifty-six thousand human
beings. Only some of the responsible SS men—
thirty-one functionaries—were put on trial during
the so-called Buchenwald trial at a U.S. military
court in Dachau 1947. Individual perpetrators,
including the first commander’s wife, Ilse Koch,
were sentenced by Soviet or German courts.

The Soviet Secret Police, which entered
Thuringia in June 1945 after the repartitioning of
the occupation zones, already in autumn of that
year started to use the camp facilities for its own
purposes, installing there Special Camp No. 2. In
the beginning, mostly Nazi functionaries and
members of Nazi organizations were interned at
the camp, but later victims of political persecutions
and denunciations were kept there as well. Almost
half of the twenty-six thousand inmates died in the
camp, especially from undernourishment during
the winter 1946–1947. Thousands were deported
to camps inside the Soviet Union. In January 1950
the MVD (Ministry of the Interior) camp was
dissolved.

COMMEMORATION

Unlike other camps, such as Dachau for Americans
or Bergen-Belsen for the British, Buchenwald did
not occupy a central place in war memory after
1945. However, in the second half of the 1950s it
developed into a major commemoration site of
East German politics. Most of the camp installa-
tions had been demolished after 1950. In 1958 the
Nationale Mahn- und Gedenkstätte Buchenwald
was opened, focusing on the fate of Ernst
Thälmann. The communist interpretation of the
camp history was highly popularized in the novel
by the former prisoner Bruno Apitz, Nackt unter
Wölfen (1958; Naked among Wolves, 1960; film
version, 1963). The book glorified the communist
prisoners’ underground and was introduced as
compulsory reading in East German schools. Yet
the history of the Soviet camp in Buchenwald was
completely ignored in the German Democratic
Republic (GDR).

In the West, publications on Buchenwald,
most of them written by former inmates, gave a
much more differentiated picture. Eugen Kogon
based his first overall history of Nazi camps, Der
SS-Staat (1946; Theory and Practice of Hell, 1950),
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on his Buchenwald experience. The individual and
human perspective prevailed in the memoirs of the
former prisoners, the most important of which
were Robert Antelme’s L’espèce humaine (1947;
The Human Race, 1992) and especially Jorge
Semprún’s Le grand voyage (1963; Long Voyage,
1964) and Quel beau dimanche (1980; What a
Beautiful Sunday, 1982), written after his break
with the Communist Party in 1964.

There has been considerable public debate
since the mid-1990s on the communist under-
ground, as some of its members as prisoner-
functionaries allegedly decided who was put on
death lists of the SS. This almost completely deva-
stated the myths surrounding the communist
underground in the camp. The double perspective
on Buchenwald’s history, as a Nazi and as a Soviet
camp, also led to fierce discussions. The memorial,
now part of the Stiftung Gedenkstätten Buchenwald
und Mittelbau-Dora, opened a new exhibition on
the Nazi camp in 1995 and a separate one on the
MVD camp in 1999.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Concentration Camps;
Gestapo; Holocaust; SS (Schutzstaffel).
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DIETER POHL

n

BUDAPEST. At the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury, this central European capital—a product of the
1873 union between the settlements of Pest, Buda,
Óbuda, and the Margit Island—was Hungary’s larg-
est city and an important center of culture,

commerce, government, and industry within both
the Kingdom of Hungary and the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy as a whole.

GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

Already a fairly modern city for its time—home
of the European continent’s first underground
transportation line, which was completed in 1896
and is still in operation—Budapest experienced
a period of massive expansion and development
at the beginning of the twentieth century. In
1900 the number of people living within what
would become the city limits reached 861,434,
nearly triple what it had been just three decades
earlier. The rapid growth was mostly the result of
in-migration from other parts of the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy. During World War I, the
number of incoming refugees compensated for
the number of wartime casualties, so the popula-
tion of the city did not change significantly. The
interwar period was characterized by another pe-
riod of steady growth until World War II, when
Budapest suffered heavy civilian losses (between
1941 and 1949, the population declined by about
7 percent). In 1950 the city was expanded to
include several of its suburbs, raising the number
of districts from fourteen to twenty-two and
resulting in a significant population increase. The
number of inhabitants stabilized at around two
million in the 1970s, but the period since 1990
has seen a decline; in 2003 Budapest’s population
was down to 1,719,342.

1900 TO 1918

Compared to most European cities, Budapest was a
highly industrialized urban center prior to World
War I. In 1910, 40 percent of employed city dwell-
ers worked in industry. For this reason—and the
relatively pragmatic cultural scene, centered around
a cultural elite made up more of journalists and
politicians than of artists and philosophers—the
Hungarian historian Péter Hanák described
Budapest as a ‘‘workshop.’’ Despite the city’s
industrial character, the period preceding World
War I was characterized by intense cultural produc-
tion. Among Budapest’s most notable figures were
the leftist poet and journalist Endre Ady, the leftist
philosopher György (Georg) Lukács, the right-
wing writer Dezs}o Szabó, the composers Béla
Bartók and Zoltán Kodály, and the painters István
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Csók and József Rippl-Rónai. All were innovators
in their chosen media and many were politically
active.

The bulk of the city’s most prominent archi-
tectural monuments were built around the turn of
the century, including the grandiose and stylisti-
cally eclectic parliament building, which was the
largest in the world when it was completed in
1902. Budapest’s stock exchange (1895) and the
Erzsébet Bridge (1903) spanning the Danube
River were also of record-breaking size at the time
they were constructed. The eclecticism of these
monumental structures later yielded to Secession-
style architecture, which began to appear in the city
a few years before the war.

Politically, turn-of-the-century Budapest was at
the center of the crisis of European liberalism. The
Hungarian Liberal Party—which had negotiated
the famous Compromise of 1867, giving the
Kingdom of Hungary a kind of autonomous part-
nership status in the new Dual (Austro-Hungarian)
Monarchy—had remained in control of the
Hungarian government until just after the turn of
the century. Crippled by corruption and scandal,
and threatened by both growing nationalism
(represented by the Independence Party) and an
increasingly influential Social Democratic Party,
the Liberals were finally defeated in the elections
of January 1905. The period from 1905 to the
beginning of World War I was marked by political
antagonism between the national minorities and
the Hungarian nationalists and rising social unrest
resulting from the gross disparity of wealth
between rich and poor inhabitants of the city.

In 1900, 79 percent of the city’s inhabitants
were native speakers of Hungarian, 14 percent
spoke German, and just over 3 percent spoke
Slovak. Although only about 5 percent of the total
population of Hungary in 1910 was Jewish, Jews
constituted nearly 23 percent of the total popula-
tion of Budapest. Many Budapest Jews considered
themselves Hungarians by nationality and most
spoke Hungarian at home. They were also involved
in the modernization of the city on many levels and
made up a large part of the new middle and profes-
sional classes. Over 40 percent of individuals in
certain professions (among them journalism, law,
banking, and medicine) were Jewish. Their over-
representation in the middle-class professions and

in institutions of higher education fueled anti-
Semitic sentiment among non-Jewish Hungarians
who felt marginalized by the modernization pro-
cess. The first anti-Jewish law in Europe, the
numerus clausus of 1920, limited university enroll-
ment of national and ethnic groups to numbers
proportionate to their percentage of the overall
population and was crafted to reverse this trend.

The character of the city was much changed
by the events of World War I. After an initial wave
of nationalist enthusiasm for the war, when the
Central Powers—and Hungary with them—started
losing, it became clear that a reshuffling of territory
and the collapse of the monarchy was imminent.
Neighboring countries were gradually occupying
more and more Hungarian territory, causing a mass
flight of civil servants and other refugees to the
capital. From among the sizable Hungarian popu-
lation remaining outside the country’s borders, it
is estimated that around 208,000 individuals—
particularly members of the elite and former state
employees whose livelihood was no longer ensured
under foreign rule—converged on the city. Due to
massive unemployment and the economic crisis
that followed the war, however, many of these
refugees did not remain in Budapest but moved
to other parts of the country or abroad. Never-
theless, their presence and vocal dissatisfaction
with the status quo contributed to the political
instability out of which the so-called Soviet Republic
was born.

1918 TO 1920

The postwar government headed by Mihály Károlyi
was unable to stabilize Hungary’s borders or
to stop domestic social unrest incited by the
Communists and Socialists. As a result, Károlyi
ceded power to a left-wing coalition on 21 March
1919. That same day, the Communists—under the
informal leadership of Béla Kun, a journalist who
had been introduced to bolshevism as a prisoner of
war in Russia—seized power from the more mod-
erate socialists and proclaimed the Soviet Republic.
The Communist leadership immediately set about
nationalizing the economy and trying to negotiate
a more favorable territorial settlement for Hungary.
Its Red Army successfully re-conquered Kassa/
Košice and large parts of Slovakia, and the
Hungarian-sponsored Slovak Soviet Republic was
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proclaimed. On 1 May the workers of Budapest

celebrated May Day with mass demonstrations.

Despite a hopeful beginning, however, the new

government’s collectivization policies alienated

the rural population, while Budapest residents grew

anxious as city dwellers continued to suffer

shortages of food and other goods resulting from

the wartime economic blockade that was still in

force against Hungary. Furthermore, by the end

of July 1919, the Hungarian Soviet Republic had

been defeated by the Romanian army, sponsored

and equipped by the French general staff. The

Romanians took Budapest on 4 August 1919.

Admiral Miklós Horthy, who commanded an

antirevolutionary militia, entered Budapest at the

head of his National Army on 16 November 1919.

Following the departure of the Romanian troops

from Hungary, Horthy established a ‘‘white’’ gov-

ernment, with himself as regent, in March 1920.

That same year Hungary signed the Treaty of

Trianon, according to which the country lost

two-thirds of its territory to the new neighboring

states of Czechoslovakia; Romania; the Kingdom

of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes; and Austria.

Following the collapse of the Soviet Republic,

the Horthy regime initiated the White Terror, a

series of more or less violent reprisals against sus-

pected communists, other leftists, and many Jews.

It is estimated that as many as five thousand people

were executed and another seventy-five thousand

imprisoned or sentenced to hard labor. As a result

of the terror, nearly one hundred thousand people

fled the country.

1920 TO 1938

In 1921 Horthy appointed István Bethlen prime

minister. Bethlen passed a minor land reform,

allowed workers to organize and enter into collec-

tive bargaining with their employers, gave free

reign to the press, and did not completely enforce

the numerus clausus law, allowing Jewish profes-

sionals to remain active members of a growing

urban bourgeoisie. Bethlen also reinstated a limited

franchise that allowed only 27 percent of the popu-

lation to vote. He remained prime minister until

1931 and is credited with rebuilding Budapest’s

industrial capacity, which had been greatly weak-

ened by the war and the postwar settlement.

His fall coincided with the onset of the Great
Depression.

From 1931 onward, Hungary’s leadership
moved increasingly to the right and became peri-
odically pro-German. It was not long before the
Hungarian leadership saw Germany as the only
power capable of effecting territorial revision in
the region; regaining the territories lost with the
Treaty of Trianon was a primary objective for all
Hungarian governments of the interwar period,
regardless of their political orientation.

1938 TO 1945

After receiving territorial gains through Hitler’s
dissection of Czechoslovakia (1938) and an
Axis-mediated agreement with Romania (1940),
Hungary formally became an ally of the Axis in
November 1940. The wartime economy brought
130 new factories and forty thousand workers to
the capital city. Yet apart from mounting anti-
Semitism and the implementation of three increas-
ingly harsh Jewish laws barring Jews from public
service and the professions and assigning Jewish
men to forced labor battalions, Budapest remained
relatively unaffected by the war.

This situation changed on 19 March 1944,
when Hitler occupied Hungary following neigh-
boring Romania’s defection from the Axis camp.
The Jews of Hungary were rapidly ghettoized and
deported, but Horthy stopped the deportations
when it came to the Jews of Budapest—except for
those living in suburban Budapest, who were
deported in July—for whom he is supposed to have
had a special sympathy. On 16 October, the
German SS forced Horthy to resign, installing the
leader of the fascist Arrow Cross Party, Ferenc
Szálasi, in his place. In November, about fifty thou-
sand Budapest Jews were deported to Austria by
Adolf Eichmann and the Arrow Cross militia.
Although the Red Army had already advanced deep
into Hungarian territory, in early December
Budapest police and Arrow Cross militiamen,
working under the supervision of a handful of
Gestapo men, rounded up about seventy thousand
of Budapest’s Jews and ghettoized them in Pest.
During this time, the Swedish emissary Raoul
Wallenberg sought by various means—including
by forging Red Cross and Swedish government
passes, bribing officials, and making appeals to
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various governments—to save some of Budapest’s
Jews. About 120,000 of the Jews who ended up in
the ghetto or under Swedish protection survived
the war.

For Adolf Hitler, Budapest was an important
site as both the capital of Hungary (Germany’s last
remaining ally in Europe) and the last line of
defense for Vienna and southern Bavaria. In add-
ition, the Axis’s only remaining crude oil plant was
in southwest Hungary. Joseph Stalin also had good
reason to hasten the fall of the Hungarian capital,
believing that the liberation of Budapest and
Vienna would increase his bargaining power with
the Allies at Yalta. In late October he called on
Marshal Rodion Malinovsky, the commander of
the Second Ukrainian Front, to seize Budapest
within days. In the first week of November,
Malinovsky’s troops managed to reach Budapest’s
eastern suburbs and by Christmas his forces had
completely surrounded city, leaving the German
and Hungarian forces trapped in a cauldron. On
that Christmas day, German forces mounted a
massive counterattack and the battle for Budapest
began.

Although a number of Budapest’s civilian
inhabitants had fled to western Hungary to escape
the siege, the majority had remained, believing that
the Soviets would take Budapest quickly. By
January civilians and soldiers alike were scrounging
for food, relying on melted snow, horsemeat, and
meager bread rations. A breakout attempt initiated
by the commander of the German forces on 11
February resulted in huge German and Hungarian
losses, and by 14 February the siege was over. After
Buda was captured, Red Army soldiers plundered
the city and terrorized the populace. Already
notorious for raping local women, Soviet forces
compounded civilian fears by rounding up able-
bodied Hungarian men and sending them to do
labor service. The city itself was largely devastated,
with thousands of buildings partially damaged or
left in ruins. None of the city’s five bridges over the
Danube survived the siege, and nearly forty thou-
sand Hungarian civilians—many of them Jews—
had perished or been killed.

1945 TO 1956

The immediate postwar period saw the brief re-
emergence of a democratically elected government,

which was edged out by the pro-Soviet commu-
nists by 1947. After the war, the reconstruction
of Budapest began almost immediately. Over the
next several years, the vast majority of the capital’s
historic buildings were restored. The communist
leadership also initiated the construction of new
residential buildings—better known as block apart-
ments—around Budapest’s periphery. Among the
most notable structures from the Stalinist period is
the Népstadion (people’s stadium) sporting com-
plex, which was constructed entirely by volunteers.
Monuments to communist leaders, the Red Army,
and Hungarian leftists also began to appear, and
street names were changed to glorify revolutionary
heroes. In 1950 the suburbs surrounding Budapest
were formally incorporated into the capital, signifi-
cantly increasing its size and population.

The first years of communist rule were typified
by reprisals against wartime fascists and people who
had collaborated with the Germans, and Stalinist-
style show trials and purges of many old-guard
Hungarian communists. Following Stalin’s death
in March 1953, the political atmosphere in the city
became more relaxed. In the fall of 1956, following
Poland’s successful reform negotiations with Soviet
leader Nikita Khrushchev, Hungarian reform com-
munists, students, and workers were inspired to
push for change in Hungary. On 23 October, a
demonstration in support of reform in Poland
attracted tens of thousands of students who
marched from Pest to Buda. In an unplanned ges-
ture, the students continued on to the parliament
building, where they demanded the reinstatement
of reform communist Imre Nagy as prime minister.
A smaller group of demonstrators gathered in front
of the Budapest radio station, where they were
fired upon by Hungarian secret police. Shortly
thereafter, a large crowd toppled an enormous sta-
tue of Stalin, dragging parts of the statue through
the city. Units of the Hungarian army, which had
been ordered to protect key buildings, ended up
giving their weapons to the rebels.

Nagy was made prime minister on 24 October
but quickly discovered that the revolt was no
longer about reforming the system but about elim-
inating it. On 25 October the secret police again
fired on the demonstrators in front of the parlia-
ment building. Two days later, Nagy formed a new
reform-oriented government and announced the
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withdrawal of the Soviet military from Budapest,
the dissolution of the secret police, and Hungary’s
unilateral withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact,

appealing to the West to protect Hungary against
Soviet military retaliation. The Soviets nevertheless
invaded Budapest, and by 4 November their forces

had crushed the ‘‘counterrevolution.’’ Budapest
was again heavily damaged by the fighting and an
estimated two thousand Hungarians—most of
them inhabitants of Budapest—died in the conflict

and another two hundred thousand fled the coun-
try. Nagy and several members of his government
were executed on 16 June 1958.

1956 TO 1989

After Nagy’s removal, János Kádár was installed as
the new head of government, and he remained in
that position for the next thirty years. Immediately

following the 1956 events, the Kádár regime began
arresting—or in some cases executing—those who
had participated in the uprising, but Kádár later soft-

ened his stance and implemented a series of reforms
that became known as ‘‘goulash communism.’’ His
reforms included the 1968 New Economic

Mechanism, which allowed for limited private enter-
prise and partially decentralized the economy.

Hungary was becoming the most liberal country in
the Soviet Bloc, and Budapest began attracting
young travelers from other Warsaw Pact countries.

Rising unemployment, high inflation, and
mounting national debt resulted in Kádár’s
removal from leadership in 1988. The reburial of
Imre Nagy in Budapest in June 1989 set the tone
for the transition to a noncommunist government.
The funeral attracted nearly 250,000 people to
Budapest’s Heroes’ Square. The first free elections
in over forty years were held in 1990.

1989 AND BEYOND

As it entered the twenty-first century, Hungary was
divided between leftist liberals, represented by
the socialist coalition, and nationalist conservatives
headed by former prime minister Viktor Orbán and
his Young Democrats Party, who struggled for
control of the government and the ability to inter-
pret Hungary’s role in the past and determine its
role in the future of Europe.

Several of the city’s postwar cultural figures
have received international acclaim. Budapest native
Imre Kertész won the Nobel Prize for Literature in
2002 for his largely autobiographical novels about

Damaged buildings and debris in Baross Strasse, central Budapest, following the 1956 uprising. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH

COLLECTION/CORBIS
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the experience of Hungarian Jews during the
Holocaust. The work of another Budapest author
from the interwar period, Sándor Márai, has been
translated into several languages.

The transition did not come without difficul-
ties and challenges, however. The capital city has,
since 1989, earned a reputation as a sex capital of
Europe, employing sex workers from poorer parts
of the former Eastern Bloc, mainly Ukraine. The
city is also battling a sizable illegal labor market
that brings poor workers from neighboring coun-
tries to the city to take construction and other
temporary jobs. Further challenges have included
cleaning up the environmental damage brought
about by careless industrial practices under com-
munism, combating drug abuse, and dealing with
extreme right-wing and skinhead groups who ha-
rass and sometimes physically attack members of
minority groups living within the city, particularly
Roma (Gypsies).

Despite these challenges, the city has neverthe-
less become a major center of international tour-
ism. Many of the houses and other buildings in and
around the centers of Buda and Pest have been
renovated or rebuilt, and many historic sites,
including churches and monuments, have been
restored. In the spring of 2004 central eastern
Europe’s first Holocaust memorial museum
opened in a renovated synagogue. Commercial
construction has also increased sharply since the
1990s. Massive new shopping centers now line
the city’s periphery and a number of multinational
companies have set up branches in Budapest. On
1 May 2004 inhabitants of the capital celebrated
Hungary’s entry into the European Union.

See also Bartók, Béla; Eichmann, Adolf; Horthy, Miklós;
Hungary; Kádár, János; Károlyi, Mihály;
Khrushchev, Nikita; Kun, Béla; Lukács, György;
Nagy, Imre; Stalin, Joseph; Wallenberg, Raoul.
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BUKHARIN, NIKOLAI (1888–1938),
Russian Bolshevik leader.

Born in Moscow into a middle-class intelligen-
tsia family, Nikolai Ivanovich Bukharin joined the
Bolshevik Party in 1906 after participating in the
revolutionary events of the year before. In 1917 he
was one of the leaders of the Bolshevik party orga-
nization in Moscow. Shortly after the Bolshevik
takeover in October 1917, Bukharin became a
spokesman of the ‘‘Left communists,’’ who
opposed Vladimir Lenin over the role of ‘‘bour-
geois specialists’’ in industry and even more over
the failure to continue the war with Germany.
Bukharin soon returned to the fold and took over
the editorship of the party newspaper, Pravda, a
post he retained throughout the 1920s. Starting in
1918 Bukharin established himself as the Bolshevik
Party’s leading theorist. The party textbook ABC of
Communism (coauthored in 1919 with Yevgeny
Preobrazhensky) had worldwide sales and remains
the best introduction to the aspirations that ani-
mated the Bolshevik Party during its first years in
power.

In the early 1920s, after the civil war had run
its course, the Bolsheviks introduced the New
Economic Policy (NEP). NEP was based on the
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realization that the price mechanism was the only
available way of managing economic relations with
millions of scattered single-owner peasant farms.
Bukharin, who provided the most elaborate theo-
retical justifications of NEP, did not see it as a
repudiation of earlier policy but rather as an adjust-
ment to the new challenge of managing the transi-
tion to socialism in a peasant country. Relying on
Lenin’s 1923 article ‘‘On Cooperation,’’ Bukharin
argued that the cooperatives could be used to
transform peasant agriculture gradually by appeal-
ing to the peasant’s direct material interest. In this
way the market would integrate peasants into the
state-run socialist sector of the economy—and thus
prepare the ground for its own self-negation. In
1925 he wrote: ‘‘How will we be able to draw [the
peasant] into our socialist organization? . . . We will
provide him with material incentives as a small
property-owner. . . . On the basis of [the resulting]
economic growth, the peasant will be moved along
the path of a transformation of both himself and his
enterprise into a particle of our general state socia-
list system.’’

During the NEP period, Bukharin was a poli-
tical ally of Joseph Stalin and provided the polem-
ical heavy artillery against the leaders of the opposi-
tion within the Bolshevik Party, especially Leon
Trotsky, Preobrazhensky, Grigory Zinoviev, and
Lev Kamenev. In the late 1920s, when Stalin broke
with NEP and moved toward collectivization and
breakneck industrialization, Bukharin continued to
defend earlier policies. Stalin quickly branded him a
‘‘right deviationist.’’ The ensuing struggle was
sharp but short and ended in Bukharin’s complete
political defeat.

Bukharin soon recanted and again provided
theoretical justification for government policy, this
time for Stalin’s ‘‘revolution from above.’’ In 1934
he became editor of the government newspaper
Izvestia. Soon thereafter, however, he fell victim
to Stalin’s murderous assault on the Bolshevik elite.
Bukharin was arrested in February 1937 and spent
a year in prison before being condemned to death
in one of the last great public show trials of the
Stalin era. Bukharin’s remarkable achievement dur-
ing his time in prison only became known after
Soviet archives were opened and it was discovered
that he had written extensive philosophical note-
books as well as a novel-memoir of his childhood in

Moscow (available in English under the title How
It All Began). Some analysts have further argued
that Bukharin managed to use his courtroom con-
fession of 1938 to deliver a veiled indictment of
Stalin.

In the early years of the Gorbachev era (1985–
1991), when the reforms were still portrayed as a
return to Leninism, Bukharin was regarded by
many reform-minded intellectuals almost as the
patron saint of perestroika. In 1988 Bukharin was
officially cleared of all charges and posthumously
readmitted into the party. He became a powerful
symbol of supporters of perestroika not only
because of his reputation as a defender of NEP
but also because he was widely viewed as a repre-
sentative of the best aspects of the Bolshevik tradi-
tion. However, the ‘‘Bukharin boom’’ in Russia
was relatively short-lived.

In the early twenty-first century Bukharin is
remembered mainly because of his role as a spokes-
man for the Soviet NEP period, with all its hopes
and contradictions. He himself did not view NEP
as an alternative model of socialism, since he clearly
meant what he said about the market negating
itself. He consistently looked forward to a thor-
oughly organized and centralized socialist society.
Nevertheless, Bukharin at his best embodied the
vision of an alternative path to socialism—one
that avoided the violence and catastrophes of the
Stalin era.

See also Bolshevism; Lenin, Vladimir; New Economic
Policy (NEP); Soviet Union; Stalin, Joseph;
Trotsky, Leon.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Bukharin, Nikolai. How It All Began. Translated by George

Shriver. New York, 1998.

———. The ABC of Communism. London, 2004.

Secondary Sources
Cohen, Stephen F. Bukharin and the Bolshevik Revolution:

A Political Biography, 1888–1938. New York, 1971.

Lih, Lars T. ‘‘Bukharin’s ‘Illusion’: War Communism and
the Meaning of NEP.’’ Russian History/Histoire Russe
27, no. 4 (winter 2000): 417–460.

LARS T. LIH

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 475

B U K H A R I N , N I K O L A I



n

BULGARIA. Twentieth-century Bulgarian his-

tory can be divided into three main periods marked

by some dominant trait, whether political or eco-

nomic: the national irredenta until the end of World

War II (1914–1944), the rule of Soviet-type com-

munism (1944–1989), and the reintroduction of

the free market during postcommunism (after 1989).

NATIONAL PROGRAM

Since its secession from the Ottoman Empire

(autonomous principality 1878, independent king-

dom 1908), Bulgaria pursued its national irre-

denta—the unification of all Bulgarian populated

areas provided by the Treaty of San Stefano (3

March 1878, Bulgaria’s national holiday until

1944, and again after 1989). The prime targets

were Eastern Rumelia and Macedonia, lost in the

Treaty of Berlin (July 1878). After the successful

unification with Eastern Rumelia (1885),

Macedonia became the centerpiece of the national

program. An active member of the Balkan League,

Bulgaria together with its allies drove the Ottoman

Empire from its European possessions during the

First Balkan War (1912–1913). The inability to

divide up the territories between the allies led to

the Second Balkan War (1913), in which Bulgaria

was vanquished and retained only a small part of

Macedonia, while losing Southern Dobrudzha to

Romania. The desire to reverse this loss, which was

known as the First National Catastrophe, brought

Bulgaria into World War I on the side of the

Central Powers, who promised significant

compensations.

WORLD WAR I

In October 1915 Bulgaria entered the war by

attacking Serbia and occupied Macedonia. In the

north it reached the Danube delta. These military

successes were accomplished by enormous exertions:

Bulgaria’s army mobilized 40 percent of the male

population; the absence of male labor cut grain

production by one-third; towns suffered from run-

away inflation and shortages. News of the Bolshevik

Revolution inspired the antiwar and opposition

movements, marked by food riots and military

unrest. When the strengthened Allied front in

Northern Greece broke the Bulgarian lines at

Dobro Pole (September 1918), the army dissolved

and a spontaneous military uprising headed for

Sofia. King Ferdinand (r. 1908–1918) released the

agrarian leaders Alexander Stamboliyski (1879–

1923) and Raiko Daskalov (1886–1923) from

prison, hoping they might contain the rebels. The

two instead joined the insurgents and a republic was

proclaimed at Radomir (27 September 1918). The

republic was short-lived, and the rebellion was bru-

tally put down. At the same time an armistice was

signed, and on 3 October Ferdinand abdicated in

favor of his son Boris III (r. 1918–1943).

At Neuilly (27 November 1919), Bulgaria

signed a humiliating peace treaty, which allotted

Southern Dobrudzha to Romania, some western

areas to Serbia, and Western Thrace to the Allies,

who gave it to Greece in 1920. Bulgaria was bur-

dened with huge reparations. The country was dis-

armed and could support only a tiny mercenary

army. This has been known as the Second

National Catastrophe.

AGRARIAN RULE

The radicalization of the political scene swung the

electorate dramatically, and in the first postwar elec-

tions three left-wing parties—agrarians, communists,

and socialists—commanded two-thirds of the vote.

They were divided, and the agrarians with

Stamboliyski as prime minister ruled first in coalition

and, after 1920, independently. The Agrarian Union

(formed 1899) introduced a series of remarkable

reforms. It provided land for the numerous war refu-

gees by putting a cap on large estates and absentee

owners. It encouraged the cooperative movement

and established for young men a year’s mandatory

labor service on public works instead of military ser-

vice. Stamboliyski introduced a progressive income

tax, a cheaper judicial system, and free compulsory

secondary education. This was a blow to the wealthy

classes. At the same time, by putting down the com-

munist-led general strike of 1919–1920, the agrar-

ians alienated their natural political allies. In foreign

policy, Stamboliyski sought friendly relations with

Yugoslavia and followed a pro-French orientation.

This put him at odds with the old political leaders

and the court but mostly with the Military League

and the IMRO (Internal Macedonia Revolutionary

Organization), who were devoted to the Macedonian
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irredenta. By 1923 they organized a coup d’état, and

Stamboliyski was brutally murdered.

INTERWAR POLITICS AND ECONOMY

Bulgaria’s recovery from the wars was slow, and after

the temporary stabilization (1924–1929), it was hit

by the World Economic Crisis (1929–1933), which

was particularly devastating to the countryside. Until

World War II the country remained a predom-

inantly agrarian backwater, with a small industrial

sector focused on food processing, tobacco, and

textiles. It was in the political sphere that

Bulgaria’s development proved most volatile. The

coup against Stamboliyski established an extreme

right-wing dictatorship. The abortive September

Uprising (1923), organized by the communists

under Comintern pressure, was ruthlessly sup-

pressed and the Communist Party outlawed. A

terrorist attempt against the tsar and government

(1925) provoked bloody reprisals against commu-

nists, agrarians, and leftist intellectuals.

The rule of the Democratic Alliance (1926–

1931) and the Popular Bloc (1931–1934) marked

a moderate return to parliamentarianism.

Bulgaria’s political scene was extremely fragment-

ed, with dozens of small parties and newly emerg-

ing radical right-wing movements, and punctuated

by labor unrest and the terrorism of IMRO, which

jeopardized the country’s foreign relations. On

18–19 May 1934, the Military League and the

Zveno group, headed by Damyan Velchev (1883–

1954) and Kimon Georgiev (1882–1969), carried

out a bloodless coup. Its members espoused a cor-

poratist and elitist centralizing ideology, disband-

ing political parties for the rule of ‘‘competent’’

specialists. Zveno’s great achievement was the

Bulgarian revolutionary soldiers with captured money following overthrow of the Stamboliyski government,

July 1923. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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suppression of IMRO, but its pro-French orienta-
tion, republican sentiments, and relatively meager
social base allowed Boris III to stage a counter-
coup (January 1935). The Military League was
purged, and in the subsequent period the king
installed subservient governments, effectively
imposing an authoritarian royal regime.

WORLD WAR II

Despite Bulgaria’s initial neutrality, Boris III and
Bogdan Filov’s (1883–1945) pro-German cabinet
joined the Axis Powers (1 March 1941). Bulgaria
occupied Macedonia and Western Thrace but
refused to send troops to the eastern front. The
unique episode marking out Bulgaria was the sav-
ing of the fifty thousand Bulgarian Jews, due to a
timely reaction of MPs, the antiracist stance of the
Bulgarian Orthodox church, and broad public pro-
tests. Still, some eleven thousand Jews from the
occupied territories were deported and perished in
concentration camps.

Incomparably smaller than the resistance in
occupied Yugoslavia and Greece, Bulgaria’s antifas-
cist Resistance was still the largest among
Germany’s allies. With Germany’s retreat and the
Soviet declaration of war (5 September 1944), the
Fatherland Front (a coalition of communists, left-
wing agrarians, social democrats, and independent
antifascists) assumed power (9 September) with the
help of military forces, organized by Zveno and
partisan groups.

THE COMMUNIST TAKEOVER

Although allotted to the Soviet sphere in the per-
centage deal between Joseph Stalin (1879–1953)
and Winston Churchill (1871–1947) in October
1944, Bulgaria took until 1948 to establish an
undisputed communist monopoly of power. The
Communist Party controlled the most important
ministries, and Georgi Dimitrov (1882–1949),
exiled since 1923 and with international repute as
the hero of the Leipzig trial (1933), returned from
Moscow in 1945 to become prime minister. In
1946 a referendum with a 93 percent vote pro-
claimed Bulgaria a republic, and the nine-year-old
Simeon II (b. 1936) left the country and settled in
Spain. The elections for the Grand National
Assembly (27 October 1946) brought 70 percent
to the communist-dominated Fatherland Front.

Through pressure, intimidation, and show trials

(the most notorious being the trial against the

agrarian leader Nikola Petkov and his execution in

September 1947), the communists succeeded in

defeating the political opposition and establishing

a one-party system. Despite rhetorical protests,

both the United States and Great Britain extended

recognition to the new regime. Other parties were

either absorbed into the Communist Party or dis-

banded and dissolved into the Fatherland Front,

which turned into a broad nonpolitical civil orga-

nization. The newly adopted ‘‘Dimitrov

Constitution’’ (December 1947) modeled on the

1936 Stalin Constitution, provided the legal basis

for the communization of the country.

BULGARIAN STALINISM

By 1948 almost 92 percent of Bulgarian industry

was nationalized. This went hand in hand with a

broad program of industrialization and electrifica-

tion, especially creating a heavy industry (mining,

metallurgy, construction, and the chemical indus-

try). Industrialization was achieved at the expense

of the countryside: 50 percent of state investments

went into industry against 10 percent for agricul-

ture. The collectivization of land was accomplished

in several repressive waves, and by 1956, 80 per-

cent of the agricultural land was organized in coop-

erative farms. The combined effects of the extre-

mely rapid industrialization, alongside agricultural

collectivization, resulted in a drastic change in the

rural/urban ration: from 24.7 percent in 1946, the

urban population almost doubled by 1965, to

reach close to 70 percent by the 1980s.

The administrative pressures in the economic

sphere were accompanied by political ones. By 1949

all religious orders were subject to state supervision,

and purges within the Communist Party culminated

in the show trial and execution of Traicho Kostov in

December 1949. After the death of Dimitrov in

1949, Bulgaria’s strongman was Vulko Chervenkov

(1900–1980), whose rule followed closely the Soviet

model in all spheres of public life, with the building

of a ubiquitous repressive apparatus.

The sweeping educational reforms and the

introduction of a welfare system remained the

incontestable achievements of the communist

regime. Compared to 10,000 in 1939, the number
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of people with higher education in the labor force
had increased to more than 340,000 in 1989.

THE APRIL LINE AND TODOR ZHIVKOV

Stalin’s death (1953) and Nikita Khruschchev’s

(1894–1971) destalinization course (1956) affected
Bulgaria. At the April 1956 Plenum of the BCP

Chervenkov was accused of promoting the cult of

personality and later removed from the country’s

premiership. Promoted to party leadership in 1954,

Todor Zhivkov (1911–1998) became prime minis-

ter (1962–1971) and chairman of the State
Council (1971–1989). He managed to purge all

potential opposition, deftly maneuvered and played

social strata and individuals against each other, and

succeeded in staying at the helm of the state until

1989. Raising the population’s living standards

became the party’s priority, and there was a gen-
eral, though moderate, democratization of life:

political prisoners were released, censorship

relaxed, a general thaw in cultural life was felt,

foreign relations with neighboring and Western
states were improved.

After the 1960s there was a gradual transition
from extensive to intensive economic growth.
Bulgaria’s complete subservience to the Soviet line
brought some economic advantages, albeit at the
expense of the country’s international standing. In
the cultural sphere, there was a definite national
orientation, culminating with the celebrations of the
thirteen-hundredth anniversary of the Bulgarian state
(1981). A number of reforms, both in agriculture
and industry, aimed at introducing the market prin-
ciple and achieving greater efficiency. The technolog-
ical gap with the West, which affected the whole
Soviet bloc in the late 1970s, hit Bulgaria in the early
1980s. The economic crisis was compounded by
Zhivkov’s decision to ‘‘solve’’ the country’s Turkish
problem. In late 1984 the names of the Turkish
population (more than 800,000 individuals) were
forcibly changed in an attempt at assimilation. By
the summer of 1989, some 300,000 Turks emigrated

Bulgarians cheer the arrival of Soviet forces in Sofia, September 1944. ªYEVGENY KHALDEI/CORBIS

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 479

B U L G A R I A



to Turkey, although roughly half returned. At the
same time, the effects of Mikhail Gorbachev’s
(b. 1931) perestroika were felt, and a fledgling
dissident movement was beginning to take shape.

THE ‘‘CHANGES’’ OF 1989

One day after the fall of the Berlin wall and a week
before Prague’s Velvet Revolution, Zhivkov was
deposed in an internal party coup (10 November
1989). The country began its gradual move from
one-party rule to pluralist democracy. The rights of
the ethnic Turks were restored and a roundtable
negotiated the terms of the transition. Although
the first free elections (June 1990) brought to
power the Bulgarian Socialist Party (the reformed
communists), by August 1990 Zhelyu Zhelev
(b. 1935), the leader of the newly formed Union
of Democratic Forces, was elected president. On
12 July 1991 the Grand National Assembly
adopted a new constitution proclaiming Bulgaria
a parliamentary republic and guaranteeing political
pluralism and private property.

Until 2001 the political spectrum was domi-
nated by the BSP and the UDF, with an arbitrating
role for the Movement for Rights and Freedoms
(representing the Turkish minority). The year 2001
added also the National Movement for Simeon II,
which won the elections and formed a coalition
cabinet with the MRF. The political democratiza-
tion of Bulgaria seemed stable and irreversible.
After the 2005 elections won by the BSP, the
socialists ruled in a grand coalition with the MRF
and the NMSII.

The economic balance sheet is more uneven.
The privatization and restructuring on a market
basis, hesitant at first, controversial in its mechan-
ism and not yet entirely completed, has created a
new wealthy class and introduced social stratifica-
tion at a tremendous human price, especially at the
expense of the elderly. The health and educational
systems have all but collapsed. Having lost its tradi-
tional export markets, devoid of foreign invest-
ments, isolated by the Yugoslav wars, Bulgaria’s
industry has shrunk enormously and the runaway
inflation brought IMF intervention (1997). The
gradual economic recovery, Bulgaria’s joining of
NATO (2004), and prospective entry into the
European Union (scheduled for 2007) dominate
the country’s political agenda.

See also Balkans; Turkey; World War I; World War II.
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BULGE, BATTLE OF THE. Also known
as the Battle of the Ardennes or the von Rundstedt
counteroffensive, the Battle of the Bulge, 16
December 1944 to 16 January 1945, allowed the
Anglo-American expeditionary armies (under
General Dwight D. Eisenhower) to destroy twelve
elite mobile divisions of Adolf Hitler’s western
European army during the latter stages of World
War II. The campaign began with Hitler’s surprise
offensive through the Ardennes region of Belgium
and Luxembourg and ended with the elimination
of the German salient driven into the heart of the
U.S. First Army as far west as the watershed of the
Meuse River—this salient resembling a ‘‘bulge.’’
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GERMAN PLANS AND PREPARATIONS

The purpose of the German offensive was to dis-
rupt the Allies’ logistical lines of communications
by taking the key transportation centers of Liege
and Antwerp. The desperate offensive, Hitler’s per-
sonal scheme, was supposed to divide the U.S.
Twelfth Army Group (led by General Omar N.
Bradley) and the British Twenty-first Army Group
(under Field Marshal Bernard L. Montgomery)
and throw the Allied advance to the Rhine into
confusion. Hitler’s ultimate goal (and fantastic
hope) was to negotiate a truce with the western
Allies so that the German armed forces could con-
centrate on the eastern front and stop the relent-
less, vengeful advance of the Soviet armies into
central Europe.

Conceived by Hitler during the collapse of the
German western armies in France in August 1944,
the Ardennes counteroffensive drew its inspiration
from the 1940 German offensive in France and the
campaigns of King Frederick II of Prussia in the
Seven Years’ War (1756–1763). Strategic insight,
operational excellence, bad weather, and tactical
ferocity would overcome Allied superiority in man-
power and logistics. Hitler viewed the Allied com-
manders as weak and their fighting men as even
weaker; his senior western commanders, Field
Marshals Gerd von Runstedt and Walter Model,
were not so optimistic. Hitler argued that the
reconstituted mechanized divisions (panzers or
panzer grenadiers) would not attack alone. They
would be assisted by selective air attacks upon the
Allied rear areas by the reconstituted Luftwaffe and
the V-1 (a cruise missile) and V-2 (a ballistic mis-
sile) vengeance weapons. Special operations groups
disguised as American troops would destroy or
divert Allied motor convoys with supplies and
reinforcements as well as seize key bridges and
crossroads for the rampaging panzers. The offen-
sive even had a deceptive code name, Wacht am
Rhein (watch on the Rhine).

Despite the deep reservations of his senior gen-
erals, Hitler withdrew the surviving armored units
from France, sent all available replacements (includ-
ing flak and ground aviation units) to these divisions,
reequipped the divisions with the most advanced
model tanks (the Mark V ‘‘Panther’’ and Mark VI
‘‘Tiger’’) and self-propelled assault guns (the Stug
III G and Jagdpanzer 100), stockpiled ammunition

and gasoline, and organized new smaller, more fire-
power-intensive infantry divisions (volksgrenadiers
[people’s grenadiers]) to commit more support
troops and new conscripts, young and old, into the
battle. This dramatic reconstitution effort escaped
Allied intelligence. The Germans reduced their radio
communications and avoided Allied aerial reconnais-
sance. By mid-December the Germans had orga-
nized three field armies (Sixth SS Panzer, Fifth
Panzer, and Seventh) of twelve armored-mechanized
divisions and special brigades and seventeen infantry
divisions along the eastern line of the Ardennes, a
forested region of low mountains, many rivers, and
few transportation corridors. The three German
armies employed 330,000 men and eight hundred
tanks and assault guns in the campaign.

THE COURSE OF THE BATTLE

In the first week of the Battle of the Bulge, the
three German armies held the operational initiative
and drove their armored spearheads through the
surprised U.S. VIII Corps (three divisions and a
mechanized cavalry group) and advanced 72 kilo-
meters (45 miles) into Belgium on a front 112
kilometers (70 miles) wide. The Germans, how-
ever, did not meet their time–distance schedule
and lost their short-lived advantage for many rea-
sons, all linked to the stubborn resistance of the
U.S. First Army, soon reinforced by the U.S. Third
Army to the south in Luxembourg and France.
Despite occasional unit disintegrations, the U.S.
99th, 106th, and 28th Infantry Divisions mounted
a phased resistance that held the shoulders of the
salient and forced the Germans to slide directly
west instead of northwest as planned. Within the
salient, the U.S. Seventh Armored Division at
St. Vith and the U.S. Ninth and Tenth Armored
Divisions and U.S. 101st Airborne Division at
Bastogne defended key road junctions that forced
the Germans to use their scarce elite panzer forces
to seize St. Vith and besiege Bastogne. American
engineer units destroyed critical bridges, defended
key road junctions, and demolished gasoline
dumps the panzer divisions needed to maintain
their advance. Air attacks and rear area operations
proved no substitute for the Wehrmacht’s limited
success on the ground.

Largely through the key decisions by
Eisenhower and General George S. Patton Jr.
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(leading the U.S. Third Army) in the first three days
of the campaign, the Allies stopped the Germans
before they reached the Meuse River, well short of
Liege and Antwerp. Three infantry and one armored
division of the U.S. V Corps stopped the Sixth SS
Panzer Army in the northern part of the salient.
Augmented by the U.S. XVIII Airborne Corps
(three divisions) and the British XXX Corps (four
divisions), directed by Montgomery with his usual
caution, the Allied forces also defeated the most
advanced western forces of the Fifth Panzer Army.
Bradley, distressed that Eisenhower had put about
two-thirds of his army group under temporary
British control, did not approve a more aggressive
Third Army attack against the German Seventh
Army at the salient’s southern shoulder. Even with
the commitment of three corps (nine divisions),
Patton had difficulty relieving Bastogne and dealing
with the Fifth Panzer Army, too. A plan of greater
daring might have bagged all three German armies,
not squeezed them back to their initial positions.

In a series of engagements throughout the
‘‘bulge,’’ the panzer formations reached the limit
of their endurance in firepower and mobility in the
last week of December 1944. The infantry divisions
found themselves stalled beside and behind the pan-
zer spearheads. The Allies increased their superiority
in several critical operational areas: tank numbers,
massed artillery, aerial resupply, close air support,
and fresh infantry. Much to Hitler’s dismay, von
Runstedt and other generals reported in carefully
phrased messages that in strategic terms Operation
Wacht am Rhein had failed, but the German armies
could still save themselves and inflict crippling
casualties on the Allies. The German fighting with-
drawal was indeed stubborn, but did not justify the
sacrifices of three German armies. By mid-January
Hitler’s bold stroke had become a forlorn hope, and
the Allies had regained the strategic initiative, which
they never again surrendered.

LOSSES AND SIGNIFICANCE

The German forces suffered irreparable losses in
elite personnel: 30,039 soldiers (14,325 killed or
captured) of 159,564 panzertruppen and 44,420 of
171,596 soldaten in infantry formations (25,966
killed or captured). Tank losses were significant,
even if German industry could eventually replace
them. New tanks in the hands of new soldiers could

not replace the Ardennes losses. Although the most
recent (1943–1944) models of German tanks,
assault guns, and tank destroyers enjoyed superior
main guns, the six most-heavily engaged panzer
divisions could not match the American ability to
replace armored losses during the Ardennes cam-
paign. The Germans began their offensive with 713
heavy armored vehicles, but they faced 1,382
armored vehicles (tanks and tank destroyers) in
the first five American armored divisions they soon
met. As the initiative shifted to the Allies in January
1945, the same five U.S. armored divisions still had
1,298 heavy mechanized vehicles in the field
(excluding self-propelled artillery), but the six
German panzer divisions could deploy only 332
similar vehicles, their forces cut by combat losses,
air attack, breakdowns, and lack of gasoline.

The American losses were serious, 62,439
casualties in all categories and about half lost as
killed or captured. The distribution of casualties,
however, reveals that only three divisions (the 28th
and 106th Infantry Divisions and the 101st
Airborne Division) took crippling losses, almost
19,000 soldiers or 6,000-plus per division. All the
other American divisions took acceptable losses, an
average of 1,300 in each of nine engaged armored
divisions and an average of 2,000 in eighteen other
infantry divisions. Total British losses were fewer
than 2,000.

The Battle of the Bulge probably hastened
the end of the European war by ruining the fight-
ing elite of the German army and Waffen-SS in
Army Group West. It completed the destruction
of Germany’s panzer divisions begun in the
Normandy campaign (June–August 1944) and on
the eastern front in the Soviet victories at Kursk
(1943) and in Operation Bagration (1944). Hitler
failed to recognize that the Third Reich was not
Prussia and that he was not Frederick the Great.

See also World War II.
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BUÑUEL, LUIS (1900–1983), Spanish film-
maker.

Luis Buñuel was born at the turn of the twen-
tieth century in Aragón, Spain, into a well-to-do
middle-class family. Even as a child, he was fasci-
nated by the fantastic, spectral quality of motion
pictures; in his autobiography, he relates the
delight of watching the shadows cast on a sheet
hung up to catch the light of a magic lantern. At
seventeen, Buñuel went to Madrid and spent the
next seven years studying and living at the
Residencia de Estudiantes, where he met the play-
wright and poet Federico Garcı́a Lorca, the writer
Ramón de la Serna, and the painter Salvador Dalı́,
among others.

Buñuel moved to Paris in 1925, which opened
the world of French intellectual life and, impor-
tantly, of movies, to him: the motion picture that
inspired him to become a filmmaker was Destiny
(1921), directed by Fritz Lang. He enrolled in Jean
Epstein’s acting class and coaxed his way into
working on Epstein’s films Mauprat (1926) and
The Fall of the House of Usher (1928), for which
Buñuel is credited as an assistant. In 1929 Buñuel
made his first film with Salvador Dalı́ (1904–
1989). The strange and often disjointed images of
Un chien andalou (An Andalusian dog) were
inspired by Buñuel’s and Dalı́’s dreams, and the
seventeen-minute film was a succès de scandale in
Paris. Although Buñuel often pointed to Sigmund
Freud’s theory of the unconscious as a key influ-
ence, he rejected the idea that his films were psy-
choanalytic per se or even rationally analyzable.
Nonetheless, Buñuel’s cinematic style plays con-
stantly with motifs that resonate with psychoanaly-
tic thought, including repetition, fantasy, dreams,
repression, fetishes, and all manner of perversity. In
fact, he insistently refused to be characterized as
espousing any ‘‘school’’ of thought, referring to
himself as a ‘‘fanatical antifanatic.’’

Buñuel’s second film, L’âge d’or (1930; The
golden age), cemented his affinity with the

French surrealists and, along with Un chien anda-
lou, is the film most readily associated with the
surrealist movement. Although Dalı́ is credited as
coauthor of the script, he was much less involved in
the making of L’âge d’or than he had been with Un
chien andalou, and we see many elements in it that
would come to be known as distinctly ‘‘Buñuelian’’:
a sense of gleeful revolution, an effort to épater les
bourgeois (shake up middle-class conventions), fan-
tastic, fragmented, dreamlike imagery, and sudden
bursts of violence.

After flirting briefly with a career in Hollywood,
Buñuel turned to a quasi-documentary style of film
with his depiction of the life of poor rural Spaniards
in Land without Bread (1932). Although it departs
in many ways from the fragmented aesthetic of sur-
realism, it is still satirically tongue-in-cheek (the sur-
realists called this black humor), since the voice-over
narration does not match the images, and the viewer
is forced to question its authority. Sound and music
are extremely important in Buñuel’s films—he often
pairs canonical classical music with taboo or perverse
scenes. He also frequently uses contrapuntal sound,
in which sound and image clash, as opposed to
direct sound, which matches the action in the image
exactly.

Soon after the end of the Spanish civil war,
Buñuel returned to the United States, where he
worked for the Museum of Modern Art. As word
of his previous films reached the States, however,
Buñuel found himself a persona non grata, as he
was considered too radical for the sensitive U.S.
political atmosphere during the 1940s. Buñuel
moved on to Mexico, where he formed a partner-
ship with the producer Óscar Dancigers and began
making movies again. In 1950 he released Los olvi-
dados (The Young and the Damned), which trains
its eye unswervingly on the poor youth of Mexico
City, and which won Buñuel the best director
award at the Cannes Film Festival. Like most of
Buñuel’s films, Los olvidados works to break down
the binary opposition between oppressor and vic-
tim. There are no victims in the pure sense for
Buñuel—only people trying desperately to survive
in a malevolent and absurd world.

For the rest of the 1950s, Buñuel remained in
Mexico making films with Dancigers. Many appear
on the surface to be conventional melodramas.
Yet even these films contain characteristically
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‘‘Buñuelian’’ elements: for example, in The
Criminal Life of Archibaldo de la Cruz (1955), a
hilarious send-up of film noirs, we see Buñuel’s
predilection for putting all the figureheads of
authority together—the clergy, the military, and
the police—in order to expose their absurdity and
thus once again question their authority.

In 1961 Buñuel was invited to return to Spain
by General Francisco Franco (1892–1975), who
wanted to reinvigorate Spanish art and culture.
Rebellious as always, Buñuel took the opportunity
to make Viridiana (1961), which was subsequently
banned in Spain for blasphemy, despite its world-
wide success (it won the Palme d’Or at the Cannes
Film Festival that year). In Viridiana, Buñuel is
interested not only in the mysteries and hypocrisies
of religion but also in the theatrical nature of

power, whether it is located in the church, the
government, or the head of a family. Viridiana
explores the nature of transgression as well: the
patriarch uncle Eduardo kills himself because he
believes he has offended Viridiana with his salacious
thoughts. This is also the point of Archibaldo de la
Cruz, in which the police chief finally tells Archie
consolingly that the police cannot arrest a person
for wishing someone dead, but only for commit-
ting the deed of murder.

After his debacle in Spain, Buñuel began a long
and intensely productive collaboration with Jean-
Claude Carrière (b. 1931), his screenwriter until
Buñuel’s death in 1983. Together they made Diary
of a Chambermaid (1964), in which bourgeois
‘‘normality’’ is shown as an oppressive, stultifying
force, a fragile container for the roiling perversions

A scene from Buñuel’s Viridiana, 1961. Eduardo (Fernando Rey) poses his niece Viridiana (Silvia Pinal) as an image of his

dead wife in Buñuel’s exploration of the nature of purity and sin. FILMS 59/ALATRISTE/UNINCI/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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of humanity. Diary was followed in 1967 by Belle
de Jour (his biggest commercial success, starring
Catherine Deneuve), a film again concerned with
the perverse fantasies hidden beneath the surface of
staid bourgeois life. Buñuel’s filmmaking lends
itself to an auteurist approach: as different in style,
genre, geography, and time period as the films are,
there are virtually always ‘‘signatures’’ that make
them recognizable as Buñuel’s. He returned to
the dreamlike atmosphere of his earliest films, and
as such the late 1960s and early 1970s are known as
his second surrealist phase. He seemed to alternate
between two of his favorite subjects, religion and
the bourgeoisie, in The Milky Way (1969), The
Discreet Charm of the Bourgeoisie (1972), and The
Phantom of Liberty (1974). There is something
hilariously free-spirited and at the same time se-
rious about his critique of the religious and socio-
cultural edifices that structure our lives, and
Buñuel’s constant effort to experiment and push
the boundaries of what is cinematically possible has
made him one of the most influential filmmakers in
the history of cinema. In his final film, That
Obscure Object of Desire (1977), Buñuel uses two
different actresses for the same role—he claimed
it was a capricious decision on his part, but it

brilliantly underlines the ephemeral nature of
desire and how difficult it is actually to see another
before us.

See also Cinema; Spain; Surrealism.
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n

CABARET. Friedrich Hollaender, one of the

most prolific composers of songs in the Weimar

era, noted that cabaret was ‘‘engendered in disso-

lute passion by theater, vaudeville, and the political

tribunal.’’ Combining high and low performance

art with political engagement, cabaret reached its

apogee in Germany and the Soviet Union during

the 1920s, before the regimes of Adolf Hitler and

Joseph Stalin put an end to its innovative, critical,

and entertaining spirit.

PARIS AND ZURICH

Born in Paris in 1881, the cabaret artistique spread

throughout Europe in the ensuing three decades.

With its combination of short numbers—song,

dance, monologue, skit—and its satirical tone, the

genre parodied the fads and fashions of the day, as

well as current events. When war broke out in

1914, this critical spirit dissipated as cabarets

adopted the chauvinist and belligerent tones that

engulfed all forms of popular entertainment. Those

entertainers who would not bark with the dogs of

war fell silent—or went to Switzerland. Zurich in

particular saw a growing colony of antiwar artists

and writers from all corners of Europe, and it was

there that the Cabaret Voltaire opened in February

1916. Launched by Hugo Ball and Emmy

Hennings, who had emigrated from Munich, its

participants included Tristan Tzara and Marcel

Janco from Romania, Jean (Hans) Arp from

Alsace, and Richard Huelsenbeck from Berlin.

They gave the name Dada to the radically avant-

garde movement that was born on the small stage

of the Cabaret Voltaire.

Dada itself was an ambiguous word: Did it

mean ‘‘father’’? ‘‘Yes-yes’’ (from the Russian word

‘‘da’’)? ‘‘Hobbyhorse’’ (‘‘dada’’ in French)? Or was

it derived from pure nonsense syllables? Such

absurdity characterized many of the performances,

which evoked the absurdity of the European con-

tinent, the self-proclaimed epitome of civilization,

which was tearing itself apart in a war of unprece-

dented barbarity. When Janco and Huelsenbeck

discordantly declaimed their ‘‘simultaneous poems’’

in English, French, and German, the cacophany

replicated not just the jingoism of the day but the

breakdown of language itself. The logical outcome

was ‘‘bruitistic poetry’’—a litany of meaningless

sounds, first performed by Ball in the form of a

‘‘text’’ that began: ‘‘Gadji beri bimba.’’ He did so

in a cubist costume, consisting of various cylindrical

shapes, designed by Janco.

The Cabaret Voltaire itself lasted a mere six

months, but Dada proved to be one of the most

innovative and influential artistic movements of the

twentieth century. Huelsenbeck brought the Dada

spirit to Berlin when he returned in late 1916 and

it was quickly adopted by artists such as George

Grosz and John Heartfield, who had independently

been developing critical graphics and photomon-

tages to express their antiwar attitude. Grosz and

Heartfield contributed their designs to a political

puppet play at Berlin’s first major postwar cabaret,

Schall und Rauch (Sound and Smoke), which

C
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opened in December 1919. Sound and Smoke’s

repertory consisted mainly of songs, with lyrics by

Walter Mehring, an outstanding dadaist poet, and

Kurt Tucholsky, the premier satirist of the Weimar

era, while much of the music was composed by

Friedrich Hollaender.

WEIMAR-ERA CABARET

Mehring, Tucholsky, and Hollaender were to

become stalwarts of Weimar cabaret, as they

offered their services to changing venues; the finan-

cial insecurity of the genre and the times ensured

that cabarets rarely survived more than two years.

Two of the most famous cabarets of the early

Weimar years were managed by chanteuses: Rosa

Valetti’s Cabaret Grössenwahn (Megalomania) and

Trude Hesterberg’s Wilde Bühne (Wild Stage).

Like Sound and Smoke, they offered a variety of

numbers that sometimes took aim at the crisis-

ridden politics and disastrous economic conditions

of the time, but most of the pieces dealt with sexual

and social foibles and commercial fads—more

amusing topics, and ones less likely to alienate

potential customers. Songs dealing with Berlin,

sung in the local argot, were especially popular.

Despite their vivacity, none of these ventures sur-

vived the hyperinflation that climaxed in 1923.

The stabilization of the German economy after

1924 allowed more spectacular genres of cabaret-

style performance to flourish, which ranged from

the topical cabaret-revues of Friedrich Hollaender

or the team of Marcellus Schiffer and Mischa

Spoliansky to the glitzy revues of Eric Charell or

Hermann Haller, which featured the famous kick-

line of Tiller Girls. Of the more traditional caba-

rets, only one—the Kabarett der Komiker (Cabaret

of Comedians), directed by Kurt Robitschek—had

any longevity. But despite the limited success of

individual ventures, cabaret had an impact on a

variety of media during the Weimar era. Its format

and attitude were reflected in such collaborations

of Bertolt Brecht and Kurt Weill as The Threepenny
Opera (1928); in the theatrical productions of such

leftist directors as Erwin Piscator; and in such early

sound films as The Blue Angel (1930), where

Marlene Dietrich, who had performed in the

Schiffer-Spoliansky revues, made her screen debut

singing chansons by Hollaender.

AGITPROP IN THE USSR

Many cabarets and revues folded after the onset of
the Depression in 1929. Simultaneously, mounting
political polarization led to a further development
of the form on the far left, as the German
Communist Party spread its ideas via agitprop (agi-
tation-propaganda) troupes, which were inspired
by developments in Russian popular performance.
During the three years of civil war that engulfed
Russia after the Bolshevik Revolution, numerous
impromptu troupes were organized in Russia to
spread communist values to workers, peasants,
and soldiers. With the consolidation of Bolshevik
rule, these ventures acquired more stable backing
from institutions like the Komsomol (Communist
Youth League), which supported TRAM (Theater
of Working-Class Youth) groups, or the trade
unions, which sponsored the Blue Blouses, the first
of which had been formed at Moscow’s Institute
of Journalism in 1923. The interest of journalists
was appropriate, since one of the major innovations
of the agitprop troupes was the performance of
‘‘living newspapers’’—skits and songs that drama-
tized current events. Although these numbers were
purely political, the performances were leavened
with elements of ‘‘red cabaret,’’ less overtly political
inserts that employed more vaudevillian styles of
entertainment; agitprop troupes were well aware
that too much propaganda, laid on too thickly,
would bore the audience.

In the first years of communist rule, agitprop
themes were explicitly economic and political, as
the troupes encouraged workers and peasants to
increase their output, to support socialization of
the means of production, and to join the Red
Army. With the stabilization of Bolshevik power,
the thematic focus shifted to fostering communist
mores. By the mid-1920s, agitprop skits mainly
excoriated such holdovers from feudal and capital-
ist society as alcoholism, sexism, ethnic prejudice,
and domestic violence and promoted literacy,
hygiene, and sports. Like cabaret in Weimar
Germany, the agitprop movement influenced other
types of avant-garde theatrical performance: lively
episodic elements, such as song, pantomime,
dance, and even athletics, appeared in the produc-
tions of Vsevolod Meyerhold and the plays of
Vladimir Mayakovsky, who occasionally wrote agit-
prop skits as well. The red cabarets proved to be a
versatile medium for spreading communist ideas,
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but like so many innovative artistic ventures they
began to suffer from Stalin’s political and cultural
crackdown in the late 1920s and they largely ceased
to exist after 1932.

GERMAN CABARET IN EXILE AND AFTER

THE WAR

The following year, Hitler’s rise to power likewise
put an end to cabaret in Germany, as leftist and
Jewish performers fled the country or were forbid-
den to perform. Of the innovative venues, only the
Cabaret of Comedians continued to operate until
the 1940s, after it divested itself of Robitschek, its
director, and its other Jewish performers. Werner
Finck’s Katakombe (Catacombs), which had exclu-
sively ‘‘Aryan’’ performers, persisted into the Third
Reich, even though Finck regularly made fun of

Nazi attitudes. Although some Nazis in the audi-

ence found that amusing, Joseph Goebbels did not,

and he ordered the Catacombs closed in 1935.

Many performers who had fled Germany tried to

form cabarets in exile. Erika Mann, the daughter of

Thomas Mann, took her Pfeffermühle (Peppermill)

cabaret from Munich to Zurich, but in 1935 it was

shut down by Swiss authorities under pressure

from the Nazi regime. Other émigré entertainers

appeared in cabarets in Vienna, Prague, and

Amsterdam. The fortunate ones made it as far as

London, New York, and Los Angeles. Those who

had remained on the European continent were

swept up by the expanding Third Reich, beginning

with the Anschluss of Austria in 1938. In a tragic

denouement, interned Jewish entertainers were

‘‘encouraged’’ to stage cabaret shows in the transit

German actress Marlene Dietrich in the role of the cabaret performer Lola Lola in Josef von Sternberg’s film

Der blaue Engel (The Blue Angel), 1930. Sternberg set his tale of a man’s descent into decadence in the context of cabaret

life. THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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camps of Westerbork and Terezin (Theresienstadt),
to provide distraction for both inmates and guards.
Almost all of them eventually were murdered in
Auschwitz.

After 1945 cabaret lacked the importance that
it had enjoyed in the first half of the century.
Already in the 1920s, the cabarets of Paris, the
birthplace of the genre, were little better than tour-
ist traps; the type of singer that had highlighted
turn-of-the-century cabarets had gravitated to the
much larger revue stages. After the war, television
brought such entertainers to a truly mass audience.
Cabarets fared somewhat better in Central and
Eastern Europe. In Germany and Austria during
the 1950s, they were among the few places where
national culpability during the Third Reich was
addressed. Helmut Qualtinger’s persona, Herr
Karl, was an especially bitter and incisive portrayal
of the Austrian who bends to every wind, especially
if it blows from the far right. During the 1960s and
1970s, stages like Berlin’s Reichskabarett contrib-
uted significantly to the anti-imperialist movement
and the counterculture generally. But Volker
Ludwig and other members of the Reichskabarett
eventually recognized the limits of cabaret as a
political medium; they concluded that satire was
unable to change the opinions of adults and refash-
ioned themselves as a progressive theater ensemble
for children. Beginning in 1972, their GRIPS-
Theater has gained renown as a highly innovative,
as well as politicized, stage for children and youths.

EASTERN EUROPE

During the postwar era, the most interesting caba-
rets were to be found in Soviet-dominated Eastern
Europe, inasmuch as they were often the only offi-
cially tolerated institutions that allowed a modicum
of social and political criticism. In the German
Democratic Republic, the Distel (Thistle) was rela-
tively tame, since its location in Berlin placed it
directly under the eyes of the nation’s rulers. But
farther afield, Leipzig’s Pfeffermühle (Peppermill)
was more audacious, as a result of which its direc-
tors were occasionally fired by the communist
authorities. Poland likewise enjoyed a vibrant
cabaret scene. Its most notable example was the
Piwnica Pod Baranami (Cellar under the Rams),
founded in Kraków in 1956, which was more
devoted to artistic experimentation than were the

cabarets of the German Democratic Republic. Its

mainstay was Piotr Skryzynecki, who remained its

master of ceremonies until his death in 1997, and it

launched the careers of many of Poland’s most

popular singers, notably Ewa Demarczyk.

With the collapse of the Soviet bloc, the caba-

rets of Eastern Europe lost their unique critical

function. Indeed, the genre resides at the margins

of Europe’s cultural landscape at the outset of the

twenty-first century. Although a number of enter-

taining troupes and outstanding solo performers

can still be found, it is unlikely that cabaret will

again play the role that it did in the 1920s, when it

was a seedbed of artistic innovation and offered a

vivacious combination of critical insight and lively

entertainment.

See also Agitprop; Popular Culture; Theater.

English cabaret entertainer Douglas Byng in

costume, 1935. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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PETER JELAVICH

n

CALLAS, MARIA (1923–1977), opera singer.

Cecilia Sophia Anna Maria Callas, or
Kalogeropoulou, was born in New York on 2 or 4
December 1923 to Greek immigrant parents. The
young Maria was an ungainly girl. When she was
eleven, she won first place in a national amateur
talent contest on the Mutual Radio Network, and
her mother began entering her in a seemingly end-
less cycle of singing competitions. In 1937 Maria
and her mother left the United States for Greece.
She soon entered the Athens Conservatory (passing
for sixteen in order to be admitted) and in 1940
began her studies with the celebrated coloratura
soprano Elvira de Hidalgo. The following year she
debuted as Tosca and quickly added Santuzza,
Marta (in Eugen d’Albert’s Tiefland), and Ludwig
von Beethoven’s Leonore to her repertoire.

Acclaim came in 1947 when she appeared
under the conductor Tullio Serafin at the Arena
in Verona as La Gioconda, and she was soon in
demand for many of the heavier soprano roles: Aida,
Isolde, Kundry, Turandot, Norma, and Brünnhilde.
Controversy about the innate sound of her voice,
as well as its occasional unpredictability, began with
these early performances. But superstardom arrived
in Venice in January 1949 when, to fill in for an
indisposed soprano at Serafin’s behest, Callas
learned and sang the ornate, filigreed, bel canto
role of Elvira in Vincenzo Bellini’s I puritani in a
week’s time; this feat was all the more remarkable
considering that she had just completed a series of
performances of the Walküre Brünnhilde, a role

entirely at the other end of the soprano spectrum,
both vocally and dramatically. Later that year she
married Giovanni Battista Meneghini, a wealthy
industrialist many years her senior, who acted as
her devoted manager and protector, and for the
next ten years she sang under the name Maria
Meneghini Callas.

She soon dropped the Wagnerian roles and
other so-called heavy repertoire and, while keeping
Tosca, Elvira, and Norma, eventually added the
soprano roles in Gaetano Donizetti’s Lucia di
Lammermoor, Anna Bolena, and Poliuto; Giuseppe
Verdi’s Macbeth, Nabucco, I vespri Siciliani, Rigoletto,
Un ballo in maschera, La traviata, and Il trovatore;
Gaspare Spontini’s La vestale; Christoph Willibald
Gluck’s Alceste and Iphigénie en Tauride; Franz
Joseph Haydn’s L’anima del filosofo; Luigi
Cherubini’s Medea; Bellini’s La sonnambula and
Il pirata; Giacomo Puccini’s Madama Butterfly;
and Gioachino Rossini’s Il barbiere di Siviglia, Il
turco in Italia, and Armida. In 1952 she signed a
contract with EMI that resulted in many complete
opera recordings and recital albums. Callas insisted
on being a ‘‘woman of the theater,’’ one to whom
movement and physical expression was as impor-
tant as vocal inflection and loyalty to the music.

In particular, and under Serafin’s tutelage, she
took Italy—and eventually the world—by storm,
breathing new life into the bel canto roles, operas
that had been deemed dramatically vacant and rele-
gated to the ‘‘songbirds,’’ the high, coloratura
sopranos whose main interests were vocal acro-
batics and pretty, chirpy sounds. Callas combined
remarkable vocal flexibility, accurate runs and scales,
and thoughtful, always musically impeccable phras-
ing with vocal coloration and dramatic thrust the
likes of which had not been heard in the twentieth
century: one would have to return to Giuditta Pasta
(1797–1865) and Maria Malibran (1808–1836), for
whom several of the Bellini and Donizetti roles were
composed, to experience such depth.

Her feuds with the heads of opera companies
(the Metropolitan, La Scala, and Rome), pro-
fessional jealousies, frequent cancellations, and
glamorous jet-setting (in 1959 she began a well-
publicized affair with the Greek shipping magnate
Aristotle Onassis) became as newsworthy as her
singing. The causes of her growing vocal prob-
lems—unreliable high notes, a pitch-altering
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‘‘wobble’’ on sustained notes, uneven transitions
between registers from the top to the bottom of
her range, as well as her overly forceful singing,
rapid weight loss, insufficient training, and physical
problems—were hotly debated and remain so in
the twenty-first century. She retired from opera in
1965 after five years of drastically curtailed stage
appearances; performed in a nonsinging role in Pier
Paolo Pasolini’s film Medea in 1970; gave master
classes at Juilliard in 1971–1972; and took on an
ill-advised concert tour with the tenor Giuseppe di
Stefano in 1973–1974.

Maria Callas will be remembered for the vocal
and physical intensity of her performances, her
dedication, her championing of the bel canto
operas, and her seemingly instinctive understand-
ing of the stylistic ethos of Italian opera. All sopra-
nos who have attempted her great roles have
performed in her shadow; Callas forever altered
how people listen to opera and what is expected
of an opera singer.

See also Opera.
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ROBERT LEVINE

n

CALVINO, ITALO (1923–1985), Italian
writer.

Italo Calvino was born in Santiago de Las
Vegas, a suburb near L’Avana in Cuba, where his
father Mario (1875–1951), an agronomist, direct-
ed an agrarian experimental station and a school of
agriculture. His mother, Evelina Mameli, had a
degree in natural sciences. His family moved to
Sanremo in 1925.

After graduating from the University of Turin
with a thesis on Joseph Conrad (1857–1924),
Calvino took an active part in the Resistance. He
served in the PCI (Italian Communist Party) until
1956. In the postwar period, he contributed to
Politecnico, a magazine run by Elio Vittorini
(1908–1966), with whom he then founded Il
menabò di letteratura (1959–1967; The literary
dummy), a journal of militant culture in which he
published his study Il mare dell’oggettività (1960;
The sea of objectivity). In 1964 Calvino married
the Argentine Esther Judit Singer and moved to
Rome, returning to Paris in 1967. He was a con-
sultant for the Einaudi publishing house, where
from 1971 he directed the series Centopagine. He
contributed to numerous newspapers and reviews:
in 1951 he wrote I giovani del Po [written in 1950–
1951, serialized in 1957–1958; The young of the
Po]), Il caff è, Il giorno, Le monde, L’espresso, Il
corriere della sera, and La repubblica. He moved
from Paris to Rome in 1980.

With an introduction from Cesare Pavese
(1908–1950), he published his first book, Il sen-
tiero dei nidi di ragno (1947; The Path to the Nest of
Spiders, 1957), a lengthy account of partisan con-
flict in Italy. His successive collections of stories
ranged from allegorical fables to documentaries—

Maria Callas in the role of Medea, London, 1959.
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Ultimo viene il corvo (1949), L’entrata in Guerra
(1954), I racconti (1958; Adam, One Afternoon,
and Other Stories, 1983)—to which Calvino coun-
terposed his ‘‘difficult life’’ works—La formica
argentina (1952), La speculazione edilizia (1957),
and La nuvola di smog (1958), translated in one
volume as Difficult Loves; Smog; A Plunge into
Real Estate, 1983—where a recurring topic is the
flaws of consumer society, a theme that reappeared
in his stories for children, Marcovaldo; ovvero, Le
stagioni in città (1963; Marcovaldo; or, The Seasons
in the City, 1983). Marcovaldo is a refined attempt
to tackle in a fairy-tale idiom the theme, long
broached but never definitively treated, of urban
alienation.

The brief neorealistic ‘‘season’’ in Calvino’s
work ended with Ultimo viene il corvo, where it
becomes evident how Calvino’s inclinations to
realism and to the fantastic are complementary.
Il visconte dimezzato (1952; The Non-Existent
Knight & The Cloven Viscount, 1962) marked an
important turning point in Calvino’s oeuvre. The
‘‘realistic charge’’ in this novella (the genre that
best suited him) is almost completely absent: the
work’s interest lies in the reinvention of the eigh-
teenth-century conte philosophique (philosophical
tale), the reinsertion into modern poetics of the
artificial Enlightenment narrative, and the potential
of the allegorical fable to denounce contemporary
reality in a satirical-ironic mien. Il visconte dimez-
zato, Il barone rampante (1957), and Il cavaliere
inesistente (1959) comprise the trilogy I nostri
antenati (1960; Our Ancestors: Three Novels,
1980). After the novella La giornata di uno scru-
tatore (1963; The Watcher), Calvino chose science-
fiction themes and episodes for Le cosmicomiche
(1965; Cosmicomics, 1968) and Ti con zero (1967;
T zero, 1969). He attempted an experimental foray
into metanarrative with Le città invisibili (1972;
Invisible Cities, 1974), Il castello dei destini incro-
ciati (1973; The Castle of Crossed Destinies, 1977),
and Se una notte d’inverno un viaggiatore (1979; If
on a Winter’s Night a Traveler, 1981).

In this phase of his literary studies, the works of
the Argentine Jorge Luis Borges (1899–1986)
constituted an important point of reference,
though not a model. The French novelist, poet,
and painter Raymond Queneau (1903–1976) and
Paris, a ‘‘city-laboratory,’’ were for Calvino a

methodological foundation more than a model.

In Paris he pursued a line of work all his own,

which brought him to a rereading of Honoré de

Balzac (1799–1850) and Voltaire (François-Marie

Arouet; 1694–1778). What struck him most in

Balzac was the sense he first had of the city as

language, and as ideology, and his resulting capa-

city to ‘‘make the city become a novel.’’ In his

1974 introduction to Voltaire’s Candide, Calvino

emphasized those themes that recurred in Le città
invisibili: the ideal of delicacy as a poetic principle

but also as a form of thought with something in

common with the voice of reason. The allusion that

Calvino makes to the idea of a readaptation of the

Milione of Marco Polo (1254–1324) in the intro-

ductory chapter of Le città harkens back to a cine-

matic script about Polo’s voyage, written by

Calvino in 1960 but never realized on film. In the

description of invented cities there is continual

allusion to real cities past and present. On the

subject of the structure of the novel, the reader

encounters a history where the void is juxtaposed

with fullness, as Calvino declared. The fullness of

invisible cities is represented by the dense dialogue

between the founder of the Mongol dynasty in

China, Kublai Khan (1215–1294), and the

Venetian traveler Marco Polo, while the void is

the series of invisible cities that the ambassador

Polo describes to the great Khan. These cities do

not exist; they are born from Polo’s imagination,

from his desire to please the hearer and his taste for

combining disparate elements in an attempt to

construct the ideal city. The friction between the

gelid beauty of invisible cities and the chaotic con-

creteness of the cities humans inhabit forms the

theme of the novel, itself defined by three ele-

ments: lapidary, crystalline, and delicate prose; the

use of the technique of ambiguity; and surrealism.

Calvino did not invent anything merely to

invent, he simply concentrated on an actual impres-

sion and analyzed it in bits then re-projected on the

cosmic void in which fantasy re-creates dreams. His

analytical output is also noteworthy (Una pietra
sopra: Discorsi di letteratura e società, 1980; The
Uses of Literature: Essays, 1986; Collezione di sabbia
[1984; Collection of sand]). Pieces written for Il
corriere della sera are collected in Palomar, a

volume comprising approximately thirty stories on

Mt. Palomar. Posthumous publications include the
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three stories entitled Sotto il sole giaguaro (1986;
Under the Jaguar Sun, 1988), and Lezioni ame-
ricane (1988; Six Memos for the Next Millennium,
1988), which contains five of the six lectures that
Calvino was supposed to have delivered at Harvard.
He edited an anthology of fairytales, Fiabe italiane
(1956; Italian Folktales, 1980), which he trans-
lated from their various dialects. He translated
Queneau’s I fiori blu (1967; The blue flowers,
original title Les fleurs bleues, 1965).

See also Italy; Resistance; Surrealism.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Calvino, Italo.Romanzi e racconti. Vol. 1: Romanzi e rac-
conti; Vol. 2: Romanzi e racconti; Vol. 3: Racconti
sparsi ed altri scritti di invenzione. Milan, 1994. See
especially Luca Baranelli, ed., ‘‘Bibliografia degli scritti
di Calvino,’’ Vol. 3, 1351–1516; and Mario Barenghi
et al., eds., ‘‘Bibliografia della critica,’’ Vol. 3, 1517–
1544.

Cannon, JoAnn. Italo Calvino: Writer and Critic. Ravenna,
Longo, 1981.

Hume, Kathryn. Calvino’s Fictions: Cogito and Cosmos.
Oxford, U.K., 1992.

McLaughlin, Martin L. Italo Calvino. Edinburgh, 1998.

Re, Lucia. Calvino and the Age of Neorealism: Fables of
Estrangement. Stanford, Calif., 1990.

MARIA TERESA GUISTI

n

CAMPAIGN AGAINST TORTURE.
Torture is violence deliberately inflicted upon
another individual with the intention of making
him suffer. Its basic psychological mechanism
depends on the torturer’s manipulation of the idea
of the other’s death; this manipulation is made
possible by the fact that the torturer’s power is
absolute, that he controls both time and space for
his victim. During the Algerian War of indepen-
dence (1954–1962), torture was widely practiced
by the French army in Algerian territory. It was
also practiced by the police, both in France and
in Algeria. It was considered by some an acceptable
means in a struggle where the need for intelligence
was regularly stressed, especially to combat terror-
ism. Others, however, disagreed; as evidence of
the regular use of torture became public, a

campaign against torture developed throughout
France.

HOW THE CAMPAIGN BEGAN

Although French law prohibited the use of torture
and characterized it as a crime, repressive institu-
tions regularly resorted to violence of this type. It
was perpetrated by agents of the state under the
supervision of their direct superiors. Given the
ambiguous status of torture as illegal but legiti-
mated violence, it was logical that France officially
denied its existence or at best attributed it to the
exceptions and excesses of deviant soldiers or
policemen. However, study of the punishments
inflicted reveals beyond the shadow of a doubt that
these men were acting on orders they had received,
in spirit if not in letter.

Police use of torture was a recognized reality
before the war began, as attested to by precedents
in Indochina and Madagascar, but also in Algeria at
the beginning of the 1950s. Thus, on 2 November
1954, the writer François Mauriac could write in
his weekly column ‘‘Bloc-notes’’: ‘‘at all costs,
police use of torture must be stopped’’ (L’express,
2 November 1954). News of the fate of militant
Algerian nationalists during the first two months of
the war reached metropolitan France, giving rise to
articles in communist and progressive newspapers
such as L’humanité and France-Observateur, and
even the weekly magazine L’express.

As yet there was no actual campaign against
torture, only individual acts of protest that soon
faded from view. Not until the beginning of 1957
did a widespread protest movement emerge, in
conjunction with the release of several statements
from soldiers on the methods used in Algeria in
1956. Previously, little had been known about vio-
lence committed far from metropolitan France, in a
territory where censorship was increasingly strict and
where, in any case, the military was operating
beyond the scrutiny of journalists or other outside
observers. Only members of the military were in a
position to shape public opinion about crimes com-
mitted by the army because only very rarely did the
Algerians themselves have access to the media.

Conscripts were thus the source of the first
widespread campaign to inform the French public
about torture, in the spring of 1957. All of them
waited until they had returned to France and left
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the army to make their experiences known. The

first large-scale wave of returning troops took place

at the end of 1956, and soldiers’ testimonies began

to appear in the press early the following year. The

accounts varied in format: articles such as the

one by Robert Bonnaud in Esprit, ‘‘La paix des

Nementcha’’ (The peace of the Nementchas), in

April 1957; brochures such as the posthumously

published letters of Jean Müller, entitled ‘‘De la

pacification à la répression: Le dossier Jean

Müller’’ (From pacification to repression: The

Jean Müller file), published by Les Cahiers du

Témoignage Chrétien; or in serial form, as in the

case of Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber, who in his

weekly, L’express, published his account of his

experiences as a lieutenant in the reserves called

up to serve in Algeria. Another important publica-

tion came out of more confidential channels close

to the Catholic organization Mission de France:

the brochure Des rappelés témoignent (Recalled

reserve officers bear witness), which was published

by the Committee for Spiritual Resistance and

brought together testimonies from many anon-

ymous soldiers. Such accounts were echoed by the

book Contre la torture (Against torture), written in

protest by the philosopher Pierre-Henri Simon.

In it he categorically condemned the use of torture,

explicitly referring to the very recent history of the

torture of members of the French Resistance by the

Nazis and French collaborators.

ETHICAL AND HISTORICAL ARGUMENTS

In France at that time, this reference was by no

means rhetorical. It was present in the minds of

servicemen charged with ‘‘maintaining order’’ in

Algeria and in the stories of some of those who,

appalled by what they had seen in Algeria, decided

to make these facts known to the public. The

reference to World War II thus took on a moral

value: Nazism was absolute Evil, and any French

action that might be comparable to it was an ethical

scandal.

For others, speaking out in public had a more

directly political meaning. They wrote or published

with the aim of provoking a political reaction from

the authorities or influencing public opinion. In

this vein, Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber asked the

French people, By using unworthy methods, was

France not simply ‘‘handing the enemy the idea of
justice, that is, the victory?’’

The beginning of 1957 was marked by revela-
tions about the methods used in Algeria, based on
soldiers’ firsthand accounts, along with symbolic
gestures on the part of internationally prominent
figures, such as the resistance writer Vercors refus-
ing to accept the Grand Cross of the Legion of
Honor, or General Pâris de Bollardière asking to be
relieved of his command in Algeria. Although these
actions were not concerted, they produced echoes
that might have given the impression of an orga-
nized campaign to influence public opinion. In fact,
there was nothing of the sort. It was simply that the
methods used by the French army to win the war
and, in particular, to combat terrorism in Algiers
since 1957 had by then become a major topic of
discussion in French families and at the United
Nations alike, and were therefore regularly men-
tioned in the press. In particular, Le monde and its
editor, Hubert Beuve-Méry, whose high moral
sense was incontestable, participated regularly in
questioning the means used and the ‘‘demoraliza-
tion’’ that might result within the army and within
the nation.

It was impossible for a democratic, supposedly
law-abiding government to be satisfied with this
type of response. The accumulation of damning
testimonies led the prime minister to appoint an
investigative commission charged with establishing
the truth about ‘‘the possible reality of the reported
abuses.’’ In fact, this commission to ‘‘safeguard
individual rights and liberties’’ was charged as
much with whitewashing the French army of the
accusations made against it as with investigating
practices unworthy of France. Initially, it was cre-
ated above all as a way to gain time: as long as the
commission was at work, the critics were relatively
silent.

THE AUDIN AFFAIR

Meanwhile, repression and repressive methods
continued. The French public was soon made
aware of other cases showing that torture was still
being practiced, especially in Algiers. The case of
members of the clandestine Algerian Communist
Party captured public attention. When a group of
Christian progressives were arrested and tortured
in the spring, Europeans too were affected. One of
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them disappeared at the hands of the paratroopers
who had arrested him. News of the man’s disap-
pearance rapidly reached metropolitan France, and
it was to become the symbol of the arbitrariness
that reigned in Algeria. His name was Maurice
Audin.

The public examination of Audin’s thesis in
mathematics was held in his absence in December
1957, and a committee of intellectuals was formed
to discover the truth of his fate and, more gener-
ally, to disseminate information about torture.
It was headed by the renowned mathematician
Laurent Schwartz. Other Audin committees then
formed throughout France and served as channels
for information obtained by the activists. Among
them, the historian Pierre Vidal-Naquet collected
all the official documents that would enable him to
establish how widespread the practice of torture
was and, further, to demonstrate that the official
theory of Maurice Audin’s escape was a lie to cover
up his physical elimination. This patient decon-
struction of the official discourse culminated in a
book published by the Éditions de Minuit in May
1958: entitled L’affaire Audin (The Audin affair),
its presentation was modeled on the Dreyfus affair.
Pierre Vidal-Naquet’s perspective was French: his
aim was not to participate in the Algerian struggle
for independence but rather to defend France’s
principles and values, which were being harmed
by the actions of its own troops.

THE ALLEG AFFAIR

Other actors in the campaign against torture had
different motivations. For the lawyer Jacques
Vergès, the issue was first and foremost to support
the Algerian National Liberation Front (NLF) in
its struggle for independence. Vergès had found a
sympathetic listener in the publisher Jérôme
Lindon, and the Éditions de Minuit, born out of
the resistance to Nazism, had decided to join the
campaign against torture in connection with the
case of a young Algerian woman arrested in the
spring of 1957. Pour Djamila Bouhired (On behalf
of Djamila Bouhired) was the first in a series of
several works denouncing French methods in both
Algeria and France. The best known of these was
the testimony of Henri Alleg, one of Audin’s
companions and editor in chief of the Algerian
Communist Party organ Alger Républicain.

Arrested in June 1957, Alleg had been tortured
by paratroopers and then imprisoned. His story
was published by Jérôme Lindon under the title
La question (The question). The fact that the book
was published by a press that had no special con-
nections to the Communist Party lent it particular
credibility. The French Communist Party nonethe-
less mounted a public awareness campaign around
Alleg’s case, and it was not alone in the fight
against torture.

Alleg’s book immediately became an important
vector of mobilization and knowledge. A few weeks
after its publication it was banned, but before that
it was read in public and distributed by booksellers
and activist networks, and clandestine distribution
continued after it was seized. The sociologist Edgar
Morin was quick to liken its impact to that of war
deportees’ testimonies. In France-Observateur
Morin wrote:

this book is the book of a hero—a hero because he
fought, resisted, was subjected to torture,
responded, denounced it, and finally, because he
wrote this book. . . . Deportees’ accounts hit
the complacent full in the face after Nazism. The
Question is hitting us full in the face during the
Algerian war. Each of us must look The Question
in the face and answer the question it asks.
(20 February 1958)

That question besmirched a French govern-
ment already weakened by the bombing of a
Tunisian village on the Algerian border. The book,
with a preface by Jean-Paul Sartre, was very quickly
translated into several languages. As the Algerian
situation became an international concern, ques-
tioning of the methods used also became inter-
national in scope, and Sartre, together with three
other French Nobel Prize winners (François
Mauriac, André Malraux, and Roger Martin du
Gard) sent a ‘‘solemn address’’ to the president of
the republic in April 1958.

A POLITICAL SHIFT: FRESH HOPE?

The accession to power of General Charles de
Gaulle led to André Malraux’s joining the govern-
ment. On 24 June 1958 Malraux publicly declared,
in a press conference quoted in Le figaro the
following day, ‘‘not a single act of torture has
occurred, to my knowledge or yours, since
General de Gaulle came to Algiers. Not a single
one must occur from now on,’’ and he invited the
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three other Nobel Prize winners to form an inves-
tigative commission in Algeria. This commission
never actually came into being; de Gaulle decided
instead to reactivate the commission to safeguard
individual rights and liberties as the best way to
obtain information about and follow up any com-
plaints in this area.

In fact, public opinion at that point seemed
willing to grant de Gaulle some time to sort out
the tangled situation in Algeria. Testimonies
denouncing the practice of torture decreased in
number. The censors were also vigilant. To cite just
one example, Pierre Leulliette’s book Saint Michel
et le dragon (Saint Michael and the dragon), pub-
lished by the Éditions de Minuit, was seized. The
author, a career paratrooper whose text began with
a sentence by Antoine de Saint-Exupéry, ‘‘I do not
like to see men wrecked,’’ wrote several hundred
pages of testimony about an army that had utterly
failed to respect the humanity of its enemies, from
the very first days of the war in the Aurès
Mountains.

Still, accounts of the methods used in Algeria
reached public awareness both in France and inter-
nationally. Among the activists, meanwhile, a sense
that the gangrene was spreading began to out-
weigh hopes for improvement. Within the govern-
ment, Minister of Justice Edmond Michelet had
clearly reached the same conclusions, because in
January 1960 a member of his cabinet arranged
to leak to Le monde an inspection report by the
International Committee of the Red Cross
denouncing to French authorities the state of the
detention camps for suspects and prisoners.

By this time, developments in French policy in
Algeria allowed glimpses of Algerian independence.
Antitorture activists began to work both on
denouncing acts of violence and on fighting to
ensure that such acts, present or future, would
not go unpunished. They focused on taking note
of official declarations and forcing the French state
to adopt a coherent stance.

THE BOUPACHA AFFAIR

The legal arena was the final ground for the cam-
paign, and the last years of the war were dominated
by the face of a woman who became the symbol of
this form of violence: Djamila Boupacha. This
young woman had been arrested in Algiers in

1960, suspected of having planted a bomb. She
was tortured and raped. The tactic of Gisèle
Halimi, the lawyer for the Algerian militant, was
not to focus on general arguments but rather to
consistently refer to this particular and concrete
case. She thus raised the question of torture as a
whole but prevented the authorities from hiding
behind general answers: this was a specific case, and
specific answers were expected. In the same way
that Audin committees had formed, Boupacha
committees were organized throughout France
and functioned as channels for activist publications
and information about the Boupacha case.

Popularized by a portrait by Picasso and sup-
ported by Simone de Beauvoir, Boupacha’s case
was continually pushed into the spotlight by
Halimi, who organized press conferences and used
the media and public opinion to exert pressure on
political and military authorities so that her client’s
torturers might be brought to justice. These efforts
were in vain for Djamila Boupacha, but not for the
issue of torture, which from then on figured reg-
ularly on the French and international scene, a
veritable thorn in de Gaulle’s side.

These public awareness campaigns against tor-
ture achieved very limited results overall. They can-
not be credited with decreasing the practice of
torture. Their existence, however, was a problem
for the army, which regularly had to respond to
them. In the short term, their real consequences
may have been both positive and negative for the
victims, protecting them from disappearing but
exposing them to reprisal. However, these cam-
paigns did help to discredit France within the inter-
national community, and they thus played a role in
resolving the conflict.

In France there was generally heightened sen-
sitivity around the issues of torture and the war as a
whole, but the military resisted any change. In
January 1962 three officers who acknowledged
having tortured a young Algerian woman to death
were acquitted by the military tribunal in Paris.
Faced with this independence of military justice
from the laws of the state, political authorities filed
an appeal in the Court of Appeals, determined to
show that the values that had dominated the war
could no longer obtain in peacetime. A petition
was organized in which a number of prominent
figures expressed their indignation:
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while we take glory in our civilization and our
legal traditions . . . and at a time when we are still
gripped by the memory of Nazi barbarism, how
can we not feel to the highest degree the shame
that such a crime could be followed by an acquit-
tal, how can we not feel distressed at the deepest
level of our being?

The arguments were the same as at the begin-
ning of the war, except that, within a few weeks of
the cease-fire, the focus had shifted from the fight
against torture to the struggle against absolving and
forgetting it. The amnesty that came with the Evian
agreement in March 1962 ending the war in Algeria
clearly showed how critical this new focus was.

See also Algeria; Algerian War.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Berchadsky, Alexis. La question d’Henri Alleg: Un livre-
événement dans la France en guerre d’Algérie. Paris,
1994.
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RAPHAËLLE BRANCHE

n

CAMUS, ALBERT (1913–1960), French
writer, playwright, philosopher, and essayist.

Both as a writer and as an intellectual, Albert
Camus is a far more complex figure than his repu-
tation as Jean-Paul Sartre’s fellow existentialist; a
best-selling writer (his works have been translated

into more than forty languages); or what the nove-
list and essayist Jean-Jacques Brochier called a
‘‘philosopher for high school seniors’’ would
suggest.

ALGERIA

Camus was born into a very poor family in
Mondovi, Algeria. His experience of poverty
marked him profoundly. He once wrote that he
had ‘‘not learned about freedom from reading
Marx’’ but ‘‘from poverty.’’ He had lost his father,
an agricultural worker-turned-soldier, at the begin-
ning of World War I, and his mother earned a
living as a cleaning woman. As much as he was
marked by his working-class background, Camus
was also marked by his Algerian roots. He and his
brother, Lucien, grew up in the working-class dis-
trict of Belcourt, in Algiers, ‘‘half-way between
misery and the sun,’’ as he wrote in his first book.
He was a brilliant student and was noticed by his
schoolteacher, Louis Germain, to whom Camus
dedicated his Nobel Prize acceptance speech, pub-
lished as Discours de Suède.

As a ‘‘ward of the Nation,’’ Camus received a
scholarship that enabled him to continue his stu-
dies at the Algiers lycée (high school). There he
completed the preparatory course for his college
entrance examinations. His teacher and mentor
was the writer and essayist Jean Grenier, who
became a close friend and with whom Camus cor-
responded throughout his life. During his time in
the lycée, his contact with middle-class students at
the school made Camus conscious of his family’s
poverty; he had tuberculosis; and his uncle and
teachers introduced him to both sports (especially
soccer) and literature.

In 1932 he published his first articles in the
journal Sud. During this period he also met Simone
Hié, and the two became what his biographer and
friend, Roger Grenier, called a ‘‘Fitzgeraldian
couple.’’ They married in 1934, but the marriage
quickly became a disaster, notably during the trip
to central Europe that he later recounted in his first
book, L’envers et l’endroit (1937; Betwixt and
Between). Camus joined the Communist Party in
1935, at the time of the antifascist Popular Front
government, but he was considered excessively
anticonformist and was expelled from the party in
1937. In 1936 and 1937 he came into contact with
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the theater and with the utopian spirit of the
Théâtre du Travail (Workers’ Theater) company.
He performed with it as Don Juan and wrote stage
adaptations for it. The troupe renamed itself
the Théâtre de l’équipe (Team Theater), and he
began writing the play Caligula, a ‘‘tragedy of the
intelligence’’ in which ‘‘Caligula accepts death
because he has understood that no one can save
himself all alone and that one cannot be free at the
expense of others’’ (p. vi).

During the same period, he wrote Noces
(Nuptials), which was published in 1938. This
short poetic essay is a love song for his country, a
land that ‘‘contains no lessons. It neither promises
nor reveals. It is content to give, but does so pro-
fusely’’ (‘‘Summer in Algiers,’’ p. 62).

This was also when Camus wrote his first novels:
La mort heureuse (A Happy Death), followed by
L’étranger (The Stranger), which took up themes
from his first book. La mort heureuse was published
only posthumously, in 1971. L’étranger, on the
other hand, brought Camus success, and recogni-
tion in literary and intellectual circles. As Roger
Grenier wrote, the power of the text lies in the
appropriateness of the style—often described as
blank or dry—to the subject, an absurd murder
followed by a death sentence. Completed in May
1940, the novel was published in 1942.

FRANCE

In 1940 Camus married a second time, to Francine
Faure, and they had twins, Catherine and Jean, in
1945. The year of their marriage he left Algiers,
where he was working as a journalist, and moved to
Paris, where he got a job at Paris-Soir magazine
with the help of his friend Pascal Pia, whom he had
met when he worked at the Alger-Républicain.
Once he had completed L’étranger, he began work
on ‘‘Le mythe de Sisyphe’’ (‘‘The Myth of
Sisyphus’’), an essay that shows the development
of his thinking about the absurd, which he
described as being ‘‘born of [the] confrontation
between the human need and the unreasonable
silence of the world’’ (p. 20). The essay was pub-
lished in 1943 and is often considered devoid of
hope. In 1941 he began work on La peste (The
Plague). The execution on 19 December 1941 of
journalist Gabriel Péri, a communist member of the
Resistance, by the Germans who had taken him

hostage was an existential shock and a turning
point for Camus. He became involved in the
Resistance and in 1943 joined the Combat resis-
tance network. From August 1944 to June 1947,
he was editor-in-chief of the paper Combat, one of
the main organs of the Resistance.

At the end of 1943, he met Sartre. Looking back
on their meeting two years later, surprised that he
was being associated with existentialism, he wrote,
‘‘When we met, it was to note our differences.’’

CELEBRITY

After the war, he engaged in a polemic with the
writer François Mauriac over the purges of Nazi
collaborators, contrasting Mauriac’s ‘‘charity’’
toward the collaborators with the need for justice.
However, he was opposed to capital punishment—
he later wrote about this opposition in ‘‘Réflexions
sur la guillotine’’ (1957; ‘‘Reflections on the
Guillotine’’)—and, appalled by purges that affected
intellectuals more than other groups of people, he
signed a petition asking for clemency for the collab-
orationist writer Robert Brasillach.

Albert Camus, January 1959. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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In September 1945 Caligula, which gave
exposure to the young actor Gérard Philippe, was
a theatrical triumph, but Camus seemed dissatisfied
with the reviews, both good and bad, believing that
the critics had failed to grasp the crux of the play.
His renown as a multitalented writer was by then
solidly established and the publishing house
Gallimard hired him to be the editor of a series.
In 1947 he left Combat and finished La peste,
which was highly successful. Perhaps fleeing the
temptations of success, he left for the small city of
Saint-Brieuc with Jean Grenier. There he met
Louis Guilloux. Camus’s play L’état de siège (State
of Siege), a play protesting Franco’s rule in Spain,
was produced in 1948 without much success, fol-
lowed by Les justes (The Just Assassins), about ter-
rorism and resistance, in 1949.

Around the same time, the differences between
Camus and Sartre culminated in a rupture that was
triggered by an attack on Camus’s L’homme révolté
(1951; The Rebel, in which Camus denounced
Soviet totalitarianism) in Les temps modernes, of
which Sartre was the editor. The many attacks (by
André Breton and others) on his book deeply
wounded Camus, who commented that he would
thereafter ‘‘prefer the company of theater people.’’
He redoubled his efforts in the theater, producing
a succession of plays and stage adaptations (of
Pedro Calderón de la Barca, Félix Lope de Vega,
Pierre de Larievy, Dino Buzatti, William Faulkner,
Fyodor Dostoyevsky) and publishing articles, talks,
and chronicles in the series Actuelles (1950,
1953, 1958) as well as L’été (Summer), a collection
of lyrical essays that return to what he called the
solar tradition of his earliest works. He remained
active in the political arena, voicing his indignation
at the repression of an Algerian demonstration in
Paris that caused seven deaths (1953) and at
communist repression in Berlin (1953), Hungary,
and Poland (1956). His independence of mind was
hailed by Eastern European dissidents and his
outspokenness made him one of the leading figures
of the antitotalitarian Left.

DESPAIR

In 1957 Camus was awarded the Nobel Prize in
literature, and in his acceptance he thanked the
academy for ‘‘having been willing to distinguish
first [his] country and second a Frenchman from

Algeria.’’ If Algeria had illuminated the beginnings
of Camus’s life, it cast a shadow over the end of it.
His sense of despair is reflected in La chute (The
Fall) of 1956.

As early as 1945, he had investigated the colo-
nial massacres in Sétif, Algeria, but beginning in
1954, at the start, with the murder of a French
teacher, of the ‘‘events in Algeria,’’ as the war for
decolonization was then called, Camus grew
increasingly heartbroken at what was happening in
his native land. He returned to journalism (at
L’express), no doubt hoping to influence events in
some way. The hopes he placed in Prime Minister
Pierre Mendès-France (1954–1955) and his policy
of appeasement in the matter of decolonization
quickly disappeared after the fall of the government
and the inexorable escalation of violence in Algeria.
He became an advocate for what he called ‘‘the
path of truce,’’ but his appeal was heard only by a
minority of the most liberal colonists, French poli-
ticians, and Algerian combatants. Prime Minister
Guy Mollet (1956–1957) was intent upon a course
of repression, which Camus condemned, but he
balanced this position with a refusal to condone
the violence of the Algerian National Liberation
Front, which he condemned as terrorism.

Camus did not live to see the end of Algerian
war. He died in an automobile accident on 4
January 1960. The manuscript of an unfinished
novel, Le premier homme (The First Man), was found
in his car; it was published posthumously in 1994.

According to the writer Jacques Julliard,
Camus was one of the few intellectuals of his time
who was able to uphold ‘‘both the need for the
fight against oppression and the need for critical
rigor,’’ and was ‘‘one of the few intellectuals of his
generation whom history will prove to have been
right.’’

See also Algeria; Algerian War; Cold War; Existentialism;
Koestler, Arthur; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ

n

CANETTI, ELIAS (1905–1994), Bulgarian-
born British philosopher and writer in German.

A sizable portion of Canetti’s work is autobio-
graphical. His writing derives its energy from its
status as a grammar of Europe at the crossroads—
north and south, east and west, in both halves of
the tragic twentieth century. He was born on 25
July 1905 in Bulgaria, the eldest of three brothers
in a family of Sephardic Jews. His first languages
were Bulgarian and Spanish, which he spoke espe-
cially with his mother, with whom he maintained a
close and conflictual relationship that was height-
ened by his father’s death in 1912 at the age of
thirty-one. It was from his mother that he inherited
his love and mastery of the German language. As a
child he learned English and French while his
family was staying in Manchester on business in
1911–1912. After her husband’s death, Mathilde
Canetti and her children moved to Vienna follow-
ing a long stay in Switzerland. Always an excellent
student, Elias enrolled in five schools in four dif-
ferent countries, following his family’s migrations
from Manchester to Vienna, Zurich, and finally
Frankfurt. The crowds that filled the streets of
Vienna in 1914 left a deep impression on him as a
child, and the crowd question would later become
a central theme in his work.

In 1924 he left his family in Frankfurt and
enrolled in the University of Vienna, where he
received his doctorate in chemistry in 1929. He
frequented the Viennese intellectual circles of the
day, in particular that surrounding the Austrian
satirist, critic, and poet Karl Kraus (1874–1936).
It was there that he met his wife, Veza Taubner-
Calderon (d. 1963). In 1927 he saw the burning of
the Vienna courthouse by an angry mob and the
police repression that ensued. This encounter
further reinforced his interest in the problem of
crowds.

In 1928, during his first visit to Berlin, he met
many important figures in the literary and art
worlds including the Russian writer Isaac Babel
(1894–1941), the American artist George Grosz
(1893–1959), and the German playwright and
poet Bertolt Brecht (1898–1956). Canetti pub-
lished his first text, a biographical essay on the
American writer and social reformer Upton Sinclair
(1876–1956) for the journal Der Querschnitt.
Following this he translated some of Sinclair’s
novels, which were published by Wieland
Herzfelde’s avant-garde press Malik Verlag. The
next year he finished a draft of his sole, monumen-
tal, highly experimental and bizarre novel Die
Blendung (The glare; completed in 1931 and pub-
lished in 1935), a grotesque work about the
divorce between mind and reality. At the end of
the book its antihero Kien is burned alive along
with his library of twenty-five thousand volumes,
gripped by an enormous fit of laughter. In 1932
Canetti published the play Hochzeit (The mar-
riage), a sarcastic social satire that also ends in
collapse—this time of a house. That same year he
met the Austrian writer Hermann Broch (1886–
1951), with whom he formed a lasting bond of
friendship.

After being forced into exile by the 1938
Anschluss (annexation) of Austria by Germany,
Canetti moved to London and established his
new residence there. In 1942 he began writing his

internationally acclaimed memoirs, published in
three volumes from 1971 to 1985, as a way to relax
from the back-breaking work of researching his
essay Masse und Macht (Crowds and power). This

essay, published in 1960, as well as his plays
Komödie der Eitelkeit (Comedy of vanity; written
during the Nazi rise to power in 1933–1934) and
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Die Befristeten (1956; Their days are numbered),
are testaments to the anxiety of a thinker and intel-
lectual confronted by the power of the masses, at
once both alienated and alienating. Through a se-
ries of juxtapositions between mythological, sym-

bolic, and ethnological material and the present
day, Canetti simultaneously unveiled the blindness,
power, and potential for self-alienation possessed
by crowds and deplored the powerlessness and
voluntary resignation of intellectuals when faced

by them.

During this period he also produced travel
writing, including Stimmen von Marrakesch (1967;
The Voices of Marrakesh), published a monograph
dedicated to his friend the Austrian sculptor Fritz
Wotruba (1907–1975), and was able to attend the

premiers of several of his plays. He received literary
awards (Prix International, 1948; Award of the
City of Vienna, 1966; etc.), before being handed
the most important of them all, the Nobel Prize for
Literature in 1981.

After the publication of Masse und Macht he
collected and published a number of essays and
aphorisms that in essence dealt with the theme of
language in its relation to the crowd phenomenon.
In the view of his biographer Sven Hanuschek,
these short texts or aphoristic notes—Die Provinz
des Menschen: Aufzeichnungen, 1942–1972 (The
human province)—constitute Canetti’s ‘‘major
work.’’ Canetti remained active until the end of
his life. He died on the night of 13 August 1994
in his sleep.

See also Brecht, Bertolt; Vienna.
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ČAPEK, KAREL (1890–1938), Czech writer.

In 1921 Karel Čapek’s scientific drama R.U.R.
introduced the word robot to the world—although
the word was actually coined by his brother Josef.
Then, fifteen years later, on the brink of World

War II, his dystopian novelistic satire War with
the Newts (1936) presciently warned of runaway
technology and militarism. Besides these two
works, however, few Westerners are aware that
Čapek was a prolific and versatile novelist, short
story writer, dramatist, travel writer, poet, and even
biographer of Czechoslovakia’s first president,
Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk (1850–1937).

Čapek studied philosophy at Charles University
as well as attended lectures on art and aesthetics. In
1915 he defended his doctoral dissertation entitled
Objective Methods in Aesthetics. It was a long article
he composed on American Pragmatism, however,
that seems to have most influenced his later writing
and thinking. After a brief stint as a tutor, Čapek
assumed the post on the editorial board of the daily
Národnı́ listy and remained a journalist for the rest
of his life. Čapek began writing short fiction with his
brother Josef, and their collaborative work is col-
lected in two volumes, Luminous Depths (1916)
and The Garden of Krakonoš (1918). Here we find
a curious mixture of burlesque tales, anecdotes,
and feuilletons, many of them parodic of symbolist
and decadent literature. The overall tone is lyric,
eccentric, and above all erotic. Thereafter Karel and
Josef parted ways, with Josef going on to become a
well-known avant-garde poet and painter, and
Karel continuing in a more somber and philosophic
vein. Čapek’s subsequent collection of stories,
Wayside Crosses (1917), considers epistemological
and metaphysical questions and the stories usually
hinge on an inexplicable mystery such as a solitary
footprint. In 1921 Čapek published the short story
collection Painful Tales. Here the mystery has dis-
appeared and is replaced with something painful,
embarrassing, or disturbing. Many critics claimed
the book was nihilistic. As he was working on these
stories, Čapek published his own translations of
French avant-garde poetry, including poems by
Guillaume Apollinaire and Charles Baudelaire.
The impact on postwar avant-garde Czech poets
such as Jaroslav Seifert and Vı́těslav Nezval was
profound.

In 1921 Čapek achieved worldwide fame with
his drama R.U.R. (written in 1920). The play pre-
sents artificial beings used as slaves, who ultimately
revolt against their masters. The play was immedi-
ately translated and performed in dozens of lan-
guages throughout the world and introduced the
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world not only to Čapek, but Czech literature as
well. Other dystopian works followed hard upon,
such as the scientific fantasy novels Factory for
the Absolute (1922) and Krakatit (1924). Čapek’s
drama The Makropulos Affair (1922) considers the
effect of an elixir of life and inspired Leoš Janáček’s
opera of the same name in 1926.

In the 1920s Čapek also published several
lighter works more in line with his journalistic voca-
tion, volumes on gardening, everyday objects, and
words. Each of his trips abroad resulted in a book—
Letters from Italy (1929), Letters from England
(1925), Letters from Spain (1930), which were
quite well received. Čapek also delved into the
detective genre with Tales from One Pocket and
Tales from the Other Pocket, both published in 1929
and then collected in Tales from Two Pockets (1932).

When Czechoslovakia achieved its indepen-
dence following World War I, Čapek was heavily
involved in its cultural and public life, and his career
is intimately linked to the First Czechoslovak
Republic. His ‘‘Friday-Men Club’’ functioned as a
sort of weekly debating society, which gathered
together men of all political backgrounds, including

President Masaryk. Čapek’s friendship with Masaryk
was close, and from 1928 to 1935 he published
three biographical volumes of the president. Also
in the 1930s during the rise to power of Adolf
Hitler (1889–1945), Čapek wrote a series of essays
critical of fascism and communism and expounding
the public duty of intellectuals. It was at this time
that Čapek’s creative work reached its zenith with
his trilogy of novels Hordubal (1933), Meteor
(1934), and An Ordinary Life (1934), investiga-
tions into epistemology and identity. As Hitler’s
power grew next door in Germany, Čapek’s warn-
ings against war and the nature of totalitarian power
continued with his novel War with the Newts (1936)
and the dramas The White Plague (1937) and The
Mother (1938). A group of French writers repeat-
edly asked the Nobel committee to award the prize
for literature to Čapek, but the Swedes refused for
fear of offending neighboring Nazi Germany. When
the committee asked Čapek to write something
that would offend no one, he replied, ‘‘I’ve already
written my doctoral dissertation.’’ Čapek died on
Christmas Day 1938, shortly after the western
powers’ appeasement of Hitler with the Munich
agreement, which ceded the Czechoslovak border

regions to Germany, and shortly before Hitler’s
invasion and dismemberment of the country.

See also Orwell, George; Zamyatin, Yevgeny.
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CRAIG CRAVENS

n

CAPITALISM. During the twentieth century,
Western Europe’s gross domestic product (GDP)
grew at the annual average rate of 2.5 percent. Put
another way, it increased more than ninefold in real
terms between 1914 and 2004. Measured per
capita, income levels increased nearly fivefold dur-
ing the same period, at an annual rate of 1.7 per-
cent. This general trend, however, conceals major
differences between periods (table 1) and between
countries, with Britain on the whole lagging
behind its main competitors though starting from
a higher level of income.

The rhythm of economic change is a reflection
of the dynamics of European capitalism, of the inter-
play of economic, social, and political factors—
war and peace, international cooperation and
competition, monetary regimes, technological
innovation, levels of industrialization, corporate
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structures, social relations of production, state
intervention, and regulation. This entry will exam-
ine how these various factors have influenced
Western Europe’s economic development in the
course of the twentieth century. One recurring
theme will be the convergence and divergence
between European economies and societies, and
the extent to which various types of capitalism have
coexisted in Europe. Although most countries will
be referred to at some point or another, the dis-
cussion will be primarily concerned with Europe’s
three leading economies: Britain, France, and
Germany.

EUROPE ON THE EVE OF THE FIRST

WORLD WAR

When war broke out in August 1914, European
capitalism had been partly reshaped by the effects
of a profound economic and social transformation,
usually known as the second industrial revolution.
A deepening of the industrialization process and a
number of technological innovations led to the
emergence of new industries, which were to form
Europe’s industrial base for most of the twentieth
century—steel, electricity, chemicals, motor cars,
oil, rubber, aerospace, and synthetic fibers, as well
as consumer durables in food, drink, and tobacco.
These industries were characterized by a more sys-
tematic application of science to industry, greater
capital requirements, and the rise of large firms.

Big business, which had hitherto been mostly
confined to railway companies, thus became one of
the major institutions of European capitalism in the
twentieth century—without, however, ever reach-
ing the same proportions as in the United States.
Large firms came to dominate the new industries
because of the economies of scale or of scope made
possible by significant progress in production tech-
niques, in particular continuous-process produc-
tion (in the refining and distilling industries, as
well as in the chemical and metallurgical industries)
and the assembly of interchangeable parts (more
characteristic of the machine industry, including
electrical engineering); and because of their
increasing need for backward (mostly into raw
materials) and forward (semifinished products or
distribution) integration.

Big business in Europe displayed both com-
mon features and national specificities, reflecting
in large measure national patterns of capitalist

organization. Truly large firms (with say a work-
force of five thousand people or more and market
capitalization of $20 million or more) were hardly
to be found outside Europe’s three largest econo-
mies (Britain, France, and Germany), even though
the perception of big business, in terms of political
as much as economic power, existed in all coun-
tries. Similarly, family ownership and control per-
sisted everywhere, including in Europe’s largest
companies, such as Krupp and Siemens in
Germany, Schneider and de Wendel in France,
and Vickers and Barclays Bank in Britain, to give
but a few examples. State ownership was still lim-
ited, though not insignificant with, for example,
the nationalization of the Prussian railway network
in 1879, the British government share in the Suez
Canal Company and the Anglo-Persian Oil
Company and, everywhere, the public ownership
of the newly established telephone companies.

Even though the frontiers of big business
tended to be limited to the unit of the firm, alter-
native forms of organization included business
groups, mostly found in France and based on
crossed ownerships and interlocking directorships;
and cartels were present everywhere but particularly
popular in Germany, a form of horizontal concen-
tration where firms retained their independence
while agreeing on prices and quotas of production.

In the financial sector, British, French, and
German commercial banks had become giant firms.
Moreover, huge financial transactions were also
undertaken by family partnerships in the city of
London, the world’s financial center in the age of
the first globalization—a type of big business orga-
nization different from its traditional embodiment
in a large or giant firm and more typical of the

TABLE 1

Economic growth in Europe: Percentage increase of
Gross Domestic Product per year

GDP GDP/head GDP/hour worked

1890–1993 2.5 1.9 2.6
1890–1913 2.6 1.7 1.6
1913–1950 1.4 1.0 1.9
1959–1973 4.6 3.8 4.7
1973–1993 2.0 1.7 2.7

SOURCE: A. Maddison, Monitoring the World Economy,
1820–1992, Paris, 1995.
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British economy, where markets played a more
important role than in Continental Europe.

Finance was indeed triumphant in Britain, even
though the concept of ‘‘finance capital,’’ coined in
1911 by the German statesman Rudolf Hilferding,
has been used to describe a German phenomenon,
the ‘‘merger’’ between banking and industrial capi-
tal under the leadership of the big banks. Europe
was the world’s banker in 1914, above all Britain,
with some $18 billion invested abroad in 1914,
representing 42 percent of the world’s total, well
ahead of France (20 percent), Germany (13 per-
cent), Belgium, the Netherlands, and Switzerland
(together 12 percent), and the United States (8
percent), which was also the largest importer of
capital. Nevertheless, capital mainly flowed toward
less developed countries, leading to heated debates
between both contemporaries and generations of
historians about the links between capital exports
and imperialism, characterized by Vladimir Lenin
(Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov; 1870–1924) as the
‘‘highest stage of capitalism’’—though such anal-
yses have lost a great deal of their impact since the
mid-1980s or so.

To what extent had different types of capital-
ism emerged in Europe at the eve of World War I?
The issue has been widely debated, from different
perspectives. The notions of ‘‘personal capitalism’’
(for Britain) and ‘‘managerial cooperative capital-
ism’’ (for Germany) have been applied by the eco-
nomic and business historian Alfred Chandler (b.
1918) and his followers, mainly on the basis of big
business organizational structures and forms of
ownership—though no real differences existed in
this respect between the two countries, even allow-
ing for the prevalence of cartels in Germany. The
same could be said of the concept of ‘‘organized
capitalism,’’ often applied to Germany past and
present. Projecting contemporary analyses to the
pre-1914 period, early forms of a ‘‘bank oriented
capitalism’’ have been detected in Germany, and of
a ‘‘market oriented capitalism’’ in Britain—a con-
trast that points to the longer-term commitment of
German banks to industry, and to the greater
development of the British capital market, but
overestimates the effective differences between the
two countries.

Similarly, any talk of ‘‘winners’’ and ‘‘losers’’ of
the second industrial revolution seems misplaced.

The winners are commonly assumed to be the
United States and Germany, the losers Britain and
France. As far as Europe is concerned, economic
growth was indeed faster in Germany than in
Britain and France during the Belle Epoque, the
years spanning from turn of the twentieth century
to World War I. Real GDP grew at the annual
average rate of 3 percent in Germany, 1.5 percent
in Britain, and 1.7 percent in France, and GDP per
head at respectively 1.2 percent, 0.7 percent and
1.0 percent—prompting talk of a relative economic
decline in Britain, while the gap between France
and Germany was narrower when measured per
capita, because of France’s weaker demographic
growth.

These differences have often been attributed to
the greater success of Germany in the new indus-
tries. The assumption might seem right when con-
sidering electrical engineering, where American
and German firms established an early dominance.
On the other hand, Germany had a near mono-
poly, with Switzerland, in dyestuffs, where the
United States did not do much better than
Britain and France. Things look different again
when looking at motor cars, where France was
the world’s number one until 1904 and only sec-
ond to the United States thereafter; while in oil,
synthetic fibers, and consumer durables, British
firms were far more competitive than their
European rivals. The dynamism of German capital-
ism should not be questioned when accounting for
the country’s economic performance before World
War I. However, the fact that Germany was catch-
ing up with Britain, the leading economy of the
day, goes a long way to explain the difference in the
growth rates between the two countries.

In the end, differences rather than divergence
best describe the diversity in European capitalism on
the eve of World War I. Differences between pre-
dominantly ‘‘industrial’’ societies—the proportion
of the workforce employed in the secondary sector
(50 percent in Britain, 41 percent in Germany, 34
percent in France) was higher in Western Europe in
1910 than anywhere else in the world, including the
United States (30 percent). Differences between
welfare states, which had emerged in all European
countries—a politically motivated early start in the
1880s under the German chancellor Otto von
Bismarck (1815–1898), with social insurances
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mainly targeted toward skilled workers; and a more
universal and redistributive system in Britain (and
in the Scandinavian countries) following the
Liberal reforms of 1906–1911. Different strategies,
besides a common paternalism, were followed by
employers facing a rising and more militant union-
ism—early recognition of trade unions by British
employers, with increasing determination to pre-
serve the ‘‘right to manage’’ compared to an
authoritative stance and refusal of collective bar-
gaining by German and French employers, espe-
cially in the heavy industries.

WARS AND DEPRESSION

The period described by Eric Hobsbawm as the
‘‘age of catastrophe,’’ marked by two world wars
and the most severe depression of the twentieth
century, had profound repercussions on capitalism
in Europe. At the international level, the balance of
power shifted with the transfer of world leadership
from Britain to the United States; while in
Continental Europe, Germany’s rise was tempora-
rily halted, whereas France was initially given a
boost before having its momentum slowed by the
Great Depression and then the rout of 1940 and
the occupation.

Economic growth slowed down dramatically,
with real GDP and GDP per head increasing at an
average annual rate of respectively 1.4 percent and 1
percent, well below the secular trend (table 1). There
were, however, differences, between periods—the
1920s were on the whole more dynamic than the
1930s—and between countries—which fared
unevenly and responded more or less adequately
to changing economic conditions.

World War I brought about two major devel-
opments, which were to mark in varying degrees
the functioning of European capitalism for the rest
of the twentieth century: one was the greater invol-
vement of the state in economic affairs, the other
was recurring monetary instability, in particular
inflationary pressures.

State intervention in the economy was a logical
consequence of the constraints of a total war
fought during four years between highly industrial-
ized countries, with the home front playing a deci-
sive role in the eventual outcome. The supply of
raw materials and the production of armaments, in
particular, required government coordination and

control. In all countries, these tasks were often
entrusted to businessmen who, as experts, were
called to fulfill senior administrative and sometimes
ministerial functions—Walther Rathenau in
Germany (in charge of the raw materials depart-
ment in 1914) and Louis Loucheur in France (as
minister of armaments in 1917) are two of the
best-known cases.

State intervention receded after World War I,
as a result of both the gradual return to normal
economic conditions and the wishes of political
and economic leaders. Nevertheless, in all coun-
tries, a number of measures had to be taken in
the field of industrial organization, not only to face
the disruptions caused by the war, but also to
answer the calls for nationalizations voiced by a
politically more powerful labor movement. Hardly
any nationalization took place in the interwar years.
But industry and public services became more
regulated—in Britain, for example, the Railways
Act of 1921 reorganized the country’s network
into four large regional companies, while the
Electricity Act of 1926 established a national grid
to connect all generating stations, which were over-
seen by a newly created Central Electricity Board.

Economic policy also became more active, in
particular in monetary matters. The gold standard,
which had underpinned the international monetary
system since the 1880s, stopped functioning at the
beginning of World War I. Restoring it, however,
came up against numerous obstacles. The United
States was the first to reestablish the convertibility
of the dollar from 1919, but a widespread return to
prewar parities seemed difficult. Inflation was ram-
pant in all the belligerent countries as well as in the
neutral countries, but the scale of price increases
varied considerably from one country to another.
And the differences became more pronounced in
subsequent years among the countries that man-
aged to bring inflation under control (the United
States, Britain, and the former neutrals), the more
inflationist victorious countries (France, Belgium)
and the defeated countries ravaged by hyperinfla-
tion (Germany, Austria).

The gold standard was finally restored between
1924 and 1926 in conditions that affected eco-
nomic performance during the whole decade.
Britain suffered from an overvalued currency fol-
lowing the pound’s return to gold at its prewar
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parity in April 1925, a decision deemed necessary
to restore the country’s position in the world eco-
nomy. France, by contrast, was helped by an under-
valued currency after the de facto stabilization of
the franc in December 1926—and de jure in June
1928—at only a fifth of its prewar parity after two
crises (in January 1924 and July 1926) had taken it
to a much lower level. The contrast is clearly visible
in the two countries’ level of industrial production
in the 1920s (table 2). Britain was further handi-
capped by the structural crisis of its old export
industries (coal, iron and steel, textiles, shipbuild-
ing) coming up against competition from newly
industrialized countries, while France’s industrial
expansion, which had been interrupted during
the war (not least because of the loss of the north-
ern and northeastern frontier areas) resumed with
renewed vigor. Like France, Belgium also benefited
from an ever more devalued currency; while the
Netherlands, which like Switzerland and the
Scandinavian countries had restored its currency
at its prewar parity in 1924, took full advantage
of its neutrality during the war, in particular in
terms of industrial capacity and export markets. In
Germany, where the Reichsmark replaced the mark
at a trillionth of its prewar value, a number of
constraints held down industrial growth, including
the ravages of hyperinflation and the loss of terri-
tories and industrial capacity, as well as structural
imbalances in the economy.

Reorganizing capitalism was envisaged and
debated in the 1920s. This was the heyday of the
‘‘rationalization’’ movement, whose basic principle
revolved around producing more efficiently, and
hence generating more profits, a portion of which
could be redistributed to employees in order to
improve industrial relations. The notion of

rationalization was fairly vague, with both a micro-
economic (primarily scientific management) and a
macroeconomic (improving economic conditions)
meaning—though the two went hand in hand in
modernizing circles, as the benefits gained by indi-
vidual firms by the introduction of advanced meth-
ods of production, most often inspired by the
American model, should in turn extend to the
economy as a whole.

Mergers and acquisitions were seen as one of
the best ways of modernizing equipment—by elim-
inating excessive capacity, closing down inefficient

units, and increasing financial capacity to undertake
new investment. A number of wide-ranging amal-
gamations did indeed take place in the 1920s, the
most notable being the formation of IG Farben (in
chemicals) in 1924, of the Vereinigte Stahlwerke

(United Steel) in 1926 in Germany, and of Imperial
Chemical Industries (ICI) in 1926 in Britain.
However, large-scale operations and the rationali-
zation of production could also be achieved
through internal growth, as happened most spectac-

ularly in motor cars, one of the fastest growing
industries of the period and a potent symbol of
modern capitalism. The French manufacturer
André Citroën, for example, increased his produc-

tion from 2,500 cars in 1919—the year he started
applying American methods of mass production, in
particular with the introduction of assembly lines—
to nearly 100,000 ten years later.

The rationalization movement was not an out-
right success, at least in the short term. Investment
in new machinery often resulted in overcapacity,
while the rigidities of new organizational structures
could prove to be a handicap rather than an advan-
tage. Citroën went into liquidation in 1934, three
years after deciding to entirely rebuild his Javel
plant; while the Vereinigte Stahlwerke had to be
saved from bankruptcy by the German government
in 1932, as its integrated vertical structure lacked
flexibility in a dramatically changing business envir-
onment. Moreover, at the national level, rationali-
zation had created overcapacity in the old industries
in Germany, in particular in textiles and the heavy
industries.

Success was also limited in the timid attempts
at altering the social relations of production. In
France, trade unions were not recognized as nego-
tiating partners until 1936. In Germany, war and,

TABLE 2

Level Industrial Production 1920–1929 compared to
1913 (1913 = 100)

1920 1924 1929

Britain 100 111 128
France 62 110 142
Germany 64 82 120
Belgium 84 114 140
Netherlands 127 136 187

SOURCE: C. H. Feinstein, P. Temin, and G. Toniolo, The
European Economies between the Wars, Oxford, U.K., 1997.
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especially, demobilization amid a revolutionary cli-
mate led to significant changes: the recognition of
trade unions by employers, collective bargaining,
and the eight-hour day were the main outcomes of
the Stinnes-Legien agreement of 15 November
1918, together with the establishment of a ‘‘work-
ing community’’ to implement the agreement.
However, relationships between capital and labor
soon became very strained, with employers eager to
put an end to the labor legislation of the Weimar
Republic. In Britain, a number of initiatives were
taken to bring together employers and unions,
culminating in the Mond-Turner talks of 1928,
which however fell short of achieving long-term
consultation and cooperation.

In any case, any hopes of modernization that
might have been entertained in the 1920s were
swept aside by the depression of the 1930s, which
shook the very foundations of capitalism. Industrial
production in Europe slumped by 28 percent
between 1929 and 1932 (and by as much as 39
percent in Germany) and exports by 40 percent,
while unemployment soared to between 15 percent
(France) and 44 percent (Germany) of the working
industrial population in 1932.

The crisis was at first met by deflationary poli-
cies (as no other options were available within the
constraints of the gold standard if exchange parity
was to be maintained), with little success and some-
times devastating effects, as in Germany under
Heinrich Brüning, the Reich’s chancellor from
March 1930 to May 1932. Brüning’s drastic mea-
sures, including budgetary cuts and tax increases,
intended to lower German prices in order to boost
exports, only made matters worse.

Reflationary measures were first taken in
Britain after the pound left, somewhat unwillingly,
the gold standard in September 1931 and was
devalued by some 30 percent, thus making British
exports more competitive. With a floating cur-
rency, though maintained at a competitive rate by
the Bank of England through the Exchange
Equalization Account, interest rates could be sub-
stantially lowered. This policy of cheap money was
a the root of the economic recovery of the 1930s,
stimulated by the boom in the building industry
and the growth of the consumer goods industry,
mainly based in London and the southeast of the
country, in contrast to the countries that remained
in the gold standard, the so-called ‘‘gold bloc,’’

which included France, Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Switzerland (table 3).

Recovery in Germany took place within a dif-
ferent economic and political context. The eco-
nomic policy of the Nazi regime, in power since
January 1933, was mainly based on autarky (a pol-
icy of establishing a self-sufficient and independent
national economy); the growth of capital goods
industries, in the first place armaments; and the
state’s authoritarian and direct intervention in eco-
nomic affairs (45 percent of gross investment in
industry between 1933 and 1938).

France’s attempts at reflating its economy came
much later, with the electoral victory of the
Popular Front in May 1936. The new left-wing
coalition did not seek to alter the structure of
French capitalism (only the armament industries
came into public ownership, while the state took
a 51 percent stake in the newly created SNCF, the
national railway company), but tried to stimulate
demand by increasing purchasing power. Salaries
were increased by 7 percent to 15 percent (amid
of a wave of sit-down strikes), together with the
introduction of paid holidays and the forty-hour
week, at the Matignon Accords of June 1936, and
the franc was finally devalued in September. These
measures, however, failed to revive the French
economy.

World War II at first boosted the economies of
the belligerent countries (especially Britain, which
engaged in a total war effort from an early stage
and, unlike Germany and Italy, did not end up
defeated and in a state of total devastation), as well
as the neutral countries (in particular Sweden and
Switzerland); while the occupied countries (in par-
ticular France, Belgium, and the Netherlands)

TABLE 3

Level Industrial Production 1932–1937 compared to
1929 (1929 = 100)

1932 1935 1937

Britain 89 113 130
France 74 72 81
Germany 61 100 127
Belgium 85 99 101
Netherlands 84 91 113

SOURCE: C. H. Feinstein, P. Temin, and G. Toniolo, The
European Economies between the Wars, Oxford, U.K., 1997.
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suffered from systematic economic exploitation
(table 4). By the end of World War II, the gap
between Europe and America had reached an all
time high: in 1950 Western Europe’s per capita
GDP was just over half that of the United States,
whereas it had never fallen below two-thirds in
previous decades. Even more than the World War
I, World War II intensified state intervention in the
economy. This time, the effects were to be longer
lasting.

GROWTH AND REGULATION

The thirty years following World War II were
the golden age of economic growth in Europe.
Following postwar reconstruction, real GNP and
GNP per head increased at an average annual rate
of respectively 4.6 percent and 3.8 percent between
1950 and 1973, twice as fast as the secular trend.
In the words of Andrew Shonfield, ‘‘capitalism
converted from the cataclysmic failure which it
appeared to be in the 1930s into the great engine
of prosperity of the postwar Western world’’
(Shonfield, p. 3).

Several explanations have been given for this
outstanding postwar expansion. In the first place, it
took place in a far more stable and collaborative
international context, despite the Cold War, with
the founding of the United Nations in 1945 and
the setting up of a series of multilateral organiza-
tions; the opening up of borders, especially in the
field of international trade once the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) had come
into force in 1947; and by introducing a more
flexible fixed exchange rate system and interna-
tional monetary cooperation with the foundation
of the International Monetary Fund at the Bretton
Woods Conference in July 1944.

European integration was another favorable fac-
tor, starting with the formation of the Organisation

for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in
1948 to organize the distribution of the American
aid through the Marshall Plan; then with the setting
up of the European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC) in 1952 between France, Germany, Italy,
Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg; and
finally, and especially, with the creation of the
European Economic Community (EEC) through
the signing of the Treaty of Rome by the same six
countries in March 1957. Greater European open-
ness provided a competitive business and economic
environment, while the establishment of an
enlarged common market offered further incentive
for investment, one of the main determinants of
economic growth during the period.

Yet in the final analysis, the golden age of
economic growth can best be explained by the
dilapidated state in which Europe found itself
after the war, which gave it a huge potential for
catching up with the world leader, namely the
United States. Catch-up and convergence theories
also help to explain the differences between
European countries, in particular between Britain
and Continental Europe, as countries with levels of
income and productivity closer to those of the
United States grew at a slower rate, leading to a
far greater degree of convergence between
European countries by the early 1970s (table 5).

Catching up with the United States was mainly
done through technology transfers, starting with
the Marshall Plan, which provided not only for
the delivery of machinery, but also for the visit of
‘‘productivity missions’’ to the United States, in
order to enable groups of business executives, civil
servants, trade unionists, and others to observe on
the spot American production and management
techniques. More generally, European capitalism
embraced during the 1950s and 1960s the type of
society that had developed in the United States
since the 1920s, based on mass production and
mass consumption, as witnessed, for example, by
the growth of the automobile industry (the United
States produced eight times as many cars as Britain,
France, Germany, and Italy together in 1929, but
only twice as many in 1957), household appliances,
and other consumer durables. European businesses
also adopted American managerial practices. They
grew larger, became more diversified, and, in order
to face up to new challenges, increasingly turned to

TABLE 4

Level of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 1945, 
compared to 1938 (1938 = 100)

Britain 115
France 54
Netherlands 52
Germany
Italy 49
United States 172

57
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the multidivisional structure (a decentralized form
of organization consisting of autonomous divi-
sions, each of them corresponding to the firm’s
main product lines), often on the advice of the
American consulting firm McKinsey. To be sure,
this ‘‘Americanization’’ was a complex and in many
respects hybrid process, with specific forms of
adaptation depending on countries and industries,
but it undoubtedly played a role in Europe’s post-
war revival.

Changes in the structure of employment were
both a cause and a reflection of economic growth
and European convergence in the postwar years.
The share of agriculture in total employment fell
drastically, not only in Italy and France, but also in
Germany; the share of industry grew closer
between European countries; while the highest
increase was that of the tertiary sector (table 6).
Interestingly, the major gains in productivity vis-à-
vis the United States, which in the last analysis are
at the root of Europe’s faster economic growth,
appear to have been made not so much in industry,
as on the one hand in services, and on the other
hand through the massive transfer of labor from
agriculture to industry.

European capitalism was far more state
oriented during the third quarter of the twentieth
century than ever before (except in wartime) or
after. In 1945, unlike 1918, there was no wish to
return to the prewar order: laissez-faire and deflation-
ary policies had proved unable to solve the Depres-
sion, especially mass unemployment. Moreover, a
theoretical framework for a new approach was pro-
vided by John Maynard Keynes’s General Theory of
Employment, Interest, and Money, published in 1936.

For Keynes, governments should intervene, through
a contracyclical policy, in order to make up for the
failure of market mechanisms, raising aggregate
demand during the recession phase of the business
cycle, and decreasing it during the expansion phase,
using fiscal policy and monetary policy as its main
instruments for intervention. Budgetary deficit, pub-
lic investment, and social policy (with the develop-
ment of the welfare state) were also part of a set of
economic policies that came to be known as
Keynesianism.

Beyond contracyclical policies, a system of
‘‘mixed-economy’’ was set up in European coun-
tries, combining government intervention with
state ownership of a significant chunk of business
activities and enterprises. A series of nationaliza-
tions took place after the war, in particular in
Britain and France. The move was essentially poli-
tical, with the Labour Party coming to power in
1945 in Britain, and a more general consensus
toward state control in France, reinforced by the
weight of the Communist Party and more generally
the Resistance in French politics. In 1945 and
1946, in both countries, coal mining, electricity,
gas, air transport, railway companies (already nation-
alized in 1936 in France), and the central bank
were transferred to state ownership, in addition to
the iron and steel industry in Britain, and the main
commercial banks and insurance companies, as well
as the car manufacturer Renault in France.

State ownership was even greater in Italy, with
the formation of the Instituto per la Ricostruzione
Industriale (IRI) in 1933, which controlled most
of iron and steel, mechanical and electrical engi-
neering, and shipbuilding as well as the country’s
three largest banks. And it should not be under-
estimated in Germany, where part of the manufac-
turing industry, besides public utilities, transport,
and communication, was already in state hands,
with 50 percent of the automobile industry
(through Volkswagen direct ownership) and 20
percent of coal, iron and steel, shipbuilding, and
chemicals (through state holding companies such
as VEBA or VIAG).

A degree of economic planning was another
characteristic of European capitalism in the postwar
years. This was particularly the case in France,
where the quadrennial economic plan, starting with
the Monnet Plan in 1946, became the principal

TABLE 5

GDP per head and growth

Growth per year
GDP per GDP per of GDP/head

head 1950 head 1973 1950–1973
(in 1990 dollars) (in 1990 dollars) (percent)

Britain 6,847 11,992 2.5
Netherlands 5,880 12,763 3.4
Belgium 5,346 11,905 3.5
Germany 4,281 13,152 5.0
Italy 3,425 10,409 5.0
United States 9,573 16,607 2.4

SOURCE: A. Maddison, Monitoring the World Economy,
1820–1992, Paris, 1995.
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tool of government intervention. Based on a wide
consultation of the various economic interests, the
plans established a series of indicative industrial
priorities, which the government was nonetheless
able to implement through a combination of bud-
getary measures and fiscal incentives. In Britain,
attempts at emulating French economic planning
in order to improve economic growth in the early
1960s remained elusive. In Germany, the heritage
of organized capitalism survived in the social
market economy that developed after the war,
based on the long-term relationship between banks
and industry and, unlike Britain and France, an
independent central bank and codetermination
(Mitbestimmung) in enterprises, in other words
the representation of labor on the supervisory
board of large enterprises.

Though a German institution, codetermina-
tion points to the greater integration of labor into
European capitalism that occurred during the pe-
riod. The social relations of production came to be
organized, at the firm level through a works coun-
cil, established, in most European countries, in
large and medium-sized enterprises; and at the
industry or national level, through collective bar-
gaining. Industrial conflicts, however, in particular
strikes, differed both quantitatively and qualita-
tively between countries, being less numerous but
longer in northern and central Europe, and more
frequent and often politically motivated, though
shorter, in southern Europe (France and Italy).

Did the European economies converge during
the golden age? There is no clear-cut answer to the
question. There was a clear convergence in levels of
income and productivity, in the structure of
employment, and in the overall influence of the
state in economic affairs. On the other hand, the

movement was less evident as far as socioeconomic
structures are concerned. Business organization is a
case in point. Corporate structures, for example,
retained their national characteristics despite the
widespread adoption of American management
techniques with, for example, a dual board of direc-
tors (executive board and supervisory board) in
Germany and a single one in Britain and France.
Small and middle-sized companies played a greater
role in Germany (the Mittelstand) and Italy (indus-
trial districts) and are often considered to have
contributed more significantly to the two coun-
tries’ economic performance than large corpora-
tions. Differences were also strong in the
recruitment of business executives (mostly from
the corporate sector in Britain and Germany, and
from the state administration in France); and more
generally in business cultures and value systems
(internal hierarchy, sociability, and so on) within
corporations.

GLOBALIZATION AND DEREGULATION

Economic growth slowed down after 1973, return-
ing to its secular trend (table 1), mainly as a result
of the weakening of Europe’s catch-up potential,
whatever the role played at the same time by other
factors, including the two oil crises of 1973 and
1978. At the same time the end of the fixed
exchange rate system in 1973 gave a new impetus
to international capital flows—the first clear
signs of a globalization of the world economy,
which picked up in the 1980s and especially the
1990s.

As during the period prior to 1914, it
was international capital flows that formed the
heart of globalization, though other phenomena,
such as enhanced transport facilities, faster

TABLE 6

Structure of employment (figures are percentages)

Agriculture Industry Services
1950 1973 1950 1973 1950 1973

Britain 5.1 2.9 46.5 41.8 48.4 55.3
France 28.5 11.0 34.8 38.4 36.7 50.6
Germany 22.2 7.2 43.0 46.6 34.8 46.2
Italy 45.4 17.8 28.6 38.1 26.0 44.1
Belgium 10.1 3.8 46.8 39.5 43.1 56.7
Netherlands 13.9 5.7 40.2 35.7 45.9 58.6

SOURCE: A. Maddison, Dynamic Forces in Capitalist Development, Oxford, U.K., 1991, p. 248–249.
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communications, and increased trade should not

be discounted. Recent estimates put the supply of

capital invested abroad at some $29,000 billion in

2000, a tenfold increase in twenty years. This

upsurge in capital exports was directly linked to

the progressive liberalization of the financial mar-

kets, which was part of a much broader trend: the

growing influence, firstly in the Anglo-Saxon coun-

tries, and then elsewhere in the world, of a neolib-

eral view of the economy and of society.

In this respect, at least symbolically, the com-

ing to power of Margaret Thatcher (b. 1925) in the

United Kingdom in 1979 and Ronald Reagan

(1911–2004) in the United States in 1981 marked

the beginning of this new vogue. Some resistance has

certainly been encountered, attitudes have shifted

and policies have changed over the following decades;

but the fundamental economic dispensation—

the smaller state and the strengthening of

market mechanisms—has not really been challenged.

Market liberalization meant first of all the free

movement of capital: exchange controls and other

measures aimed at curbing both capital outflows

(in Britain, France, and the United States) and

capital inflows (Germany, Switzerland, Japan) were

mostly dismantled during the 1980s. It also meant

the deregulation of the financial markets, with

increased internationalization and competition,

epitomized in the ‘‘Big Bang’’ that took place in

the city of London in October 1986.

The 1980s were also the years when corporate

finance, that is to say all of the activities relating to

organizing and financing mergers and acquisitions,

really took off. Underlying this trend was the con-

viction, widespread in the United States by the late

1970s, that the interests of company shareholders

were not always well served by their salaried

managers. From this viewpoint, a takeover bid, if

necessary unfriendly and addressed directly to

shareholders, seemed to be the best penalty for

poor management and the threat of such an action

the best way of compelling management to remain

vigilant. A wave of buying and selling businesses

and of mergers and demergers followed, first in

the United States, then in Britain, thus giving rise

to the term ‘‘Anglo-Saxon capitalism,’’ meaning

dominated by market forces.

But it was the Thatcher government’s privati-
zations that more than anything characterized the
1980s in England. Assets in excess of 40 billion
pounds (75 billion dollars) were put on the market
between 1981 and 1991, more than half of which
belonged to public utilities (telephone, gas, water,
and electricity), ushering in a new form of popular
capitalism—by the end of the process, Great Britain
had more than 8.5 million individual investors,
that is to say one fifth of the adult population.
Privatizations were more limited in France (they
brought the state some 70 billion francs [approxi-
mately 13 billion dollars] between 1986 and 1988)
and affected enterprises in the competitive sector,
mostly nationalized in 1982, and over which the
authorities continued to exert a degree of control.

The wave of mergers became even more intense
during the 1990s, with hostile takeovers and stock-
market battles beginning to hit continental Europe,
as exemplified by the takeover in 2000 of
Mannesmann, Germany’s second industrial group,
by the British mobile telephone operator Vodafone
after a battle that shook the very foundations of the
Rhineland model of capitalism, distinguished by
the dominating role of the banks and the preemi-
nence of management over shareholders.

At the turn of the twenty-first century,
European capitalism was facing a number of new
challenges. Firstly, while firmly engaged in the
third industrial revolution (information technolo-
gies, biotechnologies), Europe was still lagging
behind the United States both in terms of innova-
tive capacities and the development of large and
competitive business enterprises. Interestingly,
there were no significant differences between
European countries even though, and contrary to
the second industrial revolution, Britain appeared
somewhat more in the vanguard than Germany.
Secondly, while still one of the richest regions of
the world, and in some respects the most pleasant

one in which to live, Europe appeared to be strug-
gling to combine international competitiveness and
social welfare. The contradiction might have been

more apparent than real and the outcome still
uncertain, yet the process of globalization, compe-
tition from newly industrialized or industrializing
countries, with delocalization and high unemploy-

ment in several countries as its most obvious effects,
strained the welfare state in Europe. Thirdly, though
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European economies had been brought closer
together by further integration (and a common cur-
rency for those that adopted the euro in 1999), a
European model of capitalism, combining the com-
petitiveness of a knowledge-based economy with

a socially inclusive society, seemed elusive, not
only because of the effects of globalization, but
also because diverging types of capitalism—Anglo-
Saxon and Germanic—appeared to be at logger-
heads. In 2004 uncertainty remained as to which

type would, and should, prevail. The outcome is not
for the historian to predict, though it is unlikely that
the fate of European capitalism in the twenty-first
century will lie so much in overcoming this tension
as in solving new and unexpected problems with

which it will undoubtedly be confronted.

See also Automobiles; Economic Miracle; European Coal
and Steel Community (ECSC); European Free
Trade Association.
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YOUSSEF CASSIS

n

CASEMENT, ROGER (1864–1916),
British consul and Irish rebel.

Roger Casement is remembered for exposing
the abuse of native people in the Congo and the
Amazon, as an Ulsterman and a British consul who
became an Irish revolutionary, and (by some) as a
gay icon. He first came to prominence in 1903,
with his report on the atrocities perpetrated on the
native population in the Congo by those who were
exploiting the region’s valuable rubber resources.
The Berlin Congress of 1884 had ceded control
of the Congo territory to King Leopold of the
Belgians. Casement’s exposure of the systematic
abuse of the native population, together with the
ongoing pressure from the Congo Reform
Association, founded in 1904 by Casement and
E. D. Morel, ultimately led to the Belgian state
taking control of the Congo in 1908. When
Casement wrote his report he had spent almost
twenty years in Africa, as a member of survey parties
and later as British consul. In 1910, when Casement
was consul in Rio de Janeiro, the British Foreign
Office asked him to investigate reports of compar-
able brutalities carried out by rubber barons in
the upper Amazon basin. Britain appointed a parlia-
mentary select committee as a result of this report,
and Casement was knighted for his work.
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Casement was from a Protestant gentry back-

ground. Following the early death of both parents,

he was raised in the Casement family home at

Magherintemple, in the Ulster county of Antrim,

an area where Irish still survived as a spoken

language, as did lore about Gaelic resistance to

English conquest. As a teenager he wrote poems

that identified with the conquered Gaels. However,

like others from modest Irish gentry families, he

found his career in the colonial service, and he

supported Britain in the Boer War. Casement him-

self claimed that it was his investigations in the

Congo that led him to identify with the underdog

and with Irish separatism.

During a long home leave in 1904–1906 he

became involved in advanced nationalist causes,

such as the Gaelic League and Sinn Féin, and he

became acquainted with many leading nationalist

intellectuals. He resigned from the consular service

in 1913, the year that the Ulster Volunteers were

formed to resist Home Rule. As an Ulsterman,

Casement was committed a united sovereign

Ireland. He became a leader of the pro–Home

Rule Irish Volunteers, addressing recruiting meet-

ings throughout Ireland in increasingly militant

language. When the Ulster Volunteers successfully

landed guns in the spring of 1914, he turned his

attention to fundraising for guns for the Irish

Volunteers. In July 1914 he traveled to the

United States, but his plans were altered by the

outbreak of World War I and Britain’s decision to

postpone the introduction of Irish Home Rule.

Casement traveled to Germany in order to raise

support for an Irish rising, but Germany showed

little interest in Irish independence, and his efforts

to attract recruits among Irish prisoners of war

proved disastrous. When he returned to Ireland

by German submarine in the hope of preventing

the rising planned for Easter 1916, he was arrested,

brought to London, convicted of his treason, and

sentenced to death—the only leader of the rebel-

lion who was put on trial (all the others were

court-martialed). His case attracted international

attention, and in order to prevent a campaign to

commute the death sentence, the British authori-

ties released copies of his private diaries, which

contained graphic accounts of homosexual encoun-

ters. On the eve of his execution he was received

into the Catholic Church.

The posthumous Casement remained impor-
tant to nationalist Ireland, not least because, as an
Ulsterman of Protestant background, he reaffirmed
the image of an all-Ireland nationalist open to all
traditions. Plans for his reburial in Antrim were
linked with the antipartition campaign. In 1965
the British authorities eventually released his body
on condition that he be reinterred in Dublin; the
state funeral attracted a huge attendance.
Allegations that the ‘‘black diaries’’ were forged
by British intelligence were another running sore
in Anglo-Irish relations; forensic research indicates
that they are genuine, but this debate is not over.
Casement is now the best known of the 1916
leaders, perhaps because these ambiguities and his
international career are more in tune with contem-
porary Ireland than more conventional heroes.

See also Colonialism; Easter Rising; Ireland.
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MARY E. DALY

n

CASSIN, RENÉ (1887–1976), French jurist.

René-Samuel Cassin helped establish human
rights as the foundation on which the post-1945
European order was rebuilt. He was born in 1887
in the southwestern French city of Bayonne to a
prominent Jewish family. He trained in law, but his
professional work was interrupted by the outbreak
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of World War I in 1914. He joined the 311th

Infantry regiment, was promoted to the rank of

corporal, and served in the French sector to the

east of Verdun at Saint-Mihiel. On 12 October

1914 he was severely wounded. Because of the

chaotic medical system at the time, he had to be

treated at his original garrison in the south of

France. Somehow he managed to survive the

four-hundred-mile journey by road and rail despite

a stomach wound and endured surgery without an

anesthetic.

While in convalescence, Cassin decided to work

with and on behalf of fellow soldiers who had been

wounded in active service. This led to the creation of

a series of veterans organizations, which demanded

better treatment and better pensions as a right, not a

privilege. He also created an association for the

benefit of war orphans, so that the sons of farmers

or workers who had not survived the war would

have the chance for a good start in life. These activ-

ities brought Cassin up against the recalcitrance and

indifference of the French bureaucracy.

This struggle for natural justice created some-

thing new in European affairs—a pacifist veterans

movement. French Republicans such as Cassin saw

it as their life’s work to ensure that their sons

would not have to enter la boucherie—the slaugh-

terhouse—of modern warfare.

From 1924 to 1938, Cassin represented the

largest French veterans movement, the Union

Fédérale, with two million members, in the

French delegation to the League of Nations. At

the same time, he took the initiative in establishing

an international veterans organization, which met

for the first time at Geneva in September 1926.

While serving in Geneva, Cassin had a front-

row view of the fragility of an international political

institution that challenged the supremacy of state

sovereignty. He saw how entrenched were conven-

tional approaches to unbridled state power as the

ultima ratio of international affairs. His patriotism

was beyond question, but he had no time at all for

what he termed ‘‘the ordinary obstinacy of old

ideas which, in the name of the absolute sover-

eignty of states flow directly into the construction

of armaments, to the politics of prestige, and then

to war’’ (Agi, p. 188).

In May 1940 he was the legal advisor to the
Ministry of Information in the besieged French
government under Prime Minister Paul Reynaud.
After the fall of France, Cassin escaped to England.
There he met Charles de Gaulle (1890–1970), who
embraced him as his legal advisor. Cassin drew up
an indictment of the new Vichy regime as illegiti-
mate, a rogue state whose writ was legally null and
void. Marshal Philippe Pétain’s government was de
facto, not de jure; therefore, the Republic had not
died, it had been usurped by the traitors who had
signed the armistice with the Nazis. This document
de Gaulle presented to Winston Churchill forty-
eight hours after his first meeting with his new
jurist colleague. Then de Gaulle asked Cassin to
sketch out the structure of a shadow Republic, an
administration in exile. This body claimed the legit-
imate authority to speak for France and to continue
the traditions of the French Revolution and the
Republic betrayed by the collaborators of Vichy.

In this organization, Cassin was everywhere,
and his role was dignified further by the decision
of a Vichy court to convict him of treason and
sentence him to death in absentia. On 29 July
1940 Cassin started broadcasting for the BBC.
He was responsible for the publication of the

Journal officiel de la France libre, the congressional
record of the government in exile. In November
1940 he was named permanent secretary of the
new French Council of Defense and in that capacity
attended many meetings on the future shape and
reconstruction of Europe. He was the architect of
the Administrative Conference of Free France,
the group planning for the return of the ‘‘true’’
Republic to the European continent. He was
responsible for maintaining ties with France’s colo-
nies and dominions overseas. In 1944 he held three
portfolios in the new French national committee,
that of Justice, Law, and Public Instruction, all
essential agencies for restoring French political cul-
ture after the nightmare of defeat, occupation, and
collaboration.

Through these posts he joined inter-Allied dis-

cussions on war crimes trials and on the future of

the postwar world. Here is where the subject of

human rights came to the fore as the sole basis of a

future durable peace. The precise form such new

commitments to human rights would take was

unclear, but it was evident that the newly formed
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United Nations recognized the need for such an

affirmation.

Three years later, at the Palais de Chaillot in

Paris, Cassin provided it. In collaboration with the

former First Lady Eleanor Roosevelt and others, he

reformulated one of the central foundational texts of

the French Revolution, the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights. On 9 December 1948 he read this

document to the United Nations assembled in Paris,

which accepted it the following day.

The form of the commitment was limited. It

was a declaration and not a convention, and

thereby avoided the risk of colliding with claims

to state sovereignty still strong in 1948. But over

the next few decades, those claims were muted by

other developments. The European Union came

into being, and, to breathe life into his project,

Cassin helped to institutionalize it within the new

European order. From 1965 to 1968, he presided

over the new European Court of Human Rights.

At the end of his term, he was awarded the Nobel

Peace Prize. He died in 1976 and, seven years later,

his remains were removed to the Parthenon to lie

in state with other heroes of the French Republic.

See also Pétain, Philippe; Universal Declaration of
Human Rights.
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JAY WINTER

n

CATALONIA. Catalonia in the twentieth cen-
tury remained one of the most economically
dynamic Spanish regions and the site of a powerful
nationalist movement. The economic foundations
of Catalan industrialization had been laid in the
previous century. Catalonia’s endogenous develop-
ment had been led by the production and trade of
consumer goods such as textiles. This development
from within facilitated a smooth transition to mod-
ernity and the emergence of a large local bourgeoisie.

However, industrial growth and the interna-
tional competitiveness of Catalan industry were
hampered by lack of cheap sources of energy, by
the weakness of a largely underdeveloped Spanish
market, and by state economic policy dominated by
the interests of the Spanish land aristocracy. The
Catalan bourgeoisie was weak because it had no
access to the ruling political elite and because of
its inability to meet the growing economic and
social demands of an emerging working class. In
1901, economically shaken by Spain’s loss of its
imperial possessions in Cuba and the Philippines,
and tired of failed attempts to influence state policy

through the dominant Spanish political parties, the
Catalan bourgeoisie turned to nationalism. This
turn took the form of a political coalition, the
Lliga Regionalista (Regionalist League), forged
with conservative segments of the intelligentsia,

who for decades had mobilized against political
centralization and for the defense of the Catalan
language.

PRE–CIVIL WAR PERIOD

In the period before the Spanish civil war (1936–
1939), Catalonia increased its weight in the

Spanish economy. Economic prosperity and the
concomitant accumulation of wealth propitiated a
blossoming of the arts, as rich members of the
bourgeoisie sponsored major urban development
plans and ambitious architectonic projects.

Modernismo in particular—as expressed in the
unfinished Sagrada Familia cathedral by Antonio
Gaudi y Cornet (1852–1926)—stands as the main
artistic legacy of this period. The foundations of
Catalonia’s economic growth remained trade and

textile production, but the region also became a
national leader in electricity production. In 1922,
for instance, average capital assets in the water, gas,
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and electricity sector were almost five times greater

than those in the textile sector. The opportunities

offered by rapid economic growth attracted thou-

sands of immigrants from poorer Spanish regions,

at rates only matched in the 1950s and 1960s.

Economic development in Catalonia during

the first third of the twentieth century was matched

by increasing levels of social conflict. Catalan

industrial workers were heavily influenced by anar-

chism, under the leadership of the National

Confederation of Labor (Confederación Nacional

de Trabajadores, or CNT), and by republicanism.

In the aftermath of World War I, the rising cost of

living caused by shortages of basic foodstuffs exac-

erbated social unrest. The CNT reached a peak

number of affiliates and sponsored several general

strikes that triggered a violent response from the

state and from employers themselves. Terror

reigned in Barcelona as both employers and CNT

members were assassinated by hired gunmen. The

final outcome of this escalation of violence was

the military coup of Miguel Primo de Rivera y

Orbaneja (1870–1930) in 1923.

Electoral politics in Catalonia before Primo
de Rivera’s dictatorship (1923–1930) were
dominated by the rivalry between the dominant
Lliga Regionalista and the Unión Republicana
(Republican Union, later renamed as Partido
Radical) led by Alejandro Lerroux Garcı́a (1864–
1949). The Lliga Regionalista was a conservative
party whose supporters came from the industrial
and commercial bourgeoisie. Its main political

goals were to end political corruption and to estab-
lish a more decentralized state structure. Its main
political achievement was the creation of the
Mancomunitat Catalana (1914), a supraprovincial
organization with the power to coordinate the
administration of the four provinces of the
Catalan region. Unión Republicana was the main
opposition party to the Lliga Regionalista. The
organizational and logistic talents of Lerroux,
who perfectly integrated a revolutionary discourse,
anticlericalism, and anti-Catalanism made this party
extremely popular among both the Catalan and the
immigrant working classes.

Eager to capitalize on the enrichment oppor-
tunities created by World War I and deeply con-
cerned with restoring social order, the Lliga

Regionalista dilapidated its well-earned political
capital by agreeing to participate in statewide coa-
lition governments and then by tolerating Primo
de Rivera’s dictatorial regime. Months before
Primo de Rivera’s coup, the Lliga lost an election,
and thus its hegemony over Catalan politics, to a
more progressive nationalist group, Acció
Catalana (Catalonian Action). The long-term
meaning of this defeat, however, was only felt in
1931, when Spain’s Second Republic was
proclaimed.

Although the Lliga retained some of its protag-
onism in the years that preceded the Spanish civil
war, hegemony in the nationalist camp now
belonged to the progressive party Esquerra
Republicana (Republican Left of Catalonia). This
political party, heir to a long tradition of Catalanist
republican parties, owed its rise to prominence to
the Lliga’s political mistakes and to the conserva-
tive shift of Lerroux’ s Partido Radical. These two
developments afforded Esquerra Republicana the
decisive electoral support of the anarchist CNT
and of the rural laborers’ organization, Unió de
Rabaissaires. Esquerra Republicana’s main achieve-
ment was the Statute of Autonomy for Catalonia,
obtained in 1932.

A detailing of the convoluted political
dynamics that characterized Catalonia during the
years preceding the Spanish civil war is beyond the
scope of this short synopsis. Suffice it to say, how-
ever, that Esquerra Republicana’s hold on power
was short-lived, as it was unable to tame its anarchist
electoral base and resist the pressure of socialist- and
then communist-leaning political organizations. As
the Spanish republican government retreated from
Madrid to Valencia (November 1936) and then to
Barcelona (November 1937), the power of
Catalonia’s autonomous institutions diminished
and the central state asserted itself. In the end, when
Francoist troops gained control over most of Spain,
Barcelona found itself in the paradoxical situation of
being the last capital of the Spanish Republic.

POST–CIVIL WAR PERIOD

The Spanish civil war had tragic consequences in
Catalonia because of the combination of peripheral
nationalism, revolutionary class mobilization, and
radical anticlericalism, the three main sources of
conflict leading to the war. Economically speaking,
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however, Catalonia emerged relatively unscathed
from the civil war. In the following decades, its
economic and demographic evolution mirrored
that of the rest of Spain. There was stagnation in
the 1940s, recovery in the 1950s, and rapid growth
in the 1960s.

Nonetheless, both its economic and demo-
graphic growth rates were faster than those of
other Spanish regions. Catalonia, together with
the Basque Country and Madrid, were at the fore-
front of Spanish development. Development also
meant change in Catalonia’s economic and demo-
graphic structures. Economically, Catalonia became
slightly less dependent than before on the evolu-
tion of its textile industry because of the growth of
the service sector. Meanwhile, the population grew
in heterogeneity as a new wave of immigration
from Spain’s poorer regions arrived in Catalonia.
Migration rates to Catalonia, at 158 per thousand
in the 1960s, well surpassed the highest levels
reached in the pre–civil war years. In the early
twenty-first century Catalonia, one of the wealth-
iest regions in the European Union (EU), was a
modern postindustrial society struggling to com-
pete in a global world and confronting the chal-
lenge posed by yet a new immigration wave, this
time from less developed countries in Latin
America and northern Africa. For some national-
ists, this immigration wave represented a threat to
the survival of Catalan language and culture.

Despite the changes listed above, Catalonia’s
economic structure under Francisco Franco (1892–
1975) retained features that had conditioned poli-
tical developments in prewar times. Foremost of
all, Catalonia remained heavily dependent on the
Spanish market, while its economic elites were large-
ly excluded from the Francoist power circle. Not
surprisingly, this context was conducive to the
engagement of segments of the Catalan bourgeoi-
sie in anti-Franco political activities. Catalan mobi-
lization against the dictatorship proceeded almost
without interruption since shortly after the end of
the civil war.

What began as a mostly exogenous affair, as
leading political exiles sought support from the
Allies to topple Franco’s government, turned grad-
ually into insidious inner resistance in factories,
at the university, and on the occasion of major
festivities. This resistance encompassed all social

segments of Catalan society, from workers to mem-
bers of the bourgeoisie, from secular to Catholic
organizations. Early on, from 1947 to 1956, the
leading opposition movements were the commu-
nist Partit Socialista Unificat de Catalunya (Unified
Socialist Party of Catalonia, or PSUC) and the
ideologically heterogeneous Catalanist Catholic
organizations. In the late 1950s and the 1960s,
however, Catalan opposition to Francoism broad-
ened and intensified, as democratic political orga-
nizations took advantage of greater opportunities
for mobilization. The Nova Canço, a folk musical
movement that vindicated singing in the Catalan
language, was the cultural face of this opposition
movement.

The social and political heterogeneity of the
Catalan opposition to Franco, which contrasted
with ETA’s monopoly over resistance to Franco in
the Basque Country, had long-term implications
for the character of Catalan nationalist culture, for
it prevented the rise to hegemony of a violent and
anticapitalist form of nationalism in Catalonia.
Nothing exemplifies better the moderate character
of Catalan nationalism in the last stages of Franco’s
dictatorship than the main demands proclaimed in
1971 by the Catalan Assembly, a movement that
virtually represented every sector in Catalan society.
These demands were: (1) amnesty for political pris-
oners and exiles; (2) democratic freedoms; and (3)
the reestablishment of the institutions and rights
promulgated in the 1932 Statute of Autonomy.
One of these rights was the right to speak the
Catalan language.

TOWARD REGIONAL AUTONOMY

After Franco’s death in November 1975, much of
the earlier political consensus in Catalonia broke
down. Despite political disagreements, however,
based primarily on different ideological concep-
tions of Catalonia’s role in Spain, and of the way
Spanish society ought to be organized, consensus
generally prevailed on the issue of a statute of
autonomy for Catalonia. In the late 1970s the
Catalan nationalist movement’s two main demands
were met: the 1978 Spanish Constitution estab-
lished both Spanish and Catalan as co-official lan-
guages in Catalonia, and the 1979 Statute of
Autonomy granted Catalonia a great deal of self-
government.
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Political hegemony in Catalonia since the

restoration of democracy in the late 1970s has cor-

responded to Convergencia I Unió (Convergence

and Unity, CiU), a centrist nationalist coalition

with strong Christian-democratic influence. Its lead-

er, Jordi Pujol (b. 1930), a representative member

of the Catalan middle class, had been involved

in mobilization against Franco since the mid-

1950s. In power as president of the Catalan auton-

omous region from 1980 to 2003, Pujol fought for

the implementation of the Catalan Statute of

Autonomy and the extension of Catalonia’s exclu-

sive competences. He achieved a number of pro-

grammatic goals by skillfully playing on the

occasional parliamentary weakness of Spain’s

ruling parties, be it the Spanish Socialist Workers’

Party (Partido Socialista Obrero Español, or

PSOE) or the Partido Popular (Popular Party).

Convergencia I Unió’s main rival in Catalonia was

the PSOE, represented by its Catalan branch, the

Partit Socialista Catalá (PSC), whom it easily

defeated in regional elections but which threatened

its hegemony in statewide ones. In 2003, however,

the PSC, led by Pasqual Maragall (another leading

member of the movement of opposition to

Franco), succeeded in winning the regional elec-

tions. Lacking a large majority, however, the PSC

was bound to form a coalition government with

either CiU or with the two leading left-oriented

political parties, Esquerra Republicana and

Iniciativa per Catalunya (Initiative for Catalonia,

or IC). Maragall chose the latter.

The most relevant political transformation in

Catalonia has been the reemergence of Esquerra

Republicana as a major political player, and with

it, of a progressive nationalist tradition with

aspirations to regional self-determination. Esquerra

Republicana was not active in opposing the Franco

regime. Led by Josep Tarradellas, Esquerra’s

president in exile since 1954, it led a low-profile

existence. Back in Spain after Franco’s death,

under the auspices of Spain’s first elected prime

minister, Adolfo Suárez González, Tarradellas

played a key role in negotiating Catalonia’s

Statute of Autonomy. After this short period of

political prominence, Esquerra Republicana

returned to relative obscurity as Pujol’s CiU cashed

in on its leaders’ more active engagement in the

movement of opposition to Franco.

In the 1990s a rejuvenated Esquerra benefited
from part of the nationalist electorate’s frustration
with CiU’s perceived connivance with the Spanish
state and from part of the Left’s disenchantment
with Spain’s ruling Socialist Party. With a program
that caters to a broad range of social segments,
from supporters of self-determination to support-
ers of the antiglobalization movement, Esquerra
Republicana gradually gained in public visibility.
This greater public visibility eventually generated
sufficient electoral support in the 2003 regional
election to turn Esquerra Republicana into a key
junior coalition partner of the PSC. Only a year
into the regional legislature, Esquerra’s presence in
Catalonia’s government had already led to a radi-
calization of nationalist demands, a turning point
in Catalonia’s recent history. On 30 March 2006,
the Spanish Congress approved a reformed, more
ambitious statute of automony for Catalonia.

See also Franco, Francisco; Spain; Spanish Civil War.
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JUAN DÍEZ MEDRANO
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CATHOLIC ACTION. Although it was

originally used in a rather vague way, the term

Catholic Action took on a more precise and

restricted meaning during the pontificate of Pius

XI (1922–1939). Its meaning would be broadened

again by Pius XII (1939–1958) before the term

disappeared almost entirely from official discourse.

BEFORE CATHOLIC ACTION

In the nineteenth century, in the aftermath of an

age of revolution, the laity created associations to

defend the church and collaborate in the reestab-

lishment of a Catholic society. These associations

were often youth movements, such as the

Kartellverbände (Federation) of German students,

which was federated in 1868; the Società della

Gioventù Cattolica Italiana (Society of Italian

Catholic youth), formed in Bologna in 1868;

l’Action Catholique de la Jeunesse Française

(ACJF; Catholic Action of French youth), founded

by Albert de Mun in 1886; and the Federazione

Universitaria Cattolica Italiana (FUCI; Italian

Catholic university federation), founded in 1892,

in which the future Paul VI served as an ecclesias-

tical assistant. Their method was deductive:

‘‘prayer—study—action.’’ But they already insisted

on ‘‘an apostolate of one’s fellow man, by one’s

fellow man.’’ They were encouraged by Leo XIII,

who noted in Sapientiae christianae (1890; On

Christians as citizens) that laypeople must act in

accordance with the voice of church authority.

In the encyclical Il fermo proposito (1905; The

constant purpose), Pius X emphasized that the role

of the laity could only be an extension of that of the

clergy and must be under the strict control of the

hierarchy.

PIUS XI AND CATHOLIC ACTION

After the upheavals of World War I and the Russian

Revolution of 1917, the Catholic hierarchy con-

cluded that it was no longer sufficient simply to

defend its positions; it had to reconquer the world

as it had developed outside of the church. From

this perspective, the role of the laity was indispens-

able. Pius XI gave a strong impetus to Catholic

Action as the ‘‘participation of the laity in the

apostolic hierarchy’’ with the role of ‘‘propagating

the reign of Christ as king’’ in the lives of indivi-

duals and society. In 1922 he created a central

council for Catholic Action in Italy, which soon

turned the movement into a single national orga-

nization that included four branches, for men,

women, boys, and girls. In 1929 the Lateran

Treaty with the Italian Fascist state attempted to

preserve the independence of Catholic Action and

limit its role to spiritual guidance and apostolate.

Catholic Action was encouraged to develop in this

direction to the exclusion of any political or union

activity. This type of organization served as a model

in Poland in 1925, Spain in 1926, Yugoslavia and

Czechoslovakia in 1927, and Austria in 1928.

This model was first developed in 1919 in

Belgium by l’Action Catholique de la Jeunesse

Belge (ACJB; Catholic Action of Belgian youth).

In 1925 the future Cardinal Joseph Cardijn

founded, out of the Jeunesse Syndicaliste (Young

trade unionists), the Jeunesse Ouvrière Chrétienne

(JOC; young Christian workers), which was

intended exclusively for workers, acting ‘‘in them,

through them, and for them.’’ The creation of this

group produced tension with the ACJB, but it was

supported by Pius XI. The JOC promoted an

inductive method, ‘‘see—judge—act,’’ that pre-

figured the liberation theology movement. Other

movements were addressed to farmers, middle-

class youth, and students. The same path was

followed in France, starting in 1926. In the

Netherlands and in francophone Switzerland,

Catholic Action brought together quite diverse

groups. But Catholic Action did not make inroads

into Germany, the German-speaking parts of

Switzerland, or the English-speaking world, coun-

tries that already possessed numerous lay move-

ments that were independent of the church’s

hierarchy and were not limited to apostolate.

In 1938 Pius XI created a central office for
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Catholic Action, but its activities were interrupted
by the war.

FROM PIUS XII TO VATICAN II

In his apostolic constitution Bis saeculari of 1948,
Pius XII expanded Catholic Action in a new way by
making the Marian congregations one of its pro-
moters. He used the name for the entire range of
lay organizations with a spiritual and ministerial
vocation. Certain associations, however, tried to
preserve their monopoly. In a number of countries,
the older Catholic Action kept its former vitality,
but tensions between progressive and conservative
tendencies, especially within the JOC, led to the
dissolution of the ACJF in 1956, while the JOC
developed into an international organization. The
older members of the youth movements went on
to create associations for adults. Others became
influential in the men’s, and especially the
women’s, branches of the groups to which they
still belonged. Still others became active in politics,
the unions, or society.

In 1951 the president of the Italian Catholic
Action organized a world congress of lay ministries.
Its success led the pope to create a committee that
organized a second congress in 1957, which was
perhaps the high point of the lay movement.
As soldiers for the foundation of a new Christian
realm, the militants transformed themselves into
evangelists and immersed themselves in the world
like yeast in dough, with the intention of bringing
about a worldwide transformation. The Dominican
Yves Congar published his Lay People in the
Church: A Study of the Theology of the Laity in
1953. But a few years later, in 1961, Joseph
Comblin wrote a book with the premonitory title
The Failure of Catholic Action? In it he argued that
Christian movements had very little influence on
society.

VATICAN II AND LATER DEVELOPMENTS

In its document on the church, Lumen gentium
(1964), the Second Vatican Council emphasized
the fundamental identity of all baptized persons
and the responsibility of all Christians as full mem-
bers of the ‘‘people of God.’’ This perspective
reversed the traditional view of the church as an
institution centered on its hierarchy, a transforma-
tion that sparked a profound change in the

responsibility of all Christians to the church’s mis-
sion. In the decree Apostolicam actuositatem
(1965; Decree on the apostolate of the laity) on
the lay apostolate, the members of the council
made apostolate a duty of all the faithful. Catholic
Action was no longer used as a term to describe
cooperation of the laity with the church hierarchy,
and this kind of cooperation constituted only one
form of the laity’s mission.

In the 1960s the church entered into a new
world, symbolized by the changes brought about
by the protests and civil disturbances of May 1968.
The church itself was shaken by the tensions that
followed the council and the crisis brought about
by Humanae vitae (1968), which reemphasized
the ban on birth control. Real-life situations threw
the directives of the hierarchy into question. The
use of Marxian discourse as a tool of analysis by
certain agrarian and workers’ movements led to the
French bishops’ renunciation in 1975 of any idea
of a special mandate, which officially committed
the church authorities, and to splits such as that
of the International JOC in 1985. Other spiritual
and charitable organizations and new prospects for
charismatic renewal now have the wind at their
back and the support of the hierarchy.

See also Catholicism; John XXIII; Vatican II.
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Tihon, André. ‘‘Les mouvements de laı̈cs dans les Églises
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ANDRÉ TIHON

n

CATHOLICISM. The twentieth century was
a period of profound change for the Roman
Catholic Church. Perhaps the most significant
change to take place during that time was the
globalization of Catholicism, which made it
increasingly less European in every respect. A sec-
ond momentous change came shortly after midcen-
tury, when the Second Vatican Council brought
about wholesale renewal. Developments in the
world at large also brought multifaceted change.
The church had to contend with two world wars,
astonishing advances in science and technology,
and a constant increase in the secularization of the
West, especially Europe. Yet despite all these
changes, the Roman Catholic Church managed
to remain vigorously committed to its ancient
traditions. At the very top of the hierarchy of
the Catholic Church, the papacy grew stronger,
despite serious challenges. When it comes to writ-
ing the history of the church in the twentieth
century, one must begin and end with the popes,
for their place in it is comparable to that of the
kings and emperors of the old absolute monarchies,
who had the power to guide the course of events.

PIUS X (1903–1914)

At the dawn of the century, in 1903, when Pope
Pius X succeeded Leo XIII (r. 1898–1903),
Catholicism was a faith deeply focused on tradition,
and the leadership of the Catholic Church was
keenly interested in maintaining the status quo,

not just with regard to theology and ritual but also
with respect to the church’s authority structure and
its relation to the world at large. Despite its global
reach, the Roman Catholic Church was very closely
tied to Europe, its leadership still dominated by

European clerics, especially by the overwhelmingly
Italian curia of the papal court in Rome. The popes
were still claiming sovereignty over Rome and

remained adamantly fixed on the idea that the

Italian republic had turned them into ‘‘prisoners

of the Vatican.’’

The pontificate of Pius X (Giuseppe Sarto) was

marked by continuous tension with the social, poli-

tical, and intellectual changes sweeping across

Europe. From the very start, Pius X committed

himself to fighting ‘‘modernism,’’ the name given

to a broad spectrum of ideas and attitudes that

were viewed as incompatible with traditional

Catholic teachings. Two papal decrees issued in

1907 condemned modernism and clearly spelled

out what it was: Lamentabili Sane Exitu (‘‘On a

Deplorable Outcome’’) and Pascendi Dominici
Gregis (‘‘Feeding the Lord’s Flocks’’). That same

year, a number of supposedly modernist books

were also placed on the Index of Forbidden

Books. Chief among the trends labeled modernist

was the historical/critical method of biblical schol-

arship pioneered by German Protestant scholars,

which approached the sacred texts of the Bible with

exactly the same critical eye it turned on any other

ancient document. In 1910 Pius X ordered all

Roman Catholic clergy and all teachers in

Catholic seminaries to adhere to these two decrees

and to take an oath denouncing modernism.

Pius X also committed himself to struggling
against political movements that challenged papal
supremacy and the rights and privileges of the
Catholic Church over and against the state. He
thus took aim at Christian democrats in Italy and
Europe, and against all other political action
groups that fomented change independent of the
Catholic hierarchy. Instead, he favored social action
groups that accepted the leadership of the clergy
and he fostered the creation of such associations.
He also constantly denounced the principle of the
separation of church and state, and focused intense-
ly on France, where the state had confiscated all
church property in 1905, forcing the Catholic
Church to pay rent to the French Republic.

As tensions mounted between European states
in 1914, European Catholics were thus placed in
an embattled position vis-à-vis ‘‘the world,’’ a
situation that was similar to that of the soldiers
who would find themselves waging trench warfare
during World War I, which broke out in 1914,
during the last month of Pius X’s papacy.
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BENEDICT XV (1914–1922)

Pius X’s successor, Pope Benedict XV (Giacomo

della Chiesa), was wholly committed to restoring

the peace in Europe but found himself unable to

stop the war, which he called ‘‘the suicide of

Europe.’’ From his call for a Christmas truce in

1914 to his seven-point Papal Peace proposal in

August 1917, Pope Benedict’s pleas fell on deaf

ears. Adopting a policy of pacifism and strict neu-

trality, the pope steadfastly refused to condemn any

of the nations involved in the war. Instead, he

repeatedly condemned war itself, associating it with

Satan. At war’s end, the papacy’s neutrality may

have cost it inclusion in the Paris Peace

Conference and the deliberations that led to the

Treaty of Versailles.

On other fronts, the Catholic Church contin-

ued to wage a war of its own against modernism

and the social and political ills of the age, though

Benedict XV had a softer approach to this issue

than his predecessor. With the rise of communism

after the triumph of the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution

in Russia, the Catholic Church stepped up its

efforts to address the needs and concerns of work-

ers and the poor. Pope Benedict XV seemed fully

conscious of the church’s need to address questions

of social and economic justice, and urged his clergy

to become more active in this area, saying: ‘‘It is

precisely in this field that the eternal salvation of

souls is imperiled’’ (John, p. 463).

The Catholic laity in Europe continued to

engage in social and political action of all sorts

and to follow the dictates of their faith, sometimes

with surprising results. At the bottom of the social

scale, three peasant children in Portugal began to

claim in 1917 that they were being visited repeat-

edly by the Virgin Mary. These reports of appari-

tions at Fatima drew tens of thousands of the

faithful to the site and culminated in the issuance

of a number of very political prophecies by the

children regarding World War I and the rise of

communism in Russia—prophecies that were even-

tually sanctioned by the papacy. The apparitions

themselves were also deemed authentic, and the

shrine established at Fatima continued in the

twenty-first century to draw millions of pilgrims,

laypersons as well as clergy.

PIUS XI (1922–1939)

Embracing the motto, ‘‘the peace of Christ in the
Kingdom of Christ,’’ Pius XI (Ambrogio Ratti)
could no more ignore the upheavals of his day than
could any of the clergy or laity that he shepherded.
Close to home, in Italy, the rise to power of Benito
Mussolini brought an end to the political impasse
that had been in place since 1870. In 1929 Pius XI
signed the Lateran Treaty with Mussolini’s govern-
ment, creating an independent Vatican State within
Rome and supposedly freeing him from his ‘‘pris-
oner’’ status. Instead of having no territory to call
his own, the pope now found himself ruling the
smallest independent nation-state in the world, a
state composed of no more than a dozen or so
buildings. He also found himself wholly sur-
rounded by a Fascist nation that espoused an intense-
ly secularist and even anti-Christian ideology. And
across the Alps, even worse regimes were gaining
power and momentum day by day.

Pius XI was helpless in the face of a civil
war in Spain (1936–1939) that erupted between a
conservative coalition led by Fascists (Nationalists)
and a coalition of communists, anarchists, and lib-
erals (Republicans), in which the Catholic Church
became both a battleground and a weapon. In areas
controlled by the Republicans, rabid anticlericalism
led to the deaths of thousands of priests and nuns,
and to the destruction of many churches and their
belongings. In Nationalist areas, the Fascists com-
mitted many atrocities in the name of Catholicism,
and when they finally triumphed, their leader,
Francisco Franco (1892–1975), set up a repressive
Fascist state that continually used the Catholic
Church for its own purposes, even to the point of
naming Saint Teresa of Avila (1515–1582) an hon-
orary general in his army.

In Germany, the postwar economic depression
led to the rise in power of Adolf Hitler (1889–
1945) and the Nazi Party. Pope Pius XI found
himself unable to do more than secure guarantees
for the safety and survival of the Catholic Church
through the Reichskonkordat, an agreement signed
in 1933. But this treaty between the Vatican and
Berlin, like all others signed by the Nazis, was never
fully honored. Hitler boasted of having duped the
pope into helping him, saying to his cabinet: ‘‘An
opportunity has been given to Germany in the
Reichskonkordat and a sphere of influence has been
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created that will be especially significant in the
urgent struggle against international Jewry’’
(Hochhuth, p. 298). At the Vatican, Secretary of
State Eugenio Pacelli (the future Pope Pius XII)
denounced Hitler’s duplicity as well as his virulent
racism, but to no avail.

As attacks on Jews and the church mounted,
Pope Pius XI found it necessary to issue an encyc-
lical that condemned both Nazi ideology and vio-
lations of the concordat of 1933. Written by the
Vatican’s secretary of state, Pacelli, the encyclical
Mit Brennender Sorge (‘‘With Burning Sorrow’’)
was smuggled into Germany and read from the
pulpit of every Catholic Church on Palm Sunday
1937. In it, the Vatican boldly and clearly spelled
out the Catholic Church’s opposition to the racist
and nationalist thinking of the Nazis, arguing that
it was fundamentally wrong for anyone to exalt
‘‘race, or the people, or the State’’ above all else,
or to ‘‘divinize them to an idolatrous level’’

(Carlen, vol. 3, p. 527). A year before the outbreak
of war, in September 1938, Pius XI carefully articu-
lated once more the church’s stand against anti-
Semitism, in a pronouncement that was banned by
the Fascist press in Germany: ‘‘Anti-Semitism is . . .
a movement with which we Christians can have
nothing to do. No, no, I say to you it is impossible
for a Christian to take part in anti-Semitism’’ (New
York Times, 12 December 1938, p. 1).

Although the ghost of modernism continued
to haunt Catholic scholarship and learning at
this time, fear of it lessened somewhat in Rome.
To foster learning, Pope Pius XI established
papally sanctioned research institutions such as
the Pontifical Institute of Christian Archaeology
(1925) and the Pontifical Academy of Sciences
(1936). Still deeply conservative, these foundations
nonetheless paved the way for a greater rapproche-
ment between Catholicism and modern
scholarship.

Nurses and patients are among the pilgrims at the Shrine of Fatima, Portugal,

c. 1949. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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The most enduring legacy of Pius XI’s pontifi-
cate may not lie in Europe, however, but in its
former colonies. Nineteenth-century imperialism
had made Europe master of much of the globe,
and the Catholic Church had expanded its reach
tremendously as a result of this development. Yet,
as late as the 1920s, the vast majority of Europe’s
colonized subjects remained unconverted to the
Christian faith. Pius XI made it his business to
remedy this situation by encouraging the develop-
ment of overseas missions, requiring every religious
order to pursue this calling. As a result, by 1939
there were twice as many Catholic missionaries in
the field as there had been in 1922. Pius XI
initiated another significant change in the mission
field by insisting that seminaries abroad train and
ordain native clergy, who would eventually make
European missionaries unnecessary. In 1926 the
consecration of the first three native Chinese
bishops was one of the initial steps taken toward
the globalization of the Catholic Church, a process
that continued into the twenty-first century, pro-
ducing reverse missionaries, that is, priests from the
Third World who serve in Europe and North
America as the shortage of priestly vocations there
continues to worsen.

PIUS XII (1939–1958)

As Pope Pius XI was preparing to issue yet another
public condemnation of Nazism and Fascism in
February 1939, he died unexpectedly and was suc-
ceeded by the Vatican’s secretary of state, Eugenio
Pacelli, who took the papal name Pius XII
(1939–1958). No other pope in modern history
is wrapped in as much controversy as Pius XII,
because he seemed so helpless in the face of
World War II and the Holocaust. Debate continues
to rage. In the minds of some detractors, he seems
to have been a willing collaborator, or perhaps an
unwilling but uncaring accomplice in the extermi-
nation of six million Jews. According to his defend-
ers, he was a brave opponent of consummate evil
and a prudent shepherd who did all he could in the
worst of circumstances.

As Europe plunged into total war in the fall of
1939, Pius XII assumed a stance of public neutral-
ity similar to that taken by Benedict XV in World
War I. But having made public his views of the
Nazis and Fascists long before the outbreak of the

war, Pius XII’s neutrality was much less convinc-
ing. On 25 December 1941, for instance, The New
York Times praised Pius XII in an editorial, saying
his was ‘‘a lonely voice in the silence and darkness
enveloping Europe this Christmas,’’ and that he
was ‘‘about the only ruler left on the Continent
of Europe who dares to raise his voice at all.’’ Yet
the fact that he lived in the capital city of one of the
Axis Powers, surrounded by their armies, made his
position much more precarious than that of
Benedict XV. Moreover, the Nazis were well-
known for their brutal reprisals against all oppo-
nents, and as a result, the pope was under severe
constraints when it came to accomplishing any-
thing within Germany itself. The same was true
for every Catholic bishop and priest who lived in
Axis-controlled areas. Any protest could incite a
reprisal. And indeed, such reprisals routinely
occurred on the local level, as in the Netherlands
when Dutch bishops protested against the deporta-
tion of the country’s Jews.

Hitler barely tolerated Pius XII, saying that he
was ‘‘the only human being who has always contra-
dicted me and who has never obeyed me’’ (Jansen,
p. 429). Pope Pius XII was well aware of his pre-
carious situation yet chose to encourage or engage
in clandestine acts of defiance, such as providing
hiding places for Jews in churches, monasteries,
and convents, or facilitating the escape of Jews
from Axis-occupied areas to other countries. It is
estimated that about three hundred thousand to
eight hundred thousand Jews were saved by such
means, at great risk for all involved. Nonetheless,
detractors of Pius XII not only challenge the accu-
racy of these figures but also point out that any
such number—no matter how high—is insignifi-
cant when compared to the enormity of the
Holocaust.

As the Cold War developed in the postwar
period and the threat of nuclear annihilation
increased, Pius XII began to speak out more force-
fully against modern warfare and especially against
the concept of deterrence and the stockpiling of
atomic weapons, which, as he saw it, served only to
make the horror of nuclear war a more imminent
possibility. This did not keep him from taking
sides, however. A staunch anticommunist and an
outspoken critic of the Soviet ruler Joseph Stalin,
Pius XII made it clear to the faithful that
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communism was as incompatible with Catholicism

as Nazism had been.

Regarding questions of faith and the relation-

ship of Catholics to the world at large, Pius XII

proved to be less conservative than his predeces-

sors, at least in two very important areas. In 1943,

Pius XII issued what many consider to be his most

important encyclical, Divino Afflante Spiritu
(‘‘With the Help of the Divine Spirit’’), which

removed the barriers that earlier popes had erected

against modernism in biblical studies and finally

allowed Catholic scholars to apply new techniques

of historical criticism in their research. In 1947

he issued another highly influential encyclical,

Mediator Dei (‘‘Mediator of God’’), which set

into motion a renewal of liturgical studies.

Unbeknownst to Pius XII and all his contempor-

aries, this encyclical would eventually lead to a total

revamping of Roman Catholic ritual sixteen years

later, at the Second Vatican Council.

JOHN XXIII (1958–1963)

When Pius XII died in October 1958, Angelo

Roncalli, the patriarch of Venice, was chosen to

succeed him under the name John XXIII. Elected

under the assumption that he would accomplish

little, because of his age and his prior lack of

intimacy with the Vatican, the seventy-one-year-

old pope stunned the curia and the world by

immediately convening an ecumenical council for

the express purpose of renewing the church.

Aggiornamento is what Pope John XXIII said the

church needed: to be brought up to date, put in

step with the world rather than in conflict with it.

It was to be a ‘‘New Pentecost,’’ he proclaimed, an

era of renewal and of reconciliation, inspired by the

Holy Spirit.

Despite resistance from some in the curia, Pope

John XXIII’s council assembled for its first meeting

in October 1962. This council was unlike any other

in the history of the Roman Catholic Church, not

only because it had more representatives from

nations outside Europe than ever before but also

because it was genuinely ecumenical in spirit,

allowing the presence of observers from other

Christian churches. Its agenda seemed daunting at

first and fraught with controversy, but in a mere

three years the Second Vatican Council managed to

bring about more change than many in the

Catholic Church had ever thought possible.

Sixteen documents produced by the council

fathers transformed Catholicism from top to bot-

tom. Of these sixteen, six were most instrumental

in bringing about tremendous changes.

In its ‘‘Dogmatic Constitution on the

Church,’’ Lumen Gentium, the council reinter-

preted the nature of the church itself and of its

hierarchical structure, placing greater emphasis on

the role of the bishops within the church hierarchy

and softening the rigid monarchical model of the

papacy that had accompanied the First Vatican

Council’s decree on papal infallibility (1870). It

also called for much greater participation by layper-

sons in the work of the church and broadened the

meaning of a Christian calling, or vocation, to

include the laity as much as the clergy. This empha-

sis on increased participation by the laity in the

church’s mission was further reinforced by a sepa-

rate ‘‘Decree on the Apostolate of the Laity,’’

Apostolicae Actuositatem.

The ‘‘Dogmatic Constitution on Divine

Revelation,’’ Dei Verbum, not only reassessed the

place of the Bible in Catholic teaching, placing

it clearly at the center of all theological and moral

affirmations, but also encouraged the laity to read

and study Holy Scripture in their own languages

and called on scholars to approach the sacred

texts with modern methodologies. In this respect,

Catholicism moved closer to Protestantism.

In its ‘‘Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy,’’

Sacrosanctum Concilium, the council called for a

total transformation of the ritual life of the church,

drawing on the work that had been spurred by Pius

XII’s encyclical Mediator Dei in 1947. At the heart

of this document stood the theory that the

church’s ritual, while led by the clergy, is incom-

plete without the full participation of the laity. This

meant that rituals that had not been altered since

they had been set in place by the Council of Trent

(1563) and the Roman Missal (1580), rituals that

had seemed frozen for eternity, were to be changed

overnight. The most profound and most noticeable

change was the rejection of Latin as the sole lan-

guage of Catholic ritual and its replacement by the

vernacular. Given the Catholic Church’s global
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reach, this meant that the ritual had to be trans-

lated from Latin into hundreds of other languages.

Two decrees marked a great change in Catholic

thinking on questions of the relationship between

the church and the world. The council’s ‘‘Pastoral

Constitution on the Church in the World of

Today,’’ Gaudium et Spes, openly admitted that,

as human culture develops, it is the church’s

responsibility to address itself to change, to adapt

itself and to find ways of proclaiming unchanging

truths through the constantly evolving means

placed at its disposal. With this document, the

Second Vatican Council laid to rest the fears of

modernism that had so dominated its discourse

and behavior at the dawn of the twentieth century.

The ‘‘Declaration on Human Freedom,’’ Dignitatis
Humanae, while extremely controversial for con-

servative and traditionalist Catholics, proved to be

the one decree most warmly received by those out-

side the church. Its message was clear: ‘‘All persons

must be free to seek the truth without coercion.’’

Of course, by professing freedom of religion as a

basic human right, the council also defended in

principle the separation of church and state and

every government’s duty to protect freedom of

religion.

The council also opened the Catholic Church

to friendly dialogue with Protestant and Orthodox

Christian churches in its ‘‘Decree on Ecumenism,’’

Unitatis Redintegratio. Similar ecumenist sentiments

were voiced by the council in its ‘‘Declaration on

Relations with Non-Christian Religions,’’ Nostra
Aetate, which said, among other things, that ‘‘the

Catholic Church rejects nothing that is true and

holy in these religions’’ and that they should be

regarded with ‘‘sincere reverence.’’

A missionary listens to the confession of a young woman in Kinshasa, Democratic

Republic of the Congo, 1970s. ªPAUL ALMASY/CORBIS
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In sum, the changes brought about by Vatican
II, as this council came to be known, were not only
numerous but profound. Suddenly, or so it
seemed, many of the customs that had been at
the core of Catholic identity were gone: Latin
liturgies, veils on women’s heads at church, rules
for fasting at Lent or for abstaining from meat on
Fridays all became a thing of the past, along with
nuns who always wore distinctive habits and stayed
in their cloisters and priests who always wore cas-
socks and Roman collars. As could be expected,
these reforms could not please all Catholics.
Although most of the faithful adapted quickly or
even welcomed the reforms of Vatican II after its
closing session in December 1965, some dispar-
aged the council for having gone too far, others
for not having gone far enough. Among the tradi-
tionalists who rejected the council’s reforms as too
radical, none gained more prominence than
Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, founder of the
Society of Saint Pius X, who was excommunicated
in 1988 for consecrating four bishops without the
pope’s approval.

PAUL VI (1963–1978)

The daunting task of guiding the Second Vatican
Council and of shepherding the Catholic Church
through these momentous changes was not carried
out by John XXIII, who died after the council’s
first session in June 1963, but by his successor,
Cardinal Giovanni Battista Montini, archbishop of
Milan, who took the name Paul VI. Since his pon-
tificate was so closely linked to the Second Vatican
Council, Paul VI quickly drew fire along with
praise.

Without a doubt, Paul VI presided over the
most intense reform that the Catholic Church
had undergone in its long history, and he also
redefined the role of the papacy in significant ways.
He was the first pope to engage actively in ecumen-
ical dialogue with other Christian churches,
meeting with the archbishop of Canterbury,
Michael Ramsey, and with the Greek Orthodox
patriarch of Constantinople, Athenagoras I. Pope
and patriarch also took a significant step toward
healing the Great Schism between Catholic and
Orthodox Christians by lifting the mutual excom-
munication that the two churches had leveled
against each other in the year 1054.

Paul VI was also the first pope in history to
travel extensively, visiting every continent but
Antarctica, addressing all of humanity, not just his
Catholic flock, preaching brotherhood and tolera-
tion, promoting world peace, social justice, and
international cooperation, calling for an end to
poverty, hunger, and illiteracy.

Yet in spite of these accomplishments, Paul VI
came to be viewed as something of a failure by
many within the Catholic Church and outside it.
Such judgments stem in part from Paul VI’s inabil-
ity to arrest the mass defections of priests and nuns
and the sharp decline in clerical vocations that
began to plague the Catholic Church in the
1960s and continued unabated into the next
century.

But by far the loudest and most biting criticism
of Paul VI came from those who disagreed with his
stand on the issue of birth control. In 1968, much
to the surprise of many Catholics and non-
Catholics, Paul VI rejected the recommendations
of a commission that John XXIII had established to
review the issue of contraception, issuing the ency-
clical Humanae Vitae (‘‘Of Human Life’’), which
declared all forms of birth control a sin, save for the
so-called rhythm or natural method, in which cou-
ples abstain from sexual activity during the few days
each month when the woman is fertile. The shock
waves caused by this encyclical within the Catholic
Church and in the world at large were enormous,
in great part because this was an issue that affected
all Catholic married couples intimately and also had
implications for world population growth. To
many, it seemed a reversal in the church’s recent
wave of renewal, even a return to the days of the
modernist crisis. It also struck many inside and
outside the church as socially irresponsible, given
the unprecedented population explosion, especially
in poorer nations, many of which were heavily
Catholic. Paul VI responded to the firestorm of
criticism by standing firm on the issue, but he never
fully recovered from the disappointment and grief
that this resistance caused him. The last ten years
of his papacy were active, but even by his own
account, they seemed tinged with gloomy disillu-
sionment. In a sermon preached in 1972, he went
as far as to say: ‘‘We believed that after the Council
would come a day of sunshine in the history of
the Church. But instead there has come a day of
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clouds and storms, and of darkness . . .’’ (Paul VI,
Internet site).

One of the post–Vatican II developments that
Paul VI surely saw as a cloud was the creation of
liberation theology in Latin America in the mid-
1960s. A form of socialism dressed in gospel rheto-
ric, liberation theology began as the anguished
response of Catholic clergy who worked with the
poor and struggled for justice on their behalf,
usually in countries with subsistence economies
and an uneven distribution of wealth. Proclaiming
Jesus a revolutionary liberator not just in the world
to come but in the here and now, liberation theo-
logians called upon the church in Latin America to
do more than change the liturgy and to engage
itself directly in the transformation of society.

Liberation theology was as much a political
movement as an ideology, and its leaders could
never separate theory from praxis. Although it
had gathered momentum for several years, it
seemed to burst into existence in Medellı́n,
Colombia, in 1968, at the second Latin American
Bishops’ Conference, which openly condemned the
industrialized nations for their exploitation of
the Third World and also defended the notion that
the pursuit of social justice on earth is at the very
heart of the gospel message. Liberation theology
quickly gained many followers in the 1970s, even
among the hierarchy of the Catholic Church in
Latin America. One of its chief assumptions was
that economic conditions in Latin America made it
necessary for the Catholic Church in the Third
World to be totally dedicated to the poor and their
needs. Mixing Gospel citations, the texts of the
Second Vatican Council, and rhetoric about class
struggle—some of it openly Marxist—liberation
theologians engaged with the poor, dispensing
medicine and practical advice along with the sacra-
ments, challenging the status quo on a daily basis.
As the movement spread through the creation of
small groups known as bases de comunidad (com-
munity bases), lay leadership increased, making it
less clerical and hierarchical, and making liberation
theology less and less appealing to many at the
Vatican. Occasionally, some liberationists would
openly praise the communist revolution in Cuba
or turn their revolutionary rhetoric into action.
Occasionally, too, some would become martyrs to
their cause, as happened with Archbishop Oscar

Romero of El Salvador, who was murdered in

1980 by soldiers while he was saying mass.

JOHN PAUL I (1978) AND JOHN PAUL II

(1978–2005)

When the weary Paul VI died in August 1978, as

liberation theology was gaining momentum far

from Rome, he was succeeded by Cardinal Albino

Luciani, who, in turn, died unexpectedly after only

thirty-three days as Pope John Paul I. The church-

man chosen as the next pope in October was as

much a surprise as the heart attack that had felled

John Paul I. Cardinal Karol Wojtyła, from

Kraków, Poland, was so far off every expert’s radar

screen that he elicited responses of ‘‘Cardinal

who?’’ when his name was announced. Yet, by the

time of his death in April 2005, this pontiff, who

took the name John Paul II, would be well known

by billions around the world, Catholic and non-

Catholic alike, and would be credited not only with

redefining the papacy and the reforms of Vatican II

but also with bringing about the demise of the

Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War.

The first non-Italian pope to be elected since

1522 and the first ever to hail from a Slavic coun-

try, John Paul II defied the odds and baffled the so-

called experts from the very start. At fifty-eight, he

was one of the youngest popes in well over a cen-

tury, and this allowed him to serve twenty-seven

years in office—the third longest pontificate in his-

tory, according to the records of the Catholic

Church. There is no denying that this pope is

regarded by many as a major figure in the history

of the Catholic Church and the world at large.

Having lived under Nazi rule and then under

Soviet-style communism in Poland, and having

confronted evil with a deep faith based on tradi-

tional Catholic values, John Paul II was unlikely to

fit any existing mold or any previously devised

definition of ‘‘conservative’’ or ‘‘liberal.’’ Above

all, he was wholly committed to grounding the

Catholic Church in its two thousand years of tradi-

tion. Yet at the same time, he seemed intent on

unflinchingly meeting the contemporary world

head-on. At the core of his message lay the convic-

tion that all humans had a ‘‘universal call to holi-

ness,’’ and that this call, like the cross itself, was ‘‘a

sign of contradiction’’ to the world.
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John Paul II baffled all experts by claiming a
high moral ground and reveling in apparent con-
tradictions. Resolutely committed to moral abso-
lutes, he condemned both the ethical relativism of
the wealthier Western nations and the single-
minded absolutism of fascists, communists, and
racists. A deeply spiritual man, he assailed all mate-
rialistic and hedonistic impulses with equal ferocity,
be they grounded in the teachings of Karl Marx
and Mao Zedong or in the mindless, insatiable
capitalist consumerism of the West. A pacifist and
a shrewd politician, he condemned violence while
doing his utmost to undermine abusive regimes.
Deeply aware of the plight of the poor in the Third
World and just as deeply concerned with environ-
mental issues, he called on the wealthier nations to
restructure their priorities, aim for greater justice in
the distribution of the earth’s resources, and pro-
mote a greater respect for nature. A mystic at heart,
he defended even the smallest points of traditional
Catholic belief with dogged tenacity and at the
same time publicly approached other faiths with
reverence and humility, even to the point of pub-
licly apologizing for past instances of Catholic
intolerance.

Had he remained ensconced in the Vatican,
much of this might have made little difference.
But John Paul II was a very visible and public pope,
‘‘the people’s pope’’ as some in the news media
dubbed him. An untiring traveler and mingler—
even after a would-be assassin in Saint Peter’s
Square shot and nearly killed him in 1981—John
Paul II expanded the reach of the Catholic Church
and of the papacy itself in unprecedented ways.
During his pontificate, he made more than one
hundred trips, more than all the previous popes in
Christian history put together, logging more than
1.1 million kilometers, or 725,000 miles (nearly
three times the distance to the moon), attracting
millions of people to see and hear him in the flesh.
It is estimated that some of the crowds he drew
were the largest to have assembled in human
history.

When he died in the spring of 2005, John Paul
II was repeatedly praised for having brought down
the Soviet Union and its empire. His first pastoral
visit to Poland in 1979 and his support of the
Solidarity movement in his native land were often
cited as the first step toward the eventual undoing

of that Marxist state and all others in Europe. He

never did visit Russia, even after the fall of com-

munism, or China, which he earnestly desired to

do. But he did take a swipe at Marxism in Latin

America, not through his visit to Cuba, which had

no adverse effect on Fidel Castro’s long dictator-

ship, but rather through his condemnation of cer-

tain Marxist tendencies in liberation theology.

Early in his pontificate, while visiting Mexico in

1979, he began to challenge liberation theologians

by warning that ‘‘this conception of Christ as a

political figure, a revolutionary, as the subversive

of Nazareth, does not tally with the Church’s

teachings’’ (John Paul II, paragraph 1.4)

By the 1990s, John Paul II made it abundantly

clear through the Congregation for the Doctrine of

the Faith—formerly known as the Holy Office, or

Inquisition—that no matter how much liberation

theology squared with Catholic social teachings,

especially in regard to the responsibility that all

Catholics have toward the poor, all talk of a class

struggle and the need for revolution was totally

unacceptable. Moreover, by appointing many con-

servative bishops over a twenty-seven-year period,

Pope John Paul II made sure that the hierarchy of

the Latin American church would keep a tight lid

on liberationists.

Although popular around the globe, especially

with traditionalist Catholics, John Paul II was the

bane of liberals and progressives in the wealthier

nations, who tended to see him as unforgivably

retrograde, or worse, as a Grand Inquisitor of sorts.

On virtually every issue that was of concern to

them, he struck them as being in the wrong. He

silenced liberation theologians and ordered all

Catholic clergy not to involve themselves directly

in politics. He dismissed feminism outright,

decried abortion, and denied women access to

the priesthood. He also denied priests the right

to marry and condemned all forms of artificial

contraception, including the use of condoms as a

means of halting the spread of the AIDS epidemic.

Worse yet—as liberals saw it—he was totally inflex-

ible when it came to sex, branding extra- and pre-

marital relations, homosexuality, and pornography

inherently wrong and sinful. On questions of

medical ethics he seemed just as obstinate, challeng-

ing advances in science at every turn, damning
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those who favored euthanasia, embryonic stem cell

research, and cloning.

But that is only one side of the story.

Conservatives, too, were sometimes irked and con-

fused by John Paul II. Ironically, his consistent

emphasis on the sacredness of life, which made

him seem hopelessly conservative to liberals, also

led him to condemn some things that were dear or

acceptable to conservatives, such as capital punish-

ment, war, violence, and bare-knuckle laissez-faire

capitalism. And his peacemaking efforts also some-

times seemed like useless meddling to them.

John Paul II’s long tenure in office allowed

him to leave a significant legacy that will last at

least a generation: a conservative leadership in the

episcopacy and in the college of cardinals. Another

of his legacies is the change he effected in the

complexion of the ruling elite of the church hier-

archy, which at the time of his death was no longer

dominated by Europeans, even less by Italians, but

was instead more truly representative of the

Catholic Church’s global reach.

These bishops and cardinals appointed by John

Paul II, along with his successor, Pope Benedict

XVI (Joseph Ratzinger), will need to confront var-

ious problems that surfaced in the final two decades

of the twentieth century. First and foremost, they

will need to deal with the shortage of vocations to

the priesthood that has plagued most of the wealth-

ier nations for nearly two decades. In Western

Europe particularly, they will have to contend with

a growing secularism and a sharp decline in church

attendance. In those countries that were once the

epicenter of Roman Catholicism—Italy, France,

Spain, Belgium, and Austria—the percentage of the

population that attended church regularly or even

cared to consider themselves Catholic in the year

2000 was only a fraction of what it had been in

1900. Although great gains were made elsewhere,

especially in the Third World, the shifting balance in

membership will obviously lead to readjustments in

the leadership of the Catholic Church and to other

changes. In addition, as at the dawn of the twentieth

century, but at a faster pace, the leadership of the

Catholic Church will have to contend with unprece-

dented change in virtually every sphere of life.

But when all is said and done, Catholicism
remains vibrant in its twenty-first century and as
ready to take on the world as ever.

See also Abortion; Catholic Action; John Paul II; John
XXIII; Lateran Pacts; Paul VI; Vatican II.
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CARLOS M. N. EIRE

n

EDITH CAVELL (1865–1915), nurse, resis-
tance worker.

Edith Cavell was born on 4 December 1865,
the eldest daughter of a family of four children
(three girls, one boy). Her father, the Reverend
Frederick Cavell, was a pastor in Swardeston,
Norfolk. Edith was given a rigid and austere educa-
tion, first at home, and subsequently in several
boarding schools, where she distinguished herself
by her proficiency in French. At the age of eigh-
teen, she was employed as a governess in an Essex
family. She traveled to Switzerland, Bavaria, and
Saxony, where she became acquainted with mod-
ern German methods of hygiene and medicine. She
subsequently spent six years in Brussels as a govern-
ess and returned to England in 1895 to care for her
ailing father. This experience convinced her to take
up nursing at the age of thirty. She began a training
course at Tredegar House in Bow and then moved
on to work at the London Fever Hospital, at Saint
Pancras’ Infirmary, and at the Queen’s District in
Manchester.

Assigned to different posts and responsibilities,
Cavell acquired considerable experience of hospital
work. At that time, in Belgium, Dr. Antoine
Depage was looking for an experienced nurse to
take the direction of the new school for qualified

nurses, the first of its kind, which he had founded
with his wife Marie as an alternative to the mono-
poly of confessional training and in accordance
with their project to introduce modern forms
of nursing in Belgium. Fascinated by the English
model developed by Florence Nightingale, Antoine
Depage contacted Edith Cavell, who had main-
tained numerous contacts in the Belgian capital.
Edith Cavell accepted the charge, and thus laid
the first foundations of non-confessional nursing
in Belgium. Cavell’s beginnings were difficult, as
the school was loudly decried in Catholic circles,
but her competence was soon to receive due
acknowledgement. In 1910 she was offered the
post of head nurse at the hospital in the Brussels
borough of Saint Gilles. The hospital was soon to
host all of Edith Cavell’s students, who acquired
their hospital experience on the spot. In early 1914
Edith Cavell headed a team of no less than ninety
nurses. A reserved and even introverted character
according to some, Edith appreciated solitude but
had two passions in life: her profession and dogs,

Edith Cavell, photographed in the year of her death,

1915. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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on whom she was to write a book. ‘‘People may
look upon me as a lonely old maid,’’ she once
confessed to a friend, ‘‘but with my work in the
world which I love, I am such a happy old maid
that everyone would feel envious of me if they only
knew’’ (Hill, Ch. 4, from Internet site).

When in August 1914 the German troops
entered Brussels and Dr. Depage and his wife left
for the front to supervise the Ocean Ambulance
base hospital at La Panne, Cavell bravely held on
to her post at the head of the school and joined
the teams in the scores of ambulances transporting
the wounded in Brussels. When the many English
nurses living in Brussels were ordered to return to
Britain, Cavell ignored the order and kept work-
ing. When the German troops entered Brussels,
her school came to function as a Red Cross hos-
pital, where she was soon to accept and dispense
care to wounded German soldiers. In November
1914 two wounded English soldiers found their
way into the school. Edith took the risk of nursing
and hiding them and subsequently to help
them escape toward the Netherlands. Thus she
became a resistance worker, involved in a network
assisting the escape of Allied soldiers, but was
arrested on 5 August 1915 by the Germans and
incarcerated at Saint Gilles prison. Together with
twenty-seven other members of her network,
Cavell was charged with treason by a military tri-
bunal, condemned to death, and executed at the
Tir National on 12 October 1915. Shortly before
her execution, she uttered the sentence that was
to become famous: ‘‘I realize that patriotism is not
enough. I must have no hatred or bitterness
toward anyone.’’

The execution of a woman, and moreover of a
nurse, raised a wave of indignation throughout
the world. Edith Cavell became the symbol of
innocence at grips with German barbarity, an
image that came to be gratefully exploited by the
Allied propaganda. An American journalist wrote,
‘‘Emperor William would have done better to lose
an entire army corps than to butcher Miss Cavell’’;
the bishop of London pointed out that Britain had
now no need for a recruiting campaign: the execu-
tion of Edith Cavell was enough. And thus a myth
was born amid the conflict. Recruitment stands
were set up in Trafalgar Square in front of portraits
of Edith Cavell. Her picture could be seen

everywhere, and a staggering number of postcards
were printed and distributed in her honor. After
the war, in 1919, her body was unearthed and
solemnly transported to England. Both in
Belgium and in England, the ceremony took on
the dimensions of a national event. The press
reported: ‘‘It looks as if all of Brussels wanted to
pay a tribute to Miss Cavell’s remains.’’
Throughout the city, throngs of people were
crowded behind rows of schoolchildren, lined up
behind the flags along the streets. A religious ser-
vice was celebrated in Westminster Abbey, after
which the body was buried near Norwich
Cathedral in Norfolk. Monuments were erected in
her memory in many places, poems and songs were
written to celebrate her patriotic acts; her name was
given to a rose, to streets, squares, and of course
hospitals throughout the world, as far as Australia.
A mountain and a lake were named after her in
Canada. In 1939, a film was made retracing her
career, with Anna Neagle in the lead role. The
nursing school that she headed was named both
after her and after Marie Depage—the Edith
Cavell–Marie Depage Institute—who disappeared
in the wreck of the Lusitania.

See also World War I.
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VALÉRIE PIETTE

CEAUŞESCU, NICOLAE. See Romania.
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CELAN, PAUL (1920–1970), poet writing in
the German language.

Paul Celan’s poetry is unquestionably difficult.
It is also lively, despite a muted quality, with an
inspiration or a form of lyricism that is highly per-
sonal but that makes it uniquely identifiable and
universally comprehensible. For Celan, in fact,
poetry was a communicative act, one of these
‘‘gifts, which bring destiny with them’’; he also
stated that he saw ‘‘no basic difference between a
handshake and a poem’’ (Celan, 1986, p. 25).

Paul Celan was born within the former Austro-
Hungarian Empire, in Bukovina, ‘‘a region inhab-
ited by people and books’’ (Celan, quoted in
Chalfen, p. 4) in Czernowitz (now Chernovtsy,
Ukraine); along with the poetess Rosa Ausländer
(1901–1988), he is one of this town’s major lit-
erary figures. Czernowitz with a linguistically varied
population, situated at the foot of the Carpathian
mountains, was part of Romania after World War I.
Paul Celan was therefore born a Romanian citizen.
His real name was Paul Antschel and he was of
Jewish origin. Almost half of the town’s population
was Jewish. Otherwise, the region itself was highly
multiethnic: Romanians, Ukrainians, Ruthenians,
Germans, Hungarians, and Poles lived side by side,
sometimes for better and at other times for worse.

Paul’s father, a former soldier, was a wood mer-
chant and the family lived modestly. Paul, the only
son, received ‘‘a conventional middle-class educa-
tion, in which Judaism served as a moral structure
rather than as a religion’’ (Chalfen, p. 37), although
his parents were believers and respected the tradi-
tions. At home, the family spoke German, according
to the custom in ‘‘good’’ families. After an initial
schooling in German Celan’s father moved him to a
Zionist Hebrew school. He also had to learn
Romanian. He always preferred German, even after
the Holocaust, when he continued to write his
poems in German, thereby addressing ‘‘his poems
written in a counterlanguage to a counterpublic,’’ as
Bertrand Badiou commented (Celan, 2001, vol. 2,
p. 9; translated from the French).

In 1930 he entered secondary school, where he
proved a highly able pupil. In 1934 he changed
school because of the increasingly virulent anti-
Semitism of the teachers. At around fifteen to sixteen

years old he began to write poems and associated
with a ‘‘circle’’ of young and antifascist enthusiasts
of the arts and literature. He started to teach himself
English in 1937 in order to read Shakespeare in the
original. In 1938 he passed his baccalaureate and

enrolled as a medical student. The agreements
between Romania and France enabled him to go
and study in Tours. On his way he stopped in Paris
and visited its museums and theatres.

He returned to Czernowitz in June 1939

when, caught unawares by the war that started in

September, he was then unable to return to France.

He then enrolled to study Romance philology in

Czernowitz. The Red Army occupied the town in

June 1940 and the occupying forces sovietized the

university. It was at this time that Celan learned

Russian in a matter of weeks in order to act as an

interpreter. That year he met the actress Ruth

Lackner, his first great love and the inspiration for

many of his poems. In June 1941 the Soviets

deported four thousand people from Czernowitz

to Siberia, including some of Celan’s friends. The

following month, the Romanians, soon followed

by the Germans, took control of Czernowitz. The

Nazi night then fell upon the city. The first sys-

tematic massacres of Jews—after pillaging and

pogroms—carried out by the deployment group

Einsatzgruppe D and the SS under Otto

Ohlendorf’s (1907–1951) command, began two

days after the town was captured. In October

1941 a ghetto was established. Deportations then

followed. Paul’s parents were deported to a camp

in the Bug River region and in 1942 his father

probably died of typhus and his mother was mur-

dered. Paul himself was sent to a labor camp. From

then on his poetry was haunted by the tragic fate of

the Jews and by death. In 1944 he returned to

Czernowitz, where he rejoined his friend Ruth,

but their romantic relationship dwindled as it

mutated into deep friendship. That year he also

made the acquaintance of Ausländer. The Soviets

occupied the town again.

Celan assembled his poems with a view to their
publication. A first selection was in fact published
in 1947, when he took ‘‘Celan’’ as his pseudonym.

In 1945 he left his town, which was now part of
Soviet Ukraine, for Bucharest, where he worked as
a translator. There he associated with poets and
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artists and, in particular, Gherasim Luca (1913–
1994) and the Romanian surrealists.

At the end of 1947 he finally carried out his

plan to travel to Vienna. He secretly left Romania,

going through Budapest, and stayed in Vienna for

about six months. There he met the poetess

Ingeborg Bachmann (1926–1973), with whom he

was to have a romantic relationship, which started

again in 1950 and then in 1957. In 1948 he settled

permanently in Paris. His first collection, Der Sand
aus den Urnen (The sand from the urns), with a

print run of five hundred, has since disappeared.

He embarked on some studies and lived on grants

and various jobs. He also began to translate to

commission (for example, Georges Simenon’s

[1903–1989] Maigret novels) and to earn his living

from translation. Translation then came to repre-

sent a very important dimension of his work. He

turned his hand to translating the greatest French

poets. They included Arthur Rimbaud (1854–

1891), Guillaume Apollinaire (1880–1918), Paul

Valéry (1871–1945), Henri Michaux (1899–1984)

and others, some of whom—such as René Char

and André du Bouchet—became his friends. He

also translated from other languages: English (par-

ticularly Emily Dickinson [1830–1886] and

William Shakespeare [1564–1616]), Russian (par-

ticularly Osip Mandelstam [1891–1938]),

Romanian, Hebrew, Italian, and Portuguese.

His next volume, Mohn und Gedächtnis (1952;

Poppy and memory), won him serious acclaim in

the literary circles where he was beginning to build

a reputation and where he already had many

friends. Unfortunately, he also had some enemies,

such as anti-Semitic critics. Also, Claire Goll

(1891–1977), Yvan Goll’s (1891–1950) widow,

following a dispute about a translation, seems never

to have tired of slandering Celan and accusing him

of plagiarism. This was a baseless accusation that

left a severe and enduring mark on Celan. It is in

Mohn und Gedächtnis that some of the poet’s most

frequently quoted lines appear—those of the

Todesfugue (Death fugue) written in May 1945 in

Bucharest: ‘‘a man lives in the house your golden

hair Margarete / your ashen hair Shulamith he

plays with the serpents / He calls out more sweetly

play death death is a master from Germany’’

(Celan, 1995, pp. 63–65).

Some critics at the time compared these lines
to Pablo Picasso’s 1937 painting Guernica. What is
certainly true, as Celan’s friend Jean Bollack
observes, is that from then on ‘‘the murder camps
are rarely the object of reference in the poems;
more indirectly and more powerfully, they bring a
‘meaning,’ their shadow, to every altered signifi-
cance and to every word’’ (p. 7; translated from the
French). In a sense, Celan’s work is a response to
Theodor Adorno’s (1903–1969) statement that
writing poetry is impossible after Auschwitz.

Celan was then regularly invited to Germany—
he once participated in a meeting of the Gruppe
47—and to German-speaking countries, for literary
conferences or lectures. He also received many
prizes.

In 1952 he married Gisèle Lestrange (1927–
1991), a twenty-five-year-old artist and engraver
whom he had met one year earlier. The two
artists often collaborated. The following year,
the couple lost their first child, François, follow-
ing a difficult labor. Their second son, Eric, was
born in 1955.

In 1956 Celan was working as a substitute teach-
er at the École Normale Supérieure. In the same
year Alain Resnais’s film about the concentration
camps, Night and Fog, for which Celan translated
the text, was shown in Germany. Three years later
Celan obtained the post of German lecturer at the
École Normale Supérieure, which he held until his
death. In 1959, he published a further collection,
Sprachgitter. In 1960, he won the Georg Büchner
Prize, one of the most important German literary
prizes. From the 1960s onward he suffered from
psychiatric disorders and murderous or suicidal
impulses that forced him to have himself committed
on several occasions. This did not prevent him
from writing and publishing some collections
that are among his finest: Die Niemandsrose (1963;
No one’s rose), Atemkristall (1965; Breathcrystal),
Atemwende (1967; Breathturn), and Lichtzwang
(published posthumously in 1970; Lightduress).

On the night of 19 April 1970 Paul Celan
threw himself into the Seine, probably from the
Pont Mirabeau. His body was not found until
1 May. His wife, Gisèle, disappeared in 1991.

See also Germany; Guernica; Holocaust.
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ
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CÉLINE, LOUIS-FERDINAND (1894–
1961), French writer.

Louis-Ferdinand Céline, originally named
Louis-Ferdinand Auguste Destouches, was born
into a lower-middle-class family in Courbevoie, a
Paris suburb. The aristocratic ‘‘des’’ in his family
name was a distant memory: his father was a low-
level employee at an insurance company and his
mother was a milliner. Céline spent his youth in
Paris, where his parents had moved. He also spent
part of his school years in Germany and England.
Before World War I he tried his hand at selling
fabric and then jewelry. In 1912 he joined the
cavalry. On 27 October 1914 he was seriously
wounded in the arm. His convalescence lasted sev-
eral months, and he was declared permanently unfit
for service. During the war he spent time in
London and Africa. After the war he took advan-
tage of a special dispensations for veterans that
allowed him to earn his baccalauréat degree and
study medicine. His first written work, on the life
of the physician Ignaz Phillipp Semmelweis (1818–
1865), was his doctorial thesis in medicine. From
1924 to 1927 he worked for the public health
division of the League of Nations, traveling
throughout the world to spread the gospel of
hygiene. At the end of his assignments he estab-
lished a practice in Clichy, in northern Paris. In
1929 he began work on a novel. That book,
Voyage au bout de la nuit (1932; Journey to the
End of the Night, 1934) immediately established

his reputation as a great and innovative novelist,
an anarchist by virtue of both the violently antimi-
litaristic and anticolonialist positions he endorsed
and his destructured use of language, marked by
his original use of slang. His hero-narrator,
Bardamu, who owed a great deal to Céline’s own
experiences in the Great War and in Britain, Africa,
and the United States, became as famous as his
creator.

The novel was followed by a literary scandal
when it failed to win the Prix Goncourt after being
considered the front-runner. It was supported in
particular by a number of leftist writers, such as
Louis Aragon (1897–1982), who misjudged the
author’s politics. Céline’s true colors were revealed
to the Left in 1936 with the publication of Mea
Culpa, a critical essay on his travels in the Soviet
Union. That same year he published his second
novel, Mort à crédit (1938; Death on the
Installment Plan), whose story chronologically
precedes Voyage au bout de la nuit but did not
enjoy the same success. In 1933 he tried his hand
at theater with L’Eglise (The church), a satirical
play based on his experiences with the League of
Nations.

Success returned in 1937 with Bagatelles pour
un massacre (Trifles for a massacre), a pamphlet-
essay in which Céline used his rich and ever more
hallucinatory style in the service of an extremely
virulent racism and anti-Semitism. This was not an
isolated act of provocation, since Céline committed
the same offense twice more with L’école des
cadavres (1938; School of corpses) and Les beaux
draps (The fine mess) in the midst of the
Occupation, in 1941. Céline frequented the most
violently anti-Semitic circles of the times and pub-
lished thirty-five articles in the collaborationist
press. His unbridled anti-Semitism appalled even
the German writer Ernst Jünger (1895–1998),
whom he met while the latter was in occupied Paris.

In 1944 he published a new novel, Guignol’s
Band. After the Allied landing he fled to Germany
in the hope of reaching Denmark, where he had
savings. He arrived there in March 1945, having
passed through Baden-Baden and Sigmaringen,
where the elites of collaborationist Paris and of
the Vichy government, including Philippe Pétain
(1856–1951) and Pierre Laval (1883–1945), had
taken refuge. He was arrested in Copenhagen on
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C É L I N E , L O U I S - F E R D I N A N D



17 December 1945. From prison, and later from
the hospitals where he was detained, he prepared
his defense, wrote a voluminous correspondence,
and began work on Féerie pour une autre fois
(1952–1954; Fable for another time). In 1948 he
published a violent response to Sartre entitled ‘‘A
l’agité du bocal’’ (To the shit-disturber). In 1950
Céline was tried in absentia. He was declared a
national disgrace and sentenced to a year in prison
and a fine of fifty thousand francs. He was ulti-
mately pardoned the following year and was able
to return to France. He settled in Meudon and
took refuge in his writing, pursuing his stylistic
explorations. Féerie pour une autre fois did not
attract a wide readership but interest revived some-
what with D’un château l’autre (1957; Castle to
Castle, 1968), an autobiographical novel recount-
ing his flight from France in 1944–1945 to escape
justice. He went on to publish Nord (North) in
1960 and finished Rigodon (Rigadoon) in 1961,
just before his death on 1 July 1961.

In a certain sense Céline wrote his own epitaph
with the opening of D’un château l’autre:
‘‘Frankly, just between you and me, I’m ending
up even worse than I started’’ (1997, p. 1). A
brilliant and acclaimed stylist, a fanatical anti-
Semite, and a raging misanthrope, Céline is at once
one of the greatest French writers of the twentieth
century and one of its most unpleasant and con-
troversial personalities.

See also Anti-Semitism; Fascism; France; Jünger, Ernst.
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Gibault, François. Céline. 2nd ed. 3 vols. Paris, 1985.

Milton, Hindus. The Crippled Giant: A Literary
Relationship with Louis-Ferdinand Céline. 1950.
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ

n

CHAGALL, MARC (1887–1985), painter.

Marc Chagall was born Moishe Shagal in
Vitebsk, Byelorussia. He was the eldest of nine

brothers and sisters and throughout his life was
profoundly influenced by the Yiddish culture of
his childhood. Marc Chagall drew inspiration from
the mores, traditional costumes, fables, and
Russian and Jewish folklore of his native land. In
1906 he began his training as a painter at the
studio of Yehuda Pen in Vitebsk. The following
year he left for St. Petersburg, where he became
the protégé of a lawyer who covered his expenses,
which allowed him to develop his talents at several
art schools.

In late 1910 he discovered the impressionists at
Paul Durand-Ruel’s gallery and met Robert
Delaunay in Montparnasse, and in 1911 he moved
into La Ruche (The hive), a cluster of studios
where he and other painters and poets of the
Paris School worked and exchanged ideas.
Through his association with Pablo Picasso,
Georges Braque, Fernand Léger, Amedeo
Modigliani, and many others, Chagall became
acquainted with the successive phases of the
avant-garde. He painted To Russia, Donkeys and
Others (1911–1912, title provided by his friend
the poet Blaise Cendrars), Homage to Apollinaire
(1911–1912), and Russian Village under the Moon
(1911), using cubist construction in combination
with his own pictorial language. Spaces with dis-
placed elements subvert the rational order of
planes, dimensions, figures, and objects. Chagall
drew from the lessons of the avant-garde and let
the human figures in his art completely break free
from the laws of gravitation. They float in the air,
heads sometimes detached from bodies, alongside
cows, bulls, or goats. Chagall added to Delaunay’s
‘‘Orphic’’ spaces a rich range of colors that diffuse
light into space. His sojourn in Paris led him to the
definitive avant-garde form of his art: the decom-
position of elements coexists with the painter-
poet’s personal universe, dominated by an atmo-
sphere of fable, a symbolic visual language derived
from folk art.

When he returned to Russia in 1914, on the
eve of World War I, the colors and forms in his
paintings changed and their poetic and religious
aspects became increasingly evident. Chagall
returned to Vitebsk and painted numerous self-
portraits and portraits of those around him, juxta-
posed with or holding in their hands objects from
daily life, which appear as recurrent motifs.
Transformed or in a state of levitation, violins,
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lamps, samovars, chairs, and pendulum clocks are

depicted alongside elements typical of the Russian

countryside: wooden houses, Orthodox churches,

peasants, soldiers, livestock, and poultry. Within

this universe Chagall portrayed Jewish elders,

sometimes suspended in space; these figures allude

either to the Jewish luftmensch (someone who

lives in the air and subsists entirely on air, and

buys and sells dreams) or to the Wandering Jew

hovering over the town. In 1915, in response to

his marriage to Bella Rosenfeld, Chagall painted

the Lovers series.

In 1917, following the October Revolution in

Russia, Chagall was named commissar of fine arts in

the Vitebsk regional department of education by

Anatoly Vasilyevich Lunacharsky, then people’s com-

missar of education and culture for the entire coun-

try. Chagall dedicated himself completely to creating

a school of folk art and a community studio, which

opened in 1919. The suprematist concepts of

Kazimir Malevich, then teaching at the painting

school alongside El Lissitzky and Jean Pougny, con-

flicted with the pedagogical precepts of Chagall,

however, who resigned and left Vitebsk, moving to

Moscow. There he undertook work for the Moscow

State Yiddish Theater (GOSET), where he painted a

group of panels known as ‘‘Chagall’s box’’ (two of

the panels are now missing). Chagall later left Russia

again for Paris.

During the 1920s and 1930s Marc Chagall

added more outlining to his shapes, combined dif-

ferent media (oil, pastel, gouache), and produced

paintings with Christian themes. The primary

colors he preferred are set off by intense whites,

his figures now haloed in light. He made greater

use of the impasto technique and began to play

with multiple planes. In 1926 a series of one-man

shows in Paris and New York made Chagall

famous. Viewers discovered a body of work that

was universal in scope and open to different inter-

pretations but that always incorporated a poetic

semantics and elements that were autobiographical,

often drawn from the many trips he had taken at

the beginning of the 1930s (to Palestine, Holland,

Spain, and Italy). Like those of many other artists—

all the more so because Chagall was Jewish—his

paintings were taken down and destroyed by the

Nazis. In 1933, on Joseph Goebbels’s orders, a

burning of Chagall’s works was organized in

Mannheim. Marc Chagall became a naturalized

French citizen in 1937, then left for the United

States in 1941. When he was not doing commis-

sions, he displayed in his works horrendous motifs

in response to the barbarism of the war and the

Holocaust. His figures became scattered signs

within a space that was increasingly imaginary and

spiritual, devoid of any reference to natural laws.

Apart from exhibits in New York and Chicago, the

SELECTED WORKS OF MARC CHAGALL

To Russia, Donkeys and Others. 1911–1912.

Oil on canvas. 157 x 122 cm. Musée

National d’Art Moderne, Paris.

Homage to Apollinaire. 1911–1912. Oil, gold

dust, and silver on canvas. 200 x 189.5 cm.

Stedelijk van Abbemuseum, Eindhoven,

Netherlands.

The Russian Village under the Moon. 1911. Oil

on canvas. 126 x 104 cm. Staatsgalerie

moderner Kunst, Munich, Germany.

The Lovers series. 1914–1916.

‘‘Chagall’s box’’: Paintings for the Moscow State

Yiddish Theater (GOSET). Alexei

Granovsky, director. Seven monumental

paintings remain (the curtain and ceiling

have been lost). Paintings for all walls

on sewn sheeting (2.84 m x 7.87 m, left

wall); on the right-hand wall four images of

arts pertaining to theater: Music, Dance,

Theater, and Literature, surmounted by a

long frieze, The Wedding Feast. Facing the

stage, square image Love on Stage.
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first retrospective of the painter’s works was held in

1947 at the Musée National d’Art Moderne in

Paris. The following year Chagall returned to

France, where an edition of Nikolai Gogol’s Dead

Souls (1842), illustrated with 107 engraved plates

by the artist, was published, having been commis-

sioned by the art dealer and publisher Ambroise

Vollard, whom Chagall had met in Paris in 1923.

In 1930 Vollard had commissioned him to

illustrate the Bible; that commission was not com-

pleted until 1952, and the work was published only

in 1956. Chagall produced an extremely large and

varied body of graphic work, inspired by his unique

personal outlook. The lithographs (accentuated

with black outlines); the drawings in black and

white or in color, with reds, blues, and yellows

dominating; the etchings; the pastel drawings;

and the watercolors constitute proper exhibitions.

To Russia, Asses, and Others. Painting by Marc Chagall, 1911–1912. ALINARI/ART RESOURCE, NY
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Chagall eventually settled in Saint-Paul-de-Vence,

France, where he devoted himself to lithography

and ceramics. In 1957, again wishing to diversify

his media, he began work on a series of stained-

glass windows for sites in Plateau d’Assy, Metz,

Jerusalem, New York, London, Zurich, Reims,

and Nice.

A multidisciplinary artist, Chagall always

infused his work with music, theater, and dance.

As early as 1910 he was attending performances

of Sergei Diaghilev’s Ballets Russes in Paris.

Moreover, he always painted expressly for the thea-

ter. Beginning in 1942 he did paintings for estab-

lished theaters in the United States and Mexico,

and he designed the sets and costumes for Igor

Stravinksy’s Firebird in 1945. In 1964, commis-

sioned by André Malraux, he painted the ceiling

of the Paris Opera; his frescoes are adorned with

colorful muses, centaurs, angels, cellos, and houses,

and allowed him once again to explore the concept

of levitating figures and objects. In 1966 he began

work on the mural paintings at the Metropolitan

Opera at Lincoln Center in New York City, and in

1967, also for the Met, he designed the sets for

Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart’s Magic Flute. From

this point on the themes of his multifigure works

included the circus, religious subjects, and univer-

sal mythologies, which were always linked to more

personal myths. Chagall had achieved international

recognition. In 1973 the Chagall Museum was

inaugurated in Nice, and the artist embarked on a

final trip to the Soviet Union. Chagall died in

Saint-Paul-de-Vence in 1985. Two years later, a

major Chagall exhibit opened in Moscow.

See also Braque, Georges; Cubism; Léger, Fernand;
Painting, Avant-Garde; Picasso, Pablo; Surrealism.
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CAROLINE TRON-CARROZ

n

CHAMBERLAIN, NEVILLE (1869–
1940), British politician, served as prime minister
from 1937 to 1940.

Born on 18 March 1869, Neville Chamberlain
was the second son of the prominent politician
Joseph Chamberlain (1836–1914). His elder half-
brother, Austen (1863–1937), was groomed for
a political career; Neville was intended to look after
the family fortunes in commerce. After seven diffi-
cult years managing a plantation in the Bahamas,
he had a more successful business career in
Birmingham. He entered local government, and
was lord mayor of Birmingham in 1915–1916. In
December 1916, Chamberlain accepted a national
role as director-general of National Service, but
after seven months was dropped by the Liberal
prime minister David Lloyd George (1863–
1945), whom he thereafter detested.

In 1918 Chamberlain was elected to the
House of Commons, at the age of forty-nine.
He welcomed the downfall of Lloyd George in
October 1922, although this also ended Austen
Chamberlain’s leadership of the Conservative Party.
However, Austen did not stand in his brother’s
way when Chamberlain was offered a post in the
new Conservative government. His competence
and vigor led to a swift progress: Chamberlain
entered the cabinet in March 1923 as minister of
health, and was promoted in August 1923 to chan-
cellor of the exchequer. Although the Conservative
government was defeated in January 1924, he had
arrived in the front rank of British politics.
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When the Conservatives returned to power in

November 1924, Chamberlain declined the offer

of leading the treasury and instead requested the

ministry of health. He believed this had greater

scope for creative work, and had already prepared

an ambitious legislative program that drew on his

expertise in local government. By the general elec-

tion of 1929, Chamberlain had achieved nearly

all of his planned reforms, and had emerged as a

driving force within the government as a whole.

However, his relations with the opposition Labour

Party were poor, as in debate he tended to dismiss

their arguments contemptuously.

Chamberlain took on key roles while the

Conservatives were in opposition in 1929–1931,

and emerged as Stanley Baldwin’s (1867–1947)

undisputed heir as party leader. Chamberlain

played an important part in the creation of the

National Government in August 1931, and after

its landslide election victory became chancellor of

the exchequer on 5 November 1931. He held this
office until 1937, and was crucial to the govern-
ment’s durability and success. His orthodox eco-
nomic approach was severely criticized after 1945,
but it was the only acceptable method at the time.
Stability and confidence were slowly restored, and
in the 1935 general election the government’s
record secured a comfortable victory. Chamberlain’s
growing authority led to his taking wider roles,
including influencing foreign policy, on which he
was forming strong views.

He eventually succeeded Baldwin as prime

minister on 28 May 1937. Although sixty-eight

years old, he was physically robust and had a tre-

mendous appetite for work. Chamberlain domi-

nated his cabinet with an authority based upon

his command of detail and certainty in his views.

He was reserved in manner and many considered

him to be narrow and humorless. Tackling the prob-

lems in international affairs was Chamberlain’s

Neville Chamberlain inspects Nazi troops during his 1938 trip to Munich. ªCORBIS
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priority as prime minister. Differences with his for-
eign secretary, Anthony Eden (1897–1977), led to
the latter’s resignation in February 1938, after
which Chamberlain was firmly in charge. His policy
of ‘‘appeasement’’ was a quest for peaceful com-
promise, intended to open a reasoned dialogue
with the dictators Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) and
Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) and meet their
grievances.

In the 1938 Czech crisis, Chamberlain sought
to avoid war over a distant country where no British
interests were involved. He conceived a dramatic
plan to fly to Germany and negotiate with Hitler
directly. This led to the Munich agreement of
September 1938, which resolved the crisis on
Hitler’s terms, but without war and with a promise
of future goodwill; Chamberlain returned in triumph
to an atmosphere of euphoric relief. However,
Hitler’s occupation of Prague in March 1939 dis-
credited appeasement and made Chamberlain look
weak and foolish. He continued the quest for
peace, and when Germany invaded Poland in
September 1939, Chamberlain held back from
declaring war until a revolt of senior cabinet
ministers forced his hand.

After war broke out, Chamberlain broadened
his government to include Winston Churchill
(1874–1965) and Eden. Although a capable
administrator, Chamberlain was not temperamen-
tally suited to war leadership, appearing to be
unimaginative and complacent. Loss of support in
the House of Commons after defeat in Norway
forced him step down on 10 May 1940. His suc-
cessor, Churchill, valued him as a colleague, and
Chamberlain moved to the post of lord president
and was effectively in charge of the Home Front.
After the Dunkirk Evacuation in 1940, the popular
mood turned against the former appeasers, but
Churchill resisted the pressure to dismiss him.
However, in the late summer Chamberlain’s health
swiftly failed and he resigned as Conservative Party
leader in September, dying from cancer on 9
November 1940.

See also Appeasement; Churchill, Winston; Hitler, Adolf;
World War II.
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CHANEL, COCO (1883–1971), French
fashion designer.

Coco Chanel was probably the best-known,
most widely copied, and longest-lived fashion icon
of the twentieth century. The world cherished the
fragile pink silhouette of Jackie Kennedy wearing
her Chanel suit throughout that tragic day of
23 November 1963 in Dallas as she became a sym-
bol of grace, dignity, and indomitable femininity.

Coco Chanel, too, was a survivor. Nothing in
her modest background—carefully shrouded in
mystery, if not in myth—prepared her to become
a leading figure in the world of fashion. Born
Gabrielle Chanel, Chanel was a small-town girl
from Saumur, raised in a French provincial convent
as an orphan and tried to escape her circumstances
with the help of men of financial means and social
standing. She became in her lifetime a symbol of a
culture that she absorbed, mastered, and inter-
preted in her own domain. For all the worldwide
recognition that she won, la Grande Mademoiselle
insisted on being known as a couturière—a seam-
stress, rather than a couturier—because she envi-
sioned her trade as simply a trade, not highbrow
art. She nevertheless attained a form of perfection
in her craft.

During World War I she waged a fight of her
own against the cumbersome feminine fashion of
the turn of the twentieth century. Always attuned
with her time, she readily understood that women
could not live through those terrible war years
wearing the long, overdecorated garments and
extravagant headgear that the couturier Paul
Poiret had designed before the war. She favored
simplicity, freedom of movement, and practicality,
which were to become the standard fare of the
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modern woman: it amounted then to nothing less
than a revolution in dress.

She borrowed shapes and materials from heav-
ily codified visual universes foreign to traditional
feminine elegance: she adapted sailor’s outfits,
introduced menswear like trousers and ties, used
materials of lowly status like wool jerseys, and con-
vinced women that sportswear, comfortable as it
was, could become everyday fare. The new

silhouette that she launched—by being herself her

first and foremost promoter—had the allure of

freedom, modernity, and femininity. A garment

just had to let a woman go with ease through the

motions of everyday life. Chanel saw to it that she

could move about, walk, work, run, climb stairs,

sit, get up, and go: the elaborate cut of sleeves, the

shape and length of the skirts, had to adjust to that

need to live in the fast lane.

Coco Chanel wearing an early version of her signature suit, Paris, 1929. GETTY IMAGES
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Her instincts for cultural trends did not trans-
late in politics. Her maison de couture remained
closed from 1939 to 1954, long enough to let
her affair with a Nazi officer fade in the postwar
landscape, while the revenues from the Chanel
perfumes—Chanel No. 5, the first and foremost,
Marilyn Monroe’s favorite, which was launched in
1921—secured her financial independence.

In spite of the icy reception her 1954 come-
back elicited in the press and the profession, a
steady and growing flow of women found again
their way to 31, rue Cambon in Paris. She was past
seventy then, but managed to sustain a rhythm of
work and social life of someone much younger.
The classic Chanel ‘‘total look’’ then blossomed
fully in all its faultless rigor. Again, the timing was
right: after the fascination for youth ubiquitous in
the 1960s and the experiments in space-age apparel
and hippy attire, women were ready for elegance
again, to slip into little black lace dresses and be
ready for all occasions in a braided Chanel suit with
matching blouse. Accessories became her trademark:
boater hats, camellias, two-tone shoes, strings of
(faux) pearls, chains around the waist—all concurred
to create that unmistakably ‘‘Chanel look.’’

With her unerring feel for the spirit of the times,
she set her mind to reach a wider clientele than the
socialites she had clad in luxurious silks and tweeds
in the 1920s. She did not mind being copied—
knowing that her craftsmanship was unique—and
never joined the Chambre Syndicale de la Couture
Parisienne that tried to protect French creativity
against piracy. Her style blossomed again, this time
on a much wider scale. The Chanel revolution had
turned into classicism.

In 1983, twelve years after her death, Karl
Lagerfeld, set up as her heir by the Wertheimer
brothers, her long-term business partners, mana-
ged to revisit Chanel’s classic designs in his own
flamboyant way and gave them a truly modern aura
that appealed to the younger generations. The
spirit of the House of Chanel lives on.

See also Fashion.
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CHANNEL ISLANDS. The four larger
inhabited islands off the coast of Normandy,
known collectively as the Channel Islands, were
part of the Duchy of Normandy from 933 C.E.
and have been held individually by the English
Crown since the Norman conquest of 1066 C.E.
Each island has its own system of government.
Jersey, Guernsey, and Alderney have their own par-
liaments, known as the States, with deputies from
the constituent parishes. Leading officials are ap-
pointed by the Crown: the bailiff, attorney-general,
and solicitor general in Jersey and Guernsey, the
judge on Alderney. The fourth island, Sark, remains
a hereditary seigneurie with a working feudal con-
stitution governed by a seigneur.

Traditionally, the language of the islands was a
form of Norman French, but this was gradually
replaced by English in the twentieth century as
contacts with the United Kingdom increased. The
islands’ economies had been based on fishing and
subsistence agriculture for many centuries, but this
changed in the early twentieth century as improve-
ments in transport allowed seasonal produce such
as tomatoes and potatoes, grown earlier in the
milder climate, to be shipped quickly to the main-
land and then sold at premium prices. A second
economic change was the development of tourism
from the mainland and an increasing trend for the
wealthy to retire to the islands. All these activities
brought more money into the islands and im-
proved the standard of living for many producers,
tradesmen, and artisans. This economic growth
also brought seasonal workers to the islands to
augment the labor supply during the harvest and
tourist periods.

World War II interrupted this gradual eco-
nomic development and closer relationship with
the United Kingdom mainland. On 19 June
1940, the British government decided the islands
were indefensible and were to be demilitarized.
Civilian evacuations took place, but were very
uneven: 17,000 out of 41,000 from Guernsey,
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6,500 out of 50,000 from Jersey, 1,382 of 1,400
from Alderney, and 129 out of 600 from Sark.
These differences were attributed to confusion,
both in Whitehall and among the islands’ autho-
rities. Evacuees were billeted across the United
Kingdom and many men of military age served in
the armed forces. The demilitarization did not pre-
vent the bombing of St. Peter Port and St. Helier
on 28 June 1940 and the loss of forty-four lives.
The German occupation that began on 30 June
lasted almost five years and brought about a gra-
dual worsening of material conditions on the
islands, as supplies from the European mainland
were sporadic and all contact with the United
Kingdom was lost. This led to increasing shortages
as the occupying Germans requisitioned more and
more of the islands’ produce. By the last six months
of occupation, there were cases of starvation among
the civilian population.

The major German project on the islands was
the building of a huge fortification on Alderney

and substantial defense works on the other islands.
With little available local labor, the Todt

Organization used around 16,000 slave laborers

(usually Russian and some African POWs, but
encompassing at least twenty-seven nationalities).
They were generally in a wretched condition on
arrival, and up to a thousand died or were killed
during construction work. Resistance activity by
these laborers or by the civilian population was lim-
ited by German hostage-taking, the use of deporta-
tions, and the difficulties of escape and hiding.
Sabotage was rare and most acts against the occu-
piers were confined to various forms of protest and
the hiding of foodstuffs and other confiscated goods.

The islands’ administrators, under orders from
London, adopted a policy of passive cooperation
with the German occupiers in order to protect the
islanders’ interests. This meant passing on German
demands to the population and outward confor-
mity. However, it also left them in office and able
to maintain their position and status. The debate
about the morality of their behavior remains an
issue, but there were also other more obvious forms
of outright collaboration such as profiteering,
denunciations, and prostitution. These were prob-
ably on a scale comparable with other German occu-
pied territories.

British soldiers in formation wait to greet residents returning to Alderney following the German occupation,

January 1946. GETTY IMAGES
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The islands were liberated on 9 May 1945 and

returned to their prewar status. Some reforms were

made in the political system to increase representa-

tion and make officials more answerable. Economies

were also rebuilt and tourism remains important,

but as traditional activities such as market gardening

have declined, they have been replaced by reliance

on financial activities, aided by the islands’ special

fiscal regime and their position outside the

European Union.

See also Occupation, Military; United Kingdom; World
War II.
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CHAPLIN, CHARLIE (Sir Charles
Spencer; 1889–1977), English actor, director, and
producer.

Charles Chaplin is one of the most famous

artists of the twentieth century and remains well

known by subsequent generations. Most of his

films have been given a new wide release in theaters

since 2002, especially in Europe.

Born in the suburbs of London, Chaplin entered
professional theater in 1898 as one of the Eight
Lancashire Lads, a juvenile music hall act. In 1910,
with Fred Karno’s London Comedians, he embarked
on a tour of the United States. He returned to the
United States in 1912 and stayed there until the early
1950s. After working with Mack Sennett’s Keystone
Company (for $150 a week) in 1913, then with
Mutual Film Corporation (for $670,000 a year) in
1916, Chaplin signed a million-dollar contract with
First National in 1917. He became his own produ-
cer in 1919, with United Artists, the company he
formed with Douglas Fairbanks, Mary Pickford,
and D. W. Griffith. The Kid (1921) was the first
feature film that he starred in and directed; The Gold

Rush (1925), The Circus (1928), and City Lights
(1931) were box office smashes.

Chaplin created a universal character, the Little

Tramp. He could convey an experience of the

world thanks to the language of pantomime, and

because he embodied no national identity and

spoke no mother tongue, he touched the hearts of

spectators everywhere. Charlie, the Little Tramp,

often finds himself on the wrong side of Law, facing

the police, big business, the church—all those who

hold power in an organized society. His immense

success rested on popular acclaim but also on the

recognition of intellectuals, especially in France in

the 1920s, where many artists and authors praised

his genius. In the eyes of the crowd, Charles

Chaplin and Charlie the Tramp were the one and

same citizen of the world. However, there was

certainly a tension between the artist and his

character, one that cannot be resolved in the too

simple opposition between the ‘‘upstart’’ filmmaker’s

wealth and Hollywood respectability and the

Tramp’s voluntarily ‘‘outcast’’ status.

Charlie Chaplin in a scene from The Great Dictator,

1940. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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An American soldier in Shoulder Arms (1918),

Chaplin became a German Jewish soldier in The
Great Dictator (1940). In the 1920s a Jewish ency-

clopedia published in Berlin mentioned that

Chaplin was the son of an eastern Jewish family

that had probably emigrated to England during

the middle of the nineteenth century and whose

original name was Thonstein. This erroneous infor-

mation was, predictably, used by Nazi propaganda.

If the legend of Chaplin’s Jewishness reemerged

when he portrayed a Jewish barber in 1940, it was

because his tramp character had already been com-

pared to that of the schlemiel, a type found in the

literature of the Jewish ghetto. As early as 1928,

Joseph Roth compared Chaplin to the fictional

double created by Siegfried Kracauer in his auto-

biographical novel Ginster: ‘‘Faced with depart-

ment stores, wars, tailors, nations, Chaplin and

Ginster are disconcerted and yellow, curious and

awkward, ridiculous and tragicomical. At last, we

have found a literary Chaplin: Ginster.’’ The most

powerful description of the Tramp comes from

Hannah Arendt: ‘‘In The Great Dictator,’’ she

wrote in 1944, ‘‘Chaplin attempted to play the

monstrous and bestial character of Superman, by

confronting ‘the little man’ with ‘the big man’

through his twin character. When at the end of

the film he threw off his mask to reveal the real-life

Chaplin behind the little man whose eminently

desirable wisdom and simplicity he sought to repre-

sent to the world with seriousness tinged with

despair, he, once the idol of the inhabited world,

was barely understood.’’

The Great Dictator, said Chaplin, was his ‘‘first

picture in which the story is bigger than the Little

Tramp.’’ He hesitated between a false happy end-

ing and an open conclusion. He certainly saw the

daily news catching up with him as, at the age of

fifty, he made ready to give a last breath of life to

his character, the Little Tramp, already weakened

by the coming of talking movies. His reluctance to

resort to derision or, conversely, to strike the pose

of the political artist, indicates his belief in the

power of conviction and in the sincerity and

naı̈veté of his humanism. In Modern Times
(1936), when he mimes being dragged into the

cogs of the machine, the grace of his movements

and of his body is not only preserved but also

heightened, in spite of his subjection to a brutal

mechanical logic. By constantly playing on the
comedy or pathos of his character, Chaplin releases
the tension that exists within the social world.

Chaplin always refused to accept American citi-
zenship. During the era of McCarthyism, he was
accused of ‘‘un-American activities’’ as a suspected
communist, and J. Edgar Hoover, who had
instructed the FBI to keep extensive files on him,
tried to remove his residency rights. In 1947 he was
verbally assaulted at a hostile press conference for
Monsieur Verdoux. In 1952 he sailed for England to
attend the London premiere of Limelight. Two days
later the U.S. State Department rescinded his permit
to reenter the country. Finally, he decided to leave
Los Angeles and move to Europe, settling in
Switzerland. He directed two more films, A King
in New York (1957) and A Countess from Hong
Kong (1967). The worldwide recognition of his
genius was now a time long past. With his wife,
Oona, he was enjoying fatherhood, raising eight
children. In 1972 he returned to the United States
to receive an honorary Academy Award and got a
standing ovation from a repentant Hollywood. He
was knighted by Queen Elizabeth II in 1975.

The Chaplin Association, located in Paris, the
municipal archives of Montreux, Switzerland, and
the Film Library of Bologna, Italy, preserve the
legacy of his work and provide access to his personal
archives.

See also Cinema; Popular Culture.
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CHARTER 77. Charter 77 was both
Czechoslovakia’s most important and best-known
dissident group and the eponymous document that
announced the group’s inception. Founded on 1
January 1977, the group brought to light the
Czechoslovak communist regime’s failures to
uphold its international commitments to human
rights and its repression of the Charter’s signatories,
and issued documents on issues of contemporary
Czechoslovak and European importance. Several
of its signatories also played large roles in the
postcommunist Czechoslovak government and
legislature.

ORIGINS

The creation of Charter 77 should be seen in the
context of changes in the international and domestic
environments. Internationally, the Czechoslovak
communist government had signed the Helsinki
Final Act (1975) and had ratified the two United
Nations covenants on rights (1976). The initiation
of human rights groups in the Soviet Union (1975)
and Poland (1976) also form an important back-
drop. Domestically, in the years after the Warsaw
Pact invasion that signaled the end of the Prague
Spring of 1968, communist reformers from 1968
and noncommunists alike had become convinced
of the unreformability of the system and increas-
ingly prepared to act. The immediate catalyst that
triggered the formation of Charter 77, however,
lay in the trials of members of the rock band
‘‘The Plastic People of the Universe’’ and others
in 1976. Many future signatories viewed the pro-
secution as an unwarranted attack on creative
expression and on the alternative lifestyles of many
young people. In the wake of the sentencing of the
young musicians, discussions continued between
former communists and noncommunists, focused
on creating a broad program based on the one
value they all shared: the defense of human rights.
In a series of discussions in December of 1976 the
text of the Charter was agreed on, then smuggled
into West Germany and published there on 6
January 1977.

PARTICIPANTS

While, as the Charter’s declaration explicitly noted,
Charter 77 was not a formal organization, it did
authorize three spokespeople to represent it. The

initial trio was composed of Jiřı́ Hájek (foreign

minister during the Prague Spring), Václav Havel

(internationally known playwright), and Jan

Patočka (renowned philosopher). Other luminaries

who served as spokespeople included the philoso-

pher Václav Benda, the journalist Jiřı́ Dienstbier,

and the singer Marta Kubišová. Generally, the triad

included a former Communist, a ‘‘nonparty’’ per-

son, and one person from the world of culture. The

spokespeople were not conceived as representing

these spheres, but served to indicate that Charter

77 was composed of people holding a wide range

EXCERPTS FROM THE CHARTER 77

DECLARATION

Responsibility for the maintenance of civic rights in

our country naturally devolves in the first place on

the political and state authorities. Yet, not only on

them: everyone bears his share of responsibility

for the conditions that prevail and accordingly also

for the observance of legally enshrined agreements,

binding on all citizens as well as upon governments.

It is this sense of co-responsibility, our belief in the

meaning of voluntary citizens’ involvement and the

general need to give it new and more effective

expression that led us to the idea of creating

Charter 77, whose inception we today publicly

announce. Charter 77 is a free, informal open com-

munity of people with different convictions, different

faiths and different professions united by the will to

strive, individually and collectively, for the respect of

civic and human rights in our own country and

throughout the world—rights accorded to all men

by the two mentioned international covenants, by

the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference and

by numerous other international documents. . . .

Charter 77 is not an organization; it has no rules,

permanent bodies or formal membership. It

embraces everyone who agrees with its ideas,

participates in its work, and supports it. It does

not form the basis for any oppositional political

activity.

‘‘Charter 77—Declaration.’’ Quoted in Skilling, pp. 211–212.
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of beliefs, yet committed to consensus. Women

served as spokespeople on over 70 percent of the

slates from 1977 to 1989, and individuals from the

religious communities also played a prominent role.

This diversity also applied to the signatories as a

whole, although Slovaks were clearly underrepre-

sented. From its initial 242 signatories, Charter 77

eventually came to encompass some 2,000 indivi-

duals from all walks of life. The vast majority of

the members of the Committee to Defend the

Unjustly Persecuted (Výbor na obranu nespravidl-

ivě stihaných; VONS, founded 1978), a group that

aided victims of state prosecution and their

families, were drawn from the ranks of the

Chartists. While their numbers, given the levels of

repression at the time in Czechoslovakia, bear wit-

ness to the courage of many Czechs and Slovaks,

one cannot say that the Charter gained the alle-

giance of large sections of the population.

ACTIVITIES

Charter 77’s main sphere of activity lay in the

creation of documents, more than 570 of them

between its inception and the beginning of the

‘‘Velvet Revolution’’ of 1989. While half of

these dealt with the repression of the signatories

and internal Charter business, the other half

addressed such diverse topics as reform of the

political system, freedom of travel, the deterior-

ating state of the environment, the economy,

Czechoslovak history, minority issues, the

ongoing discussions of the Conference on

Security and Cooperation in Europe and other

peace issues, developments in other Eastern

European countries and, especially, the regime’s

violations of human rights, including creative free-

dom and the freedom of religion. In 1978 a

group of signatories began publishing these docu-

ments and others relating to VONS and under-

ground publication in Information On Charter 77
(Informace o chartě 77). Charter signatories also

supported underground publishing of both fiction

and nonfiction, and although these latter writings

are not official Charter documents they shed

much light on the Charter’s underlying philoso-

phy. The most famous of these is Václav Havel’s

‘‘The Power of the Powerless,’’ which is widely

held to be the most influential theoretical work

produced by Eastern European dissidency.

SIGNIFICANCE

Charter 77 is notable for many things, but espe-
cially for calling attention to the plight of Czechs
and Slovaks and revealing the injustices perpetrated

by their government. In some sense, the risks the

Chartists took, and the harassment and jail sen-

tences they suffered, both served as a badge of

honor for the Czech and Slovak peoples and pro-

vided visibility for their nations. Further, although

the theoretical and analytical value of the Chartists’

works may have diminished with the fall of com-

munism, they were exciting and important for their

times. Finally, Charter 77 provided a group of

people with clean hands when the communist

regime fell and new, uncompromised leaders were

needed. Several members of the first postcommu-

nist Czechoslovak parliament were Charter signa-

tories, and Jiřı́ Dienstbier and Václav Havel became

the state’s first postcommunist foreign minister and

president, respectively.

See also Czechoslovakia; Dissidence; Havel, Václav;
Velvet Revolution.
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CHECHNYA. Chechnya is a small, mountain-
ous, land-locked republic in the North Caucasus
region of the Russian Federation, somewhat small-
er than the U.S. state of New Jersey. Its population
of about one million has been decimated by years
of warfare as the Russian government, centered in
Moscow, deployed tens of thousands of troops in
two unsuccessful attempts to eradicate a separatist
movement that had declared Chechnya’s sover-
eignty. Russia and Chechnya share a long history,
from military rule during the tsarist era through
mass deportations and repression under the Soviet
dictator Joseph Stalin (1879–1953), to an uneasy
resettlement and reintegration in the last decades
of the Soviet period. That shared history did not
predetermine the outbreak of war in the mid-
1990s, but it does go some way toward explaining
the Chechens’ desire for greater independence.
There is also, however, a long history of Russian-
Chechen cooperation. During the Soviet era large
numbers of Chechens received higher education,
loosened their ties to Muslim tradition in favor of
secularism, joined professions, and moved to urban
centers outside their homeland. If not for the
economic and political collapse of the USSR, many
Chechens might have continued along this
trajectory to a modern cosmopolitan lifestyle,
leaving the ways of the guerrilla fighter in the
distant past. Instead, the demise of Soviet order
and the policies of Russian and Chechen leaders
brought about the renewal of violent conflict.

Post-Soviet Russia has fought two wars in
Chechnya. The first was waged from 1994 to
1996; the second resumed in autumn 1999 and
by 2006 had yet to end. The wars have entailed
massive indiscriminate bombing of cities and vil-
lages, with high civilian casualties, sweep opera-
tions, herding of people into so-called filtration
camps, extrajudicial killings, torture, and disappear-
ances. Some one hundred thousand or more peo-
ple are estimated to have died in the wars—mostly
civilians—and several hundred thousand remained
refugees.

Russia’s military campaigns in Chechnya vio-
lated many international and European laws and
agreements, including the Geneva Conventions,
the European Convention on Human Rights,
the European Convention for the Prevention of

Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment
or Punishment, and, arguably, the Genocide
Convention.

THE TSARIST AND SOVIET LEGACIES

Russia’s first military encounter with Chechnya
came in 1722, when Chechen fighters routed a
cavalry force sent there by Peter the Great (r.
1682–1725). Later Chechen resistance to Russian
tsarist influence was led by Islamic leaders such as
Sheikh Mansur, Kazi Mullah, and Shamil. Typical
of European colonial powers of that era, Russia
pursued a strategy of economic warfare against
the recalcitrant mountaineers, destroying their
crops and burning their villages, and perpetrating
massacres and deportations.

Some of the mountain peoples of the North
Caucasus had opposed the reimposition of Russian
rule during the civil war that followed the
Bolshevik Revolution, and in subsequent decades
resisted Soviet policies of collectivization of agri-
culture—as did peasants throughout the Soviet
Union. Perceiving the Chechens as particularly
rebellious, the Stalinist regime undertook a mass
deportation of the entire population. Starting in
the middle of the night of 22–23 February 1944,
about five hundred thousand people were rounded
up and packed into trains. Between the deportation
itself and the conditions of exile, about a quarter of
the population had perished within five years of
their departure, according to official statistics.

In 1956–1957, Stalin’s successors, led by
Nikita Khrushchev (1894–1971), officially per-
mitted the deported groups to return from exile.
In Chechnya, a program of industrialization, based
on oil refining, led to modernization, urbanization,
and a large influx of Russians, especially to the
capital city of Grozny. In the next few decades,
many Chechens, including the sizable diaspora still
spread throughout the Soviet Union, integrated
into Soviet society, entered mixed marriages,
adopted the Russian language, and pursued higher
education and urban lifestyles.

THE END OF THE SOVIET ERA

Although it is fashionable to link the Russo-
Chechen war that broke out in the 1990s to pre-
vious centuries of conflict, doing so risks overlook-
ing the more immediate and relevant context. The
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Chechen drive for independence was part of a
broad movement throughout the Soviet Union
for greater autonomy from the hypercentralized
communist system ruled from Moscow. The eco-
nomic and political reforms launched by the Soviet
leader Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931) under the
banner of perestroika emboldened activists
throughout the multiethnic Soviet Union to speak
out and organize for more autonomy. Ultimately it
was the de facto secession of Russia itself, under
the leadership of Gorbachev’s rival Boris Yeltsin
(b. 1931), that brought the Soviet Union to an
end in December 1991.

With the advent of perestroika, residents of
Chechnya mobilized to support political and eco-
nomic change. Some of them seized on nationalist
symbols and chose Dzhokhar Dudayev (1944–
1996), a recently retired Soviet air force general,
to head their movement. When the local commu-
nist authorities in Chechnya failed to condemn the
coup against Gorbachev in August 1991, they dis-
credited themselves in the eyes of increasingly
nationalist and anticommunist Chechens as well as
among the supporters of Yelstin, whose symbolic
role in defeating the coup had made him a hero.
Demonstrations in Grozny convinced Yeltsin’s cir-
cle to support Dudayev as an alternative to the
Soviet-era leader.

Yeltsin realized his mistake too late. The mer-
curial Dudayev and his supporters seized govern-
ment buildings, the radio and television center, and
an arsenal of weapons. He was elected president
under disputed circumstances and immediately
issued a declaration of sovereignty of the Chechen
Republic. Yeltsin declared a state of emergency and
dispatched twenty-five hundred interior ministry
troops. Dudayev responded by declaring martial
law and mobilizing forces for Chechnya’s defense.
Under threat of Russian invasion, most of
Dudayev’s erstwhile opponents rallied to his
side—a phenomenon that was repeated under his
successor when Russia invaded again in 1999.

INDEPENDENT CHECHNYA

Post-Soviet Chechnya suffered an unemployment
rate of some 40 percent. Its main source of
wealth—oil—saw a steady decline from peak pro-
duction in 1971 of twenty-one million tons to a
low of four million in 1991, with further declines

projected. Three-fourths of the goods produced in
Chechnya, including oil products, were dependent
on deliveries from Russia and other countries of the
former Soviet Union. In focusing on what he knew
best—war—Dudayev neglected everything else
that Chechnya would need to become a viable
political and economic entity, including good rela-
tions with Russia.

Through bribery and intimidation, Dudayev’s
forces inherited a sizable arsenal of weapons,
including some forty thousand automatic weapons
and machine guns. Because Chechnya did not
possess a formal army, many of the weapons were
dispersed throughout the population. They ended
up in the hands of rival gangs, many of them
oriented more toward crime than national defense.
As criminal activity spread beyond Chechnya’s
borders into other parts of Russia, Moscow autho-
rities became increasingly determined to crush
Dudayev’s regime.

THE FIRST WAR

The path to war was cleared by Yeltsin’s hawkish
advisors, who presented one-sided views of the
Chechen conflict, and by the Chechen president’s
suspicious nature, bordering on paranoia. Doubts
emerged within the Russian General Staff about
the wisdom of an invasion and the inadequacy of
planning. Many Russian officers resigned rather
than attempt to carry out such an implausible and
morally dubious action, and others were fired for
refusal to do so—more than five hundred, by some
estimates. Chechnya received some support from
foreign Islamist groups sympathetic to its plight,
but most came in the wake of the Russian invasion
in December 1994.

In some respects Russia could have won the
war in Chechnya. Its armed forces destroyed the
capital and gained nominal control of all other
major population centers. Chechen troops
retreated to the mountains to conduct a guerrilla
campaign. Moscow might have used economic aid
to win over the civilian population and police
methods to deal with the remaining rebel forces.
Instead the Russian forces treated the residents of
Chechnya—including thousands of ethnic Russians
who lived in Grozny—indiscriminately as enemies.
The occupying Russian army—with drunken and
drugged soldiers robbing, harassing, and otherwise
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maltreating civilians—did little to win over hearts
and minds.

The Chechen resistance forces turned the tide
of the war and put an end to Russian occupation by
becoming what Moscow had always branded them:
terrorists. The two most notorious attacks took place
in June 1995 in the Russian town of Budennovsk
and in January 1996 in Kizliar, Dagestan. In
both cases Chechen forces seized hospitals and kept
hundreds of hostages, executing some of them to
keep Russian troops at bay.

Popular opposition to the war was widespread
in Russia, led by organizations such as the
Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers, which supported
efforts of parents to travel to Chechnya and rescue
their sons or recover their bodies. The presidential
election campaign of 1996 also played an impor-
tant role, as Yeltsin acknowledged that he could
not be reelected if he did not try to end the war.
In August 1996, after another costly and senseless

attack on Grozny, Yeltsin finally faced reality

and gave General Alexander Lebed (1950–2002),

an erstwhile rival presidential candidate, authority

to negotiate the Russian withdrawal. Four months

earlier, the Russian army had assassinated Dudayev,

thereby removing an unpredictable and unreliable

negotiating partner. Aslan Maskhadov (1951–2005),

Dudayev’s successor as commander-in-chief, worked

with Lebed to craft the so-called Khasavyurt Accord.

It formally left the status of Chechnya’s relationship

to Russia undecided until 31 December 2001, by

which date subsequent negotiations were supposed

to resolve the two sides’ differences.

THE SECOND WAR

Following the Russian troop withdrawal, Chechnya

enjoyed a short-lived de facto independence,

although ‘‘suffered’’ would be a more accurate

characterization. Maskhadov won the Chechen

presidency in January 1997, in an election

Relief workers distribute food to hungry Chechens in the city of Grozny during the Russian–Chechen war, 1995.

ªPETER TURNLEY/CORBIS
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universally acknowledged as free and fair, but he
never succeeded in establishing control over the
country. Adversaries, including self-styled Islamist
revolutionaries, commanded their own armed
gangs and challenged Maskhadov’s authority and
his commitment to a secular state. They carried out
kidnappings and murders of foreign workers to
disrupt Maskhadov’s plans to revive the Chechen
economy through oil exports, and they ran a lucra-
tive slave trade, whose victims included Chechens.
The lawless nature of independent Chechnya gave
Russia ample reason to develop contingency plans
for a renewal of military conflict, even though a
May 1997 peace treaty signed by presidents Yeltsin
and Maskhadov committed both sides ‘‘forever to
repudiate the use and the threat to use military
force to resolve whatever disputes may arise.’’

Moscow’s second war with Chechnya began
during the first days of August 1999, when a force
of Chechens, Dagestani Wahhabis, and others
launched an attack across the Chechen border into
Dagestan. They were led by Shamil Basaev (b.
1965) and Khattab (1969–2002), an Arab fighter
married to a Dagestani woman. Local Dagestani
forces resisted the invasion and were soon joined
by regular Russian troops. Even after repelling the
attack into Dagestan, Russian forces continued
military operations against Chechnya, with massive
aerial attacks in early September followed by a
ground invasion. Unlike the first Chechen war—
which nearly led to Yeltsin’s impeachment—this
one was popular, owing to its apparent defensive
origins and the fact that the attack coincided with
a series of terrorist bombings on Russian territory.
During the first half of September four apartment
buildings were blown up in Dagestan, Moscow, and
Volgodonsk. Suspicion naturally fell on Chechens.

Vladimir Putin (b. 1952), appointed prime
minister and heir apparent by Yeltsin days after
the attack on Dagestan, seized the opportunity to
prosecute the war while it still enjoyed public sup-
port. Four months into the war Yeltsin resigned his
presidency, putting Putin in a position to move
from acting president to the real thing with elec-
tions in March 2000. Renewal of the war against
Chechnya, supported by an increasingly docile
Russian press, secured Putin’s victory.

The war itself dragged on for years. Even after
most of Chechnya was bombed into rubble, and

thousands of its citizens killed or driven away, the
country remained a dangerously insecure place, with
frequent guerrilla attacks, assassinations, and abduc-
tions. In autumn 2003, a Russian newspaper, draw-
ing on official sources, estimated a death toll of

about twelve thousand troops for both wars, with

civilian deaths approaching a hundred thousand.

Moscow’s attempts to ‘‘normalize’’ the situa-

tion in Chechnya proved futile. Troops alienated

the local population with their brutal tactics and

gave rise to a wave of terrorist attacks increasingly

perpetrated outside Chechnya, including in

Moscow. Putin branded Maskhadov an interna-

tional terrorist and refused to negotiate anything

but the terms of his surrender. Holding new pres-

idential elections in Chechnya failed to induce

popular support for the pro-Moscow regime. The

October 2003 elections, widely denounced as frau-

dulent, yielded victory for the Kremlin’s choice,

Akhmad Kadyrov (1951–2004), but his assassina-

tion seven months later necessitated yet another

round. No one was surprised at the August 2004

victory of Putin’s candidate, General Alu Alkhanov

(b. 1947), the Moscow-appointed interior minister.

By most accounts, the war-weary Chechen

population would gladly trade its short-lived and

costly independence for peace, stability, and a

return to the status quo ante (of the Soviet era, if

that were possible). But by the mid 2000s, the

brutal character of the Russian occupation seemed

destined only to stoke the embers of resentment

and breed further violence.

See also Al Qaeda; Guerrilla Warfare; Islamic Terrorism;
Russia; Soviet Union; Terrorism.
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CHEMIN DES DAMES/MUTINIES.
The mutinies of 1917 began in the wake of the
failed offensive along the Chemin des Dames, in
northeastern France, the last great attempt of the
French to achieve a complete rupture of the
German lines. Military historians still disagree
about many of the great battles of World War I—
whether their outcome was inevitable and whether
the generals plotting them were fools, rogues, or
heroes. Not so for the Chemin des Dames offen-
sive, which military historians condemn unani-
mously as employing the wrong tactics in the
wrong place at the wrong time. There were
problems with the scheme from the outset. Any
pretense of surprise was forsaken. It was generally
known on both sides of the western front well
before April 1917 that the French were planning
a major offensive along the Aisne River. General
Robert Nivelle (1856–1924), an artilleryman by
training, had hit upon a genuine tactical innova-
tion, the barrage roulant or ‘‘rolling barrage.’’
The artillery and the infantry would simply move
forward at the same predetermined speed, thereby
guaranteeing cover for the men advancing on
foot. But the Germans quickly learned to recognize
an artillery feint and that they could simply with-
hold their counter-barrage until the creeping
barrage began. The War Minister General Hubert
Lyautey (1854–1934) considered Nivelle’s plan

worthy of light opera. Yet it was allowed to proceed
because of the gathering confusion of French
politics.

The French made small and irregular gains,
and in the first two weeks of the offensive suffered
some one hundred forty-seven thousand men
killed, wounded, or missing. As early as 22 April
1917, Nivelle scaled down his objectives, now lim-
ited to taking the Chemin des Dames plateau—
precisely the sort of ‘‘tactical gains’’ at high casual-
ties that he had scorned in his rise to the top.
Nivelle was removed on 15 May and replaced by
General Philippe Pétain (1856–1951), the hero of
Verdun and the apostle of the defensive. But by
then, the situation on the ground could not be
resolved simply. In the short run, Pétain could
not handle affairs much differently from Nivelle.
The irregular gains of the offensive had either to
be consolidated or abandoned. Abandoning the
partial gains would have amounted to a resounding
admission of failure, a risky choice given the rising
discontent both at the front and in the interior. But
consolidating the gains meant, in effect, continuing
the offensive in its scaled-down form. Blood would
continue to be shed for tactical rather than strategic
gains. The point in connecting the Chemin des
Dames offensive to the 1917 mutinies is not so
much that this particular effort was any more mili-
tarily disastrous than the French offensives that
preceded it, but that this pattern of heavy casualties
and falling expectations had become unacceptable
to many French soldiers.

The most common form of mutiny involved
soldiers’ collective refusal to take up positions in
the front lines when ordered to do so. They
would then depart to open areas and hold demon-
strations airing their myriad demands. No demon-
strations took place in the front lines themselves.
Incidents of collective indiscipline occurred in
nearly half of all of the divisions in the French
army. The total number of ‘‘mutineers’’ is most
reliably estimated at twenty-five thousand to
thirty thousand. But such estimates are intrinsically
misleading and perhaps a bit beside the point,
because the French army mutinies comprised
hundreds of thousands of individual decisions
made and remade over a period of several weeks.
An essential fluidity characterized events. Any
estimate of the number of soldiers involved in a
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particular demonstration is necessarily a mental

snapshot, representing a guess as to how many

soldiers passed into open defiance at a specific

moment in time. The command structure lacked

the means to resolve the matter in its favor if

it resorted to violence. The mutinies largely dis-

placed the formal authority structure in the French

army. Consequently, an understanding of the

mutinies must focus on the discontented soldiers

themselves. For a brief moment in time, they were

essentially free to decide what to do next.

No noteworthy links have ever been established

between the mutinies and pacifist movements in the

interior of France. Nothing is more surprising about

the demands of the discontented soldiers of the

spring of 1917 than their diversity. Soldiers moved

effortlessly from relatively mundane matters such as

the quality of their food, to great concern for their

families behind the lines, to issues as abstract as
‘‘injustice.’’ The worry that ‘‘blacks’’ were mistreat-
ing soldiers’ wives referred to widespread (but
apparently untrue) reports that colonial troops had
been used to suppress women’s strikes. Soldiers
sought very traditional male roles as protectors of
and providers for their families. Above all, soldiers
wanted ‘‘peace.’’ But, when pressed, they plainly did
not mean peace on any terms, or even on terms
inconsistent with the war aims of the national com-
munity for the preceding three years. They sought
both immediate peace and a reformed leave policy,
although the former presumably would render the
latter irrelevant. Through working out their compli-
cated choices largely in the absence of formal com-
mand authority, the discontented soldiers made the
mutinies an anguished affirmation of the war effort
and the Third Republic that governed it.
Paradoxically, the French army mutinies of 1917

German troops advance along the Chemin des Dames on their way to the Aisne battlefields, France,

c. 1915. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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became one of World War I’s most extraordinary
exercises in patriotism. They ended when soldiers
chose to resume their duties. Suppression of the
mutinies took place only after they had ended.

From a certain point of view, the command
structure exercised considerable prudence. The
French historian Guy Pedroncini arrived at num-
bers of 3,427 soldiers tried as a result of the muti-
nies, with 554 death sentences, and 49 soldiers
actually shot. Yet the numbers told only part of
the story. Remobilizing the French army in 1917
seemed to require victims. The courts martial were
as much about identifying a group of ‘‘leaders’’ as
punishing them. This relatively small population
could accept blame for the disturbances, and in a
very real sense pay the price for the reassertion of
command authority.

See also France; Pétain, Philippe; World War I.
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CHERNOBYL. On 26 April 1986 one of the
four nuclear reactors at the Chernobyl nuclear
power plant near Kiev, Ukraine, exploded. The
explosion generated a huge fire that spewed tons
of radioactive material into the atmosphere and
made the surrounding towns of Chernobyl and
Pripyat uninhabitable. The explosion released four
hundred times more radiation than the atom
bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki dur-
ing World War II. Most of the radioactive material
fell in Ukraine and the surrounding countries of
Belarus and Russia, while lighter contaminated
material blew as far away as Scandinavia and other
parts of Europe, as far south as Greece and Yugoslavia.

The implications of the Chernobyl explosion
lie not only in the fact that it was the worst nuclear
accident of the modern age but also that it was a

significant trigger for the collapse of the Soviet

Empire and the communist bloc. Mikhail

Gorbachev, the Soviet general secretary at the time

of the accident, came to power in 1985 at a time

when the world was still dominated by a bipolar

geopolitical structure led by the United States and

the Soviet Union. For centuries the Russians, dur-

ing the tsarist monarchies and later under the

Soviets, had a tradition of intense secrecy and lack

of transparency in their governing bodies.

Gorbachev announced a new policy of openness

(glasnost) and restructuring (perestroika) soon

after he came to power. But old habits die hard,

and Chernobyl was a test of Gorbachev’s ability to

follow through on his promise to be more progres-

sive. Despite the goals for a more open, democratic

society, the Chernobyl accident revealed the ex-

tremely conservative and rigid nature of the Soviet

government. Gorbachev had made a powerful

impression on the Soviet people when he first came

to office. He was by far the most accessible leader

they had ever known. Chernobyl threw Gorbachev

off course and he was never able to fully recover.

Firefighters and volunteers were not able to

bring the fire and meltdown under control for nine

days, and Gorbachev waited for eighteen days

before publicly addressing the catastrophe. On 27

April, thirty-six hours after the accident, residents

of Pripyat, a town four kilometers away and closest

to the reactors, were evacuated. Residents in other

surrounding villages were not informed of the acci-

dent and continued to go about their daily lives

unaware of the fatal levels of exposure. Forty-eight

hours after the accident Moscow authorities

admitted there had been an explosion but insisted

that the radiation situation was not harmful to

inhabitants in the area. May Day festivities with

parades and speeches in the surrounding villages

(except Pripyat) went on as if nothing had hap-

pened. Not until after the May Day celebrations,

from 2 to 4 May, were more than 100,000 people

living in villages within a thirty-kilometer radius

informed of the contamination and forced to leave

their homes immediately and resettle. On 14 May,

in a speech that revealed nothing about the causes

or the impact of the accident, Gorbachev slid back

into an anti-Western diatribe that claimed the

United States used the accident as a launching

point for an anti-Soviet campaign. This speech,
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the lack of transparency in revealing the true extent

of the radiation poisoning, the denial and delay in

evacuating residents and alerting the world, all

added to the Soviet public’s deep distrust and sus-

picion of its leaders.

CAUSE OF THE ACCIDENT

The official explanation for the accident is that it

was the result of a flawed reactor design that was

operated by inadequately trained personnel. The

less publicized explanation for the catastrophe is

far more complex and dates back to the Soviet

Union’s rush to industrialize the nation in the

1920s and 1930s after the Bolshevik Revolution.

Dozens of giant hydroelectric plants, factories, and

later, nuclear plants were rushed prematurely into

service. Historically the Soviet Union’s occupa-

tional accident rate was the worst of any industrial-

ized nation.

The reactor that exploded was known to have a

problematic design structure; there were many of

this same model in use and scheduled to be built

all over the Soviet Union. The inadequacies and

deficiencies of the reactor design were ignored and

hidden by managers of the plant in order to fulfill

the demands of the nation’s economic plans for

more nuclear energy. Following the accident, these

design problems were acknowledged and no more

of this model were built.

HEALTH CONSEQUENCES

The terrible environmental contamination resulted

in the forced resettlement of hundreds of thou-

sands of people and the loss of crops and cropland

in the rich area of the Belarusian and Ukrainian

black earth region known as the breadbasket of

the Soviet Union. Over the next year another

300,000 inhabitants were forced to leave their

Reactor 4, Chernobyl nuclear power plant, photographed in May 1988. The lighter areas of the building are part of the

original structure; the larger, darker section is the covering constructed to contain radioactive particles after the explosion.

ªREUTERS/CORBIS

C H E R N O B Y L

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 557



homes and resettle. More than two thousand vil-
lages and towns were razed and covered over to
prevent further radiation exposure. Hundreds of

other villages were abandoned and still lie empty

in 2006. Billions of rubles have been spent on the

cleanup, decontamination efforts, and the resettle-

ment and health care costs of the hundreds

of thousands of people who suffered radiation

poisoning.

The long-term health effects of such high

radiation exposure are still a subject of intense

debate. In 1986 and 1987 an estimated 200,000

‘‘liquidators’’ from all over the Soviet Union came

to help control the fire and clean up the area so the

remaining reactors could continue to operate. The

workers who were either forced or volunteered to

help with the immediate cleanup operation in the

early days before the fire was contained either died

soon after the accident or died prematurely, pri-

marily from cancer. The other liquidators also

suffered high rates of cancers, but there is no con-

clusive data on all of them. In 2005, a report by a

group of experts called the Chernobyl Forum

attributed a total of fifty-six deaths directly to the

explosion and the immediate aftermath. The

Forum also greatly reduced the estimate of sub-

sequent deaths related to radiation poisoning

to 4,000 from previous estimates as high as

100,000. Children are disproportionately affected

by radiation poisoning because they are more phys-

ically vulnerable. Although there have been ex-

tremely high rates of thyroid and other cancers

among children exposed to the Chernobyl fallout,

and very high rates of congenital birth defects and

mental retardation, the link between radiation and

these health consequences is still debated by nuclear

experts in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and other

countries. As the Chernobyl Forum report reveals,

debates about death rates and the effects of radia-

tion poisoning remain inconclusive and will con-

tinue for decades after the disaster.

HISTORICAL LEGACY

Because there were many signs of decay in the

Soviet economy and society even before the

Chernobyl accident, the explosion acted as a cata-

lyst that propelled the Soviet Union toward col-

lapse by 1991. Imminent signs of the breakup

included rising national consciousness in the fifteen

republics of the Soviet Union, a failing war in

Afghanistan that had caused deep-seated anger

among the populace, and an economy that had

been stagnating and declining for at least twenty

years. Environmental damage and its impact on

human health were hidden under Soviet rule

and never publicly discussed nor acknowledged.

For seventy years Soviet policies had wantonly

destroyed the environment through the overuse

of pesticides and chemicals for agriculture, the rush

to industrialize, and the buildup of a military-

industrial complex to compete with the United

States in the Cold War. The nuclear accident at

Chernobyl sent shock waves through the country

that were irreparable. Chernobyl forced the issue

into the public sphere and led to a widespread civil

awakening. After the accident, for the first time in

Soviet history, civil society spoke up, protesting

and forming environmental associations to protect

the Soviet Union’s remaining natural resources. No

peaceful civil gatherings of this nature were allowed

before.

CHERNOBYL TWENTY YEARS LATER

After the fire was contained, a concrete sarcophagus

was constructed to keep the radioactive material

from leaking out. The sarcophagus was supposed

to last for twenty to thirty years, but began to show

dangerous signs of decay in the 1990s. A new

shelter was scheduled to be completed by 2009,

which is supposed to contain the reactor and the

hazardous material for another hundred years. The

remaining three reactors continue to operate.

Concerns about possible leaks from leftover nuclear

fuel in these three reactors remain.

After the Chernobyl accident the world became

far more cautious about the use of nuclear energy

and the design of nuclear power plants. International

nuclear commissions were formed not only to

research and examine the accident and the mechan-

isms for cleanup but also to ensure that this kind of

accident never happens again. Globally, public trust

in nuclear energy as an alternate source of power

declined dramatically after Chernobyl, and that

faith in the potential for nuclear power to solve

the world’s energy needs has never been fully

restored.
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WORLD WAR I

French postcard, 1914.The phrase “Je suis prêt!” (“I am ready!”) reflects the optimism of the belligerents at the beginning of

the war. ARCHIVES CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY





OPPOSITE PAGE: La Mitrailleuse. Painting by Christopher

Nevinson, 1915. Nevinson was sent to the front by the British

War Propaganda Bureau, but his modernist depictions of the

realities of warfare were deemed not suitable for the purpose

of enlisting support for the war effort. © TATE, LONDON/ART

RESOURCE, NY

TOP: French soldiers in trenches. Hand-colored postcard

photograph c. 1914–1918. Trench warfare quickly became the

structural constant of the war as armies dug in to protect

themselves from the mechanized firepower of their

opponents. GIRAUDON/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

MIDDLE:The Landing at Anzac Bay, 25 April 1915. Painting

by Charles Edward Dixon, 1916. The landing that began the

Franco-British attempt to secure the Gallipoli peninsula in

Turkey is recreated by a noted British academic painter. The

campaign was a complete failure and cost the lives of

approximately 252,000 Australian, New Zealand, Irish, British

and French troops. IMPERIAL WAR MUSEUM, LONDON/BRIDGEMAN

ART LIBRARY

BOTTOM: The Airship Schutte-Lanz Bombarding
Warsaw. Illustration from Our Airforce in the World War
1914–1915, a collection of six color plates by Hans Rudolf

Schulze published by the German Air Force Organization,

1916. Air ships were used by Germany for bombing raids

during the early part of the war but became susceptible to

attack by airplanes as use of the latter increased. THE

STAPLETON COLLECTION/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY



BELOW: French wartime poster by Suzanne Ferrand. The

message of this poster — Harvest wheat: It is gold for France

— reflects the government’s desperate need to mobilize

resources for the extended struggle. GIRAUDON/BRIDGEMAN ART

LIBRARY

TOP RIGHT: Russian poster by Boris Kustodiev, 1917. This

poster promotes support for the Freedom Loan, which was

proposed by the provisional government to raise funds for

prosecution of the Russian war effort. The economic crisis in

Russia, combined with disastrous military losses, eventually

forced the Bolsheviks, who succeeded the provisional

government in November 1917, to sue for peace. MUSÉE DES

DEUX GUERRES MONDIALES, PARIS/ARCHIVES CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN

ART LIBRARY

BOTTOM RIGHT: Cover of the German satirical weekly

Kladderadatsch illustrated by Werner Hahmann, 28

September 1919. Hahmann comments on the terms of the

treaty of Saint-Germain, which dissolved the Austro-

Hungarian monarchy. BIBLIOTHÉQUE NATIONALE, PARIS/ARCHIVES

CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY



TOP LEFT: Propaganda poster by David Wilson, England,

date unknown. Demonization of the enemy was one tactic

of war propaganda, deemed crucial in maintaining public

support as the conflict dragged on with few discernible gains

and overwhelming losses. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BOTTOM LEFT: Front cover of the wartime monthly

publication La Guerre Illustrée (The Illustrated War),
December 1917. La Guerre Illustrée was published by the

Illustrated London News and consisted solely of illustrations

reprinted from that periodical for a French audience. This

cover celebrates the contributions of women who were 

enlisted to serve in British munitions factories. ARCHIVES

CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BOTTOM RIGHT: French postcard c. 1914-1918. The

exhortation “Affectionate memory! Let your heart keep a place

for this sweet flower of Alsace!” reminds the French that one

of their primary goals in the war is to recapture the territories

lost in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870. GIRAUDON/BRIDGEMAN

ART LIBRARY



RIGHT: The Assault, Verdun. Painting by Henry de Groux,

1916. Belgian symbolist de Groux drew upon his battlefield

experience to create a vision of the Battle of Verdun, the

longest battle of the war, lasting from February through July of

1916. MUSÉE DES DEUX GUERRES MONDIALES, PARIS/BRIDGEMAN ART

LIBRARY

BELOW: The Battle of Jutland. Painting by Claus Bergen, 1916.

Bergen, the official marine painter to Kaiser Wilhelm,

witnessed the largest and costliest sea battle of the war. At

the height of the battle, 250 ships were engaged; 14 British

and 11 German ships were sunk. ERICH LESSING/ART RESOURCE, NY



TOP LEFT: Canadian Gunners in the Mud,
Passchendaele, 1917. Painting by Alfred Bastien. During

the second half of 1917, the British Expeditionary Force

attempted a frontal assault on German positions in Belgium

that was severely hampered by torrential rains and mud so

deep that equipment was rendered inoperable and soldiers

sank and were drowned. CANADIAN WAR MUSEUM, OTTAWA,

CANADA/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

MIDDLE LEFT: The Menin Road. Painting by Paul Nash, 1919.

The Menin Road was the primary route eastward from the

town of Ypres and therefore the object of massive shelling by

German forces throughout the war. Official British war artist

Paul Nash depicts its appearance in 1919 in one of the most

renowned images of the devastation of modern warfare.

IMPERIAL WAR MUSEUM, LONDON/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BOTTOM LEFT: The Country Hospital. Painting by François

Flameng,  1916. Flameng, a legendary wartime painter,

documents a grim reality of the war: thousands upon

thousands of injured soldiers returning from the front. MUSÉE DE

L’ARMÉE, PARIS/ARCHIVES CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BOTTOM RIGHT: Thiepval Memorial and War Cemetery,

Thiepval, France. Dramatic battlefield memorials such as

the ones at Thiepval and Douaumont reflect Europeans’

overwhelming sense of grief and loss in the postwar period.

RICHARD KLUNE/CORBIS



RIGHT: Architecture. San Carlo alle Quattro Fontane, 1634–1637,

designed by Francesco Borromini. This church is widely

regarded as the finest example of baroque architecture and

incorporates a great number of Borromini’s characteristic

innovations, including a gracefully curving facade and a

spectacular oval dome. ©NIMATALLAH/ART RESOURCE

BELOW: Architecture. A view of the Pont Neuf and the Louvre,

1680, by unknown painter of the French School. This view

illustrates the dramatic presence of the palace, which was

built as a medieval fortress and later greatly expanded by a

succession of French monarchs who sought to create a

residence that would reflect their power and dignity. The

Louvre ceased to be a royal residence in 1682, when Louis XIV

moved the court to the magnificent Palace of Versailles. THE

ART ARCHIVE/MUSÉE CARNAVALET, PARIS/DAGLI ORTI (A) 

The War. Painting by Otto Dix, 1932. Dix, who served in the

German army during the war, later created some of the most

dramatic images of the conflict and its aftermath. In these

three panels he depicts soldiers marching to the front, the

chaos of the battlefield, and wounded soldiers wearily making

their way home. ERICH LESSING/ART RESOURCE, NY/© 2006

ARTISTS RIGHTS SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK/VG BILD-KUNST, BONN
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( C O N T I N U E D )

n

CHILD CARE. Child care has always been

problematic. In nineteenth-century industrial

society, child care was a social necessity resulting

from mothers working. At the time, solutions were

most often found on an individual basis, by having

the children looked after by relatives, neighbors, or

a nanny. As early as 1844, Firmin Marbeau in

France conceived the idea of a model day care

center, which constituted the first stage in the

development of a comprehensive education system

for working-class children, including ‘‘mothers’

schools’’ for women who were obliged to work.

The nursery, which was supposed to substitute for

mothers during working hours, was to become a

powerful instrument of control over social and

family life, aiming to turn working women into

worthy mothers and housewives. The idea was

soon to be taken over in other countries.

In the twentieth century, the period between

the two world wars was a time of paradoxes.

Interest in the family had never been so vivid, and

the role of the mother became a central issue. The

obsession with demography sparked by massive loss

of life during World War I gave rise to the wide-

spread conviction that work outside the home was

incompatible with a woman’s natural destiny as

mother and wife, and care for the child became a

key political issue. The nineteenth-century concep-

tion of the child as an asset gave way to the idea of

the child as a responsibility and subsequently to the

child as an ‘‘idol,’’ demanding total physical and

psychological commitment on the part of the

mother. As a result, motherhood came to be

viewed as a vocational activity, a fundamental social

function requiring careful monitoring and manage-

ment, and national associations were created for

the training of mothers and the protection of chil-

dren. The nursery consultations and home visits set

up by these bodies clearly reflected an intention to

exert control over social and family life.

Numerous moralists viewed these nurseries as

a necessary evil that ought to be resorted to only

in case of absolute necessity and not advocated as

a standard solution. An interview with applicant

families prior to admission was often required,

allowing the service providers to monitor the

environment within which the child grew up.

Evening meals, most often limited to soup, were

distributed, a practice that lasted into the 1970s.

Children could now be entrusted to private child

minders, host families, or neighbors in return for

payment. In certain villages and the suburbs of

large cities, child care even evolved into a specia-

lized activity.

The availability of child care facilities played a

key role in the maintenance of women on the labor

market after the birth of a child. In most European

countries, given the growing ratio of women, and

especially young mothers, in the workforce, the

post–World War II years witnessed increasing state

intervention in the domain of family politics and

the development of different forms of child care.
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Thus, for example, several Western European

countries devoted a substantial effort to facilitating

child care, whether in the form of extended fund-

ing for parental leave or a considerable increase in

the provision of public child care. In Sweden, par-

ental leave was instituted in 1974, and the provi-

sion of public care centers has kept growing ever

since (from 2 percent in the 1960s to 10 percent in

the early 1970s and 50 percent in 1994). In 1995 a

law obliged boroughs to provide access to a care

center for all children aged one to six. In the

Netherlands, where public accommodation for

children under three was practically nonexistent in

the early 1980s, an active public policy allowed the

creation of seventy thousand additional places in a

very short time span.

But in the years since the 1980s, a period

marked by increasing unemployment and the crisis

of the welfare state, these policies have been called

into question, and one cannot but observe a break-
down in both the quality and quantity of child care
centers. Moreover, since the downfall of the com-
munist regimes, whose impressive network of child
care facilities was the object of a specific govern-
ment policy, a reduction in the number of centers
has been felt throughout Eastern Europe as well.

It would be an error, however, to believe that
the opposition between the traditional view advo-
cating the return of mothers to the home to look
after their children and a more progressive view,
emphasizing the equal distribution of domestic
and family responsibilities between fathers and
mothers, coincides with the traditional split
between right- and left-wing political tendencies.
Thus in Sweden it was a right-wing government
dominated by conservatives that passed a bill oblig-
ing boroughs to provide accommodation in a col-
lective facility for every child aged one or more,
while in France it was under François Mitterrand’s

Child care workers from the St. Margaret Day Nursery take children for a walk, London, May 1937. ªHULTON-

DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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socialist presidency that the AGED (Allocation de
Garde d’Enfant à Domicile) was introduced,
encouraging parents to provide care for their chil-
dren at home.

Yet throughout Europe the growing propor-
tion of women in the workforce and the evolution
of social perspectives and pedagogy have led to an
ever increasing demand for child care outside the
home. In 2000, if one excepts the Scandinavian
countries, which have always been in the vanguard
of child care policies, the highest rate of children
from three to six entrusted to outside care was in
France, Belgium, and Italy. In France in the late
twentieth century, 95 percent of all children in this
age bracket attended a nursery school, and a range
of other facilities was offered for children of school
age. But the accommodation of children under
three in state-financed facilities in Europe is more
limited, whatever the country. In countries like
England or Germany, family matters are generally
regarded as belonging to the private domain, and
as a result, such facilities as are available are private
or depend on arrangements within the family. In
the Mediterranean countries, where the social
structure is still heavily marked by intergenerational
solidarity, the public authorities have little say in
the care provided for young children. The ratio of
children under three accommodated in public-ser-
vice facilities is 3 percent in Italy and practically nil
in Spain, Ireland, and Germany. By contrast,
Sweden, Denmark, and to a lesser degree France,
Holland, and Belgium have favored the develop-
ment of small-scale child care structures. In
Denmark over 50 percent of the children under
three are looked after in publicly financed struc-
tures, compared to 30 percent in Belgium and
Sweden. In France the number of places available
to children under three in collective structures has
grown from 36,000 in 1969 to 267,000 in 1999,
and demand keeps growing. Throughout Europe,
one may also observe the appearance of individual
or neighborhood initiatives like parent-managed
care centers, in which parents take turns caring
for each others’ children to compensate for the
deficit in public-service facilities.

In Germany the traditional mother-child rela-
tionship has prevailed in the western half of the
country. Child care centers are still rare and
recourse to kindergartens has been a late

development. In the 1960s only one-third of the
children between four and six would attend a nur-
sery school, as the medical discourse on the risk of
contamination and illness and family beliefs about
the psychological hazards of early separation
between mother and child long prevailed over
arguments favorable to entrusting young children
to collective care.

Thus concerns about child care have varied
from one country to another, conditioned notably
by differing political and institutional environ-
ments, and have been associated with health,
hygiene, economic, demographic, or pedagogical
issues or shaped by ideas such as the role of the
mother in the household or equality between men
and women. Together or separately, all these issues
have come to determine family policies. Early-
childhood policies have always been fraught with
heavy gender connotations, as the domain of child
care has long remained a female prerogative and
has, as a result, been credited with only minor
economic and cultural value.

See also Childhood and Adolescence; Domestic Service;
Welfare State.
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n

CHILDHOOD AND ADOLESCENCE.
The twentieth century might well be called the
century of the child and the adolescent. The
Swedish reformer Ellen Key chose New Year’s
Day of 1900 to publish her Century of the Child,
and it was followed four years later by G. Stanley
Hall’s Adolescence. The idea of the child has a long
history, but the concept of the adolescent was a
late-nineteenth-century creation. Both were
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nourished by the European and American urban
middle classes, which saw themselves as creating
new civilization in which childhood and adoles-
cence would have a unique status, superior not
only to that assigned them by the peasant and
working classes but by all previous societies, wes-
tern as well as nonwestern. These concepts would
be only partially realized until the post–World
War II era, when in developed countries the
treatment of children and adolescents became rela-
tively standardized according to urban middle-
class notions of both age and gender. For the
relatively brief period from 1950 to 1980, it was
possible to talk in gendered ways about the child
and the adolescent in Western European societies,
but by the beginning of the twenty-first century
the universality of both categories was again in
question.

CHILDHOOD, ADOLESCENCE, AND

IDEOLOGY

It is important to note that childhood and adoles-
cence are normative notions based less on what
children and adolescents actually are than on an
ideology of what they ought to be. Both are based
on a notion of life as a linear, irreversible passage
through a series of strongly gendered stages, a
nineteenth-century evolutionary concept that as-
sumed that both individuals and peoples develop
through time. According to this view of the world,
nonwestern peoples were childish, new nations were
youthful, and older European nations were mature.
These modern concepts of human development
were reinforced by equally novel notions of gender.
In earlier periods, less had been made of differences
between boy and girl infants. As late as 1900, boys
were dressed in skirts and their hair allowed to
grow long until they were properly ‘‘breeched’’
(put into trousers) and ceremoniously shorn.
Even in the twentieth century, childhood was gen-
dered feminine, something boys needed to be dis-
tanced from if they were to grow up to be ‘‘real’’
men. The greater number of rites of passage asso-
ciated with male adolescence than with female
reflected the expectation that boys would put away
childish, girlish things. Indeed, for most of the
twentieth century, when people spoke of youth
they were usually referring to males. In the work
of G. Stanley Hall and his successors, female ado-
lescence was given little attention, as if women

moved from childhood to adulthood in a seamless
sequence culminating in marriage, contrasting
sharply with the discontinuous, often troubled lives
of young men. Male adolescence became associated
with hypermasculinity, and with delinquency, poli-
tical radicalism, and violence. Fears of female
deviancy focused mainly on sexuality. These power-
ful stereotypes held sway in Europe for most of the
twentieth century and only at the turn of the
twenty-first century are they being challenged.

The appeal of these stereotypes must be under-
stood in the context of significant demographic,
economic, social, and political trends in Western
European societies in the twentieth century.
Following a pattern initiated by the middle classes,
Europeans reduced their fertility while at the same
time extending their longevity. The result was that
each successive cohort of children and adolescents
was smaller. The proportion of younger to older
age groups fell significantly, while both childhood
and adolescence became increasingly refined into
smaller subgroups—babies and infants, preteens
and teens—each of which was accorded its own
special status and treatment. Although fewer in
number, children and adolescents loomed ever lar-
ger in European consciousness. By the 1960s and
1970s, the prophecies of Key and Hall seemed to
have been realized.

This trend was reinforced by changes in the
economy, which removed first children and then
adolescents from the labor market and from the
world of adults. Trends that had begun before
1914 accelerated during the Depression and culmi-
nated after 1945 in a situation where young peo-
ple’s primary function became consumption rather
than production. Children became the target of
advertising aimed at getting adults to spend on
their behalf, and a new teenage market in clothes,
music, and sport developed. Among poor and
immigrant populations, children remained a source
of economic support for families, but compulsory
schooling removed virtually all children and a
growing proportion of adolescents from full-time
employment. By the 1960s, both children and ado-
lescents were largely dependent on their families,
an unprecedented condition and one that de-
pressed the European fertility rate still further.
Families, now smaller than ever before, were keep-
ing their offspring at home longer than previous
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generations had, reinforcing the identification of
children (especially girls) with the private realm of
home and family, breaking their long-standing

connection with workplaces, streets, and the public
sphere.

AGE SEGREGATION

Outside of families and kin groups, the world of
children and adolescents was sharply segregated

from that of adults. Already segregated by school-
ing, they were now served by an array of social
services keyed to their perceived special needs. The
medical specialty of pediatrics spawned new fields

of child and adolescent psychology. The growth of
the welfare state brought with it new agencies con-
cerned exclusively with the care of young people.
Beginning in the 1920s, special courts were estab-

lished to deal with juvenile delinquency. Likewise,
the publishing, music, and film industries became

segmented along age lines. Radio and later televi-
sion offered special programming for children and
teenagers. Censorship of media came to be justified
in the name of protecting innocent children
and vulnerable juveniles. In a similar way, age mini-
mums applied to drinking, smoking, and driving
reflected increasingly strict age segregation in all
social activities.

Never before had European society been so age
segregated, with the result that adults began to
worry about losing touch with the younger genera-
tion. An awareness of peer group influence,
reflected in a concern with juvenile delinquency,
had been growing since the late nineteenth century
but reached a peak after 1945, when, despite all
evidence of growing conformity, a series of moral
panics about juvenile crime and deviancy swept
through Europe. By this time, both children and
youth had assumed enormous symbolic power.

Children with their teacher in class, Mont, France, 1950. The enactment of compulsory education laws proved a

major factor in shaping the nature of childhood in the twentieth century. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

C H I L D H O O D A N D A D O L E S C E N C E

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 565



They had become a kind of litmus test of social
well-being and national vitality. The bodies of
young athletes were assigned enormous national
and racial significance in the Olympics before and
after World War II. In an effort to rejuvenate itself
in the wake of its defeat in 1940, France invested
enormously in its youth. During the Cold War,
youth was everywhere on the frontline, symboliz-
ing either the supposed strength or weakness of the
contending powers.

Children and adolescents took on unprece-

dented iconic power in the course of the twentieth

century. Children came to stand for an innocence

that was assumed to be lost in the course of

maturation. Paradise had once been seen as a place;

now it was a stage of life. Adult nostalgia for lost

childhood was reflected in the proliferation of

child-centered holidays such as Christmas and in

popular photography, which focused almost exclu-

sively on children. Only the home, and a home

under the supervision of a competent mother, was

thought sufficient to preserve this paradise. Thus

although child-protection laws proliferated, they

stopped short of regulating family life, despite the

evidence that child abuse was more common in

private than in public life.

The symbolic status assigned to adolescents

was different. The teen years were increasingly

described as tumultuous and rebellious. Despite

evidence that modern adolescents were no more

violent or radical than earlier generations, they

were recruited symbolically as well as physically by

various self-described leftist and rightist ‘‘youth’’

movements during the 1920s and 1930s. Youth

continued to serve a similar function in the 1960s,

but even in quieter times adolescence was still used

to represent what was unacceptable, if not illegal.

The threatening image of the juvenile delinquent

came to symbolize everything that Europeans had

come to see as unacceptable in the adult male. In a

similar way, sexual fear came to be focused on the

teenage unwed mother, despite evidence of declin-

ing illegitimacy rates throughout the Western

world. The functions that demons and witches

had once performed in earlier societies were trans-

ferred to the teenager. Even as children came to

symbolize innocence lost, teenagers represented

newfound evils.

CHRONOLOGIZATION

Normativized notions of the child and the adoles-
cent reached their apogee from 1950 to 1980 and
found their clearest expression in the work of psy-
chologists such as John Bowlby and Erik Erikson
and in a postwar sociology bent on revealing uni-
versal laws of human development. Until Phlippe

Ariès published his Centuries of Childhood in the

early 1960s, both childhood and adolescence had

been treated as timeless. In retrospect, however,

these static, essentialized notions can be seen as a

way of denying or containing the very changes that

were sweeping through Western capitalist societies

and would soon affect communist Europe. Postwar

Europe was experiencing an education revolution

that had already transformed its age and gender

systems. By the 1960s, virtually all female as well

as male adolescents were in secondary education;

by the 1990s a sizable proportion of young people

would continue on to a university or technical

education. By then it was common to distinguish

older youth from adolescents and even to talk about

a stage of young adulthood prior to marriage.

The new service-oriented, information-based

economy was closely tied to the welfare state that

had emerged during the era of the Cold War. In

addition to expanding the duration of schooling,

the welfare state institutionalized child and youth

welfare services, standardized age minimums, and

policed the boundaries between the young and old.

European societies had gained an unprecedented

measure of social security, but at the cost of

increased regulation of its citizens’ lives. In addi-

tion, the maintenance of military service after 1945

ensured that the lives of young men were especially

controlled, but young women were no less affected

by the strict moral and sexual codes of the period.

An unprecedented degree of age conformity

had been achieved, reflected in the increasing uni-

formity with which people of all classes and ethnic

groups moved through schooling, into work, and

then into marriage. What Martin Kohli has called

the ‘‘chronologization’’ of European life reached

its apex by the 1980s. Even as other standards of

behavior became less rigid, age norms took on ever

greater influence. In terms of dress, musical taste,

and other markers of status, lines were now

drawn between generations rather than within
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generations on a class or ethnic basis. It would not

be an exaggeration to say that in Europe class dis-

crimination was displaced by age discrimination.

BOUNDARY EROSION

But all this was about to change. By the 1980s, the

fertility rate in some parts of Europe dropped close

to or below the replacement level. Many people

were already delaying having children, but some

were now deciding against having children alto-

gether. In many places, the fertility rate among

immigrants was much higher than that among the

native born; and because people were living so

much longer, the proportion of children and youth

became ever smaller. Children were still regarded as

precious, but with the collapse of communism

throughout Eastern Europe, state support was

drastically reduced and child poverty increased

dramatically. But Western European economies

were also feeling the effects of the restructuring of

capitalism that had become associated from the

1970s onward with the term globalization. As man-

ufacturing shifted to third world countries, male

workers’ wages in Europe stagnated and unem-

ployment increased. Married women entered the

workforce in larger numbers to compensate.

Western European welfare states softened the

effects of loss of jobs and income, but everywhere

young people again began to take up paid work in

order to earn spending money to sustain their sta-

tus as consumers. It was now not uncommon to

combine work and school at the secondary and

post-secondary levels.

The boundaries between age groups were visi-

bly eroding. Media and advertising targeted ever

younger age groups, exposing them to language

and images once reserved for their elders. Sexual

maturity was occurring at earlier ages and access to

tobacco, alcohol, and drugs became easier. New

categories—preteens and tweens—emerged to de-

scribe this precocity. Even as the lines between chil-

dren and teenagers blurred, adolescence seemed to

merge with adulthood. Teenagers moved into the

spaces once occupied by their elders, and young

adults, now postponing marriage to their thirties,

seemed less mature than earlier generations. Age

norms that had once seemed fixed by nature sud-

denly seemed uncertain, open to negotiation.

Even as age norms were flexing, they were also

becoming more diverse as Europe itself became

more heterogeneous in the late decades of the

twentieth century. Patterns of age groupings had

been different in Eastern and Western Europe, and

differences remained in the expanded European

Union. New immigrant groups, especially from

Muslim countries, further diversified the age cul-

tures of host countries. In France and Germany,

difference was increasingly the occasion for tension

and outright conflict. Everywhere there was a sense

that childhood and adolescence were changing.

Some observers even thought they were disappear-

ing. Both became less strongly gendered as the

perceived differences between males and females

were reassessed. The movement of women into

previously male spheres of activity, including the

military, was partly responsible. Evidence of female

aptitude for violence and gang behavior, as well as

the growing awareness of the feminine side of many

males, eroded both age and gender boundaries. At

the end of the century, discussions of adolescent

homosexuality and bisexuality further loosened the

grip of old essentialized stereotypes of age and sex.

All these changes have highlighted the mutable

nature of both childhood and adolescence. They have

not only prompted an abundance of psychological

and sociological studies but triggered much valuable

historical research, which throws light on the chan-

ging nature of age relations. Whatever the future of

childhood and adolescence may be, these categories

will no longer be able to be viewed as universal or

static, exempt from the contingencies of time and

space. Henceforth one will have to speak of

Europe’s multiple childhoods and adolescences.

See also Child Care; Consumption; Demography;
Education; Gender; Old Age; Sexuality.
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CHIRAC, JACQUES (b. 1932), French
politician.

Jacques Chirac is the great survivor of modern
French politics. Over a career spanning forty years
he has held every major office, culminating in his
election as president in 1995. Born in 1932 to a
middle-class family, Chirac studied at the presti-
gious École Nationale d’Administration (ENA),
the training ground of high civil servants. He
became an aide to the Gaullist Prime Minister,
Georges Pompidou (1911–1974), who nicknamed
Chirac the ‘‘bulldozer’’ because of his great energy.
Pompidou encouraged Chirac to enter politics and
he was elected for the rural department of the
Corrèze in 1967. In 1967 he was given his first
ministerial post, and when Pompidou became pre-
sident in 1969 Chirac was promoted to various
senior ministerial positions.

After Pompidou’s premature death in 1974
Chirac backed the centrist candidate Valery
Giscard d’Estaing (b. 1926) over the Gaullist
Jacques Chaban-Delmas (1915–2000), claming
that he considered Giscard the conservative candi-
date best placed to prevent the victory of the Left.
Many Gaullists saw this as treason, but Giscard
rewarded Chirac by appointing him prime minister.
Relations between the two men quickly deterio-
rated and in 1976 Chirac became the only prime
minister of the Fifth Republic to resign rather than

being dismissed by the president. Now he set about

taking over the Gaullist party (renamed the Rally

for the Republic, RPR), and turned it into the

instrument of his ascent to power. He challenged

Giscard increasingly openly, defeating his candidate

for the mayoralty of Paris in 1977. Paris became

Chirac’s second power base along with the

Corrèze. In a notorious speech in December

1978 Chirac came close to denouncing Giscard’s

pro-Europeanism as treason. In 1981 Chirac stood

in the presidential election and came third in the

first round. He studiously avoided recommending

that his voters transfer their votes to Giscard in the

second round. This is widely credited with having

aided the Socialist François Mitterrand (1916–

1996) to beat Giscard narrowly in the second

round. Having betrayed Chaban in 1974 Chirac

betrayed Giscard in 1981. By 1986 Mitterrand’s

popularity was waning, and in the parliamentary

elections of that year the RPR won the largest

number of votes. Mitterrand appointed Chirac

prime minister, leading to the first ‘‘cohabitation’’

in the Fifth Republic between a president from one

party and a prime minister from another. Chirac

came to power committed to reversing the natio-

nalizations carried out by the socialists. Much of

this program was carried out, but he was politically

outwitted by Mitterrand, who skillfully took credit

for the popular measures of Chirac’s government

while distancing himself from the unpopular ones.

When Chirac stood against Mitterrand in the

presidential election of 1988 he was comfortably

beaten by him in the second round. When the

pattern repeated itself in 1993 and the Right again

won the legislative elections Chirac held himself in

reserve and let one of his colleagues become prime

minister in his place. Finally in 1995 he was elected

president against the Socialist Lionel Jospin (b.

1937) by a comfortable margin.

As president Chirac quickly ran into trouble.

Although having promised in the elections to

remedy the ‘‘social fracture’’ caused by unemploy-

ment, his government carried out public expendi-

ture cuts. This led to a massive wave of strikes in

the autumn of 1995 and the government had to

backtrack. In April 1997 Chirac took the gamble of

dissolving parliament and to everyone’s surprise the

Left won the elections. Chirac was now forced into

‘‘cohabitation’’ with Jospin as his prime minister.
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Having been president only two years, he found
himself powerless. In the 2002 presidential elec-
tion, Chirac stood again, coming top in the first
round. To universal amazement, the extreme Right
candidate Jean-Marie Le Pen (b. 1925) pushed the
Socialists into third place. In the second round,
therefore, Chirac won an unprecedented majority
of 82 percent as left-wing voters rallied to him in
order to bar the way to Le Pen. Chirac failed to
exploit this extraordinary situation. Although he
won domestic popularity for opposing the Iraq
War in 2003 he was increasingly dogged by allega-
tions of corruption dating back to his period as
mayor of Paris. In 2005 he called a referendum
on the European constitution, recommending that
people vote for it. The ‘‘no’’ vote won comfortably.
This was widely seen as a vote more against Chirac
than against the constitution. Chirac did not resign
and merely replaced his prime minister. But he
seemed an increasingly discredited and ageing fig-
ure, although possibly still nursing dreams of
standing for president again.

The paradox of Chirac’s career is that although
he is excellent at achieving and holding power, he
has never known what to do with it. He has been a
master of the politics of patronage, and it is from
this that the accusations of corruption have
stemmed. There is no discernible ideological con-
sistency in his career. If he can in any sense be
called a Gaullist, it is the pragmatic Gaullism of
Pompidou over the historic Gaullism of Charles
de Gaulle (1890–1970). He has been variously
anti-European (1978) and pro-European (2005);
he talked the language of Thatcherite economics in
1986 and the language of social welfarism in 1995.
It has often been remarked of Chirac that he
was ideally suited to the Fourth Republic, where
the executive had limited power and the name of the
game was survival. In the Fifth Republic, where
the executive has potentially great power, that is
not enough.

See also France; Giscard d’Estaing, Valéry; Le Pen, Jean-
Marie; Mitterrand, François; Paris.
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JULIAN JACKSON

n

CHRISTIAN DEMOCRACY. Christian
Democracy has a good claim to be considered the
most successful and one of the most durable and
influential political forces in twentieth-century
Europe. From the 1890s to the 1990s, parties
claiming a primarily Christian inspiration for their
political actions garnered mass support in elections
and occupied positions of power in municipal,
regional, and national governments. This success
was all the more remarkable given the strong
downward trend in religious practice in many
(although not all) areas of Europe during much
of the twentieth century. Despite social and cul-
tural secularization, Christian Democratic parties
were highly adept at winning support for their
distinctive political message of moderate democ-
racy, social justice, and Christian morality. This
was particularly so in the predominantly Catholic
areas of central Europe. Although Christian
Democratic parties emerged almost everywhere in
Europe, from Poland and the Baltic States in the
east to Spain and Portugal in the southwest, their
heartland always lay in a band of territories stretch-
ing from the Low Countries (Belgium and the
Netherlands) in the north through western Germany
and eastern France to Austria, Switzerland, and north-
eastern Italy. In these areas, Christian parties in their
various permutations were, for much of the twentieth
century, the dominant political force and exerted a
formative influence over the structures of state and
society.

DEFINITION

It is not easy to define who exactly was or was not a
Christian Democrat during the twentieth century.
Historians and political scientists, and especially those
who are sympathetic to Christian Democracy, have
a tendency to incorporate all broadly progressive
Christian political movements into a Christian
Democratic tradition—a tradition that reached its apo-
gee in the powerful Christian Democratic parties that
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dominated the politics of many Western European
states for roughly twenty-five years after the end of
the World War II (1945). Such an interpretation,
however, risks neglecting the diversity that existed
within Christian politics in twentieth-century Europe.

Not all Christian political parties can accurately
be described as democratic. Indeed, many, especially
in the first half of the century, were explicitly anti-
democratic in their inspiration and political ideol-
ogy. Moreover, the durable confessional fault line
between Catholicism and the various Protestant
churches of Europe was reflected in differing pat-
terns of political engagement. Especially after 1945,
Christian Democratic parties in mixed Catholic and
Protestant states, such as Germany, made much of
their openness to Christians of all denominations,
but Christian Democracy was always a primarily
Catholic movement. The connection between
Christian belief and political commitment was more
individual and less automatic in the Protestant
churches than in the more hierarchical and unitary
structures of Catholicism. Religious practice
remained high in some largely Protestant societies,
notably in Scandinavia, and Protestant churches,
such as the Anglican Church in the United
Kingdom, often occupied a privileged position in
state and society, but in none of these largely
Protestant states did Christian Democratic parties
become a major political force.

ORIGINS

It is more accurate to regard Christian Democracy
as a particular form of Catholic political engage-
ment that, although initially only a minority pres-
ence in Catholic ranks, came strongly to the fore
after 1945. Its origins lay in the Catholic milieu of
late-nineteenth-century Europe. The term Christian
Democrat first came to be used by Catholic social
and spiritual organizations in Belgium, France, and
Germany in the 1880s and 1890s, for whom the
word democrat represented not a commitment to
democracy but a wish to reach out to the ordinary
people often neglected by middle- and upper-class
Catholic organizations. Their ambitions were more
social than political. Inspired by the encyclicals, or
public statements, issued by the popes, such as
‘‘Rerum Novarum’’ (New kingdom), published by
Leo XIII in 1891, these activists, many of whom
came from privileged backgrounds, sought to

alleviate the material sufferings of the poor, espe-
cially in the new urban and industrial centers.

These paternalist forms of charity went
together, however, with an emerging vision of a
new social and economic order in which the com-
petitive individualism and secularism of liberal capi-
talist society would be replaced by Catholic values
of harmony and cooperation. Thus, before 1914,
Christian Democrats began to develop organiza-
tions such as cooperatives, agricultural syndicates,
and trade unions, within which a new generation of
Christian Democratic workers, small-scale farmers,
and white-collar employees was formed.
Tentatively at first, their ambitions became more
political. Christian Democratic trade unions com-
peted with their larger socialist rivals for the sup-
port of workers, and Christian Democratic activists
made their entry into Catholic political parties such
as the Zentrumspartei (Center Party) in Germany
and the Catholic Party in Belgium, which had
emerged in the late nineteenth century to defend
Catholic interests in local and national politics.
Christian Democracy was, however, only a minor-
ity current in pre-1914 European Catholic politics.
The German and Belgian parties, as well as the
Christlich-Soziale Partei (Christian Social Party) in
Austria, continued to be dominated by a middle-
class elite and committed to the protection of the
Catholic Church’s institutional interests.

This largely remained the case during the inter-
war years. The democratic reforms enacted in many
European states after World War I, such as the
establishment of the Weimar Republic in Germany,
created a more favorable environment for Christian
Democracy. Membership in Christian trade unions
increased rapidly, notably in Germany, Italy, and
France, and the established Catholic parties were
obliged to open their ranks more fully to Christian
Democrats in order to reach out to a mass elector-
ate. The dominant trend in Catholic politics during
the interwar years was, however, away from the
practical and incremental economic and social
reforms favored by Christian Democrats. Instead,
many Catholics were drawn toward the more mili-
tant rhetoric of spiritual reconquest favored by the
papacy or toward ideologies of the extreme Right.
In Italy, the short-lived progressive Catholic party,
the Partito Popolare Italiano (Italian Popular Party),
was swept away by the Fascist seizure of power in
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1922, and in Spain the Confederación Española de
Derechas Autónomas (Spanish Confederation of
Autonomous Right-Wing Groups), the principal
Catholic political party during the Second Republic
(1931–1936), collapsed in the turmoil of the Civil
War (1936–1939), during which many Catholics
supported the Nationalist forces led by General
Franco. In Germany, the Nazi Party won a lower

proportion of the votes in Catholic areas of

Germany, and along with most Catholic political

organizations Christian Democrats opposed the

militantly nationalist and populist tone of Nazi elec-

toral rhetoric. But with Hitler’s accession to power

in January 1933 and the subsequent concordat

between the Nazi regime and the papacy in July

1933, Christian Democratic groups were obliged

to either disband or continue their activities dis-

creetly within the institutions of the Catholic

Church.

HEYDAY

Given this history, it is at first sight surprising that

Christian Democratic parties should have emerged so

powerfully onto the European political stage after

1945. In Italy, the new Catholic party, Democrazia

Cristiana (Christian Democracy), won an impressive

35 percent of the vote in the first postwar elections

(1946), and the party’s initial leader, Alcide De

Gasperi, was prime minister of the new Italian state

until 1953. In Belgium and the Netherlands, the

Christelijke Volkspartij–Parti Social Chrétien and

Katholieke Volkspartij, respectively, rapidly became

major parties in the postwar political system, as did

the Österreichische Volkspartei in Austria. Perhaps

most dramatic was the success of the Christian

Democratic parties in France and Germany. In

France, where political polarization between support-

ers and opponents of the republic had hitherto hin-

dered the development of an autonomous Christian

Democratic politics, the Mouvement Républicain

Populaire (MRP), established in 1944 by Christian

Democratic activists, won 28 percent of the vote in

the 1946 elections, making it the principal electoral

rival to the Communist Party. In Germany, the

Catholic Church was one of the few remaining

social organizations after the final collapse of

Nazism. Christian Democratic politicians estab-

lished a new party, the Christlich-Demokratische

Union (Christian Democrat Union, CDU), in

1945, which with its sister party, the Christlich-

Soziale Union (Christian Social Union, CSU) in

Bavaria, became the leading political force in the

new Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany,

created in 1949). The CDU and CSU dominated

West German politics in the 1950s and 1960s, and

the Catholic leader of the CDU, Konrad Adenauer,

became the first chancellor of the new German state.

The emergence of Christian Democracy after
1945 was largely due to changes within Catholic
political ranks. The engagement of many Catholic
political groups with the extreme Right during the
1920s and 1930s left the way open for a new
generation of Christian Democratic activists to
come to the fore. These were predominantly
younger people, often from intellectual back-
grounds, who had been formed in the Catholic
spiritual and social organizations that had prolifer-
ated in the interwar years. Some had been active
in the Resistance against German occupation dur-
ing the war, and most shared a strong belief in
the need to create a modern, Christian-inspired
politics that accepted the defining framework of
parliamentary democracy. This new mood of open-
ness was accompanied, however, by more tradi-
tional Catholic mentalities. Fear of communism—
both of the Soviet Union and of the national
Communist parties—had been intensified by the
events of the war years, prompting a mentality of
Catholic solidarity against the threat of communist
rule or of a popular front of socialist and liberal
anticlerical forces. Another element of Christian
Democracy’s appeal was that many of the tradi-
tional right-wing parties had been discredited by
fascism and the center-right ideology of the
Christian Democratic parties appealed to many
electors who no longer had a political home. The
Christian Democratic parties therefore skillfully
combined appeals to Christian unity with a strong
rhetoric of anticommunism and policies designed
to appeal to social groups such as farmers and the
middle classes that had formerly tended to vote for
the political right.

This formula was a successful one. By the end
of the 1950s, it was possible to speak of Christian
Democratic dominance in the politics of Western
Europe. With the notable exception of France,
where the MRP declined rapidly during the
1950s, Christian Democratic parties were a major
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governmental force in Germany, Austria, Switzer-
land, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Lux-
embourg. It is perhaps no accident that, apart from
Austria and Switzerland, these states were also sig-
natories of the Treaty of Rome (1957), which
established the European Economic Community
(EEC). The EEC’s moderate parliamentary democ-
racy and economic free market combined with sub-
stantial welfare provisions and economic protection
for the professions and agricultural producers bore
the imprint of its Christian Democratic founders.
Thus, although the leaders of the Christian
Democratic parties remained careful to emphasize
their commitment to a Christian social and political
ideal, they were by the 1960s increasingly secular
parties of the center-right, drawing their support
from rural and small-town Europe as well as from
the middle classes and from technical and white-
collar employees who had benefited from the high
levels of postwar economic growth.

DECLINE AND TRANSFORMATION

By the end of the 1960s, Christian Democratic
parties were on the wane. Social Democratic parties
were competing effectively for elements of their
electorate, and the profound changes in the char-
acter of Catholicism initiated by the Second
Vatican Council (1962–1965) eroded the close
connection between religious practice and political
commitment. Many Christian trade unions broke
away from the parties, and Catholic militants
engaged in the new forms of social protest that
swept across Europe during the late 1960s and
early 1970s. In Italy, Democrazia Cristiana
remained a powerful bulwark against the threat of
a Communist electoral victory, but elsewhere the
1970s was an era of marked decline for Christian
Democratic parties. The unity of purpose and the
mentality derived from a Christian identity that
they had once built on were no longer as powerful
and Christian Democratic parties were obliged to
find new identities and ways of winning electoral
support.

They did so with varying degrees of success. In
Italy, Democrazia Cristiana effectively disappeared
in the realignment of political forces that took place
in the 1990s. But in Germany, and to a lesser
degree in Belgium and the Netherlands, the
Christian Democrats proved to be much more

resilient. Under the long chancellorship of
Helmut Kohl (1982 to 1998), the CDU and
CSU once again dominated the government and
they presided over the reunification of the country
after the collapse of the German Democratic
Republic (East Germany). As Kohl’s success
demonstrated, however, the power of Christian
Democracy depended on maintaining the support
of those middle-class and rural voters who had long
formed the core of its supporters, as well as on
emphasizing such themes as prudent economic
management and the construction of a united
Europe, which could win over less committed
voters. In this way, Christian Democratic parties
were able to live on, even when the distinctive
political and social ideology that had given rise to
Christian Democracy had largely come to an end.

See also Adenauer, Konrad; Catholicism; Common
Agricultural Policy; Resistance; Vatican II.
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CHRISTO (b. 1935), Bulgarian-born artist
known for environmental art installations created
in collaboration with his wife, Jeanne-Claude.

Since their first collaborative project in 1961,
Dockside Packages (Cologne, West Germany),
Christo and Jeanne-Claude (who use only their
first names) have repackaged the ecological con-
texts of urban and rural environments through
experimental transformations. Creating a fusion of
artistic and societal engagement, they have engi-
neered dozens of heroically scaled, transitory site-
oriented works emerging out of the pop idiom of
the 1960s and earth art movement of the early
1970s. Critical acclaim and enthusiastic endorse-
ments are shared by aesthetic theorists, avid collec-
tors, and supportive curators as well as civic and
public leaders for expanding art’s definition into
new dimensions of social and community activism.
The ensuing public discourse—Is it art? What does
it mean?—becomes an essential element of the
artistic process. Arguing before zoning boards and
town councils, they encourage a dialogue between
highbrow critics and Everyman. Less sympathetic
observers have questioned their relentless self-pro-
motion, claiming these stunts have relied on media
promotion fueled by a Dada-inspired, antiart popu-
lism stripping away artistic boundaries. Accepting
no commercial sponsors or corporate donations,
they express a determination to ‘‘work in total
freedom.’’

With constantly innovative uses of industrial
materials called ‘‘hardware,’’ they achieve disquiet-
ing acts of subterfuge and transformation.
Landmark buildings, geological sites, public parks,
and other iconic locations are characteristically
wrapped in tarpaulins, draped in canvas, or con-
cealed in thousands of square meters of fabrics and
ropes, each given new but only temporary physical
identities. Because these projects are expected to
live by creation, not merely as sketchbook dreams,

Christo and Jean-Claude dismiss being called con-
ceptual artists. Documentary films and elaborate
‘‘not for profit’’ funding schemes have gained them
an enviable reputation as Robin-Hood-like artists-
provocateurs.

Fatefully entwined, their destinies began at
the same hour on 13 June 1935 when they were
both born, but in dramatically diverse political cir-
cumstances. Christo (Christo Vladimirov Javacheff,
born and raised in Gabrovo, Bulgaria) grew up in an
educated, comfortable family of textile industrialists.
Jeanne-Claude (Jeanne-Claude Denat de Guillebon)
was born in Casablanca, Morocco, to a prominent
French military family. She enjoyed an affluent child-
hood pampered in the milieu of colonial North
Africa as her father rose to the rank of general.
Christo’s early years in the People’s Republic of
Bulgaria, a repressive satellite state of the communist
Soviet empire, left an indelible impression. An
ongoing quest for artistic freedom can be traced back
to his memories of censored, restricted art in this era
of Stalinist-driven socialist realism. An underlying
motif would become permeating invisible borders,
walls, and fences analogous to his origins behind the
Iron Curtain. Between 1953 and 1956 Christo was
quickly recognized for his superior drawing skills at
the conservative Fine Arts Academy of Sofia.
Ironically, his formative years were in complete iso-
lation from postwar avant-garde movements and
styles between Paris and New York. Escaping to the
West from Prague to Vienna in a freezing, unheated
freight train on 10 January 1957, Christo literally
arrived without any possessions. He attended the
Vienna Fine Arts Academy, stayed temporarily in
Geneva, and arrived in Paris in 1958. The penniless
Bulgarian artist met the privileged socialite in the
Latin Quarter as their journeys merged into a single
artistic persona.

Early influences can be traced to a transition
from abstract expressionism to pop in common-
place, man-made materials used by Jasper Johns
and Robert Rauschenberg. Wrapped Bottles and
Cans (1958–1959) were Christo’s first ‘‘packaged
objects’’ establishing the theme of material altera-
tion. Wrapped Bottles and Cans began an extended
series of related ‘‘wrappings.’’ While insisting their
purpose is ‘‘more about altering an environment,’’
the idea for wrapping was an underlying motif
culminating in 1975 with the ‘‘wrapping’’ of the
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Pont Neuf in Paris. Furthermore, they are quick to
rectify misconceptions noting that it is ‘‘totally idio-
tic’’ to label them erroneously as ‘‘wrapping artists.’’

Appreciating their use of ‘‘fabric, cloth, and tex-
tiles’’ in a manner that is ‘‘fragile, sensual, and

temporary’’ enforces the notion that ‘‘wrapping is
not at all the common denominator of the works.’’

Following the art world’s shift from the

lethargy of Paris, they established their permanent
residence and studio in New York in 1964, and he

became a U.S. citizen in 1973. A prescient New
York Times review (2 May 1964) mentions the
newly landed Christo’s ‘‘pet trick . . . wrapped

packages prompting curiosity.’’ The astonishing
future direction for Christo and Jeanne-Claude’s

career trajectory, utilizing hundreds of thousands
of square feet of tarpaulin, miles of woven nylon

fabrics, steel cables and ropes, and tons of steel and
concrete, each project with a multimillion-dollar

budget, has shaped one of the unique artistic
résumés of the twentieth century.

Major projects often require an evolutionary
process requiring a span of years or even decades
from initial germination to realized completions.

During the intial ‘‘software’’ period, the project
evolves through preparatory drawings, collages,

and scale models. As momentum gathers, Christo
and Jeanne-Claude move toward ‘‘crystallization’’

of the project and oversee construction of the proj-
ect’s ‘‘hardware,’’ inventing engineering and con-

struction blueprints. The projects ultimately reach
completion for days or a few weeks at a time under
the glare of news media coverage and fine art

photography and documentary cinematography
capturing the moment. This is an ‘‘aesthetic deci-

sion’’ allowing the artists to ‘‘endow the works of
art with the feeling of urgency to be seen, and the

tenderness brought by the fact that it will not last.’’

Among their most noteworthy experimental
projects are: Wrapped Kunsthalle (Bern, Switzer-

land, 1968); Wrapped Museum of Contemporary
Art (Chicago, 1969); Valley Curtain (Rifle,

The Pont Neuf Wrapped, Paris, 1975-1985. Installation by Christo and Jeanne-Claude. REPRODUCED BY PERMISSION
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Colorado, 1970–1972); Wrapped Roman Wall
(Rome, 1974); Running Fence (Sonoma and Marin
Counties, California, 1972–1976); Surrounded
Islands (Biscayne Bay, Miami, 1980–1983); The Pont
Neuf Wrapped (Paris, 1975–1985); The Umbrellas
(Ibaraki, Japan, and California, 1984–1991);
Wrapped Reichstag (Berlin, 1971–1995); Wrapped
Trees (Riehen-Basel, Switzerland, 1997–1998); The
Gates (Central Park, New York City, 1979–2005);
and Over the River (Arkansas River, Colorado, in prog-
ress at this writing.) Recognized as global artists,
Christo and Jeanne-Claude are remarkably unpreten-
tious, humorous, and humbled by their celebrity.
They continue to enlighten and amuse, creating
beguiling and intellectually unpredictable intersections
between art and life. A ceaseless itinerary sparks this
sprawling legacy of artistic prophesy alighting on four
continents.

See also Avant-Garde.
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CHURCHILL, WINSTON (1874–1965),
British politician, prime minister from 1940 to
1945 and 1951 to 1955.

After a long and controversial career, Winston
Churchill became prime minister in May 1940, just
as the German offensive in the west began. His
inspiring leadership during the following year in
which Britain stood alone against Adolf Hitler
(1889–1945) was crucial in preventing a Nazi vic-
tory in World War II. After Russia and the United
States entered the war in 1941, Churchill was one
of the three leaders of the ‘‘grand alliance’’ that
eventually defeated Germany in 1945. For these

reasons, since 1945 Churchill has been popularly
regarded as the most important figure in modern
British history.

Churchill was a complex and fascinating figure,
and his talents and drive were admired as much as
his ambition and judgment were mistrusted. His
industriousness, inquisitiveness, and ingenuity made
him the master of any topic that he addressed or
any government department that he was appointed
to. As a cabinet minister he was an exasperating
colleague, full of ideas and constantly intruding
into areas outside his own responsibilities. His
character and style revealed many childlike quali-
ties: belligerent without malice, generous to oppo-
nents once defeated, fascinated by new inventions,
and rushing in a whirlwind of energy from one topic
to the next. He had an extraordinary command of
the English language, both as an orator and as the
author of many volumes of biography and history.
However, his egotism, impetuousness, and lack of
proportion frequently led to difficulties and some-
times to disaster. Churchill’s recovery from these
setbacks was due to the brilliance, audacity, stub-
bornness, and unfailing courage that rested upon
his belief in his own abilities and destiny. He changed
his party allegiance twice—on both occasions gaining
swift advancement—and his individualist and bucca-
neering approach made other politicians wary and
suspicious. He was thought to be an unprincipled
adventurer, and until 1940 he was a leader with few
followers.

THE MAKING OF A POLITICIAN, 1874–1900

Churchill’s family background was crucial in shap-
ing his personality and outlook. He was a direct
descendant of John Churchill (1650–1722), 1st
Duke of Marlborough, the brilliant general of the
early eighteenth century. Winston was born on 30
November 1874 at Blenheim Palace; his father,
Lord Randolph Henry Spencer Churchill (1849–
1885), was the younger son of the seventh duke,
and his mother was Jennie Jerome, an American
heiress and beauty. Winston’s American connec-
tion fostered his democratic instincts and his belief
in the importance of an Anglo-American ‘‘special’’
relationship. Lord Randolph had a meteoric politi-
cal career in the 1880s, becoming chancellor of the
exchequer in 1886. However, he fell from power a
few months later and then succumbed to the
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degenerative disease that led to his death at the age
of forty-five in 1895. Winston’s relationship with
his parents was distant and difficult—they had little
time for him, and Lord Randolph was constantly
critical and dismissive of his son. Even so, Winston
idolized him, and his death was a devastating blow.

Churchill did not excel at school, and rather
than going to university he entered the Royal
Military Academy at Sandhurst in 1893. From
1895 to 1899 he served as a cavalry officer, pulling
strings to get postings to wherever there was a
chance of the limelight. He saw action on India’s
northwest frontier in 1897 and took part in the last
great cavalry charge of the British army at the
Battle of Omdurman in 1898. He wrote press
reports during both campaigns, and his dispatches
formed the basis of his first books. He had begun
to earn his living by writing, and in 1899 he
resigned from the army. When the Boer War broke
out Churchill went to South Africa as a well-paid
war correspondent, but got too close to the action
and was captured in November 1899. His dramatic
escape from prison in Pretoria was a bright spot
during a period when the war was going badly for
Britain, and it made him a popular hero. In the
1900 general election, Churchill became one of the
youngest and best-known members of the House
of Commons.

LIBERAL FORTUNES AND MISFORTUNES,

1900–1924

Churchill’s first period as a Conservative member
of Parliament (MP) lasted less than four years.
He began by attacking his government’s plans to
reform the army and was one of the strongest
opponents of the campaign for tariff reform
launched by Joseph Chamberlain (1836–1914) in
1903. However, the Conservative defenders of free
trade soon became a beleaguered minority, and
on 31 May 1904 Churchill formally ‘‘crossed the
floor’’ of the House of Commons and joined the
Liberal Party. He was almost unique in doing so,
and it earned him lasting antagonism from many in
his former party. Whatever his motive, it was an
opportune move, as the next decade was one of
defeat for the Conservatives and success for the
Liberal Party.

In December 1905, the Liberals formed a gov-
ernment in which Churchill became the

undersecretary for the colonies, with sole responsi-

bility for representing the department in the

Commons. He became a Privy Councillor (PC)

on 1 May 1907, a clear sign of his rising promi-

nence. When Herbert Henry Asquith (1852–1928)

succeeded to the premiership in April 1908,

Churchill was promoted to the cabinet as president

of the board of trade. He rapidly emerged as a

radical and energetic social reformer, introducing

Labor Exchanges to help the unemployed find

work, and he forged a close partnership with the

chancellor of the exchequer, David Lloyd George

(1863–1945). In February 1910, Churchill was

promoted to the prestigious office of home secre-

tary, where again he introduced reforms.

Churchill was deeply absorbed in his own

career, and his social life revolved around politics.

He had little time to spare for romance, but in

1908 he met Clementine Hozier, and they were

married on 12 September. She came from an aris-

tocratic background, but there was little money

and she was brought up in modest circumstances.

Churchill was devoted to Clementine, and does

not seem to have had any interest in other women

after their marriage, which produced one son and

four daughters, one of whom died in infancy.

Clementine often gave her husband sound advice,

which he usually ignored. Family life could be

stormy: there was much affection but also frequent

emotional rows, and Churchill’s relationship with

his three older children—especially with his son,

Randolph—became difficult as they entered adult-

hood in the 1930s.

On 24 October 1911, Churchill was unexpect-

edly moved from the Home Office to become first

lord of the admiralty, the minister responsible for

the Royal Navy. This was not a demotion: the

admiralty was a key post at this time, due to the

naval challenge from Germany and the antagon-

isms that were to lead to war. Churchill threw

himself into his new task with typical enthusiasm,

and his advocacy of a larger construction program

led to a struggle with Lloyd George over the 1914

budget in which both men threatened resignation.

Churchill built on the earlier reforms of Admiral

John Arbuthnot Fisher (1841–1920) and did

much to energize and strengthen the fleet, includ-

ing encouraging the early naval air service.
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When war came in July 1914 he used his initia-

tive to mobilize the fleet and prevent the chance of

a surprise attack, but then recklessly attempted a

futile defense of Antwerp. He recalled Fisher from

retirement to act as the navy’s senior officer, but

their relationship deteriorated as Churchill inter-

fered in operational decisions. The breaking point

was Churchill’s diversion of resources from home

waters to support his pet project of knocking out

Germany’s ally, the Ottoman Empire, through an

attempted invasion at Gallipoli. In May 1915,

Fisher’s resignation forced Asquith to create a

coalition government with the Conservatives, who

insisted upon Churchill’s removal from the admir-

alty. He spent six unhappy months in the unim-

portant post of chancellor of the Duchy of

Lancaster, while the Gallipoli campaign turned into

a humiliating disaster. Although this was not his

fault, Churchill shouldered much of the public

blame for the fiasco. His political career appeared

to be over, and he sank into a depression that was

only slightly lifted by his discovery of painting,

which became a lifelong source of relaxation.

Marginalized and unpopular, he resigned from

the government on 11 November 1915, and for

several months in 1916 served as a battalion com-

mander on the western front.

Churchill was one of the few leading Liberals to

support Lloyd George when he ousted Asquith

from the premiership in December 1916. In July

1917, Lloyd George felt secure enough to offer

Churchill a government post, despite a chorus of

Conservative disapproval. He served as minister of

munitions from July 1917 until January 1919,

as secretary for war and air for the following

two years, and then as colonial secretary from

February 1921 until the fall of Lloyd George’s gov-

ernment in October 1922. During this period he

forcefully advocated intervention in Russia against

the Bolshevik government, but this was another

policy failure that tarnished his reputation. By the

time the coalition government was overthrown by a

revolt within the Conservative Party, Churchill was

detached from the Liberals and without any clear

party connection. In the general election that fol-

lowed in November 1922 he was also defeated at

Dundee, the Scottish seat that he had represented

since 1908. Once again, Churchill seemed to be in

the wilderness and without a political future.

CONSERVATIVE STATESMAN AND

TROUBLEMAKER, 1924–1939

Churchill remained out of Parliament for two years,
during which time he moved back toward the
Conservative Party. This was a logical consequence
of the rise of the Labour Party and the continuing
decline of the Liberals, for since 1918 antisocialism
had become Churchill’s main theme. In the general
election of October 1924, Churchill returned to
the House of Commons as Conservative MP for
Epping, a safe seat in the north London suburbs,
and he held this seat for the rest of his political
career. Many Conservatives continued to have
reservations about this former coalitionist, but even
those who had welcomed his return were staggered
by the next development. The Conservatives had
won a landslide victory, and the prime minister,
Stanley Baldwin (1867–1947), offered Churchill
the prize position of chancellor of the exchequer.
He held this post throughout the government until
its defeat in 1929. The chancellorship was one of
the happiest phases of Churchill’s career, but he
never made the mark here that he had in his pre-
vious posts. His budgets were ingenious but had
little impact on the level of unemployment. Despite
some doubts, Churchill followed orthodox opinion
and restored Britain to the gold standard in 1925,
but the adoption of the prewar exchange rate was a
mistake that added to Britain’s economic stagna-
tion. He was sidelined during the General Strike of
May 1926, due to fears that his pugnacity would
inflame the situation. Despite being chancellor, he
was never likely to succeed Baldwin as Conservative
leader—he continued to oppose the protectionist
tariffs that most Conservatives wanted, and was
constantly suspected of plotting with Lloyd
George to revive the former coalition.

After the Conservatives went into opposition in
1929, Churchill drifted apart from the rest of the
leadership. This was partly because he needed to
restore his finances, which had suffered heavily in
the stock market crash. Churchill was well paid
for lecture tours, especially in the United States,
and for his newspaper articles and books—which
included his history of World War I, The World
Crisis, and a life of his ancestor, Marlborough, each
in several volumes. He spent much of his time writ-
ing at the manor house of Chartwell in the Kent
countryside, which he had bought in 1922 without
consulting Clementine. During the ‘‘wilderness
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years’’ of the 1930s, Churchill became an infrequent

attendee at the House of Commons, apparently

mainly interested in attacking the Conservative lea-

dership. Not surprisingly, his motives were ques-

tioned and he was met with hostility. In fact, the

issues he took up during the 1930s were the result

of strong convictions, but his views over India

seemed outdated (he was opposed to the native

population having a significant role in the central

government) and his warnings about Germany and

the need for rearmament appeared alarmist and

likely to increase tensions rather than reduce them.

Baldwin’s support for political reform in India caused

Churchill’s resignation from the Conservative leader-

ship in January 1931, while still in opposition. He

was therefore not included in the National

Government formed in the economic crisis of

August 1931, and remained out of office until

1939. From 1931 to 1935, Churchill led the resis-

tance of the Conservative right wing against the pro-

posed legislation on India, losing much of his

political credibility in the process. The lowest point

came in December 1936, when his lone support for

King Edward VIII (1894–1972) in the abdication

crisis led to him being howled down in the House

of Commons; once again, his career seemed to be

over.

Churchill’s wild statements and ill-judged tac-

tics over India reduced the impact of his more

sober warnings of the dangers of German rearma-

ment and Hitler’s ambitions. He was consistent in

urging swifter British rearmament, especially of the

air force, and his speeches were strengthened by

the information that sympathizers in the armed

forces and civil service secretly passed to him. His

opposition to the government’s policy of ‘‘appease-

ment’’ was less consistent than his memoirs later

suggested, but by the time of the Czech crisis in

1938 Churchill had become a rallying point for

dissenters. In the immediate wake of the popular

Munich agreement, he was under considerable

pressure, and there were moves against him in the

Epping constituency. However, after Hitler exposed

the pact as a sham by occupying Prague in March

1939, Churchill’s prestige and popularity rose as

the credibility of the prime minister, Neville

Chamberlain (1869–1940), ebbed away. When

war came in September 1939, Chamberlain had

no choice but to offer a key post in the Cabinet.

Churchill returned to the admiralty; it was a sign of
his rehabilitation that the signal ‘‘Winston’s back’’
sent to the fleet increased morale and confidence.

HIS ‘‘FINEST HOUR’’: WORLD LEADER

IN WAR AND PEACE, 1939–1955

During the months of ‘‘phony war’’ in the winter
of 1939–1940, the navy was the most active and
effective service. Churchill’s popularity rose, and
when the failures of the Norway campaign forced
Chamberlain to resign on 10 May 1940, he was the
only credible replacement. Churchill combined the
posts of prime minister and minister of defense,
and formed a new coalition government that
included the Labour Party. For the next five years
he concentrated all of his efforts upon winning the
war and largely ignored domestic politics, although

Winston Churchill (left) with British information

minister Brendan Bracken, surveying damage to the

House of Commons following bombing by German

planes, May 1941. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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he became leader of the Conservative Party in

October 1940 after the unexpected collapse of

Chamberlain’s health. Churchill felt that his whole

life had been a preparation for this moment of

national peril, and that he was ‘‘walking with des-

tiny.’’ As France collapsed in the summer of 1940

and Britain faced bombing and possible invasion in

the autumn, Churchill’s resolute leadership was of

vital importance. He was frank and realistic, while

making it clear that the contest was not simply

between nations, but a struggle with evil for the

future of the whole world. Through a series of

powerful broadcasts and speeches, he came to per-

sonify the will to fight on regardless—‘‘we shall

never surrender.’’ His individualist career and

detachment from party was now his greatest asset,

and his determination and strength of character

made him the one indispensable figure. His popu-

larity remained high throughout the war, an

instantly recognizable figure with his constant cigar,

spotted bow ties, walking stick, and famous two-

fingered ‘‘V for Victory’’ sign. As well as rallying

public morale, Churchill energized the administra-

tive and military machine: ‘‘action this day’’ was his

response to critical issues. He could be demanding

and abrasive to work for, but was also decisive and

inspirational, producing a stream of ideas.

His second vital role was in constructing the

wartime alliance. Through a correspondence that

had begun in 1939 and several face-to-face meetings,

he forged a close relationship with the American

president Franklin Delano Roosevelt (1882–1945).

This led to vital American financial and material

support in the lend-lease program begun in 1941,

and American assistance with protecting the trans-

atlantic convoys that brought the food and muni-

tions needed to continue the war. Defeating Hitler

had absolute priority, and when Germany invaded

the Soviet Union in June 1941, Churchill swiftly

welcomed the Soviets as an ally. After the American

entry into the war in December 1941, much of

Churchill’s attention was given to inter-allied di-

plomacy and summit meetings. From 1941 to

1944, British efforts were concentrated upon

North Africa and then the Mediterranean theater,

as Churchill once again vainly sought the ‘‘soft

underbelly’’ of the enemy. In the closing stages of

the war, Britain’s role began to be eclipsed by the

growing strength of the superpowers, and

Churchill became increasingly concerned about
the Soviet Union’s postwar intentions.

When Germany surrendered in May 1945,
Churchill was feted as the national savior. His
defeat in the general election in July was a shock
and bitter disappointment, but he was seen as a war
leader rather than a peacetime reformer, and the
Conservative Party was deeply unpopular. The out-
come was a landslide victory for the Labour Party,
and a depressed Churchill became leader of the
opposition. During the next few years he spent
much time writing his war memoirs and traveling,
and his international prestige remained huge. He
was concerned by the hardening Soviet grip upon
Eastern Europe and feared an American return to
isolationism; his ‘‘iron curtain’’ speech at Fulton,
Missouri, on 5 March 1946 gave early warning of
the communist threat and marked the coming of
the Cold War. Churchill left much of the detailed
work of the revival of the Conservative Party to the
able lieutenants that he had appointed, and
endorsed the new party policy despite his doubts
about it.

Postwar economic problems and the resulting
austerity program were the main cause of
Churchill’s return to power in October 1951 with
the small parliamentary majority of seventeen. He
set out to show that the Conservatives could gov-
ern moderately, accepting almost all of Labour’s
measures and spending extensively on the welfare
state and the housing program. This was the begin-
ning of the period of ‘‘affluence,’’ with prosperity
bringing an end to wartime controls and a rise in
consumerism, although generous settlements of
industrial disputes contributed to difficulties later
in the decade. Churchill believed that his wartime
prestige would enable him to negotiate with the
Soviet leadership, and he relentlessly pursued the
mirage of a three-power conference to achieve
détente. He suffered a stroke in June 1953 that
was concealed from the public, but despite a good
recovery his powers were clearly fading. He repeat-
edly postponed making way for his heir apparent,
Sir Anthony Eden (1897–1977), but was even-
tually pressured into standing down. Churchill
resigned as prime minister on 5 April 1955. He
had been awarded the Nobel Prize for literature
in 1953 and a year later accepted the Order of the
Garter, becoming Sir Winston Churchill, but he
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declined other honors. His final years were a slow
decline marked by depression; he retired from the
House of Commons in October 1964, and after a
severe stroke died on 24 January 1965, receiving a
state funeral.

See also Chamberlain, Neville; Edward VIII; Hitler,
Adolf; Stalin, Joseph; World War I; World War II.
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CIANO, GALEAZZO (1903–1944), Italian
politician.

The only son of the naval hero and Fascist
political leader Costanzo Ciano, Galeazzo Ciano
was born in Livorno, on 18 March 1903. He is
best known for his service as foreign minister
(1936–1943) under Benito Mussolini (1883–
1945), in which role he helped link Fascist Italy
to Nazi Germany. His father’s political connections
were essential to his own political success. Costanzo
Ciano left active service in May 1919 and joined the
Fascists in 1920. Mussolini appointed him as navy
undersecretary in November 1922; communica-
tions minister from 1924 to 1934; and Chamber
of Deputies president from 1934 to 1939. Corrupt
and greedy, Ciano accumulated great wealth,
acquiring a count’s title in 1928.

EARLY CAREER

Snobbish and pampered as a child, Galeazzo Ciano
disdained Blackshirt violence. Displaying modest
journalistic and writing talent, he gained a law
degree in 1925, then entered the foreign service
with his close friend Filippo Anfuso. Ciano served
in Brazil, Argentina, and China, returning to Rome
in September 1929. His father, Mussolini’s secretly
designated successor, successfully proposed that
Galeazzo wed Mussolini’s daughter, Edda. They
married in April 1930 then departed for China.
After their 1933 homecoming, Mussolini appointed
Galeazzo as his press and propaganda chief. In this
position, he shaped public opinion for Mussolini’s
impending Ethiopian invasion.

Despite respiratory ailments, Ciano assumed
command of a bomber squadron in Eritrea in
August 1935. In October, during the Italo-
Ethiopian War, he attacked Ethiopian towns. In
December, using medical leave, he fled looming
disaster from Ethiopian counteroffensives and
Italian diplomatic isolation. Ciano encouraged
Mussolini’s January 1936 agreement with Adolf
Hitler (1889–1945), in which Mussolini exchanged
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gradual abandonment of Austria for German diplo-
matic and economic support. Italian victories in
Africa drew Ciano back to Ethiopia in February.
After carrying out daring missions he returned to
Italy and was rewarded with medals and Fascist
Grand Council membership. Mussolini appointed
him foreign minister and heir apparent on 11 June
1936.

Ciano assigned Anfuso to his cabinet, directed
diplomacy dictatorially, and implemented pro-
German policies. From July 1936, alongside
Germany, he championed supporting the nation-
alists in Spain’s civil war. Ciano’s successful
October meeting with Hitler, Mussolini’s Rome-
Berlin Axis proclamation in November, and the
December dispatch to Spain of an expeditionary
corps reflected Mussolini’s goals: Mediterranean-
Balkan predominance.

Ciano and Anfuso oversaw operations in Spain.
But defeat at Guadalajara in March 1937—‘‘my
ugliest day,’’ Ciano noted (author translation)—
revealed miscalculations. In Spain, Italy further
exhausted resources that had already been dimin-
ished in Africa, while Germany expanded, annexing
Austria (March 1938), Sudetenland (September
1938), and Bohemia and Moravia (March 1939).
The nationalist victory in Spain and the Italian
invasion of Albania, both in April 1939, hardly
compensated for Italy’s losses, both in resources
and in power relative to Germany.

Western documents stolen from embassies
gave Ciano advantages unwarranted by Italian
power. Taken together, the stolen information
and the policy of appeasement adopted by western
governments help to explain Ciano’s diplomatic
successes: the Belgrade Pact (March 1937), Nyon
conference (September 1937), Easter Accords (April
1938), First Vienna Award (November 1938), and
Neville Chamberlain’s Rome visit (January 1939).
Ciano sought to divide the democracies, circum-
scribe Germany, and delay war pending Italian
readiness. Meanwhile, Anfuso, long a German spy,
informed Berlin.

SHIFTING POLITICAL FORTUNES

Apparent Axis solidarity masked deep antagonisms.
Mussolini and Ciano feared Hitler; yet Nazi
might overawed them when they toured Germany
in September 1937. Hitler flattered Mussolini, and

the German foreign minister Joachim von
Ribbentrop (1893–1946) pressed alliance on
Ciano when Nazi leaders inspected Italy in May
1938. During the Sudetenland crisis, in
September 1938, Mussolini backed Hitler almost
to war despite Ciano’s trepidation. That crisis and
the end of appeasement in March 1939 persuaded
Mussolini to ally with Germany. In exchange,
Hitler promised peace until 1943. Mussolini then
discovered Hitler’s Polish invasion plans. Enraged,
Mussolini nonetheless plotted parallel conquests of
Greece and Yugoslavia. Mussolini and Ciano
expected that the Pact of Steel, signed 22 May
1939, would protect their aggression.

Costanzo Ciano’s death that June, along with
the Duce’s missteps, weakened Galeazzo’s certainty
that Mussolini was always right. By August he con-
vinced Mussolini that their army could not invade
the Balkans while resisting western offensives.
Mussolini sent Ciano to Hitler to urge negotiations
over Poland. Hitler refused. Ciano persuaded
Mussolini to declare ‘‘nonbelligerence’’ when war
exploded in Europe. Both expected a lengthy
conflict that would enrich Italy, exhaust the bellig-
erents, and facilitate eventual intervention along-
side Germany. Ciano’s December 1939 Chamber
speech suggests that his opportunism had replaced
the Duce’s ideological attraction to Nazism. But in
March 1940 Mussolini decided Germany would
prevail soon and promised Hitler imminent sup-
port. Ciano, fearing defeat, plotted a coup with
the king. German victories in the spring dissuaded
them. Like Mussolini, they expected a British sur-
render after the French collapse. Mussolini
declared war on 10 June 1940.

Ciano shifted with Axis fortunes. He backed the
poorly planned invasion of Greece (October 1940).
Then, after enforced air service in the disaster, he
again plotted Mussolini’s overthrow in May 1941.
Operation Barbarossa renewed Ciano’s bellicosity.
Defeats at El Alamein and Stalingrad reawakened
Ciano’s conspiring. He believed that Winston
Churchill (1874–1965) and Franklin Delano
Roosevelt (1882–1945) would support his removal
of Mussolini and then negotiate peace. Instead, in
February 1943 Mussolini dismissed Ciano, who
accepted the ambassadorship to the Vatican. There,
Ciano rewrote his diaries—minimizing his guilt,
maximizing Hitler’s and Mussolini’s—and conspired
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with Fascist leaders and the king against Mussolini.
At the Grand Council, on 25 July 1943, the majority
denounced the Duce’s policies. The king had
Mussolini arrested, and the regime collapsed.

Fearing imprisonment, Ciano sought refuge in
Spain via Germany. But after Hitler had placed
Mussolini atop a puppet Fascist republic, he turned
on Ciano. Condemned for treason, Ciano
attempted to trade his doctored diaries for escape.
Hitler refused. Ciano died bravely before a firing
squad in Verona on 11 January 1944. Ciano’s
fascinating, dishonest diaries and more accurate
diplomatic papers appeared posthumously.

See also Axis; Ethiopia; Fascism; Germany; Italy;
Mussolini, Benito; Nazism; World War II.
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CINEMA. The power of cinema as a mass cul-
tural medium in the twentieth century cannot be
overstated. When the German writer Walter
Benjamin wrote about the revolutionary power of
cinema in ‘‘The Work of Art in the Age of
Mechanical Reproduction’’ (1936), his words were

suffused with a sense of loss for the value of ‘‘orig-
inal’’ art objects as they are replaced by their infi-
nitely reproducible representations. Benjamin’s
nostalgia seems all the more prescient in light of
digital technology, which obscures even the neces-
sity for reality as the basis of cinematic representa-
tion—we no longer need to film anything real at
all—when whole worlds can be created by manip-
ulating digital images on a computer.

Moreover, when we think of the movies, we
immediately think of Hollywood, its name in
shining lights on a hill. Yet European filmmakers
have played a crucial role in shaping the form
and scope of cinematic expression from its very
inception, and over the course of the twentieth
century, cinema has become a centerpiece of
modern artistic and popular culture around the
world.

BACKGROUND TO 1914

In 1839 the first still photographs were taken by
Louis Daguerre and his associate, Joseph Niépce.
Within forty years, Eadweard Muybridge had
found a way to do series photography with his
famous studies of galloping horses. He was fol-
lowed by Étienne-Jules Marey, who invented the
‘‘chronotopic gun’’ to record animal movements,
and the development of celluloid film was not far
behind. In 1891 Thomas Edison’s assistant,
W. K. L. Dickson, developed the kinetoscope (con-
sidered to be the world’s first motion-picture
camera), and by 1894 the first kinetoscope parlors
had opened to the public. It was two French photo-
graphic equipment manufacturers from Lyon named
Auguste and Louis Lumière, however, who
invented the first widely used camera, the cinéma-
tographe, which could also be used to print and
project film. The Lumière brothers thus established
the standard speed for silent film (sixteen frames
per second), and other versions of the kinetoscope
and the cinématographe emerged almost simulta-
neously in Germany and Great Britain. Lumière
camera operators spread out around the world,
filming and exhibiting short vignettes of foreign
landscapes and everyday life.

The earliest films were often referred to as
actualités, since filmmakers such as the Lumières
made little attempt to embellish or edit filmed
scenes in any significant way. But another
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Frenchman, Georges Méliès, had been present at
the first Lumière screenings in France and recog-
nized the (literally) fantastic potential of the new
cinematic medium. He began making narrative
films, and developed many of the basic cinemato-
graphic elements that are in use today, including
the fade-in/out, superimposition through double
exposure, stop-motion photography, and the dis-
solve. As the twentieth century began, Méliès’s
films became more and more fantastic, including
his famous Trip to the Moon (1902), as well as
versions of the Arabian Nights (1905) and
Twenty Thousand Leagues under the Sea (1907).

European filmmakers also helped to determine
the standard (‘‘feature’’) length of films: four very
popular foreign films, all released in the United
States between 1911 and 1914 (and all between
four and nine reels long), helped to stretch the
attention span of the average audience member to
the ninety-minute to two-hour length with which
we are familiar today. This new breed of films was
expansive and epic, often with prestigious literary
or theatrical precedent (e.g. The Loves of Queen
Elizabeth [1912], starring Sarah Bernhardt, and
Quo Vadis? [1913]). Italy followed the interna-
tional success of Quo Vadis? with another huge
epic, Giovanni Pastrone’s Cabiria (1914).
Unfortunately, Italy’s success in the international
cinema market had peaked by 1919, and its film
industry had nearly collapsed by the mid-1920s.

In France, meanwhile, several filmmaking con-
cerns made important contributions to the grow-
ing medium: a company named Pathé Frères,
formed in 1896, achieved massive dominance in
the international film market during the first dec-
ades of the century, while a smaller company
founded by the inventor Léon Gaumont produced
films made by the first female filmmaker, Alice
Guy, and serial films by the director Louis
Feuillade. Pathé broke new ground in several areas
of the new industry, becoming one of the first
companies worldwide to vertically integrate (that
is, to hold a controlling interest at all levels of the
business, from production to exhibition); Pathé
also innovated such editing practices as hand-sten-
ciling color onto certain release prints, a practice it
continued through the early 1930s.

In Great Britain, cinema proliferated quickly,
aided by the inventor R. W. Paul’s widespread sale

of projectors; the more films people saw, the more
demand increased. The British filmmakers at the
turn of the century were remarkable for their will-
ingness to experiment with the actualité form,
adding ‘‘trick’’ elements and other innovations in
editing. The rich history of films from Scandinavian
countries began before its famous proponent
Ingmar Bergman was even born: films produced
by Nordisk, in Denmark, were among the most
popular and highly regarded of the first two de-
cades of the twentieth century.

WORLD WAR I AND THE RISE OF NATIONAL

CINEMA SYSTEMS

For all the ingenuity and growth in European
cinema to 1914, the United States would come
to dominate markets at home and abroad by the
early 1920s, aided by the war in Europe. The onset
of war in 1914 forced two of the biggest players in
international cinema, France and Italy, to severely
diminish their production; American firms saw
their opportunity and seized it, pouring money
into production values that would be recuperated
in domestic and international revenues. The
European film industries were crippled not only
by the distraction of war but also by a closing down
of borders between national cinemas, so that tech-
nical and stylistic advances no longer passed freely
from one country to another. Thus did each nation
begin to develop its own distinctive features and
style, some strains of which would continue
throughout the twentieth century.

German cinema before 1912 was fairly non-
existent due to cultural resistance to the form,
which was considered derivative compared to thea-
ter and morally questionable in terms of content.
The first successful movement in German cinema,
then, called the Autorenfilm (the ‘‘authors’ film’’)
justified its worth by borrowing its prestige from
literary and theatrical predecessors—and in that
sense really was derivative, and it predictably lost
steam. Germany relied heavily on imports from
other countries, including Denmark, but fear of
anti-German sentiment conveyed in such films
provoked Germany to ban all foreign films
in 1916, almost completely isolating German
cinema.

Russia’s film industry was also somewhat slow
to develop, and during World War I became as
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cloistered as Germany’s film system. The result of
such segregation from the rest of the world for
Germany and Russia would be unique qualities
with which we still associate these national cinemas,
though in the case of Russia, many of these innova-
tions would have to wait until after the Bolshevik
Revolution in 1917, which brought Russia’s bur-
geoning film industry to a screeching halt.

From Great Britain to Russia, Europe from
1914 to 1919 had one main preoccupation: war.
The effect of this period in European cinematic
history should not be underestimated, not only
because it forced countries into their own corners
of filmmaking but also because the themes and
content of films made during this period inevitably
shifted toward promotion of the war effort in each
particular nation. Newsreels proliferated as a form,
and American films filled the screens of European
playhouses. European countries such as Denmark
took advantage of their politically neutral status to
gain a greater share of other European markets,
and innovative Swedish directors such as Victor
Sjöström enjoyed widespread acclaim for complex
narrative innovations and use of landscape.

DAWN OF A NEW AGE: THE 1920S AND 1930S

Following World War I, several of the twentieth
century’s most important filmmaking movements
took shape in Europe. In Weimar Germany, most
of the industry was gathered up by the government
conglomerate Universum Film Aktiengesellschaft
(UFA) in 1917. Such consolidation allowed for a
distinctive and consistent development of film
style, and the eventual result was expressionism.
Yet preceding expressionism in the immediate
postwar context of Germany was a spate of huge
costume dramas meant to compete with Italy’s epic
historical films of the teens. The director Ernst
Lubitsch, later known in the United States for his
‘‘Lubitsch touch,’’ made his first films during this
period in Germany.

Concurrently, a new strain of German cinema
was taking shape: in 1918 the Austrian artist Carl
Mayer and Czech poet Hans Janowitz presented a
harrowing tale of madness, murder, and abuse of
power to the then independent production com-
pany Decla-Bioskop (it did not merge with UFA
until 1921). At first Fritz Lang was slated to direct
The Cabinet of Doctor Caligari (1919), but it was

ultimately assigned to the filmmaker Robert Wiene.
Wiene sought to render his narrator’s madness in
visual terms, which he accomplished by having
eminent contemporary expressionist artists execute
the sets. The sets were extremely stylized, with
distorted shapes and lighting painted directly onto
the backdrops; combined with chiaroscuro setups
in the actual lighting, the total effect was haunting,
filled with shadows and dark corners. Wiene thus
‘‘expresses,’’ or makes visible, the inner darkness
and hallucinatory distortion of his characters’
minds.

Expressionist films would dominate German
cinema over the next decade, when several of its
masterpieces were made. Fritz Lang’s Destiny
(1921; Die Müde Tod), for example, tells the story
of a young woman who bargains with Death for
the life of her lover, while Lang’s next film, Dr.
Mabuse, the Gambler (1922; Doktor Mabuse, Der
Spieler), is one step more lurid, reverting from a
journey through the ages (Destiny’s setting) to the
dank underworld of the gangster. Lang made one
of his last and most famous silent films, Metropolis,
in 1927. This dystopic tale of a mechanized future
pushed Lang’s—and UFA’s—resources to the
limit: Lang and his team made a number of tech-
nical innovations and trick shots in order to repre-
sent the enormous scale of this future world; UFA,
on the other hand, was helped to bankruptcy by
the effort, and it would take many years for audi-
ences and critics to recognize the brilliance of
Lang’s frightening vision.

The other key director of German expression-
ism is F. W. Murnau, whose film Nosferatu, a
Symphony of Horrors (1922) is remarkable for the
way its expressionistic elements are integrated into
the acting, lighting, and cinematography rather
than relying on highly stylized sets as in Lang’s
Metropolis or Wiene’s Caligari. Murnau perfected
the use of low-angle lighting to create expressive
distortion of shadows cast by Nosferatu, rendering
the vampire all the more menacing. Shot on loca-
tion in eastern Europe, Nosferatu would cast its
own shadow of influence on a wide range of film-
makers to follow, including Orson Welles and
Werner Herzog (who made his own version of
Nosferatu in 1979, starring Klaus Kinski and
Isabelle Adjani). With The Last Laugh (1924),
Murnau left expressionism largely behind, turning
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to a much more realistic mode, a trend in the mid-
1920s known as ‘‘the new objectivity’’ (Die Neue
Sachlichkeit). By the end of the 1920s, Murnau had
immigrated to Hollywood, like so many other
European directors of his vintage.

In France, parallel systems of film production
materialized, divided into mainstream and more
avant-garde experiments in film. A system of
‘‘cine-clubs’’ also began in France during the
1920s, founded by the novelist, director, and film
critic Louis Delluc. Delluc believed that cinema
could be studied and appreciated on a level with
other art forms, and called for the formation of
exhibition and viewing practices that would include
lecture, discussion, and debate about contempor-
ary films. The importance of the advent of cine-
clubs in France and their proliferation around
the world during the twentieth century cannot be
overestimated; their support of films and film
movements outside of mainstream cinematic enter-
tainment often constituted the difference between
a film’s success or failure, and it helped to reinforce
the concept of cinema as ‘‘the seventh art’’ in
France.

In 1920s Europe, cine-clubs provided a venue
for avant-garde artists of various modernist move-
ments to experiment with cinematic form. There were
impressionist filmmakers—not to be mistaken with
the nineteenth-century group of French painters—
who sought to express inner states without resort-
ing to the stylization of the German expressionists
(Germaine Dulac, Jean Epstein, Marcel L’Herbier),
abstract graphic experiments (Hans Richter and
Viking Eggeling), dadaist films (Marcel Duchamp,
Francis Picabia, Man Ray, René Clair), early surre-
alist shorts (Fernand Léger, Dulac, and Antonin
Artaud). Two crucial European films of the decade
were made in France by Spaniards, Luis Buñuel and
Salvador Dalı́: Un chien andalou (1928; An
Andalusian dog) and L’age d’or (1930; The golden
age—it should be noted that Dalı́’s role was much
less in this film). Both Andalou and L’age d’or are
remarkable for their disjointed narrative ‘‘struc-
tures’’ and juxtaposition of bizarre images to repre-
sent dream imagery; they are likewise suffused with
an eroticism and antiauthoritarian spirit that con-
tinue to captivate filmmakers and viewers today.

The director Abel Gance, while certainly avant-
garde (in the sense of being ahead of his time) in

many respects, and though he was working at the
same time in France, only skirted the edges of the
various groups just mentioned. Yet his contribu-
tion to European cinema is considerable. Gance
considered the American director D. W. Griffith a
spiritual father and endeavored to make films of the
sweep and grandeur of Griffith’s Intolerance
(1916). In several films of the late 1910s and early
1920s, Gance cultivated his skill at associative
(metaphorical) editing (J’accuse! 1919; La roue
[1922–1923; The wheel]). With Napoleon
(1927), Gance uses a dizzying array of effects and
techniques to render Napoleon a monumental his-
torical figure; at several moments in the twenty-
eight-reel original cut (the first of six intended
parts), Gance employs a three-camera triptych pro-
cess in order to enlarge the screen to three times its
normal width.

Other influential directors of the 1920s and
early 1930s include Danish-born Carl Dreyer,
whose 1928 Passion of Joan of Arc is still consid-
ered one of the finest films in the history of cinema
for its use of dramatic close-up to draw the specta-
tor into Joan’s suffering; Jean Vigo (À propos de
Nice, 1930; Zero for Conduct, 1933; L’Atalante,
1934), whose early death cut short a brilliant career
and partnership with the cinematographer Boris
Kaufman (brother of Dziga Vertov); and René
Clair, who made among the most successful transi-
tions to sound with the musical comedies Under
the Roofs of Paris (1930), The Million (1931), and
the astonishingly hopeful A nous la liberté (1931),
a film that depicts the plight of the industrial
worker in the era of the Great Depression (it is
often compared to Charlie Chaplin’s Modern
Times).

Finally, no discussion of the silent era in
Europe would be complete without examination
of one of its most (literally) revolutionary cinematic
movements: along with the Bolshevik Revolution
in 1917 came a radical new kind of filmmaking,
known as Soviet ‘‘montage,’’ so named for its
emphasis on editing as the focal point for the pro-
duction of meaning in cinema. In August 1919 the
Russian film industry was nationalized and the
State Film School was founded. Some of the
Soviet era’s key figures soon gathered there,
including Lev Kuleshov and Vsevolod Pudovkin.
During the civil war years (1918–1920), most
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state-sponsored filmmaking was devoted to propa-
gandistic (often newsreel) material to be sent out
and exhibited on agit-trains and other modes of
transporting Lenin’s message to the countryside.
An agreement with Germany (the Rapallo Treaty)
in 1922 effectively ended the embargo of film pro-
duction materials to the USSR, and production
sites were set up in numerous areas of the Soviet
Union. Though a vast majority of the films exhib-
ited in the USSR during the early 1920s were
imports, the indigenous film industry slowly began
making inroads.

The first centralized distribution entity of the
Soviet era, Gosinko, was largely replaced by
another organization, Sovinko, when the former
proved unsuccessful at reviving the flagging film
industry during the early 1920s. Yet in 1925 it
was Gosinko that produced one of the most influ-
ential films in cinema history: Sergei Eisenstein’s
Potemkin, which is an epic rendering of a popular
uprising that took place on the battleship Potemkin

in 1905. Its denouement on the steps of Odessa is

cut in an extraordinary rhythm that captures both

the suspense and the relentless onslaught of the

massacre it depicts. Eisenstein went on to have a

long and varied career in Soviet film, ranging in

style and content from Strike (1925), depicting a

factory strike in tsarist Russia (filmed on location

with actual workers in place of actors), to Ivan the

Terrible, Parts 1 and 2 (1944, 1958), a massively

scaled biography of Ivan IV.

One of the USSR’s other key filmmakers also

originated during the revolutionary and civil war

period: Dziga Vertov (né Denis Kaufman) began

by working on agitprop documentaries during the

late 1910s and early 1920s, developing a theory

and approach to documentary filmmaking that

would result in Kino-Eye (1924), Man with a

Movie Camera (1929), and an astounding, sprawl-

ing work about the first Soviet Five-Year Plan

called A Sixth of the World (1926).

A poster by Anton Lavinsky for Russian director Sergei Eisenstein’s film Battleship Potemkin, 1926. RUSSIAN STATE

LIBRARY, MOSCOW/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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1930 TO WORLD WAR II

In ‘‘Evolution of the Language of Cinema,’’ the

French film critic and cofounder of the journal

Cahiers du cinema, André Bazin, argues that sound

inherently nudged cinematic style toward realism,

since it is less ‘‘flexible’’ than the visual image—that

is, its syntax cannot as easily be changed. As

national cinemas around the world made the tran-

sition to sound, transformations occurred on every

level of production, from business infrastructure to

style. Sound required new shooting setups for cam-

eras suddenly immobilized by cumbersome devices

for muffling the sound of their operation; exhibi-

tion spaces had to be outfitted with technology to

project sound in theaters. In the early sound era,

several versions were made of each film, but this

proved too costly to be a sustainable solution.

Then dubbing became quite common (and is still

commercially accepted today by Italian audiences,

for example), whereas in the Netherlands and

Scandinavia films were (and are) almost always

shown in their original version.

As the United States moved to sound technol-

ogy between 1928 and 1932, several American

companies set their sights on the European market

as well. While RCA and General Electric were large-

ly successful in Great Britain, industry forces based

in Germany banded together to develop competing

sound technology and to sue American companies

in European courts for copyright infringement.

The resulting corporate battle would not be

resolved until 1930, when all of the international

industry players met in Paris to negotiate which

areas of Europe (and the world) would be con-

trolled by whom. The agreement proved to be

fragile, finally collapsing in 1939 as World War II

loomed, but the net result for Europe was signifi-

cant: the resistance to American dominion over

sound technology prevented Hollywood from

completely overwhelming the European film indus-

try during the 1930s.

In Great Britain, several strains of filmmaking

took advantage of the new dimension of cinematic

representation: Alfred Hitchcock’s films, for instance,

only became better once sound was added. One of

his early classics, Blackmail (1929), was even pro-

moted as Britain’s first full-length sound film,

though that claim is still disputed.

In Blackmail, the lingering influence of expres-
sionism is clearly present (in a trade agreement,
Hitchcock had made his first two films in the
1920s as a contract director in Germany). During
his British period, Hitchcock made several innova-
tions, including the use of sound to reflect a char-
acter’s stream of consciousness.

Another important development in 1930s
Britain was a move toward social realism, an
approach to and an ethics of filmmaking exem-
plified by the Scottish filmmaker John Grierson.
Grierson founded the British documentary move-
ment and has been credited with coining the term
documentary. Profoundly influenced by predeces-
sors Robert Flaherty and Sergei Eisenstein,
Grierson sought to reveal the inherent drama in
the struggles of everyday working people. He
started the Empire Marketing Board Film Unit
(and in 1933 the GPO Film Unit), gathering a
group of bright young filmmakers around him,
and together they produced such films as Drifters
(1929), Industrial Britain (1933), Granton
Trawler (1934), Song of Ceylon (1934), and Night
Mail (1936). He was eventually appointed Canadian
film commissioner and founded the National Film
Board of Canada.

Instead of turning to nonfiction to represent
the difficult social realities of the 1930s, French
filmmakers infused narrative fiction film with
harsher themes and stylistic techniques, an inclina-
tion known as poetic realism. The directors Jean
Renoir, Marcel Carné, Jacques Feyder, Julien
Duvivier, and Pierre Chenal all made films in this
mode. Several of the most influential films of the
period starred Jean Gabin (Pépé le Moko, 1937; The
Lower Depths, 1936; and Daybreak, 1939) and
Michel Simon (Boudu Saved from Drowning,
1932; The Last Turn, 1939), and both men starred
in Carné’s Port of Shadows (1938; Quai des
brumes). While rendered differently by each direc-
tor, films associated with poetic realism tend to
deal with societal outsiders, petty criminals, and
poor working-class people. Both Gabin and
Simon use their bodies and facial expressions to
convey deep humanity despite the heaviness and
pessimism of the era. The atmosphere of these films
is dank and foreboding, though Renoir’s films
sometimes bucked the inclination toward fatalism
expressed by other filmmakers of the 1930s (for
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instance, Boudu maintains a somewhat comic tone,

while The Lower Depths retains a much darker tone

and message).

Indeed, Jean Renoir was the most significant

and influential talent to emerge from France during

the pre–World War II period. His films from the

1930s constitute their own pantheon of touch-

stones for generations of filmmakers to follow:

such future luminaries as Luchino Visconti and

Satyajit Ray (considered the ‘‘father’’ of modern

Indian cinema) worked as his assistants over the

years, and an entire generation of new-wave film-

makers consciously integrated aspects of his style.

Several months before the premiere of Renoir’s

film The Rules of the Game in July 1939, the direc-

tor was asked what ‘‘the rule’’ of the game in the

title was. He answered that he sought ‘‘to show

that for every game, there is a rule. If one plays

otherwise, one loses the game.’’ Rules of the Game
recounts the story of a group of Parisians who

gather at a marquis’s country home for the week-

end. With astonishing sympathy and skill, Renoir

wanted to show what it was like to be ‘‘dancing on

a volcano’’—that is, how a fading class of people try

to live on the eve of another world war. The film

was somewhat misunderstood at first (due in part

to the shortened version that was released in

1939), but it has since become one of the world’s

most beloved films. In the British film periodical

Sight & Sound’s 2002 decennial survey of the ‘‘Ten

Greatest Films of All Time,’’ The Rules of the Game
was once again prominently featured, extolled for

its ability to ‘‘cast a spell over you.’’ In 2000 the

French educational system used The Rules of the
Game as one of its main subjects for the baccalau-
reat, the exam that all French students take to

graduate from high school.

It was also during the 1930s that Henri

Langlois, George Franju, and Jean Mitry founded

the Cinémathèque Française, an organization dedi-

cated to the preservation and exhibition of film.

The Cinémathèque would prove to be instrumental

in French film culture, as it not only saved fragile

celluloid films from being discarded or lost but also

served as a purveyor of taste (primarily Langlois’s),

as well as providing a physical and intellectual space

in which young cinephiles could come together to

watch and discuss films.

Socially and politically conscious filmmaking
was also prevalent in certain Scandinavian countries
and Belgium during the 1930s. As in France, cine-
clubs served as vital informal conservatories for
directors such as Joris Ivens (the Netherlands),
Charles Dekeukeleire, and Henri Storck (Belgium).
All made films that were prescient in their warnings
about fascism in Europe. In Sweden, on the other
hand, the film industry foundered both commer-
cially and creatively during this period, losing con-
siderable talent to Hollywood (Victor Sjöström,
Mauritz Stiller, and Greta Garbo, among others).

Like Murnau, Lubitsch, and Erich von
Stroheim before him, Fritz Lang would also even-
tually make the move to Hollywood, but not
before directing two of the most important films
of the early sound era: M (1930), a film written by
his wife, Thea von Harbou, and based on a series of
actual child murders in Germany; and The Last Will
of Dr. Mabuse (1933). The latter film was banned
by the newly elected National Socialists for its sup-
posed subversive content. The Nazis recognized
the power of cinema to shape the masses, though
their focus was on state-sponsored documentary
film rather than on narrative fiction film. Two
state-sponsored documentaries of monumental
scale were made with virtually unlimited resources
by Leni Riefenstahl during the 1930s: the first,
Triumph of the Will (1935), depicts the 1934
Nazi Party rally at Nuremburg, while the two-part
Olympia (1938) amplifies the 1936 Olympics held
in Berlin. The German film industry was controlled
from 1933 to 1945 by the propaganda minister
Joseph Goebbels, but it was not formally national-
ized until 1942.

Though Benito Mussolini came to power in
1922, Italy was also somewhat slow to exploit the
mass propagandistic potential of cinema. The
1920s and 1930s were relatively fallow decades
creatively in Italy, as the industry continued to
adjust to the loss of the prestigious position it
held internationally during the pre–World War I
era of historical epics. Apart from LUCE
(L’Unione Cinematogràfica Educativa), a govern-
mental body formed in 1924 to oversee the
production of newsreels, Mussolini did not attempt
to nationalize Italy’s film industry during the
1920s. This is not to say that Mussolini under-
estimated the power of film; he just held a
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long-term view for the redevelopment of Italian
cinema. In 1935 a centralized governmental
agency was formed to supervise the distribution
and exhibition levels of the industry, the ENIC
(Ente Nazionale Industrie Cinematorafiche), and
in the mid-1930s Mussolini authorized the estab-
lishment of two entities that continue to affect
Italian cinema today: a national film school
(Centro Sperimentale di Cinematogràfia) and the
Cinecittà studios in Rome.

It would take several years, however, before
such infrastructural changes would transform the
quality and diversity of cinematic output in Italy.
The 1920s and 1930s were dominated by melo-
dramas and telefono bianco (white telephone)
comedies—so named for the inevitable appearance
of a white telephone in nearly every film, symbolic
of middle-class affluence. At the newly formed
Centro Sperimentale, the film school director
Luigi Chiarini gathered together students such as
Roberto Rossellini, Giuseppe De Santis, and
Michelangelo Antonioni, all of whom would
become key figures in Italian cinema after World
War II. Several important film journals also
cropped up during the 1930s, including Black
and White (which remains a forceful voice in
Italian cinema today) and Cinema, which was run
by Benito Mussolini’s son, Vittorio Mussolini. As
in so many other European countries during the
period, Mussolini also enforced strict quotas on
foreign films, banning American films completely
in 1940, as the world once again went to war.

The effort to stem the dominance of
Hollywood has been a persistent dilemma through-
out the history of European cinema. As in Italy,
protectionist measures were periodically put in
place by European countries, primarily by way of
quotas on the number of American films that could
be shown in relation to indigenous cinematic pro-
duction; national subsidization of film industries
has also proven to be effective in countering the
economic power conferred by Hollywood studios.
Europe has also suffered from a drain of talent to
the United States at various moments of the twen-
tieth century, most often due to the double con-
tingencies of economic and political exile. As a
result, though, the influence of European directors,
cinematographers, editors, and actors on the me-
dium of cinema as a whole is undeniably vast.

Without attempting to be exhaustive, European

directors who transformed the face of Hollywood

include Lubitsch, von Stroheim, Murnau, Lang,

Sjöström, Hitchcock, Mihaly Kertesz (Michael

Curtiz), Billy Wilder, Jean Renoir, Detlef Sierck

(Douglas Sirk), Max Reinhardt, Max Ophüls,

Robert Siodmak, Otto Preminger, and Fred

Zinnemann.

During World War II in Europe, some cine-

matic production was curtailed, as might be

expected where resources were scarce and popula-

tions were living under siege. European films made

during wartime were mostly funded by govern-

ments for their escapist or propagandistic value.

The Italian director Roberto Rossellini, for

instance, directed three films between 1940 and

1943 (The White Ship, 1941; A Pilot Returns,
1942; Man of the Cross, 1943) with the support

of Mussolini’s Fascist regime. Rossellini, who

would go on to make some of cinema history’s

most acclaimed humanistic films immediately fol-

lowing the war, ‘‘contorted’’ himself (his word) to

fit the demands of wartime Italy. Interestingly, 1942

and 1943 were among the most commercially

successful years ever for Italian film. According to

the film scholar Tag Gallagher, the total number of

films produced had increased sixfold since the mid-

1930s, and audience numbers nearly doubled.

In occupied France, on the other hand, film

production was completely halted at first. German

films were given the most screen time, but French

audiences did not respond enthusiastically, driving

attendance downward during the first years of the

occupation. In May 1941, Germany reauthorized

French film production, and since American films

were prohibited and Germans poured money into

productions, the French film industry became

more commercially successful than ever. At the

same time, filmmakers involved in the Resistance

continued to pool their energy and resources to

make films, forming the Comité de Libération du

Cinéma Français (Committee for the Liberation of

French Cinema) in 1943. The committee mem-

bers, including Jean Grémillion and Jacques

Becker, were among the many Resistance fighters

who filmed the liberation of Paris in August 1944.

By then, Allied bombing had destroyed much of

the crucial infrastructure of the French film industry:
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five studios, including warehouses storing films, and
over three hundred theaters were destroyed.

POSTWAR EUROPE

The Vichy government centralized systems of pro-
duction and controlled distribution and exhibition
by barring films with objectionable content during
the war. As in Italy, however, fascist control
resulted in the foundation of a French national
film school (the Institut des Hautes Études
Cinématographiques) in 1943. Many other outlets
for cinematic culture went underground during the
war, including several film journals and the
Cinémathèque Française.

Just as before the occupation, the postwar
French film production system was dominated by
smaller firms; though the two vertically integrated
companies, Pathé and Gaumont, survived the war,
capital was scarce in France after the war for all
players. To make matters worse, the French gov-
ernment relaxed quotas on American films in 1946,
further reducing the potential box office take (and
thus investment capital into French film projects).
During the same year, however, the French gov-
ernment also established the CNC (the Centre
National de la Cinématographie), an entity dedi-
cated to industry regulation, including government
subsidization of French films. The result was an
increased recognition and support of artistic and
even documentary filmmaking, instead of allowing
the market to be flooded with strictly conventional
commercial fare. By 1948–1949, the French had
restored protectionist measures, including quotas
on American films, and founded the governmental
publicity agency Unifrance to bolster their efforts
at promoting cinema as the ‘‘seventh art’’:
Unifrance’s charter was to promote French film
abroad, including the coordination of films to be
exhibited at film festivals around the world.
Testament to France’s cultural commitment to
cinema is the fact that the CNC, Unifrance, and
the Cinémathèque Française (discussed earlier) all
continue to exist today.

French film of the late 1940s and 1950s has
been called ‘‘cinema of quality’’ (cinéma de qualité),
a term that refers to the reliance in the postwar
period on literary adaptations with high production
values filmed on studio sets. It would be this
impulse of ‘‘quality,’’ of finely honed scripts and

careful symbolization, against which the new-wave

filmmakers would later set themselves. Important

French filmmakers of the period include Marcel

Carné and Jacques Prévert (Children of Paradise,
1945); Claude Autant-Lara, with the assistance of

the screenwriting duo Jean Aurenche and Pierre

Bost (Devil in the Flesh, 1947); and René Clement

(Forbidden Games, 1952; also written by Aurenche

and Bost). Three directors who do not quite fit into

the ‘‘quality’’ mold but are nonetheless of note are

Robert Bresson, Jean Cocteau, and Henri-Georges

Clouzot, whose films (Ladies of the Bois de Boulogne
[1945] and Diary of a Country Priest [1950];

Beauty and the Beast [1945] and Orpheus [1950];

Le corbeau [1943; The raven], and Les diaboliques
[1955], respectively) influenced both the new wave

to come and innumerable directors working beyond

the boundaries of France. Jacques Becker, who was

an assistant to Renoir during the 1930s, also made his

masterpiece, Casque d’or (1952; The golden coach),

during this period. Finally, toward the end of the

1950s, two more key players in French cinematic

culture made films with lasting impact: Georges

Franju’s The Keepers (1958), his first feature, which

was a quasi-documentary story of a man confined in

an insane asylum, and Jean-Pierre Melville’s Bob le
flambeur (1955), a kind of muted, French version of

noir filmmaking. France of the 1950s even spawned

a comic genius: though he only made a few films,

Jacques Tati’s Holiday (1949), Monsieur Hulot’s
Holiday (1953), and My Uncle (1958) are still con-

sidered among the most inspired comedies of all

time, expertly combining the physical comedy of

Chaplin with a tender satire that is unique to Tati.

For other European countries, the postwar pe-

riod was not nearly as varied. Sweden and Denmark

made a quick recovery from the war and began to

specialize in art films, for which both national cinemas

remain known today. The British film industry, for its

part, was whittled down to a few vertically integrated

companies (the most powerful was the Rank

Organisation). As in France, many postwar British

films consisted of ‘‘prestige’’ literary adaptations,

including works by Laurence Olivier (Hamlet, 1948;

Richard III, 1955), Gabriel Pascal (Caesar and
Cleopatra, 1946), and newcomer David Lean, whose

Dickens adaptations serve as an instructive prelude to

his epic period pictures of the 1960s, Lawrence of
Arabia (1962) and Doctor Zhivago (1965).
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In the newly divided Germany, an interesting
situation developed in the capital, Berlin. While
East and West had completely separate spheres of
film production, distribution, and exhibition,
strange pockets of cross-influence developed. As
the film scholar Katie Trumpener explains, ‘‘bor-
der’’ movie theaters in West Berlin during the post-
war period were often populated by East Berliners
who would sneak across the city divide in order to
see Western (during the Allied occupation, primar-
ily American) films. American films totally domi-
nated the West German market from 1945 to
1949—a prerogative of American occupation that
also took place in Japan during the same period—
and American financial interests also ‘‘occupied’’
the emerging West German production system by
replacing the old centralized UFA system with
numerous smaller firms. These new film companies
focused their attention on the domestic market,
generating primarily light entertainment fare,
including Heimat (homeland) films that consisted
primarily of domestic dramas of German village life.

The dominance of American films in postwar
Germany is an extreme example of the proliferation
of American cinema throughout the European
market after 1945; American companies saw an
opportunity as Europe rebuilt and reorganized,
and took it. By 1948 several countries had rein-
stated (or increased) protectionist measures
initiated during the 1930s: France, for example,
put strict limits on American imports in 1948 and
required that French films be shown a minimum of
twenty weeks a year in all theaters. Britain and Italy
passed similar laws in 1948–1949, also opting for a
combination of quotas and minimum required
screen time for domestic output. In the early
1950s European film companies also began com-
bining resources to form larger European copro-
ductions, a practice that continues today in an
attempt to counter American blockbuster films.

In the USSR and Soviet bloc countries, Soviet
political control ran deep into its various national
film industries, and production funds were rela-
tively scarce. The cultural policy permitting only
socialist realist art was reinstated and enforced even
more vigorously than before World War II. The
first epic production of the postwar period in the
Soviet Union, Sergei Eisenstein’s Ivan the Terrible,
Part 2 was banned for its depiction of a ruthless

authoritarian regime. Most of the important film-
makers from the interwar period—Eisenstein,
Dovzhenko, and Pudovkin included—only made
one or two films after 1945. Little of interest was
made during Stalin’s final years of life, until the
‘‘thaw’’ that began in 1953 when Stalin died.
From 1953 to 1958, until Nikita Khrushchev came
to power, Soviet film production increased and
censorship was somewhat relaxed.

Nonetheless, the most interesting films made
in Eastern Europe during the Cold War came from
outside the Soviet Union: during the 1950s and
1960s, the �ódź Film Academy in Poland (which
was founded in 1948 to churn out Stalinist propa-
ganda) turned out some of the most important
filmmakers of the twentieth century. Andrzej
Munk (Man on the Tracks, 1956; Eroica, 1957)
and Andrzej Wajda (A Generation, 1954; Kanal,
1957; Ashes and Diamonds, 1958) have influenced
generations of filmmakers in Poland and beyond.
Both took a hard, deromanticized look at the lost
illusions of the postwar period. Wajda’s Ashes and
Diamonds, for instance, tells the story of a non-
communist resistance fighter who must assassinate
a Communist Party official. Though the resistance
fighter, Maciek, seems to die with a futility equal to
his own murderous act, he transfixed audiences,
subverting the overt pro-Communist message. A
young film student named Roman Polanski also
attended the �ódź Film Academy and acted in
Wajda’s A Generation. His first feature, A Knife
in the Water (1962), made him both famous and
infamous (a dialectic that would plague his entire
career): it was nominated for an Academy Award
for best foreign film in 1963 and earned a place
on the cover of Time magazine, but in Poland it
was cited by the governing Gomułka regime as one
of the reasons to shut down the �ódź Film
Academy altogether, which it did in the early
1960s. Other Soviet bloc countries, including
Czechoslovakia and Hungary, also denounced the
‘‘subversive’’ content of Polish cinema during the
late 1950s, effectively silencing their own freedom
of expression.

Perhaps the most influential innovation of
European cinema in the postwar period emerged
not from the production phase of filmmaking at
all but from its distribution and exhibition prac-
tices: international film festivals such as Cannes,
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Venice, and Berlin would serve as crucial proving
grounds for a select stratum of the international
cinema market. Festivals also insisted on the recu-
peration of cinema as an art, and not simply or
principally a commercial product. Festivals also rein-
forced national identity and prestige in a fragile,
healing postwar European culture. The Venice,
Cannes, Locarno (Switzerland), and Karlovy Vary
(Czechoslovakia) film festivals were all restored in
1946, and Berlin (1951), San Sebastian (Spain,
1954), London (1957), Barcelona (1959), and
Moscow (1959) followed over the next decade.

Like a handful of other European directors, the
Swedish filmmaker Ingmar Bergman gained world-
wide renown after World War II through the inter-
national art film festival circuit. Bergman’s deeply
personal and often existential films appealed intense-
ly to this highly educated, cosmopolitan audience.
Though many critics consider his first masterpiece
to be Summer Interlude (1951), Bergman gained
international recognition with his highly allegorical
tale The Seventh Seal (1957), in which a medieval
knight plays a game of chess with Death during the
plague. The Seventh Seal won the Special Jury Prize
at Cannes in 1957, tied with Andrzej Wajda’s
Kanal. In Bergman’s next film, Wild Strawberries
(also 1957), another character confronts death,
but this time the journey is much more contem-
porary and personal, expressed in dreams and
flashbacks. From his 1966 film Persona to his
2003 feature, Sarabande, Bergman has continued
to probe the larger human questions of identity,
familial and romantic relationships, and, of course,
mortality.

International film festivals also helped to ‘‘dis-
cover’’ an emerging movement in Italian postwar
cinema that would come to be known as Italian
neorealism. Directors and screenwriters associated
with Italian neorealism include Luchino Visconti,
Roberto Rossellini, Vittorio De Sica, Giuseppe
De Santis, and Cesare Zavattini (who coined the
term). Neorealist filmmakers wanted to move
away from the artifice of the classical Hollywood
style; instead they shot on location, used primarily
nonprofessional actors, and sought to expose the
drama they saw in everyday life. Zavattini wrote
that ‘‘the ideal film would be ninety minutes of
the life of a man to whom nothing happens’’
(Cook, p. 367). Yet we should not assume that

neorealist filmmakers did not construct their films

very carefully, or that neorealist films are devoid of

melodrama or pathos. In many ways, Rossellini’s

Rome, Open City (1945) consists of a conven-

tional melodramatic plot; likewise, De Sica’s

Bicycle Thieves (1948), which is often held up as

the epitome of neorealist cinema, is composed of

painstakingly controlled shots, many of which use

a method of shooting called depth of focus, which

refers to shots filmed with fast lenses that allow

both the foreground and the background to

remain in focus, creating the illusion of depth in

the visual field.

The critic André Bazin hailed depth of focus as

a revolutionary technique in the 1930s and 1940s,

since, he argued, it draws spectators into a relation

with the image closer to that which we enjoy with

reality. Bazin claimed that such closeness invites a

more active mental attitude on the part of the

spectator, as ‘‘it is from his attention and his will

that the meaning of the image in part derives’’

(Bazin, vol. 1, p. 36). Bazin also asserted that

depth of focus reintroduces the fundamental ambi-

guity of meaning in reality: ‘‘[t]he uncertainty in

which we find ourselves as to the spiritual key or

the interpretation we should put on the film is built

into the very design of the image’’ (vol. 1, p. 36).

Bazin believed that the problem with Hollywood’s

tendency toward invisible editing is that classical

continuity, which makes action appear to be

smooth and continuous, relies on abstract mental

logic or time rather than real time. Moreover, he

asserted, photographic media actually add to or

transform reality instead of acting as reality’s sub-

stitute: so we should understand the force of

neorealism to be in assisting the creation of reality

(a ‘‘new’’ reality) rather than the perfect represen-

tation of it. Neorealism’s divergence from the prev-

alent idea that filmmaking (and its attendant

technologies) will and should move progressively

toward ‘‘a total and complete representation of

reality’’ is the movement’s most radical—and most

crucial—quality, according to Bazin (vol. 1, p. 20).

In a revision to Zavattini’s original summation of

neorealism as ‘‘ninety minutes of the life of a man

to whom nothing happens,’’ Bazin describes De

Sica’s Bicycle Thieves in the following sentence: ‘‘a

man is walking along the street and the onlooker is

amazed at the beauty of the man walking’’ (Bazin,
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vol. 2, p. 67). In the film, we see that De Sica is not
so much optimistic about the world as he is tender
and sympathetic toward its inhabitants.

We should not forget that Europe was devas-
tated both physically and psychically following
World War II. In England, air raids had destroyed
close to 25 percent of the country’s film theaters,
while Germany lost almost 60 percent of its film
production infrastructure. The 1950s would also
bring a competing technology in the form of tele-
vision, as well as a sharp increase in leisure activities
that drew audiences out of dark theaters and into
national sport (athletic) centers—as well as out-
doors—throughout Europe. Just as in the United
States, European film concerns worked to develop
new technologies that would regain movie specta-
tors’ attention. Innovations in wide-screen and
improved color and sound were all intended to
compete with American films and to attract larger
audiences. Many European countries focused on
‘‘prestige’’ pictures, and several older directors
who had fled Europe during the war returned to
make films in their home countries during the
1950s (Renoir, Ophüls, Dreyer, Lang, etc.).
British cinema during the 1950s consisted of such
strains as literary adaptations (‘‘prestige’’ films) by
David Lean, international art house films by Carol
Reed, and beautifully rendered extravaganzas by
Michael Powell and Emeric Pressburger.

1960S EUROPE

In 1960 Karel Reisz’s Saturday Night and Sunday
Morning announced the beginning of yet another
strain in British film, which would come to be
known as ‘‘new cinema’’ or social realism. Directors
associated with ‘‘new cinema’’ took their inspiration
from Italian neorealists, the British Free Cinema
movement of the 1950s, and from a brand-new
movement brewing on the other side of the
English Channel. Tony Richardson (A Taste of
Honey, 1961; The Loneliness of the Long Distance
Runner, 1962), John Schlesinger (A Kind of
Loving, 1962; Billy Liar, 1963), and Lindsay
Anderson (This Sporting Life, 1963) all made films
in this mode during the early 1960s. The films
usually took place in the Midlands of England,
depicting the struggles—and speaking in the lan-
guage—of working people. Unlike the saturated
colors of Powell and Pressburger’s films just a few

years earlier, blacks and gray tones dominate the
color palette of British social realist cinema.

Also on the eve of the 1960s, a more exuberant

revolution was launched in French cinema: a group

of young film-critics-turned-filmmakers, who

would come to be known as the ‘‘new wave’’ (la
nouvelle vague), made their first feature-length

films (Claude Chabrol, François Truffaut, Jean-

Luc Godard, Jacques Rivette, and Eric Rohmer all

made first features between 1958 and 1962). This

loose affiliation of directors emerged from their

association writing for the film journal Cahiers du
cinema in the 1950s. Many of their films, particu-

larly those of Godard, have a more intellectualized

or ‘‘thought-out’’ quality as a result. Some film

scholars point to Chabrol’s Le beau serge (1958)

as the first new-wave film, since it contains many of

the qualities later associated with the movement,

but two films that premiered between 1959 and

1960 truly inaugurated the political authorship

(politique des auteurs) of the new wave.

First, in 1959, François Truffaut’s 400 Blows
premiered. 400 Blows is the story of a young boy,

Antoine Doinel, making his way through a difficult

childhood. His working-class parents are too pre-

occupied with their own unhappiness to pay much

attention to Antoine; the cramped shots of the

small apartment the three share are sharply con-

trasted by the high crane shots and light music that

give a sense of openness and possibility to Antoine

the moment he steps outside into the street. The

film ends with a freeze frame of the young teen as

he runs away from reform school and toward the

liminal space at the ocean’s edge on a barren

stretch of beach; we share his profound uncertainty

as to where he will go next. Luckily for us and for

him, Truffaut went on to make three more films

centering on the life of Antoine, all played by the

same actor (Jean-Pierre Léaud). We see Antoine

through romance, marriage, a child, divorce—

and throughout, Truffaut films his subject with

a remarkable combination of honesty and

compassion.

Jean-Luc Godard’s first film, Breathless, appeared
just one year after 400 Blows and was inspired by a
script idea Truffaut gave to Godard about a petty
thief who inadvertently kills a police officer and
returns to Paris to collect money and to convince
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his American girlfriend to join him on the run. The
resulting film is a dazzling feat of visual jazz: it
follows its own unexpected rhythm, slowing down
to endless takes when you least expect it, and then
speeding up and cutting out action when it seems
most essential (when the protagonist kills the
policeman, for example). One of the techniques
Godard used to shorten or create ellipses in the
narrative action is called a ‘‘jump cut,’’ a cut from
one shot to another in which an action does not
quite match up with the previous image, calling our
attention to the constructed nature of film. It is
much more widely used in films today due to
Godard’s considerable influence.

Other filmmakers of the new wave, including
Jacques Rivette and Eric Rohmer, would also
develop distinct signature, or authorial, styles over
the years. With the exception of Truffaut, who
died in 1984 at the age of fifty-two, all of the
original French new-wave directors have contin-
ued to make films into the twenty-first century.
Other filmmakers who were more tangentially
associated with the new wave, such as Alain
Resnais (Night and Fog, 1955; Hiroshima mon
amour, 1959; Last Year at Marienbad, 1961),
Chris Marker (La Jetée [1962; The pier], Le joli
mai [1963; The lovely month of May], Sans soleil
[1982; Sunless]), and Agnès Varda (Cleo from 5 to
7, 1961; Far from Vietnam, 1967; Vagabond,
1985), have also continued to make films into
the twenty-first century.

Italian film after neorealism also struck out in
new political and aesthetic directions. An important
figure of neorealism, Luchino Visconti, embodies
the transformation: after inaugurating neorealism
with his 1943 film Ossessione and creating one of its
crowning achievements in 1948 with La terra
trema (The earth trembles), Visconti turned to
increasingly sumptuous and dissolute subjects,
including a story set during the Austrian occupa-
tion of Italy in the mid-nineteenth century (Senso,
1954) and another nineteenth-century study of
decadence and the loss of power, set in Sicily
during the Risorgimento (unification) of Italy
(The Leopard, 1963). In both films, Visconti
explores the beauty of the decaying aristocratic
class structure in which he was born while simulta-
neously damning it (Visconti was a committed, if
complicated, Marxist).

Federico Fellini likewise began his career firmly

rooted in the idealism and aesthetics of neorealism,

where he began as a screenwriter on Rossellini’s

Rome, Open City (1945), and Paisà (1946). His

first directorial efforts, The Young and the
Passionate (1953) and La strada (1954), strongly

reflect his neorealist background. But by 1959,

when he found huge commercial and critical suc-

cess with La dolce vita, Fellini had already moved

toward the world of the magical and the absurd. In

8½ (1963), his eighth-and-a-half film, Fellini

weaves together an epic tapestry of one man’s life,

Guido, as he struggles to make a big-budget film.

Through a series of flashbacks, fantasies, and

dreams, we are transported into Guido’s interior

world, culminating in a long celluloid parade of

every character in his life (and the film) at the end.

Michelangelo Antonioni, on the other hand,

moved from neorealist tendencies in Il grido
(1957; The cry) to a much more minimalist,

abstract, architectural form of filmmaking. More

than any other European director in the postwar

period, Antonioni learned to exploit the newer

widescreen techniques for the purposes of art

rather than mere spectacle, and the resulting films

are breathtaking in their vastness and evocation of

existential emptiness (L’avventura [1961; The

adventure], La notte [1961; The night], L’eclisse
[1962; Eclipse], Il deserto rosso [1964; The red

desert].

Pier Paolo Pasolini was no less philosophical

than Antonioni, but his filmmaking was much

more visceral and radically politicized: Pasolini

was a well-known writer before he ever became a

director, and his first two films, Accattone! (1960)

and Mamma Roma (1962), are based in the

Roman slums he had previously depicted in novels.

A committed Marxist, Pasolini used the film med-

ium to attack the authority of the Catholic Church

and the state with increasing vehemence during the

1960s and early 1970s (La ricotta, 1963; The
Gospel According to Matthew, 1964; Hawks and
Sparrows, 1966; Salò or the Hundred and Twenty
Days of Sodom, 1975). In 1975, shortly before the

release of his brutal and highly controversial film

Salò, Pasolini was murdered, cutting short one of

the most luminous and provocative cinematic

oeuvres of the twentieth century.
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Bernardo Bertolucci worked as an assistant
director on Pasolini’s first film, Accattone! and has
often referred to Pasolini, along with Jean-Luc
Godard, as a cinematic father figure. Bertolucci’s
second feature, Before the Revolution (1964), is the
story of Fabrizio, who is trying to decide whether
to commit to his radical political beliefs or to
retreat to the familiar comfort of his bourgeois
milieu. Over and over again, Bertolucci presents
us with characters who must choose between a
tough moral-political stance and the ease of con-
formity, as exemplified in his most famous and
most recent films, respectively—The Conformist
(1970) and The Dreamers (2003).

With the exception of Luis Buñuel (who spent
relatively little time making films in Spain over his
fifty-year career), Spanish cinema was not well
known outside of Spain until the 1960s. Until
then, films were generated by monopolistic enti-
ties, directors from the national film school
IIEC (Instituto de Investigaciones y Experiencias
Cinematográficas), and the Spanish government’s
newsreel service. In 1962 a new director general of
cinema was named, who reorganized the national
film school (and gave it a new acronym, EOC) and
created greater opportunities for governmental
subsidization of new film productions. The result
was a string of formidable feature pictures in the
1960s made by directors such as Luis Garcia
Berlanga, Carlos Saura, Miguel Picazo, and Basilio
Martı́n Patino. However, true ‘‘opening’’ of
Spanish cinema would not occur until the ‘‘soft
dictatorship’’ period in the two years preceding
Franco’s death in 1975.

1970S TO THE 2000S

Unlike in France and Italy (but perhaps more like
in Spain), cinema in the new West German state
sputtered in fits and starts during the 1960s, and
even with support from a group organized at the
Oberhausen Film Festival in 1962—that called
for a ‘‘new’’ German cinema and successfully peti-
tioned the West German government to fund
young filmmakers—German cinema would not
capture the world’s attention until the early 1970s.

In the 1970s, though, German film collectives
made up for lost time: members of the Author’s
Film Publishing Group included Rainer Werner
Fassbinder (The Bitter Tears of Petra von Kant,

1972; Ali: Fear Eats the Soul, 1974; The Marriage
of Maria Braun, 1979), Alexander Kluge, and Wim

Wenders, while Werner Herzog (Aguirre: The
Wrath of God, 1972; Stroszek, 1977; Nosferatu,
1979) received funds to make his first film from

the Young German Film Board that came out

of the Oberhausen initiative in the mid-1960s.

The husband-wife team of Volker Schlöndorff

(The Sudden Wealth of the Poor People of Kombach,
1974; Coup de grâce, 1976; The Tin Drum, 1979)

and Margarethe von Trotta (Summer Lightning/A
Free Woman, 1972; The Lost Honor of Katharina
Blum, 1975) also contributed some of the most

important films of the period. The tone of the

New German Cinema is somewhat pessimistic,

expressing disenchantment with Germany’s past

and uncertainty about its future. It also represents

a generation very much ‘‘infiltrated’’ by American

culture since the occupation, maintaining an

uneasy relationship with America’s cultural imperi-

alism. The New German ‘‘character’’ is embodied

by the protagonist in Wim Wenders’s Kings of the
Road (1976): a young film projector mechanic

named Bruno wanders along the East German bor-

der maintaining old, broken-down projectors in

old, broken-down movie theaters. Bruno is laconic,

his face impenetrable; long minutes tick by with no

words at all. He meets another young man, nick-

named ‘‘Kamikaze’’ for a failed suicide attempt that

brings about the first encounter between them, and

they decide to travel together, American road-

movie style. Yet the film contains an ambivalent

relationship to America throughout: the commer-

cialization of film is wrecking small-town German

movie theaters, while American rock and roll and

constant homage to American films and filmmakers

by way of visual quotations provide energy and

momentum to the film.

Just two years later, Helke Sander’s Redupers,
The All-Around Reduced Personality (1978) would

blend fiction and documentary to tell the story of

Edda (played by Sander herself), a single mother

and photographer who joins a women’s photogra-

phy collective in West Berlin. The collective has just

received a grant to document West Berlin from a

feminist perspective, but instead of seeing differ-

ences between West and East through her camera,

Edda/Helke only sees parallels. She does not fit in

anywhere and wanders the city not unlike Wenders’s
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Bruno, and the film refuses to grant its protago-
nist—or the audience—answers about the future.

The 1970s proved to be a catalyzing decade

across Europe for artistic innovation in film. In

post-Franco Spain, Carlos Saura, Juan Bardem,

and Luis Berlanga continued to make politically

oriented films of various kinds (symbolic, satire,

thriller), and Victor Bice directed the interna-

tionally lauded masterpiece Spirit of the Beehive
(1973), in which a traveling projectionist shows
Frankenstein in a small town, activating the imagi-

nation of two young girls. By the end of the 1970s,

the director Pilar Miró would test the boundaries

of censorship in post-Franco Spain with his film

The Cuenca Crime (1979), for which Miró was

charged with defamation. When Miró was exoner-

ated and the film was finally released, it broke all
domestic box office records.

It was also during the 1970s that Pedro
Almodóvar began making films with a Super-8

camera and screening them in Madrid’s under-

ground clubs. With an exuberant feel for the per-

versions and manias that drive us, Almodóvar has

become Spain’s most consistently successful and

provocative filmmaker. Though his films are popu-

lated with surprisingly lovable drug-addicted nuns,
prostitutes, and transvestites, Almodóvar has been

showered with nominations and awards from all

over the world since his breakout film Women on
the Verge of a Nervous Breakdown in 1987. He has

been nominated for a number of Academy Awards,

Césars (France’s Oscar), BAFTAs (the U.K.’s

Oscar), and European Film Awards. He has also

won Oscars for All About My Mother (1999) and
Talk to Her (2002), and multiple European awards

and prizes.

Before Almodóvar, relatively few directors in

the sound era found that they could cross national

borders as easily as those in the silent era; many of

those who did have been mentioned over the

course of this essay. This was in part a problem

of language, as previously discussed. The film-

makers who had international success gained it
primarily through festivals and the international

art house circuit. Yet Almodóvar and other film-

makers at the turn of the twenty-first century face

a major paradigm shift at the level of both markets

and audiences to a global economy and culture.

The importance of this shift to the present and
future of cinema should not be underestimated.

For very strong national film cultures such as
France, globalization provides more possible
venues for coproduction and distribution. Yet the
infrastructure that remains in place maintains
distinct national features that exist nowhere else
in the world. France still produces over two hun-
dred films a year, a remarkable number for a coun-
try of its size; France also has more major female
film directors than any other country in the world
(Chantal Akerman, Catherine Breillat, Claire Denis,
Diane Kurys, Colline Serreau, Agnès Varda, to name
just a few). The French government also continues
to subsidize and regulate the contemporary film
industry through a tax on every movie ticket sold.
Other countries in Europe have struggled more to
find a place in global film culture: with the exception
of Tom Twyker (Run Lola Run, 1998; Winter
Sleepers, 1997; Heaven, 2002), Germany has not
regained the prominence—domestically or glob-
ally—that it enjoyed during the 1970s.

Since the 1990s, there has also been a marked
increase in ‘‘crossover’’ directors: filmmakers who
seem to work easily in more than one country or
language. The brilliant Polish filmmaker Krzysztof
Kieslowski, for instance, began his career at the
�ódź Film Academy and initially made documen-
taries and shorter works meant for Polish televi-
sion (Camera Buff, 1979; The Decalogue, 1988).
In the 1990s Kieslowski made four films in
France, the last three of which formed a trilogy
called Three Colors (1993–1994). The trilogy is a
meditation on the ‘‘postmodern condition,’’ on
parallel lives and chance intersections. In
Kieslowski’s films, characters take tiny, awkward
steps toward connection in an otherwise alienating
world. His actors are often shot as small figures
against a vast background.

At the beginning of a new century, European
cinema has become more complex—and more
vital—than ever. In the British director Stephen
Frears’s Dirty Pretty Things (2003), the main
characters are Nigerian and Turkish immigrants,
played by a British-Nigerian and a French actor,
respectively (Chiwetel Ejiofor and Audrey
Tautou). The cast also includes actors from
Croatia, Spain, and China; the two primary lan-
guages spoken in the film are English and Somali.
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Dirty Pretty Things is a thriller about, among
other things, the global trafficking of human
organs, and the daily struggle of immigrants to
survive in West London. How do we classify such
a film? Is it British? Is it international, as its dis-
tribution credits would suggest? Is it ‘‘global,’’
based on its cast and content?

The story of European cinema in the twentieth

century would tell us that it is all three, and more:

European cinema is both transformed by culture

and transformative in its proliferation and mass

appeal. Released in 2001, the British film Harry

Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone was seen by

59,032,893 spectators in Europe alone. It calls to

mind the description of Jean Renoir’s 1939 film

The Rules of the Game: astonishing for its ability to

cast a spell over us all.

See also Almodóvar, Pedro; Bardot, Brigitte; Buñuel,
Luis; Chaplin, Charlie; Cocteau, Jean; De Sica,
Vittorio; Dietrich, Marlene; Fellini, Federico; Film
(Documentary); French New Wave; Godard, Jean-
Luc; Kracauer, Siegfried; Lang, Fritz; Ophüls,
Marcel; Pabst, Georg Wilhelm; Pasolini, Pier
Paolo; Propaganda; Riefensthal, Leni; Rossellini,
Roberto; Tarkovsky, Andrei; Wajda, Andrzej;
Wenders, Wim.
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ANNE M. KERN

n

CITIZENSHIP. The construction of Europe
as a political entity started immediately after World
War II, motivated by the belief that only creation
of a genuinely European citizenship would put a
definitive end to the violence and atrocities that
had ravaged the old continent throughout its his-
tory. As of 2005 the European Union (EU)
included twenty-five nations that maintain peaceful
relations among themselves. Europe has thus
attained the first and principal objective of its foun-
dational figures. However, a consensus exists that
the EU has not yet become a real political commu-
nity. Most of its inhabitants do not consider them-
selves ‘‘citizens of Europe.’’ A major reason for this
is the fact that the leaders of the principal member-
states do not always agree on the type of citizenship
to be promulgated. Since the nineteenth century,
each nation has developed differently and created
its own definition of citizenship. The past still
weighs on the present, obstructing reflection and
action on the part of those who militate on behalf
of a politically unified Europe.

THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE

World War I may be considered a turning point in
the history of European citizenship. In destroying
the old empires and consolidating the ascendancy
of nation-states, it represented the beginning of the
new era. But the war also marked the outcome of a
long historical process that occupied peoples and
nations during the nineteenth century. During the
nineteenth century, indeed, each nation created its
own vocabulary to express the concept. To trans-
late the English word citizenship, French offers a
choice of two words: citoyenneté and nationalité.
The same is true for the German language, with
Bürgerschaft and Staatsangehörigkeit. Like other
Latin languages, French uses nationalité to desig-
nate both the common origin of inhabitants and
the concept of state affiliation, while English and
German employ two different terms to more clearly
differentiate these two notions.

The history of nations explains these linguistic
differences. In England, the wealthy landowners, in
contesting the arbitrary character of the monarchy,
had obtained the right to appoint their parliamen-
tary representatives. In that country, the concept of
citizenship was associated from the start with
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defense of individual liberties and with obtaining
new rights, but it did not call into question the
oath of allegiance of the ‘‘subjects of His Majesty.’’
With reference to this specific case in Citizenship
and Social Class (1950), the political scientist
Thomas Humphrey Marshall (1893–1981) pro-
posed a definition that remains famous and is still
discussed in textbooks in the early twenty-first cen-
tury. Emphasizing the gradual enlargement of
rights granted to citizens, he suggested that in the
wake of the civil and political rights obtained dur-
ing the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the
second part of the twentieth century marked the
start of a new phase, based on the emergence of
social rights granted by the welfare state.

Marshall’s view, however, did not take into
account individual histories of the other major
European states. The French definition of citizen-
ship was profoundly influenced by the Revolution
of 1789. In that country Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s
(1712–1778) conception prevailed. In his Contrat
social (Social contract) in 1762, Rousseau criticized
the English for not sufficiently or carefully enough
separating political and civil rights. Taking Athens
as his model, Rousseau believed that citizenship
should be defined by active participation in the life
of the state. He advocated replacing monarchies
with republics that were defined as sovereign com-
munities, the members of which submit to the laws
of the state, as subjects, but also as citizens who
collectively contribute to the development of laws
and legislation. Rousseau’s influence explains why
the French often approached the concept of citi-
zenship from the perspective of participation in the
nation’s political life, and for a long time they were
preoccupied with determining who should belong
to this civic community and who must be excluded.
The struggles of workers’ movements and feminists
to extend the right to vote to the lower classes and
to women should be viewed in this context.

History also explains the distinctive vocabulary
for German citizenship. While in France and
England the monarchic state had imposed sovereign
power over all its subjects since the seventeenth
century, the German Holy Roman Empire, first
adumbrated by Charlemagne (r. 768–814), had col-
lapsed in the Middle Ages, leading to a multitude of
separate states and principalities. In this context, the
monarchic state’s first priority was to impose its law

upon all its subjects. This was why the Prussian king,
Frederick William II (r. 1786–1797), enforced the
Allgemeines Landrecht (General State Law) in 1794.
The nobility consented to obey this code but, in
exchange, the king acknowledged they enjoyed pri-
vileges and continued to place heavy burdens on the
peasants. Principles of citizenship such as individual
liberty and equality, as a consequence, took hold
only slowly in the German states. The bourgeoisie,
as the class that included individuals who benefited
from the droit de cité, or citizenship rights accorded
city-dwellers, played a major role in this emancipa-
tion process. It is no accident that German is the
only European language in which the terms for
citizen and bourgeois are virtually synonyms.

In the early years of the nineteenth century the
German vocabulary for citizenship acquired a new
word, Volkstum. Philosophers, who were intellec-
tuals drawn mostly from the upper class, had
greeted the French Revolution in 1789 with
enthusiasm. However, occupation of German ter-
ritories by Napoleon’s army forced the Germans to
revolt against French domination. From that point
on the battle for freedom was no longer a struggle
against an arbitrary power and privileged class
(the nobility), but also a fight to emancipate an
oppressed nation. Henceforth it was not enough
to know who was a citizen and who was not.
Nations must now define themselves and set out
criteria by which they could be identified and dis-
tinguished each from the another. One fruit of this
effort was Volkstum, a word invented by the philos-
opher Friedrich Ludwig Jahn (1778–1852) to des-
ignate the ‘‘national character’’ of a people by
applying three criteria—language, custom, and,
most important of all, ‘‘the vital impulse,’’ defined
as the ‘‘spiritual principle’’ that stamps a nation as
unique. French writers and historians of the
Romantic period (1820–1840) agreed with and
endorsed this definition. They translated Volkstum
with a new French word, nationalité, in hopes of
clarifying France’s own particular characteristics.

During this period the ‘‘principle of national-
ity’’ became popular throughout Europe. It legit-
imized the struggles for national sovereignty for
which small groups of militants were fighting. The
defeat of the Revolutions of 1848 brought about
brutal repression of these subversive movements.
But they continued to gather strength in the
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decades that followed, attacking the power of old

empires from within. This would be one of the chief

causes of World War I.

At this time, in the German language, another

word, Staatsangehörigkeit, appeared; it designated

citizenship not by allegiance to a nation but rather

to a state. Prussian civil servants first employed the

term in the context of arguments with neighboring

countries concerning measures to control vagrancy

and begging. The Prussian state, wishing to care

only for its own poor, passed a law in 1842 that

more clearly defined which individuals would ben-

efit from its protection. The law specified that the

legal status of the Prussian subject was transmitted

by paternity from father to child. Thus, Prussia

relied on the jus sanguinis (right of blood), which

had been used in 1804 by the Napoleonic Civil

Code to specify French status and which was later

adopted by most European countries. The

noteworthy exception was England; that country
remained faithful to the feudal principle of the jus
soli (right of territory), by which birth within a state
confers nationality.

THE POLITICAL STAKES

Until the end of the nineteenth century citizenship

and nationality were viewed from two different

angles. Philosophers and political activists were

principally concerned with what it meant to belong

to a nation or a people, while magistrates and

bureaucrats were interested in the problem of

who belongs to a state. The years between 1880

and 1914 were a vital period in the history of

citizenship because these two concerns were ever

more closely linked. Workers gradually won the

right to vote and various social rights. But, at the

same time, governments obliged citizens to enlist

in the military and do battle for their nation.

An open-air parliament, in Glarus, Switzerland, April 1939. During the annual gathering, citizens vote on municipal

issues. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Given these circumstances, one can understand
why the right to citizenship became a major poli-
tical issue. Increasing migration and a terrible eco-
nomic depression beginning in the mid-1870s
provoked the government to intervene in social
matters. Most European countries passed laws on
immigration and citizenship that revealed a protec-
tionist impulse in public policy-making. Such laws
established strict lines of demarcation that sepa-
rated nationals, who benefited from them, and
foreigners, who did not. Citizenship laws also
enabled nations to increase their populations by
turning foreigners into citizens by a wave of a
judicial magic wand. At a time when a nation’s
power was still measured by the number of soldiers
it could enlist in its military, no state was prepared
to deprive itself of this resource. By contrast,
because leaders were ever more concerned by citi-
zens’ loyalty to their nation, the right of citizenship
also functioned to exclude those suspected of not
sharing the feeling that they belonged to the
national community.

These new laws regarding citizenship, which

would remain in force through the rest of the
twentieth century, must be above all understood
as instruments in the service of state power.
Arguments used to justify them were often found
in the writings of philosophers and historians. But

governments used such arguments only if they
served their interests. The case of Switzerland
clearly revealed that linguistic or religious criteria
were not employed to define citizenship when the

powers that be judged them inopportune. The
notion of ‘‘Swiss citizenship’’ entered the legal
vocabulary during a constitutional revision in
1874. From that point on, only the Helvetian con-
federation could decide on the rules pertaining to

political and civic matters insofar as they applied to
the Swiss themselves. However, the droit de cité
communal, a retention from the ancien régime,
remained a determining factor in acquiring citizen-
ship. Anyone who did not enjoy its privileges was

considered a ‘‘stateless person’’ (heimatlose).

The major issue that brought about citizenship
reform in France in 1889 was concern over the
declining birthrate. Since the 1860s France has

been a destination for immigrants. The republican
regime wanted to avoid the formation of ethnic
minorities; the army needed new soldiers. In

Algeria French colons wished to reinforce discrimi-
nation against the local population but they also
wanted to prevent Italian and Spanish immigrants
from becoming a majority. This led the govern-
ment to grant greater importance to the droit du
sol (citizenship for all those born on French soil
with at least one parent born in France) as a way
to convert those born on national soil into French
citizens.

Germany was unique in that it was a destina-
tion for immigrants, including a large Polish com-
munity in eastern Prussia, and at the same time a
country of emigration, with some 3.5 million
Germans in other countries. The main goal of the
German citizenship law voted in 1913, known as
the Delbrück Law, was to reinforce the bond of
nationality beyond the country’s borders.
Individuals born of German parents were to be
considered German citizens. Contrary to what was
often claimed, such a reinforcement of the jus san-
guinis did not represent the wish to apply a
‘‘German conception’’ of the nation. Rather, the
law aimed to better protect the interests of a coun-
try losing inhabitants to emigration at a moment
when receiving countries were striving to ‘‘nation-
alize’’ the foreign population within their borders.
In 1891, for example, Brazil decided that all immi-
grants living on its soil were henceforth Brazilian
citizens, unless they expressed the wish to retain
their former nationality. As early as 1912 Italy also
reinforced the jus sanguinis, allowing all native
Italians living abroad to retain their original
citizenship.

The legal status of individuals thus became,
during the years preceding World War I, a central
issue that constituted a form of rivalry among
nations. These laws not only demarcated a rigid
boundary between the national and foreign popu-
lations but also fomented discrimination within the
national population as a whole by establishing a
variety of intermediate categories of individuals
who were denied full citizenship, such as women,
stateless persons, naturalized citizens, natives of the
colonies, and others.

Another reason that right of citizenship
became a major problem was that the fact of
belonging to a nation was not only a judicial issue.
During this period bureaucracy had made major
strides. The state intruded ever more deeply
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into all the spheres of daily life of its citizens.
Everywhere in Europe bureaucrats accomplished
the huge task of creating systems of identification
and thorough and precise registers of citizenship.
This was the era that saw the first modern identity
papers and population census reports, from which
statistics could be extracted and maps created to
reveal the ethnic composition and distribution of
the populations.

WORLD WAR I AND THE ‘‘PEOPLES’ RIGHT

TO SELF-DETERMINATION’’

During World War I citizenship and nationality
were connected in a highly repressive way. Passage
of the Delbrück Law a few months before hostili-
ties began was perceived in France and England as
a warlike act that aimed to destabilize other
European countries by seeking support from
German and Austro-Hungarian immigrants. This
was the reason why, with the beginning of the
war, foreign nationals from those countries were
confined in internment camps. Similarly, the Allies
adopted laws refusing citizenship to immigrants
from enemy countries. These decisions, justified
by the war, remained in force during the next
several decades. In France the law of denaturaliza-
tion would later be used against previously natur-
alized communist activists. Internment would also
be applied during World War II, including the
detention of Germans fleeing Nazi persecution.

In 1854, at the time of the Crimean War,
Napoleon III (r. 1852–1870) had refused to impris-
on the numerous Russians then living in France,
contending that he was at war with princes, not
people. This kind of reasoning could no longer
apply after the principles of citizenship were estab-
lished because each citizen is considered a repre-
sentative of his or her nation. After World War I
this logic spread to the whole of Europe. It is
estimated that the peace treaties signed in 1919–
1920 affected the citizenship of about one hundred
million individuals. A change of such magnitude
had not occurred since the Napoleonic era.
‘‘Peoples’ right to self-determination,’’ officially
proclaimed in January 1918 by U.S. president
Woodrow Wilson (1856–1924), became a bedrock
of international law. In the name of the ‘‘principle
of nationalities,’’ the great powers became the
supreme arbitrators for determining which groups
‘‘really’’ constituted a nation and which did not,

based on ethnic, linguistic, or religious criteria—

which, in fact, those nations had never themselves

respected in the course of their own histories.

Considering the extraordinary diversity of popula-

tions living in eastern Europe and the Balkans,

these criteria could only be applied in an arbitrary

way. Groups that could not obtain the status of

sovereign nation became ‘‘minorities’’ with rights

guaranteed by the League of Nations, but the new

nation-states considered them to be threats to their

integrity. The principle of national homogeneity,

legitimized by the great powers, fueled tensions

that led to armed conflicts, notably between

Greece and Turkey in 1919–1922. Massive popu-

lation transfers occurred in the Balkans and in Asia

and were most often enforced without taking into

account the will of those involved.

The totalitarian parties that came to power

between the two world wars followed to extremes

the logic of belonging to a state and the concept of

national homogeneity that had been created in

the nineteenth century. The Bolsheviks, Italian

Fascists, and Nazis each adopted laws of dena-

tionalization to be used against enemies of the

regime. In Germany laws depriving Jews of the

protection of the German state created a ‘‘legal’’

framework for the persecutions and thereby inau-

gurated a process that led to the Holocaust. Unlike

British or French legislation that applied only to

individuals guilty of treason, the Nazi laws were

applied collectively and based on racist criteria that

principally targeted Jews. The Reich Citizenship

Law of 15 September 1939 stipulated that hence-

forth only nationals of ‘‘German blood’’ were to be

considered citizens of the Reich. Anti-Semitic laws

adopted in France by the Vichy government during

World War II employed the same logic. Similarly,

totalitarian regimes justified massive population

transfers with arguments about homogeneity of

the peoples as an extension of the principle of

nationalities. This was why, as the historian Eric

Hobsbawm has emphasized, Adolf Hitler (1889–

1945) was a ‘‘Wilsonian nationalist’’ when he orga-

nized the transfer of Germans living abroad to

Germany as well as when he decided to eliminate the

Jews. Nevertheless, one must not forget that the Allies

stood up for ‘‘peoples’ right to self-determination’’

as a means to favor peace and put an end to ethnic

clashes, while the Nazi regime applied its policies of
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homogeneity to physically eliminate millions of
people.

What made the Stalinist Soviet Union unique
with regard to the physical extermination of civi-
lians was its supposed universal destiny and project
for constructing a worker’s state. Social and eco-
nomic arguments, rather than ethnic categories,
were used to justify mass repression, such as the
elimination of the kulaks (wealthy peasants). The
fifteen republics that constituted the Soviet Union
represented as many ‘‘nations,’’ each with its own
territory, language and, at least in theory, a signifi-
cant measure of autonomy. After 1932 nationality
defined in ethnocultural terms became an element
in the personal identity of everyone in the Soviet
Union, and was duly so registered by official census
reports. This institutionalization of nationality
would seriously fuel the violence that erupted after
the collapse of the Soviet regime in the early 1990s.
The same process could be observed in other com-
munist countries, notably in Yugoslavia.

EMERGENCE OF EUROPEAN CITIZENSHIP

The establishment of principles of national citizen-
ship thus may be viewed as a series of missteps that
in a sense facilitated the tragic paroxysms of Nazi
barbarism and the horror of World War II. As soon
as peace returned, consequently, there were
numerous international initiatives to establish dur-
able and definitively pacific relations between peo-
ples. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
adopted by the United Nations in 1948, is among
the most appealing demonstrations of this collec-
tive effort to support the emergence of a universal
citizenship. Establishment of the European Union
was undertaken with the same basic rationale, even
though the various nations did not renounce their
sovereignty. On the contrary, it is most striking
that postwar citizenship laws adopted by the
European states extended their own traditions.
The West Germans continued to abide by the
Delbrück Law and by the jus sanguinis, because,
according to them, inhabitants were still Germans
even if living in another sovereign land. In the same
way, the United Kingdom retained the right of soil
and all people within the empire were granted
Britain citizenship and were subjects of the
Crown. France, which became one of the principal
destinations for immigrants between the two world

wars, reinforced the principles built into its 1889
citizenship law.

However, in the postwar decades, citizenship
legislation in the various European nations gradu-
ally converged. Two reasons explain this phenom-
enon. The first involved the integration of nations
in the European Union. This was accomplished, to
be sure, more by creating a large common market
than by the construction of a genuine political
union. However, elimination of the customs duties
was one step in a process that finally enabled people
to circulate freely within the European Union—a
decision taken by the several states that signed the
Schengen treaty in Luxembourg in 1985. Borders
separating nations now designated their interior
limits while the real boundaries that protect
European space moved to the perimeter of the
Union. European citizenship was reinforced in
1992 by the Maastricht Treaty, signed in the
Netherlands, which granted citizens of one EU
nation the right to live and work in another mem-
ber nation, and in certain cases even vote in local
elections. Another essential element in the process
of integration was the adoption of a single currency
in 2002. Money had long been a fundamental
component of state sovereignty and an essential
factor in identifying citizens as belonging to a spe-
cific national community. The relative ease with
which Europeans accepted the euro was a genuine
victory over the past. The final element in the
progress of European citizenship concerns the judi-
cial and administrative spheres. Even if unaware of
it, Europeans in the early twenty-first century abide
by laws that were established, in most cases, by
high-ranking civil servants of the European
Commission in Brussels, by elected members of
the European Parliament in Strasbourg, and by
members of the Court of Justice in Luxembourg.

However, until the beginning of the twenty-
first century, it has not been possible to create a
common accord that would regulate European citi-
zenship. Not all authors agree as to the reasons for
this stumbling block. Many think that citizenship
expresses one’s national identity, so that the past
still weighs too heavily on the present to allow the
major European states to agree, now or in a near
future. But other researchers, on the contrary,
believe that nothing, in principle, should prevent
a unified law of citizenship. Most European nations
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have become destination countries for immigrants.
However, in the modern world, governments can-
not allow the constant multiplication, generation
after generation, of great numbers of individuals
who do not ‘‘belong’’ to their nations. Since the
1970s most European governments have thus
modified their right to citizenship in a way that
most resembled the system that France, the oldest
of the immigrant-destination nations, adopted at
the end of the nineteenth century. This system,
while based on the jus sanguinis, still leaves an
important place to the jus soli, which allows the
immigrants’ children to join the national commu-
nity. Since World War II the Netherlands, Belgium,
and Spain have legislated measures along these lines.

But the growing convergence of European law
around citizenship is exemplified by the legislation
Germany adopted in 1999. The Germans now
made a place for the droit du sol. The British
response represents rapprochement of a different
kind. As noted, traditionally, the right of citizen-
ship in England was based on the subjects’ oath of
allegiance to their monarchy. Everyone under the
jurisdiction of former colonies had, as a conse-
quence, the right to freely inhabit British soil. To
gain greater control over African and Asian immi-
gration, however, the government has in recent
years modified the law by giving full benefits of
citizenship only to British citizens born in the
United Kingdom.

In the early twenty-first century, in all nations
that comprise the European Union, three cate-
gories are distinguished vis-à-vis the right to citi-
zenship: citizens of the various nations, citizens of
Europe, and non-Europeans.

See also European Union; France; Germany; Holocaust;
Immigration and Internal Migration; Maastricht,
Treaty of; Minority Rights; Soviet Union;
Switzerland; United Kingdom; World War I;
World War II.
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GÉRARD NOIRIEL

n

CIVIL SERVICE. Centuries pass, and the
customary view of the civil service does not change.
After the works of Honoré de Balzac, Charles
Dickens, and Nikolai Gogol in the nineteenth
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century and the satires of Georges Courteline at
the turn of the twentieth century, subsequent lit-
erary efforts portrayed the civil servant as unskilled,
irresponsible, corrupt—indeed, often enough all
three at once. Sometimes there is an element of
tragedy, and the civil servant finds himself inside
depersonalized or totalitarian environments. Works
by Robert Musil, Franz Kafka, Václav Havel, and
Alexander Solzhenitsyn have described the distress
of the isolated individual facing terrifying bureau-
cratic or police systems. Unfortunately, certain of
these descriptions are not wrong.

CHANGING ROLES OF CIVIL SERVICE

As with all myths, that of the civil service has some
truth. With Alexis de Tocqueville, Karl Marx, Max
Weber, and later Hannah Arendt and Michel
Foucault, political philosophy has continued to
investigate the rise of technocratic civilization con-
comitant with the entry of the masses into political
life. In addition, it is clear that the number of
public-sector employees in Europe increased con-
siderably over the course of the twentieth century.
Precise figures are not easy to come by, considering
the dissimilar criteria among countries for deter-
mining who is a civil servant. The number of civil
servants in Italy grew tenfold, from 2.2 percent of
the active population in 1880 to 22 percent in
1980, but ‘‘only’’ by four and a half times in
France during this same period. In the whole of
Western Europe, the salaries of civil servants repre-
sented an increasing percentage of government
expenses. At the beginning of the 1990s, in the
ten most industrialized countries in the European
Union (EU), civil servants of state and regional
agencies (public utilities excluded) accounted for
between 5 percent and 8.5 percent of the popula-
tion, though as high as 13 percent in Denmark.

Remuneration of those traditionally considered
civil servants—such as police, magistrates, and
administrative officials—does not represent the
greatest cost to taxpayers. The most numerous
public employees are teachers, postal employees,
nurses, social administrators, technicians, and all
the various social-service professionals; these occu-
pations became the states’ responsibility over the
course of the twentieth century. The two world
wars led all the countries involved to develop gov-
ernment services in charge of industrial

mobilization, weapons manufacture, and adminis-

tration of the workforce. The postwar state had to

take care of widows and orphans, organize the

reconstruction of ravaged regions, manage enor-

mous financial deficits, and seek to maintain peace.

All these tasks and more fell to the state. This was

why, after 1945, many European countries—

whether by choice or, on the eastern part of the

Continent, under Soviet influence—opted for

nationalization and the establishment of vast public

state-run enterprises, notably energy, transporta-

tion, communication, and banking. Add to these

the great expansion of social services.

A tendency to reverse public-sector growth has

been at work since the 1980s, particularly in central

and Western European countries. However, even

here, for all the haste to stop the proliferation of

administrative systems, it was not possible to create

the tabula rasa that had been the hope of the more

radical proponents of anti–big government asso-

ciated with Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan.

The centuries-long history of the geopolitical con-

struction of Europe, with its empires and nation-

states, generated influential models. If we follow

Tocqueville, Napoleon I (r. 1804–1814, 1815), by

inventing the Civil Code and the préfet (high-rank-

ing civil servant of local administration), essentially

continued the centralization process already begun

under the ancien régime, and he was always pre-

pared to invent new taxes to finance war.

The colonial influence was equally important. By

the seventeenth century Spanish and Portuguese

administrations managed and controlled vast New

World possessions. In 1813 the East India

Company opened a training school for future civil

servants serving the colonial regime. This model,

created with the help of Sir Charles Edward

Trevelyan and Thomas Babington Macaulay, was

copied in 1853–1855 by the British government,

leading to creation of a civil service that put an end

to the old patronage system in the public sphere.

Such comparisons can only be pushed so far. If

bureaucracies in four of the continental empires on

the eve of World War I—the German, Austro-

Hungarian, Russian, and Ottoman—shared an

authoritarian character, only Germany, inheriting

the long tradition of Prussian cameralist policies,

could be considered efficient. In fact, only Germany
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would recover from the troubled period between the
two wars, albeit at the price of Nazi ideology.

Insofar as the civil service during the interwar
period is concerned, two major confrontations
should be noted. First, on a political basis, there
grew an opposition between parliamentary democ-
racy and authoritarianism or totalitarianism. But
there also developed increasing tension between
efficiency and loyalty. The nature of their mis-
sion—to put the law to work—made civil servants
lay claim to professionalism, which could in turn
lead them to question, in ways subtle and unan-
nounced, the policy of the powers that be. The
history of the civil service in Europe during the
twentieth century can be understood as a gradual
quest for independence from the political system
and, at the same time, the outcome of efforts on
the part of politicians to find a means to control the
public bureaucracy.

CIVIL SERVICE STATUTES

Careers in civil service at once organized and sym-
bolized the establishment of a cadre of professionals
that serve the res publica (commonwealth). As to
recruitment and training, advancement, remunera-
tion, and discipline, the tendency to regimentation
and codification was present at the beginning of the
century and continued during the interwar years.
Although the first civil service statutes were legis-
lated in the middle of the nineteenth century—
they may be dated to 1852 in Spain, 1853 in
Piedmont—many were introduced in the years just
before and after World War I. Thus, for example,
the Italian civil service statutes were passed in 1923,
at the beginning of the fascist period, and remained
in effect until 1957, well after that period ended.
Irish statutes were passed in 1924, Swiss statutes in
1927; in the Netherlands, legislation dates to 1929.
France and England were two exceptions. France
did not pass civil service legislation until 1941, dur-
ing the Vichy regime of Marshal Philippe Pétain; it
was revised after the war in 1946. In spite of its
extensive civil service, England still has no compar-
able general statute.

A comparison of the situation in Britain and
France, the two oldest and largest democracies in
Western Europe, remains instructive. In Britain,
without a written constitution and with adminis-
trative issues long left to the prerogative of the

Crown, the government had a vast field of action,
and various innovations evolved into permanent
features. By the mid-nineteenth century, the ideal
training for high-ranking civil servants was based
on the study of humanities and excluded all special-
ized professional knowledge; a Civil Service
College was established only somewhat later.
Similarly, the ways in which the civil service func-
tioned and their employees were represented by
unions were conceived as early as 1916 and put
into operation three years later with the advent of
the National Whitley Council. In France, on the
contrary, these issues brought about a debate on
principles among lawyers, politicians, and function-
aries. Banned by the law, civil service unions were
unofficially tolerated as early as 1924. In 1945 the
École Nationale d’Administration (ENA) was
established to train high-ranking civil servants; it
took over a task previously entrusted to a private
institute, the École Libre des Sciences Politiques,
better known as Sciences-Po.

In both Britain and France, as in other liberal
democracies, in the early twenty-first century legis-
lation guarantees that public servants be treated
equally. For appointments and careers in adminis-
tration, discrimination on the basis of race, reli-
gion, gender, or political orientation is banned.
Freedom of speech is granted to civil servants
who, however, must respect a code of conduct,
indeed, of loyalty to the government. The possibi-
lity of running for elective office varies from one
country to another, and the most permissive in this
regard is France, while in England civil servants are
forbidden to run for public office.

Although liberalism as a policy model is today
found throughout Europe, this was not always the
case. During the 1930s, competing ideologies—
Nazism, fascism, Stalinism, and the dictatorships
in the countries of central Europe—all rejected
political pluralism. So it was that Adolf Hitler
(1889–1945), for example, put into effect the
‘‘Law for the Restoration of the Professional Civil
Service’’ shortly after coming to power in 1933.
This legislation permitted a purge based on racial
and political criteria and completely deprived civil
servants of political freedoms. Although the
bureaucracy, which had basically never warmed to
the republican regime, at first welcomed the Nazis,
it rapidly began to suffer from the polycratic
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exercise of power in the Hitlerian administration
and the rise of the SS (Schutzstaffel). An organiza-
tion of coercion and terror that eventually coordi-
nated and directed a new level of administration—
that of mass murder—the SS never had reason to
complain of lack of collaboration from other sec-
tors of the state bureaucracy.

ADAPTABILITY: DEMOCRACY

AND DICTATORSHIP

In a general way, the civil service adapted readily to
the numerous transitions from democracy to
authoritarian regimes and dictatorships in the
twentieth century. Authoritarian regimes were
often prompt to denounce bureaucracy and punish
civil servants, sometimes with extreme violence—in
the Soviet Union, for example, under Joseph
Stalin. But in spite of accusations of cowardice,
sabotage, and lack of enthusiasm, civil servants
remained loyal. Beginning in the 1930s a new class
of civil servants appeared. Corruption, nepotism,
and outrageous political activism became the rule
in Italy and the Soviet Union—two good examples
even though ideologically opposed to one another.
This was the ‘‘managerial’’ era, according to an
influential model conceived by the American poli-
tical theorist James Burnham; adapted to circum-
stances in Europe by the Yugoslavian vice president
and writer Milovan Djilas and the French social
philosopher Cornelius Castoriadis, this model
became a severe critique of the bureaucracy’s usur-
pation of power, such as occurred in the Soviet-
dominated states of Eastern Europe.

In this context, the liberal principles associated
with political and religious neutrality in public ser-
vice on one hand, and of equal access to civil service
on the other hand, were questioned at both ends of
the political spectrum. For those in favor of an
authoritarian state, political pluralism, which
implies refusal to expel civil servants whose loyalty
might be questioned under a liberal democratic
regime—only underscored the perennial weakness
of administrations unable to develop a powerful
executive system. For Marxists, on the contrary,
equality in the civil service seemed chimeric, merely
a formal freedom given lip service. In fact, only
slowly did women gain access to jobs in civil ser-
vice, particularly management positions; democra-
tization, when it came to recruiting civil servants,
improved only very slowly. Of course, by

comparison with past eras, when to be a servant
of the state was such an honor that it did not
warrant a salary, the advent of entry exams and
remuneration opened doors to the less fortunate.
Still, the weight of entrenched administrations
remained significant, restricting the ability of poli-
ticians in power to control the state apparatus pre-
sumably at its disposal. Thus was reborn the
specter, which the French revolution had tried to
put to rest, of a takeover of national sovereignty by
privileged, intermediate corporations.

AFTER WORLD WAR II

Government expanded after 1945 to an even
greater degree than in the wake of World War I.
As Tocqueville had observed in 1850,
‘‘War . . . must invariably and immeasurably increase
the powers of civil government; it must almost
automatically concentrate the direction of all men
and the control of all things in the hands of the
government’’ (p. 650). The war’s end did not lead
to a decline in numbers in the public-sector work-
force. The terror apparatus and systems to control
public opinion were indeed destroyed—at least in
Western Europe, even while central and Eastern
Europe remained under Soviet influence. But new
problems arose for postwar governments. The
resources of countries destroyed by years of conflict
had to be mobilized to rebuild infrastructure and
housing; restart manufacturing; manage debts; and
provide care for prisoners, deportees, and returning
refugees. In addition, for France and Britain, the
situation in their colonial holdings would soon
prove to be an issue.

Such circumstances made it impossible to
return to the liberal economic policies that had
proved inefficient during the crisis years of the
1930s, all the more since state intervention also
owed to political considerations. Nationalization
of monopolies and state planning thus became the
order of the day both in Western Europe, with
Charles de Gaulle in France and the Labour Party
in Britain ascendant, and in Eastern Europe. Thus,
the three decades following the war saw a revival of
Keynesian economic policies, largely under state
direction; this activity slowed only when it started
to generate too much tension as a result of inflation.
This kind of stop-and-go growth pattern ended
with the very strong showing, in the early 1980s,
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of the resolutely antigovernment monetary models
such as that propounded by Margaret Thatcher.

Even when governed by left-wing parties, most
countries in Western Europe proceeded with priva-
tizations, justified on both ideological and budget-
ary grounds, with a free-market model imposed by
the European Union as the foundation of economic
policy. France was only a temporary exception to
this process. After having greatly increased the num-
ber of its civil servants and the boundaries of gov-
ernment in public services in 1982, France began,
within a few short years, in the mid-1980s, to grad-
ually disengage from state intervention, a move that
proved scarcely popular in a state where government
ownership had powerful connotations. At the same
time, even in the sphère régalienne (the police, army,
justice, diplomacy), private-sector management
methods emerged, with the diffusion of ambitious
but confusing concepts such as ‘‘governance’’ and
‘‘new public management.’’ The old ministerial type
of administration was viewed as fossilized, centra-
lized, and routine. In its place, although too
Manichaean in rhetoric and somewhat artificial in
practice, were new attitudes of flexibility and effi-
ciency of agencies in which civil servants were eval-
uated and remunerated commensurate with their
ability to fulfill objectives set by the government or
legislature.

Although the education system has not entirely
developed along the same lines, the systems of
transportation, telecommunications, postal service,
and energy are today almost completely open to
competition while the civil service settles for a role
as regulator, in some areas more comfortably than
in others. Since the 1990s, the collapse of the static
economies in Eastern Europe encouraged advo-
cates of deregulation. On 1 May 2004 the Europe
Union’s admission of eight of those nations under-
scored their ability to adapt to the competitive
capitalist system. However, to the disappointment
of some, the new management principles have only
been partially established in administrative systems
(particularly Austro-Hungarian and Russia) that
were shaped by the dual tradition in which bureau-
cracies of the old empires were reinforced by
almost a half-century of authoritarian socialism.
At the end of the 1990s, two Baltic republics,
Latvia and Estonia, had extensively to refurbish their
administrative practice, using as inspiration the

North American model as well that of Hungary
and, to a lesser degree, of the Czech Republic. It is
not simple to erase the past, particularly when such
overburdened and backward-looking structures as
the administrative systems are its incarnation.

Whether we consider the short military-political
twentieth century that lasted from 1914 to 1989, or
the long technological twentieth century, which
began with the industrial revolution in the 1880s
and ended with the twenty-first-century communi-
cations revolution, Europe saw the implementation
of many state systems. There were authoritarian
models, dating to the empires of the nineteenth
century, and liberal administrations of the pre-
1914 era that some countries hoped to revive in
the interwar years. There were also the totalitarian
states of Hitler, Stalin, and others. The state as
economic partner was put to use during the period
from 1950 to 1970, rebuilding the old continent.
Even if some convergences seem to appear—notably
in terms of decentralization—deep differences
remain between the various European administrative
systems that originated within heterogeneous his-
torical experiences. However, the three processes
traditionally associated with the evolution of the civil
service in the twentieth century—professionaliza-
tion, bureaucratization, and specialization—are still
relevant criteria at the beginning of the twenty-first
century. To this must be added the never-easy alli-
ance between politics and administration—an
ambiguous and ambivalent relationship.

See also Bourgeoisie; Parliamentary Democracy;
Totalitarianism.
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n

CIXOUS, HÉLÈNE (b. 1937), one of the
francophone world’s most influential contempor-
ary thinkers and writers.

Daughter of Jewish parents, Hélène Cixous
(pronounced ‘‘seek-sue’’) was born on 5 June
1937 in Oran, Algeria. She has described her
‘‘luck’’ at being born during ‘‘the blazing hotbed
between two holocausts’’ (1991, p. 17) since much
of her future thinking, writing, and creative activity
were to have their deepest roots in this historical
accident. Raised as a Jewish child in Algeria during
the German occupation of France and thus denied
access to formal schooling, Cixous learned to read
and write in a neighbor’s informally organized
‘‘school’’ for children like herself. She has always
claimed to know from a very early age that she
would spend her life somehow with words and
books. Cixous’s earliest influential reading (texts
she often describes as her ‘‘Grandmother texts’’)
included the Bible, the epics (Gilgamesh, the Iliad,
the Odyssey), William Shakespeare, Franz Kafka, as
well as the German poets Rainer Maria Rilke,
Friedrich Hölderlin, and Heinrich von Kleist. When
Cixous went on to do doctoral work in France,
however, it was the English-language writer James
Joyce who received her major critical attention. The
Exile of James Joyce (1969) is the English translation
of her 1968 thesis. Later on in her career as a pro-
fessor of English (and women’s studies) within the
French university system, Cixous would discover
the works of the Brazilian writer Clarice Lispector
and bring them (through their publication by
Antoinette Fouque in her Editions des femmes) to
the attention of an international reading public.
Thomas Bernhard, Anna Akhmatova, Marina
Tsvetaeva, Paul Celan, Ingeborg Bachmann, Osip
Mandelstam, Primo Levi—and many of the most
read philosophers and critical theorists of the twen-
tieth century (Georges Bataille, Martin Heidegger,

Jacques Derrida) can also be considered decisive
readings for Cixous. Indeed, Derrida and Cixous
were not only longtime friends (both having been
born in Algeria and having come to France at
almost the same time) but literary collaborators
(Veils, a ‘‘twinned’’ text, was published jointly in
2002). It was the outbreak of the Algerian War
(1956) that saw Cixous’s departure from Algeria
and her definitive move to France. She completed
her licence at Bordeaux (where she read English
and American literature) and in 1959 became the
youngest ever agrégée de lettres in France.

The tumultuous events of May 1968 in France
led to major reforms in the French university sys-
tem, and Cixous (by this time a professor of
English literature in Paris) was asked by the gov-
ernment of the day to become chargée de mission
for the setting up of an experimental Université de
Paris VIII at Vincennes (today Saint-Denis). In
1974, she founded the Centre de recherches en
études féminines at Paris VIII and became the
center’s first director. Her creative writing career
had already had its beginnings nearly a decade
before (in 1967) with the publication of a collec-
tion of short stories, Le Prénom de Dieu (The first
name of God). In 1969 her first novel, Dedans
(Inside), won the Prix Médicis.

During the 1960s and early 1970s, a time of
tremendous growth of feminism worldwide,
Cixous was initially associated with various French
feminist groups (Psych et Po, for example) yet early

on attempted to distance herself from belonging
to any organized group, preferring instead to con-
centrate on her teaching and writing, where she
developed the seminal concept of the ‘‘libidinal
economy’’ and articulated what that concept meant

in terms of women’s lives, women’s writing, and
‘‘écriture féminine.’’ Criticized by some feminists as
being too ‘‘essentialist’’ with her emphasis on
‘‘writing the body,’’ Cixous nonetheless is best
known for her formulation of several of feminism’s

most fundamental tenets: the crucial need for
woman to discover her voice and the critical impor-
tance of multiplicity in woman’s jouissance. In two
widely read and anthologized pieces, The Newly
Born Woman and ‘‘The Laugh of the Medusa,’’

Cixous locates a linkage between writing, feminin-
ity, and transformation, ‘‘between the economy
of femininity. . . . and a link between this ‘libido
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608 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



of the other’ and writing’’ (Cixous and Clément,
p. 91–92).

Resistant always to any label such as ‘‘theorist’’
or ‘‘feminist,’’ Cixous is self-described primarily
as a writer. Since her earliest publications of the
mid-1960s she has produced almost one new book

per year, an oeuvre that includes scholarly and
philosophical works, creative fiction (short stories,
novellas, novels, ‘‘texts’’), political essays and jour-
nalistic pieces, lifewriting (a contemporary creative
autobiographical form of writing very much in

evidence in her work of the early 2000s), and many
plays. Indeed, her collaboration with Ariane
Mnouchkine of the Théâtre du Soleil dates from
the early 1980s and in the early twenty-first century
is perhaps her work with the widest audience.

See also Derrida, Jacques; Feminism; France.
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n

CLEMENCEAU, GEORGES (1841–
1929), French politician.

It is conceivable that only two names from the
history of France in the twentieth century will be
remembered—General Charles de Gaulle, because
he was the symbol of the Resistance after France’s
1940 defeat during World War II, and Georges
Clemenceau, because he was the symbol of
France’s victory in World War I. Clemenceau was
not destined to be a military leader, however.

Born in 1841 in Vendée, which was a ‘‘White’’
region, that is, deeply royalist and Catholic,

Clemenceau belonged to a bourgeois ‘‘Blue’’
(republican and atheist) family. He began studying
medicine under the Second Empire, during which
he forcefully displayed his republican sentiments,
thereby earning himself several weeks in prison.
Fresh out of medical school, he left for the
United States because he could no longer tolerate
living in imperial France—and also because he had
recently suffered a serious disappointment in his
love life. He lived in the United States from 1865
to 1869 and learned to speak English, a skill that
was uncommon in France at that time. Also while
in the United States, he married a young American
woman with whom he had three children and
whom he divorced in 1892.

Clemenceau’s political career began in 1870
after the fall of the empire, when he was named
mayor of the Parisian district of Montmartre—a
title he continued to hold when the revolutionary
Commune movement broke out there. Although
he was not lacking in sympathy for some of its
ideas, such as its commitment to social progress
and its refusal to accept France’s defeat at the hands
of Germany in 1870, he could not sanction its use
of violence. In March 1871 he was elected deputy
but resigned in protest when Alsace-Lorraine was
handed over to Germany.

This was not the end of his political career, how-
ever, which was to last for nearly another fifty years—
one of the longest France has ever known. It began
on the far left: though a republican himself,
Clemenceau was a fierce enemy of republican mod-
erates and orchestrated the end of numerous minis-
ters’ careers. Throughout his life he was feared for his
tongue—he was one of the great orators of his time
and never hesitated to cut down even his friends with
epigrams—his sword, because he loved to fight duels,
and his pen. Indeed he was one of the most incisive
journalists of his time and dearly loved to write.

Because Clemenceau was not always careful
about the company he kept, attempts were made
to compromise him in the Panama affair, in which
French politicians were bribed to support the canal
project. The scandal lost him his seat as deputy for
the Var in the 1893 elections, and he did not return
to parliament until 1902, as senator for the same
department. His years away from the legislature,
however, proved to be among the most important
of his life because he was one of the most vocal
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supporters of Captain Alfred Dreyfus, who had been

unjustly convicted of treason. He wrote thousands

of articles arguing for the captain’s rehabilitation.

Although he considered himself to be on the far

left, and though he had a more heightened social

consciousness than most politicians of his time,

Clemenceau was never a follower of socialism. In a

famous speech of 1884, as this current was gaining

strength, he clearly stated that he was opposed to it.

Furthermore, when this ‘‘radical’’ (who did not

want to join the Radical Party when it was founded

in 1901) became a minister for the first time in 1906

at the age of sixty-five, then premier from 1906 to

1909, he devoted a considerable portion of his

energy to suppressing social movements. Dubbed

the ‘‘strikebreaker,’’ this man of the left was hated

by leftist workers at the time and would remain so

for the rest of his life. As a self-styled patriot, how-

ever, he was much more cautious when the inter-

national politics of the day were at issue. In truth, he

was not among France’s greatest government min-

isters and was headed for retirement in 1914, when

war broke out.

Refusing to take part in the coalition govern-

ment known as the Sacred Union because he held

both its members and the president of the

Republic, Raymond Poincaré, in low esteem, and

convinced of Germany’s total responsibility for the

war (he remained unequivocal on this point until

his death), Clemenceau called for will and determi-

nation to win the war and condemned those he

suspected of weakness, pacifism, and defeatism.

When the situation became critical in 1917, espe-

cially in terms of morale, Poincaré reluctantly called

upon Clemenceau to take charge of the govern-

ment. From 16 November 1917 onward, the

‘‘fearsome old man’’ (he was seventy-six) infused

the country with his energy and led it to victory.

He became immensely popular as a result but

securing the peace proved vastly more difficult.

Although more moderate than he was reputed to

be (unlike Marshal Ferdinand Foch, he quickly

renounced the idea of dismembering Germany)

and having little belief in the Wilsonian ideas of

perpetual peace and the League of Nations, he

advocated measures intended to shield France from

future aggression. Also contrary to what was fre-

quently reported, he managed to find areas of

compromise with President Woodrow Wilson as

the months of negotiations ran on. The resulting
treaty, however, was dealt a severe blow when the
United States Senate refused to ratify it.

He ran for president of the Republic in 1920,
wishing to oversee the enactment of the Treaty of
Versailles, but many Catholic politicians refused to
vote for an elderly man with a history of anticleri-
calism, and numerous other enemies he had made
during his political career also withheld their sup-
port. Thus removed from political life, Clemenceau
devoted his time to travel (though never in French
colonial territories, because he had always been a
staunch enemy of France’s colonial enterprises) and
to writing. In 1922 he returned to the United
States to defend the Treaty of Versailles and the
need for its adoption. He enjoyed an enthusiastic
reception but failed to convince. His last book,
Grandeurs et misères d’une victoire (Grandeur and
Misery of Victory), was published posthumously in
1930. In it, he engages in polemical defenses of his
own work, against the recently deceased Marshal
Foch. Clemenceau died in Paris on 24 November
1929 at the age of eighty-eight and was buried in
his native region of Vendée. His statue on the
Champs-Elysées in Paris is one of the city’s most
prominent memorials.

See also France; Reparations; Versailles, Treaty of.
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COAL MINING. In 1912–1913 the Euro-
pean coal industry reached its peak. At that time
coal was the unchallenged energy supply not
only for heavy industry and transportation but
also for public and domestic heating. In Great
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Britain coal represented 95 percent of total energy
consumption and was also used to produce elec-
tricity and gas. Coal mining remained a labor-
intensive activity based on a male labor force. The
United Kingdom alone counted more than one
million coal miners before World War I, the most
important group of workers (10 percent of the
country’s male labor) both in numbers and in trade
union power. Coal mining was also a major indus-
try in France, Belgium, Germany (Ruhr, Saarland),
Poland (Upper Silesia), the Austro-Hungarian
Empire, and Ukraine (Donetsk).

FROM UNCHALLENGED POSITION TO

STRUCTURAL DECLINE

The history of coal mining in twentieth-century
Western Europe contrasts with that of Eastern
Europe and the United States. After World War I coal
output in Western Europe entered a long phase of
stagnation and, after a period of recovery from 1945
to 1958, a structural decline. For instance, Great
Britain produced 292 million tons in 1913 (a level it
would never reach again), 245 million in 1930, 220 in
1950, 128 in 1975, and 50 million in 1996. The
picture is the same for all other Western European
countries. In Eastern Europe, by contrast, output
continued to increase after World War I. Poland, the
largest producer except for the Soviet Union, pro-
duced 32 million tons in 1920, 38 in 1930, 78 in
1950, 172 in 1975, and still 137 million in 1997.

In Western Europe coal mining suffered from
a slowdown of demand because of technological
improvements to reduce energy consumption

in heavy industry and transportation as well as

the growing competition of American coal on the

international market. While Great Britain was the

major coal exporter in the world in the late nine-

teenth century, the United States took the lead in

the 1920s. Moreover, on the European continent

itself British coal had to struggle with the growing

export of cheap, high-quality coal from Poland.

The British coal position also was challenged by

France and Germany. The collieries of Nord-Pas-

de-Calais that suffered heavy damage in the war

were modernized in a major program of recon-

struction. French coal output increased from 41

million tons in 1913 to 55 in 1930 and reached

its peak in 1958 with 60 million tons. The recovery

of German coal mining after World War I was even

more impressive thanks to the efforts of cartels such
as the Rhenish-Westphalian. German coal mining
was mechanized: in the Ruhr 66 percent of coal
output was cut by machines in 1926 as against 22
percent in Britain. The German output increased
from 118 million tons in 1924 (after the occupa-
tion of the Ruhr) to 188 million tons in 1939.
Finally, during the interwar period new coalfields
were opened, such as the Campine in Belgium,
and Dutch coal mining expanded rapidly (Dutch
production was only 2 million tons in 1913 but
reached 14 million in 1937). Meanwhile American
and Polish coal mining were concentrated in large
concessions big enough to invest in mechanization,
while most of the collieries in Western Europe were
still too small, fragmented in innumerable concessions
(areas of land granted by governments to mining
companies) dating from the mid-nineteenth century.

The stagnation of demand in the 1920s made
clear the fact that West European coal mining suffered
from an excess of capacity, insufficient productivity,
and too much expensive coal. With the economic
crisis of the 1930s its precarious position grew still
worse except in the German Reich. British output fell
from 262 million tons in 1929 to 210 in 1933.

Miners, however, remained a strong group able
to paralyze a country by strike actions. The labor-
intensive character of coal-mining operations
encouraged miners’ trade unions to fight for social
provisions, higher wages (such as the British mini-
mum wage legislation of 1912), better working
conditions, and reduction of working hours per
day (the British Coal Mines Regulation Act of
1908, known as the ‘‘Eight Hours Act’’). With a
very high level of trade union participation, unions
were well placed to apply pressure to industrial
affairs. Owners also were organized, in associations
such as the Mining Association of Great Britain.
The coal industry was thus characterized by repeated
miners’ strikes. In Great Britain the movement cul-
minated with the strike and lockout of 1926.
Though the strike ended in defeat for the miners,
the sector did not recover. Many other actions were
taken by coal miners’ trade unions in the Weimar
Republic, Belgium, and France. At the same time,
coal increasingly became the source of political and
even military intervention: the Ruhr coalfields were
occupied by French and Belgian troops in 1923 to
force Germany to pay war reparations.
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World War II and its aftermath, reconstruc-
tion, created such a huge demand for coal that it
provoked, as Régine Perron has written, the ‘‘myth
of scarcity,’’ in which Jean Monnet (one of the
founding fathers of the European Coal and Steel
Community, or ECSC) and others warned that
Western Europe would suffer deeply from a short-
age of coal in the following decades. Therefore the
goal was to increase output and improve produc-
tivity as quickly as possible. A ‘‘battle for coal’’
ensued in 1945–1946, especially in Belgium and
France. In the first years of the ECSC the High
Authority continued to encourage production,
but the energy market was dramatically changing
due to the competition of cheap, abundant coal
from the United States and Poland and, after
1958, the challenge of oil and natural gas, which
remained low-cost until 1974. (Civil nuclear
energy remained a marginal supplier until the

1970s). Drastic changes in the energy market were

not peculiar to Europe; between 1950 and 1970

the world’s energy consumption is estimated to

have tripled. Even with increased energy consump-

tion, however, the production of coal declined in

Europe because coal was too expensive and oil

increasingly competitive.

In 1958–1959 the demand for coal fell, paving

the way for the structural decline of coal mining in

Western Europe. In the short term (1958–1960),

many companies had to struggle with increasing

stocks and excessive capacities. In the long run,

restructuring the entire sector became a priority:

closing unprofitable collieries, concentrating pro-

duction on larger concessions (as in Campine in

Belgium), accelerating mechanization, improving

the quality of the product, and finally, reducing

the number of coal miners. This meant the

A miner works with a pony and cart to haul coal, Durham, England, 1934. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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disappearance of an enormous occupational class,
with its know-how, its strike tradition, its own
culture. For instance, the 1.1 million coal miners
Great Britain counted in 1913 fell to 700,000 in
1945, 300,000 in 1975, and fewer than 11,000 in
2000.

From the early 1960s onward all the countries
of Western Europe adopted national planning, sup-
ported by the High Authority of the ECSC, to
reduce and even to stop coal mining. Indeed, since
World War II coal mining had been under state
control as a strategic sector. In Great Britain the
nationalization of the sector (already envisaged by
the Coal Mines Act of 1930) became effective in
1947 with the creation of the National Coal Board.
France nationalized the coal industry by the law of
17 May 1946 and the creation of Charbonnages de

France. In the Netherlands coal mining was under
state control from the beginning, while in Belgium
private companies were placed under strict state
control after 1959.

In the 1980s, after some attempt to maintain
production during the oil crisis, the exhaustion of
most of the coalfields, more severe safety regula-
tions, and new environmental protections made
European coal too expensive in comparison with
coal imported from China or South Africa. In the
early 1970s the Netherlands was the first to decide
to close down its coal-mining operations; the last
colliery was closed in 1992 in Belgium, after social
conflicts of great violence, then in 1994 in Portugal
and 2005 in France. While Germany has not yet
made the decision to close its last pits as of 2006,
Great Britain is engaged in a drastic reorganization

Striking coal miners picket near Buckingham Palace, London, 1959. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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of its coal-mining industry. Spain, Poland, Bulgaria,
and Romania also have started to reduce the num-
ber of collieries.

MODERNIZATION AND MECHANIZATION

The fact that coal mining was a sector in decline in
Western Europe does not imply obsolete technol-
ogy. On the contrary, since the end of World War
II the idea was to increase productivity by closing
mines that were not suitable for mechanization and
to modernize the most profitable ones.

The traditional system of work organization to
cut coal at the coal face was the room-and-pillar
system that was used in coalfields presenting dis-
turbed geological configuration. However, the
longwall method, imported from the United
States, was used in England (Yorkshire, Lancashire)
and later in countries such as Poland, where the coal
seam permitted it. The advantage was that the long-
wall method permitted the mechanization of coal
cutting. American mechanical coal cutters with load-
ers were introduced into the Midlands in 1936.

However, this method was inappropriate for
most of the coal mines on the Continent (except in
Poland) due to geological constraints. Consequently
coal cutting had to be done by hand with pneu-
matic picks. In the Ruhr however, mechanical
coal cutters were developed during World War II.
The German face conveyor or armored flexible
conveyor became one of the key inventions of
modern mining and by the 1960s it had been
installed on all major longwall faces in Britain.

Safety conditions were greatly improved by the
introduction of the powered roof support in the
mid-1960s and by new techniques in tunneling and
shaft sinking. However, one of the most important
improvements of the twentieth century was electri-
fication. After the 1902 international exhibition in
Düsseldorf, electricity not only revolutionized coal
mining itself (with electric headlamps for miners
and fixed lighting in the galleries) but ushered in
the age of the coal-fired power station.

Modernization and the closure of obsolete coal
mines dramatically increased productivity (see table
1). Increased productivity also resulted from
improvement in safety conditions, especially after
the tragedy of Courrières (Nord-Pas-de-Calais) in
1906, which cost the lives of eleven hundred miners.

COAL MINING AND MIGRANT WORKERS

Coal mining companies had always been con-

fronted with the difficulties of recruiting and keep-

ing workers. This problem became severe after

World War I, when miners and other young work-

ers deserted the collieries for healthier and better-

paid occupations. Consequently the companies had

to recruit foreign workers, usually on a temporary

basis (guest workers). In France the first Italians

were accommodated in the basin of Briey in 1905.

After the war they were followed by Poles and

Czechs. In the small coalfield of Albi, Czechs and

Poles account for 40 percent of the manpower of

the miners in 1925. They flowed especially into

Nord-Pas-de-Calais. Recruitment of foreign work-

ers increased dramatically after World War II. The

coalfields of Europe became a multiethnic society

formed by people who shared the same occupa-

tional know-how and who forged a local culture

that had no equivalent in other industries or other

places. However, in Europe, coal miners are now

part of history, not of the future.

See also General Strike (Britain); Industrial Capitalism;
Strikes; Trade Unions.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Ashworth, William. The History of the British Coal Industry.
Vol. 5: 1946–1982: The Nationalized Industry. Oxford,
U.K., 1986.
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TABLE 1

Output in the coal industry of the principal European
producer countries, 1960–1975 (in kilos of coal per
miner and day)

Germany United Kingdom France Belgium

1960 2,126 1,994 1,798 1,577
1965 2,815 2,621 2,039 1,874
1970 3,941 3,469 2,643 2,630
1975 4,062 3,493 2,761 2,426

SOURCE: Rolande Trempé, “La politique de la main-d’œuvre de
la Libération à nos jours en France.” Revue Belge d’Histoire
Contemporaine 19, nos. 1–2 (1988): 76.
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COBRA. CoBrA was born in Paris during the 1948
International Conference of the Center for the
Documentation of Avant-Garde Art, organized by
the group Surréalisme Révolutionaire (SR). At the
conference the artists Joseph Noiret and Christian
Dotremont (Belgium); Asger Jorn (Denmark); and
Karel Appel, Constant Anton Nieuwenhuys
(‘‘Constant’’), and Corneille Guillaume van Beverloo
(‘‘Corneille’’) from Holland joined forces to reproach
Surréalisme Révolutionaire’s dogmatic and theoretical
tendencies. The dissidents got together later at the
Café Notre-Dame, where they composed the
manifesto La cause était entendue (The cause was
understood). Several days later, Dotrement
proposed a name for the group, CoBrA, composed
of the initial letters of Copenhagen, Brussels,
and Amsterdam. In their eyes, the only way to
pursue an international collaboration was in
the nature of an experiment. CoBrA championed
the power of violence and spontaneity by mixing
primitivism and oceanian arts with certain
forms of automatic production inherited from
surrealism.

The group brought together some twenty or
more artists and writers, including Henry Heerup,
Egill Jacobsen, and Carl-Henning Pedersen from
Denmark, and later the Belgian painter Pierre
Alechinsky. The activities of its founding artists prior
to the group’s formation furnished springboards
for the young movement, including the theoretical
and technical explorations of the Surréalisme
Révolutionaire in Belgium, the abstract-surrealist
group Høst in Denmark, and the Dutch
Experimental Group. They shared a common
Marxist consciousness that drew them all in one
way or another toward communism. Wishing to
create collective works that allied writers and pain-
ters from every country, they began a series of
‘‘Meetings in Bregnerød’’ on 18 August 1949, in
a student lodging in north Copenhagen. The

meetings produced a wall mural in the living room,

while Dotrement and Edouard Jaguer from France

began writing Les artistes libres (Free artists), a

series of journals whose covers were created by

the artists who wrote them.

Tensions escalated when the group’s first exhi-

bition was held in Amsterdam in November 1949,

leading to the withdrawal of the poets in the Dutch

Experimental Group, and leaving only Appel,

Constant, and Corneille as the remaining Dutch

members. Dotrement represented another subject

of discord because he exercised too much influence

over the content of the magazine CoBrA, for which

he was the editor in chief. Furthermore, at the

Amsterdam Conference adjoining the exposition

he successfully proposed transforming the group

into an Experimental Artists Internationale (EAI),

which was meant to welcome artists from all coun-

tries under the condition that they avoid the three

great standards of formalism: naturalism, the old

surrealism, and abstract art. Jorn retorted that it

was necessary to maintain different national identi-

ties and reproached Dotrement for failing to clearly

break with the Belgian Communist Party, which was

following the party line set in Moscow. Dotrement

completed his break with the party in May 1950 by

publishing the pamphlet ‘‘ ‘Le réalisme-socialiste’

contre la révolution’’ (‘‘Socialist-Realism’’ against

revolution).

For their part Appel, Corneille, Constant, and

Jorn set up shop in Paris in September 1950 and

mounted expositions at the Collette Allendy

Gallery, the Maeght Gallery, and the Salon des

Surindépendents. They deviated from the CoBrA

principles in order to almost imperceptibly revive

abstract formalism, a current that Dotrement and

Alechinsky remained aloof to, moving instead to

Copenhagen at the close of 1950 and then to

Malmö. The following year Jorn left the group,

but illness brought him together with Dotrement

again for a brief period at the Silkeborg Sanitarium,

where out of the ashes of CoBrA they produced a

series of ‘‘word-paintings’’ dedicated to the life of

the invalid. Just as Alechinsky was organizing a

CoBrA exposition in Liège on 8 November 1951,

three years after the signing of the manifesto ‘‘The

Cause Was Understood,’’ Dotrement sent him a

letter announcing the dissolution of the group.

C O B R A

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 615



The group’s failure was due to a number of

reasons. In reality, the Danes, Dutch, and Belgians

created it at a moment when their paths were cross-

ing but not destined to converge. The Dutch

were defining themselves by demarcating their

national culture, and Jorn sought recognition for

Scandinavian thought at the same level as Latin

thought, whereas the Belgians considered the

group’s literary surrealism a subject of exoticism,

though all the while adhering to it. The bridge

between poets and plastic artists was never fully

complete—on the whole the painters remained

painters, and the writers remained writers.

Furthermore, although in its origins CoBrA sought

to be an anti-Parisian movement, it could not

thumb its nose at the French capital for long. Far

from leading to the group’s downfall however, this

illustrates the welcome and hospitality extended to

the group’s principles by artists living in Paris.

Still a certain spirit of the group persisted, and

almost ten years after its dissolution Jorn and

Constant rejoined Guy Debord as the core of

Situationist Internationale, a synthesis of art

and literature, with political goals. Jorn and

Alechinsky joined forces again at the dawn of the

1960s, leading Alechinsky to follow new directions

in the pictorial domain. As for Dotrement, he con-

tinued to defend the spirit of CoBrA through

experimental collective works and his calligraphic

poems, or Logogrammes. CoBrA remains a wonder-

ful encounter between European artists, assembled

at the core of a diverse group and nurtured to

maturity by a strong pictorial program that

attempted to forge its own path outside the dic-

tates of the Paris School.

See also Avant-Garde; Painting, Avant-Garde; Surrealism.
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COCTEAU, JEAN (1889–1963), French
poet, playwright, novelist, choreographer, drafts-
man, painter, and film director.

Jean Cocteau, the son of a well-to-do bourgeois
family that patronized the arts, began at a very young
age to associate with the poets and writers in vogue at
the time, including Catulle Mendès, Anna de
Noailles, Charles-Pierre Péguy, Edmond Rostand,

Laurent Tailhade, and Marcel Proust. He also devel-

oped a taste for writing when he was very young. At

twenty he published his first collection of poems, La
Lampe d’Aladin (Aladdin’s lamp), followed by Le
Prince frivole (1910; The frivolous prince) and

La danse de Sophocle (1912; Sophocles’ dance).

A great lover of ballet, music, and the theater, he

attended the performances of the Russian Ballet in

Paris, where he met Sergei Diaghilev, director of the

Ballets Russes, for whom he composed Le dieu bleu
(1912; The blue god) with Reynaldo Hahn. In his

reflections on aesthetics, Le Potomak (1919), he

explained how the anticonformist performance of

Igor Stravinsky’s Sacre du printemps (1913; Rite of
Spring) by the BalletsRusses shattered his comfortable

life as a dandy and convinced him that the poet must

find utterly unconventional ways to express himself.

He therefore decided to become an avant-garde artist,

fearless about scandalizing the public and about push-

ing the boundaries of art. He was convinced that all

the performing arts, including theater, the circus, film,

ballet, and opera were excellent vehicles for poetry. He

befriended penniless artists in Montmartre and

Montparnasse, artists whose audaciousness exasper-

ated the bourgeoisie, and became a zealous propagan-

dist for the new art invented by Pablo Picasso, Max

Jacob, Guillaume Apollinaire, Diaghilev, Stravinsky,

Erik Satie, Blaise Cendrars, Moı̈se Kisling, and

Amedeo Modigliani. He created a profusion of

poems, plays, screenplays, and critical manifestos.

Cocteau collaborated with Picasso and Satie on
the ballet Parade (1917), also for the Ballets Russes,
which Apollinaire characterized as ‘‘surrealist.’’ In
1920 he created Le boeuf sur le toit (The ox on the
roof) and in 1921 composed Les mariés de la Tour
Eiffel (The newlyweds of the Eiffel Tower). He also
wrote the ballets Les biches (1924; The hinds) with
Darius Milhaud and Francis Poulenc, and Les fâcheux
(1924; The nuisances), in collaboration with Georges
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Auric and Louis Laloy. Both ballets were produced by

Diaghilev. In Le coq et l’arlequin (1918; The cock and

the harlequin), he defended Satie’s ‘‘uncluttered art’’

(art dépouillé), in opposition to the work of Claude

Debussy and Richard Wagner. Cocteau was fasci-

nated by the avant-garde in all its forms: he celebrated

airplanes and machines in his poetry and even did

aerial acrobatics with Roland Garros—an experience

he would later translate into poetic telegrams (with

irregular spaces between words) in his Le Cap de
Bonne Espérance (1918; The Cape of Good Hope).

He contributed to the magazine Dada as well.

Cocteau served as an ambulance driver for the Red

Cross on the Belgian front in 1916 and later turned

his war experiences into a collection of poems entitled

Discours du grand sommeil (1922; Discourse on the

great sleep), as well as a novel, Thomas l’Imposteur
(1923; Thomas the imposter). The surrealists’ hosti-

lity toward him led him to give up avant-garde theater

and from then on, heavily influenced by Raymond

Radiguet, he produced more traditional works,

defending that new traditionalism in a manifesto, Le
secret professionnel (1922; Professional secrets). His

output during the interwar years and beyond is stun-

ning in its diversity: he produced novels, works of

criticism, memoirs, plays, drawings, paintings, and

films. Depressed and plagued by emotional problems,

he turned to opium, the ravaging effects of which he

depicted in Opium (1930) after undergoing detox-

ification in 1925. During this time he corresponded

with Jacques Maritain, who tried to convert him

to Catholicism, and broke definitively with the

surrealists.

Even more than personal interpretations of clas-
sical myths, the guiding thread of Cocteau’s creative
work was his memoriesof childhood and adolescence.
Thus the starting point for his novel Les enfants terri-
bles (1929; The Holy Terrors) was the memory of a
snowball fight at the Lycée Condorcet, during which
the hero, Paul, is wounded by the demonic student
Dargelos. The scene brings to mind the relationship
between a teenage brother and sister that ends with
both of them committing suicide. His poem L’ange
Heurtebise (1926; The angel Heurtebise) as well as
the play (1927) and film version of Orphée (1949;
Orpheus) depict an angel ensnaring the poet. The
sphinx in La machine infernale (1934; The infernal
machine) plays a similar role. Cocteau portrayed the
tragic fate of the human being who comes from
nothing and, after the short and absurd interlude of
life, sinks back into nothingness. All his works play
with open and closed space, this world and the one
beyond, illusion and reality, order and chaos. Only
poetry offers immortality, and the poet creates works
of art that explain the world after death.

In 1930 Cocteau made his first film, Le sang d’un
poète (The blood of a poet), which was autobiographi-
cal and piqued the curiosity of psychiatrists. This was
followed by L’éternel retour (1943; Eternal return)
and La belle et la bête (1945; Beauty and the Beast), a
visual enchantment for spectators, who thronged to
the theaters to applaud this lyrical and technical tri-
umph, then by L’aigle à deux têtes (1947; Two-headed
eagle), Orphée (1949), and finally Le testament
d’Orphée (1959; The testament of Orpheus), which
was his last film and a true will and testament, a virtual
catalog of all his poetry, dreams, anxieties, fantasies,
and hallucinations. He conceived all his films as a
vehicle for his friend the actor Jean Marais.

Cocteau pursued his poetic work in Le chiffre
sept (1952; The Number Seven) Clair-obscur (1954;
Chiaroscuro), and Le Requiem (1962; Requiem),
as well as in two volumes of his theatrical writings,
published in 1948 (Théâtre I and Théâtre II). He
designed works for Murano glassblowers and for
stained-glass windows (including the Church of
Saint-Maximin in Metz) and painted the frescoes
of Saint Peter’s Chapel in Villefranche-sur-Mer, of
Saint Blaise des Simples in Milly-la-Forêt, of Notre
Dame de France in London, of The Mare Tower of
the Notre Dame Chapel in Jerusalem, as well as
wall murals in the Villa Santo Sospir in Saint-

COCTEAU’S FILMOGRAPHY

Cocteau fait du cinéma (1925)
Le sang d’un poète (1930)
La belle et la bête (1945)
L’aigle à deux têtes (1947)
Les parents terribles (1948)
Orphée (1949)
Coriolan (1950)
La Villa Santo-Sospir (1952)
Le testament d’Orphée (1959)

C O C T E A U , J E A N

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 617



Jean-Cap-Ferrat, the city hall in Menton, and the

restaurant-bar of the Hôtel Mont-Blanc in Megève.

This scandalous provocateur did not fail to

receive numerous official honors. In 1949 he was

made Chevalier of the Legion of Honor. In 1955

he succeeded Colette at the Belgian Royal

Academy for French Language and Literature and

was accepted into the Académie Française. In 1956

he was made doctor honoris causa at Oxford

University and in 1957 he became an honorary

member of the National Institute of Arts and

Letters. In 1960 he was elected prince des poètes,
France’s poet laureate. In 1961 he was named

Commandeur of the Legion of Honor.

Long reputed to be frivolous and superficial,

Cocteau is, in his words, being ‘‘reconsidered’’

(envisagé) by academics, after having first been

‘‘deconsidered’’ (dévisagé) by them.

See also Apollinaire, Guillaume; Cinema; Picasso, Pablo;
Surrealism.
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Rolot, Christian, ed. Le cinéma de Jean Cocteau-Hommage
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MARYSE FAUVEL

Jean Cocteau prepares a mask for his theater productions, 1930. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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COHN-BENDIT, DANIEL (b. 1945),
French student leader of the revolution of May
1968.

Daniel Cohn-Bendit was born just four days
before the end of World War II in Montauban,
France on 4 April 1945, to German Jewish parents
who had fled Nazi Germany during the war. His
father had been a successful lawyer prior to the
Nazi seizure of power and had made a name for
himself defending leftist individuals. Because of his
father’s association with the German Left and Jewish
heritage, the family was forced to flee to France
during the war. Cohn-Bendit’s parents returned to
Germany after 1945, but the family never felt com-
pletely settled in either country and young Daniel
finished his primary and secondary schooling in West
Germany. His own sense of both German and
French citizenship would later explain his commit-
ment to internationalism and the European
Community. After passing his high school exams in
1965, he chose to attend university in France with
the assistance of a German repatriation scholarship.

Having grown up in a bilingual environment,
Cohn-Bendit had no trouble studying at the new
branch of the University of Paris located in
Nanterre. While attending Nanterre, Cohn-Bendit
was influenced by one of his teachers, Alain
Touraine (b. 1925), a young sociologist interested
in the ‘‘sociology of action’’ who specialized in
labor movements in Latin America. Cohn-Bendit
agreed with his teacher and felt that sociologists
had a duty to put their thoughts into action. To the
chagrin of his professors, he became associated
with a small group of students known as the
enragés, or ‘‘the angry ones,’’ who frequently dis-
rupted classes and demanded university reforms. In
January 1968, in a famous confrontation with
François Missoffe, France’s Minister for Youth
and Sports, Cohn-Bendit compared the minister
to the leader of the Hitler Youth. This relatively
minor incident turned Cohn-Bendit into ‘‘Dany
the Red’’ due to his red hair, cheeky comments,
and assumed leftist leanings at Nanterre.

In February of 1968, Cohn-Bendit went to
West Berlin to attend a Vietnam Congress with
other student leaders of the growing European
antiwar movement. The congress celebrated the
recent Tet Offensive and one of the key spokesmen

was the Marxist Rudi Dutschke, who headed West
Germany’s Socialist German Student Union (SDS).
Cohn-Bendit greatly admired Dutschke and may
have also earned the nickname ‘‘Dany the Red’’
from his association with ‘‘Red Rudi’’ Dutschke.

On 22 March 1968, Cohn-Bendit and a dozen
others occupied the faculty lounge in the administra-
tion building at Nanterre and demanded university
reforms and the right to use classrooms to hold dis-
cussions about the Vietnam War. The result-
ing disciplinary hearings and repressive measures
taken by the school president only increased the sup-
porters of Cohn-Bendit’s group that came to be
known as the 22 March Movement. The fact that
Cohn-Bendit and his peers chose to name their group
after the date of their initial occupation is indicative of
their disregard for established student associations or
more doctrinaire Marxist student organizations.
Historian David Caute has suggested that Cohn-
Bendit and the 22 March Movement’s politics were
closest to the French Situationists, who believed that
revolutions cannot be controlled and that the role of
the revolutionary is therefore simply to create situa-
tions that will lead to another chain of events ulti-
mately altering political and social life. Cohn-Bendit
and the 22 March Movement’s actions eventually
forced the closing of the university at Nanterre.

By the beginning of May 1968, Cohn-Bendit
had become a public figure, using his own disciplin-
ary hearings to rally students all over Paris to the
movement. On 2 May, the police invasion of the
Sorbonne roused a universal outcry among young
people, workers, and the residents of the Latin
Quarter; Dany the Red was seen with a megaphone
all over the city at rallies and sit-ins. Using his broad
smile and good sense of humor, Cohn-Bendit had a
perfect sense of the moment and drew legions of
support precisely because he did not come across as
an angry dogmatic revolutionary.

The May events of 1968 proved to be the most
spectacular in Western Europe, and Cohn-Bendit’s
playful mocking of authority made him the perfect
spokesman to antagonize President Charles de
Gaulle (1890–1970) French workers would later
stage a general strike and by 22 May had shut
down France. De Gaulle later used Cohn-Bendit’s
West German citizenship as a reason to deport him
and he was expelled from the country at the end of
May. Cohn-Bendit remained active in the New Left
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in Frankfurt, and in the 1980s joined the Green
Party. He would later be elected to the Frankfurt
City Council and was a member of the European
Parliament in the early twenty-first century.

See also May 1968; 1968; Student Movements.
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STUART J. HILWIG

n

COLD WAR. The Cold War is the name for the
overarching rivalry between the United States and
the Soviet Union that came to define the epoch
from the end of World War II in 1945 until the
collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. At its center—
part cause, part effect—was the postwar division of
Europe and especially of Germany, whose unifica-
tion in 1989–1990 was a decisive moment in the
endgame of the Cold War. But the Cold War
extended far beyond Europe to become a global
competition between the superpowers, as well as
communist China, involving a nuclear arms race that
teetered, at times, on the brink of devastating war.

TERMINOLOGY

The term Cold War was popularized by the
American columnist Walter Lippmann in his book
of that title published in 1947. But in October
1945 the British author George Orwell, pondering
the implications of the new atomic bomb, had
already predicted an epoch in which a great power
could be at once ‘‘unconquerable and in a per-
manent state of ‘cold war’ with its neighbours’’
(pp. 9–10). The term, in fact, has a long lineage,
having been used to characterize Hitler’s war of
nerves against France in the 1930s and the inter-
national arms race before World War I. It was even
used by the medieval Castilian writer Don Juan
Manuel, who wrote: ‘‘War that is very strong and

very hot ends either with death or peace, whereas
cold war neither brings peace nor gives honour to
one who makes it’’ (quoted in Halliday, p. 5).

The other term that entered common usage in
the 1940s was superpowers, coined in 1944 by the
American political scientist William T. R. Fox to
denote countries with ‘‘great power plus great
mobility of power’’ (p. 21). At this time Fox iden-
tified three such superpowers—the United States,
the Soviet Union, and Britain. Although Britain
was an important factor in the early Cold War, its
rapid imperial and economic decline soon exposed
the fact that there were only two real superpowers
in the postwar world. Their competition gave the
Cold War its essential bipolar dynamic.

HISTORIOGRAPHY

For a generation the field of Cold War historiogra-
phy was dominated by American authors. Early
writings were predominantly sympathetic to the
policy of the U.S. government, blaming the Cold
War largely on Soviet territorial expansionism and
portraying American policy as reactive. Although
differing on the relative importance of ideology
as against power politics in Soviet thinking, this
so-called orthodox school held sway in the 1950s
and early 1960s. Its exemplars included the scholar
and policymaker Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. During
the 1960s, however, a ‘‘revisionist’’ critique gained

momentum, fed by contemporary political debate
about the Vietnam War and by the firstfruits of
American archives. Historians such as William
Appleman Williams argued that an American policy
of economic expansion bore a large measure of
responsibility for the Cold War. Anxious to pro-
mote an ‘‘open door’’ for its trade, finance, and
ideas, the United States, they argued, had been
trying to redesign the world in its own image, to
create an informal American empire.

In the 1980s historians such as John L. Gaddis

sketched out a ‘‘postrevisionist’’ view. Although tak-

ing elements from both previous approaches,

including recognition of the assertive nature of

American policy, this interpretation tended to be a

more nuanced, archivally based restatement of tra-

ditionalism. Another leading postrevisionist, the

Norwegian scholar Geir Lundestad, developed the

argument that if Cold War Western Europe was part
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of an American empire, this was ‘‘empire by invita-

tion’’—sought, even welcomed, by the Europeans.

Lundestad also exemplified another trend in

Cold War historiography during the 1980s—the

entry of non-American, Western scholars into

the debate as European archives were opened.

Following Lundestad’s lead, they showed that the

British, French, and even West Germans were not

mere objects of U.S. and Soviet foreign policies but

had their own agenda and sometimes set the pace

and tone of Cold War policy. This was an ‘‘inter-

national’’ approach to the Cold War.

The 1990s saw a ‘‘postcommunist’’ turn in the

historiography, with the collapse of the Soviet bloc

and the selective opening of its archives. The for-

mer East German party files became accessible for

the whole period from 1945 to 1991; Poland,

Hungary, and the Czech Republic made available

important new material on key Cold War crises.

Although this new documentation is patchy, parti-

cularly for Russia, it has shed important light on

the ‘‘other side’’ of the Cold War, and scholars are

still absorbing the implications.

ORIGINS

Not merely the interpretation of the Cold War but
its periodization depends a good deal on one’s
overall approach. Revisionists, for instance, were
often inclined to date it back to 1917, the year of
the Russian Revolution and the United States’
entry into the European war. As such, the Cold
War was a struggle of revolution versus counter-
revolution. On the other hand, the two powers had
little to do with each other after the end of the
Russian civil war and the United States’ retreat
from European commitments.

What really brought them into contact was
their alliance of wartime necessity against Hitler
and especially the presence from 1945 of U.S. and
Soviet troops in the heart of defeated Germany.
With the two powers now face to face and forced
to work together on postwar peacemaking, their
fundamental ideological differences really began to
matter. Each still wanted cooperation, but on its
own terms, and events in 1945 showed just how
far the other side would go.

The biggest problem was what to do about
Germany itself, occupied by America, Britain,

France, and the Soviet Union as prelude, it was
assumed, to creating an independent, denazified
German state. However, the Allies could not agree
on the terms for a peace treaty. Having lost perhaps
twenty-eight million in the war, the Soviets were
naturally determined to keep Germany down. The
Americans, remote from Europe and suffering only
three hundred thousand dead, were more inter-
ested in rebuilding the German economy as a
motor for European recovery.

The defeat of Hitler’s Reich also left the Red
Army in control of large areas of Eastern Europe.
Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) understood the Yalta
Conference of February 1945 to signify that he
was being given a free hand in ‘‘his’’ part of
Europe, just as he left the British and Americans
predominant in the West. But they expected that
he would conform to the ‘‘open door,’’ democratic
values for which they proclaimed the war had been
fought. The imposition of Communist-dominated
governments in Poland, Bulgaria, and Romania in
1945 was therefore a deep shock. Stalin, in turn,
regarded Western protests as a breach of promise
and as sinister evidence that his erstwhile allies
posed a threat to basic Soviet interests.

The year 1945 was not just the end of the
Second World War; it also marked the beginning
of the nuclear age. In August 1945 the United
States dropped two atomic bombs on Japan to
end the Asian war. Stalin’s response was to galva-
nize the Soviets’ own atomic project, giving it top
priority for manpower and resources. Revisionist
historians sometimes argued that if Washington
had been more willing to share atomic secrets with
Moscow, this might have reduced Cold War fric-
tion. But even a leader less paranoid than Stalin
would not have rested easy as long as atomic weap-
ons remained an American monopoly. Nuclear
rivalry exacerbated the underlying mistrust.

During 1945, the new American president,
Harry S. Truman, agreed to the governments of
Poland, Bulgaria, and Romania on essentially
Stalin’s terms, with the addition of a few token non-
communists. But his suspicion of Soviet conduct
deepened during 1946, not only in Europe but also
in places such as Iran, Turkey, and Korea. Winston
Churchill, the wartime British prime minister, helped
conceptualize the new worldview with his speech at
Fulton, Missouri, on 5 March 1946 warning of an

C O L D W A R

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 621



‘‘Iron Curtain’’ coming down across Europe. On
both sides, memories of the previous war were per-
vasive. The Americans and British saw events as a
possible replay of the 1930s, with aggression escalat-
ing into another world war if the response was appea-
sement; the Soviets feared another surprise attack
from the West, akin to 1941, and Stalin played on
this to justify renewed repression at home.

THE PARTITION OF EUROPE, 1947–1949

The crucial year was 1947. The British, in eco-
nomic crisis, informed Washington that they could
no longer provide financial aid to Turkey and
Greece, where the communists were gaining
ground in a brutal civil war. Calling on Congress
to pick up the tab, Truman spoke of a world divided
between ‘‘democracy’’ and ‘‘totalitarianism,’’ and
committed the United States to supporting ‘‘free
peoples’’ everywhere. The Truman Doctrine of
12 March 1947 ideologized the Cold War.

The second big American initiative that year was
the Marshall Plan. With Western European recovery
faltering because of a grave shortage of dollars, the
U.S. secretary of state George C. Marshall spoke out
at Harvard University on 5 June. Marshall promised
that if the Europeans drew up a joint recovery pro-
gram, the United States would provide financial assis-
tance. Marshall’s offer did not in principle exclude the
Soviets, who turned up at the ensuing conference at
Paris in July with a hundred-strong delegation. But
when Stalin discovered that the aid would not be
unconditional, as in the war, and that the Americans
saw it as a lever for opening up nationalist econo-
mies, he recalled his delegation and warned satellite
countries such as Poland and Czechoslovakia that
participation would be regarded as a hostile act
against the Soviet Union. The Marshall Plan went
ahead for Western Europe alone, while much of
Eastern Europe became an exploited Soviet colony.
In many ways July 1947 was the moment when the
Iron Curtain really came down.

The divide became political as well. May 1947
saw new coalition governments formed in France,
Italy, and Belgium, without the communists. Over
the next year, union movements across Western
Europe split into communist and noncommunist
groupings. Meanwhile, Eastern European states were
Stalinized, with only Moscow loyalists left in power,
and command economies were rapidly imposed.

With the great powers deadlocked over its
future, Germany remained essentially a barter eco-
nomy in which the main medium of exchange was
cigarettes. The country was potentially the engine
of European economic recovery, and the British
and Americans decided they must start to revive
their zones of Germany without Soviet agreement.
After the communist takeover of Czechoslovakia in
February 1948, the French—hitherto more fearful
of the Germans than of the Russians—also fell into
line. Faced with a new currency in western
Germany, Stalin tried to intimidate the West by
imposing a blockade of Berlin in June 1948. To
his surprise, the Americans and British responded
with an airlift that kept the city supplied through
the winter until he conceded defeat in May 1949.

By this time the Western allies had agreed on
the basis of a new western German state. The
Federal Republic of Germany came into existence
in May 1949, even though the Allied occupation
continued. The Berlin crisis also accelerated talks
about transatlantic cooperation. The North Atlantic
Treaty, signed in April 1949, was an unprece-
dented American peacetime commitment to the
security of Europe and a sign of how far the world
had moved since 1945.

MILITARIZING THE COLD WAR, 1949–1955

Later in 1949, however, the initiative again shifted
away from the West. In August the Soviet Union
tested its first atomic bomb, based on information
transmitted by Soviet agents about the device
tested by the Americans in 1945. And in October
the Chinese communists, victors of the long and
savage civil war, proclaimed the new People’s
Republic of China.

In Stalin’s eyes these two events signaled a shift
in the ‘‘correlation of forces.’’ They emboldened
him to approve the bid by his North Korean allies
to bring the whole of their country under commu-
nist control. The Korean War, which broke out
in June 1950, had a dramatic effect on Europe.
The Atlantic allies, fearful that it presaged a similar
offensive in Western Europe, galvanized their
own rearmament and turned the treaty into a
proper military alliance (the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization—NATO), with its own command
structure under American leadership. Despite strong
opposition in Congress, the United States
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committed four new combat divisions to European
defense, in return demanding that the Europeans
accept the rearmament of West Germany.

The French were deeply alarmed at the revival of
German military power. For nearly four years
the allies explored the idea of a European Defense
Community in which German forces would simply be
part of a multinational army. After this proposal was
rejected in the French Assembly in August 1954, the
allies eventually agreed to admit a rearmed West
Germany into NATO. Its forces would not have an
independent existence, and the government also
renounced atomic, biological, and chemical weapons.

The Soviets also viewed the revival of West
German power with grave suspicion. In the spring
of 1952 Stalin proposed new talks leading to a

Germany that would be united, rearmed but neu-

tral. When the West rejected this as a spoiling tactic,

the Soviets sealed off their part of Germany from the

west. Having argued in 1952–1953 about whether

East Germany was an asset or a liability now that

they had looted most of its assets, the Soviet leaders

were panicked by the riots across the country in

June 1953. In a marked change of policy, they

started to build up the East German regime. When

West Germany joined NATO in May 1955, the

Soviets countered by drawing their satellites, includ-

ing East Germany, into their own military system,

known in the West as the Warsaw Pact.

Only a few European countries stayed aloof

from the two rival alliances. Switzerland and

Sweden maintained their traditional neutrality. In

Civil defense workers test protective radiation suits and radiation detectors,

Bonn, West Germany, 1954. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Austria, the four occupying powers withdrew in

May 1955, under a treaty that left the country

united, independent, and nonaligned. And

Yugoslavia’s leader Josip Broz Tito had successfully

broken away from Moscow’s orbit to develop a

looser communist economy with aid from the

West. But these were rare exceptions. Ten years

after the end of Hitler’s Reich, most of Europe

had been divided into two armed camps.

FIRST THAW AND NEW DIVISIONS, 1955–1961

Stalin’s death in March 1953 heralded a thaw. The

new collective leadership was anxious to reduce

tension with the West, and it negotiated an armis-

tice in the deadlocked Korean War. The two sides

also looked for advantageous ground on which to

stage a ‘‘summit’’ conference—a term popularized

by Churchill—and eventually met at Geneva in

July 1955.

But the occasion was largely symbolic. Despite

growing concern about the nuclear threat now

that both sides were developing hydrogen bombs,

the arms race was spiraling out of control. Britain had

joined the nuclear ‘‘club’’ in 1952; France followed

in 1960. In November 1953 the first battle-

field nuclear weapons were introduced into West

Germany, presaging the ‘‘nuclearization’’ of war at

the tactical as well as the strategic level. In November

1956 the brutal Soviet repression of the Hungarian

revolt marked a return to confrontational politics.

This was not, however, the acute tension of the

early 1950s. Under the Soviet leader Nikita

Khrushchev (1894–1971), the slogan was ‘‘peace-

ful coexistence,’’ which meant an intensified com-

petition by all means short of war. Khrushchev was

anxious to reduce the arms burden on his own

economy. Like the Americans, his aim was to cut

down conventional forces and rely more heavily

on the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons. The

successful launching of Sputnik, the first artificial

Earth satellite, in October 1957 suggested that the

Soviets were ahead in the development of long-

range missiles. Hitherto the Soviets had no long-

range aircraft to deliver their nuclear bombs against

the United States; now, it seemed to panicky

Americans, they could hit Washington within thirty

minutes. On the back of this technological tri-

umph, Khrushchev boasted that the Soviet Union

would outstrip U.S. per capita output within
fifteen years.

Khrushchev exploited his advantage by trying
to force an agreement about Berlin, still occupied
by the four wartime allies and as such the only
point where East Germans could escape to the
West. After a series of crises from November
1958, Khrushchev decided to stop the hemorrhage
of young talent by blocking off the Soviet zone of
the city. Barricades and barbed wire on 13 August
1961 quickly became a twelve-foot-high concrete
wall, flanked by minefields, watchtowers, and
searchlights. Despite West German anger, the
West accepted the fait accompli: a divided Germany
seemed an acceptable price for a more stable Europe.
But the Berlin Wall cost the Soviets dear in propa-
ganda terms. To those who did not grasp what was
at stake between ‘‘the free world and the Communist
world,’’ President John F. Kennedy (1917–1963)
declared, ‘‘Let them come to Berlin.’’

CUBA, VIETNAM, AND THE PRAGUE

SPRING, 1962–1969

East Germany was a Soviet showpiece in the Cold
War. Another, more recent, was Cuba. After Fidel
Castro (b. 1926) and his guerrillas seized power from
a corrupt Americanized regime in 1959, they became
increasingly dependent on Soviet aid as they turned
the country into a socialist state. Cuba was only ninety
miles from America, and Kennedy did his best to over-
throw the Castro government. In the autumn of 1962
Khrushchev responded by introducing medium-
range nuclear missiles into Cuba. He tried to do so
secretly, but American spy planes detected the buildup
and Kennedy went public on 22 October, announcing
a blockade of the island. After an increasingly frenzied
week of negotiation, Khrushchev, aware that the U.S.
nuclear arsenal was far superior to his own, backed
down and pulled out the missiles. This massive humi-
liation, played out on the world stage, was a major
factor in his enforced resignation in 1964.

But Kennedy’s advantage was short-lived. He
was assassinated in November 1963, having already
laid the groundwork for America’s own nemesis—
Vietnam. After the French pulled out of this divid-
ed country in 1954, the United States propped up
the anticommunist regime in the south with massive
amounts of aid, and in 1960 the North embarked
on a massive guerrilla war. Kennedy, seeing Vietnam

C O L D W A R

624 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



as a Cold War test case of American virility, began to
introduce ‘‘military advisors.’’ Although the Soviets
were not anxious to escalate the conflict, the increas-
ingly radical government of China, now bitterly at
odds with Russia, provided aid to the North, and
Moscow had to follow suit or lose face in the com-
munist world. With South Vietnam in danger of
collapse in 1965, Kennedy’s successor, Lyndon B.
Johnson (1908–1973), committed combat troops
and started massive bombing of North Vietnam.
But his escalation failed to end the conflict and also
caused immense popular protest in America and
across the world.

The growing anti-American feeling in Western
Europe was reflected at the top of the Western
alliance. Critical of what he saw as excessive American
domination, the French president Charles de Gaulle
(1890–1970) withdrew his country from NATO’s
integrated command system in 1966.

But the 1960s also brought another reminder
of the nature of Soviet rule. Reformers in
Czechoslovakia under Alexander Dubček (1921–
1992) promoted democratic change in what became
known as the ‘‘Prague Spring.’’ Eventually Warsaw
Pact troops reimposed Soviet control in August
1968—another military success that was also a
propaganda disaster. The 1960s ended with both
sides in the Cold War having lost the moral and
ideological high ground.

THE RISE AND FALL OF DÉTENTE, 1969–1979

Johnson’s successor, Richard M. Nixon (1913–
1994), sought to break the Cold War deadlock,
which was now pulling down America’s once all-
powerful economy. The first goal of Nixon and his
national security advisor Henry Kissinger (b. 1923)
was to extricate America from Vietnam without
loss of face. Part of that strategy was to bomb the
North Vietnamese even more heavily than Johnson
had. But Nixon also managed to detatch North
Vietnam from its communist patrons, through
pathbreaking visits to Beijing (February 1972)
and Moscow (May 1972)—the first time an
American president had visited either communist
capital. At Moscow he also concluded the Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT I) in an effort to
slow the arms race. This started a flurry of super-
power summits with the Soviet leader Leonid
Brezhnev (1906–1982) that marked the heyday of

détente (French for ‘‘relaxation of tension’’). It

reflected the fact that both sides were now roughly

equal in nuclear arsenals and that each could see

real benefits from a reduction of the arms race.

Détente had a European dimension as well. In

1970–1972 the new Social Democrat–led govern-

ment in West Germany under Willy Brandt nego-

tiated a series of treaties with its eastern neighbors.

These included de facto recognition of the East

German government (to permit divided families

to pay visits across the border). And in July 1975

thirty-five nations concluded the Conference on

Security and Cooperation in Europe with some

pathbreaking agreements. Thirty years after the

war, the Western countries effectively accepted

Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe. But in return

the Soviet bloc committed itself to honoring basic

freedoms of speech, information, and travel. This

would prove a time bomb ticking away beneath the

edifice of communist rule.

A soldier guides the positioning of a NATO missile,

Verona, Italy, 1957. ªDAVID LEES/CORBIS
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In January 1973, as part of détente, a Vietnam
peace agreement was initialed in Paris. Although
American troops pulled out, Nixon hoped to main-
tain the South Vietnamese regime through massive
economic aid and the threat of U.S. airpower. But
as scandal engulfed his administration in 1973–
1974, Congress cut back military appropriations,
and in April 1975 South Vietnam was overrun.

It was not until 1977, with the presidency of
Jimmy Carter, that détente resumed momentum
with renewed negotiations on arms limitation.
The SALT II treaty was initialed at a Carter-
Brezhnev summit in Vienna in June 1979. By this
time, however, Carter was becoming seriously
alarmed at the expansion of Soviet influence, parti-
cularly in Africa, and the opening of full diplomatic
relations with China in January 1979 was intended
in part as a warning to Moscow.

But what really ended détente was the crisis in
Afghanistan. Factional and tribal feuds in this
Soviet client state escalated into civil war during
1979. At Christmas, the Red Army was sent in to
restore order, only to be sucked into a brutal eight-
year guerrilla war that became Moscow’s equivalent
of America’s Vietnam. In response Carter withdrew
the SALT II treaty from Senate ratification, banned
many economic and cultural contacts with the
Soviets, and called on American athletes to boycott
the 1980 Olympic Games in Moscow.

THE ‘‘NEW COLD WAR,’’ 1980–1985

The freeze deepened in 1981 with the crisis in
Poland, whose fierce anti-Russian nationalism had
been fueled by the country’s fervent Roman
Catholicism. In October 1978 Karol Wojty�a
(1920–2005), the archbishop of Kraków, was elec-
ted Pope John Paul II, becoming a rallying point
for opposition to communist rule. Equally impor-
tant was the burgeoning free union movement,
led by Lech Wa�ęsa (b. 1943), which adopted the
collective name ‘‘Solidarity.’’ In December 1981
the Polish government, under intense pressure
from Moscow, imposed martial law and rounded
up Solidarity’s leaders.

For Carter’s successor, Ronald Reagan (1911–
2004), Poland was yet more evidence of the need
to confront what he famously called ‘‘an evil
empire.’’ Reagan presided over a zealously anti-
communist administration, determined to restore

American power. His presidency saw a new arms
buildup and a vigorous campaign against communist-
backed movements in Central America.

But the president was not a straightforward
cold warrior. He genuinely believed that nuclear
deterrence—mutually assured destruction, or
MAD—was an abomination and hoped to replace
offensive missiles with comprehensive antimissile
defense systems. In March 1983 he gave his back-
ing to the so-called Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI), nicknamed ‘‘Star Wars,’’ but the prospect
of a new, high-tech twist to the arms race seriously
alarmed the Soviets. SDI also upset Reagan’s
European allies, who feared being left outside
America’s strategic umbrella.

Western Europe was even more upset by the
introduction of new theater nuclear missiles. This
deployment had been agreed to back in 1979, as a
counter to updated Soviet SS-20 missiles. But
when NATO’s cruise and Pershing missiles were
deployed, they provoked mass protests and sit-ins
across Western Europe. The early 1980s saw the
worst NATO crisis of the whole Cold War. It was
only because of firm conservative governments in
Britain and West Germany that the deployments
went ahead. In the mid-1980s NATO seemed the
more brittle of the two alliance blocs.

THE GORBACHEV REVOLUTION AND THE

SOVIET COLLAPSE, 1985–1991

Appearances were deceptive, however. The Soviet
Union was in a state of zero growth, and the arms
race with the United States was consuming perhaps
one-sixth of GDP. The root problem was the
command economy, ruled by a central but ineffec-
tual plan, administered by a vast bureaucracy, and
riddled with corruption. During the 1970s and
1980s the Western economies had painfully trans-
cended the era of ‘‘heavy metal’’—the so-called
rustbelt industries such as coal, steel, and automo-
biles—to develop new service economies and begin
the computer-driven information technology revo-
lution. But the Soviet economy was starved of
consumer goods, and its few computers were
mostly pirated from America. As the West entered
the information age, the Soviets were still locked in
the industrial age.

In April 1985 leadership passed to a new
generation. Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931) was
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energetic, bright, and university trained. His pre-
decessors had been shaped by the era of Stalinism
and World War II, which engendered paranoid
concepts of stability and security. By contrast,
Gorbachev had seen the West and was influenced
by concepts of social democracy developed in West
Germany and Scandinavia. The key, in his view, to
a radical restructuring (perestroika) of the Soviet
system was to reduce the arms burden on the econ-
omy. Gorbachev seized the initiative in what was
nothing less than a diplomatic revolution.

Geneva in November 1985 started a new flurry
of superpower summits, at which Gorbachev
made most of the concessions. The meeting in
Washington in December 1987 agreed to remove
all intermediate-range nuclear forces, including the
SS-20, cruise, and Pershing missiles that had
caused such trouble a few years earlier. It was also
the first time the superpowers had agreed to reduce
their missile stocks, instead of merely slowing their
expansion. Gorbachev also agreed to a regime of
on-site inspections—a novel development for the
secretive Soviets and evidence of his new philoso-
phy of openness and transparency (glasnost).

Meanwhile, Gorbachev was encouraging reform
across the Soviet bloc, anxious to replace the ger-
ontocratic leaderships with younger reformers who
would mobilize domestic support for change. But
this message had been heard before, in 1956 for
instance, and then the Kremlin sent in the tanks
when reform got out of hand. Only slowly did
Gorbachev’s rhetoric that ‘‘unity does not mean
uniformity’’ inspire confidence, validated by actions
such as the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in
1988–1989. Of critical importance in promoting
reform across Eastern Europe was the nucleus of
opposition groups whose existence had been guar-
anteed by the Helsinki agreement of 1975.

The two countries in the vanguard of reform
were Poland and Hungary. The Polish Communist
government conceded free elections in June 1989,
and these resulted in a Solidarity-led coalition
government. In Hungary, reformers within the
Communist Party took control, rehabilitating the
leaders of the 1956 revolt, and symbolically opened
the country’s border with Austria. This offered an
unprecedented loophole for East Germans, thou-
sands of whom fled west and then claimed their
right to West German citizenship.

Faced with another hemorrhage of young

talent, a new reformist Politburo in East

Germany bowed to mounting popular unrest and

announced travel concessions on 9 November

1989. This was intended as a limited, regularized

program, but thousands flocked to the border

crossing in Berlin and the massively outnumbered

guards let them through. Over the next few days

two or three million East Germans went to and fro

across the Berlin Wall. The Iron Curtain had

fallen, and the East German regime lasted only a

few more weeks.

By the end of November, mass rallies and strikes

had toppled Communist rule in Czechoslovakia in

what became known as the ‘‘Velvet Revolution.’’

Only in Romania did the end of the brutal regime

of Nicolae Ceauşescu (1918–1989) involve signifi-

cant bloodshed, with the dictator and his wife

summarily executed on Christmas Day.

Few had anticipated that the end of the Soviet

bloc would be so quick and relatively peaceful.

Gorbachev’s refusal to use force, in marked con-

trast to his predecessors, was of decisive impor-

tance. But so was the communications revolution.

News of the upheavals in Poland and Hungary

were relayed around the bloc by West German

TV and radio, emboldening protestors even in

Ceauşescu’s police state. The revolutions of 1989

marked the triumph of communication as much as

the failure of communism.

Gorbachev’s reformism had unleashed a whirl-

wind that was now beyond his control. As West

Germany moved rapidly to absorb East Germany,

leading to formal unification in October 1990, the

Soviet Union itself fell apart. Gorbachev’s attempt

to introduce elements of a market economy led to

roaring inflation. New powers for the Soviet repub-

lics and the legitimation of noncommunist parties

made politics less easy to control. And the erosion

of the union led to a backlash in Russia, the

largest republic and bankroller of the rest, where

Gorbachev’s rival Boris Yeltsin was firmly in con-

trol. After hard-liners tried an unsuccessful coup

in August 1991, Gorbachev’s remaining power

ebbed fast. On Christmas Day 1991, the red flag

was lowered on the Kremlin flagpole as the Soviet

Union ceased to exist.
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CONCLUSION

Stated simply, the Cold War ended in 1989–1991
when most of the world’s communist regimes col-
lapsed, Germany was reunited, and the Soviet
Union ceased to exist. In that sense, the West and
especially the United States won the Cold War.
This was certainly the verdict of many American
conservatives.

But other factors mattered as well. Leaders, for
instance, were crucial, particularly in the Soviet
Union: the Cold War grew out of Stalin’s paranoid
sense of insecurity; conversely, Gorbachev’s belief
that security was not a zero-sum game helped bring
it to an end.

The Cold War was also a phase in social history.
It was made possible by the development of mass
media, particularly television and film, and their use
by governments to shape public ideology in the
Soviet Union and the United States. The explosion
of new electronic media under looser official con-
trol ushered in a new historical era. Equally impor-
tant in the Soviet bloc was the growth of an
educated middle class, which made Stalinism
increasingly difficult to maintain.

At the time, the Cold War seemed an all-encom-
passing phenomenon, particularly to Americans.
Yet much associated with the Cold War has out-
lived it. The People’s Republic of China—the
world’s most populous country and a coming
power of the twenty-first century—is still a com-
munist state, albeit in modified form. Final verdicts
on Marxism-Leninism will depend heavily on how
China evolves. And although the Cold War and the
atomic bomb came of age together in 1945, the
problem of nuclear weapons has survived the Soviet
collapse. Evaluating the Cold War and its legacies
will preoccupy historians for decades to come.

See also Arms Control; Berlin Wall; Eastern Bloc;
Gorbachev, Mikhail; Korean War; Marshall Plan;
NATO; 1989; Solidarity; Soviet Union; Sputnik;
Warsaw Pact.
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COLIJN, HENDRIKUS (1869–1944),
Dutch politician.

Hendrikus Colijn was a farmer’s son born on

22 June 1869 in Burgerveen, a small agricultural

village just south of Amsterdam. In 1886 he volun-

teered for military service and six years later became

a second lieutenant in the Royal Dutch Indian

Army. He distinguished himself in the Aceh Wars

and also as a civil servant. He retired as a major in

1907, when he was appointed secretary of the gov-

ernment of the Dutch East Indies. After a success-

ful career in the colonial civil service, he returned to

the Netherlands in 1909 to become member of

parliament for the Protestant Anti-Revolutionaire

Partij and in 1911 he was appointed as minister of

war. In his characteristic energetic way he began

the reorganization of the army. After the fall of the

government in 1913 he became president of the

Bataafsche Petroleum Maatschappij in 1914. His

international position allowed him to represent
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Dutch interests during World War I, when the

Netherlands stayed neutral.

Despite pressure to resume a political career,
he remained in business as president of the
Koninklijke Petroleum Maatschappij and a director
of Royal Dutch Shell. He returned to parliament in
1922 and became minister of finance in 1923; in
1925 he led his first cabinet, which fell after only a
couple of months. He remained in the Dutch par-
liament while at the same time being active in all
kinds of international economic organizations and
involved in the modernization of the administra-
tion of the Dutch East Indies. During the eco-
nomic crisis he pleaded for a severe retrenchment
policy, which he was finally able to implement in
1933 as head of his (second) broad coalition cabi-
net. Colijn was convinced that the only solution to
the crisis was austerity, and he strove to balance the
budget and maintain the strength of the guilder.
This served to increase unemployment, however,
thus making even greater demands on the Dutch
exchequer. His stringent welfare cuts provoked
riots in July 1934 in a working-class district of
Amsterdam, where the police use of armored vehi-
cles to suppress the revolt led to seven fatalities.
Under strong international pressure and criticism
from his Catholic coalition partners he was forced
to devaluate the Dutch guilder in September 1936.
At the same time his defense cuts became more
and more controversial as international tension
grew. His political career came to an end in
August 1939 when his fifth cabinet fell. He never-
theless remained active in international diplomacy
until the Germans invaded Holland in May 1940.

At the beginning of the German occupation
he criticized the Dutch government for going
into exile in London and pleaded for an acknowl-
edgment of the German hegemony in Europe.
However he remained too wedded to a Protestant
morality to reach an accommodation with Nazi
ideology and soon dissociated himself from the
Germans. In June 1941 he was taken hostage and
deported in March 1942 to Ilmenau (Thüringen)
where he enjoyed a relative liberty until he died of a
heart attack on 18 September 1944.

Characterized by a colleague as ‘‘excessively
admired [and] whole-heartedly vilified’’ (Jan
Blocker in De Volkstrant, 11 April 2004, p. 16),
Colijn distinguished himself from his more

parochial conservative Protestant fellow politicians
through his wide experience in business and diplo-
macy. Profoundly influenced by his years in the
Dutch Indian Army, he was committed to princi-
ples of law and order and highly critical of democ-
racy. He misjudged the rising nationalism in the
Dutch Indies and the dangers of National Socialism
in Europe. Although an admirer of Benito
Mussolini, the Fascist dictator of Italy, he played
an important role limiting the impact of National
Socialism on the Dutch public, thus paradoxically
criticizing democracy while at the same time main-
taining its credibility. In his lifetime, his rhetorical
qualities and his firmness made him very popular
even among the liberal opponents who agreed
with his economic policies. His self confidence,
however, also led to failure, as can be seen in his
unsuccessful struggle against the economic crisis
that severely damaged the Dutch economy and
sustained high levels of unemployment much
longer than necessary during his six-year regime.
After the war, Colijn was largely remembered for
his stubborn defense of the gold standard. He was
vilified for his colonial policies and his lack of sym-
pathy for the plight of the Dutch unemployed. The
image of the steady steersman who had protected
his people from the evils of modernization was
further undermined when his biographer revealed
that during his military career Colijn had been
responsible for atrocities in the Dutch East Indies
during the so-called Lombok expedition of 1894.
At the time, his ruthlessness had been applauded,
but in the changed climate of the 1990s, it was seen
as a further stain on his character.

See also Dutch Colonial Empire; Netherlands.
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COLLABORATION. With the develop-
ment of nation-states after 1789, civilians and even
more so authorities were expected to be loyal with
regard to their country. Cooperation with a foreign
occupier was considered high treason and made
punishable by law. In the long nineteenth century,
the balance of power ensured that this phenom-
enon did not occur. During World War I, the
warring parties tried to detach national minorities
of the enemy from their patriotic loyalty, and thus
some collaboration movements developed, but
they remained marginal phenomena. During
World War II, the far-reaching cooperation of parts
of the population not only with the German,
Italian, and Japanese occupiers, but also with
Allied occupiers, was an important phenomenon,
whereby the collaborators of one side were the
allies of the other. After World War II, the phe-
nomenon also existed in contexts of occupation
and colonization.

The focus herein is on collaboration with Nazi
Germany during World War II. The notion of
Collaboration (with a capital C) is often found
having this meaning, so that the term immediately
takes on a subjective and morally loaded interpreta-
tion, especially in languages other than English. In
English, collaboration (with a small c) is a neutral
term with which the many and divergent forms of
cooperation of an occupied nation with an occupier
can be denoted. In the standard literature and in
this article too, the terms cooperation and accom-
modation are used for this concept.

A distinction should also be made between the
occupied nation’s cooperation with the occupier to
make everyday life possible, and collaboration, that
is, the purposeful cooperation of groups and indi-
viduals to help realize the occupier’s policies. Only
a small part of the population was prepared to do
the latter, a part that was approximately as large as
the part of the population that appeared to be
prepared to actively offer resistance. The major part
of the population adjusted to occupation circum-
stances, which to a certain extent implied coopera-
tion with the occupier. The Hague Convention of
1907 actually prescribed that the occupied author-
ities had to cooperate with the occupier insofar as
that cooperation did not infringe the laws of the
occupied country. In practice, this principle did not

result in a clear dividing line between legally per-

mitted cooperation and unlawful cooperation. The

fortunes of war affected the boundary between

what was considered morally acceptable and

morally unacceptable or, in other words, the differ-

ence between collaboration and cooperation.

When in 1943 the fortunes of war turned defini-

tively to Germany’s detriment, cooperation was less

approved of than at the beginning of the war, when

Germany seemed set for long-term domination of

continental Europe.

The circumstances of occupation also affected

collaboration and cooperation. There were essen-

tial differences between western Europe on the one

hand and parts of eastern Europe and the Balkans

on the other. At the same time, the occupier’s

divide-and-rule policy aimed to exploit the occu-

pied countries and the definitive dominance of

Germany and Nazification of the ‘‘Germanic’’ core

territory. There were differences in the degree to

which force and violence were employed to achieve

these objectives. In western Europe, the occupying

powers were prepared to negotiate with part of the

administrative elite, because parts of the social and

economic fabric should not be too highly disrupted

to exploit them efficiently. The occupiers made

room for enforced cooperation, whereby the local

elites sometimes succeeded in mitigating the con-

sequences of the occupation, if only because vio-

lence stayed within limits. This ‘‘policy of the lesser

of two evils’’ was not unideological, because the

degree to which the local elites were prepared to

negotiate depended on their attitude to a new

(social) order or, in other words, on their adher-

ence to liberal-democratic principles. Moreover,

the ‘‘policy of the lesser of two evils’’ appeared to

be a slippery slope down which organizations and

people in positions of authority slid across the

boundary into collaboration. But in general their

intentions differed from those of the collaborators

who supported the Nazification project for ideolog-

ical, political, or personal reasons. The notion

of ‘‘collaborationism’’—mainly used in the French

literature—is appropriate for this ideology-driven

collaboration. Not every collaborator, however,

was driven by ideological motives. Personal motives

frequently played a part. Because of the relatively

stable social context in which collaboration

developed, collaborator violence remained within
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limits. Only at the end of the occupation did
more excesses occur, which are called ‘‘criminal’’
collaboration.

In large parts of eastern Europe and the
Balkans, the occupier pursued the rapid destruction
of civil society and total subjugation of the indigen-
ous population to enable a German-Germanic colo-
nization. Stirring up internal civil wars by exploiting
national, ethnic, and religious differences was part of
this strategy. Therefore, for the subjugated popula-
tion, cooperation with the occupier was often a
survival strategy, one that was detached from ideo-
logical considerations and often the consequence of
local circumstances and coincidence. Almost inevi-
tably, collaboration with the occupier implied exces-
sive violence so that collaboration and criminal
behavior became synonymous.

The fate of the Jewish population and Gypsies
went beyond the difference between east and west.

The Nazis pursued their total destruction from

1941 on. But whereas Jews and Gypsies from west-

ern Europe were deported to Poland to be mur-

dered there, in the Balkans and eastern Europe this

often happened in situ with the cooperation of

collaborators. These were peaks in the already high

curve of violence.

The use of excessive violence and the genoci-

dal policy of Nazi Germany deepened the moral

rejection of those who collaborated with that

regime. At times the term traitors is used as a

synonym for collaborators. Traitors in the narrow

sense refers to collaborators who literally gave

away compatriots to the occupier and/or exposed

them to persecution. In the broad sense it concerns

those who cooperated with the occupier for political-

ideological reasons. The collaborators’ political

organizations were the core of the multiple forms

of cooperation.

A cage at the zoo is used to contain men suspected of being Nazi collaborators as they

await trial in Belgium, September 1944. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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POLITICAL ORGANIZATIONS IN WESTERN

EUROPE

In western Europe, collaboration was embodied in
the first place by fascist (in a generic sense) organi-
zations that supported the National Socialist new
order. These were minority movements that could
attract only a few percent of the population. Some

had been in contact with the Third Reich from
before the war and were therefore often considered
as a German ‘‘fifth column’’ in their own country.
Nevertheless, these organizations were always also
ultranationalistic. Confronted with German
imperialism in the new ordering of Europe dictated

by Berlin, the leaders of these movements put the
expected, promised, or acquired positions of power
before their nationalistic convictions. They were
also all prepared to cooperate with the SS, a poli-
tical organization founded by Heinrich Himmler
aimed at the annexation of the territory considered

as German and the formation of a Germanic-
German elite. Local fascist leaders could acquire
positions of power only to the degree that they
were prepared to cooperate in the German exploi-
tation of their country. Their followers were
brought into the German war machine and the
occupation of their country. Thus political collab-

oration always led to other forms of collaboration
in the field of administration, economy, the mili-
tary, and the police.

In Norway, the leader of the Nasjonal Samling
(NS; National Unity), Vidkun Quisling, led a
putsch immediately after the German invasion on
9 April 1940. This fact highly impressed the largely

still unoccupied Europe. Quisling’s name became a
synonym for treason and collaboration, so that
quislings still lives on as a term for collaborators
during World War II, especially in the English
language. Quisling was rejected en masse by the
Norwegian population, which is the reason why a

German Reichskommissar was appointed. With the
latter’s help, the NS infiltrated the Norwegian gov-
ernment and Quisling was appointed prime minis-
ter on 1 February 1942. The members of his party
were then brought in at all levels of the Norwegian
administration. The seizure of power by the NS

was very substantial, especially at a local level.

Because Denmark offered hardly any military
resistance to the German invasion, the country
supposedly retained its neutral status, and the

prewar parties and politicians remained in charge.
The Danish state was forced to far-reaching samar-
bejdspolitikken (cooperation) with Germany, but
formally retained its sovereignty. In March and
May 1943, national and local elections were even
held, in which the Danmarks Nationalsocialistiske
Arbejderparti (Danish Nazi Party) gained only 2
percent of the votes, drawing some support only
among the German minority in Jutland. Even
when the Danish government resigned and the
country became officially occupied in mid-1943,
the Danish Nazi Party played only a minor role.

In France, after the French armistice on 22
June 1940, the Vichy regime (so-called because
its headquarters were situated in the town of
Vichy) came into being under the leadership of
Marshal Philippe Pétain, who had been appointed
leader of the government and who from then on
was to govern an unoccupied zone as head of state.
The Vichy regime enjoyed formal sovereignty,
which was possible only because Pétain was pre-
pared to carry out far-reaching cooperation with
Germany. The French head of state literally used
the term collaboration after his meeting with Adolf
Hitler on 24 October 1940, by which he meant the
French state’s cooperation with Germany. Under
prime ministers Pierre Laval and François Darlan,
the Vichy regime developed de facto into a police
state; it handed over Jews to the Nazis, and was
unable to offer protection to its own population,
culminating in the German military administration
taking over all of France in November 1942. The
rank and file of the Vichy regime consisted of con-
servative right-wing forces, some of whom were
convinced fascists and/or favored Germany’s final
victory. Cooperation very quickly became collab-
oration (or ‘‘collaborationism’’ in the French
context of the notion). In France, there were also
some collaborating political parties: the Parti
Populaire Français under the leadership of Jacques
Doriot and the Rassemblement National Populaire
under the leadership of Marcel Déat, which mainly
supplied manpower for the eastern fronts and
against armed resistance by their own compatriots.
Finally, collaborating factions were active in the
Breton and French-Flemish regionalist and nation-
alistic movement.

After the capitulation on 15 May 1940, a
civilian government was established in the
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Netherlands that cooperated with the Dutch
administrative machinery. Anton Mussert, the lead-
er of the Nationaal-Socialistische Beweging (NSB;
National Socialist Movement), claimed political
power in vain. Only after the new order–minded
Nederlandse Unie (Netherlands Union)—a popu-
lar movement that soon had hundreds of thou-
sands of members—did not cooperate adequately
did the occupier force the NSB into the Dutch
administration.

In Belgium, because of the presence of the
head of state in the occupied country, a military
government of occupation was installed after the
capitulation on 28 May 1940, which meant that
Hitler officially still kept the political future of
Belgium open. When no modus vivendi resulted
from a meeting between the Belgian king and
Hitler in November 1940, the occupation admin-
istration gave support to the Vlaams Nationaal
Verbond (Flemish National Union), a Flemish-

nationalistic, pan-Dutch, and fascist party. The

party was allocated administrative positions and

mainly gained power in local governments. It was

not given any official governmental power and had

to tolerate that the SS leaders founded a Greater-

German countermovement. This was initially the

Flemish SS and then, from 1941, the German-

Flemish Labor Community. Because the Nazis

did not consider French-speaking Belgians and

Walloons as Germans, the leader of the Rex fascist

party, Léon Degrelle, received little support. His

military and political star rose only when he volun-

teered as a soldier for the battle on the eastern

front. Degrelle was able to convince Hitler that

the Walloons should be considered as Romanized

Germanics. He joined the Waffen-SS and founded

a military recruitment reserve and a police force

against the Belgian resistance. On 12 July 1944

Belgium was annexed to the German Reich in the

shape of a Reichsgau Flandern ([German] Province

Danish soldiers escort a suspected Nazi collaborator to trial, Copenhagen, 1945. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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of Flanders) and Reichsgau Wallonien ([German]

Province of Wallonia).

The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg was actually

annexed as early as 1940, and military conscription

was introduced in 1942. The Volksdeutsche

Bewegung (Movement of German Peoples) under

the leadership of Damian Kratzenberg grouped

together annexionist collaborators. It remained a

small movement in spite of the fact that civil ser-

vants were obliged to join.

POLITICAL ORGANIZATIONS IN EASTERN

EUROPE AND THE BALKANS

World War II started with the German invasion of

Poland in September 1939 and the destruction of

Polish civil society. The German occupation of west-

ern Poland and from 22 June 1941 the whole of

Poland did not offer any starting point for a

Polish collaboration movement. Only individual

collaboration was tolerated, among other things

in the extermination of Polish Jews.

Even before Poland, Czechoslovakia was the

first victim of German imperialism. The Nazis envis-

aged the destruction of civil society in the Czech

Republic so that Czech fascist factions were not

given any room for establishing a political collab-

oration movement worth mentioning. Under the

leadership of Josef Tiso, the Slovak nationalists of

Andrej Hlinka’s Slovak People’s Party reformed

Slovakia into a German protectorate on 14 March

1939. Slovakia was a military ally of Germany, but

it retained its autonomy, and Tiso enjoyed wide

support among the population until 1943.

There was a similar situation in Croatia, which

was made into a German protectorate under the

leadership of the fascist Ante Pavelić a few days after

the German invasion of Yugoslavia on 10 April

1941. With his Ustaše militias, he purged Croatia

of Jews, Gypsies, and Serbs. In the entire territory

of the multiethnic Yugoslavian state a bloody civil

war developed, whereby sometimes tactical alliances

were concluded with the German, Italian, and

Bulgarian occupiers. This strategy did not develop

into a stable collaboration policy. The same picture

was to emerge in Albania and Greece, where the

Italian, Bulgarian, and German occupations pro-

voked and provided the framework for civil war.

Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria were allies of

the Axis Powers, so that there was no such thing

as collaboration movements in the strict sense of

the term. The changing extreme-right regimes

had their own agenda. They retained their sove-

reignty, although they had to take into account

fascist movements and organizations supported by

Germany inasmuch it was expedient to German

interests. When Hungary was occupied by German

troops on 19 March 1944, the German-minded

fascist Arrow Cross Party was given free rein only

when the Hungarian regime wanted to break the

alliance with Germany. In addition to military secur-

ity, the extermination of the Jews, with which

Hungarian collaborators cooperated, was high on

the German agenda.

Collaboration in the Baltic states, Byelorussia,

Ukraine, and the other occupied territories of

the Soviet Union showed a similar pattern. The

German troops were greeted as liberators from

Joseph Stalin’s regime by some parts of the popula-

tion, including members of the ethnic-German

minorities, the byvshie liudi (‘‘former people’’ of

tsarist elites), and victims of Soviet repression.

The Nazis’ racism prevented any stable political

cooperation. Attempts to establish or revive politi-

cal structures such as the Byelorussian National

Committee and the Organization of Ukrainian

Nationalists were nipped in the bud. Berlin consid-

ered the Slavic population as Untermenschen (infer-

ior people), not as potential allies. They wanted to

colonize the territory, plunder it economically, and

drive out, exterminate, or enslave the local popula-

tion. The German occupational powers exploited

the ethnic discrepancies in a divide-and-rule strat-

egy that resulted in complex and violent internal

conflicts. Widespread anti-Semitism among the

Baltic and Slavic population was exploited in the

extermination of the Jewish population. The battle

against ‘‘Judeobolshevism’’ was an ideological basis

for collaboration. In addition, the war against com-

munist partisans was critical for considerable police

collaboration. When in 1943, as a result of the

turning fortunes of war, there was yet more room

for political cooperation, it was largely limited to

the use of local populations and Russian prisoners

of war (POWs) in military and paramilitary forma-

tions that were employed behind the front in the

war against partisans. Attempts to bring about a
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political movement around the Russian army gen-
eral and POW Andrei Vlasov misfired. As early as
1942 Vlasov had made an offer to form a ‘‘libera-
tion army’’ consisting of Russian POWs. Only in
November 1944 did he receive a green light to
form the Russian Liberation Army, which was
deployed on the eastern front.

FORMS OF COLLABORATION

Political collaboration was often the basis for other
forms of collaboration. Supplying manpower for
the war and occupation activities was a way of
proving loyalty to the occupier while simulta-
neously acquiring a local basis for power. The
recruitment of personnel for military units,

paramilitary guard units, and all kinds of adminis-
trative and economic control services often hap-
pened through the organizations of political
collaborators, which did not prevent the event
of an inflow of apolitical collaborators who
committed themselves for reasons of livelihood,
personal opportunism, or adventurism. In the
transfer of information to the occupier, personal
motives often played a part, while certain forms of
administrative and police collaboration involved
the systematic leaking of sensitive information to
the occupier and therefore gave rise to ‘‘structural
betrayal.’’

Political collaboration was framed by cultural

and ideological collaboration by intellectuals,

A barber shaves the head of a woman as members of the Free French Resistance supervise, Bourg-

Blanc, France, 1944. After the liberation, women suspected of engaging in sexual relationships with German soldiers were

frequently subjected to this form of public humiliation. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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artists, and writers who used their talents to legit-

imize the cooperation with the occupier. Their

collaboration consisted of the distribution of ideas

that often had concrete implications. They inspired

and legitimized others to collaborate. In particular,

the battle on the eastern front against ‘‘irreligious

bolshevism’’ gave rise to varied and extensive pro-

paganda that stimulated many to volunteer for the

German army.

By signing conscription contracts, military col-

laborators became subjected to German martial

laws, whereby they were bound for a certain period

or even for the duration of the war. Turning one’s

back on collaboration implied desertion for them.

In the beginning of the war and before the Nazi

attack on the Soviet Union, military collaboration

was not yet a reality. Serving in the then still

victorious German army was considered an honor

that was reserved only for ‘‘Germanics.’’ The SS

recruited volunteers in occupied ‘‘Germanic’’

countries for the Waffen-SS. After Operation

Barbarossa, all over occupied Europe anti-

Bolshevik legions were founded that were also

deployed in the Wehrmacht. In the racist Waffen-

SS too there was an influx of non-Germans. SS

units were founded in the Balkans, the Baltic states,

Central Asia, and Caucasia. At the end of the war

the Waffen-SS had approximately two hundred

thousand non-Germans. Even more military collab-

orators fought in the Wehrmacht. Particularly in

the Balkans and eastern Europe the volume of

military collaboration was very great. But because

of the specific conditions in which they aligned

themselves with the occupier and under which they

operated, military collaborators could easily change

sides by defecting to the partisans or the Red Army,

which happened frequently starting in 1943.

Economic collaboration is the most complex

form of collaboration because it was (and is)

very difficult to draw the line between what was

perceived as permitted and nonpermitted coopera-

tion. Direct supplies of arms and war infrastructure

were generally labeled as collaboration, while indir-

ect industrial cooperation was considered to be

unavoidable, as was voluntary work by employees

in German industry. A special form of economic

collaboration was the exploitation of stolen Jewish

property.

RETRIBUTION

After the retreat of the occupier, collaborators were

the target of the population’s revenge and the

reckoning of the Resistance with its enemies. In

the days immediately after the liberation there were

more or less spontaneous waves everywhere

whereby collaborators were traced, taken prisoner,

and sometimes killed. The degree to which society

was stabilized during the war and had been the

scene of violence also determined the volume

and violence of this cleanup. Visual forms of collab-

oration—for example, uniformed military or

paramilitary collaborators—were easy targets.

Certain forms of collaboration evoked popular

fury, such as certain visual forms of economic col-

laboration (the so-called war profiteers) or the

‘‘horizontal collaboration’’ of women who had

entered into sexual relationships with the occupier.

Punishment sometimes consisted of a well-defined

repertoire, such as destruction of property or shav-

ing off women’s hair. Betrayal was also judged a

great sin, but was often far more difficult to prove.

The so-called popular repression came to an

end when the postwar regime took hold again

because, among other things, the monopoly on

violence returned to the hands of the authorities.

This was the starting signal for judicial repression

whereby collaborators had to justify themselves in

court. All over Europe collaborators were punished.

Thousands of death sentences were pronounced

and executed. Hundreds of thousands of collabora-

tors ended up imprisoned for shorter or longer

periods of time. There were great differences in

judicial procedures between countries, depending

on events during the occupation, the legal tradi-

tion, and whether or not a constitutional state was

founded after the Nazi dictatorship. On this subject

there were again major differences between the

West European democracies and the new dictator-

ships in Eastern Europe and the Balkans.

Collaborators often remained pariahs in society

after the completion of their legal punishment,

although that was largely dependent on the degree

to which they were able to construct a socially

accepted legitimization for their actions during

the occupation. Thus collaborators were some-

times rehabilitated by nationalistic movements if

they were able to present their collaboration as a
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national war of liberation. By contrast, certain

forms of collaboration that were pardoned in the

postwar period were not accepted later on because

of a changed social climate. Thus involvement in

the extermination of Jews became more heavily

reckoned starting in the 1960s, which resulted in

trials and sentences through the end of the twen-

tieth century.

See also Occupation, Military; Pétain, Philippe; Quisling,
Vidkun; Resistance; Vlasov Armies.
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COLLECTIVIZATION. The collectiviza-
tion of Soviet agriculture accompanied rapid
industrialization during Joseph Stalin’s First Five-
Year Plan (1928–1932). Collectivization was
meant to create a large-scale socialized agricultural
economy based on state and collective farms.
While state farms were to replicate nationalized
industry with state ownership and the employment
of a salaried workforce, collective farms were to be
profit-sharing organizations, in which farmers tilled
and managed the land collectively. Collectivization
was intended to radically transform the rural sector,
displacing communal forms of peasant land tenure
as well as ridding the countryside of a rural bour-
geoisie (the ‘‘kulaks’’), capitalism, and the market.

The Communist Party viewed collectivization
as a solution to agrarian backwardness and the
industrial development of the nation. By the late
1920s, when the state turned toward forced

industrialization, the peasantry (some 85 percent

of the population) had emerged as a key economic

resource to be tapped for the capital funding of

industrialization by way of taxation, grain levies

for export, and labor (voluntary and forced) for

industry and the extraction of raw materials. The

collective farm was to be a control mechanism for

the economic exploitation of the peasantry.

Through collectivization, the state also sought

hegemony over the countryside and the eradication

of the peasantry as a semiautonomous cultural

entity. Collectivization therefore entailed not only

the creation of collective farms and the taking of

grain, but also the implementation of a series of

ancillary policies that aimed to destroy peasant self-

government, to curtail and control the peasant

market, to suppress religion, and to remove all

sources of traditional village leadership and author-

ity by way of the so-called liquidation of the kulaks

as a class. Dekulakization, as it was known, was an

endeavor to decapitate village authority structures

and to remove undesirable elements in order to

break down village cohesion and minimize peasant

resistance.

Implemented in the midst of the crisis atmo-

sphere of the late 1920s, collectivization was

imposed with brute force, largely by workers and

urban communists mobilized for work in the coun-

tryside. Based on a Marxist-Leninist reading of the

rural community, the Communist Party attempted

to divide the village by exploiting social tensions

and cleavages; it failed, however, to understand the

strength and cohesion of what was largely a pre-

capitalist, communal peasantry. This ideological

misreading, along with counterproductive policies

against religion and the kulaks and the use of out-

side forces to implement collectivization, served to

unite the peasantry against the state. In 1930 peas-

ants fought collectivization in a wave of resistance

that included close to fourteen thousand mass

disturbances (mostly riots) encompassing as many

as two million participants and over one thousand

murders of and just under six thousand assaults

against rural officials and peasant activists. In the

end, peasant resistance was no match for the

superior forces of the state. Collectivization would

be largely completed by the end of the First Five-

Year Plan.
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DEKULAKIZATION

The policy of dekulakization was auxiliary to col-
lectivization. Local activists employed dekulakiza-
tion to intimidate peasants into joining collective
farms (lest they be subject to the fate of the kulak)
and to halt the flight of peasants seeking to escape
repression and leave for the cities. In all, in 1930
as many as 337,563 peasant families were subject
to some form of dekulakization. Kulaks were
divided into three categories. The first category,
consisting of supposed ‘‘counterrevolutionary
kulak activists,’’ was to be quickly liquidated
by way of the incarceration of heads of households
in concentration camps or, when deemed neces-
sary, execution. Their families were subject to
property confiscation and internal exile. The sec-
ond category was made up of the remaining ele-
ments among the ‘‘kulak activists,’’ especially the
wealthiest kulaks; following property expropria-
tions, they and their families were to be exiled to
distant parts of the Soviet Union beyond or within
their native regions. Those in the third category
were subject to property expropriation and left
largely in place, but were not allowed to join
collective farms.

Repression in fact was not limited to the largely
mythical rural bourgeoisie, but instead struck all
manner of peasant and nonpeasant in the village,
including poor and middle-class peasants, the
families of Red Army soldiers and industrial
workers, members of the rural intelligentsia (i.e.,
teachers, agronomists, doctors), people with ties
to the old regime or anticommunist political par-
ties, and, in general, anyone who dared to criti-
cize or object. The total number of kulaks
deported in 1930 and 1931 ranges from 356,544
families (1,679,528 people) to 381,026 families
(1,803,392 people). These figures do not include
those peasants designated as third-category kulaks,
nor those who fled the countryside. If one includes
the smaller exiles of 1932 and 1933, the total
number of people exiled would surpass two mil-
lion. The major regions of exile were the remote
hinterlands of the Urals (128,233 families),
Western Siberia (69,950 families), the Northern
Region (58,271 families), Kazakhstan (50,879
families), and Eastern Siberia (26,555 families).
Once there, deported peasant families built and
lived in ‘‘special settlements’’ (spetsposelenie, later
trudposelenie) administered by the secret police

and gulag. Death rates through the first half of
the 1930s were massive, in the hundreds of thou-
sands, as a result of famine and disease. Employed
in forestry, mining, fishing, and other industries,
the special settlers became forced laborers for the
extraction of the Soviet Union’s natural resources
so crucial for industrialization and hard-currency-
earning exports. They were forbidden to return
home until 1954 and officially ‘‘rehabilitated’’ only
in the early 1990s.

THE AFTERMATH

The short-term consequences of collectivization
included a huge influx of peasants into the labor
force, massive social fluidity, and the disruption of
agriculture on a scale that led to a major famine in
1932 and 1933. The Stalinist state and the collec-
tive farm system triumphed in the end, but their
triumph did not spell the end of the peasantry.
Passive resistance and other weapons of the weak
became endemic mechanisms of coping and survi-
val for the peasantry within the collective farm.
Agriculture stagnated, becoming the Achilles’ heel
of the Soviet economy, weakened by low produc-
tivity, poor management, massive peasant indiffer-
ence, and official neglect. Like the peasant
commune before it, the collective farm became a
bulwark against change, as much a subsistence shel-
ter for peasants as a control mechanism for the
state. Over time, the collective farm became the

quintessential risk-aversion guarantor that peasants
had always sought. Socioeconomic leveling, a basis
subsistence, and some degree of cultural indepen-
dence, demographic isolation, and feminization
of the village maintained and even strengthened

certain aspects of village culture and tradition.
The constant and historic insecurity of peasant life
ironically bonded the peasant to the collective farm.
State attempts at decollectivization, after the fall of
the Soviet Union, were resisted and blocked by a

peasantry grown accustomed to the collective farm.

INTERPRETATIONS

The classic Soviet historiographical view pro-
claimed collectivization to be a ‘‘revolution from
above with support from below.’’ This view derived
largely from Stalin’s own pronouncements con-

cerning collectivization in official party histories.
This view was first challenged within the Soviet
Union during the Khrushchev years (1953–
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1964), when a series of historians suggested that

Stalin committed ‘‘mistakes’’ both in the imple-

mentation of collectivization and in the assumption

that the peasantry welcomed the new policy; the

mistakes resulted in widespread violence and peas-

ant suffering. These views were largely muted dur-

ing the Brezhnev years (1964–1982), only to

resurface during Mikhail Gorbachev’s perestroika

(1985–1991) and after. At that time, the historians

of the Khrushchev years returned to a critical ana-

lysis of collectivization, for the first time discussing

the famine of 1932 and 1933 and its victims as well

as the deportation of the kulaks.

Western historians were far more skeptical of

Stalinist claims regarding collectivization. The ear-

liest Western studies tended to view collectivization

as ‘‘necessary’’ to industrialization: the collective

farms facilitated the state’s access to peasant grain,

thereby providing a source of capital for industria-

lization through grain exports. This viewpoint was

challenged in the late 1960s and 1970s by scholars

who argued that collectivization in fact made a

negative contribution to industrialization as capital

flowed not from countryside to town, but in the

reverse direction. The construction and moderni-

zation of a new agricultural system proved costly to

the state, and the damage wrought by collectiviza-

tion reduced agricultural output.

In the 1970s Western historians explored the

social history of collectivization, challenging in no

uncertain terms Stalinist arguments about class

war in the village and advanced social stratification.

Historians were divided, however, on ways of see-

ing the village. Some have implicitly viewed the

countryside through a Marxist-Leninist lens, while

arguing that social stratification was minimal and

class war a reality only in the Stalinist imagination.

Others have explicitly rejected Marxist-Leninist

conceptions of the village, turning instead to an

understanding of the Russian village as an

A propaganda photo shows workers eating lunch in the fields at the Lenin’s Way collective farm in the

Soviet village of Vilshanka, August 1939. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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overwhelmingly precapitalist, communal peasantry
made up of small family productive units. In both
cases, scholars agree that social support for collec-
tivization within the village was minimal and class
war all but nonexistent. In the 1980s Western
historians continued their explorations of the social
basis of collectivization, suggesting that the regime
relied on urban sources of support to implement
collectivization; others investigated the massive
social fluidity caused by collectivization as millions
of peasants headed for the cities.

From the late 1980s, the study of collectiviza-
tion has benefited from the partial opening of
Soviet archives and the declassification of key doc-
umentation. This has allowed both Western and
Russian historians to explore in depth Stalin’s role
in decision-making and the evolution of state
policy, the scope and dynamics of peasant resis-
tance, the famine of 1932 and 1933, and the
expropriation and deportation of the kulaks. The
opening of the archives has revealed the extent to
which collectivization was formative to the rise of
the Stalinist police state. The liquidation of the
kulaks as a class represented the first mass deporta-
tion and use of forced labor of the Stalin era, set-
ting the precedent for and marking the beginning
of the rise of the Soviet secret police as a vast
economic empire and a state within a state.

Collectivization was the Soviet state’s first
major project in social engineering on a massive
scale. In its goals of transforming peasants into
collective farmers and eradicating peasant culture,
collectivization represented what James C. Scott
has called the ‘‘imperialism of high-modernist,
planned social order,’’ so characteristic of the twen-
tieth century. At the same time, dekulakization was
an early model of the murderous, excisionary popu-
lation politics aimed against supposed enemy or
alien segments of the population so characteristic
of the worst of the excesses of twentieth-century
European dictatorships. Yet, while collectivization
and dekulakization can be seen as sharing features
in common with the most repressive aspects of
twentieth-century European modernity, it is also
important to recognize that the overwhelmingly
agrarian nature of the early Soviet Union, its vast
geography, and its underdeveloped provincial gov-
ernmental structures set it apart from Western
European polities. The result was a unique Soviet

modernity characterized by modernist intentions
carried out in the context of rather unmodern
conditions and by a state that relied on repression
as a substitute for rule by routine administrative
and legal institutions.

See also Five-Year Plan; New Economic Policy (NEP);
Purges; Soviet Union; Stalin, Joseph.
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COLLINGWOOD, R. G. (1889–1943),
English philosopher, archaeologist, and historian.

Born in the English Lake District, Robin
George Collingwood was until the age of thirteen
educated by his parents. His father was a scholar,
archaeologist, and artist and his mother was an
artist as well. Collingwood’s early education laid
the foundation for his later career. After attending
Rugby School, he studied classics at University
College in Oxford. From 1912 until 1935 he was
tutor of philosophy at Pembroke College, and from
1927 until 1935 university lecturer in philosophy
and Roman history. In 1935 he was appointed
Waynflete Professor of Metaphysical Philosophy at
Magdalen College. He had to resign this position
in 1941 because of ill health and died in 1943 at
Coniston.

Collingwood’s scholarly reputation is as cur-
ious as it is unique, in that in his own lifetime he
was primarily esteemed as an archaeologist and
main expert on Roman Britain, whereas after his
death he is especially known as a philosopher. His
most important contribution to archaeology was
a complete edition of the Roman inscriptions of
Britain, on which he worked for many years, post-
humously edited by R. P. Wright and published
as Inscriptions on Stone (1965), volume 1 of The
Roman Inscriptions of Britain. But he also wrote
The Archaeology of Roman Britain (1930), the first
handbook in the field. On the history of Roman
Britain he wrote Roman Britain (1923; rev. eds.
1932 and 1934) and, with J. N. L. Myres, Roman
Britain and the English Settlements (1936).

Collingwood’s reputation as a philosopher
started after World War II with the posthumous
publication of The Idea of History (1946; rev. ed.
1993), edited by his pupil T. M. Knox. This book,
a collection of lectures, essays, and part of an unfin-
ished book, has attracted the attention of both
historians and philosophers and has had a lasting
influence on discussions of the philosophy of his-
tory. The relevance of Collingwood’s philosophy is
much wider, however. The scope of the subjects he
dealt with is unparalleled and includes, besides the
philosophy of history, studies on the philosophy of
religion, art, nature, politics, metaphysics, and phi-
losophical method. Since 1978 more than four
thousand pages of manuscripts have been

deposited at the Bodleian Library in Oxford. They
show new dimensions of the wide-ranging philoso-
phical interests of Collingwood, including exten-
sive lectures on ethics and studies on cosmology
and anthropology. Parts of the manuscripts have
meanwhile been published, both separately and as
additions to revised editions of Collingwood’s
philosophical books.

A predominant theme in Collingwood’s philo-
sophy is the idea of the unity of mind in opposition
to its progressive fragmentation. This subject is
worked out in Speculum Mentis (1924), in which
a distinction is made between four ‘‘forms of
experience’’ (art, religion, science, history), with
philosophy playing a specific role in their assess-
ment and interrelation. Collingwood believed that
mind should be studied on its own terms, which
led him to disparage the pretensions of psychology.
The study of mind should be aimed at self-knowl-
edge, which can only be accomplished by the study
of history and philosophy. In opposition to positi-
vism, Collingwood championed dialectical think-
ing in dealing with these subjects, influenced by
Hegel and more in particular by his Italian con-
temporaries Benedetto Croce, Giovanni Gentile,
and Guido de Ruggiero.

Collingwood worked out some interesting phi-
losophical theories. An antirealist in epistemology,
he developed a ‘‘logic of question and answer,’’
implying that knowledge is conceived as an inter-
action between a subject and his or her ‘‘reality.’’
In An Essay on Philosophical Method (1933; rev. ed.
2005), he expounded a theory on the nature of
philosophical concepts, explaining that, in contrast
with scientific concepts, they exhibit a ‘‘scale of
forms’’ in which their generic essence is realized
in varying degrees. Of special interest is his theory
of ‘‘absolute presuppositions,’’ as worked out in
An Essay on Metaphysics (1940; rev. ed. 1998).
The nature of these presuppositions is conceived
as the bedrock of all ‘‘relative’’ presuppositions.
They are unverifiable and operate as the mostly
unconscious frameworks of one’s thoughts and
actions. Collingwood’s lasting involvement with
art culminated in The Principles of Art (1938), in
which an expressionist theory of ‘‘art proper’’ is
developed against instrumental modes of art as
‘‘craft.’’ In his final book, The New Leviathan
(1942; rev. ed. 1992), he deals with the concept
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of civilization. Collingwood considered it his ‘‘war
effort’’ and as a defense against the barbarism of
fascism and Nazism.

Though initially underestimated as a philoso-
pher, Collingwood’s contributions to philosophy
are increasingly acknowledged as of great signifi-
cance. The growing interest in his philosophy is
enhanced by the remarkable correspondence of some
of his views with certain well-known philosoph-
ical theories. Collingwood’s theory of absolute
presuppositions, for instance, can be seen as an antici-
pation of Thomas Kuhn’s theory of paradigms
(though Collingwood’s theory is of a wider scope),
and there is a noticeable similarity between
Collingwood’s views and those of Ludwig
Wittgenstein on mind and language.

See also Croce, Benedetto; Wittgenstein, Ludwig.
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COLONIALISM. The term colonialism
encompasses all of the diverse efforts by which
colonizers seek to maintain their rule over colo-
nized territory and to benefit from this exercise of
power. Colonialism entails the reduction or elim-
ination of autonomy for colonized people and the
concomitant extension of control by the coloniz-
ers. These developments, almost by definition,
take place in terms of political independence.
In the narrowest possible sense, this means that
one state (called the metropole) legally defines a

territory it has taken over as a colony, claims sover-
eignty over it, and administers it. However, events
since 1914—the beginning of World War I—
demand that the term include diverse policies and
practices by which the government of one state
exercises its sovereignty to impose limitations on
the actions of the elites and inhabitants of another
territory. Alongside explicitly political questions of
self-rule, the ways in which modern Europeans, in
particular, pursued colonialism require that the
concept include not just political domination but
also the domination of economics, education, cul-
ture, and language. What distinguished modern
colonialism from the empires or forms of domina-
tion exercised in other times and by other cultures,
to quote the historian David Abernethy, was ‘‘the
persistent effort of Europeans to undermine and
reshape the modes of production, social institu-
tions, cultural patterns, and value systems of indig-
enous peoples’’ (p. 10). Closely related to that
was the role that sharp and institutionalized dis-
tinctions between colonized and colonizers played
in European overseas colonialism.

THE COLONY AND THE METROPOLE

Whether it is judged by the narrowest or the broad-
est definition, twentieth-century colonialism was
inextricably linked to the existence, expansion,
and then almost total disappearance of the overseas
empires that a number of European states acquired
as part of the ‘‘new imperialism.’’ The late nine-
teenth century saw the reinvigoration of assertions
by political leaders and pundits throughout Europe
that their state should seek to control and govern
other areas of the globe. This process of building or
expanding an empire is called imperialism. By 1914
the United Kingdom, France, the Netherlands,
Germany, Belgium, Italy, and Portugal—along
with the non-European latecomers the United
States of America and Japan—together had divided
up and were ruling almost all of Africa and South,
Southeast, and East Asia, along with most of
Oceania. In addition to territories that they had
conquered under the ideological promptings of
the new imperialism, Britain, France, the
Netherlands, Spain, and Portugal also continued
to control and govern previously conquered over-
seas territories. The most notable were areas where
large-scale European settlement had taken place,
such as Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and
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South Africa (the so-called white dominions of the
British Empire), French Algeria, the Dutch East
Indies (in present-day Indonesia), and Portuguese
holdings on the African coast.

The growth, maintenance, and eventual

decline of these modern empires not only shaped

the world outside of Europe, the practices and

certainties of colonial rule also helped form the

institutions that connected modern European

states to their own people, including nationality,

citizenship, parliamentary rule, and popular sover-

eignty. As the twentieth century opened, all

Europeans struggled to navigate the conflicts that

the institutionalization of liberal ideas such as

individual rights, rational debate, the will of the

people, representative government, and universal-
ism provoked. In the overseas colonies, govern-
ments that at home embraced liberal principles
(to varying degrees) ruled over people who had
little access to citizenship or its attendant rights.
The existence of large empires offered various ways
to defuse such tensions (above all through nation-
alist mobilization at home), terrains from which
resources to support metropolitan ambitions
could be drawn (whether Indochinese rubber,
Congolese precious metals, or colonial conscripts
and recruits), and laboratories where solutions to
metropolitan problems could be tried out (in areas
ranging from urban design in French-ruled
Morocco to legal reform and crowd control in
British India).

Edward, Prince of Wales, with the Begum of Bhopal during his visit to India, 1922. In what they called an ‘‘indirect’’

form of administration, the British relied on the cooperation of local leaders to control their colonies in India. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH

COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Beginning at the end of World War I and
accelerating after World War II, the resistance of
colonized peoples to their limited options and lack
of autonomy received international attention.
Their struggles both suggested that Europeans
had betrayed their ideals in the pursuit of empire
and, more radically, that the practice of empire
revealed many of the contradictions inherent in
European modernity.

JUSTIFICATIONS FOR COLONIALISM

As the twentieth century opened, colonialism con-
tinued to enjoy a largely positive reputation among
European statesmen and among most of the writers
who paid attention to it. Discussions centered less
on exploiting the economic and military potential
that empire offered than they had in previous de-
cades. The concept of careful and respectful coloni-
alism now overshadowed that of openly ambitious
and rapacious imperialism. Most arguments for
maintaining European control in overseas terri-
tories asserted that it was good for all involved
and that it both offered proof of and contributed
to the dynamism, vision, and strength of the colo-
nizing society. They pointed to economic and stra-
tegic concerns and claimed that colonialism
increased patriotic unity and moral regeneration
at home.

For the British, whose control of some one-
fourth of the world’s habitable territory dwarfed
that of its competitors, the empire often appeared
as a structure that, if the right men ran it according
to proper rules, could reinforce traditional hierar-
chies at home. Most of the men whom the
Colonial and India Offices recruited to run imperial
affairs were members of the aristocratic and
Oxford- and Cambridge-trained elites; their prac-

tice of colonial governance helped ensconce powers
and privileges that the extension of capitalism, pop-
ular democracy, and mass culture were undermin-
ing within the British Isles. Despite the intense

struggles within Britain for female suffrage, for
example, women were barred from virtually all
posts in the India Office.

The colonizers’ ‘‘civilizing mission’’ provided
the most popular moral explanation for colonial

rule. Some advocates couched their arguments in
terms of obligations—what the British writer
Rudyard Kipling identified as the ‘‘white man’s

burden’’ to assist the darker, and supposedly lesser,

peoples of the world. Others, such as French

defenders of the mission civilisatrice, insisted that

their nation, thanks to its universalist values, was

willing and able to reshape and improve other

peoples and societies by making the colonized

more like their colonizers. Colonialists were cer-

tain that Europeans alone could bring the build-

ing blocks of progress to the backward people

whom they, through conquest, had made their

wards. At the most basic level, colonialists pointed

to the benefits of modern technology and

European-imposed order—what a British medical

official in Kenya called ‘‘the railroad and the hall

of justice.’’

The pursuit of truth, and particularly of scien-

tific knowledge, offered another justification of

colonial rule. Its proponents spoke in terms of the

interest of all humanity. European governments

and businesses, eager to exploit the economic

potential and consolidate political control of their

overseas possessions, supported scholars and scien-

tists whose work facilitated these endeavors. In this

way, colonialism directly shaped the questions that

ground modern Western universities, while, fortui-

tously, the universities in return lent it scientific

authority. Studying the colonized world catalyzed

the formation of new disciplines such as anthropol-

ogy and revitalized others, including orientalism

and geography. The flourishing field of imperial

history, as the British historian Dane Kennedy

notes, although often rigorous in its research meth-

ods, had as its main purpose ‘‘to contribute histor-

ical insights into past exercises in overseas power

that could be used to inform and inspire contem-

poraries to shoulder their obligations as rulers of a

world-imperial system’’ (p. 345).

Through analogies drawn from the natural

sciences, European scholars created a systematized

depiction of the world that explained why those

countries that ruled were, in virtually every domain,

superior to those whom they ruled. For example,

beginning in the mid-nineteenth century, both

social Darwinism and a pseudoscientific form of

racism proposed and espoused the recognition of

hierarchies among racially distinguished popula-

tions, hierarchies that they claimed were anchored

in nature and demonstrable by science. Most other
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social models inspired by scientific methods also
offered strong support for European colonialism.

PRACTICES OF RULE: DEFINING TERRITORY

The ways in which twentieth-century metropoles
ruled their colonial holdings varied within empires
as well as between them. A key concern was how to
define the land in question. The diversity of colo-
nial legal frameworks can be explained less by the
exigencies of rationality or efficiency than by the
metropolitan powers’ efforts to convince their own
citizens that colonial suzerainty was natural and
necessary. Other noteworthy factors included the
need to convince colonial subjects of the same
and tensions between different government
bureaucracies over who had the authority to exer-
cise colonial control. Existing legal frameworks
ranged from annexation to diverse forms of protec-
torate status. France proclaimed the area around
the North African port city of Algiers, which it
had seized from the Ottoman Empire in 1830, to
be an extension of France, and after 1848 French
governments managed Algeria through domestic
ministries. However, the French designated other
holdings as colonies, including Cochin China, the
Indochinese provinces that the Second Empire
conquered in 1862 as part of Emperor Napoleon
III’s efforts to re-create Napoleonic glory. The
British Empire defined many of its possessions
as crown colonies, which gave the British govern-
ment, through the Colonial Office, control over
all areas of government. The French eventually
governed most other parts of Indochina as pro-
tectorates, in which the colonizers had legally
guaranteed privileges concerning, for example,
religion and economics and controlled foreign
affairs.

Protectorate status entailed leaving established
local rulers in place, as France did with the sultan
of Morocco after 1912; it also meant that the
authority of the colonial power, although usually
great, did not include actual sovereignty. The
British used the protectorate model both in areas
long under their control, such as Biafra (in present
day Nigeria), and in more recent colonial posses-
sions, such as Zanzibar (off the coast of southeast
Africa). With the transfer by the British Foreign
Office of authority over Zanzibar to the Colonial
Office in 1913, its previous role in governing

protectorates came to an end. Sudan, the only
territory where the Foreign Office still governed
after 1913, was called a condominium, meaning
that the British shared sovereignty with Egypt,
which itself was under British domination after
1882, and became a protectorate in 1914.

Well into the twentieth century, British privi-
leges in some protectorates continued to be man-
aged by royal chartered companies, such as the
British South Africa Company, which officially gov-
erned Southern Rhodesia until 1922, when it
became a colony. Chartered companies were given
the right to exploit any sources of profit they could
find and in return were expected to exercise effec-
tive administrative control over the territory.
Through this mechanism, metropolitan officials
sought to avoid having to spend money while still
holding onto ultimate control. By the early twen-
tieth century, the failure of these efforts had
become apparent: in order to squeeze out profits,

the companies had proved willing to engage in the
violent brutalization of local populations, which
metropolitan public opinions were no longer ready
to support.

A final type of colonial domination arose after
World War I, when the new League of Nations
established a system of mandates, which assigned
sovereignty over territories formerly ruled by
Germany and the Ottoman Empire to states in
the victorious alliance. For example, Belgium took
over governance of the former German colony
Rwanda-Burundi, and Britain became the manda-
tory power for the former Ottoman province of
Palestine. Unlike protectorates, where the coloniz-
ing power simply assumed control of another
polity’s sovereignty, the mandate system assigned
the mandatory power formal responsibility for the
subjects or citizens of its mandate but assigned
ultimate responsibility over the territory to the
League of Nations. In practice, however, the man-
datory powers treated their mandates as they did
their other colonies.

DIRECT VERSUS INDIRECT RULE

However the colonizers defined the lands in ques-
tion, the two most important models under which
European states claimed to govern their colonial
possessions were direct and indirect rule. Under
the direct model, officials in the metropole
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determined the approaches and rules used to gov-
ern the colonies and colonial officers worked to
displace traditional local authorities. Direct rule
was most often associated with the French
Empire, but in the early twentieth century it was
also proclaimed by the Netherlands in the Dutch
East Indies; Belgium after it transformed the
Congo Free State into the Belgian Congo in
1908; Germany until it lost its colonies after
1918; and Portugal, which defined its African colo-
nies as overseas provinces. Germany and Portugal
both used direct rule in hopes of transforming their
southern African colonies through settlement. In
Portuguese Angola and Mozambique, white set-
tlers had almost feudal powers over the administra-
tion of justice, administrative and police powers,
and taxation. France, however, claimed to embrace
direct rule in order to transform inhabitants in its
new colonies either into French people or into
people who would be like the French. In protecto-
rates, such as Laos or Tonkin (in Indochina),
France left in place some traditional authorities as

figureheads but filled all administrative jobs with

French functionaries. In the Belgian Congo, under

the guise of a deeply paternalistic policy of direct

rule, a combination of Belgian government offi-

cials, the Catholic Church, and Belgian private

companies established the most extensive colonial

administration in sub-Saharan Africa.

British leaders proclaimed that the principle of

indirect rule underwrote their relationship with the

inhabitants of their empire. Distinct but overlap-

ping administrations—the Colonial Office, the

India Office, and the Foreign Office—oversaw such

policies in specific territories around the world, and

each had its attendant corps of civil servants. To

manage the empire’s ‘‘crown jewel,’’ India, the

British had established a viceroy, called the raj, with

an associated India Office and India Service, which

governed India, Ceylon, and Burma, and later

much of the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean terri-

tories. Britain directly administered substantial

parts of the Indian subcontinent while leaving

The 18th Senegalese Regiment of the French Colonial Infantry shown in formation at the Oasis of Gabes,

Tunisia, preparing to confront invading Italian forces, 1938. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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roughly one-third of the territory under the con-
trol of some five hundred princely states. Relying
on what imperialist scholars identified as ‘‘tradi-
tional’’ social structures, indirect rule both made
local leaders into crucial elements of imperial gov-
ernment and placed groups of the local population
into rigidly defined and distinct groups. As in the
United Kingdom, the British imposed a strict hier-
archy among people in India. In South Asia, this
meant taking an existing but spottily and unevenly
applied form of social organization, the caste sys-
tem, and strengthening and generalizing its work-
ings. An official warrant of precedence assigned
dozens of strictly hierarchized ranks to everyone
in the Raj, British or ‘‘native.’’ At the top of this
hierarchy, the British monarch held the title of
emperor (or empress) of India. In this way, the
British proclaimed that their rule was the legitimate
continuation of the Mughal Empire, which they
had conquered and ousted. The belief that they
were strengthening traditional forms affirmed
legitimacy among the colonized and reassured the
British elites that respect for status played a crucial
role in the superiority of Britain over other
countries.

The varied models under which colonizing
powers claimed to govern did not reflect significant
differences in how the colonized experienced their
colonization, or in the extent to which colonial
officials interfered in the affairs of local peoples.
Both had far more to do with the colonial power’s
interest in a given area, with how many Europeans
were there, and with who those Europeans were.
Administrative and academic efforts to define both
the policies used and the people ruled in colonial
possessions had as much, if not more, to do with
the debates and developments within Europe than
with actual practice or existing reality in the colo-
nies. The idea that there was a stark opposition
between direct and indirect forms of colonial rule
resulted, above all, from competition between
European states as each sought to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of its colonial system,
and thus its version of European modernity, by
comparing them to others.

PRACTICES OF RULE: CONTROLLING

PEOPLE

The European conquest of power had been rela-
tively easy, especially during the massive late-

nineteenth-century expansion into Africa, since
machine guns, telegraph lines, other forms of tech-
nology, and a disregard for African lives allowed
European armies and their local allies to kill or
devastate everyone who stood in their way. In most
new colonies, however, very few Europeans actually
remained in place to maintain control, and so the
colonizers relied on local collaborators to exercise
sovereignty. Divide-and-rule policies proved a par-
ticularly efficient way to maintain colonial domi-
nance. At a basic level, the boundaries that
European countries agreed upon between their
colonies often both lumped mutually hostile
groups together into one territory and split up
communities who previously had enjoyed close
connections. A dramatic example of the latter phe-
nomenon took place in the Horn of Africa, where
the Somali people found themselves divided among
British, Italian, French, and Ethiopian control.

The Belgian claim that two elements of the
social structure of Rwanda-Burundi were distinct
‘‘ethnic groups,’’ Tutsis and Hutus, highlights a
slightly more subtle form of divide and rule. The
Belgians celebrated the Tutsis as natural rulers, just
as French republicans in Morocco and Algeria con-
sidered the Berbers more democratic, more egali-
tarian, and less imbued with Islamic religiosity than
the Arabs. In each case, the colonizers took popu-
larly recognized traits and created a stereotype that
would legitimize stark differences in treatment,
privileges, and possibilities between groups.
Members of privileged groups who decided to par-
ticipate had special access to the benefits that colo-
nial administrations offered, including education,
entry into the administration or armed forces, and
economic opportunities.

Peoples who, on the contrary, sought to resist
colonial rule, or even just unfair decisions, suf-
fered directly and brutally. In German Southwest
Africa (Namibia), the 1904 revolt by the Herero
people against the favoritism shown to colonial
settlers was met by massive violence, in which
some two-thirds of the population died, the state
seized all Herero lands, and the surviving Herero
were banned from owning livestock. The British,
as they sought to impose their League of Nations
mandate in Iraq, responded to violent resistance
by first Arabs and then Kurds with history’s first
large-scale use of aerial bombing in 1920–1921.
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The number of victims, and in particular the num-
ber of civilians killed and mutilated, led even
British officials who wholeheartedly supported
the takeover of Iraq (for example, Gertrude Bell)
to protest the tactics’ inhumanity. Even nonvio-
lent protest could inspire harsh retribution, as it
did, for example, when British troops killed 379 of
Gandhi’s followers who had dared to demonstrate
for home rule in Amritsar, India, in 1919. Such
tactics gave support to complaints that colonial-
ism, by turning nonwhites into lesser forms of
humanity, did not bring civilization but under-
mined it.

WORLD WAR I AND MODERN COLONIALISM

World War I brought to bear on Europeans the
troops, the tools (such as machine guns), and
the tactics (in particular the targeting of civilian
populations) that had contributed so much to
European colonial expansion. Even more dramati-
cally, the competition between different European
economic and political systems, which had often
been invoked to explain the necessity for imperial-
ism abroad to European publics, was now used to
explain the need for total victory at any cost. Types
of devastation and violence that had occurred in
the colonial world on a smaller scale, and that
remained largely out of the metropolitan public
eye, were applied to and decimated Europeans.
Oddly, one of the war’s effects was to reinvigorate
colonialism. Most obviously, the Versailles Treaty
brought the Arab lands of the now defunct
Ottoman Empire under the control of France and
Great Britain, expanding European colonial prac-
tices into the Near and Middle East and turning
Germany’s overseas empire in Africa and Oceania
over to the control of the victorious alliance’s
members. Also important was the use the victors
made of their overseas empires during the fighting,
in particular the participation in combat of colonial
troops from Britain’s ‘‘white dominions’’ and from
French West and North Africa.

Their colonial subjects’ role in the war reaf-
firmed for European politicians the importance of
their empires, but the conflict also catalyzed resis-
tance to colonialism. Both colonized elites and
hundreds of thousands of soldiers from the colo-
nies witnessed the disconnect between colonialist
propaganda about European civilization and the

war’s savagery. Germany’s defeat and Britain and
France’s near-defeat gave encouragement to their
critics in the colonies. More directly, the minimal
recompense that French and British politicians
offered for the blood debt of colonial troops
vitiated any hope in the colonies for an extension
of British liberty in India, or assimilation as equal
members into the French Republic. These three
understandings played key roles in catalyzing sub-
sequent criticism of colonial rule.

At the same time, by leading to the disappear-
ance of the Russian, Ottoman, and Austro-
Hungarian empires, World War I seemed to
sound the death knell for land-based empires and
affirmed the triumph of the nation-state model of
governance. U. S. president Woodrow Wilson’s
1917 and 1918 proclamations of peoples’ right
to self-determination helped guarantee that one
of the most durable effects of modern colonialism
would be the extension of the nation-state model
of government throughout the lands that Eu-
ropeans had colonized. National independence
became the rallying cry of anticolonial militants
across the globe.

Other goals and ideals also mobilized critics of
colonial rule, although nationalism eventually over-
shadowed them. Christianity, Islam, pan-
Africanism, and trade unionism, among others,
catalyzed various groups to protest imperial abuses
or to reject colonial rule altogether. In 1919, for
example, African American activists and intellec-
tuals brought together a Pan-African Congress in
Paris. In Africa, and notably in South Africa and
Kenya, labor movements played increasingly crucial
roles in nurturing anticolonial thinking. The orga-
nizational model and the message of the Bolshevik
revolution (1917) also offered inspiration. More
concretely, the Third International, or Comintern
(founded in 1919), provided guidance, training,
and connections, which allowed communists to
invigorate, take over, or lead many anticolonial
movements, particularly in Asia. Until the mid-
1930s, communist activists within Europe also
worked aggressively to advance critiques of over-
seas colonialism.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD (1918–1939)

In the 1920s and 1930s, as Britain and France
continued to expand their empires, they also
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sought to consolidate them. In the 1920s they did
this by privileging arguments about the beneficial
effects of colonial rule on the colonized. These
arguments took on new importance when the
Great Depression, which hit colonized territories
exceptionally hard, made it clear that, despite
claims that European rule uplifted backward native
societies, colonialism had done little to modernize
the colonial economies.

The British embrace of the concept of devel-
opmentalism sought to counter evidence that colo-
nial rule was impeding both economic and political
progress. The French proclaimed that their efforts
aimed to ‘‘realize the potential’’ (mise en valeur) of
their overseas possessions, not just economically,
but through the establishment of new infrastruc-
tures, such as schools, transportation networks, and
hospitals, and by bringing enlightenment through
education. The British had extended substantial
autonomy to the settler-controlled governments
of their ‘‘white dominions’’ and, under pressure
from anticolonial nationalists, now moved to
extend limited versions of autonomy to India and
elsewhere. By the 1930s, the end of colonialism
was the acknowledged goal of both the British
and the French empires, the former imagining a
distant future when Britain would husband the
independence of all of its colonies, the latter evok-
ing an equally distant future when all its subjects
would become citizens of Greater France. To these
ends, in all the French and British colonies of sub-
Saharan Africa, forced labor continued to be used
in order to pursue the ‘‘development’’ (or mise en
valeur) of the colonial societies.

In the early 1930s, in the midst of interna-
tional economic catastrophe, metropolitan discus-
sions of colonialism celebrated the benefits it
provided for everyone involved. This was spread
through many films and novels and by political
decisions such as the publicity campaigns trum-
peting the new British Commonwealth or ‘‘one
hundred million Frenchmen,’’ and the costly pro-
motion of Colonial Expositions in London (1924)
and Paris (1931). The latter both gloried in the
rainbow of peoples within Greater France, from the
reproduction of Angkor Wat to the ‘‘African’’ village
complete with villagers, and depicted the empire as a
harmonious society that saved its subjects from vio-
lence and brought them into progress.

The rise of fascist powers in Europe partly
explains the urgency with which the French and
British embraced their empires in the 1930s. In
the same context, European Communist Parties
dropped their commitment to ending colonialism
immediately in favor of antifascist mobilization to
defend democracy and the Soviet Union. Across
the world, Japan’s conquest of Manchuria in
1931 began a stunning series of colonialist expan-
sions by what would become members of the fas-
cist Axis: Japan conquered most of China after
1937; Italy conquered Ethiopia in 1935 and
1936; Germany conquered central, western, and
then eastern Europe after 1939; and Japan
expanded into Oceania and Southeast Asia after
December 1941. These years marked the farthest
extension of colonial rule in modern times. Fascist
ideological explanations for their expansion, which
combined depictions of each state’s colonial
designs as preordained—the Nazi Lebensraum;
the Italian Fascist Mare Nostrum; the Japanese
Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere—and
highly elaborate definitions of racial hierarchies,
affirming the racial superiority of the colonizer,
pushed to their extremes preexisting justifications
for European colonialism.

RACE AND TWENTIETH-CENTURY

COLONIALISM

In the twentieth century, arguments for continued
European domination constantly referred to sup-
posedly scientific racial categories. Race also
became the most important marker of difference
between people within the colonial world. Even
critics of colonialism participated in affirming racial
difference. One of the best known depictions of the
horror associated with European overseas rule is
Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness (1902), based
in part on the author’s experiences on the Congo
River in 1890. Conrad’s novella undeniably sought
to reveal the evil inherent in colonial rule. As the
Nobel Prize–winning Nigerian novelist Chinua
Achebe pointed out in 1977, however, it was also
typical of the wildly popular genre of colonial travel
narratives and follows the genre’s convention of
presenting the colonial world as a space where the
white protagonist could come to terms with greater
truths. Conrad’s narrative depends on his readers’
identification with Marlow, the narrator, whose
struggles and moral enlightenment occur against a
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background provided by dehumanized black
bodies—often just black limbs glimpsed at the edge
of the river. Although explicitly critical of colonial
practices, The Heart of Darkness inevitably cele-
brated the new possibilities for growth and reflec-
tion that colonialism offered to the colonizers and
wholly dismissed any possibility that the colonized
Africans could be historical actors.

Other forms of difference, such as status, con-
tinued to matter intensely in the colonies, and in
the metropoles race was often less important in
shaping popular thought and legal categorization
than class or gender. After 1900, however, all
empires witnessed the growing importance of racial
thinking. One immediate and self-reinforcing
result was that the number of interactions across
the legal categories dividing colonizers from colo-
nized declined. Sexuality was one of the most
important areas where the need for separation
could be staked out, a situation the English writer
E. M. Forster captured well in his 1930s novel

A Passage to India, with its miscommunications,
its sexual tensions, its obscure caves, and its hint of
rape. In societies such as the Dutch East Indies,
official and elite acceptance of marriages and sexual
relationships across racial lines receded. Forms of
white solidarity also increased as connections and
shared concerns among Europeans in diverse colo-
nies increasingly overcame divisions of class, status,
gender, or ethnicity. In British settler colonies, such
as Kenya and Rhodesia, as well as in India, fears,
often overwrought, about the potential for anti-
colonial violence—with sexual attacks against white
women the primary fantasy—led British authorities
to distribute guns to white men and women and to
organize basic training in armed self-defense.

The interwar period saw the role of race and
European-ness consolidated by both the increasing
certainties of racist political movements within
Europe and the growth of nationalist movements
that rejected the domination of Europeans in the
colonies. By working to overcome ethnic and

Women are taught to use irons at a school in Leopoldville, Belgian Congo, c. 1957.

Bringing the benefits of Western civilization to non-Western peoples was one rationale offered

for colonialism in the twentieth century. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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language differences among citizens of the same
European state and emphasizing a struggle for sur-
vival between nations, imperialism had in part cre-
ated the possibility for European nationalist
ideologies to become attached to racial commu-
nities. The flourishing of British identity is the best
known example: In the metropole, nationalist pro-
paganda fomented popular support by presenting
imperial rule as a natural trait of all British—rather
than English—people, at the same time that
Scottish, Welsh, and Irish people played a dispro-
portionate role in the overseas military, economic,
and settlement activities that formed the second
British Empire. As they emerged to dominate poli-
tical life within Europe, fascist and right-wing
nationalist organizations gained in popularity
among Europeans overseas. In Java, the Dutch
colonial community, long mocked by racists
because racially mixed children and marriages were
widespread at all economic levels, saw the growth
of Fatherlands Clubs and of membership in the
National Socialist Union. In French Algeria, anti-
Semitic bile targeting indigenous Jews, who had
gained full French citizenship in 1870, offered fer-
tile grounds for racist nationalist groups born in
the metropole and provided arguments that
blocked reform projects, such as the Blum-
Violette Bill of 1936, aimed at giving French citi-
zenship to more Muslims.

THE POST-1945 FAILURE OF DERACIALIZED

COLONIALISM

In the years after World War II, official European
colonialism sought to distance itself from any reli-
ance on racism. To leaders in Britain and France,
their empires were crucial to claiming an important
role on a world stage, which increasingly appeared
to have room for only two principals: the United
States of America and the Soviet Union. Although
most British and Dutch colonies across Asia almost
immediately gained independence (1947–1949),
the French in Indochina and all colonial powers
in Africa sought to hold on to their possessions.
The British and especially the French aggressively
sought to introduce limited forms of democracy
and provide social welfare possibilities as the
anchors for a new, deracialized colonialism. The
French in sub-Saharan Africa extended full social
rights to people who all were now citizens of the
new French Union. This meant that African labor

unions were able to obtain minimum wage rates

and family allowances for their members at the

same levels as metropolitans.

Such reforms did not quell demands for the

end of colonialism, however, but neither the

French nor the British gave up easily and the chil-

ling number of colonized people who died as a

result highlights the continued importance of racist

presumptions. In the best known exercise of brute

force, the French killed at least 250,000 Muslim

Algerians in failed efforts to crush the Algerian

Revolution (1954–1962). Early-twenty-first-century

work suggests that British repression against the

Kikuyus in Kenya, pursued under the guise of

defending British civilians against Mau Mau depre-

dations (thirty-two white settlers died), led to tens of

thousands of Kikuyu deaths. But by 1963, with

Kenya’s independence, some forty-two former colo-

nies had entered the United Nations.

In contrast, the Portuguese continued to

embrace racist explanations, and to hold Angola,

Mozambique, and Guinea-Bissau until 1974, and

white minority regimes maintained and strength-

ened colonial-era racial policies in Rhodesia until it

became Zimbabwe in 1979 and in South Africa,

which the African National Congress finally freed

from apartheid in 1991. With the British departure

from Hong Kong in 1997, all of the most signifi-

cant European colonies had been decolonized.

THE COLD WAR AND COLONIALISM

The Cold War put an end to twentieth-century

colonialism, in part by creating a new context and

in part by redefining what colonialism meant. In

order to affirm its anticolonial bona fides and pur-

sue its international aims, the United States inter-

vened to force its British and French allies (along

with the Israelis) to end their 1956 takeover of the

Suez Canal and to convince the French to sign a

treaty with Ho Chi Minh’s North Vietnam in

1954. The Soviets, particularly under Nikita

Khrushchev, moved to embrace Third World

struggles and numerous postcolonial regimes in

order to consolidate their own revolutionary claim

to be on the side of the oppressed. It was also the

Cold War that narrowed the general understanding

of colonialism, focusing on formal independence,

as the Americans and Soviets both sought to claim
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victory with each transfer of power in the former
colonies.

Left-wing analysts subsequently argued that
the continued influence of the former colonial
powers amounted to neocolonialism. Examples of
this included the presence of large numbers of
troops in former colonies, French control of the
currency of most in its former African colonies, as
well as the economic and military activities of the
United States in Latin America and Indochina.
Liberal and right-wing politicians and writers tar-
geted Soviet domination of Eastern Europe, which
the 1956 invasion of Hungary consolidated as an
empire in the same months as the Suez Crisis
erupted. It was not until the Cold War ended that
the latter claim, at least in institutional terms, was
widely accepted. Indeed, as the post–Cold War
world continues to develop, we may see a redefini-
tion of colonialism. Already, scholarly work on
Russian expansion in the nineteenth century
emphasizes the need to think more rigorously
about whether there was something distinct about
overseas imperialism. As some scholars take up the
tasks of the earlier imperialist historians—providing
material to support, for example, the extension of
American control over Afghanistan in 2001 or Iraq
in 2003—while others interrogate the continued
influence of colonialist thinking, new questions will
certainly arise.

See also Algeria; Algerian War; British Empire; British
Empire, End of; Cold War; Communism; Fascism;
French Empire; German Colonial Empire; League
of Nations; Portuguese Empire; Russian
Revolutions of 1917; Suez Crisis; Versailles,
Treaty of; World War I; World War II.
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COMITÉ NATIONAL DES
ÉCRIVAINS. The Comité National des
Écrivains, or National Writers’ Committee, was
founded in June 1941 with the goal of bringing
into the French Resistance writers from different
political and religious tendencies. The 1943 poem
‘‘La rose et le réséda’’ by one of its founding
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members, Louis Aragon (1897–1982), represents

the CNE, and the Resistance, as an ideal commu-

nity uniting Stalinist and Gaullist writers,

Catholics, Jews, Protestants, and atheists. The early

members reflect this diversity: Louis Aragon, a for-

mer surrealist, was a member of the French

Communist Party; Jean Paulhan (1884–1968) was

director of publication at Gallimard; Jacques

Decour (1910–1942) taught German and was a

member of the French Communist Party; the

Catholic writer François Mauriac (1885–1970)

belonged to the Académie Française; Édith

Thomas (1909–1970), a novelist, hosted the

CNE meetings in her apartment during the

Occupation; and Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980)

joined in 1943, even though the Communists had

always been suspicious of his enthusiasm for Martin

Heidegger. By the end of 1943 the CNE had some

two hundred members, united in their efforts to

save the honor of French letters.

Along with creating a united front opposed to

the Nazi occupation of France, the CNE also

sought to regulate the professional conduct of wri-

ters during the war. The CNE favored clandestine

publications, strongly discouraged writers from

publishing in journals approved by the Nazi occu-

piers, and frowned on the literary abstention

favored, for instance, by the poet René Char. The

founding members of the CNE—Aragon, Paulhan,

and Decour—created the clandestine journal Les

lettres françaises. The first issue was slated for pub-

lication in February 1942, but the arrest and execu-

tion of Jacques Decour delayed publication until

September of that year. From then on, Les lettres

françaises appeared every month and published

anonymous manifestos, poems, and literary articles

by the intellectual Resistance in France, along

with occasional texts from representatives of the

French literary canon: Victor Hugo, from Les

châtiments in particular; Guy de Maupassant, who

had lived through and denounced another occupa-

tion; Alphonse de Lamartine; and Guillaume

Apollinaire. The CNE also cooperated closely with

the clandestine publishing house Les Éditions de

Minuit. Founded in 1942, Minuit published

dozens of literary texts during the war, including

Mauriac’s Le cahier noir (1943), the volume

L’honneur des poètes (1943–1944), edited by Paul

Éluard, and Vercors’s immensely popular Le silence
de la mer (1943).

The main business of the CNE, however, was
denouncing collaborationist writers. The very first
issue of Les lettres françaises singles out for retribu-
tion the Nouvelle revue française, France’s most
prestigious prewar literary journal, directed during
the occupation by Pierre Drieu la Rochelle. In
November 1943 the CNE requested permission
from the postwar Liberation authorities to create
a council dedicated to examining and judging the
conduct of writers during the Occupation. This
request for judicial authority was never granted,
but the CNE asserted its influence by creating
blacklists of tainted writers. The first list was pub-
lished in September 1944 and contained the names
of writers whose punishment included execution
for treason (Robert Brasillach), imprisonment
(Charles Maurras), and a ban on publishing for
several years (Jean Giono, Jacques Chardonne,
and Paul Morand).

In September 1944, the CNE published a
‘‘Manifesto’’ in Les lettres françaises calling on
French writers to ‘‘remain united in victory . . . and
in the righteous punishment of the impostors and
traitors.’’ Although the manifesto was signed by
some sixty writers, the ideal of a national unity that
transcended political, religious, and generational
divides was already beginning to disintegrate.
Soon after the Liberation of Paris, François
Mauriac denounced what he saw as the arbitrari-
ness of the purge tribunals and of the CNE’s black-
lists. As Mauriac stated in his famous debate with
Albert Camus, the CNE and the French nation
were too quick to find scapegoats who could expi-
ate the crimes of the community. Mauriac was
expelled from the CNE in 1948. Jean Paulhan,
who resigned from the CNE in 1946, went even
further. For Paulhan, in 1945 the members of the
CNE were engaged in nothing more than a seizure
of power that perfectly mirrored that of the collab-
orationist intellectuals in 1940.

By the end of the war, Les lettres françaises was
one of the most widely read intellectual journals in
Europe, with a circulation of approximately
190,000. Benefiting from the prestige of its mem-
bers, the CNE embarked on an ambitious cam-
paign to promote French literature in France and
abroad. But in the 1950s, the CNE’s drift toward
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Stalinism, the inflammation of old rivalries between
writers, and the rise of competing publications such
as Les temps modernes and Critique transformed the
CNE from a clandestine republic of letters into one
more instance of Cold War polarization in France.

See also Aragon, Louis; France; Resistance; Sartre,
Jean-Paul.
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COMMON AGRICULTURAL POL-
ICY. The Treaty of Rome (1957), the founding
document of the European Economic Community
(EEC), committed its signatories to establishing a
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and set out a
list of contradictory objectives for that policy. The
motivations for this policy were politically strong.
In 1959 agricultural workers formed 24 percent of
the employed labor force in France, a similar pro-
portion in the German Federal Republic, and 33

percent in Italy. Their electoral judgments
counted, particularly in Germany and Italy, where
they were closely tied to the Christian Democratic
political parties. And agricultural exports were an
import contribution to Dutch and Italian trade.
Even so, the idea of enforcing a common trading
and pricing policy on so great a number of small-
scale farmers would probably not have become so
important were it not that in every member state of
the Community agriculture had already been
receiving a wide range of state subsidies—for out-
put, for new investment, for veterinary services, for
fuel, for exports—as well as being favored by the
tax system. During the throes of the Great
Depression there had been little support for the
idea of a free domestic market in agricultural pro-
ducts; in the food shortages of the aftermath of
World War II, there was even less. Sales were regu-
lated in some member-states of the EEC, notably
Germany and the Netherlands, by producers’ asso-
ciations such as the Deutscher Bauernverband, or,
in the Netherlands, the Stichting voor de Landbouw.
Everywhere in the EEC, ministries of agriculture
functioned rather like national agricultural corpora-
tions managing the sector with state largesse.

One notable aspect of the CAP, however, was
that although the common market of the EEC was
shaped with the intention of sweeping away bar-
riers to trade within the Community, the effect of
the CAP was to increase the extent of regulation
and controls on traded agricultural produce within
the market and to sustain high levels of protection
on the same products against nonmember states.
Since the CAP came into effect the standard of
living of those still employed in the sector has
greatly improved, fulfilling one of the CAP’s inten-
tions. For most of the agricultural produce that can
be produced in Europe’s climate, the EC/EU is
more or less self-sufficient.

Financial support for agriculture has domi-
nated the Community’s budget. Expenditure on
agriculture and fisheries amounted to 80.6 percent
of the 1973 general budget. Agreement on bud-
getary reform in 1988 led to a steady decline in this
share. In 1999 it was only 45.5 percent. There are,
however, other items in the budget that provide
some measure of support for agriculture. Until
1970 the budgetary contributions of the member-
states were related through a system of ‘‘keys’’ to
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their Gross Domestic Output. Persistent demands
by France that the Community be financed
through its own resources (ressources propres) led
to a fundamental change in 1970. The customs
dues raised by the Common External Tariff were
allocated to these ‘‘own resources.’’ Levies on
agricultural produce crossing internal frontiers,
their purpose being to standardize prices within the
Community, were also allocated to the Community’s
own budget. One percent of the Value Added Tax
(VAT) collected in all the member-states was allo-
cated in the same direction. Lastly, direct financial
contributions from the member-states had to be
made to bring the Community’s own resources up
to a maximum of 1.27 percent of the Community’s
GNP in 1999. That last step carried with it, of course,
the implication that the European Community had
some attributes of a nation.

DEVELOPMENT

In many parts of the Community, agriculture is a
small-scale activity. The number of separate enter-
prises under supranational management through
common community rules made the task of mana-
ging almost impossible. One result was that the
CAP took up such a large share of the funding that
other policies were underfunded. Furthermore,
national contributions to the common budget
dominated political arguments between the member
states, and often within them. One result of the
CAP has been to preserve small farms throughout
a half century of change in the organization of
European industry and services—change that has
been driven by trade liberalization and increasingly
open markets. It would be difficult to argue that in
the early stages of the EEC this was not politically
and socially a wise choice. As subsidized enterprises
tend to do, however, the system has partially out-
lived its usefulness.

The European Agricultural Guidance and
Guarantee Fund (usually referred to by its French
acronym FEOGA), although in 2006 only a minor
cog in the subsidization machinery, was the major
distributor of subsidies until the 1990s. Its expen-
ditures supported farmers’ incomes by subsidizing
the prices of more than two-thirds of the EC’s
agricultural products through guaranteed prices
and sales. This involved purchasing and storing
produce that could not otherwise attract the fixed

price and frequently selling it later to Eastern
European countries or providing it as food aid to
the third world. Some products continue to be
directly subsidized, and many products remain pro-
tected by import regulations. Final EC prices are
fixed annually by the national ministers of agricul-
ture acting as an EC committee. Since ministries of
agriculture have acted in all countries as supporters
of farmers’ pressure groups, the prices have been
high. Excess production has been one result.

Like developed non–European Union (EU)
countries that export agricultural produce, the
European Union subsidizes agricultural exports.
This practice has led to high-level trade disputes
with the United States, Australia, and Argentina. It
has led also to clamorous protest from those who
believe exports from the poorest third-world coun-
tries should be encouraged by subsidies rather than
made more difficult by subsidies to producers from
rich European and American states. In 2006 export
subsidies constitute a much smaller share in the
CAP’s subsidy expenditure than at any time in the
CAP’s history.

CHANGE

Community subsidies for exports take the form of
‘‘restitutions,’’ which are, in plainer English,
refunds allowing exporters to close the gap
between Community prices and the price at which
they will have to sell in the unsubsidized world. In
1986 such restitutions absorbed about 40 percent
of the FEOGA guarantee fund. In 2005 they
amounted to less than 20 percent of the same fund
and are due for further reduction. Protest over the
extent and size of agricultural subsidies has been
increasing within the European Union since 1984,
when the first serious attempts were made to hold
agricultural expenditure to a lower rate of increase
than that of the union’s overall budget. Efforts to
reduce EU food surpluses have been slow and
controversial because the financial consequences
do not fall equally on the member states. In the
1990s some countries, particularly the United
Kingdom, used EU subsidies to stop production
on less fertile land. Restrictions on domestic milk
production have been in operation since 1986.
Similar procedures have been cautiously adopted
for cereal farming, a sector which for the first
twenty years of the CAP was notorious for its large
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share of export subsidies, which it obtained because
of the influence of large-scale grain farmers in
national farmer’s organizations in France and the
United Kingdom. Further financial restrictions came
in 1988, when the rate of growth of annual agricul-
tural expenditure was fixed at no more than three-
quarters of the growth of total EC expenditure.

In the 1990 world trade talks, usually known as
the Uruguay Round, the United States led a chal-
lenge to the European Union, calling for a 75
percent cut to its agricultural subsidies. The talks
collapsed over this issue. The European Union’s
response fell far short of the United States’
demand. It was not clear that the United States’
own extensive agricultural subsidies were as low as
the level it demanded from the European Union.

It is difficult to predict the extent to which the
1990s policy changes within the CAP will survive
in the greatly enlarged European Union of the
twenty-first century. Attempts to freeze farm
spending between 2000 and 2006 were rejected
by Germany, although the level of spending was
increased only slightly and part of the increase was
to help the new member states to adapt to the new,
and for them unexpected, harsher regime. They
had been expecting to benefit from the extensive
and proliferating programs of agricultural subsidy.
The special program of subsidization, the Special
Assistance Programme for Agricultural and Rural
Development (SAPARD), that they were offered,
was directed toward increasing investment in farm-
ing methods, marketing techniques, conservation,
village preservation, rural heritage projects, and
other matters that seem of more immediate con-
cern to farmers in western Europe. (The list does not
include many of the easier pickings that had earlier
been provided for western European farmers.)

The CAP should be understood as a lingering
consequence of the Great Depression of the 1930s,
which cemented agricultural protection firmly into
place and stimulated increases in food output

across Europe as a way of reducing imports. The

complex interplay between national government

policies and farmers’ own bureaucracies has only

since 1990 slowly adapted to fit the agricultural

sector into a less regulated trade regime. The

European Union’s reactions have not been slower

than those in other parts of the world, especially

when the political complexity of its constitutional

arrangements are taken into account. Indeed, it

may well be that the most potent force for change

has not been international pressure but internal

dissent among the early EU members, where agri-

cultural labor is now only a very small part of the

total labor force and has far less political leverage

with national governments.

The CAP’s contribution to the construction of

the European Community also has to be recog-

nized. It presided over an unprecedented move-

ment of labor out of the agricultural labor force

and into other branches of the labor force. Between

1951 and 1959, at least 350,000 agricultural work-

ers per year left the land and were absorbed into

other jobs. Such a large change would not have

been possible without a rapid growth in manufac-

turing. One consequence was a sharp improvement

in labor productivity in the agricultural sector. The

determination of governments in the 1930s to

keep people on the land was swept away. In the

more backward sectors of the European Union,

labor productivity in agriculture improved the most

spectacularly. In the German Federal Republic, it

improved by 5.5 percent annually between 1949

and 1959, in France by 4.9 percent, and in Italy by

4.7 percent. United Nations estimates suggest that

the improvement of total productivity in Europe

was greatest in the northwest, where labor markets

were tightest. In that region, about two-thirds of

the investment in agriculture went to labor-saving

machinery. The CAP made changes in total pro-

ductivity throughout the German economy rela-

tively easy, resolving one of the worst problems of

the 1930s and in doing so making domestic politics

far more peaceful. The same can be said about its

political impact in France and Italy.

See also Agriculture; European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC); European Union; Rome, Treaty of.
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COMMONWEALTH. The British Com-
monwealth is the world’s oldest political associa-
tion of states. Composed of independent and
self-governing nations formerly belonging to
the British Empire, membership in the Common-
wealth is voluntary, requiring only adherence to
basic standards of good internal governance.
From its origins as an association of dominions
within the empire, to its rapid expansion during
decolonization in the 1960s, the Commonwealth
has never lived up to the aspirations of its more
ambitious supporters, but it survives because of the
modest benefits associated with membership, and
as a symbol of connections and ideals associated
with the empire and with British parliamentary
democracy.

ORIGINS

In its modern usage, the term Commonwealth is best
understood as referring to the family of nations
originating in the British Empire. It was first used
before the American Revolution to refer to Britain’s
colonies, and British statesmen in the nineteenth
century occasionally employed the phrase to refer
to colonies within the empire. By the early twentieth
century, the word colony was found to be demeaning
to the status of Australia, Canada, New Zealand,
and the group of states that would shortly form
the Union of South Africa. All four had achieved
internal self-government and were approaching
practical if not formal independence. In 1907 the
Canadian prime minister, Wilfred Laurier (1841–
1919), led these nations and Britain in discussions,
which concluded that henceforward they would be
known as the Dominions.

The Dominions, in turn, became the core of the
Commonwealth. The originators of this concept—
notably, the British author Lionel Curtis (1872–
1955) and the South African statesman Jan Smuts
(1870–1950)—hoped their reconfiguration of the
empire would offer a solution to the dangerous
predicament that Britain faced in the early twentieth
century. By this time, Britain had passed the peak of
its relative power, and was facing potent European
rivals, especially Germany. If Britain was to keep
pace with these powers, it was essential that the
Dominions share the cost of equipping the Royal
Navy. But as the Dominions were self-governing,

and in many cases far away from most of Britain’s
rivals, they could not be forced or easily frightened
into contributing. Furthermore, if they chose to do
so, they would naturally expect to have a voice in the
making of British policy.

The solution, in the view of Curtis, was imper-
ial federation. He argued, ultimately correctly, that
the empire faced a choice between union and dis-
integration. Few were so ambitious. But Curtis’s
logic was widely shared, and had been the basis of

earlier proposals, such as the efforts of Joseph
Chamberlain (1836–1914) after 1903 to promote
the unity of the empire through tariff reform.
Where Curtis and those of similar mind differed
from Chamberlain was in their emphasis, exalted

and even utopian, on the concept of self-govern-
ment and how it could be squared with a sharing of
imperial burdens through the Commonwealth. Put
cynically, the Commonwealth would bring federa-

tion on the sly; put idealistically, it would remake
the identities of the nations within the empire so
they would cooperate willingly with each other.

World War I both proved the loyalty of the
Dominions and empire to Britain and put new

strains on their ties. Britain declared war on behalf
of the Dominions and the Indian Empire, all of
which fought and sustained thousands of casualties
for the Allied cause. This experience, added to the
economic and political stresses of the war, pro-

duced restiveness in India and gave the
Dominions powerful additional reasons to think
of themselves as being the home not merely of
Britons living abroad, but of different, albeit
friendly, nationalities. At the Versailles Peace

Conference, the Dominions were represented both
by the British and in their own, separate delega-
tions, a further sign that they were close to practical
independence.

FORMAL EMERGENCE OF THE

COMMONWEALTH

In recognition of this fact, the 1920s witnessed the
formal emergence of the Commonwealth. When
Ireland was partitioned in 1922, the Irish Free
State was defined as having the same status as the
other Dominions, in ‘‘the group of nations form-
ing the British Commonwealth of Nations.’’ This
was the first formal use of this style. The year 1922
also brought the Chanak Crisis, which threatened
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war between Britain and Turkey. When the British
seemed to presume publicly that the Dominions
would naturally offer military support, they were
met by private protests from Australia and a public
nonresponse from Canada. The implication was
that, unlike 1914, Britain could no longer make
foreign policy for the Dominions.

By the time the Dominions gathered for an
imperial conference in 1926, domestic politics in
Canada, South Africa, and the Irish Free State had
given these Dominions an even more vigorous
desire to assert their status as separate and equal
nations. The result was the famous definition of the
Commonwealth produced by a committee chaired

by Arthur, Lord Balfour (1848–1930) of Britain:
‘‘They are autonomous Communities within the
British Empire, equal in status, in no way subordi-
nate one to another in any aspect of their domestic
or external affairs, though united by a common
allegiance to the Crown, and freely associated as
members of the British Commonwealth of
Nations.’’ When this definition was legalized by
Britain in the Statute of Westminster of 1931, it
made the Dominions as independent as they
wished to be: the right of free association implied
the right not to be associated at all.

In the 1930s, the British sought to manage

this implication. In the Indian Empire, the

Dominion delegates to the Imperial Conference, 1926. Front row, from left: Irish president William Cosgrave, South

African prime minister Barry Hertzog, Canadian prime minister Mackenzie King, British prime minister Stanley Baldwin, Australian

prime minister Stanley Bruce, New Zealand prime minister J. G. Coates, and Newfoundland prime minister W. S. Monroe. Second

row: the Mararajah of Burdwan, British lord chancellor Frederick Edwin Smith, British chancellor of the exchequer Winston Churchill,

and British lord president of the council Arthur James Balfour. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION
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Government of India Act of 1935 brought provin-

cial self-government; the measure was scorned by

leaders of the Indian nationalist movement, but it

brought the Congress Party to power in many

areas. The British hoped the act would moderate,

and so frustrate, the nationalists; it had the poten-

tial to do so, but only by giving them power and a

platform to press for more changes. In Ireland,

the 1936 External Relations Act, followed by a

referendum in 1937, all but made it a republic by

eliminating any substantial role for the Crown. The

British found it better to accept these develop-

ments than risk the disintegration of the

Commonwealth by opposing them. Most seriously

of all, throughout the decade, Dominion reluc-

tance to become involved in a second great

European war gave the British government another

reason to appease Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany.

It would be too simple to describe this as

merely an era of imperial disintegration: the 1932

Ottawa Conference, for example, brought a partial

fulfillment of Chamberlain’s dream of imperial

unity by instituting imperial tariff preferences.

More broadly, many in Britain, and in the

Commonwealth, viewed the institution with pride,

finding in it a broadly applicable model for the

development of peaceful cooperation between

democratic states. But no matter how artfully

described, the reality was that the Commonwealth

had become a way to slow and accommodate the

drift of the Dominions away from Britain, not a

means by which self-government in the Dominions

could be reconciled with wholehearted support for

Britain’s role as a great power.

Britain’s cautious handling of the Commonwealth

restricted its European diplomacy, but it did help to

ensure that when Britain declared war in September

1939 all the Dominions except Ireland did likewise.

But this was not 1914: only Australia merely assumed

that Britain’s declaration applied to it, and South

Africa entered the war by the narrowest of margins.

And, when Japan entered the war against Britain in

1941, Australia and New Zealand realized what

Canada had long known: only the United States could

protect them. This meant that the Commonwealth

could not be a self-sufficient economic unit, nor unite

politically, nor even defend itself. It was the end of

any possibility that the Commonwealth would ever

attain the unity to which a generation of Britons had
aspired.

But though the entry of Australia, New
Zealand, and Canada into the war initially widened
the war almost beyond Britain’s strength, their
willingness to fight proved that these members of
the Commonwealth, at least, retained their loyalty
to Britain, both as the ancestral homeland of many
of their citizens and as a great parliamentary
democracy. These nations, with Britain itself, were
the core on which the Commonwealth built in the
twenty years following World War II, when the age
of decolonization began with the independence of
India and Pakistan in 1947, followed by Ceylon
and Burma in 1948.

Burma never entered the Commonwealth, and
in 1949 the Commonwealth for the first time lost a
member when Ireland departed as a republic at
midnight on 17–18 April. But this was more than
balanced by the decision of the prime minister
Motilal Nehru (1861–1931) of India, five days
after Ireland’s exit, that India, though a republic,
would remain in the Commonwealth. In recogni-
tion of the end of the Indian Empire, the term
Dominion had been abandoned in favor of
Commonwealth Members in 1948. Nehru’s declara-
tion implied that the Commonwealth would con-
tinue to add new members, but on the basis of
their right to conduct their internal affairs as they
wished.

Over the following decades, the Commonwealth
indeed grew rapidly. At the Commonwealth heads of
government meetings, known by the inelegant neo-
logism CHOGM, there were eight leaders in 1948,
eleven in 1960, twenty-one in 1965, thirty-one in
Singapore—at the first official CHOGM—in 1971,
forty-two in 1981, and fifty-two in 1999. In the
middle decades of the century, the British repeatedly
rejected the possibility that many of the smaller terri-
tories within the empire could ever be viable, inde-
pendent states, or that they could ever be full
Commonwealth Members. But just as repeatedly,
the British found no easy way to draw the line.
Thus, as the empire contracted, the Commonwealth
expanded apace.

DECOLONIZATION

The watershed year was 1960. Since 1945 the
British Empire had clearly been moving toward its

C O M M O N W E A L T H

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 659



end, but even in the late 1950s the British believed
their African Empire might last into the 1970s. In
1960 the context of imperialism was irrevocably
changed by France’s grant of independence to thir-
teen territories and by the passage of United
Nations Resolution 1514 on ending colonialism.
Like the French, Britain picked up the pace of
decolonization. Ghana had become the first
African member in 1957. In 1960 Nigeria,
Africa’s most populous state, became an indepen-
dent Commonwealth Member, and in the same
year, Prime Minister Harold Macmillan spoke in
the South African parliament of the ‘‘winds of
change’’ that were blowing through the continent.

For the next thirty years the Commonwealth
struggled with the dilemmas of decolonization.
One problem, as the number of potential republics
within the Commonwealth grew, was to describe the
relationship between the British Crown
and the Commonwealth. This was handled with
surprising ease in 1949 at a meeting of
Commonwealth prime ministers, who agreed that
the Crown would be ‘‘the symbol of the free associa-
tion’’ of Commonwealth Members and, ‘‘as such,
Head of the Commonwealth.’’ Thus, if and when a
Commonwealth Member decided to become a
republic, it would not necessarily have to reconsider
its status within the Commonwealth.

Other difficulties posed by decolonization were
resolved less neatly. The most intractable of these
centered around questions of citizenship and race.
In 1961, foreshadowing later disputes, the apartheid
state of South Africa left the Commonwealth
because it refused to treat the newly independent
African members, and their diplomatic representa-
tives, as equal members of the Commonwealth. For
many believers in the Commonwealth, the depar-
ture of South Africa was a shattering blow, confirm-
ing that the old Commonwealth was no more.

That Commonwealth had held it as a principle
that the internal policies of a particular member
were not a legitimate subject of concern for the rest
of the Commonwealth. The new Commonwealth
seemed to promise only angry, public disputes over
domestic policies. Yet the departure of South Africa,
and, more broadly, the rapid expansion of the
Commonwealth into a multiracial grouping, also
prompted the last outburst of enthusiasm for it. In
previous decades, the Commonwealth supposedly

exemplified peaceful cooperation between sovereign
Anglophone democracies; now, in the era of decol-
onization, it promised to be a model of cooperation
between races around the world.

In its fullest bloom, this idealism did not sur-
vive the 1960s. Among British conservatives, the
Commonwealth was already losing its appeal. Some
criticized the effective abolition of the Crown con-
nection, believing that it had produced a
Commonwealth that stood for nothing more than
its own existence. Others realized that maintenance
of the Commonwealth, or indeed the empire, as a
genuine political unit implied that Africans and
Asians would have the unrestricted right to emi-
grate to Britain. In a series of acts, starting with the
1962 Commonwealth Immigrants Act, consecutive
British governments sought to assert control of
their borders while giving offense to neither
Commonwealth Members nor liberal opinion and
Commonwealth supporters at home.

INTERNAL POLICIES

The multiracial appeal of the Commonwealth meant
that the Left was the home of much of the remain-
ing Commonwealth idealism. But the British and
the Commonwealth faced an unavoidable dilemma.
If the Commonwealth were to stand for democratic
values, for racial cooperation, and for friendly asso-
ciation and mutual aid between rich and poor
nations, it had to concern itself with the internal
policies of its members. Furthermore, at least for a
time, most of the policies in question would inevita-
bly be those of Britain, because it was the most visible
and important nation in the Commonwealth, and of
South Africa and Rhodesia (since 1980 Zimbabwe),
which were led by minority white governments.

For a time, the struggle was bitter. In 1966
Kenneth Kaunda (b. 1924), of Zambia, spoke of
‘‘throwing Britain out of the Commonwealth’’
because of its handling of Rhodesia. Harold Wilson
(1916–1995), the British Labour prime minister,
complained that ‘‘We are being treated as if we were
abloodycolony.’’ In1971attheSingaporeCHOGM,
rhetorical unanimity was achieved with the adoption
of a new definition of the Commonwealth, which
stated that the Commonwealth supported peace, lib-
erty, and international cooperation, and opposed
racial discrimination, colonial domination, and wide
disparities of wealth.
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These platitudes about the role of the
Commonwealth in international affairs disguised
the fact the Commonwealth was now primarily
concerned with its own internal affairs. In 1965
the Commonwealth Secretariat was established to
administer economic and international affairs. Such
a secretariat had long been a goal of British imperi-
alists, but not until it became clear that the
Commonwealth had little real power did its mem-
bers allow it to develop central institutions of this
sort. More such institutions were soon created: the
Commonwealth Foundation, also in 1965; in
1971, the Commonwealth Fund for Technical
Co-operation. These organizations were well
intentioned but they were a sign of the
Commonwealth’s impotence, not its importance.

Until 1980 the most important issue facing
the Commonwealth was how to deal with

Rhodesia, which had unilaterally declared its inde-

pendence in 1965 under the leadership of Prime

Minister Ian Smith (b. 1919). The initial British

response was to impose sanctions, which were not

successful. At a Commonwealth conference in

1966 Wilson managed to win a ‘‘last chance’’ for

Smith, but most of the other heads of government

did not support the British approach, which Smith

then rejected. In the end, it took a civil war

to bring down the white minority regime. At

the 1979 Lancaster House Conference, the

Commonwealth secretary-general Sonny Ramphal

(b. 1928) and African leaders persuaded rival

African politicians in Rhodesia to accept a British

plan for elections. After an overwhelming victory,

Robert Mugabe (b. 1924) took office, and the new

nation of Zimbabwe gained its independence in

1980.

Nigerian tribal chiefs attend the opening ceremonies of the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting in

Abuja, December 2003. ªYVES HERMAN/POOL/REUTERS/CORBIS
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The road to majority rule in South Africa was
even more painful. After South Africa withdrew from
the Commonwealth in 1961, the Commonwealth
had to decide what connections its members would
keep up with the apartheid regime, and what mea-
sures it would take to bring about majority rule.
Sporting boycotts were the most visible means of
expressing disapproval of South Africa. In 1977 the
Gleneagles Agreement isolated the regime from
Commonwealth sports, the Commonwealth Games
having by this time become the organization’s most
important symbol and event.

In the 1980s, CHOGMs regularly endorsed
sanctions against South Africa, and just as regularly
recorded the dissent of British Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher (b. 1925), who believed that
sanctions would be counterproductive. For this,
she was vilified: more nations boycotted the 1986
Commonwealth Games, held in Edinburgh, than
competed in them. But Commonwealth sanctions,
combined with the more important pressure
exerted by the African National Congress and other
foreign powers and international organizations,
finally led to a 1994 all-races election, the election
of Nelson Mandela (b. 1918) as president, and the
return of South Africa to the Commonwealth.

By the mid-1990s, it was obvious that the most
persistent violators of the 1971 principles, now rein-
forced by the 1991 Harare Commonwealth
Declaration, were in Africa and Asia. In 1995
military-ruled Nigeria was suspended from the
Commonwealth. This suspension was lifted in
1999 but was followed by the suspension of
Pakistan, where the democratically elected govern-
ment had been overthrown by the military. In 2000
Fiji was suspended; its membership was restored the
following year. In 2002 Zimbabwe was suspended,
and in 2003 this suspension was extended, where-
upon the dictatorial regime of Robert Mugabe left
the Commonwealth. In 2004 Pakistan’s suspension
was lifted, though the commitment of its leaders to
democracy was uncertain. As of mid-2005, the
Commonwealth had fifty-three members.

The political record of the Commonwealth
Members is uneven, and except in the cases of
Rhodesia and South Africa, there is little reason
to think that the Commonwealth itself has played
a central role in advancing human rights. Its most
successful institutions are not those charged with

promoting economic development, or popular
knowledge of the Commonwealth, but the
Commonwealth Games and the Commonwealth
War Graves Commission. And there is no likeli-
hood that the Commonwealth will assume the
leading role in international affairs that was pro-
jected for it in the 1920s and 1960s. Yet it
retains its attractiveness as a modestly effective
international organization, and a symbol—and
occasionally more than a symbol—of the connec-
tions made by the British Empire, and of the values
associated with parliamentary democracy.

See also British Empire; British Empire, End of;
Decolonization; India; Pakistan; United Kingdom.
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TED R. BROMUND

n

COMMONWEALTH OF INDEPEN-
DENT STATES. It was the collapse of the

Soviet Union in late 1991 that brought to life an
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active but essentially dysfunctional international

organization called, rather misleadingly, the

Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).

Initially, it was only the three initiators of disman-

tling the USSR—Belarus, Russia, and Ukraine—that

formed this loose alliance on 8 December 1991, but

within the month seven other former Soviet repub-

lics (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,

Moldova, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan) joined by

signing the Alma-Ata Declaration. The three Baltic

states (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania) refused to be

associated with this organization, and Georgia,

while initially declining the invitation, had to join

in December 1993, needing Russia’s help in a

violent internal crisis.

From the very start, the member states have

had quite different views on the aims of their

union, from the minimalist approach of handling

a ‘‘civilized divorce’’ (as formulated by Ukraine)

to the ambitious agenda of advancing multi-

dimensional integration. This agenda is outlined

in the CIS Charter, adopted in January 1993, and

hundreds of other documents signed by heads

of states and governments. Implementation, how-

ever, has been at best haphazard and more often

nonexistent.

Russia was expected to be a ‘‘natural’’ leader of

this ambivalent grouping, whose members had

plenty of shared tragedy in the past but did not

fancy much of a common future. Moscow managed

to sort out the immediate problems related to the

heritage of the USSR, from dividing the external

debt and property to distributing quotas on tanks

according to the Conventional Forces in Europe

(CFE) Treaty (1990) and securing for itself the

monopoly on nuclear weapons. Further leadership

became uncertain and centered mostly on main-

taining contacts among the political elites through

regular summit meetings and supporting networks.

It was only in the second half of the 1990s that

Moscow showed interest in more ambitious inte-

grative projects seeking to assert its dominance

across the post-Soviet space. The top priority was

given to building an alliance with Belarus, for-

matted as a union with a charter (1997) and a

treaty (1999) that set the goal of building a con-

federal state. The Belarus leadership pursued its

own interests in these ‘‘brotherly’’ ties but showed

little interest in wider cooperation, despite hosting
the CIS headquarters in Minsk.

A particular focus of political networking has
been on the regional security developments, first of
all in the Caucasus and Central Asia. In May 1992,
six states (Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia,
Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan) signed the Collective
Security Treaty (CST); Azerbaijan, Belarus, and
Georgia joined in 1993, but in 1999, when the
treaty was to be renewed, Azerbaijan, Georgia,
and Uzbekistan effectively seceded. A key aim of
the Russia-led security cooperation was to manage
violent conflicts in the CIS area, but the plans for
joint peacekeeping forces were never realized,
and the organization merely issued mandates
for Russian peacekeeping operations in Tajikistan
(1992–1997) and Abkhazia (ongoing since 1994).
Besides establishing regular meetings between
defense and interior ministers, this framework was
moderately successful in facilitating the export of
Russian weapons and the education of officers in
Russian academies, as well as in building a joint air
defense system. Since autumn 2001, Moscow has
sought to intensify security cooperation in the CIS,
seeing it as a response to the limited deployment of
American and NATO forces in Kyrgyzstan and
Uzbekistan. While the Antiterrorist Center has not
become an efficient structure, several joint military
exercises were held between 2002 and 2004, and
the status of the CST was upgraded in May 2002 to
the Collective Security Treaty Organization.

Priority attention in the CIS has been given
to the economy, and it is in this area that the
results are particularly unimpressive. The initially
proclaimed ambition to establish an economic
union was undermined already in 1994 by the
failure to retain the ruble as the common currency.
In the first half of the 1990s, all post-Soviet states
were hit by severe economic crises, and none of
them showed serious interest in trying to find a
common way out. Russia sought to advance its
economic influence by signing a customs union
with Belarus and Kazakhstan in 1995 and expand-
ing it the next year to a free trade zone, which
included also Kyrgyzstan and eventually Tajikistan.
At the Chisinau summit (October 1997), Russia was
criticized for hindering the implementation of the
CIS agreements by its selective approach. Its ability
to provide economic leadership, however, was
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undermined by the Russian financial meltdown
in August 1998, which affected all its partners.
For that matter, all CIS member states engaged in
accession negotiations with the World Trade
Organization (WTO) without any coordination or
attempts at synchronizing their efforts. It was only
in 2003 that Moscow launched a new initiative in
this area, convincing Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine to remove most of the barriers for coop-
eration in the framework of a United Economic
Space.

This project was a part of Russia’s wider efforts
to consolidate its leadership in the CIS area by
combining closer bilateral ties with a variety of
multilateral frameworks. The foundation for these
efforts was created by Russia’s strong economic
growth, driven primarily by the energy sector, but
the core content was shaped by the closer coopera-
tion between post-Soviet regimes that were all
backing away from the path of democratic reforms
and developing various forms of semi-authoritar-
ianism. The successful uprising against the regime
of Eduard Shevardnadze in Georgia in November
2003 appeared to be an anomaly in this general
trend, but the ‘‘orange revolution’’ in Ukraine in
November–December 2004 had a devastating
effect on Russia’s policy. Moldova’s prompt reor-
ientation toward the European Union in February
2005 showed that a regime change was not a
necessary precondition for abandoning the CIS
frameworks. The collapse of the regime of Askar
Akaev in Kyrgyzstan in March 2005 demonstrated
that Russia had no reliable instruments for support-
ing its allies against internal challenges.

Facing this chain of failures and setbacks,
Moscow had to reconsider the usefulness and viabi-
lity of the CIS, even if it continued to insist on its
‘‘civilizing mission on the Eurasian continent’’ (as
President Vladimir Putin asserted in his April 2005
address to the Parliament). It appears entirely possi-
ble that Moscow could opt for dismantling this
umbrella structure and concentrate its efforts on
key bilateral relations, first of all with Belarus, and
also with Armenia and Kazakhstan. In Central Asia,
Russia would then seek to assert its key role in the
Central Asian Cooperation Organization (which it
joined in May 2004) and coordinate its policy with
China in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization
(established in June 2002). The key issue for the

future for these overlapping and inherently unstable
structures is Russia’s own political trajectory and its
commitment to rapprochement with Europe.

See also Russia; Soviet Union; World Trade Organization.
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PAVEL K. BAEV

n

COMMUNISM. As a term, communism
became adopted among networks of revolutionary
artisans in western Europe during the 1830s and
1840s, denoting both the distinctiveness of their
own political movement and the main quality of
the society they hoped to create. Bespeaking a
collectivist or cooperative ideal of the good society,
it was always linked to a passionate critique of
emerging capitalism as a type of society based on
private property, necessary inequality, and unregu-
lated market relations. With the rise of the
European labor movements between the 1860s
and 1890s, communist became largely supplanted
by socialist and social democratic, but that earlier
language of the 1840s still left some permanent
traces. Most famously expressed in the
Communist Manifesto of Karl Marx and Friedrich
Engels in 1847–1848, these traces included the
idea of an inner core of revolutionaries seeking
the general overthrow of society, the ideal of a
future cooperative and egalitarian world, the fun-
damental critique of capitalism, and a politics
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focused sociologically on the massed agency of the
working class.

FORMATION OF COMMUNIST PARTIES

These resonances were not properly reclaimed until
the European socialist movement was thrown into
crisis by the First World War. After the initial dis-
orientation of July–August 1914, bitterly contested
divisions were opened in each national party
around issues of support for the war. Vladimir
Lenin in particular embraced the rhetoric of ‘‘com-
munism’’ as a means of separating himself from the
given leaderships of the Second International, the
federation of socialist parties and trade unions
founded in 1889. As the antiwar Left regrouped
through conferences in the Swiss villages of
Zimmerwald and Kienthal between September
1915 and April 1916, and popular discontent pro-
liferated through the winter of 1916–1917, the
appeals of such language grew. For Lenin and the
‘‘Zimmerwald Left,’’ the need for a split and
refoundation became paramount: opposing the
war required unequivocal revolutionary opposition
to capitalism; supporting the war (‘‘social patrio-
tism’’) spelled reformism and betrayal of the
movement’s best traditions. Massive working-class
unrest unfolded across most of Europe between
April and September 1917, reaching a spectacular
climax in the Russian Revolutions of February and
October. Riding this wave of success, the victorious
Bolsheviks changed their name from the Russian
Social Democratic Labor Party to the Communist
Party in March 1918. As revolutionary turbulence
engulfed the Continent at the end of the war
in November 1918, with principal storm centers
in Italy and Germany, divisions now widened
between the older socialist parties, whose leader-
ships pursued broadly reformist and pragmatic
strategies of reform, and the new militancies
increasingly inspired by the success of the
Bolsheviks in Russia.

In April 1917 a major break had been wrought
in Germany when the Social Democratic Party
(SPD) expelled its large left-wing opposition,
who then regrouped as the Independent Social
Democratic Party (USPD). Smaller breakaways
occurred elsewhere, while in Germany, Austria,
Greece, Hungary, the Netherlands, and Poland
during 1918 small Communist parties were formed

as such. The launching of the Third International
in March 1919 then drew representatives from
these early initiatives to the founding congress in
Moscow, augmented by delegations from most of
the Russian Empire’s former territories and from
Turkey, Persia, China, and Korea. They were also
joined by individual revolutionaries from various
parts of Europe, representing mainly themselves.
Further Communist parties were now launched in
Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Spain.

Yet so far each of these new parties remained
isolated fragments and sects. Effective rivalry with
the old socialist parties required attracting large
sections, even majorities, of their supporters into
the new camp. This was especially true of the
strong central and northern European ‘‘social
democratic core’’ of the German-speaking coun-
tries, the Czech lands, and Scandinavia, where
socialist parties won more than 25 percent of the
popular vote in national elections before 1914, but
it also applied to the major countries of France,
Italy, Britain, and Spain. Yet even the German
USPD, the largest of the new left-wing formations
issuing from the wartime divisiveness, still balked at
a final break with the past. Neither of the two
largest parties moving strongly to the ‘‘maximalist’’
left during 1918–1919, the Italian Socialist Party
and the Norwegian Labor Party, were ready to
affiliate with the new Communist International.
Nor were the strong left oppositions in parties like
the Swiss, Czech, or French. On the other hand,
the revival of the pre-1914 Second International at
Bern in February 1919 was not a success. After
only a year all but the German SPD, the British
Labour Party, and the moderate socialist parties of
Sweden, Denmark, Belgium, and the Netherlands
had abandoned it, including the large left-wing
parties of Italy, France, Austria, and Norway. If
the new communism was to take off, these were
the parties it needed to win.

Thus a further process of radicalization was
required across Europe before most left-wing
socialists were willing to take the plunge and iden-
tify themselves with communism. This could
involve either disillusionment with a moderate
socialist party whose intransigence drove radicals
to the left, as happened in Germany via the con-
flicts between the SPD and USPD, or else the
exhaustion of other left-wing alternatives, such as
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the syndicalist chimera of the general strike in

France or Italy. But the main impetus came from

a drastic radicalizing of popular militancy during

1919–1920, which brought new cohorts of

working-class revolutionaries into politics and

overwhelmed the reservations of more seasoned

voices on the left. This last effect was most apparent

in Germany and Italy. In response to the new

revolutionary upswing in western Europe, accord-

ingly, the Third International’s Second Congress in

July 1920 issued a renewed call for affiliation on

the basis of ‘‘Twenty-One Conditions,’’ which now

defined who qualified to become a Communist

Party (CP). In a series of dramatic congresses,

beginning with the USPD in October 1920 and

continuing with the French socialists (December),

the Italians (January 1921), and the Czechs (May),

some of Europe’s largest socialist parties voted to

join the Communist International. In the course of

1920–1921 this process was repeated elsewhere,

until each European country had acquired its

national CP, however tiny and marginal within

the national polity. For a while some left-wing

socialists sought to hold a middle ground between
the Second and Third Internationals, most notably
the large and prestigious Austrian Socialist Party.
But by 1923 the differences had hardened.
Socialists and Communists faced each other from
two angrily distinct and mutually hostile camps.

DEFINING THE MOVEMENT

What did this new communism signify? Most sim-
ply put, it stood for ‘‘revolution’’ as against
‘‘reform.’’ In the period from 1917 to 1923, it
stood above all for the successful making of a revo-
lution. The Bolsheviks had seized state power, won
their civil war, and consolidated a socialist regime.
Abstracting further from this experience, the com-
munist model of revolutionary change seemed to
entail a strategy of armed insurrection coordinated
by the leadership of a disciplined revolutionary
party, profiting from extreme social polarization
and collapse of the liberal center. Given such polar-
ization of the class struggle, a pitched confronta-
tion against the recalcitrant forces of reaction was
then thought to be inevitable, culminating in a

Delegates pose for a group photograph at the opening of the first congress of the Third International,

Moscow, March 1919. Vladimir Lenin can be seen in the second row, just right of center. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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‘‘dictatorship of the proletariat.’’ In contrast with
the inevitabilist understandings of most pre-1914
socialists, for whom revolution was the natural
consequence of the maturing of capitalist contra-
dictions, the ripening of the economy for socialist
control, and the amassing of unstoppable working-
class majorities in elections, this Bolshevik model of
revolutionary change was also voluntarist. Rather
than waiting for the objective logic of history to do
its work, revolutionaries could now make their own
opportunities; socialist revolution was no longer
the necessary exit from the inevitable capitalist crisis
but could be conceived as a creative political act.

Further linked to this loosening of economic
determinism was an argument about ‘‘Russian
backwardness.’’ That is, revolutions could be made
not only in the most completely industrialized
societies but also where extremes of uneven devel-
opment (an exceptionally mobilized working class,
an exceptionally exploited peasantry) had concen-
trated social tensions to the point of rupture. In
Lenin’s formulation, Russia was ‘‘the weakest link
in the imperialist chain’’; once it snapped the effects
would certainly be transferred elsewhere. Other
features of Bolshevik success, such as their willing-
ness to take up the demands of the peasantry
or their advocacy of national self-determination,
were less immediately inspiring for revolutionaries
farther to the west. But two final perspectives
advanced by Lenin and his main ally in these
years, Leon Trotsky, were crucial. One was inter-
nationalism, the idea that Russian backwardness
would cease to be an impediment to the building
of socialism providing revolution also occurred
in the more industrialized societies to the west.
The other was the role of the soviets—factory-,
neighborhood-, and city-based participatory organs
of direct democracy—whose historical superiority
the Twenty-One Conditions now aggressively assert-
ed against parliamentary institutions.

During the period from 1919 to 1923 the idea
of the soviets was perhaps most important of all.
In the manifestos issued by the founding congress
of the Third International, communism was con-
trasted with the moribund system of ‘‘bourgeois
democracy,’’ which not only right-wing socialists
(‘‘social patriots’’) but also many on the left
sympathetic to the revolutionary camp (‘‘the amor-
phous, unstable Socialist center’’) were still

defending. Against parliaments and the classic lib-

eral freedoms were counterposed the soviets or

workers’ councils as ‘‘the conditions and forms of

the new and higher workers’ democracy.’’ For

Lenin and the Bolsheviks, as for all genuine revo-

lutionaries willing to take the communist road, the

dictatorship of the proletariat had become the

instrument of working-class emancipation, just

as ‘‘insurrections, civil wars, and the forcible sup-

pression of kings, feudal lords, slave owners and

their attempts at restoration’’ had previously been

the unavoidable means of the bourgeoisie’s ascent.

Under the circumstances of Europe’s current revo-

lutionary crisis, therefore, forming an international

revolutionary vanguard in the form of the new CPs,

to be coordinated via the Third International, had

become the utmost priority.

Through this process of popular radicalization,

conflict among socialists, and contentious differen-

tiation, the category of communism reentered

European political discourse with a clear set of

meanings. By the early 1920s it denoted the main

home of revolutionary politics, whose goal was the

violent overthrow of capitalism rather than its

peaceful and piecemeal transformation via ameli-

orative regulation, constitutional action, and

cumulative reform. Yet by the end of 1923, that

sharpness of contrast between Communists and

their socialist rivals—between polarized confronta-

tion and the pragmatics of negotiation, between

the immediacy of revolution and a politics of the

long haul, between attacking the system and work-

ing within it—was already becoming blurred. The

‘‘actuality of the revolution,’’ as the Hungarian

Communist Georg Lukács called it, had started to

recede. If in 1920–1921 Communist politics meant

soviet as against parliamentary state forms, by 1923–

1924 the new parties were being drawn once more

into participating in the given political order—in

parliaments, elections, and the entire institutional

world of the reviled ‘‘bourgeois democracy.’’

Lenin and the Bolsheviks found themselves con-

ceding the necessity of parliamentary, trade union,

and other ‘‘legal’’ forms of action, in however tac-

tical or cynical a form. Furthermore, once the new

parties started expanding, their new heterogeneity

of support posed unavoidable problems. The dis-

ciplined adherence to a unified outlook imagined

by the Twenty-One Conditions quickly dissolved
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amid the actual diversity of beliefs the new cohorts
of supporters brought with them—embracing
everything from council communism and syndical-
ism to parliamentary socialism of the pre-1914
variety and an extreme ultraleftism that refused
truck with parliaments of any kind. Indeed, the
strongest of the new parties in Germany, Italy,
and Czechoslovakia faced mobilized constituencies
of young working-class militants who were angrily
resistant to any suggestion of a coordinated politi-
cal line. Making disciplined Communists out of
such volatile and localistic insurgencies would be
no easy thing.

CENTRALIZATION AFTER 1923

Accordingly a new phase in the early history of
communism opened with the exhaustion of
immediate revolutionary hopes after late 1923, as
the new parties began retooling themselves for a
different kind of politics. This transition had three
main dimensions. One was organizational consoli-
dation. Most of the new parties, especially the large
and prestigious German KPD, suffered from mas-
sive and rapid turnovers of membership, frequent
changes of leaders, and volatile oscillations of
political line; the ability to hold local militants to
the policies of the party central was also slight.
Thus pressures grew for a tightening of internal
discipline behind the approved party line: there
was less tolerance for dissenters; earlier diversity of
outlooks became flattened; relations with other
left-wing organizations were severed; successive
leaderships were disgraced and expelled. Wagons
were circled against a hostile capitalist world. This
drive for ‘‘democratic centralism’’ took bolshevism
as its model. Between the Fifth Comintern Congress
of 1924, which issued detailed instructions for
reshaping each party in the Bolshevik image (‘‘bol-
shevization),’’ and the next congress of 1928 the
European Communist parties were dragooned into
much stricter uniformity of organization, as leader-
ships demanded higher degrees of internal discipline
and overall conformity to a single political line. As a
result, by 1928 many of the founding Communists
had gone. Conversely, in most parties extraordina-
rily long-lasting leaderships were now locked into
place. Examples included Ernst Thälmann in the
KPD (from 1925 until his arrest by the Nazis in
1933 and murder in 1944); Maurice Thorez in the
French PCF (1930–1964); Harry Pollitt in the

British CPGB (1929–1956); Klement Gottwald in
the Czechoslovak KSC (1929–1953), and Palmiro
Togliatti in the Italian PCI (1926–1964).

Second, the same years saw a ruthless imposing
of Moscow’s dominance through the Comintern,
the association of Communist parties (Communist
International) established in 1919. This was pre-
ceded by the power struggle inside the Soviet
Communist Party (CPSU) in 1923–1924 follow-
ing Lenin’s illness and death, which by 1925–1926
brought Joseph Stalin to undisputed leadership.
The failure of revolution to occur in the advanced
capitalist West combined with the Soviet Union’s
embattled isolation to produce a severe contraction
of internationalist perspectives. Under the policy of
‘‘socialism in one country’’ announced by Stalin in
January 1926, European Communists regrouped
around the overriding priority of defense of the
Soviet Union. But compelling arguments for ensur-
ing the survival of the one successful revolution slid
easily into the rationalizing of Soviet self-interest
and thence into uncritical conformity with Soviet
demands. The independent importance of the
other CPs became demoted and their roles rede-
fined. The autonomy of the Comintern was taken
away, differences across national contexts were
ignored, and its executive committee was brought
under Soviet control. Despite misgivings, even
the shrewdest and most independently minded of
European Communists, such as Togliatti or Lukács,
fell into line, not least because by this time extreme
political repression had driven their own parties into
exile and underground. The Soviet leadership’s
immense authority precluded effective opposition.

Third, this process of ‘‘Stalinization’’ in the
European CPs sealed the finality of the split within
socialism. The divisiveness of the war years, driven
to a high pitch of rhetorical and actual violence via
the revolutionary conflicts of 1917–1923, was
given lasting institutional form by the welding of
the new CPs into rigidly demarcated formations.
Those parties emerged from the mid-1920s as aus-
terely revolutionary organizations, digging them-
selves down into redoubts of proletarian militancy,
bitterly denouncing social democrats for betraying
the revolution, and uncritically upholding Soviet
superiority. Henceforth Communists dourly patrolled
the ideological walls separating themselves from
socialists and other parts of the Left, an attitude
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entirely reciprocated by their socialist opponents,

for whom anticommunism remained the defining

glue of their own creed. At another level, the

CPs discharged a hard task remarkably well by

shaping the chaotic radicalism of the postwar years

into more stable organized form. But in the event a

peculiarly rigidified set of political cultures became

the unfortunate result. The Sixth Comintern

Congress in 1928 was again the decisive event,

enforcing new standards of uncritical obedience to

its decisions, instating Moscow-loyalist leaderships

inside the individual parties, and demanding strict

separation from other parts of the Left. Under the

terms of this so-called left turn the Sixth Congress

opened the period of communism’s most extreme

ultraleft isolation, insisting on a new period of

revolutionary opportunity and denouncing social

democrats (‘‘social fascists’’) as the main enemy.

It was mainly from this period, 1928–1935,

that the familiar stereotypes of the Communist

politician were to come: secretive, manipulative,

and disciplined; rigidly loyal to Moscow; never

deviating from the line; using democracy for his

own purposes; seeking allies mainly in order to

outmaneuver and undermine. The bolshevization

process, brought to its ugly climax in 1928, shar-

pened the boundaries separating Communists from

other parts of the Left. The various CPs emerged

with new leaders, often trained in Moscow, espe-

cially if the party was illegal and underground. They

were now much smaller in membership. They

recruited new cohorts of workers with little pre-

vious labor movement background. Moreover, the

new rules of discipline imparted a distinctive quality

to life inside the party. Becoming a Communist

demanded a special loyalty, which spread into all

parts of a militant’s life, especially where the party

remained a small cadre organization. It required

full-time daily commitment, marking Communists

off from other workers. Passionate identification

with the Soviet Union and the discipline of inter-

national solidarity were also a vital part of the

positive appeal, but opened the way to a knee-jerk

dependence on Moscow’s authoritative leadership.

Here the rules of ‘‘democratic centralism’’ also

spelled a collectively embraced authoritarianism. All

of these characteristics came to define ‘‘Stalinism’’ as

a distinctive political culture, which reigned more

completely in some national parties than others.

This never reached straightforwardly down into
the local working-class cultures where Communist
popular strengths were embedded. But equally, no
party leadership or full-time apparatus kept free of
its constraints.

In the Soviet Union itself, the most extreme
version of a centralist and bureaucratic party-
centered regime took shape. Tolerance for dissent,
whether inside the CPSU or in society at large, had
always been uncertain during the 1920s, despite a
certain loosening under the New Economic Policy
(NEP) adopted in March 1921. But at the end of
that decade the drives for industrialization and
collectivization of agriculture now imposed a bru-
tally coercive climate of policing, public values,
and interventionist state power. After the assassina-
tion of Sergei Kirov, a potential rival to Stalin, in
December 1934, a grand-scale state terror unfolded,
marked by a series of grotesque show trials in 1936–
1938, by a thoroughgoing purge of the party,
Red Army, and other institutions, and by the sheer
scale of the victims—for example, 680,000 exe-
cuted during 1937–1938 alone, 3,000,000 impris-
oned. By these means a massive turnover of
leadership was effected: of 1,966 delegates to the
Seventeenth Party Congress in February 1934, only
59 were present at the Eighteenth Congress in
1939; of 139 Central Committee members, only
24 remained, with no less than 98 convicted
of treason and shot. The Soviet Communist Party
of the mid-1920s was already profoundly different
from the Bolshevik revolutionaries who seized
power in 1917, but the thoroughly Stalinized appa-
ratus emerging from the Great Purges was now
entirely removed from that earlier Bolshevik heri-
tage. Stalin himself had secured an extraordinary
concentration of personal power.

The democratic impoverishment of the
Comintern’s internal regime, the appalling violence
of the Great Purges, foreign Communists’ uncriti-
cal adulation for Stalin, the instrumentalizing of
the European CPs for the purposes of Soviet
foreign policy—all these features of Communist
history painted a bleak picture by the late 1930s.
Yet, paradoxically, this was a period of enormous
Soviet prestige. By its remarkable feat of forced
industrialization, massive projects of social engi-
neering, and apparent harnessing of natural and
human resources for the pursuit of the collective

C O M M U N I S M

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 669



good, with all the utopian fervor of building a
‘‘new civilization,’’ socialist construction in the
Soviet Union attracted widespread Western
admiration during the 1930s, often from the unlike-
liest of quarters. This prestige acquired particular
momentum from two sources. On the one hand,
Soviet planning seemed to record exceptional suc-
cesses at a time when the 1929 stock market crash
had thrown Western capitalism into a crisis that
many radicals believed might be terminal. On the
other hand, the Soviet Union seemed the only inter-
national source of resistance to the threat of fascism.

THE POPULAR FRONT

That dual context of the 1930s—catastrophic
unemployment and a massive failure of the capital-
ist system, combined with the rise of Nazism and
the broader right-wing assaults on democracy—
formed the setting of a remarkable European
Communist advance. After a period of willfully
magnified isolation between 1928 and 1933–
1934, the CPs responded belatedly but creatively
to the destruction of democracy in Germany and
Austria by seeking to emerge from their isolation.
With the PCF in France setting the pace, a new
strategy of coalition building was adopted, taken
up first by Communists in Italy, Czechoslovakia,
Poland, and Spain, before being adopted officially
by the Seventh Comintern Congress in July 1935.
This was the new Popular Front strategy, which
called for the broadest possible democratic alliances
against fascism. Such People’s Fronts were to be
based on all those forces that the Comintern had
repudiated so decisively in 1919 at its birth—not
only the immediate socialist rivals but also the pre-
viously reviled forces of bourgeois democracy,
including liberals, radicals, and republicans; peace
movements; humanitarian organizations; where
possible the churches; and even conservative groups
open to the defense of democracy. Communists
should now support any government willing to
uphold democratic rights. This was vital for the
forming of international coalitions against the
further advance of Nazi Germany, not least for
the protection of the Soviet Union itself.

Although in each case it later went down to
defeat, this strategy won its greatest initial victories
in France and Spain, forming the French Popular
Front government of 1936–1937 and rallying the

Second Republic against the Nationalist uprising
in the Spanish civil war (1936–1939). Associated
especially with the Bulgarian Communist Georgi
Dimitrov and the Italian Palmiro Togliatti, key
figures in the Comintern of these years, the rheto-
ric of the Popular Front recast socialism as the
highest form of older progressive traditions rather
than their implacable opponent. Communists now

affirmed the importance of universal humanist

values (‘‘civilization versus barbarism’’), invoked

their own country’s authentic popular democratic

traditions, and took their stand on the common

ground of democracy. Through the fight against

fascism, moreover, such a broad democratic Left

could use this strategy to begin accomplishing the

transition to socialism. Rather than stressing the

revolutionary climacteric of the insurrectionary sei-

zure of power on the model of 1917, the Popular

Front strategists proposed a different perspective:

building popular support patiently over a longer

term; drawing progressive aspirations from all

parts of society; commanding ever greater public

influence via existing institutions; building the work-

ing-class movement’s moral authority into the demo-

cratic foundations of the transition. Such a theory of

revolution refocused attention away from armed

struggle and pitched confrontations and toward chan-

ging the system from within by incremental gains.

For Communists this approach marked a deci-

sive departure from the form of revolutionary

politics to which they had committed themselves

from 1917 to 1923. It allowed for the repairing of

bridges to social democracy. With the exception of

France and Spain, however, socialists refused to be

drawn into coalition. More fundamentally, the

Popular Front had failed as an international strategy:

the governments of Britain and France rejected an

alliance with the Soviet Union; in September–

October 1938 Hitler’s demands on Czechoslovakia

had been disgracefully appeased; and the Spanish

civil war was lost. When the Eighteenth Congress

of the CPSU convened in March 1939, Europe’s

Communists seemed more isolated and embattled

than ever before. Illegality had become the norm of

Communist existence: the CPs in Germany, Austria,

Italy, Spain, Portugal, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia,

Greece, Bulgaria, Romania, and Hungary were all

underground. With the outbreak of World War II,

the PCF too was banned, soon to be joined by the
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CPs in those countries invaded by Nazi Germany

and in Switzerland. The small CPs in Britain and

Sweden were then the only ones remaining above-

ground. The split between Communists and socia-

lists seemed as bitter as ever. The signing of the

Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact on the very eve of

war made the collapse of the Popular Front strategy

complete.

POSTWAR STRENGTH

This situation was transformed by the Nazi inva-
sion of the Soviet Union on 22 June 1941, which
at last brutally imposed the conditions for an inter-
national anti-Hitler alliance. With the confusing
interlude of the Nazi-Soviet Pact now behind them,
Communists could rally for cooperation with socia-
lists and other progressives, country by country, in
the interests of the primary antifascist cause, a stance
that socialists finally reciprocated. First under the
auspices of the national resistance movements and

then during the liberation in 1944–1945, when the

postwar coalition governments began to be

formed, Communists emerged with unprecedented

positions of recognized legitimacy and political

strength. Partly riding the transnational popularity

of the Red Army and Soviet Union, the CPs briefly

entered the accepted political arena in most of

Europe. As stalwarts of the European resistance, they

prospered in postwar elections, becoming the Left’s

majority force in Italy, France, Czechoslovakia,

Yugoslavia, Albania, Bulgaria, and Greece, and

recording their highest ever successes in democratic

elections everywhere else. They also participated in

postwar coalition governments, not only in the

‘‘People’s Democracies’’ of Eastern Europe where

the regional presence of the Red Army provided

obvious sanction, but also in the West. The first

postwar elections brought palpable evidence of

popular desires for change, borne by rhetorics of

national reconciliation and new beginnings. Between

the autumn of 1945 and summer 1946, accordingly,

in Scandinavia, the Low Countries, Italy, and France,

varying configurations of Socialists, Communists,

and Christian Democrats commanded around

three-quarters of the popular vote. In Belgium,

Italy, and France, Communists joined in forming

the postwar reforming governments.

Four points may be made about this dramatic

growth of Communist strength. Most obviously, it

marked a decisive break from the Bolshevik origins.

The violent and insurrectionary model of revolu-

tionary change associated with 1917 was set aside,

to be replaced by a broad democratic conception of

restructuring. Communists wished to build the

new society inside the frame of the old, both pre-

figuratively by exemplary institutions and behaviors

in the working-class movement and legislatively by

reforms. This new gradualist approach was predi-

cated on several key recognitions: the lower than

expected ceilings of left-wing electoral support

(which seldom reached more than 40 percent of

the popular vote, usually far less); the resulting

necessity of coalitions with nonsocialist forces;

and the inevitability of strategic moderation and

slowness of forward advance. Confrontational vio-

lence, disrespect for pluralism, and resort to coer-

cion could only isolate Communists from the rest

of society; breadth of consensus was essential to the

Left’s success. Consequently, Communists needed

A man is arrested by London policemen during a

communist march, 1936. Despite the clear excesses of

Stalinization, communist parties in Europe were strengthened

in the 1930s by the rise of fascism and by the apparent failure

of capitalism manifested in the Great Depression.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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to take their stand unequivocally on the ground of
democracy, building on their own society’s
‘‘national-popular’’ traditions. This new version of
communism became broadly ascendant across
Europe, varying inevitably party by party, during
the brief moment of antifascist unity from 1943
to 1947. It was developed most consistently by
Togliatti and his supporters in the PCI. One of its
main theoretical inspirations was the earlier leader
of the PCI, Antonio Gramsci, who had died in
Mussolini’s prisons in 1937.

Second, the main lasting features of the post-
war settlements in Europe owed a great deal to
Communist support and participation. From their
new positions of influence Communists threw their
weight behind the process of reconstruction in
1945. The resulting achievements included new
constitutions, especially in France (1946) and
Italy (1947), which restored parliamentary democ-
racy, civil rights, and the rule of law, enfranchised
women in France, Italy, and Belgium for the first
time, and introduced progressive taxation, antitrust
laws, and public ownership. The unifying themes of
the broader settlements included comprehensive
social security, full employment, planned moder-
nizing of the economy, and moral renewal via
attacks on Nazi collaborators and the ‘‘old gang’’
of discredited pre-1939 elites. Country by country,
the postwar social reforms were mainly laid down
during 1945–1946, while Communists were still
accepted members of the consensus. Those reforms
also ranged across public health and public hous-
ing, food programs and family allowances, educa-
tion, the length of the working week, and the full
restoration of trade union rights. Altogether this was
a structural transformation that framed Western
European political action well into the 1970s and
in some ways beyond. It was fundamentally a part
of the new Communist program.

Third, the popular communism of the mid-
1940s was a dramatically new phenomenon. On
the eve of the Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union,
the CPs had been almost without exception small
and persecuted cadre parties, marginal to their
national polities, at daggers drawn with socialist
rivals, still in thrall to the insurrectionary memories
of 1917–1923, and beholden to Moscow loyalism.
In contrast, the Communists recruited through the
resistance movements knew nothing of the

founding years or the bolshevization drive; they

escaped the machinery of Stalinist socialization,

which wartime circumstances effectively inter-

rupted; their outlook was shaped by the coopera-

tive logic of antifascism rather than the earlier

culture of sectarian isolation; and they were

inspired by ideals of national reconstruction. At

most they looked back to the Popular Front cam-

paigns, which in many respects prefigured this anti-

fascist élan. The growth in Communist popularity

could be startling—the PCI grew from barely

5,000 members to over 1,750,000 between mid-

1943 and late 1945—making the new CPs entirely

different from the small and battered circles of

militants ten years before. The potential for ten-

sions with those earlier generations, or with the old

Moscow-loyalist leaders who resurfaced from pris-

ons and exile, was a serious problem, and after

spring 1947 the impact of the Cold War restored

such Stalinists to influence, forcing the new

‘‘National Communisms’’ into recession. In

Eastern Europe that process acquired deadly force,

as after 1947–1948 Stalin unleashed vicious and

systematic assaults on the legitimacy of these

‘‘national roads to socialism.’’

Fourth, the onset of the Cold War—via the

Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan aid in the

West, through the attack on ‘‘Titoism’’ and the purg-

ing of the Eastern European CPs in the East—

abruptly severed the politics of antifascist unity and

banished communism once again to the margins.

In Italy, France, and Belgium, Communists were

expelled from the coalition governments in May

1947. More generally, the split between

Communists and Socialists was crudely reopened,

making anticommunism into the litmus test of loy-

alty to the main political consensus in the West.

Some CPs, such as the French and a number of

smaller parties, embraced this renewed isolation

with Stalinist alacrity; others, like the Italian or

the smaller British and Scandinavian parties, sought

ways of keeping alive the newly fashioned politics of

democratic participation. When Soviet communism

entered its own crisis with the dramatic onset of

destalinization after the death of Stalin in 1953,

leading to the Polish and Hungarian uprisings of

1956, the ideas of 1943–1947 slowly reemerged.

But it required the subsequent sociocultural changes

associated with the next pan-European upheaval of
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1968, encompassing Czechoslovakia, Poland, and
Yugoslavia in the East, and especially France, Italy,
and West Germany in the West, before these con-
tinuities were properly resumed.

THE COLD WAR

If the antifascist momentum of 1943–1947 gave
the new national communisms in East and West a
broadly convergent character, the consequences
of the Cold War brought a new bifurcation. The
Eastern European CPs were the real casualties of
Stalin’s purges after 1948. They were crushed as
creative movements and in the process completely
remade: a quarter of the region’s aggregate party
membership was expelled between 1948 and 1952,
or some 2.5 million Communists, with perhaps a

quarter of a million imprisoned. In 1945 liberation

from Nazism had promised not only social trans-

formation but also new measures of democracy and

well-being. But instead the Stalinizing of Eastern

Europe now imposed a brutal and hard-faced nor-

malizing. Power became centralized in the party-

state’s inner leadership, with no constitutional checks

or legal opposition, with a captive press and an

administered public sphere, and with a local politi-

cal life frozen into paranoid conformity, whether

inside the governing CPs or out. This assertion of

political monopoly and single-party rule was the

first of three fixed features of Soviet rule in the

East. The second was Soviet-style economics, first

elaborated after 1928–1929 through the Soviet

Union’s own experience of heavy industrialization,

Communist leaders (left to right) Palmiro Togliatti, Harry Pollitt, and Maurice Thorez photographed at a party

conference in Milan, January 1948. Communist leaders, most notably the three pictured here, were an influential force in

shaping the new governments of Western Europe during the postwar period. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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collectivizing of agriculture, and the use of the five-
year plan. The principles of collective property,
bureaucratic management, and central planning
were instituted across Eastern Europe between
1947 and 1949 and proved subsequently nonne-
gotiable. Pressures for economic reform—most
dramatically in Hungary in 1956 or Czechoslovakia
in 1968—always halted at the inviolability of state
ownership and the command economy, whether
directed toward regional and sectoral decentraliza-
tion, profit mechanisms, new accounting methods,
enterprise autonomy, or self-management. The
third feature was the military dimension. The
Stalinizing of Eastern Europe rested on the iron
fist of Soviet military rule, based on Europe’s geo-
political division in 1945–1949, solidified into
NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

These were the three fixed points in the
Soviet system from the late 1940s to the mid-
1980s. The pivotal initiative in Soviet destalinizing,
Nikita Khrushchev’s denunciations of the crimes
of Stalin in his ‘‘secret speech’’ to the CPSU’s
Twentieth Congress in February 1956, which
might have opened the way for a process of inter-
nal change, stopped strictly short of attacking
Stalin’s main policies. Each of these was left care-
fully intact, whether ‘‘socialism in one country’’
and bolshevization of the Comintern, central
planning, industrialization and collectivization of
agriculture, or democratic centralism and the
one-party state. As the main Communist reform
movements learned to their cost—in Hungary in
1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968—these were the
boundaries that could never be overstepped. Thus
once the new government of Imry Nagy restored
the multiparty system and took Hungary out of the
Warsaw Pact, the Red Army immediately invaded;
likewise, though the Prague Spring meticulously
reaffirmed Czechoslovakia’s membership in the
Warsaw Pact, the ending of single-party rule had
the same inevitable result. While decisively impeding
regenerative reform inside Eastern Europe itself,
moreover, these same fixed features of Soviet rule
proved huge liabilities for the Left in the West,
whose advocacy for socialism was disastrously han-
dicapped by the unattractiveness of these ‘‘actually
existing socialisms.’’

For Communists in Western Europe, the com-
bined trauma of 1956—first Khrushchev’s

revelations, which opened the possibility of change,

then the invasion of Hungary, which left every-

thing still the same—began an uneven process of

separating themselves from the Soviet Union and

the liabilities of Stalinism. The crisis itself saw a

massive hemorrhaging of CP support: between

1956 and 1958 the PCI lost four hundred thou-

sand members, the CPGB eight thousand, or a

quarter of the whole. In some smaller CPs

(Austria, Germany, Portugal), Moscow loyalists

simply hunkered down. But a far larger number

of parties moved toward greater independence,

usually after losing members and often via splits

(Scandinavia, Spain, Greece, Switzerland, Britain,

Ireland, the Low Countries). In the largest parties

of Iceland, Italy, and France, 1956 worked with the

grain of existing history. The smallness of the

country allowed the Icelandic People’s Alliance to

avoid the vagaries of international communism

altogether. But if the PCI used the crisis to

enhance its own autonomy, the PCF simply

flaunted its Moscow orthodoxy. French

Communist dissent broke on the rock of Stalinist

party discipline. But after the initial securing of

party unity by defeating the dissenters at the

PCI’s Eighth Congress in December 1956,

Togliatti moved firmly toward reestablishing a dis-

tinct set of Western European Communist perspec-

tives. He tactfully rejected Moscow’s single and

unqualified leadership, proposing a new concept

of ‘‘polycentrism’’ instead, affirming the impor-

tance of ‘‘national roads to socialism’’ and reclaim-

ing the experience of 1943–1947.

During the 1960s an uneasy standoff ensued,

as Western Communists edged toward greater

autonomy without repudiating either the Soviet

Union or their own Stalinist pasts. Once the

Czechoslovak reform movement (the ‘‘Prague

Spring’’) had galvanized such renewed and heady

hopes for the East, the Warsaw Pact’s invasion in

August 1968 shattered any remaining belief in the

Soviet Union’s benevolent leadership. On the one

hand, the Soviet invasion ended socialism’s Eastern

European prospects. In the Soviet imperium’s first

quarter century, from 1944 to 1970, reform move-

ments had always involved complex synergies

between social pressures and inner-party renewal;

Communist traditions had themselves fueled the

Hungarian Revolution and the Prague Spring.
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But this was the possibility brutally terminated on
20 August 1968. Henceforth dulled conformity,
social apathy, bureaucratic privilege, Moscow
loyalism, and at best a kind of technocratic ambi-
tion became generalized across Eastern Europe’s
governing Communist cultures. After 1968, no
democratic impulse could begin from the region’s
Communist parties; reform politics would come
in opposition to the CPs rather than through
them. This change was dramatically apparent in
the key remaining oppositional episode of Eastern
European Communist history, the remarkable rise
of Solidarność (Solidarity) in Poland in 1980–1981,
with its preceding explosions of 1970 and 1976.

On the other hand, Western European
Communists broke decisively with the Soviet
Union. In contrast with 1956, Soviet actions in
1968 were almost universally condemned. At the
CPSU’s Twenty-Fifth Congress in February 1976
and a Conference of European CPs in East Berlin
in June, the criticisms were reaffirmed: Western
Communists demanded ‘‘equality and respect for
the autonomy of all parties,’’ together with support
for individual and collective freedoms under social-
ism. A shared position coalesced around the Italian,
British, and Swedish speakers, and in East Berlin
an unprecedented debate ensued. The official
document validated internal debate, international
nonalignment, and ‘‘dialogue and collaboration
with democratic forces.’’ The old Bolshevik or
‘‘Leninist’’ talk, where the CPs were ‘‘vanguard
forces’’ with ‘‘identical objectives’’ and ‘‘a common
ideology,’’ was gone. Instead, the Soviet Union
was asked to respect the ‘‘equality and sovereign
independence of each party’’ without interfering in
its ‘‘internal affairs.’’ Each CP should be free to
work out its own ‘‘national road.’’

EUROCOMMUNISM

Concurrent with the loosening of Communist
conformities and the accumulating critique of
Stalinism was a remarkable revival of critical Marxist
thought, sometimes beginning inside the organized
Communist frameworks of East and West, some-
times occurring outside them altogether. That revi-
val was intimately connected in the later 1960s
with both the growth of student radicalism in the
greatly expanded higher education systems of
Western Europe and the broader intellectual-

cultural ferment of the time. The practical import

was dramatized by the Paris ‘‘May events’’ of 1968.

But these were only the most spectacular moment

of a European-wide political crisis linked to student

insurgencies, the rise of a new feminism and asso-

ciated social movements, and the pan-European

strike wave of 1967–1975. Such new radicalisms

issued a challenge not only to the established liberal

norms of political life in Western Europe but also

to the Communist parties as the main guardians of

an anticapitalist critique. By the mid-1970s certain

of those CPs, essentially the most consistent of the

Soviet Union’s critics since 1968 (and those draw-

ing the clearest lessons from 1956) were enunciat-

ing a creative response. Through intensive

consultations between 1975 and 1977, inspiring

similar ideas among Communists in Britain,

Scandinavia, and other smaller countries, the

important Italian, Spanish, and French

CPs arrived at a common outlook. Tagged as

‘‘Eurocommunism,’’ the resulting program sought

to sustain a commitment to socialist transforma-

tion by further distancing Western European

Communists from the Soviet model, committing

them unambiguously to democratic pluralism and

opening them to the new post-1968 radicalisms.

As a programmatic strategy, Eurocommunism

was a failure. When the French Left’s common

program fell apart in September 1977, the PCF

reverted to sectarianism, and in the 1978 elections

its vote was surpassed by the Socialists for the first

time since 1945; after the Socialist electoral vic-

tories of 1981, the PCF never recovered, sinking

to a terminally marginal place in the polity. Having

been the mainstay of resistance to Franco’s dicta-

torship, the Spanish Communists made a vital

contribution to Spain’s democratic transition,

brokering the key negotiations of 1975–1977 and

defending the parliamentary parameters of the

ensuing consolidation; yet this never translated into

electoral success, and by 1979 the party had

become permanently outflanked by the newly cre-

ated Socialist Party. The strongest Eurocommunist

showing was in Italy, where in 1976 the PCI

recorded its highest ever electoral success (34.4

percent) while pressing hard for a fundamental

realignment of Italian society. Appealing to the

heritage of Togliatti, Gramsci, and 1943–1947,

its new leader Enrico Berlinguer sought to draw
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the ruling Christian Democrats into his ‘‘historic

compromise,’’ both to defend Italy’s constitution

against a threatening social polarization and to

initiate a fresh stage of democratic restructuring.

By decisively repudiating the old language of

the ‘‘dictatorship of the proletariat,’’ taking its

stand forthrightly on the ground of democracy,

patiently building new coalitions, and casting off

the handicaps of Moscow, the PCI hoped to shed

its permanent opposition and demonstrate its right

to govern. But Berlinguer was outmaneuvered

by the Christian Democrats. By the 1979 elections

the PCI had lost 1.5 million votes. Abandoning

the historic compromise, the party returned to

opposition.

In other respects Eurocommunists produced

lasting results. In Italy and Spain they defended

democratic constitutions against serious right-wing

destabilization. They also brought southern Europe

finally into the fold of social democracy. While

Scandinavia, the Low Countries, and German-

speaking Europe formed a north-central European

‘‘social democratic core’’ in the first two-thirds of

the twentieth century, Mediterranean Europe had a

different labor movement, one shaped by anarcho-

syndicalism and then in the Cold War by strong

CPs marginalized by regimes of the Right. Only by

the 1970s were southern European Lefts winning

leverage on government via organized labor fol-

lowed by electoral growth. Socialists in France,

Spain, and Portugal now challenged the primacy

of the CPs in this regard, but Communists them-

selves adopted perspectives indistinguishable from

the more ambitious forms of social democracy in

Scandinavia and elsewhere. Eurocommunists also

rejected the traditional Leninist model of the

cadre party, seeking broader-based forms of

social-movement-type organizing more akin to

the politics encouraged by 1968. Democratic

centralism was dismantled and the parties opened

toward diverse currents and issues; concurrently,

the historic identification with the industrial work-

ing class was exchanged for broader social appeals,

particularly to women and the university educated.

Thus Eurocommunists not only embraced plural-

ism, multiparty competition, free elections, and

parliamentary government for both West and

East, but they also prioritized issues that could

not be subsumed within class-struggle perspectives

based on industrial workers, including everything

from the big identity axes of gender, ethnicity,

religion, and race to problems of youth, sexuality,

ecology, international relations, and a cultural

politics embracing both uplift and entertainment.

Most importantly of all, Eurocommunists fina-
lized the break with the Soviet Union. The crises of
1956 and 1968 in Hungary and Czechoslovakia
had given the earlier impetus for this indepen-
dence, and the next Eastern European upheaval in
Poland in 1980–1981 proved terminal. Support for
Solidarity’s challenge to Soviet rule was the final
test of Western Communist independence. Thus if
the PCF at best equivocated in the face of this
Polish struggle for democracy, the PCI gave a ring-
ing endorsement. In a series of debates and resolu-
tions, the Italian Communists drew a thick line
beneath the epoch of the Bolshevik Revolution:
‘‘We must accept that this phase of development
(which began with the October Revolution) has
exhausted its driving force, just as the phase which
saw the birth and development of socialist parties
and trade union movements mustered around the
Second International [before 1914] also ran out of
steam.’’ As Berlinguer continued: ‘‘The world has
moved on. . . . The point is to overcome the present
by looking ahead.’’

After these two final episodes—Eurocommu-
nism’s disappointments in the West, the suppres-
sion of Solidarity in the East—communism really
had run out of steam. The advent of Mikhail
Gorbachev to the leadership of the Soviet Union
in 1985 still initiated an extraordinary process of
change. But what thereby began as socialist restruc-
turing and democratic renewal ended in the implo-
sion of state and society. Gorbachev hoped to
move Soviet communism into a modernized future,
recuperating non-Stalinist reform traditions going
back to the 1920s and much of the Khrushchev
era. For inspiration he drew both on the Prague
Spring and on Swedish social democracy. Beneath
the twin watchwords of perestroika (restructuring or
radical reform) and glasnost (openness), he sought
a democratized Soviet Union and a revived CP,
reinvented as a social democratic party committed
to market socialism. In the process he courageously
dismantled all three of the pillars of Soviet rule in
Eastern Europe: the military security system of the
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Warsaw Pact, the command economy, and the
Communist Party’s sole political rule. The end of
the Cold War, marketization, and multiparty demo-
cracies were the result. But in the process all distinc-
tiveness of the communist tradition was gone. The
remaining denouement—dissolution of the Soviet
Union in December 1991, following the Eastern
European revolutions of autumn 1989—brought
formal closure to a process already long decided.
Communism was at an end.

See also Anticommunism; Antifascism; Bolshevism;
Destalinization; Eastern Bloc; Eurocommunism;
Lenin, Vladimir; Popular Front; Russian Revolu-
tions of 1917; Social Democracy; Socialism; Soviet
Union; Warsaw Pact.
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GEOFF ELEY

n

COMPUTER REVOLUTION. In the
early twenty-first century, the computer revolution
is exemplified by a personal computer linked to the
Internet and the World Wide Web. Modern com-
puting, however, is the result of the convergence of
three much older technologies—office machinery,
mathematical instruments, and telecommunica-
tions—all of which were well established in
Europe in the twentieth century.

EARLY INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES

Office machinery was first developed in the United
States in the last quarter of the nineteenth century.
Office machines mitigated clerical drudgery and
facilitated the systematic organization of large-scale
offices. The most important machines were type-
writers, calculators, punched-card accounting
machines, and filing systems. American companies
such as Remington Typewriter, Burroughs Adding
Machine, and International Business Machines
(IBM) were the most prominent firms, and all estab-
lished European subsidiaries. Several major European
manufacturers such as Imperial Typewriter (Britain),
Olivetti (Italy), Mercedes (Germany), and Bull
(France) became established in the opening decades
of the twentieth century.

The modern electronic computer was invented
in the United States in 1946. As originally con-
ceived, the computer was a mathematical instru-
ment designed for the solution of numerical
problems. As such, the electronic computer was
the culmination of a line of development that
began with Charles Babbage (1792–1871), who
was followed by such pioneers as Leonardo Torres
y Quevedo (1852–1936) in Spain, Louis
Couffignal (1902–1966) in France, Konrad Zuse
(1910–1995) in Germany, and Alan Turing
(1912–1954) in England. In the 1950s the scope

of the computer broadened to include data proces-
sing, as well as mathematical problem solving. The
office-machine giant IBM quickly dominated the
computer industry worldwide. As well as hosting
several IBM subsidiaries, Europe sustained an indig-
enous computer industry with firms such as
Britain’s ICL, Machines Bull, Siemens, and
Olivetti.

Electric telegraph systems were simultaneously
developed in many countries around the middle of
the nineteenth century. Telegraphs were initially
used for signaling on the newly built railways, but
soon found a lucrative market for the transmission
of news, market, and financial information. The
International Telegraph Union, established in
Bern, Switzerland, in 1865, created standards
for the international transmission of messages.
The early years of the twentieth century saw
the development of national telephone systems.
There were several European telecommunications
manufacturers that became successful multinational
operators, including Siemens and Telefunken in
Germany, Ericsson in Sweden, and General Electric
in Britain. The telephone was widely used in business
throughout Europe by about 1910, but domestic
diffusion varied greatly; in some countries of
Europe it was not until the 1970s that telephones
were routinely available in homes. In the 1960s
and 1970s telephone systems were fully auto-
mated, dispensing with connections made by
human operators, and the international range was
extended so that it became possible to dial direct to
most advanced countries.

THE COMPUTERIZATION OF SOCIETY

From the mid-1960s on, computers and telecom-
munications became increasingly integrated,
enabling many businesses to conduct transactions
in ‘‘real time.’’ The most visible manifestations of
this new way of conducting business included air-
line reservation systems, automated teller
machines, and barcode scanning in supermarket
checkouts. Less visibly, the electronic data inter-
change (EDI) movement enabled firms to interact
electronically, eliminating the economic friction of
paper-based systems. For example, when a super-
market checkout registered the sale of an item, this
information would be transmitted to the supplier
of the item so that stocks could be replenished
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automatically. In the 1980s ‘‘just-in-time’’ opera-
tions revolutionized manufacturing: manufacturers
and their suppliers became electronically entwined
so that inventories could be eliminated and orders
for components and subassemblies delivered on
demand.

In the 1970s the development of microelectron-
ics and the invention of the microprocessor trans-
formed not only business computing but also
consumer electronics. The most popular consumer
items of the early 1970s were video games, hand-
held calculators, and digital watches. Video-game
hardware manufacture was initially an American
phenomenon, and was later dominated by
Japanese producers. Europe, however, was well
placed to develop video-game software both to
appeal to indigenous tastes and for international
markets. The development of the pocket calculator
saw the rise of new producers such as Sinclair in the
United Kingdom, and the demise of the old-line
calculating machine manufacturers. Digital watches
were initially expensive gadgets that appealed large-
ly to technologically fixated males. As the technol-
ogy matured, however, digital watches became
cheaper, more reliable, and more accurate than
their mechanical predecessors. In the second half
of the 1970s the mechanical watch industry, espe-
cially in Switzerland, was devastated, and manufac-
turers had to reposition their products as fashion
accessories and luxury items for discerning buyers.

The personal computer emerged as a consumer
item in the late 1970s. The first machines, such as
those made by Apple, Commodore, and Tandy,
were imported from the United States, but
European manufacturers soon entered the market
producing their own designs. Few if any of these
personal computer firms came from the traditional
computer industry. In 1981 IBM, the leading busi-
ness computer manufacturer, entered the personal
computer market with two important conse-
quences. First, the imprimatur of IBM legitimated
personal computing for businesses, which had not
until then generally viewed desktop computers as
being capable of serious information processing.
Second, the entry of IBM established a standard-
ized ‘‘PC,’’ which caused a massive shakeout and
consolidation of the industry. By the end of the
decade most PCs were being supplied by a small
number of multinational firms, predominantly

American and Japanese, although Europe sup-
ported a number of second-tier players such as
Siemens and Olivetti.

VIDEOTEX AND THE INTERNET

Although Europe was relatively unsuccessful as a
computer manufacturer, it was very successful in
adopting and adapting information technology to
improve its industrial competitiveness and informa-
tion infrastructure. By far the most important
European development—though ultimately only
partly successful—was videotex, which promised
an Internet-like experience a full decade before
the Internet came to prominence.

During the period from 1979 to 1984,
national videotex systems were developed in
some fifteen countries including Britain, France,
and Germany in Europe and also Canada,
Australia, and Japan (but not the United States).
Videotex was intended to provide an information
service for businesses and consumers. The videotex

technology was developed in the United Kingdom

and was based on the teletext system devised there

for broadcast television in the early 1970s. National

videotex systems were developed in complex pub-

lic–private partnerships, with the network infra-

structure funded and controlled by the national

PTTs (postal, telegraph, and telephone authori-

ties), augmented by private-sector information

and equipment suppliers. With the single exception

of France, in every country where videotex systems

were developed, after an initial burst of enthusiasm,

they failed to take off as consumer services and

gradually faded away or became purely business

systems. France, however, launched its national

videotex system Télétel as a grand project in

1982. Télétel was seen as a means of modernizing

and complementing France’s aging telephone

infrastructure—and the ‘‘killer application’’ would

be an online telephone directory. The French gov-

ernment provided inexpensive terminals for tele-

phone users, and by 1988 there were 4.2 million

terminals and 9,500 information providers. The

French initiative showed, long before the Internet

euphoria of the 1990s, that a government could

kick-start an information revolution. The failure of

videotex elsewhere had multiple causes: the tech-

nology was expensive and somewhat immature,

and the nonparticipation of the United States
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undermined its credibility. By the early twenty-first

century, France was in the uncomfortable position

of migrating to the global Internet.

Although the Internet is generally perceived as

an American invention, in fact it is built on a con-

stellation of technologies and standards that were

negotiated and developed worldwide over a thirty-

year period, starting in the second half of the 1960s.

One of the underlying technologies of the Internet,

for example, is packet-switched communications,

which was initially developed in the National

Physical Laboratory in the United Kingdom in the

1960s. Many of the computer networking concepts

on which the Internet is based were first elaborated

in the Geneva-based International Organization for

Standardization. Europe’s most important contri-

bution to the Internet was the invention of the

World Wide Web by the British-born computer

scientist Tim Berners-Lee, while working at the

CERN European Particle Physics Laboratory in

1991. Up to that time the Internet had been pri-

marily used by the technical and scientific commu-

nities, but the World Wide Web opened it up to

ordinary citizens by means of point-and-click soft-

ware that was very easy to use.

Europe has been an enthusiastic adopter of the
Internet. By 2005 nearly 50 percent of European
Union citizens had access to the Internet, and the
rest of Europe was catching up fast (with about 17
percent having access). In the future the Internet
will have massive but unpredictable consequences
for Europe, as for the rest of the world. For exam-
ple, the Internet is already enabling firms to reach
global markets for which their small size and
remoteness were formally insuperable barriers. The
Internet has enabled the ‘‘outsourcing’’ of labor—
from which some countries benefit, while others
lose out. And the adoption of American English as
the lingua franca of the Internet poses a significant
challenge to Europe’s diverse cultural heritage.

See also Science; Technology.
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n

CONCENTRATION CAMPS. Concen-
tration camps are sites for the forcible detention
and isolation of large numbers of people outside
judicial control or international conventions. They
tend to be set up in periods of war or internal
turmoil and, in contrast to prisoner-of-war camps,
are used to confine civilians, usually people
regarded by those in power as (potential) oppo-
nents or as a threat, and often with a view to their
eventual removal. The establishment of concentra-
tion camps is linked to the modern bureaucratic-
militaristic state and its attempts to maintain the
dominance of the ruling elites and to create some
homogeneity. The term is often used synony-
mously for the camps set up by the Nazis first in
Germany and later in the occupied territories of
Europe. In fact, the origins of concentrations
camps go back much further, and conversely, not
all the camps established by the Nazis were of the
concentration camp type.

EARLY CONCENTRATION CAMPS

The military internment camps used in 1838 by the
U.S. Army mostly in Tennessee to detain several
thousand Cherokee Indians before their forced
resettlement under the Indian Removal Act can
be seen as early examples of the kind of detention
centers that later became known as concentration
camps. The term itself was first coined in the Third
Cuban War of Independence (1895–1898), when
the Spanish governor, General Valeriano Weyler y
Nicolau, ordered the Cuban rural populations to
relocate to ‘‘campos de concentración’’ to avoid
being treated as insurgents. The British army used
the same term for the camps they set up during the
Second Boer War (1899–1902) for Boer women
and children as well as their black workers to cut off
civilian support for the Boer forces.
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Common features of all these camps were that

people were detained there as members of a specific

group rather than as individuals, that this was done

on the basis of an administrative act rather than as the

result of a judicial process, and that there was usually

no procedure to challenge the internment. The

human rights of those internees were ignored and

violated. Treatment was harsh and often arbitrary,

and most camps were characterized by overcrowding,

poor sanitary conditions, malnourishment, and, as a

consequence, diseases and a high mortality rate.

War and upheaval in the early twentieth cen-

tury brought internment camps of this type also to

Europe. During World War I, the Austro-

Hungarian Empire used them in its Balkan border

regions to confine Serbs and other (pro-Serbian)

Slavs who were regarded as potentially disloyal and

destabilizing. The largest of these camps was at

Doboj in northern Bosnia, which held some

forty-five thousand people between 1915 und

1917. In Finland, after the Civil War of 1918, the

victorious ‘‘Whites’’ (nonsocialists) set up camps to

confine tens of thousands of people who were sus-

pected of belonging to the ‘‘Reds’’ and seeking a

Soviet-style revolution. Two camps run by the

Prussian state government in Germany between

1921 and 1923 to detain ‘‘unwanted’’ foreigners

until their deportation were officially called ‘‘con-

centration camps.’’ Many of those detained there

were Jews from eastern Europe.

CONCENTRATION CAMPS IN NAZI GERMANY

It was the Nazis who gave the concept concentra-
tion camp its definitive and most notorious shape.

SS colonel Karl Koch, commandant of the Buchenwald concentration camp, with his wife and son. ªCORBIS
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Under their regime, concentration camps became a

central element of the repressive system and the

racial state. The Nazi concentration camps

imparted to the twentieth century some of its

defining images that achieved almost iconic char-

acter, such as the gate and ramp of Auschwitz-

Birkenau, or the skeletal survivors behind the

barbed-wire fences of Bergen-Belsen.

The system of Nazi concentration camps started

out in an ad hoc and widely improvised way. An

emergency presidential decree of 28 February 1933

following the burning of the Reichstag laid the

foundations for imprisonment without trial outside

the regular penal system. Subsequently, thousands

of political opponents of the Nazis, most of them

communists, social democrats, and trade unionists,

were taken into so-called protective custody

(Schutzhaft). Camps to hold them were set up and

run, often in administrative rivalry, by the SS

(Schutzstaffel), the SA (Sturmabteilung), the politi-

cal police, and other local and regional state agen-

cies. The first SS camp was established on the order

of the Reichsführer-SS, Heinrich Himmler (1900–

1945), on 21 March 1933 at Dachau near Munich,

but it was only in 1934 that all ‘‘protective custody’’

camps came under the control of the SS. Himmler

appointed Theodor Eicke (1892–1943), the com-

mandant of Dachau, as head of the inspectorate of

concentration camps and SS guard units (Inspektion

der Konzentrationslager und SS-Wachverbände)

and ordered him to reorganize and standardize the

concentration camp system. Apart from Dachau, all

the other camps were disbanded in the mid-1930s

and new purpose-built concentration camps, mod-

eled on Dachau, were set up to take their place.

With the consolidation of their rule, the Nazi

regime placed not only political opponents in con-

centration camps but also social outsiders whose

nonstandard behavior was seen as unacceptable in

the racially pure and socially regulated ‘‘national

community’’ (Volksgemeinschaft). They included

beggars, vagrants, the so-called work-shy, alco-

holics, people with a string of criminal convictions,

pimps, prostitutes, homosexuals, Jehovah’s wit-

nesses, and Sinti and Roma. From 1938, especially

following the Kristallnacht (Night of Broken

Glass) pogroms of 9–10 November 1938, Jews,

too, were incarcerated in concentration camps.

After the outbreak of war, the number of con-
centration camp prisoners soared. The largest
intake were now Jews and political prisoners, most
of the latter suspected members of the national
resistance movements against the Nazi occupation.
Following the invasion of the Soviet Union, tens of
thousands of Soviet prisoners of war also ended up
in concentration camps. In January 1945, the SS
registered almost 715,000 concentration camp
prisoners, the highest total number at any one
time; less than 10 percent of them were Germans.

Concentration camps were only those camps that
came under the Inspektion der Konzentrationslager.
The Nazis still established a multitude of special
detention camps where conditions were similar but
which were outside this administrative and organiza-
tional system, such as labor education camps, forced
labor camps, forced ghettos, police imprisonment
camps, transit camps, and civil internment camps.
Some of these were open to inspection by represen-
tatives of international organizations such as the Red
Cross. Special cases were the extermination camps
Chelmno, Treblinka, Sobibor, and Belzec, which
were set up to implement the ‘‘Final Solution.’’
They were not part of the regular concentration camp
system either, but there was considerable overlap, as
two concentration camps, Auschwitz-Birkenau and
Majdanek-Lublin, also had gas chambers installed.

Labor deployment Hard work was an important
element of concentration camp imprisonment from
the very beginning and was intended to discipline
and drill the inmates. In the early years most of the
work that they were forced to do served no mean-
ingful purpose, but from the mid-1930s economic
considerations gained greater prominence among
the higher echelons of the SS. The concentration
camp prisoners were increasingly recognized as an
asset that the SS could exploit to their own advan-
tage by deploying them for menial tasks in the the
ambitious civil and military construction projects
that the regime embarked on.

During the war, deployment shifted from con-
struction to the armaments industries, and concen-
tration camp prisoners became part of the reservoir
workforce used to replace the German workers
drafted into the Wehrmacht. Most were hired out
to state and private firms in need of manpower,
which in the last years of the war comprised nearly
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all prominent German firms. The concentration
camp system was now an important element of the
huge economic empire of the SS. In order to coor-
dinate their economic interests more effectively,
the SS Business Administration Main Office
(Wirtschaftsverwaltungshauptamt, WVHA) was
established in early 1942, and the inspectorate for
concentration camps became part of it as its Section
(Amtsgruppe) D. Subcamps of the existing concen-
tration camps were established near those plants that
employed large numbers of prisoners, and as a result
the concentration camp system became a vast net-
work spanning much of Europe. In 1945 there were
some 1,200 satellite camps (Außenlager) and work
commandos (Außenkommandos), which together
held more prisoners than the 25 main concentration
camps (Hauptlager), whose main task had become
one of distributing prisoners to where they were
needed.

However, despite their economic importance
especially in the final years of the war, the deploy-
ment of concentration camp prisoners was not
ruled by rational considerations of productivity or
cost-efficiency, but work always remained primarily
a means to humiliate, terrorize, and ultimately
annihilate the prisoners. Apart from few excep-
tions, they were put to work under horrific condi-
tions and driven until their strength was totally
depleted in a system perhaps best described as
‘‘terror work’’ (Sofsky). In the last stage, most of
those deployed in underground factories such as
the one producing the V2 weapons, did not last
longer than a few weeks.

Treatment of concentration camp prisoners In
the early years of Nazi rule, conditions were not
unlike those in the pre-Nazi concentration camps.
Many prisoners were released after a period of
detention, and there were no systematic killings.
Deaths that did occur were usually the result of
abuse and maltreatment of individual prisoners by
their SS guards.

However, from the beginning, imprisonment
in concentration camps was meant to break the
inmates as individuals. Various measures were used
to achieve this, and they became more brutal as
time went on. Prisoners had to give up all personal
possessions, had their hair shaved off, were made to
wear a special outfit that identified them as

concentration camp prisoners (the ‘‘zebra uni-
form’’), and had their names replaced by identifica-
tion numbers (which were later tattooed onto their
arms). Daily roll calls, often lasting for hours, and
severe punishment for even the slightest violation
of the camp rules set by the SS added to the rule of
terror and unpredictability that characterized these
camps.

Rising prisoner numbers meant that conditions
in the camps deteriorated markedly and death rates
rose sharply. With the outbreak of war, concentra-
tion camps were not just sites of mass-scale con-
finement but became also sites of murder—not as
individual acts of arbitrary violence but as deliber-
ate policy. This included the execution of prisoners
without trial and the killing of thousands of
Soviet prisoners of war (POWs) in Buchenwald,
Sachsenhausen, and Auschwitz concentration camps.
A number of prisoners were subjected to medical
experimentation before they were killed. In addition,
there was what has been called ‘‘indirect mass anni-
hilation,’’ the deliberate policy of induced starvation,
brutal treatment, and total physical exhaustion
through ‘‘terror work’’ eventually leading to death.
This policy reached its climax when the camps in the
east were hurriedly vacated before the advancing Red
Army and the prisoners herded to camps in the Reich
where those who had not died during these trans-
ports or marches were left to perish. The best known
of these receiving camps is Bergen-Belsen near
Hannover, which became an enduring symbol of the
final phase of the Nazi concentration camps because
of the photographs and film footage taken by the
British when they liberated the camp in April 1945.

Prisoners were classified according to why they
had been sent to the camps, and from 1936 they
were given different colored badges, mostly trian-
gles, which they had to wear on their clothes; for
Jews it was the yellow Star of David. The treatment
of the prisoners varied considerably according to
their category. German criminal and political pris-
oners generally held the highest social position and
had the best chances of getting preferential work
assignments or positions of supervising or even
commanding other inmates. The Jews were at the
lowest rung of the concentration camp hierarchy,
and the treatment that they received was worse
than that of any other group. After the outbreak
of war, their chances of survival were by far the
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lowest. Located only marginally higher on the

social scale were homosexuals, Sinti and Roma,

and Russians. Some of the prisoner-functionaries

in the camps executed their task with brutality

similar to the SS, whereas others tried to use their

positions to help their fellow prisoners. The divid-

ing line between perpetrators and victims often

became blurred: ‘‘a grey zone, with ill-defined out-

lines which both separate and join the two camps’’

(Levi, p. 27).

Despite all the attempts of the SS to dehuman-

ize the concentration camp prisoners and isolate

them, something like a ‘‘camp society’’ did emerge

in most camps. This was easiest in the early period

of Nazi rule, when the process of developing soli-

darity was helped by the fact that most of those

imprisoned were political opponents of the Nazis,

but even during the final stages of the war, when
conditions became increasingly unbearable, testi-
monies of survivors cite many examples of mutual
support. There were also attempts of small groups
to engage in resistance activities.

It is impossible to give a precise number of the
people who perished in the concentration camps;
estimates range from 700,000 to as many as
1,100,000 out of a total of some 1.7 million.
Most of these deaths were not the result of outright
executions but of the conditions of the impris-
onment. In addition, up to three million Jews
plus tens of thousands of non-Jews were system-
atically killed in the extermination camps, largely
by gas.

The legacy of the Nazi concentration camps
Those who survived the concentration camps kept

A Russian prisoner points an accusing finger at a guard during the liberation of his concentration camp by

Allied forces, April 1945. ªCORBIS
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the scars of their physical and psychological

wounds for years, most of them until their death,

and even the second generation was affected by this

experience. There were also widespread feelings of

guilt over having survived while so many others

had perished. Many perpetrators never faced pros-

ecution for the crimes they committed. The Allies

tried the upper echelons of Nazi and military offi-

cials at Nuremberg, but most of the ‘‘ordinary’’ SS

men and women returned to normal life after the

end of the war. Postwar Germany, west and east,

had problems facing up to the Nazi past. There was

a general will not to remember too closely, and

while cemeteries at the sites of the former concen-

tration camps were cared for, it was a considerable

time before proper memorials were set up that

provided information on the crimes committed

there. It was only after German unification in
1990 that a wider discourse opened up about the
place of the Nazi concentration camps in public
memory, and how what is basically unrepresentable
can be remembered.

CONCENTRATION CAMPS OUTSIDE

NAZI GERMANY

Just as the Nazis did not invent concentration
camps, they were not the only ones to use them
during this period. In the Soviet Union, camps to
detain mainly political opponents date back to the
1920s, and this practice still continued after 1945:
the so-called gulag system, as it became known
after the branch of the Soviet security service
NKVD. During World War II, members of ethnic
and other minorities whose loyalties were doubted

Bodies of prisoners lie in the open at the camp at Nordhausen, Germany. Upon reaching the camp in April of 1945,

U.S. soldiers found over 3,000 dead and only a handful of survivors. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS
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were also subjected to camp imprisonment or relo-
cation to closed settlements.

In the Spanish civil war (1936–1939), the
antirepublican forces led by General Francisco
Franco set up concentration camps, such as San
Pablo de Cardeña near Burgos, to incarcerate
members of the prorepublican International
Brigades who were not immediately executed after
their capture. When prorepublican refugees from
Spain entered France in early 1939, they were
placed in special internment camps, the largest of
which was Gurs at the foothills of the Pyrenees.
The Vichy government of unoccupied France
retained Gurs after 1940 and used it for the deten-
tion of political opponents and, increasingly, Jews,
many of whom were handed over to the Germans.
While conditions in all these camps were appalling,
they were broadly in line with pre-Nazi concentra-
tion camps.

This was different from the camps established
during World War II in Mussolini’s Italy, by the
pro-Nazi Ustaša régime in Croatia, and by
Romania under Marshal Ion Antonescu, mainly in
Transnistria. These were run on lines similar to the
Nazi concentration camps, although they never
achieved the same kind of murderous ‘‘efficiency.’’
One of the most notorious camps was in Jasenovac,
Croatia, where tens of thousands of Serbs, Jews,
and Sinti and Roma were murdered.

CONCENTRATION CAMPS AFTER 1945

The end of the Nazi regime did not mean the end
of large-scale and arbitrary internment in camps
established only for this purpose. Soviet military

government placed political opponents of the new
regime in their zone of occupation in Germany in
‘‘special camps’’ (Sonderlager), often set up, as in
Buchenwald, at the recently liberated Nazi concen-
tration camps. In Poland and Czechoslovakia, the

ethnic German populations were rounded up after
the end of the war, and many of them were con-
fined in camps before their forced resettlement into
what remained of Germany. Following their suc-
cessful coup in 1967, the Greek military junta

interned thousands of political opponents whom
they suspected of ‘‘leftist’’ sympathies.

All these camps were detention camps where
people were confined as members of specific

political or ethnic groups and without proper judi-

cial process. However, there has been disagreement

over whether they could by right be called concen-

tration camps, not least in the light of the specific

connotation that this term obtained during the

Nazi period. As a result, more descriptive terms,

such as labor or detention camps, have usually been

used to avoid an immediate Nazi association.

Camps outside Europe were more readily branded

as concentration camps, such as the so-called reed-

ucation camps set up in Cambodia after the Khmer

Rouge led by Pol Pot seized power in 1976.

In the post–Cold War period, there seems to

be a gradual return to the use of the term in the

somewhat wider sense of pre-1933. There was

broad agreement that the camps set up by all the

warring ethnic groups during the collapse of

Yugoslavia, and in particular during the Bosnian

War of 1992–1995, constituted concentration

camps, with the abuses against the internees, the

purposeful killings, and the conscious intent of

ethnic cleansing. However, it needed film footage

from the Bosnian Serb–run Logor Trnopolje camp

in northern Bosnia to galvanize the international

community into active intervention in this conflict.

The pictures were so effective because they showed

Muslim and Croat prisoners emaciated and behind

barbed wire, which immediately evoked the scenes

of Bergen-Belsen after its liberation in April 1945.

The fact that they shook the world in a way that

other pictures of human suffering in such camps

during this war did not showed yet again the long

shadow that the Nazi concentration camps cast

over the twentieth century and beyond.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Buchenwald; Dachau;
Forced Labor; Genocide; Gulag; Holocaust;
Yugoslavia.
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RAINER SCHULZE

n

CONSCRIPTION. Conscription, also known
as the draft, is the compulsory enrollment of
personnel, especially for the armed forces, based on
national laws. Although ancient societies used
conscription systems, and some forerunners existed
in seventeenth-century Scandinavia, the beginnings
of modern universal conscription are generally
assigned to Revolutionary France with its levée en
masse in 1793 and the Loi Jourdan-Delbrel of
1798. The levée en masse was not only an

extraordinary measure to cope with both the neces-
sities of the war since 1792 and the internal resis-
tance to the Revolution; it was also a revolutionary
means to mobilize the population. It created a
myth of mass mobilization. While the German
states, especially Prussia, introduced this system in
their military reforms of 1806 to 1813 and kept it
during peacetime, France after 1814 heavily
restricted involuntary recruitment.

Starting in the 1860s, conscription was again

high on the agenda in Europe, not only because of
the instability of international relations, but also
because of the consequences of nation building and
industrial progress. Prussia and the German states
cancelled all exemptions from 1867 on, the same

year that Austria-Hungary introduced universal con-
scription after its defeat in the Austro-Prussian War
of 1866; and France reintroduced it in 1872 after its
own defeat in the Franco-Prussian War (1870–
1871). In Russia military service was part of the

peasants’ serfdom. Following Russia’s defeat in the
Crimean War and enactment of the 1861 land
reform, military recruitment had to be put on a
new basis, introduced in an 1874 law. Service in

the Imperial Army still remained extremely long
and harsh. Switzerland introduced conscription
nationwide in 1874, but kept a specific militia system
that embraced all men up till the age of sixty. In Italy
conscription was introduced in 1907.

Universal conscription became a central factor
of the security policy of these states. It also turned
out to be a major institution of political socializa-
tion in the age of the national states, and thus a
homogenizing experience for men from different

regions, and even those speaking different lan-
guages. While for the longest time there were
exemptions for certain ethnic groups and certain
strata of society, this tendency declined toward the
turn of the century. Even Great Britain, where a

broad anticonscription mood prevailed, debates on
mass recruitment evolved during the Boer War
(1899–1902) and prior to World War I.
International tensions, especially those arising since

1904, led to an intensified policy of conscription in
most European states.

WORLD WAR I

In the summer of 1914 universal conscription and
volunteer recruitment led to the buildup of mass
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armies on an unprecedented scale. Over sixty mil-
lion men were mobilized during World War I in
Europe; almost nine million soldiers lost their lives.

Even in France, where the draft evasion rate
had been almost 50 percent before the war, mobi-
lization of men succeeded almost completely: only
1 percent failed to answer their call-up papers. With
the murderous battles on the western front in
1916, mobilization had to be extended. Great
Britain introduced universal conscription that year
(although Ireland stayed exempt until April 1918),
while Germany launched an overall mobilization
of all men between the ages of seventeen and sixty
for Patriotic Auxiliary Service (Vaterländischer
Hilfsdienst). German military and industrial mobi-
lization at this time contradicted each other. The
Imperial Army even had to release more than three
million soldiers in 1916 and 1917 in order to
maintain a high level of industrial employment.
Russia, on the other hand, extended conscription,
so that at the end of 1916 even families’ breadwin-
ners had to join the army. This was one of the
reasons for the disintegration of its Imperial
Army, a process that had already started by 1915,
and that stemmed from social inequality inside the
army, unresolved problems of land reform, and
logistical headaches in the army. This disintegra-
tion became a major factor leading to the two
Russian Revolutions in 1917. While Pope
Benedict XV (r. 1914–1922) criticized conscrip-
tion in general, western and central European
states were forced to legitimize mobilization
through promises of welfare and political participa-
tion. Welfare for families, widows, and veterans had
to expand on a broad basis. In Germany and
Britain, the suffrage was reformed at the end of
the war.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

After 1918, most European states, except Great
Britain, either kept or developed conscript armies.
Only the defeated states—Germany, Austria,
Hungary, and Bulgaria—were restricted to volun-
teer armies. The interwar period saw two different
developments: a decline of conscription in the
democracies and the buildup of enormous mass
armies by the dictatorships. In Russia, after the
communist takeover in 1917, the Bolsheviks for a
short period resorted to volunteer recruitment for

their new Red Army (Rabochye-Krestyanskaya

Krasnaya Armiya), but already during the early

stages of the Russian civil war (1918–1920), they

returned to conscription. Thereby, they incorpo-

rated officers of the Imperial Army into the new

Red Army. By 1920, the Red Army constituted the

largest military force in the world, with 5.5 million

enlisted men and women. Even after the civil war

the Soviet leadership kept a giant army, the size of

which rose from 600,000 soldiers in 1924 to 1.8

million in 1939. The age of liability to conscription

was set at between twenty-one and thirty, and the

men, predominantly from working-class or poor

peasant families, had to serve for two years.

Per the terms of the Treaty of Versailles of

1919, Germany was forced to abolish conscription

and keep a professional army of one hundred thou-

sand men. Adolf Hitler’s rise to power in 1933,

however, brought fundamental changes. In 1935,

to support the new Wehrmacht, he reintroduced

universal conscription entailing two years of mili-

tary service preceded by a half year of duty in the

Labor Service (Reichsarbeitsdienst). All spheres of

society were militarized, and male youth received

paramilitary training in the Hitler-Jugend. Austria

after 1919 was obliged to keep only a small profes-

sional army of less then thirty thousand men. It

reintroduced conscription in 1936, but the new

army was soon integrated into the Wehrmacht.

TABLE 1

Mobilized men during World War I in Europe

Number of Percentage of all
Country mobilized men war-able men

Austria-Hungary 9,000,000 78 
Belgium 292,000 15
Bulgaria 600,000? 55
France 8,100,000 81
Germany 13,200,000 81
Great Britain and Ireland 6,100,000 53
Greece 335,000 33
Italy 5,600,000 55
Montenegro 50,000 100
Portugal 100,000 8
Romania 750,000 39
Russia 15,800,000? 39
Serbia 750,000? 63

Total 60,677,000 39

SOURCE: Gerhard Hirschfeld, Gerd Krumeich, and Irina Renz,
eds. Enzyklopädie Erster Weltkrieg. Paderborn, Germany, 
2003, p. 664.
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The Italian army after the war was once again
enlarged to face the conflict over Trieste in 1920.
The army was demobilized only in 1922. The new
fascist regime did not intensify conscription, which
in first place affected the southern Italian peasantry.
Even during the Italo-Ethiopian War of 1935 to
1936, the army did not expand.

During World War I, Polish men had been
recruited into three different armies, the German,
Austro-Hungarian, and Russian. Independent
Poland in 1919 introduced universal conscription
for its own army, which was heavily enlarged
by volunteers in the Polish-Russian War of 1919 to
1920. The army held a comparatively high portion of
256,000 men in peacetime, which was raised to
almost one million during the crisis of August 1939.

In the western democracies, conscription came
to an end after World War I. Britain abolished
universal conscription, generally considered an
extraordinary measure interfering in the citizens’
lives. In France during the 1920s pacifist thinking
prevailed, and in 1926 obligatory military service
was reduced from three years to one. That year the
international pacifist movement signed its first
anticonscription manifesto, thus hoping to reduce
the risk of war.

All this changed after the Nazis came to power
in 1933. In the face of Hitler’s aggressive foreign
policy, starting in 1935, but also because of the rise
of right-wing militant movements all over Europe,
conscription again became an important part of
national security policy. Reluctantly, even the
British government reintroduced it in early 1939.

WORLD WAR II

Conscription during World War II differed heavily
from the developments during World War I. On
the one hand, conscription antedated the outbreak
of war; on the other hand, conscription was ended
in those areas that came rapidly under German
control from 1940 until the spring and summer
of 1941. Thereafter the Nazis themselves faced a
manpower shortage. The newly created Waffen-SS
conscripted men from Germany and from ethnic
German minorities in Europe. Thus almost eigh-
teen million men were recruited into the armed
forces. In 1945 male youths and the elderly were
mobilized for service in the Volkssturm militia
without any prior military training.

The Soviet Union, which entered World War
II on 17 September 1939, steadily increased the
size of the Red Army from an initial force of 4.3
million men. Despite the loss of parts of the popu-
lation after the German occupation of the western
territories, the Soviet authorities were able to
mobilize between thirty-five and forty million sol-
diers, among them approximately eight hundred
thousand women, between 1941 and 1945.
Irregular forms of conscription emerged in occu-
pied eastern European countries, enforced by
partisans, who forcibly recruited new personnel
among the rural population.

The British conscription law recognized con-
scientious objection. It was also lenient in handling
those who tried to avoid military service. In 1941
the government extended mobilization to civilians
through the National Service Act, which estab-
lished obligatory labor service for all men between
eighteen and fifty years of age and for all women
between the ages of twenty and thirty. The Nazi
leadership, in order to avoid internal discontent,
waited until 1944 to include women in compulsory
labor systems.

In sum, an estimated seventy-five to eighty-five
million men were mobilized in European armies
during World War II (including those from non-
European Russia). More than twenty million of
these people died, at least half of them members
of the Red Army.

COLD WAR ERA

The end of World War II led to general demobili-
zation and an enormous task of reintegration and

TABLE 2

Percentage of the male population aged twenty to
forty-four in the military

Country 1950 1960 1970

Belgium 4.7 7.3 5.9
France 8.4 13.5 5.8
Italy 3.8 3.8 4.6
Netherlands 12.7 8.1 5.3
Sweden 3.0 3.2 3.1
United Kingdom 7.6 6.1 4.2
West Germany – 3.4 4.5

SOURCE: Peter Flora, Jean Alber, et al., eds. State, Economy, 
and Society in Western Europe, 1815–1975: A Data Handbook.
Vol. 1. Frankfurt, 1983, p. 251.
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rehabilitation of those who had served as conscripts
during the war. The Red Army (known as the
Soviet Army starting in 1946) was kept at consid-
erable strength in order to sustain Soviet influence
in most of Eastern Europe and to counterbalance
the strategic advantage of U.S. nuclear weapons.
Germany and Austria were completely demili-
tarized, unlike the former Axis allies Hungary,
Romania, and Bulgaria. Conscription right after
the war was unpopular, but even the British did
not immediately return to a professional army.

From 1947 on, the Cold War dominated
security policy and thus the debate on conscription.
The British National Service remained in force until
1960; its last conscripts ended their duties in 1963.
Every man at the age of eighteen was to serve
eighteen months in the army. These men were
required both for service in Europe, and therefore
for deterrence against the Soviet Union, and for
deployment in colonial conflicts. By the mid-1950s
the strategy of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) was shifted to focus on
nuclear deterrence, thus also aiming to reduce the
enormous costs of conventional forces. The shift in
strategy during the late 1960s gave more weight to
conventional warfare, but the plans for expanding
the armies were not realized. Instead negotiations
on troop reductions prevailed.

In France, conscription was widely accepted
only after 1948. Nevertheless, conscripts were gen-
erally not deployed in the First Indochina War of
1946 to 1954. But conscription was used in the
Algerian War of 1954 to 1962, and the French
army had one million men in uniform by 1960.
Public debate on the necessity of conscription
intensified during the 1960s and 1970s.

In both the Federal Republic of Germany
and the German Democratic Republic, planning
for rearmament had already started by 1950.
On Soviet orders the East German authorities
in 1952 installed a paramilitary force, the so-called
Kasernierte Volkspolizei, which was turned into the
National People’s Army (Nationale Volksarmee) in
1956. Public opinion in West Germany was sharply
divided on rearmament, which finally started in
1956 with the buildup of the Federal Forces
(Bundeswehr), a new conscript army, which did
not recruit citizens of West Berlin. Universal con-
scription came only later, in 1962. A similar

development occurred in Austria, where a new con-

script army was introduced in 1955, after the

nation had regained its sovereignty.

Only after Joseph Stalin’s death in March 1953

did the size of the Soviet Army fall, from 5.3

million men to 3.6 million at the end of 1958. In

1960 Nikita Khrushchev started another troop

reduction, but stopped it during the crisis over

Berlin. Conscripts of the Soviet Army were

deployed abroad, often in other member countries

of the Warsaw Pact (1955). During the 1970s and

1980s a crisis of morale developed, caused by bad

pay, poor housing, and brutal treatment, and

visible in high rates of criminality and suicide.

Especially starting in the mid-1980s, draft evasion

increased considerably. This problem did not

change after Mikhail Gorbachev’s 1989 troop

reductions and the transformation of the Soviet

Army into the Russian Army in 1992.

In the immediate aftermath of World War II,

the Eastern European armies predominantly relied

on the personnel of wartime communist under-

ground movements. In Hungary, which had

fought on the Axis side during the war, an army

was established only in 1949. At the end of the

1950s, when the Soviet Army was reduced in size,

the Warsaw Pact countries had to enlarge their

national armed forces. When conscription restarted

at the end of the 1940s, the communist regimes

tried to shift the traditional patterns of recruiting

by enacting preferences for young men from work-

ing-class or peasant backgrounds. The recruits

could join either the regular army, the internal

troops of the ministries of the interior, or the

border troops. Soldiers in Warsaw Pact armies

were to a considerable degree deployed in the

economy, such as in construction work or in

harvesting. Political education and indoctrination

were constant features of Warsaw Pact armies. All

states, in addition to their armies, kept paramili-

tary militias or territorial defense forces made up

of older men and at times of women. Yugoslavia

did not join the Warsaw Pact, but kept its giant

army, which numbered 500,000 in 1951, under

national control. It was finally reduced to 180,000

men during the 1980s. Nevertheless, Yugoslav

conscripts were kept under constant communist

indoctrination.
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POST–COLD WAR DEVELOPMENTS

After the end of the Cold War and the dissolution

of the Warsaw Pact in 1991, army sizes in Western

and Eastern Europe were seriously reduced.

The Soviet Army, in Europe divided into Russian,

Ukrainian, Belarusian, Moldovan, and Baltic armies,

withdrew its troops from the former Warsaw Pact

countries. Several former Warsaw Pact members

joined NATO (Hungary, the Czech Republic, and

Poland in 1999; Bulgaria, the Baltic states,

Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia in 2004), and they

thus now must use NATO standards of military

service and training. All of these nations have con-

siderably downsized their armies, reduced the

length of service, and thus diminished the role of

conscription in defense strategy.

After 1989 criticism of conscription was on the

rise again. Both the reduction of dangerous politi-

cal tensions inside Europe and troop reductions

strengthened the arguments for a professional

army. France began to revise its conscription policy

in 1992 and finally started the process of turning its

army into a volunteer force in 1997. Conscription

ended in several European states, first in Belgium

and the Netherlands, and since 2000 in France,

Spain, Portugal, Slovenia, the Czech Republic,

Hungary, and Italy. Other countries were in the

process of planning to introduce professional

armies.

GENERAL FEATURES OF CONSCRIPTION

Conscription is the most serious obligation a citi-
zen has to fulfill, because it includes the loss of
individual freedom and the risk of being killed.
Thus conscription was always under debate within
societies and among politicians. In societies with a
functioning public sphere these discussions were
led in public; in authoritarian or totalitarian sys-
tems draft evasion was the only way to express
dissent.

In contrast to the nineteenth century, the sig-
nificance of conscription for nation building and
for the development of notions of citizenship
declined during the twentieth century. Only new
or reborn states such as Poland in 1918 or Ukraine
or Slovakia in the post–Cold War era consider con-
scription to be part of modern state-building.
Nevertheless, the idea of the citizen-soldier, born

in the revolutionary era, was still alive in the French
tradition, as well as during the revolutions of 1917
to 1919, and in the West German debates on army
reform during the 1960s and 1970s. For con-
scripts, army service constitutes an important agent
of conservative socialization. In the army, some
critics believe, governments obtain full control of
the young male population.

Conscription is always dependent on the
demographic structure of societies, especially on
the availability of men between the ages of approxi-
mately seventeen and thirty. For example, in France
until 1940 there was much concern about the
country’s demographic disadvantage in relation to
Germany, with the latter’s more dynamic popula-
tion growth. Only in exceptional cases, as occurred
in the Soviet Union and Great Britain during
World War II, were women recruited for special
branches of the army. In the 2000s, there were
discussions in Sweden as to whether military con-
scription should be applied equally to men and
women. A second important factor in the way con-
scription operates is the maintenance of standards
of physical and mental fitness for military service.
Countries with poorly structured economies in par-
ticular had problems in recruiting physically able
young men; since the late twentieth century the
general decline of physical fitness among youth
has affected the conscription rate. Several countries
had or have specific conscription rules according to
the level of education, thus exempting men with
higher education or reducing the length of their
service.

Especially during the first half of the twentieth
century social inequality often determined recruit-
ment. While the professional officer corps had a
disproportionate number of men from the aristoc-
racy and upper strata of society, general conscrip-
tion predominantly aimed at men of peasant origin.
Especially in wartime, workers were recruited to a
lesser extent, because they were considered impor-
tant for the war economy. Only communist armies
tended to deliberately recruit workers or sons of
workers’ families. After World War II these socially
differentiated patterns of recruitment faded away,
because of the rapid urbanization in Europe and
the diminution of political tensions, but with cer-
tain notable exceptions as in the Yugoslav civil war
in the 1990s.
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Ethnicity played an important role in conscrip-
tion, especially up to World War II. During World
War I all the empires, but especially Austria-
Hungary and Russia, mobilized large numbers of
minorities. Then the successor states had to cope
with large minorities in their armies. Only the Red
Army and later on the Yugoslav armies were able to
integrate these centrifugal forces under communist
coercion from the 1940s until the late 1980s.

The question of conscription has always been
connected to conscientious objection. Most con-
script armies introduced exemptions for specific,
especially religious, groups such as Jehovah’s
Witnesses or Quakers; even the Red Army
exempted certain groups of conscientious objec-
tors until 1939. Prussia lifted all these regula-
tions in 1867, and draft evasion was severely
punished in Germany until 1945. During the
Nazi period draft evaders were sent to concentra-
tion camps. The West German Basic Law of 1949
introduced an ‘‘alternative service’’ for conscien-
tious objectors according to the British model.
Since the 1990s this practice has been adopted by
several European states.

See also Armies.
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DIETER POHL

n

CONSTITUTIONS. Constitutions are
documents that set forth and describe the funda-
mental organizing principles of a state, the rights
possessed by citizens of the state, the institutions
that exercise public authority and the allocation of
powers among those institutions, the allocation of
responsibilities between the national government
and subnational levels of government, and the
means by which the constitution may be amended.

Constitutions are typically prepared after the
demise of an existing state and its succession by one
or more new states or in order to transform an exist-
ing state into a new state. Representing as they do
the reconstitution of public authority in an existing
or a newly created state, constitutions invariably pre-
sent, even if only implicitly, a diagnosis of the institu-
tional flaws that existed in the previous regime and
were assumed by those drafting the new constitu-
tions to have contributed to the failures—perhaps
even demise—of that regime as well as a prescription,
again often only implicit, for how to ensure that
those failures do not occur again. But they may of
course also contain provisions that, under certain
circumstances, have consequences that were unanti-
cipated by their authors.

Since 1914, Europe has experienced three per-
iods of especially intensive preparation of new con-
stitutions—after World War I, after World War II,
and after the demise of the Soviet Union and the
communist-dominated regimes of Central and
Eastern Europe. In all three periods, new constitu-
tions were prepared after the demise of the regimes
that were defeated in the wars and the creation of
new states in their place—for example, after the
defeat of the German Empire and Austria-Hungary
in World War I, after the defeat of Nazi Germany and
Fascist Italy in World War II, and after the demise of
the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia
and the demise of communist regimes in other coun-
tries in the 1990s. There were, however, other nota-
ble moments at which new constitutions were
prepared, such as after the demise of a military-
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dominated dictatorship and subsequent abdication
of a monarch in Spain in 1931, after the death of
Francisco Franco (1892–1975), the Spanish head of
state, in 1975, and after the return of Charles de
Gaulle (1890–1970) as prime minister of France
in 1958.

CONSTITUTIONS AS DIAGNOSIS AND

PRESCRIPTION: THE CASE OF GERMANY

Most of the European constitutions drafted since
World War I have been drafted by constituent assem-
blies composed of the representatives of parties
elected for that purpose or already sitting in repre-
sentative institutions. That they typically provide
both a diagnosis of the past and a prescription for
the future is suggested by the content of many of the
constitutions drafted over the past century. None
illustrates that better than the constitution of the
German Republic (1919–1933) and the Basic Law
(Grundgesetz) of the Federal Republic. And the fate
of the short-lived republic illustrates, also, that con-
stitutions can, despite the best of intentions, have
unintended and even tragic consequences.

One week after the Armistice that ended World
War I, the German emperor (kaiser), William II
(1859–1941), abdicated and the leaders of the par-
liament (Reichstag) declared Germany a republic. An
election for a constituent assembly was called for 19
January 1919. In the election the Social Democratic
Party, the Catholic-based Center Party, and the
Democratic Party won a substantial majority of the
seats in the assembly.

The empire created in 1871 was a federation of
German states in which the king of Prussia was the
emperor, the minister president of Prussia, the lar-
gest state, was the chancellor (Kanzler), the states
were represented in the upper chamber of the par-
liament (the Reichsrat), and males voted for repre-
sentatives of parties who sat in the lower chamber
(the Reichstag). Despite the facade of democratic
politics, the empire was an executive-dominated,
authoritarian regime. The chancellor was accoun-
table to the emperor, not to the parliament. The
emperor could dissolve the parliament. The parlia-
ment did not have the right to question the gov-
ernment and could not initiate legislation. In
addition, although parties existed, the opposi-
tion—most notably the Social Democratic Party,
which drew substantial support from industrial

workers, and the Catholic-based Center Party—
were subjected to legal restrictions during much
of the late nineteenth century (e.g., via the anti-
socialist laws in the case of the Social Democrats)
and harassment, intimidation, and attacks on their
institutions (e.g., via the Kulturkampf in the case of
the Center and other Catholic parties).

The Weimar assembly replaced the executive-
centered empire with a republic in which sover-
eignty was vested in the people, civil liberties were
guaranteed in the constitution, the government was
formed in and accountable to the parliament, and
the parliament had the right to initiate legislation,
question the chancellor, and vote or withhold con-
fidence in the government. Article 22 of the new
constitution stipulated that the lower house of the
parliament was to be elected by universal, equal,
direct secret suffrage of all men and women over
twenty in accordance with the principle of propor-
tional representation. According to Article 109, all
Germans were equal before the law. In marked
contrast to the empire, Article 135 of the Weimar
constitution guaranteed full liberty of faith.

Perhaps more than any other until then, the

Weimar constitution appeared to maximize liberal

values and democratic institutions and accountabil-

ity. And yet, within fourteen years, on 30 January

1933, Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) came to power—

peacefully, appointed chancellor at the head of a

government formed by his National Socialist

German Workers Party (NSDAP) and the German

National People’s Party (DNVP)—bringing with

him the seeds of the Holocaust and the imperial

pretensions that would eventually lead to World

War II.

While many political, economic, social, cultural,

and international factors contributed to the coming

to power of Hitler and the Nazis, the Weimar con-

stitution itself contributed to that outcome. For one

thing, its requirement that the seats in the Reichstag

be allocated by proportional representation and the

use of a national list system resulted in an exception-

ally low threshold of representation—well under

0.5 percent of the national vote—that removed

any incentive for parties to coalesce and dispersed

the seats in the Reichstag among many parties. As a

result, no party came close to having a majority and

parties that sought to govern could do so only by
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forming coalitions with other parties. For the first
decade of the republic, coalitions were able to
obtain the support of a majority in the parliament.
But once the Social Democratic Party, the largest in
the republic, withdrew from the government in

March 1930 in a dispute over the funding of unem-
ployment compensation, it became impossible to
form a coalition that enjoyed the support of a major-
ity in the parliament.

At that point, a second flaw in the constitution
became apparent—its retention, despite the demo-
cratic form of government, of an unusual degree of
power in the office that replaced the emperor as the
head of state. The Weimar constitution replaced the
emperor with a president who was to be directly
elected (Article 41) for a term of seven years (Article
43). The president could dissolve the Reichstag,
which would result in an election within sixty days
(Article 25); issue emergency decrees, impose martial
law, and suspend the rights of citizens in order to
ensure the state’s performance of its duties and
restore public order and security (Article 48); and
appoint and dismiss the chancellor (Article 53).

Lacking a parliamentary majority, the govern-
ment that took office after the March 1930 resigna-
tion of the Social Democratic-led government
attempted to use the president’s decree powers in
Article 48 to pass a financial bill. But it was defeated
and so President Paul von Hindenburg (1847–
1934) dissolved the Reichstag and called new elec-
tions. In the election of 14 September 1930, the
NSDAP won 18.3 percent, a substantial increase
over the 2.6 percent it had won in 1928, and became
the second-largest party in the chamber. Without the
Communists, who won 13 percent, the Nazis, and
the Social Democrats, who obtained almost 25 per-
cent of the vote, a parliamentary majority did not
exist. As a result, government lapsed into rule by
presidential decree and a series of unsuccessful efforts
by presidential appointees to form a government that
could command a majority.

The turn to presidentialism provided additional
legitimation to that office beyond what already
existed as a result of direct election. And as that office
became increasingly powerful relative to the parlia-
ment, it was not surprising that Hitler decided to
challenge Hindenburg when the president, despite
his age—eighty-four—ran for reelection in 1932. In
the first ballot on 13 March 1932, Hitler obtained

30 percent of the vote and deprived Hindenburg of a
first-ballot victory. Hindenburg won reelection in
the run-off ballot on 10 April 1932, but Hitler, with
36.8 percent of the vote, had doubled the Nazi vote,
compared with the election of September 1930.

The president’s advisers sought Hitler’s sup-
port for a new government formed by the parties
of the center-right of the political spectrum but not
including the Nazis. Hitler agreed, providing new
elections were called. In the election on 31 July
1932, many of those who had voted for Hitler
in the presidential election voted for the NSDAP.
In fact, it received 37.3 percent, almost the same
vote Hitler had received in the second round of the
presidential election. With the NSDAP now con-
stituting the largest party by far in the parliament,
Hitler demanded the position of vice-chancellor as
the price of support for a government. Hinden-
burg refused, but without the NSDAP and the
Communists it was impossible for any grouping of
parties to form a parliamentary majority, so the pre-
sident dissolved the parliament and called another
election on 6 November 1932. The NSDAP vote
dropped slightly, to 33.1 percent, but it was still the
largest party by far, and the president’s advisers asked
Hitler under what circumstances he would support a
government. He demanded that he be appointed
chancellor. Hindenburg refused and appointed
instead the defense minister, General Kurt von
Schleicher (1882–1934). But both the NSDAP and
the DNVP refused to support Schleicher and so,
seeing no other alternative, in late January 1933
Hindenburg appointed Hitler chancellor of an
NSDAP-DNVP government.

The Hitler-led government took office on 30
January 1933. Less than two months later, using a
fire in the Reichstag as a pretext, a new election was
called on 5 March 1933, in which the NSDAP won
44 percent of the vote and the DNVP 8 percent.
Commanding a majority in the Reichstag, the gov-
ernment put through an Enabling Act that gave the
government all of the parliament’s powers for four
years, thus terminating the Weimar Republic.

After the defeat of Nazi Germany in World War II,
the victors—the United States, the United Kingdom,
France, and the Soviet Union—divided the country
into four occupation zones. In December 1946 the
United States and the United Kingdom combined
their zones into a new entity called Bizonia, and a year
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later France was persuaded to join its zone to Bizonia.
In February 1948, at a meeting in London to prepare
the distribution of assistance through the American
Economic Recovery Program (better known as the
Marshall Plan after the U.S. secretary of state
George Marshall, who had proposed the plan), the
three Western occupying powers agreed to trans-
form Bizonia into a federal, democratic state.

At Frankfurt on 1 July 1948 the military gov-
ernors of the three occupation zones met with the
minister presidents (i.e., prime ministers) of the
twelve states within the zones—the other five states
were located in the zone occupied by the Soviet
Union—and recommended that the ministers con-
vene a constituent assembly before September to
draft a constitution for the state and put it to a
referendum for approval. The ministers were less
than enthusiastic, fearing that to do so would per-
manently divide the country, and agreed, instead,
to convene a Parliamentary Council to draft a Basic
Law, rather than a constitution, that would be
ratified by the states. The council, consisting of
delegates of the twelve states, met in Bonn from
September 1948 and completed preparation and
adoption of the Basic Law (Grundgesetz) in May
1949. Several months later, the five states in the
Soviet zone were transformed by the Soviet Union
into the German Democratic Republic (GDR) in
October 1949, thereby creating the institutional
and legal basis for a division of Germany into two
states that would remain until the five states of the
GDR entered the Federal Republic on 3 October
1990.

Just as the constituent assembly that met in
Weimar in 1919 had sought to correct the defi-
ciencies of the empire, so too the Parliamentary
Council that met in Bonn in 1948–1949 sought
to correct the deficiencies of the Weimar constitu-
tion. It stipulated that those who abused the free-
doms granted by the law to fight the democratic
order would forfeit those rights (Article 18). It
created a ‘‘democratic and social federal state’’
(Article 20). It stipulated that acts tending to or
undertaken with the intention of disturbing peace-
ful relations among states and preparing for aggres-
sive war were unconstitutional (Article 26). In
order to prevent the centralization of power that
occurred in Hitler’s Germany, it recreated a federal
system of states and empowered the states through

both the allocation of competences and the repre-
sentation of their governments in the Bundesrat,
the upper chamber of the bicameral legislature
(Articles 30 and 70). It created a parliamentary form
of government with a strong bicameral legislature
and a weak, indirectly elected president (Article 54).
It stipulated that the Bundestag, the new lower
house, could express its lack of confidence in the
chancellor only by a majority vote for a successor
(Article 67).

The Basic Law did not explicitly mandate a
change in the electoral system used in the Weimar
Republic. But the electoral statute that was
adopted was designed to prevent the dispersion of
votes and proliferation of parties that occurred with
the republic’s form of proportional representation.
It established a dual-ballot electoral system in
which one-half of the seats in the Bundestag were
filled by representatives elected on a first-past-the-
post basis in single-member districts and one-half
were filled from party lists in each state for which
voters expressed a preference. But it stipulated that
only parties winning a district seat or 5 percent of
the party vote could receive seats from the party
lists, thereby favoring the large parties and under-
representing or excluding altogether small parties
and inducing them to coalesce with larger ones. (In
1953 the threshold was raised from 5 percent of a
state list to 5 percent of the second-ballot vote for
the party in the entire electorate. And in 1956 the
minimum number of district seats required in order
to qualify for seats from the party list according
to the national vote was raised to three.) Taken
together, these institutional changes played a large
role in facilitating the development of two large
parties—the Christian Democratic Union and the
Social Democratic Party—that were able, with one
or more smaller parties, to form stable majorities
for long periods, thereby avoiding the parliamen-
tary instability that characterized the last years of
the Weimar Republic.

RECONSTITUTING THE STATE

IN SPAIN, FRANCE, AND ITALY

In Spain, after the resignation in 1930 of General
Miguel Primo de Rivera (1870–1930), who had seized
power and established a dictatorship in 1923, the king,
Alfonso XIII (1886–1941), decided to hold municipal
elections. The elections, in April 1931, produced a
massive vote for parties favoring a republic, and the
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king abdicated. Two months later, on 28 June 1931, a
constituent assembly was elected and drafted the con-
stitution that created the Second Republic. In an
assembly dominated by the Republican and Socialist
parties, it was perhaps not surprising that the constitu-
tion would establish a ‘‘democratic republic of workers
of all classes.’’ And in a country in which the Catholic
Church had been a political, economic, and social
power for so long, it was not surprising that the con-
stitution would be sharply anticlerical. Article 26
stipulated that much of the property owned by the
church was to be taken by the state, that public salaries
for priests and the church’s role in education were
terminated, that orders such as the Jesuits that
required a vow of loyalty were prohibited, and that
divorce was legal. The explicitly class-based and anti-
clerical provisions of course contributed to the mobili-
zation of Catholic and conservative opposition to the
republic and to a deepening ideological polarization
that eventually led, in 1936, to a military insurrection
led by General Franco against the republic and the civil
war of 1936–1939.

In France, the Third Republic, which had been
formed in 1875, had been brought to a close with
the vote by the Chamber of Deputies and Senate in
July 1940, one month after the German invasion,
to grant full governing power to Marshal Philippe
Pétain (1856–1951). On 21 October 1945, a pro-
visional government headed by Charles de Gaulle
(1890–1970) called an election to elect representa-
tives who would either constitute a restored
Chamber of Deputies of the Third Republic or a
new constituent assembly. De Gaulle urged the
latter but demanded that the assembly have a lim-
ited duration of seven months and that the consti-
tution it prepared be submitted to a referendum.
The voters chose to create a constituent assembly
that would, as de Gaulle wished, be limited to
seven months’ duration and would submit its draft
to a subsequent referendum.

On 5 May 1946, a draft constitution supported
by the Communists, the largest party in the assem-
bly, and the Socialists was rejected in a referendum.
Following new elections and negotiations among
the major parties, a slightly modified constitution
was put to a referendum on 13 October 1946 and
approved by 54 percent of the voters, thereby con-
stituting the Fourth Republic. The constitution
created a ‘‘secular, democratic and social republic’’

(Article 1), an indirectly elected president (Article
29), and a parliamentary form of government in
which the prime minister and government must
receive the confidence of the National Assembly
(Article 45). While it left the mode of election to
be determined by law, it clearly expressed a prefer-
ence for proportional representation (Article 6).

Italy had been a monarchy since the country’s
unification in 1861. The country had been ruled, at
least nominally, by King Victor Emmanuel III (1869–
1947) from 1900 until his abdication in May 1946,
even throughout the two decades from October 1922
until July 1943 when Benito Mussolini (1883–1945)
and the Fascists controlled the state. On 2 June 1946,
Italian voters were asked to decide in a referendum
whether they wished to retain the monarchy or pre-
ferred creating a republic. Fifty-four percent voted for
a republic and elected a constituent assembly that
drafted and, on 11 December 1947, approved the
constitution creating a new republic. As in France, it
created an indirectly elected president (Article 83) and
required that the government enjoy the confidence of
both houses of parliament (Article 94). And it stipu-
lated that the lower house, the Chamber of Deputies,
would be elected by proportional representation
(Article 56).

In the wake of Franco’s death in Spain in
November 1975, the nature of the regime was
uncertain. He had made Prince Juan Carlos de
Borbón (b. 1938) his designated successor as head
of state, but it was far from clear in what direction,
if any, the regime would evolve. But led by Adolfo
Suárez (b. 1932), and with the guidance of King
Juan Carlos I, the post-Franco government engi-
neered a gradual and peaceful transition to a demo-
cratic regime. In 1976 political parties were
legalized, and in December of that year the govern-
ment called a referendum that overwhelmingly
approved the transitional process toward democ-
racy outlined by the government. On 15 June
1977, an election was held for a constituent assem-
bly. On 6 December 1978, after having been
approved by an overwhelming margin in the assem-
bly, 88 percent of the voters approved the new
constitution in a referendum. Three weeks later,
King Juan Carlos I signed and promulgated the
new constitution that created a democratic and
parliamentary form of government in a state that
was a constitutional monarchy.
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PRESIDENTIAL CONSTITUTIONS

In at least two notable instances, constitutions were
prepared not by constituent assemblies elected by
voters or indirectly elected assemblies such as the
German Parliamentary Council but, rather, by poli-
tical executives. Not surprisingly perhaps, the con-
stitutions prepared by sitting executives greatly
enhanced the power of the executive at the expense
of the legislative branch.

In France, de Gaulle had abruptly quit as head
of the provisional government in January 1946, in
part because of his frustration with the political
parties in the constituent assembly. On 16 June
1946 he spoke at Bayeux and criticized the parties
and the constitution they had wrought, and called
for one that concentrated power in the presidency.
While his supporters organized politically and parti-
cipated in the Fourth Republic, de Gaulle remained
aloof from politics, living at his country home in the
small village of Colombey-les-deux-Églises in the
east and writing his memoirs.

Making use of various forms of proportional
representation to elect the National Assembly, the
Fourth Republic had experienced a fragmentation
of partisan support that made it exceptionally
difficult to form stable governments. After the
Communist Party, which was the largest party and
remained so throughout the Fourth Republic,
withdrew from the government in May 1947, it
became difficult if not impossible to form stable
majorities, and over the next eleven years twenty
different governments held office. In addition to
their short life expectancy, governments in the
Fourth Republic were severely weakened by their
involvement in two colonial wars, the first in
French Indochina from 1946 until 1954 and the
second, from 1954, in Algeria.

In the spring of 1958, with the war against the
Algerian National Liberation Front (FLN) in its
fourth year and the French government’s resolve
to continue the war weakening, the French military,
with the vocal support of the large settler commu-
nity, created a Committee of Public Safety in Algiers
and called for de Gaulle’s return to power, assum-
ing—incorrectly as it turned out—that de Gaulle
would keep Algeria as an integral part of France.
De Gaulle indicated he was available, and President
René Coty (1882–1962) invited him to return as
prime minister, which he did on 1 June 1958.

But de Gaulle returned on one condition—that
he be empowered to revise the constitution. His
aides, led by Michel Debré (1912–1996), rapidly
prepared a new constitution that substantially
increased the power of the president. According
to the new constitution, which was approved by
79 percent of the voters in a referendum on 28
September 1958, the president was given the
responsibility to ensure that the constitution was
observed, the public authorities functioned prop-
erly, and the country’s independence was main-
tained (Article 5). The president would appoint
the prime minister and, on the latter’s proposal,
the ministers of the government (Article 8). He
presided over the government (Article 9), had the
power to veto legislation (Article 10), could submit
a proposed law to a referendum and, if it passed,
promulgate it (Article 11), could dissolve the par-
liament and call new elections (Article 12), was the
commander in chief and in charge of the military
(Article 15), could take whatever measures were
required to defend the republic when it was threa-
tened (Article 16), could negotiate and ratify trea-
ties (Article 52), and could initiate an amendment
of the constitution (Article 89). In December
1958, de Gaulle was elected president by an elec-
toral college consisting of members of parliament,
departmental councils, mayors, and councilors of
the communes.

In the early years of the Fifth Republic, de
Gaulle mobilized support for the major initiatives
of the government, and for himself personally, by
calling referendums on Algerian self-determination
(8 January 1961), Algerian independence (8 April
1962), and direct election of the president (28
October 1962). Legislative elections were held
immediately following the 1958 referendum that
approved the constitution and the 1962 referendum
instituting direct election of the president, thereby
transferring to the party led by de Gaulle’s suppor-
ters and colleagues a good deal of the support for
him expressed in the referendums. Ironically, de
Gaulle, who was elected to a second seven-year term
in December 1965, was defeated in a referendum on
Senate and regional reform on 27 April 1969, after
which he resigned.

Another instance in which a sitting executive
prepared a constitution that greatly enhanced the
power of the president occurred in the Russian
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Federation in 1993. The Russian Federation was the

successor to the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist

Republic, one of the fifteen that, together, consti-

tuted the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

(USSR). At the Nineteenth Party Conference of the

Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in

1988, Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931), who had been

elected general secretary of the Central Committee

of the CPSU in March 1985, initiated a series of

political institutional reforms that transformed the

Soviet Union and, many would say, contributed to

its demise. Over the next two years, the Supreme

Soviet of the USSR was transformed into a standing

legislature; a Congress of People’s Deputies was cre-

ated, from which the Supreme Soviet was elected;

multiple candidacies in the elections for the Congress

were tolerated; the Central Committee of the CPSU

voted, following a vote by the Congress, to remove

Article 6 of the USSR constitution, which gave

the CPSU a leading role in the state; elections were

held for the Supreme Soviets in which multiple can-

didacies were allowed; and several republics declared

sovereignty or outright independence.

Boris Yeltsin (b. 1931) had been brought to

Moscow to be Central Committee secretary for

construction in 1985 and was soon elevated to first

secretary of the Moscow City Party and a position

in the Politburo of the CPSU. He was dropped

from both positions in 1987 after criticizing the

slow pace of Gorbachev’s perestroika (restructur-

ing) but made a political comeback in 1989–1990.

Elected to the Congress and Supreme Soviet in 1989

and then to the Supreme Soviet of the Russian

Republic in 1990, he was elected chair of the latter

in May 1990. One month later, the Russian Supreme

Soviet followed the lead of the Baltic republics and

others and declared its sovereignty in the Union.

Faced with declarations of sovereignty or inde-

pendence by most of the republics, Gorbachev sought

in 1990–1991 to renegotiate the Union Treaty. In

March 1991, a referendum was held in nine republics

to preserve the USSR as a ‘‘renewed federation of

equal sovereign republics.’’ At the same time, the

electorate of the Russian Republic was asked whether

it wanted direct election of the chairman of the

Supreme Soviet. More than 70 percent said yes, and

on 12 June 1991 an election was held and Yeltsin

won, obtaining 57 percent of the vote.

The Union Treaty was to be signed by nine of
the fifteen republics on 20 August 1991. Fearing
the de facto breakup of the Soviet Union, the heads
of some of the most important ministries and agen-
cies, including defense, interior, and state security
(the KGB), attempted unsuccessfully to carry out a
coup. In the wake of the coup attempt, the three
Baltic republics declared their independence. The
Ukrainian Supreme Soviet declared the republic
independent on 24 August 1991, and in October
it unanimously rejected the Union Treaty. On 1
December 1991, in a referendum in which 84
percent of Ukrainian voters participated, more than
90 percent voted in support of Ukrainian indepen-
dence. One week later, Yeltsin, Leonid Kravchuk
(b. 1934) of Ukraine, and Stanislav Shushkevich
(b. 1934) of Belarus met in Minsk, declared the
USSR treaty null and void, and invited the other
republics to join them in a Commonwealth of
Independent States. On 25 December 1991
Gorbachev resigned as state president—he had
resigned as general secretary of the CPSU on 24
August 1991—and the USSR ceased to exist.

After the demise of the USSR and transformation
of the RSFSR into the Russian Federation, Yeltsin,
who had played a major role in thwarting the August
1991 coup, sought to pursue a program of rapid
economic reform. But he and his government soon
encountered considerable resistance from within the
Congress and Supreme Soviet. By early 1993 there
was so much opposition to Yeltsin that a motion to
impeach him nearly won. In September 1993, Yeltsin
dismissed the Supreme Soviet and Congress, and
the Supreme Soviet responded by terminating his
presidency. The Constitutional Court upheld the
Supreme Soviet’s action but Yeltsin refused to leave
office. When the leaders of the parliament refused to
vacate the White House, he used military force to
drive them out.

Meanwhile, Yeltsin had set his aides to work
drafting a new constitution. The latest version of
the USSR constitution, which dated from 1977,
was obviously no longer applicable, and the federa-
tion had obtained independence without any con-
stitutional structure other than what it inherited
from the Russian Republic. Not surprisingly, in view
of the deep hostility that had arisen between the
presidency and the legislature in 1992 and 1993,
the constitution prepared by Yeltsin’s advisers
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provided for an exceptionally strong president and

shifted public authority from the legislative to the

executive branch. According to the constitution,

which was put to the voters in a referendum on 12

December 1993 and approved by 58 percent, the

president is the guarantor of the constitution

and the sovereignty and independence of the federa-

tion and defines the basic domestic and foreign

policy guidelines of the federation (Article 80). He

appoints the prime minister, presides over meetings

of the government, decides on the resignation of the

government, appoints and dismisses the deputy

prime ministers and ministers, nominates the judges

of the Constitutional and Supreme Courts, and

forms and heads the Security Council (Article 83).

He can dissolve the House of Representatives (the

Duma) and call elections and referendums (Article

84). He is responsible for the federation’s foreign

policy and negotiates and signs treaties (Article 86),

is the head of the military and can introduce martial

law (Article 87), can impose a state of emergency

(Article 88), and can issue binding decrees and

orders (Article 90). Regarding his relations with

the House of Representatives, if it rejects his nomi-

nee for head of government three times he can

appoint the head, dissolve the House, and call new

elections (Article 111). And if the House passes two

nonconfidence resolutions within three months, he

can dismiss the government or dissolve the House

(Article 117).

In the period since the demise of the

communist-dominated regimes of Central and

Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, many of

the states have succeeded in establishing demo-

cratic institutions. Most of the states in Central

and Eastern Europe, seeking to join the European

Union (EU) and aware that the EU’s criteria

for membership include the establishment of a

democratic policy, have succeeded in establishing

democracy and the rule of law. But most of the

former republics of the Soviet Union except for

the Baltic states have turned, instead, toward a

form of executive-centered politics marked by an

exceptionally strong president, a weak legislature, a

weak judiciary, and an absence of secure guarantees

for individual rights and liberties. Since 1993, the

Russian Federation has exemplified this mode of

politics, and to a very large degree its turn toward

executive-centered authoritarianism is the result of,

and dates from, its adoption of the constitution
drafted by the presidency in December 1993.

CONSTITUTIONS AND THE VERTICAL

ALLOCATION OF AUTHORITY

If the relationship between the executive and legisla-
tive branches figures prominently in all constitutions,
an equally important relationship involves that
between the national government and subnational
levels of government. Broadly speaking, constitu-
tions create either unitary systems of government—
that is, systems in which all responsibility and author-
ity lies with the national government, although it
may delegate or devolve some of its authority to
subnational levels—or federal systems of government
in which subnational units have constitutionally
defined competences and powers. There are, how-
ever, intermediate arrangements, as in the case of
unitary systems that devolve some degree of author-
ity to subnational units or regions. France, Italy,
and the United Kingdom have all enacted limited
devolutions of authority to subnational units such
as regions.

Occasionally, constitutions have been drafted
primarily for the purpose of altering the existing
arrangements between national and subnational gov-
ernments. Among the notable examples are the 1971
and 1974 constitutions of the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia and the 1993 constitution of
Belgium. The 1974 constitution, one of the longest
and most complicated ever written, dealt with rela-
tions between the six republics of the federal repub-
lic—Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Macedonia, and Montenegro—and the two autono-
mous regions within Serbia, Vojvodina and Kosovo,
as well as the sharing of power by the republics and
regions in a collective presidency. Designed by Tito
(Josip Broz; 1892–1980), the leader of the League of
Communists since 1939, prime minister from 1945
until 1953, and president since 1953, to prepare for
his passing from the scene and partly to contain the
resurgent nationalism that had appeared in Croatia in
the early 1970s, the constitution created a collective
presidency in which the six republics and two pro-
vinces had equal weight, diminished the power of
Serbia in the collective presidency, increased the
power of Vojvodina and Kosovo in the Serbian parlia-
ment, and increased the autonomy of those regions—
all of which would, a decade later, provoke the first
upsurge of Serbian nationalism, which in turn fueled
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a drive for secession in Slovenia and Croatia and
started the descent into the wars of the 1990s.

The 1993 Belgian constitution represented the
culmination of a quarter century of discussion over
the relations among the linguistic and cultural
regions of the country and between the regions
and the national government. It replaced the unitary
state with a federal state made up of communities
and regions (Article 1) and created three commu-
nities—the French, Flemish, and German (Article 2);
three regions—the Walloon, the Flemish, and
Brussels (Article 3); and four linguistic regions—the
French, Dutch, bilingual Brussels, and German
(Article 4). It restricted the power of federal autho-
rities only to matters that were formally attributed to
it by the laws and the courts and reserved power in all
other matters to the communities and regions. In
creating a multiplicity of subnational jurisdictions
possessing considerable authority while substantially
limiting the powers of the national government, the
constitution has moved perhaps further than any
other in reversing the traditional dominance of the
national government over the subnational units.

While most constitutions are quite unambigu-
ous in creating either a federal or a unitary system,
the Spanish constitution of 1978 was unusual in
creating the possibility of substantial regional auton-
omy without precisely defining its extent. Article
117 provided for the organization of the state into
municipalities, provinces, and autonomous commu-
nities, the latter to be formed voluntarily by contig-
uous provinces (Article 143). Articles 146 and 147
stipulated that the assembly of the provinces can
then draft the statutes of the autonomous commu-
nity, including its competences. Article 148 elabo-
rates a large number of domains of policy in which
the autonomous community may assume compe-
tences, and Article 150 allows the state to transfer
or delegate to the autonomous community matters
that are within its competence. In so doing, the
constitution allows both variation across the country
in the presence or absence of autonomous commu-
nities and a variation among the communities in the
scope of their autonomy.

THE ANOMALOUS CASE

OF THE UNITED KINGDOM

Almost every state has a written constitution. There
are, however, some notable exceptions. The United

Kingdom, for example, does not have a written
constitution in the sense of a single constituting
document. A reflection of the exceptionally long,
uninterrupted existence of the English, and subse-
quently British, state, the most important reconstitu-
tion of public authority occurred in the seventeenth
century, beginning with the civil war of 1640–1649
and culminating with the Convention Parliament of
1689, its Declaration (later Bill) of Rights, toleration
act, declaration that King James II had abdicated,
and transfer of the monarchy, limited in its powers,
to the Dutch stadtholder, William of Orange (1650–
1702) and Mary (1662–1694). Those events having
taken place long before the practice, epitomized by
the American and French postrevolutionary consti-
tutions of the late eighteenth century, of describing
all aspects of the forms and exercise of public author-
ity in a single written document, the British consti-
tution consists of all the acts, norms, and practices
since 1688 that, taken together, define the rights
of citizens, the powers of the monarch, the means
by which a government is formed, the institutional
structure of Parliament and its relations to the mon-
archy and the government, and the place of Scotland,
Wales, and Northern Ireland in the United
Kingdom.

A CONSTITUTION FOR

THE EUROPEAN UNION?

In December 2001, the heads of state and govern-
ment of the European Union (EU), meeting at
Laeken, Belgium, issued the Laeken Declaration
on the Future of the European Union. Noting that
the EU stood at a crossroads, a defining moment in
its existence as the enlargement of its membership
to include the formerly communist states of Eastern
Europe and the consequent unification of Europe
approached, the leaders stated that the EU had to
become more democratic, more transparent, and
more efficient. It had to bring its citizens, especially
the young, closer to its institutions; it had to rede-
sign institutions that, for the most part, were created
for the European Coal and Steel Community in 1952
and European Economic Community in 1958—
both of which consisted of only six states, France,
Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
Luxembourg—so they could function effectively for
a union of thirty or more member states; and it had
to develop the capacity to play a role in the world
commensurate with its size.
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In order to pave the way for an Intergovernmental
Conference that would address these and other chal-
lenges, the leaders announced they had decided to
convene a European Convention consisting of repre-
sentatives of the national parliaments, the European
Parliament, the European Commission, and the mem-
ber states to consider the key issues for the EU’s
future development and identify the various possible
responses. They suggested the convention should
consider simplifying the four complex treaties that
governed the EU, review the distinction made in the
Treaty on European Union between the Union and
the Community and the three pillars (the European
Community and intergovernmental cooperation in
justice and home affairs and in foreign and security
policy), consider whether a Charter of Fundamental
Rights agreed upon in 2000 should be incorporated
into the treaties, and examine whether this simplifica-
tion and reorganization ‘‘might not lead in the long
run to the adoption of a constitutional text in the
Union’’ and, if so, ‘‘what might the basic features of
such a constitution be?’’ (Laeken Declaration).

The convention, composed of fifteen represen-
tatives of the heads of state or government, thirty
members of the national parliaments of the fifteen
member states, sixteen members of the European
Parliament, two representatives of the European
Commission, and two representatives of the national
parliaments and one representative of the govern-
ment of each of the thirteen accession candidates, as
well as a president—former French president Valéry
Giscard d’Estaing (b. 1926)—and two vice presi-
dents, convened on 28 February 2002. Over the
next sixteen months, the convention drafted a
Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe that
introduced a large number of changes in the institu-
tions of the EU that were designed to enhance its
democratic legitimacy and increase its efficiency
both within the union and vis-à-vis the rest of the
world.

The constitutional treaty was presented to the
European Council in July 2003 and an Intergovern-
mental Conference began on 4 October 2003. After
a protracted dispute over a proposed change in the
weight of the member states in voting within the
council and several other issues, the now twenty-five
member states agreed to the treaty on 18 June 2004.
The treaty was officially signed in Rome on 29 Octo-
ber 2004 and then referred to the member states for

ratification. As with any treaty of the EU, all of the
member states would have to ratify it in order for it to
take effect.

By late May 2005, nine member states had rati-
fied the treaty, starting with Lithuania in November
2004, then Hungary in December 2004, Slovenia in
February 2005, Italy and Greece in April 2005, and
Germany, Austria, Slovakia, and Spain in May 2005.
But on 29 May 2005, in a referendum in France in
which more than 69 percent of the registered voters
participated, 54.7 percent of the voters rejected the
treaty. Three days later, on 1 June, in a referendum in
the Netherlands in which more than 63 percent of
the registered voters participated, 61.7 percent of the
voters rejected the treaty.

Recognizing the legal reality that the treaty
could not take effect until all of the member states
approved it, the leaders of several member states
that had planned referendums and in which
approval of the treaty was far from assured imme-
diately announced postponement of the referen-
dums. Meeting two weeks after the French and
Dutch referendums, the leaders of the EU called
for a ‘‘period of reflection’’ and agreed to reconsi-
der the situation in June 2006. Several member
states nevertheless continued with the ratification
process: Latvia and Cyprus in June 2005, Malta in
July 2005, Luxembourg—after a referendum that
endorsed the treaty—in October 2005, and
Belgium in a series of votes extending from April
2005 to February 2006. As a result, by the latter
date, a total of fourteen of the twenty-five member
states had approved the treaty. But it was clear to
all that the treaty would not take effect until France
and the Netherlands reversed their votes—and it
was far from clear whether, and if so under what
circumstances and when, that would happen, just
as it was not at all clear that, in the event the
referendums were rescheduled and held in all of
the member states that postponed them, the treaty
would be approved.

See also Citizenship; European Constitution 2004–2005;
Parliamentary Democracy.
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DAVID R. CAMERON

n

CONSTRUCTIVISM. Constructivism was
an avant-garde movement in twentieth-century art
that embraced the fine arts from painting to archi-
tecture, with parallel movements in literature, thea-
ter, and film. The term was first coined in 1921 by
artists in Russia, where it was closely associated
with the utopian idealism generated by the
Russian Revolution of October 1917 and the civil
war (1918–1920). The term was used to describe
an entirely new kind of creative activity in which
artistic skills were harnessed not to create works of
art but to design practical objects of everyday use
and total environments for the new society. This
movement is identified as Russian or Soviet con-
structivism. The term constructivism was subse-
quently used in Europe during the 1920s and
later to describe a geometric abstract art in which
the precision of the forms and their mathematical
qualities evoke associations with science, engineer-
ing, and technology and with progressive social and
scientific values. This broader movement is called
international constructivism.

Soviet constructivism originated with the Work-
ing Group of Constructivists (Rabochaya gruppa
konstruktivistov) set up in Moscow in March 1921,

consisting of the critic Alexei Gan (1895–1940)
and the artists Varvara Stepanova (1894–1958),
Alexander Rodchenko (1891–1956), Karl Ioganson
[Karlis Johansons] (1890–1926), Konstantin
Medunetsky (1900–1934), and the brothers

Vladimir (1899–1982) and Georgy Stenberg
(1900–1933). Proclaiming a new synthesis of art,
industry, and politics, the group relegated their
purely artistic explorations to the role of ‘‘laboratory
work,’’ aspiring to extend their creative experiments

with abstract forms into the real environment by
participating in the industrial manufacture of useful
objects. They organized their work according to
three principles: tektonika (‘‘tectonics,’’ or the func-
tionally, socially, and politically appropriate use of

industrial material within communist society), con-
struction (the organization of this material for a
given purpose), and faktura (the conscious handling
and manipulation of material).

The concept of construction derives from the

technique of building up a sculpture from distinct
material elements, instead of modeling or carving
the form. Invented by Pablo Picasso (1881–1973),
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it was developed further in Russia by Vladimir

Tatlin (1885–1953) in his Counter Reliefs of

1914 and then in his revolutionary Model for a
Monument to the Third International (1920),

intended to be the functioning headquarters for

the organization dedicated to fomenting world

revolution. The exhibition of the Model in

Moscow in December 1920 inspired the formation

of the constructivist group.

The constructivists developed and promoted

their ideas within the Moscow Higher Artistic and

Technical Workshops (VKhUTEMAS—Vysshie

[gosudarstvennye] khudozhestvenno-tekhniche-

skie masterskie), which were set up in 1920 to train

artists for industry. Many figures, like Lyubov

Popova (1889–1924) and Gustav Klucis (1895–

1944), became associated with constructivism,

while Moisei Ginzburg (1892–1946) and

Alexander Vesnin (1883–1959) extended its prin-

ciples into architecture. The practical results of the

constructivists’ aspirations can be seen in designs
for workers’ clothing, furniture, textiles, posters,

and graphics as well as in stage productions.

Notable examples are Popova’s set design for
Fernand Crommelynck’s (1886–1970) farce The
Magnanimous Cuckold of 1922 (in which a

machine replaced the traditional set, and theatrical

costumes were replaced by so-called production
clothing or prozodezhda), Rodchenko’s Workers’

Club of 1925, and the Vesnin brothers’ design

for the Leningrad Pravda building (1924). By the
late 1920s the lack of official and market support

led to a general decline of constructivism, despite a

late flowering of photography and photomontage,

used for communist propaganda.

International constructivism as a self-conscious
movement was initiated at Düsseldorf in May 1922

when the International Faction of Constructivists

was organized by Theo van Doesburg (1883–
1931) representing Dutch De Stijl, Hans Richter

(1888–1976), and El Lissitzky (1890–1941). The

faction’s declaration emphasized their rejection of

subjectivity and individualism in favor of a more
scientific and objective approach, which involved

‘‘the systematization of the means of expression’’

and ‘‘art as a method of organization that applies to
the whole of life.’’ Whereas the Moscow construc-

tivists rejected art, the international constructivists

saw art as an activity that embraced the making of

works of art as well as the design of useful objects.
Whereas the Russian constructivists were com-

mitted to communism, the international construc-

tivists adopted a non-aligned political radicalism.
The movement gained ground in Germany during

the 1920s, where it was stimulated by the Erste
russische Kunstausstellung of October 1922; the

presence of Russian émigrés such as Lissitzky and
Naum Gabo (1890–1977); and the activity of

Hungarian artists such as László Moholy-Nagy

(1895–1946), who had been inspired by the

Moscow constructivists and the communist ideals

of the short-lived Hungarian Revolution of 1919.

Constructivist movements of various complexions

were also active in Poland and Czechoslovakia.

After the 1920s it becomes more difficult to disen-

tangle constructivism from the broader history of

non-objective art. In the early 1930s, as the repres-

sive regimes of Germany and the Soviet Union

effectively destroyed modernism, Paris became a

Model of the Monument to the Third International

by Vladimir Tatlin, 1920. The artist is in the foreground holding

a pipe. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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haven for abstract painters and sculptors. By the

end of the decade, the center of constructivism had

shifted to Britain. After World War II a new gen-

eration of artists in America and Western Europe

explored the aesthetic possibilities of constructiv-

ism’s visual language and its scientific and mathe-

matical resonances.

See also Architecture; De Stijl; Lissitzky, El; Modernism;
Moholy-Nagy, László; Painting, Avant-Garde;
Theater.
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CHRISTINA LODDER

n

CONSUMPTION. All human societies con-
sume. What distinguished Europe in the twentieth
century was the rapidly expanding meaning, scope,
and significance of consumption in politics, econ-
omy, culture, and everyday life. At the beginning
of the twentieth century, consumer advocates in
France and England hoped a ‘‘century of the pro-
ducer’’ would give way to a ‘‘century of the con-
sumer,’’ where civic-minded consumption would
advance welfare and ethics. By the 1950s and
1960s Europeans, like Americans, began to wonder
whether they were becoming a new social system: a
consumer society. By the 1990s consumer culture
and consumerism became widely used both to
describe a hedonistic postmodern lifestyle and to
support a politics of choice.

The growing political and academic as well as
commercial recognition of consumption as a dis-
tinct, even hegemonic phenomenon resulted from
four overlapping dynamics: the politics of needs; the
transformation of material comfort; the unprec-
edented proliferation of new goods and technolo-
gies; and the expansion of dream worlds and lifestyle

consumption. Instead of a model of successive para-
digm shifts (from scarcity to affluence; or from col-
lective consumption to individualistic hedonism),
these four dynamics overlapped, unfolding along-
side each other. What changed was the balance
between them as the meanings, objects, and prac-
tices of consumption evolved.

MEANINGS

In the course of the twentieth century Europeans
attached to ‘‘consumption’’ a growing range of
goods, symbols, values, and practices. These
included provisioning, using, wasting, and imagin-
ing consumption as well as shopping or the act of
purchase. Consumption can take place in a number
of sites and through different social systems (col-
lective provisioning or market). The nineteenth-
century association of the consumer with the literal
using-up of essential foodstuffs (bread) and resources
(gas and water) widened into more diverse forms
and practices. In France in the 1920s, la coopera-
tion nouvelle addressed ‘‘consumers of health’’ and
marketed family holidays. In Britain already in the
1930s, it came to include ‘‘consumers of art’’ and
‘‘consumers of education.’’ Keynesian demand
management put consumption at the center of
political economy. The consumer’s new status was
captured by the satirical magazine Punch in 1934
that made a boy proclaim: ‘‘I want to be a
Consumer. . . . I’ve never had aims of a selfish
sort. . . . I want to be a Consumer, and help to
further Trade.’’

In socialist countries, critique of bourgeois
consumption ushered in attempts to build a collec-
tive art of socialist consumption. In capitalist coun-
tries, concerns with private commercial forms
of consumption increasingly marginalized earlier
collective and business meanings (such as firms
consuming coal), a trend reaching its peak in the
‘‘affluent’’ 1960s. Following American models,
consumer advice bureaus now covered tourism
and book clubs, car repair and fashion, and even
marriage brokers. Since the 1990s, neoliberalism
has exported the language of ‘‘choice’’ and the
‘‘sovereign consumer’’ from the market to the pub-
lic sector. Most notably in Britain, public policy
seeks to make patients, welfare recipients, and users
of police demanding ‘‘citizen-consumers.’’ The
twentieth century closed with a similar project with
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which it began, although now proceeding from
the domain of the market rather than civil society:
the fusion of consumption and citizenship.

NEEDS AND CONSUMER POLITICS

Europeans entered World War I with an uneven
and underdeveloped sense of being consumers.
Notwithstanding the expansion of commercial cul-
ture in the modern period and economists’ atten-
tion to consumer preferences, consumption was
mainly considered a problematic, even unproduc-
tive, inferior activity. It was first in Victorian and
Edwardian Britain that democratic ideas were
mobilized by taxpayers to position themselves as
public-minded consumers. Significantly, consumers
first articulated a voice over articles that were con-
sidered necessaries and were being exhausted in the
literal sense of consumption (bread, water, gas).
Consumer cooperatives, including women’s groups,
developed in the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury into a European network. But mobilization and
identity-formation was uneven. Powerful societies in
Manchester and Glasgow stood in contrast to more
particularist and labor-oriented groups on the
Continent; the large Konsumverein in Hamburg
was called ‘‘Produktion’’; outside Denmark, consu-
mer cooperatives barely touched rural people.
Socialist politics and corporate traditions of land,
labor, and nation retarded a similar equation of
consumers with the public interest in France,
Germany, and Italy; in battles over high food prices,
consumer interests were easily portrayed as a mere
sectional interest.

Battles over trade policy at the beginning of

the twentieth century and World War I catapulted

consumption to the center of European societies,

producing an unprecedented mobilization of con-

sumers that would shape consumer politics and

sensibilities for the next half century. Some of this

mobilization was initiated by the state. War com-

mittees of consumers were set up in German cities,

Vienna and Budapest, with the aim of educating

consumers and limiting inflation and scarcities.

Planners, like Walther Rathenau, identified con-

sumption as an instrument of collective welfare,

ethics, and national development. Most mobiliza-

tion, however, came from below. From Barcelona

to Berlin and The Hague, cities became sites of

food riots. Even in Britain, which escaped severe

crises of provision, the war led to the political

education of citizen-consumers. If most experi-

ments with consumer representation did not sur-

vive the end of war, consumers across Europe were

now increasingly looking toward the state (not the

market) to regulate trade and provide secure access

to healthy food at stable prices.

The politics of food security played itself
out differently conditioned by ideological as well
as material differences. Conditions in Berlin were
worse than in Paris or London but they also revealed
a fragmented, antagonistic view of consumer inter-
ests that fueled social conflict and the collapse of the
state. In contrast to an organic, inclusive representa-
tion of the consumer as public interest in Britain,
poor housewives in Berlin attacked pregnant
mothers and soldiers’ wives for their greater enti-
tlements. In Soviet Russia, on the other hand,
scarcities helped the legitimacy of the new Soviet
state. In Petrograd (formerly St. Petersburg) peo-
ple only ate half as much in 1920 as in 1913, hated
the tasteless canteen food, and sought to evade the
Bolshevik shutdown of shops. Yet, problems of
provision here strengthened a belief that state
intervention was necessary and that social justice
required the rooting out of bourgeois elements.

Consumer cooperatives emerged from the war
stronger than ever, expanding their membership
and share of the food sector, and, in Britain, form-
ing a political party allied to Labour. Social demo-
cratic parties in the 1920s favored marketing
boards, quotas, and other forms of regulation to
stabilize agricultural production. Greater nutri-
tional awareness prompted by the discovery of vita-
mins and biochemical knowledge emphasized the
centrality of ‘‘essential foods’’ (especially milk) and
led to popular demands on states to provide basic
nutritional standards.

Western Europeans largely escaped the famines
and chronic malnutrition haunting many other
areas. Still, periodic scarcities and fear of hunger
left a lasting imprint on people’s identity as con-
sumers. Daily rations in Essen, Germany, in 1918
for a ‘‘normal consumer’’ were almost half that
later estimated by the League of Nations for inac-
tive people. Barter, black markets, and home pro-
visioning were as important as market systems of
provision. Refugees, unemployed, children, elderly,
and urban inhabitants without access to allotments
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were suffering most. This sense of vulnerability,

revived after World War II by the extreme scarcities

of 1944–1948, formed the mental background to

the general support of agricultural protection and

subsidies culminating in the Common Agricultural

Policy of the European Union.

Alongside economic nationalism and imperial-

ism, food security also generated new transnational

networks and global awareness. Much of the con-

sumption in Central Europe after World War I was

organized through intermediate organizations. In

1922 the American Relief Administration fed more

than eight million people a day in the Soviet Union.

Humanitarian aid after World War II meant survival

for thousands in Western and Central Europe.

Trade cycles, nutritional science, and the world

depression (1929–1932) made internationalists turn

to consumption as the vehicle for simultaneously

advancing public health, absorbing excess produc-

tion, and stabilizing international relations.

‘‘Freedom from Want’’ became a rallying cry for

European social movements as well as a pillar of

U.S.-Allied diplomacy. World War II left a new

global awareness on the minds of many organized

consumers. Scarcities were not just an Indian or

Soviet problem: Europe was part of a global food

problem.

Food security came late to Europe and over-

shadowed more spectacular, hedonistic aspects of

consumption. Partly, this resulted from an expand-

ing sense of needs and nutritional standards. Sugar,

meat, and milk became necessities. The unem-

ployed in the world depression were not starving,

but nutritional knowledge highlighted a ‘‘hidden

A milkman in Yorkshire, England, delivers milk to a customer, 1930. Wartime scarcities and greater awareness

of nutritional concerns led to demands for stabilization of the production and supply of essential commodities such as milk in

the interwar period. GETTY IMAGES
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famine’’ caused by lack of vitamins and calcium.
Consumption cemented a new democratic culture
of social citizenship. In the West it only slowly
became marginalized by a culture of choice, mar-
kets, and commodification during the Cold War.
In the late 1940s, as many Britons supported ration-
ing and fair shares as those wanting to abolish them.

The long preoccupation with food security also
reflected the persisting vulnerability of many groups.
Most Europeans in the 1950s were not part of a
mass consumer society with leveled tastes. Social and
regional contrasts remained significant. Until the
late 1950s, West German workers lived frugally: real
coffee was a luxury and chicory the main substitute.
Only one-quarter of West Germans could afford to
eat meat daily. By 1963 the typical working-class
family still spent 35 percent of its budget on food.
In Italy expenditure on food fell below 50 percent
of the average household budget in the 1950s; for
poor southerners it remained 75 percent. In 1959
the communal boards that operated the cucine
popolari and provided food parcels and clothing
still assisted over four million people in Italy.
Regional gaps in Italy, Spain, and Portugal only
narrowed in the 1960s to 1970s, facilitated by
migration, industrial and service jobs, and a shrink-
ing peasantry.

Attention to improvements in the standard of
living conventionally focuses on the 1860s to
1890s, when the price of food fell rapidly thanks to
declining costs of shipping. Europeans had to wait

for the period from the 1960s to the 1990s for

another significant improvement, following increased

wages, the concentration of retailing, and the inte-

gration of food chains. In Greece the food share of

household expenditure was still 30 percent in 1970

compared to 20 percent in Great Britain, Denmark,

and Austria: by 1990 this figure had almost halved.

An industrial worker in West Germany had to work

over four hours for a pound of coffee in 1958, but

only eighteen minutes in 1993. If for the majority of

Europeans food security has became a distant con-

cern, it remains alive for disadvantaged groups. The

United Nations estimated that 1.5 million families in

Britain could not afford an adequate diet in 1994.

MATERIAL CULTURE AT HOME

Underneath the ups and downs of the politics
of food, the home was transformed into a primary

site of consumption practices and technologies.
Accident figures in the European Union in 2000
are telling: domestic products and faulty usage
caused about twenty million accidents, more than

were caused at work or leisure.

By the late twentieth century, the largest share

of consumption was dedicated to the home; from

20 percent in Portugal to 28 percent in Nordic

countries. Housing, the use of water and energy,

household durables, home maintenance, and gar-

dening dominated consumption routines and

expenditure. The home was the main space accom-

modating an ever-increasing number of objects and

technologies. Consumption practices moved into

the home (bathing, listening to the radio, using

the computer) while production vacated it. In

interwar Slovenia, industrial workers raised their

own vegetables and kept chickens and rabbits. By

the 1980s self-provisioning had become the dis-

tinction of a privileged alternative lifestyle. Even

farmers rarely consumed what they produced and

instead relied on the market; an exception was

Poland, where every second individual farm still

worked primarily to feed its own family in 1998.

Technologies like the sewing machine briefly

prompted a countertrend—by 1983, 52 percent

of West German households had an electric sewing

maching, 18 percent still had a mechanical one.

But in the long-term, the productionist evacuation

of the home is clear. The obesity boom in the early

twenty-first century partly reflects declining food

preparation skills. New domestic skills are increas-

ingly consumption skills (computer games, warm-

ing up prepared foods)—not production skills;

cooking, gardening, and home improvement have

moved from being everyday life skills to advertised

forms of lifestyle entertainment.

Material and cultural dynamics converged
in this consumerist revalorization of the home.
Modern German kitchens in the 1920s were ini-

tially advertised through the language of produc-
tivity, but by the 1950s, through representations
of comfort and beauty: hard-working house-

wives were replaced by images of leisurely women.
Clearly, work did not disappear from the home
with the washing machine. Rather, technologies

have rearranged the time and significance attached
to different practices in the process of laundry:
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ironing, drying, and sorting have expanded even as
washing itself has become less labor-intensive. A
study of British couples in 1999 found that women
spent four hours per day on household tasks, men
three hours; women did more washing and cook-
ing, men more pet care. The expansion of domestic
consumption alongside increased female labor par-
ticipation has arguably advanced gender inequal-
ities: working women in two-income families
continue to shoulder most chores.

The modernization of the home facilitated the

erosion of class and regional consumption commu-

nities. This came in two stages. First, the expansion

of a common culture of ordinary consumption. Gas

and water had been early sites of Victorian consum-

er protests, and it was the expansion of domestic

utilities that initiated the second stage: the demo-

cratization of consumption routines following the

expansion of consumer durables. Cultures of con-

sumption did not so much progress from needs to

wants. Rather, they produced an ever-expanding

conception of needs. Previous luxuries, like a hot

bath or refrigeration, became standardized conve-

niences. The expansion of the domestic consump-

tion of water, gas, and electricity was stunning. In

Berlin only 4 percent of all households had electri-

city in 1910, but 76 percent did in 1933.

In Western Europe, many urban dwellers had

access to a common toilet by 1900 but the con-

venience of a private toilet inside one’s flat only

became normal in the interwar years and after.

Semidetached housing made bath, toilet, and run-

ning hot water first accessible to some working class-

families in Britain in the 1930s. Most Europeans had

to wait for another generation; in West Germany

only every other home had a bath as late as 1960.

Smaller towns and rural areas lagged behind large

cities. Even in France and Germany the outhouse

and lack of running water was not unknown in

rural areas in the 1960s. Central heating spread

rapidly in the postwar years. In Western Europe,

by 1996, 81 percent of households had central heat-

ing, 97 percent had hot running water; Central-

Eastern Europeans are only slightly behind, with

the exception of Bulgaria and Romania.

The connection of homes to utilities helped
privatize consumption practices—the personal bath
replaced the public bath. It also intensified practices.

In early twentieth-century France even schoolteach-
ers, those evangelizers of personal hygiene, still only
washed their hair once a month. In the 1980s to
1990s daily showers rapidly became the norm for
ever more Europeans. More frequent and intensive
cleaning of the body revolutionized water con-
sumption. Households today consume the largest
share of public water supply: 35–40 percent of all
domestic water consumption is used for bathing
and showering. Changing lifestyles have had major
consequences for the environment and urban
infrastructures.

New communication technologies and house-
hold durables reinforced the importance of the
domestic sphere. The car functioned as an exten-
sion of family life—the weekend outing, the holi-
day in Spain or Italy. Radio and television created
new familial consumption experiences. These under-
mined commercial forms of public entertainment
(the cinema) as well as collective leisure activities
sponsored by church, towns, or social movements.
By 1936 there were twenty-eight million radios in
Europe—compared to twenty-three million in the
United States. In the 1960s Western Europe picked
up with the American expansion of television; 66
percent of British households had a television at the
beginning of that decade, 90 percent at the end.

Washing machines have likewise privatized
services. Since the 1960s, most clothes have been
washed at home, not sent away or washed in a
communal washhouse. The electrical industry in
the interwar years promoted a cult of cleanliness
to sell timesaving appliances. Class structures and
the low income of working-class women meant
that the diffusion of washing machines in Europe
lagged behind the United States by one or two
generations; before the 1950s they were limited
to some middle-class households. In the long run,
the rise of appliances and the decline of domestic
services narrowed the gulf of consumer culture
between classes. By the early 1960s, every other
household in the United Kingdom and every third
in Germany had a washing machine; by 1995, 88
percent of EU households did; dryers and dish-
washers, by comparison, were still found in only
every fifth household.

New technologies had contradictory effects
on how people spent their time and money. In
1955, European cinemas attracted four billion
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visits. Attendance fell steadily to six hundred mil-
lion by 1990 (a mere two visits per person per
year), while TV viewing steadily increased; by
1974 Britons spent half their free time in front of
the ‘‘telly.’’

New technologies and the new needs they
foster have had important cultural spillovers for
older consumption routines. The TV dinner pro-
moted prepared food and altered the rhythm of the
family meal. In 1960s Italy, the program Carosello,
which mixed commercials with cartoons, meant
children began to go to bed after this nine o’clock
show. New consumption practices can coexist,
interpenetrate, or compete with each other. The
rise of TV, for example, has not meant the decline
of the radio. In the 1990s, Europeans continued to
listen to as many minutes of radio as they watched
TV. What has changed was the social context—
most listening was in the morning. Nor has TV
been impregnable to new technologies, such as
personal computing. People who spend less time
on other leisure activities because of Internet use
primarily reduced their time watching television
and reading books, much less the time spent with
family, friends, or sport.

Especially since the 1960s, advances in chemistry,
engineering, design, and information technologies
have resulted in an unprecedented expansion and
thickening of the material world consumption,
from Tupperware to electric kitchen tools, pocket-
sized music-players to computing toys. A ‘‘craze for
novelties’’ already attracted attention in the eigh-
teenth century. What was new in the second half of
the twentieth century was the accelerating speed
and scope of product innovation. Cycles of acquisi-
tion, use, and disposal quickened—the ‘‘throw-
away society’’ was coined in 1955. Within a few
years computers replaced typewriters, and CD
and DVD marginalized the vinyl record. The shift-
ing balance between objects and humans had con-
tradictory effects for the domestic world of
consumption. Some consumer durables like the
dishwasher free up time for sociability. The multi-
plication of the same object, however, can also
dissolve the familial into more lonely forms of con-
sumption. With the purchase of a new television,
the second set frequently moved into the children’s
room. In the former East Germany in 2003,
55 percent of six-to-thirteen year olds had their

own set: they watched an hour more TV than
friends without a set and suffered from a decline
in social skills.

The expansion of domestic consumption was
not an inevitable, market-driven process but shaped
by politics and ideologies. In Nazi Germany, the
radio had the full backing of the propagandist Josef
Goebbels for providing relaxing entertainment and
strengthening a depoliticized private sphere. In the
1950s traditional elites, especially the Catholic
Church, initially opposed consumerism, fearing it
would destroy the family. Christian Democratic
ministers like Ezio Vanoni in Italy and Ludwig
Erhard in Germany won with an alternative
prescription: consumerism cemented the family by
liberating people from basic material drives and
freeing mothers from housework, thus enabling
families to spend more time with each other. Con-
servative women’s groups spread the gospel
of domestic happiness through consumerism.
Governments provided tax credits to assist families’
purchase of new consumer durables. The family
was an indirect beneficiary of export-led growth
policies during the economic miracle. Low invest-
ment in collective consumption, transport, and ser-
vices made the family and private forms of
consumption like the car, kitchen, and entertain-
ment at home more vital than ever.

The most self-conscious and aggressive experi-
ment seeking to reverse the long-term expansion of
domestic consumer culture was socialism. After the
Russian revolution, Soviets targeted the private
home and commercial markets as twin expressions
of bourgeois capitalism. Communes and housing
cooperatives tried to reform the byt or daily life.
Soft furnishings were condemned as hazardous to
health, dangerous remnants of prerevolutionary
culture, household objects attacked as oppressive.
New cities like Magnitogorsk promoted communal
living, public baths, and collective leisure activities.
In the end, socialist attempts to transform con-
sumption routines were as impressive for the
resistance they caused as for their ambition. The
replacement of Christian with socialist objects in
the home was greeted with grumbling or opposi-
tion. Individuals in collective living quarters often
resorted to consuming food in the last corner of
privacy remaining: their bed. In Magnitogorsk,
many preferred to live in mud huts, which may
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have been primitive but afforded domestic privacy,

than in the new collective barracks. In the early

1930s, the Communist Party took a U-turn in

the program of domestic transformation: people’s

private objects and consumption practices were

accepted. The primary role of women was to sup-

port the male worker and industrial productivity by

managing a clean and comfortable private home.

In the 1950s and 1960s, consumption became

a symbolic site of mutual observation and com-

petition between rival social systems. Tellingly,

Richard Nixon and Nikita Khrushchev conducted

a ‘‘kitchen debate.’’ In 1958 Walter Ulbricht

pinned the superiority of socialism on the promise

that East Germany would overtake its Western

neighbor in per capita consumption of food and

consumer goods. Socialist consumers were to

benefit from a new ‘‘selling culture,’’ new industrial

inventions, and domestic comfort. Initially, in the
mid-1950s the campaign to mechanize housework
considered public spaces (such as launderettes at
work) as well as private households, and the East
German state sought the advice of female consum-
ers. By the early 1960s, however, the growing
competitive orientation toward the West led to a
producer-oriented fixation on appliances in the
home; in 1958 only 1.6 percent of East German
households had a washing machine, by 1967 this
had risen to 38 percent. Department store com-
bines (Konsument) and mail-order catalogs were
also introduced. Yet, investment in consumer
industries was too limited and price reform too
cautious to allow for an expansion of consumption
akin to that in West Germany. From the early
1960s the share of consumption in GNP declined.
The two-tier system between rationed goods and
more expensive goods eroded popular trust in the
socialist ideal of more equitable consumption.
Engagement with consumer culture was stopgap.
In the late 1960s the regime initiated a youth
fashion plan that sought to engage with teenage
culture, only to divert resources once bottlenecks
in other textile branches emerged. Planning direc-
tives and political personalities, not consumers and
their changing tastes, directed policy. Increased
imports of consumer goods in the 1980s were
financed through ever-advancing debt. Ultimately,
the East German state was overwhelmed by the
desires it had helped to unleash.

‘‘MASS CULTURES’’

The interwar years initiated an unprecedented com-
mercialization of film, music, and other spheres of
culture that transformed the mental and sociological
nature of consumption. New forms of media con-
sumption like cinema and radio and their expanding
audiences were tied to anxieties of ‘‘mass consump-
tion’’ and to the erosion of European culture by
American commercial civilization. Already in late
nineteenth century France, Gustave Le Bon argued
that mass markets created dangerous new means of
manipulating the gullible masses. From right to
left, interwar commentators warned of the ephem-
eral nature of mass consumption and the power
and commercial rationale of the culture industries
that uprooted the uneducated, suggestible masses
from their traditional values only to leave them in
the grip of cheap pleasures, easy preys for

Cover of a special edition of the French magazine La

Maison Française, titled I’m Equipping My Kitchen,

1950. The connection of homes to utilities throughout the

middle of the twentieth century led to a marked increase in the

purchase of timesaving appliances in the post-World War II

period. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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authoritarian regimes; critics ranged from F. R.
Leavis in England to José Ortega y Gasset in
Spain, to Frankfurt School scholars in American
exile. Just as industrial society shifted toward mass
production, so consumption too appeared to shift
from individual to standardized mass practices and
desires.

Certainly, film and phonograph expanded the
virtual stimuli and behavior introduced in the late
nineteenth century by the department store, the
flaneur, and window shopping, allowing ordinary
Europeans to escape into readily available dream-
worlds. The political uses of consumption were not
lost on the Nazi state. Mass entertainment was
partly distraction, partly promoted as a collective
experience of joy designed to strengthen a national
community: the most successful years for German
film and dance were the early years of World War
II. Yet, ‘‘mass consumption’’ was not intrinsically
connected to manipulation, nor to the creation of
soulless individuals in a lonely crowd. Cinemas, like
department stores, opened public spaces for iso-
lated groups, especially women. Commercial music
was successful because it was linked to dance halls
and clubs that offered new forms of sociability and
feelings of liberation.

Centralization, standardization, and mass pro-
duction created pressures for greater uniformity.

At the same time these released opportunities for
creativity and more pluralistic tastes. Music is an
example. Regional leisure cultures gave way to more
uniform national practices in the interwar years.
Radio raised expectations across class and region

about the acceptable standards of musical perfor-
mance, assisting in the creation of shared national
cultures. The velocity of cultural production and
consumption accelerated with the rapidly changing
number of hits and musical fashions. The phono-

graph made a greater variety of music available
to working and middle classes. Popular music
dominated commercial radio, a trend that public
radio was unable to ignore; 56 percent of minutes
broadcast during an average Sunday on Radio

Luxembourg in 1935 was popular song and dance
music, another 35 percent comedy songs and light
orchestra; only 0.5 percent was classical music, and
only 9 percent nonmusic related.

In the interwar years, amateur music gave way
to professional, organized musical production; one

British agency in 1938 controlled three hundred
bands playing in two thousand halls. In the 1960s
to 1980s, with the growing availability of cheap,
electrical instruments (the guitar, then the synthe-
sizer), the divide between producers and consum-
ers of culture became once again more porous, as
listeners learned they could make music too. Punk
in the late 1970s emerged from a simple if some-
times violently staged belief that musical produc-
tion had ceased to be the monopoly of commercial
producers and trained musicians. Music became
part of a lifestyle, a shift that minimized established
traditions of musical training and reinforced a per-
formative and rebellious aspect of consumer cul-
ture. As continuous cycles in the evolution and
commercialization of popular and subcultures have
shown, ‘‘mass culture’’ always creates opportunities
for transgression and resistance that undercut a
logic of standardized uniformity. What was new in
the 1980s and 1990s in music, fashion, and other
parts of youth culture was the accelerating speed in
the cycle of style creation, commercial marketing,
transgression and, again, creation.

From a long-term perspective, critics may have
overestimated the passive gullibility of consumers
and underestimated the creative, diversifying
dynamic of ‘‘mass consumption’’; the potential for
resistance, self-discovery, or the pursuit of new
identities, such as in subcultures, gay communities,
or the designing of one’s own personality through
a creative or ironic appropriation of brands and
fashions. The expansion of cultural consumption
has not only created new genres (video art, rock,
culture jamming) but also widened access to older
genres like opera and museums. But critics were
correct in fearing the erosion of cultural authority,
not least their own: there is perhaps no other area
in twentieth-century Europe where the democrati-
zation of consumption has done more to erode
class hierarchies of taste and expertise than music.

Tourism and the pursuit of luxury emerged as
key phenomena in more democratic forms of con-
sumption since the mid-1950s. Their development
reflects the dialectic between commercialized stan-
dardization and playful, hedonistic, and ephemeral
aspects of contemporary consumption. Tourism has
grown by over 7 percent per year since the 1950s to
become the world’s largest industry. The 1950s to
the 1970s saw the rise and fall of standardized mass
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tourism; the first charter flight from Berlin to

Mallorca took off in 1956. Spain received 1.5

million tourists in 1952, 43 million by 1984.

Standardization has since been overshadowed by

more personalized forms of cultural consumption

and orchestrated encounters with difference: the

personalized, exotic trip; short-term luxury breaks;

cultural city breaks; and sustainable tourism.

Tourism in particular is about consumption as

pleasure, self-expression, and the transcendence of

new wants. If consumption has become about

identity, tourism has played an integral part in

socializing people into sensual consumers yearning

for fantasy and authenticity, self-discovery, and

enchantment. The growing significance of this

commodified form of hedonism and fantasy has

also, however, reinforced social inequalities and

exploitation. Forty-six percent of Europeans were

not able to go on holiday at all in the late 1990s—

especially unemployed, retired persons, and manual

workers. Abroad, the hedonistic pursuit of self and

pleasure has boosted sex tourism; in Thailand,

popular with Europeans, an estimated 800,000

children are in prostitution.

One powerful engine behind mass consump-

tion was the influence of the American model of a

classless consumer society. American products, ideas,

and tastes became a prominent part of Europeans’

lives—the most popular TV series in the 1970s and

1980s were American (Bonanza, Dallas, Dynasty);
in 2002, U.S. movies were responsible for 70–80

percent of all box office receipts; American-style

malls have risen up outside many European cities;

EU consumer protection in the 1970s initially bor-

rowed from John F. Kennedy’s speech of 1962.

Still, Americanization amounted less to a wholesale

imposition of American taste and objects than to a

creative dialogue, admittedly on an uneven poli-

tico-economic playing field. This dialogue could

result in imitation, fusion, or rejection. Images of

a classless, consumerist American way of life were a

central branch of anticommunist cultural diplo-

macy after World War II in the Marshall Plan,

America Houses, traveling exhibits, and the Voice

of America. One-half million Italians passed in awe

through an ‘‘American Way’’ supermarket exhibit

in Rome in 1956. In practice, however, European

consuming cultures retained significant differences.

A supermarket opening in Florence in 1961 was

greeted by demonstrations and boycotts from
shopkeepers and some residents. As late as the early
1980s, Italians and the French bought only 2 per-
cent and 14 percent of their food in supermarkets;
compared to 32 percent in Germany and 70 per-
cent in the United States. One-quarter of French
people in the early twenty-first century shop at least
once a week in a local market.

The American convergence of consumption
and citizenship met with different responses. If
in the 1920s German experts had been skeptical
of American mass consumption, they embraced
American marketing and its fusion of opinion poll-
ing and commerce after World War II. In France,
by contrast, there was resistance to the conflation
of political and consumer culture. Postwar Britain
was divided between supporters of fair shares and
those embracing choice and consumerism; some
championed advertising as the friend of democracy
and freedom, others criticized it for undermining
civic culture with selfish materialism. Europe,
moreover, was not only the recipient of American
models, but an active contributor through multi-
lateral global relations, including a Japanese/
British strand promoting savings.

New national idioms emerged where American
and indigenous styles became fused. This was true
for music, but also for fashion and advertising.
British menswear stores combined more egalitarian
American marketing with an indigenous appeal to
the gentleman. Many European advertisers remained
skeptical of American methods as out of tune with
the taste regimes of their own imperial cultures.
Into the 1950s, empires provided alternative
cultural systems, with their own genres (Empire
film) and purchasing promotion (Empire advertis-
ing). Immigration and postcolonial developments
have helped diversify many areas of consumption
from food to fashion that are as important as trends
of Americanization. ‘‘Mass consumption’’ and
‘‘Konsumterror’’ have been continuous targets for
new social movements and terrorists since the 1960s.
At a popular level, Europeans have responded with
different sensibilities to the relative decline of their
cultural industries and regional traditions. Seventy-
five to seventy-eight percent of young people in
Italy, Ireland, and Portugal were interested in
the screening of European films in 2000, but
only just over 40 percent in Sweden, Germany,
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and the United Kingdom. Popular resistance to

‘‘McDonaldization’’ and the preservation of local

food culture has been greatest in France and in

Italy, the hub of the ‘‘slow food’’ movement.

CONVERGENCE AND DIVERGENCE

A comparison of European consumers in the early

twenty-first century with their grandparents or

great-grandparents points to significant trends of

convergence. Most Europeans enjoy unprecedented

affluence and comfort. Like most citizens of the

‘‘developed world,’’ they share a material culture

involving television, stereo, telephone, automo-

bile, and, increasingly, virtual modes of communi-

cation. Most live in private homes with hot water,

central heating, electricity, refrigerator, and wash-

ing machine. Even in Eastern Europe by the late

1990s, 90 percent of households had refrigerators,

75 percent color televisions, over 50 percent

automatic washing machines, and almost every

other person used a computer and had a car;

only Romania significantly lagged behind. In 2003

Estonia had as many mobile-phone users as France.

Working time has declined, consumption time has

increased; working hours in Western Europe fell by

over one-third in the twentieth century. Differences

within as well as between societies have become less

pronounced compared to the situation on the eve

of World War I, where, for example, the average

Milanese ate fifty-three kilograms of meat per year,

but those in Trapani (Sicily) only three kilograms.

Meat, fresh fruit, and vegetable consumption has

increased across Europe since the mid-1970s;

outside France, 40 percent or more of Europeans

are overweight or obese.

Whereas consumption tended to reinforce class

and status communities in the first half of the

twentieth century, more recently it has helped to

dissolve these into more fluid and pluralistic rela-

tionships. Gender and generational hierarchies have

become looser. The recognition of the elderly and

children as ‘‘active consumers’’ and the sexualization

of childhood are twin features of this trend. Young

Europeans have a shared image of the body: 50

percent of fifteen-year-old girls either diet or think

they ought to. Consumer desires transcend income

differences: Romanians are even more concerned

with consumption than affluent Western Europeans.

With the collapse of socialism, markets and
retail concentration have become the defining
modes of provision for Eastern as well as Western
Europeans. Outside Italy and Spain, the small retail-
er has become a marginal presence; in Sweden 80
percent of local dairies and distribution centers
closed between 1960 and 1994. While the variety
of manufactured and synthetic products has in-
creased, biodiversity for apples and potatoes has
diminished. Street festivals like the love parades
record a shared transnational hedonism. The con-
sumer has also shot to the fore within the European
Union (EU). The Treaty of Rome (1958) only
mentioned the consumer in passing in relation to
the common agricultural policy, but since 1975 the
European Commission has sought to establish a
market-based citizen-consumer. Consumption is a
vital source of income for European states; most
Europeans do not realize that they pay as much tax
on consumption as on their income. In the 1980s
and 1990s several governments began to export
choice and consumerism from market into public
services, especially the United Kingdom.

Nonetheless, visitors touring Europe in the
early twenty-first century would find it difficult to
square their experiences with ideas of globalization
or postmodernity. Instead of a common material
culture or a symbolic totality of objects and mean-
ings, different groups and countries continue to
have distinct cultures of consumption. In addition
to ‘‘glocalization’’ or creolization, remarkable
contrasts remain between and within societies. In
proportion of their household budget, Greeks and
Spaniards spent twice as much on restaurants and
hotels than Scandinavians. Britons, Danes, Dutch,
and Germans spent twice the share on recrea-
tion and culture as their Mediterranean neighbors.
Austrians and Britons spent twice as much money
on their pets as do Germans and Italians. In many
societies, eating remains a crucial source of socia-
bility, but in Austria 50 percent of consumers eat
alone. Italians and Finns consume twice as much
water as people in France or Flanders. Advertising
spending (as percentage of GDP) is twice as high in
Holland, the United Kingdom, and Greece as in
Italy, Ireland, and France.

How (and how much) people consume remains
in part determined by income and national welfare
systems. In France, health-related consumption has
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shot up dramatically since the 1960s. Athenians
spend twice as much on leisure as their rural neigh-

bors. Pensioners significantly improved their stan-
dard of living in France in the 1970s to the 1990s
and now consume as much as younger cohorts,
whereas in Britain they experienced impoverish-

ment and consume 25 percent less. More than half
of Germans rent their home, while 80 percent own
theirs in Spain, Ireland, and Italy; this has implica-

tions for related aspects of domestic consumption
(home improvement, gardening). Scandinavians are
well ahead in consuming new communication tech-

nologies (mobile phone, Internet).

The uneven advance of consumerism is cap-
tured in contrasting approaches to credit and
saving. National legislation and financial institu-

tions have shaped the availability and use of con-
sumer credit. In the United Kingdom, consumer

credit rose from 50 percent to 70 percent of the
national income (1988–2001); Britons were twice
as likely to have a credit card as Germans, while
22 percent of Italians did not even have a bank
account. Between 1970 and 2000 the household
saving rate (percentage of disposable income) fell
dramatically in Italy (from 32 percent to 11 per-
cent), Portugal (15 percent; 9 percent), and the
United Kingdom (5 percent; 3 percent), but was
stable in France (15 percent; 14 percent) and
Germany (12 percent; 10 percent)—in the United
States it declined from 8 percent to 0 percent.

And Europeans continue to spend their time

differently. The average Finn and Swede spend

seventeen minutes on the phone per day, whereas

Danes and Belgians are concise with only four to

five minutes. Reading remains a popular pastime in

the United Kingdom, Ireland, and Scandinavia,

much less so in Portugal. Mediterranean people

spend one hour more per day in front of the

TV than Nordic people. Germans, Dutch, and

Austrians predominantly listen to international

music, while national music continues to amount

to half the music sales in Italy, France, Finland, and

Greece. Regional trends remain pronounced in

cultural consumption. In 1996 average residents

in Lyon and Manchester went nine times to the

cinema, three times more than those in Seville,

Marseille, Vienna, and Berlin. There are three times

as many visits to the theater per resident in

Copenhagen than in Berlin or Rome. Danes visit

amusement parks twice as often as Italians. The

Irish and Danes are compulsive renters of video;

not so Italians, Germans, Swedes, and Portuguese.

Cultural patterns shape tourist desire as much

as income or climate. Mediterranean people spent

over 80 percent and Scandinavians half their holi-

days in their home country, while over two-thirds

of Irish, Germans, and Austrians prefer to go

abroad. Greeks like hotels, Dutch prefer campsites

or rented apartments, Swedes and Finns tour-

operated holidays. The Irish in 1999 spent more

on their holidays than any other Europeans (except

Luxembourgers)—three times as much as Swedes

and Portuguese.

In general, the democratization of taste appears
to have proceeded in two different directions.
Britain is close to American dynamics of cultural

A man serves customers at a restaurant in Mykonos,

Greece, 1989. Despite the globalization of consumer

markets, regional differences in European consumption

persist. For example, Greeks and Spaniards spend twice as

much in restaurants and hotels as do Scandinavians.

ªDAVE G. HOUSER/CORBIS
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specialization: activities like listening to the radio,

reading, and sport became the preference of smaller

groups of people who pursued them, however,

more intensely. Countries like Norway and

Holland, by contrast, displayed a trend toward

greater cultural homogeneity: the rise or fall of

consumption practices is more inclusive, a shared

social trend. Thus in the United Kingdom and

United States people listened less to the radio in

2000 than in 1975, but those who especially liked

the radio intensified their habits, whereas in

Norway and Holland both groups reduced their

listening time.

Consumers’ expectations of retailers, govern-

ments, and consumer movements also continue to

differ. Sixty percent of Finns and Swedes think price

one of the three most important factors when buy-

ing food, but only 18 percent of Greeks, who privi-

lege quality, taste, and family preference. Trust in

supermarkets is very high in the United Kingdom

and Holland, whereas Scandinavians, French, and

Germans place it in small producers and farmers.

Risk sensibilities and perceptions of ‘‘the consumer

interest’’ continue to differ, partly reflecting differ-

ent national regimes of regulation and consumer

politics. In Norway, there is a low sense of a distinct

consumer interest, and the state is expected to act

on people’s behalf. In France, consumer groups have

been more populist and confrontational, whereas

in Germany they tended to be more technocratic

and corporatist. In Britain, a more pluralist vein

emerged, with consumer movements stressing the

diversity of consumer interests to be protected and

consulted. In contrast to British and German con-

sumers, it is Danish and Dutch consumers who see

the representation of consumer interests as a prin-

cipal task of consumer movements, rather than just

issuing practical advice. With the decline of the

cooperative movement since the 1950s, member-

ship in consumer organizations differs more than

ever—25 percent in Holland and Sweden, but only

2 to 3 percent elsewhere. Nor has the democratiza-

tion of the European market meant an equally

‘‘free’’ play of consumption. In Sweden, advertising

aimed at children is banned, in Ireland smoking in

public. Privatization and regulatory policies affect-

ing the consumption of utilities continue to differ

in spite of general directives by the European

Union on liberalization and the consumer interest.

In an oligopolistic setting like Germany, where

four conglomerates dominate the market for elec-

tricity, consumers pay twice as much as in the

British market.

APPROACHES TO CONSUMPTION

Outside the dominant branch of neoclassical eco-

nomics, consumption mainly attracted negative

scholarly readings until the late twentieth century.

It was viewed either as a source of class division and

inequality or as a source of manipulation by which

capitalists and dictators sought to pacify citizens

into passive ‘‘masses.’’ Thorstein Veblen in 1899

focused on the ‘‘conspicuous’’ consumption of a

parasitic ‘‘leisure class’’: the display of consumer

goods served to buttress superior status. In the

1960s Pierre Bourdieu presented consumption as

a ‘‘structuring structure,’’ a classifying as well as

classified system, which re-created social distinction

and class cultures. The Frankfurt School and

American scholars such as Vance Packard and

Stuart Ewen emphasized the power of advertising,

mass media, and producers in manipulating people

through dreamworlds and material objects. With

the declining importance of class, the democratiza-

tion of taste, and the expansion of consumerist

discourse and practices came more diverse and posi-

tive appreciations of consumption in the 1980s and

1990s. Instead of a ‘‘passive dupe,’’ fields as diverse

as cultural studies, anthropology, and management

highlighted the consumer as an ‘‘active’’ coproduc-

er of meaning, taste, and self-identity. The plea-

sures, creativity, and benefits of consumption were

re-appreciated, their aesthetic and emancipatory

potential for individuals, outsiders, and subcultures

celebrated. The triumph of markets and the politi-

cal language of choice have been mirrored in the

more positive scholarly readings of consumers

as agents and of the opportunities available in

commercial culture for the creation of personal

and collective identities. Early twenty-first-century

sociologists of ordinary consumption have dug

beneath the spectacular or conspicuous landscape

of consumption to retrieve more mundane, routine

practices (washing, eating) and their relation to

changing technological systems. After the initial

reaction against a productivist bias, scholars are also

reintegrating production into their analysis. Social

scientists are discussing consumption in areas well
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beyond the sphere of shopping, ranging from
media consumption and tourism to social services.

Historians have broadly followed these trends,
but only part of the way. Consumption was initially
approached through an interest in retailing or
mass-production, critical of the shift from collective
leisure to commercial consumer culture. Social his-
torians looked at consumption through the lens of
‘‘social distinction,’’ emphasising the reproduction
of habitus and structures of inequalities. The influ-
ence of cultural studies in the United Kingdom
and United States was to highlight transgressive,
creative, or emancipatory features. Attention to
gender highlighted the liberating aspects of cine-
mas, department stores, and boutiques in provid-
ing women with access to the public sphere.
Generational shifts have received far less attention.
More recently, scholars have highlighted the
contribution of consumers to democratic politics
and civil society. How political and commercial
domains interact remains underexplored, although
new work on consumer identity and knowledge is a
starting point. Unlike medieval and early modern
colleagues, most modern historians writing on con-
sumption still say little about routine practices,
technologies, and the environment.

IMPLICATIONS

The implications of consumption for public life
and environment remain dominant tropes and
moral dilemmas of political debate and social mobi-
lization. For much of the twentieth century, cul-
tural and political elites as well as intellectuals
attacked ‘‘consumerism’’ as a shallow and alienat-
ing form of individualist materialism that dissolved
communal solidarities, political commitment, and
critical thought. Twentieth-century European his-
tory shows the problems with such a zero-sum
equation of consumption and citizenship. As well
as allowing for apolitical escapism, consumption
has given excluded groups access to public spaces.
In the early twentieth century, consumer mobiliza-
tion shaped civic sensibilities. Since the interwar years
commercial and political domains have become
more interactive and mutually constitutive, but
alongside trends of depoliticizing individualization,
consumption, and market research have also been
mobilized for progressive purposes, such as the use
of opinion polls to highlight the political centrality

of family, identity, and personal well-being. Formal
political engagement may have declined, but the
expansion of consumption-oriented lifestyles also
helped to broaden the terrain of political culture,
including environmental, generational, and gender
politics. The increase of consumption has not
merely amounted to more goods but to new facil-
ities of symbolic expression. As a source of identity,
consumption has been the main beneficiary from
the collapse of more totalizing ideological projects
(fascism, nationalism, socialism) and the loosening
of class and gender hierarchies. Feeding into more
pluralistic forms of public life, consumption may
not bundle the collective energies of previous lar-
ger collective projects, but from a democratic point
of view this may not be a bad thing. Cultural con-
sumption has fostered civil society, and new infor-
mation technologies have introduced new spaces of
mutuality. In former socialist societies, like East
Germany, the goods and symbols of consumption
are being fashioned into in a new politics of identity.

Much of the critique of ‘‘consumerism’’ origi-
nates in a critique of neoliberal ‘‘choice.’’ The rise
of ‘‘choice’’ in political discourse, however, must
not be conflated with the experience and practices
of consumption in everyday life. A British study in
2004 found that the majority of people did not
experience ‘‘choice’’ in their weekly shopping, but
frustration. Shopping involves forms of sociality,
not just self-centered hedonism. Consumption,
moreover, is broader than shopping. The ongoing
intensity of recurrent moralistic debates about the
death of the public may in itself be good evidence
against the thesis that consumption has eroded
politics.

The environment shows a less ambiguous pic-
ture of the public costs and benefits of convenience
and affluence. Europe has played an important part
in the causal connection between consumption
in the developed North and global environmental
problems. Eighty percent of resources are now
consumed by the 10 percent of people living in
the North. Since 1950 the richest one-fifth on
the planet has doubled its consumption of energy
and meat and quadrupled car ownership while the
poorest fifth has barely changed at all. However, it
is the lack of recycling and sustainable consumption
in the affluent North rather than consumption as
such that has carried global costs. Some European
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societies have been at the forefront of addressing

this problem, as well as causing it. Europe’s carbon

dioxide emissions declined with the shift from

coal; in 1995 it was 8.5 tons per person (21 in

the United States). In many continental European

cities car-sharing and public transport policy has

reduced car use. Dutch people have a high car

ownership but take 30 percent of their urban trips

by bicycle. A major environmental culprit has been

energy consumption in the home, which increased

by 9 percent in the 1990s while industrial and

agricultural use declined. The gains from increased

efficiency of many products (washing machines use

four times less water in 2000 than in the early

1970s) has been outweighed, however, by increas-

ing ownership numbers, the rise of single-person

households, and new wasteful technologies; in

Holland 13 percent of all energy consumption in

the home feeds the stand-by function of appliances.

Most Europeans continue to be oblivious to how

much water and energy they consume and pay

for. Household waste in Holland increased by

55 percent between 1985 and 1998. Germany,

Holland, and the Scandinavian countries have led

sustainability initiatives, increasingly relying on civil

society as well as on state initiatives, such as tax

policies, eco-labeling, recycling, and pay-as-you-

throw-away schemes; in 2002 Holland, 9,210

households participated in a nongovernmental

organization initiative and achieved a 26 percent

reduction in their household waste. More neolib-

eral countries, like Britain, with less homogenous

cultures of consumption and policies of privatizing

public services have lagged behind in sustainable

consumption. In spite of the revival of alternative

politics of consumption among the young, it is

disproportionally those over over sixty-five who

separate waste. How to decouple consumption and

growth from environmental damage is becoming

a central concern of formal politics as well as social

movements and ‘‘alternative’’ consumers.

See also Americanization; European Commission;
European Union; Globalization; Leisure; Public
Health; Tourism.
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CONVENTION ON GENOCIDE. The
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of
the Crime of Genocide was adopted by Resolution
260 A (III) of the United Nations General
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Assembly on 9 December 1948 in Paris. One-third
of the member states quickly ratified the conven-
tion, allowing it to enter into force. By contrast, in
1998 only two-thirds of the member states of the
United Nations (then numbering more than two
hundred) had ratified it—relatively few by compar-
ison with other texts on human rights. Even many
of the signatories expressed reservations, particu-
larly on the definition of genocide and on penal
aspects, such as the difficulties of extradition.

The two first articles go to the heart of the
matter:

Article I: The Contracting Parties confirm that
genocide, whether committed in time of peace
or in time of war, is a crime under international
law which they undertake to prevent and to
punish.

Article II: In the present Convention, geno-
cide means any of the following acts committed
with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a
national, ethnic, racial or religious group, as such:

(a) Killing members of the group;
(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to

members of the group;
(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group con-

ditions of life calculated to bring about its physical
destruction in whole or in part;

(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent
births within the group;

(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group
to another group.

This formulation was a major innovation in
international law. The concept of genocide was
absent from the Nuremberg trials (1945–1946),
because at the time only the concept of ‘‘crimes
against humanity’’ was recognized under inter-
national law. Article 6c of the statutes of the
International Military Tribunal that convened at
Nuremberg incorporated the text of the London

Agreement of 8 August 1945, which added
‘‘crimes against humanity’’ to crimes against peace
(Article 6a) and war crimes (Article 6b): ‘‘namely,
murder, extermination, enslavement, deportation,
and other inhumane acts committed against any

civilian population before or during the war; or
persecutions on political, racial or religious
grounds in execution of or in connection with
any crime within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal,
whether or not in violation of the domestic law of

the country where perpetrated.’’ The convention of
1948, in nineteen articles, built on the declaration
unanimously passed by the United Nations General

Assembly in 1946 that genocide was ‘‘a crime
under international law, contrary to the spirit and
aims of the United Nations and condemned by the
civilized world.’’

These moral and legal steps were the direct
outcome of World War II. In 1941 Winston
Churchill had spoken of a ‘‘crime without a name’’
to describe the horrors of the slaughter of Jews and

others by Nazi Germany. The Polish Jewish refu-
gee jurist Raphael Lemkin had given that crime a
name in 1943. He called it genocide—compounded
from the Greek genos (race) and the Latin occidere
(killing)—and published it in his seminal work Axis
Rule in Occupied Europe (1944). Lemkin summa-
rized his thoughts in different texts when he was
appointed an advisor to the American justice at the
Nuremberg trials, Robert Jackson.

The international legal definition of the crime
of genocide is found in Articles II and III of the
Convention on Genocide, which describe the mind
of the genocidal agent, who manifested the ‘‘intent
to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical,
racial or religious group, as such,’’ and the acts of
the genocidal agents. Describing genocide and the
perpetrators of genocides was necessary to establish
the character of the crime and the criminals respon-
sible for it. The convention allowed for considera-
tion of past crimes, ‘‘Recognizing that at all periods
of history genocide has inflicted great losses on
humanity.’’ This meant that retroactive legal action
was possible. The notion of genocide has since
been applied both to later atrocities, such as the
massacre of Tutsis in Rwanda in 1994, and to ear-
lier ones, such as the massacres of Armenians in
1915.

The Convention on Genocide marked the
beginning of a new era in international thinking
about mass crimes, largely through the creation of
a new category of legal and moral analysis, the
category of genocide. Each genocidal catastrophe
since then has been seen in terms of its specificity—
the historical context of the crimes—and its uni-
versality: the desire to eradicate a part of humanity.
As Lemkin put it, ‘‘the practice is ancient, the word
is new.’’ What distinguished genocides from mass
killings and ethnic cleansing throughout history is
that death is no longer a means to a political end,
but an end in itself. Once the possibility of wiping
out entire peoples was established as a criminal
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reality, then the notion that genocide touches
everyone at the core was chillingly persuasive.

One problem in the emergence of the term
that persists is how to define genocidal intent.
Most such massacres are carried out in secrecy;
hence the establishment of intent is a difficult,
though not impossible, matter. Similarly, there is
the problem of partial genocides, the destruction of
parts of groups, such as the Anatolian Armenians in
1915 but not those living near Istanbul. Does the
fact that some people of a particular group were left
alone diminish the force of the claim that the mur-
der of others of the group constituted genocide?

Clearly, while the 1948 convention remains an
important foundation, it may seem outmoded in a
world that is ever more fragmented; and yet, its
utility and significance have been confirmed since
the crimes in the former Yugoslavia and in Rwanda
in the 1990s. While not a fully developed legal
concept, genocide is a term that describes the limits
of humanity and inhumanity reached in the twen-
tieth century and beyond.

See also Genocide; International Law; Nuremberg War
Crimes Trials; War Crimes.
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ANNETTE BECKER

n

CORPORATISM. Corporatism was an ideol-
ogy and model of social, economic, and political
organization especially with extreme-right and fas-
cist regimes in the 1930s and during World War II.
The system of industrial relations in Western

Europe between 1950 and 1975 was labeled as
neo-corporatism.

ORIGINS

Corporatism started as an ideological project, prop-
agated by Catholics in the last quarter of the
nineteenth century, referring to an idealized me-
dieval society, without class conflict. Corporatism
can be defined as a dual antagonism: antiliberal
and antisocialist. In political liberalism the indivi-
dual faces the state, without intermediary struc-
tures, which had been abolished with the French
Revolution. Political participation is a right of the
individual and only the state can impose rules,
which, in principle, apply to all citizens. In corpora-
tist ideology an individual belongs to a community
based on his or her occupation and these commu-
nities are the foundations of society (‘‘organic’’
society). Corporatism implies a degree of transfer
of regulatory power from the state to organizations
enabling them to impose rules on the members of
the occupational community. The transfer of state
power can vary, the highest stage being a corpora-
tist parliament. Legally binding collective wage
agreements are a weaker type of corporatism.
Corporatism also was an answer to socialism, stres-
sing class collaboration initially by integrating
employers and workers in one organization as the
medieval guilds (‘‘mixed trade unions’’), later by
systems of social consultation. Corporatism ham-
pered the solidarity of the working class since the
principle of organization was not class but occupa-
tion (or economic sector). Corporatism was a means
to enclose the working class as well. From an eco-
nomic point of view, corporatism was more antilib-
eral than anticapitalist. In contrast to socialism, the
private property of the means of production was not
put into question and corporatism was a way to
regulate the economy on another basis than laissez-
faire liberalism and socialist state intervention.

These basic ideas were developed in the papal
encyclical Rerum Novarum (1891), which favored
the growth of Catholic trade unions, positioning
themselves as an alternative to socialist unions. The
corporatist ideal could be put into practice by
means of councils for collective bargaining with
representatives of the trade unions and the employ-
ers’ organizations. This system was quite common
after World War I, when the labor movement
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became a political force. This process of democra-
tization had two basic components: universal
(male) suffrage and the recognition of the trade
unions. Systems of collective bargaining at sector
level and advisory social and economic councils
were introduced. The former decided on wages
and working conditions while the latter advised
government and parliament on social and eco-
nomic policy. By means of these institutions trade
unions and employers’ organizations were inte-
grated into the structures of the state. In Belgium
commissions paritaires (joint commissions) were
established in the key sectors of the economy. In
the Netherlands the Hoge Raad van Arbeid
(supreme labor council) with representatives of
the labor unions, employers’ organizations, and
independent scholars was founded in 1919. In
Weimar Germany a national economic council
and collective bargaining at sector level were part
of the postwar political pacification and was even
constitutionalized.

THE GROWTH OF CORPORATISM

The extent to which these systems match the ideal
definition of corporatism is debatable, but groups
advocating corporatist ideology saw these institu-
tions as the starting point for a more ambitious
reform. This was the case in the Netherlands where
Catholic organizations elaborated a system of joint
industrial councils in 1919–1920. The joint indus-
trial councils would have far-reaching regulatory
power in the social and economic field giving the
labor unions employee participation on economic
matters. This issue split the Catholic movement,
employers arguing that the economy was the
monopoly of business and that participation should
not go beyond wages and working conditions. At
the same time, the radicalization of the Dutch
workers, of which the project was a manifestation
as well as a reaction against, came to an end. The
Belgian Catholic trade union campaigned for a
corporatist program inspired by the Dutch exam-
ple. It was an alternative to socialism as well, which
grew rapidly in the wake of the war.

Corporatist programs were also part of the
crisis of liberalism, which emerged after World
War I and came to a climax in the 1930s, when
corporatism, elaborated again in the encyclical
Quadragesimo Anno (1931), was seen as an answer

to the crisis. Attempts were made to introduce

corporatist reform within parliamentary systems.

The initiative came from Catholic organizations,

for example, in Belgium and Switzerland. The idea

was to make a separate structure for decision mak-

ing on social and economic policy, based on the

system of industrial relations already referred to.

Basically, this corporatism had two political pur-

poses: social pacification and a reform of the state.

The economic crisis of the 1930s made economic

regulation seem inevitable. Corporatism could

avoid direct state intervention, which did not

match the Catholic state theory built on the princi-

ple of subsidiarity. A corporatist organization, based

on parity, protected business against a parliament

and a government dominated by the labor move-

ment. Through the corporatist structure, trade

unions and employers’ organizations obtained poli-

tical power, direct or indirect, depending on the

type of corporatism. This explains the support of

the socialist trade unions for moderate corporatist

projects, and projects with a corporatist component

as Hendrik De Man’s labor plan in Belgium.

AUTHORITARIAN CORPORATISM

Besides this corporatism compatible with parlia-

mentarism, authoritarian corporatism was put for-

ward by Far Right and fascist movements as an

alternative to democracy. In the ideology of the

Far Right corporatism had been present since the

1920s. The concept was rather vague because there

was no model that could be followed until 1926

when Benito Mussolini introduced corporatism as

part of Italy’s fascist state. This corporatism was

based on a single trade union and a single employ-

ers’ organization. Membership was compulsory. In

the corporations at sector level, representatives of

both organizations were equally represented but

the leader was appointed by the state. A national

corporatist council was established as an advisory

board to the ministry of corporations. Strikes were

illegal and a labor magistrate dealt with social con-

flicts. Corporatism was a means to exclude the non-

fascist trade unions. In 1926 the fascist union

obtained the monopoly of workers’ representation.

In 1927 the new social organization was laid

down in the Labor Charter, a feature of most

authoritarian corporatist regimes. In Portugal and

Spain a type of corporatism strongly resembling the
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Italian model survived until 1974 and 1975,

respectively.

Portuguese corporatism was the most elaborate

and illustrates how authoritarian corporatism actu-

ally worked. The labor statute and a corporatist

constitution were promulgated in 1933, but the

corporatist structure was only completed in the

1950s. The foundations of corporatism were gre-
mios and syndicatos. All the employers of the sector

were members of a gremio. Gremios were preexist-

ing employers’ organizations or were created by

the state. Gremios represented the employers and

negotiated with the syndicatos (trade unions).

Syndictos were, like the gremios, single organiza-

tions. To frustrate working-class solidarity, they

were organized at the district level and not at the

national level (in 1931 the General Confederation

of Labor, or CGT, had been disbanded). In the

countryside casos du povo (people’s community

centers) were established at the level of the

parish, matching the corporatist ideal of mixed

organizations: the farmers were members, while

the landowners were patrons and held power. In

1937 the Portuguese system changed: landowners

had their gremios and the casos do povo played the

same role as the syndicatos in industry. The fishery

included casos dos pescadores (fishermen’s centers),

mixed organizations of workers, employers, and

harbormasters, but workers were dominated by

the other groups. These basic structures were

established in the 1930s, but paradoxically the cor-

porations were only created in 1956. Since 1936

the Organization of Economic Coordination

(OEC) regulated the economy and was the link

between the basic corporatist organizations and

the state. The OEC enabled the state to control

the economy. This was one of the reasons why the

formation of the corporations lasted twenty years.

In the meantime, a set of collaborative agencies

promoted the corporative idea. The Unia
Nacional, headed by A. O. Salazar, composed of

bureaucrats and officials, had to mobilize support

for the regime. A paramilitary organization was

assigned to defend the social order and the cor-

poratist idea. This social order had been defined in

the labor statute, which strongly resembled the

Italian charter. The socialist and communist

unions had been outlawed before 1933 and the

formation of the new syndicatos was a priority for

the regime, which saw the working class as a threat.

In contrast to the labor unions, private employers’

organizations continued to exist and corporatism

was advantageous to business: business dominated

the OEC and the corporatist system favored mono-

polies and cartels. The standard of living of the

Portuguese workers lagged behind and social

security remained underdeveloped. The corpora-

tions had a political representation, the Chamber

of Corporations, and were members of the Council

of State, a top-level advisory body.

In the three southern European countries

(France, Italy, and Spain), corporatism was a pillar

of an authoritarian regime and state and party had a

firm grip on the system. The same situation applied

to corporatism in central and Eastern Europe:

Bulgaria, Albania, Yugoslavia, the Baltic states,

Romania, Greece, Poland, and Austria under

Engelbert Dollfuss.

The social organization of Nazism differed

from the ‘‘southern’’ model to the extent that the

factory and not the sector prevailed. The factory

was defined as a ‘‘community of labor,’’ where

labor and capital had to work together for the sake

of the company. The Führerprinzip (leader princi-

ple) gave the employer, the Führer of his ‘‘commu-

nity of labor,’’ a dominant position. The role of the

trade union, the German Labor Front, was rather

limited at the factory level. The interests of the

workers had to be defended by the State Trustee

of Labor, a civil servant for whom maintaining

social peace was the primary task. It can be debated

to what extent the social and economic organiza-

tion of Nazi Germany can be labeled ‘‘corporat-

ism,’’ because the state played a dominant role.

This was especially true in the social field. The

economy was organized in Reichsgruppen, compul-

sory statutory trade organizations that had the

monopoly for the representation of business inter-

ests. In the Reichsgruppen workers had no repre-

sentation at all. The stronghold of the state on the

corporatist structure was in the end a feature of all

the authoritarian corporatist regimes. There was a

difference between worker’s and business organiza-

tions, however. While the latter could maintain a

certain degree of autonomy, and there often was a

symbiosis between the private employers’ organiza-

tions and the official corporatist structures, the
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trade unions lost their autonomy and were subor-
dinated to party and state.

World War II expanded corporatism because
corporatist structures following the Nazi model
were introduced in occupied countries. In Vichy
France a social system based on corporatism was
established following the principles of a labor
charter.

NEO-CORPORATISM AND ‘‘FORDISM’’

Although corporatism lost legitimacy with the
defeat of fascism and Nazism, it did not disappear
but was transformed: a system of collective bargain-
ing and statutory trade organization became part of
the model of democracy that took shape in the
aftermath of the World War II. Organized labor
and employers’ organizations were integrated in
the state through a specific set of institutions next
to government and parliament, for social and to a
lesser extent economic policy-making. These insti-
tutions consisted of councils for social consultation
and collective bargaining and advisory economic
and social councils. This ‘‘neo-corporatism’’ was a
result of a tradeoff between employers and trade
unions on one side and the state and organized
interests on the other. The first tradeoff, following
liberation from Nazi occupation, was in some coun-
tries laid down in solemn declarations of labor and
employers’ leaders as the Social Pact in Belgium or
as the Foundation of Labor in the Netherlands.
Workers’ organizations did not question capital-
ism, as employers enhanced social progress and
trade union participation. The second tradeoff was
not subject to codification but developed with the
actual functioning of the system. Trade unions
participated in policy making and were responsible
for the implementation of the decisions that had
been taken, implying control over the rank and file.
This was labeled ‘‘interest intermediation’’ by poli-
tical sociologists of neo-corporatism. From the lib-
eration to the economic crisis of the 1970s a new
type of economic regulation, called ‘‘Fordism,’’
emerged in Western Europe. Economic growth
was based on mass consumption and the increasing
purchase power of the workers, which was financed
by gains in labor productivity. Neo-corporatism
served as a mechanism to adjust wages and labor
productivity in order to maintain profitability. The
economic doctrine underpinning this economic

policy was Keynesianism, stressing state interven-
tion in the economy. The parliamentary system had
originally been designed to contain state interven-
tion, thus neo-corporatism served to adapt the
structure of the liberal state to this new role.
Social policy was no longer decided in parliament
but in special (parity) councils and advisory bodies
that guaranteed trade unions and employers’ organi-
zations direct involvement in social and eco-
nomic policy making. The economic crisis of the
1970s caused a shift in economic thought from
Keynesianism to neoliberalism, questioning neo-
corporatism as incompatible with free market
capitalism. By the end of the twentieth century,
however, systems of industrial relations based on
wage moderation agreed on by employers’ organiza-
tions and labor unions, such as the Dutch ‘‘polder
model,’’ emerged. These systems, which were often
codified in a social pact, had corporatist characteris-
tics as well.

See also Fascism; Labor Movements; Trade Unions.
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Schütz, Roland, and Regina Konle-Seidl. Arbeitsbeziehun-
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KIRK LUYTEN

n

CORSICA. This island of 8,722 square kilo-
meters, situated in the Mediterranean Sea some
two hundred kilometers off the southern coast of
France, is a veritable mountain in the middle of the
sea. Sparsely populated (with 260,000 inhabitants
in 1999), it belongs to the Italian sphere of influ-
ence, but became French when the Republic of
Genoa provisionally ceded it to France in 1768.
In reality, it constitutes a kind of autonomous ter-
ritory within the kingdom of France. During the
Revolution, Corsica was designated a department
when all of France was divided up for administra-
tive purposes; and under the empire that followed,
the most famous Frenchman of the day, Napoleon
Bonaparte, was Corsican. As a result, the island
gradually became better integrated with France.
All the same, throughout the nineteenth century
and for the first part of the twentieth, Corsica had a
completely different political organization from
continental France, which, whatever its formal
institutions, was actually based on clientelism, or
‘‘clanism.’’ Broadly speaking, government authori-
ties let well enough alone as far as political life in
Corsica was concerned and were not particularly

concerned with fraud that had taken place when
establishing voter registration rolls. Economically,
the island was poor, but population growth was
easily absorbed by continental France and the colo-
nies. Corsicans played an important role in colonial
ventures, as well as in the French army and admin-
istrative apparatus.

In the 1960s this traditional equilibrium, both
human and economic, was upset by the end of the
colonial enterprise and the return of many
Corsicans who had been living in North Africa. In
addition, a new generation emerged that sought to
bring the island out of its economic isolation so
that young people might remain there and find
work. An independence-minded nationalist move-
ment developed in Corsica during this time,
spawned by what came to be called the ‘‘Aléria
incident’’ of 22 August 1975, when two policemen
were killed during an assault on a wine and spirits
store occupied by ‘‘regionalist’’ militants, who
would soon take the name ‘‘nationalists’’ under
the leadership of two brothers, Edmond and Max
Siméoni.

At the dawn of the twenty-first century, the
question of Corsica’s status had been a recurrent
theme in French political life for more than twenty-
five years. A wave of successive governments, and in
particular their interior ministers, sought to settle
the question, shifting back and forth between
negotiation and repression. As just one example,
the interior minister under the government
of Lionel Jospin, Jean-Pierre Chevènement,
appointed an iron-fisted prefect who wanted to
bring the island firmly under the control of
French law in all aspects of everyday life. His mis-
sion ended in farce when he sought to have the
police set fire to an illegal beachfront restaurant.
Chevènement resigned when he felt the govern-
ment was making too many concessions.

The trouble is that no government can envision
ceding a portion of its national territory and yet
independence is precisely what the nationalists
seek. The vast majority of Corsicans are caught
between the French government and the national-
ists: they do not want independence but they rarely
demonstrate, for fear of being the victims of a
terrorist attack themselves or because custom pre-
vents them from denouncing those nationalists
who are guilty of violence, even though they
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disapprove of them. There are a number of reasons
why a majority do not favor independence: a por-
tion of the Corsican population lives on the
Continent; there have been numerous marriages
between Corsicans and continental French; no
other French department receives as many subsi-
dies, both legally and through back channels; and
no other French department has a higher ratio of
civil servants and welfare recipients. This last argu-
ment is less persuasive for the young, among whom
the nationalist movement finds the majority of its
recruits.

Corsica has experienced violence, only occa-
sionally punctuated by periods of calm, since the
nationalist movement began. In its first fifteen
years, more than five thousand acts of armed vio-
lence were recorded, including almost daily bomb-
ings that attacked the ‘‘symbols of the French
state’’ such as public buildings, police stations,
and ‘‘colonizers,’’ both those from continental
France and pieds noirs, Corsicans who had returned
from the colonies. The modern farms built by
Algerian repatriates on Corsica’s east coast, for
example, were destroyed by nationalist attacks. In
1976 a number of diverse groups united into the
Front de Libération Nationale de la Corse (FLNC;
National front for the liberation of Corsica); but in
the ensuing years it was plagued by incessant
schisms caused by disputes about strategy or diver-
gent material interests. Many nationalist groups
turned into regular mafias, which led to scores of
settling of accounts, at times constituting a verita-
ble civil war. Violence reached an extreme on 6
February 1998, when the island’s most senior
French civil servant, its regional prefect, Claude
Erignac, was assassinated.

This constant unrest is obviously highly unfa-
vorable to economic activity. Potential investors
flee the island, and agriculture and industry are
extremely limited. The paradox is that, aside from
the public sector, the only significant economic
activity is tourism, favored by the climate and sce-
nic beauty. This is true to such an extent, in fact,
that, contrary to the wishes of its nationalists, the
island has come to depend primarily on tourism.
For two months every year, Corsica is overrun by
some two million visitors.

Over time the violence has wearied the major-
ity of the population, and the demand for

‘‘Independence Now!’’ is fading in nationalist cir-
cles. Furthermore, the progressive installation of
new institutions such as the Territorial Assembly,
granted significant powers, is slowly transforming
conditions in Corsica, and it is conceivable that the
island is headed toward a broad-based autonomy.

See also France; Italy.
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JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

n

COUNCIL OF EUROPE. The Council of
Europe, established by the London Treaty of 1949,
was the first of the supranational European institu-
tions. Starting as a group of ten Western European
states, it has constantly expanded in accordance
with the democratization process in European
countries and in 2005 comprised forty-five mem-
ber states, covering all of Europe: the twenty-five
members of the European Union; some other
Western European states, such as Switzerland,
Iceland, and Norway; and Turkey and the states
that have emerged from the breakdown of the for-
mer Yugoslavia and the former Soviet Union.

Despite its ambitious objectives, with coopera-
tion extending potentially to every sphere other
than defense, the Council of Europe is weak in its
institutional procedures. With the exception of the
European Court of Human Rights, which is its
most innovative body, the council contains only
standard intergovernmental institutions. These
comprise a Committee of Ministers, which assem-
bles foreign affairs ministers twice a year and can
adopt recommendations without binding force; a
parliamentary assembly; and a committee of local
and regional authorities, comprising elected repre-
sentatives of the member states with consultative
powers only. Unlike the European Union, the
Council of Europe does not have a supranational
executive and does not adopt legally binding stan-
dards. Accordingly, its field of operations is limited
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to exchange of experiences, discussion concerning
democracy, and technical assistance in countries
undergoing a transition to democracy. The council
is an international body that operates only at a level
of influence in domains such as the development of
the state of law and democracy, combating racism,
and the protection of minorities. Nevertheless,
some of the conventions that it has adopted—par-
ticularly those relating to the protection of regional
minorities and languages—have given rise to bitter
disputes in countries that are experiencing ethnic
tensions or that cherish a tradition of republican
integration.

The only sphere in which the Council of
Europe’s activities have demonstrably expanded is
the protection of human rights. The European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms, adopted in 1950, did
not add any rights to those already safeguarded
within the internal systems of the member nations,
but it did specifically establish a supranational
mechanism for safeguarding those rights. The
European Court of Human Rights, established in
1959 and based in Strasbourg, is the cornerstone
of this mechanism, which has gradually led to the
formation of a true European rule of law. The
process was hybrid at the outset: the council’s
member states were not obliged to ratify the con-
vention and even if they did ratify it they could still
withhold from individuals living on their soil the
right to address their petitions directly to the
European Court. Moreover, court pleadings were
subject to political screening before being con-
veyed to the court. A Commission of Human
Rights, made up of independent members but
elected by the Committee of Ministers, decided
on the admissibility of the petitions and sought to
reach an amicable settlement with the state con-
cerned before referring it to the court, which
meant that only 2 percent to 3 percent of petitions
were actually examined by the judges.

Since 1998 the procedure has been simplified,
and it resembles a federal judicial review. Member
states are now obliged to grant individuals living on
their soil—whether they are nationals or not—the
right to address their petitions directly to the
European Court once they have exhausted the ave-
nues of internal appeal. The court examines these
petitions and gives definitive and binding

judgments that are nevertheless devoid of sanction

apart from possibility that the condemned state

could be expelled from the Council of Europe,

which is an entirely hypothetical scenario. The

European Court in Strasbourg has as many judges

as member states—in 2005, forty-five—who are

elected for six-year terms by the parliamentary

assembly, at the recommendation of the

Committee of Ministers. Although these judges

enjoy relatively weak guarantees of independence

compared with the members of other supreme

courts (a short, renewable term and the correlation

between the number of states and judges may have

given rise to fears that the judges would not dare to

oppose the principal states), the European Court

has been innovative in its case law. Basing itself on

the theory that its task is not only to protect but

also to develop and promote the European heritage

of fundamental rights, the court seeks to advance,

through its judgments, the traditional rights of the

convention in accordance with the development of

custom and practice. With the support of human

rights organizations that encourage private parties

to address petitions to it, the court seeks to extend

the fundamental rights to states in which the rule

of law is least well established by regularly con-

demning torture, discrimination, and judicial guar-

antees that it considers inadequate. More generally,

it aims to carry out pioneering work by extending

the scope of Europe’s traditional rights in domains

such as sexual freedom, political pluralism, and

labor organizing.

Relations between the Council of Europe and

the European Union are almost nonexistent,

although the twenty-five members of the union

also belong to the council. Although the

European Parliament—a European Union institu-

tion elected by direct vote—shares its benches in

Strasbourg with the parliamentary assembly of the

Council of Europe, which is made up of national

authorities, that is roughly where the contact

ceases. The two courts—the Luxembourg court,

which is a European Union institution, and the

Strasbourg court—follow each other’s case law

closely and seek to avoid inconsistencies, but they

are not associated by any formal agreement.

However, the constitutional treaty of the European

Union, signed in 2004, includes a provision that the

European Union should itself be a member of the
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Council of Europe, making it possible for the acts of
European Union institutions to be examined by
the court in Strasbourg, which would make it
the supreme European court in the domain of
fundamental rights.

See also European Court of Justice; European
Parliament; European Union; Human Rights.
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PAUL MAGNETTE

n

COUNTERINSURGENCY. Insurgency
has been the subject of extensive study, ongoing
debate, and endless controversy. Like most forms
of irregular war, it confounds efforts at precise
definition. Long associated with communist ‘‘wars
of national liberation,’’ insurgency has been widely
considered illegitimate by Western governments,
who often faced such conflicts as their empires
collapsed after the World War II. The tendency of
the United States since the attacks of 11 September
2001 to label all forms of political violence below
the level of conventional war as ‘‘terrorism’’ adds to
the confusion surrounding this form of conflict.

The emotional connotations surrounding the
term, its imprecise use, and its confusion with ter-
rorism point to the need for clear definitions of
insurgency and its corollary, counterinsurgency.
Such clarification must precede any historical over-
view of this most persistent form of conflict.

DEFINING TERMS

Insurgency is a campaign to gain control of a state
from within through a combination of propaganda,
guerrilla warfare, and terrorism. Guerrilla warfare
refers specifically to the military activities of insur-
gents, usually against military units and police of a
threatened state. Analysts distinguish between
insurgent guerrillas and partisan guerrillas (usually
referred to simply as partisans) who operate behind
enemy lines and in support of regular forces resist-
ing an invasion. Guerrillas operate out of uniform

in small bands using hit-and-run tactics. They
attack isolated government outposts, ambush small
military and police units, and disrupt communica-
tions within a state. Faced with superior force, they
disappear into the general population, which either
actively supports them or at least acquiesces to their
presence.

Terrorism, like guerrilla warfare, is a weapon in
the insurgent arsenal. Calculated to spread fear,
such acts aim to disrupt the normal functions of a
state. Insurgents will assassinate officials, bomb
government buildings, and murder members of
the general population who support the existing
order as a warning to others. In contrast to con-
temporary religious terrorism, insurgent terrorism
seeks to make a dramatic statement without produc-
ing mass casualties. Both prefer symbolic targets
and foster the impression that they can strike any-
where at any time. Insurgents, however, find killing
people they seek to win over to their cause counter-
productive. Two historical examples make this con-
trast abundantly clear. When the Irgun Zvai Leumi
bombed the King David Hotel in Jerusalem in
1946 as part of their campaign to expel the
British from Palestine, they phoned in a warning
before detonating their bomb. More than ninety
people died when the British ignored the warning,
but killing them was not as important to the insur-
gents as destroying a symbol of British power.
When Al Qaeda attacked the World Trade Center
in 2001, it sought both to destroy a symbol of
American economic strength and to kill as many
people as possible.

The political objective of gaining control of a
country links guerrilla warfare and terrorism into a
coherent insurgent campaign. Insurgencies usually
occur within states characterized by significant
degrees of misrule and popular discontent with
the status quo. Insurgents seek to exploit such
discontent by persuading disaffected people that
conditions would improve once the insurgents gain
power. They communicate their agenda, which
usually includes an attractive list of reforms and
social programs, through propaganda. To succeed,
insurgents need not persuade that many people to
support them. They require only the active support
of the few and the tacit acceptance of the many.
Most people with a poor standard of living (abso-
lute or relative), limited opportunities, and few
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political rights will be fence-sitters during insur-
gency, struggling to survive while waiting to see
who will make their lot better.

Counterinsurgency, as the name suggests, con-
sists of those efforts by a threatened state to defeat
insurgency. Any counterinsurgency campaign,
however, that merely reacts to insurgent attacks will
fail. For this reason, one of the gurus of Western
counterinsurgency, Sir Robert Thompson, objected
to the term entirely. A threatened state must, first
and foremost, identify and address the causes of
unrest that foster the insurgency in the first place.
These sources of discontent may be economic,
social, political, or any combination of the three.
Like the insurgents who threaten it, a reforming
government will try to sell its program to disaffected
people through propaganda. Unlike the insurgents,
though, the state will actually have to show some
progress in improving conditions. Meeting the
needs of its people is, after all, the raison d’être for
any government. Because such measures aim to
regain the trust of a disaffected population, this
aspect of counterinsurgency is often referred to as
‘‘winning hearts and minds.’’

Because a reforming government is even more
vulnerable to attack than a repressive one, it must
take measures to protect people, institutions, and
critical infrastructure from terrorism and guerrilla
warfare. Given the extent of such vulnerability, the
state must also undertake offensive action against
the insurgents. In doing so, it must make every
effort to use force in a limited and selective manner.
An overreliance on force will alienate people
further and drive them into the arms of the
insurgents.

TYPES OF INSURGENCY

The foremost practitioner of insurgency and the
man who wrote the first practical guide for con-
ducting it was the Chinese communist leader Mao
Zedong (1893–1976). In his decades-long strug-
gle to overthrow the government of Chiang
Kai-shek, Mao adopted a phased approach to Karl
Marx’s general theory of proletarian revolution,
which he later articulated in his book On
Guerrilla Warfare (1937). Mao envisioned and
implemented a strategy specifically designed for
China’s demographic situation. He planned to
secure an isolated area as a base, win support of

the country’s vast rural population through propa-
ganda, engage in guerrilla operations, and then,
when his movement was strong enough, engage
Chiang Kai-shek’s regular forces, which were often
tied down protecting urban areas. Mao would thus
‘‘drown the cities in a sea of peasants.’’

Mao’s victory in 1949 led many insurgents to
emulate his methods. Few actually succeeded, and
those who did enjoyed the advantage of attacking
‘‘soft colonial targets.’’ Only Fidel Castro pulled off
a truly Marxist insurgency against the decidedly
corrupt government of Fulgencio Batista y
Zaldı́var in Cuba. Mao’s success had the unfortu-
nate effect of convincing the West that all insur-
gencies were communist-inspired. By far the largest
number and the most successful were primarily
anticolonial, even if the insurgents espoused com-
munist doctrine. Failure to distinguish between
these two motivations had tragic consequences for
the United States in Vietnam.

COLONIAL COUNTERINSURGENCY

CAMPAIGNS

The World War II left European colonial powers
severely weakened. Virtually all of them had suf-
fered defeat at the hands of the Germans and/or
Japanese, shattering the myth of Western military
invulnerability. Asia in particular saw the emer-
gence of revolutionaries who had fought the
Japanese and who were not about to accept the
restoration of colonial powers. The postwar anti-
colonial insurgencies produced distinctively
national counterinsurgency responses. The French
and British experiences in particular provide a vast
body of information and a stark contrast in oppos-
ing strategies.

French counterinsurgency France experienced
by far the most extensive and humiliating experi-
ence in World War II. Defeated by the Nazi blitz-
krieg in 1940, the country suffered four years of
occupation, during which the Japanese overran
its colony in Indochina. A communist resistance
movement led by Ho Chi Minh fought the
Japanese and determined to secure independence
after the war. The Vietminh organization launched
a highly effective campaign, assassinating pro-
French village leaders while winning the support
of local people.
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In combating this threat, the French made

every mistake a counterinsurgency campaign can

make. They deployed a heavily armed, mechanized,

road-bound army to fight lightly armed, mobile

guerrillas. They relied on brutality and excessive

firepower and tied their forces down in cities and

fortified garrisons, thus losing touch with the

Vietnamese people. The climax came in 1954,

when the frustrated French tried to establish a for-

tified outpost at Dien Bien Phu. They sought to

draw the insurgents into battle and destroy them

with heavy artillery. General Vo Nguyen Giap,

however, turned the tables on the French, cutting

off the garrison and overrunning the position.

This stunning defeat led to French withdrawal

from the northern part of Indochina, but it did not

lead to reform of French methods. Within a few

years the nation found itself tied down in yet

another desultory conflict in Algeria. Despite some

successes, French forces again relied on repressive

methods that alienated Algerians, French citizens at
home, and the international community. The inevi-
table ignominious withdrawal occurred in 1962.

British counterinsurgency Britain enjoyed a
greater degree of success in its counterinsurgency
campaigns than the French or any other colonial
power. This success derived from trial and error
during more than a century of ‘‘imperial policing’’
and from some unique features of British common
law. British counterinsurgency strategy rested on
four broad, flexible principles: minimum force,
winning hearts and minds, civil-military coopera-
tion, and tactical flexibility. English common law
dictated that use of force to subdue unrest had to
be the least amount necessary to achieve an
immediate result. Limitations on the use of force
led the British to address the causes of unrest that
led to insurgency in the first place, in an effort to
‘‘win the hearts and minds’’ of the disaffected
population. Once people saw their lives improving,

Vietnamese soldiers attack the French position at Dien Bien Phu, 1954. The failure of the French counterinsurgency

campaign in Vietnam was sealed by the unsuccessful attempt to establish a garrison at Dien Bien Phu. ªDIEN BIEN PHU

MUSEUM/REUTERS/CORBIS
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they might support the government rather than
the insurgents, even to the point of providing intel-
ligence to the security forces. To implement the
counterinsurgency strategy, the British relied on
local committees of police, military, and civil offi-
cials. They applied the same decentralization to
military operations, in which junior and noncom-
missioned officers enjoyed considerable latitude in
discharging their duties.

The British achieved their greatest success
against communist insurgents in the Federation
of Malaya (1948–1960). Like the French, the
British had experienced a humiliating defeat by
the Japanese. The Marxist Malayan People’s
Liberation Army, which the British had trained
and equipped to fight the Japanese, launched an
insurgency against colonial rule after the war. They
gained support of Chinese peasants who lived a
subsistence existence in squatter villages along the
jungle fringes. To separate the insurgents from this
support, the British relocated the population into
new, protected villages with better homes, running
water, medical clinics, and schools. They offered
the Chinese land and citizenship. This approach
produced the intelligence that allowed small units
to pursue the insurgents deep into the jungle.

Critics of the British approach maintain that it
was achieved under favorable circumstances and, in
any event, represented little more than a holding
action. To be sure, British counterinsurgency did
not produce an unbroken string of victories, as the
withdrawal from Palestine in 1947 and South
Arabia in 1967 indicate. However, a Malayan-style
victory in Oman (1970–1975) and what appears to
be success in Northern Ireland suggest that the
success of British counterinsurgency derives from
more than fortuitous circumstances and good luck.

OTHER INSURGENCIES

While most insurgencies target colonies, two
occurred within Europe itself. Basque separatists
in Spain sought an independent homeland consist-
ing of Basque provinces in Spain and France.
Catholic insurgents in Northern Ireland pursued
unification of the province with the Irish Republic

Basque Fatherland and Liberty, better known
as ETA from the Basque acronym, drew support
from a Basque population deprived of its language,
culture, and institutions by the dictatorship of

Francisco Franco (1892–1975). ETA launched its
campaign in the 1960s with attacks on police and
government institutions within the Basque region
and Madrid. The insurgents’ greatest success came
with the assassination of Franco’s handpicked suc-
cessor, Admiral Louis Carrero Blanco, in 1973.
This success also marked the beginning of ETA’s
decline. The reestablishment of democracy follow-
ing Franco’s death in 1975 resulted in a new
Spanish constitution that granted the Basque prov-
inces limited autonomy, use of the Basque lan-
guage, and cultural independence. Continued
violence in spite of these concessions, particularly
a bombing that killed twenty-one in Barcelona
in 1987, turned public opinion against ETA.
Improved counterinsurgency methods, including
an extradition treaty with France, contributed
further to ETA’s decline. The organization
declared a cease-fire in 1998, and although it
announced an end to the cease-fire in late 1999,
ETA was much less visible in the first years of the
early twenty-first century. The Northern Ireland
insurgency began in 1969 as a civil rights move-
ment against what had become an apartheid regime
oppressive of Catholics. The Provisional Irish
Republican Army (PIRA) gained control of the
movement and launched an insurgency against
British rule. After initial blunders, including the
Bloody Sunday massacre of 1972, the British redis-
covered their traditional approach to counterinsur-
gency, combining economic development and
political reform with selective use of military forces.
The PIRA’s failure to achieve military success led
them to seek a political settlement. Both sides
agreed to a cease-fire in 1994 and the Good
Friday Accords in 1998. Despite some setbacks,
this settlement has held.

IRAQ AND BEYOND

The war in Iraq has made it painfully clear that
insurgency remains one of the most persistent
forms of conflict. Unfortunately, the conduct of
this war shows that conventional armed forces have
learned little from past wars. The American-led
coalition was ill prepared for a protracted war and
only slowly adapted to what was finally acknowl-
edged as an insurgency rather than mere terrorism.
A few participants, however, most notably the
British and the Dutch, took their own painful his-
torical experience to heart and applied a more
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patient, comprehensive approach to the struggle. If
the counterinsurgency experience of the last cen-
tury is any guide, this is the only approach that will
work.

See also Algeria; Basques; ETA; Palestine; Vietnam War.
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CRAXI, BETTINO (1932–2000), Italian
politician.

Leader of the Italian socialist youth movement,
member of the central committee of the PSI
(Italian Socialist Party) from 1957 and supporter
of the movement toward autonomy, Bettino Craxi,
who was born in Milan in 1934, entered the leader-
ship of the party in 1965 and was among the
promoters of the unification between the PSI and
the Social Democrats. A deputy from 1968 and
vice-secretary of the PSI from 1970, he was elected
its national secretary in 1976. He followed a poli-
tical line aimed at reinforcing the autonomy of the
PSI, especially from the PCI (Italian Communist
Party), against which he entered into an open
polemic with the express intent of ‘‘re-equilibrating’’
the forces of the Left; at the same time, he formed a
sometimes conflicted alliance with the Christian
Democrats.

His criticism of Marxism, rehabilitation of lib-
eral socialism, and accentuation of libertarian prin-
ciples and socialist humanism, present in the
tradition of the PSI, were the result of a reflection
undertaken in harmony with the accelerated
changes occurring in Italian society. The turn-
around was emphasized even in the new symbol

of the party (a red carnation), which was added at
the Congress of the PSI of 29 May 1978, when
Craxi was reelected secretary.

After the end of the historic compromise the
socialists of Craxi chose to return to government
with the DC (Christian Democrats), thus terminat-
ing all dialogue with the Left and indeed initiating
a violent offensive against the Communists. Craxi,
who was at the time the undisputed leader of the
party, made maximum use of the coalition-forming
power of the PSI to place himself before the
Catholic party as a preferred partner for ensuring
the ‘‘governability’’ of the country.

From August 1983 to March 1987 (4 August
1983–27 June 1986 and 1 August–3 March 1987),
Craxi remained at the helm of a five-party coalition,
composed of the DC, PSI, PSDI (Italian Socialist-
Democratic Party), PLI (Italian Liberal Party),
and PRI (Italian Republican Party). On 8 February
1984 at the Villa Madama, with Cardinal Agostino
Casaroli (1914–1998), he signed the new Concord
between Italy and the Holy See.

During the first Craxi government, the Achille
Lauro, an Italian cruise ship, was hijacked on 7
October 1985 by four men from the Palestinian
Liberation Organization while the ship was sailing
from Alexandria to Port Said, Egypt. The hijackers
directed the ship to sail to Tartus, Syria, and
demanded the release of fifty Palestinians then in
Israeli prisons. Refused permission to dock at
Tartus, the hijackers shot one wheelchair-bound
passenger—an American Jew named Leon
Klinghoffer—and threw his body overboard. The
ship headed back to Port Said, and after two days of
negotiations, the hijackers agreed to abandon the
ship for safe conduct and were flown toward
Tunisia aboard an Egyptian commercial airliner.
The plane was intercepted by U.S. Navy fighters
and was directed to land at the naval air station of
Sigonella, a NATO base in Sicily, where the hijack-
ers were arrested by the Italians after a disagree-
ment between U.S. and Italian authorities. Craxi
and the minister of foreign affairs, Giulio Andreotti
(b. 1919), refused U.S. president Ronald Reagan’s
requests for extradition of the hijackers, declaring
that the Italian government had jurisdiction over
its own territory, even though the territory in ques-
tion was a NATO naval base. The decision was
probably due both to security concerns about
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terrorists taking revenge against Italian targets and
to an Italian tradition of diplomacy with the Arab
world. The hijackers’ leader, Abu Abbas, fled to
Yugoslavia and was convicted in Italy in absentia.

Long a representative of the PCI at the Socialist
International and a member of the European
Parliament, Craxi served as a representative of the
Secretary General of the United Nations, Javier
Pérez de Cuéllar (b. 1920), responsible for prob-
lems of debt in developing countries (1989), and
then as a special counselor for issues regarding the
development and consolidation of peace and secur-
ity. From the beginning of the 1980s, however, the
first scandals began to break over the PSI: in 1981,
in the course of investigations of the P2 (the
Masonic lodge headed by Licio Gelli [b. 1919]),
leading members of the Socialist Party were impli-
cated. Among the documents confiscated from P2,
record was found of a Swiss account, the
‘‘Protection’’ account, which was destined in the
1990s to set judges on the trail of the illicit finan-
cial dealings of Craxi and his collaborators. In 1983
the arrests of several provincial and regional asses-
sors from Turin and Savona set the stage for a
mudslide that would sweep over the entire govern-
ing elite, and above all the PSI of Craxi, which
became a virtual symbol of the corruption.

The year 1992 marked the beginning of Mani
Pulite (clean hands), the inquest on kickbacks paid
by businessmen to officeholders in order to obtain
contracts. The investigation, undertaken by public
prosecutors of the Republic of Milan, in particular
judge Antonio di Pietro (b. 1950), gave a mortal
blow to already tormented parties. On 2 May 1992
the Socialist ex-mayors Paolo Pillitteri (b. 1940),
Craxi’s brother-in-law, and Carlo Tognoli (b.
1938) were subpoenaed, but the operation did
not spare even members of the DC and the PDS
(the new name of the Communist Party). On 14
July 1992 the Socialist ex-foreign minister Gianni
de Michelis (b. 1940) was also subpoenaed. The
Enimont case (January 1993), called the ‘‘mother
of all kickbacks,’’ revealed how the leading parties
in government distributed kickbacks. The scandal
led to the suicides of several Italian businessmen,
while in Parliament subpoenas began to arrive for
all the ministers of the parties of the governing
majority, including the party leaders. In the
Senate Craxi denounced in vain the collective

responsibility of politicians and captains of indus-
try, all of whom were aware of the illegal system of
party financing. In February 1993 Craxi resigned
from the secretariat of the PSI.

In May 1994 he moved to Hammamet,
Tunisia, where he would not miss an occasion to
send advice and admonishments and to express his
concerns for the fate of Italy and socialism, which
was on the route to dissolution (on 13 November,
the PSI was disbanded). On 29 July 1994 Craxi
and Claudio Martelli (b. 1940), his understudy,
were condemned in the affair of the ‘‘Protection’’
account. From then on Craxi was considered a
fugitive, though he continued to call himself an
exile. The Tunisian government always supported
him, refusing to grant his extradition. On 27
October 1995, together with Martelli and other
government leaders, he was condemned in the
Enimont trial.

On 27 October 1999 his health worsened and
there was discussion about the possibility of sus-
pending his sentence to allow him to return to
Italy for medical care. After a kidney procedure,
he died on 19 January 2000 in Hammamet, of
cardiac arrest.

See also Crime and Justice; Di Pietro, Antonio; Italy.
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CRIME AND JUSTICE. Although most
countries within Europe had at least rudimentary
statistics on crime and disorder by the beginning of
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the twentieth century, drawing cross-national com-

parisons is a hazardous enterprise. Laws varied

between countries, as did the ways in which those

laws were implemented and criminal statistics clas-

sified. Changes over time and between countries in

access to telephones or cars, inevitably had an

impact on the willingness and the ability of the public

to report crimes, as indeed did their relationships

with the police. Political concerns also meant that

crime data for Soviet bloc countries was rarely reli-

able. That said, there appears to have been a steady

increase in reported crime throughout the twentieth

century, albeit the pace of change varied. In Ireland,

for example, the postwar rise in recorded crime was

far greater in (British) Northern Ireland than in the

Irish Republic; in England and Wales the postwar

increase began much earlier than it did in the

Netherlands.

However, it was not until the widespread

deployment of victim surveys in the 1980s that

researchers were able to draw direct comparisons.

The first International Crime Victimisation

Survey (ICVS) was completed in 1989, and

repeated in 1992, 1996–1997, and 2000, pro-

viding a partial, but nonetheless welcome basis

for addressing crime concerns within Europe.

This reveals that car-related crime and other

property crime predominate, and interpersonal

crime, including robbery, is less common. Over

the twenty-year period, risk of crime appears to

have been relatively high in England and Wales

and the Netherlands, lower elsewhere, with

Northern Ireland notably having low rates for

conventional crimes despite political unrest. In

general, public attitudes are positively correlated

with levels of risk. For example, ‘‘fear’’ of crime

has been relatively high in England and Wales,

and early-twenty-first-century falls in concern

over burglary parallel a decline in levels

of burglary, with risk halving in England and

Wales in the 1990s. Among former Eastern bloc

countries, government corruption appears to be

a particular problem. Official statistics and data

from the ICVS also indicate a rise in crime dur-

ing the 1990s, but partly as a result of the

greater publicity given to crime and disorder

issues, public concern increased markedly. This

in turn affects considerations about appropriate

policing styles and sentencing strategies.

POLICY AND PRACTICE

The political map of Europe has changed dramati-
cally since 1914. Two world wars and their after-
math, and the emergence of the Soviet empire and
its dissolution, have shifted both national bound-
aries and alliances. This clearly has an impact upon
criminal justice policy. Invading powers, principally
Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union, imposed
their own models of policing and control on their
satellites, and one of the first priorities of the gov-
ernments of liberation was to reestablish their own
systems. Other influences, both within and outside
Europe, have also applied. The Council of Europe
and the European Union (EU) have each been
instrumental in encouraging members (and in
the latter case prospective members) to attain
minimum standards. From outside, international
bodies such as the United Nations, Amnesty
International, and Interpol, and countries such
as the United States, have equally attempted to
influence core criminal justice policies within
European nation-states. Such approaches have
been supplemented with the expansion of the
global village, whereby policy makers consciously
examine examples of good practice from abroad
and assess how they might be adapted for home
consumption.

Nevertheless, the concept of a European
approach to crime and disorder is a misnomer.
National traditions have been modified, in many
cases overturned, but national distinctions are still
evident. There are still more differences in the
approaches of European countries to crime and
disorder than there are similarities.

POLICE SYSTEMS

By the early twentieth century, all European
nations had at least one professional police system.
However, differences in the ways these were struc-
tured and controlled and the range of responsibil-
ities accorded the police were marked. As Brian
Chapman noted, on much of continental Europe
there was a long tradition of powerful, centralized
police organizations. Within Nazi Germany and
the Soviet Union, consequently, the police systems
that achieved notoriety were variants of a tradi-
tional model, rather than a new invention. The
specter of this all-powerful weapon of state control
was a major reason why a modern police system
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was so strongly resisted in England, and why the
model of policing adopted there in the nineteenth
century was so different.

For example, Raymond Fosdick, a New York
police administrator who toured Europe at the
beginning of the twentieth century, contrasted sys-
tems of continental Europe with those of England
and Wales and the United States. Although scarcely
a scientific analysis, his account highlighted a num-
ber of differences between the typical Continental
force and the situation in England and Wales. In
the former, the police was centralized, in the latter
locally based; in the former, a paramilitary body, in
the latter routinely armed only with a truncheon; in
the former, responsible for a range of administra-
tive roles in addition to crime control, in the latter
adopting a service-orientation to crime control.

Nevertheless, as Fosdick acknowledged, there
were considerable variations within continental
Europe, with perhaps the most extreme examples
in western Europe to be found in France, Italy, and
Spain. However, in none of these countries was
there only one centralized and all-powerful force.
This was partly because, following the French
Revolution, rulers were reluctant to ascribe too
much power to one body, so one centralized para-
military force was often counterbalanced with
either a second national body or a plethora of local
urban forces. Interestingly, because the major
threats to control were seen to come from abroad,
across national boundaries, or from within, with
mass marches on the capital, the more centralized
and militaristic police forces invariably covered the
countryside. In France, for example, the gendar-
merie was responsible for maintaining order in rural
areas, being housed in police barracks locally and
supported in emergencies by the gendarmerie
mobile. In contrast, local forces policed the larger
cities, before being incorporated into a second cen-
tralized force, the police nationale, in 1966.

In other parts of Continental Europe, a local
input was more evident. In Germany, for example,
there was a commitment to county (or lander)
autonomy. The West German police system was
also radically changed in the postwar period by
the Allies, with administrative responsibilities
scaled down and the structure demilitarized In
the Netherlands, before reform in the 1990s, the
power and wealth of the cities meant that the

balance between urban forces and a national
gendarmerie covering the countryside was rather
different than in France. Scandinavian police sys-
tems have also tended to be localized, although the
Swedish system was centralized between 1965 and
1984.

On mainland Britain, the paid police evolved
somewhat differently. The vast array of county and
metropolitan forces spawned in the nineteenth cen-
tury was rationalized in the twentieth century, with
amalgamations eventually leading to forty-three
forces in England and Wales and eight in
Scotland. From the beginning, officers were uni-
formed. While in the United States early develop-
ments comprised a resistance to uniforms, these
being seen as militaristic reminders of a colonial
past, in Britain uniforms were seen as necessary to
guard against the secret police system favored in
much of Continental Europe. Unlike on the
Continent, officers were also ‘‘citizens in uniform,’’
with minimal special powers, and welfare/service
roles were incorporated. However, despite the
community policing imagery, barriers were estab-
lished between police officers and the communities
they policed: for example, community influence
was more restricted than in the United States and
police personnel were often recruited from other
areas of the country.

Caution is also required before conceptualizing
a British model of policing. From the beginning,
the police in Ireland was molded differently. The
problems of maintaining control in a hostile envir-
onment resulted in a paramilitary police force run
from London, and formed the blueprint for subse-
quent colonial forces formed throughout the
British Empire. Following partition, the Irish
Republic maintained a centralized system, but
‘‘civilianized’’ the police. In the North, the newly
formed Royal Ulster Constabulary continued the
paramilitary tradition. In the early twenty-first cen-
tury it is in the process of reform, following the
1999 Patten Report, but the difficulties of radically
changing police traditions are evident. Elsewhere in
the British Isles, separate autonomous police forces
exist on the Isle of Mann, Guernsey, and Jersey, the
latter in particular epitomizing a community-based
system.

At the other extreme, the police system created
in Vladimir Lenin’s Soviet Union was more akin to
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the traditional Continental model, with a paramili-
tary centralized militia subordinate to the powerful
secret police. This model was imposed across the
Eastern bloc in the late 1940s, where it became
known as the repressive police. When these coun-
tries and parts of the Soviet Union gained their
independence in the 1980s and 1990s, the new
governments were committed to police reform. In
this endeavor they variously solicited advice from
the United States and Western European neigh-
bors, and attempted, among other things, to sever
the link between government and operational poli-
cing, reduce the administrative responsibilities of
the police, advance community policing, decentra-
lize, and civilianize the police. Undoubtedly
changes have occurred, but they have lost momen-
tum, partly due to increased popular concern about
crime and safety. Additionally, U.S. influence, epi-
tomized in the funding of an Eastern European
police college in Budapest, has emphasized the
war against organized crime, and especially the
international drug problem, rather than the need
to democratize and decentralize the police. The
entry of many former Eastern bloc countries into
the European Union at the turn of the twenty-first
century, and scrutiny of police systems in those
under consideration, may however lead to future
modifications.

Certainly the European Union has had a sig-
nificant impact on national arrangements. Trevi,
for example, was established in 1975–1976 as an
intergovernmental cooperative mechanism between
member states that established working parties com-
posed of senior officers from different European
police forces to plan joint operations. The Schengen
Treaty of 1962, expanded most notably through
the 1984 Fontainebleau Declaration, espoused as
its basic principle the desirability of freedom of
movement within the European Union, but in
recognizing that this facilitated the movement of
illegal goods and services, also sought to enhance
international police cooperation. The United
Kingdom has not been a party to Fontainebleau,
but in much of Europe the principle of greater
cooperation has been accepted, initially through
Trevi and later through the Schengen Conven-
tion of 1990 and the 1991 Maastricht Treaty.
More recently, the European Drugs Unit, created
in 1994, developed into a full-scale European
Police Office (Eoropol), providing cross-border

coordination mainly in relation to drugs, immigra-
tion, terrorism, people trafficking, forgery, and
vehicle trafficking, and the European Police
College (CEPOL) was established in 2001.
Ironically, moves to facilitate cooperation have also
served to emphasize differences and, on occasions,
have led to conflict, a case in point being German
and Swedish concern over the more liberal Dutch
approach to drug control.

Other changes appear to be more a response to
local circumstances than international concerns.
For example, local police units have been intro-
duced in France, Italy, and Spain, to supplement
centralized systems. Other changes include the
removal of a range of noncrime responsibilities
from the police in France under the presidency of
François Mitterrand. However, while it is tempting
to see these as indicative of a convergence across
Europe there is little evidence of any consistency
here. Rather, it appears that governments have
used their autonomy to respond to national issues
where they arise. For example, in Germany the
significance of the national police has faded as bor-
der patrols have become less necessary, and the
Dutch system, never excessively centralized, was
changed due to controversy over area variations in
police costs, and is now structured in a way that is
more akin to England and Wales. This suggests
that in discussing police systems in Europe there
is a need to be mindful of the differences between
counties, as well as the caveat that increased coop-
eration is quite different from harmonization or
convergence.

THE PENAL SYSTEM

Differences between different European countries
are equally evident in terms of alternative ways of
dealing with known offenders. While the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries saw prison replacing
capital and corporal punishment as the ultimate
sanction, and imprisonment becoming a sentence
in its own right rather than prisons being a place
of detention prior to trial, fine payment, or
deportation, it was viewed very differently in
different European countries at various points
in time. In England and Wales, efforts were made
to reduce the prison population in the interwar
period and then briefly during the 1970s and
late 1980s, but generally the English system is
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characterized by expansionism. During the
‘‘Troubles’’ in Northern Ireland the prison popula-
tion also reached record proportions, although
since the Northern Ireland agreement it has fallen
dramatically. However, in neither case has the use
of imprisonment come close to the situation in the
United States.

Elsewhere in Europe, the use of imprisonment
as a sanction against political dissent reached its
extreme in the Soviet Union and other Eastern
bloc countries. If the police were the first arm in
maintaining totalitarian regimes, the prison systems
provided a second arm. Social and political dissent
was met by an extensive and brutal penal system.
Traditionally a high proportion of the population
was imprisoned, sentences were relatively long, and
inmates confined in large, overcrowded institutions
characterized by dire living standards and harsh
regimes.

As with the police, one of the main priorities of
the emerging new democratic governments was to
reduce the use of imprisonment. To achieve this,
amnesties, conditional release, and squashed con-
victions had an immediate impact, while long-term
changes were attempted by modifying sentencing
patterns, decriminalization of some former crimes,
and the expansion of community sentences like
probation. Nevertheless, the political will to change
has been more evident in some countries, such as
Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary, than in
others, including the Baltic States, Moldova,
Ukraine, Belarus, and Russia. Moreover, even in
the former more radical countries, policy changes
have been challenged by a public increasingly con-
cerned about crime and disorder.

In the postwar period, the most distinc-
tive reductionist example in Europe was the
Netherlands, where the rate of imprisonment fell
from the 1950s to the early 1990s, a policy com-
monly attributed to the pragmatic and liberal
approach adopted by policy makers who, unlike in
the United States and Britain, were not under
pressure from a public demanding more punitive
sentencing. This low rate was not due to a lower
rate of sentencing, but to a high rate of cases being
discontinued, combined with use of short sen-
tences. However, Dutch policy changed dramati-
cally in the 1990s, with imprisonment rising and an
apparent end to Dutch tolerance. As a result, by

2002, the rate had risen to 100 per 100,000 popu-
lation, lower than the European average but above
that in all Scandinavian countries as well as
Belgium, France, and Switzerland, among others.
At the other extreme, England and Wales have
traditionally had a relatively high rate of imprison-
ment by Western European standards, although
this does not appear to have had any effect on
their crimes rates. Nevertheless, imprisonment has
become a more popular sanction in Europe in the
late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. It
thus seems that while rates of imprisonment, in
Western Europe at least, are well behind those in
the United States, the move is toward an increased
use of custody.

Traditionally, probation has been considered
the natural alternative to imprisonment. However,
although it emerged in the nineteenth century in
the United States and Britain as a means for pro-
viding community support for offenders, in much
of Europe its origins are more recent. In countries
with a civil law tradition, suspended sentences,
usually without any conditions of supervision, were
more common, and probation has been introduced
along with a growing array of noncustodial alter-
natives. Electronic monitoring has also been
imported from the United States, and while it is
not a common sentencing choice it is now
deployed in a range of European countries, includ-
ing England and Wales, Scotland, the Netherlands
and Sweden. However, as in the United States,
an expansion in more demanding and punitive
community sentences appears to have been at the
expense of other noncustodial sentences, rather than
as a replacement to prison. There is therefore per-
suasive evidence that sentencing policies in Europe
are becoming increasingly punitive, reflected in both
an increased willingness to imprison and an expan-
sion in community punishment. That is not to
ignore the expansion of more constructive alterna-
tives such as mediation and restorative justice.
Moreover, variations between the nations of
Europe in their approach to prison and its alterna-
tives are still considerable.

SUMMARY

The structure and role of the police and the opera-
tion of the penal system within countries of Europe
depend on both crime and disorder and public
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perceptions of ‘‘the crime problem’’ and on social

and political traditions, adjusted as they have been

by wars, fought-for independence, and the forging

of alliances. However, while criminal justice sys-

tems have been subject to extensive change, and

convergence can be identified in police operations,

the changing nature of probation, and expanding

prison populations, there are nonetheless consider-

able differences. New policies and practices are

adopted partly as a result of international pressures

and the search for examples of good practice

abroad, but they are also the result of internal

pressures. In consequence, considerable differences

remain in the ways that different countries within

Europe perceive and confront their crime problems.

See also Death Penalty; Drugs (Illegal); European Court
of Justice; International Law; Police and Policing.
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R. I. MAWBY

n

CROATIA. In 1914 all the Croatian regions
were part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Croats
were the majority in two such regions (with strong
Serb minorities). The ‘‘kingdom of Croatia-
Slavonia’’ in the north, with its capital in Zagreb,
was attached to Hungary and enjoyed some degree
of autonomy, with its own institutions: the ban (vice-
roy) and the sabor (parliament). Along the Adriatic,
in the south, Dalmatia, belonging to Austria proper,
also had its own provincial parliament but without
autonomy. The two regions were essentially rural.
Dalmatia was particularly poor, isolated, and
depopulated because of emigration. Croats asked
for, and never obtained, the union of the two pro-
vinces. There were also Croats in Bosnia and Istria.

Croat opinion was divided between the
‘‘Croat-Serb coalition,’’ the more bourgeois party,
heir to the ‘‘Yugoslav Movement’’ of the nine-
teenth century, and the purely Croat parties that
were more popular, particularly the ‘‘Croatian
Peasants Party’’ of Stjepan Radić (1871–1928).
Thanks to poll-tax suffrage, the former held the
majority in both Chambers. In 1910 Radić’s party
only had nine deputies in the parliament of Zagreb
(out of seventy-seven).

During World War I most Croat soldiers
fought loyally in the Austrian army. In the case of
an Allied victory, many feared the division of the
region between Serbia and Italy (which had in fact
been the intention of a secret inter-Allied agree-
ment signed in London in 1915). To avoid this, a
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possible solution was for all of the regions where
Croats lived to unite with Serbia, in the name of
the Yugoslav idea. This was the choice made in
1914 by a few Croatian politicians, mostly from
Dalmatia. Exiled in Paris, they founded a
‘‘Yugoslavian committee’’ in 1915 that sought to
negotiate with Serbia and to be recognized by the
Allies as legitimate representatives of Slovene,
Croat, and Serb subjects of the Habsburgs.

In October 1918 Austria collapsed. The Serbian
army liberated Serbia and marched west. The Italians
progressed along the Adriatic. The threat of division
became greater. The parliaments of all the southern
Slavic provinces of the empire sent delegates to
Zagreb. They founded a ‘‘National Committee of
Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs’’ (SHS) presided over
by Anton Korošec (1872–1940), a Slovene, but
dominated by Svetozar Pribićević (a Croatian Serb).
They proclaimed the independence of the ‘‘SHS
State’’ and their desire to unite with Serbia. Only
one delegate, Radić, who favored an independent
republic of Croatia, protested. The delegation went
to Belgrade where it agreed to the fusion of the two
States: SHS and Serbia, into one ‘‘Kingdom of
Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs’’ (later called
‘‘Yugoslavia’’), proclaimed on 1 December 1918 by
the regent and future king, Alexander Karadjordjević
(1888–1934). The state’s structure as either a federa-
tion or a union, was to be decided by a future con-
stituent assembly.

THE MONARCHY OF YUGOSLAVIA (1918–1941)

At first, the union of Croatia and Serbia was wel-
comed. It seemed the only alternative to division
and anarchy. Moreover, a part of the Croat elite
embraced the idea of a ‘‘Yugoslavian people’’ unit-
ing Croats and Serbs as equals. But very quickly the
methods employed by the Serb army and bureau-
cracy, the disadvantageous currency exchange rate,
the suppression of autonomous Croatian institu-
tions, and the Serb seizure of all key positions fed
discontent. As of 1919, in the constituent assembly
elected by universal suffrage, Radić’s Peasants Party
won more than half of the Croat vote, and the
Communists also did well. But Radić’s followers
boycotted the vote on the constitution and the
Communist Party was banned. It was therefore a
truncated assembly that voted for the constitution
of 1921. The latter established a rigorously

centralized system, based on the Serbian model,
and gave the king great power.

The following twenty years were characterized
by the ongoing conflict between Belgrade’s central-
izing will and Croats’ resistance. The Croat elite
quickly renounced the Yugoslav ideal of the pre-
ceding generation and joined the masses of farmers
in protest against the regime. Several times, the
army fired on peaceful Croat demonstrators, and
Croatian intellectuals were assassinated. In 1928,
on the floor of the parliament in Belgrade, Radić
and two other representatives were shot down by
one of their Montenegrin colleagues.

The king suspended the constitution and pro-
mulgated another even more centralizing document.
Ante Pavelić (1889–1959), a Croatian extremist
representative, sought asylum in Italy, where, under
the protection of Benito Mussolini (1883–1945), he
founded the Ustaše (insurgent) movement, a terrorist
organization. In 1934 he had King Alexander assas-
sinated when the monarch was visiting Marseille,
France. The dictatorship continued under the prime
ministers appointed by the king’s successor, Prince
Regent Paul (1926–1976).

An attempt at conciliation was made in 1939.
The royal government concluded an agreement
with Vladko Maček, successor of Radić, creating a
‘‘banovina [province] of Croatia’’ that would be
largely autonomous and would include a part of
Bosnia. In April 1941 Yugoslavia was invaded by
Nazi Germany and collapsed in a matter of days.

THE USTAŠE REGIME (1941–1945)

The Germans wanted an independent Croatia.
Maček, the main Croat leader, refused to collaborate
with them. The Ustaše took power. They proclaimed
the ‘‘Independent State of Croatia’’ (NDH). Their
leader, Pavelić, became chief of state, ‘‘poglavnik’’
(führer). The new state encompassed all of Bosnia
but had to relinquish a part of Dalmatia to Italy.

The Croat population welcomed the country’s
independence as if it had been liberated. But the
enthusiasm for the Croat state did not translate
into adhesion to Ustaše policy. Strong resistance
quickly took shape.

The NDH was a typical fascist state: a one-man
dictatorship marked by a single- party system, arbi-
trary decisions, violence, concentration camps, and
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massacres. But its nationalism learnt to live with

complete submission to Germany and Italy. The

single party, the Ustaše, was not a party of the

masses. It remained a small violent group that did

not have much influence upon society.

Because the NDH encompassed all of Bosnia,

only 53 percent of the population was Catholic

Croat, but 17 percent was Muslim and 30 percent

Orthodox Serb. The regime decided to lean on the

first two groups and to eliminate Serbs, who were

expelled, converted to Catholicism by force, or killed.

This program was put into effect with village mas-

sacres and deportations to death camps. Jews and

Roma (Gypsies) were exterminated. The casualty

count has often been exaggerated, but it was estab-

lished that approximately three hundred thousand

Serbsdiedduring the war in Croatia and Bosnia: some

died in combat or in other war-related ways, but

probably at least half died in these systematic killings.

This policy naturally triggered armed resis-

tance, first among the Serbs who were its primary

target, but also among many Croats and Muslims.

The rebels divided into two enemy movements: the

‘‘chetniks,’’ Serb royalists under General Dragoljub

Mihailović (1893–1946), and the communist ‘‘par-

tisans,’’ led by the Croat Josip Broz (1892–1980),

known as Tito. The ‘‘chetniks,’’ all Serbs, mas-

sacred Croat and Muslim populations and collabo-

rated with the Italians and sometimes with the

Germans. The ‘‘partisans’’ were open to all ethnic

groups, their organization the sole conduit that

Croatian resisters, who were more and more

numerous, could turn to. Soon, Pavelić’s govern-

ment controlled less than half of its territory. The

partisans—who recruited from every group, were

more effective, and were supported not only by the

Soviet Union but also eventually by the Western

Allies—were victorious. In May 1945 they finished

conquering Croatia and took Zagreb.

Dubrovnik, Croatia, photographed in 2005. The ancient port city of Dubrovnik, a center of Slavic culture during the medieval

period, was heavily damaged in the fighting that followed the breakup of Yugoslavia. A subsequent rebuilding effort restored

the city to its position as a resort and tourist destination. ªPHILIPPE GIRAUD/GOODLOOK/CORBIS
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COMMUNIST YUGOSLAVIA (1945–1990)

In its beginning, the regime was very harsh.
Thousands of prisoners were executed without trial
(the Bleiburg massacre), and Catholic priests were
murdered. Archbishop Alojzije Stepinac (1898–
1960) was sentenced to solitary confinement. A
single-party regime was established, Stalinist meth-
ods were put into effect, and the economy was
entirely nationalized.

But on the institutional level, the new power
got off on a different footing than did the mon-
archy before the war: it was federalist and not uni-
tarian. Croatia (minus Bosnia but including Istria,
which was taken away from Italy) became one of six
federated republics. The Croat and Serb nations
were recognized.

As of 1948, after the breakup between Tito
and the USSR, the regime distanced itself from
Stalinist methods. The state economy was
replaced with a self-management policies.
During the 1960s and 1970s economic growth
was rapid. Industry and tourism increased, as did
the emigration of workers, especially to Germany.
With the end of the 1960s and some liberaliza-
tion of the regime, a movement appeared
demanding full acknowledgment of Croatian spe-
cificity. In 1971, with the wide support of the
population, the communist leaders began reforms
to that end. It was the ‘‘Croatian Spring,’’ a
movement repressed by Tito, who fired those
communist leaders and ordered more than one
thousand arrests.

In 1974 a new constitution established an
almost confederate regime that gave much power
to the six republics and to the two autonomous
provinces. A large number of the demands of the
Croatian Spring were met. After Tito’s death in
1980, in spite of the economic deterioration,
Croatia was at peace until 1989.

Decentralization displeased the Serbs, who
were scattered across several republics and prov-
inces. They wanted to strengthen the central
power, or the attachment to Serbia of all regions
where Serbs lived (including in Croatia). This
demand, first expressed by the opposition, was
adopted and supported in 1986 by Slobodan
Milošević (1941–2006), a new Serb Communist
leader, who, in 1989, abolished the autonomy of

the two provinces of Kosovo and Voivodine. The
other republics felt threatened.

THE EXPLOSION OF YUGOSLAVIA AND THE

WAR OF INDEPENDENCE (1990–1995)

The conflict deepened in 1990 when, after the fall
of communism in neighboring countries, the
Yugoslav republics also organized free elections.
The communists won the elections in Serbia and
Montenegro. In Croatia, the winner was a new
nationalist party, the HDZ (Croatian Democratic
Community). Franjo Tudjman (1922–1999), its
leader and a former partisan who had been jailed
several times under Tito, was elected president. His
policy displeased Croatian Serbs, who openly
rebelled in the summer of 1990.

In 1991 Milošević blocked the functioning of
the federal presidency in order to prevent the pend-
ing election of a Croat, Stipe Mesić. Federal troops
supported the armed rebellion of the Croatian
Serbs. Croatia, following Slovenia’s example, orga-
nized a referendum and proclaimed its indepen-
dence on 25 June 1991. Belgrade answered with
war: first in Slovenia, which the Yugoslavian army
evacuated two weeks later, and then in Croatia,
where the fighting lasted six months (July 1991–
January 1992).

Rural regions where Serbs were the majority,
called Krajina (borderlands), proclaimed a
‘‘Republic of Serbian Krajina’’ (RSK), which sepa-
rated itself from Croatia. The federal army, using
artillery and aviation, and aided by local militias and
volunteers from Serbia, gained increasing control
of the ground, occupying eventually a third of
Croatia, from which all Croats were thrown out
(three hundred thousand refugees, massacres,
much destruction). Dubrovnik and Osijek were
besieged and bombarded, as well as Vukovar,
which was taken in November and where many
Croat prisoners were murdered.

Croats had little to resist with but still managed
to raid federal barracks for weapons. In some
regions, they also chased away or massacred Serbs.
They succeeded in preserving their main cities and
the integrity of their territory.

European attempts at mediation remained inef-
fective for six months. In December of 1991, the
European Union, at the behest of Germany,
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decided to recognize Croatia’s independence.

Fighting stopped in January 1992. According to

the ‘‘Vance plan’’ (named after the American me-

diator Cyrus Vance [1917–2002]), the regions of

Croatia conquered by the Serbs were placed under

the military occupation of United Nations troops

but remained under the control of the RSK. In

violation of this plan, the Croats who had been

chased out were not allowed to return.

From 1992 to 1995 war raged in Bosnia. The

Croats of Bosnia armed themselves against the

Serbs, but very quickly began fighting Bosnians

as well: Tudjman also wanted to annex a portion

of Bosnia. In 1994 the United States succeeded in

stopping the fighting and convinced each side to

join with the other against the Serbs. The

Croatian army made rapid progress in Bosnia,

and in two very quick military operations (May

and July 1995), reconquered almost all of the

Krajina, from which the Serb population was evac-

uated by order of their own leaders. This victory

facilitated the conclusion of the Dayton

Agreements, which put an end to the war in

Bosnia and enabled Croatia to peacefully recover

that portion of its territory (Vukovar) that was still

occupied.

POSTWAR PERIOD (FROM 1995)

Croatia has definitely secured its independence

and reunited its territory. It was ruined by the

war, but reconstruction went quickly, and the

economy began to grow again, thanks especially

to tourism. Tudjman’s rule became more and

more personal, authoritarian, and nationalistic,

but the president died in December 1999 and

the HDZ, his party, lost the 2000 elections. The

new president, Mesić, who was very hostile toward

nationalism, established, in two successive admin-

istrations (the first was dominated by the Socialists

until the elections of 2003 and the next involved a

renewed HDZ), a policy of democratization and

reconciliation with Croatia’s neighbors aimed at,

eventually, Croatia’s membership in the European

Union.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Milošević, Slobodan;
Sarajevo; Serbia; Tudjman, Franco; World War I;
World War II; Yugoslavia.
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Maček, Vladko. In the Struggle for Freedom. Translated by

Elizabeth and Stjepan Gazi. University Park, Pa., 1957.
Translation of Memoari. Memoirs of one of the princi-
pal Croat leaders between the two world wars.
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srušena Jugoslavija: Politički memoari. Testimony of
the last president of Yugoslavia, before he became the
second president of Croatia.

Tomac, Zdravko. The Struggle for the Croatian State:
Through Hell to Democracy. Translated by Zrinka Kos
et al. Zagreb, Croatia, 1993. Testimony of a Croat
politician, minister in 1991–1992.

Tudjman, Franjo. Horrors of War: Historical Reality and
Philosophy. Translated by Katarina Mijatovic. New
York, 1996. Translation of Bespuča povijesne zbiljnosti:
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CROCE, BENEDETTO (1866–1952),
Italian intellectual and political theorist.

Benedetto Croce was a proudly independent
scholar with an astonishing reach that included
philosophy, history, political thought, and literary
criticism. Born to a wealthy family in the Abruzzi,
he lived in Naples after 1886, except when par-
ticipating in Roman political life—as a senator
beginning in 1910 and as minister for education
in Giovanni Giolitti’s brief postwar government.
After Benito Mussolini assumed dictatorial power
in January 1925, Croce became the regime’s lead-
ing critic.

Through his books and his essays for his jour-
nal La critica (1903–1944), Croce sought to
develop a publicly accessible philosophy adequate
to the positivistic culture of modern industrial
society, which no longer met human needs for
religious meaning. Yet he did not believe, with
Hegel, that philosophy could rationally compre-
hend all of reality. Philosophy’s role was to offer
an orientation or ‘‘faith’’ that would preserve a sense

of the absolute without any claim to knowledge
outside human experience. The various modes of
human action—aesthetic, logical or scientific, prac-
tical, and ethical—were distinct moments whose
interaction might be appreciated contemplatively
but which could not be rationally grasped together.

His first major work, the Estetica (1902;
Aesthetics), presented humanity as a spectacularly
creative species with vast powers of intuition that
allowed it to shape history just as poets and artists
shaped their works. The book led to a Croce cult
among young intellectuals over the next decade,
which, however, broke apart in 1914 when he
refused to back Italian intervention into World
War I.

After the war, Croce was slow to recognize
fascism’s intrinsic illiberalism and dictatorial trajec-
tory. Traumatized by the cataclysmic impact of the
war, the Bolshevik Revolution, Italy’s biennio rosso
(two red years, 1919–1920), and the birth of
Italian Communist Party in 1921, he was among
those members of the liberal establishment seized
by a ‘‘return to order’’ mentality that blinded them
to the danger Mussolini represented.

The war itself had a profound effect on Croce’s
political ideas. He was never a nationalist, but the
war led him to a heightened emphasis on the
inevitability of struggle and war, which was a uni-
versal, human passion. He came to believe that
individuals have a duty to act on behalf of their
country quite independently of any universalist
ideals they might also hold. What especially wor-
ried him during the war was that the Italian state
might be enfeebled because it had succumbed to
the antiwar propaganda of the socialists and the
Catholics. A similar logic fed his initial support
for Mussolini, whose politics had been made neces-
sary by the chaos of the war but that, he hoped,
would cleanse Italy of various utopianisms and
thereby prepare the way for a more mature liberal
state.

Croce never offered a sociological or political
analysis of fascism but simply responded to it at the
level of pragmatic politics. Before 1925, he wrote
several journal articles offering guarded support for
the regime. Then, after Mussolini assumed dicta-
torial power and Giovanni Gentile, his former col-
laborator on La critica, launched a ‘‘Manifesto of

C R O C E , B E N E D E T T O

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 741



the Fascist Intellectuals,’’ Croce responded with

a ‘‘Manifesto of the Anti-Fascist Intellectuals’’
(May 1925), for which he gained hundreds of

intellectual supporters. This attitude prevailed

until the regime fell in July 1943, at which point

he developed a more historical and philosophical

assessment of the regime as a ‘‘parenthesis’’ in

Italian history.

Croce rejected Italy’s ‘‘ethical state’’ tradition,

which had culminated in Gentile. For him, the

ethical state was a statolotria (state worship) that

rested upon a confusion between public and private

spheres. Yet he supported the early Fascist regime

because he believed its suspension of normal con-

stitutional liberties in order to combat threats from

the Left would ultimately strengthen the liberal

state. Even the violence of Fascist squadrismo and

the crisis precipitated by the murder of the Socialist

Giacomo Matteotti in 1924 did not overly concern

him because, like Machiavelli, he was convinced

that politics was necessarily bound up with evil.

Only when he saw that fascism was succeeding in

establishing itself as a regime that would supplant

the liberal state rather than serving as an ugly pre-

lude to a new version of it did he move into the

opposition.

During the years of the regime, he wrote some

of his most important works: Storia d’Italia dal
1871 al 1915 (1928; History of Italy from 1871

to 1915), Storia d’Europa nel secolo decimono
(1932; History of Europe in the nineteenth cen-

tury), and La storia come pensiero e come azione
(1938; History as thought and action). Although

his continued presence in Italy, which included his

role as a senator in a lifeless parliament, may have

helped legitimate the regime, these works operated

as subtle critiques of fascism. Moreover, he did not

shy away from oppositional public stands. In 1929

he was the only senator to oppose the Lateran

Accords with the Vatican, and he was an outspoken

opponent of the ‘‘racial laws’’ of 1938.

After the war, Croce took part in two cabinets

and was elected to the Constituent Assembly in

1946, but he mostly devoted himself to scholarship

and to the Institute for Italian Historical Studies

until his death in 1952.

See also Fascism; Italy; Mussolini, Benito.
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CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS. The Cuban
Missile Crisis of October 1962 is the closest the
world has ever come to full-scale nuclear war, and
fear of the narrow means by which true disaster was
averted frightened European and North American
leaders into changes that dramatically altered the
international system. Thereafter the Cold War
entered a more stable phase, as the superpowers
shifted from direct confrontation to a series of
proxy wars fought over the ensuing generation
throughout the developing world. Washington
and Moscow each recognized a need for diffusing
their mutual tensions in the wake of the crisis,
while their European and Asian counterparts gen-
erally developed a greater desire for an alternative
to seemingly moribund Soviet and U.S. leadership.

THE CRISIS

Cuba was the focus of the crisis, but the roots
of this conflict lay in long-standing Soviet and
U.S. antagonism and insecurities. The country
had become a thorn in the side of U.S. leaders
following Fidel Castro’s seizure of power in 1959.
Analysts in Washington debated Castro’s faith in
communism, but whatever his leanings, U.S. policy
makers believed their reputation in Latin America
could not tolerate a truly radical state only ninety
miles from Florida. Castro’s threats to nationalize
foreign property on the island might seem a dan-
gerous example to revolutionary groups through-
out a region long considered a U.S. sphere of
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influence, they reasoned, while Cuba was simply
too close for comfort for U.S. leaders ever vigilant
against communist outposts. President Dwight
D. Eisenhower endorsed Castro’s overthrow as
early as January 1960, a year before breaking dip-
lomatic relations with his regime. By the time John
F. Kennedy took office the following year vowing
to ‘‘oppose aggression or subversion anywhere in
the Americas,’’ plans for a U.S.-supported invasion
by Cuban exiles were already advanced, and the
new president approved the operation with mini-
mal oversight.

The failed Bay of Pigs invasion of April 1961
proved one of Kennedy’s greatest fiascos. He pub-
licly took full responsibility but swore thereafter to
hold more tightly to the reins of power lest others
drive his administration to ruin. He appointed his
most trusted advisors, including his brother, Attorney
General Robert F. Kennedy, to oversee Cuba pol-
icy, making Castro’s removal one of his highest
priorities. Cuba’s affect on U.S. security and pres-
tige, the president believed, threatened to tilt the
Cold War’s delicate balance in communism’s favor.

Correctly believing that U.S. leaders sought his
fall from power, Castro sought Moscow’s protec-
tion, a move the Soviets embraced. Premier Nikita
Khrushchev in particular sought greater parity in
U.S.-Soviet relations by the early 1960s and believed
Washington’s greater nuclear strength, including its
nuclear missiles stationed along the Soviet border in
Turkey, ensured that the Americans held the better
hand in any superpower clash. The two communist
leaders therefore decided in May 1962, for reasons
both believed were defensive, to deploy to Cuba
some eighty nuclear missiles, with range enough to
place virtually the entire continental United
States—including the newly constructed American
missile fields in the Dakotas—within Moscow’s
sights. ‘‘Installation of our missiles in Cuba would,
I thought, restrain the United States from precipi-
tous military action against Castro’s government,’’
Khrushchev later recounted, and ‘‘equalized what
the West likes to call the ‘balance of power’,’’
(Khrushchev, pp. 493–494). Washington saw
things differently. Soviet missiles in Cuba offered
the Kremlin a true first-strike capability, including
the ability to destroy Washington without warning
while decimating America’s missile deterrent as
well. Surely the Kremlin would not risk this

dangerous move, Kennedy’s intelligence team incor-
rectly determined a full five months after
Khrushchev ordered the missile deployment. If
Cuba should ‘‘become an offensive military base
of significant capacity for the Soviet Union,’’
Kennedy publicly warned, ‘‘then this country will
do whatever must be done to protect its own
security and that of its allies’’ (Public Papers,
1962, p. 674).

Kennedy was therefore infuriated to learn, on
16 October, that a U.S. spy plane had captured
photos of Soviet missile-site construction in Cuba.
His national security team hastily developed three
options for removing the threat: invasion, negotia-
tions, or blockade of the island. While his more
hawkish advisors called for an immediate strike,
on 22 October Kennedy announced a ‘‘quaran-
tine’’ around Cuba. Soviet leaders vowed their
ships would not respect the American blockade,
and Khrushchev warned that Kennedy was pushing
‘‘mankind towards the abyss’’ (Hunt, p. 239).
Soviet ships eventually halted just short of the
quarantine line two days later, but as missile-site
construction continued in Cuba, each side contin-
ued to prepare for war.

Cooler heads eventually prevailed. Public blus-
tering continued, but private discussions—includ-
ing secret meetings between Robert Kennedy and
the Soviet ambassador, Anatoly Dobrynin—even-
tually developed a usable compromise. The Soviets
would remove the missiles following a U.S. pledge
not to invade Cuba, while Kennedy promised to
remove his missiles from Turkey (after a politically
prudent six-month interval). ‘‘I am not going to
war over worthless missiles in Turkey,’’ Kennedy
privately explained (LaFeber, 1994, p. 601). By 28
October full-scale war had been averted, though
revelations during the late 1990s demonstrated
that nuclear war was in fact closer than ever rea-
lized. Unbeknownst to Washington, Soviet com-
manders in Cuba had full authorization to employ
nuclear arms in defense against a U.S. invasion,
and one can only imagine the consequences of
U.S. landing forces in Cuba being met with nuclear
fireballs. ‘‘Where would it have ended?’’ asked for-
mer Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara in
1992 upon learning of this near-catastrophe: ‘‘in
utter disaster’’ (LaFeber, 1994, p. 601). Only
Castro seemed displeased by the peaceful
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conclusion of the crisis. Having been ready to

sacrifice his country’s existence for the sake of its

independence, indeed having urged Khrushchev to

strike the United States, Castro felt betrayed by

what he termed the Kremlin’s ‘‘surprising, sudden,

and unconditional surrender’’ (Suri, p. 40). It

would take several years and millions in aid before

he would trust the Soviets again.

THE AFTERMATH

The ramifications of this near brush with disaster

dramatically changed the course of the Cold War,

and Europe’s role in the conflict especially. Kennedy

proved shaken by the nearness of the conflict and

resolved thereafter to limit the risk of nuclear war-

fare. He authorized a direct ‘‘hot line’’ between the

White House and the Kremlin so that leaders could

communicate directly during any future crisis, and

a U.S.-led ban on atmospheric nuclear tests

followed. In retrospect, a decreased U.S. emphasis

on potential flash points of superpower conflict

followed as well, replaced by low-scale responses

to communist insurgencies throughout the for-

merly colonized world. In areas such as Southeast

Asia and Central America, subsequent U.S. policy

makers would put this ‘‘flexible response’’ strategy

to the test without fear of a nuclear exchange.

Soviet leaders drew similar and different con-

clusions from the conflict, shaped by their percep-

tion that they had lost the confrontation because of

the very disparity of power that the missile deploy-

ment in Cuba had been designed to eliminate in

the first place. On the one hand, Khrushchev left

the conflict as shaken as Kennedy. What was

needed was a ‘‘relaxation of tension,’’ he told his

U.S. counterpart. Others within his government

preached strength, however. ‘‘You Americans will

never be able to do this to us again,’’ one Soviet

The U.S. Navy destroyer Vesole sails alongside the Soviet freighter Polzunov as the U.S. crew inspects missiles

being returned to the Soviet Union, November 1962. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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diplomat warned, and while U.S. leaders focused
on countering communist insurgents throughout
the developing world, Soviet policy makers there-
after focused primarily on narrowing the nuclear
gap (Garthoff, pp. 133–134). By the mid-1970s
neither side could be said to have had a real advan-
tage in this arena, especially as each possessed the
ability destroy the other (and the world) numerous
times over. Khrushchev did not survive in power
long enough to oversee this transformation, how-
ever, but was instead deposed in October 1964.
‘‘You insisted that we deploy our missiles on
Cuba,’’ one accuser charged, ‘‘and carried the
world to the brink of nuclear war.’’ Yet ‘‘not having
any way out, we had to accept every demand and
condition dictated by the U.S.’’ (Fursenko and
Naftali, p. 354). The great irony of Khrushchev’s
departure is that he ultimately left the Soviet Union
with the very international stability, built on a
foundation of nuclear parity, that he had long
sought, though the burden of matching the
wealthier Americans would eventually cripple the
Soviet economy.

The Cuban Missile Crisis altered European and
Asian diplomacy as well. Chinese leaders forged
ahead with their own nascent nuclear program in
its wake, determined never again to let Moscow
take the lead in the East–West conflict. Relaxation
of U.S.–Soviet tensions, illustrated by their mutual
support for the Limited Test Ban Treaty, proved
that both countries only sought ‘‘domination of
the world by the two great despots,’’ China’s
foreign minister charged, while Mao Zedong later
vowed that Beijing’s nuclear threat guaranteed that
‘‘the Chinese people will never accept the privi-
leged position of one or two superpowers’’ (Suri,
pp. 75–76).

France’s Charles de Gaulle would not have put
the idea any differently. The Cuban crisis rein-
forced his long-standing view that French power
was needed as a counterweight to Soviet and U.S.
balancing, and he was particularly incensed when
Kennedy chose to only ‘‘inform’’ him of events
during the crisis rather than ‘‘consult’’ (LaFeber,
1991, p. 228). He rejected the Limited Test Ban
Treaty as a U.S.–Soviet ploy to limit France’s
‘‘right to possess its own arms,’’ and within a year
he removed his military from full participation in
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)

and vetoed Britain’s application for entry into
the European Common Market. British member-
ship would be as Washington’s ‘‘Trojan Horse,’’ he
charged, and ‘‘the end would be a colossal Atlantic
community dependent on America and directed by
America’’ (LaFeber, 1991, pp. 228–229). Cuba
proved to de Gaulle that an independently strong
France was needed for a true balance of powers,
even if limits on French international cooperation
followed.

British leaders had already reached a similar
conclusion on the need for an alternative to bipo-
larity and on the central importance of nuclear
weapons to true great power status because, as
Prime Minister Harold Macmillan quipped, ‘‘We
must rely on the power of the nuclear deterrent,
or we must throw up the sponge!’’ (Nunnerly,
1972, p. 117). Macmillan’s government was parti-
cularly infuriated with Washington’s public expec-
tation of unwavering support during the Cuban
crisis, but unlike de Gaulle, British analysts deter-
mined to work to reform superpower relations
from within rather than to break outright with
the Americans. This faith in the special relationship
was put to the test in December 1962, when
Washington threatened cancellation of its promised
Skybolt missile. Britain’s nuclear deterrent, its sole
remaining claim to great power status, required this
U.S. aid, and an irate Macmillan ultimately per-
suaded Kennedy to supply Polaris missiles in their
place. The damage to their relationship of these
twin blows, Cuba and Skybolt, was immense, lead-
ing British leaders too to fear Washington’s rising
hegemony. ‘‘The United States didn’t want a part-
ner,’’ one British official exclaimed in frustration.
‘‘They wanted a satellite’’ (LaFeber, 1994, p. 603).

Not every state chose nuclear parity as the
answer to the East–West divide. German leaders
in particular, whose history made development of
this fearful weapon simply impossible, feared in
particular their geographic peril. Set between the
warring superpowers, indeed divided by them,
German leaders pushed hardest for détente follow-
ing 1962, because as Chancellor Konrad Adenauer
explained even before the Cuban stalemate, any
future war in Europe ‘‘would be a nuclear war . . .
without any profit for the survivors’’ (Suri, p. 26).
His was a common sentiment throughout the
Continent, and with a wall bisecting the ancient

C U B A N M I S S I L E C R I S I S

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 745



capital of Berlin since 1961, German leaders led the
charge following the Cuban Missile Crisis toward
East–West reconciliation, even though it would
take until the end of the decade for terms such as
détente or Ostpolitik to enter the diplomatic lexi-
con. ‘‘There is no hope for us,’’ West Berlin Mayor
Willy Brandt concluded after the Cuban Missile
Crisis, ‘‘if there is no change,’’ and Germans on
both sides of the Iron Curtain must ‘‘break
through the frozen front between East and West’’
(Suri, p. 217).

Castro left the crisis the only real winner,
while superpower bipolarity endured its death-
blow. The tense October days allowed the Cuban
leader to solidify his tenuous hold on power, and
for the remaining decades of the Cold War he
remained a favorite ally in Moscow and notorious
in Washington. Neither Kennedy nor Khrushchev
survived in power long after the affair, and their
departure symbolized the way the Cuban Missile
Crisis, in many ways the low point of the Cold War
brought on by the logic of a world divided in two,
revealed to observers throughout the world, and to
Europeans especially, the need to find a third way.

See also Arms Control; Cold War; Nuclear Weapons;
Soviet Union.
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CUBISM. Cubism is neither a movement nor
an identifiable group. It is an artistic tendency that
appeared between 1907 and 1909, created by
Pablo Picasso (1881–1973) and Georges Braque
(1882–1963). The term comes from an article by
the critic Louis Vauxcelles, published in the Gil
Blas issue of 14 November 1908, about an art
exposition at the Kahnweiller gallery that featured
the Braque paintings that were refused by the Salon
d’Automne. It became more than a simple term, as
it started an aesthetic revolution that put into ques-
tion the way we see and conceive of a painting.

Critics and historians agree on this point: the
Demoiselles d’Avignon (1906–1907) was the first
cubist painting. Picasso gave birth to a painting
technique that changed the face of the twentieth
century. In this painting, Picasso demonstrated
common artistic concerns with Paul Cézanne
(1839–1906), whose retrospective he was able to
see in 1907 at the Salon d’Automne: he focused on
a new way of depicting three-dimensional objects
within the flat space of the canvas, without having
to rely on light and shadow. Moreover, cubism was
inspired by African and Iberian (particularly notice-
able in the right-hand portion of the Demoiselles
d’Avignon) arts, and by Cézanne’s theory that
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advocated treating ‘‘nature in terms of spheres,

cylinders, and cones.’’ There were three distinct

stages: precubism (1907–1909), analytical cubism

(1909–1912), and synthetic cubism (1912–1925).

These categories were established based on the

evolution of the works of Braque, Juan Gris (pseu-

donym of Jose Victoriano Gonzalez, 1887–1927),

and Picasso.

Braque’s Grand Nu and the landscapes he

painted at L’Estaque (Le viaduc de L’Estaque,
1908) also testify to this willingness to give solidity

and density to shapes and motifs without the help

of lighting effects. In 1908 Braque and Picasso

changed the terms of depiction by reducing reality

to fundamental shapes and volumes (such as in

Braque’s Guitare et compotier, 1909). These aes-

thetic experiments led them to analytical cubism, in

which perspective is abandoned in favor of a multi-

plication of sight line angles in order to represent

the multiple facets of an object. Picasso and Braque

therefore achieved simultaneous views of an entire

object through geometric forms (as in Picasso’s

Portrait de D. H. Kahnweiler, 1910, and Braque’s

Nature morte au violon, 1911). They took a deci-

sive step in the history of representation by going

beyond appearance to come up with a total vision

and an art that deeply changed the face of icono-

graphy. Volumes, space, and colors find themselves

balanced on a fine line between reality and

abstraction.

Picasso and Braque also changed the way a

painting is observed by simultaneously introducing

letters or numbers (Picasso in Ma jolie, 1911–

1912, and Braque in Le Portugais, 1911–1912) in

trompe l’oeil while re-implementing reality in the

canvas by using materials other than paint (paper

reproducing wood, caning, pieces of newspaper,

matchboxes). In 1910 Braque used nails. In 1912

Three Musicians. Painting by Pablo Picasso, 1921. Created after more than a decade of cubist

experimentation, Three Musicians is considered among the most eloquent expressions of the

style. DIGITAL IMAGE ªTHE MUSEUM OF MODERN ART/LICENSED BY SCALA/ART RESOURCE, NY
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Picasso produced the first cubist collage with La
Nature morte à la chaise cannée while in the same
year Braque was experimenting with the ‘‘glued
paper’’ technique in his Compotier et verre.

Thus, the two painters created an ambiguity
within the way a painting is read. This study of
different planes was also noticeable in their use
of oval-shaped canvases for their paintings, such
as La table et la pipe by Braque (1912–1913).
Their research abolished the idea of imitation of
reality and made cubism a conceptual art form
according to the formula invented by Guillaume
Apollinaire (1880–1918). Picasso and Braque
established a new relationship between reality
and representation, between the essence and the
concept.

Synthetic cubism was born out of the new
relationship that Picasso and Braque had with
the subjects of their paintings, in the sense that
the object would be completely stripped of any-
thing superfluous (Braque, Clarinette [1913]
and Violon [also 1913]). The entire representa-
tion is no longer needed, the object is depicted
by a fragment—that is, its essential characteris-
tics. Thus, Picasso migrated toward the essence
of the object in order to determine its defining
characteristic. The depiction of a glass in a few
essential strokes in La bouteille de Marasquin in
1914, remains an emblematic example because
the object is no longer three-dimensional,
but flat.

During the first years of cubism, Picasso and
Braque did not show their work much, except at
the Kahnweiler and Uhde galleries. However, other
artists such as Gris, Albert L. Gleizes (1881–1953),
and Jean Metzinger (1883–1956) developed a cub-
ism style of their own. Gleizes and Metzinger
wrote a book titled Du cubisme that was published
in 1912. The painters (Louis Marcoussis, Andre
Lhote, Henri Le Fauconnier, Férat) became mem-
bers of the ‘‘Puteaux group’’ formed around the
Duchamp brothers (Marcel Duchamp, Jacques
Villon, and Raymond Duchamp-Villon), and parti-
cipated in the Salon de la Section d’Or in 1912.
Apollinaire invented the expression orphic cubism
for Robert Delaunay’s series Les fenêtres, in 1913.
Fernand Léger and Francis Picabia would also
contribute important innovations. There is also
cubist sculpture, the first of which was by Picasso,

and its influence was echoed in the installations of
Alexander Archipenko, Duchamp-Villon, Henri
Laurens, and Jacques Lipchitz.

See also Modernism; Painting, Avant-Garde; Picasso,
Pablo.
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CURIE, MARIE (1867–1934), Polish
scientist.

Marie Sk�odowska Curie was not only an inter-
nationally renowned physicist and chemist, she was
also one of the first women to have held such an
important place in the scientific community.

Marie Sk�odowska was born into a cultured
family in Warsaw during the Russian domination
of Poland. Her father was a professor of physics and
her mother was the director of a high school for
girls. She was a brilliant student. However, the
political persecution of her father and the illness
and death of her mother interrupted her studies,
obligating her to make a living as a tutor in the
countryside and in Warsaw. The rest of her scien-
tific education was self-taught, especially in the
framework of the ‘‘Flying University,’’ whose goal
was, unbeknownst to the Russians, to help young
Poles expand their culture. So the young woman
became a member of a clandestine and anticlerical
movement whose journal, Pravda, promoted the
cult of science.
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In October of 1891 she joined her sister, who
had become a doctor in Paris, and enrolled at the
Sorbonne to pursue scientific studies—which, at the
time, was not commonplace for a woman. She took
first place in the bachelor’s degree of science in
1893, with a major in physics, and second place in
the bachelor’s degree of mathematics in 1894. It
was then that she met the young scientist Pierre
Curie (1859–1906), a teacher’s assistant and then
a professor at the School of Industrial Physics and
Chemistry. She married him in 1895. The following
year, she received first place in the physics and
chemistry agrégation exams, which enabled her to
teach in secondary education. In 1897 her daughter
Irène was born, and Marie began her thesis on X
rays, recently discovered by Wilhelm Conrad
Roentgen (1845–1923). She defended ‘‘Research
on Radioactive Substances’’ in 1903 and worked
on electricity and magnetism with her husband.

Following discovery of the properties of ura-
nium salts by Antoine Henri Becquerel (1852–
1908), Marie and Pierre attempted to measure
the ionization power of the radiation emitted by
these salts with the help of the electrometer
invented by Pierre. During the experiments of
1898, Marie noticed that the thorium composites
held the same properties and that two uranium
minerals (pitchblende and chalcolite) are radio-
actively stronger than the uranium metal. The Curies
broke down the pitchblende into two elements
called polonium (July 1898) and radium (Novem-
ber 1898) and worked to discover their properties.
They obtained a small quantity of radium chloride
from uranium residue in 1902 and determined the
atomic weight of radium. This earned them the
Berthelot medal from the Academy of Sciences and
the Gegner Prize, followed by other international
awards.

In 1903 the Curies and Becquerel received the
Nobel Prize for their discovery of radioactivity and
came out of anonymity to become not only famous
but also respected members of the scientific com-
munity. Marie was then appointed to teach a class
at the College of Science, where she was able to
develop the theories that would make up her Traité
de radioactivité (Treatise on radioactivity), which
establishes the link between matter and electricity.
In 1904 their second daughter, Eve, was born.
That same year, the French industrialist Armet de

Lisle founded a factory and offered a laboratory to

the Curies, which considerably improved their

research conditions.

After the accidental death of her husband in

1906, Marie Curie, who had resumed teaching, con-

tinued working in the same environment, and then at

the Radium Institute, created in 1910 through an

agreement between the Academy of Sciences and the

Pasteur Institute. Her affair with the physicist Paul

Langevin (1872–1946) caused a scandal in 1911; she

received the Nobel Prize for Chemistry, but failed to

be elected to the Academy of Sciences by one vote.

The radioactivity pavilion was inaugurated in Warsaw

two years later. During World War I, Marie Curie

participated in the creation of radiological units and

in the training of nurses in charge of applying

radiological techniques. After the war, she was able

to continue her research thanks to American dona-

tions, particularly at the Radium Institute, and

after 1920, with help from her daughter Irène. In

1922 Marie became a member of the International

Commission on Intellectual Cooperation of the

League of Nations. She was received at the

Marie Curie in her laboratory, c. 1920. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH
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Academy of Medicine in the same year. Two years
later, she published L’isotopie et les éléments isotopes
(Isotopy and isotopic elements), a biography of
Pierre Curie, and a new treatise on radioactivity.
Irène Curie and her husband, Frédéric Joliot,
discovered artificial radioactivity in 1933. Marie
Curie died in 1934.

See also Nobel Prize; Poland; Science.
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Dussart, Remi. Marie Curie. Paris, 2001.

Pflaum, Rosalynd. Grand Obsession: Madame Curie and
Her World. New York, 1989.

Quinn, Susan. Marie Curie: A Life. New York, 1995.

Reid, Robert. Marie Curie, derrière la legende. Paris, 1979.

SOPHIE LETERRIER

n

CYCLING. From the time of the invention of
the first pedal-driven cycle in 1839 to the present
day cycling has functioned across Europe as an
important form of transport, a leisure pursuit, and
a competitive sport.

The first major cycling boom took place in the
1890s and was enabled, as all subsequent develop-
ments in cycling have been, by technological
advances. While the bicycle, in various forms, had
been a common sight, it was the invention of the
chain drive in 1874 and the pneumatic tire in 1888
that made cycling safe, relatively comfortable, and
efficient. By the time of World War I, bicycles were
being mass-produced in Britain, France, and Italy
and were a common form of transport for urban
and rural dwellers. In the pre-1914 period cycling

had also moved into the sporting arena. The first
track-racing world championships had been started
in 1895, and a year later cycling was included in the
list of events for the inaugural Olympic Games in
Athens. The most famous race in cycling, the Tour
de France, began in 1903. Originating as a means
to promote the sporting newspaper L’Auto, the
Tour grew so that it was symbolic of the French
nation as opposed to a mere cycle race. The model
of a major national or regional race gave rise to
similar events elsewhere in Europe. The Tour, the
Giro d’Italia (1909), and the Vuelta a España
(1935) are now considered the Three Grand
Tours in cycle racing. To date, only four cyclists
(two French, a Belgian, and an Italian) have ever
won all the three Grand Tours across the duration
of their career, and no cyclist has ever managed to
win all three in a single calendar year. In addition to
the national tours, a series of one-day races also
began in the decades leading to World War I: The
Paris–Roubaix (1896), the Tour of Flanders
(1913), and the Liège–Bastogne–Liège (1892).

European cyclists have, until recent years,
dominated the major cycling-tour events. In
one-day events such as the Tour of Flanders, the
winners’ roll contains only European nationals,
and even the Tour de France, a far more globally
recognized sporting event, did not feature a
non-European winner until 1989 (the American
Greg Le Monde). American Lance Armstrong has
dominated the race like no one else in history, and
in 2005 won the Tour for a record-breaking
seventh time.

The Tour de France lies at the heart of
European cycling. The race around France, as con-
ceived by the editor of L’Auto, Henri Desgrange

(1865–1940), meant that the Tour, from its first
running in 1903, captivated the public attention.
Symbolically the Tour covers the various regions
and landscapes of France and coincides with the
start of the school holidays and the celebration of

Bastille Day on 14 July. It is a race that manages to
combine a national psyche with a sporting event. It
has worked, especially in the era of television cover-
age, as a showcase for the French countryside and
its tourist opportunities. Originally the Tour was

based around teams that were sponsored by bicycle
manufacturers, and the event helped sell the bicycle
to an ever-wider audience. Food and drink
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manufacturers slowly replaced these sponsors, and

in 1930 the decision was made to organize national
teams. This experiment changed the nature of the
Tour, and was abandoned temporarily due to the
outbreak of hostilities in 1939. After the war the
teams were once more organized around national

identity, but these gave way to commercial con-
cerns from the late 1950s.

The Tour has always been a legendary event
and is globally known. It is now covered across the
globe, and since the 1960s and the advent of tele-
vision coverage its stars have become heroes
beyond the confines of France. It was commonly
argued in the 1990s that the Tour was third, as a
mass sporting spectacle, behind only the Olympics

and the football (soccer) World Cup, in terms of

spectator numbers, global media reach, and spon-

sorship income. In 1998 this image was badly

dented when a series of drug scandals dogged the

Tour and leading riders and teams came under

scrutiny. Many individual riders were banned and

teams fined. It was presumed that the Tour would

enter a crisis because of the drug issue, and that

major sponsors and media outlets would desert the

race. In many ways the opposite has proved to be

true. While it is clear that the Tour has been badly

tainted because of its links with various forms of

doping, many supporters and commentators have

accepted that the sheer physical efforts required to

cycle around France and through two mountain

Participants in the Tour de France pass the fourteenth-century papal palace in Avignon, France, during the

1951 tour. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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ranges require superhuman, even unnatural,
efforts. As a result the Tour remains the preemi-
nent and most identifiable cycle race in the world.

At the organizational level, in the same manner
as the origins of the main riders, cycling has also
been dominated by Europeans. The strength of the
European nations was evident as early as 1900
when the International Cycling Union (UCI) was
founded in Paris. The founder members were
Belgium, France, Italy, Switzerland, and the
United States. Under the auspices of the UCI,
the first Road World Championships were staged
in 1927, Cyclo-Cross World Championships in
1950, and the inaugural Indoor Cycling World
Championships in 1956. The growing commercial
opportunities afforded to elite cyclists became evi-
dent in 1965, when the UCI reorganized so that it
became the umbrella organization for the
International Amateur Cycling Federation (FIAC:
headquarters in Rome) and the International
Professional Cycling Federation (FICP: headquar-
ters in Luxembourg). In 1992 the FIAC/FICP
distinction was removed, and the UCI as a single
body moved its headquarters to Lausanne. All the
eight presidents of the UCI since 1900 have been
drawn from the cycling strongholds of Belgium,
France, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, and
Switzerland. Despite the traditionally European
focus of the UCI, it has embraced change in the
world of cycling and has promoted a series of new
initiatives, including, in 1993, the first BMX World
Championships, and successfully lobbied for the
inclusion of mountain biking (1996) and BMX
racing (2008) in the Summer Olympic Games.

Bicycles have not only been used in a sporting
setting. Since World War I they have been one of
the most important and affordable means of trans-
port. Under the advent of mass car ownership,
which was dependent on the relative levels of
industrialization, modernization, and wealth, the
bicycle dominated until the time of World War II.
Until that period, European companies including
Phillips in Germany, Raleigh in Britain, and Bianchi
in Italy dominated cycle manufacture. After 1945
the main focus for bicycle production shifted to the
Far East, and countries such as China now dominate
the market in total numbers of bicycles built. In the
late 1990s, for example, China alone produced 30
million bicycles, compared to the European Union’s

total of 11.3 million. Within the European Union
there is, however, only a limited appetite for
imported bicycles from outside Europe. In 1998
Germany was the biggest recorded European man-
ufacturer, producing 5.3 million bicycles, followed
by British, French, and Italian companies. In the
same year the whole European Union imported
4.4 million bicycles. Bicycle ownership in Europe
remains highest in Italy, Germany, and the
Netherlands with 26.5, 63, and 16.5 million
bicycles in circulation.

See also Leisure; Tourism.
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MIKE CRONIN

n

CYPRUS. In the history of Cyprus the period
1914 to 2004 is marked by two distinct but inter-
related eras: from 1914 to the independence of the
island from British rule in 1960 and the postcolo-
nial period from 1960 onward. Both periods share
a common characteristic, war and its related trau-
mas. Among other similarities, this is the one that
binds and at the same time segregates the island’s
Greek- and Turkish-speaking communities. It is by
understanding this trauma that the sociocultural
history of the island can be understood.

THE EARLY YEARS OF BRITISH

COLONIAL RULE

The annexation of Cyprus to Britain took place in
November 1914, a few months after World War I
broke out and following a period of occupation by
Britain from 1878, the year that saw Cyprus change
rulers after three hundred years of Ottoman rule
(1571–1878). The transition was under a special
agreement with the Ottoman Government
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following its defeat by Russia. The English politi-
cian Benjamin Disraeli (1804–1881), who was
instrumental in the British takeover of Cyprus from
the Ottoman Empire, explained the move as para-
mount because Cyprus was seen as the key to
Western Asia. The strategic positioning of the
island would prove significant in its later history.

World War I saw a considerable number of
Cypriots taking part in the war effort as auxiliaries
for the British army. It was during the period of the
war and during the 1920s and 1930s that various
efforts for unification with Greece, enosis, became a
more prominent figure of the sociopolitical land-
scape. At the same time the Turkish-speaking minor-
ity (other minorities that constitute the population
of Cyprus are the Maronite, Armenian, and Latin
communities) demanded unification with Turkey.
The British government twice (in 1912 and
1915) offered Cyprus to Greece in exchange for
Greece allowing military bases on its mainland and
joining the Allied forces. The Greek government
rejected both offers because they were seen as
sacrificing Greece’s neutrality. It is important to
note that the British offers were part of the poli-
tical situation in the area at a time when the war
effort in the Balkans was not progressing in favor
of the Allies. World War I was to change the
previous political alliances in the region and
British support for Turkey.

However, with the emergence of Germany
militarism during the period before World War I,
Britain’s ties with Russia strengthened, resulting in
Turkey seeking an alliance with Germany and
hence, the offer of Cyprus to Greece during the
period of the war. Because of the possibility of
unification with Greece, Greek Cypriots’ volun-
teering for the war effort took an added meaning
in terms of their contribution being recognized as a
step toward unification. These expectations were
squashed with the outcome of the war in favor of
the Allied forces. Once more the ever-changing
political situation in the region would prescribe
the future of Cyprus. The Communist revolution
in Russia created new strategic considerations and
the important positioning of Cyprus would hinder
the dream of enosis.

It was during this period—the inter-war
years—that the British saw an opportunity within
the Turkish-speaking population of Cyprus to

apply their colonial divide-and-rule policy. The
colonial government employed increasing numbers
of Turkish Cypriots for the day-to-day administra-
tion of Cyprus and in order to oppose the increas-
ing demands of Greek Cypriots for enosis. During
the 1920s the economic situation in Cyprus wors-
ened and, together with the tense situation in the
area because of the Greek war effort in Turkey, the
proclamation of Cyprus as Crown Colony in 1925,
and the celebrations of fifty years of British rule on
the island in 1928, the demands for enosis
strengthened. However, it is the establishment of
communism in the 1920s and its international
influence that is also paramount for the cultural
history of the island at the time. The mid-1920s
saw the establishment of the first trade unions and
the first Communist Party in Cyprus. These pro-
vided a challenge to the dominance of the church
and the moneyed right-wing party. Most impor-
tant, despite the many efforts of the British colonial
administration to keep the two communities apart,
the trade unions and the Communist Party
brought them together, fighting their unfair eco-
nomic treatment in the hands of the British admin-
istration, by joining together in demonstrations
and strikes in an attempt to gain better working
conditions and higher wages.

DISCONTENT AND UPRISING

The worsening economic conditions of the early
1930s in Cyprus, due to a great extent to the world-
wide depression, together with the imposition of a
new tax bill on the island and the rejection by the
British government of constitutional changes, led to
the first major uprising in October 1931.
Demonstrations led to riots and attacks on official
buildings, culminating in the burning of the
Colonial Government House in Nicosia. The
British army suppressed the uprising, a number of
people were imprisoned or exiled, and new laws
were introduced that curbed any demonstrations of
Greekness. Also banned were the trade unions and
various publications that were seen as inciting nation-
alistic ideas. What such actions failed to address were
the economic circumstances that contributed to the
uprising. An important outcome of the events was
the new attitude of the colonial government toward
the two communities. From this point onward they
were referred to as Orthodox and Muslim. Such
division would have detrimental effects for bi-
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communal relations because the division was from

now on based on religious affiliations. By doing so

the colonial government tried to intervene in the

strong bi-communal relationship that was building

up during this period through the trade-union

movement.

The outbreak of World War II saw a relaxation

in the draconian measures imposed during the

1930s. The war also brought renewed aspirations

for the Greek-speaking community. Initial victories

of the Greek army over Mussolini’s advancing army

at the Albanian border sparkled the renewal of

Greekness within the Greek-speaking community,

which, in this instance, was not suppressed by the

colonial administration. On the contrary, it was

used in the recruitment campaign for the Cyprus

Regiment. Large numbers of men volunteered and

women donated their wedding rings and other
jewelry for a special collection fund.

A visit to the island by the British Prime
Minister Winston Churchill (1874–1965) in
1943, echoing a similar visit in 1907, brought
renewed hopes that Britain would acknowledge
the contribution of the island to the war effort
and provide some concessions. New economic-
relief measures were introduced that brought eco-
nomic prosperity in the 1950s as well as relaxation
of the laws imposed in the 1930s. Attempts to
reintroduce the legislative assembly and some form
of self-government failed and was followed by
demonstrations and strikes by the trade unions.
Once again external events were to influence the
destiny of the island. The Cold War and the events
in Palestine were to increase even more the strate-
gic importance of the island. For the British mili-
tary establishment any discussion of withdrawal
from Cyprus was unimaginable because of the vola-
tile situation in the Middle East and the Suez Canal
in particular.

Instead the divide-and-rule policy was further
enforced within the two communities. The Turkish
community started demanding the return of
Cyprus to Turkey. In 1950 the Greek Cypriot
community staged a referendum and later took
the case of Cyprus to the newly formed United
Nations. At the same time Archbishop Makarios
III (1913–1977) emerged on the political and reli-
gious scene of the island. In collaboration with the
extreme right-wing general Georgios Grivas
(1898–1974), the EOKA (Greek Initials for
National Organization of Cypriot Fighters) under-
ground organization started the independence
struggle in April 1955, which also aimed at unifica-
tion of the island with Greece. The EOKA struggle
was very much modeled on European resistance
movements against the Nazi occupation. The mea-
sures adopted by the colonial administration
against EOKA, which was branded as a terrorist
group, were concentration camps and detention
without trial, use of torture, curfews, and execu-
tions. The struggle provided the Greek-speaking
community for the first time with its own heroes.
Their commemoration provided the first large-
scale erection of memorials on the island and their
memory provided the foundations for the building
of postcolonial national identity.

Turkish soldiers parachute into Cyprus on the first day

of the invasion, 22 July 1974. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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The British government, relying on the inter-
communal crisis brought about by the EOKA
uprising, increased pressure for the acceptance of
a settlement in Cyprus that offered limited self-
government with the involvement of Greece and
Turkey in the local affairs of the island. The plan
was rejected in favor of a second plan proposed by
Greece and Turkey during a six-day conference in
Zurich in February 1959. The agreement excluded
the union of Cyprus with any other country or its
partition and, most alarmingly, provided for the
permanent presence on the island of Greek and
Turkish troops. Britain also retained two sovereign
areas of the island for military use.

INDEPENDENCE AND ETHNIC CONFLICT

The struggle also codified the bi-communal con-
flict that was supported by the constitution agreed
upon by Britain, Greece, and Turkey, all of which
became guarantors for the independence of the
island. Makarios, who during the EOKA struggle
was exiled by the British administration in 1959,
became the first president of the republic. Soon
after independence the bi-communal conflict re-
surfaced starting in 1963 and culminating with
the division of the island in 1974 following a mili-
tary coup on the island, supported by the Greek
military government, to overthrow Makarios. The
coup provided the opportunity for Turkey to claim
its guarantor powers under the 1960 constitution
in order to protect the Turkish minority on the
island. The Turkish military advancement estab-
lished the Turkish Republic of North Cyprus, thus
dividing the island into two: The Greek-speaking
south and the Turkish-speaking north with
enforced movements of population within the two
communities. These events were once again related
to the strategic positioning of Cyprus, especially
the U.S. fear that Cyprus would fall into
Communist hands and the consequences of this
for the oil crisis in the Middle East. The Turkish
republic failed to be recognized by the interna-
tional community.

The two communities remained completely
separated until the opening of the border in April
2003, a year before Cyprus joined the European
Union. A United Nations–led settlement of the
problem was turned down at a referendum by the
Greek community. As a result, only the south part of

the island joined the European Union. Bi-commu-
nal rapprochement initiatives that started in the
1990s are still continuing and have had a consider-
able impact on bi-communal relations. It is, how-
ever, in the understanding, acceptance, and
incorporation of the traumatic past of the two com-
munities that hopes for reconciliation can be found.

See also Balkans; Greece; Labor Movements; Turkey;
World War I; World War II.
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GABRIEL KOUREAS

n

CZECHOSLOVAKIA. Czechoslovakia was
a small country in central Europe that declared its
independence on 28 October 1918 and dissolved
into the Czech Republic and Slovakia on 1 January
1993. Czechoslovakia was formally created at the
Paris Peace Conference of 1919 through the join-
ing of the Lands of the Bohemian Crown
(Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia), several counties
of Upper Hungary inhabited largely by Slovak
speakers, and Sub-Carpathian Ruthenia. All these
territories had belonged to the Habsburg Empire,
with the Bohemian Crownlands having been part
of the post-1867 Austrian half of the empire, and
the others having been part of the Hungarian half.
Partly as a result of these territorial origins, partly
for historical reasons stretching back into the me-
dieval period, and partly because of the Czechoslovak
leadership’s successful lobbying at the Peace
Conference, the state emerged with substantial
German and Hungarian minorities, which
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represented 22 and 5 percent of the state’s popula-
tion in 1930, respectively.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

Despite the potential for ethnic conflict, the inter-
war Czechoslovak Republic was, by all accounts, a
successful state. Initial secessionist urges among
ethnic Germans living in the border regions waned
when Czechoslovakia’s economic success and poli-
tical stability encouraged them to adopt a more
positive attitude toward the republic. During the
interwar period Czechoslovakia maintained a more
steadfast commitment to democracy than any of its
neighbors or any of the states of eastern Europe.
Under the guidance of its most visible personage,
Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk (president from 1918 to
1935), Czechoslovakia enacted several pieces of
progressive legislation, including social and unem-
ployment insurance schemes, institution of the
eight-hour workday, and housing and agrarian
reform. Legislation was shepherded through the
parliament by an institution known as the pětka,
composed of members of the leaderships of the
major political parties, and, if they reached an
impasse, by caretaker governments. After initial
deflationary hardships, the economy embarked on
almost a decade of strong growth, bringing a gen-
eralized prosperity, although there were significant
regional differences in the standard of living, with
western regions faring better than those to the east.
Internationally, Czechoslovakia was a supporter of
the Versailles system, having alliance treaties with
France, the Soviet Union, and Romania and
Yugoslavia (in the Little Entente), and was a pillar
of support for the League of Nations.

The years of economic growth and political
calm came to an end with the onset of the Great
Depression in Europe in 1931 and the rise of Nazi
Germany. Czechoslovakia’s German population
increasingly came to support Konrad Henlein’s
(1898–1945) Sudeten German Party, which
received financial and other support from the
Nazi regime and won almost two-thirds of the
German vote in the local elections of 1935.
Similarly, tensions rose among the state’s
Hungarian population. These led to a series of
international discussions aimed at resolving the
Czech-German conflict that culminated in the
Munich Accords, signed by the leaders of Nazi

Germany, Italy, Great Britain, and France on 30
September 1938. Its terms forced Masaryk’s suc-
cessor, Edvard Beneš (president from 1935 to
1948) to cede eleven thousand square miles of
Czechoslovak territory inhabited largely by ethnic
Germans to the Nazi state. Similarly, the first
Vienna Award (2 November 1938) gave some four
thousand six hundred square miles in Slovakia and
Sub-Carpathian Ruthenia to Germany’s ally,
Hungary.

WORLD WAR II

The ‘‘Munich betrayal,’’ as Czechs still see it,
by the western powers, effectively meant the end
of the democratic interwar Czechoslovak state.
A nominally independent Slovak state under
Nazi tutelage came into existence on 14 March
1939 and the following day, as German troops
entered that territory, the remaining Czech
lands became the Protectorate of Bohemia and
Moravia. President Beneš, who had fled to
London, successfully organized a government-in-
exile, gaining recognition from the Allies during
the course of 1941 and 1942. Although the war
years were not as difficult for inhabitants of the
Protectorate or Slovakia as for those other areas
of eastern Europe, the hardships eventually pro-
voked domestic resistance movements. In the
Protectorate, Czechoslovak parachutists assassi-
nated Reichsprotektor Reinhard Heydrich (1904–
1942) in 1942, while in Slovakia a large-scale upris-
ing began on 29 August 1944, mobilizing sixty
thousand troops and lasting two months. Finally,
the citizens of Prague rose up on 5 May 1945, as
Soviet and, in southwestern Bohemia, American
troops were completing the liberation of the
country.

THE RISE OF COMMUNISM

The immediate postwar years were filled with poli-
tical, social, and economic turmoil as the state
sought to reintegrate its Czech and Slovak halves
and to reestablish itself. Following approval by
the Allies at the Potsdam Conference (17 July–2
August 1945), President Beneš issued a decree
revoking the citizenship of close to three million
ethnic German citizens of prewar Czechoslovakia,
resulting in their sometimes-violent expulsion. This
decree also affected ethnic Hungarian citizens,
whose expulsion was halted by the Communist

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

756 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



Party’s assumption of power. The expulsions
were the source of continuing tension between
Czechoslovakia (and, later, the Czech Republic
and Slovakia) and their neighbors. The property
of the expelled populations became the basis for a
wide-ranging land reform. Czechoslovakia also
experienced a reorientation in foreign policy after
Beneš signed a twenty-year alliance treaty with the
Soviet Union in December 1943. The ceding of
Sub-Carpathian Ruthenia to the Soviet Union
followed in June 1945.

Domestically, a leftward political shift was evi-
dent in a number of measures, including the natio-
nalization of key sectors of the economy and larger
individual enterprises, resulting in 62 percent of
the workforce being employed in the public sector.
It was also evident in the political makeup of the
National Front government, in which the right
wing, whose parties had been banned, was absent.
In this constellation, the Communist Party was
by far the dominant force, winning 38 percent

of the vote in the elections of May 1946 and

installing its chairman, Klement Gottwald (1896–

1953), as prime minister. Tensions between the

Communists and their opponents worsened mark-

edly in late 1947 and a political crisis erupted

in February 1948 when several noncommunist

ministers resigned. The crisis was resolved when

Beneš approved Gottwald’s government reorgani-

zation plan on 25 February 1948, a plan that

included only Communist ministers and fellow

travelers from the other parties, effectively making

Czechoslovakia a communist state. Following the

highly suspicious suicide of the noncommunist

foreign minister, Jan Masaryk (son of the former

president), on 10 March 1948, an ill President

Beneš refused to sign the new Communist consti-

tution and abdicated on 7 June 1948. He died on 3

September of that year, leaving the presidency to

Gottwald.

1948–1960

The first years of Communist rule brought enor-

mous change and considerable suffering. Beginning

in 1948 the Communists deepened the nationaliza-

tion program and embarked on the collectivization

of agriculture, while internationally the state was

a founding member of the Council for Mutual

Economic Assistance and the Warsaw Treaty

Organization. The regime also quickly began a

purge of (often only suspected) political enemies in

the state apparatus, the military, and leading roles in

the economy. These purges were followed by the

trials, imprisonments, and occasionally executions of

those deemed opposed to the new regime. The

victims included many religious leaders, members

of noncommunist political parties, Slovak national-

ists, and army personnel who had served in the west

during World War II. Finally, these pseudo-judicial

proceedings came to be directed against party mem-

bers themselves, culminating in a show trial with

strong anti-Semitic overtones involving the General

Secretary of the CPCz, Rudolf Slánský (1901–

1952), and thirteen other important communists

in November of 1952, in which Slánský and ten of

his codefendants were executed. President Gottwald

died on 14 March 1953 and was succeeded by

Antonı́n Zápotocký (president from 1953 to1957),

who was succeeded in turn by Antonı́n Novotný

(president from 1957 to 1968).

A Czech woman in the Sudetenland weeps while giving

a Nazi salute at the arrival of German troops,

1938. ªCORBIS
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Developments in the Czechoslovak economy

also had political consequences. Growth was

impressive in the 1950s, although the economy

was increasingly centralized and growth was con-

centrated in heavy industry. A currency reform was

carried out in 1953, despite the fact that it trig-

gered protests across the country, most notably in

the industrial city of Plzeň (Pilsen). The reform,

coupled with Gottwald’s death before the onset of

Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev’s initial destalini-

zation push, allowed the regime to weather 1956.

By improving the standard of living Czechoslovakia

avoided the political turmoil experienced in neigh-

boring Poland and Hungary. It was against this

backdrop of general quiescence and the absence

of destalinization that President Novotný promul-

gated a new constitution in 1960. It further cen-

tralized decision-making and declared that

socialism had been achieved, formally changing

the state’s name to the Czechoslovak Socialist

Republic to reflect this.

THE PRAGUE SPRING

Shortly after the introduction of the 1960 consti-
tution Prague’s Stalinist leaders encountered diffi-
culties. Initially, these were economic, with growth
slowing in the early 1960s and actually declining in
1963. Here, in the wake of Khrushchev’s intensifi-
cation of the destalinization campaign in 1961, the
regime began to encourage limited reforms.
Dissatisfactions spread, however, in the mid-
1960s, as ferment began among intellectuals, stu-
dents, and the released victims of the show trials of
the 1950s. During the course of the decade,
Novotný, who occupied both the presidency and
the Communist Party chairmanship, managed to
alienate most of the important constituencies in
the polity and was forced to relinquish his party
position on 5 January 1968.

His replacement as party secretary, Alexander
Dubček, was a Slovak who actively encouraged
reform in the early months of 1968, producing
the flowering known as the ‘‘Prague Spring.’’

Czechoslovak premier Klement Gottwald at a meeting of the Trade Union Council

in Prague, February 1948, on the eve of his successful coup. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Czechoslovak society became involved in wide-

ranging discussions about democratization, federa-

lization, and economic reform and formed new

civic associations to support what became called

‘‘socialism with a human face.’’ Censorship began

to break down, and the public began to express

reformist opinions that went far beyond those the

regime was willing to consider, given that the lead-

ership was split among reformers, centrists, and

conservatives who had been weakened by the

replacement of Novotný as president by Ludvı́k

Svoboda (president from 1968 to 1975) in late

March. Further, over the course of the months

leading into the summer, Czechoslovakia’s com-

munist allies expressed increasing concern over

developments in the state, fearing that the reform

process had escaped the party’s control and

demanding the reinstitution of censorship and

other changes designed to stifle reform. Tensions

began to peak in late July when Leonid Brezhnev

and much of the Soviet leadership met personally

with Dubček and the Czechoslovak leadership and

demanded a set of changes. When these changes

were not enacted to the Soviet leadership’s satisfac-

tion, and a looming party congress was expected to

result in the sweeping victory of reformers,

Czechoslovakia was invaded by troops from the

USSR, East Germany, Poland, Hungary, and

Bulgaria on the night of 20–21 August 1968.

The invasion was the source of the Brezhnev

Doctrine, which, although never explicitly

acknowledged as such, required socialist states to

militarily intervene in any state where socialism was

perceived as under threat.

Although the invasion was a success militarily,

it failed politically, as conservative forces had not

prepared the way for the replacement of the reform-

ers, the feared party congress met in secret and

condemned the invasion, and the public rallied in

support of the leadership. In such conditions, the

Soviet leadership was forced to negotiate with its

Czechoslovak counterpart. Dubček and his associ-

ates, who had been taken to Moscow, were forced

to sign the Moscow Protocol, which bound them

to carry out a list of demands. Only when these steps

were taken would the Soviet Union consider the

situation in Czechoslovakia ‘‘normalized’’ and

begin withdrawing its troops. Over the course of

the months after the invasion Dubček sacrificed

virtually all of the reforms he had championed. By
the time of his resignation as Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia (CPCz) head, on 17 April 1969,
the only major reform that remained standing was
the federalization of the state into Czech and
Slovak halves, adopted by the parliament on 28
October 1968.

NORMALIZATION

Dubček’s successor as CPCz leader was another
Slovak, Gustáv Husák (1913–1991), who also
succeeded Svoboda as president, ruling from
1975 until 1989. The final two decades of
Communist rule, known as the period of ‘‘nor-
malization,’’ after the term from the Moscow
Protocol, are closely associated with his name.
The period is notable for five features. First, the
regime undertook a wide-ranging purge of the
party and institutions of economic and public life.
Second, the era was exemplified by political chan-
gelessness and a general sense of dreariness. Third,
the regime’s strategy for gaining the acquiescence
of an initially hostile citizenry was to encourage
consumerism and a withdrawal into private life.
This proved quite successful while the economy
grew through the mid-1970s, but by 1977 the
economy began a slide into the stagnation that
characterized the 1980s, sapping the approach’s
viability, although living standards remained
higher than almost anywhere else in the Eastern
bloc. Fourth, a large and active secret police force
and networks of informers made Czechoslovakia
one of the most restrictive societies in Eastern
Europe. Finally, the strictness of the regime inhib-
ited the founding and growth of dissident move-
ments. The most important of these was Charter
77, whose most notable figure was the playwright
Václav Havel (b. 1936). It was founded in 1977
and had more than one thousand two hundred
signatories by the mid-1980s.

THE VELVET REVOLUTION AND THE

VELVET DIVORCE

On 17 November 1989, after many Czechs and
Slovaks had become aware of the changes taking
place elsewhere and other organizations had begun
to spring up alongside Charter 77, a government-
sponsored student parade turned into a demonstra-
tion calling for freedom and democracy. The
movement rapidly gained support and, after days
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of massive demonstrations across the country and

a highly successful nationwide general strike on

27 November, the CPCz entered into negotia-

tions with opposition leaders. These culminated

on 10 December, when Husák announced the

formation of a largely noncommunist government

and resigned his post. Havel succeeded him as pres-

ident, while Dubček returned to serve as speaker

of the parliament. That this took place without

violence has led to it being called the ‘‘Velvet

Revolution.’’

After elections in June 1990 the country began

the difficult process of postcommunist transition.

In addition to the difficulties of reforming all

spheres of public and economic life, the nature of

the relationship between the two republics needed

to be addressed. With an eye to this, the state

changed its official name to ‘‘The Czech and

Slovak Federative Republic.’’ More importantly,

however, differences between the two republics in

approaches toward fiscal and privatization issues,

among others, and the desire for more autonomy

or even independence among many Slovaks caused

political tensions. These peaked after the June

1992 elections, which brought a party advocating

closer relations between the republics to power in

the Czech lands, whereas in Slovakia the victorious

party favored a much looser, essentially confederal,

arrangement. These two parties began meeting

shortly after the elections and, after much intense

negotiation, the decision was reached to divide the

country. Despite the fact that a majority of Czechs

and Slovaks opposed the end of Czechoslovakia,

the Czech Republic and Slovakia came into exis-

tence on 1 January 1993, with this ‘‘Velvet

Divorce’’ mirroring the ‘‘Velvet Revolution’’ in its

lack of violence.

See also Beneš, Eduard; Charter 77; Czech Republic;
Dubček, Alexander; Eastern Bloc; Gottwald,
Klement; Havel, Václav; Hungary; Masaryk,
Tomáš Garrigue; Prague; Prague Spring; Slánský
Trial; Slovakia; Sudetenland; Velvet Revolution;
Warsaw Pact.
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CZECH REPUBLIC. Located in the geo-
graphical center of Europe, the Czech Republic is a
landlocked country with an area of 78,866 square
kilometers (30,500 square miles). The country
shares borders with Germany, Poland, Austria,
and Slovakia. The topography ranges from plains
to highland and mountainous regions that cover
almost 46 percent of the territory. The Czech
Republic is composed of two historically distinct
provinces, the Czech lands (Bohemia) and
Moravia. The capital and largest city is Prague
(Praha), which is situated in the heart of
Bohemia. Brno, the second largest city, is the cul-
tural and political center of Moravia.

The Czech Republic’s population of 10,230,000
(as of 2001) people is for the most part ethnically
homogeneous: Czechs and Moravians make up 94

percent of the population. Ethnic Slovaks make
up the largest minority group at 2 percent of the
population, followed consecutively by Roma, Poles,
and Germans. Czech, a member of the west Slavic
branch of the Slavic languages, is the native lan-

guage of the majority of the population, although
Slovak, Romany, and German are also strongly
represented in minority communities.
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Roman Catholics comprise the largest religious
group in the Czech Republic, with almost 40
percent of the population. Protestant denomina-
tions, including Hussites, Czech Brethren, and
others, comprise approximately 5 percent. Eastern
Orthodox believers make up 3 percent; 40 percent
of Czech citizens claim no official religious affilia-
tion. The country’s Jewish population—357,000
in 1930—was devastated during the Holocaust
and further depleted by emigration after the war.

The Czech Republic is divided into fourteen
administrative regions, including one for the
city of Prague. The government is organized as a
multiparty parliamentary democracy. The bicam-
eral parliament consists of a two-hundred-member

chamber of deputies and a senate with eighty-one
members. Deputies are elected to four-year terms,
and one-third of the senators may come up for
reelection every two years. The leader of the gov-
ernment is the prime minister and the head of state

is the president, who is elected to a five-year term
by both chambers of parliament. The writer and
playwright Václav Havel was the first president
of the Czech Republic, serving two terms from
1993 to 2003. In 2003 parliament elected the

economist and former prime minister Václav
Klaus as president.

Both the Czech Republic and its former federal
partner, Slovakia, came into existence as separate
independent countries on 1 January 1993.
Explanations for the amicable and bloodless

breakup of Czechoslovakia, popularly called the

Velvet Divorce, vary widely and include historic,

economic, constitutional, and political factors.

The root causes of the breakup are found in the

formation of Czechoslovakia in 1918. The ancient

linguistic and ethnic heritage common to both

nations was not enough to overcome the economic

disparity and separate historical development of the

two peoples. The Czech lands inherited from the

Habsburg Empire the majority of the country’s

industrial base, whereas Slovakia, which for centu-

ries had been under the Hungarian Crown, was

largely underdeveloped.

The period of Slovak independence (1938–

1945) is also a contributing factor. Although estab-

lished by the Third Reich, the limited period of

independence engendered a separate Slovak political

identity. Prewar Czechoslovakia, minus Ruthenia,

was reconstituted in 1945. Constitutional provi-

sions affecting the status of Slovakia within

Czechoslovakia in the postwar era further contribu-

ted to a Slovak feeling of separateness. After the

communist takeover in 1948, a new constitution

established a separate Slovak parliament, or national

council, and a Slovak Communist Party. The con-

stitution of 1968 elevated Slovakia to full federal

status beginning in 1 January 1969 and established

a minority veto in the federal parliament, meaning

that a small minority block voting along nationalist

lines could defeat important legislation. Although

the minority veto had little impact during the

socialist era, during the postcommunist period it

created problems for the federation. Rather than

uniting the two nations, the development of

separate Slovak political institutions and full federal

status, together with the minority veto, reinforced

the separate Slovak political identity.

After the communist regime collapsed in 1989,

differences between Czech and Slovak approaches to

economic reform deepened the political divide. Czech

politicians held strongly to policies promoting the

rapid development of a market economy, whereas

Slovakia’s leaders endeavored to slow down market

reform. Ultimately, Czech politicians saw fewer

advantages to preserving the federation than to pro-

ceeding with economic reforms without Slovakia.

Although public opinion supported the preservation

of the federation, both Czech and Slovak political

leaders took measures toward separation. In July

1992 the Slovak national council approved a declara-

tion of sovereignty for the Republic of Slovakia. On

25 November 1992 the federal assembly passed a bill

dissolving the federation.

See also Communism; Czechoslovakia; Havel, Václav;
Holocaust; Romanies (Gypsies); Slovakia.
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DACHAU. Dachau was the longest continually
existing Nazi concentration camp. Of about
200,000 prisoners who were registered at the
camp, more than 41,500 died there. Dachau
attained especial notoriety as the camp where
pseudo-medical experiments were conducted,
where prominent prisoners were held, and where
postwar trials took place.

ORIGINS

The antecedents of the Dachau concentration
camp date back to World War I. Prior to 1914
Dachau was a town of about five thousand resi-
dents located ten miles northwest of Munich. In
1915 the Bavarian government built a new muni-
tions factory there because of the abundant supply
of water. The nearly eight thousand munitions
workers were demobilized in 1919 under the terms
of the Treaty of Versailles. Many remained in the
area, and in 1927 Dachau had the highest unem-
ployment rate in Germany. In 1933—before Hitler
became chancellor on 30 January—local officials
requested that the Bavarian government set up a
‘‘militia or work conscription camp’’ on the aban-
doned factory grounds.

Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945), the head of
Adolf Hitler’s SS (Schutzstaffel), chose the Dachau
munitions factory as the site of a prison camp to
intern political opponents while the Nazis consoli-
dated their power. (Such camps were anticipated in
the Nazi constitution drafted for their November
1923 coup d’état attempt.) On 21 March 1933

newspapers announced that the next day a ‘‘pro-
tective custody camp’’ would be opened in
Dachau. It could hold five thousand inmates, to
include ‘‘all communist functionaries, and as neces-
sary Reichsbanner [an organization of veterans that
tried to curb the violence of the Nazi SA] and
marxists’’ for ‘‘as long as necessary’’ to achieve the
‘‘pacification of the national populace.’’

SCHOOL OF VIOLENCE

Himmler’s personal role in Dachau was crucial for
the future of the Nazi concentration camp net-
work. Initially Dachau was the only camp under
SS control (the SA [Sturmabteilung] controlled
other early camps). As the SS grew, it took over
the entire camp system. Theodor Eicke (1892–
1943), a World War I veteran Himmler named
commandant in June 1933, became Inspector of
the Concentration Camps in 1934. Eicke spread
his system of organization with its draconian pun-
ishments to the entire camp system. He mentored
Rudolf Höss, who became commandant of
Auschwitz in 1940. A dozen camp commandants
were trained in Dachau. Of Dachau’s six main
commandants, one was killed at the front, three
committed suicide, and two were sentenced and
executed after the war.

POPULATION AND DEATH RATE

The early camps served to neutralize political oppo-
sition and utilized prisoner labor but mostly for
make-work projects. Lethal violence was common-
place from the start. By the end of May 1933 a

D
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dozen men had been tortured to death or mur-
dered, with Jews being singled out for the most
brutal treatment.

Dachau’s inmate population rose from 2,000 to
2,600 by the end of 1933, then fell to 1,300 by the
end of 1934. In early 1935 Himmler convinced
Hitler to expand the camp system instead of dissolv-
ing it. Beginning in 1936 three camps were con-
structed with a design capacity of six to eight
thousand inmates each. Dachau was completely
rebuilt between January 1937 and August 1938.
The prisoners’ section was a 250-by-600-meter

enclosure with thirty-four barracks and a service
building, with a much larger compound for SS
guards and troops in the adjacent munitions factory
buildings. With the addition of two new categories
of prisoner, ‘‘asocials’’ and ‘‘criminals,’’ and the
March 1938 annexation of Austria, the number of
inmates rose to 3,500 by July 1938. The November
1938 Kristallnacht pogroms added 11,911 Jewish
inmates to Dachau, so that 14,232 were imprisoned
as of 1 December 1938. Large releases reduced the
total to 3,300 to 3,900 after April 1939. From
September 1939 to February 1940 all but about a
hundred inmates were sent to other camps so that
Dachau could be used to train SS combat troops.

During the war years the number of foreign
inmates surpassed the number of Germans. Of the
thirty-seven nations of origin represented in the

camp, Poland had the largest total with about

35,000, followed by Russians and Hungarian

Jews. In 1940 Dachau became the central camp

for clergymen, with 2,720 ultimately registered.

One barracks (later several more) housed the pris-

oner infirmary, others a camp store and library for

German inmates. In the summer of 1940 a two-

chamber crematory began operating in the camp. A

much larger building with a gas chamber and an

eight-chamber crematory was constructed between

May 1942 and April 1943. Although there is no

evidence that the gas chamber was used for the

systematic mass murder for which it was designed,

prisoner reports smuggled out at the time and

testimony after the war indicate that experimental

and test gassings were conducted there. Why was it

never used for systematic gassings? Just as it was

completed in 1943 prisoner labor for the war effort

was given priority, then near the end of the war

death by starvation and disease kept the eight ovens

working at capacity.

WORK DETACHMENTS

In 1943 living conditions were improved so that

inmates could contribute to the war effort. External

sub-camps were set up to utilize prisoner labor at

more distant locations. Of 188 total work detach-

ments, only thirty were based in the main camp.

Eleven of the external camps were for women only

(on 24 November 1944, 5,044 women were regis-

tered). Thirteen of the external camps had 1,000 to

4,300 inmates; ninety-one had fifty or fewer. The

TABLE 1

Number of officially recorded deaths in Dachau 

Number of deaths
recorded by Additional

Time period the Dachau camp documented deaths Totals

March 1933–May 1938 150
June–Nov. 1938 68
11 Nov. 1938–Feb. 1939 243 2,318

Jan. –April 1939 342
1940 1,515
1941 2,576 ca. 4,500 9,546
1942 2,470 (Soviet POWs)
1943 1,100 1,100
Jan. –Aug. 1944 1,154 2,946 7,740
Sept. –Dec. 1944 3,640
Jan. –May 1945 15,384 2,966 18,350
Red Cross 
registered deaths
not in col. 1 3,309 3,309

Total 28,642 13,721 42,363

SOURCES: Col. 1: Kimmel, pp. 372, 385, after Smikalla's reckon-
ing based on Die Toten von Dachau. Col. 2: Zamecnik, pp. 399f.
Note: Zamecnik's addition on p. 400 is off by 4.

TABLE 2

Number and size of work detachments

Approximate total
Number of of inmates in

Year branch camps new branch camps

1933–1939 3 120
1940 6 260
1941 4 170
1942 26 2,300
1943 ,300
1944 86 32,000
1945 40 600

Note: Most large branch camps continued to exist until 1945

SOURCE: Martin Weinmann, ed., Das nationalsozialistische
Lagersystem (Frankfurt, 1990), pp. 554–558.
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BMW plant in Allach was one of the largest external

labor camps, averaging 3,800 inmates from March

1943 until the end of the war. One inmate worked

for the mayor of Dachau, and two for the mayor of

Munich. On 22 April 1945 there were 27,649 pris-

oners registered in the main camp, 37,964 in sub-

camps. About 43,000 were categorized as political

prisoners, 22,000 as Jews. At liberation some of the

barracks, designed to accommodate 360 inmates,

held nearly 2,000.

Doctors conducted lethal human experiments

in Dachau. From February 1942 to April 1945

about a thousand inmates were infected with

malaria, from April to August 1942 inmates were

subjected to ultra-low air pressure, from August

1942 to May 1943 others were frozen in ice baths,
and from July to September 1944 they were forced
to drink seawater. An inmate brothel was set up in
1944.

RESISTANCE

Brutal punishments and a system of spies made
prisoner resistance essentially impossible. However,
political prisoners (mostly communists) managed
to occupy most of the crucial administrative posi-
tions delegated to inmates. These included the
labor detachment office and the infirmary, as well
as the positions of barracks- and room-elders for
most barracks. They used informal networks of
personal trust to improve and save the lives of many
inmates, especially in comparison with camps

Journalists view bodies following the liberation of Dachau, May 1945. The victims shown here had been alive at the

time U.S. soldiers first arrived but succumbed to disease or starvation soon afterward.
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where criminals fulfilled the prisoners’ administra-
tive functions. There was also a network of clandes-

tine radios, and prisoners participated in secret

religious and cultural activities, such as the ordina-
tion of a priest and literary discussion groups. In

the spring of 1945 prisoners in the various national

groups came together to form an international
camp leadership that took over the running of the

camp after liberation. Survivors in this Comité

International de Dachau fought to preserve the
camp as a memorial site, and still participate in its

administration.

LIBERATION

On 26 April 1945, the SS began the evacuation of

the camp with a march of 7,000 inmates, south

toward Hitler’s ‘‘Alpine redoubt’’ (which did not
exist). On 28 April some escaped inmates joined

with townspeople to take over city hall, but the

uprising was put down by the camp’s SS garrison.
On 29 April the U.S. army’s Forty-fifth and Forty-

second Divisions arrived within hours of each other

and liberated the camp, killing forty to fifty of the
560 surrendering SS men. Of the 3,000 corpses

found in the camp, about 2,200 were added to a

mass grave of 4,000 that the SS had started, and
700 to 800 were cremated. Another 2,200 who

died after liberation were buried in the town

cemetery.

POSTWAR

In July 1945 the U.S. army used the prisoner and

SS compounds to intern up to thirty thousand
German suspects. From November 1945 to

December 1947 eleven concentration camp and

atrocity trials were conducted in Dachau. The last

internees were released in August 1948. The
Bavarian state took over the camp and converted

it into a residential settlement for two thousand

refugees from Eastern Europe. A museum set up
in the large crematory building in 1945 was

removed in May 1953, but re-established in 1960

after heavy lobbying by survivors. A memorial site
with a much larger museum opened in 1965 after

the last refugees were moved out. The museum was

renovated and expanded from 1995 to 2003.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Buchenwald; Concentration
Camps; Holocaust.
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DADA. ‘‘Let us rewrite life every day. What we
are celebrating is both buffoonery and a requiem
mass’’ (Ball, p. 56). When the German poet Hugo
Ball set down those lines in his diary on 12 March
1916, he invoked both Christian liturgical prayers
for the salvation of the souls of the dead (‘‘requiem
mass’’) and the comic performances of clowns and
acrobats (‘‘buffoonery’’) as points of reference for
what he and a group of fellow poets and artists had
been doing of late in the newly established Cabaret
Voltaire in Zurich, Switzerland.

DADA IN ZURICH

Named in honor of the eighteenth-century French
philosopher Voltaire, author of the satirical novel
Candide, or Optimism (1759), and founded by
Ball, along with the German poet and cabaret singer
Emmy Hennings, the Alsatian artist Jean Arp, the
Romanian poet Tristan Tzara, and the Romanian
artist Marcel Janco, the Cabaret Voltaire opened
on 5 February 1916 and lasted only until late June
of that year. The naming of the Cabaret Voltaire was
a gesture that acknowledged the political and philo-
sophical despair as well as the artistic ambitions of
Ball and his collaborators, including, in addition to
those named above, the Swiss artist Sophie Taeuber,
the German poet and medical student Richard
Huelsenbeck, and the German artist, writer, and
filmmaker Hans Richter. ‘‘The ideals of culture
and of art as a program for a variety show—that is
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our kind of Candide against the times,’’ wrote Ball
(p. 67). As a group, Ball and the others sought to
invent new ways of composing both art and life in
neutral Switzerland, a location in which they were at
once insulated from and haunted by the perils and
terrors of World War I. Speaking of the effects of
their performances and exhibitions, Ball wrote:
‘‘The horror of our time, the paralyzing background
of events, is made visible’’ (p. 65).

As announced in a press notice in the Zurich
papers of 2 February 1916 that Ball cites in his diary,
the Cabaret Voltaire was founded as an experiment
intended ‘‘to create a center for artistic entertain-
ment’’ that would be open to ‘‘suggestions and con-
tributions of all kinds’’ from the ‘‘young artists of
Zurich’’ (p. 50). Arp, Ball, Hennings, Huelsenbeck,
Janco, Richter, Taeuber, and Tzara variously con-
tributed paintings, masks, and other objects that
were exhibited on the walls of the nightclub’s
cramped rooms; so-called sound-poems or verses
without words, including Ball’s ‘‘Gadji beri bimba’’
(1916), that were recited on the nightclub’s make-
shift stage by authors in outlandish masks and cos-
tumes, often accompanied by drumming that was
meant to evoke African musical traditions; simulta-
neous poems that were declaimed by several perfor-
mers at once (‘‘L’amiral cherche une maison à louer’’
[1916] by Huelsenbeck, Janco, and Tzara being the
most famous of those); and experimental dance per-
formances that drew on new theories of expressive
movement promulgated by the choreographer
Rudolf von Laban, with whom Taeuber and the
German dancer Mary Wigman, herself a pioneer of
modern dance and occasional Cabaret Voltaire
performer, studied.

A journal called Cabaret Voltaire that was
published on 4 June 1916 contained the first appear-
ance in print of the word Dada in connection with
the Zurich group’s avant-garde art, poetry, and per-
formances. The title Dada was soon attached to a
periodical, collections of poetry by Huelsenbeck, and
exhibitions of art by Arp, Richter, Janco, and others.
Precisely how or when the word Dada was discov-
ered or invented as a name for the performances,
poems, and works of art produced by the Zurich
group in spring 1916 has not been established, but
it is clear that part of the word’s appeal was its multi-
lingual evocativeness: ‘‘Dada,’’ wrote Ball on 18
April 1916, ‘‘is ‘yes, yes’ in Rumanian, ‘rocking

horse’ and ‘hobbyhorse’ in French. For Germans it
is a sign of foolish naı̈veté, joy in procreation, and
preoccupation with the baby carriage’’ (p. 63).
March 1917 saw the opening of an art gallery, the
Galerie Dada, that succeeded the Cabaret Voltaire as
the center of Zurich Dada activities. At around that
same time, Huelsenbeck returned to Berlin and
quickly sought to establish the German capital as a
center of Dada activity.

DADA IN GERMANY

In the midst of the acute material deprivation and
increasing social and political tension brought on
by World War I, Huelsenbeck began to collaborate
in Berlin with the artists George Grosz and John
Heartfield and the writers Wieland Herzfelde and
Franz Jung, and in early 1918 they joined him in
founding the ‘‘Club Dada,’’ which also counted
the architect and writer Johannes Baader, the artists
Raoul Hausmann, Hannah Höch, and Otto
Schmalhausen, and the writer Walter Mehring
among its members. In Germany Dada took on a
more aggressively political character, with the
Berlin dadaists and their counterparts in Cologne,
prominent among the latter the artists Max Ernst
and Johannes Theodor Baargeld, advocating radi-
cal political change in the wake of the abdication of
Kaiser William II and the November Revolution of
1918. Grosz, Heartfield, Herzfelde, and Jung were
all founding members of the German Communist
Party, and German Dada journals (including Der
Ventilator [The fan], published in Cologne, and
Jedermann sein eigner Fussball [Every man his
own football], published in Berlin) as well as several
major Dada exhibitions held in Cologne and Berlin
in 1919–1920, addressed contemporary political
events and attempted to establish connections
between the German dadaists’ experimental artistic
techniques, most prominent among them collage
and photomontage, and their critiques of contem-
porary politics and culture. A spring 1920 exhibi-
tion in Cologne was temporarily shut down by the
police in connection with charges of obscenity, and
the largest of the German Dada exhibitions, the so-
called Erste Internationale Dada-Messe (First
International Dada Fair), which was held in Berlin
in summer 1920, resulted in the trial of several of
its organizers on charges of having ‘‘insulted the
military’’ with the inclusion of works such as
Grosz’s portfolio of lithographs, Gott mit uns
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(God with us; 1920), which satirized the practices
of military authorities during and after World War
I, and a sculptural assemblage consisting of a
stuffed German officer’s uniform with a plaster
pig’s head that hung from the ceiling in the exhibi-
tion and bore the name Prussian Archangel
(1920).

DADA IN PARIS AND THE

SHIFT TO SURREALISM

Just as Huelsenbeck bore the word Dada to
Berlin, Tzara carried it to Paris, arriving there
from Zurich in January 1920. Through personal
correspondences, the collaborative production
and international dissemination of Dada publica-
tions, and word of mouth, key players in what
would become the Paris Dada movement were
already aware of much of what had gone on at
the Cabaret Voltaire and the Galerie Dada in
Zurich, and they were even more familiar with
the events and inventions of the New York Dada
movement, in which the Parisian artists Marcel
Duchamp, Jean Crotti, and Francis Picabia had
participated, along with the American artist Man
Ray and others, while living in the United States
during World War I. Early in 1919, Picabia colla-
borated with Tzara in Zurich on the publication
of issues of the journals Dada and 391. Around
the same time, the Parisian poet André Breton
made contact with Tzara to praise his 1918
‘‘Dada Manifesto.’’ Several months later, Breton
and fellow poets Louis Aragon and Philippe
Soupault published the first issue of Littérature,
which would become a key organ of Paris Dada
and, eventually, one of the major journals of the
surrealist movement that would succeed Dada in
Paris as the French capital’s primary avant-garde
movement in literature and the arts. Dada in Paris
was more oriented to literature and the making of
art-world scandals than to politics and the visual
arts, and one of its centers of activity was the
bookstore Au Sans Pareil, site of several key
Dada exhibitions, including an important show
of Ernst’s Dada works in late spring 1921.

By1923thevariousEuropeanDadamovements—
which had spread from Zurich, Berlin, Cologne,
and Paris to Hanover and elsewhere in Germany,
and to Holland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and
Russia—had more or less come to an end. Ball
had retreated from Dada and from public life in

general in 1920, turning his attention instead to
the study of early Christian saints and pursuing his
own devotion to Catholicism; the Berlin dadaists
variously oriented their work toward politics and
the so-called new objectivity in painting; Baargeld
studied for a doctorate in philosophy and econom-
ics; and Ernst moved to Paris, where he became a
key participant in the surrealist movement.

See also Aragon, Louis; Arp, Jean; Ball, Hugo; Breton,
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BRIGID DOHERTY
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DALADIER, ÉDOUARD (1884–1970),
French politician.

Édouard Daladier, having given up all political
activity in the last decade of his life, was already
mostly forgotten when he died at the age of eighty-
six, though he had been one of the prominent
figures in French politics during the 1930s and,
except for the period from July 1926 to March
1930, had served in the government continuously
from 1925 to 1940. The son of a baker from
Carpentras in the south of France, he was intellec-
tually very gifted, placing first in the history agré-
gation, the French teaching certification
examination, of 1909. But he devoted very little
time to teaching. In 1911, at the age of twenty-
seven, he was elected mayor of his native town of
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Carpentras. He served in World War I, achieving
the rank of infantry lieutenant, and received the
Croix de Guerre with four citations for bravery.
The war marked him profoundly. After it ended,
he devoted himself entirely to politics. A member
of the Radical Party, he was elected deputy of the
Vaucluse region in 1919 and continuously
reelected until 1940. He very quickly stood out
from the mass of deputies. After the victory of the
Cartel des Gauches (Left-wing cartel) in 1924,
Premier Édouard Herriot, also a professor (of lit-
erature)—Daladier had been his student in Lyon—
appointed him minister for the colonies. Although
these two men were both part of the Left and
members of the Radical Party, their political views
were quite different. Herriot was a moderate radi-
cal and Daladier more of a leftist. He was closely
allied with the socialists, though he never believed
in socialism.

Daladier played his major political role during
the 1930s, concerning himself with three major
issues: the incapacity of certain institutions to pre-
vent permanent governmental instability; the eco-
nomic and social troubles related to the world
crisis; and the increasing external threats occa-
sioned by the Nazis’ rise to power in Germany.
The France of Édouard Daladier’s time was in
crisis. As premier in 1934, he had to face the
growing lawlessness of the far-right leagues. On 6
February, he was forced to resign. This only con-
vinced him that in order to face the danger, the
Radical Party over which he had presided had to
strengthen its ties with other leftist forces. Despite
Herriot’s great reluctance, Daladier became an
active supporter of the Popular Front, standing
with the socialists and the communists. After the
electoral victory of the Front, he was appointed
vice president in Léon Blum’s government, formed
in June 1936.

Nevertheless, Daladier progressively distanced
himself from the Popular Front—a growing num-
ber of radicals were disconcerted by its revolution-
ary aspects. Moreover, he had been interested in
military issues for a long time and served as minis-
ter of war, and then of national defense, almost
continuously from 1933 to 1940. He was aware
of the contradiction between social measures such
as reducing the workweek to forty hours and the
large industrial effort necessary to rebuild the army,

which had been more or less abandoned since
World War I.

When he once again became premier in 1938,

he severed his ties with the Popular Front and, with

Paul Reynaud, his minister of finance, set about

‘‘putting France back to work.’’ He set in motion

a huge rearmament effort but was nevertheless still

unable to provide the army with competent leaders.

Still traumatized by the memories of the enormous

number of casualties at the beginning of the war in
1914, he leaned toward a policy of defense.

Reluctantly, and with few illusions about its

success, Daladier signed the Munich agreement

with Adolf Hitler in September 1938 because he

could not count on the support of the United

Kingdom and because France was not ready for

war. In November, he thwarted a general strike

called to protest the government’s intentions to

modify existing social laws. He was enjoying great
popularity when, in March 1939, Germany

annexed what was left of Czechoslovakia. Daladier

was determined to stand his ground. When

Germany attacked Poland on 1 September 1939,

France and the United Kingdom responded by

declaring war. After a few days of hesitation, the

French Communist Party officially came out in
support of the German-Soviet pact signed that

August and requested negotiations with Germany.

Daladier dissolved the party and emerged as the

leader of the powerful anticommunist wave that

hit France at the time.

On the military level, however, the Allies chose

a strategy of defense, as they were convinced that

over time they would achieve considerable material

superiority. This was the ‘‘phony war,’’ which
ended with the German offensive of May 1940.

Daladier, accused of not waging war energetically

enough, had been replaced in March by Paul

Reynaud. After the 1940 defeat, Daladier would

have liked to continue the fight from abroad, but

a majority of deputies handed power over to

Marshal Philippe Pétain, who signed the Armistice

in June. Daladier was arrested under orders of the
Occupation government in Vichy and was among

those who stood accused at the Riom trials of

being responsible for the war. But the trials were

soon suspended under German pressure after a

vigorous defense was mounted, especially of
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Daladier. He was handed over to the Germans and
remained in detention until the end of the war.

Despite the violent allegations against him by the
then very powerful Communist Party, which never
forgave him for his attitude toward them in 1939,
Daladier returned to France and to his old post of
deputy for Vaucluse in June 1946. The Radical Party,
however, was only a shadow of its former self, and it
fused into a coalition of left-wing parties, the
Rassemblement des Gauches Républicaines, an alli-
ance of circumstance with little power. And while
Herriot managed to become president of the
National Assembly, Daladier never again played an
important role. He made his presence felt with his
opposition to the European Defense Community
(EDC), paradoxically holding the same views as the
communists. He was mayor of Avignon from 1953
to 1958 but, like many others, was swept out of
office that year by the Gaullist wave and lost his seat
as deputy. He never again sought to reclaim it.

Daladier was nicknamed the ‘‘Bull of the
Vaucluse,’’ but his determined attitude hid the fact
that he was never able to be the man of action that
everyone expected.
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Du Réau, Elisabeth. Édouard Daladier. Paris, 1993.
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JEAN-JACQUES BECKER
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DALÍ, SALVADOR (1904–1989), Spanish
painter, sculptor, and graphic artist.

Born and raised in the Spanish province of
Catalonia, situated in the country’s northeast
corner, Salvador Dalı́ was destined to win world-
wide fame. Indeed, as a result of his continual self-
promotion, Dalı́ is probably the best known of

all the surrealists—the only one who achieved celeb-
rity status during his lifetime. Although he pub-
lished numerous writings, his most important
contributions were concerned with surrealist paint-
ing. While his name conjures up images of melting
watches and flaming giraffes, his mature style took
years to develop. By 1926, Dalı́ had experimented
with half a dozen styles, including pointillism, pur-
ism, primitivism, Marc Chagall’s visionary cubism,
and Giorgio de Chirico’s metaphysical art. The same
year, he exhibited the painting Basket of Bread at
the Dalmau Gallery in Barcelona, inspired by the
seventeenth-century artist Francisco de Zurbarán.
However, his early work was chiefly influenced by
the nineteenth-century realists and by cubist artists
such as Pablo Picasso and Georges Braque.

The publication of André Breton’s first Manifeste
du surréalisme in 1924 made an indelible impression
on Dalı́. Although Catalonia and the rest of Spain
were seething with avant-garde activity, Dalı́ was
excited by what was taking place in France.
Moving to Paris in 1929, he joined the French
surrealists and participated in their various activities.
Except for vacation trips to Catalonia, he remained
there for many years. Quickly assimilated into the
French movement, Dalı́ contributed a whole series
of articles and paintings to journals such as La
révolution surréaliste, Le surréalisme au service de
la révolution, and Minotaure. While Breton, the
leader of the surrealists, eventually came to despise
the artist, whom he accused of rampant commerci-
alism, he was extremely impressed by his talent
initially. ‘‘For the first time perhaps,’’ he announced
in 1929, ‘‘Dalı́ has opened our mental windows
wide.’’ Calling his art ‘‘the most hallucinatory in
existence,’’ Breton advised the surrealists to culti-
vate voluntary hallucination like the painter (vol. 2,
pp. 308–309; author’s translation).

By this date, Dalı́’s art had evolved beyond his
earlier obsession with strange objects and had
acquired a visionary character. It would undergo a
radical transformation during the next few years as
the artist experimented with a new hallucinatory
aesthetics that made his former efforts seem pale
by comparison. Taking a leaf from the poet Arthur
Rimbaud’s book, who taught himself to see a
mosque in place of a factory, Dalı́ boasted he was
able to imagine a woman who was simultaneously
a horse. By accustoming himself to voluntary
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hallucination, he was able to reshape reality accord-
ing to the dictates of his desire. This experience,
which foreshadowed the invention of his famous
paranoiac-critical method, testified to the triumph
of the pleasure principle over the reality principle.
At the same time, Dalı́’s obsession with putrefaction
and scatological subjects increased, and he began
to explore Freudian themes overtly in paintings
such as The Great Masturbator (1929) and in the
movie An Andalusian Dog, created the same year
with the Spanish filmmaker Luis Buñuel. By 1934
Dalı́ had managed to violate every conceivable
artistic taboo and had perfected the outrageous
persona that would contribute to his notoriety.

While voluntary hallucination produced excel-
lent results, it was essentially a conscious process.
Inspired by the psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan,
who published a thesis on paranoia in 1932, Dalı́
developed a method of incorporating involuntary
hallucinations into his art. Defined by Dalı́ as a
‘‘spontaneous method of irrational knowledge
based on the irrational-critical association of

delirious phenomena’’ (Ades, p. 126), the para-

noiac-critical method furnished the artist with an

endless number of paintings. In the early 1930s, he

became obsessed with Jean-François Millet’s The
Angelus (1858), which he cited over and over in

his works, and with the story of William Tell.

Toward the end of the decade, Dalı́ began to jux-

tapose pairs of images to illustrate the theme of

involuntary transformation. In The Metamorphosis of
Narcissus (1937), for example, two identical con-

structions are placed side by side. The image of

Narcissus admiring himself in the water is juxta-

posed with several objects that closely resemble

him. In other paintings, two images are superim-

posed in such a way that each is continually trans-

formed into the other, creating a deliberate

confusion between figure and ground. In The
Slave Market with the Disappearing Bust of
Voltaire (1940), a statue of the French philosopher

in the foreground dissolves to reveal three servants

standing in the background, who dissolve again

to depict Voltaire in the foreground. Dalı́ would

The Metamorphosis of Narcissus. Painting by Salvador Dalı́, 1937. ART RESOURCE, NY
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exploit these and other hallucinatory techniques
brilliantly during the next fifty years, broadening
his repertoire to include mystical and scientific
themes while remaining faithful to his original
inspiration.

See also Breton, André; Chagall, Marc; Cubism;
Painting, Avant-Garde; Surrealism.
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D’ANNUNZIO, GABRIELE (1863–
1938), Italian author, soldier, and political leader.

Gabriele D’Annunzio was born in Pescara, a
provincial coastal town in the region of the
Abruzzi in Italy on 12 March 1863. A poet, novel-
ist, political activist, and dramatist, he was also
known for his flamboyant and rather anarchic life-
style and for his numerous amorous adventures
with high-society women. As a novelist, he was
greatly inspired by the works of Friedrich Wilhelm
Nietzsche (1844–1900), the late-nineteenth-
century German philosopher who challenged the
foundations of traditional morality and Christianity.

POLITICAL ACTIVISM

D’Annunzio was an ardent nationalist and favored
the intervention of Italy into the First World War
on the Allied side. His enthusiasm was shared
by the poet Filippo Tommaso Marinetti (1876–
1944), the founder of the futurist movement
(1909), who believed war to be the only hope for
a healthy world. D’Annunzio was a controversial
figure for over fifty years; he was considered to be
a promoter of fascism, even when all evidence

showed his contempt for the Fascists and for their
leader Benito Mussolini (1883–1945), who led
Italy from 1922 to 1943. D’Annunzio in fact
regarded Mussolini as his social and political infe-
rior. D’Annunzio’s political views were quite equiv-
ocal and so was his relationship with the Fascist
regime. The scholar Paolo Alatri sees the poet dur-
ing this period as a pacifier attempting to create a
bridge between left-wing agitators fighting for their
rights and Mussolini’s followers ready to beat their
opponents into insensibility.

D’Annunzio was above all an individualist who
was impervious to public criticism and followed his
own poetic instincts. In his mid fifties during the
First World War, he flew bombing raids over
Austria and a few months later captained a torpedo
boat raid into enemy Dalmatia. D’Annunzio was
always on the watch for actions that would allow
him to enter into the legends of posterity. When
the war concluded, on the pretext of an established
Italian culture already in place, the poet and his
private army, called the Arditi, invaded the city of
Fiume (in present-day Croatia) in September 1919
and transformed it into a city-state called Carnaro,
which he ruled like a Renaissance prince. While
ruling the city of Fiume, D’Annunzio issued the
Carnaro Charter, a document stating that schools
should be free of religious propaganda and influ-
ence and guaranteeing freedom of the press and of
trade union associations. The Charter was in a
sense the antithesis to the course of actions taken
by Mussolini’s government in the years to come.
However, the situation in Fiume deteriorated to a
point of anarchy, leading the population of the city
to speak out against the occupation and against the
immoral attitude of the legionaries. After stiff resis-
tance, D’Annunzio left Fiume on 18 January 1921,
when international opinion forced his expulsion
and when an Italian naval shell hit his window,
barely missing his head. His nationalistic ideals
and his willingness readily to use armed force were
viewed by the public as important examples for
Mussolini and for his March on Rome in 1922.

POET AND PLAYWRIGHT

As a poet, D’Annunzio made his debut at the age
of sixteen when he published Primo vere (1879),
but it was not until he published Halcyon in 1903
that his international reputation as one of the great
Italian poets was confirmed. Halcyon is a carefully
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organized sequence of eighty-eight lyrics, which to
gain their full effect must be read as a whole.
Halcyon is a reminiscence of a summer spent by
the poet in Tuscany, part of the time with his
legendary lover, the actress Eleanora Duse. The
poems evoke specific times and locations that stir
emotions linked to memories and myths associated
with each place. However, D’Annunzio’s birth-
place was the most significant inspiration in his
writings. The Abruzzi region, with its well-
defined background culture rife with chthonic
myths (concerning the underworld) and dark
superstitions, permeated nearly all of his creative
output. This regional influence was so pervasive in
his writings that epithets such as the ‘‘Abruzzese’’
or the ‘‘Pescarese’’ are recognized in Italy as synon-
ymous with D’Annunzio.

For centuries an atmosphere of legend and
mystery had surrounded his homeland. The wall
formed by the rocky Apennines on one side and
the bordering of the Adriatic Sea on the other
isolated this region, allowing its strong folkloric
traditions to be preserved. Allusions to folklore

and myths are to be found in his works, particularly
in the collection of short stories Le novelle della
pescara (1902; Tales of Pescara) and in his novel
Il trionfo della morte (1894; Triumph of death).
This novel is also the one work in which the author
focuses on his long-lasting devotion to his mother.

In his fictional representation of rural life,
D’Annunzio was spurred by the paintings of his
friend the artist Francesco Paolo Michetti (1851–
1929), who began his career as a painter in 1877. It
was this artistic marriage that led D’Annunzio to
write his most successful play, La figlia di Iorio
(1904; The Daughter of Iorio, 1907), based on
the painting Daughter of Iorio (1895) by Michetti.

During his playwriting career, he confided in
his mistress, Eleonora Duse (1858–1924), who by
1885 was regarded throughout the world as Italy’s
greatest actress. D’Annunzio’s eight-year relation-
ship with Duse was a tempestuous affair later
explored in his novel Il fuoco (1900; The Flame of
Life, 1900). As a dramatist, his aim was to create a
new type of theater based largely on classical
themes that could be solidly linked to the present
in a modern and original way rather than merely
revive the past. To Duse he confided a sense of
tediousness that he felt about the bourgeois drama
that proliferated on the stages of fin-de-siècle Italy.
Breaking the mold of contemporary Italian drama,
D’Annunzio created tragedies such as La città
morta (1898; The Dead City, 1902), Il sogno d’un
mattino di primavera (1897; The Dream of a
Spring Morning, 1902), and Il sogno d’un tramonto
d’autunno (1898, The Dream of an Autumn
Sunset, 1904), which were meant to arouse an
apathetic Italian audience with what he considered
a new genre.

D’Annunzio spent the later part of his life at his
home in Gardone Riviera, on Lake Garda. He died
in 1938 and was given a state funeral by Mussolini.
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ANGELA TUMINI

DANZIG. See Gdansk/Danzig.

n

DARDANELLES. The Dardanelles Strait is
the deep-water channel connecting the Aegean Sea
with the Sea of Marmara in Turkey. The strait must
be considered in conjunction with the Bosphorus
Strait, the waterway connecting the northern end of
the Sea of Marmara with the Black Sea. Together
these channels constitute one of the most strategic
waterways in the world.

Prior to 1914 the Dardanelles was greatly over-
shadowed by its northern counterpart, the Bosphorus,
which was the gateway to Istanbul, the capital of
the Ottoman Empire, and to the Black Sea. The
two channels came to be the focal point of the
so-called Eastern Question, the question being
what would happen to Istanbul and the rest of
the Ottoman lands after what was then seen as
the inevitable collapse of the Ottoman Empire.
For Britain and France, the primary issue was
containing Russia, whose traditional goal was to
take Istanbul and the Straits, thereby guaranteeing
access to the Mediterranean. The Eastern Question
was so interwoven with the fate of the Dardanelles
and the Bosphorus that the term was often inter-
changeable with the Straits Question.

The Dardanelles leapt to the forefront of his-
tory with the Dardanelles campaign of World War I
(19 February 1915–9 January 1916), also known
as the Gallipoli campaign, named after the penin-
sula on the northern shore of the strait that saw the
heaviest fighting. Heavily fortified by the Turks and
their German allies, the strait proved impossible to
overcome by naval bombardment and land forces,
and the Dardanelles became the site of one of the
most spectacular defeats for the Allies in the Great
War. Largely the brainchild of Winston Churchill,
then first lord of the admiralty, the aim of the
campaign was to force the strait and make a dash

for Istanbul, thereby knocking the Ottoman
Empire out of the war and extending a helping
hand to Russia, Britain’s hard-pressed ally.

The critical naval attack occurred on 18 March

when an Allied force consisting of some twenty

heavy warships entered the strait and heavily bom-

barded the shore batteries. The day proved a dis-

aster for the Allied fleet, with the loss of three

battleships and damage to many more. On the

French ship Bouvet alone, which struck a mine

and went down in two minutes, the captain and

639 seamen were drowned. Taking stock, the

Allied command decided that a naval attack alone

would never tax the Turkish defenses enough to

penetrate the strait. Therefore on 25 April the

greatest amphibious landing military history had

yet seen began. The Allied force consisted of

seventy-five thousand men under the command of

General Sir Ian Hamilton. The bulk of the force

was made up of thirty thousand Anzac (Australian

and New Zealand Army Corps) soldiers, who

would become a legend during the campaign.

The other legend of the Dardanelles campaign

was the Turkish General Mustafa Kemal, who

would go down in history as Atatürk, the founder

of modern Turkey. Mustafa Kemal was to be a

crucial figure in the campaign. Highly critical of

the way the German officers in the high command

were running the campaign, Mustafa Kemal turned

out to be a talented officer. It was largely through

his decisive command, matched by failures in Allied

intelligence and preparation, that the Anzac land-

ing on 25 April failed. The campaign then became

a sort of extension of the trench warfare that was

seen on the western front, except for the fact that at

some points only ten yards separated the two

trenches. The fierce battles were often broken by

truces, when both sides would bury their dead. It

was said that the courtesy and civility with which

the two sides treated each other was the last time

chivalry was seen in trench warfare. There was a

constant exchange of gifts, the Turks throwing

over grapes and sweets, the Anzacs responding

with tinned food and cigarettes.

By mid-May it had become clear that neither
side was in a position to dislodge the other. The
last major Allied push came on 6 August when a
fresh force was landed on the Dardanelles beaches.
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In fierce fighting during August some forty-

five thousand Allied troops died. In the last week

of September Bulgaria joined the war on the

German side, drastically altering the power balance

in the Balkans. On 1 January 1916 the Allies began

to withdraw from the peninsula. The Dardanelles

campaign was to go down in history as one of the

bloodiest encounters of World War I, with the

casualties on both sides estimated at over half a

million. It turned Allied strategy back to the west-

ern front, where the bloodshed would continue for

another two and a half years.

See also Atatürk, Mustafa Kemal; World War I.
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SELIM DERINGIL

n

DARLAN, FRANÇOIS (1881–1942),
French admiral.

Jean-François Darlan, Admiral of the Fleet, a
title he had ordered put back into use for himself
and which has never been used since, remains a
very controversial figure. Different historians have
attributed contradictory and dubious intentions to
him, so one must turn to the facts instead.

As a member of a navy family that had dabbled
in politics (his father had been a deputy for Lot-et-

Australian troops charge Turkish positions during the Dardanelles campaign, 1915. ªCORBIS
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Garonne and minister of justice from 1896 to

1897), he joined the navy as well but saw little

action, at least at sea. During World War I he

almost always fought on land, and in the years that

followed was often a state minister. He had a repu-

tation for leaning toward the Left, which was rare

in the navy, and it was Léon Blum who appointed

him Admiral Chief of Staff in 1937. He is a bit

excessively glorified as the creator of the large fleet

France possessed at the outbreak of World War II

in 1939. The ill winds of the day worked against

anything more than its limited use in combat, how-

ever. A portion of the fleet was destroyed in the

raid on Mers El-Kebir in July 1940 by the British,

who were afraid it would fall into the hands of the

Germans. The majority of the fleet, however, was

scuttled in the port of Toulon in November 1942,

when the Germans invaded the ‘‘Free Zone.’’

Admiral Darlan was a high-profile figure under

the collaborationist Vichy government. He had

been tapped as minister of the navy by Marshal

Philippe Pétain on 16 June 1940, during the last

government of the Third Republic. But it was only

after the 1940 defeat that he acceded to the highest

ranks. An Anglophobe, as French sailors tradition-

ally were, especially after the events at Mers El-

Kebir, he quickly became convinced of the need

to collaborate with Germany, whose victory

appeared certain. His position was in fact very close

to that of Pierre Laval, and when a plot was

hatched in December 1940 to supplant Pétain’s

second-in-command, who held the real reins of

power, Darlan replaced him as deputy prime min-

ister and designated successor. Although some said

Darlan privately had reservations about the

National Revolution, in practice he was a fervent

supporter, and it was during his government that a

whole series of its measures were taken, including

the creation of the General Committee on the

Jewish Question, the passage of the second set of

anti-Semitic laws, the special tribunals for judging

members of the Resistance, and the Work Charter.

Above all, it was during Darlan’s tenure that a

marked increase in collaboration with the

Germans occurred. In the hope of forging a poli-

tical accord, to which the Germans had no inten-

tion of agreeing, Darlan offered military

cooperation, which included giving the Germans

access to airfields in Syria and the ports of Bizerte

and Dakar. As events unfolded after the Soviet
Union and the United States entered the war,
however, these attempts failed to gain concessions
from the Germans, who feared Admiral Darlan
would change sides and whom they felt was not
the man they needed. They reinstated Laval to his
position of power in April 1942, though Darlan
remained commander of the army.

His fate was determined somewhat by chance,
since he happened to find himself in Algiers during
the Anglo-American landing in North Africa in
November 1942. It was an opportunity for him
to switch sides—he intended to maintain a Vichy-
style regime while at the same time rallying the
leaders of the colonial territories, as well as other
exiled French forces to the Allied cause, even
though he had recently ordered those forces to fire
on the Allies. He was engaged in a highly complex
and ambiguous game, virulently opposed by the
Gaullists, when he was assassinated by Bonnier de
la Chapelle, a young member of the Resistance
with monarchist tendencies. Was this an isolated
act or the result of a conspiracy? The truth will
never be known, given the local authorities’ evident
haste to execute the admiral’s murderer by firing
squad. In continental France, the public was not
fooled—Darlan, too visible to be able to switch
sides at the necessary moment as others managed
to do, was a Vichyist and a collaborator who had
been executed for his acts.

See also Blum, Léon; France; Laval, Pierre; Pétain,
Philippe; World War II.
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JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

n

DAWES PLAN. The Dawes Plan was an inter-
national agreement regarding Germany’s payment
of war reparations following World War I.
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REPARATIONS, 1919–1923

The Treaty of Versailles obligated Germany to pay

reparations for damages done to Allied life and

property during World War I. The treaty specified

no total sum, nor did it determine how the receipts

were to be divided. Reparations were apportioned

among the major creditor powers—France,

Belgium, Britain, and Italy—at a conference at

Spa in July 1920. The total sum to be paid in

money and in kind was set at a conference in

London in April 1921. There a schedule of pay-

ments was established (the London schedule), and

an ultimatum was sent to the German government.

After months of incomplete efforts to meet the

schedule, Germany was declared to be in default.

At the initiative of Raymond Poincaré, the premier

of France, engineers and troops from France and

Belgium occupied the Ruhr district of Germany in

January 1923 to impose sanctions and to collect

reparations-in-kind from the coal mines there.

German railroad and mine workers adopted a strat-

egy of passive resistance, went on strike, and were

supported by payments from the government. The

serious inflation that had begun in Germany in

June 1922 became astronomical. The chancellor

and foreign minister, Gustav Stresemann, unilater-

ally ended passive resistance in September. The

British Foreign Office took the lead in setting up

an international committee of experts to examine

the problem of reparations.

THE DAWES COMMITTEE

Two committees convened in Paris on 14 January

1924 and issued their reports on 9 April. The most

important was chaired by Charles G. Dawes, a

prominent businessman from the American

Midwest, director of the office of the budget,

future vice president, and subsequent winner of

the Nobel Peace Prize. It was composed of leading

banking figures and financial experts from each of

the major creditor powers and the United States.

The task before it was to devise a scheme Germany

could pay. That there was consensus regarding

the plan the committee produced owed much to

the good judgment and the negotiating skills of the

other American member, Owen D. Young, a law-

yer from upstate New York and chairman of the

board of directors of the General Electric Company

and of the Radio Corporation of America.

PROVISIONS OF THE PLAN

What came to be known as the Dawes Plan did not
reduce Germany’s total reparation obligation as
determined in 1921, nor did it alter the ratio by
which it was distributed. It changed the rate at which
Germany would pay. Germany was scheduled to
pay a series of graduated annuities beginning at
1 billion gold marks per year in 1924–1925
(approximately one-half of the London schedule)
and increasing to 2.5 billion in 1928–1929 (the
standard Dawes annuity). These figures amounted
to 1.8–3.2 percent of German national income.
This was a level that Young thought high enough
to indemnify France and to prevent German indus-
try and commerce from dominating the world
economy. Funds from German transportation,
excise, and customs revenues were earmarked for
the reparation account. To prevent a recurrence of
inflation, the German central bank was reorganized
and placed under the supervision of both German
and foreign officials. An agent general for repara-
tions was appointed to see that payment of the
annuities would not weaken the economy and that
the transfer abroad of large sums of currency would
not threaten the stability of the mark. S. Parker
Gilbert, a lawyer from New York and undersecre-
tary of the U.S. Treasury, was named to this post.
To the consternation of the Germans and the
British, an end to the military occupation of the
Ruhr was not made part of the plan. Dawes in
particular was willing to see it continue as a means
of coercing German payment. However, the direct
exploitation of the Ruhr mines and the customs
barrier between the Ruhr and the rest of Germany
imposed during the 1923 occupation were ended.
The report of the experts affirmed the fiscal and
economic unity of the Reich. Sanctions could be
imposed in the future only in the event of what was
termed a ‘‘flagrant failure’’ to perform the terms of
the plan.

CREDITOR AND DEBTOR ADVANTAGES

The Dawes Plan was not inherently unsatisfactory
to the reparation creditors. They gained what had
eluded them since the end of the war—Berlin’s
voluntary agreement to pay reparation. And
because the Dawes Plan did not reestimate
Germany’s total debt, they were spared a payment
schedule based on estimates of German capacity in
the aftermath of a financial crisis. Meanwhile it held
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potential advantages for Germany. Stresemann
expected access to foreign capital, sustained
Anglo-American mediation in favor of Germany,
an end to the military occupation of the Ruhr, the
beginning of the end of the military occupation of
the Rhineland, and further downward revision of
reparations before the payment of the first full
Dawes annuity was due. He regarded the Dawes
Plan as provisional, a temporary settlement, and
envisioned a full examination of Germany’s capa-
city to pay by the year 1928. This was in fact what
Young intended. The American expert did not
think that Germany could transfer the standard
Dawes annuity. He expected the plan to become
unworkable at that time, and a new scheme
devised.

CONSEQUENCES

The Dawes Plan was adopted at a conference
attended by the creditors and Germany in
London in July–August 1924. There Édouard
Herriot, the new French premier, agreed that
France would withdraw all troops from the Ruhr
within one year and, at American and British insis-
tence, not again impose sanctions against Germany
unilaterally. In 1925–1926 the governments of
Belgium, Italy, and France settled their respective
war debts to the United States, and France settled
its debt to Britain. (Britain settled its debt to the
U.S. government in 1923.) With the creditor
powers certain of their war debt obligations, a
second committee of experts was convened to
determine a permanent reparations settlement.
Headed by Young, it reported in June 1929. The
Young Plan reduced German payments below the
standard Dawes annuity. They were scheduled out
to 1988, the year French war debt payments to the
United States were to end. Payment of both
reparations and war debts ended in the aftermath
of a conference in Lausanne in 1932—without the
formal consent of the United States.

See also Reparations; Versailles, Treaty of; World War I.
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JON S. JACOBSON

n

DAYTON ACCORDS. The Dayton Accords
marked the end of wars in Bosnia-Herzegovina and
Croatia that lasted from 1991 to 1995 and provid-
ed a roadmap for Bosnia’s postwar development.
The Accords were officially called ‘‘The General
Framework Agreement for Peace (GFAP),’’ con-
tained eleven annexes, and were 130 pages long.
The negotiations at the Wright-Patterson Air Force
Base in Dayton, Ohio, began 1 November 1995
and the Agreement was initialed in Dayton on 21
November. It was formally signed in Paris on 14
December and endorsed by the UN Security
Council on 15 December 1995. Implementation
of the accords began when the NATO-led Imple-
mentation Force (IFOR) deployed into Bosnia and
Herzegovina on 20 December and when the first
High Representative arrived in Sarajevo on 21
December 1995.

The Accords were a watershed. The Balkan
wars shaped a generation of diplomats and sol-
diers from the United States, Europe, and the
United Nations. They spurred efforts to address
difficult conditions underlying intrastate conflict
after the end of the Cold War. Most directly, the
Accords ended a war that had lasted for more
than three years.

THE ONSET OF WAR

The war’s origins were in the violent unraveling of
the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, which
followed elections in 1990 that made regional lead-
erships ethnically accountable. The leaders of
Yugoslavia’s six constituent republics did not agree
on the constitution for a democratic Yugoslav fed-
eration. A brief armed conflict leading to Slovenian
independence gave way to a more difficult war in
Croatia in the second half of 1991. In this conflict
rebel Serbs seized one-third of Croatian territory
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with support from the Yugoslav National Army
(JNA). The UN negotiator, the former U.S.
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance (1917–2002) nego-
tiated a plan that allowed approximately 14,000
UN troops to deploy to oversee the reintegration
of this territory back into Croatia. Progress quickly
stalled as rebel Serbs called for greater-Serb unifica-
tion and refused to support implementation of the
Vance Plan.

The situation in Bosnia was especially fragile,
as the election of November 1990 amounted to
an ethnic census in a multiethnic republic that
lacked a clear, titular nation. By autumn 1991 a
delicately balanced coalition government among
Serb, Croat, and Bosnian Muslim parties broke
down. The disputes included Bosnia’s relationship
to the rump Yugoslavia, the departure of the Serb
Democratic Party delegation (led by Radovan
Karadžić [b. 1945]), and the formation of multiple
Serb Autonomous Regions with support from
the JNA. By March 1991, the Croatian president,
Franjo Tudjman (1922–1999), had already dis-
cussed the partition of Bosnia-Herzegovina with
the Serbian president, Slobodan Milošević (1941–
2006).

Several Western governments recognized the
Bosnian government’s declaration of independence
on 6 April 1992 following a referendum that was
boycotted by most Serbs in Bosnia. Bosnian Serb
military forces, which were armed with weapons
inherited from the JNA, launched a military cam-
paign that rapidly captured about 70 percent of
Bosnia’s territory. In an attempt to homogenize
Bosnia’s ethnically complex social geography, the
Serb military engaged in ethnic cleansing and cre-
ated prisoner camps. The radical Croatian Defense
Council (HVO) subsequently launched offensives
in Herzegovina and central Bosnia.

FROM DIPLOMATIC FAILURE TO DAYTON

International negotiators were initially ineffective
at ending the war. The United Nations Security
Council established an arms embargo that favored
the well-armed Bosnian Serb Army against the
poorly equipped Army of the Republic of Bosnia-
Herzegovina, created six poorly defended ‘‘safe
areas’’ for civilians, and addressed the provision of
humanitarian assistance and protection of civilians.
The UN deployed twenty-six thousand lightly armed

troops in the UN Protection force (UNPROFOR).
These troops were scattered throughout Bosnia-
Herzegovina in support of humanitarian efforts.
But these troops were neither in position to compel
compliance with the UN mandate nor to bring the
war to a close.

In the period between 1991 and 1995 diplo-
mats from the European Community, the United
Nations, and a Contact Group consisting of the
United States, Russia, Great Britain, France, and
Germany drafted a series of peace plans that were
based on extensive postwar power-sharing. However
the Serb, Croat, and Muslim leaders were unable to
reach a consensus on any of them. Only in the sum-
mer of 1995 did American diplomats take the initia-
tive to lead the negotiations to end the war. The
increasing assertiveness of Serb forces by mid-1995
culminated in the conquest of Srebrenica on 11 July.
In the largest single post–World War II European
massacre, more than seven thousand Muslim males
were separated from their families and executed by
Bosnian Serb forces under the command of General
Ratko Mladić (b. 1943). In response to the subse-
quent NATO air intervention that lasted from 30
August until 21 September, a Bosniak-Croat offen-
sive won back significant territory from the Bosnian
Serbs, which set the stage for a cease-fire on 12
October. This also led to negotiations on the basis
of ‘‘Joint Agreed Principles’’ that were signed in
Geneva, Switzerland, on 8 September by foreign
ministers from Bosnia-Herzegovina, Yugoslavia,
and Croatia.

The negotiations in Dayton, Ohio, were led by
the U.S. ambassador Richard Holbrooke (b. 1941)
and included the secretary of state, Warren
Christopher (b. 1925), and diplomats from France,
Germany, the United Kingdom, Russia, and the
European Union. The negotiations only peripherally
involved the principals from the conflict. The three
heads of delegations were the Bosnian Muslim pres-
ident, Alija Izetbegović (1925–2003), the Serbian
president, Milošević, and the Croatian president,
Tudjman. The Bosnian Serb leaders Karadžić and
Mladić did not come because they had already been
indicted for war crimes by the International Criminal
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY), and the
Bosnian Croat leader, Kresimir Zubak (b. 1947), was
present, but Presidents Tudjman and Milošević gave
assurances that their Bosnian subordinates would
sign the agreement.
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THE DAYTON ACCORDS

The three weeks of negotiations forced each party to
make significant political concessions. The Serbs
accepted that Republika Srpska would remain part
of Bosnia. Croat hard-liners did not win a specifi-
cally Croat entity. The Bosnian Muslims accepted a
decentralized state that the party that controlled 49
percent of the territory (Serbs) had gained through
an aggressive war. An initial success in the negotia-
tions, on 11 November, over the return of the Serb-
controlled territory in Eastern Slavonia to Croatia
set the stage for the conclusion of the agreement ten
days later under great American pressure.

It was hoped that the Dayton Accords would
end the fighting once and for all, facilitate a quick
transition to stable rule, and restore Bosnia’s multi-
ethnicity. They covered all military and civilian
aspects of the peace, including a constitution, and
provided international military and civilian oversight
of the Bosnian government in its implementation of
the GFAP. The implementation succeeded in end-
ing the fighting, but more than a decade after the
Dayton Accords were signed the Bosnian govern-
ment continued to prepare itself for accession into
the European Union. Serbia’s pathway to Europe is
longer still, and blocked by the fact that Bosnian
Serb leaders accused of war crimes and crimes
against humanity continue to evade justice.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Croatia; Izetbegović, Alija;
Karadžić, Radovan; Milošević, Slobodan; Mladić,
Ratko; Sarajevo; Serbia; Srebrenica; Tudjman,
Franjo; Yugoslavia.
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MARK BASKIN

n

D-DAY. The term D-Day in general denotes the

unnamed day on which a military offensive is to be

launched. In particular, D-Day refers to 6 June

1944, the day on which the Allied forces invaded

France during World War II, and to the following

victory over Germany; in this connection D-Day

stands for the greatest logistical achievement in

military history as well.

D-DAY IN MILITARY HISTORY

The preparations for the cross-channel invasion finally

began after the Quadrant Conference at Quebec in

August 1943. On 18 December 1943 Dwight D.

Eisenhower became supreme Allied commander and

Bernard L.Montgomerywas appointed invasioncom-

mander. The plan for Operation Overlord, as the

invasion was to be known, was for a landing in

Normandy between Cherbourg and Le Havre.

The site was chosen for three main reasons: First,

the coastline was favorable to a seaborne operation,

with beaches and few cliffs. Second, the landing

beaches were well in range of the Allied fighter air-

planes. And third, the German army high command

expected an invasion at the Strait of Dover, and

therefore massed its most intact divisions, including

all tank divisions, in that region. To further per-

suade the German generals that the landings would

be made north of the Seine, the Allies created an

entire phantom army, said to be based around

Dover in southeast England opposite the Strait of

Dover and commanded by George S. Patton.

In fact, during the first six months of 1944 the
United States and Great Britain gathered an
impressive land, naval, and air force in the south
of England, the initial landing force concentrated
between Falmouth and Newhaven. This invasion
force consisted of five infantry divisions: two
American (the First and Fourth Divisions), two
British (the Third and Fiftieth Divisions), and one
Canadian (the Third Division). Seven more divi-
sions were held in reserve. These troops were
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assigned to go ashore on beaches code-named,
from west to east, Utah, Omaha, Gold, Juno, and
Sword. Two American airborne divisions (the 82nd
and the 101st) were to land behind the western
end of the assault area, with one British airborne
division (the Sixth) at the eastern end.

On D-Day, 6 June 1944, one day after the
originally scheduled date, the Allies landed around
155,000 troops in Normandy; 57,500 Americans
on the Utah and Omaha beaches; 75,000 British
and Canadian soldiers on the Gold, Juno, and
Sword beaches; plus nearly 23,500 British and
American airborne troops. The troops had been
delivered to the landing zones by an armada of
nearly 900 merchant vessels and over 4,000 land-
ing ships and landing craft, which had been mar-
shaled and escorted by more than 1,200 naval
combat ships. Some 195,700 personnel were
assigned to the operation. In the air, nearly
12,000 fighter, bomber, and transport aircraft sup-
ported the landings, against which the Luftwaffe
(the German air force) was able to deploy fewer
than 400 planes. On this day, the Allied pilots flew
over 14,000 sorties, and only 127 aircraft were lost.
In the airborne landings on the flanks of the Utah
and Sword beaches, more than 3,000 aircraft and
gliders of the U.S. Army Air Force (USAAF) and
the Royal Air Force (RAF) were used on D-Day.

By the end of 11 June (D-Day plus 5), more
than 320,000 troops, nearly 55,000 vehicles, and
over 100,000 tons of supplies had been landed on
the beachhead. Two weeks later, the Allied troops
could fall back upon nearly 200,000 vehicles and
600,000 tons of stores. Most supplies had to be
landed on the beaches because the two artificial
harbors, known by their code name Mulberry, were
each the size of Dover harbor, and the five smaller
harbors, known as Gooseberries, were not in place
as scheduled. The Americans abandoned their
Mulberry when a heavy storm destroyed much of
the half-finished floating structure on 19 June; the
British harbor (Mulberry and a Gooseberry), near
Arromanches-les-Bains (Gold Beach), was not in
use until July. Nevertheless, the enormous logisti-
cal effort not only enabled the Allied forces to land
on the Normandy beaches but also to develop an
overwhelming weight of firepower, break out of
the beachhead, and then fight and win a battle of
attrition against the German troops.

On the ground in mid-July, as many as thirty-

one Allied divisions and numerous independent bri-

gades, with 770,000 American soldiers and 591,000

from the British Empire, faced 420,000 German

troops who had no hope of getting additional men

and material. The Seventh German army had lost

117,000 troops during battle in Normandy but by

24 July had received only 10,000 reinforcements.

More than 3,500 Allied tanks stood opposite 475

German panzers (tanks). And in the air, up to

13,000 Allied aircraft faced a mere 1,000 Luftwaffe

airplanes. The successful invasion of the Continent

on D-Day meant the foreseeable end of World War

II in Europe. Logistics and reinforcements had been

a major key to this great victory.

D-DAY IN EAST AND WEST

D-Day and what followed was a great victory for

the Western Allies, but not so for the Soviet Union.

The former Soviet—and today Russian—attitude

to the Normandy invasion has always been that

the United States, Great Britain, France, and the

other Western Allies have never given proper

recognition to the part played by the Soviet troops

in the defeat of Germany and its armies. The

Soviets had always been of the opinion that they

played a much bigger role in defeating Germany

than the Western Allies did. Indeed, the Soviet

Union lost an estimated twenty-five million citi-

zens in World War II. By comparison, total military

and civilian casualties for the United States and

Great Britain are estimated at around seven hun-

dred thousand. And in addition to this, the Soviets

felt that they had been let down by their Western

Allies. From the moment that the Soviet Union

was attacked by the German Wehrmacht (army)

on 22 June 1941, Moscow called upon its allies

to open a second front against Germany. But it

took three years before the invasion came off.

When the Western Allies finally landed on the

Normandy beaches in June 1944, the Soviets main-

tained that it was too late, and that as a result of

this imprudent delay the war had dragged on and

millions of lives, especially Russian lives, were lost

unnecessarily.

Russian politicians and historians blamed that
mainly on the British prime minister, Winston
Churchill, whom they were convinced disliked the
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Soviet Union. This belief was bolstered by the fact
that when General Eisenhower had suggested that
a second front be opened in the summer or fall of
1942, President Franklin D. Roosevelt agreed, but
Churchill refused. Had he agreed, and had the
second front opened then, Russian officials are
persuaded that World War II in Europe would have
ended not later than 1943. The Soviet Union cele-
brated 8 May 1945 as the day the war ended, and
today Russia does so as well.

The French undoubtedly admired the stunning
success of the Normandy campaign. They felt relief
to be free but also a touch of humiliation that
rescue had come from across the Channel. Being
indebted to the Americans and the British for their
liberation was, and is still, hard for the Grande
Nation, especially since it was so bitterly defeated
by the German army in 1940.

For the Germans, D-Day was not their worst
defeat. As a turning point of war, the surrender of

the Sixth Army at Stalingrad counted much more,

and in retrospect the bombing of the German cities

was the greatest catastrophe. As a result of the

Second World War, a majority of German society

has developed a profound antimilitarism. Today,

German conscripts often serve in the army with

reluctance. The army itself, deprived of a role, has

lost almost all of its self-respect, a situation for

which there is no precedent in German history,

not even after the defeat on D-Day.

For the Americans, the British, and the

Canadians, the invasion of the Continent was the

beginning of the end of the war in Europe, and it

seems that today the memories of D-Day (often

reduced to the Omaha Beach landing in the

United States, particularly since the release of

the movie Saving Private Ryan) are of more

importance than the capitulation of Germany

and the actual end of the war in Europe on

8 May 1945.

American soldiers wade ashore at Normandy under heavy German fire on D-Day, 6 June 1944.

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS ADMINISTRATION
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POSTWAR COMMEMORATIONS

Not surprisingly, ceremonies commemorating the

anniversaries of the Allied landings in Normandy
were held every year. Usually, celebrating D-Day

was a private event; some veterans of the invasion

met in Normandy and remembered the heavy

fighting. But in the later years of the twentieth
century, the D-Day commemoration had become

more and more part of world politics. The fortieth

anniversary in 1984 was overshadowed by political

conflict between the Western democracies and the
Soviet Union over Soviet missiles that were threat-

ening Western Europe. For that reason, D-Day was

celebrated as triumph of democracy. In his address

at the Normandy invasion ceremony at Omaha
Beach, President Ronald Reagan underlined the

cause of freedom for which so many gave so much.

The president pointed out that, when the Allied

forces marched into Germany, they came not to
prey on a brave and defeated people, but to nurture
the seeds of democracy among those who yearned
to be free again. He reaffirmed the unity of demo-
cratic peoples who fought a war and then joined
with the vanquished in a firm resolve to keep the
peace. Furthermore, the president made it clear
that the Western democracies would always be pre-
pared, so they might always be free. Ten years later,
the fiftieth anniversary of D-Day was celebrated as a
triumph of the Western Allies over Germany, and
over the former Soviet Union as well, as the
president of Russia had not been invited to
Normandy. Because the British and French leaders
at that time, Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher
and President François Mitterrand, had been very
skeptical about German reunification (which took
place in 1990), the commemoration ceremonies

U.S. soldiers wait in foxholes for the order to move inland during the D-Day invasion, 1944. GETTY IMAGES
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demonstrated the power, not of the United States,
but of the European Allies Britain and France, to
the now-reunited Germany.

The sixtieth anniversary of D-Day had to cope
with differences between the Western Allies—the
United States and Britain on one side, France on
the other—over the Iraq war. The ultimate mes-
sage of the day was that modern leaders have to
honor what the troops who took part in the
Normandy landings died for by standing together
in the cause of freedom and democracy. President
George W. Bush took the opportunity to
strengthen the ties between the United States and
Europe, saying that the Allies were bound together
by the sacrifices that were made on D-Day to help
liberate the European continent. The President
emphasized that the alliance was strong and was
still needed. It was the first time that a Russian
president and a German chancellor had been
invited to a D-Day ceremony. The intended mes-
sage to the (Islamic) world was: Franco-German
reconciliation shows that hatred has no future and
there is always a road to peace.

D-DAY AND EUROPEAN-AMERICAN

RELATIONS

D-Day has always had a special meaning for the
Western Allies of World War II because it repre-
sented a huge common struggle, as President
Franklin D. Roosevelt put it in his D-Day prayer,
‘‘to preserve our Republic, our religion, and our
civilization, and to set free a suffering humanity.’’
There have been, there are, and there will be (as in
every relationship), differences between the United
States and Europe, based on different views of
politics, economics, culture, religion, and philoso-
phy. But D-Day offers both sides a chance to put
current differences aside. The shared commemora-
tion of the Normandy invasion in which Germany,
the previous enemy, is now included serves to
remind Europeans and Americans of their common
values and accomplishments. D-Day ultimately has
become a symbol of the transatlantic alliance.

See also Warfare; World War II.
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JÜRGEN LUH

n

DEATH PENALTY. Hundreds of books
and articles have focused on the political and judi-
cial aspects of the death penalty. However, few
historical studies have been devoted to the theme.
Debates between abolitionists, retentionists, and
supporters of the death penalty, national investiga-
tions into the social profile of people condemned
to death, and the pardon policies and execution
practices of states remain largely unstudied.

WAVES OF ABOLITION FOR ORDINARY

CRIME

During the nineteenth century many countries
maintained the death penalty for capital offences,
especially murder. At the beginning of the twenti-
eth century, the main trend in European criminal
law was the progressive abolition of the death pen-
alty for murder (see figure 1).
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The first country to abolish capital punishment

for ordinary crime was Portugal in 1867, soon
followed by the Netherlands, Romania, Italy, and

Norway. After World War I, they were joined by

Sweden, Denmark, and Switzerland, all neutral

countries during the war. The period 1918–1950

constituted a break in the abolition process.

Dictatorial states reintroduced the death penalty.

The Italian Rocco code in 1930, German codifica-
tion under the Nazi regime, Spain under Francisco

Franco (1892–1975), and Portugal under Antonio

de Oliveira Salazar (1889–1970) introduced capital

punishment for ordinary crimes. Having abolished

the death penalty for ordinary crime in 1917, the

USSR reintroduced this ‘‘supreme measure of

social defense’’ in 1920.

After World War II, the fall of the fascist dicta-
torships was accompanied by the abandonment of

capital punishment in Italy (1944) and in the

Federal Republic of Germany (1949). People’s

democracies under the supervision of the USSR

reintroduced the death penalty in the ordinary jus-

tice system, not only for murder but also for eco-

nomic crimes and used it essentially as a way of
purging political opponents. At the end of the

1980s, the collapse of Soviet domination of

Eastern European countries led to the rapid aboli-

tion of the death penalty in criminal codes. A

moratorium on executions was proclaimed in the

German Democratic Republic in 1987, in Romania

in 1989 after the execution of Nicolae Ceauşescu

(1918–1989), in Hungary and the former

Czechoslovakia in 1990, and afterward in many

former communist countries, except Belarus and

the Russian Federation.

DEATH PENALTY IN ‘‘EXCEPTIONAL’’

CIRCUMSTANCES

However, many countries, while proclaiming

themselves abolitionists in civil matters, maintained

the death penalty for military crimes or for state

security concerns. Generally speaking, Europe in

the first half of the twentieth century had been

the setting for an upsurge in public executions, a

consequence of the two world wars and occupa-

tions, involving a harshening of military law against

soldiers and an extension of military law to civilians.

War and military court executions During

World War I, armies at war used the death penalty

against their own soldiers. Provisional figures show

that 346 Commonwealth soldiers were executed for

capital offenses (306 from the United Kingdom, 25

Canadians, 10 Australians, and 5 from New Zealand);

nearly 600 in the French army (430 in 1914–1915

and 45 during the mutinies of 1917); 48 in the

FIGURE 1

Executions and abolition of death penalty in European countries, 1750–2005
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German army; 750 in Italy; and in Belgium, 12 sol-
diers and 4 Belgian and 4 German citizens.

Based on a systematic study of British files,
Gerry Oram’s study Worthless Men: Race, Eugenics,
and the Death Penalty in the British Army during the
First World War (1998) confirms that the purpose
of military law was not to achieve justice but rather
to maintain discipline in the army. Yet the army’s
policy on discipline and the death penalty varied
greatly between the different divisions. French
executions after the mutinies of 1917 are put in a
broader perspective in Fusillés pour l’exemple, 1914–
1915 (2003), André Bach’s study of French military
executions in 1914 and 1915. Bach underlines the
fact that after the massive executions of 1914–1915
the French parliament passed an act limiting the
excesses of military justice with regard to executions,
which contributed to mitigating the repression after
the 1917 mutinies. In occupied countries like
Belgium and northern France, 332 suspected spies
(including Edith Cavell) and members of intelli-
gence networks were executed by German martial
courts despite the Hague Convention. In Britain,
eleven German spies were shot at the Tower of
London. After the Easter Rising in Ireland, at least
fifteen Irishmen were executed by a martial court.
The last one, Roger David Casement (1864–1916),
was found guilty of high treason by the Central
Criminal Court (Old Bailey) and hanged. This last
case is a reminder that a state of war paves the way
for using the death penalty against civilians.

In World War II, during the military action, every

belligerent nation used the death penalty against its

own soldiers in cases of treason, espionage, or deser-

tion. During the period 1941 to 1953, forty-seven

soldiers were sentenced to death and executed by

British courts-martial, and twenty people were exe-

cuted under the 1940 Treachery Act or the High

Treason Act. According to various sources, the U.S.

army executed between seventy and ninety-six soldiers

during the European campaign, while the German

army executed between thirteen thousand and fifteen

thousand individuals during the war.

Occupations, civil wars, and dictatorships In

civil wars and military occupations, capital punish-

ment and execution of civilians are utilized in a

similar way. The traditional distinction between

civilians and the military was seriously challenged

in the first half of the twentieth century in Europe

by the massacres of the so-called franc-tireurs in

August 1914 in the west and the pogroms in the

troubled years of 1917–1921 in the east, as well as

the civil war in Finland. During the Finnish civil

war (1918) nine thousand people were killed in

action, and eighty-nine hundred were executed or

murdered, while twelve thousand died in prison

camps. The same situation applied to the Spanish

civil war (1936–1939) and the Greek civil war

(1944–1949). Dictatorships focused on control-

ling their minorities. In the USSR, after the assas-

sination of Sergei Kirov (1886–1934), the decree

TABLE 1

Afterwar political retribution: Death sentences and executions in some European countries (1944-1950)

Estimated Death Execution rate Execution rate Verdict rate 
Population (1950)+ sentences Executions (100 verdicts) (100000 h.) (100000 h.)

Norway 3,265,000 65 37 57% 1.13 1.99
Denmark 4,271,000 78 46 59% 1.08 1.83
Netherlands 1,011,400 152 40 26% 0.40 1.50
Belgium 8,639,000 2,940 242 8% 2.80 34.03
France* 41,829,000 7,037 1,536 22% 3.67 16.82
Italy** 47,105,000 5,000 50 10% 0.11 10.61
Austria 6,935,000 43 30 70% 0.43 0.62
Hungary 9,338,000 322 146 45% 1.56 3.45
Czech Provinces 8,925,000 723 686 95% 7.69 8.10
Slovakia 3,460,000 65 27 42% 0.78 1.88
Bulgaria 7,250,000 2,618 1,576 60% 21.74 36.11

* estimated figures: add around 9,000 summary executions
** estimated figures: add around 10,000 summary executions
SOURCES: + US Census, international database; Déak, Gross, Judt, The Politics of Retribution, p.301;  Frommer, National Cleansing, p.91.
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of 1 December 1934 created an exceptional proce-
dure with a direct death sentence for ‘‘terrorism,’’
paving the way for the Great Terror. In 1937–
1938, nearly half of the 1,575,000 civil servants,
scientists, intellectuals, and clergymen arrested,
that is, 681,692 people, may have been executed.
The death penalty was also used by a special military
court in order to purge the officers of the Red
Army. Nazi Germany preferred direct action against
‘‘political opponents’’—such as Kristallnacht (Night
of Broken Glass; November 1938), when Jewish-
owned businesses throughout Germany were ran-
sacked and destroyed—and it developed a network
of concentration and extermination camps as ‘‘alter-
natives to the death penalty.’’

Continental Europe under Nazi rule (1939–
1945) was characterized by the upsurge in illegal
and extralegal ‘‘executions’’ performed by special
units such as the Einsatzgruppen (Special Action
Groups) in eastern Europe or the collaborators’
milices in western occupied countries. After 1942
both civil and military courts handed down capital
sentences and ordered the execution of so-called
bandits, terrorists, and resistance fighters. In 1944–
1945 the German ‘‘Volksgerichte’’ executed 8,500
Germans as political dissenters or those suspected
of defeatism following summary trials.

Political retribution After World War I, France
and Belgium’s courts condemned people to death
for ‘‘uncivil behavior,’’ but not a single execution
was performed. War crimes remained largely
unprosecuted by international courts. The intro-
duction of unprescribed crimes in 1944 paved the
way for international political repression. The
International Military Tribunal in Nuremberg pros-
ecuted twenty-four accused (one committed sui-
cide before the trial, another was not tried due to
health reasons). Out of the twenty-two defendents,
twenty-one were convicted and one was acquitted.
On Monday, 30 September 1946, twelve were sen-
tence to death; ten were executed. One had been
tried in absentia, and his remains were found later;
another committed suicide after sentencing.

In various countries, members of the military
who had committed war crimes and ‘‘collaborat-
ors’’ who had committed murder were sentenced
to death by various ad hoc courts. There were
disparities in summary executions (around nine

thousand in France, ten to fifteen thousand in
Italy), but even state policies of sentencing and
execution varied considerably. In the former Axis
countries, Germany, Italy, and Austria, a special
court for ‘‘denazification’’ issued death sentences.
In Austria, the Volksgerichte sentenced forty-three
people to death, of whom thirty were executed. In
Italy, out of five thousand to ten thousand death
sentences, forty to fifty people were executed.
French Cours de Justice handed out 6,763 death
sentences, with 767 or 791 executions, but at least
769 executions performed by courts-martial and
military tribunals should be added to this). In the
Netherlands, Belgium, and Norway the death pen-
alty was reintroduced or reactivated, resulting in
152 sentences and forty executions in the
Netherlands, and 2,940 sentences and 242 execu-
tions in Belgium by 1950, by firing squad. In
Norway, thirty-seven out of sixty-five death sen-
tences were carried out against Norwegians and
Germans; in Denmark, forty-six out of seventy-
eight. In Hungary, the people’s courts handed
down 322 death sentences up until March 1948,
of which 146 were performed, in the Czech prov-
inces, 686 out of 723, in Slovakia 27 out of 65, and
in Bulgaria 1,576 out of the 2,618 sentenced to
death. Even in ‘‘neutral countries,’’ military courts
handed down death penalties. In Switzerland,
seventeen of the thirty-three people condemned
to death in 1939 and 1945 were executed. In
summary, combining sentencing and execution
rates shows that some countries developed a stiff
legal retribution policy (Bulgaria and Belgium),
others were more lenient (Austria, Italy, and the
Netherlands).

EUROPEAN COLONIES AND THE DEATH

PENALTY

A persistent black hole in the history of the death
penalty is its use in European colonies. In German
Southwest Africa (present-day Namibia), capital
punishment was used by the Germans among the
Hereros. In the Kenya Protectorate, the British
executed 1,090 suspected Mau Mau fighters. In
addition to traditional capital punishment cases
(murder and rape), the death penalty was applied
to political offenses and witchcraft. Belgians used
public hanging against blacks convicted in the
Belgian Congo until the 1950s. For the European
colonial powers, the utilization of capital punish-
ment as both a penal and a political tool reveals the
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dichotomy between an empire’s desire to pursue a
civilizing mission and create ‘‘citizens’’ and its need
to control ‘‘native subjects’’ (e.g., South Africa).
Decolonization processes coincided with the pro-
gressive abandonment of the death penalty by
Western European countries.

After World War II, international organizations
like the United Nations, the Council of Europe,
and the European Union placed the question of
capital punishment in the context of human rights
and promoted the suppression of death penalties in
the legal systems of their affiliated states, thus
enshrining the victory of abolitionists in European
countries. In 1994 the Council of Europe made
the abolition of the death penalty a preliminary
condition for any country wishing to join it. In
1998 the European Union decided that the

abolition of capital punishment was a precondition

for membership, stressing that ‘‘the death penalty

has no place in the penal systems of modern civi-

lized societies.’’

See also Chemin des Dames/Mutinies; Collaboration;
Colonialism; Crime and Justice; Denazification;
Einsatzgruppen; Nuremberg War Crimes Trials;
Occupation, Military; War Crimes.
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DEBUSSY, CLAUDE (1862–1918), French
composer.

Achille-Claude Debussy was born in Saint-
Germain-en-Laye, France, on 22 August 1862. He
may be considered one of the foremost composers
in Western music of the concert hall, and he influ-
enced church, film, and jazz music. Debussy’s family
was unstable, and he received no formal education
of importance. He attended the Conservatoire de
Paris from 1872 to 1884, studying composition
with Ernest Guiraud (1837–1892) and organ briefly
with César Franck (1822–1890). Debussy won the
coveted Prix de Rome for composition in 1884 and
traveled to Rome for intensive study, but as a cul-
tural rebel he despaired of what he considered an
outmoded musical language among the academi-
cians. The 1889 Exposition Universelle in Paris
enabled him to hear authentic Asian music, and
with that his feeling for polyphonic sonority caught
fire. In the 1890s he lived the bohemian life in
Paris with Gaby Dupont (1866–1945), appreciat-
ing the iconoclastic spirit of the cabaret, and

indulged a profusion of decadent impulses, ranging

from Rosicrucianism to the esoteric sensuality of

Pierre Louÿs (1870–1925), whose 1899 Chansons
de Bilitis he set to music. Debussy left Gaby to

marry Lilly Texier that year, but in 1904 he began

life with Emma Moı̈se Bardac (1862–1934), a

beautiful and artistic woman of wealth. In 1905

Emma and Debussy divorced their spouses. Their

daughter, Emma-Claude, the composer’s only

child was born in 1905; they married in 1908.

A sometime conductor and pungent critic, Debussy

often struggled to make ends meet but was aided

by his publisher, Jacques Durand (1865–1928).

Arguably the most important compositions of

Debussy’s youth were the opera scene in Théodore

de Banville’s Diane au bois (1886; Diana of the

wood) and the lyric poem for voices and orchestra

La damoiselle élue (1888; Blessed damozel), after

Dante Gabriel Rossetti; both show Debussy’s early

Pre-Raphaelite sensibility. His orchestral Prélude à

l’après-midi d’un faune (1894; Prelude to the

afternoon of a faun) was written in response to a

poem by Stéphane Mallarmé and has become his

most-heard composition. Its coordination of tone

color as an agent in structure, ambivalence toward

conventional use of themes, and revolutionary

tonal language led the way in twentieth-century

modernism. The revolutionary if ‘‘noiseless’’ opera

Pelléas et Mélisande (1893–1902) was received with

enthusiasm by young moderns such as Maurice

Ravel (1875–1937) but was disparaged by the old

guard for its unconventional lyricism, which

seemed to turn traditional opera on its head. This

symbolist opera established Debussy as the fore-

most avant-garde musician in France in the early

part of the century, and its structure includes leit-

motifs derived from Richard Wagner (1813–1883)

but absorbed within a compositional method alto-

gether his own. Debussy’s Trois Nocturnes (Three

nocturnes) for orchestra of 1899; his ‘‘symphonic

sketches’’ La mer (1905; The sea); the 1913 ballet

Jeux (Games); pathbreaking piano sets including

the Japanese-flavored Estampes, the Images, and

twenty-four Preludes for piano; and song sets on

texts by Banville, Paul Verlaine, and Mallarmé: all

confirmed the composer’s standing. Of these, some

commentators argue that La mer signals the creative

high point of his career.
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Debussy left an indelible mark for all succeed-
ing composers with his psychologically evocative
harmonies, alternately tonal (modal, pentatonic,
octatonic, or mixed) or chromatic (in a way, fol-
lowing Richard Wagner). Critics also point to the
Douze Études (Twelve Études) for piano (1915),
which, unlike the vast majority of Debussy’s works,
convey no extra-musical associations, but instead
pose abstract technical problems.

An early biographer, Louis Laloy, said insight-
fully that Debussy learned more from poets and
painters than from musicians. Thus the composer
responded to the impressionism of the painters
Claude Monet (1840–1926) and Edgar Degas
(1834–1917) by combining the strength of his
design with an apparent spontaneity and sensuality.
Debussy used stream of consciousness and abhorred
anything blatant, a stance that recalled the symbolist
poets as well, and with them he was moved by
Wagner’s depth psychology and interconnections
among the arts. Debussy anticipated the harsh,
dark emotions of the central European expression-
ists, whose sensibilities he shares, and who haunt
parts of the opera Pelléas Debussy sketched with its
settings of Edgar Allan Poe’s Fall of the House of
Usher and Devil in the Belfry. French folk song,
nationalist and ethnic influences from the Orient,
Spain, and Russia, and African American music
figure in his kaleidoscopic but exquisitely struc-
tured idiom.

Debussy the modernist was constantly evolving
stylistically, surpassing and frequently confusing
even his admirers; in his inclusivism and in his
challenge to expected evolution in musical history,
he anticipated postmodernism. A reference to the
French classical traditions of Jean-Philippe Rameau
(1683–1764) and François Couperin (1668–
1733), emphasizing clarity and the modification
of old forms, occupied certain works, from his
youth to the end of his life, notably in the incom-
plete set of chamber sonatas of 1918. Even the
world of childhood and its simplicity marked his
music, as in the 1908 piano suite Children’s Corner,
dedicated to his young daughter, ‘‘Chouchou.’’ He
defended Mediterranean values vigorously as World
War I proceeded and remarked that certain of his
last works were an offering to France’s war effort,
such as songs based on the poetry of François Villon
(1431–1463?) and Charles d’Orléans (1391–1465).

As obscure a forum as the (Indiana) Daleville
Journal, in announcing his death in April 1918,
recognized Debussy’s role as the twentieth-century
progenitor in music: ‘‘His work was not under-
stood or even liked by all, but the world will not
forget who led the way.’’

See also Expressionism; Modernism.
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JAMES R. BRISCOE

n

DECOLONIZATION. The term decoloni-
zation took on its current meanings in the mid-
twentieth century, when vast European overseas
empires, largely built or consolidated in the late
nineteenth century, existed and then almost com-
pletely disappeared. For this reason, decolonization
usually refers to the end of direct European control
of non-European territories and implies both a
chronological period and a process. Some scholars
date the beginning of this period from the British
agreement in 1922 to restore the authority of the
monarchy in Egypt, although it is more usually
thought of as beginning at midnight 15 August
1947, with Indian and Pakistani independence.
The end of British rule in Kenya in 1963 closed
the five-year high point of decolonization, when
over thirty European dependencies became inde-
pendent states, although the independence of
Portuguese colonies in 1974 was certainly part of
the same larger cycle. Most commentators agree
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on including the end of white-minority rule of
Rhodesia (now Zimbabwe) in 1979, while there is
some debate about whether the disappearance of
apartheid in South Africa (and of South African rule
over what became Namibia) fits within the same
narrative.

A number of scholars claim that the period of
decolonization ended in 1997, when the United
Kingdom returned Hong Kong to China. Activists,
politicians, and scholars, however, also have
invoked the decolonization process to describe
other ongoing efforts—besides changes in sover-
eignty—to break with what they view as variants
of colonialism, in fields like economics, language
policy, human rights, literary criticism, and the
writing of history. Events in central and Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union since 1989
have encouraged further interrogations about
whether the process of decolonization is necessarily
linked to overseas colonies, while developments
since 2001 in places like Afghanistan and Iraq have
raised questions about why we presumed that the
period of decolonization signaled the end of colo-
nial empires. Such debates have emphasized that
decolonization played a central role in the post-
1945 history of Europe in general, and of
Europe’s former colonial powers in particular.
They also remind us that one effect of decoloniza-
tion was to obscure that role—as well as the deci-
sive contribution of colonialism to European
modernity.

THE CAUSE OF DECOLONIZATION

What caused the post-1945 collapse of various
types of formal control by European states over
overseas territories and peoples remains a subject
of intense scholarly debate. Certain historians focus
on how anticolonial nationalists won struggles for
national liberation, overcoming the resistance of
the colonizers. Others propose, to the contrary,
that colonial authorities in most cases pursued a
‘‘transfer of power’’ over state institutions to local
interlocutors, relying on negotiations, collabora-
tion, and occasionally confrontation to impose the
most amenable outcome possible. Each theory
explains, in general terms, certain cases: for
example, Palestine/Israel (1948), Burma (1948),
Vietnam (1945–1975), and Algeria (1962), the
former, or India/Pakistan and most of French

sub-Saharan Africa (1960), the latter. Analyses of
changing international political and economic con-
ditions, however, have made clear the limits of
heroic narratives, which describe how visionary
nationalist leaders carried the day. Such partial
explanations served more to establish or comfort
postindependence political legitimacy in former
dependencies than to describe pre-independence
realities. Similarly, archival studies in the imperial
home countries (or ‘‘metropoles’’) and on the
ground of the conditions and terms under which
‘‘transfer’’ actually happened make the rational-
actor model on which it depends untenable.
European leaders, in particular Charles de Gaulle
(1890–1970) of France and Harold Macmillan
(1894–1986) of Great Britain, actively fabricated
(most obviously in their memoirs) the extent to
which they had precipitated events that, in fact,
had been imposed on them.

A number of historians argue that the econom-
ics of empire became too costly for metropolitan
politicians and voters to bear. After 1945 the need
to invest in welfare states, refocus armed forces
around nuclear weapons, and rebuild international
prestige through novel policies supposedly made
expenditures on old-style empires unfashionable
as well as untenable. The French Empire, with its
geographic focus in vast underpopulated and inac-
cessible regions of sub-Saharan Africa, had always
required significant levels of state spending, which
grew exponentially after the post–World War II
establishment of the French Union. In the same
period, British expenses also began to overtake
gains. Retrospectively reasonable, such arguments
do not reflect what decision-makers argued at the
time. It is noteworthy, for example, that in 1956 a
well-known French journalist, Raymond Cartier,
used economic arguments to advocate French
withdrawal from sub-Saharan Africa. As Cartier
opined: ‘‘Black Africa for us is, like everything, a
ledger. What is it worth? What does it cost? What
does it offer? What hopes does it inspire? What
sacrifices is it worth?’’ (quoted in Shepard, p. 38).
Yet it is more important that almost nobody in
France took up what were called cartiériste expla-
nations. For Conservative British ministers in the
1950s, ‘‘prestige and economics,’’ in the historian
Frank Heinlein’s words, ‘‘were rather intimately
linked’’ (p. 88). They were convinced that pulling
out of their costly West African colonies would give
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an impression of weakness that would lead to
unstoppable decline, with catastrophic conse-
quences for Britain’s well-being. For similar
reasons, all European colonial powers actively
resisted giving up their empires until decoloniza-
tion brought them to an end; decolonization
occurred, in part, as previously convincing argu-
ments for empire came to seem unimaginable.

GENEALOGY OF THE TERM

DECOLONIZATION

While attempts to identify causes remain conten-
tious, scholars have reached wide agreement

around the use of the term decolonization to
describe what happened. The word seems to have
first appeared in an 1836 French-language tract,
‘‘Decolonization of Algiers,’’ in which the journal-

ist Henri Fonfrède calls on the kingdom of France
to end the six-year-old occupation of territory in
North Africa. Liberal anticolonialists in Great
Britain and on the Continent continued to use

the term through the 1850s; with the rise of the
new imperialism, however, it disappeared from

circulation. In the late 1920s, a few social scientists

and communists began to employ the term decolo-
nization. They did so either to analyze how British

efforts to expand self-rule in India contributed

toward the coming of an international proletarian

revolution (a theory that the Sixth Congress of the

Communist International condemned in 1928), or

to assess such developments as signs of the decline

of the West. On 14 June 1927, for example, the

term decolonization appeared for the first time in

the Times of London in a report on a speech by the

Belgian scholar Henri Rolin, titled ‘‘Development

of Colonies: Native Advance to Self-Government,’’

while in 1926 the Indian Communist leader

Manabendra Nath Roy used the word to describe

the British policy of granting concessions to bour-

geois Indian nationalists (The Future of Indian
Politics). In both cases, the term did not imply

independence. The work of Moritz Bonn, a propo-

nent of the decline argument, finally imposed the

word decolonization among European scholars.

Indeed, a number of historians, following Bonn

himself, mistakenly identify the German economist

Indian workers, followers of Mohandas Gandhi, protest British rule through nonviolent

means by lying on the ground in front of their workplace, April 1930. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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as the inventor of the term. By the 1950s,
European and American scholars and politicians
hesitantly applied it to describe specific shifts of
sovereignty in particular territories. Like the
French ethnologist Henri Labouret, who in 1952
published the first book with decolonization in its
title (Colonisation, colonialisme, décolonisation),
most Western scholars argued that such develop-
ments were wrongheaded, at least in the short
term, and could be avoided through wise political
choices made in Europe’s imperial capitals. In
English, the word itself remained rather technical
and little used. The second appearance of the term
in the Times of London, for example, was in
August 1958, while it first showed up in the New
York Times (twice) in 1959.

Since then, however, decolonization has sub-
sumed other descriptions of what happened to
European overseas empires after 1945, some widely
used, such as the aforementioned ‘‘national libera-
tion’’ and the ‘‘transfer of power,’’ or the ‘‘end of

empires,’’ as well as designations that appear mainly

in archived documents, like the British Colonial

Office’s use of ‘‘constitutional advances,’’ or the

India Office’s evocations in the 1930s of ‘‘diarchy’’

and in 1945–1947 of ‘‘demission.’’ Contemporary

anticolonial critics proposed numerous names as

well. In the 1950s, the Senegalese essayist and his-

torian Abdoulaye Ly described what he saw happen-

ing as ‘‘a ring of fire burning all along the Tropics,’’

while in 1956 the French anthropologist Georges

Balandier referred to ‘‘the insurrection of poor and

dominated peoples,’’ in order to argue that ‘‘this is

the event that defines the twentieth century.’’ It was

in French that the word decolonization first began to

circulate widely. French-language writers regularly

began to invoke decolonization in reference to the

Algerian Revolution (1954–1962), and to a far les-

ser extent the independence of French sub-

Saharan colonies (1957–1958) and the Belgian

Congo (1961). In popularizing it, they changed

the term’s meaning.

The most influential commentator was the

revolutionary theorist Frantz Fanon, in the articles

and books he wrote while working with the

Algerian National Liberation Front (FLN). Like

earlier writers, Fanon used decolonization to

describe specific situations in particular colonized

territories (he usually discussed ‘‘decoloniza-

tions’’). Unlike them, however, he believed that

the Algerian Revolution demonstrated that such

movements were immediately necessary and were

the only hope for true human progress. Situating

the people he described as ‘‘the colonized’’ in the

history-making role that Marxists assigned to ‘‘the

proletariat,’’ Fanon summoned the ‘‘wretched of

the earth’’ to take action. Radical critics like Fanon

claimed that struggles for decolonizations could

expose the violence and oppression inherent in

the emergence of Europe’s modern imperialist

nation-states. Fanon also predicted that they might

portend the birth of a new era when ‘‘the last shall

be first.’’ This did not occur. Many scholars today

employ the term decolonization to indicate merely

the end of European states’ formal colonial

empires, whatever cause they may attribute it to.

Others, however, use it to explore and critique the

gaps between what happened in terms of national

sovereignty and what was hoped for in terms of

freedom.

Demonstrators protest the French occupation in

the Fez Medina quarter of Rabat, Morocco, 1954.

ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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In analyzing decolonization in European his-

tory, not only does each of these interpretations

remain available to scholars: from the end of World

War II through the end of the Cold War, these

distinct understandings of what was happening

and, more important, the certainty that something

dramatic was happening invested decolonization

with crucial and multiple roles. European histories

of decolonization, that is, are at once analyses of

one of the twentieth century’s foundational

‘‘events,’’ and windows into how an array of

extremely diverse phenomena together came to be

considered as an event: a coherent process with

wide-ranging implications that took place in a spe-

cific period. Understanding how this second devel-

opment happened helps explain why, paradoxically,

the enormous changes that anticolonial activists,

ideas, and the end of formal colonialism sparked

in Europe anchored the myth that modern

European history happened only in Europe, and

not also in the relationships Europeans have had

with the rest of the world.

POST-1945 HISTORICAL CONTEXTS

OF DECOLONIZATION

At the end of World War II, two developments

placed the question of colonialism—and whether

it could continue—at the heart of European con-

cerns. The first was the success of anticolonial

nationalists in South and Southeast Asia

(‘‘Monsoon Asia’’) and the Middle East, who con-

fronted their colonizers with demands for immedi-

ate independence. The second was the new shape

of world power politics that emerged from World

War II, namely the Cold War and the sharp decline

in the influence of Europe’s colonial powers. The

first development produced a cascade of indepen-

dence days across colonized Asia between 1947

and 1949, events that made imaginable the idea

that the decolonization of certain colonial depen-

dencies would lead to outright independence.

Officials, however, still refused to consider the pos-

sibility that all but a few colonies would soon

become independent. Within a decade, the need

for the ‘‘decolonization’’ of virtually every colony

had become a widely invoked argument; by 1965

the imminent completion of what now appeared to

be a stage of historical progress appeared obvious.

The end of colonial rule in Monsoon Asia and
the Middle East Between 1942 and 1949, nation-

alists in Monsoon Asia and the formerly Ottoman

Arab Middle East used, in various combina-

tions, mass actions, international pressure, armed

struggle—or the possibility of armed struggle—and

the weak position of their colonial overlords to

quickly obtain independence over all or part of

the territory they claimed as their own. British

India, by far the largest and richest European col-

ony, provided the model. Already, the nationalist

Indian National Congress had succeeded during

the interwar period in extending its base of support

well beyond its Western-looking urban core. This

had allowed the party to take advantage of British

reforms, which accepted the broadening of self-

rule in certain colonial dependencies in the hopes

of preventing any threat to British control over

what mattered to them. Alfred Milner (1854–

1925), one of the preeminent British imperialists

of the era, used the phrase ‘‘Why worry about the

rind if we can obtain the fruit?’’ to explain his

support for meeting anticolonial protests with the

extension of local control over purely internal ques-

tions. The ‘‘fruit’’ he referred to was control over

foreign policy and external trade.

World War II offered leaders of the Congress

an opportunity to again highlight the hypocrisy of

British resistance to Indian independence. The

conflict also provided a context in which their

attempts to put pressure on colonial authorities

proved particularly effective. In September 1939,

when Viceroy Linlithgow (Victor Alexander John

Hope) declared that India, too, was at war with

Britain’s enemies, the Congress responded by

arguing that ‘‘India cannot associate itself in any

war said to be for democratic freedom when that

very freedom is denied her,’’ requesting instead a

clear statement of the British government’s war

aims and immediate and significant moves toward

self rule. Throughout the war, the Congress pur-

sued mass protests in support of these demands,

and by 1942 the British had agreed to establish full

self-government when the war ended; this even-

tually led to the establishment of two republics,

India and Pakistan. With relatively little conflict,

and with the active collaboration of conservative

local politicians, the United States of America

granted the Philippines independence in 1946,
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and the British gave up sovereignty over Ceylon

(later Sri Lanka) in 1948. In 1943 the Free French

government recognized Lebanese independence,

while in 1946 the British recognized the full sover-

eignty of the government of Transjordan (present-

day Jordan). In both British Burma and the Dutch

East Indies, the transition was more conflictual.

After the Japanese defeat, and in relatively short

order, the nationalist leaders Aung San, in Burma

(1948), and Ahmed Sukarno, in Indonesia (1949),

used the political authority and armed relays they

had developed during the war (with Japanese assis-

tance) to force their European suzerains to recog-

nize their country’s independence. In Indonesia,

these efforts proved particularly difficult, as Dutch

forces launched an aggressive military campaign to

destroy the Indonesian Republic that nationalists

had proclaimed in 1945. Only strong U.S. pressure

led the Dutch to agree to independence. In Syria,

the French responded with massive military force

to large-scale demonstrations that nationalists had

organized against French rule in May 1945,

demonstrations meant to coincide with the end of

the antifascist war in Europe. (Similar demonstra-

tions and even more severe repression began in

French Algeria on V-E Day [8 May 1945].) In this

case, international pressure (the British prime min-

ister Winston Churchill threatened to invade)

forced the French to end fighting, recognize

Syrian independence, and withdraw their troops

in April 1946. The newly formed United Nations,

which had called on the French to evacuate Syria in

February 1946, soon was deeply involved in devel-

opments in neighboring Palestine. Unable to stop

Congolese prime minister Patrice Lumumba and Belgian premier Gaston Eskens sign the act of

independence, Leopoldville, June 1960. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Zionist violence against Arab civilians, British insti-
tutions, and personnel—and under intense pres-
sure from the U.S. president Harry S. Truman to
accept the establishment of a Jewish homeland—
the British handed over control of their League of
Nations mandate in Palestine to the United
Nations. When the British pulled out on 14 May
1948, Zionist leaders proclaimed the State of
Israel, which was attacked by its Arab neighbors
the next day in the name of anticolonialism. By
1949, when all the states involved had signed
armistices, Israel had emerged victorious, no Arab
state had emerged in Palestine, and some seven
hundred thousand Arab refugees had been forced
to leave their homes.

The Cold War and anticolonialism After 1945
there were only two great powers, the United
States and the USSR, and both claimed to oppose
colonialism. Each had strong ideological and his-
torical reasons for its opposition. The Soviet
Union’s self-definition as a worker’s state guided
by Marxist-Leninist principles connected it to many
of the most influential anticolonial activists and
movements; Vladimir Lenin (1870–1924) himself
had penned one of the most frequently cited
critiques of imperialism; and the Soviet-run
Comintern and Third International had each pro-
vided training, resources, and political solidarity
with anticolonial activists through the interwar
period. Still, anticolonialism was not a priority for
Soviet leaders in 1945. As part of their 1930s
embrace of a ‘‘popular front’’ strategy to fight
fascism, European communists already had muted
their support for immediately ending colonial rule.
After 1945, the fixation of Soviet dictator Joseph
Stalin (1879–1953) on protecting his country from
threats in Europe led the Soviets to play little active
role in fomenting anticolonial struggles. The United
States, born in the first modern anticolonial revolu-
tion and proud of this history, had only begun to
explicitly promote anticolonialism abroad in 1932,
with the election of Franklin Delano Roosevelt
(1882–1945) as president. This new approach
became clear in dealings with the Philippines, the
most important U.S. colony. Whereas previous
administrations had rejected any discussion with
local ‘‘agitators,’’ Roosevelt sent officials to meet
with Filipino nationalists in order to establish an
explicit timetable for independence. During World

War II, American officials repeatedly affirmed that
colonialism needed to end, or as a top advisor to
President Roosevelt stated in early 1942: ‘‘The age
of imperialism is dead.’’ Their British allies, in turn,
repeatedly refuted such claims, with Churchill
affirming in December 1944 that ‘‘ ‘Hands off the
British Empire’ is our maxim.’’

Between 1947 and 1951 the emergence of the
Cold War led U.S. policy makers to focus on
strengthening their European allies against the perils
of Soviet invasion and domestic communism. This
made it easy to ignore indigenous nationalist
demands altogether, particularly in Africa, and
actively to support the continuation of European
colonial control. Whereas Indonesian nationalists’
role in crushing communist activities had encour-
aged United States efforts to pressure the Dutch
to leave, the growing importance of communists
among Vietnamese antinationalists had the opposite
effect on United States policy toward Indochina.
This shift was particularly blatant, given that
Roosevelt himself repeatedly had identified French
rule there as typifying the worst excesses of colonial-
ism: financial neglect; repression of political activity;
and the consolidation of a feudal-style agricultural
system. The British quickly responded to U.S. shifts,
and used their 1948 declaration of the Malayan
Emergency, made in the name of countering a com-
munist insurgency (1948–1960), to sideline their
earlier policy of extending autonomy. The British
also began to argue that their continued control
of Asian colonies was meant, in fact, to build up
local nationalisms as bulwarks against spreading
communism.

EUROPEAN EFFORTS TO REINVENT

OVERSEAS COLONIALISM

At the end of World War II, every European colo-
nial power saw the continuation of their control of
overseas dependencies as deserved—as well as
necessary for their political and economic well-
being. British and French political leaders viewed
holding on to their empires as fundamental to their
respective claims to play a central role in the post-
war political order. Yet even countries that had no
such illusions affirmed that their colonies still mat-
tered. Most Italian leaders, for example, expressed
shock when, under the terms of the Paris Peace
Treaty of 1947, their country renounced all claims
over the colonies it had ruled until the defeat of
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Benito Mussolini’s Fascist regime. The famed lib-
eral thinker and deputy Benedetto Croce (1866–
1952) went before parliament to denounce this
effort to take away regions that Italy ‘‘had acquired
by her blood, and administered and elevated to
civilized European standards by her genius and
expenditure of her all too scarce financial resources.’’
Dutch politicians saw reestablishing and maintaining
their control of Indonesia as vital to their country’s
postwar renaissance. ‘‘The nightmare of the loss of
Empire,’’ in the Dutch historian H. L. Wesseling’s
words, troubled their hopes of creating a ‘‘new
society out of the ruins’’ of defeat and occupation
by the Nazis (quoted in Seton-Hall, pp. 171
and 126).

‘‘DERACIALIZED’’ IMPERIALISM

After they took power in 1945, Britain’s Labour
Party leaders took pride in hewing to a middle
path, which avoided both the old-style imperialism
still popular among Conservative leaders and the
ardent anticolonialism of the Far Left. Although one
prominent minister announced in 1946 that his
colleagues were ‘‘great friends of the jolly old
Empire,’’ the government preferred to emphasize
that their commitment to extending egalitarian pol-
itics to all British subjects had produced something
wholly different from what had gone before. As one
Labour Party publication proclaimed in 1948:
‘‘Imperialism is dead, but the Empire has been given
new life.’’ While Belgian governments saw little
need to reform their paternalistic rule over their
African colonies, and the Portuguese dictatorship
actually reinforced appeals to racism in its depen-
dencies, leaders of France and Great Britain worked
to establish a ‘‘deracialized’’ imperialism. Against
strong opposition from local British authorities and
settlers, London tentatively extended eligibility for
certain welfare programs to African workers in
Kenya, while other officials sought to reinvent the
Commonwealth to include ‘‘nonwhite’’ states,
whether the republics of India and Pakistan or cur-
rent colonies. Most anticolonial nationalists, it was
hoped, would be satisfied with extensions of auton-
omy and participation in the Commonwealth, rather
than independence. In reforms that paralleled but
went further than British reforms, French legislators
after 1945 proposed a new federal system, termed
the French Union, to knit together and govern the
French Republic and Empire. These decisions had

some significant effects, with the end of both
‘‘native codes’’ and forced labor across the French
Union the most obvious.

Both the United Kingdom and France joined
their overseas efforts to transform their empires
with redefinitions of national belonging that
offered new possibilities for people from the empire
to enter, work, and live in the metropole. The
Constitution of the Fourth Republic created
French Union citizenship, which put all French
nationals and colonial subjects in the same cate-
gory, eliminating the latter term altogether from
official language. As part of an effort to solidify the
connections between Britain and what remained of
its empire, the nationality law of 1948 affirmed that
all inhabitants of the empire/Commonwealth had
British nationality, with equal rights to entry and
employment within the United Kingdom. Between
1946 and 1962, taking advantage of these and
other new rights—and of Britain’s desperate need
for workers to staff the postwar economic boom—
some four hundred thousand people of color
moved to Great Britain. At the same time, Britain
also acted to cement connections by encouraging
Britons to emigrate elsewhere in the empire/
Commonwealth. Between 1945 and 1962, hun-
dreds of thousands British people did so; many left
their islands for the ‘‘white dominions,’’ but sig-
nificant numbers settled in Kenya and other colo-
nial possessions. The Portuguese government,
under the dictatorship of Antonio de Oliveira
Salazar (1889–1970), also sought to use emigra-
tion to invigorate its empire, or Ultramar. As a
result, the white population of Angola quadrupled
between 1940 (44,083) and 1960 (172,529),
while that of Mozambique tripled in the same pe-
riod, rising from 27,400 to 97,200.

THE ‘‘THIRD WORLD’’ AND

THE INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

OF DECOLONIZATION

While British and French leaders were trying to
invent new forms of transnational unions, common-
wealths, federations, and the like, critics of colonial-
ism mobilized successfully to demand national
independence. Although anticolonial activism his-
torically had taken many different forms and pro-
posed diverse goals, by 1945 nationalists held center
stage. While previous Pan-African Congresses, for
example, had pushed for racial unity and antiracism,
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the 1945 meeting in Manchester, England, came

out in support of mass nationalism and indepen-

dence. With the collapse of the French Union in

1956 and the independence of Ghana (formerly

the British Gold Coast) in 1957, even those anti-

colonial politicians or union activists who had

sought to take advantage of possibilities opened by

postwar French and British reforms embraced the

necessity of independence. Only after independence

was achieved could new forms of interstate coopera-

tion emerge.

The ‘‘Third World,’’ a continent-spanning

space that began to be invoked in the 1950s, rather

than communities put in place by their former

colonizers—or, for that matter, by the super-

powers—appeared for many to be the most impor-

tant venue to build such connections. The French

demographer Alfred Sauvy invented the term Third
World for a 1952 magazine article, which claimed

that there were currently ‘‘Three Worlds’’ (indus-

trialized capitalist states; industrialized socialist

states; the rest). He concluded by invoking the
French Revolution, to warn the first two ‘‘worlds’’
that ‘‘this ignored, exploited, and distrusted Third
World, just like the Third Estate, wants to be some-
thing’’ (‘‘Trois mondes, une planète,’’ Observateur
118 [14 August 1952]; author’s translation). In
August 1955, the leaders of twenty-nine newly inde-
pendent or emancipated African and Asian states
met for the Asian-African Conference at Bandung,
Indonesia. Among the most notable attendees were
Gamal Abdel Nasser (1918–1970), an Arab nation-
alist who had overthrown the British-supported
Egyptian monarchy in 1952, and Chou En-lai
(1898–1976), premier of the People’s Republic
of China, marking the first time since the 1949
communist takeover that China staked out an
independent role on the world stage. The most
important certainty to emerge from this gathering
was that these states had a shared understanding
that colonialism had to end, and that they were
willing to do what they could to achieve this goal.
Concurrently, nationalist politicians such as Kwame

Jomo Kenyatta is sworn in as prime minister of Kenya, Nairobi, 1963. GETTY IMAGES
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Nkrumah, in soon-to-be independent Ghana, Félix
Houphouët-Boigny in the Ivory Coast, or Jomo
Kenyetta in Kenya, used political alliances, astute
bargaining, and convincing claims of popular sup-
port to transform themselves, in the descriptions of
colonial officials, from thugs to unavoidable part-
ners—often in a very short period of time.

Against urgent claims from Bandung and local
nationalists that all forms of colonial rule should
end immediately, European leaders continued to
insist that there were multiple colonialisms, and
thus multiple paths out of the current situation.
Such claims increasingly appeared simply irrational.
In this late 1950s context, the Americans and the
Soviets again turned their attention to the colonial
question. Each sought to draw what the Indian
leader Jawaharlal Nehru (1889–1964) termed the
‘‘nonaligned’’ countries of the world away from the
other, efforts that the growing number of UN
debates on colonialism made strikingly visible.
Both also sought to check efforts by the Chinese
to position themselves as the ultimate defender of
Third World causes. United States policy makers
had become increasingly certain that no further
European state was likely to ‘‘fall’’ to communism.
Concurrently, U.S. analysts began to give increas-
ing attention to the destabilizing effects of strug-
gles for decolonization in Africa, and grew
concerned that Soviet influence there could threat-
en U.S. interests. With the election of John
Fitzgerald Kennedy (1917–1963) to the presi-
dency, the United States once again began to give
strong verbal support to ending overseas colonial
rule. The Soviets, too, increasingly embraced strug-
gles they had previously dismissed as merely
‘‘nationalist’’ or ‘‘bourgeois.’’ In the early 1960s,
Nikita Khrushchev (1894–1971) waxed enthusias-
tically about what the historians Vladislav Zubok
and Constantine Pleshakov term the ‘‘wave of
national liberation in Asia, Africa, and Latin
America,’’ and reoriented Soviet foreign policy in
their direction (p. 206).

In those same years, most European states
finally left their last important colonies, with
Belgium leaving the Congo in 1960, France acced-
ing to Algeria’s liberation, Holland finally accept-
ing Indonesia’s claims to Dutch New Guinea in
1962, and the United Kingdom freeing Kenya in
1963. Leaders of each country presented these

decisions, which they energetically had fought to
prevent, as obvious. The British prime minister
Harold Macmillan’s famous ‘‘Winds of Change’’
speech, which he delivered in February 1960
before the parliament of the Union of South
Africa, announced and laid out rationales for
the end of Britain’s support for white minority
rule of territories in its Commonwealth, and for
the decolonization of all colonized territories.
De Gaulle and other French politicians affirmed that
Algeria’s independence was part of the ‘‘tide of
History’’ named decolonization, an inevitable
development that wise politicians could only
recognize, not alter. Just months after Algerian
independence, de Gaulle pointed to the United
Kingdom’s failure to decolonize fully as a sign of
its lack of commitment to building Europe—one
key reason, the French president explained, why
Britain should be kept out of the European
Community.

FORGETTING EUROPEAN EMPIRES

It suggests how important empires had been to the
building of modern states that, once their colonies
were gone, European countries actively sought to
efface as many signs as possible of their imperial
past. Across Western Europe, economic develop-
ments facilitated this forgetting, since expectations
of postcolonial disaster proved unfounded. Indeed,
the opposite was true, as European economies
flourished in the decades following the end of their
empires. Such a result was particularly dramatic in
Belgium and Holland, where control over, respec-
tively, Congo and Indonesia had been seen as vital
to the national economy. In the Netherlands,
per capita income increased at an average of about
3.5 percent between 1950 and 1970, which was
seven times more than during the first forty years of
the century. Against this background, Europeans
worked to exclude empire from their past as well as
their present. In the United Kingdom, arguments
that Britain had chosen to decolonize and done so
far more successfully than other nations, the
French in particular, worked to obscure both the
enormous effort British officials had expended
to avoid such a development and the hundreds
of thousands who had died in the process of
Britain’s successful decolonization (in India/
Pakistan, Palestine/Israel, Malay, and Kenya, most
notably). Most French people embraced interpreta-
tions that insisted that empire had never been very
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important, anyway. Concurrently, many on the
right celebrated Charles de Gaulle ‘‘the decoloniz-
er,’’ who had extricated France from the incompe-
tence of his predecessors; some on the left heralded
antitorture activists who had reminded their coun-
trymen during the Algerian War that colonialism
was antithetical to French republicanism—ignoring
the fact that every French Republic had embraced
colonial rule.

European states rewrote 1940s laws that had
extended membership in the national community
to colonial subjects. The United Kingdom quickly
sought to end the immigration of nonwhites from
the Commonwealth. Reversing the 1948 Nationality
Act, the 1962 Commonwealth Immigrants’ Act
restricted immigration possibilities for people with-
out direct blood ties to Britain. Laws in 1968 and
1971 further reinforced such restrictions. The
French, unlike the British, encouraged immigra-
tion from their former colonies. Yet in response
to the 1962 exodus from Algeria, de Gaulle’s
government stripped non-European Algerians of
their French nationality. The flip-side of European
efforts to exclude former colonial subjects from
citizenship was the need to welcome significant
numbers of settlers and officials repatriated from
newly independent colonies. Some 250,000
people left Indonesia and ‘‘repatriated’’ to Holland
between 1945 and 1958 while, after the indepen-
dence of Portuguese colonies in 1974, some
500,000 retornados settled in the former metro-
pole—a significant increase in population. In the
months before and after Algerian independence,
France confronted what observers termed ‘‘the
exodus,’’ as close to one million people left
Algeria to come to metropolitan France. In each
of these countries, the reintegration of repatriates
of European descent was far more successful than
expected—at least in economic terms. While pre-
dictions that the retornados would provide a ready
constituency for Portuguese Far-Right groups
proved unfounded, French repatriates began to
emerge as a political force in the 1980s. These so-
called pieds noirs were particularly visible in support
of anti-immigrant politicians, such as Jean-
Marie Le Pen of the Front National. Like the
British politician Enoch Powell, whose 1968
‘‘Rivers of Blood’’ speech catalyzed anti-
immigrant activism in the United Kingdom, Le
Pen had strongly defended empire before decolo-
nization (in 1957 he gave up his seat in the

National Assembly to join the army in Algeria).
As with the mid-1990s Dutch politician Pim
Fortuyn, Le Pen and Powell both trafficked in
popular resentment that immigrants from countries
that had not wanted European rule were now living
in the former metropoles (since the early 1960s,
Far-Right writers had warned that Europe, in turn,
was being ‘‘colonized’’ by foreigners). In the
Dutch case, for example, some 115,000 people
from Surinam immigrated to the Netherlands dur-
ing the 1970s—and many arrived just before the
South American territory gained independence
from the Dutch in November 1975. With little
evidence, such politicians affirmed that maintaining
access to welfare benefits, rather than to work or
opportunities, was what drew immigrants.

VIOLENCE

In part as a way to respond to anti-immigrant argu-
ments, activists and scholars have mapped more
complicated postcolonial connections, which tie so
many immigrants to the countries in which they and
their descendants live. These analyses add nuance
to fundamentally economic explanations for why
people immigrated; they also can trouble xenopho-
bic definitions of national or European identity.
Discussions about the violence that decolonization
entailed have been particularly tense.

Violence was central to decolonization, although
the intensity, effects, and constancy of violence,
actual or threatened, differed dramatically between
colonies and over time. A number of anticolonial
movements pursued strategies premised on violent
struggle, or employed violent tactics. Among the
most noteworthy were Zionist groups that began
targeting Arab civilians, then British forces, before
embracing blind terrorism in their successful strug-
gle for a Jewish homeland; the ethnic-Chinese
communists who used the tactics they had honed
during World War II as the Malayan People’s Anti-
Japanese Army to begin fighting the British in
1948, and whom the British crushed by 1956;
the Mau Mau rebellion, which emerged among
Kikuyus in Kenya to resists white settlers’ seizure
of land and, between 1952 and 1960, butchered
close to two thousand African civilians, two hun-
dred members of the police and British armed
forces, and thirty-two white settlers; their suppor-
ters were decimated in return; and the guerrilla
armies that—variously aided by the Chinese,
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Cubans, and/or Soviets—took up arms against the

Portuguese in Angola (1961), Guinea-Bissau

(1963), and Mozambique (1964). In the name of

responding to anticolonial violence, all of the

European colonial powers generalized and intensi-

fied use of the types of lethal force they had always

relied on overseas. The French government, to take

the most well known case, embraced the use of

torture and ‘‘exceptional justice’’ against suspected

Algerian nationalists. These choices were presented

as necessary responses to the use of terrorist attacks

by the National Liberation Front (FLN). The mili-

tary also introduced the use of napalm and pursued

efforts to relocate peasant populations in Army-

controlled camps. French violence sparked a wide-

ranging international debate about its morality and

legality. There was concurrent discussion of FLN

tactics, as Paris distributed images of Algerian civil-

ians whose throats had been slit, or emasculated

soldiers—and accused their American allies of

giving assistance and support to these terrorists,

whether through anticolonial rhetoric or by allow-
ing FLN representatives to speak and travel across
the United States. By the war’s end, an estimated
three thousand European civilians were dead from
the fighting, as were nearly eighteen thousand
French soldiers. The numbers of Algerian dead
are more uncertain: estimates from the Algerian
government reached one million plus, while more
recent demographic and archival studies point to at
least 350,000 Algerian dead as a result of the war.

MEMORIES OF DECOLONIZATION

Other debates took place long after the actual vio-
lence had ended. In the 1980s, when one of the
Netherlands most prominent historians, Louis de
Jong, published his study of Dutch efforts to pre-
vent Indonesian independence, public outcry
forced him to change the Dutch title of one chap-
ter from ‘‘Misdaden’’ (war crimes) to the officially
approved ‘‘Excessen’’ (excesses). In France, there
have been repeated public scandals around the use

From left: Rhodesian prime minister Abel Muzorewa, Dr. S. Mundawarana, and former prime minister Ian Smith

attend the Zimbabwe Rhodesian Constitutional Conference in London, September 1979. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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of torture by French forces in Algeria, and political
groups like the ‘‘Natives of the Republic,’’ founded
in 2004, have begun to draw links to the colonial
past to criticize current conditions. In Belgium,
debates about Adam Hochschild’s King Leopold’s
Ghost (1998), which analyzes the horrors associated
with the late-nineteenth-century Congo Free State,
informed harsh assessments of Belgian complicity
in the genocidal violence that wracked another
former colony, Rwanda, in the 1990s. In Great
Britain, on the contrary, public recognition, how-
ever limited, of the violence of the imperial past has
not extended to decolonization. Caroline Elkins’s
demonstration in her 2004 book that the British
campaign to crush Mau Mau led to some 100,000
dead in detention camps, in addition to the 12,000
to 20,000 dead in combat, has been the object of
scholarly, but not political debate.

CONCLUSION

Anticolonial struggles brought to the fore and
turned to their own use many of the presumptions
on which colonialism had depended. Among the
most well-known, and the most effective, were the
ways that nationalists embraced concepts central to
Europeans’ self-definition as humanity’s avant-
garde, such as the institution of citizenship, rule by
the will of the people, and national independence,
to expose how colonial rule both denied them to the
colonized and depended on racist presumptions to
justify their absence. Subsequent European debates
about the violence that decolonization entailed and
postcolonial immigration continue to engage with
such challenges. Decolonization has also forced
politicians on the left and the right to offer new
understandings of the nation and its place in the
world, in order to explain the absence of empire.
Some Far-Left activists have referred to decoloniza-
tion to demand the breakup of ‘‘colonial’’ states
like the United Kingdom, Spain, and France, to
support the claims of ‘‘colonized’’ populations
within Europe, such as immigrants, or to provide
models of political action, whether through affir-
mations that oppression confers revolutionary sta-
tus on groups like women or homosexuals, or by
adopting terrorist tactics. The Far Right has called
on Europeans to reject their ‘‘colonization’’ both
by immigrants from Africa and the United States.
Meanwhile, at the same time as scholars insist on
the importance of colonial histories to understand-
ing the European present, cultural shifts—both

popular, as in French rap music, or officially recog-
nized, as with ‘‘multicultural’’ Britain—make clear
that sharp distinctions between European and
non-European cultures are untenable. Culturally
and politically, Europeans continue to grapple
with the often uncomfortable truth that the
hierarchies—racial and other—on which colonial-
ism depended, and the sharp distinctions between
colonized and colonizer on which anticolonial
struggles and the success of decolonization relied,
have given way to more complicated relations—of
power, between people, and to the past.

See also British Empire, End of; Colonialism; Dutch
Colonial Empire; French Empire; German Colonial
Empire; Portuguese Empire.
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TODD SHEPARD

n

DEGENERATE ART EXHIBIT. When
it opened on 19 July 1937 under the auspices
of Joseph Goebbels’s Propaganda Ministry, the
Degenerate Art Exhibit (Entartete Kunstausstellung)
marked a major escalation of the campaign the
National Socialists had been waging against mod-
ern art since the 1920s. In his political tract Mein
Kampf, Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) had condemned
the ‘‘Art Bolshevism’’ of his age represented in
cubism, dadaism, futurism, and the ‘‘hallucina-
tions’’ of ‘‘insane and degenerate men.’’ Founded
in 1927 by Alfred Rosenberg, editor of the Nazi
Party organ Völkischer Beobachter, the Combat
League for German Culture (Kampfbund für
deutsche Kultur) agitated against modernism,
‘‘non-Aryan art,’’ and the politically engaged art
of the Left and instead promoted art in a traditional
representational style that extolled the völkisch
values of ‘‘German blood and soil,’’ pre-industrial
lifestyles, and ‘‘healthy’’ German racial conscious-
ness. Within months of Hitler’s appointment as
chancellor, the National Socialists acted on their
anti-modernist rhetoric. In accordance with the law
for Restoration of Professional Civil Service enacted
in April 1933, Jews and other individuals who lacked
‘‘political suitability’’ were purged from positions at
public art institutions. Officials applied the same
racial and ideological criteria to determine eligibility
for the Reich Chamber of Culture, the compulsory
professional organization established by law in
September 1933, whose seven chambers encom-
passed all sectors of cultural activity, including jour-
nalism. As the Culture Chamber processed new
applications and reviewed its membership rolls over
the next four years, it systematically denied Jews,

communists, socialists, and ‘‘undesirables’’ the right
to participate in any area of artistic expression in the
‘‘new Germany.’’

Acting on Goebbels’s directive, Adolf Ziegler,
president of the Visual Arts Chamber within the
Culture Chamber, assembled the Degenerate Art
Exhibit from 730 paintings, sculptures, prints, and
books of graphic art removed from thirty-two pub-
lic collections as part of a comprehensive operation
that culminated in the seizure of more than sixteen
thousand artworks from museums and galleries
throughout Germany by 1938. The 112 artists
featured in the exhibit were the most prominent
representatives of modernist art movements rang-
ing from impressionism, cubism, expressionism,
Dada, to new objectivity and the Bauhaus: Oskar
Kokoschka, Otto Dix, Max Beckmann, Wassily
Kandinksy, and Ernst Barlach, the exiles George
Grosz and John Heartfield, as well as the foreign
artists Pablo Picasso and Marc Chagall. Ziegler
targeted members of the expressionist group Die
Brücke (the Bridge) especially, exhibiting over fifty
pieces by Karl Schmidt-Rottluff, followed by Ernst
Ludwig Kirchner (thirty-two), Emil Nolde (thirty),
and Otto Mueller (thirty-two). Although the exhi-
bit’s rhetoric emphasized the link between Jews
and ‘‘Art Bolshevism,’’ only six of the featured
artists were actually Jewish; and only four women
artists were included, with just one work each.

By restricting admission to adults, the exhibit
organizers underscored the ‘‘offensive’’ nature of
the objects, which were crowded together in nine
rooms carrying such labels as ‘‘barbarism of repre-
sentation,’’ ‘‘mockery of the German woman,’’ and
disrespect for the military and ‘‘racial conscious-
ness.’’ In the excess of commentary accompanying
the artworks, quotes by Hitler and other propo-
nents of völkisch art equated expressionism with
mental illness and associated Jews, bolshevism,
and modernism with the ‘‘decadent culture’’ of
the Weimar Republic. Frequently the artists’ own
revolutionary manifestos were used to incite a
negative response. Captions also indicated artists
who had held faculty positions at state academies
until 1933, such as Dix and Paul Klee, and high-
lighted artworks that collections had either com-
missioned or purchased with taxpayers’ money.

The Degenerate Art Exhibit opened in
Munich’s Archeological Institute across from the
House of German Art (Haus der Deutschen Kunst)
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and was conceived as the negative counterpart to

the six hundred examples of German paintings and

sculptures in the approved, neoclassical, völkisch
style that comprised the first Great German Art

Exhibit (Große Deutsche Kunstausstellung), which

Hitler himself had inaugurated the previous day,

on 18 July 1937. To the great astonishment of

its organizers, the sensationalist Degenerate Art

Exhibit attracted five times as many visitors as the

Great German Art Exhibit and set a record for a

modern art exhibit, with over two million visitors

attending its four-month start in Munich. Between

1938 and 1941, the exhibit traveled with slight

modifications in its makeup to Berlin and eleven

other cities in Greater Germany, with more than

one million additional visitors.

In 1991 the Los Angeles County Museum
re-created the Degenerate Art Exhibit with 172 of
the artworks from the Munich opening and
featured a lecture series and photographs of the
original exhibit to provide the historical context.
The re-created Degenerate Art Exhibit traveled to
the Chicago Art Institute and even inspired a
cabaret production by the Irondale Ensemble
Project in 1998.

See also Beckmann, Max; Chagall, Marc; Dix, Otto;
Grosz, George; Nazism; Picasso, Pablo.
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GLENN R. CUOMO
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DELORS, JACQUES (b. 1925), French
economist and politician.

Jacques Delors’s name remains associated with
a ‘‘golden age’’ of European integration: president
of the European Commission from 1985 to 1994,
he embodied the relaunch of the dynamics of inte-
gration that took place with the Single European
Act (1987) and the Treaty of Maastricht (1992).

Born into a modest Parisian family, Delors
began his career as a civil servant in the Banque
de France at the age of nineteen. Involved with
trade unions and think tanks inspired by liberal
Catholicism, he became in the 1950s a supporter
of Catholic philosopher Emmanuel Mounier’s
‘‘personalist’’ philosophy. Modernizing France,
deepening democracy, opening the Catholic
Church, and decolonizing Algeria were the major
concerns of this generation who found in Pierre
Mendès-France a model of political commitment.
In the 1960s, inspired by the Scandinavian model,
Delors became an expert in social affairs and trade
unionism—a ‘‘social engineer,’’ in his own words—
first in the Commissariat Général au Plan (a govern-
mental agency for planning) and then as a personal

Degenerate Art exhibit, 1937. This section featured a

quote by George Grosz: ‘‘Take Dada seriously! It’s worth it.’’

The painting on the left is Kurt Schwitters’s Merzbild; beneath it

is a sculpture by Rudolf Haizmann. The two smaller paintings

are Paul Klee’s Sumpflegende (below) and Kurt Schwitters’s

Ringbild (above). To the right are two pages from the periodical

Der Dada. BILDARCHIV PREUSSISCHER KULTURBESITZ/ART RESOURCE, NY
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advisor for social affairs to the Gaullist prime
minister Jacques Chaban-Delmas.

In 1974, convinced that the regime of the Fifth
Republic led to bipolar politics and that his social
and democratic ideals could only be defended
within the Union de la gauche (Union of the Left),
Delors joined François Mitterrand’s Socialist Party.
After a few years dedicated to university teaching
and the promotion of lifelong learning—one of
Delors’s constant political ambitions—he became a
member of the European Parliament in 1979 and
the minister for finance of Mitterrand’s first gov-
ernment in 1981. In this coalition of the
Communist and Socialist parties, which symbolized
the end of the Gaullist era and the first alternation
of power since 1945, Delors was the face of the
moderate Left, concerned with the fight against
inflation and with gradual social progress. In
1983 Delors convinced Mitterrand that, in order
to fight inflation and the devaluation of the franc,
France should stay within the European Monetary
System and adopt austerity measures, opposing the
socialist Left’s pleading for the ‘‘national way
toward socialism.’’ His name became synonymous
with the tournant de la rigueur, which meant the
end of the old-guard socialism, the choice for
Europe, and the acceptance of market economics.

Jacques Delors’s European career began in
1984, when he became president of the European
Commission. The European Economic Communities
(EEC) were deemed in a state of sclerosis. The
1960s had been dominated by Charles de Gaulle’s
unwillingness to deepen European integration, the
1970s by the first enlargement to Britain, Ireland,
and Denmark and the incapacity of the nine mem-
ber states to coordinate their policies to face the
consequences of the oil crises. This period had,
nevertheless, seen much reflection on the relaunch
of European integration and the creation of flexible
mechanisms of cooperation in the field of monetary
policies and foreign affairs. When he became
president of the commission, Delors knew the
willingness to relaunch the EEC was widespread
among the governments, and floated three ideas
that had been widely discussed in the previous
decade: monetary unification, coordination of
defense policies, and institutional reform. Realizing
that none of these three plans gathered a consensus,
and unconvinced by the federalist strategy

supported by the European Parliament, he chose
to resume the ‘‘functionalist’’ mechanism of the
founders. The governments should first agree on
an ambitious yet realistic objective—completing
the common market contemplated by the Rome
treaty—and then make the necessary reforms of
the decision-making rules, extending the scope of
qualified majority voting. Delors knew this objec-
tive was supported by business organizations that
would put pressure on the governments, and he
hoped the realization of the ‘‘single market’’ would
prompt new discussions on economic and mone-
tary unification. Agreed to by the ten governments
and the Spanish and Portuguese candidates, this
strategy was codified in the Single European Act
signed in 1987 and paved the way for an intensive
legislative program of market deregulation and
reregulation known as the ‘‘Objective 1992.’’
Moved by his social ideals and his close contacts
with trade unions, Delors also tried to relaunch,
but with less success, a European social dialogue
meant to counterbalance the deregulative effects of
the formation of the single market.

After the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, Delors
was again one of the kingpins of a second relaunch
of European integration. Although the Treaty of
Maastricht was primarily the outcome of a big
bargain among the governments, the Delors report
on monetary unification, written by a group of
central bankers he chaired, helped them reach an
agreement on this ambitious objective.

The last years of Delors’s mandate as president
of the commission, and the years that followed,
were devoted to broad reflections on the future of
European integration. After having refused to be
the French Socialist Party’s candidate for the pres-
idential elections of 1995, for he believed there was
no majority for his policies, Delors became an acute
observer of and respected commentator on
European integration. While supporting the acces-
sion to the European Union of the former socialist
states of central and eastern Europe, he pleaded for
the creation of an ‘‘avant-garde’’ of states that
would deepen integration in the field of economic
and social policies. He was less enthusiastic as far as
foreign and defense policies were concerned.
Convinced that the European nations are vital
spheres of solidarity and democracy, he had always
believed that the EU should be a ‘‘federation of
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nations’’ instead of a federal state: if the market and
economic policies could be deeply integrated, for-
eign policies were too deeply marked by the indi-
vidual histories of the European nations to be dealt
with through similar methods and should remain
the object of primarily intergovernmental coordin-
ation. Besides, Delors showed little interest in the
constitutionalization of the European Union. His
Christian and social ideals led him to see economic
growth and solidarity as the major priorities of
his time and to trust functionalist mechanisms of
integration more than the federalist plans. In this
respect, Delors bore witness to the persistence of
the founders’ distinctive doctrine.

See also European Commission; European Union;
Maastricht, Treaty of.
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PAUL MAGNETTE

n

DEMOGRAPHY. All the components of
population growth—mortality, fertility, and migra-
tion—underwent fundamental changes in Europe
during the twentieth century. The century repre-
sents a transition toward a completely new demo-
graphic regime and a break with the past. The steep
decline of mortality, interrupted only by military
conflicts, was the result of an epidemiologic revo-
lution. The fertility transition led to the advent of a
new reproductive regime characterized by small
families; further declines by the beginning of the
twenty-first century even threatened to lead to a
regression of population size, while the resulting
aging was expected to place an unbearable burden
on social support systems. Net migration, finally,
which had long been negative for Europe, became
positive during the second half of the twentieth
century.

MORTALITY

The secular decline of mortality had started to pick
up speed before 1914 after the discovery of the
germ theory of disease and the resulting improve-
ments in public and private sanitation. It was inter-
rupted by World War I, which caused over ten
million European deaths, and by the influenza epi-
demic of 1918, which may have caused two million
European deaths. (As in the case of other estimates
of mortality in times of war and catastrophe, the
figures have large margins of error because the
systems of data collection typically break down as
a result of crises.) There were other high mortalities
before World War II but more restricted in scope:
the civil war in Russia from 1918 to 1920, the
famines of 1921 and 1933 in parts of Russia and
Ukraine (2.6 million people may have died from
the 1933 famine in Ukraine alone), or the Spanish
civil war (over 300,000 deaths). The toll of World
War II for Europe may be estimated at more than
forty million, but this would include civilian deaths
and the victims of genocide, including approxi-
mately six million Jews and 250,000 Gypsies. The
total number of war deaths (civilians and military,
including prisoners of war) may have reached twenty
six million for the USSR (including those of Asian
origin), between 4.6 and 6 million for Germany, 5.8
million for Poland (15 percent of the population),
and 1.5 million for Yugoslavia. England lost
300,000, France 600,000, and Italy 450,000 peo-
ple. Several smaller countries of eastern Europe
(Romania, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Greece)
each lost more than 400,000 people, comparatively
a very large toll. The second half of the century,
however, was relatively free of wars with European
participation, with the exception of the civil wars
attending the breakup of Yugoslavia during the
1990s, which may have caused 200,000 deaths.

In 1910 the average expectation of life at birth
for Europe (excluding Russia) amounted to forty-
eight years for both sexes together, with highs at
fifty-seven in Sweden, Denmark, and Norway and
lows close to forty in eastern Europe. (Tables 1 and
2 show expectation of life at birth for both sexes in
a selection of countries during the twentieth cen-
tury.) Infant mortality was below one hundred
deaths under age one per thousand births in the
three Scandinavian countries by the beginning of
the century but was still at least twice as high in
Germany, Austria, and most of eastern and southern
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Europe. Wars did not interrupt and may even have

stimulated medical innovation, and the general

trend of expectation of life was steadily upward,

except for the countries of eastern Europe where it

stagnated or even receded after 1960. The century

witnessed a revolution in the mortality regime,

which has received the name of epidemiologic transi-
tion. The expression refers to a movement from a

situation dominated by infectious diseases to one

where people die mostly from chronic and degen-

erative conditions. In the 1910s childhood diseases

and gastrointestinal and respiratory infections were

the most lethal, and tuberculosis was the most

important single cause of death that affected young

adults as well as persons of other ages; in 2000

mortality was largely cardiovascular in nature

(strokes and heart conditions) or the result of can-

cers. The changes resulted from a variety of factors,

and the exact causal relation is hard to pin down.

Medical progress certainly played an important role,

particularly the development of vaccines that could

be administered routinely to small children.

Mortality from several infectious diseases, however,

was strongly reduced before effective medication

had been discovered; thus measles came down

before the introduction of an effective vaccine and

tuberculosis before the use of streptomycin for its

treatment. Public health and sanitation improved

and contributed to erasing the prevailing excess

mortality of the cities over the countryside. Health
education familiarized the public with simple hygie-
nic measures, while increases in the standard of liv-
ing improved living conditions and nutrition. A
great medical breakthrough occurred with the
development of antibacterial drugs from the late
1930s onward. The decline was remarkably similar
in all countries throughout most of the century,
although trends started to diverge in eastern
Europe during the last quarter of the period.

By the 1960s there had been a great deal of
convergence of mortality levels among European
countries. It appeared that the great mortality tran-
sition was over and that the era of infectious dis-
eases was over. Infant mortality had decreased from
levels around one hundred deaths of children
under age one per thousand births at the eve of
the Great War to levels around twenty per thou-
sand in the 1960s. The decline would continue in
northwestern Europe, to average levels close to five
deaths per thousand births by the year 2000, with
extreme values of three in Iceland and six in
Ireland. In eastern Europe, however, infant mor-
tality remained at higher levels, in excess of fifteen
per thousand in Romania and Russia. On the
whole, however, infant and child mortality had
reached such low levels by the 1960s that further
improvement had only a moderate impact on the
expectation of life.

TABLE 1

Expectation of life at birth in years, selected European countries: Males

Country 1910 1930 1960 1985 2000

Belgium 48.9 54.5 66.3 71.1 74.6
Denmark 55.6 61.5 70.4 71.6 74.5
England & Wales 51.5 58.3 68.0 71.7 75.4
France 48.5 54.3 67.0 71.3 75.2
Germany 47.4 58.4 66.9 71.0 75.0
Hungary 39.1 48.7 65.9 65.3 67.2
Italy 44.3 51.0 66.5 72.4 76.6
Netherlands 52.9 63.8 71.3 72.7 75.5
Norway 55.0 62.8 71.2 72.8 76.0
Poland 48.2 64.8 66.5 69.7
Romania 39.9 41.2 63.6 66.9 67.7
Russia 34.7 42.0 65.6 64.2 59.0
Spain 40.9 48.4 66.9 73.1 75.5
Sweden 55.2 62.3 71.4 73.8 77.4
Switzerland 50.6 59.2 68.7 73.5 76.9

Note: Boundaries of the time. For Russia, European part of USSR in 1930, entire USSR in 1960. For the United Kingdom in 1910, 1930,
and 1960, figures are for England and Wales only.

SOURCE: Bardet and Dupâquier, 1999, p. 134; Sardon, 2004, pp. 312–313.
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If the increase in the duration of life before
1960 was principally the result of declines of mor-
tality before age fifty, after 1960 it became increas-
ingly the result of the improved survival at older
ages. New causes of deaths became prominent that
were linked to behavior and particularly deadly
among young adults, such as tobacco smoking
and automobile accidents, and late in the century
HIV/AIDS. Contrary to predictions, however,
expectation of life at older ages continued to
increase steadily in most countries, without appre-
ciable slowdown. By the end of the century the
expectation of life at birth exceeded seventy-five
years for men and eighty years for women in the
countries of northwest and southern Europe, but it
was lagging behind by around ten years for men
and seven years for women in most countries of
eastern Europe. Russia, with an expectation of life
at birth of fifty-nine years for men and seventy-two
years for women, had slid back to the lowest levels
in Europe and below its own level in 1960.

The extension of life for the older population
was the dominant factor of change in the mortality
regime during the second half of the twentieth
century. It was characterized by a reduction of
chronic degenerative diseases, particularly of cardi-
ovascular conditions. It is unclear to what extent
this development was the result of changes in life-
style, of the prevention of self-inflicted conditions

such as alcoholism, smoking, and accidents, of the
better tracking and management of chronic dis-
eases, of new medications or surgical procedures,
or of the long-term effect on the organism of
reduction of childhood diseases that occurred
many years earlier. Interestingly, Mediterranean
countries (Italy, Spain, and France, which were
among the relatively high-mortality countries of
Europe at the beginning of the twentieth century)
had among the highest expectations of life in
Europe in the early twenty-first century despite
relatively high tobacco consumption. This resulted
mainly from a relatively low prevalence of cardio-
vascular diseases and is probably related to lifestyle
and diet rather than to the effectiveness of the
public health system. On the other hand, the for-
mer communist countries of eastern Europe, which
benefited to the full from the reduction of infec-
tious diseases before 1960, were unable to adapt to
the changes in behavior that would curb man-made
diseases and improve the personal management of
health and did not benefit from the decline of
cardiovascular diseases that took place in the rest
of Europe.

FERTILITY

The secular decline of mortality had a considerable
positive impact on the growth rate of Europe and
compensated for the simultaneous decline of

TABLE 2

Expectation of life at birth in years, selected European countries: Females

Country 1910 1930 1960 1985 2000

Belgium 52.5 59.3 72.2 76.8 80.8
Denmark 58.5 63.2 74.1 77.5 79.3
France 52.2 59.3 73.5 79.4 82.7
Germany 50.7 61.3 72.2 77.4 81.0
Hungary 40.5 51.8 70.2 73.2 75.7
Italy 45.7 54.4 71.4 78.8 82.5
Netherlands 55.2 65.2 75.2 79.2 80.5
Norway 58.8 65.7 75.7 79.4 81.4
Poland 51.4 71.0 74.8 77.9
Romania 40.1 42.6 67.1 72.6 74.6
Russia 37.8 46.8 73.1 73.3 72.2
Spain 42.6 51.6 71.7 79.4 82.7
Sweden 57.6 64.4 75.2 79.7 81.7
Switzerland 54.0 63.0 74.2 80.0 82.6
United Kingdom 55.4 62.4 73.9 77.6 80.2

Note: Boundaries of the time. For Russia, European part of USSR in 1930, entire USSR in 1960. For the United Kingdom in 1910, 1930,
and 1960, figures are for England and Wales only.

SOURCE: Bardet and Dupâquier, 1999, p. 134; Sardon, 2004, pp. 312–313.

–

808 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

D E M O G R A P H Y



fertility. On the eve of the First World War, practi-
cally all European countries (with the exception of
Ireland and Albania) had become engaged in what
is known as the fertility transition. The latter term
refers to the widespread adoption of methods of
family limitation by couples in the population at
large, which resulted in the progressive control of
marital fertility. The methods were still crude
(mostly withdrawal) and relatively ineffective, but
the motivations were powerful. For selected coun-
tries through the century, table 3 shows total ferti-
lity, that is, the number of children a woman would
have by the end of childbearing if she were exposed
to the fertility of the specific period.

There were many reasons for the changes in the
pattern of reproduction. They certainly included
the decline of mortality, which made it possible
for couples to attain the same final family size,
and for populations to maintain their size and
growth, with fewer births. A concern for the health
of mothers and children and for the economic
prosperity of couples helped shift the emphasis
from the quantity of children to their quality.
Confronted with the fertility decline in a context
of military conflict and labor force needs, some
nations of Europe attempted to reverse the trend
by legislating access to contraceptive information
(as in a law passed by the French assembly in 1920)
or by promulgating policies in favor of the family
(most notably in Sweden).

The Great Depression provided additional eco-
nomic reasons to postpone births or avoid them
altogether. During the early 1930s, total fertility
would reach levels below two children per woman
for England and Wales, Germany, Sweden, and
Switzerland. The decline continued until 1935 for
many countries and past that date for some, parti-
cularly in eastern Europe, but a recovery had
started here and there by the late 1930s. In all
countries, the generations of women born between
1920 and 1945 had in excess of two births on
average. The Second World War concealed the
long-term tendency for a time, but it became clear
after the war that the long decline of fertility was
over and that a resurgence of childbearing was
taking place. This was widely characterized as the
‘‘baby boom.’’ At first the rise was interpreted as
the making up of births postponed during the
depression and the war, but the reversal of the

trend toward decline persisted during the 1960s,
resulting in total fertility rates in excess of 2.5
children per woman for the decade in northwest-
ern, central, and southern Europe. The phenom-
enon was explained in part by a marriage boom,
characterized by more people marrying and doing
so at a younger age. For example in the
Netherlands, the mean age at first marriage of
women declined from twenty-six years in 1948 to
less than twenty-three years in 1975. Even in
Ireland, a country with a high marriage age and a
high proportion of people never marrying, the
behavior of couples reflected the new popularity
of marriage as on the Continent. It appeared, then,
that the European countries had reestablished a
demographic equilibrium between the birthrate
and the death rate that would result in moderate
growth or constant population size in the long run.
The impression was deceptive, though, as a large
proportion of the births were unwanted, with chil-
dren born to very young couples who hardly could
afford them and had no access to effective contra-
ceptive methods—even though the resort to ille-
gally induced abortions was increasing.

Toward the mid-1960s many laws regulating
the diffusion of contraception were relaxed. Later,
starting in the 1970s, abortion was progressively
legalized in most European countries. Increasingly
the states of noncommunist Europe adopted a lais-
sez-faire policy in matters of reproduction. Military
might, a primary consideration in 1914, ceased to
be a determinant of public policy. The excesses of
populationism and eugenism during the interwar
years (ranging from the prevention of contraceptive
access to forced sterilization of less desirable mem-
bers of the population including ethnic minorities
in Nazi Germany) inspired great caution on the
part of governments with regard to interference
with reproductive freedom. The generalization of
family allowances occurred on social rather than
demographic grounds.

Reproduction in eastern Europe followed a
distinctly different course from the rest of the
Continent. Traditionally, contrasted marriage pat-
terns had prevailed on both sides of a line running
from the Adriatic to the Baltic Sea. Marriage was
earlier and more universal in eastern Europe, and
this resulted in a pattern of early family formation.
The secular decline of fertility had started later and
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continued into the 1980s; there was little evidence
of a baby boom. As a result of national policies,

access to contraception remained more limited

than in western Europe and abortion became a
common technique of birth control, while gener-

ous regimes of family allowances and marriage sup-

port encouraged medium-size to large families.
Several countries attempted to raise their fertility

by restricting access to abortion where it had

become the main technique of birth control. In
Romania, a change in the law in 1967 resulted in

a spectacular but momentary peak in fertility, fol-

lowed by a long decline at higher levels than in
most countries of the region.

Contrary to most forecasts, the decline of fer-

tility resumed in the noncommunist European

countries after 1964 and eventually led to levels
that could not ensure replacement in the long

term. At prevailing mortality levels it would take

an average of 2.1 children per woman to ensure the

replacement of a generation. By the early 1980s
only Ireland, Greece, and Portugal, plus all the

countries of communist eastern Europe except

East Germany, had total fertility rates above two.
In West Germany, the rate dropped below 1.3 in

1985; Spain (1.6) and Italy (1.4) were not far

behind. Among younger cohorts of women, child-
lessness was rising rapidly. Eastern Europe engaged

in a new demographic regime of very low fertility after

the collapse of the communist regimes. The eastern
part of Germany that used to be the Democratic

German Republic even attained the record low total

fertility level of 0.84 children per woman in 1995 but
recovered slightly thereafter.

The changes were aided by innovations in birth

control technology. Hormonal contraception dif-

fused from the mid-1960s on, at the same time as
intrauterine devices. These methods were especially

adapted to the prevention of births early in the

reproductive lives of women. As a backup in case
of contraceptive failure, safe techniques were devel-

oped to induce abortion. Northern, western, and

central Europe adopted a change in reproductive
behavior that has received the name of second demo-
graphic transition. It was characterized by new

approaches to marriage and celibacy, leading to
below-reproduction levels of fertility. The norma-

tive sequence in Europe had long followed a well-

established pattern: courtship, wedding, sexual

relations, one or two children following promptly
upon marriage, and the avoidance or postpone-

ment of subsequent births. Extramarital births

were frowned upon, and an ideal of monogamy
and conjugal fidelity was promoted, if not always

conformed to. Scandinavian countries, where cohab-

itation was more common that elsewhere in
Europe, led the way in adopting new patterns of

nuptiality. These were characterized by the

TABLE 3

Total fertility rate (children per woman), selected European countries

Country 1910-14 1930-39 1960-64 1980-84 2000

Belgium – 2.09 2.63 1.60 1.66
Denmark 3.54 2.17 2.58 1.44 1.77
France 2.45 2.15 2.82 1.88 1.89
Germany 3.80 2.01 2.47 1.38 1.38
Hungary .50 3.27 2.24 2.01 1.32
Italy 4.35 3.05 2.51 1.55 1.24
Netherlands 3.86 2.70 3.17 1.52 1.72
Norway 3.72 3.05 2.93 1.69 1.85
Romania 3.95 2.10 2.22 1.31
Poland 3.20 2.76 2.31 1.34
Russia 5.80 a 3.87 2.67 2.10 1.21
Spain .29 3.19 2.87 1.89 1.24
Sweden .42 1.80 2.30 1.64 1.54
Switzerland 3.00 1.88 2.58 1.53 1.50
United Kingdom 2.95 1.88 2.85 1.80 1.65

Note: Boundaries of the time. For Russia, USSR until 1980–84. For Germany, data for 1960–64 and 1980–84 are for the FDR only.

SOURCE: Bardet and Dupâquier, 1999, p. 196; Sardon, 2004, pp. 292–293

–
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postponement of a formal wedding while the cou-
ple was already cohabiting and possibly having chil-
dren, or even by the complete forsaking of any
marriage ceremony. On the one hand, the age at
marriage went up (in the Netherlands, for example,
from 22.6 years in 1975 to 27.5 in 1995 for
women, and the increase was very similar in
France). On the other hand, an increasing propor-
tion of couples lived together without being mar-
ried. In 2000 the proportions of extramarital birth
reached 56 percent in Sweden and exceeded 40
percent in Denmark, France, and Norway.
Increasingly the laws of European countries have
granted recognition of equal rights to children
born outside of marriage and accepted new forms
of legal unions, as for example the civil solidarity
pacts in France that provide rights to nonmarried,
stable partners. Even in the countries of southern
Europe, where the traditional forms of marriage
continue to prevail, and in eastern Europe, the
age at marriage has been going up, and the birth
of children occurs typically at an older age of the
parents. Meanwhile the number of divorces has
increased, and cohabitations are less stable than
formal marriages.

There has been much speculation on the rea-
sons behind the second demographic transition
and the collapse of fertility levels. Inferred psycho-
logical causes have included the growth of indivi-
dualism and the decline in importance of the family
as a provider of services and resources in welfare
states. Concerns for sustainable growth, the preser-
vation of the environment, quality of life, and the
rights of women have become important shapers of
policy. The main factor, however, appears to have
been rising female schooling and labor force parti-
cipation. During the second part of the twentieth
century the male breadwinner system of the past
increasingly yielded to the two-earner family.
Those countries that have attempted to reduce
the conflict for women between working outside
the home and having children, for example by
providing free childcare facilities or other benefits,
appear to have been better able to sustain their
fertility levels than those where the assistance to
working mothers has lagged behind.

The effect of low fertility on population growth
has more than compensated the effect of the
decline of mortality. However, its impact has been

concealed to some extent by the increase in the
flow of migrants to Europe after the Second
World War.

MIGRATION

The large streams of European migration that con-
tributed to the settlement of America, as well as
Australia and New Zealand, essentially dried up
during the First World War and were greatly
reduced between the wars, particularly when the
Great Depression eliminated the overseas demand
for foreign labor. Intracontinental migration and
refugee movements were considerable, however, as
a result of the world wars, of the boundary changes
imposed at the Treaty of Versailles in 1919, and of
the civil wars and ethnic conflicts of the period.
The Russian Revolution and the expulsion of
minorities in eastern and central Europe may have
resulted in the forced displacement of 10 million
persons after the First World War; the conflict
between Greece and Turkey resulted in the reset-
tlement of 1.5 million ethnic Greeks, and the
Spanish civil war led to the departure of a half-
million refugees. The Second World War gave rise
to even larger population movements. As many as
30 million people were forced to move between
1939 and 1948, including some 10 million ethnic
Germans expelled from eastern Europe. The crea-
tion of a political division between the Western
world and the communist countries resulted in
substantial flows of refugees, particularly between
East and West Germany before and even after the
establishment of the Berlin Wall in 1961 (for a net
movement of 4.1 million persons), and in 1956–
1957, 1968, and 1980–1981 on the occasions of
the uprisings in Hungary and Czechoslovakia and
the imposition of martial law in Poland. In excess
of 320,000 Russian Jews migrated to Israel and the
United States between 1970 and 1989. In the early
1990s close to 5 million people fled from the var-
ious countries that had made up Yugoslavia; most
of the moves were temporary, however.

Germany adopted a right of return for people
of German origin living abroad and does not con-
sider them as migrants. In addition to postwar
refugees, before the disappearance of the Iron
Curtain, West Germany negotiated the repatriation
of close to three million ethnic Germans from
Russia and Poland; others came from Austria, the
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Balkans, and other parts of the world. Between
1945 and 1992 the Federal Republic of Germany
integrated about twenty-four million foreign-born
persons. By providing labor, the influx contributed
to the success of German industry in the postwar
era and sustained population growth at a time
when fertility had become very low. Italy and
Spain also freely readmitted individuals of national
origin, particularly from Latin America.

The dissolution of colonial empires (Dutch,
British, French, and Belgian) resulted in the return
migration of European settlers as well as in a flow
of migrants from former territories to the former
mother countries or to other parts of Europe.
England had a policy of free access from countries
of the Commonwealth until 1971. With the eco-
nomic boom of the 1960s and 1970s, a demand
for labor resulted in the hiring of ‘‘guest workers’’
from Yugoslavia, Turkey, and North Africa, who
progressively replaced migrants from European
countries such as Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece,
and Ireland. These countries had themselves
become countries of immigration, or return migra-
tion, by the end of the century. Whereas the labor
movements from countries outside of the
European Union consisted at first of men alone,
in a second stage their impact was multiplied by
family reunification.

Migration streams have doubly contributed to
European population growth: first by the migrants

themselves, second by their higher-than-average
fertility. By 2000 there were 18.5 million foreign-
ers recorded, or about 7 percent of the population
of the European Union. The assimilation of some
ethnic minorities has proven difficult, and at the
turn of the century, with the growth of unemploy-
ment in the European Union and a shift of public
opinion against migration, increasing legal restric-
tions have been placed on new arrivals.
Undocumented entries and refugee movements
have continued, however, and at the turn of the
century the number of undocumented aliens in the
European Union was estimated in excess of 3 mil-
lion. Meanwhile immigration from eastern Europe
has become more important. Poland in particular
has become a major supplier of skilled, temporary
labor to western Europe.

POPULATION GROWTH AND AGING

European population growth was sustained
throughout the twentieth century, as shown in
table 4. As a whole, the population of Europe grew
from 422 million in 1900 to 548 million in 1950
and 727 million in 2000. Growth was moderate in
contrast with that of most other parts of the world,
so that the share of Europe in the world population
totals was cut in half, from 24 percent at the begin-
ning of the century to 12 percent in 2000. The
geopolitical advantages of large populations are
uncertain, however. The Continent is densely

TABLE 4

Total population (in thousands), with growth ratios, selected European countries

Country 1920 1960 2000 1960/1920 2000/1960

Belgium 7,406 9,129 10,239 1.23 1.12
Denmark 3,079 4,565 5,330 1.48 1.17
France 38,900 45,684 58,744 1.17 1.29
Germany 61,770 72,543 82,163 1.17 1.13
Hungary 7,980 9,984 10,043 1.25 1.01
Italy 37,006 50,200 57,680 1.36 1.15
Netherlands 6,820 11,556 15,864 1.69 1.37
Norway 2,635 3,567 4,478 1.35 1.26
Poland 26,746 29,776 38,654 1.11 1.30
Romania 15,541 18,403 22,455 1.18 1.22
Spain 21,289 30,327 39,733 1.42 1.31
Sweden 5,905 7,471 8,861 1.27 1.19
Switzerland 3,877 5,295 7,164 1.37 1.35
United Kingdom 46,596 52,164 59,623 1.12 1.14

Note: Boundaries of the time. Some of the countries gained or lost some territory in the intervening periods. For Germany in 1960, sum of
GDR and FRG.

SOURCE: Bardet and Dupâquier, 1999, p. 196; Sardon, 2002, pp. 129–130.
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populated as it is, and it has accommodated its
population while preserving its environment and
its living patterns. No European city features
among the twelve largest in the world, and the
proportion of the urban population residing in
moderate-size cities, or less than 500,000, has
remained stable at slightly above 60 percent. In
itself, the relaxation of population pressure would
cause little concern to the nations of Europe were it
not for the impact of the decline of fertility on the
age distribution of the population.

Despite fertility below replacement for a num-
ber of years, the large number of young women in
the population (resulting from the higher fertility
at midcentury) resulted in a continued excess of
births over deaths. This effect of a favorable age
distribution has been termed population momen-
tum. The situation has now been reversed in many
countries, and only immigration prevents the
shrinking of their populations. In the year 2002,
deaths exceeded births in the all the countries of
the former USSR and of eastern Europe, as well as
in Germany, Greece, and Italy, while positive
population growth still prevailed in the former
three countries; eastern Europe was losing, rather
than attracting, migrants. Both negative natural
increase and absolute decline of population are
likely to become more common in the twenty-first
century, as the reproductive age groups are thinned
down by the low fertility of the last quarter of the
twentieth century. In 2000 the number of
European women between ages twenty and forty
largely exceeded the female population under age
twenty, thus presaging a sharp reduction in the
future number of births.

No country is willing to face the large absolute
decline of its population that would result from
present levels of the birthrate, or, alternatively,
the cultural and political consequence of the level
of migration from countries outside Europe that
would be necessary to prevent the collapse of popu-
lation numbers. For example, with a continuation
of present fertility and migration levels, the popula-
tion of Italy would decline from fifty-eight million
in 2000 to forty-six million by 2050 and twenty-
nine million in 2100. Moreover, the percentage of
the population above age sixty-five would become
close to 40 percent (from its 2006 level of 18
percent). The level of migration necessary to halt

the decline would be so high that it would progres-
sively replace the population of Italian stock.

The effect of low fertility on population aging
is of major concern to the governments of Europe.
The proportion of the population over age sixty-
five in 2000 was 14.7 percent for Europe as a
whole, compared with 8.2 percent in 1950 and a
projected 23 percent in 2030. As the baby boom
cohorts are reaching the age of retirement, the
proportion of old-age dependents relying on pen-
sion schemes is bound to increase rapidly. These
schemes, however, are usually based on the ‘‘pay-
as-you-go’’ principle, meaning that a contribution
levied on the working population supports the
retirement of the older population. As the ratio of
the retired to those in the labor force increases, this
becomes a source of financial problems for the
sponsoring states. This is compounded by the fact
that the proportion of the oldest old (age eighty-
five and above) is increasing too, thus increasing
the cost of state-supported medical insurance
schemes.

Thus, in the early years of the twenty-first cen-
tury it is increasingly obvious to governments and
public opinion that the low fertility of European
countries is not sustainable in the long run. What
should be done to restore fertility levels that will
ensure the reproduction of the population is not
obvious. Various measures have been suggested,
ranging from more generous family allowances to
privileges accorded parents on the labor market and
special family voting rights. Nations are turning to
the example of Scandinavian and French family
policies aiming to enhance the compatibility of
motherhood and family life with labor force partic-
ipation. For example, the German parliament
passed laws entitling all children age three and
older to a place in a kindergarten. The effect of
such measures, however, will at best only be per-
ceptible with time; at best, they would only allevi-
ate the consequences of aging in the long run.

See also Abortion; Decolonization; Divorce; Immigration
and Internal Migration; Sexuality.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Bardet, Jean-Pierre, and Jacques Dupâquier, eds. Histoire
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ETIENNE VAN DE WALLE

n

DEMONSTRATIONS. The taking over of

public space by religious or social groups or by
crowds of rioters and insurrectionists is a traditional

form of collective expression and protest. Street

demonstrations, which occur more in some coun-
tries than in others, are usually organized by reli-

gious or social groups and are to be distinguished

from riots and mob assemblies, in more than one
way. The street protests typical of mobs are spon-

taneous, seeking immediate redress for their causes
and objectives (which are often confused). As a result,

they often entail violence. Conversely, demonstrations

that avoid violence (or at least attempt to do so) and
express demands while asserting a group’s identity

allow time for politics to occur. Immediacy and
urgency give way to a necessary examination of avail-

able options. Such demonstrations presuppose the

existence of parties that possess if not a strategy then
at least a capacity to control a crowd and impose rules

that reflect what is particular to crowd behavior. They
arise, therefore, only with the emergence and support

of parliamentary democracies. However, they do not

exclude the possible resurgence of violent protest, for
example, the riots that took place in certain French

suburbs in November 2005.

WORKERS’ RIGHTS, UNIVERSAL SUFFRAGE,

AND THE NEW FORMS OF PROTEST

The decision to stage joint struggles on 1 May
1889 and on following days for the eight-hour
workday constituted an opportunity to expand
the forms that protests could take and set the scene
for demonstrations in the twentieth century. These

types of protests varied by country: large demon-
strations in the heart of London in 1890; ritualized
processions in Germany, Austria-Hungary, Italy,
and Belgium, sometimes occurring in the rural
areas; and in France the lodging of petitions with
public authorities. Such protests were often better

tolerated than other practices and constituted an
opportunity to learn the methods of orderly public
procession—for demonstrators and police alike.
Parades by organizations, consecration of flags,
and protests in support of strikes (by and for miners
in particular) enjoyed a similar level of tolerance,

with the same results.

In 1886 Belgian demonstrators helped obtain
universal suffrage. Demonstrations to that same end
were organized in Finland (1904–1906); Sweden,
Saxony, Hamburg, and Austria (1905–1906); and
then in Prussia (1908–1910). Since these protesters
were demanding the rights of full citizens, they

strove to evince their respectability during the
orderly processions by dressing in their Sunday best
(as had those who had taken part in suffrage demon-
strations in France on the eve of the Revolution of
1848). After universal suffrage was achieved, the
movements disappeared because they were not
viewed as an alternative to voting. They were at

times prohibited as a possible threat to public order
but not because they were deemed illegitimate.

Things appeared in a different light in France,
however, where universal suffrage was granted in
1848. The Third Republic (1871–1940) tended to
view as illegitimate any organization or movement
that stood between voting citizens and their

elected officials. Universal suffrage was considered
the sole legitimate expression of the sovereign
people, the only way to be heard by government
authorities. Therefore, the public authorities were
suspicious of the movements that sought to make
themselves heard through demonstrative means.

This suspicion, which persisted for some time, was
particularly acute toward ‘‘street movements,’’
which had made and unmade regimes in France
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since the Revolution of 1789. The Third Republic
therefore did not include the right to assembly
among the democratic liberties it guaranteed in
the 1880s, unlike those countries where freedom
of assembly was more easily conceded, precisely
because street protests did not compete with uni-
versal suffrage, which was introduced later, and did
not have the same symbolic charge. The successive
constitutions of the French Republics recognized
the citizen’s right to ‘‘speak his mind’’ but without
once postulating freedom of assembly as the term is
used today. Tolerance of public demonstrations in
France depended on the judgment of local mayors.
In Italy, despite the fact that universal suffrage
arrived rather late, tolerance of public demonstra-
tions similarly depended on local mayors.

WORLD WAR I AND ITS AFTERMATH

Over time, public demonstrations, whether urban or
rural, whether marches or group assemblies, multi-
plied, making specific demands or calling for group
recognition at the local, national, or transnational
level. And although fueled by the energy of many
different actors, demonstrations were increasingly
led by workers’ organizations to address their issues.

The unifying symbols behind the workers’
movement spread from one country to another.
When Paris mobilized in force against war begin-
ning in 1912, it borrowed from London and Berlin
the model of tolerating assemblies on different
rostrums in public parks. National approaches were
also taking shape everywhere, with explicit or
implicit rules and rituals that owed their specificity
to each country’s laws, unique methods for main-
taining public order, distinct cultural and historical
crosscurrents, and the relationships pertaining
between its political culture and the army and orga-
nized religion. These approaches came to represent
a unifying framework for all forms of demonstra-
tions held within a specific country, above and
beyond the diversity of their actors and objectives.

The political role played by demonstrations
became markedly more diverse after 1918. In the
parliamentary democracies of northern and western
Europe, they became permanently entrenched as
ritualized modes of expression for established groups,
taking on a festive atmosphere that celebrated group
identity. Or they served to support strikes, which did
not always rule out the use of violence. They had no

political autonomy. In the crisis-ridden regimes of
Italy (immediately following World War I) and
Weimar Germany (for a longer period of time),
demonstrations devolved into violence. But the vic-
tory of the Fascist and Nazi regimes signaled the
disappearance of all but official parades. (Street action
would also lead to the downfall of Eastern European
communist regimes in 1989.) The disappearance of
these totalitarian regimes restored to the demonstra-
tion its conventional functions.

FRANCE, AN EXCEPTION TO THE RULE

In France, demonstrations have long had very com-
plex characteristics. Although demonstrations were
frequent there from the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury on, despite the fact that they were not fully
legalized until 1935, they played no role whatsoever
in the rise and fall of successive regimes in 1940,
1944, and 1958. But they were a major component
in the crises plaguing the dominant political systems
in February 1934 and May 1968. In both instances,
widespread demonstrations were the instigating fac-
tor in the resulting political crises, as well as one of
the means by which the crises were overcome.
Indeed, it was those forces capable of mobilizing
people in the streets in the name of the Republic’s
values (antifascist in 1934, Gaullist in 1968) that
prevailed in both situations and determined the
political nature of the outcome. They did so by
implicitly evoking the ‘‘right’’ to insurrection,
already firmly recognized in the nation’s history
and imagination. Demonstrations therefore appear
in this light as one of the modes of consent that
France has developed to navigate a history marked
by the insurmountable fracture of 1793. Regimes in
the twentieth century were no longer toppled by
street protests. Instead, major crises, constituted in
large part by mass demonstrations, were resolved
within the regime’s existing framework. The man-
agement of a crisis via demonstrations became a sign
of the limits each political force sought to impose
upon itself. The act of demonstrating signified that
struggle would take place in the domain of hege-
monic mastery rather than that of violence, by sig-
naling adherence to constitutive social codes and
thereby avoiding crises of regime change.

This status for the demonstration was de facto
modified in the 1980s by the combined effects of
the Fifth Republic’s constitution and the new
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constellation of political and social forces arrayed by
the rise to power of France’s Socialist Party leader
François Mitterrand. Exponentially increasing num-
bers of demonstrations were frequently accompa-
nied by specific demands by delegations, usually at
the national level, and became a customary mode of
action designed to intervene directly in public pol-
icy. Some of these protests were aimed at specific
laws under consideration or at cabinet-level secre-
taries and ministers. Almost all of them prevailed
over the incendiary legislation and even over the
minister responsible for introducing it (for instance,
the right-wing demonstrations in 1984 against the
Savary Law intended to undermine private sector
education, or the union protests in 1995 against
the Juppé plan for retirement pension reform).
What was new, when compared with the preceding
decades, was that these demonstrations were not
considered political crises caused by the govern-
ments in question. Instead, because they were
allowed to take place, they surreptitiously came to
represent a kind of referendum instigated by the
populace rather than by a specific legislator. As such,
they were furtively added to the list of constitutional
liberties, on the condition that they not disturb the
peace, and were better tolerated inasmuch as they
came to appear as an available option for peacefully
managing social or urban crises, just as they had
previously managed political ones. Demonstrations
became one phase in the process of restoring public
order—a means to lower the level of violence.

PROTESTS IN THE 1960S AND BEYOND

From the 1960s on, transnational movements
acting through street mobilization assumed new
forms, often borrowed from the battery of tools
developed in North America. They converged
around specific issues, such as the antinuclear move-
ment and the fight against the Vietnam War, which
were preludes to the protests of May 1968. This crisis
period placed unusual demands upon the methods of
street protest (e.g., the student barricades in Paris);
after the crisis passed, new movements, focused on
environmental and social issues, generated previously
unknown forms of mobilization, such as ACT UP’s
‘‘Die-Ins,’’ gay pride activities, and ‘‘technoparades.’’
Antiglobalization protesters later took up the same
tactics, redefining the space and time of protests
and the methods as well. International gatherings
and the globalization of images via the Web and

the news media have played a role in coordinating
events worldwide (witness the global protest day
against the war in Iraq in February 2003) and in
diffusing shared visual and audio cues.

In those countries where the tradition of using
public space for political ends has long been weak and
constricted by the legalistic organizations of the
majority party, these initiatives have produced spec-
tacular effects, fueled by the energies of organizations
devoted to the antiglobalization movement, such as
the Direct Action Network in the United States and
Reclaim the Streets in the United Kingdom, which
have garnered widespread mobilizations and other
‘‘street parties’’ that represent a radical break with
British militant traditions. Nothing of the sort has
occurred in France, where the emergence of new
means of direct action has been hindered by an atmo-
sphere overly steeped in history (and older traditions
of protest). Inversely, in other countries, the resur-
gence of the extreme Right and the rise in terrorism
after 2000 has led some governments to resort to
loyalist demonstrations, met by massive counterdem-
onstrations in the case of the war in Iraq. Of one
point, however, we can be certain. National modes of
expression have yet to disappear.

See also 1968; Labor Movements; May 1968.
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DENAZIFICATION. The idea of purging
the German state apparatus in the wake of the
Allied victory was agreed to at the Potsdam
Conference (17 July–2 August 1945). The so-
called Potsdam Agreement urged the removal of
all Nazi influence not only from the state apparatus
but also from German society at large, its culture,
press, economy, and judicial system. The agree-
ment expressed no more than a general principle,
however, and the actual denazification process
changed over time in response to the political con-
straints affecting the Allied occupiers; it also varied
according to the occupation zone concerned.
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In all zones, nonetheless, denazification meant
an immense enterprise of social engineering, the
prelude to which was the mass arrest of a propor-
tion of the male population of Germany. Thus
some 183,000 people were confined in internment
camps between May 1945 and January 1947. Of
these an estimated 86,000 were freed. These fig-
ures refer solely, however, to the three Western
Occupation Zones.

This internment was legally underpinned by the
so-called Law of Liberation from National Socialism
and Militarism (March 1946), endorsed by the
Inter-Allied Council for Berlin, which defined cate-
gories of guilt and envisaged the judicial sanctions to
be taken against each. Classification, triage, incar-
ceration, and sanction: the clear intention was that
the social engineering of purge be meticulously con-
trolled and administered in a manifestly consistent
way. In reality the practice of the different occupy-
ing forces quickly diverged.

The Soviet Occupation Zone was undoubt-
edly the most affected by repressive measures.
The Soviets imprisoned in special camps anyone
suspected of involvement in the party or state
organization of the Third Reich, and no fewer
than forty-two thousand people lost their lives in
a purge of striking swiftness and comprehensive-
ness. The reasons for the Soviets’ particularly
energetic attention to denazification had much
to do with the ideology and legitimacy of the
socialist state they wished to build. Conditions in
the special camps were especially harsh, and the
entire process of denazification was supervised
by the NKVD, the Soviet secret police. The re-
pression was thus characterized by secrecy and
violence, but it might at the same time be seen as
serving a ritual function necessary and preparatory
to the reintegration, in the context of a society in
chaos, of compromised elites whose experience
remained indispensable to material and state
reconstruction.

The U.S. approach to denazification was dis-
tinguished by the sheer scale of the arrests and the
number of indictments. The simplest cases were
dealt with by means of a questionnaire comprising
131 questions, a procedure that later elicited a
blistering retort from Ernst von Salomon in his
book Der Fragebogen (1951; The questionnaire),
which revisited the experience of the German

generation marked by World War I—a generation
that supplied the chief protagonists in the Nazi
tragedy.

Once they had answered the questionnaire, sus-
pects were classified according to five categories—
major offenders, offenders, lesser offenders, fol-
lowers, and exonerated persons—as defined in the
aforementioned Law of Liberation. No fewer than
nine hundred thousand cases were tried by the 545
denazification courts set up in the U.S. Occupation
Zone; most cases were assigned to German judges.
But if the American approach to denazification was
characterized by its massive scale and bureaucratic
tendencies, it also underwent a distinct evolution.
Under the direction of High Commissioner John
McCloy, and in the context of the first tensions of
the Cold War, the Americans put the brakes on
denazification from 1948 on. By that time the con-
struction of the Federal Republic of Germany cre-
ated a pressing need for the talents of the wartime
generation, and the Americans demonstrated a prag-
matism in this regard that lends a measure of cred-
ibility to the charge, formulated by the East
Germans, that denazification was never completed,
through collusion between defeated and victorious
capitalists.

The French and British adopted an even more
pragmatic approach than the Americans. They too
based their work on a five-class categorization,
leaving the two less-serious classes of suspects to
German courts and releasing the majority of their
detainees without ever seriously investigating their
activities during the Nazi period.

These practical differences in the approaches of
the occupying powers are reflected in the statistics
for their respective zones. Of 250,000 people
imprisoned overall, some 86,000 were freed in
1947. But whereas the American, British, and
French together released between 42 and 53 per-
cent of 183,000 detainees, the Soviets for their part
continued to hold 88 percent of their 67,000 pris-
oners captive. Their policy was thus marked at once
by its breadth and its harshness.

Generally speaking, denazification wavered
between two imperatives: one, ethical and witness-
bearing in nature, demanded prosecution and pun-
ishment for Nazi crimes; the other, of a pragmatic
order, argued for more lenient treatment in the light
of Germany’s absolute need to rebuild.
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Approaches to denazification differed, but (with
the possible exception of the Soviet and East
German variant) they were an intelligible response
to the situation. In West Germany proceedings
against presumed Nazis became rare during the
1950s but picked up once more thereafter with a
wave of trials. By that time, however, denazification
had given way to the simply judicial (and indeed
very systematic) prosecution of selected Nazi crimes.

See also Nuremberg Laws; Occupation, Military;
Potsdam Conference.
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CHRISTIAN INGRAO
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DENMARK. The Danish Commonwealth in
1914 included in addition to Denmark overseas
dependencies such as the Faeroe Islands, Greenland,

U.S. soldiers escort German citizens to view the grisly scene at Buchenwald, April 1945. Visitors are shown a

pile of bones, the remains of about 400 victims; nearby stands a portable gallows. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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and Iceland. The Faeroe Islands and Greenland are
still parts of the Danish Commonwealth, even
though with extensive home rule, while Iceland in
1918 left the commonwealth, but remained linked to
Denmark by a personal union. This last link was
broken, too, when Iceland declared itself sovereign
in 1944. The three Virgin Islands in the Caribbean—
Saint Croix, Saint Thomas, and Saint John—had
been colonies of Denmark. However, after long-
winded negotiations, they were sold to the United
States in 1917 because the United States feared that
they would otherwise fall into German hands.

At the outbreak of World War I Denmark
proper had about 2.8 million inhabitants. About
57 percent made a living from agriculture and fish-
ery. In 2004 the population totaled 5.3 million,
and just 5 percent made their living from agricul-
ture and fishery. Those figures testify to the fact
that the Danish society—like most other western
societies—over those ninety years underwent a fun-
damental modernization and industrialization.

In 1914 the average Dane died at the age of
fifty-five, while in 2004 he or she could expect to
live until the age of seventy-five. Around 1900 the
average woman gave birth to four children; in 2000
the birth rate was only 1.7 per woman. The dra-
matic fall in fertility can mainly be ascribed to the
fact that women in great numbers joined the reg-
ular labor market in the postwar period. Although
the birthrates seemed to be going up again at the
beginning of the twenty-first century, it is still a fact
that the indigenous population is unable to repro-
duce itself. However, the gap is compensated for by
growing immigration from abroad: the number of
immigrants grew from a total of one hundred
thousand in 1984 to three hundred thousand in
2004. Most of the new immigrants are refugees
from Third World countries and have very different
cultural backgrounds.

POLITICAL LIFE

Since 1849 Denmark’s constitution has been
defined as a democracy with restricted monarchy.
Legislative power rests with the popularly elected
parliament, while executive power rests with the
government, formally appointed by the monarch,
but politically responsible to parliament.

The so-called Change of System in 1901 ended
a long political conflict on the issue of the king’s

right to choose his ministers freely, regardless of
the majority in parliament. On this occasion King
Christian IX (r. 1863–1906) silently accepted the
parliamentarian principle according to which the
government must be in accordance with the major-
ity in parliament, and, after many years with a
massive majority, the Liberals were, for the first
time, allowed to form a government. For the fol-
lowing kings, however, it seemed difficult to come
to terms with this reduced role, and only after yet
another serious constitutional crisis in 1920, dur-
ing which the country for a few weeks was on the
brink of revolution, King Christian X (r. 1912–
1947) openly recognized the rules of parliamentar-
ism. Eventually, the principle was included in the
revised constitution of 1953, which also replaced
the two-chamber system with a one-chamber par-
liament and allowed conditional female succession
to the throne. This constitution continues in force
in the early twenty-first century.

Having written off revolutionary ideology
already before World War I, the Social Democratic
Party came into power for the first time in 1924 and
remained so for most of the twentieth century. This
party has therefore left its indelible impression on
the country’s transition into a modern industrial
state and on the development of the welfare society.
In a landslide election in 2001, however, the party
lost power to a bloc of liberals and conservatives,
which remained in power as of 2006. This change in
the political landscape indicates that the long era of
social-democratic dominance may finally be running
out—not unrelated to the transformation of indus-
trial society into the postmodern communication
society.

NEUTRALITY IN THE SHADOW OF GERMANY

Since the defeat in 1864 Denmark’s foreign policy
had been one of unarmed neutrality, even though
it leaned toward Germany due to Denmark’s
exposed position at the edge of the great continen-
tal power.

The outbreak of World War I in 1914 left
Denmark in a dangerous position. For Germany,
control of the Danish straits was vital in order to
keep the British Royal Navy out of the Baltic.
There was therefore an obvious risk that Germany
would occupy the weakly defended Danish coast-
lines in order to keep the straits under control, and
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this would mean Denmark’s direct involvement in
the war. After difficult deliberations during the first
days of the war the government therefore decided
to let the Danish navy close the straits with sea-
mines, thus denying the Royal Navy access and, at
the same time, reassuring the Germans and pre-
venting them from taking steps that could harm
Danish neutrality. However, this step also implied a
dangerous double game: at the same time the gov-
ernment discreetly let the British government
know that the mines were in fact unarmed.

By this delicate diplomacy Denmark was,
indeed, allowed to preserve its neutrality and keep
out of the war and Danish food producers earned
large profits from food export to the warring
nations, in particular to Germany. By means of a
very strict policy of regulation the government, at
the same time, showed itself capable of keeping the
heated war economy fairly under control. At the
end of the war the Danish production system was
certainly worn down due to failing investments and
lack of imported raw materials, but, compared with
other nations, Denmark came through the war
relatively unharmed.

The interwar years were marked by political
instability and growing economic problems that
turned into an acute crisis during the Great
Depression. At the same time the liberal government
was forced to step down and leave power to a coali-
tion of social democrats and social liberals under the
joint leadership of the social democratic Prime
Minister Thorvald Stauning (1873–1942) and the
social liberal Foreign Minister Peter Munch (1870–
1948). This coalition stayed in power until the
German occupation in 1940 and eventually suc-
ceeded in creating broad political consensus on a
long-term strategy of survival for the Danish society
in the shadows of the emergent Nazi Germany.

This strategy was intended to preserve the neu-
tral and pacifist course that had brought Denmark
safely through World War I, secure a balanced for-
eign trade in accordance with the neutrality princi-
ple, and enable the civic society to resist attacks from
extremist totalitarian forces.

As already mentioned, Danish neutrality was not
unbiased, but aimed first and foremost at convinc-
ing Germany that Denmark would never be found
among Germany’s enemies. This line should not be

interpreted as sympathy for Hitler’s Germany, but
rather as a means of surviving in its shadows. In the
same way, the declared pacifism was a down-to-
earth recognition of the fact that a military defense
of Danish territory against a strong invader was
impossible. Therefore—so was the belief—the best
defense was to strengthen the internal cohesion of
the Danish society by strengthening democratic
institutions and social solidarity. Such considerations
led, in the early 1930s, to the passing of a large
complex of reform laws that neutralized the worst
effects of the world crisis and laid the foundations
for the coming welfare state.

UNDER GERMAN OCCUPATION, 1940–1945

Danish neutrality came to an abrupt end when, in the
early morning of 9 April 1940, Germany launched a
military attack on Denmark, taking the government
and the population by complete surprise. After a few
hours of sporadic resistance the government yielded
and, under protest, decided to carry on under the
new conditions.

Initially the German troops in Denmark behaved
rather discreetly, and Danish authorities also went far
in their policy of appeasement toward the apparently
invincible Nazi Germany. But, as the fortunes of
war began to change in the course of 1942–1943,
a popular resistance movement grew up, mainly
inspired and supported by the British sabotage orga-
nization Special Operations Executive. The mount-
ing wave of sabotage culminated in August 1943
with an open popular rebellion against the occupants
and the official policy of appeasement and collabora-
tion. Confronted with harsh German demands for
draconian countermeasures, the government finally
decided to resign and leave the floor to the Germans.

At this juncture the official Danish policy had
finally collapsed and for the rest of the occupation a
state of open war existed between the ever-growing
Resistance and the occupation forces. In October
1943 the Germans decided to eliminate the Danish
Jews, but—due to a leak in the German administra-
tion—about seven thousand Danish Jews, efficiently
helped by legal and illegal circles in Denmark,
escaped to Sweden, while only a few hundred were
sent to German concentration camps. Thanks to the
active resistance movement Denmark was granted
recognition as a de facto member of the Allies and,
after the war, was also among the signatory powers
of the United Nations Pact. The breakdown of
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neutrality during the German occupation eventually
led to Danish membership of the NATO Pact in
1949, and the country has since then been a member
of the western alliance.

THE WELFARE STATE

The blueprint for the Danish welfare model was
drawn soon after the war by the young social demo-
cratic ideologist and later prime minister through
the 1960s, Jens Otto Krag (1914–1978), and began
to take shape in the 1960s, when the consequences
of war and depression had finally been surmounted.
It was eventually developed into the comprehensive
social-security system that takes care of every Danish
citizen from cradle to grave.

The model is universal in the sense that it
includes all citizens regardless of social and economic
status. Furthermore, it is exclusively tax-financed.
This is also the essential weakness of the system,
insofar as it depends on the willingness of the
Danes to bear one of the highest tax rates in the
world. This willingness depends again on a high
general income level, but nowadays wages are under
pressure from a globalized labor market. Thus there
is much to indicate that the system will have to
undergo considerable changes in the future in order
to adapt to the realities of a globalized economy.
This will imply great political challenges, too,
because the welfare model is in fact the essential
manifestation of the inner cohesion and solidarity
that for the most of the twentieth century allowed
the survival of Danish society.

THE FOOT-DRAGGING EUROPEANS

Denmark joined the European Economic Commu-
nity (EEC)—later European Union (EU)—in 1973
together with Britain and, like the British, the Danes
remained functionalists in their attitudes to the
Union in the sense that they wanted cooperation in
economic matters but remained suspicious about
the political project. In relation to the visions of a
great, unified Europe the Danes were—and still are—
hesitant Europeans and, typically enough, all subsequ-
ent referenda on specific issues have in reality turned
out to become voting for or against the Union in
general. After more than thirty years of member-
ship, however, Danish economy and legislation is so
closely interwoven with the EU system that nobody
can imagine in earnest that Denmark should quit
the Union.

DENMARK IN A CHANGING WORLD

At the beginning of the twentieth century
Denmark was essentially an old-fashioned, inward-
looking agrarian society with a rather primitive
social structure. After World War I the process of
modernization hit the country with full force and,
over a few decades, transformed it to a modern
industrial state with a sophisticated social-welfare
system comparable to those in other western socie-
ties. Now, at the beginning of the twenty-first
century, the postindustrial Danish society has—for
good and for evil—become an integral part of a
close-knit world community, the so-called global
village. Only the future can tell whether the Danes
will still be able to meet those challenges without
losing the specific qualities that enabled them to
survive as a nation and face the trials and changes of
the unstable twentieth century.

See also European Union; Germany; Holocaust; United
Kingdom; World War I; World War II.
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KNUD J. V. JESPERSEN

n

DEPORTATION. Forcible and violent mass
deportations of civilian populations to remote areas
are a phenomenon that twentieth-century total-
itarian regimes often resorted to. Typically, the
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deported groups were nationally, ethnically, reli-
giously, or racially distinct, and their deportation
was part of a campaign of annihilation that the
deporting regime conducted against them. Almost
always, the deported population was transferred by
violent means to areas of settlement that were
unsuited to its ways of life and livelihood. In the
course of the deportation, the deportees suffered
grave economic damage, loss and disintegration
of their social and community framework, severe
violence, and loss of lives. In many cases, deporta-
tion was the first stage in a process of ethnic cleans-
ing or genocide. Its purpose was to induce the
deported group to eradicate itself by assimilating
into the population at large or to destroy it in
the literal, physical sense, resulting in its disappear-
ance as a group with an identity and characteristics
of its own.

The first salient case of deportation as part of
such a process was the removal of the Armenians in
the Ottoman Empire during World War I. The
Ottoman regime, led by a group of reformist offi-
cers known as the Young Turks, regarded the
Armenians as an ethnic and national collective that
obstructed the fulfillment of the Ottoman national
and economic goals. In April 1915 hundreds of
Armenians affiliated with their national intelli-
gentsia were executed in order to deprive the
Armenian population of its natural leadership.
Afterward, the Ottoman government ordered the
deportation of approximately one million Armenians
from Anatolia to the areas of Syria and Mesopotamia.
The deportation escalated into an act of genocide
in which lengthy death marches resulted in mass
mortality. As the victims of the deportation made
their way across arid zones and deserts, their
Turkish military escorts subjected them to gunfire,
abuse, and brutal acts of rape. Hundreds of thou-
sands died of starvation, illness, and murder. The
number of victims of the Armenian deportation
and genocide is estimated at between 800,000 to
1.2 million.

Another example of mass deportation with
ethnic-cleansing characteristics is that perpetrated
by the Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin (1879–1953)
against the Ukrainian peasant class in the 1930s.
To promote collectivization and shatter the
Ukrainian peasants’ resistance, the Soviet regime
began in 1930 to deport hundreds of thousands

of Ukrainian civilians to faraway areas of settlement
in Central Asia, Siberia, and northern Russia.
Ostensibly the deportations were directed against
prosperous peasants, known as kulaks, only, but in
reality encompassed peasants from many different
backgrounds. The deportations were accompanied
by total destruction of the agricultural and rural
infrastructure in Ukraine. Sometimes the peasants
themselves, in their struggle against the authorities,
elected to destroy their own farms and slaughter
their work animals to keep them out of the hands
of the Soviet apparatus. More than 1,800,000
Ukrainian peasants were driven off their land in
1930–1931 and forcibly resettled far away. More
than 380,000 deportees died during the deporta-
tion or in their places of resettlement as a result of
the harsh conditions that they found there. These
deportations, which continued on a small scale
throughout the 1930s, obliterated the indepen-
dent Ukrainian peasant class and brought the eco-
nomic and community system in Ukraine to total
collapse. The ghastliest result of the deportation
policy was the severe famine that gripped Ukraine
in the early 1930s, claiming as many as seven mil-
lion victims, according to current estimates.

The Polish population that had settled in
areas that came under Soviet sovereignty after
1920 also became victims of brutal deportations
in the 1930s. During the great Stalinist terror
(1937–1938), some 110,000 ethnic Poles who
dwelled in Belarusian and Ukrainian territory were
executed, and additional hundreds of thousands
were deported to Central Asia or northern Russia,
where they were interned in Soviet forced-labor
camps, the gulag, or in labor and penal colonies.

NAZI DEPORTATIONS, 1939–1942

The Nazis’ Jewish policy stressed from the
beginning the need to banish Jews from the
German society and nation. By the late 1930s,
this policy rested on deliberate pressure from the
economic authorities, the police, and/or the SS
(Schutzstaffel) to induce Jews to emigrate from
the German Reich. The first deportation of Jews
from Germany took place on 28–29 October
1938. Some seventeen thousand Jews who held
Polish citizenship and were living in Germany were
rounded up in a coordinated Gestapo action and
driven across the Polish border to the vicinity of
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Zbaszyn. The Polish government blocked the
deportees’ entrance, trapping them in a no-man’s-
land along the German-Polish frontier with no
systematized source of sustenance. Jewish relief
organizations, foremost the American Jewish Joint
Distribution Committee, saw to their needs.

After World War II began, the deportation
policy became a basic element in the Nazis’ plans
for the German-occupied areas in eastern Europe.
By late October 1939, the SS chief of the Gestapo,
Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945), the ex officio
‘‘Reich Commissar for the Strengthening of
Germandom,’’ had issued guidelines for a gran-
diose scheme involving a demographic upheaval in
the occupied Polish territories. According to the
guidelines, within four months more than
550,000 Jews living in the areas of western
Poland that had been annexed to the German
Reich (the Wartheland area) were to be deported,
as were hundreds of thousands of Poles in these
areas who were deemed hostile to Germany. It was
decided to transfer the deportees to the General
Government, the area in central Poland that the
Nazis intended to transform into a reserve for
racially inferior population groups. These groups,
according to the Nazi ideology, were to become a
pool of labor and an economic resource to be
exploited for the economic utility and the needs
of the German Reich.

The deportations started in late 1939. In the
Wartheland area, a main target for Germanization,
mass expulsions of Poles and Jews began, and eth-
nic Germans from the Baltic countries were trans-
ferred to the area for resettlement in the localities
that had been cleansed of Poles. By spring 1941,
the Germans had deported about four hundred
thousand Poles and Jews from the Wartheland,
southeastern Prussia, and eastern Upper Silesia.
Preparations for the resettlement of the deportees
in the General Government were not made, and
those removed were not allowed to ease their
absorption in the resettlement areas by bringing
possessions. The Jews, who accounted for 13 percent
of the deportees, faced an especially dire situation;
they had to find living quarters in the congested
ghettos where the Nazis had interned the Jews who
lived in the General Government area.

The deportation plan that the SS officer Karl
Adolf Eichmann (1906–1962) had prepared for

the Jews in occupied Poland was even more far-

reaching. By October 1939, Eichmann had set

forth a program for the deportation of more than

seventy thousand Jews from eastern Upper Silesia

to the Lublin area, east of the Vistula (Wisla) River.

Shortly afterward, he also began to include on the

deportation trains Jews from the protectorate of

Bohemia and Moravia and from Austria. In this

scheme, known as the Nisko and Lublin Plan or

the Lublin Reservation, Eichmann aimed to trans-

form the chosen area (eastern Poland, along the

Soviet border) into a territorial reserve to which the

Jews of the Reich would be expelled. However,

after only several thousand Jews were sent to the

camp that had been established in the Lublin area,

Hitler struck down the plan in March 1940, ruling

that this kind of a territorial solution to the Jewish

problem was inapplicable. In summer 1940, the

Lublin Plan was succeeded by a new deportation

scheme, the Madagascar Plan. The idea now was to

transform the faraway eastern African island of

Madagascar into a massive, isolated ghetto, where

the millions of Jews living in the Nazi-controlled

areas in Europe would be concentrated. This plan,

too, was shelved in early 1941 after its utter inap-

plicability became blatantly clear.

These deportation attempts were initial pilot

steps toward a comprehensive program, known as

Generalplan Ost, that took shape progressively in

1941–1942. The intent now was to create a new

ethnic and demographic order in the areas that

Germany had occupied in eastern Europe. It was

related to the expansionist aims and the creation of

Lebensraum (living space) for the German nation

that the Nazi ideology prescribed. The plan called

for extensive ethnic cleansing in the areas that

Germany was about to occupy in the Slavic east of

Europe—Poland, Russia, and Ukraine. These areas

were to undergo intensive Germanization and the

disappearance of their Slavic population within ten

years, with the exception of a carefully selected

minority suited for assimilation into the ‘‘Aryan’’

race. Some fifty million Slavs in these areas would

be deported to the east, beyond the Ural

Mountains, and a minority of several million would

remain in eastern Europe as a labor force for the

German economy. Within the framework of this

ethnodemographic upheaval, the Jewish question

would find its final solution.
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In January 1942 Himmler set the plan in
motion by promoting a German settlement project
in the southwestern part of occupied Lithuania.
In March 1942 he also approved a German
colonization venture in the Polish territories
around Zamość, in Lublin District. In November–
December 1942, about one hundred thousand
Poles were deported from this area brutally and
without time to prepare. They were to be replaced
with ethnic Germans from Ukraine.

Deportations of Jewish and non-Jewish popu-
lations also took place in western Europe in 1940.
After the defeat of France and the annexation of
Alsace-Lorraine to the German Reich, about
seventy thousand French whom the Germans
defined as undesirable, including thousands of
Jews, were deported from the annexed territory to
areas controlled by the Vichy government. In

October 1940, police raided villages in the Baden
and Saarpfalz areas and rounded up all Jews with-
out forewarning. About 6,500 Jews were concen-
trated and deported to the Vichy zone in the south

of France, where they were placed in camps that the
French authorities had established for them.

DEPORTATIONS AND THE

‘‘FINAL SOLUTION’’

When the decision about the Final Solution was
made in the autumn of 1941, the next phase of the
deportation of European Jewry began. The desti-

nations now were extermination centers in eastern
Europe. The deportation of German Jews to
various ghettos in Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, and
Belarus began in September 1941. Some fifty thou-

sand Jews had been deported by the end of 1941;
many of them had been murdered immediately

Deportees prepare a meal outdoors, Zbaszyn, Poland, 24 December 1938. In November of 1938, the German

government ordered that a large number of Jews living near the Polish border be deported to the camp in Zbaszyn, where

they were confined until they could find new homes outside Germany. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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upon reaching their destinations, along with
the local Jews. Those remaining were placed
in the ghettos of �ódź, Warsaw, and Riga. The
person responsible for organizing the transports
from Germany, Austria, and (later) from western
Europe, Slovakia, Hungary, Greece, Italy, Bulgaria,
and Croatia, was one of Eichmann’s aides, a young
SS officer of Austrian origin named Frantz Novak.
Novak had amassed experience in the technical
organization of deportation trains during the
deportation actions in Poland in 1940–1941, and
when mass deportations of Jews to extermination
began, it was he who coordinated and organized
the evacuation trains. As a result of his organiza-
tional efforts, more than seven hundred deporta-
tion trains delivered Jews to death camps.

The first deportations of Jews to extermination
took place in the middle of January 1942. The
destination was Che�mno, in western Poland,
the first extermination camp activated in Poland.
The establishment of the Belzec, Sobibor, and
Treblinka camps and the installation of extermi-
nation facilities in Auschwitz marked the completion
of the mass extermination system. Once this was
done, mass deportations of Jews in Poland and
from the other European countries for extermi-
nation began. The deportation of Jews in Lublin
District started in spring 1942. The great deporta-
tion of Jews from the Warsaw ghetto took place
that summer, as approximately 350,000 were trans-
ported to Treblinka for extermination within a few
weeks. Deportation transports began to leave
Slovakia in late March 1942; by the end of the
summer, fifty-eight thousand Jews had been taken
to Auschwitz. Initial deportations from France set
out in the spring of 1942. Transports from the
Netherlands and Belgium began in July 1942,
and 5,500 Jews from Croatia were deported to
Poland for extermination in August 1942.

In summer 1941, Romania, Germany’s ally,
formulated its anti-Jewish policy under the influ-
ence of the policy that was taking shape in
Germany. The Romanian dictator, Ion Antonescu
(1882–1946), decided to solve the problem of the
Jewish population in the areas that his country had
annexed in Bessarabia and Bukovina. First,
Romanian military forces and SS murder units
murdered more than 150,000 Jews in these areas.
Afterward, Romania issued a deportation order for

the remaining Jews, alleging that they had collabo-
rated with the Soviet Union during the Soviet
occupation of these territories in 1939–1941.
From September 1941, some 150,000 Jews
were deported from Bessarabia and Bukovina to
Transnistria, a salient between the Bug and
Dniester Rivers in Ukraine. The deportation was
typified by horrific death marches, as its Romanian
military and police escorts murdered deportees
ruthlessly.

A second large wave of deportations of Jews
from western Europe to the death camps in Poland
began in early 1943. That spring, Greece joined
the roster of countries from which Jews were being
deported. Some forty-six thousand Jews, a large
majority of whom came from Salonika, were sent
to Auschwitz for extermination during these
months. In late 1943, as the Wehrmacht (the
German army) entered Italy to stop the Allied
armies that were advancing from the south and
prevent them from occupying the entire country,
the Nazis began to deport Jews from Rome and
locations in northern Italy. In 1944 mass exter-
mination deportations continued in almost all
places where Germany’s declining situation on the
fronts allowed them to take place. A new wave of
deportations of Jews from Slovakia began that year.
In August 1944 the last large concentration of Jews
in Poland, the seventy thousand who were still
living in the Lodz ghetto, was deported. The
Germans’ last large murder deportation took place
in Hungary. When the Wehrmacht rushed into
Hungary in March 1944 to frustrate its ally’s inten-
tion to secede from the war, Adolf Eichmann and
members of his unit reached Budapest and, from
the middle of May to July 1944, engineered the
deportation of some 440,000 Jews from Hungary
in conjunction with units of the Hungarian
gendarmerie. Most of the deportees met their death
in Auschwitz.

The mechanism that the Germans used to
deport European Jewry to extermination in 1942–
1944 did not require the establishment of a special
and sophisticated logistical and transport system.
Eichmann’s department, which handled the logis-
tical aspects of the deportations, relied on cooper-
ation with officials at the German foreign ministry
and its representatives at the German embassies in
the German-allied countries and in satellite states
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such as Vichy France and Slovakia. Furthermore,

local police forces and auxiliary units in these coun-

tries collaborated in the deportations and provided

assistance. They did so in the service of their own

interests; there was no deep German involvement,

as there had been, for example, in Romania and

Hungary. The German transport ministry, together

with the Reich railroad authority, made special

trains available for deportation needs. In Poland,

the local railroad authority, integrated into the

Reich rail network after the occupation in 1939,

participated in the transport of Jews to extermi-

nation. Record-keeping, planning, and payment

for the ‘‘special trains’’ that delivered the deported

Jews to death were worked out between

Eichmann’s unit and the general railroad system

even during the most difficult periods of the war,

when needs on the eastern front placed the rail

system under severe pressure. In many cases, espe-

cially during the deportations from Germany

and western Europe, Jews were hauled to the east

in ordinary passenger trains under group-fare

arrangements. Most of the extermination deporta-

tions, however, were carried out in sealed freight

cars; the internal reckoning for payment treated

them as freight transport.

The Gypsies in the Reich territories were also

subjected to a policy of deportation as part of a

genocidal solution after the war began. The first

groups of Romanies (Gypsies) who were defined as

criminal or asocial elements were evicted from

Berlin in May 1940, shortly before the invasion of

France. By the autumn of that year, 2,850

Romanies had been deported to the General

Government. In autumn 1941, after the systematic

murder of Jews in eastern Europe began, the depor-

tation of five thousand Roma from the Burgenland

in Austria got under way. These Gypsies were

deported to the Lodz ghetto, where they were

concentrated in a separate area and were among

the first to be deported to extermination from

the ghetto when it began in late 1941. On

16 December 1942 Himmler issued an order for

the deportation of Sinti and Romanies to concen-

tration camps. These deportations began in the

spring of 1943 and continued until summer

1944. Although Gypsies were deported from all

Nazi-ruled areas that they inhabited, the actions

against them were sporadic and uneven. Some

twenty-two thousand Gypsies reached Auschwitz,
where 19,500 perished in the gas chambers or died
of starvation and disease.

EXPULSIONS IN EASTERN EUROPE,

1944–1948

After World War II, deportations and forced emi-
gration were used extensively in eastern Europe to
regulate the ethnic and national tensions that had
been typical of these areas before 1939. Another
element in this phenomenon was the wish of the
peoples who had suffered from the terrors of Nazi
occupation and enmity to settle scores with
Germany. As the war wound down, the leaders of
the three leading victors—the Soviet Union,
Britain, and the United States—in conjunction
with the governments-in-exile of Poland and
Czechoslovakia, agreed that the problem of
German populations in the two last-mentioned
countries, which Germany had occupied during
the war, had to be solved. The solution chosen
was the expulsion of millions of Germans who were
living in the areas that had just been annexed to
Poland, at Germany’s expense, under the agree-
ments concluded at the Tehran and Yalta confer-
ences, and in western Czechoslovakia. Between
1945 and 1948, some eleven million Germans left
Poland, Czechoslovakia, the Baltic countries, and
Romania, and moved to Germany; nearly all of
them settled in the British and the American occu-
pation zones. This powerful outflux of humanity
began before the end of the war, as Germans fled in
an unprecedented fashion because of fear of the
approaching Red Army, and it continued immedi-
ately after the surrender of Germany. What fol-
lowed was a mass expulsion of Germans from the
countries that had just been liberated in eastern
Europe. Some two million German civilians are
believed to have died in the course of these escape
and expulsion actions.

The Germans were not the only group expelled
forcibly from Poland after the war. In April 1946
Polish military forces embarked on the violent
expulsion to the Soviet Ukraine of the Ukrainian
population that was still dwelling in various parts of
eastern Poland. This action, too, was influenced by
the wish to avenge Poland for the role of
Ukrainians in supporting the Nazi occupation dur-
ing the war and in perpetrating severe violence
against ethnic Poles. Roughly 260,000 Ukrainians
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were evacuated against their will, but even after-
ward the Polish authorities believed that too many
Ukrainians remained in the country, estimating
their numbers at 75,000 or as many as 200,000.
In spring 1947 an operation began to remove and
resettle these Ukrainians in western Prussia, in order
to place them at the greatest possible distance from
the Polish-Ukrainian frontier. Approximately
140,000 Polish citizens of Ukrainian origin were
displaced and settled in the new areas that had been
allocated to them.

See also Concentration Camps; Germany; Holocaust;
Jews; Nazism; Refugees; Romanies (Gypsies).
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DANIEL BLATMAN

n

DEPRESSION. The cyclical downturn in the
U.S. economy that began in summer 1929 has
overcome all rivals to the title Great Depression.
It challenged and overturned the confidence of
Americans at the end of a decade in which the
United States had stamped its political and eco-
nomic dominance on the world. The pictures of
long lines of hopeless men with no job to look for,
of crowds besieging banks with no money to pay
out, serve as a potent reminder of the fallibility of
economic institutions and of prosperity. They still
serve as a prompter to the American conscience and
as a permanent stimulus to explain why the
Depression occurred. However, what made it so
great a depression was that neither its causes nor
its consequences were limited to the United States.
It was a worldwide phenomenon whose length,
depth, and violence revealed the extent of the

United States’ involvement in and dependence on
the international economy.

ORIGINS OF THE DEPRESSION:

THE UNITED STATES

The conclusion that the Great Depression’s origins

lay in the United States is often drawn from the

long decline in prices on the Wall Street stock

exchange after September 1929. The decline accel-

erated violently in the panic selling of 24 and

29 October, still the two worst days in the history

of the U.S. stock exchange, when twenty-eight

million shares were sold. When the market tem-

porarily stopped falling in November, however, its

level was as high as it had been in mid-1928. Only

about 8 percent of the population owned stocks,

and they were the wealthy, so that any fall in

national consumption from this event was small.

Furthermore, the stock market financed only about

6 percent of gross private national investment. But

longer periods of declining stock prices were still to

come in 1931, and the downward trend continued

into 1933.

So long a trend was evidently a deflationary

force in the economy, but it was by no means the

greatest such force. More influential for the whole

economy were the declining prices for foodstuffs

and other primary products. The falling incomes

from farming in 1931 left farmers unable to pay

their debts, provoking numerous bank failures.

Repossessions from those failures drove the stock

market down from April that year until shares in

manufacturing were barely more than a quarter of

their value in November 1929.

There is some evidence that the fall in the stock

market was related to certain aspects of consump-

tion in the 1920s, notably the purchase of automo-

biles, radio equipment, and housing, acquisitions

that depended on credit. Sales of U.S. automobiles

for export began to decline a year before the onset

of the stock market crash, for domestic consump-

tion as early as March 1929. Domestic purchases

had fallen by one-third by September 1929. The

housing market began to slow down in summer

1929. Nevertheless, the steepness of the general

economic downturn in 1929 was not so excep-

tional, compared to other downturns, as to indicate

the subsequent length and severity of the
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Depression. The Wall Street crash undoubtedly did

reveal some of the risks of new methods of selling

consumer goods as well as the inequalities of per-

sonal income distribution in the United States, but

such factors were not sufficiently influential to

account for the totality of what followed, although

they played their part in the bank crashes. Consu-

mer durables did not suffer the biggest falls in sales

and output.

The Depression’s severity is sometimes attribu-

ted to errors of monetary policy in the United

States. The growth of money supply was deliber-

ately reduced by the Federal Reserve Bank from

1928 to check stock market speculation. Supply fell

by 33 percent between August 1929 and August

1933. Shortage of liquid funds is blamed for the

many bank failures in 1931. Authorities, however,

believed monetary policy to be too lax because

interest rates were lower than in earlier cyclical

downturns in the decade. It is difficult to see how

an increase in the money supply to the American

economy in late 1930 could have prevented the

abandonment by other countries of the existing

international trade and payments machinery, espe-

cially the United Kingdom’s departure from it in

September 1931, when it gave up the gold stan-

dard. The outstanding characteristic of the Great

Depression was its international scope. Country

after country was caught in a vortex of declining

output, earnings, and employment, and this makes

the contribution of monetary policy in the United

States, while it may have been unwise, too small a

factor to account for so cosmic an event.

Of the major industrial countries, the United

States and Germany were the hardest hit. Even in

those more lightly hit—Sweden and the United

Kingdom, for example—the decline in industrial

production was severe. Beyond industrialized

America and western Europe, however, foodstuff

and raw material suppliers, such as Argentina,

Brazil, Australia, and New Zealand, suffered

declines in agricultural output, with severe drops

in gross domestic product. The relentless devalua-

tion of bond earnings was matched by a relentless

and more widespread fall in agricultural profits. In

other aspects too the American deflation marched

in step with a worldwide deflation.

ORIGINS OF THE DEPRESSION IN GERMANY

The First World War established financial links

between the United States and Germany that go

some way to explaining the similarity of their

experiences from autumn 1929 onward. There are

those who see the origins of the Great Depression

in these links or, indeed, in Germany itself. The

postwar adjustment to a world in which the First

World War had promoted the protection of new

industrial developments made life more difficult for

Europe’s two major industrial producers, Germany

and Britain. Those difficulties were reflected in

their balance of payments problems after 1918,

but for Germany these were exacerbated by the

imposition of so-called reparations to be paid to

the victors. The American insistence on the repay-

ment by its allies in the war of all loans to them

from the United States added an extra burden on

the international payments system. It encouraged,

moreover, the biggest borrowers, France and the

United Kingdom, to demand reparations payments

from Germany in full in order to repay their

American loans. The weight of these transfers on

the German economy, the temptation not to resist

inflation of the currency too strenuously, when it

might make reparations a lighter burden or even

persuade the Allies that it was an impractical solu-

tion, played their part in the spectacular collapse of

the exchange value of the German mark. Its value

against the dollar fell from 103.65 in January 1920

to 414,000 at the end of July 1923 and to

3,300,000 in August 1923. The social disorder

that long adherence to the gold standard had

averted triumphed in defeat, occupation, and

hyperinflation, soon to be followed by the political

disorder of the National Socialist Party.

TABLE 1

Falling industrial production and gross domestic 
product (GDP), 1929–1932, percentage change

Industrial Production GDP

United States -44.7 28.0
Germany -40.8 15.7
France -25.6 11.0
Italy -22.7 6.1
Sweden -11.8 8.9
UK -11.4 5.8

SOURCE: Aldcroft, 1978, p. 81.
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The actual sum required in reparations after the
hyperinflation was between 50 and 125 million
pounds sterling annually. To pay such a sum in
manufactured exports to the protectionist United
States was not seriously contemplated in Washington.
Insofar as it was paid, it was so from the stream
of dollar capital imports into Germany for postwar
reconstruction. New capital issues, specifically
for Germany, guaranteed or controlled by the
U.S. government amounted to $176.3 million in
1928. Corporate issues without government guar-
antee or control amounted to $10.1 million. In
1930 government guaranteed issues amounted to
$143.3 million; non-guaranteed issues to $23.5
million (figures from Secretariat of the League of
Nations, pp. 320–321.) These transfers were estab-
lished on a flexible basis in 1924 by the Dawes
Plan, which through its transfer committee tailored
the sums annually to what seemed feasible. The
Dawes Plan constituted an official framework for
American capital exports to Germany. With this
seeming extra security, capital imports into
Germany amounted to about 3 billion marks per
year over the period 1924–1927. In that period the
peak year for reparations payments amounted to
almost 1.6 billion marks in 1927.

The inflow of American capital began to shrink
in 1928 after an increase in American interest rates
and a deepening unease about economic condi-
tions in Germany. Opinion remains divided about
whether the downturn in the German economy in
1929 was domestic in origin, resulting from a
decline in investment, or external, from the recall
of American capital investment due to, or perhaps
earlier than, the onset in 1929 of the Wall Street
crash. The evidence points more to international
origins. In either case, the German response was to
cut back on commodity imports, wages, and public
expenditure. The government of Heinrich Brüning
could see no way forward to meet the cost of
imports plus reparation payments other than
through cuts deep enough to preserve a balance
of payments surplus, which was in fact achieved in
1932. By that date the world’s two biggest manu-
facturing producers and exporters, the United
States and Germany, were locked together in spi-
raling deflation, falls in industrial output, and steeply
declining national product. A devaluation of the
mark to stimulate German exports would have made
the dollar value reparations more expensive to meet.

The Young Plan of 1929–1930, in a last
attempt to preserve international cooperation in
the payment of reparations, further reduced the
German government’s room for maneuver. Under
the Dawes Plan the transfer of payments had been
allowed only if the German balance of payments
was not endangered. The Young Plan imposed a
binding scheme for repayment spread over a longer
period but removed in doing so the safeguard
against transfers when the German balance of pay-
ments was threatened. In theory, this should have
deterred foreign lenders, but while net capital
imports fell, total capital imports were still high in
1930 and 1931. The lack of any obvious explana-
tion of this trend only strengthened the German
government’s commitment to a balanced budget,
achievable only by a deflationary policy, worsening
the international crisis. This policy did produce
substantial export surpluses for paying reparations
to a similarly deflationist United States.

THE NECESSITY AND THE FAILURE

OF INTERNATIONALISM

In retrospect the Dawes Plan appears as the one
instance of an internationalized solution that
offered a way forward to the United States, to
Germany, and thus, if the framework could have
been extended, to America’s other European debt-
ors. After the events of 1929 it was perhaps too
late. Perhaps, also, genuine internationalism could
not have been born from so violent an event as the
Franco-Belgian invasion and occupation of the
Ruhr and the Rhineland in January 1923, intended
to compel Germany to pay the reparations. The
devaluation of the German mark was one conse-
quence, well illustrating the fundamental reality
that effective international trade and payments
machinery depends absolutely on international
political cooperation. It was lacking.

For ten countries to be recompensed by opera-
tions from Germany, for the United States to be
repaid by its wartime allies, the prewar machinery
for international trade settlements—the gold stan-
dard—would be put under heavy strain because of
the economic and political boundary changes
resulting from the First World War. Evidently, if
war debts and reparations were to be repaid,
Germany had to remain a prosperous and stable
society, if only because it was one of the world’s
three major trading powers. Instead, it was riven by
recriminations, denunciation of reparations, bitter
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internecine political struggle, and, by 1931, the
climb to power of the National Socialist Party,
threatening to end the democratic constitution
and to overturn the Treaty of Versailles. Yet about
three-quarters of the borrowing by German credit
institutions and by local governments was from
the United States, and the flow continued even
in 1931.

America’s wartime allies could not congratulate
themselves on having restored by their own politi-
cal decisions a durable framework of politico-
economic cooperation. Faced with the fragmenta-
tion of the Habsburg Empire into its ethnic
component parts, with the replacement of the
Russian Empire by the Soviet Federation and then
the Soviet Union, governed by self-proclaimed
international revolutionaries, western European
states were mainly concerned to preserve their pre-
war socioeconomic governing practices. In particu-
lar this meant continuing to depend mainly on
established import and excise taxes for revenue so
that the balance of the fiscal burden did not fall
proportionately more heavily on the middle class
than it had before the war, a political stance that
strengthened their commitment to obtaining
reparations from Germany in lieu of tax reform at
home. The same conservative longing for the pre-
war world led in the direction of reestablishing a
settlements mechanism for international trade as
close as possible to the prewar gold standard, by
which the price of gold was kept within narrow
limits and either gold or foreign currencies conver-
tible into gold within these limits were kept as
central bank reserves and used to settle inter-
national debts.

The important question was at what rate the
exchange between gold and national currency
would be reestablished. Most countries, taking
account of the changes in trade patterns caused
by the creation of new countries out of the
Habsburg Empire, expected initial difficulties in
returning to the prewar system and selected lower
exchange rates against gold and the dollar than the
prewar rate. New countries also aimed at a low rate.
The United Kingdom did not. In its own conser-
vative gesture toward its major role in the prewar
trade and payments system, it returned to the pre-
war pound/dollar exchange rate, increasing the
price of its exports against those of European
competitors.

There was no effort to coordinate internation-

ally the rates of exchange that countries chose.

While the new British rate forced deflation on the

United Kingdom, France experienced a persistent

inflation and currency depreciation until 1926,

when the franc was ‘‘stabilized’’ with the backing

of legislation shaped to prevent further inflation.

This disorderly return to a form of gold standard

among the world’s major traders became a barrier

to their attempts to escape from the worldwide

deflation of 1929. It did more to sustain the

Depression or, through trade competition, enforce

it on others. While the French economy grew vig-

orously with inflation until 1926–1927, French

foreign investment in the United States and the

United Kingdom was high. The 1926 stabilization

of the franc pushed the United States and the

United Kingdom into further difficulties as gold

flowed back into France, but the Bank of France

was unable, because of the 1926 legislation, to

readjust its exchange rate for fear of stimulating

inflation.

The variety of national experiences in the tim-

ing and depth of the Great Depression reflects the

haphazard return to separate national visions of the

past and future. A significant element in British

post-1918 trade deficits was the decline in

Britain’s prewar staple exports, already declining

after 1890: textiles, cotton thread, ships, coal, and

pig iron. In 1928 British shipbuilding was utilizing

only about half of its total capacity, cotton about

three-quarters. Most of the activity in such indus-

tries being regional, the pattern of unemployment

was much more regional than, for example, in the

United States or Germany. The regions officially

characterized as ‘‘old industrial’’—the north of

England, southern Wales, and central Scotland—

contributed 50 percent of net national industrial

output in 1924, but only 38 percent in 1935. In

the Midlands and southern England newer indus-

tries, especially automobiles and chemicals, con-

tributed 29 percent of net industrial output in

1924 and 37 percent in 1935. In those newer

industrial regions consumer goods sales grew and

housing construction boomed, in contrast to the

United States’ experience. Nevertheless, on the

national scale mass unemployment accounted for

more than half the British people living in ‘‘primary

poverty’’ in 1936, a measure of the slowness with
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which the United Kingdom adjusted to post-1918
trading conditions.

THE COLLAPSE OF THE GOLD STANDARD

In addition to the adjustment problems after the
First World War and the tendency of the restored
gold standard to impede recovery from the defla-
tionary pressures that announced themselves in
1929 in the industrialized nations, the low level
of prices of primary products was a further persis-
tent source of deflationary pressure on the larger
world economy. While the price of agricultural
goods fluctuated markedly in the mid-1920s, the
overall terms of trade between developed, indus-
trialized states and states that produced mainly raw
materials and food moved in favor of the industria-
lized states in the interwar period. As a market for

manufactured exports, the world’s primary product
producers were weakening before and throughout
the Great Depression. Forty percent of British
exports, the great body of which were manufac-
tured goods, were exported to primary producers
while at the same time declining industries such as
cotton thread and textiles were facing increasing
competition from slowly industrializing primary
producers such as India.

Many large primary producing counties were
heavily dependent on a narrow range of products.
Raw wool accounted for about 41 percent of
Australian exports by value, cotton for about 80
percent of the value of Egyptian exports. From
other primary producers foodstuffs dominated
exports: 75 percent of Cuba’s exports was sugar,
71 percent of Brazil’s was coffee. It is not

Scots march from Dundee to London to protest unemployment and hunger in the United Kingdom, 1932.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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surprising that such primary producers were
among the first to abandon the gold standard.
Argentina, Brazil, Australia, and New Zealand all
did so before 1930. The main markets for the
industrialized countries were each other. The fall
in their exports to primary producers was of too
small a total value to weigh against the value of
the interchange between developed economies,
but the poverty of the agricultural producers was
one more barrier to escaping from deflation.

The manufacturing economies held out
longer on the gold standard. The collapse of the
Credit Anstalt bank in Austria in 1931 led in July
to the imposition of exchange and trade controls
by Hungary. In the same month Germany also
imposed exchange and trade controls. In
September the United Kingdom abandoned a cen-
tury of the pursuit of free trade when it left the
gold standard and simultaneously devalued the
pound sterling against the gold dollar by 30 per-
cent while preparing a general tariff. The exchange
rate of the pound, technically floating, was thence-
forward determined by the Bank of England’s man-
agement of the floating rate. As the 1930s turned
increasingly toward war, quantitative trade con-
trols, mainly import quotas, supplemented protec-
tionism. In Germany and much of central Europe,
annual bilateral trade agreements strictly controlled
the goods traded and the value of their currency.
The new German Reichsmark, for example, was
not convertible. France and Germany became
insignificant trading partners of each other. British
trade, directed by tariff preferences and the reten-
tion of sterling as a convertible currency within the
Commonwealth, increased with distant Australia
and New Zealand and decreased with neighboring
European industrial producers. None of these out-
comes was conducive to recovery. Protection of
domestic agriculture from foreign imports became
general in Europe and the United States. It was to
be well into the 1950s before these trade barriers
began to be carefully and slowly reduced and the
automatic convertibility of European currencies
into gold/dollars began to be reinstated.

The search for national causes of the Great
Depression, whether in the United States or
Germany or elsewhere, seems a somewhat limited
enterprise when so much evidence shows that the
system of international settlements was so

defective, without central authority or agreed
objectives, while being so effective at transmitting
deflation to each and every one of the main trading
nations. Consider but the case of the United
Kingdom, whose central bank had played so facil-
itating a role in the pre-1914 gold standard. With
large prewar surpluses on goods, turned by 1920–
1924 into a small deficit, and with a deficit on long-
term capital flows, it was in no position to return to
the exchange rate against the dollar of the years
when it had been seen as a manager of the system.
There was no manager of the system in the interwar
period.

To blame the United States, as some do, for
not stepping into the role of ‘‘hegemon’’ is greatly
to exaggerate the authority that a hegemon could
have exerted in so divided a world. Hegemony
would in any case have been no substitute for
international agreement but only a prop to it.
International agreement had to wait for a much
greater sense of common purpose, such as came
in the Cold War of the 1950s, furthered, no doubt,
by the terrible consequences of the National
Socialist government in Germany.

RECOVERY

If the first step toward recovery was to break the
constraints of the gold standard, one would expect
the countries that stayed on gold until the late
1930s to show a lower rate of recovery than those
that left it. France, Belgium, and the Netherlands,
three countries that stayed longer on gold, do show
a lower level of recovery by 1937/38 than others.
The spectacular recovery of Germany to full employ-
ment and high levels of output reflects the extent of
concentration on rearmament, broadly defined. The

TABLE 2

Increase in gross domestic product (GDP),
1932/33–1937/38

United States 46.6%
Germany 67.5%
France 7.9%
United Kingdom 25.7%
Sweden 38.3%
Belgium 9.8%
Italy 20.8%
Netherlands 12.2%

SOURCE: Aldcroft, 1978, p. 81
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two countries that had suffered the worst falls in

output, Germany and the United States, showed

the biggest gains, although in the United States this

recovery was much less attributable to rearmament

than in Germany. Yet by summer 1938 there were

undeniable indications of another economic down-

turn. It would be no exaggeration to say that the

threat of another world war led to a more convinc-

ing upturn in 1941 in the United States.

A more apt comparison is between France and

Belgium on the one hand and the United Kingdom

on the other. Breaking the shackles of the gold

standard in the way that the United Kingdom did

was a serious blow to international cooperation;

Britain could be fairly accused of pursuing a beg-

gar-my-neighbor policy. It is not, though, necessa-

rily true that all countries that abandoned the gold

standard were making things harder for those, like

France, who remained on it, for they were relin-

quishing gold for those who sought, like France, to

acquire it. Furthermore, the evidence from all

countries, including those that left the gold stan-

dard, is that reflation was undertaken only cau-

tiously. The theoretical demonstration by the

British economist John Maynard Keynes that

increased public expenditure was necessary for a

return to economic equilibrium after so cata-

strophic a slump made more impact toward the

end of the decade than at the start of the recovery.

Concentration of expenditure on rearmament and

public works, as in Germany, cut off the economy

from its long-established trade relations with

neighboring states that stayed on gold. German

trade with France was insignificant by 1937.

British trade and income recovered only slowly.

Even after six months of war and military conscrip-

tion and seven years of increasing rearmament

expenditure, about a million working-age men

in Britain were still registered as seeking work in

early 1940. Only in Germany did public works

expenditure, on express highways and on the stim-

ulation of the automobile market, produce large

increases in employment by 1935/36. Its objec-

tive, however, was not a return to equilibrium, at

least not within Germany’s existing frontiers.

Germany imposed such draconian controls on the

national currency as to make it unwanted beyond

the national frontier. Fear of hyperinflation gnawed

at the heart of all countries that had experienced it

in the 1920s. In these circumstances the increase in
money supply that freedom from the gold standard
permitted helps to explain less than half the adjust-
ment to higher capacity utilization of manufactur-
ing plants in the major industrial countries by
September 1939. The shadow of the Great
Depression thus hovered over all who had been
caught in its coils, whatever their subsequent gov-
ernments or their actions in seeking recovery.

See also Bretton Woods Agreement; Capitalism; Inflation.
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DERRIDA, JACQUES (1930–2004), French
philosopher.

Jacques Derrida was a French philosopher who
had a career equal in international status to that of
Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980). Both were contro-
versial, prolific writers and indefatigable champions
of human rights and democratic values. And both
were concerned with questions of ethics, differ-
ence, and otherness.

Although Derrida’s interest in topics like for-
giveness, hospitality, and friendship was inherently
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existential, his thinking stems from a current in

French intellectual history that developed via

Martin Heidegger (1889–1976) in opposition to

Sartrean existentialism. In the 1940s, Georges

Bataille (1897–1962), Maurice Blanchot (1907–

2003), and Emmanuel Levinas (1906–1995) had

called certain philosophical assumptions into ques-

tion, among them, Cartesian reflection theory

(typified by the phrase ‘‘I think, therefore I am’’)

and Hegelian dialectics (typified by oppositions

that achieve synthesis), both of which were central

to Sartre’s L’être et le néant (1943; Being and
Nothingness). Bataille thought that Hegel’s dialec-

tical oppositions did not achieve synthesis without

leaving some remainders that could not be

accounted for and that Sartre had overlooked this.

Levinas thought that the ‘‘I think’’ of reflection

theory could not adequately account for the differ-

ence of other people, whereas Sartre generally

assumed all others are fundamentally symmetrical

to the self. And Blanchot argued in refutation of

Sartre’s writings on literature, that ‘‘writing is my

consciousness without me,’’ hence demystifying

Sartre’s assumption that a text is the direct transla-

tion of an author’s views and feelings.

In 1967 Derrida published three books that

changed the intellectual landscape of philosophy:

La voix et le phénomène (1967; Speech and
Phenomena), L’écriture et la différence (1967;

Writing and Difference), and De la grammatologie
(1967; Of Grammatology). Essentially, these are

the first books to advance ‘‘deconstruction,’’ the

dismantling of hierarchical oppositions in order to

overturn established values. Derrida’s work is

based, in part, on the insights initiated by Bataille,

Levinas, and Blanchot some thirty years earlier.

Derrida touches on a major thread of intellectual

history that involves prejudices in favor of ‘‘voice’’

(interiority) versus its transcription into ‘‘writing’’

(exteriority). The problem with ‘‘writing’’ is that it

is disseminative (miscreant, polymorphous perverse,

uncontainable, viral, open ended, multisourced),

whereas ‘‘voice’’ is seated in a particular conscious-

ness (intentionality, psychology, the existential

situation of the author). Derrida’s thesis in Of
Grammatology was that since Gutenberg (that is,

since the invention of a printing press using mova-

ble type) ‘‘writing’’ has been increasingly replacing

‘‘voice’’ and that this is indicative of philosophy’s

overcoming of metaphysics, something that even
major philosophers like Edmund Husserl (1859–
1938), Martin Heidegger, and Sartre had not quite
noticed.

Another break with Sartre concerns social con-
tract theory. Sartre saw modern European social
relations as alienated and in his Marxist phase of
the 1950s investigated notions of the group and
the collective in order to combat alienation.
Derrida is suspicious of alienation as a concept
because it begs the question ‘‘What is a social
relation?’’ Unlike Sartre, Derrida did not believe
that Marxism had the answer. Instead, in Of
Grammatology he turned to Jean-Jacques
Rousseau (1712–1778) in order to reopen this
question. In work on Franz Kafka (1883–1924)
in the early 1980s, Derrida related issues of social
relation to questions of law, in particular, Kafka’s
famous parable of the man before the law. Derrida
took the ‘‘impossibility’’ of the relation to law as the
universal condition of any social contract, given that a
contract involves some kind of law (implicit or explic-
it) that is not ever entirely rational. Among much
else, Derrida has considered the vicissitudes of the
social relation (or contract) in terms of the signature,
the gift, forgiveness, hospitality, and perjury.

In Politiques de l’amitié (1994; The Politics of
Friendship), Derrida queried the notion of the
friend in terms of the paradoxical law: ‘‘O friends,
there is no friend.’’ In Donner le temps. 1: Fausse
monnaie (1991; Given Time) he investigated the
gift as a social ‘‘principle without principle’’ in
that the performativity of giving is not codifiable
in terms of law, even though patterns or norms of
gift exchange can be established. In Monolinguisme
de l’autre; ou, La prothèse d’origine (1996;
Monolingualism of the Other), Derrida investigated
the social relation in terms of a social contract with
language: that one speak (or perform) only one
language, hence coming under its law or rule,
despite the paradoxical corollary that this language
really is not ever one’s own and that its law is alien.
In all of these instances, performativity is key since
it can never be entirely objectified, rationalized, or
accounted for.

By the 1990s Derrida had become something
of a cultural icon. In France his portrait appeared
on postage stamps, and several films about him
have been made, among them, Derrida (2002) by
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Kirby Dick and Amy Ziering Kofman. Derrida gave
numerous radio interviews during his life, was prom-
inent in the French press, was falsely arrested (in
1981) in Prague by Communist authorities for
trafficking in drugs (really, Derrida was being pun-
ished for conducting a seminar), was a founder and
director of the Collège Internationale de
Philosophie, became the occasion for a flap at
Cambridge University over his being awarded an
honorary doctorate (various analytical philosophers
objected on methodological grounds), and in 1987
Derrida found himself at the center of a contro-
versy over the honor of Paul de Man (1919–1983).
A professor at Yale University and fellow practi-
tioner of deconstruction, de Man had concealed a
shadowy life under Nazism that came to light after
his death when a researcher exposed articles de
Man had written for a fascist Belgian newspaper.
Among Derrida’s last books was Voyous: Deux essais
sur la raison (2003; Rogues), a book that studies
political rhetoric, in particular, the phrase rogue
state.

See also Postmodernism; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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DE SICA, VITTORIO (1901–1974),
Italian actor and film director.

Born in Sora, Italy, on 7 July 1901 into a
lower-middle-class family, Vittorio De Sica directed
at least 25 films and acted in more than 150. He
spent his childhood years in Naples and then
moved with his family to Rome in 1912. He began
his career as an actor in the early 1920s, when he
joined Tatiana Pavlova’s theater company. He

made his cinema debut in 1918 in a supporting
role in Il processo Clémenceau (The Clemenceau
affair) by Alfredo De Antoni, but starred only in
1932 in Gli uomini, che mascalzoni! (What
Scoundrels Men Are!) by Mario Camerini.
Interestingly, that last film was part of a series
inspired by the Hollywood model of light come-
dies, but the scenes were filmed outdoors, rather
than on a set. De Sica became famous for playing in
elegantly romantic comedies directed by a number
of filmmakers including Vittorio Cottafavi (I nostri
sogni/Our Dreams, 1943) and Amleto Palermi
(from La vecchia signora/The Old Lady, 1932, to
La peccatrice, 1940).

In 1939 he decided to become a film director.
His first experience behind the camera came with
Rose scarlatte (1940; Red Roses), an adaptation of a
successful play. Then he improved with
Maddalena, zero in condotta (1940; Maddalena,
Zero for Conduct), Teresa venerdi (1941; Doctor
Beware), and Un Garibaldino al convento (1942;
A Garibaldian in the Convent). All these films
stand apart from Italy’s political situation before
and during the war. If De Sica had no sympathy
for the fascist regime, he did not use his popularity
to argue against Benito Mussolini (1883–1945).
However, he claimed that for the last eight months
of the war he hid two Jewish families in Rome.

The turning point of De Sica’s career was the
meeting with Cesare Zavattini (1902–1989), a
screenwriter and filmmaker. Their first collabora-
tion began with I bambini ci guardano (1944; The
Children Are Watching Us). They shared a com-
mon interest in the destiny of the Italian cinema in
the postwar period and Zavattini, in particular,
thought that the taste for reality came not from
one side of the belligerents, but from the two of
them, the defeated as well as the victors.

Thus, De Sica and Zavattini together wrote four
major films: Sciuscià (1946; Shoeshine), Ladri di
biciclette (1948; The Bicycle Thieves), Miracolo a
Milano (1951; Miracle in Milan) and Umberto D
(1952). Together with the films directed by Luchino
Visconti (1906–1976), Roberto Rossellini (1906–
1977), and Giuseppe De Santis (1917–1997), these
masterpieces mark the renewal of a taste for reality, a
period of cinema usually called ‘‘neorealism.’’ André
Bazin, in the most powerful text ever written on De
Sica (‘‘De Sica as Director,’’ 1952), claims that there
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are not so many differences between all these film-
makers. They used location shooting, nonprofes-
sional actors, and other techniques to present
situations as realistically as possible. It was often by
choice but sometimes by necessity. Nevertheless,
what makes De Sica different from the others, espe-
cially Rossellini, is his sensibility and the way he
directed the cast: ‘‘It is through poetry that De
Sica’s realism takes its full meaning,’’ writes Bazin,
adding, ‘‘The neorealism is an ontologic stance
before being aesthetic.’’ Far from Visconti’s aes-
thetics of decadence, De Sica always offered a huma-
nist view of the poor, the outcast people of the
Italian society.

Shoeshine, a story of the disintegration of a
friendship between two Italian youths who fall

victim to the state’s juvenile detention system,

won a special Academy Award in 1947. The award

citation reads: ‘‘The high quality of this motion

picture, brought to eloquent life in a country

scarred by war, is proof to the world that the

creative spirit can triumph over adversity.’’ The
Bicycle Thieves, which won an Academy Award for

best foreign film and is certainly De Sica’s highest

achievement, tells a simple story: Ricci, an unem-

ployed man, lines up every morning looking for

work. One day, an advertisement says that there is

a job, but only for a man with a bicycle. ‘‘I have a

bicycle!’’ Ricci cries out, but actually he does not,

for it has been pawned. Eventually, he finds one,

but it happens to be stolen. At the end of the film,

Ricci is tempted to steal a bicycle himself,

Lamberto Maggiorani as the father and Enzo Staiola as the son, in a scene from The Bicycle Thieves, 1948.

PRODUZIONE DE SICA/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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continuing the cycle of theft and poverty. What is
striking in the film is not so much the social
description as the way the characters are confronted
with ethical or moral choices in their personal life.

In Miracle in Milan and Umberto D De Sica con-
tinues to explore the plight of the poor and dispos-
sessed. For Bazin, Umberto D is especially interesting
in the way De Sica works with time and the narrative
andnotonlyontherepresentationor interpretationof
social issues: ‘‘The stakes are to make spectacular and
dramatic the very time of life, and the natural duration
of a human being to whom nothing particular hap-
pens’’ (p. 326; translated from the French).

See also Cinema.
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CHRISTIAN DELAGE

n

DESTALINIZATION. Destalinization, a
term of Western origin, refers to the dismantling
of various aspects of the politics, judicial system,
economy, social values, and cultural life of the
Soviet Union that were associated with the legacy
of Joseph Stalin (1879–1953).

CHRONOLOGY AND ORIGINS

The chronology of destalinization is not settled,
but it is most often presumed to have begun right
after Stalin’s death in March 1953. It is possible to
distinguish two periods when Stalin’s legacy was
debated most intensely—one from 1953 through
1964, coinciding with Nikita Khrushchev’s term as

first secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union, and the other one from 1985 through
1991, when Mikhail Gorbachev headed the party
on the eve of the USSR’s collapse.

Destalinization was rooted in World War II.
Victory in the war brought about a new sense of
self-worth in people who had fought and seen that
the country’s fate depended on them. After 1945
many, especially the intelligentsia, hoped that the
regime’s repressive policies would be relaxed, bur-
dens on the collectivized peasantry would be alle-
viated, the militarized economy would be modified
toward the people’s everyday needs, intellectual life
would be liberalized, and in general the govern-
ment would show some degree of appreciation for
the citizens’ contribution to victory. Frustrated in
the late 1940s, these hopes and expectations none-
theless survived, and the pressing desire for change
prepared ground for the actual changes of the
1950s.

Judging by how quickly reforms were imple-
mented after March 1953, the need for them had
become clear to many of the country’s leaders while
Stalin was still alive. Some scholars even propose an
embryonic ‘‘destalinisation under Stalin’’ (Gorlizki,
p. 2), discerning it in the changes within the party
apparatus at the Nineteenth Party Congress (1952)
and in the rhetoric of ‘‘collective leadership’’ and
‘‘inner-party democracy’’ that developed in the press
on the eve of the congress. One of the first socially
critical publications, Valentin Ovechkin’s sketch
Raionnye budni (District routine), which exposed
the deplorable state of the agricultural sector, also
came out in 1952.

DESTALINIZATION UNDER KHRUSHCHEV

Drastic changes, however, began only after Stalin’s
death. The first and most significant area of desta-
linization was the ending of mass reprisals and the
release of prison camp inmates. In the spring of
1953 an amnesty for about 1.2 million criminal
convicts was launched. The Kremlin-associated
doctors who were earlier accused of conspiring
against the country’s top leadership (the so-called
Doctors’ Plot) were freed in April 1953. From
1954 to 1956 followed a wave of several hundred
thousand releases of political prisoners from the
camps. Parallel to that, the powers of the repressive
organs were curtailed, and a (relatively small)
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number of special police officers were fired and/or
sometimes prosecuted for having mistreated pris-
oners in the past. Prison camps, even though they
persisted, were considerably reduced in size, and
their regime temporarily became somewhat milder.

Release of prisoners accused of political crimes
was in some cases accompanied by rehabilitation,
which presumed restoring a person’s juridical com-
petence and reestablishing his or her reputation as a
loyal member of Soviet society. In cases of former
party members, the restoration of party member-
ship was of key importance for rehabilitation.
Occasionally, but by far not always, the rehabili-
tated ex-prisoner would receive material compensa-
tion, such as salary due for the years of unjust
imprisonment, a room or an apartment, and/or
reinstatement at a previous job. Those released
but not rehabilitated faced much worse prospects
for social reintegration, because they were often
denied jobs and residence in their hometowns,
especially those from Moscow and Leningrad.

According to research published in the 1990s
and early 2000s, Soviet society showed mixed reac-
tions to the release of prisoners. While many had
always believed in their innocence, there were quite
a few who continued to regard the former convicts
as enemies or at least displayed a degree of suspi-
cion toward them. Mistrust and rejection created
additional obstacles for the former victims’ return
to normal life.

Just as mixed were people’s reactions to
another critical aspect of destalinization—the
removal of Stalin’s omnipresent images and praises
for him from the press, art, and school textbooks.
Conducted under the slogan of struggle against
‘‘the cult of personality,’’ this iconoclastic cam-
paign brought about not only relief and joy but
also a good deal of confusion and disorientation
among Soviet citizens, whose world of symbols was
now falling apart.

The crucial moment in destalinization came in
February 1956, when Khrushchev delivered his
famous ‘‘secret speech’’ before the dead-silent dele-
gates of the Twentieth Party Congress in Moscow.
This revolutionary speech attacked Stalin for creat-
ing his own worship in the country, for unleashing
mass terror against innocent people (mostly party
members were mentioned as victims), and for

committing serious blunders in state leadership.
With his speech, Khrushchev put a decisive seal of
approval on the release and rehabilitation of camp
prisoners, as well as on the dismantling of the Stalin
cult. One other important consequence of the
Twentieth Congress was the return of several
nationalities, deported during World War II as
‘‘unreliable,’’ to their original areas of residence.

At that time, the secret speech was published in
the West but not in the Soviet Union. Yet the text
was read aloud at meetings of local and institu-
tional party organizations all across the country,
and although the meetings were supposed to be
held behind closed doors, it was not impossible for
someone interested to gain entry. The content of
the speech thus became an open secret. Again,
reactions in the audiences were mixed—joyful
relief, guilt for compliance with the past terror,
denial, desire for self-vindication, and widespread
confusion as to what would happen to the country
next. A violent outburst of protest against the pub-
lic denigration of Stalin broke out in his home
country, Georgia.

Perhaps the one most common reaction to the
secret speech was shock, because the indictment of
the recently deified Stalin now became official and
was verbalized by the country’s top leader. It was
this shock that suggested the most serious limit for
destalinization—the issue of legitimacy. It was
under Stalin that the Soviet system had taken shape
in its essential features, and most of the Soviet
period to date had been spent under Stalin.
Therefore, the open denunciation of Stalin could
not but expose to doubt the legitimacy of the
Soviet system itself. This logic was not lost on
numerous officials who felt the need to proceed
alertly, if at all, about admitting the blunders and
crimes of the past. The urge to maintain the legiti-
macy of the Soviet order dictated caution in further
attacks on Stalin. Between 1953 and 1961, the
press, both political and literary, kept the theme
of the terror heavily understated, either passing it
over in silence or referring to it in very reticent,
elusive language.

At the same time, other important aspects of the
Stalinist order came under attack in these years. The
party restated its commitment to collective leader-
ship, opposing it to the much-criticized ‘‘cult of
personality,’’ which now became a politically
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acceptable euphemism for the Stalin years. In the
countryside, taxes on agricultural produce were low-
ered, debts written off, and it became easier for
peasants to travel or move to cities, an improvement
that greatly softened the restrictions on peasant
mobility imposed during collectivization in the early
1930s. A series of reforms in industrial management
was launched, with many of the Stalin-era central
branch ministries dismantled (1957) and their
powers transferred to the local ‘‘councils of the
economy’’ (sovnarkhozy). Correspondingly, the
attack on the ministerial bureaucracy became a pro-
minent theme in the newspapers and literature, cul-
minating in the publication by the journal Novy mir
of Vladimir Dudintsev’s novel Not by Bread Alone
(1956), which became a sensation thanks to its
unprecedentedly bold and comprehensive criticism
of Stalin-era industrial management. Yet another
important area of liberalization was relations with
the West, where in 1954 and 1955 the first cultural
exchange programs were launched and travel abroad
became somewhat easier for a (very limited) number
of Soviet citizens. The mid-1950s were also the
moment when, after a long gap, the Soviet audi-
ences were for the first time exposed to abstract art,
via Western art exhibits and the reopening of the
turn-of-the-century art collections at home.

The 1956 uprisings against the Soviet regime
in Poland and especially Hungary, provoked by
revelations about the Stalin terror, urged the
Khrushchev leadership to tighten up ideological
control within the country, which, together with
the Suez Crisis of 1956, slowed down the Soviet
rapprochement with the West. Further alienation
came with the 1958 press campaign against the
poet Boris Pasternak (1890–1960), after he had
been awarded the Nobel Prize—largely for his
novel Doctor Zhivago, which fundamentally reinter-
preted Russia’s experience of the revolution and
the civil war. Despite all these setbacks, the pro-
cesses of parting with Stalin’s legacy did not stop in
the late 1950s: much of the intellectual fermenta-
tion in the country continued, and so did its expo-
sure to Western influences.

Destalinization received a powerful boost in
1961 at the Twenty-Second Party Congress, when
Khrushchev resumed his attack on Stalin and the
past terror. The Twenty-Second Congress dealt a
final blow to the public commemoration of Stalin’s

name and image: in 1961 places named after him
were renamed, his monuments were destroyed
(except in his birthplace of Gori), and his mummi-
fied body was taken out of the Lenin Mausoleum
and reburied in a simpler grave by the Kremlin wall.

This time the attack on the terror was publi-
cized more boldly, and quite a few rehabilitations
made their way to the newspapers. In the period
from 1961 to 1964, publications about the mass
reprisals became much more numerous and out-
spoken than ever before. Encouraged by this legit-
imization of remembrance, thousands of people
began sending written memoirs about the Stalin
terror to the Central Committee and to various
periodicals. In particular, many manuscripts were
sent to Novy mir, thanks to the high prestige and
the semi-oppositional reputation of this journal,
whose editor, Alexander Tvardovsky (1910–
1971), paid great attention to the terror theme.
Only a few were published, and yet these texts,
especially Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s One Day in the
Life of Ivan Denisovich (1962), powerfully influ-
enced the ways in which thousands of people
thought about their country’s past and present.

DESTALINIZATION AFTER KHRUSHCHEV

Khrushchev’s removal from power in October
1964 put a gradual end to this brief outburst of
fairly open and critical reassessment of the Stalin
past. Publications mentioning the terror did not
cease immediately; and yet from 1965 on their
number went down and their language became
ever more evasive. It was then that many people
began fearing a ‘‘re-stalinization,’’ the restitution
of Stalin’s name and a return to the repressive
policies of his time. In 1966 concerns about the
terror coming back manifested themselves in the
intelligentsia’s revulsion against the trial of the writ-
ers Andrei Sinyavsky (1925–1997) and Yuli Daniel
(1925–1988), who were arrested and imprisoned
for publishing their works in the West. Much of
Sinyavsky’s and Daniel’s writing also dealt with the
legacy of Stalin’s terror and the possibilities of its
return.

The terror never came back, nor did the formal
rehabilitation of Stalin, but the new leaders of the
country, above all Leonid Brezhnev (head of the
party from 1964 to 1982), did put the debate
about Stalin’s legacy on hold, sensing its explosive
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nature. Nevertheless, the interpretation of the
Stalin past, and hence, essentially, the entire
Soviet experience, remained a major concern for
many people who in the 1970s retreated into pri-
vate family and friendly circles to discuss these
issues.

The continuing importance of the Stalin
theme became clear in the late 1980s, when
Mikhail Gorbachev launched his reforms, greatly
liberalizing the intellectual climate. The old dis-
cussions about Stalin and Stalinism revived with
new force and vigor in the late 1980s and early
1990s. Many literary works of the 1960s that had
never seen light before were now published,
together with new books and films about the past,
providing food for thought and innumerable dis-
cussions, open and private. It may be safely con-
cluded that the debate about the Stalin past was
one of the major factors that, through revelations
about the scope of terror and the massive disen-
chantment with the Soviet order, brought the
USSR to its collapse in 1991.

Born in the mid-1950s, the term destaliniza-
tion has by now become somewhat narrow and
obsolete. It prompts the reader to view the Soviet
system as a single-handed creation and epitome of
Stalin’s will, thus following the ‘‘cult of personal-
ity’’ reasoning for the country’s problems that the
Khrushchev leadership advanced in the 1950s and
early 1960s. While having some validity, this term
tends to obscure the fact that the Soviet system,
together with all attempts to reform it, had deep-
seated historical and structural origins in society
and culture, which extended far beyond Stalin’s
personality, and of which Stalin himself might be
but a product. Future research may replace the
term destalinization with one or several more ade-
quate characteristics for the complex and important
developments that Soviet society went through
between 1953 and 1991.

See also Denazification; Gulag; Khrushchev, Nikita;
Purges; Soviet Union; Stalin, Joseph; Terror.
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DENIS KOZLOV

n

DE STIJL. De Stijl (literally, The Style) was a
movement founded in the neutral Netherlands in
1917 by the painter, philosopher, poet, savant,
and tireless proselytizer Theo van Doesburg
(1883–1931), with the significant contribution of
Piet Mondrian; it was also the name of a magazine,
published in Leiden from 1917 to 1931. The move-
ment encompassed a fluctuating and tenuously
connected group of adherents who shared selective
goals but interpreted them according to their own
personal viewpoints and invariably fell out with the
volatile Van Doesburg after a time. At first exclu-
sively Dutch, after 1921 advocates were drawn
from an international cadre of artists and activists.
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De Stijl shared with the avant-garde configura-
tions that proliferated in the first three decades of
the twentieth century a radical and somewhat uto-
pian agenda that sought to reunite art with life and,
indeed, saw aesthetic transformation as the chief
medium for social change. Its signature aesthetic
elements included a preference for abstract geo-
metric form, the orthogonal, and the flat plane;
the incorporation of modular composition; the
use of primary colors along with black, white, and
gray; and the subordination of the natural to the
mechanistic. All these motifs symbolized De Stijl’s
new worldview, which acknowledged the ethical
as well as the physical impact of recent scientific,
technological, and political revolutions on human
existence, experience, and conduct. The group
speculated about the notion of space-time; the
conquest of nature and the triumph of the machine
were among its aims. Through the reform of music,
dance, literature, and arguably most of all, design
in two and three dimensions (from typography to
city planning, from furniture to film), a restorative
harmony was to be born. Thus Manifesto 1 (1918)
averred that ‘‘the war is destroying the old world
with its contents. The new art has brought forward

what the new consciousness of time contains: a
balance between the universal and the individual’’
(quoted in Overy, p. 47).

De Stijl emphasized the dominance of the spiri-
tual, which was embodied in an abstract formal
language, and sought a global equilibrium charac-
terized by eenheid in veelheid, unity in diversity.
This would be manifest in the Gesamtkunstwerk,
the total work of art, an ideal that inspired many
architects and designers in the later nineteenth
century and on into the twentieth. By placing the
beholder within, rather than before, the work of
art, artists, architects, and craftspersons would col-
laboratively create an environment that integrated
opposites such as vertical and horizontal, male and
female, the individual and the communal, and that
would both result in and reflect concord.

Unlike some other contemporary constella-
tions, De Stijl was not overtly political in the sense
of favoring a particular party, though most of those
associated with it were left-leaning when not actu-
ally communist. At various times Van Doesburg
forged connections with futurism, Russian con-
structivism, the Bauhaus, and even Dada, whose

Schroeder House, designed by Gerrit Rietveld, 1923. FOTO MARBURG/ART RESOURCE, NY
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embrace of the irrational and the anarchic would

seem to be at odds with De Stijl’s deliberate and

disciplined procedures. Such links illustrate both

the broadly representative position of De Stijl

within the avant-garde and the fruitlessness of char-

acterizing the movement in simple black-and-white

terms. Published in the periodical were works and

words from spokesmen as various as the Italian

Filippo Marinetti and the Russian El Lissitzky.

Van Doesburg himself assumed multiple personae

and could, it seems, entertain antithetical beliefs

simultaneously; born C. E. M. Küpper, he also

wrote Dada poetry as I. K. Bonset and as a futurist

called himself Aldo Camini. From 1921 to 1923 he

spent time at the first Bauhaus, in Weimar, and

when its founder, Walter Gropius, did not invite

him to become a professor, he taught a rival inde-

pendent course that would influence subsequent

Bauhaus designs. De Stijl’s production of fluid

and flexible space and its integration of interior

and exterior were subsumed into the rhetoric of

International Style architecture.

Sources of De Stijl include the British Arts and

Crafts movement, which similarly included moral

considerations in its innovations in design and

practice, and cubism. Perhaps the most influential

single figure was Frank Lloyd Wright (1867–1959),

who recognized the consequences of the inter-

vention of the machine in the building process.

Wright’s right-angled designs with hovering planes

inspired a number of De Stijl projects, most notably

those by Robert van’t Hoff (1887–1979), Gerrit

Rietveld (1888–1964), Jan Wils (1891–1972),

J. J. P. Oud (1890–1963), and Cornelis van

Eesteren (1897–1988). Wright’s work had been

introduced to the Netherlands by H. P. Berlage

(1856–1934), the doyen of Dutch architecture,

whose rejection of historicism and search for

socioartistic ‘‘unity in diversity’’ provided a powerful

theoretical background.

Emanating from a small country during and

immediately after World War I, De Stijl neverthe-

less had a widespread international impact. It has

had a seductive staying power, manifested particu-

larly in architecture and design, that surpasses most

of its progressive contemporaries.

See also Architecture; Lissitzky, El; Mondrian, Piet.
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HELEN SEARING

n

DIANA, PRINCESS OF WALES (Diana
Frances Mountbatten-Windsor, née Spencer;
1961–1997), British princess and international icon.

Diana Spencer was the youngest daughter of
Edward Spencer, then Viscount Althorp, subse-
quently the eighth earl of Spencer, and his wife
Frances, née Burke Roche. She had two elder sis-
ters and a younger brother. When her parents
divorced in 1969, the custody over the children
remained with the father. Until 1975, Diana lived
in Sandringham, Norfolk, thereafter in the Spencer
family seat at Althorp in Northamptonshire. She
was educated at a preparatory school in Norfolk
and a boarding school in Kent. At sixteen she went
to finishing school in Switzerland, and in 1979 she
moved to London, where she briefly worked at a
kindergarten.

On 29 July 1981, in a spectacular wedding
ceremony staged and widely perceived as a modern
fairy tale, the twenty-year-old Lady Diana Spencer
married the heir to the British throne, Charles,
Prince of Wales (b. 1948), in London’s St. Paul’s
Cathedral. More than a billion people around the
world were estimated to have followed the event on
either television or radio. Young, photogenic, and
endowed with an often radiant smile, the new
Princess of Wales easily took up the traditional royal
roles of public appearances and charity work. She
soon became one of the most popular members of
the royal family. By giving birth to two sons, William
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(b. 1982) and Henry (b. 1984), she also fulfilled
the most important dynastic role assigned to any
princess, namely securing the line of succession.

Diana separated from her husband in 1992 and
obtained a divorce in 1996. During the breakdown
of her marriage, she embarked on a carefully
planned media campaign in order to win public
support and to cast a new role for herself outside
the royal family. Particularly influential for the
reshaping of her persona was her collaboration with
the biographer Andrew Morton, who published
the first edition of Diana: Her True Story in
1992. Although the direct involvement of the prin-
cess only became known after her death, more than
two million copies of the book were sold in less
than a year. Morton’s narrative centered around
the antithesis between the warm, tactile, and caring
femininity of Diana and the cold, withdrawn, and
cynical masculinity of Charles and the rest of the

royal family. Reversing the romantic fairy tale
staged at her wedding, Morton presented Diana

as the innocent victim of a royal public-relations

campaign disguised as a love story. In a 1995 tele-

vision interview seen by more than twenty-three

million viewers in Britain alone, Diana replied to

the question of whether her husband’s long-term

mistress, Camilla Parker-Bowles (b. 1947), had
been ‘‘a factor’’ in the breakdown of her marriage:

‘‘Well, there were three of us in this marriage, so it

was a bit crowded.’’

On 31 August 1997 Diana died following a car

accident in the Pont de l’Alma underpass in Paris.

While her severely injured bodyguard survived,

Diana’s romantic companion Dodi Al Fayed and

his driver, who was later found out to have alcohol

in his system, also died in the accident. French
police investigations concluded that Diana’s car

had been traveling at excessive speed and that

another car, which could never be found, had also

been involved in the accident. Diana’s premature

death led to an overwhelming outpouring of public

grief. In Britain, more than a million bouquets of

flowers were laid in her honor, and hundreds of

thousands of people stood in queues to sign books
of condolence. An estimated 2.5 billion television

viewers around the world followed the funeral ser-

vice at Westminster Abbey on 6 September. She

was buried on an island within an ornamental lake

at Althorp.

The main reason for the unprecedented dimen-

sions of the reactions to Diana’s death was that in

the course of her much publicized separation from

the royal family the meanings of her persona had
dramatically multiplied. No longer in the exclusive

service of the British monarchy, she had become

a multifaceted global icon who appealed to a

great variety of individuals and groups, ranging

from AIDS and land mine victims to people who

had experienced similar matrimonial breakdowns.

Descriptions such as the ‘‘people’s princess’’ or the

‘‘queen of hearts’’ reflect the supranational and
almost universally applicable meaning Diana had

acquired by the time she died.

Despite much speculation about negative or

even fatal effects of Diana’s death on the future of

the British monarchy, the institution proved to be

remarkably resilient and stable. In 2005 Prince

Princess Diana visits children injured by land mines in

Angola, January 1997. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS
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Charles was even allowed to marry his long-term
mistress Camilla Parker-Bowles.

See also United Kingdom.
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ALEXIS SCHWARZENBACH

n

DIEN BIEN PHU, BATTLE OF. Dien
Bien Phu (13 March–7 May 1954) was the last
battle fought by the French Army in the twentieth
century. It was also the last battle waged with forces
drawn from other parts of the French Empire
(which had been reorganized as the ‘‘French
Union’’ in 1946). The defeat there, furthermore,
signaled the beginning of the empire’s definitive
dismantlement: the fall of Dien Bien Phu inflicted
a profound psychological shock on metropolitan
France, instigated the demise of the Laniel govern-
ment (1953–1954) and the rise of Pierre Mendès-
France to power (prime minister, 1954–1955), as
well as the signing on 21 July 1954 of the Geneva
Accords, which ended France’s engagement in
Vietnam and drew up its partition, originally meant
to be provisional.

THE FRENCH POSITION

From a bird’s eye point of view of the Dien Bien Phu
basin-turned-battlefield in 1954, the strategic
choices made by the French command over the
course of the previous year appear rather stupefying.
In order to loosen the pressure being exerted by the
Vietminh on the Tonkin Delta, and also to forestall
an attack on Laos, General Henri Navarre had envi-
sioned creating a kind of acute abscess 350 kilo-
meters west of Hanoi near the Laotian border,
supplied from the air and designed to force the
Vietminh to engage in a full frontal battle where they

would be wiped out. To this end the basin was
occupied in an air operation spread out over three
days, which dropped a total of six battalions of para-
troopers and one artillery group that refurbished a
preexisting airfield, and then held their positions in
anticipation of the first wave of reinforcements.

In March 1954 this Northwest Operational
Task Force, under the command of Colonel
Christian de Castries, was composed of 10,800
men, 40 percent of whom were from the Foreign
Legion. The Vietminh commander, General Vo
Nguyen Giap, met this challenge by concentrating
several divisions around the basin, an additional
several thousand ‘‘coolies,’’ and above all two hun-
dred pieces of artillery (including antiaircraft can-
nons and rocket-launchers), whose transport and
assembly in the jungle could not have taken place
without unheard of physical effort on the part of
the Vietnamese, combined with the Vietminh’s
singularly supple ingenuity, whose work completely
evaded French aerial observation. Also contrary to
general-staff estimations, enemy supply lines using
bicycles, hand-carted across the jungle, proved
equally efficacious as logistical support.

Furthermore, the Vietminh artillery completely
evaded French counterattacks once the bombardment
began on 13 March 1954 (leading the chief of French
artillery, Colonel Charles Piroth, to commit suicide in
his bunker). The Vietminh made the airfield their
primary target, thereby rapidly cutting off the French
garrison at its umbilical cord, since it was unable to
evacuate its wounded, who then became dependent
on parachute-drop operations rendered highly unreli-
able by inclement weather and the effectiveness of
enemy antiaircraft fire.

With the fall of the uppermost line of hills dom-
inating the camp’s line of entrenchment (all dubbed,
ironically, with feminine code names), the battle was
lost in the first ten days. ‘‘Beatrice,’’ on the northwest
side of the basin, was the first to go, followed by
‘‘Gabrielle,’’ in an isolated spot on the north side of
the entrenchment. Finally ‘‘Dominique,’’ ‘‘Eliane,’’
‘‘Huguette,’’ and ‘‘Claudine,’’ the rest of the north-
ern trenches, fell too.

CONDITIONS IN THE GARRISON

By 20 April, despite counterassaults intended to
prevent the basin’s total destruction, the net area
under French control was reduced by half, from an
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initial eight square kilometers to just four The

fighting force itself was reduced to 9,940 men,

including 1,670 lightly wounded who remained at

their posts, and 800 heavily wounded who could

not be evacuated, and who therefore had to be

herded into muddy shelters, rain soaked by the

slightest downpour. The fate of the wounded was

atrocious, and weighed heavily on the morale of

the entire garrison, which by 13 April had lost

nearly 5,000 men, both wounded and dead,

including almost 160 officers. The airlift of an

additional four battalions of reinforcements com-

posed of nine hundred paratroopers and a signifi-

cant number of irregular troops, failed to stem the

losses. The emotional and physical exhaustion was

such that soldiers were reported to have died with-

out even incurring a single wound. Despite the

presence of a certain number of deserters who

managed to hide inside the encampment, the battle

raged on until 7 May based entirely on the heroics

of the garrison itself, which by that date was hold-

ing on to little more than their HQ perimeter and a

few final footholds situated to the south of the

airfield: Dien Bien Phu was in this respect a true

soldier’s battle. The basin fell with no formal capit-

ulation: the shooting simply stopped as a way of

signifying to the enemy the cessation of combat.

TRENCH WARFARE

On both sides, the fight hinged primarily on trench

warfare. The Vietminh gained ground on the

French positions by digging parallel trenches and

inching their way forward across the length of the

basin. The French meanwhile sought to defend

their positions by burying underground bunkers,

whose remnants are still visible on the ground. The

fact that spontaneously in their letters and note-

books French soldiers so frequently compared Dien

Bien Phu to Verdun in 1916 is easily explained by

this mode of entrenched confrontation, the omni-

presence of mud, and the defensive nature of the

battle being waged against an enemy benefiting

from superiority in manpower and materiel. Had

not their fathers fought like this during World War

I? As it had been for them, just forty years earlier,

was it not necessary therefore to just ‘‘hold on?’’

De Castries, promoted to the rank of general while

the battle raged on, would invoke it himself by

referring to Dien Bien Phu as a Verdun without

its ‘‘Sacred Way,’’ the sole supply and escape route
left open to the French in 1916.

Unlike Verdun, however, the entrenched
camp’s survivors, save the most seriously wounded,
were forced to head east on foot, toward captivity
in Vietminh outposts near the Chinese border.
These 9,500 men (including 700 wounded), in a
wretched physical and moral state, exhausted by 56
days of battle, many suffering from dysentery, were
made to walk 600 kilometers in 40 days. This is
considered one of the worst death marches ever
inflicted on a group of soldiers in the twentieth
century, to which was added the incredibly high
death rates in the camps themselves: fully two-
thirds of the prisoners taken at Dien Bien Phu
would be dead before their liberation came in the
fall of 1954.

See also French Empire; Indochina; Vietnam War.
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STÉPHANE AUDOIN-ROUZEAU

n

DIET AND NUTRITION. The European
diet in the early twentieth century can be divided
into four main regional types—northern, central,
eastern, and southern—each based on a distinctive
pattern of agricultural production and trade.
Northern and southern Europe represent the
extremes, the former distinguished by a high aver-
age consumption per head of animal foods, fats,
and sugar and the latter by a heavy dependence on
plant foods—cereals, fruits, vegetables, and olive
oil—with small usage of meat and dairy products.
The four regional patterns are differentiated in
Table 1.

THE CHRONOLOGY OF CHANGE

European diets in the twentieth century have been
shaped by environmental factors but also, in-
creasingly, by socioeconomic factors. Although
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traditional foods continue to be important, food
patterns have become increasingly more diverse while
at the same time tending to converge regionally
and across income groups. The key determinants
of dietary change have been, first and foremost,
rising real income associated with a demand for
quality, variety, convenience, and built-in services.
Food availability per head has grown in line with
rising agricultural production and trade, and with
increased output of processed and preserved foods.
Dietary change is closely correlated with social
change (urbanization, smaller families, and more
working women); with heightened consumer
awareness of the relationship between food and
health; with the demand for food services; with
changes in food retailing; and with the globaliza-
tion of the food industries. Kitchen routines have
been revolutionized by technical change in the
form of cast iron stoves (from the later nineteenth
century), refrigerators and freezers (after World
War II), and more recently the microwave oven.

Since 1914 European food patterns have
undergone a succession of changes, beginning in
the northern industrialized countries and spreading
after World War II to the less developed regions.
The period between the wars was one of marked
contrasts. Diets in northern Europe became more
varied, with fewer cereals and more animal foods,
imported tropical and Mediterranean produce, and
processed foods. Most households in eastern and
southern Europe, meanwhile, were increasing their
consumption of starchy foods. Many suffered

severe shortages in the 1930s, when upward of
one-quarter of the peasant population of east and
southeast Europe is estimated to have been se-
riously undernourished. In many Romanian
homes, the typical diet consisted almost entirely
of corn polenta, with very little bread, meat, or
milk, and as a result vitamin-related diseases, such
as pellagra, were prevalent. As late as the 1950s,
many peasants in central Greece and the Greek
islands struggled to fill the ‘‘hungry gap’’ that came
after their stocks of grain had been exhausted in
early spring and before the threshing out of the
next harvest at midsummer.

With the end of rationing in the early 1950s,
food supplies soon recovered to prewar levels and
in most countries, except in the laggard Eastern
Bloc, by the end of the decade had comfortably
exceeded them. Driven by rising incomes, new
food products, and the vigorous promotional
campaigns of food manufacturers, traditional con-
sumption patterns began to break down. Changes
within food categories were often more socially and
dietetically significant than changes between cate-
gories. Cereal consumption per head was declining
at the same time as wheat was displacing corn
(maize) and rye as the principle bread grains in
central and eastern Europe and in parts of the
Mediterranean, and ready-to eat cereals were replac-
ing cooked meats and bread as breakfast foods in
the northern countries. In Britain, consumers
increasingly preferred wholegrain and multigrain
breads, which they had given up in the eighteenth
century, to white bread. Bread and potatoes were
giving ground to rice and pasta. Important shifts
occurred also within the animal foods category,
from beef and sheep meat to pork and poultry,
and in dairy products from whole milk and butter
to low-fat milk, flavored milks, chilled desserts, and
cheese. The American milk bar (soda fountain),
after a promising debut in Britain in the 1930s,
made little progress in the postwar period.

By the beginning of the twenty-first century,
total calorie consumption was generally higher
than in the prewar period, the most impressive
advances having been made in southern and eastern
Europe, where it approached or exceeded the
European Union (EU) 15-member country aver-
age of 3,500 calories. In northern Europe it had
leveled off. Per capita cereal consumption contin-
ued to decline but in the Mediterranean remained

TABLE 1

European regional diets in calories per capita per day,
c. 1914

Northern Central Eastern Southern

Cereals M H VH VH
Roots, incl. potatoes L/M H M/H
Sugar VH M L L

L

Fruit and vegetables VL L L/M VH
Meat, eggs VH H M L
Milk and milk products VH H L VL
Fats H H M
Total calories VH H H M

M

KEY: VL, very low; L, low; M, moderate; H, high; VH, very
high.

SOURCE: Paul Lamartine Yates, Food, Land and Manpower in
Western Europe (London, 1960), Chapter 2 and Table 2.1.

V
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significantly above the EU average of 1,085 cal-
ories. Consumption of animal foods grew rapidly

up to the 1970s, after which its growth began to

slow or in some places decline. Eastern Europe

registered a sharp downturn in animal protein

intake in the early 1990s in the aftermath of the
collapse of the former Communist regimes. Most

Mediterranean countries saw gains of 80 percent to

100 percent or more between 1962 and 2002. The

consumption of milk products has moved erratically

but in most countries far exceeds prewar levels. Fruit
and vegetable consumption has risen but is still

substantially lower in northern and eastern than in

southern Europe. In the north, exotic fruits such as

bananas, citrus fruit, and peaches are increasingly
preferred to indigenous fruits. The southern hemi-

sphere supplies large quantities of fresh fruits and

vegetables during the winter. Table 2 shows the

main dietary trends in selected countries across the

northern, southern, and eastern regions.

IMPACT OF FACTORY FOODS

Arguably, the outstanding feature of the postwar

diet has been a huge increase in the consumption

and variety of proprietary branded foods. Indeed,
the overwhelming majority of food items on sale in

the large modern supermarkets of the early twenty-

first century did not exist in 1914. An estimated

ten thousand new grocery items, packaged and
branded, are introduced each year in Britain, of
which 90 percent are withdrawn within two years.
These include growing numbers of so-called socially
engineered or niche foods, designed to meet the
specific needs of groups of consumers identified
by market research. In the early postwar years, the
pace was set first by canned foods, then by fast
frozen foods, and since 1990 chilled, ready-to-eat
meals. Although slow to take hold in southern and
eastern Europe, sales of processed foods are accel-
erating there due to growing affluence and the
spread of supermarket. At the turn of the twenty-
first century large sections of the European food
industry are controlled by North American multi-
national firms, which, since World War II, have
been a seminal force in the reshaping of European
eating habits.

Since 1970 a rising share of food budgets has
been expended on catered meals and takeaway
foods, including fast foods. The first McDonalds
restaurant in West Germany opened in 1973, in
Britain in 1973, and in the former East Germany
in 1990. McDonalds had four hundred outlets in
Germany in 1992 and one thousand in 2003; in
the same period, Russia went from fewer than ten
McDonalds to more than eighty. McDonalds,
Pizza Hut, Kentucky Fried Chicken, and Burger

TABLE 2

Dietary trends in northern, southern, and eastern Europe, 1962–2002

Total Calories Animal Products Vegetable Products Vegetables Cereals, Excluding Milk Products, Fruits, Excluding
Cal/Cap/Day Cal/Cap/Day Cal/Cap/Day Cal/Cap/Day Beer Cal/Cap/Day Excluding Butter Wine Cal/Cap/Day

(Number) (Number) (Number) (Number) (Number) Cal/Cap/Day (Number)
(Number)

1962 1982 2002 1962 1982 2002 1962 1982 2002 1962 1982 2002 1962 1982 2002 1962 1982 2002 1962 1982 2002
N. Europe
France 3,261 3,421 3,654 1,030 1,272 1,357 2,231 2,148 2,297 102.5 81.8 100 945 806 886 316.8 377.8 387.8 94.4 81.2 101.4
Germany 2,945 3,364 3,496 950 1,134 1,070 1,996 2,229 2,426 32.3 48.6 66.3 718 731 836 237.4 249.4 317.1 121.5 138.9 141.2
Sweden 2,811 2,974 3,185 1,001 1,070 1,074 1,810 1,904 2,112 22.4 32.9 54.5 590 651 799 375.3 454.5 427.4 97.6 94.1 105.1
United Kingdom 3,267 3,158 3,412 1,316 1,224 1,043 1,951 1,934 2,369 42.2 61.4 66.1 778 647 849 360.2 339.8 349.2 86.7 73.3 113.2
S. Europe
Greece 2,772 3,402 3,721 401 706 811 2,370 2,696 2,911 69.6 146.2 148.5 1,280 1,093 1,073 205.3 319.2 362.5 192.8 173.8 201.5
Italy 2,979 3,390 3,671 478 841 952 2,500 2,549 2,718 73.1 102.9 93.4 1,291 1,134 1,165 178.6 282.3 276.7 131.5 148.3 156.5
Portugal 2,563 2,820 3,741 341.5 547 1,089 2,221 2,273 2,652 59.8 77.5 108.9 1,162 942 1,024 92 144 301 110 71.7 168.6
E. Europe
Bulgaria 3,243 3,644 2,848 430.6 784.5 696.8 2,812 2,859 2,151 60.1 75 84.4 1,893 1,553 1,085 133.2 255.6 250.4 139.8 116 56.2
Poland 3,280 3,302 3,375 896.8 996 882 2,383 2,306 2,492 48.4 66.1 66.7 1,405 1,170 1,190 331.5 283.8 205.3 26.1 56.5 61.4
Romania 2,892 3,008 3,455 429 679 708 2,463 2,328 2,747 49.5 113.7 94.6 1,788 1,203 1,651 196.3 231.5 347.8 36.9 93.5 69.1

SOURCE: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Food Balance Sheets. Rome, 1962–2002. Earlier data extracted from
country entries; 2002 data is available from http://faostat.fao.org/faostat/collections?version=ext&hasbulk=0 
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King, all American owned, are the largest restau-

rant chains. Starbucks, the first of the new-style

coffee shops, opened branches in central Europe

in 2002. Since the 1970s, foreign foods—of North

and Central American, Mediterranean, and Far

Eastern origin—modified to suit local tastes, have

come to occupy an established position in

European diets and now seriously challenge native

cuisines. Chicken tikka masala, an Indian-style dish

specially tailored for the British market, has

replaced the traditional roast or steak and chips as

the nation’s favorite food.

Diversification and convergence are dominant

themes in modern food history. Although under

threat, customary foods and food habits still form

the basis of most culinary regimes. Thus meals are

social events in Spain, Italy, and Portugal; Portugal

and Greece prefer light meals, but Sweden, Belgium,

and Germany prefer heavy. Attitudes toward fast

foods vary, with France and particularly Italy fight-

ing vigorous rearguard actions in defense of tradi-

tional cooking. Research confirms, however, a

growing similarity in consumption patterns across

Europe, especially among younger consumers.

FOOD AND HEALTH

Although Europeans may be eating enough to

satisfy their physiological requirements, it is an open

question whether the right foods in the correct

quantities are being eaten. Since the 1950s, evi-

dence has been steadily mounting of a causal link

between diseases such as diabetes, cancer, and car-

diovascular problems and foods such as refined

carbohydrates and unsaturated fats. Highly pro-

cessed foods, together with fast foods, are believed

to constitute a particular risk.

In 1950 coronary heart disease was primarily a

disease of men in the affluent classes; in the early

twenty-first century it affects all classes, including

the younger age groups and particularly low-

income groups. Western degenerative diseases are

shown to be closely correlated with high levels of

blood cholesterol, a deficiency of essential fatty

acids, and excessive sodium. Refined sugars, highly

refined white flour, hydrogenated vegetable oils,

and synthetic food additives are also identified as

potential risks. Low-fiber diets are believed to be a

causative factor in the development of colon

cancer, diabetes, and peptic ulcers and are believed
to inhibit the absorption of proteins and fats.

The three basic classes of nutrient—carbohy-
drates, proteins, and fats—and their role in build-
ing and repairing the body and as sources of dietary
energy were discovered by German physiologists
in the mid-nineteenth century. After 1900 it was
recognized that they were necessary but not suffi-
cient to maintain bodily health. Between 1915 and
1925, British and American scientists identified
many of the key vitamins but not as yet their pre-
cise functions or methods of action. By the 1930s,
dairy products, eggs, cod liver oil, and seeds had
been identified as rich sources of vitamin A, which
was essential for the growth of children, and fresh
vegetables had been identified as accessible sources
of vitamin C. White flour was understood to be
deficient in vitamin B and because vitamin C was
destroyed by heating it was understood to be absent
from most dried and canned foods. Research
revealed important differences in the biological value
of plant and animal protein, depending on the
presence of certain classes of amino acids.

By 1939 the relationship of food and health
to income could be explored scientifically. The
two world wars were a perfect laboratory for
nutritionists, allowing them to observe the effects
of food shortages and rationing schemes on the
general population. In World War I, for example,
Denmark responded to the Allied blockade with a
prescribed diet of vegetables, wholegrain bread,
and milk products, with little or no meat or spirits,
which is claimed to have resulted in a dramatic fall
in death rates. World War II saw scientific research
applied in the construction of national feeding pro-
grams. Britain, it was said, was never so well fed,
nutritionally speaking, as during rationing.

The search for the perfect diet—one that would
meet philosophical and religious as well as nutri-
tional needs—predated the discovery of vitamins.
Aversion to animal foods, especially meat, spawned
a clutch of vegetarian and cereal-based diets, along
with ‘‘nature cures,’’ such as that designed by
Dr. Max Bircher-Brenner at Zurich soon after
1900, which consisted of raw fruit and vegetables.
Slimming diets and slimming foods, such as rye
biscuits, were first formulated in the 1920s. In
the same decade, organically grown foodstuffs
were promoted as healthy and spiritually uplifting
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alternatives to foodstuffs grown by modern scien-
tific methods. In the 1930s, health food shops
selling herbal remedies and dietary supplements
could be found in most major towns and cities
across Europe. By this stage, scientific eating, in
the form of patent preparations such as breakfast
cereals, ‘‘natural’’ foods such as salad and nuts, and
the ‘‘milk and greenstuffs’’ diet promoted by the
American biochemist and discoverer of vitamin A
Elmer McCollum had an enthusiastic following
among a section of the educated middle classes.
Spinach was for a time much acclaimed as an energy
food on the spurious grounds that it was up to ten
times richer in iron than any other green vegetable.
By the 1950s, most countries were providing school-
children with free or subsidized milk, and specific
regimens and supplements were prescribed for expec-
tant and nursing mothers and the aged.

The postwar period saw the formulation of
countless dietary regimes addressing a wide range
of medical conditions, including eating disorders
and behavioral problems. Of these, the most cele-
brated was the so-called Mediterranean diet, which
was high in fruit, vegetables, nuts, seeds, grains,
and olive oil and relatively low in meat, dairy prod-
ucts, and animal fats. This became famous as a
result of the Seven Nations Study published in
1970 by Ancel Keys. A long-term study of eleven
countries, it confirmed that elderly people who
followed it and who kept active and didn’t smoke
lived longer than those who did not. The high-
protein Atkins diet, designed for weight watchers,
continued to provoke controversy in the early
twenty-first century. Low carbohydrate–high pro-
tein diets date from the 1950s but were criticized
as deficient in vitamin B and liable to cause acidity.
The marketplace became increasingly congested
with proprietary dietary programs supported by a
plethora of confusing scientific advice. Health con-
cerns have been a factor in the falling consumption
of sugar, saturated fats (especially lard and butter),
and some refined carbohydrates and in the growing
popularity of low-fat dairy products, high-fiber
foods, complex carbohydrates, wine (promoted as
a potent source of anti-oxidants), and specialized
‘‘functional’’ foods fortified with specific nutrients
and trace elements, claiming to deliver health ben-
efits above and beyond those normally supplied.

Whereas in the early postwar years the World
Health Organization was concerned mainly with

undernourishment, by the turn of the new century

it had identified obesity as a serious late-twentieth-

century disorder, affecting particularly the devel-

oped countries, where in many cases more than

half the population is classified as overweight and

up to one-quarter as clinically obese. The highest

levels occur in northwest and central Europe, with

the largest proportion of obese children in the

seven-to-eleven age group being found in Spain,

Italy, and Greece, where diets have moved drama-

tically away from the traditional Mediterranean

model since 1980. By 2030 an estimated thirty

million Europeans will require treatment for dia-

betes and other weight-related diseases. Better

diets, the World Health Organization contends,

could prevent 30 percent to 40 percent of cancer

cases in Europe.

FOOD SAFETY

Deteriorating standards of food safety have also

been a matter of growing concern. After almost a

century of steady improvement, by 1960 most

foodstuffs on sale were pure and unadulterated

within the terms of the regulatory guidelines,

bovine tuberculosis had been largely eliminated,

and microbial food-borne diseases, although an

ever-present threat, seemed to be under control.

Subsequently, a sharp rise occurred in reported

incidents of salmonella and campylobacter (the

most common infections, found mainly in animal

products, especially poultry), listeriosis (associated

with uncooked meat, raw milk, and soft cheeses),

and on a small scale clostridium botulinum. A new

disease, variant Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease (CJD),

linked to Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy

(BSE) in cattle, was first reported in Britain in

1996. By mid-2001, ninety-nine cases had been

confirmed in Britain, three in France, and one in

Ireland. Other food safety concerns include pesti-

cide residues, food irradiation, chemical additives,

and genetically modified foods.

The growth in reported food-linked infections

is attributed to the extreme length and complexity

of the modern food chain and to catered meals and

industrially processed foods, especially meat and

milk products. Poor culinary hygiene in handling

frozen and reheated foods is a particular problem in

low-income households that may be unable to
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afford hygienic aids, may lack clean hot water, and
may have limited knowledge of food risks.

See also Agriculture; Alcohol; Consumption; Public
Health; Rationing.
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DIETRICH, MARLENE (1901–1992),
German-born screen actress.

Maria Magdalena Dietrich was born in Berlin
on 27 December 1901, and died in Paris on 6 May
1992. On her request she was buried in Berlin next
to her mother. After moving to the United States
in the early 1930s, Dietrich took the position that
if Nazis defined what it meant to be German, then
she was not German. During the filming of Knight
without Armour (1937), directed by Jacques
Feyder, she was approached by Nazi agents who
tried to persuade her to return to Germany. She

refused. Subsequently her films were banned in

Germany, and she began to be viewed as a traitor

by many of her countrymen. In 1939 she became a

U.S. citizen, and during World War II she enter-

tained Allied troops in Africa and Europe with

standards like ‘‘Falling in Love Again’’ and ‘‘Lili

Marlene.’’ She also gave anti-Nazi broadcasts in

German. In recognition of her wartime commit-

ment, she was awarded the American Medal of

Freedom and was named a Chevalier of the

French Legion of Honor. In one of her last films,

Judgment at Nuremberg (1961), she plays the wife

of a Nazi officer, a small part in what was consid-

ered by Stanley Kramer an homage to Hollywood’s

lost glory days as well as a work of memory of

World War II and of the Nuremberg Trials.

What made the glory of Marlene Dietrich was

not her political commitment: in the twentieth cen-

tury, she became one the most glamorous stars of

the German and American motion pictures industry.

As a young violinist, she aspired first to become a

concert musician but physical limitations prevented

her from continuing playing, which proved to be a

profound disappointment. Choosing instead to pur-

sue acting, she auditioned for drama school in Berlin

at age twenty-one. After having appeared in German

cabaret productions and some minor films, she met

the director Josef von Sternberg who offered her

what was to become the memorable character of

Lola Lola in The Blue Angel (1930). In this first

German ‘‘talkie’’ film, she sings: ‘‘Ich bin von Kopf

bis Fuß auf Liebe eingestellt’’ (‘‘From head to toe,

I’m made for love’’). In The Haunted Screen (1952),

the classic book on German cinema of the 1920s,

Lotte H. Eisner paid attention to the shadowed

expressionism of that film’s photography. (The cine-

matographer Günther Rittau had worked previously

with Fritz Lang on The Nibelungen in 1924 and on

Metropolis in 1927.) Later, Siegfried Kracauer, in his

book From Caligari to Hitler (1947), underlined the

mixture of architectural fragments, characters, and

nondescript objects and argued that The Blue Angel
raised the question of social immaturity of the

German middle class. He wrote that ‘‘Lola Lola was

a new embodiment of sex,’’ and that Dietrich’s

‘‘impassivity encouraged [one] to look for the secret

hidden beyond her insensitive selfishness and her cold

insolence’’ (pp. 215–218). The film was an interna-

tional box-office success and the starting point of a

850 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

D I E T R I C H , M A R L E N E



close collaboration between Dietrich and Sternberg,
which proved short but intense.

The same year, Sternberg directed Dietrich in
Morocco, where she plays a singer named Amy Jolly,
dressed in white tie, top hat, and tails. She arrives
from Paris to work at Lo Tinto’s cabaret and meets
a legionnaire, Tom Brown, who is played by Gary
Cooper. In 1931 Sternberg and Dietrich collabo-
rated on the film Dishonored, which tells the story
of the Austrian Secret Service sending its most
seductive agent to spy on the Russians; then
Shangai Express (1932) and Blonde Venus (1932),
which was followed by The Scarlet Empress (1934)
and their final film, The Devil Is a Woman (1935).
In all these pictures, Dietrich appeared as a woman
of mystery and a symbol of erotic allure for several
generations. Far different from other contemporary
film stars, such as Greta Garbo and Rita Hayworth,
Dietrich was ambiguous in her style, playing androg-
ynous and suggestively bisexual characters.

During this phase of her career, Dietrich
appeared like a creature of Sternberg’s creation,

but when their six-year collaboration ended, she
felt free to explore other roles, like the one in
which she plays Frenchy, opposite James Stewart,
in the western Destry Rides Again (1939), directed
by George Marshall. Dietrich also worked with
great filmmakers such as Alfred Hitchcock (Stage
Fright, 1950) and Billy Wilder (A Foreign Affair,
1948), in which she plays a former Nazi café singer
in occupied Berlin, and Witness for the Prosecution
(1950), which was also directed by Wilder.

Ultimately, Dietrich conquered the Las Vegas
and Broadway circuits in the 1960s, and made a
world tour in the 1970s, after which she settled
into a life of relative seclusion in Paris. In her last
film Just a Gigolo (1978), directed by David
Hemmings, she returned to the Weimar period of
German history and costarred with another famous
singer, the British rock star David Bowie.

See also Cinema; Germany; Kracauer, Siegfried.
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CHRISTIAN DELAGE

n

DIMITROV, GEORGI (1882–1949),
Bulgarian statesman.

Georgi Dimitrov, born 18 June 1882 in
Kovachevtsi, Bulgaria, was a major figure of the
Bulgarian and international communist movements.
At age twelve he started work as a printer in Sofia and
enrolled actively in the trade-union movement,

Marlene Dietrich in a scene from Morocco, 1930.

PARAMOUNT/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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organizing the first mass strike in Bulgaria, the coal-
miners’ strike in Pernik (1906). By 1909 he became
secretary of the Revolutionary Trade Union
Federation. In 1902 he joined the Bulgarian
Workers’ Social Democratic Party and was a member
of its Central Committee from 1909. After the party
split in 1903 over issues of strategy and tactics,
Dimitrov sided with the revolutionary wing (‘‘narrow
socialists’’), which was renamed the Bulgarian
Communist Party (BCP) in 1919. As member of
parliament from 1913 to 1923, Dimitrov was highly
critical of Bulgaria’s policies during the Balkan Wars
and World War I. He voted against the war credits in
1915 and denounced Bulgarian nationalism, activities
for which he served brief prison sentences. Eager to
internationalize the Bulgarian movement, Dimitrov
took part in the First (1909) and Second (1915)
Balkan Social Democratic Conferences. In 1921 he
participated in the Third Congress of the Communist
International (Comintern) and was elected as a mem-
ber of the executive bureau of the Profintern.

In September 1923, together with Vasil
Kolarov (1877–1950), Dimitrov led a communist
uprising against the military junta, which had
ousted Alexander Stamboliyski’s (1879–1923)
agrarian government (1919–1923) in June 1923.
This uprising, long hailed in the mainstream com-
munist literature as the first antifascist revolt, pro-
duced bitter discussions within communist circles
at the time. The Communist Party had announced
its ‘‘neutrality’’ in the face of the coup d’état, a
formula that was just a cover for the weakness of
the left-wing forces. However, the Moscow-based
Comintern, still hoping to foment a ‘‘permanent
revolution,’’ criticized the Bulgarian communists
for their passivity and ordered them to rise. After
acrimonious debates, which divided the leadership
of the BCP, the faction represented by Dimitrov
and Kolarov prevailed. Accusation of quiescence to
the dictates of the Comintern and conscious adven-
turism were raised by other communists, based on
the fact that the uprising was organized hastily and
in the most remote western province of Bulgaria,
from where Dimitrov and Kolarov quickly escaped
into emigration, whereas the subsequent ‘‘White
Terror’’ threw the country into bloody reprisals.

With a death sentence from the military regime,
Dimitrov was forced into emigration. He was a mem-
ber of the foreign bureau of the BCP, a member of

the executive committees of the Comintern and the

Profintern, and secretary of the Balkan Communist

Federation. In 1929 he settled in Berlin as head of

the West European bureau of the Comintern. The

Reichstag Fire of 27 February 1933 provided Adolf

Hitler (1889–1945) with a pretext for outlawing his

Communist opponents, and Dimitrov was accused,

alongside other Communist leaders, of plotting the

fire. Arrested in March 1933, Dimitrov stood trial

between 21 September and 23 December 1933 in

Leipzig, leading his own defense. This was a defining

moment in his life and career. His brilliant rhetoric

and remarkable political courage, as well as the

worldwide protests, won him acquittal from the

Nazi court, but he was kept in prison. Granted

Soviet citizenship, Dimitrov was allowed to leave for

Moscow in February 1934.

At the Seventh Congress of the Comintern in

1935, he was elected general secretary of the organi-

zation until its dissolution in 1943. Dimitrov formu-

lated his theory of fascism and was the decisive force

behind overcoming a number of dogmatic and sec-

tarian communist attitudes, especially against social

democracy. He was the chief promoter of popular-

front movements against Nazism. While in Moscow,

Dimitrov fostered the foundation of Bulgaria’s

Fatherland Front (1942), the popular antifascist coa-

lition. He returned to Sofia on 6 November 1945,

a year after the Communist-led takeover of 9

September 1944, and a year before the promulgation

of the people’s republic. Elected prime minister by

the Grand National Assembly (November 1946), he

became general secretary of the BCP (December

1948). Negotiations with Josip Broz Tito (1892–

1980) to form a Balkan federation were stalled by

Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) in 1948. Dimitrov for-

mulated the general lines of development following a

Stalinist model and presided over the destruction of

the noncommunist and intra-party oppositions. Still,

the open Stalinist grip on the country occurred after

his death on 2 July 1949 and after the show trial

against the popular former executive secretary of the

BCP, Traicho Kostov in December 1949, although it

had been already prepared with Dimitrov’s participa-

tion. The very circumstance that Dimitrov was not

alive at the time of the trial against and the subse-

quent assassination of the very popular Kostov,

coupled with the rumors that he himself might have

fallen victim to Stalin, explains why, in the aftermath
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of the destalinization process and the rehabilitation
of Kostov, his reputation did not suffer. His
embalmed body was preserved in a mausoleum in
Sofia until its removal by his family in 1990. The
mausoleum was demolished by the Bulgarian govern-
ment in 1999, although the building’s destruction
was controversial.

See also Bulgaria.
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MARIA TODOROVA

n

DI PIETRO, ANTONIO (b. 1950), Italian
magistrate and politician.

The Italian magistrate and politician Antonio
Di Pietro was born in Montenero di Bisaccia.
Having served in the police force at the Ministry
of the Interior and then entered (1981) into the
Magistracy, he came to the Public Prosecutor’s
Office of the Republic of Milan in 1985 as an
assistant district attorney specializing in organized
crime as well as crimes against the public adminis-
tration and information technology. After achiev-
ing satisfactory results in various investigations, he
launched the Mani Pulite (clean hands) probe in
1991. Mani Pulite unfolded in the broader context
of the ‘‘Tangentopoli’’ (bribesville) scandal and was
intended to reveal the extensive and continuous
series of crimes committed by public officials and
business leaders. Mani Pulite began from an

apparently marginal investigation of a Socialist
executive, Mario Chiesa, president of the Pio
Albergo Trivulzio, a retirement home. Chiesa was
caught red-handed on 17 February 1992, immedi-
ately after having pocketed an envelope containing
seven million lire, a portion of the kickback that a
cleaning service had paid to win its contract. (The
agreement stipulated a payment of 10 percent on a
contract worth one hundred forty million lire.)
Following the interrogation of Chiesa (who was
expelled from the PSI, or Italian Socialist Party),
the investigation spread and uncovered the full
extent of the phenomenon, which served to finance
political parties. Over the following months sub-
poenas were issued to various Italian political fig-
ures for corruption and violations of the law on
party-financing. The suspects included the ex-
mayors of Milan, Carlo Tognoli (b. 1938) and
Palolo Pillitteri (b. 1940); the minister of trans-
port, Carlo Bernini (b. 1936); and the Socialist
ex-foreign minister Gianni De Michelis (b. 1940),
who was investigated for corruption relating to a
series of contracts in the Veneto region.

In light of the rapidly growing scope of the
inquiry, the heads of the prosecutor’s office of
Milan, Gerardo D’Ambrosio and Saverio Borrelli,
decided in April to flank Di Pietro with assistant
district attorney Gherardo Colombo, first, and
then Pier Camillo Davigo. The so-called pool of
Mani Pulite was born. On 15 October 1992 the
administrative secretary of the PSI, Vicenzo
Balzamo (who would die eleven days later of a
heart attack), confirmed the rumors of a formal
indictment for corruption and violation of the law
on party-financing, while in December, even
Bettino Craxi (1934–2000) was accused (the
alleged crimes included complicity in corruption,
receiving stolen goods, and violation of the law on
party-financing). Tangentopoli provoked the crisis
and collapse of several parties—causing the dissolu-
tion of the PSI, the DC, or Christian Democrats,
and PSDI, or Italian Social Democratic Party—and
the so-called end of the First Republic.

In 1992 dramatic events unfolded in the course
of the investigations: the suicides of Renato
Amorese, secretary of the PSI at Lodi, and the
deputy Sergio Moroni, a regional-level party lead-
er, were followed by those of Gabriele Cagliari, ex-
president of the ENI (National Hydrocarbon
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Agency), and Raoul Gardini, head of Enimont,
from the Ferruzzi group. The year 1993 saw the
trial of Sergio Cusani, a Socialist financier, for the
Enimont ‘‘super-kickback,’’ billions of lire distrib-
uted to the various political parties in proportion to
their size and importance (of which two hundred
million went to the justice-loving Lega Nord).
Members of the PCI/PDS (Italian Communist
Party) were also implicated. On 6 December
1994, availing himself during the judicial audience
of an innovative computerized system, Di Pietro
concluded the ‘‘Enimont’’ investigation, which
would result in the condemnation (on 27
October 1995) of Craxi, Claudio Martelli and De
Michelis (PSI), Arnaldo Forlani and Paolo Cirino
Pomicino (DC), Renato Altissimo (PLI, or Italian
Liberal Party), Umberto Bossi (Lega Nord), and
Ugo La Malfa (Italian Republican Party). After
resting the prosecution’s case Di Pietro announced
his resignation from the magistracy, which he made
official on 2 May 1995.

On 7 May 1995 he was placed on the list of
those under investigation, charged with embezzle-
ment by the head of the financial police (Guardia di
Finanza), Giuseppe Cerciello (himself accused of
corruption and condemned on 9 November with
other leaders of the Financial Police). On 22
February 1996 Di Pietro was absolved of all accu-
sations in a preliminary hearing. In May 1996 he
was named minister of public works in the admin-
istration of Romano Prodi (17 May 1996–9
October 1998), a position he resigned on 14
November.

In November 1997 Di Pietro was elected
Senator of the Republic. On 21 March 1998, he
founded the Italy of Values (L’Italia dei Valori)
movement, whose first priority was the collection
of signatures for the referendum on the abolition
of the proportional quota. On 19 February 1999
the Italy of Values movement joined the movement
of the Democrats (i Democratici). On 13 June
1999 Di Pietro was elected to the European
Parliament, and on 2 February 2000 he became
the head of the Senate faction of the Democrats.
On 9 February he joined a Senate constitutional-
affairs commission on Tangentopoli, charged with
establishing the parameters of a law sanctioning a
commission of inquest on Tangentopoli. In
February 2000 he created ‘‘The Observatory on

Legality and the Issue of Morality,’’ to promote
the issue of morality in Europe as the ethical under-
pinning of a restored political framework. On 3
May 2000 he founded his own autonomous move-
ment, the ‘‘Lista Di Pietro—Italia dei Valori,’’ in
both the Senate and the European Parliament,
which he represented in the elections of April
2001 (winning 1,443,057 votes for the House
and 1,139,566 for the Senate).

On 7 February 2002 he was elected president
of the delegation of the European Parliament at the
commissions for cooperation with Asiatic countries
(EU-Kazakhstan, EU-Kirghizistan, EU-Uzbekistan)
and as a member of the delegation for the relations
with Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Mongolia. In
June 2002 he published the book Mani pulti. La
vera storia (Clean hands. The true story). In addi-
tion to his contributions to daily papers and national
and foreign magazines, Di Pietro has published var-
ious works in the fields of law and information
technology as well as civic-education texts for use
in secondary schools, such as Diventare grandi,
Costruire il futuro (1995).

See also Craxi, Bettino; Crime and Justice; European
Parliament; Italy; Northern League.
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MARIA TERESA GIUSTI

n

DISARMAMENT. The elimination of all
weapons and armed forces, typically known as dis-
armament, was a widespread but elusive goal in the
twentieth century. It should not be confused with
arms control—the limitation of the numbers and
types of weapons—though the two terms are often
used synonymously. Disarmament enjoyed the sup-
port of many statesmen and a number of important
mass movements, but self-preservation and the
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logic of great-power relations repeatedly under-
mined its idealistic foundations and prevented se-
rious progress. Technological development and the
proliferation of ever-more-deadly varieties of weap-
ons—especially biological, chemical, and nuclear—
also meant that far more and far deadlier weapons
were available worldwide at the end of the century
than at its beginning. Yet despite this record of
failure, there have been a few major successes,
offering advocates lessons and hope for the future.

The most common argument used in favor of
disarmament is that it reduces the likelihood of
war. The fewer weapons states have, the logic goes,
the fewer their means to attack their neighbors and
the lower their chances of winning a war. Similarly,
disarmament’s supporters argue that without
restraints on weapons and armed forces, states can
easily fall into arms races, which further increase the
chance of war. The classic example here is the
Anglo-German naval buildup in the first decade of
the century, which, by straining relations between
the two countries, helped set the stage for the First
World War. Particularly since the development of
nuclear weapons, some advocates have taken a
moral position in favor of disarmament, arguing
that it is unethical for states even to possess weap-
ons capable of killing millions and destroying entire
countries.

Disarmament’s opponents take issue with these
positions. In their view the causes of wars run
deeper than the numbers of weapons on both sides.
In fact arms races are the result, not the cause, of
the international tensions that can lead to war.
Moreover, given that the state’s primary goal is to
protect its citizens, it would be foolish to disarm in
the face of real threats. This logic was especially
powerful in the Cold War, when nuclear deterrence
provided the foundation for the period’s ‘‘long
peace.’’

Even after the Soviet Union’s collapse, the
debate about disarmament continued apace.
Advocates expanded their focus to include small
arms and other weapons less lethal but more wide-
spread than nuclear weapons, winning a major vic-
tory with the 1997 Ottawa Treaty banning
antipersonnel land mines. Controversially, the
U.S. government used disarmament as one of its
major arguments to justify the 2003 invasion of
Iraq. At the beginning of the twenty-first century

the debate about the wisdom of disarmament—in

Iraq and beyond—rages on, and so long as states

have armed forces, it will continue to do so.

WORLD WAR I AND THE TREATY

OF VERSAILLES

The disarmament of Germany was a major feature

of the Paris Peace Conference (1919–1920), which

the victors convened to end the First World War.

In the aftermath of the bloodiest war in history,

politicians, journalists, and academics argued that

the prewar Anglo-German naval arms race had

been one of the chief causes of the conflict. It was

therefore essential to limit or reduce the size and

scope of states’ armed forces in order to prevent

future wars. But rather than proceeding with dis-

armament multilaterally, the victors decided to

impose it on the defeated powers, particularly

Germany.

Germany had invaded France twice in the fifty

years prior to the peace conference, which meant

its ability to act aggressively in future had to be

reined in. The Allied politicians who led the con-

ference—David Lloyd George of Great Britain,

Georges Clemenceau of France, and Woodrow

Wilson of the United States, collectively known as

the ‘‘Big Three’’—agreed that measures to con-

strain German military power were necessary but

disagreed about their severity. Clemenceau took

the most extreme position. Like many of his com-

patriots, the French premier believed that the very

existence of Germany posed a serious threat to

French and even European security. In his view

Germany had to be dismembered. Failing that, he

wanted Germany’s industrial heartland, the Rhine

valley, to be amputated from the rest of the country

and transformed into an independent republic.

Lloyd George and Wilson took a far less aggressive

line. The British prime minister firmly believed

that a stable, unified Germany was essential to

the Continental balance of power. Imposing a

Carthaginian peace on the defeated country would

destabilize the Continent and potentially open the

door to French domination. Wilson, uninterested

in the ‘‘old diplomacy’’ of the balance of power,

likewise sided against Clemenceau, offering the

League of Nations instead as the guarantor of post-

war peace.
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They eventually reached a compromise. The

Treaty of Versailles imposed an elaborate system

of shackles on German military power in order to

destroy the country’s capacity to wage aggressive

war. During the war the Imperial Navy had num-

bered more than seventy ships, but the vast major-

ity of these had been scuttled in 1919 during their

internment in Scotland. According to the treaty,

Germany’s postwar navy could have no more than

twenty-four ships, including, at most, six battle-

ships. Submarines, which had proven such an effec-

tive weapon against the Allies, were forbidden

outright. The army, four million strong during

the war, would be capped at one hundred thou-

sand, down even from its prewar strength of seven

hundred thousand. Germany could have no tanks,

heavy artillery, or general staff. The Rhineland

would be demilitarized and occupied by Allied
troops for fifteen years. The Allies would control
the Saar and its rich coalfields for the same period.
Finally, in order to prevent a large segment of the
population from acquiring military training, con-
scription was banned. These were tough measures
indeed, and despite early acquiescence, Germany
resisted them with increasing ferocity as time
went on.

WASHINGTON NAVAL CONFERENCE

Two years later the United States convened an
international conference on the military and politi-
cal situation in East Asia and the Pacific. The con-
ference opened in Washington, D.C., in late 1921,
the first conference in history whose primary goals
were disarmament and arms control. It was also the

Members of the League of Nations Disarmament Conference convened in Geneva, September 1924. Among

the issues discussed at this historic session was enforcement of the terms of the Treaty of Versailles regarding the

disarmament of Germany. ªCORBIS
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first international conference held in the United
States, testament to the country’s ascent to world-
power status. Secretary of State Charles Evans
Hughes used the rhetoric of disarmament and
peace in his invitations, but his goals were more
pragmatic than idealistic. Above all, he wanted to
check British and Japanese power in the Pacific,
and this is exactly what he achieved.

Besides the United States, eight countries took
part: Britain, Japan, France, Italy, the Netherlands,
Belgium, Portugal, and China. Between November
1921 and February 1922 they produced three
major agreements. The most important of these
was the Five-Power Treaty, also known as the
Naval Limitation Treaty. According to its terms,
the United States, Britain, and Japan would main-
tain a 5:5:3 ratio in capital ship tonnage, and the

French and Italian navies were each allowed an
absolute maximum of 175,000 tons for their capi-
tal fleets. As a consequence, twenty-six U.S.,
twenty-four British, and sixteen Japanese ships
(either already built or under construction) were
scrapped. This was a major change for British pol-
icy, given London’s long-standing faith that naval
superiority was the only way to ensure the security
of Britain and its empire. The formal acceptance of
naval parity with the United States amounted to an
acknowledgment that the British simply could not
afford to compete with the Americans in any kind
of naval arms race.

The same group of countries, minus Italy, also
negotiated the Four-Power Treaty, further confir-
mation of U.S. strategic ascendancy in the Pacific.
They agreed not to expand their Pacific possessions

Members of the Women’s International League prepare stacks of disarmament petitions for shipment to the

League of Nations headquarters, London, January 1932. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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and to consult each other in the event of any dis-
agreement about them. This rhetoric was soothing,
but it imposed no binding obligations. The agree-
ment’s real significance lay in the fact that it ended
the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, a mutual defense pact
dating from 1902. Concerned about their rivalry
with the Japanese in the Pacific, the Americans had
insisted on the cancellation of the pact in order to
avoid a confrontation with the British should war
break out with Japan. London preferred to main-
tain the alliance, which eased the burden of its
Pacific commitments, but it feared being dragged
into a U.S.-Japanese war on Tokyo’s side. The
British therefore bowed to U.S. demands and
accepted the Four-Power Treaty, even though it
offered nothing like the firm security guarantees
of the old alliance.

The final agreement, which involved all of the
countries present at the conference, addressed the
problem of foreign possessions in China. The Nine-
Power Treaty obliged its signatories to respect
Chinese integrity, independence, and sovereignty
and to consider the future of extraterritoriality.
But like the Four-Power Treaty it required no
serious action. Echoing the United States’ long-
standing open door policy, it also gave the coun-
tries the right to do business in China on equal
terms.

With the unsurprising exception of the
Chinese, everyone involved deemed the confer-
ence a success. To varying degrees, it was. More
importantly, it reflected not an idealized vision of
disarmament or pacifism but rather the realities of
great-power politics.

LONDON CONFERENCE

The London Conference of 1930 continued the
work begun in Washington. The Washington
Conference had limited the construction of capital
ships, but the great powers continued to compete
in building midsize warships, known as cruisers. By
1930 the pressure on governments to disarm had
increased substantially, not least because of the
necessity of cutting spending. In these conditions
cruiser competition was scarcely sustainable. British
Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald therefore
invited the Americans, Japanese, French, and
Italians to London to discuss limits on mid- and
small-size warships and to review the agreements

they had signed in Washington some eight years
before.

The conference opened in late January 1930
and ran for three months. Negotiations were hotly
contested and quickly reached an impasse. Benito
Mussolini’s Fascist government insisted that it
would reject any proposal that did not grant it at
least parity with France. France, concerned as ever
about foreign attack, refused to accept parity with
Italy unless a naval version of the 1925 Locarno
Pact—in which Britain guaranteed France’s eastern
border—were signed to protect its Mediterranean
coast. The British in turn dismissed any thought
of undertaking new security commitments when
it could not afford to maintain its preexisting
ones. Besides, Britain’s major interests in the
Mediterranean—the Levant and Suez Canal—lay
in the east, not the west. If this was not enough
to sink any hope of agreement, the British and
French both insisted that any new security pact
would require U.S. support, something that was
hardly forthcoming.

Despite the failure to include the French and
Italians, the British, Americans, and Japanese man-
aged to conclude a three-way settlement. They
extended 1922’s 5:5:3 ratio to cruiser, destroyer,
and submarine tonnage and declared a five-year
moratorium on battleship construction. In addi-
tion, the British yielded to a U.S. demand that
neither country be allowed more than fifty cruisers.
In practice this meant that the British fleet would
be pared down to match the size of the U.S. fleet
rather than requiring the Americans to build up to
the British level. Washington achieved full naval
parity on the cheap, and the British made progress
toward financial solvency, even if at the cost of
security.

LEAGUE OF NATIONS DISARMAMENT

CONFERENCE

Disarmament was one of the chief objectives of the
League of Nations, which the Treaty of Versailles
had established in 1919. Article 8 of the League’s
Covenant committed members to reducing arma-
ments ‘‘to the lowest point consistent with national
safety,’’ but by the early 1930s none of the mem-
bers had acted on this pledge. A general disarma-
ment conference had first been proposed for 1925,
but it did not actually meet until 1932 due to a lack
of enthusiasm. Even after its opening in Geneva in
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February of that year its prospects for success

were slim.

Its rationale was the same as that of the

Washington and London Conferences, but its

scope extended beyond strictly naval questions.

Due to continued economic woes, most govern-

ments were under serious fiscal strain. In these

circumstances, the prospect of curbing spending

on ground, sea, and air forces was most welcome.

Strategic concerns played a role too. Germany,

under the increasingly unstable Weimar Republic,

was determined to throw off the remaining

shackles of Versailles and reestablish itself as a full

and equal European state. Many in the British

government sympathized with these demands, feel-

ing that German rehabilitation was long overdue.

From London’s point of view a strong and stable

Germany was essential as a counterweight to

France. Naturally the French could not tolerate
the security threat that German equality would
pose and so were reluctant to agree to any limita-
tions at all. On top of this basic conflict, disagree-
ments about the definitions of the various kinds
of armaments made progress extremely difficult.
Having reached a standstill, the conference
adjourned in June 1933. When it reconvened in
October, Germany—led by Adolf Hitler and the
Nazi Party—withdrew, refusing to consider any
limitations on German power. The conference
effectively collapsed, though officially it limped on
until 1937, by which point all hope of disarmament
was lost thanks to the increasing likelihood of
another major war.

THE ATOMIC BOMB

The arrival of atomic weapons at the end of
the Second World War raised the stakes of

A London policeman talks to demonstrators outside a NATO meeting convened to discuss strengthening

nuclear capabilities, May 1950. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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disarmament to levels that had previously been

unthinkable. Even before the bombings of

Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the prospect of weapons

able to destroy cities caused serious apprehension,

including among those working to build them.

The first atomic weapons were developed in the

strictest secrecy through a joint U.S.-British-

Canadian wartime effort known as the Manhattan

Project. In 1939 Albert Einstein, a pioneer in the

field of nuclear physics, urged U.S. president

Franklin D. Roosevelt to establish the project.

Einstein feared that without a concentrated, gov-

ernment-directed Allied effort, the Germans might

develop the bomb first. But once the bomb had

been built and the war won, he worried that

nuclear weapons could cause untold future damage

if not properly controlled. He insisted that scien-

tists had to make ‘‘governments aware of the

unspeakable disaster they are certain to provoke

unless they change their attitude towards each

other and towards the task of shaping the future’’

(Einstein, p. 200). Atomic war was too terrible to

contemplate, and governments therefore had to

make every effort—especially by disarming—to

avoid war. J. Robert Oppenheimer, the American

scientist who had headed the Manhattan Project,

shared Einstein’s feelings. He said that the physi-

cists who built the bomb ‘‘have known sin; and this

is a knowledge which they cannot lose’’ (Bird and

Sherwin, p. 388).

Official U.S. support for nuclear weapons

remained strong despite this high-profile concern.

President Harry S. Truman regarded the develop-

ment of nuclear weapons and energy as the pinna-

cle of modern science, and the U.S. press was

generally sanguine about the peacetime benefits of

nuclear power. Geopolitically the bomb seemed to

offer the United States an important advantage

over the Soviet Union in a relationship that was

growing increasingly tense. The U.S. government

cast atomic weapons as one of the pillars of national

security, though the U.S. public was divided over

their use. The key ethical questions surrounding

the construction and use of nuclear weapons first

arose in the mid-to-late 1940s, and have persisted

ever since. How could such a destructive weapon of

war provide a basis for a durable peace? Was it

moral to threaten the use of such weapons, or even

to possess them? The logic of nuclear deterrence,

then only slowly coming into shape, was unpalat-
able indeed.

CAMPAIGN FOR NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT

AND EARLY ANTINUCLEAR MOVEMENTS

The development of the Soviet atomic bomb in
1949—several years ahead of U.S. predictions—
and the detonation of the first hydrogen (or ther-
monuclear) bombs in 1953 and 1954, by the
Soviet Union and the United States respectively,
only intensified the debate. These new types of
weapons were hundreds of times more powerful
than the bombs dropped on Japan. It was obvious
that a U.S.-Soviet war had the potential not only to
destroy both countries but to make entire conti-
nents uninhabitable. In this context, President
Dwight D. Eisenhower announced his ‘‘New
Look’’ defense strategy, the cornerstone of which
was ‘‘massive retaliation.’’ Given the costs of the
Korean War and defense spending in general, he
was eager to cut the military’s budget and therefore
proclaimed massive retaliation the basis of U.S.
defense policy. Any Soviet attack on NATO, con-
ventional or otherwise, would be met with a full-
scale nuclear response. Any European war would
automatically be a nuclear war.

These developments spawned considerable
public outcry in Europe and, to a lesser extent, in
North America. In a 1955 press conference the
British philosopher Bertrand Russell issued a docu-
ment known as the Russell-Einstein Manifesto,
named for two of its most prominent signatories.
It warned that unless statesmen took decisive
action to resolve their disputes peacefully, a war
waged with thermonuclear weapons was a serious
possibility. Such a war would destroy whole cities
and make the entire planet uninhabitable. Every
person on earth, warned the manifesto, was ‘‘in
imminent danger of perishing agonizingly.’’ Its
signatories urged leaders: ‘‘Remember your
humanity, and forget the rest.’’

Three years later, a number of prominent
Britons, including Russell, founded the Campaign
for Nuclear Disarmament (CND), which institution-
alized the manifesto’s ideas. Its platform was simple:
governments should give up their entire nuclear
arsenals unilaterally. Besides Russell himself, the
historians A. J. P. Taylor and E. P. Thompson,
the publisher Victor Gollancz, and the politician
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and polemicist Michael Foot were among its origi-
nal members. To promote its cause it staged mas-
sive public rallies—often in London’s Trafalgar
Square—that attracted crowds numbering in the
thousands. At one of its first protest marches, from
London to Aldermaston, the site of Britain’s main
nuclear weapons research and manufacturing facil-
ity, it unveiled its logo, which was popularized in
the 1960s and has since become internationally
known as the ‘‘peace symbol.’’

CND’s membership grew dramatically and
quickly. By the early 1960s it claimed the support
of as much as a third of Britain’s population. Yet
after the Cuban missile crisis (1962) and the sign-
ing of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (1963), and
with the rise of public opposition to the Vietnam
War in the mid-to-late 1960s, CND’s prominence
and membership waned. Protests continued, but
on a much smaller scale than before. It is difficult
to say whether the group had any significant impact
on British policy in these early years. When the
Labour Party leader Harold Wilson became prime
minister in 1964, he simply ignored pressure to
give up Britain’s modest nuclear stockpile, even
though many prominent party members were
themselves supporters of CND and staunch advo-
cates of unilateral disarmament.

DISARMAMENT IN THE 1980S

The disarmament cause fell by the wayside during
the late 1960s and through the 1970s, largely
because protesting the Vietnam War absorbed the
energy of most disarmament advocates, who typi-
cally were to the left of the political spectrum. Yet
disarmament gained a new urgency in the late
1970s and early 1980s as the end of détente and
worsening superpower relations raised the specter
of nuclear war once again. As important as the
conflict between the superpowers, however, was
the clash between Western governments and large
segments of their own populations over the wis-
dom of nuclear deterrence, the foundation of
Western defense policy.

In December 1979, NATO announced the
deployment of Cruise and Pershing 2 nuclear mis-
siles to Western Europe, including Britain, West
Germany, the Netherlands, and Italy. The effort
was both a response to the Soviet deployment of
new SS-20 nuclear missiles across Eastern Europe

in 1977 and an American attempt to demonstrate a
continued commitment to the defense of Western
Europe. Huge protests erupted in Western Europe,
reinvigorating the dormant antinuclear movement.
In Britain, CND membership increased twentyfold
in the early 1980s, and the Labour Party, which
had accepted nuclear weapons in the 1960s, fea-
tured unilateral disarmament as a key plank in its
1983 election campaign. In West Germany more
than two million people signed an antinuclear peti-
tion organized by opposition political and clerical
leaders. In 1981 and 1982 hundreds of thousands
gathered for protest rallies in Bonn, the federal
capital. Yet neither the British nor German disar-
mament campaigns, as large as they were, suc-
ceeded in reversing official policy. Margaret
Thatcher’s Conservatives and Helmut Kohl’s
Christian Democrats won their respective elections
in 1983, cementing the British and West German
commitments to NATO and the new deployments.
The missiles began to arrive later that year.

Despite this defeat, unexpected support for the
disarmament cause came shortly thereafter from
President Ronald Reagan, a resolute hawk who
had vigorously defended the NATO missile deploy-
ments. It is debatable whether Reagan advocated
disarmament out of genuine personal conviction or
as an attempt to assuage hostile European public
opinion. In any event, after the war scare following
NATO’s 1983 Able Archer exercises, he formu-
lated what became known as the ‘‘zero option.’’

At his 1986 Reykjavik, Iceland, summit meet-
ing with the Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorbachev,
Reagan, much to the consternation of many top
members of his administration, offered to withdraw
all Pershing missiles from Europe if the Soviets
would do the same with their SS-20s. In addition,
both sides would destroy almost their entire
stockpiles of nuclear weapons, keeping only one
hundred each. Rather than gradual reductions,
both sides would move effectively to zero right
away. Gorbachev, sobered by the recent Chernobyl
disaster and eager to reduce Soviet military spend-
ing, responded enthusiastically. It seemed that the
most significant disarmament agreement of the
twentieth century was within reach. However,
Reagan refused to accept one of Gorbachev’s key
conditions—that the United States cancel the
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), its program of
ballistic missile defense research—and the deal fell
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through. Gorbachev nevertheless persisted, and
after agreeing to negotiate on the European mis-
siles in isolation from SDI, the two sides came to
agreement. In December 1987 they signed the
Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty, which pledged
the elimination of the Cruise, Pershing 2, and SS-20
missiles. Though it applied to only a fraction of their
overall nuclear stockpiles, this was the first time that
the superpowers had agreed to cut their arsenals
instead of just limiting their expansion.

COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UNION

AND AFTER

With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end

of the Cold War, even greater progress was made

in reducing the superpowers’ nuclear stockpiles.

These cuts were achieved through the Strategic

Arms Reduction Treaties—known as START 1
and START 2—of 1991 and 1993. START 1
reflected the waning tensions of the Cold War.
It stringently limited the kinds of missiles and
warheads that the two sides could possess and led
them to destroy large portions of their arsenals.
After the USSR’s dissolution, the treaty’s obliga-
tions devolved to the successor states of Russia,
Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan. With the help
of U.S. disarmament specialists, all but Russia have
since destroyed the Soviet weapons they inherited.

START 2 banned Multiple Independently
Targetable Reentry Vehicles (MIRVs), a tech-
nology that allowed many nuclear warheads to be
placed on a single missile, each aimed at a different
target. However, because the United States did not
ratify it until 1996 and Russia until 2000, the treaty

Young people protest nuclear weapons at a rally in England, 1968. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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stagnated and failed to live up to its promise. In

2002 it was superseded by the Strategic Offensive

Reductions Treaty (SORT). Rather than eliminat-

ing MIRVs entirely, the United States and Russia

agreed to reduce their total warhead stockpiles to

between seventeen hundred and twenty-two hun-

dred. Despite the significant progress that has been

made since the end of the Cold War, and despite

the diminished importance of nuclear deterrence,

complete nuclear disarmament—as envisioned

variously by CND, Ronald Reagan, and Mikhail

Gorbachev—remains elusive.

Disarmament has been much debated since the

attacks of 11 September 2001, particularly with

reference to Iraq. After the Gulf War of 1991, the

United Nations imposed strict disarmament rules

on Saddam Hussein’s regime. The country was

forbidden from manufacturing or possessing any

kind of weapons of mass destruction, whether chem-

ical, biological, or nuclear. Teams of UN inspectors

were charged with verifying Iraqi compliance. But

over the course of the 1990s Hussein refused to

disarm and interfered with the inspections, leading

to more than a dozen Security Council resolutions

restating the original requirements and calling for

immediate cooperation. Nevertheless, no serious

action against Iraq was taken.

The situation reached a crisis point only in
2003, following renewed U.S. demands for com-
plete disarmament and unfettered access for UN
inspectors. President George W. Bush threatened
to overthrow the Iraqi government if it failed to meet
them. The Bush administration cited Hussein’s
recalcitrance in the face of these demands as one
of the main reasons for the U.S.-led invasion of
Iraq in March 2003. In the ensuing months, how-
ever, no Iraqi weapons of mass destruction were
found, calling into question one of the war’s chief
justifications.

Disarmament efforts continue to focus on weap-

ons of mass destruction rather than on conventional

weapons. Though Iraq no longer has such weapons,

the problem of disarmament remains acute. At the

top of the agenda is the spread of nuclear weapons

to both states (e.g., Iran and North Korea) and

nonstate actors (e.g., Al Qaeda and other Islamist

terrorist groups). Disarmament was and remains

among the most elusive ideals of modern

international relations, and despite past progress,
there is no sign that success will come any time soon.

See also Al Qaeda; Arms Control; Atomic Bomb; Islamic
Terrorism; League of Nations; Nuclear Weapons;
Terrorism; United Nations; Versailles, Treaty of.
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MICHAEL COTEY MORGAN

n

DISPLACED PERSONS. A new phenom-
enon developed throughout the twentieth century
in Europe: that of refugees and displaced persons.
During and immediately after both world wars, the
victims of these forced movements—mainly civi-
lians—could be counted by the millions.

Prior to World War I, many Jews from the
tsarist empire and Central Europe, Turks,
Bulgarians, and Southern Slavs were forced to leave
their countries. They did not know where to go
and were not easily accepted in other countries.
During, and especially after, World War I, the
number of displaced persons increased. The col-
lapse of empires (Hohenzollern, Habsburg, tsarist,
and Ottoman) and the strengthening of nation-
states led to massive migration. Poles, Balts,
Germans, and Russian victims of the Bolshevik
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Revolution and civil war numbered among the
peoples fleeing from violence and destruction.
Nearly 350,000 Armenians fled to Europe to
escape from the Turks. Overall, nearly six million
people were displaced between 1914 and 1919,
including the prisoners of war liberated in Central
Europe and Germany.

This was a difficult challenge for Europe to
face. The League of Nations set out to address
the problem. From 1920 on, the high commis-
sioner nominated by the League of Nations,
Norwegian-born Fridtjof Nansen (1861–1930),
planned assistance for Russian prisoners of war,
for the victims of the Russian civil war, for the
Armenians, and later for the Greeks and Turks
who were exchanged against their will through
the implementation of the 1923 Lausanne Treaty.

The fact displaced persons were seen as ‘‘state-
less persons’’ worsened their plight. Regardless of

whether or not they had left their country of ori-
gin, they did not have a passport and were not
entitled to any kind of protection or rights. To ease
their circumstances, Nansen convinced the League
of Nations to create a special passport known as the
‘‘Nansen passport.’’ By 1924 thirty-eight states had
agreed to it, effectively putting an end to the tragic
uprootedness of its beneficiaries.

This development was jeopardized by the
worldwide economic crisis of the 1930s and the
development of totalitarian regimes or dictator-
ships in Europe. The number of displaced persons
and refugees increased steadily. Jews under Nazi
Germany’s Nuremberg Laws faced a very serious
threat. By the end of 1937, 135,000 German Jews
were seeking refuge elsewhere in Europe, in the
United States, or in Palestine. The Spanish civil
war forced 450,000 people to flee to France in
the spring of 1939.

Displaced persons from various countries gather at a dispersal point in Ansalt, Germany, awaiting repatriation,

1945. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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During World War II, between 1939 and the

end of 1946, displacement grew: sixty million

people, adults and children alike, were affected.

Military action, in Belgium and France in 1940

for instance, was responsible for the displacement

of hundreds of thousands of civilians. At the end

of the war, it was the Germans’ turn to take to the

roads, fleeing from the Soviet Red Army. But

Hitler’s Germany, with its ‘‘New Order,’’ had

implemented throughout Europe a barbaric and

racial plan whose main victims were the Jews.

There were few survivors in the camps, and most

chose to leave Europe.

The Allies entering Germany, the liberation of

all types of prisoners (including prisoners of war),

the arrival of German civilians coming from the east,

and the flight of victims of the regime of Joseph

Stalin (r. 1929–1953) combined to create a chaotic

situation. Overall, between the end of World War II

and 1959, twenty million adults and children were

described as refugees and displaced persons.

In 1946 the first General Assembly of the

United Nations gave priority status to the issue of

refugees. This task became more formidable after

1947 with the deterioration of relations between

the Western Allies and the communist world. In

1949 the UN General Assembly set up the

UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR).

Through this specialized agency, the 1951 Geneva

Refugee Convention—the first of its kind—was

agreed upon. It stated the fundamental standards

in assisting refugees and displaced persons. At first,

it relied on the definition which had been used

since 1946: displaced person applies to a person

Displaced women and children arrive in Berlin, December 1945. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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‘‘who has been deported from, or has been obliged
to leave, his country of nationality or of former
habitual residence, such as persons who were com-
pelled to undertake forced labor or who were
deported for racial, religious or political reasons.’’

The Convention also provided a definition for
the word refugees, as formulated in its 1967 New
York Protocol. A refugee was defined as ‘‘a person
who is outside his/her country of nationality or
habitual residence; has a well-founded fear of per-
secution because of his/her race, religion, nation-
ality, membership in a particular social group or
political opinion; and is unable or unwilling to avail
himself/herself of the protection of that country,
or to return there, for fear of persecution.’’ The
main difference between displaced persons and
refugees was that the latter had crossed a border.

From the 1960s on the issue ceased to be
exclusively European in scope and spread to the
rest of the globe, in particular to former colonial
territories. The UNHCR’s estimate of the number
of refugees and displaced persons at the end of
the twentieth century was twenty to twenty-five
million. Europe now accounts for a much smaller
share of the global total, even in terms of displaced
persons and refugees being hosted.

In Michael Marrus’s words, the twentieth cen-
tury was the ‘‘age of refugees.’’ In Europe, the
phenomenon was directly related to the two world
wars and, as Hannah Arendt claimed, to the rise of
totalitarianism. It deeply affected the European
conscience, so much so that it contributed to an
‘‘urge for compensation’’: a strengthening of the
family and the post-1945 baby boom.

See also League of Nations; Refugees; United Nations;
World War I; World War II.
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BERNARD DELPAL

n

DISSIDENCE. While the term dissidence refers
generally to disagreement with a given viewpoint or
center of power, in terms of mid- to late-twentieth-
century European history it has also come to refer
specifically to a political resistance movement against
the socialist state of the Soviet Union and against its
satellite states in Eastern and Central Europe. The
Soviet origins of this movement are to be found in
the period following the death in March 1953 of
Soviet leader Joseph Stalin, who had ruled from the
late 1920s with a degree of political control that led
to the radical repression of public discourse, and a
degree of terror that led to the imprisonment and
death of innumerable Soviet citizens. That Stalin
appeared to be heading toward renewed abuses of
power just before his death gave extra impetus to
early post-Stalinist political discontent, which mani-
fested itself particularly in the realm of literature.
Individuals such as Vladimir Pomerantsev argued
for ‘‘sincerity in literature’’ in the Soviet literary jour-
nal Novy Mir (December 1953), while the Village
Prose literary movement (including such authors as
Fyodor Abramov, Valentin Rasputin, and a little later
Alexander Solzhenitsyn) opened a critical discussion
of state policies in rural Russia.

DISSENT AMONG THE URBAN ELITE

Broader stirrings of political discontent soon mani-
fested themselves in the kompanyas, or informal pri-
vate gatherings, of the urban, educated Soviet elite.
Private discussions, lectures, and musical events all
provided opportunities for an increasingly complex
critical discourse. The emergence among this same
group of samizdat, or self-publishing, in the face of
rigid state censorship of officially published materials
facilitated further dissemination and consolidation
among them of ideas and information that, despite
the liberalization of the so-called Thaw period under
Nikita Khrushchev, still remained untenable as pub-
lic political discourse. As many sought to understand
the meaning of their political system and its history,
early samizdat materials included poetry, novels, and
memoirs, many of them about the experience of
Stalinism. Other samizdat included forbidden or
censored materials in politics, literature, the sciences,
the humanities, and the social sciences. Several
samizdat journals were founded as well, including
the literary journal Syntax, published by Alexander
Ginzburg in 1959 and 1960 until he was arrested
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and imprisoned. Other resistance to the Soviet state

in this early period included student demonstrations

in 1956 as well as public literary and artistic gather-

ings in the late 1950s and the early 1960s.

Expansion and consolidation of the dissent

movement was triggered in the Soviet Union in

1965 by the trial of two prominent Moscow literary

figures who had published work in the West that

could not be published in the Soviet Union due to

censorship, Yuli Daniel and Andrei Sinyavsky. Both

men were condemned to substantial terms in prison

camps, arousing considerable anger among the kom-
panyas. Both men while imprisoned began to send

back to their Moscow family, friends, and supporters

new information about political prisoners they were

discovering in the prison camp system; relatively few
among the urban educated elite had been aware of
the large number of Soviet political prisoners more
than a decade after Stalin’s death. This information,
along with the samizdat publication of former poli-
tical prisoner Anatoly Marchenko’s My Testimony,
about his own prison experience, led to a growing
awareness of more widespread resistance to the
Soviet state, especially among ethnic and religious
minorities in the Soviet system; it led as well to
increasing solidarity of the urban Russian movement
with other dissenters in the Soviet Union.

ETHNIC AND RELIGIOUS MOVEMENTS

Prominent among the non-Russian ethnic dissent
movements was a growing Ukrainian nationalist
movement that was rooted in the revival of Ukrainian
cultural life during the late 1950s and the 1960s. The
Baltics (Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia) had come
under Soviet control only with the Nazi-Soviet Pact
of 1939; despite the decimation of their populations as
multitudes of ethnic Balts were exported from the
region upon the Soviet takeover, they too experienced
revivals of national folklore, literature, and art that by
the 1960s contributed to growing national self-con-
sciousness and dissent. In the Caucusus, Georgian and
Armenian nationalist dissident movements took shape
in the 1960s as well. The role of samizdat in the
expansion of ethnic self-awareness and growing
nationalism among all of these ethnic groups was vital.

Members of other ethnic groups had very spe-
cific reasons for resistance. The Crimean Tatars had
suffered deportation from their native lands during
World War II, as had the Meshki from their territory
in southern Georgia; both groups sought the right
to return to their lands. Some Soviet Germans, who
had suffered persecution since World War II, wished
to leave the Soviet Union. Some ethnic Jews, many
of whom had experienced severe disenchantment with
the Soviet system due to Stalin’s virulent anti-Semitism
in the last years of his life, also sought the right to
leave the Soviet Union. Those seeking religious
freedom included Baptist, Pentecostalist, Seventh-
Day Adventist, Jewish, and Russian Orthodox wor-
shippers. Against the background of the official
Soviet policy of atheism, they, like other dissenters,
formed networks and produced samizdat for
spreading information and building interest and
support. Participants in all of the ethnic and

Czech playwright Václav Havel, photographed in 1976.

A leader of the dissident group Charter 77, Havel was

imprisoned by the Czech Communist government from 1979

to 1983. After the fall of the Soviet Union, he was elected

president of Czechoslovakia and later of the Czech Republic.
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religious dissident movements experienced arrest
and imprisonment by the threatened and hostile
Soviet state.

Central to the growth of solidarity among these
greatly varied movements was the expansion of
information networks. Perhaps of greatest impor-
tance was the publication inside the Soviet Union
of the Moscow-based samizdat dissent newsletter
Chronicle of Current Events, first published in
1968; the Chronicle’s founders and supporters col-
lected and publicized detailed information about the
locations, official crimes, and sentences of political
prisoners across the Soviet Union. Also of great
importance was the dissident development of ties
with Western news correspondents and other
Westerners based primarily in the capital city of
Moscow who were willing to help the movement
by publicizing its cause outside the Soviet Union.
Foreign reporting on dissent increased popular and
political interest in the topic in the West. Contact
with Western journalists had an impact inside the
Soviet Union as well, as such U.S.-supported organs
as Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty and Voice of
America beamed previously published or broadcast
information about the dissident movement back into
the Soviet Union shortly after its dissemination in the
West.

COMMON GOALS AND CAUSES

Given the variety and complexity of the Soviet
dissent movements, it would be difficult to argue
for a single ideological purpose among Soviet dis-
senters. Yet perhaps one reason for the impact of
the movement as a whole despite its manifest inter-
nal contradictions was the ability of those at the
Moscow center of power and communications to
articulate goals that could be supported by all or
at least most other dissenters. Alexander Esenin-
Volpin of Moscow argued that the Soviet
Constitution of 1936 guaranteed a wide range
of rights that its citizens should band together to
defend; this theory helped to give dissenters of
all stripes a sense of legal legitimacy as they
continued their campaign against the Soviet state
through meetings, demonstrations, circulation of
letters and petitions, and publication of trial
materials. Esenin-Volpin also demanded what he
called glasnost, or transparency, especially in the
trials of dissenters. This argument, going back to

imperial Russia in the nineteenth century, held
that the state should render its deliberations,
decisions, and actions open to public scrutiny.
Particularly appealing to the numerous dissenters
of the professional class were the arguments of
the renowned Soviet physicist Andrei Sakharov
that progress could best be achieved in the
Soviet Union through intellectual and profes-
sional freedom and peaceful coexistence with
the Western world. Sakharov received the Nobel
Peace Prize in 1975.

Another approach that could be supported by a
variety of dissenters and other members of the edu-
cated elite as well was a small but vibrant voluntary
charity movement to help political prisoners of all
sorts, as well as their families, by collecting and redis-
tributing money, food, clothing, reading material,
and other urgently needed material goods. This spon-
taneous movement was eventually largely replaced by
a single organization, the Fund for Aid to Political
Prisoners. Author Alexander Solzhenitsyn donated all
of his substantial Western royalties for his famous
prison camp study The Gulag Archipelago to create
the fund in 1974. Its first chairman was Alexander
Ginzburg. The fund soon became a target of the
Soviet secret police (KGB), who sought to damage
its reputation for selfless charity by planting forbidden
Western currency in the apartment of Alexander
Ginzburg. Ginzburg was put on trial and imprisoned
for this manufactured crime; the Soviet state targeted
later leaders of the fund with similar determination.
Among many other activities supporting prisoners,
the Fund for Aid to Political Prisoners helped to
finance efforts to uncover and publicize Soviet abuses
of psychiatry against political prisoners. The informa-
tion that the Soviet state was punishing Soviet dis-
sidents by imprisoning them in psychiatric hospitals
was initially disbelieved by Western psychiatric profes-
sionals but ultimately did a great deal to discredit
Soviet efforts to repress dissent.

Yet another cause that most participants in the
varying Soviet dissent movements could support was
that of human rights generally in the Soviet Union.
The first humanrights association, the Initiative Group
to Defend Human Rights in the USSR, was formed in
May 1969. A second group, the Committee for
Human Rights in the USSR, was founded in 1970.
The Helsinki Accords (Final Act of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe) signed in 1975
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legitimized and greatly strengthened the human rights

movement in the Soviet Union; this diplomatic agree-

ment among the United States, Canada, the Soviet

Union, the countries of Western Europe, and

Turkey, essentially exchanged Western acquiescence

to the sphere of Soviet control in Eastern and Central

Europe for a Soviet commitment to respect human

rights in the territories of the Soviet sphere. In 1976

the Moscow Helsinki Watch Group was established

with strong ties to Western human rights networks;

other Helsinki Watch groups were formed soon there-

after in Ukraine, Lithuania, Georgia, and Armenia. A

significant U.S. actor on the Western side was Robert

Bernstein, president and CEO of the U.S. publisher

Random House and founding chair of Human

Rights Watch in 1978. Also in the United States,

the Helsinki Commission, or Commission for

Security and Cooperation in Europe, was estab-

lished with nine senators, nine congressional repre-

sentatives, and one representative each from the

Departments of State, Defense, and Commerce.

Another U.S. figure to support Soviet and Soviet
bloc dissenters was President Jimmy Carter, who
during his period in office (1977–1981) made
human rights a centerpiece of his foreign policy,
and who intervened personally on behalf of several
individual political prisoners.

EASTERN AND CENTRAL EUROPE

The situation of dissenters was different in the so-
called Soviet bloc of Eastern and Central Europe to
some extent because while Soviet dissidents were
struggling against their own political system, those
in Eastern and Central Europe were struggling in
part against foreign (Soviet) control, as well as
against those of their compatriots who had been
co-opted by Soviet power to rule in its place. After
the Soviet Union had taken control of most of the
lands of Eastern and Central Europe following
World War II, there had been a series of significant
uprisings in that region: in East Germany in 1953, in
Hungary and Poland in 1956, and in Czechoslovakia

Avital Scharansky, wife of Soviet dissident Anatoly Scharansky, holds a protest in New York City, 1985.

ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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in 1968. The Czech revolution of 1968 reached
the highest levels of the Czech government and
was both deeply threatening to the Soviet authorities
and inspiring to dissenters throughout the Soviet
sphere. Under the leadership of Alexander Dubček,
Czechoslovakia took substantial steps toward a
reformed socialist system under the motto ‘‘socialism
with a human face.’’ Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev
responded by invading the country and returning it
to what was described as ‘‘normalization’’ under
more rigorous Soviet control.

In the period following, dissent took a variety of
forms in Eastern Europe. It tended to focus around
the networks of intellectual or artistic life, with the
distribution of underground printed or typed mate-
rials and the establishment of underground ‘‘univer-
sities,’’ or private seminar series. Religion could also
play a significant role, as in the cases of Catholicism
in Poland and the Slovak lands of Czechoslovakia,
and Protestantism in East Germany. A number
of complex and substantial dissenting discourses
developed throughout the region, as intellectuals
struggled with the questions of whether and how
to resist Soviet and other state encroachment on
society and on individual liberties. In Poland, the
journalist Adam Michnik argued for what he called
the ‘‘New Evolutionism’’ (1976). Poles could expect
no advantage from radical, violent action, he wrote,
as the Soviets would crush them, and dissenting
intellectuals could not expect to carry the day them-
selves, but would need the support of the working
class that was so important to the socialist Polish
state. Personal commitment to action rather than
passivity, to the possible rather than the ideal, to
improving one’s life and community, were the foun-
dations of his model for resistance.

Czech playwright Václav Havel argued for ‘‘liv-
ing in truth’’ as a means of resisting the distortions of
language and communication that were part and
parcel of Soviet political co-optation and control of
the Czechoslovak state. Like Michnik, he believed
resistance to the state lay in the simple, everyday
commitment of individuals to active integrity, articu-
lating this belief most famously in his essay ‘‘The
Power of the Powerless’’ (1979). Hungarian intel-
lectual dissent was early influenced by the Budapest
school of the Marxist theorist György Lukács, and
thus such thinkers as Janos Kis and György Bence
originally sought to criticize Hungarian socialism in
Marxist materialist terms (Towards an East European

Marxism, 1978). Other important materialist cri-
tiques of socialism in Hungary included Ivan
Szelenyi and György Konrad’s Intellectuals on the
Road to Class Power (1979). In East Germany, the
former Communist Party member Rudolph Bahro
also argued for Marxist reform, in his book The
Alternative (1977).

A major development in active political Eastern
European dissent was the formation of a Polish
resistance movement that did indeed, as Michnik
had recommended, coordinate the energies of
intellectuals with those of workers. At the heart of
this intellectual-worker alliance were KOR, or the
Worker’s Defense Committee, established in 1976,
and the Solidarity union, led by Lech Wałȩsa and
resulting from a vast outbreak of strikes in 1980
that ultimately drew ten million Polish workers.
The visit of the Polish Catholic pope John Paul II
in 1979 had served as one inspiration for the devel-
opment of this vast Polish resistance movement,
which by 1981 was having a considerable impact
on Polish government policies. General Wojciech
Jaruzelski’s seizure of political power in a coup in
December 1981 put a substantial crimp in KOR
and Solidarity activities. Whether or not the coup
had saved Poland from a Soviet invasion like that of
Czechoslovakia in 1968 was a topic of intense
debate.

Another significant moment in Eastern European
dissent took place in Czechoslovakia, where writers
and musicians played a role in building toward the
formation of a dissident organization established in
1977, Charter 77. The arrest and trial in 1976 of
members of the underground rock group Plastic
People of the Universe on a variety of charges,
including gross indecency and moral offensiveness,
inspired an outburst of support from Czech intel-
lectuals. Among their most famous defenders was
Václav Havel, who wrote in a widespread under-
ground essay entitled ‘‘The Trial’’ that at a time of
such oppression by the state, ‘‘there are only two
things one can do: gamble everything, or throw in
the cards.’’ The ‘‘Chartists,’’ as signatories of
Charter 77 were called, chose to gamble everything,
forming a human rights organization that, like the
Helsinki Watch Group of the Soviet Union,
demanded the observation of the Helsinki Accords
on human rights. The Czechoslovak state took
sharp action against Charter 77, but it persisted
and gained in membership over the following years.
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THE GLASNOST ERA

By the early to mid-1980s, dissent in the Soviet

Union suffered considerable depredations as many

dissidents were either imprisoned or exiled to the

West or internally (such as Andrei Sakharov to the

Soviet city of Gorky in 1980), and as internal con-

flicts among the various movements began to man-

ifest themselves more strongly. The Soviet state’s

policy of discrediting dissidents as opportunistic,

more interested in material gain through exposure

to Westerners and Western life than in reforming

society, also had an effect. But it was in the Soviet

Union that the state leadership began to move

toward acceptance of the dissident critique of state

control and politicization of individuals and society,

under the leadership of Mikhail Gorbachev. In 1987

Gorbachev implemented his policy of glasnost in

order to open public discourse. He also brought to

an end Soviet support for the East European satellite

governments, allowing the forces of dissent and

revolution to take over in Eastern Europe in 1989

without threat of Soviet invasion. The Soviet Union

itself proved incapable of surviving open public dis-

course as a body politic, as some of the debates that

had simmered among the great variety of dissidents

surged to the surface of public discourse, along with

many other tensions in Soviet society. Above all,

ethnic and nationalist discontent, including a grow-

ing Russian nationalist movement that involved,

among others, such early Village Prose authors as

Valentin Rasputin, had an impact, leading to the

disintegration of the Soviet Union as a multiethnic

empire in 1991.

The impact of Soviet and Soviet bloc dissent on

the post-Soviet period has not yet been settled by

history. In Poland and Czechoslovakia, two former

dissenters, Václav Havel and Lech Wa�ęsa, became

major political leaders in the 1990s. More broadly,

while the dissident emphasis on individual respon-

sibility to speak out and to take action against

injustice laid an evident groundwork for post-

Soviet discourse on civil society in Central and

Eastern Europe and in the former Soviet Union,

it will take generations for the ideas and the history

of dissenters to work themselves out in the region

that bred them.

See also Havel, Václav; Radio Free Europe; Samizdat;
Solidarity; Solzhenitsyn, Alexander; Wa�ęsa, Lech.
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BARBARA WALKER

n

DIVORCE. Unlike the Protestant view, Catholic
doctrine considers marriage as an indissoluble sacra-
ment. At the end of the eighteenth century, the
monopoly on matrimonial cases that the Catholic
Church was still claiming to exercise in many
European countries was severely shaken. Among
other questions, the controversy was strong over the
opportunity to allow divorce, within a conception of
marriage based on contract, favoring the affection
between spouses rather than the strategies of alliances
between families. In France the revolutionary law of
1792 made divorce possible through three proce-
dures: certain determinate causes; mutual consent;
and incompatibility, even when just one spouse
alleged an incompatibility of temperament. This per-
missive and egalitarian law was abrogated by the Civil
Code of 1804—applicable for various periods in a
number of European countries after the Napoleonic
conquests—which signified a return to an earlier
order typified by inequality between husband and
wife. The principle of divorce was maintained, in the
name of the religious liberty, but the grounds were
reduced. The civil code established a limited number
of faults (the wife’s adultery; the husband keeping a
concubine in the matrimonial home; cruelty; and
condemnation to certain penal sanctions). Divorce
by mutual consent was also provided for, but made
very difficult to obtain and was full of disadvantages
for both the parties. This procedure by mutual con-
sent was in fact preserved for one main reason: to
allow the dissimulation of ‘‘scandalous’’ causes, for
the sake of family order. It was only in 1857 in
England and Wales, outside the influence of the
French Civil Code, that divorce was made available
in a new nonecclesiastical court. The new procedure,
which replaced the need for a private act of
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Parliament, rested exclusively on the grounds of fault,
which was categorized differently for men and
women. In Germany, it was only thanks to the com-
ing into force of the first German Civil Code (BGB
1900) that uniform divorce legislation became applic-
able, on the grounds of fault as well.

In some European countries divorce, which
had been provided for during relatively liberal pe-
riods, was suppressed following the imposition of
authoritarian regimes. For example, in Portugal
divorce was introduced in 1910, abrogated in
1940, and reintroduced in 1975; in Spain it was
introduced by the Republicans, suppressed under
the regime of Francisco Franco, and reestablished
in 1980. In Russia, civil divorce was only possible
after the Bolshevik Revolution (1917) and in
Austria, after the Anschluss (1938). Accused of
contributing to the destruction of the family,
already allegedly imperiled progressively by
women’s emancipation and the decline of marital
power, divorce became a major political issue, and,
for a long time, moralists and even sociologists
considered it a ‘‘social evil,’’ criticizing the damage
provoked by rare examples of liberal legislation (for
example, in the United States and the Soviet
Union). This distaste explains why most European
countries first organized divorce around the notion
of some fault committed by one of the spouses.
The view was that marriage, seen as an institution,
should only be broken in extremely serious cases,
and legislators hoped that these would be rare.
Belgium was an exception by admitting mutual
consent, which was organized according to the
restrictive logic of the Code Napoleon. Some
countries, such as Norway, also recognized divorce
on the grounds of insanity, which strictly speaking
could not be considered as a fault.

CATHOLICISM AND DIVORCE

Catholicism continued to influence the issue of
divorce in Europe during the twentieth century.
Papal encyclicals repeated indefatigably the sacred
character of marriage, with clear impact on secular
law, as some countries only introduced divorce very
late (Italy, 1970; Ireland, 1996) or even still refuse
to allow it in the early twenty-first century (Malta,
despite its membership in the European Union,
although the situation there may change, as it did
in Ireland). The secularization of marriage, as a civil

contract, became predominant, even in non-
Catholic countries (Greece, 1920). Strictly speak-
ing, judicial separation—which does not authorize
remarriage—remains the only possibility for obser-
vant Catholics, if apart from exceptional cases of
annulment as illustrated by the famous case of
Caroline of Monaco (1992).

PREWAR AND POSTWAR EUROPE

For a long time, the divorce rate in Europe
remained very low. Divorced spouses were often
socially ostracized and remarriages were dis-
approved of. Progressively, however, the notion
of fault appeared inadequate in contrast with the
extreme complexity of conjugal life. Collusion and
condonation between spouses to disguise mutual
consent in the form of a fault was widespread. For
their part, judges played an important role, inter-
preting legal categories so as to widen the grounds
for divorce and to soften the inequalities of which
married women were the victims. These changes,
brought about by case law, were in some countries
little by little incorporated into statutes. After
World War I, certain legislation equalized the posi-
tion of both spouses (England and Wales, in 1923
and again in 1937), simplified procedures (Soviet
Union, 1926), or introduced new grounds for
divorce: the recognition of the irretrievable break-
down of the marriage (already admitted in Norway
from 1909 and in Switzerland from 1912) and the
existence of separation for a certain length of time
(Denmark, 1922; Finland, 1929). So it was that
before World War II, some countries had mixed
systems, where fault and no-fault divorce coexisted.

The divorce rate rose spectacularly after World
War II, feeding the debate on the grounds and
the procedures that ought to be favored. Many
regretted that the notion of fault contributed to
poisoning the relationship between spouses and
forced them to express their requests in terms of
culpability. In the 1960s, the whole of family law
underwent some dramatic reform (affiliation,
matrimonial property, marital power, and the inca-
pacity of married women), mainly under the
impulse of rising feminism. Divorce could not
escape this process. Women’s liberation move-
ments fought for the promotion of divorce by
mutual consent. Following the example of
Scandinavian countries, the United Kingdom,
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under the rather paradoxical influence of the

Anglican Church (articulated in the report

Putting Asunder, 1966) emphasized breakdown

of marriage, seen in some cases as an ‘‘empty legal

shell to be destroyed with the maximum fairness

and the minimum bitterness, distress and humilia-

tion.’’ This logic spread throughout the Continent:

the recognition of the failure of a marriage, often

demonstrated by a specified period of separation,

progressively replaced the need to demonstrate

fault (Netherlands, 1971; Sweden, 1973; Belgium,

1974; Germany, 1976; Scotland, 1976). In the

early twenty-first century this ‘‘divorce-failure’’

(divorce-faillite) has been generalized, often based

on a two-stage procedure (a separation for an ever

shorter period followed by the divorce itself),

sometimes in the general frame of extremely sim-

plified procedures (Sweden, 1973; England and

Wales, 1973). Nevertheless, in some systems,

powers have been reserved to judges to dismiss

the petition for divorce if their evaluation is that

the dissolution of the marriage would have conse-

quences that are too heavy, materially or morally,

for the children or for the ‘‘innocent’’ spouse—the

one who has not brought the action. This ‘‘hard-

ship clause,’’ by shifting the emphasis from

grounds to consequences, in effect reintroduced

fault by the back door.

In the early twenty-first century one tends to

say that in some European countries (Belgium and

France, among others), one out of three marriages

ends in divorce and even, in some big cities, one

out of two. This statistical frequency is often con-

nected with factors that need to be carefully exam-

ined. Such statistics tend to foster representations

of gender relationships and prejudice judgments

over the supposedly negative consequences of

women’s emancipation. It is the case for married

women’s employment, even if it is clear that to be

able to earn a living increases women’s indepen-

dence and hence their possibility to start a divorce

procedure. Female emancipation and the influence

of women’s liberation movements are often refer-

enced. It is true that in 70 percent of European

divorce cases, women take the initiative to petition

for a divorce. Everywhere spouses are encouraged

to reach an agreement on how to share property

and how to exercise parental responsibility (alimony,

guardianship of children, and rights of visitation).

The court procedure, which most legislation tends
to make less contentious, is often accompanied by a
familial mediation.

DIVORCE AND FAMILIES

In the eighteenth-century debate, where all the
arguments that were going to be used in the nine-
teenth and the twentieth centuries were already
developed, it was the idea of happiness and of the
personal fulfillment of husbands and wives that
promoted the need for allowing dissolution of mar-
riage. By the same token, marriage, once viewed
primarily as an institution that supported society
and the state, became founded more on affection
between spouses. This ideology of love has ren-
dered conjugal unions more fragile, as such unions
could be ended legally, bringing into question the
notion of the universal, durable heterosexual cou-
ple. Just as the nuclear family was being made
possible by the rise of individualism, it faced the
ever greater risk of dissolution.

By bringing matrimonial life to an end, divorce
often results in a single person, on the one hand,
and a single-parent family, on the other, most often
headed by a woman. Some gender studies are now
seriously questioning whether no-fault divorce has
an altogether beneficial effect for women, though
it had been a major feminist objective. In all
European countries, the great majority of divorces
that are based on a specific grounds result in the
mother assuming guardianship of the children,
confirming the traditional female role in the field
of education, often presented as a privilege. For
some years, associations of fathers have expressed
their sense of unfairness with regard to the alleged
tendency of courts to deprive them of full parental
responsibility. But the number of fathers who in
fact apply for guardianship remains low (less than
20 percent in France). If the grounds for divorce
are not any more at the center of important con-
troversies, the effects of the breakdown are being
treated as a worrying social issue. Failure to pay
alimony is a common problem and one that is
difficult to resolve. The tendency seems to be for
the state to meet the initial payment of these rather
large sums when one spouse does not do so
(Scandinavian countries; Belgium, 2004). Beyond
that, the increase in the divorce rate has multiple
consequences worthy of a full inventory, as, for
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example, the reorganization of housing provision
(in some big cities, single-person homes are in the
majority).

In some parts of Europe, the majority of the
pupils come from broken homes. Divorce leads to a
reorganization of family relationships, giving rise
by the same token to new forms of kinship and
alliance and to new questions should these recom-
posed families break up in their turn. A new legal
and sociological definition of family could well be
needed. The increase in the divorce rate is contri-
buting to a trivialization of the dissolution of mar-
riage to such an extent that one can state that
divorce is now a part of marriage.

See also Catholicism; Demography; Sexuality.
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DIX, OTTO (1891–1969), German painter.

Like many among the avant-garde, the young
German painter Otto Dix greeted the onset of war
in August 1914 with a sense of excitement, and he
joined the army not as a conscript but as a volun-
teer. He was in favor of what he viewed as a just
and purifying struggle that offered the prospect of
Nietzschean redemption. From its early enthu-
siasms to cruel disenchantments, he plunged into
the war and followed it until the end.

At the front, Dix was fascinated. He spun out his
real-world research and attempted to overcome the
contradiction between the aesthetics and destructive-
ness of modern warfare. But disenchantment and
Zerrissenheit (best translated as ‘‘torn-to-pieces-
hood’’) gradually shaped the warp and woof of his

representations. His drawings show the trenches,
excavations left by shrapnel shells, ruins, broken stair-
cases that lead nowhere. Topless trees and their
stump branches were reminders of headless and
mutilated soldiers, vanished at the desolate front.

Although not a committed dadaist, Dix agreed
to participate in the movement’s 1920 International
Fair in Berlin, where he exhibited his images of the
ravages of the war as they appeared in the city
streets. One sees the bodies of the demobilized
soldiers who are yet still ‘‘at war’’ in canvases such
as War Cripples, Self-Portrait, Prague Street, Match
Seller, The Skat Players, and The Barricade. Each of
these works of Dix from 1920 portrays wounded
survivors of the conflict, those massacred and torn
apart by World War I and then the German Civil
War, all amid the detritus of civilization, fine art and
kitsch alike. Huge, horrible prostitutes remind one
of the monstrosity of the front, of Eros and
Thanatos.

Dix wanted to force his contemporaries to con-
front the cruelty of war itself and the brutality of
postwar political life. His paintings trumpet the trau-
matic shock and mutilation, the prostheses and bro-
ken faces; they refuse to sanitize the conflict. Prague
Street (1920) shows two war cripples passing one
another, each without seeing the other, as before the
war, while the bourgeois and the beggar are only two
double-jointed puppets in a two dimensional space,
parallel to the plaster torsos in the window of a shop
selling erotic objects, between sado-masochism and
the monstrance of horror. A dog holds in its mouth a
newspaper with the words Juden Raus (Jews out).
The world had come a long way since 1914.

Only in the second half of the 1920s did Dix
return to the front and his wartime experience,
particularly in a series of etchings he called Der
Krieg (The war), in which he exposed the devasta-
tion that battle wreaked on bodies and souls.
Skeletons are torn apart by shells, bodies melded
into the upthrust soil, suicides; screams of distress
and whispers of the dying wounded can be heard.

Like Max Beckmann (1884–1950), Dix
employed the medieval triptych, which suggested
the Trinity and offered the possibility of picturing
shattering visions of the horror and grief fused with
Catholic mysticism in terms of spiritual abandon-
ment, the sufferings of martyrdom, and the imitation
of Christ and the Virgin Mary. Form and content
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coalesce perfectly. His War Triptych (1929–1932)

reveals, like the Isenheim Altarpiece of Matthias

Grünewald (c. 1480–1528), three episodes in a

soldier’s life—departure for the trenches, the bat-

tle, and the return. The predella of the triptych

shows soldiers who seem to be sleeping in their

shelters, but the viewer sees they are dead

under their shrouds. For them, there will not be

a resurrection—and this is the message Dix, now a

pacifist, wanted to convey.

In 1937 Nazis organized an exhibition of what

they called ‘‘degenerate art’’ to prove the moral

corruption of Weimar Germany. Works of Dix

and George Grosz (1893–1959) were among the

most prominent. Dix’s art was opposed in every

way to the aesthetic and social values of Nazism.

It was neither respectable nor orderly, offered

no message of comfort or security but instead

screamed out with the despair of men caught in

the turmoil of personal and collective drama. With

The Skat Players. Painting by Otto Dix, 1920. THE ART ARCHIVE/DAGLI ORTI. ª 2001 ARTISTS RIGHTS

SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK/VG BILD-KUNST, BONN.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 875

D I X , O T T O



his grasp of the significance of war, his works were
subversion on canvas.

After exhibiting his paintings, the Nazis put
some canvases in storage and destroyed others,
including War Cripples and The Trench, as ‘‘insult-
ing to the heroes of the Great War.’’ Dix now
underwent exile in his own country. He served in
the 1939–1943 war and was a prisoner in Alsace.
He would return again to the subject of the Great
War in the 1960s but indirectly, perhaps only
metaphorically, in his religious painting.

See also Beckmann, Max; Dada; Degenerate Art Exhibit;
Grosz, George; World War I.
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DJILAS, MILOVAN (1911–1995), leader
of Montenegro.

Milovan Djilas was born the fourth of nine
children to the peasants Nikola and Novka Djilas
on 12 June 1911 in the mountains along the
Albanian frontier in Podbišće, Montenegro. His
childhood, as revealed in the first volume of his
memoirs, Land without Justice (1958), was punc-
tuated by the Balkan Wars (1912–1913); World
War I (1914–1918); and the formation of
Yugoslavia, including Montenegro, in 1918. After
completing elementary and secondary school in
Montenegro he entered Belgrade University to
study literature in 1929, the same year that the royal
dictatorship of King Alexander Karadjordjević
(r. 1921–1934) was established in Yugoslavia.

Under the influence of the Great Depression
and other postwar problems facing Yugoslavia, prob-
lems stemming from underdevelopment, multina-
tionalism, and a lack of a democratic tradition,
Djilas became a communist during his university
years and was soon imprisoned as an agitator by the
dictatorship in 1933–1936. He served in prison
with top Yugoslav communist leaders, including
Tito (Josip Broz, 1892–1980), Moša Pijade
(1890–1957), and Alexander Ranković (1909–
1982), and saw it as a school for revolutionaries.
After Djilas’s release he immediately went under-
ground and also married a fellow Montenegrin
communist student, Mitra Mitrović, in 1937; they
had a daughter in 1947. Djilas was appointed to
the Central Committee and Politburo of the
Yugoslav Communist Party in 1938 and 1940,
respectively. During World War II, in the Yugoslav
Revolution and War of National Liberation, he was
in charge of the Montenegrin theater and the edi-
tor of the Party newspapers Borba (The struggle)
and Nova Jugoslavija (The new Yugoslavia). As a
lieutenant general of the partisan resistance in 1944
Djilas headed up a diplomatic mission to Moscow
and first met Joseph Stalin (1879–1953). His
encounters and eventual disillusionment with the
Soviet dictator and communism are captured in
Djilas’s Conversations with Stalin (1962). His pre-
war and war experiences also were recounted in the
second and third volume of his memoirs, Memoir
of a Revolutionary (1973) and Wartime (1977),
respectively.

In 1945–1954 Djilas rose to become the vice
president of Yugoslavia and president of the
Federal Assembly and second in power only to
Tito. Following the Yugoslav-Soviet split and break
with Stalin in 1948, along with Edward Kardelj
(1910–1979) and Boris Kidrić (1912–1953),
Djilas was an architect of socialist ‘‘self-manage-
ment,’’ a cornerstone of ‘‘Titoism,’’ Yugoslav
national communism, and Yugoslavism. In 1950
he divorced his first wife and married his second,
Stefića, a former Croat partisan, in 1952. They had
a son in 1954.

Djilas’s disillusionment with communism had
already begun during World War II. He actively
began to critique Stalinism in theory and practice in
1948 and Titoism in 1953. He worked diligently
and almost foolhardily to democratize and

876 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

D J I L A S , M I L O V A N



decentralize Titoism. After numerous official warn-
ings from Tito and other Yugoslav leaders Djilas
was stripped of all official posts by the Third
Plenum of the League of Yugoslav Communists,
the Yugoslav Communist Party, in January 1954
and resigned his membership in the League in
March. His first imprisonment under communism
followed in 1956–1961. With the publication of
The New Class (1957) in the West, Djilas quickly
became communism’s most famous critic at the
height of the Cold War.

To Djilas, the ‘‘new class,’’ comprising self-
serving party bureaucrats that supported and were
partners in the communist dictatorship, was the
ultimate contradiction of communism, which after
the revolution was supposed to yield a classless
democratic society. This class grew out of and sus-
tained itself on the control and not the ownership
of the means of production. In The New Class,
Djilas condemned the reality of communism but
not the Marxist ideology. His final break with
Marxism came with the publication of The
Unperfect Society (1969) after his second imprison-
ment under communism in 1962–1966. In this
book, he pointed out that human beings by their
nature were not ‘‘imperfect,’’ capable of perfection,
but ‘‘unperfect,’’ incapable of perfection. Marxism
and all other universal ideologies (e.g., Christianity)
were horribly flawed in that the sought to foster
human perfection at the expense of human freedom.
As he had done first at the end of the New Class, in
The Unperfect Society he still came down favorably
on the side of the more democratic varieties of
Eurocommunism developing in France and Italy.

With the death of Tito in 1980 Djilas quickly
published his not wholly uncomplimentary apprais-
al of the Yugoslav leader, Tito: The Story from Inside
(1980). His two volumes of postwar memoirs, Rise
and Fall (1985) and Of Prisons and Ideas (1986)
followed. In addition to his overtly political works,
beginning in 1953 Djilas also published numerous
novels and collections of short stories, many of
them written in prison. His Njegoš (1966), a major
biography of the nineteenth-century founder of
modern Montenegro, ranks among Djilas’s major
writings such as The New Class, Conversations with
Stalin, and The Unperfect Society, and has helped to
earn him a leading position in Yugoslav literature.
Montenegro remained an important theme in his

life and work. Milovan Djilas died in Belgrade on
20 April 1995.

See also Eurocommunism; Montenegro; Tito (Josip
Broz); Yugoslavia.
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DÖBLIN, ALFRED (1878–1957), German
physician and writer.

Alfred Döblin ranks with Thomas Mann
(1875–1955) and Franz Kafka (1883–1924)
among the three most significant German prose
writers of the twentieth century. Although during
his life—except for a brief period at the end of the
Weimar Republic (1918–1933)—Döblin’s reputa-
tion fell short of his two competitors, it has risen
constantly since his death. The Nobel Prize–win-
ning author Günter Grass (b. 1927) has referred to
him as ‘‘my teacher.’’

Born on 10 August 1878 in Stettin, Pomerania
(present-day Polish Szczecin), Döblin was the
fourth of five children of Jewish parents. When
the boy was ten, his father deserted the family, an
experience that traumatized Döblin for the rest of
his life and left its mark on his works. Following his
university studies in Berlin and Freiburg, he prac-
ticed medicine in Regensburg and Berlin.

With his short stories and one-act plays Döblin
had a great impact on the German literary scene
during the first decade of the twentieth century.
His works appeared in expressionist journals such
as Herwarth Walden’s Der Sturm. In 1912 he pub-
lished Die Ermordung einer Butterblume (The
murder of a buttercup), a collection of novellas;
the title story is one of the most famous expression-
ist prose texts. On a walk through the forest the
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protagonist beheads a buttercup with his walking

stick. Driven by guilt, he plants a buttercup in his

home and opens a bank account for it. Following

the flower’s demise the man returns to the forest

and kills flowers at his delight. With such depiction

of schizophrenic bourgeois behavior Döblin found

the central theme for his entire oeuvre: critique of

modern man’s neurotic actions and alienation from

nature.

Döblin’s first novel to appear in print was Die
drei Sprünge des Wang-Lun (1915; The three leaps

of Wang-Lun), which was followed by three more

novels by 1920. In these works Döblin developed

what in his theoretical writings he called his ‘‘lapi-

dary style’’ (steinerner Stil), a mode of writing in

which the auctorial ‘‘I’’ disappears behind the epic

material. He carried this style, which he also called

‘‘epic,’’ to extremes in the novel Berge, Meere, und
Giganten (Mountains, oceans, and giants), pub-

lished in 1924 and depicting a futuristic world of

political dictatorship and inhuman technology.

It seems that Döblin felt the limitations of his

‘‘epic’’ style when he wrote a novel that was to

become his most famous work and also one of the

greatest novelistic achievements of German literature

during the Weimar Republic. Berlin Alexanderplatz
(1929), with its reference to the main square of the

German capital, has a realistic touch, but it also

opened the then outgoing style of expressionism

to the incoming ‘‘New Matter-of-Factness’’ (Neue
Sachlichkeit). The plot centers on a Berlin worker

named Biberkopf (‘‘Beaver Head’’), who entangles

himself in criminal actions and thereby reflects the

negative consequences of modern capitalism. The

social ills of the Weimar Republic are set in parallel

to visionary scenes of guilt and suffering with

biblical references. While Biberkopf stubbornly

adheres to his habits, the narrator suggests the

possibility of another ending, in which an improved

protagonist emerges as the ‘‘new man’’ of expres-

sionism. It is this latter aspect that the filmmaker

Rainer Werner Fassbinder (1946–1982) stressed in

his 1970 fifteen-hour adaptation of the novel.

Alexanderplatz is also one of the first large-

city novels in German literature, whose epic tapes-

try has been compared to John Dos Passos’s

Manhattan Transfer (1925) and James Joyce’s

Ulysses (1922).

Döblin became one of the most outspoken

social and cultural critics of the Weimar Republic.

In 1924 he was chosen chair of the Schutzverband

Deutscher Schriftsteller (German writers organiza-

tion). He strongly opposed oppressive government

actions, among them the censorship law (Schmutz-

und Schundgesetz) of 1926; and he used both radio

and press to warn against the rise of the political

right. Following his election into the most presti-

gious German cultural institution, the Preußische

Akademie der Künste, in 1928, Döblin became

one of its most outspoken members. When the

novelist Heinrich Mann and the artist Käthe

Kollwitz were ousted from the Akademie under

political pressure, Döblin led the opponents’

protest.

After the rise to power of Adolf Hitler (1889–

1945), Döblin fled Germany. Following a few

months in Switzerland, he and his family moved

to France and became French citizens. In 1940,

with the help of an Emergency Rescue Committee

visa, they reached the United States, thereafter living

consecutively in Los Angeles and Hollywood. In

1941 Döblin converted to Catholicism. As soon

as the war was over, he joined the French occupa-

tion forces in Baden-Baden and participated in

Germany’s ‘‘reeducation’’ by selecting manuscripts

for publication.

From 1946 to 1951 Döblin published Das
Goldene Tor (The golden gate), one of the most

prestigious postwar German periodicals; and in

1949 he became a cofounder of the Mainzer

Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur.

His novels written during and after his exile have

gradually, but increasingly, found positive recep-

tion. Having repeatedly changed his residence

between Germany and France during his final

years, he died in Emmendingen near Freiburg im

Breisgau on 26 June 1957.

See also Hesse, Hermann; Kafka, Franz; Mann, Thomas.
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DOLLFUSS, ENGELBERT (1892–1934),
Austrian politician and chancellor (1932–1934).

A member of Austria’s Catholic and conserva-
tive Christian Social Party, Engelbert Dollfuss rose
through the ranks of agrarian politics, serving in
the 1920s as secretary of the Lower Austrian
Peasant Federation, as director of the Lower
Austrian Chamber of Agriculture in 1927, as min-
ister of agriculture and forestry in 1931, and finally
becoming chancellor of Austria in 1932. Dollfuss’s
conservative coalition government brought an end
to interwar parliamentary politics by suspending
the parliament in March 1933 and banning com-
peting parties from the left and right. Dollfuss and
his sympathizers maintained that the politically
polarized parliament had ‘‘dissolved itself.’’

Dollfuss’s political philosophy had roots in the
Catholic Church’s Rerum Novarum (1891), whose
vision of a return to a corporate society was reaf-
firmed by Pope Pius XI in his 1931 encyclical

Quadragesimo Anno. It shared with other national-

ist Catholic movements in Europe a suspicion of the

forces of modernity: industrialization, seculariza-

tion, urbanization, and the individualism of liberal

democracy. In Austria, support for the Catholic

corporate state was strong in the countryside and

in the farming milieu from which Dollfuss came.

With the post-Habsburg Republic of Austria

(founded in 1918) lacking a strong ‘‘national’’ iden-

tity, political Catholicism became a central feature

for German-speaking Austrian patriots looking to

differentiate themselves from pan-German national-

ists and from the socialists who dominated Viennese

municipal politics. Upon assuming the chancellor-

ship, Dollfuss quickly put together an antisocialist

cabinet. In 1933 the Dollfuss government banned

the Communist Party and the Austrian branch of

the National Socialist Party. The same year, Dollfuss

formed the Fatherland Front, a political organiza-

tion that sought to replace political parties with a

new social order built on seven overarching, harmo-

niously integrated professional and occupational

bodies.

After Austria’s brief civil war in February 1934, in

which Socialists and their Republican Guard battled

Christian Socials and the conservative Heimwehr

(home guard) militia, Dollfuss banned the Social

Democratic Party and labor unions. In May of that

year he established an authoritarian corporate state

(Ständestaat) backed by the Catholic Church and

billed as a ‘‘patriotic’’ alternative to the class-fragment-

ed politics of the republic. The tenets of the cor-

porate state were spelled out in a new Austrian

constitution of May 1934. Under the new consti-

tution, the church regained influence over marriage

law and the administration of schools. To relieve

Austria’s struggling economy, Dollfuss accepted a

large loan from the League of Nations on condi-

tion that Austria not join a customs union with

Nazi Germany.

In foreign relations, Dollfuss tried to navigate a

position for an independent Austria by securing sup-

port from Benito Mussolini. In August 1933 he met

with Mussolini in Riccione, Italy, to form an alliance.

Mussolini urged Dollfuss to create a fascist state

modeled on his own; Dollfuss himself never adopted

the term fascist. He also reached a concordat with the

Vatican, and through the Protocols of Rome entered
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into closer economic cooperation with Italy and

Hungary. Despite these measures intended to pro-

tect Austria from German aggression, members of
the banned National Socialist Party disguised them-
selves in army and police uniforms and stormed the
federal chancellery in Vienna on 25 July 1934. In the
putsch attempt, supported by the Reich government
in Berlin, Dollfuss was fatally shot. Putschists took
over state radio in Vienna and announced the false
news that Dollfuss had handed over the government.
The Nazi putsch was defeated, and the Austrian
corporate state outlasted Dollfuss. Kurt
Schuschnigg, also of the Christian Social Party, suc-
ceeded him as chancellor and ruled until March
1938, when Austria was annexed by Nazi Germany.

Dollfuss occupies an ambiguous position in

Austrian history. On one hand, he dismantled the

postwar parliamentary system in favor of an author-

itarian state ruled by his Fatherland Front. On the

other hand, sympathizers credit him with standing up

to German nationalists by banning the Austrian Nazi

Party and refusing to enter into coalition with Hitler’s

Germany. In this version of history, Dollfuss was a

patriot who tried to preserve the independence of

Catholic Austria. To understand Dollfuss’s position

on the political right, historians have usefully noted

that there were indeed two forms of fascism in

Austria: the fascism of the pan-Germanists and the

‘‘Austrofascism’’ of Dollfuss and conservative

Catholics. In the polarized politics of interwar cen-

tral Europe, some have argued that Dollfuss tried

to steer an Austrian ‘‘third way’’ that rejected both

Marxism and pan-Germanism.

See also Austria; Vienna.
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DOLTO, FRANÇOISE (1908–1988),
French psychoanalyst.

Françoise Dolto (née Marette) was born in
Paris, where she grew up in a middle-class family.
The death of her elder sister due to cancer played a
key role in her career choice. From an early age, she
aspired to join the medical profession and take care
of children, but throughout her youth this ambi-
tion met with family resistance. Her mother saw no
future for a girl other than in marriage. Françoise
turned to dressmaking and decorating china. In
1929 her mother finally agreed to let her study
nursing, but Françoise soon began taking medical
classes. This is where she met Mark Schlumberger,
who had been analyzed and trained in Austria and
England and who advised her to read Sigmund
Freud. In 1934 she started a series of analyses with
René Laforgue, who in turn encouraged her to
participate in seminars with Spitz, Nacht, and
Loewenstein.

Even before World War II, Dolto had come to
believe that a number of the childhood diseases she
dealt with had an unconscious psychological origin.
She completed her studies at the Paris Faculty of
Medicine and graduated in 1939 with a thesis
entitled ‘‘Psychoanalysis and Pediatrics.’’ In
September of the same year, she opened a practice
as a general practitioner and pediatrician. In 1942
she married Boris Dolto (1899–1981), a rheuma-
tologist and founder of the French School for
Orthopedics and Massage, who enthusiastically
adhered to the ideas developed by his wife. The
couple had three children: Jean-Chrisostome, who
was to become popular as a singer under the name
of Carlos; Grégoire, an architect; and Catherine
Dolto, a sociologist, physician, and successful
author of children’s books.

Françoise Dolto was a member of the Freudian
School in Paris, and her theories were controver-
sial. Children’s psychoanalysis was still in its early
stages and was surrounded by criticism, even from
other analysts. Dolto reported that one psychoana-
lyst complained that if the psychoanalysts started
dealing with children soon no adults would be
seeking treatment and the profession would run
out of patients. Yet Dolto remained unshaken in
her conviction that human beings communicate
with their environment from the very beginning,
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even in the womb, and that children should be
viewed within the dynamic of their personal and
family histories.

Although she had planned a career as a pedia-
trician, Dolto became a psychoanalyst and made a
significant contribution to the development of
child psychoanalysis. She consulted in several insti-
tutions, including the Trousseau Hospital (1940–
1978) and the Etienne Marcel Center (1962–
1985). A member of the Psychoanalytical Society
of Paris since 1938, she followed Jacques Lacan in
the famous 1953 rift, which led to the founding of
the French Psychoanalytical Society. In 1964 she
took part, with Lacan, in setting up the French
School for Psychoanalysis, which later became the
famous Freudian School of Paris.

She also publicized her thoughts on the world
of childhood through radio broadcasts and subse-
quently in best-selling books. Her status was
enhanced by her talent for using the media, and
she came to be regarded as France’s ‘‘favorite
grandmother.’’ She spoke and wrote in a language
accessible to all, seeking to de-dramatize situations
and avoid prescriptive attitudes. (She told anxious
parents that being bored in class is a sign of intelli-
gence.) Her success as a communicator encouraged
her to retire as a psychoanalyst and devote herself
to the shaping and spreading of knowledge as a
pedagogue.

In the media, Lacan and Dolto became the
public idols of psychoanalysis. Young parents relied
on her books, which ran into many reprints. Her
views replaced those of the U.S. pediatrician
Benjamin Spock, first in France and then through-
out Europe, but her success earned her the jeal-
ousy, and sometimes the enmity, of fellow
psychoanalysts. A famous but controversial clini-
cian, in 1979 she opened the Maison Verte
(Green House), which sought to develop early
social contact in children by inciting them to speak,
play, and de-dramatize their problems. The initia-
tive met with great success, and other Maisons
Vertes opened in Europe and throughout the
world. In the early twenty-first century, Dolto-
inspired places continue to spring up, including
Maisons Vertes, after-school neighborhood centers
where children are cared for, children’s hotels, and
meeting centers for the children of divorced
parents.

A committed Christian, Dolto attempted to

reconcile her faith with the practice of psychoana-

lysis. In 1977 she published L’evangile au risque de

la psychanalyse (The gospel at the risk of psycho-

analysis). Françoise Dolto died in Paris on 25

August 1988.

See also Freud, Sigmund; Lacan, Jacques; Psychoanalysis.
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VALÉRIE PIETTE

n

DOMESTIC SERVICE. Even though they

were regarded with suspicion, domestic servants

were an indispensable element in the households

of the triumphant nineteenth-century bourgeoisie.

The affluent middle classes, who had enjoyed a

spectacular rise thanks to widespread industrializa-

tion and urbanization, became increasingly vocal in

their demand for an abundant domestic workforce.

Initially, domestic service was assimilated within

the larger category of the proletariat, but it came

to constitute a separate sector as legislation

assigned workers to more clearly defined cate-

gories. During the twentieth century, the rate of

feminization in this sector increased until women

constituted 80 to 95 percent of the domestic work-

force in some European countries. From the late

nineteenth century onward, the declining status of

domestic service became a cause for general con-

cern, and in response constant attempts were made

to maintain the volume of the sector’s workforce

by increasing its professionalization or by turning

to an immigrant workforce from more and more

distant countries. Complaints of a crisis in the avail-

ability of domestic servants became a commonplace

topic of conversation among bourgeois housewives

in many nations.
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ROLE AND CONDITIONS OF WORK

Although the crisis in domestic service was an
international phenomenon, the number of women
entering into service remained high. In 1920, ser-
vants in Switzerland accounted for 14 percent of
women in the workforce; in Germany in 1925, 11
percent of working women were domestic servants.
During the Depression of the 1930s, the scarcity of
domestic servants was felt even more acutely on the
Continent. When in response to the economic cri-
sis governments sought to limit women’s work
through both persuasion and coercion, household
and domestic employment were exempted from
the measures.

The demand for servants rose as new social
categories acquired wealth. The upper middle classes
and the aristocracy were no longer the only potential
employers, and the emergence of a massive class of
employers only increased the demand for domestic
servants. Prior to the widespread adoption of the
automobile as a status symbol, the domestic servant
was valued as an external sign of wealth by a class
that sought to separate itself from its working-class
origins.

Various solutions were proposed to remedy the
relative penury of servants. In the nineteenth cen-
tury these were initiated primarily by individuals
and in the twentieth by governments. During the
1920s, girls became less willing to enter domestic
service, for a variety of reasons. Among these, the
inferior social status of the occupation ranked high,
followed by working conditions, including long
working hours and the lack of comfort and leisure,
and psychological and social factors, such as isola-
tion from one’s family, the lack of hope for
improvement of one’s situation, and the limited
prospects for marriage. Although numerous sur-
veys documented the reasons girls were unwilling
to enter domestic service, solutions were hard to
find. One remedy was sought at the level of seman-
tic symbolism. It was felt that the vocabulary of
domestic service, heavily fraught with disparaging
connotations, must change. The words maid and
servant were replaced by euphemisms such as
domestic worker or, more elegantly, lady’s help, or
in French employée de maison or auxiliaire ména-
gère, and in German Hausgehilfin.

Domestic workers were, almost as a matter of
course, excluded from the legal benefits to which
other workers were entitled, including working

contracts in Belgium in 1900 and industrial law in
England and Poland in 1928. In countries where
domestic work was included in the general laws pro-
tecting workers (for example, Spain in 1931),
domestic employees were still generally excluded
from laws that specified working and resting hours.
Some exceptions must be noted, however. In
Switzerland, a 1920 law on working hours imposing
nine-hour periods of rest applied equally to domestic
employees and to other workers. A 1918 Czech law
specified daily and weekly rest periods. Throughout
the period between the two world wars, recurring
attempts were made on the Continent to regulate
domestic work by means of public law, but they were
rarely successful. In Belgium, five different bills were
submitted, but none was approved. Only in the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century did legislation
specifically regulating domestic service appear (in
Belgium, for example, in 1970).

UNIONS AND IMMIGRATION

One attempt to make domestic work more attractive
was the provision of vocational training for girls of
rural or working-class origins. Throughout Europe,
initiatives were taken to develop the teaching of
domestic economy and household skills. But
although in the nineteenth century the very idea of
a society without servants was inconceivable except
to a few visionaries, in the first few decades of the
twentieth century the scarcity of domestic help came
to be accepted, albeit grudgingly. The idea of scien-
tific work management, already well implanted in the
United States, played a key role in this awareness and
thus the development of scientific domestic engi-
neering, introduced in Europe by the Americans
Lilian Gilbreth and Christine Frederick and taken
over by the French Paulette Bernège and the
German Erna Mayer, ran parallel to the scarcity of
domestic workers.

Domestic service remained a solitary and
unstructured form of employment, making it diffi-
cult to organize. Only a few unions emerged: in
Finland, domestic employees’ unions were first orga-
nized in 1900 and were grouped into a federation in
1905. Similar unions appeared in Denmark, Sweden,
the Netherlands, Austria, and Lithuania.

The primary response to the shortage of domes-
tic servants was to draw on an immigrant workforce.
Legislation on immigration, although generally
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restrictive with regard to the workforce as a whole,

displayed greater leniency for this category of work-

ers. In Switzerland in 1928, 28 percent of domestic

servants were immigrants, compared with 13 percent

in other occupations. As a result, the statistics in

some large cities show more female than male immi-

grants. With time, the areas from which domestic

workers were recruited grew. Initially, southern

European countries (Italy, Spain, Portugal) supplied

domestic workers for northern countries. So, later,

did Eastern European countries (Poland, Hungary,

Bulgaria), and numbers rose steeply after the fall

of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the extension of

the European Union’s borders. But recruitment

spread well beyond the European continent as

Filipino and Peruvian servants came to be in high

demand.

In the early twenty-first century, attempts to

evade new laws governing domestic work caused

domestic work to become increasingly clandestine,

giving rise to the emergence of a substantial black-

market economy in Europe. The phenomenon is

universally acknowledged but impossible to assess

statistically. Both national and European authorities

are trying to combat this underground economy by

various means (see Resolution of the European
Parliament on the Normalization of Domestic Work
in the Informal Economy, 30 November 2000), but

despite their attempts concern over domestic slavery

is growing. An uncountable number of servants are

locked away in their employers’ homes, where they

are subjected to catastrophic conditions, including

systematic confiscation of their passports upon

their arrival, painful working and living conditions,

Students at a training school for domestic workers in London learn to arrange place settings, 1937. ªHULTON-

DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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sequestration, and physical violence—conditions
against which these modern-day slaves are totally
unprotected. In response, the Council of Europe in
June 2001 encouraged the governments of member
states to severely repress this new form of the slave
trade.

See also Immigration and Internal Migration; Trade
Unions.
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DORGELÈS, ROLAND (1886–1973),
prominent French literary figure.

From a provincial middle-class family, Roland
Dorgelès (born Roland Lécavelé) was a Parisian
journalist and bohemian, friendly with artists and
writers, who became well-known as the author of
the popular and widely translated novel of World
War I, Les croix de bois (1919; Wooden Crosses,
1921). Dorgelès drew on his military experience,
first as an infantryman and later in the air force; he
was injured in a plane crash in 1917. Although he
began work on Wooden Crosses during the war,
censorship delayed publication until 1919. While
the immediate postwar period was less favorable to
war novels than had been the case during the con-
flict, the book nonetheless was a singular success
that won the Femina Prize for the year’s best novel;
the Prix Goncourt, however, went to A l’Ombre des
jeunes filles en fleurs (Within a Budding Grove) by
Marcel Proust (1871–1922). Nevertheless, a de-
cade later, Dorgelès was invited to join the
Académie Goncourt.

Although fiction, Wooden Crosses offered a real-
istic description of army life and the horrors of war.
Dorgelès liked to say: ‘‘I hated the war but love
those who made it.’’ Although his work was less
political than that of Henri Barbusse (1873–1935)

and less accurate than the diaries of Maurice
Genevoix (1890–1980), Dorgelès enthralled his

readers with his narrative sweep. His work also

reflected the resentment of soldiers who sometimes

felt abandoned and even betrayed on the home

front. This was a view he expressed again in Le
réveil des morts (1923, The rising of the dead), in

which, during a dream, the main character envi-
sions dead soldiers confronting living people; the

novel has similarities with J’accuse, the Abel

Gance (1889–1991) film of 1918–1919. The

2003 publication of Dorgelès’s war correspon-

dence has revealed biographical elements relevant

to the discord between soldier and civilian. The

letters indicate that, while he was at the front,

Dorgelès’s mistress betrayed him and left him for
another man. They also indicate that to some

extent he reconciled this personal bitterness and

realistic vision of the war with a measure of

patriotism.

Moreover, Dorgelès did not readily leave the

war behind. In addition to his published work,

during the interwar years he presided over the

Association des Ecrivains Combattants (Association

of military veterans and writers). In 1927–1928, he
also defended his views on the literature of war over

those of critic Jean Norton Cru, whose famous

work Témoins (1929, Witnesses) favored unvar-

nished ‘‘moral accounts.’’

Dorgelès’s career as a journalist provided him

with a steady income, and in 1932 Raymond

Bernard (1891–1977) directed a screen adaptation

of Wooden Crosses starring Charles Vanel (1892–

1989), one of the famous actors of his time. The
film was partly shot on the original battlefields with

actors who were, like the star, themselves war

veterans.

Dorgelès traveled widely with his Russian wife,

Hania Routchine, visiting Asia and the Soviet

Union, writing numerous books that combined

expository with narrative writing. One such work

was Vive la Liberté! from 1937, a condemnation of

bolshevism published after a trip to the Soviet
Union. When it came to colonialism, Dorgelès

was clearly less critical, even apologetic, in such

works as Sur la route mandarine (1925; On the
Mandarin Road, 1926), Sous le casque blanc
(1941, Under the white helmet), and others.
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During the brief French military resistance to
the Germans in World War II, Dorgelès worked as
reporter for the newspaper Gringoire and used this
material in a book entitled La drôle de guerre,
1939–1940 (1957, The phony war)—even claiming
he had originated the expression used ever since to
describe the period from 9 September 1939 until
the French collapse on 10 May 1940. Loyal to the
‘‘hero of Verdun,’’ Dorgelès moved increasingly to
the right and penned several texts favorable to
Philippe Pétain (1856–1951). However, he left
Gringoire in 1941 when the newspaper became
outspokenly and strongly anti-Semitic.

In the great debate at war’s end, Dorgelès
supported amnesty for the intellectuals who had
collaborated with the Germans. He continued his
career but without his former success, renowned
but lacking the moral authority he had enjoyed
between the two wars. The ‘‘Christian anarchist’’
and veteran became obsolete and unfashionable.
Dorgelès was increasingly remembered as the
author of one book, Wooden Crosses.

See also France; Pétain, Philippe; World War I; World
War II.
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DRIEU LA ROCHELLE, PIERRE
(1893–1945), French writer.

Along with Robert Brasillach (1909–1945) and
Louis-Ferdinand Céline (pseudonym of Louis-
Ferdinand Destouches, 1894–1961), Pierre Drieu
la Rochelle is undoubtedly the French writer who

best exemplifies certain French intellectuals’ swerve
toward fascism, anti-Semitism, and collaboration
with the Nazi occupiers. Of the three, moreover, it
was he who was the most prominent literary figure
at the time, even though he could not lay claim to
the talent and the posterity of a Céline, instead
describing himself as an ‘‘uneven writer.’’

Drieu la Rochelle was born into a middle-class
Paris family originally from Normandy. His hated
father, although he practiced the honorable profes-
sion of lawyer, had nonetheless drawn his family
into debt. Drieu’s family and early environment in
Normandy were central in his works, especially at
the beginning of his literary career. État civil
(1921; Civil status), Le Jeune Européen (1927;
European youth), and above all Rêveuse
Bourgeoisie (1937; Daydreams of the bourgeoisie)
treat in their respective ways his love-hate relation-
ship with this environment, which as an adult and a
writer he would perceive as decadent.

In 1910 he enrolled at the École Libre des
Sciences Politiques (ELSP; Free School of
Political Science), but he failed his final exams in
1913. He then enlisted ahead of the draft to do his
military service. The war of 1914–1918, in which
he was wounded twice, was a formative experience
for him. Exaltation and myth prevailed over horror
and reality. It was at this time that he wrote and
published his first book—the collection of poems
Interrogation (1917)—at the prestigious Nouvelle
Revue Française publishing house. After 1919 his
wartime experiences were continually re-created
and reused in his works, especially in Gilles, his
autobiographical novel of 1939. La comédie de
Charleroi (1934; The Comedy of Charleroi, 1973),
published at the time of his definitive conversion to
fascism, allowed him to portray himself as a warrior
and a man of action and to present the war as a
seminal moment.

In 1917, for reasons of convenience and
money, he married a young woman of Jewish de-
scent, Colette Jeramec, the sister of a schoolmate.
After he became a fascist and an anti-Semite, Drieu
stated that because of his wife’s Jewish ancestry the
marriage had never been consummated. More gen-
erally, this first marriage marked the beginning of a
complicated relationship to women. His second
marriage, in 1927, was scarcely more successful.
Drieu was a misogynist lover of women, so to
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speak. Marriages, love affairs, and flings almost
invariably ended—or even began—as fiascoes, even
though he liked to pass himself off as a debauched
seducer (L’homme couvert de femmes [1925; A man
buried in women]).

From after the war until the beginning of the
1930s, Drieu established friendships and then
quarreled with members of the Paris literary elite:
he counted André Malraux (1901–1976),
Emmanuel Berl (1892–1976), Louis Aragon
(1897–1982), Jean Paulhan (1884–1968), and
others among his friends, at least for a time. His
social skills and reputation, along with his relations
with Otto Abetz (1903–1958) Hitler’s ambassador
to Paris, enabled him to assume the editorship of
the prestigious Nouvelle Revue Française (NRF )
during the war and transform it into a showcase
for literary collaborationism while attempting to main-
tain in it some semblance of quality. Meanwhile, this
lover of theory had converted to an anti-Semitic fas-
cism that he presented in Socialisme fasciste (1934,
Fascist socialism). He had previously gone through
phases of Nietzscheanism, Maurrasism, nationalism,
Europeanism, and nonconformism, and had been
tempted by dadaism and surrealism. He sought out
other fascist intellectuals, such as Ernst von Salomon
(1902–1972), and pursued a career as a militant jour-
nalist for various organs of the extreme Right. In 1936
he joined the Parti populaire français (PPF; French
people’s party), the fascist party of Jacques Doriot
(1898–1945), with whom he quarreled two years
later, then reconciled in 1942. Meanwhile, in 1940
he had chosen collaboration out of conviction while
others did so out of opportunism. He thus agreed
without hesitation to represent intellectual France in
Nazi literary congresses in Germany.

In 1943 his life was again marked by failure
when he decided to fold the NRF, which was a
mere shadow of what it once had been. At the
approach of the defeat, overcome by disgust, this
writer who had enjoyed depicting his fascination
with death and his suicidal tendencies committed
suicide on 15 March 1945.

See also Aragon, Louis; Brasillach, Robert; Céline, Louis-
Ferdinand; Dada; Malraux, André; Surrealism.
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DRUGS (ILLEGAL). Illegal drugs repre-
sent only a selection among a range of psychoactive
substances. Historically they were natural products
such as coca and opium, which were used for
religious, medical, or recreational purposes. Opium
plays the most prominent role in the history of illegal
drugs. It was a remedy sold over the counter for two
centuries before it gradually became more regulated,
first restricted to the pharmacists’ shops in the
mid-nineteenth century and then losing its role in
medicine during the twentieth century. Opium and
later its extract, morphine, were shown to have an
extraordinary potential for pain relief as well as having
a positive influence on mood. It was the excessive
smoking of opium that first created concern. The
intoxicating effect, consequences for mental and
physical health, and addictive potential became
the model criteria for the determination of whether
a psychoactive substance is considered a dangerous,
and therefore potentially illegal, drug.

Heroin, amphetamines, and LSD all went from
being considered useful medicines to becoming
illegal drugs. Amphetamines were widely used by
soldiers during World War II, and in the years to
follow they were popular stimulants used for self-
medication. LSD was introduced as a promising
new drug in psychiatric treatment before it became
a recreational drug favored by the counterculture
of the 1960s. By the end of the twentieth century a
number of new synthetic drugs had been devel-
oped, of which ecstasy is the most well-known.

A CHANGING PROBLEM

What became the youth drug problem in the 1960s
had been at the start of the twentieth century
something quite different. There was fear that use
of opium among immigrant groups in Europe and
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the United States could spread to the national
population. Established opium dens for habitual
users were more or less abolished after World War
I. During the years to come the drug problem was
related to three groups of users: those addicted
because of long-term use or misuse of prescription
drugs; medical professionals who had easy access to
controlled substances; and groups such as artists,
the aristocracy, and soldiers, who were inclined to
use drugs recreationally.

Illegal drug use and addiction in the youth
population became a dominant public concern
beginning in the 1960s. Drugs in general, and
especially cannabis and LSD, became important
elements of the popular youth movement. During
the 1970s and 1980s the use of heroin increased
dramatically in a number of European countries.
Cocaine, ecstasy, and LSD were key ingredients of
the club (or ‘‘rave’’) culture of the 1990s.

THE INTERNATIONAL DIMENSION

The principles for regulating these illegal drugs
were to a large extent determined by international
cooperation beginning in the early twentieth cen-
tury. Regulation and control of the opium trade
became one of the first themes for collective action
by independent national states in nonpolitical
international affairs. The anti-opium protest move-
ments, especially in countries as Britain and the
United States, at the beginning of the 1900s con-
tributed to the political pressure that convinced the
international community to create a number of
enduring international control instruments.

The first conference on the opium trade was
held in Shanghai in 1909, followed by conferences
in The Hague in 1911–1912, which resulted in the
Hague International Opium Convention of 1912.
Smoking of opium had caused the popular con-
cern, but the handling of the problem in the inter-
national arena was to a large extent determined by
the interests of trade. The colonial powers, Britain
and the Netherlands, wanted to protect their
monopolies. France, Switzerland, and Germany
wanted to protect their pharmaceutical industry.
The initiatives of the League of Nations for further
regulation of the drugs market resulted in the
Geneva International Opium Convention of
1925. That convention settled a system for state
monopolies for import, distribution, and sale of

raw materials of opium and coca products and a
system for control of production and sale of the
derivates as morphine and cocaine. Cannabis was
included on the list of substances that should be
used only for medical and scientific purposes. The
Convention obliged the participants to develop
legal sanctions against actions offending the rules
of the convention.

The success of decreasing the legal production
and market created the opportunity for profitable
clandestine cultivation and manufacture of illegal
drugs. In 1936 the League of Nations agreed on
the first treaty designed to suppress the illicit drug
traffic. The initiatives to set up this convention
stemmed from the organization that later became
known as INTERPOL.

The United Nations (UN) followed in the
track of the League of Nations when they nego-
tiated the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs
in 1961. The convention is, together with the
Convention on Psychotropic Drugs from 1971
and the Convention against Illicit Traffic in
Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances from
1988, the basis for international cooperation today.
The Single Convention settled the area of drug
policy. It signified the prohibition of cannabis and
made recommendations to the parties that they
should provide facilities for the treatment, rehabi-
litation, and care of drug addicts. It states which
substances should be regulated and it restricts
legal use of these substances to medical and scien-
tific use only.

CONTROLLING DRUGS ON THE

NATIONAL LEVEL

At the core of the handling of illegal drugs is the
boundary drawn between substances deemed to be
therapeutic and the ones whose use is legally pro-
scribed and punished. This boundary is in no way
fixed. Some sketches from different European
countries can give an indication of the number of
factors that influence how these distinctions are
made as well as their practical effects.

The principles of the three UN conventions
have been muddled through the different national
institutional systems of the European countries.
Thus, the policies on illegal drugs vary considerably
among the European countries. Legal traditions,
the professional knowledge base, role of the
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professions in the legal process, and the status of
elites in relation to the public are among the factors
that contribute to these differences. The drug pol-
icy of a particular nation indicates how its social
and governmental infrastructure responds to crime,
deviance, subcultures, and social and health prob-
lems. It is a commonality among nations, however,
that drug use as a form of rebellion among students
and cultural elites in the 1960s became a symptom
of social marginalization, poverty, and bad health
through the 1970s.

The Hague Convention was the basis for the
first Opium Laws of the European countries. These
laws mainly regulated import, export, and the med-
ical profession’s handling of opium, cocaine, and
morphine. The potential for conflicts around these
laws was highly determined by the traditions for
use of these drugs in treatment and for recreation.
In Britain the Dangerous Drugs Act of 1920 at an
early stage became a battleground for the Home
Office and the Ministry of Health. The Home
Office wanted to use the law also to control the
practices of the medical profession. Brit Bergersen
Lind’s historical study of drug control in Norway
shows that the very limited experience of recreational
use made the sharing of responsibilities much easier.
The health authorities were in the Norwegian
context given full responsibility over the legal
distribution of these substances.

Early-twenty-first-century regulations of illegal
drugs for the most part have their roots in the
1950s and 1960s. Many countries experienced an
escalation of repression of the counterculture and
associated drug use during the 1970s and 1980s.
Norway represents a very strong illustration of this.
The use of illegal drugs was criminalized in 1968.
In 1972 and 1981 the maximum penalty for se-
rious drug crimes by professional criminals was
raised first from six to ten years, and then subse-
quently to fifteen years. In 1984 the structure of
the laws was changed so that more criminal
offenses were placed into the Penal Code. Finally
the maximum penalty was raised to the absolute
limit, twenty-one years, for particularly aggravated
drug crimes. The raising of the penalty levels were
most of all aimed at combatting drug trafficking,
but some changes were also made in order to hold
the users more accountable. By 1984 most of the
legal basis for regulating illegal drugs was included

in the Penal Code and the crimes were defined as
felonies. Only use and possession for personal use
were accepted as misdemeanors.

The differences between the laws of the differ-
ent nations revealed differences in the drug-policy
climates in those countries. Countries including
Italy, the Netherlands, Austria, and Spain had an
explicit differentiation between ‘‘soft’’ and ‘‘hard’’
drugs and between users and traffickers in their
laws, whereas France, Norway, and Sweden did
not make these distinctions. The balance between
penal provisions and administrative measures also
varied considerably. Finally, the expediency princi-
ple that allows the police authorities to make prio-
rities between cases and not prosecute minor
offenses has de facto legalized possession and con-
sumption of illegal drugs in some countries, for
instance the Netherlands.

European integration has contributed to a
growing space for regulation and administrative
measures in drug policy within the European
Union, especially from the early 1990s. Nicholas
Dorn and Simone White conclude in 1999 in a
study of twelve European countries that the bal-
ance between administrative and criminal measures
in national policy still varies but that most countries
restricted the clear criminal measures to drugs
trade, selling and possession of larger amounts, or
activities involving more dangerous drugs. In cases
of nuisance, administrative and criminal measures
were mixed, whereas administrative measures
dominated in the handling of local planning,
licensing, and possession of illegal drugs in general.

From the end of the 1990s most changes in the
European laws on drugs have moved the systems in
a more liberal direction. Possession and use of
drugs have either changed status from a crime to
an offense or have been fully decriminalized in
countries as Italy, Spain, Greece, and Portugal.
Others, such as Britain and Belgium, restrict this
lenience to cannabis only.

THE HARD AND SOFT DRUGS CONTROVERSY

In practical policy and legal practices hard and soft
drugs are treated differently in the European coun-
tries. That cannabis should be included in the
international conventions on illegal drugs at all
was contested from the beginning. Experts com-
monly recognize that cannabis does not have the
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same medical and psychological risks as do most of
the other drugs on the list of illegal drugs, but in
the political debates cannabis still has an important
symbolic status. It is considered to be a gateway
drug that easily leads to further drug problems for
individuals.

The most well-known examples of de facto
legalized trade in soft drugs are the ‘‘Free City of
Christiania’’ in Denmark and the coffee-shop pol-
icy of the Netherlands. In 1971 some large bar-
racks situated almost in the center of Copenhagen
were abandoned by the military. Shortly thereafter
they were occupied by squatters, who nicknamed
them ‘‘The Free City of Christiania.’’ In the begin-
ning this was a clearly politicized social experiment
opposing the established way of life. There has
been a continual debate about Christiania among
the Danish public, but all the same the ‘‘Pusher
Street’’ in Christiania has survived for more than
thirty years as a permanent venue for open trade in
hashish. This history has not only to do with the
Danish permissiveness in moral questions. It has
most of all to do with the principle of making a
separation between hard and soft drugs that was set
down in the legal practice by the attorney general
in 1969 and supported by the chief medical officer
of the capital. It is thus possible for the police not
to intervene in Christiania as long as hard drugs are
not being sold.

The role of the elite of the public services is
quite similar in the Netherlands. The Dutch chiefs
of police and justice officials recommended legal-
ization of cannabis in the late 1960s. They argued
for the necessity of concentrating police resources
on drug trafficking rather than on petty crime. The
Baan Committee’s report of 1972 settled the prin-
ciple that the regulation and level of punishment in
drug cases should be determined by the health risk
posed by the particular drug. Experts in the
Netherlands agreed on the conclusion that canna-
bis was less dangerous than other drugs. During
the 1970s and 1980s the system of retail sale of
cannabis in coffee shops developed, and by the
early 1990s the government planned to legalize
production of Dutch cannabis (nederwiet). These
plans were stopped, however, and Paulette Kurzer
(2001) argues that there have been considerable
differences between popular belief and the attitudes
of the elite toward the drug question. The reaction

in the society together with pressure from the
European Union have led to an increasingly re-
strictive regulation of the coffee shops and a much
stronger focus on nuisance during the 1990s. But
still the Netherlands stands out as the one
European country that actually has a strategy for a
regulated legal trade in cannabis.

MAINTENANCE TREATMENT AND HARM

REDUCTION

The medicalization of the drug problem is best
illustrated by strategies for maintenance treatment
and prescription practices. Among the best-known
strategies for this is the ‘‘British system’’ and the
recent heroin trials in Switzerland. The British sys-
tem has a long history while the Swiss trials are
clearly a part of the movement toward harm reduc-
tion from the early 1990s.

The Rolleston Committee report from 1926
settled, according to Berridge (1999), a partner-
ship between the professional ideology of doctors
and the aims of legal control. This was the start of
the so-called British system that most of all was
based on an establishment of a therapeutic relation-
ship between a doctor and a patient who agreed on
the patient’s being ill and in need of treatment. The
system worked pretty well until the late 1950s
when prescribed drugs started to flow into a growing
illegal market for recreational use. The Brain
Committee of 1966 prepared the introduction of
specialized drug dependence units (called clinics) in
1968. They were designed to provide maintenance
treatment for heroin and cocaine. By the start of the
1980s it was clear that the clinics neither met the goal
of making the addicts accessible for treatment nor
stopped the supply of legal drugs to the illegal
market. There was also a growing doubt about the
practices from a professional point of view, and
most practitioners preferred to discontinue the
administration of injectable heroin in favor of oral
methadone. Even if the practices of the clinics were
quite contested by the mid-1980s, the system
represented a very useful infrastructure for the rapid
change needed when the HIV epidemic occurred.
The choice of strategy when confronted with this
new threat associated with intravenous drug use
was well-founded in the previous tradition of public
health. Medically assisted treatment, advice, and
information as well as needle exchange programs
could be administered through the clinics. By
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the end of the century the administration of oral
methadone and increasingly buprenorphine came
to dominate the treatment of opiate dependent
patients. Numbers from 2002 show that only 1
percent of these patients receive injectable heroin.

The background for the Swiss heroin trials was
somewhat different. During the 1980s Switzerland
was confronted with some of the largest open drug
scenes in Europe. Heroin trials were started in
the early 1990s and were shown to have a very
efficient positive impact on the problem of drug
crimes and health problems among the addicts.
Compared to the British system, the Swiss treat-
ment is much more controlled and puts the patient
under a strict set of rules. It has made heroin
addiction into ‘‘a painstakingly monitored illness’’
(Aarburg and Stauffacher, p. 41). Switzerland
experienced a rapid increase in the prevalence of
heroin addiction up to 1993/94, followed by a
gradual decline in the following ten years. Thus
the Swiss authorities consider their treatment
strategy as quite successful. Medically assisted
treatment, especially with methadone, has become
an important part of harm-reduction strategies in
Europe. Together with securing the supply of
clean syringes, establishing injection rooms, and
providing addicts with information, medical
involvement in drug policy has contributed to the
limitation of the spreading of HIV as well as other
infectious diseases.

DRUG POLICY BEYOND THE NATIONAL

STATES

Drug policy was among the first topics for interna-
tional cooperation, as shown by the international
conventions. It has also proven to be a very fertile
soil for cooperation in Europe. It is easy to agree
on the necessity of cooperation, and, in spite of
differences in practical policy, to fight drugs is
deemed a good cause. Among the Nordic countries
the cooperation was set up in the early 1970s,
through meetings between the Nordic ministers,
cooperation in epidemiological research, police
cooperation, and special services for youth from
other Nordic countries in Copenhagen.

The Pompidou Group was set up in 1972 as a
cooperative effort between the six members of the
European Economic Community (EEC) and the
United Kingdom. It started as a multidisciplinary
cooperation program on drugs covering health,

education, information, enforcement, and legisla-
tion. To state the necessity of international coop-
eration not only in control but also in handling the
drug problem as a social problem and a problem
of public health was an important contribution of
this cooperation. In 1980 the Pompidou Group
become a ‘‘partial agreement’’ under the Council
of Europe. Since 1982 experts have cooperated to
develop administrative monitoring systems for the
assessment of public health and social problems
related to drug abuse. This cooperation evolved
over the years through cooperation in school sur-
veys and a multicity study of drug indicators.

When the European Union decided to set up
its own drug-monitoring institution, the European
Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction,
in 1993, it could build on the traditions from the
Pompidou Group. The EMCDDA consolidated
the monitoring effort in Europe and drew national
civil services into a more comprehensive cooperation
on epidemiological studies as well as other aspects of
prevention and treatment in the drug field.

The European Union’s involvement in drug
policy and enforcement expanded after the
Maastricht Treaty of 1992, first through coopera-
tion between police forces and customs. Drug traf-
ficking and international crime became a focus of
police cooperation among the EU member states
beginning in the mid-1980s. The Europol Drug
Unit was set up in 1993 before the negotiations
about the Europol convention finished. Measures
to control the trade in the precursors of illegal
drugs and to prevent money-laundering were put
in place by the early 1990s. Together with the
cooperation in research and knowledge produc-
tion, these elements express a European approach
to illegal drugs. The problem of illegal drugs
should be handled with a wide range of strategies
from fighting international crime to implementing
knowledge-based strategies for treatment, preven-
tion, and harm reduction.

See also AIDS; Amsterdam; Police and Policing.
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SVANAUG FJÆR

n

DUBČEK, ALEXANDER (1921–1992),
Czech politician and reformer.

Alexander Dubček was born in Uhrovec,
Czechoslovakia (now in the Slovak Republic). His

parents had lived in the United States prior to World
War I, in Chicago, Illinois, and in Cleveland, Ohio.
Both had been active in the socialist movement of
Eugene Debs but had returned to Czechoslovakia
after the war. Dubček’s father, Stefan, was one of the
founders of the Czechoslovak Communist Party. In
1925 Dubček’s family moved to Kirghizia (now
Kyrgyzstan) to help build socialism in the Soviet
Union. They returned to Slovakia in 1938, when
Dubček was seventeen, and he promptly joined the
illegal Communist Party of Czechoslovakia. During
World War II, he was an anti-Nazi guerrilla and
participated in the Slovak National Uprising in
1944. After the war he rose rapidly through the ranks
of the Slovak Communist Party, becoming a member
of the Slovak Party Central Committee in 1951. In
1955 he was sent to study at the Moscow Political
College, where he graduated with honors in 1958.
In 1962 he was named a full member of the Central
Committee of the Czechoslovak Communist Party
and later first secretary of the Slovak Communist
Party.

In the early 1960s, the country suffered an eco-
nomic downturn and in 1965 the hard-line first
secretary of the Czechoslovak Communist Party,
Antonı́n Novotný, was compelled to introduce a set
of measures to decentralize state control over the
economy. The Soviet Union refused to support
Novotný, largely viewing his policies as ill advised,
and aware of the growing disenchantment within the
Czechoslovak Communist Party with his leadership.
Dubček led a group of reformers who in October
1967 presented a long list of grievances against the
government. This was followed later in the fall by
popular protests against the Novotný government.
In January 1968 the Czechoslovak Party Central
Committee ousted Novotný and replaced him with
Dubček. A key supporter of Dubček was Gustav
Husak, also a Slovak, who was named Dubček’s
deputy. During the resulting Prague Spring (March
to August 1968), Dubček attempted to reform the
Communist Party and allow ‘‘socialism with a human
face.’’

Dubček announced a series of liberalizations
that included the abolition of censorship and the
right of citizens to openly criticize the government.
As a result, newspapers began publishing stories on
official corruption, implicating many Novotný sup-
porters. Further reforms allowed for collective
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bargaining by trade unions and for farmers to form
independent cooperatives. Industrial enterprises
were also provided greater freedom to negotiate
wages and prices. In April 1968 the Communist
Party Central Committee openly criticized the dis-
graced Novotný for economic mismanagement and
launched measures to liberalize the Communist
Party itself, proclaiming that members have ‘‘not
only the right, but the duty to act according to
[their] conscience.’’

Dubček was careful not to antagonize the Soviet
Union. Remembering the 1956 Soviet invasion of
Hungary, where the reformers under Imre Nagy had
sought to take Hungary out of the Warsaw Pact,
Dubček made it clear that, despite the internal
reforms, he would make no changes in
Czechoslovak foreign policy. The country would
remain firmly in the Soviet orbit. Nonetheless, the
Soviet leadership became increasingly suspicious of
the Dubček-led regime and on 21 August 1968
Warsaw Pact forces invaded Czechoslovakia. In order
to avoid bloodshed, Dubček ordered the troops not
to resist. After the invasion, Dubček and others were
subsequently ‘‘invited’’ to meet with Leonid
Brezhnev and Alexei Kosygin in Moscow, after which

Dubček announced the end of the reforms. In April
1969 Dubček was replaced as party first secretary by
his deputy, Gustav Husak. The following year he was
expelled from the party and for the next eighteen
years he worked as a forestry official in a lumberyard.
He was forbidden to converse with anyone outside
his immediate family without permission.

Following the collapse of the communist gov-
ernment after the Velvet Revolution of November
1989, Dubček was rehabilitated. In November
1989 he spoke at a rally in Bratislava and later stood
with the newly elected Czechoslovak president
Václav Havel in Prague while huge crowds cheered.
On 28 December 1989 Dubček was unanimously
elected chairman of the Federal Assembly, and he
was reelected in 1990. He was awarded the
Sakharov Peace Prize in 1989 and he published
two books, The Soviet Invasion (which documented
the events in 1968) and his autobiography, Hope
Dies Last.

Dubček suffered serious injuries in an automo-
bile accident in 1992 and died as a result of those
injuries at age seventy, on 7 November 1992.

See also Brezhnev, Leonid; Czechoslovakia; Havel,
Václav; Nagy, Imre; Prague Spring; Slovakia;
Velvet Revolution; Warsaw Pact.
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DUCHAMP, MARCEL (1887–1968),
French artist.

Marcel Duchamp became one of the most
influential artists of the twentieth century for a

Alexander Dubček, 1989. ªPETER TURNLEY/CORBIS
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succession of provocative works that helped reorient
the production and reception of art. Duchamp’s
turn from painting to a range of procedures, his
designation of everyday objects as art, and an insis-
tent lack of stylistic unity challenged assumptions
about the status of the original and the relevance
of aesthetic judgment.

Born in the Normandy region of France,
Duchamp grew up in a family rich in artists, includ-
ing two older brothers, Jacques Villon and
Raymond Duchamp-Villon, who participated in
the cubist movement, and a younger sister,
Suzanne Duchamp, who also painted. Duchamp’s
early paintings, produced after joining his brothers
in Paris in 1904, demonstrate his interest in Paul
Cézanne (1839–1906), fauvism, and then cubism.
Several of these were included in a key cubist exhi-
bition of 1911, but the next year he withdrew his
1912 Nude Descending a Staircase, No. 2 from the
Salon des Indépendants after cubists on the hang-
ing committee objected to the painting’s subject
(indicated, unavoidably, by the title painted
directly on the canvas). The work was nonetheless
included in the 1913 Armory Show in New York,
where popular press responses to this major exhibi-
tion of advanced European art singled out
Duchamp’s work for particular derision.

When Duchamp himself came to New York in
1915, his avant-garde credentials were firmly estab-
lished by his Armory Show scandal. In 1913, how-
ever, Duchamp had turned away from cubist
painting in favor of investigations of chance, optics,
and theories of geometry exploring the concept of
a fourth dimension, all of which reflected his
engagement with an increasingly theoretical rather
than a visual or ‘‘retinal’’ artistic experience. These
ideas, as well as an overlay of sexual and machine
imagery, were the basis for the two panels of a
complex work on glass, The Bride Stripped Bare by
Her Bachelors, Even (1915–1923), also known as
The Large Glass, divided vertically between the
bride’s section on top and the domain of the
bachelors below. Begun the year of Duchamp’s
arrival in New York and declared definitively unfin-
ished by the artist in 1923, this work was in
another sense completed with the publication of a
series of related notes in 1934, La mariée mise à nu
par ses célibataires, même, or The Green Box, which
appeared as an edition of unbound facsimiles, and a

later set of notes, A l’infinitif, issued in 1966. And
the work received another final touch in 1936,
when Duchamp reassembled the pieces that had
shattered during shipping in 1927.

In 1913 Duchamp also mounted a bicycle
wheel on a wooden stool, but even he required
time to recognize the gesture’s significance, adopt-
ing the term readymade only in 1915. By simply
selecting everyday objects and designating them
works of art, Duchamp redirected making from a
physical to a conceptual act and also drew attention
to the surrounding institutional conventions that
allow the gesture to register. The series came to
include such objects as a bottle rack, snow shovel,
and an altered reproduction of Leonardo da Vinci’s
Mona Lisa, but the most famous was the urinal that
Duchamp turned on its back, signed with the pseu-
donym R. Mutt, entitled Fountain, and submitted
to the 1917 Society of Independent Artists exhibi-
tion in New York. After the work’s rejection from
an event that was supposed to be open to all who
paid the entrance fee, Duchamp orchestrated a
sequence of responses, including a photograph by
Alfred Stieglitz (1864–1946) that provides the
only visual record of an object that, like most of
the other readymades, was lost soon after it was
initially chosen.

At the time of his ostensible rejection of art in
favor of chess in 1923, Duchamp’s reputation was
largely confined to avant-garde circles associated
with Dada and surrealism. Yet over the course of
the century his reputation burgeoned, gathering
momentum particularly during the 1960s as a mod-
ernist aesthetic was supplanted by postmodernism in
the context of Pop Art’s engagement with everyday
objects or images and as conceptual art began to
emphasize the primacy of idea over physical entity.

Duchamp contributed to his reception through
his Box in a Valise, a kind of miniature museum
composed of small-scale reproductions of extant
work as well as lost readymades that first appeared
in 1941. Postwar attention was prompted by the
Philadelphia Museum of Art’s 1954 installation of
a major collection of Duchamp’s work acquired
from Louise and Walter Arensberg and Robert
Lebel’s 1959 monograph, Marcel Duchamp, pub-
lished in French and English editions. These were
followed by a 1963 retrospective at the Pasadena
Art Museum, limited edition versions of previously
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lost readymades issued in 1964, and, immediately
following Duchamp’s death, the public unveiling
of his final, secret work, Given: 1 � The Waterfall;
2 � The Illuminating Gas, or Étant donnés, 1946–
1966, which presents a startling tableau of a nude
woman, head invisible and legs spread, that can
only be seen through holes in a wooden door
installed in an alcove near the Large Glass at the
Philadelphia Museum of Art. Yet even if the

complexity of Duchamp’s work as a whole is one

reason for his ever expanding reputation, the

deceptively simple gesture of the readymade raised

questions about the nature of artistic authorship,

originality, and aesthetic judgment that continue

to reverberate through art of the present day.

See also Avant-Garde; Cubism; Degenerate Art Exhibit;
Modernism; Pop Art; Postmodernism.

The Bride Stripped Bare by Her Bachelors, Even. By Marcel Duchamp, 1923. THE

PHILADELPHIA MUSEUM OF ART/ART RESOURCE, NY
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DUMONT, RENÉ (1904–2001), French
agronomist; Third World activist and ecologist.

René Dumont was born into a staunchly
republican family in the northern French city of
Cambrai. His mother was a mathematician and
school director and his father an agricultural engi-
neer and publisher of the first French agricultural
dictionary, Larousse agricole (1921). His close con-
tact with the wounded soldiers who were treated in
his mother’s high school during World War I direc-
ted his political views toward an unshakable pacif-
ism and a radical form of socialism. Although his
admiration for the Soviet Union waned during the
early 1920s, his overall left-wing orientation remained
unchallenged during the rest of his life.

After graduating as an agronomical engineer from
the Institut National Agronomique National and spe-
cializing at the Institut National D’Agronomique
Coloniale at Nogent, Dumont became a colonial
administrator in Indochina, where he inspected and
studied the cultivation of rice in the Tonkin estuary
(on which he wrote his first book, La culture de riz
dans le delta du Tonkin [Rice culture in the Tonkin
delta], 1935). Between 1933 and 1974, Dumont
taught comparative agriculture at the Institut
National Agronomique in Paris, where he became a
full professor in 1953.

As an agronomist, Dumont combined a thor-
ough empirical knowledge of agricultural tech-
niques and practices (gathered during innumerable
travels throughout Europe and the rest of the
world) with a sociological approach to farmers’
communities. His work was grounded in the belief

that the organization of agriculture is inherently a
political matter, and this fundamental assumption
guided him in his analysis of French agriculture,
which occupied him at the start of his academic
career.

During World War II, Dumont contributed
articles—primarily technical in nature—to La
Terre Française (French earth), a Pétainist journal
that pleaded for agricultural corporatism, that is,
for a nonconflictual cooperation between growers
and refiners for the sake of French national inter-
ests. Because of this and because his pacifism kept
him out of the Resistance, some critics have, mis-
takenly, depicted Dumont as a fascist.

After World War II, Dumont became an agri-
cultural expert in the team with which the leading
public servant Jean Monnet embarked upon the
economic modernization of France. A visit to the
United States in 1946 (about which he wrote his
Les leçons de l’agriculture américaine [The lessons
of American agriculture, 1949]) imbued him with a
productivist ideology, according to which agricul-
tural growth had to be attained by drastically rais-
ing productivity. In line with these productivist
tenets, he contributed greatly to the intensification
and mechanization of agricultural methods
throughout France.

When French decolonization began in the
1950s, Dumont focused his attention on the
Third World, where he tried to apply his producti-
vist approach in support of the newly independent
states. He sympathized with and was solicited by
those new regimes that recognized the importance
of agricultural reforms as the starting point of eco-
nomic and political emancipation. He particularly
admired Mao Zedong’s China until he was disen-
chanted by its ideological dogmatism and the
priority it gave to industry, beginning with the
Great Leap Forward (1958). Similar disillusion-
ments awaited him with the new regimes in the
Maghreb countries (in northwest Africa), in sub-
Saharan Africa, and in Latin America (particularly
Fidel Castro’s Cuba). Whereas he relentlessly
pointed to the colonial past and the neocolonial
practices of the northern countries as the main
impediments to the economic and social develop-
ment of the southern ones, he nonetheless criti-
cized the regimes of the decolonized countries for
blindly imitating the model of the developed
world. Most notably, he rejected the primacy given

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 895

D U M O N T , R E N É



to industrial development and to urban elites at the
expense of the peasantry. He expressed this provoc-
atively in his book L’Afrique noire est mal partie
(1962; The False Start in Africa). Opposing both
the capitalist and the communist models, Dumont
believed in the self-regulating capacities of small-
scale communities reined in by internal democracy
and adapting their agrarian and industrial produc-
tion to local needs.

Also during the 1960s, Dumont began to
abandon his belief in productivist agriculture. He
had come to the conclusion that further enhance-
ment of agricultural productivity would exhaust
the world’s fertile soils and render every form of
social and economical progress impossible. As a
consequence, his main objective became the reduc-
tion of consumption rather than the increase of
production. With regard to the Third World, this
ecological turn strengthened his support for popula-
tion control, which he had embraced as early as the
1930s. Not only would overpopulation mortgage all
chances of economic development, it would also
lead to ecological catastrophes. With regard to the
developed countries, his ecological awareness was
translated into a sustained cry for austerity. If west-
ern overconsumption were to be transposed to the
Third World, he argued, the world’s natural
resources would be exhausted within half a century.
Hence his continuous struggle for reducing the use
of private cars and the consumption of meat, since
large parts of the Third World’s agricultural produc-
tion were aimed at feeding the livestock of the
developed world. These convictions found their
most powerful expression in his L’utopie ou la mort
(1973; Utopia or death). Dumont drew heavily
from the information in the report published by
the Club of Rome in 1972, The Limits to Growth,
but he criticized the report for its apolitical charac-
ter. Dumont never left any room for doubt that
ecological activism was, for him, a form of left-wing
engagement, since the first victims of environmental
damage were the poor peasants of the Third World.

When the formerly diffuse French ecological
movement joined together to run a candidate in
the presidential elections of 1974, Dumont became
their candidate. Although he only won 1.33 per-
cent of the vote, the campaign politicized the
European ecological movement. With his direct,
nonconformist style and his flair for mediation,
Dumont demonstrated that ecology was not an

aesthetic issue but a highly political one. After
1974 Dumont engaged sporadically in ecological
politics, most notably when heading the Greens’
Parisian list in the 1986 legislative elections and
when promoting Dominique Voynet’s presidential
campaign in 1995. He also served as a symbol and
spiritual guide to the French ecological movement,
accounting for its overall leftist humanism. In a
more marginal way, he played a similar role in the
anti-globalization movement and was one of the
founders of ATTAC-France.

See also Agriculture; Colonialism; Decolonization;
Globalization; Greens; Monnet, Jean.
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MARNIX BEYEN

n

DUNKIRK. Dunkirk was the northern French
port from which British and Allied troops were
evacuated during the fighting that led to the fall
of France in 1940. On 10 May, German forces
invaded France and the Low Countries and within
ten days had reached the Channel coast near
Abbeville. The British Expeditionary Force (BEF),
which had advanced into Belgium to meet the
German attack, was in danger of being surrounded
and cut off. General John Vereker, Viscount Gort,
the commander in chief of the BEF, was authorized
to withdraw his beleaguered force to the coast in
order to be transported back to Britain. On 26 May,
Operation Dynamo—the Dunkirk evacuation—
began.

The Royal Navy hastily assembled a vast
armada of some nine hundred ships to bring the
troops home across the Channel. Dunkirk harbor
became the main point of embarkation, but the
nearby beaches were also used for this purpose,
and a host of little ships, such as fishing boats and
pleasure cruisers manned by civilian volunteers,
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ferried the troops out to the bigger ships that could
not get in close to the shore. The discipline of the
rear echelon troops as they waited for evacuation
was not always good. Officers organizing the long
queues were on occasion forced to maintain order
at the point of a gun. However, as the fighting
troops arrived in the area, discipline improved
and the rate of embarkation speeded up. In the
meantime, the Wehrmacht attacked the perimeter
around the town and the Luftwaffe pounded the
harbor and the beaches. By 4 June more than three
hundred thousand British and Allied troops had
escaped from Dunkirk under the noses of the
Germans. It was a staggering feat.

A number of factors combined to make possible
this seemingly miraculous achievement. Dunkirk
was a fortuitous bridgehead for such an evacuation.
It had an extensive harbor and beaches, it was
ringed by canals that acted as defense lines, and
the sea dikes could be opened to flood the low-
lying land and hamper the German tanks. The BEF
played an important role in its own salvation. The
skillful fighting retreat that it conducted back to

the coast, as well as the valiant defense of the
Dunkirk perimeter, were essential in ensuring that
so many troops got away. Nor should the part
played by the French army be forgotten. Not only
did it help to defend the port during the evacua-
tion, but it also formed the final rearguard that
allowed the last of the British troops to escape.
Much credit should of course go to the Royal
Navy for the success of the operation. Vice-
Admiral Bertram Ramsey, flag officer for Dover,
deftly coordinated the evacuation, and the navy
gallantly brought out the troops despite heavy
losses during the embarkation. The naval effort
was greatly assisted by good weather and calm seas:
this was perhaps the real miracle of Dunkirk. The
troops criticized the Royal Air Force (RAF) for
abandoning them to their fate on the beaches,
but this view was too harsh. Although it was not
possible to maintain continuous air patrols over
Dunkirk, and essential that precious aircraft were
not frittered away when they would be needed for
the forthcoming defense of Britain, much damage
was done to the Luftwaffe during the evacuation
period.

British and French troops await evacuation on the beaches at Dunkirk, May 1940. ªCORBIS
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The Germans themselves contributed to the
escape of the BEF. On 24 May, Adolf Hitler issued
the notorious halt order that prevented German
tanks, which were close to Dunkirk, from advanc-
ing for three days. Various explanations have been
put forward for this order, including a need to
preserve the armored forces for the impending
push south, a misplaced faith in the Luftwaffe to
finish off the BEF, a desire on the part of the
Fuhrer to reassert his authority over his comman-
ders, and a reluctance to believe that a large-scale
sea evacuation was possible. Whatever the reason,
by the time the tanks began to roll again the BEF
had strengthened its defense line, the troops were
streaming into Dunkirk, and the chance to cut
them off had disappeared. This proved to be a
crucial mistake.

On 4 June, Churchill told the House of
Commons that ‘‘wars are not won by evacuations,’’
and there was no doubt that the withdrawal from
Dunkirk was a serious military reversal. But the
success of Operation Dynamo was vital to the
British war effort. If the BEF had not got away,
most of Britain’s trained troops would have been
lost, with serious consequences for the country’s
military position. The shock might have been so
great that the British government would be forced
to contemplate a negotiated peace. As it was, the
returning troops greatly enhanced the country’s
home defense capability and formed the nucleus
of a new citizen army that was built up after the
debacle in France. Churchill was boosted in his
conviction that the country must fight on alone in
1940, and he set about galvanizing the nation for
the struggle ahead. For the British people the evac-
uation was an important psychological victory. The
rescue of the troops against the odds electrified the
public and gave them a new sense of purpose and
national unity. Propagandists were quick to turn
the event into a patriotic myth in which the little
ships became a symbol of resistance to the might of
the Nazis. The ‘‘Dunkirk spirit’’ entered the British
lexicon: a mixture of improvisation and a stubborn
refusal to give up when defeat seems inevitable.

See also Britain, Battle of; World War II.
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DURAS, MARGUERITE (1914–1996),
French author.

Marguerite Duras was known both for her style
and for the diversity of her writings about pas-
sionate love and the madness of history. In novels,
plays, and films she explored her childhood in
Indochina, her political involvement during the
Resistance in World War II, and the wartime
deportation of her husband, Robert Antelme.

Born in 1914 in the Mekong Delta,
Marguerite Donnadieu was strongly influenced by
her Indochinese childhood. She grew up facing the
hardships of poor white colons in a region under
exploitative colonial rule. Her mother, for example,
a young widow and elementary schoolteacher who
in 1924 purchased land that turned out to be
almost impossible to farm, struggled mightily to
raise three children. In an early novel, Un barrage
contre le Pacifique (1950; The Sea Wall), Duras
described both the constant battles against the trop-
ical environment and the personal torments of her
female narrator. In 1932 she moved to Paris to
continue her education and there found a low-level
job at the colonial ministry. In 1943 she published
her first novel, Les impudents (The insolent), under
a pen name, Duras, because she believed that ‘‘a
writer cannot write under the name of the father.’’
She rapidly found the voice that would make her
famous in the 1960s, treading the line between
spoken language and poetry. In Hiroshima mon
amour she wrote that ‘‘love allows one to die more
comfortably to life.’’ Destruction was a key word
for Duras. She depicted herself in novels, plays, and
films, making no distinction between these various
forms of expression. Duras became closely identi-
fied with her work—forty novels and a dozen plays
and films that she wrote or directed—in which, as
in life, she did not like to acknowledge restrictive
boundaries, whether the contradictory demands of
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the heart or physical frailties, such as those brought
on by her alcoholism.

Duras married Robert Antelme in 1939 and
three years later met Dyonis Mascolo, with whom
she had a son. At about this time she became
friendly with avant-garde writers and philosophers
such as Jean Genet, Henri Michaux, Georges
Bataille, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, René Leibowitz,
and Edgar Morin. In World War II, Duras, her
husband, and Mascolo joined the French
Resistance, fighting alongside François Morland
(that is, François Mitterrand, the future president
of France), who remained a lifelong friend.
Antelme was captured by the Gestapo and
deported first to Buchenwald, then to Dachau.
After the Liberation he wrote one of the most
remarkable firsthand accounts of Nazi concentra-
tion camps, L’espèce humaine (1947; The Human
Race). Duras transformed her own wartime experi-
ences into literary and cinematic works. She wrote
the screenplay for Hiroshima mon amour, the 1959
film directed by Alain Resnais, the theme of which
was the devastation of the atomic bomb, and
returned to the war in a collection of texts entitled
La douleur (The War: A Memoir), published only
in 1985, in which she recounts Antelme’s return
and his subsequent illness and death. Duras, who
had joined the French Communist Party in 1943
but was expelled in 1950, remained an advocate
of left-wing causes and came out against the
Algerian War, signing the Declaration on the
Right to Insubordination in 1960, under Charles
de Gaulle’s Fifth Republic. She also played a role in
the events of May 1968. Les yeux verts (1980;
Green Eyes) is a political text about the founding
of an action committee of students and writers.

Duras shaped her fantasies into a variety of
novels and films, from Moderato Cantabile (1958)
to India Song (1975). Her characters seek to
escape loneliness and to give meaning to their lives:
through absolute love in Le ravissement de Lol V.
Stein (1964; The Ravishing of Lol Stein), through
madness in L’amante anglaise (1967; The English
Lover). Le ravissement inaugurated a cycle of novels
about the femme fatale Anne-Marie Stretter, a
character that would continue to haunt Duras. In
Yann Andréa Steiner (1992), she turned the man
with whom she had been living since 1980 into a
veritable Durassian hero.

Duras gradually became a major literary figure,
a cult author much admired and sometimes hated.
She was always interested in the world at large and
in 1957 started writing for the news magazine
France observateur. Her position on the Villemin
affair, a famous case of alleged infanticide,
expressed in her newspaper article ‘‘Sublime, forcé-
ment sublime’’ (Sublime, necessarily sublime; pub-
lished in Libération in 1985), provoked hostility
and controversy among feminists with whom she
had until then been allied. In L’amant (1984; The
Lover), Duras wrote frankly about her childhood in
Indochina. The novel was awarded the Prix
Goncourt and brought her extraordinary fame
and popularity. It sold three million copies and
was translated into forty languages, its worldwide
success aided by the 1992 film adaptation directed
by Jean-Jacques Annaud.

See also France; Indochina; Mitterrand, François.
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DUTCH COLONIAL EMPIRE. The
foundations of the Dutch Empire were laid in the
seventeenth century by trading companies operating
in Asia and the Atlantic. Business was, in all periods,
the primary motive of Dutch colonialism, engender-
ing a utilitarian colonial discourse. Despite commer-
cial leanings, however, Dutch imperial drives were
essentially ambiguous, and scholars argue about
whether the Netherlands had an imperial drive simi-
lar to that of the larger European powers. Whereas
in the last decades of the nineteenth century Britain
and France embarked on imperial programs of
annexation and conquest, the Dutch kingdom
seemed to be more committed to concentration
than expansion. As late as 1873, the Netherlands
handed over its unprofitable African possessions
on the Gold Coast to Great Britain. At the same
time, the Dutch colonial state in the Dutch East
Indies showed a marked urge toward securing
colonial borders and extending its authority. In
the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the
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Dutch fought protracted wars in Aceh, the northern
tip of Sumatra, and many other areas of the
Indonesian archipelago in order to subdue indigen-
ous states that were considered disobedient to
Dutch hegemony. If by the mid-nineteenth century
colonial rule was still limited to Java and to isolated
pockets in other areas, by 1910 it extended over
almost the entire archipelago. The Dutch imperialist
drive remained limited to its Asian colonies, how-
ever. In contrast, the Netherlands’ small possessions
in the Americas—Surinam on the Guyana coast and
the six small Caribbean islands of the Antilles—
hardly attracted attention in the Netherlands.
Demographically, they were negligible: the six small
islands of the Antilles had about 55,000 inhabitants
in 1910 and Surinam around 100,000, compared to
about 45 million in the Dutch East Indies.

COLONIAL ETHICS AND MODERNISM

By the turn of the twentieth century, Dutch coloni-
alism developed its own brand of the ‘‘white man’s
burden,’’ called the ethical policy. Its ethics con-
sisted of a mixture of Christian philanthropy, an
increasing awareness of state responsibilities toward
the poor, and feelings of superiority packaged in a
rhetoric of development and uplifting of indigenous
peoples. As a consequence, in the popular press and
even in official publications, terms such as ereschuld
(debt of honor)—the moral duty of the Netherlands
to return the profits of colonial exploitation to the
Indies—appeared next to disparaging stories about
the backwardness of the colonized.

The new imperialist atmosphere was tangible in
the Netherlands, where the colonies became an
instrument of national propaganda. Statues, friezes,
monuments, and exhibitions extolled Dutch over-
seas exploits, military victories, and technological
progress but also proudly showed the cultures of
the colonized peoples. Despite this short-lived epi-
sode of imperial pomp, colonial rule remained in
essence a technocratic affair. The colonies were
scarcely the subject of political debate and figured
only marginally in party programs and at political
meetings. The Dutch East Indies were a place for
investment and development. Even in socialist cir-
cles, only a few voices advocated the immediate end
of colonial rule.

In the colonies, the beginning of the twentieth
century was marked by the emergence of public

opinion and political associations. The first
Indonesian organization, Boedi Oetomo (Noble
Endeavour), was established in 1908 and aimed pri-
marily at protecting the interests of the Javanese
administrative elite. An explicit call for autonomy
was raised only a few years later by the Indische
Partij (1912; Indies party), which was then banned
by the government. In the following years, numerous
other associations sprang up, stimulating the desire
for a representative government. In 1918 a People’s
Council was established, although it was chosen by a
very small constituency and invested with limited
powers.

Due both to growing concerns in government
circles about the nationalist movement’s radicaliza-
tion and to the conservative direction of the
Netherlands after an abortive socialist revolution,
political reform in the Indies stalled after 1918.
Colonial government became increasingly repres-
sive toward Indonesian movements, particularly
after a violently repressed communist uprising in
1926. After that, radical opposition was silenced,
and nationalist leaders were arrested and exiled.

Dutch colonialism in the 1930s was compla-
cent and politically conservative. Independence was
generally acknowledged as the ultimate aim, but
the moment of its realization put off to an unde-
fined future. But behind the facade of rust en orde
(peace and order), the old structures were increas-
ingly becoming unbalanced. The rise of western-
educated indigenous elites eroded the boundaries
between the separate elements of colonial society,
which had once been separated by law and labeled
native, foreign oriental, and European. The access
of Indonesians and Indonesian-Chinese subjects to
modern education and their entry into the colonial
establishment stimulated their political ambitions
and led to demands for constitutional reform.
These changes were clearly visible to the Dutch
regime, but reform was obstructed by Dutch eco-
nomic interests in the colony and the conviction
that the Dutch were indispensable for guiding the
Indonesians to political maturity and prosperity.
Despite the rapid changes in Indies’ society, a
redrawing of its political relationships proved to
be impossible.

Eloquent radicals such as the engineer Sukarno
and the lawyer Mohammad Hatta spent years in
and out of prison or exile. Even pleas by such
moderate Indonesian nationalists as Mas Soetardjo
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and Muhammad Thamrin for autonomy were
turned down. Throughout the world, it was
becoming clear that the colonial system was unsus-
tainable. Other colonies, including India and
Ceylon, went through a process of institutional
and constitutional change, augmenting representa-
tive government and the participation of indigen-
ous officials in the country’s administration, and
the Philippines were preparing for independence.
But in the Netherlands, few advocated autonomy
or even constitutional reform. Only on the brink of
Pacific involvement in World War II, in September
1940, did a commission for political reform, the
Visman Commission, present ambiguous proposals
for reforms, which would in no way have granted
autonomy and were in any case not implemented.

PROFITS OF EMPIRE

During the first decades of the twentieth century,
the economy of the East Indies was transformed.
The economic center of gravity shifted from Java’s
plantations, which were primarily sugar estates, to
the outer islands, in particular Sumatra and Borneo,
where rubber and oil were the dominant exports.
The economic boom in the outer islands was led by
large, Dutch-based corporations with little interven-
tion by the colonial government. In several regions,
local smallholder enterprises, especially those produc-
ing rubber and copra, were successful in the 1920s,
but they failed to generate growth outside the export
sector. In contrast to the British colonies, the com-
mercial ties between the Netherlands and the East
Indies became weaker during the 1930s. The desti-
nation of exports gradually shifted from the
Netherlands to other parts of the world, especially
Japan and the United States. In the late 1940s, this
eased the Dutch economy’s adjustment to the loss of
its colonies. According to economists of the period,
the Dutch East Indies represented 13.7 percent of
the Netherlands’ gross national product in 1938.

Parallel statistics are not available for the
Caribbean colonies, but they would make a bleak
contrast. Only a handful of large Dutch companies
operated in the west. Surinam and the Antilles
attracted few investments from the Netherlands.
Just before the abolition of slavery in 1863,
Surinam had 245 plantations; by 1937 this number
had dwindled to 42. Sugar cultivation, which had
made Dutch entrepreneurs rich in the eighteenth

century, had not disappeared but production had
become concentrated on two plantations, one of
which was run by the large Dutch company
Nederlandsche Handel Maatschappij. During the
1910s and 1920s, Dutch governors initiated a pro-
gram to stimulate small agriculture, which met with
marked success: Surinam became an exporter of food
products instead of an importer. But in colonial
terms, the western colonies had little to offer to the
Netherlands. The two exceptions were that
Koninklijke Olie/Shell established refineries on
Curaçao in 1915 and in Aruba in 1924 and that
bauxite mining was started in Surinam in 1922 by
the Surinaamse Bauxiet Maatschappij. These indus-
trial complexes were a boost to the listless economies
of Surinam and the Antilles, but they created lop-
sided economies, dependent on these single sources
of income.

DECOLONIZATION

World War II brought radical changes throughout the
Dutch Empire. With the outbreak of the war in the
Pacific on 7 December 1941, following Japan’s attack
on Pearl Harbor and the subsequent Japanese invasion
of Southeast Asia, the Dutch colonial state fell like a
house of cards. The colonial government sought
refuge in Australia and had to bide its time until the
Allied Powers would reconquer Indonesia. Most white
and many Eurasian Dutch citizens were imprisoned by
the Japanese army.

In the meantime, and largely out of sight of the
Dutch government-in-exile, the Indonesian land-
scape changed fundamentally. Nationalist leaders
were freed from exile and detention and assumed a
leading role in government and mass organizations
created to support the Japanese war efforts. Also
important were the generation of young Indonesians,
who now had the opportunity to assume public roles
as journalists, artists, and administrators, and the mili-
tary training the Japanese provided to Indonesian
youth, whom they organized into an Indonesian mili-
tary corps under Japanese command. These three
developments were crucial in postwar period.

On 17 August 1945, two days after the Japanese
capitulation, the Indonesian nationalist leaders
Sukarno and Mohammad Hatta proclaimed the
independent Indonesian Republic, which became a
clarion call for revolution. Although the Dutch had
discussed the possibilities of reform and autonomy,
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they were not prepared for confrontation. They

made three mistakes: First, most Dutch politicians

saw Sukarno as an agitator and a Japanese collabora-

tor and were not aware that he embodied a wish for

independence that was common to many educated

and politically active Indonesians. Second, they mis-

judged nationalism’s support among the Indonesian

population. Third, they did not anticipate interna-

tional opposition, in particular that of the United

Nations and the United States, to armed conflict. It

was this international pressure that eventually forced

the Netherlands to a negotiated agreement in 1949.

During the Indonesian War of Independence,

the Netherlands dispatched about 135,000 troops

to Indonesia, in addition to 70,000 members of

the Royal Netherlands East Indies Army. The war

lasted four years, took the lives of about 4,500

Dutch troops, several thousand Dutch civilians,

and an unknown number of Indonesians (the num-

ber 100,000 is often mentioned but remains a wild

guess). Twice, in July 1947 and December 1948,

the Dutch army launched large-scale offensives

aimed at securing the main production areas of

colonial businesses (the first attack was called

Operation Product) and weakening the position

of the Indonesian Republic. At the same time, out-

side Republican areas, the Dutch East Indies gov-

ernment started building the framework of a

federal state. By 1949 sixteen states had been cre-

ated, all of which were invested with democratic

and administrative institutions of their own.

What the Dutch called the Indonesian question

led to heated debates in the Netherlands. The conflict

in Indonesia was not fought over the principle of

independence—this had by and large been accepted

by the main protagonists by mid-1946, but about the

form it would take. Under pressure from the United

States and the United Nations, talks were resumed

between the Indonesian Republic, the newly created

local governments, and the Netherlands. In the nego-

tiations leading to the transfer of sovereignty on 27

December 1949, four issues were paramount: the

protection of Dutch business interests in postcolonial

Indonesia; the establishment of a United States of

Indonesia, of which Sukarno’s republic would be only

one part; the construction of an Indonesian-Dutch

Union; and the continuance of Dutch rule over New

Guinea.

Within twelve years after the transfer of sove-
reignty, the Dutch lost on all four issues. The poli-
tical arrangements were the first to fall. The federal
structure was annulled by August 1950, when all
states joined the unitary Indonesian Republic. A
year later, Indonesia left the Indonesian-Dutch
Union. In the following years, national leaders
used labor unions to put pressure on Dutch com-
panies, which had been a source of concern for the
Indonesian government. In December 1957 Dutch
business enterprises were occupied by Indonesian
unions and the military and the last vestiges of
Dutch colonialism were cleared away. By 1962 the
Dutch were forced, again under U.S. pressure, to
leave New Guinea and to hand it over first to the
United Nations and in 1963 to Indonesia.

DEVELOPMENT COLONIES

The years after 1950 saw the advent of the concept
of development, which in many senses represented
a stronger version of the old ethical policy. In order
to legitimize the Dutch hold on New Guinea,
which had been largely neglected before the war,
the island became the testing ground for develop-
ment. In a few years, many schools, roads, and
settlements were built and local civil servants
trained. Until well into the 1960s, most of the
budget for development aid went to the
Netherlands’ own colonies. The same was true in
Surinam and the Antilles, although they took an
entirely different political path. Surinam and the
Antilles had seen very little nationalist activity
before World War II. In contrast to Europe and
Southeast Asia, World War II brought not hardship
to the Dutch Caribbean and South American colo-
nies but an economic boom thanks to a heightened
Allied demand for their oil and bauxite industries.

Promises of autonomy made by the Dutch
government-in-exile during the war triggered poli-
tical consciousness, in particular in Surinam. In the
immediate postwar years, political parties sprang up
and organized along community lines. In the first
general elections in 1949, the National Party of
Surinam, which was dominated by Creoles (the des-
cendants of African slaves), won two-thirds of the
seats in parliament, and it dictated internal politics
for decades. Surinam and the Antilles gradually gained
greater autonomy. Talks begun in 1948 resulted in a
Charter of the Kingdom in 1954. According to
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the charter, Surinam, the Antilles, and the
Netherlands were equal partners within the king-
dom. The Netherlands would refrain from inter-
vention in interior affairs, but in practice the
colonies would become more financially dependent
on the Dutch government than ever before.

A revolt of oil workers in Curaçao, in the
Antilles, on 31 May 1969 over payment and racial
inequality was quelled by the Dutch army, recalling
the armed interventions in Indonesia twenty years
earlier. The violent clashes caused the governments
in the Netherlands, the Antilles, and Surinam to
reassess their relationship. In 1973 a center-left gov-
ernment took office in The Hague under Prime
Minister Joop den Uyl, a Social Democrat, and it
accelerated the decolonization process. This con-
cerned only Surinam; Antillean politicians unani-
mously considered the Antilles still unripe for
independence. Although the self-determination of
Surinam was the public justification for the move,
the swelling stream of Surinamese immigrants to the
Netherlands was the primary source of Dutch con-
cern. Above all, after their experiences in Indonesia
and New Guinea, the Dutch wanted a ‘‘clean’’ deco-
lonization in Surinam. Surinam became independent
on 25 November 1975, within two years of the open-
ing of talks. Surinam received a promise for 3.5 billion
guilders of financial help from the Dutch government.
Aid was stopped in December 1982, however, after
the murder of fifteen critics of the military regime.

By the 1980s empire had given way to postcolo-
nial diaspora. In the aftermath of the decolonization
of Indonesia and New Guinea, about 300,000
Europeans, most of them born in the Indies, came
to the Netherlands, followed in the 1960s by several
thousand Indonesian Chinese and political refugees
from the terror that besieged Indonesian society since
the violent advent of General Suharto in 1965. In the
1960s migration from the Caribbean increased. In
2005 the Surinamese community in the Netherlands
includes roughly 330,000 people and is almost equal

to the total population of Surinam. Similarly, 130,000
Antilleans migrated to the Netherlands since the
1960s.

Empire also left its traces in the awareness of
both the Netherlands and its former colonies.
Dutch business interests in Asia have for a long
time been concentrated on former Dutch colonies,
as has much of the Dutch tourist industry. Political
relations between the Netherlands and its former
colonies have often been strained, and Dutch criti-
cism of Indonesia’s human rights record angered
the Indonesian government enough that it can-
celed development relations in 1992; they were
resumed only after the fall of Suharto in 1998.
Relations with Surinam are even more turbulent.
Apart from recurrent bickering over the resump-
tion of financial aid, former coup leader Desi
Bouterse was convicted before a Dutch court to a
sentence of eleven years’ imprisonment on a charge
of drug trafficking in 1999. As Surinam does not
extradite its citizens, the case continued to hamper
relations between the two states into the twenty-
first century.

See also Colonialism; Decolonization; Netherlands.
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EASTERN BLOC. In the closing months
of World War II and the latter half of the 1940s,
the Soviet Union oversaw the establishment of
Communist regimes throughout central and
Eastern Europe. Over the next four decades, those
regimes constituted what was informally known as
the Eastern bloc. Initially, China, which fell under
Communist rule in 1949, was also part of the bloc.
The first major breach in the Eastern bloc occurred in
1948, when Yugoslavia was expelled amid a deepen-
ing rift with the Soviet Union. A more serious breach
occurred at the end of the 1950s, when a bitter dis-
pute erupted between China and the Soviet Union
and soon became irreconcilable. The Sino-Soviet rift
also inspired Albania to leave the bloc. Aside from
these three breaches, however, the Eastern bloc
remained intact until 1989, when the collapse of
communism in Eastern Europe put an end to the
bloc once and for all.

FORMATION OF THE BLOC AND THE

STALINIST LEGACY

The establishment of communism in Eastern Europe
proceeded at varying rates. In Yugoslavia and
Albania, the indigenous Communist parties led by
Josip Broz Tito (1892–1980) and Enver Hoxha
(1908–1985) had obtained sufficient political
leverage and military strength through their roles
in the anti-Nazi resistance to eliminate their oppo-
sition and assume outright power as World War II
drew to a close. In the Soviet zone of Germany,
the Soviet occupation forces and control commis-
sion enabled the Socialist Unity Party of Germany

(Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands, or SED)

to gain preeminent power well before the East

German state was formed in 1949. Similarly, in

Bulgaria and Romania, Communist-dominated

governments were imposed under Soviet pressure

in early 1945.

Elsewhere in the region, events followed a more

gradual pattern. Exiles returning from Moscow played

a crucial role in the formation of what initially were

broad coalition governments, which carried out

extensive land redistribution and other long-overdue

economic and political reforms. The reform process,

however, was kept under tight Communist control,

and the top jobs in the ministry of internal affairs were

reserved exclusively for Communist Party members.

From those posts, they could oversee the purging of

the local police forces, the execution of ‘‘collabora-

tors,’’ the control and censorship of the media, and

the ouster and intimidation of noncommunist minis-

ters and legislators. Supported by the tanks and troops

of the Soviet Army, the Communist parties gradually

solidified their hold through the determined use

of what the Hungarian Communist Party leader

Mátyás Rákosi (1892–1971) called ‘‘salami tactics.’’

Moscow’s supervision over the communization of the

region was further strengthened in September 1947

by the establishment of the Communist Information

Bureau (Cominform), a body responsible for binding

together the Eastern European Communist parties (as

well as the French and Italian Communist parties)

under the leadership of the CPSU (Communist

Party of the Soviet Union). By the spring of 1948

‘‘People’s Democracies’’ were in place all over

E
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east-central Europe. Although the Soviet Union with-
drew its support for the Communist insurgency in

Greece and refrained from trying to establish a

Communist government in Finland or even a Finno-

Soviet military alliance, Soviet power throughout the

central and southern heartlands of the region was now

firmly entrenched.

Within a few weeks, however, at the June 1948

Cominform summit, the first—and in Eastern

Europe the largest—crack in the Eastern bloc sur-
faced. Yugoslavia, which had been one of the

staunchest postwar allies of the Soviet Union, was

expelled from Cominform and publicly denounced.

The rift with Yugoslavia had been developing behind

the scenes for several months and finally reached the

breaking point in the spring of 1948.

The split with Yugoslavia revealed the limits of

Soviet military, political, and economic power. The

Soviet leader, Joseph Stalin (1879–1953), used eco-
nomic and political coercion against Yugoslavia, but

these measures proved futile when Tito turned else-

where for trade and economic assistance, and when

he liquidated the pro-Moscow faction of the Yugoslav

Communist Party before it could move against him.

Stalin’s aides devised a multitude of covert plots to

assassinate Tito, but all such plans ultimately went
nowhere. The failure of these alternatives left Stalin

with the unattractive option of resorting to all-out

military force, an option he declined to pursue.

If Yugoslavia had not been located on the pe-

riphery of Eastern Europe with no borders adjacent

to those of the Soviet Union, it is unlikely that Stalin

would have shown the restraint he did. Stalin’s suc-

cessor, Nikita Khrushchev (1894–1971), later said

he was ‘‘absolutely sure that if the Soviet Union
had had a common border with Yugoslavia, Stalin

would have intervened militarily.’’ Plans for a full-

scale military operation were indeed prepared, but in

the end the Soviet Union was forced to accept a

breach of its Eastern European sphere and the stra-

tegic loss of Yugoslavia vis-à-vis the Balkans and the

Adriatic Sea. Most important of all, the split with

Yugoslavia raised concern about the effects elsewhere
in the region if ‘‘Titoism’’ were allowed to spread.

To preclude further such challenges to Soviet con-

trol, Stalin instructed the Eastern European states to

carry out new purges and show trials to remove any

officials who might have hoped to seek greater

independence. The process took a particularly violent
form in Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Hungary.

Despite the loss of Yugoslavia, the Eastern bloc
came under no further threat during Stalin’s time.
From 1947 through the early 1950s, the Eastern
European states embarked on crash industrializa-
tion and collectivization programs, causing vast
social upheaval yet also leading to rapid short-term
economic growth. Stalin was able to rely on the
presence of Soviet troops, a tightly woven network
of security forces, the wholesale penetration of the
Eastern European governments by Soviet agents,
the use of mass purges and political terror, and the
unifying threat of renewed German militarism to
ensure that regimes loyal to Moscow remained in
power. He forged a similar relationship with
Communist China, which adopted Stalinist policies
under Moscow’s tutelage and subordinated its pref-
erences to those of the Soviet Union. By the early
1950s, Stalin had established a degree of control
over the Communist bloc to which his successors
could only aspire.

KHRUSHCHEV AND THE BLOC: CRISES,

CONSOLIDATION, AND THE SINO-SOVIET

RIFT

After Stalin died in March 1953, a shift began within
the Eastern bloc, as the new leaders in Moscow
encouraged the Eastern European governments to
loosen economic controls, adopt ‘‘new courses’’ of
economic and political reform, downgrade the role
of the secret police, and put an end to mass violent
terror. The severe economic pressures that had built
up on workers and farmers during the relentless
drive for collectivization were gradually eased, and
many victims of the Stalinist purges were rehabili-
tated, often posthumously. The introduction of
these changes spawned socioeconomic unrest that
had been held in check during the Stalin era through
pervasive violence and oppression. From 1953 until
the late 1980s the Soviet Union had to come up
with alternative means of defusing centrifugal pres-
sures in Eastern Europe—a task that was often for-
midably difficult.

Within a few months of Stalin’s death the
Eastern bloc came under serious challenge. An
uprising in Plzeň and a few other Czechoslovak
cities in early June 1953 was harshly suppressed by
the local authorities, but a much more intractable
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problem arose on 17 June in East Germany, where a
full-scale rebellion erupted. Coming at a time of
profound uncertainty and leadership instability in
both Moscow and East Berlin, the rebellion threat-
ened the very existence of the SED regime and, by
extension, vital Soviet interests in Germany. The
Soviet Army had to intervene on a massive scale to
put down the rebellion. The intervention of Soviet
troops was crucial both in forestalling an escalation
of the violence and in averting a grave fissure within
the Eastern bloc.

Despite the resolution of the June 1953 crisis,
the use of Soviet military power in East Germany
revealed the inherent fragility of the bloc. Over the
next few years, most of the leaders in Moscow were
preoccupied with the post-Stalin leadership struggle
and other salient domestic issues, and they failed to
appreciate the implications of changes elsewhere in
the bloc. Even after a large-scale rebellion broke out
in the Polish city of Poznań in June 1956, Soviet
leaders did not grasp the potential for wider and

more explosive unrest in Eastern Europe. Not until
the events of October–November 1956 did the
Soviet Union finally draw a line for the bloc.
Although a severe crisis with Poland in October
was ultimately resolved peacefully, Soviet troops
had to intervene en masse in Hungary in early
November to suppress a violent revolution and get
rid of the revolutionary government under Imre
Nagy (1896–1958). The Soviet invasion, which
resulted in heavy bloodshed, made clear to all the
member states of the Warsaw Pact (the Soviet-East
European military alliance formed in May 1955) the
bounds of Soviet tolerance and the limits of what
could be changed in Eastern Europe. The revolu-
tion in Hungary had posed a fundamental threat to
the existence of the Eastern bloc, and the Soviet
Union’s reassertion of military control over
Hungary stemmed any further erosion of the bloc.

Important as it was for the Soviet Union to
consolidate its position in 1956, the bloc did not
remain intact for long. A bitter split between the

Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev (center) with Romanian state council president Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej (right)

and premier Ion Gheorghe Maurer, during a visit to Bucharest, June 1962. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Soviet Union and China, stemming from genuine
policy and ideological differences as well as from a
personal clash between Nikita Khrushchev and
Mao Zedong (1893–1976), developed behind the
scenes in the late 1950s. The dispute intensified in
June 1959 when the Soviet Union abruptly termi-
nated its secret nuclear weapons cooperation agree-
ment with China. Khrushchev’s highly publicized
visit to the United States in September 1959
further antagonized the Chinese, and a last-ditch
meeting between Khrushchev and Mao in Beijing a
few days later failed to resolve the issues dividing
the two sides. From then on, Sino-Soviet relations
steadily deteriorated. Although the two countries
tried several times to reconcile their differences; the
split, if anything, grew even wider, leaving a per-
manent breach in the Eastern bloc.

Khrushchev feared that the schism in world
communism would deepen if he did not seek to
counter China’s efforts to secure the backing of
foreign Communist parties. In late 1960 and early
1961 the Albanian leader, Enver Hoxha, sparked a
crisis with the Soviet Union by openly aligning his
country with China, a precedent that caused alarm in
Moscow. The ‘‘loss’’ of Albania, though trivial com-
pared to the earlier split with Yugoslavia, marked the
second time since 1945 that the Soviet sphere in
Eastern Europe had been breached. When Soviet
leaders learned that China was secretly trying
to induce other Eastern European countries to fol-
low Albania’s lead, they made strenuous efforts to
undercut Beijing’s attempts. As a result, no further
defections from the Eastern bloc occurred by the
time Khrushchev was removed from power in
October 1964.

THE BREZHNEV AND EARLY

POST-BREZHNEV ERA: RETRENCHMENT

AND CONFORMITY

Khrushchev’s successor, Leonid Brezhnev (1906–
1982), had to overcome several challenges to the
integrity of the bloc. The first of these was pre-
sented by Romania, which in the mid-1960s began
to embrace foreign and domestic policies that were
at times sharply at odds with the Soviet Union’s
own policies. Romania staked out a conspicuously
neutral position in the Sino-Soviet dispute, refus-
ing to endorse Moscow’s polemics or to join in
other steps aimed at isolating Beijing. In 1967
Romania became the first Eastern European

country to establish diplomatic ties with West
Germany, a step that infuriated the East German
authorities. That same year, the Romanians main-
tained full diplomatic relations with Israel after the
other Warsaw Pact countries had broken off all ties
with the Israelis in the wake of the June 1967 Arab-
Israeli War. Romania also adopted an independent
military doctrine of ‘‘Total People’s War for the
Defense of the Homeland’’ and a national military
command structure separate from that of the
Warsaw Pact. Although Romania had never been
a crucial member of the Warsaw Pact, the country’s
growing recalcitrance on foreign policy and mili-
tary affairs posed serious complications for the
cohesion of the alliance.

The deepening rift with Romania provided the
backdrop for a much more serious challenge that
arose in 1968 with Czechoslovakia and what became
widely known as the Prague Spring. The introduc-
tion of sweeping political reforms in Czechoslovakia
after Alexander Dubček (1921–1992) came to
power in early 1968 provoked alarm in Moscow
about the integrity of the Eastern bloc. Both the
internal and the external repercussions of the far-
reaching liberalization in Czechoslovakia were
regarded by Soviet leaders as fundamental threats to
the cohesion of the Warsaw Pact, especially if the
developments in Czechoslovakia ‘‘infected’’ other
countries in Eastern Europe. Soviet efforts to compel
Dubček to change course were of little efficacy, as all
manner of troop movements, thinly veiled threats,
and political and economic coercion failed to bring
an end to the Prague Spring. Finally, on the evening
of 20 August 1968, the Soviet Union and four other
Warsaw Pact countries—East Germany, Poland,
Bulgaria, and Hungary—sent a large invading force
into Czechoslovakia to crush the reform movement
and restore orthodox Communist rule. Although it
took several months before the last remnants of the
Prague Spring could be eradicated, the final ouster of
Dubček in April 1969 symbolized the forceful
restoration of conformity to the Eastern bloc.

For more than a decade thereafter, the bloc
seemed relatively stable, despite crises in Poland in
1970 and 1976. But the facade of stability came to
an abrupt end in mid-1980 when a severe and
prolonged crisis began in Poland, a crisis that soon
posed enormous complications for the integrity of
the bloc. The formation of Solidarity, an indepen-
dent and popularly based trade union that soon
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rivaled the Polish Communist Party for political

power, threatened to undermine Poland’s role in

the bloc. Soviet leaders reacted with unremitting

hostility toward Solidarity and repeatedly urged

Polish leaders to impose martial law, a step that

was finally taken in December 1981.

The Soviet Union’s emphasis on an ‘‘internal

solution’’ to the Polish crisis was by no means a

departure from its responses to previous crises in

the Eastern bloc. In both Hungary and Poland in

1956, and in Czechoslovakia in 1968, Soviet leaders

had applied pressure short of direct military inter-

vention and sought to work out an internal solution

that would preclude the need for an invasion. In

each case Soviet officials viewed military action as a

last-ditch option to be used only if all other alter-

natives failed. An internal solution proved feasible in

Poland in 1956, but attempts to reassert Soviet

control from within proved futile in Hungary in

1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968. During the

1980–1981 Polish crisis Soviet officials devised plans

for a full-scale invasion, but these plans were to be

implemented only if the Polish authorities failed to

restore order on their own. Only in a worst-case

scenario, in which the martial-law operation col-

lapsed and civil war erupted in Poland, does it seem

at all likely that the Soviet Union would have shifted

toward an ‘‘external’’ option.

The successful imposition of martial law in

Poland by General Wojciech Jaruzelski (b. 1923)

in December 1981 upheld the integrity of the

Eastern bloc at relatively low cost and ensured that

Soviet leaders did not have to face the dilemma of

invading Poland. The surprisingly smooth imple-

mentation of martial law in Poland also helped pre-

vent any further disruption in the bloc during the

final year of Brezhnev’s rule and the next two-

and-a-half years under Yuri Andropov (1914–

1984) and Konstantin Chernenko (1911–1985).

During an earlier period of uncertainty and

Workers at an auto parts factory strike in support of the growing revolution against the Communist government,

Prague, Czechoslovakia, 1989. ªDAVID TURNLEY

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 909

E A S T E R N B L O C



leadership transition in the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe (1953–1956), numerous crises had
arisen within the bloc; but no such upheavals
occurred in 1982–1985. This unusual placidity
cannot be attributed to any single factor, but the
martial-law crackdown of December 1981 and the
invasions of 1956 and 1968 probably constitute a
large part of the explanation. After Stalin’s death in
1953, the limits of what could be changed in
Eastern Europe were still unknown, but by the early
to mid-1980s the Soviet Union had evinced its will-
ingness to use ‘‘extreme measures’’ to prevent
‘‘deviations from socialism.’’ Thus, by the time
Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931) assumed the top post
in Moscow in March 1985, the Eastern bloc seemed
destined to remain within the narrow bounds of
orthodox communism as interpreted in Moscow.

THE DEMISE OF THE EASTERN BLOC

Although Gorbachev initially carried out few
changes in the Eastern bloc, he began shifting
course within a few years of taking office, as he
steadily loosened Soviet ties with Eastern Europe.
The wide-ranging political reforms he was promot-
ing in the Soviet Union generated pressure within
Eastern Europe for the adoption of similar reforms.
Faced with the prospect of acute social discontent,
the Hungarian and Polish governments embarked
on sweeping reform programs that were at least as
ambitious as what Gorbachev was pursuing. By
early 1989 it had become clear that the Soviet
Union was willing to countenance radical changes
in Eastern Europe that cumulatively amounted to a
repudiation of orthodox communism.

In adopting this approach, Gorbachev did not
intend to precipitate the breakup of the Eastern bloc.
On the contrary, he was hoping to strengthen the bloc
and reshape it in a way that would no longer require
heavy-handed coercion. But in the end his policies, far
from invigorating the bloc, resulted in its demise. In
early June 1989 elections were held in Poland that led
within three months to the emergence of a noncom-
munist government led by Solidarity. Political changes
of similar magnitude were under way at this time in
Hungary. Although the four other Warsaw Pact coun-
tries—East Germany, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and
Romania—tried to fend off the pressures for sweeping
change, their resistance proved futile in the final few
months of 1989, when they were engulfed by political

turmoil. The orthodox Communist rulers in these
four countries were forced from power, and noncom-
munist governments took over. In 1990 free elections
were held in all the Eastern European countries, con-
solidating the newly democratic political systems that
took shape after the Communist regimes collapsed.

By that point, events had moved so far and so
fast in Eastern Europe, and the Soviet Union’s influ-
ence had declined so precipitously, that the fate of
the whole continent eluded Soviet control. The very
notion of an ‘‘Eastern bloc’’ lost its meaning once
Gorbachev permitted and even facilitated the end of

Communist rule in Eastern Europe. This outcome
may seem inevitable in retrospect, but it was defi-
nitely not so at the time. If Gorbachev had been
determined to preserve the Eastern bloc in its tradi-
tional form, as his predecessors had been, he

undoubtedly could have succeeded. The Soviet
Union in the late 1980s still had more than enough
military strength to prop up the Communist regimes
in Eastern Europe and to cope with the bloodshed
that would have resulted. Gorbachev’s acceptance of

the peaceful disintegration of the bloc stemmed
from a conscious choice on his part, a choice bound
up with his domestic priorities and his desire to do
away with the legacies of the Stalinist era that
had blighted the Soviet economy. Any Soviet leader

who was truly intent on overcoming Stalinism at
home had to be willing to implement drastic changes
in relations with Eastern Europe. Far-reaching
political liberalization and greater openness within
the Soviet Union would have been incompatible
with, and eventually undermined by, a policy in

Eastern Europe that required military intervention
on behalf of hard-line Communist regimes. The
fundamental reorientation of Soviet domestic goals
under Gorbachev therefore necessitated the adop-
tion of a radically new policy vis-à-vis Eastern

Europe that led, in short order, to the dissolution
of the Eastern bloc.

See also Berlin Wall; 1989; Prague Spring; Solidarity;
Soviet Union; Warsaw Pact.
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n

EASTER RISING. On 24 April 1916 (Easter
Monday), a group of men and women seized a
number of prominent public buildings in central
Dublin and proclaimed an Irish Republic. The
Rising ended in defeat on 30 April when Patrick
Henry Pearse (1879–1916), president of the Irish
Republic, ordered an unconditional cease-fire.

The Rising marked a major setback for the
dominant constitutional strand of Irish national-
ism, which had been coming under threat for three
or four years. With the introduction of the 1911
Parliament Act removing the veto of the House of
Lords, Ireland appeared to be on course to secure
Home Rule—devolved government within the
United Kingdom—in 1914. However, the majority
Protestant population in the northeast was deter-
mined to prevent this, and in order to do so, they
formed the Ulster Unionist Volunteers in 1913;
the Ulster Volunteers landed guns at Larne in the
spring of 1914. These actions prompted the tit-
for-tat militarization of nationalist Ireland, with
the formation of the Irish Volunteers (1913) and
the Howth gun-running (June 1914). The Irish
Volunteers were an essentially defensive body formed
to defend Home Rule, however, they were infiltrated
by the Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB)—a
militant republican group whose origins could be
traced back to the 1850s. When war broke out in
August 1914, the British authorities postponed the
introduction of Home Rule until it ended, post-
poning the decision on Irish partition. While many
Ulster and Irish Volunteers enlisted in the British
army, a more militant minority of Irish Volunteers
continued to meet and drill in Ireland. In May
1915 the IRB formed a military council, which
eventually consisted of seven men, that went on

to plan and to lead the 1916 Rising. The military
council operated in such secrecy that the leadership

of the Volunteers and the IRB were not informed

about their plans for a rising. This obsession with

secrecy reflected the belief that previous rebellions

against Britain had failed because of informers. On

this occasion, however, the secrecy resulted in such

confusion that it made the Rising less effective.

In keeping with a long-standing tradition in

Irish separatism, that ‘‘England’s difficulty is Ireland’s
opportunity,’’ efforts were made to enlist support

from Germany, with Irish American leader John

Devoy (1842–1928) as the major channel of com-

munications. Germany dispatched a shipment of

guns to Ireland, though not the hoped-for troops;

a failure of communications, however, meant that

there was nobody to meet the arms ship, the Aud,
when it arrived off the southwest coast of Ireland

on 20 April. When intercepted by the Royal Navy,

the captain scuttled the boat rather than surrender.

The lack of communication was not confined

to the rebels. British intelligence had advance know-

ledge of the planned uprising, having intercepted

German transatlantic cables, but in order to protect

the knowledge that Britain had broken German

codes, they failed to pass on the information to
the authorities in Dublin. The arrest of Roger

Casement (1864–1916), who had landed from a

German submarine in southwest Ireland on Good

Friday, and the scuttling of the Aud gave Dublin

Castle the first warning that a rising was imminent.

The authorities in Dublin, however, assumed that

the rising would not proceed after these setbacks,

and they took no immediate steps to round up the
probable ringleaders.

This decision had some justification because

Irish Volunteers leader Eoin MacNeill (1867–1945),

who was not privy to the plans for a rising, issued

an order countermanding volunteer maneuvers for

Easter Sunday (the cover for the planned rising),

but the IRB army council determined to go ahead

on the following day. Approximately 1,600 men and

women took part in the rebellion: 200 of these were
members of the Irish Citizen Army, which had been

formed in the spring of 1914 by revolutionary social-

ists, in the final stages of a bitter dispute between

radical trade unionists and Dublin employers. In

January 1916 socialist leader James Connolly
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(1868–1916) became the seventh member of the
IRB Military Council.

The rebel headquarters were in the General Post
Office (GPO) on Sackville Street (now O’Connell
Street), the city’s main thoroughfare. From the
steps of the GPO, Pearse, poet and schoolteacher,
read the proclamation of an Irish Republic ‘‘in the
name of God and of the dead generations.’’ The
proclamation reflected the influence of Connolly
with its affirmation of ‘‘the right of the people of
Ireland to the ownership of Ireland’’ and commit-
ment to ‘‘civil and religious liberty, equal rights
and equal opportunities to all its citizens,’’ but its
greatest significance is that it revived the commit-
ment to an Irish Republic, which was first enun-
ciated by the United Irishmen of the 1790s.

The original plan was for simultaneous risings in
Dublin and throughout Ireland, with a concentra-
tion on the west and the southwest, taking advan-
tage of the expected landing of German troops and
arms. There were no plans to fight in Ulster; Irish
Volunteers from Ulster would have moved to
northwest Connaught to hold the ‘‘line of the
[river] Shannon.’’ If the rebels had to retreat from
Dublin, they planned to regroup in the west of
Ireland. Because of MacNeill’s countermanding
order, however, the Rising was almost wholly
confined to Dublin, with minor engagements
in Wexford, north County Dublin, Galway, and
Cork. In Dublin the rebels seized major public
buildings dotted around the city, but they made
no effort to break out from these positions in order
to link up, and they failed to prevent British rein-
forcements from entering the city. The decision
not to seize Dublin Castle—the headquarters of
British administration in Ireland—and the failure
to occupy the grounds of Trinity College or the
city’s telephone exchange were major strategic
errors. The British authorities could call on 6,000
effective troops, plus a greater number who were
on leave or convalescent. They also made extensive
use of artillery to flatten buildings in central
Dublin, including Liberty Hall, headquarters of
Connolly’s Irish Transport Workers’ Union—con-
trary to Connolly’s belief that capitalists would not
destroy property.

It is unlikely that the rebellion would have
succeeded, even if all had gone to plan, but many
of the leaders saw it as an opportunity to move

Irish nationalism from the compromise of Home
Rule toward militant republicanism. Like many of
the 1914–1918 generation, Pearse was convinced
that a ‘‘blood sacrifice’’ could bring about a spiri-
tual transformation; he claimed that ‘‘bloodshed is
a cleansing and a sanctifying thing, and the nation
which regards it as the final horror has lost its
manhood.’’

The majority of the Irish population disap-
proved of the Rising, but the mood changed
rapidly in subsequent weeks as 3,430 men and 79
women were arrested (more than double the num-
ber of participants), and 89 men and 1 woman,
Constance Markievicz (1868–1927), were sen-
tenced to death. Fifteen men were executed in
Ireland, including all seven signatories of the proc-
lamation, but the remaining death sentences were
commuted in response to growing public outrage;
the majority of the 1,836 men and 5 women who
were interned in Britain were released by Christmas.
Whether this upsurge of sympathy would have had
a long-term effect on Irish opinion is debatable,
but Britain’s failed attempt to settle the Home
Rule/Ulster Question in the summer of 1916,
and the threat of conscription (which had not been
introduced to Ireland in 1914), added fuel to the
militant fire. When the final 1916 prisoners were
released in the summer of 1917, they were greeted
as national heroes.

In April 1916 the British authorities had
described the Rising as the Sinn Féin rebellion,
although this political party played no part in
the event. In the autumn of 1917, however, Sinn
Féin—a nonviolent party campaigning for greater
autonomy than Home Rule—was taken over by
1916 veterans, and its mission was changed to
securing an Irish Republic. A Sinn Féin landslide
in the 1918 general election was interpreted as
giving retrospective sanction for the 1916 Rising,
and a mandate for the Anglo-Irish war of 1919–
1921. The determining factor for those who reject-
ed the 1921 Anglo-Irish Treaty, which granted a
partitioned Ireland dominion status, was the belief
that they were betraying the Republic proclaimed
in 1916; this was the primary cause of civil war in
1922–1923.

Despite these violent beginnings, democracy
triumphed in independent Ireland. The young men
who fought in the 1916 Rising dominated Irish
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politics until the 1960s: Eamon de Valera (1882–
1975), the most senior surviving commander,
retired as president in 1973. The fiftieth anniversary
of the Rising in 1966 was marked by lavish official
ceremonies of what was regarded as a historical
event. By the early 1970s, however, the Provisional
Irish Republican Army (IRA) was invoking Pearse’s
rhetoric of blood sacrifice and the fact that the
1916 Rising had been waged contrary to the wishes
of the people as justification for their actions,
prompting a lively debate over the legacy of
1916, and the respective importance of democratic
and revolutionary traditions for contemporary
Ireland. The seventy-fifth anniversary passed almost
unnoticed, but the IRA cease-fire and the 1998
Belfast Agreement (also called the Good Friday

Agreement) have made it more acceptable to
acknowledge the Rising.

See also British Empire; British Empire, End of; IRA;
Ireland; Sinn Féin.
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EBERT, FRIEDRICH (1871–1925),
German Social Democratic politician.

Friedrich Ebert was born in Heidelberg. The
son of an independent tailor, he studied to be a
saddler and during travels as a journeyman joined
the Social Democratic Party (SPD), becoming a
trade union activist. Because of the repressive (anti)
Socialist Laws, he moved from place to place
continually until he settled in Bremen in 1891,
becoming a leading local functionary in both the
federation of trade unions and the SPD. He served
on the city parliament from 1900 to 1905, when
he entered national politics, becoming a secretary
to the executive office of the SPD and moving to
Berlin. Elected to the Reichstag in 1912, he
became one of the two co-presidents of the SPD
after the death of its founder, August Bebel.

During the crises of July 1914, following the
assassination of Austrian archduke Francis
Ferdinand, Ebert left Germany for some weeks to
prepare for an executive office-in-exile in case the
SPD was banned. Joining the majority of the party’s

parliamentary members in approving the war bud-
get, he became the leading Social Democratic poli-
tician after the left-wing and pacifist opponents of
the war left the party in 1916 and 1917. In January
1918 he attempted to settle a Berlin metalworkers
strike smoothly and quickly, an effort that attracted
polemics both from chauvinists and leftists, who
denounced him as a traitor to the fatherland and
the working class, respectively.

He stayed in contact with reform-oriented ele-
ments of the administration and supported the
constitutional reforms of October 1918, which
favored a constitutional monarchy, and joined the
new government of Chancellor Prince Max von
Baden as undersecretary of state. With the outbreak
of revolution in November and the abdication of
Emperor William II, Ebert became co-president of
the Council of the People’s Commissioners, the
six-person committee leading the revolutionary
movement, and he worked for a rapid transition
to parliamentary rule. This policy was based on his
personal alliance with the Supreme Army
Command under General Wilhelm Groener, an
alliance that enabled him to suppress left-wing
attempts to establish alternative centers of revolu-
tionary power—Räte, the equivalent of soviets—in
Berlin, Bremen, and Bavaria.

On 11 February 1919 Ebert was elected pres-
ident of the Reich by the National Assembly, which
had adopted a republican constitution in Weimar,
where the assembly met in order to escape an
insecure situation in the capital (hence the name
Weimar Republic). From the beginning of his
term, Ebert came under ferocious attacks by
right-wing opponents of the new political order,
who accused him, and Social Democrats in general,
of obstructing the German army during World War
I. In a defamation trial, a local district court even
deemed his participation in the Berlin strike high
treason. On 28 February 1925, six month before
his term as Reich president was to end, Ebert died
of an untreated inflammation of the appendix.

To Social Democratic leaders of the German
Empire, Ebert represented a generation of young
pragmatists with a reformist worldview who were
prepared to integrate the working class into the
existing order if they were granted political equality
and social rights in a modern welfare state. He
remained true to this antirevolutionary approach
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during the postwar crisis of 1918 and 1919, when
he decided that making a rapid transition to a con-
stitutional government based on an agreement
with the military leadership was more important
than creating a broad alliance of the Left, which
would have entailed cooperation with movements
that wanted to complete the revolution’s socialist
agenda. This antirevolutionary partnership, how-
ever, led to the tragic end of his career as well as
the fatal flaw in the Weimar Republic: that repre-
sentatives of the ancient elites, who were spared a
violent revolution thanks at least in part to Ebert’s
intervention, focused their opposition to the young
republic on its top representative. In the last two
years of his life, the republican center of the poli-
tical landscape had already been deserted as a result
of growing political polarization, making Ebert the
head of a ‘‘republic without republicans.’’ When
the war hero General Paul von Hindenburg—an
open opponent of the republic and a zealous pro-
ponent of the belief that Germany had been
defeated from within during World War I—was
elected to Ebert’s former office of Reich president,
the end of the first modern German democracy had
begun.

Ebert’s legacy is marked in his native city of
Heidelberg, and as early as 1925 the German Social
Democratic Party established a foundation named
after him to support cultural, scholarly, and educa-
tional activities. It has become one of the largest
foundations of its kind in the world.

See also Germany; Hindenburg, Paul von; Social
Democracy; World War I.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

‘‘Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung.’’ Available at http://forum.fes-
international.de/sets/s_stif.htm
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ECO, UMBERTO (b. 1932), Italian
semiotician.

Umberto Eco’s work on semiotics began in the
1960s, when his examination of mass culture in
Apocalittici e integrati (1964; Apocalypse Postponed,

1994, a partial translation only) convinced him that

a unified theory of signs was needed to study all

cultural phenomena. In La struttura assente (1968;

The absent structure), Eco provided an early for-

mulation of such a theory. Elaborating on the

insights of the two thinkers behind twentieth-

century semiotics, the American pragmatic philo-

sopher Charles Sanders Peirce (1839–1914) and

the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–

1913), Eco gives an overview of the fundamental

concepts of semiotics: sign, code, message, sender,

and addressee. Because La struttura assente is a

work born of the debate with the ontological struc-

turalism of Claude Lévi-Strauss and Jacques Lacan,

however, Eco places a great deal of emphasis on the

provisional and historical nature of systems of

signs. He argues that semiotics studies the mecha-

nisms governing closed, rigorously formalized sys-

tems but also analyzes the contextual variability

and historical modifications to which these same

systems are subjected. By doing so, Eco successfully

integrates semiotics with a Marxist philosophical

project whereby, ‘‘as in an ideal ‘semiological’ war-

fare’’ (Eco, 1968, p. 417), messages can be deci-

phered or encoded on the basis of oppositional,

politically empowering codes.

Eco’s semiotic reflection is pursued in Le forme
del contenuto (1971; The forms of content) and

especially in the monumental A Theory of Semiotics
(1976), where he develops a twofold formulation of

semiotics as a theory of codes and as a theory of sign

production. The theory of codes, which remains

indebted to Saussure, entails a semiotics of ‘‘sig-

nification’’ that deals with the codes underlying

and governing the functioning of a great variety

of natural and artificial languages, that is, of closed

systems such as zoosemiotics (animal communica-

tion); olfactory signs; tactile communication; kine-

sics and proxemics (ritualized gesture); music;

aesthetics; and visual codes, among others. Yet, in

theorizing a semiotics of ‘‘communication,’’ Eco

replaces the Saussurean notion of the sign as a

twofold entity composed of a signifier (material

form) and a signified (concept) with that of the

sign-function, a mutable and transitory correlation

whereby one or more units of expression can be

associated with one or more semantic units of con-

tent. Moreover, following Charles Morris and

especially Peirce, Eco describes the production of
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meaning as an inferential process dependent upon
three entities: the sign; its object, that for which
the sign stands; and its interpretant, the mental
effect created by the relation between sign and
object. Therefore, the meaning of a sign, or its
interpretant, comes to reside in another sign in a
process of unlimited semiosis (sign production)
that is only partially related to the real world.
Eco’s definition of the sign as inference also facil-
itates his departure from a structuralist semantics of
dictionary definitions or a semantics based upon
one-to-one equivalences, and allows him to
develop the notion of the encyclopedia: an archive
of meanings that, through a process of abduction
(a metalinguistic operation that enriches a code),
activates an infinite number of associations in the
course of interpretation. The process of abduction,
however, does not imply semiotic drift or the
endless deferral of signs. Not only does it remain
teleologically oriented toward the creation of a
better, more developed sign but its potential for
drift is contained by the notion of ground and final
interpretant, or definitions agreed upon by the
habit of interpretive communities.

Eco’s mature semiotic theory has been inter-
preted as a partial retreat from the political implica-
tions of La struttura assente. While the code theory
tends to eliminate the referent and bracket inten-
tion, the sign-production theory, in an attempt to
regulate the potentially unlimited openness of
interpretation, places limits on the inferential
notion of the sign and reduces the social import
of semiosis.

While pursuing a general theory of signs, Eco
continued his empirical research, writing a number
of essays and book chapters where semiotic meth-
ods are applied in the practical analyses of the many
forms of communication in human collective life,
including the media and popular novels. Eco’s
extensive theoretical and empirical work by neces-
sity also infiltrated his activity as an author of
fiction. Novels such as The Name of the Rose
(1983), Foucault’s Pendulum (1989), The Island
of the Day Before (1995), Baudolino (2002), and
The Mysterious Flame of Queen Loana (2005) can
be read as endorsements of semiotic creativity
and invention but also as tales warning readers
about the dangers of the unbounded semiotic
regress allowed by the encyclopedia. For example,

while The Name of the Rose exemplifies the pro-
cess of semiotic abduction through the Franciscan
William of Baskerville’s investigation of the mur-
ders that have occurred in the northern Italian
abbey, Foucault’s Pendulum demonstrates the pit-
falls of the unbridled, endless chain of semiotic
production undertaken by the characters of Belbo,
Diotallevi, and Casaubon. As such, Eco’s fictional
activity closely parallels the developments that
have occurred in his theoretical and empirical
work on signs.

See also Lacan, Jacques; Lévi-Strauss, Claude; Saussure,
Ferdinand de; Semiotics.
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ECONOMIC MIRACLE. The concept of
an ‘‘economic miracle’’ in a strict sense has come to
be associated with the development of the West
German Federal Republic after 1945 and especially
during the 1950s. These, as is reflected in the title
of Hanna Schissler’s anthology, were The Miracle
Years of postwar reconstruction. However, the
term has also been used with reference to the rapid
growth of other European economies in this
period.

THE IMPACT OF WORLD WAR II

What happened in West Germany in the two de-
cades after World War II did indeed have, to many
contemporaries, the appearance of something mi-
raculous. While an estimated 50 million people
died in that war, and the suffering of other socie-
ties, especially of Eastern Europe, must not be
forgotten or minimized, German human losses
were also enormous. Some 7 million Germans
had been killed or were presumed dead, around
3.2 million being civilians. To these figures must
be added some 1.3 million Wehrmacht soldiers
missing in action, the fate of many of whom the
Red Cross was still trying to trace as late as 1962.
There were at least 1 million disabled, and civilian
health had deteriorated dramatically.

Material destruction was widespread. After sev-
eral years of Allied carpet bombing, many cities had
been reduced to rubble. Some 3.4 million apart-
ments out of 17.1 million had been completely
flattened. Another 30 percent were badly damaged.
The housing shortage was exacerbated by the
influx of some 11 million refugees and expellees
from Eastern Europe. As late as August 1945 an
estimated 25,000 to 30,000 of them were passing
through Berlin day after day. In addition to
mothers and their children who had been evacu-
ated to the countryside to escape the bombings of
the cities and demobilized soldiers on their way
home, there were also some 1.5 million Russian
DPs (displaced persons), 1.2 million Frenchmen,

600,000 Poles, 400,000 Dutch and Belgians,
350,000 Italians, 100,000 Yugoslavs, and scores
of other nationals who had been recruited, most
of them by force, as foreign laborers to work in
German factories or on farms. In 1945 they, too,
were wandering about or being accommodated in
makeshift camps.

Industrial production was at a virtual standstill.
Food was extremely scarce. By July 1945 the daily
intake had fallen to 950–1,150 calories, well short
of the 1,500 minimum that the British military
government had laid down for its zone of occupa-
tion. The initial approach of the victorious Allies to
the country that had surrendered unconditionally
in May 1945 was severely punitive. Although not
many decision makers supported the radical plans
of a partial deindustrialization of Germany that the
American treasury secretary Henry Morgenthau
had proposed in 1944, most people expected the
Germans to enjoy for many years to come no more
than a minimum living standard after extensive
dismantling of industrial machinery and installa-
tions and the denazification and punishment of
the adult population for their involvement in the
Hitler regime. Under the denazification laws that
the Allies introduced, defendants could be impris-
oned, have their property confiscated, have their
pension and other entitlements cancelled, and be
barred from future employment.

RECONSTRUCTION AND RECOVERY

However, soon the ‘‘reconstructionists’’ won the
day over the ‘‘Morgenthauians.’’ Learning from the
experience after 1918, they held that keeping
the Germans down and not reintegrating them into
the community of nations might merely produce a
repetition of history—another rise of a radical revi-
sionist movement, such as National Socialism, lead-
ing to yet another war. The reconstructionists were
helped in their strategy by the onset of the Cold War
between East and West, which divided Germany in
the middle along the Iron Curtain into what was
eventually to become the two semisovereign states
of the West German Federal Republic and the East
German Democratic Republic. This division rein-
forced the determination of the United States but
also its Western European allies to make the West
Germans partners in the emergent defense commu-
nity against the Soviet bloc and in the concomitant
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program of building a Western European economic
community. The promulgation of the European
Recovery Program (ERP or Marshall Plan) for eco-
nomic reconstruction and of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) for military defense
laid the foundations for the economic miracle in
West Germany.

Other key factors were the currency reform of
June 1948 and the completion of the decarteliza-
tion and deconcentration programs that pushed
West German industry, which had developed in a
highly anticompetitive and monopolistic direction
under Nazism, into an oligopolistic liberal-capital-
ist system based on the principle of market compe-
tition. There was also a keen desire on the part of
the West German population to revive the econ-
omy and to reduce the massive unemployment. On
closer inspection, industry’s production capacity
turned out to be much less heavily damaged than
had been assumed at the end of the war at the sight
of the bombed-out cities. A skilled workforce
wanted to get the machines running again for civi-
lian production to provide jobs and to hold out the
prospect of renewed prosperity. This prosperity
came in the 1950s during the ‘‘miracle years.’’

Here are a few statistics to demonstrate this
recovery. The index of industrial production, which
had been below 100 points in 1935 but had then
seen a rapid rise as a result of Adolf Hitler’s massive
rearmament program before 1939 and after the start
of the war had been given a further boost by Albert
Speer’s total war mobilization, stood, notwithstand-
ing the bombings, at 146 points as late as 1944, a
slight decline from its peak in 1943 by a mere 3
points. In 1945–1946 the index had dropped well
below the 100 mark, which it reached again in 1950.
By 1960 it had grown two-and-a-half-fold to 248,
reaching 327 points in 1965 and 435 in 1970.

Coal and steel production—so vital for industrial
reconstruction—had slumped to 18.7 and 14.6
points respectively in 1945–1946. It rose to 58.3
and 69.1 points respectively by 1950 and to 68.8
and 121.4 points respectively by 1955. The rekind-
ling of heavy industrial production triggered a revival
of manufacturing, quite dramatically reflected in the
index of automobile production. Starting from a base
level of 100 in 1913 and having seen a complete
collapse in 1945, the index climbed back to 936
points in 1950, 2,656 in 1955 and 4,266 in 1959.

The chemical industry saw a less rapid but still
impressive rise from 240 points in 1950 to 439.8 in
1955 and 630.9 in 1959. This expansion enabled
West Germany, following the years of the Nazi quest
for autarky and the inevitable wartime isolation, once
again to join the multilateral world trading system
that the United States had re-created after 1945 out-
side the Soviet bloc, buttressed by a number of new
institutions and agreements, such as the International
Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).

Within this framework, the Federal Republic,
by then well integrated into the Atlantic commu-
nity both politically and commercially, once again
became one of the major trading nations of the
world that it had been before 1914. In 1950
exports had reached a value of 8.3 billion marks
in current prices and imports 11.4 billion; by 1955
the respective figures were 25.7 billion and 24.5
billion and by 1960, 47 billion and 42.7 billion
marks, showing by this time a healthy trade surplus.
All this meant that the annual real growth of the
West German economy reached no less than 10.4
percent as early as 1951, subsequently hovering
around the 8 percent mark. It peaked at 12 percent
in 1955 and, after two more meager years in 1957
and 1958, stood at 9 percent in 1960. Of course,
by the standards of later years even the 5.7 percent
for 1957 and the 3.7 percent for 1958 were
impressive. Accordingly, the return on capital in
joint-stock companies in industry and commerce
was also high. The profit rate, which had reached
9 percent in 1950, fluctuated around 12 percent
throughout the 1950s. Share prices calculated in
relation to 100 points in 1965 rose steadily from
16 points in 1951 to 39 in 1955, 134 in 1960, and
revolved around a 110-point average in the years
thereafter.

SOCIAL EFFECTS

Moving on to the impact of this growth on the
population at large, it is clear that families who
either owned companies or had invested in them
did very well during the economic miracle, as did
their managers. The upper and middle classes,
whose assets had been destroyed or severely
damaged during the war and whose savings were
eaten up by inflation and the currency reform,
did particularly well if they held (and had held
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on to) industrial or landed property or stocks on

the western side of the Iron Curtain. These assets

rapidly gained in value during the 1950s. Those

millions who came as refugees or expellees from

the East, however, had lost everything. In order to

provide at least some compensation for the sake of

creating social stability and integrating the new-

comers, the first federal government under chan-

cellor Konrad Adenauer insisted that a partial

burden-sharing be instituted. This took the form

of the Equalization of Burdens Law (LAG) of

1952. The underlying idea was to collect a con-

tribution, amounting to half of the estimated asset

values in 1950, from the ‘‘haves’’ who owned

property above a current unit value of five thou-

sand marks. This contribution was to be paid in

installments over thirty years and to be allocated

to refugees from the East but also to those who

had been bombed out in the West.

Furthermore, the funds accumulated in this way

were distributed in proportion to the size of the

losses suffered. Small lump sums were paid for losses

of household goods. Those who had lost more and

could document their losses participated in the

Hauptentschädigung. For example, persons who had

lost documented assets of 2 million marks would get

8 percent of their former assets. A person with

50,000 marks would be given 19,000 marks in com-

pensation; someone who had lost 5,000 marks would

be given the full amount. The effect of the LAG was

not only economic but also psychological. All West

Germans had a sense that the material costs of the

war were being shared, even if not equally. For those

who had to make a contribution, it was reassuring

that they were participating in a show of societal

solidarity. Meanwhile, as the economic miracle

unfolded and their assets grew rapidly well beyond

the assessment date of 1950, their sacrifice appeared

smaller and smaller and more and more bearable.

Those who took part in the Hauptentschädigung

obtained a windfall that enabled many of them to

participate in the boom as founders of new compa-

nies or investors. Those who merely received a token

at least had the feeling that they were restarting their

lives on roughly the same level as those West

Germans who, while not having lost anything,

remained below the threshold at which a contribu-

tion to the LAG fund became due. This, of course,

was the overwhelming majority of the population

that benefited from the economic miracle not by

seeing their assets grow but by getting jobs and

subsequently achieving raises of their pay and

benefits.

In 1950 the Federal Republic had 1,869,000
unemployed. By 1955 this figure had declined to
1,074,000. In 1960 it was a mere 271,000. This
reduction is all the more remarkable as it includes
not only the refugees and expellees who had moved
west in the late 1940s but also a steady stream of
those who fled from East Germany before the build-
ing of the Berlin Wall sealed the East off completely.
Between 1949 and 1960 over 2.5 million East
Germans crossed into the Federal Republic. In the
eight months of 1961 until the building of the wall
another 160,000 came. They were all absorbed into
the West German economy with relative ease and
hence also participated in rising real incomes, the
expansion of the social security system, and a reduc-
tion of work hours. In 1950 average annual wages in
crafts and industry had grown to 3,046 marks. By
1955 they had increased to 4,475 and by 1960 to
6,148 marks for all workers and employees. The
index of real wages, after deduction of inflation and
calculated from a 1976 baseline of 100 points, had
reached 31.4 points in 1950, 51.4 in 1960, and 69.0
in 1965. Meanwhile average work hours in industry
fell from 48 per week in 1950 to 45.5 in 1959.

In short, all West Germans, except for some
marginal groups who depended on welfare and
small pensions, had more money in their pockets
and more leisure time at their disposal, helping to
create a gradual growth in the consumption of
goods and ‘‘mass culture,’’ with the United States,
as the hegemonic power of the West, providing not
only military security through NATO and the model
of Fordist mass production but also the model of a
modern consumer society. To be sure, spending
power was still well below the American average
and, above all, continued to be unevenly distributed.
Between 1950 and 1963, almost 84 percent of all
dependently employed households (workers,
employees, civil servants, pensioners) owned 53 per-
cent of the total national wealth. The other 47
percent was held by a mere 16 percent of the house-
holds of the self-employed and farmers.

These inequalities have led to a debate on how
rapid the advent of a mass consumption society was
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that is usually associated with the economic miracle.

It is probably safest to say that the expansion went

through several phases, perhaps best reflected in the

proliferation of motor vehicles. While expensive cars

were quickly available for the well-to-do, the ordi-

nary consumer was more likely to start off with a

moped, scooter, or motorbike. A few years later, he

would be able to afford a three-wheeled or four-

wheeled ‘‘bubble car,’’ at most a standard model

Volkswagen. But by the 1960s, the full range of

midsized mass-produced car models was coming

within reach, as were many other consumer dur-

ables, such as refrigerators, radios, TV sets, and

washing machines. Those goods became available

not only because of rising wages but also because

American ideas of mass production and mass mar-

keting began to spread in the Federal Republic as

well as in other West European countries. With

Fordist production and management techniques,

Henry Ford’s idea of passing a larger portion of

the gains of factory rationalization on to the con-

sumer in the shape of lower prices also took root.

GROWTH OUTSIDE OF WEST GERMANY

The notion of a mass production and mass con-

sumption society, as first more fully developed in

the United States, also reached West Germany’s

neighbors at about the same time. In Britain dur-

ing the 1950s boom, Prime Minister Harold

Macmillan alleged that the population had ‘‘never

had it so good.’’ Following the catastrophe of fas-

cism and the war, Italy, too, experienced some-

thing like an economic miracle. Living standards

rose and there was a new sense of participation in

material wealth, democratic politics, and cultural

enjoyment. However, in Italy, as in other parts of

the Mediterranean, the gap between rich and poor

remained more marked because poverty was more

regional and systemic. While the urban-industrial

centers of northern Italy prospered, the rural-agri-

cultural parts of the south, with their small-scale

farming, remained economically more backward.

Only when agriculture in the Mezzogiorno wit-

nessed an exodus of migrants to the industrial

north similar to the population movements in

Germany and Britain in the nineteenth century

did the economic miracle begin to reach ever larger

numbers of Italians.

It took even longer for it to spread to Eastern
Europe. Here the communist regimes, like their
Western neighbors beyond the Iron Curtain, were
publicly committed to creating a mass consumer
society. But while there was some improvement in
living standards, especially after the end of Stalinism,
the rulers and their bureaucracies kept a tight poli-
tical control not only over their populations but also
over industrial production. Centralized, lumbering,
and under the pressure to divert scarce resources
into the military and the nuclear competition in
which the communist bloc was engaged with the
capitalist West and its hegemon, the United States,
these regimes proved incapable of unleashing to the
full the potential of modern Fordist mass produc-
tion for civilian purposes. It was only after the col-
lapse of communism in 1989–1990 and the advent
of a competitive liberal capitalism of the kind that
had emerged in Western Europe since 1945 that the
societies of Eastern Europe also experienced some-
thing like an economic miracle, though perhaps a
more modest one.

See also Germany; Marshall Plan.
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EDEN, ANTHONY (1897–1977), British
politician, served as prime minister from 1955 to
1957.

Eden was born on 12 June 1897 into a gentry
family in County Durham. He went directly from
school to serve on the western front in World War
I, where he was awarded the Military Cross. He was
elected Conservative member of Parliament (MP)
for Warwick and Leamington in 1923, and was one
of the talented young MPs who supported Stanley
Baldwin’s (1867–1947) moderate outlook. From
1926 to 1929, Eden served as parliamentary private
secretary to the foreign secretary, and from this
point onward his career was dominated by foreign
affairs.

Eden was the junior minister at the Foreign
Office from 1931 to 1933, and then given respon-
sibility for relations with the League of Nations as
lord privy seal, though outside the cabinet. In 1935
he was promoted to the cabinet as minister for
League of Nations affairs, and became foreign
secretary in December 1935 following the downfall
of Sir Samuel John Gurney Hoare (1880–1959).
For most of his first period as foreign secretary,
Eden followed a course of moderate appeasement.
He hoped for negotiations with Adolf Hitler
(1889–1945), and when German forces remilitar-
ized the Rhineland in March 1936 his reluctance to
act restrained the French from anything more than
diplomatic protest. When Neville Chamberlain
(1869–1940) became prime minister in May
1937, frictions between them over the control
and direction of foreign policy led to Eden’s resig-
nation in February 1938. The immediate cause was
Chamberlain’s desire to make concessions to Italy,
and Eden’s resistance made him seem an opponent
of appeasement in general. Although this was
hardly true, it was to be the making of his career
and reputation.

When war came in September 1939, Eden
accepted the post of dominions secretary, but was
not a member of the war cabinet. In May 1940,
Churchill appointed him secretary for war, and he
oversaw the evacuation from Dunkirk and the pre-
parations against invasion. As the ‘‘anti-appeasers’’
rose to dominance, Churchill was able to restore
Eden to the post of foreign secretary in December
1940. This established him as Churchill’s heir

apparent and the second figure within the Conser-
vative Party, although he would also have to wait
patiently for his inheritance. Eden worked closely
with Churchill during the war, providing important
support and advice on strategic and policy issues as
well as handling the detailed work of relations with
Britain’s allies.

When the Conservatives were defeated in the
1945 general election, it seemed likely that Churchill
would soon make way for his younger colleague. In
fact, it was to be a decade before Eden secured the
top post, and by then many of his colleagues felt
that he had passed his prime. From 1945 to 1951,
Eden acted as leader of the opposition during
Churchill’s lengthy absences, and he played a key
role in fostering a moderate and modern identity
for the Conservative Party, popularizing the aim of
creating a ‘‘property-owning democracy.’’

He served again as foreign secretary in
Churchill’s second ministry of 1951–1955, although
their relations were marred by Churchill’s repeated
postponement of his oft-promised retirement. Eden
had several successes in this period, including the
1954 Geneva Conference on Indochina and the
resolution of German rearmament and entry into
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
Ironically, he also secured an agreement with the
Egyptian government on the withdrawal of British
forces from bases near the Suez Canal in 1954.

He finally became prime minister in April
1955 and called a general election in which the
Conservatives increased their majority. Within a
few months, matters had deteriorated and criticism
of his performance was mounting. The defining
event was the Suez crisis of 1956: as well as the
importance of the Suez Canal route for Britain’s oil
supply, Eden saw parallels with the failure to resist
Hitler in the 1930s. He accepted a French plan for
military seizure of the canal in collusion with Israel,
concealing this from the House of Commons and
most of the cabinet. The Israeli attack upon Egypt
was followed by the landing of Anglo-French forces
near the canal on 5 November 1956. However,
Eden had failed to inform the U.S. administration
of his intentions or to consider its response, and
this led to the collapse of his strategy. Within a few
days, American refusal of economic aid forced
Eden to halt operations and promise to withdraw;
it was a national humiliation that revealed Britain’s
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eclipse as an independent world power. Eden
had been under mounting stress, and his health—
permanently damaged by a botched operation in
1953—gave way. On 9 January 1957 he resigned
as prime minister; he was created Earl of Avon in
1961 and died on 14 January 1977.

See also Chamberlain, Neville; Churchill, Winston; Suez
Crisis; United Kingdom.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Eden, Anthony, Earl of Avon. Full Circle: The Memoirs of

Anthony Eden. London, 1960. Memoirs that are selec-
tive and misleading on key aspects of the Suez crisis.
Also available in three separate volumes, listed below:

———. Facing the Dictators: The Memoirs of Anthony Eden.
London, 1962.

———. The Reckoning: The Memoirs of Anthony Eden, Earl
of Avon. London, 1965.

———. The Eden Memoirs: Another World, 1897–1917.
London, 1976. Slim but elegant account of his early life.

Secondary Sources
Carlton, David. Anthony Eden: A Biography. London,

1981. Very critical biography.

Dutton, David. Anthony Eden: A Life and Reputation.
London, 1997. A judicious and balanced assessment.

James, Robert Rhodes. Anthony Eden. London, 1986. The
original official life.

Thorpe, D. R. Eden: The Life and Times of Anthony Eden,
First Earl of Avon, 1897–1977. London, 2003. Early
twenty-first-century life authorized by Eden’s widow.

STUART BALL

n

EDUCATION. European countries have a long
tradition of education; schools and universities have
existed in Europe for more than eight centuries.
Early formal schooling was provided by religious
orders, as part of training for the priesthood, or for
the sons of the wealthy. State funding for education
followed, although attendance was initially subject to
the payment of fees. By 1914, compulsory, free ele-
mentary education was virtually universal through-
out the twenty-five countries that comprised the
European Union (EU) in the early twenty-first cen-
tury: Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, the Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,

Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania,

Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland,

Portugal, Spain, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia,

Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

The period since 1914 has seen very different

political and economic developments, not least the

occupation by—and subsequent liberation from—

totalitarian regimes, which affected virtually all of

Europe. Although all systems have been subject to

increasingly frequent reforms, there are similarities

in the patterns of control, structure, curriculum,

and assessment, and evidence of convergence over

time.

This article summarizes the key characteristics of

the educational systems of the twenty-five EU coun-

tries in the early twenty-first century and explores

the factors influencing convergence, namely, a

shared heritage, common challenges, and, in partic-

ular, the increasingly powerful role played by the

European Union.

THE EDUCATION SYSTEMS

It should be noted that, for historic political reasons,

in Belgium, Germany, and the United Kingdom,

there are multiple education systems. The Flemish-,

French-, and German-speaking communities in

Belgium control separate (albeit similar) education

systems for their respective areas. Each of the sixteen

Länder (states) in Germany exercises autonomous

power over the school system in its jurisdiction. As a

result, there are differences, for example, in the

duration of compulsory education and the ways in

which schools are organized. Within the United

Kingdom, Scotland has always exercised control

over its education system. U.K. education legislation

applied to England, Wales, and Northern Ireland

until 1999, when the Welsh and Northern Ireland

Assemblies gained devolved powers over education

in their respective areas.

Despite the competition—and even wars—

between nations, European education systems share

many common characteristics.

Aims and priorities The aims and priorities

expressed in national documentation focus particu-

larly on participation, learning experiences, and

outcomes.
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The first objective is to ensure that all young
people participate actively in their education, dur-
ing the compulsory phase and beyond. Yet, despite
the high levels of investment, disaffection among
secondary school students leads to disengagement
and truancy, and up to 30 percent of students leave
school without having satisfactorily completed
compulsory education.

In terms of learning experiences and outcomes,
education aims to enable young people to:

� master the basic skills of literacy and numeracy
and demonstrate confident use of information
and communication technologies and, in vir-
tually all countries, at least one foreign language;

� lay the foundations for lifelong learning by
developing the dispositions, motivation, and
skills to learn, and to find, select, critically eval-
uate, and use information;

� develop the capacity to solve problems creatively
and to work independently and with others, in
preparation for (self-)employment;

� develop a shared knowledge of the histories,
heritage, and values of the different groups in
society, so that they can participate as active,
informed and responsible citizens within a
diverse (European) community.

Policy and control Initially under church control,
education became a matter of state policy in
Europe during the twentieth and twenty-first
centuries.

The role of the churches The earliest ‘‘schools’’
were established by the (Christian) churches, initi-
ally to train clerics and subsequently to provide
education for the sons of the wealthy.
Nondenominational schools quickly followed—still
for privileged boys—to promote literacy. The role of
churches diminished over time. The role of the
church and the state were separated in Finland
(1869), France (1905), and Czechoslovakia
(1948), and church schools were absorbed into the
state-funded system (usually subject to their being
allowed to continue to offer religious instruction) in
England, Scotland, and Ireland.

In the Netherlands, the unequal treatment of
public schools (founded by the municipality or the
state) and private schools (founded by churches

and other independent bodies) led to the so-called
schools dispute, a political battle to achieve com-
plete equality under the law for both types of
school. Catholics and Protestants wanted their
own schools with a pronounced Roman Catholic
or Protestant stamp but with equal state funding.
The Liberals, too, wanted the freedom of educa-
tion guaranteed by the constitution to be reflected
in equal financial treatment of public and private
schools. The battle, which raged from the middle
of the nineteenth century, was finally settled in the
1917 amendment to the constitution, in what is
known as the Pacification of 1917. After 1917, the
principle of financial equality was extended to sec-
ondary and higher education. There are now nearly
twice as many privately run as state-run schools.

In Belgium, the inclusion of freedom of educa-
tion in the 1831 Constitution has been the cause
of much conflict and struggle. Educational estab-
lishments may not be subjected to any restrictive
measure, and schools can be established without
being in any way connected with the official author-
ities. Private schools, however, must satisfy
certain criteria in order to receive state funding
and to have the qualifications they award formally
recognized.

In Northern Ireland, integrated schools have
been established for children of both Roman
Catholic and Protestant families, specifically to pro-
mote mutual understanding and reduce the ten-
sions between these religious communities.

Religious values are reflected in curricula in dif-
ferent ways. For example, in France (except Alsace
and Lorraine, which were under German control)
religious instruction is banned in state schools. In
the United Kingdom, religious education is a com-
pulsory part of the curriculum, although parents can
apply to have their children excused.

The role of the state In the early twenty-first
century, education policy, structure, and financing
are determined at national level, except in Germany,
where responsibility for school education lies with
the sixteen Länder, and Belgium, where responsibil-
ity lies with the three (Flemish-, French-, and
German-speaking) communities.

Administration may be decentralized, whereby
central policies are locally implemented without
discretion (for example, in France) or devolved,

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 923

E D U C A T I O N



whereby regional, district, or municipal authorities
enjoy differing degrees of discretion. For example,
the Länder in Germany have full devolved powers
to determine funding, structure, curriculum, and
inspection arrangements, while the Autonomous
Communities in Spain can exercise some discretion
within central policies and guidelines.

Since the early 1980s, European education has
seen a tendency toward devolving financial, manage-
rial, and curricular responsibility to schools (at the
expense of local authorities’ powers), within a frame-
work of externally determined outcome targets,
assessment, and inspection. School governing bodies
or boards, especially in Belgium, England, Ireland,
Italy, Malta, the Netherlands, and Wales, have
considerable autonomy. Elsewhere (in Denmark,
Portugal, the Slovak Republic, and Slovenia), they
enjoy less autonomy or may have a purely advisory
role. In both cases, they serve as a focal point for
parental and community views.

Duration and structure of compulsory
education Virtually all the education systems in
Europe had instituted compulsory education, at
least for the primary years, by the beginning of
World War I. Compulsory education, however,
was not always free. For example, education was
made compulsory in 1869 in Hungary, but was not
free until 1908, and in Scotland the relevant dates
were 1872 and 1890. The duration of compulsory
education also varied, ranging from two years in
Italy (1877, extended to eight years in 1948),
through four years in Portugal (from 1956 for boys
and 1960 for girls, extended to six years in 1974),
to eight years in Czechoslovakia (1869), Slovakia
(1927), and Spain (1931), and nine years in
England (1870) and Luxembourg (1912).

During the twentieth century the period of com-
pulsory education—whether at school or elsewhere—
was extended so that it now starts between the ages of
four and six and lasts between nine and twelve years.
Preschool classes, although not compulsory (except
in Hungary, Latvia, and Luxembourg) are attended
by the vast majority of children.

Two main models of provision exist for com-
pulsory education:

� The ‘‘single structure’’ model aims to avoid
the transition between schools during the com-
pulsory phase and is common in the Czech

Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Hungary, Latvia, Portugal, the Slovak
Republic, Slovenia, and Sweden. The school
may have a lower and upper division, to reflect
differences in the content and organization of
the curriculum. Students leaving compulsory
education progress to upper-secondary educa-
tion, vocational training, or employment.

� The two-tier structure (prevailing in Austria,
Belgium, Cyprus, France, Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta,
the Netherlands, Poland, Spain, and the
United Kingdom) involves a transfer from pri-
mary to secondary education, usually around
age ten to twelve. Some schools cater to stu-
dents over compulsory school age, but in other
cases, students transfer again to upper-second-
ary or vocational education.

In most countries, compulsory education was
provided in elementary schools; secondary educa-
tion was restricted to an elite minority. This restric-
tion was usually imposed by means of fees, although
scholarships were available (for example, in England
and Northern Ireland) for students who showed
exceptional ability. Intelligence testing was used
from early in the twentieth century onward to iden-
tify those suitable for academic education.

As (lower-) secondary education became com-
pulsory for all (starting from the middle of the
twentieth century), separate schools or tracks were
established to provide general education (preuni-
versity academic and less advanced general courses),
technical education, and vocational courses. This
stratification was intended to meet the perceived
needs of future leaders of society, workers, and
housewives and mothers, respectively. The trend
to early specialization was based on an assumption
of inherent aptitude—or lack of it.

‘‘Grammar’’ schools, which stressed the clas-
sics, the sciences, and theoretic knowledge, were
to prepare the future leaders. Admission was often
controlled by means of entrance examinations, and
students were expected to continue their studies
beyond the statutory school-leaving age to secure
the qualifications necessary for admission to higher
education. The Nordic countries tended to defer
specialization to the postcompulsory (upper-sec-
ondary) phase.
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Technical schools emerged from the strong tra-

dition of apprenticeships and guilds. These offered

training for young people (especially boys) for tech-

nical and manual occupations. In Italy, for example,

there were separate secondary schools offering

courses (from age fourteen) in the classics, the

humanities, and the sciences (leading to university

education); technical schools; vocational schools;

training for nursery and primary school teachers;

and fine art schools offering early specialization.

Indeed, until the 1960s or beyond, primary school

teachers in many countries were trained in ‘‘second-

ary’’ schools.

A third category—general schools—emerged to

provide for those deemed to be unsuited for either

academic or technical education. These were some-

times designated as ‘‘extended primary’’ schools.

Two factors have led to the widespread adoption

of all-ability (lower-) secondary education since the

early 1960s. First, institutional differentiation in

terms of status and funding led to calls for more

egalitarian provision, and second, a higher level of

basic education is required to meet the demands of a

more highly mechanized and computerized society.

During the second half of the twentieth century

stratification was deferred until the upper-secondary

phase in all countries except Austria, Belgium, the

Czech Republic, Germany, Luxembourg, the

Netherlands, and Northern Ireland. But results

from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation

TABLE 1

Duration and structure of compulsory education

Total Total Pre- Lower Upper
Start Full-time Part-time school Primary Secondary Secondary

Austria 6 9 Yr 1-4 Yr 5-8
Belgium 6 91 3 Yr 1-6 Yr 7-10 Yr 11-12
Cyprus 6 9 Yr 1-6 Yr 7-9 Yr 10-12
Czech Rep. 6 9 Yr 1-5 Yr 6-9 Yr 10-13
Denmark 7 9 Yr 1-9 Yr 10-12
Estonia 7 92 Yr 1-9 Yr 10-12
Finland 7 9 Yr 1-9 Yr 10-12
France 6 10 Yr 1-5 Yr 6-9 Yr 10-12
Germany 6 9/10 3 Yr 1-4 Yr 5-9 Yr 10-12

(or 1-6)3 (or 7-9)
Greece 6 9? Yr 1-6 Yr 7-9 Yr 10-12
Hungary 5 1+104 1 yr Yr 1-8 Yr 9-12
Ireland 6 9 Yr 1-6 Yr 7-9 Yr 10-12
Italy 6 9 Yr 1-5 Yr 6-8 Yr 9-12
Latvia 5 2+95 2 yrs Yr 1-9 Yr 10-12
Lithuania 6/7 10 Yr 1-4 Yr 5-8 Yr 9-12
Luxemburg 4 2+10 2 yrs Yr Yr Yr 10-13
Malta 5 10 Yr 1-6 Yr 7-11 Yr 12-13
Netherlands 5 12 1-2 Yr 1-8 Yr 9-11 Yr 12-14
Poland 96 Yr 1-6 Yr 7-9 Yr 10-12
Portugal 6 97 Yr 1-9 Yr 10-12
Slovak Rep. 6 10 Yr 1-9 Yr 10-12/13
Slovenia 6 88 Yr 1-8 Yr 10-12
Spain 10 Yr 1-6 Yr 7-10 Yr 11-12
Sweden 7 9 Yr 1-9 Yr 10-12
UK (England, Wales) 5 11 Yr 1-6 Yr 7-11 Yr 12-13
UK (Scot) 5 11 Yr 1-7 Yr 8-11 Yr 12-13
UK (N.Ireland) 4 12 Yr 1-7 Yr 8-12 Yr 13-14

1 Students must complete Year 2 of secondary education.  Those who achieve this after eight years may transfer to other types of education.
2 Those who have not completed the ninth year must stay at school for a further year.
3 Different transfer ages apply in different Länder.
4 To be extended by two years for students starting school from 1998.
5 Those who have not completed the ninth year must stay at school until they do, or until they are 18.
6 Those who have not completed the ninth year must stay at school until they do, or until they are 18.
7 There are proposals to extend this to twelve years.
8 Nine years, phased in for students starting school from 1999/2000.

3

7

Yr 9-12
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and Development’s Programme for International
Student Assessment demonstrate that the gap
between the best and weakest students tends to be
wider in countries with differentiated systems. This
finding may lead to a review of these structures.

Curriculum Curricula that prescribe the aims
and desired outcomes for each educational phase,
the subjects to be studied, and the amount of time
to be allocated to each, exist in virtually all coun-
tries to safeguard students’ entitlement, to allow
for mobility between schools, and, more recently,
to facilitate a degree of local responsiveness or
specialization.

Two countries provide examples of the ebb and
flow of control. In the United Kingdom, religious
education was the only compulsory subject until
1988. The national curriculum introduced that
year in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland was
very detailed, and proved to be unmanageable.
(There is no compulsory curriculum in Scotland,
although guidelines exist for all subject areas.)
Successive reductions in prescription have culmi-
nated in ‘‘Curriculum 2000,’’ a framework that sets
a compulsory entitlement to learning for all stu-
dents (aged five to sixteen years) in terms of con-
tent, attainment targets for learning, and
requirements for the assessment and reporting of
performance, but that gives schools discretion
regarding the detailed content, timetable, teaching
methods, and materials. In a contrasting example,
the government in power in Italy in 2003 increased
centralized control over the curriculum, thereby
reversing its predecessor’s trend toward devolving
responsibility in these matters.

The status and political ideology of countries
affect their approaches to the curriculum. The rees-
tablishment of nation-states (for example, the uni-
fication of Italy in 1871; the unification of the
Czech and Slovak lands and the Transcarpathian
Ukraine into Czechoslovakia in 1918; the libera-
tion from foreign occupation of Lithuania in 1918;
and the liberation of the territories occupied by the
USSR) was accompanied by education systems that
sought to establish a sense of nationhood in the
different territories brought together or to ‘‘replace
the alien cultural foundations with its own.’’ In
these cases, the use of the national language and
inculcation of the culture(s) were crucial.

Dictatorships and foreign occupations sought
to impose particular ideologies and structures.
Examples include the emphasis on Catholic and
patriotic values during the regime of Francisco
Franco in Spain, and the centralization and
Russification of the territories incorporated into
the USSR after World War II.

The education systems of these latter countries
(Czechoslovakia, Estonia, the German Democratic
Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland)
were subjected to a strict control of the
Communist Party and central power, and therefore
autonomy on the school level was minimal.
Education was aimed at glorifying the Soviet
Union and at educating pupils for the benefit of
the collective Soviet nation; the development of
individual abilities was encouraged only if it had
potential value for the Soviet system. Regulations
issued by the party and the government were the
supreme guidelines in designing the education sys-
tem, dictating the operation of education institu-
tions and the organization of instructional work in
schools. Schools worked on the basis of a statute
approved by the USSR Council of Ministers, and
the Ministry of Education of the individual Soviet
republics established the foundations for educa-
tional and instructional work in general schools;
approved syllabuses, curricula, and statutes of
instructional work organization in schools; and
gave specifications and orders to direct the schools’
activities and performance of tasks.

Despite the ideological pressure and restric-
tions set, some differences were maintained, espe-
cially in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. In Estonia,
for example, Estonian was retained as a language of
instruction, alongside Russian; textbooks were
written in Estonian by Estonian authors; the sylla-
bus of upper-secondary schools was longer by one
year—providing eleven years; and the volume of
studies in some subjects differed. In Latvia, some
schools still provided some ‘‘nationally oriented’’
education with Latvian language of instruction. In
Lithuania, despite the intensive process of russifica-
tion, the national cultural resistance continued. A
network of secret Lithuanian schools operated for
forty years. Training at these schools was very poor,
but they offered an opportunity to study, and they
encouraged interest in reading the illegal
Lithuanian press. In terms of education, these small
schools played a unique role in promoting the
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patriotism of the people and expanding their
experience.

In early-twenty-first-century Europe, the areas of
‘‘essential’’ learning are remarkably consistent,
namely: national and regional language(s) and litera-
ture, mathematics, science, information technology,
technology, the humanities (history, geography,
social studies), physical education and health, the arts
(fine arts, music, dance, drama), citizenship, and
moral or religious education. The place of foreign
languages is particularly interesting. Although mem-
ber states may have resisted the intervention of the
European Community in their school curriculum,
‘‘foreign’’ occupation, proximity to a border, and
the size of a country has led to the teaching of more
than one language. Foreign languages are compul-
sory in virtually all countries (often from primary
school), and most schools teach a second foreign
language. English is the most popular choice, prob-
ably because it is the principal language of the enter-
tainment industry and the Internet.

For a number of reasons, however, foreign
languages are less widely studied in some parts of
the United Kingdom and Ireland. First, students in
Ireland and Wales are required to learn Irish and
Welsh, respectively (in addition to English), and
these are not classed as foreign languages. Second,
the prevalence of English speakers reduces the
motivation of students, and there is no obvious
‘‘first’’ foreign language for them to learn. Finally,
a serious shortage of foreign-language teachers in
England and Wales made it impossible to imple-
ment the requirement for compulsory foreign-lan-
guage teaching to all students aged eleven to
sixteen. Despite several government initiatives to
encourage the teaching and learning of foreign
languages, many students in the United Kingdom
lag behind their continental peers in this area.

The school timetable is generally organized by
subject or subject areas. Concern about students’
failure to transfer knowledge and skills across sub-
ject boundaries and the need for higher-order skills
for employment in a ‘‘knowledge society’’ are lead-
ing to a greater emphasis on the understanding,
evaluation, and application of knowledge in differ-
ent contexts. Learning outcomes are therefore
increasingly expressed in terms of key skills such as
communication, problem solving, creativity, coop-
erative working, and the appropriate use of new
technologies.

Assessment Diagnostic assessment takes place reg-

ularly as part of the teaching and learning process in
all countries, and periodic tests provide a summative

record of student progress. Grades are based on

classroom participation, homework, extended proj-

ects, tests, and end of term/year examinations.

Many countries have official grading schemes and

performance criteria, and all the teachers of a

school-year group collectively determine whether a

student has mastered the knowledge and skills

required for promotion to the next class. Internal

school grades are used to award school-leaving cer-

tificates (in fifteen countries) and upper-secondary

qualifications (in ten countries). The remaining

countries require students to take an externally set

examination.

The use of high-stakes, external assessment of

student performance as an indicator of the quality

of schools and the education system is not wide-

spread in the EU. Samples of the school population

are assessed in Hungary (throughout compulsory

education) and Spain (at ages 12 and 16), and stan-

dardized assessment is compulsory for all students in

England (at ages 7, 11, and 14), France (ages 8 and

11), and Wales (ages 11 and 14). The results of

standardized assessments are published in England

(by school) and in France and Spain (anonymously).

Standardized assessment is optional in Ireland, the

Netherlands, and Sweden.

INFLUENCES ON CONVERGENCE

Factors that have most influenced the convergence

of European education systems are heritage, politi-
cal and ideological values, economic and technolo-

gical change, social change, and international

‘‘competition.’’

Heritage Geographical, political, and linguistic

boundaries have shifted as a result of colonization,

invasion, and wars. This may result in shared or

‘‘inherited’’ aspects of control and provision. The

thirty countries described herein have experienced

numerous geographical and political changes. The

following serve as examples:

� Finland was ruled by Sweden for four hundred

years, then Russia for one hundred years, before

gaining independence in 1917. Finland joined

the EU in 1995.
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� Poland was successively invaded by the Swedes
and Turks; suffered partition by the Russians,
Prussians, and Austrians; was annexed by the
German Third Reich; and then fell under the
USSR’s sphere of influence (until 1989).
Lithuania united with Poland (as self-govern-
ing partners) in the eighteenth century and
subsequently followed the fate of Poland.
Both countries joined the EU in 2004.

� Slovakia has been, successively, part of Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, and the USSR (until 1989). It
joined the EU in 2004.

� Slovenia sought—unsuccessfully—to unite
the Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs occupying
Habsburg lands as a new nation in 1918. To
resist further territorial raids by Italy, Slovenia
became part of Yugoslavia in 1929. World War
II saw Yugoslavia divided between Germany,
Italy, and Hungary. Following the Yugoslav
resistance and the break with Soviet Union
(1948), a milder version of socialism, based
on common ownership and self-management,
was established. Slovenia achieved indepen-
dence in 1991 and joined the EU in 2004.

While the Swedish and Russian occupations do
not appear to have had a negative influence on the
education system of Finland, the same cannot be
said for the political changes that affected the other
three examples cited above.

Invading powers and totalitarian regimes have
used education to influence and control behavior
and thought (or at least the expression of thought)
by means of the form and content of education
and, in many cases, the medium of instruction.
Hence, several countries have more than one offi-
cial language (for example, Belgium, Ireland,
Luxembourg, Malta, and Wales), and the lan-
guages of former regimes may continue to be
taught because of the prevalence of their use (for
example, Russian in Estonia). Regions that were
absorbed into nation-states or kingdoms have vig-
orously defended their right to retain their lan-
guage (for example, Flemish in Belgium, Friesian
in the Netherlands, Catalan and Basque in Spain,
and Welsh in Wales).

Challenges When governments identify economic
and social problems, they often attribute the cause
to education systems, which therefore undergo

frequent reforms. The speed and nature of changes
has increased during the past century as a result of a
number of factors.

Political and ideological values Following
the introduction of universal suffrage, governments
have had to take account of a wider range of expec-
tations. The approach of elections therefore stimu-
lates a rethinking of education policies so that
values, their interpretation, and their enactment
match the perceived preferences of the electorate.
Thus, systems that offer differentiated provisions
intended to meet the needs of different groups (as
in the selective secondary education systems com-
mon during the middle of the twentieth century)
are replaced by those that stress a common, equal
entitlement for all.

In the past, education was respected as an
unquestioned public good, whose aims, nature,
and resources were centrally determined. As indi-
cated above, some schools exercise devolved
responsibility for school governance and manage-
ment and have developed particular curricular or
philosophical approaches, to raise student achieve-
ment. Indeed, in a few countries, an education
‘‘market’’ is developing, as parents are encouraged
to express a preference, and schools compete to
attract students and the funding that accompanies
their enrollment. Such competition is intended to
‘‘drive up standards.’’ Within a market model, how-
ever, it may be difficult to manage demands and
expectations on the one hand, and the individual
actions of providers (schools) on the other, and
there are cases in which parents or students seek
legal redress and compensation for perceived inade-
quacies of the system.

Economic and technological change Advanc-
es in information and communications technology
enable people to do more, faster, more cheaply, and
from a distance. Many routine jobs are computerized,
and higher-order skills are required from those seek-
ing employment. As a result, career paths become
fragmented, and those unable or unwilling to update
their skills may become unemployable. In this con-
text, education must

� be overtly ‘‘relevant’’ both in the eyes of students
(to reduce the dropout rate and disengagement
from the learning process) and of employers (who
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complain that young people are ill-equipped for
employment);

� incorporate new approaches in the teaching and
learning process, with the emphasis moving
from learning facts to the selection, evaluation,
and application of knowledge and skills; and

� change the focus from one-off, standardized
initial education and training to flexible and
lifelong learning.

Social change At the turn of the twentieth
century, European societies were largely rural, pre-
dominantly Christian, and relatively homogenous.
Subsequently, mobility within Europe—stimulated
by political unrest, persecution, or pursuit of higher
living standards—and immigration from beyond its
borders have created heterogeneous societies that
must recognize, tolerate, and accommodate differ-
ences in culture, religion, language, and traditions.
Compulsory education, therefore, has to find a
balance between transmitting the traditional or pre-
dominant culture, and raising awareness and under-
standing of the diversity within the community and
beyond. Education systems are also expected to
secure economic and social advancement for the
individual and for society as a whole.

International ‘‘competition’’ Education
policy is increasingly seen in a global context, with
outcomes expressed in terms of ‘‘world-class’’
benchmarks, as policy makers assess the perfor-
mance of their students relative to those in other
countries. For example, between thirty and forty
countries worldwide participate in international
surveys and education databases and studies that
compare education systems and outcomes.
Pressure to overcome perceived deficiencies weighs
particularly heavily on governments, which seek to
demonstrate achievements within three- to five-
year electoral cycles. This may lead to ad hoc policy
changes, which may be neither feasible, nor even
desirable, given the social, cultural, and educational
context and the long-term educational aims in the
country concerned.

The elements assessed in international surveys
reflect the collective—but not necessarily the indi-
vidual—priorities of the participating countries.
Thus, as each new survey is reported, changes are
introduced to compensate for perceived national

deficiencies, and priorities are realigned. For exam-
ple, the findings of the 1995 Third International
Mathematics and Science Study caused England
to change the focus of mathematics teaching
from higher-order skills to basic computation (in
which students from, in particular, Singapore and
Hungary outperformed those from England).
Subsequently, the Programme for International
Student Assessment for 2000 focused on ‘‘young
people’s capacity to use their knowledge and skills
in order to meet real-life challenges, rather than
merely looking at how well they had mastered a
specific school curriculum,’’ which redirected atten-
tion to higher-order skills. This focus has given rise
to growing curricular emphasis on core or transfer-
able skills and independent learning. Yet, it may be
difficult for teachers who were trained and spent
much of their professional life under totalitarian
regimes to model and encourage open-ended,
autonomous learning.

A further example of the influence of interna-
tional surveys is the possible introduction of
national standards in core subjects for school leav-
ers in Germany, in apparent contravention of edu-
cational autonomy accorded to the Länder by the
constitution.

The emerging European response During the
second half of the twentieth century there emerged
an understandable desire to avoid a repeat of the
devastation caused within this small continent by
the two world wars. The early steps focused on eco-
nomic cooperation and a common market allowing
free movement of individuals, goods, and services.
The contribution of vocational training to enhancing
mobility was recognized as crucial and therefore a
‘‘legitimate’’ concern of the emerging European
Economic Community (EEC). Hence, the Treaty
of Rome (1957), which established the EEC, pro-
posed a common policy on vocational training
(Article 128), in pursuit of improved living and
working conditions (Article 117), cooperation with
respect to the initial training and ongoing develop-
ment of professionals (Article 118), and the guaran-
tee of free movement, nondiscrimination, and the
mutual recognition of qualifications (Article 57).
Higher education was included under the umbrella
of ‘‘vocational education’’ but—possibly under-
standably, given the Continent’s history—all exter-
nal intervention in education was rigorously resisted,
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on the grounds that it was, and should remain, a
matter of national sovereignty.

There are tensions between retaining national
sovereignty over the transmission of values, heri-
tage, and culture, and a willingness to accept com-
mon education and training objectives, and to
support collective programs and initiatives, with a
view to enhancing economic strength and social
and political harmony. Nevertheless, in 1992,
thirty-five years after the signing of the Treaty of
Rome, member states agreed to include education
as a legitimate area for community policy. This was
achieved through a four-pronged action plan:

1. the establishment of a legal basis and adminis-
trative structures

2. the dissemination of information on education
systems and policies

3. the creation of programs to support cooperation
between institutions, teachers, and students

4. the development of education policies that con-
tribute to the achievement of European eco-
nomic, social, and political objectives.

Legal basis and supporting structures In
1974 the (nine) ministers of education adopted a
Resolution—a voluntary commitment, with no leg-
islative power—that set the ground rules for coop-
eration and established the Education Committee.
The Resolution recognized the different educational
policies and structures and acknowledged that their
harmonization could not be an explicit objective.
Starting in 1978, the Education Committee, com-
prising civil servants from all member states, met
regularly to discuss matters of common interest and
prepare for the biennial meetings of the ministers of
education in council. The European Commission
provided the secretariat.

An administrative support structure was grad-
ually built by bringing together the (separate)
education and training divisions within the
Directorate-General V (Employment, Social
Affairs and Education) in 1981. In 1989 a Task
Force on Human Resources, Education, Training
and Youth was established; it achieved the status
of a Directorate-General (XII) in 1995, and was
redesignated the Directorate-General Education
and Culture (incorporating culture and audiovi-
sual media) in 1999.

Careful progress, by means of exchange of infor-
mation and a series of Community Programmes to
promote voluntary cooperation, prepared member
states to open up aspects of their education policy to
cross-national and EC involvement. A watershed
was reached in 1992 with the signing of the Treaty
on European Union. Article 126 of the treaty for-
mally recognized the importance of education in the
creation of a single Europe and assigned to the
European Commission the role of supporting and
complementing this work. However, the principle
of added value and subsidiarity restricted the com-
mission’s involvement to those actions collectively
approved by member states and that added value to
national initiatives. Crucially, the Act respected
member states’ responsibility for the content and
organization of education and for cultural and lin-
guistic diversity; all harmonization of education sys-
tems was excluded.

Exchange of information and study
visits In 1976 the ministers of education identi-
fied the collection of documentation and statistics
as a priority action. Eurydice, the European educa-
tion information network, became operational in
1980 and provided a question-and-answer service,
primarily for educational policy makers. In this way
it was hoped that national education policy would
take account of good practice elsewhere. By 1990,
the network had produced detailed descriptions
of the education systems, and its primary role
became the preparation of comparative studies
(1992) and indicators (1994) to support the work
of the Education Committee. The Eurydice net-
work was enlarged to include thirty countries in
1996, and participation in the network served as
an introduction to cooperation within the EU frame-
work for countries that were candidates for admis-
sion into the EU.

A program of study visits (later named Arion)
was instituted to bring together senior school staff,
regional policy makers, inspectors and other profes-
sionals from several member states. Each visit
focused on a specific aspect of education (for exam-
ple, teacher training in Finland, or special educa-
tional needs provision in Italy), but participants
invariably broadened their discussions to include
general priorities and issues in their respective coun-
tries. The number of participants grew from eighty-
five in 1978 to twenty-one hundred in 2005.
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The National Academic Recognition Information
Centres (NARIC) were set up in 1984 to advise
higher education institutions and students on the
recognition of courses of study and qualifications.

Actions and programs The first Resolution
adopted by the ministers of education (1976) iden-
tified six priority actions. But the lack of a legal
basis paralyzed action for three years (1978–1980),
and proposals relating to the introduction of a
European dimension in secondary education, the
teaching of foreign languages, the admission of
students to higher education institutions in other
EEC member states, and equal opportunities for
girls in education and vocational training, were
blocked. Nevertheless, the Resolution gave rise to
some transnational pilot projects and laid the
groundwork for Eurydice and Arion.

During the 1980s, the member states agreed to
finance a series of Programmes to support and facil-
itate cooperation in priority areas. The main educa-
tion Programmes were Erasmus (student mobility
and cooperation between universities) and Lingua
(the development of foreign language teaching).
After the signing of the Maastricht Treaty (1992),
the education Programmes were reorganized as ele-
ments of the Socrates program and expanded for a
second phase of funding (1995–1999). New actions
were added to support secondary school cooperation
and exchange (Comenius), open and distance learn-
ing, and adult education. These programs were pro-
gressively opened to participants from the nations
that joined the EU in 2004: Cyprus, the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Malta, Poland, the Slovak Republic, and Slovenia.

The programs were extended for a third phase
(2000–2006), and a fourth phase (2007–2013), as
of 2006 still being planned, aimed to bring together
Socrates and the former vocational training pro-
gram (Leonardo da Vinci) into a single ‘‘lifelong
learning’’ program. Funding increased tenfold from
0.1 percent of the community budget (in 1986) to
more than 1 percent for the fourth phase.

Development of policy Article 126 of the
Maastricht Treaty provided the legislative basis
for the European Commission to make policy pro-
posals in the field of education for consideration by
member states. Accordingly, the EC published a

series of papers stressing the important role of
education and training systems in the development
of a single Europe; the need for systems to adapt to
meet the challenges of globalization; the informa-
tion society, and the scientific and technical devel-
opments; and the importance of lifelong learning
and the creation of a knowledge society.

The four-pronged action plan has led—
surprisingly quickly—to the development of shared
aims and indicators, and agreed-upon monitoring
processes to create a European educational space in
both the university and school sectors, known as
the Bologna Process and the Lisbon Strategy,
respectively.

The Bologna Process In 1998 the education
ministers called for the harmonization of higher edu-
cation structures, to make the sector more compar-
able and competitive and to create a ‘‘European
higher education space.’’ The resulting Bologna
Process involves thirty countries in the convergence
of higher education systems. It builds on, and is
supported by, a number of established initiatives:
Erasmus, NARIC, transferable credit units of study
(ECTS), and the Internet Portal on Learning
Opportunities throughout the European Space
(Ploteus). The Erasmus Mundus program aims to
make higher education in Europe (and not only in
the United Kingdom, France, and Germany) more
attractive to students from within and beyond the
European Union by offering a cross-national master’s
degree involving study at two or more of three partic-
ipating institutions, drawn from three countries.

The Lisbon Strategy The Lisbon Strategy,
proposed by the education ministers in 1999, aims
to make Europe the most competitive knowledge
economy, by modernizing and harmonizing educa-
tion and training systems to achieve ‘‘world-class’’
standing by 2010. The strategy comprises the
adoption of the (first) EC framework of common
benchmarks, together with an implementation pro-
gram and agreed-upon monitoring and reporting
procedures. Because it aims to promote the
exchange of good practice, the development of
indicators to measure progress, and peer review,
the so-called open method of coordination goes
far beyond the ‘‘rolling agenda’’ that ministers
had originally envisaged. This was not achieved
without reservations on the part of some member

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 931

E D U C A T I O N



states, who did not wish their policies to be so

closely aligned with that of other countries. The

method nevertheless has enormous potential for a

higher shared quality and efficiency of education

and training systems in Europe, while respecting

the principle of subsidiarity.

The process depends heavily, however, on the

ability and willingness of individual member states

to adopt the common objectives at a national level.

Interim progress reviews conducted in 2003 and

2004 reveal that, despite widespread reforms in all

countries, progress toward the creation of a knowl-

edge society is lagging behind that of major inter-

national competitors, and national investment in

human resources is deemed inadequate to meet

the challenge. The Education Council and the EC

therefore called on member states to make greater

and more efficient efforts and investments to

implement global and coherent lifelong education

and training strategies and to develop a knowledge

society and a European education and training

space. The qualifications framework and the

European dimension in education are seen as espe-

cially important.

CONCLUSION

The diverse political, economic, and social contexts

of the participating countries mean that the objec-

tives set for the Bologna Process and the Lisbon

Strategy are ambitious. Member states resist what

they perceive as unreasonable pressure from the

center, as the rejection of the proposed European

Constitution by France and the Netherlands in

2005 shows. Nevertheless, educational cooperation

in Europe has come a very long way since the

1950s, and, provided that the spirit, as well as the

letter, of subsidiarity is respected, the omens for

increasing cooperation are very positive.

See also Child Care; Childhood and Adolescence;
Citizenship; Welfare State
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JOANNA LE MÉTAIS

n

EDWARD VIII (1894–1972), king of Great
Britain, Ireland, and the British dominions, and
emperor of India.

Edward was born in Richmond, Surrey on 23
June 1894, the first child of the duke and duchess
of York (later King George V [r. 1910–1936] and
Queen Mary [1867–1953]). He was also known as
Prince Edward, Duke of Windsor, and in full, Edward
Albert Christian George Andrew Patrick David.

With the death of Edward VII (r. 1901–1910)
and the accession of his father on 6 May 1910,
Prince Edward (as he was officially known) became
heir to the throne. On his sixteenth birthday he was
created Prince of Wales. After a stint as midshipman
with the Royal Navy, he matriculated in October
1912 at the University of Oxford. He left university
at the start of the war in 1914 and was commis-
sioned in the Grenadier Guards on the Continent
but did not see direct action. In civilian life, Prince
Edward was noted for his charm, good looks,
romantic liaisons, and unconventional wearing of
hats. He became a leader of fashionable London
society and something of a modern celebrity.

In January 1931 the prince met Wallis Simpson
(1896–1986), an American citizen then living in
London with her second husband. By 1934 the
prince had cast aside his other lovers and saw in
Mrs. Simpson his natural life partner.

George V died on 20 January 1936, and the
Prince of Wales was proclaimed King Edward VIII
on 21 January. Once on the throne, Edward VIII
showed a marked indifference toward public affairs
and the intricacies of state business.

Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin (1867–1947)
belatedly learned of the king’s hopes to marry Mrs.
Simpson, who had begun divorce proceedings
against her second husband. By early November,
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Baldwin’s cabinet was discussing the constitutional
problem of a king’s potential marriage to a divorcée.
For many ministers, the Simpson affair illuminated
wider uncertainties about Edward’s competency to
be king. Public opinion was strongly hostile to the
marriage, and he faced opposition from both the
Church of England and Parliament.

On 10 December, the king signed the instru-
ment of abdication and left for Europe the next
day. Edward VIII is the only British monarch ever
to have resigned the crown. His reign lasted from
20 January to 10 December 1936—327 days—the
shortest of any recognized monarch since Edward
V (r. 1483). George VI (r. 1936–1952) then titled
him ‘‘his royal highness the duke of Windsor.’’

The Windsors married in France on 3 June 1937.
No member of the duke’s family attended. Though a
duchess, his wife was denied the prefix Her Royal
Highness, to the duke’s great disappointment.

In October 1937 they visited Germany. The
Windsors were honored by Nazi officials and met
Adolf Hitler (1889–1945); the duke reportedly
made a modified Nazi salute and on two other
occasions a full Nazi salute. As a Nazi sympathizer,
the Duke of Windsor may have entertained thoughts
of becoming an alternative monarch should Britain
be defeated by Hitler. Evidence suggests the
Germans expected that the duke would inaugurate
an ‘‘English form of Fascism and alliance with
Germany.’’ He was doubtful about Britain’s ability
to withstand a German attack in 1940 and favored a
negotiated peace with Hitler.

When war began, the Windsors were returned
to Britain from France. George VI did not appreci-
ate the duke’s presence in the United Kingdom.
The duke shortly afterward became a member of
the British military mission in France and served as
a major-general for the duration of the war.

Upon the fall of France in June 1940, the
Windsors escaped to Madrid, where Edward was
part of a fanciful plan of the Nazis to remake him
king and to use him against the established govern-
ment in England. He moved to Lisbon at the start
of July. From his friend Winston Churchill (1874–
1965), now prime minister, the duke was offered
the governorship of the Bahamas.

He and his wife arrived in Nassau on 17 August
1940. The duke worked on policies for agricultural

improvement, to diminish black unemployment,

and helped quell riots in June 1942. Unsatisfied

with his lot, he resigned as governor of the

Bahamas on 16 March 1945. The couple hence-

forth divided their time between the United States

and France until the duke’s death.

In February 1952 the duke attended the fu-

neral of George VI, though the two had scarcely

met since the latter’s accession. He was not invited

to Queen Elizabeth II’s coronation. In 1966, how-

ever, the duke and duchess were invited by

Elizabeth II (r. 1953– ) to attend the unveiling of

a plaque to Queen Mary, the duchess being pre-

sented to the queen for the first time.

The duke’s health faded fast in the late 1960s. In

1972 he suffered cancer of the throat. In these final

days, he was visited by Elizabeth II during her state

visit to France. On 28 May 1972 the duke of Windsor

died at his home in Paris. His body lay in state in

St. George’s Chapel, Windsor, and was buried in a

Former king Edward VIII of England with his wife,

Wallis Warfield Simpson, on their wedding day, 3 June

1937. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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plot beside the Royal Mausoleum at Frogmore, where
the duchess was also interred in 1986.

See also Aristocracy; United Kingdom.
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STEPHEN VELLA

n

EGYPT. Egypt, the most populous nation in the
Arab world, and strategically straddling the Suez
Canal and the Nile River, has had a major role in
Europe’s relations with the Middle East since
1914. Great Britain, the de facto ruler of Egypt
from 1882, retained significant control and an
extensive military presence there until 1956,
despite ever-growing resistance from Egyptian
nationalists. The 1952 Revolution, led by Gamal
Abdel Nasser (1918–1970) and the Suez Crisis
of 1956 brought British influence in Egypt to
an abrupt end. In the 1950s the charismatic
Nasser was a strong exponent of pan-Arab unity
and emerged as a leader of the Non-Aligned
Movement in the conflict between the super-
powers. By the 1960s, however, he increasingly
relied on military and economic aid from the
Soviet Union to implement his plans for modern-
ization and economic growth. The defeat of Egypt
and its Arab allies in the June 1967 war against
Israel dealt a severe blow to Nasser’s policies, and
his successor, Anwar el-Sadat (1918–1981),
initiated peace talks with Israel. The Camp David
Accords of 1978 brought peace with Israel and
aid from the United States, and although Sadat
was assassinated in 1981 his successor, Hosni
Mubarak (b. 1928), has preserved much of his
legacy. Over these decades, Egypt’s society and
economy have been strained by explosive popula-
tion growth and rapid urbanization, and its

authoritarian government has often suppressed
domestic dissent, most notably that led by Islamic
radicals.

EGYPT AND EUROPE BEFORE 1914

Egypt’s modern history began abruptly in 1798
with the French invasion and occupation led by
Napoleon I (1769–1821). The French forces left
within a few years, but European influence in
Egypt—especially Anglo-French influence—grew
steadily thereafter. Throughout the nineteenth
century Egypt remained under the suzerainty of
the Ottoman sultan, but its rulers, Mehmet Ali (also
known as Muhammad Ali, 1769–1849) (r. 1805–
1849) and his successors, were de facto indepen-
dent. Their efforts to modernize Egypt’s military
and economy along Western lines saw little success,
and Egypt’s growing debt to European lenders
culminated in the British invasion and occupation
of Egypt in 1882. The occupation allowed the
British to consolidate their control of the Suez
Canal, completed in 1869, which they saw as the
lifeline of the empire, a crucial communication link
to its possessions in Asia. Though Egypt’s monarch
retained his crown, after 1882 its de facto ruler was
the British consul general in Cairo. Under Lord
Cromer (Evelyn Baring, 1841–1917) (r. 1883–
1907) and his successors, Egypt attained a measure
of stability: a legislative assembly was established
and modern political parties and press developed.
At the same time, the period saw the beginnings of
a nationalist sentiment to resist British rule.

WARTIME PROTECTORATE AND THE

1919 REVOLUTION

When the Ottoman Empire declared war on
the Allied powers in November 1914, London
immediately declared Egypt a British protectorate.
Egypt served as a staging ground for the British
offensive against the Ottoman possessions in the
Levant. Martial law was declared, and wartime
requisitions and conscription made life difficult
for the population at large and aroused widespread
anti-British sentiments. When the armistice was
announced, Egyptian nationalists demanded that
Egypt be granted independence in line with the
principle of self-determination. The British govern-
ment refused, and widespread protests broke out
across Egypt, launching the ‘‘1919 Revolution,’’
which augured a new era of Egyptian nationalism.
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If prior to 1919 the nationalist movement had
been largely limited to urban intellectual elites, it
now mobilized far broader sections of the middle
classes and the peasantry. The Wafd, the new
nationalist party that led the movement, would
dominate Egyptian politics until 1952.

BRITISH POWER AND EGYPTIAN

NATIONALISM UNDER THE

MONARCHY (1922–1952)

Continued Anglo-Egyptian negotiations could not
make progress, and in 1922 London issued a uni-
lateral declaration granting Egypt formal indepen-
dence, but retaining control of the Canal, external
defense, protection of foreigners and minorities,
and the Sudan. In 1923 Egypt officially became a
constitutional monarchy under King Fuad I
(1868–1936, r. 1917–1936). The next two de-
cades were marked by internal political conflict
between the Wafd, which advocated the expansion
of parliamentary democracy and had a broad sup-
port base among Egypt’s growing middle classes,
and the royal court, which aimed to curtail the
power of parliament and was supported by the
large landowners and industrialists. Early on the
British saw the king as a pliable instrument for their
influence, but by the 1930s they began to recog-
nize the Wafd as the representative of the Egyptian
people, with whom they must reach an accommo-
dation. The Italian invasion of Ethiopia in 1935,
which highlighted British weakness as well as
Egypt’s own vulnerability to attack, helped break
the impasse. In the ensuing Anglo-Egyptian Treaty
of 1936 the military occupation of Egypt was
declared terminated, and Egypt was admitted to
the League of Nations in 1937. The treaty recog-
nized Egyptian sovereignty over the Suez Canal
but allowed British troops to remain in the Canal
Zone to secure it for the empire.

In Egypt, as elsewhere in the world, the 1930s
were a time of economic crisis and the concomitant
rise of new ideas about politics and society. If the
1920s in Egypt had been a ‘‘liberal era,’’ a period
of experimentation with constitutionalism and par-
liamentary democracy, in the 1930s fascism seemed
to be the wave of the future, and its attractions in
Egypt added another facet to anti-British senti-
ments. The interwar period also saw a significant
evolution in the ideological nature of Egyptian
nationalism. If in the 1920s it had been largely
liberal-secular and territorial, the 1930s saw a

growing interest in Egypt’s identity as an Islamic
and Arab nation. The Muslim Brotherhood,
founded in 1928 to advocate moral and social
reform, became increasingly politicized in the ensuing
years. The 1930s also saw Egypt’s emergence as
a leader on pan-Arab issues, culminating in the
formation of the Arab League in Cairo in 1945.

When World War II broke out Egypt remained
neutral even after Axis troops invaded its territory
from Libya, and large sections of the public openly
hoped for Axis victory. At the same time, Britain’s
military presence in Egypt during the war far
exceeded the limits set in the 1936 treaty, as did
its involvement in politics, and tensions remained
high. The United Nations decision to partition
Palestine between Arabs and Jews, creating the
State of Israel, precipitated military intervention
by the surrounding Arab states in May 1948, but
military weakness and conflicting interests led to an
Arab defeat. The trauma of 1948 underscored, for
many Egyptians, the corruption and ineptitude of
the old elites—the royal court, large landlords, big
industrialists—who bowed before foreign imperial-
ists and enjoyed decadent privilege while most
Egyptians remained mired in poverty. The escalat-
ing tensions culminated in July 1952 with a blood-
less coup by a group of young military men, the
Free Officers, led by the thirty-four-year-old Gamal
Abdel Nasser. Nasser was a charismatic leader who
wanted Egypt to lead the Arab nations out of their
political, social, and economic malaise to become
strong and prosperous. His powerful persona and
ideology of pan-Arab nationalism and socialism
would dominate the politics of Egypt, and much
of the Arab world, in the 1950s and 1960s.

THE NASSER ERA: ARAB NATIONALISM AND

SOCIALISM (1952–1970)

The new regime moved quickly to transform
Egyptian society. Land reform came first, with
large estates broken up and divided among the
peasantry, and old aristocratic titles eliminated.
The 1956 constitution laid out the new regime’s
vision: Egypt was an Arab and Islamic nation; the
state would provide social welfare; imperialism,
feudalism, and monopoly capital would be
dismantled. Although it was formally constituted
as a democracy, Egypt in fact became a presidential
dictatorship; political parties were banned, and
potential competitors for power, such as the
Muslim Brotherhood, were suppressed.
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Nasser’s early years in power saw a string of

victories in the international arena. First came the

Anglo-Egyptian agreement of 1954, which provid-

ed for the withdrawal of the remaining British

forces from the Canal Zone within twenty months,

and in 1955 Nasser emerged as a major world

leader at the Bandung Conference of Non-

Aligned Nations. In 1956 Egypt’s nationalization

of the Suez Canal led to a combined Anglo-

French-Israeli invasion of Egypt. Nasser remained

defiant, however, and firm pressure from the

United States government forced the invaders

to retreat. Nasser emerged from the ‘‘Triple

Aggression,’’ as it is known in Egypt, the clear

victor. After seventy-four years of military occupa-

tion, British power in Egypt abruptly ended, and

the efforts of the United States to replace Britain as

Egypt’s patron met with failure. Nasser’s prestige

in the Arab world reached new heights. He was the

first Arab leader to harness the power of radio to

influence public opinion across the region, and his

fiery speeches against the imperialists and their col-

laborators among the ‘‘reactionary’’ Arab regimes

helped topple the pro-Western monarchy in Iraq in

1958; King Hussein (r. 1952–1999) of Jordan only

narrowly avoided the same fate. Nasser’s vision of

pan-Arab unity seemed to materialize in 1958

when Egypt and Syria formed the United Arab

Republic (UAR) under Nasser’s leadership.

Nasser’s regional ambitions, however, soon

came up against the divergent interests of other

Arab governments, as well as U.S. power.

With the ‘‘Eisenhower Doctrine’’ of 1957, which

promised to defend any Middle Eastern nation

threatened by ‘‘international Communism,’’ the

United States managed to preserve the pro-

Western regimes in Lebanon, Jordan, and Saudi

Arabia. Iraq’s new leaders resisted Egyptian med-

dling in their internal affairs, and Egypt’s union

with Syria collapsed in 1961. As Nasser’s domestic

agenda grew more socialist, with widespread natio-

nalization of industry, Egypt became increasingly

dependent on the Soviet Union for military and

economic aid. In 1962 Egyptian troops became

entangled in the civil war in Yemen, and Nasser’s

support for Palestinian incursions into Israel

further escalated regional tensions. By May 1967

the battle over Arab opinion pushed Nasser to take

a stand against Israel: he demanded the removal of

United Nations observers in the Sinai Peninsula
and closed the Red Sea straits to Israeli shipping.
Nasser may not have intended to bring about a full-
scale war, but for Israel Nasser’s actions were casus
belli, and Israel launched a preemptive attack. After
six days of fighting, the armies of Egypt, Jordan,
and Syria were decisively defeated, and Israel occu-
pied territory on all three fronts: the Sinai
Peninsula, the West Bank, and the Golan Heights,
respectively. The defeat of 1967 dealt a mortal
blow to Nasser’s stature, both regional and domes-
tic, and his ideal of pan-Arab unity; and Egypt’s
efforts to regain some of its lost territory in the War
of Attrition (1969–1970) against Israel also ended
in failure. When he died in September 1970, at the
age of only fifty-two, he was, personally and polit-
ically, a broken man.

SADAT: WAR, PEACE, AND THE TURN WEST

(1970–1981)

Nasser’s vice-president, Anwar el-Sadat, succeeded
him upon his death. Like Nasser, Sadat came from
humble origins, rose through the ranks of the mili-
tary, and took part in the Free Officers coup of
1952. Like Nasser, he wanted to make Egypt
strong and prosperous; but the road he chose to
these goals was, in many respects, the polar oppo-
site of Nasser’s. If Nasser relied on the Soviet
Union for economic and military aid, Sadat led
Egypt into the American camp; and while Nasser
restructured the Egyptian economy along the lines
of state socialism, Sadat would turn to capitalism
and seek foreign investment. Like his predecessor,
however, Sadat suppressed political dissent and
kept a large role for the state in the economy.

Sadat’s first mission when he came to power
was to erase the shame of the 1967 defeat. In this
he achieved spectacular success, engineering a
coordinated surprise attack on Israel by Egyptian
and Syrian forces in October 1973 (The Yom
Kippur War or the October War). Although the
Arabs did not achieve a decisive military victory,
they scored a major psychological and strategic
coup. The 1973 war proved that Arab armies could
match Israel on the battlefield, restored Arab con-
fidence, and shook the Israeli leadership out of its
post-1967 hubris. But 1973 was only the first part
of Sadat’s plan. In 1977 he shocked the world with
an unprecedented trip to Jerusalem, launching
negotiations that led to a peace treaty between
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Egypt and Israel. The Camp David Accords, signed
in 1978 under American auspices, restored all of
the Sinai to Egypt. But early hopes that the accords
would serve as a basis for a comprehensive Arab-
Israeli peace did not materialize; after 1977 Egypt
was ostracized in the Arab world for more than a
decade. The peace with Israel, and Sadat’s contin-
ued suppression of domestic dissent, also alienated
many in Egypt itself, and in October 1981 Sadat
was assassinated by a member of the outlawed
Muslim Brotherhood. He was succeeded by his
vice president, Hosni Mubarak.

EGYPT UNDER MUBARAK (1981–)

The Mubarak regime has largely kept Sadat’s legacy
in place. It remained committed to peace with
Israel but gradually managed to improve relations
with the Arab states—in 1989 Egypt was read-
mitted into the Arab League. Egypt also remained
an ally of the United States and a major recipient of
U.S. military and economic aid, providing impor-
tant support to the U.S.–led coalition during the
Gulf War of 1991. Domestically, Mubarak experi-
mented with a tentative opening of the political
system. But in the mid-1990s, a wave of terror
attacks by Muslim radicals against foreign tour-
ists—one of Egypt’s most important sources of
income—led to a renewed crackdown on oppos-
ition groups, with dozens of Muslim militants
arrested and executed. By 2004, after almost a
quarter-century in power, the seventy-six-year-old
Mubarak had yet to designate an heir, and it
remained unclear in which direction Egypt would
go after he was no longer on the scene.

POPULATION AND ECONOMY

As in much of the developing world, Egypt’s popu-
lation grew rapidly over the course of the twentieth
century due to improvements in hygiene, health-
care, and diet. From 1900 to 1950 the population
doubled from about 10.5 million to 21 million,
and since then it has more than tripled, reaching
an estimated 77 million by 2005. At the same time,
large-scale migrations from the countryside have
swelled the urban population. In 1914 more than
85 percent of the populace farmed the arable strip
of land along the Nile—less than 5 percent of
Egypt’s total land area—where the density of rural
population is among the highest in the world. By
2004 only about a third of the Egyptian workforce

was employed in farming, although population
growth has meant that arable land is still intensively
farmed. Cairo, Egypt’s capital and largest city, had
some 2 million inhabitants by midcentury and 7.6
million in the city proper by 2004. Ninety-four
percent of Egyptians are Sunni Muslim, and most
of the rest belong to the Egyptian Coptic
Orthodox Church. Although Egypt’s major cities
had thriving multicultural communities—Greeks,
Jews, Armenians, Syrian Christians, and Italians—
until the 1950s, those dwindled in the years after
the 1952 Revolution and have since largely
disappeared.

The years since 1914 saw marked improve-
ments in education and health services in Egypt:
literacy rates grew from less than 10 percent to an
estimated 58 percent in 2005, and life expectancy
more than doubled from thirty-three to sixty-nine
years. Efforts at industrialization have helped to
diversify the economy away from its early twentieth
century dependency on cotton exports, but Egypt
remains a relatively poor country, with gross
domestic product per capita of $4,400 at purchas-
ing power parity (which adjusts for differences in
price levels). Cotton and textiles remain major
exports, though in 2005 they are increasingly
threatened by competition from Asia. Petroleum
products and natural gas are also important
exports, and tourism is major source of foreign
currency. Since development efforts, especially after
1961, were based on socialist models and included
large-scale nationalization of industry, the state has
owned much of the economy and played a decisive
role in planning; it continues to do so despite some
market-oriented reforms in the 1980s and 1990s.

See also Cold War; Islam; Israel; Palestine; Suez Crisis;
Terror.
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EREZ MANELA

n

EICHMANN, ADOLF (1906–1962),
German Nazi and one of the chief architects of
Jewish extermination during World War II.

Adolf Otto Eichmann was born Karl Adolf
Eichmann in Solingen, an industrial town in the
German Rhineland. His father was a bookkeeper
who worked for an electric and electronics company.
In 1913 his employer moved him to Linz, Austria,
where his family joined him in 1916. Affiliated with
the Evangelical Church and holding deep German
national convictions, Eichmann père enrolled Adolf
in an ultranational youth movement.

Adolf Eichmann was a mediocre student; he
studied mechanical engineering but finished school
without an occupation and without completing
vocational training. Initially he made a living by
working for a company that his father had estab-
lished. In 1927, using his father’s business connec-
tions, he went to work for a U.S. oil company as an
itinerant agent who sold fuel products and nego-
tiated for his employer in the establishment of fill-
ing stations. He was dismissed in 1933. The events
that elevated the Nazi Party to power in Germany
fired his imagination and he began to take a grow-
ing interest in politics. In 1932 he joined the Nazi
Party in Austria.

After joining the party Eichmann made the
acquaintance of an SS member named Ernst Kal-
tenbrunner, who recruited him for service in his
organization. Kaltenbrunner arranged Eichmann’s
transfer to Germany for training purposes. The
relationship between the two men became espe-
cially meaningful in subsequent years, as in 1942
Kaltenbrunner was appointed to the vastly powerful
post of commander of the SS Security Police (RSHA)
after the assassination of Reinhard Heydrich. After his
transfer to Germany, Eichmann visited Dachau, the
first Nazi concentration camp (established in 1933),
where he spent his training period. Afterward
he joined the SD (Sicherheitsdienst; the Security
Service of the Nazi Party), and was posted to the
SD office in Berlin.

AN EXPERT ON THE JEWISH QUESTION

Eichmann quickly adopted the ‘‘Jewish question’’
as his main area of concern in his service for the SD.
He began to take an interest in Jewish history, the
doings of the Zionist movement, the development
of the Jewish community in Palestine, and the
activities of Jewish organizations around the world.
Noticing the SD’s mounting concern about the
Jewish problem and the growing interest of the
Reich leadership in solving the problem of
German Jewry by means of emigration, Eichmann
visited Palestine in 1937. Returning to Germany,
he concluded that the idea of Jewish statehood was
useless and that the Jews could never sustain a state
that would solve the problem of their presence in
Germany. Events in early 1938 gave Eichmann an
opportunity for rapid professional advancement.
After the Germans annexed Austria in March of
that year, the SD sent him to Vienna as its repre-
sentative and tasked him with organizing the emi-
gration of Austrian Jewry.

Finding ways to facilitate the emigration of
Jews from the Reich became Eichmann’s main
vocation during this time. As soon as he had set
up his office in Vienna, he engineered a harsh
campaign of terror against the Jews, including vio-
lence and humiliation in the streets and public
places by thugs of the Austrian Nazi Party and
members of the SA. Concurrently Eichmann estab-
lished the Central Emigration Office, in which sev-
eral organizations and administrative authorities
joined forces to arrange the Jews’ emigration
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expeditiously and efficiently. The office developed

a modus operandi that facilitated the rapid actuali-

zation of the Jews’ departure. Within days, Jews

were forced to dispose of property and belongings

and received their emigration papers from the state.

This program, combining emigration and deporta-

tion action accompanied by terrorism and violence,

was wildly successful. Several months after it began

some 150,000 Jews, almost 75 percent of the pre-

annexation population, had left Austria.

Eichmann’s success in inducing the emigration

of Austrian Jewry, in contrast to the difficulties that

beset this cause in Germany, inspired the leaders of

the SD in 1939 to establish a general emigration

office along similar lines in Berlin and to station

Eichmann at its head. In October 1939 Eichmann

was placed in charge of Department IV B4 of the

Gestapo, the secret political police of the SD. This

department was tasked with dealing with the

Jewish problem. After World War II began, its

purview included millions of Jews who had come

under German rule as inhabitants of occupied

Poland and the annexed areas of Czechoslovakia.

In 1939–1940 Eichmann’s office strove inten-

sively to devise a territorial solution to the Jewish

question. Eichmann himself visited Poland to follow

the attempts of the SS to deport hundreds of thou-

sands of Poles and Jews from the annexed areas in

western Poland to the General Government, the

area in central Poland that had been placed under

a severe German occupation regime. Eichmann then

proposed that the Jews of the Reich be deported to

a ‘‘Jewish reservation’’ in the Lublin area of occu-

pied eastern Poland. Several thousand Jews from

Austria and from the Protectorate of Bohemia

and Moravia were deported to that area. In 1940,

however, in view of difficulties that had surfaced in

deporting Jews from the Reich to occupied Poland,

Eichmann began to work intensively on another

scheme, the Madagascar Plan. His intention now

was to transform this eastern African island, a

French colony, into a vast territorial ghetto to which

the millions of Jews in Europe would be deported.

Although Eichmann invested immense efforts in the

Madagascar Plan during 1940, it had become clear

by the end of that year that the realities of the war

and other limitations made this baneful idea totally

unworkable.

In March 1941, shortly before the German
invasion of the Soviet Union, Eichmann’s depart-
ment of the Gestapo was reorganized. Its staff was
expanded to 107, mostly in administrative and
white-collar posts. The Final Solution of the
Jewish question was imminent, and Eichmann took
part in the discussions that were held in the
summer and autumn of 1941 about how to expe-
dite and streamline the murders of Jews that had
begun in the summer. Branches of his department
were then established in various cities in the Reich
and in the annexed Polish areas. In autumn 1941
Eichmann participated in discussions and decisions
about the establishment of mass-murder facilities
and the use of gas for this purpose in the Lublin
area and the Auschwitz concentration camp. He
also made preliminary visits to locations in eastern
Europe where mass murders of Jews were being
carried out.

In January 1942 Eichmann participated in pre-
paring the working meeting at Wannsee, where the
modus operandi and responsibilities of various
players in the German ruling system for the evacua-
tion of the Jews were worked out. Eichmann wrote
the invitations to the meeting and, in coordination
with Heydrich, took the minutes. From early 1942
Eichmann’s office was in charge of organizing and
managing the transports that had begun to head for
the newly established extermination centers in east-
ern Europe. His staff members organized the depor-
tation of Jews from Germany, Austria, France,
Belgium, the Netherlands, Slovakia, Greece, and
Italy to the death camps.

In March 1944, after the Wehrmacht invaded
Hungary, Eichmann and members of his office staff
moved to that country to direct the deportation of
Hungarian Jewry. Within a few months, from May
to July 1944, some 440,000 Jews were deported
from Hungary to Auschwitz for extermination.
Concurrently Eichmann pursued contacts with
Jewish activists in Budapest who sought to halt
the mass murder by negotiating what became
known as the ‘‘Trucks for Blood’’ program. These
contacts were part of a scheme by Heinrich
Himmler, head of the SS, to build a bridge to the
Western Allies in order to conclude a separate
accord with them to end the war. Eichmann left
Hungary but returned in October 1944 to orga-
nize the death marches of some 76,000 Jews to the
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Austrian border, where they were to build defen-
sive fortifications against the advancing Red Army.

THE EICHMANN TRIAL AND ITS

SIGNIFICANCE

Although captured by U.S. soldiers and interned in
a detention camp for SS men, Eichmann obfus-
cated his identity and escaped from the camp in
early 1946. Under a false identity, he lived in a
small town south of Hamburg, Germany, and
worked as a lumberjack for four years. In early
1950 he made contact with an organization of SS
veterans that smuggled Nazi war criminals to South
America. He moved to Italy and thence, in July
1950, to Argentina, where he began a new life
under the name Ricardo Klement. His wife and
children in Germany joined him in summer 1952.

On 11 May 1960 Israeli agents captured
Eichmann and had him secretly flown to Israel. In
April 1961, after months of interrogation, his trial
in Jerusalem District Court began. Eichmann was
indicted for crimes against the Jewish people,
crimes against humanity, and membership in a

hostile organization (the SS and the Gestapo).
Refusing to confess, he claimed that he did not
consider himself guilty of responsibility for murder
in the sense of the indictment. Eichmann was will-
ing to confess only to having aided the commission
of a crime, arguing that he had never committed
the crimes attributed to him. His attorney raised
additional questions, such as the extent to which
Jewish and Israeli judges could conduct the trial
without prejudice and whether it was just to bring
the defendant to trial in Israel, because Eichmann
had been abducted from a country in which he held
citizenship and taken for trial to a country where
the offenses attributed to him had not been com-
mitted. The defense also argued that the basis in
Israeli jurisprudence for the prosecution of
Eichmann—the 1950 law that allowed Nazis and
their accomplices to be tried in Israel—was being
applied retroactively, that is, to crimes committed
before it had been enacted.

The court rejected these arguments on the
grounds of U.S. and British legal precedents and
specific examination of the crimes attributed to the

Adolf Eichmann at his trial in Jerusalem, May 1961. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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defendant that had been perpetrated under the
criminal Nazi German regime. More than one hun-
dred witnesses, most of whom were Holocaust
survivors, gave testimony, and more than sixteen
hundred documents were entered into evidence.
The trial marked the first systematic, step-by-step
presentation of how Nazi Germany had dealt with
the ‘‘Jewish question’’ and, especially, the progres-
sion of the Final Solution and Eichmann’s centrality
in it. On 15 December 1961 the court sentenced
him to death. Eichmann appealed the verdict to the
Supreme Court, which on 29 May 1962 upheld the
outcome of the trial. After the president of the State
of Israel rejected his application for clemency,
Eichmann was executed on the night of 31 May–1
June 1962. It was Israel’s first and the only court-
ordered execution.

In subsequent years the Eichmann trial became
a central event in the academic and public debate
over the Holocaust and the Nazis’ crimes. The
philosopher and intellectual Hannah Arendt cov-
ered the trial for the New Yorker and her articles
were gathered together in the book Eichmann in
Jerusalem, published in May 1963. Arendt’s book
touched off a far-reaching debate, mainly due to
her view of Eichmann as a bureaucrat devoid of
ideological, moral, and value considerations—the
archetype of a murderer who acts within a totali-
tarian society that promotes terror, murder, and
genocide as ordinary phenomena. She also defined
Eichmann as representative of a human phenom-
enon that she termed the ‘‘banality of evil.’’
Arendt’s arguments attracted fierce resistance,
especially among Holocaust survivors, but they
led to extensive research that has continued into
the early twenty-first century on issues related to
the Nazi murderers’ motivation and the relation-
ship between ideology and bureaucracy in the pro-
cess that led to the Final Solution.

The Eichmann trial was also an important land-
mark in the attitude of Israeli society toward the
Holocaust. It was the first time that the story of the
extermination of the Jews had been presented sys-
tematically, almost day-by-day, to the Israeli pub-
lic. At the time the trial was held, nearly one-fourth
of the population of the young State of Israel was
composed of Holocaust survivors. They retold
their experiences to Israeli society not as personal
recountings for family or friends but rather in a

public and state setting, on the witness stand at a
trial that was broadcast on Israel Radio every day.
The trial and, especially, the survivors’ testimonies
launched a process of coping with the Holocaust
that has continued ever since in Israel, in the
United States, and in Western Europe. The implica-
tions of this process continue to affect Israeli society
and the patterns of commemoration and memoria-
lization of a historical event that has shaped the
historical consciousness of the Jewish people.

See also Heydrich, Reinhard; Holocaust; SS (Schutzstaffel);
Wannsee Conference; World War II.
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DANIEL BLATMAN

n

EINSATZGRUPPEN. The Einsatzgruppen
(Special Action Groups), were mobile units trained
by the Third Reich’s organizations of oppression—
the Gestapo (Geheime Staatspolizei), its criminal
police department known as Kripo (Kriminalpoli-
zei), and SS (Schutzstaffel) security forces, called
SD (Sicherheitsdienst des Reichsfuehrer). Their aim
was to secure order through each phase of the Nazi
empire’s expansion. The best known of these groups
were those formed in preparation for the invasion of
Poland and the Soviet Union. Although their inter-
nal organization remained essentially unchanged
and their missions apparently fixed during the entire
course of their operations, their activity would
undergo a series of modifications that transformed
them, especially in the Soviet Union, into agencies
of genocide.

ORGANIZATION

In 1938 the Gestapo, the SD, and the Kripo were
instructed to organize commandos for security
missions in occupied countries. These units operated
in Austria, Sudetenland, Czechoslovakia, Poland,
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and the USSR, and later in Tunisia, Croatia, and
Slovakia. Their composition varied greatly—the
units set up for Operation Barbarossa, with three
thousand commandos, had by far the largest contin-
gent—but all were trained in the same way.

The units were composed of the Sonderkom-
mandos (Special groups) that operated in the Soviet
Union near the front lines, and the Einsatzkom-
mandos, whose missions, conducted inside the war
zone, were the more conspicuous. In the Soviet
Union they were assigned zones of operation as
follows:

In the Baltic, Einsatzgruppe (EG) A, with one
thousand men, had Leningrad as its
objective.

In Byelorussia, Einsatzgruppe B, with eight
hundred men, had Moscow as its objective.

In Ukraine, Einsatzgruppe C, with seven hun-
dred men, had Kiev as its objective.

In Crimea and the Caucasus, Einsatzgruppe D,
with five hundred men.

Initially conceived as motorized mobile units,
they would be settled after several weeks of activity
and converted into Gestapo and SD local officers
under regional commanders. It was exceptional for
recruits to serve in different units; for example,
commandos in Poland did not serve in Russia.

Recruitment methods did change, however,
consonant with the general evolution of EG activ-
ities. Composed initially almost exclusively of
Gestapo functionaries and SS officers of the SD,
the units became more heavily armed; the presence
of armed guards of the Waffen SS marked the
transition between the ‘‘peaceful’’ campaigns prior
to 1939 and the principal theaters of operation in
Poland and the Soviet Union during the war.

MISSIONS: FROM SECURITY TO GENOCIDE

Throughout these operations, the structure of
command under which the units acted remained
remarkably fixed. A directive from Reinhard
Tristan Eugen Heydrich (1904–1942), chief of
the Gestapo and the SD, summarized the units’
duties at the end of the invasion of Czechoslovakia:

1. Protection (Sicherung) of the new order against
any attack or turmoil

2. Arrest of all persons known to be hostile to the
Reich

3. Seizure of all archives and files regarding the
activities of individuals or organizations hostile
to the Reich

4. Elimination of organizations that are hostile or
that pursue goals hostile to the Reich

5. Occupation of all offices of the Czech criminal
and political police as well as those of all the
organizations pursuing political or criminal
police activities (Krausnick and Wilhelm, p. 17)

However rigid the judicial and police structure,
the units underwent a critical change in Poland and
the Soviet Union. Like the Gestapo, they had
always used brutal but traditional police tech-
niques, but policy changed in Poland. The security
mind-set operating there had already lowered the
threshold of violence, and Operation Barbarossa,
which may be viewed as an exercise in racial anni-
hilation, brought with it for the first time orders to
systematically kill specific categories of victims.
During the invasion of Poland, Einsatzgruppen
units liquidated partisans (the franc-tireurs) as well
as members of the bourgeoisie and members of the
Polish nationalist parties. In the Soviet Union,
repression was anti-Semitic, with four categories
by which Jewish adult males, supposedly guilty of
all the ‘‘offenses against public order,’’ became the
first and primary targets. Executions constantly
increased in number through the first six weeks of
the campaign. However, around the end of July
1941, the units started to kill women under the
pretext that they belonged to the Communist Party
or to other partisan groups. A key modification, in
place by mid-August 1941, was that the groups
started executing children. Finally, between the
end of August and mid-October, all units were
murdering whole communities. Over the course
of several months the Einsatzgruppen had evolved
into mobile killing units.

Unit members were for the most part low-
ranking police functionaries supervised by SS offi-
cers of the Gestapo and of the SD. None who were
sent to Russia had any experience in putting to
death large numbers of human beings. Neither
were they selected for murderous predisposition
or anti-Semitic militancy. The various steps that
led them to willingly commit genocide were pre-
ceded by an intense work of legitimation on the
part of their superior officers. Speeches, ‘‘evenings
of comradeship,’’ and murderous acts by the
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officers themselves all aimed at persuading the men
to execute what Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945)
in a speech in Posen in 1943 called ‘‘the most
horrible of all tasks.’’

Despite deeply internalized anti-Semitism and
clear evidence of racial hatred revealed in recovered
correspondence, and even in spite of mechanisms
for habituating soldiers to murder—such as those
Christopher R. Browning describes in Ordinary
Men (1992)—extermination remained a transgres-
sive act in the eyes of those who became mass
murderers, a traumatic activity that created alco-
holics and generated nervous breakdowns. Aware
of these problems after invading the Soviet Union,
unit leaders created strategies to reduce what the
chief of Einsatzgruppe A called the ‘‘psychological
tensions’’ induced in the executioners by the mas-
sacres. One such strategy, for example, was to
mobilize local militias to murder children; they also
pressured Gestapo headquarters in Berlin to pro-
vide mobile gassing units. Whether their thoughts
and actions led to the procedures for mass extermi-
nation by gas is difficult to determine. In any event,
genocide committed by men with machine guns,
such as that carried out by the Einsatzgruppen in
the Soviet Union, was a system of extermination
that wrought havoc with the executioners and was
poorly adapted to many situations.

At the end of 1941 the units became sedentary,
forming the security police (BdS) of the Nazi-
occupied Soviet Union. Their genocidal activities
did not stop, however, but continued until the
summer of 1943, by which time virtually all com-
munities of Russian Jews had been eradicated.
Their activities henceforth consisted in fighting
the thriving partisan movements, particularly in
Byelorussia. There again, the executioners left a
bloody imprint throughout the Soviet Union.

Together, the four units of the Einsatzgruppen
in the Soviet Union exterminated some 550,000
individuals, mainly Jews, between June and
September 1941. Each member of each unit com-
mitted an average of one murder per day for six
months. Overall, the Einsatzgruppen murdered
between 850,000 and 1,000,000 victims, the vast
majority Jewish. Their role in the deaths of the mil-
lions of Russian civilians who were victims of delib-
erate famine or of operations to eliminate partisan
fighters is somewhat more difficult to evaluate.

WAR CRIMES TRIALS

Activities of the Einsatzgruppen units are well
known thanks to daily reports submitted to Berlin,
which the RSHA compiled and dispatched to a
restricted list of recipients. Seized by the American
forces at the end of the war, these compilations
constituted the grounds of the indictment filed
during the ninth Nuremberg trial, against the
high-ranking leaders of the units arrested by
the American army. General Otto Ohlendorf
(1907–1951), chief of Einsatzgruppe D, which
had operated in Crimea, was sentenced to death
together with a dozen other defendants, although
the American-run judiciary gave out reduced sen-
tences for most others, except chiefs of the units and
Paul Blobel (1894–1951), who was prominent in
the Babi Yar massacre. Most of the others accused,
although sentenced to long prison terms, were
released after 1955.

Beginning in the late 1950s, Germany system-
atically pursued prosecution for crimes perpetrated
by the Einsatzgruppen, laying the groundwork
for famous trials at Ulm and Darmstadt, in
which severe sentences were meted out to high-
ranking and other officers of the Einsatzgruppen.
What appears to be the last known investigation
ended with the condemnation in 1975 of Kurt
Christmann, one of General Ohlendorf ’s adjuncts
in the Crimean operation.

See also Babi Yar; Germany; Gestapo; Holocaust;
Jews; Nazism; Occupation, Military; Operation
Barbarossa; SS (Schutzstaffel); World War II.
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CHRISTIAN INGRAO
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EINSTEIN, ALBERT (1879–1955),
German-born American physicist.

Albert Einstein, the most important theoretical
physicist of the twentieth century, was born in
Ulm, Germany, on 14 March 1879. He was the
first child of Hermann Einstein, a featherbed mer-
chant, and Pauline (Koch) Einstein, who would
pass her love of music on to her only son. When
Albert was one year old, the family moved to
Munich, where Hermann became a partner with
his youngest brother, Jakob, in a small electrical
engineering firm. On 18 November 1881 Albert’s
sister Maria (Maja) was born, and they had a close
relationship throughout her life. Albert’s speech
development was worrisomely slow, but he later
attributed this to his ambition to speak in complete
sentences. He also remembered that, early in his
childhood, he began to wonder about space, time,
and the mysteries of magnetism.

In 1885, when Albert was at the statutory
school age of six, he began attending Petersschule,
a nearby Catholic elementary school, where he, the
only Jew, was often at the top of his class and where
he already manifested what would become his life-
long love of isolation. On 1 October 1888 Albert
enrolled in the Luitpold Gymnasium, where he was
a very good student, even in such subjects as Latin
and Greek, which he disliked. In school his favorite
subject was Euclidean geometry, and outside of
school his favorite readings were books of popular
science, which contributed to his increasing skepti-
cism about biblical stories (he was never bar mitz-
vahed). In 1894, when Einstein & Cie went into
liquidation, Hermann moved his wife and daughter
to northern Italy, where he and Jakob set up
another factory. Albert was left with relatives to
complete his secondary-school education, but after

a few months, he left the gymnasium without grad-
uating and joined his parents in Milan.

During the autumn of 1895 Albert took the
entrance exam for the Swiss Polytechnic in Zurich,
and, though he did well in mathematics and physics,
he failed other subjects, necessitating remedial work
at a cantonal school in Aarau, from which he grad-
uated on 3 October 1896. He immediately began
attending the Zurich Polytechnic where he was
enrolled in the ‘‘School for Specialized Teachers in
the Mathematical and Scientific Subjects.’’ He
rarely attended classes, relying instead on his friend
Marcel Grossmann’s excellent class notes to com-
plete the formalities of his education. He preferred
learning on his own, and he immersed himself in the
writings of such physicists as the Scot James Clerk
Maxwell (1831–1879) and the Austrian Ernst Mach
(1838–1916). During his freshman year he met
Mileva Marić, the only female student in the school,
and although she was an Orthodox Christian Serb,
they shared a love of physics, and their friendship
deepened into love.

After graduating from the Polytechnic in the
spring of 1900, Einstein was unable to obtain a
permanent job, even though he wrote to physicists
all over Europe. He was forced to take temporary
positions as a tutor or teacher. His frustration was
exacerbated by Mileva’s pregnancy, which led to her
dropping out of school and returning to her parents’
home in Hungary where, early in 1902, Lieserl, the
illegitimate daughter of Mileva and Albert, was born.
Despite assiduous efforts of scholars, what later hap-
pened to Lieserl remains cloaked in mystery.
Through the efforts of Marcel Grossmann’s father,
Albert Einstein was finally able to get a well-paying
job. On 16 June 1902 he was engaged as an ‘‘Expert
III Class’’ at the patent office in Bern, Switzerland.
Because of his need to become established and
because of the death of his father, Albert was not
able to marry Mileva until 6 January 1903.

EARLY CAREER AND ACHIEVEMENTS

In 1904, following a probationary period, Einstein
obtained a permanent post at the patent office with
a raise in salary, and on 14 May 1904 his first son
Hans Albert was born. The next year, 1905, has
been called Einstein’s annus mirabilis (wonderful
year) because of a revolutionary series of papers he
published on fundamental issues in physics.
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His first paper provided an exciting explanation
to a puzzling phenomenon that had been discov-
ered at the end of the nineteenth century. When
electromagnetic radiation, especially visible light,
hit a metal, electrons were ejected (the photoelec-
tric effect). By studying this phenomenon, physi-
cists discovered that the greater the intensity or
brightness of the light, the greater the number of
ejected electrons. They further found that the
energy (or speed) of the ejected electrons depended
on the color (or frequency) of the incident light.
What puzzled physicists about the photoelectric
effect was that it could not be explained by the wave
theory of light. However, Einstein made sense of
these perplexing observations by interpreting the
incident light as a stream of particles instead of
waves. To explain quantitatively how these ‘‘light
quanta’’ (later called photons) interacted with the
metal, Einstein used an equation developed by the
German physicist Max Planck (1858–1947) in his
quantum theory of the emission and absorption of
radiation. So successful was Einstein’s quantum the-
ory of the photoelectric effect that he was later given
his only Nobel Prize for this discovery.

Another puzzling phenomenon that engaged
Einstein’s attention was Brownian motion. Early in
the nineteenth century the Scottish botanist Robert
Brown (1773–1858) had discovered that pollen
grains in water exhibited random movements.
Though discovered by a botanist, Brownian motion
actually had far-reaching consequences for physi-
cists, chemists, and mathematicians. When Einstein
became interested in Brownian motion in the spring
of 1905, it was in the context of his desire to find
facts that would confirm the existence of atoms. By
mathematically proving that the movement of these
pollen particles was due to a difference in the num-
ber of water molecules colliding on opposite sides of
each of the particles, he was able to account for not
only the motion but also the exact numbers of
molecules in a particular volume of the fluid. Since
the numbers, sizes, and masses of atoms could now
be precisely determined, skeptical physicists were
forced to accept the atom’s existence.

The final two papers Einstein wrote in 1905
were on the special theory of relativity, and they
were even more revolutionary than the first two.
He called this theory of space, time, matter, and
motion ‘‘special’’ because it was restricted to uni-
formly moving systems, though he was aware that a
more appropriate name for it than ‘‘relativity’’
would have been ‘‘invariance,’’ since its two basic
postulates assumed the invariance of light’s speed
and the invariance of physical laws in uniformly
moving systems. Reasoning from these postulates
and using various ‘‘thought experiments,’’ Einstein
proved that an event interpreted as simultaneous by
one observer will be interpreted as nonsimulta-
neous by another (the relativity of simultaneity).
This meant that there were no absolute ‘‘nows’’
throughout the universe. Further nonintuitive con-
sequences of the special theory were the slowing of
time and the contraction of length for systems
moving at extremely high speeds. In September
Einstein also published a supplement to his relativ-
ity paper, and it contained the formula E = mc2,
explaining how inertial mass (m) and energy (E)
were equivalent, with a gigantic proportionality
constant (the square of the speed of light, c).

Although Einstein continued to work at the
patent office, his interactions with academia increased.
For example, in 1906 he received his doctorate from
the University of Zurich, and in 1908, after an earlier

Albert Einstein gives a lecture to the American

Association for the Advancement of Science,

December 1934. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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rejection, he became a privatdozent (an unsalaried
lecturer) at Bern University. In 1909 he left the patent
office to become an extraordinary professor of theo-
retical physics at Zurich University. After the birth of
his second son, Eduard, in 1910, Einstein took his
family to Prague where, in 1911, he assumed his
position as full professor of theoretical physics at the
German University.

During these early years in academia he was
already working on his general theory of relativity,
in particular the equivalence principle whose basic
idea was the impossibility of distinguishing between
a gravitational and an accelerating force. This theory,
which applied to nonuniformly moving systems,
challenged Einstein with daunting mathematical dif-
ficulties, which he attempted to resolve while at
Prague and, after 1912, in Zurich, where he became
a full professor at the Polytechnic. By this time his
marriage was in turmoil because of his adulteries and
his emotional separation from Mileva and his two
sons. He had already begun a relationship with his
cousin Elsa (Einstein) Löwenthal, a divorcée with
two daughters. He was able to escape from his mar-
ital troubles by attending scientific meetings and
conferences and by visiting Elsa in Berlin. His first
marriage was essentially over when, in 1914, he, as a
new member of the Prussian Academy of Sciences,
accepted a position at the University of Berlin (he
would later become director of its Kaiser Wilhelm
Institute for Physics). Although Mileva and the boys
spent a few months in Berlin, they quickly returned
to Zurich, and the family was never whole again.

Early in 1916 Einstein published his first sys-
tematic treatment of the general theory of relativity.
By using a non-Euclidean geometry to handle the
four dimensions of space and time, he was able to
fundamentally change Newton’s conception of the
universe and solve problems that had baffled
Newtonian physicists. Whereas Isaac Newton
(1642–1727) had conceived of space as absolute
and homogeneous, Einstein understood that space
must be related to the gravitational objects in it. He
actually conceived of space as curving around these
objects. He was able to use these ideas—that ‘‘mat-
ter tells space how to curve’’ and ‘‘curved space tells
matter how to behave’’—in explaining what had
been inexplicable to Newtonian astronomers, for
example, the shift of the point in the planet
Mercury’s orbit when it is closest to the sun (the

so-called precession of the perihelion point of
Mercury). More famously, Einstein predicted that,
because of the curvature of space around the sun,
starlight would be deflected when it neared the sun.
So confident was Einstein of the truth of his theory
that he predicted precisely how much starlight
would be bent during an eclipse of the sun. This
prediction was unable to be tested until after World
War I, but when it was, in 1919, Einstein’s predic-
tion was confirmed, an event that made front-page
news in many countries, transforming Einstein into
a worldwide paragon of the scientific genius.

LATER CAREER AND ACHIEVEMENTS

Because of Einstein’s fame, his strong opposition
to German militarism in World War I did not have
a negative effect on his academic positions; neither
did his divorce from Mileva and his marriage to
Elsa on 2 June 1919. During the 1920s he received
many honors and invitations to speak in countries
around the world. For example, in 1922 he retro-
actively received the 1921 Nobel Prize in Physics
for his explanation of the photoelectric effect. His
sensitivity to a resurgent anti-Semitism led him to
accompany Chaim Azriel Weizmann (1874–1952),
a Zionist leader who later became Israel’s first pres-
ident, on a two-month lecture tour of the United
States. Einstein later traveled to Japan, Palestine,
and South America. After his travels, he devoted
himself, when in Berlin, to a project that would
dominate his scientific efforts for the rest of his life:
the search for a unified field theory that he hoped
would result in a common explanation for both
electromagnetism and gravity. Einstein also took
an interest in a new theory of physics, quantum
mechanics, that was being formulated by Werner
Heisenberg, Erwin Schrödinger, Max Born, and
Niels Bohr. By analyzing radiations emitted from
atoms these physicists were able to describe in
considerable detail how electrons behaved in these
atoms, which had significant implications for phys-
ics and chemistry. However, Einstein had serious
misgivings about quantum mechanics, particularly
with those physicists who interpreted the behavior
of subatomic particles statistically or, in the case of
Heisenberg, indeterministically (in his famous
‘‘uncertainty principle’’). In his intensive debates
with Niels Bohr about these issues, Einstein
insisted that ‘‘God does not play dice.’’ Einstein
was an ardent supporter of causality and
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determinism in the physical world (and an incisive
critic of chance and indeterminism).

During the early 1930s Einstein dedicated much
of his time to his growing interests in international-
ism, pacifism, and Zionism. From 1930 to 1932 he
made three trips to the United States, where he spent
time doing research at the California Institute of
Technology (CIT) in Pasadena. Here he learned from
CIT astronomers that the universe was expanding,
contrary to the static universe Einstein had depicted
in his general theory of relativity (he called this the
‘‘biggest mistake of his life’’). In August 1932 he
accepted an appointment to the new Institute for
Advanced Study in Princeton, New Jersey, intending
to spend half a year in Princeton and the other half in
Berlin, but when the Nazis seized power in Germany
in 1933, he announced publicly that he was resigning
from the Prussian Academy of Sciences and his other
positions, and he promised that he would never
return to Germany (a promise he kept). During the
spring and summer of 1933 he spent time in Belgium
and England, but on 17 October 1933 he arrived in
the United States with his wife, his secretary Helen
Dukas, and an assistant to take up residence in
Princeton.

While at the Institute for Advanced Study,
Einstein continued to work on his unified field
theory, but in 1935, in collaboration with Boris
Podolsky and Nathan Rosen, he published an influ-
ential paper attempting to show that the quantum
mechanical description of physical reality is incom-
plete. A central argument in this paper, which came
to be known as the ‘‘EPR Paradox,’’ concerns what
occurs when a part of a system is measured while
another part, previously connected to it, is at a
great distance. For example, if an electron pair is
created, and the spin of one of these electrons is
measured, then the electron spin of the other is
instantly determined. Although Einstein hoped
that this paradox would convince physicists that
quantum mechanics is not the final word, subse-
quent research has made it very much a part of the
quantum-mechanical vision of reality.

After his wife, Elsa, died in 1936, Einstein was
reunited, in 1939, with his sister Maja, who
remained with him until her death in 1951. On
2 August 1939 Einstein signed a letter to President
Franklin Delano Roosevelt (1882–1945), warning
him of the possibility that the Germans might

develop an atomic bomb. This letter led to the
Manhattan Project, the American program that suc-
cessfully produced the world’s first atomic bombs.
During World War II Einstein abandoned his paci-
fism, supported the cause of the Allied Powers, and
became an American citizen on 1 October 1940.
When the atomic bombs were used against Japan,
Einstein was horrified because he had hoped that
they would have been used against the Nazis.

During the postwar years he rededicated himself
to pacifism and campaigned against nuclear weapons
and the arms race. He was also an active participant in
the movement for a world government, and his
socialist sympathies led to his surveillance by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). In 1952, after
the death of Weizmann, he was offered but refused
the presidency of Israel. In response to a request
from the British philosopher Bertrand Russell
(1872–1970), he signed what became known as the
Russell-Einstein manifesto, a plea for all government
to renounce nuclear weapons. On 13 April 1955,
after the rupture of an aortic aneurysm, Einstein
was brought to a Princeton hospital, where, on 18
April, he died. His last words, in German, were not
understood by the attending nurse. Against his
wishes, his brain was preserved (and its many travels
have become the subject of a book). The rest of his
body was cremated, and his ashes were scattered at a
location that has never been disclosed to the public.

See also Bohr, Niels; Quantum Mechanics; Science.
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Time. New York, 2003. This widely praised book uses
history, biography, and science to make some of
Einstein’s most important work accessible and engross-
ing to general readers.

Pais, Abraham. ‘‘Subtle Is the Lord . . .’’: The Science and Life
of Albert Einstein. Oxford, U.K., 1982. Pais, a physicist
who knew Einstein, has used previously unpublished
papers and personal recollections to present a detailed
analysis of Einstein’s most significant scientific contri-
butions for those readers with backgrounds in physics
and mathematics.

ROBERT J. PARADOWSKI

n

EISENSTEIN, SERGEI (1898–1948),
Russian film director and theorist.

The son of a prominent architect and civil engi-
neer, Sergei Mikhailovich Eisenstein began to study
engineering in his native Riga but was called up for
service in World War I. In the 1917 Bolshevik
Revolution and civil war, Eisenstein fought with
the Reds. In 1920 he settled in Moscow, where he
began to study under and work with the outstand-
ing modernist theater director Vsevolod Meyerhold.
Eisenstein also worked independently in the theater
and had a stint with the Proletkult (short for ‘‘pro-
letarian culture’’) Workers Theater where, as part of
the 1923 avant-garde staging of a nineteenth-
century Russian play, he created a short film piece
called Glumov’s Diary (Dnevnik Glumova). He then
began to concentrate on film, and in 1925 he made
Strike (Stachka), his first full-length work. Depicting
a workers’ uprising and its violent suppression,
Strike reflects Eisenstein’s tendency in his first films
to make sharp propaganda statements that reflect
Bolshevik ideology. The brilliant cinematography,

which features scenes that are unforgettable in their
vividness and brutality, is by Eduard Tisse, who
worked on all of Eisenstein’s films.

Eisenstein’s next work, The Battleship Potemkin
(Bronenosets Potyomkin, 1926), is widely regarded
as one of the greatest films ever made. Made to
commemorate the 1905 uprising in Russia, it too
deals with a rebellion and the harsh suppression of
the masses, though it ends on a far more optimistic
note. While the film is loosely based on actual
events, the famous Odessa steps scene, in which
advancing soldiers gun down civilians during a
sequence that lasts significantly longer than real
time, was Eisenstein’s invention. Notable qualities
include striking crosscuts, contrasts in mood
between violence and almost idyllic quiet, and the
use of shapes and lighting to create symbolic effect.
October (Oktyabr, 1927; U.S. title Ten Days That
Shook the World, 1928), served to mark the tenth
anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution. In depict-
ing the storming of the Winter Palace, Eisenstein
provided a convincing mass spectacle that gave his
exaggerated version of the events an aura of
authenticity; as with the fictional Odessa steps
sequence, his film account became the historical
reality for many viewers. By now Eisenstein’s the-
ory of montage—essentially the bold use of cutting
to emphasize mood or meaning through the juxta-
position of shots—had evolved; rather than just
crosscutting between scenes to create visual and
emotional contrasts, he wrote about and in his
films employed what he termed ‘‘intellectual mon-
tage,’’ where editing creates metaphors. Thus in
October shots of the proud prime minister,
Alexander Kerensky, are intercut with those of a
mechanical peacock.

Eisenstein had political difficulties with his next
film, originally called The General Line (Generalnaya
liniya). That title refers to the Bolshevik policy for
the countryside, which at first was to have peasants
gather voluntarily into collectives. The policy
shifted toward a harsher line while the film was
being made, and thus it was recut and released as
The Old and the New (Staroye i novoye, 1929). That
was to be the last of his silent films and his last
released project for nine years. He left for Europe
and the United States in 1929, but his efforts to
find support for projects in Hollywood came
to naught. Financed by Upton Sinclair, he shot
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the footage for Qué viva México! on location. A
souring relationship with Sinclair resulted in
Eisenstein’s never receiving the footage to edit
the film, which has been released by others over
the years in several versions and under various
titles. After returning to Russia in 1932 he had
growing difficulties with the authorities, who were
now trying to exert greater ideological control over
film as well as the other arts. The original script for
Bezhin Meadow (Bezhin lug), which treated collec-
tivization, came in for sharp criticism; even the
rewrite resulted in a film that was never released.
The only remaining copy perished in World War II.

Eisenstein’s career revived with Alexander
Nevsky (1938), on the thirteenth-century victory
by the eponymous hero against Teutonic invad-
ers, a topical subject in the late 1930s. Besides
the famous Battle on the Ice sequence, the
film featured a fruitful collaboration between

Eisenstein and Sergei Prokofiev, who composed

the score. Eisenstein’s last works were again his-

torical: the two parts of Ivan the Terrible (Ivan

Grozny). If Part 1 premiered in 1945 to great

acclaim, Part 2 was too obvious in drawing his-

torical parallels between Stalin and an increas-

ingly megalomaniacal and isolated Ivan, and was

not released until 1958. A planned third part was

not completed. The Ivan the Terrible films, with

their probing psychological depictions and their

remarkable visual texture (including the final seg-

ment of Part 2, the only scene Eisenstein ever

shot in color) are widely regarded as his crowning

achievement. Eisenstein’s pioneering filmmaking

and insightful theoretical writings have assured

enduring fame for the person who brought

Soviet cinema to world attention.

See also Cinema.

Sergei Eisenstein editing the film October, 1928. THE BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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BARRY P. SCHERR

n

EISNER, KURT (1867–1919), German
revolutionary leader.

Kurt Eisner served as one of the leaders of the
Bavarian revolution of 1918–1919 that toppled the
Wittelsbach dynasty and introduced republican
government to that southern German state. As
provisional prime minister of the new government,
Eisner proved incapable of gaining control over the
chaotic political situation in postwar Bavaria and
fell victim to assassination in February 1919. His
brief moment in the political spotlight exemplified
both the soaring aspirations and the fumbling
incompetence of the Bavarian revolutionaries.

Kurt Eisner was undoubtedly one of the most
unlikely figures ever to hold political power in
Bavaria. Unlike most of the power brokers in that
land, he was neither a Bavarian native nor a
Catholic, but a Jew from Berlin. Physically, he
was the antithesis of the earthy Bavarian; he had a
spindly frame, sallow skin, and a long gray beard.
It was impossible to imagine him in lederhosen.
He had moved to Munich in 1910 to take up a
post as drama critic for the socialist newspaper Die
Münchner Post. Soon he became a regular at the
Café Stefanie, a coffeehouse in Schwabing, the
bohemian district that gave birth to the Bavarian
revolution.

Eisner might have remained an obscure coffee-
house intellectual had it not been for World War I,
which, as it brought increasing misery to the
German home front, generated an impassioned
antiwar movement. In 1917 Eisner emerged as a
spokesman for the newly formed Independent
Social Democratic Party (USPD), which, unlike
the more moderate Social Democratic Party

(SPD), argued that only a socialist revolution could
bring an end to the war. A follower of the philoso-
pher Immanuel Kant, Eisner delivered speeches
filled with glowing abstractions and idealistic slo-
gans. Nebulous though Eisner’s rhetoric was, how-
ever, his fiery idealism had a genuine appeal at a
time when misery and deprivation set people
dreaming of a new epoch for mankind.

Eisner’s call for strikes to cripple the German
war effort resulted in his imprisonment in January
1918, but the Bavarian government released him
in October of that year in an effort to placate
the militant left. Eisner was not to be placated.
He immediately resumed his revolutionary activ-
ities, which gained even more resonance when it
became clear that Germany was losing the war. On
7 November 1918, he and his followers instigated
mutinies among the royal regiments stationed in
Munich and quickly asserted control over the city.
The Bavarian monarch, King Ludwig III, fled into
exile. Eisner proclaimed the birth of the Bavarian
Republic and called on people to help him build a
new democratic order.

As the new regime’s provisional prime minister,
Eisner sought to steer a middle course between
embittered monarchists and advocates of a commun-
ist order modeled on the Bolshevik experiment in
Russia. He brought moderate SPD figures into his
coalition government. Eisner had never held office
before, however, and lacked the leadership skills and
tough-mindedness to shift from the world of coffee-
house philosophizing and revolutionary speechmak-
ing to the harsh realities of political administration
in a time of extreme volatility. He angered the right
by publishing some secret reports that showed how
the German imperial government had pushed for
war in 1914. He alienated the far left by refusing
to place large agricultural, industrial, and financial
institutions under state ownership.

Perhaps if he had been granted several years in
office, Eisner might have found a way to translate
his Kantian vision into political reality, but at a time
when thousands were going hungry and armed bands
roamed the streets of Munich, few Bavarians were
willing to concede their new leader that luxury.
Realizing this, Eisner decided to resign after a mere
one hundred days in office. However, on 21
February 1919, as he was on his way to the parlia-
ment building to resign, Eisner was shot dead by
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Count Anton Arco auf Valley, a former army officer
who despised ‘‘the Jew from Berlin.’’

Because in retrospect Eisner’s brief rule seems
benign in comparison to what followed his assas-
sination—a short-lived ‘‘Bavarian Soviet’’ run by
Schwabing intellectuals; a bloody suppression of the
soviet conducted by rightist Free Corps soldiers; and
finally years of archconservative rule that made Bavaria
a haven for right-wingers from all over Germany—
Eisner has been treated by historians rather better
than he was by his contemporaries. While recognizing
his inadequacies as a political leader, most scholars
give him credit for a deeply humane sensibility and a
genuine desire to put Bavaria and Germany on a
democratic footing. A plaque now marks the spot in
Munich where Eisner was assassinated.

See also Communism; Germany; Social Democracy.
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DAVID CLAY LARGE

n

EL ALAMEIN, BATTLE OF. El Alamein
transformed British military fortunes in World War
II and its victorious general took the name as part
of his aristocratic title after the war. The settlement
itself was an unremarkable railway halt short of the
Libyan-Egyptian border and fifty miles west of
Alexandria, with the extremely inhospitable, if not
impassable, Qattara Depression lying forty miles to
the south.

Prior to the October 1942 battle of El Alamein,
the British Eighth Army had been consistently out-
performed and out-maneuvered in North Africa by a
German-Italian force known by the name of its
German contingent, the Afrika Korps. In June
1942 the British-led Commonwealth army had been
defeated at Al-Gazala by Field Marshal Erwin
Rommel, an outstanding armored commander

whose skill, daring, and tempo on the battlefield
outclassed his rivals. During the subsequent with-
drawal eastward, the British lost the deepwater port
of Tobruk, which had held out against all Axis
attacks since April 1941 and had become a world-
wide symbol of defiance to Germany. (A chance
insult by Nazi propagandist Joseph Goebbels,
who called its defenders ‘‘the rats of Tobruk,’’
led the Eighth Army to call itself the Desert Rats,
an accolade its successor formations adopt
to this day.)

General Sir Claude Auchinleck, commander-
in-chief for the Middle East, retreated from Libya
eastward to the Egyptian border, pausing at
Matruh to buy time while defenses at the next
choke point, El Alamein, could be prepared. The
survival of British interests in the Middle East
would depend on the successful defense of El
Alamein, the final position before Alexandria that
could not be outflanked, with the Qattara
Depression an obstacle to the south and an ocean
to the north. As Rommel harried the Eighth Army
throughout its withdrawal, his lines of supply and
communication grew ever more extended and vul-
nerable to air attack. His fuel supplies could only be
sent by sea, where they were also vulnerable to
both air and submarine attack. Most German sup-
plies came through Tripoli, some 1,400 miles away.
As a result, German formations arrived in the area
too weak for a major engagement, whereas the
British supply line was a mere fifty miles long: a
two-hour drive to Alexandria.

Rommel, ever the cavalier with his logisticians,
attempted to break through at El Alamein before
he was ready, which Auchinleck first blocked and
then countered with a series of assaults. At the
battle of Tell el Eisa (10 July 1942), the British
XXX Corps attempted to outflank the Germans
from the northern end of the El Alamein Line.
Although two divisions (the First South African
and Ninth Australian) secured their immediate
objectives, Rommel stalled them. Next, in the first
battle of Ruweisat Ridge (14–16 July 1942), Gott’s
XIII Corps pounced on two Italian divisions,
Brescia and Pavia, but German counterattacks suc-
cessfully retook the positions. A second battle at
Ruweisat (21–23 July 1942) was a night attack
that, although initially successful, again was
blocked by a German counterattack. In these
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battles, coordination and cooperation between
Allied infantry and armor divisions was poorly
rehearsed and both arms tended to blame each
other for the failure.

In August 1942, with Rommel threatening to
dine out in Alexandria, Churchill flew to Africa to
see why his Eighth Army could make no progress.
He reorganized the command structure, sack-
ing generals and appointing Gott to replace
Auchinleck as commander of the Eighth Army,
fast becoming a demoralized and defeated force.
However fate intervened and Gott’s aircraft was
shot down by Messerschmitts on 7 August, leading
Churchill to appoint Bernard L. Montgomery to
command the Eighth Army. Montgomery’s arrival
in the desert proved to be the beginning of a turn-
around in the Allied fortunes. The changes—
doctrinal, psychological, and physical—that he
wrought in the Eighth Army in August and
September 1942 are a model of how to transform
a demoralized force of losers into a confident, ca-
pable, and winning team, and are studied by busi-
nesspeople as well as soldiers to this day. In two
months, Montgomery, fresh from England with no
desert experience, personally altered the outlook of
his army. The results were quickly apparent. At the
battle of Alam Halfa (30 August–7 September
1942), Rommel’s next attack was blunted, but
Montgomery was cautious and refused to counter-
attack and pursue, feeling that conditions were not
yet overwhelmingly in his favor: German morale
had not been dented and he needed more tanks,
men, and time to build up combat supplies.
Instead, firmly in command of a confident force
that had tasted victory, Montgomery waited for his
moment.

Against the strategic background of Operation
Torch (the Anglo-American landings in North Africa
planned for November 1942), Montgomery’s
moment arrived on the evening of 23 October
1942, when he attacked Rommel’s 100,000
men and 500 tanks (half of which were Italian) with
the Eighth Army’s 230,000 men and 1,030 tanks,
including 250 M4 Sherman tanks, deployed in com-
bat for the first time. On the eve of combat
Montgomery held a press conference and accurately
predicted the course and duration of the battle. His
assault, code-named Lightfoot, was choreographed
in three phases. During the break-in, XIII Corps

(under Horrocks, who followed Montgomery to
Normandy) made a diversionary attack in the south
while the XXX Corps (under Leese, who would
eventually succeed Montgomery as army comman-
der) attacked Rommel’s center, which was heavily
fortified and defended by minefields, but were
unable to break through as hoped. The next phase,
which Montgomery termed the dogfight, lasted
from 26 to 31 October, when Rommel’s defenses
were systematically crumbled by attrition, character-
ized by overwhelming artillery firepower. German
and Italian counterattacks were repulsed by close air
support, coordinated by Air Vice Marshal Sir Arthur
Coningham (who also followed Montgomery
to Normandy with the same formula), whose com-
mand post was positioned with Montgomery’s.

The last phase, the breakout, commenced on 1
November. Using the reinforced New Zealand
Division, Montgomery punched a hole through
the weakened Axis lines and fed X Corps through
the gap to roll up the Axis rear. Shattered by the
tactical effect of ten days’ attritional combat and
with his own front disintegrating, Rommel with-
drew, counterattacking constantly; the Afrika
Korps was nevertheless unable to stem the tide:
while the mechanized divisions managed to get
away, the less mobile infantry and their supporting
formations were left to their fate. By 4 November
1942 Rommel’s Afrika Korps had been routed, but
the Eighth Army’s pursuit was far less certain, lead-
ing to criticisms (which were to resurface in
Normandy) of Montgomery’s excessive caution
and inability to exploit operational opportunities
with due speed. Days later, the Torch landings
took place to the west in Morocco and Algeria,
sandwiching Rommel in Tunisia, while on 23
January 1943 Montgomery reached the Axis main
port of Tripoli.

Many historians feel that the battle of El
Alamein was won by the code-breakers, deception,
and the quartermasters. Although Montgomery
did not know the exact details of the Axis defensive
battle plan, Ultra decryptions from Bletchley
Park (the British top-secret code breaking center)
gave him Rommel’s precise troop and tank
strengths on the eve of battle. Ultra also enabled
the British to track and sink vital German ammuni-
tion and fuel supplies in the Mediterranean.
Meanwhile Rommel’s own eyes and ears, the
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621st Intelligence Company, had been overrun by
an Australian battalion in the early fighting at
Alamein on 10 July; they were irreplaceable, so
the main battle started with a startling German
ignorance of their enemy.

On the eve of battle, Allied tanks disguised as
trucks assembled in the north; while inflatable
armored vehicles, supported by dummy stores
dumps and a fake water pipeline constructed from
tins, fooled the Germans into thinking the attack
would occur later and be launched from the south.
Even the Eighth Army’s mass batteries of artillery
were disguised as trucks or expertly camouflaged,
encouraging Rommel to fly to Europe for urgently
needed rest and ensuring his absence for the first
forty-eight hours of battle. In the final analysis, El
Alamein showcased Allied materiel superiority for
the first time while Rommel had stretched his
logistics elastic to the maximum.

See also Afrika Korps; World War II.
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PETER CADDICK-ADAMS

n

ELECTORAL SYSTEMS. Revolutionary
changes in electoral laws occurred repeatedly in
Europe in the twentieth century. There were four
shifts from majority systems to proportional repre-
sentation. The first occurred after 1918; the sec-
ond, after the collapse of the totalitarian regimes of
Germany and Italy in 1945; the third in 1989–
1991, after the implosion of the Warsaw Pact
countries and the Soviet Union; the fourth
emerged in 1989–1991. In the fourth shift, pro-
portional representation was introduced after the
fall of dictatorships in Southern Europe: Greece
(1974), Portugal (1975), and Spain (1976).

ELECTORAL SYSTEMS

The history of the two postwar eras with the con-
solidation of democracies first in Western Europe,
then, after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, in
Central and Eastern Europe, has taught at least two
lessons: no electoral laws, even from the same
‘‘typology’’—a majoritarian system or a propor-
tional one—is found to be identical in different
historical contexts and within different nations.
Major changes were often possible because elec-
toral laws are not part of the constitution.

Nevertheless, electoral reforms did not always
operate according to the will of their promoters,
who tested the impact of the reform in their poli-
tical ‘‘laboratories.’’ Real poll results may differ
from any theoretical prevision made before the
vote. A change to electoral law also needs a stabi-
lization period before it will be understood by the
electorate and fruitfully used by the political
actors.

The case of the 1953 so-called Italian tricky law
is one of the most obvious misuses of electoral
engineering and a defeat of those who were think-
ing to use electoral laws on behalf of a precise
political strategy. During the Cold War, at the
end of the Korean War (1951–1953), Italy had to
confront the most important Communist Party
(PCI) outside the Soviet bloc: proportional repre-
sentation, reintroduced after the war, was not able
to give a stable majority to Alcide De Gasperi’s
(1881–1954) Catholic Party and his allies. A new
electoral law was planned to ensure stability; this
law granted a ‘‘premium’’ to the coalition of parties
who would have won more than 50 percent of the
votes. This coalition would have then gathered
two-thirds of the seats in the national Chamber
of Representatives. No premium was activated
because the Christian Democratic Party secured
only 49.8 percent of the valid votes and no abso-
lute majority.

ENFRANCHISING LIBERAL DEMOCRACIES

AFTER WORLD WAR I

Before 1914 much progress had been made in
establishing a franchise in most European coun-
tries and in extending it to the male population.
But only after World War I was it possible to
abolish formal barriers to the vote for all men
over age twenty-one. It was through the partici-
pation of men in the war that the voting rights
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were enlarged to every male citizen after 1918. In
some cases the franchise was extended to women.
Belgian mothers and widows of soldiers who had
died in the Great War were included in the suf-
frage in 1919; Belgium did not introduce univer-
sal female suffrage until 1948. Everywhere in
Europe the war and the collapse of the Central
Empires and Russia played a decisive role in the
wave of enfranchisement. In Weimar Germany
the Social Democrat Chancellor Friedrich Ebert
(1871–1925) introduced universal franchise
for men and women aged twenty or older in
1919. Nevertheless, in many countries at that
time, there were marked differences in the
‘‘weight’’ of votes to elect a representative across
constituencies. In sum, between 1918 and 1920,
male—and sometimes female—universal suffrage
became accepted practice in most European
democracies.

PROPORTIONAL REPRESENTATION

AGAINST MAJORITY

During the second half of the nineteenth century
the idea of proportional representation was spread

all over Europe. Scientific societies and, later, poli-
tical pressure groups promoted the proportional
representation of all political opinions into parlia-
mentary debates against the majority systems
within single or multimember constituencies.

Proportional representation is a system of
electing representatives to a legislative assembly in
which it is possible to have a number of members
representing any opinion in the electorate. The
number of successful candidates representing each
political opinion or party is directly proportional to
the percentage of votes won.

The 1864 meeting of the Association Interna-
tionale pour le Progrès des Sciences Sociales
(International association for the progress of the
social sciences) encouraged the study and the diffu-
sion of proportional representation against plurality
systems. These systems were underrepresenting
political, ethnic, and linguistic minorities and
together with them, many electors’ opinions in
‘‘bourgeois’’ parliaments. Proportional representa-
tion was used with different formulas to transform
the vote into parliamentary seats. Thomas Hare
(1806–1891) and John Stuart Mill (1806–1873)
in England, Eduard Hagenbach-Bischoff (1833–
1910) with the Association réformiste of Geneva
in Switzerland, and Victor D’Hondt (1841–1901)
with the Association réformiste pour l’adoption de
la représentation proportionnelle in Belgium dif-
fused the proportional idea and offered new elec-
toral formulas for a proportional representation of
opinions. During the international meeting of the
Association réformiste pour l’adoption de la repré-
sentation proportionnelle of 1885 in Antwerp,
Belgium, a resolution stated that: ‘‘1. the system
of elections by absolute majorities violates the lib-
erty of elector, provokes fraud and corruption
and can give a majority of seats to a minority of
the electorate; 2. the proportional representa-
tion is the only means of assuring power to the
real majority of the country, an effective voice
to minorities and exact representation to all signifi-
cant groups of the electorate; 3. while the particu-
lar needs of each country are recognised, the
D’Hondt system of competing lists with
divisors, adopted by the Belgian Association, is a
considerable advance on the systems previously
proposed, and constitutes a practical and efficient
means of achieving proportional representation,’’
(Carstairs, p. 3).

TABLE 1

Introduction of male and female universal suffrage 
in Europe

Countries Universal male suffrage Universal female suffrage

Greece
France
Switzerland
Germany
Spain
Bulgaria
Belgium
Austria
Norway
Finland
Portugal
Sweden
Denmark
Iceland
Latvia
Lithuania
Estonia
Russia
Poland
Hungary
Czechoslovakia
Netherlands 
Ireland
United Kingdom
Italy
Luxembourg
Romania
Malta
Liechtenstein

1844
1848
1848
1848
1869
1877
1894
1897
1900
1906
1911
1911
1915
1916
1917
1917
1917
1917
1918
1918
1918
1918
1918
1918
1918
1919
1922
1947
1984

1956
1944
1971
1919
1932
1945
1948
1919
1915
1906
1975
1921
1915
1916
1917
1917
1917
1917
1918
1918
1920
1922
1923
1928
1946
1919
1945
1947
1984
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Proportional representation was an attempt to
integrate better the new elites and the masses and
their political parties in the political system and to
try to build parliaments, which were the ‘‘mirror’’ of
public opinion. At that time it was becoming impos-
sible for liberal democracies and constitutional mon-
archies with restricted access to suffrage not to take
care of the new radical, republican, socialist, and
Catholic parties representing the economic and poli-
tical interests of new social classes derived from
processes of industrialization and urban concentra-
tion. Proportional representation was not only a
liberal and democratic solution to integrate in par-
liamentary regimes these new political aspirations
but also a way to prevent old nineteenth-century
conservative and/or liberal bourgeois parties (as in
Belgium and Germany) from being removed from
the parliaments.

Belgium first introduced proportional repre-

sentation in 1899 and most European countries

followed after 1918–1919, choosing at the same

moment to introduce the universal male suffrage.

Many countries, except the oldest and more stable

democracies, such as Great Britain, abolished their

majority systems.

PLURALITIES AND THE REPRESENTATION

OF MINORITIES

After World War I the aim of electoral reform was

for a fair representation of opinions and universal

suffrage. After World War II the legislators in

most countries discussed instead the best electoral

system to introduce stability in modern democra-

cies through a fair representation of many strands

of thought and opinion in the population.

Proportional representation was the answer in

most cases.

Proportional representation and the different

formulas adopted to put it into practice have always

had strong opponents and not only in Great

Britain, where proportionality was never intro-

duced. The collapse of liberal regimes between

the two world wars raised the question of the

impact of proportional representation on ‘‘govern-

mental instability.’’ The political economist

Ferdinand Aloys Hermens (1906–1998), in the

United States during his exile from Germany dur-

ing the Nazi era, wrote ‘‘Democracy or Anarchy’’

and made a radical criticism of proportional repre-

sentation that found many positive echoes after the

war. Hermens’s most famous criticism was that

proportional representation had driven Italy to

Benito Mussolini’s (1883–1945) fascism in 1922

and Germany to Adolf Hitler’s (1889–1945) Nazi

regime in 1933. Weimar Germany and postwar

liberal Italy were chosen by Hermens as the out-

standing examples of how proportional representa-

tion was unable to secure a strong democratic

government.

There were different solutions to this problem
after 1945. The quest for stability in France was
solved in 1958 with the introduction of a two-
stage vote, with a majority system in single-mem-
ber constituencies. This was at the heart of
Charles de Gaulle’s (1890–1970) rule in the
Fifth Republic. Another solution was the

TABLE 2

First introduction of proportional representation 
(different forms) for legislative elections in Europe

Countries Introduction Withdrawal

Belgium
Finland
Bulgaria 
Sweden
Denmark
Netherlands
Romania
Austria 
Germany
Italy
Luxembourg
Switzerland 
Czechoslovakia
Estonia
Lithuania
Poland
Norway
Malta
Latvia
Ireland 
Greece
France

Iceland
Portugal 
Spain 
Hungary
Slovakia
Czech Republic
Russia

United Kingdom

STV=single transferable vote
FPTP=first past the post
PR= proportional representation

1899
1907
1910 
1911
1918
1918
1918
1919
1919
1919
1919
1919
1920
1920
1920
1921
1921
1921 (STV)
1922
1922 (STV)
1926
1945

1959
1975
1976
1989 (mixed with FPTP)
1993
1993
1993 (mixed with FPTP)

Never introduced

1958 (PR again in 1986
and FPTP again in 1988)
1988

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 955

E L E C T O R A L S Y S T E M S



introduction of an election threshold together
with proportional representation in order to
oblige a party to win a minimum number of votes
to be eligible to win any seats. The purpose of an
election threshold is generally to keep very small
parties from fragmenting the parliament. A rein-
forced mixed system of single-member constitu-
encies with proportional representation was
introduced in the Federal Republic of Germany
in 1949 together with a threshold of 5 percent;
parties would have to obtain at least 5 percent
of the votes in an election to ensure any
representation.

Most of the continental European countries
have operated some variant of strict PR. Only after
the fall of the Berlin Wall (1989), German reunifi-
cation (1990), the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact
(1991), and the birth of the new Community of
Independent States (CIS) out of the former Soviet
Union (1991) were mixed systems of majority and
proportional representation electoral systems, with
threshold clauses, adopted in ex-communist coun-
tries as well as in Italy (1993).

See also Minority Rights; Suffrage; Suffrage Movements.
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ELIAS, NORBERT (1897–1990), German

sociologist.

Two experiences appear to have been funda-

mental to the intellectual development of the

German sociologist Norbert Elias (1897–1990);

each influenced his work in a different way. The

first, World War I, was virtually the antithesis of

Elias’s model of the ‘‘process of civilization.’’ The

second, his own complex experience of marginali-

zation, Elias explicitly distilled in a book entitled

The Established and the Outsiders (1965).

Little is known about Elias’s life during World

War I; he wrote and said little about this period.

But his experience as a telegraph operator on the

eastern and western fronts seems to have had a

profound effect on him. Suffering from shell shock,

he was nearly amnesiac at the end of the war.

Returning to Breslau, Elias, who was from a

Jewish bourgeois family, undertook studies in med-

icine and philosophy. Although Germany’s hyper-

inflation in 1922–1924 forced him to leave school

and work in a factory for a time, in 1924 he never-

theless managed to successfully defend his doctoral

thesis in philosophy, Idee und Individuum (Idea

and individual). Once finances stabilized he went

to Heidelberg to study sociology, beginning a

Habilitation under the sociologist and economist

Alfred Weber (1868–1958). He also became close

friends with another early and influential sociolo-

gist, Karl Mannheim (1893–1947), serving as his

assistant; during this period he also frequented the

famous Institute for Social Research directed by

Max Horkheimer (1895–1973) in Frankfurt.

When Adolf Hitler’s rise to power in 1933

effectively forced Elias into exile, he attempted to

find work in Switzerland and in France. He did not

succeed, despite two published articles, one on

‘‘The Kitsch Style and the Age of Kitsch’’ (1935)

and the other on the ‘‘The Expulsion of the

Huguenots from France’’ (1935); and in a sense

he found himself more marginalized than ever in

terms of a teaching career. He moved to England

in 1935 and three years later he saw his parents for

the last time. His father died in 1940 and his

mother was deported and was probably killed in

Auschwitz.

Elias found it difficult to publish his books. His
major work Über den Prozess der Zivilisation (The
civilizing process), which he started in 1935 with a
small grant from a Jewish refugee organization, was
published in 1939 by a small Swiss publishing
house but it went largely unnoticed, only to be
republished to acclaim thirty years later. The work
of Habilitation from 1933, Die höfische
Gesellschaft, was published only in 1969.

With the beginning of World War II Elias was
interned in Britain as an ‘‘enemy alien’’ on the Isle
of Man. After the war he worked in London at an
adult learning center. Finally, at the age of fifty-
seven, he obtained his first real academic post at the
University of Leicester. He remained in England
until 1975, except for two years, 1962–1964, dur-
ing which he taught in Ghana. He was a visiting
professor at several universities, particularly in
Germany and the Netherlands, where he settled
definitively in 1984. Enthusiasm for Elias’s work
came only late in his career.

Elias eventually took up the question of mores
and civilization once again when he examined, with
Eric Dunning, the nature of sport as ‘‘controlled
violence’’ and in his Studien über die Deutschen
(1989; The Germans). He there developed the
hypothesis of a Habitus or ‘‘second nature,’’ a key
concept in Eliasian sociology that refers to the
psychological structures shaped by social environ-
ment, and applied it to the peculiarities of German
society. He further developed the concept of ‘‘de-
civilization’’ as the mirror-image to reflect the
recession of civilization and allow the development
of ‘‘modern barbarism’’ as happened during the
Nazi era.

Isolated and marginalized most of his life, in
the early twenty-first century Elias is one of the
most read, studied, debated and controversial of
all sociologists. His work is at once processual,
collective, and individual; one of his books is
entitled The Society of Individuals (1987). His
lenses are psychoanalytical, anthropological, and
historical, and he focuses on a range of original
subjects such as the emotions, the body, sport,
death, and socialization. He has recourse to a
repertoire of concepts adequate to such a task,
including sociogenesis, psychogenesis, self-control,
informalization, Habitus, ‘‘controlled decontrol-
ling emotions’’ and others. Elias aspired, as
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Robert van Krieken has written, to ‘‘cut through
many of the central dilemmas in sociology, espe-
cially the apparent opposition between action and
structure, individual and society.’’

See also Frankfurt School; Germany; Holocaust.
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n

ELIOT, T. S. (1888–1965), American/British
poet, critic, and dramatist.

Born in St. Louis, Missouri, Thomas Stearns
Eliot moved to New England in 1906, the home
for 300 years of Puritan relatives, to study literature
at Harvard, and then to England in 1914, the
home of even earlier forbears, to study philosophy
at Oxford. He married, undertook jobs as teacher,
banker, and editor, and became a British subject in
1927. He can be said to have died a European in
1965, having received the Hanseatic Goethe Award
in Germany (1955), the Dante Gold Medal in Italy
(1959), the Order of Merit in Britain (1948), and
the Nobel Prize for literature in Sweden (1948) as
acknowledgements of career-long dedication to
development of what he called ‘‘the mind of
Europe’’ (Eliot, 1975, p. 39).

Pursuing Harvard doctoral work at Oxford,
but prevented by World War I from returning to
America to defend his thesis (Knowledge and
Experience, 1964), Eliot engaged the work of lead-
ing philosophers: Francis Herbert Bradley, Henri
Bergson, William James, Charles Sanders Peirce,
Edmund Husserl, Bertrand Russell. He also learned

Sanskrit to study Indian philosophy. During the
decade of his serious philosophical work, Eliot
moved from a traditional conception of signs as
re-presentation of the real to our contemporary con-
ception of signs as presentation of the real.

In London in 1914, Eliot met Ezra Pound
(1885–1972) who arranged for publication of
‘‘The Love Song of J. Alfred Prufrock’’ (1915),
declaring astonishment that Eliot had modernized
himself. Eliot admired the work of imagists like
Pound and T. E. Hulme and published early poems
in Wyndham Lewis’s vorticist journal BLAST, but
developed his distinctive early poetic idiom (widely
imitated, thereby becoming a distinctively modern
idiom) from study of metaphysical poetry, Jacobean
drama, French symbolism, and Dante. Eliot’s focus
upon squalid urban imagery and demoralized human
behavior, his practice of speaking ironically through
personae, and his preference for opaque narratives
comprising clipped grammar and unusual, unpoetic
words offended critics expecting poets speaking in
their own voice, developing a steady current of
ideas, and animated by the spirit of beauty.

Eliot launched his literary criticism with Ezra
Pound: His Metric and Poetry (1917), defending
modern poetry’s difficult meter, unfamiliar use of
language, and displays of erudition. In several
essays published between 1919 and 1923, Eliot
defined a hermeneutic relationship between past
and present literature, implicitly rejecting the anti-
past futurism of Filippo Tommaso Marinetti
(1876–1944), and encouraged a formalism foun-
dational to Anglo-American New Criticism, disal-
lowing genetic and affective accounts of literature
as compromising the integrity of the work of art as
art. Against Romantic celebration of poetry as an
exceptional person’s experience, he argued that
‘‘honest criticism and sensitive appreciation is
directed not upon the poet but upon the poetry’’
(Eliot, 1975, p. 40). Against Walter Pater’s impres-
sionism, he argued that a critic’s sensitive and
cultivated ‘‘impressions are as much created as
transmitted by the criticism’’ (Eliot, 1975, p. 51).
After baptism and confirmation into Anglican
Christianity in 1927, however, Eliot came to
regard literary criticism as necessarily completed
by cultural criticism grounded in religious belief.

With publication of The Waste Land (1922),
Eliot confirmed his position as preeminent English
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modernist poet, soon to rival William Butler Yeats
(1865–1939) as most famous living poet. The poem
presents fragments of 1920s London experience
(zombie-like commuters, pub conversations, bored
couples, banking business, abortion), weaving them
together with parallels from the past (prophets
thunder, Cleopatra sails the Nile, Tereus rapes
Philomela, Augustine and the Buddha enjoin asce-
ticism, Christ dies), all presented alongside halluci-
nated images of exhausted, drought-stricken lands
made waste, according to Eliot’s references to
J. G. Frazer’s Golden Bough, because the gods no
longer bless humankind with fertility. Sometimes
measuring the present against the past to show
contemporary degeneration, at other times deploy-
ing immortal seers Tiresias and the Sybil to suggest
that all time is the same, the poem projects person-
al spiritual dispossession and sexual enervation
(which biographical criticism identifies as Eliot’s
own) as a timeless narrative of a culture’s strikingly
contemporary and disturbingly continuous dys-
functions. Baffling many, it struck a poetic avant-
garde as faithfully rendering an intensely literary
consciousness’s kaleidoscopic impressions of
European cultural collapse following World War
I. Regarded in its own time as both the ultimate
expression of high modernist aesthetics and impor-
tant social criticism, its dramatic and sometimes
violent juxtapositions of language, imagery, mood,
times, events, and ideas continue to engage new
readers.

Eliot’s lifelong interest in theater expressed
itself first in notable criticism of Renaissance dra-
matists and then in plays of his own. An uncom-
pleted experimental verse play about inhabitants
of a bed-sit wasteland in the modernist spirit of
his early poetry was followed by Murder in the
Cathedral (1935), verse drama focused on the mar-
tyrdom of Thomas à Becket (c. 1118–1170): Eliot
uses a chorus, makes an act of a sermon, and has
medieval murderers directly address the modern
audience to justify their crime. Determined to rees-
tablish verse drama on the modern stage, between
1938 and 1958 Eliot wrote several popular drawing-
room comedies that present implicitly religious
studies of sin, guilt, vocation, forgiveness, and love
beneath their realistic surface.

From lines left over from Murder in the
Cathedral, Eliot began a sequence of poems

published during World War II as Four Quartets
(1943). Affirming the value of the social, religious,
and intellectual life that British history had fos-
tered, the poems were a comfort and encourage-
ment to many during the war. Continuing the
meditative, penitential, and mystical mood of
poems like Ash Wednesday (1930), still difficultly
learned in their allusions but much more discur-
sive and occasionally conversational in style, the
poems explore questions of faith and fate, time
and eternity, experience and expression—all from
points of view ranging from the personal to the
communal, and from the contemporary to the
historical. Eliot regarded these poems as his
best work.

Between the wars, Eliot expressed his commit-
ment to continuity and coherence in contemporary
European culture through his editorship of The
Criterion (1922–1939). Soliciting contributions
from intellectuals across Europe representing
widely ranging aesthetic and political beliefs, Eliot
declared himself ‘‘classicist in literature, royalist
in politics, and anglo-catholic in religion’’ (Eliot,
1975, pp. 18–19). In The Idea of a Christian
Society (1939), Eliot rejected fascist and communist
solutions to Europe’s modern social problems but
bemoaned Europe’s liberalism, regarding its laud-
able determination to free people from illegitimate
constraints as ultimately a negative ideology that
could oppose no positive vision to communism and
fascism. In radio broadcasts and publications after
World War II, Eliot discussed rebuilding European
culture in the context of a new global order.
Contemplating in Notes Towards the Definition of
Culture (1948) the difficulties of the secular
experiment of building the good society by means
of reason, Eliot suggested that since thinking the
way to a radically different future cannot anticipate
the way such a future would feel to its inhabitants,
society should pursue a pragmatic conservatism.

Eliot’s work continues to find itself at the cen-
ter of contemporary cultural debates. Rapturous
reception of his work as modern antidote to the
poison of nineteenth-century convention was
replaced by complaints in the postmodern last half
of the twentieth century that his work was elitist,
misogynistic, homophobic, fascistic, and anti-
Semitic. A new generation of readers has returned
to Eliot, finding that his deep and sophisticated
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engagement on so many fronts with the stresses
and strains of modern life allows his work still to
disclose new and challenging perspectives on the
contemporary concerns (about relationships
between high and low culture, gender, sexuality,
ideology, racism, and so on) that we bring to it.
‘‘The mind of Europe,’’ Eliot noted, ‘‘is a mind
which changes, and . . . this change is a develop-
ment which abandons nothing en route, which
does not superannuate either Shakespeare, or
Homer, or the rock drawing of the Magdalenian
draftsmen’’—or the work of Eliot himself (Eliot,
1975, p. 39).

See also Avant-Garde; Pound, Ezra; Theater; Yeats,
William Butler.
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ÉLUARD, PAUL (1895–1952), French poet.

Paul Éluard was born Eugène Émile Paul
Grindel on 14 October 1895 in the Paris suburb
of Saint-Denis. His mother was a seamstress who
rose to become a manager of a dressmaking shop;
his father, Clément Grindel, was an accountant
who in about 1900 started a real estate business
that became successful and prosperous.

Éluard received a scholarship to the elite
Primaire Supérieure Colbert in Paris, but in 1912
he fell ill with tuberculosis. With his mother he
traveled to England for a cure and then to a Swiss
sanitarium. There he fell in love with a young
Russian woman, Helene Deluvina Diakonova—to
whom he gave the nickname ‘‘Gala.’’ A voracious
reader, he began writing poetry and in 1913 pub-
lished Premiers poèmes (First poems). At the begin-
ning of the First World War, the young Éluard was
recruited by the army and later assigned to an
evacuation hospital as a nurse. He self-published,
in an edition of seventeen copies, ten poems with
the meaningful title Le devoir (Duty) and signed
‘‘Paul Éluard,’’ employing the maiden name of his
maternal grandmother. He spent most of the war
in the hospital, whether as patient or nurse. In
1917 he married Gala and the same year published
Le devoir et l’inquiétude (Duty and disquietude),
followed a year later by Poèmes pour la paix (Poems
for peace). These texts won the attention of the
French editor and publisher Jean Paulhan (1884–
1968), who introduced Éluard to the men who
were soon to found the surrealist movement.

SURREALISM

Éluard participated in the first public demonstra-
tions of the Paris dadaists and became involved
with the magazine ironically called Littérature,
founded by André Breton (1896–1966), Philippe
Soupault (1897–1990), and Louis Aragon (1897–
1982). At about the same time, he published Les
animaux et leurs hommes, les hommes et leurs ani-
maux (Animals and their men, men and their ani-
mals) and in 1921 started a short-lived Dada
publication, Proverbe. As Dada gave way to surre-
alism, Éluard took part in the surrealists’ earliest
demonstrations. Taking as their slogan the impera-
tive to ‘‘change life,’’ which was coined by the
French poet Arthur Rimbaud (1854–1891), the
surrealists engaged in a rebellion against the values
that had led to the enormous massacres of the First
World War. Meanwhile, Éluard continued to work
with his father on construction projects in the
Parisian suburbs—and to him is owed a street
named Rue Jacques Vaché, after one of the early
surrealist heroes.

The arrival in Paris of the German painter and
sculptor Max Ernst (1891–1976), his friend but
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also Gala’s lover, complicated Éluard’s life with
conflicting feelings of amity and jealousy. In 1924
the poet went off on a ‘‘fugue’’ that fed rumors
about his mysterious disappearance while he trav-
eled around the world. About the time he
returned, Breton published the first of his two
major surrealist manifestos. Éluard was immedi-
ately and in all ways committed to the group. He
took part in Une vague de rêves (A wave of dreams),
the first surrealist collective text, collaborated with
Benjamin Péret (1899–1959) on 152 proverbes mis
au goût du jour (1925; 152 tasteful proverbs for
today), and with André Breton and René Char
(1907–1988) on Ralentir travaux (Slow down—
construction ahead), and again with Breton on
L’immaculée conception (1930; The immaculate
conception).

COMMUNISM

In 1926, with his surrealist friends, Éluard joined
the French Communist Party (PCF). The next sev-
eral years saw publication of his major works,
including Au défaut du silence (1925; For want
of silence), Capitale de la douleur (1926; Capital
of pain), L’amour de la poésie (1929; The love of
poetry). In 1929 he met Maria Benz, also called
Nusch, who would become his companion and
muse for the next seventeen years; they married in
1934. Éluard published more poetry—Facile
(1935; Easy), a hymn to love and newfound happi-
ness, and Les yeux fertiles (1936; Fertile eyes).

Relations between surrealists and communists
became stormy, especially around divergent views
concerning a nascent organization of avant-garde
writers. The party preferred conventional cultural
values and opposed the artistic nihilism associated
with surrealism, and the Soviet predilection for
‘‘proletarian art’’ did not help matters. On 15
August 1930 the surrealist group repudiated two
of its members, Louis Aragon and Georges Sadoul,
because they had attended the Second International
Congress of Revolutionary Writers, and the surre-
alists were at odds with the theses coming out of
that congress. While Aragon distanced himself
from Breton, Éluard remained his ally and took
his side during the ‘‘Aragon affair’’ even while
attending the antiwar Amsterdam-Pleyel Congress
and participating in the anticolonialist exhibition
organized by the Communist Party, entitled ‘‘The

Truth about the Colonies.’’ Expelled from the
party in 1933, Éluard appeared on the behalf of
the surrealists at the antifascist International
Congress of Writers for the Defense of Culture
held in Paris in June 1935.

While in Spain in 1936 for a series of confer-
ences on Pablo Picasso (1881–1973), Éluard saw
that country erupt into civil war. Now he committed
his poetry to the service of politics, published
‘‘Novembre 1936’’ in the French Communist news-

paper L’humanité, and renewed ties with the PCF,
which fully supported the Spanish republicans.
Éluard also wrote ‘‘Victoire de Guernica’’ (Victory
of Guernica), which together with Picasso’s famous

painting was on display in 1939 at the Spanish
Pavilion at the New York World’s Fair. In spite of
this work with the Communists, Éluard helped
Breton organize the International Exhibition of

Surrealism in Paris, which opened in January 1938,
and he also collaborated on the Dictionnaire abrégé
du surréalisme (1938; Brief dictionary of surreal-
ism). He also published L’évidence poétique (1937;
Poetic evidence), Les mains libres (1937; Free

hands), Cours naturel (1938; Natural course), and
Médieuses (1939).

In 1942 Éluard rejoined the French Com-
munist Party and during the German occupation
became an important player in framing party policy

concerning artists. He belonged to the Comité
Nationale des Écrivains and, among other works,
published Poésie et vérité (1942; Poetry and
truth). This collection includes the famous poem,

‘‘Liberté,’’ which circulated throughout the occu-
pied region of France.

On my school notebook
On my school desk and on the trees
On sand on snow
I write your name (translated from the French)

During the war Éluard published a number of
collections of poetry that carried similar messages
of hope: L’honneur des poètes (1943; The honor of

poets), Le livre ouvert (1940; Open book I), Sur les
pentes inférieures (1941; On the lower slopes), Le
livre ouvert II (1942; Open book II), Les sept
poèmes d’amour en guerre (1943; Seven poems of

love in wartime), Le lit la table (1944; The bed the
table), and Les armes de la douleur (1944; Weapons
of pain).
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After Liberation and with the end of the war,
Éluard was renowned and widely respected. In
September 1946, however, Nusch died suddenly.
The poet’s suffering exploded in Le temps déborde
(1947; Time overflows). However, he kept to his
commitments and became a prominent spokesper-
son for the World Congress of Intellectuals for
Peace in Wroc�aw, Poland, in 1948 and in Mexico
in 1949, where he met Dominique (née Odette
Lemort), who became his last wife in 1951.

Éluard’s death on 18 November 1952 occa-
sioned a grand funeral, and he was laid to rest in
the famous Parisian cemetery, Père Lachaise, beside
other celebrated French Communists.

See also Aragon, Louis; Breton, André; Communism;
Dada; Ernst, Max; Spanish Civil War; Surrealism.
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PAUL ARON

n

ÉMIGRÉ LITERATURE. The experience
of exile is not exclusive to twentieth-century litera-
ture. It was a central theme in the work of Homer
and Plato, as well as in Euripides (The Heracleidae).
Seneca, who had himself been forced into exile in
Corsica, related this experience in his Ad Helviam
matrem, De consolatione (Consolation to his mother
Helvia). Nor was it uncommon prior to the twen-
tieth century for writers to take refuge outside their
native countries. Voltaire, for instance, settled in
Ferney on the Swiss border in order to be able to
cross over in case of any trouble, and Victor Hugo
fled his hated oppressor Napoleon III to live in
Guernsey. However, in the twentieth century the
phenomenon took on a completely new scale. The

emigration and exile (voluntary or enforced) of
hundreds of writers, artists, and intellectuals, gen-
erally as a result of oppressive and censorious poli-
tical regimes, was a defining characteristic of the
century.

The largest wave of intellectual migration was
unquestionably that which followed Hitler’s acces-
sion to power in Germany in 1933: intellectuals
fled Nazi Germany in large numbers because of
their Jewish origins, their stated political views, or
simply to preserve their freedom of speech. As in
the Nazi case, the totalitarian and authoritarian
nature of the political regime in question was often
one of the major causes of exile for intellectuals
who, under these regimes, were confronted with
censorship and sometimes a threat to their lives.
However, the nature of the regime was not always
the reason for exile. Sometimes wars produced a
flood of exiles. At other times certain cultural cen-
ters acted as magnets, attracting writers and intel-
lectuals from all over the world.

WARTIME AND INTERWAR EMIGRATION

World War I marked the first milestone in the his-
tory of exiled writers in the twentieth century.
Neutral countries were receiver states. Switzerland
was a refuge for pacifist artists, poets, and writers.
The Frenchman Romain Rolland is probably the
most famous example here. However, Switzerland
also welcomed many younger German writers who
were at the forefront of the Dada movement, which
emerged in Zurich during the war. After 1918 most
of the émigrés returned to their countries of origin
and the Paris Dada and Berlin Dada movements
were nurtured by this preliminary experience.

During the interwar period London, Vienna,
Berlin, and Paris exerted an attraction for intellectuals
born elsewhere. In part this was a revival of prewar
cultural trends. Paris is probably the prime example:
the City of Light attracted an entire generation—
F. Scott Fitzgerald, Ernest Hemingway, and others,
termed ‘‘lost generation’’ by Gertrude Stein—who
settled there by choice and fled their countries of
origin for a period, either temporarily or, like Stein,
permanently. The peak in the history of intellectual
emigration was not, however, represented by volun-
tary emigration but by the enforced flight from
Nazism from 1933 onward. Moreover, as the
Reich’s dominion spread, emigration grew apace.
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From 1933 both Jewish and non-Jewish Germans
fled Hitler’s Reich in order to escape censorship and,
above all, political and racial persecution. One of the
most prominent cases is that of the Mann family—the
novelist Thomas Mann, his wife, Katia, their six chil-
dren, and Thomas’s brother Heinrich—who settled
in the United States and were in exile at the height of
the anti-Nazi struggle. They used radio broadcasts,
articles, novels, essays, and every other possible med-
ium to expose the workings of Nazism to those in the
West still unaware of the threat Hitler’s regime posed
to the world.

As German imperialism spread, countries that
had been exile havens became traps that closed on
the exiles or generated new waves of departures.
This is what happened in Austria after its annexa-
tion in 1938: some German writers who had taken
refuge in Vienna had to flee once again, and some
Austrian citizens had to leave in their turn. At an
advanced age Sigmund Freud had to flee; he died
in London. What had happened in Vienna was
repeated in early 1939 in Prague.

When World War II broke out in September
1939 some refugees suddenly became ‘‘enemy
aliens’’ and were therefore suspects in the countries
that were at war with the Reich. France thus interned
in camps large numbers of refugees, some of whom
were then handed over to the Nazis by the Vichy
regime that was set up after the defeat of France
in 1940. Others fled—accompanied this time by
anti-Nazi or anti-Vichy French writers—toward
Switzerland or the United States. One group, includ-
ing the artists Marc Chagall and Jean Arp, escaped
through the work of an American socialite turned
smuggler, Varian Fry, in Marseille. Some did not
make it and committed suicide, as did the German
literary critic, writer, and philosopher Walter
Benjamin when turned back at the neutral border
of Spain. Others took their lives in despair at the
attitude of their host country—such as the German
poet Walter Hasenclever after he had fled to
France—or gave in to despair about the apparent
triumph of Nazism and the destruction of the
Europe they knew. The Viennese writer Stefan
Zweig said farewell to the world at war by taking
his own life in Brazil in 1942.

The USSR, which had served as a refuge for
communist writers and intellectuals persecuted in
their own countries, also proved to be a death trap
for many. The Moscow trials of 1936–1937

descended first on many intellectuals who had
taken refuge in the USSR. The German-Soviet pact
of 1939 then had its own tragic consequences.
Imprisoned in the gulag following Stalin’s purges,
the writer Margarete Buber-Neumann was then
handed over to the Nazis and transferred to the
camp at Ravensbrück.

POSTWAR EMIGRATION AND EXILE

The experience of exile had a devastating impact on
many individuals. In his novel Ignorance (2000),
Milan Kundera describes the reception given to
Czech émigrés in France after World War II: ‘‘In
the fifties and sixties, émigrés from the Communist
countries were not much liked there; the French
considered the sole true evil to be fascism: Hitler,
Mussolini, Franco, the dictators in Latin America.
Only gradually, late in the sixties and into the seven-
ties, did they come to see Communism, too, as an
evil’’ (p. 11), one that had produced wave after wave
of out-migration. The periods in which these
regimes took a particularly hard line following pop-
ular revolts, such as in Berlin in 1953, Budapest in
1956, or the Prague Spring of 1968, then led to
departures on a wider scale. In 1968 many Polish
intellectuals of Jewish origin were forced or strongly
encouraged into exile following the anti-Semitic
campaign orchestrated by the ruling Communist
Party. To deal with certain particularly undesirable
cases, states would sometimes simply force them
into exile instead of imprisoning or assassinating
them. In 1976, during a West German tour of his
music, the East German poet and songwriter Wolf
Biermann found that he was blocked from ever
returning to the GDR. Two years earlier, the
Nobel Prize–winner for Literature (1970),
Alexander Solzhenitsyn, had been forcibly exiled
from the USSR to the United States.

EXILE: FROM EXPERIENCE TO LITERARY

EXPLORATION

Even those who chose to stay, or who were pre-
vented from leaving, sometimes described them-
selves as ‘‘inner exiles,’’ blocked from access to the
media. These people withdrew into the private
domain, which is what the authorities wanted in
the first place. Inner exile was a slightly veiled alter-
native to expulsion. One famous example is the
German expressionist poet Gottfried Benn, who
accommodated himself to Nazism in preference to
starting life again elsewhere.
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Exile itself constituted a source of literary
exploration. Many novels and short stories there-
fore relate this experience, such as Transit Visa by
Anna Seghers (1944), Escape to Life (1939) by
Klaus and Erika Mann, and Party in the Blitz
(2003), the recently discovered and published texts
that Elias Canetti wrote in England.

In some cases exile even led writers to make a
permanent change in their working language, as
with Milan Kundera, who gradually moved from
Czech to French, and Vladimir Nabokov, moving
from Russian to English. For others, the conscious
or passive choice to continue writing in the lan-
guage of their country of origin could, however,
represent resistance to the contamination of the
language by totalitarian jargon. The Romanian-
born writer Paul Celan changed his surname (he
was born Antschel) but continued to write in
German, the language of his youth in Czernowitz
and the language of those who killed his family
and—again through suicide—who brought him to
his death in 1970 in Paris.

Exile also stimulated the creation of new inter-
national networks and literary circles within the
country of refuge. New York thus became a center
of French literature from 1940 to 1945, just as Paris
had become a center of American literature twenty
years earlier and a haven for German writers in the
1930s. Paris was a magnet for exiled Polish intellec-
tuals, who were haunted by the memory of the exile
of their compatriots Frédéric Chopin and Adam
Mickiewicz in the nineteenth century. Most of these
men and women were determined to continue
working in the literary field despite the difficulties.
They formed networks around émigré publishing
companies (such as Querido in Amsterdam) and
literary magazines, which have been a recurrent
feature in the history of literary exile in the twenti-
eth century.

After years in exile some of these groups and
their publications became permanent fixtures of
their adopted countries’ cultural life. One such
survivor is the Polish dissident magazine Kultura,
founded in Italy in 1947 and then published in
Maisons-Laffitte near Paris by Jerzy Giedroyc until
his death in 2000. This magazine helped to pub-
licize some of the finest authors in contemporary
Polish literature both in Poland and in the West,
while also being smuggled home to nurture the
dissident movement.

The ends of wars or the collapse of regimes that
had generated the exile presented émigrés with the
dilemma of whether to return to their homelands.
In the case of Germans after 1945, there also arose
the question of choosing their country of return,
the FRG (West Germany) or the GDR (East
Germany). Thomas Mann chose neither, opting
instead for a home near Zurich, Switzerland, while
Bertolt Brecht ultimately settled in East Berlin.

The circles of exile and the exiles themselves,
despite the fact that they were sometimes accused
of leading an isolated existence, often played the
role of intermediary between the host country and
the country they had left, creating a form of dia-
sporic writing of great importance in the later
twentieth century and beyond.

See also Immigration and Internal Migration; Purges;
Refugees.
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ
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ENIGMA MACHINE. The ‘‘Enigma
machine’’ was a family of electromechanical rotor
cipher-machines whose components and operating
procedures evolved over time. It was the principal
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German military and civil cipher device from the
late 1920s through World War II. Messages enci-
phered on Enigma were decrypted (‘‘broken’’)
from December 1932—just as Adolf Hitler was
about to take power in Germany—by the Polish
General Staff ’s Cipher Bureau and during World
War II also by Great Britain’s Bletchley Park
(‘‘Ultra’’) operation.

The foundations for Enigma decryption were
laid by the mathematician Marian Rejewski soon
after he joined the Cipher Bureau as a civilian
cryptologist in September 1932. He used a math-
ematical theorem that has been called ‘‘the theo-
rem that won World War II.’’ Permutation theory
and documents supplied by French military intelli-
gence officer Gustave Bertrand, which had been
bought from Hans-Thilo Schmidt (‘‘Asché’’)—an
employee of the German Armed Forces’ Cipher
Office—enabled Rejewski to reconstruct the wir-
ings of the military Enigma’s rotors and reflector.
He guessed correctly (to the later chagrin of British
cryptologist Alfred Dillwyn Knox) that the letters
of the alphabet were wired into the machine’s entry
ring simply in alphabetical order.

With the Enigma reconstructed, Rejewski and
fellow mathematician-cryptologists Henryk Zygalski
and Jerzy Różycki devised techniques to regularly
break messages. They used the ‘‘grill’’ and ‘‘clock,’’
the ‘‘cyclometer’’ and its derivative ‘‘card catalog,’’
and from late 1938 the ‘‘cryptological bomb’’ and
‘‘perforated sheets.’’ They also exploited the
machine’s design quirks and German cipher clerks’
security lapses. In January 1938 the Poles were read-
ing a remarkable 75 percent of Enigma intercepts.

On 25 July 1939, in the Kabaty Woods south of
Warsaw, with World War II a month off, the Poles
revealed their achievements to British and French
intelligence representatives. The British mathemati-
cian Gordon Welchman has written: ‘‘Ultra would
never have gotten off the ground if we had not
learned from the Poles, in the nick of time, the details
both of the German military . . . Enigma machine,
and of the operating procedures that were in use.’’
Welchman subsequently contributed an important
innovation to a British-produced ‘‘bomb’’: a ‘‘diag-
onal board’’ that increased the device’s efficiency.

In September 1939 key Cipher Bureau person-
nel were evacuated from Poland via Romania to
France. At ‘‘PC [Command Post] Bruno’’ outside

Paris, during the ‘‘Phony War,’’ they resumed
breaking Enigma ciphers. They collaborated with
Bletchley Park, eventually by teletype (for maximal
security, they corresponded in Enigma, closing dis-
patches with a ‘‘Heil Hitler!’’). The mathematicians
were visited by Alan Turing, conceptual founder of
the first programmable electronic computer,
Colossus; the latter would come into use in late
1943 to break still more complex German ciphers
that the British christened ‘‘Fish.’’

Enigma decryption created sustained opportu-
nities (sometimes inadequately exploited) to look
over enemy leaders’ shoulders. It took time for
Britain to master large-scale interception, decryp-
tion, translation, assessment, and secure distribu-
tion of Enigma traffic. Eventually Ultra provided
the Allies near-unprecedented tactical and strategic
advantages in the North African, Mediterranean,
European, and Atlantic theaters, and—through
official as well as clandestine sharing of Ultra intel-
ligence with the Soviets—on the eastern front.
Ultra enabled the Allies not only to counter
German moves but also to deceive Germany about
Allied intentions, most notably on the eve of the
Normandy landings (June 1944).

Ultra’s influence on the war has been assessed
variously. A common opinion holds that Ultra
shortened it by two years. Such estimates of dura-
tion, however, beg the question of outcome.

British prime minister Winston Churchill’s
greatest fear was that German submarine wolf packs
might strangle his sea-locked country. The major
factor that staved off Britain’s defeat in the Battle
of the Atlantic was its regained mastery of Naval-
Enigma decryption, thanks to captures of Enigma
machines and key tables from German submarines
and weather trawlers. Had Britain capitulated, a
United States deprived of the British Isles as a for-
ward base could not have entered the European or
North African theaters. The war in Europe would
have been played out essentially between Germany
and the Soviets. Germany, given two years’ grace
time, might have developed a crushing advantage in
jet aircraft, missiles, perhaps atom bombs.

At war’s end, Supreme Allied Commander
Dwight D. Eisenhower described Ultra as having
been ‘‘decisive’’ to Allied victory. Churchill told
King George VI: ‘‘It was thanks to Ultra that we
won the war.’’
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Ultra remained secret, at Churchill’s behest,
until F. W. Winterbotham published The Ultra
Secret in 1974.

See also Espionage/Spies; Intelligence.
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CHRISTOPHER KASPAREK
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ENSOR, JAMES (1860–1949), Belgian
painter.

A painter, printmaker, and musician, James
Sydney Ensor was also a writer who expressed his
deepest aspirations in various texts, lectures, and an
extensive correspondence. Critics have often sought
to compare him to Joseph Mallord William Turner
(1775–1851) for his use of light; to Hieronymus
Bosch (1450–1516) for his cynicism; and to
Rembrandt (1606–1669), Antoine Watteau (1684–
1721), and Francisco José de Goya y Lucientes
(1746–1828) for his remarkable etched engravings.
In fact, Ensor was a unique and unclassifiable artist
who opened a path that helped painters acquire the
freedom to express their most intimate thoughts by
the use of rare and original chromatic choices.

James Ensor was born on 13 April 1860 in the
city of Ostend, Belgium, on the North Sea coast.
His father, who was English, and his mother owned

a souvenir shop and sold seashells, masks, and chi-
noiseries to the tourist trade. Ensor’s entire universe
was already present in his parents’ small shop, often
visited by his maternal grandmother, who was fond
of costume disguises and carnival folklore. Later,
Ensor would say that this exceptional background
enabled him to develop his artistic faculties, and he
credited his grandmother as his great inspiration.

On 1 October 1877 Ensor enrolled at the Fine
Arts Academy in Brussels, where he proved to be a
mediocre student. Three years later he returned to
Ostend and settled back to live with his parents. He
put up a small studio in the attic with a beautiful
view of Ostend and its environs. Here he created
his first major paintings, including Chinoiseries aux
éventails (Chinoiseries with fans), Le lampiste (The
lamplighter), Une coloriste (A colorist), Le salon
bourgeois (The bourgeois salon), and Musique russe
(Russian music). In addition to his immediate sur-
roundings, Ensor let himself be guided by ambient
light, his major source of inspiration, which trans-
figures the real and blurs the classical line. But he
was not associated with the impressionists, who
sought to reproduce the vibrancy of light itself;
Ensor aspired to give it a solid, particulate form.
His search for a vision led him to destroy many of
his early canvases, although personal rancor over
their uneven reception may have also played a role.

As a young artist, however, Ensor also won
acceptance in several artistic circles, including the
Chrysalide, L’Essor, and Les XX, which was direct-
ed by a lawyer, Octave Maus. Although he contrib-
uted to every exhibition of the latter group, his
participation was much discussed, and some of his
works were rejected, including L’entrée du Christ à
Bruxelles (Christ’s entry into Brussels) in 1889.
The same year, he finally hit upon the use of pure
color. After having painted seascapes, landscapes,
interiors, flowers, and still-lifes, he now started a
series of masks and carnival crowds, caricatures of
the bourgeoisie, scenes of death and evil, and self-
portraits both burlesque and Christ-like.

Despite his fecundity during this period, Ensor
progressively became a recluse in Ostend. Sur-
rounded by females, including his mother, aunt,
and sister ‘‘Mitche’’—as well as his faithful friend
Mariette Rousseau, to whom he often wrote—he
became increasingly misogynist. Feeling himself
criticized by family and misunderstood by the
avant-garde, Ensor, fearful of being forgotten,
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became obsessed with creating an enduring reputa-
tion. To this end, he developed skills as an engraver,
which through printmaking provided him with an
ideal way to disseminate works otherwise deprived
of audience or outlet.

In 1894 Ensor mounted his first one-man show
in Brussels, thanks to support from his friend
Eugène Demolder, the author of an 1892 book
about Ensor subtitled Mort mystique d’un théologien
(Mystical death of a theologian). In 1916 came the
first complete monograph devoted to his work, by
Emile Verhaeren, another friend. After 1900,
although he continued to paint prolifically, it
seemed to be with diminished inspiration; his major
works were behind him. At the same time, the new
century brought recognition both within Belgium
and internationally, beginning with the acquisition
of one hundred etchings from the Albertine of
Vienna. In 1903 King Leopold II (r. 1865–1909)
knighted Ensor, and in 1923 Ensor was admitted to
the Royal Academy of Belgium. During the same
period, his musical talent was encouraged by his
friends Albin and Emma Lambotte, who gave him
a harmonium in 1906. He wrote the score for a
ballet-pantomime La gamme d’amour (The scale

of love), which he finished in 1911, having not only
composed the music but also designed the sets,
costumes, and texts. Ensor wrote a great deal and
so became not only a painter but also ENSOR; he
put himself on stage, so to speak, becoming the
incarnation of his favorite pun, ‘‘Hareng-saur’’ (lit-
erally, ‘‘salted herring’’; phonetically, ‘‘Ensor’s
Art’’). His writings shared the sense of provocation
found in his paintings. But it was the painter who
was admired, recognized, and ennobled—his title of
baron came in 1929. Ensor died on 19 November
1949 in Ostend, his cradle of inspiration.

See also Painting, Avant-Garde; Surrealism.
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ENVIRONMENTALISM. Environment-
alism is a social movement animated by the goal
of bringing about deep changes in how humans
perceive and behave toward the natural world. It
aims at a fundamental shift in society’s vision of
humankind’s home planet: from a world perceived
as offering a virtually limitless cornucopia of
resources for human use to a world perceived as
fragile, finite, and requiring careful stewardship on
the part of its increasingly powerful human inhabi-
tants. Although the movement’s roots lie in the
nineteenth century, environmentalism really only
took off during the cultural ferment of the 1960s,
spreading rapidly throughout Western Europe and
the other industrial democracies during the 1970s
and 1980s. By the early 2000s, environmentalist
ideas have come to constitute a prominent feature
in the political, economic, and cultural landscape of
virtually all the major industrial democracies.
Environmentalism still has a very long way to go
before its ambitious goals of economic and ecolo-
gical restructuring come close to full realization—
but it has made a most impressive (and incisive)
start.

THREE HISTORICAL PHASES

In Europe, three major phases in the rise of envir-
onmentalist awareness can be discerned from the
eighteenth to the twenty-first century. The first,
situated in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
might be described as the era of utilitarian conserva-
tionism, marked by concern over soil erosion or the
accelerating depletion of certain key resources such
as timber, and by the development of new strate-
gies for managing natural areas with an eye to
husbanding those resources for the future. Thus
the earliest signs of a modern environmental sensi-
bility can be traced to the Enlightenment period, as
naturalists first began putting together the systema-
tic picture of Earth’s plants and animals that would
gradually mature into the full-fledged science of
modern biology. Yet this emergent conservationist
attitude remained quite far removed from the
worldview of twenty-first-century environmental-
ists because it only assigned value to nature’s plants
and animals insofar as those creatures—or their
products—might prove useful to humans. A tree
was a good thing, according to this vision, because
it offered wood for fuel or for building such objects

as houses, boats, or furniture; its value lay solely in
its utility to humankind. This homocentric vision
of nature would predominate in Europe through-
out the nineteenth century (and still continues to
play a key role in the advancement of environmen-
talist agendas in some quarters even in the early
twenty-first century).

Toward the late nineteenth century, however, a
new vision began to emerge—an attitude that
might be described as aesthetic conservationism.
Partly through the far-reaching influence of the
artistic currents of Romanticism, and partly as a
reaction against the rapid spread of urban society
and industrialism, more and more citizens of
Europe and North America began to place a value
on nature simply because they deemed it beautiful
to behold. The first major sign of this new attitude
can be seen in the creation of Yellowstone Park by
the United States government in 1872. Yellowstone
was of no ‘‘use’’ to anyone because it consisted of a
large tract of territory fenced off from further
development or human intervention: its value lay
simply in its very wildness, in the beauty people
found through the contemplation of nature in a
relatively primal and untouched state. During the
succeeding decades, many nations followed the
example set by the United States, creating national
parks throughout the world: in Australia (1879),
Canada and New Zealand (1880s), South Africa
(1890s), Sweden (1909), and France and Switzerland
(1914). This current of aesthetic protectionism gave
a powerful boost to the efforts of the more utilitar-
ian conservationists, and the two groups often
formed alliances around the turn of the twentieth
century in getting laws passed for the defense of
natural sites.

Yet one should not read too much into these
early efforts. Throughout the first half of the twen-
tieth century, the vast majority of Europeans, like
the citizens of the world’s other industrial democ-
racies, continued to believe unabashedly in endless
material progress through unrestrained economic
growth, in the seemingly limitless bounty that
human ingenuity could extract from nature. Only
a small minority even became aware of conserva-
tionist issues, and even fewer actively campaigned
for nature protection.

All this changed quite dramatically in the
1960s—the decade that marked the birth and rapid
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rise of modern environmentalism. Several factors

came together to bring about this sudden shift: a

keen awareness among scientists of the increasingly

grievous (and in some cases irreversible) damage

being done to the earth’s ecosystems by the accel-

erating growth of industrial society; a new radical-

ism among scientists and nature lovers, no doubt

emboldened by the activism and protests of the

1960s counterculture; and a new sophistication in

the science of ecology itself, offering truly alarming

forecasts of a full-scale environmental collapse if

human beings continued to exploit nature with

the reckless abandon that had thus far prevailed.

For the first time, many ordinary citizens began

using the metaphor of a spaceship to describe

Planet Earth: a finite environment, from which

only limited resources could be drawn, and into

which only a limited quantity of pollutants and
effluents could be cast. Once humankind crossed
a critical threshold, the spaceship would simply
become uninhabitable, a spherical tomb floating
in the blackness of space. It was this attitude of
profound alarm, coupled with an urgent and hope-
ful effort to mobilize the requisite social and eco-
nomic changes for long-term survival, that
distinguished modern environmentalism from its
conservationist predecessors.

THE GROWTH OF ENVIRONMENTALISM

The movement spread with extraordinary swiftness,
flowing across borders and winning converts by the
thousands throughout the industrialized democra-
cies. A pullulating variety of organizations formed
to spread the message: from small neighborhood

Greenpeace members hang from a bridge across the Rhine to block river traffic in a protest inspired by

contamination incidents in late 1986, Leverkusen, Germany. ªREUTERS/CORBIS

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 969

E N V I R O N M E N T A L I S M



groups promoting recycling to international networks
such as Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace; from
the Environmental Protection Agency in the United
States (1970) to the Ministry of the Environment
in France (1971) to the creation of the United
Nations Environmental Program (1972). Between
1965 and 1975, vast numbers of books, newspaper
articles, and TV programs devoted to environmen-
talist topics spread across the cultural scene; and
public opinion polls consistently showed that
citizens placed environmental issues near the top
of their list of priorities for public policy. While
the number of hard-core environmental activists
remained relatively small (probably in the thou-
sands throughout Europe), the number of
Europeans who considered themselves ardently
‘‘pro-environment’’ clearly numbered in the tens
of millions by the mid-1970s.

Not surprisingly, the politicians responded
with alacrity. As fledgling environmentalist (or
‘‘green’’) political parties began to form in the
1970s, somewhat hesitantly submitting their first
candidates in regional and national elections, the
mainstream parties of both Left and Right quickly
took notice: they soon co-opted various portions of
the environmentalist message within their own
party platforms, and declared themselves to be
ardently ‘‘greener than thou.’’ Green parties
formed and began contesting elections in the late
1970s in England, Germany, and France; other
West European nations, such as Spain, Italy,
Sweden, and the Netherlands, followed suit in the
1980s. These new green parties tended to receive
between 2 percent and 10 percent of the vote in
national elections, and rarely succeeded in pushing
beyond those levels; but their influence far
exceeded these modest statistics because their very
existence—and their vocal advocacy on behalf of
environmental issues—forced the larger main-
stream parties in government to begin institutional-
izing significant measures for environmental
protection.

ENVIRONMENTALISM’S IMPACT

During the 1980s, and even more markedly during
the 1990s, a dense blanket of environmental legis-
lation and regulation gradually spread over the
societies of Western Europe (with the newly liber-
ated societies of Eastern Europe following suit after

the collapse of the Soviet empire). In France by the
early 1990s, for example, more than one thousand
specialized laws on the environment were in place,
as well as eighty-three ordinances and regulations
at the level of the European Union and some three
hundred international treaties. A commensurately
complex thicket of French governmental agencies,
institutes, and regulatory bodies had come into
being to implement and enforce these new laws.

Here indeed lay one of the great ironies of the
environmental movement’s history: despite the fact
that most green activists deeply distrusted the cen-
tralized bureaucracies of the nation-state and advo-
cated a devolution of power to more decentralized
and local forms of democratic power, the fact
remained that several decades of successful environ-
mental activism had resulted in more, not less,
government. The sheer complexity of most environ-
mental issues, and their close imbrication in virtually
every aspect of a modern industrial economy, all but
forced the management of environmental problems
into the hands of governmental authorities—from
the municipal level all the way up to the supra-
national institutions of the European Union. The
‘‘greening’’ of Europe had only proved possible
through a significant growth in state power.

A second great irony also faced Europe’s green
activists. During the movement’s early years, in the
1960s, most environmentalists earnestly believed
that the main ‘‘enemy’’ lay in Big Industry—the
huge factories with their belching smokestacks, the
captains of industry who had strong economic
interests in blocking environmental regulation and
who possessed powerful political connections to
help them do so. But the activists turned out to
be wrong. By the year 2000, it was the industrial
sector that exhibited far and away the most
impressive ‘‘greening’’ of any facet of European
society. Partly the changes were voluntary—under-
taken by industrial firms because of tax incentives
or because of concerns about maintaining a positive
image before an environmentally aware public opi-
nion; and partly the changes were coerced by ever
rising standards of environmental legislation and
regulation. Yet, whatever the reason, the factories
of the 1990s emitted only a small fraction of the
pollutants they had spewed a mere three decades
earlier; they were far more energy efficient; and a
great many of the products they created were being
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designed with tough environmental standards in

mind, so that they might minimize the harm done

to the natural world throughout their product life

cycle, from manufacturing to disposal. The com-

bined pressures of public opinion and stringent

legislation had made a major impact.

Far less successful in the ‘‘greening’’ effort

were the important economic sectors of transporta-

tion, the consumer economy, and agriculture.

Europeans drove more cars, faster cars, bigger cars

in the 2000s than they had four decades earlier;

and although these modern vehicles emitted far

fewer particle pollutants than the models of the

1960s, they still belched forth greenhouse gases

on an ever growing scale—and most consumers

apparently did not care enough about this fact to
switch to eco-friendly modes of transport, such as
buses, bicycles, or trains. The consumer economy,
meanwhile, was pouring out a cornucopia of prod-
ucts that would have astonished even the most
brazenly optimistic economists of the 1960s:
despite substantial efforts at recycling, the volume
of trash produced in most European countries in
the 2000s had grown by 300 percent since the
1960s. Energy consumption had just about quad-
rupled in the four decades between 1960 and
2000, and the portion derived from renewable
sources such as hydroelectric, wind, or solar power
constituted a paltry 8 percent of the overall energy
equation: the other 92 percent of energy came
from sources that would sooner or later run out.

Okohaus (Eco-house), an environmentally friendly housing development in Berlin, was built in 1987. ªANGELO

HORNAK/CORBIS
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As for European agriculture, in 2004 it still

remained premised on the same model that had

dominated the 1950s: pour on the fertilizers,

squeeze the most possible out of the land, ignore

erosion and soil depletion, and place faith in the

invention of new chemicals to fix the problems that

will inevitably arise down the road. Overfishing

of the seas around Europe, meanwhile, has resulted

in the near extinction of many species that once

provided a plentiful bounty of seafood; efforts by

national governments and by the European Union

to rein in the destructive practices of industrial-

scale fishing enterprises had, by the 2000s, specta-

cularly failed to yield positive results.

LOOKING TOWARD THE FUTURE

The ‘‘bottom line,’’ therefore, remains mixed. On

one level, it is astonishing to observe just how

many areas of European society have been deeply

affected by environmentalist changes—and all this

in the relatively short span of a mere four decades.

Attitudes, habits, practices, laws, and institutions

have all undergone a significant green trans-

formation. And yet the transformation remains

incomplete—appallingly so, when one considers

the high stakes in play. European society, it is fair

to say, has taken the first important steps down the

road to a truly sustainable economic and cultural

order; but the road yet to be traveled remains

dauntingly long.

A pessimist might argue that environmentalism

has failed, because modern industrial society has

proved incapable of making a sufficiently swift

transition into a fully sustainable economy, and

(more importantly) because the hardest changes—

those involving real sacrifices—still lie in the future.

An optimist, on the other hand, could argue that

the most difficult phase has already occurred: the

phase in which large numbers of citizens first

become aware of the environmentalist challenge

and begin to adjust their horizons commensurately.

According to this vision, a generation newly edu-

cated in environmental values, and energized by the

grim prospect of looming environmental collapse,

will prove ready to make the sacrifices, and to meet

the challenges, that undeniably still lie ahead.

See also Consumption; Greenpeace; Greens.
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ERASMUS PROGRAM. In 1987 the
European Commission started funding a mobility
program for European students. This program,
named Erasmus after the cosmopolitan scholar
(1465–1536), was the culmination of the European
partners’ political will to cooperate and also the start-
ing point for the harmonization of the European
Space for Higher Education. In the construction of
Europe, the Europe of knowledge and learning has
often lagged behind. Yet in 1955 it was decided that
an intergovernmental institute for research and train-
ing should be created. It would take more than
twenty years to see this hope fulfilled by the inaugu-
ration in 1976 of the European University Institute
of Florence. Success lay ahead but university coop-
eration was limited to graduate students, doctoral
students, and a few dozen professors. Europe wished
to develop a wider process and to target a more
varied audience. In 1986 Europe launched the
Comett program of cooperation between universi-
ties and companies.
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Finally, in 1987, the Europe of education
became reality, although it was still fragile and pat-
chy. When the Erasmus program was launched in
1987, 3,244 students from all over the European
Community went to study in a university of one of
its twelve member states. They were pioneers, and
enthusiasm for the program soon became wide-
spread. In 1992 eighty thousand students had bene-
fited from the program and ten years into it, four
hundred thousand had taken advantage of the
grants allocated by the commission.

But these figures are still well below the target set
in 1987 of mobility for 10 percent of students mov-
ing among universities in Europe. All parties agree
on the beneficial effects of the program: the students
come back transformed, wiser. They acquire not only
exposure to different teaching methods and different
research themes but also language skills and a new
life—and love—experience. In 2002 the French
director Cédric Klapisch (b. 1961) developed this
almost mythical dimension of the experience in a
movie. L’auberge espagnole (The Spanish apartment),
a widely acclaimed Franco-Spanish production,
focuses on Xavier, a French student on an Erasmus
exchange in Barcelona, where he shares a flat with
students from all over Europe. This saga highlights
the changes and cultural shock that are also part of
the Erasmus experience.

The European Union’s voluntarist policy,
which permits a sharp development of the mobility
of European students, has also been the butt of
criticism. In practice, students have faced many
obstacles: red tape, a striking lack of accommoda-
tion in the host universities, lack of information,
welcomes that left much to be desired, differences
between school schedules, difficulties in validating
credits obtained, and insufficient grants. During
the 1990s, a few studies pointed out these weak-
nesses, along with the gaps and risks entailed by the
Erasmus program. The program seemed in danger
of becoming an exchange program for wealthy
students. Aware that their public images were also
at stake, the universities started making consider-
able efforts to improve their implementation of
Erasmus. A specific logistics for Erasmus students
was implemented in each university. Student mobil-
ity also became a local or regional political issue.
Further subsidies were allocated by territorial and
regional authorities, national grants, and supple-
mentary grants offered by local powers (for

instance the Regions in France) complemented
the European Community grants. Aware that the
international reputation of local universities could
become an asset, towns or regions implemented
specific and very public policies to improve the
image of their educational institutions. They pam-
pered the incoming students, offering them local
tours, language classes, and even gourmet tasting
sessions—a far cry from the anonymity of the major
universities that welcome thousands of Erasmus
students each year. All countries actively joined
the Erasmus project. Germany and France head
the list, and Spain and Italy, which also attract
many students, follow. The United Kingdom’s par-
ticipation in the program, however, is deeply unbal-
anced; it welcomes many students but ‘‘exports’’
far fewer. The English-speaking or English-teach-
ing universities are sought after by European stu-
dents, which has increasingly led these institutions
to restrict access.

In 2006, 2,199 higher education institutions in
thirty-one countries—twenty-five European Union
member states, three countries belonging to the
European Economic Area (Iceland, Liechtenstein
and Norway), and three candidates (Bulgaria,
Romania, and Turkey)—are part of the Erasmus
program. Since its creation, 1.2 million students
have benefited from studying abroad. In 2004 the
Erasmus budget added up to 187.5 million euros.
On 1 January 2004 Erasmus opened up to the
world with the launch of Erasmus Mundus. This
cooperation and mobility program aims to improve
the quality of European higher education through
collaboration with new countries. Erasmus Mundus
is designed to create new centers of excellence for
European teaching and research by supporting
high-quality graduate degrees and welcoming stu-
dents, researchers, and teaching staff from other
countries.

But the ‘‘Europe of Knowledge’’ is based on
more than a student-mobility project. Erasmus has
given rise to many different projects and fits into a
much wider European education policy. Subsequent
to the launch of Erasmus, seven other operations
were set up to promote cooperation between
European partners. They include programs that pro-
mote the professional training of youth (Petra), pro-
moting foreign languages (Lingua), encouraging
continuing education (Force), and spurring techno-
logical innovation (Eurotechnet). All these opera-
tions, Erasmus included, have now been brought
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together as Socrates, which is intended to build a
Europe of knowledge and contribute to a common
European identity. Socrates includes different oper-
ations such as Comenius (school education),
Erasmus, Grundtvig (adult education), and Lingua
and Minerva (information and communication tech-
nologies in education). These different operations
have highlighted the weaknesses of a Europe of
knowledge, notably the diverging national traditions
of each country and the uncountable difficulties in
following a truly European program. Although it is
possible to take classes for a few months or a year in
another European country, it is still difficult to vali-
date the degrees obtained outside the national bor-
ders. Yet the economic world demands multilingual
employees, trained in different cultures and prepared
for work in an international environment. Thus the
homogenization of higher education has become a
European priority.

At the Sorbonne in May 1998 , Germany, Italy,
the United Kingdom, and France made a formal
appeal (known as the Sorbonne Declaration) for a
European University: ‘‘The Europe we are building
is not only that of the Euro currency, of banks and
economy, it must also be a Europe of knowledge.’’
The European Commission encouraged the use of
the European Credit Transfer System (ECTS),
already used in Erasmus exchanges, a system adopted
to ensure that credits and diplomas obtained are
acknowledged and validated. In June 1999 all the
European education ministers pursued the process
by signing the Bologna Declaration, which harmo-
nizes the European Space for Higher Education. The
changes in the European University Space go deep:
acknowledged and clear degrees; a program divided
into three cycles (bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate
levels); a system of credit transfer and accumulation;
student, teacher, and researcher mobility; and the
development of a culture of quality evaluation. This
famous Bologna Declaration has had a tremendous
impact. All European universities have been asked to
revise their syllabi, degrees, and the way in which
these are valued. Implementation of the Bologna
policies has not always been easy, particularly for
the many institutions that had to shift suddenly from
a two- to a three-year syllabus for the first part of
their degree courses. Ultimately, this small revolu-
tion will permanently transform the shape of higher
education in Europe.

See also Education; European Union.
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ERNST, MAX (1891–1976), a major artist of
the German Dada and French surrealist movements.

Born in Brühl, Germany, Max Ernst studied
philosophy at the University of Bonn, where he
first encountered Sigmund Freud’s psychoanalytic
theories. Traumatic events and dreams of his child-
hood often formed the creative foundation of his
imagery. In Bonn, he joined the Young Rhineland
movement, encouraged by August Macke. His early
paintings were influenced by cubism and German
expressionism, such as Crucifixion (1913), a work
also inspired by the German Renaissance master
Matthias Grünewald. After reluctantly serving in
the German artillery during World War I, Ernst
established the Cologne Dada movement with his
wife, Luise Straus-Ernst, and Johannes Theodor
Baargeld (Alfred F. Gruenwald). Sexual and machine
imagery in Katharina Ondulata (1920) find parallels
in Marcel Duchamp’s Large Glass and the futile
Dada machines of Francis Picabia.

At a printer’s shop, Ernst discovered a teach-
ing-aids manual. Its assorted botanical, zoological,
geological, microscopic, and anatomical illustra-
tions sparked an outpouring of new work: collages,
overpaintings onto full-page plates, and oil paint-
ings that duplicated found imagery, as in Elephant
of the Celebes (1921) and Oedipus Rex (1922).
Giorgio de Chirico influenced his spatial environ-
ments. Jean Arp and Tristan Tzara encouraged
his contact with other Dada groups, including the
Parisians. Ernst exhibited his collages at the Galerie
au Sans Pareil in May 1921, a seminal exhibition
for establishing the direction of later surrealist imag-
ery. Ernst and Paul Éluard published Répétitions
(1922) and Les malheurs des immortels (1922; The
misfortunes of the immortals), collaborative books
that juxtaposed Ernst’s collages with Éluard’s
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poetry. In the fall of 1922, Ernst moved to Paris and

soon painted the first surrealist group portrait, The
Rendezvous of Friends (1922). His most emblem-

atic alchemical painting, Of This Men Shall Know
Nothing (1923), includes a sun, a moon, and a

sexually conjoined couple, inspired by Herbert

Silberer’s psychoanalytic interpretation of alchemy.

In 1924 André Breton’s Manifeste du surréa-
lisme called for automatic methods to tap the

creative powers of the unconscious mind. Ernst

responded with the ‘‘invention’’ of several auto-

matic techniques. He produced frottages by rub-

bing graphite and charcoal on paper placed over

rough surfaces to produce textures that inspired

images of forests and other natural forms, as in

his Histoire naturelle series (1926). He created

grattage paintings by layering paints onto canvas,

then placing the canvas over rough surfaces and

scraping to produce patterns to provoke his imagi-

nation. The resulting grattage paintings of forests,

shell-flowers, and bird families continue into the

late 1920s. Loplop, a birdman and Ernst’s alter

ego, presents paintings within paintings from

1928 onward.

Ernst also produced three collage novels—

La femme 100 têtes (1929; The hundred headed

Elephant of the Celebes. Painting by Max Ernst, 1921. TATE GALLERY, LONDON/ART RESOURCE, NY
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woman), Rêve d’une petite fille qui voulut entrer au
carmel (1930; A little girl dreams of taking the

veil), and Une semaine de bonté (1934; A week of

kindness)—assembling multiple collages into

novels with only short captions or title pages. To

create these collages, Ernst collected illustrations

from nineteenth-century serial novels. Unlike the

tattered edges and abstracted imagery of the cubist

collages of Pablo Picasso and Georges Braque,

Ernst’s collage pieces were carefully clipped and

joined to create unified images that heightened

the shock of his strange hybrid figures and envi-

ronments. These chaotic novels reflect many of

the surrealist themes and interests of the 1930s—

politics, sexuality, religion, psychoanalysis, violence,

natural history, Oceanic art, and alchemy. He also

created sculptures, incising river rocks with bird

imagery during a summer in 1934 spent with

Alberto Giacometti. Paintings of overgrown jun-

gles date to the late 1930s. He developed Oscar

Dominguez’s technique of decalcomania, compres-

sing paint between canvas and glass to produce

spongy and mottled textures. References to his

relationship with Leonora Carrington, the English

surrealist, can also be found. Works of the late

1930s and early 1940s, such as Europe after the
Rain (1941), reflect mounting political tensions

in Europe, and Adolf Hitler included several works,

including Ernst’s earlier La belle jardinière (1923;

The beautiful gardener), in the Degenerate Art

Exhibition in 1937.

From 1941 to the early 1950s Ernst lived in

the United States, first in New York with the col-

lector Peggy Guggenheim, among exiled surreal-

ists. Living in Sedona, Arizona, with his fourth

wife, the American surrealist Dorothea Tanning,

Ernst painted western landscapes and created his

most famous sculpture, Capricorn (1948), a

‘‘family portrait.’’ Tanning and Ernst returned to

France, where they lived until his death. He was

awarded the Venice Biennale Prize in 1954. He

continued abstract technical experiments, while

his late paintings often included cosmological ima-

gery inspired by space exploration. Throughout his

life, he illustrated books of his own poetry, other

surrealist writers, and his favorite authors, includ-

ing Lewis Carroll.

See also Cubism; Dada; Surrealism.
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M. E. WARLICK

n

ESPERANTO. Esperanto was intended as an
international language, a language of wider commu-
nication to exist beside local and national languages,
and was first introduced in 1887. The work of a
young Polish Jewish ophthalmologist and intellec-
tual, Lazar Ludwik Zamenhof (1859–1917), the
language is based primarily on European languages,
particularly Latin, with words drawn also from
Germanic and Slavic sources. The grammar, how-
ever, has many features linking it with agglutinative
and isolating languages in other parts of the world.
It is both a spoken and a written language, using the
Roman alphabet, and is based on fairly simple rules,
making it relatively easy to learn.

Esperanto was one of several languages
proposed in the late nineteenth century, among
them Volapük (1881), the work of Johann Martin
Schleyer (1831–1912), which proved difficult to
learn, so that many of its adepts moved to
Esperanto. Zamenhof limited his own contribution
to Esperanto to a basic vocabulary and a set of
grammar rules: he left its development to its users,
thereby combining a planned core with free-flow-
ing expansion of the language through active use.
The language flourished initially in the Russian
Empire, where Leo Tolstoy was among its earliest
converts (1894), and then in the 1890s in Germany,
France, and beyond. Esperanto clubs were formed
in numerous communities, books and magazines
appeared, and vigorous international correspon-
dence began. Zamenhof translated major literary
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works, including Hamlet and the entire Old
Testament, into Esperanto, beginning a tradition
that continued into the early twenty-first century.
The first international congress of Esperanto speak-
ers took place in Boulogne-sur-Mer, France, in
1905, and the Universal Esperanto Association
(UEA), linking Esperantists in Europe and beyond,
was founded in 1908. In France the language was
supported particularly by business people and
scientists. During World War I, UEA was active
in relaying communications among families divided
by the war.

After the war, UEA, based in Geneva, pro-

moted Esperanto at the League of Nations.
Despite a favorable report, a proposal to promote
the teaching of Esperanto in schools (among other
measures) was defeated, primarily through the dip-
lomatic efforts of the French. However, Esperanto

found ready acceptance among working people in
many countries, and soon a strong socialist and
proletarian movement grew up beside the politi-
cally neutral UEA, gaining particular force in the
newly established Soviet Union, where some revo-

lutionaries saw Esperanto as the future language of
worldwide socialism. But a schism opened between
the primarily Western European members and the

Esperanto Union of the Soviet Republics (SEU)
from 1928 to 1930. SEU soon came under attack
from Joseph Stalin, under whose regime SEU
leaders were rounded up and executed as cosmo-
politans and enemies of the people. A similar fate
awaited the large Esperanto movement in Central
Europe. The German Esperanto Association was
closed down by Heinrich Himmler in 1936, despite
its efforts to accommodate itself to the Nazi regime,
and a large percentage of Esperanto enthusiasts
(including the extensive Zamenhof family) fell
victim to the Holocaust in Germany, Poland,
Hungary, and other countries.

Following World War II, Esperanto re-emerged
in Western Europe. Organizations were estab-
lished or re-established in most Western European
countries, and in Latin America, North America,
and parts of Asia. The annual World Esperanto
Congresses, the thirty-first of which occurred in
Bern in 1939, were revived in 1947. Efforts to
interest the United Nations in Esperanto began
early, with an Esperanto delegation sent to the
UN’s first headquarters at Lake Success. The ques-
tion was referred to the UN Educational, Scientific,
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), resulting
in a resolution (1956) noting the achievements of
Esperanto in the promotion of international intel-
lectual exchanges. This action was reinforced in
1985 by a similar resolution encouraging member
states to introduce Esperanto and the study of
language problems in schools and universities.

Stalin and his legacy slowed the re-establishment
of official Esperanto organizations in Eastern Europe,
although Yugoslavia under Josip Broz Tito, himself
an Esperantist, actively promoted the language.
Poland Esperantists were among the first to reor-
ganize, hosting the World Esperanto Congress in
1959, and associations revived in Bulgaria and
Hungary, with Czechoslovakia emerging after
1968, and the German Democratic Republic in
the 1960s. But Esperanto activity in Eastern
Europe was extensive, since the language offered a
way of making international contacts outside offi-
cial channels. In 1987 the World Congress in
Warsaw drew almost six thousand people.

The electronic revolution of the 1990s saw a
significant shift in Esperanto activity as more and
more people learned the language over the Internet
and began to use it for informal communication.

ARTICLE 7 OF THE UNIVERSAL

DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS, IN

ESPERANTO AND ENGLISH

Ĉiuj homoj estas jure egalaj, kaj rajtas sen diskrimi-

nacio al egala jura protekto. Ĉiuj rajtas ricevi egalan

protekton kontraŭ kia ajn diskriminacio, kiu

kontraŭas tiun ĉi Deklaracion, kaj kontraŭ kia ajn

instigo al tia diskriminacio.

[All are equal before the law and are entitled

without any discrimination to equal protection of the

law. All are entitled to equal protection against any

discrimination in violation of this Declaration and

against any incitement to such discrimination.]

(In Esperanto, the accent in all words falls on

the second-to-last syllable; j is pronounced like y, ŭ

like w, and ĉ like ch.)
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Although membership in the UEA and the
organized Esperanto movement in general have
declined in the early twenty-first century, the num-
ber of Esperanto users appears to have increased,
particularly outside Europe, in such places as China
and parts of Africa. Web sites for self-instruction,
large electronic libraries of Esperanto materials,
and online magazines and radio are easily available.

Esperanto’s future in Europe depends in
part on the future of European institutions.
The European Esperanto-Union has proposed
Esperanto, in combination with the languages of
European Union (EU) members, as a solution to
the increasingly polarized language situation in EU
institutions. The language is taught on a voluntary
basis in a number of EU universities and schools.
Above all, it is used by ordinary Europeans as a
neutral alternative to English and a way of acces-
sing international culture through its wealth of
original and translated literary works, its numerous
meetings and festivals, and its highly developed
communication networks.

See also European Union; League of Nations; Pacifism;
United Nations and Europe.
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HUMPHREY TONKIN

n

ESPIONAGE/SPIES. Ancient religious and
historical texts such as the biblical Old Testament
or Sun Tzu’s Art of War (chapter 13, ‘‘On the Use
of Spies’’) underpin the continued importance in
military strategy and operations of the twin pro-
cesses of gaining and analyzing information about
one’s enemy. Lumped together, these have become
known as ‘‘military intelligence’’ and in the late
twentieth century a specific genre of intelligence

history emerged. Although popular myth associates
most of this military information gathering with
the James Bond school of intelligence warfare,
from World War II onward military intelligence
has relied on four types of sources: human intelli-
gence (HUMINT) gained from the interrogation
of prisoners, censorship of mail, and analysis of
captured documents; traditional espionage; photo-
graphic intelligence (PHOTINT) of aerial recon-
naissance images; and signals intelligence
(SIGINT).

Traditionally, much of this intelligence work
was ad hoc, or a function of the diplomatic com-
munities that shape national and coalition policies,
rather than a specifically military activity. This is
illustrated by the observation that the organiza-
tions to control and coordinate intelligence gather-
ing and analysis in the United Kingdom were
formalized only late in the nineteenth century: the
British army and Royal Navy established permanent
intelligence departments in 1873 and 1883 respec-
tively. Those of the U.S. Navy and War
Department were established in 1882 and 1885.
It may be observed that much of their early activ-
ities involved collating open-source material and
preparing maps. Other, more covert organizations
such as the British Secret Intelligence Service were
formalized even later, in 1909. Indeed, until World
War II it can be observed that the military fre-
quently ignored the intelligence community, dis-
missing its observations and scorning its personnel.
It is remarkable how many nations went to war in
the years 1939–1941 in total ignorance of their
opponents. Throughout the Allied armies in
World War II, unit intelligence officers were usually
the least experienced, newest arrivals, and the
British only established a regular army intelligence
corps in 1957, followed by the U.S. Army
Intelligence Corps in 1961.

HUMAN INTELLIGENCE (HUMINT)

The post–World War II reliance that western gov-
ernments have put on technological solutions to
intelligence gathering, particularly SIGINT, over-
shadows the contribution that traditional
HUMINT has made in the twentieth century.
Spies can provide character insights that SIGINT
cannot, as well as the view of a target denied
by weather to photo reconnaissance. Some spies
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have been casual sources with information of a
specific nature, but many have traditionally been
attached to diplomatic missions or run by person-
nel from embassies and legations. During World
War II, both the British Special Operations
Executive (SOE) and its U.S. counterpart, the
Office of Strategic Services (OSS) trained and relied
on spies, as much for sabotage purposes as for
intelligence gathering. Part of the dividend was
comprehensive knowledge of the German Atlantic
Wall (Atlantikwall) defenses in Normandy prior to
D-Day. Most of the data was obtained by French
spies in the traditional manner and conveyed back
to England. The German Abwehr (counterintelli-
gence) spies deployed into the United States,
Canada, and the United Kingdom were all rounded
up and either executed or ‘‘turned’’ (by the Double
Cross XX-Committee) to provide false information
to the Third Reich.

The effectiveness of spies increased exponen-
tially with the development of longer range
and more portable wireless sets. This was both
their strength and Achilles’ heel, for most spy net-
works penetrated by the Abwehr in Europe or MI5
in the United Kingdom seem to have been com-
promised initially by radio direction finders.
Counterintelligence efforts during World War II
were directed by the dictators more against their
own than against foreign subversives. Both the
Nazi Gestapo and Security Service of the SS
(Sicherheitsdienst der SS) and the Soviet OGPU
(and its successor, the People’s Commissariat of
Internal Affairs, or NKVD) spent more resources
on monitoring the politically suspect or unreliable
than on uncovering real spies. The Soviets’ greatest
wartime spying achievements were not against the
Germans but against their allies. It is significant
that while the spy ring of U.K. agents (Anthony
Blunt, Guy Burgess, and Donald Maclean, along
with John Cairncross, and Kim Philby) and perhaps
a dozen U.S. agents passed vital information to
Moscow throughout World War II, there was no
equivalent Anglo-American success against the
USSR (who were, after all, wartime allies). In the
Pacific, Japanese spy rings provided much useful
data before the attack on Pearl Harbor, the Malay
Peninsula, and Singapore.

Of course, spies can be brilliant but disbelieved
by their military overlords. The German-born Soviet

spy Richard Sorge (1895–1944) warned the Soviets
of the impending German invasion (Operation
Barbarossa) in June 1941 but was ignored by
Joseph Stalin (1879–1953), and U.S. authorities
were cavalier in listening to warnings of a Japanese
raid on Hawaii (Pearl Harbor, December 1941) or
a German counterattack in the Ardennes (December
1944). British military intelligence ignored the
warnings of Dutch Resistance spies that SS armored
units were concentrated around Arnhem prior
to the September 1944 parachute drop. Other
intelligence revelations can be hampered by interde-
partmental rivalry. SD-Gestapo-Abwehr conflict
was often to blame for German intelligence blun-
ders, as have been FBI-CIA (and other agency)
tensions in the United States as well as Europe,
post–World War II. British authorities have tended
to coordinate all intelligence activity through a Joint
Intelligence Committee, to resolve such problems in
advance.

WIRELESS COMMUNICATION

In each world war, the military intelligence com-
munities appear to have had to relearn the skills
required to establish networks of agents and collect
their products, sift and interrogate prisoners of war,
interpret SIGINT (signals intelligence), analyze
PHOTINT (photographic intelligence), draw up
reliable intelligence estimates, and collate all these
activities for national and coalition benefit.
Although these functions were reduced or dis-
banded after 1918, the Cold War threat ensured
their continuation after 1945 to the present day.
The key enabler for the deployment of spies and
growth in twentieth-century intelligence has been
the development of wireless communication. The
transcripts and other records of these broadcasts to
and from field operatives at every level provides
modern historians with unprecedented access to
the process of military espionage, impossible in
earlier centuries.

The best example of how this process has
impacted on the traditional understanding of mili-
tary history was the publication in 1974 of The
Ultra Secret by Frederick William Winterbotham.
The author was a liaison officer at Bletchley Park
in the United Kingdom, where signals traffic
encoded by German Enigma machines was inter-
cepted, collected, and systematically deciphered in
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conditions of great secrecy. The material thus
gathered provided the western Allies (but not
the Soviet Union) with strategic intelligence and
is variously credited with saving tens of thousands
of lives and/or of shortening the European thea-
ter by at least a year. Such was the importance of
the ULTRA material (reference to which was pro-
hibited in the United Kingdom prior to 1974)
that many World War II military histories
(whether general, or on air, maritime, or land
operations) written before the ULTRA revelation
have needed substantial revision. It can be argued
that The Ultra Secret directly triggered the trickle
into the public domain of Bletchley Park decrypts
and other material at the United Kingdom’s
Public Record Office. The release of U.K. World
War I–era intelligence files followed in 1976,
though the release of intelligence material gener-
ated in peacetime has remained very restricted. Yet
even today, the intelligence communities remain
secretive about their long-past activities—this is
partly out of habit, and partly for fear of compro-
mising their operational methods and procedures.
This may prompt the reflection that more is
known about intelligence failures than suc-
cesses—the controversy about how much was
known prior to the attacks of 11 September
2001 or the 2003 invasion of Iraq are useful cases
in point.

See also Enigma Machine; Intelligence; Radio.
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PETER CADDICK-ADAMS

n

ESTONIA. The cauldron that was the twenti-
eth century made Estonia a nation-state with a
strong sense of its own identity, one that
Estonians themselves see rooted fundamentally in

history. The twentieth century witnessed two
births of Estonia as an independent state and also

the creation of a modern Estonian-language cul-

ture. The survival of both was put into question by

the horrors of war, occupation, and the long, ener-

vating decades of Soviet rule.

During World War I, the areas of Estonian

settlement in the tsarist empire—the province of

Estland and northern Livland province—escaped

most of the violence and population dislocation
that affected Latvian areas to the south. As many

as one hundred thousand Estonian men were

mobilized into the Russian army, but it is unknown

how many of these were wounded or killed.

Estonian independence came almost as a sur-

prise. Only when the troops of the Russian provi-

sional government, successor to the tsarist regime,

failed to prevent the German army from capturing

Riga in August 1917 did it occur to Estonians that
independence was a reachable goal. The provisional

government agreed to Estonians’ demands for the

unification of Estland and northern Livland into

one administrative unit, and Baltic German provin-

cial assemblies were abolished. The political Left

grew strong in 1917, though mainly in Tallinn,

which was also home to about two hundred
thousand tsarist troops, among whom leftist views

were popular. When Bolsheviks seized power in

Petrograd (present-day St. Petersburg) in late

October 1917, Bolsheviks in Tallinn took power

from the commissar of the provisional government

for Estonia, the former Tallinn city mayor. Their

popularity was clearly falling when they were forced

to flee eastward in February 1918 before a renewed
German advance. On 24 February 1918, the day

before the Germans’ arrival in Tallinn, representa-

tives of the Estonian provincial assembly, elected in

May 1917, declared Estonia an independent,

democratic republic.

The German occupation of Estonia, which

lasted until Germany’s capitulation in November

1918, restored former Baltic German elites to

power; Estonian societies were closed, and strict
press censorship was maintained. Estonian forces,

aided by British war matériel and Finnish loans and

volunteers, drove back a Bolshevik offensive by the

end of February 1919, a conflict known in Estonian

historiography as the War of Independence.
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THE INTERWAR REPUBLIC

Estonia was a liberal, parliamentary democracy for
most of the interwar period. A number of leading
politicians had been central figures in the Estonian
national movement in the late tsarist period. Land
reform was the new state’s first major step; in 1919
a constituent assembly enacted the expropriation
of large estates (held mainly by Baltic German
nobles). The number of smallholdings increased,
with land either purchased or leased from the state.
Independent Estonia’s economy was primarily agri-
cultural; main trading partners were Germany and
Great Britain.

In the five elections held from 1920 to 1932,
seats in the Riigikogu, or parliament, were evenly
divided between parties of the Right, Center, and
Left, though the Right and Center dominated in
Estonian cabinets. Estonian Communists attempted
a coup in Tallinn on 1 December 1924; their failure
furthered the Communist Party’s electoral weakness,
which the agrarian reform had initiated.

Economic problems in Estonia and elsewhere
in the world in the early 1930s helped pave the way
to a political crisis. Particularly destabilizing was
the far rightist League of Veterans, styled after
fascist organizations elsewhere in Europe, which
sought to undermine parliament and force elec-
tions for a strong, directly elected president. The
reforms advocated by the League received over-
whelming support in an October 1933 referen-
dum, and the League was poised to enter its own
candidate to elections to be held in April. The
acting head of state Konstantin Päts (1874–1956)
responded on 12 March 1934, declaring martial
law and canceling the elections; he then outlawed
the League’s organizations and arrested its leaders.
In March 1935 Päts went further, banning all
political parties and introducing press censorship.
During his authoritarian rule, which lasted until
occupation by the Soviet Union in 1940, Päts ruled
by decree, though in 1938 he engineered the elec-
tion of a reorganized, docile parliament.

SOVIET OCCUPATION AND WORLD WAR II

With the signing of a nonaggression pact between
the USSR and Nazi Germany on 23 August 1939,
the Soviets forced on Estonia the following month
a mutual assistance agreement permitting Soviet
military bases in the country. The failure of the

interwar Baltic states to establish a military alliance
made it unthinkable to resist these Soviet demands
as Finland did. Full occupation followed in June
1940. Rigged elections were held in July to a new
parliament that requested inclusion into the USSR,
but the real power in Estonia was the Communist
Party. In the year of Soviet rule before the arrival of
German forces in July 1941, an estimated eight
thousand Estonian citizens, including virtually all
of the country’s political elite, were arrested. Some
two thousand people were executed in Estonia; the
rest were sent to prison camps in Soviet Russia, an
experience only about two to six hundred survived.
In June 1941, at least ninety-two hundred persons
were deported to the interior of the USSR, includ-
ing women, children, and elderly; about half of
these either were executed or perished in adverse
conditions. No fewer than 33,000 men of military
service age were seized, of whom at least 10,400
perished within a year in forced labor camps.
Nationalization of the economy moved forward,
especially in urban areas, and vast changes were
forced on the educational system.

Killings, population dislocations, and further
suffering continued under Nazi German occupa-
tion (1941 to 1944), though time did not allow
the occupying authorities to implement plans for
the Germanization of Estonia and the rest of the
Baltic region. A prominent leader in the League of
Veterans was made head of an Estonian self-
administration. Some eight thousand persons were
executed or died in prison camps, including nearly
one thousand Estonian Jews. Soviet air raids killed
about eight hundred. An estimated fifty to sixty
thousand Estonian men were mobilized into the
German army; over half of these joined in 1944,
hoping to prevent a Soviet return after the anticipated
German defeat. An estimated seventy thousand
people fled to the West as refugees in the summer
of 1944 before the Soviets’ recaptured the Baltic
region in the late summer and early fall. In all,
between 1940 and 1945 the number of people in
Estonia fell by as many as two hundred thousand, a
loss of nearly a fifth of the country’s population.

THE SOVIET DECADE

Re-sovietization began with a third consecutive
violent campaign to remake Estonia’s population
in line with the ideology of its ruling power. In
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1945 and 1946, those who had served in the

German military or affiliated Estonian support

units were sent to Soviet prison camps. In a single

massive action in late March 1949, 20,700 people

were deported from the countryside to collective

farms in Siberia, primarily family members of men

already executed or deported. This had the

expected effect of breaking resistance to collectiv-

ization of Estonian agriculture, which was com-

pleted by 1952. An anti-Soviet Estonian partisan

movement in the countryside was effectively

stemmed by the early 1950s. In 1950 and 1951,

several hundred cultural figures, educators, and

native Estonian communists were arrested or

removed from their positions, accused of being

‘‘bourgeois nationalists.’’

Between 1945 and 1953, over two hundred

thousand Russians were relocated to the Estonian

SSR (Soviet Socialist Republic) to help carry out

the rapid industrialization ordered by Moscow.

Some of these new immigrants were russified

Estonians who had grown up in Russia and were

now sent to occupy key positions in society, such as

in the Estonian Communist Party. The result of

these demographic shifts was a severe drop in the

portion of the population who were Estonians:

from 88.2 percent in 1934 to an estimated 72

percent in 1953. With the return of surviving

deportees after 1956, the portion of Estonians

rose slightly, to nearly 74.6 percent in 1959.

Immigration of Russians and others from elsewhere

in the Soviet Union continued, however, and the

percentage of Estonians within the Estonian SSR

hit a low in 1989, at 61.5 percent, with 30.3

percent being Russians and 8.2 percent of other

nationalities. Estonians made up only 47.4 percent

of the population of Tallinn in 1989.

The cultural thaw permitted by Soviet leader

Nikita Khrushchev (1894–1971) in the 1950s

allowed for the first period of Estonian cultural

development since the interwar era. Particularly

noteworthy were the massive national song

The Baltic Way. Residents of Tallinn, Estonia, participate in the 23 August 1989 Baltic Way protest, demanding independence

from the Soviet Union. The protest was staged by citizens of the three Baltic nations—Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania—who joined

hands to form a human chain that stretched over hundreds of miles. GETTY IMAGES
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festivals, held in 1947 and then every five years

beginning in 1950, a tradition that had begun in

the nineteenth century and continued in the inter-

war period. Living standards rose in the 1960s and

early 1970s, and there was an increase in the pro-

portion of Estonians in the Estonian Communist

Party, with an attendant strengthening of local

control and greater sensitivity to Estonian national

issues. The optimism resulting from these develop-

ments flagged, however, by the mid- to late-1970s

as economic stagnation set in and the russification

of Estonian society escalated. Increased immigra-

tion of non-Estonians and greater emphasis on

the use of Russian in education and public life

increased social tensions by the early 1980s.

NATIONAL REAWAKENING AND NEWLY

INDEPENDENT ESTONIA

The reform initiatives of the new Communist Party

chief Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931), named general

secretary in March 1985, perestroika (restructur-

ing) and glasnost (openness) were intended to rein-

vigorate the USSR, not hasten its end. Estonians,

Latvians, and Lithuanians used the new political

atmosphere to launch popular reform movements

in 1987. While autonomy within the USSR was the

initial goal, these became by the fall of 1989 full-

fledged independence movements supported by

the overwhelming majority of members of each

titular nationality and by large numbers of local

minorities.

In Estonia, public opposition to environmental

threats in 1987 rapidly mushroomed into wide-

ranging demands for change as expressions of

Estonian national feeling became more explicit.

In April 1988 a ‘‘popular front’’ democratic move-

ment was formed at the initiative of economist

Edgar Savisaar (b. 1950). The heightening of pop-

ular national sentiments was evident at a number of

mass meetings that combined political speeches

with the traditions of the Estonian song festival.

Gatherings of this ‘‘singing revolution’’ regularly

drew crowds of a hundred thousand and more,

and once even three hundred thousand—20

percent of the entire population of Estonia.

Intra-Baltic cooperation, both between elected

representatives and on the popular level, was sub-

stantial in the last several years before independence.

Elections to the Supreme Council of Estonia
(formerly, the Supreme Soviet of the Estonian
SSR) in March 1990 represented a key break with
the Soviet past. This democratically elected body
was essentially a national parliament, with Savisaar
as prime minister. The only significant division
among Estonians concerned the status of existing
political structures. A minority rejected the legiti-
macy of the Supreme Council because of its
Soviet-era roots, establishing ‘‘citizens’ committees’’
of those born in the interwar republic and their
descendants, and then organizing elections to
an ‘‘Estonian Congress’’ in February 1990. In a
March 1991 referendum, 77.8 percent of voters said
they were in favor of the restoration of Estonia’s
independence. While nearly all ethnic Estonians
supported independence, non-Estonians (overwhel-
mingly Russians and Russophones of other nation-
alities) were divided, with an estimated 30 percent
voting for independence, 40 percent voting against,
and 30 percent failing to cast a ballot.

The Supreme Council reacted to the launching
of the attempted coup against Gorbachev on 19
August 1991 with a declaration of Estonia’s inde-
pendence the following day. By April 1992, a con-
stitutional assembly had completed work on a new
constitution, based on that of the interwar repub-
lic. A new parliament, called the Riigikogu as in the
interwar republic, was elected in September.

Governments of post-Soviet Estonia have
changed frequently, with eleven governments in
office from 1991 to 2005, all of them coalitions.
Parties on the right and center have dominated.
Throughout much of the 1990s, parties tended to
coalesce around individual politicians, resulting in
weak party institutionalization. By the mid-2000s
this trend was beginning to abate with changes in
leadership in several popular parties. As in neigh-
boring Latvia, relations between ethnic Estonians
and non-Estonians have been the most important
social issue in the post-Soviet period. Those who
are not descendants of citizens of interwar Estonia
(or themselves born in interwar Estonia)—which
includes the vast majority of Russians and other
non-Estonians—must become citizens through
naturalization. Except for children born in
Estonia beginning in 1992, this requires know-
ledge of Estonian. Some non-Estonians have criti-
cized the naturalization process and other policies
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favoring the use of Estonian in the workplace and
in education as discriminatory. As of 2000,
39.7 percent of those who were not ethnic
Estonians (overwhelmingly Russians) were citizens
of Estonia, 19.7 percent had taken Russian citizen-
ship, and 38.2 percent were stateless.

Bold economic reform in the early 1990s
ended Soviet-era state subsidies and produced a
stable, market economy, though this entailed
several years of painful belt-tightening. Income
disparities are significant, with workers in new,
modernized economic sectors (such as services) in
Estonia’s urban areas—particularly in Tallinn—
earning much more than agricultural workers and
workers in the eastern parts of the country.

On 14 September 2003, 66.8 percent of
voters approved Estonia’s accession to the
European Union, which took place on 1 May
2004. Dissenting voters feared a loss of sovereignty
within the European Union. Estonia became a
member of NATO on 29 March 2004.

See also Latvia; Lithuania; Soviet Union.
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n

ETA. Euskadi Ta Askatasuna (ETA; Basque
Homeland and Freedom) is a clandestine organiza-
tion dedicated to establishing the Basque provinces
of Spain and France as an independent state through

armed struggle and terror. ETA was founded in
1959 by student activists frustrated by what they
saw as the excessive passivity of the historic party
of Basque nationalism, the Partido Nacionalista
Vasco (PNV).

The turn to armed struggle was a response to

the repression of the Basque language by the

regime of Francisco Franco as well as to the influ-

ence of Marxism and movements of national libera-

tion in the colonial world. ETA’s initial acts were to

set off bombs in major cities in the region and, in

1961, to attempt to derail a train. In 1968 ETA

carried out its first planned killing, and by 1975

ETA had killed forty-five people: members of the

army or police and political figures. Its most spec-

tacular act was the assassination of Franco’s hand-

picked successor, the prime minister Admiral Luis

Carrero Blanco, in 1973. Even though ETA was

concerned only with freeing the Basque country,

acts such as this, and the 1970 Burgos trial of ETA

activists and sympathizers, earned the organization

considerable solidarity among anti-Franco groups.

The death of Franco in November 1975 and the

subsequent transition to democracy only increased

ETA’s activity. For etarras (ETA members), a

democratic Spanish state was no better than a dicta-

torial one. Indeed, a democratic state that granted

the Basque region considerable self-government, as

the new ‘‘state of the autonomies’’ did, was an even

more dangerous enemy. Consequently, the number

of assassinations increased sharply in the late

1970s. Military figures were favored targets, as

ETA believed that the military was the real power

in Spain. This upsurge in ETA violence was an

important part of the backdrop to the failed mili-

tary coup of 23 February 1981.

Over the years, ETA has undergone a number

of schisms and changes of tactics, as some groups

renounced armed struggle in favor of strictly poli-

tical action. In September 1998 it announced a

cease-fire, but then announced a return to violence

in November 1999.

Since the restoration of democracy, ETA has

had close links to a broader social movement

known as the ‘‘patriotic Left.’’ From 1978 until

1998, a party called Herri Batasuna (HB) acted as

ETA’s political wing. During the 1980s, in
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particular, HB enjoyed significant electoral support

in the region, winning as much as 18 percent of the

vote in regional elections. This support dropped

during the 1990s, and in 1998 HB changed its

name to Euskal Herritarrok (EH).

Another aspect of political violence connected
to ETA was the emergence in the 1990s of what

was called kale borroka, struggle in the streets. This
was carried out primarily by gangs of young people

who would set fire to municipal buses and cause
other damage of this sort. The kale borroka peaked

in 2000, when there were 581 reported incidents;
in 2003 there were only 150, largely as a response

to changes in the laws making it possible to prose-
cute minors.

At the same time, ETA has suffered a contin-

uous and serious loss of public support in the

Basque country. A grassroots civic organization

called Basta Ya! (Enough Is Enough) began to

organize street demonstrations against ETA, and

surveys done by the Universidad del Paı́s Vasco

show that the percentage of Basques who sup-

ported or justified ETA’s actions fell from 12 per-

cent in 1981 to only 2 percent in 2003, while the

percentage who totally rejected ETA rose from

23 percent to 64 percent in the same period.

Over time, ETA’s violence became more indiscri-

minate. Victims included businessmen, academics,

and journalists, as well as people who happened

to be in the wrong place at the wrong time.

Masked policemen stand guard outside the home of a man arrested as a suspected ETA member, Zaldibia, Spain,

August 2001. Basque regional police, known as Ertzainas, often wear masks to prevent their identification by ETA members.

ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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According to government statistics, 339 of ETA’s
817 victims have been civilians. In effect, the
Basque country has been living through a low-level
civil war, as violence and insecurity have become
widespread. Many academics, journalists, and poli-
ticians in the region have permanent bodyguards.

The government of Spain has taken a hard line
with ETA. In the early 1980s, the Socialist govern-
ment engaged in a ‘‘dirty war’’ in which suspected
ETA militants were killed by hit squads. When this
became public, it contributed significantly to the
discrediting of the Socialist Party and led to one
former minister being sent to jail.

ETA itself is a small organization. It is believed
to have some twenty core members and a few
hundred supporters. Its money comes from

kidnappings, robberies, and extortion, what it calls
‘‘revolutionary taxes.’’ ETA has ties with the IRA
(Irish Republican Army).

From early in its existence, ETA took advan-
tage of the proximity of the border with France,
often using southern France as a base for its opera-
tions. Until the early 1980s, the French gov-
ernment tolerated this, so long as ETA did not
commit any crimes in France itself. French policy
changed after the Socialists came to power in Spain:
with Socialist governments in both countries, the
French agreed to withdraw their previous tolerance
and to collaborate in efforts to combat terrorism.
ETA thus found it harder to use southern France as
a sanctuary. Such collaboration increased still
further following the events of 11 September
2001; in October 2004, French police arrested
the suspected leader of ETA and discovered large
hidden caches of arms.

See also Basques; IRA; Terrorism.
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ADRIAN SHUBERT

n

ETHIOPIA. The year 1914 was a watershed in
Ethiopia’s age-old history. Emperor Menelik II
(1844–1913), victor of the battle of Adwa over
the Italians in 1896 and founder of the modern
Ethiopian state, had died in December 1913 after a
four-year illness that had left him incapacitated. His
eighteen-year-old grandson and heir, Lij Iyasu
(1896–1935), sought to steer a course between
the dominant Christian Orthodox Church and
the Muslims of the surrounding lowlands. He also
maneuvered between Menelik’s old courtiers, who
came mainly from Shawa in the Christian center of

TABLE 1

ETA victims, 1968–2003

Year Victims

1968 2
1969 1
1970 0
1971 0
1972 1
1973 6
1974 19
1975 16
1976 17
1977 10
1978 66
1979 76
1980 92
1981 30
1982 37
1983 32
1984 32
1985 37
1986 43
1987 52
1988 21
1989 19
1990 25
1991 46
1992 26
1993 14
1994 12
1995 15
1996 5
1997 13
1998 6
1999 0
2000 23
2001 15
2002 5
2003 3
Total 817

SOURCE: Minister of the Interior, Spain
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the country, and the hitherto subordinate chiefs of
other areas, many of them Muslim. Knowing that
his father, Ras Mikael of Wallo, had been forcibly
converted from Islam, and that Menelik had
sought to circumscribe the church’s power, Iyasu
attempted to win Muslim support.

Things came to a head with the outbreak of
World War I in 1914 when Iyasu favored the
Central Powers. He did so partly because three of
the Allies—Britain, France, and Italy—had colo-
nized the neighboring coastline, thereby blocking
his access to the sea, and partly because an
Ottoman alliance reflected his rapprochement with
Islam. His policies alienated the church, the
Shawan nobility, and the Allied Legations. He
was accordingly deposed in 1916.

The Shawan nobles thereupon chose Menelik’s
daughter Zawditu (1876–1930) as empress, and a
cousin, Lij Tafari Makonnen (1892–1975), as heir
to the throne and regent. This led to an uneasy
sharing of power between the two leaders, each
with their own palace, courtiers, and policies: a
traditionalist empress, with all the trappings of
royalty, and a younger, partly French mission–
educated regent, given the title of Ras, who sought
to bring the country into the modern world.

Ras Tafari, who adopted a pro-Western stance,
improved the ministerial system, built roads, and
curtailed the slave trade. In 1923 he obtained
Ethiopia’s entry into the League of Nations. In the
following year, together with his courtiers, he visited
the principal countries of western Europe. In ensu-
ing years he founded a printing press, a reformist
newspaper, a new school, and a hospital; dispatched
several dozen students for study abroad, many to
France; protested to the League of Nations in 1926
against a joint Anglo-Italian attempt to pressure him
into granting economic concessions; and, overcom-
ing traditional conservatism, imported the first air-
plane to Ethiopia in 1929.

On Zawditu’s death in 1930 Tafari assumed
the throne as Emperor Haile Selassie and staged
an impressive coronation. He introduced a new
written constitution and a parliament in 1931 and
accelerated the speed of reform, nationalizing the
old private Bank of Abyssinia, introducing a new
currency, setting up a radio station, legislating
against slavery, employing foreign advisors, and
sending more students abroad for study. Faced by

the threat of invasion by Fascist Italy (which had
colonies in Eritrea to the north and Somalia to the
south) he also attempted to modernize his armed
forces and imperial bodyguard.

Benito Mussolini’s seizure of power in Italy in
1922 and the emergence of the chauvinistic and
expansionist Fascist regime had far-reaching conse-
quences for Ethiopia. Relations between the two
countries were initially cordial—a mutual Friendship
Treaty was signed in 1928. However in 1933 the
Duce decided to invade Ethiopia ‘‘not later than
1936.’’ A confrontation between Ethiopian troops
and infiltrators from Italian Somalia at Wal Wal
(one hundred kilometers within Ethiopian territory)
led to an ‘‘incident’’ in December 1934 that
Mussolini used as a pretext for war. He proclaimed
his intention to ‘‘avenge Adwa’’ (Emperor Menelik’s
victory of 1896) and win Italy ‘‘a place in the
[African] sun.’’

The Cake of the King, of Kings. A cartoon from the French

journal Le Pelerin, 1936, depicts Haile Selassie handing his

country to Mussolini. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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Fascist Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia, which
shocked international opinion, particularly in
Britain, began without any declaration of war on
3 October 1935. Eight days later the League of
Nations found Italy guilty of aggression but
imposed only ineffective economic sanctions. The
invaders enjoyed overwhelming military superiority
and complete control of the air. They made exten-
sive use of mustard gas, outlawed by the Geneva
Convention of 1926; bombed foreign Red Cross
hospitals and ambulances; and shot Ethiopian pris-
oners in cold blood. On the northern front
Emperor Haile Selassie was defeated at May Chaw
at the end of March 1936 and left his capital, Addis
Ababa, on 2 May to go into exile. Italian troops
under General Pietro Badoglio (1871–1956) occu-
pied the town three days later. The emperor pro-
ceeded to Jerusalem and later to England. He
addressed the League in Geneva on 30 June, but
member-states ignored his appeal, abandoned
sanctions, and recognized Italy’s ‘‘conquest.’’ The
United States, USSR, New Zealand, Haiti, and
Mexico, however, refused to do so. Although
Mussolini had declared the war’s victorious conclu-
sion in 1936 Ethiopian patriots continued to resist
in much of the country: Italian control was largely
confined to the towns, where the Fascists built
roads and introduced strict racial segregation. The
attempted assassination of the Italian viceroy
Rodolfo Graziani (1882–1955) in February 1937
was followed in Addis Ababa by the massacre of
thousands of defenseless Ethiopian men, women,
and children.

Mussolini, assuming that Adolf Hitler (1889–
1945) would win the war, and wanting a seat at
the ensuing peace conference, declared war on
Britain and France on 10 June 1940. This threat-
ened Britain’s position on the route to India
and obliged the British to embark in January 1941
on the Ethiopian Liberation Campaign. British,
Commonwealth, and Allied forces, under General
William Platt (1885–1975), attacked from Sudan
into Eritrea, and others, under Alan Cunningham
(1887–1983), from Kenya into Somalia, while the
emperor, with Colonel Orde Charles Wingate
(1903–1944) as his field commander, advanced
with patriot support from Sudan into Gojjam prov-
ince. Addis Ababa fell to South African troops on 6
April, and the emperor entered it on 5 May—exactly
five years after its occupation by the Italians in 1936.

The emperor faced major post–liberation pe-
riod problems. The Italians had killed many mod-
ern-educated potential administrators. The British,
who had come as liberators, emerged as occupiers
who proposed the country’s partition and the
establishment of a virtual protectorate. Ethiopia
was, however, a founding member of the United
Nations, and Anglo-Ethiopian agreements recog-
nizing the African country’s increasing freedom of
action were signed in 1942 and 1944. Ethiopia
then turned increasingly to the United States
but took increasing interest in anticolonialist strug-
gles in Africa. In 1952 the United Nations feder-
ated the former Italian colony of Eritrea with
Ethiopia under the Ethiopian crown and in 1955
a new Ethiopian constitution was promulgated.
Institutions founded at this time included a State
Bank of Ethiopia (which issued a new currency),
Ethiopian Airlines, and a University College that
developed into Haile Selassie I (later Addis Ababa)
University. The Ethiopian capital became the head-
quarters of the UN Economic Commission for
Africa and the Organization of African Unity,
OAU (later the African Union).

Discontent at the country’s slow pace of devel-
opment led in 1960 to an abortive coup d’état by
the Imperial Bodyguard, followed by antigovern-
ment student demonstrations. A serious famine
was followed by a ‘‘creeping coup,’’ by the armed
forces, which led to the 1974 revolution. Power was
thereafter exercised by a Derg (literally [military]
‘‘committee’’). It dissolved parliament; crushed
opposition; deposed and imprisoned the emperor,
who died under mysterious circumstances; nationa-
lized land and large businesses; and embarked on
resettlement, villagization, and mass literacy cam-
paigns. With the rise of Colonel Mengistu Haile
Mariam as president (and dictator) the Derg turned
increasingly toward the USSR and established a
Soviet-style Workers Party of Ethiopia (WPE).

Opposition to the Derg, which was initially
contained, came from monarchists, traditionalists,
regional separatists (in Eritrea, Tegray, Oromo,
and Afar), and Marxists (particularly the Ethiopian
Peoples Revolutionary Party [EPRP]). An invasion
by Somalia in July 1977 was repulsed with Soviet,
Cuban, and South Yemeni help, but insurgency in
Eritrea by the Eritrean People’s Liberation Front
(EPLF) proved intractable. The largely Tegre-based
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Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front
(EPRDF), supported by the EPLF, defeated the
Soviet-supported Derg army in 1991, occupied
Addis Ababa in May, and established the Federal
Democratic Republic of Ethiopia. Eritrea, although
it had long been economically linked to Ethiopia,
became a separate independent state in 1993. War
between the two states nevertheless followed in
1997–1999, and hostility was not yet defused as of
2005. The postrevolutionary turmoil was accompa-
nied by the emigration of over a million Ethiopians,
the majority to the United States, but fifty thousand
Beta Esra’el (or Ethiopians of supposed Jewish ori-
gin) went to Israel, and as many Muslims went to
Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states.

See also Badoglio, Pietro; British Empire; Italy; Mussolini,
Benito.
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n

ETHNIC CLEANSING. Ethnic cleansing is
similar to the main term used to describe Joseph
Stalin’s terror, chystki (purges), as well as Adolf
Hitler’s word for racial ‘‘hygiene,’’ Säuberung.

The term cleansing appeared in various languages
(Polish, Czech, and Ukrainian) in the 1940s in the
context of national violence. In the 1990s a mass
viewing public was introduced to practices known
as ethnic cleansing as they took place. During the
Yugoslav wars of the 1990s, the term ethnic cleans-
ing found its way from Serbs to the world mass
media. The term opened new paths of interpreta-
tion of the history of Europe in the twentieth
century. In general, these emphasized the continu-
ity of national violence, the connections between
the First and the Second World Wars, the similarity
of practices between Nazi Germany and the Soviet
Union, and the importance of war in the social
history of modern Europe.

There is no accepted definition of ethnic cleans-
ing as a term of scholarly investigation, although it is
perhaps most often used in the sense of ‘‘coercive
actions justified in national terms designed to clear
territories of putatively undesirable populations
without aspiring to their total physical extermina-
tion.’’ Ethnic cleansing occupies a middle position
between voluntary migration and total genocide.
People can be ethnically cleansed without being
killed, although the credible threat of murder is a
basic tool of ethnic cleansers. Ethnic cleansing
refers to the cleansing of a territory rather than
the cleansing of a population. It and similar expres-
sions are employed in a military or partisan context,
when forces are used to eliminate civilians and thus
putatively secure territory. As a term of analysis,
ethnic cleansing captures the willingness to use
force, which need not include the aim or desire to
murder the entire population. The perpetrators of
ethnic cleansing are usually acting on behalf of a
state, although in some important cases they have
been revolutionaries or partisans.

ETHNIC CLEANSING AND NATIONALISM

If ethnic cleansing is analytically distinct from ear-
lier forms of politically motivated mass violence
against civilians, this is because it contains a certain
modern assumption about the national identity
of populations. Modern nationalists believe that
legitimate political power over a given territory
flows from the national identity of its inhabitants.
Many modern nationalists also believe that the
national identity of populations is determined by
factors that transcend human choice, such as
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mother tongue or family origin. These two views,
taken together, are usually referred to as ethnic
nationalism. Ethnic cleansing is a practical reconci-
liation of these two ideas of the nation and power.
If political legitimacy rests with the nation, and the
nation is defined in ethnic terms, minority groups
have a poor claim to political rights. Yet political
actors who express such views can rarely put them
into practice, absent other favorable circumstances.
These ideas may be more or less widely held, but
they will generally seem more cogent at moments
of threat, especially in times of war. Ethnic mino-
rities connected to foreign powers during warfare
are at special risk.

Over the course of the twentieth century,
ethnic cleansing has taken place in much of
Europe, from the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea, from
the Rhine to the Volga. Although the circum-
stances and actors present a tremendous variety,
most cases, when examined closely, exhibit most
or all of the following conditions: (1) the prior
collapse of state authority; (2) the cover of a larger
war or the plausible threat thereof; (3) the practical
anticipation that the political map of the region in
question can be redrawn, borders changed, and
new states created; (4) the presence of a dedicated
and committed group of ethnic cleansers, usually at
work far from home; (5) historical propaganda that
only seems plausible because of ongoing cleansing,
and that seems to justify that cleansing projects be
completed; (6) a conscious escalation by dedicated
propagandists, who seek to transform the indivi-
dual experience of loss into a social commitment to
national war; (7) a property motive that attracts
and implicates large numbers of people who have
no apparent political or ideological motivation.

The popular explanation of ethnic cleansing,
which also became current in the 1990s, can be
summarized as ‘‘ancient hatred.’’ Yet the very idea
that the groups who cleanse and are cleansed are
ancient is itself an artifact of modern nationalism.
That such an explanation found credulous listeners
testifies to the persuasiveness of nationalism itself.
Even if national groups were antique and ever hos-
tile, such a presentation of the issue can never
provide an explanation of a given episode of ethnic
cleansing. If the existence of ethnic groups and
their hostility are taken as constants, they cannot
explain the variable: a sudden eruption of forced

population movements. In most recorded cases of
ethnic cleansing in Europe, international or domes-
tic political actors created, intentionally or uninten-
tionally, a propitious moment for the expression of
ethnic nationalism and the fulfillment of its pro-
gram. At the level of high politics, those who resort
to or profit from ethnic cleansing need not them-
selves be convinced ethnic nationalists. In some
cases, especially in the communist world, leaders
seek rather to divert national energy away from
themselves.

At the level of society, ethnic cleansing, once
it has been started, tends to self-perpetuate.
Perpetrators initiated into murder and rape acquire
the habit. Victims who respond with armed force,
and even victims who flee, can be presented as
evidence that the initial action of cleansing was
justified. Since some kind of self-defense or revenge
can be expected, ethnic cleansers consciously or
unconsciously are targeting their own group when
they attack another. Once attacks on civilians of
different groups are underway, the question of
blame becomes a matter of propaganda. In general,
populations that are attacked will believe that they
are the victims, even when organizations acting in
their name initiated the violence. A situation can
quickly emerge in which rival organizations kill
civilians in the name of the self-defense of their
own civilians. In some cases of ethnic cleansing,
this moment of general violence seems to destroy
older social norms of cohabitation and create fertile
ground for the spread and reception of nationalist
propaganda. In a situation that seems senseless,
nationalism seems to provide an explanation for
what is happening and a program for collective
survival. In the proper conditions, an armed attack
on a small number of civilians can become a war of
nation against nation.

This dynamic of escalation well describes the
Yugoslav wars of the 1990s, the Ukrainian-Polish
ethnic cleansing of the 1940s, and the Greco-
Turkish violence of the 1920s. It need not obtain
in all cases. In Nazi Germany and the Soviet
Union, the state carried out massive policies of
ethnic cleansing at a moment when it enjoyed a
monopoly or a near monopoly on the use of force.
Soviet and Nazi policies of ethnic cleansing gener-
ally met little or no effective resistance. Yet even in
such cases, many of the same conditions hold. Both
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Moscow and Berlin justified ethnic cleansing by the
threat of war. Both, and especially Nazi Germany,
radicalized their approach to enemy groups when
war was actually underway. Both redrew the map of
Europe, using national propaganda to justify their
actions. Both deployed bureaucratic cleansers,
trained security policemen or soldiers of paramili-
tary forces. In both cases, but far more in the
German case than the Soviet one, venal motives
drew in collaborators. People who are cleansed
leave behind more property than the cleansers can
themselves exploit. When Germany invaded the
Soviet Union in 1941, this motive of property
was especially important. After the Red Army
defeated the Germans, many Soviet citizens
retained the apartments they had seized from mur-
dered Jews.

One of the most controversial questions is the
distinction between ethnic cleansing and genocide.
In a legal sense the question is badly put, because
the legal definition of genocide is rather broad. It
includes the motivated murder of part of a national
group, for example. In this sense, almost all exam-
ples of ethnic cleansing are genocidal. Legally
speaking, there can also be instances of genocide
that do not involve ethnic cleansing. ‘‘Causing se-
rious bodily or mental harm to members of the
group’’ is legally genocide if motivated by the
intention to destroy that group. Such a policy need
not involve ethnic cleansing. Even directly murder-
ous policies of genocide need not involve ethnic
cleansing. If part of a population (its educated
classes, for example) is murdered in situ without
the intention to expel the rest, this is legally geno-
cide, but is not ethnic cleansing. In popular usage,
however, genocide is sometimes taken to mean the
attempt to exterminate an entire national or racial
group. In this sense, not all episodes of ethnic
cleansing are genocidal. The example of the
Holocaust of the Jews, however, shows that epi-
sodes of genocide in this strong, popular sense of
the term may be preceded by attempts at ethnic
cleansing.

TWENTIETH-CENTURY EXAMPLES

After Germany occupied western Poland in 1939,
it encountered large Polish and Jewish populations.
Between 1939 and 1941 Germans expelled a few
hundred thousand Jews from the expanded Reich,

and compelled their settlement into ghettos. At
this time, the Germans ethnically cleansed more
Poles than Jews and placed far more Poles than
Jews in concentration camps such as Auschwitz.
In the Jewish case, ethnic cleansing preceded a
policy of total extermination; in the Polish case, it
coincided with a policy of eliminating the educated
classes. During this period, the German leadership
considered what to do with the large Jewish popu-
lation under German rule. Two of the plans dis-
cussed, expulsion east to the Soviet Union and
forced transport to Madagascar, would have been
further and more radical ethnic cleansing. Had they
been carried out, they likely would have led to mass
murder by neglect or starvation. The decision to
murder all the Jews of Europe, taken after the
German invasion of the Soviet Union, was no
longer ethnic cleansing. From autumn 1941 the
German goal was no longer the removal of Jews
from territory, but their total physical elimination
as a people.

During the 1930s, Stalin ordered Soviet secur-
ity forces to deport all or part of every national
group that inhabited both the Soviet Union and
one of its neighbors. The entire Korean minority,
for example, was deported to central Asia. Poles
were probably the first national group in the
Soviet Union to be targeted as such for deporta-
tions. In 1936 some sixty thousand Poles were
ethnically cleansed from the western border of the
Soviet Union. Some one hundred thousand Soviet
citizens were also executed in 1937 and 1938 for
supposed contact with Polish intelligence. This epi-
sode, the bloodiest part of the Great Terror, cannot
be defined as ethnic cleansing. Although Poles
predominated in that number, members of other
nations were killed as well. Something similar holds
for the famine of 1933, in which millions of
Ukrainians and others perished. By directing
resources in one way rather than another, the
Soviet leadership chose which Soviet citizens would
starve to death. This was not a policy of ethnic
cleansing as such, since there was probably no
intention of cleansing territory. Ethnic cleansing
provides a useful lens through which to see impor-
tant policies, but does not exhaust the possibilities
for state violence against national groups.

At the end of the Second World War, after direct
contact with German policy, the Soviet Union
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modified its policies in one respect. Throughout

the 1930s, no group was actually deported from

the Soviet Union. The official hope remained that

individuals and communities could redeem them-

selves in exile or in the gulag, and one day become

loyal Soviet citizens. In 1944, for the first time, the

Soviet Union dispatched some of its own citizens

beyond its borders. Stalin deported Poles and Jews

from the Soviet far west, from territories that had

been Polish before 1939. As before the war, the

concern after the war was the consolidation of

communist power. The Soviet Union was anything

but a national state. Its leaders, however, were

perfectly aware of the importance of nationalism.

Initial optimism that national loyalties could be

channeled to communist faith by way of adminis-

trative concessions was exhausted by about 1930.

The less optimistic view that national questions

could be resolved by deportation and execution

no longer held by the 1940s. By 1944 the Soviet

Union had in effect conceded a defeat to national-

ism, treating Poles and Jews in its western terri-

tories as inassimilable, their ethnic identity as

determinative of their future loyalty.

The negative moral coloration of ethnic cleans-

ing obscures an important fact of the twentieth

century: that many states, not only Nazi Germany

and the Soviet Union, believed that the forced

resettlement of peoples was justified for political

reasons. In several cases, ethnic cleansing was actu-

ally regulated by treaty. The first such instance was

apparently a treaty between Turkey and Bulgaria of

1913, which provided for the mutual transfer of

civilian populations at the end of the Balkan Wars.

Its implementation was interrupted by the First

World War. The Treaty of Lausanne of 1923 regu-

lated the mutual expulsions of Greeks and Turks

after the Greco-Turkish War that followed the First

World War. Mutual ethnic cleansing was already

underway, and the treaty was seen as a way to

regulate and civilize a process that should be

brought to its conclusion rather than reversed.

At Potsdam in 1945, not only the Soviet Union

but the United States and Great Britain took

for granted that the expulsion of Germans from

Eastern Europe was inevitable and desirable for

the cause of future peace. While Potsdam led to an

informal agreement between great powers rather

than a formal peace settlement, it nevertheless stands

as an important example of the attempt to regulate a
process of ethnic cleansing seen as desirable. The
Soviet Union did sign formal agreements with its
satellite regime in Poland regarding the transfer of
Poles westward and Ukrainians eastward.

In the Europe of the twentieth century, only
Soviet state power and ideology seem to provide an
exception to the general observation that ethnic
cleansing is enabled by war. If the ideologies most
associated with ethnic cleansing are Nazism and
communism, the points of temporal concentration
are the First and Second World Wars. Major exam-
ples of the ethnic cleansing in twentieth-century
Europe are: (1) the Bulgarian-Greco-Turkish
‘‘exchanges’’ of 1913–1922; (2) the mass murder
of Armenians in Turkey in 1915–1919; (3) the
deportation of ‘‘enemy nations’’ by the Soviet
Union in 1935–1938; (4) the expulsion of Poles
and Jews from the expanded Reich by Nazi
Germany in 1939–1941; (5) the deportation of
‘‘collaborating nations’’ by the Soviet Union dur-
ing the Second World War; (6) the mass murder of
Poles by Ukrainian insurgents in Volhynia in
1943–1944 and the Polish response; (7) the ‘‘repa-
triations’’ of Poles and Ukrainians between the
Soviet Union and communist Poland in 1944–
1946; (8) the forced resettlement of Ukrainians in
communist Poland in ‘‘Operation Vistula’’ in
1947; (9) the expulsion of Germans (and some
Hungarians) from Czechoslovakia in 1945–1946;
(10) the expulsion of Germans from Poland in
1945–1947; and (11) the murder of Bosnian
Muslims, Kosovars, and others in the Yugoslav
wars of 1992–1999.

The United States, Britain, and their NATO
allies fought a war against Yugoslavia (Serbia) in
1999 with the aim of halting ethnic cleansing.
By the end of the century, ethnic cleansing was a
term not only of perpetrators and victims but of
scholars, reporters, diplomats, and human-rights
activists.

See also Concentration Camps; Deportation; Genocide;
Gulag; Holocaust; War Crimes; Warfare.
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TIMOTHY SNYDER

n

EUGENICS. Eugenics refers to the study and
cultivation of conditions that may improve the
physical and moral qualities of future generations.
Derived from the Greek word eugenes, meaning
‘‘good in stock’’ or ‘‘hereditarily endowed with
noble qualities,’’ eugenics is understood historically
to be a reaction to perceptions of industrial society
being in states of decline and decay.

ORIGINS

Sir Francis Galton, cousin of the British naturalist
Charles Darwin, coined the term eugenics in 1883
after reflecting upon Darwin’s seminal work On the
Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection, or
the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle
for Life (1859). Here, Darwin advanced his theory
of evolution by describing natural selection, the
process in nature by which only the organisms best
adapted to their environment tend to survive and
transmit their genetic characteristics in increasing
numbers to succeeding generations, while those
less adapted tend to be eliminated. On the Origin
of Species prompted Galton to consider the idea of
human civilization potentially thwarting, instead of
being changed by, mechanisms of natural selection.
In his book Inquiries into Human Faculty and Its
Development (1883), Galton reasoned that because
many societies sought to protect the underprivi-
leged and weak through charitable and other social
interventions, those societies stood at odds with the
natural selection responsible for eliminating indivi-
duals deemed to be ‘‘less fit.’’ As a natural applica-
tion of knowledge about breeding to the human
life, Galton concluded, the science of eugenics was
a means to changing these social policies and

preventing what Galton described as ‘‘reversion
towards mediocrity.’’ Galton highlighted dysgenic
tendencies in British society (behavior that caused
degeneration instead of improvement in offspring
produced), such as the late marriages of eminent
people and the paucity of their children, and advo-
cated the encouragement of eugenic marriages by
supplying incentives for the ‘‘most fit’’ to have
children.

Eugenics differed from social Darwinism in that
while both concepts claimed that intelligence was
hereditary, eugenics actively promoted policies to
move the status quo toward a more ‘‘eugenic’’ state.
Social Darwinists argued that nature would natu-
rally ‘‘check’’ the problem of the status quo if no
welfare policies were enacted. Poor and unhealthy
individuals, they reasoned, might reproduce more
to yield a potentially greater population of poor and
unhealthy individuals, but nature would intervene
to ‘‘select’’ this group to encounter higher mortality
rates.

Contributing to Galton’s influence on European
eugenics movements after the turn of the century—
and no less to the work of others who were seeking a
solid theory of inheritance to apply to eugenics—was
the rediscovery in 1900 of Gregor Mendel’s midcen-
tury research on the mechanisms of heredity.
Mendel’s laws demonstrated that specific inherited
characteristics are determined not by the environ-
ment but rather by the combination of a pair of
hereditary units, what are now understood to be
genes, from each of the parental reproductive cells,
or gametes.

EUGENICS POLICIES, INITIATIVES,

AND OUTCOMES

Eugenic policies have historically been divided into
two categories, positive and negative. Examples of
‘‘positive eugenics’’ policies are those advocated by
Galton and others who sought to increase repro-
duction of individuals seen to have advantageous
hereditary traits. ‘‘Negative eugenics’’ refers to the
discouragement of reproduction by those with her-
editary traits that are perceived as poor. During the
course of the twentieth century, European eugenics
movements advocated a variety of positive and
negative eugenics policies that found their way into
national life with varying degrees of success.

Formed in the United Kingdom in 1907, the
Eugenics Education Society, later the British
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Eugenics Society, promoted policies to improve
levels of industrial and personal efficiency among
members of the working class. Legislative efforts of
the society fell short, but its promotion of steriliza-
tion for mental defectives and individuals with phys-
ical disabilities became part of a larger dialogue
among British social Darwinist organizations about
national ‘‘social hygiene.’’ These organizations
included the National Council for Mental Hygiene,
the Central Association for Mental Welfare, the
People’s League of Health, and the National
Institute for Industrial Psychology.

Established in 1912, the French Eugenics Society
was a response to the perception that French society
was in a state of decline, due in part to fears of a
shrinking population. To varying degrees, scientists
and policy makers affiliated with the society adopted
policies of birth control, premarital examinations,
sterilization, and immigration control as ways to
affect not only the quality of the population but also
its quantity.

Following its establishment in 1922, Sweden’s
National Institute for Race Biology sponsored
research in social engineering that ultimately led
to the forced sterilization of an estimated sixty
thousand ‘‘unfit’’ men and women between 1936
and 1976. The governments of Norway, Finland,
Denmark, Estonia, Switzerland, and Iceland insti-
tuted comparable programs as part of large-scale
social welfare efforts. In each of these countries,
policy leaders held that economic prosperity and
social progress depended in part upon preventing
the reproduction of individuals who were poor,
uneducated, or deemed to be mentally or physically
weak or disabled. Although each these programs
reached far fewer individuals than did the Swedish
case, many remained in effect toward the third
quarter of the twentieth century. The Swiss pro-
grams to control the country’s Gypsy population
ended in 1972. Finland outlawed forced steriliza-
tion two years earlier; its own program of steriliza-
tion reached nearly fifteen hundred individuals
between 1930 and 1955.

THE CASE OF NAZI GERMANY

The most infamous case of eugenics in twentieth-
century Europe was Nazi Germany under Adolf
Hitler. Radicalizing what had been a relatively mod-
erate national eugenics movement, Hitler’s Third

Reich transformed eugenics into a pseudoscientific
means to achieve a ‘‘pure’’ German race. ‘‘Racial
hygiene’’ programs included awards to ‘‘Aryan’’
women who had large numbers of children and
impregnation of ‘‘racially pure’’ single women by
members of the Schutzstaffel Protection Squad
(SS), which formed the basis of the Nazi police state
and was the major instrument of racial terror in the
concentration camps and occupied Europe. Nazi
eugenics programs also involved forced sterilization
of hundreds of thousands of people who were
viewed as mentally and physically ‘‘unfit,’’ compul-
sory ‘‘euthanasia’’ programs that killed tens of
thousands of institutionalized individuals with dis-
abilities, and the systematic killing during the
Holocaust of millions of ‘‘undesirable’’ Europeans,
including Jews, Gypsies, and homosexuals. Such
programs existed alongside extensive experimenta-
tion on live human beings to test Nazi genetic
theories, ranging from simple measurement of phy-
sical characteristics to horrific experiments carried
out in concentration camps.

DISCREDITING AND RECONFIGURATION

AFTER 1945

Following the Holocaust and the Nuremberg
Trials against former Nazi leaders, which helped
to reveal fully the genocidal policies of the Nazi
regime, politicians and members of the scientific
community almost universally rejected eugenics
programs. The cases of Sweden and others, includ-
ing the forced sterilization of Romani women in
Slovakia during the final years of the twentieth
century, may be considered exceptions to this
view. However, they should not overshadow the
broader postwar reaction to the abuses of the Nazi
regime, which involved the development of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted
by the United Nations in 1948, the subsequent
statements on race and racial prejudice by the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and medical
ethics policies that promoted the involvement of
informed and concerned medical and scientific pro-
fessionals in their respective disciplines.

SCHOLARLY INTERPRETATIONS

AND DEBATES

Since the late twentieth century, interpretations of
eugenics have revealed several new ideas and debates.
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While historians continue to credit Galton for coin-
ing the term eugenics and for helping to spread its
influence across Europe, they have paid increasing
attention to the fact that eugenics ideas and move-
ments outside Britain, particularly in France, devel-
oped through their own indigenous circumstances
and leadership, both simultaneously with and
independently from Galton’s ideas and the British
eugenics movement. However, such nationally
focused studies of eugenics history have not slowed
efforts to reveal the interplay of eugenics ideas and
programs across borders, particularly between the
United States, which had its own robust eugenics
movement, and Germany. Scholars have shown that
when Nazi administrators appeared at Nuremberg,
they justified the mass sterilizations by citing the
United States as their inspiration. Historical interpre-
tations have also revealed the significant degrees to
which medical professionals in Germany and else-
where not only promoted and facilitated negative
eugenics programs but also profited professionally
and financially from them.

Advances in science have also helped to shape
new debates related to eugenics. During the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, eugenics
was widely accepted in European scientific circles as
a logical way to improve the physical and moral
qualities of future generations. At the beginning
of the twenty-first century, and in the wake of the
abuses of the past, European governments, includ-
ing the European Commission, and members of
the European scientific community, including the
European Society of Human Genetics and the
European Society of Human Reproduction and
Embryology, approached discussions of new
genetic technologies with reference to the past,
the acknowledgement of ethical issues such as
patient confidentiality and reproductive autonomy
versus professional duty, and the recognition of the
economic impact of new technologies, such as the
commercialization and profitability of gene therapy,
genetic testing and screening, and genetic counseling.

See also Nazism; Public Health; Racism; Science.
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JEFFREY S. REZNICK

n

EURASIANISM. Eurasianism (evraziistvo)
was a complex and controversial intellectual and
political movement developed by Russian émigrés
in Europe in response to the collapse of the Russian
Empire in World War I, the Russian Revolution
(1917), and the Russian civil war (1918–1920).
Eurasianism reflected developments in prerevolu-
tionary Russian culture and in interwar Europe
and attempted to reconcile an illiberal vision of
modernity with the legacy of the multinational
Russian Empire. Its central concern was with
describing Russian imperial diversity as a cultural,
political, and geographic unity, thus offering a
‘‘supranational’’ identity for the imperial space.

Eurasianism operated from 1920 to the late
1930s and was founded by Prince Nikolai
Trubetskoy (1890–1938), a famous linguist and
originator of structuralist phonology; Peter
Suvchinsky (1892–1985), an essayist, philosopher,
publisher, and influential connoisseur of music;
Georgy Florovsky (1893–1979), an Orthodox
thinker and church historian; and Peter Savitsky
(1895–1968), a geographer and economist.
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Eurasianism pulled into its orbit a number of prom-
inent intellectuals: the historians Peter Bitsilli,
George Vernadsky, and Sergei Germanovich
Pushkarev; the literary scholar Dmitri Svyatopolk-
Mirsky; the diplomat and scholar of Iran, V. P.
Nikitin; the philosopher Lev Karsavin; and the legal
scholar N. N. Alexeyev; as well as less prominent
figures such as Sergei Efron, Konstantin
Chkheidze, and Konstantin Rodzevich. A Kalmyk
officer, Dr. Erzhen Khara-Davan, remained the
only representative of the ‘‘Turanian peoples of
Eurasia’’ (peoples who speak languages of the
Ural-Altaic group) among the Eurasianists.

Several prominent intellectuals cooperated with
the Eurasianists without becoming members of the
movement formally: the church historian Anton
Kartashev, the philosophers Semen Frank and Ivan
Ilin, and the composer Artur Vincent Lourié (1892–
1966). Roman Jakobson (1896–1982), one of the
greatest linguists of the twentieth century, worked
together with the Eurasianists in the 1920s and early
1930s. Although he never shared the Eurasianist
political program, Jakobson took part in the intellec-
tual exchanges of the Eurasianists.

INTELLECTUAL PREDECESSORS

Eurasianism was rooted in the debate on Russia’s
identity vis-à-vis Europe and Asia, in which
‘‘Europe’’ often stood for undesired elements of
modernity: in the nineteenth century many Russian
intellectuals expressed ambiguity about Russia’s
‘‘Europeanness.’’ Peter Chaadayev (c. 1794–1856)
and the Slavophiles had stressed Russia’s difference
from western Europe and its ties with Byzantium.
The historian Nikolai Karamzin (1766–1826)
granted the Tatar khans the honor of securing the
unity of the Moscow state and the rise of Russian
autocracy. Nikolai Danilevsky (1822–1865) and the
pan-Slavists envisioned a specific Slavic civilization, as
opposed to the world of the ‘‘Romano-Germans.’’
Vladimir Soloviev (1820–1879) saw Russia’s messia-
nic destiny in saving the Christian civilization from
the ‘‘yellow peril’’ of the Orient, and Fyodor
Dostoyevsky (1821–1881) suggested a civilizing
path for the Russians in Asia. By the end of the
nineteenth century the symbolist poet Alexander
Blok (1880–1921) and others associated the
repressed masses of Russians with ‘‘Asia’’ and
expected the social explosion to assume anti-

European cultural form. Velimir Khlebnikov
(1885–1922), a leading futurist poet, projected the
new liberating role for revolutionary Russia in Asia,
while the Bolsheviks saw the world of the colonized
peoples as a major source of social transformation.
On the eve of the revolution Russian arts, music, and
literature saw an unprecedented fascination with the
Orient; Eurasianism inherited this interest from
Russian modernism.

A MODERNIST MOVEMENT

The Eurasianists were described as ‘‘Slavophiles of
the era of futurism’’: the author of the Eurasianist
aesthetics, Peter Suvchinsky, saw the Russian
Revolution as a climactic event of a religious nature,
which inaugurated a ‘‘new Romantic order’’ (despite
the superficial adherence to ideas of progress and
materialism by the Bolsheviks). As many Russian
intellectuals, in particular the poet Blok, had sug-
gested, the Russian Revolution (through the
‘‘Asian’’ masses of the Russian people) destroyed
the old world of philistine bourgeois culture of
Europe and unleashed the search for new forms of
social, cultural, and political organization. For
Suvchinsky, this search was reflected in developments
in art and music, where traditional descriptive art
gave way to a merging of form and content. He
saw the future of art in a combination of this new
creativity with Romantic and religious foundations.
Suvchinsky’s modernist aura attracted artists, musi-
cians, and writers to Eurasianism. In 1926
Suvchinsky coorganized a literary journal Versty,
which featured the philosopher Lev Shestov; the
poetess Marina Tsvetayeva (1892–1941); the com-
posers Igor Stravinsky (1882–1971) and Lourié; and
the writers Alexei Remizov (1877–1957), Isaac
Babel (1894–1941), and Boris Pasternak (1890–
1960). In 1928 the newspaper Evrazia was founded
and published among others Alexandre Kojève
(1902–1968), who was the future interpreter of the
philosopher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770–
1831), and the literary critic Emilia Litauer.

EURASIA AS A GEOGRAPHICAL AND

CULTURAL WHOLE

Utilizing the Romantic ideas of the German geo-
grapher Friedrich Ratzel (1844–1904), Savitsky
envisioned Eurasia as a homogeneous territorial
complex. Following nineteenth-century Russian
geographers such as Vladimir Lamansky, Savitsky
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rejected a division of Russia into ‘‘Europe’’ and

‘‘Asia.’’ He believed that no important geomor-

phologic obstacles existed in the territory of

Eurasia, which was governed by the regularity of

climatic change. This regularity was defined by the

coincidence of two principles, that of the alteration

of humidity, and that of the amendment in tem-

peratures. In Eurasia, the vectors of these two

principles coincided along the line south-north.

Hence, Eurasian territory was constructed not on

the basis of ‘‘vertical’’ division into ‘‘Europe’’ and

‘‘Asia’’ but on the grounds of three ‘‘horizontal’’

zones (steppe, forest, and tundra) stretching from

the Baltic Sea to the Pacific.

Hence the dynamics of Eurasian history were

defined by the interaction of the three natural zones,

in particular of the steppe and the forest. Any state

that took control of the ‘‘Eurasian highway,’’ the

steppe zone, was predestined to control the entire

Eurasian continent, and modern Russia was thus an

heir to the nomadic empires of Asia. The geographi-

cal and historical processes helped define Eurasia as

a union of languages (Sprachbund): Jakobson and

Trubetskoy stressed common characteristics

acquired by genetically different languages in the

course of their historical cohabitation within the

Eurasian space. Reflecting on themes that had

already been discussed by Russian historians such as

Vasily Klyuchevsky (1841–1911) and Afanasy

Shchapov, the Eurasianists suggested that Eurasia

was a whole as an ethnographic mixture of peoples:

the Russian national character had much in common

with the Turkic peoples of Eurasia, and the nomadic

‘‘Turanians’’ played an essential role in Russian state

and culture. The Russian state was a natural protec-

tor of the non-European culture of Eurasia. Tsar

Peter I (Peter the Great; r. 1682–1725), violated

the organic correspondence between that state and

the underlying culture, and created a cleavage

between Russia’s Europeanized elite and its

Eurasian masses of population. The alien bureau-

cratic regime of the tsars collapsed during the

Russian Revolution, which was not just a revolt of

one class against the other, but an uprising of colo-

nized Eurasians against the alien Europeanized

regime. In their rejection of European civilization,

the Eurasianists became forebears of the poststruc-

turalist critique of ‘‘orientalism’’: Trubetskoy wrote

that all European disciplines were a tool of European

colonial domination and need to be purged of judg-
ments about superior and inferior cultures. The
Eurasianists proclaimed Russia-Eurasia to be part
(indeed, the potential leader) of the world of colo-
nized peoples.

EURASIANISM AND STRUCTURALISM

Eurasianism exercised significant influence on
development in the humanities. The Eurasianist
rhetoric implied terms such as ‘‘structure’’ and
placed the ‘‘uncovering’’ of Eurasia in the context
of the epistemological revolution. Trubetskoy,
Savitsky, and Jakobson proposed to move away
from describing ‘‘atomistic’’ facts and to employ
notions of scientific regularity in order to discover
hidden structures below the surface of visible phe-
nomena. This rhetoric was translated into linguis-
tics through the medium of the Prague Linguistic
Circle, where Eurasianist scholars took part in the
proceedings. Although scholars disagree on the
extent to which Eurasianist ‘‘structuralism’’ dif-
fered from views of the Swiss linguist Ferdinand
de Saussure (1857–1913), there is little doubt that
Eurasianist ‘‘practical’’ structuralism had far-reach-
ing impact on further developments in the human-
ities. After World War II Jakobson helped spread
many of the ideas that emerged in the Eurasianist
milieu of the 1920s and 1930s and thus contribut-
ed to the emergence of the structuralist paradigm
in the humanities and social sciences.

THE POLITICS OF EURASIANISM

Politically, Eurasia was envisioned as a federation of
peoples re-created by the ‘‘state instinct’’ of the
Bolsheviks, whom the Eurasianists welcomed as
saviors of the Russian state tradition, but despised
as representatives of European atheist and material-
ist culture. The Eurasianists’ conception of history
argued that a revolution was the replacement of the
‘‘ruling layer [of the population]’’ with a new class
formed by a powerful idea. The Bolsheviks, by
emancipating Russia from its old elite, cleared the
way for this new ruling class. This class was predes-
tined to create a true ‘‘ideocratic’’ state. The con-
ception of the ‘‘ideocratic state,’’ ruled by a single
ideology, was elaborated by Trubetskoy, who was
directly influenced by the Ständestaat theory of the
Austrian philosopher, sociologist, and economist
Othmar Spann (1878–1950): Trubetskoy met
Spann in Vienna and discussed Eurasianist ideas
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with him. Such a state would preserve the Soviet
demotic nature and its ‘‘natural selection’’ of the
ruling class, yet it would get rid of Marxist theory
and replace it with Eurasianism.

The Eurasianists translated ideas into political
practice. In 1922 a group of émigré monarchist
officers, led by Peter Arapov (later the agent of the
Soviet intelligence) and Baron Alexander Meller-
Zakomelsky (future leader of the Russian Nazis),
joined the movement, which quickly developed
from an intellectual venture into a clandestine poli-
tical organization, whose aim was to convert as
many people as possible, both émigrés and those
living in the USSR, to Eurasianism. The converted
members of the Soviet leadership in particular
would help transform the USSR into a true ‘‘ideo-
cratic state’’ based on the principles of Eurasianism.
Contacts with clandestine émigré organizations led
to penetration of the movement by Soviet agents.
The Eurasianist leaders conducted negotiations
with Soviet representatives (for instance, with
G. L. Pyatakov, the Soviet trade representative in
Paris, in 1927) and cherished hopes of turning their
movement into a ‘‘laboratory of thought’’ at the
service of the Soviet opposition.

Eurasianism was funded by the British philan-
thropist and theologian Henry Norman Spalding,
who mistakenly believed that it could distract elites
of colonial countries from communism. Spalding’s
money made possible an extensive publishing
program of the movement in the 1920s. Yet,
Eurasianism split in 1928–1929 on the issue of the
evaluation of the Soviet power: the ‘‘orthodox’’
Eurasianists, Trubetskoy and Savitsky, refused to
become instruments of Soviet propaganda, which
was the conscious choice of the ‘‘left’’ group of the
movement, led by Suvchinsky and Svyatopolk-
Mirsky and supported by the Soviet agent Arapov.
The left Eurasianists monopolized the newspaper
Evrazia, and in response Trubetskoy left the move-
ment. Savitsky managed to exclude the ‘‘left’’ group
and to cut their funding. After 1929 Trubetskoy
occasionally contributed to Eurasianist editions
and Eurasianism gradually declined. In 1938
Trubetskoy died after arrest and interrogation by
the Gestapo in Vienna. Suvchinsky became an
important figure in the Parisian artistic scene and
influenced the work of such composers as Pierre
Boulez (b. 1925) and Gérard Masson (b. 1936).

Savitsky was arrested by Soviet counterintelligence

in Prague and spent ten years in the gulag. After his

return to Prague in 1956, he was arrested by the

Czechoslovak political police, freed again, and died

in 1968. After World War II, only George

Vernadsky in the United States and Lev Gumilev

(a geographer and a Eurasianist follower and son of

the poet Anna Akhmatova) in the USSR continued

to write in the Eurasianist vein.

EURASIANIST REVIVAL

Post-Soviet Russia saw a revival of interest in

Eurasianism, which provides hope for the restora-

tion of the Russian imperial space, suggests a

world-historical mission for the Russians, and gives

form to widespread anti-Western sentiment. Books

by the Eurasianist follower Gumilev became best-

sellers after the fall of communism, while the neo-

Eurasianist movement of Alexander Dugin has

become an important phenomenon in post-Soviet

Russia. The leaders of the Russian Communist

Party, lacking ideological novelties, often utilize

Eurasianist rhetoric. Intellectuals and politicians of

some minorities, especially Turkic peoples, have a

different motivation to use Eurasianism: in

Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, and Sakha (Yakutia) it is

often employed to counter ethnic Russian nation-

alism (while sharing in the post-Soviet anti-

Western sentiment) and to carve out a space for

Turkic peoples in Russian culture and history. In

some former Soviet republics Eurasianism serves as

a means to reconcile numerous Russian minorities

with the titular nationality: the Kazakhstan presi-

dent, Nursultan Nazarbaev, established a ‘‘Eurasian

University’’ in Astana and named it after Gumilev.

Eurasianism even became the name for a theory in

international relations, which argues for an anti-

Western Russian diplomacy and opposes

‘‘Atlantism.’’ The new economic and political

union of post-Soviet countries was named the

‘‘Eurasian Economic Community’’ (EvrAzES).

Scholars in the West often use the term Eurasia

to describe peoples who have had historical experi-

ences of the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union

but remain wary of the imperialist implications of

Eurasianism.

See also Russia; Soviet Union.
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Böss, Otto. Die Lehre der Eurasier: Eine Beitrage zur
Russische Ideengeschichte des 20 Jahrhunderts. Munich,
1961.

Glebov, Sergey. ‘‘The Challenge of the Modern: Eurasianist
Ideology and Movement and the Legacy of the Russian
Empire.’’ Ph.D. diss., Rutgers University, 2004.
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SERGEY GLEBOV

n

EURO. The euro became the single currency of
the European Union (EU)—for exchange and
financial markets—on 1 January 1999, the starting
date for the third and final stage of the Economic
and Monetary Union (EMU), one of the key com-
ponents of the ongoing integration of Europe. The
euro replaced the European Currency Unit (ECU),
created in 1979, against which it was exchanged at
the rate of 1 to 1. All obligations and contracts in
ECUs were pursued in euros in a seamless transi-
tion. The euro is used in all operations (revenue
and expenditure) linked to the EU’s 110 billion
euro budget and to EU financial activities (such as
loans and bonds). A further evolution of the cur-
rency came on 1 January 2002 when the euro
became the national currency for twelve of the
fifteen EU member states: Austria, Belgium,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, and
Spain.

In order to qualify to have the euro as the

national currency, an EU member must fulfill three

economic criteria linked to areas of sound manage-

ment of public finance (public deficit and public

debt, stability of exchange rates, and low inflation

and interest rates). Failure to meet these criteria is

the reason why the ten nations that entered the EU

on 1 May 2004 could not, as of 2005, use the euro

as their national currency, although they are aiming

to meet the criteria by 2014. Thus, although by

EU treaty all member states have the obligation to

participate in the EMU, they may not be permitted

to participate in all of its provisions. Moreover,

three states, Denmark, Great Britain, and Sweden,

although fully part of the EMU, negotiated to

postpone their adoption of the euro until a later

stage, when the nation’s government and citizenry

decide that the time is ripe.

FUNCTIONING RULES

As the EU is not yet a federal state, management of

the Economic and Monetary Union is based on

functioning rules, on strong interstate cooperation

and policy coordination, and on a division of tasks

between member states’ economic policy ministers

and the European Central Bank (ECB). Monetary

and economic management rules are defined by

treaty and specified by EU regulations. The main

economic policy element is the Growth and

Stability Pact, which obliges member states to pur-

sue sound budgetary policy aimed at economic

growth. The European Commission continuously

monitors member states’ economic situations and

reports to the Council of Economic and Finance

Ministers (ECOFIN). Breaches to the pact may

lead to sanctions, if the ECOFIN decides so on

the basis of the commission’s recommendations.

Although less strict for the countries that have

not adopted the euro, treaty obligations and poten-

tial sanctions do apply to all EU members. The

European Court of Justice is charged with dealing

with disputes that arise concerning these matters.

Monetary policy is the domain of the fully inde-

pendent ECB. It defines objectives (such as infla-

tion rates and growth of the money supply) and

fixes reference interest rates accordingly as well as

the amount of coins and notes in euro to be issued.

Its treaty obligation is to ensure the stability of the
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euro both internally (inside the EU) and externally

(outside the EU). The role of the European

Parliament (EP) is very limited. The institutions

in charge have an obligation to inform the EP of

their actions, and it may issue nonbinding

recommendations.

THE ECONOMIC RATIONALE

During Europe’s nearly 2,500-year history as a

politically organized but divided continent,

Europeans had many occasions to use common

monetary instruments and monies. The euro, how-

ever, is the first currency in world history willingly

accepted by citizens from nation-states who used to

fight one another, in a move toward building a

commonwealth and political unity.

The story certainly starts with the development

of economics as a science during the eighteenth

century. Economists such as David Hume (1711–

1776) and Anne-Robert-Jacques Turgot (1727–

1781) demonstrated the interdependence of

national economies and policies and developed

the theories now called the ‘‘monetary approach

of the balance of payment’’ and the ‘‘optimal cur-

rency area.’’ From these derive liberal and mone-

tarist economic policies, and the economic

rationale for creating the euro. Briefly, the theory

stipulates that when two (or several) rather small

countries widely open their borders to mutual

trade, they have no more control over their indivi-

dual monetary policies and by consequence over

their economic cycles. Therefore it is beneficial for

the countries to create a monetary union, with a

single currency. And this is the case with the EU

members. Obviously, in an increasingly globalized

world, there are many other economic reasons to

create a single currency, including the reduction of

transaction costs, economies of scale, productivity

gains, and the creation of a large economic space

that permits greater consolidation. Nevertheless,

these economic rationales, if necessary, are not suf-

ficient to explain why EU members made such an

extraordinary decision—through a treaty signed in

Maastricht, Netherlands, on 7 February 1992—to

abandon one of the main hallmarks of national

sovereignty. Politics and geopolitics certainly also

played a major role.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE ROAD

TO THE EURO

The process has been long and difficult, even

bloody. It necessitated the failure of the gold stan-

dard and of the limited monetary unions of the

nineteenth century, the latter failures resulting

mainly from the incapacity of European nations to

cooperate and from their rivalry for dominance of

the world—based on excessive nationalism and dic-

tatorial ideologies—culminating in two world wars

that killed millions and destroyed economies.

Lessons were drawn during the last years of

World War II. Some European federalists, such as

Luigi Einaudi (1874–1961), argued in favor of a

European political and monetary union, whereas

others, such as John Maynard Keynes (1883–

1946), wanted, along with some Americans, to

establish an international monetary order. The lat-

ter succeeded with the creation, via the Bretton

Woods Conference (1944), of the international

monetary system monitored by the International

Monetary Fund (IMF). The United States led the

negotiations. It was by then the largest and stron-

gest economy in the world and possessed 90 per-

cent of the world’s gold reserves. Therefore, the

U.S. dollar was chosen as the reference currency

against which all others had to define their value.

A one-euro coin. ªMATTHIAS KULKA/CORBIS
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To work smoothly, such a system needed the U.S.

government to adopt a multilateral and cooperative

approach to its economic policy that could lead the

world economic cycle. Starting in the late 1950s,

this was not the case. By the late 1960s, the United

States’ ‘‘benign neglect’’ approach, its growing

indebtedness and money supply to finance its eco-

nomic growth, and its wars made the dollar—

which, up to then, had been considered ‘‘as good

as gold’’—an inconvertible currency (the crises of

1968 and 1971–1973) and led to the collapse of

the Bretton Woods system in 1976.

In the meantime, the Europeans, thanks to the
U.S. Marshall Plan (1948–1951) and the European
Payments Union (1950–1958), reconstructed their
economies. To suppress one cause of war, they
decided to pool their coal and steel industry
(European Coal and Steel Community, formed
1952), then to create, through the Rome Treaty of
1957, a broader economic and political community
known initially as the European Economic
Community (later simply the European Com-
munity). To succeed, an economic union needed
internal and external monetary stability. The misman-
agement of the dollar was putting the entire enter-
prise at risk. As early as 1960, a gold pool had to be
created to maintain the value of the dollar against
gold. The growing crisis of the dollar led to a formal-
ized strengthening of the monetary cooperation of
the European Community central banks in 1964, and
the dissolution of the gold pool prompted the first
project with a goal of creating a European common
currency (Plan Barre, 1968). The Council of the
European Union asked one of its members, Pierre
Werner (1913–2002), the prime minister of
Luxembourg, to prepare a road map. Adopted in
1971, the plan’s policy tools and monetary practices
were aimed at achieving a common currency by 1980.

THE LAST STEPS: FROM THE ECU

TO THE EURO

The international monetary crisis precipitated by
the crises of the dollar (1971, 1973, and 1976),
reinforced by the first oil crisis (1973–1975), dis-
rupted the European Community economies, pla-
cing their cooperation at stake, and leading to the
partial failure of the agreement to maintain the
fluctuations of the European currencies within a
small band (a system known as the ‘‘European

monetary snake’’). But the negative consequences

on growth and unemployment were such that the

monetary unification process was reinitiated in 1978.

In March 1979 the European Monetary System

(EMS), based on the ECU, a weighted basket of

the EC national currencies, was adopted, with the

ECU becoming the monetary unit of account of the

EC budget. The ECU was managed by the

European Monetary Cooperation Fund, which later

evolved into the European Central Bank, and the

Committee of the Governors of the EC central

banks. The second oil crisis (1979–1981), as well as

the initial unbalanced practices of the monetary

cooperation in favor of Germany, made its debut

difficult. Two reforms (in 1985 and 1987) solved

these problems, ensuring real cooperation in the

definition of monetary policies and bringing about

a better share of EMS management costs. In the

meantime, the ECU developed as an international

currency. By 1991 it was the third most used inter-

national currency on the financial markets.

The success of the EMS in stabilizing the

national currencies internally and externally, the

growing convergence of economic indicators,

the interdependence and integration of the EC

economies, the large swings in the value of the

U.S. dollar, the collapse of the communist systems

of central and eastern Europe and the end of the

Cold War, and the vital necessity of Europe to

contribute to world monetary stability were the

main developments that enabled the adoption of a

three-step plan toward the creation of the EC

monetary union. The Maastricht Treaty that for-

malized it also contained elements to build a

political union. The reluctance of Great Britain,

Sweden, and Denmark to abandon their monetary

sovereignty in order to slow down the process of

political union did not compromise the monetary

union of which they are part without using the

single European currency. The transition to the full

use of the euro (1999–2002) in the twelve other

countries was an incredible challenge: all coins and

notes had to be exchanged, the new euro had to be

designed and produced, all systems—financial,

banking, accounting—had to be modified, vending

machines had to be changed, and so on. A change-

over plan was adopted in December 1995. As

planned, the euro was introduced as the interna-

tional currency and the accounting currency of
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banks on 1 January 1999. At that point, the twelve
national currencies of the union disappeared from
exchange and financial markets. Only coins and
notes continued to circulate internally. Their
exchange for euro coins and notes started on 1
January 2002 and was achieved in two months,
far quicker than expected.

Although there are some political tensions sur-
rounding the application of the Growth and
Stability Pact that could lead to some limited mod-
ifications, the whole system is functioning
smoothly. Very quickly, the ECB was able to gain
strong international credibility. In a few short
years, the euro has become the second most used
international currency in world trade—on all types
of financial markets—standing just behind the U.S.
dollar (at a ratio of 3 to 4). In some countries,
complaints were raised from citizens contending
that the changeover to the euro permitted profes-
sionals to increase their prices, but all are using the
euro coins and notes without major problems and
benefit from the low or nil electronic transaction
costs for payments. The euro is generally consid-
ered to be a major European success.

See also European Union.
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THIERRY VISSOL

n

EUROCOMMUNISM. Eurocommunism
was a political movement that came to promi-
nence in the second half of the 1970s in several
European Communist parties, influenced by the
ideas of Santiago Carrillo (b. 1915), the secretary
of the Spanish Communist Party (PCE) from
1960 to 1982.

THE ROOTS OF EUROCOMMUNISM

In 1956 destalinization and Soviet repression in
Hungary provoked unease and a certain confu-
sion among the Communist parties of Europe,
though these feelings were for the time being
overcome. Faith in the USSR was restored
by Soviet successes in space, by the Cuban
Revolution, and by Nikita Khrushchev’s assur-
ance of the inevitable triumph of socialism.
Support for Soviet policy was expressed even by
opponents of the Communist parties upon the
launch of the process of European economic
integration, which was portrayed as another step
in a capitalist-imperialist reorganization designed
to benefit the United States.

All the same, the breakdown of relations between
the USSR and China, which revealed the ‘‘indestruc-
tible friendship’’ between the two communist powers
as a fiction, followed by Khrushchev’s deposition in
the shadow of conspiracy, the Chinese Cultural
Revolution, and finally the 1968 invasion of
Czechoslovakia, increasingly undermined faith in the
Soviet myth.

In 1968 the French and Italian Communist
parties, taking an unprecedented stance, publicly
condemned the invasion of Czechoslovakia, albeit
as an error and certainly not for what it was, a
manifestation of Soviet ‘‘power politics.’’ In any
case, the condemnation of the event indicated that
the Soviet myth was by then shaken and that the
two parties had assumed a degree of political
autonomy that betokened a turnaround in policy.
This turnaround found its institutional expression
in the birth of the movement that came to be called
Eurocommunism.

ORIGIN OF THE TERM

It appears that the word Eurocommunism was
coined not by a Communist leader but by a
Yugoslav journalist, Frane Barbieri, who used it
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in his article ‘‘Le scadenze di Brezhnev’’
(Brezhnev’s ticking clock), published in Il gior-
nale nuovo of 26 June 1975, and whose political
and ideological views were opposed to those of
the Italian Communist Party (PCI). The new term
came to represent Carrillo’s policy of seeking to con-
form less and less with the strategic vision of Moscow
while showing new openness to the European
Community. According to Barbieri, Eurocommunism
had been chosen over neocommunism because it
represented a perspective that was geographical
and not ideological, whereas the second term
seemed to stand for a concept too ideologically
loaded.

About a year after Barbieri’s article, on the
occasion of the rally of the PCI and the French
Communist Party (PCF) on 3 June 1976 at La
Villette, near Paris, Enrico Berlinguer (1922–
1984; secretary of the PCI from March 1972 to
1984) first used the neologism, which he placed in
quotation marks. Referring to the great interest in
many circles of the ‘‘bourgeois’’ international press
regarding ‘‘Eurocommunism,’’ he defined the term
generically as a label for certain common positions
shared by various Communist parties.

On the occasion of the pan-European confer-
ence of Communist parties, held in East Berlin on
29–30 June 1976, Berlinguer emphasized the way
in which certain Communist and workers’ parties
in Western Europe had arrived, by way of indepen-
dent efforts, at similar perspectives on the route
best followed to establish socialism. According to
Berlinguer, it was to these novel perspectives and
inquiries that the name Eurocommunism had been
given.

On a preceding occasion, at the Twenty-fifth
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union, held in Moscow in February 1976,
Berlinguer had already, without using the word,
elaborated what the PCI considered to be its fun-
damental characteristics: the principle according to
which relations between Communist parties were
to be imbued with a spirit of friendship and soli-
darity, with an open concourse of diverse experi-
ences and positions; recognition of and respect for
the full independence of every Communist Party;
and the idea that the construction of a socialist
society ought to constitute the culminating
moment in the forward progress of all democratic

reforms and guarantee respect for all individual and
collective liberties.

Carrillo first used the word Eurocommunism,
which he likewise placed in quotation marks,
on the occasion of the Berlin conference, pro-
claiming that the principle of internationalism
was going to be profoundly modified. For
Carrillo too, Eurocommunism implied a new con-
ception of democracy, conditioned by the fact that
the Communist parties of developed capitalist
nations had to confront a particular set of circum-
stances tied to the exigencies of promoting class
struggle in such environments. This reality led
toward trajectories and types of socialism that
would not be the same as those in other coun-
tries. The rule of the forces of labor and culture
would not be imposed through dictatorial
mechanisms but rather with respect for political
and ideological pluralism and without a single-
party system.

Finally, after demonstrating more circumspec-
tion in the adoption of the new term, the PCF at
last entered into the new movement, abandoning
in sudden and spectacular fashion the principle of
the dictatorship of the proletariat, and thus usher-
ing in a new conception of democracy, at its
Twenty-second Congress in February 1976. At
the Berlin conference, Georges Marchais (1920–
1997; secretary of the PCF from 1972 to 1994)
affirmed the principles of Eurocommunism with-
out ever uttering the word, proclaiming that the
PCF would follow an independent path in the
struggle for socialism.

THE FUNDAMENTAL ELEMENTS

OF EUROCOMMUNISM

The innovations introduced by Eurocommunism
in the field of international communism were
ranged on three different planes: international,
national, and party-level. On an international level,
it advanced a new concept of internationalism,
definitively purged of the legacy of Joseph Stalin
and the Communist International gatherings. No
longer was a single international center of com-
munism recognized, nor was any one party or state
henceforth considered a model to be followed. The
Eurocommunist parties sought to establish a more
marked autonomy from Moscow and from com-
munism of a Soviet stamp, and they indeed
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criticized the USSR more and more frequently for
the grave limits it placed on democracy, for its
treatment of dissidents, for its disturbing short-
comings in the field of human rights, and for its
ossified bureaucratic apparatus, which paralyzed
every process of social transformation the world
over.

While Leonid Brezhnev (1906–1982; leader of
the USSR from 1964 to1982) continued to affirm
that the Soviet brand of socialism was the best
possible, the French, Italian, and Spanish
Communist parties evinced the conviction that in
the West, it would be necessary to follow a ‘‘third
road’’ separate from that followed by the Com-
munist bloc, where ‘‘socialist democracy’’ had
failed to develop, and from that of Western social
democracy, which remained subordinate to
capitalism.

On a national level, the three parties main-
tained similar positions regarding the crises that
had struck the advanced capitalistic societies of
Western Europe, beginning with the oil crisis.
The situation was defined as global—because it
did not pertain only to the economy but to all
aspects of society, including politics and ethics—
and therefore systemic. The only solution was to
set out on the road to socialism. The architects of
this new type of society rejected the Soviet model
above all, preferring instead to emphasize the uni-
versal values of liberty and democracy, which were
‘‘inseparable from socialism.’’

At a party level, while they remained structured
according to the principle of centralized democracy
in the Leninist tradition, the three Eurocommunist
parties, inspired both by their own membership
and by the climate abroad, opened themselves to
more democratizing reforms, albeit in very differ-
ent ways.

THE BILATERAL MEETINGS AND

THE MADRID SUMMIT

After the meeting of 12 July 1975, the policy of
Eurocommunism was enunciated at Livorno by
Berlinguer and Carrillo in a joint communiqué, in
which they affirmed the solemn declaration of
Italian and Spanish Communists that, in their con-
ception of a democratic advance toward socialism
in peace and liberty, they intended not tactical
maneuvering but a strategic conviction, born of

reflection on the collective experiences of the work-
ers’ movement and on the specific historic circum-
stances of their respective countries.

At the second summit between the PCI and
the PCF in November 1975, a second communal
declaration proclaimed that the two parties were
acting under different material circumstances and
that each of them would therefore pursue a policy
designed to meet the needs and suit the character-
istics of their own nation. At the same time, given
their struggle in developed capitalist countries, they
stated that the problems they confronted presented
common characteristics and required similar
solutions.

The Madrid summit of 2–3 March 1977 con-
stituted an important and indeed spectacular
moment in the Eurocommunism movement, and
the definitive testimonial to the links between the
three parties. The summit, attended by Berlinguer,
Marchais, and Carrillo, was considered the first and
only joint conference of Eurocommunism. Rather
than the apogee of Eurocommunism, however, it
in fact represented the beginning of its decline. The
secretaries of the three parties (particularly
Marchais and Berlinguer) appeared more preoccu-
pied with affirming that the real purpose of the
summit was to show solidarity with the Spanish
Communist Party, which still lacked formal legal
authorization, than with giving their backing to a
novel conception of the communist world.

After the meeting, in fact, due to the fragility of
the accord that was reached, the absence of a com-
mon regional strategy, the resistance the new initia-
tives met from proponents of the old order, and
the support that these proponents received from
the Soviets, a period of discord began that would
rapidly lead to the decline of Eurocommunism.

LEADERS, PARTICIPANTS, AND ASSOCIATED

MOVEMENTS

Eurocommunism, with its intent to bring about a
transition to socialism while respecting democratic
politics and pluralism, found its most authoritative
leader in Berlinguer, who was inclined even
to recognize the positive function of NATO
(in an interview of 15 June 1976 in Il corriere
della sera). The other protagonist was Carrillo,
who harshly criticized the Soviet model in
the study ‘‘Eurocomunismo’’ y estado (1977;
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‘‘Eurocommunism’’ and the state), which focused
chiefly on a Spanish and European context and was
characterized by strong declarations in favor of
pluralism and ‘‘Europeanism,’’ in open polemic
with Soviet ideology.

In addition to the Italian, Spanish, and French
Communist parties, the Communist parties of
England, Belgium, Switzerland, and Greece (in
the last case, an internal faction born in 1968 from
a schism in the Greek Communist Party) partici-
pated in the movement. Support also came from
the Dutch Communist Party, whose total auton-
omy from the USSR had long been established.
The same ideas were espoused outside of Europe,
though with different motives, by the Communist
parties of Japan, Australia, and Mexico, as well as
by political factions that had broken off from
Communist parties, such as the MAS (Movement
toward Socialism) in Venezuela.

In Western Europe, the ranks of the
Eurocommunist parties were in this period
opposed by the Communist parties of Portugal,
Greece (in exile), Austria, Luxembourg, and
Norway.

THE REACTION OF MOSCOW

The 1976 Berlin conference of twenty-nine
European Communist parties made still clearer
the difficulties facing the proposal, advanced
repeatedly on Soviet initiative, to organize a new
worldwide conference on the model of the one
held in Moscow in 1969 (where on 11 June
Berlinguer had reiterated the condemnation of
the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia) for the
purpose of eliminating, or at least reducing, the
contrasts that continued to manifest themselves
within the international Communist movement.

In order to redress a political climate condi-
tioned by such diverse influences, the USSR
promoted a series of regional conferences. The
most important, aside from those in East Berlin
and later Paris (April 1980), the latter boycotted
by the Eurocommunists, took place between 1981
and 1985. These were ‘‘theoretical’’ conferences
to which the presence of Soviet officials impart-
ed a clear political hue. They were organized
on the initiative of the journal Problems of Peace
and Socialism, born in Paris in 1958 as a forum
for interaction and debate in the wake of

the dissolution of Cominform (the Communist
Information Bureau).

THE CRISIS OF EUROCOMMUNISM

The crisis became explicit at the moment of the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979,
and thereafter with the Polish ‘‘affairs’’ of 1980
(the Baltic strike and the birth of the Solidarity
union), followed in 1981 by the Polish govern-
ment’s proclamation of a state of siege. Such events
shattered the Eurocommunist ranks. The Italian,
Spanish, Belgian, English, Swedish, Swiss, Dutch,
Mexican, and Japanese Communist parties criti-
cized Brezhnev’s policies, though other parties
took a different stance, most notably the PCF.
Furthermore, some of the parties that had contin-
ued to adhere to Eurocommunism were quick to
experience serious internal divisions. As a result of
the pressures exerted on party leadership by fac-
tions still faithful to old pro-Soviet policies, as well
as through the direct intervention of the USSR,
discord and fractures broke out that afflicted above
all the Spanish, Finnish, and English Communist
parties, precipitating rapid and dramatic losses at
the polls.

Still more decisive, however, was the split that
had come about between the leading parties.
Though the PCF would never openly renounce
its positions of the preceding period (from the
Champigny Manifesto of 1968 to the documents
of the Twenty-second Congress on ‘‘socialism in
French colors’’ and on the abandonment of the
formula of the ‘‘dictatorship of the proletariat’’),
it effectively sanctioned the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan and proceeded, together with the
Polish Communist Party, to promote a meeting
of nineteen parties that occurred in East Berlin in
March 1979. At the Twenty-fourth Congress, the
leadership of the PCF abandoned its reservations
about past Soviet policy and moreover defined as
‘‘globally positive’’ the cumulative effects of the
‘‘real socialism’’ of the Brezhnev years. The adop-
tion of these new positions not only failed to
impede but indeed contributed to the electoral
collapse suffered by the PCF in the subsequent
administrative and political elections.

So too in the PCE, internal fragmentation
resulted in a series of grave electoral defeats. The
crisis led to Carrillo’s resignation from the secretar-
iat of the party in 1982, from which he was
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expelled entirely in 1985 (Carrillo then formed the
group Unidad Comunista, from 1987 an official
party).

The choices made by the PCI were different
and in fact opposed, though they too were accom-
panied by a decline in the polls, after the positive
results of the first phase. By way of carrying forward
the critiques advanced in 1956 and 1968 on the
problems of change in advanced capitalist societies
and on the rapport between socialism and democ-
racy, as well as on what came to be called the ‘‘new
internationalism,’’ in March 1979 the Italian
Communists proposed the idea of a ‘‘third road’’
or a ‘‘third phase’’ as an alternative to the Soviet
example and to that of the social democrats, both
of which were considered ineffective.

In the process, the PCI came to its ‘‘rupture,’’
with the declaration of Berlinguer in December
1981 regarding the defunctness of the ‘‘forward
push’’ of the October Revolution and the Soviet
exemplar, and the consequent necessity of follow-
ing other paths to arrive at a ‘‘diverse’’ socialism
and a greater integration of the PCI with the circle
of the Western European Left.

Among the Eurocommunist parties in Europe,
besides minorities in Finland, England, and France,
only that of Greece (the internal faction) main-
tained positions similar to those of the PCI, against
which there was an extremely harsh backlash from
the Russian and Polish Communist parties, as well
as from numerous other parties.

Thanks to its deep social and political roots in
Italy, the PCI managed during the first half of the
1980s to achieve a significant electoral consensus
and put an end to the opposition to European
integration. Mikhail Gorbachev’s rise to power in
the Soviet Union gave hope that the time had
come for an internal reform of Soviet communism
and for the recovery of communism on an interna-
tional level. The failure of Gorbachev’s program
inevitably drew the PCI and the other
Communist parties of Western Europe into an
irreversible crisis, which was accelerated after
1989. Indeed, by the end of the 1980s, with the
dissolution of the USSR, the fall of the Communist
regimes of Eastern Europe, the increase of repres-
sion in China, and the crisis of many pro-commu-
nist regimes in the Third World, the framework of
world communism was thrown into total chaos.

In 1991 the PCI dissolved itself at its
Twentieth Congress, giving life on the one hand
to a Democratic Party of the Left, which placed
itself under the aegis of European socialism with its
adherence to the Socialist International, and on the
other to a Party of Communist Refoundation,
spawned from the secession of a minority. The
Communists in France and Spain, for their part,
saw a net decline in their collective influence. At
the same time, such events and circumstances
marked the culmination of the process of crisis
and turned the debate on the future of commu-
nism toward an analysis of the prospects of existing
communist nations and a recap of a historical
phenomenon.

See also Berlinguer, Enrico; Brezhnev, Leonid;
Communism; Gorbachev, Mikhail; Italy; 1968;
1989; Soviet Union.
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n

EUROPEAN COAL AND STEEL
COMMUNITY (ECSC). The European
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was an inter-
national organization that was established on 25
July 1952 by the Treaty of Paris. In the treaty the
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Belgium, the
Netherlands, and Luxembourg agreed with France
to renounce part of their sovereignty by placing
their coal and steel production in a common mar-
ket, under a supranational authority. Later, as the
European integration process progressed, the
incoming members of the European Union also
became part of the ECSC (that is, Denmark,
Ireland, and United Kingdom in 1973; Greece in
1981; Portugal and Spain in 1986; and Austria,
Finland, and Sweden in 1995). In 1990, when
East and West Germany reunified, the country
joined the organization in its turn. First established
in the city of Luxembourg, the ECSC headquarters
finally moved to Brussels in 1967. As agreed in the
treaty, after fifty years of functioning, the ECSC
came to an end on 25 July 2002, its competences
being transferred to the European Community.

THE SCHUMAN PLAN AND ITS OBJECTIVES

On 9 May 1950 Robert Schuman, French minister
for foreign affairs, invited all European countries to
join France and Germany in pooling production of
coal and steel. The idea of international coopera-
tion among European heavy industries was not
completely new, as similar projects had been devel-
oped in the aftermath of World War II in France, in
Germany, and inside the American administration.
The so-called Schuman Plan, secretly conceived by
Jean Monnet but politically endorsed by Schuman,
was innovative in two respects; first, from a func-
tionalist perspective, it was expected to bring about
further European integration: the two pioneering
branches would attract other sectors in the process
and, by a so-called spill-over effect, lead gradually
to a European federation; second, it implied a
revolutionary method of governance characterized

by the delegation of national powers to a suprana-
tional institution.

Beyond economic and social objectives—the

development and modernization of European pro-

duction, the expansion of import-export exchanges

inside and outside the pool, and a converging

improvement of living standards for the workers—

the Schuman Plan was also defined along essential

political objectives. By bringing France and Germany

to a factual solidarity, it was expected that any future

war between them would be both unthinkable and

impossible. French-German relations had reached a

deadlock on unresolved questions (the status of the

Saar, the German rearmament, and free access to the

Ruhr’s coal), paralyzing, if not jeopardizing, the

European integration process. In Monnet’s view,

similar to the United States’ position, such a situa-

tion could not last given the Cold War’s context: a

fast and ambitious initiative was needed, on the one

hand, to anchor Western Germany to the West and

make it participate in Western Europe’s defense and,

on the other hand, to keep German industrial cartels

and rearmament capacities under close control. In

exchange for this economic concession, an opportu-

nity was given to Germany to reenter international

politics with equal rights for the first time since the

end of the war. By accepting and endorsing the idea,

despite strong opposition in his country (mainly

social democrat and communist parties), Konrad

Adenauer, the German chancellor, played a decisive

role in the success of the plan. After Germany, the

Benelux countries (Belgium, Netherlands, and

Luxembourg) and Italy agreed to enter the discus-

sions by accepting the idea of a supranational

authority. The categorical rejection by the United

Kingdom brought much disappointment and

doubt, but could not stop the process. The extent

to which the United States influenced the Schuman

Plan is not clear and has long been debated, with

some scholars suggesting that it may have consid-

ered the project as an ideal extension of the pre-

vious Marshall Plan. At least, the United States

showed itself eager to defend the supranational

character of the treaty and to make Europe move

away from past cartels.

THE CONFERENCE OF PARIS

Ten months was not a long time to reach an agree-

ment on the matters at stake considering their
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complexity and novelty, particularly if one thinks of

the harsh discussions that arose in institutional,

political, and economic terms. Thus, at the very

beginning of the conference, the small Benelux

countries called for some essential guarantees: a

clear delimitation and definition of supranational

prerogatives and a fair balance of powers between

small and big member-states inside the different

organs. Belgium and Italy, for their part, insisted

that a transitional period should be agreed to ease the

integration of their industries in the future common

market. The negotiations led to the Treaty of Paris,

signed on 18 April 1951. Opposition arose in all six

countries: the communist parties considered that the

plan was against the USSR’s interests; the German

social democrats refused any kind of national conces-

sions; the French Gaullist party opposed any loss of

national sovereignty; but also industrialists, such as

the Belgian coal producers and the French,

Luxembourg, and Belgian steelmakers, particularly

feared the future High Authority’s interventionism.

THE ECSC TREATY

In contrast with the subsequent European treaties,
which provided a general framework of action but
few directly applicable rules, this treaty was com-
posed of detailed rules fixing once and for all the
supranational competences (treaty-law). Comprising
one hundred articles, it resulted from numerous
compromises between different political and eco-
nomic visions, mainly between dirigisme (i.e., strong
economic state interventionism) and laissez-faire,
(or ‘‘let do,’’ i.e., free-market economics).

General principles Liberal in essence, the treaty
established a common market for coal and steel by

French foreign minister Robert Schuman presents the plan for the European Coal and Steel Community to a

meeting of European representatives, Paris, June 1950. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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banning state-aid, subsidies, discrimination, and
restrictive practices. It aimed to promote economic
expansion by modernizing and rationalizing coal
and steel production; avoiding an unconsidered
exhaustion of their resources; developing employ-
ment and improving living and working standards
in the member-states; and favoring international
trade. As part of this, it sought to reduce prices
on the internal market by imposing tariff transpar-
ency. However, the treaty was also characterized by
different interventionist mechanisms, enabling the
High Authority to regulate the market.

Institutions The High Authority was the suprana-
tional executive body. Its composition (eight mem-
bers, nominated by national governments, plus one
co-opted, that is, chosen by the nominated mem-
bers) was intended to ensure a balanced represen-
tation of large and small states. Financially
autonomous, this collegial organ was also politically
independent, as its nine members were required to
act without any external instruction. Supported by a
secretariat, it was assisted by an Advisory Committee
constituted of coal and steel producers, consumers,
and trade unions. Empowered to impose levies and
direct sanctions on firms, the High Authority had a
far more significant power than the future European
Commission. To counterbalance and control it, an
intergovernmental body, the Special Council of
Ministers, was established, composed of member-
states’ representatives: this second executive body
was meant to harmonize the supranational and
national policies. In certain areas involving direct
controls, the decisions of the High Authority had
to be approved by the Council of Ministers.
Furthermore, the Court of Justice (seven judges
nominated by consensus by national governments)
exerted a judicial control upon the High Authority
and the member-states. The Common Assembly
(seventy-eight delegates from national parliaments)
was created to provide more legitimacy to the new
institutions. Despite having relatively limited powers
(such as the power to review the High Authority’s
annual report, and to sack the members of the
supranational body), this paved the way for a future
European Parliament. The same fourfold structure
would be given to the European Economic
Community and the Euratom treaties in 1957.

In essence, this ‘‘dual executive’’ structure cre-
ated tensions between national and community

forces and between large and small member-states.

The latter insisted that every country be repre-

sented in every institution, and particularly in the

High Authority and the Common Assembly.

Within the Council of Ministers, votes were

weighted in function of respective coal and steel

production and, depending upon the issue, a unan-

imous vote, a simple majority, or a qualified major-

ity was requested. The system enabled the small

states to counterbalance the large ones, if the for-

mer decided to act together.

Policies All types of discrimination (quotas, prices,

taxes, subsidies, or transport costs) were forbidden

and, for the first time in Europe, precise antitrust

legislation was applied: cartels, concentrations, and

mergers were allowed by the High Authority only

if they helped the market to function better. Social

dumping was prohibited and the free circulation of

qualified workers inside the community was pro-

moted. Besides this, the supranational body was

also empowered to intervene actively in the market:

in cases of nonrespect of competition and nondis-

crimination rules, it could pronounce direct sanc-

tions; it was also empowered to help (by loans)

limit and influence the financing of investment

programs. Furthermore, in certain conditions, after

having consulted the Advisory Committee and the

Council of Ministers, the High Authority could fix

minimum and maximum prices. In periods of crisis,

with the Council of Ministers’ approval, it could, as

a last resort, fix quotas on production (in the case

of overproduction) or allocate scarce supplies (in

the case of shortage). Like governments, the High

Authority could borrow money and was allowed to

impose levies on the firms: these were shared across

functioning costs, loan interests and guarantees,

investments, and research expenditures. A portion

of the levies was put in an international readapta-

tion fund, meant to help workers and firms affected

by the new open market.

A complementary part to the treaty, more flex-

ible, defined a series of actions and duties to be

undertaken during a five-year transition period: aside

from establishing the ECSC’s organs, time was

needed to unify the markets, negotiate with third

countries, and readapt the industries. Some specific

dispositions concerning French, Belgian, and Italian

coal production and Italian and Luxembourg steel
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production, were also agreed in order to cushion the
immediate effects of the common market.

FIFTY YEARS OF FUNCTIONING

The existence of the ECSC can be divided in two
distinct periods, as the High Authority stopped
functioning as such in 1967. All its competences
were then transferred to the Commission of the
European Communities (by the Merger Treaty).

The High Authority began operating in August
1952 with Monnet as its first president (followed by
René Mayer (France), Paul Finet (Belgium), Piero
Malvestiti (Italy), and, finally, Dino Del Bo (Italy).
In July 1952 the ECSC countries produced 19.4
percent of the coal and 16 percent of the steel in
the world. At that time, coal met about 70 percent
of European energy requirements. Germany was by
far the biggest producer in the Community respon-
sible for more than a half of the coal, almost three-
fifths of the coke, and a third of pig iron and steel.
With two-thirds, France was the biggest ECSC pro-
ducer of iron ore. During the spring of 1953, the
High Authority gradually opened the common mar-
kets (i.e., coal, iron ore, scrap, pig iron, and steel)
with some exceptions to the rule (e.g., Italian steel).
During this period, and for the next five years, the
transitional measures were in operation (e.g., aid
regime for Belgian coal). After a short recession
period between 1949 and 1951, the High
Authority profited from the favorable economic
situation to implement an active policy of moderni-
zation and research and, in social terms, a policy of
building housing for ECSC workers. By 1958 trade
in steel inside the community had increased by 151
percent; 21 percent for coal and 25 percent for iron
ore. In terms of European integration, the results
were rather disappointing and left the ECSC’s func-
tionalist and federalist conceivers a little disillu-
sioned. Handicapped by too specialized a scope
and too precise a mandate, hampered by growing
bureaucracy, the High Authority could not expand
its competences. By contrast, the intergovernmental
body had successfully imposed its presence and role
in European Community politics. Because of
national divergences and interferences (even inside
the High Authority itself), it became difficult to
ensure the strict application of the treaty or any
coordinated action that went against national inter-
ests, as illustrated by the antitrust policy and the coal

crisis of the late 1950s. Despite its will, the High
Authority did not succeed in remaining a key player
in the integration process, and the initial functional-
ist path toward a European federation was left aside
as the next European treaties were being negotiated.
After 1967 the ECSC treaty was applied with more
efficiency and visibility, under the responsibility of
the European Commission in Brussels. In front of
the steel crisis (mid-1970s to mid-1980s), three suc-
cessive plans (named after their responsible commis-
sioners Spinelli, Simonet, and Davignon) attempted
to deal with the situation: these consisted of a pro-
cess of restructuring, accompanied by a program of
public aids. Despite its enormous complexity (con-
siderable costs and competing national interests),
and thanks to a better application of the treaty, the
commission was successful when facing the steel
crisis, where the High Authority had been powerless
in front of the coal crisis. During the 1990s the
ECSC was confronted simultaneously with the pri-
vatization, amalgamations, globalization, and trans-
national specialization in the European steel industry
(about 20 percent of the world production by
2000). On 23 July 2002, after fifty years, as agreed
in the treaty, the ECSC officially came to an end, its
responsibilities and assets having been transferred
gradually to the European Community since 1992.
In any event, coal and steel, by which the Schuman
Plan had been justified, had completely (or almost
completely) lost their strategic character by that
stage; the number of workers employed in the
ECSC sectors had been reduced from 1,365,697
workers in 1953 to 364,500 in 2001.

See also European Commission; Industrial Capitalism.
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EUROPEAN COMMISSION. While
drafting the treaty that established the European
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)—adopted in
Paris in 1951—the negotiators decided on a novel
institutional model. Motivated by a concern for
efficiency and a desire to overcome partisan and
nationalist divisions but with a federal structure
impossible, they conceived a system whose central
element would be an executive and supranational
body called the High Authority. Independent and
drawing upon the technical skills of its individual
staff members, the High Authority would ensure
the efficacy of ECSC common policies while serv-
ing its interests. The High Authority would wield
considerable power with a good deal of autonomy
yet operate within a narrow judicial framework
determined by its representatives.

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION AS A MAJOR

INSTITUTIONAL INNOVATION

Some years later, in negotiating the treaty that cre-
ated the European Economic Community (EEC)—
adopted in Rome in 1957—this institutional model
was used again, although the more sober Commis-
sion replaced the High Authority. In contrast to the
ECSC treaty, the framework of the EEC gave its
institutions greater autonomy to serve more general
objectives. As a consequence, the executive function
no longer consisted in the mere application of trea-
ties but in developing legislative initiatives, creating
policy, and determining the significance of

commitments undertaken by the various nations.
To balance intergovernmental and supranational
interests, the negotiators reinforced the decision-
making role of the Council of the EEC but
entrusted to the Commission both control of the
European policy agenda and executive powers for
the enforcement of norms.

In spite of considerable structural evolution in
the European Union (EU) since its founding in
1957, the original institutional scheme has never
been redesigned. However, two important devel-
opments in the 1980s must be mentioned. The
European Parliament, whose members have been
directly elected since 1979, gradually and inelucta-
bly imposed itself upon the Commission as its
partner and obligatory interlocutor. In addition,
the Council began making decisions that no longer
required unanimity but only a qualified majority.

These developments subtly altered the Com-
mission’s equilibrium. It now had to persuade not
one but two organizations of its proposals. However,
the qualified majority voting system in the
Council, together with the European Parliament’s
participation in most legislative decisions, gave the
Commission greater room to maneuver when it
could win the support of ministers within the
Council or political groups within the European
Parliament. Equilibrium in the actual decision-
making process—symbolized by the co-decision-
making procedure—has forced the Commission,
Council, and Parliament to negotiate compromises
satisfactory to all.

The institutional system of the European
Union is not specifically bound by the principle—
common to all democratic regimes, whether pres-
idential or parliamentary—of the distribution of
power. It rests instead on another principle of
equilibrium: representational plurality. Whereas
the European Parliament’s task is to protect the
interests of peoples and to express their viewpoints
and the Council’s is to ensure arbitration of national
interests, the neutral or supranational European
Commission represents the community as a whole.
(In practice, this power-sharing arrangement is not
so neatly divided. The Commission does not in fact
exclude national or partisan interests.) The role of
the European Court of Justice is to ensure that the
various institutions and member states respect the
treaties and laws adopted on their behalf.
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DESIGNATION OF THE COMMISSION

The meaning of the term commission is ambiguous.
It refers to the group of twenty-five commissioners
chosen by member states and the Parliament, but it
also refers to the institution itself, with its numer-
ous civil servants. Commissioners are appointed
every five years and are chosen in the six months
after parliamentary elections. Prior to 1999, the
terms of the Commission and Parliament did not
coincide and the European Parliament had no for-
mal authority over the Commission’s appointment
process. In response to chronic complaints about
deficiencies in the European Union’s democratic
processes, however, representatives coordinated
the election of Parliament with the Commission’s
investiture and set their terms to run concurrently.
This allows for the possibility of European elections
affecting the Commission’s composition and pol-
icy-making activity and enables Parliament to exer-
cise more rigorous control over the Commission.

The Commission’s nominating process has
often been reformed and is complex. First, the
European Council, composed of chiefs of state or
government leaders, chooses by qualified majority
vote a candidate for president. Then Parliament
must approve the choice. After that, each govern-
ment submits the name of the person it intends to
appoint to the Commission. The European
Union’s president-elect must then approve these
choices and assign to the candidates the various
portfolios and vice presidencies that will form the
Commission College (the twenty-five commis-
sioners). This slate is submitted to the European
Parliament for approval. To judge the qualifications
of the commissioners-elect, deputies interview
them before the parliamentary commissions quali-
fied to judge individual portfolios. The European
Parliament then pronounces on the whole college.
Only after this vote does the newly appointed Com-
mission begin to function.

Commissioners are chosen on the basis of
experience and qualifications. Although it is not a
requirement, all have occupied a political post—the
proportion of commissioners with an important
political experience has risen continuously since
1957—and many have been ministers. Once
appointed, however, they are required to act in
the best interests of the European Union as a
whole and they may not, in principle, receive

instructions from their home governments. The

president of the Commission distributes portfolios,
can change appointments, and—if a majority of the

commissioners agree—may request a resignation.

In terms of policy, the Commission reports and

must answer to the Parliament, which can dismiss it
with a no-confidence vote. Although such motions

have been submitted often enough, mainly by very
small minorities, none has ever won the requisite

majority: the Commission has never been censured

since 1957. This is true in part because the
European Commission and Parliament are objec-

tive supranational allies and because, given the sub-
sidiary character of partisan interests in the

relationship between Parliament and the Commis-

sion, censure does not provoke political change but
punishes poor administration and bad practices. In

March 1999, with a vote of censure in the offing,
the commission led by Jaques Santer had to resign

because independent experts criticized its financial

management.

HOW THE COMMISSION FUNCTIONS AND

WHAT IT DOES

The Commission College meets once per week, gen-

erally on Wednesdays, in Brussels. Commissioners

make presentations concerning items on the
agenda in their areas of expertise; the commission

then takes collective decisions. In theory, decisions

are made by a majority but they are most often
consensual. The Commission is served by a large

staff, including about 25,000 administrators,
experts, translators, interpreters, secretaries, and

service employees. These posts are distributed

TABLE 1

Presidents of the European Commission

Name Country Period of tenure

Walter Hallstein Germany 1958–1967
Jean Rey Belgium 1967–1970
Franco Maria Malfatti Italy 1970–1972
Sicco Mansholt Netherlands 1972–1973
François-Xavier Ortoli France 1973–1977
Roy Jenkins United Kingdom 1977–1981
Gaston Thorn Luxembourg 1981–1985
Jacques Delors France 1985–1995
Jacques Santer Luxembourg 1995–1999
Romano Prodi Italy 1999–2004
José Manuel Barroso Portugal 2004–
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among the directorates-general, which draft legis-
lative proposals that the commissioners subse-
quently sponsor and each of which has a director
and specific responsibilities.

The European Commission has four major
missions: First, it wields exclusive control of the
legislative initiative, drafting all the proposals for
European norms that will be voted on by Parlia-
ment and Council in accord with the best interests
of the European Union and its citizens while dis-
regarding the interests of individual states.
However, in order to make appropriate legislative
proposals, the Commission keeps in close touch
with a wide range of interest groups, with the
national administrations, and with experts of all
kinds. According to what is known as the subsidiary
principle, each proposal must be justified. The
Union does not take action (except in the areas
that fall within its exclusive competence) unless it is
more effective than action taken at the national,
regional, or local level.

Second, the Commission is charged with carry-
ing out EU policy. With well-developed policies—
for example, those concerning competition, agricul-
ture, and structural funds—the Commission pos-
sesses extensive executive powers. The Commission
dispenses funds with oversight by the European
Court of Auditors and the European Parliament,
on a budget determined by the council and the
European Parliament on a Commissions’ proposal.

Third, the Treaty of Rome grants the Com-
mission powers as ‘‘the guardian of the treaties.’’
In collaboration with the Court of Justice, it over-
sees appropriate application of European law in all
member states. In the case of transgression, it
takes the necessary measures to bring the offend-
ing state back into line.

Fourth, the Commission speaks for the European
Union on all international matters within its sphere
of activity—for example, in organizations such as
the International Trade Organization—and it
negotiates international treaties in the name of
the European Union.

CONTRIBUTION OF THE COMMISSION TO

EUROPEAN INTEGRATION

The Commission has always played a key role in the
process of European integration because of its treaty-

making assignment; in addition, the individuals who
serve on it are in favor of a unified Europe, from
which arises a natural tension between its own inter-
ests and those of the Council. The Commission’s
capacity to promote European integration, however,
has changed considerably since 1957. At the begin-
ning, it functioned as a political spur, taking most of
the initiatives that favored the development of com-
mon policies and actively promoting integration. A
strong collective spirit characterized the first col-
leges, as did stable composition and highly influen-
tial presidents who were close to the national leaders
of the period. This enabled the Commission to put
into place the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
and to accelerate the introduction of the single cus-
toms union.

However, the Commission’s activism, its project
for financing CAP through the EEC’s resources,
and the impending installation of the qualified
majority voting process in the council, led Charles
de Gaulle, in 1965, to oppose what he called the
‘‘federalist’’ deviation of the European integration.
A crisis ensued, called the empty chair crisis, that
brought the leadership of the Commission into ques-
tion. During the 1970s, a dull economic outlook,
the enduring dominance of intergovernmental logic
(derived from the veto power of national represen-
tatives within the council) and the growing auto-
nomy of the Commission’s directorates-general
further weakened the Commission’s capacity to
develop legislative initiatives. The establishment of
the European Council in 1974 confirmed this fall
from grace; states or government leaders now took
charge of policy creation and the settlement of inter-
governmental conflicts, which until then had been
the province of the Commission.

The appointment of Jacques Delors as president
of the Commission in 1985 renewed its influence
and marked the revival of European integration,
first through the creation of the single market
(31 December 1992) and subsequently through
the establishment of the European Union. The
Commission played a major role in charting the
framework of the single market. It was also central
to the policy of ‘‘enlargement and deepening’’ that
was decided upon in the 1990s as a way of reinvig-
orating the process of European unification. But
the situation soon took a turn for the worse because
of its lack of democratic policy; the commissions led
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by Jacques Santer and Romano Prodi from 1995 to
2004 could not claim major achievements, with the
exception of the European Union’s enlargement.

With a union that since 2004 has twenty-five
members, it is doubtful that the Commission will
recover its leadership role or its ability to propel
future European integration. It faces three major
hurdles. The first is the political context of the
enlarged union, in which the visions and expecta-
tions held for some institutions have become more
divergent than ever, making legislation an ever more
delicate operation. The second is the continuing
crisis of legitimacy facing the European Union and
its policies. Euroskepticism is an entrenched element
of the national political landscapes, and the Commis-
sion is a main target of criticism. The third, which
partly explains these problems of legitimacy, is the
intrinsic originality of the Commission. Europeans
are unsure whether it is a sort of political entrepre-
neur, an agency, an institution for mediation, an
executive secretariat, or the European Union’s
future government. Thus the Commission is con-
fronted with two dangers: confinement to executive
tasks, which would diminish both its capacity as
an initiator and its political role, and excessive
politicization, made possible by the European
Union Constitution, which would prevent the
Commission from creating consensus and a coop-
erating spirit among member states.

See also Common Agricultural Policy; European Coal
and Steel Community (ECSC); European Court of
Justice; European Parliament; European Union;
Rome, Treaty of.
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OLIVIER COSTA

n

EUROPEAN CONSTITUTION 2004–
2005. On 29 October 2004 the twenty-five mem-
ber states of the European Union (EU) signed the
Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe (here-
inafter Constitution). If it enters into force, the
Constitution will replace all existing treaties that first
established the European Communities and then
reformed them over the years. While much of the
Constitution is taken directly from the earlier treaties,
there are a number of novelties, such as the creation
of a permanent post of President of the European
Council and the establishment of the office of EU
Foreign Minister, supported by a new External
Action Service. The Constitution includes 448 arti-
cles and 36 protocols. Its substantive provisions are
grouped together in four parts:
� Part I deals with the EU’s general objectives,

competences, and institutional framework;

� Part II incorporates the EU’s Charter of
Fundamental Rights;

� Part III contains more specifics on the EU’s
internal and external policies and functioning;
and

� Part IV deals with the EU’s general and final
provisions, such as the procedure for revision.

The route toward the Constitution was
launched at the Laeken European Council of 14
and 15 December 2001. The EU’s heads of state
or government considered institutional reform
essential in view of the EU’s upcoming expansion
from fifteen to twenty-five member states in 2004.
Earlier attempts to adjust the EU’s institutional
functioning had produced only meager results.
The Treaty of Nice, signed on 26 February 2001,
forms the most notorious example of a complex
agreement including only minimal achievements.
The Treaty of Nice and its predecessors had been
negotiated at Intergovernmental Conferences
(IGCs). These are meetings of government repre-
sentatives behind closed doors. In an attempt to
open up the preparatory process of treaty reform,
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the heads of state or government decided at Laeken
to establish a Convention. The Convention
brought together representatives of all member
states, national parliaments, the European
Parliament, and the European Commission. It
debated in public between February 2002 and
July 2003. Under the strong leadership of former
French President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing (b. 1926),
the Convention succeeded in adopting—by
consensus—a draft treaty establishing a Consti-
tution for Europe. The draft was submitted to the
President of the European Council on 18 July
2003. While the Convention prepared the Consti-
tution, it had no legal powers to formally amend
the existing treaties. This required another tradi-
tional IGC. After a year of tough IGC bargaining
among the member states, the Constitution was
signed in Rome.

The Constitution can enter into force only
after having been ratified by all twenty-five member
states. The ratification process takes place in accor-
dance with the constitutional requirements that are
proper to each member state. This sometimes
involves a referendum. By January 2006, thirteen
member states had successfully ratified. In the
referenda in France and the Netherlands, a majority
of the voters expressed themselves against the
Constitution. In France, the referendum was held
on 29 May 2005. With a turnout rate of 69 percent,
the ‘‘no’’ obtained 55 percent of votes. The actual
text of the Constitution motivated only a fifth of
‘‘no’’ voters. The unemployment situation in
France was given as the main reason for the ‘‘no’’
vote. The Dutch referendum was held on 1 June
2005. With a turnout rate of 63 percent, the ‘‘no’’
obtained 62 percent of votes. Among the ‘‘no’’
voters, 28 percent indicated that their key motiva-
tion was the economic and social situation in the
Netherlands, 23 percent voted ‘‘no’’ because of
their negative overall opinion on the EU, and a
further 21 percent held that they specifically
opposed the text of the Constitution.

In reaction to the results in France and the
Netherlands, the European Council of 16 and 17
June 2005 called for a period of reflection to
enable a broad debate in each of the member states.
While the heads of state or government declared
that the negative referenda in France and the
Netherlands would not call into question the

validity of continuing with the ratification pro-
cesses, the British government had already decided
on 6 June 2005 to suspend the ratification proce-
dure indefinitely. The negative referenda in France
and the Netherlands did not bring the EU to a
halt. The European institutions continued func-
tioning on the basis of the existing treaty
framework.

See also Constitutions; European Union.
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YOURI DEVUYST

n

EUROPEAN COURT OF JUSTICE.
From the outset, the authors of the Paris (1951)
and Rome (1957) treaties accorded a decisive role
to law in the process of European construction.
Confronted with the impossibility of political inte-
gration and a federal model, they chose a system
that was based on law in order to facilitate the
decision-making process and to make the integra-
tion both effective and surreptitious. In order to
ensure that member states complied with their
obligations and with the European Community
standards adopted by supranational European insti-
tutions, in order to anticipate potential conflicts
between member states or between states and com-
munity institutions, and in order to guard against
excessive prescriptiveness on the part of the
European executive, the negotiators assigned great
importance to establishing a European court. This
was a remarkable choice, given that the principle of
constitutional justice was not widespread at that
time in Europe; the prevailing view was that judicial
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power should not interfere with the work of poli-
tical bodies. The court was, therefore, intended to
be both an international and an administrative
court. The history of the European project reveals,
however, that the Court of Justice has exercised a
third function, the importance of which was not
perceived at the outset: the interpretation of com-
munity law.

STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS

The Court of Justice is based in Luxembourg. It
consists of one judge from each member state
(twenty-five as of the 2004 elections) and eight
advocates-general, each appointed by common
accord of the governments for a renewable six-year
term. Since 1989, the court has been assisted by a
Court of First Instance; since the implementation
of the Nice Treaty (February 2003), this has func-
tioned as the court of ordinary law for all direct
actions. In these matters, the Court of Justice is the
appeal body.

The primary task of both the Court of Justice
and the Court of First Instance is to ensure com-
pliance with the law, whether this relates to the
treaties directly or to legal measures adopted in
accordance with them. Several types of direct
action exist. The first, the ‘‘action for failure to
fulfill obligations,’’ enables the judges—at the
request of the Commission of the European
Union or, less frequently, of a state—to monitor
member states’ compliance with community law.
In the event of a breach, the commission first
makes contact with the representatives of the state
concerned to give them an opportunity to remedy
the problem. If this course of action fails, the com-
mission can refer the matter to the court. In case
a state violates a court judgment, the court can
order it to pay a fine. The second, the action for
annulment, authorizes a state, a European Union
institution, or a private party directly concerned to
petition the court for an annulment of an institu-
tion’s act. The third, the action for failure to act,
enables the Court of Justice to penalize any inac-
tivity on the part of community institutions.

The treaties also give the court the jurisdiction
to interpret community law within the procedure
called ‘‘reference for a preliminary ruling.’’ This
procedure is unique to the European Union and
arises because the Court of Justice is not the only

court that applies community law. Given that the

national implementation of community law falls

under the jurisdiction of the member states,

national courts are required to monitor compliance

with it. The community treaties and standards

adopted by the institutions of the European

Union (primarily the Commission, the Council,

and the European Parliament) create rights to ben-

efit natural and legal persons (collective organiza-

tions, such as associations, companies, and public

bodies, considered as having a legal personality

distinct from the natural individuals who comprise

them), which the national judges are required to

protect. In order to prevent community law from

being interpreted and applied in excessively diver-

gent ways in the various member states, the treaties

authorize member states—and, in certain cases,

require them—to petition the Court of Justice to

interpret community law when a doubt arises con-

cerning the conformity of national legislation with

the community law or, conversely, the validity of an

act of community law. The Court of Justice then

gives a judgment or an explanatory ruling that binds

the national courts to an interpretation of commu-

nity law. However, the court does not intervene in

the substance of the matter. The court is not look-

ing at the original case; it is only giving the answer

to a question regarding interaction between national

and community law. The court’s interpretation

forms case law at the community level.

This procedure, called reference for a prelimi-

nary ruling, although ostensibly neutral, has had a

decisive impact on the construction of the

European Community by enabling the Court of

Justice to develop a specific and innovative case

law, which is uniformly imposed in the community

domain. It has also enabled the court to establish

some of the major principles of community law and

helped to bring citizens and economic agents closer

to the process of community construction by

allowing them to obtain clarification of the rights

that it grants them. Citizens involved in proceed-

ings before a national court may request the

national court to submit an appeal to the Court

of Justice, and the procedure has often been used

by private parties. The reference for a preliminary

ruling is also a means of opening community law to

debate, because the Court of Justice does not act

unilaterally and can summon the parties concerned,
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the member states, and the commission to state
their views on the matter.

The Court’s interpretive function, which was
intended to be peripheral, has become predomi-
nant. To the extent that monitoring the compli-
ance of states with their obligations falls broadly
under the Commission’s jurisdiction, the judges
have been able to concentrate on their role of
interpreting community law. Moreover, the Court
of Justice has done nothing to facilitate the access
of private parties to its courtrooms by means of
direct appeals; in practice, it has always given a
restrictive interpretation of community treaties.
Natural and legal persons have thus been encour-
aged to pursue the route of a reference for a
preliminary ruling, which enables the court to
undertake a consideration at the community judicial
level rather than conduct complex investigations
into what are often highly technical special cases.

THE COURT’S ROLE IN EUROPEAN

INTEGRATION

Since 1952, more than ten thousand cases have
been brought before the court, which has given rise
to nearly six thousand judgments, covering all the
community’s fields of jurisdiction. Retrospective
analysis of the drafting of the Paris and Rome trea-
ties has shown that the negotiators did not set out
to grant the Court of Justice a leading role in
European integration. However, the court has
evolved into a form of federal European constitu-
tional court. Although some of the negotiators may
have anticipated this development, it was not
inscribed in the treaties and it stems from a deliber-
ate and skilful strategy on the part of the judges.

At the outset and until the early 1960s, the
judges took a cautious approach. The scale of
their activities was limited and most of the appeals
issued from member states or economic agents
who were dissatisfied with decisions made by the
High Authority of the European Coal and Steel
Community or the Commission of the European
Economic Community, and the court operated in
accordance with the function that the treaties had
assigned to it.

After the early 1960s, however, the court
played an increasingly active role and acquired
some latitude in the interpretation of community
law. The judges specified the scope of the legal

obligations signed by the member states by giving
interpretations that systematically favored a reinforce-
ment of the effects of European integration. To
this end, the judges in Luxembourg sought to
establish relationships of trust with national courts.
As the latter were not required to petition the court
for interpretations of community law, the Court of
Justice took care not to encroach on their jurisdic-
tions or adopt an imperialist approach. National
judges were quick to understand the advantage that
they could derive from the reference for a prelimi-
nary ruling, which reinforced their own authority at
the national level. The interpretations given by the
Court of Justice authorized them to reject national
standards on the grounds that they were contrary
to the treaties or to the laws derived from them,
which led national courts to carry out a form of
constitutionality monitoring. Most of the national
courts have no powers of judicial review. National
constitutional courts have, however, persistently
shown some reserve toward the Court of Justice.
They have been demonstrably protective of their
jurisdiction in monitoring the constitutionality of
laws and have looked unfavorably on claims made
by European judges to do likewise. In the early
twenty-first century these courts have nevertheless
all accepted the principal aspects of Court of Justice
case law.

INNOVATIVE CASE LAW AND FEDERAL

INTEGRATION

In the 1960s, the court laid the foundations of the
European legal system through some particularly
innovative judgments, which had a broad impact.
First of all, the court asserted, during a reference
for a preliminary ruling, the principle of the direct
effect of community law (Van Gend en Loos judg-
ment, 1963). The judges considered that commu-
nity law creates rights that citizens can cite directly,
whether or not member states have explicitly made
provision for this. This creates a clear distinction
between the European Community and any pre-
vious international organization and establishes the
existence of a legal system that is federal in nature.

The court went further than this. In its Costa v.
ENEL judgment (1964), it also asserted the pri-
macy of community law over national law. The
court inferred from this that national judges should
refuse to apply national standards, even constitu-
tional ones, if they were contrary to community law
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(Simmental, 1978). The court thereby asserted a
federal type of hierarchical principle, which places
primary community law (treaties) and community
law derived from this (rulings and directives) above
national law. The assertion of the principles of
direct effect and primacy, as well as the broad
understanding applied to the reference for a pre-
liminary ruling procedure, have led the court to
establish the treaty as a form of constitutional char-
ter, something the authors of the treaties had not
anticipated.

The court continued this course of action in the
1970s and 1980s by giving equally innovative inter-
pretations to the fundamental rules of the commu-
nity legal system, such as the freedom of movement
or equality of treatment for European citizens irre-
spective of nationality. It thereby contributed to the
commission’s project of negative integration, which
consisted in the repeal of national regulations
restricting the free movement of goods, services,
and workers.

In the 1990s the court, ever sensitive to the
prevailing climate of opinion, embarked on a pro-
cess of positive integration. It supported efforts at
regulation made by citizens and by economic and
social agents, whether in the domain of environ-
mental protection, consumer protection, or public
health. When the European single market was
established (31 December 1992), the court pro-
moted the adoption of common standards to
ensure market regulation.

Given that a substantial proportion of the
technical documentation relating to European
integration emphasizes the fundamentally inter-
governmental nature of the process, how has it
come about that governments should have accepted
this increase in the court’s power and submitted to
its case law? The explanation contains three parts.
First and foremost, the governments needed the
court and often appealed to it themselves, particu-
larly to resolve their disagreements with the Com-
mission. Second, juridical culture is important in
European Union countries; few European political
officials dare to enter into open conflict with a
court, whether national or European. Third, the
court enjoys strong guarantees of independence,
and governments have only weak methods of
exerting pressure on it. The principal means would
be to reform the treaties and restrict the court’s

powers, but this would require unanimity among
the governments, which is an unlikely eventuality.

The governments have thus been content to
follow the work of the Court of Justice more closely
and to submit observations to it in a growing number
of cases. When treaties have been reformed, national
governments have sought to define the scope of
certain rights and principles in order to prevent the
court from interpreting them too widely; the drafting
of treaties has thus become increasingly precise, if
not prolix. The governments have also removed
some new policies, such as the common foreign and
security policy, from the court’s jurisdiction.

THE ERA OF SELF-RESTRAINT

The legitimization crisis that has affected the
European project since the beginning of
the 1990s has marked the dawn of a new era for
the Court of Justice. The European project, which
had hitherto taken place away from the glare of
public opinion and partisan controversies, suddenly
became a matter for impassioned debate during the
ratification proceedings of the Maastricht Treaty
(1992–1993). At this time, many citizens, civil
organizations, and political officials discovered the
full scale of the transfers of sovereignty granted by
the member states to European Union institutions
and the role played in this process by the Court of
Justice. The court’s judgments began to attract
wide media coverage and commentary. Having
previously explained its case law only to judges
and national leaders, the court was obliged to
defend it among a broader public and to develop
a wide-ranging media strategy. Moreover, as the
jurisdiction of the European Union increased, the
court came to deal with increasingly sensitive mat-
ters such as human rights, bioethics, and social
affairs. Finally, the deep political and national
divergences that have surrounded the European
project and the lack of consensus concerning the
objectives and modes of European integration
made the work of the judges into a highly delicate
matter. All these pressures have led them to
demonstrate a cautious and moderate approach
and to adopt an attitude of self-restraint that is
more in keeping with the existing realities of
integration.

See also Council of Europe; Maastricht, Treaty of; Nice
Treaty; Rome, Treaty of.
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OLIVIER COSTA

n

EUROPEAN FREE TRADE
ASSOCIATION. After World War II the
introduction of free trade was discussed on and
off in Western Europe. It could take the form of
either a customs union—with common external
tariffs—or a free trade area with the abolition of
internal tariffs and national trade policies. Free
trade was strongly advocated by the United States
and also favored by trade-dependent low-tariff
countries such as Belgium and Sweden. In 1947,
Western European countries for the first time stud-
ied the possibility of creating a customs union or
free trade area in the context of the Marshall Plan.
During the 1950s, the Scandinavian countries
Sweden, Norway, and Denmark discussed the
formation of a customs union, but failed to bridge
major differences, especially over the inclusion of
agriculture. The main incentive for the formation
of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA)
came from the creation of a continental European
customs union with strong supranational political
dimensions in the form of the European Economic
Community (EEC), the present-day European
Union (EU), in 1957–1958. As the EEC was to
abolish internal tariffs and impose common exter-
nal tariffs, it would give its member-states—France,
Italy, West Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium,
and Luxembourg—privileged access to the newly
created internal market. This in turn threatened to
undermine the competitive position of industrial
producers from other European countries. When

the British plan to create an all–Western European
free trade area as a roof over the EEC failed at
the end of 1958, when the French President
Charles de Gaulle vetoed the ongoing negotiations
in the OEEC, Britain, Sweden, Norway, Denmark,
Switzerland, Austria, and Portugal opted for the
creation of the small EFTA in 1959–1960. Finland
became associated with EFTA in 1961 through the
FIN-EFTA treaty.

Unlike the EEC, EFTA was characterized by
strictly intergovernmental market integration in the
form of an industrial free trade area with weak institu-
tions. It had limited provisions for majority voting to
enforce treaty provisions, a general consultation and
complaints procedure, escape clauses intended mainly
for balance-of-payments problems, and a set of rules
of origin. The EFTA treaty defined industrial com-
modities in a set of process lists and lists of basic
materials. Commodities could claim EFTA treatment
when containing more than 50 percent value added in
EFTA. In agriculture the EFTA treaty merely
included a general commitment to the removal of
agricultural export subsidies and to consultations
about the expansion of agricultural trade among
member states. The signing of the treaty was com-
bined with the conclusion of bilateral treaties, espe-
cially of Britain, Sweden, and Switzerland with
Denmark, to accommodate the economic interests
of the agricultural export countries.

With the creation of EFTA the so-called Outer
Seven European states demonstrated that an indus-
trial free trade area was technically feasible and
could operate with a loose institutional framework.
The EFTA states actually succeeded in abolishing
internal tariffs one and a half years before the EEC,
by 1 January 1967. This helped to increase trade
among them at a faster rate than trade with the EEC
in a period of rapid trade expansion in the 1960s.
From 1959 to 1969 EFTA’s trade with the EEC
grew by 130 percent, but intra-EFTA trade grew
by 186 percent. Trade among the Scandinavian
countries even rose by 284 percent during the same
period. Yet none of the member-states regarded
EFTA as an aim in itself. Rather, they hoped that
it would act as a bridge to the EEC to reopen
negotiations about the creation of a larger
Western European free trade area. This strategy
failed, however, as the EEC was preoccupied with
developing its institutions and policies and
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strengthening its internal cohesion, and because de

Gaulle was strongly opposed to a greater political

role for Britain in the integration of Europe.

Compared to the EEC, EFTA suffered from a

number of weaknesses. Its economic cohesion was

relatively low as it was geographically disparate and

lacked reciprocal export advantages in agriculture,

which the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) pro-

vided within the EEC. British leadership was weak,

too. Britain actually broke the EFTA treaty in the

autumn of 1964 when it imposed a tariff surcharge

to deal with balance-of-payments problems, pro-

voking the organization’s most severe crisis, com-

parable to the ‘‘empty chair’’ crisis in the EEC in

the following year. Moreover, the United States

was hostile to EFTA and to a wider settlement

between the EEC and EFTA. As U.S. balance-of-

payments problems intensified during the 1958–

1961 period, it led to fears that a larger Western

European free trade area would effectively exclude

U.S. goods from the European market without the

compensatory political benefit of strengthening the

cohesion of the West in the Cold War.

The conflict between EFTA and the EEC was

finally resolved in 1972–1973 when Britain and

Denmark as well as Ireland became members of

the EEC in its first round of enlargement.

Norway stayed outside of the EEC after a margin-

ally negative referendum result. It, as well as the

other EFTA states, concluded free trade treaties

with the EEC to safeguard their core trade inter-

ests. EFTA continued to exist, but it increasingly

developed into a waiting room for future full

EEC/EC/EU membership. Portugal joined the

EC in 1986 and Austria, Finland, and Sweden in

1995. In the early twenty-first century, only

Switzerland, Liechtenstein, Norway, and Iceland,

which joined EFTA in 1970, remain. Of the four,

only Liechtenstein and Norway (after a second

negative EU referendum in 1994) are associated

with the EU through the European Economic

Area. The present-day EFTA sees its main role in

advancing global trade liberalization, although its

member-states actually have highly protectionist

agricultural and fisheries policies, but it no longer

plays a significant role in European politics.

See also European Union.
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WOLFRAM KAISER

n

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT. At the
founding of the European Communities (1951
and 1957), the European Parliament was essen-
tially a consultative institution. It was established
to serve four functions: as a symbol of reconcilia-
tion between the member states; to establish a
balance between the institutions (as the house of
the peoples, it was designed as a counterweight to
the Council, the body that represented the govern-
ments); to mirror the other international organiza-
tions created in that period (including the United
Nations, the Western European Union [WEU],
the Council of Europe, and the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization [NATO]), all of which had
parliamentary assemblies; and to legitimize the
European Community by exercising some control
over the activities of its executive.

Since the 1950s, many changes have been
made to the treaties. The European Parliament
has emerged as a powerful institution in the con-
text of international pressure to parliamentarize the
European Community’s institutional system. The
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assembly has gradually taken on all the typical char-
acteristics of a national parliament: financial inde-
pendence, an internal physical and administrative
organization, an election process, and immunities
and privileges for its members. The European
Parliament has thus become a powerful force in
the EU’s political system, exercising multiple
functions.

First and foremost, the European Parliament
can adopt declaratory resolutions on all the matters
that fall under the EU’s jurisdiction, which makes
it the principal forum for political debate at the
supranational level. Second, it controls the activ-
ities of the European Commission and, to a lesser
degree, of the Council. Third, it plays a central
role in the appointments procedure for the
Commission and other Community institutions.
Fourth, it exercises major budgetary powers, both
in allocating funds and in controlling the imple-
mentation of the budget. Fifth and most conspicu-
ously, it exercises legislative powers; although at
the outset the Parliament had only a consultative
role, which deprived it of any influence, in the early
twenty-first century it participates with the Council
in adopting most legislative texts, and its status is
equal to the Council’s.

Initially, the European Parliament was com-
posed of delegates from the national parliaments.
The Treaty of Rome (1957) nevertheless provided
for the possibility of its members being elected by
universal direct vote. This was done for the first
time in 1979 and has been done ever since at five-
year intervals. These elections, which take place
within the member states, have not generated the
excitement among citizens anticipated by federal-
ists. This can be explained by the lack of scrutability
of the European Parliament’s functions, weak
media coverage of its activities, and the tendency
of national parties to downplay the event. In 2004,
when the European Union membership rose to
twenty-five states, the assembly was made up of
732 deputies divided among the states roughly
according to population. At one extreme, Malta
had five deputies; at the other, Germany had
nine-nine.

The European Parliament has always sat in
political groupings, although this is not required
under the Treaty of Rome. After 2004 elections, it
contained seven groups, which corresponded to

the main party groupings within the member
states. Until the end of the 1990s, the Parliament

was dominated by a split between supporters and

opponents of the quest for European integration,

which led the two main groups—the Christian

Democrats and the Socialists—to make common

cause regularly. Because of the criticisms generated
by this convergence, as well as because of European

policies that have led to ideological conflicts, a

traditional split between left and right has become

increasingly apparent. However, the assembly’s

functioning remains highly complex. The deter-

mining factor in the dominant split varies accord-
ing to the decision-making procedures and the

subject of the texts. When the Parliament is taking

decision at simple majority, mainly to adopt

declarative resolutions, a split between left and

right is very common. But when it is voting on

legislative texts, it must reach the majority of its
members, and not only voters; this is a strong

incentive for the two main groups to find a com-

promise. National conflicts remain fairly muted,

Members of the European Parliament vote to open

membership talks with Turkey, Strasbourg, 15

December 2004. ªVINCENT KESSLER/REUTERS/CORBIS
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however, and the statistical cohesion of the political
groupings remains strong. By contrast, relations
between the European Parliament and the Com-
mission are not governed by party affiliation,
because the Commission does not resemble a
government and the two institutions continue to
operate independently.

In addition to the increase in its powers, the
assembly’s history is also characterized by a pro-
gressive rationalization of its functioning. As a
supranational assembly, the European Parliament
is confronted with manifold and growing pressures:
a broad cultural and political heterogeneity; the use
of many languages (twenty in 2004); a dispersal
across three working sites (Strasbourg, Brussels,
and Luxembourg); a large number of members;
an overcrowded agenda; the frequent obligation
to vote placed on the majority of its members
rather than voters; delays in legislative and budget-
ary matters; a strict application of the ‘‘personal and
individual’’ nature of the deputies’ voting rights
(i.e., only members who are in the room at the
voting time can vote; they cannot delegate their
voting right); and the constant need to protect
the interests of the institution against those of the
Council and the Commission. In confronting all
these pressures, the deputies enjoy certain powers:
the total independence of their institution, which
cannot be dissolved; complete freedom as to how
they organize their deliberations and define their
agenda; substantial autonomy with regard to
national parties; and a progressive institutional frame-
work that is conducive to the extension of the
assembly’s powers.

In order to overcome the pressures on their
deliberation, the deputies have regularly adapted
the assembly’s regulations in order to rationalize its
functioning. Since the early 1990s, the assembly has
been characterized by a meticulous organization of
all the plenary assembly’s activities and institutions
and the precise timing of plenary sessions. This
process has reinforced the assembly’s hierarchical
institutions through increasing delegation of legisla-
tive work and control to parliamentary committees.
It has also conferred a leading role on the political
groupings and their officials, to the detriment of
individual initiative on the part of the deputies.
The European Parliament’s internal organization is
therefore the object of frequent and contentious

debate, both between those who subscribe to differ-
ing views of the parliamentary work (mainly a
‘‘Latin’’ tradition of political debate vs. a ‘‘Nordic’’
tradition of policy making) and between members
of the small as opposed to the two large political
groupings.

The European deputies have always played an
important, albeit indirect, role in deepening
European integration. Pro-European members,
who want to promote a more federalized Europe,
have always held a large majority. This objective
has associated the objective of European integra-
tion with that of reducing the ‘‘democratic deficit’’
(a concept invoked in the argument that the
European Union and its various bodies suffer from
a lack of democracy and seem inaccessible to the
ordinary citizen because their method of operating
is too complex), which is generally understood to
necessitate an increase in the European Parliament’s
powers.

See also Council of Europe; European Union; Rome,
Treaty of.
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OLIVIER COSTA

n

EUROPEAN UNION. The European
Union (EU) came into being on 1 November 1993
when the Treaty on European Union, negotiat-
ed and ratified by the twelve member states of the
European Communities (EC)—Belgium, Denmark,
France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Portugal, Spain, and the United Kingdom—
took effect. The treaty was negotiated in an
Intergovernmental Conference of the member states
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that began in December 1990 and concluded in
December 1991 in the Dutch city of Maastricht
(hence the frequent reference to it as the ‘‘Treaty of
Maastricht’’). The treaty was formally signed on 7
February 1992.

Article A of the treaty states that it ‘‘marks a
new stage in the process of creating an ever closer
union among the peoples of Europe’’ and that the
Union ‘‘shall be founded on the European
Communities, supplemented by the policies and
forms of cooperation established by this Treaty.’’
The Communities, commonly referred to as the
European Community, consisted of the European
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), which came
into being on 23 July 1952 as a result of the Treaty
of Paris signed by France, the Federal Republic
of Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
Luxembourg on 18 April 1951; and the European
Economic Community (EEC) and European
Atomic Energy Community (Euratom), both of
which came into being on 1 January 1958 as a
result of the Treaties of Rome signed by the six
member states of the ECSC on 25 March 1957.

After withdrawing from discussions in the early
and mid-1950s about possible membership in the
ECSC and the EEC the British government, as well
as those of Ireland, Denmark, and Norway, applied
for membership in the EC in August 1961. President
Charles de Gaulle (1890–1970) of France vetoed
British membership in January 1963, saying that
Britain lacked a ‘‘European vocation,’’ and one week
later signed a Treaty of Friendship with the Federal
Republic of Germany. A subsequent British govern-
ment applied again for membership in May 1967,
but again de Gaulle vetoed British membership.

De Gaulle resigned after a referendum defeat in
April 1969. His successor, Georges Pompidou
(1911–1974), signaled that the EC would welcome
an application from Britain and in July 1969 Britain,
Ireland, Denmark, and Norway applied for the third
time. After the completion of accession negotiations
Norwegian voters rejected membership in a referen-
dum in September 1972. Britain, Ireland, and
Denmark joined the EC on 1 January 1973.

On 21 April 1967 a military coup led by
Colonel George Papadopoulos (1919–1999) and
other colonels took power in Greece. After seven
years of a repressive dictatorship the regime

collapsed in August 1974 in the wake of the inva-
sion and occupation of northern Cyprus by Turkey.
Democracy was restored, the Greek government
applied for membership in the EC in June 1975,
and Greece joined the EC on 1 January 1981.

In April 1974 a military coup in Portugal
launched by a group of army captains and other
lower-level officers opposed to the government’s
colonial policies in southern Africa brought an
end to a lengthy period of authoritarian rule and
inaugurated a short-lived period of social revolu-
tion. A democratic regime was established in 1975
and the government applied for EC membership in
March 1977.

In Spain, Francisco Franco (1892–1975) died in
November 1975. Franco had come to power when
his Nationalist forces, aided by Nazi Germany and
Benito Mussolini’s (1883–1945) Italy, defeated the
supporters of the Second Republic in the Civil War of
1936–1939. After some uncertainty as to the nature
of the post-Franco regime, a government headed by
Adolfo Suarez (b. 1932) engineered, with the vital
assistance of King Juan Carlos I (r. 1975– ), who had
become head of state upon the death of Franco,
engineered a transition to a democracy that culmi-
nated in the first free election of the Congress of
Deputies in June 1977. One month later Spain
applied for membership in the EC. After a prolonged
accession negotiation, complicated by the fears of
French, Italian, and Greek agricultural producers,
Spain and Portugal entered the EC on 1 January
1986.

The Treaty on European Union, which took
effect on 1 November 1993, transformed the exist-
ing European Communities (EC) into the European
Union (EU). All of the existing treaties, laws, regula-
tions, directives, court rulings, and institutions of
the Communities continued in the EU. The treaty
changed the Communities into a single Community
and added new functions, responsibilities, and insti-
tutions to those that had existed in the EC. Most
notably, it committed the member states to the
establishment of an Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU); implementation of a Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), including the
eventual framing of a common defense policy that
might in time lead to a common defense; close
cooperation in the area of justice and home affairs
(JHA); creation of citizenship in the Union; and an
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increase in the legislative power of the European
Parliament. The treaty provided, however, that both
the Common Foreign and Security Policy and coop-
eration in the area of justice and home affairs would
be pursued solely through intergovernmental coop-
eration. The treaty thus defined three ‘‘pillars’’ of
activity, the first of which involved the institutions
and domains of policy of the existing European
Community, the second of which involved the
CFSP, and the third of which involved cooperation
in the area of JHA.

THE ANTECEDENTS OF EMU

The idea of economic and/or monetary union had
been on the agenda of the European Communities
in some form for several decades prior to the nego-
tiation of the Treaty on European Union. Indeed,
Belgium and Luxembourg had created the
Belgium-Luxembourg Economic Union (BLEU)
on 25 July 1921. BLEU removed the economic
frontier between the two countries and created a
monetary union in which the exchange rate for the
two currencies, the Belgian franc and Luxembourg
franc, was fixed at 1:1 with no fluctuation
range. The Belgian central bank assumed the role
of the central bank for the two countries and the
Luxembourg central bank became, instead, the
Luxembourg Monetary Institute.

On 5 September 1944 the governments-in-exile
of Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg,
meeting in London, agreed to institute after World
War II a common tariff regime with a common
external tariff and, eventually, a customs union that
would, in time, evolve into an economic union in
which there would be a single internal market in
which goods could move freely and without barriers
across the national borders. The Benelux Customs
Union came into being in 1948 and in 1960 it was
replaced by the Benelux Economic Union.

The Benelux countries played a major role in the
creation of the European Economic Community in
1958. As early as 1950 one or more of the Benelux
governments proposed that a customs union be cre-
ated that would include additional countries beyond
the Benelux three. In June 1950, after the French
politician Robert Schuman (1886–1963) had pro-
posed the creation of what would become the ECSC,
the Dutch government proposed a sector-by-sector
plan of trade liberalization that would eventually

result in a free-trade area. Known as the Stikker plan
after its proponent, the Dutch foreign minister Dirk
Stikker (1897–1979), it was followed in 1953 by
another Dutch proposal put forward by the foreign
minister, Willem Beyen (1897–1976), which aimed
to create a customs union.

In August 1954 the French National Assembly
rejected a treaty negotiated by the six founding
member states of the ECSC to create a European
Defense Community. With that defeat and the res-
ignation of Jean Monnet (1888–1979), who had
devised the Schuman Plan and had served as the
first president of the High Authority of the ECSC,
the ambition to integrate the economies of the six
member states appeared to be thwarted. In an effort
to relaunch the effort to integrate Europe, the for-
eign ministers of the Benelux countries—Paul-
Henri Spaak (1899–1972) of Belgium, Joseph
Bech (1887–1975) of Luxembourg, and Beyen—
put forward a series of proposals in early 1955 to
relaunch European integration. In April 1955 they
resurrected Beyen’s 1953 proposal for a customs
union, combined it with proposals to extend supra-
national regulation to other sectors, such as atomic
energy and transportation, and submitted it for
consideration by the ECSC foreign ministers at
their meeting in Messina, Italy, in June 1955. At
the conclusion of the meeting the ministers agreed
to create a committee of experts to study the pro-
posal that, by then, featured the creation in stages of
a customs union, the institution of a common exter-
nal tariff, fiscal and monetary harmonization, and
the development of common policies in agriculture,
energy, and transportation.

The committee of experts, chaired by Spaak,
began meeting in the fall of 1955 and submitted a
report to the foreign ministers in April 1956 that
proposed the creation of a customs union as well as
an atomic energy community and a common agri-
cultural policy. The ministers, meeting in Venice in
May 1956, agreed to start negotiations aimed at
implementing the proposal and did so in October
1956. The Treaties of Rome, creating the EEC and
Euratom, were signed on 25 March 1957. The
treaty establishing the EEC promised to eliminate
in stages all tariffs and quotas limiting trade between
the member states; establish a common external
commercial frontier; coordinate the economic poli-
cies of the member states; and provide for the free
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movement of goods, services, capital, and people.
In its preamble, the signatories stated they were
‘‘determined to lay the foundations of an ever closer
union among the peoples of Europe.’’

Why were the Benelux countries the leading
proponents, from the advent of BLEU in 1921 to
Messina, Venice, and Rome in 1955–1957, of
trade liberalization and the creation of a customs
union and eventually an economic and monetary
union in Europe? The answer lies in the fact that
their economies are unusually open in the sense of
being highly dependent on trade. Throughout the
twentieth century many of the goods these coun-
tries produced were purchased by consumers in
other countries and many of the goods they con-
sumed were produced in other countries. In 1958,
for example, Italian and French exports were
equivalent to roughly 12 percent of GDP and
German exports to roughly 22 percent of GDP.
Belgian exports, by contrast, represented one-third
of GDP, those of the Netherlands nearly one-half
of GDP, and those of Luxembourg more than

three-quarters of the country’s GDP. And those
countries were also much more dependent on trade
with their large neighbors than those large neigh-
bors were on trade with them. Thus, in 1958,
roughly 25 percent of all of the exports of France,
Italy, and Germany went to the other five member
states of the EC. In contrast, more than 40 percent
of the exports of Belgium, Luxembourg, and the
Netherlands went to the other member states. As
countries that were highly dependent on trade,
including trade with larger neighbors that main-
tained protective barriers to their national markets,
the Benelux countries had a strong national interest
in liberalizing trade both among themselves and
with their larger neighbors.

The Treaty of Rome anticipated the creation of
a common market in which all internal tariffs, quo-
tas, and other barriers to trade would be removed by
1970. But the move to a common market occurred
more rapidly than anticipated and elimination of the
last remaining internal tariffs was advanced to July
1968. In anticipation of that development, as well as

French farmers drive tractors to Paris to protest the Maastricht Treaty, September 1992. ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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the scheduled introduction at that time of a com-
mon pricing scheme in the Common Agricultural
Policy, Pierre Werner (1913–2002), the prime min-
ister and minister of finance of Luxembourg, pro-
posed in January 1968 that the six member states
irrevocably lock the exchange rates among their
currencies and create a fund that could intervene in
foreign exchange markets in order to maintain the
fixed rates. It was hardly surprising, of course, that
the first call for a monetary union of the Six would
come from Luxembourg; by that time it had partic-
ipated for nearly a half-century in the BLEU, a
central feature of which was the irrevocably locked
1:1 exchange rate without a fluctuation range
between the Belgian and Luxembourg francs.

Werner’s proposals prompted several memor-
anda to the Counsel from Raymond Barre (b.
1924), the vice president of the commission in
charge of monetary affairs. Barre did not fully
endorse Werner’s proposals but did call for a reduc-
tion in the margins of fluctuation between the EC
currencies, provision for multilateral negotiation of
currency realignments, a fund and mechanism for
joint intervention in currency markets, and a com-
mon exchange rate vis-à-vis other EC currencies.

In July 1969 the council approved Barre’s
recommendation for the creation of some form of
joint consulting and decision-making mechanism in
the domains of monetary and exchange-rate policy.
At their summit in The Hague in December 1969
the leaders of the six member states endorsed the
idea of creating an Economic and Monetary Union
and recommended that the council accept Barre’s
proposal that an EMU be created in three stages,
with the third and final stage coming into existence
in December 1980. The council approved the plan in
March 1970 and created a working group, chaired by
Werner, to develop the plan. In October 1970 the
Werner group proposed that in the first stage the
fiscal and monetary policies of the member states be
coordinated and harmonized, regulatory restrictions
in financial markets be eliminated, and the range of
fluctuation among exchange rates be narrowed. New
supranational monetary institutions would come
into being in the later stages.

The council accepted the Werner Committee’s
report at its meeting in February 1971 and stage
one of what was anticipated would be a ten-year
transition to an economic and monetary union

began shortly thereafter. But only months later the
first of several crises in the International Monetary
Fund’s exchange-rate regime, in which the value of
the American dollar was fixed vis-à-vis gold and all
other currencies were pegged to the dollar, took
place. Pressure from holders of dollars who sought
to exchange them for gold as the United States
experienced trade and budget deficits and an accel-
eration of the rate of change in prices led President
Richard Nixon (1913–1994) to close the gold win-
dow in August 1971. Shortly thereafter the dollar
was devalued vis-à-vis gold and the margin of fluc-
tuation between the dollar and other currencies was
increased from plus or minus 0.75 percent to 2.25
percent.

The threefold increase in the range of fluctua-
tion between the dollar and other currencies meant,
of course, that rather than narrowing, the fluctua-
tion range among the EC currencies had increased
dramatically. The widening range of fluctuation
among the currencies would of course create havoc
for the trade among countries with highly interde-
pendent economies and common prices in the agri-
cultural sector. In order to reduce that fluctuation,
the member states agreed in April 1972 to limit the
fluctuation in the exchange rates among their cur-
rencies to a range equal to one-half that allowed by
the IMF, and they reaffirmed the objective of
achieving EMU by 1981 in summit conferences in
October 1972 and again in December 1974. By
1976, however, it became obvious that the widened
fluctuation range, coupled with the absence of any
mechanism to keep the currencies in a more narrow
range, spelled the end—at least for the time being—
of the ambition to create an economic and mone-
tary union.

The EC continued to face the problem of main-
taining an internal market among highly interdepen-
dent economies in the face of continuing fluctuation
of each EC currency vis-à-vis the other EC curren-
cies, since the fluctuations translated into immediate
changes in the prices of goods produced in one
member state relative to the prices of goods pro-
duced in the other member states. That meant that
producers might obtain competitive advantages or,
on the other hand, be harmed in both their home
markets and other markets through fluctuations in
the value of the currencies. It also greatly compli-
cated the task of setting common prices for agricul-
tural commodities in the CAP.
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The necessity of dampening the fluctuations

among the currencies of highly interdependent

economies belonging to a common market led

the EC, after the large fluctuations in inflation rates

and exchange rates in the wake of the first ‘‘oil

price shock’’ and subsequent economic downturn

in 1973–1975, to search for a new way to limit the

fluctuations among their currencies and create a

zone of monetary stability. Following a proposal

in October 1977 by Roy Jenkins (1920–2003), the

president of the commission, chancellor Helmut

Schmidt (b. 1918) of Germany and president

Valery Giscard d’Estaing (b. 1926) of France—

both former finance ministers who were knowl-

edgeable about exchange-rate and monetary pol-

icy—agreed to create a new European Monetary

System (EMS). The EMS, which came into being

in March 1979, created a bilateral parity grid

among all the currencies, limited the fluctuation

range among them to plus or minus 2.25 percent,

provided a means of monitoring the fluctuations

among the currencies, and provided for a means of

negotiating realignments in the values of the

currencies.

Not all of the member states participated in the

EMS. Britain, for example, refused to join until

1990. But those that did participate gradually came

to understand EMS constraints on monetary and

fiscal policy. A critical period in the development of

the EMS occurred during the first two years of the

administration of President François Mitterrand of

France. Mitterrand, a Socialist, was elected in 1981

with the support of the Communist Party. Coming

to power for the first time since the advent of the

Fifth Republic in 1958 and in the midst of a reces-

sion marked by an increasing rate of unemploy-

ment, the Left-dominated government sought to

pursue a reflationary policy that tolerated large

increases in wages, a substantial increase in public

spending, a budget deficit, and an acceleration in

the rate of inflation to 12–13 percent. The predict-

able result was a deteriorating balance of trade and

downward pressure in the currency markets on the

franc relative to the German mark. As it

approached its floor against the mark, France was

forced to negotiate a devaluation of the franc

within the EMS on three occasions in the first

two years of the Mitterrand-led government—in

October 1981, June 1982, and March 1983.

Since any devaluation of the franc involved, by
definition, a revaluation of other currencies that
would hurt the competitive position in the EC of
goods produced in the revaluing countries, the
devaluations were always modest. Moreover, agree-
ment on a devaluation—even a modest one—came
only with a French agreement to scale back public
spending, first in a pause, then in a policy of
rigueur, then in a policy of austerity.

The French experience conveyed a lesson to
the rest of the EC. Participation in the EMS
required countries to emulate the macroeconomic
policy of the strong-currency countries, such as
Germany, which sought to stabilize prices through
a tight monetary policy and a balanced fiscal policy.
As that lesson was internalized by the participating
member states in the 1980s, the frequency of rea-
lignments decreased. But countries such as France
and Italy continued to object to what they
regarded as the asymmetry of influence and benefit
in the EMS. The German Bundesbank in effect set
monetary policy for the countries participating in
the EMS, since its interest rates established the de
facto floor for interest rates in the other countries.
And Germany, along with the Netherlands, which
shadowed German monetary and fiscal policy,
enjoyed substantial gains from trade since partici-
pation in the EMS in effect caused their currencies
to be undervalued, especially as realignments—
which invariably involved revaluation of the mark
and the guilder—became less frequent.

The decreasing frequency of realignments in
the exchange rates of the EMS currencies created
the impression that the EC might someday
approach the stability of a fixed-exchange-rate
regime such as would exist in an EMU with irrev-
ocably locked rates. And perhaps for that reason,
EMU reappeared, albeit surreptitiously, on the
agenda of the EC in the mid-1980s. The preamble
of the Single European Act (SEA) of 1986, which
was designed to remove the non-tariff barriers that
still interfered with the free movement of goods
and services in the internal market of the EC,
claimed as one of the objectives of the Act ‘‘the
progressive realization of economic and monetary
union.’’ And the SEA amended the Treaty of Rome
by adding an ambiguously titled chapter,
‘‘Cooperation in Economic and Monetary Policy
(Economic and Monetary Union).’’
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The preamble and reference to EMU in the
SEA were apparently the work of Commission
President Jacques Delors (b. 1925). Soon after
the SEA was agreed to in February 1986 Delors
convened a group of economists to analyze the
effects of the SEA. In their report, published in
1987, they concluded that completion of the inter-
nal market by 1992—the overarching objective of
the SEA—would require greater coordination of
monetary policy and a strengthening of the EMS.
They noted the incompatibility of nationally deter-
mined monetary policies with EC–wide free move-
ment of goods, services, and capital, on the one
hand, and an exchange-rate regime that, because of
the decreasing frequency of realignments, was
becoming increasingly analogous to a fixed-
exchange-rate regime.

It was, however, a dispute between France and
Germany over exchange-rate policy that ultimately
led to the resurrection of the Werner plan to create in
stages an Economic and Monetary Union. Very soon
after taking power after the election of March 1986,
the French cohabitation center-right government
headed by Prime Minister Jacques Chirac
(b. 1932)—Mitterrand was still president—negotiated
another devaluation of the franc, which by then had
become significantly overvalued in the EMS. Yet
despite that devaluation, the franc remained over-
valued and under pressure in the foreign exchange
markets. As the franc moved toward its floor against
the mark in January 1987, the French finance minis-
ter Édouard Balladur (b. 1929), taking the view that
the problem was caused in part by the systematic
undervaluation of the mark, let the franc go through
its floor in order to force the Bundesbank to inter-
vene in support of the franc.

Eventually the German government revalued
the mark by a modest amount. But the French
government remained dissatisfied with the opera-
tion of the EMS. In July 1987 and again in August
1987 Balladur called upon the EC to strengthen the
EMS and alleviate the asymmetry that existed
between Germany and its partners. The result was
the Basel-Nyborg Agreements of September 1987,
in which the governors of the EC central banks and
the ministers of finance agreed on a credit facility to
support intra-margin interventions in the currency
markets. In December 1987, with the franc again
under attack in the markets and the government

again forced to raise interest rates to support the
currency, Balladur called again for reform of the
EMS. He proposed a greater degree of symmetry
in the operation of the EMS—especially in the
defense of currencies at their floors—and strength-
ening of the European Monetary Cooperation
Fund. And in order to present a common front
vis-à-vis the American dollar and Japanese yen, he
called for the EC to create a common currency and
assign the responsibility for monetary policy to a
single central bank—in short, for EMU.

The French proposal, soon supported by the
Italian government, was placed on the agenda of
the June 1988 meeting of the heads of state and
government in Hanover, Germany. The leaders cre-
ated a committee, chaired by Delors and composed
largely of the central-bank governors, to study the
issue. In April 1989 the committee recommended,
very much along the lines of the earlier Werner com-
mittee, creation in three stages of an Economic and
Monetary Union. Meeting in Madrid in June 1989,
the leaders accepted the report as defining a process
leading to EMU, agreed that the first stage would
begin on 1 July 1990, and agreed that an Inter-
governmental Conference would be convened some-
time after the start of the first stage to negotiate the
treaty amendments necessary for the later stages. At a
meeting in Strasbourg in December 1989 the leaders
agreed the IGC would begin one year hence.

THE TRANSITION TO EMU

Title VI of the Treaty on European Union com-
mitted the member states to coordinating their eco-
nomic policies through the formulation of broad
guidelines for their economic policies and multilat-
eral surveillance and assessment of those policies by
the Commission, Council, and Parliament of the
EU. The treaty stipulated that the member states
would avoid ‘‘excessive deficits,’’ defined as a ratio
of the combined deficit of all levels of government
to Gross Domestic Product in excess of 3 percent
unless the ratio had declined substantially and con-
tinuously to a level close to 3 percent or the excess
was exceptional and a ratio of government debt to
GDP in excess of 60 percent unless the ratio was
diminishing and approaching 60 percent. The treaty
established sanctions, including fines, to be levied
on countries that did not repair their excessive
deficits.
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The treaty committed the member states to the
creation of an EMU in stages by 1999. The first
stage of EMU had begun, by agreement of the
heads of state and government, on 1 July 1990.
The treaty provided for a transitional second stage
beginning in 1 January 1994 and a third and final
stage to begin on 1 January 1999 at the latest. In
the second stage the member states were to under-
take programs to ensure their lasting economic
convergence, the achievement of price stability,
and avoidance of excessive deficits. They were also
required, if it was necessary, to begin the process
leading to the independence of their central banks.
At the start of the second stage a European
Monetary Institute (EMI) was to be created. The
EMI was to be headed by a council consisting of a
president appointed by the heads of state and gov-
ernment and the governors of the national central
banks. The EMI was mandated to strengthen the
cooperation between the national central banks
and the coordination among their monetary poli-
cies, oversee the functioning of the European
Monetary System, and prepare for the third and
final stage of EMU.

The treaty stipulated that in the third and final
stage of EMU the EMI would be transformed into
a new European Central Bank that would assume
responsibility from the national central banks for
the formulation and implementation of monetary
policy in the participating member states. The
Governing Council of the ECB, which would be
located in Frankfurt, Germany, would consist of
the six members of the ECB’s Executive Board—a
president, a vice-president, and four other mem-
bers, appointed by the heads of state and govern-
ment—and the governors of the national central
banks of the participating member states. The
exchange rates among the national currencies of
the participating member states would be irrevoca-
bly locked and the national currencies would,
in time, be replaced by a new single currency,
the euro.

The treaty stipulated that during the second
stage the EMI and the commission would report
periodically to the council on the fulfillment by the
member states of the criteria, set forth in the treaty,
by which the achievement of the high degree of
sustainable convergence necessary for participation
in the third and final stage of EMU would be

judged. Those criteria, often referred to as the
‘‘convergence criteria,’’ included: (1) the achieve-
ment of price stability as reflected in a rate of infla-
tion close to that of the three best-performing
member states; (2) the achievement of a sustainable
budgetary position as reflected in the absence of an
‘‘excessive deficit;’’ (3) the observance of the nor-
mal fluctuation margins in the Exchange Rate
Mechanism of the European Monetary System for
at least two years without a devaluation; and (4) the
durability of convergence as reflected in long-term
interest rates that were close to those of the three
best-performing member states.

The treaty provided that the Council, meeting
as the heads of state or government, would vote
no later than 31 December 1996 whether a major-
ity of the member states satisfied the ‘‘conver-
gence criteria’’ and thereby fulfilled the necessary
conditions for participation in the third and final
stage of EMU and, if so, when that stage would
begin. It stipulated, also, that if by the end of
1997 a date for the start of the third stage had
not been set, it would start on 1 January 1999 and
the leaders would decide, prior to 1 July 1998,
which member states fulfilled the conditions for
participation.

By the time the decisions pertaining to move-
ment to the third stage of EMU were to be taken,
three more states—Austria, Finland, and Sweden—
had joined the EU, all having acceded on 1 January
1995.

Meeting in Cannes in June 1995, after the
finance ministers of the fifteen member states had
agreed that the earliest possible date for entry to the
third stage of EMU—1 January 1997—was ‘‘not
realistic,’’ the heads of state and government stated
their ‘‘firm resolve’’ to move to the third stage by 1
January 1999. Meeting at Madrid six months later,
the leaders confirmed ‘‘unequivocally’’ that the
third stage would begin on that date. They also
adopted the EMI’s scenario for the move to the
third stage, according to which the exchange rates
among the participating currencies would be irrev-
ocably locked with each other and with the euro as
of 1 January 1999 and the national currencies and
the euro would circulate as ‘‘different expressions of
the same money’’ until the first half of 2002, at
which time the national currencies of the participat-
ing member states would be withdrawn from
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circulation and the euro would become the sole
legal tender, and single currency, of the participat-
ing states.

Meeting in Brussels in May 1998, the leaders
of the fifteen member states decided that eleven of
the fifteen member states—all but the United
Kingdom, Denmark, Sweden, and Greece—ful-
filled the necessary conditions for adoption of a
single currency and would, therefore, enter the
third and final stage of EMU on 1 January 1999.
The United Kingdom had negotiated an ‘‘opt-out’’
at the concluding meeting at Maastricht of the
Intergovernmental Conference by which it is not
obliged or committed to move to the third stage
without a separate decision to do so by its govern-
ment and parliament. In October 1997 the British
government set forth five criteria by which it would
assess whether it was appropriate to enter. It did
not carry out an assessment prior to the May 1998
meeting. In fact, it did not carry out an assessment
until 2003, at which time it found some of the
criteria had not been satisfied. Moreover, Britain
had not participated in the Exchange Rate
Mechanism of the EMS since September 1992,
when it had been forced by unabated downward
pressure on the exchange rate of the pound vis-à-
vis the German mark to withdraw the pound.

After the Treaty on European Union was signed
in early 1992 the Danish Storting had overwhel-
mingly approved it. But ratification of the treaty
required, also, approval by the Danish electorate in
a referendum. Despite the fact that the Danish gov-
ernment had obtained at Maastricht an ‘‘opt-out’’
from the third and final stage of EMU, in the refer-
endum, held on 2 June 1992, 50.7 percent of the
voters rejected the treaty. The government subse-
quently obtained additional ‘‘opt-outs’’ at a meeting
of the heads of state and government at Edinburgh
in December 1992 that allowed it to call another
referendum, on 18 May 1993, at which 56.7 percent
approved the treaty. But at Edinburgh, Denmark
gave notice that it would not participate in the third
stage. (Later, in 2000, the Danish government had
second thoughts about participating in the third
stage of EMU and called another referendum on
the issue but 53.1 percent voted against participation
on 28 September 2000.)

In June 1997 the Swedish government
announced that it would not enter the third stage

in 1999 and that it would hold an election or
referendum on the issue if it decided to recom-
mend entry. Moreover, Sweden, like the United
Kingdom, refused to participate in the Exchange
Rate Mechanism of the EMS, thereby failing to
satisfy one of the necessary ‘‘convergence criteria’’
for participation. Like the Danish government, the
Swedish government did subsequently have second
thoughts about participating in the single currency
and called a referendum on the matter. In the
referendum, which took place on 14 September
2003, only three days after the murder of Anna
Lindh (1957–2003), the Swedish foreign minister
who had become the chief spokesperson support-
ing participation, 53.1 percent of the Swedish elec-
torate voted against participation.

On the basis of its economic performance in
1997 Greece did not satisfy all of the ‘‘convergence
criteria’’ and was barred from entering the third
stage with the eleven other participating member
states. However, it did subsequently qualify and
joined as of 1 January 2001.

At their May 1998 meeting the leaders of the
fifteen member states chose the president, vice pres-
ident, and four other members of the Executive
Board of the European Central Bank. The meeting
was marked by a heated dispute between Helmut
Kohl (b. 1930), the German chancellor, who sup-
ported Wim Duisenberg (1935–2005), the Dutch
central-bank governor, for president and Chirac,
the French president, who favored Jean-Claude
Trichet (b. 1942), the governor of the Banque de
France. Chirac reasoned that since the ECB was to
be located in Frankfurt and since it embodied the
German Bundesbank’s priorities, which favored
price stability above all else, it would only be fair
for France to hold the presidency. Ultimately, it
was agreed that the initial eight-year term would
be split, with Duisenberg holding the presidency
until some time after the national currencies had
been withdrawn from circulation in early 2002. He
assumed the presidency on 1 June 1998 and held it
until 31 October 2003, at which time Trichet
became president.

In late 1998 the exchange rates among the
currencies of the eleven participating countries
were irrevocably locked and the third and final
stage of EMU came into being on 1 January
1999. The ECB assumed responsibility for
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monetary policy in the eleven states as of that date.
In early 2002 the national currencies were with-
drawn from circulation and replaced with bills and
coins denominated in euros.

THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY

POLICY

In addition to creating the European Union and
committing the member states to the creation of
an Economic and Monetary Union, the Treaty on
European Union committed them to defining and
implementing a Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP). The CFSP would be designed to
safeguard the common values and interests of the
EU, strengthen the security of the EU and its mem-
ber states, preserve peace and strengthen interna-
tional security and cooperation, and develop and
consolidate democracy and the rule of law and
respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.
It was designed to deal with all questions related to
the security of the EU, including ‘‘the eventual
framing of a common defense policy, which might
in time lead to a common defense.’’

The CFSP was designed to achieve these objec-
tives by establishing systematic cooperation
between the member states and gradually imple-
menting joint action in the areas in which they had
important interests in common. The member states
were mandated to consult with each other on any
matter of foreign and security policy and they
could, when necessary, define a common position
in the Council. In such cases they were to ensure
that their national policies conformed to the com-
mon position and they were mandated, further, to
coordinate their action in international organiza-
tions in order to uphold the common positions.
The Council could also decide, on the basis of
general guidelines established by the heads of state
and government, that a particular matter should be
a subject of joint action and, if so, by what means
that action would be undertaken. The presidency
of the Council was designated as the representative
of the EU in matters falling within the CFSP and
the office responsible for the implementation of
common measures.

Having been negotiated at a time in which
Europe was undergoing a historic geopolitical trans-
formation with the collapse of communist regimes
throughout central and eastern Europe and in the

Soviet Union, it was inevitable that the Treaty on
European Union would attempt to empower the EU
as an international actor. But the commitment to the
pursuit and implementation of a CFSP was nearly
derailed even before the formal signing ceremony
of the treaty in February 1992 by developments in
the former Yugoslavia.

After the former Yugoslav republics of Slovenia
and Croatia declared their independence in June
1991 and the Yugoslav army undertook military
action in both, the EC became deeply involved in
efforts to resolve both conflicts. An effort by the
EC to end the Yugoslav intervention in Slovenia
was facilitated by the unexpected ability of the
Slovenian National Guard to defeat the Yugoslav
army’s contingent in a ‘‘ten-day war’’ in July 1991.
But in Croatia, where the Yugoslav army came to
the defense of the Serb population concentrated in
the Krajina and shelled Vukovar in eastern Slavonia
and Dubrovnik, the EC found itself unable to pre-
vent a full-fledged war. By December five hundred
thousand Croats and two hundred thousand Serbs
had been displaced, Vukovar had been destroyed,
and the Yugoslav army occupied one-third of
Croatia.

In the fall of 1991, as the negotiations on the
Treaty on European Union were drawing to a
close, the EC faced the issue of whether it should
recognize Slovenia, Croatia, and perhaps other
Yugoslav republics as independent. In November
1991 it created a five-person commission headed
by Robert Badinter (b. 1928) to develop criteria
for international recognition.

Meeting only a week after the heads of state and
government had agreed to the treaty and its provi-
sions for a CFSP the German foreign minister, Hans-
Dietrich Genscher (b. 1927), made it clear that if the
EC refused to recognize Croatia and Slovenia,
Germany would do so unilaterally. The ministers
agreed that any Yugoslav republic seeking EC recog-
nition should apply immediately, the applications
would be considered by the commission, and the
commission would report in January 1992. Several
member states opposed immediate recognition. But
Germany had already told Slovenia and Croatia they
would be recognized by Christmas. Four republics
applied—Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia, and Bosnia
and Herzegovina. The Badinter commission recom-
mended that Slovenia and Macedonia be recognized,
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that Croatia not be recognized until it guaranteed

the rights of the Serb minority, and Bosnia not be

recognized until it had held a national referendum

on the issue. Greece vetoed the recognition of

Macedonia, Croatia was recognized despite the com-

mission’s recommendation, and Bosnia and

Herzegovina was advised to hold a referendum on

independence. The Bosnia referendum had the

entirely predictable effect of precipitating a three-

year war. The sizable Serb population in Bosnia

abstained from the referendum since it was obvi-

ous their desire to remain in Serb-dominated

Yugoslavia would lose. As a result the vote overwhel-

mingly endorsed independence; Bosnia immediately

received international recognition; hostilities broke

out immediately between the Bosnian Serbs,

Muslims, and Croats; and the Yugoslav army entered

the fray.

The inability of the EC to deal collectively with

the recognition issue was amplified by its inability

to terminate the conflict. Lacking the military capac-

ity and will to take on the Yugoslav army in a

ground war, the EC could only stand by and watch

as two hundred thousand were killed and two mil-

lion displaced in a war that ended only in 1995.

Eventually, the war came to an end, but only after

the United States had engineered a coalition of

Bosnian Croats and Muslims in 1994 and provided

assistance to the Croatian military, which, begin-

ning in May 1995, swept through the Serb-con-

trolled areas of the country and took control of a

significant portion of Serb-occupied Bosnia. In the

wake of the Bosnian Serb army’s massacre of eight

thousand Bosnian Muslims at Srebrenica in July

2005 the air power of the North Atlantic Treaty

Organization was brought into the battle and the

Irish president of the European Parliament Pat Cox (left) and former Polish president Lech Wałęsa

photographed at a ceremony marking the admission of ten nations, including Poland, to the European Union,

3 May 2004. ªJEAN-MARC LOOS/REUTERS/CORBIS
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war ended with the signing of the Dayton Accords

(negotiated at an American air base in Ohio).

In 1998, as NATO prepared to once again use

military force to bring to an end Serbia’s effort to

defeat the Kosovo Liberation Army and remove large

numbers of ethnic Albanians from the territory, it

became apparent once again that the EU lacked the

military capacity to carry out a Common Foreign and

Security Policy even in the unlikely event that it could

adopt a ‘‘common position.’’ That realization,

shared by Prime Minister Tony Blair (b. 1953) of

the United Kingdom and President Chirac of

France, the two countries that had made the largest

contributions to a United Nations peacekeeping

force in Croatia and Bosnia in 1992–1995, resulted

in an agreement at St. Malo in December 1998 that

set the stage for the development of an EU Rapid

Reaction Force and a European Security and Defense

Policy. Both the Force and the ESDP came into

being in 1999.

The EC and EU’s failure to prevent and then

terminate the genocidal wars of the 1990s in the

Balkans made it apparent that the pursuit and imple-

mentation of a Common Foreign and Security Policy

requires more than a substantially increased capabil-

ity to conduct military operations, important as such

capability may be. The failure made it apparent that

pursuit and implementation of CFSP requires, also,

the articulation of a ‘‘common position’’ and the

binding commitment of the member states to that

position. The articulation of and adherence to a

binding ‘‘common position,’’ depending as it does

upon a convergence of the national interests of the

member states in the domains of foreign, security,

and defense policy, may be difficult—if not impossi-

ble—to achieve. That difficulty was perhaps best illus-

trated in the acrimonious dispute within the EU in

the run-up to the American-led war in Iraq in 2003.

In that dispute, some member states—most nota-

bly, the United Kingdom but also Spain, Italy, and

several others—enthusiastically supported and

joined the American ‘‘coalition of the willing’’ while

other member states—most notably, France,

Belgium, and Germany—strongly objected to the

American effort to use military force, rather than the

efforts of the International Atomic Energy Agency

and United Nations, in dealing with Iraq.

THE ENLARGEMENT OF THE EUROPEAN

UNION

The negotiation of the Treaty on European Union

took place in the immediate aftermath of the his-

toric events of 1989–1991 in central and eastern

Europe and the Soviet Union. As the communist

regimes collapsed many of the new governments

looked toward the EC and EU and sought arrange-

ments that would enable them, in time, to become

members. As early as 1990, for example, govern-

ments in Poland and Hungary negotiated ‘‘Europe

Agreements’’ with the EC that anticipated eventual

membership.

The EC sought initially to create a new entity,

the European Economic Area, in which the post-

communist states would participate, enjoying many

of the economic benefits of the single market with-

out, however, participating in the institutions of

the EC. But it soon became obvious that, armed

with the slogan ‘‘Return to Europe,’’ most if not all

of postcommunist Europe wanted nothing less

than full membership.

In June 1993 the leaders of the twelve member

states of the European Communities, in Copenhagen

for their recurring summit meeting, approved criteria

by which the applications of states for membership

would be evaluated. The criteria, known as the

Copenhagen Criteria, require that in order to be

considered for membership a country must be demo-

cratic and abide by the rule of law; must respect the

rights of minorities and human rights; must have a

functioning market economy; and must be able to

administer and implement the acquis communau-
taire, the body of all treaty obligations, laws, regula-

tions, directives, and policies of the EU.

By 1996 the Czech Republic, Estonia,

Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, the Slovak

Republic, Slovenia, Bulgaria, and Romania had

applied for membership in the EU. (Prior to the

demise of the postcommunist regimes in central

and eastern Europe, two small island countries in

the Mediterranean—Cyprus and Malta—had applied

for membership in the EC, and Turkey had applied as

early as 1987.) Applying the ‘‘Copenhagen Criteria,’’

the EU opened accession negotiations with the

Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, Slovenia,

Estonia, and Cyprus in early 1998. In 1999 it agreed

to open the negotiations as well with the Slovak
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Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Bulgaria, and

Romania and did so in early 2000.

By late 2002 those negotiations had reached

agreement on all but a few of the most difficult

aspects of the acquis communautaire. Negotiations

on two of the most contentious chapters of the

acquis—agriculture and financial and budgetary

provisions—were completed with ten of the twelve

candidates—all but Bulgaria and Romania—at the

Copenhagen meeting of the heads of state and

government in December 2002. The accession

treaty was signed in Athens on 16 April 2003 and

the ten candidates, as well as the fifteen member

states, set about the process of ratifying the treaty.

All did so and the ten entered the EU on 1 May

2004. As of that date, therefore, the EU increased

from fifteen to twenty-five member states.

Bulgaria and the EU concluded their accession

negotiations in December 2004, at which time the

EU expressed the view that it anticipated that

Bulgaria would enter in January 2007. However,

the accession treaty signed in April 2005 allows the

EU to postpone Bulgaria’s entry one year to

January 2008 if there is clear evidence that it is

unprepared for membership. Any such delay

would, however, have to be approved by all of the

member states.

Like Bulgaria, Romania completed its accession

negotiations with the EU in December 2004,

signed the accession treaty in April 2005, and antici-

pates accession on 1 January 2007. However, as

with Bulgaria, its entry can be postponed one year

upon a unanimous vote of the twenty-five member

states that clear evidence exists that it is unprepared

for membership.

In November 2000 a summit meeting between

the EU and the governments of the Western

Balkans—Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia

and Montenegro, the Former Yugoslav Republic of

Macedonia, and Albania—agreed upon a Stabilization

and Association Process (SAP) that supports the

development of the Western Balkan countries and

prepares them for eventual membership in the EU.

The SAP is designed to support the countries through

a Stabilization and Association Agreement, trade, and

financial assistance. An SAA is regarded as a precursor

of an application for membership.

Croatia applied for membership in the EU in
February 2003. After Croatia addressed a number
of issues pertaining to minority rights, the return of
refugees, and judicial reform, the EU set March
2005 as the date for the start of accession negotia-
tions, provided the government cooperated fully
with the International Criminal Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague. Unable
or unwilling to turn over a popular former general,
Ante Gotovina (b. 1955), who had led the Croatian
military in its 1995 victory over the Serb and
Bosnian Serb armies, the start of Croatia’s negotia-
tions was delayed until October 2005. After being
assured by the Chief Prosecutor of the ICTY, Carla
del Ponte (b. 1947), that Croatia was cooperating
fully, the negotiations began on 3 October 2005.
Gotovina was arrested in December 2005 in the
Canary Islands.

Macedonia reached agreement with the EU on
an SAA in April 2001 and it applied for membership
in March 2004. In December 2005 the EU con-
cluded that Macedonia was officially a candidate for
membership, but it did not set a date for the start of
accession negotiations pending continued progress
in a variety of economic and political domains of
policy.

Albania opened negotiations with the EU for
an SAA in January 2003. Both sides hoped to
complete the negotiations in the first half of 2006.

Serbia and Montenegro opened SAA negotia-
tions in October 2005 and Bosnia and Herzegovina
opened the same negotiations a month later. The
EU made it clear that in both cases progress in the
negotiations would depend upon the countries’ full
cooperation with the ICTY.

In addition to the ongoing negotiations between
the EU and the five countries that are part of the
Stabilization and Association Process for the Western
Balkans, the EU opened accession negotiations in
October 2005 with Turkey, which had applied for
membership in April 1987.

In the event all of the countries that, as of 2006,
were acceding countries (Bulgaria, Romania), candi-
dates for membership (Croatia, Macedonia, Turkey),
or potential candidates for membership (Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, and Montenegro)
join the EU, it will have thirty-three states encom-
passing nearly six hundred million citizens. In
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addition, it should be noted that some of the non-
Baltic states of the former Soviet Union—most nota-
bly, Georgia after its ‘‘Rose Revolution’’ of 2004 and
Ukraine after its ‘‘Orange Revolution’’ of 2005—
have expressed a strong desire to join the EU. In
2006 the EU declared that Ukraine had a function-
ing market economy, thereby satisfying one of the
criteria for membership set forth at Copenhagen in
June 1993.

See also Benelux Economic Union; Euro; European Coal
and Steel Community (ECSC); European
Commission; European Constitution 2004–2005;
Maastricht, Treaty of; Monnet, Jean; Rome,
Treaty of; Schuman, Robert.
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n

EUTHANASIA. Until the eighteenth cen-
tury, a doctor could do little to save the life of a
dying person and it was rare for doctors to be called
to a person’s deathbed. The word euthanasia gen-
erally referred to a ‘‘good death,’’ a death without
pain.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

With advances in medicine, doctors began to play a
larger role at the deathbed. The term euthanasia
came to be associated with old age, with life pro-
longed beyond the point at which it was mean-
ingful for the patient, and with the doctor’s duty
to make the transition from life to death as com-
fortable as possible. Toward the end of the nine-
teenth century, the modern discussion about
euthanasia emerged, a discussion in which it is
taken for granted that (1) a doctor is at the
deathbed, (2) the doctor disposes over the means
of hastening death, (3) shortening the dying pro-
cess is a possible aim or effect of the medical treat-
ment, and (4) the patient asks for euthanasia. In
short, the behavior of doctors is the subject of
debate and the central question is to what extent
the state should forbid or regulate euthanasia.

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
tury, the discussion of euthanasia took place chiefly
in England and Germany. In England, the discus-
sion resulted, among other things, in the establish-
ment of the Voluntary Euthanasia Society, which
tried unsuccessfully to achieve legalization in 1935,
1959, 1969, and 2003–2005. In Germany, the
question of whether human life always has to be
preserved was answered in the negative by authors
who argued that it is sometimes permissible for a
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doctor to terminate the life of a patient, both in
cases of incurably ill competent patients who ask
for euthanasia and also in cases of severely mentally
defective persons and patients in irreversible coma.
In the English discussion, too, the border between
the voluntary and nonvoluntary ending of life was
not always clear-cut, and the early euthanasia
movement had connections with the eugenics
movement. After World War II, the idea of eutha-
nasia became severely discredited by the Nazi
euthanasia program, which had aimed to purify
the German ‘‘race’’ of physically and mentally
handicapped persons.

THE MOVEMENT TO LEGALIZE EUTHANASIA

In the years after World War II, euthanasia was
hardly discussed. This began to change toward
the end of the 1960s. Several reasons have been
suggested for the renewed interest: death ceased to
be a taboo subject; medicine had gained the ability
to keep terminally ill patients alive far longer than
they or those close to them wanted; and the
demand for personal autonomy over matters of life
and death increased. Beginning in the 1970s, pro-
ponents of voluntary euthanasia established orga-
nizations to promote their views in most Western
European countries. The most important principles
invoked were autonomy, beneficence, and freedom
from state control. Opponents argued that the law
should respect the absolute value (‘‘sanctity’’) of
life and that legal euthanasia would undermine
patient confidence in doctors; they invoked the
danger of the ‘‘slippery slope’’: the idea that legit-
imizing voluntary euthanasia would lead inevitably
to a situation in which involuntary termination of
life is practiced.

The public discussion of these questions often
found its stimulus in a dramatic court case.
Examples include cases concerning the continued
medical treatment of a person in irreversible coma
(the Bland case in England in 1993 and the
Versluis case in the Netherlands in 1969); prosecu-
tions resulting from a person having acceded to the
insistent requests of a family member to put an end
to his or her misery (the Postma case in the
Netherlands in 1973 and the Humbert case in
France in 2003); and civil cases brought by people
demanding the right to be helped with suicide
without exposing others to the risk of prosecution

(the Sanpedro case in Spain in 2000 and the Pretty
case in England in 2002).

Although it is generally assumed that euthana-
sia takes place with some regularity in most coun-

tries, the Netherlands was the only country in
which doctors were regularly prosecuted for per-
forming euthanasia. These prosecutions led in the
1980s to judicial recognition of a justification for
euthanasia if it is performed according to a number

of ‘‘rules of careful practice’’ first formulated within
the medical profession itself. Since 2002 legislation
in the Netherlands and Belgium has exempted
from criminal prohibition euthanasia performed
by a doctor under strictly defined circumstances.

DEFINITION AND LEGAL STATUS

Although the term euthanasia has been used his-

torically to refer to a wide variety of conceptions of
or ways of achieving a good death, in the postwar
public debate over whether and under what condi-
tions euthanasia should be legal it has come to have
a much narrower definition: medical behavior that

causes the death of another person at that person’s
request (usually in the context of unbearable suf-
fering accompanying the terminal stage of a fatal
disease, such as cancer). Until the end of the twen-

tieth century, euthanasia in this narrow sense was
illegal in all European countries.

Closely related to euthanasia in the narrow
sense (and included under that term in the rest of
this entry) is assistance with suicide. In general,
assistance with suicide is not illegal unless specific-
ally prohibited; in some countries where it is not
itself illegal, it can nevertheless entail criminal lia-
bility for failure to rescue or some other offense.
Where assistance with suicide is not a criminal
offense, in some countries it is still considered a
violation of the Code of Medical Ethics for a doc-
tor to give such assistance. In Switzerland there is
an institutionalized practice of assistance with sui-
cide by non-doctors, and since the 1990s partisans
of a greater role for patient autonomy at the end of
life have been exploring the possibilities for
humane (assisted) suicide in other countries without
the involvement of a doctor.

Two sorts of medical behavior that are often
closely related to euthanasia in both intention and
effect were in the past sometimes considered
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varieties of euthanasia. The first, abstention (with-
holding or withdrawing life-prolonging treat-
ment), was called passive euthanasia. A special
case of abstention is when the doctor honors the
request of a patient to abstain (including requests
made in advance in a written advance directive);
abstention in such a case is based on the absolute
right of the patient—recognized at least in princi-
ple in most European countries—to refuse medical
treatment. In other cases, abstention is legal in
most countries if treatment has become ‘‘futile.’’
The second, pain relief in doses expected to cause
earlier death, was called indirect euthanasia and is
usually deemed legitimate so long as the doctor’s
intent is to relieve pain and the earlier death of the
patient is only a byproduct (often referred to the
doctrine of double effect). In most European coun-
tries, both abstention from futile treatment and
pain relief that may hasten death are considered
normal medical practice and attract no specific legal
control.

A final category is the termination of life with-
out an explicit request. In practice, this is often
difficult to distinguish from abstention and pain
relief, and also from euthanasia at a patient’s
request. It includes what amounts to ordinary mur-
der as well as cases in which the patient’s request
for euthanasia does not meet legal standards, some
cases of abstention and pain relief, and what is
sometimes called ‘‘assistance in dying.’’ While gen-
erally illegal, in the Netherlands termination of life
without an explicit request has been held to be
legally justifiable in a narrowly defined category of
cases (e.g., in the case of babies born with extreme
birth defects, where treatment has been withdrawn
on grounds of futility but the baby does not die
quickly and in a humane way).

EMPIRICAL DATA

Opinion polls in most countries show strong and
generally increasing support for the legalization of
euthanasia since the late twentieth century.
Although outside the Netherlands all medical asso-
ciations are strongly opposed, opinion polls among
doctors suggest a more positive attitude toward
legalization.

The frequency with which euthanasia is actually
practiced is difficult to establish because of serious
criminal prohibitions and the taboo that surrounds

the subject. Only in the Netherlands have reliable
data over a long period been produced. Table 1
shows that medical decisions that shorten life
(MBSL) account for about two-fifths of all deaths
in the Netherlands (something generally true
of countries with modern health care systems).
Abstention and pain relief each account for almost
half of these cases. Euthanasia, physician-assisted
suicide, and termination of life without a request
together account for well under 5 percent.

The first national research in the Netherlands
was conducted in 1990 and led to a vigorous inter-
national debate on the interpretation of the data.
Critics have argued that a significant number of
cases allocated to the pain relief and to abstention
categories really amount to euthanasia, making the
euthanasia rate higher than the data suggest and
thereby, it is suggested, much higher than in coun-
tries where euthanasia is illegal. And some critics
argue that the existence of cases categorized as
termination of life without request shows that the
legalization of euthanasia will indeed be the begin-
ning of a slippery slope toward medical killing on a
wider scope. The weakness of both arguments is that
no comparable data exist for other countries or for
the Netherlands prior to the legalization of euthana-
sia, so the suggestion that legalization is responsible
for the Dutch data lacks any empirical support.

THE PROBLEM OF EFFECTIVE CONTROL

The difficulty in effectively controlling euthana-
sia—whether that means legal euthanasia, as in
the Netherlands and Belgium, or illegal, as

TABLE 1

Frequencies of MBSL in the Netherlands 
(percentages of all deaths)

1990 1995 2001

euthanasia 1.9 2.6 2.8
death on request (1.7) (2.4) (2.6)
assistance with suicide (0.2) (0.2) (0.2)

termination of life without a request 0.8 0.7 0.7
death due to pain relief 18.8 19.1 20.1
death due to abstinence 17.9 20.2 20.2
total MBSL 39.4 42.6 43.8
total deaths 128,824 135,675 145,377

Source: G. van der Wal et al., Medische besluitvorming aan het
einde van het leven, Utrecht, 2003, p. 67 (report of the national
research conducted in 2001).
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elsewhere—arises from two sources: in practice,
euthanasia is often hard to distinguish from absten-
tion or pain relief, and control depends on self-
reporting by doctors. The debate over control has
focused on the question of how much of the eutha-
nasia that in fact takes place can be scrutinized by
the authorities, which in turn hinges on how many
doctors accurately report the cause of death. As is
still the case elsewhere, the Dutch reporting rate
was essentially zero until the beginning of the
1990s, when a formal reporting procedure was
established and the rate gradually increased until
by 2002 it was more than 50 percent of all cases
in which euthanasia is in fact performed. The
remaining cases are reported as natural deaths
(due to abstention or pain relief) and therefore
escape legal control. In countries where euthanasia
is illegal, the reporting rate is of course essentially
zero and whatever cases there are go entirely
unexamined.

Some research has been done into why doctors
do not report euthanasia. Apart from a dislike of
state involvement in medical practice and a distaste
for red tape, the most important reasons seem to
be uncertainty about the consequences of report-
ing, or the inclination to characterize their behavior
so that it falls within the legal category of pain
relief, for example, rather than euthanasia. Both
the Netherlands and Belgium have—partly in order
to deal with the problem of doctors’ reluctance
to report—recently established systems of non-
criminal assessment of reported cases.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

The references included in the bibliography are
restricted as much as possible to publications in
English. Extensive references to the non-English
(in particular, the Dutch) literature can be found
in Griffiths, Bood, and Weyers, 1998; a second
edition, containing more recent literature, is due
to appear in 2006.

See also Death Penalty; Eugenics; Old Age.
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n

EXISTENTIALISM. Existentialism began
as an obscure philosophical movement and ended
up as a way of life. The term existentialism now
embraces thinkers who did not necessarily see
themselves as members of a common enterprise.
That makes identifying a core set of beliefs difficult.
But there is no doubt at all about the identity of its
best-known champion or about the moment of its
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greatest recognition. Although forever linked with

the Frenchman Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980) and

his famous intellectual coterie just after World War

II, when the themes of existentialism, and the term

itself, entered global consciousness, the philosophy

had begun its history long before.

EXISTENCE AND ESSENCE

The name existentialism referred to the move-

ment’s radical new position on the long-standing

opposition between essence and existence. Ancient

philosophers and their medieval heirs defended

the priority of essences. A thing, they argued, is

what it is independent of any transformations it

undergoes. Like ordinary things, human beings

have an essence. That premise allowed the ancients

a robust (and highly restrictive) theory of human

virtues and vices supposed to follow from man’s

unchanging nature. Monotheistic religion found a
compromise with this view by holding that it is
God, the creator, who bestows an essence on each
thing (including human beings). Existentialists
argued, quite simply, that the ancient and monotheis-
tic thesis was false. Humans have no essence, whether
naturally appointed or God-given, and therefore no
foreordained purpose, no matter how profoundly
they may desire one: in Sartre’s famous formula from
his central text, Being and Nothingness (1943), ‘‘man
is a useless passion’’ (p. 784). Human beings, at
least, are wholly defined by their choices, acts, and
transformations, and therefore by their ongoing
existence. For this reason, existentialism, like no
other philosophical movement before or since,
stressed the temporality of human consciousness
and action. Few failed to notice that the existenti-
alist destruction of the ancient and monotheistic
position on human nature also endangered tradi-
tional ethical—and political—teachings.

HEIDEGGER AND THE QUESTION OF BEING

Existentialists often claimed that the lineage of
their movement stretched far back in the annals of
philosophy. Its history, they said, ran through the
decisive nineteenth-century figures of Søren
Kierkegaard (1813–1855) and Friedrich Nietzsche
(1844–1900), thinkers who were, however, ciphers
in their own time and owe their present renown to
existentialism itself. But by common consent, the
founder of existentialism is the German philosopher
Martin Heidegger (1889–1976). In his masterpiece,
Being and Time (1927), Heidegger embarked on a
clarification of the ‘‘question of being,’’ a philoso-
phical subject he thought had been recognized by
the ancients but since forgotten. But this investiga-
tion, Heidegger said, admitted of a strategy that
placed humanity at the center, since the problem of
being in general could be addressed through an
‘‘existential’’ analysis of human being in particular.
The most famous parts of the book gave memorable
analyses of various ‘‘existential’’ states and created,
almost overnight, a new style of philosophical
inquiry. What emerges from Being and Time is
the groundlessness and relativity of human beings’
inherited systems of value and purpose, leading to
an abyss of meaning, a frightening situation to be
remedied, if at all, only by a decisive or ‘‘resolute’’
affiliation with reactivated elements of the past.
Scandalously, when Heidegger chose to affiliate
himself with the Nazi Party six years later, in

No text better captures both the apparently demobil-

izing implications of existentialism, which seemed to

undermine the basis for any commitment, and the

simultaneous desire to find some grounds for

action, than the memorable concluding passage

of Sartre’s Being and Nothingness: ‘‘All human

activities are equivalent . . . and all are destined in

principle to fail. So it amounts to the same thing

whether one gets drunk alone or leads nations. If

one of these activities is superior to the other, it is

not because of its objective in the world, but

because of the degree of consciousness involved

in its adoption; in this sense, it is possible that the

quietism of the solitary drunk will take precedence

over the vain agitation of the leader of nations. . . .

The ontology [of this work] cannot allow the formu-

lation of moral prescriptions by itself. It nevertheless

allows one to imagine what an ethics will be that

rethinks responsibility in light of human reality in

situation. . . . But we will return to these problems

in a future work’’ (L’être et le néant: Essai d’ontologie

phénoménologique [Paris, 1943], pp. 690–692;

author’s translation). In spite of writing many pages

of ‘‘notebooks’’ for a prospective work on ethics, no

sequel to Being and Nothingness ever appeared in

Sartre’s lifetime.
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1933, he claimed that the Germans were doing
exactly what his text dictated.

SARTRE, CAMUS, AND THE QUESTION

OF FREEDOM

Sartre, who drank deep at Heidegger’s well and
anticipated his existential philosophy in brilliant
pieces of fiction such as his famous Nausea (1938),
separated Heidegger’s focus on human being from
its larger justifying framework. Sartre’s analyses
were intended to illustrate the truth that there are
no safe or certain values and that the anguished fate
of humans is to make choices without any self-
evident criteria for doing so. Unlike Heidegger,
Sartre was a gifted prose stylist. In his conclusion
to Being and Nothingness, he bitterly suggested
that ‘‘it amounts to the same thing whether one
gets drunk alone or leads nations.’’ The emotion-
ally numb hero of The Stranger (1942)—by Albert
Camus (1913–1960), the other star French existen-
tialist, and, like Sartre, a Nobel Prize winner for
literature—draws the implication that if there is no
authority governing action in the world, then none
exists to enforce traditional prohibitions either, and
therefore he shoots an Arab for no reason at all. Of
particular interest in existentialism, not surprisingly,
was its internal debate about the status of other
people, the relation of the wayward human being
to his fellows. For Heidegger, community seemed
both the disease—the source of false reassurance
about the existence of stable values—but also poten-
tially the cure. For Sartre, other people appeared
only as threats, lures. The act of submitting to them
or of loving them might provide comfort, but it
would be an inauthentic escape from freedom. As
he put it in his drama No Exit (1944), ‘‘hell is other
people’’ (p. 45).

The freedom depicted in existentialism, then, is
not triumphant but anguished. No doubt it was
Sartre’s friend Camus who most vividly illustrated
the ‘‘absurd’’ predicament of freedom. The two
alternatives for human beings, he declared, were
clarity and escape. Camus advocated staring
unflinchingly at the painful truth—embracing
‘‘a total absence of hope (which has nothing to
do with despair), a continual rejection (which must
not be confused with renunciation), and a con-
scious dissatisfaction (which must not be compared
to immature unrest)’’ (p. 31). Escape, Camus
argued in his Myth of Sisyphus (1942), amounted
to metaphorical suicide. Existentialists had to

be strong enough to surf on a ‘‘dizzying crest’’
(p. 31) from which others might take the leap of
faith to a suicidal end; they must embrace mean-
inglessness because of ‘‘the unyielding evidence
of a life without consolation’’ (p. 60). The title
of Camus’s essay refers to the figure from Greek
mythology, condemned in hell to the eternal task
of rolling a boulder up a hill, only to watch it roll
back down to the bottom again and again. Sisyphus
thus serves as the very symbol for the correct
approach to an agonizingly meaningless existence.
‘‘I want to know whether I can live with what I
know and with that alone,’’ Camus wrote (p. 40).

RELIGIOUS, PSYCHOANALYTIC, AND

FEMINIST EXISTENTIALISM

Existentialism appeared in a riot of conflicting
forms. In a development that might at first seem
surprising, an important school of religious existen-
tialism arose, with Gabriel Marcel (1889–1973) as
perhaps its most important representative. Its mem-
bers were right to point out that existentialism had
historically emerged out of the thought of a reli-
gious figure, Kierkegaard, and concluded that the
obsolescence of tradition and the new emphasis on
the individual did not mean God had died, as
Nietzsche famously claimed. Rather, existentialism
provided a new confirmation of the old religious
theme of human neediness. Other existentialists,
such as Karl Jaspers (1883–1969) and Ludwig
Binswanger (1881–1966), tried to ally Heidegger’s
philosophy with Sigmund Freud’s thought, arguing
that existentialism in effect provided a new founda-
tion for psychoanalysis by showing that symptoms
were not biologically caused but freely chosen by
an escapist self. Simone de Beauvoir (1908–1986),
Sartre’s companion and lover, influentially applied
the insights of existentialism to gender relations,
suggesting in The Second Sex (1949) that the dis-
covery of the obsolescence of tradition and the
relativity of values spelled the end of the validity
of sexual hierarchies as well.

EXISTENTIALISM AND ETHICS

Having spawned existentialism, which was already
multiplying into many variants, Heidegger vehe-
mently disavowed it at the moment of its triumph.
He claimed that in Being and Time he had only
introduced the focus on human existence as a means
of addressing the far more important question of
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being in general; and in his ‘‘Letter on Humanism’’
(1947), addressed to his French enthusiasts, he
indicted his legacy and his own earlier text as
‘‘anthropocentric.’’ By then, however, existential-
ism had grown too fashionable for its repudiation
by its founder to matter.

Since the fall of communism, the ethical ambi-
guity of existentialism—its challenge to all inher-
ited systems of moral certitude—along with the
political choices of its most famous exponents
led scholars to lose interest in its intellectual con-
tent in order to focus on its putatively disastrous
real-world consequences. Heidegger became a
National Socialist and Sartre, shortly after World
War II, broke with the apparent relativism and
quietism of Being and Nothingness and, in an atmo-
sphere of intellectual leftism, began a long cam-
paign to combine his existentialism with Marxist
theory and practice. How exactly to make existen-
tialism compatible with Marxism, a deterministic
science of history that would seem to be wholly at
variance with existentialism’s emphasis on human
freedom, remained problematic and obscure in
Sartre’s work, even in his second major book of
theoretical philosophy, The Critique of Dialectical
Reason (1960). In any event, Sartre’s turn to rad-
icalism led, scandalously for many post–Cold War
observers, to his apology for the communist Soviet
Union, including the excesses of Joseph Stalin’s
violent reign. Sartre’s one-time school friend and
lifelong rival, the liberal thinker Raymond Aron
(1905–1983), found it curious that a philosophy
of freedom could lend its support to repression,
and pilloried Marxism as a dangerous myth in The
Opium of the Intellectuals (1955) and other writ-
ings. But other existentialists, such as Maurice
Merleau-Ponty—probably the most philosophically
enduring of the French band of thinkers, important
notably for his attempt to ground the existentialist
analysis of consciousness in the corporeal nature of
human being—joined Sartre’s campaign. In his
Humanism and Terror (1947), Merleau-Ponty,
who for a time coedited the main existentialist
organ Les temps modernes with Sartre, defended
violence as a morally plausible response to the defi-
ciencies of liberal societies, since, he said, bourgeois
rule also involved terror and, unlike the Soviet
Union, did not promise a world beyond it.
Merleau-Ponty later broke with both Sartre and
Marxist politics. For his part, Camus, who could

never bring himself to join Sartre’s Marxist reinven-
tion of existentialism, dissented from the Parisian
intellectuals’ sympathy for communism in The Rebel,
whose publication in 1951 led to a bitter public
quarrel between the two leading lights of the
movement. For Camus, a dreamy utopian future
did not justify immorality now; Sartre replied that
not to resort to violence in effect ratified existing
immorality, and he supported the insurrectionary
struggle of Algerians against French rule. Camus,
who came from a French family in the Algerian
colony, revealingly admitted preferring ‘‘[his]
mother to justice.’’

In fact, there was little connection between
philosophical existentialism and political extrem-
ism, and its founders were wrong to posit a neces-
sary one. After all, their discovery of the relativity of
values precluded all attempts at the commitment
they desired, and in retrospect the popularity of
existentialism may well have served liberal capital-
ism better than it did its rivals. Undermining all
traditions and emancipating the individual from
inherited obligations, even religion and commun-
ity, existentialism forced the human beings it influ-
enced to embark on pained quests for meaning,
aware in advance that little lasting satisfaction
might follow but condemned to the search never-
theless. As modern life has continued to provide
human beings with a way to cultivate ever-new and
always-transitory tastes, to engage in experiments
in living for every season, and to purchase products
with planned obsolescence, it has allowed increasing
numbers of people to embrace absurdity without
regret, as Camus would have wanted. Narcissism
and consumerism, rather than illiberal extremism,
were perhaps in the end the main historical legacy
of the existentialist movement.

See also Aron, Raymond; Camus, Albert; Cold War;
Communism; Jaspers, Karl; Merleau-Ponty,
Maurice; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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EXPOSITIONS. The exhibitions of the twen-
tieth century reflect the technological advances of
their period. A marked difference can be seen
between, on the one hand, universal exhibitions,
such as those that emphasize science and technol-
ogy or movements in painting, sculpture, or photo-
graphy, all of which reflect aesthetic, political, or
historical issues, and, on the other hand, commer-
cial exhibitions, even when they are international in
nature. Generally, an exhibition presents the inter-
national public with a national phenomenon (art,
sciences, products) through signs, objects, and a
range of communications. The term exhibition
implies the showing of objects in a particular tem-
poral and spatial context.

Exhibiting is motivated by several aims and
objectives and therefore has a number of functions.
The first is the symbolic function, in which the
objective is largely political. The second is the com-
mercial function: objects are for sale. The third is a
scientific function: exhibitions have an informative

purpose, explaining and interpreting the items on
display. This function is usually in play at museums
of science, technology, and ecology. Some exposi-
tions have explanatory notices or plaques for
attendees to read, or films for them to view. The
surrounding sound, the lighting, and the way visi-
tors move within the exhibition space also vary
according to the function of the exhibition and
depend on the exhibition’s intended public and
the social space in which it takes place. However,
every exhibition conforms to a single goal, which is
to facilitate the relationship between production
and reception.

CATEGORIES OF EXHIBITIONS

With the exception of art exhibitions, which have
specific traditions of their own that do not stem
from the same concerns, conceiving of an exhibi-
tion involves embracing several perspectives that all
relate to the concept of heritage: paying tribute to
the past, leaving traces for posterity, and transmit-
ting and interpreting movements and innovations
in the exposition’s particular field.

Toward the end of the twentieth century, a
major upsurge of art exhibitions took place. These
can be divided into several categories:
� The biennial: for example, the first São Paulo

Biennial in 1951; the first biennial of contem-
porary African art in Dakar—Dak’Art—in
1992; and the first Montreal Biennial in 1998.

� The month of the photograph: for example, in
1980, the month of photography was launched
in Paris.

� The manifesta: the first manifesta was created
in Rotterdam in 1996. The encounter: for exam-
ple, the 1973 opening of the International
Photography Encounter at the Arles Festival.

� The fair: for example, the International Fair of
Contemporary Art in Paris, which began in
1973.

What all these exhibitions had in common was
that they traced and displayed a multitude of
experiences—the most contemporary creation—
occurring at the time they took place.

UNIVERSAL EXHIBITIONS

In universal exhibitions, the different focuses and
functions of other exhibitions are combined. In the
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nineteenth and twentieth centuries, universal exhi-
bitions brought major technological and artistic
trends together with minor phenomena in a single
space. However, universal exhibitions have tended
to highlight the politics of their periods, becoming
concrete examples of competition between the
organizing states. The first universal exhibition,
The Great Exhibition of the Works of Industry of
All Nations, took place in London in 1851 and
featured two major themes: technological innova-
tion and ‘‘exotic items’’ originating from the exhi-
bitors’ colonies. Universal exhibitions continued to
have a colonial character and became stage sets for
the display of products from the colonies of the
European industrial powers. This culminated in
1883 with the first international colonial exhibition
in Amsterdam.

Universal exhibitions were also the setting for
many conferences and led to the adoption of the

meter as an international unit of measurement in
1875. The 1930s were a difficult period for uni-
versal exhibitions because they were flanked by the
two world wars and the Great Depression, which
began in 1929. Nevertheless, world’s fairs took
place in Chicago in 1933, Brussels in 1935, and
Paris in 1937, and they were important political
events; by contrast, Rome was forced to cancel its
world’s fair in 1942. World War II and the recon-
struction that followed led to a suspension of
universal exhibitions. It was not until 1958 that
the next universal exhibition took place, in
Brussels, and it reflected a profound change in
attitudes toward Europe’s colonies, which had
begun pressing for emancipation.

Most international exhibitions have left their
mark on the architecture of the cities in which
they took place. For architects, these exhibitions
are the privileged site of daring innovations and a

A Malayan mosque under construction for the 1924 British Empire Exposition. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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source of new styles, such as art deco, which
arose from the Paris exhibition of 1925. The first
universal exhibition in London took place in a
single building: the Crystal Palace, designed by
Joseph Paxton and constructed entirely of glass
and iron. The Paris exhibition in 1867 marked a
radical departure in that the participants
assembled in several buildings. All the universal
exhibitions that have taken place in Paris left a
permanent mark on the urban landscape: the
1889 exhibition brought the construction of the
Eiffel Tower and the inauguration of the Paris
metro; the 1900 exhibition was the occasion for
several architectural achievements, including the
Pont Alexandre III and the Grand and Petit
Palais, as well as a Chinese pagoda that later
became the site of a famous Parisian cinema; the
1937 universal exhibition brought the construc-
tion of the Palais de Tokyo and Palais de Chaillot.
Just before the outbreak of World War II, the
1937 Paris exhibition was the setting for a
German-Soviet architectural duel, with the
Germanic eagle that crowned Albert Speer’s
building standing in opposition to the Soviets’
vast block of marble. This exhibition was also the
setting for a universal testimony against barbar-
ism. In the Spanish pavilion, Pablo Picasso pre-
sented Guernica, a painting depicting the German
bombing of a Basque town.

Paris was not the only city where exhibitions
left an architectural legacy; other examples include
Saint Louis with its Pike (1904), San Francisco
with its Gay Way (1939), Brussels with its
Atomium (1958), San Antonio with its the Tower
of America (1968), and Osaka with its Expoland
(1970). The Osaka exhibition also marked the
advent of an unprecedented collaboration between
artists and engineers, culminating in the creation of
the Pepsi-Cola pavilion. The exhibition was also
marked by an innovative use of modern architec-
ture. These few examples illustrate a change in the
universal exhibition. Initially, they were held in
European countries but gradually became more
genuinely international.

Universal exhibitions celebrate economic
changes and demonstrate the increased power of
certain states. A hundred years after it first took
part in exhibitions, Japan celebrated its accession
to the ranks of the great industrial powers in Osaka
in 1970. The 1992 universal exhibition in Seville

marked the emergence of modern Spain and reaf-
firmed its European membership. The same was
true of Lisbon in 1998. In 2000 Hanover inaugu-
rated the first universal exhibition of the second
millennium, but it was with the 2005 Aichi exhibi-
tion, near Nagoya in Japan, dedicated to sustain-
able development, that the visitor entered a world
of robots and technological innovations that can
no longer be termed futuristic.

ART EXHIBITIONS

Art exhibitions generally focus on a single artist,
although some present an artistic movement or
a particular period: an example of this is
Reconsidering the Object of Art 1965–1975 at
the Museum of Contemporary Art in Los Angeles
in 1995 and 1996. Others focus on a specific
object or set of themes. Relations between two
cities—generally major artistic centers—can also
form the subject of exhibitions: for example, the
Paris-Berlin exhibition in 1978, followed by

The entrance to the Côte d’Or building at the Brussels

exposition of 1935, a classic example of art deco

architecture. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Paris-Moscow the following year at the Georges
Pompidou Center in Paris.

Art exhibitions can arise from profound
deliberation on the part of the curator, who then
presents his or her viewpoint on how to approach
the art works. This is what Harald Szeemann
did in 1969 with When Attitudes Become Form
at the Kunsthalle in Berne or what Norman
Rosenthal and Christos M. Joachimides did in
1982 with Zeitgeist at the Martin-Gropius-Bau
in Berlin.

Some exhibitions treat a work of art as a docu-
ment within a historical, political, and ideological
context. The exhibition’s purpose is then to illus-
trate this entire context, as was done in the Berlin
Myths of the Nations: Arena of Memories exhibi-
tion at the Deutsches Historisches Museum in
2004 and 2005. The historical dimension of some
art exhibitions enables the viewer to visit a part of
the past that is otherwise obscured by ideology or
propaganda and make comparisons. The Berlin-
Moscow 1900–1950 exhibition at the Berlinische
Galerie in 2004 is a good example of this. As the
philosopher and art critic Yves Michaud observed,
‘‘There are as many kinds of exhibition as there are
methods of classifying objects and since everything
resembles something else in some respect, there is a
confusing multitude of ways of assembling objects
or art works’’ (Michaud, p. 129).

ART INSTITUTIONS AND EXHIBITIONS

Since the nineteenth century, artists have dealt
with institutions. In 1855, after his canvases had
been rejected thirteen times for the universal
exhibition, Gustave Courbet presented forty can-
vases in his own pavilion on Avenue Montaigne,
financed by his patron, Alfred Bruyas. This was the
first solo exhibition held by an artist in his own
lifetime.

The exhibition can be the site of a battle
between artistic movements, as happened with Paul
Cézanne’s triumph and the creation of the fauvist
movement at the Salon d’Automne in 1904 or, in
the realm of abstract painting, the Degenerate Art
exhibition in Munich in 1937. The Armory Show,
which was held in the New York armory and then
in Chicago in 1913, remains one of the major
art exhibitions and is credited with disseminating
throughout the world the works of European

avant-garde artists such as Alexander Archipenko,
Georges Braque, Constantin Brancusi, Claude
Monet, and Vincent van Gogh.

In the twentieth century, institutions emerged
that were historically important for their architec-
tural modernity and their acquisition policies; they
were also notable for exhibitions that are remem-
bered both for their innovations and for the scan-
dals they generated. Examples include the creation
of the Museum of Modern Art in New York in
1929, the Paris opening of the Musée National
d’Art Moderne in 1947, and the inauguration of
the UNESCO building in Paris in 1958. In 1977
the Georges Pompidou Center opened its doors
with two major exhibitions: Paris-New York and a
Marcel Duchamp retrospective. In the last quarter
of the twentieth century, two events are worthy of
note: the inauguration of the Ludwigsmuseum in
Cologne and the Reina Sofı́a Art Center in Madrid
in 1986.

As showcases for contemporary art, galleries
have played a major role in the development of
art movements. The Denise René Gallery played a
significant part in the dissemination of abstract art
and brought renown to the kinetic artists in France
after 1944. In a relatively rare phenomenon in the
art world, in 2001 the Georges Pompidou Center
paid tribute to the substantial role played by this
gallery.

Museums and other art institution are not the
only sites for art exhibitions, however. Joseph
Beuys organized an exhibition in the stables at the
Van der Grinten house in Kranenburg in 1963, and
in 1973 the Contemporanea exhibition was held in
the underground parking lot at the Villa Borghese
in Rome. Such nontraditional spaces form a sym-
bolic extension of the museum.

The history of exhibitions can be traced
through the scandals that they have generated. At
the exhibition 1960–1972: Douze ans d’art con-
temporain en France (1960–1972: Twelve years of
contemporary art in France), the Swiss artist Ben
Vautier displayed a flask of his urine, incurring the
wrath of politicians and sparking police interven-
tion. In 2000 the machine produced by the Belgian
artist Wim Delvoye, Cloaca, which artificially
reproduces the human digestive system, was placed
on public view and has been the object of polemic
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ever since. The same has happened to the wax
sculpture by Maurizio Cattelan, La nona ora (The
ninth hour), which represents the pope being
crushed by a meteorite.

CONCLUSION

In the twentieth century, exhibitions, whether
international or commercial, have served to create,
display, and influence art and technology. In
doing so, they served as an important catalyst
for the idea, for its dissemination and eventual
commodification.

See also Architecture; Art Deco; Colonialism; Duchamp,
Marcel; Guernica; Picasso, Pablo.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Allwood. John. The Great Exhibitions. London, 1977.

Bennett, Tony. The Birth of the Museum: History, Theory,
Politics. New York, 1995.

Kavanagh, Gaynor, ed. Museum Languages: Objects and
Texts. New York, 1991.

Michaud, Yves. L’artiste et les commissaires: Quatre essais
non pas sur l’art contemporain mais sur ceux qui s’en
occupent. Collection Rayon Art, Jacqueline Chambon.
Nimes, France, 1989.

Miles, Roger, and Lauro Zavala, eds. Towards the Museum
of the Future: New European Perspectives. London,
1994.

Ory, Pascal. L’expo universelle. Brussels, 1989.

CYRIL THOMAS

n

EXPRESSIONISM. Expressionism at the
beginning of the twentieth century was a central
and eastern European movement that brought
together painters, sculptors, writers (of literature
and for the theater), art critics, architects, film-
makers, engravers, and musicians. More specifi-
cally, in 1912 the magazine Der Sturm used the
term expressionism to characterize the art scene of
the day in contrast to impressionism. Paul Fechter,
in his book Der Expressionismus, published in
Munich in 1914, was the first critic to use the word
expressionism to refer to a trend in German art. For
Fechter, expressionism had come to embody the
spirit of the times—a spirit that, in the realm of the
arts in Germany, took the form of a fight against

governmental authority; a rupture defined by the
formation of ‘‘secessions’’ or ‘‘new secessions’’ of
groups of artists independent of the official culture
of William II (r. 1888–1918). In 1897 the Vienna
Secession had freed artists from academic painting,
proclaiming a more individual art and thus paving
the way for the Berlin Secession the following year.
Until 1913 the Berlin New Secession helped open
up access to European, and especially French, art
(the exhibition of impressionist paintings in Berlin
museums was forbidden by the government).
These new approaches were immediately dissemi-
nated through the reviews. The founding in 1910
of the Berlin magazine Der Sturm by Herwarth
Walden (pseudonym of Georg Lewin, 1878–
1941) and the subsequent founding of Die
Aktion provided a way to convey the new ideas,
reflecting the desire for liberty and freedom from
institutional constraints—the basic elements of the
avant-garde in Europe.

DIE BRÜCKE

The rejection of academic art and teaching allowed
four students at the Technische Hochschule
(Technical School) in Dresden—Ernst Ludwig
Kirchner (1880–1938), Fritz Bleyl (1880–1966),
Erich Heckel (1883–1970), and Karl Schmidt-
Rottluff (1884–1976)—to form an association in
1905. Schmidt-Rottluff proposed to call it ‘‘Die
Brücke’’ (The bridge); the choice of this name
was made explicit by a woodcut made the same
year representing Dresden’s Augustus Bridge,
which links the old town to the new town. Other
group members were Max Pechstein (1881–1955)
and (briefly) Emil Nolde (1867–1956). Subject
matter linked to their environments—such as lake
scenes from the Bavarian landscape, in which nude
figures are merged with nature (Otto Muller), or
nostalgia for the landscapes of northern Germany
(Nolde)—contrasted with the context of urban
development and rapid industrialization that
inspired the futurists. With the exception of
Pechstein, the artists of Die Brücke were not aca-
demically trained and were thus unencumbered by
doctrine. They painted twisted, angular shapes with
violent contrasts and pure colors outlined in black:
yellow faces, red trees, or blue streets, inspired by
The Scream (1893, considered the first ‘‘expression-
ist drama’’) by Edvard Munch (1863–1944) or the
violent colors of Vincent Van Gogh (1853–1890).
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Taking their inspiration from non-European sculp-

ture, the artists produced series of sculpted and

painted nudes (from 1910 to 1914) with exagger-

ated thighs and breasts, their curves accentuated

with black paint, that show a return to a primitivism

recalling that of Paul Gauguin (1848–1903). Until

1913 the artists of Die Brücke also reinvigorated the

graphic arts through their recurrent use of the tech-

nique of woodcut engravings.

DER BLAUE REITER

Wassily Kandinsky (1866–1944) and Alexej von

Jawlensky (1864–1941), Russian painters who

had emigrated to Germany, settled in Murnau

(south of Munich), near Lake Staffel, in 1908.

Kandinsky’s concrete references in his work were

becoming increasingly enigmatic: his gestures were

expressive, his palette essentially freed from the real

appearance of objects.

Almanach Der Blaue Reiter. Cover illustration by Wassily Kandinsky, 1912. ERICH LESSING/ART

RESOURCE, NY
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In January 1909 Kandinsky and Jawlensky
founded the Neue Künstler-Vereinigung München
(New association of Munich artists, NKVM). This
heterogeneous group, whose members had varying
objectives, organized its first exhibition in December
1909 at Heinrich Thannhäuser’s Moderne Galerie
(the second exhibition was in September 1910).
The painter Franz Marc (1880–1916), who met
Kandinsky for the first time in 1911, explained that
‘‘This bold enterprise, which consists in sublimating
the ‘matter’ that impressionism clings to, is a neces-
sary reaction that began at Pont-Aven with
Gauguin. . . . What seems to us so promising in these
new experiments by the Association of Artists is that
fact that these works . . . provide valuable examples of
the manipulation of space, rhythm, and chromatic
theory’’ (quoted in Figures du moderne, p. 199;
translated from the French).

In 1911 Kandinsky resigned as president of
the association because one of his Compositions
was rejected during preparation for the next exhi-
bition. Immediately, Marc and Kandinsky
founded the group Der Blaue Reiter (The blue
rider) and organized an alternative exhibit to coin-
cide with the third NKVM show. Fifteen artists
with varying artistic visions, including musicians
such as Arnold Schoenberg (1874–1951), pre-
sented their works. Kandinsky and Marc used
terminology that they hoped to use in their
publishing projects; those projects culminated
in the publication in May 1912 of the Almanach
Der Blaue Reiter. This rich and eclectic publication
combined avant-garde works with examples of
Egyptian and Far Eastern art, folk art, children’s
drawings, and paintings by amateurs. That same
year Paul Klee (1879–1940) joined the second
Blaue Reiter exhibit, while Kandinsky’s work
began to combine figurative elements (such as
knights and trees) and nonfigurative elements
and to dissociate color from line through the
use of watercolor. He published Concerning the
Spiritual in Art, developed the concept of ‘‘inter-
nal necessity,’’ and laid the first foundations for
abstraction. Kandinsky left Germany in 1914.

EMERGENCE OF AN AVANT-GARDE

In this context of their hatred of social conventions
and the struggle against traditional values and author-
ity, some German artists saw in the war of 1914 the

potential to destroy the old order and build a better
society. Kirchner, August Macke (1887–1914), and
Marc voluntarily enlisted. Marc (whose Letters from
the Front provides valuable testimony), Macke, and
Wilhelm Morgner (1891–1917) died in combat.
After the signing of the Treaty of Versailles, in the
context of the payment of war reparations owed to
France and severe unemployment, the young Weimar
Republic, its government dominated by the Social
Democrats, awarded positions of responsibility in
teaching as well as honorific titles: Nolde, Schmidt-
Rottluff, and Kirchner were elected to the Prussian
Academy of Arts. Most of the Blaue Reiter artists fled
Germany. After the rise of Nazism, the works of
German expressionist artists were deemed ‘‘degener-
ate’’; they were ‘‘displayed’’ in 1938 at the Entartete
Kunst (Degenerate art) exhibit.

Die Brücke and Der Blaue Reiter were two
complementary groups that contributed to the
establishment of the avant-garde in Europe at the
beginning of the twentieth century.

See also Avant-Garde; Kandinsky, Wassily; Klee, Paul;
Modernism.
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FALANGE. The Spanish political party com-

monly called the Falange was founded on 29

October 1933 as the Falange Española by José

Antonio Primo de Rivera (1903–1936), a young

lawyer and son of the former military dictator,

Miguel Primo de Rivera. In February 1934 the

party merged with a small Castilian Fascist party,

the Juntas de Ofensiva Nacional Sindicalista

(JONS). Primo de Rivera became supreme leader

of the new organization, the Falange Española de

las JONS, in October 1934. That same month the

new party adopted most of its official parapherna-

lia, including the blue shirt, the red and black flag

(a variation of the anarchist flag), and, significantly,

the yoke and arrows adopted by the Spanish sover-

eigns Isabella and Ferdinand in the late fifteenth

century. This set of symbols pretended to combine

the semiproletarian nature of the new party with its

roots in the supposedly best aspects of Spanish

tradition. Although Primo de Rivera rejected being

called a fascist and always insisted in the exclusive

Spanish character of his party, he received financial

backing from the Italian Fascist leader Benito

Mussolini. By the same token, despite his pro-

claimed independence from both rightist and leftist

groups, Primo de Rivera repeatedly obtained finan-

cial and political support from rich patrons and was

elected to parliament in 1933 as part of an electoral

ticket that included prominent conservative politi-

cians and businessmen.

The ideological discourse of the Falange shared

many fundamental traits with fascist groups

elsewhere: the rejection of both liberal politics

and class struggle, the cult of the state, vaguely

worded ideas of social reform, exaggerated nation-
alism, the exaltation of youth, sublimation of vio-

lence, and the necrophilia surrounding the cult of

the ‘‘fallen ones.’’ The exaltation of Catholicism—

despite some anticlericalism—and of the glorious
imperial past of the nation gave the party its differ-

entiating aspects. The group attracted a relatively

youthful militancy, with a disproportionate presence

of students. Most of the leaders came from middle-
and upper-class backgrounds, but some workers also

joined. The frequent violent confrontations with

left-wing groups led the Popular Front government
to ban the Falange shortly before the start of the

civil war in July 1936. The Falange was deeply

involved in the military uprising that precipitated

the civil war, and although its role was subordinate
to the military, its militias offered the initially weak

rebel forces valuable support in many parts of the

country. Primo de Rivera, who had been arrested in

March 1936, remained trapped in the Republican
zone and on 20 November 1936 was executed.

The Falange lost its highly charismatic leader at

a critical moment. On the eve of the war, the party

had scarcely ten thousand militants. The dynamic

of political radicalization and social militarization
that the war brought made the Falange militias very

attractive to both militants of traditional conserva-

tive parties and political neophytes. Hundreds of

thousands of them flocked to its ranks, which
reached around one million by the end of the con-

flict in March 1939. In the meantime, roughly half

F
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of the ‘‘old shirts,’’ or prewar militants, had per-
ished. But the party changed from the top as well as
from below. The surviving leaders of the Falange
moved to rebuild the organization, but they were
deeply divided. The elected successor of Primo de
Rivera, the plebeian, and not too skillful, Manuel
Hedilla, was constantly undermined by the circle
around the aristocratic relatives of the party found-
er. Tensions grew high and in April 1937 led to a
brief armed confrontation in Salamanca, where
Francisco Franco’s headquarters were located.
Franco, who did not have a party of his own, seized
the opportunity: he detained Hedilla, forced the
merger of the Falange with the other party/militia
in the rebel zone, the ultraconservative Comunión
Tradicionalista (also called the Carlists), and made
himself head of the newly born single party, the
Falange Española Tradicionalista y de las JONS.
With this maneuver, the military and the conserva-
tive forces of Spain, so many times bitterly criti-
cized by Primo de Rivera, had put the Falange at
their service.

From then until the end of the dictatorship in
1975, the role of the Falange was to serve Franco’s
political needs. It gave him an organization to
discipline politics in his ‘‘new Spain,’’ to organize
mass rallies showing support for his regime, and to
dispense sinecures to his followers. Because the
nascent Francoist regime was a coalition of differ-
ent social and political forces and institutions (in-
cluding the army, the church, monarchists, urban
and rural bourgeoisie, and landowning peasants),
the Falange was constantly used by the dictator
as a counterweight to pressure from those forces.
Officially the Falange was given responsibility for
the regime’s social policies, and particularly control
over the official unions. In reality, the party owed
whatever influence it had to the dictator’s wishes,
and its weight in the government’s decision-
making process was minimal. Its popular support
was always very limited, while the image of its
leaders and militants as rough opportunists was
widespread, even among the regime’s supporters.

See also Fascism; Franco, Francisco; Spanish Civil War.
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FALKLANDS WAR. The Falklands War
broke out in 1982 because the United Kingdom
and Argentina claimed sovereignty over the islands.
Neither country had an unambiguously legitimate
claim to the territory, and the dispute was further
complicated by the settlement of the islands by
British people in the nineteenth century, whose des-
cendants claimed the right to self-determination—
a claim that was heard with increasing sympathy
in British politics. United Nations Resolution
2065 of 1965 called for ‘‘self-determination of all
peoples,’’ but also for the end of colonization in all
its forms, including the Falklands (for Argentina,
the ‘‘Malvinas’’). Attempts to resolve the dispute
made little progress, even though the British
were reluctant possessors of the Falklands, and
in 1975 Argentina warned that its patience was
not inexhaustible. British hopes that a compromise
could be found by an arrangement whereby Britain
would cede Argentina’s sovereignty claim but lease
back the islands for seventy years were frustrated in
1982 by the islanders.

In 1981 Britain conducted a defense review,
concentrating its military and naval assets on the
NATO area and withdrawing the HMS Endurance
from its patrol of the Falklands. Argentina tested
British resolve following the landing of some scrap
dealers on 19 March 1982 on the British depen-
dency of South Georgia. This incident was a cata-
lyst. When the British ordered Argentina to remove
the dealers, the Argentina Junta on 30 March
decided to implement an invasion plan drawn up
at the end of 1981. On 2 April Argentina seized
the Falklands. The British Government led by
Margaret Thatcher responded by preparing a Task
Force, despite some doubts on the part of the
Defense Secretary John Nott. They also asked
U.S. President Ronald Reagan to mediate. The
Task Force was ordered to sail on 5 April.

This was a risky enterprise. The Falklands were
8,000 miles away; the South Atlantic winter was
near. The British were fortunate that the United
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States allowed the use of the airstrip on Ascension
Island as a staging post. Other military assistance
was given covertly. The European Union imposed
economic sanctions on Argentina. Argentina had
the advantage of occupying the islands, proximity
to the mainland, and the possibility of spinning out
negotiations. The British Task Force commander,
Admiral John Forster ‘‘Sandy’’ Woodward, was
aware that time was not on his side and that if he
lost even one of his two aircraft carriers he might
well lose the war. Air power would therefore play
an essential role in the conflict, and the Argentine
Air Force possessed Exocet missiles and skilled
pilots. On 28 April the British imposed a total
exclusion zone around the islands. On 2 May
Woodward asked for a change to rules of engage-
ment to enable the submarine HMS Conqueror to
sink the Argentine warship ARA General Belgrano.
This ended the Argentine navy’s part in the war,
though it cost the British some good opinions, and
was followed by the sinking of HMS Sheffield. The
war was now in earnest.

U.S. mediation failed, and it is difficult to see
how these and subsequent mediations could have
succeeded, since for both Argentina and Britain the
bottom line was that their claim to sovereignty
could not be compromised, though other items,
such as the administration of the Falklands while a
final settlement could be worked out, were negoti-
able. The diplomatic situation influenced the mili-
tary and was influenced by it. When the British
landed unopposed at San Carlos Bay on 21 May,
and the second battalion Parachute Regiment won
the hard-fought Battle of Goose Green on 28 May,
it was tempting for the British government to envi-
sage military victory and disentangle itself from
negotiations. The superior professionalism of the
British forces suggests that (in retrospect) a British
victory was assured. But the British lost mobility
when the Atlantic Conveyor, containing the bulk of
the helicopter force, was sunk in San Carlos Bay.
The British army had to march across rough terrain
in harsh weather, and with an increasingly large
logistical ‘‘tail.’’ Not all Argentine forces fought
with resolution, but many of them did, and had
the advantage of standing on the defensive in pre-
pared positions. A British military reverse might
damage public support for the campaign, which
was complicated by the continuing efforts by the
United Nations to resolve the conflict by

negotiation. As the British forces moved close to
Stanley, where the Argentine army waited (increas-
ingly cold and uncomfortable), such negotiations
were of greater value to Argentina.

On 11 June British forces attacked the
Argentine defensive positions around Stanley. A
series of hard-fought battles on the hills and ridges,
with the British attacking at night and engaging the
Argentine forces in bitter close-quarter fighting,
resulted in an Argentine surrender on 14 June.
Argentina suffered 655 casualties; British losses
were 255 (including two Falkland Islanders).

For Thatcher, the war marked the end of a
‘‘nation in retreat’’ and the beginning of a recovery
of national confidence. For Argentina, it ended the
rule of the military junta, ushered in democracy,
and struck a blow at Argentine assumptions
about its preeminence in South America—but not
the end to Argentine claims to the Malvinas. The
Falklands War was a small one, but remained the
object of fascination. This is because it was a ‘‘reg-
ular’’ war, one fought by armies in uniform using a
range of weapons, from the latest technology to
trench warfare, and deploying land, sea, and air
forces. In an age when the only conflict anticipated
was one with the Warsaw Pact, the Falklands
offered some kind of guide to modern war as a
conflict that must hold lessons for the future.
British and Argentine methods of directing the
campaign, including the political control of the
war, were likewise examined closely. The war
turned out for the British to be a last one, in the
sense that their forces would probably never again
fight as a separate military machine, but would
work with other European or American forces, in
Bosnia, Kosovo, and Iraq, and in the ‘‘War on
Terror.’’

See also British Empire; United Kingdom.
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n

FANON, FRANTZ (1925–1961), writer,
psychiatrist, and revolutionary.

Frantz Fanon was born a French citizen on the
West Indies island of Martinique. He fought for
the Free French Forces during World War II, took
his medical training in Paris, and practiced psychia-
try. His training and his life offered Fanon the
evidence and the terms for grappling with some
of the most important problems of his time. What
made him a radical was his certainty that political
analysis, by leading to the diagnosis of social prob-
lems, could help popular revolt to produce funda-
mental change. Fanon’s work remains of scholarly
and political interest primarily because of his efforts
to identify the foundations of what he termed
‘‘Manichean thinking’’: how terms such as native
and colonizer or white and black came to confine
people in polarized relationships. His aim was to
open possibilities for more complex, and more fully
human, understanding.

Fanon was born on 25 July 1925 to a family
whose racial background, economic position, com-
fort with the French language, and embrace of
French culture led local society to identify as white.
The arrival in Martinique of French troops in 1940,
sent by the collaborationist Vichy state, disrupted
this local economy of race. Yet even the troops’
crude assertion that skin color rather than culture
was the primary marker of race did not fully prepare
Fanon for how color defined him, first in the Free
French Forces and then as a medical student in the
French metropolis. His encounters with the

certainty among the common people and among
the elite that blacks could not be French because
they were different from whites inspired the work
he presented as his doctoral thesis, which appeared
in 1952 as Black Skin, White Masks.

In his analysis of racism, Fanon insists that it
arises historically, in specific times and places, and
that it now had systematic effects. He argued that
in the current context it had become the most
visible aspect of an interlocking network of eco-
nomic, military, and political organizing structures
because of the centrality of colonialism, which
directly depended on racism. Fanon’s novel focus
was on how colonialism as a system controlled
people’s psychological options. He claimed that
the colonial situation enabled disdain to determine
white conceptions of blacks to such a degree that
blacks struggled simply to be recognized as an
‘‘Other,’’ as comparable to the white ‘‘Self.’’
Because no dialectical relationship was possible,
colonial racism wreaked psychological havoc on
both blacks and whites. Steeped in Freudian
assumptions though not himself a psychoanalyst,
Fanon focused on sexual desire and the complica-
tions of sexual and gender identities in order to
understand how colonial racism structured indivi-
duals. In his reading, the type of racist dynamic that
colonialism had produced made it necessary for
blacks to engage in struggle against both their
own desire to be recognized as white and against
the colonizers.

During the year he spent as the head of a
psychiatric hospital in Algeria, Fanon came to see
that Algeria’s independence struggle offered revo-
lutionary possibilities. In 1956 he moved to Tunis,
where the men leading that fight had set up their
headquarters. He continued to practice psychiatry,
but also taught, wrote for the official newspaper,
and advised the leaders of the Algerian Front de
Libération Nationale (FLN; National liberation
front), which he later represented as ambassador
to Ghana. Drawing on his understanding of what
revolutionary action could mean, Fanon published
his final book in 1961. His goal in The Wretched of
the Earth was to provide an ideological roadmap
that would allow colonized peoples to benefit from
the cascading series of decolonizations. His pre-
scriptions sought to avoid the dangers inherent in
any struggle that took place at a national level and,
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in addition, to allow the revolt against colonial
racism’s ‘‘thingification’’ of the colonized to suc-
ceed. In his preface to Fanon’s book, Jean-Paul
Sartre proclaimed that ‘‘the Third World finds itself
and speaks to itself through his voice.’’ Because it
offered a convincing alternative to Marxism’s
privileging of the proletariat and of class relations,
the book immediately became a touchstone for New
Left radicals in Western Europe and the United
States.

Like his other wartime writings, The Wretched
of the Earth emphasizes that violence lies at the
foundation of the colonial relationship. Western
colonialism, rather than take responsibility for its
use of violence, created racial groups as a schematic
overlay to explain relations of domination, which
recast the violent maintenance of the colonizers’
control as a natural relationship of superior to infe-
rior. In his final works, Fanon argued that only
violence by the colonized could both destroy the
colonial system and set the stage to move beyond
the destructive effects of the colonizer/colonized
dyad. Despite his cogent recognition of the dangers
of embracing violence, Fanon is often vilified for his
supposed celebration of revolutionary violence.
He died of leukemia in 1961 at the age of thirty-six.

See also Algerian War; Colonialism; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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TODD SHEPARD

n

FASCISM. Even in the early twenty-first cen-
tury, the term fascism remains one of fundamental
ambiguity and controversy. Unlike many other
‘‘-isms,’’ it still invites competing perceptions of
what it is and what it stood (or even stands) for.
Originally a word borrowed from the ancient
Roman imagery (fasces = bundle of rods surrounding
an ax) coined in the Italian post–World War I context
to express radical collective action in defense of the
nation (Fasci della Difesa Nazionale), it was appro-
priated by Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) to label his
nascent ultranationalist movement that eventually
became the National Fascist Party (Partito Nazionale
Fascista, PNF). Already in the early 1920s socialist
observers ascribed a generic import to the term, as
a historically specific reactionary vehicle for recast-
ing monopoly capitalism and crushing socialist
mobilization. At the same time, fellow travelers,
disciples, and imitators across the Continent in the
1920s and 1930s invoked the term or alluded to a
sort of ideological-political affinity with the Italian
model. The alliance between Mussolini’s regime
and Adolf Hitler’s (1889–1945) National Socialist
Germany was similarly founded on the premise of
such a deep kinship in search of a universal post-
liberal and postsocialist order. The impressive dif-
fusion of fascism as ideology and type of regime in
the interwar period led the controversial German
historian Ernst Nolte to declare that the 1918–
1945 period was the indisputable ‘‘era of fascism’’
and thus cast the phenomenon as the product of a
particular continent-wide set of historical circum-
stances that manifested itself in a plethora of
national permutations.

Yet, fascism remains superlatively hard to
define in a way that generates academic consensus.
One prominent analyst has described the fray of
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fascist studies as a ‘‘deserted battlefield.’’ Its alleg-

edly generic nature has been fiercely contested by

those who still perceive it as either a purely Italian

phenomenon or a descriptive term that relates to

style rather than substance. Some would deny it

any degree of ideological import, thereby reducing

it to a set of ad hoc practices that have been inflated

into something more by subsequent academic

wishful thinking. While historians tend to agree

with Nolte that 1945 represented the cataclysmic

end of the ‘‘fascist era,’’ others discerned an alleg-

edly wider conceptual relevance that goes far beyond

historical periods or geographic settings. And the

catalog of controversy goes on: irrational and anti-

modern or an alternative radical modern formula?

Antiliberal, antisocialist, or both? Revolutionary or

counterrevolutionary/reactionary? Right-wing or

syncretic or even a ‘‘scavenger’’? What about its

relation to other concepts, such as authoritarianism,

totalitarianism, and dictatorship, with which it

shared some crucial but partial similarities? Finally,

if ‘‘fascism’’ had any intellectual substance, where

did it come from and how did it shape its ideological

content?

INTELLECTUAL ORIGINS: THE SEARCH

FOR ALTERNATIVES TO LIBERALISM

Even the task of searching for an intellectual origin

of fascism before World War I is fraught with con-

troversy. For, unlike other contemporary ‘‘-isms,’’

the term was not used specifically by thinkers to

designate a specific body of thought in opposition

to existing doctrines. A plethora of potential deri-

vations have indeed been suggested: the break with

and revision of Marxian socialism by the French

theorist Georges Sorel (1847–1922) and subse-

quently by the National Syndicalism movement;

the concept of an all-encompassing ethical state

developed by the German philosopher Wilhelm

Friedrich Georg Hegel (1770–1831); the mystic

conception of the ‘‘nation’’ professed by the Italian

liberal nationalist Giuseppe Mazzini (1805–1872);

and the fascination with heroic politics conveyed

through the philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche

(1844–1900). In fact, the search for fascism’s origins

has implicated even the critique of the French

Revolution and the Enlightenment by the French

theorist Joseph De Maistre (1753–1821), articulated

as far back as the last years of the eighteenth century.

For some this search for fascism’s intellectual

derivation appears as a dubious attempt to read

history backward. This, however, should not pre-

vent seeking to locate fascism in the context of

generic historical conditions in the late nineteenth

and early twentieth century that subsequently

found fertile ground in particularly national con-

texts. Essentially, the origins of what later came to

be identified as fascism lay in a milieu of disillusion-

ment with the condition of civilization and society

at a time of a seeming liberal ascendancy and at the

dawn of a radical socialist alternative. This meant

that fascism was a ‘‘latecomer’’ as a political ideol-

ogy, attempting to occupy a precarious position in

the overcrowded spectrum of visions for the future

of civilization. Already in the second half of the

nineteenth century certain thinkers across Europe

had launched a wholesale attack against the liberal

focus on individualism, rights, and pluralism. The

function of the liberal state as an agnostic (neutral)

agent of promoting freedom had been identified as

the primary source of moral decline, social malaise,

and cultural degeneration. Parliamentarism and

representative government became the soft target

of a multiple radical critique that focused on cor-

ruption, the cynicism of political elites, the empty

rhetoric of social justice accompanied by very limited

reforms, the yawning gap between government and

people, and the moral relativism of ‘‘modern’’

society. Whereas some of the critics opted for a

retreat into antimodern, nostalgic prescriptions in

an attempt to reset the clock of history, many had

already assumed the advent of modernity and

sought to recast it in a decidedly postliberal fashion.

In other words, the revision of the course of history

sought by disparate observers in the second half

of the nineteenth century had a common target

(liberalism and modern society) but explored fun-

damentally divergent paths for a different order.

In the four decades before World War I social-

ism provided the main modern alternative to liber-

alism, organizing and channeling radical energies

across the Continent into a supranational move-

ment in search of a postliberal society. However,

by the turn of the century the ambitious prediction

of collective revolutionary action predicated on

socialist ideology appeared further than ever

before. Thinkers initially steeped in revolutionary

socialism vented their frustration through seeking a
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new type of modern alternative that, while still seek-
ing a postliberal order, also antagonized Marxism’s
stress on materialism and class struggle. Fusing
revolution, modernity, and irrational myth, they
sought to identify a different vehicle for historical
change. At a time of growing populist mobilization
and participation in the political arena the ‘‘nation’’
appeared a far more potent conduit for collective
action than did social ‘‘class’’—the focus of social-
ism. This new alternative grew not only in opposi-
tion to liberalism but also as an absolute antithesis
of the socialist formula in search for a ‘‘third way.’’
It was not about simple reform or retreat into a
premodern golden age; instead, it capitalized on
the drive of both liberal empowerment of the
masses and socialist revolutionary dynamics but
sought to redirect the course of modernity in a
predominantly ultranationalist direction.

The devastating experiences of World War I and
the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia provided crucial
ammunition for an urgent synthesis of previously
disparate strands of radical thought. They also
further alienated large sectors of the European
societies from the liberal experiment while turning
the socialist alternative into a tangible—and there-
fore threatening—reality that could spread from
Russia across the Continent on the basis of the
professed ‘‘world revolution.’’ As a chauvinistic
version of nationalism was continuously being nur-
tured in the decades leading to the Great War and
received a further boost in its aftermath (the
Versailles Treaty of 1919 and the complications of
redrawing the boundaries of post-1918 Europe),
the appeal of radical nationalism intensified. The
impression that liberal Europe had entered a phase
of terminal decline at a time that the socialist
experiment in Russia threatened to engulf the
Continent with its internationalist revolutionary
creed had two crucial effects: first, it robbed parlia-
mentary democracy of its last vestiges of legitimacy;
and, second, it afforded a sense of historic urgency
to nationalist populist politics as the only effective
antisocialist radical alternative.

Thus fascism emerged from the ashes of World
War I as a revolutionary, radical nationalist ideol-
ogy, based on the glorification of an idealized
‘‘nation’’ and on collective activism. It was populist
in terms of its political conduct, obsessed with
reversing the process of alleged national decline,

and offering instead a vision of wholesale regenera-
tion (‘‘rebirth’’) for the members of the ‘‘national
community’’—and only them. Fascism was a
particularly historical articulation of nationalism—
of an extreme, radical, exclusive, and holistic
nationalism that rejected violently any form of dis-
sidence and nonconformity to its vision. Although
France had been the intellectual incubator of pro-
tofascist ideologies, Italy became the testing ground
for its first political articulation. Within the course of
five years (1914–1919) Mussolini completed an
astounding ideological transformation from rene-
gade revolutionary socialist leader into the Duce of
an ultranationalist populist movement that preached
wholesale national collective action as the only
meaningful path to regeneration. The synthesis
that Mussolini spearheaded in Italy between 1917
and 1921 was rooted in exactly this sense of liberal-
ism’s political impasse and socialism’s allegedly
impending onslaught. But, rather than harking
back to premodern ideals, it sought to involve the
nation in a history-making collective struggle for a
revolutionary break with a recent historical course
dominated by liberalism and socialism. Such a synth-
esis was essentially negative: disparate forces ranging
from conservative radical nationalists to the (ultra-
modern and antitraditionalist) futurists came
together in an open-ended struggle for a postliberal
order that ought to be spared from the socialist
experiment—a struggle in which the nation as an
organic, culturally homogenous, and indivisible
unity would be the uncontested protagonist.

THE ‘‘FASCIST EPOCH’’: 1922–1945

The period between the political formation of the
fascist movement and the appointment of Mussolini
as head of a coalition government in October
1922 was too brief to allow the resolution of ideo-
logical ambiguities or even tensions. By 1925,
when the Duce ushered Italy into the era of the
Fascist dictatorship, fascism had already been arbi-
trarily associated with disparate trends: a generic
reactionary offspring of monopoly capitalism for
the Communist International; a new, highly prom-
ising system of rule for antiparliamentary elites
across the Continent; and a source of inspiration
for a novel style of politics that could be appro-
priated by radical movements beyond Italy in
search of the same goal of a postliberal transforma-
tion. It took Mussolini himself a bit longer to
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declare a wider relevance for his Italian experiment:

in 1929 he spoke of fascism as an ‘‘export product’’

and a few years later (1932) went so far as to claim

that the twentieth century would be a truly fascist

epoch, just like the eighteenth and the nineteenth

centuries belonged to liberalism and socialism

respectively.

But what did it mean to be a fascist? Unlike

socialism in the Bolshevik Soviet Union, there was

no Marxian gospel or Leninist scripture from which

to draw dogmatic inspiration. Even Mussolini’s

attempt to codify the fascist doctrine in 1932 in

cooperation with the prominent philosopher

Giovanni Gentile (1875–1944) came too late to

have a real impact on the formation of the fascist

experiment in Italy. What the doctrine emphasized,

however, was fascism’s emphasis on open-ended,

heroic collective action for the spiritual regenera-

tion of the nation. This goal was the necessary

condition for the realization of Fascist Italy’s his-

toric mission: as a ‘‘third Rome’’ (heir to the uni-

versalist legacies of the Roman Empire and of

Catholicism) the rekindled national spirit would

be the harbinger of a global political, socioeco-

nomic, and cultural revolution. The absence of a

sacrosanct doctrine was regarded as a blessing, for a

fixed ideology could curtail the spontaneity of col-

lective action. Instead, fascism promised an open-

ended, ‘‘holistic’’ radical utopia-in-the-making of

which the whole nation would be the primary

agent and the beneficiary.

The growing idea that Mussolini alone incar-

nated the fascist doctrine bred an overreliance on

the ‘‘cult of the duce’’ and a consequent monop-

olization of the movement by him. Mussolini made

a series of fundamental choices in the second half of

the 1920s that established the broad parameters

of the fascist political experiment and provided a

Fascists burn socialist literature, Rome, November 1922. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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more tangible definition of what fascism stood for.
The institutional-judicial reforms of Alfredo Rocco
(1875–1935)—a prominent nationalist with far
more conservative leanings than many early fascists
(fascisti della prima ora) would have desired—set
the foundations for an all-encompassing state that
would function as the primary vehicle for national
mobilization. As a result, the party was formally
placed under the institutional tutelage of the state
and of the Duce. Furthermore, calls from more
radical members for a ‘‘continuous revolution’’
and a wholesale break with the past were crushed
under the institutional rigidity of Rocco’s reforms
and the doctrine of ‘‘all within the state, nothing
outside the state, nothing against the state.’’ The
signing of the Lateran Pacts with the Vatican in
1929 also sent mixed signals: on the one hand, the
agreement settled the only remaining obstacle to
the full legitimation of the Italian state by resolving
the ‘‘Roman Question’’ (the schism between church
and state that had beset the Italian state ever since the
completion of its national unification in 1870); on
the other, it appeared as a crucial step further away
from revolution and in the direction of ‘‘normaliza-
tion,’’ that is accommodation with the establishment
forces that fascism was meant to fight.

The emerging blending of order and change
that fascism came to encapsulate involved a careful
balancing act, as exemplified in the case of the
experiment with ‘‘corporatism’’ in the late 1920s
and early 1930s. Corporatism professed a funda-
mental socioeconomic transformation of societal
relations, promising new, radical modes of collec-
tive action as well as a total framework for negotiat-
ing differences in a truly organic manner. Yet, its
eventual failure and abandonment in the 1930s
signified the impasse of fascism’s formula of a con-
trolled revolution ‘‘from above.’’ By the early
1930s Italian fascism appeared to manage what
the Italian historian Renzo De Felice (1929–
1996) termed a totalitarian state but appeared to
have lost a large part of its earlier radical edge.

By that time a pan-European trend away from
liberal-parliamentary democracy had already been
in motion. The majority of this generation of dic-
tators did not hide their admiration for—or even
imitation of—Mussolini’s experiment in Italy. Even
conservative observers across the Continent recog-
nized the developmental utility of fascism, even

if some of them acknowledged that this sort of
political system was not perhaps suited for all coun-
tries. Winston Churchill (1874–1963), who visited
Rome in 1927 as Chancellor of the Exchequer,
remarked ‘‘If I were an Italian, I am sure that I
would have been with you entirely from the begin-
ning of your victorious struggle against the bestial
appetites and the passions of Leninism.’’ Even in
the United States the fascist experiment found
admirers, with the New York Congressman Sol
Bloom (1870–1949) going so far as to state that
fascism ‘‘will be a great thing not only for Italy but
for all of us if he [Mussolini] succeeds.’’ An array of
antiliberal and anticommunist regimes that started
to replace unstable parliamentary systems embarked
on partial borrowing, appropriating fascist ideas
such as the single mass-party, the emphasis on
parades and ritual celebrations, the cult of the lead-
er, and the myth of national renewal. Within less
than a decade from Mussolini’s appointment in
1922, Italian fascism had been established in the
eyes of contemporary observers as a genuine poli-
tical alternative to both liberalism and socialism; for
many in the right, it was indeed the most effective
and modern political solution. Mussolini cherished
his role as the public face of a new political creed
that had been pioneered in Italy: Mohandas
Gandhi (1869–1948) visited; so did the renegade
British member of Parliament Oswald Mosley
(1896–1980), who immediately afterward experi-
enced a deep ideological conversion that turned
him into the purveyor of fascism in Britain.

NATIONAL SOCIALISM: FASCIST,

TOTALITARIAN, OR UNIQUE?

The second crucial watershed in the history of
interwar fascism came in 1933. On 30 January,
Hitler, the leader of the National Socialist German
Workers Party (Nationalsozialistisches Deutsches
Arbeiterpartei, NSDAP), was appointed chancellor
of the German Republic, in a form of power-sharing
with Paul von Hindenburg (1847–1934), the veteran
nationalist and World War I hero who had held the
office of president since 1925. The political arrange-
ment was strikingly reminiscent of the coalition
government over which Mussolini had presided
between October 1922 and January 1925. Hitler’s
subsequent measures against the more radical seg-
ments of his party (for instance, the leadership of the
SA [Sturm Abteilung], purged during the ‘‘Night of
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the Long Knives’’ in June 1934) echoed Mussolini’s
less violent but comparably determined suppression
of the fascist squads and militia (squadri, MVSN) in
the 1920s. For many contemporary observers
(particularly on the left) the assumption of power
by Hitler constituted further evidence of the wider
pan-European shift away from liberalism, in funda-
mental opposition to socialism and in search of a new
type of populist politics.

Hitler’s movement shared many crucial ideolog-
ical themes and priorities with Mussolini’s regime:
the emphasis on national regeneration; the vision
of an organic, indivisible nation; the belief in the
need for a different, postliberal and antisocialist,
modernity; the fetishization of spectacle; the cult
of leadership; and the stress on spontaneous collec-
tive action as the vehicle for history-making. Unlike
fascism in Italy, however, it featured an obsession
with racial engineering and anti-Semitism—both
notoriously absent or even derided in the Italian
case. Furthermore, the geopolitical interests of the
two countries, although broadly concordant with
regard to revising the Versailles settlement, collided
over the issue of Austria. Nazi Germany wished to
absorb Austria into a new pan-German Reich while
Italy, fearing secessionist demands from its own
German-speaking minority in the newly acquired
province of South Tyrol, preferred it to remain
independent as a bulwark against further German
expansion southward. Thus, in spite of Hitler’s
intense admiration for Mussolini and the latter’s
funding of German radical nationalist parties
(including the NSDAP) in the pre-1933 era, the
two regimes found themselves at loggerheads until
1935–1936. In fact, an abortive coup in July 1934
in Vienna against the Austrian fascist-like govern-
ment of Chancellor Engelbert Dollfuss (1892–
1934) brought the two countries to the verge of a
military confrontation that was avoided only after
Hitler backed down.

Although relations between the two regimes
improved in the aftermath of Italy’s military cam-
paign against Ethiopia (1935–1936) and generated
a dynamism that led to their eventual military alli-
ance in 1939 (the ‘‘Pact of Steel’’), their fundamen-
tal ideological divergence could not be easily glossed
over. The majority of the fascist leaders in Italy
viewed the rapprochement with Nazi Germany as
not only unjustified but also harmful to the spirit of

fascism. The Nazi obsession with race and anti-

Semitism found very few disciples in the ranks of

the PNF and the seeming fascination of the NSDAP

with the rigid volkisch tradition appalled many fas-

cists who had been steeped in modernism and a

more eclectic attitude to culture. Equally, many of

Hitler’s colleagues did not share their leader’s loy-

alty to Mussolini, seeing in the Fascist regime a half-

baked experiment compromised by an overreliance

on the state, power-sharing with the monarchy, and

concessions to the church. Even after the introduc-

tion of anti-Semitic legislation in Italy (1938,

Manifesto for the Defense of the Race), such mis-

givings did not abate. Apparently, the Italian racial

laws had nothing to do with any form of German

pressure; in fact, they could have been partly derived

from the racial legislation that Italy had introduced

in occupied Ethiopia in 1936. However, the per-

ceived emulation of Nazi Germany left unconvinced

Fascists even more disgruntled, whereas the milder,

watered-down version of Italian racial politics and its

less fanatical pursuit by the fascist authorities failed

to allay the doubts of Nazi observers about the

overall radical dynamics of Italian fascism.

The issue of ‘‘race’’—and the subsequent anti-

Semitic terror that was unleashed in the context of

the Nazi ‘‘new order’’—raises reasonable doubts

about the aptness of the term fascism for the case

of National Socialist Germany. Even if fascism

is recognized as a generic phenomenon with rele-

vance to the whole of European—or even global—

history, race remained fundamental to the Nazis in

a way that found no parallel in any other movement

or regime. In fact, National Socialism can be

viewed as the political vehicle for a genuine racial
revolution with an open-ended scope that went far

beyond the boundaries of even the most extreme

version of a pan-German (Gesamtdeutsch) Reich. As

a result, National Socialism appeared to diverge

from the Italian model in both degree and kind.

Differences, however, do not mean that compar-

ison is futile. Broadly speaking, fascism acquired its

particular ideological and political shape in the cir-

cumstances of a particular generic ‘‘crisis’’ situation

that affected different European societies in ways that

could not possibly be identical. The rise of interwar

fascism was rooted in the ambiguous combination of

generic (supranational) and specific (national)
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historical factors. Its emphasis was on action, radical

experiment, and self-generating dynamism. This did

not mean that fascism did not possess a vision in

itself; but it meant that its particular manifestations

in each case were far more contingent on national

specificities than in the cases of either liberalism or

socialism. Racism, anti-Semitism, religious mysticism,

Catholic-inspired corporatism, and imperialism were

not related to fascism per se; they became part of the

fascist prescription only to the extent that the latter

found such trends in national traditions and then

radicalized them in the search for a new framework

for collective action for the whole (regenerated)

nation.

It is therefore essential to distinguish between

three potential understandings of fascism. The first,

located in the pre–World War I crisis of liberal

modernity, revolved around the search for a radical

alternative model for national collective action but

was far too open-ended and diverse to constitute a

defined ideology. The second—what may be called

‘‘generic fascism’’—captured this trend at a partic-

ular historical moment in the immediate post–

World War I period, establishing a more concrete

ideological framework (negations, expectations,

prescriptions) for a radical modern alternative to

the existing triptych of conservatism-liberalism-

socialism. The third understanding involved the

plurality of national manifestations of fascism in

the 1920s and 1930s, their devices of collective

action, experiments, limitations, successes, and fail-

ures; in other words, fascism’s aggregate political

record of the interwar period. While the first two

perceptions of fascism had to do with ideas and

intentions, the latter notion involved the result of

political agency so diverse and particular that it

requires an acute awareness of each context in

order to separate the specific from the generic.

VARIETIES OF FASCISM

The impressive spread of fascist ideas and influences

across the Continent in interwar Europe generated

an array of country-specific manifestations, as fas-

cist movements began to appear in almost all coun-

tries. In Romania the League of Archangel Michael

(founded in 1927 and later known as the Iron

Guard) combined the goal of national rebirth with

a strong emphasis on religious Christian mysticism

and an extreme cult of self-sacrifice. Fascist variants

in many Catholic countries displayed a similar con-

ceptualization of ‘‘rebirth’’ along (dissident) reli-

gious lines: in Belgium the main fascist movement

glorified Christus Rex as the vehicle for national

regeneration (hence the common collective name

Rexists for its membership). Equally, corporatism

(in itself an idea rooted in Catholic doctrines of

self-organization) proved particularly popular in

countries with a similar religious background (Italy,

Portugal, Belgium) but left fascists in Germany

and elsewhere decidedly unenthusiastic. The institu-

tion of the state, so instrumental in the process

of ‘‘fascistizing’’ society under Italian fascism, was

also used by António de Oliveira Salazar (1889–

1970) in Portugal (with his model corporatist con-

stitution for the ‘‘New State’’), General Francisco

Franco (1892–1975) in Spain, and Ioannis Metaxas

(1871–1941) in Greece, but was rejected by

National Socialists in Germany and the Legionaries

of the Iron Guard in Romania as an impediment to

the spontaneous collective action of the movement.

Biological racism was nowhere as strong as in
the case of National Socialism in Germany, but
anti-Semitism remained a common focus of many
movements; in fact, its cultural roots stretched too
far beyond the constituency of fascists for it to be
considered a strictly fascist contribution. Again, pre-
scriptions varied greatly: Italian fascism welcomed
‘‘Jewish Italians’’ to the ranks of its movement until
the late 1930s; in Hungary the Arrow Cross move-
ment espoused the doctrine of ‘‘a-Semitism,’’ which
entailed in theory the nonviolent excision of the
Jews from the national body; in Greece, Jews fared
much better under the fascist regime of General
Metaxas in the second half of the 1930s than under
its liberal predecessor that had advocated a far more
ethno-exclusive notion of nationalism; in Britain,
quite like in Italy, anti-Semitism for Mosley’s
British Union of Fascists started as a nonissue but
became a bizarre knee-jerk obsession in the years
before the outbreak of World War II that convinced
few and galvanized even fewer. Although Italy
joined Germany in the Axis alliance in 1939, other
fascist movements and regimes refused to join an
alleged fascist alliance: in France fear of German
expansionism kept many fascists away from declaring
an ideological and political loyalty to National
Socialism, and those who did so committed political
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suicide; the Francoist regime that was established
in 1939 after a bitter civil war that became a proxy
confrontation between the emerging Axis alliance
and Soviet Union remained stubbornly neutral dur-
ing World War II; General Metaxas in Greece saw
his policy of ‘‘equidistance’’ (even-handed diplo-
matic attitude to both western and fascist coalitions)
collapse after the Italian attack in 1940 that even-
tually delivered the country to the western Allies.

Fascist movements and regimes appropriated or
adapted the emerging fascist style of politics. Most of
them shared the fascist emphasis on leadership: Mosley
in Britain, Corneliu Zelea Codreanu (1899–1938) in
Romania, Léon Degrelle (1906–1994) in Belgium,
José Antonio Primo de Rivera (1903–1936, leader of
the Falange fascist movement) in Spain, and even such
uncharismatic leaders as Franco, Metaxas, Dollfuss in
Austria, or the head of the collaborationist regime in
Norway, Vidkun Quisling (1887–1945), were charis-
matized and glorified by propaganda, supported by
carefully choreographed rituals of popular adula-
tion. They displayed a striking fascination with
militarism, order and discipline, parades and uni-
forms, spectacle, symbols, and collective rituals.
They endeavored to combine ultranationalist ideol-
ogy with populist mobilization and activism, culti-
vating the impression of a society in constant flux
and unity. They recast particular national traditions
as devices for communal action and consensus. The
variety of these national traditions and historical
circumstances bred variation and specificity. The
inherent paradox of fascism as a generic trend rooted
in—and articulated by—national agency may explain
the failure of Mussolini to establish a sort of Fascist
International in 1934 (an initiative that was boy-
cotted by Nazi Germany from the very start). It
may also help us understand why Italy and
Germany remained locked in mutual suspicion
and competition, not only before the rapproche-
ment of 1935–1936 but also as allies in the build-
up to, and the conduct of, the war.

FROM MOVEMENT TO REGIME: THE

FASCIST RULE

In spite of fascism’s ideological diffusion across
Europe in the 1920s and 1930s, the number of
fascist regimes was relatively small. Apart from
Fascist Italy and National Socialist Germany, other
examples of fascist rule may be found in countries
of southern, central, and eastern Europe (Spain,

Portugal, Greece, Romania, Hungary, Poland),
with western Europe proving to be rather resistant
to the fascist political challenge. A further wave of
regimes that were sympathetic to the Nazi ‘‘new
order’’ and appropriated many fascist ideological
and political elements were installed in the Axis-
occupied countries after 1939, but the circum-
stances in which the latter climbed to power were
determined by military developments and external
(German) pressure rather than by the dynamics of
the domestic political field.

One of the paradoxes of fascism’s transition to
political power was that, in spite of its professed
‘‘revolutionary’’ orientation, it never seized power
in opposition to established political and eco-
nomic elites. In fact, even in the cases of Italy and
Germany, the fascist movements cast aside many
of their original revolutionary demands (e.g., anti-
capitalist rhetoric) in order to become more accep-
table to potential elite sponsors and thus acquire
power through seemingly legal means. Both
Mussolini and Hitler were finally appointed through
constitutional channels (the latter having won a
decisive victory in parliamentary elections) as heads
of coalition governments and under the supervision
of established institutions (monarchy in Italy; pres-
idency in Germany). It was only in January 1925
that Mussolini took the crucial steps toward the
establishment of a fascist dictatorship and embarked
on the construction of a ‘‘totalitarian state’’ through
suppression of freedoms, the establishment of secret
police, censorship, and one-party rule. Hitler had to
wait until President Paul von Hindenburg’s death in
August 1934 before abolishing the institution alto-
gether and assuming full control of the German
government. From that point he oversaw the grad-
ual transformation of the existing state structures
into a ‘‘totalitarian’’ system geared to the needs of
racial revolution.

In both cases, the same established elites that
had been so instrumental in propelling the fascists to
power in a seemingly legal/constitutional arrange-
ment did so in the belief that they would be able
to control fascism or ‘‘normalize’’ it under the
weight of government responsibility. When, how-
ever, they realized in the process that their control-
ling powers were limited (and rapidly shrinking),
they did not oppose the fascist regimes; in fact, on
many occasions powerful elite interests continued
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to work relatively smoothly with the fascist regimes
until the very end. In Italy, King Victor Emmanuel
III (r. 1900–1946) oversaw the dismantling of the
liberal system and the pursuit of aggressive foreign-
policy goals by the Fascist regime until July 1943,
when—in the shadow of the Allied invasion of Sicily
and disquiet among leading Fascists—he took the
initiative to remove Mussolini from power.

Others proved equally accommodating, with
powerful industrial interests working in tandem
with the Fascist regime to offset the impact of the
1929 world economic crisis or supplying the Italian

armed forces with military equipment in support of
the regime’s expansionist policies. In Germany,
too, powerful industrial giants, such as Krupp and
IG Farben, benefited from the National Socialist

regime’s autarkic policies from 1936 onward, as
well as from the drive toward rearmament that
Hitler authorized in contravention to the provi-
sions of the Versailles Treaty. The composition of
bureaucracy, industry, diplomacy, and the military

displayed relative continuity between the prefascist
and the fascist period; a process of ‘‘fascistization’’
did take place but it was gradual, often aided by the
compliance of the institutions themselves, and
never truly ‘‘revolutionary.’’ What is instead strik-

ing about all fascist regimes was the degree of elite
complicity in bringing fascists to power and toler-
ating their excesses until the very end.

Barely a year after Mussolini’s appointment, in
September 1923, a military coup d’état in Spain

headed by General Miguel Primo de Rivera
(1870–1930) ushered in a seven-year dictatorial
rule, during which many of the features and
ongoing experiments of Italian fascism were
adopted. Indeed, coup d’état, whether military

or political, proved another popular avenue to
fascist rule. In Portugal in May 1926 a similar
pronunziamento brought the military to power,
with General António Óscar Carmona (1869–
1951) becoming president of the republic. Six

years later he appointed his former finance
minister, António de Oliveira Salazar as head of
the executive. Salazar, an economics professor, had
been instrumental in creating a single national move-
ment/party (União Nacional, National Union) along

the lines of the Italian Fascist mass party. As prime
minister, he appropriated the fascist rhetoric of
‘‘corporatism’’ and launched a new constitution

heavily influenced by the Italian experience, which
was approved in 1933.

Salazar described his political reforms as an
attempt to create a ‘‘new state’’ (Estado Novo),
promising to regenerate modern Portugal and
resolve all socioeconomic tensions on the basis of
national unity. His combination of fascist and con-
servative (for example, religious) elements emerged
as an alternative route to the more blatant radical-
ism of the Italian and German variants of fascism—
and an example for many subsequent dictatorships in
southern Europe and in Latin America. Interestingly,
his ‘‘fascism from above’’ did not have any space for
‘‘revolutionary’’ fascist alternatives: instead of co-
opting it, Salazar violently suppressed the more
radical Blue Shirt (National Syndicalist) movement,
headed by Rolão Preto (1893–1977), and embarked
upon building his ‘‘new state’’ in virtual continuity
with preexisting sociopolitical structures.

Generally, the 1930s witnessed an overwhelm-
ing shift to dictatorial rule across the Continent;
and this was a shift, coupled with a fundamental
rejection of liberalism and an uncompromising,
violent opposition to communism, that had an
increasingly fascist flavor. Coups d’état put an end
to democratic rule in Poland (1926), where
Marshall Józef Pi�sudski (1867–1935) used his
popularity and the support of the armed forces to
overthrow the elected government and in 1930
eliminated any form of political opposition; in
Austria (1933), after the elected chancellor
Engelbert Dollfuss suspended the constitution,
outlawed political parties, and introduced a cor-
poratist system under the tutelage of Mussolini;
and in Greece (1935–1936), where an unstable
liberal system faced the concerted opposition of
the military, the royalists, and the nationalist
Right, eventually succumbing after two coups to
the hands of retired General Ioannis Metaxas.

But it was in 1930s Spain that the most sym-
bolic shift from democracy to dictatorship and fas-
cism occurred. Five months after the electoral vic-
tory of the Left and the formation of a Popular
Front government in February 1936, the military
staged a coup in Spanish Morocco that soon spread
into the Spanish mainland under the leadership
of General Francisco Franco. The ensuing three
years of civil war became a genuine proxy confron-
tation between fascism and socialism. As Italy and

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1061

F A S C I S M



Germany became increasingly involved on the side

of the Nationalists, and the Soviet Union did the

same for the Republican camp, the conflict became

internationalized and highly symbolic of the con-

tinent-wide shift toward dictatorship, antiliberal/

antisocialist rule, and fascism. By April 1939, with

Barcelona and Madrid eventually capitulating to

the siege of the Francoist forces, the Nationalists

could declare victory and set about constructing a

fascist-like state in close cooperation with the indig-

enous Falange Español movement. Ideologically

and socially conservative, affording a new lease of

power to traditional elites (particularly the power-

ful families, including the landowning aristocracy

and the Catholic Church), but ruthless toward its

political opponents to the point of suppressing

freedom, the Francoist regime remained in effect

until its figurehead’s death in 1975.

The ‘‘fascist epoch’’ reached its peak between

1938 and 1941. By the time the war broke out

only the British Isles, France, the Low Countries,

and Scandinavia had not succumbed. Austria even-

tually gave in to Nazi pressure under the threat

of military invasion in March 1938, thus paving

the way for its incorporation (Anschluss) into

the ‘‘Greater German’’ Reich (this time, unlike in

1934, Mussolini did not stand up for Austrian

independence). Even Czechoslovakia—for many a

model of democratic transition for the ‘‘successor

states’’ of the Austro-Hungarian Empire—was first

dismembered in September 1938 and finally erased

from the map in March 1939. In this case, the

assault on the state emerged from a combination

of Nazi expansionism intent on incorporating the

Czechoslovak lands inhabited by a sizable German-

speaking minority (Sudetenland) and internal Slovak

Nationalist troops pass a block of ruined buildings in the Basque city of Guernica, 1 October 1937. Earlier in 1937, in

one of the most notorious episodes of the Spanish civil war, the city had been bombed and strafed by the German Luftwaffe to aid

the Nationalist insurgency. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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designs for independence, spearheaded by the
fascist-like Hlinka party headed by Josef Tiso
(1887–1947).

In the course of the subsequent two years, most
European countries were subjugated to the Axis
‘‘new order’’ in Europe, supervised by installed col-
laborationist regimes. Vidkun Quisling, erstwhile
head of the small Nasjonal Samling (National
Union) fascist party, declared himself head of the
Norwegian state in the immediate aftermath of the
Nazi invasion of the country, thereby setting an
example of how domestic collaborators could be
deployed by the Axis occupiers as puppet adminis-
trators of the occupied states. Marshall Philippe
Pétain (1856–1951)—a World War I hero—was
installed by the Nazis as head of the dismembered
Vichy state of France. After Germany had invaded
and occupied the Balkans in spring 1941, collab-
orationist regimes were installed in all countries
under Axis control and borders were shifted in
order to reward those who had contributed to the
success of the operation. Notorious among them
was the ‘‘Independent State of Croatia,’’ headed
by Ante Pavelić (1899–1959), the leader of the
indigenous fascist movement, Ustaše, which imme-
diately embarked upon a genocidal policy of ethnic
cleansing against Serbs, Jews, and Sinti/Roma
(Gypsies). Even in cases of milder occupation policies
that tolerated a degree of civilian self-government
(Denmark, the Netherlands), the trend after
1941 was for tighter control by Nazi Germany,
more oppressive measures against the populations,
and loss of even the last remaining vestiges of
independence.

With the launch of Operation Barbarossa
against the Soviet Union in June 1941 the moment
of triumph came very close but eluded the fascist
alliance: in December 1941, within a few miles
from Moscow, the military coalition headed by
the German Wehrmacht failed in the end to cap-
ture the capital of the Soviet Union—and, through
it, to bring about the collapse of international
socialism confidently predicted by Hitler. Military
defeat proved impossible for interwar fascism to
survive: first on the freezing Russian steppe, then
on the beaches of Normandy and Sicily, finally
inside the territories of the German Reich and of
Italy, the fascist epoch came to a shattering end.
One by one previous allies and fellow travelers

abandoned the sinking boat and sought separate
agreements with the advancing western Allies and
the Soviet Union. Underground resistance move-
ments became emboldened and fought even more
resolutely against the domestic fascist order. The
almost simultaneous demise of Mussolini and
Hitler, in the last two days of April 1945, proved a
fitting epilogue to the disaster that fascism brought
upon Europe and eventually upon itself: the former
was arrested on his way out of Italy by partisans
and executed on the spot along with his mistress,
their bodies ending up in a public display of hatred
in a Milanese piazza; Hitler at least chose the man-
ner and moment of his death, committing suicide
inside the labyrinth of his Berlin bunker.

THE FASCINATION WITH FASCISM

Thus the fascist epoch came to an end, symbolically
defeated by a peculiar wartime coalition between its
two ideological archenemies, western liberalism
and Soviet communism. The postwar endeavors
to understand why such a radical ideological phe-
nomenon moved from the intellectual fringes of
the late nineteenth century to a position of hege-
mony during the interwar period have produced
a plethora of insights but also of ambiguities.
The horrifying evidence from the killing camps
of occupied Poland, where millions of Jews, Sinti
and Roma, Poles, and other minority groups con-
sidered as ‘‘nonconformist’’ by the Nazi authorities
perished, the chilling awareness of the so-called
euthanasia program against disabled people and
the overall brutality of the Nazi occupying forces
across the Continent have proved painfully difficult to
explain. Although branding fascism as a parenthesis in
the otherwise assumed progress of Enlightenment-
derived reason has afforded some measure of re-
assurance for post-1945 humanity, the unnerving
hypermodernity of the Nazi genocide and its reali-
zation under the auspices of an utterly technological
and bureaucratic system are hard to dispel.

Far from ‘‘nihilistic’’ or confined to conditions
of ‘‘deviant personality’’ or located in particular
national traditions, interwar fascism was popular,
even fascinating to many. The disenchantment with
the particular management of the transition to the
modern world that liberalism had epitomized had
led even certain liberals to the path of alternatives
from within the modern project. For example, the
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prominent Italian philosopher Benedetto Croce
(1866–1952) experienced a short-term conversion
to fascism’s promise of a new type of democratic
alternative to the one that representative democ-
racy had betrayed. Whereas many read fascism as an
unacceptable assault on individualism and plurality,
others welcomed its emphasis on voluntary mobi-
lization and collective action on the basis of clearly
defined and emotive grand schemes.

The agnosticism of the liberal state, unable or
unwilling to adjudicate social tensions or anchor
individual action in comfortable ideological havens,
beset by a fixation with negative freedom even if
this entailed paralyzing conflict and division, was a
soft target for many—and not just those inhabiting
the extreme right-wing fringe of the ideological
spectrum. Prominent modernists, such as the
French architect Le Corbusier (Charles-Édouard
Jeanneret, 1887–1965), saw in fascism (in his case,
of Mussolini’s experiments with corporatism) the
design for a more harmonious, creative, and sus-
tainable social arrangement. Others, such as the
futurist movement in Italy, embraced fascism as a
radical break with the ghost of tradition, offering
new, legacy-free alternatives for an ultramodern
civilization. Its leader, Filippo Tommasso Marinetti
(1876–1944), rejected nationalism, imperialism,
and heritage in favor of a wholesale embrace of
timeless modernity, succumbing to the exhilarating
possibility for new, previously unthinkable modes
of action and expression in its pure context.

But fascism’s early ideological versatility
attracted further admirers from other unlikely
backgrounds. It was primarily Italian fascism and
the Mussolini of the 1920s that appealed to intel-
lectuals including Sigmund Freud (1856–1939)
and the American poet Ezra Pound (1885–1972).
The latter moved to Italy and remained an unapo-
logetic admirer of the Italian fascist experiment
until the end of his days. Pound admired fascism’s
radical potential and ability to generate a sense of
dynamism that was in sharp contrast to the alleged
stagnation of liberal democracy. In cooperation
with Wyndham Lewis (1884–1957)—with whom
he founded vorticism as an avant-garde movement
preaching a revolutionary break with obsolete tra-
dition in search of a novel, radical aesthetic and
dynamic synthesis—Pound rejected the interna-
tionalism of the capitalist system and castigated

the absence of humanism in the particular kind of
modernity epitomized in western civilization.
However, he was vehemently anticommunist and
thus a fierce critic of the Soviet experiment, while
Lewis saw the desired transgression in a combina-
tion of fascist and Soviet methods of power centra-
lization. Similarly, the British playwright George
Bernard Shaw (1856–1950) identified fascism and
communism in tandem as a joint genuine solution
to the perceived disintegration of the modern
world, praising the two doctrines’ emphasis on
activism and collective mobilization.

Fascism also recruited admirers from the ranks
of the political theorists who sought an alternative
to the representative model of liberal democracy
and a radical prescription against the alleged
decline of western civilization. From the ranks of
the ‘‘conservative revolution’’ movement that gath-
ered momentum in the first half of the twentieth
century a series of thinkers courted fascism; some,
like the prominent sociologist Robert Michels
(1876–1936) and the philosophers Martin
Heidegger (1889–1976) and Julius Evola (1898–
1974), ended up heavily involved in the develop-
ment of fascist political experiments, lending
crucial intellectual support to them. Others, such
as the theoretician of ‘‘total mobilization’’ in
Germany Ernst Jünger (1895–1998) and the poli-
tician and writer Edgar Jung (1894–1934) (who
was assassinated during the ‘‘Night of the Long
Knives’’ after having assumed an openly critical
stance toward the Nazi regime), followed the
rather familiar path of initial attraction followed
by disillusionment and alienation. What is interest-
ing in all these cases was the promise that fascism
appeared to hold in the far-reaching quest for a
postliberal order, steeped in fundamental anxiety
about the moral collapse of modern civilization
and in a deep pessimism about the ability of the
masses to effectively control their own fate. Fascism
appeared to them for a variety of reasons to offer a
viable, ethically and historically superior, pathway
to the rebirth of European culture and society.

The variety of backgrounds from which fascism
recruited or received ideological support, as well as
the diversity of motives that underpinned such sup-
port in each case, highlight a central problem in
defining the concept and reconstructing its intel-
lectual history. Fascism appeared so flexible and
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open-ended in the 1920s that it was co-opted by
highly disparate parallel projects, from the Left and
Right alike. Becoming closely identified with the
particular evolution of Fascist Italy and National
Socialist Germany produced a far narrower and
restricted understanding that has obscured its
ambiguous intellectual matrix. As a historically
specific articulation of anxiety and search for alter-
natives, the concept of fascism remains tied to
the political experiments of the 1920s and 1930s,
with 1945 as a definitive watershed. As a particular
instance, however, of a wider search for radical
alternatives, constantly updated in the light of shift-
ing supranational and national circumstances, fas-
cism remains highly relevant—not necessarily as an
ongoing project in itself but as a diachronic
reminder of how widespread disaffection with
established norms and directions may breed radical
alternatives and of how these alternatives may
appear dangerously fascinating to many.

See also Anticommunism; Antifascism; Anti-Semitism;
Communism; Corporatism; Franco, Francisco;
Hitler, Adolf; Metaxas, Ioannis; Mussolini,
Benito; Nazism; Racial Theories; World War II.
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ARISTOTLE A. KALLIS

n

FASHION. During the twentieth century,
European fashion evolved from its aristocratic and
bourgeois roots in Paris and London into a demo-
cratic, global phenomenon. The couture system
had been established in France since the 1860s,
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and in Britain the arts of tailoring had produced
the man’s suit, a cornerstone of modern clothing
design. In the sphere of mass production, the sew-
ing and cutting technologies necessary for the
manufacture of cheap ready-made clothing had
been in operation since the 1840s. This was sup-
ported by a well-established retail network crowned
by the department store and a sophisticated adver-
tising and publishing industry set up to foment
desire for fashionable goods. By 1914 all the ele-
ments were in place for the expansion of a sector
that, by the turn of the twenty-first century, would
come to symbolize the consumerist nature of mod-
ern life itself.

THE PARISIAN FASHION DESIGNER

Although the concept of fashion encompasses the
design, manufacture, distribution, marketing, and
retailing of clothing, together with its role in the
formation of identity and the practice of everyday
life, in the twentieth century it was the figure of the
designer who came most powerfully to symbolize
fashion’s particular character. The designer’s ability
to communicate novel ideas around design and
dressing smoothed the relationship, necessary in a
capitalist system of provision, between the produc-
tion and consumption of goods, and ensured that
new products carried the requisite cachet to stand
out in a busy marketplace. In essence, the modern
fashion designer had to master the creative skills
associated with dressmaking, theater, and art, and
also of business, mass marketing, and self-promo-
tion. Paradoxically, most of the key designers in the
twentieth century were primarily associated with
the traditions of couture, which had only a small
and elite clientele. Yet the expert management of
their reputations was vital to the democratization
of fashion and the expansion of markets. This was
largely achieved through the association of their
names and ideas with diffusion (wholesale) lines,
the distribution of syndicated patterns, the sale of
branded perfumes and accessories, and tie-ins with
the mass media through magazines and films.

The Englishman Charles Frederick Worth
(1825–1895) had pioneered this system in Paris,
setting a precedent for later generations. The first
to follow his lead was Paul Poiret (1879–1944),
who opened his couture house in Paris in 1903 and
became famous for producing ‘‘exotic’’ garments

that drew on current crazes for orientalist fantasy

and for rejecting the nineteenth-century corseted

feminine form in favor of a more fluid ideal. By

1914 he had also made an unprecedented contri-

bution to the modernization of the French fashion

industry through his innovative promotion of

design. This was especially marked in his collabora-

tion with avant-garde illustrators such as Paul Iribe

and George Lepape, who produced lavish volumes

celebrating Poiret’s vision. In a similar vein he

promoted interior design at the Atelier Martine

and the manufacture of perfume and makeup at

the House of Rosine, of paper goods at the Colin

workshop, of fabric painting at the Petite Usine,

and of fine art at his own commercial gallery. This

catholic understanding of fashion as a complete

‘‘lifestyle’’ extended ideas of the Gesamtkunstwerk,
the total work of art, first developed in Vienna at

the turn of the twentieth century, and laid the

foundations for future understandings of high fash-

ion as a Parisian practice.

After World War I a trio of female designers

continued Poiret’s legacy. The Frenchwoman

Coco Chanel (1883–1971) was adept at turning

her personal taste into a powerful commodity. By

1930 she had built up an impressive network of

patrons and had honed her design and marketing

expertise to such an extent that her name had

become synonymous with a symbolic moderniza-

tion of women’s clothing styles that was equated

with Henry Ford’s impact on the American auto-

mobile industry, though her ‘‘little black dress,’’

the so-called Model T of the modern woman’s

wardrobe, was launched to a rather more select

market. Nevertheless, in 1935, her most productive

year before the outbreak of World War II, Chanel

employed four thousand workers and sold twenty-

eight thousand designs across the globe. Chanel’s

contemporary Madeleine Vionnet (1876–1975)

was more of a technical pioneer; her work bears

closest comparison to that of modernist architects

such as Adolf Loos or Le Corbusier. She

approached couture as a problem of structure and

engineering, constructing dynamic forms that

combined classic grace with purist abstraction.

The reality of dealing in the fashion marketplace,

however, also necessitated an attention to commer-

cial issues, and the novelty of her designs obliged

Vionnet to protect her copyright by photographing
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and numbering each product. Individual creativity

was thus subordinated to a concern with standards

and control, which was in tune with the fetishiza-

tion of the machine so dominant in Western cul-

ture in the interwar period. This extended to

Vionnet’s interest in the welfare of her employees,

who worked under the most advanced conditions.

In many ways her persona was closer to that of the

philanthropic industrialist than the autocratic old-

style couturier. The Italian Elsa Schiaparelli (1896–

1973), in her work, looked more toward the

antirational impulses of surrealism. Based in Paris

from 1922 on, she built up a reputation for her

knitwear, which clung provocatively to the body

and used extraordinary trompe l’oeil motifs.

Her later collaborations with the artists Salvador

Dalı́ and Jean Cocteau traded on the shock of

unlikely connections and a fetishistic attention to

de-contextualized details such as zippers, hair, and

mirrors; and lip, newsprint, and hand patterns. Her

significance as a designer lay in her idiosyncratic

and eclectic avant-garde vision and her

Dinner dress by Vionnet c. 1925. ªCONDÉ NAST ARCHIVE/CORBIS
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understanding of the fragility of the fashion psyche
(i.e., the creative practice and the psyche of the
fashion consumer). These characteristics would res-
urface in the spectacular couture shows produced
by a later generation of designers in Paris at the end
of the twentieth century.

After World War II, when the German occupa-
tion of Paris brought a temporary halt to that city’s
global dominance, the 1950s witnessed a flowering
of designer-led couture. The leading personality in
this period was Christian Dior (1905–1957), who
in 1947 launched the ‘‘New Look.’’ His attitude
toward fashion differed somewhat from that of his
predecessors in that he rejected the forward-look-
ing vision of Chanel for a more nostalgic and con-
servative interpretation of traditional ideals of fem-
ininity. This coincided with a return to more
constrained domestic and decorative roles for
women in the postwar years. Dior’s New Look
models promoted a romantic style that required
the use of nineteenth-century-style boning and
support structures and many yards of fabric (it is
no coincidence that Dior was funded by Marcel
Boussac, a French textiles magnate, for whom the
generous use of fabric was a boon). Austerity tem-
pered the initial reception of the collection in
Europe, and several governments and journalists
condemned it as wasteful and reactionary. For
many consumers, however, it offered a welcome
escapism and beauty and it translated well to the
American market, where its voluptuous surfaces
were especially well suited to a new era of conspic-
uous consumption. Dior’s most famous competitor
was the Spanish-born Cristóbal Balenciaga (1895–
1972), whose signature collections also stressed
luxury but were more self-consciously artistic,
making reference to seventeenth-century paintings
and contemporary art in their innovative drap-
ing and sculptural form. Balenciaga’s imperious
yet reserved personality refined the idea of the
designer once again, presenting a model of tor-
tured genius that would be taken up by several of
his followers.

The social and political revolutions of the
1960s issued a challenge to the dominant tradi-
tions of Parisian couture, and the bourgeois sensi-
bility of the salon no longer seemed relevant. Yves
Saint Laurent (b. 1936) continued the artistic tra-
ditions of Dior and Balenciaga, but adapted them

to the new demands of pop culture. His influences
were diverse, spanning the formal simplicity of his
Mondrian collection in 1965, the cartoonlike ‘‘Pop
Art’’ of 1966, and safari suits and African art in
1968. But perhaps Saint Laurent’s most lasting
contribution to the history of fashion was his pio-
neering of tailored evening suits for women, first
presented in 1967. Beyond the design of clothing,
the designer’s body, name, and opinions were used
to an unprecedented degree to promote the YSL
brand. Diversifying from couture, he launched the
boutique chain Rive Gauche in 1966 and posed
naked for an advertising campaign for his men’s
fragrance in 1971. This adoption of outrageous
tactics was shared by Saint Laurent’s contempor-
aries, such as Pierre Cardin and André Courreges,
whose futuristic ‘‘space age’’ designs in new syn-
thetic fabrics were quite at odds with the soigné
elegance of old-style couture. The 1960s genera-
tion of Parisian designers opened up a world of
freedom and opportunity, which was enjoyed by
French designers, including Jean Paul Gaultier
and Christian Lacroix in the 1980s and Rei
Kawakubo, Hedi Slimane, and others in the
1990s and 2000s. But by the opening of the
twenty-first century the idea of Paris as the capital
of fashion had become diluted. Its supremacy was
challenged by other European and world centers.
The market for couture had disappeared, and the
global nature of a fashion industry now controlled
by a limited number of luxury brand companies
meant that the epoch of the independent autocratic
designer and of specialized craft skills, on which
Paris’s preeminence had been based, had come to
an end.

LONDON AND MILAN

If Paris was widely perceived as the capital of cou-
ture during the twentieth century, then London
was equally lauded as a center for street style and
innovative dressing. As a world trade city and the
political hub of an empire during the nineteenth
century, it was more closely associated with the
production of elite tailoring for powerful men,
and Savile Row, the source of the gentleman’s
wardrobe, continued to attract statesmen, film
stars, and celebrities from across the world for most
of the following century. As for women’s clothing,
most wealthy socialites looked to Paris, but from
1914 to the early 1960s London did sustain a small
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couture industry whose wares drew on strong tai-
loring traditions and were suitable for the social
pursuits of the British Social Season. Couturiers
including Norman Hartnell, Hardy Amies, Victor
Steibel, and Digby Morton joined forces during
World War II to form the Incorporated Society of
London Fashion Designers. But although they had
some success in designing a series of ingenious
fabric-saving garments as part of the Utility
scheme—a British government-sponsored wartime
initiative that supported the production of fashion-
able garments designed to save on materials and
labor while boosting consumer morale—their work
did not really deserve international recognition on
a par with Paris fashions. The challenge to French

models and the introduction of a more democratic

and avant-garde form of London fashion did not

occur until the rise of Mary Quant in the late 1950s

and the whole ‘‘swinging’’ phenomenon of the

1960s.

Mary Quant opened her boutique Bazaar on

the Kings Road in London’s bohemian Chelsea in

1955. A graduate of Goldsmith’s College of Art,

she had no formal training in fashion design, but

with her partner, Alexander Plunkett-Green, she

worked up collections of garments that were more

attractive to her peers than the formal dress asso-

ciated with their mothers’ generation. Her happy

childlike designs with their simple cut, abstract

Christian Dior’s New Look, 1951. ªBETTMAN/CORBIS
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pattern, and clear colors were a real departure from

tradition, and the informality of the shop with its

quirky window displays offered a new relaxed way

of buying clothes. The success of Bazaar brought

invitations for Quant to design for the American

market via J. C. Penney in 1962. In 1963 she set

up the diffusion label ‘‘Ginger Group’’ and diversi-

fied into makeup and hosiery. Most important, her

example opened up the terrain for a generation of

young designers and entrepreneurs such as Foale

and Tuffin, John Stephen, Ossie Clark, Barbara

Hulaniki, and Zandra Rhodes, whose work pushed

at the boundaries between high and popular cul-

ture, art and fashion, and craft and commerce in a

distinctively ‘‘London’’ manner.

The reinvention of British fashion on the Kings

Road was echoed in the West End’s Carnaby Street

with its colorful men’s boutiques, and soon

London had caught the attention of the interna-

tional media, which equated the London fashion

revolution with the global success of pop bands

such as the Beatles. In 1966 Time magazine pro-

duced its famous ‘‘Swinging London’’ edition,

which sealed the reputation of the city as the new

center of ‘‘cool.’’ But it is important not to lay all

the credit at the feet of the designers and boutique

owners. They were simply responding to the

demands of a new market of teenagers who had

more disposable income than ever before and an

iconoclastic attitude toward outdated ideas of

respectability or conformity. For the first time,

new fashion trends were not being dictated by

remote designers in Paris but by working-class sub-

cultures such as the Mods, whose taste for sharp

styling and a distinctive image set in motion a new

form of conspicuous consumption that ‘‘bubbled

up’’ from the British street. Much of the variety

of the ‘‘scene’’ was captured in and driven by

London’s style publishing industry. Pioneering

magazines such as Nova in the 1960s and 1970s

and I.D., Face, and Dazed and Confused in the

1980s and 1990s, superseded Vogue as the most

influential fashion publication. London’s art

schools were also a source of inspiration, as was

the city’s multi-ethnic culture, and by the 1970s,

1980s, and 1990s, with the rise first of punk and

then of the club scene as their backdrop, London-

based designers such as Vivienne Westwood, John

Galliano, and Alexander McQueen were able to sell

a distinctive postmodern look back to Paris and the
world.

As London was reinventing itself as a center for
quirky iconoclastic fashions in the 1960s, Milan
was also undergoing a transformation as a slick
industrial and retail challenger to Paris. American
financial support, administered through the
Marshall Plan of the late 1940s, guaranteed that
the struggling textile factories of northern Italy had
access to capital, new technologies, and raw mate-
rials. As this process of reconstruction continued
through the 1950s and 1960s, Italian manufac-
turers and consumers also embraced an American
idea of modernity, filtered through Hollywood film
and television, which promoted the positive aspects
of a consumer society. An ensuing domestic boom
coincided with a very favorable reception for new
mass-produced Italian goods in the rest of Europe
and America. Alongside clothing and textiles,
Italian food and drink, furniture, and automobiles
were universally celebrated for their modern styl-
ing, high quality, beautiful materials, and urbane

Mary Quant poses with models wearing fashions from

her spring 1967 collection. GETTY IMAGES
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characteristics. Working within such a context,
fashion designers, including the Fontana sisters at
couture level, Emilio Pucci at made-to-measure,
and the company MaxMara at the ready-to-wear
end of the industry pioneered a distinctive Italian
look during this period.

By the early 1970s Milan had overtaken Rome
and Florence as the new capital of the Italian fash-
ion industry, mirroring a shift from the promotion
of couture to a celebration of ready-to-wear. A
younger generation of designers, including Spazio
Krizia, Ottavio Missoni, Gianni Versace, and
Giorgio Armani, who had enjoyed a more wide-
ranging experience of design, manufacturing, mar-
keting, and retailing of clothing than their prede-
cessors, found the commercial and manufacturing
infrastructure of Milan to be a more congenial base
than the stuffier cultures of the older centers. Many
of these new names benefited from the financial
backing of large corporate sponsors whose interest
lay in anticipating the desires of a mass market
through the adoption of new research practices
borrowed from architecture, philosophy, and
advertising. This conceptual radicalism went hand
in hand with an entirely practical approach, bor-
rowed from long-established merchant trading
houses such as Fendi and Gucci, who sold branded
luggage and accessories and maintained a belief in
the importance of ‘‘craft.’’ The success of the ‘‘sec-
ond economic miracle’’ of the 1980s also owed
much to the dolce vita attitudes of the Italian con-
sumer and the materialist culture of Milan itself,
evident in the cosmopolitan shopping streets, exhi-
bition halls, and design studios of the city and the
glamorous products of a design community that by
the 1990s included Domenico Dolce, Stefano
Gabbana, and Miuccia Prada.

The experience of Paris, London, and Milan in
the twentieth century suggests that modern sartor-
ial goods operate in the ‘‘realm of values.’’ The
stereotypical products and images of each city are
never entirely fixed by their geographical location,
even though their meanings are informed by a
concrete social and industrial history and aesthetic
heritage. Instead, their coherence has been con-
stantly challenged by the global nature of their
production and reception and the subjective order-
ing of their merits in the media. Beginning in the
1970s, for example, much of the manufacturing of

garments associated with European centers took
place in the Far East, and Paris, London, and
Milan also competed with New York and Tokyo
as world-class fashion cities. Indeed, it is precisely
the fluid nature of such values that endows the
modern fashion system with the extraordinary
capacity to create and overturn social realities and
identities on an unprecedented scale; but it also
means that the continuing cultural and economic
dominance of European fashion capitals can never
be guaranteed.

See also Avant-Garde; Chanel, Coco; Consumption;
Surrealism.
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FASSBINDER, RAINER WERNER
(1945–1982), German filmmaker.

During his lifetime, much of what was written
about Rainer Werner Fassbinder gave the year of his
birth as 1946. It seems that Fassbinder may have
encouraged the publication of that erroneous date,
perhaps as a means of making his extraordinary
productivity—he directed more than forty films
between 1969 and 1982—appear all the more pro-
digious. It is worth entertaining the possibility,
though, that the substitution of 1946 for 1945
might have other kinds of significance with regard
to Fassbinder’s films and his controversial politics.
Perhaps the most famous filmmaker of the so-called
New German Cinema of the 1970s and 1980s,
Fassbinder saw film as ‘‘a political instrument, in the
sense that it can describe and expose the underlying
problems of society’’ (Whitney, sec. C). He made the
recent history of Germany, and of West Germany in
particular, the focus of much of his work as a director.
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Central to Fassbinder’s understanding of the history

of West Germany was his conviction that ‘‘in 1945,

at the end of the war, the chances which did exist

for Germany to renew itself were not realized.

Instead, the old structures and values . . . have basically

remained the same’’ (Elsaesser, 1996, p. 25). In light

of that remark, Fassbinder’s endorsement of the

publication of 1946, rather than 1945, as the year of

his own birth might be seen as a way of dissociating

himself from the history of the nation that several of

his most important films recount in melodramatic

allegories.

Beginning in the mid-1970s, Fassbinder was

continually caught up in political controversies con-

cerning his approach to representing German his-

tory, in particular the place of anti-Semitism in that

history. Fassbinder repeatedly declared that in his

films he ‘‘wanted to show that National Socialism

wasn’t an accident but a logical extension of the

bourgeoisie’s attitudes, which haven’t altered to this

day’’ (Thomsen, p. 95). In line with that belief,

Fassbinder’s 1975 play Der Müll, die Stadt und der
Tod (Garbage, the city, and death) draws connec-

tions between Jewish property speculators, prostitu-

tion rings, and corrupt politicians in contemporary

Frankfurt, which provoked inflammatory accusations

of left-wing anti-Semitism in the press and ultimately

led to the cancellation of the production of the play

scheduled for that year at Frankfurt’s Theater am

Turm. Fassbinder’s so-called BRD Trilogy (BRD

stands for Bundesrepublik Deutschland or Federal

Republic of Germany), a suite of films comprising

The Marriage of Maria Braun (1979), Lola (1981),

and Veronika Voss (1982), frames the history of West

Germany allegorically in its melodramatic depiction

of the lives of the title characters of the three films.

The films incorporate references to—and sometimes,

by means of the montage of both film and sound

recordings, direct citations of—the transmission of

recent German history in the media of photography,

film, and radio.

Hanna Schygulla as Maria Braun in a scene from Rainer Werner Fassbinder’s Marriage of Maria Braun, 1978. TRIO/

ALBATROS/WDR/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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In the BRD Trilogy and elsewhere, Fassbinder’s
work brings together his emulation of the formal
techniques of both the early-twentieth-century

avant-garde and classic Hollywood cinema, the for-
mer represented, for example, by the German nove-
list Alfred Döblin, whose monumental novel Berlin
Alexanderplatz (1929) Fassbinder adapted in 1980
as a fourteen-part serial for West German television,
and the latter epitomized for Fassbinder by the

melodramas or so-called women’s films directed by
the German-born Hollywood filmmaker Douglas
Sirk in the 1950s. Fassbinder’s films also include

adaptations of Theodor Fontane’s novel Effi Briest
(1894) (Fontane Effi Briest, 1972/74) and of
Marieluise Fleisser’s 1929 play Pioniere in Ingolstadt
(Recruits in Ingolstadt), which Fassbinder set in the
present when he directed his film version in 1970.

In addition to his work as a film director,
Fassbinder had a significant career as a writer,

director, and actor in the theater, and he appeared
as an actor in films directed by others, as well as in
many of his own. In 1978 Fassbinder took part in

the production of the film Deutschland im Herbst
(Germany in autumn), which was made as a collec-
tive work by thirteen German filmmakers and wri-

ters, including Heinrich Böll, Alexander Kluge, and

Volker Schlöndorff, in response to the interrelated

events of the so-called Deutscher Herbst (German

autumn) of 1977: on 5 September, the kidnapping

of the German business executive, right-wing pub-

lic figure, and former National Socialist Hanns-

Martin Schleyer by members of the Red Army

Fraction (RAF; sometimes rendered into English

as Red Army Faction); on 13 October, the hijacking

of a Lufthansa jet, which resulted in the death of

the plane’s pilot, by members of the RAF in colla-

boration with members of the Popular Front for

the Liberation of Palestine as an attempt to exert

pressure on the German government to agree to

release prisoners in exchange for the release of

Schleyer; on 18 October, the suspicious deaths, in

Stammheim Prison near Stuttgart, of three mem-

bers of the RAF (Andreas Baader, Gudrun Ensslin,

and Jan-Carl Raspe); and the subsequent murder of

Schleyer on 19 October. In his part of the film,

Fassbinder insists on the problematic and some-
times paradoxical connection between authoritar-

ianism, violence, and domination in politics and
public life, especially in recent German history,

and in intimate, especially familial, interpersonal
relationships. Fassbinder’s portrayal of himself as
he berates his mother and his male lover for their
expressions of sympathy with the positions taken by
the German chancellor Helmut Schmidt’s govern-
ment in response to the RAF’s acts of terrorism is
at once unflinching and self-indulgent, with
Fassbinder, drunk and high on drugs, embodying
a political problematic that preoccupied him
throughout his brief but exceptionally productive
career.

See also Döblin, Alfred; Cinema; Germany; Wenders, Wim.
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n

FEBVRE, LUCIEN (1878–1956), French
historian.

The historian Lucien Febvre left his intellectual
imprint on both historiography and the French intel-
lectual world of his time. Born into a Burgundian
family in Nancy, he always remained strongly
attached to his regional origins, even though he
spent most of his life in Paris. He was a student at
the École Normale Supérieure from 1898 to 1902
and was a member of the student generations
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strongly marked by the Dreyfus affair. He also
sympathized with the labor movement, and from
1907 to 1909 he wrote for a socialist paper in
Besançon. Later he was close to the Socialist Party
of Léon Blum (1872–1950), but he also main-
tained contacts with the Radical Party and among
the Communists. His closest friend, for example,
the psychologist Henri Wallon (1879–1962), was a
member of the French Communist Party. Their
relationship broke off only during the Cold War.

Febvre was mobilized into the army on 3
August 1914 and served at the front until February
1919, with the exception of several months of
hospitalization and convalescence after being se-
riously wounded. By the end of the war he was a
captain in command of a machine gun regiment in
the Rhineland. However, unlike his colleague and
friend Marc Bloch (1886–1944), he felt no nostal-
gia for those years of ‘‘butchery,’’ as he took to
calling them: he thus always advocated policies
whose aim was to avoid any return to war. He
abandoned this pacifist stance only during the
Spanish civil war, when he argued for aiding the
Republicans, and later at the time of the Munich
pact, when he criticized the opportunistic politics
of the government of Édouard Daladier (1884–
1970).

In 1911 Febvre defended his thesis on the
politics of the Spanish king Philip II (r. 1556–
1598) in Franche-Comté. He was first appointed
professor of Burgundian history at Dijon; in 1919
he was one of the first professors to be named to
the new University of Strasbourg. There he met the
medievalist Marc Bloch, eight years his junior, with
whom he shared the project of renewing historiog-
raphy based on a critical conception strongly influ-
enced by the sociology of Émile Durkheim
(1858–1917) and the geography of Paul Vidal de
la Blache (1845–1918). Together they founded a
new interdisciplinary journal that revolutionized
the human sciences, Annales d’histoire économique
et sociale, whose approach combined socioeco-
nomic history with a new type of cultural history
that would come to be known as the ‘‘history of
mentalities.’’ But Febvre, who divided his time and
energies between the Annales and the Revue de
synthèse historique, which Henri Berr (1863–1954)
had headed since 1900, had a tendency to spread
himself thin. Thus, in 1932 he took on the

editorship of another major endeavor, the
Encyclopédie française, of which some ten volumes
appeared by 1939. The aim of this project, in
which Febvre demonstrated a singular talent for
‘‘making connections,’’ comparable to that of
Denis Diderot (1713–1784), was to present the
most advanced state of human knowledge in all
the scientific disciplines.

Alongside these tasks, in which he had help from
efficient collaborators such as the writer Pierre
Abraham (born Pierre Bloch, 1892–1974) and
the Austrian-born historian Lucie Varga (1904–
1941), Febvre taught at the Collège de France, to
which he had been elected in 1933, and wrote a
great many articles and book reviews that enabled
him to participate directly in the debates of his
times. His own works, by contrast, took time to
come to fruition: after Un destin: Martin Luther
(1928) and Le Rhin (1931; The Rhine), his sub-
sequent books (on François Rabelais, Marguerite
de Navarre, and Bonaventure Des Periers) took
much longer than anticipated and were completed
only during the occupation, when the author enjoyed
long periods of solitary work. It was during this same
period that relations between Febvre and Marc Bloch
soured over the issue of whether publication of the
Annales should continue under the regime
imposed by the Germans. Whereas Bloch, after
some hesitations, argued for suspending publica-
tion until the end of the war, Febvre was prepared
to adapt it, as a matter of form, at least, to the new
conditions to preserve this forum for French his-
torical science; he consequently asked Bloch to
remove his (‘‘Jewish’’) name from their common
enterprise. Bloch finally agreed to this strategy, but
only after bitter debate; from May 1942, he signed
his contributions, which remained numerous, with
a pseudonym, ‘‘M. Fougères.’’

After the liberation, Febvre was the sole editor
of the Annales and headed many other projects: a
revitalized Encyclopédie française, the sixth section
(social and economic sciences) of the École
Pratique des Hautes Études, created in 1948, and
several other journals and series. He was also a
member of the Langevin-Walon Commission for
educational reform from 1945 to 1948 and was
one of the French delegates at the founding of
UNESCO. In short, until his death he was a central
figure in the French academic world and the
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founding father of the ‘‘new’’ historiography that,
thanks to Fernand Braudel (1902–1985) in particu-
lar, soon became a sweeping international success.

See also Annales School; Bloch, Marc; Braudel, Fernand.
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PETER SCHÖTTLER

n

FELLINI, FEDERICO (1920–1993), Italian
film director, screenwriter, and cartoonist.

After showing precocious talent as a cartoonist
and sketch artist in provincial Rimini, the young
Federico Fellini moved to Rome in 1939 and
began work on the humor magazine Marc’Aurelio,
a periodical with an enormous circulation that
included many journalists working in the cinema.
Fellini became quite well known by contributing
comic gags, cartoons, serial narratives, and humor-
ous vignettes and was introduced to the social
circles of Italian cinema.

In 1943 he married the actress Giulietta
Masina (1920–1994), began scriptwriting in earn-
est, and befriended Roberto Rossellini, who hired
Fellini as one of his scriptwriters for Open City
(1945), the international hit that announced the
birth of Italian neorealism in the cinema and won
for Fellini his first of many Oscar nominations (this
one for best script). Fellini made major contribu-
tions to neorealist scripts for such directors as
Rossellini, Pietro Germi, Alberto Lattuada, and
Luigi Comencini before making his debut as a
director, collaborating with Lattuada on Variety
Lights (1951). This first film, followed by The
White Sheik (1951) and his first critical and box

office success, I vitelloni (1953; The loafers), begins

a trilogy of character that moves Italian cinema away

from neorealist emphasis on socially defined char-

acters and toward a more fanciful consideration of

how a character’s personality may conflict with

society’s demands. The subsequent trilogy of grace

or redemption, three films dealing with the nature

of innocence in a cruel and unsentimental world—

La strada (1954), Il bidone (1955; The swindle),

and The Nights of Cabiria (1957)—employs the

only superficially Catholic notions of salvation and

conversion to examine secular crises in the lives of

his willfully fanciful characters. The first and third

of the films in this trilogy garnered Oscars for best

foreign film and made his wife an international star.

The stupendous commercial success of La dolce
vita (1960), beginning Fellini’s long collaboration

with Marcello Mastroianni (1924–1996), left

neorealist cinema behind in its baroque imagery,

its picaresque plot structure, and its exuberant treat-

ment of high society corruption. The film’s very title

became synonymous everywhere and in numerous

languages with the society life depicted by Rome’s

gossip column photographers, or paparazzi, a word

that Fellini contributed to the English language.

The film that critics regard as Fellini’s master-

piece, 8½ (1963), cast Mastroianni as a film direc-

tor and Fellini’s alter ego, earning the director

his third Oscar. The high modernist aesthetics of

8½ have become emblematic of the very notion of

free, uninhibited artistic creativity and have been

imitated by many other directors since its appear-

ance. Fellini would subsequently be forever linked

to the vogue of the postwar European art film,

even though he was one of the few non-American

directors who could be counted upon by his pro-

ducers to score at the box office. Fellini’s post-8½
works deal with the myth of Rome, the cinema,

and his own subjective fantasy world, and some

were quite successful both critically and commer-

cially. Fellini Satyricon (1969) demonstrated his

mastery of a dreamlike cinematic language in an

original adaptation of Petronius’s Latin classic.

Fellini’s Roma (1972) provided a personal portrait

of the Eternal City. Amarcord (awarded Fellini’s

fourth Oscar in 1974), offered a nostalgic portrait

of Fellini’s provincial adolescence during the

Fascist period. Other, later films encountered both

critical objections and commercial difficulties. The
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breathtaking sets of Fellini’s Casanova (1976), the

satire of a feminist convention in The City of
Women (1980), his humorous portrait of opera

singers on an ocean voyage in And the Ship Sails
On (1983), and his biting satire of television in

Ginger and Fred (1985) and in his last film, The
Voice of the Moon (1990), demonstrated the maes-

tro’s genius but somehow failed to find a large

commercial audience. In his penultimate work,

Interview (1987), Fellini provided a moving

homage to the art of the cinema that won at least

critical acclaim. During the last years of his life,

Fellini received career awards from Venice’s

Biennale and Lincoln Center (1985), as well as a

lifetime achievement Oscar (1993).

Fellini’s death was rightly seen by Italians as the

end of a great era of artistic creativity in their national

cinema. His works have influenced such very different

directors as Martin Scorsese, Francis Ford Coppola,

Peter Greenaway, Ettore Scola, Lina Wertmüller,

Giuseppe Tornatore, François Truffaut, Bob Fosse,

Woody Allen, Nanni Moretti, and Spike Jonze.

See also Cinema; Italy.
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PETER BONDANELLA

n

FEMINISM. The terms feminism and feminist,
as they are used throughout the world, connote,
respectively, movements that have advocated
the idea of women’s emancipation and the indi-
viduals who have supported these movements.
Nineteenth-century French political discourse
commonly used the term féminisme as a synonym
for women’s emancipation. Its exact origin remains
uncertain, but dictionaries do not record its use in
this sense before the 1870s. In the following
decade, it was used by the first self-proclaimed
feminist, Hubertine Auclert (1848–1914), in her
periodical La citoyenne (The woman citizen) and
gained currency after a number of ‘‘feminist’’ con-
gresses in the 1890s. Before the turn of the twen-
tieth century, the term appeared first in British,
then in Belgian, French, Spanish, Italian, German,
Greek, and Russian publications.

SENSE OF THE TERM

In European societies, feminism often acquired
various cultural meanings. It connotes a political
ideology as well as a social movement. The histor-
ian Karen Offen has aptly defined it as ‘‘the name
given to a comprehensive critical response to the
deliberate and systematic subordination of women
as a group within a given cultural setting’’ (p. 20).
As a historical phenomenon, feminism can accord-
ingly be defined as an ‘‘encompassing program of
sociopolitical critique and remediation, with

Marcello Mastroianni as the anguished film director in

Fellini’s autobiographical 8 ½. CINERIZ/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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gender issues at its very core’’ (p. 24). European
feminist movements addressed imbalances of
power between the sexes, raised issues concerning
personal autonomy or individual freedoms, and
supported ideas and movements for sociopolitical
change, often intersecting with other concerns
such as class, race, age, or religion.

FORMS OF FEMINIST POLITICS

Since the eighteenth century, European feminists
have debated the distribution of political, social,
and economic power between the sexes and have
challenged women’s subordination to men in the
family and in society. The fortunes of European
feminism have varied greatly from one society to
another, often depending on the possibilities for
voicing dissent. Most feminist movements in
Europe were transnational in scope and addressed
common themes. In the first half of the twentieth
century, national politics and population issues fig-
ured prominently; in the second half, European
feminists continued to fight for women’s economic
opportunities and equal legal status with men but
also turned to new issues, as the ‘‘personal’’
became ‘‘political.’’

In the history of European feminist thought,
historians have identified two basic approaches, not
necessarily distinct and often intertwined. The so-
called relational argument proposes a gender-based
but egalitarian organization of society, emphasizes
the rights of women in relation to those of men,
and insists on women’s distinctive contributions to
society. The ‘‘individualistic’’ argument sees the
individual, irrespective of its sex, as society’s basic
unit and stresses more abstract concepts of indivi-
dual human rights as well as the quest for personal
independence. Although it is tempting to categor-
ize each European women’s movement as either
‘‘relational’’ or ‘‘individualistic,’’ the great histori-
cal and political heterogeneity of these movements
argues against simple categorizations. Not all
women’s organizations were feminist, some can
indeed be seen as antifeminist, yet their activities
outside the domestic realm generally contributed
to the development of a feminist consciousness.

NATIONAL MOVEMENTS

By the beginning of the twentieth century, national
feminist movements had emerged in many western,

central, and northern European countries. These
movements were largely liberal, Protestant, and
middle-class. Their members organized against
the subordinate legal status of women and their
exclusion from higher education and the profes-
sions, for women’s suffrage and a variety of social
and moral reforms. In Great Britain, Germany,
France, Scandinavia, and Italy, feminists became
increasingly concerned about the fate of the
bourgeois marriage and shared the general anxiety
about the falling birthrate in their countries.
Working-class women also organized and joined
socialist organizations in Britain, France, Germany,
Italy, and Russia. Although some of their leaders
proclaimed a ‘‘clean separation’’ from bourgeois
feminism, European feminists increasingly crossed
class barriers, especially after transnational coopera-
tion came to a temporary halt during World War I
and national movements united to support the war
effort. The aftermath of the war saw not only the
reorganization of Europe’s political landscape but
also the development of new feminist movements.

Feminists in the successor states to the Austro-
Hungarian Empire got off to a shaky start. Newly
enfranchised women activists in the new Austria
were certainly pleased when the son of Marianne
Hainisch, the founder and president of the Bund
Österreichischer Frauenvereine (BÖFV; League of
Austrian women’s associations, founded in 1902)
was elected president of the republic. Yet widely
divergent views on feminist issues in the two
major parties, the Social Democratic and the
Conservative, kept them from enacting significant
feminist policies. While Social Democratic women,
often exhibiting an anti-Catholic bias, addressed
the double burden of women workers and pro-
tested restrictive laws on abortion and on contra-
ceptive information, the middle-class feminists of
the BÖFV emphasized peace and harmony in post-
war Austrian society. They pressed for better edu-
cational opportunities and changes in Austrian
women’s legal and economic situation, and they
promoted international peace.

Feminists fared differently in smaller Catholic
countries, especially when nationalist issues were
also at stake. When the monarchy in Portugal, a
rural and Catholic nation, was replaced by a repub-
lic in 1910, a small but enthusiastic feminist
movement, the Liga Republicana das Mulheres
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Portuguesas (Republican league of Portuguese
women), emerged in Lisbon. Its leaders worked
for the economic autonomy of married women, a
divorce law, and a number of other legal reforms,
but their efforts were hampered by World War I
and came to a standstill in 1926, when the author-
itarian regime of António Salazar took control. The
Portuguese feminists had no choice but to suc-
cumb to its Catholic, nationalist, and corporatist
principles. After World War II, ‘‘unofficial’’
women’s organizations were dissolved and coedu-
cation in the schools was abolished. The constitu-
tion of 1966 reestablished the husband’s marital
authority. Feminist activism reemerged only after
the end of the authoritarian regime in 1974.

In the neighboring country of Spain, the
program of the Asociación Nacional de Mujeres
Españolas (National association of Spanish women),
founded by educated urban women in 1918, also
called for major changes in civil legislation,
women’s access to education and the professions,
equal opportunity, and equal pay. High illiteracy
rates—especially among women—poverty, infant
mortality, prostitution, and discriminatory laws
provided a broad agenda for both middle-class
and socialist feminists. In 1930 the constitution
of the Second Republic gave women full political
rights and secularized civic life. The republican
government soon came under attack from the
Right, especially after the disastrous election of
1933, for which the Left blamed women voters.
When civil war ensued in 1936, a number of
women’s organizations emerged on both sides,
but feminist issues were rarely at the top of their
agenda. Under the regime of the victorious
General Francisco Franco (1892–1972), abortion
was redefined as a ‘‘crime against the state,’’ coedu-
cation ceased, male authority in marriage was
restored, and marriage loans (incentive programs
offering government grants to newlyweds for the
purchase of household goods) were paid along with
birth premiums. Yet feminism reemerged in the
1970s and gained momentum after Franco’s death.

Irish feminists had to contend with
Catholicism and nationalism as well, but the out-
come was different from that in Spain, Austria, and
Portugal. The proclamation of the Irish Republic in
1916 stipulated equal political rights for both
sexes, and militant Irishwomen became activists

for independence during the years of undeclared

war with England that followed. When Irishwomen

were partially enfranchised in 1918, Cumann na

mBan, the women’s organization associated with

the nationalist party Sinn Féin, called upon women

voters to support the cause of Irish independence.

After Ireland achieved legislative independence in

1921, the constitution of the Irish Free State gave

equal rights to both sexes. In the 1920s and 1930s,

Irish feminists waged a battle on matters concern-

ing divorce, access to contraceptive information,

the age of consent for girls, the legal situation of

unmarried mothers, and prostitution. When

Ireland finally gained independence in 1937, the

new constitution discriminated against women.

Irish feminists did not challenge this until the

1970s, and the constitutional clauses on women’s

status were still in effect in the 1990s.

The development of Scandinavian feminist

movements took yet another path. Postwar

Swedish society, for example, was still relatively

poor and predominantly agricultural; however,

high literacy rates, Protestant traditions, and a

Social Democratic Party that was more nationalist,

more populist, and less Marxist than some of its

counterparts in other countries contributed to the

formation of a particular brand of ‘‘feminism.’’

Nineteenth-century Swedish feminists rejected the

term and named their movement kvinnosaken, or

‘‘woman’s cause,’’ a name that by the 1920s was

widely connected with a radical liberal faction that

supposedly promoted mostly the interests of single,

childless women. Its representatives founded

a school for women’s civic education at the

Fogelstad estate, which contributed a new dimen-

sion to European feminism by emphasizing envir-

onmental issues, the skills of rural women, and

women’s special qualities and contributions to

society. This Swedish brand of what could be called

antimilitarist ecofeminism enjoyed a revival around

the turn of the twenty-first century. ‘‘Classic’’ fem-

inist demands such as the abolition of legal, state-

regulated prostitution, full legal rights for married

women, educational equality, access to the civil

service, and motherhood insurance were largely

met in the 1920s. With increasing industrialization

and modernization of the country, many Swedish

feminists became associated with the Social

Democratic Party and committed themselves to
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solving the dilemma of combining employment
and motherhood. A number of reforms after the
1936 elections, including the legalization of con-
traceptives, promoted women’s economic indepen-
dence and created facilities for child care and
household support services but also addressed the
division of domestic labor and the perpetuation of
gender roles. Framed in terms of Sweden’s national
interest, this program was central for Swedish
society beginning in the 1960s and ensured the
success of the Social Democrats for many decades.

PHASES OF PROTEST AND POLITICAL

NEGOTIATION

Woman suffrage was undoubtedly one of the most
prominent causes of feminist movements in
Europe. At the beginning of the twentieth century,
they could already look back on decades of strug-
gle. The road to full political participation for
women varied but was characterized by similar
developments: European suffragists often based
their demands for inclusion on women’s special
contribution to society while at the same time rais-
ing questions of equal rights and representation.
By 1922 twenty-one European countries had
passed woman suffrage laws. The vote was won in
Finland in 1906 and Norway in 1913; seventeen
countries followed between 1915 and 1922;
Spain and Portugal joined the ranks in 1931. Yet

four European countries denied the vote to half
their population until the end of World War II
(France until 1944 and Italy until 1945) or even
longer (Greece granted woman suffrage in 1952,
Switzerland in 1971).

The postwar successes of the European suffrage
movements, or so the conventional argument goes,
were largely ‘‘a reward’’ for women’s participation
in the war effort, though woman suffrage was
passed in some neutral countries and women
in warring countries such as France still stood
empty-handed. As in the United States, woman
suffrage in Europe was actually the result of a
transnational development that originated in the

suffragist movements of the nineteenth century
and depended on other factors as well, for example,
different democratic traditions, the intensity of the
class struggle, the extension of male suffrage, or
changing coalitions between liberal and conserva-
tive or socialist parties.

No European country allowed women to vote
before the suffrage had been extended to all males,
and even then restrictions applied: in Great Britain,
for example, only married women, female heads of
households, or women over thirty with university
degrees could vote between 1918 and 1928;
Belgium introduced suffrage des morts in 1920 for
mothers and widows of war casualties; Austria initi-
ally excluded prostitutes from voting; and
Portugal, which demanded a literacy test for male
voters, in 1931 extended the suffrage only to
women with ‘‘higher education.’’

Italy passed local woman suffrage for ‘‘edu-
cated’’ women as well as for mothers and widows
of slain soldiers in 1925, shortly before Benito
Mussolini abolished all elections. The discourse
and tactics of the feminist movements in France
and Switzerland did not differ much from those
in the rest of Europe, and the French feminist
movement achieved some prominence. Women in
these countries counted on being granted the vote
after World War I. The necessary referenda in sev-
eral Swiss Kantone (states), however, produced
overwhelmingly negative results until 1971. In
France, the cause of the feminists was primarily
defeated by anticlerical republican forces, which
feared that women would vote against the republic.
This argument turned up in other Catholic coun-
tries as well, but was of special significance for the
Gauche démocratique (democratic Left) in France.
Only in 1944 did woman suffrage finally become
part of the program of Charles de Gaulle’s provi-
sional government.

After World War I, many newly enfranchised
European feminists would have sided with Marie
Juchacz, who, in the first speech given by a woman
elected as a representative to the German parlia-
ment, claimed that ‘‘political equality has given my
sex the possibility to fully develop its powers’’
(quoted in Offen, p. 252). Thus, equal suffrage
rights not only epitomized civil and political equal-
ity but was also considered the gateway to women’s
social rights. European feminists did not merely
aspire to participation in the male political sphere
but sought to redefine that sphere. Whereas the
social rights demanded by men centered on ques-
tions of wages, hours, and insurance for disability
and old age, the respective feminist discourses con-
centrated on gender-neutral social insurance,
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protective laws for women workers, and maternity
benefits for all mothers, employed or not (protec-
tion des mères in France, Mutterschutz in Germany).
The developing European welfare states traveled
different roads to insuring the risks of sickness,
old age, and unemployment, notably in Great
Britain, where insurance systems were largely tax
funded and thus comparatively gender neutral, and
in Germany, where they were often tied to the male
‘‘breadwinner’’ and thus disadvantaged women.
Nevertheless, the ‘‘feminization of poverty’’
remained a problem throughout Europe and the
need to remedy it was uncontested within feminist
movements.

The question of protective laws for women
workers was a different matter. Before 1914, most

countries had passed laws prohibiting night work as
well as dangerous employment for women workers

and limiting their hours. This transnational devel-

opment was facilitated by the founding of the

International Labor Organization (ILO) in 1919.

Protective labor legislation for women was highly

contested. The debate centered on gender roles,

gender relations, and the ‘‘welfare’’ of the family

and the nation. Feminists could be found on both

sides of the issue. The fight about protective labor

legislation was mostly symbolic, however, and had

relatively few practical consequences. In most

European countries and for the greater part of the

twentieth century, women represented only a mi-

nority of industrial workers; night work was never

prohibited for nurses and the eight-hour day and

minimum wage legislation never applied to sweat-

shops. Laws could be easily abolished, for example,

during both world wars and the Soviet civil war,

when the number of women workers increased

Emmeline Pankhurst (center) leading a protest march, July 1915. Pankhurst and other feminists voice their demand that

women be used to replace male workers called to the front during World War I. ªUNDERWOOD & UNDERWOOD/CORBIS
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sharply, or could be circumvented by both employ-
ers and women workers.

European feminist movements were far more
unified when it came to maternity legislation,
demanding not only restrictions on employment
but also financial support for pregnant women
and mothers. Feminists throughout Europe
declared motherhood a ‘‘social function’’ of the
state and demanded public maternity funds, mater-
nity insurance, paid leave, and cash allowances for
mothers and children. They thus continued a
debate that had originated in the nineteenth cen-
tury, when some rudimentary legislation was also
enacted. In 1913 Great Britain passed more com-
prehensive maternity laws; Norway followed suit in
1915, Germany in 1924, France in 1928, and
Sweden in 1931. Even though these laws were
passed somewhat hesitantly and with minimal ben-
efits, they provided a base for making employment
compatible with family responsibilities. Benefits for
mothers and children were extended as the
European welfare states developed, with France
introducing family allowances in 1931, Italy and
Germany in 1936, Sweden in 1937, Spain in
1938, Portugal in 1942, and Great Britain and
Norway in 1945. Originally a demand of feminists
that envisioned a ‘‘mother’s salary,’’ family allow-
ances now functioned as a kind of financial com-
pensation for families. Generally, the checks were
sent to the fathers.

As woman suffrage gradually expanded
throughout Europe after World War I, women
became more visible in national and, to a more
limited extent, international politics. Women activ-
ists tried to influence the terms of peace in 1919
and, while their achievements seem limited, the
Treaty of Versailles did include certain provisions
for equal rights and specified the inclusion of
women in the work of the ILO and the League of
Nations. Building on the work of the International
Council of Women (founded in 1888) and the
International Women Suffrage Alliance (founded
in 1904), the Women’s International League for
Peace and Freedom emerged in 1919 to support a
broad feminist network, whose members worked
for the newly founded international organizations.
They promoted laws that would secure the citizen-
ship of women married to foreigners, end state-
regulated prostitution and the ‘‘trade’’ in women

and children, and defend women’s employment at
all levels.

Paradoxically, those national feminist move-
ments that had fought so vehemently for woman
suffrage did not necessarily profit from it after
the war, and vice versa. Suffragists had been some-
what underrepresented in the German women’s
movement, yet the Reichstag had the highest
percentage of women representatives in 1919 (10
percent, followed by Finland with 9 percent and
the Netherlands with 7 percent). In contrast, the
British Parliament had only one female member in
1919 and fifteen (less than 3 percent) in 1931.
Without a common cause, many feminist move-
ments disintegrated into special interest groups.
Although adult women outnumbered men in many
countries after the massive casualties of the war,
coalitions of women voters on behalf of women’s
supposed common interests did not materialize
anywhere in Europe. Plans to found women’s
parties were either quickly abandoned or resulted
in short-lived and unsuccessful experiments, as in
Sweden and Austria, for example.

During the decade of the garçonne (boyish
girl) and of the flapper, who sported knee-length
dresses and the Bubikopf (short-cropped hair),
many feminists lamented not only the ‘‘loose mor-
als’’ of a new generation of women but also the lack
of interest in feminist issues. Although European
women had entered public life at an unprecedented
scale, the younger generation did not necessarily
seek emancipation as understood by more tradi-
tional feminists, nor did they appreciate the role
feminist movements had played in opening the
opportunities of modern life to them.

Overall, the interwar decades were not charac-
terized by a triumph of democracy but rather by a
sense of crisis, as a growing number of countries
succumbed to authoritarian or totalitarian regimes,
which often meant a strengthening of traditional
gender roles. Socialist women in Russia thought
their dream had come true when the Bolsheviks
came to power in 1917, but some of them soon
faced exile and even imprisonment for criticizing
party leaders. Although the new Soviet government
completely refashioned marriage and family law,
legalized abortion on demand, and addressed the
problem of prostitution—issues firmly rooted in
nineteenth-century progressive thought—most of

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1081

F E M I N I S M



the much-hailed benefits for working women,
including transformation of work, child care, the
household, and gender roles, were on paper only.
The prewar generation of liberal feminists, largely
opposed to the Bolsheviks, was effectively silenced
and lost the enfranchisement gained under the
provisional government. But the fate of feminist
movements was sealed as well in the right-wing
authoritarian regimes that came to power in Italy
in 1922, in Germany and Portugal in 1933,
in Greece in 1936, and in Spain in 1938. In
Germany, where for a decade the women’s move-
ment had been under attack from the Right for
being too liberal, too dominated by Jewish women,
too international, and too pacifist, the National
Socialists declared ‘‘women’s emancipation from
women’s emancipation.’’

Feminist organizations in these countries were
outlawed outright or forced to cooperate with the
government under a strict set of guidelines. Fascist
and military dictatorships were both anticommu-
nist and antifeminist and fiercely supported the
reconsolidation of male authority over women.
Specifically, they objected to higher education,
many forms of paid employment for women, and
their political participation, which was confined to
the party’s mass organizations. While the percen-
tage of female party members was small (4 percent
in Portugal, 6 in Germany in 1936, and 8 in Soviet
Russia in 1924), with virtually no representation in
the higher ranks, every totalitarian party founded
special organizations to ‘‘meet women’s needs’’
or to ‘‘educate’’ them: the Zhenotdel in the
Soviet Union, the Fasci Femminili in Italy, the
Nationalsozialistische Frauenschaft in Germany,
and the women’s Falange in Spain all proclaimed
a private role for women but at the same time
functioned as important instruments of public mass
mobilization.

In the 1920s European feminists had warned
against the dangers of totalitarian regimes, which
would reduce women to ‘‘servants of men’’ and
‘‘childbearing machines.’’ Wherever these regimes
came to power, all politically active women were
ostracized. In Germany, the lives of Jewish, socia-
list, and pacifist women were in extreme danger—
women could be arrested and sent to concentration
camps just like men. Some feminist leaders man-
aged to escape, but life in exile proved depressing

and difficult, even if they could rely on interna-
tional women’s networks. Others suffered long
years of imprisonment or were murdered in con-
centration camps. As the Nazis extended their grip
over Europe, feminists in democratic countries
joined the war effort, not the least because they
did not want to share the fate of their German
peers. In the words of the British feminist
Margery Corbett Ashby, in 1940 ‘‘the problem
was no longer how to force democracies logically
to include women, but how to protect democracy
itself’’ (quoted in Offen, pp. 367–368). Women
became involved in the war effort as both perpe-
trators and victims of its violence. As feminists
faced the ruins of half of Europe, campaigns for
‘‘peace and bread’’ often seemed more important
than those for equal rights.

EMERGENCE OF NEW MOVEMENTS AFTER

1945

In contrast to the development of feminist move-
ments after 1918, organized feminism barely
survived World War II; its aging leadership was
dispersed, imprisoned, or had been executed, and
large parts of its records were lost or destroyed.
The first half of the twentieth century had seen
dramatic progress for women, first and foremost
equal political rights, increased literacy, better
access to schooling at all levels and to the profes-
sions, changes in marriage and property laws,
increasing equity in the developing welfare states,
and even early proposals to restructure the domes-
tic division of labor. The legal status of married
women, the question of their employment, and
the dilemma of combining employment and family
responsibilities still figured prominently on the list
of problems, however.

International feminist organizations hailed the
United Nations Charter, which declared equal
rights in 1945, the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, including equal rights for married
women and equal pay, in 1948, and the establish-
ment of a UN Commission on the Status of
Women. In postwar Europe, many political parties,
and the resurgent communist parties in particular,
wooed women voters, but female elected officials
remained few and far between in most European
countries. On both sides of the Iron Curtain,
women’s ‘‘organizations’’ increasingly replaced fem-
inist movements. After the catastrophe of World
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War II, women and men throughout Europe, over-
whelmed by problems of survival and rebuilding,
longed most for a return to ‘‘normalcy,’’ often
defined in terms of traditional gender roles.

NEW FEMINIST MOVEMENT AFTER 1965

Whereas European feminist movements had devel-
oped rather gradually in the nineteenth and early
twentieth century, the ‘‘new’’ women’s movement
made a rather sudden appearance on the political
stage in the late 1960s. ‘‘Second wave feminism’’
was characterized by highly provocative campaigns
and a close-knit international communications
network. Taking their name from a New York
organization, the Danish Redstockings paid only
80 percent of the price of a bus ticket, arguing that
they earned only 80 percent of a man’s salary; in
France, feminists placed a wreath commemorating
the ‘‘unknown wife of the unknown soldier’’ at the
Arc de Triomphe and stormed the offices of the
fashion magazine Elle; British feminists supported
striking women workers and protested against
beauty contests; in Germany, women turned
against the traditional gender roles practiced in
leftist student protest movements and founded
self-help institutions such as cooperative child care
centers and women’s shelters. Feminists in Rome
and Milano ‘‘took back the night’’ in protest
marches, a movement that spread throughout
Europe. Many campaigns were inspired by the
‘‘new’’ feminist movement in the United States,
in particular the founding of encounter and self-
help groups and the emergence of a lesbian femin-
ist movement. Inspired by what Betty Friedan had
termed the ‘‘problem without a name,’’ women in
Italy and Great Britain started to demand payment
for housework, a campaign that extended into
Germany, Canada, and the United States. In
1976 the protests of prostitutes against state reg-
ulation and police harassment in France, Germany,
Italy, and Great Britain and the protests of black
feminists in Germany against racism culminated in
the International Tribunal on Crimes against
Women in Brussels.

The major issue for almost all Western
European feminist movements, however, was the
controversy about abortion. In the wake of massive
campaigns in which French and German feminists
admitted they had had abortions, laws were

gradually liberalized. Great Britain had already

reformed its laws in 1967, and feminists defended

the reforms in 1975, the same year French abortion

laws were liberalized. In 1974 Italian feminists

were thrust into action by a mass trial in Trent,

and in 1977 their campaign resulted in a highly

controversial law that allowed termination of preg-

nancies under certain circumstances. A similar law

in West Germany legalized first-trimester abortions

on ethical, eugenic, medical, and social grounds in

1974. This law became a major issue during the

unification process fifteen years later, since abor-

tion had been legalized without any restrictions in

East Germany. The feminist discourse about abor-
tion, however, did not limit itself to legal issues but

addressed issues of unwanted pregnancy and, ulti-

mately, sexual power relations. While safe abortions

on demand had become the epitome of women’s

liberation for some feminists, others saw them as a

last resort and tried to spread information about

contraceptive methods instead.

There were some significant exceptions to the

‘‘autonomous’’ European women’s movements

Women’s rights demonstrators gather in Trafalgar

Square, London, 1971. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1083

F E M I N I S M



that defined abortion rights as their central issue:
questions of sexuality and male domination were
discussed less openly in Ireland; Scandinavian
women generally worked closely with the Social
Democratic parties in their countries and took the
legislative road to articulate and respond to femi-
nist grievances; women activists in Spain and
Portugal were first closely tied to authoritarian
regimes and later contributed to building demo-
cratic nations.

Many ‘‘second wave’’ feminists not only were
at odds with the ‘‘New Left’’ but also distanced
themselves from the older feminist movements,
which they criticized for demanding ‘‘only’’ legis-
lative reforms and ‘‘mere’’ equality with men
instead of fundamental social changes. Initially,
even the term feminism was discredited (and
replaced by women’s liberation). It ultimately pre-
vailed, and feminist debates focused increasingly on
the relationship of ‘‘difference and equality,’’ a
debate that continued into the twenty-first century.
The debates of the ‘‘new’’ feminists, debates about
hierarchies and women’s liberation, employment
and housework, families and reproductive rights
ultimately revealed that neither businesswomen
nor factory workers, neither housewives nor
mothers were homogenous groups that could be
represented as such, but rather individuals claiming
the right to make their own decisions.

MULTIPLE FRONTS AT THE END OF THE

TWENTIETH CENTURY

The second half of the twentieth century witnessed
the developments many early-twentieth-century
feminists had envisioned: women’s political repre-
sentation in Europe rose to unprecedented levels,
with Scandinavian countries once more leading the
way. In 1999 women made up 43 percent of the
parliament in Sweden, 37 percent in Denmark, 34
percent in Finland, 31 percent in the Netherlands,
and 30 percent in Germany, but only 9 percent in
France and 6 percent in Greece. In Russia, the
figure was 6 percent in 1992.

Throughout Europe, the gender gap in higher
education narrowed. By the mid-1980s, women
made up more than 40 percent of all university
students in most countries and more than half in
Poland, Hungary, Norway, Portugal, and France.
Still, they often clustered in certain fields such as

education, language, and literature studies and
were underrepresented in some of the fields leading
to prestigious (and well-paid) jobs, such as engi-
neering and science. The same was true for
women’s participation in the labor market: labor
conditions improved and wages rose, yet the dis-
crepancy in men’s and women’s wages remained.

In the early years of the twenty-first century,
solving the dilemma of combining wage work with
family responsibilities was still widely considered a
mother’s job. Although some European countries
created family policies to help deal with this prob-
lem, for example, by contributing to old age
insurance for parents who stay at home or by intro-
ducing generous paid family leave policies, the per-
centage of fathers availing themselves of these
opportunities remained in the low single digits,
even in countries such as Sweden, where these
policies had been in effect since 1974. Often, this
was a rational choice to secure the family income.
While Eastern European countries propagated
full-time employment for women, mainly for eco-
nomic reasons, and developed an extensive system
of public day care, Western European women gen-
erally saw part-time work as the solution. Yet most
European women still worked a double shift, tak-
ing over the lion’s share of childrearing and unpaid
housework. Also, family patterns changed signifi-
cantly. Birthrates dropped throughout Europe, as
did rates of marriage, while divorce rates and the
number of children born outside marriage climbed.
In spite of a multitude of social programs, the
average poverty rate of children in the European
Union stood at 20 percent in 1993.

Apart from changes in political representation,
employment, and family patterns, the second half
of the twentieth century saw a host of legal reforms
concerning marriage, divorce, and women’s eco-
nomic opportunities. These reforms occurred on
three levels, the national, European, and interna-
tional, where the ILO and the United Nations
continued to work for women’s rights. After the
decade of the woman was declared in 1975, fem-
inist networks became visible at a number of inter-
national conferences, from Mexico City to Beijing.
Undoubtedly, the need for feminists to speak
about and act on women’s rights and women’s
issues inside and outside Europe did not vanish
with the twentieth century.
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See also Gender; Suffrage.
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ANJA SCHÜLER

n

FILM (DOCUMENTARY). Early
European documentary film relied on preexisting
forms of popular culture as sources of inspiration.
During this period, documentary films carried news
stories, exhibited celebrity tours and sporting
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occasions, and showed exotic locales. However, the
ability of documentary to render everyday realities
was also a factor, as is evident in the fascination that
the brothers Auguste-Marie-Louis-Nicolas and
Louis-Jean Lumière provoked with La sortie des
usines Lumiére (1895; Workers leaving the
Lumière factory) and Arrivée d’un train à la
Ciotat (1895; Arrival of a train at Ciotat). Early
documentaries also played a public relations role
for corporate enterprise, as in Life on the Oxo
Cattle Ranch (1911). However, after the advent
of World War I, films of greater substance such as
The Battle of the Somme (United Kingdom, 1916)
and On the Firing Line with the Germans
(Germany, 1915) appeared, and during this period
documentary also became increasingly employed as
a form of state propaganda.

EARLY DOCUMENTARIES

The first important movement of documentary film
was the British documentary film movement. John
Grierson (1898–1972), the movement’s founder,
hoped that the documentary film might provide an
effective channel of communication between gov-
ernment and people and thus play a role in defend-
ing European democracy against the inroads of
fascism, communism, and unregulated capitalism.
However, although the films of the documentary
film movement had a social purpose they were also
characterized by a modernist aesthetic inclination,
apparent in Grierson’s Drifters (1929), a film that
combines modernist technique with the more
expository imperatives of the information film.
Other important films produced by this movement
include Industrial Britain (dir. Robert Joseph
Flaherty and others, 1933), The Song of Ceylon
(dir. Basil Wright, Alberto Cavalcanti, 1934) and
Night Mail (dir. Harry Watt, Wright, 1936).
Grierson himself was a producer rather than a
director, as was (at this time) the other major figure
within the documentary film movement,
Cavalcanti. However, one important director who
did emerge from the movement was Humphrey
Jennings, who directed exceptional films such as
Spare Time (1939), Listen to Britain (1942), and
Fires Were Started (1943).

Around 1925 a modernist tradition of docu-
mentary filmmaking emerged in France, influenced
by the nineteenth-century naturalist tradition and

the pictorialist, naturalist, and cinematic
impressionist schools of cinema of the 1910–1929
period. Films such as Voyage au Congo: Retour des
souverains (1928; Voyage to the Congo, dir. Marc
Allégret), Rien que les heures (1926; Nothing but
the hours, dir. Cavalcanti), Études sur Paris (1928;
Studies of Paris, dir. André Sauvage), La Zone
(1928; The Slum Belt, dir. Georges Lacombe),
Nogent, Eldorado du dimanche (1929; Nogent,
Sunday’s Eldorado, dir. Marcel Carné), and À pro-
pos de Nice (1930; On the subject of Nice, dir. Jean
Vigo) emphasized film’s capacity for rendering
subjective vision through evocative suggestion,
and employed impressionistic delineations of the
urban environment to create poetic, expressive
effects.

This school of French, poetic, modernist doc-
umentary can also be associated with the ‘‘city
symphony’’ cycle of documentary films, which
emerged in the late 1920s and includes German
director Walter Ruttmann’s Berlin: Die Sinfonie der
Großstadt (1927; Berlin: Symphony of a Great
City), Soviet director Dziga Vertov’s Chelovek s
kino-apparatom (1929; Man with a movie camera),
the Belgian Henri Storck’s Images d’Ostende
(1929; Images of Ostend), and, from the
Netherlands, Joris Ivens’s Regen (1929; Rain).
The narrative structure in these films is composed
of sequences that display activities taking place
within the city during the course of a single day,
and the films employ modernist techniques to con-
vey an impression of the interconnected character
of the modern city.

The works of Grierson, Storck, Vertov,
Ruttmann, Ivens, Cavalcanti, Allégret, Sauvage,
Lacombe, Carné, and Vigo, together with films
such as the Soviet documentaries Turksib (1929;
dir. Victor Turin) and Mekhanikha golovnogo mozga
(1929; Mechanics of the brain, dir. Vsevolod
Pudovkin), make up a body of modernist docu-
mentary filmmaking that appeared across Europe
during the silent period. As with other forms of
experimental filmmaking, this modernist paradigm
went into decline after 1930, as the sound film
became increasingly prominent, and as countries
such as the Soviet Union, Germany, Spain, and
Italy placed censorial diktat over what was per-
ceived to be a reactionary form of modernist
cinema.
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POLITICAL INFLUENCES

The early documentaries considered here were also

influenced by a dual imperative to constitute the

documentary as an art form and to distinguish

documentary from the superficiality of the commer-

cial cinema. In many cases both these imperatives

were influenced by political motives, as documen-

tary filmmakers sought a more active political role

for the medium. During the 1930s European doc-

umentary film became increasingly involved in the

political sphere. In Germany, Leni Riefenstahl’s

Olympia 1. Teil—Fest der Völker and Olympia 2.

Teil—Fest der Schönheit (1938; Olympia, Part one:

festival of the nations, and Part two: festival of

beauty) and Triumph des Willens (1935; Triumph

of the Will) were appropriated as propaganda vehi-

cles by the Nazi regime, although these ground-

breaking films were more than mere propaganda

pieces. In Britain, filmmakers such as Ivor Montagu
and Ralph Bond made films such as Spanish ABC
(1936) in support of the Republican cause during
the Spanish civil war while the directors Norman
MacLaren and Helen Biggar made the antiappease-
ment film Hell Unlimited (1936). Elsewhere in
Europe, filmmakers such as Joris Ivens and Henri
Storck made films with a political dimension, as in
Storck’s Histoire du soldat inconnu (1932; The
History of an Unknown Soldier), and Ivens’s
Borinage (1933; Misery in Borinage) while political
organizations such as the Workers’ Film
Association in Britain made films such as Advance
Democracy (1938) as a means of promoting
socialism.

During the war, a number of films produced
by government agencies also achieved levels of
accomplishment, including Germany’s Feuertaufe

A scene from John Grierson’s Drifters, 1929. Grierson’s documentary about herring fishermen in the North Sea is con-

sidered a landmark in the development of the genre. COI/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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(1940; Baptism of fire, dir. Hans Bertram), Feldzug
in Polen (1940; Campaign in Poland, dir. Fritz
Hippler), Sieg im Westen (1941; Victory in the
West, dir. Svend Noldan), Vichy France’s La
Tragedie de Mers-el-Kébir (1940; The Tragedy of
Mers-el-Kébir), the United Kingdom’s Fires Were
Started (1943, dir. Jennings), Desert Victory (1943,
dir. Roy Boulting and James Lansdale Hodson),
the Soviet Union’s Stalingrad (1943; dir. Leonid
Varlamov), and Pobeda na Pravoberezhnoi Ukraine
i izgnaniye nemetsikh zakhvatchikov za predeli
Ukrainskikh sovietskikh zemel (1945; Victory in
Ukraine and the expulsion of the Germans from
the boundaries of the Ukrainian Soviet earth, dir.
Alexander Dovshenko and Yuliya Solntseva).
Mention should also be made of Germany’s highly
anti-Semitic Der ewige Jude (1940; The eternal
Jew, dir. Fritz Hippler), although many other
anti-Semitic documentaries were made in France
and Germany during the war years.

After the war, films such as the World of Plenty
(1943; dir. Paul Rotha [U.K.]), Berlin im Aufbau
(1946; Building up Berlin, dir. Kurt Maetzig
[GDR]), Le retour (1946; The return, dir. Henri-
Cartier Bresson [France]), and Diary for Timothy
(1945; dir. Jennings [U.K.]) portrayed the prob-
lems of postwar reconstruction.

MIDCENTURY

During the 1950s and 1960s the European art
cinema became increasingly influential, and its cor-
ollary can also be found within the documentary
films of the period. Feature filmmakers such as
Michelangelo Antonioni and Alain Resnais turned
to the documentary, while auteurist documentary
filmmakers such as Georges Franju, Bert Haanstra,
Chris Marker, Arne Sücksdorff, Lindsay Anderson,
Karel Reisz, Michel Brault, Frederic Rossif, and
others came to prominence. Resnais’s Nuit et
brouillard (1955; Night and fog; 1955), with its
striking portrayal of the Nazi death camps, and his
Toute la mémoire du monde (1956; All the world’s
memory), were two of the finest documentaries of
the period. Other important contributions
included Rossif ’s Mourir à Madrid (1963; To die
in Madrid), Chris Marker’s Le joli mai (1963; The
happy May), Jacques-Yves Cousteau’s series of
underwater films such as Le Monde du silence
(1956; The Silent World, with Louis Malle), Arne

Sücksdorff ’s Det stora äventyret (1953; The great
adventure), and Franju’s Hôtel des Invalides (1952;
Hotel of the invalids), with its contemplation of the
tragic consequences of war. Pier Paolo Pasolini’s
Comizi d’amore (1965; Love meetings) and Jean
Rouch and Edgar Morin’s Chronique d’un été
(1961; Chronicle of a summer) also broke new
ground in exploring tensions between the subjec-
tive and ‘‘objective’’ dimensions of documentary
filmmaking. In Eastern Europe, documentary film
was often used as a form of state propaganda and
suffered as a consequence; perhaps the most sig-
nificant film of note to emerge during this period is
the East German Die Windrose (1956; The wind-
rose), directed by Ivens and Cavalcanti as well as
Yannick Bellon, Sergei Gerasimov, and Alex Viany.

One of the most important films to appear
during the 1970s, Marcel Ophüls’s Le chagrin et
la pitié (1969; The sorrow and the pity), provided
moving testimony to French complicity in the
appeasement of Adolf Hitler. Werner Herzog also
made documentary films during this period,
including Fata Morgana (1971), and Land des
Schweigens und der Dunkelheit (1971; Land of
silence and darkness), the latter a powerful study
of deaf and blind people. Also in West Germany,
filmmakers such as Alexander Kluge and Hans-
Jürgen Syberberg developed a modernist docu-
mentary style, while in Poland, Krzysztof
Kieslowski made, among others, Bylem zolnierzem
(1970; I was a soldier) and Pierwsza milosc (1974;
First love), the latter a portrayal of the contradic-
tion between romantic love and the harsh realities
of life in communist Poland. From the 1940s to
the late 1970s, distinctions between the documen-
tary and the feature film also became blurred, as
schools of documentary-based feature filmmaking,
the most important of which was Italian neoreal-
ism, emerged in France, Germany, Italy, the
United Kingdom, Spain, and elsewhere.

THE LATE TWENTIETH CENTURY

During the 1980s and 1990s European documen-
tary filmmaking become absorbed into new, more
commercial subgenres such as reality TV. At the
same time, the weakening of public service televi-
sion broadcasting and the impact of globalization
led to a decline in critical documentary filmmaking.
However, although these factors dulled the
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potential of the genre, the more critical traditions

of the European documentary were carried on by

filmmakers such as Nick Broomfield, Molly

Dineen, Nicholas Barker, and others. Bertrand

Tavernier’s La guerre sans nom (1992; The
Undeclared War), which explores the Franco-

Algerian War, deserves mention here, as do René

Allio’s L’heure exquise (1981; The delightful hour),

Agnès Varda’s Les glaneurs et la glaneuse (2000;

The gleaners and I) and Claude Lanzmann’s highly

influential Shoah (1985).

In the USSR, following the implementation of

Mikhail Gorbachev’s policy of glasnost, critical doc-

umentaries such as Vlast Solovetskaya. Svidetelstva i
dokumenty (1988; Solovki regime, dir. Marina

Goldovskaya) and Vai viegli but jaunam? (1987;

Is it easy to be young?, dir. Juris Podnieks) also

appeared. The documentary drama has also built

on the foundations provided by such works as

Cathy Come Home (1966; dir. Ken Loach), The
War Game (1965; dir. Peter Watkins), and Death
of a Princess (1980; dir. Antony Thomas) to pro-
duce influential films such as The Investigation:
Inside a Terrorist Bombing (1990; dir. Mike
Beckham for Granada Television). Important
television documentary series have also appeared,
such as The World at War (1974–1975; Thames
Television), The Nazis: A Warning from History
(1997; dir. Laurence Rees and Tilman Remme
for the BBC) and The Death of Yugoslavia
(1995; BBC).

See also Cinema; Workers’ Theatre Movement.
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IAN AITKEN

n

FINLAND. In retrospect, the history of
Finland in the twentieth century may seem, in
almost every sense, like an incredible success story.
Within three generations the country located on
Europe’s northeastern periphery developed from a
poor and in many ways backward province affiliated
with the Russian Empire into one of the most
modern industrial welfare states. This evolution
did not proceed in a straight line and was expected
by hardly anyone at the beginning of the century; it
resulted from a combination of favorable external
circumstances, policies displaying farsightedness
at the right junctures, and a number of historical
coincidences.

The country had been part of the Swedish
Empire for more than six centuries before becom-
ing joined to Russia as an autonomous grand
duchy in 1809 (Peace of Hamina). With the special
linguistic position of Finnish as a starting point and
under the autonomy guaranteed by the tsar, a
Finnish national identity evolved in the course of
the nineteenth century that was directed as much
against Swedish cultural dominance as against any
political tutelage by Russia. However, in 1899 a
policy of russification was instituted with the aim of
removing Finland’s autonomous status, and this
was met with widespread—though largely passive—
resistance. To be sure, the Finns’ traditionally
strong loyalty to the person of the Russian tsar,
who was also grand duke of Finland, remained
unbroken for the time being. But russification
spurred political participation in wide sections of
the Finnish population, leading to the constitu-
tional reform passed in 1905–1906 that, among
other things, introduced for the first time anywhere
in the world women’s unqualified active and

passive voting rights. Finland thus turned away
from the corporatist diet toward a modern unicam-
eral system, which would remain the foundation of
Finnish parliamentarism throughout the entire
twentieth century. In doing so, the country sud-
denly catapulted itself into the ranks of the
Continent’s politically most advanced polities,
despite continuing economic backwardness.

WORLD WAR I AND INDEPENDENCE

Nevertheless, at the outbreak of World War I,
Finland’s eventual emergence from the conflict
as an independent republic along democratic-
parliamentary lines was by no means foreseeable.
Only the revolutionary changes in Russia in 1917
provided the conditions necessary for that out-
come. The fall of the tsar during the February
Revolution of 1917 shook the constitutional foun-
dations in Finland too, in that it was unclear who
should take over supreme state authority at the
time. Thus Russia’s destabilization created a power
vacuum in Finland as well; as it turned out, the
dissolution of the Finnish parliament (Eduskunta),
ordered by the provisional government in
St. Petersburg in July 1917, was the last significant
show of power in Finland by the Russian central
authority. At this point the political forces quickly
began to reorganize and polarize. The backdrop to
these developments was the war-related escalation
of economic and social problems in Finland, which
temporarily led to hunger crises even in Finnish
cities. Between 1913 and 1917 the cost of living
rose approximately fourfold, while at the same time
the Finnish mark dramatically decreased in value.
Industry also sustained heavy losses. A wave of
labor disputes, growing unemployment, and mass
impoverishment provided the setting for political
conflicts that were gradually shifting to the extra-
parliamentary realm. The presence of a growing num-
ber of politicized Russian soldiers—close to one hun-
dred thousand by the fall of 1917—exacerbated the
situation.

On 15 November the newly elected
Eduskunta, now dominated by bourgeois forces,
declared itself the supreme authority in Finland.
Three weeks later, on 6 December (today’s
national holiday), the parliament approved a
declaration of independence introduced by the
new senate under the leadership of Pehr Evind
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Svinhufvud. Against the backdrop of the October

Revolution, which had meanwhile erupted in

Russia, the bourgeois parties were attempting to

create a fait accompli as quickly as possible. The

Socialists also favored the country’s independence,

striving in the process for a reorganization along

socialist lines but without Lenin’s proletarian dic-

tatorship. They denied the legitimacy of the bour-

geois government as much as the legality of the

armed Defense Corps raised by the government

to disarm the Russian troops still remaining within

Finnish territory. Instead the Socialists banked on

contractual agreements with the new Russian gov-

ernment, which indeed formally recognized the

independence of Finland on 31 December 1917.

A revolutionary government formed in late January

1918 in Helsinki, led by Kullervo Akilles Manner

and supported by armed forces of its own (Red

Guards), quickly gained control over large parts

of southern Finland, especially the urban centers

of Helsinki and Tampere. Nonetheless, within

weeks the White Guards concentrated in the area

of Vaasa (Ostrobothnia) managed to turn the tide,

and at the beginning of May resistance by Red

forces broke down completely. The outcome of

the war reflected the military-professional superior-

ity of the White troops, who had a well-trained and

experienced commander in chief in the person of

Carl Gustav Mannerheim, a former tsarist general.

In addition, starting in 1915 numerous volunteers

had already obtained secret military training in

Germany and gained combat experience as mem-

bers of the Königlich-Preußisches Jägerbatallion

(Royal Prussian Riflemen Battalion) 27. This

Jäger movement, comprising close to two thou-

sand men overall, would become a cornerstone of

the Finnish army in subsequent decades.

In other respects too Germany contributed to

the victory of the Whites in the civil war. On 3

April 1918 the German Baltic Sea Division com-

manded by General Rüdiger von der Goltz landed

in Finland and managed to enter Helsinki ten days

later. With this event German influence in Finland

appeared to have reached its climax—much against

Mannerheim’s will. According to the wishes of the

Finnish parliament, the country’s army was to be

built up by German officers, and a Hessian prince,

the brother-in-law of the German kaiser, was to be

crowned king of Finland. However, by fall 1918

the collapse of Imperial Germany had already elimi-

nated the basis for any pro-German policy in

Finland. Instead, following new parliamentary elec-

tions in March 1919, passage of the constitution

(21 July 1919), and the election of a committed

republican (Kaarlo Juho Ståhlberg) as first presi-

dent, the new polity began consolidating into a

durable democratic republic.

The events of 1917–1918 represent one of the

great turning points of Finnish history and have

been subject to widely differing interpretations. It

is certain that the conflicts of that period repre-

sented the convergence of efforts toward national

sovereignty, the struggle for a reorganization of

society, and interventionist interests from abroad.

As a result the young republic incurred a difficult

legacy: the war had cost about 29,000 deaths over-

all, for the most part victims of terror and inhuman

internment conditions, and for at least two decades

Finnish society remained internally divided. It is all

the more remarkable that among the countless new

states arisen from the ‘‘disposable assets’’ left by

World War I, Finland was one of the few that

managed to retain its democratic form of govern-

ment throughout. One essential reason for this was

that during the constitutional struggles of the pre-

vious decades, the beginnings of a party system

had already formed, which now underwent rapid

consolidation. In addition to the already existing

Agrarian Party (Maalaisliitto) and the party of the

Swedish-speaking minority (Swedish People’s

Party), the National Progressive Party (Edistys),

which had grown out of the liberal movement of

Young Finns, was now emerging as the main party

in support of the republic; by contrast, the political

Right saw the hitherto mainly pro-monarchical

‘‘old Finns’’ join forces in the National Coalition

Party (Kokoomus). On the left, the outcome of the

war resulted in a split of the workers’ movement.

Whereas the Social Democratic Party (SDP) under

Väinö Tanner oriented itself programmatically

toward its West European sister parties and reas-

sumed the responsibility of government as early as

1926, the Communist Party of Finland, founded

in Moscow in 1918, was forced to work under-

ground; thousands of Finnish Communists who

emigrated to the Soviet Union subsequently fell

victim to the Stalinist purges.
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INTERWAR PERIOD

Despite political normalization and societal modern-
ization, Finland remained a ‘‘White’’ republic dur-
ing the interwar years. Ideological anticommunism
among large parts of the bourgeoisie, the rekindled
language controversy between the Finnish majority
and the Swedish minority, and the effects of the
world economic crisis felt in Finland by the late
1920s encouraged the development of extraparlia-
mentary and extreme right-wing protest movements.
Temporary influence was exerted above all by the
Lapua movement, the Academic Karelia Society
(AKS), and the Patriotic People’s Movement
(IKL), which also participated in the parliamentary
elections during the 1930s, albeit with moderate
success. That in the end none of these organiza-
tions succeeded in making a breakthrough as a
mass movement was primarily due to three reasons:
first, the deep-rootedness of democratic traditions
among the Finnish people; second, determined
government intervention against public attempts to
instigate turmoil (the Mäntsälä revolt in 1932); and
finally, the fact that, despite numerous linkages, the
antidemocratic Right among the country’s conserva-
tives and among the associated paramilitary Defense
Corps (Suojeluskunta) received only halfhearted
support.

Finland also faced major foreign policy prob-
lems. On the western frontier, relations with
Sweden initially suffered from the quarrel over pos-
session of the Åland Islands; in 1921 the League
of Nations decided that the islands would remain
with Finland but that the purely Swedish-speaking
population be granted far-reaching autonomy. The
situation in the east was more threatening. Though
on 14 October 1920 Finland had managed to
conclude the Peace Treaty of Tartu (Dorpat) with
the Soviet Union, the situation along the East
Karelian frontier remained uneasy. Under these
circumstances Helsinki initially worked toward a
defense alliance with other neighboring states of
the Soviet Union (Poland, Estonia, and Latvia).
After the failure of this so-called border states pol-
icy Finland decided on a nonalignment policy com-
bined with close affiliation with the League of
Nations. In the 1930s the foreign political situation
at first appeared to ease off. Following the nonag-
gression pact with the Soviet Union signed in
January 1932 there was intensified cooperation
with the Scandinavian countries along the lines of

a ‘‘Nordic neutrality.’’ By sheer lack of realistic
alternatives, Helsinki adhered to this policy even
though its fragility became increasingly apparent
as international tensions mounted in 1938.

WORLD WAR II

Whereas Finland was involved only indirectly in the
Great Power conflicts of World War I, it became
embroiled in World War II very early on and
repeatedly in the most ominous way. Under circum-
stances varying in each case, the country experienced
three wars in those years: in 1939–1940 the so-
called Winter War, waged with the Soviet Union
without any foreign assistance; in 1941–1944 the
Continuation War, once again waged with the
Soviet Union but now side by side with Germany;
and finally, the Lapland War against Germany,
beginning after the armistice with the Soviet
Union in the fall of 1944. Each of the three wars
had its own significance for Finland’s internal and
external development. In the Winter War, Finland
fell victim to the German-Soviet Nonaggression
Pact concluded in August 1939, whose secret
accompanying protocol had ceded the country to
the Soviet sphere of influence. During the negotia-
tions about redrawing borders and about military
bases, which the Soviet Union demanded shortly
afterward, Helsinki had proved intransigent—in
contrast to the Baltic republics—and as a result faced
military attack by the Soviets on 30 November. The
unexpected defensive successes of the greatly out-
numbered Finnish army excited worldwide admira-
tion; they failed, however, to spare Helsinki from
having to accept a peace treaty on 12 March 1940.
The agreement not only granted the Soviet Union a
naval base in southern Finland (Hanko) but also
afforded Moscow territorial gains in East Karelia
and, on the Karelian Isthmus, Viipuri (Vyborg).
Despite heavy losses (approximately 25,000 war
dead), in domestic politics the Winter War con-
tributed substantially to Finnish national unity
and to overcoming the trauma of the civil war.
In terms of foreign policy it strengthened the
general belief that lasting security vis-à-vis the
Soviet Union could only be achieved at the side
of a strong military ally.

This conviction led the Finnish government in
1941 to cooperate with Germany. Within the frame-
work of a ‘‘loose comradeship in arms’’ without
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further contractual commitments, the leaders in
Helsinki hoped to recapture the territories lost by
the Treaty of Moscow and move the country to a
strategically stronger position in relation to the
eastern neighbor. Great initial military successes
during the Continuation War beginning in late
June 1941 stirred up hopes among nationalist cir-
cles of a substantially expanded ‘‘Greater Finland.’’
However, following the British declaration of war
(5 December 1941) and the first German setbacks
in the winter of 1941, the Finnish government
adopted a policy of wait-and-see, and the military
campaign became defensive. By February 1943—
after the German defeat in Stalingrad and the
reverses in front of Leningrad—politicians in
Helsinki began looking for ways to get out of the
war. These efforts were made difficult by two cir-
cumstances: on the one hand by the heavy economic
and military dependence on Germany, which had
stationed an army of its own (20. Gebirgsarmee) in
northern Finland; and on the other by the fact that
neither the United States nor Great Britain was in a
position to guarantee Finnish independence in the
face of Soviet demands. Considering this situation,
in retrospect it appears as a particular success of
Finnish politics to have been able to withdraw from
the war on 2 September 1944 by means of an
armistice with the Soviet Union, without having to
undergo the experience of a German or Soviet occu-
pation. The Lapland War between German and
Finnish troops, resulting from the terms of the
armistice, represented a short though bloody end
to the ‘‘comradeship in arms’’ of previous years
and led to the large-scale devastation of northern
Finland by withdrawing German troops.

POSTWAR YEARS AND COLD WAR FOREIGN

POLICY

The Lapland War marked the final chapter of a
policy seeking to secure Finnish independence
through political dependence on Germany. It
cleared the way for a fundamental reorientation of
Finnish foreign and security policy, which now for
the first time relied consistently on reconciliation of
interests with Moscow to serve as reinsurance
for the country’s own sovereignty. This policy,
subsequently named the ‘‘Paasikivi-Kekkonen line’’
(for Juho Kusti Paasikivi and Urho Kekkonen, the
successive presidents who shaped it) was set down
contractually in the Paris Peace Treaty of 1947 and

above all in the Moscow Treaty of Friendship,

Cooperation and Mutual Assistance concluded in

1948. Finnish foreign policy, based on this agree-

ment from then on until the collapse of the Soviet

Union, was by no means undisputed in the West.

In fact, the pact of cooperation, in conjunction

with the limitations on Finnish armaments stipu-

lated in the peace treaty and a naval base in

Porkkala (near Helsinki) granted to the USSR

(returned to Finland in 1955), represented a con-

siderable strain on Finland’s claim to a policy of

neutrality. There is also no doubt that Finnish

postwar policies—both with respect to foreign pol-

icy and security issues and in terms of domestic and

economic questions—was geared toward making

far-reaching concessions to Soviet demands in

order to defuse potential conflicts with Moscow

before they arose. Not without good reason, com-

mentators sometimes spoke of a ‘‘Second Republic’’

to differentiate this political culture from that of

the prewar era. Nevertheless, the characterization

by some analysts of the Finnish-Soviet relationship

as, in John P. Vloyantes’s words, ‘‘silk-glove hege-

mony,’’ misses the crux of the matter insofar as

Finland was the only European neighbor of the

Soviet Union that managed to retain its sovereignty

as a parliamentary democracy. Moreover, despite a

number of serious crises (the ‘‘Night-Frost’’ crisis in

1958; the ‘‘Note’’ crisis in 1961), Finnish foreign

policy managed to play an increasingly independent

role in international affairs, as demonstrated by

diverse activities under the auspices of the United

Nations, participation in the Nordic Cooperation

organization (Nordic Council), and in relation to

the policy of détente (the Conference on Security

and Co-operation in Europe in 1975, which pro-

duced the broad-based international agreement

that came to be known as the Helsinki Accords).

With respect to domestic policy, the end of

World War II brought new challenges, particularly

in the initial postwar years. Monitored by a Soviet-

dominated Allied Control Commission, Finland’s

army (which had incurred losses of some ninety

thousand during the war years) had to be demobi-

lized completely in very short order, and the leading

politicians of the war years (except Mannerheim)

were tried in court. About 420,000 refugees from

the areas ceded to the Soviet Union—about 12

percent of the total Finnish territory, mainly
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Karelia and the Petsamo region—had to be resettled
and integrated into Finland. Reconstruction was
also hampered by reparations payable to the USSR
and the fact that, out of consideration for Moscow,
Finland abstained from participating in the Marshall
Plan. The resulting economic and social problems,
election successes of the Left, and the temporarily
dominant role of the Moscow-oriented Communist
Party (allowed again since 1944) caused many
observers to perceive the early postwar period as
‘‘years of danger,’’ during which the transformation
of the country into a Soviet-style ‘‘people’s democ-
racy’’ did not seem completely out of the question.
Nonetheless, several factors contributed to the
country’s economic recovery. As opposed to other
Soviet adversaries, Finland had withdrawn from the
war early on and remained unoccupied; there had
been few civilian casualties; and, with the exception
of Lapland, the material war damages had been
relatively small. Thus economic output recovered
to prewar levels as early as 1948.

ECONOMY AND SOCIETY SINCE 1970

In subsequent decades the Finnish economy and
society underwent the type of modernization pro-
cess experienced much earlier on by most central
and Western European countries. Between 1910
and 1970 the population of Finland grew from
3 million to 4.6 million (4 million in 1950); at the
same time, the share of the workforce employed in
agriculture and forestry declined from 80 percent to
20 percent (47 percent in 1950). The breakthrough
into a modern industrial and service economy was
accompanied by a rural exodus, urbanization, and
growing economic involvement abroad. The stan-
dard of living rose significantly (per capita gross
national product in 1975 was $5,100), even though
it continued to lag considerably behind the coun-
try’s major Nordic neighbors. Free-trade agree-
ments with the European Community, its key eco-
nomic partner, and with the European Free Trade
Association, which Finland joined later on, secured
Finland’s international competitiveness; at times, the
Soviet Union’s share in Finnish foreign trade
reached close to 20 percent.

The 1980s and 1990s brought Finland funda-
mental change both in domestic and foreign poli-
tics. The end of the ‘‘Kekkonen era’’ (Urho
Kekkonen held the office of president from 1956

to 1981) brought a loosening of the country’s
party political designations and cautious modifica-
tions of the domestic balance of power, which
culminated in the constitutional reform of 1999.
For Finland, the limitation of presidential jurisdic-

tion prescribed in this reform in favor of expanded
parliamentary and governmental prerogatives
marked the transition from a semi-presidential to
a full-fledged parliamentary system of government.

The breakup of the Soviet Union had an even more
important effect, substantially extending the scope
of Finnish politics. To be sure, the collapse of trade
to the east in the early 1990s initially led to an

escalation of the country’s economic recession,
but successful countermeasures laid the ground-
work for an economic boom unprecedented in
Finnish history.

Despite Finland’s continuing claim to neutral-

ity in the realm of security policy, the country’s
accession to the European Union in 1995 and to
the European Economic and Monetary Union in
1999 fundamentally changed the framework of
Finnish politics. With good reason, one may refer

to the beginning of a ‘‘Third Republic.’’ Thanks to
a society largely pacified politically and socially,
major investments in education and infrastructure,
and specific promotion of high-tech industries

(especially Nokia), Finland appears to be succeed-
ing better than most other European countries in
combining the prerequisites of international com-
petitiveness with the continuously high social stan-

dards of a Scandinavian-style welfare society. In
spite of some ongoing structural problems, mainly
due to its geographic location, Finland appears to
be as well prepared as any European country for the

new challenges of the twenty-first century.

See also Germany; Helsinki Accords; Sweden; World
War I; World War II.
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FISCHER, JOSCHKA (b. 1948), foreign
minister of the Federal Republic of Germany and
the leading figure in the environmentalist Green
Party.

Joschka Fischer was born in the small German
town of Gerabronn. His family were so-called
Danube Schwabs (ethnic Germans expelled from
Hungary following the end of the Second World
War) and were grounded in the solidly middle-class
German ‘‘burgher’’ tradition. The odd combina-
tion of bourgeois respectability and the trauma of
expulsion shaped Fischer’s political worldview,
which over his lifetime has encompassed the perso-
nae of extreme left-wing firebrand and the paragon
of the internationally respected statesman that he
later became. Depending on their political views,
observers have interpreted Fischer’s ability to
embrace both roles without disowning either as
evidence of supreme political acumen or a lack of
real political moorings.

Fischer’s first foray into active politics took
place in the late 1960s and early 1970s as part of
the turbulent student’s movement and ‘‘Extra-
Parliamentary Opposition.’’ Although not a student
himself, Fischer immersed himself in the student-led
hard-left milieu in the city of Frankfurt and was
highly active in the anarcho-Marxist ‘‘Revolutionary
Struggle’’ group—better known as the ‘‘Spontis.’’
While they rejected the urban guerrilla strategies of
groups such as the Red Army Faction (RAF), many
Spontis did indulge in street violence. Fischer was a
leading member of the Spontis’ fighting force the
‘‘Proletarian Union for Terror and Destruction’’
(PUTZ), which was a fixture of political demonstra-
tions in Frankfurt during this period. Ultimately

some PUTZ members did drift toward the terrorist
strategy espoused by the RAF and others.

Fischer’s street-fighting past almost dealt a fatal
blow to his career in 2001, when two separate
issues became the center of public debate. The first
was the trial of the former PUTZ member Hans-
Joachim Klein for his part in an armed attack on an
OPEC conference in Vienna in 1975. Klein had
been on the run in France before being captured
in 2000, and although a quarter of a century had
passed in the meantime, his trial reopened the
national debate about the violence of the 1970s.
For Fischer this debate was made very personal
because he was ordered to give evidence at the trial.
At the same time, a second scandal erupted over
photos of Fischer and his PUTZ colleagues beating
up a police officer during a demonstration in
Frankfurt in 1973. Characteristically Fischer sur-
vived what for many lesser politicians would have
been a mortal blow to their careers. Nevertheless,
the scandals demonstrated how much political ter-
rain Fischer had traveled in the years since 1973.

By 2001 Fischer had become foreign minister
of Germany and the second most powerful mem-
ber of the ruling ‘‘Red-Green’’ coalition between
the Social Democratic Party (SPD) and the Green
Party. The coalition had assumed power nationally
in 1998, following years of political cooperation
between the two parties at the state level in
Germany from the early 1980s onward. It was
during this period of state-level cooperation that
Fischer had made his political mark. He served two
terms as environment minister in the state of
Hessen, from 1985 to 1987 and again from 1991
to 1994, and gained a reputation as a highly effec-
tive minister who was capable of securing the strin-
gent application of existing environmental laws.
At the same time, he was able to gain an ascen-
dancy within the Green Party.

The Greens had emerged from the antinuclear
and ‘‘citizens’ initiative’’ groups of the late 1970s
and entered the German Bundestag for the first
time in 1983. In the early 1980s the Greens were
very much the ‘‘anti-party party’’ described by the
late Petra Kelly, but by the mid-1990s Fischer and
his moderate colleagues within the party had trans-
formed it into a center-left environmentalist party
that was fit for national government. During this
process previously nonnegotiable ideological
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shibboleths such as pacifism, anti-Americanism,
and withdrawal from NATO were either removed
or deemphasized within the party’s ideological pro-
file. Thus, by the end of the 1990s, the Greens had
changed to such an extent that they were able to
accept the need for armed intervention in Bosnia
and, after coming to power, even actively consent in
the 1999 NATO campaign in Kosovo and the 2001
U.S.-led campaign in Afghanistan. Nevertheless, the
party (along with the SPD and a majority of the
German population) was deeply hostile to U.S.-led
plans to invade Iraq and opposed the 2003 Iraq
campaign.

During the second term of the SPD-Green
government (2002–2005) Fischer had begun to
show some impatience with the Greens and even
his role in the government. At the same time,
critics within his party also displayed an increased
readiness to question Fischer’s political motivations
and to demonstrate irritation with the manner in
which he appeared to dominate the party. There
was some speculation that he might move on to a
more ‘‘dignified’’ role within the European Union
or the United Nations—as befitting his established
role as international statesman. Following the defeat
of the SPD-Green government in the 2005 federal
elections, Fisher left his post as foreign minister and
adopted a much lower profile within the Green
Party.

See also Environmentalism; Germany; Greens.
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CHARLES LEES

n

FIUME. At the end of World War I, the city of
Fiume (Croatian Rijeka) became a major source of
international tension, and events there in 1919 and
1920 marked an important moment in the emer-
gence of Italian fascism. Fiume, a major seaport
and industrial center in western Croatia, had a
population of 50,000 in 1919, of whom Italians
formed a plurality, followed by Croatians and
Hungarians. In 1915 Italy had entered the war in
exchange for concessions specified in the secret
Treaty of London (1915). As a victorious power,
Italy expected as a matter of right to expand at the
expense of the now-dismembered Habsburg
Empire. Italians assumed that military victory
would result in the annexation of Fiume and north-
ern Dalmatia, allowing Italy to dominate the
Adriatic. At the peace conference, however, the
Great Powers regarded Italian contributions to vic-
tory as undeserving of significant recognition.
Furthermore, U.S. president Woodrow Wilson
viewed the secret treaty as invalid and at odds with
the democratic principles of his new diplomacy.

On the Italian political right, the failure to gain
Fiume was symbolic of the illegitimacy of the
Liberal regime. Despite the years of slaughter in
the trenches and of hardship behind the lines, Italy
emerged with ‘‘empty hands’’ and a ‘‘mutilated
victory.’’ The bitter disappointment of nationalists
and patriotic veterans focused on Fiume. Here was
a predominantly Italian city just beyond the border
that had been paid for in copious Italian blood.
Furthermore, its assignment to newly created
Yugoslavia rather than Italy seemed hypocritical in
view of Wilson’s principle of self-determination.
The majority of Fiume’s inhabitants were Italian,
and the local government had declared its desire for
the city to be annexed to Italy.

In this inflamed context, the poet and ardent
expansionist Gabriele D’Annunzio (1863–1938)
took the decisive initiative. Placing himself at the
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head of a volunteer army of patriots and war veter-
ans, D’Annunzio marched on Fiume, entering the
city on the morning of 12 September 1919. Unable
to dictate events through military force, D’Annunzio
and his band of 2,500 ‘‘Legionnaires’’ succeeded
because no attempt was made to stop them. Disloyal
troops sympathetic to the poet were hopeful both of
staking Italian claims to Dalmatia and of overthrowing
Liberal prime minister Francesco Saverio Nitti. They
did not, therefore, obey orders to arrest the
Legionnaires. Instead the army allowed D’Annunzio
to seize the town unopposed. In the heady early days
of the adventure it was thought that Fiume might be
the prelude to a second march on Rome itself to
overthrow the state.

In the occupied city, D’Annunzio established a
charismatic personal dictatorship that established
much of the rhetoric, tactics, and choreography
that Benito Mussolini adopted on a much larger
stage when he marched on Rome in 1922 and
inaugurated Fascist rule. At Fiume, D’Annunzio
pioneered a demagogic mass populism. Speaking
to crowds of Italians, D’Annunzio promised to
redeem Italian national greatness. He also called
for new wars, initiated a cult of youth, and adopted
fire as the symbol of the newly proclaimed City of
the Holocaust that would set a decadent nation
alight in a blaze of purification. At the same time
he exploited the ethnic tensions of the largely mid-
dle-class Italian majority against the working-class
minorities of Croatians and Hungarians. Gathering
full power into his hands, the ‘‘Commander’’
imposed his new order from on high and sacralized
his rule as that of a secular messiah.

At the same time that Fiume marked a local
triumph for the subversive political Right against

the Liberal state, D’Annunzio borrowed ‘‘revolu-
tionary’’ symbols from the political arsenal of the
Left, briefly giving his movement unprecedented
élan. From the French Revolution he appropriated
the idea of a new calendar, with his march into

Fiume as the beginning of the Year I. He appointed
the former revolutionary syndicalist Alceste De
Ambris to the task of producing a dazzling new
constitution for the city. Drafted but never imple-
mented, the constitution, the Carta del Carnaro,

promised direct democracy, a republic with equal
rights for women, universal suffrage, and corporate
institutions to regulate production.

D’Annunzio’s rule increasingly invoked the
rhetoric of the Left as he struggled to maintain
the ardor of his followers while difficulties
mounted. Unwilling to test the loyalty of the army
in a direct assault on D’Annunzio’s outpost, the

Liberal leadership decided to blockade the rebel
city. As enthusiasm for D’Annunzio waned, the
poet devised no practical strategy for survival. As
the months passed, supplies of food and fuel ran
low; the economy collapsed; citizens deserted the

cause and departed; divisions deepened among the
leaders; and strikes and demonstrations erupted. By
late 1920 Giovanni Giolitti, who succeeded Nitti as
prime minister, felt that the balance of power had
shifted. In December he ordered the fleet to bom-

bard Fiume and evict the Legionnaires.

See also D’Annunzio, Gabriele; Italy.
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FRANK M. SNOWDEN

n

FIVE-YEAR PLAN. Administrative plans
were one of the instruments by which the leaders
of the Soviet Union sought to impose their prefer-
ences on the economy. The Five-Year Plans for
national economic development were the best
known of these, but this reflects their important
ceremonial functions; other plans and decisions
were often more significant from a practical point
of view.

In all, there were thirteen Soviet Five-Year
Plans. The first ran from the autumn of 1928 to
1933; at that time the accounting year began in
October with the end of the harvest. The third plan
(1938–1942) was interrupted in mid-1941 by
World War II. Five-year planning began again with
the fourth (1946–1950). The sixth (1956–1960)
was abandoned and replaced by a Seven-Year Plan
(1959–1965). After that, everything went in step
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until the unlucky thirteenth plan (1991–1995),
barely adopted when the Soviet Union collapsed
at the end of 1991.

Five-year planning was not limited to the
Soviet economy. The socialist economies of
Eastern Europe copied it after World War II.
Joseph Stalin’s Five-Year Plans also provided sym-
bolic inspiration for Adolf Hitler’s two ‘‘four-year
plans’’ (1933–1940) for Germany’s self-sufficiency
and war preparations, but there was little or no
similarity in underlying respects.

THE FIRST FIVE-YEAR PLAN

The first ‘‘five-year plan of development of the
national economy of the USSR’’ was adopted in
April 1929, although it nominally covered the pe-
riod from October 1928 to September 1933.
It called for the country’s real national income to
double in five years and investment to treble, while
consumption per head was to rise by two-thirds.
There were ambitious targets to increase the pro-
duction of industrial and agricultural commodities.
The purpose of the plan was not just to expand the
economy but to ‘‘build socialism’’; associated with
it was a vast program of new large-scale capital
projects that would embody the new society in
steel and cement. Indeed a five-year period was
chosen partly in the belief that it would allow time
to complete these major projects; another motiva-
tion was to permit the smoothing of harvest
fluctuations.

The character of the First Five-Year Plan
reflects complex underlying political and institu-
tional changes of the time. In the 1920s leading
Soviet political and economic officials disputed the
nature of economic planning. Some believed that
the task of administrative plans was essentially to
replicate a market equilibrium without the mistakes
to which they believed the market mechanism was
prone; hence, a planned economy could balance
public and private wants more efficiently, eliminate
unemployment, and smooth out cyclical fluctua-
tions. More radical figures regarded planning as
an instrument for mobilizing resources into gov-
ernment priorities, breaking with the limitations of
a market economy, and transforming the economic
and political system as rapidly as possible. The
radicals’ victory was completed at the end of the
1920s by Stalin’s left turn in favor of forced

industrialization and the collectivization of peasant
agriculture.

It took several years for Gosplan, the USSR’s
state planning commission, to prepare the First
Five-Year Plan; the growing power of the radicals
was expressed in increasingly ambitious targets that
were set out in successive drafts. The optimism
continued to grow even after the plan had been
adopted, and this resulted in further upward revi-
sions to particular targets in the course of 1930.
The single most ambitious change was the decision
to ‘‘fulfill the First Five-Year Plan in four years.’’
Halfway through its implementation, the Soviet
authorities decided to symbolize the country’s
transition to an industrial basis by replacing the
old, harvest-oriented ‘‘economic year’’ with calen-
dar-year accounts. To accommodate this transition
a ‘‘special quarter’’ of extra effort was announced
for the last three months of 1930. After that, the
targets for 1931/32 and 1932/33 were brought
forward to 1931 and 1932, respectively.

Judged by its targets, the First Five-Year Plan
must be counted a ridiculous failure. The value of
national income in 1932 was nearly twice that of
1928, but unacknowledged price increases and
other statistical biases accounted for most of the
increase. Many of the big projects that had been
started remained unfinished. Instead of rising by
two-thirds, consumption collapsed; by the end of
1932 the country was in the grip of a catastrophic
famine. One reason for the famine was that the
efforts to industrialize as rapidly as possible had
stripped the countryside of food.

On other criteria, however, the same plan was a
great success. Real investment had doubled and,
under the Second Five-Year Plan (1933–1937),
the unfinished projects would be completed and
pay off. Although many specific targets were not
met, industry’s results for 1932 still showed
remarkable progress over the starting point. Rapid
industrialization was under way; it was the tempor-
ary collapse of agriculture that was to blame for the
disappointing growth of national income and the
severe decline in living standards.

Resources were now directed by administrative
decrees, not markets and prices. Just as impor-
tantly, the critics of planning as all-out economic
mobilization had been silenced. As much as
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anything Stalin used the First Five-Year Plan as a
political instrument to flush out moderate opinion,
expose critics, taint them with guilt by association
with the political opposition to Stalin, and subject
them to censorship, dismissal, and arrest. The
underfulfillment of detailed targets was important
only to the extent that it gave him a weapon with
which to beat the oppositionists and fainthearts
alike.

FIVE-YEAR PLANS IN CONTEXT

In the mid-1930s the Soviet economy overcame
the crisis and settled down to a more ‘‘normal’’
style of economic planning. The Second and
Third Five-Year Plans were enacted, and by the
end of the decade leading officials were thinking
in terms of plans with an even longer fifteen- or
twenty-year horizon. But these ‘‘perspective’’ plans
did not have much practical significance for

management of the economy; Eugène Zaleski later
described them as no more than ‘‘visions of
growth’’ (1971, p. 291). The plans through which
the authorities exerted ‘‘operational’’ control over
resources were for shorter periods: yearly, quar-
terly, and monthly.

How did the operational plans work? In theory
there was a process of breaking the perspective
plans down into shorter time periods and distribut-
ing them across production ministries so that the
annual and quarterly branch plans were nested
arithmetically within the perspective plans for the
economy as a whole. In practice, however, opera-
tional plans tended to creep away from perspective
targets as the economy evolved. Investigations in
the Soviet archives of the 1930s have also shown
that, even at the ‘‘operational’’ level, the planners’
control over day-to-day transactions was much less
than might be expected. Gosplan projected supply
and demand for a few broad commodity groups in
the aggregate, but left it to the ministries in charge
of each industry to plan the detailed assortment
and distribution of commodities and to link up
particular producer and user factories. When there
were tens, then hundreds of thousands, and
eventually millions of commodities, and tens of
thousands of producers, these tasks could not be
centralized. Planning was also much less ‘‘physical’’
than the stereotype; planners set targets for the
value of industry output using plan prices that were
supposedly fixed, but in fact the factories them-
selves exerted considerable influence over the
prices, and could push them up under certain con-
ditions to make the plan easier to fulfill. Finally, the
plans themselves were relatively fluid; they were
subject to continual revision, and secondary targets
were often agreed upon during or after the event,
when results were predictable or already known.
Most detailed plans existed only in draft form and
were never finalized.

It is not surprising, therefore, to find that the
Soviet record of fulfillment of five-year and other
plans tended to improve over time. There were
three reasons for this. First, planners adjusted their
expectations to results, and became less likely to set
targets that were beyond the capacity or desire
of the producers to fulfill them. Second, plans
remained negotiable, and producers could often
bargain inconveniently demanding targets

A Soviet poster promoting the Five-Year Plan, 1928,

shows a wealthy businessman in tears because of

the plan’s success. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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downward during the plan period. Third, produ-
cers could also fulfill plans for output by manipu-
lating prices upward, and ‘‘hidden’’ inflation
became a persistent phenomenon.

Administrative plans never covered the whole
Soviet economy. The labor market was planned, if
at all, only on the demand side. For much of the
Stalin period the supply of labor was fairly harshly
regimented, but these controls had nothing to do
with economic planning, even in the loose sense
described here. Food supplies were partly planned
and partly left to a legal unregulated market in
which collective farmers sold their sideline private
produce directly to households. Many goods and
services were diverted out of the planned economy
and retraded in illegal markets.

The planning system on its own does not fully
explain the success of the Soviet state in allocating
resources to investment and defense. This is
reflected in the fact that, as is now known, Stalin
and his immediate colleagues paid relatively little
attention to five-year or annual plan figures other
than for grain. They gave much closer considera-
tion to the billions of rubles allocated to invest-
ment and defense through the state budget. Plan
targets for output helped to ensure that output
would be produced and resources would be avail-
able for use in the aggregate, but did not determine
how these products would be used or by whom.
Given this, the cash made available to military pro-
curement departments and construction organiza-
tions through the budget was critically important
in fixing the pattern of final uses. In short, money
was more important in the Soviet economy than
has sometimes been recognized, and in this sense
the role of plans was more to influence the context
than to decide outcomes.

THE FAILURE OF SOVIET-TYPE PLANNING

A fundamental problem of planning was the
volume of detailed information that it required
the planners to acquire and use. To plan the econ-
omy efficiently in theory required planners to have
accurate knowledge of the specific needs and
resources of every firm and household. In decen-
tralized market economies this information does
not have to be transmitted or shared directly
because it is carried by price signals. In the com-
mand system, in contrast, the authorities aimed to

direct resources in a comprehensive way despite
very limited information and an even more limited
capacity to process it.

As a result the planners evolved rules of thumb
to take the place of the information they lacked.
One such was to plan ‘‘from the achieved level.’’
This rule solved the following problem: planners
had to set targets for output, not knowing what
industry was really capable of producing. In fact,
producers took care to conceal their true resources
from the planners in the hope that they would be
given an ‘‘easy’’ plan. In turn, the planners knew
that every factory was probably capable of more
than it would admit, but they did not know by
how much more. The standard solution was to set
the next target on the basis of the most recent
results, that is, the ‘‘achieved level,’’ plus an incre-
ment. The benefit of this rule was that it resulted in
plans that were likely to be feasible while also
‘‘stretching’’ the producers a little. But there were
also drawbacks. One was that the rule tended to
make plans conservative; planning ‘‘from the
achieved level’’ inhibited structural change, espe-
cially the downsizing of industries that should have
been allowed to decline. Another was that the same
rule gave the producers an instrument to manage
planners’ expectations; by keeping down the
‘‘achieved level’’ today, they could ensure a still
easier plan tomorrow.

In the 1960s and 1970s the Soviet Union, like
other socialist economies, experimented with plan-
ning reforms. These reforms typically aimed to
motivate producers to tell the truth about their
capabilities and to cut costs by working harder
without being watched all the time. In practice
the experience of reform was almost entirely fruit-
less. To get incentives right the planners needed to
set prices for outputs and inputs that reflected their
social value, but this depended on information that
producers controlled. But the producers did not
trust planners with this information because it
could also be used to make them work harder.
Therefore, producers continued to work at con-
cealing the truth from the planners rather than at
being more efficient. In turn the planners had to
continue to watch and control them with plans.

In the end the failure of this type of planning is
symbolized by the declining growth rates of the
Soviet-type economies. The lag of productivity
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and living standards behind Western Europe and
the United States, which closed somewhat in the
1950s and 1960s, widened steadily thereafter.
While the immediate causes of the collapse of soci-
alism in Europe at the end of the 1980s are deba-
table, it seems beyond doubt that Soviet planning
failed to adapt to changing tastes and technologies
at the end of the twentieth century.

See also Collectivization; Industrial Capitalism; New
Economic Policy (NEP); Soviet Union;
Stakhanovites; Stalin, Joseph.
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MARK HARRISON

n

FLEMISH BLOC. The Vlaams Blok, or
Flemish Bloc, a Flemish political party of the

extreme Right, was founded in 1979, as the result

of a fusion between two dissident factions that had

broken away from the then dominant Flemish

nationalist party, the Volksunie (People’s Union).

It represented the hard-liners within that party,

who cultivated the heritage of the radical national-

ism of the interwar and World War II period and

who often belonged to a subculture in which the

collaboration with the Nazis was justified as an act

of Flemish idealism. They were frustrated by the

‘‘progressive’’ course followed by the Volksunie

leaders and by their willingness to participate in

negotiations with the other parties about the fed-

eralization of Belgian institutions. The final aim of

these radical nationalists was not federalization but

the independence of Flanders (with Brussels as

capital).

During the first years of its existence, when the

party was unequivocally led by its founder Karel

Dillen, this secessionist claim formed the core of

its program. From the interwar Flemish national-

ism, however, the Vlaams Blok had inherited not

only secessionist ideals but also authoritarian party

structures (without an explicit rejection of parlia-

mentary democracy) and an ethnocentric national-

ism with xenophobic overtones (but without any

overt anti-Semitism). During the second half of the

1980s, this latter element started to overshadow

the original Flemish nationalism, making of the

Vlaams Blok a primarily anti-immigrant party. The

driving force behind this evolution was the young

and popular Antwerp politician Filip Dewinter.

The shift toward this anti-immigrant program

allowed not only for the recruitment of new party

officials but also for a considerable extension of the

electorate. The real breakthrough for the Vlaams

Blok occurred with the parliamentary elections of

24 November 1991, when the party trebled its

1987 share of the vote, thus covering more than

10 percent of the Flemish electorate. Ever since,

the party’s electoral results have shown further pro-

gress. During the 2004 elections for the Flemish

parliament, it obtained more than 24 percent of the

vote, thus becoming Flanders’s largest single party.

In its main stronghold, Antwerp, it reached a mon-

ster score of more than 34 percent, outdoing its

own result in the 2000 local elections in that town

by 1 percent.
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This overwhelming success was mainly due to

the party’s ability to adapt a long-lasting tradition

of right-wing Flemish nationalism to current con-

cerns about politics and society. Only a minority of

the Vlaams Blok’s electorate seems to be inspired

by Flemish nationalist concerns. It consists largely

of young people from socially disadvantaged back-

grounds, with a relatively low degree of education

and only weak ties to civil society. The Flemish

nationalist background of the party, however, does

provide an organizational and ideological frame-

work within which this group’s feelings of political

alienation and welfare chauvinism can gain political

momentum. The often mentioned tension within

the party between the neoconservative Flamingantism

represented by Gerolf Annemans and the anti-immi-

grant populism represented by Dewinter appears

therefore as a matter of style and strategy rather than

ideology. Karel Dillen judiciously averted the threat-

ening potential of this tension in 1996 by appointing

as his successor to the party’s presidency the inter-

mediate figure Frank Van Hecke.

If all these factors have made the Vlaams Blok

the strongest extreme-right party of Western

Europe, it has so far been deprived of political

power, in spite of its (since 1994) often expressed

willingness to accept governmental responsibilities.

This exclusion from power is due to the so-called

cordon sanitaire, an agreement (1989, renewed in

1994) between all the other Flemish political par-

ties represented in parliament not to engage in any

coalition or political initiative with the Vlaams

Blok. Because of this agreement, the party has not

yet been compelled to make the potentially disrupt-

ing choice between maintaining ideological purity

or transforming into a broad right-wing party par-

ticipating in the games of party politics.

A judicial sentence in April 2004 (confirmed by

the Court of Cassation in November of that year)

that condemned some of the party’s affiliated orga-

nizations for their transgressions of the law on

racism ended the official existence of the party. As

early as 14 November 2004, however, a new party

was founded under the name Vlaams Belang

(Flemish Interest). Although this ‘‘new’’ party

shuns an overtly racist discourse, the structures

and the party summit are inherited from the

Vlaams Blok. Because of this evident continuity,

the other political parties have decided not to aban-
don the cordon sanitaire.

See also Belgium; Flemish National League.
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n

FLEMISH NATIONAL LEAGUE. The
Vlaams Nationaal Verbond was a Flemish national-
ist political party of the extreme Right from 1933 to
1945. Flemish nationalism arose during World War
I as a reaction against the absence of a language
rights settlement for Dutch-speaking Flemings in
the Belgian state, which was dominated by
Francophones. Despite the fact that some postwar
language laws met several of the Flemish demands,
Flemish nationalism developed a strong anti-
Belgian streak. The rejection of the Belgian state
went hand in hand with a growing aversion to
democracy. The Flemish National League was the
most important emanation of this development.

The party was founded in 1933 when Staf De
Clercq, a prominent Flemish nationalist politician,
united a number of anti-Belgian, Flemish
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nationalist organizations into one party. The new

party’s program was inspired by the German Nazi

party and other European nationalist movements

of the extreme Right. The FNL had a pan-national

goal: it wanted to annex Flanders to the

Netherlands because all speakers of Dutch were

considered to form one ‘‘Diets’’ people. This

remained a merely theoretical point because inter-

est was lacking in the Netherlands, even in Anton

Mussert’s National Socialist Movement (Nationaal

Socialistische Beweging; NSB), which was theore-

tically in favor of ‘‘Dietsland.’’ The FNL saw itself

as the revolutionary vanguard of the ‘‘Diets’’

Flemish and as not bound by the laws of the

Belgian state, which was depicted as an unnatural

and unnational construction to be destroyed. In

reality the FNL stayed within the bounds of

Belgian lawfulness, and it tried to gain power by

participating in elections. The party was succesful.

In the last prewar elections in 1939 it rallied 15

percent of the Flemish votes (8 percent of the

Belgian electorate). On the local level, the party

had formed coalitions with branches of the

Catholic Party, on the basis of a pro-Flemish and

right-wing program.

The socialists, liberals, and the Christian labor

movement fought the FNL as a fascist and pro-

German party. For good reason. Staf De Clercq

and other FNL leaders had secret contacts with

the Abwehr, the German military secret service.

They offered their services to the German army in

case of war. Concrete arrangements were never

made, but a few days after the German invasion

De Clercq contacted the Abwehr. On 4 June he

offered the German occupation administration his

party’s cooperation. De Clercq wanted to realize

the FNL program with the occupier’s help, obtain-

ing total power, founding Dietsland, and destroy-

ing the Belgian state. This last wish was never

granted as Berlin did not want a new state on its

western border. Yet the FNL became the privileged

partner of the occupation administration because

Hitler wanted to favor the ‘‘Germanic’’ Flemings as

opposed to the ‘‘Latin’’ Walloon. With German

help the country’s administration was massively

infiltrated by FNL members, though the occupa-

tion administration kept the Belgian state structure

formally intact because Hitler did not want to make

a definitive decision about Belgium’s political

future. The FNL remained outside important cen-
ters of power such as the Belgian judiciary, the
economic centers of decision, and the Catholic
Church. In return for its rather limited acquisition
of power, the FNL had to engage itself completely
in the German war effort, many of its members
joining the Waffen-SS on the eastern front.

From very early on, the FNL rank and file
questioned the political guarantees that were
offered for their efforts. Talking about Dietsland
was prohibited, and the Belgian state remained
intact. They also saw how the Walloon-Belgian
collaborationist Léon Degrelle and his Rexist
movement gained influence. At the same time,
the SS leaders in Berlin and Flanders started build-
ing a Greater German movement against the FNL.
The German-Flemish Labor Community became
an important pawn in the imperialist agenda of
the Nazi leadership. When Hitler decided to annex
Flanders as Reichsgau to Germany on 12 July
1944, the FNL was ousted from power. At that
moment thousands of FNL members were enlisted
in German military or paramilitary organizations or
were engaged in the administration of the country.
The FNL leaders could not offer them any way out.
This partly explains why the party kept collaborat-
ing until the very end.

After the war the FNL was outlawed by the
Belgian authorities as a collaborationist organiza-
tion. FNL members in high administrative posi-
tions and in German military service were severely
punished. Many ordinary members lost their civil
rights. After some years a generous mercy policy set
most punished FNL members free and gave them
back their political rights. Some became politically
active in postwar Flemish nationalist political par-
ties that followed a democratic path to gain politi-
cal autonomy for Flanders. However, ideologies of
the extreme Right survived latently and resurfaced
in 1979, when the Flemish Bloc (Vlaams Blok) was
founded as a Flemish nationalist party with an
explicitly xenophobic program.

See also Belgium; Flemish Bloc.
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FOOTBALL (SOCCER). Football (soccer)
emerged as the great popular sport in Europe dur-
ing the second half of the nineteenth century. With
its roots in the industrial towns of England and
Scotland, football was originally the game of the
industrial working classes. In the late twentieth
century it was transformed by television and spon-
sorship revenue and is now the largest sport in the
world. The world governing body of football, the
Fédération Internationale de Football Association
(FIFA), estimates that between 2003 and 2006 it
will generate 1.64 billion dollars in revenue, of
which 144 million dollars will be profit.

By the time of World War I many of the
European nations had national football associations
that were responsible for organizing league and
cup tournaments and selecting the national squad
for international matches. The English Football
Association was the first to be formed, in 1863,
followed by similar national governing bodies in
Switzerland and Belgium (1895), Italy (1898),
Germany (1900), Hungary (1901), and Finland
(1907). The first international match was played
between English and Scottish teams in 1872, and
such contests became popular rapidly. Some
leagues, such as the Boldspil league in Denmark
(the second-oldest in the world), predated the for-
mation of a formal national association. The French
Federation of Football was not formed until 1919,
although teams had been in existence since 1872
(Le Havre), and France played its first international
match (against Belgium) in 1904. Despite the
strong amateur ethic that dominated many British
and empire sports, such as cricket and rugby, foot-
ball moved swiftly toward professionalization, and
by the time of World War I the majority of elite
players were paid for their services.

The international spread and organization of
football was underpinned in 1904 by the establish-
ment of FIFA in Paris. The founding members
were Belgium, Denmark, France, the Netherlands,
Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland. Despite being the
most powerful force in football at the time, the
English decided not to participate and did not sign
up until 1906. FIFA’s original statutes effectively
made those countries the owners of world football.
They would decide who could join, set the rules of
the game, and organize international matches. The

European domination of FIFA would take decades
to be broken down.

INTERNATIONAL COMPETITION

In 1919, in the wake of World War I, FIFA had to
work hard to revive the game. European divisions
meant that the British associations, for example,
were reluctant to assist in reviving FIFA alongside
the national representatives of their former ene-
mies. FIFA’s first major postwar step was the orga-
nization of the football tournament at the 1924
Olympics. Entry was restricted to amateur players,
and the final was played out between Switzerland
and Uruguay, who won. The victory of the South
Americans demonstrated not only how the game
had spread beyond its European origins but also
how the balance of power in the world game was
also being transformed.

In 1928, in a decision that would formalize
international football competitions in a global set-
ting, FIFA decided to work toward the establish-
ment of a world championship. The first World
Cup finals were held in Uruguay in 1930, but
because of the Depression only four European
countries took part. The idea of the World Cup as
an attractive event to host, and to win, really took
hold in the European context in 1934 and 1938,
when the finals were held in Italy and France,
respectively. The Italian tournament, which was
used, in part, to promote the achievements of
Benito Mussolini’s Fascist regime, demonstrated
the political possibilities and positive publicity that
could be accrued by staging a major sporting event.
Signaling the advances in technology and the
power of football to appeal to an audience beyond
the stadium, the 1934 finals were the first to be
broadcast live on radio.

FIFA, and thus world football, has been pre-
dominantly controlled by a European leadership.
Its first key president was the Frenchman Jules
Rimet, who was succeeded by a Belgian,
Rodolphe William Seeldrayers, and then two
Englishmen, Arthur Drewry and Stanley Rous.
From 1974 to 1998 the presidency moved for the
first time to a non-European, João Havelange from
Brazil. He was succeeded by another European,
Joseph Blatter from Switzerland.

Although Rimet, Seeldrayers, Drewry, and
Rous were prone to championing the cause of
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European nations above others, they were instru-
mental in restoring the game to its preeminent
position as the world’s number one sport. Rous in
particular played a key role in allowing television
cameras into international matches and ensuring
that the World Cup became a television spectacu-
lar. Also, because of the relative weakness of the
United States and South Africa in football terms,
FIFA did not get embroiled in the politics of the
Cold War and the apartheid issue in the same way
that the Olympic Games did. As qualification for
the World Cup finals was based on a series of
continental groupings, European teams always
competed in relative harmony, and the finals them-
selves were not overly plagued by political and
ideological concerns. Politically charged incidents
did occur, however. In May 1938 the English team
played Germany in Berlin and its members were
roundly criticized for giving the Nazi salute so as
not to offend their hosts. In 1966 the qualification
of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
caused the British hosts difficulties as they did not
recognize that state. Playing under the name of
North Korea, the team performed well as under-
dogs and the political dimension was forgotten.

Under the Brazilian Havelange, FIFA was
transformed into a truly global entity, and the
European dominance of the organization was
reduced. Under Havelange the organization also
secured major sponsorship and television deals that
transformed its finances. He oversaw the increase in
the number of teams at the World Cup finals,
increased the organization’s involvement in youth
and women’s football, and cleared the way for the
entry of Israel into the world of football. Blatter has
continued to work with a global focus, and while
Europe remains centrally important to FIFA, the
rise of South Asian and African teams and their
ability to effectively host major championships have
reduced its power at the heart of the organization
of world football. Whereas the European nations
hosted five of the eight World Cup finals from 1930
to 1966, and won four of them, the Continent has
only been the location for four of the nine finals
since then, and its teams have won only four.

EUROPEAN COMPETITION

Given the global focus of FIFA, a specifically
European football organization emerged in 1954.

The Union of European Football Associations

(UEFA) was formed in Switzerland after discus-

sions between the French, Italian, and Belgian

associations. Initially twenty-five associations

joined UEFA. By 2004, with the collapse of the

Soviet Union and the plethora of new nations that

came into existence, the membership of UEFA had

grown to fifty-two associations.

UEFA functions as the administrative body

that controls European football. It organizes com-

petitions for both club-level and international

teams. In the 1955–1956 season it began the

European Champion Clubs Cup, which quickly

established itself as the leading club competition

in the world. European football benefited from

having a large number of high quality and compe-

titive national leagues, including those in England,

Italy, Spain, France, and Germany. These clubs

were able to attract the best players from around

World Cup finals in Paris, 1938. Giuseppe Meazza of Italy

(left) and Gyorgi Sarosi of Hungary shake hands before the

match. The Italian team won with a score of 4–2. ªHULTON-

DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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the world, and the transfer of stars accelerated
rapidly during the 1960s. These major football
nations dominated European competition, and
clubs such as Real Madrid, Liverpool, Ajax,
Bayern Munich, and Milan became synonymous
with winning the trophy.

In the 1992–1993 season the competition was
reorganized to take advantage of the growing com-
mercial opportunities that were available to UEFA.
Rather than being a knockout tournament, the
competition was expanded so that it became an
almost weekly league competition that allowed for
additional television coverage and sponsorship
opportunities. In the 2001–2002 season the mar-
keting income of the league was estimated at 667
million dollars. Of the total revenue, 75 percent
went to those clubs that had taken part and the
remainder to UEFA. The popularity of the compe-
tition is obvious. In the 2002–2003 season the
cumulative viewing figures worldwide totalled four
billion people (some 17,200 hours of live football
across the globe), and television companies paid an
estimated 500 million dollars for the rights to cover
the games.

Given the strength and appeal of European
football, UEFA also began an international tourna-
ment for its member associations. Played every four
years, the European Football Championship is
structured around a two-year qualification process,
culminating in a finals tournament. The first finals
were played in 1960, when the Soviet Union beat
Yugoslavia. The tournament has been staged with-
out a break ever since and has been won most often
by the Germans (three times) and the French
(twice). As well as working with single host
nations, UEFA has also embraced the idea of small-
er nations cohosting the tournament. In 2000
Belgium and the Netherlands were cohosts, and
in 2008 it will be the turn of Austria and
Switzerland.

At the beginning of the twenty-first century,
Europe stands as the most successful home of foot-
ball in the world. Its leagues and associated UEFA
competitions are the most competitive on the
globe and attract huge viewing numbers and spon-
sorship income. The best players and coaches are
attracted to Europe by large salaries. It is estimated
that David Beckham earns two hundred thousand
dollars per week at Real Madrid, with a total

income from salary and endorsements of over
twenty million dollars per year. This makes him
the eighth-highest paid sports star in the world.
This wealth, despite the long-standing popularity
of football on the Continent, is a recent
phenomenon.

PROBLEMS IN SOCCER

Up to the 1960s football teams were, with the odd

exception, little known outside their national

league. Many players were drawn from the local

area, as was the spectator base. While football was

popular, the game and the facilities of the 1960s

were little changed from three decades earlier.

During the 1960s, however, English and Scottish

football regularly witnessed incidents of violence at

football matches. The spate of hooliganism was

seen initially as a specifically British problem, and

one that had its roots in the social dislocation of

young white males as economic security in Britain

declined.

The problem was so extreme that it had a

negative effect on attendance and television-view-

ing figures, and many commentators in the 1980s

talked about the death of English football as the

main national pastime. Things came to a head in

three disastrous incidents: the Bradford stadium

fire that killed fifty-six in 1985; the disaster at a

European Cup final in 1985 in Heysel, Belgium,

where thirty-eight Italian supporters and one

Belgian were killed when a wall collapsed on them

after clashes with Liverpool fans; and the

Hillsborough tragedy, where ninety-six Liverpool

supporters were crushed to death in 1989. These

events, accompanied by violent incidents at English

international matches, galvanized the British gov-

ernment into action. Stadiums were modernized,

with seats replacing the areas where fans had pre-

viously stood, and increased police surveillance

made football matches much safer. With the advent

of satellite television in the late 1980s, the Football

League was able to gain significant income by sell-

ing its products, and the game rapidly moved to a

new level of prosperity.

These trends were followed across Europe.

From the 1980s Italy developed a significant hoo-

ligan problem, which was echoed in Germany and

the Netherlands. Since the 1990s, the former
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Soviet states have also suffered from high levels of
football-related violence. At the same time, due to
changes in the selling of television rights and the
success of the Champions League, most European
leagues have seen a significant increase in revenue.

In addition to legislation by individual coun-

tries to control stadium design and facilities and to

prevent the hooligan problem, European law has

also impacted the game. In 1990 a Belgian second-

division player, Jean-Marc Bosman, was out of

contract with his club, RFC Liege, and wanted to

move to Dunkerque in France. The transfer fee

offered by Dunkerque was not high enough, and

Liege refused to allow him to move. Bosman took

his case to the European Court of Justice, arguing

that he was being prevented from plying his trade.

He won a landmark judgment that guaranteed all

players freedom of movement, at the end of their

contract, within the European Union (EU). The

ruling also prevented clubs or leagues from impos-

ing restrictions on the number of foreign (non-

EU) players on each team. The case had significant

ramifications for players, empowering them in

negotiations with clubs and inflating salaries for

top players. The ruling also demonstrated how

football, as a business, was not immune from the

reach of European legislation.

See also Leisure; Popular Culture; Television.
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FORCED LABOR. As defined by the
International Labour Organization (ILO) in
1930, forced labor is ‘‘all work or service which is
exacted from any person under the menace of any
penalty, and for which the said person has not
offered himself voluntarily.’’ In historiography a
clear delineation of forced labor is rather difficult.
It has to be distinguished from specific forms of
unfree labor that have been commonly accepted,
especially work obligations during war and catas-
trophes, and work by prisoners of war; by persons
in penitentiary institutions or workhouses; and by
persons in debt bondage on the one side and in
slavery on the other, discussions of which include
questions of individual property rights related to
the laborers.

Unfree labor is not a new phenomenon of the
twentieth century. It has existed since ancient times
in different forms, especially the work obligations
of peasants in feudal societies and slavery in Africa,
America, and Asia. Twentieth-century forced labor
was a mass phenomenon organized by modern
states, predominantly in dictatorships. Its charac-
teristics were imprisonment, often deportation to
other places, inhumane living and working condi-
tions, and little or no payment.

According to the fourth Hague Convention
(1907) on the rules of law in ground warfare,
services forced on a population by an occupier
had to be restricted to the actual necessities of the
occupying army and in relation to the resources
available. The International Labour Organization,
after a convention on slavery in 1926, brought
forward a convention on forced labor in 1930.

At the beginning of the twentieth century,
most European states allowed forced labor in their
colonies. Russia since the eighteenth century had
located its penal exile and forced labor system
(katorga) in Siberia. Among the first cases of mass
recruitment for forced labor in Europe were
German deportations from occupied Belgium and
Poland during World War I. The German govern-
ment in 1915 ordered that civilians in these occu-
pied areas be forcibly recruited and transported to
the Reich for work in the armament industry.
These deportations were stopped in 1917. After
the war they constituted a major war crimes allega-
tion against German officials.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1107

F O R C E D L A B O R



THE SOVIET GULAG

The first modern dictatorship to organize forced
labor on a mass scale was Bolshevik Soviet Russia.
Already in mid-1918 the government of Vladimir
Lenin (1870–1924) introduced compulsory labor
service in the constitution of the Russian Soviet
Federated Socialist Republic (SFSR) and installed
camps for alleged political or class enemies. In
1921, more than one hundred thousand citizens
were imprisoned in the different camp systems.
The precursor of the gulag, the Northern Camps
of Special Tasks at the Solovetsky Islands was
installed in 1922–1923 by the political police
(then OGPU).

The expansion of imprisonment was connected
to the collectivization drive under the Soviet dicta-
tor Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) from 1929 to 1930.
New camp systems, now explicitly called labor cor-
rection camps (ispravitelno-trudovye lageri) and
networks of so-called labor colonies were installed,
most of them in Siberia. In October 1934, after the
reorganization of the camp system into the Main
Administration for Camps (Glavnoe Upravlenie
Lagerei, or GULag) of the NKVD (People’s
Commissariat of Internal Affairs), more than a mil-
lion persons lived in these camps, most of them
farmers and their families. Forced labor now
became integrated in the economic planning of
the state, which prevailed from the first Five-Year-
Plan of 1928. The camps were subordinated to
specific economic People’s Commissariats, or min-
istries, especially for construction or forestry works.

Connected to the terror waves especially in
1937–1938, hundreds of thousands of alleged
‘‘enemies of the people’’ were arrested and
detained in camps or colonies. Already before the
war 1.6 million persons had been imprisoned; after
the annexation of Polish and Baltic territories in the
west, this figure rose to 1.9 million persons.
During the war, the death rate reached its high
point at 25 percent of prisoners a year, which
means that from 1941 to 1945 almost one million
gulag prisoners died in camps and labor colonies.
More than three hundred thousand ethnic
Germans were forcibly recruited into the labor
army (trudarmiya) beginning in late 1941. The
majority of the three million Axis prisoners of war
(POWs) in the Soviet Union were put under a hard
labor regime from 1944 on, especially in order to

reconstruct the devastated western areas. The gulag
system reached its culmination during the years
1948–1952, with approximately 2.5 million pris-
oners. In 1943 an extreme category of special
camps was introduced (katorga camps), with the
hardest working conditions and low food rates.
According to Soviet statistics, which present rather
minimal figures, at least two million persons died in
the gulag, more than one million in the labor
colonies, and another million in the POW and
internment camps. During the course of early
destalinization, from 1954 on, a large number of
the surviving prisoners were released, but the gulag
remained in action until 1960. Other forms of
forced labor, as in prison, continued to exist until
the collapse of the Soviet Union in the late 1980s.

Under the control of the Soviet Union, the
regimes of Eastern European states operated forced
labor camps immediately after the war, from 1945
for German minorities or alleged collaborators,
and from 1947–1948 on for persons considered
as enemies of the new communist regimes. Some
of these prisoners were exploited for forced labor,
sometimes under very hard conditions. Most of
the camps remained in operation until the mid-
1950s.

NAZI GERMANY

Another type of forced labor system was installed
by Nazi Germany and, to a certain extent, by its
Axis allies. Beginning in 1933, the regime of Adolf
Hitler (1889–1945) installed concentration camps,
intended to detain first alleged political enemies,
later groups considered as ‘‘racial’’ enemies. The
concentration camp system was in decline until
1937, when new types of big camps were intro-
duced, and the number of inmates rose consider-
ably from 1938 on. From 1938 on, four types of
forced labor can be distinguished under Nazi rule:
(a) forced labor inside the expanding concentration
camp system, (b) forced labor in the occupied ter-
ritories, (c) the recruitment of foreign laborers for
the Reich, and (d) forced labor of Jews.

The number of concentration camp inmates
rose with each military expansion. But their work-
force until 1941–1942 was predominantly used for
SS-owned firms. The SS (Schutzstaffel) failed in
their efforts to introduce work for German enter-
prises inside the big concentration camps. Instead
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in 1942 the installation of concentration camp
branches in or near the enterprises started and
expanded massively in 1943–1944. In the begin-
ning of 1945, more than seven hundred thousand
persons were imprisoned in the camps, the majority
of whom worked in subcamps either for the arma-
ment industry or for SS purposes. Death rates
among concentration camp inmates were very
high. Out of the estimated 1.5–2 million concen-
tration camp prisoners, approximately eight hun-
dred thousand did not survive the war.

Forced labor recruitment inside the occupied

territories especially affected Jews and other crim-
inalized groups and was used for defense works.

People suspected of working for the Resistance

were interned and forced to work for German pur-

poses, as were farmers who did not fulfill the
German grain quota. The latter were put into spe-

cific labor camps. In the occupied Soviet territories,

work columns were introduced in several regions.

During the German retreats, from 1943–1944 on,
tens of thousands of eastern Europeans were

recruited to build fortifications.

The major part of the foreign workforce during

World War II was civilians deported to the Reich.

Until early 1942 direct force was not much used in

recruitment, this changed with the establishment

of the General Plenipotentiary for Labor

(Generalbevollmächtigter für den Arbeitseinsatz),

which organized manhunts especially in Poland

and the Soviet Union. Working and living condi-

tions were generally hard, but varied according to

workplace, less dangerous in agriculture, more in

coal mining. Approximately eight million civilians

were thus forcibly employed in the Reich, the

majority from Poland (‘‘P-Arbeiter’’) and the

Soviet Union (‘‘Ostarbeiter’’). The latter groups

suffered the most, approximately 150,000 to

300,000 persons died. In general, forced labor of

POWs has to be distinguished as a separate issue,

but during the war there were overlapping cases:

Polish and (from 1943) Italian POWs were

stripped of their legal POW status and used as

civilian forced laborers. Soviet POWs who survived

the mass starvation of 1941–1942 were put under

an extreme labor regime, with high rates of mor-

tality especially in mining.

German and Austrian Jews were recruited for

forced labor beginning in 1938, Polish Jews from

1939. Beginning in 1941, the murder of Jews in

Women in Ukraine are forced to spin wool for German uniforms under Nazi occupation, 1942. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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the Soviet Union paralleled the exploitation of Jews
as forced laborers. The majority of eastern
European Jews had been killed by the end of
1942, but approximately 10 percent of them had
been kept alive in order to use them as a workforce
in ghettos, in specific labor camps for Jews, and
finally in concentration camps. For Jews, forced
labor often turned out to be important for indivi-
dual survival. Nevertheless the majority of Jewish
forced laborers were killed like all other Jews by the
end of the war.

The other Axis states also kept forced labor
facilities, especially for Jews. Adult Jewish men were
recruited for work battalions in Hungary, Slovakia,
Romania, and Bulgaria. In the Hungarian case, Jews
were required to support the Hungarian army inside
the occupied Soviet territories. The camps installed
by the Croatian Ustaše (a fascist group) for Serbs,
Jews, and Roma served predominantly for intern-
ment and extermination, less for forced labor. Even
fascist Italy established labor camps for Jewish for-
eigners in the country, and for ‘‘suspects’’ in the
occupied regions of southeastern Europe. Other
authoritarian dictatorships introduced forced labor
for political prisoners. Francisco Franco’s Spain dur-
ing World War II forced Republican prisoners in
camps to set up the ‘‘Valley of the Fallen’’ (Valle
de los Caı́dos), with high mortality rates among the
laborers.

AFTER WORLD WAR II

In Western Europe, unlike in dictatorships in Asia,
South America, and Africa, conventional forced labor
lost its significance after the war. The ILO issued
another convention against forced labor in 1957.
Specific forms of unfree labor still exist in Europe,
especially in southeast European countries. The ILO
twice, in 1973 and 1999, organized conventions
against child labor. In 2001 the ILO created the
Special Action Programme to Combat Forced
Labour. It is a question of definition whether prostitu-
tion under coercion can be counted as forced labor. In
general, since the 1970s, forced and slave labor have
been a phenomenon of the non-European world.

Usually, forced labor is defined according to
legal patterns, but is considered first a moral prob-
lem. On the other hand, there is a constant discus-
sion among forced-labor administrations (and
among researchers) concerning the economic

efficency of forced labor. In most cases, labor
regimes try to reduce their costs by fully exploiting
their victims, but productivity is low since the
laborers are put under extreme physical conditions
and receive few incentives. The endemic violence in
detention centers further reduces productivity. It is
still under debate whether totalitarian regimes like
Nazi Germany or the Soviet Union intentionally
applied programs of ‘‘annihilation through labor,’’
that is, totally exhausting the laborers within weeks
and killing them right afterward. This effect was
visible especially regarding some Nazi concentra-
tion camps and labor camps for Jews, and to a
certain extent even in the katorga camps of the
gulag. But evidence for such a specific intention
exists only in a limited number of cases of Nazi
policy, especially regarding Jews doing construc-
tion work in the east, and so-called asocials in
1942–1943. But there is no doubt that labor
administrations anticipated the death of hundreds
of thousands by forced labor under specific circum-
stances. For most survivors, forced labor led to
severe physical damage for the rest of their lives,
especially if they had worked under extreme envi-
ronmental circumstances or in construction works,
mining, or heavy industry.

Already during the 1950s the issue of indemni-
fication for forced labor came up, first during the
German ‘‘Wiedergutmachung’’ for victims of
National Socialism, then from the 1960s in negotia-
tions with individual German firms that had used
forced labor during the war and now wanted to enter
the U.S. market. But a systematic approach only came
into being with the new discussion on compen-
sation during the 1990s. In 2000 the German
Stiftung ‘‘Erinnerung, Verantwortung und Zukunft’’
(Foundation Remembrance, Responsibility, and
Future) was established in order to support the forced
laborers who are still alive. Almost simultaneously the
issue of compensation for forced labor under commu-
nist regimes was being addressed, but by the mid
2000s the issue had not yet been resolved.

See also Concentration Camps; Germany; Gulag; Jews;
Political Prisoners; Soviet Union; World War II.
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DIETER POHL

n

FORDISM. The term Fordism emerged
between the world wars. At that time, it designated
the economic and social system pioneered by Henry
Ford. In the last two decades of the nineteenth
century engineer Frederick Taylor had developed
the techniques of ‘‘scientific management,’’ show-
ing how productivity could be increased by closely
studying workers’ movements and eliminating time-
wasting gestures. Ford extended Taylor’s methods
from the individual laborer to the ‘‘collective worker’’
on the moving assembly line at his Highland
Park, Michigan, factory. In January 1914, Henry
Ford introduced the unprecedented wage of five
dollars for eight hours of work—more than twice
the going rate in the automobile industry at
the time.

The retail sale price of Ford’s Model T fell from

$950 to $490 between 1909 and 1914, and in the

same period Ford went from being just one among

hundreds of automobile companies to controlling

48 percent of the automobile market. Admirers of

Ford used the term Fordism to refer to a system

they found baffling, due to its combination of a

‘‘constant reduction of prices’’ with ‘‘powerfully

superelevated wages’’ (Gottl-Ottlilienfeld, p. 3).

The tradeoff for these high wages, however, was

a relentless increase in the pace of production.

Manufacturing workers had been paid a survival

wage in the nineteenth century; the Ford workers

were paid enough that they could to purchase their

own product. Ford also meddled in his workers’

private lives, although he was by no means the only

capitalist to do so at the time. Workers received the

full five-dollar wage only if inspectors from the

company’s ‘‘Sociological Department’’ determined

that their personal life met certain standards of sobri-

ety, cleanliness, and adherence to an ‘‘American’’

lifestyle. These traits were seen as the basis for

efficiency in the workplace. Ford’s Sociological

Department vetted prospective employees, inspected

workers’ homes, and taught workers to become

Americans. For example, in 1916 Ford rented the

largest public meeting hall in the city. On the stage

stood a replica immigrant ship and in front of it a

giant kettle, a ‘‘melting pot.’’ The ceremony literally

stripped the worker of his past identity and gave him

a new one: ‘‘Down the gangplank came the mem-

bers of the class dressed in their national garbs . . .

[then they descended] into the Ford melting pot and

disappeared.’’ Teachers used long paddles to ‘‘stir’’

the pot. Before long, ‘‘the pot began to boil over

and out came the men dressed in their best American

clothes and waving American flags’’ (Zieger and

Gall, p. 17).

In 1919 Ford began moving his workforce to

the new Rouge Plant in Dearborn, Michigan,
which embodied another element that came to be
seen as central to Fordism: the horizontal integra-
tion of the production process. The Rouge was
composed of ‘‘sawmills, blast furnaces, foundries,

body and glass departments, a power house,’’ and
more (Bucci, p. 48). Ford soon opened factories in
Canada, Latin America, Europe, and the Soviet
Union, and two rubber plantations in Brazil.

Some of Ford’s social interventions during the
Great Depression constituted a sort of corporate

alternative to the New Deal in the Detroit area.
Ford created commissaries in towns with large con-
centrations of his workers, selling food at low
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prices, and provided loans to keep his unemployed

workers off public welfare. Ford bailed out the

bankrupt Detroit suburb of Inkster, where many

of the company’s African American workers lived,

and offered loans and construction help to workers

who wanted to improve their homes. Although

Ford hated the New Deal, a Detroit politician

claimed that Ford’s relief programs ‘‘became the

model for Harry Hopkin’s WPA [Works Projects

Administration] in President Roosevelt’s New Deal

recovery program’’ (Gomon, box 10, p. 34). This

points toward the centrality of the welfare state in

postwar Fordism. Ford’s involvement in the improve-

ment of his employees’ homes related to another

dimension of Fordism: its effects on urbanism.

Like many other industrial metropolitan areas that

emerged in this period, Detroit was not so much a

city as ‘‘a series of buildings held together by trans-

portation and communications’’ (Bucci, p. 11).

Detroit became the quintessential low-rise city,

with high rates of working-class home ownership.

During the prewar and interwar period the

term Fordism typically referred to the combination

of mass production on the assembly line, rationali-

zation of the labor process, comparatively high

wages, and efforts to shape working-class culture

to fit the requirements of industry. Because Ford

resisted labor unions and was the last Detroit auto-

maker to recognize the United Auto Workers after

a 1941 sit-down strike at the Rouge plant, socialists

and unionists used Fordism as a label for the com-

pany’s fierce repression of unions and relentless

increases in productivity. The lasting theoretical

contribution to this interwar discussion is an essay

called ‘‘Americanism and Fordism’’ by Antonio

Gramsci, written during his imprisonment in fascist

Italy. Gramsci suggested that recent developments

in the United States could be characterized as con-

stituting a novel form of social ‘‘hegemony’’—a

word Gramsci used to mean not simply leadership

or the use of force, but a web of informal and

formal persuasive devices located not just in the

state but also in the interstices of civil society, and

within families, bodies, and psyches. These loosely

coordinated devices, he argued, combine to stabi-

lize and reproduce capitalism. He argued that

Ford’s ‘‘so-called high wages’’ were necessary to

‘‘maintain and restore the strength that has been

worn down by the new form of toil’’ and that these

wages made possible ‘‘a larger internal market’’ and
‘‘a more rapid rhythm of capital accumulation’’
(pp. 310, 291). This made it necessary to forge a
more disciplined type of worker who was able to
tolerate the strenuous monotony of the assembly
line. Frederick Taylor’s experiments had already
determined that only a small proportion of workers
could keep pace with the rationalized process.
Gramsci interpreted Prohibition and campaigns
for monogamy in this light.

Some of Ford’s other activities fit the definition
of hegemony as a process of generating consent
through persuasion rather than force. Some U.S.
employers in this period sowed racial hatred in
order to weaken labor unity. Although Ford was
the first Detroit automaker to pay equal wages to
whites and blacks, the latter typically worked in the
foundry or in janitorial jobs. In the 1930s, Ford
built separate schools in black and white districts in
towns west of Dearborn. Ford’s Greenfield Village,
a collection of historic structures established in
1933 in Dearborn, celebrated a rural America that
his cars and factories were helping to destroy. Ford
also established a Motion Picture Department in
1914, ‘‘the first of its kind at a major commercial
company,’’ and began producing short documen-
taries and longer historical and educational films.
By 1920 these Ford films ‘‘were shown in a minimum
of 4,000 theatres and were seen by approximately
one-seventh of the weekly motion picture audience
in the United States’’ (Grieveson). The mass culture
that played a central role in analyses of postwar
Fordism was represented here in microcosm.

Gramsci’s essay was rediscovered in the 1970s,
when the socioeconomic crisis led European theor-
ists to speculate on the sources of the prosperity
during the preceding decades. Fordism had devel-
oped in the meantime and differed in part from the
Fordism of the first half of the century. What
remained was the virtuous cycle between mass
production and mass consumption, grounded in a
disciplined working class. The postwar model
encompassed a much more elaborate system for
stabilizing labor relations through agreements like
the Treaty of Detroit in the U.S. auto industry or
the neocorporatist practices that emerged across
Western Europe. Unions offered to control their
members’ militancy in exchange for increased ben-
efits and participation in managerial decisions and
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wages that were pegged to profits. This new social

contract was buttressed by a welfare state and

Keynesian fiscal policies that buffered workers’

incomes during cyclical downturns in the economy,

illness, accident, and retirement. Workers’ ability

to develop longer time horizons led to increased

levels of home ownership and raised aggregate

demand for manufactured goods. In geographic

terms Fordism concentrated economic circuits

within the boundaries of the nation-state while

partly evening out regional inequalities. Another

signal feature of postwar Fordism was the perva-

siveness of middle-brow culture, broadcast through

the mass media. Although French social theorist

Michel Aglietta followed Gramsci in situating

(postwar) Fordism in the United States, others

argued that northwestern European countries such

as Sweden and West Germany represented the

model’s apotheosis, whereas Fordism in the

United States (and the United Kingdom) was less

complete due to the relative underdevelopment of

social insurance there.

Those who reintroduced the concept of Fordism

were associated with regulation theory, an approach

that presents Fordism as a model of organizing and

governing society that allows continuing increases

in profitability despite the intrinsically contradic-

tory dynamics as capitalist economies, that is, the

adversarial interests of business and labor. Fordism

was understood as a ‘‘mode of regulation,’’ that is,

as a cluster of economic, political, and social insti-

tutions that undergirded economic growth and

permitted social relations to perpetuate themselves,

at least for a limited period of time. In contrast to

traditional Marxist theories, regulation theory does

not assume that capitalist systems will automatically

find a solution to every socioeconomic crisis; pro-

longed economic stagnation and social chaos are

distinct possibilities. The institutions and practices

that made up Fordism were not necessarily inven-

ted with that mode of regulation in mind, but arose

instead from a variety of disparate historical con-

texts and were subsequently woven together into a

temporary social structure. For example Keynesian

economic theory was developed with the aim of

promoting economic growth, while the nuclear,

male-breadwinner family was the product of very

different interests, but both institutions played a

central role in postwar Fordism. Like postmodern

social theory, regulation theory emphasizes acci-
dent and causal contingencies in the creation of
new social forms. Regulation theory also traces
the emergence of postmodern culture itself to the
decline of Fordism and to the rise of new, post-
Fordist social conditions. The new social move-
ments of the 1960s and the scientific culture of
the 1950s have also been explained in terms of
specific features of Fordism.

Since the late twentieth century social theorists
have realized that the category of Fordism is best
suited for analyzing the period before 1980. The
1980s marked the beginning of a rollback of the
welfare state and a decline in unionization; a spiral-
ing increase in economic and regional inequalities;
a focus within industry on just-in-time production
and flexible specialization; production for niche
rather than mass markets; and the ascendance of
neoliberalism as a dominant economic ideology.
Centers of Fordist manufacturing, such as Detroit
and the German Ruhr Valley, suffered massive dis-
investment, leaving the vast hulking ruins of fac-
tories in their wake. Some theorists analyzed the
emergent social formation as ‘‘post-Fordism’’ and
tried to specify its contours, whereas others sug-
gested that regulation theory could not be
extended to eras other than the Fordist one. In
Europe many right-wing extremists based in the
disempowered working class attributed their plight
to immigrants and looked back nostalgically at an
idealized Fordist era of prosperity, equality, and
national homogeneity. Left-wing critics targeted
post-Fordism and globalization as the culprit.

See also Keynes, J. M.; Labor Movements; Postmodernism.
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über das Verhälnis von Wirtschaft und Technischer
Vernunft bei Henry Ford und Frederick W. Taylor.
Jena, Germany, 1924.

Gramsci, Antonio. ‘‘Americanism and Fordism.’’ In Selections
from the Prison Notebooks, edited and translated
by Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith. New
York, 1971.

Grieveson, Lee. 2005. ‘‘Watching Henry Skate: The Films
of the Ford Motor Company.’’ Available at http://
humanities.uwe.ac.uk/bristoldocs/Detroit/
Background.htm.

Harvey, David. The Condition of Postmodernity: An Enquiry
into the Origins of Cultural Change. Cambridge,
Mass., 1989.

Jessop, Bob. ‘‘Conservative Regimes and the Transition to
Post-Fordism: The Cases of Great Britain and West
Germany.’’ In Capitalist Development and Crisis Theory:
Accumulation, Regulation, and Spatial Restructuring,
edited by Mark Gottdiener and Nicos Komninos.
Houndmills, U.K., 1989.

McIntyre, Stephen L. ‘‘The Failure of Fordism: Reform of
the Automobile Repair Industry, 1913–1940.’’
Technology and Culture 41, no. 2 (2000): 269–299.

Meyer, Stephen. The Five Dollar Day: Labor, Management,
and Social Control in the Ford Motor Company, 1908–
1921. Albany, N.Y., 1981.

Steinmetz, George. ‘‘Regulation Theory, Post-Marxism, and
the New Social Movements.’’ Comparative Studies in
Society and History 36, no. 1 (1994):176–212.

——. ‘‘Scientific Authority and the Transition to Post-
Fordism: The Plausibility of Positivism in American
Sociology since 1945.’’ In The Politics of Method in
the Human Sciences: Positivism and Its Epistemological
Others. Edited by George Steinmetz. Durham, N.C.,
2005.

Zieger, Robert H., and Gilbert J. Gall. American Workers,
American Unions: The Twentieth Century. 3rd ed.
Baltimore, Md., 2002.

GEORGE STEINMETZ

n

FORTUYN, PIM (1948–2002), Dutch author
and politician.

Born in Velsen, Wilhelmus Simon Petrus
Fortuyn studied sociology at the Free University
of Amsterdam and then taught Marxist sociology at
the University of Groningen, but he left academic

life to work in the private sector as a management

consultant. In an odyssey characteristic of his gen-

eration, he abandoned Marxism to become a social

democrat and ultimately a neoliberal. He was a

prolific author, and during his last ten years pub-

lished a dozen books. As a weekly columnist for

Elseviers Weekblad he consistently castigated the

consensus policies adopted by the so-called purple

liberal-socialist cabinet of Wim Kok (1994–2002).

In his view this consensus democracy had degener-

ated into a cartel democracy, with deals being

struck by the ruling parties. Kok’s personalized

authority had been assumed to be popular in the

years of economic growth, but this apparent popu-

larity masked the increasing discontent with the

lack of immigrant integration and with the public

sector, especially education and public health care,

where its growing bureaucracy and expensive man-

agers had not delivered a better service. In reaction

to Nazi policies during World War II, political

elites not only avoided any discrimination between

cultures and races but also denied that there were

any real problems. Their espousal of ‘‘multicultur-

alism’’ led to growing social tensions, primarily in

inner-city areas. Fortuyn warned against immigra-

tion because he considered Islam to be a threat to a

tolerant, liberal Dutch society, and he did not want

the emancipation of homosexuals and women to be

put under threat. He blamed his generation, the

spoiled baby boomers, for decadence in the

Netherlands, as their irresponsible egoism took no

account of the interests of future generations.

On 20 August 2001 Fortuyn announced that

he would participate in the parliamentary elections

of May 2002. He became the leader of a new party,

Leefbaar Nederland (Livable Netherlands), that

was born out of popular frustration with the policy

of Wim Kok’s ‘‘purple cabinet.’’ The terrorist

attacks on the United States on 11 September

2001 brought the hidden tensions within Dutch

society to the surface, in particular the slumbering

antagonisms between the Dutch and the Muslim

immigrants and the fears of certain marginalized

sections of the Dutch middle classes, who felt

threatened by globalization. They no longer felt

themselves represented by elites who pretended

to be cosmopolitan. Fortuyn came at the right

moment to mobilize these estranged voters by call-

ing for a halt to immigration. He considered
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television an ideal instrument for a direct form of
personalized democracy, as opposed to the ‘‘old’’
democracy of political parties, and he was the first
Dutch politician who used an image culture. With
his aggressive rhetoric and mastery of television as a
medium, he was able to outmaneuver his political
opponents.

On 9 February 2002 Fortuyn contended that
Holland was full, that Islam was a backward cul-
ture, and that Article 1 of the constitution, which
penalized discrimination, should be rescinded. This
perceived shift to the right proved unacceptable to
Leefbaar Nederland, and Fortuyn was dismissed as
party leader. On 14 February Fortuyn founded his
own national party, the Lijst Pim Fortuyn (List Pim
Fortuyn, LPF). The local splinter party, Leefbaar
Rotterdam (Livable Rotterdam), which still retained
Fortuyn as its leader, became the largest party in
Rotterdam in the municipal elections of 6 March.
With his remarkable political style, the flamboy-
antly dressed dandy Fortuyn had his finest hours
during the many television debates that preceded
the parliamentary elections. His ever growing popu-
larity allowed him to frame the political debate,
especially on the integration of foreigners and the
treatment of criminals.

Fortuyn was murdered on 6 May 2002 in
Hilversum by an ecological extremist only nine
days before the elections. The Left was blamed
for his death, having ‘‘demonized’’ Fortuyn, and
other politicians who were threatened went into
hiding or employed bodyguards. His funeral gave
birth to hitherto unknown expressions of mass
grief in the Netherlands. On 15 May, the Labor
and Liberal Parties of the ‘‘purple’’ coalition were
severely defeated. The LPF won twenty-six parlia-
mentary seats and thus became the largest party
after the Christian Democrats. The ascendancy of
populism can be observed elsewhere in Europe, but
unlike right-wing populists such as Jean-Marie Le
Pen in France and Filip Dewinter in Belgium, the
overtly homosexual Fortuyn, the ‘‘pink populist,’’
could not be classified as a traditional fascist or
racist. After his assassination the Frankfurter
Allgemeine called him ‘‘the first genuine postmo-
dern populist of Europe’’ (8 May 2002).

This unique landslide in Dutch politics can be
seen as the consequence of a longer process, in
which traditional political parties based on ideology

had been overtaken by more consumerist behavior
and an increasing volatility among the Dutch elec-
torate. After Fortuyn’s death, the movement failed
to maintain momentum, losing eighteen seats in a
subsequent election, primarily because of its lack of
experience and organization. However, the agenda
set by Fortuyn had to be addressed by the tradi-
tional mainstream political parties.

See also Immigration and Internal Migration; Le Pen,
Jean-Marie; Minority Rights; Netherlands.
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DICK VAN GALEN LAST

n

FOUCAULT, MICHEL (1926–1984),
French poststructuralist and philosopher.

Michel Foucault studied at the École Normale
Supérieure and took his degrees in philosophy and
psychology. His most influential teachers were in
the emerging field of science studies, Georges
Canguilhem and Jean Cavaillès. He later taught in
Sweden, Poland, Germany, and Tunisia, and in
1970 assumed a chair in the history of systems of
thought in France’s most prestigious institution of
higher learning, the Collège de France. Foucault
was consistently aligned with the political Left,
espousing causes such as prisoners’ rights and gay
rights. At times sympathetic to Marxist thought, he
did not join any communist or socialist parties.
Although he began his writing career exploring
the limits of the Enlightenment, he always
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maintained the stance of a social and cultural critic.
His critique of the ‘‘humanism’’ of the
Enlightenment, for example, did not lessen his
commitment to what he called, in his essay ‘‘What
Is Enlightenment?’’ (1984), ‘‘the spirit of critique.’’

Foucault’s first major work, Madness and
Civilization (1961), aligned him with the antipsy-
chiatry movement. Its leading figures, R. D. Laing
(1927–1989) in England and Félix Guattari
(1930–1992) in France, sought to redefine mental
illness through a critique of the notion of reason.
Foucault’s book contributed to this project by trac-
ing a history of ‘‘madness’’ as a product of the
modern Cartesian concept of reason. Madness and
Civilization was quickly followed by The Birth of
the Clinic (1963), which continued his critique of
the modern notion of health by outlining a cultural
and social history of the formation of the modern
medical profession.

But Foucault’s most influential work of the
1960s was no doubt The Order of Things (1966),
with its companion methodological volume, The
Archaeology of Knowledge (1969). In these books
Foucault turned to structuralist linguists to pursue
the critique of reason he had begun in the early
1960s. Although he denied that he was ever a
structuralist, Foucault undertook a study of the forms
of reason embodied in various emerging disciplines
in the eighteenth century (the life sciences, eco-
nomics, and linguistics) by deploying a structuralist
analysis of the epistemological assumptions that
formed these bodies of thought. Very much influ-
enced by the early-twentieth-century work of
Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–1913), which was
enjoying popularity at the time, Foucault sought
to get beneath the consciousness of thinkers by
analyzing the general patterns that both enabled
and restricted their ideas. This tendency would
continue in Foucault’s writings of the 1970s and
1980s in his most general intellectual project: the
history of the formation of the subject or self in
Western culture.

POSTSTRUCTURALIST SOCIAL AND

CULTURAL THEORY

After the student and worker protests of May
1968, Foucault emerged as one of the leaders of
an important group of French intellectuals known
in the United States as poststructuralists and

sometimes as postmodernists. This group includes
Gilles Deleuze, Jacques Derrida, Jacques Lacan,
and Jean Baudrillard and did much to transform
intellectual life in Western society beginning in the
1970s and continuing into the twenty-first century.
The lesson Foucault drew from the unrest of the
late 1960s was that cultural history must include
not only discourse but also practice. His major
works of the 1970s, Discipline and Punish (1973)
and The History of Sexuality, Volume 1 (1976) were
enormously influential studies of the systems of
discourse and practice that contributed to the
formation of the modern individual. In sympathy
with other poststructuralists, Foucault carried out
these projects by rejecting totalizing intellectual
gestures, reductionist theory, and positions that
rely on strong explanatory concepts, such as cause
and certain truth.

In his effort to develop a method of studying
the formation of the modern, rational self,
Foucault perforce spurned all discursive gestures
that relied upon the figure of the rational agent.
One could not understand the cultural construc-
tion of the modern individual by resorting to explan-
atory strategies that presumed such a figure of the
self. This basic theme of his work, very much char-
acteristic of poststructuralism, led Foucault into con-
troversies with intellectuals and academics who relied
upon humanist thought in its liberal and Marxist
forms. Foucault was accused of undermining the
basis of political action, of all rational discourse, and
of Western culture more generally. Yet he was also
seen, perhaps by a smaller number, as laying the
foundation for a new kind of cultural history that
would for the first time not simply celebrate
Western values against all others but configure those
values as historical in nature. In other words,
Foucault established the very possibility of a history
of Western culture.

DISCIPLINARY POWER

Pursuant to this end, Discipline and Punish exam-
ined the history of punishment systems in such a
way that the modern penitentiary system appeared
not as the culmination of the humane treatment of
criminals, divergent from the ‘‘torture’’ methods of
most earlier practices, but as the beginning of a
new ‘‘technology of power,’’ a new way of exerting
force upon the larger population, which Foucault
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termed ‘‘discipline.’’ This novel form of ‘‘power’’
was not centralized in the state and embodied in its
leader, the monarch, but was dispersed throughout
the social fabric, implicating everyone in its tenta-
cles. Modern individuals, Foucault argued, would
be ‘‘constructed’’ into ‘‘subject positions’’ through
their participation in the mechanisms of disciplin-
ary power. Power in this sense was not embodied in
individuals and at their disposal, as in the earlier
form of power Foucault called ‘‘sovereignty.’’ Rather,
it was characterized by the discourse/practice of
individuals understood as nodes in a network,
receiving and transmitting in turn the ‘‘power’’
that coursed through social relations.

Foucault used the occasion of writing a history
of punishment practices to develop a critique of
modern, disciplinary power, but he also inscribed
into Discipline and Punish a highly novel method
of writing cultural history, one he termed ‘‘geneal-
ogy,’’ in an allusion to the work of Friedrich
Nietzsche. Discipline and Punish was no ordinary
chronological narrative of agents who created new
social formations. Foucault began with punishment
practices of the Old Regime that he called ‘‘tor-
ture,’’ shocking the reader with minute details of
the justice meted out to Robert-François Damiens
(1715–1757), who attempted to assassinate King
Louis XV of France. But he viewed such horrors
not through the lens of the Enlightenment, which
saw them as barbaric, but as a ‘‘system’’ of proce-
dures that worked and that, however repugnant to
modern eyes, operated as an established set of
methods most contemporaries regarded as normal
and legitimate. Treating the ‘‘torture’’ method of
punishment in this way enabled Foucault to find a
cultural specificity and to accept the way it differed
from modern conventions.

The text of Discipline and Punish was not
organized as a linear narrative tracing the formation
of modern incarceration and implicitly or explicitly
legitimizing it. Rather, Foucault arranged the bits
and pieces of historical materials—the practices
related to the scheduling of military training, the
organization of monasteries and schools from the
early modern period, the ideas of the jurist Cesare
Beccaria (1738–1794) on humane punishment, the
architectural model of the prison outlined by
Jeremy Bentham (1748–1832), and so forth—into
a patchwork design. In this way he constructed a

‘‘polyhedron of intelligibility,’’ a multiple, hetero-
geneous array of practices that might be under-
stood as preceding and informing the birth of the
modern prison. He thereby outlined the cultural
formation of the modern self without relying upon
rational agents as its ultimate ‘‘cause.’’

SEX AND GENDER

The History of Sexuality, Volume 1 opened the way
for a historical investigation of sex outside the
then-dominant framework built on the idea of sex-
ual repression. Against Freudo-Marxists, Foucault
argued that forms of sexuality thought of as
modern in the early twenty-first century did not
undergo a kind of disappearance in the Victorian
era, but actually flourished and expanded through
the multiplication of discourses on the topic. The
discourse/practice around sex that Foucault termed
‘‘sexuality’’ contributed a new form of power to the
modern world, ‘‘biopower.’’ Here individuals were
constructed as cultural figures of ‘‘sexuality’’
through the discursive effects of the medical pro-
fession, psychoanalysis, governmental efforts at
population control and health management, ideas
of perversity, and educational institutions.

Volumes 2 (The Care of the Self ) and 3 (The
Uses of Pleasure) of The History of Sexuality traced
the story from the ancient Greek and Hellenistic
eras. Here again Foucault depicted a form of sex
among the Greeks very different from that of mod-
ern ‘‘sexuality.’’ Ruling-class Greek men were both
heterosexuals, in that they governed a household of
wives, children, and servants, and what is currently
called ‘‘homosexual,’’ because they had erotic rela-
tions with younger men. This homosexual practice,
however, was framed as part of the education of the
younger men into the ruling class and as a method
of self-fashioning, especially for the older males.
Again Foucault, in The History of Sexuality, had
opened a field to historical investigation in a prom-
ising if controversial manner.

This time it was feminists and historians of
gender who took up Foucault’s claims. A spate of
books appeared, starting in the late 1980s, that exam-
ined and often criticized Foucault’s initiative. One of
the earliest of these was Judith R. Walkowitz’s City of
Dreadful Delight (1992), which examined the con-
dition of women in nineteenth-century London,
combining a Foucaultian sensitivity to discourse
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and a feminist and socialist attention to new forms
of women’s agency. Irene Q. Diamond and Lee
Quinby’s edited volume, Feminism and Foucault
(1988), contained many pieces questioning how
Foucault could outline a project for a history of
sexuality without even mentioning gender.

THE HISTORY OF RACE

Foucault’s lectures at the Collège de France in 1975–
1976, collected as Society Must Be Defended (2003),
showed how opposition to monarchical power
in early modern France led to a discourse of race.
Foucault argued that the formation of modern
society was commensurate with the emergence of
racial thought. In Race and the Education of Desire
(1997), Ann Laura Stoler pioneered an investigation
of Foucault’s method for writing the history of racial
thought while expanding it to explore the repercus-
sions of European colonization, the racism devel-
oped in that context, and its impact on Europe.

ETHICS OF THE SELF

One final area of influence of Foucault’s writing
was a renewed interest in the self as agent. Nikolas
Rose’s Inventing Our Selves (1998) explores this
question, raising a concern that the project of con-
stituting the self might itself be mired in a new
form of power: postmodernity constructs the self
as something that must be constituted. In this line,
the collection of essays edited by Jack Z. Bratich,
Jeremy Packer, and Cameron McCarthy (2003)
asks whether neoliberalism is not promoted by
the injunction to fashion oneself. Thus Foucault’s
work has continued to inspire new directions in the
humanities and social sciences.

See also Baudrillard, Jean; Crime and Justice; Derrida,
Jacques; Lacan, Jacques; May 1968; Postmodernism;
Saussure, Ferdinand de; Sexuality.
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MARK POSTER

n

FRANCE. The history of France in the twenti-
eth century was shaped by global developments.
This European power was drawn into the eco-
nomic, social, political, and cultural realignments
of Europe and the world after World War I, and
then shared in the mixed history of economic
growth in the interwar years. After ten years of
prosperity, it was drawn into the crisis of the
1930s that culminated in World War II, then went
through three decades of prosperity, called the
‘‘trente glorieuses’’ (the glorious thirty years) by
French historians, before making the shift toward
neoliberalism that began in 1973. Its history is thus
particular and characteristic of all European coun-
tries passing through ‘‘the short twentieth century.’’

France is a country whose political history and
social structures were permanently marked by the
effects of the Revolution of 1789, and therefore
presents distinctive features, including a bumpy
political history with major ruptures. The following
pages attempt to combine the conventional eco-
nomic divisions (‘‘the crisis of the 1930s,’’ ‘‘mod-
ernization,’’ ‘‘the neoliberal shift’’) with a specific
political chronology (‘‘the structural effects of
the Republican compact,’’ ‘‘the Vichy regime,’’
‘‘Liberation,’’ ‘‘the Fourth Republic,’’ ‘‘the Fifth
Republic,’’ ‘‘1968’’). They attempt to reveal both
the factors of convergence that place France within
the scope of global developments and the strong
political singularities that have long been preserved
and that today are being eroded.

STRUCTURAL EFFECTS OF THE

REPUBLICAN COMPACT

On the eve of World War I, France was a parlia-
mentary democracy with young institutions com-
parable to those of greater antiquity in Britain. Its

1118 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

F R A N C E



constitutional system, more or less contemporary
to those of Italy and Germany when it was defined
by the constitutional laws of 1875, changed course
when the republicans prevailed over their oppo-
nents and established enduring hegemony (1880).
They taught and ‘‘trained for’’ universal (male)
suffrage, a prerogative restored in 1875, by deploy-
ing a political pedagogy in which a mandatory
draft, political dramaturgy (Bastille Day, ‘‘La
Marseillaise,’’ Marianne), and compulsory, free,
and secular primary education were the most effec-
tive instruments. These measures consolidated
their social base (the middle classes) because these
policies appeared to be the best means of protect-
ing independent producers and property owners.
As the politician Léon Gambetta (1838–1882) put
it, ‘‘with each property that is created, a citizen is
born.’’ To these ends, a broad political reformism
designed to solidly integrate the individual-citizen
into the state was combined with selective protec-
tionism (the Méline Tariff of 1892). Thus defined,
the Republican system ended the constitutional
instability that had characterized France since the
Revolution.

In 1914 France was unquestionably a great
imperial and financial power with powerful
technology-based industries (electricity, automo-
bile manufacturing, and cinema). However, small-
scale businesses remained the norm in all sectors;
the rate of rural flight was therefore lower than in
other industrialized countries and industrial con-
centration was less marked. This enabled Germany
to catch up to and overtake France as an economic
power before the war. The persistence of small-
scale units of production was reflected in France’s
social structures: 58 percent of the labor force was
salaried on the eve of the war (as compared with 66
percent in Germany), and there were 4.7 million
French industrial workers, compared to 9.5 million
in the United Kingdom and 11 million in Germany.
In France, only 28 percent were employed by busi-
nesses with more than fifty employees; in contrast,
in the United Kingdom and Germany, there were
36 percent and 47 percent in large enterprises.

These factors help to explain the relative weak-
ness of state social reform in France as compared with
some neighboring countries, including Germany.
Finally, owing to an earlier pattern of low fertility,
France was the only European country with

significant immigration at the time (1.2 million for-
eigners in 1913), at rates that still put its population
behind that of Germany.

World War I permanently established American
economic dominance and, without radically chang-
ing the hierarchy of economic powers in Europe,
challenged the traditional bases of France’s pros-
perity. The country’s financial power was savaged
by debt, inflation, and the loss of loans to Russia.
Its currency was stabilized late and greatly devalued
by comparison with the prewar period; the franc
was worth 20 percent of the gold franc of 1914.
Russia, where more than 25 percent of French
exported capital had been invested before the war,
escaped from France’s sphere of influence. These
new circumstances and the widely held (but
entirely illusory) hope for a return to the prewar
world corresponded to a fierce determination to
‘‘make Germany pay’’ for the war. It also reflected
France’s increased stake in its colonial empire. In
1928 that empire became the mother country’s
lead trading partner. Colonies mobilized forced
labor to create those infrastructures needed to pro-
duce a profit from the French capital invested there.
It is hardly surprising, therefore, that many promi-
nent and propertied people were proud of the French
Empire. This self-interested story was well repre-
sented in the Parisian Colonial Exhibition of 1931.

A very small minority called for a more radical
modernization of the French economy in the belief
that it was the only way to respond to the broad
economic changes induced by the war. However,
putting these changes into effect would involve
profound shifts in the structure of French society
and thus an attack on the government’s social base.
Modernization was therefore subordinated to state
reforms intended to strengthen the executive
branch and free it from pressures. Fundamental
economic and social reform was politically impos-
sible, but modernization plans were formulated
time and again (by Georges Clemenceau in 1919,
by Alexandre Millerand in 1924, and by André
Tardieu in 1930). Thus a stalemate ensued: every-
one wanted modernization, but no one could
achieve it without alienating the social base on
which the Third Republic stood. Thus the institu-
tions of prewar political culture survived the con-
flagration, and the Radical Party, the expression of
the middle classes, although weakened, remained a
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pivotal party that made and unmade parliamentary
majorities throughout the interwar period.
Governments of both the Right (1919–1924,
1926–1932) and the Left (1924–1926) were con-
sequently forced to continue along the path of a
politics designed to protect the middle classes, thus
perpetuating the political order established before
World War I. However, economic depression
exposed the weaknesses in this arrangement, weak-
nesses that would have political consequences in
the late 1930s and 1940s.

It would certainly be inaccurate to speak of
total stasis in France’s economy and society. After
the short-lived postwar crisis and the easing of
monetary difficulties, the country enjoyed a pros-
perous decade (the Roaring Twenties) like else-
where. The country returned to prewar levels of
prosperity in 1923 and experienced growth in its
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of nearly 5 percent
per year until 1929. The key branches of the sec-
ond wave of industrialization had shifted to
Taylorist ‘‘scientific management’’ to meet the
needs of the wartime economy, and these changes
were accentuated when peace returned. Fueled by
inflation, growth lightened the debt burden and
encouraged investment. Transformations in the
organization of labor and work, their technical and
financial structures, and the organization of markets
allowed for marked increases in productivity.

In contrast, older trends put brakes on devel-
opment. The losses incurred in the war (1.4 million
dead, 3 million wounded) and flat birthrates rein-
forced slow rates of demographic growth. The
French population got older, and immigration
was the main source of growth (2,715,000 foreign-
ers in 1931, or 7.1 percent of the French popula-
tion). Women (at least some of them) had access to
more skilled jobs, but their employment rate fell
beginning in 1921 in comparison to their employ-
ment rate in 1911. Women still were denied the
vote. The loss of assets invested in Russia, inflation,
and the tax system hurt recipients of interest
income and changed the distribution of wealth.
Farmers took advantage of inflation to pay off their
debts, and the number of small, family-owned
businesses, protected by duty tariffs and weak com-
petition, remained high. Agriculture (36 percent of
the working population) retained its lead over
industry (34 percent) and the service sector (30

percent), and the rural population outnumbered
the urban population until 1931. The traditional
industries and agriculture enjoyed far less growth
than the technological sector. The Taylorist revolu-
tion did not bring with it rising wages capable of
sustaining a growth in consumption, and the agri-
cultural sector was not sufficiently integrated into the
national market to support an expansion of output.

Consequently, domestic consumption declined
after the franc was stabilized in 1928, at a time
when industrial production no longer benefited
from the export effects of devaluation. The eco-
nomic crisis of the 1930s arose from a blending
together of these two vectors, matched by interna-
tional economic disorder.

THE CRISIS OF THE 1930S

The first symptoms of the crisis preceded the Wall
Street crash: a drop in exports beginning in 1927,
an early decrease in wholesale prices, especially in

Demonstration at the Place de Concorde, Paris, 6

February 1934. The economic crises of the early 1930s cul-

minated in protests by right-wing groups in Paris, which quickly

became violent. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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agriculture, and a falling stock market beginning in
February 1929. But this economic downturn was
not perceived by contemporaries. The crisis became
apparent to them only starting in 1931, when the
devaluation of the British pound resulted in a
collapse of industrial production and a manifold
increase in bankruptcies, creating the lasting,
although erroneous, sense of a belated crisis that
had originated abroad. The crisis further rigidified
the structures of an agricultural sector that with-
drew into self-subsistence. Its effects on the various
branches of industry were uneven, but everywhere
it caused a decrease in investment that put a halt to
modernization and resulted in aging machinery.
From 1928 to 1938, the annual growth rate of
GDP stagnated at around 0.3 percent. Farm rev-
enues, in particular, were hard hit; many artisans
and merchants were affected by the decline in
industrial and commercial profits; and many work-
ers had to leave France owing to rising short-term
and long-term unemployment and the influx of
tens of thousands of foreign workers.

This situation obliterated the policies of mod-
ernization and updating of equipment initiated by
Tardieu in 1929. It contributed to the defeat of the
Right in favor of the Radical Party (supported by
the Socialists) in the elections of 1932. It also fed
into the propaganda of the extreme Right groups
that had emerged in the 1920s. These groups
seized on a political and financial scandal (the
Stavisky affair) to push their offensive. On 6
February 1934, they organized a protest in Paris that
turned into a deadly riot, and forced the Radical
prime minister to resign despite his party’s majority,
thereby enabling the Right to return to power.

This political crisis was radically different from
the German crisis of 1933. It did not affect the
existing structures of the system and was resolved
within their framework. It did not produce reforms
in the working of the state, although an attempt in
that direction was made by the Right when it
returned to power. It did, however, profoundly
weaken the political culture that had ensured gov-
ernment stability. Radicalism had presented itself as
the embodiment of the values and ethic of the
Republic. Its capitulation in the face of the rioting
of February 1934 destabilized the groups that had
identified with it, allowing them to make other
choices and thus making new political coalitions

possible. This crisis plunged the country into a
phase of institutional instability that rivaled those
of the early nineteenth century in France: three
constitutions from 1940 to 1958 that were, more-
over, preceded or marked by serious ruptures that
led to profound changes in political coalitions, cul-
ture, and choices. In the short term, however, the
political crisis seemed to come down to the rapid
succession of governments of the Left (1932–
1934) and the Right (1928–1932, 1934–1936),
all of which responded to the economic crisis in
the same way.

All of these governments emphasized defense
of the franc and the maintenance of sound finance
to revitalize the economy. They refused devalua-
tion, although it was needed to restore the compe-
titiveness of French goods; they attempted to
reduce state spending to reduce the budget deficit;
they responded to the drop in agricultural prices
by encouraging farmers to reduce production;
and then, in 1935, they embarked on a policy of
deflation that hit both white-collar and blue-collar
government workers and veterans especially hard.
There were the beginnings of a recovery, but dis-
content over these policies contributed to the
victory of the Popular Front in May 1936.

This victory resulted from an unprecedented
political reconfiguration. Communists, Socialists,
and Radicals united to combat the crisis by depriv-
ing the ‘‘fascist’’ groups of the key political support
of the destabilized middle classes. The Popular
Front was thereby able to defend its commitment
both to peace and to democracy, threatened both
internally and beyond France’s borders, especially
in Spain entering its civil war. The economic orien-
tations of the program the Popular Front ratified
were consequently shaped by the need to consoli-
date the economic alliance between the middle
classes and the working classes against the ‘‘two
hundred families,’’ the metaphor for financial and
propertied elites that supposedly ran the country.

Léon Blum, prime minister during the early
days of the Popular Front, oriented his economic
policy around these political realities. He drew
inspiration from the policies of the New Deal of
the U.S. president Franklin Delano Roosevelt
(1882–1945), and thus reflected what is now
termed a Keynesian interpretation of the crisis, in
total contrast to the interpretation of his
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predecessors. In the short term, Blum wanted to

respond to the contraction of international trade by

enlarging the domestic market and to ‘‘prime the

pump’’ by boosting public consumption and initi-

ating major public works projects, for instance the

electrification of rural areas and the construction of

roads, bridges, schools, and stadiums. In the longer

term, he hoped to modernize the French economy.

Massive strikes forced him to act quickly and under

pressure. The measures adopted were in line with

his initial program. Wage increases were meant to

increase purchasing power, as did the new laws

reducing working hours and establishing paid vaca-

tions, in that these measures were intended to

create more jobs. The few structural reforms envi-

sioned in the program were implemented on the

heels of these changes. There was reform of the

status of the Bank of France, with stronger state

control; there was the creation of a National Wheat

Office that guaranteed grain prices and thereby

farm prices; and there was nationalization of war-

related industries to remove them from the control

of arms dealers, all within a stated objective of

‘‘moralizing’’ economic life.

This increase in the role of the state in the

economy was not specific to France. However, it

had the particularity of favoring economic and

financial concentration rather than helping unem-

ployed workers. This targeting of economic mea-

sures in the 1930s helped buffer French institutions

and preserve the specificities of its economic struc-

tures. There were half the number of bankruptcies

in 1937 as in 1935, and there was no great migra-

tion out of the countryside. France remained the

most rural of the industrialized countries.

In the short term, French political and economic

life was preserved in its older forms. Yet the experi-

ence of the Popular Front did have a lasting impact

on French political culture. The Communist Party

was integrated into the political mainstream; the

Socialist Party (Section Française de l’Internationale

Ouvrière, or SFIO) became a governing party;

and the Left, henceforth defined in relation to

both Republican culture and working-class culture,

sought out accommodations, as did portions of the

political Right. Others on the right moved in more

extreme directions, proclaiming that they would

‘‘sooner have Hitler than the Popular Front.’’

Similarly some employers accepted the new
atmosphere in which industrial conflict was con-
ducted; others grew increasingly worried about
the shifts in power relations that successful strikes
and the exponential growth in union membership
brought about. Small employers rejected the mod-
ernizing of social relations in companies initiated
by the framework of collective bargaining, and the
creation of a framework for worker representation
in the governing of industry, known as the
Matignon agreements. These hardliners engaged in
what they termed a ‘‘Battle of the Marne’’ in the face
of what they felt to be a major attack on their
prerogatives. Their freeze on investment and hiring
and the massive flight of capital made any sustained
recovery in production impossible, despite a devalua-
tion of the franc, intended as an economic stimulus,
to which Blum resigned himself.

The combination of increased demand and
constraints on supply arising from the stance of
employers caused a sharp rise in prices and doomed
the economic policies of the Popular Front to fail-
ure. On the eve of the war France had not emerged
from the crisis: its industrial production was 10 to
20 percent lower than in 1929, national revenues
were similarly down, and the colonial markets
accounted for 30 percent of exports (12 percent
in 1913). Moreover, as the country fell back on its
traditional structures it appeared to be turning into
an old country—becoming ‘‘Malthusian’’ in the
language of the day. The mortality rate surpassed
the birthrate; only 30 percent of the population
was younger than age twenty in 1936, and the
population was scarcely larger than it had been in
1914, despite the reintegration of Alsace-Lorraine
into the Republic.

THE VICHY REGIME

‘‘Not enough arms, not enough children, not
enough allies,’’ was the accusation soon made by
Marshall Philippe Pétain (1856–1951), who
blamed the defeat of 1940 on the ‘‘spirit of exu-
berance’’ that the Popular Front had supposedly
encouraged, thereby undermining France’s institu-
tions. Pétain ignored the considerable armament
effort initiated in April 1938 and the passing of a
pronatalist policy, known as the ‘‘Family Code’’ in
1939, a set of measures that could not have had any
effect when the war came. Pétain also ignored the
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serious mistakes made by France’s high command.

More generally he underestimated the way Frenchmen

and women approached the problem of war and

peace, which in 1940 was by reflecting on the

massacres of 1914–1918. Veterans were pacifists

in France, opposing assertive nationalism as a recipe

for another bloody war. These men, four million of

them in veterans’ associations, knew what war was.

They believed it must never happen again. They

were agents of cultural demobilization, not at all

like German or Italian veterans of the period.

French veterans were trapped between their revul-

sion at the idea of another war and the growing

threat of a European war, following the Italian

invasion of Ethiopia, the Spanish civil war, and

successful conquest of Austria and Czechoslovakia

by Adolf Hitler (1889–1945).

Once war broke out in 1939, and the German

army succeeded in its daring breakthrough of

1940, the French Third Republic was effectively

dead. Few mourned its passing. Defeat enabled

the new authorities under Marshall Pétain to suc-

ceed where ‘‘modernizers’’ of every stripe had pre-

viously failed. After the signing of the armistice,

parliament voted to give full powers to the ‘‘hero

of Verdun.’’ Marshall Pétain took advantage of this

unique moment to lay the foundations of what he

termed a ‘‘national revolution.’’ More than half of

France was occupied; the Communist Party was

outlawed; most elite groups rallied around him;

most people breathed a sigh of relief that another

bloodbath like that of 1914–1918 was not immi-

nent. Thus Pétain and his circle could break not

only with the 1930s but also with the political

model and principles inherited from 1789. An

authoritarian French state replaced the Republic.

This hybrid regime, sometimes described as a

‘‘pluralist dictatorship,’’ drew its support from tra-

ditional conservatives, but also from promoters of a

‘‘new order’’ that came out of the ‘‘nonconformists

of the 1930s’’: young technocrats who advocated a

strong, centralized state; modernizers disillusioned

French Communist election poster, 1937. Members of the most prominent banking families in France are declared to be

‘‘against the nation.’’ BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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by the compromises of the Third Republic; and
some adherents to Christian socialism or fascism.
The national community promoted by the regime
presupposed the elimination of ‘‘anti-France’’ ele-
ments through policies of exclusion and repression
targeting communists, Freemasons, and Jews. Thus
the politics of Léon Blum, symbolizing the 1930s,
were what had to be stamped out, well in advance
of any German requirements to do so. In its place a
new political order valorized ‘‘work, family, home-
land.’’ However, this conservative and paternalistic
discourse came hand in hand with interventionist
and modernizing programs. Restrictions on raw
materials and the need for reconstruction after
defeat in 1940 made at least some planning of
production and infrastructures indispensable, and
private business management collaborated closely
with state engineers within the organizational com-
mittees established by the regime. Its economic
strategy, however, was impeded or complicated by
the combined circumstances of the war and the
presence and demands of the Germans. From the
end of 1942, France was increasingly a police state,
increasingly dominated by extremists more and
more tied up in a civil war with the Resistance, a
dirty war that has left scars on France to this day.

LIBERATION AND MODERNIZATION

The political landscape at the end of World War II
was different in all respects from that after World
War I. Liberalism, which was held responsible for
the crisis of the 1930s, for fascism, and for the war,
was unanimously condemned, and the desire for
a return to the status quo ante bellum that had
prevailed in 1919 was replaced by the exact oppo-
site, a general hope for radical change and a nearly
unanimous rallying to the principle of state regula-
tion of the economy and society.

In France this orientation was formulated while
the war was going on, clandestinely in March
1944, when various elements in the Resistance
against the occupying forces and the Vichy govern-
ment, united around General Charles de Gaulle,
ratified the National Council of the Resistance
(Charter of the Conseil National de la Resistance,
or CNR). From 1940 to 1944, the defeat,
shortages, German greed, and the needs of the
French state greatly increased employers’ willing-
ness to accept a certain amount of state

interventionism. At the same time, state interven-
tion was supported by the trade union federation,
the Confédération Générale du Travail (CGT),
which had emerged from the Resistance strength-
ened and unified, and by the French Communist
Party (Parti Communiste Français, or PCF), now
the foremost party in France (26.1 percent of the
vote in May 1946). The charter of the National
Council of the Resistance called for a ‘‘true eco-
nomic and social democracy’’ that would redefine
the Republican social contract. In particular, it
provided for the nationalization of key industrial
sectors, thus removing them from the influence of
‘‘financial feudal systems;’’ it established mechan-
isms for democratic economic planning, and for a
system of social security.

It is evident that the two shocks of 1940 and
1944—defeat and liberation—converted skeptics
into supporters of state intervention. This consen-
sual embrace of the welfare state and expansionist
and voluntaristic policies to encourage returns on
investment then, and only then, allowed for struc-
tural responses to the economic and social crises
that had begun in the early 1930s. Owing to the
new power relations, it was possible even to adopt
and adapt some structural reforms made by the
Vichy regime, to the extent that they did not par-
ticularly reflect its ideological and political orienta-
tions. France’s economy underwent a lasting shift
into a type of mixed economy in which private
enterprise coexisted with a nationalized sector and
incentive-based economic planning. It was sup-
ported by a new generation of modernizing tech-
nocrats and the newly created state instruments of
national economic planning and public finance.
The central role of the state in the money markets
and in the structures of production and distribu-
tion thus became a characteristic trait of French
capitalism that persisted into the 1960s, despite
the return to power of the ‘‘liberals’’ in 1952.

The signatories of the CNR charter almost
unanimously rejected the idea of a return to the
political institutions of the Third Republic, but
they were acutely divided on what should replace
them. The recent experience of the Vichy govern-
ment undermined any idea of strengthening the
powers of the executive, even under de Gaulle.
The latter, who believed a strong executive was
indispensable, preferred to leave the provisional
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government in January 1946 rather than yield to
opposing views.

The new constitution, adopted in October
represented a compromise within a tripartite coali-
tion (the SFIO, the PCF, and the Mouvement
Républicain Populaire, or MRP, a new political
formation coming out of the Christian Resistance
that soon attracted large portions of the prewar
Right). This constitution opened with a preamble
reaffirming the rights and freedoms of man and the
citizen consecrated in 1789, and established as
constitutional principles the reforms put into effect
by the provisional government, including the
extension of universal suffrage to women, relatively
late in comparison with most countries in Western
Europe. It laid the foundations for a union of
French-speaking peoples, but nonetheless spectacu-
larly ignored the hopes for independence of France’s
colonies, although those hopes had been magnified

everywhere by the war. Apart from these innova-
tions, the new regime was not much different from
that of the previous Republic and it remained a
regime founded on inherently unstable coalitions.

THE FOURTH REPUBLIC

The structural reforms put in place with the
Liberation, the rebuilding of French industry, aid
under the Marshall Plan, the relative stabilization
of Western finances and economies from 1947 to
1949, and the first two plans that coordinated
public investment and allocated American aid to
the priority sectors enabled the French economy
by 1950 to return to and then to surpass its 1929
industrial and agricultural levels. France entered an
unprecedented phase of economic expansion.
Growth, mainly channeled into the industrial and
service sectors, was nonetheless general. From
1950 to 1958, there was a 40–50 percent increase

German Field Marshall Erwin Rommel and his staff inspect Atlantic sea wall fortifications

in France, March 1944. The fortifications failed to repel the Allied D-Day assault that began ten

weeks later. ªBETTMANN-CORBIS
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in national income, in purchasing power, consump-
tion, industrial production, exports, and returns on
investment. These trends reflected better integra-
tion into the international marketplace, and a
marked growth in domestic consumption owing
to the baby boom, producing a population of 47
million in 1962 as opposed to 40.3 million in
1946. There was a wider distribution of income,
in part reflecting the fact that there were twice as
many salaried workers in 1967 as in 1949. Owing
to a marked increase in the average period young
people spent in education and a generalization of
the system of retirement benefits, the total working
population barely increased during these years.

Industry and, to a lesser extent, agriculture
responded to increased demand with increases in
productivity made possible by growth in invest-
ments and an increase in the length of the workday
that made it longer than in neighboring countries.
These changes caused the country to enter a ‘‘silent
revolution’’ that accelerated from 1954. Self-
employment decreased in favor of salaried employ-
ment (65.7 percent of the workforce in 1954), and
agriculture entered a phase of a growing concen-
tration of farms and an acceleration of rural flight.

The traditional support base of radicalism
remained more numerous (and more powerful)
than elsewhere. In 1954, 26 percent of the work-
force was still in agriculture, accounting for 14
percent of the GDP. Their discontent, unable to
make itself heard via traditional channels, was
expressed in unprecedented forms: roadblocks by
farmers, and the creation of the Union for the
Defense of Tradesmen and Artisans, led by Pierre
Poujade.

Some believed that the ‘‘ball and chain’’ of
colonialism was putting a brake on the processes
of modernization. However, they had difficulty
making themselves heard by a France clinging all
the more tightly to its colonial empire inasmuch as
it served as a ‘‘compensatory myth’’ after the trials
undergone from 1940 to 1944. The mother coun-
try was intent on retaining its sovereignty within
the framework of a unilaterally defined French
Union that it declared to be inviolable. It granted
reforms but refused to negotiate them, describing
any other attitude as ‘‘capitulation.’’ It repressed
insurgencies in Sétif and Madagascar; it entered the
war in Indochina in 1946, and seemed to begin

decolonization after the French defeat at Dien Bien
Phu in 1954. Prime Minister Pierre Mendès-France
worked to end colonial domination in Tunisia and
Morocco, but no one seemed willing or able to
avoid a bloody war over Algerian independence,
which lasted until 1962.

Reluctant decolonization was one facet of
French history at this time; political paralysis was
another. The weakness of the constitutional struc-
ture was evident. There were twenty-five govern-
ments formed between 1947 and 1958, all unable
to hold together unstable coalitions when hard
choices had to be made over finance, education,
and the European Defense Community. Then the
country entered into the Algerian ‘‘war without a
name’’—nameless in part because it was a domestic
revolt: Algeria was not a colony but an integral
part of France. This brutal struggle, marked by
widespread torture practiced by French soldiers
within living memory of the torture of Resistance
fighters by the Nazis and their allies, hastened the
process of disintegration of the Fourth Republic.
There was an attempted coup d’état in Algeria on
13 May 1958, uniting the defenders of ‘‘French
Algeria’’ and those fiercely opposed to ‘‘party gov-
ernment.’’ In some ways similar to the violent
protests of 1934, the coup of 1958 was crushed
through the mobilization of the Republican main-
stream. But this time, instead of leading to a
Popular Front, the failed right-wing plot brought
General de Gaulle to power. The Gaullist republic
he inaugurated was one in which he had full powers
to restore calm to Algeria and prepare a new con-
stitution, that of the Fifth Republic.

THE FIFTH REPUBLIC

The constitution, submitted to the country in a
referendum in September 1958, was approved by
80 percent of French voters. It maintained a parlia-
mentary framework but ensured the dominance of
the executive, endowing it with increased powers.
For the first time since the 1930s, a government
structure emerged that offered both legitimacy and
stability. In 1962 a constitutional amendment was
passed instituting the principle of direct election of
the president of the Republic by universal suffrage.
De Gaulle’s party, the Union for the New Republic
(Union pour la Nouvelle République, or UNR),
won 256 out of 475 seats in the legislative elections
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of 1962. The UNR’s growth came at the expense of
the traditional parties of the Right. In opposition,
the Socialist Party remained divided over the ques-
tion of Algeria and entered a major crisis from which
it did not recover; consequently, the Communist
Party became the main opposition party but fell
below the 20 percent share of the electorate for
the first time since the Liberation of 1944. ‘‘There
is nothing left between us and the Communists,’’
summed up the novelist André Malraux (1901–
1976), one of de Gaulle’s most able allies.

The crisis of 1958 and de Gaulle’s undeniable
charisma enabled him to succeed where Pierre
Mendès-France (and so many others before him)
had failed. He managed to reform the government;
he resigned himself to decolonization after four
more years of war in Algeria that led France to
the brink of civil war; and he hastened the course
of the ‘‘silent revolution’’ that French society had
entered from the mid-1950s.

General de Gaulle was always imbued with a
‘‘certain idea of France’’ and believed that it ‘‘could
not be France without grandeur,’’ that the country
was ‘‘only truly herself in the first rank.’’ He held
modernization of its political institutions to be the
necessary condition for fulfilling his plans. With the
aim of freeing the country from American domina-
tion, and becoming ‘‘the greatest of the small,’’ he
separated French armed forces from NATO; he
made overtures to the Eastern bloc countries, and
oversaw France’s emergence as a nuclear power.

France’s acceptance of the Treaty of Rome
(1957) and full membership in the European
Union, coincided paradoxically with the return to
power of the one French leader who had elevated
the defense of national sovereignty into an absolute
imperative. General de Gaulle opposed an inte-
grated Europe of ‘‘Esperanto and Volapuk,’’ and
conceived of the building of Europe only as an
instrument for the generalization and extension
of French ideas and French power. To this end,
he established closer ties with Germany, ‘‘still divided
and weakened,’’ and opposed European Economic
Community (EEC) membership for Great Britain,
which he viewed as America’s Trojan Horse in
Europe.

The problem remained, though, that France
could not maintain its standing in the first ‘‘rank’’

of world powers without a strong and competitive
economy. The postwar break with more than half a
century of protectionism underscored this need.
The state implemented policies to update the coun-
try’s industrial plant and infrastructure. At the same
time, steps were taken both to increase agricultural
productivity and to reduce the number of agricul-
tural workers (15.6 percent of the workforce in
1968). Demographic growth and the development
of consumer demand also supported economic
growth. The birthrate decreased beginning in the
mid-1960s, as it did everywhere else in Europe and
North America, but the French population contin-
ued to grow because of immigration. First there
was the return of more than a million French citi-
zens from North Africa to the mainland in the
1960s. Secondly, immigrant workers were wel-
comed to fill in gaps in an expanding workforce,
especially at low skill levels. The foreign population
thus doubled between 1954 (1.7 million) and
1975 (3.4 million). Under the influence of these
combined factors, the 1960s were the most pro-
ductive of the three postwar decades of growth.
The structural changes that had been under way since
the mid-1950s accelerated. Independent employ-
ment decreased, with a corresponding increase in
salaried workers (about 85 percent of the workforce
in the mid 1970s). The number of agricultural work-
ers remained higher than in other countries (12 per-
cent of the workforce), but these men and women
modernized their equipment and strategies, enabling
the average size of farms to increase.

There were other massive changes in the struc-
ture of the workforce in these years. The relative
decline in the number of skilled workers, the emer-
gence of a new working class, and the growing ranks
of managers, engineers, and technicians (almost 10
percent of the workforce) profoundly affected the
secondary sector of industrial workers (40.2 percent
of the workforce in 1968). The tertiary or service
sector (44.2 percent) was revolutionized too.

These changes produced tension and conflict.
Miners affected by the country’s conversion from
coal to oil energy went on a long strike in 1963. In
1966, trade unions struggled against Gaullist labor
policies. At the same time, the baby boom genera-
tion was coming of age. Many groups of young
people broke with the bureaucratic, authoritarian,
and hierarchical structures that they encountered
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everywhere, in school, in universities, in business,
and in the state. Here is the background to 1968.

1968

This crisis was part of a global phenomenon that
mainly (but not exclusively) affected industrialized
countries. Two decades of economic growth did
not still doubts about what kind of society France
had become. Demographic growth, an increase in
the period of life in education for a substantial part
of the population, changing sexual mores—the
contraceptive pill became widely available in the
mid-1960s—and growing consumer demand
brought into high relief a new social group: youth.
The crisis that was born in the Latin Quarter before
igniting all of France cannot be understood with-
out reference to these structural and generational
factors at work everywhere. However, France’s tra-
dition of trade unionism, the nature of the Gaullist
regime, and the extent of the upheavals within
French society combined to render the crisis more
complex and more polyvalent than it was else-
where. France was the only industrialized country
that had to face this transnational crisis with a
Republican structure and government that was
barely ten years old. Influenced by anxieties raised
by the economic and social changes of the postwar
period, the country experienced what could be
described either as a ‘‘crisis of belated modernity’’
or as an accumulation of crises (generational and
cultural, social, and political) that in other coun-
tries remained apart. In France, a wide array of
developments lay behind the upheaval of 1968, at
which time the country passed from an industrial
crisis and a general strike markedly broader in scope
than that of 1936, and then into a political crisis.

The increased importance of the presidency
within the government and de Gaulle as the
personal embodiment of power almost immediately
made him the major target of all those who took to
the streets in 1968. But his power also gave him
the institutional and political means to prevail,
when a crisis of this kind would have swept from
power any of the governments of the Fourth
Republic. In the short term the crisis of 1968
ended in a victory of the Gaullists that strength-
ened their parliamentary majority. An embittered
de Gaulle attributed this paradoxical victory to ‘‘the
party of fear.’’ For him personally, the victory was

ephemeral. The crisis had revealed the extent of the
imbalances between the demands and values of a
rejuvenated and modernized France and those of
power structures that in many respects remained
patriarchal. This lack of fit between politics and
society was tacitly recognized within the Gaullist
camp. In 1969 General de Gaulle chose to retire
after his defeat in a referendum that had the air of a
last will and testament. After Georges Pompidou’s
brief presidency, the election of Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing put an end to the ‘‘Gaullist state.’’

The regime survived the crisis of 1968, and then
showed its resiliency in adjusting to the shift of
power to the Socialist Party in 1981, under
François Mitterrand, and then to various moments
in 1986 and 1995 when the president was a man of
the Left or Right and the prime minister was of the
opposite party. Crises in governments became less
important as European integration proceeded apace.

As in 1934, so in 1968: French Republican poli-
tical culture survived a systemic crisis. But also as in
1934, albeit in a radically different mode, the poli-
tical system and the founding culture of the Gaullist
Republic underwent marked changes. So did French
society. After 1968 we can see a clear path toward
cultural liberalization, marked by the lowering of the
voting age to eighteen, liberalization of radio and
television, and the passage of liberal abortion and
divorce laws. Older family forms began to atrophy,
as was the case throughout Western Europe.

THE NEOLIBERAL SHIFT

In the 1970s and 1980s a major downturn in the
international economy produced major shifts in
political life. First came a move to the Left to cope
with the problems of the time; then a move to the
Right, which is now termed the ‘‘neoliberal shift.’’
In 1981, the victory of the Left united behind
François Mitterrand seemed to underscore a return
to a Popular Front. There were four Communists
in the government. Prime Minister Pierre Mauroy
responded to the situation triggered by the 1973
oil crisis by returning to a Keynesian approach. The
first measures adopted were rooted in the tradi-
tions of the Left: taxation of the wealthiest, a new
wave of nationalization that affected some large
banking and industrial sectors, lowering the retire-
ment age to sixty, and the thirty-nine-hour work
week. Subsequent measures turned toward cultural
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liberalization: the abolition of capital punishment,
the creation of a high authority to guarantee the
independence of radio and television. These mea-
sures set the country on the path to decentralization.

But the Left’s return to power coincided with
the deepening of an economic crisis whose causes
and effects proved to be more complex and more
permanent than they had first appeared during the
crisis of 1973: the slowing of growth, technological
revolution in all sectors that meant the end of full
employment and the emergence of structural
unemployment (around 10 percent), saturation of
the market in durable consumer goods, and so
forth. These new circumstances and external con-
straints (integration into the European monetary
system that made currencies interdependent) led
France to abandon its path of singularity in relation
to Europe. The French political system, now fairly
similar to those of neighboring countries, accepted
alternating governments or cohabitation between a
liberalized Right and a Social-Democratized Left.
The emergence of the Green Party and the
National Front attest, in different modes, to the
broadscale changes at work within it.

Beginning in 1983 the government shifted to a
neoliberal approach, one that for a long time
remained less radical than in Great Britain. In some
twenty years it dismantled the structure of national-
ized industries, and redefined its social security
and pension systems. In 2000, 16 percent of the
population was older than sixty-five, 25 percent
younger than nineteen. Paying for the elderly was
a problem looming in the future. This was true
everywhere, and throughout these years, the
notion of French particularism, its otherness,
began to fade. Scientific and technical advances, a
greater emphasis on European integration, global-
ization, and outsourcing underscored the disap-
pearance of the structural differences that had
characterized France for two centuries. Now France
was just as ‘‘postindustrial’’ as everyone else. In 2001
the primary sector of employment had fallen to 3.5
percent of the workforce and the secondary sector to
25.4 percent (of which 2.6 million still consisted of
skilled workers), as compared with 71.1 percent for
the service sector (75.2 percent of the GDP). At the
same time economic insecurity and regionally con-
centrated unemployment, especially among immi-
grant youth became endemic.

These upheavals hurt the welfare state and the
foundations of the Republican social contract as
redefined at the Liberation. They undermined social
cohesion and ‘‘French-style’’ Republican integra-
tion. After World War II, France generally suc-
ceeded in integrating a very substantial number of
immigrants. The number of foreigners doubled
from 1945 to 1965, and their enlarged recruitment
pool became more markedly Mediterranean. In
1999, one French citizen out of four had foreign
ancestry within fewer than three generations.
Among them, 38.4 percent were from Europe and
22.3 percent from North Africa. Beginning in the
1980s, protectionist measures restricted immigra-
tion. In 1993, the government considered reform-
ing citizenship rules; until then based on place of
birth; if you were born in France, you were French.
School dropout rates, unemployment, and the crisis
of the inner cities above all affected first- and
second-generation immigrants (the ‘‘beurs’’).
France’s colonial past and the Algerian war, that
‘‘past that will not pass,’’ brought with them nega-
tive perceptions of the North African immigrant
population. These tensions were expressed in the
upsurge of the National Front, which outpolled
the Socialist Party in the presidential elections of
2002. On the other side, Muslims increasingly
rejected the notion that all French were the same.
Many retreated into identity politics, defending the
wearing of the veil by Muslim girls in schools,
thereby undermining the French model of secular-
ism and integration.

It was in this environment that France experi-
enced a national identity crisis magnified by the
emergence of new regional, European, and inter-
national forms of political decision making. A crisis
in the political realm was characterized, as it was
everywhere else in Europe, by a decrease in trade
union and political affiliation, by voter abstention,
and by the increasingly salient role played by
groups on the margins of the political system.

See also Algerian War; European Union; French Empire;
Gaulle, Charles de; Indochina; 1968; Riots in
France.
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n

FRANCO, FRANCISCO (1892–1975),
Spanish general and dictator.

On the cover of its 6 September 1937 issue,
Time magazine presented a diminutive, balding,
and increasingly pot-bellied forty-four-year-old
Spanish general, Francisco Franco Bahamonde, to
America as the de facto head of Spain. This incon-
gruity between Franco’s appearance and his power
represents just one of many contradictions of the
Spanish dictator who ruled until 1975. While
Franco was most often associated with fascism
(Time’s accompanying article in fact placed him in
the dubious pantheon of Europe’s fascist leaders),
his own political makeup was essentially conserva-
tive and traditional. His personal beliefs were
dominated by a devout sense of loyalty and propri-
ety, and yet he rose to power in a revolt against a
democratically elected government to which he had
sworn allegiance. He projected calm and efficient
command, yet he bewildered friend and foe with
an apparent utter lack of political guile or intellec-
tual heft. His significance in twentieth-century
European history is seemingly contradictory: an
intellectually incurious pillar of Spanish conserva-
tism in the twentieth century, Franco was also the
one leader tied to the Axis who survived World War
II and remained in power well into the future.

EARLY LIFE AND EDUCATION

Born in the northwestern province of Galicia in the
coastal town of El Ferrol on 4 December 1892,
Franco saw his early life prefigured by his nation’s
military failures. As the main port of Spain’s
Atlantic fleet, El Ferrol experienced the military
defeat in the Spanish-American War in 1898 and
the loss of the last remnants of Spain’s overseas
empire as a direct affront not just to Spanish pride
but also to the town’s institutions. In particular,
the closing of the Naval Administration School that
the young Franco would have attended denied the
future generalı́simo the naval career that occupied
his brothers, his father, and his grandfather. His
decision in 1907 to attend the army’s Infantry
Academy in Toledo played a far more direct role
in creating the values, politics, and also the ambig-
uous personality that guided Franco’s career.

For one, the departure to Spain’s ancient capi-
tal allowed Franco to escape an overbearing father
known best for the philandering and gambling that
created, in some historians’ view, the social rigidity
that defined Franco’s lifelong demeanor. The edu-
cation at Spain’s military academies also helped
forge the conservative and nationalist outlook that
served as the only consistent element of Franco’s
personal politics. Franco learned that Spain’s glor-
ious past was shaped by the intermingling of imper-
ial conquest, strong monarchy, Catholicism, and
rigid social hierarchy, all of which were defended,
protected, and occasionally revived by Spain’s war-
rior class, the military. While he absorbed these
values well, Franco’s military education was not a
stunning success; in 1910 he graduated 251st in a
class of 312 cadets.

MOROCCO, WAR, AND A GROWING

RUTHLESSNESS

The creation of a Spanish protectorate in Morocco
in 1912 to defend small but long-held colonies
offered Franco the chance to develop his military
prowess. Dispatched to Morocco in 1912, Franco
quickly gained a reputation as a ruthless and coura-
geous leader who seemed to possess an unusual
amount of luck. After he survived a number of
serious injuries, Moroccan troops fighting for the
Spanish began to ascribe to Franco a kind of divine
or mystical protection they called baraka. Franco
never lost this sense that his life possessed a divine
purpose. He also began to demonstrate in battle
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an unusual ruthlessness toward his enemies.
Throughout his first published work, Diario de
una bandera (1922; Diary of a battalion), Franco
detailed in an unsettlingly casual tone the presenta-
tion of enemy heads to his own troops as awards
for valor or as souvenirs to visiting journalists and
dignitaries. His later treatment of opponents both
during and after the Spanish civil war was no less
violent.

His book also demonstrated that Franco’s poli-
tical attitudes were aligned with those of the close-
knit group of military leaders in Morocco known as
the africanistas. These figures generally blamed
Madrid politicians for failing Spanish troops, both
overseas in 1898 and then in Morocco. Yet the
africanistas were only one part of a broader attack
on Spain’s political system from across the political
spectrum. Regional independence movements,
anticlerical movements, and the growing socialist
and anarchist parties and trade unions all attacked a
system that had generally worked to favor wealthy
landowners, industrialists, the church, the military,
and other conservative institutions. Despite this
ferment, Franco offered little of a political philoso-
phy throughout the 1920s. Even with the arrival of
a military dictatorship in 1923 under General
Miguel Primo de Rivera, Franco served the new
leader but never made clear whether he truly sup-
ported Primo or preferred other solutions to the
political crisis. The price Franco paid for his ambi-
guity was negligible, as he was nevertheless pro-
moted to brigadier general in 1926. At the age of
thirty-three, Franco had become the youngest gen-
eral in Europe since Napoleon.

THE SPANISH SECOND REPUBLIC AND

THE CIVIL WAR

Franco’s hesitation to declare his politics proved
prescient when Primo’s dictatorship ended and
pro-Republican parties trounced monarchical and
other conservative parties in subsequent municipal
elections in April 1931. Shortly thereafter, on 14
April 1931, the Spanish Second Republic was
declared. Still, Franco continued to hide his true
political opinions. While he offered some speeches
and articles that seemed obliquely critical of the
Republic, he also resisted the numerous military
coup plots that immediately began to emerge. It
remains unclear whether Franco was biding his
time or actually reluctant to decry the Republic in

its early days. Yet, experiencing the same political
instability that dominated much of Europe in the
1930s, the Second Republic struggled for legiti-
macy. Beset by revolutionary groups on the left
and the right, including one of Europe’s most
powerful anarchist movements, and by intractable
social and economic problems formed over centu-
ries, Republican leaders faced mounting problems
in the Republic’s first years.

Their reforms against the pillars of Spanish
conservatism, among them the separation of
church and state, military reforms, and the recog-
nition of regional autonomy, proved the most dele-
terious. Increases in street violence, revolutionary
insurrections, and the number of military plots
signaled the growing recourse toward nonlegal
means among the Republic’s conservative oppo-
nents. After the election of a Popular Front gov-
ernment in February 1936 and ever growing poli-
tical violence, Franco openly began to advocate a
coup to other military leaders, many of whom were
former africanistas. On 18 July 1936 Franco
helped lead the insurrection. The plotters captured
much of northwestern and parts of southern Spain
but failed to take many of Spain’s major cities, and
a three-year civil war began. Franco gradually
emerged as the leader of the insurgents, as they
came to be called, after all of Spain’s other leaders
and Franco’s potential rivals died in the early days
of the war. In the fall of 1936 Franco officially
became generalı́simo, or supreme military leader
of Spain, and head of state. In April 1939 the war
ended.

WAS FRANCO A FASCIST?

The political context in Europe in the late 1930s
partially explains why Franco remains associated
with European fascism. Yet whether Franco was
ever truly a fascist in the mold of Hitler and
Mussolini remains debatable. Certainly, the ener-
getic military aid that Hitler and Mussolini pro-
vided Franco during the civil war suggested their
view that Franco was a kindred spirit. However, the
question better posed is not whether Franco was a
fascist but rather when was he a fascist. Franco
clearly admired both Hitler and Mussolini and
aped their personal styles of leadership early in his
regime. During some of World War II, the Franco
regime also mimicked its fascist counterparts.
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Franco gave speeches to mass rallies, incorporated

the Roman salute, established the rudiments of a

corporative state, inveighed against the dual ene-

mies of liberal democracy and communism, and

created youth and women’s sections of the ruling

party. Yet Franco never truly cultivated the almost

mystical image of the fascist ‘‘new man.’’ Even the

title Franco adopted, Caudillo, reached back to

older military traditions in Spain and Latin

America, unlike the titles Führer or Duce.

The regime’s political party, the Falange

Española Tradicionalista (Spanish Traditional

Phalanx), knit together forces that were unified

only by their opposition to the Second Republic.

In fact, the ‘‘Traditional’’ of the party name was

added to appease many of the more conservative

political forces that joined Franco. Among them

were monarchists, who throughout the course of

the regime bristled at Franco’s imperious hold on

power and were chastened only in 1947 with the

passage of the Law of Succession, which declared

Franco ‘‘regent for life,’’ with the tacit promise of a

later return to monarchy. Carlists, an ultraconser-

vative, ultra-Catholic political formation from

northern Spain that favored the return of a differ-

ent monarchical line, were constantly working to

have Franco follow their tradition. The original

Spanish fascist party, itself a collection of disparate

political groupings, harbored deep resentments

because of Franco’s hesitation to join the Axis

powers in World War II and then the banishment

of many of its leaders from positions of power in

the Francoist state. Franco’s political gift lay in

keeping these coalition members divided and thus

always working to curry the caudillo’s favor against

the interests of other coalition partners.

While Franco’s image as a fascist was more a

product of his wartime alliances, his own behavior

toward the Axis powers reflected a political agenda

geared more toward staying in power than

Francisco Franco salutes German troops on parade, May 1939. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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promoting fascism. Despite Franco’s personal
desire for an Axis victory and his feeling of kinship
with Hitler and Nazism (he even entitled his 1941
screenplay Raza [Race] to echo the language of his
German counterparts), he continuously frustrated
the efforts of Hitler and Mussolini to have Spain
join the Axis. Franco’s mixture of promises and
delays led Hitler to call Franco the ‘‘Latin charla-
tan.’’ Despite ongoing sales of raw materials to
Germany and logistical support for U-boats,
Franco gradually began to distance his regime from
the Axis in 1942.

Franco demonstrated far less delicacy with his
enemies. The ruthlessness he demonstrated in
Morocco returned with the postwar repressions of
former Republican soldiers, communists, anarchists,
regional separatists, and other political opponents.
The repressions were both vicious and well publi-
cized. Though the civil war was particularly brutal,
killing perhaps up to five hundred thousand
Spaniards, Franco kept the bloodshed continuing
after the war, executing an estimated twenty-eight
thousand after 1939. He often personally called for
execution by garrote, a metal clamp tightened
around the neck of the victim. He imprisoned tens
of thousands more during his regime.

THE FRANCO REGIME

At the end of World War II, Western Europe
remained wary of Franco and succeeded in keeping
Spain out of the United Nations and NATO, at
least until 1955 and 1982 respectively. In the effort
to refashion Spain’s image, Franco benefited most
from changing international circumstances. The
United States, for example, increasingly focused
on Franco’s ardent anticommunism and saw Spain
as a bulwark against the Soviet Union on Europe’s
important southwestern edge. Promising more
than 1.5 billion dollars of aid, the United States
signed the Pact of Madrid with Spain in 1953 and
secured military bases in the Iberian Peninsula.
While Franco enjoyed the international benefits of
his anticommunism, his economic policies only
served to isolate Spain further. Immediately after
the civil war the regime pursued autarkic economic
policies of self-sufficiency that ushered in what
Spaniards still remember as the years of hunger.
Only as a result of technocratic changes in his
regime in the late 1950s and an increasing opening

of Spain to international tourism did economic
conditions and Spain’s image begin to improve.

These changes did not signal a loosening of
Franco’s personal politics or unitary view of the
Spanish nation. His repression of political enemies,
real and imagined, remained an essential facet of his
dictatorship. The ferocity of his response to region-
alist movements, in particular the Basque separatist
group ETA (Euskadi Ta Azkatasuna—Basque
Homeland and Freedom), after 1968 led to greater
ostracism of the regime in Europe and demon-
strated that Franco’s basic conservative values
remained virtually unaltered. His appointment of
thirty-one-year-old Juan Carlos de Borbón
(b. 1938), the grandson of Spain’s last monarch,
as his successor in 1969 represented his undying
belief in monarchy as an essential element of
Spanish national identity. Ironically, following
Franco’s death on 20 November 1975, Juan
Carlos became the linchpin in Spain’s transition
to democracy and reintegration with the rest of
the modern world.

See also Basques; ETA; Juan Carlos I; Primo de Rivera,
Miguel; Spain.
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n

FRANK, ANNE (1929–1945), German-born
diarist, writer, and Holocaust victim.
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Anne Frank was born in Frankfurt am Rhein,
Germany, on 12 June 1929. Her ancestors had
lived in that city for centuries, achieving a modest
position of wealth and prestige in the world of
commerce and banking. Her father, Otto Frank,
belonged to a family of cultivated, liberal, assimi-
lated German Jews. After the Nazis came to power,
he arranged for his family to emigrate to Amsterdam,

where he had established a Dutch branch of a

chemical firm. Anne joined her parents and elder

sister, Margot, in March 1934, and both girls soon

adapted to life in the Netherlands. The German

invasion on 10 May 1940 had few immediate

effects, but anti-Semitic measures were gradually

introduced and Anne was forced to transfer to a

Jewish school in September 1941. When the Nazis

began to deport the Jews in July 1942, the Frank

family went into hiding almost immediately, using

the attic (Achterhuis) above Otto Frank’s office at

263 Prinsengracht in the old center of Amsterdam.

Anne meticulously recorded in her diary the events

of the following two years in this secret annex.

She quickly developed her skills as a writer and on

11 May 1944 wrote that she wished to become a

journalist and writer. To that end she started to

rewrite her original diary.

On 4 August 1944, two months after the

Allied landing in Normandy, Otto Frank and his

family were arrested, having been betrayed to the

Germans. On 8 August they were deported to the

Westerbork transit camp in the northeastern part of

the Netherlands. On 3 September, as the Allied

armies were approaching the Dutch frontier, the

Frank family was deported on the very last train to

leave Westerbork for Auschwitz. Anne and her sister

were transported to Bergen-Belsen at the end of

October, leaving their mother, Edith, in

Auschwitz, where she died of exhaustion. Like many

other inhabitants of the overpopulated Bergen-

Belsen camp, the Frank sisters died of typhus before

the British Army liberated it on 15 April 1945.

After returning from Auschwitz, Otto Frank

learned that his family had not survived the camps

but that most of Anne’s diary had been preserved.

In 1947 he decided to publish an abridged version

From The Diary of Anne Frank (rev. critical ed., 2003),

entry of 3 May 1944, version c, pp. 650–651:

As you can easily imagine we often ask ourselves
here despairingly: ‘‘What, oh, what is the use of the
war? Why can’t people live peacefully together?
Why all this destruction?’’

The question is very understandable, but no
one has found a satisfactory answer to it so far. Yes,
why do they make still more gigantic planes (in
England), still heavier bombs and, at the same time,
prefabricated houses for reconstruction? Why
should millions be spent daily on the war and yet
there’s not a penny available for medical services,
artists, or for poor people?

Why do some people have to starve, while
there are surpluses rotting in other parts of the
world? Oh, why are people so crazy?

I don’t believe that big men, the politicians and
the capitalists alone, are guilty of the war. Oh no,
the little man is just as guilty, otherwise the peoples
of the world would have risen in revolt long ago!
There’s in people simply an urge to destroy, an urge
to kill, to murder and rage, and until all mankind,
without exception, undergoes a great change, wars

will be waged, everything that has been built up,
cultivated, and grown will be destroyed and disfigured,
after which mankind will have to begin all over again.

I have often been downcast, but never in de-
spair; I regard our hiding as a dangerous adventure,
romantic and interesting at the same time. In my
diary I treat all the privations as amusing. I have
made up my mind now to lead a different life from
other girls and, later on, different from ordinary
housewives. My start has been so very full of inter-
est, and that is the sole reason why I have to laugh
at the humorous side of the most dangerous
moments.

I am young and I possess many buried quali-
ties; I am young and strong and am living a great
adventure; I am still in the midst of it and can’t
grumble the whole day long. I have been given a
lot, a happy nature, a great deal of cheerfulness and
strength. Every day I feel that I am developing
inwardly, that the liberation is drawing nearer and
how beautiful nature is, how good the people are
about me, how interesting this adventure is! Why,
then, should I be in despair?

Yours, Anne
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under the title Het Achterhuis (The secret annex).

For the sake of propriety, the good name of third

parties, and in order to maintain interest, Otto

Frank and the Dutch publisher felt they had to

omit certain passages. International acclaim fol-

lowed in the mid-1950s, and reprints, translations,

and new editions followed in quick succession. The

diary became the most widely read nonfiction book

in the world after the Bible. A critical edition of

Anne Frank’s diary appeared in Dutch in 1986 to

rebut neo-Nazi allegations that it was a hoax.

In 1957 the Anne Frank Foundation was created

with the aim of propagating the ideals expressed in

the diary. The foundation acquired the house on the

Prinsengracht and created a museum there in 1960.

It became one of Western Europe’s most popular

shrines. The foundation and its museum addressed

many of the broader ideological preoccupations of

society until the 1990s, when there was a return to

assessing Anne Frank as an individual; several bio-

graphies were published and more emphasis was put

on the literary qualities of her writings.

Anne Frank at her desk c. 1940. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS
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For many people, Anne Frank provides a human
face to the six million Jews who died, and her diary
is of enduring importance in memorializing the
victims of the Holocaust. Although she was initially
seen as an icon of Dutch innocence and resistance,
this view of the population as a whole was later
undermined by historians, who demonstrated that
the vast majority were indifferent to the fate of
their fellow citizens and many were even actively
involved in their deportation. More than 102,000
of the Netherlands’ 140,000 Jews were murdered,
a proportion equaled only in the countries of occu-
pied Eastern Europe. More recently, Anne Frank
became a ready-made icon for those who, in the
words of Ian Buruma, have turned the Holocaust
into a kind of secular religion.

There has also been intense criticism of those
who have used her experiences as an emblem of the
Nazi persecution of the Jews. Because her diary
ends at the moment of her deportation, it can give
no attention to the suffering of the millions of Jews
in the camps and the ghettos of Eastern Europe, as
Anne herself recognized in her entry of 13 January
1943. In the age of ‘‘identity politics,’’ many were
also shocked by the ‘‘de-Judaizing’’ of Anne Frank,
for example in the play and film by Frances
Goodrich and Albert Hackett in the 1950s, where
Anne expresses her belief in the goodness of men,
thus becoming a symbol of innocence and hope,
and where her suffering was taken as the symbol of
the suffering of all humanity. These changing per-
spectives go a long way toward illuminating the
different phases of contemporary and cultural his-
tory since the diary was written. Her writings also
show the many faces of Anne Frank herself, as a
recalcitrant adolescent, a young girl in love, and, in
her letters to her fictitious friend Kitty, a penetrat-
ing and witty observer.

See also Childhood and Adolescence; Holocaust;
Netherlands.
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DICK VAN GALEN LAST

n

FRANKFURT SCHOOL. The phrase
Frankfurt School refers to an illustrious group of
German-Jewish thinkers who came of age during
the tumultuous years of the Weimar Republic.
Their number included Theodor Adorno, Walter
Benjamin, Erich Fromm, Max Horkheimer, Otto
Kirchheimer, Leo Lowenthal, Herbert Marcuse,
Franz Neumann, and Friedrich Pollock. Later, they
achieved a remarkable degree of intellectual
renown in the United States, where they fled fol-
lowing Adolf Hitler’s seizure of power.

FRANKFURT

The Frankfurt School’s organizational base was the
Institute for Social Research, which was established
by Felix Weil in the liberal milieu of Frankfurt in
1923. The institute was originally conceived as an
intellectual ally of the German working-class move-
ment, whose 1918 through 1919 revolution had
been brutally subdued by the reigning social demo-
crats and their right-wing allies. The institute’s
charge was to undertake research on working-class
politics in order to facilitate the eventual triumph
of the ‘‘progressive social forces’’ that had been
defeated in Weimar’s early years. However, the
Frankfurt School as it is known today was given
its definitive shape under the directorship of Max
Horkheimer, who succeeded Carl Grünberg in
1930.

Horkheimer articulated a new program in his
inaugural address as director, ‘‘The Present State of
Social Philosophy and the Tasks of an Institute for
Social Research.’’ The new approach centered on
the research methodology of ‘‘interdisciplinary
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materialism.’’ By this term, Horkheimer sought to
map an intellectual course that would navigate
between two prevalent scholarly extremes: on one
hand, philosophical speculation entirely ungrounded
in fact and on the other hand narrow-minded social
scientific fact-gathering uninformed by theoretical
directives.

The institute’s approach to social philosophy

followed a course that had been charted by the
Western Marxist revival of the 1920s. In 1923
Karl Korsch’s Marxism and Philosophy and Georg
Lukács’s History and Class Consciousness appeared.
Both works vigorously rejected the determinist

conception of Marxism purveyed by Soviet theore-
ticians. Lukács argued that Soviet Marxism’s
‘‘objectivism’’ was incompatible with the notion
of human freedom. Marxism, Lukács contended,

was in essence a superior theory of human self-
determination. However, it differed from earlier,
bourgeois theories in stressing the ‘‘material’’ side
of freedom: the component of social justice, with-
out which freedom shrinks to a formal attribute

relevant to the privileged classes alone. (In this
vein, Horkheimer was fond of quoting the maxim,
‘‘Capitalism is inherently democratic; it forbids the
right to sleep under bridges to millionaires and
vagrants alike.’’) In many respects, Western

Marxists like Lukács, Korsch, and the Frankfurt
School foresaw the degeneration of Soviet
Marxism into an oppressive and dogmatic ‘‘science
of legitimation.’’

The collaborative research project that was
meant to implement the Frankfurt School’s inter-
disciplinary research program was Studies on
Authority and the Family, in which Fromm’s social
psychology played a pivotal role. The study’s
thematic focus was the structural transformation
of the bourgeois nuclear family, one of the insti-
tute’s dominant concerns in the 1930s. But
another aspect of the project highlighted the
increasingly precarious status of Weimar democ-
racy: the cultural transmission, via the family, of
authoritarian patterns of socialization that under-
mined autonomy and bred obedience, thereby pav-
ing the way for dictatorship—a model that would
soon cast its net across the Continent. During the
1950s, many of the concepts and research methods
employed in the 1936 study were utilized in The
Authoritarian Personality (1950), co-edited by

Adorno and sponsored by the American Jewish
Committee as part of its Studies in Prejudice series.

Hitler’s seizure of power put an end to the
Frankfurt School research program in its original
incarnation: in March 1933, institute offices and
property were confiscated by the Gestapo. Empirical
research of the sort Horkheimer envisioned had
become ideologically impossible in Germany. In
1934 the institute relocated to New York, where it
established ties with Columbia University. Until
1940 its members continued to publish in German
in order to preserve intellectual and cultural traditions
that the Nazis sought to efface. Institute studies
appeared in the Zeitschrift für Sozialforschung, a repos-
itory of strikingly innovative work in philosophy,
cultural criticism, and social theory.

EXILE

The institute focused on the economic, political,
cultural, and psychological preconditions behind
the rise of fascism. In his own programmatic con-
tributions, such as the 1937 essay ‘‘Traditional and
Critical Theory,’’ Horkheimer strove to articulate
the theoretical foundations of critical theory, a
term that had become a deliberate euphemism for
reflexive, nondogmatic Marxism. Unlike orthodox
Marxism, critical theory had shed all vestiges of
economic determinism, remaining sensitive to the
multifarious causalities of the total social process—
political, legal, and cultural developments that pos-
sessed their own immanent logic. Unlike ‘‘tradi-
tional theory’’—the conventional bourgeois disci-
plines that Horkheimer sought to integrate—
critical theory rejected the positivist ethos that
accepted bourgeois society at face value, in its sheer
immediacy or givenness. By casting its lot with the
downtrodden and oppressed, critical theory sought
to inform processes of social emancipation—or, as
Horkheimer phrased it, the ‘‘rational organization
of society.’’

As prospects for emancipation receded with the
triumph of fascism in Europe and ‘‘state capital-
ism’’ (the New Deal) in the United States, critical
theory’s approach became increasingly abstract and
philosophical. In his essays from the late 1930s,
Horkheimer began to rely on the ideals of
‘‘Philosophical Reason’’ as a transhistorical touch-
stone of humanity’s emancipatory hopes. In
Horkheimer’s view, reason, by stressing the tension
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between the ‘‘real’’ and the ‘‘rational,’’ brought to
light the deficiencies of contemporary social life. By
emphasizing the ways in which reality failed to
measure up to the sublimity of reason’s demands,
philosophy preserved the idea of a radically differ-
ent, utopian social order. Many of these themes
were also central to Marcuse’s important 1940
study of Hegel, Reason and Revolution.

Horkheimer presided over the institute’s effec-
tive dissolution, apparently due to financial con-
straints, in 1941, at which point the Zeitschrift
ceased to appear. He and Adorno relocated to
Pacific Palisades, California, where they coauthored
Dialectic of Enlightenment (1944–1947), an influ-
ential presentation of the Frankfurt School’s philos-
ophy of history. Here Adorno’s influence clearly pre-
dominated, because the new outlook on reason was a
highly critical one. The authors argued that the very
process of human ratiocination—intellection itself—
underwrote the modern totalitarian impulse. The
most basic expression of domination, they argued,
was the attempt to make the dissimilar similar by
subjecting it to the abstract imperatives of logical
thought.

Despite fascinating chapters on the
Enlightenment, Homer’s Odyssey, the Marquis de
Sade, and anti-Semitism, their perspective seemed
oblivious to some important and potentially devas-
tating objections and counterarguments; the
authors had abandoned the original methodologi-
cal promise of interdisciplinary materialism in favor
of a schematic philosophy of history. Horkheimer
and Adorno concluded that the rise of totalitarian-
ism had revealed the inner logic of the Western
cultural development in toto. They never explored
the converse possibility that fascism represented a
last-ditch effort to overturn the ideas of the French
Revolution, the rule of law and democratic
republicanism.

One of the book’s major innovations was its
systematic treatment of the phenomenon of mass
culture (‘‘The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as
Mass Deception’’). Similar misgivings about mass
culture as a species of socially administered, ideo-
logical conformity would be voiced by American
critics such as Dwight MacDonald, Clement

Greenberg, and Irving Howe. Yet in this instance,
too, one suspects that, despite the chapter’s unde-
niable analytical brilliance, the authors indelicately

grafted the experience of European totalitarianism
onto the American situation. As a result, their anal-
ysis of the culture industry became monolithic:
they readily assumed that mass culture, as a new
form of ideological control, resulted in the ‘‘total

integration’’ of American society. The distinctiveness
of American political traditions—rule of law, repub-
licanism, civil liberties—as a counterweight to culture
industry conformity played no role in their account.

POSTWAR DISCOURSE

In 1950, Horkheimer and Adorno returned to
Frankfurt to accept teaching positions. Other for-
mer institute members—Kirchheimer, Lowenthal,
Marcuse, and Neumann (who died in 1953)—
remained in the United States, where they en-

joyed distinguished university careers. Although
Horkheimer and Adorno’s major philosophical
works were only translated during the 1970s, the
Frankfurt School’s interpretive framework was
introduced to an American public via a number of

influential works by Herbert Marcuse. During the
1960s, reading books such as Eros and Civilization
(1955) and One-Dimensional Man (1964) served
as an obligatory rite of passage for many members
of the New Left. Marcuse’s critique of the repres-

sive nature of advanced industrial society, whose
survival was predicated on rechanneling desire in
accordance with the strictures of mass consumption
(a process he famously characterized as ‘‘repressive
desublimation’’) proved prophetic, for it antici-

pated the ‘‘libidinal politics’’ that a subsequent
generation of student radicals would soon adopt.

Thus, whereas the Frankfurt School’s critique of
domination was first elaborated in the 1930s and

1940s, its doctrines were received under very different
conditions. As a result of this unexpected confluence of
German social thought and indigenous American
radicalism, a generation of young American scholars
(inspired in part by Martin Jay’s pioneering history The
Dialectical Imagination [1973]) sought to renew and
adapt critical theory to the changed political and social
realities of the post-1960s America, making the
Frankfurt School framework an integral component
of postwar American intellectual discourse.

During the 1950s and 1960s, Horkheimer and
Adorno, for their parts, were extremely active in
refashioning German politics. In his capacity as
university rector, Horkheimer rubbed elbows with
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German political elites and had an important influ-

ence on postwar educational policy. The resur-

rected institute’s new annual, Frankfurter Beiträge
zu Soziologie, published influential studies of

German occupational life that revealed a marked

continuation of authoritarian character structure.

Adorno was an especially active participant in

the reeducation process. He delivered a series of

public lectures and radio addresses urging his fel-

low citizens to actively confront the German past

rather than simply bury it. In the aftermath of

Auschwitz, contrition and restitution became the

twin preconditions for Germany’s return to the

fold of civilized nations. The Frankfurt School,

with Adorno in the lead, stressed the imperatives

of Vergangenheitsbewältigung, or ‘‘Coming to terms

with the past.’’ For these reasons, in their study of

the School’s postwar influence Clemens Albrecht et

al. credited it with establishing the intellectual and

moral foundations of postwar Germany.

In ‘‘Education towards Maturity,’’ Adorno

praised the Kantian virtue of Mündigkeit, or auton-

omy. Thereby, he acknowledged that one of the

key factors in Nazism’s precipitous rise was a wide-

spread dearth of Zivilcourage on the part of the

German civil population. The traditional authori-

tarian state had excelled at producing quiescent and

obedient subjects (Untertanen) rather than citi-

zens. Only a far-reaching transformation in sociali-

zation patterns would remedy this debility and set

Germany on the path to stable democratic govern-

ment. Consequently, the Frankfurt School con-

sciously downplayed its earlier hopes for radical

social change—to the point where for many years

Horkheimer categorically refused requests to

republish books and articles from the 1930s and

1940s.

However, this change in political tone was appar-

ently lost on postwar German youth. To the chagrin

of Horkheimer et al., they found the Frankfurt

School’s more radical doctrines of the 1930s timely

and congenial. Their impatience was, in many

respects, understandable. After all, during the 1950s

the Americans had sacrificed denazification to the

ends of anticommunism. But this policy meant that

there was a discomfiting continuity in personnel from

the Third Reich to the Federal Republic.

The German SDS (Sozialistischer deutscher

Studentenbund) saw itself as antifascist, and its goal

was to oppose the authoritarian continuities in

German politics. But this put it on an explosive

collision course with the reincarnated Institute for

Social Research, since one of the political lessons

that Horkheimer and his colleagues had learned

during the 1930s was that the Left’s failure to rally

around the values of liberal democracy had greatly

facilitated Hitler’s seizure of power—a scenario

they were anxious to forestall in the postwar era.

The inevitable political clash between the two

groups came to pass in 1968, when Adorno felt

compelled to summon the police to expel student

radicals who had illegally occupied institute

premises.

Jürgen Habermas, Adorno’s assistant in

Frankfurt during the 1950s, has continued to build

on his mentor’s legacy. Yet he has taken exception

to the philosophy of history propounded in

Dialectic of Enlightenment, which he perceives as

an exaggerated ‘‘inverted’’ teleology, in which lin-

ear decline supplants the positive teleology of prog-

ress. Unlike Horkheimer and Adorno, Habermas

has been eager to stress the redeeming or positive

features of political modernity: the values of civil

society, the public sphere, the rule of law, human

rights, and participatory democracy, all of which he

perceives as an important bulwark against political

authoritarianism.

At the same time, Habermas shares the

Frankfurt School’s critical verdict on ‘‘instrumental

reason’’: like Adorno, he fears that the technocratic

imperatives of economic management and state

administration have taken precedence over human

capacities for undistorted intersubjectivity—the

ability to reach agreement through the beneficent

capacities of mutual understanding. In The Theory
of Communicative Action (1981), Habermas

coined the phrase administrative colonization of
the lifeworld to describe the process whereby the

formal imperatives of economic and administrative

rationality increasingly subsume informal modes of

human interaction: friendship, intimacy, and prin-

cipled political will-formation. Unlike his intellec-

tual forebears, he has sought to reconcile critical

theory’s emancipatory thrust with contemporary

developments in philosophy and the social sciences.
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Thus, his view of traditional theory is markedly less

confrontational than was Horkheimer’s. His theory

of ‘‘universal pragmatics’’—the ‘‘ideal speech situa-

tion’’ that constitutes the philosophical basis for

the theory of communicative action—was devel-

oped via an encounter with the linguistic philoso-

phies of J. L. Austin and John Searle.

Habermas’s own work, which has had a pro-
found and extensive impact on a variety of intellec-
tual fields, is significant testimony to the continu-
ing relevance of the Frankfurt School vision.

See also Adorno, Theodor; Benjamin, Walter; Fromm,
Erich; Habermas, Jürgen; Marcuse, Herbert.
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RICHARD WOLIN

n

FRENCH EMPIRE. In 1914 the French
Empire was the second largest colonial empire in
population and extent/territory. A century earlier,
France had already lost most of a substantial pre-
vious empire in India and North America, retaining
only a few slave islands in the Caribbean and the
Indian Ocean, tiny colonial fragments in India, and

some coastal footholds and trading stations in
Africa and Asia. By a curious irony, therefore, mod-
ern French imperialism coincided and was indelibly
associated with the rise of French republicanism
and the modern state. This irony became more
acute with time, haunting the troubled French
experience of decolonization.

In 1848, the short-lived Second Republic
began to forge a republican conception of empire
by setting two formidable precedents. First, it abol-
ished slavery (which had been abortively abolished
once before, in 1791) and created citizens of
former slaves, who thus could vote in French
parliamentary elections. Second, the Republic
incorporated the newly conquered territories of
Algeria—which had been invaded in 1830 and
brutally ‘‘pacified’’ thereafter—within the adminis-
trative structure of metropolitan France: Algeria
was divided into départements under the control
of a prefect. When François Mitterrand, interior
minister at the outbreak of the Algerian War in
1954, infamously claimed that ‘‘Algeria is France,’’
he was thus doing no more than stating the official
truth. Algeria constituted the keystone of the
French Empire until it gained its independence in
1962. The colonies emancipated in 1848 (now the
overseas départements of Martinique, Guadeloupe,
French Guiana, and Réunion), were still outposts
of the French Republic––and of the European
Union––in 2004, along with a few other quasi-
colonial ‘‘overseas territories.’’

France’s empire expanded most rapidly, along-
side that of other colonial powers, in the 1880s
and 1890s, with the internationally sanctioned
occupation and, where necessary, armed conquest,
of vast territories in West and Central Africa,
Madagascar, and Southeast Asia, along with divers
islands and archipelagos in the Atlantic, Indian, and
Pacific Oceans. Prized protectorates over Tunisia
and Morocco were also secured in this period, and
Algeria acquired its Saharan extension through the
cartographic skills of the French army. This
‘‘scramble for Africa’’ (and Asia) coincided with
the dynamic consolidation of the values and insti-
tutions of the modern French state by the Third
Republic after 1870. The territorial contiguity
of French-ruled territory in Africa inspired the
enduring rhetorical trope of a ‘‘Françafrique’’
stretching ‘‘from Flanders to the Congo’’ (one of
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Mitterrand’s more fanciful slogans from the
1950s); plans for a Trans-Saharan Railway, which
might have lent substance to the rhetoric, were much
discussed but never realized. Even so, by 1914 the
French imperial map revealed impressive stretches
of French rule, commanded by powerful procon-
suls in Algiers, Rabat, and Tunis, Dakar (French
West Africa), Brazzaville (French Equatorial Africa),
Tananarive (Madagascar), and Hanoi (Indochina,
a French creation comprising the modern-day
states of Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos). The map
was completed only after 1919, when France was
granted mandates by the newly formed League of
Nations to administer former German colonies in
Africa (Cameroon, Togo) and former Ottoman
territories in the Middle East, where French sol-
diers and proconsuls created the states of Syria
and Lebanon with their modern boundaries. The
dominant doctrine underpinning French colonial
rule was assimilation, allied to the looser concep-
tion of a ‘‘mission civilisatrice’’ (civilizing mission).
As late as 1944, at the time of the Brazzaville
Conference organized by the Free French move-
ment, a prominent Gaullist declared that France’s
aim was to ‘‘transform French Africans into African
Frenchmen.’’ This French mission took various
practical forms, the most important being the
inculcation, through education, of French norms,
culture, and language. Chiefly remembered for the
apocryphal stories of African schoolchildren reciting
how ‘‘our ancestors the Gauls had blond hair and
blue eyes,’’ in reality the French colonial school
system never reached more than the few––very
few beyond primary level––though it was bolstered
by the efforts of Catholic missionaries (since the
core republican doctrine of laı̈cité, the separation
of church and state, was largely ignored overseas).
In addition, ‘‘civilization’’ was to be imposed
through the supposedly virtuous instruments of
taxation and labor; indeed, as in pre-1789 France,
the two were often combined in the form of labor
impressments for public works. French administra-
tors and their intermediaries also acted as recruiting
agents for labor on major projects, such as the
notorious Congo-Ocean Railway, which claimed
the lives of thousands of Africans, or for seasonal
work on European-owned plantations. Although
banned by the International Labor Organization
in 1930, forced labor continued in various guises
until it was finally abolished after World War II.

Assimilation also implied the application of

French legal norms, but this principle too was read-

ily manipulated to French ends. Most notably,

French law in Algeria, France’s principal settler

colony, was used to justify the expropriation of

the best agricultural lands by European farmers,

thus forcing upon indigenous Algerians the choice

between laboring in the European farms and vine-

yards, migrating to poorer, mountainous regions,

electing a precarious existence in the coastal cities,

or, from the 1920s on, immigrating to metropoli-

tan France to serve as cheap, transient, industrial

labor. More generally, French administration relied

on an often cruel and arbitrary indigénat, or

‘‘native’’ code of justice, which was abolished only

after 1945. In theory, the colonized could attain

equal status through citizenship. In fact, for most

of the colonial period, citizenship had to be earned

by meeting stringent criteria, though these were

sometimes arbitrarily applied: literacy, property

ownership, office holding, military service, or, for

Muslims, the humiliating renunciation of rights and

duties possessed under Islamic law and custom. Even

when universal suffrage was eventually broached in

the 1940s, it was clear that it could never be practiced

on the basis of ‘‘one person, one vote’’ because demo-

graphy dictated that France would then become ‘‘the

colony of her former colonies.’’ Voters were thus

corralled into demeaning electoral colleges, which

discounted their suffrage, so that African or Algerian

députés (members of parliament) represented consti-

tuencies that were up to ten times more populous

than those of French metropolitan députés. Even this

double standard was not enough for the Algerian

settlers, or pieds noirs (approximately one-eighth of

the Algerian population), and in the 1948 elections to

the new Algerian Assembly, massive electoral fraud

excluded all but the most pro-French voices. By con-

trast, politics in post-1945 French sub-Saharan Africa

showed how the rhetoric of assimilation could be

turned to the advantage of the colonized, as a new

generation of politicians and trade unionists cam-

paigned with some success for equal rights for

African workers, with the creation of an African

Labor Code in 1952. In this case at least, French

colonial rule was starting to become too costly to

maintain.

Although assimilation remained the dominant

ideal––or rather, fiction––of French republican

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1141

F R E N C H E M P I R E



imperialism, colonial officials came to learn the

advantages of a less intrusive policy of association,

which accompanied or supplanted assimilationist

grand designs. Association had its philosophical

basis in an ambiguous relativism, which purported

to respect cultural difference in conquered socie-

ties, but for the most part simply considered some

‘‘ancient’’ civilizations as yet unfit for the benefits

of Western rule. More pragmatically, association

recognized the costs of prolonged resistance to

French rule or to its harsher policies, such as mili-

tary recruitment during World War I. It also took

into account the necessary paucity of French

administrative resources, since by law French colo-

nies had to remain fiscally autonomous. French

colonial officials thus restored, or sometimes

invented, institutions of local rule, which compen-

sated for an overstretched colonial administration.

Assimilationist and associationist doctrines came

together in the increasingly professionalized training

of colonial administrators at the École Nationale de

la France d’Outre-Mer (ENFOM, National acad-

emy for overseas France), then counted among

France’s more prestigious grandes écoles, which in

2004 still trained French administrative, political,

intellectual, and business elites. Cadets at ENFOM

studied law and administration, but also ethnogra-

phy, languages, and basic applied sciences, so that

they could operate effectively as technocratic mod-

ernizers, lonely but resourceful ‘‘kings of the

bush.’’ Unlike their typical British counterparts,

they were often men of the Left, drawn from

France’s provincial periphery, from lower-middle-

class or peasant backgrounds.

What was the importance of empire for French

public opinion? Parisian high culture between the

wars drew heavily on contact with the colonized

cultures of Africa and Southeast Asia. The Parisian

intelligentsia reveled in exotic ethnographic dis-

coveries; enthused over African and Asian artifacts

pillaged for French museum collections; admired

the poetry and manifestos of the negritude move-

ment, whose leading lights included future politi-

cians, Léopold Sédar Senghor of Senegal and the

Martiniquan Aimé Césaire; and danced to the music

of African American jazz musicians. This fascination

with the exotic Other was periodically tempered by

unease at the colonial abuses revealed by the left-

wing intellectuals André Gide, Andrée Viollis, and

Michel Leiris, but by few others before the 1950s.
French popular culture was saturated with imperial
clichés in film, popular song, commercial advertis-
ing, and official propaganda. Yet the staging in
1931 of a Grand Colonial Exposition in a park
outside Paris, under the prestigious direction of
Marshal Louis Lyautey, ‘‘pacifier’’ of Morocco,
indicates that the government felt some anxiety that
the French public was not sufficiently ‘‘empire-
minded.’’ Millions of visitors took up the invitation
to voyage ‘‘round the world in one day,’’ marveling
at replicas of temples, mosques, palaces, and mud
huts, and ogling the spectacle of costumed
‘‘natives’’ acting out the tamer fantasies of their
colonial masters. It is doubtful that this experience
stiffened popular imperialist resolve.

Colonial affairs were never high on the political
agenda, even at moments of crisis, and the French
colonial enterprise was supported, albeit unenthu-
siastically, by a broad consensus of French political
opinion. In the days of conquest, the empire had
depended on the vigorous lobbying of a small but

Cover of the novel Datine le Berba by French novelist

Joseph Huchet. Huichet was a French missionary in Dahomey

who wrote popular novels depicting the life of indigenous peo-

ple in the region. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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influential parti colonial, a loose coalition of imper-

ial interests including businessmen, geographers,

soldiers, and missionaries. Within the political

parties, colonial questions were the province of a

few ‘‘experts’’ rather than a matter for mainstream

party debate. On the Left, the Socialist Party

(Section Française de l’Internationale Ouvrière, or

SFIO) campaigned against the scandals associated

with colonialism, rather than against colonialism

itself. Even the French Communist Party’s anti-

colonialism, a Leninist article of faith, turned out

to be conditional: after the Party rejoined the

republican mainstream with the formation of the

Popular Front in 1934, its stance came to reflect

that of the secretary-general Maurice Thorez, in

December 1937, recalling Vladimir Lenin’s maxim

that ‘‘the right to divorce does not mean the obli-

gation to divorce.’’ After World War II, the party

line equated separatist nationalism with fascism (for

example, in Algeria in 1945) and decolonization

with U.S. imperialism. The Cold War made it easier

for the party to oppose French actions in Indochina

and Madagascar, but its solidarity with Communist

brethren such as Ho Chi Minh was signally more

wholehearted than its subsequent support for

the Algerian National Liberation Front (FLN).

Conversely, the same Cold War logic constrained

the other parties, even the SFIO, to back Algérie
Française. Before the cautious or compromised

party leaderships, it was individual party militants

and independent intellectuals––mostly on the Left,

but also among liberal Catholics––who supported

the Algerian cause: denouncing torture, encoura-

ging desertion by French servicemen, or acting as

porteurs de valises (couriers, or literally, suitcase-

carriers) for the FLN.

The empire mattered to businesses and inves-

tors and was a crucial source of foodstuffs and

raw materials, from West African cocoa and peanut

oil to Indochinese rubber and coal. But French

imperialism increasingly acted as a brake on eco-

nomic modernization, as it was old-fashioned,

unprofitable industries, such as food oils and tex-

tiles that benefited from the colonies. Colonial

development was first mooted in the 1920s, under

the utilitarian guise of the proposed mise en valeur
(valorization) of the colonies, but virtually nothing

happened until 1946, when an Investment Fund

for Economic and Social Development (FIDES)

was created to channel metropolitan funds into

major development projects. Ironically, the scheme’s

very success made a powerful case for decolonization,

when it was argued, most prominently by the edi-

tor of the popular magazine Paris-Match, that the

money would be better spent at home. By a further

irony, the Algerian economy––hitherto largely per-

ceived as competition for French farmers and wine-

growers––promised to benefit France only when it

was almost too late, with the discovery of the

Saharan oil fields in the late 1950s. By this time,

governments and multinational enterprises were

coming to realize that the resources of the devel-

oping world could be exploited more profitably

without the hindrance of colonial rule: so it proved

in Algeria, where independence barely interrupted

the pace of French investment in Algerian oil and

gas, or of Algerian labor migration to France.

The French Empire remained a prop for

French claims to the status of a great power, even

after 1945. Although imperial rivalries with Britain

were resolved almost amicably when the Entente

Cordiale was concluded in 1904, the more practical

purpose of ‘‘Greater France’’ (la plus grande
France) was as a demographic counterweight to a

Germany whose sixty million citizens otherwise

outnumbered France’s forty million. France alone

deployed non-European colonial troops on the

western front during World War II, including a

Force Noire (black force) of some 170,000 African

tirailleurs (infantry troops). In 1940 colonial

troops fought in the Battle of France, which left

many Africans among the 1.25 million French pris-

oners of war in Germany. General Charles de

Gaulle’s Free French army was largely a colonial

army, which fought in the Western Desert and in

Italy, before spearheading the secondary Allied land-

ings in southern France in August 1944. France

continued to rely on colonial levies and the much-

romanticized mercenaries of the Foreign Legion in

its various wars of decolonization, in Indochina,

Madagascar, and North Africa. In Algeria, locally

recruited troops and auxiliaries (harkis) were in the

thick of the fighting; at independence, they were

faced with a tragic nonchoice between exile and

massacre. Although the Algerian War (1954–1962)

was the first and only colonial campaign in which

French conscripts were deployed, allowing the

army to field a force of up to 450,000 men, it also
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represented the last stand for the imperial ethos of
the professional French officer corps. For de Gaulle
(who, for reasons of background and tempera-
ment, did not share that ethos), ending the war in
Algeria was an opportunity for France to ‘‘marry
her century’’; this included modernizing the
French army and revolutionizing French strategy
by switching to a policy of nuclear deterrence based
on a nascent French force de frappe (strike force).
Even de Gaulle regretted losing the Algerian
Sahara, which offered facilities for nuclear testing
far preferable to the Pacific atolls used after 1962.

Any account of the end of the French Empire must
begin by examining its inescapable contradictions.
It must also consider the continuity of resistance to
French rule, which found expression between the
wars in the emergence of nationalist movements,
and in various revolts, insurrections, and conspira-
cies––all brutally and effectively repressed. The
French Empire might still have limped along, sus-
tained by a circular argument that legitimized colo-
nialism within an international system dominated
by colonial powers––claims that seemed almost
acceptable alongside the ambitions of the Axis.
World War II, however, changed everything, per-
haps for France especially: when it was defeated in
1940, its colonial territories were divided between
Free France and the old order represented by
Vichy. France’s authority was undermined by the
presence, from 1942 on, of Allied troops on
French colonial soil, and its very status as a power
was threatened by the two new, and anticolonialist,
superpowers. Most immediately, Japanese occupa-
tion in Southeast Asia effectively spelled the end of
European colonialism in that region, although the
British, French, and Dutch all resorted to arms to
avoid the writing on the wall––which was finally
translated into French only at the battle of Dien
Bien Phu in 1954, after eight years of futile combat
against the forces of Ho Chi Minh’s Communist
Revolution. France’s vestigial Indian city-colonies
were peacefully incorporated into the surrounding
states of independent India in 1950 and 1954.

Crucially, however, the end of the war initially
led to an attempt by the European powers to rein-
vigorate colonial rule as an integral part of postwar
reconstruction, though as it turned out, what was
at stake was not the maintenance of colonial rule
but the manner, timing, and outcomes of eventual

decolonization. France made a last attempt to

reconcile the Republic with its empire through a

raft of political and economic reforms contained

within the constitutional framework of a new

French Union (a name chosen in homage to the

USSR). This unwieldy monster was too readily

compromised by concessions to the Right in the

constitutional debates of 1946, or, in Algeria, was

subverted by the obdurate pieds noirs and a com-

plaisant administration. A more stable, less divided,

better-led regime, less troubled by the legacy of

defeat in 1940 than the postwar Fourth Republic

(1946–1958), might still have fought in Indochina

or shown the same ruthlessness in crushing the

Malagasy insurrection of 1947–1948, or the same

reluctance to concede Tunisian and Moroccan

independence; but it might not have managed any

better in setting up the institutional framework

that paved the way for rapid decolonization in

sub-Saharan Africa. Even with new, dynamic lead-

ership and a radically reshaped French constitution,

more of the Algerian War took place after de

Gaulle’s return to power in May 1958 than before.

Conversely, a different postwar regime might just

have forced through timely reforms in Algeria,

however limited, thus providing openings for mod-

erate nationalists, who might then have eschewed

the all-out violence of the FLN, the French army,

and settler vigilantes, or the last-ditch scorched-

earth campaign of the Secret Army Organization

(OAS), a terrorist movement of settler extremists

and dissident army officers. In sum, decolonization

would have been difficult and traumatic in any

event, but surely anything would have been prefer-

able to the infernal Franco-Algerian escalation of

massacres, terrorism, and torture—especially the

increasingly systematic use of torture that has

stained the French conscience ever since. The

population transfers and ‘‘ethnic cleansing,’’ the

political and personal traumas, were still unhealed

in the early years of the twenty-first century, more

than fifty years after the FLN’s declaration of war.

The sense of relief that accompanied decoloni-

zation may help explain the readiness with which

French people ‘‘turned the page’’ in 1962, given

that it took almost forty years before there was any

widespread public debate about the appalling

memories and troublesome legacy of the Algerian

War (officially so designated only with a National
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Assembly vote in June 1999). Surely most French
people concurred (if for divergent reasons) with de
Gaulle’s assertion in 1961 that ‘‘decolonization is
in the French interest, and is therefore French
policy.’’ Indeed, notwithstanding the French Fifth
Republic’s dubious history of neocolonial adven-
tures in Africa and nuclear posturing, there was
little sense that France had ‘‘lost an empire but
not yet found a role,’’ as U.S. Secretary of State
Dean Acheson caustically characterized Britain’s
situation. France’s role was at the heart of another
nascent union of sovereign and democratic
European nations.

See also Algeria; Algerian War; British Empire; British
Empire, End of; Fanon, Frantz; Indochina;
Morocco; Negritude; Senghor, Léopold Sédar;
Suez Crisis; Vietnam War.
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Histoire d’un divorce. Paris, 1984.

Ross, Kristin. Fast Cars, Clean Bodies: Decolonization and
the Reordering of French Culture. Cambridge, Mass.,
1995.

Ruedy, John. Modern Algeria, the Origins and Development
of a Nation. Bloomington, Ind., 1992.

Shipway, Martin. The Road to War: France and Vietnam,
1944–1947. Oxford, U.K., 1996.

Thomas, Martin. The French Empire at War 1940–45.
Manchester, U.K., 1998.

MARTIN SHIPWAY

n

FRENCH NEW WAVE. French new wave
cinema was an explosion of hundreds of motion
pictures made by young new directors between
1958 and 1964. This was surely one of the richest,
most important movements in film history. The
new wave was the result of very specific social and
technological developments of post–World War II
France. Moreover, during the decade after the war,
the rise in film criticism created conditions that
welcomed drastic changes in French cinema. The
legendary film critic André Bazin and scores of
other critics engaged in a frenzy of filmgoing and
critical writing. This was the era of ciné-clubs and
daring new film journals, especially Bazin’s Cahiers
du cinéma (formed in 1951). Bazin featured arti-
cles and reviews by a group of very young cine-
philes, including Eric Rohmer, Claude Chabrol,
François Truffaut, and Jean-Luc Godard, all of
whom would go on to direct films. Cahiers du
cinéma celebrated a wide range of distinctive direc-
tors, or auteurs, but the restless critics also attacked
many of France’s most successful commercial film-
makers. And their rebelliousness was not isolated.

During the 1950s, there were fundamental
changes under way within nearly every aspect of
French society. As the decade progressed, there
was a growing perception of a distinct youth cul-
ture, or ‘‘new wave’’ (nouvelle vague) generation,
defined in part by a rejection of many of France’s
traditions. Express magazine even launched a survey
to investigate new wave morals, politics, and
general behavior. The new wave dismissed old
institutions and authority figures, while its core
constituents, urban, well-educated young people,
flocked to jazz clubs, read New Novels, and
mocked mainstream movies as outdated. By 1958
and 1959, when an unprecedented rise in movies
by and for young people appeared, the label new
wave became permanently attached to a new sort of
film, shot cheaply with daring new techniques.
‘‘Papa’s cinema’’ was now under attack from new
wave cinema, led by some of the same critics who
had written for Cahiers and who were now direc-
tors. International audiences took notice. Parisian
culture seemed once again the envy of Europe.

BIRTH OF NEW WAVE CINEMA

France has a long tradition of individual directors

with distinctive narrative styles. Never before,
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however, had conditions allowed so many first-time

directors to experiment with telling new stories in

new ways. A handful of creative individuals work-

ing during the late 1940s and early 1950s pointed

the way toward change. The critic Alexandre

Astruc (b. 1923) called for new strategies in a

famous 1948 article on ‘‘la caméra stylo,’’ challeng-

ing directors to make their camera equivalent to a

novelist’s pen. Jean-Pierre Melville (1917–1973)

provided a practical example for the eventual new

wave. His first feature, Silence of the Sea (1947),

was shot on a tiny budget, completely outside the

system of production, by his own small production

company. Melville went on to write and direct a

number of films independently, including Bob le

Flambeur (1955), which synthesized traits from

French art cinema and American genre films alike,

inspiring other young directors.

Another key role model was Agnès Varda

(b. 1928). As a twenty-six-year-old woman with

no film experience, Varda shot La pointe courte
(Short Point) in a Mediterranean fishing village in

1954. For this very personal film, Varda formed her

own company, Ciné-Tamaris, which she still oper-

ated fifty years later. The movie, shot on location

with local residents and several fresh young actors,

combined aspects of documentary cinema and

Italian neorealism with a very modern narrative

structure. Bazin hailed it as a miraculous film, and

it too was made outside the rules and regulations of

commercial cinema. She went on to make scores of

documentaries and fiction films, including her new

wave–era masterpiece, Cleo from 5 to 7 (1961).

One of the first people to follow Astruc,

Melville, and Varda’s path was the young Louis

Malle (1932–1995). At the age of twenty-five, Malle

directed an elegant crime melodrama, Elevator to
the Gallows (1958), featuring a sound track by the

jazz legend Miles Davis and a stunning visual style.

Malle immediately went to work on the controver-

sial The Lovers (1958), a tale about a bourgeois

wife who leaves both her husband and her lover

for a man she had met the same day. Both films

launched the rising new wave star Jeanne Moreau.

By the late 1950s, such frank presentations of

romance had shaken up French cinema, and the

natural acting styles, casual visual look, and jazzy

sound tracks broke away from more classically stagy

conventions. Malle’s movies were hailed for
announcing a new, long-awaited era.

By 1959 most film critics were convinced a true
new wave cinema had arrived. The Cahiers du
cinéma critic Claude Chabrol (b. 1930) premiered
his first two movies, Le beau Serge and The Cousins,
in February and March 1959; The Cousins became
the fifth biggest hit of the year. In May, Truffaut
(1932–1984) won the best director award at the
Cannes Film Festival for his The 400 Blows (1959),
and Alain Resnais’s Hiroshima mon amour (1959)
was shown outside competition to a sensational
response. Truffaut and Resnais earned huge inter-
national distribution contracts, motivating other
young producers and directors to get into the
cinema. The new wave accelerated in 1960 with the
arrival of Breathless by Jean-Luc Godard (b. 1930),
Truffaut’s Shoot the Piano Player, and Chabrol’s
The Good Girls, as well as Eric Rohmer’s The Sign
of Leo (1959) and Jacques Rivette’s Paris Belongs to
Us. Gradually, observers narrowed their definition
of the new wave to former critics from Cahiers du
cinéma, and Truffaut and Godard certainly became
its central spokesmen, but other exemplary members
included Jacques Demy (Lola, 1961; Umbrellas
of Cherbourg, 1964) and Jacques Rozier (Adieu
Philippine, 1962).

DEFINING NEW WAVE AESTHETICS

Unlike previous film movements, such as German
expressionism, Soviet montage, or Italian neoreal-
ism, the new wave did not have any fixed style or
tactics. Instead, a wild variety of stories were told
and styles were employed, in part because these
young directors considered themselves auteurs.
They strove to establish their own personal styles
rather than copy one another. It is nonetheless
possible to define shared general traits of new wave
films. Most were shot on location with a low bud-
get and quick shooting schedules, thanks in part to
new, lightweight film equipment designed for small
documentary and television crews. The actors were
typically fresh faces, rethinking their craft in opposi-
tion to the theatrical acting, makeup, and costum-
ing of mainstream cinema. A new generation of
stars, including Moreau, Jean-Paul Belmondo,
and Jean-Pierre Léaud, resulted.

A casual filming style required stories set in the
present day and loosely organized around characters
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spontaneously meandering from one encounter to
another. Visually, these movies defied professional
standards of three-point lighting, continuity editing,
and smooth camera movements. Instead, they fore-
grounded their cheap aesthetics, with hand-held
cameras, amateurish lighting, disjointed editing,
and bold, peppy sound tracks. Cinema for this
generation was a cultural practice, not just an
industry. Some mainstream critics dismissed such
movies as poorly made, even ugly, but international
audiences lined up behind the Parisians, making
The 400 Blows, Breathless, and Truffaut’s Jules and
Jim (1961) three of the most important movies in
the world.

New wave films truly reworked cinema from
the ground up. The whole notion of who could
make a movie was challenged. These directors shot
in their apartments and favorite cafés and employed
a new generation of cinematographers willing to

experiment. For instance, Godard filmed long con-

versations for Breathless by pushing his camera ope-
rator in a mail cart along the sidewalk. Truffaut’s

cinematographer sat in the trunk of a tiny car,
dangling his legs out as he filmed. Malle filmed

Jeanne Moreau strolling through Paris at night,
with only the shop windows for illumination. The

sound tracks also contributed to the sense of

urgency and honesty, with lively dialogue peppered
with modern slang and spoken with natural pauses

and accents. Cheap, creative techniques became
chic; it was acceptable to use wheelchairs for track-

ing shots, jump cuts for a hectic pace, and freeze

frames for suspended endings. Film language
changed forever.

LEGACY

The new wave inspired young filmmakers across

Europe and the world to follow their mode of

Jean Seberg and Jean-Paul Belmondo in a scene from Jean-Luc Godard’s Breathless. WALTER DARAN/TIME LIFE IMAGES/

GETTY IMAGES
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production. Its wide range of styles—from Malle
and Truffaut’s sensitive, sexy tales of betrayal to
Godard and Varda’s formal experimentation to
Demy’s singing melodramas and Resnais’s laby-
rinthine narratives—allowed nearly everyone to
find something engaging. In France, however, the
new wave proper can be said to have ended by
1965. The number of first-time directors declined
dramatically. Moreover, some new wave directors
could not be considered so ‘‘new’’ anymore. In
1965 Chabrol completed his eleventh feature film,
and Godard his tenth. The key new wave film-
makers had moved into the heart of French cinema,
and ever since, their movement has been hailed as
one of the most joyous and mythic moments in
world cinema.

See also Cinema; Godard, Jean-Luc; Truffaut, François.
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n

FREUD, SIGMUND (1856–1939), Austrian
psychiatrist, founder of psychoanalysis.

Sigmund Freud was fifty-eight years old in
1914 when the long nineteenth century came to
an abrupt end and Europe plunged into four years
of intense, internecine war. The adventure in
thought that was his career was roughly half over,
and the core ideas of classic Freudian psychological
theory, known as psychoanalysis, were already in
place. Formulated between the years 1893 and
1911 in a series of essays, case histories, and scien-
tific monographs, psychoanalysis centered on the
concepts of unconscious mental activity, child-
hood psychosexuality, the Oedipal scheme of

psychological development, the repressive origins
of neurotic symptoms, and the symbolic role of
dreams in mental life. Although familiar in the early
twenty-first century, these ideas were strikingly ori-
ginal when Freud first published them. A tiny
group of intellectuals, mostly in the Germanic
world, was familiar with and excited by Freud’s
work before 1914. A larger minority found his
teachings improbable, subversive, or disgusting.
Most Europeans remained unfamiliar with Freud
up to this time.

FREUD’S CAREER AFTER 1914

This situation changed dramatically in the years
following 1914. During and after the First World
War, Freud continued his tireless productivity.
His intellectual career during the interwar period
is marked by a continuing rethinking and refa-
shioning of his ideas in the light of new clinical
and historical experience. His major psychological
publications during the war and postwar years con-
cerned the psychological drives and psychical struc-
ture and function as well as ancillary subjects such
as psychological sublimation and the nature of
femininity. He also devoted himself to exploring
the implications and applications of psychoanalysis
to nonclinical domains, including anthropology,
sociology, religion, literature, art, and biography.
Another characteristic of the latter half of Freud’s
career is the drive to achieve a comprehensive
model of human psychology capable of accounting
for everyday normal mental life as well as psycho-
pathology. Freud also during the 1920s and 1930s
addressed the training of psychoanalysts and aspects
of psychoanalytic psychotherapy. And he produced
highly readable codifications of his ideas that suc-
ceeded in publicizing psychoanalysis to a wider audi-
ence. During these same years, Freudian psychology
developed from a small, sectarian community in a
few central European cities into both a highly
dynamic professional movement and a radical cul-
tural force across the European American world.

Two texts—Beyond the Pleasure Principle
(1920) and The Ego and the Id (1923)—lie at the
center of Freud’s postwar output. In the latter,
Freud announced his famous tripartite or ‘‘struc-
tural’’ theory of the human psyche. Entirely uncon-
scious, the Freudian id, he proposed, was laid down
at birth and consists of the deepest, inherited
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human desires and instincts. In contrast, the super-
ego is an internalized composite of the many
authority figures—parents, babysitters, educators,
public heroes—encountered in a person’s upbring-
ing that collectively form his or her conscience.
The ego attempts rationally to mediate between
the imperious and persistent id, the strictures of the
superego, and the outside environment with its
incessant demands for sociable, civilized behavior.
Freud’s three psychic agencies or processes corre-
spond, in short, with what one wants to do, what
one feels one ought to do, and what one will do.
An additional line of thought that flowed from The
Ego and the Id was the concept of ‘‘mechanisms of
psychological defense.’’ Freud, and later his psy-
choanalyst daughter Anna Freud (1895–1982),
hypothesized that in daily life people routinely
deploy a series of psychological strategies to avoid
ideas, situations, and realizations would cause anxi-
ety or ‘‘unpleasure.’’ These mechanisms, in Freud’s
terminology, include denial, rationalization, pro-
jection, externalization, and displacement.

Beyond the Pleasure Principle offered Freud’s
new theory of the human drives. Freud previously
had conjectured that Eros, consisting of the inter-
twined instincts for love, sex, propagation, and self-
preservation, was the central psychological drive
in human life. In a controversial modification in
1920, however, he broadened his drive theory to
include a second, primary impulse derived from the
human capacities for aggression, destruction, and
self-destruction. This change reflects in part Freud’s
growing pessimism as he observed the carnage of
World War I. Freud labeled this second drive
‘‘Thanatos’’ or ‘‘the death instinct,’’ which in his
rather biologized view reflected a desire for organic
life to return to its original, unorganized, and inor-
ganic state. The concept of a human death instinct
tends to be rejected by most psychoanalysts in the
twenty-first century, although Freud’s wider
emphasis on aggression’s role in human nature is
accepted.

Freud’s vision of the psychoanalytic project
during the generation following 1914 was stun-
ning in breadth. In several memorably titled mono-
graphs, he applied his new system of ideas to social
and cultural phenomena outside medical psychol-
ogy. Totem and Taboo (1913) explores the specu-
lative origins of patriarchal authority in society and

the family. In Group Psychology and the Analysis of

the Ego (1921), Freud ventured into social psychol-

ogy. Individuals in crowds, organizations, and

movements, he maintained, tend to submerge their

personal identities into that of a charismatic leader

in return for a sense of security and group identity.

‘‘The Moses of Michelangelo’’ (1914) and

‘‘Dostoevsky and Parricide’’ (1928) are among

Freud’s explorations in psychoanalytic art and lit-

erary criticism. Finally, in The Future of an Illusion

(1927), he took on organized religion. Candid and

courageous in his atheism, Freud argued in this

provocative work that the idea of God was an illu-

sion, created by humanity in order to comfort it in

the face of its mortality and helplessness when indi-

viduals outgrew the protection of their parents.

Despite its moral and psychological consolation,

he continued, the belief in an absolute, superna-

tural authority should be jettisoned as the human

species matures intellectually. Theologians, cultural

conservatives, and believers of all sorts, needless to

say, furiously contested Freud’s critique of religion.

Freud’s most widely read interwar publica-

tion was Civilization and Its Discontents (1930).

Appearing in the aftermath of the stock market

crash in New York City, Freud’s famous rumina-

tion interprets human civilization as a continuing

and precarious balance between the deep-seated

human tendency toward destructive behaviors and

the unique capacity to channel or ‘‘sublimate’’ prim-

itive aggression into constructive, nonviolent cul-

tural activities, such as economics, sports, art,

science, and the life of the mind. The necessary

psychological cost, or ‘‘price of civilization,’’ was

the frustration and suffering that follows the

continual renunciation of instinctual gratifications

required by stable, communal living. This in the

Freudian view is the essential human predicament.

If The Future of an Illusion features Freud as a latter-

day Enlightenment thinker championing rational,

critical thinking over age-old dogmatic superstition,

Civilization and Its Discontents showcases Freud’s

increasingly despairing view of human nature as

dark forces began to gather across Europe. Freud

brought this latter line of thinking to bear on

current events in ‘‘Why War?’’ (1932; published

1933), a magnificent exchange of letters with the

physicist Albert Einstein, written at the invitation
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of the League of Nations, that addresses the rea-

sons for human warfare and its possible prevention.

Despite the troubling historical circumstances

of these years, Freud continued to push his ideas in

ever more directions. This drive toward theoretical

and clinical comprehensiveness is yet another dis-

tinctive feature of his overall intellectual career.

The Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis of

1916 clarifies and systematizes his ideas for a gen-

eral reading public. From the History of an Infantile
Neurosis (1918), known colloquially as the Wolf

Man case, is Freud’s longest published case history.

And in Inhibitions, Symptoms, and Anxiety (1926),

he revised his earlier theory of psychological anxi-

ety. As more people sought to study psychoanalysis

formally, Freud needed to set out the guidelines for

proper training. In The Question of Lay Analysis
(1926), he rejected the notion that psychoanalysts

must be medical doctors. Other publications

addressed questions about the psychodynamics of

the doctor/patient relationship—or, in psychoana-

lytic parlance, the analyst/analysand relationship.

In a well-known essay written near the end of his

life titled ‘‘Analysis Terminable and Interminable’’

(1937), Freud forthrightly acknowledged the lim-

itations and even dangers of psychoanalytic therapy

with certain types of patients. In all of his later

writings, his focus remained on the neurotic, rather

than psychotic, forms of psychopathology. Within

the field of the neuroses, he concentrated in the

second half of his career on anxiety, obsessions,

narcissism, and melancholia rather than the hyster-

ical neuroses, which had absorbed his attention in

the 1890s.

Biographically, the last fifteen years of Freud’s

life were intensely difficult, plagued by two

Sigmund Freud at his desk in his office in Vienna, Austria, 1930. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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mounting menaces. First, in 1923, at the age of
sixty-seven, Freud underwent an operation on his
jaw and palate for what turned out to be cancer.
Soon thereafter he began wearing a painful and
unwieldy prosthesis. Many other surgeries fol-
lowed; he was in continual, growing pain through-
out these years. Second, after a decade of electoral
vicissitudes, Adolf Hitler was appointed chancellor
of Germany late in January 1933. Freud had
struggled against Austrian anti-Semitism since the
1880s, but the ascent to power of the Nazis ush-
ered in a new level of racism across German-speak-
ing Europe. In the spring of 1933, Freud’s books
were included in the book burnings carried out in
Berlin; later that year the Nazis began to close
down psychoanalytic societies across Germany.
Across the 1930s, vandalism against Jews rose stea-
dily. With the annexation of Austria in March
1938, the Nazis entered the native city of psycho-
analysis. They dissolved the Vienna Psychoanalytic
Society and briefly seized Freud’s daughter Anna.
Two months later, Freud departed Vienna for
London, via Paris, in order ‘‘to die in freedom,’’
as he put it. On 23 September 1939, at the age of
eighty-three, he died peacefully in his new home in
the north London suburb of Hampstead. Three
weeks earlier, Hitler had invaded Poland, confirm-
ing, it seemed, Freud’s somber assessment of
humanity’s self-destructiveness. Because Hitler
clamped down early in his murderous regime on
psychoanalysis, the overwhelming majority of ana-
lysts were able to leave Germany and Austria safely.
Most emigrated, in body, mind, and spirit, to
Britain or the United States. The so-called psycho-
analytic diaspora enriched immeasurably the psy-
chological communities in these countries.

THE SPREAD OF PSYCHOANALYSIS

Knowledge of and fascination with psychoanalysis
spread extensively between the two world wars.
During the first decade of the twentieth century,
small groups of admirers and enthusiasts had gath-
ered at Freud’s own home in Vienna and in a few
other central European cities to ponder his ideas.
With the diffusion of psychoanalysis, however,
Freud found it more and more difficult to control
or contain his creation. The post-1914 years are
marked by schisms within the psychoanalytic com-
munity, with participants emerging as loyalists or
dissidents. Freud had already, in 1913, broken with

the Swiss psychologist Carl Jung, once judged his

most important adherent. The History of the Psycho-
Analytic Movement, published in 1914, is Freud’s

reckoning with a number of newly independent

followers, including Jung and Alfred Adler. In

1924 Otto Rank, another early enthusiast, pub-

lished his own twist on psychoanalytic theory in

The Trauma of Birth. Freud was troubled by and

intolerant of these departures, which he saw as

misguided defections rather than independent, psy-

choanalytically oriented explorations. From this

time onward, factionalism plagued the movement.

At the same time, psychoanalysis as a formal

doctrine and practice—with its own conferences,

organizations, publications, and membership—

spread widely. In 1908 the Vienna Psychoanalytic

Society had been founded and the first interna-

tional congress of psychoanalysts had met in

Salzburg. In 1919 the International Psychoanalytic

Press was established. A year later, Freud’s devoted

British disciple Ernest Jones launched the Inter-
national Journal of Psycho-Analysis. As Freudian

psychology gained a foothold in one Western

country after another, a striking pattern emerged:

distinctive national schools or trends took shape

that reflected the cultural and intellectual heritages,

as well as medical and scientific traditions, of dif-

ferent countries.

Snubbed by the prudish public and conservative

medical establishment in Freud’s native Austria,

psychoanalysis nonetheless achieved brilliant prom-

inence in the German capital during the interwar

period. In 1920 a psychoanalytic polyclinic or out-

patient clinic, the first of its kind in the world,

opened in Berlin. The Berlin clinic assembled a

gifted coterie of theorists and therapists, and it

accepted paying and nonpaying clients alike from

all social classes. Psychoanalytic societies were also

founded during the 1920s in Heidelberg, Dresden,

and Hamburg. Typically, the staffs of these early

societies were heavily Jewish, with political sympa-

thies overwhelmingly on the left. Imperial

Wilhelminian Germany had been conservative and

repressive in its official moral atmosphere. In con-

trast, Freud’s frank, exploratory attitude toward

sexuality corresponded well with the freer, experi-

mental environment of the German Weimar

Republic.
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Characteristically, Freud’s ideas in France fol-
lowed their own path. Although French intellec-
tuals were slow initially to embrace Freud—they
argued that Jean-Martin Charcot, Henri Bergson,
and Pierre Janet had been there first—the first
translations of Freud’s texts into French appeared
in the mid-1920s, and the Société psychanalytique
de Paris was registered in 1926. Still, at the time of
Freud’s death and the fall of France in 1939–1940,
there was no mass movement around psychoanalysis
in the country. ‘‘French Freud,’’ as it came to be
called, emerged only after the 1968 uprisings in
Paris. Since then, a rich, if somewhat overheated,
psychoanalytic culture formed in France, dedicated
to the working out of Freud’s ideas in literature,
philosophy, linguistics, and feminist theory.

For a decade after the Bolshevik Revolution of
1917, Freud’s thinking found quite receptive
ground in Soviet Russia. In the 1920s his most
important books and articles were translated into
Russian. A Russian psychoanalytic journal appeared,
and institutes with sizable memberships were
founded in St. Petersburg and Moscow. Peaking
in 1921–1923, Soviet Freudianism was drastically
curtailed by the late 1920s as Joseph Stalin consol-
idated his dictatorship.

The British reaction to Freud’s ideas was
divided: residual Victorianism caused much of the
British public to recoil at Freud’s forthright discus-
sion of childhood sexuality. Nevertheless, in 1913
Ernest Jones established the London Psycho-
Analytic Society. The Bloomsbury circle of avant-
garde intellectuals also took up Freud’s work with
alacrity. In 1924 the Hogarth Press, which had
recently been founded by Leonard and Virginia
Woolf, began to publish an ambitious and author-
itative edition of Freud’s complete psychological
writings in English. This definitive edition, which
eventually ran to twenty-four volumes, was immense-
ly influential in the spread of Freudian thought
throughout the anglophone world. Furthermore,
for different reasons both Melanie Klein and Anna
Freud eventually moved to London and set up
psychiatric shop. A productive institutional and intel-
lectual rivalry developed between the two woman
psychoanalysts. Child psychoanalysis became a
national specialty, and the prestigious Tavistock
Clinic in London was heavily psychoanalytic in
orientation.

Beyond doubt, psychoanalysis found its most
enthusiastic and wide-ranging reception in the
United States. Freud personally disdained America.
In 1909, however, he had delivered a powerful set
of lectures at Clark University in Massachusetts,
which launched a movement in the country. The
New York Psychoanalytic Society opened its doors
in 1911. In 1914 Boston followed suit, and an
American Psychoanalytic Association was created.
New translations into English of key texts, as well
as the larger libertine social and sexual atmosphere
associated with the decade, allowed intellectual and
popular interest in psychoanalysis to burgeon in the
1920s. A long period of American enchantment
with Freud ensued that waned only in the last
quarter of the twentieth century. The American
psychoanalytic community’s requirement that prac-
titioners obtain a medical license deeply influenced
the character of Freudian practice in the country.

The decades from the 1920s to the 1950s also
witnessed a remarkable cultural diffusion of Freud’s
ideas. In many forms—some of them inaccurate,
simplified, or bastardized—Freudian motifs flooded
films, novels, plays, paintings, advertising, and pop-
ular culture during the second quarter of the twen-
tieth century. The distinctive Freudian vocabulary
of id, ego, superego, wish fulfillment, sibling ri-
valry, penis envy, Oedipus complex, and the like
cropped up ubiquitously. Not only physicians and
mental health workers but the general educated
public read Freud’s writings, which were clear and
concise, full of memorable coinages, and cast in
compelling metaphorical language. Inevitably, cul-
tural and popular responses to Freud—in his time
and in the early twenty-first century—ranged extrav-
agantly from fascination and adulation to skepticism
and hostility.

The ‘‘golden age of psychoanalysis’’ extended
into the 1970s. After that time, a new wave of
biologically oriented psychiatry supplanted psycho-
analysis institutionally and intellectually in many
parts of the world. Likewise, shorter-term therapies
aimed at symptomatic relief gained currency. After
Freud’s death, a tendency also developed among
some of his well-meaning but reverential followers
for his many profound and original insights to
harden into doctrine and then dogma.

At the outset of the twenty-first century,
Sigmund Freud’s standing and legacy are warmly
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contested. But this much is certain: among
European thinkers, only Karl Marx has had as great
an influence on the thought and culture of the
twentieth century as Freud. For fifty years, he was
incontestably the central psychological thinker of
the age. During these years, the cultural appeal and
prominence of his ideas were tremendous. The
volume of his output and the breadth of his think-
ing remain astonishing. Much of his lifework has
become integrated into commonsense psychology
and entrenched in modern thought generally. This
heritage includes the ideas that a person’s early
biography is crucial to his or her subsequent
psychological development, that psychosexuality is
a fundamental part of human personality, that
repressed painful or traumatic experiences can over
time be harmful, and that speaking systematically
with a trained and sympathetic listener about psy-
chological difficulties can be beneficial. This last
practice in particular represents the beginnings of
the so-called verbal psychotherapies—what the
early psychoanalytic patient ‘‘Anna O.’’ dubbed
‘‘the talking cure’’—and may well be his most basic
and enduring contribution.

See also Jung, Carl; Psychiatry; Psychoanalysis; Sexuality.
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n

FROMM, ERICH (1900–1980), German-
born intellectual and social critic.

Few European intellectuals in the twentieth
century played the role of the global public intel-
lectual and interdisciplinary scholar as successfully
as the controversial social critic Erich Fromm. He
was the author of such influential books as Escape
from Freedom (1941), The Sane Society (1956), and
To Have or to Be (1976). Fromm was born in
Germany in 1900 and was a member of the ‘‘crit-
ical theorists’’ of the Frankfurt School in the
1930s. Exiled from Nazi Germany with the rise of
Adolf Hitler, Fromm moved to the United States
and wrote bestselling and critically acclaimed books
on Nazism, communitarian socialism, disarma-
ment, Freudian theory, and humanistic Marxism.
Moving to Mexico City in the early 1950s, and
then back to Europe in the last decade of his life,
Fromm’s influence was truly global.

Fromm was one of the most articulate and
courageous psychoanalytic revisionists, building
on Freud’s intellectual legacy while moving beyond
some of the outmoded aspects of orthodoxy. Like
earlier psychoanalytic rebels Carl Jung, Otto Rank,
and Alfred Adler as well as his contemporaries
Karen Horney and Harry Stack Sullivan, Fromm
was skeptical of traditional libido theory and the
organized dogma of the psychoanalytic movement.
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Unlike some of Freud’s less imaginative followers,
Fromm was an internal critic of orthodoxy com-
mitted to Freud’s insights into character, the irra-
tional and the unconscious. Fromm’s account of
both the greatness and the limitations of Freud’s
thought was outlined in a number of highly influ-
ential and bestselling books such as Psychoanalysis
and Religion (1950), Sigmund Freud’s Mission
(1959), and The Crisis of Psychoanalysis (1970).
Fromm practiced psychoanalysis from the late

1920s well into the 1960s, gaining a reputation as

an insightful, caring, and committed although not

uncontroversial clinician. A European intellectual

to the core, few writers, paradoxically, were as suc-

cessful at popularizing Freud in America. Some of

his Freudian detractors, however, felt that Fromm

had gained his fame in the United States by diluting

Freud’s stoic European pessimism and challenging

theoretical insights for the allegedly more shallow

and optimistic Americans, particularly in his hugely

popular The Art of Loving (1956). Ultimately,

Fromm is best seen as one of Freud’s loyal but most

creative and innovative followers.

Fromm was also an influential public intellec-

tual and social scientist who had been trained in

sociology at Heidelberg by Alfred Weber. Fromm

was an early critic of the consumerism of modern

globalizing culture, an opponent of traditionalism

and neo-liberalism in the global south, and a lead-

ing voice against both the American military and

corporate empire and communist dictators.

Fromm’s Escape from Freedom (1941), in particu-

lar, will be remembered as one of the classic works

of social psychology of the twentieth century. His

thesis about how the breakdown of community can

lead to a fascist ‘‘escape from freedom,’’ moreover,

is all too relevant today as we reflect on the break-

down of communism in Eastern Europe, the rise of

Islamism, and the re-emergence of right-wing

authoritarianism throughout Western Europe and

the United States in the early years of the twenty-

first century. Fromm’s association with the

Frankfurt School has often been forgotten, but he

worked on an early empirical study of working-

class support for Nazism that led directly to the

famous The Authoritarian Personality (1950)

project. Furthermore, the Harvard University sociol-

ogist David Riesman’s bestselling classic The Lonely
Crowd (1950) came partly out of a dialogue with

Fromm, an example of the creativity that flowed

from ‘‘critical theory meeting America.’’ Unfairly

characterized as a simplistic popularizer, Fromm’s

work from the 1970s, particularly Social Character
in a Mexican Village (1970) (written with Michael

Maccoby) and The Anatomy of Human Destructive-
ness (1973) combined sophisticated theory, detailed

engagement with empirical evidence, and true inter-

disciplinary range.

Fromm was not without his critics. The
Berkeley liberal political theorist John Schaar
viewed Fromm as an unrealistic utopian proponent
of an ‘‘Escape from Authority.’’ Fromm was widely
attacked by neo-conservatives for his opposition to
the Vietnam War, American-led ‘‘modernization,’’
and the nuclear arms race and for his radical demo-
cratic ideas on education. Allan Bloom’s bestselling
book The Closing of the American Mind (1987)
famously made Fromm a key villain in the importa-
tion of European ideas that had led to alleged
‘‘Nietzscheanization of the American Left’’
(Bloom, 1987). Ironically, given these critiques of
Fromm’s alleged ultra leftism, Fromm was also
accused of being a liberal conformist by Herbert
Marcuse, Theodor Adorno, and various inter-
preters of ‘‘critical theory.’’ Contrary to these
polarized views that were reinforced during the late
twentieth-century attacks on humanism during the
debates on postmodernism, Fromm’s contribution
to twenty-first-century political philosophy and
social criticism will likely be remembered as a
European moderate democratic socialist communi-
tarian humanism. When Fromm returned to his
European roots in the last decade of his life, his
popular ‘‘radical humanist’’ radio broadcasts in the
early 1970s and his bestselling book To Have or to Be
had a significant influence on the emergence of the
Green movement. Given Fromm’s own religious
Jewish roots, and his conflicted relationship with
both Marxism and psychoanalysis, Fromm’s career
might best be summed up as a constant and creative
‘‘escape from orthodoxy’’ along the road to his emer-
gence as a truly engaged global public intellectual.

See also Freud, Sigmund; Psychiatry; Psychoanalysis;
Social Democracy; Socialism.
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NEIL MCLAUGHLIN

n

FUTURISM. Proclaimed in a manifesto by
Filippo Tommaso Marinetti that appeared in Le
Figaro on 20 February 1909, futurism was the first
twentieth-century avant-garde movement to aim
at a total reconstruction of modern culture and
society. In the prewar years, Marinetti relentlessly
promoted the movement throughout Europe,
developed a futurist version of nearly every art
form (including poetry, literature, music, painting,
sculpture, architecture, theater, photography, and
dance), and sparked an international debate about
his vision of modernity.

DEFINING A MOVEMENT

Futurism was at once a cultural vision devoted to
the ideals of speed, machinery, anti-passéism, the
love of danger, the glorification of war, the des-
truction of museums, and scorn for the traditional
ideal of woman and a new sort of intellectual asso-
ciation: a close-knit group of stalwarts who publicly
displayed themselves in performances called serate
futuriste (futurist evenings) and used Marinetti’s
manifestos as the basis for a total rethinking of art
and life.

Until February 1912, when the first exhibition
of futurist painting opened in Paris, Marinetti pro-
moted his movement by recruiting artists such as
Giacomo Balla, Umberto Boccioni, Carlo Carrà,
Aldo Palazzeschi, Luigi Russolo, and Gino Severini;
holding serate; and publishing more and more
manifestos. In general, the manifestos preceded
the reform of artistic practice. Thus, although the
‘‘Manifesto of the Futurist Painters’’ appeared in
February 1910, only in late 1911 did the painters
settle on a way to depict motion dynamically in
painting, as their manifesto required. Similarly,
the ‘‘Technical Manifesto of Futurist Literature’’
(1912) appeared well before efforts (such as
Marinetti’s ‘‘Zang Tumb Tuuum’’ in 1914) to
deploy its declared preference for ‘‘words-in-
freedom.’’ In music, Marinetti recruited the composer
Francesco Balilla Pratella in 1910 and Pratella prompt-
ly wrote a manifesto, but his participation in futurism
was erratic, and the task of creating a ‘‘futurist art of
noises’’ ultimately fell to the painter Russolo. The
exception was the manifesto on cinema, which
Marinetti published a month after the first futurist film,
Vita futurista, (1916; Futurist life), by Arnaldo Ginna.
Oddly, futurism did little to further develop futurist
film, despite film’s obvious compatibility with futur-
ism’s celebration of the machine.

Marinetti wrote two early political manifestos,
the second and more detailed one when Italy went
to war in Libya in October 1911. A still fuller
discussion appeared as the ‘‘political program’’ of
futurism in the 15 October 1913 edition of the
Florentine review Lacerba. These texts linked liber-
tarian, nationalist, irredentist, antisocialist, and
anticlerical themes to the futurist cultural vision.

The futurists engaged in many other forms of
public spectacle, such as hurling futurist leaflets from
the top of the campanile overlooking Venice’s Piazza
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San Marco. Marinetti also reported from war
scenes such as Tripoli and the Bulgarian trenches
of Adrianopolis. No expense was too great if pub-
licity resulted from it, for Marinetti was a man of
substantial inherited wealth who probably under-
stood as well as anyone of the day the power of
visual spectacle, sloganeering, and vivid typography
in a world that moved too fast for long books and
long-winded speeches.

While Marinetti was in Tripoli, Boccioni, Carrà,
and Russolo were in Paris assessing the cubist scene
under Severini’s guidance. French poet Guillaume
Apollinaire would soon charge that they had stolen
cubist ideas, and many issues of the early Lacerba
were devoted to the question of who owed what
to whom. One result of their Paris sojourn was
an important new recruit, Valentine de Saint-
Point, a dancer who wrote manifestos on the futur-
ist woman and, even more scandalously, on lust.
Although women were noticeably absent from the
early futurist movement, many women writers
joined in during World War I, especially in connec-
tion with the second journal of Florentine futur-
ism, L’Italia futurista (1916–1918).

In 1913 Marinetti wrote a manifesto on var-
iety theater, which addressed the urban working
classes and sought to destroy ‘‘art with a capital
A.’’ By 1914 some striking images of the futurist
city had emerged in the manifesto on architec-
ture by Antonio Sant’Elia, which appeared in
Lacerba on the day World War I broke out.
Sant’Elia, like Boccioni, would die in the coming
conflagration.

THE WAR AND EARLY POSTWAR YEARS

In 1915 Balla and Fortunato Depero published a
design manifesto on the ‘‘futurist reconstruction of
the universe.’’ It anticipated the futurism of the
interwar years, which became associated with a
certain style of design for fascist and capitalist cul-
ture to appropriate rather than with an avant-garde
movement aiming to put the futurists themselves in
charge of reconstructing modern cultural life.

The war took the futurists to the front and
largely ended the frenetic theorizing and theatrical
self-display of their first years. When Marinetti
stepped back into the public realm in 1918, he
aimed to found a futurist political party that
would take power and direct the effort at postwar

reconstruction. This grand illusion lasted until

May 1920, when at the Second Fascist Congress

Benito Mussolini split with the futurists, moved to

the right, and began an ascent to power that cul-

minated two and half years later in his March on

Rome. Once fascism had consolidated its power,

futurism was reduced to competing to become

fascism’s official art rather than being a compre-

hensive movement in its own right. This later

aesthetic futurism is often called second futurism,

but there are really three futurisms, corresponding

to the prewar, immediate postwar, and fascist

periods.

The political futurism of 1918 through 1920

was anticipated by Marinetti’s jocular pamphlet,

Come si seducono le donne (1917; How to seduce

women), which, noting the transformations that had

occurred in women’s lives during the war years,

argued that society was moving in the direction of

Mercury Passes the Sun. Painting by Giacomo Balla, 1914.

ERICH LESSING/ART RESOURCE, NY
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universal free love and, toward that end, that divorce
should be made easy and women given the right to
vote. Then, in Al di là del comunismo (Beyond
communism), written in the wake of the November
1919 elections in which the futurist-fascist ticket
had suffered a crushing defeat, Marinetti fantasized
about a coming counter-bourgeois political order
in which futurists would rule, parliamentarism
would be abolished along with prisons and police,
and a new, free artistic sphere would flourish.

Post–World War I political futurism was a cu-
rious blend of leftist and rightist attitudes, and an
independent left-futurism persisted well into the
1920s. Its main manifestation was in Turin, where
the communist Antonio Gramsci led a section of
Proletkult, a Comintern-sponsored cultural orga-
nization that included a number of futurists,
including Arturo Cappa (the brother of Benedetta
Cappa, who married Marinetti in 1923), and Luigi
Colombo, known as Fillia, who would become
close to Marinetti later in the decade.

Turin Proletkult was part of a general fragmen-
tation of 1920s futurism. Some of the greatest
futurist talents had died in the war. Others who
survived it, like Carlo Carrà, had grown conserva-
tive and joined earlier defectors from futurism,
such as Ardengo Soffici in calling for a ‘‘return to
order.’’ Still others, such as Mario Carli, Emilio
Settimelli, and Giovanni Bottai, split with Marinetti
over political questions, the first two launching an
independent futurism of an apparently monarchist
(but covertly fascist) stripe, and Bottai abandoning
futurism altogether for a straightforward embrace
of fascism. Finally, some futurists, such as Enrico
Prampolini, launched independent futurist journals
of a purely aesthetic sort. His early Noi (1917–
1920; We) showed dadaist sympathies, and his
second series (1923–1925) pursued machine aes-
thetics in relation to theater and design, with some
influence from Russian constructivism. The only
prewar futurist who remained loyal to Marinetti in
this period was Balla.

WITHIN THE FASCIST REGIME

Beginning in 1923, Marinetti openly embraced
Mussolini, seeking in vain to make futurism into
the regime’s state art. He moved to Rome in 1925,
was among the inaugural members of the Reale
Accademia in 1929, and then used his hitherto

anticlerical avant-garde theory to advocate ‘‘sacred
art.’’ A manifesto on this topic, coauthored with
Fillia, appeared in 1931 and undergirded futurist
efforts in ‘‘aeropainting,’’ ‘‘aeromusic,’’ and ‘‘aero-
poetry’’—art forms inspired by transatlantic avia-
tion—that had begun with a 1929 manifesto.
These forms of ‘‘sacred art’’ lent themselves espe-
cially well to regime propaganda, for example in the
celebration of Italo Balbo’s 1933 spectacular flight
from Orbetello to Chicago and back. In 1935 a
futurist ‘‘war aeropainting’’ helped to promote the
war in Abyssinia.

Despite Marinetti’s obsequious efforts, the
futurists were marginalized by the regime. They
were not invited to participate in the 1924 Venice
Biennale, which featured a number of works by
Russian futurists. They were also denied any role
in the Italian pavilion at the 1925 Paris Exposition,
although they were allowed to display their work in
a separate pavilion—a fitting symbol of their rela-
tionship with the fascist regime. They were con-
signed to two rooms on the upper level of regime’s
Mostra della Rivoluzione Fascista (1932), the most
lavish and popular artistic spectacle it ever staged.
Meanwhile, a group of right-intransigent fascists
led by Roberto Farinacci conducted a feverish cam-
paign in the early 1930s against all forms of avant-
garde modernism, including futurism. Parroting
Adolf Hitler’s argument that modernism was
‘‘degenerate art,’’ they succeeded by 1937 in hav-
ing futurism officially declared decadent in Italy. In
1939 the suppression of Mino Somenzi’s futurist
journal Artecrazia (Artistocracy) meant that an
independent futurism had been stamped out in
Italy. During the 1940s, futurism survived only as
fascist war propaganda.

See also Fascism; Marinetti, F. T.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Apollonio, Umbro, ed. Futurist Manifestos. Translated by
Robert Brain et al. Boston, 2001.

Blum, Cinzia Sartini. The Other Modernism: F. T. Marinetti’s
Futurist Fiction of Power. Berkeley, Calif., 1996.

Caruso, Luciano, ed. Manifesti, proclami, interventi, e docu-
menti teorici del futurismo, 1909–1944. 4 vols.
Florence, 1990.

Crispolti, Enrico, and Franco Sborgi, ed. Futurismo: I
Grandi temi 1909–1944. Milan, 1997.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1157

F U T U R I S M



De Felice, Renzo. Futurismo, cultura e politica. Turin,
1988.

Gambillo, Maria Drudi, and Teresa Fiori. Archivi del futur-
ismo. 2 vols. Rome, 1958.

Perloff, Marjorie. The Futurist Moment: Avant-garde, Avant-
guerre, and the Language of Rupture. Chicago, 1986.

Salaris, Claudia. Storia del futurismo: Libri, giornali, mani-
festi. Rome, 1985.

Tisdall, Caroline, and Angelo Bozzolla. Futurism. London,

1977.

WALTER L. ADAMSON

1158 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

F U T U R I S M



LEFT: The Execution of Tsar Nicholas II and his Family at
Ekaterinburg, 17 July 1918. Illustration by S. Sarmat from a

French history by H. de Weindel, 1923–1924. The execution of

Nicholas and his family, considered a political necessity by a

government facing civil war, was viewed as proof of Bolshevik

barbarity in western Europe, particularly since Nicholas’s wife,

Alexandra, was a granddaughter of Queen Victoria and first

cousin to both Kaiser William of Germany and King George of

England. ARCHIVES CHARMET/THE BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BELOW: The Assault on the Winter Palace, 7 November
1917. Early-twentieth-century painting by Georgiy Savitsky.

The capture of the tsar’s Winter Palace in Petrograd by the

Red Guard quickly came to be regarded as the pivotal point of

the Russian Revolution, signaling the fall of Kerensky’s

provisional government and the assumption of power by the

Bolsheviks. In fact, the events at the Winter Palace were much

less dramatic than portrayed in art of the period. TRETYAKOV

GALLERY, MOSCOW, RUSSIA/NOVOSTI/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

SOVIET UNION AND
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BELOW LEFT: Petrograd Red 7 November. Poster by Sergei

Vasilevich Chekhonin, 1919. The revolution in its early phases

was supported by Russian artists, who manifested their

sentiments through propaganda posters. Here Chekhonin

uses modernist techniques to create a homage to the sailors

of the Baltic fleet who participated in the seizure of Petrograd.

THE STAPLETON COLLECTION/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

TOP RIGHT: On the Eve of the World Revolution, Down
with the Bourgeoisie. Soviet poster, date unknown. A

worker representing the communist revolution prepares to

destroy figures representing the bastions of capitalist power:

the church, monarchy, and the bourgeoisie. BARBARA SINGER

/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BOTTOM RIGHT: Cover of the German satirical journal

Simplicissimus, 21 November 1927. Leon Trotsky is

shown being attacked by red wolves, a comment upon his

expulsion from the Communist Party earlier that month. The

caption reads: “Lucky Lenin, you are their saint but they are

eating me up.” BIBLIOTHÈQUE NATIONALE, PARIS/ARCHIVES

CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY



LEFT: A poster promoting the first Five-Year Plan, 1932.

A major goal of Stalin’s first Five-Year Plan was to accomplish

complete collectivization of the Soviet economy. By 1940

private ownership of property had been all but eliminated

through increasingly repressive state measures. DEUTSCHES

PLAKAT MUSEUM, ESSEN, GERMANY/ARCHIVES CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN

ART LIBRARY

BELOW: The Construction of the USSR. Photomontage by

Alexander Rodchenko c. 1920. Rodchenko was a prominent

figure in the Russian avant-garde of the early twentieth

century and a pioneer in the technique of photomontage,

used here to create a compelling vision of early Soviet history.

MUSEUM OF THE REVOLUTION, MOSCOW,RUSSIA/GIRAUDON/BRIDGEMAN

ART LIBRARY



TOP RIGHT: Starving Crowds Leaving their Homeland.
Lithograph by Georges Carrey c. 1924. A major drought in

western Russia in 1921–1923 led to widespread famine, which

was exacerbated by the policies of Lenin’s government. The

situation drew sympathy from western powers but was also

used to discredit socialism elsewhere in Europe. ARCHIVES

CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

MIDDLE RIGHT: Women harvest hay on a state farm near

Krujë, Albania, in the 1980s. Under  the regime of Enver

Hoxha, Albania developed some of the most repressive

policies in the Eastern Bloc and in fact broke with Soviet

officials over the issue of destalinization in 1961. By 1989, it had

become the poorest and most isolated nation in Europe. ©

SETBOUN/CORBIS

BELOW: Workers of the First Five Year Plan Period:
Construction of Drieproges Hydroelectric Station.
Painting by Karp Trokhimenko. Beginning in the 1930s,

socialist realist painters such as Trokhimento sought to further

the aims of the Soviet government by presenting idealized

portraits of communist life. Here Trokhimenko celebrates

Joseph Stalin’s efforts to dramatically increase the pace of

industrialization in the Soviet Union between 1928 and 1933.

ODESSA FINE ARTS MUSEUM, UKRAINE/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY



LEFT: 1 May, Stalin Holds a Child in His Arms. Painting by

Fedor Reshetnikov, 1952. The contradictions of Soviet

ideology are abundantly clear in this painting by a noted

exemplar of socialist realism: the aging Stalin, whose policies

by this time had resulted in the deaths of millions, is depicted

as a most benevolent figure. ARCHIVES CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN

ART LIBRARY

BELOW: A street vendor sells vegetables in Moscow,

November 1987. Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev

announced his policy of perestroika, or restructuring, which

permitted some forms of free enterprise, in May of 1987 in an

attempt to address critical problems in the Soviet economy.

© BERNARD BISSON/CORBIS



BELOW: Solidarity protestors in Poland, 1987. Public

support for the independent Polish trade union Solidarity,

which was officially outlawed by communist officials, grew

rapidly throughout the 1980s. By the end of the decade the

Polish government was forced to legalize the union and

Solidarity representatives were able to defeat Soviet-backed

candidates in limited free elections. © PETER TURNLEY/CORBIS

OPPOSITE PAGE: A man uses a hammer and chisel to help

dismantle the Berlin Wall, December 1989. The most

renowned symbol of the separation of the Eastern Bloc from

the West was rendered pointless and was soon dismantled as

the Soviet Union crumbled and Soviet citizens traveled freely

to western Europe. © OWEN FRANKEN/CORBIS





A pro-Soviet protestor in Moscow, September 1991.

Following the unsuccessful attempt by the KGB and Soviet

hardline army officers to oust Mikhail Gorbachev in August

1991, the dissolution of the Soviet Union accelerated rapidly.

After nearly a century of Soviet rule, many Russians were wary

of the situation. © PETER TURNELY/CORBIS
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GADAMER, HANS-GEORG (1900–
2002), German philosopher influential in the
development of twentieth-century philosophical
hermeneutics.

Born in Marburg, Germany, Hans-Georg
Gadamer studied philosophy in Breslau and
Marburg, completing his dissertation in 1922. He
was influenced by the poetry of Stefan George and
other writers, thus balancing early tendencies toward
philosophical abstraction through his engagement
with the arts. He also had close contact with
the Marburg School of Protestant theology. In 1923
he met Martin Heidegger and became his student
and assistant in Freiburg. He studied classical
philology and in 1928 completed his Habilitation
under Heidegger. His academic career led him
to teaching positions in Marburg (1928–1934), Kiel
(1934–1935), Leipzig (1938–1947), Frankfurt/
Main (1947–1948), and Heidelberg (1948–1968).
After his retirement in 1968 he repeatedly taught in
the United States.

Gadamer is best known for his pathbreaking
work in philosophical hermeneutics, a field that he
himself established. This new approach was first
developed in Truth and Method (Wahrheit und
Methode, 1960), although Gadamer revised and
refined his thinking over the next four decades.
Traditionally hermeneutics (from the Greek word
hermeneuein, ‘‘to comprehend’’) refers to the cor-
rect interpretation and understanding of texts, first
those of a religious nature and since the Renaissance
also of ancient literary and philosophical texts.

Gadamer, by developing ideas introduced by
Heidegger in lectures in the early 1920s, shifted

hermeneutics from a technical skill that was meant

to guarantee correct interpretations of texts to a
characteristic of human existence that required phil-

osophical interpretation. Hermeneutics was thus

promoted from a theory of adequate textual under-
standing to the status of a fundamental philosophi-

cal discipline.

Understanding in Gadamer’s reworking of her-

meneutics no longer refers to a learned skill but
rather to the fact that we are compelled to regard

ourselves as always embedded in a tradition and in

a community, both of which precede us. While we
always find ourselves situated within already exist-

ing conditions, understanding does not so much

refer to the act of catching up with the preexisting
situation but rather to the act of communication

with the conditions in which both we ourselves and

the conditions are adjusted. Tradition is thus defined
as linguistic to a great degree. Fundamentally, we

take over preexisting conditions and traditions to a

much larger extent than we challenge or alter them.
Understanding is hence more an act of agreement

with traditions than a critical distancing from them.
Still, we are free to challenge traditions as well as

continue them, yet both attitudes require a conscious

decision. Keeping traditions alive is not automatism
but requires our willing participation. This is why

Gadamer wants to overcome the Enlightenment’s

negative valuation of prejudices. For him, it is not
only impossible to move beyond all our inherited

prejudices, it is also simply undesirable to attempt

G
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this as prejudices transmit to us the attitudes and
values of the society in which we live. For Gadamer,
the self is always secondary to the encompassing
forces of history. But unlike the poststructuralist
thinkers or his teacher Heidegger, he does not advo-
cate the disappearance of the subject and instead
holds fast to the humanist tradition.

At times the reception of his theories was rather
controversial. Jürgen Habermas and Karl-Otto Apel
of the second generation of the Frankfurt School
attacked him for uncritically defending tradition
and the status quo. The French deconstructionist
Jacques Derrida declared that Gadamer’s emphasis
on understanding destroys the right of the inter-
locutor to remain different and unreconciled. With
both camps Gadamer engaged in long debates in
which he came to emphasize more the critical
potential of his philosophical hermeneutics.

Apart from his writings on philosophical her-
meneutics, Gadamer published extensively on the
history of philosophy, especially ancient authors,
German idealism, and phenomenology, as well as
on art, literature, music, medicine, politics, ethics,
anthropology, and so on. Art occupies a central
place in Gadamer’s philosophy because he claims
that technologized science can only advance very
limited truth claims whereas art is able to disclose
to us much more fundamental truths of our exis-
tence. For him, technology and science depend in
their work on a previous opening of a realm of
inquiry that is achieved by art’s truth. To under-
stand a work of art means to engage in a dialogue
with it that actualizes the work and simultaneously
changes the recipient in the course of the encoun-
ter. Neither artwork nor viewer and reader have a
predetermined essence. The meaning of the work
and its relevance for our lives emerge from the
dialogue between artwork and recipient.

Against technology’s project to render the
world both predictable and controllable Gadamer
pits the wisdom of antiquity. Ancient philosophy
can teach us that the Cartesian subject-object dual-
ity is nothing final; it can be corrected through an
active and reflective embeddedness in the world, an
attitude that characterized the theoria of the
ancients. Greek philosophy can serve as a corrective
to our thinking through three means. First, it
brings to our attention the limits of all attempts
to reify the world. Rather than seeing the world as

an accumulation of objects waiting to be manipu-
lated by us, Greek philosophy’s concept of pragma
reminds us of our connectedness with our sur-
roundings. Second, ancient thought insists on the
limits of the self by emphasizing our communal
life, most dominantly in the institution of friend-
ship that is of paramount importance for ancient
thinkers. Third, we learn about the limits of self-
comprehension in our encounters with Greek
thinkers: self-consciousness is secondary to our
interaction with the world.

Gadamer’s hermeneutics greatly influenced the
methodological self-reflection of a wide variety of dis-
ciplines like theology, jurisprudence, sociology, and
literary studies. Outside of Germany, Gadamer’s influ-
ence is particularly strong in Italy, France, Japan, and
the United States. The publication of his Collected
Works (1985–1995) brought a renewal of interest in
Gadamer’s philosophical writings, and the process of
translation into English and many other languages is
still ongoing.

See also Habermas, Jürgen; Heidegger, Martin.
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GAELIC REVIVALS (IRELAND AND
SCOTLAND). Although it is uncertain when
speakers of the Gaelic language first came to
Ireland, by the fifth century C.E. it was well estab-
lished as the dominant language. By the end of the
first millennium, it also became the main language
spoken in Scotland. Thereafter, the Gaelic-speaking
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community was fragmented, initially by Norse incur-
sions and later by the expansion northward and
westward of English kingdoms. Differences subse-
quently developed between the language as spoken
in Ireland (Irish) and the variant spoken in Scotland
(Scots-Gaelic). There are still substantial similarities
between the northern dialects of Irish and the south-
ern dialects of Scots-Gaelic.

In demographic and spatial terms, the contrac-
tion of Scots-Gaelic in the face of the spread of
English began in the eleventh century, and its
retreat into the Highlands and Islands of Scotland
was complete by the late fourteenth century. In
Ireland, by contrast, Irish was still the dominant
spoken language on the island until the end of the
sixteenth century. But in the seventeenth century
the Irish aristocratic families were overpowered and
dispossessed by English forces and relatively large
numbers of native-born English were introduced
to form a new landlord class. Over the eighteenth
century the shift to English spread through the
urban network, diffusing into the rural hinterland
along a general east-west axis. Census data would
suggest that about 25 percent of the population,
about 1.5 million people, were Irish-speaking by
1851. At this time, only about 11 percent of the
population of Scotland (three hundred thousand
people) spoke Gaelic.

LANGUAGE REVIVAL IN THE NINETEENTH

CENTURY

Beginning in the late eighteenth century a succes-
sion of learned societies in Ireland showed an aca-
demic interest in the Irish language. The most
influential language organization in the nineteenth
century—Conradh na Gaeilge (The Gaelic League,
established in 1893)—set itself objectives that far
exceeded the limited ambitions of these earlier
organizations. Its goals were the revival of Irish in
areas where it had ceased to be spoken and the crea-
tion of a new modern literature in Irish. Within
fifteen years after its foundation some 950 branches
(with an estimated membership of one hundred
thousand) had been established. Nonetheless, its
political achievements before 1900 were limited.

In the same period, and for much the same
reasons, there was a surge of interest and concern with
the decline of Scots-Gaelic. An Comunn Gàidhealach
(The Gaelic Society) was founded in 1891 to seek

the preservation and development of the Scots-
Gaelic language. Within the framework of the
1872 Education Act, it encouraged the teaching,
learning, and use of the Gaelic language and the
study and cultivation of Gaelic literature, history,
music, and art. The Association also established an
annual Gaelic Festival (‘‘The Mod’’) modeled on
the Welsh Eisteddfod.

LANGUAGE REVIVAL IN THE TWENTIETH

CENTURY

In the early decades of the twentieth century, the
political independence movement in Ireland incor-
porated the objectives of Conradh na Gaeilge into
its program. However, only the southern part of the
island became independent in 1922, first as the Irish
Free State, later as the Republic of Ireland, but six
counties in the northeast remained within the
United Kingdom, forming the semiautonomous
region of Northern Ireland. At that time, there were
significant differences in the ethno-religious compo-
sition of the respective populations. The Republic of
Ireland was predominantly (93 percent) Catholic
and Nationalist, while Northern Ireland, by contrast
was predominantly (62 percent) Protestant and
unionist. As a result, the objectives and shape of
language policy in subsequent years sharply diverged
in the two jurisdictions.

In the Republic of Ireland the new native gov-
ernment adopted a broad strategy to enhance the
social and legal status of Irish, to maintain its use in
areas where it was still spoken, and to promote and
revive its use elsewhere. A central element of the
strategy was a new education policy designed to
ensure, to the fullest extent possible, competence
in Irish through appropriate school programs. For
most of the twentieth century Irish was a compul-
sory subject on the curriculum in primary and sec-
ondary schools.

Traditional Irish-speaking areas were scattered
along the western and southern coasts (in Ireland
and Scotland, these areas were collectively referred
to as the Gaeltacht and Gaidhealtachd). As these areas
were among the most impoverished and remote areas
in the state, this dimension of the strategy took on
the character of a regional economic-development
program.

A third element of the language strategy con-
cerned the use of Irish within the public service.
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Establishing the Irish language among state employ-
ees was considered critical, not only to ensure the
provision of state services in Irish but also to create a
section within middle-class occupations where Irish
would be the norm. Finally, the language policy of
the state required the use of Irish in public admin-
istration, in law, in education, and in the media.
These were domains in which Irish had not been
used for centuries. Therefore, a fourth element of
the strategy focused on measures to standardize and
modernize the language itself.

Although performance was by no means uniform
either between or within different language-policy
elements, this revival strategy was implemented with
a good deal of determination and commitment and
had some limited success between 1925 and about
1950. Since the mid-1960s, some key elements
of the strategy have been scaled back, while at the
same time the state has tried to develop other policy
initiatives in, for example, television and radio
services.

By contrast, throughout most of the twentieth
century in Northern Ireland Irish had no official
status, and it was a marginal and optional subject
in the curriculum. With a permanent Protestant
majority in the Northern Ireland parliament after
1922, unionist values dominated educational policy.
While the teaching of Irish in the schools was not
proscribed, its time in the schedule was restricted.
Those wishing to learn Irish had to rely on the
goodwill of some, but by no means all, Catholic
schools and the informal educational activities of
Conradh na Gaeilge. However, as the twentieth
century moved into its closing decades, the political
conflict in Northern Ireland generated a new
impetus in the realm of language and cultural policy.
In 1989 Irish was recognized as a second language
in post-primary schools. There were also some
advances in the provision of all-Irish or immersion
education. The Good Friday Agreement between
Northern Ireland politicians and the Irish and
British governments (10 April 1998) consolidated
and extended this development. The agreement
included a separate and detailed section dealing
expressly with Irish-language issues.

By comparison with Irish in the Republic of
Ireland, Scots-Gaelic has no official status in
Scotland and only very limited legal protection.
The revival effort has been more low-key and more

inclined to operate within existing frameworks than
its Irish counterparts. Nonetheless, there are a
number of acts of parliament that make provision
for Gaelic in the domains of education, broadcast-
ing, and the arts. At the local level, the Western
Isles Council, which includes Gaelic-speaking dis-
tricts in its area of responsibility, has been imple-
menting a bilingual policy since its establishment in
the 1970s. The position of Gaelic in the education
system has improved over recent decades. In 1985
the government set up Comunn na Gáidhlig, a
representative body to coordinate and promote
public and private activities relating to Gaelic.

LANGUAGE REVIVAL: SUCCESS OR FAILURE?

At the end of the first millennium the Gaelic-speak-
ing area encompassed all of Ireland and much of
present-day Scotland. At the end of the second
millennium, Irish-speaking communities survived
only on the western and northern coasts of the
original territories. Elsewhere, Irish and Scots-
Gaelic are minority languages spoken among rather
diffuse and dispersed networks of speakers in urban
areas. Furthermore, these speakers are now located
in three different political jurisdictions, and this has
given a different character and focus to the lan-
guage-revival effort in each case.

In census returns for 2001–2002, some 1.6
million persons were labeled as Irish speakers in
the Republic of Ireland and 130,000 persons in
Northern Ireland. This compares with a combined
total of 650,000 Irish-speakers in both areas in the
1901 census. However, survey research suggests
that census statistics overestimate the numbers flu-
ent or nearly fluent in Irish—the surveys place this
proportion at about 10 percent. They further indi-
cate that less than 5 percent of the national popula-
tion uses Irish as their first or main language, while
a further 10 percent uses Irish regularly but less
intensively.

Although the population of the Gaeltacht has
declined in both absolute and relative terms, there
has been a gradual, but continual, revival in the
ratios of Irish speakers in other regions. Most
Irish children learn Irish in both primary and sec-
ondary school as a subject. However, these
improvements are mainly due to the capacity of
the schools, rather than the home and community,
to produce competent bilinguals.
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In Scotland the statistical picture is less reassur-
ing. In 2001 some 58,000 persons speak Scots-
Gaelic, but this was down from 65,000 in 1991
and 210,000 in 1901 (5.2 percent). Nonetheless,
even in Scotland there has been an increase in the
numbers of people who learn Gaelic, and there was
a slight increase between 1991 and 2001 in the
proportion of Gaelic speakers between the ages of
three and twenty-four.

Thus, while there has been no return to the
Golden Age of Gaeldom, neither can the impact of
the Irish and Scottish revivals be described as neg-
ligible. In Ireland, in particular, there was some real
measure of maintenance and revival over the twen-
tieth century. But the long-term future of the Irish
language is not any more secure now than it was
then, and the position of Scots-Gaelic looks quite
precarious at the start of the twenty-first century.

See also Education; Ireland; Scotland.
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PÁDRAIG Ó RIAGÁIN

n

GAGARIN, YURI (1934–1968), Soviet
cosmonaut and national hero.

On 12 April 1961 Yuri Alexeyevich Gagarin
became the first human to leave Earth’s atmo-
sphere. While his feat triggered the most intense
demonstrations of support for the regime since the
end of World War II, it also transformed Gagarin
into an iconic figure. Just twenty-seven years old

when he made his historic flight, Gagarin was the
‘‘positive hero’’ of Soviet socialist realist fiction

come to life: good looking, optimistic, and always

able to flash his trademark smile. He was an

uncomplicated man who believed the clichés and

propagandistic claims of the regimes. Above all, he

followed orders—even to his death in 1968, when

his test flight of a new Soviet fighter jet ended in
tragedy.

Gagarin’s down-to-earth personality, com-
bined with his above-earth heroics, made him ideal

material for myth construction. Like the ideal new

Soviet man he was a kind of palimpsest onto which

a myriad of meanings and political agendas could

be imprinted. ‘‘Gagarin was a servant of the cult,’’

said one Russian journalist who covered his flight.

‘‘He was the guy who lived next door—but in
reality he was one of the Gods. . . . [I]n the collec-

tive subconscious space was interpreted as a kind of

replacement for the banned church’’ (Izvestiya, 3

March 2004).

Additionally, Gagarin’s feat resonated with a

population exhausted by the painful sacrifices of

World War II and the ongoing burdens of socialist

construction. Facing postwar reconstruction and

global competition with a vastly richer enemy,
Gagarin was seeming proof that Soviet culture

could tackle the ideological and security challenges

of the Cold War. Similar to John F. Kennedy in the

United States, he suggested that Soviet society

embodied youth, dynamism, technological prog-

ress, peaceful development, and the triumph of

justice.

It was an image desperately sought by increas-

ingly enfeebled Soviet leaders. The 1960s marked a
kind of midlife crisis in the Soviet leadership,

almost all of whom had begun their careers in the

1930s and 1940s. While Soviet leaders of the

1960s were tainted by their association with

Joseph Stalin’s terrifying purges, Gagarin had a

morally unambiguous ascent into the rarified air

of Soviet heroism. Through him leaders such as

Nikita Khrushchev, as well as ordinary Soviet citi-
zens, vicariously recaptured the romanticism and

heroism of their revolutionary youth—minus the

moral complexities brought about by Stalin’s ter-

ror, since Gagarin was too young to be implicated

in the purges of the 1930s.
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Born on one of the new Soviet collective farms
(in the village of Klushino, not far from the town of
Gzhatsk, which was named after him following
his death), Gagarin was the quintessential Soviet
success story. He studied at a technical college,
where he graduated with honors. Subsequently he
enrolled in an aviation school in Orenburg, where
he received a commission as a lieutenant in 1957.
Noticed by Moscow higher-ups for his loyalty,
common-man roots, and talents as a pilot, he was
summoned to Moscow in 1959, and in March
1960 he was chosen as a member of the elite
cosmonaut squad.

Gagarin’s death continues to be shrouded in
mystery. When the MiG-15 fighter jet he was test-
ing flew too close to a nearby MiG-21 in March
1968, it went into a steep downward descent. Air
traffic controllers then gave improper data to
Gagarin, reporting that his altitude was higher than
it actually was. When Gagarin pulled up the nose

he was three seconds too late, and he crashed into
the ground. The official investigation, unlike the
Warren Commission report on Kennedy, was not
released until 1988. But like John F. Kennedy’s
death, Gagarin’s tragic flight spawned numerous
conspiracy theories and dark rumors. They asserted
that insiders jealous of his fame and concerned about
his politics supposedly arranged it all and concealed
the truth from the Soviet population. Even Gagarin’s
widow was skeptical. She refused to accept the offi-
cial version, which is probably true, that his death
was an accident. With Gagarin’s tragic death at the
age of thirty-four a symbol of youthful regeneration,
idealism, and innocence also passed away.

Even though the Soviet Union has collapsed,
the cult of Gagarin lives on. He continues to
embody traits that many Russian citizens and
leaders long to restore: optimism; an unflinching
desire to serve the state and its cause; and an
extreme tolerance for enduring trying situations

Yuri Gagarin is given a bouquet of roses by a young English girl while visiting the Soviet Embassy in London,

1961. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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with a sense of calm and good humor. A 2004
survey of Russians found that respondents ranked
Gagarin’s flight as the most significant event in
Russia’s modern history—second only to defeat of
the Nazis in World War II. In 2001 the Russian
Federation honored Gagarin’s flight with a fortieth
anniversary ten-ruble coin, making him the first
Soviet figure to be officially celebrated on a post-
Soviet coin.

See also Soviet Union; Space Programs; Sputnik.
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ANDREW L. JENKS

n

GANDHI, MAHATMA (Mohandas
Karamchand Gandhi 1869–1948), Indian nation-
alist and spiritual leader.

Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi was born on 2
October 1869 in Porbandar (now part of Gujarat)
into a merchant-caste family that had provided
chief ministers and advisors to local rulers. In
1888 he trained as a barrister in England but faced
professional failure in India. A reprieve came in
1893, when he was engaged by an Indian firm in
South Africa, where he lived until 1914.

Gandhi’s encounters with racial prejudice
moved him to oppose discriminatory government
policies on behalf of Indians in South Africa. In the
process he acquired an arsenal of skills in political
mobilization and publicity through papers, pam-
phlets, and correspondence. In 1909 Gandhi wrote
Hind Swaraj (Indian Home Rule), a tract encap-
sulating much of his political philosophy. It embod-
ies a powerful indictment of modern industrial
civilization and the competitive materialism that
produced imperial oppression. The British held
India not by the sword but because Indians lured
by English goods and institutions had given it to
them. Therefore he emphasized the need to sub-
vert British cultural and moral hegemony. The rail-
ways, the telegraph, hospitals, lawyers, machinery,

and other emblems of colonial modernity must be
discarded. He idealized the simple village life as
representing the ‘‘real’’ India of time immemorial.
These views were to resonate among millions of
India’s peasants and artisans ruined by colonialism.
Gandhi also insisted in Hind Swaraj that the ends
of freedom could not justify the means of violence
to achieve them. The ‘‘force of love or the soul,’’
which would persuade the British of the error of their
ways, was more powerful than any ‘‘force of arms.’’

When Gandhi returned to India in 1915, the
Indian National Congress had returned to a quies-
cent political state. Although some congressmen
had heard of his work in South Africa, his methods
were deemed impracticable in India. In 1917 and
1918 Gandhi led three localized but successful
movements of nonviolent resistance that demon-
strated the effectiveness of his political strategy and
leadership: in Champaran (Bihar) he won conces-
sions for peasants forced to grow indigo; in Kheda
district (Gujarat) he backed peasant protest against
the state’s high revenue demand; and in Ahmedabad
(Gujarat) he negotiated a compromise between
striking workers and mill-owners. By 1920, sup-
ported by Muslim leaders discontented with the
postwar treatment of the Ottoman sultan and
caliph, Gandhi captured strategic control of the
Congress. The party endorsed his program for non-
violent noncooperation. Beginning with a boycott
of British goods and institutions, resistance escalated
to civil disobedience, with thousands defying laws
and refusing to pay taxes.

While Gandhi undeniably revolutionized
nationalist politics by shaping Congress into a
potent mass-based tool of resistance, his achieve-
ment can be overestimated. Balancing conflicting

interests to forge anticolonial unity also produced
conservative compromises. Thus while sanctioning
no-revenue campaigns he opposed peasant
demands for no-rent drives that might alienate
Indian landlords. Although condemning the prac-

tice of untouchability, he did not repudiate the
upper-caste-dominated system that produced it.
Moreover, peasant and worker radicalism owed as
much to colonial economic policies and wartime
dislocation as to Gandhi’s influence. His skill lay in

harnessing this popular tumult. Furthermore,
Gandhi’s prestige did not stem solely from the
appeal of his ideas. Through rumors, peasants
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fashioned Gandhi to fit their millenarian hopes,
reinterpreting his message to justify even violent

acts that contravened his program. Aware of this
volatile element in populist politics, Gandhi needed
his masses fully disciplined. Therefore, when pea-
sants killed twenty-two policemen in the northern
town of Chauri Chauri in February 1922, he

promptly suspended noncooperation.

Gandhi resumed civil disobedience in 1930 by
marching to the sea to manufacture salt in violation
of the government’s monopoly. Depression had pro-
duced hardship and fresh grounds for political activ-
ism, rallying multitudes behind Gandhi until colonial
suppression and 120,000 arrests ended the movement
in 1934. With the Japanese advancing rapidly toward
India during World War II, the British reopened dis-
cussions with Indian nationalists. But the meager con-
cessions of the mission of Labour MP Richard Stafford
Cripps in early 1942 prompted Gandhi to launch the
‘‘Quit India’’ movement on 8 August 1942. In this,

his last, nationwide campaign described by one histor-
ian as the ‘‘most un-Gandhian,’’ the Mahatma
appeared tacitly to accept the necessity of violence to
free India. Although severe reprisals quickly snuffed
out the agitation, it was the largest civilian uprising
since the 1857 rebellion.

Although many factors combine to explain
British decolonization in India, the cumulative
effect of Gandhi’s campaigns cannot be denied.
While none had succeeded in driving out the
British immediately, by provoking heavy-handed
coercion they each eroded British moral authority
and exposed colonialism’s foundation not in con-
sent but in brute force. But the India the British
left in 1947 was not the nation whose freedom
Gandhi had struggled so long for. Repeatedly
declaring ‘‘the idea that Hinduism and Islam repre-
sent two antagonistic cultures’’ anathema to his
soul, not only was he powerless to stop the parti-
tion of India amid a bloodbath, but he also saw it as

Mahatma Gandhi c. 1932. ªHULTON DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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his personal failure. In 1946 and 1947 he spent
weeks, jeopardizing his own life, touring riot-torn
areas to douse religious anger. Ironically,
Nathuram Godse, a Hindu zealot with links to
religious nationalists, assassinated Gandhi on 30
January 1948, holding him responsible for the
humiliation of partition.

Dubbed the father of the Indian nation,
Gandhi’s ideas were embraced by leaders of protest
movements across the globe. His principled abnega-
tion of violence in politics inspired pacifists such as
the American Richard Gregg in the 1920s and
1930s. Martin Luther King Jr. (1929–1968) found
in Gandhi’s movement a potent and Christian base
for the mobilization of African Americans. Gandhi’s
nonviolent resistance in India showed that the
‘‘weak’’ everywhere had available a weapon effective
against the best-armed tyrant. Even for individuals
such as Nelson Mandela (b. 1918), who found non-
violence ineffectual against the South African apart-
heid regime, he symbolized the valiant stand of the
oppressed. Perhaps Gandhi’s most powerful contri-
bution to political movements the world over was a
moral activism that insistently refused to accept
injustice.

See also Colonialism; India; Pacifism.
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MRIDU RAI

n

GARCÍA LORCA, FEDERICO (1898–
1936), Spanish poet, playwright, musician, and
artist.

Federico Garcı́a Lorca is one of the great crea-
tive geniuses in the literary and cultural history of
Spain, and, along with Miguel de Cervantes
(1547–1616), his country’s most celebrated and
universal figure. One of the most striking charac-
teristics of his creativity is his dazzling versatility.
Primarily known for his poetry and theater, he was
also an accomplished pianist, a composer of endur-
ing popular songs, adept with the flamenco guitar
and conversant with its culture, and a talented
graphic artist, whose drawings and paintings have
been increasingly recognized and acclaimed. This
multifaceted talent gives a special vitality and rich-
ness to each of his creative dimensions. His draw-
ings reflect and express the pain and private
dilemma expressed in his poetry. His poetry skill-
fully exploits the lyric qualities of popular song and
the dramatic possibilities of the folk ballad. And his
theater enhances beautifully its dramatic portraits
and representations with songs, lullabies, and lyric
poetry.

Lorca’s life and works must be understood
against the background of an emerging modern
Spain, undergoing a historical period of crisis
and transition, from roughly the 1830s to the
1930s. The Carlist civil wars of the nineteenth
century (1833–1839, 1872–1876) pitted the
struggle of a ‘‘new’’ liberal Spain, embodying the
democratic aspirations of middle class, and,
toward the end of the century, working class peo-
ples, against ‘‘old’’ Spain, traditional, monarchical,
and oligarchical, embodying the power and privi-
leges of the great landowners, a financial and indus-
trial elite, the Catholic Church, and the army. This
struggle of the ‘‘two Spains,’’ left unresolved at the
conclusion of the nineteenth century, reasserted
itself again dramatically during the first four decades
of the twentieth century. The triumph of the
Second Spanish Republic (1931–1939), through
democratic elections, augured well for the new
Spain. But the oscillating fortunes of the new gov-
ernment, progressive for the first two years, regres-
sive and repressive over the next two, led finally to
the election on 16 February 1936 of the Popular
Front government, the most advanced democracy
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in Spanish history. The radical measures of the new
government provoked the insurrection by Francisco
Franco (1892–1975) on 17 July 1936 and the
explosion of yet another and more violent civil war
(1936–1939), in which the nationalist forces of
Franco were only able to prevail because of the
decisive intervention and support of Nazi
Germany and fascist Italy. Lorca, along with hun-
dreds of citizens of his native Granada, was assassi-
nated by a fascist squad on the outskirts of his city
one month after the July uprising. The poet was a
brilliant member of a resurgent new Spain, and one
of the first victims of the treachery, terror, and
cruelty of old Spain.

Lorca was born in Fuente Vaqueros, a small
village a few miles west of Granada. His father was
a prosperous farmer and his mother a dedicated
schoolteacher, and he was always to enjoy the sup-
port and affection of a large and talented family. He
was a precocious child and developed early into a
gifted pianist and skillful mimic, who would delight
family and friends at parties and social gatherings
with improvised dramatizations. In 1915, he
entered the University of Granada where he studied
law and developed a serious interest at the same time
in literature and folklore.

In 1919, he left Granada for Madrid, where he
spent eight of the next ten years at the Residencia
de Estudiantes (Residence of students), a kind of
Spanish version of an Oxford College. Its liberal
and progressive atmosphere and close friendships
with the leading creative talents of his generation—
Rafael Alberti (1902–1999), Luis Buñuel (1900–
1983), and Salvador Dalı́ (1904–1989)—were to
have an important influence on his intellectual and
artistic development. In 1921, he published his
first work, Libro de poemas (Book of poems). In
1927, he published what was almost immediately
acknowledged as a major work of poetry, Canciones
(Songs); scored his first dramatic success with a
play, Mariana Pineda, based upon the Spanish
liberal heroine of the early nineteenth century;
and held a show of colored drawings in Barcelona.
The appearance of his Romancero Gitano (Gypsy
ballads) in 1928 was an immediate success, con-
verted its author into a national celebrity within a
few weeks, and became one of the most celebrated
volumes of Hispanic poetry in the twentieth
century.

The overwhelming success of this volume ‘‘for

the wrong reasons,’’ according to Lorca, and an

emotional crisis caused by a failed personal rela-

tionship plunged the poet into a period of deep

depression. On the advice of family and friends, he

traveled abroad and took up residence at Columbia

University for much of the nine months he spent in

the United States. His experience of New York

City was at once painful and liberating and inspired

some of his most exciting and profound work.

Poeta en Nueva York (Poet in New York, 1929–

1930) is perhaps his supreme poetic masterpiece.

Written during the Wall Street crash of 1929, it

portrays a surrealistic vision of the megalopolitan

jungle of the urban center, expresses compassion

for the oppressed African American community

of Harlem, horror at the impersonal, mechanistic

forces of a cruel, inhuman system, and moral out-

rage at the betrayal of Christianity by Western

civilization. The poetic personality lays bare the

anguish of his tormented soul and makes explicit

certain inner secrets of psyche—his condition of

homosexuality, contained, but disguised, in the

earlier poetry. Lorca began, though did not com-

plete, two plays at this time, two masterpieces of

experimental theater: El público (The public), and

Ası́ que pasen cinco años (Once five years pass).

Dream autobiography, the themes of homosexual

love and identity, the drama of a divided person-

ality and the various masks it assumes, are the

means by which Lorca introduces entirely new

material to the Spanish stage and through which

he proposes to create a revolutionary theater.

New York was followed by three months of a

successful and joyful visit to Cuba. Liberated to an

important degree and having a heightened aware-

ness of himself and society, Lorca was ready to

return to Spain and to participate with great energy

and commitment in the cultural and educational

programs of the Second Spanish Republic. He

returned to Spain in June of 1930 and from this

time until his assassination, he devoted himself

primarily to the theater. Here, as nowhere else,

did he passionately identify himself with the needs,

interests, and education of the Spanish common

people. He wrote Bodas de sangre (Blood wedding)

and saw it play with great success throughout 1933

in Madrid, Barcelona, and Buenos Aires. He

founded his own theater group, La Barraca (The
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hut or cabin), composed mostly of students playing
during vacation time. With a government subsidy,
he and his group traveled throughout Spain
performing to rural audiences. The purpose was
to bring the classics to the forgotten people, lost
in the isolated and remote areas of rural Spain, and
to put them in contact with the best tradition of
Spanish art and theater.

In 1933–1934, Lorca again traveled overseas,
to Buenos Aires and Montevideo, where he pro-
duced mainly Spanish classical plays. At this time,
he met and formed a close friendship, a fraternal
bond, with the great Chilean poet Pablo Neruda
(1904–1973). Back in Spain, Lorca brought to a
conclusion his tragic trilogy, Bodas de sangre,
Yerma (the name of the female protagonist and a
word meaning ‘‘barren’’), and La casa de Bernarda
Alba (The house of Bernarda Alba), completing
this latter, his masterpiece, by mid-June 1936, just
two months before his violent death. In these rural
dramas, the playwright depicts with intensity and
artistry the drama, the feuding, and the suffering of
the Spanish people, with special sympathy for
women, seen as victims of an inhuman social and
moral code. Through his theater, Lorca believed he
could raise the level of consciousness of his audi-
ence and develop the sensibility of his people to
prepare them for social change, for movement
into a more humane and liberated world.
Indeed, throughout his work, in both poetry and
theater, he was the champion of the marginalized
and the dispossessed, the Andalusian gypsies of
southern Spain, the black community of Harlem,
the women of rural Spain, and homosexuals every-
where. It is clear that he was seen as a dangerous
social force, as a threat to the old order, by the
traditionalist, fascist, homophobic ruling authori-
ties of Granada and Seville who ordered his
execution.

The lyric cry of Federico Garcı́a Lorca on
behalf of the downtrodden, his dramatic protest
against social injustice, and his redemptive vision
of a liberated humanity speak to the twenty-first
century with as much urgency as in his own day.
He has left an enduring legacy of the very best
poetry and theater written in the twentieth
century.

See also Spain; Theater.
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MICHAEL P. PREDMORE

n

GARZÓN, BALTASAR (b. 1955), Spanish
investigative judge.

Baltasar Garzón worked to convert the cause of
human rights into a matter of extraterritorial judi-
cial action. He was born in the southern Spanish
town of Villa de Torres and became a provincial
judge at the age of twenty-three, three years after
the death of the right-wing dictator Francisco
Franco (1892–1975). Garzón was appointed a
judge of the National Court in 1987 and served
as one of six investigating judges.

In 1993 he stepped down from the judiciary
and stood as a Socialist candidate for parliament,
where he won a seat. A year later, he returned to
the bench, where he felt he could make more of a
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difference. His work in this post was both high

profile and politically explosive. He investigated

the criminal activity of the Grupos Armados de

Liberación (GAL), an assassination squad set up

in the early 1980s by the Socialist government of

Spain to eliminate Basque separatists. Indictments

and convictions followed. Over the next decade, his

investigative work expanded to include gathering

evidence on drug trafficking, political corruption,

and Islamic terrorism. All these criminal activities

are transnational in character. In these inquiries,

Garzón altered the field of international criminal

law by insisting on his right to investigate crimes

committed against Spanish nationals wherever

those crimes took place. He also made it clear that

prominent political figures were not immune from

his investigation.

He became internationally prominent for an

international arrest warrant he issued in October

1998 to detain the former Chilean head of state

Augusto Pinochet (b. 1915). This warrant arose

out of Garzón’s investigation of Operation Condor,

a coordinated operation among South American

governments to assassinate opposition figures liv-

ing outside their boundaries. The murder of

Spanish nationals in Buenos Aires was traced to

the Chilean secret police. The arrest warrant was

served on Pinochet in London while he was

receiving medical care. The resulting fifteen-

month legal struggle produced a mixed outcome.

On the one hand, the Law Lords of the House of

Lords ruled that Pinochet’s standing as a former

head of state did not give him immunity from

accusations that he ordered the torture and mur-

der of Spanish nationals in Buenos Aires in the

1970s and 1980s. The duties of a head of state

were never defined to include torture, and hence

he was open to prosecution for such crimes. In

addition, the International Convention against

Torture had been interpolated into British law,

and therefore the British courts had standing to

hear the case. On the other hand, medical testi-

mony persuaded the British Home Secretary that

Pinochet was too infirm to face these charges; he

returned to Chile, but Garzón had established

the principle that human rights violations in one

country could be subject to prosecution in a second

country at the behest of a magistrate in a third.

The enforcement of human rights conventions, such

as those on torture, was now a matter of interna-

tional law.

In this context, Garzón continued his investi-

gation into Operation Condor, even seeking testi-

mony about it from Henry Kissinger, the American

secretary of state in the 1970s. In 2003 his request

for the detention of an Argentine working in

Mexico was honored by a Mexican judge; the result

was the arrest of one of the torturers who had

operated in Buenos Aires in the late 1970s. In

2001 he issued indictments of members of the

Basque separatist movement suspected of involve-

ment in criminal activities. In 2003 he investigated

the international reach of Al Qaeda and other

Islamic groups in Spain and North Africa. He col-

lected evidence of corruption involving television

companies owned by the Italian prime minister

Silvio Berlusconi. Once again, the point was made:

domestic courts may be subject to political pres-

sure. Magistrates in other countries who, like

Garzón, were dealing with criminal activity of a

transnational nature had the right to seize docu-

ments and obtain testimony previously restricted to

nationals alone. Thus his work helped erode state

sovereignty at the very moment when the expan-

sion and strengthening of the European Union was

taking place.

Garzón came to represent the principle of uni-

versal justice at a time when the globalization of

trade and migration was paralleled by the globali-

zation of crime and conspiracy. He also embodies

the principles enunciated in the Nuremberg

trials in 1946, but rarely enforced thereafter, that

crimes of state are crimes, and that, with respect to

crimes against humanity, no head of state is

untouchable.

See also Al Qaeda; Basques; Globalization; Islamic
Terrorism.
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JAY WINTER

n

GAUCK COMMISSION. During the dem-
ocratic revolution in the German Democratic
Republic (GDR) in 1989 and 1990, civil rights
activists stormed the regional and central head-
quarters of the Ministry for State Security, the
GDR’s omnipresent secret police (colloquially
known as the Stasi), in order to halt the destruction
of records and to press for an unsparing exposure
of the abuses and crimes committed by this most
important instrument of repression and surveillance
of the communist government. In August 1990 the
democratically elected People’s Chamber voted to
open the files and named a member, Joachim
Gauck, a Protestant priest representing the civil
rights movement, to head the parliamentary com-
mission in charge of carrying out the work involved.
Putting a federal commissioner in charge of preser-
vation and reconstruction of and access to the files
made this work part of the Unification Treaty
between the Federal Republic and the GDR.
Gauck acted as commissioner for the two terms that
were allowed and in October 2000 was followed
by Marianne Birthler, an economist, Green Party
member, and former dissident who had held several
parliamentary and regional government positions
during the 1990s.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMISSION

In December 1991 the Bundestag passed the Stasi
records law, providing the legal basis for the com-
missioner’s work, which involves: 1) making files
accessible to the individuals who were spied on or
otherwise affected by Stasi operations; 2) answering
questions from public institutions and employers
about their employees’ involvement with the Stasi;
and 3) assisting the public in uncovering the com-
munist government’s abuses of state power and in
reconstructing the past by making records accessi-
ble to researchers and the media and by

maintaining its own research and education depart-
ment. In order to protect individual privacy, perso-
nal files are made available only to the individual
victims of Stasi operations, and only through
photocopies from which the identities of other
individuals, with the exception of Stasi collabora-
tors, are edited out. As a general rule, former full-
time Stasi members and unofficial informants are
denied access to personal files written by them-
selves. Only when Stasi victims are considered
‘‘important personalities of contemporary history’’
is anonymity not required. Access to information
about full-time and unofficial Stasi collaborators and
to the other nonpersonal files is unrestricted.

The sheer size of the Stasi’s inventory (112
miles of files) made it difficult to put these rules
into effect. Between 1991 and 2003, some two
million individuals were given access to their files,
three million inquiries from public institutions
were answered, and fifteen thousand research appli-
cations were processed. Because according to the
Stasi records law internal documentation of the
archives (catalogs, card files, registries) is not acces-
sible to the public, every query must be answered
on the basis of a separate research process executed
by one of the commissioner’s employees. This is
often time-consuming, because parts of the docu-
mentation as well as many of the files were destroyed
during the last months of the Stasi’s existence.
During the 1990s, the commissioner employed
some 2,650 people in several divisions and in region-
al outposts. The commission’s own research unit,
the Department for Education and Research, has
some eighty historians and staff members and is
responsible for procuring basic historical informa-
tion on the structure and functions of the Stasi and
developing educational programs for the public.

PRIVACY AND OPEN ACCESS

The legal principles informing the commissioner’s
work came under scrutiny in several court decisions
when former Chancellor Helmut Kohl intervened
against making accessible material from phone
calls the Stasi had intercepted. Objecting, on the
grounds of privacy, to the exceptions made for
material gathered from individuals considered his-
torically important, he insisted on the right to pre-
clude any use of this material without his consent.
On Commissioner Birthler’s insistence, the matter
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was appealed to the Federal Administrative Court,
which confirmed Kohl’s position in the particular
case but defined more precise standards for balanc-
ing the individual citizen’s right to privacy and the
public interest in an unrestrained approach to deal-
ing with the communist past. Substantial discretion
was accorded to the commissioner in weighing the
rights of historical personalities against the public
interest, and scholarly research was given more
weight than media exploitation.

When the commission began its work, it was
generally expected that open access to Stasi files
would be socially disruptive. However, this has not
turned out to be the case. In fact, the Stasi records
law has contributed to an open debate on how to
come to terms with the past, and the examination of
individual cases has proved the Stasi records law to
be an important instrument in helping redress past
injustices. This is particularly true in the cases of
individuals revealed as unofficial collaborators,
whose eligibility for public service depends on the
particulars of their involvement and their willingness
to clear up their involvement in an honest way.

In 2005, the future of the commission became
part of the public debates about historical commem-
oration. In particular, the commission’s research
department’s privileged and uncensored access to
Stasi files aroused the animosity of some historians,
and some sectors of the public questioned the need
to maintain such a large institution more than fif-
teen years after the collapse of communism. In
2005 responsibility for the commissioner was
transferred from the Ministry of Interior to the
Federal Commissioner for Culture and Media, pla-
cing it in the hands of an undersecretary within the
federal chancellery, who is also in charge of the
regular federal archives. The majority of experts
agree that in the long term the Stasi records have
to be integrated into the federal archives, even
though they are not yet fully retrieved and physi-
cally restored, and legal restrictions continue to
limit access to personal files. On the other hand,
in its first fifteen years of existence, the Stasi record
law set new standards in dealing with the dictatorial
past of an open society, and that should not be
given up hastily in the name of a return to ‘‘nor-
mality.’’ The commission’s innovative work is
increasingly acknowledged in other countries of
the former communist bloc, where the Gauck

Commission and its political independence are seen
as a model democratic and pluralist way to deal
with their own dark sides of recent history.

See also Germany; Kohl, Helmut; Stasi.
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THOMAS LINDENBERGER

n

GAULLE, CHARLES DE (1890–1970),
French war hero and politician.

The right circumstances may not make men
great; but it is rare to find a great man in the
absence of the right circumstances. What would
General Charles de Gaulle have become had cir-
cumstances not given him the chance to forge a
destiny tied to the fate of France itself?

MILITARY TRAINING AND EARLY CAREER

De Gaulle, born in Lille, the son of a professor of
philosophy and history, came from a devout
Catholic family. At the time, that meant they were
on the right, though his father, in not believing in
Captain Alfred Dreyfus’s guilt, displayed an origi-
nal and open mind relatively rare for this milieu.
After completing his secondary studies in Catholic
schools, Charles was the only one of four brothers
to choose a career in the army. He was accepted to
Saint-Cyr in 1909 and graduated as a second lieute-
nant in 1912. He was assigned to the 33rd Infantry
Regiment garrisoned at Arras, commanded by
Philippe Pétain, then a fifty-six-year-old colonel
nearing the end of his military career.

Even though Pétain had taught at the École de
Guerre (War College), he had no hope of becom-
ing a general, because he had voiced reservations
about theories favoring offensive military strategies,
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which were then considered de rigueur. Although
the war would allow Pétain to assume command of
the entire French army in 1917 and to become its
marshal in 1918, it was less favorable to the young
de Gaulle. Wounded twice quite early on, first on
15 August 1914 and then again on 10 March
1915, he was wounded a third time, this time
seriously, outside Douaumont during the battle of
Verdun on 2 March 1916, and was taken prisoner
by the Germans. Despite several escape attempts,
he was not freed until the Armistice of 11
November 1918. He then returned to active ser-
vice and took part in Maxime Weygand’s military
mission during the Russo-Polish War in 1920.

After becoming a major at thirty, he pursued a
relatively atypical career. Part of a family of intel-
lectuals, he began to reflect on World War I. He
loved writing and wrote extensively on military
questions, publishing in succession La discorde chez
l’ennemi (Discord among enemy ranks) in 1924, Le
fil de l’épée (The edge of the sword) in 1932, Vers
l’armée de métier (Building a career army) in 1934,
and La France et son armée (France and its army) in
1938. His reflections consisted largely of two
facets: harsh judgments of how the French army
had been commanded at the beginning of World
War I, which led to phenomenal casualties; and
speculations about what the war of the future
would be like and what the army ought to become.

These reflections were particularly important
because, though the nation’s army had been the
most modern in Europe in 1918, in the ensuing
years France had allowed the programs for its tank
and aviation equipment to fall into disarray. De
Gaulle did not confine himself to writing but also
took part in discussion groups, such as the one led by
Colonel Émile Mayer, and made his way into poli-
tical circles, where he met Paul Reynaud and mana-
ged to convince him of the desirability of armored
combat. He also quit the infantry to assume com-
mand of the 507th Tank Regiment in Metz.

It is a testament to the brilliance of his career
that de Gaulle attained the rank of colonel in 1937
at age forty-seven. He had been part of Marshal
Pétain’s cabinet, had taught at Saint-Cyr, was
accepted to the War College, and was certified by
the general staff college. He was also Middle East
envoy for two years and was appointed to the
General Secretariat for National Defense.

HEAD OF THE FREE FRENCH

But Charles de Gaulle’s destiny was determined by

France’s defeat in 1940. This destiny lay not so

much in the military sphere, though he did

achieve some success in the Battle of Montcornet

in the Aisne at the head of one of his vaunted

armored divisions (without coordinated air sup-

port, the armored vehicles could not ultimately

prevail, however). Nor was his success based on

the fact that Paul Reynard, now appointed provi-

sional brigadier general, had called upon him to

join his government as undersecretary for war and

national defense on 5 June 1940, which showed

de Gaulle stood out from the rest of the officers.

Instead, de Gaulle’s fate was sealed by his appar-

ently inescapable decision to reject France’s capi-

tulation and the resulting armistice, followed by

his relocation to Great Britain and the launch of

his 18 June appeal, which marked the starting

point of the Gaullist saga and that of the Free

French Forces.

De Gaulle was the sole senior officer, politician,

or intellectual to possess the vision and audacity to

make such a choice following the country’s great

debacle, though his initiative was made possible

only by the authorization and support of the

British prime minister, Winston Churchill, after

10 May. Lacking a better-known or higher-ranking

interlocutor, the British government recognized

General de Gaulle as the leader of the Free French

Forces and gave him the financial and material

means to carry on. Despite this, relations between

Churchill and de Gaulle were strained, since de

Gaulle sought to represent French legitimacy and

therefore had to be particularly intransigent in

defense of France’s interests, given that he was

now totally bereft. The situation did not improve

when the United States entered the war. President

Franklin D. Roosevelt saw de Gaulle as little more

than an apprentice dictator, and in fact throughout

his life de Gaulle never failed to inspire zealous

devotees and consequently suspicions that he had

dictatorial aims. Even more so than Churchill, who

managed to feel some sympathy along with his irri-

tation, Roosevelt endeavored to marginalize and

ignore de Gaulle. Who can know the extent to

which the general’s sometimes deep-seated anti-

Americanism, which appeared subsequently, was

the result of this attitude during the war?
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When the Anglo-Americans landed in North
Africa in November 1942 without alerting de
Gaulle in advance, they tried to confer power on
General Henri Giraud, whose positions were close
to those of the Vichy government. De Gaulle man-
aged to become the sole president of the French
Committee of National Liberation created in
Algiers in June 1943 only by ousting Giraud in
November 1943. He then transformed the com-
mittee in June of the following year into the
Provisional Government of the French Republic.

Before the landing at Normandy, which the
general was not made aware of until the absolute
last minute, the Allies had planned to govern France
directly, and they only begrudgingly renounced this
intention and allowed the Provisional Government
to be transferred from Algiers to Paris. As for de
Gaulle, he was in Paris on 25 August, Liberation

Day. The aim of his speedy arrival was not only to
reaffirm his power in opposition to the Allied Forces
but to counter the Communists as well, whom he
feared would take advantage of the situation to seize
the reins. In August 1944 the unknown general
became France’s most preeminent personality and
a man of international renown as well. Thus he
began a second, essentially political, career, which
entailed four phases.

POSTWAR POLITICAL CAREER

As president of the Provisional Government, he
had three objectives. He wished to restore the
French army at the end of the war (this was essen-
tially the mission of General Leclerc’s 2nd Armored
Division and the French 1st Army of General Jean
de Lattre de Tassigny) and return France to its
former stature. Although de Gaulle was kept at

Charles de Gaulle delivers a radio address to the French people from his refuge in London during the Nazi

occupation of France, June 1944. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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bay at the Yalta Conference, French generals were
present at the German surrender, and France
obtained a seat on the security council of the
United Nations. De Gaulle’s second objective was
to set in motion the major economic and social
reforms laid out in the official program of the
National Council of the Resistance formed during
the Occupation: nationalization of mining, of gas
and electricity production, of air transport, and of
banking, as well as the creation of a social security
system. Finally, de Gaulle’s government sought to
give the people back their voice (this included
women, who were granted the right to vote), in
order to reestablish democracy and create novel
democratic institutions.

This last goal proved the most difficult.
Although General de Gaulle was unanimously
elected president of the Provisional Government,
elected by the Constituent Assembly in October
1945, and even though an immense majority
rejected the institutions of the Third Republic in
a referendum, conflict erupted between the politi-
cal parties, who believed the true reins of power
should be returned to them, and the general, who
sought to shield executive power from their inces-
sant supervision. On 20 January 1946, de Gaulle
resigned, with the reasonable expectation that he
would soon be reinstated. This expectation proved
unfounded, however, because in the meantime a
Fourth Republic, whose organizational makeup he
also opposed, was instituted.

After several months of silence, de Gaulle
found it necessary to return to the political scene
and to call for the creation of new governing insti-
tutions. Thus began the second phase of his poli-
tical career. He was convinced France’s defeat had
been in large measure the consequence of the insti-
tutions that had produced a regime of the
Assembly, and that those of the Fourth Republic
only reinforced the already excessive powers of the
deputies. This tendency was fueled even further by
the change of name from the Chamber of Deputies
to the National Assembly. In 1947 de Gaulle
formed a political party called the Rassemblement
du Peuple Français (RPF, Gathering of the French
people). It elicited a tidal wave of support in munic-
ipal elections but was unable to bring about the
National Assembly’s dissolution, and its impact
waned after four years. Its results in the 1951

legislative elections were mediocre, and the party
was not able to return to power. In 1953 de Gaulle
once again gave up politics, and for the second time it
was believed his role was finished. Indeed he was the
first to say so (if not to believe it), and during a long
period of ‘‘wandering in the desert,’’ he devoted
himself to writing his memoirs.

Circumstances brought him back to political
life for a third phase. The Fourth Republic was
bogged down in various colonial wars, primarily
the war in Indochina (for which, by the way, de
Gaulle was largely responsible, having sought to
reestablish French sovereignty there in 1945) but
also in the Algerian War starting in 1954. The Cold
War had also created a deep division within France
between followers and enemies of the Soviet
Union, and the country had been gripped for some
time by enormous economic and social problems.
In 1958 a major crisis following the rebellion of the
army and of the French living in Algeria offered
General de Gaulle the opportunity and the means
to return to power. The National Assembly
charged him with the mission of drafting a new
constitution and, after 80 percent of the electorate
voted to adopt it, he became the first president of
the Fifth Republic.

During the fourth and final phase, de Gaulle’s
work was divided into three parts. His first task was
to resolve the colonial issues. It may never be
known whether General de Gaulle always believed
Algerian independence was inevitable or whether
he converted to this belief over time, but the fact
remains that it was he who concluded the Évian
Accords in March 1962 whereby Algeria became
independent, though not without having to over-
come several attempts at insurrection in Algeria,
such as the so-called generals’ coup of April 1961
and the numerous assassination attempts mounted
by the Organisation de l’Armée Secrète (OAS;
Secret army organization). At the same time, the
colonies of sub-Saharan Africa and Madagascar
became independent. For the most part, it was de
Gaulle who ended the French colonial enterprise.

His second objective was to ensure the perma-
nence of the new Republic’s institutions. He pro-
posed a referendum vote in October 1962, during
which it was decided that the president of the
Republic would be elected by popular vote, a
change he had not thought possible in 1958.
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His third goal was to restore France to its for-

mer stature by formulating a major strategic for-

eign policy, to which he devoted most of his

energy. Because this policy required an economic-

ally strong country, de Gaulle spent much more

time on this sector than he had in 1945. The

replacement of the old franc by the new was the

symbol of renewed stability, and France experi-

enced one of the longest periods of growth in its

history. Although the government’s actions were

not the sole cause of that prosperity, its role was

obviously not negligible.

The leitmotif of General de Gaulle’s foreign

policy was national independence with respect to

the two superpowers, the USSR and the United

States. But since France was on the U.S. side in the

Cold War, the brunt of this policy was essentially

directed at the United States. The hostility de
Gaulle felt toward the United States was not the
only reason for his choices, but it was never entirely
absent from them either. This was the case for
France’s rapprochement with the Soviet Union
and its recognition of Communist China; for the
development of French nuclear capability, which
had in fact begun during the Fourth Republic; for
France’s withdrawal from NATO; for de Gaulle’s
rejection of a supranational Europe and his opposi-
tion to British entry into the European Community
because Britain was so closely allied to the United
States; for his efforts to combat the dollar’s suprem-
acy by returning to the gold standard; for his
speech in Pnompenh against U.S. policy in Asia;
for his tour of South America; for his support for
Quebec separatists; and finally for his condemna-
tion of Israel in the Six-Day War. Despite de

Charles de Gaulle delivers a speech at Potopoto, near Brazzaville, French Equatorial

Africa, in August 1958, during a tour of French African colonies. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Gaulle’s enormous international prestige, the sheer
dimensions of his foreign policy outstripped what
France could realistically achieve.

THE RISING OPPOSITION

Those opposed to de Gaulle within France were
increasing in number. His foreign policy provoked
strong criticism and on the domestic front aroused
hostility among social groups that considered
themselves the injured parties, such as peasants,
civil servants, and public sector employees, the
growing ranks of the unemployed, and all those
who rejected the new political culture, which they
thought resembled a ‘‘republican-style monarchy’’
more than a traditional republic. The self-anointed
leader of the opposition, François Mitterrand, con-
demned the government as a ‘‘permanent coup
d’état.’’ Among voters, de Gaulle encountered the
undying opposition of a portion of the Right,
which had never forgiven him for abandoning
‘‘French Algeria.’’ He also increasingly began to
lose the support of a sizable portion of voters on
the left, who had supported him when he returned
to power.

De Gaulle ran for a second term as president in
1965 (he was seventy-five) and was elected, but
only in the second round of voting, and his party
won the 1967 legislative elections by just one vote.
These troubles were mere precursors to the great
storm of protests that erupted in May 1968 and
nearly toppled the entire government. It took
General de Gaulle a great deal of time to grasp
the importance of the movement in the short term
(its deeper causes remain in dispute and were not
confined to France alone). His words no longer
seemed sufficient to guide the younger genera-
tions, whose background had nothing in common
with his own, and it was only a powerful upswing in
those who rejected the inescapable unrest of 1968
that allowed him to again win in the legislative
elections that year. By then the damage was already
done, however, and when he proposed a referen-
dum to increase popular participation in public life,
it was rejected on 27 April 1969. The following
day, he stepped down, this time for good. He died
on 9 November 1970, just a few days before his
eightieth birthday. Gaullist politics, however,
remains one of the most constant and important
features of French political life.

See also Algerian War; France; Indochina; World War II.
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JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

n

GDAŃSK/DANZIG. The city of Gdańsk
(German: Danzig) is located at the outlet of the
Vistula River to the Baltic Sea in Poland. By 1914 it
was inhabited mainly by Germans; Poles and Jews
were the two largest national and religious minor-
ities. During World War I, Gdańsk was outside the
main sphere of military operations. The rebirth of
the Polish Republic and collapse of the German
Empire in November 1918 opened the question
of Gdańsk’s future. Poland viewed Gdańsk as its
main harbor on the Baltic Sea. Local Germans did
not want to live in the Polish State. The partici-
pants of the Paris Peace Conference (1919) solved
the problem by changing Gdańsk into the capital of
the Free City of Danzig (FCD). This was an auton-
omous area governed by the local Germans under
the supervision of the League of Nations, with
Poland having limited rights.

In the years 1920–1933 Polish-Danzig rela-
tions were difficult. In order to become indepen-
dent from the FCD, Poland set up a new harbor
at Gdynia, 20 kilometers northwest of Gdańsk.
Soon it became the main competitor of Gdańsk.
Danzigers were severely effected by the great
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economic crisis of the interwar period. The existing
social frustration helped the Nazis to win elections
to the local parliament (Volkstag) on 28 May
1933. By October 1937 all political parties, except
for the NSDAP, were dissolved. The local govern-
ment (Senat) followed the orders of Hitler’s
representative, the gauleiter Albert Forster. On 24
October 1938, Berlin demanded that Poland
return Gdańsk to Germany. Poland rejected the
demand. The German attack on the Polish military
depot at Westerplatte (part of Gdańsk) on 1
September 1939 marked the beginning of the
World War II.

In the first days of the war Polish national
activists were arrested. No fewer than 620 of them
were murdered and their families deported to
Poland. The Nazis had persecuted about six thou-
sand Jews and forced them to emigrate. In August
1939 there were still some fifteen hundred Jews in
Gdańsk. About half of them managed to leave for
the free world, several hundred others perished in
ghettos and Nazi camps. Only a few survived in
place.

In Gdańsk there were 287,995 city dwellers in
March 1944. During the war Gdańsk was an
important center of the naval industry. The Allied
air forces started to attack Gdańsk’s factories in
1943 and went on bombing them for the next
two years. The Red Army and auxiliary Polish
troops eventually took control of Gdańsk on
30 March 1945. Until July 1945 Gdańsk was gov-
erned by the Red Army; later, a Polish administra-
tion was free to run public matters.

During the fierce fighting, 90 percent of the
city center was destroyed. Civilians suffered miser-
ably: they were robbed and raped, and their houses
were burned down in the first weeks after the
capitulation of the city’s garrison. All Germans
without Polish citizenship were to be removed
from the country. Compared with 123,932
German and 8,525 Polish citizens in June 1945,
there were only 13,380 Germans and 151,185 new
Polish settlers one year later. From 1946 onward
the local population was dominated by Roman
Catholics.

Gdańsk became an important point on the map
of Poland’s economic and academic centers.
Between 1945 and 1989 the majority of workers

were employed in local shipyards, the most promi-
nent being the Lenin Shipyard. The maritime
industry benefited greatly from cooperation with
the vast Soviet market. In 1945 technical and med-
ical universities were founded, and in later years
several other institutions of higher learning were
started. The University of Gdańsk opened in 1970.
Work and education made Gdańsk attractive for
thousands of persons coming from all over the
country. In two decades a new society was created.

SOCIAL UNREST

In the years 1946, 1956, and 1970, when workers
went on strike, their demands focused on social
issues. The most important was the December
Revolt (14–16 December 1970), which began as
a protest over sharp increases in food prices just
before Christmas. Shipyard workers created a strike
committee and soon left their factories. The situa-
tion went out of control. The crowd attacked the
district police headquarters and prison, and the
regional Communist Party headquarters was set
on fire. To pacify the demonstration, the regime
authorized the use of weapons. Several laborers
were killed and many others were wounded.

During the 1970s large immigration and high
birthrates exacerbated the city’s housing shortage.
Young laborers and university graduates were the
two social groups most affected by the lack of
accommodation and high cost of living. The situa-
tion worsened especially in the second half of the
decade. In the years 1976–1979 young dissidents
founded several opposition organizations. Some of
them were close to the Warsaw Worker’s Defense
Committee (Komitet Obrony Robotników, or
KOR). Among them was Bogdan Borusewicz (b.
1949. However, because of personal and ideologi-
cal reasons, KOR was not accepted by all young
people. Among KOR’s members were some former
communists who still hoped to reform socialism in
Poland. An important part of the activists in
Gdańsk did not want to reform communism but
aimed at removing it from the country. They put
the stress on the Catholic and national components
of their ideology, criticizing ties that bound Poland
with the USSR. In July 1979 the patriotic, antisoviet
faction founded The Young Poland Movement
(Ruch Młodej Polski, or RMP). Its members, led
by Aleksander Hall, were mainly young intellectuals
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who had already cooperated with members of the
Free Trade Unions of the Coast (Wolne Związki
Zawodowe Wybrzeża, or WZZ), an organization
created in April 1978 by Andrzej Gwiazda, Błażej i
Krzysztof Wyszkowski, Anna Walentynowicz,
Borusewicz, and Lech Wałęsa. At that time the poli-
tical opposition in Gdańsk was not very sizable.
Nevertheless, it played an important role in the poli-
tical education of workers. It disseminated illegal
newspapers and books and organized patriotic
demonstrations to celebrate national anniversaries.

The oppositionists became known when they
took charge of the strikes in the summer of 1980,
when social discontent grew high. On 14 August,
Wałęsa became the leader of the strike committee
in the Lenin Shipyard. The leaders of the strike
movement were people in their twenties and thir-
ties, backed by advisers from WZZ, KOR, RMP,
and other opposition groups. To avoid repeating
the experience of the December Revolt, strikers
remained at their places of work and maintained

strict discipline. Workers used nonviolent tactics of
political struggle. The government accepted
twenty-one demands prepared by the Interfactory
Strike Committee. The most important political
ones were those leading to the creation of
self-governing labor unions and the liberation of
political prisoners. On 31 August the Gdańsk
Agreement was signed.

When the independent self-governing trade
union ‘‘Solidarność’’ (Solidarity) was registered in
October 1980, its headquarters were located in
Gdańsk. During the first months of Solidarność,
society became very active. Citizens believed that
they could create the prosperity of the country
and not merely obey arrogant communist officials.
However, on 13 December 1981 the communist
regime introduced martial law in order to retain
power. The inhabitants of Gdańsk tried to protest,
but their resistance was suppressed by the army and
the antiriot police units. In the next few years there
were many antigovernment demonstrations in the

Police use tear gas to disperse a crowd of Solidarity sympathizers who have gathered to protest the Soviet

government, Gdańsk, Poland, May 1982. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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streets and in churches. The oppositionists contin-
ued their work toward the creation of a civil
society. In May 1988 a new strike in the Lenin
Shipyard broke out. Solidarity strikes began at the
local institutions of higher learning. Some radical
groups did not want any negotiations with the
communists. But leaders on both sides concluded
that the only solution was to start talking with each
other in order to change the political and economic
system while avoiding bloodshed.

POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC REFORM

After the fall of the communist regime, one of the
most important changes in the city was the creation
of a genuine local government. In the years 1990–
2005 former communists were unable to gain poli-
tical control over Gdańsk, although they were
represented in the City Council (Rada Miasta).
The anticommunist orientation of the majority of
the population has been demonstrated in all elec-
tions since 1989.

Reform of the economy resulted in the disman-
tling of many state factories and enterprises. In
2004 the unemployment rate was 11 percent.
Local enterprises lost much of the post-Soviet mar-
ket and fought for new ones. The city ceased to be
as economically attractive as it had been in the past.
Thousands of young, well-educated people left for
more economically developed cities. The combina-
tion of these factors, as well as a low birthrate,
resulted in a decline in population. There were
468,400 city dwellers in the middle of the 1980s
and only 453,719 in 1997. Yet Gdańsk continued
to be an important academic center with about
sixty thousand students in state or private univer-
sities. In 2004 Gdańsk, like the rest of Poland, was
in the course of economic transformation.

See also Germany; Poland; Solidarity; World War I;
World War II.
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GRZEGORZ BERENDT

n

G-8 SUMMIT. Every year, leaders of the
world’s most powerful countries gather informally
for three days to discuss international economic
trends and monetary issues. The meeting of these
world leaders, most commonly called the Group of
Eight (G-8), is known as the G-8 summit. Unlike
governments or international organizations such as
the United Nations, the G-8 does not have an existing
support bureaucracy and the decisions made at G-8
summits are not binding on the participating countries
or leaders. The G-8 members are Canada, France,
Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, the United Kingdom,
and the United States. The presidency of the G-8
rotates annually and the country that holds the pres-
idency is expected to host the annual summit.

HISTORY

G-8 summits were initiated to support the declin-
ing economies of the industrial nations. As early as
1973, the United States had organized meetings
with the top government finance officials from
West Germany, France, Japan, and the United
Kingdom; and because these meetings were held
in the White House library, the group became
known as the Library Group. In 1975, with growing
economic and political crises in the west, including
the first oil crisis, a recession, growing trade deficits,
unemployment, unstable national currencies, and
growing threats of war and the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, the president of
France called for informal annual meetings with
the leaders of the major industrial nations. The
meetings were designed to help overcome bureau-
cratic conflict and economic nationalism.

The first meeting of world leaders took place in
Rambouillet, France, in November 1975. The meet-
ing included the heads of government of France,
Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom, the United
States, and West Germany. The group became
known as the Group of Six (G-6). This first meeting
focused on economic and monetary concerns
related to the oil crisis of the 1970s. Canada joined
the group at the 1976 summit. A representative from
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the European Union (EU) has attended summits
since 1977 but the EU does not participate in poli-
tical and security discussions. Because it does have its
own currency (the euro) and central bank, however,
the EU participates in financial and economic discus-
sions. The Soviet Union began attending the sum-
mits as an observer in 1984 and Russia finally became
a member in 1997. The first G-8 summit took place
in 1998. Since then, the G-8 summit has evolved
from a forum focusing on macroeconomic issues to
an annual meeting that addresses a wide range of
international economic, political, and social issues,
and more recently security and microeconomic
issues such as employment and the information
highway; transnational issues such as the environ-
ment, crime, and drugs; and other issues ranging
from human rights and regional security to arms
control.

FUNCTION

G-8 summits have proven valuable for policy coor-
dination and face-to-face discussion on key issues,
and these have encouraged agreement on some
issues, although leaders disagree as often as they
agree on economic and social policy. The summits
are informal and operate with an understanding
that agreements and decisions made there are guide-
lines for action and that there will be no penalties for
failure to meet commitments made or adhere to
policies arrived at during summits. However, these
annual forums play a crucial role in the governance
of the global economy. The G-8 members are
industrial and market-orientated democracies and
they are the world’s most powerful economic and
political countries. Although not representative
of the world’s population, these countries drive
the policies and agendas found in formal interna-
tional institutions. G-8 countries control nearly
50 percent of the vote in the World Bank and
International Monetary Fund. They have enormous
influence in the World Trade Organization and the
United Nations Security Council. It is through
these formal international institutions that many of
the decisions made at the G-8 summits become
reality. G-8 member countries often make deals
and compromises with one another and then form
power blocs to exert influence in world politics.

However, G-8 summits sometimes bring to the
forefront the major points of disagreement between

G-8 leaders. For example, at G-8 summits there
has been little agreement between Europe and the
United States, and therefore little coordinated
action, on the issues of environmental pollution
and global warming, military intervention, and
debt relief for Africa and other Third World
nations. In addition, other countries and groups
of countries have power and a will to action in
the world, and they sometimes vehemently dis-
agree with G-8 policies and with actions agreed
upon at G-8 summits. The G-8’s critics argue that
the ability of G-8 countries to dominate economic
and military policies undermines the credibility of
more representative institutions such as the United
Nations, and that the world has enough resources
to end poverty but that the market-orientated poli-
cies of the G-8 cannot solve the distribution prob-
lems that leave millions of people around the world
living in poverty.

From a G-8 perspective, the macroeconomic
policy coordination accomplished by G-8 summits
has helped generate global growth and prevent a
repetition of high rates of inflation and the world-
wide recession of the 1970s. G-8 summits have
helped deliver and manage a regime of flexible
floating exchange rates that have enabled free-
market practices to dominate the global economy.
Since 1990 the G-8 has responded to numerous
financial crises and attempted to reform the inter-
national financial system; the G-8 has protected the
advanced industrial economies and encouraged the
major multilateral institutions of global economic
governance to respond more adequately to a rapidly
globalizing world. In liberalizing trade, G-8 leaders
have provided the critical political impetus to
launch and successfully conclude every round of
multilateral trade liberalization since 1975. In glo-
bal development, the G-8 pioneered the process of
debt relief for the world’s poorest countries.

However, leaders of nations who are not

invited to G-8 summits, along with civil society

organizations and nongovernmental organizations,

often claim that these same G-8 initiatives have

failed abysmally or been misguided and that they

have helped the G-8 nations but have failed the rest

of the world. For example, the attempts to coordi-

nate macroeconomic policies in the late 1970s and

exchange rates in the 1980s failed to bring the

development that was promised and actually
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devastated some economies. The critics agree that

some initiatives have produced valuable changes,

such as spurring multilateral trade negotiations,

but only when more voices were allowed to parti-

cipate and to affect decisions.

See also European Union; United Nations and Europe.
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LORNA LUEKER ZUKAS

n

GENDER. The term gender in its current usage
challenges the idea of masculinity and femininity
as fixed biological determinants. It suggests that
there is a voluntaristic aspect to one’s sexual role
or nature, and especially that women can escape
biological destiny to live an existence apart from
the family. According to some anthropologists
and sociologists, the term not only implies that
the relationship between men and women is a
social construction but also that this relationship
is hierarchical and that sexual difference and
the socially imposed division of the sexes are
‘‘imperative.’’

Gender is one of the most restless terms in the

English language. It denotes a much-contested

concept and a site of unease rather than agreement,

drawing attention to the artificiality of what many

perceive as ‘‘natural behavior.’’ Gender continues

to function as a grammatical term and as a euphe-

mism for a person’s sex but is now most widely

used to refer to the social and cultural aspects of

sexual difference. Because of the historical interde-

pendency of theories of mind and body, it is hard

to determine where sex ends and gender begins.

The initial use of the late modern concept of gen-

der cannot be traced precisely; it began to emerge

in the United States during the post-1945 boom in

sexology and psychoanalysis. In the 1960s sexolo-

gists, psychoanalysts, and anthropologists began to

separate sex from gender analytically.

BINARIES AND CONFLICTING MEANINGS

Gender categorizations explore the binary division

of people into male and female and the patterns of

behavior that are associated with each group. A

division into male and female bodies thus results

in a masculine set of behavior appropriate for

bodies classified as male and in a set of feminine

traits considered appropriate for bodies defined as

female. Sex differences have been explored for at

least two hundered years. Even though shifts and

changes occurred in the discussion about what

constituted male and female identities, certain

common themes emerged and are still evident.

The most persistent dichotomy views males as

rational and capable of universalist thought and

females as emotional and bound to the particula-

rities of their bodies. By the late nineteenth cen-

tury, males and females were seen as opposites and

biological facts were supposed to reveal underlying

differences. Closer examination of evidence for

masculine and feminine traits showed that it was

unstable and that categories of distinction over-

lapped significantly. Strength, endurance, spatial

and linguistic ability, and aggression can be

weighted toward the male or the female, but there

are always members of the other group who out-

perform members of the group to which the trait is

supposedly attached. Apparently, John Stuart Mill’s

nineteenth-century dictum that we will not be able

to discern the natural differences between men and

women until we treat them the same socially still

holds true to some extent.

SEX CHROMOSOME CHARACTERISTICS

The discovery of DNA in the late nineteenth cen-

tury, the identification of the Y chromosome in

1905, the unveiling of the famous ‘‘double helix’’

or DNA structure in 1953, and, finally, the map-

ping of the human genome early in the twenty-first

century have enhanced and challenged the notion

that gender differences are based on natural divi-

sions between male and female. The insight that

biological sex results from a variation in just one

chromosome made those categories appear a
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matter of pure chance and fixed irreversibly by

nature. By contrast, studies on the basis of genetic

variation reveal a remarkable genetic similarity

between males and females, since their genome

sequences are about 99.9 percent identical. In the

debate following the discovery of the double helix,

the supposed objectivity of science itself was chal-

lenged and the fact that scientific theories—in all

fields—reflect the culture from which they emerge

was recognized. Consequently, the distinction

between sex and gender based on ‘‘natural traits,’’

be they chromosomes, hormones, or brain size,

became problematic.

SHIFTS IN ELEMENTS OF THE GENDERED

UNIVERSE

Following World War I, the first influential the-

ories on gender were developed by anthropolo-

gists, notably the American Margaret Mead. Her

descriptions of non-Western societies challenged

Western gender roles and thus eventually led to a

reappraisal of gender roles that had appeared to be

fixed by ‘‘nature.’’

New philosophical approaches after 1945 com-

bined Marxist, Freudian, literary, and anthropolo-

gical theories. In her 1949 bestseller, The Second
Sex, the French philosopher and novelist Simone de

Beauvoir (1908–1986) drew on phenomenological

and existential theories to claim that women, in

contrast to men, acted in accordance with men’s

view of them, thus developing an inauthentic

identity. In her view, femininity was not a natural

condition but rather the result of a bad choice. For

existentialists such as de Beauvoir, an authentic life

entailed escaping the world of biology. Her sugges-

tion that one’s sexual role was a choice and her

assertion that women’s lives were not predeter-

mined by their ‘‘nature’’ became one of the central

foundations of gender theory and were highly

influential throughout Western Europe and the

United States, where Betty Friedan (1921–2006)

spread them in the 1960s.

By 1980 the idea of the ‘‘social construction

of gender’’ was widely accepted by sociologists,

anthropologists, and some psychologists. At

the same time, some scholars of gender theory

took up the psychoanalytic insights of Sigmund

Freud (1856–1939) and the somewhat nuanced

Freudianism of Jacques Lacan (1901–1981).

Scholars such as the American anthropologist

Gayle Rubin criticized both Freud and Lacan for

advocating sexism yet valued them for describing

sexism as a pervasive psychosocial institution, for

freeing men and women from biological determin-

ism, and for establishing their psychosexual identity

in relation to each other. Other feminist theorists

have defended both the invention of psychoanalysis

and its paradigms, finding them useful for under-

standing femininity. Proponents of ‘‘French femi-

nism’’ such as Luce Irigaray (b. 1930) combined

Lacanian, structuralist, and other approaches to

further contribute to gender theory. Building on

the concept of de Beauvoir’s ‘‘other,’’ these French

feminists saw woman not only as one more version

of masculinity but also as a fragmented self. In

particular, they posed the question of how to write

a history of fragmented, ‘‘decentered subjects’’ for

whom conventions of historical interpretation did

not exist.

Standard interpretations of social and political
power were also challenged by the French philoso-
pher Michel Foucault (1926–1984), who down-
played the traditional sense of human agency.
Examining the mechanisms of surveillance and reg-
ulation in the activities of doctors, the clergy, and
government officials, Foucault posited that power
relations in the modern state operate primarily
through the body.

Poststructuralist versions of gender theory,
most notably the writings of the American historian
Joan Wallach Scott, largely dismissed Marxist,
anthropological, and psychoanalytical approaches
because of their essentialist (or at least enduring)
characteristics and advocated using Foucault’s the-
ories to introduce the concept of gender into poli-
tical history, where it could serve as a category to
analyze how power operates. Poststructuralist
scholars such as Scott and the philosopher Judith
Butler developed a critique of essentialism, arguing
that it was impossible to legitimately claim a group
identity based on one’s own experience, and of
universalism, which posited that women have a
quality known as ‘‘womanhood’’ in common.

Scientific research underscored theories that
emphasized the arbitrary and invented nature of
gender. Scientists such as Ann Fausto-Sterling
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(b. 1944) demonstrated that it is possible to dis-
tinguish five different sexes on the basis of physio-
logical and chromosomal characteristics. Studies of
the lives of those born with ambiguously sexed
bodies reveal the inability of society to deal with
more than two sexes, since parents, teachers, and
doctors try to steer them toward identifying them-
selves as either male or female.

While postmodern theories have been praised
for breaking down universalist assumptions, they
have also been criticized for their fragmented and
partial interpretations. Apparently, ‘‘sex’’ and
‘‘gender’’ cannot be neatly categorized as ‘‘nat-
ural’’ and ‘‘cultural’’ but are now seen as intimately
related cultural categories used to describe and
understand human bodies and human relation-
ships. Sex and gender often overlap, sometimes
confusingly so, and the concept of a male or female
body in many contemporary societies has become
increasingly open to reinvention, be it through
drugs, dress, exercise, or surgery. This has resulted
in widely different conceptions of masculinity and
femininity, so much so that it makes sense to speak
of ‘‘masculinities’’ and ‘‘femininities.’’ In the last
quarter of the twentieth century, however, oppos-
ing theoretical positions within Western feminism
joined together in alliances around particular issues
such as reproductive rights, the banning of nuclear
power, and the outlawing of pornography.

NATIONAL AND REGIONAL VARIATIONS

In the twentieth century, gender relations under-
went dramatic changes in some parts of Europe but
remained more static in others. The factors contrib-
uting to or inhibiting these changes—notably reli-
gion, education, political structures, the gendered
nature of work, and the availability of contracep-
tives—must be taken into account. Along with
historical differences, class, race, marital status, and
age must be considered.

Battles over the behavior and characteristics of
women and men allowed European societies to
address other painful issues. A prominent example
is the debate about gender roles and ‘‘normalcy’’
that ensued in many European countries after both
world wars. Thus, in the wake of World War I,
many French perceived a loss of supposedly femi-
nine traditions as a threat to civilization, and after
World War II Germans were faced with the

everyday tasks of survival but quickly returned to
the model of the traditional ‘‘breadwinner’’ family.
It was permissible to speak about gender, whereas
the question of Germany’s responsibility for the
war and genocide was unspeakable. In England
and France, the percentage of female workers in
industry and agriculture rose during World War
II, and this phenomenon contributed to the post-
war longing for a return to ‘‘normalcy.’’

Another issue that emerged in Europe after
both world wars was how to reconstruct gender
relationships after men had been away for four
years killing, while women had led very different
lives. While the experience on the battlefields was
similar for the soldiers from different European
countries, women’s war experiences varied accord-
ing to country and region—most British and
German women, for example, watched the war
from afar, whereas their Belgian and French peers
were much closer to actually experiencing battle.
This often resulted in differing views of soldiers and
thus of gender relations in peacetime. Those who
had remained at home implicitly or explicitly saw
soldiers as killers, and the feminists among them
espoused separate spheres after the war. Those few
women who had actually seen maimed, hysterical,
and infantilized soldiers had a more sympathetic
view. European wars of the twentieth century thus
complicated gender, with sexologists and other
social experts playing a large role in ‘‘making
peace.’’

Ideas about the ‘‘natural role’’ of women and
men as ‘‘nurturers’’ and ‘‘providers’’ surfaced as
well in the 1920s and 1930s, particularly in the
gendered nature of work. The authoritarian
regimes in Germany and Italy (and, initially, in
the Soviet Union) transformed these ideas into
government policy and celebrated work as inher-
ently masculine.

Throughout much of the twentieth century,

men’s tasks were considered ‘‘work’’ and women’s

tasks ‘‘assistance,’’ ‘‘housework’’ or ‘‘women’s

work.’’ These gender hierarchies were temporarily

challenged in times of crisis but generally survived

massive economic changes. Elementary education,

for example, was considered women’s work (with

the supervision of teachers reserved for men),

except in Germany, where it was defined as a

male profession. In Russia, the medical staff was
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predominantly female, which meant that medicine

was low-status, poorly paid work.

Access to education itself was highly gendered.

While literacy rates varied greatly across Europe,

women’s rates of literacy and of secondary school-

ing were consistently lower than men’s at the

beginning of the twentieth century, particularly in

the Catholic and rural societies of southern Europe

and in Eastern European countries, where the gen-

der gap in literacy did not close until after World

War II. While European universities had generally

opened their doors to women by the 1920s, fascist

regimes succeeded in driving women out of the

universities (and the professions).

Social movements were often gendered as well.

In the early twentieth century, women marched to

demand the vote, access to birth control, legal

abortions, and other social rights; food riots, a

traditional form of protest among women, contin-

ued in times of crisis, most notably during both

world wars but also during the Bolshevik

Revolution. In some respects, gender tensions

increased in the 1920s, and not only in Germany,

where male workers were hardened by their mili-

tary service, frustrated by the abortive revolution,

and bitter about inflation and unemployment. In

the Weimar Republic, fascists and communists alike

organized militant and confrontational marches

while women preferred to participate in peace

parades, International Women’s Day, or similar

events.

IMAGERY AND DRESS

Changes in clothing, behavior, and imagery were
among the most striking transformations in gender
roles. When the twentieth century started out,
women’s skirts were ankle length, as they had been
for over five hundred years. Hemlines started to
rise with the beginning of World War I and, while
fluctuating throughout the remainder of the cen-
tury, never returned to ankle length again.
Contemporaries were shocked. Not only could
they now get a glimpse of the female ankle, but
part of the leg, clad in transparent silk stockings,
was also revealed. The ideal female figure also
changed, from the ‘‘hourglass’’ silhouette
produced by a tight corset to a more ‘‘boyish’’
shape. In addition, women started to cut off their
hair, which had been considered ‘‘woman’s

crowning glory’’ but was heavy, hot, difficult to
wash, and potentially dangerous when working with
machinery or open fire. During the 1920s the ‘‘Eton
crop’’ or the Bubikopf (bob) became a fashion stan-
dard with young and middle-aged women of all
classes, with the English ‘‘flapper’’ as well as with
the French gamine. Fashionable women even
donned pants for sports activities, and sport idols
such as the French tennis player Suzanne Lenglen
(1899–1938) and the Norwegian ice-skater (and
subsequent Hollywood star) Sonja Henie (1912–
1969) pioneered short sleeves and bare legs.

Women who demanded the masculine privi-
leges of short hair, pants, and freedom of move-
ment, and who used cosmetics—which had been
associated with prostitutes until World War I—cer-
tainly irritated their contemporaries. The fashions
of the ‘‘Golden Twenties’’ were short-lived for
several reasons. First, the Great Depression impov-
erished the working class and large parts of the
middle classes, and clothing became scarce during
World War II, so many women made do with little.
Second, the totalitarian regimes in Germany and
the Soviet Union (as well as in Spain and Italy)
developed distinct versions of masculinity and fem-
ininity, giving rise to more traditional clothing. In
Germany, the National Socialists propagated an
ideal of femininity that incorporated both tradi-
tional and modern elements. The party youth orga-
nization for girls stressed gymnastics as well as
traditional household training. According to party
ideology, ‘‘the German woman’’ was trim and fit
(to ensure her reproductive capabilities) but did
not smoke or drink, and she wore sensible shoes
and clothing (the dirndl made a comeback) and her
hair braided in a crown.

Notions of what constituted femininity and
masculinity were increasingly polarized in the
1930s and ultimately served the all-out war effort,
when soldier-husbands were defending wives and
children against the Red Army, and soldier-wives,
steadfast and never complaining, awaited their
return while educating their children to be good
soldiers or mothers. National Socialist doctrine and
the speeches of Adolf Hitler sang the praises of
brutal men and loving women. Hitler himself con-
sidered the masses passionate, weak, and ‘‘intrinsi-
cally feminine’’ and derived no small part of his
success from styling himself as a swaggering,
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masculine master who dictated ‘‘like a man.’’ This
extreme masculinity was perpetrated throughout
the party organizations in Germany as well as in
other European countries under fascist rule.

Although gender images in Europe’s authori-
tarian regimes displayed similarities, there were also
significant differences. The ‘‘new Soviet man’’ of
the Stalin era was portrayed first and foremost as
the epitome of human capability in the workplace,
whereas his female counterpart was expected to
exceed expectations both at home and at work.
While the ‘‘romantic’’ approach (as characterized
by Barbara Ehrenreich and Deirdre English), which
confined women to the home, remained dominant
in western Europe, the Soviet rulers combined it
with the ‘‘rationalist’’ approach, which saw women
primarily as a vital economic resource. The ultimate
‘‘new Soviet woman’’ was thus both a mother of
several children and a Stakhanovite, an industrial
worker granted recognition and privileges for
exceeding production standards. In the face of
male workers’ animosity, the regime celebrated
women who had mastered technology, such as
the tractor driver Praskovya Angelina (‘‘Pasha’’)
or the textile worker Mariya Vinogradova
(‘‘Marusya’’), in countless newsreels and propa-
ganda campaigns. Those heroines of the field and
factory were portrayed as committed to the well-
being of society and as dutiful daughters of their
‘‘dear father Stalin.’’

After a period of khaki jumpsuits and heavy
work boots, propaganda posters in the 1930s
showed women agricultural workers in wide skirts,
peasant blouses, and head scarves, an image that in
1941 was transformed into an enormous ‘‘Mother
Russia’’ who urged her children to fight the
German invaders. This image of woman-as-mother
was promoted even when war demanded that she
turn into a fighter and killer, as many women did
in the Red Army. There were attempts to revitalize
the image of Pasha during a rural labor shortage
in the 1970s; in the early 1990s, the demise of the
woman tractor driver also signaled the end of the
Soviet state and the new ‘‘chivalry’’ of emerging
capitalism.

Throughout much of western Europe, the
fashion immediately following World War II was
dictated by scarcity. The abundance of fabric that
characterized Christian Dior’s ‘‘New Look’’ in the

1950s reflected a longing both for the end of
rationing and for a return to traditional gender
roles. For the woman who aspired to elegance,
cosmetics and accessories such as hats and gloves
were indispensable. By the end of the 1960s, the
shift dress made its fashion debut and western
European women copied the pillbox hats and pink
costumes of the American First Lady Jacqueline
Kennedy. In 1964 ‘‘Swinging London’’ took the
place of Paris as the European fashion capital. The
supershort hemlines of the miniskirt created by
Mary Quant were revolutionary—made possible
by the invention of pantyhose. The American hip-
pie movement of the late 1960s also inspired new
European fashions, especially male fashion, which
had remained relatively unchanged for much of the
century. Men and women alike now dressed ‘‘uni-
sex’’—in jeans and oriental-style shirts with colorful
sunglasses and accessories bedecked with flowers
and beads. The pantsuit became a socially accep-
table alternative for women. Hemlines were much
discussed in the 1970s, varied widely, and were
often combined, as when a miniskirt was matched
with a ‘‘maxi’’ coat. Fashion of the 1980s was
influenced by the dark colors and ragged clothing
of the ‘‘punk’’ subculture that had originated
in England, and by the bold hues and luxury
seen on the American TV series Dallas and
Dynasty. The end of the 1980s saw a return to
understated but elegant and refined clothing that
fit the needs and the lifestyle of the new ‘‘young
urban professionals.’’ With the collapse of com-
munism, Western styles spread more widely and
more rapidly into Eastern Europe.

CONTRACEPTION

Throughout the twentieth century the advance-
ment of contraceptive technologies and the increas-
ing availability of this information had a significant
impact on changing gender relations in Europe.
During the nineteenth century, both middle- and
working-class families in northern and western
Europe had begun to see a large number of chil-
dren as an economic liability and had realized that
smaller families generally meant a higher standard
of living. By the turn of the century, similar pat-
terns were established in southern and eastern
Europe. At the same time, according to some
scholars, the rate of sexual activity increased, most
notably among young people and the lower classes.
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Until the advent of hormonal contraception in the
1960s, birth control methods in the twentieth
century did not differ much from those of the
nineteenth. Coitus interruptus and abstinence were
widespread, especially in working-class families.
The invention of the process for vulcanizing rubber
in the 1840s increased the artificial means available,
though knowledge of and about condoms spread
only gradually. The use of ‘‘Parisian articles’’ was
still considered something exotic until massive state
information campaigns geared toward the soldiers
on the battlefields of World War I. The use of the
diaphragm spread among middle-class families.

While upper- and middle-class women seem to
have had better information about and access to
contraceptive devices (as well as to comparatively
safe abortions), until the 1970s poor women had
to rely on clinics operated by radical doctors or sex
reformers. Facing almost universal hostility from
the medical community, the Dutch physician and
feminist Aletta Jacobs (1854–1929) opened the
world’s first birth control clinic in Amsterdam in
1882 and had become an internationally respected
authority on contraception by the 1920s. A few
northern European nations allowed birth control
means to be dispensed in a limited manner during
the interwar years. Jacobs’s clinics were never legal,
but there were only a few government attempts to
close them. The situation was somewhat similar in
Germany until 1933 and in Denmark, where the
novelist Thit Jensen and the socialist Marie Nielsen
advocated birth control and sex education in
schools. Although sex education did not materia-
lize in most European countries until well after
World War II, increased literacy and better scienti-
fic knowledge about women’s ovulatory cycles
allowed more effective practice of the rhythm
method. British feminists and sex reformers also
battled over access to birth control. The govern-
ment prevented them from distributing contracep-
tive information on grounds of obscenity until
1930. Even though contraceptives were nominally
available in a few northern European cities, women
had difficulties obtaining them in smaller towns
well into the 1950s and 1960s.

The history of birth control is epitomized by a
gap between policy and practice, which certainly
widened in the twentieth century. Until the 1960s,
governments throughout Europe—democratic,

communist, and fascist alike—promoted population
growth and restricted access to contraception. In
1920 France took the lead by outlawing abortions
as well as information about and the sale of contra-
ceptives; penalties for abortionists and their clients
were increased in 1923 and 1939. In Germany,
the National Socialists outlawed birth control imme-
diately after they seized power and increased
penalties for abortions among ‘‘Aryans’’ (while for-
cing the ‘‘racially unfit’’ to submit to sterilization).
Throughout Eastern Europe, contraceptive devices
were either unavailable or of poor quality well into
the twentieth century, which at times forced Soviet
women to rely on abortions as their chief method for
avoiding childbirth. Even in the early twenty-first
century, birth control techniques varied considerably,
depending on custom and available options. Surgical
sterilization, the birth control pill, IUDs, and the
morning-after pill became available throughout
Europe. Generally, Western European women
seemed to prefer the birth control pill, while many
Eastern Europeans distrusted it.

After an initial surge after World War II, birth-
rates continued to decline throughout Europe.
Couples restricted their fertility even in Catholic
societies, where contraception and abortion
remained illegal. Only extreme policies were able
to reverse this trend, as in Romania, where the
birthrate nearly doubled between 1966 and 1967
because of stringent antiabortion laws. Nevertheless,
faced with new levels of adolescent sexual activity,
concerned about the spread of disease, and pres-
sured by feminist movements, most European gov-
ernments moved toward legalizing birth control in
the 1960s. Change was most dramatic in Catholic
countries such as France, where the sale of contra-
ceptive devices and the dissemination of contracep-
tive information were legalized in 1968, and Spain,
which followed suit in 1978. Yet contraceptives
remain illegal in Ireland even in the early twenty-first
century.

Reproduction rates in many European coun-
tries were near their all-time lows in the first years
of the twenty-first century. Many marriages
remained childless, some involuntarily, and the
two-parent family was no longer the norm. Single
parenthood (meaning chiefly single motherhood)
was on the rise throughout Europe and was widely
socially accepted. New contraceptive technologies
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not only altered motherhood but also the way it
was represented. The spread of birth control and
legalized abortions in the last third of the twentieth
century resulted in more autonomy for many
women in every aspect of their lives and not only
with respect to reproduction and sexuality, as bet-
ter availability of ‘‘choice’’ shifted gender relations
in profound ways.

GAYS AND LESBIANS

In the twentieth century, Europeans started to
reconsider homosexuality, which had been regarded
as a disorder. As with the shifting senses of the term
gender, the coining of new words and their changing
usage offer important clues: the terms drag (to con-
note cross-dressing) and lesbian (to refer to female
homosexuals), for instance, date back to the 1870s
and thus predate Oscar Wilde’s 1895 trial for homo-
sexual acts, an event considered decisive in redefining
the acceptable boundaries of gendered identity. The
use of such terms as homo and queer (to refer to
homosexuals) entered the English language in the
1920s. These linguistic shifts imply that modern gay
and lesbian identities emerged from a complex inter-
action of subcultural values and practices on one
hand and of attempts at control by the state and
the professions on the other. Whereas homosexual
was a term sometimes used by doctors and antivice
campaigners, gay men commonly identified them-
selves as queer in the 1910s and 1920s. By the
1940s, when the cultural climate had turned more
hostile, queer had acquired a different meaning,
implying a passionate emotion, and homosexuals
came to prefer gay, a word that was much more
guarded: outsiders would not readily understand
what ‘‘having a gay time’’ meant. The 1990s saw a
strategic redeployment of the word queer to connote
a form of political activism and to qualify a theory of
literary and cultural criticism.

Gay men were persecuted in many European
countries throughout the twentieth century, most
severely under authoritarian regimes. Female
homosexuality was generally ignored until the
beginning of the century, when the writings of
sexologists as well as popular discourse started to
reflect a new weariness with lesbianism, which
resulted in a curtailing of the range of behavior
allowed to (privileged) women. Novels and films
now emphasized the dangers of lesbian teachers in

girls’ schools and urged mothers to protect their
daughters from female (and male) sexual aggres-
sion. Crushes on other women, a boyish or mannish
style of dress, and even the ambition to pursue a
career were seen as warning signs of ‘‘sexual inver-
sion.’’ In the 1920s lesbians appeared in western
(and eastern) European medical and popular dis-
courses. While the life of lesbians in Paris and
Berlin has often been romanticized, limits were
certainly placed on it. Although female homosexu-
ality was not persecuted outright, lesbians in the
cosmopolitan centers of Europe were still watched
by the police and their clubs were periodically
raided.

Lesbians had been active in European feminist
movements throughout the twentieth century, but
their sexual orientation had usually been ignored,
sometimes denied. The British suffragist Christabel
Pankhurst (1880–1958) was a lesbian who dressed
mannishly and fell in love with the author Virginia
Woolf. The German feminists Anita Augspurg
(1857–1943) and Lida Gustava Heymann (1868–
1943) lived in a lesbian relationship for decades. In
the late 1960s the culture and society of male and
female homosexuals increasingly came out into the
open. Building on traditions of the first gay move-
ment of the 1920s, a new gay liberation movement
formed alongside the U.S. civil rights movement
and the worldwide protest against the U.S. involve-
ment in Vietnam. The women’s liberation move-
ment embraced the issue of open and legitimate
lesbian relationships, and by the late 1970s
society’s general acceptance of male and female
homosexuals had become a goal of both move-
ments. In the 1980s and 1990s the politics of gay
and lesbian groups shifted toward AIDS research
and the right for homosexual couples to marry and
adopt.

‘‘Second wave’’ feminism also explored
whether lesbians were ‘‘naturally’’ feminists (and
vice versa), with some lesbians claiming that only
lesbians were true feminists. Lesbian separatism
demanded the demise of heterosexual relationships
altogether, a demand that raised many perplexing
questions. Ultimately, moderation replaced mili-
tancy and lesbian and heterosexual feminists found
common ground. Second wave feminism must be
credited with acknowledging the contributions of
lesbian feminists, and specifically with a new
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perspective on society that eventually extended to
the whole women’s movement: their viewpoint
took woman as the ‘‘center,’’ not the ‘‘other,’’
the standard, not the variant, and provided a crucial
tool for analyzing all of European culture and
society.

THE VEXED QUESTION OF MASCULINITY

The study of masculinity developed as a notable
component of gender theory. Like femininity, mas-
culinity was increasingly seen as a constructed,
social, and not necessarily natural set of character-
istics. Scholarship on men and masculinity in
Europe was relatively scarce in the early twenty-first
century, certainly lagging behind the developments
in the United States, yet there were some partial
and tentative results concerning such issues as boy-
hood, fatherhood, working-class masculinity, and
crime.

Studies of masculinity and modernity traced
the emergence of a masculine ideal to the growth
of a commercial and industrial bourgeoisie in the
nineteenth century. Masculinity essentially required
an intense struggle of man against himself and his
body, which was subject to self-discipline and
restraint. Any emotion was to be held in check,
and the differences between masculine and femi-
nine traits were sharply emphasized and had to be
kept firmly in their proper place. Although mascu-
line ideals underwent many local modifications,
some of the same features occurred throughout
Europe and did not start to break down in western
Europe until the 1950s.

In addition to on the warfront, questions of
masculinity were also posed elsewhere. In the
twentieth century, European men of all classes
increasingly sought recreational outlets to display
their masculinity. Sports provided not only a way
for educating boys to be men but also an opportu-
nity for adults to participate on the field and as
spectators. Early in the century, youth movements
such as scouting offered boys an opportunity to
develop their masculinity outside the female-
dominated school environment. Masculine aggres-
siveness was asserted much more explicitly in the
emerging fascist movements, which combined the
masculinity of party boots and uniforms with
the promise to return women to their traditional
roles and more traditional clothing.

Gender differentiations certainly became less
pronounced in the second half of the twentieth
century. With women’s increasing participation in
the workforce, the breadwinner justification for
masculinity diminished, even though male supe-
riority in the workplace was still widespread.
Couples started to share consumer interests, family
vacations, and sometimes housework. Male-female
relationships became more informal and less com-
mitted, not the least because of the availability of
birth control. A large family was no longer a sign of
sexual prowess. It must be kept in mind, however,
that not only was late-twentieth-century maleness
defined by a complex interplay between recent
changes and persevering traditions, but that these
definitions varied greatly between Stockholm and
Naples, Moscow and Paris.

See also Beauvoir, Simone de; Feminism.
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ANJA SCHÜLER

n

GENERAL STRIKE (BRITAIN). The
General Strike of May 1926 was the most important
industrial conflict in British history and the only
occasion on which representatives of the British
trade union movement as a whole have struck for
more than one day in support of fellow trade union-
ists. In fact, almost one and three-quarter million
vital or front-line workers came out in support of
about one million miners who had been locked out
for rejecting reductions in pay and conditions. For
nine days, from 3 to 12 May, Britain ground almost
to a halt. A few trains and buses ran, but only when
driven by volunteers from the anti-strike middle and
upper classes. Yet despite this unity of the workers,
fighting what seemed to be a class war, the General
Council of the Trades Union Congress (TUC)
called off the dispute amid controversy, was criti-
cized by the Communist Party of Great Britain, and
lost some prestige throughout the country for the
rest of the interwar years.

The General Strike was the culmination of a
number of events. Most obviously, the postwar

coalition government led by David Lloyd George

(1863–1945) wanted to return the coal industry,

which had been taken over by the state in 1915, to

the coal owners (rejecting the decision of the

Sankey Commission of 1919 that the coal industry

should remain under state control). Thereafter, the

Conservative-dominated governments of the early

1920s resolved to bring down wages in mining

and other industries. At the same time, the TUC

formed a General Council in 1921, part of whose

responsibility was the uniting of workers indus-

trially in order to resist wage reductions. The vola-

tile industrial relations in the coal industry operated

within this context. The return of the mines to the

coal owners in April 1921 provoked a mining dis-

pute that the miners and the Miners’ Federation of

Great Britain lost. This defeat was due to the deci-

sion of the other unions in the Triple Alliance, the

National Union of Railwaymen and the Transport

Workers Federation, on 15 April 1925 (better

known as ‘‘Black Friday’’) not to support the

miners. There was a feeling that the miners had

been let down, and when they were faced with

further substantial wage reductions and longer

hours again in 1925, the General Council of the

TUC felt obliged to support them. That potential

coal conflict was bought off at the last minute on

31 July 1925, known as ‘‘Red Friday,’’ when the

Conservative government of Stanley Baldwin

(1867–1947) provided a nine-month subsidy for

the coal owners. This action merely delayed the

mining strike by nine months, during which period

the Royal Commission on Coal, chaired by Sir

Herbert Louis Samuel (1870–1963), deliberated

and reported upon the need to nationalize the coal

industry, to temporarily reduce wages and end the

subsidy. These recommendations were unlikely to

satisfy the miners or the mine owners, and it was no

surprise that the coal owners announced wage

reductions and the ending of national negotiations

in coal from 1 May 1926, the day after the subsidy

expired.

The miners refused to accept the cuts in wages

and the worsening of conditions of employment,

and were locked out of negotiations from May

until November 1926. On the other hand, in a

display of unusual unity, the affiliated unions of

the TUC agreed on 1 May to call out some of

the vital supply and transport workers, the ‘‘front-
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line’’ workers, on strike from 11:59 P.M. on 3 May.
A last-ditch attempt to avoid conflict failed when
the Baldwin government refused to talk further
with the TUC because the printers at the Daily
Mail newspaper refused to print an editorial critical
of the unions. Some ‘‘second-line’’ workers, such
as engineers and shipbuilders, were called out on
12 May, the day the strike was terminated.

The General Strike was very effective in stop-
ping the trains, urban traffic, and the movement of
goods. There was violent conflict between the strik-
ers and the authorities, although most of it was of a
minor nature. The government had prepared for
the dispute, producing the British Gazette under
the editorship of Winston Churchill, gathering
food at the Hyde Park food center, and ensuring
the continued movement of vital supplies through-
out the country. As a result, TUC leaders were
convinced that they could not win and James
Henry Thomas (1874–1949), the railwaymen’s

leader, was put in charge of the TUC negotiation

committee that sought a resolution to the conflict.

Although it could not deal directly with the gov-

ernment, which refused to negotiate under the

threat of a strike, it enlisted the good offices of

Samuel, the Liberal who had chaired the Royal

Commission on Coal in 1925–1926, to discuss

possible solutions to the dispute, hoping that the

Baldwin government would respond to his inde-

pendent role. In fact, it was quite clear that the

Samuel Memorandum that emerged and was pre-

sented to the miners’ leaders on 11 May would not

be accepted by anyone other than the TUC. The

miners objected to the suggestion that wages

should be reduced, and the government was not

prepared to consider the Memorandum while in

dispute. Therefore, in an act of capitulation, the

representatives of the TUC met with Baldwin at

10 Downing Street and called off the dispute

shortly after noon on 12 May. The miners, who

Workers demonstrate in Crewe, Cheshire, England, during the General Strike, 1926. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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stuck out the strike for another six months, were
abandoned by the TUC, although trade unionists
paid a financial levy to support them throughout
their dispute. They were eventually forced to accept
wage reductions, the lengthening of hours, and the
end of national negotiations in November 1926.

The symbolic and political significance of the
General Strike was immense. In an obvious way,
the revolutionary potential of the British trade union
movement was shown to be nonexistent. The role of
the TUC thus caused prolonged bitterness among
the more militant sections of the miners’ unions
and, in the Workers’ Weekly newspaper of 13 May
1926, the Communist Party of Great Britain
denounced the calling off of the General Strike as
the greatest crime ever permitted in the history of
the British working class and the working class
of the world. Other, less militant forces agreed.
The general strike was thus discredited as a political
weapon, even though the TUC had at least
demonstrated some potential for unity of action.
The consequences of the strike were both positive
and negative. There was anti-strike legislation, par-
ticularly the Trades Dispute Act (1927), which
restricted general and sympathetic strikes. The
Mond-Turner talks between the big employers
and the TUC opened more channels of helpful
communications between unions and business,
which augured well for the industrial economy of
the mid and late 1930s.

See also Labor Movements; Strikes; United Kingdom.
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KEITH LAYBOURN

n

GENEVA. In 1900 the capital of the Republic
and Canton of Geneva, as it is officially known, was a
modest city of 95,000 inhabitants. The entire canton
had only 132,389 people. Located on the shore of

Lake Geneva, its cosmopolitan character was known
throughout Europe, and it became the seat of the

International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC),

founded in 1863 to protect the wounded in war and

legitimized by the Geneva Convention, ratified by

twelve European states in 1864 to become a found-

ing pillar of international human rights.

Protected by Switzerland’s neutral status in the

First World War, the Red Cross organized assis-

tance to the wounded and, with the International
Prisoners of War Agency, also located in Geneva, it

provided relief to hundreds of thousands of POWs

and their families, making no distinction between

nationalities.

In 1919, once peace was reestablished, Geneva

was designated as the site of the headquarters of the

League of Nations, founded at the urging of the

U.S. president Woodrow Wilson. Henceforth the

city-state of Geneva would stand for international
cooperation, peacekeeping, and disarmament. The

International Labor Organization (ILO), founded

at the same time as the League of Nations, began

construction on its headquarters on the shores of

Lake Geneva in 1922. The ILO began holding

annual conferences that led to the establishment

of the first international labor conventions and
its building was completed in 1926, the year of

the official inauguration. In the 1920s a myth

developed around what the publicist Robert de

Traz called ‘‘the spirit of Geneva,’’ finding its

sources in Calvinism, the social and political ideas

of Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and the Red Cross foun-

der Henry Dunant’s humanitarian intuitions.

According to de Traz, at each of these historical
junctures, ‘‘Geneva overflowed on the world.’’

Many were convinced, during the interwar years,

that the canton had a universal mission. But it did

not escape the consequences of the world crisis that

began in 1929, in which the ideals of peace and

justice were brought down by the rise of totalitar-

ian movements.

The Second World War gave the International

Red Cross another opportunity to act on behalf
of prisoners of war and the wounded, while demand-

ing observance of the international conventions rati-

fied by the belligerents. But the League of Nations

lost all credibility and eventually dissolved, while the

ILO temporarily left Geneva for New York.
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In the postwar period, the new centers of inter-

national relations were Washington, London,

Moscow, and New York; the last became principal

headquarters for the newly founded United

Nations. However, Geneva was chosen as head-

quarters for the UN’s European office in 1946.

The city was then entering a dynamic period, eco-

nomically and culturally, with a rapidly shifting

demographic profile. Over the next twenty years,

the population of the city and canton increased

from 187,000 to 350,000, including more than

95,000 foreigners. Banking, luxury commerce,

and high-tech industries prospered. Geneva contin-

ued to develop its international character. The

return of the ILO in 1946 preceded the establish-

ment of numerous large international organizations,

including the International Telecommunication

Union (ITU) in 1947 and the World Health

Organization (WHO) and General Agreement on

Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1948. The latter

would be supplanted in 1995 by the World Trade

Organization (WTO). In 1951 the headquarters

of the United Nations high commissioner for refu-

gees took up residence in Geneva; that year also saw

publication of the first convention for the protection

of refugees and displaced persons. A newly con-

structed European Community established the

European Organization for Nuclear Research

(CERN) and the European Free Trade Association

(EFTA), both in Geneva, in 1960.

Many of the nongovernmental organiza-

tions (NGOs) that require contact with inter-

national organizations on a regular basis also

located their headquarters in Geneva, or at least

established a permanent representative. The World

Council of Churches (WCW) was constituted in

1948, followed a year later by the International

Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU).

Amnesty International, founded in 1961, with

headquarters in London, has an international out-

post in Geneva. In addition, Geneva welcomes

refugees. The period since the 1970s has brought

victims of South American dictatorships,

Vietnamese boat people, and victims of oppressive

regimes and ‘‘ethnic cleansing’’ in Sri Lanka, Iraq,

Rwanda, and Bosnia. The canton’s work with refu-

gees has led to concern in Bern, the capital of

Switzerland, that in Geneva demand for asylum is

too readily granted.

In the last fifteen years of the twentieth cen-

tury, Genevans were compelled to confront certain

questions, not pertinent to them alone, but which

could not be ignored. They pertained to World

War II and two major debates that issued from it.

The first took place around the stance and role of

the International Red Cross concerning the depor-

tation of Jews who were exterminated in Nazi

death camps. The Red Cross knew of the extermi-

nation program in 1942, but it chose not to exceed

its traditional mission and spread word of the hor-

ror of the camps. The organization decided to act

instead within its historic boundaries by helping

and protecting only distressed prisoners and

thereby ‘‘preserving its credibility.’’ According to

The Red Cross and the Holocaust by Jean-Claude

Favez—written with the support of the Red

Cross—this decision remains problematic. The sec-

ond issue questions more generally Swiss policies

regarding financial, economic, and humanitarian

matters during the war. Had Switzerland taken

advantage of its neutral status to do business with

Nazi Germany by procuring for it capital funds that

could weaken the Allied effort at economic block-

ade? Another question is whether Switzerland, a

country that usually welcomed refugees, failed its

historic mission by turning back Jews, particularly

on the Franco-Swiss border. Finally, there is the

question of whether or to what extent Swiss banks,

especially in Geneva, had profited from deposits by

Holocaust victims and later appropriated the

unclaimed assets. These questions shocked public

opinion and were serious enough that Swiss autho-

rities established an Independent Commission of

Experts, headed by Professor Jean-François Bergier.

The Bergier Commission Report, published in 1999,

after three years’ work, confirmed the major charges

against Switzerland, though it presented an image

less somber than some had predicted.

Geneva did not lose prestige in the eyes of

international organizations. Since the beginning

of the twenty-first century, organizations based in

Geneva have been awarded the Nobel Prize over

forty times. This fact reinforces the city’s interna-

tional image—today more a site for meetings,

exchanges, and humanitarian missions than for

state or international decision making.

See also Switzerland.
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BERNARD DELPAL

n

GENOCIDE. The twentieth century has
sometimes been labeled as the ‘‘century of geno-
cide.’’ In view of historical events, this description
hardly amounts to an exaggeration: never before
has violence, systematically aimed at exterminating
ethnic, national, or religious groups, claimed more
victims than over the course of the twentieth cen-
tury. The extent of collective violence as the cen-
tury came to a close—such as the massacres in
disintegrating Yugoslavia or Rwanda during the
1990s—dampened the hopes cherished after
World War II that crimes such as the mass murder
of European Jews could be prevented in the future
and thus fundamentally challenged the idea of a
progressive historical process.

The term genocide was coined by the Polish-
Jewish specialist in international law Raphael
Lemkin (1900–1959). He had recognized that
cases like the persecution of the Armenians by the
Young Turks during World War I and, above all,
the extermination policy of the Nazis throughout
occupied eastern Europe differed qualitatively from
other forms of violence such as war crimes and thus
required a specific term of their own. Lemkin’s con-
cept of genocide formed a basis for the Convention
on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide of the United Nations adopted by the
UN General Assembly in 1948. However, not only
specialists in international law grappled with the
phenomenon of genocide. Since the 1980s, inter-
disciplinary research on genocide has also begun to
establish itself, initially in the United States and
Canada and more recently in Europe as well.

RAPHAEL LEMKIN AND THE GENOCIDE

CONVENTION OF THE UNITED NATIONS

The basic notion that minorities must be protected

from persecution by international law dates back

to the seventeenth century: the Peace of Westphalia

concluded in 1648 already contained terms stipulat-

ing guarantees for religious minorities. Protection

of Christian minorities in the Ottoman Empire

was the express purpose of the treaties European

Great Powers forced on the Ottoman government

in the nineteenth century. However, this commit-

ment to protecting minorities was not altogether

selfless, because these provisions generally served

the imperialistic powers as a welcome pretext for

military intervention in the disintegrating Ottoman

Genocide as first defined by Raphael Lemkin in

1944:

By ‘‘genocide’’ we mean the destruction of a
nation or of an ethnic group. . . . Generally
speaking, genocide does not necessarily mean
the immediate destruction of a nation, except
when accomplished by mass killings of all
members of a nation. It is intended rather to
signify a coordinated plan of different actions
aiming at the destruction of essential founda-
tions of the life of national groups, with the aim
of annihilating the groups themselves. The
objectives of such a plan would be disintegra-
tion of the political and social institutions, of
culture, language, national feelings, religion,
and the economic existence of national
groups, and the destruction of the personal
security, liberty, health, dignity, and even the
lives of the individuals belonging to such
groups. Genocide is directed against the
national group as an entity, and the actions
involved are directed against individuals, not in
their individual capacity, but as members of the
national group. . . . Genocide has two phases:
one, destruction of the national pattern of the
oppressed group; the other, the imposition of
the national pattern of the oppressor. This
imposition, in turn, may be made upon the
oppressed population which is allowed to
remain, or upon the territory alone, after
removal of the population and the colonization
of the area by the oppressor’s own nationals.

Source: Raphael Lemkin, Axis Rule in Occupied Europe:

Laws of Occupation, Analysis of Government, Proposals for

Redress. Washington, D.C., 1944, p. 79.
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Empire. Finally, at the turn of the century codifi-
cation of the law of war contributed to the interna-
tional protection of human rights, albeit to a limited

extent. Among other things, the Hague Convention

on land war of 1907 laid down the rules of conduct

by a foreign occupying army toward the civilian

population. However, massacres or atrocities com-

mitted by a government against a minority living

within the national borders were not subject to

these provisions and therefore did not constitute a

statutory offense under international law.

The notion of an international law binding to all
states, one that bans the persecution and murder of
ethnic, national, or religious groups, only really
began to take shape in the period between the world
wars. The horrors of World War I and particularly
the fate of the Ottoman Armenians quite drastically
revealed to politicians and experts on international
law the significance of such an international agree-
ment. By issuing a joint declaration in March 1915
denouncing the massacre of the Armenians as a
‘‘crime against humanity,’’ the governments of
France, Great Britain, and Russia had already made
it clear during the war that the murder of minorities
by their own governments should not go unpun-
ished. Following their victory over the Central
Powers and their allies, at first the Entente Powers

indeed made efforts to open international criminal
proceedings for war crimes and ‘‘crimes against
humanity.’’ Yet these endeavors came to nothing.
Contributing to this failure at first was the fact that
politicians and legal experts could not agree on
which acts to subsume precisely under the category
of ‘‘crimes against humanity’’ and on which existing
legal grounds to base this offense. Moreover, the
Young Turk politicians responsible for the massacre
of the Armenians evaded prosecution before an
international court of law, because the Treaty of
Sèvres, whose provisions actually stipulated such
legal action, was never ratified. The victory of the
Turkish nationalist movement led by Mustafa Kemal
Atatürk (1881–1938) and the founding of the
Turkish nation-state resulted instead in an ‘‘amnesty
declaration,’’ internationally approved in the Treaty
of Lausanne in 1923, which concerned any acts
committed by the Ottoman Empire during World
War I that may have been punishable.

Despite the lack of decisive and lasting success
in these efforts to prosecute perpetrators of viola-
tions of human rights during the world war, in the
interwar period experts on international law contin-
ued to work toward establishing a system protecting
national and religious minorities. The so-called
minority treaties under the League of Nations were
one result of these endeavors. The parties to these
treaties committed to guaranteeing the protection
of minorities within their national borders. Raphael
Lemkin began to make his mark in these debates
on international law revolving around the protec-
tion of minorities.

Even as a youth, Lemkin, a native of Bezwodene
in Poland, had already developed an interest in
the prevention of state-organized persecution of
minorities, especially since he also belonged to a
minority that faced discrimination and persecution
in eastern Europe. Moreover, the fate of the
Anatolian Armenians had made a lasting impression
on him. In particular, the sensational trial
of Salomon Teilirian in June 1921 in Berlin had been
a matter of concern to Lemkin. In March 1921 the
Armenian Teilirian had shot and killed in broad day-
light the former Turkish interior minister Talât Paşa
(1872–1921), one of the men responsible for the
Armenian genocide. As his unpublished autobiogra-
phy reveals, this act of vigilantism led Lemkin to
conclude that an international law had to be created

Genocide as defined in Article 2 of the UN

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of

the Crime of Genocide:

In the present Convention, genocide means
any of the following acts committed with
intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a
national, ethnical, racial or religious group,
as such: (a) Killing members of the group; (b)
Causing serious bodily or mental harm to
members of the group; (c) Deliberately inflict-
ing on the group conditions of life calculated
to bring about its physical destruction in
whole or in part; (d) Imposing measures
intended to prevent births within the group;
(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group
to another group.

Source: United Nations Treaty Series, no. 1021, vol. 78 (1951),

p. 277.
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in order to make the deliberate annihilation of
national and religious groups a punishable offense.

After obtaining his doctorate of philology from
the University of Lvov in 1926, Lemkin rose to
become a renowned expert in international law and
a leading advocate of the protection of minorities.
To him the protective provisions drawn up in the
context of the minority treaties did not go far
enough. For that reason he proposed, at the Fifth
International Conference for the Unification of
Penal Law in Madrid (1933), the establishment of
two additional statutory offenses in international
law: ‘‘vandalism’’ and ‘‘barbarism’’ were to be
included in the domestic criminal law of the thirty-
seven participant states. By ‘‘vandalism’’ Lemkin
meant the deliberate destruction of the cultural heri-
tage of a specific group; by ‘‘barbarism’’ the suppres-
sion and extermination of members of a racial,
religious, or social group. However, the congress
rejected Lemkin’s proposals.

In 1939 Lemkin became a victim of persecu-
tion himself. He had to leave Poland and escaped
to the United States via Sweden, initially teaching
at Duke University and finally at Yale. The indif-
ference the U.S. public displayed toward the exter-
mination policy of the Nazis in eastern Europe was
deeply troubling to Lemkin. He hoped that a treaty
aimed at guaranteeing the protection of ethnic
and religious minorities, signed by the Allies and

the neutral countries, could deter the National
Socialists from the annihilation of the European
Jews. Yet his plans did not meet with any consider-
able echo among U.S. politicians.

In his book Axis Rule in Occupied Europe,
which analyzed the brutal German occupation
policy across conquered Europe, Lemkin made a
powerful plea in 1944 for passing an international
law outlawing and thus preventing the persecution
and destruction of peoples and minorities. Since,
according to the Hague Conventions on land war,
the murder of a people by an occupying force dur-
ing wartime was a punishable offense, now, Lemkin
argued, a new international law would have to be in
force during peacetime as well.

In Axis Rule in Occupied Europe, Lemkin
introduced into international law the neologism
he had coined: genocide. Lemkin compounded
the word genocide from the Old Greek genos (race,
people, or tribe) and the Latin verb caedere (to
kill). The meaning of his definition of genocide
was broad and narrow at the same time. Lemkin
regarded as genocide solely the destruction of
national groups. Yet he did not interpret ‘‘geno-
cide’’ exclusively as the physical murder of all mem-
bers of a nation but included all acts aimed at
destroying their basis of life and culture. Moreover,
in his work Lemkin explained the various ‘‘tech-
niques of genocide’’ using the example of Nazi rule
and exterminatory policy in Europe in political,
social, cultural, economic, biological, physical, reli-
gious, and moral terms. The chapter on the concept
of genocide in Axis Rule in Occupied Europe con-
cludes with the demand that the crime of genocide
must elicit universal jurisdiction and ought to
belong to the delicta juris gentium (offenses of
international law) just like slavery, child trafficking,
and piracy.

Lemkin hoped that after the end of the war the
statutory offense of genocide would be included in
the charges brought by the International Military
Tribunal (IMT) against the National Socialist
war criminals, but this was not the case. In the so-
called Nuremberg Trials lasting from 18 October
1945 until 1 October 1946 the twenty-two major
German war criminals had to answer for, among
other things, ‘‘crimes against humanity.’’ The allega-
tions included murder, extermination, enslavement
or deportation, and persecution of the civilian

Genocide as defined by Helen Fein:

Genocide is a series of purposeful actions by
a perpetrator(s) to destroy a collectivity
through mass or selective murders of group
members and suppressing the biological and
social reproduction of the collectivity. This can
be accomplished through the imposed pro-
scription or restriction of group members,
increasing infant mortality, and breaking the
linkage between reproduction and socializa-
tion of children in the family or group of origin.
The perpetrator may represent the state of a
victim, another state or another collectivity.

Source: Quoted in Frank Chalk and Kurt Jonassohn, eds., The

History and Sociology of Genocide: Analyses and Case Studies.

New Haven, Conn., 1990, p. 16.
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population for racist as well as religious reasons.
Consequently the indictment of the military tribunal
charged the accused specifically with having system-
atically committed mass murders against racial and
religious groups—above all, Jews, Poles, and Sinti
and Roma—and to have annihilated them. The
judges presiding over the court, however, linked
the ‘‘crimes against humanity’’ to the war itself and
thus differentiated between the persecution of the
German Jews before the war and the German exter-
mination policy during the war in the occupied
territories. In order to include the persecution of
the German Jews before the outbreak of war in
1939 in the charge nonetheless, the prosecutors
and judges argued that these persecutions had
served to prepare the German war of aggression,
something even a representative of the French dele-
gation deemed a threadbare line of argument. This
linking of ‘‘crimes against humanity’’ with war soon
posed an obstacle. Specialists in international law
recognized that this new statutory offense was prob-
lematic for the future punishment of systematic
persecution and massacres committed by a govern-
ment during peacetime against an ethnic or reli-
gious group among its own national population.
Therefore it would hardly be suitable as protection
for minorities. New paradigms were called for in
international law.

In April 1947, therefore, the secretary-general
of the United Nations, Trygve Lie (1896–1968),
commissioned Raphael Lemkin, the Romanian
Vespasian V. Pella (1897–1952) who was president
of the International Association of Penal Law, and
Henri Donnedieu de Vabres (1880–1952), a
French law professor and former judge at the
IMT, to prepare a draft of an international criminal
code against genocide.

Lemkin’s concept of genocide constituted the
basis of a possible draft, but the three experts on
international law took differing views with respect to
some crucial points. Lemkin deemed the deliberate
destruction of a group’s culture—for instance, by
banning use of a language or destruction of religious
and historical monuments—to be a form of geno-
cide, something his two colleagues regarded as an
inadmissible extension of the term. With the excep-
tion of the forced transfer of children into a different
group, Pella and de Vabres did not consider forms
of forced assimilation as being genocidal.

On 9 December 1948 the UN General Assem-
bly meeting at the Palais de Chaillot in Paris
eventually passed the final version of the Genocide
Convention, which Lemkin, Pella, and de Vabres
had agreed on, by a vote of 55–0–0. The conven-
tion came into effect on 12 January 1951, after
being ratified by twenty countries as well. In arriv-
ing at the definition on which the convention was
based the authors deliberately choose the formula-
tion ‘‘in whole or in part,’’ especially since the
convention would otherwise only have taken effect
if members of a certain group had already been
murdered. By definition, political groups cannot
be victims of genocide. The Soviet Union had
opposed the inclusion of this group, fearing to
come under suspicion of genocide itself because
of the Stalinist terror.

Issues of the practical applicability and scope of
the convention are detailed in the nineteen articles:
Article 1 states expressly that genocide constitutes a
crime according to international law, regardless
of being committed during war or in peacetime.
Furthermore, according to Article 3, even the attempt
to commit genocide is punishable by law. Article 6
provides that persons accused of genocide will be
brought before a court of competent jurisdiction in
the country on whose territory the acts were carried
out or before the International Criminal Court.

The actual innovation of the Genocide Con-
vention consisted of the juridical abolition of the
principle of sovereignty. Until the end of World War
II, governments had been able, in principle, to
destroy parts of their population unpunished. The
Genocide Convention issued by the United Nations
put an end to this deplorable state of affairs.

Nevertheless, the Genocide Convention had no
effect for a long time following its adoption. The
absence of international jurisdiction—the Rome
Statute on the establishment of an International
Criminal Court only came into force on 1 July
2002—and of an effective monitoring and control
system made the convention appear as a mere state-
ment of intent and thus actually as a superfluous
provision. Contributing to this above all were the
political constellations determined by the Cold War.
The superpowers, which would have had the means
at their disposal to punish the crime of genocide,
did not wish to meddle in the domestic affairs of
their respective allies. They merely denounced the
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offenses perpetrated by the opposing side. Although
the Genocide Convention was not applied at first,
it nevertheless represented a frame of reference to
document the severity of state-organized crimes
against minorities.

The end of the bipolar world order of the Cold
War helped the convention achieve greater signifi-
cance. In connection with the war in Bosnia
(1992–1995) and the murder of 800,000 Tutsi
and Hutu in Rwanda in 1994 its provisions were
actually applied at last. In February 1993 the UN
Security Council decided to set up an ad hoc tribu-
nal for the punishment of the ‘‘serious violation of
humanitarian international law’’ that had been com-
mitted on the territory of the former Yugoslavia, the
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia (ICTY). In November 1994 followed
the resolution to entrust the International Criminal
Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) with the legal prose-
cution of crimes committed in Central Africa. The
statutes, very similar in both cases, included an
assessment based on the Genocide Convention.
On 2 September 1998, finally, the first verdict ever
on the count of genocide was handed down, as the
ICTR found Jean Paul Akayesu, the former mayor
of the Rwandan town of Taba, guilty as charged.

These developments gave cause for optimism
that in future the UN Genocide Convention would
be able to contribute more substantially to the
prevention and punishment of genocides. Chief
among them was the breakthrough achieved at
the 1998 international conference in Rome toward
establishment of an International Criminal Court,
intended to serve as an effective instrument to
punish genocide, crimes against humanity, and
war crimes. However, the helpless and largely indif-
ferent reaction by the international community of
states to the massacres of the minorities of the Fur,
Zaghawa, and Masaalit initiated by the Sudanese
government in 2003 in the province of West
Darfur dampened this confidence. The example
illustrates that the mere existence of provisions and
instruments of international law alone does not suf-
fice to prevent or punish genocides effectively.

Lemkin’s role was second to none in the reali-
zation of an international law that makes systematic
persecution of minorities a punishable offense. He
not only provided the basis of the Genocide
Convention in international law but also, as a

lobbyist, fought untiringly for its realization.
Lemkin, though, deserves credit not just because
of his achievements in international law. He had
also dealt in detail with the historical background
to past genocides and was planning to publish a
comprehensive work on forms of collective vio-
lence in human history. However, he was unable
to find a publisher, as a result of which his manu-
scripts, for instance, on the murder of the Herero
in German South-West Africa (1904–1908) and on
the genocide of the Armenians remain filed among
his unpublished papers. Only since the beginning
of the twenty-first century have historians recog-
nized the significance of Lemkin’s historical works.
Lemkin is now regarded as a pioneer of a new
branch of research: genocide studies.

THE CONCEPT OF GENOCIDE

IN THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

The interdisciplinary study of genocide started in
earnest only in the 1980s, but by the early twenty-
first century had managed to gain a firm foothold
in the academic work at universities. Genocide
studies comprise a broad field and are concerned,
apart from questions of international law, with the
social and individual psychological motivation of
genocide perpetrators; they also deal with survival
strategies as well as post-traumatic stress manage-
ment for victims of persecution. Further, this
research explores forms of remembrance and repre-
sentation of genocide in literature and art and deals
with the question of how this complex and strain-
ing topic ought to be conveyed in schools.

Transferring the concept of genocide as
derived from international law into the social
sciences has been rather difficult, posing a number
of methodological problems. According to the
definition of genocide by the United Nations, the
express intention of perpetrators is to destroy a
people partially or entirely, a constitutive feature
of genocides. In international law, only proof of
this subjective element of the offense can result in
a conviction on the count of genocide. Such an
intentionalist argument is difficult to reconcile with
the insights of empirically oriented historical
research, which contends that governmental exter-
mination policies generally constitute complex pro-
cesses that undergo various phases of radicalization
and depend on a range of situational factors such as
the course of a war. Studies on National Socialist
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population and extermination policy and on other
mass murders have revealed that these cases were
not murders exclusively organized by central
authorities and carefully planned long before the
actual crime. For instance, the mass deaths of
Soviet prisoners of war during World War II,
caused by hunger, disease, and exhaustion, or of
the Herero and Nama in concentration camps dur-
ing the colonial war from 1904 to 1908 in German
South-West Africa were not brought about pre-
meditatedly. If, therefore, one were to keep strictly
to the definition of genocide by the United
Nations, one could not call either of these two
cases genocides. Yet causing the deaths of members
of an ethnic or religious group by imposing unrea-
sonable living and prison conditions nevertheless
has to be characterized as being genocidal, because
the prisoners’ deaths were willingly accepted.

The UN definition of genocide excludes poli-
tical groups and social classes as potential victims of
genocide. The reasons for this restriction are poli-
tical, certainly not scientific, and have their origins
in the intervention of the Soviet Union. With
respect to the murder of more than 1.5 million
Cambodians between 1975 and 1979 by the
Khmer Rouge, the strict interpretation of the
United Nations’ definition of genocide is highly
unsatisfactory. To be sure, the murderous violence
committed by Pol Pot (1928?–1998) and his fol-
lowers was directed against ethnic and religious
groups as well, thus constituting the offense of gen-
ocide. However, the majority of victims belonged to
the ethnic group of the Khmer themselves. The
Khmer Rouge strove to wipe out the bourgeois class
comprising, in their view, city dwellers and mer-
chants. According to the criteria and provisions of
the UN Convention on Genocide, this crime strictly
speaking does not constitute genocide, even though
it involved the attempt by the ruling authorities to
exterminate a defenseless group.

Due to these methodological problems and
inadequacies inherent in the concept of genocide,
a small number of scholars fundamentally reject its
application outside the area of international law.
The great majority of social scientists, though,
who do not wish to do without the term, feel
compelled to remedy shortcomings of definition
and to redefine the term in part. As a result, by
now a great variety of definitions of genocide exist.

The lack of a generally accepted definition as well
as the use of numerous competing terms such as
ethnocide and politicide, often used synonymously
for genocide, is contributing to the vagueness
attached to the concept in the social sciences. The
large numbers of different definitions make broad
agreement impossible with regard to which histor-
ical cases of mass murder should be classified
unequivocally as genocide.

Nevertheless, a few definitions of genocide,
useful for analyzing and categorizing mass mur-
ders, have gained acceptance among researchers.
The definition provided by the sociologist Helen
Fein (b. 1934) has provided a solid working basis.
The great value of Fein’s definition derives from
the inclusion of political and social groups as pos-
sible victims. Moreover, she emphasizes that geno-
cides are not only committed by states. Hence Fein
also interprets the destruction of indigenous socie-
ties by settlers acting independent of state control
as a form of genocide. The question of whether the
expulsion or decimation of indigenous peoples by
settlers in the age of European colonialism was
actually genocidal is subject to controversial discus-
sions among historians. As the following argument
will show, the hypothesis often advocated in the
scholarly literature—that genocides are only com-
mitted by modern state machineries—takes too
narrow a view.

GENOCIDE AND THE MODERN AGE

Raphael Lemkin felt that genocide was ‘‘an old
practice in its modern development.’’ In fact, the
annihilation of peoples by others is as old as history
itself. Several examples have come down from
ancient times, such as the devastating campaign by
Athens against Melos (416 B.C.E.) and the destruc-
tion of Carthage by the Romans (146 B.C.E.). Most
researchers on genocide, however, assume that the
genocides of the twentieth century differ substan-
tially from those of premodern times.

To begin with, the connection between geno-
cide and the modern age was a matter of scholarly
investigation for the two philosophers and co-
founders of the Frankfurt school of social research,
Theodor Adorno (1903–1969) and Max Horkheimer
(1895–1973), in their work Dialektik der Aufklärung
(1947; Dialectic of Enlightenment). Adorno and
Horkheimer located the root causes of fascism in the
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European Enlightenment. They ascertained that the

rationalist disenchantment of the world, its turn away

from magic, had changed into its opposite, creating a

‘‘modern mythology of science and technology.’’

Ethics, they argued, had been sacrificed to the thirst

for understanding inherent in the Enlightenment.

In the end such fanaticism of knowledge had

produced a favorable effect on the rise of fascism,

considering after all that it had furnished the state

with superior technology; at the same time, it

had undermined moral scruples about the unin-

hibited exercise of an all-pervasive state power.

This Enlightenment critique was taken up by the

Polish-born British sociologist Zygmunt Bauman

(b. 1925). He established that Enlightenment

thought underlying the modern age favored forms

of terror that strove to subjugate human societies

to an ideological scheme by means of violence. To

Bauman, rationality, bureaucracy, a cult of science,

the idea of nation-states, and the ambitions and

industriousness of political technocrats intending

to create the perfect society (societas perfecta) were

typical attributes of the modern age. Bauman com-

pares the implementation of such utopian societal

models to the work of a gardener, as human socie-

ties were, like ornamental gardens, slated to be

redesigned according to clear organizing criteria.

In Bauman’s view, attempts to found nation-states

or to establish ‘‘racially homogenous’’ societies

were therefore bound to result in expulsion and

genocide.

For historians working empirically, however,

the distinction between modern and premodern

genocides is rather difficult to prove. The genocide

in Rwanda in 1994 saw the slaying of close to eight

hundred thousand Tutsi within a matter of mere

months by means of very simple weapons such as

machetes. This seems to contradict the thesis that

the genocides of the twentieth century were more

devastating than premodern genocides only

because of advanced technology and the greater

destructive potential resulting from it. Advocates

of the thesis about the different quality of modern

genocides recognize modern, predominantly

racist ideologies as the essential distinguishing

feature. The French genocide scholar Yves Ternon

(b. 1932) thinks that prior to the twentieth century

the destruction of peoples had taken place because

of vindictiveness, profit mongering, or thirst for

conquest. The Armenians and the European Jews
were murdered, however, because the Young Turk
and National Socialist perpetrators, respectively,
intended to put into effect their racist worldview.
This conclusion is problematic. Neither the annihi-
lation of the Armenians nor the murder of the Jews
can be regarded simply as ideological genocides.
Such a perspective involves the risk of monocaus-
ality. After all, empirically sound studies of both
these genocides in the twentieth century have
revealed that seemingly ordinary motives such as
rapaciousness combined with racist and nationalist
attitudes to contribute to the Turks’ and Germans’
readiness to use violence. As a rule, genocides
are carried out for a variety of reasons. European
settlers in Australia and America committed atroc-
ities against the indigenous populations not solely
because of their greed for land. At the same time, a
religious sense of being chosen and of racial super-
iority was firmly embedded in the minds of the
European conquerors, fostering their propensity
for violence against the natives and simultaneously
providing an ideological basis of justification.

COLONIAL GENOCIDES

Since the beginning of European overseas expan-
sion in the fifteenth century, the indigenous popu-
lation in the Americas had been decreasing
drastically. In the period from 1500 to 1600 alone,
the numbers of indigenous people diminished from
approximately seventy million to about ten million.
Even though the European conquerors treated the
Native American inhabitants ruthlessly and contrib-
uted substantially to their weakening by subjecting
them to forced labor, this decline in population
cannot be viewed as the consequence of genocide.
The occurrence of previously unknown infectious
diseases, for instance smallpox and measles, proved
decisive for the deaths of most people.

Nonetheless, the history of European colonial-
ism is tied closely to the destruction of foreign
peoples and civilizations. Victims of genocides were
the indigenous populations in the Australian,
North American, and African settlement colonies.
Commonly extermination processes got under way
when the natives were dispensable to the colonial
economy and their lands earmarked for the settle-
ment of European immigrants. The British colon-
ialists in New England and later in Australia in any
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case believed the extinction of Native Americans

and Aborigines to be part of a divine plan of salva-

tion. The mass deaths of the natives due to newly

introduced epidemics was interpreted by the

Puritans as a result of divine providence. The

demonization of the indigenous population and

the firm belief in their own chosen status under-

pinned the settlers’ ideological claim to land in the

‘‘New World.’’ Armed confrontations with the

natives such as the Pequot War (1637) and King

Philip’s War (1675) saw the line to genocide some-

times being overstepped. Thus the New England

settlers declared the Pequot nation to be dissolved

after they had massacred the majority of this people

and sold the survivors into slavery. In 1763 Lord

Jeffrey Amherst (1717–1797), the commander in

chief of the British army in North America, ordered

his subordinates to exterminate natives by distri-

buting blankets contaminated with smallpox. In

following the order, the British handed over blan-

kets to chiefs of the Delaware Indian nation, who

had arrived at Fort Pitt for negotiations. Indeed,

shortly afterward a smallpox epidemic was raging

among the Delaware natives. The European colo-

nizers believed that by their murderous deeds they

were doing God’s bidding, feeling that the gradual

extermination of pagan native inhabitants matched

the divine will.

By the nineteenth century a social Darwinist

justification was beginning to replace the religious

one. European settlers in America and Australia

now viewed confrontations with the indigenous

population as ‘‘racial struggles.’’ Consequently the

fight for land and the right to exist in the New

World became a zero-sum game, since the settlers

believed that only the strongest would be able to

triumph in the end. Now Europeans considered

the destruction of the natives as an important step

toward the conquest and cultivation of new living

space. As a result, in Australia the racially justified

violence against the Aborigines assumed devastat-

ing proportions. Settlers took the initiative and

organized lethal campaigns against natives. In the

second half of the nineteenth century, the degree

to which extermination was organized also under-

went change and assumed more modern features.

Instead of settlers’ associations acting indepen-

dently, the period saw the establishment of special

army and police units by the state that were

entrusted with fighting the indigenous population.
For instance, in November 1864 the Third Colorado
Cavalry commanded by Colonel John Chivington
committed a massacre against the Cheyenne on Sand
Creek. And in Australia, the government’s Native
Police of Queensland, cynically made up of nonlocal
Aborigines and European officers, was responsible
for the expulsion and murder of natives on the
‘‘frontier’’ in Queensland, where land was required
for settlers breeding livestock.

Cultural contact between European colonizers
and the indigenous population was not solely
characterized by massacres and displacement.
Nevertheless, a genocidal quality seems to be fun-
damentally inherent in colonialism. Even colonial-
ists’ attempts to integrate native populations into
their modern development projects were quite fre-
quently carried out in a violent way. For instance,
in order to force natives into the African settlement
and plantation colonies as paid laborers, colonizers
often felt they first had to destroy traditional socio-
economic and political structures, the essential ele-
ments of indigenous culture. The elimination of
the economic basis for life of indigenous hunter-
gatherer societies, for instance, by forced settle-
ment of nomadic groups, runs throughout the
history of European colonialism. According to the
UN definition of genocide and consequently in
the legal sense, this and other forms of forced assimi-
lation, which could certainly also serve a supposedly
humanitarian purpose in the Europeans’ self-image
as proponents of a ‘‘civilizing mission,’’ do not,
strictly speaking, constitute genocide. An exception
is the forced transfer of children from one ethnic or
religious group to another. Yet many forms of
forced assimilation clearly correspond to Lemkin’s
concept of ‘‘cultural genocide,’’ which he could
not incorporate in the UN Genocide Convention.

In the final analysis, the distinction frequently
encountered in the scholarly literature between
modern and colonial genocide makes little sense.
After all, in the context of European colonialism,
racism and social Darwinism, which are fundamental
ingredients of the exterminatory ideologies of the
twentieth century such as National Socialism, have
also served as an ideological basis contributing to
the destruction of indigenous peoples overseas. One
example underscoring this view is the genocide
committed in South-West Africa in 1904–1908.
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THE GENOCIDE OF THE HERERO AND

NAMA IN GERMAN SOUTH-WEST AFRICA

‘‘I believe that the nation as such must be
destroyed.’’ Those were the words the German
general Lothar von Trotha (1848–1920) used to
express his opinion about how the war on the
Herero ought to be ended after they had been

defeated militarily in the Battle of Waterberg on
11 August 1904. What had started on 12 January
1904 as a colonial war—not unusual in those
days—developed into a real genocide against the
South-West African native nations of the Herero
and Nama, causing close to eighty thousand

deaths and altering permanently the socioeco-
nomic and political structures of the indigenous
societies.

The German Empire became a colonial power
in 1884, after Reich Chancellor Otto von Bismarck
(1815–1898) had declared present-day Namibia
a German sphere of influence and imperial protec-

torate. The start of colonization proved to be
extremely difficult because Bismarck and his suc-
cessors were not prepared to provide significant
funds for the prestigious colonial project. In terms
of implementing the German claim to power, there-
fore, the German governor Theodor Leutwein

(1849–1921) had to rely on support from the chiefs
of the local Herero and Nama, who primarily lived
off raising livestock. Leutwein pursued a perfidious
policy of ‘‘divide and conquer,’’ thus gradually
extending German influence.

The revolt of the Herero against German colo-
nial rule broke out on 12 January 1904 in

Okahandja. During the first months of the war the
military initiative was with the Herero. Theodor
Leutwein’s inability to crush the rebellion quickly
prompted Kaiser William II (1859–1941) and the
German chief of general staff, Alfred, count von
Schlieffen (1833–1913), to entrust General von
Trotha with the military command in South-West

Africa. This transfer of command led to a radicaliza-
tion of the German conduct of war. Von Trotha was
an experienced colonial warrior, who had already
participated in suppressing the so-called Chinese
Boxer Rebellion in 1900 and, prior to that, had
waged an extremely ruthless war on the Wahehe

nation in German East Africa. The German general
made no secret of his aversion to Africans. He sim-
ply shrugged off the arguments put forth by

members of the colonial administration in South-
West Africa that the Herero were indispensable to
the economic development of the colony as work-
ers. Instead, he waged a war of extermination aimed
above all at Herero women and children.

After the military defeat at the Battle of
Waterberg, the Herero and their families fled into
the Omaheke desert, the frontier to British
Botswana. Von Trotha ordered pursuit of the flee-
ing survivors and had access to the watering places
closed off. He deliberately accepted that thousands
died an agonizing death of thirst. On 2 October
1904 the general issued his notorious genocide
order, instructing his troops to shoot any Herero
inside the German borders. He was absolutely
determined to put an end to the Herero’s existence
in German South-West Africa. This intention was
derived from the understanding, inspired by social
Darwinism, that the war on the Herero was an
inevitable ‘‘racial war.’’

The government in Berlin, however, feared
that von Trotha’s extermination policy might jeop-
ardize Germany’s reputation in the world and the
very economic basis of the colony. Eventually he
received orders to revoke his ‘‘shooting order’’ and
to take the surviving Herero into concentration
camps. Forced labor, inadequate nutrition, and
poor hygienic conditions in these camps meant that
half of the prisoners perished during this second
phase of the genocide.

Following the bloody suppression of the
Herero rebellion in 1904, the Nama rose up
against the colonial rule. What ensued was a guer-
rilla war lasting several years, in the course of which
German troops practiced a scorched earth policy in
an attempt to destroy the basis for life of the Nama
living in the south of Namibia. Captured Nama
were also penned up in concentration camps.

Until 1908 the Herero were officially prisoners
of war and hired out in exchange for a fee to private
companies for work on the railways or on farms.
According to the plans of the German colonial
administration, any type of ‘‘tribal organization’’
in the colony was to cease to exist. Enactment of
the so-called Native Peoples Act in 1907 aimed at
permanently guaranteeing the power relationships
in the colony, with the indigenous population to
be transformed into a manipulable working class
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subjected to total control. Among these decrees

was the obligation to carry a passport. All Herero

were forced to wear a tin tag with a number around

their necks. Nevertheless, the Herero found ways

to circumvent the rigid German monitoring system

and to reorganize over time. In historiography, the

process of social reconstruction among the Herero

has raised adequate interest only since the late

twentieth century.

Forty years passed between the genocidal colo-

nial war in Namibia and the murder of the Jews by

the Nazis. Without any doubt, there are continu-

ities between these two events that are rooted in

intellectual history. Both the war on the Herero

and the National Socialist genocide of the Jews in

eastern Europe during World War II were viewed

by the perpetrators in a characteristically social

Darwinist manner as a struggle for living space.

Moreover, even the type of violence used suggests

continuities: just as the German colonial authorities

approved of the mass deaths of their prisoners

in the concentration camps, the Nazis readily

accepted the deaths of Soviet prisoners of war and

Jewish forced laborers due to exhaustion and hun-

ger. Yet this constituted, of course, only a prelim-

inary stage on the path toward systematic murder

committed by using gas. To be sure, research into

this and additional connecting links thus cannot

aim at a monocausal argument tracing back the

Holocaust to the first genocide committed by

Germans in Africa. Nonetheless, the murder of

the Herero and Nama has a significant place in

the global history of genocide. As a colonial war

waged by one state it represents, as it were, a

connection between the destruction of indigenous

populations in North America and Australia,

which was largely carried out by settlers’ associa-

tions, and the bureaucratically organized genocide

by the Nazis. Certainly the genocide directed

against the Armenians during World War I, eleven

years after the murder of the Herero, did not

reveal the same degree of bureaucratic organiza-

tion as the National Socialist mass murder. Yet in

terms of the historical evolution of genocidal vio-

lence, it nonetheless constitutes a further negative

quantum leap, because in this case a government

intended to exterminate a bothersome ethno-reli-

gious minority by using the state machinery at its

disposal.

THE GENOCIDE OF THE ARMENIANS

The Armenians had been living in the region
between the Caucasus and Taurus since about
1000 B.C.E. After their King Tiridates III (286–
344) had been baptized in the year 301, the
Armenians adopted Christianity. In the Ottoman
Empire, they had been tolerated for centuries. As
non-Muslims they did not suffer systematic perse-
cution but faced permanent discrimination never-
theless. For instance, they were not allowed to
bear arms, and before a court of law their word
did not carry the same weight as a Muslim’s testi-
mony. Furthermore, they had to pay a special tax.
Relations between Armenians and Muslims gradu-
ally deteriorated when the Ottoman Empire began
to disintegrate in the second half of the nineteenth
century.

Above all, it was the Armenians’ ‘‘cultural
renaissance’’ observed at this time by contact with
Protestant missionaries from Europe and the United
States that made their coexistence with Kurds and
Turks more difficult. The Armenians now stressed
their national identity and sometimes organized in
small armed groups to defend themselves against
attacks by Kurds. The fact that the Armenians had,
in cooperation with U.S. missionaries, managed
at the 1878 Congress of Berlin to make the
‘‘Armenian question’’—the question concerning
the Armenians’ legal status and their safety in the
eastern provinces of the Ottoman Empire—a subject
of international diplomacy worsened mutual rela-
tions between Armenians and Muslims even further.

In the end, pressure exerted by the European
Great Powers on the Ottoman Empire to improve
the Armenians’ status proved counterproductive. In
the period from 1894 to 1896 serious anti-Armenian
pogroms shook the multiethnic Ottoman Empire,
with about 100,000 people falling victim to the
violence. There is evidence that these violent clashes
did not take place spontaneously but were encour-
aged by Sultan Abdul-Hamid II. These actions by
no means aimed at the expulsion or murder of all
Armenians. Rather, they represented an attempt to
restore and cement the traditional order, in which
Christians had been dominated by Muslims.

In 1908 the opposition Young Turks toppled
the sultan and launched ambitious reform programs
that were supposed to improve the status of ethno-
religious minorities such as the Armenians.
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However, severe military defeats during the Balkan

Wars in 1912–1913 and the annexation of Libya by

Italy in 1914 caused the Young Turks to abandon

this course. Additionally, when in spring 1914

Russia planned to destabilize the Ottoman

Empire even further, pushing for an international

plan for reform that would have granted the

Armenians greater autonomy, the Young Turks

fully came to view their Armenian citizens as a

‘‘fifth column’’ threatening the survival of the

empire. Immediately after the Ottoman Empire’s

entry into World War I on the side of the Central

Powers, paramilitary units began carrying out sys-

tematic attacks on Armenian villages on the border

with Russia. Yet it was not before February 1915

that the Young Turk policy toward the Armenians

underwent a radicalization leading to genocide.

Just prior to this, the Russians had inflicted a crush-

ing defeat on the Ottoman army under the com-

mand of Enver Pasha (1881–1922) at Sarikamis.

While the Russian army now advanced from the

Caucasus, Allied forces were preparing a landing

at Gallipoli. Increasingly, fears of complete collapse

dominated the thoughts and actions of the Young

Turk leadership. After substantial Turkish provoca-

tion, an Armenian uprising in the Anatolian city of

Van in April 1915 confirmed the Young Turks in

their view that the Armenians posed a significant

military threat. But that was not all. An additional

motive for the genocide of the Armenians had a

material background: the Young Turks required

the wealth of the murdered Armenians to ensure

they could sustain the continued war effort finan-

cially. The Young Turk war administration

intended to leave the lands expropriated from the

Armenians to Muslims who had been expelled from

lost territories in the Balkans and the Caucasus.

The detention and murder of Armenian intel-

lectuals, artists, and politicians in Istanbul in April

1915 is considered the actual start of the genocide.

In the eastern provinces, where most of the

Armenians lived, the local authorities ordered

Armenian men and older boys to be executed out-

side the villages and towns. Women and children

were driven on foot to concentration camps in the

Syrian desert. These were death marches and by no

means militarily necessary resettlements, as the

Turkish government maintains. Those in power in

Ankara continue to deny the genocide. But

overwhelming evidence shows that the deportees
were poorly supplied and that the authorities delib-
erately took them on detours on their way to Syria.
Repeatedly, Kurds and members of special military
units attacked the deportees. Armenian women
suffered not only from hunger, exhaustion, and
from the heat but also became victims of sexual
violence. Whenever the deportation marches passed
through larger towns, local Turks and Kurds bought
young women and children from the gendarmes
and forced them into their households.

The authorities had made hardly any prepara-
tions for the arrival of the expellees in the Syrian
desert. The Armenians were imprisoned in concen-
tration camps, where hygienic conditions were
atrocious. About 870,000 Armenians reached the
final destination of the deportation in 1915. By
early 1916 only around 500,000 of them were still
alive, and from April to September 1916 another
200,000 became victims of systematic massacres.
Overall, anywhere from 800,000 to 1.4 million
Armenians were killed. For the time being, a more
accurate count of the victims is impossible, as con-
temporary statistics are not reliable.

The murder of the Armenians during the world
war was, like the expulsion of the Anatolian Greeks
in the postwar period, an important prerequisite for
the transformation of the multiethnic Ottoman
Empire into a Turkish nation-state, which was
initiated by the Young Turks and completed by
Mustafa Kemal Atatürk. By accepting this fact at
the Middle East conference at Lausanne in 1923
and refraining from punishment of the Young Turk
perpetrators of the genocide, western diplomacy
set a fatal precedent—for in Europe, revisionist
and right-wing nationalist circles, including leading
figures of the forming National Socialist Party in
Germany, regarded the genocide of the Armenians
as an admittedly unpleasant but all the more suc-
cessful model for ‘‘solving’’ minority questions.

THE NATIONAL SOCIALISTS’ POPULATION

AND EXTERMINATION POLICY

The terms Holocaust and Shoah have become gener-
ally established as generic names for the National
Socialist murder of the Jews during World War II.
Both terms are problematic, however. The word
Holocaust is derived from Greek, with the original
meaning being ‘‘burnt offering or burnt sacrifice.’’
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The Hebrew expression Shoah too originally has a
religious connotation. In the Hebrew Bible, Shoah is
used to denote a divine cloud, encompassing cata-
strophes and disasters threatening Israel, which have
as a source God’s anger. Such religious references
are evidently out of place in this context. Another
argument against the use of these terms is the fact
that they leave out the overarching context of the
National Socialist extermination policy, which also
took the lives of Sinti and Roma, Russians, Poles,
and patients of psychiatric hospitals. The Nazis were
aiming not only at exterminating the Jews; they were
rather pursuing visions of a gigantic pan-European
displacement of peoples according to racial criteria.
This scheme intended eastern Europe to be acquired
as ‘‘lebensraum’’ and to be ‘‘Germanized.’’ With
respect to Poles and Russians, the German settle-
ment plans such as the notorious General Plan East
provided for partial extermination, deportation to
Siberia, or transformation into a people of working
slaves without any access to education.

The Jews had an essential position within the
Nazi ideology. They were regarded as the dark force
threatening to prevent the rise of the ‘‘Aryan race.’’
Hitler very early on had expressed his intention to
exterminate Jewry. Nevertheless, the genocide com-
mitted during World War II was not the outcome of
years of careful planning. In the early twenty-first
century historians generally view the anti-Jewish
policies of the Nazis as a process, in which several
bursts of radicalization led to genocide.

At the outset, Nazi policy toward the German
Jews was aimless and marked by sporadic violent
clashes. It attained a more systematic nature through
the enactment of the so-called Nuremberg Laws in
1935. Henceforth the objective was to exclude the
Jews socially and to classify them racially as well as
to ‘‘Aryanize’’ their property. As well, the Nazis
increasingly relied on radical terrorist measures,
such as during the November Pogrom in 1938, in
order to force Jews to emigrate. For a while the
Nazis’ calculation proved right. Between 1933 and
1937 more than 130,000 Jews left Germany.
However, when the United States and neighboring
European countries began regulating the admis-
sion of Jews, emigration was no longer an effective
means to ‘‘solve the Jewish question.’’

Following the German military victory over
Poland in 1939, the Germans had within their

sphere of influence a population of 3.5 million
Jews, whom they forced into ghettos. German
population policy experts contemplated resettling
the Jews to either Madagascar or Siberia. However,
these utopian and rather crude plans proved imprac-
ticable not least for logistical reasons. Apparently the
German authorities intended to make a final deci-
sion on a ‘‘solution of the Jewish question’’ only
after the German military victory that was expected
to materialize soon farther east.

After the German attack on the Soviet Union
in June 1941 the line toward genocide was crossed.
The planned murder of millions of Jews and
Russians by mass shootings or due to hunger was
part of the military strategy and matched a perfi-
dious economic rationality, which ultimately corre-
sponded with the racist worldview of the Nazis.
The goal was to deprive the Jews and Slavs—
racially inferior and ‘‘unworthy of life’’ according
to the Nazis—of material goods and food in order
to utilize these resources in the military effort that
would bring ‘‘Aryan’’ victory in the ‘‘racial war.’’
Above all, it was the so-called Einsatzgruppen (spe-
cial task groups) that carried out massacres of the
Jewish population, and they frequently operated
behind the front, sometimes in tandem with the
German Wehrmacht.

The definitive decision for the ‘‘Final Solution’’
came at some point after the initial invasion of the
Soviet Union. On 20 January 1942 high-ranking
officials meeting at the Berlin suburb of Wannsee
discussed and coordinated the murder of all
European Jews. The crucial element in this deci-
sion, which could hardly have been more radical,
was not merely the Nazis’ seemingly irrational
racial hatred. In fact, expropriating European Jews
made it possible to generate resources and funds
essential for the conduct of war and to pass on the
war-related social burdens faced by the populations
in Germany and in the occupied territories.

About 6 million Jews became victims of the
National Socialist extermination policy. Not only
was the extent of the Nazi genocide inconceivable:
in addition, the industrialized killing of 2.5 to
3 million people (90 percent of them Jews), carried
out in a heinous division of labor at the extermina-
tion camps of Auschwitz-Birkenau, Chelmno,
Majdanek, Treblinka, and elsewhere, stands out in
the global history of collective violence and
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genocide, representing a staggering assembly line
of death. Here genocide reached its culmination.

See also Armenian Genocide; Concentration Camps;
Convention on Genocide; Hague Convention;
Holocaust; Wannsee Conference.
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n

GEORGE II (1890–1947), king of Greece
from 1922 to 1923 and from 1935 to 1947.

George II was the successor and eldest son of
King Constantine I and Queen Sophia. After the

defeat of the Greek army in the Asia Minor cam-
paign (1922) and the expulsion of 1.5 million
Greeks from Turkey, King Constantine was
deposed and succeeded by his son George II. In
1923 King George was allegedly involved in an
abortive military coup and was forced to leave the
country. The parliament declared the country a
republic, and in a plebiscite on 13 April 1924
Greeks voted for the abolition of the monarchy.
The question of monarchy and the clash between
republicans and royalists continued to dominate
the political life of Greece in the interwar years.
After the defeat of Elefterios Venizelos in the
1932 elections, the royalists came to power. After
two abortive military coups organized by republi-
cans, in 1935 the royalists organized a coup with
the view to reinstate the king. General Kondylis
seized dictatorial powers and abolished the repub-
lic. After a rigged plebiscite on 3 November 1935
King George was restored.

The elections in January 1936 did not give any
party the majority and the small Communist Party
held the balance of power in the parliament.
In March 1936 King George appointed as new
prime minister General Ioannis Metaxas, who was
the leader of a minuscule party that had polled only
4 percent in the elections. The political deadlock
and exaggerated fears of a communist danger drove
King George to consent to the establishment of
dictatorship by General Ioannis Metaxas on 4
August 1936, using as a pretext a general strike
that was scheduled for the following day. The fact
that King George consented to the abolishment of
democracy and shared the power with a ruthless
but weak dictator for more than four years marked
his reign, questioned his legitimacy, and deepened
the division between republicans and royalists.

King George was a loyal ally of Great Britain
and the outbreak of the Second World War did not
change that. Greece remained firmly on the side of
the Allies and fought first against Italy (October
1940) and then Germany (April 1941). However,
King George did not attempt to restore democracy
in Greece, not even when Metaxas died in January
1941. He appointed Alexander Koryzis as prime
minister, giving continuity to the dictatorial
regime. After the capitulation of Greece to the
Axis powers (23 April 1941), King George and
the new prime minister Emmanuel Tsouderos
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(Alexander Koryzis committed suicide on the day
of capitulation) fled first to Alexandria, then to
Cape Town, and from there to London. During
the war King George stayed in London while the
Greek government-in-exile moved to Cairo.

During the Second World War the constitu-
tional question and the return of the king after
the end of the war dominated political discussions
in the government-in-exile in Egypt as well as in
the resistance movement in occupied Greece. King
George tried to dissociate himself from the General
Metaxas dictatorship and declared that after the
end of the war there would be a new government
based on free elections. The political leaders
believed that there should be a plebiscite on the
question of the return of the king. In the discus-
sions with the government-in-exile King George
had the steady support of Great Britain, which
saw in him a guarantor of British interests in the
region and a bulwark against the powerful leftist
resistance. However, there were strong objections
to his return, and finally in the Lebanon conference
(May 1944) between representatives of the Greek
government-in-exile and the resistance organiza-
tions it was decided that after the liberation there
would be a plebiscite on the question of the
monarchy.

After the liberation and during the fighting
between the communist resistance and government
forces in Athens (December 1944) King George
surrendered to British pressures and appointed
Archbishop Damaskinos as regent with the view
to unify the bourgeois parties against the commu-
nists. The Varkiza Agreement (12 February 1945)
that concluded the defeat of the communists
provided for a plebiscite on the question of mon-
archy. In the growing polarization that led to the
outbreak of the Greek civil war (1946–1949) the
most conservative and royalist forces prevailed in
the bourgeois camp, and King George became
their icon in the battle against communism.
The royalist Populist Party won the elections of
31 March 1946 and swiftly moved to reinstate
monarchy in Greece. The plebiscite was held on
1 September 1946 and 69 percent voted for the
return of King George. The landslide victory of the
royalists was a result of the polarization between
nationalists and communists, terror, and several
falsifications. King George returned to Greece on

28 September 1946. He died a few months later,
on 1 April 1947, and was succeeded by his brother
Paul.

See also Greece; Turkey; Venizelos, Eleutherios; World
War I; World War II.
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POLYMERIS VOGLIS

n

GEORGE, STEFAN (1868–1933), German
poet and intellectual.

The life and career of Stefan George are an
especially acute example of the fickleness of fame.
At his death on 4 December 1933 he was not only
the most famous poet in Germany, but he was
also revered as the leader of a cultural and quasi-
political movement—what he called his ‘‘Secret
Germany’’—that, some believed, had presaged
and even prepared the way for the regime that
had come into power ten months earlier. Indeed,
the minister for propaganda, Josef Goebbels, inau-
gurated that year the Stefan George Prize to be
awarded annually to the best book by a German
author. After the end of World War II, George’s
star had dimmed so low that it seemed all but
extinguished. Even in the early twenty-first century,
although there has been a resurgence of scholarly
interest in George since the 1990s, Stefan George
and the ‘‘Secret Germany’’ he created have been
largely forgotten.

George began as a gifted, but fairly typical
representative of European symbolism. Born in
1868 to a Catholic Rhineland family with close ties
to France, he quickly assimilated the poetic ambition
and gestures of Charles Baudelaire and particularly
Stéphane Mallarmé, whom George met on his
first trip to Paris in 1889. Unsure at first whether
he would return to a Prussian-led, belligerently
Protestant imperial Germany that he detested—he
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even considered emigrating to Mexico—George
eventually made the compromise of staying in
Germany but leading an itinerant life, constantly
moving from city to town, staying with friends,
lovers, benefactors. In this way he could—almost—
deny the reality of the actual Germany while setting
about the task constructing his own alternative.

This he did in a number of ways. First, there
was his poetry. His first published volumes, the
Hymnen (1890; Hymns), Pilgerfahrten (1891;
Pilgrimages), and Algabal (1892) were all privately
published in editions numbering only one or two
hundred, and all evoked an alternative world of
exquisite artifice and high gloss, all conveyed in a
language of equally choice fabrication. In 1892
George also founded a journal, Blätter für die
Kunst (Pages for art), that continued to appear
until 1919 and formed the center of his activities
during most of that period. The journal was not
only a showcase for his own poetry and that of his
friends, but it was also a place where his artistic,
and increasingly his cultural, goals were articulated.
As time went on, George’s personal antipathy
toward Wilhelminian Germany—with its glorifica-
tion of material success and bourgeois comfort—
turned into the official and explicit creed of the
Blätter für die Kunst and thus of the group of
people associated with it, and thus with George.
This was the origin of George’s ‘‘circle,’’ which
soon grew to include some extraordinary minds,
including the literary critics Friedrich Gundolf and
Max Kommerell, the historian Ernst Kantorowicz,
the Nietzsche scholar Ernst Bertram, and many
others who promulgated his vision in works of
their own.

George published three more volumes of
poetry in the 1890s, each one lavishly illustrated
by the graphic designer Melchior Lechter, includ-
ing Das Jahr der Seele (1897; The year of the soul),
which contains some of George’s best known
poems. But it was his seventh book, called Der
siebente Ring (1907; The seventh ring), that marks
the turning point in his understanding of himself as
not only a poet but also as a prophet and spiritual
leader of his people. Corresponding to this shift in
his self-perception is a change in the way those
closest to him perceive him as well: they are no
longer equal collaborators but rather disciples
who refer to George as their ‘‘Master.’’ In 1910

George initiated a new journal, called Jahrbuch für
die geistige Bewegung (The yearbook for the spiri-
tual movement), which published essays codifying
and amplifying on these ideas, providing among
other things one of the earliest and most compel-
ling descriptions of the principle of the ‘‘Führer.’’
Several of the contributions are likewise filled with
contempt for the modern, democratic, bourgeois
world and call for a holy war to end it.

In early 1914, a few months before the out-
break of the First World War, George published
Der Stern des Bundes (The star of the covenant),
which includes poems that seem prescient in their
depictions of mass death and destruction. Indeed,
one of his closest collaborators and followers wrote
in the Frankfurter Zeitung that September that
‘‘our poet . . . saw and predicted this war and its
necessity and its virtues.’’

While George was gratified that the war caused
the downfall of the German Empire, he hated the
Weimar Republic no less and eagerly greeted its
disintegration. His last book, Das neue Reich
(1928; The new reich), seemed in its very title no
less clairvoyant than the previous one. Although he
refused to accept honors offered to him when the
National Socialists assumed control, he did so by
saying that he had already done all he could do. He
died, unexpectedly, while spending the winter on
Lake Maggiore in southern Switzerland. Contrary
to a persistent myth, however, George had not
gone there in exile: he regarded Switzerland as part
of the larger, ‘‘secret’’ Germany, that had been his
true home all along.

See also Goebbels, Josef; Nazism.
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ROBERT NORTON

n

GERMAN COLONIAL EMPIRE. On
the eve of World War I, the German colonial
empire consisted of a population of roughly fifteen
million people spread over approximately one
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million square miles of territory. The principal

German colonial possessions were its African hold-

ings (German East Africa, Togoland, German

Southwest Africa, and Cameroons) and its Far

East territories (German New Guinea, Samoa, the

Chinese leasehold of Kiaochow, and a number of

small island groups). Defended in most cases only

by a very small number of mercenary ‘‘protective

forces,’’ trained more for maintaining order than

for actual combat, Germany’s colonies lay largely

exposed to the superior colonial forces of powers

such as Great Britain and France.

GERMANY’S AFRICAN COLONIES

Following the outbreak of hostilities in August

1914, Germany’s enemies moved quickly against

its colonies. On 6 August, French forces invaded

Togoland from French West Africa, and were joined

one week later by British forces. After two small

engagements, the acting governor Major H. G.

von Doering capitulated to the French tirailleurs

sénégalais and the British West African Rifles on

26 August 1914. Although also outnumbered,

German forces in nearby Cameroons were initially

more successful in resisting the British and French

troops; many German soldiers fought on for more

than a year in the colony’s interior before fleeing in

February 1916 to neutral Spanish Guinea. The

remaining troops in Cameroons surrendered on 18

February 1916 from inside the Mora mountain fort

to a combined British and French force of more

than twenty-five thousand troops.

Events followed a similar course in German

Southwest Africa. After invading in September

1914, the South African troops made little progress

at first as a result of a Boer rebellion within South

Africa, and it was only in January 1915 that the

South African leaders Louis Botha and Jan

Christian Smuts were able to start prosecuting the

war fully. Germany’s five thousand men were no

match for South Africa’s forty-three thousand sol-

diers; by mid-May 1915, the South Africans had

captured the colony’s capital, Windhoek, and driv-

en the Germans to the northeast. There the rem-

nants of the ‘‘protective force’’ held out for more

than two additional months. Nevertheless, on 9

July 1915, Governor Theodor Seitz surrendered

unconditionally to the South Africans.

The fighting in German East Africa differed
from the other colonial campaigns in its duration
and scope. Led by the experienced colonial soldier
Colonel Paul von Lettow-Vorbeck, German forces
began the war by invading Rhodesia, Uganda, and
the Belgian Congo. Although Lettow-Vorbeck
assembled the largest German colonial force, num-
bering at its peak more than twenty thousand men,
the British and the Belgians fielded approximately
160,000 soldiers. Aware that they could not defeat
such a larger army in open battle, Lettow-Vorbeck
and his men retreated to the colony’s interior and
waged a guerrilla war. The combined strength of
the British and the Belgians eventually forced the
Germans to flee in November 1917 first to
Mozambique and then to Northern Rhodesia, where
they continued their guerrilla campaign. Lettow-
Vorbeck finally surrendered on 25 November 1918,
two weeks after the armistice ending World War I
had been signed.

GERMANY’S PACIFIC COLONIES

In the case of the Germany’s Far East colonies, the
threat came not from the European powers directly
but from their allies and dominions. Long resent-
ing Germany’s presence in the South Pacific, New
Zealand and Australia immediately set about occu-
pying Germany’s colonies according to a prewar
arrangement that awarded German Samoa to New
Zealand and western New Guinea to Australia. On
29 August 1914, New Zealand forces took control
of German Samoa. Australia’s conquest of western
New Guinea proved more difficult. Although
Australia sent its entire fleet and an expeditionary
force of more than fifteen hundred troops, unex-
pectedly strong German resistance convinced
Australian commanders to negotiate a treaty of
surrender that allowed, among other things,
Germans to retain their property and to continue
to participate in the colony’s administration,
though under Australian supervision. In return,
Australia assumed control over not only western
New Guinea but also the Bismarck Archipelago
and the Solomon Islands.

Seizing the opportunity to build its own
empire, the Japanese on 15 August 1914 issued
an ultimatum to Berlin demanding that Germany
remove its warships from the Chinese area of
Shantung and hand over the leasehold of
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Kiaochow. When Germany failed to agree to these
terms by the deadline of 23 August, Japan declared
war. Aware that its Chinese territories could not be
defended, Germany unsuccessfully sought to con-
vince the Chinese to allow Berlin, in accordance
with terms of the original Kiaochow Treaty, to sell
back the colony to China. The Germans also
moved all available troops in China, about thirty-
five hundred marines, to Kiaochow and put into
uniform approximately two thousand German civi-
lian army reservists. Such preparations, however,
were no match for the Japanese forces. The
Japanese quickly took control of the islands that
made up German Micronesia and by October more
than sixty thousand Japanese troops, as well as two
British battalions, were amassed around the city of
Tsingtao. On 31 October the final assault on
Tsingtao began; eight days later, on 7 November,
the Germans surrendered to the Japanese.

POSTWAR SETTLEMENT

By the time the diplomats assembled at Versailles in
1919 to negotiate the peace settlement, Germany
had lost all of its colonies. The Japanese controlled
its Chinese and Micronesian possessions, the
British Dominion powers administered the rest of
the Far East territories as well as Germany’s African
holdings, and Belgium had taken possession of part
of German East Africa. In an effort to balance the
annexationist demands of Great Britain and, more
importantly, its Dominions with the wishes of the
United States that the postwar settlement prohibit
imperialist seizures of territory, diplomats at the
Paris peace conference devised the mandate system
for the former German and Ottoman colonies.
Individual countries that were mandataries of the
League of Nations were given the right to govern
the colonies with the task of preparing them for
eventual independence. Because the territories dif-
fered greatly in terms of political, economic, and
social levels of development, the diplomats divided
the colonies into A-, B-, and C-mandates: A-man-
dates were considered almost ready for indepen-
dence and thus needed only minimal guidance
and support from the mandatory power; B-man-
dates, which included all of the German colonies
with the exception of German Southwest Africa,
were seen as far less developed and thus requiring
greater control by the mandataries, and C-man-
dates were viewed as the most primitive and were

thus to be administered as de facto colonial posses-
sions. Although some territories’ borders were
redrawn, the League of Nations’ mandate system
allowed Great Britain, France, Belgium, South
Africa, Australia, New Zealand, and Japan to
extend their wartime control over the former
German colonies into the postwar era.

See also Colonialism; Germany; World War II.
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CHARLES LANSING

n

GERMANY. The course of German history in
the twentieth century was anything but smooth
and predictable. For some decades the national
state ceased to exist altogether so that the country
was reduced to a geographical expression. Five
times the regime changed fundamentally, oscillat-
ing between dictatorship and democracy. The ter-
ritory also fluctuated widely, expanding to an area
from the Alsace to Poznań and contracting to a
remnant between the Rhine and Oder rivers.
Moreover time did not seem to progress in linear
fashion, because traumatic memories of mass death
and mass murder continued to intrude into the
present. As a result, identities of belonging to or
being excluded from Germanness varied greatly
throughout the period. Because war and occupa-
tion involved many other countries, this history no
longer concerned the Germans alone, but assumed
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a wider significance. Such turbulence makes it
rather difficult to retell and interpret its trajectory.

Neither a purely positive nor an entirely nega-
tive rendition of the German story can do justice to
the extremes of the last century. A Whiggish narra-
tive, stressing the ineluctable progress of material
prosperity and political liberty, runs head on into
the National Socialist atrocities, which reveal the
dark underside of modernity. Nationalist apologias
that the Third Reich was merely an accident have
been discredited by a broader understanding of the
intellectual and structural roots of the Holocaust.
But a strictly condemnatory account, favored by
Western war propaganda that drew a straight line
from Martin Luther to Adolf Hitler, also seems
unable to deal with the more positive developments
in the second half of the century. The interpretative
challenge therefore consists of drawing a more
complex picture, encompassing both unspeakable
horrors and the recovery of civility.

One effort to deal with such contradictions is
the notion of a German deviation from a common
pattern of Western civilization. During the 1940s
émigrés created this interpretation by inverting
arrogant claims of German superiority in World
War I and asserting that the country had fallen prey
to a new kind of barbarism that rejected civilized
norms. In the 1960s a younger generation of
critical German historians picked up this notion in
order to unearth the underlying reasons for the
Nazi dictatorship and developed it into the theory
that Germany had taken a ‘‘special path’’ to mod-
ernity, a Sonderweg that set it apart from its
Western neighbors. But more recent comparative
studies have shown that referring to British or
French development as normative might be
problematic, because each country’s transition to
modernity was different and fraught with its own
pathologies. Especially when looking from Eastern
Europe, the German example seems not especially
backward, but instead rather progressive.

The erosion of the nationalist, Marxist, and
modernist ‘‘master narratives’’ suggests a more
modest approach to German history. Rather than
pretending to present a coherent picture, it would
be better to reassemble the fragments of a ‘‘shat-
tered past’’ in the form of a kaleidoscope that offers
a different pattern, depending upon the respective
perspective. In unraveling this tangled story, it is

particularly important to pay attention to the ten-
sion between the frequent ruptures and the under-
lying continuities. This requires organizing the
narrative in the categories of the dominant political
regimes, but also discussing the longer-term devel-
opments that cut across them. Moreover, it is
equally necessary to be sensitive to the discrepancy
between individual memories and the collective-
memory culture that determines their meaning.
This calls for not just discussing selected events
themselves, but also commenting briefly on their
interpretation in scholarship.

THE SECOND REICH

The starting point for any reconstruction of
twentieth-century development must be imperial
Germany, the famous Kaiserreich. After the subse-
quent catastrophes, many contemporaries remem-
bered it positively as die gute alte Zeit (the good
old days), an era of stability, order, and predictabil-
ity in their personal lives. This somewhat nostalgic
recollection, of course, elided its many conflicts
and unresolved problems, but did correctly empha-
size the contemporary feeling of confidence and
progress. Searching for the short-term causes of
World War I as well as long-term antecedents of
the Nazi debacle, critical historians have instead
stressed the authoritarian and aggressive features of
imperial Germany. But more discerning scholars
have also pointed to the Second Reich’s considerable
achievements in urban reform or higher education,
which made the German example a positive point of
reference in international debates.

In spite of its neofeudal style, the Second Reich
was a rather new state, because it was founded only
in 1871 as a result of the German victory in the

Franco-Prussian War. The accession of the southern
German states to the North German Confederation

made it the first German national state, which,
however, excluded Austrians and other German-

speaking minorities in east-central Europe. The
success of unification from above rather than from
below, attempted in the revolution of 1848, meant

that the political system was a tenuous compromise
between remnants of Hohenzollern autocracy and

aspects of popular sovereignty. It might be called
‘‘semiconstitutional,’’ because its parliament, the

Reichstag, was elected by universal male suffrage,
while the Crown retained command over the army
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and foreign affairs. The crucial office, invented by

the empire’s creator, Prince Otto von Bismarck,

was therefore the chancellorship, which mediated

between the Reichstag and the Crown.

One source of pride was the rapid growth of

the economy, which made Germany into a leading

industrial power around the turn of the twentieth

century. Prefigured by the Prussian-led customs

union of the Zollverein, the unification of weights

and measures, the introduction of a common cur-

rency, and the establishment of a national railroad

and postal service created a larger domestic market.

Moreover, the technical universities and Kaiser

Wilhelm institutes contributed scientific discoveries

to propel the development of steel, chemical, and

electrical industries. At the same time the improve-

ment in products turned the label ‘‘made in

Germany,’’ which the British had imposed as dis-

crimination, into a guarantor of quality. The invol-

vement of the banks in financing new ventures as

well as favorable governmental policies fostered so

rapid an increase in trade that Germany began to

outstrip the home of industrialization, Great

Britain. No wonder that by 1913 leading financiers

were able to point to a general rise in prosperity.

Ironically this material progress aggravated
social tensions, because it widened the gap between
an ostentatious upper class and a still suffering
proletariat. Around 1900 parts of the nobility,
nouveau-riche entrepreneurs, and leading members
of the educated middle class coalesced into a
Wilhelmian elite that built impressive mansions to
show off its success. In spite of government efforts
to provide some insurance and pensions through
social policy, the lot of the working class improved
only slowly, failing to keep up with people’s rising
expectations. Based on Karl Marx’s inspiration, a
strong trade union movement coalesced that used
the weapon of strikes to wrest concessions from a
paternalist management. But the Social Demo-
cratic Party, the largest labor party in the world,
remained caught between its revolutionary rhetoric
and its reformist practice. The Second Reich there-
fore witnessed a stark discrepancy between new
wealth and abject poverty in the urban tenements.

As the contrasting novels of Thomas and
Heinrich Mann suggest, Wilhelmine culture was a
perplexing compound of traditionalist impulses and

modernist experimentation. On the one hand, the
newness of the state and the rapidity of industriali-
zation produced a longing for historical reassurance
through neo-medievalist forms in public buildings,
constructed in a mélange of neo-Romanesque, neo-
Gothic, or neo-Renaissance styles. On the other
hand, the sterility of the academic canon stimulated
an artistic avant-garde to revolt with new styles
of impressionist or expressionist painting and to
secede from the official salon. These contradictions
also mark the post-Romantic speculations of the
philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche, whose texts show
a restless search for creative genius. Because of their
development of the research imperative, the German
universities became the leading institutions in the
world, producing such innovators as the playful
physicist Albert Einstein and the rationalist founder
of sociology Max Weber.

German foreign policy also vacillated unsteadily
between expansionism and defensiveness, thereby
confusing not just foreign observers. Confident of
its growing power, Berlin tore Bismarck’s web of
alliances by letting the Reinsurance Treaty with
Russia lapse. Rising aspirations also fostered the
imperial dream of a ‘‘place in the sun,’’ which pro-
pelled the turn away from continental policy toward
Weltpolitik. In contrast, the effort to court England
and to mediate in the Balkan conflicts derived from
a defensive sense of limited resources in contrast to
the British Empire and rising powers such as Russia
or the United States. But an aggressive style, for
instance in the Moroccan Crises, tended to over-
shadow the more cautious substance, making the
kaiser appear as a troublemaker. These conflicting
impulses led to a policy of increasing risks, which
backed Austrian retaliation in the July crisis and
thereby helped precipitate World War I.

In the gigantic military struggle ultimate vic-
tory continued to escape the Second Reich, though
it appeared tantalizingly within reach. The initial
western advance of the Schlieffen Plan was halted
by the ‘‘miracle at the Marne,’’ but not before the
Germans had conquered most of Belgium and
parts of northeastern France. After the defection
of Italy from the Triple Alliance, the search for
allies drew Berlin into the Balkans where the sup-
port of Turkey and Bulgaria facilitated the defeat of
Serbia and Romania. In the west, the stalemate in
the trenches produced a war of attrition,
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symbolized by Verdun. In the east, the battle of the

Masurian Lakes turned the tide in a war of inter-

mittent movement that resulted in victory over

Russia, forced to abandon large territories in the

Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. But the kaiser’s navy lost

the struggle on the sea, the total mobilization of

efforts led to a military quasi-dictatorship, and the

escalation of the fighting through unrestricted sub-

marine warfare precipitated the fatal entry of the

United States.

The test of war proved to be the undoing of

the Second Reich, because its authoritarianism lost

the competition with democracy. In spite of the

advantage of interior lines, in a war of attrition

the Dual Alliance proved inferior to the Entente in

manpower and natural resources. In the spring of

1918, the offensive launched by Erich Ludendorff

gambled away the last reserves on a decisive victory,

thereby hastening final defeat. In the contest for

international opinion, German propaganda lacked a

universally appealing idea, because Mitteleuropa
failed to inspire most neutrals. In domestic politics,

the vaunted unity of the ‘‘truce within the castle’’

shattered on the clash between the war aims move-

ment and the peace party. In spite of some social

concessions many workers eventually wanted to end

the fighting with a peace ‘‘without annexations and

indemnities.’’ When disgruntled sailors rebelled at

last, belated political reforms could not prevent a

popular uprising that forced the empire to collapse.

THE WEIMAR REPUBLIC

Born in defeat and revolution, the first German

democracy has left an image of inevitable failure,

sometimes expressed in the phrase ‘‘crippled at

birth.’’ In retrospect, the Weimar Republic appears

as a fourteen-year period of endless crises, marked

by civil war, hyperinflation, and international con-

flict that came to a disastrous end by allowing the

Nazis to seize power. Left-wing historians accuse

Socialists rally in Berlin during the German Revolution of 1918. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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the Social Democratic and liberal leaders of the
republic of timidity, because they did not go far
enough to dismantle the imperial elites. In con-
trast, scholars interested in cultural innovation tend
to celebrate ‘‘Weimar Culture’’ as the epitome of
an experimental modernism that radiated abroad.
Therefore interpretations face the challenge of
balancing an appreciation for Weimar’s creative
potential with a more nuanced analysis of the rea-
sons for its ultimate collapse.

In November 1918 Philipp Scheidemann’s and
Karl Liebknecht’s competing proclamations of the
republic announced a revolutionary contest for
power between the provisional government and
the council movement. Similar to the tsarist abdi-
cation in Russia, the last imperial cabinet handed
the government over to the majority of the Social
Democratic Party, led by Friedrich Ebert. At the
same time, rebelling soldiers and workers followed
the Soviet example by creating revolutionary coun-
cils that wanted to govern instead. But in Germany,
the conflict had the opposite result, because army
units and free corps suppressed the grassroots Räte
(councils) of the left-socialists and communists in
favor of a parliamentary republic. At the same time,
the union leadership, to maintain production,
struck an agreement with the leaders of business
organizations. These initial decisions gave the dis-
credited elites a chance to retain some of their power
and to limit the changes to the political system.

The Treaty of Versailles (1919) did not exactly
enhance the prospects for democracy, as it was at
once too harsh to be freely accepted and too soft to
be imposed against the will of the defeated. For the
public, kept in the dark about the military situation
by censorship, the extent of the defeat came as a
profound shock. The ill-advised procedure of limit-
ing negotiations to the ‘‘Allied and Associated
Powers’’ without consulting the Germans also
made it easy for opponents to denounce the settle-
ment as dictated (a Diktat). The punitive provi-
sions of extensive territorial losses (including
Alsace-Lorraine, West Prussia, Poznań, and the
colonies), the one-sided disarmament that limited
German forces to one hundred thousand men, the
imposition of a huge reparations bill, and the par-
tial occupation did not make the treaty popular.
Moreover, the attribution of ‘‘war guilt’’ to
Germany alone seemed like a historical injustice.

Because the nationalist majority rejected the ‘‘shame-
ful peace,’’ the democratic minority was at a con-
tinual disadvantage in justifying its fulfillment.

The constitution, worked out in 1919 in
Weimar, the city of the writers Johann Wolfgang
von Goethe and Friedrich von Schiller, was none-
theless one of the most advanced democratic docu-
ments of its time. Its authors—Social Democrats,
Catholics, and Liberals—drew on the heritage of
local self-government and of the revolution of
1848 to constitute a parliamentary republic. Thus
they insisted on a bill of rights, safeguarding the
freedom of individual citizens. The constitution was
also based on universal suffrage, granting women
the vote, a generation before France. As in its imper-
ial predecessor, the electoral procedure envisaged a
combination of the single-member-district system
and proportional representation, which gave both
the big and small parties a chance. Though a power-
ful presidency was supposed to replace the dethroned
kaiser, the actual government remained with the
chancellor. A solid majority ratified the document,
but sizable minorities remained opposed to its liber-
ating thrust.

One impressive achievement of the Weimar
Republic was the extension of the welfare state. In
contrast to the paternalist beginnings in the
empire, the first democracy based its legitimacy
on guaranteeing ‘‘a comprehensive system of insur-
ance.’’ That meant not only compensating the vic-
tims of the war, such as mutilated veterans and
widows, but also establishing an unemployment
insurance against the vagaries of the economic
cycles. The republic also launched a public health
service that sought to prevent disease through
social monitoring and improving the sanitary con-
ditions of the poor. At the same time, the republic
paid special attention to the needs of young people
by trying to enlarge access to education for the
underprivileged. This shift from charity to state
provision also prompted the social work sector to
professionalize. But at the same time, these initia-
tives required enormous financial expenditures that
eventually outstripped the state’s limited fiscal
resources.

Another fascinating aspect of Weimar was its
hothouse culture, which signaled the breakthrough
of modernism. Emboldened by the lifting of
Wilhelmian restrictions, avant-garde artists captured
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established cultural institutions, so that concert halls

began to play Arnold Schoenberg’s twelve-tone

music, museums exhibited Wassily Kandinsky’s

abstract art, and theaters produced Bertolt Brecht’s

social-critical plays. This explosion of creativity drew

artists from all over Europe to the capital, captured in

Alfred Döblin’s novel Berlin Alexanderplatz (1929).

One center of experimentation was the Bauhaus,

an art school in Dessau in which leading painters,

architects, and furniture makers developed an inter-

national modernist style. At the same time an enter-

tainment-centered mass culture coalesced that led

German film to new artistic heights. But all this

ferment produced an intense backlash against

‘‘Americanization,’’ reinforcing Ernst Jünger’s elitism

and Oswald Spengler’s ‘‘cultural pessimism.’’

Unfortunately, the Great Depression put an

end to such progressive innovations. In the early

1920s the deficit financing of World War I had

produced a hyperinflation that destroyed the sav-

ings of the middle class and reduced pensioners to

poverty. The reparations struggle and the French

occupation of the Ruhr further hindered recovery

until the Dawes Plan produced an acceptable settle-

ment in 1924. Thereafter the economy rebounded

and optimism returned, only to be overshadowed

by Fordist rationalization. Yet the withdrawal of

U.S. loans after the stock market crash on Black

Thursday in October 1929 triggered a massive

industrial depression that reduced output to 53

percent of its previous level and swelled unemploy-

ment to more than six million, about one-quarter

of the workforce. Because democratic cabinets

found no convincing solution to this elemental

crisis, many desperate citizens began to listen to

the siren song of political extremists.

The republic’s drawn-out agony failed, how-

ever, to prevent its ultimate collapse. From mid-

1930 on, the disappearance of electoral support for

democracy led to a series of minority governments,

based only on presidential emergency decrees.

While the Catholic Center Party leader Heinrich

A poor German family in their apartment in Berlin, 1920s. ªUNDERWOOD & UNDERWOOD/CORBIS
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Brüning earned respect for his austerity program,
his successors, the dilettante Franz von Papen and
the intriguing Kurt von Schleicher, lacked any
popular backing. Instead, on the extreme right an
obscure Bavarian protest party named the National
Socialist German Workers’ Party (Nazi Party)
gained a stunning 107 Reichstag seats in the
1930 election, then doubled its total to 230 seats
two years later. Masterminded by Joseph Goebbels,
its propaganda appealed especially to Protestant
men in small towns who resented Versailles and
hated the Jews. At the same time mass unemploy-
ment swelled the ranks of the Communists. Having
run out of options, the conservative president Paul
von Hindenburg turned the government over to
the Nazi leader, the naturalized Austrian-born
Adolf Hitler, in January 1933.

THE THIRD REICH

Why did a civilized country follow such a barbaric
leader who would unleash war and genocide? This
question has troubled historians ever since.
According to personal preference, explanations
have ranged from apologetic references to ‘‘mass

politics’’ or Marxist claims of ‘‘monopoly capital-
ism’’ to critical indictments of ‘‘eliminationist anti-
Semitism.’’ Some scholars tend to stress that only
the breakdown of the Weimar Republic gave the
Nazis a chance, whereas others focus instead on the
dynamics of an extra-parliamentary movement,
which thrived on the resentments against the dis-
locations of modernity. One recent approach that
seeks to reconcile the views of ideological inten-
tionalists with the perspective of structural func-
tionalists stresses the charismatic relationship
between the leader (Führer) and his followers, a
form of irrational bonding that created something
like a ‘‘consensus dictatorship.’’

In contrast to the Beer Hall Putsch (1923), the
Nazi seizure of power a decade later was formally
legal and thus harder to resist. Although Hitler had
viciously attacked the republic, he became chancel-
lor as the head of the largest party in hopes of
thereby restoring parliamentary government! The
small conservative German National People’s Party
offered to enter a coalition with the rabble of the
Nazi mass movement, because the traditional
landed and administrative elites hoped to ride the
populist tiger. Because the Nazi Party had lost some
of its appeal in the second 1932 election, Hitler’s
initial cabinet represented only a minority—slightly
more than two-fifths of the German electorate. But
the liberal and democratic parties had already col-
lapsed, and neither the Communists nor the Social
Democrats dared unleash a general strike that might
fail. Ironically, this initial legality was the spring-
board for subsequent illegality.

Hitler’s first priority was therefore the transfor-
mation of his limited power into a full-blown dic-
tatorship. While a victory parade of his followers in
Berlin sought to impress the masses, the storm
troopers of the SA (Sturmabteilung) brutally intim-
idated the critics. When the fortuitous Reichstag
fire (February 1933) gave the Nazis a chance to throw
most Communist and some Social Democratic
leaders in jail, the no longer free elections produced
a slim majority of popular votes for the govern-
ment. Then Hitler coerced the Reichstag into pas-
sing the Enabling Law, which suspended civil
rights and gave him dictatorial command. The
partly voluntary, partly coerced ‘‘coordination’’ of
organizations and interest groups put Nazis in con-
trol everywhere, while censorship silenced the

A young man papers a wall with worthless German

currency, 1923. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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independent voice of civil society. Finally, the civil
service purge of presumed radicals and Jews created
a pliable instrument for implementing Nazi poli-
cies. The speed and ruthlessness of the ‘‘national
revolution’’ rendered its opponents helpless.

The growing popularity of the Nazi regime rested
largely on the recovery of the economy and on the
claim of a ‘‘national community’’ (Volksgemeinschaft).
Borrowing massively, the Nazis reduced unemploy-
ment by instituting a national service year, restor-
ing the draft, initiating public works such as
superhighways (Autobahnen), and, most impor-
tantly, starting a clandestine rearmament program.
Though wages remained frozen, the return of full
employment did increase family incomes and
restored hope. After breaking the power of the
trade unions, the regime proclaimed an ideal
Volksgemeinschaft in which all racial comrades
would be equal, thereby leveling traditional social
hierarchies. The Labor Front also offered new ser-
vices, such as the vacation travel of the ‘‘Strength
through Joy’’ program. While opponents derided
these policies as ‘‘socialism of the fools,’’ new con-
sumption chances helped cement popular support
for the Nazi regime.

Culturally speaking, the Third Reich was rather
a desert, because the ‘‘flight of the muses’’ had
robbed Germany of most of its creative talent. An
artistic dilettante and lover of Wagnerian operas,
Hitler loathed modernism and sought to purge
culture of ‘‘degenerate art’’ or critical literature.
Thus his ideology, presented in Mein Kampf, was
a murky mélange of resentments against urban life,
capitalism, Marxism, or the Jews. In painting, the
Nazis returned to a pastoral realism with scenes of
happy blue-eyed and blond-haired maidens, work-
ing in fields. Literature produced nothing better
than the turgid novels of Hans Grimm, while thea-
ter was limited to presenting the expressionist plays
of the aging Gerhart Hauptmann. In propaganda
alone did the Nazis excel by staging the party rallies
in Nuremberg and producing Leni Riefenstahl’s
films. Thus hopes for a more humane Germany
could survive only in exile, the concentration camps,
or the Resistance.

In foreign policy Nazi Germany followed a
revisionist course so as to overthrow the restric-
tions of the Versailles treaty. To shield rearmament,
Hitler initially pursued ‘‘bread, peace, and

freedom,’’ even reassuring Poland with a nonag-
gression treaty. But he also reintroduced the draft,
remilitarized the Rhineland, and built a diplomatic
‘‘Axis’’ with Benito Mussolini’s Italy and Tojo
Hideki’s Japan. His first success was the Anschluss
of Austria in the spring of 1938, which incorpo-
rated the German-speaking remnant of the
Habsburg Empire. Next he inflated the Sudeten
German wish for autonomy into a demand for
returning ‘‘home to the Reich,’’ granted by a ha-
rassed Neville Chamberlain at the Munich confer-
ence (September 1938). But Hitler underestimated
the moral outrage caused by his cynical annexation
of the rest of Czechoslovakia and was surprised that
the West thereafter resisted his demands for con-
cessions in the Polish Corridor and the return
of Danzig. In contrast to 1914, there was no doubt
that it was the Nazis who unleashed war in
September 1939.

In the first half of World War II the Germans
won stunning victories, surpassing anything that
they had achieved a quarter century before. Nazi
military strategy rested on the concept of the
blitzkrieg, a mechanized lightning strike of heavy
armor with mobile artillery and tactical air support
that slashed through enemy lines, surrounded
entire armies of defenders, and forced their surren-
der by spreading confusion. Because of Hitler’s
personal fear of a two-front war, the Wehrmacht
proceeded against one enemy at a time so as to
achieve tactical superiority and use the resources
of the defeated country to carry the war effort
further. In this fashion he defeated Poland in
September 1939, captured Scandinavia in the
spring of 1940, beat France in the summer of that
year, overran the Balkans in the spring of 1941, and
invaded the Soviet Union thereafter. The only
country able to repulse this massive onslaught was
Great Britain.

Hitler’s war aims envisaged a German hege-
mony over Europe beyond the wildest dreams of
previous nationalists. First of all, the Nazis rean-
nexed to the Reich disputed provinces such as
Alsace-Lorraine in the west and West Prussia,
Poznań, and other territories in the east. Second,
they created a belt of occupied areas such as
Bohemia and the Polish government general, run
by military governors and mercilessly exploited for
the war effort. Third, Hitler’s power fantasies
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focused on the conquest of German Lebensraum in

the east in a primitive notion that national strength

rested on living space for agrarian settlements. As the

‘‘general plan east’’ stipulated, his colonial territory

could be found only in Poland and Ukraine—but

it needed to be cleansed of its inhabitants so that

ethnic Germans could be resettled there. Finally, in

reconstructing Europe the Nazis were aided by allies

such as Hungary, Slovakia, Croatia, and Romania

and abetted by friendly neutrals such as Vichy

France and Francisco Franco’s Spain.

This expansionism was inspired by a biological

racism that precipitated an unprecedented geno-

cide, now called according to biblical references

‘‘the Holocaust.’’ So as to reduce the local popula-

tion to serfdom, the Slavic elite was sent to con-

centration camps and killed by slave labor. More

radical yet was the murder of the Jews, because it

sought to eradicate an entire people. In Vienna

Hitler had imbibed a deep-seated racial anti-

Semitism that led him from discrimination of the

German Jews in the Nuremberg Laws (1935) to

their persecution in the pogrom of November

1938. But only eastern victories and dreams of

Lebensraum made for the quantum leap to the

complete annihilation of all European Jews.

Pioneered through euthanasia on the handicapped,

the mass killing first proceeded through mobile

death squads but was subsequently perfected

through the industrial method of gassing in con-

centration camps such as Auschwitz, where four

million people died. Though communism might

have claimed more deaths, this Nazi genocide is

uniquely abhorrent because of its systematic and

bureaucratic character that will darken the

German name forever.

After six years of struggle, the Third Reich and

its allies were finally defeated. In the long run the

Chancellor Adolf Hitler opens the German parliament c. 1940–1942. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Nazis had no way of countering the superior man-
power and industrial strength of the grand alliance
between Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United
States. In the west, victory in the war at sea, the
liberation of North Africa, and the landing in Italy
were important, but not decisive. The brunt of the
land fighting took place in the east, where ‘‘general
winter’’ helped the Soviet Union to survive in
1941, the ferocious defense of Stalingrad in late
1942 turned the tide, and the tank battle of
Kursk in the summer of 1943 established Soviet
superiority. The Allied landing in Normandy (June
1944) and the air bombardment also contributed to
weakening German defenses. Hitler’s fabled ‘‘mira-
cle weapons’’ such as jet fighters and rockets and his
experiments with a small atomic bomb came too
late. With Berlin surrounded, the Führer committed
suicide, and the Reich surrendered in May 1945.

THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC

In contrast to the destructive drama of the Nazi
regime, the postwar history of West Germany
unfolded more peacefully and constructively. Five
decades of democratic stability, economic prosper-
ity, social concord, and cultural modernization
made the Federal Republic of Germany seem like
a success story. Only inveterate critics still bemoan
‘‘missed opportunities’’ for more radical changes,
but most domestic observers and foreign commen-
tators are impressed by the positive outcome.
Instead, arguments tend to revolve around such
issues as who should get the credit, the Allies or
the Germans, or when things really improved, dur-
ing the chancellorship of Konrad Adenauer or that
of Willy Brandt. With so little to disagree about, it
remains nonetheless necessary to explain why
Germans were able to seize ‘‘their second chance.’’

Perhaps the new beginning after 1945 was
more successful because conditions were much
worse than in 1919, making it clear that a drastic
change was necessary. This time the whole country
was occupied by the victors, including the French,
and eventually divided into two ideologically com-
peting states by the Cold War. Moreover, the care-
taker government of Admiral Karl Dönitz was
dissolved and sovereignty assumed by the Allied
Control Council. Also much more territory was
lost by returning Nazi annexations to their pre-
vious owners and turning the entire eastern part

of the country over to the Soviet Union (Kaliningrad
Oblast) and Poland (East Prussia, Pomerania, Silesia,
etc.). Moreover, the program agreed upon at the
Potsdam Conference (July–August 1945) imposed
a rigorous demilitarization, denazification, and dec-
artelization on the defeated so as to prevent World
War III. Finally, the Nuremberg trials (1945–1946)
indicted the entire Nazi elite and Reich leadership for
waging war of aggression as well as committing
‘‘crimes against humanity.’’

The minority of German democrats who drew
up the Basic Law (1949) as a provisional constitu-
tion sought to learn from Weimar’s fatal mistakes.
Emerging out of the local and regional efforts to
restore self-government, the leaders of the postwar
parties tried to recover positive traditions from the
Nazi rubble and find more stable institutional
arrangements for a renewed attempt at democracy.
Allied advisors also sought to share constructive
precedents from their own traditions, but the
Germans themselves made the ultimate decisions.
The new constitution restored a bill of rights as
well as federalism and a mixed electoral system,
but weakened the presidency, instituted a 5 percent
hurdle for representation, and abolished emer-
gency decrees. The resulting representative system
put its faith in parliament instead of direct partici-
pation. In time, the new system’s success in solving
problems overcame the widespread skepticism
toward democracy.

The rapid revival of the West German econ-
omy, known as the ‘‘economic miracle,’’ helped
reinforce positive attitudes toward the new political
system. Because the initial postwar controls pro-
duced stagnation, the Economic Council under
the leadership of the neoliberal Ludwig Erhard
was willing to gamble on restoring free competi-
tion. The success of the currency reform of 1948
has become legendary, because almost overnight
shop windows began to fill with previously scarce
goods, and the public, though losing its paper
savings, found hard work once again worthwhile.
Moreover, the credits of the Marshall Plan also
helped revive production, because U.S. aid reinte-
grated German industry into a wider European
context. This reliberalization of the economy led
to annual growth rates of 5 to 7 percent over a
couple of decades and dramatically improved living
conditions by offering coveted consumer goods to
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the masses. Thus the new deutsche mark (DM)
quickly became the symbol of recovery and a
source of German pride.

The acceptance of parliamentary government
was also facilitated by the emergence of a ‘‘chan-
cellor democracy’’ under Adenauer. Surviving the
Third Reich in inner exile, the former mayor of
Cologne helped create a new conservative party,
the Christian Democratic Union, by appealing
not only to Catholics but also to Protestants. As a
septuagenarian, he represented continuity going
back to the empire and used his seniority to cement
his ascendancy within his party and parliament. In
the first free postwar election in 1949, he barely
managed to defeat the Social Democratic war
veteran Kurt Schumacher and to assume the chan-
cellorship of a coalition government with other
middle-class parties. Once in power, he affected
an authoritarian style that tried to control every-
thing. While leftist critics sometimes ridiculed
him as ‘‘Ersatz kaiser,’’ his personal integrity and

competence won him great respect at home and
abroad.

The establishment of the Federal Republic in
1949 with its capital in the Rhenish university town
Bonn facilitated the westernization of German cul-
ture and society. The loss of the eastern territories
and the separation of central Germany through the
Iron Curtain shifted the center of gravity westward,
rebuilding politics on more liberal foundations.
Postwar encounters with the Western occupiers
also tended to be more pleasant than dealings
with the Stalinist Soviets. Because the Cold War

rendered a neutralist course illusory, Adenauer com-

mitted himself to improving relations with France,

fostering European integration (the European Coal

and Steel Community and the Common Market),

and participating in transatlantic defense (NATO

membership). Aided by cultural exchanges, intel-

lectuals rediscovered Western modernism, develop-

ing a critical stance toward their own society in the

novels of Heinrich Böll and Günter Grass. Through

The German Reichstag building lies in ruins after the fall of Berlin, May 1945. ªYEVGENY KHALDEI/CORBIS
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the spread of Hollywood films and rock music,

popular culture also Americanized, embracing U.S.

models of consumption.

During the mid-1960s satisfied West Germans

were nonetheless rocked by a generational revolt of

unexpected scope and intensity. Young people

found the bourgeois order and respectability,

restored under Adenauer, too confining. They

drew on the example of protests against rearma-

ment and on the inspiration of a New Left, such

as the Frankfurt school, which propagated an

unorthodox Marxism. Spurred on by resentment

against authoritarian structures in the university,

worldwide demonstrations against the Vietnam

War, and adult silence about participation in Nazi

crimes, rebellious students such as Rudi Dutschke

provoked the authorities with nonviolent sit-ins

and teach-ins. In 1967 and 1968 police brutality

and biased reporting by the Springer press created a

mass movement, ready to launch a revolution. But

Brandt’s resolve ‘‘to dare more democracy’’ took

the wind out of the protesters’ sails. Their legacy

was an impulse to grassroots democracy, a change

in values and lifestyles, and a propensity for terror-

ist violence in the Red Army Faction.

In the early 1970s the social-liberal coalition

attempted to remove the obstacles to reconciliation

with the eastern neighbors by a more constructive

Ostpolitik. Bonn’s Hallstein Doctrine had refused

to recognize the German Democratic Republic

(GDR) as a separate state, because it did not rest

on ‘‘free elections.’’ Moreover the refugee organi-

zations, formed by about ten million expellees

from East Germany, had insisted on their ‘‘right

to a homeland.’’ Chancellor Brandt first tried to

reassure the Soviet Union and its satellites that

Germans harbored no revanchism by signing a

series of nonaggression treaties. Then long nego-

tiations with East Germany produced the Basic
Treaty (1972), which recognized the GDR de facto
so as to settle practical problems, but held out the
possibility of later unity. Finally the four occupa-
tion powers agreed to a treaty concerning Berlin to
clarify access rights. Instead of confrontation, this
policy of ‘‘change through closeness’’ sought to
overcome division by cooperation.

At the same time, the ‘‘German model’’ of the
social market economy came under increasing

pressure from global competition. Under Brandt
expectations of continued growth had led to huge
wage increases and a further extension of social
benefits. But the oil shock of 1973 and the collapse
of the Bretton Woods exchange rate system
increased the costs of exports, because the country
had few domestic energy sources and the deutsche
mark was revalued upward. Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt met this challenge with a combination of
austerity and pump priming so that growth once
again resumed. But the second oil crisis of 1979
triggered another recession, which was overcome
only by his successor, Helmut Kohl. Accustomed
to the superior performance of ‘‘Rhenish capital-
ism’’ during the past decades, German leaders
failed to understand that they were facing a struc-
tural transition to postindustrialism and global
competition that would overtax their welfare state
by creating long-term unemployment and regional
deindustrialization.

The transformation of political culture after
1945 was largely driven by an effort to distance
Germany from the dark shadows of the Nazi past.
During the occupation, the Allies forced a reluctant
population to confront its crimes through reeduca-
tion. Although Adenauer did push through restitu-
tion to the state of Israel, the majority of the public
would rather forget its complicity in Nazi crimes.
Only in the 1960s did the voices of the minority
become amplified through the trial of Adolf
Eichmann in Jerusalem, the Auschwitz-Prozess in
Frankfurt, critical television coverage, and changed
teaching guidelines. While the antifascism of the
student radicals oversimplified matters, scandaliz-
ing the Nazi past of public officials did have an
effect. During subsequent decades local initiatives
created memorials in former camps, and intellec-
tuals embraced ‘‘a Holocaust identity.’’ Hence
public memory culture gradually assumed an aston-
ishingly self-critical tone.

THE GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC

The collapse of communism in 1989 and 1990 has
doubled the burden of dealing with the dictatorial
past, because it created a similar need to confront
GDR crimes. Through opening secret archives,
instituting judicial proceedings, and holding parlia-
mentary hearings with witnesses and experts, the
German government sought to enlighten its citizens
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about the misdeeds of the toppled communist
regime. Eastern victims and western Cold Warriors
thus denounced the GDR as an illegitimate system
(Unrechtstaat) that rested on repression. In con-
trast, former regime members and some sympathiz-
ers in West Germany claimed that East Germany was
‘‘a noble experiment’’ that somehow failed to live up
to its ideals. Between these extremes the intellectual
task is instead to explore the contradictions between
the dictatorial character of the regime and the relative
normalcy of daily lives within it.

Undoubtedly the German Democratic Republic
was a Soviet protectorate, because without Moscow’s
military support it simply ceased to exist. But the
brutality of the so-called liberation in 1945 with its
random killing, mass rape, and general pillaging

also made ‘‘the Russians’’ unpopular in most cir-

cles, thereby handicapping their rule. For Joseph

Stalin the conquered heart of Germany was the

key prize of victory and the linchpin of his empire

in Eastern Europe, secured by the stationing of

about 450,000 soldiers there. Initially he wavered

between using this area as a springboard for spread-

ing communism to Western Europe or as a possible

incentive for neutralizing a united German state.

Eventually Walter Ulbricht persuaded him to opt

for establishing an independent client state of his

own in order to establish communism on German

soil. But his radical measures remained so unpopular

that the East German regime had to be rescued

from the wrath of its own workers by Soviet tanks

in June 1953.

A German man sits amid ruins following the Allied capture of the city of Cologne, March 1945. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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The GDR was, nonetheless, also a product of
indigenous traditions of Marxism and the labor
movement. Because the Social Democrats had been
the mainstay of Weimar, the Communists
denounced them as ‘‘social fascists’’ and fought
vigorously against the republic. But common sup-
pression by the Nazis forced both rivals to under-
stand that they needed to overcome their divisions
in antifascist cooperation; therefore the Commu-
nist Party of Germany had to use only moderate
force to compel the East German Social Demo-
cratic Party to join it in a Socialist Unity Party
(SED) in the spring of 1946. West German Social
Democrats denounced the move as ‘‘compulsory
fusion,’’ and East German moderates soon found
out that they had been duped, because the Com-
munists mercilessly purged the united party of all
suspected deviants. Similarly, the SED captured the
independent trade unions and turned them into
transmission belts for its commands. Conscious of
being a small minority, East German Communists
increasingly relied on secret service surveillance and
brute force.

To create a lasting basis for its rule the SED
attempted to transform East Germany into a state
of ‘‘workers and peasants,’’ supported by a new
socialist intelligentsia. This goal involved breaking
the back of the bourgeois ‘‘class enemy’’ by con-
fiscating all land of more than 100 hectares (250
acres) and redistributing it to landless laborers, as
well as by nationalizing large industries and turning
them into state-run enterprises. At the same time,
it meant transforming the educational system,
especially the universities, from training grounds
for neutral experts into producers of loyal socialist
cadres. The planned economy that resulted from
subsequent collectivization and socialization of all
businesses was run by these technical specialists,
beholden to the party. On the one hand, this ‘‘real
existing socialism’’ did subsidize food, housing,
transportation, and health care. But on the other,
its egalitarian aspirations were belied by the privi-
leges of a new political ‘‘nomenklatura’’ elite.

Among many intellectuals, the radical distanc-
ing of the eastern leaders from the Nazi past fed
the hope that the GDR would turn out to be the
‘‘better Germany.’’ Strong antifascist rhetoric
induced even the liberal Jewish survivor Victor
Klemperer to join the SED. Such well-known

émigrés as the playwright Bertolt Brecht, the nove-
list Stefan Heym, the composer Kurt Eisler, and the
historian Jürgen Kuczynski were happy to return to
the east. With reforms such as opening higher edu-
cation to the workers, the party seemed to be ful-
filling the hopes for a new beginning. But soon
artists found themselves constrained by a primitive
‘‘socialist realism’’ whose pictures of blond tractor-
drivers in wheat fields resembled Nazi examples.
With the ‘‘Bitterfeld way,’’ literature was dedicated
to the class struggle, celebrating the advances of
the proletariat. Creative writers such as Christa
Wolf had a hard time reconciling their aversion to
censorship with continued socialist loyalty.

The imprisonment of the East Germans by the
Berlin Wall revealed the full repressiveness of the
SED dictatorship. Before its construction about
3.5 million East Germans had gone to West
Germany, but only half a million moved the other
way. The exodus of farmers, managers, profes-
sionals and skilled workers created manpower
shortages for the planned economy. Hence during
the night preceding 13 August 1961 Ulbricht had
barbed wire strung across the heart of Berlin and
reinforced with concrete slabs in order to end the
continual population drain. The elaborate system
of electrified fences, minefields, trained dogs, jeep
paths, guard towers, and cement barriers that is
commonly known as the Berlin Wall sealed the
western part of the former capital off from the
eastern half of the city and from the surrounding
countryside. Costing several hundred lives during
desperate attempts at flight, the ‘‘antifascist protec-
tion wall’’ forced the public to come to terms with
the system, but it thereby also became a central
symbol of the inhumanity of the communist regime.

Ironically, the planned economy of the GDR
lost the competition of living standards with the
social market economy of the FRG. No doubt, its
starting conditions for rebuilding were more diffi-
cult, because East Germany had to bear the brunt
of industrial dismantling and pay a ten billion mark
reparations bill to the Soviet Union. But central
planning also contributed to the problem, because
it succeeded only in organizing the rebuilding and
in promoting smokestack industrialization with
coal and steel, but not in providing sufficient con-
sumer goods. Ulbricht’s limited effort to restore
competition with his ‘‘New Economic System’’
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was too timid to spur sustained growth. Erich

Honecker’s Keynesianism of ‘‘the unity of social

and economic policy’’ seemed more promising,

because it tried to motivate workers by raising living

standards. But it used Western loans to satisfy con-

sumer needs rather than to make investments.

Though claiming to be the tenth-largest industrial

power, the GDR economy stagnated in the 1980s

and approached bankruptcy.

At the same time, the return of elements of civil

society began to challenge the SED regime from

within. The brutal repression of all anticommunist

resistance allowed dissent only to emerge on the

basis of socialism. During the 1970s the physicist

Robert Havemann was the first to promote a more

democratic form of Marxism, and his example was

soon followed by the poet Wolf Biermann and

others. During the early 1980s an independent

peace movement emerged under the protection of

the Protestant Church that called for turning

‘‘swords into plowshares.’’ Secret police (Stasi)

persecution of pacifists, ecologists, and feminists

led to the founding of a group dedicated to human

rights (Initiative for Peace and Human Rights),

which hed been written in the constitution but

not observed in practice. Spreading its message

through samizdat and Western journalists, an inter-

nal opposition, composed of a loose network of

local groups, gradually began to form.

In the fall of 1989 the SED dictatorship

crumbled as part of the general collapse of com-

munism in the Soviet bloc. Among the long-term

factors undermining its power were economic stagna-

tion, erosion of faith in the socialist utopia, and the

loss of Soviet support due to Mikhail Gorbachev’s

détente. The short-term causes involved the mass

exodus of citizens who streamed across the

Hungarian border and occupied the West German

embassy in Prague, precipitating a reconsideration

of travel policy that culminated in the breaching of

the Berlin Wall on 9 November. Similarly important

were the mass demonstrations that began with small

Crowds gather at the German Reichstag building at midnight on the evening of 2 October 1990 to celebrate the

official reunification of East and West Germany. ªOWEN FRANKEN/CORBIS

G E R M A N Y

1224 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



Monday eve vigils at the Nikolai Church in Leipzig

and eventually mobilized more than half a million

people on Berlin’s Alexander Square. This dual

pressure finally led to the overthrow of the aging

Honecker, his replacement by the younger Egon

Krenz, and the creation of a Round Table with

dissident groups, dedicated to reforming the GDR.

Instead of fostering the renewal of socialism,

the democratic awakening led to the self-dissolu-

tion of the GDR and its unification with the

Federal Republic. East Germans turned to West

Germany for help, because Bonn had appealed

to the eastern ‘‘brothers and sisters’’ as the true

representative of the nation during the division.

Chancellor Kohl’s ten-point plan ended the coop-

eration with the SED regime, demanded drastic

reforms in exchange for aid, and proposed the

restoration of unity. In the first free election in

March 1990, about three-quarters of the East

Germans voted for parties favoring quick unifica-

tion. To stop mass migration, Kohl offered to cre-

ate a ‘‘currency, economic, and social union’’ with

East Germany, introducing the Western deutsche

mark to the East. In complicated ‘‘two-plus-four’’

negotiations the German states and the victorious

powers of World War II hammered out an interna-

tional settlement that recognized the eastern fron-

tiers. The domestic transition was regulated by a

unification treaty so that the new states could join

the Federal Republic on 3 October 1990.

INTERPRETING GERMAN HISTORY

How is anyone to make sense of this chaotic course

of German history in the twentieth century? The

return of a shrunken and chastened nation-state,

the extension of its stable democracy to the eastern

Länder, and the country’s firm anchoring in

European and transatlantic ties suggest a happy

ending for the narrative. But ought this encourag-

ing outcome erase the ruptures, the instability,

or the suffering associated with prior Central

European developments? The human cost was too

high simply to forget the havoc wrought by the

succession of one belligerent empire, one failed

republic, two murderous dictatorships, and finally

one successful democracy. Any reconsideration

therefore has to begin by taking this turbulence

seriously. Only then might one suggest that if there

is a pattern at all, it is a descent into catastrophe
followed by gradual redemption.

For all those affected by it, this extraordinary
history has left a trail of widely disparate, but gen-
erally troubling memories. Because perpetrators
prefer to remain silent and collaborators tend to
offer embarrassed rationalizations, it is the pained
voices of the political and racial victims of the Nazis
or Communists that clamor for sympathy. But
some German authors are starting to ask: can
maimed veterans, civilians terrorized by bombing,
and refugees forced into flight not also claim some
status of victimhood? The world wars and Hitler’s
genocide have connected countless lives in other
countries with this murderous history, spreading its
nightmares far and wide. In contrast, the more stable
periods of ‘‘good times’’ that allowed recovery and
reconciliation somehow seem less salient, although
they are essential for going on living after mass
murder and mass death. Because they contain so
much suffering, these conflicting memories can
hardly be brought into harmony—but they might
be eased symbolically by accepting the pain of others.

In the popular imagination as well as in aca-
demic analysis, the catastrophic part of twentieth-
century German history remains most prominent.
Some of the attention is no doubt due to commer-
cial catering to a voyeurism that exploits the fasci-
nation with the forbidden. More laudable is the
construction of the Holocaust as ultimate evil,
because it provides a telling example of the exact
opposite of what a humane civilization ought to be.
Racism, sexism, ethnic cleansing, unleashing of
war, bureaucratic mass murder—the litany of Nazi
crimes is as long as it is despicable. In reinforcing
the identity of Western intellectuals, the Third
Reich has come to serve as a metahistorical example
of what can go wrong, whether it is considered an
atavistic survival of primitivism or a consequence
of the pathologies of modernity. But a ritualization
of such a reading runs the risk of decontextualiza-
tion, stylization, and moralization, which inhibit a
rational analysis of the causes and consequences of
genocide.

More neglected but equally important is the
subsequent story of recovery, because it offers an
encouraging example of rehabilitation from the
worst of crimes. The administration of George
W. Bush liked to cite the German success in
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recivilizing after 1945 as a justification for U.S.
nation-building abroad. But it tended to forget that
it took the military effort of a grand coalition to
topple the Nazi dictatorship and the Germans’ poli-
tical distancing from Hitler to give the new begin-
ning a chance. It required a fortuitous mixture of
Allied compulsion and cooperation by a progressive
minority of the defeated for democracy to have a
second chance. It needed greater initial destruction
and favorable conditions such as the Cold War and
the postwar boom to rebuild the shattered society in
a different image. Even if the reasons for success
remain misunderstood, the second half of the cen-
tury presents a more hopeful tale that suggests the
possibility of learning from past mistakes.

See also Adenauer, Konrad; Bretton Woods Agreement;
Ebert, Friedrich; Economic Miracle; Hitler, Adolf;
Holocaust; Nazism; Reparations; Versailles, Treaty
of; World War I; World War II.
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KONRAD H. JARAUSCH

n

GESTALT PSYCHOLOGY. Gestalt psy-
chology was an effort to reformulate the founda-
tions of psychological thought and research that
began in Prague, Frankfurt, and Berlin in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Its found-
ers, Max Wertheimer (1880–1943), Wolfgang
Köhler (1887–1967), and Kurt Koffka (1886–
1941), did not claim that wholes are more than
the sums of their parts. Rather, they maintained
that experienced objects and relationships are fun-
damentally different from collections of sensations.
The assumption that sensory ‘‘elements’’ are the
basic constituents of mental life was widely
accepted in the nineteenth century. Philosophers
such as Wilhelm Dilthey (1833–1911) and Henri
Bergson (1859–1941) argued that a psychology
based on such assumptions contributed nothing
to humanistic thought. The Gestalt theorists
opposed atomistic conceptions of experience while
remaining committed to natural science.

EMERGENCE

In 1890 Christian von Ehrenfels (1859–1932), one
of Wertheimer’s teachers, had introduced the
notion of ‘‘Gestalt qualities’’ given alongside sen-
sory ‘‘elements.’’ Melodies, for example, sound the
same in any key because they have such qualities.
The Gestalt theorists asserted that dynamic struc-
tures in experience determine what will be wholes
and parts, figure and background, in particular
situations. In a 1912 paper on the seeing of
motion, Wertheimer provided what he took to be
experimental evidence for the existence of essen-
tially dynamic mental realities that cannot be com-
posed of or built up from elements, and
conjectured that structured processes in the brain
corresponded to these psychical events. In 1914 he
introduced the principle of Prägnanz (good form),
according to which experienced wholes and struc-
tured relationships spontaneously take on the sim-
plest arrangement possible in the given conditions.
He later elaborated this claim in work on percep-
tual grouping.
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From 1914 to 1918 Köhler, while directing a
research station of the Prussian Academy of
Sciences on the island of Tenerife, demonstrated
that nonhuman animals such as chickens or apes are
also capable of perceiving wholes and structured
relationships. He further showed that chimpanzees
can solve problems in ways that appeared to result
from insight into the solution required by a given
situation—for example, by fitting two hollow sticks
into one another in order to reach a distant banana.

Köhler then argued in a 1920 book entitled
Die physischen Gestalten that there are Gestalten in
the physical world. Examples include electromag-
netic fields; a change in any part of such a system
changes the arrangement of the whole. Köhler
claimed further that the brain events underlying
perception follow the same dynamic, self-organiz-
ing principle evident in the physical world. This
postulate he later called psychophysical isomorph-
ism. Since self-organizing processes occur in both
inorganic and organic nature, he argued, they are
not cognitive structures imposed on experience,
but properties of both mind and nature.

ESTABLISHMENT IN GERMANY AND

TRANSFER TO THE UNITED STATES

In 1922 Wolfgang Köhler was appointed to suc-
ceed his teacher, Carl Stumpf (1848–1936), as
professor of philosophy and director of the psycho-
logical institute at the University of Berlin. In 1921
the Gestalt theorists established with colleagues a

journal called Psychologische Forschung (now called
Psychological Research), in which the results of their
research program were published. These included
studies of organization in visual perception, the
influence of past experience on form perception,
the minimal conditions for perceiving anything at
all, and on problem solving and thinking. Also in
Berlin, Kurt Lewin (1890–1947) developed an
independent line of research on action and motiva-
tion, based in part on Gestalt psychology, with the
aim of understanding and humanizing modern
working conditions.

In the culture wars of Weimar Germany, the
Gestalt theorists positioned themselves among the
advocates of a ‘‘third way’’ between left and right by
showing that holism need not be a monopoly of
Romantic conservatives or folkish racists. In a 1925
article, ‘‘Über gestalttheorie’’ (translated as ‘‘On
Gestalt Theory’’ in 1944), Wertheimer suggested that
democracy, as a form of human self-organization,
was more natural and meaningful than blind
authoritarianism.

In the 1920s the Gestalt theorists were invited
to lecture and teach in the United States, where
their approach was perceived as an alternative to
behaviorism. Koffka, then an associate professor in
Giessen, accepted a professorship at Smith College
in 1928. Wertheimer, who taught in Berlin during
the 1920s, became a professor of philosophy in the
natural sciences faculty at the University of
Frankfurt in 1929. He was one of the first scholars
and scientists to be dismissed by the Nazis for his
Jewish descent and then accepted a professorship at
the ‘‘University in Exile’’ at the New School for
Social Research in New York. Köhler protested
publicly in April 1933 against the Nazis’ dismissals
of Jewish scientists, one of the very few German
academics to do so. He struggled to maintain con-
trol of his institute against denunciations from ca-
reerist colleagues and attacks by Nazi students and
then accepted a professorship at Swarthmore
College in 1935. Lewin resigned his position in
Berlin in 1933 before he could be dismissed for
his Jewish descent and leftist politics and reestab-
lished himself in the United States at the University
of Iowa before moving to MIT in 1944.

Other adherents of Gestalt theory tried to con-
tinue working under Nazism. Wolfgang Metzger
(1899–1979), a student of Wertheimer’s, joined

I stand at the window and see a house, trees, sky.

On theoretical grounds I could try to count and say

there were 327 brightnesses and hues. Do I have

327? No, I see sky, house, and trees, and no one

can really have these ‘‘327’’ as such. . . . The partic-

ular combination that I see is not simply up to my

choice, but is a spontaneous, natural, normally

expected combination and segregation that is given

there before me.

Max Wertheimer. ‘‘Untersuchungen zur Lehre von der

Gestalt: II.’’ Psychologische Forschung 4 (1923): 301.

Translated by Mitchell Ash.
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the Nazi Party in 1937 and was appointed to a
professorship in Münster in 1942. His two major
works, Gesetze des Sehens (1936; Laws of Seeing) and
Psychologie (1941; Psychology), were reissued after
1945 and became standard German-language
accounts of Gestalt psychology.

IMPACT

In the United States, Gestalt theory was extended
to social psychology by Solomon Asch (1907–
1996), to the visual arts by Rudolf Arnheim
(b. 1904), and to learning by George Katona
(1901–1981); Wertheimer completed a major
work on productive thinking. At Swarthmore
College Köhler used electroencephalogram equip-
ment to try to discover the brain events underlying
perception. His work was initially received with
interest, but then apparently refuted; however,
interest in organized brain events extending
beyond single firings of nerve cells in anatomically
localized areas has recently revived.

Gestalt psychology has had a major impact on
research in perception and the psychology of art
and has also contributed significantly to studies on
problem solving and thinking. Lewin is regarded as
a founder of experimental social psychology.
Köhler was one of the first to introduce, in the late
1920s, the distinction between ‘‘closed’’ and
‘‘open’’ systems into theoretical biology. Also fun-
damental were philosophical implications of Gestalt
theory. The Gestalt theorists asserted the primacy
of perception over sensations in the constitution of
consciousness and advanced a conception of the
subject as involved in, rather than separated from,
the world. These ideas had an important impact on
phenomenology and existentialism. Against the
mode of thought still dominant in cognitive
science, they claimed that form and order are not
constructed on a foundation of sensory informa-
tion according to fixed cognitive schemata or logi-
cal rules. Instead, they maintained that there is
meaningful order that lies not behind, but within
the flux of experience.

The popular psychotherapy called Gestalt was
at best indirectly derived from Gestalt theory. Its
founder, Fritz Perls (1893–1970), a nonorthodox
psychoanalyst, acquired some Gestalt vocabulary
during studies in Frankfurt, but the conceptual
links end there. Students of Metzger developed a

different approach to psychotherapy, which is still
practiced in Germany.

See also Academies of Science; Anti-Semitism;
Existentialism; Germany; Phenomenology; Science.
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MITCHELL G. ASH

n

GESTAPO. The Gestapo (abbreviation for
Geheime Staatspolizei; secret state police) was the
political police force of the Third Reich and the
major organ of persecution and mass murder under
National Socialism.

ORIGINS AND DEVELOPMENT

The Gestapo was formed out of the political
department of the Berlin police in April 1933 by
the new Prussian prime minister, Hermann
Goering. The personnel came from the Prussian
criminal police, which during the Weimar
Republic had also investigated political crimes, pre-
dominantly of communist origin. It took some
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time before the Gestapo became the unified poli-
tical police of the German Reich. Already by 1933 a
predecessor to the Gestapo, the Geheimes
Staatspolizeiamt (Gestapa), had been established
in Berlin, as had the Bavarian political police in
Munich. All other German Laender formed similar
Gestapo institutions by 1934. That year the SS
(Schutzstaffel) leader, Heinrich Himmler, and
Reinhard Heydrich, chief of the SS intelligence
(Sicherheitsdienst) took over the police in Prussia,
and in 1936 a unified SS and police system was
installed. Hence, not only were the command of SS
and police fully merged, but most Gestapo mem-
bers were also incorporated into the SS.

The next year the Gestapo together with the
criminal police formed the security police
(Sicherheitspolizei). This buildup of new institu-
tions culminated some weeks after the beginning
of World War II with the creation of the
Reichssicherheitshauptamt (Imperial Security
Main Office; RSHA), the central persecution appa-
ratus, which united the Gestapo, criminal police,
and the security service of the SS (SD). The
Gestapo now constituted Amt IV (Branch IV) of
the RSHA. With the German territorial expansions
from 1938 on, Gestapo members were integrated
in the so-called Einsatzgruppen, which followed
the German army. Gestapo offices were set up in
all annexed territories as in the Protectorate of
Bohemia and Moravia. In all other occupied terri-
tories it became part of the regional security police
and SD structures, thus copying the RSHA on a
small scale.

The Gestapo was headed from 1936 until the
end of the war by Heinrich Müller, a functionary
from the political police in Bavaria who never
became a political-ideological planner but fully
organized persecutions and mass murders all over
occupied Europe. Until the mid-1930s the major-
ity of the personnel consisted of career policemen,
most of whom had worked there since the 1920s.
From 1936 on, as the apparatus heavily expanded,
it took over new personnel especially from the
regular Schutzpolizei. Nevertheless, the Gestapo
(including border police) never numbered more
than thirty-two thousand functionaries, among
them women, for the whole of Europe under
Nazi rule. It took some time before most of the
Gestapo men joined the SS, where they were

assigned ranks equal to their position in the crim-
inal police. The SD, which in its beginnings had
served as an internal intelligence for the Nazi Party,
more and more developed into a parallel structure
to the Gestapo, thus laying the ideological grounds
for the persecution of all alleged enemies.
Especially from 1937 on, this ideological merging
of both institutions was visible. They gradually
developed schemes not only for persecuting politi-
cal enemies and Jews but also for ‘‘purifying the
German social body.’’ But the Gestapo still exclu-
sively consisted of state officials and had executive
power. This changed during the war. SD-function-
aries such as Adolf Eichmann were integrated into
the Gestapo structures. In the occupied territories,
the SD took over more and more executive power,
especially on a local level.

The main task of the Gestapo consisted in
‘‘combatting enemies’’ (Feindbekämpfung), first
inside the Reich, then all over occupied Europe.
Thus the Gestapo was internally structured accord-
ing to ‘‘enemy categories’’; especially important
were the offices concerned with communism,
Jews, and eastern Europeans. But there were also
departments dealing with the churches and other
religious institutions, Freemasons, right-wing
opposition like monarchists, and so on. The perse-
cution of Gypsies and homosexuals fell under the
responsibility of the criminal police.

GESTAPO WORK

The Gestapo work at first glance resembled regular
police work—investigating, keeping card indexes,
and making arrests. But the Gestapo did not react
to criminal activity; rather, it targeted ‘‘enemy
groups’’ as a whole. Because of the lack of person-
nel, the Gestapo depended on informers, both
official (V-Leute) and unofficial. In the Reich it
profited heavily from individual denunciations, to
a lesser extent in the occupied areas. Most impor-
tant was information provided by low-level Nazi
Party functionaries and by other police and SS
branches. From 1933 on, the most important
instrument of Gestapo executive work was the
Schutzhaftbefehl (protective custody order), which
was the pseudolegal basis for all preventive arrests.
The arrested were imprisoned either in jails or in
the new concentration camps. Their basic rights
had been lifted in February 1933. The state
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prosecutors, which traditionally controlled the

police, were excluded from this procedure in 1934.

The Gestapo had at its disposal its own inves-

tigative prisons, where it interrogated and tortured

prisoners—many were beaten to death. Inside each

concentration camp the regional Gestapo had its

own branch, the political department. Since 1939,

Heydrich formally introduced the killing of

Gestapo prisoners in concentration camps, officially

called Sonderbehandlung (special treatment). With

the beginning of the war, the Gestapo became

involved in the forced population transfers, first in

Poland, then in Yugoslavia. The same procedures

applied to the deportation and killing of the

Jews. During the war against the Soviet Union,

the Gestapo constituted the central part of the

Einsatzgruppen, which killed around six hundred

thousand persons, most of them Jews. The station-

ary offices in the Soviet Union continued these

crimes, such as the murder of selected groups

of Soviet prisoners of war (POWs) in Poland and

in the Reich. In all areas except the General

Government in Poland, the deportation of the

Jews to the killing sites was organized by the

Gestapo Department IV B4 under Eichmann and

put into action by the local Gestapo (inside the

Reich) or security police (outside the Reich) struc-

tures. By 1943 the main focus of Gestapo work

turned to a violent fight against the resistance in

occupied Europe and the surveillance of foreign

forced workers inside the Reich. A new camp sys-

tem, the Arbeitserziehungslager (work education

camps) was installed under Gestapo control, where

criminalized foreign workers were imprisoned.

In sum, the Gestapo was responsible for mil-

lions of murders. It was declared a criminal orga-

nization by the International Military Tribunal in

1946. Its members were interned under allied

A crowd gathers to look at a Yugoslavian man hanging in the main square in Belgrade after having been

executed by the Gestapo, 18 December 1941. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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occupation, and comparatively many were tried and
sentenced after the war. Nevertheless, during the
1950s a part of the personnel was able to return to
the (West) German police apparatus.

See also Concentration Camps; Eichmann, Adolf;
Heydrich, Reinhard; Holocaust; Resistance; SS
(Schutzstaffel).
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DIETER POHL

n

GHETTO. The word ghetto originally denoted
the traditional Jewish quarter of medieval Christian
cities; the term evidently originated in a quarter
of this kind that existed in Venice. From the
early Middle Ages, Jews tended to live on separate
streets or in separate neighborhoods, but they did
so voluntarily to maintain their distinct way of life.
The first ghettos imposed on Jews appeared in
Spain and Portugal in the late fourteenth century.

From the end of the eighteenth century on,
and especially after the political changes that the
French Revolution brought about, the ghettos that
had been established for Jews in Europe began to
disappear. The ghetto of Rome was the last to be
formally abolished—in 1883, after papal rule ended
in Rome (it was thenceforth confined to the
Vatican).

Although this type of ghetto existed mainly in
Central and Western Europe, separate Jewish quar-
ters also came into being in cities across the Muslim
world. In the United States, during the struggle for
equal rights by the African American population in

the 1950s and 1960s, the term ghetto was widely
used to denote the impoverished neighborhoods
noted for rampant distress, crime, and violence that
these citizens inhabited in major American cities. A
diverse alternative culture, noted for its music and
art and its sweeping social protest, evolved in the
vicinity of the African American ghetto. To this
day, the term ghetto is used for a neighborhood
inhabited by an ethnic minority that is socially
marginalized and suffers from inferior living condi-
tions and fewer opportunities when compared to
those of the established population.

THE NAZI GHETTO

The ghettos established by the Nazis for European
Jews during World War II were totally different in
structure and goals from those described above.
The establishment of these ghettos, beginning in
Poland shortly after the onset of the German occu-
pation of that country in 1939, was a phase in the
overall development of an anti-Jewish policy that
aimed to find a comprehensive solution to the
‘‘problem’’ of the Jewish presence in Europe. The
Nazi ghetto was not intended to be a permanent
solution, a place where Jews would be strictly iso-
lated from the surrounding society. Instead, it was
something like a quarantine camp or at times a
giant prison, where harsh and restrictive living con-
ditions were imposed. The ghetto provided various
German authorities with a reserve of available labor
for various purposes and gave them an opportunity,
unconstrained by laws and regulations, to oppress
the Jewish inhabitants and dispossess them of
money, valuables, and other goods according to
Nazi officials’ needs and caprices.

The first German directive regarding the con-
centration of Jews in separate urban quarters
appeared in the Schnellbrief (quick brief) that the
head of the Security Police, Reinhard Heydrich,
sent to the commanders of the SS and the police
special units (Einsatzgruppen) that followed the
Wehrmacht into Poland in September 1939.
According to the directive, within three or four
weeks the Jews in the Polish areas were to be con-
centrated in special areas of the large cities so that
they would be easier to control and eventually
deport. Small Jewish communities were to be
eradicated and their inhabitants removed to more
central towns, preferably close to railroads. Several

G H E T T O

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1231



weeks later, Hans Frank, the governor-general of
the General Government, issued a similar directive.
Neither of these documents, however, speaks
specifically about the establishment of a ghetto,
that is, a closed and isolated area where the Jews
would be concentrated under strict supervision.

In 1939–1940, it was the declared policy of
Nazi Germany to resolve the Jewish issue in terri-
torial ways. This goal, however, quickly proved
unrealistic and unworkable. The absence of clear
guidelines about what to do with the Jews, coupled
with the abandonment of the total deportation
policy, convinced the local authorities that they
should deal on their own with the presence of
Jews within their purviews. Consequently, the
Nazi ghettos were established at different times
and differed in their ways of life, in the type of
official German control, and in the extent of free-
dom of movement allowed.

The first large ghetto, located in Lodz, was
sealed on 1 May 1940, with 162,000 Jews packed
into it. The Lodz model was closely studied and
adopted by those who established ghettos in other
Polish cities. The assumption behind the founding
of the Lodz ghetto was that the Jews’ continued
presence in the city would be short-lived.
Therefore, the Germans’ main concern was how
to exploit fully the Jews’ property as the ghetto
was being established. As it became increasingly
evident that the Jews would not quickly disappear
from Lodz, however, an economic structure was
built in the ghetto, including a variety of work-
shops that exploited Jewish labor and funneled
the profits into the pockets of the German ghetto
administrators, merchants, and others.

The Warsaw ghetto was sealed in November
1940. It was the largest of all the ghettos, its
population peaking at around 440,000 in mid-
1941. The governor of Warsaw District, Ludwig
Fischer, claimed that in the opinion of the German
medical service in Warsaw, the Jews were spreading
dangerous illnesses and therefore had to be isolated
from the surrounding population. Allegations of
Jewish involvement in the black market and in the
corruption of the morals and culture of Polish
society provided additional rationales for a sealed
ghetto. The establishment of the ghetto also
amounted to an admission by the local German
authorities that they would not be able to deport

the Jews of Warsaw rapidly. Since the plans for the

ghetto did not include mechanisms that would

keep the inhabitants fed and gainfully employed,

however, the Warsaw ghetto became a focal point

of distress, hunger, and severe epidemics. The

situation did begin to improve slightly in mid-

1941, when the Germans in charge of the ghetto

decided to make the ghetto economically viable, to

create jobs so that the Jews could support them-

selves and to increase food supplies. In March

1941, ghettos were established in Lublin and in

Kraków, the seat of the governor-general and the

administrative capital of the German occupation in

Poland. The Kraków ghetto was established during

a deportation action that had begun in the spring

of 1940 with the aim of banishing some 50,000

Jews, leaving only 5,000 workers in high-demand

trades. By economic necessity, however, the ghetto

eventually held 18,000. In April 1941, ghettos

were established in several other important cities

in Poland: Kielce, Radom, and Częstochowa. By

the spring and summer of 1942, when the depor-

tations to the death camps began in Poland, hun-

dreds of ghettos had been established across the

country, including some in the Jewish communities

of small towns.

The Germans’ goal in establishing the ghettos

remains unclear and various authorities who dealt

with the Jewish question in Poland interpreted it in

different ways. Obviously, the Nazis were not con-

cerned about the high mortality rate that ghettoi-

zation and the living conditions in some of the

ghettos caused among the imprisoned Jews. In

1941–1942, more than 112,000 Jews in the two

most important ghettos in Poland, those of

Warsaw and Lodz—20 percent of the Jewish popu-

lation living there at the time—died of starvation

and illness. In 1941 the deaths of thousands of

Jews in the ghettos, especially in Warsaw, forced

the leaders of the General Government to choose

between allowing the starvation and slow extermi-

nation of the Jews to continue or transforming the

ghettos to serve the Germans’ economic interests.

In mid-1941, those who favored the economic

rationale won the day. Thus, German policy toward

the ghettos in general favored economic considera-

tions as long as a comprehensive territorial solution

involving the deportation of the Jews had not been

formulated.
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Ironically, the Jewish labor force in the ghettos
became more necessary than ever in early 1942,
after the Final Solution was set in motion. As
the war in the east expanded, the German war
industry required more and more workers.
Hundreds of thousands of Poles were sent to
Germany as laborers, as were Soviet prisoners of
war, who had survived a winter of catastrophic mor-
tality in German prisoner of war camps. Demand for
Jewish workers in the ghettos escalated so rapidly
that in June 1942 Ludwig Fischer issued a directive
to the effect that every effort must be made not to
leave Jews idle. The fundamental goal of employing
the ghettoized Jews changed at this time. The
instrumental purpose—enabling the Jews to support
themselves and absolving the German authorities of
this concern—gave way to the needs of companies
that urgently required a handy supply of labor. The
decision about the Jews’ ultimate fate, however, had
already been made in Berlin and economic consid-
erations were not central in its adoption. By then,
local leaders no longer played a role in making
decisions about the Jews.

The last phase in the establishment of ghettos

began in 1941 in the newly occupied Soviet terri-

tories. Ghettos were established in various towns in

Lithuania, Latvia, Byelorussia, and Ukraine. The

formation of ghettos in cities in these areas—

Vilna (Vilnius), Kovno (Kaunas), Riga, Minsk,

Lwów (Lvov/Lviv), and so on—coincided with

the mass murder of the Jewish populations there,

beginning in the summer of 1941. Often the ghet-

tos served as a mechanism for the selection of some

Jews for immediate murder and others for contin-

ued survival based on their ability to contribute

their labor to the cause of the war. Thus, the

ghettos in the occupied Soviet areas were already

part of the Final Solution that had been decided

upon and that had begun to be implemented in

autumn 1941. In some towns, fewer than 20 per-

cent of the pre-Occupation Jewish populations

were left in the ghettos. Some of these ghettos

resembled huge labor camps in every respect.

Although almost all the ghettos were located

in Eastern Europe, the Germans did establish

A street in the Lublin ghetto, Poland. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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several ghettos for specific purposes elsewhere. The
most notable of them was that in Theresienstadt,
northwestern Czechoslovakia, to which in 1941–
1945 some 140,000 Jews were deported from
Germany, the Protectorate of Bohemia and

Moravia, and Western European countries.
Responsibility for this ghetto belonged to the SS
Security Police (the RSHA), which transferred its
guarding requirements to the Czech police.
Theresienstadt had been established to concentrate

selected groups of Jews—the elderly, the famous,
or those who had special status in Germany and
Western Europe. In this manner, the Nazis
intended to disprove rumors about the fate of
German Jews who were being deported to the east.

The first groups of Jews from Prague reached this
ghetto in November 1941, but by January 1942
extermination transports were already setting out
from Theresienstadt to Riga, Latvia. Most Jews
who were concentrated in Theresienstadt were sent

in 1942–1944 to be killed at the Auschwitz and
Treblinka death camps in Poland; by late 1944,
only 11,000 remained there.

Another ghetto in Central Europe was that of
Budapest, established in late November 1944.
After approximately 70,000 Jews were led out of
this city on a death march toward the Austrian
border, members of the Hungarian Nazi Party,
the Arrow Cross, which had seized power in
Hungary, set up a ghetto in Budapest, where most
remaining Jews were concentrated. In December
1944–January 1945, the Hungarian Fascists
removed about 20,000 Jews from the ghetto and
murdered them along the banks of the Danube.

JEWISH LIFE IN THE GHETTOS

The Germans left the Jews to their own devices in
many respects. Even before the ghettos were estab-
lished, Jewish councils—Judenräte—were set up in
Polish towns. Their function, in addition to obey-
ing the Germans’ directives, was to oversee the
Jews’ lives. This created an impression of Jewish
autonomy that was illusory, since the powers of the
Judenräte were never entrusted to any Jewish lead-
ers who had been active in the prewar Eastern
European Jewish communities.

The Judenräte were composed of public figures
who had remained in the Jewish communities after
the Occupation began. Once ghettoization had

occurred, the Judenräte had to cope with dire
problems that they could rarely solve. They dealt
with the allocation of apartments and other dwellings
in the ghetto, the removal of waste, the distribution
of food, the welfare and relief of the indigent and
refugees, education, the operation of clinics and
hospitals, and burial of the dead. In many ghettos,
a Jewish police force was established to maintain
public order, control the entrances to the ghetto,
and escort groups of workers who set out from the
ghetto to workplaces in town. In certain ghettos,
the Germans even allowed the Judenräte to manage
an independent branch of the postal service.

The Judenräte in the major ghettos, however,
invested most of their effort toward creating an
economic infrastructure that would provide the
inhabitants with jobs. In ghettos such as those of
Lodz, Białystok, and Vilnius, a systematic network
of workplaces—ghetto workshops and employers
outside the ghetto who hired Jewish workers—
was built in cooperation with the Judenräte.
Ghettos that had such systems were usually more
orderly and stable than the others. Although
chronic shortages of food, clothing, and other
essentials persisted, mass mortality was not in evi-
dence as in the Warsaw ghetto. Many Jews believed
that a productive, well-kept, and functioning
ghetto was the only instrument that might per-
suade the Germans to leave them unharmed and
might increase their prospects of survival.

Community and cultural life continued in
almost all ghettos that had been established in
Eastern Europe. Even in small ghettos, Jews main-
tained their educational, cultural, and religious
institutions as best they could, at the initiative of
the Judenräte or of public activists and intellectuals.
In Warsaw, Lodz, Vilnius, Kaunas, and other
towns, drama groups put on Jewish and non-
Jewish plays for the ghetto public. Public libraries
collected thousands of books from Jewish libraries
that had been shut down, including some that the
Nazis had torched at the beginning of the
Occupation.

Activists in Jewish youth movements were very
important and had an impact on the lives of young
people in the ghettos. In ghettos in the major

cities—Warsaw, Lodz, Kraków, Vilnius, Kaunas,
Białystok—these activists were the most dynamic
group, secretly maintaining informal education
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and cultural and welfare endeavors. They organized
social activity groups for children and young peo-

ple, evening literary events, theater troupes, and

choirs. The youth movements and underground

activists of the former Jewish political parties also
published dozens of underground newspapers in

the Warsaw ghetto, which were disseminated to

other ghettos in occupied Poland. In this way, the

underground activists managed to break through

the isolation that the Germans had imposed on the
Jews in ghettoizing them. They also formed the

core that established the resistance organizations

in the ghettos in 1941–1942.

In early spring 1942, the Germans began to

evacuate the ghettos in Poland as part of a com-

prehensive extermination scheme known as

Operation Reinhardt. The operation started in

Lublin District and culminated in the deportation

of 350,000 Jews from the Warsaw ghetto to

Treblinka for extermination in summer 1942. On

19 July 1942, Heinrich Himmler issued a directive

for the final annihilation of the Jews in the General

Government by the end of 1942, with the excep-

tion of selected groups that would be left behind

for labor in several major cities. In another direc-

tive, on 21 July 1943, Himmler ordered the depor-

tation of these remaining Jews to concentration

camps in the Baltic countries and parts of

Byelorussia. The last ghetto to be liquidated was

that of Lodz, where the remaining Jews, some

70,000 in number, were sent in August 1944 to

the Auschwitz death camp.

See also Holocaust; Warsaw Ghetto.
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n

GIDE, ANDRÉ (1869–1951), French writer
awarded the Nobel Prize for Literature in 1947.

Called France’s ‘‘leading contemporary’’ by
André Rouveyre, André Gide indeed epitomizes
not only the ‘‘great writer’’ but also, before Jean-
Paul Sartre, the committed intellectual. Gide was
never captive to his political commitments, how-
ever, and he always preserved his lucidity and inde-
pendence of mind.

Born in Paris to a family of academics, André-
Paul-Guillaume Gide was educated at the city’s
prestigious École Alsacienne, where he passed his
baccalaureate examination in 1889. The following
year he wrote his first book, The Notebooks of André
Walter (Les Cahiers d’André Walter, 1891). From
then on, literature—writing and incessant read-
ing—would be Gide’s world. During the years
1890–1896 he went in search of himself, traveling,
discovering his homosexuality, writing Fruits of the
Earth (Les nourritures terrestres, 1897) and
Marshlands (Paludes, 1895), and making his first
literary acquaintances, among them Oscar Wilde,
Francis Jammes, and Paul Claudel. In 1895, he
married his cousin Madeleine Rondeaux. A year
later he was elected mayor of La Roque, a com-
mune in Normandy. A supporter of Alfred Dreyfus,
Gide took a great interest in the political problems
of the time. During this period he also became
friends with the Belgian painter Théo van
Rysselberghe and his wife, Maria. Later nicknamed
‘‘la Petite Dame’’ (the Little Lady), Maria was to be
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the faithful chronicler of Gide’s domestic life. In
1923 the van Rysselberghes’ daughter Elisabeth
gave birth to a baby girl, Catherine, whose father
was André Gide.

After the turn of the century Gide published
two major novels, The Immoralist (L’immoraliste)
in 1902 and Strait Is the Gate (La porte étroite) in
1909. Thereafter his literary work would oscillate
between two approaches, the one anchored in real-
ity and involved with contemporary issues, the
other more introspective, more concerned with
formal experiment. At times the two were com-
bined, as in Corydon (1924) or If It Die (Si le grain
ne meurt, 1926), works in which Gide defended his
homosexuality. Both approaches, moreover, were
underpinned by the quest for an ethic lying beyond
all traditional morality. Gide’s public activities like-
wise had a dual aspect, at once literary and political.

In 1908 Gide helped found the influential
Nouvelle revue française (NRF), and a year later
the annual literary and socially progressive ten-day
conferences, led by Paul Desjardins, known as the
Décades de Pontigny. In 1914 Gide broke with the
celebrated dramatist Paul Claudel over a passage in
Gide’s novel The Vatican Cellars (Les caves du
Vatican) that Claudel deemed ‘‘pederastic.’’
During World War I he did aid work with refugees,
especially those arriving from Belgium, and flirted
briefly with the right-wing organization Action
Française. His friend Henri Ghéon converted to
Catholicism, and Gide experienced a religious crisis
of his own (he had himself converted in 1905, but
this act was inconsequential).

After the war Gide resumed his international
literary activism, seeking with Jacques Rivière to bring
about a French-German intellectual rapprochement.
In 1919 he published one of his most-read books,
The Pastoral Symphony (La symphonie pastorale) and
began work on The Counterfeiters (Les faux-mon-
nayeurs, 1925), which would be another great tri-
umph. The 1920s were also years of public political
involvement for Gide, most especially with respect to
the anticolonialist struggle, as witness Voyage au
Congo (1927) and Retour du Tchad (1928), pub-
lished as one volume in English translation as
Travels in the Congo (1929). In the early 1930s
Gide was attracted by communism. As the fascist
threat grew ever more tangible (Hitler’s coming to
power, the burning of the Reichstag, the Stavisky

affair in France), Gide became a fellow traveler, a

militant in the Vigilance Committee of Anti-Fascist

Intellectuals, and a very active participant in the com-

munists’ great international congress ‘‘for the defense

of culture’’ in 1935. The following year he was

invited with a delegation of writers to visit the

Soviet Union, where he even delivered an elegy for

Maxim Gorky on Red Square in the presence of

Stalin. On his return to France, however, he pub-

lished Return from the U.S.S.R. (Retour de l’U.R.S.S.,
1936) and Afterthoughts on the U.S.S.R. (Retouches à
mon retour de l’U.R.S.S., 1937), expressing his dis-

illusion with the Soviet regime and condemning the

cult of personality. Targeted in consequence by the

communist intellectuals, with Louis Aragon leading

the pack, he broke with the party. He went so far as

to lend his support to the Trotskyist POUM

(Workers’ Party of Marxist Unification) fighters

under attack by the communists in Spain. Gide then

gradually withdrew from political action, busied him-

self with the publication of his Journal in the presti-

gious Bibliothèque de la Pléiade, and resumed his

traveling.

During the war and occupation, Gide went first

into internal exile in Provence and later into an

external one in Tunisia and Algeria. In 1941 he

ceased all collaboration with the Nouvelle revue
français, which was now under the control of the

collaborationist Pierre Drieu la Rochelle.

The postwar years were a time of consecration

for Gide. In 1947 he won the Nobel Prize. The

film version of La symphonie pastorale (1946) was a

great success, as was the staging of Les caves du
Vatican at the Comédie-Française in 1950. The

ultimate honor, perhaps, came after Gide’s death,

when in 1952 his complete works were added to

the Vatican’s Index of Prohibited Books.

See also Action Française; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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1236 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



Secondary Sources
Association des Amis d’André Gide. Available at http://
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n

GIEREK, EDWARD (1913–2001), Polish
Communist leader.

Edward Gierek was born in 1913 in the village
of Porąbka near Dąbrowa Górnicza, in the Russian
part of Poland. His father, grandfather, and
great-grandfather had been coal miners; all died
in mining catastrophes. His widowed mother
worked hard to raise him and his sister. In 1920
she remarried, and in 1923 the family migrated to
France in search of job. Edward completed the
French elementary school and, at the age of thir-
teen, started working as a miner. In 1931 he joined
the French Communist Party, and after a strike in
1934, he was deported back to Poland. After two
years of military service, having married and unsuc-
cessfully sought a stable job, he left Poland again,
this time for the coal mines in Belgium. There he
joined the local Communist Party; during the
German occupation he was involved in the
Resistance. In 1945 he joined a pro-communist
Polish association and was elected the chairman
of an immigrant umbrella organization. A young
worker and skillful organizer, who had not been
involved in any of the prewar factions or stained by
their ideological ‘‘deviations,’’ he attracted the
attention of the Polish Communist Party head-
quarters in Warsaw. In 1948 he was called back to
Poland and assigned to the party provincial com-
mittee in Katowice.

In Upper Silesia his miner background helped
him advance through the party ranks. He became a
member of the Central Committee (CC) and direc-
tor of the CC department for heavy industry begin-
ning in 1954, a CC secretary in 1956 and, briefly, a
Politburo member in 1956. In 1952 he became a
deputy in the Sejm or Diet. To the career in
Warsaw he preferred Upper Silesia, where he

returned as the first secretary of the provincial party
committee in the period 1957–1970. In this most
industrialized region of Poland, with the largest
party organization, Gierek built a solid power base.
He earned a reputation as a pragmatic manager,
keeping distance from intra-party factional strug-
gles. He kept the CC secretary position, and in
1959 he regained his seat in the Politburo.
During the student rebellion of 1968 he firmly
supported Władysław Gomułka, as well as the
‘‘anti-Zionist campaign’’ and reprisals against the
students.

When strikes and bloody riots followed an
increase in food prices in December 1970, Gierek
replaced Gomułka as the party’s first secretary. He
managed to calm the unrest, promising economic
reforms, withdrawing from the price increases, and
replacing Gomułka’s men in the party leadership
and government with younger technocrats. They
launched ambitious plans of industrial expansion
and technological modernization, combined with
significant increases in individual consumption.
Investments, wages, and consumption actually
began to grow rapidly, thanks to the importation
of Western technology, Western credits, and the
Soviet blessing under the detente era. Gierek also
improved relations with the Catholic Church,
liberalized cultural policy, and allowed for more
contacts with the West. He paid many visits to
Western capitals and hosted many Western leaders,
while enjoying very good relations with the Soviet
leader Leonid Brezhnev.

Yet the economic miracle did not last long.
Since the mid-1970s, the consequences of a lack
of structural reforms combined with the economic
downturn in the West put increasing strains on
Poland. Attempts to remedy the situation through
economic maneuvers (including price increases)
did not improve matters but brought riots to
Radom and Ursus (1976), which were violently
suppressed. Through late 1970s, foreign debt,
food shortages, and queues in shops grew. Gierek
and the regime were losing authority, especially
since the election of the Polish pope John Paul II
in 1978. Now dependent on Western credit, the
regime tolerated emerging opposition groups.
Another price increase in summer 1980 set off
protests across the country, which culminated in a
massive strike in the coastal cities. To avoid the
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bloody scenario of 1970, the party leadership
accepted strikers’ demands, including the right to
strike and the independent Solidarity trade unions,
and removed Gierek from power a few days later.
He and his friends were removed from the
Politburo, the CC, and the party and were blamed
for all the trouble and the various alleged abuses.
When Poland’s military leader Wojciech Jaruzelski
introduced martial law the next year, he even
interned Gierek and some of his collaborators for
several months.

Through the 1980s Gierek remained politically
marginalized. In the 1990s, when the social costs
of economic transformation made many Poles nos-
talgic about the ‘‘old good days’’ of his rule, Gierek
regained much popular sympathy, despite remind-
ers from economists of the debt that Poland was
continuing to pay back. Until his death in 2001
Gierek lived in his native region, where he pub-
lished his memoirs Przerwana dekada (1990) and
Replika (1990).

See also Eastern Bloc; Gomułka, Władysław; Jaruzelski,
Wojciech; Poland; Solidarity; Warsaw Pact.
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GIOLITTI, GIOVANNI (1842–1928),
Italian politician.

Statesman Giovanni Giolitti embodied liberal
Italy, its progress and its final failure when fascism
came to power. He dominated two decades of Italian
political history to the point that historians speak of
an ‘‘età giolittiana’’ (age of Giolitti). The statesman
from the Piedmont left a rather controversial image
of himself that recent historiography has revisited in
a more favorable light.

After studying law, Giolitti began his prefectorial
(civil service) career in 1862 and was elected deputy
in parliament in 1882. He served as prime minister
in 1892–1893 and was minister of the interior in
the Giuseppe Zanardelli government in 1901–1902.

He became prime minister once again in 1903, a
post he would keep, with only a few brief interrup-
tions, until World War I. He came back to power in
the context of a postwar political and social crisis.

Giolitti encouraged the liberalization of Italian
political life. He worked hard to consolidate the
unitary state’s social foundations by broadening
the nation’s political participation. This political
modernization process would be accompanied by
important economic and social transformations.
Italy’s industrial takeoff took place in the 1900s
and gave birth to a bourgeois business class.
Being pragmatic, not dogmatic, Giolitti wanted to
be the man of ‘‘the fair middle.’’ He invited leaders
of the Socialist Party to enter the government on
several occasions. Simultaneously, he wanted to
encourage Catholics to participate in the nation’s
political life, as they had remained marginal since
1870 due to the conflict between the Vatican and
the Italian state. Therefore the ‘‘Gentiloni Pact’’ was
passed in 1913, after Count Vincenzo Gentiloni,
leader of the Electoral Union, a Catholic lobby,
proposed a pact with the moderate candidates of
Giolitti’s party, promising the support of Catholic
votes to those who advocated Christian values in the
Chamber of Deputies (with regard to divorce,
family, education, and other issues). A new electoral
law in 1912 established a system of universal suf-
frage for males aged twenty-one and older (thirty
years for illiterates). The administration enjoyed
tremendous growth under Giolitti, expanding the
role of the state in the life of the country.

Giolitti’s liberalism found its limits with the
development of social movements, particularly in
the south of Italy, where he justified police repres-
sion of strikers and protestors. Giolitti was also
criticized by right-wing, nationalist Italians, whose
organizations and ideas were flourishing at the
beginning of the century. They denounced
Giolitti’s ‘‘Italietta’’ (little Italy), the lack of the ideal
of national grandeur, and his ‘‘politician’s’’ politics.

Giolitti’s career was also stained by corruption.
The Banca Romana (Rome Bank) case (in which he
promoted the bank’s allegedly corrupt director to
senatorial rank) forced him to resign his position as
prime minister in 1893, interrupting his career. But
Giolitti was especially reproached for ‘‘giolittism,’’
which consisted in governing with the support of
parliamentary majorities where political differences
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and ideology mattered less than clienteles. The

Italian historian Gaetano Salvemini stigmatized

Giolitti’s methods of governing, particularly in the

south, labeling him the ‘‘ministro della malavita’’

(minister of the underworld). While his methods

of governing brought about political stability, they

also contributed to postponing in-depth social

democratization, the differences between parties

resting more on network and clientele rivalries

rather than on opposing programs or ideas.

Giolitti’s impact was also important in terms of

foreign policy. He remained a partisan of Italy’s loy-

alty to the ‘‘Triplice’’ (alliance with Germany and

Austria-Hungary), regularly reaffirmed until 1912.

Pressured by certain financial institutions, particularly

the Banco di Roma, a group of moderate Catholics

and Italian nationalists, he decided—with the king’s

assent, but without consulting parliament—to invade

Libya, making it an Italian possession with the Treaty

of Lausanne in October 1912. The conquest of Libya

triggered a wave of nationalist sentiment and divided

Italian socialists, some of whom were sensitive to the

nationalist theme of ‘‘the proletarian nation’’ driven

to find new territories to migrate to. Giolitti resigned

in March of 1914 and failed to prevent Italy’s parti-

cipation in World War I, when it sided with the Allies

in 1915.

Giolitti’s last term in power (June 1920–June

1921) has become one of the most discussed pe-

riods of his career. Though he was firm in dealing

with the seizure of Fiume by Gabriele D’Annunzio

and his legionnaires, chasing them out of Trieste in

December 1920, he let the social and political crisis

that gripped Italy after the war deteriorate. In the

same way that other politicians of the Liberal Party

had, he underestimated the Fascist danger, sup-

porting, for example, the Acerbo electoral law proj-

ect when he was president of the parliamentary

commission, which changed the law to favor the

Fascist Party, dealing a decisive blow to democracy.

After the Fascist March on Rome in 1922, Giolitti

remained in Parliament, as part of the antifascist

opposition after 1925, until his death in 1928.

See also Fascism; Italy.
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GISCARD D’ESTAING, VALÉRY
(b. 1926), French politician.

Valéry Giscard d’Estaing became the third pre-
sident of the French Fifth Republic after Charles de
Gaulle (1890–1970) resigned in 1969 and Georges
Pompidou (1911–1974) died in office in 1974.
He was just fifty-five years old when his short but
brilliant political career suddenly came to an end,
when he lost reelection to a second term as presi-
dent in 1981 to François Mitterrand (1916–1996).

Despite his aristocratic name (his father and
uncle persuaded the authorities to add ‘‘d’Estaing’’
to Giscard), he in fact belonged to the upper-middle-
class worlds of business, public administration,
and politics, where he succeeded his paternal grand-
father Jacques Bardoux (1874–1959) in 1956 in
becoming the representative of Puy-de-Dôme in
Auvergne.

Giscard d’Estaing was accepted into the École
Polytechnique in 1946, then to the École National
d’administration, from which he emerged a state
finance inspector in 1954. He was not destined to
spend much time in public administration and
launched his political career almost immediately
thereafter. He entered into his destiny when, after
de Gaulle returned to power in the 1962 elections,
his friends on the traditional right condemned the
general’s Algerian policy, whereas Giscard d’Estaing
chose to remain loyal to him by forming the Groupe
des Républicains Indépendants, which became the
second largest pillar, although still a quite small one,
in the Gaullist electoral ‘‘majority.’’

Financial management was to become Giscard
d’Estaing’s specialty. He quickly became finance
minister on 19 January 1962 after having held

several secretarial-level positions, where he
remained until 1966 before returning in 1969 until
1974, through the successive governments of
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Jacques Chaban-Delmas (1915–2000) and Pierre
Messmer (b. 1916). Giscard d’Estaing’s ambitions
were not limited to financial planning. When he
was forced to resign in 1966 following the me-
diocre results of an economic stabilization plan,

he distanced himself from de Gaulle. Giscard
d’Estaing sought to differentiate himself in the
legislative campaign of 1967 by accompanying his
‘‘yes’’ to the Gaullist Majority with a ‘‘but’’
designed to preserve his capacity to form indepen-

dent judgments. He criticized the ‘‘lone exercise of
power’’ after de Gaulle made his famous declara-
tions concerning a ‘‘self-assured and dominant
Israel’’ and ‘‘Free Quebec.’’ He even supported
the ‘‘no’’ vote in the 1969 referendum that led to

de Gaulle’s final resignation.

His objective was clearly the presidency of

the Republic, which he already had in mind dur-
ing the elections of 1969 when, only forty-five
years old, he chose the path of self-effacement
behind the candidacy of Pompidou. But ambi-
tions, to be realized, require favorable circum-

stances, and a two-term Pompidou presidency
threatened to leave him in office until 1983.
When Pompidou contracted a rare form of leu-
kemia that led to his death in 1974, Giscard
d’Estaing decided to seize the opportunity, espe-

cially in that he considered Gaullism to be at least
in part finished. The ‘‘majority’’ had largely lost
the support of the segment of the Left that had
joined forces with de Gaulle in 1958. His elec-
toral base regrouped on the right. In the first

round of voting Giscard d’Estaing distanced himself
completely from the Gaullist candidate Chaban-
Delmas and was elected in the second round. The
results were extremely close. With the support of

the fast-growing Union of the Left, François
Mitterrand closed the gap to within 2 percent of
total votes cast.

As president of the Republic, Giscard d’Estaing
fully intended to prove that a ‘‘new era’’ character-
ized by youthfulness and change had begun—he
was just fifty years old—and an entire series of
reforms were indeed enacted, including the legali-
zation of no-fault divorce and abortion, the reduc-
tion of the voting age to eighteen, changes in the
national television organization, and democratiza-
tion of secondary education. In certain cases the
Left appreciated these reforms more than did

Giscard d’Estaing’s own right-wing majority.

However the new president encountered at least

two major obstacles: the economic recession that

began in 1974 and lasted, with greater or lesser

intensity, until the end of the decade, and his fail-

ure to gain the full loyalty of the Gaullist move-

ment. Although he initially believed he would

succeed by naming as prime minister a young

Gaullist by the name of Jacques Chirac (b. 1932),

the good relations were not to last and after two

years a merciless war erupted within the confines of

the majority between ‘‘Gaullistes’’ and ‘‘Giscar-

diens.’’ A portion of the Gaullists had already

refrained from voting for Giscard d’Estaing in 1974

and his contemptuous attitude toward them did little

to smooth things over. At the same time left-wing

forces continued to gather throughout the country.

Although Giscard d’Estaing retained some small

hope of winning the elections in 1981, the effects

of the recession, the rise of the Left, the hostility

harbored toward him by one segment of the

Gaullist movement, and the ‘‘Diamond Affair’’ (he

had been accused of receiving several diamonds as a

gift from an African dictator) all combined in

Mitterrand’s favor, leading him to prevail over

Giscard d’Estaing by 3 percent.

Although initially stunned by his defeat,

Giscard d’Estaing would later seek to overcome it.

However, even though he often had important

political roles to play in the future, including a final

act in 2002 as president of the convention to draft

a new European Constitution—one that was

turned down by French voters in May 2005—he

never managed to regain the highest ranks. Despite

his long life, his political career turned out to be

short, not only because of changed circumstances

but also because he never truly learned to be pop-

ular. General de Gaulle had already said it once

before: ‘‘The people will be his difficulty.’’

See also European Constitution 2004–2005; France.
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Rémond, René. Le siècle dernier (1918–2002). Paris, 2003.

JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

GLASNOST. See Gorbachev, Mikhail; Perestroika.

n

GLEMP, JÓZEF (b. 1929), Polish cardinal
and primate of Poland.

The son of a miner, Kazimierz, and his wife,
Salomea, Józef Glemp was sent to forced labor in
Germany during the Nazi occupation of Poland and
did not complete high school until May 1950.
Several months later he began training for the priest-
hood in Gniezno and Poznań, and was ordained on
25 May 1956. His first posts involved work with
young people, including chaplaincy in homes for
incurably ill children and youthful offenders, as well
as a prefecture in a secondary school for girls.

In 1958 Glemp went to Rome for studies in
canon and civil law at the Pontifical Lateran
University, which he completed four years later.
In 1964 he defended a doctorate on ‘‘The
Evolution of the Concept of Legal Fiction.’’
During these years he also witnessed firsthand the
workings of the Second Vatican Council.

In 1964 Glemp returned to Gniezno, the seat
of the primate of Poland, and worked in the educa-
tion of priests but also as consultor to the primatial
tribunal on ratified and nonconsummated mar-
riage. He advanced to the secretariat of the primate
in December 1967 and became a close collaborator
and member of the household of Cardinal Stefan
Wyszyński, accompanying the Polish primate on
numerous meetings with Pope Paul VI and with

functionaries of the Polish communist regime. He
served as the cardinal’s chaplain. Within the secre-
tariat Glemp acted as specialist on legal issues,
especially marriage cases, but also as press officer.
Throughout this period he also found time to
teach Roman law and matrimonial canon law at
the Academy of Catholic Theology in Warsaw.
This activity ceased in March 1979, when he
became bishop of the northeastern diocese of
Warmia.

On 7 July 1981, following the death of
Cardinal Wyszyński two months earlier, Glemp
became archbishop of Gniezno and Warsaw, and
thus the primate of Poland (he was appointed car-
dinal in February 1983). Largely unknown to the
Polish public and less charismatic than his prede-
cessor, Glemp soon faced the challenges of media-
tion between the communist state and the trade
union Solidarity in a deepening economic and poli-
tical crisis. He warned both sides of their obliga-
tions to protect Poland from bloodshed.

After martial law was declared in December
1981, Glemp continued a low-key posture of me-
diation, failing to speak out in clearly critical terms
against the state. This cost him sympathy among
more radical members of clergy and laity but per-
mitted real concessions, such as permission for the
church to aid detainees and for a second visit to
Poland of Pope John Paul II in the summer of
1983. He accompanied John Paul in subsequent
pilgrimages to Poland in 1987, 1991, 1995, 1997,
and 1999, as well as on trips to other countries.

Like the Polish pope, Glemp propounded a
rigorously conservative Catholic morality, with
high vigilance to banish all thought of homosexual
unions and to keep the divorced away from
the sacraments of the church. But politically his
conservatism went a step further to the right than
the pope’s, into the realm of Polish National
Democracy, which envisions Poland in ethnic
terms. A reflection of this leaning was a particular
insensitivity on the Jewish question, which surfaced
repeatedly since the collapse of communism in 1989.

In the 1990s controversy centered on the con-
struction of a convent and the planting of a multi-
tude of crosses near the camp grounds of
Auschwitz, things injurious to the sensitivities of
many Jews. Glemp vacillated and failed to promote

G L E M P , J Ó Z E F
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conciliatory positions, and at one point attacked
critics for their ‘‘Jewish arrogance.’’ In 2001 he
rejected invitations to take part in a commemora-
tion of the murder of Jews by Poles in the Polish
town of Jedwabne sixty years earlier, and wondered
whether ‘‘Jews should not recognize that they are
guilty toward Poles, especially in their cooperation
with the Bolsheviks and collusion in the deporta-
tions to Siberia’’ (Rzeczpospolita, 15 May 2001)
Instead he held a mass of atonement in a Warsaw
church that permitted a ‘‘patriotic’’ bookstore to
operate in its basement, selling such works as the
anti-Semitic Protocols of the Elders of Zion. Asked
about his tolerance of this bookstore, or national
chauvinist Catholic newspapers (Nasz Dziennik)
and radio stations (Radio Maryja), Glemp or his
representatives argued that they could not limit
freedom of speech. Yet the church did act to censor
one moderate priest, Stanisław Musiał, who had
opposed the setting up of crosses at Auschwitz as an
expression not of Christian love but of its opposite.

The 1990s witnessed vigorous forays of the
institutional church into education and public
morality, with at times successful efforts to roll
back abortion rights. Critics maintain that such
high political visibility has damaged the church,
yet statistics show continued high Mass atten-
dance among Poles, as well as the growth of cer-
tain devotions. As in Western countries, however,
Poland too is experiencing a decline in religious
vocations.

In March 2004 Cardinal Glemp stepped down
as chair of the Episcopate of Poland and was
replaced by the archbishop of Przemysł, Józef
Michalik.

See also Catholicism; John Paul II; Poland.
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GLOBALIZATION. Globalization is an
attractive analytic frame that frequently lacks
empirical and historical specificity. In a review
article on the concept, Mauro F. Guillen lists five
questions that dominate the globalization litera-
ture and that typically yield competing and
contradictory answers. First, is globalization hap-
pening? Second, does globalization produce con-
vergence? Third, does globalization undermine the
authority of the nation-state? Fourth, are globaliza-
tion and modernity the same entity? And fifth, is
there such a thing as a global culture? Each one
of these questions addresses the situation in the
early twenty-first century. In a 2005 article, Peer
C. Fiss and Paul M. Hirsch map the emergence of
the term globalization in the mass media and books
in print. They demonstrate that a ‘‘discourse’’
around globalization began to appear in the mid-
1980s and accelerated in the late 1990s as evidenced
by an increase in the number of media mentions of
the term.

GLOBALIZATION AS A HISTORICAL

PHENOMENON

The discourse on globalization may be relatively
new, but the process that the term describes began

the first moment traders set sail in the 1300s in

search of tea and spices. If we conceptualize global-

ization as the trans-border flow of capital, goods,

persons, and, at a later stage, information, then we

can properly date the beginning of a modern global

universe in what Eric Hobsbawm calls the ‘‘Age of

Capital’’—the period between 1848 and 1875

when improvements in transportation and commu-

nications made global exchange possible and rela-

tively efficient.

Historians generally date the first wave of

global capitalism from around 1880 to World

War I and the second wave during the years fol-

lowing World War II. (The interwar period does

not figure prominently in discussions of globaliza-

tion because these years were dominated by eco-

nomic depression and protectionism.) Much of

the discussion of the first period is focused upon

Europe; the second period focuses on the United

States. Only since the 1980s has the discussion of

globalization incorporated what is in fact the

globe.
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1880 TO 1914: IMMIGRATION

AND TECHNOLOGY

Most historical accounts identify the period

between 1880 and 1914 as the takeoff years of

globalization—years during which capital and peo-

ple crossed borders at ever-accelerating rates.

Sidney Pollard provides statistics that demonstrate

an almost tenfold increase in exports between 1830

and 1910. As trade was increasing, information and

standardization of temporal and spatial processes

were evolving. Mass media, in the form of news-

papers, became more salient as sources of informa-

tion as literacy rates were inching up in Europe and

America. Europe did not achieve universal literacy

until after World War II, but language standardiza-

tion and compulsory education were beginning to

have their effects in the years before World War I.

The early 1900s also saw the beginnings of radio

and the cinema, both of which would play signifi-

cant roles in the national and international politics

of the 1920s and 1930s and come to full devel-

opment after World War II. Standardization prac-

tices from passports to national currencies and

international exchange rates flourished during

this period; for example, in 1884 twenty-five

nation-states agreed to divide the world into time

zones.

The years between 1880 and 1914 were a

breakthrough period in the realm of transporta-

tion. Shipping was modernized, national railway

systems were developed, and the airplane emerged

on the scene. Charles Lindbergh did not land at Le

Bourget, France, until 1927, and it was not until

1958 that the first commercial jet crossed the

Atlantic; however, the development in the late

nineteenth century of a transportation infrastruc-

ture capable of taking people across oceans and

continents with relative efficiency helped spur a

wave of migration from Europe to the United

States. Jeffrey G. Williamson accounts for some

of the economic consequences of this migration.

He marshals an array of economic data to show that

immigration from the poorer countries of Europe—

Italy, Sweden, and Ireland—depressed wages in the

United States while it raised wages in the countries

of out-migration. The combination of capital

flows and immigration in the period leading up to

World War I created a convergence that para-

doxically disadvantaged the United States while

advantaging the poorer countries of Europe.
Given this fact, it is not surprising that U.S. immi-
gration policy in the 1920s introduced quotas and
that Americans were wary of such ventures as the
League of Nations.

The first period of globalization, in which
Britain and its colonies were the driving force,
began with empire and ended with war. In the
aftermath of the war, two events would have
long-term consequences. First, the Treaty of
Versailles and the carving up of what had been
the Ottoman Empire set up a pattern of colonial-
ism and resentment that dominates Middle Eastern
politics to the present day. An innocuous develop-
ment at the time, Britain seemed to be getting its
due as a major imperial power as it carved up
territories and displaced groups such as the Kurds
and the Palestinians. The second outcome of the
first period of globalization was the world depres-
sion that not only brought in Nazism and fascism
but also ushered in a period of protectionism or
autarky in all the major nation-states of Europe and
in the United States.

1945 TO THE NEW MILLENNIUM: THE

AMERICAN CENTURY

Whereas Britain had been the leader in globaliza-
tion in the pre-1914 period, the United States
became the leader after the Second World War.
Henry Luce, founder of the Time magazine con-
glomerate, famously predicted that the post–World
War II period would be the ‘‘American century.’’
Despite the apparent national hubris of Luce’s
claim, the United States was the undisputed world
leader arguably through the 1970s. The nation saw
itself as a protector of democracy and freedom
and an international bulwark against communism
during the Cold War. But despite Korea and
Vietnam and the presence of U.S. missiles on
European soil, the United States was an empire of
goods, not of guns.

Victoria De Grazia makes this point elegantly,
arguing that the battle against communism would
be won by socializing Europeans into the American
‘‘standard of living.’’ Consumption was the linch-
pin of Americanization. As De Grazia reports,
Woodrow Wilson had realized the connection
between democracy and consumption in 1916
when he attempted to persuade a convention of
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salesmen that statecraft and salesmanship were
linked. Wilson’s success on this particular issue is
unknown; however, the groundwork for the
‘‘Americanization’’ of Europe was laid in the
1920s and 1930s when U.S. advertising agencies
and firms set up shop in Europe. The political
turmoil in interwar Europe militated against a
large-scale embrace of U.S. products and consump-
tion regimes. It was during the post–World War II
recovery, particularly with some of the cultural
propaganda of the Marshall Plan, that the link
between democracy and goods began to take hold
on European soil, however tenuously. The idea was
that American goods and American-style produc-
tion practices would produce the standard of living
that would fight off the advance of European
communism.

Cultural globalization began to take hold as
American movies that had been popular in
Europe during the 1920s and 1930s asserted their
presence in the 1950s and 1960s. American film
was in the avant-garde of such global phenomena
as rock music, which leveled cultural distinctions.
Ironically, the big American success story was in
the world of material consumption—food and
drink. Coca-Cola reached its peak in the 1960s,
with McDonald’s superseding it beginning in the
1970s. McDonald’s became such a symbol of
Americanization and globalization that the French
activist farmer José Bové could burn a McDonald’s
under construction in the north of France in 1999
and the media and the public would understand
the significance of his target.

With viable communist parties in France and
Italy, the threat of communism was not an
American fantasy. However, there were several
other forces at work that mitigated the effects of
an American Empire of goods on European soil.
Europe developed its own solutions to the problem
of communism and markets. One solution was
the Treaty of Rome in 1957 which ushered in
the European Common Market. And when the
French foreign minister Robert Schuman proposed
the creation of the European Coal and Steel
Community in 1950, he had peace as well as eco-
nomics on his mind. Containing Germany, as well
as the spread of communism, was a postwar prior-
ity. In contrast to U.S. citizens who experienced
the Cold War through media propaganda, the Iron

Curtain was real to those who lived in close proxi-
mity to Eastern Europe.

U.S. goods and free markets competed with
European planned economies from the 1950s
through the 1970s. The European postwar settle-
ment aimed at growth, but it also aimed at contain-
ment of communism within Western Europe.
Corporatist policies that brought business and
labor together produced European welfare states
as well as ‘‘thirty glorious years’’ of European pros-
perity. Europe and the United States were trading
partners and the driving forces behind globaliza-
tion, and with decolonization and the opening of
markets in Latin America and Africa the character
of trade gradually began to change.

The major continuity between early globaliza-
tion and midcentury globalization was that
Europe and the United States remained the key
players. But a series of events beginning in the
1980s radically altered the economic landscape.
First, a change in the character of immigration
in both Europe and the United States altered
the structure of labor markets and strategies of
social and political incorporation. In postwar
Europe migrants were guest workers from the
poorer south—Italy, Spain, and Portugal—who
migrated to the rich European core to fill tem-
porary jobs in industry. This changed as the
southern tier became richer and more immigrants
flooded into France from former colonies and
into Germany from Turkey. Suddenly there were
migrants who would not return to their native
lands and who by virtue of being Muslim were
not considered properly European. The United
States saw a parallel migration of persons from
Mexico and Central America, many of whom
entered the country illegally.

The second major change was that in 1989 the
Iron Curtain fell, and suddenly Eastern Europe and
Russia had to be factored into European and global
markets. The third major change was the advance
of technology. Until the early 1980s building a
bigger and faster jet plane was considered the
cutting edge of transportation and communica-
tions technology. Beginning in the 1980s a virtual
revolution took place, bringing computers, the
Internet, cell phones. The Internet made cyber-
marketing possible and detached markets from
both time and space. Lastly, Asia became a major
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player in global capital markets beginning in the
1980s. The acceleration of what Europeans call
neoliberalism and what Americans view as free-
market capitalism is a response to these accumu-
lated structural and political changes as well as an
attempt to retain a position of dominance in the
new global economy.

CONCLUSION: HISTORICAL LESSONS

The accelerated pace of European integration,
known in Europe as Europeanization, is one sign
that Europe and America no longer dominate global
markets. Peter J. Katzenstein has argued that the
locus of economic power has shifted to permeable
regional alliances. Most social scientists agree that the
world has entered a transterritorial or global age,
although they are sometimes at a loss as to how to
specify it. The lesson that might be taken from both
early and post–World War II globalization is that
expansion brings political costs. Nation-states do
not give up economic dominance easily. In spring
2005 both France and the Netherlands rejected the
proposed European Constitution—albeit for differ-
ent reasons. In France the public widely viewed it as a
blueprint for globalization; the French prime minister
spoke of ‘‘economic patriotism.’’ In the United
States, immigration rules were being tightened and
vigilantes patrolled the country’s southern borders.

A new age of protectionism and economic national-

ism in a world of cybermarkets and Chinese advance

was worrisome. The 1920s and 1930s, the period

between the first and second waves of globalization,

were not good years for economic growth and

human rights—perhaps a lesson that twenty-first-cen-

tury elites and citizens should heed.

See also Americanization; Anti-Americanism; European
Constitution 2004–2005; European Union.
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GODARD, JEAN-LUC (b. 1930), French
filmmaker.

Born in 1930 into a Protestant bourgeois
family, from an early age Jean-Luc Godard fre-
quented Henri Langlois’s French Cinémathèque
religiously. He met André Bazin, François
Truffaut, Jacques Rivette, and Eric Rohmer there,
and joined them as a writer for the Cahiers du
cinéma (Cinema notebooks). In this journal, he
criticized the established norms and defended the
famous idea of ‘‘la politique des auteurs’’ (politics
of the author), which stated that a filmmaker
should only make his film according to his own
personal preoccupations. It was with this in mind
that, when he began filmmaking himself, he joined
what was called the new wave.

This movement, which was developed between
1957 and 1962, was in utter conflict with the film
production ideas of the time and was characterized
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by great creative freedom. The new wave movement
includes a group of films that, whether explicitly or
implicitly, dealt with existential, social, or political
issues. Despite the great variety of personalities that
made up the movement, it can be said that it was a
school whose films were impertinent, playful, inven-
tive, and whose aesthetic choices, while encouraging
improvisation, had many things in common with
modern art. At the same time, it was a kind of
cinema that constantly referred to the history of
cinema, which these young movie buffs usually
knew well (they appreciated the classics of the silent
era, but also American films, especially those of
Alfred Hitchcock and Howard Hawks).

In 1959, after having made four short films,
Godard used a script by Truffaut to make his land-
mark film À bout de souffle (1960; Breathless). The
originality of the script, the ‘‘B’’ movie characters,
the very modern acting method of the actors
(the unforgettable Jean Seberg and Jean-Paul
Belmondo), and the syncopated editing were strik-
ing to contemporary moviegoers. The producer,
Georges de Beauregard, would go on to finance
six more of the filmmaker’s full-length films: Le petit
soldat in 1960 (The Little Soldier was banned for
three years by French censure because of its refer-
ences to the war in Algeria), Une femme est une
femme (A Woman Is a Woman) in 1961, Les cara-
biniers and Le Mépris (The Riflemen and Contempt)
in 1963, and Made in U.S.A. in 1966.

From one film to the next, Godard explored
every aspect of cinematographic expression and
became a politically engaged artist. After having very
subtly referenced Vietnam in Pierrot le fou (1965),
Masculin, féminin (1966; Masculine-Feminine),
Made in U.S.A., and more directly in La Chinoise
(1967; The Chinese Woman), he entered a period of
activism with his collaboration in the group project
film Loin du Vietnam (Far from Vietnam) in 1967.
His contribution, the short film Camera Eye, was a
brutal confrontation between political speech and
its practice, a process that seeks to expose the
mechanics of film to better denounce the illusion
of an image’s realistic objectivity. Very similar to
the Brechtian method, this putting into perspective
of the devices of cinema hinders any belief in what
is shown to benefit critical judgment, changing
the viewer’s involvement from passivity to active
comprehension. Filmed with a large Mitchell

camera, the filmmaker began (the voiceover is the
voice of Godard) by asking how the Vietnamese
cause could be represented. To that end, he
declared that if he had been a cameraman for
American or Soviet news networks, he would have
recorded the effects of the bombings on farmers.
But he never received permission to go to Vietnam.
According to Godard, this difficulty to endorse
creative responsibility was even greater, as far as
he was concerned, because his films primarily tar-
geted intellectuals, a small community of cultured
people, and not the masses. He focused on the
gap that separated him from the working class
who did not go see his films. Consequently, he
deemed that the only solution was to let himself
be completely absorbed by Vietnam. His film, he
said, was not just a war film but a general symbol
of resistance that would serve as a political frame-
work to express any form of opposition.

After this film, Godard’s approach to movie-
making rested primarily on questioning his own
view of films, in which ‘‘the images serve not to
see but to think,’’ as he said. All of his following
works (the most emblematic of which was Passion,
made in 1982), beyond the constraints of reality,
expressed this will to escape from dominant cul-
tural models, in order to constantly question his
own creative methods. From this point of view,
his most ambitious enterprise was his Histoire(s)
du cinéma (1989, 1997, 1998), an idea that dated
back to 1975 but started off in 1980 with a
book titled Introduction à une véritable histoire
du cinéma (Introduction to a true history of
film), which afterward became a film in eight
parts, more than five hours long, about art his-
tory, humanity, and the shattering events of the
twentieth century.

This tremendous work of collage and juxtapo-
sition of images (his own and others’) and sounds,
interspersed with digressions and reflections
(voiced by Godard himself), is a meditation on and
retrospective vision of the place of film in human
society that is simultaneously mournful and full of
pertinence and beauty. In other words, it is film in
the century, and the century in film. The result was
dizzying but fascinating editing, lyrical as well as
elliptical, saturated with aesthetic, philosophical, poli-
tical, and religious references. Melancholy, poetry,
light-heartedness, and humor melded together.
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As a painter before his palette (which, in his

case, would be graphic), Godard exposed the links,

the relationships, and the similarities between paint-
ing and film, inspired by Élie Faure and André

Malraux. From For Ever Mozart (1996) to Notre
musique (2004; Our Music), most of Godard’s films
have been molded by the idea that film is not the

witness but the analyst of history, far from the

alleged duty of objectivity advocated by some audio-

visual productions that are completely formatted for
television (and, here, his films were also critical of

the media). However, film is but one element in the

great history of representation. It is an element,
according to Godard’s pessimism, that is in danger

of disappearing, whose traces are perishable due to

the very nature of the material that supports it. If the

prophecy comes true, it is clear that his body of
work, and his Histoire(s) du cinéma in particular,

will serve as one of film’s most beautiful graves.

See also Cinema; French New Wave; Situationism.
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GOEBBELS, JOSEF (1897–1945), Nazi
minister for public enlightenment and propaganda.

Josef Goebbels was born in the Rhenish town
of Rheydt, the pampered son of lower-middle-class
Catholics. He was loved by his parents and four
siblings but his childhood and adolescence were
characterized by painful social marginalization that

Jean Yanne and Mireille Darc in a scene from Jean-Luc Godard’s Weekend, 1967. The story of a couple’s

weekend excursion to the countryside is told through a series of often-bizarre images satirizing modern life. COPERNIC/COMACICO/

ASCOT/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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resulted from his physical shortcomings, most nota-
bly a clubfoot. Goebbels graduated from secondary
school in 1917 and, having been exempted from
service in the German military as a consequence of
his disability, he matriculated that same year at the
University of Bonn. In 1921 he was awarded a
doctorate from the University of Heidelberg after
completing a dissertation on a German Romantic
playwright under the supervision of the Jewish
Germanist Max von Waldberg. Goebbels spent the
next several years in an unsuccessful effort to establish
himself as a journalist and writer.

THE NAZI PARTY’S RISE TO POWER

In the summer of 1924, Goebbels attended a meet-
ing of several völkisch (nationalist-racist) groups,
including the still politically marginal National
Socialist German Workers’ (Nazi) Party. Convinced
that he had found his calling in life, Goebbels began
devoting his energies to Germany’s political situation,
writing and lecturing on behalf of National Socialism.
Over the course of the next couple of years,
Goebbels’s success as a public speaker, as well as his
intensive involvement in publications such as the
National Socialist Letters, established him as an
important representative of the north German, left-
wing (i.e., pro-worker) branch of the Nazi movement
around Gregor Strasser.

A series of meetings with Adolf Hitler in
Munich in the spring of 1926 proved to be a turn-
ing point in Goebbels’s life. Despite previous mis-
givings regarding Hitler and the south German
branch of the Nazi movement, Goebbels returned
to Berlin under Hitler’s spell, convinced of his
genius and leadership abilities. Hitler rewarded
Goebbels’s change of allegiances by appointing
him head of the Nazi Party for the Berlin district.
It was here that Goebbels developed the style and
substance of his propaganda. As founder and editor
of the Nazi newspaper Der Angriff, he liberally
peppered his articles with slanderous statements
and insults of city and state officials in an effort to
mobilize, rather than simply inform, his readers.
Slandering was a means, as he stated in an article
in 1929, ‘‘to unleash volcanic passions, outbreaks
of rage, to set masses of people on the march’’
(Fest, p. 92). Nor was mobilization to be accom-
plished solely by inflammatory articles and speeches;
Goebbels regularly organized street and beer-hall

brawls between Nazi stormtroopers and political
opponents such as communists and socialists. In
1930 Nazi thugs disguised as ordinary moviegoers
disrupted the Berlin premiere of All Quiet on the
Western Front; this was one of many episodes
intended to demonstrate to Germans the dynamism
and audacity of National Socialism.

GOEBBELS’S ROLE IN THE THIRD REICH

The creation of the Nazi dictatorship in 1933 pro-
vided Goebbels with the opportunity to apply his
propaganda skills to the entire country. Appointed
minister for public enlightenment and propaganda in
March 1933, Goebbels sought to transform the
German people into ardent National Socialists so
that they would ‘‘think uniformly, . . . react uni-
formly, and . . . place themselves body and soul at
the disposal of the government’’ (Reuth, p. 172).
He subjected the country to a highly orchestrated
program of suggestive National Socialist spectacles,
slogans, and images intended to engage the German
audience primarily on an emotional level. Goebbels’s
ministry organized public book burnings and

Josef Goebbels (left) and Hermann Goering confer in

September 1936. LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
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festivals celebrating new National Socialist holidays,
such Hitler’s birthday, as well as special events, such
as the Olympic Games in 1936. Popular media,
including newspapers and the radio, were put under
government control, and the ministry also supported
the ‘‘Nazification’’ of German culture, including the
purge of ‘‘un-German’’ and ‘‘degenerate’’ attitudes
and individuals. The National Chamber of Culture,
created by Goebbels in the fall of 1933, determined
which authors, musicians, journalists, artists, and
actors would be permitted to practice their profes-
sions, rewarding the regime’s racial and political
supporters and blacklisting its opponents. In 1937
Goebbels organized an exhibition of ‘‘degenerate’’
art by artists such as Ernst Barlach, Max Beckmann,
and Oskar Kokoschka. Goebbels’s direct involve-
ment in cultural and artistic matters was especially
strong in the film industry; he often involved himself
at every stage of production, selecting the movies
that were to be made, casting particular actresses
and actors, and supervising the film’s editing and
distribution.

Goebbels’s most important contribution to the
Third Reich was his role in the development and
dissemination of a pseudo-religious cult worshiping
Hitler. According to this Hitler myth, Hitler—the
personification of the German Volk, or people—
was responsible for Germany’s economic successes
and its diplomatic and military victories during the
1930s and early 1940s. The Hitler myth played a
crucial role in binding the German people to Hitler
as well as holding together the disparate elements of
the Nazi Party.

The German defeat at Stalingrad in 1943 sig-
naled the beginning of the Third Reich’s destruc-
tion but also provided Goebbels with the
opportunity to reestablish himself as one of the most
important men in the Nazi state after having been
politically sidelined as Germany prepared for and
fought the initial campaigns of the war. In response
to the increasingly worsening military and economic
situation, Goebbels used his propaganda skills to
mobilize Germans to fight the ‘‘total war’’ until
the absolute end. On 30 April 1945, following the
suicides of Adolf Hitler and Eva Braun, Goebbels
and his wife, Magda (who had earlier that day poi-
soned their six children), committed suicide.

Although historical scholarship since the 1980s
has uncovered a high degree of contemporary

popular German approval for the Nazi state and
its policies and has thereby significantly changed
historians’ understanding of how the Third Reich
functioned, it remains to be seen whether scholars
will continue to see Goebbels as either a chame-
leon-like opportunist or a fanatical Nazi who used
propaganda to brainwash a nation.

See also Beckmann, Max; Hitler, Adolf; Nazism;
Stalingrad, Battle of; World War II.
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GOERING, HERMANN (1893–1946),
one of the most important leaders of Nazi Germany.

Hermann Goering was born in Rosenheim,
Bavaria, into a well-connected, Protestant, upper-
middle-class family. His father, a lawyer and diplo-
mat, served in the Reich Consular Service and was
the first resident minister plenipotentiary in
German Southwest Africa. After graduating with
distinction from military cadet college in Berlin,
Goering fought in the First World War, first in
the German army as an infantry lieutenant and
then in the air force, where he was the last com-
mander, in 1918, of the famous Richthofen Fighter
Squadron. His courageous exploits as a combat
pilot earned him the Iron Cross (First Class) and
the much coveted Pour le Mérite.

After Germany’s defeat in 1918, Goering, the
war hero, worked as a show flier at home and
abroad and, as an avowed anti-Semite and anti-
communist, became involved in right-wing nation-
alist political and paramilitary circles whose aim was
to destroy the democratic Weimar Republic.
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Having settled in Munich and married Baroness

Karin von Fock-Kantzow in 1922, he joined the

Nazi Party (NSDAP) the same year and assumed

command of the party’s paramilitary organization,

the Storm Troopers (SA), until the abortive Beer

Hall Putsch in November 1923. Seriously wounded

during this escapade, he fled abroad, finally to

Sweden, where he became a morphine addict dur-

ing his medical recovery program. When a general

amnesty by the German government allowed him

to return to Germany in 1927, Goering rejoined

the NSDAP, took a sales job with Bayerische

Motoren Werke (BMW) in Berlin, and was elected

one of the party’s Reichstag deputies in 1928.

Henceforth, his significance for the party grew sub-

stantially, for although he did not hold formal

office, he became Adolf Hitler’s roving ambassador

in conservative, upper-class social, business, mili-

tary, and political circles, soliciting financial sup-

port and sympathy for the Nazi cause. Goering

became the respectable, almost debonair face of

Nazism, an image boosted by his election as pres-

ident of the Reichstag in late 1932. He emerged

as an influential figure in the political intrigues

that culminated in Hitler’s appointment as Reich

chancellor in January 1933.

Goering played a conspicuous role in consoli-

dating the Third Reich. As Prussian minister of the

interior and chief of police and of the Gestapo in

Prussia, he attacked political rivals, especially those

on the Left, consigning many of them to con-

centration camps. In June 1934 he was also the

mastermind of the Roehm Purge, the murder of

putative ‘‘socialist’’ elements in the SA and other

suspected opponents. Thereafter, his power base

extended rapidly. In 1935 he was appointed head

of the Luftwaffe and in 1936 was given overall

control of the Four-Year Economic Plan, which

was designed to promote autarky and establish

Nazi domination over the economy. The establish-

ment in 1937 of the state-owned Hermann-

Goering-Works, a huge industrial complex employ-

ing some 700,000 workers, allowed him to quickly

amass a substantial personal fortune. His anti-

Semitism was fully displayed during and after the

infamous ‘‘Night of Broken Glass’’ (Kristallnacht)
in November 1938, when the Nazis attacked Jews

throughout Germany. It was Goering who fined

the Jewish community a billion marks and who

confiscated and ‘‘Aryanized’’ their businesses and

property. A determined supporter of the Third

Reich’s expansionist foreign policy, he continued

to accumulate offices and titles, including chairman

of the Reich Council for National Defense in

August 1939, Hitler’s heir apparent in September

1939, and field marshal in June 1940.

As the war progressed, however, his ostenta-

tiously lavish lifestyle, which included ownership of

a palace in Berlin, a country residence, and valuable

(if often stolen) works of art, began to cloud his

political and military judgment, while the failures of

the Luftwaffe, in the Battle of Britain and on the

eastern front, and of the war economy caused Hitler

not only to sideline him from 1942 onward but also,

shortly before the end of the war, to strip him of

all offices and membership in the party. Despite

a bravura performance before the Nuremberg

Military Tribunal in 1946, Goering was condemned

to death for crimes against peace and humanity, but

before being hanged he committed suicide on

15 October 1946.

Hermann Goering photographed during the trials at

Nuremberg, May 1945. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Goering played an integral role in the rise and
development of the Nazi Party and the Third
Reich. His ruthless ambition, militant nationalism,
and loyalty to Nazism made him an invaluable ally
of Hitler, until his personal and political weaknesses
eventually caused his downfall. A multifaceted per-
sonality who enjoyed a public persona as the jovial,
almost avuncular face of the Nazi regime, Goering
was incontrovertibly, nonetheless, one of its most
significant, amoral exponents.

See also Anti-Semitism; Germany; Kristallnacht; Nazism.
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GOMBRICH, ERNST HANS (1909–
2001), art historian.

Ernst Hans Gombrich was probably the most
famous and among the most original art historians
of the second half of the twentieth century. His
best-known book, The Story of Art, first published
in 1950 and still in print, has sold more than six
million copies in at least thirty languages. It is
exceptional among art historical surveys in that it
was little concerned with changes in style or in
patterns of patronage but took as its theme the
ways in which artists represented the visible world
and how these changed over time. Gombrich’s
text, like all his writings, is notable for its unpre-
tentious tone and clarity of expression.

Gombrich’s studies at the University of Vienna
gave him knowledge of a remarkably wide range of
art, from ancient Egyptian onward, as well as a
familiarity with the relevant written sources. His
doctoral dissertation on the Palazzo del Te in

Mantua, published in 1934, was an analysis of the
style of that Renaissance building and its decora-
tion. The thesis was influential in introducing the
notion of mannerism into the history of architec-
ture, but Gombrich himself soon became skeptical
about the type of approach he had adopted, espe-
cially the assumption, then widely accepted, that
artistic styles reflected in some direct way the spirit
of the age in which they were created and that
artistic change was governed by an inevitable process
of historical development, a belief that he attributed
especially to the influence of G. W. F. Hegel. Many
of his publications, which often consisted of lectures
and reviews, were devoted to challenging such ideas,
suggesting instead that changes in artistic style, as
in fashion, were often motivated by more readily
analyzed factors such as technical innovations on
the part of artists, a climate of artistic competition,
or a desire for novelty on the part of patrons.

After completing his dissertation, Gombrich
collaborated with the psychoanalyst and art historian
Ernst Kris on a book on caricature. Although never
completed, the project introduced him to problems
of artistic representation and in particular to the
question of how artists could use minimal and even
highly distorted visual indications to create a like-
ness. In 1936, with Kris’s help, he obtained a
fellowship at the Warburg Institute in London,
which was to remain his professional home for the
rest of his life. His first task was to edit the unpub-
lished works of the institute’s founder, the German
art historian Aby Warburg (1866–1929). This
proved an unfeasible project, but soon afterward
Gombrich wrote Aby Warburg: An Intellectual
Biography. Largely completed by 1947 but not
published until 1970, it remains the best and most
accessible introduction to Warburg’s ideas.

The two scholars could scarcely have been
more different. Warburg, who always had great
difficulty articulating his views in a definitive form,
regarded works of art as powerful evidence of the
mentality of the educated public of the period in
which they were produced, whereas Gombrich was
deeply skeptical about this attitude, which violated
the approach he had learned from his great friend
Karl Popper, namely, that the only hypotheses
worth discussing are those that can be tested and
refuted. In a sense, all his later writings can be read
as challenges to the ideas and methods of Warburg.
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This applies both to his articles on iconogra-
phy, collected in Symbolic Images (1972), in which
he revealed an increasing skepticism about the elab-
orate interpretations of paintings proposed by var-
ious scholars associated with the Warburg Institute
in its early years (including himself), and also to his
most important book, Art and Illusion (1960), in
which he drew on recent developments in psychol-
ogy to examine both the different conventions used
by artists to represent the visible world and the ways
in which these conventions are then interpreted by
viewers. Gombrich’s attempt to extend his analysis
to decorative art in The Sense of Order (1979) was
more controversial, but this book is also important
for the extensive historical research on which the
discussion is based.

Gombrich never concerned himself with the
traditional art historical issues of connoisseurship
and the dating of works of art, nor was he inter-
ested in challenging traditional ideas about the
merits of individual artists. He preferred instead
to explore the processes of change in artistic
expression and in attitudes to art. Unrivaled in his
ability to engage a nonspecialist audience, he was
highly influential both in his attempts to apply the
study of visual perception to the history of art and
in his powerful criticisms of many of the assump-
tions that had dominated the study of the subject,
especially in the first half of the twentieth century.

See also Psychology.
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GOMU�KA, W�ADYS�AW (1905–
1982), Polish Communist leader.

Born on 6 February 1905 near Krosno, in the
Austrian part of Poland, Władysław Gomułka was
the son of an oil industry worker and socialist party
member. At the age of fourteen he had to leave
school and start working. He joined a socialist

youth organization but tended toward more radical
ideas, and in 1926 he joined the Communist Party
of Poland (KPP). As he later wrote, his ‘‘faith in the
party and in the socialist idea was most similar to
the Roman Catholics’ faith in God and the holy
Church’’ (Pamiętniki, Vol. 1). This devotion
encompassed his private life, which he shared
with Zofia Szoken, a party member since 1921.
His party activity focused on trade unions, he
visited the Soviet Union for trade union con-
gresses. Under police observation since 1927, he
was arrested several times and eventually sentenced
to prison in 1933. Temporarily released in 1934,
he fled to the USSR, where he obtained political
instruction and intelligence training in the Lenin
International School. He returned illegally to
Poland and resumed his party activity, which ended
with a seven-year prison sentence in 1936.

Imprisonment likely saved his life (as he
avoided the Soviet Great Purges), and the war
brought him release from prison. In the 1939–
1941 period he lived in the Soviet zone of occupa-
tion but did not play any political role there (albeit
he joined the Soviet party). After the German inva-
sion of the Soviet Union in 1941 he moved to his
native Krosno, and in 1942 he was called to
Warsaw to strengthen the leadership of the new
Polish Workers Party (PPR). Following the myste-
rious murders of two consecutive party leaders in
1943 he became the PPR secretary general.
As comrade ‘‘Wiesław’’ (his nom de guerre) he
proved his skills as leader and as conspirator.

Beginning in late 1944 he combined the top
position in the party with that of the first vice-
premier and minister of the new, Soviet-backed
government. He served alongside Bolesław Bierut,
a key figure in the new regime. He supported the
brutal crushing of the opposition but called for a
‘‘Polish path to socialism’’ rather than a crude
imitation of Soviet patterns (collectivization in
particular), and he tempered his comrades’ revolu-
tionary zeal. Fully loyal but not servile to Moscow,
he attempted to restrain Soviet excesses in Poland
and even dared to criticize Joseph Stalin for his
policy on Yugoslavia in 1947. His fall came the
following year with the noisy campaign against
‘‘right-wing nationalist deviation.’’ He did not
enter the Politburo of the now monopolist Polish
United Workers Party (PZPR), was gradually
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removed from his positions, and was eventually
arrested (along with his wife) in 1951. Gomułka

spent more than three years in isolation in a secret
prison of the Ministry of Public Security, waiting
for a planned show trial (similar to those of László
Rajk or Rudolf Slánský). Yet, for reasons not clear,
the trial did not come; he survived until the fall of
1954 when destalinization brought his release.

In 1956, with the rise of social unrest and

intra-party factional struggles, Gomułka’s restora-
tion came. In October he returned to the political
scene, elevated straight to the top position of the
PZPR first secretary. His image as a ‘‘national com-
munist’’ and as ‘‘Stalin’s prisoner’’ gave him great

popularity, a position further strengthened by his
open critique of Stalinist ‘‘errors and deforma-
tions,’’ the sending back of Soviet so-called
advisors (who were actually supervisors of those
advised), and the discontinuation of forced collec-
tivization and the war against the Catholic Church.

Decreases in military spending and some economic
reforms resulted in an increase in real wages and
the supply of consumer goods. However, when

the regime restabilized, Gomułka purged the
party of ‘‘revisionists,’’ tightened the grip on the

media, returned to the old path in economic
policies (except in agriculture), and renewed attacks
on the church. He closed the period of brutal soviet-
ization and quasi-revolutionary turmoil but did his
best to keep Poland a one-party police state, a com-
mand economy, and a Soviet satellite.

Beginning in the mid-1960s, when stability

turned into stagnation, popular frustration rose
and his authority eroded. In spring 1968, to pacify
student protests, Gomułka approved brutal police
reprisals and the scapegoating of Jews in an anti-
Zionist campaign; in the summer of that year he

warmly supported the Warsaw Pact military inter-
vention in Czechoslovakia. In December 1970,
right after signing the treaty with the Federal
Republic of Germany—his major success in foreign
affairs—he sent troops to crush the wave of labor
unrest in Gdańsk and Szczecin, a decision that

resulted in more than forty people killed and one
thousand wounded. The crisis raised serious con-
cerns in Moscow, which allowed younger Politburo

Władysław Gomułka addresses a crowd in Warsaw, 24 October 1956. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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members to replace Gomułka with Gierek. Forced
to retire, Gomułka lost all political influence, his
popularity long gone. He died in 1982.

See also Bierut, Bolesław; Eastern Bloc; Gierek, Edward;
Poland; Slánský Trial; Warsaw Pact.
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GONZÁLEZ, FELIPE (b. 1942), Spanish
political leader.

Felipe González was born and raised in Seville,
Spain. He studied law at the university there and at
the Catholic University of Louvain, in Belgium.
González then went into private practice in Seville,
specializing in labor law.

González became involved in politics quite
early. He began in Catholic organizations, which
were legal under the Franco regime, before joining
the prohibited Socialist Youth in 1962 and the
Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party (Partido Socialista
Obrero Español, or PSOE) in 1964. He quickly
assumed leadership positions within the clandestine
Party, first at the provincial level and then, after
1969, at the national level. González played a key
role in the crucial XXVI PSOE Congress, held in
Suresnes, France, in October 1974. Suresnes was
the moment at which the leadership of the Socialist
Party passed from the so-called historic group,
which had been in exile since the end of the
Spanish civil war (1936–1939), to younger mili-
tants inside Spain. González enjoyed the support
of the leading figures of European social demo-
cracy, such as Olof Palme of Sweden and Willy
Brandt of West Germany.

González thus found himself at the head of the
PSOE when the death of Francisco Franco, in
November 1975, began Spain’s transition to
democracy. His skill and sense of statesmanship,
along with that of other key opposition leaders,
were necessary elements in the rapid and peaceful
transition the country made from the Franco
dictatorship to a functioning constitutional democ-
racy. González’s tremendous charisma immediately
became the Socialists’ most valuable electoral asset,
and helped the party establish itself as the second-
largest political force in Spain’s first two democratic
elections (1977 and 1979).

At the same time, González worked hard
within the PSOE to turn it into a broadly based
party that could win democratic elections. Above
all, this meant ending the definition of the PSOE
as a Marxist party. When a party congress in May
1979 rejected González’s proposal to remove the
word Marxism from the program, he announced
his resignation as party general secretary. This
forced an extraordinary congress that took place
in September 1979 at which the delegates over-
whelmingly agreed to the changes he wanted.
From this point on, González was the undisputed
leader of the Socialists, and his authority was
underlined by the rigid discipline imposed on the
party by his longtime collaborator, Alfonso Guerra.

In the elections held in October 1982, the
PSOE scored a victory of unprecedented propor-
tions, receiving 48 percent of the vote and 202 of
350 seats in parliament. The Socialists had cam-
paigned on the straightforward yet ambiguous slo-
gan of ‘‘Change,’’ and public expectations were
tremendously high as they took office.

Almost inevitably, these expectations were dis-
appointed. In fact, the Socialists governed in a much
more moderate way than most people had antici-
pated. Economic policy was driven by the need to
reduce inflation and promote growth. Public spend-
ing increased, although the autonomous regions
were also given greater spending power. Limited
wage increases produced growing alienation between
the government and the Socialist trade union con-
federation, Unión General de Trabajadores, includ-
ing a general strike in December 1988. González’s
greatest achievements lay in the field of international
relations: on 1 January 1986 Spain realized its long-
held goal of joining the European Community
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(forerunner of the European Union [EU]). At the
same time, González reversed his own long-held
opposition to Spanish membership in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), organizing
a referendum on the issue but making it clear that
he favored remaining in the alliance.

González led the PSOE to three more election
victories (1986, 1989, and 1993), although the
margin of victory was smaller each time. After the
1993 election, the Socialists had only a minority
government and depended on the Catalan national-
ist Convergència i Unió to govern. The last years in
power were also marked by a number of scandals.
Some of these involved corruption by senior offi-
cials, such as the governor of the Bank of Spain, the
director of the Civil Guard, and some cabinet min-
isters. The most damaging for González himself was
the Ministry of the Interior’s use of hit squads to kill
suspected ETA (Basque separatist) terrorists.

In June 1997 González announced he was
stepping down as general secretary of the PSOE,
although he remained a member of the party’s
Federal Committee. Since then he has played a
much smaller role in public life than many would
have anticipated. Widely touted as a possible head
of the European Commission, he refused to let his
name go forward. He did serve as a special repre-
sentative in Yugoslavia of both the EU and the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe, and has published three books.

See also ETA; Franco, Francisco; Spain.
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Juliá, Santos. ‘‘The Socialist Era, 1982–1996.’’ In Spanish
History since 1808, edited by José Alvarez Junco and
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GORBACHEV, MIKHAIL (b. 1931),
leader of the Soviet Union from 1985 to 1991.

Mikhail Gorbachev’s leadership of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) between

1985 and 1991 was indeed ‘‘six years that changed
the world.’’ Elected general secretary of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in
March 1985, Gorbachev immediately signaled that
a period of accelerated change would be launched,
a process that he called ‘‘perestroika’’ (restructur-
ing). Gorbachev represented the generation of
politicians inspired by the spirit of post-Stalinist
thaw in the 1950s, epitomized by the Twentieth
Party Congress in February of that year at which
Nikita Khrushchev delivered his ‘‘secret speech’’
condemning Joseph Stalin’s destruction of the
Communist Party and other crimes. The critical
Soviet elite of the 1960s (known collectively as
the shestidesyatniki, ‘‘the people of the [nineteen]
sixties’’) sought to save Soviet-style socialism by
giving it a more human face, a program imple-
mented by Alexander Dubček in 1968 in
Czechoslovakia. The attempt to create ‘‘socialism
with a human face’’ was crushed by Soviet and
allied tanks in August 1968, but now the Soviet
system itself had come to the same point. On
assuming the leadership Gorbachev and his col-
leagues agreed that the old system could not go
on in the old way, mired in the ‘‘stagnation’’ of the
Leonid Brezhnev years, and sought to implement
the ideals of humanistic socialism. In the event,
under Gorbachev’s leadership the communist poli-
tical system dissolved, the Soviet bloc of allied
socialist countries in Eastern Europe fell apart,
and ultimately the USSR disintegrated.

BIOGRAPHY

Gorbachev was born into a peasant family in the
Stavropol region of southern Russia on 2 March
1931. This was a time of terrible privation as
Stalin’s policy of collectivization forced peasants
off their own small plots and into giant collective
farms (kolkhozy). This was the time of Stalin’s ter-
ror, and both of Gorbachev’s grandfathers suffered
from repression, although his maternal grandfather
went on to chair a collective farm. During the war
Gorbachev’s native village, Privolnoye, came under
German occupation from August 1942 to January
1943. Living under the occupation usually had a
devastating impact on people’s career prospects,
but for Gorbachev, being so young, it proved no
obstacle to advancement. Gorbachev was a talented
school pupil and at the same time a model agricul-
tural worker, for which at age seventeen he was
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awarded the Order of the Red Banner of Labor.
This honor provided the impetus for Gorbachev to
enter the highly prestigious Law Faculty of Moscow
State University in 1950. Gorbachev’s higher
education and his legal knowledge would later
distinguish him from his peers in the top Soviet
leadership. His five years in Moscow University were
a crucial formative period in his intellectual develop-
ment, and many of the friends he made there were
to remain close to him for the rest of his life.

This applies in particular to his fellow student
Zdeněk Mlynář, who became one of the architects
of the Prague Spring. Mlynář was the author of the
Action Program of the Czechoslovak Communist
Party that called for the transformation of the party
into a genuinely accountable and democratic body
at the head of a popular movement. Underlying
this ideal was the view that Stalinism represented
a shift toward an economic form of socialism that
focused the relationship between things, whereas
the proponents of socialism with a human face
believed in a more democratic form of socialism
that focused on relations between people. This
was a view that lay at the heart of Gorbachev’s
reforms later.

It was while at university that Gorbachev mar-
ried Raisa Maximovna Titorenko; they had two
daughters. Raisa Maximovna was a notable sociol-
ogist in her own right, studying the condition of
peasants in her native Stavropol region and hon-
estly reflecting on the problems that faced them,

despite the claims of ‘‘developed socialism’’ to have

solved the social problems inherited from capital-

ism. She was to be Gorbachev’s intellectual compa-

nion and source of moral support, and her death in

1999 was a devastating blow from which he never

fully recovered. The couple lived in the Stavropol

region from 1955 to 1978. Gorbachev soon rea-

lized that his talents lay in politics rather than in

practicing law. He swiftly moved up the career

ladder as a functionary, first in the regional

Komsomol (Communist League of Youth) organi-

zation, which he came to head by 1958, and then

in the Communist Party organization from 1962.

By 1966, at the remarkably early age of thirty-five,

he was first secretary of the Stavropol city organiza-

tion of the CPSU, by 1968 the second secretary for

the entire region, and in 1970 first secretary of the

Obkom (Regional Party Committee). With the

latter post came membership in the national

Central Committee in 1971. As head of the

Stavropol region Gorbachev experimented with

ways of achieving greater worker involvement,

notably through the ‘‘link’’ system of granting

greater autonomy to groups of workers, something

he later sought to give to the whole country.

Although the hopes of the 1950s and early

1960s turned to disappointment and stagnation

in the later years of Brezhnev’s leadership (1964–

1982), Gorbachev continued to thrive. Because

Stavropol was located on the route to the top

leadership’s holiday destinations in south Russia,

Gorbachev was host to many an important digni-

tary. In particular, the head of the KGB, Yuri

Andropov, noted Gorbachev’s ability and was later

to favor Gorbachev once he became for a brief

period leader of the country following Brezhnev’s

death.

In November 1978 Gorbachev was elected a

secretary of the Central Committee, launching his

rapid ascent in the national leadership. It soon

became clear that Gorbachev was not only the

youngest of the national leaders (only forty-seven

years old compared to the average age of around

seventy) but also had a spirit of resolution and

political skills that would take him far. Granted

candidate membership of the Politburo in 1979

and full membership in 1980, he was one of the

nation’s top figures when Brezhnev died in

November 1982. Andropov assumed the leader-

ship position but ill health prevented him doing

much more than signaling that he sought to

impose greater labor and political discipline

balanced by some ideological flexibility. Gorbachev

was shouldered aside in the leadership struggle

following Andropov’s death in March 1984, with

the gerontocrats electing one of their own, the

Brezhnevite Konstantin Chernenko. Gorbachev

effectively acted as second-in-command, and

Chernenko’s death in March 1985 finally allowed

a new generation to take over the reins of power.

POWER AND POLICIES

Gorbachev did not come to power with a clear set
of policies, but he was convinced that change had
to take place if the Soviet Union stood any chance
of competing militarily and economically in the
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new international conditions. Gorbachev intended
to oversee the modernization of the Soviet system.
One of the characteristics of his leadership was the
ability to discard old positions and to modify his
thinking in the light of developments, but this
flexibility came to be seen toward the end by many
as unprincipled opportunism.

Gorbachev immediately turned his attention to
the economy, where the high growth rates of the
1950s and 1960s had by the 1970s turned into
stagnation and barely maintained standards of liv-
ing. However, the attempt through the policy of
acceleration (uskorenie) to achieve an intensifica-
tion of economic output while launching structural
reform was ill-advised. A spurt in economic growth
was soon followed by a slump and by 1991 an
economic meltdown. The anti-alcohol campaign
of 1985–1986 was equally ill-advised, depriving
the country of nearly one-third of tax revenues,
and its implementation was crude and heavy-
handed, alienating much of the population from
the very first. The launching of glasnost (openness)
in 1987 was intended at first only to expose cor-
ruption and to strengthen the Soviet system, but it
soon became a devastating search for the truth
about terror under Lenin and Stalin. Although a
man of high intelligence, Gorbachev was unable to
rid himself of an idealized vision of Leninism. His
calls to return to some better version of the
Revolution, epitomized by the works of the late
Lenin stressing a gradual approach to building
socialism, was anachronistic in the conditions of
the 1980s.

By late 1987 the program of democratization
(demokratizatsiya) came to the fore, in part to
wrong-foot his opponents in the Communist lead-
ership but also because Gorbachev had come to
understand, like the Czechoslovak reformers before
him, that socialism without democracy would
inevitably give rise to Stalinist distortions.
Experiments were conducted at the local level with
multi-candidate elections. Gorbachev’s own views
at this time were eloquently developed in his book
Perestroika: New Thinking for Our Country and the
World (1987), in which he talked of perestroika as
a revolution both from above and below. The
country by now was swept by a wave of civic activ-
ity, with thousands of informal groups springing
up. Many called for political pluralism, but at the

same time, nationalist movements developed, in
particular in the Baltic republics, the western part
of the country, and the south Caucasus. The
demands of popular movements began to outstrip
Gorbachev’s ability to respond to them.

The high point of Gorbachev’s definition of
perestroika was the Nineteenth Party Conference
in June–July 1988, where he outlined a program of
democratic political change and a new international
role for the USSR. The conference was followed by
measures to prevent the party apparatus from
impeding change or challenging Gorbachev, and
in November 1988 constitutional amendments cre-
ated the rudiments of a parliamentary system. The
elections to the new Congress of People’s Deputies
(CPD) in March 1989 saw many of the top party
leaders lose, thus undermining the legitimacy of
the old regime. The early debates of the parliament
riveted the nation, as problems were openly dis-
cussed for the first time in decades. Mass demon-
strations, echoing those that brought down the
communist systems in Eastern Europe in the
autumn of 1989, forced the Central Committee
in February 1990 to relinquish its constitutionally
entrenched ‘‘leading role,’’ as embodied in article 6
of the 1977 Soviet constitution. On 14 March
1990 the CPD formally abolished the dominant
role of the CPSU but on the very same day created
a new executive presidency. The CPD elected
Gorbachev to this post, and his failure to stand in
a national ballot is often considered one of his
major mistakes. Lacking a popular mandate, he
was sidelined by those who did, notably Boris
Yeltsin in the Russian republic.

National mobilization began to threaten the
unity of the country. Gorbachev appeared to have
a blind spot when it came to the sensitivities of the
many nations making up the USSR, in particular
the fifteen union republics that according to the
1977 constitution had the right to secede.
Although Gorbachev was willing to grant greater
autonomy to the union republics, he would have
no truck with independence. The rise of Russia
under Yeltsin came as a most unwelcome distrac-
tion for him, while the frustration of the Baltic
states and Moldova about Gorbachev’s failure at
least to acknowledge the historical injustice meted
out to them by Stalin finally provoked calls for
independence. Gorbachev hoped to transform
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what was in effect a unitary state into a genuinely

confederal community of nations by negotiating a

new union treaty, but by the time that this seriously

came on the agenda in 1991 many of the republics

were ready for independence. Lithuania had already

declared independence in 1990, followed by

Georgia and other republics in 1991. Even though

a large majority voted in favor of preserving a

reconstituted USSR in the referendum of 17

March 1991, the boycott of the vote by six repub-

lics detracted from the victory.

Gorbachev had come to power when the sec-

ond Cold War threatened to turn into a hot war,

and it was his undoubted achievement not only to

lift the threat of conflict with the West but also to

provide the conditions for the overcoming of

the Cold War in its entirety. Gorbachev proposed

the idea of ‘‘new political thinking’’ based on the

notion of interdependence and a new cooperative

relationship with the West. Proof of this was the

abolition of a whole class of intermediate nuclear

weapons in 1987. Withdrawal from Afghanistan in

1988 put an end to one of the Soviet Union’s most

futile military adventures. In Europe, Gorbachev

talked of the establishment of a ‘‘common

European home,’’ but it was not clear what form

this would take. Gorbachev looked on as one after

another of the communist regimes in the Soviet

bloc collapsed from 1989; although he would have

preferred reform communism to have replaced

neo-Stalinism, instead capitalism flooded in.

Gorbachev facilitated the unification of Germany

in 1990, although he is criticized for failing to

guarantee in treaty form the demilitarized status

of the eastern part of the new country.

Economic reform proved the stumbling block

for his vision of perestroika. His inability to make

up his mind in the early 1990s over a strategy for

economic change encouraged Russia and the other

republics to go it alone. Resistance to his aims and

his policies grew to the point that a group prepared

to seize power in a coup. The specific issue was the

Mikhail Gorbachev bows his head and grimaces in the Congress of People’s Deputies shortly after Foreign

Minister Edvard Shevardnadze has announced his resignation, December 1990. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS
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planned signing of the new Union Treaty on 20
August 1991, but the plotters were also concerned
about economic disintegration and the loss of political
control. For three days in August (19–21) Gorbachev
was isolated in the Crimea, while Yeltsin faced down
the plotters and emerged with renewed popularity.
Gorbachev’s hopes for a reformed democratic
socialism lay in tatters. The pressure for increased
sovereignty for republics grew into demands for
independence, and despite Gorbachev’s attempts to
save the union, in December of that year the USSR
was formally dissolved. Gorbachev resigned as presi-
dent on 25 December 1991 and went on to head his
Gorbachev Foundation dealing with historical and
social science research.

Gorbachev proved a visionary transformative
leader, but his attempt to reform the Soviet system
provoked its demise. His reforms clearly showed
that Soviet socialism had hidden potential, and it
is not incredible to argue that a different set of
policies might have allowed the Soviet system to
emerge strengthened and renewed from the reform
process. By 1991 the Soviet Union was in effect a
functioning democracy, although it lacked a market
system. Gorbachev achieved the relatively peaceful
transcendence of the communist system, the end-
ing of the Cold War, and the transformation of the
USSR’s fifteen republics into sovereign statehood.
Gorbachev remained loyal to his vision of a
humane democratic socialism, and for many in the
chaotic transition to democratic capitalism that fol-
lowed his humanism and intelligence remained a
beacon of hope.

See also Andropov, Yuri; Eastern Bloc; 1989;
Perestroika; Soviet Union; Velvet Revolution.
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GORKY, MAXIM (1868–1936), Russian
writer.

Maxim Gorky (pseudonym of Alexei
Maximovich Peshkov), a writer of fiction, poetry,
plays, and criticism as well as an editor and activist
journalist, was officially called the founder of social-
ist realism and of Soviet literature. But his record is
actually contradictory and enigmatic. Born in
Nizhny Novgorod (which for much of the Soviet
period was renamed Gorky in his honor) into a
family of artisans and entrepreneurs, Gorky’s early
years are chronicled in his autobiographical trilogy
Detstvo (1913–1914; My Childhood, 1915), V lyu-
dakh (1915–1916; In the World, 1918), and Moi
universitety (1922; My University Days, 1923). The
latter title is ironic because Gorky never received a
university education but was an autodidact. He left
school at eleven and led a peripatetic existence,
going from place to place in the south of Russia
and the Caucasus, and working at a variety of
unskilled jobs (‘‘universities’’). During this period
Gorky became involved with leftist groups, initially
with a group of idealist socialists, the Populists
(narodniki) and their efforts for the political and
cultural education of the untutored masses. In this
connection he was arrested in 1889, the first in a
series of arrests and exiles. Later, especially during
the 1905 revolution, he became involved with the
Bolshevik faction of the Russian Social Democratic
Labor Party (RSDLP). He joined the party in the
summer of 1905 and his association with Vladimir
Lenin (Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov; 1870–1924)
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began shortly thereafter, but Gorky was never a
party organization man, and his membership was
not maintained.

Gorky began his literary career in 1892, pub-
lishing the story ‘‘Makar Chudra’’ in the Tbilisi
newspaper Kavkaz. He initially wrote stories
that romanticized the down-and-out, drifters,
and loners (including a professional thief in
‘‘Chelkash’’), moving on to longer works that pro-
vided critiques of the emerging entrepreneurial
class and of the bourgeois intellectual who joins
the proletarian revolutionary cause, such as Foma
Gordeyev (1899), Zhizn Matveya Kozhemyakina
(1910–1911; The Life of Matvei Kozhemyakin), and
Delo Artamonovykh (1925; The Artamonov Affair).

Gorky’s literary successes enabled him to
become a prominent public intellectual in the ser-
vice of leftist causes. But he was no radical in his
literary orientation, favoring realism and periodi-
cally attacking ‘‘decadents’’ (modernist writers)
and Fyodor Dostoyevsky. In the 1900s he wrote
several plays that were performed at the Moscow
Art Theatre of Konstantin Stanislavsky (1863–
1938), such as Dachniki (1904; Summer Folk)
and Vragi (1906; Enemies). The most famous of
these, Na dne (1902; A Night’s Lodging, 1905,
better known as The Lower Depths, 1912) combines
Chekhovian techniques and social critique with its
portrayal of the down-and-outs in a flophouse.

In 1906 Gorky traveled to America to collect
funds for the party and meet with intellectuals,
publishing his impressions in Moi intervyu (1906;
My Interviews) and V Amerike (1906; In America).
At this time he also wrote the novel Mat (1907;
The Mother), later to become a major model for
socialist realist fiction. Mat tells the story of a simple,
uneducated widow who is drawn to the revo-
lutionary cause after her worker son is arrested
for underground party work. She progressively
acquires political consciousness until at the end she
is killed as she bears the party banner aloft in a poli-
tical demonstration. However, Gorky himself was
soon drawn to ‘‘God-building’’ (bogostroitelstvo), an
unorthodox form of Marxism—denounced by Lenin
as a heresy—that he and several other party intellec-
tuals, influenced by the writer Alexander Bogdanov,
developed while in exile on the Italian island of Capri,
and which is reflected in the short novel Ispoved
(1908; A Confession).

In 1913 an amnesty allowed Gorky to return to
Russia, where he became politically active. When
the Bolshevik Revolution occurred on 7 November
1917, however, he became one of its most promi-
nent critics, expressing dismay at the bloodshed
and at the treatment of intellectuals. At the same
time, Gorky worked indefatigably as a champion of
intellectuals and of culture, editing a series of works
in translation, Vsemirnaya literatura (World
Literature). Though he became more reconciled
to the Bolsheviks after an attempted assassination
of Lenin in 1918, he left the country in 1921
(ostensibly because of his tuberculosis) and took

up residence in Sorrento, Italy. From there he

conducted a prolific correspondence with Soviet

writers, advising them on their literary work. In

1928 and 1929 he made return visits to Soviet

Russia, producing a volume of sketches in praise

of the First Five-Year Plan Po soyuzu sovetov (1929;

Around the Land of the Soviets). In 1931 he went

back to stay. Gorky’s record after his return, when

he wrote several articles essentially endorsing the

repressive measures of the Soviet state against ‘‘the

enemies of the people,’’ whom he characterized as

‘‘vermin,’’ and his fulsome praise for Joseph Stalin

(1879–1953), seem to contradict his earlier, more

critical stance vis-à-vis Soviet power, but scholars

can only speculate on his motives. Gorky also

played a major role in the institutionalization of

‘‘socialist realism’’ after all independent writers’

organizations were disbanded in April 1932 and

a single Union of Soviet Writers formed. At the

First Writers Congress in 1934 he gave one of

the keynote addresses defining what the term

meant. During the remaining years until his death

from tuberculosis in 1936 Gorky worked indefa-

tigably on bureaucratic and editing work. He

initiated several series of publishing ventures

such as Istoriya fabrik i zavodov (The History of

the Factories) and Istoriya grazhdanskoi voiny

(The History of the Civil War), both launched

in 1931, in which ordinary Soviet citizens were to

write their own life stories, a more politicized ver-

sion of an activity he had fostered since the turn of

the century. His literary output in these years was

small, though he produced two plays, Egor Bulychev i

drugie (1932; Egor Bulychev and Others) and

Dostigayev i drugie (1933; Dostigayev and Others),

and a reworked version of his earlier play Vassa
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Zheleznova (1935), about a despotic merchant on the

Volga. He also continued working on Zhizn Klima
Samgina (The Life of Klim Samgin), an epic novel

about a young intellectual, which he had begun in

1925 and which was intended to provide a canvas of

the various intellectual groupings and political

trends to be found in the first decades of the twen-

tieth century. However, he was unable to finish the

book before his death.

See also Socialist Realism; Soviet Union.
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KATERINA CLARK

n

GOTTWALD, KLEMENT (1896–1953),
Czech politician and president of Czechoslovakia
from 1945 to 1953.

Klement Gottwald was a prominent Czech
politician, general secretary of the Communist
Party of Czechoslovakia (CPCz) from 1929 to
1945 and its chairman from the inception of
the post in 1945 until 1953, prime minister of
Czechoslovakia from 1946 to 1948, and the coun-
try’s president from 1948 until his death. Born into
a poor rural family in 1896, Gottwald worked as a
cabinetmaker and became active in left-wing poli-
tics as a youth. After serving in, and eventually
deserting from, the Austro-Hungarian army in
World War I, he participated in the founding of
the CPCz in 1921. For the following five years he
was a party functionary in Slovakia, where he also
edited several party publications. As a member of
the CPCz’s Central Committee (from 1925) and
its Politburo (1926–1929) he became a staunch
advocate of the bolshevization of the party. With
the victory of the left wing of the party in 1929,
Gottwald became CPCz general secretary. Also in
1929, Gottwald became a member of the National
Assembly, Czechoslovakia’s parliament, a position
he relinquished upon becoming president.

Beginning in 1928, he served as a member of
the executive of the Communist International and
deepened his work with that organization in
Moscow after fleeing a Czechoslovak arrest warrant
in 1934. While in the Soviet Union, he contributed
to the creation of the ‘‘Popular Front’’ strategy and
as a result of his labors was named secretary of the
International’s executive and editor-in-chief of its
monthly journal. Upon returning to Czechoslovakia
in 1936, he continued his advocacy of the Popular
Front strategy. When Czechoslovakia became the
target of Nazi German pressure in the late 1930s,
Gottwald led his party in attempts to cooperate with
all political currents committed to the defense of the
republic. These culminated in the CPCz’s opposi-
tion to the Czechoslovak government’s acceptance
of the Munich Accords of September 1938.

Six weeks after Munich, Gottwald again fled
Czechoslovakia for Moscow, where he spent the
war years coordinating CPCz activities in the
domestic resistance and leading discussions with
the official Czechoslovak government-in-exile in
London. One turning point in these discussions came
in December of 1943, when President Edvard Beneš
(1884–1948) came to Moscow to discuss the
future of a reconstituted Czechoslovak Republic.
The agreement that was reached outlined wide-
ranging changes in the postwar political structure
of the state (including the truncation of the
political spectrum through the banning of collab-
orationist parties), in its economic organization
(including the nationalization of several sectors of
the economy), and in its ethnic composition (in-
cluding the expulsion of Czechoslovakia’s German
and Hungarian minorities). These principles were
then enshrined in the first postwar government
program announced in April 1945.

The Czechoslovakia to which Gottwald
returned was remarkably open to radical change,
and while serving as deputy prime minister and
CPCz chairman he saw his party’s membership rise
from twenty-eight thousand in May 1945 to over
one million by March of 1946. This support,
encouraged by Gottwald’s proclamation of a mod-
erate, parliamentary program summed up as a
‘‘Czechoslovak road to socialism,’’ was reflected
in the CPCz’s victory in the general elections of
May 1946. The party won 40 percent of the Czech
vote, and the strong showing catapulted Gottwald
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to the post of prime minister. While in office, he
continued the nationalizations and social changes
begun by the interim government, and promulgated
and launched Czechoslovakia’s first economic plan.
As international and domestic tensions mounted in
1947, however, Gottwald, in line with Soviet
desires, moved away from the conciliatory line of
the first postwar years. Sharpening political antagon-
isms culminated in the resignation of many non-
communist cabinet ministers in February 1948.
When Gottwald received President Beneš’s blessing
to form a government based on the CPCz, the
Communist Party of Slovakia, and fellow-travelers
from the other parties, the communists’ takeover of
Czechoslovakia was complete. When Beneš, citing ill
health, resigned from the presidency in June 1948,
Gottwald became the first communist president of
Czechoslovakia.

As president, Gottwald bears the responsibility
for the Stalinization of the economy; the begin-
nings of collectivization; and the purges of political
life, the army, the bureaucracy, and social life that
took place in the first years of communist rule, as
well as for the extra- and pseudo-judicial punish-
ments of enemies real and imagined. These reached
their apex in the show trial of Rudolf Slánský (until
recently beforehand general secretary of the CPCz
and Gottwald’s longtime right hand man) and thir-
teen codefendants in late 1952, in a proceeding
with markedly anti-Semitic overtones. Gottwald
died on 14 March 1953, nine days after Joseph
Stalin, at whose funeral Gottwald caught a cold
that turned into pneumonia.

See also Beneš, Eduard; Collectivization; Communism;
Czechoslovakia; Popular Front; Slánský Trial.
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BRADLEY ABRAMS

n

GRAMSCI, ANTONIO (1891–1937),
Italian political theorist and activist.

Antonio Gramsci was one of twentieth-century
Italy’s most original political thinkers as well as a

political activist who cofounded the Italian

Communist Party (PCI) in 1921. Born in Ales,

Sardinia, into a lower-middle-class family, he won

a scholarship to the University of Turin in 1911,

where he studied linguistics and philosophy. He

was deeply engaged with prewar intellectual cur-

rents, including futurism and the Florentine circle

around the journal La voce (The voice), particularly

with the latter’s efforts to bring southern peasants

into closer economic and political alignment with

the more industrial and prosperous north. He

joined the Socialist Party (PSI) in 1914.

The Gramsci of 1916 and 1917 was strongly

drawn to Giovanni Gentile’s philosophy of the

pure act, as well as to other voluntarist viewpoints

such as those of Henri Bergson, Georges Sorel,

Benedetto Croce, and even the interventionist

Benito Mussolini. Although his Marxism, which

he also came to early, made him appreciate objec-

tive conditions as a constraint upon action and as

the context in which acts are historically framed, he

rejected Marxist positivisms aiming at laws of social

action. For him, theory was an account people used

in understanding and acting; in this sense it was

inherently unified with practice and immanent in a

Gentilian way. In this period, he also devoted him-

self to political and cultural criticism (including

extensive consideration of Luigi Pirandello’s thea-

ter) for both the mainstream liberal and socialist

press. He founded two reviews of his own, the

short-lived La città futura (The future city) and

L’ordine nuovo (The new order), which became the

organ of the Turinese ‘‘factory council’’ movement

and, later, of the early PCI.

Gramsci was awestruck by the Bolshevik victory

in 1917, which he saw as a ‘‘revolution against

capital,’’ in the sense that it had obeyed the dictates

of subjective will by reacting creatively to historical

circumstances rather than reflexively following sup-

posed historical laws. After Italy’s ‘‘mutilated vic-

tory’’ in World War I reopened the revolutionary

door, Gramsci sought to extend Vladimir Lenin’s

creativity to Italy by leading Turin’s factory-council

movement. The movement failed, and its quasi-

syndicalist ideal of direct democracy through the

workplace soon appeared to him naive, but it

established his independence from any dogmatic

Marxism or Leninism.
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Within the PCI, Gramsci served as representa-

tive to the Comintern (the Third Communist

International; 1922–1923) and as the party’s

general secretary (1924–1926), positioning him-

self between the ultraleftism of Amadeo Bordiga

and those, such as Palmiro Togliatti, whom he

viewed as too subservient to the Bolsheviks. With

its original mix of idealist and Leninist themes,

Gramsci’s party politics emphasized the linkage

between the working class, democratically orga-

nized from below, and a party leadership guiding

it into creative alliances with other ‘‘subaltern

classes,’’ especially the peasantry. He believed that

political leadership in Italy required an effective

‘‘Jacobin force,’’ which, however, had been missing

at every critical turn since the Risorgimento that

culminated in 1860. Political change, including

the advent of fascism, had always come as a ‘‘passive

revolution’’ in which disconnected elites sought to

move forward without engaging the masses.

For Gramsci, the rise of fascism was indicative of

a crisis of political authority in Italy, one in which

large sections of the bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoi-

sie no longer believed in existing political parties and

institutions. In this light, he also pondered parallels

between the fascist and communist movements,

both of which were attempting to amass a popular

base in order to overcome the crisis of authority by

transcending liberal ideas and institutions.

Gramsci worked tenaciously against fascism but

became one of its most prominent victims.

Ironically, however, his arrest in late 1926 and

subsequent imprisonment by the fascist regime

until his death of a cerebral hemorrhage in April

1937 gave him an opportunity for sustained theo-

retical and historical reflection that he would other-

wise not have had. The twenty-nine notebooks he

wrote in prison (roughly twenty-four hundred pages

in the critical edition of 1975) ruminate upon an

astonishingly wide range of subjects, from Dante’s

Divine Comedy to Japanese Shintō. Nonetheless,

they do manifest a central preoccupation with the

question of the nature and political significance of

popular consciousness and the political means used

to subject such consciousness to control. From a

theoretical point of view, the problem for Gramsci

was that the political consciousness necessary for

revolutionary action always tended to arrive only

after the economic conditions that also represented
necessary conditions for change.

In connection with this theme, Gramsci’s note-
books studied the role of intellectuals in politics,
developing his well-known distinction between
‘‘organic’’ (consciously class-based) and ‘‘tradi-
tional’’ (ostensibly independent of class) intellec-
tuals, and linking it to historical examinations of
the Napoleonic era, the Risorgimento, the liberal
Italy that followed it, and the rise of fascism. He
also developed a broader analysis of ‘‘hegemony,’’
the process by which ruling political forces attempt
to shape and develop cultural traditions to gain the
‘‘consent’’ of the ruled for their ideals, goals, and
policies. Through this and related concepts, he
sought to explain how consent was possible even
in opposition to the self-interest of the ruled, how
‘‘contradictory consciousness’’ (complex blends of
‘‘common sense’’ and semiconscious utopian striv-
ings) developed in concrete historical settings, and
how a genuinely ‘‘national-popular’’ political cul-
ture could be created.

After World War II, when his notebooks and
prison letters were published in Italy, and especially
after the European crises of 1968 and the rise of
the New Left, Gramsci’s Marxism came to be cele-
brated for his belief in creative human agency as
a historical force, his appreciation of the many
complex (structural and superstructural) factors that
always appeared in concrete historical situations, his
interest in popular culture and in the ways it could
develop into politically critical consciousness, and
his rejection of positivistic versions of Marxist theory
as well as dogmatic political programs of all stripes.
For the New Left, he was one of the few Marxists
from earlier generations who had seriously grappled
with the problems of revolutionary change in the
economically and culturally complex societies of the
modern West by thinking through how ideological-
cultural forces could be mobilized by political move-
ments opposing dominant bourgeois values. Even in
the wake of the collapse of communism that began
in Eastern Europe in 1989, Gramsci continues to be
read for the conceptual nimbleness of his political
theory and for the fertility of his theoretical and
historical imagination.

See also Bolshevism; Communism; Fascism; Italy;
Socialism.

G R A M S C I , A N T O N I O

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1263



B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Adamson, Walter L. Hegemony and Revolution: A Study of
Antonio Gramsci’s Political and Cultural Theory.
Berkeley, Calif., 1980.

Bellamy, Richard, and Darrow Schecter. Gramsci and the
Italian State. Manchester, U.K., 1993.

Cammett, John M. Antonio Gramsci and the Origins of
Italian Communism. Stanford, Calif., 1967. Classic
study of the historical context and nature of
Gramsci’s preprison political activity.

Femia, Joseph V. Gramsci’s Political Thought: Hegemony,
Consciousness, and the Revolutionary Process. Oxford,
U.K., 1981.

Fiori, Giuseppe. Antonio Gramsci: Life of a Revolutionary.
Translated by Tom Nairn. New York, 1971. Vivid and
reliable biography.

Holub, Renate. Antonio Gramsci: Beyond Marxism and
Postmodernism. London, 1992. An important reevalua-
tion of Gramsci’s overall theoretical position.

WALTER L. ADAMSON

n

GRASS, GUNTER (b. 1927), German
writer.

Disparaged by his critics but very quickly
recognized abroad, Gunter Grass stands apart in
the intellectual landscape of Germany because, as
he said, ‘‘the subject of my books always seemed
to me to be dictated by the history of Germany’’
(interview, 1995).

Grass was born in the Free City of Danzig. His
father was a German Protestant and his mother was
a Catholic from the Kashub region. He attended
school from 1933 to 1944, and therefore experi-
enced the full force of the National Socialist educa-
tion system. He was sent to the battlefront but
finished the war in a prisoner camp in Bavaria.
It was in this landscape that he set his Danzig
trilogy. Die Blechtrommel (1959; The Tin Drum)
depicts the rise and establishment of Nazism, as
well as the war, the fall of the Third Reich, and
the beginnings of reconstruction through the eyes
of a dwarf. Katz und Maus (1961; Cat and Mouse)
opens with World War II and ends with the
protagonist deserting to the Federal Republic of
Germany. Hundejahre (1963; Dog Years) covers
the period from 1925 to 1950, when communism,
National Socialism, and antifascist ideologies
followed each other in succession.

The end of the war and the ensuing displace-

ments and ideological disillusionment gave Grass

the freedom of the stateless. He entered the

workforce, then studied at the Beaux-Arts

Academy in Dusseldorf (1949–1952) and later

in Berlin. Between 1965 and 1980, he lived first

in Paris and then in West Berlin. As early as the

1950s, he established himself as the most peculiar

author of the children-of-the-war generation. In

1955 he was a member of a group of young

authors called Gruppe 47; another member,

Heinrich Böll, would become a close friend.

Feeling himself an exile, Grass sought to find a

republic of letters within the writers’ community.

He also played a part in founding the Writers’

Union and the review L 76. Socialism and
Democracy (1976) with Böll and Carola Stern.

Rejecting any literary break between the two

Germanys, he found himself surrounded by wri-

ters not only from the Democratic Republic of

Germany but also from countries of the Eastern

bloc. In the following decade, Grass’s works were

devoted to what he called ‘‘a German past which

does not pass.’’ In Ortlich Betaubt (1969; Local
Anesthetic), he criticized both the eclipsing of the

past and the rejection of any kind of ‘‘petit-bour-

geois’’ activism against the Vietnam War. This

was also the time when he was a member of the

Democratic Socialist Party (DSP)—an experience

that inspired his Aus dem Tagebuch einer Schnecke
(1972; From the Diary of a Snail).

From this point on, his writing and political

commitment were intertwined. His ‘‘intentions

were always to use literature as a means . . . to

enlighten public opinion.’’ He supported women’s

emancipation (Der Butt [The Flounder], 1977) and

spoke out against the danger of nuclear disasters

(Die Rattin [The Rat], 1986). He opposed the

financial reconquest of the lost eastern territories

(Unkenrufe: Eine Erzahlung [The Call of the Toad],

1992). In Mein Jarhundert (1999; My Century),
he surveyed German history and described

Germany’s reunification from the standpoint of

the Democratic Republic of Germany as sheer

annexation. His 2002 book, Im Krebsgang
(Crabwalk), traced the Germans’ retreat before

the Red Army in 1945. Grass also wrote five plays

and many collections of poetry and produced a

large number of artworks.
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Grass stands out from other German intellec-

tuals, who distanced themselves from politics (as

under the Weimar Republic, when German intel-

lectuals took the attitude that the status of a writer

was incompatible with political engagement).

In 1974 he left the Catholic Church because it

condemned abortion. At the beginning of the

1980s he spoke out for peace and disarmament

and against the Reagan administration in the

United States. In an act of solidarity with the writer

Salman Rushdie, whose life was threatened by

a fatwa, he resigned from the Academy of Art

of West Berlin in 1989 as a protest against col-

leagues who did not want to publicly express their

support for the writer of the Satanic Verses.
He created a foundation to provide assistance to

the Roma and Sinti (Gypsies) who had been

victims of the Nazis. In 1997 he accused the

German government of supporting the Turkish

repression of Kurds by means of weapons traf-

ficking. The following year, he supported the

Democratic Socialist Party–Green coalition but

left the DSP in protest of its support for reforming

the right of asylum. Grass has been a killjoy rather

than the embodiment of Germany’s good con-

science. For some critics, the Nobel Prize he

won in 1999 rewarded his literary work in the

Republic of Bonn (that of Adenauer and Brand,

who, without forgetting Germany’s Nazi heritage,

were students of democracy under the tutelage

of the Western Allies), but also brought an end

to Grass’s polemics in the Republic of Berlin

(capital of reunified Germany, clearly sovereign

and ready to assume the responsibilities of a nor-

mal state).

Nevertheless, Grass remains a master of the

German language, and his language stands in stark

contrast to the German used for the Third Reich’s

lies and the postwar literature that called itself clear

cut—a literary movement born out of the ruins of

Nazism, which had reduced artistic production

almost to the point of nonexistence. He knocked

down the boundaries of literature. Using the spo-

ken language to convey an abundance of disturbing

images, he created a style that melded diary notes,

poetry, realistic narratives, fables, and parody.

Writing has been Grass’s true home.

See also Germany.
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FABIEN THÉOFILAKIS

n

GRAVES, ROBERT (1895–1985), British
poet, novelist, and classical scholar.

Robert von Ranke Graves, whose father was a
school inspector and Gaelic scholar and whose
mother was a great-niece of the German historian
Leopold van Ranke, had a conventionally religious
and sober London upbringing among nine other
children, after which he was sent off to public
school at Charterhouse, which he hated. He won
a scholarship to St. John’s College, Oxford, but did
not take up his place. After the outbreak of war in
1914 he volunteered for military service with the
Royal Welch Fusiliers, serving as a junior officer in
the infantry. Graves fought at the Battle of Loos
and was severely wounded on the Somme front,
and while recuperating he managed to read his own
obituary in The Times of London. During the war
he befriended his fellow poet and officer Siegfried
Sassoon and came to see these years both as entirely
mad and as the forcing house of his career as a
writer. Graves defended his friend when Sassoon
decided in 1917 to protest publicly against the
continuation of the war for no reason; facing a
court-martial, Sassoon was persuaded by Graves
to pretend to being temporarily insane and got
off the charge. Graves’s protest was more indirect
and more bound up with his career as a writer.
He published four volumes of poetry during
the war and in the last months of the conflict
was once more wounded. He survived the war as
a twenty-three-year-old combatant, old before
his time.
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After returning to Oxford and completing his
degree, he still showed lingering effects of his war
service, encompassed by the generic term shell
shock. A period of instability was followed by a
decision to emigrate. Graves lived outside of
Britain throughout the interwar years. He held a
chair at the University of Cairo and then settled in
Majorca. At the outbreak of the Spanish civil war
he left the Balearic Islands for New York but
returned to Majorca after World War II.

In 1929 he published Good-bye to All That,
which has become a classic account of trench war-
fare in the 1914–1918 conflict. It is in the form of
an autobiography, but much of it is fictional. As he
later said, only by telling lies about the war can
anyone tell the truth about it. This challenge to
narrative, and particularly to heroic narrative, is one
of the foundational texts of twentieth-century war
writing. It encapsulates the bitterness of a genera-
tion of writers who felt betrayed by the older gen-
eration, who sent them off to a war their elders did
not see and did not want to see. The theme of
decency and youth thrown away by the blind prej-
udices of a handful of old men too stupid to
understand what they were doing and totally blind
to the suffering they set in motion has framed later
fictional accounts of warfare in the twentieth cen-
tury and beyond.

The Great War haunted Graves throughout his
life. His book Lawrence and the Arabs, a sympa-
thetic account of T. E. Lawrence, another troubled
veteran, was published in 1927. In the 1930s
Graves’s poetic interests were inflected by his part-
nership with Laura Riding (1901–1991) as well as
by a deepening passion for classical literature and
for the narrative and aesthetic power of myths.
Poetry for Graves was a cathartic force for writer
and reader alike. His iconoclastic style and irrever-
ent tone are evident in much of his later discursive
work. He wrote a brilliant account of the interwar
years in Britain, The Long Weekend: A Social History
of Great Britain, 1918–1939 (1940), a malicious
but fair survey of a country in shock after one war
and on the verge of another. He then turned to
more learned themes, relating myth to religious
belief and practice. His study King Jesus (1946)
was followed by his two-volume synthesis of Greek
Myths (1955). Both shared the deep scholarship and
heterodox outlook that produced his two devastat-
ing accounts of Rome, I, Claudius and Claudius the

God, both published in 1934. He was clearly influ-
enced by Sir James George Frazer’s Golden Bough
but developed his own notion of myths, in particu-
lar those related to matriarchy.

In 1961 the prodigal son returned home, in a
way, when he became professor of poetry at
Oxford, where he taught until 1966. Never at ease
in England, his poetry nonetheless retained its
English cadences, echoing the rhythms of the land-
scape he saw blown to pieces in 1916. Never being
able to say goodbye to all that, he was an artist
whose lasting contribution as a poet was as a stub-
born survivor from another world, the world
before the Great War. He died in his beloved
Majorca at the age of ninety.

See also Sassoon, Siegfried; World War I.
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JAY WINTER

GREAT WAR. See World War I.

n

GREECE. Greece became independent from
the Ottoman Empire by 1830, and during the
nineteenth century the modern nation aimed at
territorial expansion with the view to incorporating
the Greek-speaking Christian Orthodox commu-
nities of the Ottoman Empire into the Greek king-
dom. This project was known as the Megáli Idéa
(Great Idea). The territorial expansion was nearly
completed in the first two decades of the twentieth
century. As a result of the Balkan Wars (1912–1913)
Greece increased both its population and terri-
tory by 70 percent, and lands of the Ottoman
Empire were incorporated into the Greek state,
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notably Macedonia. The outbreak of World War I
brought turmoil in Greek politics because of the
dispute between the prime minister Eleutherios
Venizelos (1864–1936) and King Constantine I
(r. 1913–1917; 1920–1922) over the issue of
Greece’s participation in the war. The relations
between Constantine and Venizelos deteriorated
and the latter, who supported the entry of
Greece in the war on the side of the Entente
powers, resigned in 1915. It was the beginning
of the conflict between republicans and royalists
(known as the ‘‘national schism’’) that dominated
Greek society and politics throughout the interwar
period and reflected the conflict between the forces
of capitalist modernization and social reform on the
one hand and those of conservatism and small-hold-
ing peasants on the other. Venizelos abstained from
the elections of 1915 and his supporters, backed by
the Entente troops, led a coup and established a
rival ‘‘government’’ in Salonika in August 1916 in
opposition to the royalist government in Athens.
The Entente powers repeatedly intervened in
Greek politics in an attempt to obtain Greece’s
participation in the war, showing little concern
about its sovereignty. In December 1916 British
and French troops landed in Athens but retreated
when skirmishes broke out. In June 1917 the Entente
powers demanded that the Germanophile king leave
the country. Constantine departed and Venizelos
again became the prime minister of a deeply divided
country.

THE ASIA MINOR DEBACLE

Greece finally entered World War I, in its very last
phase, on the side of the Entente. Greece’s terri-
torial gains this time proved to be short-term. After
the Treaty of Sèvres (1920) Greece took over the
administration of the Smyrna region in Asia Minor,
a former Ottoman land. Despite Venizelos’s diplo-
matic triumph in the elections of 1920 he was
defeated by the royalists, who took advantage of the
war weariness of the population, and Constantine
returned to the country. Greece sent troops to Asia
Minor to defend its territorial gains against the rising
tide of Turkish nationalism led by Mustafa Kemal.
The Greek military campaign against the Turkish
troops failed, and the Turkish counteroffensive
resulted in the defeat of the Greek army and the
expulsion of the entire Greek populations from Asia
Minor in 1922. The flight of about 1.3 million

Greeks from Turkey was later ratified by the Treaty
of Lausanne (1923), which also provided for the
transfer of 380,000 Muslims to Turkey in the frame-
work of the forced exchange of populations between
Greece and Turkey. The defeat in Asia Minor caused
a major political crisis. A Revolutionary Committee
of officers forced Constantine to leave the country for
a second time and a Commission of Inquiry put the
blame for the Asia Minor debacle on leading royalist
ministers and officers: six of them were sentenced to
death and executed. Constantine abdicated and
retired to Sicily, where he died soon after. After a
plebiscite in April 1924 the monarchy was abolished
and Greece was proclaimed a republic.

The defeat of Greece in Asia Minor (known to
Greeks as the ‘‘Asia Minor catastrophe’’) marked the
end of an era of territorial expansion and national-
ism, while at the same time the arrival of destitute
refugees represented an immense challenge that
called for social reforms. The government with the
aid of the Refugee Settlement Commission under-
took a major program of settlement for the refugees.
Half of the refugees (638,000) were settled in
Macedonia, which thereafter became predominantly
Greek. As part of the Ottoman Empire until 1912,
Macedonia had been inhabited by an ethnically
mixed population. Generally speaking, the exchange
of populations and the arrival of refugees trans-
formed Greece into an ethnically homogeneous
country, even though there were small minorities
of Jews, Muslims, Slav Macedonians, and
Albanians. The influx of the refugees accelerated
the process of land reform and large estates were
broken up into smaller landholdings, which were
distributed to the refugees. The refugees who
settled in the cities (363,000 in Salonika, Athens,
and Piraeus) provided abundant cheap labor and
contributed greatly to the growth of Greek industry
in the interwar era. The territorial and demographic
changes had political repercussions as well. Greece
was politically divided between the more conserva-
tive indigenous populations of ‘‘Old Greece’’ and
the more liberal or radical refugees who inhabited
the newly acquired lands.

After a period of political instability (1924–
1928) Venizelos won the elections of 1928. One
of his important achievements was the détente in
Greek-Turkish relations, although he failed to
respond to the new circumstances created by the
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world economic crisis. Venizelos lost the elections
of 1932 and that defeat marked the end of repub-
lican hegemony and liberal economic policy and
the beginning of a new period of political instabil-
ity. Republican officers attempted twice (in 1933
and 1935) a coup against the royalist Populist
Party, actions that fueled anti-Venizelist sentiments
and led to a purge of the republicans from the state
apparatus, which triggered a backlash by royalist
conspirators. One of them, General Kondylis,
staged a coup and organized a rigged plebiscite in
November 1935 that restored the monarchy in
Greece. In the beginning King George II followed
a policy of reconciliation between republicans and
royalists, forced dictator Kondylis to resign, and
called for elections. The elections of 1936 pro-
duced a stalemate between the two major political
parties and turned the Communist Party of Greece
(KKE), which held the balance of power, into a
significant political actor. In April 1936 the king
appointed General Ioannis Metaxas, leader of a
minuscule extreme rightist party, as the new prime
minister. On 4 August 1936 Metaxas, having the
consent of the king, proclaimed dictatorship using
as a pretext the labor unrest (a general strike was
organized for the next day) and the communist
danger. The Metaxas dictatorship (1936–1941),
lacking any political constituency, never became
popular and was conditioned on the king’s
support.

WORLD WAR II AND OCCUPATION

When World War II broke out Metaxas worked
hard to keep Greece out of the conflict without
jeopardizing good relations with Great Britain.
Benito Mussolini, however, wanted to demonstrate
to Hitler that Italy was an equal and victorious Axis
partner and picked Greece as an easy target. Italy
attacked Greece in October 1940 but the Italian
offensive was checked by the Greek army and the
Italian troops retreated to Albania. In April 1941
Germany intervened and invaded Greece. The gov-
ernment and the king fled to the Middle East, and
the country was ultimately divided by the three
occupying forces (Germany, Italy, and Bulgaria),
and a collaborationist government was installed in
Athens. The economic dislocation of the country
due to the war and the severity of the German
occupation created serious food shortages in the
urban centers. In the winter of 1941–1942 the

population of Athens faced a terrible famine that
caused the death of more than thirty thousand
people. The dire living conditions drove many peo-
ple to form committees to address the food short-
age problems, which often became the nuclei of the
Resistance in the urban centers. In 1942 the
Resistance spread to the countryside and grew to
become one of the largest resistance movements in
occupied Europe. The Communist Party together
with other small socialist parties founded the
National Liberation Front (EAM) and its military
wing, the National People’s Liberation Army
(ELAS), which were by far the strongest resistance
organizations in occupied Greece. The Resistance
was, however, intertwined with a civil war between
rival resistance organizations (leftist and rightist),
but mostly between ELAS and the Security
Battalions, Greek armed units that collaborated
with the Germans in campaigns against the guer-
rillas. The brutality of the German occupation
reached its climax in 1943–1944: sixty thousand
Greek Jews (mostly from Salonika) were deported
to be exterminated in concentration camps; hun-
dreds of civilians were executed on the spot in mass
executions in places such as Kalavryta, Kommeno,
and Distomo; villages were razed to the ground in
retaliation for guerrilla attacks; and hostages were
taken and later executed after roundups in Athens
neighborhoods.

LIBERATION AND CIVIL WAR

Greece was liberated in October 1944. When the
government-in-exile and prime minister George
Papandreou arrived in Athens the country was con-
trolled by EAM. The civil war during the occupa-
tion had heightened political tensions. The
government and the British feared that the com-
munists might attempt a coup and sought to dis-
arm ELAS. A new bloody conflict broke out in
Athens in December 1944. The government with
the support of British troops forced ELAS to evac-
uate the capital and after the Varkiza Agreement
(February 1945) the guerrillas surrendered their
arms. After the disarmament of the ELAS a period
of ‘‘white terror’’ followed during which the
ultra-royalist armed bands unleashed a campaign
of violence against the leftists in the countryside.
The Communist Party abstained from the elections
of 1946 and in a climate of disorder and terror the
royalists won the absolute majority. The
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polarization was further aggravated when the roy-
alist government held a rigged plebiscite in
September 1946, in which 68 percent voted for
the return of the king to Greece.

The armed groups formed by leftists who took
to the mountains to escape from right-wing vio-
lence began to swell in 1946 and a full-scale civil
war between the army and the communist guer-
rillas of the Democratic Army of Greece (DSE)
broke out (1946–1949). The failure of the army
to defeat the guerrillas alarmed the United States,
which viewed the Greek civil war as another
instance of a Soviet-inspired communist expansion-
ism. The declaration of the Truman Doctrine
(March 1947) outlined the U.S. foreign policy of
‘‘containment’’ vis-à-vis the Soviet Union, and it
was accompanied by generous economic aid to
Greece and Turkey, which proved to be crucial
for the military victory. On the other hand, the
DSE, despite its initial success, faced insurmounta-
ble problems, such as few reserves, inferior weap-
ons, and the limited support of the neighboring
socialist countries, while the shift from partisan to
regular army tactics increased its casualties. The
Greek Civil War took a heavy toll: thirty-eight
thousand soldiers and guerrillas were killed, seven
hundred thousand peasants became war-stricken
refugees, and twenty-five thousand boys and girls
were evacuated by guerrillas from the war zones to
the socialist countries, while in the final stages of
the war about fifty-eight thousand people fled the
country and became political refugees.

The civil war had a major impact on political
developments in Greece. In the following decades
political discrimination against the Left became an
integral part of the state policy, a combination of anti-
communism and nationalism characterized the official
ideology, and the army gained considerable political
power. Marshal Alexander Papagos, commander-
in-chief of the army during the civil war, and
Constantine Karamanlis were leaders from the Right
who became prime ministers successively (1952–1955
and 1956–1963) and laid the foundations for the
economic reconstruction and development. Greece
became tied to U.S. security interests and to NATO
while at the same time Karamanlis pursued closer rela-
tions with Western Europe and in 1961 signed the
treaty of association with the European Economic
Community (EEC). The elections of 1963 brought

to power the Centre Union and George Papandreou
once again became prime minister. The center-left
policy of Papandreou’s government alarmed King
Constantine II (r. 1964–1973) and the army and in
July 1965 he was forced to resign when the king
refused his request to take over the ministry of defense.
Mass demonstrations followed for weeks against the
‘‘royal putsch’’ that ushered in a period of political
instability. New elections were called for May 1967
but they never took place. On 21 April 1967 a group
of officers organized a coup to preempt the forthcom-
ing victory of the Centre Union in the elections.

THE JUNTA AND RESTORATION OF THE

REPUBLIC

The military dictatorship or ‘‘colonel’s junta’’
(1967–1974) was a violent reaction of the extreme
right in the army against the drive for the democ-
ratization of the political structures and institutions
that the Centre Union represented. After the abor-
tive counter-coup of the king (December 1967),
the dictator Colonel George Papadopoulos became
the strong man of the regime. Despite his efforts to
give a democratic facade to his regime, political
protests against the dictatorship mushroomed in
1973 and culminated in the occupation of the
Polytechnic School by students in November
1973, which was violently suppressed by the army.
Papadopoulos was then overthrown by one of the
hard-liners of the regime, Brigadier Demetrios
Ioannidis, head of the military police. The fierce
nationalism of the new dictator provoked a major
debacle. The junta organized a coup in Cyprus
(15 July 1974) and overthrew President Makarios,
who fled the island. Turkey took advantage of the
opportunity to invade Cyprus (20 July 1974) and
has since occupied the northern part (40 percent)
of the island. Within a few days the junta collapsed
and Karamanlis, who returned from France,
became the new prime minister (24 July 1974).

The fall of the dictatorship coincided with the
end of Greece’s ‘‘economic miracle.’’ For twenty
years (1953–1973) Greece had an unprecedented
economic development as the GDP grew annually
by 6.9 percent and the per capita GDP was quad-

rupled. Greece was no longer a predominantly

agrarian country as the number of farmers were

reduced (from 58 percent to 40 percent) and the

contribution of agriculture to the national
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economy was halved (from 30 percent to 16 per-

cent). The industrial sector grew, especially the

chemical industry, metallurgy, and shipbuilding.

During the same years the construction sector took

off and became one of the main investments for the

middle-classes. The boom of the construction sec-

tor was a direct outcome of the internal migration

from rural areas to the cities. Athens attracted most

of the internal migrants and its population nearly

doubled between 1951 and 1971 (from 1.3 million

to 2.5 million). During the same period there

was also a significant wave of emigration abroad.

Between 1951 and 1971, 758,000 Greeks emi-

grated to Western Europe, the vast majority to

West Germany.

POLITICAL CHANGES AND SOCIAL

TRANSFORMATIONS IN THE 1980S

AND 1990S

The reestablishment of democracy in 1974 ushered

in a new era of political stability and moderniza-

tion. Karamanlis, founder of the New Democracy

Party (ND) and prime minister between 1974 and

1980, took the necessary steps to consolidate

democracy. After a referendum over the issue of

monarchy Greece was proclaimed a republic, the

Communist Party (after twenty-seven years of

being banned) was legalized, the leading cadres of

the dictatorship were prosecuted and received

heavy sentences, and, in what represented a sharp

symbolic break with the past, the vernacular (demo-
tiki) instead of the formal (katharevousa) became

the language of the state. The other objective that

Karamanlis accomplished, despite the reserva-

tions of the European Commission because of the

poor economic performance of the country, was

Greece’s entry into the European Economic

Community (EEC) in 1981. With Greece’s democ-

racy consolidated, the next step was the introduc-

tion of social reforms. The Panhellenic Socialist

Movement (PASOK), with a rhetoric that mixed

nationalism, socialism, and populism and Andreas

Papandreou’s charisma, appealed broadly to the

middle and lower classes and to leftists who had

been persecuted for decades.

PASOK won the 1981 elections with the slo-
gan ‘‘Change,’’ which denoted both the need for
reform in Greek society and for political change.
With the exception of a brief period of Centre

Union rule, this was the first time in the postwar

years that the power was not in the hands of the

right wing. PASOK introduced reforms that were

long overdue, such as the recognition of the leftist

resistance to the Axis occupation, the right of the

political refugees of the civil war to return, the insti-

tution of civil marriage, the democratization of the

universities, the establishment of a national health

service system, and so on. The Greek economy,

however, continued to decline. The intensification

of competition after the entry of Greece into the

EEC and de-industrialization, the overextension of

the public sector, and heavy borrowing brought the

economy to a dead end in the mid-1980s. At the

same time corruption scandals caused disillusion-

ment with PASOK. In 1989 the ND, which won

the elections but lacked the majority of the seats in

the parliament, took the hitherto unprecedented

step of forming a coalition government with the

Left. In the elections of 1990 the ND won again

and, now with a majority in the parliament,

Constantine Mitsotakis became prime minister. The

liberalization of the economy and austerity measures

resulted in social unrest and union strikes, while the

nationalist fervor over the name ‘‘Macedonia’’—

Greece’s northern neighbor, the Former Yugoslav

Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) sought to use

the name, which most Greeks strenuously

rejected—brought disarray in the party.

After the elections of 1993 Papandreou again

became prime minister but due to failing health

was succeeded in 1996 by Kostas Simitis. PASOK

followed an economic policy similar to that of ND

but sought the consensus of the trade unions. In

the 1990s the economy recovered and Greece

entered the Economic and Monetary Union

(2000) thanks to a large extent to the EU funds,

the increasing competitiveness of domestic busi-

nesses, the reduction of public expenditure, and

the boost that came with winning the competition

to host the summer Olympic Games in 2004. The

downside of the economic recovery, however, was

high unemployment (10 percent), especially among

the young and women, the growth of poverty, and

widening of economic inequalities. Social discontent

with the economic policy of PASOK was expressed

in the elections of 2004, in which ND won a clear

majority and Kostas Karamanlis, a nephew of

Constantine Karamanlis, became the new prime
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minister. The most significant social phenomenon
in the 1990s was the arrival of about one million
immigrants, mostly from Albania and the former
Soviet Union, which constituted a new experience
for a hitherto largely linguistically and religiously
homogenous society. The transformation of
Greece from a country of emigration into a country
of immigration reflects the economic development
and social and cultural changes that took place in
the last decades of the twentieth century and will
shape the Greek society in the future.

See also Papandreou, Andreas; Venizelos, Eleutherios.
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POLYMERIS VOGLIS

n

GREENPEACE. Greenpeace is an interna-
tional nongovernmental organization that in 2005
had forty-one branches and 2.8 million supporters
worldwide. It was founded in 1970 by Canadian
and American antiwar activists in Vancouver, British
Columbia, to promote a peaceful world based
on ecologically sustainable principles. In 1979 it
became Greenpeace International and moved its
headquarters to Amsterdam.

Greenpeace activists are best known for embrac-
ing the Quaker philosophy of ‘‘bearing witness’’ and
Mahatma Gandhi’s strategy of ‘‘nonviolent direct

action’’ to combat nuclear testing, commercial whal-
ing and sealing, toxic-waste dumping, and the like.
‘‘We fire images rather than missiles,’’ Robert
Hunter, one of the group’s founding members,
once famously stated, ‘‘mind bombs delivered by

the world media’’ (Dyson, p. 58). Since most of
their campaigns involve protecting the world’s
oceans, they rely primarily on an ‘‘eco-navy’’ of small
ships outfitted with cameras, satellite technology,
and zodiacs (motorized inflatable rafts). They call

themselves ‘‘Warriors of the Rainbow,’’ a reference
to a Cree legend, according to which the races of
the world would one day band together under the

symbol of the rainbow to restore the earth’s biodi-
versity. Critics decry them as ‘‘peace pirates,’’ ‘‘eco-
guerrillas,’’ and ‘‘antinuclear musketeers.’’

Greenpeace undertook its first major campaign
in 1971, when a small group of founding activists
steered an old halibut seiner (dubbed Greenpeace)
and an aging minesweeper (Greenpeace Too) to the
Aleutian waters of Alaska in a daring effort to stop

the United States from detonating a five-megaton
nuclear bomb below the surface of Amchitka Island.
In 1972 and again in 1973, the group sent the yacht
Greenpeace III in a similar attempt to deter France

from detonating an aboveground nuclear device on
Mururoa, an island near Tahiti in the Tuamotu
Archipelago of French Polynesia. While these
quixotic ventures failed to stop the detonations,
they attracted world media attention and helped

turn public opinion against the testing. In 1972
the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission announced
that it would no longer conduct underground tests
in the Aleutians. In 1975 France put a moratorium
on all aboveground testing in the South Pacific.

For the next decade, Greenpeace engaged in a
series of campaigns to end commercial whaling and
sealing and to stop the dumping of toxic wastes in
the world’s oceans and rivers. In 1977 the group
confronted a Soviet whaling flotilla—the factory
ship Dalniy Vostok and nine whale catchers—off
the coast of California. After trying unsuccessfully
to position a zodiac in the line of fire between a
catcher and a whale, the Greenpeace crew ran their
cameras as a Soviet harpooner killed an immature
sperm whale in flagrant violation of the 1946
International Convention for the Regulation of
Whaling. These images, and many more broadcast
around the world in subsequent years, eventually
helped force the International Whaling Commission
to declare a moratorium on commercial whaling
in 1985. Greenpeace launched a similarly successful
campaign to halt the killing of baby seals in
Newfoundland in 1976. It used the same confron-
tational tactics to stop ships from dumping radio-
active materials and chemical waste in the Atlantic
Ocean and North Sea.

When France undertook a series of underground
nuclear tests in Mururoa in 1985, Greenpeace sent
its flagship, the Rainbow Warrior, to the South
Pacific to disrupt the testing anew. On 10 July,
however, the ship sank while in port in Auckland,
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New Zealand, after two explosions blew its hull apart,
killing the Greenpeace photographer Fernando
Pereira. Suspecting sabotage, New Zealand police
soon arrested two French commissioned officers,
Major Alain Mafart and Captain Dominique Prieur,
who were posing as a honeymoon couple using
counterfeit Swiss passports. Further investigation
by Le Monde and other French newspapers directly
implicated the Direction Générale de la Sécurité
Extérieure (DGSE), the foreign operations wing of
the French secret service. In September, President
François Mitterrand and Prime Minister Laurent
Fabius admitted that high-ranking government
officials had engineered the sabotage. Soon there-
after, Charles Hernu, the minister of defense, and
Admiral Pierre Lacoste, the head of the DGSE,
resigned their posts. France agreed to pay for the
loss of the Rainbow Warrior and to compensate
Pereira’s family. A New Zealand court sentenced
Mafart and Prieur to ten years in prison. Aside
from tarnishing France’s international reputation,
there were no other negative consequences of
the Greenpeace scandal. Mitterrand was reelected
in 1988. France continued to use Mururoa as a
nuclear test site (aside from a two-year morato-
rium) until 1996. Most of the remaining saboteurs,
all presumably members of the DGSE, escaped
conviction.

In the early twenty-first century Greenpeace
remains one of the world’s most active environ-
mental organizations. It continues to apply its
‘‘bearing witness’’ and ‘‘direct action’’ strategies
to the mining, transport, and disposal of nuclear
and other hazardous materials, and to the main-
tenance of ocean wildlife and ecology.

See also Environmentalism; Greens.
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MARK CIOC

n

GREENS. The term European Greens refers to a

federation of national political parties that place

ecological sustainability and social justice at the

forefront of their agendas. The first Green Party,

initially called the Ecology Party, was founded by

British environmentalists in 1973. The largest and

most successful, Die Grünen (The Greens), was

founded in West Germany in 1979; it changed its

name to Bündnis 90/Die Grünen (Alliance 90/

The Greens) after reunification with East Germany.

Similar parties were established elsewhere in Western

and Central Europe—the Lista Verdi (Green List)

in Italy, Vihreä Liitto (Green Alliance) in Finland,

Die Grüne Alternative (The Green Alternative) in

Austria, Miljöpartiet de Gröna (Green Ecology

Party) in Sweden, Les Verts (The Greens) in

France, among others—and by the end of the

1980s there were a small number of Green deputies

in several national parliaments. After 1989 Green

parties also began to emerge in the former Soviet

bloc, most successfully in Latvia and Georgia. In

1984 Green leaders established the European

Federation of Green Parties (also known as the

European Greens), an umbrella organization head-

quartered in Brussels, to coordinate their national

delegations in the European Parliament. As of

2005 it consisted of thirty-three Green parties from

thirty European countries. The European Greens

are also part of the Global Greens, a loose network

of Green parties and movements from around the

world.

FROM SOCIAL MOVEMENTS TO POLITICAL

PARTIES

The European Greens began as an amalgam of

extraparliamentary movements—led by radical stu-

dents, feminists, ecologists, peace activists, and

New Leftists—dedicated to a thorough transforma-

tion of modern industrial society. Over time they

evolved into a pragmatic parliamentary force deter-

mined to reform the domestic and foreign policies

of their governments from within. The transition

from movement to party was by no means smooth.

Many Green voters continue to think of their

organization as an ‘‘anti-party party,’’ and to prefer

a ‘‘principled’’ (or ‘‘fundamentalist’’) oppositional

stance to a ‘‘pragmatic’’ (or ‘‘realistic’’) coalition-

building strategy.

G R E E N S

1272 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



The vast majority of Green voters identify

with the political Left, and Europeans generally

think of the Greens as ‘‘left,’’ ‘‘center-left,’’ ‘‘New

Left,’’ ‘‘ecosocialist,’’ or (in countries with strong

Communist parties) ‘‘libertarian left’’ or ‘‘ecoanar-

chist left.’’ Nonetheless, the Greens defy easy cate-

gorization within the traditional European political

spectrum. Prominent among West Germany’s early

members, for instance, were Herbert Gruhl, a dis-

illusioned member of the right-leaning Christian

Democratic Union, and Petra Kelly, an equally

disillusioned member of the left-leaning Social

Democratic Party. When Green deputies first

entered the German Bundestag (parliament) in

1983, they insisted on sitting between these two

parties on the grounds that they were neither ‘‘left

nor right, but forward.’’ Similarly, French Greens

often refer to themselves as ninistes, short for ‘‘ni
droit, ni gauche’’ (neither right nor left).

The Greens are also somewhat difficult to situ-
ate historically. Most of their ideas are firmly
rooted in their experiences with the nuclear age,
the population boom, mass consumerism, and
urban congestion. However, some of their ideas—
especially those concerned with natural-resource
use and ecological sustainability—date back to the
Romantic era and nature-protectionist movements
of the nineteenth century. It is probably best to
view the Greens primarily as heirs of the peace and
ecological movements of the late 1960s and early
1970s and secondarily as neo-preservationists and
latter-day Romantics.

Early publications, manifestos, and campaign
platforms tended to critique capitalism, environ-
mental degradation, female inequality, and the
nuclear arms race while promoting grassroots democ-
racy, nonviolence, and global responsibility—all
familiar themes of the radical 1960s. Green writ-
ings were also deeply infused with the rhetoric of
the 1970s, when issues of acid rain, the ozone
layer, fisheries decline, global warming, species
extinction, and ‘‘limits to growth’’ were front and
center in the media. Since the collapse of the Soviet
Union in the 1990s the Greens have placed more
emphasis on the themes of cultural diversity, equal
opportunity, indigenous rights, social justice, eco-
logically sustainable development, and global
security. The commitment to a thorough rethink-
ing of modern civilization has remained a constant

theme, despite changes in tactics and slogans. The
foreword to the Guiding Principles of the European
Greens reads: ‘‘The so-called progress of the past
centuries has brought us into a situation where the
basis of life on Earth is seriously under threat.
While technological development may delay the
deterioration of the environment for a time, it
cannot prevent the ecological and social collapse
of civilization without a fundamental change in
the ideology of unquestioned material growth
which still prevails.’’

As a rule, Greens in northern (Protestant)
Europe have fared better than those in southern
(Catholic) Europe. This is partly because northern
Europe is more heavily industrialized and possesses
a more vibrant nature-protection tradition and
partly because southern Europe has a number of
well-entrenched Communist parties that absorb
much of the protest vote that would otherwise go
to the Greens. Western European Green parties are
generally bigger and more influential than their
Eastern European counterparts, no doubt because
they are located in countries that already enjoy
stable democracies and prosperous economies.
The Greens do far better in countries that elect
parliaments based on proportional representation
than in those that do not. This is because the
Greens typically receive only a small percentage of
the national vote and therefore stand little chance
in ‘‘winner-take-all’’ elections such as those in
Britain and the United States. Internal dissension
and factionalism has also undermined the electoral
prospects of some Green parties.

GREENS IN GERMANY AND FRANCE

Germany’s Alliance 90/The Greens has been
Europe’s most successful environmental party. It
won twenty-seven parliamentary seats in 1983 with
5.6 percent of the vote and forty-two seats in 1987
with 8.3 percent. The party suffered a temporary
reversal of fortunes in 1990 when it fell below the
minimum threshold of 5 percent for representation
in parliament, a setback that was largely a conse-
quence of the party’s inflexible opposition to the
government’s popular reunification policies. In
1991 the party embarked on a more realistic path
to political power (the Aufbruch, or ‘‘new depar-
ture’’), and enjoyed a string of electoral successes:
7.3 percent of the vote (forty-nine seats) in 1994,
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6.7 percent (forty-seven seats) in 1998, and 8.6
percent (fifty-five seats) in 2002. The Greens became
junior partners in a governing coalition for the first
time in 1998 under Chancellor Gerhard Schröder
(Social Democrat). The Greens have held three
cabinet posts in each of Schröder’s two administra-
tions, including the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(held by Joschka Fischer since 1998); Ministry of
Environment, Nature Conservation, and Reactor
Safety (Jürgen Trittin since 1998); Ministry of
Health (Andrea Fischer from 1998 to 2002); and
Ministry of Consumer Protection, Food, and
Agriculture (Renate Künast since 2002). No other
Green Party in the world has enjoyed this level of
influence and power.

France’s Green Party (Les Verts) has struggled
to find a niche for itself as a radical non-Marxist
party capable of competing with the well-established
Socialist and Communist parties. Initially domi-
nated by New Left activists, Les Verts came under
the control of the pragmatic Antoine Waechter
from 1986 to 1993. Waechter’s leadership netted
the party some significant electoral successes, most
notably in the 1989 European Parliament elec-
tions, when it captured 10.6 percent of the vote
and received nine deputies. One of those deputies,
Marie Anne Isler-Béguin, served as vice president
of the European Parliament from 1991 to 1994.
Dissension from within, however, led to the establ-
ishment of several rival parties, chief among them
the Génération Ecologie. After several electoral
defeats at the local and national levels, Les Verts
came under the leadership of Dominique Voynet.
As in Germany, Les Verts formed an alliance with
the Socialist Party for the 1997 national elections
and netted eight deputies to the National Assembly.
It then joined the governing coalition of Prime
Minister Lionel Jospin (Socialist) between 1997
and 2002, in return for which it received one cabi-
net position, the Ministry of Environment and
Regional Planning (held by Dominique Voynet
until 2001). In the 2004 European Parliament
elections, Les Verts won 8.4 percent of the vote,
giving it six deputies.

OTHER COUNTRIES

Other Green parties have also had a taste of power,
if only fleetingly. Sweden’s Green Ecology Party
received 5.5 percent of the vote in the 1988

national elections, becoming the first new party to
enter the Swedish parliament in seven decades.
It dropped below the 4 percent threshold in the
1991 elections but rebounded with 5 percent of
the vote in 1994 and 4.5 percent in 1998. It also
won 17.2 percent of the vote in the 1995 European
Parliament elections, a record high for an environ-
mental party. It has maintained an informal alliance
with the reigning Social Democratic government
since 1998. Finland’s Green Alliance won 7.3 per-
cent of the vote and eleven seats in parliament in
1999. It was a junior partner in a broad governing
coalition until 2002, when it quit in protest over
the government’s nuclear policies. Italy’s Green
List entered the legislature for the first time in
1987 with thirteen deputies and two senators and
briefly became part of the governing coalition (with
two ministerial portfolios) from 1998 to 1999. In
2004 Latvia elected the Green leader Indulis Emsis
as its prime minister, marking the first time that a
European Green has ever reached such a position.

Most Green parties had yet to move from
being an opposition force to being part of a gov-
erning coalition as of 2004. Switzerland enjoys the
distinction of being the first European country to
elect a Green member to a national parliament, and
the Swiss Greens typically capture 5 to 8 percent of
the national vote, but the party has yet to join the
circles of government. Austria’s Green Alternative
(or ‘‘Greens,’’ as they came to be known in the
1990s) has had considerable success in local and
regional elections and been represented in parlia-
ment since 1986. It allied itself with the Socialists
in the 2002 elections and captured 9.5 percent of
the vote, but that was still not enough to secure a
Socialist-Green governing majority. Luxembourg’s
Greens have also been shut out of the corridors of
power, despite winning 11.6 percent of the vote in
the national elections of 2004, a record high for a
Green Party in a European national election.
Britain’s Green Party has been hampered by inter-
nal divisions and by the ‘‘winner-take-all’’ voting
system. It made a big splash in the European
Parliament elections of 1989, when it garnered
14.9 percent of the vote, but it has never surpassed
2.9 percent of the vote in national elections and has
never elected a member to Parliament.

In 2004 the European Greens collectively held
4 national ministerial posts, 169 legislative seats
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in 15 national parliaments, and 33 seats in the
European Parliament. The German Greens alone
accounted for 3 of those ministerial posts, 55 of the
national seats, and 13 of the European Parliament
seats. Many European voters continue to see Green
parties as single-purpose environmentalists, despite
the wide range of issues that they champion, and to
view them with skepticism, despite their efforts to
move from the extraparliamentary fringe to the
parliamentary mainstream. The Greens have none-
theless managed to increase their share of the vote
slowly but steadily since the 1980s, and they are
likely to remain a vibrant force in European politics
for the foreseeable future.

See also Environmentalism.
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GROPIUS, WALTER (1883–1969), one of
the most celebrated and influential architects of the
twentieth century.

Walter Adolph Gropius enjoyed a lengthy and
productive career in Germany, England, and the
United States that spanned the years 1908 until
his death in Cambridge, Massachusetts, in 1969.
Descended from an established Berlin family that

included such successful architects as his great
uncle, Martin Gropius of the nineteenth-century
‘‘Schinkel school,’’ Walter Gropius experienced a
meteoric rise to prominence through a combina-
tion of ambition, charisma, and organizational abil-
ity. His talent for attracting and collaborating with
leading lights of the artistic and architectural world
throughout his life helped him to realize a long line
of significant projects. These, in turn, helped define
the vocabulary and principles of twentieth-century
architecture and design.

Gropius occupied a string of prominent leader-
ship posts for most of his career. These included his
founding and direction of the Bauhaus school in
1919; his catalytic presence as a faculty member and
department head at the Harvard Graduate School of
Design’s department of architecture from 1937 to
1952; and his leadership of The Architects Collabora-
tive (TAC) firm in Cambridge,Massachusetts, begin-
ning in 1946. Frequent lectures and publications
espousing Gropius’s view that architecture should
always take account of technical, economic, and
social conditions kept him in the international public
eye and at the center of the modern architectural
profession for several decades.

Born in Berlin in 1883, Gropius completed stud-
ies in several Berlin Gymnasium schools. Following
one semester at the Munich Technical University,
he completed architectural studies at the Technical
University of Berlin-Charlottenburg in 1907. After
a year-long study tour in Spain, Gropius gained
employment in the most prestigious and progressive
architectural office of the day, the office of Peter
Behrens in the Berlin suburb of Neubabelsberg.
Assisting Behrens in work for the industrial giant
AEG, Germany’s General Electric Corporation,
between 1908 and 1910, Gropius worked along-
side Ludwig Mies van der Rohe and got to know
his future design partner, Adolf Meyer, with whom
he worked between 1910 and 1925.

Gropius and Meyer rose to prominence with
their design of the pathbreaking Fagus Factory in
Alfeld-an-der-Leine, Germany, in 1911, along with
the equally provocative Model Factory at the
Deutscher Werkbund Exhibition in Cologne in
1914. Both buildings are regarded to this day as
among the earliest essays in an industrial, monu-
mental architecture for twentieth-century secular,
functional buildings. Each makes dramatic use of
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brick, steel, and wide expanses of glass in sober
exteriors that owe something to the classicism of
Behrens while exceeding the older master’s work in
their frank and expressive use of industrial materials.

Gropius’s founding and directorship of the
Bauhaus from 1919 through 1928 in Weimar and
then Dessau secured him a leading role among the
artistic and architectural avant-garde of the turbu-
lent Weimar era. Assembling such artistic lumi-
naries as Paul Klee, Wassily Kandinsky, Johannes
Itten, Lyonel Feininger, and László Moholy-Nagy
as faculty members for a small yet lively interdisci-
plinary school of fine art, applied art, architecture,
and design, Gropius proudly polemicized in favor
of a new German architecture and art that com-
bined craftsmanship and industrial know-how with
such international avant-garde artistic movements
as expressionism, Dada, Dutch neoplasticism, and
Russian constructivism. Gropius’s Bauhaus build-
ing of 1926 in Dessau, completed in the same year
that the school at last opened a department of
architecture, again underscored Gropius’s reputa-
tion as one of the most innovative and visionary
architects of the industrial era. The building’s
expressive massing, ribbon windows and glass cur-
tain walls, and functional differention all contribu-
ted to what in a few years would come to be known
as the ‘‘International Style.’’

Emigrating to the United States in 1937 after
a three-year stint in England, Gropius accepted
dean Joseph Hudnut’s invitation to join the archi-
tecture faculty of the Harvard Graduate School of
Design. Partnering with former Bauhaus designer
Marcel Breuer, and then founding a firm, The
Architects Collaborative, in 1946, Gropius collabo-
rated on a wide range of projects including modern
suburban housing developments in Cambridge,
Massachusetts; the U.S. Embassy in Athens, 1956–
1961; the University of Baghdad, 1957–1960; and
the Pan Am Building, a high-rise office building
atop New York’s Grand Central Station, completed
with Pietro Belluschi (1899–1994) in 1957. In-
creasingly resented in his later years by a younger
generation of architects who came to regard the
German émigré architect as a dogmatic exponent
for an intolerant, acontextual, and universalist mod-
ernist aesthetic, Gropius saw his popularity wane in
the 1960s with the rise of new movements such as
postmodernism, ecological design, and critical
regionalism. Nevertheless, Gropius’s insistence on

humanistic design that took account of social, eco-
nomic, and technical factors had a lasting impact on
modern architecture in Germany, the United States,
and throughout the industrialized world.

See also Bauhaus; Kandinsky, Wassily; Klee, Paul; Mies
van der Rohe, Ludwig; Moholy-Nagy, László.
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JOHN V. MACIUIKA
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GROSSMAN, VASILY (1905–1964), writer.

Vasily Semyonovich Grossman was born on 12
December 1905 to cultured, assimilated Jewish
parents in the town of Berdichev, in Ukraine. He
graduated from Moscow State University in
December 1929 as a chemical engineer but wanted
to be a writer. A number of innovative but enthu-
siastically Soviet works gained him admission to the
privileged Union of Soviet Writers in 1937.
Grossman might have remained an ardent Soviet
writer but for his experiences as a frontline corre-
spondent during World War II. He spent more
than a thousand days at the front, witnessing the
street fighting at Stalingrad and accompanying the
Red Army on its long drive from Ukraine to Berlin.
He gained national fame for his lively, sensitive
reporting and ended the war a decorated lieutenant
colonel in the Red Army. After the war, his desire
to tell the truth about the collaboration of some
Soviet nationals in the murder of their Jewish
neighbors during the German occupation put him
at loggerheads with official government policy.
Grossman had discovered that his mother was
among the twenty thousand Jews murdered in
Berdichev on 15 September 1941, and he would
not give up trying to write that history. As a result,
the Soviet authorities under both Joseph Stalin and
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Nikita Khrushchev labeled him an enemy of the
state. His manuscripts were suppressed and buried
in archives; his published works were removed
from libraries. When he died of stomach cancer
on 14 September 1964 (the eve of the twenty-third
anniversary of the murder of the Jews of
Berdichev), he was officially a nonperson.

Grossman married twice. His first marriage

ended in divorce but gave him his only child,

Yekaterina, born in January 1930. In 1935 he

married Olga Mikhailovna Guber, the former wife

of the writer Boris Guber, who was arrested and

executed in 1937 for ‘‘anti-Soviet activities.’’ When

Olga Mikhailovna was herself arrested by the

NKVD (the Soviet secret police) in 1938,

Grossman courageously wrote a letter to Nikolai

Yezhov, the head of the NKVD, explaining that she

was no longer the wife of an ‘‘enemy of the people’’

(Boris Guber) but his own spouse. Grossman

obtained her release and adopted her two sons so

they would not be sent to special camps for the

children of those who had been arrested.

After the war, Grossman fell in love with
Yekaterina Zabolotskaya, wife of the poet Nikolai

Zabolotsky, and they lived together for two years.
Although both returned to their spouses, their love
endured as deep friendship and trust until
Grossman’s death. Grossman secretly entrusted
his final typescript of Forever Flowing to
Zabolotskaya on his deathbed. She kept it safe for
decades before giving it to John Garrard of the
University of Arizona for transfer to the West,
where it was deposited in the Andrei Sakharov
Archive at Harvard University.

Grossman remained relatively unknown in the
West until the posthumous publication of his major
novel, Life and Fate, in Lausanne, Switzerland, in
1980, after friends smuggled a copy to the West. In
1962, after the KGB had seized the original manu-
script of Life and Fate, Mikhail Suslov, the ideolo-
gical boss of the Communist Party, told Grossman
that the novel threatened harm to the Soviet peo-
ple, the Soviet state, and ‘‘all those struggling to
achieve communism beyond Soviet borders.’’ The
novel could be published inside the Soviet Union,
he said, ‘‘in 250 years.’’ What was so dangerous
about a novel centered on the battle for Stalingrad
written by the Red Army’s premier war correspon-
dent? This was the same Vasily Grossman whose
pieces about the heroic Stalingrad garrison, such as
‘‘Stalingrad Hits Back’’ and ‘‘In the Line of the
Main Drive,’’ had been published in 1942 to uni-
versal acclaim in the Red Army’s newspaper, Red
Star. But Life and Fate struck at the heart of the
Soviet assertion that Adolf Hitler’s Germany was
the diametrical opposite of Stalin’s Soviet Union.
Grossman showed two warring totalitarian regimes
that were mirror images of each other. Grossman
was the first Soviet writer or historian to perceive
them this way but did not become the first to
publish.

Grossman amplified this comparison in Forever
Flowing, which after his death was also smuggled to
the West for publication in Frankfurt, Germany, in
1970. In it, Grossman compared Hitler’s hierarchy
based on race to Vladimir Lenin’s hierarchy based
on class. Both grounded their appeals on the power-
ful nationalist extremism stirring in their popula-
tions, and both ideologies led to state chauvinism
and state-sponsored anti-Semitism. In Life and Fate,
Grossman spoke ostensibly about Nazi Germany,
arguing that ‘‘in totalitarian countries, where society
as such no longer exists, only State anti-Semitism

The Soviet Union’s famous war memorial at

Stalingrad (now Volgograd) quotes ‘‘In the Line of

the Main Drive,’’ Vasily Grossman’s most cele-

brated war report, which appeared in Red Star,

the Red Army newspaper, in 1942. In huge granite

letters, a German soldier asks, ‘‘They are attacking

us again; can they be mortal?’’ Inside the mauso-

leum, tooled in gold around the base of the giant

dome, a Red Army soldier gives the answer: ‘‘Yes,

we were mortal indeed, and few of us survived, but

we all carried out our patriotic duty before holy

Mother Russia.’’ ‘‘In the Line of the Main Drive’’

was reprinted in Pravda during the war, but

although Grossman finished the war as a decorated

lieutenant colonel in the Red Army, he later became

a critic of the regime and Soviet designers refused

to speak his name at the memorial where he had

witnessed and written about a soldier’s courage

under fire.
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can arise. This is a sign that the State is looking for
the support of fools, reactionaries and failures, that
it is seeking to capitalize on the ignorance of the
superstitious and the anger of the hungry.’’ The
criticism applied to Soviet Russia, as well.

See also Anti-Semitism; Red Army; Samizdat; Soviet
Union.
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GROSZ, GEORGE (1893–1959), German
artist.

George Grosz, originally named Georg
Ehrenfried Groß, was born in Berlin. After earning
his diploma from the Royal Academy of Beaux-Arts
in Dresden, he volunteered as a medical recruit in
November 1914 in order to avoid the draft and was
sent to the front. He received a medical discharge
in 1915 and changed his name the following year
as an act of protest against German nationalism and
patriotism. He was joined in this by his artist friend
Helmut Herzfelde, who renamed himself John
Heartfield. He was called up again in 1917, became
severely depressed, and was interned at the psychiat-
ric hospital in Görden before being definitively
discharged.

Grosz returned to a Berlin that seemed to him
cold and gray. The pessimism he felt because of the
war and his hospitalization among the maimed and
wounded led him to produce oil paintings depict-
ing apocalyptic end-of-war scenes. In his Metropolis
(1916–1917), expressionist elements compete with
futurist ones, with entangled lines, multiple planes,
and sticklike, almost transparent figures suggesting
the simultaneity of the various events being
depicted. The predominance of orange-red speaks
of fire, destruction, and the swirling abyss. The
same spirit haunts Widmung an Oskar Panizza
(1917–1918; Homage to Oskar Panizza), which
expresses his disgust with war and his hatred of
the Catholic Church and the political authorities.
In this visionary representation of universal
destruction, Grosz depicts half-human characters
in ridiculous poses: ‘‘A diabolical procession of
beings no longer at all human steals down a foreign
street, with Alcohol, Syphilis and the Plague writ-
ten on their faces. . . . I was protesting against a
Humanity gone crazy, by painting it’’ (quoted in
Kranzfelder, p. 23).

Vasily Grossman’s ‘‘Trial of the Four Judases,’’ in

his novella Forever Flowing, is his strongest indict-

ment of Soviet totalitarianism. Since the state’s

legal code punished not only the offender but also

anyone who knew but did not report subversive

behavior, the regime encouraged citizens to betray

one another. Thus there were many Judases, for

virtually no person—and Grossman included him-

self in this indictment—could survive and be totally

innocent. In this page of the original typescript,

Grossman added in his own handwriting ‘‘Iuda’’

(Judas), to emphasize that betrayal was at the heart

of the Soviet state.
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In 1917 Grosz cofounded Berlin’s Dada move-
ment with Richard Huelsenbeck and Raoul
Hausmann. Dada furnished a climate, philosophy,
and method that permitted Grosz to unleash him-
self against the institutions of the young Weimar
Republic. He mixed watercolor, collage, ink, and
pencil. In oil paintings such as Grauer Tag (1921;
Gray day), he caricatured what he called the
Organizers, bourgeois war profiteers crushing their
victims (workers or communists), who are com-
partmentalized by a stylized architecture averse to
linear spaces.

After joining the Communist Party in 1918,
‘‘Marshal Dada’’ (as he nicknamed himself)
rejected bourgeois traditions and engaged in a radi-
cal artistic political combat, in which the artist is
dedicated to revolutionary change. In his drawing
Die Kommunisten Fallen und die Devisen Steigen

(1919; The Communists fall and the foreign
exchange rises), made in 1919, the same year
Spartacus League founders Rosa Luxemburg and
Karl Liebknecht were assassinated, Grosz
denounced the crushing of the Spartacist revolu-
tion by Social Democratic leaders. His satirical
drawings were characteristic of the revolutionary
art and politics he had published in numerous
journals since 1910, including Ulk, Lustige
Blätter, and Editions Malik. To further the revolu-
tion he founded a satirical journal, Die Pleite, with
the Herzfelde brothers, which later appeared under
the name Schutzhaft, both of which were censored
when they first appeared. Grosz defined himself as
an ‘‘impartial and scientific observer’’ of German
society. His rapid, uncorrected sketches from 1920
through 1923 focused on the situation immedi-
ately after the war and during the periods of run-
away inflation; they depict cafés and street scenes
filled with caricatured figures, including sinister-
looking bourgeois humiliating maimed and dis-
membered veterans. His lines are blistering,
deformed, and overlaid by watercolors. He made
use of refined observation to denounce a bruised
society: ‘‘In this way, bit by bit I developed the harsh
and decisive style I needed to depict what was
inspired in me by my absolute disgust with Men.’’

Grosz gave these remarks material content in
his collection Ecce Homo, which was received with
accusations that he was degrading public morals. In
Ecce Homo (published in 1922–1923) and in Das
Neue Gesicht der Herrschenden Klasse: 55 Politische
Zeichunungen (The new face of the ruling class:
55 political drawings), published in 1922, he
depicted bourgeois society at its most vulnerable
point by exposing its private life, unveiling the
obsessions and sexual excesses of a bourgeois hid-
ing behind the mask of the upright man and
defender of political morality.

As a friend of the painter Otto Dix, Grosz took
part in the 1925 exposition New Objectivity at the
Kuntshalle in Mannheim. Between 1925 and 1928
he returned to painting and the battle waged
on: Die Stützen der Gesellschaft (1926; Pillars of
society) and The Agitator (1928) denounced the
enemies of democracy. As an artist he came to
constitute a kind of memorial to the conscience of
an entire nation. His status as a chronicler was
transformed into that of clairvoyant witness to the

Gray Day. Painting by George Grosz, 1921. BILDARCHIV
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rise of Nazism, and he became one of the most
hated artists under the Third Reich, which
labeled his works ‘‘degenerate’’ and subsequently
destroyed them. He left for the United States in
1933 and in 1941 began to teach at Columbia
University. As a distant observer of the political
situation in Germany, he produced works that
translated his personal dismay into visual form.
Although his portraits and watercolors from this
period appeared tranquil on the surface, they were
still fueled by the underlying cynicism that marked
his early work. He published his autobiography
in 1946 before returning to Berlin, where he died
in 1959.

See also Communism; Dada; Degenerate Art Exhibit;
Dix, Otto; Liebknecht, Karl; Luxemburg, Rosa;
Nazism; World War I.
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CAROLINE TRON-CARROZ
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GUERNICA. In 1937 Spain was in the midst
of a civil war which had begun in 1936 between the
left-wing government of the Second Republic
(made up of a coalition of Socialists, Republicans,
and reformists) and its supporters, and right-wing
insurgents, known as Nationalists. With the active
help of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, and aided
by French and British indecisiveness, Spanish
Nationalist generals, with their head, General
Emilio Mola, mounted a new offensive, directed
against civilian targets, on 31 March 1937. A
German Luftwaffe squadron known as the
Condor Legion, under the command of the future

Marshal Wolfram von Richthofen, carried out the
attacks: one by one, the cities of Guernica, Bilbao,
and Gijón were destroyed, leaving the Basque
Country in ruins. The bombing of Guernica on
26 April 1937, which killed mostly women, chil-
dren, and the elderly, stunned the world.

In response to a command issued by the
Spanish Republican government, in June 1937
Pablo Picasso (1881–1973) presented, at the
Spanish Pavilion of the Paris International
Exposition, a painting laden with a mere three
somber tones: black, gray, and white. Its title was
Guernica (782�351 cm), a canvas unsigned,
undated, and unframed, painted in Ripolin, an
industrial paint. More than just a masterpiece,
Guernica expresses the suffering and barbarity of
war. Guernica has remained a tour de force because
Picasso was so successful at signifying the meaning
of a historical event by overlaying autobiographical
elements onto allusions to the massacres and to
death itself. However, in its depiction of the
upheaval of an entire society, Guernica does more
than merely mark an event. This canvas, completed
just days after the bombardment of the Basque
village Guernica by the Junker 52s and Heinkel
51s of the Condor Legion, gave Picasso the
opportunity to pick up his brushes again in a way
that synthesized his recent output with earlier
exploratory works such as La Corrida (1933) and
Minotauromachy (1935).

The point of departure for these pieces was
Picasso’s desire to construct a personalized mytho-
logical iconography that conveyed highly readable
meanings through shapes that bordered on the
irrational. Guernica was the result of a long process
that transpired through numerous preparatory
works, in particular the two series of etched engrav-
ings entitled Dream and Lie of Franco, I and II
(1937). The detailing and positioning of the fig-
ures on the canvas is arranged into eight stages
completed between 11 May and 4 June 1937,
documented with the aid of photographs taken by
Picasso’s companion Dora Maar (1907–1997).
Picasso chose not to literally retranscribe the mas-
sacre—there are no planes or bombs, but the name
he chose belies any alternate interpretation of its
subject. In this way he transferred the event into a
more complex space insofar as its plot unfolds in
the interval between inside (the light fixture, the
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window, and the door) and outside. The tragedy

occurs in an intermediary place where animals and

women are icons of universal suffering. Picasso

played with lighting in order to dramatize his com-

position, which was founded on nuances of gray

that work together to forge a differentiation

between planes and volumes. This is why the prin-

cipal characters are bathed in bright light, including

the bull, the horse, the warrior, and the four

women: the woman with the child, the woman

falling, the fleeing woman, and the woman by the

lamp. These figures contrast with the remaining

elements, which are darker, each assuming a place

within a central triangle, on both sides of which

two other triangles are drawn, encased within two

white vertical stripes.

Guernica has elicited numerous interpreta-

tions, most notably concerning the symbolic sig-

nificance of the characters and about the canvas’s

chromatic oppositions, which appear to be an

attempt to re-create photographs that appeared in

the press. Picasso avoided saying anything explicit

in this regard in public, remaining content to reaf-

firm his support for the Spanish Republic. The

author Michel Leiris, however, summed up the

message and importance of Guernica in a few sim-

ple lines: ‘‘In a black and white rectangle like the

appearance of a Greek Tragedy, Picasso is sending

us our letter of mourning: Everything we love is

going to die, and this is why it was necessary that

everything we love be encapsulated, like the effu-

sion of some grand adieux, in something unforget-

tably beautiful’’ (Leiris, p. 128; translated from the

French).

After World War II, Picasso produced numer-

ous paintings, lithographs, posters, and ceramic

sculptures, but created just one solitary work con-

nected to the war. As he himself would say: ‘‘I did

not paint the War because I do not belong to that

class of painters who go out in search of a subject

like a photographer does’’ (Daix, p. 280; translated

from the French). He did nonetheless finish one

painting entitled Le Charnier (Mass grave), dated

1945, following the discovery of the concentration

camps, which utilizes the same underlying assump-

tions as those used to produce Guernica. Le
Charnier is not about depicting the horror of the

camps, but instead concerns transposing this reality

into the iconography of a painter in search of the

universal. The painting’s expository context was

also the focal point for numerous polemics. Many

other of Picasso’s works, such as L’Aubade (The

dawn serenade) from 1942, contained underlying

allusions to World War II. However, in 1951

Picasso produced a much more explicit painting

based on the famous execution scenes by

Francisco de Goya (1746–1928) and Edouard

Manet (1832–1883) and titled Massacre in Korea,

Guernica. Painting by Pablo Picasso, 1937. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS

G U E R N I C A

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1281



but it did not enjoy to the same success as
Guernica.

Guernica’s destiny echoed the political turmoil
of the era—it was shown in Norway, then in
London, after which it spent time in New York,
before coming to rest in the Prado Museum, the
venue Picasso himself had wished for it. Guernica’s
travels were not limited by geography, however—
its trek continued on film, when it became the
primary object of an eponymous movie directed
by Alain Resnais and Robert Hessens in 1950.

See also Picasso, Pablo; Spain; Spanish Civil War; World
War II.
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CYRIL THOMAS

n

GUERRILLA WARFARE. Carl von
Clausewitz wrote in On War (1832) that a people’s
war (Volkskrieg) in ‘‘civilized Europe’’ was a phe-
nomenon of the nineteenth century. He recog-
nized that it was a function of the popular
nationalism unleashed by the great French
Revolution; it meant that war was no longer merely
the business of generals and armies, limited by the
rules, conventions, and laws of war. Instead ordi-
nary people would fight with whatever weapons
they had, however bad the military odds, to pre-
serve the ‘‘soul’’ of their country. Clausewitz had
seen this happen in Russia and in Spain, where the
partisans, or partidos, had conducted protracted
struggles against Napoleon’s armies in what would
become best known as guerrilla warfare, la guerra
de guerrillas (literally, war of little wars). It would
recur several times during the nineteenth century,
notably during the American Civil War, the Franco-
German War of 1870–1871, and the British inva-
sion of the Boer republics (the so-called Second
War of Independence) of 1899–1902. In all these
cases, as in Spain and Russia, guerrilla warfare was a
defensive reaction to foreign invasion, a product of
international conflict; such reactions would recur in
Europe in the twentieth century as well. But more
striking still would be the proactive, insurgent form
in which guerrilla warfare became the vehicle of
internal revolution. This had been presaged by
the Italian nationalist Giuseppe Mazzini, though
his inspirational tracts on guerrilla fighting never
succeeded in generating an effective guerrilla cam-
paign—his dream of Italian national liberation was
only realized by conventional military action.

The first modern European guerrilla insur-
gency in the cause of ‘‘national liberation’’ was
launched in Macedonia at the beginning of the
twentieth century. The Internal Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization (IMRO) faced the task
of building up a sense of nationality as well as
conducting a military campaign and was strikingly
successful in both enterprises until it took the pre-
mature decision to shift from guerrilla to conven-
tional operations. This problem, of grasping the
exact potential and limits of guerrilla methods,
would recur in many subsequent attempts at insur-
gency. The technique became better understood at
the end of World War I. The war in Europe was
almost entirely ‘‘regular,’’ though there was some
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guerrilla resistance in Serb territory occupied by the

Habsburg army, and the German army used sporad-

ic Belgian franc-tireur activity as the pretext for

violent reprisals against civilians. In German East

Africa, however, a remarkably successful guerrilla

campaign was conducted by a regular German offi-

cer, Paul von Lettow-Vorbeck, with a small force of

local askaris—the opposite, in fact, of a ‘‘national

liberation’’ struggle. But Lettow’s achievement in

holding off a vastly larger (albeit very second-rate)

British imperial army for the whole duration of the

war demonstrated the potential of the strategy and

may have added credibility to T. E. Lawrence’s

contention that the Arab revolt of 1916–1918

was a decisive guerrilla victory. The actual perfor-

mance of the Arab forces that Lawrence and other

British advisors helped to organize has been dis-

puted, but the impact of Lawrence’s writings about

the campaign was indisputable.

Lawrence proposed a reversal of conventional

military wisdom, contending that ‘‘granted mobil-

ity, security, time, and doctrine, victory will rest

with the insurgents’’ (1920). Guerrilla forces that

could hit and run, striking only in favorable situa-

tions, could outlast the power of regular armies.

The key requirement was ‘‘doctrine,’’ or ideology,

and this might be either socialism or nationalism,

or indeed both. The numbers of active insurgents

might be very small—as few as 2 percent of the

population, Lawrence suggested, provided 80 per-

cent were sympathetic. This would ensure that the

incumbent forces could not get the intelligence

information they would need to locate the guerrilla

forces. The theory was revolutionary, and if some

people still questioned the relevance of the Arab

campaign—‘‘a sideshow of a sideshow’’—from the

European standpoint—its publication coincided

with an Irish republican guerrilla campaign inside

the United Kingdom in which a few hundred

fighters defied the British army for long enough

to bring about political concessions. The Irish

Republican Army’s (IRA) achievement was psycho-

logical as much as military; it convinced the British

government that it had the backing of the Irish

people and that purely military repression would

be pointless. It never needed to develop the capac-

ity to take on military units larger than a company

fifty to one hundred strong. It demonstrated that

survival was as important as the ability to inflict

damage. The question of whether a government
less ready to compromise than the British could
be defeated by guerrilla methods remained unan-
swered. The experience of the Russian civil war,
however, in which a skillfully led anarchist guerrilla
army was ultimately overwhelmed by the Red
Army, indicated that Lawrence’s claim might have
been overstated.

Certainly the Bolshevik leadership seems to
have drawn this conclusion. Leon Trotsky called
guerrilla warfare ‘‘the truly peasant form of war,’’
and in Marxist terms this was at best a limited
endorsement. It was primitive, and though it might
sometimes be necessary it was not inherently revo-
lutionary. Joseph Stalin, originally a more enthu-
siastic ‘‘guerrillaist,’’ soon lost his enthusiasm in
the aftermath of the civil war. Its anarchic potential
was increasingly unattractive, and in the Spanish
civil war there was no Soviet support for a form of
warfare that might have been expected to play a
major if not decisive role in the struggle between
nationalists and republicans. Despite the impres-
sion created by some visiting litterateurs, guerrilla
activity was fleeting and disconnected. The over-
riding necessity of defending the main cities, and
the fact that the Nationalist armies were less vul-
nerable to disruption, forced the republic’s defend-
ers—even the anarchists—into static trench
warfare. It was left to Mao Zedong, in very differ-
ent circumstances, to educate his fellow Marxists in
the revolutionary potential of what he (who also
warned against the propensity of ‘‘guerrillaism’’ to
degenerate into banditry or anarchy) labeled ‘‘pro-
tracted war.’’

The Second World War, unlike the First, saw
widespread guerrilla fighting. But it remained large-
ly improvised and uninformed by theory. Stalin’s
army, in line with earlier priorities, had not drawn
up any plans for partisan activity. It was only the
staggering scale and speed of the German advance
into the USSR in 1941, leaving thousands of Red
Army troops cut off in a vast occupied zone, that
made a revival of the partisan tradition almost una-
voidable. On 3 July Stalin broadcast a call to all
patriots to form partisan units and ‘‘make life intol-
erable for the invader,’’ and formal orders were
issued by the Central Committee a week later.
The response was slow, with the number of parti-
sans gradually increasing over a two-year period
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from perhaps 30,000 at the end of 1941 to some

250,000 in the summer of 1943. In the terms

sketched by Lawrence, even the smaller of these

numbers was enormous, but of course so was the

expanse of territory involved. Much of the occu-

pied zone was unsuitable for guerrilla operations,

being flat and open, and most activity was concen-

trated in the (still huge) Bryansk forests and central

marshlands of Byelorussia. From the start the main

value of the partisan campaign seems to have been

political as much as military, and it is clear from the

tiny forces deployed on antipartisan operations by

the German army that the threat was never vital.

The German response was nonetheless extraordi-

narily violent. Antipartisan units repeatedly

reported failing to find partisans, but nevertheless

razing unfriendly villages to the ground and killing

all their inhabitants, including women and chil-

dren. Even before the invasion was launched,

Wehrmacht forces were specifically exempted from

the normal legal rules in using ‘‘collective measures

of violence’’ against civilians, on the grounds of the

large expanse of operational areas in the East, and,

perhaps more significantly, the ‘‘special nature of

the enemy’’ (Heer).

In the USSR guerrilla resistance remained aux-

iliary to regular military operations, but elsewhere,

notably in the Balkans, it appeared independently

and became the vehicle for a revolutionary transfer

of power. In Yugoslavia, under an outstandingly

determined and resourceful guerrilla leader,

Josip Broz (Tito), the Communist Party was

able to transform itself from a small underground

opposition into the dominant political authority

by the end of the war. From the summer of 1941

Tito assembled a formidable army, claiming a

strength of 150,000 by late 1942, and 300,000

by the end of 1943, by which time a significant

area of the country, some 50,000 square kilo-

meters, had been liberated. Almost uniquely in

modern history, this liberation was achieved

with virtually no foreign support; by the time the

Allies decided to supply Tito with arms, he was

effectively self-sufficient. But he still insisted on

the primacy of guerrilla methods and avoided a

potentially terminal showdown with the occupying

German forces. The Germans launched a series

of large-scale antipartisan offensives, of which only

the last and smallest—but most accurately

targeted—came close to capturing the partisan

commanders.

The Greek Communist Party (KKE) also

formed the backbone of the resistance movement

that began in Greece in 1941, though in this case

its potential was picked up more rapidly by out-

siders. British aid, through the instrument of the

Special Operations Executive (SOE), a bureau set

up to support resistance movements, led to a

significant sabotage operation, the destruction of

the Gorgopotamos gorge viaduct (part of the sup-

ply line for Rommel’s army in North Africa) in

November 1942. The British chiefs of staff

decided to ‘‘give all-out support to guerrilla war-

fare, even to the extent of prejudicing the activities

of secret groups.’’ But by contrast with

Yugoslavia, there was a finer balance between the

communist EAM (National Liberation Front) and

the monarchist EDES (National Democratic

Greek League). Both deployed substantial guer-

rilla forces, and though they cooperated in early

operations like the Gorgopotamos viaduct, they

were also fighting an internal struggle for power.

ELAS (the National Popular Liberation Army, the

military wing of EAM) had some capable com-

manders, but the party as a whole did not have

the kind of charismatic leadership supplied by Tito

in Yugoslavia. Its acceptance of Stalin’s policy of

detaching Macedonia from Greece was a serious

handicap. But its resistance campaign had put it in

a strong position by the end of the war, and its

decision to launch an offensive early in 1946

seemed logical; by the end of that year ELAS,

now known as the Democratic Army, had some

13,000 members operating inside Greece, with

another 12,000 in cross-border sanctuaries in

Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. Unusually, women formed

a large proportion of these forces; equally unusually,

a large proportion was conscripted by force. The

National Army was weak and poorly organized

when the civil war began and spent years in wasteful

and ineffective attempts to round up the guerrillas.

But the injection of American aid in 1948 tilted the

balance decisively. The insurgents’ premature tran-

sition to open military operations in 1947 speeded

up the defeat of the KKE, though whether persis-

tence in guerrilla action would have done more

than perpetuate a bitter and destructive conflict is

doubtful.

G U E R R I L L A W A R F A R E

1284 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



The defeat of the communist insurgency in
Greece by 1949 indicated that what may be called
‘‘classical’’ rural guerrilla warfare in Europe was no
longer viable. Terrorism, sometimes (misleadingly)
labeled urban guerrilla war, would be employed by
both nationalist organizations like the IRA and
the ETA (Basque Homeland and Liberty) and
revolutionary socialist groups like the Italian
Brigate Rosse (Red Brigades) and the German
Rote Armee Fraktion (Red Army Faction). But
none of these approached the military dynamic laid
out by Lawrence, or by Mao Zedong. The most
effective integrated campaign appeared in one of
Europe’s smallest countries, Cyprus, where EOKA
(National Organization of Cypriot Struggle, an off-
shoot of the Greek royalist Khi organization)
fought for reunion of the island with Greece. Its
leader, Colonel Georgios Grivas, was a regular sol-
dier with a precise grasp of guerrilla techniques.
To Archbishop Makarios III’s objection that
Cypriots were not brave enough to fight an insur-
gent campaign he replied, ‘‘No one is born brave;
he becomes brave, given the right leadership.’’
EOKA’s part-rural, part-urban campaign (1955–
1959) demonstrated that an irresolute imperial
power could be persuaded by ruthless violence to
abandon its colonies. Where the imperial power was
more deeply entrenched, as in Algeria, which had
been made a French département, guerrilla methods
proved inadequate. The Front de Libération
Nationale’s (FLN) organization in Algiers itself
was crushed by French military measures, and the
key to the eventual achievement of Algerian inde-
pendence (1962) was the reaction of French public
opinion against those measures. The use of torture
by a Western democratic state was, at that point in
history, still felt to be deeply shocking.

See also Counterinsurgency; Lawrence, T. E.; Partisan
Warfare; Tito (Josip Broz).
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CHARLES TOWNSHEND

n

GULAG. An acronym for the Soviet bureau-
cratic institution, Glavnoe Upravlenie ispravitelno-
trudovykh LAGerei (Chief Administration of
Corrective Labor Camps), tasked with oversight
of the Soviet forced-labor concentration camp and
internal exile system, the term gulag has come to
represent the entire Soviet penal system. Often
understood incorrectly as a system only for political
prisoners, the gulag served more generally, holding
millions of people convicted of various political and
nonpolitical crimes in a myriad of different types of
prisons, concentration camps, and internal exile.

THE INSTITUTIONS AND SCOPE

OF THE GULAG

Gulag prisons primarily served as the place of
detention for those under investigation. Prisons
such as the Lubyanka, Butyrka, and Lefortovo
along with countless lesser-known prisons in the
regional cities of the Soviet Union were notorious
as places of torturous interrogation and a rude
introduction for the newly arrested to gulag life.
Only a small portion of gulag inmates, usually
those deemed too dangerous or too famous to be
placed in regular forced-labor camps, actually
served their sentences in prisons.
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The gulag included a great variety of forced-
labor concentration camps. This was the primary
place of detention for nearly all who had been indi-
vidually convicted of an alleged crime. Many prison-
ers lived in a camp zone surrounded by a fence or
barbed wire, overlooked by manned watchtowers,
and containing a number of overcrowded, poorly
heated barracks. During nonworking hours, the
prisoners were usually relatively free to move about
the camp zone. Others lived in especially strict
regime camps with locked barracks, barred windows,
and heavily restricted and guarded movements
within the camp zone. Not all forced-labor camp
prisoners, however, lived in the typical camp zone.
For many, a camp meant a relatively unguarded
existence on the Kazakh steppe or in the frozen
Siberian countryside. In whatever locale, life in a
gulag camp was extremely harsh. Prisoners were
poorly fed. Violence was endemic in the gulag.
The largest Soviet concentration camps were located
in the geographic extremes of the Soviet Union
from the arctic north to the Siberian east to the
Central Asian south, though camps existed in vir-
tually every part of the Soviet Union. Some of the
most famous gulag camp locales—Kolyma, Vorkuta,
Norilsk, Solovki, and Karaganda—struck fear into
prisoners much like the more famous place-names
of the Nazi camp system.

The system of internal exile was used mostly for
large groups of people condemned not for particu-
lar ‘‘crimes’’ but for membership in a suspect group
sometimes defined by class—such as the so-called
kulaks (rich peasants) deported during the early
1930s drive to collectivize agriculture—and some-
times including entire nationalities, such as the
Soviet Germans, Chechens, and others deported
en masse before and during the war. Exile typically
required that a person live within a fixed region
deep in Siberia or Central Asia. Exiles had a portion
of their pay garnisheed in favor of the state and had
to report periodically to the local secret police;
leaving the region of exile without permission was
treated as escape and subject to very stiff penalties.
Otherwise, they lived remarkably similarly to other
Soviet citizens.

The gulag was a mass, social institution. Before
the opening of the archives in the late 1980s, his-
torians speculated that the gulag’s population was
in the tens of millions. It is now known with a

degree of accuracy that the total population of
prisons, camps, and exile reached a maximum of
some 5.2 million people in the early 1950s just
before Joseph Stalin’s death. With the exception
of World War II, the gulag population grew almost
without interruption throughout the Stalin era.
Throughout its history, some 18 million people
passed through the prisons and camps of the gulag,
and perhaps another 6 or 7 million were subject to
internal exile. An unknown number, well into the
millions, died in gulag camps and in places of exile.
At the same time, in one of the most important
revelations of gulag archival studies, no less than 20
percent of the camp population was released every
year from 1934 to 1953, with the number released
in a given year never less than 150,000 and fre-
quently topping 500,000. Though these gulag
demographic figures are smaller than once thought,
they still bespeak a massive institution that touched
all parts of Soviet society.

Additionally, much more has been learned
about the makeup of the prisoner population since
the archives have opened. The near exclusive reli-
ance on memoirs from political prisoners once gave
the impression that they were the dominant gulag
demographic. Political prisoners—a group not lim-
ited to real opponents of the Soviet regime but also
including many caught up in the paranoid arms of
the secret police—typically comprised no more than
one-quarter of the gulag population. Many gulag
prisoners were similar to detained criminals in any
country. The gulag held the Soviet Union’s robbers,
rapists, murderers, and thieves. Nevertheless, the
largest group was composed of the victims of arbi-
trary and draconian legal campaigns under which
petty theft or unexcused absences from work were
punished by many years in concentration camps.
These ‘‘crimes’’ would likely have gone unpunished
in most countries, but these prisoners made up the
majority of the gulag population.

THE FUNCTIONS OF THE GULAG

The gulag served several functions; it was simulta-
neously a detention system, a forced-labor system,
and a penal system participating in a radically uto-
pian drive to end criminality and build a ‘‘socialist’’
society. These various functions sometimes com-
peted with and sometimes complemented one
another.
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First, the gulag was a system of detention
focused on isolating those deemed unfit for and/
or dangerous to Soviet society. Soviet leaders fre-
quently spoke of the gulag system as a prophylactic
measure aimed at protecting society from criminals,
class enemies, and enemies of the people. Gulag
officials were constantly focused on battling with
prisoner escapes, as they sought to complete their
detention function. Often, however, this role as
detention system was undercut by another function
of the gulag—its role as a system of forced labor.
For example, prisoners at Karlag, an agricultural
camp in central Kazakhstan, simply could not all
be kept in a camp zone, because they were con-
stantly moving with herds of grazing animals about
the steppe lands. This made prevention of escape
very difficult.

In the gulag, all able-bodied inmates were

required to work, and this massive system was an

active participant in the Soviet economy. Gulag

inmates opened remote regions to mine gold,

copper, and coal; to build cities, railroads, canals,

and highways; to fell trees; and to operate vast

agricultural enterprises. Many historians have

understood the gulag primarily as a slave labor

system with the Soviet economy built on the backs

of prisoner labor. In this view, the gulag arose and

expanded primarily as a result of Stalin’s crash

industrialization policies, which created a need for

a labor force in the geographic extremes of the

Soviet Union. Scholarship, however, has revealed

the extreme inefficiency of gulag labor and the

tremendous expense of operating the camp system.

The gulag was quite simply a financial burden, not

a financial boon for the Soviet state. Further, con-

vinced that they were using essentially ‘‘free’’ labor,

Soviet economic planners utilized gulag laborers

on a variety of projects that ultimately proved to

have little or no economic value. Many of these

projects were closed down immediately after the

death of Stalin, as even gulag administrators had

come to realize their pointlessness.

An abandoned prison in Pevek, Russia, photographed in 1992, demonstrates the desolation of gulag

conditions. ªJACQUES LANGEVIN/CORBIS SYGMA
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While the gulag’s employees strove constantly
to make their system more economically produc-
tive, new evidence suggests that economic motiva-
tion was not the primary explanation for the
growth of the gulag. Arrests occurred chaotically
and inefficiently, not at the urging of camp admin-
istrators, but as a result of various politicized legal
campaigns. Camp administrators did not clamor
for more prisoners, but were typically caught una-
ware and unprepared for massive influxes of prison-
ers, and they struggled to find shelter, food, and even
work for new prisoners. Furthermore, arrests were
not limited to the healthy working population, but
included women, children, the ill, and the elderly.

Gulag prisoners were never treated in an undif-
ferentiated fashion, and this in part served the
gulag’s third major function. It was an active
participant in the utopian drive to build a new
‘‘socialist’’ society and a new ‘‘Soviet man.’’ The
most salient feature of the gulag was an apparent
paradox: forced labor, high death rates, and an
oppressive atmosphere of violence, cold, and con-
stant hunger coexisted with camp newspapers and
cultural activities, a constant propaganda barrage of
correction and reeducation, and the steady release
of a significant portion of the prisoner population.
The gulag was more complex than a simple system
of industrialized death such as the Nazi camp sys-
tem. If more than 150,000 gulag prisoners were
released every year, the question of how Soviet
authorities determined who would be released
and how they prepared them for reentry into
Soviet society simply must be addressed. At the
same time, each year thousands and sometimes
even hundreds of thousands of gulag prisoners
died. Their fate must also be considered in order
to understand the function of the camp system.

The gulag upon closer reflection comes to

appear as a ‘‘last chance’’ for prisoners to remake

themselves into fit Soviet citizens. The Bolsheviks

were engaged in a radical project to build a utopian

socialist society. In accord with their Manichaean

worldview, they fully expected opposition to build-

ing that perfect society. Many whom they under-

stood as their most implacable enemies, they

merely executed, but many others were kept alive

(at least temporarily) in the gulag. The Bolsheviks

could not escape their fundamental belief in the

malleability of the human soul, and they believed

that labor was the key to ‘‘reforging’’ criminals.

The very harshness of the gulag was seen as necessary

to break down a criminal’s resistance in order to

rebuild that person into a proper Soviet citizen. If a

prisoner refused correction, the brutality of the gulag

would lead to inevitable death. The Bolsheviks were

no humanitarians. If mistakes were to be made, it

was better to kill too many than too few.

Many gulag practices were designed based on a

categorization matrix that placed prisoners into a

hierarchy according to their perceived ‘‘redeemabil-
ity’’ and level of reeducation. Complex hierarchies

of living and working conditions, differentiation

of food rations, and practices of early release tied

survival directly to reeducation. The gulag served as

a crossroads, constantly redefining the line between
those who could be reclaimed for Soviet society and

those who were destined to die in the camps.

THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE GULAG

The gulag was thoroughly integrated into the fab-
ric of the Soviet Union. Major historical events and

turning points greatly affected the lives and fates of

gulag inmates and exiles. In many respects, the

gulag was born with 1917’s October Revolution

itself. As early as 1918, Vladimir Lenin, Leon

Trotsky, and other Bolshevik leaders spoke of put-
ting class enemies in ‘‘concentration camps.’’ Yet

the origins of the gulag must be sought not only in

these first Soviet concentration camps founded as

part of the Leninist regime’s extraordinarily violent

reaction to its enemies after October. The gulag’s
origins are also found in the more utopian ideals

that viewed inmate labor as the key to teaching

the prisoner that under socialism work would

no longer be a hateful, exploitive activity. Thus,

corrective labor long preceded the arrival of crash

industrialization and was filled with ideological and
political content.

The explosion of the gulag population coin-

cided with Stalin’s great ‘‘revolution from above.’’

This was not, however, a product merely of the

economic demands of industrialization and collec-

tivization. It was part of the all-encompassing social

and cultural transformations accompanying the
‘‘building of socialism.’’ Soviet authorities

attempted with great haste to cleanse their newly

emerging society of the criminals, class enemies,
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and political opponents who seemed to contami-
nate the new world.

The 1920s and the early 1930s represented the
acme of Soviet belief in the capacity to rehabilitate
prisoners by means of corrective labor. Corrective
labor camps not only were openly discussed but
were also in fact a source of pride. In the early
1930s, paeans to the building of the White Sea–
Baltic Canal proudly announced the use of convict
labor in their construction in the volume Belomor,
which was published not only in the Soviet Union
but also in the United States in an English transla-
tion. The Bolsheviks claimed to be transforming
humans as proudly as they were transforming nature.

As the 1930s progressed, optimism and open-
ness about penal practices gave way to skepticism
and secrecy. Prisoner transports were hidden as
‘‘special equipment.’’ Prisoner correspondence was
severely restricted. Released prisoners signed secrecy
agreements forbidding them to talk about the
camps. Nobody could enter regions such as
Kolyma without special entrance permits. With the
adoption of the Stalin Constitution in 1936, the
Soviet Union was officially declared a socialist state
of workers and peasants. The class enemy had offi-
cially been destroyed; socialism had been achieved.
The continued existence of criminality was an
embarrassment for a polity that explained such
problems in terms of the social milieu. Capitalism
could no longer offer a legitimate excuse for crime,
and the Soviet penal system became notably less
compromising toward enemies and lawbreakers. In
1937 and 1938 the ‘‘Great Terror’’ saw a massive
number of executions in and outside of the gulag, as
many of those who failed to prove their rehabilita-
tion during the transition period were annihilated.
Nonetheless, the drive to reeducate prisoners never
disappeared in internal gulag discussions. Not all
prisoners were killed, and releases continued.

Socialism achieved did not end the gulag, but it
did shift its understanding of its own population.
With the class enemy defeated, the categorization
of Soviet enemies increasingly turned from the
terms of class toward the terms of nation. The class
enemy became the enemy of the people. Although
the focus on class never entirely disappeared, the
path was cleared for a major wave of ethno-national
group deportations that would continue right
through the war. The 1937 exile of the Far

Eastern Soviet Koreans, though not the first ethnic
deportation, did offer the first instance in which an
entire undifferentiated national group was deported
from a particular territory. The deportation of the
Soviet Koreans provided an example for the coming
wartime exile of entire nationalities, when among
others every last Soviet German, Chechen, Ingush,
and Crimean Tatar was subject to internal exile
regardless of their geographical location, class posi-
tion, military service, or even Communist Party
membership.

The 1939 and 1940 annexations of western
Ukraine, western Byelorussia, and the Baltic chang-
ed the face of the gulag. These ‘‘westerners’’ had
never been exposed to socialism in power and car-
ried with them the living memory of different
systems of government and different penal institu-
tions. Many Poles arrested after 1939 but released
after the June 1941 Nazi invasion of the Soviet
Union would be the first major informants to the
West about the gulag system.

The years 1941 and 1942 saw the largest pris-
oner releases at any time in the Stalin era, when
some one million inmates sentenced for relatively
minor crimes were released into the Red Army.
Many went on to earn orders and medals for their
deeds during the war. Not all inmates, however,
could join the Red Army, as political prisoners were
left behind in the camps. Further, a very small
subsection of political prisoners, the so-called espe-
cially dangerous state criminals, were subjected to a
new type of severe isolation in the harshest climatic
conditions performing the most dangerous labor in
so-called katorga (a tsarist-era term for forced
labor) camp subdivisions.

Two new postwar prisoner contingents
reshaped gulag society. First, the arrest of many
thousands of Red Army veterans introduced a
new and often prestigious element into camp
society. Their firsthand experience with the stan-
dards of life outside Soviet borders combined with
an assertiveness and sense of entitlement earned on
the battlefield tended to render these postwar
inmates less docile than their prewar predecessors.
The second postwar contingent was even more
assertive and combative. These prisoners from
among the nationalist organizations and partisan
armies of the western territories and the Baltic
states brought to the gulag a strong sense of
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national identity, well-developed and explicitly

anti-Soviet ideologies, and combat experience

fighting Soviet power. Both Red Army veterans

and the nationalist guerrillas played substantial lead-

ership roles during the mass gulag strikes of the

1950s.

The late 1940s was the apogee of the gulag

system, when the system became rigidified and the

prisoner population reached historic maximums. In

1948 new ‘‘special camps’’ were created to hold a

much-expanded group of so-called especially dan-

gerous state criminals. For the first time, many

political prisoners were largely isolated from the

gulag’s regular criminal population. Their isolation

led to a new political consciousness that would be a

strong contributing factor to the post-Stalin

strikes. The postwar era also saw the application

of permanent, lifelong exile to all those national-

ities deported during the war and the permanent

deportation of all those prisoners released from

special camps.

Only Stalin’s death in 1953 made the gulag’s

decline thinkable. Within three weeks of Stalin’s

death, the first major amnesty was declared,

starting the gulag’s population decline. The par-

tial nature of the amnesty, especially its near total

exclusion of political prisoners, touched off a

wave of prisoner uprisings of a size and scope

unprecedented in gulag history. Soon after the

strikes, the gulag as the massive phenomenon

containing millions of prisoners came to an

end. Nikita Khrushchev’s 1956 ‘‘secret speech’’

denouncing Stalin set in motion the final act of

largely emptying the labor camps and the system

of exile.

Forced-labor camps would continue to exist in

the Soviet Union right up until the era of Mikhail

Gorbachev, but they became much smaller and

ever more focused on recidivists and serious

criminals. Soviet dissidents made up an important

but exceedingly small portion of the post-Stalin

camp population. The last camp for political pris-

oners—located outside Perm, Russia—was closed

in 1988 and was later turned into the Gulag

Museum.

See also Concentration Camps; Forced Labor; Soviet
Union.
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STEVEN A. BARNES

n

GULF WARS. The two Gulf Wars, the latter
often called the Iraq War, may be seen as a single
conflict involving two periods of major combat, in
January–February 1991 and March–April 2003,
separated by a twelve-year strategic pause (which
in turn was punctuated by several sharp air cam-
paigns). The Gulf War resulted from the invasion
(2 August 1990) of Kuwait by Iraq, which led to
United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolutions
660, demanding immediate Iraqi withdrawal, and
678, authorizing member states to use ‘‘all necessary
means’’ to force Iraqi compliance, both of which
were rejected by the Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein.

Iraq had long had an irredentist claim on
Kuwait stemming back to the days of the Ottoman
Empire, at which time the southern region of
Iraq around Basra and what is now Kuwait both
belonged to the same province. The deep cause of
the invasion, however, was the exhaustion of Iraq
at the end of the Iran-Iraq War (1980–1988),
which saddled it with a debt of $80 billion, at least
$10 billion of which was owed to Kuwait. The only
way for Iraq to pay its debt and rebuild its eco-
nomic infrastructure was by exporting oil—of
which Kuwait had a great deal. Kuwait consistently
failed to observe OPEC’s production quotas de-
signed to restrict the supply of oil and thereby keep
the price high, at a time when Iraq desperately
needed to extract the highest price possible. This,
combined with the refusal of the Gulf monarchies
to cancel Iraq’s debt, soured Iraq’s relations with
these states, particularly as Saddam earnestly felt
that he had protected countries such as Kuwait
and Saudi Arabia from revolutionary Iran under
the Ayatollah Khomeini.

Iraq’s invasion invoked a furious international
response. It caused strategic alarm in the West,
where it was feared that the Iraqi forces that swept
through Kuwait in a few days might carry on into
Saudi Arabia, leaving Saddam in control of much of

the world’s oil reserves. It was, moreover, such a
blatant breach of the norm of state sovereignty that
condemnation was general in the United Nations.
President George H. W. Bush captured the spirit of
the time in saying, in his 1991 State of the Union
address, that what was at stake was ‘‘more than one
small country: it is a New World Order—where
diverse nations are drawn together in common
cause to achieve the universal aspirations of
mankind.’’

A U.S.-led coalition of thirty-four countries was
formed between early September and 20 November
1990 when UN Resolution 678 was passed. Britain,
which was traditionally prepared to meet challenges
to international order with force, had a long impe-
rial connection to the region, and saw an opportu-
nity to reassert the Anglo-American ‘‘special
relationship,’’ strongly supported the war. As
John Sullivan, writing in The Independent (2
September 1990) quipped, ‘‘For the British . . .
intervening east of Suez is like riding a bike: you
never lose the knack.’’ France’s initial position was
more equivocal, having been an ally of Iraq, around
a quarter of whose military equipment it had sup-
plied, and desirous of an approach to the region
independent of the United States. As Saddam’s
intransigence grew, however, President François
Mitterrand considerably stepped up France’s mili-
tary contribution. Within the Middle East all states
supported the Coalition except Jordan, which
sought a middle position. The stakes were highest
for the Saudi monarchy, whose survival depended
on a swift end to the war. Without Western help it
could not resist invasion, but the deployment of
non-Muslim troops in the heartland of Islam was
domestically inflammatory. Iran put aside its hatred
of the United States, portraying the war positively
as an effort to ‘‘safeguard Arabia in the face of Iraqi
threats’’ (Tehran Radio, 8 August 1990, quoted in
Freedman and Karsh, 1993, p. 109).

Ultimately thirty-four states contributed about
700,000 troops to the Coalition, the largest being
the 500,000-strong U.S. contingent supported by
45,000 British, 14,600 French, 100,000 Saudi,
33,000 Egyptian, and 15,000 Syrian troops. Iraq
had roughly half this number of troops, the bulk of
those being low-quality infantry divisions in static
defensive positions on the Saudi border and a few
armored divisions as a tactical reserve in central

G U L F W A R S

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1291



Kuwait, while the better-trained and -equipped
Republican Guard divisions were deployed mostly
in southern Iraq.

Operation Desert Storm began on 17 January
1991 with a forty-three-day air campaign of almost
100,000 sorties targeting first the Iraqi air defense
network, command and control network, and other
infrastructure, and later concentrating on degrading
Iraqi ground forces directly. Iraq had only one stra-
tegic response: attack the Coalition’s weak point—
the alignment of Islamic states with infidels against
other Muslims—by attacking Israel with ballistic
missiles with the aim of enticing it to retaliate and
thereby fracture the Coalition. The plan failed as
Israel was dissuaded from retaliating by U.S. poli-
tical pressure and by a determined Coalition effort
to destroy Iraq’s missile launchers.

The ground campaign began on 24 February
1991 with attacks by U.S. Marines and Saudi forces
directly into Kuwait in the south, which fixed
the attention of the Iraqi command. Meanwhile,
to the west the main Coalition forces consisting of
U.S. Army units backed by British and French
forces swung wide of Kuwait striking directly at
the Republican Guard divisions in southern Iraq.
The Iraqi collapse was swift. Conscript infantry
surrendered in large numbers as Coalition forces
overran their forward positions. Kuwait City was
liberated on 26 February. By the morning of
27 February the Iraqi military had lost 3,700 tanks,
2,400 armored personnel carriers, and 2,700 artil-
lery pieces. Estimates of Iraqi military dead range
from 50,000 to 100,000. Coalition deaths amount-
ed to less than five hundred—approximately half of
those being noncombat deaths.

On 3 April 1991 the war’s end was marked by
the passing of UN Security Council Resolution
687 by which Iraq was obliged to accept not only
the inviolability of its border with Kuwait but also,
under international supervision, ‘‘the destruction,
removal, or rendering harmless’’ of all weapons of
mass destruction (WMD) and facilities. Compliance
was to be enforced by sanctions and by the threat
of renewed use of force. Overall, the strategy was to
deal with Iraq by providing Saddam’s subordinates
incentives to depose him (it was assumed that many
in his regime were eager to get rid of him) and if
that could not be achieved then by containment. In
actuality Saddam retained enough military power—

the Republican Guard divisions in southern Iraq had
escaped destruction in the ground campaign—to
crush the major uprisings against him.

Instead of acceding to Resolution 687, Iraq
resisted all the way. Attempts by the UN Special
Commission (UNSCOM) to root out and destroy
Iraq’s WMD were consistently obstructed (despite
which UNSCOM made a good deal of progress, a
fact conclusively revealed after the 2003 Iraq
War). But questions remained, particularly about
Iraq’s chemical and biological weapons stockpile,
which came to a head with Iraq’s refusal to allow
UNSCOM the right to inspect, at any time, any
site where it suspected WMD facilities might be
hidden. The crisis made apparent divisions within
the Security Council: France, Russia, and China
took a view, contrary to Britain and the United
States, that inspections and sanctions had been
taken as far as they could go and should be ended.
The United States and Britain alone launched
Operation Desert Fox in December 1998—air
and missile strikes designed to ‘‘degrade’’ Iraq’s
WMD capabilities—but the inspections regime
had effectively ended. Meanwhile the sanctions
regime was subverted by smuggling and corruption,
losing any coercive effect while simultaneously
allowing Saddam the propaganda gift of blaming
others for the steady impoverishment of Iraq’s
people.

The result was stalemate. Iraq could not be
rehabilitated internationally while Saddam still
ruled. Yet there was no will to take direct action
against him. In 1991 when Saddam exclaimed,
‘‘O Iraqis, you triumphed when you stood with
all this vigor against the armies of thirty coun-
tries . . .’’ the response was derision. In 2003 when
he said, ‘‘In 1991 Iraq was not defeated. In fact,
our army withdrew from Kuwait according to a
decision taken by us,’’ many people in the Middle
East were inclined to agree.

Initially President George W. Bush looked set
to continue the policies of his predecessor Bill
Clinton. There was talk of reviving the sanctions
regime—a policy on ‘‘smart’’ sanctions was agreed
to by the Security Council in November 2000—but
on regime change in Iraq the Bush administration
was decidedly noncommittal. The turning point was
the 11 September 2001 attacks on the United
States, which prompted a reshaping of U.S. national
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security thinking. The United States’ resolve to

solve the problem of Saddam Hussein was undoubt-

edly animated by long-standing mutual antagonism,

but underlying this was a genuine—albeit hypothet-

ical—fear of the malign combination of weapons

of mass destruction, terrorism, and rogue states.

Since Saddam had never encouraged the idea that

Iraq was in compliance with Resolution 687 (quite

the opposite; the maintenance of the myth of him

as a great leader depended on resolute defiance of

any consequence of defeat in 1991), WMD pro-

vided the pretext for the Iraq War. The diplomatic

brawl over this issue appeared to have been

resolved with the passing of UN Security Council

Resolution 1441 (8 November 2002), which

found Iraq in ‘‘material breach’’ of its obligations

under Resolution 687 and threatened ‘‘serious

consequences’’ should that not be rectified. But it

recommenced bitterly in January 2003 when it

became clear that the quest for an even more

explicit authorization for war was bound to fail.

On the one side, Britain under Prime Minister

Tony Blair—for whom WMD was not a pretext

but the actual issue—strongly backed the threat of

use of force (to his political detriment domesti-

cally). On the other side, France and Germany

ferociously opposed it, accusing the United States

of arrogant unilateralism. Undoubtedly their oppo-

sition was based in part on pecuniary commercial

interests in Iraq, anti-Americanism, and, in the case

of Germany especially, antimilitarism, but it also

reflected the mood of much of the European pub-

lic, including Britain’s.

Although Iraq was on bad terms with all of

its neighbors—Iran, Turkey, Syria, Jordan, Saudi

Arabia, and Kuwait—none were really happy

about the war. Iran under the rule of the ayatol-

lahs remained implacably anti-Western. The Saudi

monarchy feared it would provoke an anti-

Western backlash domestically that could cause

its downfall. Syria, accused by the United States

of sponsoring terrorism, was hostile. Jordan,

though its leadership was pro-Western, was popu-

larly pro-Saddam. Turkey, officially secular and a

member of NATO, was also captured by the

mood of opposition to the Coalition that had

swept the Islamic world. All except Kuwait

rejected the use of their territory for staging facil-

ities for the invasion.

The war began in the early hours of 20

March 2003 with a sharp air and missile attack

on targets in Baghdad aimed at decapitating the

regime, which failed. The next day ground forces

comprising three groups launched attacks on Iraq

northward from Kuwait. The U.S. Army V Corps

advanced west of the Euphrates River before turn-

ing northeast to attack Baghdad. The U.S. First

Marine Expeditionary Force advanced between

the Euphrates and Tigris. The British First

Armoured Division focused on Iraq’s second city,

the port city of Basra, and surrounding areas.

Iraqi resistance was extremely weak, despite some

pockets of hard fighting at An Nasiriyah (23–24

March), Najaf (25–28 March), around Basra until

6 April when it was captured, and in and around

Baghdad from 1 to 9 April when the regime

effectively ceased to exist. At a cost of fewer than

one hundred Coalition casualties Iraq’s army,

numerically superior to the attacking force and

entrenched in defensive positions on its own soil,

was utterly routed in less than half the time and

with less than a third of the troops it took to win

the Gulf War in 1991—the previous historical

benchmark of lopsided military victories. The

Coalition forces were ably led, well trained, and

for the most part superbly equipped professional

soldiers with high morale. The Iraqi forces were

poorly led, ill trained, and badly equipped; they

could perhaps have exploited more of the advan-

tages that naturally accrue to the defender in war,

but that would not have changed the outcome

significantly.

The aftermath of the conventional war was a

far more significant challenge for the Coalition.

The achievement of the March–April 2003 cam-

paign to oust Saddam must be balanced against

the feeble performance of the occupation. No

weapons of mass destruction were found. Iraq

became a magnet for Islamic militancy, which

exacerbated the domestic insurgency. In 2005 it

remained to be seen whether the slow and pain-

ful transition of Iraq to a stable democracy

would catalyze democratic change elsewhere in

the Middle East as the architects of the war

hoped. The alternative—bloody civil war—could

destabilize the entire region and the entire world.

The Gulf Wars provided perhaps the greatest and
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most divisive international crises of the late twen-

tieth and early twenty-first centuries.

See also Al Qaeda; Anti-Americanism; Islamic Terrorism;
United Nations and Europe.
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HABER, FRITZ (1868–1934), German chem-
ist, winner of the Nobel Prize for Chemistry in
1918.

Fritz Haber is regarded as ‘‘the father of mod-

ern chemical warfare’’ (Lepick, p. 67). At the time

he offered his services to the kaiser’s army, he was

already a famous scientist. From a wealthy Jewish

family in Silesia—his father traded in chemical

products and indigo—he studied at the Technische

Hochschule in Berlin. He defended his thesis in

organic chemistry there in 1891. The following year,

he was baptized at the Protestant church in Jena.

From 1894, after an unsuccessful spell in his father’s

business, he enrolled at the Institute of Technology

in Karlsruhe, where he was made a freelance

lecturer (Privatdozent) two years later, having

qualified by defending a thesis on the combustion of

hydrocarbons. He also obtained his first professorship

there in 1906. Meanwhile, in 1901 he married

Clara Immerwahr, who was also a chemist.

The couple had a child, Hermann, in 1902, but

relations between the spouses deteriorated.

In the years from 1904 to 1910, he developed,

in collaboration with the firm BASF—and in partic-

ular its head engineer Carl Bosch (a Nobel Prize

winner in 1931)—procedures for the fixation of

nitrogen from the atmosphere and the catalytic

synthesis of ammonia (the Haber-Bosch process),

one of the first outcomes of which was the manu-

facture of industrial fertilizer. It was this discovery

that won him the Nobel Prize and brought him

substantial wealth as a result of the very rapid

industrial applications of the procedure.

In 1911 he became director of the new Kaiser
Wilhelm Institute for Physical Chemistry in Berlin.
Just prior to this, while still in Karlsruhe, he had
made the acquaintance of Albert Einstein (1879–
1955) at a conference. A deep friendship developed
between the two scientists, but they held radically
opposing philosophical views during the First
World War. Whereas Einstein had pacifist leanings
from the outset of the war, Haber participated
enthusiastically in the war effort—not without first
having signed the ‘‘Appeal to the Civilized World’’
made in 1914 by ninety-three German intellec-
tuals. The following year, by turning the faucets
of chlorine cylinders under pressure, he opened the
Pandora’s box of modern chemical warfare at
Langemarck. On 22 April 1915 Haber supervised
the attack in person, and he had to overcome
the misgivings even of certain officers. This attack
unquestionably constituted a violation of the 1899
Hague Conventions.

In 1916 he ran the chemical warfare unit of
the German army and had several hundred
researchers working for him, including many bril-
liant young scientists. At that time there were very
few like Max Born, who refused to work with him.
His teams had already developed a gas mask and
gas shells that were designed to replace the cylin-
ders. In 1917 they developed yperite (or mustard
gas), a highly corrosive gas for use in warfare.
Haber remarried in 1917. Clara, who was opposed
to his work, had committed suicide in May 1915,

H
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which had not deterred Haber from pursuing his
chosen path.

The announcement in 1919 that the 1918
Nobel Prize was being awarded to Haber provoked
an angry response in the former enemy countries.
Haber subsequently featured on the first list of the
people being pursued for war crimes in 1920, but
his name was no longer included in a revised ver-
sion of the list. In Germany, however, he renewed
contact with those who had opposed him during
the war, such as Einstein and Max Born, and
assumed an increasingly important role in the
nation’s research. He thus devoted his efforts to
reestablishing his country’s scientific reputation
and its international relations within the scientific
field. Thanks to the spirit of the Locarno Pact
(1925), he even became an honorary member of
the French and English chemical societies and was
elected to major science academies (in the United
States and the USSR).

In 1933, after the Nazis took power, Haber
resigned his post at the Institute in protest at the
implementation of anti-Semitic laws. He then emi-
grated. On his way through Switzerland, Haber
met the chemist and Zionist leader Chaim Azriel
Weizmann (1874–1952), who had offered him a
post in Palestine. After an initial rejection, Haber
seemed to accept the post. However, at the invita-
tion of William Jackson Pope (1870–1939), he
then went to Cambridge but did not receive the
friendliest of welcomes. In 1934, while on vacation
in Switzerland and on the point of leaving for
Palestine, Haber died of a heart attack on 29
January in Basel. The historian Fritz Stern discov-
ered that a year after Haber’s death, his son, who
had settled in France in 1927, had made a request
for naturalization, which met with constant rejec-
tion by the French authorities because of his
father’s activities during the First World War.

See also Science; Technology; World War I.
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HABERMAS, JÜRGEN (b. 1929), German
philosopher.

At the turn of the millennium, Jürgen Habermas
remained Germany’s foremost philosopher, its inter-
nationally best-known and most cited thinker, and
the archetype in his own country of the publicly
engaged intellectual. He had attained this position
early, and whether identified as the scion of the
famous tradition of ‘‘critical theory,’’ as the moral
conscience of his nation in its relationship to its
past, as a technical philosopher of collective lan-
guage use, or as an interpreter of the foundations
of democracy, he continued to occupy that central
place for decades.

Raised in a small town, Habermas vividly
recalled the formative experience of the Nazi years,
including his military service as a young teenager
as part of the last-ditch defense of his homeland
in 1945. (His father was a Nazi Party member.)
Having been trained in the traditions of German
idealism and European phenomenology, however,
Habermas quickly became a critic of the anti-
Enlightenment tendencies of the recent German
past. From very early on, Habermas mastered and
joined the neo-Marxist tradition of the ‘‘Frankfurt
School’’ and wrote in his most significant early
work, Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere
(1962), that transformations in capitalism and culture
threatened to extinguish the originally liberatory
thrust of modernity. Close to the Frankfurt philo-
sophers Theodor Adorno (1903–1969) and Max
Horkheimer (1895–1973) at the end of their lives
(and for a long time the occupant of Horkheimer’s
Frankfurt philosophy chair), Habermas became
their most recognizable successor, furthering their
theoretical approach most notably in his Knowledge
and Human Interests (1968).

But Habermas soon became best known and
most important, in the years his thought assumed
classic form, for his innovative fusion of the
Continental social theory he inherited with the
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Anglo-American ‘‘analytic’’ philosophy of language.
Habermas’s trademark remained the alchemical
combination, carried out in forbiddingly dense
prose, of diverse intellectual traditions (including
linguistics, psychology, and sociology). His con-
struction of systems provoked both awe for his
synthetic abilities and worries about the eclecticism
of the results. In the imposing tomes of his Theory
of Communicative Action (1981), which served as
the foundation for his later work, Habermas argued
that modernity is best understood as a search for a
society of uncoerced linguistic interaction. What he
called ‘‘communicative reason’’ is perpetually threat-
ened but never ruled out by the advances of instru-
mental, or means-ends, rationality. For Habermas,
the nature of collective language use provides a
discursive ground for intersubjective respect, which
speakers, as well the states they form, violate only
on pain of self-contradiction.

Habermas turned this social theory against
postmodernism in a famous book, The Philosophical
Discourse of Modernity (1985), in which he argued
that modern philosophy has been continuously
haunted by a theoretical solipsism that only his
approach had the resources plausibly to overcome
and charged that Friedrich Nietzsche and his French
followers ignored the commitments to consensual
truth and mutual understanding that speech by
definition entails. In his later writings on legal
and constitutional theory, Habermas extended his
conclusions to contemporary democracy, notably
arguing that democracy and rights, far from being
in tension, are reciprocally necessary and implied.

Although internationally most prominent as a
critical theorist, Habermas always counted in
Germany as an engaged public intellectual who
pondered the meaning and direction of his coun-
try’s transit from Nazi barbarism through Cold
War division to final reunification. Among his most
significant contributions in this regard were in the
mid-1980s Historikerstreit (Historians’ debate), in
which he confronted the conservative wish to ‘‘nor-
malize’’ the Nazi past and escape the continuing
burden—of which he perpetually reminded his
countrymen—of atonement for the unique crimes
they or their forebears had committed or allowed.
For some, Habermas’s restriction of the group
identity to ‘‘constitutional patriotism,’’ or an alle-
giance to democratic processes rather than

inherited traditions or local specificity, went too
far. At the time of German reunification,
Habermas publicly worried about the risks of
national fusion and expressed his doubts, but these
were overtaken by events.

For decades Habermas often figured as a major
foil of German conservatives, whether political,
historiographical, or philosophical: aside from the
Historikerstreit, Habermas also engaged, for exam-
ple, in a celebrated polemic against the ‘‘tradition-
alism’’ of Hans-Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutic
philosophy. Later, along with the charge of eclecti-
cism, Habermas more regularly faced withering
skepticism from the Left. Taken to task by some
for betraying the emancipatory criticism of society
he inherited from the Frankfurt School—by the
end of his evolution, his philosophy had come very
close to the thought of the American liberal John
Rawls in its emphasis on political rights and formal
legitimacy—Habermas also found many critics for
his stands in day-to-day politics (notably those in
favor of America’s successive Balkan interventions).
The great thinker who achieved lasting renown
thanks to his breathtaking range and multiple con-
tributions disapproved of the U.S. invasion of Iraq
and remained exploratory late in life, turning his
attention to questions of bioethics and religion.

See also Adorno, Theodor; Gadamer, Hans-Georg;
Modernism.
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HAGUE CONVENTION. The two Peace
Conferences of 1899 and 1907 (better known as the
Hague Conferences) gave birth to many international
protocols, called the Hague Conventions. These
conferences are considered a turning point in the
history of humanity because it was the first time that
a major diplomatic assembly had been gathered out-
side a context of war or international crisis.

The first Hague Conference, in 1899, met at
the initiative of Tsar Nicolas II of Russia (r. 1894–
1917), and its objectives were to put an end to the
progressive development of weapons and to seek
out the most effective means to ensure lasting
peace. The tsar had multiple reasons for doing this.
He remembered his grandfather’s success, at the
Conference of Saint Petersburg of 1868, in ban-
ning explosive bullets or any bullet containing
flammable materials. But the tsar was also intent
on limiting weapons access in an attempt to coun-
ter the armament race. Finally, the Hague
Conference of 1899 was inscribed in the wake of
preceding international initiatives, supported by
the pacifist movement, seeking to be rid of the
threat of war, as had the Conference of Brussels
of 1874, which dealt with the laws and customs of
land wars.

The first Hague Conference took place from
18 May to 29 July 1899, at The Hague,
Netherlands, and brought twenty-six states to the
table. It consisted of a diplomatic forum divided
into three commissions. The first was tasked with
limiting levels of national armament, the second
with codifying the laws and customs of war, and
the third with finding peaceful solutions to
disputes.

At the end of the meetings, the conference
failed to adopt an agreement on how to limit arma-
ments but won an undeniable victory in the devel-
opment and codification of laws governing the
peaceful resolution of disputes and those related
to war. It adopted three conventions, the first of
which—for the peaceful resolution of international
conflicts—is regarded by scholars as the most
important success of the conference, especially in
light of the establishment of a Permanent Court of
Arbitration. The second convention dealt with the
laws and customs of land wars, and the third was
concerned with the adaptation of the principles of

the Geneva Convention of 22 August 1864, to
naval warfare.

As far as the limiting of armaments was con-
cerned, the conference adopted three declarations.
The first outlawed the launching of projectiles or
explosives from the tops of balloons or any other
analogous new method; the second outlawed the
use of projectiles whose only purpose is to diffuse
asphyxiating or deleterious gases. And the third,
following up on the work of the Declaration of
Saint Petersburg (1868), prohibited the use of bul-
lets that easily expand or flatten in the human
body, such as the full metal-jacket bullets whose
cases do not entirely cover the core or feature inci-
sions (dum-dum bullets). Finally, steps were taken
to call a second conference, as the participants
recognized that the objectives of the conference
of 1899 would only be met with time and the
continuation of the process.

The second conference was delayed by the
Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905). But once the
conflict ended, Russia invited the governments of
forty-four states to The Hague, from 15 June to 18
October 1907. The conference revised the three
conventions of 1899 and adopted ten new ones.
One dealt with the opening of hostilities, two with
the rights and duties of the various powers and
neutral countries, six with the various aspects of
naval warfare, and one with limiting the use of
force for the recovery of contractual debts. It also
adopted a law extending that of 1899 prohibiting
the launching of projectiles from balloons or any
other analogous new technology. Finally, it recom-
mended calling a third international conference,
which never took place because of World War I.

The two Hague Conferences hold considerable
importance in the history of international relations
because they represent the first serious concrete
efforts to solidify projects aiming to avoid but also
to humanize war. They were also the starting point
for the development of laws governing warfare.
These laws developed throughout the twentieth
century, leading up to what is presently referred
to as laws of armed conflict (also known as inter-
national humanitarian law). The rules of law that
were adopted at the Hague Conferences are con-
sidered today, for the most part, as international
custom. They are often referred to within this law
(as the Hague Law), specifically that part which
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regulates the means and methods used in armed
conflict.

See also International Law; War Crimes.
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ISABELLE VONÈCHE CARDIA

n

HAIDER, JÖRG (b. 1950), Austrian
politician.

An extreme right-wing populist, the charis-
matic leader of the Austrian Freedom Party
(Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs, or FPÖ) Jörg
Haider has had an uncommon political career. He
led his party, which corralled only 5 percent of the
votes in 1986, to become Austria’s second most
powerful political force, winning 27 percent of the
votes in the 1999 general elections. This made him
a figurehead of the European nationalist-populist
movement.

Haider was born to a family that strongly sup-
ported pan-German nationalism and remained
faithful to the Nazi regime. His father, a member
of the Sturm Abteilung (SA), in 1937 joined the
Nazi Party, becoming a permanent member after
the Anschluss (German annexation of Austria in
1938). His mother, from a wealthy bourgeois
family south of the Tyrol, was an active primary
school teacher in the Bund deutscher Mädel
(League of German Girls), Hitler’s youth organiza-
tion for girls. Haider has often thanked his parents
for their sacrifices in enabling him to attend high
school and later to study law in Vienna. His

gratitude also found expression in his defense of
the Third Reich’s ‘‘generation of soldiers’’ in
search of postwar respectability. Inasmuch as many
Austrians preferred to see themselves as victims
with reference to World War II, eschewing the
more painful work of remembrance and acknowl-
edgment, Haider’s sympathy for the Nazi legacy
found a ready reception.

Haider’s career as an activist began when he
joined the Freedom Party’s youth movement while
still in high school. At age eighteen, thanks to his
oratorical skills, he became the organization’s lead-
er. Then, even as he held that position from 1970
to 1974, in 1973 he obtained a university post.
Decidedly attracted by a political career, as early
as 1976 Haider served the Freedom Party in the
state of Carinthia. His ascent was dazzling.
He become the youngest deputy in the parliament
in 1979, chief editor of the party’s newspaper in
1983, and party chief for the state of Carinthia. In
1986 he bested Norbert Steger, a liberal, and took
control of the Freedom Party. Elected governor of
Carinthia in 1989, his cynical remarks on the
‘‘Third Reich’s employment policy’’ subsequently
forced him from office. Elected once again in
1996, he continued to hold that post in 2006.

Haider’s success within the party and on the
Austrian political scene more generally enabled him
to transform the Freedom Party. He eliminated the
party’s liberal wing while bringing in the extreme
Right; he then repositioned pan-German national-
ist politics to reach younger voters for whom the
older movement had little historical resonance.
Haider reconstituted the leadership on an author-
itarian basis with a single leader, replacing its
parliamentary system by a Bürgerdemokratie (demo-
cracy of citizens) whose legitimacy would be deter-
mined by plebiscite, or popular vote. Finally, he
created a right-wing rhetoric that was xenophobic;
anti-Semitic; and hostile to immigrants, the Islamic
religion, and the European community.

From 1945, Austrian politics was so con-
structed as to prevent emergence of a genuine
alternative to middle-of-the-road politics. This
undoubtedly worked in Haider’s favor. In 1986
the Freedom Party’s ever more effective attacks
against the powers that be shattered what was
known as the Small Coalition of the Social
Democratic Party (Sozialdemokratische Partei
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Österreichs, or SPÖ) and the Freedom Party; there
ensued a coalition of the SPÖ and the Conservative
Party (Österreichische Volkspartei, OVP) that
lasted until 1999.

The charismatic Haider succeeded in uniting
political currents with diverse ideologies. Making
use of the media, he presented himself as defending
those left behind in the course of Austria’s postwar
modernization and leading them in the struggles to
treat the ills of Austrian society such as unemploy-
ment, corruption, and injustice.

In February 2000, after the stunning elec-
tions of 1999, the Freedom Party entered a
power-sharing arrangement in coalition with the
Conservative Party. Haider was obliged to
renounce a cabinet post and to resign as party
leader, but he installed his loyal follower Susanne
Riess-Passer in his place and continued to wield
power. His political objectives included developing
a new neoliberal definition of the role of the
state and the promotion of private initiative at the
expense of the ‘‘social partnership’’ that had char-
acterized the Austrian government’s covenant with
its people since the end of the Second World War.
He also promoted what he considered empower-
ment and homogenization of the Austrian people,
whose unity and identity, he maintained, were
threatened by foreign ‘‘parasites’’ that must be
excluded. Finally, he sought to monopolize public
space so as to eliminate potentially divisive opposi-
tion and criticism. However, Haider remained
aware of the gap between pragmatic government
policy that obeyed European rules of conduct and
the need to remain in step with radical populism,
which brought the Freedom Party successive
electoral debacles after the victories in 1999, as
voters deserted it in large numbers. The crisis in
the coalition that Haider created in September
2002 and his threat to withdraw from politics on
a federal level were expedients designed to cast
populists and their leader as providential saviors
of unity.

In 2005, after a series of electoral defeats and
much dissatisfaction within the FPO, Haider
announced the formation of a new party, the
Alliance for Austria’s Future (AAF). This party,
which included the current FPO ministers in the
coalition government, offered a broadened popu-
list appeal, diminished hard-right rhetoric, and was

even favorable to antiglobalization initiatives and
acceptance of Turkey as a member of the European
Union.

See also Anti-Semitism; Austria; Islam.
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HAIG, DOUGLAS (1861–1928), command-
er of the British army that beat the Germans on the
western front from 1916 to 1918.

Douglas Haig established a reputation as a
competent staff officer in the small prewar British
professional army. He served with some distinction
in campaigns in the Sudan (1897–1898) and South
Africa (1899–1902) before taking on a series of
administrative, organizational, and training appoint-
ments in Britain and India. In these he played a
major role in shaping the army that would take
the field in 1914. Haig was studious and hard
working, but he also fulfilled other requirements
of the successful Edwardian officer, playing polo to
a high level and engaging in the politics of a fiercely
hierarchic organization that still placed a heavy
emphasis on patronage.

At the outbreak of World War I, Haig went to
France with the British Expeditionary Force (BEF).
For the first two years of the war, he served as a
subordinate to the British commander in chief on
the western front, Sir John French, whom he
replaced at the end of 1915. Under Haig’s com-
mand over the next three years, the British army on
the western front fought four great campaigns. In
1916 and 1917 it attacked the Germans on the
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Somme and around Ypres. In both cases, the
British suffered very heavy casualties while making
only limited territorial gains. Neither campaign
succeeded in breaking through the German lines
in the way Haig hoped. Both succeeded, however,
in killing large numbers of Germans as well as
Britons—an attritional effect that was not Haig’s
primary aim but that did bring the end of the war
closer. In spring 1918, the British faced a major
German offensive for the first time since 1914.
Unused to defensive operations, faced with new
German tactics and with a recently extended front,
parts of the British line rapidly collapsed. In the
subsequent defensive battle, Haig acquitted himself
well, keeping his head, not allowing the Germans
to take the decisive objectives and maintaining the
morale of his men with an ‘‘Order of the Day’’ on
11 April 1918 that was long remembered for its
stirring words. With the German attack halted, the
Allies moved to their own offensive in the summer of
1918. In the last months of World War I, Haig’s
forces performed very creditably, taking the main part
in driving back the German army and forcing its
commanders to ask their government to make peace.

In the years after the war, Haig achieved celeb-
rity as a campaigner for British veterans. He became
the figurehead of the newly formed British Legion,
the most influential British veterans’ group. On his
death (29 January 1928) he was given a state fu-
neral, and huge crowds lined the streets of London
and Edinburgh to bid him farewell; towns across
Britain held services of remembrance for him. It
was only after his death, particularly in the 1960s,
he became demonized in British popular culture.

Historical controversy over Haig centers on his
personality, his strategy, and the losses suffered by
his armies. The relevance of a critique based on
modern historians’ distaste for or incomprehension
of Edwardian attitudes is not clear. Generalship is
not a beauty contest. His strategic insight, that
the British should concentrate their effort against
their principal opponent—the German army on the
western front—is hard to fault. If Britain wished to
maintain its prewar existence, it had little choice
except to commit to heavy fighting in France and
Flanders. Haig is open to criticism for the length of
time it took him to appreciate the implications of
the tactical and technological context in which he
fought. By aiming at decisive breakthroughs, rather

than confining himself to the destruction of the
enemy’s forces, it could be argued that he inflicted
unnecessary losses on his own men. Proper assess-
ment of this criticism has been confused by an
understandable horror at the sheer number of
casualties and the absence of any comparable event
in Britain’s military history.

Haig’s significance for Europe was that he
helped to prevent the first German bid for hege-
mony in the twentieth century. This was also his key
significance for Britain in geostrategic terms. In cul-
tural and historical terms, it was perhaps more sig-
nificant that he commanded the country’s largest
military force on the only occasion in which it con-
fronted the main strength of a great-power oppo-
nent in a land war. In Britain in the early twenty-first
century, Haig is remembered principally for the
heavy casualties that were the inevitable result,
rather than the victory he helped to achieve.

See also Armies; Warfare; World War I.
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DANIEL TODMAN

n

HALBWACHS, MAURICE (1877–
1945), French philosopher and sociologist.

Maurice Halbwachs studied with both the phil-
osopher Henri-Louis Bergson (1859–1941) and
the sociologist Émile Durkheim (1858–1917).
His best-known work opened new perspectives on
the concept of collective memory, understood as
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the social practices by which different groups of
people recollect their common past.

Born on 11 March 1877, Halbwachs gradu-
ated from École Normale Supérieure, receiving his
agrégation first in philosophy in 1901, later in
sociology. He thus reached intellectual maturity
about the time of the Dreyfus affair, which tore
France in two. His outlook was cosmopolitan;
Halbwachs was one of a number of French intel-
lectuals who valued and absorbed German scholar-
ship. His early work was on metropolitan life and
living standards. In 1913 he published La classe
ouvrière et les niveaux de vie: Recherches sur la
hiérarchie des besoins dans les sociétés industrielles
contemporaines (The working class and living stan-
dards: Research on the hierarchy of needs in con-
temporary industrial societies). Intellectual issues
captivated Halbwachs, from the social sciences to
mathematics, from philosophy to music, to such an
extent that one might say he was a social scientific
school unto himself. In 1914 the socialist
Halbwachs, despite his usual lucidity, chose to sup-
port the French war effort and to work for social
and political unity. Poor vision kept him from
combat, and instead he served in the circle of civil
servants surrounding the socialist minister of arma-
ments and war, Albert Thomas.

After the war, he taught at Strasbourg
University, which had been recaptured from the
Germans, together with others among the French
intellectual elite. Among them, the French histo-
rians Marc Bloch (1886–1944) and Lucien Febvre
(1878–1956) invited him to join the editorial com-
mittee of the pathbreaking journal of economic
and social history, Annales.

Halbwach’s major works are his sociological
analyses of memory and suicide: Les cadres sociaux
de la mémoire (1925; Collective memory) and Les
causes du suicide (1930; The causes of suicide). In
the interwar years, he was developing a distinctive
approach to sociology, halfway between Bergson
and the late Durkheim. He did not share the poli-
tical activism of his sister Jeanne Halbwachs, who
with her husband was involved in the pacifist move-
ment in France. Thus, Halbwachs’s major work on
the social construction of memory, written before
World War II, makes virtually no reference to con-
temporary events. Despite the obsession with com-
memoration of World War I in interwar France,

Halbwachs never refers to war and remembrance
in his sociological studies. Nevertheless, Halbwachs
showed how individual memory cannot exist with-
out a social framework, and that public events
imprint themselves on the contemporary public,
particularly the young, who are still developing an
adult identity. We are never the first person who
knows who we are: others tell us what we need to
remember in order to be who we are. Memories are
at once individual and private and, contrary to
dreams, can be shared and are collectively defined.
But ‘‘personal’’ memory also preserves traces, unique
to each individual, that combine with communal and
collective memories. We adjust our own memories to
fit the social groups in which we live our lives. If
individuals literally remember, it is the group to which
they belong that determines what is memorable.
Society’s power is immense and serves above all as a
powerful constraint in the sense that Halbwachs’s
teacher, Durkheim, understood it to be.

Yvonne Basch, Halbwach’s wife, introduced
him to the League for the Defence of Human
Rights and its president, her father, the fiery
Victor Basch. She also initiated him—he was an

agnostic though born Catholic—into a world of
assimilated French Jewish culture about which he
knew little. Halbwachs refined his reflections on
memory in what would be his last and most com-
plete work to be published in his lifetime, La topo-
graphie légendaire des Evangiles en Terre Sainte
(1941; The legendary topography of the Gospels
in the Holy Land).

Halbwachs, who had early studied Gottfried
Wilhelm Leibniz and German philosophy, was a
pioneer of French and German cultural exchange,
most particularly by introducing the work of the

German sociologist Max Weber (1864–1920) into
France. An early antifascist, he sheltered Italian and
German refugees, including the German Jewish
philosopher Walter Benjamin (1892–1940), join-
ing the French Resistance together with his two

sons in 1940. In 1944 a fascist militia murdered
his wife’s parents, Victor and Ilona Basch, and he
was in ever greater danger. In the summer of 1944,
with his younger son Pierre, he was deported to
Buchenwald. He had just been admitted to the

prestigious Collège de France but would not return
for his inauguration speech. He died in Buchenwald.
Although Halbwachs’s contributions were largely
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forgotten over the next half century, they have since
reentered American and European intellectual dis-
course. Restored to his proper place, the man who
coined the term collective memory offers a variety of
useful concepts toward an improved grasp of repres-

sion, forgetting, indeed amnesia—all at the heart of
the processes of remembrance understood as a social
phenomenon.

See also Benjamin, Walter; Bloch, Marc; Holocaust;
Resistance.
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ANNETTE BECKER

n

HAMILTON, RICHARD (b. 1922),
British painter, designer, and graphic artist.

Richard Hamilton studied at the Royal
Academy Schools from 1938 until 1940, when the
Second World War cut short his course. During the
war he trained as a jig and tool draftsman, which
gave him skills in precision drawing. He returned to
the Royal Academy Schools but was expelled in
1946 and entered the Slade School of Art in 1948.
He stayed there until 1951, his peers including
William Turnbull, Eduardo Paolozzi, and Nigel
Henderson. Hamilton and these men, together with
the critics Lawrence Alloway and Reyner Banham,
were the core members of the Independent Group,
which met at the Institute of Contemporary Arts
(ICA) between 1952 and 1955. This group shared
strong enthusiasm for popular culture and a desire
to widen the sources of contemporary art.

Hamilton taught design at the Central School
of Art from 1952 to 1953 and from 1953 to 1966
at King’s College, Durham University, at

Newcastle-upon-Tyne. His gifts as an imaginative
designer are evident in the exhibitions he designed
and largely curated throughout the 1950s. The
first, On Growth and Form, at the ICA in 1951,
was based on D’Arcy Thompson’s eponymous
book. It was followed in 1955 by Man, Machine,
and Motion at Newcastle, where Hamilton dis-
played photographs showing man’s ambitious use
of machines to extend the capacities of his body.
Environmental exhibitions of mazelike spaces,
devised with his colleague Victor Pasmore, followed
in 1957 and 1959, and in the latter year they also
mounted The Developing Process to explain their new
teaching, based partly on Bauhaus methods.

The most famous of these exhibitions was This
Is Tomorrow at the Whitechapel Gallery, London,
in 1956. Though Hamilton did not originate this
exhibition, in which teams of artists and architects
worked together to create environments that were
themselves works of art, he devised a section with
John Voelcker and John McHale. Their section, a
‘‘fun house,’’ had two themes—‘‘imagery’’ and
‘‘perception.’’ ‘‘Perception’’ involved optical illu-
sions, such as Marcel Duchamp’s Rotoreliefs.
‘‘Imagery’’ included material from popular culture,
such as a blowup of Marilyn Monroe in The Seven
Year Itch. Popular culture was the basis of a collage
Hamilton made for the poster to his section.
Entitled ‘‘Just what is it that makes today’s homes
so different, so appealing?’’ it was assembled from
iconic images drawn from advertisements and pop-
ular magazines. This collage has been taken, with
Paolozzi’s collages of around 1950, which used
similar imagery but in a less programmed manner,
as the start of Pop Art in England.

Hamilton’s earlier work is very different. His
illustrations to James Joyce’s Ulysses, begun in
1947, recall Pablo Picasso’s neoclassical drawings
of around 1919. Abstract paintings of around 1950
have systematically expanding linear compositions
suggested by D’Arcy Thompson’s explanations of
natural growth. A series of figurative paintings of
1954–1955 recall Paul Cézanne, seen through the
lenses of Eadweard Muybridge or Éttiene-Jules
Marey. The suggestion of movement is important
and was to remain so, although Hamilton’s tech-
niques were to change radically. Influences came
from James Gibson’s The Perception of the Visual
World, Sigfried Giedion’s Mechanization Takes
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Command, Amedée Ozenfant’s Foundations of
Modern Art, and, most importantly, Duchamp. In
1960 Hamilton produced a typographic version of
Duchamp’s Green Box, and in 1966 he curated a
major Duchamp exhibition at the Tate Gallery. For
this exhibition he painstakingly made a replica of
Duchamp’s Large Glass.

Duchamp’s aim ‘‘to put thought back into art’’
and especially his invention of the ‘‘ready-made’’
were crucial for Hamilton. But where Duchamp
chose his ready-mades with ‘‘aesthetic indiffer-
ence,’’ Hamilton was attracted by highly designed
objects of two very different kinds. On the one
hand, he admired the austere post-Bauhaus prod-
ucts of the Hochschule für Gestaltung at Ulm; on
the other, he delighted in the glamorous

advertising of rapidly obsolescent American consu-

mer goods. In the early twenty-first century it is

difficult not to see irony in his use of both these

sources, but his enthusiasm was an antidote in the

drab postwar years. Hamilton visited Ulm in 1958

and in 1963 made his first trip to the United States,

where he was befriended by Duchamp. By then,

Hamilton had made his first pop paintings, such as

Hommage à Chrysler Corp (1957) and $he (1958–

1961). His harnessing of the sexual glamour of

advertisements predates that by the pop artists at

the Royal College and by American artists such as

Roy Lichtenstein and Andy Warhol. Hamilton

himself has said that he has been engaged on ‘‘a

search for what is epic in everyday objects and

everyday attitudes’’ (1982, p. 37).

Just What Is It that Makes Today’s Homes So Different, So Appealing? Collage by

Richard Hamilton, 1959. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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He has used photography extensively, translat-

ing images into his works with startling ingenuity.

He will use photographic silkscreen, negative rever-

sals, and soft and sharp focus, drawing his images

from very diverse sources. He explores new tech-

niques of reproduction as they become available.

He has designed a hi-fi set and a computer for

industrial production. In these ways he has broken

down the division between design and fine art. Yet

he thinks of himself primarily as a painter, and his

genres are traditional—interiors, still life, figures,

landscapes.

In much of his art there is a strong narrative

content and, as Hamilton is left-wing, there is often

sharp social comment. Examples are Swingeing

London ’67, based on a newspaper photograph of

the handcuffed Mick Jagger and Robert Fraser after

a drug raid, or the savagely satirical Portrait of Hugh

Gaitskell as a Famous Monster of Filmland (1964).

And since about 1973, Hamilton’s view has dark-

ened. The Citizen (1982–1983) and The Subject

(1988–1990) use reportage photographs to present

sectarian figures in the civil war in Northern Ireland.

Treatment Room (1983–1984) and Lobby (1985–

1987) convey the bleak alienation of modern cor-

porate interiors. War Games (1991–1992), referring

to the war in Kuwait, shows how war, as a news

item, has become a spectator sport.

Hamilton had exhibitions at the Hanover

Gallery in 1955 and 1964 and major retrospectives

at the Tate Gallery in 1970 and 1992. An anthol-

ogy of his writings was published in 1982.

See also Pop Art; Popular Culture.
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ALASTAIR GRIEVE

n

HARRIS, ARTHUR (nicknamed ‘‘Bomber’’

Harris, 1892–1984), chief of the British Royal

Air Force (RAF) Bomber Command from 1942

to 1945.

Born at Cheltenham in Gloucestershire, the

son of an engineer-architect in the Indian civil

service, Arthur Harris was educated at Gore Court,

Sittingbourne, and Allhallows, Honiton. In 1914

Harris joined the first Rhodesian Regiment as a

bugler and took part in the campaign against

German South-West Africa. In 1915 he returned

to Britain and was commissioned into the Royal

Flying Corps. He participated in defensive night

fighter operations against zeppelin raids and also

served on the western front, where he earned

enough victories to qualify as an air ace. After the

war, he took a permanent commission in the RAF

and was involved in air operations in northwest

India, Iraq, and Palestine. In 1939 Harris was given

command of No. 5 (Bomber) Group, which did

valuable work against German shipping concentra-

tions and airfields during the invasion threat in

1940. Later that year he became deputy chief of

the Air Staff and in 1941 was appointed head of

the RAF delegation to Washington, where he

sought to speed up the delivery of aircraft and air

supplies. In 1942 he was summoned back to

Britain to become commander in chief of Bomber

Command.

Under Harris, Bomber Command developed

into a formidable weapon of war. His favored

method of attack was the area bombing of

German cities at night. He did not invent the

policy—it was already in operation from 1941—

but he pursued it with relentless zeal. He firmly

believed that the destruction of German cities and

the homes of the workers would bring the enemy

to its knees and prevent a repetition of the bloody

battles of attrition on the western front that he had

witnessed during the previous war. While the

United States Air Force concentrated on precision

attacks during the day as part of a combined bomb-

er offensive, Bomber Command unleashed a series

of large-scale raids on such cities as Essen,

Hamburg, and Berlin. The zenith of the area

bombing campaign came at Dresden in February

1945, when the RAF started a massive firestorm
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that devastated the old city and killed between
twenty-five and thirty-five thousand people.

Since the war the military and ethical justifica-
tions for Harris’s area bombing policy have been
called into question. The critics argue that the
results of the bombing were not worth the heavy
cost in RAF aircrew lives, that the extensive
resources poured into Bomber Command could

have been put to better use, and that the deliberate

targeting of German civilians was an unacceptable

means of waging war. Harris’s defenders, however,

contend that the bombing played a significant role

in the Allied victory in Europe. Although the

bombing did not prevent a sustained increase in

German military production or fatally undermine

civilian morale, the effects of the Anglo-American

bombing offensive—and it is difficult to consider

one in isolation from the other—were considerable.

For example, a ceiling was placed on the growth of

military output, and factories were diverted to pro-

ducing items for home defense such as antiaircraft

guns and ammunition, which deprived the German

army of vital battlefield equipment. Many German

troops were tied up in antiaircraft duties when they

could have been more usefully employed on other

fighting fronts, and German offensive airpower was

restricted as the Luftwaffe was forced to defend the

Reich against air attack. While the bombing of

cities was undoubtedly a dreadful way to wage

war, this was regarded at the time as little different

from the policy of targeting civilians through

blockade or siege in previous wars. The Allies were

engaged in a war of survival against a brutal totali-

tarian regime, and civilian workers were at the heart

of the enemy’s war potential. Certainly Harris, who

had watched London burn during the Blitz, had

little sympathy for the Germans: they had sown the

wind and would reap the whirlwind.

At the end of the war Harris was embittered by
the seeming reluctance of the British government
to acknowledge the role of Bomber Command in
the defeat of Germany. He retired from the RAF
and went to live in South Africa. In the 1950s he
returned to Britain and spent his latter years quietly
in rural Oxfordshire, with occasional forays onto
the public stage. He died in 1984. In 1992 a statue
of Harris was unveiled by the Queen Mother in
London. The mayors of Dresden and other cities

that had been heavily bombed expressed their dis-
approval. The Bomber Command veterans
regarded it as a long overdue tribute to a much
maligned commander.

See also Armies; Warfare; World War II.
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JEREMY A. CRANG

n

HAVEL, VÁCLAV (b. 1936), Czech politi-
cian and writer.

In his life Václav Havel has been a child of privi-
lege, a stagehand, a dramaturge, an author of absurd-
ist plays, a brewery laborer, the founder of Charter
77, a prisoner of conscience, and—not long after—
the president of his country. He was the mastermind
behind the Velvet Revolution that overthrew com-
munism in Czechoslovakia and the last president of
his country, the man who managed the Velvet
Divorce—the peaceful separation of Czechoslovakia
into two nations. As the Czech Republic’s first
president, he helped reintegrate the country into
Western Europe. He is a world-renowned author
and statesmen. The playwright Arthur Miller
(1915–2005) called him the first surrealist president.
He is regularly on the short list to receive the Nobel
Prize.

Havel’s life has been full of contradictions,
ironies, and strange twists. He was born into an
affectionate, successful entrepreneurial family. He
and his brother Ivan (b. 1938) were raised with a
strong sense of discipline, independence, and
responsibility inspired by Masarykian humanism, a
highly cultured tradition of arts, philosophy, and
literature (Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk [1850–1937]
was Czechoslovakia’s first president). But Havel
was uncomfortable with the trappings of affluence,
resulting in what he describes as a lifelong sense of
unworthiness—which he credits with giving him a
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strong urge to succeed. When the communists seized
power in 1948 the family fortune was confiscated;
Havel became a ‘‘class enemy’’ and was denied admis-
sion to the Academy of Performing Arts. He claims
that the discrimination he suffered—the sense of
being an outsider—was the genesis of his attachment
to the theater of the absurd. It was not until he started
dating Olga Šplı́chalová (1933–1996), whom he
married in 1964, that he gained a sense of self-
confidence.

Havel eventually enrolled at the Czech
Technical University, where he was a lackluster
student because the curriculum consisted primarily
of Marxist economics. His greatest knack at that
time was associating with talented people, includ-
ing the writer Milan Kundera (b. 1929) and the
future Academy Award–winning movie director
Miloš Forman (b. 1932). Despite his shyness, dur-
ing these years Havel had the temerity to introduce
himself to Jaroslav Seifert (1901–1986), later win-
ner of the Nobel Prize, and the Czech philosopher
Jan Patočka (1907–1977).

Havel’s predilection for telling the truth often
landed him in trouble. While still a university stu-
dent in 1956, he was invited to a Writers’ Union
conference for young artists. It was his first public
address, and he found himself among writers of
‘‘socialist realism,’’ the artificial and hagiographic
style developed during Stalin’s reign. Barely in his
twenties and with no reputation to protect him,
Havel promptly attacked socialist realism, the
Writers’ Union, the continued oppression of litera-
ture, and the blackballing of poets and artists who
refused to copy accepted styles.

The future president began his professional life as
a stagehand and eventually rose to dramaturge during
the early 1960s. It was a hopeful time in Prague: the
totalitarian Stalinist era had ended, and personal and
artistic freedom flourished, although within some
limits. That period was a particularly creative time in
Havel’s life: he wrote and directed The Garden Party
(1963), The Memorandum in (1965), and The
Increased Difficulty of Concentration, winner of an
off-Broadway Obie Award in 1968.

Václav Havel flashes a victory sign during a trip to Canada, 19 February 1990.

ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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Under the reform-mindedCommunistParty lead-
er Alexander Dubček (1921–1992), Czechoslovakia
became for a brief period in 1968 an open society,
and Havel used the opportunity to call for a multi-
party democracy. But communist authorities in
Moscow feared that Dubček’s brand of ‘‘socialism
with a human face’’ threatened the Soviet Empire.
In August, Soviet leaders sent the Warsaw Pact Army
into Czechoslovakia to halt the reforms. In a des-
perate effort to rally his countrymen, the Charles
University student Jan Palach (1948–1969) lit
himself afire in Wenceslas Square as a symbolic
protest. But the Soviets prevailed. The era of
‘‘Normalization’’ followed, a depressing period in
which the communist government kept order and
‘‘calm’’ by quashing spontaneity and personal initia-
tive—anything that deviated from the austere Soviet
model. Havel’s avant-garde plays were banned, and
he was eventually barred from the theater altogether.
But he proclaimed his defiance in an open letter to
Gustav Husák (1913–1991), the secretary of the
Czechoslovak Communist Party, a bitter indictment
of the posttotalitarian system whose goal was to keep
the nation as ‘‘calm as a morgue or a grave.’’

Charter 77 was a human-rights group that
grew out of the trial and conviction of the Plastic
People of the Universe, a rock band whose anti-
establishment lyrics infuriated staid communist
rulers. When Charter 77’s activities drew Western
attention, the government arrested leading
Chartists, including Havel. During a weeklong
StB (State Security Police) interrogation, Patočka,
whom Havel had enlisted as spokesman for the
group, died of a stroke. Havel dedicated his most
famous dissident essay, ‘‘The Power of the
Powerless,’’ to Patočka. Widely distributed in
samizdat, the underground publishing network
often consisting of little more than a typewriter
and carbon paper, the essay became the rallying
point for dissidents throughout the communist
world.

In 1979 Soviet authorities cracked down:
Havel was convicted of subversion and sentenced
to four and a half years at hard labor. But he turned
this hardship into creativity, writing letters to his
wife that became Letters to Olga—one of the strang-
est ‘‘philosophic’’ books ever published. Along
with lengthy theoretical reflections, Havel used
the letters to bare his soul. While exhibiting

extraordinary courage and steadfastness, at times
he showed himself to be frightened, self-absorbed,

and demanding. When he became seriously ill after

three years in prison, Olga raised such a stir that

Havel was released.

In 1989, as European communism was collaps-

ing, Czech students staged a demonstration that

‘‘happened’’ to deviate from its approved route to

pass Havel’s apartment. A melee ensued; people

were arrested and some hurt. Havel quickly orga-
nized Civic Forum, a loose-knit opposition group

of activists, writers, and theater people. Larger and

larger demonstrations occurred, including a

national strike that undermined the legitimacy of

the government. The ‘‘Velvet Revolution,’’ as the

movement was called, culminated with Havel on a

balcony in historic Wenceslas Square above a mas-
sive crowd of people jingling their keys. The sound

was the death knell of communism.

Elected president of Czechoslovakia, the poet

with a self-effacing wit who rode a scooter through

the halls of the Czech Castle, loved Lou Reed’s

(b. 1942) music, and considered appointing the

avant-garde musician Frank Zappa (1940–1993) to

a government post was an international darling. And

Havel’s achievements were substantial, despite his
limited constitutional powers. He negotiated the

departure of Soviet troops from Czechoslovakia, dis-

mantled the secret police (StB), helped reform the

army, and oversaw the creation of democratic institu-

tions with protection of citizen rights. Also—against

his wishes—he guided the peaceful dissolution of the

country into the Czech and Slovak Republics. He

supported the difficult transition to a free-market
economy and set the stage for the Czech Republic’s

entry into NATO and the European Union.

But no fairy tale lasts. Olga Havel succumbed

to cancer in 1996. Long years of smoking and

stress caught up with Havel, and he almost died

of complications associated with the removal of a

cancerous lung. On his sickbed, within a year of

Olga’s death, he married the Czech actress Dagmar

Veskrnova (b. 1953)—to great public disapproval.
At the same time, in 1996, the highly touted Czech

economic miracle floundered, and Prime Minister

Václav Klaus’s (b. 1941) political party was impli-

cated in an election scandal. Havel’s popularity

plummeted.
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Against all odds, Havel survived, physically and
politically. Thirteen years after he took office as
leader of Czechoslovakia, he retired from the pres-
idency of the Czech Republic. Although in 1993
Havel had been blamed for the breakup of the
country, a week before the end of his term in

2003 Slovakia awarded him its highest civilian
medal. Polls showed that he was the most
respected public figure among Czechs—partly
because a substantial portion of his wealth has been
donated to the Olga Havel Foundation, established

by his first wife.

Havel considers himself foremost a playwright,
but his plays are difficult to categorize. He employs
the absurdist genre to explore the loss of identity—
the absence of belief in meaning beyond one’s
transitory existence. The plays raise the question

of meaning by manifesting its absence. The works
also point beyond that absurdity to the more
‘‘natural’’ view of life that includes transcendent
principles such as love, hate, honor, justice, and
friendship—virtues and vices that are never fully

controlled or extirpated by those in power.

Havel is also an important social critic. He
argues that the Enlightenment yearning to under-
stand and control nature—a hope that has largely
come to pass—has also resulted in the subjugation
of people, whether by totalitarian communist gov-

ernments that aimed to perfect human society but
in fact oppressed millions in ideological straitjack-
ets, or by Western economic entities and govern-
ment bureaucracies that provide material well-
being but rob people of autonomy. To counter this
loss of control Havel proposes constructing and

strengthening spaces in civil society where moral
and responsible actions are possible. His long-term
goal seems to be to restructure politics so that
citizens can live in small, tightly knit communities
and together create an integrated, peaceful, safe

world.

See also Czech Republic; Czechoslovakia; Dubček,
Alexander; Prague; Prague Spring; Velvet
Revolution.
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JAMES PONTUSO
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HEATH, EDWARD (1916–2005), British
Conservative Party politician, member of
Parliament, and prime minister (1970–1974).

Edward Richard George Heath, the son of a
carpenter who won an organ scholarship to Balliol
College at the University of Oxford, rose rapidly
though the post–World War II Conservative Party.
Elected to the House of Commons in 1950, he
made his first speech advocating British involve-
ment in European integration. This was to become
the key theme of his political career and was
crowned by Britain’s admission to the European
Economic Community (EEC) in 1973.

From 1952 Heath served in the Whips’ Office,
with a brief spell as minister of labour (1959–
1960). As Lord Privy Seal (1960–1963), he had
special responsibility for attempting to negotiate
Britain’s first application to join the EEC. This
ended in failure when the French president,
Charles de Gaulle (1890–1970), vetoed the appli-
cation in 1963, but Heath emerged with his repu-
tation enhanced. The Conservatives lost the 1964
general election and Sir Alexander Frederick
Douglas-Home (1903–1995) agreed to resign as
leader. Heath became the new leader in 1965 after
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becoming the first Conservative leader to be
elected by a ballot of Conservative MPs. Aged
forty-nine, Heath was the youngest leader of the
party for over a century. During his period as leader
of the opposition (1965–1970), he concentrated
the party’s energies on policy making, in prepara-
tion for a return to government. His leadership was
tested in April 1968 by Enoch Powell (1912–
1998). Powell made an anti-immigration speech
in Birmingham that provoked outrage, and Heath
fired him from the shadow cabinet.

Heath became prime minister in June 1970.
After thirty-one days in office, the unexpected
death of Ian Macleod (1913–1970), the chancellor
of the exchequer, proved a massive blow. The poli-
cies of his replacement, Anthony Barber (b. 1920),
proved controversial. Barber’s ‘‘dash for growth’’
initially provoked economic prosperity, but rising
inflation and record levels of unemployment soon
followed. The government’s rescue of the Upper
Clyde Shipbuilders, previously perceived a ‘‘lame
duck,’’ was dubbed a U-turn by critics. Heath’s
imposition of an incomes policy in an attempt to
deal with inflation led to a national coal strike in
1972. When Heath responded by declaring a state
of emergency, waves of strikes broke out in the
coal, power, and transport industries. The ensuing
power shortages led to the imposition of a three-
day week in December. During Heath’s premiership,
Northern Ireland reemerged as a major problem
for the British. The first British solider was killed
in Belfast in February 1971, obliging Heath
to introduce internment (August 1971). Matters
worsened when the army killed thirteen during the
Londonderry ‘‘Bloody Sunday’’ riots in January
1972, and eventually in March the government
was obliged to reimpose direct Westminster rule
for the province. Heath’s major accomplishment
was to bring the United Kingdom into the
European Community (later the European Union).

In February 1974, Heath called a general elec-
tion to let the country decide ‘‘Who Governs
Britain.’’ His party lost, and he resigned as prime
minister in March after failing to win the support of
the Liberal Party to form a minority government.
The Conservatives were defeated again in the
October 1974 election. One year later Heath lost
his post as party leader to Margaret Thatcher
(b. 1925). Heath retained his seat in Parliament

but held no posts in subsequent Conservative cabi-
nets. He remained one of the chief spokespersons
for the pro-Europeans within the Conservative
Party. He stood down as a MP in 2001. Heath died
on 17 July 2005.

Outside of politics, Heath pursued his passions
for music and sailing. He led the British sailing team
to victory in the 1971 Admiral’s Cup and won the
famous Sydney-Hobart race, aboard his yacht
Morning Cloud, in January 1970. However, sailing
was not without personal tragedy. In September
1974, Morning Cloud III sank with the loss of two
lives, including Heath’s twenty-two-year-old godson.
It undoubtedly affected Heath’s performance in the
general election two weeks later.

Heath’s premiership has been cast by Thatcherites
as a disaster. His U-turns implied weakness, and ulti-
mately failure. This analysis presumes that the January
1970 Selsdon Park shadow cabinet conference was a
blueprint for monetarism and market economics.
Heath never believed in laissez-faire, but was a tradi-
tional Tory who saw the state as an essential deliverer
of economic and social policy and sensed the need for
radical change. Much of Heath’s post-1975 political
life was motivated by personal antipathy toward
Thatcherism.

See also European Union; Northern Ireland; Thatcher,
Margaret; United Kingdom.
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HEIDEGGER, MARTIN (1889–1976),
German philosopher.
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After enrolling at Freiburg University as a semi-
nary student, in 1919 Martin Heidegger became
Edmund Husserl’s research assistant. Husserl (1859–
1938) had made his name as the founder of the phe-
nomenological movement. In works such as Ideas
toward a Transcendental Phenomenology (1913), he
attempted to place philosophical knowledge on a rig-
orous footing, free from unverifiable, metaphysical
speculation and dogma. The epistemological linchpin
of Husserl’s efforts was the concept of ‘‘intentional-
ity.’’ Intentionality was Husserl’s way of circumvent-
ing the problem of philosophical ‘‘dualism’’—for
example, the mind-body problem on which René
Descartes’s philosophy had foundered. The notion of
intentionality suggested that ‘‘consciousness’’ was
always consciousness of something, and that, conse-
quently, the cognitive separation between ‘‘subject’’
and ‘‘object’’ was immaterial.

HEIDEGGER’S PHILOSOPHICAL

INNOVATION

From the outset it was clear that Heidegger had a
very different conception of phenomenology’s mis-
sion. For Heidegger’s generation, the project of
‘‘transcendental philosophy,’’ as traditionally con-
ceived, seemed sterile and feckless. As many schol-
ars have pointed out, in central Europe the human
and psychological toll taken by World War I
resulted in the delegitimation of nearly all inherited
intellectual paradigms. One of the main casualties
was neo-Kantianism, which, prior to the war, had
been the dominant philosophical methodology
among German universities. Simply put, neo-
Kantianism’s arid rationalism, as practiced by the
likes of Hermann Cohen, Emil Lask, and Wilhelm
Windelband, seemed patently unable to address the
vital, existential questions that had arisen in the
war’s wake.

It is clear that, from his very first Freiburg
University lecture courses, Heidegger focused on
existential problems and dilemmas that, as a rule,
fell beneath phenomenology’s radar scope. For
Husserl, the classical dilemma of ‘‘certainty’’
remained central. For Heidegger, conversely, to
inquire about the fundamental questions of human
being-in-the-world made questions of certainty
seem immaterial and tangential. In Heidegger’s
view, literary works by Søren Kierkegaard, Fyodor
Dostoyevsky, and Vincent van Gogh (whose impas-
sioned letters had recently been published) were as

important as—if not more so—the classic texts of
transcendental philosophy.

As he began his academic career in the late
1910s and early 1920s, Heidegger’s understanding
of the history of philosophy was also influenced by
an intensive reading of the classic works of
Protestant theology: St. Augustine, Martin Luther,
and Kierkegaard. Unlike the Scholastic tradition in
which Heidegger had been schooled, in these texts
questions of human self-realization or ‘‘selfhood’’
were paramount. Heidegger concluded that to dis-
solve such questions in abstract processes of trans-
cendental-logical inquiry, as was characteristic of so
much of the history of Western rationalism, was a
testimony to academic philosophy’s existential irrel-
evance. In this respect, he perceived Husserl’s trans-
cendental phenomenological inquiries as merely the
last in a long list of offenders.

From this standpoint it is easy to see why, when
it appeared in 1927, Being and Time was such an
immense success. It offered a powerful and thor-
oughgoing response to the intellectual crisis of the
1920s. The book’s ability to pose questions that
were remarkably in tune with the zeitgeist left the
various ‘‘school philosophies’’ of the day standing in
the dust, as it were. Suddenly, with Heidegger’s
‘‘existential ontology’’ there was talk of ‘‘care,’’
‘‘everydayness,’’ ‘‘curiosity,’’ ‘‘destiny,’’ ‘‘authenti-
city,’’ ‘‘choosing one’s hero,’’ and ‘‘being-toward-
death.’’ ‘‘Fundamental ontology’’ (as Heidegger
described his project) boldly proceeded to ‘‘disman-
tle’’ (abbauen) the history of ontology, which,
owing to its neglect of everyday human concerns,
seemed entirely to deserve the fate that this upstart
provincial philosopher had meted out to it.

HEIDEGGER AND THE NAZI PARTY

Yet, as a result of having imbibed the zeitgeist,
Heidegger’s philosophy was, in certain respects,
very possibly too close to its time. Retrospectively,
it seems that the basic categories of Being and Time
bore eerie affinities with the ‘‘conservative revolu-
tionary’’ critique of modernity. In this respect
Being and Time is not only a work of ‘‘first philos-
ophy.’’ It is also a textbook example of interwar
Zivilisationskritik—one that follows in the foot-
steps of Friedrich Nietzsche, Oswald Spengler,
and Ernst Jünger. Hence, if one pays attention to
the book’s ideological traits—for example, the
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discussions of Volk (people) and Gemeinschaft
(community) in paragraph 74—it is perhaps not
so surprising that, come 1933, Heidegger leaped
with alacrity into the brown uniform of the Nazi
Party.

Heidegger, who had recently been named rec-
tor of Freiburg University, joined the Nazi Party on
1 May 1933 with great fanfare. Although his tenure
in office was brief (he resigned a year later, upon
realizing that Adolf Hitler and company had little
interest in making the world safe for the ‘‘question
of Being’’), nevertheless, considerable damage had
been done. In essence, Heidegger delivered the uni-
versity, which possessed a long tradition of self-
government, directly into the Nazi hands. In 1946
a favorably disposed denazification committee con-
cluded that Heidegger, by virtue of his considerable
international renown, played a key role in legitimat-
ing the Nazi seizure of power among Germany’s
educated elite.

As Heidegger would learn, it was impossible to
emerge with clean hands from involvement with an
inherently criminal entity like National Socialism.
In his capacity as rector, Heidegger willingly
enforced legislation ensuring that Jews and political
undesirables were removed from positions of
power and influence. One by one his talented
Jewish students—Hannah Arendt, Karl Löwith,
Hans Jonas, Herbert Marcuse, and Werner
Brock—were forced to emigrate. Already during
the late 1920s, Heidegger had openly lamented
the ‘‘Jewification’’ (Verjudung) of the German uni-
versity system. During the 1930s, he denounced
colleagues to the Gestapo as insufficiently radical. He
also proved a vigorous supporter of the November
1933 referendum called by Hitler on Germany’s
withdrawal from the League of Nations. He ended
lectures and correspondence with the so-called Hitler
Grüss (‘‘Heil Hitler!’’) and remained a dues paying
member of the party until the ‘‘collapse’’ of 1945.

AFTER THE WAR

As a result of these activities, Heidegger’s venia
legendi, or right to teach, was revoked after the
war. Although he was permitted to write and pub-
lish, he was banned from university life for a period
of five years. Former students implored him to
publicly renounce his Nazi involvement, but their
appeals fell on deaf ears. According to the writer

Ernst Jünger, Heidegger felt that Hitler owed
him—Heidegger—an apology insofar as the Nazi
movement had failed to live up to its world histor-
ical potential. As late as 1953, the philosopher
published texts that openly fantasized about the
‘‘inner truth and greatness of the Movement [i.e.,
National Socialism].’’

Despite these setbacks, Heidegger’s postwar
career blossomed. He enjoyed a ‘‘second career’’
as lecturer among German neonationalist circles.
He found a new audience in France owing to the
patronage of the philosopher and former member
of the French Resistance Jean Beaufret, the addres-
see of the 1946 ‘‘Letter on Humanism.’’ (However,
during the 1980s it was revealed that Beaufret was a
covert supporter of the Holocaust denier Robert
Faurisson.) In the United States, Hannah Arendt
became his main patron, facilitating the translation
and publication of his books and articles.
Theologians readily embraced Heidegger’s philoso-
phy. His critique of the modern world as a ‘‘site of
catastrophe’’ suited their misgivings about the dis-
placement of religion and rise of secular humanism.
They assumed that the ‘‘question of Being’’
(Seinsfrage) was merely an indirect way of talking
about God. Curiously, the 1960s witnessed some-
thing of a Heidegger vogue. It was during this
decade, marked by the American debacle in
Vietnam, that his critique of technology—one of
the major themes in his postwar writings—seemed
to possess special clairvoyance. Whereas liberal poli-
tical thought enthusiastically embraced the doctrines
of atomistic individualism and technological prog-
ress, Heidegger’s philosophy seemed to offer a
powerful theoretical alternative. Paradoxically,
Heidegger’s resolute antimodernism had become
au courant.

Whereas Heidegger’s early philosophy focused
on Dasein, or man’s being-in-the-world, his later
thought underwent a reversal: the emphasis now
fell on Sein or Being. Critics took him to task for
embracing a philosophy of heteronomy. For by
harshly rejecting the ideals of subjectivity and will,
Heidegger’s later approach seemed to openly glor-
ify human dependency. Increasingly, Being
assumed the status of an autonomous and myste-
rious, otherworldly force. In Heidegger’s view, it
fell due to mankind to passively obey its cryptic
‘‘sendings.’’ As he declared in one later text (The
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End of Philosophy), ‘‘The history of Being is neither
the history of man and of humanity, nor the history
of the human relation to beings and to Being. The
history of Being is Being itself and only Being.’’ It
seemed that the more his later philosophy elevated
Being, the more things human were diminished.

The contradictions and rigidities of his later
doctrine of Being emerged unambiguously in the
well-known 1966 Der Spiegel interview. Heidegger’s
despair about the modern age was in evidence when
he proclaimed that modern art and literature were
predominantly ‘‘destructive.’’ In Heidegger’s view,
the history of metaphysics, beginning with Plato’s
theory of ‘‘Ideas,’’ was essentially a history of
error—a history that he alone had tried immodestly
to set aright. Nor did Heidegger, when afforded
the opportunity, choose to distance himself from
Nazism. It, too, had been a product of the inscru-
table ‘‘history of Being.’’ When asked by his inter-
locutors what wisdom his philosophy might have for
the historical present, his perplexity seemed com-
plete: ‘‘Only a god can save us,’’ he opined
disconsolately.

See also Arendt, Hannah; Jünger, Ernst; Marcuse,
Herbert; Nazism.
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RICHARD WOLIN

n

HELSINKI ACCORDS. The Helsinki
Accords (or as they are formally known, the Final
Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe) were signed on 1 August 1975. The
Helsinki Accords were the culmination of a process

that had its origins in the 1950s when the then
Soviet Union began a campaign for the setting up
of a European regional security conference. In May
1969 the government of Finland offered Helsinki
as a venue for such a conference. In November
1972 the representatives of thirty-three European
states together with the United States and Canada
began talks about setting up the framework
for such a pan-European security conference. On
1 August 1975 the leaders of these thirty-five states
signed the Final Act of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe.

The Final Act of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe is a politically binding
agreement that contains four sections or ‘‘baskets,’’
as they are commonly known. The first basket
includes a declaration of principles guiding rela-
tions between the participating states to the agree-
ment. These include respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms. The second basket deals
with economic, scientific, and environmental coop-
eration. Basket three deals with issues such as
free movement of peoples and freedom of infor-
mation. Taken together, basket three and principle
7 of basket one are known as the ‘‘Human
Dimension’’ of the Helsinki Accords. The fourth
basket deals with the follow-up process after the
conference. The main tasks of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) were
the prevention of conflict, early warning, and post-
conflict rehabilitation.

Following the Helsinki Conference a series of
follow-up conferences were held in Belgrade
(1977–1978), Madrid (1980–1983), Vienna
(1986–1989), and Helsinki (1992). These confer-
ences led to many amendments in the nature and
scope of the CSCE. The CSCE as it was known in
its opening phase from 1975 to 1994 was not a
formal international institution. Its lack of formal
structures proved an advantage in the Cold War
period in its primary role as a conduit between
the West and the Eastern bloc. Through its fluid
diplomatic make-up it attempted in the period
before the break-up of the Soviet Union to prevent
conflict between the Western and Eastern bloc
powers and tried to engage in narrowing the political
gulf between both blocs. In the period after the
1975 Final Act many Helsinki-based human rights
NGOs were set up in the Soviet bloc. Though
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persecuted in their home countries, these groups
did help highlight human rights abuses in the
Eastern bloc. The breakup of the Soviet Union
together with the war in the former Yugoslavia
forced the CSCE to rethink its role in the new
world order. The reaction of the CSCE to the
changed world situation would eventually lead to
its transformation from diplomatic process to a
formalized international organization.

In 1989 the concluding document of the
Vienna follow-up meeting of the CSCE added a
further dimension to human rights protection in
the form of a four-stage monitoring process. This
process, known informally as the ‘‘human dimen-
sion mechanism,’’ considered questions in relation
to the Human Dimension of the Helsinki Accords.
In the first stage of this monitoring process infor-
mation would be exchanged via diplomatic chan-
nels. The second stage would involve the holding
of bilateral meetings with other participating states
and would require them to exchange questions in
relation to particular human rights issues. In the
third stage any state would be able to bring rele-
vant cases to the attention of other participating
states. In the final stage participating states could
broach relevant issues at the conference of the
Human Dimension of the CSCE as well as at
CSCE follow-up meetings. This mechanism was
used seventy times in 1989 during the events that
led to the breakup of the Soviet Union.

In 1990 the concluding document of the
Copenhagen meeting of the Human Dimension
of the CSCE brought further changes to the func-
tioning of the CSCE in the post–Cold War era. In
the Copenhagen document the participating states
expressed their belief that in establishing a new
democratic order in Eastern Europe, full regard
was to be had for the values of pluralistic democ-
racy, the rule of law, and human rights.
Importantly it was noted that participating states
would violate their commitments to the CSCE if
they set up a nondemocratic political system. The
Copenhagen document placed a particular empha-
sis on linguistic, cultural, and religious rights, not-
ing that national minority questions could only be
resolved within a democratic political framework
based on the rule of law and with an independent
judiciary. The document also contained recom-
mendations for improving the implementation of

the commitments set out in the Human Dimension
of the Helsinki Accords. These included a recom-
mendation to deploy independent experts to exam-
ine potential conflict situations on the ground.

On 21 November 1990 the heads of state and
government of the CSCE participating states
signed the Charter of Paris for a New Europe. The
charter agreed that states would cooperate and
support each other with the aim of making
democratic gains in the former Soviet bloc ‘‘irre-
versible.’’ The charter made institutional and struc-
tural changes to the CSCE and led ultimately to
the creation of new structures and posts within the
organization, namely the Secretary-General, the
High Commissioner for National Minorities, a
Parliamentary Assembly, a Ministerial Council
(made up of the foreign ministers of participating
states), the Permanent Council, the Chairman-in-
Office (this is a revolving office held in turn by each
participating state’s foreign minister), and the
initiation of regular summit meetings of heads of
state or government of participating states.

At the Moscow meeting of the Human
Dimension of the CSCE on 3 October 1991 the
monitoring mechanism (‘‘the human dimension
mechanism’’) established in the concluding docu-
ment of the Vienna follow-up conference of 1989
was amended to create a five-step mechanism for
the sending of rapporteurs to investigate human
rights abuses in participating states. The ‘‘Moscow
mechanism’’ allowed for a group of participating
states to send a mission to another participating
state even if the latter did not agree to it. This
principle is known as ‘‘consensus minus the party
in question’’ or ‘‘consenus minus one.’’ Rapporteurs
sent on such missions are enabled to facilitate reso-
lution of a particular problem relating to the Human
Dimension of the CSCE. The ‘‘consensus minus
one’’ principle was formally adopted in the Prague
Document on Further Development of CSCE
Institutions and Structures produced at the second
meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers in
January 1992. This allowed the Council of
Ministers to adopt formal sanctions against partici-
pating states that were deemed to be in breach of
human rights commitments. This fact-finding pro-
cedure was used, for example, in relation to the
investigation of attacks on unarmed civilians in
Bosnia and Croatia. As a result of these
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interventions the CSCE decided to amend the prac-
tically cumbersome Moscow mechanism in favor of
setting up ad hoc missions that were to be called

‘‘missions of long duration.’’

The fourth follow-up meeting of the CSCE
was held in Helsinki in 1992 (known as Helsinki
II). The question of the role of the CSCE in post-

communist Europe was high on the agenda. The
concluding document of the Helsinki II conference
noted the dangers posed by aggressive nationalism,

xenophobia, ethnic conflicts, and human rights
violations in the new post-Soviet states and set up
a number of conflict prevention mechanisms. The

most significant of these was the formal establish-
ment of the office of High Commissioner for
National Minorities. This post was created with

the objective of putting pressure on states to
improve both their individual and collective rights
records. The High Commissioner for National

Minorities acts as a mediator in disputes between
national minority groups that have the potential to
develop into conflicts within the area covered by
the CSCE. Helsinki II represented a major devel-

opment in the history of the CSCE. It was now
moving from being a diplomatic process to a for-
mal international organization. In 1995 the CSCE

was officially renamed the Organisation for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). It is now the
largest regional security organization in the world,

counting fifty-five states among its members.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Croatia; Soviet Union.
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PATRICK HANAFIN

n

HESS, RUDOLF (1894–1987), German
Nazi leader.

Born on 26 April 1894 to a middle-class mer-
cantile family living in Alexandria, Egypt, future
Nazi Deputy Führer Rudolf Hess initially trained
to follow his father into the world of commerce.
World War I, however, derailed his career plans;
Hess enlisted in 1914, saw combat on the western
and eastern fronts, and ended the war as a lieute-
nant in the Air Force. For Hess, November 1918
and the subsequent Treaty of Versailles represented
a national humiliation brought about by the actions
of so-called traitors such as the Jews and the
Marxists. Following demobilization, Hess enrolled
at the University of Munich, where he came to
know geography professor Karl Haushofer, who
convinced him that Germany’s survival depended
on the acquisition of territory. Hess at this time
also became active in Munich’s Far Right political
scene; he joined the anti-Semitic and anti-Marxist
Thule Society and, as a member of the paramilitary
Freikorps, participated in May 1919 in the bloody
suppression of the Munich Soviet.

One year later, Hess attended a lecture given
by the then-obscure Adolf Hitler (1889–1945),
an experience that Hess later claimed transformed
his life. Convinced of Hitler’s prophetic powers
and messianic significance, Hess threw his support
behind him and his fledgling German Workers’
Party, the predecessor of the Nazi Party. Impris-
oned alongside Hitler in the Landsberg Castle as
punishment for participating in the November
1923 Beer Hall Putsch, Hess cemented his position
as a member of Hitler’s inner circle. As Hitler’s
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private secretary, Hess served as Hitler’s mouth-
piece and, more importantly, controlled access
to Hitler. Hess also played the crucial role in devel-
oping the Hitler cult, establishing within the party
the notion that the Führer ‘‘was always right and
always would be.’’

HESS IN THE THIRD REICH

The early days of the Third Reich witnessed a
proliferation of honors and an expansion of power
for Hess. On 21 April 1933, Hitler made him
deputy Führer within the Nazi Party, and Hess in
December 1933 entered Hitler’s cabinet as minis-
ter of state without portfolio. Over the course of
the 1930s, however, Hess’s relationship with Hitler
deteriorated and, with no personal or territorial
power base of his own, Hess became increasingly
marginalized in the Darwinist Nazi political system
as men like Martin Bormann outmaneuvered him.
Hess’s appointment on 1 September 1939 to the
position of second in the line of succession after
Hitler recognized Hess’s enduring popularity with
the German people but masked his deepening
insignificance within the party and the government.

As most historians believe, this sense of politi-
cal marginalization, combined with a misguided
notion that Germany could appeal to a ‘‘peace

party’’ within the British political establishment,
convinced Hess to try to regain Hitler’s favor by
helping to end the war between Great Britain and
Germany. In the summer of 1940, Hess unsuccess-
fully attempted to use an intermediary to arrange a
meeting with a high-ranking British statesman on
neutral soil. In desperation, Hess decided to fly to
Great Britain in order to make the case for peace
personally. After months of secret preparation and
two abortive previous attempts, Hess flew a mod-
ified Messerschmidt Bf 110 fighter-bomber to
Britain on the night of 10 May 1941 and landed
by parachute on the Scottish estate of the Duke of
Hamilton. Although there is still disagreement as
to whether Hitler knew or approved of Hess’s
plans, news of the flight provoked official outrage
in Nazi Germany and silence in Great Britain. The
British interrogated Hess and then imprisoned him
for the duration of the war.

THE NUREMBERG TRIAL AND HESS’S

IMPRISONMENT

At the end of World War II, the British transferred
Hess to Germany to stand trial as one of the twenty-
two defendants at Nuremberg. Allied officials
indicted him on four charges: conspiracy, war
crimes, crimes against humanity, and crimes against
peace. Hess considered the proceedings a farce, a
case of victor’s justice that he irrationally believed
might nonetheless result in his being awarded con-
trol of the three Western occupation zones. In his
closing remarks to the court, Hess stated, ‘‘It was
granted to me for many years of my life to work
under the greatest son that my people has ever
produced in its thousand years of history. If I even
could do so, I would not wish to erase this period
from my life. I regret nothing.’’ The court found
Hess guilty of the crimes of conspiracy and crimes
against peace; despite the demands of the Soviet
prosecutor for the death penalty, the court sen-
tenced Hess to life imprisonment. Hess served
more than forty years in Berlin’s special Spandau
Prison, then hanged himself in a garden shed on 17
August 1987.

See also Hitler, Adolf; Nazism; War Crimes.
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n

HESSE, HERMANN (1877–1962), German
author.

Both during and following their initial pub-
lication, the works of Hermann Hesse have been
among the most widely read literary texts of
German-speaking Europe; over twenty million
copies of his texts also appeared in translation by
the turn of the twenty-first century. Hesse’s works
have been particularly popular in the United States,
where his fiction became a central focus of the
hippie movement in the late 1960s and early
1970s, and where they continue to occupy a prom-
inent position among canonical German texts.

The popularity of Hesse’s works has no doubt

been due in part to their hermetically open trans-

parency, their accessibility, which offers the reader

various possibilities for identification. Nearly all

of Hesse’s fiction concerns the alienation of the

individual within modern society, as reflected in a

host of characters who experience serious psycho-

logical trauma from which they only slowly emerge

through a process of often painful inner reflec-

tion—universal themes that resonate with a wide

and diversified audience.

While Hesse’s production includes paintings,

poetry, fairy tales, essays, a large correspondence

with major figures of his time, and pedagogical

and editorial projects, it is primarily his novels that

have formed the basis of his popularity, especially

Unterm Rad (1906; Beneath the Wheel, 1958),

dealing with the oppressive forces of the German

educational system at the turn of the century;

Demian (1919; translation, 1923); Siddhartha
(1922; translation, 1951); Steppenwolf (1927;

translation, 1929); Narziss und Goldmund (1930;

Death and the Lover, 1932), the story of two priests

in the Middle Ages, one at peace with his religion,

the other in search of a more meaningful, and

individual, religious system of thought; and Das

Glasperlenspiel (1943; translated as Magister Ludi,

1949, as The Glass Bead Game, 1969), set in a

futuristic, monk-like community devoted to the

contemplative pursuit of mathematics and music.

For The Glass Bead Game, Hesse received the

Nobel Prize in Literature in 1946. All of these texts

demonstrate the author’s familiarity with such fig-

ures as the philosophers Baruch Spinoza, Arthur

Schopenhauer, and Friedrich Nietzsche; the histo-

rians Jakob Christopher Burckhardt and Oswald

Spengler; and the Swiss psychologist Carl Gustav

Jung (in the 1910s Hesse underwent analysis with

an assistant of Jung’s, Joseph Bernhard Lang), as

well as with Buddhism, and ancient Hindu and

Chinese religious philosophy.

Demian, Siddhartha, and Steppenwolf remain

Hesse’s most popular novels. The central protago-

nist of Demian, a young student named Emil

Sinclair (identical to the nom-de-plume under

which Hesse originally published the novel),

searches for an escape from the strictures of reli-

gious and moral traditions, and is aided therein by

a new acquaintance named Demian, a dream-like

figure who leads Sinclair on a quest to find a mythic

god who unites the opposing forces of good and

evil, male and female, and human and animal. This

unification of opposing, universal forces constitutes

a major theme in all of Hesse’s fiction. It reemerges

in Siddhartha, which tells the story of a young man

who finds redemption through an increasingly con-

templative approach to the vicissitudes and con-

trasting forces of the quotidian world. It also forms

the center of Steppenwolf, in which the main figure

is portrayed as an amalgamation of a man and a

wolf, the latter constituting all that cannot be

accommodated within the more traditional cultural

traditions of Germany in the 1920s. The novel

shows how diverse aesthetic signifiers appear to

clash, not owing to any intrinsic qualities they

may evince, but by virtue of the values with which

they come to be associated; as the protagonist

undergoes self-examination, the hallowed cultural

icons of Germany come to function not in opposi-

tion to their modernist counterparts, but as their

equals, and this reconfiguration suggests both a

liberating transformation of the individual and,

potentially, of the world in which he lives.
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Throughout his life, Hesse was a pacifist, and

therefore, unlike many contemporary authors such

as Rainer Maria Rilke, Hugo von Hofmannsthal,

and Thomas Mann, he vigorously opposed World

War I, and in 1912 emigrated to Switzerland to

join the French novelist and pacifist Romain

Rolland in antiwar activities, deciding in 1923 to

become a Swiss citizen. Hesse’s multicultural inter-

ests continue to resonate with a worldwide audi-

ence. Indeed, some have gone so far as to suggest

that Hesse’s texts themselves even influenced some

of the most important social concerns and move-

ments of the later twentieth century: the ecology

movement, the anti-authoritarian protests of the

late 1960s, pedagogical reforms, the displacement

of Eurocentrism in favor of globalization, the devel-

opment of intercultural understanding through

diplomatic relations that transcend the confines of

individual nations and religions, and the wide-

spread appearance of political platforms supporting

nonviolence.

See also Germany; Modernism; Rolland, Romain.
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HEYDRICH, REINHARD (1904–1942),
chief of the German Security Police and the
Security Service of the SS.

The son of an opera singer and music teacher,

Reinhard Heydrich went to a gymnasium and

developed into a talented musician and sportsman.

He first joined a right-wing organization at the

age of sixteen. After passing his Abitur exams in

1921, Heydrich entered the German navy

(Reichsmarine) in Kiel in 1922, where he served

on several ships and started a career as a radio

communications officer, eventually reaching the

rank of Oberleutnant (first lieutenant). In April

1931 a naval court dismissed him from the navy

on the charge of a breach of promise to marry the

daughter of a marine official. In July 1931 he

joined the Nazi SS in Hamburg and was hired by

the SS leader Heinrich Himmler to create an intel-

ligence service inside the organization. Rumors

concerning Heydrich’s ‘‘non-Aryan ancestry’’ were

proven wrong in an investigation. Heydrich built

the so-called Ic Service of the SS, from July 1932

called Sicherheitsdienst der SS (SD; Security

Service of the SS), which in the beginning served

as a surveillance organ inside the Nazi Party.

After the Nazi seizure of power, Heydrich also

served on Himmler’s staff. As a member of the

German delegation for the League of Nations,

Heydrich caused a scandal in Geneva by raising

the Nazi flag. In March–April 1933 he took

over the political police in Munich and Bavaria,

gaining control of the political police in all

other German states in 1934, ending with the

Geheime Staatspolizei Amt in Prussia (the

Prussian Gestapo). Thus Heydrich obtained both

party (SD) and state (Gestapo) functions at the

same time. In 1934 the SD gained a monopoly in

party intelligence work, and from the mid-1930s it

extended its surveillance and racial planning to the

whole German population and, from 1938, to

annexed and occupied countries as well. Most of

the civil foreign intelligence was also taken over by

the SD. In 1936 Heydrich officially united the

Gestapo and criminal police as Sicherheitspolizei.

He held the high offices of both the SD and the

Sicherheitspolizei. During the second half of the

1930s, the SD and Gestapo under his leadership

developed new institutional and policing patterns,

not only aiming at alleged resistance but also trying

to intervene in all spheres of public life and keep

the ‘‘racial body’’ of German society ‘‘clean’’ by
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combating all alleged racial enemies, such as Jews,

Gypsies, and so-called asocials.

In September 1939 both the SD and

Sicherheitspolizei were put under the direction of

a new central institution, the Reichssicherheits-

hauptamt, under Heydrich’s leadership. From the

beginning of the war, Heydrich organized mass

murder in the occupied countries, especially in

Poland, and in concentration camps; his

Sicherheitspolizei also organized the mass deporta-

tions in annexed territories until the spring of

1941. Despite the failure of his efforts to take over

large parts of the occupation policy and even mili-

tary intelligence, Heydrich became the central

organizer of repression in Nazi-occupied Europe,

especially against eastern European elites and

alleged resisters, but from 1941 focusing on

European Jewry. Heydrich instructed the

Einsatzgruppen (mission groups) in the war against

the Soviet Union and coordinated the deportation

and mass murder of all European Jews. He orga-

nized the so-called Wannsee Conference in January

1942 in order to coordinate all institutions in

regard to the ‘‘Final Solution,’’ the program for

exterminating all Jews in Europe. Named SS-

Obergruppenführer und General der Polizei in

September 1941, he also served as acting (officially

deputy) Reichsprotektor in Bohemia and Moravia,

where he pursued a policy of both compromising

with the workforce and terrorizing the Czech popu-

lation. He was wounded in an assassination attempt

by the Czech exile resistance on 27 May 1942 in

Prague and died a week later in a hospital. Following

his death a foundation for SS racial research, the

Reinhard Heydrich-Stiftung, was installed in

Prague, and apparently the murder of most Polish

Jews was named after him—‘‘Aktion Reinhard.’’

Heydrich’s career seems rather atypical: he was

neither one of the old police officials from the

Gestapo nor a young academician like in the SD

elite. He was considered one of the few Nazi lead-

ers who physically resembled the ‘‘Aryan ideal.’’

But most important were his extreme National

Socialist beliefs and his absolute ruthlessness, which

was even feared among some Nazi functionaries.

Heydrich was highly energetic in both conceptu-

alizing and enforcing racist police policy. He created

new party-state organizations, radicalized the whole

Nazi regime, and organized mass murder on an
unprecedented scale.

See also Gestapo; Holocaust; Nazism; SS (Schutzstaffel);
Wannsee Conference.
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DIETER POHL

n

HIMMLER, HEINRICH (1900–1945),
leader of the SS and the German police during
the Third Reich.

Born in Munich, Heinrich Himmler came from
a Bavarian Catholic bourgeois family; his father was
a schoolmaster, the director of a gymnasium. In
1917 Himmler was drafted into the Bavarian army
but did not serve at the front. After the war he
studied agricultural sciences at Munich Technical
University, where he acquired a diploma. He
worked from 1922 in a fertilizer company, until
he became unemployed a year later. He came in
contact early on with Bavarian right-wing extrem-
ism, especially the so-called Artamanen League,
an agrarian youth group, which influenced his
ideas on German agricultural settlement of the
lands to the east. As a member of the extremist
Reichskriegsflagge, he participated in Adolf Hitler’s
Beer Hall Putsch in Munich in November 1923.
He joined the Nazi Party in 1925 and soon became
deputy Gauleiter (regional leader), first in Lower
Bavaria, then in Upper Bavaria. In 1926 he served
as deputy propaganda chief (Reichspropagandaleiter)
of the National Socialist German Workers Party
(NSDAP; the Nazi Party). On 6 January 1929 he
took over the small SS (Schutzstaffel der NSDAP),
a kind of bodyguard group inside the Sturm
Abteilung (SA; Storm Troopers), which had
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existed since 1925. From that date on he was a
fully employed Nazi functionary; in 1930 he also
became a member of the Reichstag.

With the Nazi rise to power in early 1933,
Himmler immediately took over state functions.
As police chief constable (Polizeipräsident) in
Munich, he not only installed one of the first
German concentration camps near Dachau but
started to take over all branches of the political
police in most of Germany, and in 1934 also
the Gestapo in Prussia (formally as deputy chief).
On 30 June 1934 Himmler actively took part in
the action against the so-called Röhm Putsch
(Night of Long Knives), which resulted in the kill-
ing of the SA leadership and the formal indepen-
dence of the SS, which from now on was directly
subordinate to Hitler. Finally in June 1936
Himmler formally united SS and police in his role
as the new SS leader and chief of the German police
in the Ministry of the Interior. He thereby central-
ized the police on the national level, taking over
command of all branches of the police and accel-
erating the merging of the state police and the
party SS.

During the second half of the 1930s Himmler
constantly developed his empire of repression: from
1937 he greatly expanded the concentration camp
system; at the beginning of the war he created the
Reichssicherheitshauptamt (Imperial Main Security
Office), the central institution of repression; and he
developed the Waffen-SS, the military branch of
the SS. In October 1939 Himmler received a
specific authorization as Reichskommissar für die
Festigung Deutschen Volkstums (imperial commis-
sar for the strengthening of Germandom), thus
becoming responsible for all deportations, settle-
ment of ethnic Germans, and ‘‘racial screening’’
in German-occupied Europe. Himmler not only
supervised demographic restructuring, especially
in Eastern Europe, but also developed gigantic
plans for deportations and mass murder (General
Plan East, prepared in 1941–1942). These in-
cluded the mass murder of all European Jews, the
‘‘Final Solution of the Jewish Question.’’ The SS
chief supervised the murder units that accompanied
the army during Operation Barbarossa, the inva-
sion of the Soviet Union in 1941, and oversaw the
extension of the genocide over the whole of
Europe at the end of the year. After the death of

Reinhard Heydrich in June 1942, he also took over

the latter’s position as head of the SS Security

Police until January 1943 and organized mass mur-

der in detail. By mid-1942 the SS also coordinated

antipartisan warfare in most of Eastern Europe,

which resulted in the murder of hundreds of thou-

sands of civilians. In August 1943 Himmler took

over the Ministry of Interior and tried to restruc-

ture the administration. He concentrated his mili-

tary aspirations on the Waffen-SS, and after the

plot against Hitler in July 1944 he additionally

became Befehlshaber des Ersatzheeres of the

Wehrmacht (commander of the replacement

army), giving the SS control over the organization

of the POW system.

Himmler was highly influenced by racist and

agrarian ideologies. He represented a specific brand

of National Socialism, focusing on settlement pol-

icy in the east, trying to integrate all groups that

appeared to have ‘‘Germanic’’ or ‘‘Aryan’’ roots.

He was able to monopolize the policies concerning

ethnic Germans abroad. Himmler based his policies

on a kind of feudalism, with feudal relationships

between German settlers inside the SS leadership,

especially the higher SS and police leaders—his

personal representatives in the occupied terri-

tories—and the indigenous population. He aspired

to develop the SS as the future elite of Germany,

predominantly based on racist selection. The SS

chief himself decided in most cases on individual SS

entries and marriages of SS members. His elite was

to provide personnel and intervene in all realms of

political and social life. Due to his personal appear-

ance and sometimes occult interests (like spice

growing), he has often not been taken seriously

by historians. But in reality Himmler was a restless

manager of the SS, touring all territories where the

SS was active and inspecting even extermination

camps and mass executions. Inside the Nazi system

he developed an enormous power base, yet he

remained extremely loyal to Hitler and did not start

his own political initiatives before the final period

of the war. There are indications that Himmler

tried to contact the western Allies from mid-

1944, first to trade Jewish lives for money and,

during the last months of the war, to negotiate a

separate peace with the West in order to continue

the war against the Soviet Union. Upon learning

this, Hitler ousted the SS chief in April 1945.
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Himmler tried to escape Allied arrest with false
papers but was soon recognized and put in British
custody, where he committed suicide.

See also Heydrich, Reinhard; Nazism; SS (Schutzstaffel).
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DIETER POHL

n

HINDENBURG, PAUL VON (1847–
1934), German field marshal and president.

The career of Paul von Beneckendorff und von

Hindenburg illustrates the difficulties and perhaps

even the pointlessness of distinguishing between

appearance and substance. Throughout a long pub-

lic career, he projected an almost stereotypical image

of German patriarchal authority—honest, unshake-

able, aloof, intimidating. Not least, Hindenburg

looked the part. Ample in personal appearance, he

had disciplined, brushed-back hair and a formid-

able mustache, complimented by perfect posture

and a stately walk.

To some extent, Hindenburg’s image saved
him from relative obscurity in 1914. Born to a
Junker family of good pedigree but modest prop-
erty, Hindenburg had worn a uniform since enter-
ing cadet school at age eleven. He enjoyed a
successful military career, though lack of royal and
imperial favor excluded him from the innermost
circles. Hindenburg had actually retired in 1911,
and was recalled to active duty in August 1914 as
a consequence of the purge of the German com-
mand following the momentary Russian success
invading East Prussia. The predictable and

aristocratic Hindenburg would be seconded by
the talented but erratic and common-born Erich
Ludendorff. Together, the pair would win the two
greatest German victories of the war, the battles of
Tannenburg (August 1914) and Masurian Lakes
(September 1914).

These victories, carefully spun so as to divert
attention from the stagnating western front, rendered
Hindenburg the most formidable German military
hero since Frederick the Great. Hindenburg managed
to remain above politics and above reproach. Success
accrued to him, while failure could be sloughed off
on to subordinates, civilians, or later even Kaiser
William, who had always feared Hindenburg’s greater
popularity. When Hindenburg and Ludendorff
were called from the eastern front to head a reor-
ganized supreme command in August 1916, they
became leading political figures. The so-called
Hindenburg Program (in which Ludendorff actu-
ally played a far greater role) sought to reorganize
war production for greater efficiency in waging
‘‘total’’ war. It raised expectations more than pro-
duction. Military results remained mixed, with suc-
cess on the eastern front counterbalanced by costly
and inconclusive battles at Verdun, the Somme,
and the Chemin des Dames, as well as by the entry
of the United States into the war in April 1917. Yet
the cult of personality around Hindenburg seemed
only to grow with Germany’s difficulties. In one of
the more peculiar cultural practices of the Great
War, giant wooden statues of Hindenburg were
erected in cities and towns across Germany. A con-
tribution to the Red Cross gave the donor the right
to drive a nail into the wooden titan.

The cult of Hindenburg survived the defeat of
1918 and the demise of the imperial regime.
Hindenburg played a major role in the abdication
of Kaiser William, the decision to sign the armis-
tice, and the bloody establishment of the Weimar
Republic, yet always managed to remain above the
fray. He carefully timed his resignation as supreme
commander to precede the signing of the Versailles
Peace Treaty in June 1919. He claimed somewhat
disingenuously that ‘‘I would rather perish in
honor than sign a humiliating peace.’’

Following the unexpected death of Friederich
Ebert in 1925, Hindenburg was persuaded to run
for president of the republic as a national unity
candidate. He won, though by a more narrow
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margin than expected in a polity experimenting with
genuine democracy. Some, indeed, feared a return
to military rule. Yet Hindenburg maintained a very
Lutheran sense of loyalty to secular political power,
though he remained frustrated and confused by
tumultuous and poisoned party politics. He greatly
disliked Adolf Hitler. According to legend,
Hindenburg suggested Hitler be made a postal
clerk, so that he could ‘‘lick my rear on a stamp.’’

Yet Hindenburg found himself increasingly
adrift, politically and probably mentally, in the later
years of his presidency. The last hero of imperial
Germany proved ill-suited to the crises of the
Weimar Republic. Above all, he wanted to avoid
presiding over a civil war as violence became common
political practice. Hindenburg finally acquiesced in
the formation of a Hitler-led cabinet in January
1933. Hitler had little difficulty persuading him
of the perils of communist revolution after the
Reichstag fire of February 1933, and induced him
to sign the emergency decrees paving the way for
the consolidation of Nazi power. Hindenburg’s
death in the summer of 1934 removed the last

pretenses of restraint as the supreme symbol of
the old regime gave way to the new.

See also Germany; Hitler, Adolf; Ludendorff, Erich;
World War I.
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LEONARD V. SMITH

n

HITCHCOCK, ALFRED (1899–1980),
English film director.

One of the most popular directors of motion
pictures, Alfred Hitchcock always paid attention to
the possible reactions of the audience and estab-
lished a special and permanent relationship
between him as a director, the actors, and the
spectators. He personally supervised some of the
trailers of his films in such a way that the truth of
the story hung in the balance until the beginning of
the screening. He often made a short appearance in
his movies, driving the spectators to try to spot
him. From 1955 to 1965, he was the host and
producer of a television series entitled Alfred
Hitchcock Presents; his voice, image, and figure thus
became instantly recognizable. He directed some
fifty films over the course of his career, with several
of them becoming box office hits, which are still
highly valued in the early twenty-first century.

Hitchcock worked first in England, his native
country, where he got his start in film in 1920 in
London, designing the titles for silent movies. He
stayed for a while in Germany at the UFA, the
major Berlin studio, where he supposedly discov-
ered the work of Fritz Lang. He made a name for
himself with The Lodger (1926) and Blackmail
(1929), his first talkie, where he explored the dra-
matic and symbolic possibilities of sound. During

Hindenburg shakes hands with Adolf Hitler after

appointing him to the chancellorship, January 1933.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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the 1930s most of his films were influenced by the
prewar atmosphere of Europe (The 39 Steps, 1935;
Sabotage, 1937; The Lady Vanishes, 1938). Asked
by his friend Sidney Bernstein, head of the British
Ministry of Information’s film division, to make
two shorts for supporting the French Resistance
during World War II, he directed Bon Voyage and
Aventure malgache (1944). If a political conscious-
ness manifests itself here, it is mixed with a good
deal of humor and suspense. However, he also
contributed to the editing of a one-hour documen-
tary on the story of Nazi concentration camps
(Memory of the Camps, 1945).

By the end of the 1930s he came to the atten-
tion of Hollywood. The mogul David O. Selznick
invited him to come to America to direct Rebecca
(1940), an adaptation of the Daphne du Maurier’s

best-selling novel. Rebecca had been a project
initiated by Selznick, not Hitchcock. While the film
won an Oscar, Hitchcock did not win for best
director and never would, although he would
receive honorary Oscars. It was a French director
coming from the ‘‘Nouvelle Vague’’ (new wave),
the former critic François Truffaut, who made pos-
sible the recognition of Hitchcock as an ‘‘auteur.’’
Truffaut had a long interview with Hitchcock in
August 1962, in Universal City, which became a
book known as the ‘‘Hitchbook.’’

In Hollywood Hitchcock experimented with
color films, widescreen formats, and even 3-D in
Dial ‘‘M’’ for Murder (1954), working with stars
like Cary Grant, James Stewart, Ingrid Bergman,
and Janet Leigh. The common themes of his
movies—fear, sex, evil, innocence or guilt—cannot

Desmond Tester (left) with Oscar Homolka in a scene from Hitchcock’s Sabotage, 1937. Homolka portrays a European

saboteur willing to use his young brother-in-law to deliver a bomb concealed in a package. GAUMONT-BRITISH/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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be separated from their mise-en-scène. Hitchcock
was not interested in the perpetrator of the action,
or in the action itself, the famous ‘‘whodunit,’’ but,
as Gilles Deleuze emphasized, in ‘‘the set of rela-
tions in which the action and the characters are
taken’’ (Deleuze, p. 270).

To take only one example, in Vertigo (1958) the
titles (Saul Bass), the music (Bernard Herrmann),
the projection technique (VistaVision, developed by
Paramount to compete with Fox’s Cinemascope),
the ‘‘real’’ locations (San Francisco), all help to create
very complex feelings. At one stage in the film,
Madeleine/Judy (Kim Novak) and Scottie (James
Stewart) are in a redwood forest. On an old sequoia,
some landmark dates are inscribed from the center of
the tree trunk to the edge. Madeleine thinks of her
own lifetime and suddenly disappears behind the
trees. The perception of time is rendered with a great
intensity, and at that point Hitchcock creates some of
the most haunting mental images he ever made.
Suddenly we bump into the ‘‘portals of the past,’’
and we try to take the plunge. It is not surprising to
see how Hitchcock influenced a lot of filmmakers,
the most talented being Brian de Palma (Obsession,
1976; Body Double, 1984), the most scrupulous,
Chris Marker (The Pier, 1962)—both of whom were
inspired by Vertigo—and the most unexpected being
Gus Van Sant, whose exact, shot-by-shot re-creation
of Hitchcock’s Psycho (1960) was released in 1998.

See also Cinema.
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CHRISTIAN DELAGE

n

HITLER, ADOLF (1889–1945), German
chancellor and Führer.

No single figure, except perhaps the Soviet
dictator Joseph Stalin, had as great an impact on
the history of the twentieth century as Adolf Hitler,
the man who became Germany’s chancellor in
1933, who led his country into history’s largest
war six years later, and whose defeat in 1945 ush-
ered in a new age in European and world history.

EARLY LIFE

Hitler was born in the small Austrian town of
Braunau am Inn on 20 April 1889. He was the
second son of Alois Hitler, a small-time official in
the Habsburg Empire, and his second wife, Klara.
Little in his childhood indicated his later impact on
history. He was a modest pupil at the local schools
he attended near Linz, where his parents moved in
1898. He lost interest in schooling as he grew
older. His early years were dominated by loss: four
of his brothers and sisters died in childhood; his
father, for whom he had scant affection, died in
1903; and his mother, to whom he was devoted,
four years later in December 1907, when Hitler
was eighteen. He left school at sixteen, and two
years later moved from Linz to the capital, Vienna,
where he hoped to enroll at the prestigious
Academy of Fine Arts to pursue a career as an artist.
His rejection by the academy left him embittered
and rootless. In 1913, partly to avoid military con-
scription, he left Vienna for Munich. Though he
was eventually forced to return briefly to Austria,
where he was pronounced unfit for service in
February 1914, he went back to Munich where
his bohemian existence ended abruptly with the
outbreak of World War I. He volunteered to fight
for Germany and was accepted into the Bavarian
army in August 1914.

Hitler’s Austrian background was important in
many ways in shaping his views about society and
politics. He became interested in the parliamentary
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debates and listened to them from the gallery. He
later claimed that his contempt for parliaments was
formed watching the many small Austrian parties
squabbling. He was attracted to the pan-German
movement and saw the future of Austria in a larger
‘‘Greater German’’ state than the loose Habsburg
confederation with its large non-German minor-
ities. His profound sense of German identity
became the core of his political being. Other influ-
ences were particularly Viennese. He developed his
love of opera in Vienna, particularly, but not exclu-
sively, Richard Wagner. His dislike of artistic mod-
ernism almost certainly dates from this period, as
he struggled to sell neat and conventional land-
scapes in a city that hosted the artistic fin de siècle.

Myths abound from his time in Vienna. He was
never the penniless artist and laborer in the self-
constructed legend of his later years but was able to
survive on several small legacies and the money he
made from selling pictures. The claim that life in
Vienna explains Hitler’s anti-Semitism has little
foundation in fact, though hostility to the Jews
was all around him in the prewar capital. He sold
his pictures to Jewish galleries and had a number of

Jewish friends. His favorite conductor at the
Vienna Court Opera was the German-Jewish
Gustav Mahler. Hitler would have witnessed the
arrival of many eastern Jews in the capital before
1914, but prejudices against them were shared
even by Vienna’s own established Jewish commu-
nity. The assumption that Hitler’s hatred of the
Jews stemmed from these early encounters has
not been demonstrated with any certainty.

Hitler’s anti-Semitism became an evidently
central part of his worldview only at the end of
World War I. He served throughout the war at
the front, much of the time as a ‘‘runner’’ between
the front line and headquarters. He was promoted
to corporal and earned the Iron Cross, Second
Class, in 1914, and First Class in 1918. Shortly
before the end of the war he was in the hospital
after being temporarily blinded in a gas attack.
Here he heard about the Armistice, and it was from
around this point that his hatred of Jews and
Marxists, who it was widely alleged had ‘‘stabbed
Germany in the back,’’ became the keynotes of his
worldview. Hitler was one of many veterans of the
war whose own sense of personal loss was projected
onto the fact of German defeat and dishonor, but
with Hitler these hatreds and anxieties became psy-
chological props of extraordinary power to the
extent that he came to see himself as the personifi-
cation of Germany’s suffering and also the instru-
ment of German salvation.

RISE TO POWER

Following the Armistice, Hitler was invited by one

of his officers to become an army informer working

among the many political splinter groups in

Munich, which was in the throes of political crisis

following a brief communist republic. During one

of these visits, to a meeting of the German

Workers’ Party, Hitler was very impressed by that

party’s mixture of nationalism, anti-Semitism, and

populist quasi-socialist politics. He joined the tiny

party in September 1919 and was soon appointed

to be its propaganda chief. He abandoned the army

and devoted himself full time to radical nationalist

politics. In 1920 he encouraged the party to

change its name to the National Socialist German

Workers’ Party (the NSDAP, or the Nazi Party).

A party program was drawn up, and, after a brief

power struggle with the party’s leader, Anton

An election poster urges citizens to vote for

Hindenburg and Hitler, Berlin, 1933. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Drexler, Hitler emerged as the party’s undis-
puted master in July 1921. He set out to trans-

form the party into a mass movement committed
to the revolutionary transformation of Germany
and the reassertion of German national power.

When the young Weimar Republic was plunged
into political chaos in 1923 during the hyperinfla-

tion, Hitler and the party leadership decided to
collaborate with other extreme-right forces in

Bavaria to stage a coup and a possible march on
Berlin. The so-called Beer Hall Putsch took place

on 8–9 November when the Bavarian government
was taken hostage and Hitler and his allies marched

through the streets of Munich to the town hall.
Police and army units met the march and opened

fire. Hitler narrowly avoided injury. The fiasco
brought him to the edge of suicide, but when he

was arrested and put on trial between February and
April 1924 alongside his National Socialist collea-

gues and the nationalist general Erich Ludendorff,
he used the trial as the opportunity to campaign for

German national revival. He was sentenced to five
years in Landsberg prison, but served fewer than

nine months before he was amnestied. During his
incarceration he dictated his autobiography and a

summary of his worldview. The manuscript was
published a year later under the title Mein Kampf
(My struggle). The book became the bible of the
National Socialist movement and by 1945 more

than eight million had been sold.

Hitler emerged from prison to find his move-

ment split and scattered. In 1925 and 1926 he

struggled to reimpose his authority, but not until

the party congress at Weimar in July 1926 did he

finally unite the party factions and have himself

declared party leader (Führer), the title by which

he was generally known from then until his death

in 1945. After the failure of the coup in 1923,

Hitler determined to take the legal path to power

by taking part in national and local elections. By

the general election in 1928 the party had grown

considerably in size but won only a tiny fraction of

the vote and twelve seats in parliament. The eco-

nomic slump that started in 1929 helped Hitler

and the party to move to the political center-stage.

Growing fear of German communism combined

with exceptional levels of economic and social

hardship to create a large constituency looking for

some form of political salvation. Hitler used party

propaganda remorselessly to promote the idea that

he was the German messiah who would lead his

adopted country into a future of social harmony,

economic well-being, and national rebirth. The

traditional right and center of German politics col-

lapsed, and millions flooded to support National

Socialism. In the election of 1930 the party became

the second largest. After Hitler contested the pre-

sidential election against the aging field marshal

Paul von Hindenburg in April 1932, which Hitler

lost by a small margin, the Nazi Party won the

largest share of the vote (37 percent) in the July

1932 election. This did not secure a majority in the

German parliament, but it made stable government

impossible for the loose coalitions that tried to

govern. Hitler would not join forces with other

parties unless he was made chancellor. Following

new elections in November, Germany became

almost ungovernable. Hindenburg was persuaded

by a clique of nationalist aristocrats around Franz

von Papen to appoint Hitler as part of a broad

nationalist front. On 30 January 1933 he was sum-

moned into office as German chancellor.

Though Hitler was soon to have an exceptional

impact on German and European affairs, the man

who assumed the chancellorship was little known

outside Germany and even among the German

people. Hitler was a private person, who relied

largely on a constructed ‘‘cult of personality’’ to

project his image and win mass support. The pri-

vate Hitler was unassuming, socially awkward, ca-

pable of bursts of hysterical irritation, but otherwise

colorless. He chose not to marry, modeling himself

on Karl Lueger, mayor of Vienna from 1897 to

1910, who had deliberately avoided matrimony so

that he could serve his political office. Hitler is said

to have had an affair with his niece Geli Raubal, and

her suicide in 1931 affected him profoundly. Later

in the 1930s he took as his companion Eva Braun,

a former photographic assistant, but she was forced

to live in the shadows. Hitler’s public persona was

remarkably different. He was a violent and evangel-

ical speaker who developed the capacity to sway a

crowd (even if most of them were composed of the

party faithful) with his messianic vision of a

German future. He used the personality cult to

create the legend of the humble German who had

survived life in the trenches to save Germany from
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the Marxists, Jews, and international plutocrats

who had stifled and subverted it since 1918. His

ideology was a mix of pseudoscientific race theory,

modern illiberalism, and ideals of community that

he picked up from discourses that were European-

wide. He gave the latter a particularly German

gloss, presenting Germany as the nation destined

to save and rebuild European culture and succeed

the decadent empires of the West. This worldview

was seldom articulated fully (he followed Mein
Kampf with a second manuscript dictated in

1928, but this was not published until 1961, long

after his death). During the life of his regime,

which was soon described as the Third Reich or

‘‘empire,’’ Hitler wrote very little. His ideas were

worked out in great set-piece speeches delivered at

party congresses and rallies.

HITLER IN POWER

Hitler’s appointment in January 1933 opened

the way for a nationalist revolution supported by

more than those who had joined the party or voted

for Hitler. At first the regime was a coalition of

nationalist forces. Hitler was chancellor, but only

three other party leaders were in the cabinet.

Following an arson attack on the parliament build-

ing in Berlin on the night of 27 February 1933,

Hitler got the president to approve emergency

powers that became the basis for a regime of

‘‘legal’’ terror exercised principally against commu-

nist, social democratic, and Catholic opponents of

the party. New elections were called in March, and

Hitler and his nationalist allies won more than 50

percent of the vote. A few days later, on 24 March,

an Enabling Bill was promulgated that allowed the

cabinet to approve changes to the constitution and

to draft legislation. Over the next nine months

other political parties were banned, the trade

unions were abolished and their assets seized, and

the provincial governments were forced to accept

rule directly from Berlin. The dictatorship was con-

solidated in 1934 following the murder on 30 June

of leaders of the party’s paramilitary wing, the SA

(Sturmabteilung), who were accused of plotting

against the party leadership. Hitler himself arrested

the chief of the SA, Ernst Röhm, who was shot on

his orders the following day. Parliament then

approved Hitler’s right to take the law into his

own hands. In early August, President von

Hindenburg died, and Hitler took the opportunity

to fuse the function of president and chancellor

together by creating a single office of Führer,

which was formally approved by national plebiscite

later that month. The office was a unique one;

Hitler was effectively above the law, able to make

and enforce it as he saw fit. This was the essence of

his personal rule.

Hitler’s style of ruling was deliberately uncon-

ventional. He saw himself as the country’s messiah

whose task was to guide the German people to its

new destiny. He disliked committee meetings and

his attendance at cabinet meetings declined rapidly

after 1934, until the cabinet ceased meeting alto-

gether in February 1938. He preferred more informal

governance. He met party leaders in secret meet-

ings; ministers and officials discussed issues with

him face-to-face; he delegated a good deal of

responsibility to special commissioners who

enjoyed his powerful backing; decisions were taken

over lunch, at dinner, or on walks around his villa

in the small Bavarian town, Berchtesgaden, that he

chose as his retreat from Berlin and as a second

political center. He preferred the company of party
friends and leaders, and it was they who came to

play an increasingly important part in pushing pol-

icy through and in subverting the normative state,
vying for Hitler’s attention and basking in his

reflected glory. He indulged technical experts as

well. Throughout his period as dictator Hitler was

fascinated by monumental architecture and
advanced technology; in 1934 he launched the

construction of a network of fast motorways and

in 1937 decreed the rebuilding of Germany’s major
cities, both projects a monument to his self-image

as an ‘‘artist-ruler’’ rather than a mere politician.

The absence of settled administrative routine

and the habit of delegation has led some historians
to the conclusion that Hitler was a ‘‘weak dicta-

tor,’’ dominated by the power structures around

him and unable to insist on his own political inten-

tions. The reality was more complex. There were
no power centers that could effectively challenge

Hitler’s position after 1934; no major decisions

could be taken without his consent, and Hitler

could overturn minor decisions, even of the courts,

if he chose to intervene. The cult of personality

secured popular endorsement, while governing
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circles around Hitler understood that loyalty to the

dictator was the central element in their survival.

But Hitler was aware that he faced circumstances

that were not always under his control, either at

home or abroad, and he continuously engaged in

political activity designed to remove barriers to the

exercise of his power. He displayed moments of

uncertainty or fear of risk, but once decisions were

taken he regarded them as irreversible, the result of

what he regarded as an act of dictatorial will. But

on the principal issues of Germany’s international

revival, remilitarization, and biological purification

Hitler played a more direct part as befitted, in his

view, a leader destined to create a utopian ‘‘new

order.’’

Foreign and military policy absorbed a large

part of Hitler’s energy throughout the whole his-

tory of the Third Reich. As early as February 1933

he announced to the cabinet that the chief priority

of the new regime was to re-create Germany’s

military power. In October 1933 he took

Germany out of the Disarmament Conference that

had been called the year before at Geneva, and

withdrew Germany from the League of Nations.

He moved cautiously at first to avoid fear of foreign

intervention, but in March 1935 he publicly

declared German rearmament, and a year later, in

March 1936, he ordered German forces to reoc-

cupy the demilitarized zone of the Rhineland,

imposed on Germany under the terms of the

Treaty of Versailles. In August 1936, at

Berchtesgaden, he drafted a memorandum that laid

out the future of German strategy. He saw Jewish

bolshevism as the greatest threat Germany con-

fronted and called for rearmament on a massive

scale at the expense of every other priority. In

October he appointed Hermann Goering (chief of

the German air force) to head the creation of a

four-year plan to prepare the German economy

and the German armed forces for war in four years.

Adolf Hitler in the military parade at the 1938 Nuremberg Rally. UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL MUSEUM
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WORLD WAR II AND THE GENOCIDE

OF THE JEWS

Hitler had no clear blueprint for war, but he saw

conflict as inevitable if Germany were to claim its

just position as a world imperial power. On 5

November 1937 he finally revealed to his comman-

ders his resolve to absorb Austria into the German

Reich and to attack Czechoslovakia at the first

opportunity. His homeland was occupied by

German troops on 12 March 1938, and a few days

later Hitler rode in triumph into Vienna, where he

announced Austria’s union in a Greater Germany.

He then informed the army of his intention to

invade the Czech state in the autumn, but the dip-

lomatic intervention of Britain and France delayed

conquest. At the Munich conference on 29–30

September Hitler was granted the German-speaking

areas of the Sudetenland, but on 15 March of the

following year he ordered the occupation of the

rump Czech state in defiance of the Western

powers. Two weeks later he decided on war against

Poland for refusing to return the ‘‘German’’ terri-

tories Poland had been granted in 1919. This time

he ignored threats from Britain and France, assum-

ing they were too decadent and militarily weak to

interfere seriously, and, after approving an expedient

nonaggression pact with the Soviet Union signed on

23 August, he ordered German forces to attack

Poland on 1 September. Two days later Britain

and France declared war.

Hitler made foreign policy his own preserve.

His initiatives were often opposed by more prudent

military leaders, even on occasion by his party col-

leagues, but he was determined that Germany

should become the dominant power in Eurasia

during his lifetime. His role in German race policy

is less certain. Hitler made anti-Semitism a central

part of his worldview in the 1920s. He saw the Jew

as an eternal enemy of all higher forms of culture;

he identified the Jew with bolshevism and ‘‘social

decomposition’’; and he adopted popular biologi-

cal racism and applied it to the Jewish ‘‘bacillus,’’

which he thought infected the purity of German

blood. This mix of prejudices was used by Hitler to

define the threat to Germany and German national

identity, but there is little evidence before 1939

that he ever considered the genocide of the Jews

as the solution to what was defined as ‘‘the Jewish

question.’’ The lack of a clear genocidal program

has divided historians over the issue of Hitler’s

responsibility; so-called intentionalists assume that

he must have played a central part, while ‘‘structur-

alist’’ historians argue that the system moved step-

by-step toward more radical racist solutions.

There is no doubt that race policy was pushed
along by enthusiasts in the party and a science estab-
lishment keen to pursue a policy of race hygiene.
Hitler approved but did not initiate the sterilization
law of January 1934, nor did he take the initiative in
the Race Laws approved in September 1935 at the
party rally in Nuremberg, which forbade marriage
between Jews and ethnic Germans and turned
Germany’s Jews into second-class citizens. Hitler
never obstructed the radicalization of anti-Semitic
policy, but his exploitation of race prejudice was
rhetorical as much as practical. Only in January
1939, in a speech to the German parliament, did
Hitler confront the ‘‘Jewish question’’ directly when
he announced that if Germany were to be dragged
into a global war again, it would mean the annihila-
tion (Vernichtung) of the Jewish people in Europe.
Hitler linked war and racism together from 1939.
The Jew was seen as a malign international force
using the cover of world war to destroy Germany,
and it was this warped perception that made Hitler’s
anti-Semitism so dangerous.

Hitler’s popularity in Germany reached its high-
est point between 1939 and 1940. In two weeks
German forces defeated Poland. Hitler wanted to
attack French and British forces at once, but was
persuaded by his generals to wait until the spring. In
April he ordered the occupation of Denmark and
Norway, to protect the northern flank, and on 10
May German armies launched a campaign that in
six weeks defeated the Netherlands, Belgium, and
France and drove British forces from mainland
Europe. Hitler was hailed as the greatest German;
his regime began to plan the building of a new
European order. In late July 1940 he announced
to his military commanders that, despite the non-
aggression pact, he would order an attack on the
Soviet Union to complete the establishment of a new
German empire and destroy forever the threat of
‘‘Jewish bolshevism.’’ When the German air force
failed to defeat the Royal Air Force in the autumn
of 1940 as a prelude to a quick invasion of southern
Britain, Hitler turned to the east. On 18 December
he issued the Barbarossa order for an assault on the
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Soviet Union in the early summer. In the spring
German forces were diverted to the conquest of
Yugoslavia and Greece, but on 22 June 1941 the
invasion of the Soviet Union began. In the months
beforehand Hitler had approved special orders
allowing German troops and security forces to mur-
der communists and Jews in state service, and from
the early weeks of the invasion Jewish communities
were targeted for indiscriminate murder.

Historians argue over when or if Hitler ordered
the genocide of the Jews at some point in the
second half of 1941. No document has ever been
found, but Hitler can be shown to have played a
part in all the key decisions about the murder of
Soviet Jews. As German forces pushed into the
Soviet Union, Hitler was convinced that victory
was assured. Orders were given to extend Jewish
executions to women and children, German Jews
were finally rounded up and deported east, and
orders were given for the first purpose-built exter-
mination centers to be set up. On 12 December, a
day after Germany’s declaration of war on the
United States, Hitler gave a speech to party leaders
in which he was reported to have announced a
program for the physical annihilation of European
Jews in line with the threat he had made in January
1939. Though there can be no certainty about the
date, most historians agree that Hitler approved a
policy of extensive mass murder at some point in
the last weeks of 1941, and reconfirmed this in the
course of 1942 as murder was applied to Jewish
communities from other parts of occupied Europe.
The genocide continued for the next three years,
but Hitler seems to have taken only a limited inter-
est once the program was under way. His decisive
interventions came in 1941.

HITLER’S FALL

Hitler from the autumn of 1941 became absorbed
in the details of the military campaigns. In February
1938 he had appointed himself supreme command-
er of the armed forces, and his headquarters
became the center of the German war effort. In
December 1941, disillusioned with the army lead-
ership, he appointed himself commander-in-chief
of the German army and conducted the day-to-day
war effort himself. He had staff reports and discus-
sions once or twice a day and spent most of his time
at headquarters, his public appearances reduced

almost to nothing, his life a tedious routine of

military briefings, technical reports, and dinners in

which he engaged in monologues about every

aspect of world history and world affairs. In

December 1942 he faced his greatest challenge

with the encirclement and defeat of German armies

at Stalingrad. His health and temper deteriorated,

sustained by regular applications of drugs pre-

scribed by his personal physician, Theodor

Morell. As Germany faced defeat on all fronts,

Hitler became ever more determined to hold out

to the bitter end in the hope that destiny might in

the end rescue Germany from collapse. In October

1943 he ordered a program of underground con-

struction so that Germany could carry on with the

war despite bombing; he personally ordered the

development and production in the autumn of

1943 of ‘‘vengeance weapons’’ (the V1 flying

bomb and V2 rocket) to turn the tide of the war,

though he made little effort to support programs of

nuclear research. In spring 1944 he insisted on

dividing German forces along the French channel

coast to meet the expected Anglo-American inva-

sion, a decision that made it possible for the cam-

paign in Normandy to succeed when it was

launched on 6 June 1944. Throughout the period

of German retreats Hitler refused to acknowledge

reality. Though some of his entourage made tenta-

tive peace feelers, Hitler seems never to have enter-

tained the idea of surrender.

On 20 July 1944 an attempt was made to

assassinate Hitler at his headquarters, carried out

by a coterie of disillusioned senior soldiers. This

was one of at least forty-two known attempts on

Hitler’s life. The bomb left him injured but alive.

In the aftermath hundreds of senior soldiers and

officials, drawn mainly from Germany’s upper

classes, were arrested and executed. Hitler’s person-

al rule remained unshaken and no further effort

was made to stop him from dragging Germany

down into a state of complete destruction. In

March 1945 he ordered a policy of scorched earth

inside Germany to deny the German people any

chance of their survival. The policy was ignored by

most local authorities as Allied armies approached.

In his last recorded conversations Hitler blamed

defeat not only on the Jews, but also on the

Germans for failing the supreme test of racial super-

iority. On 30 April 1945 he shot himself in his
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command bunker in Berlin rather than risk capture
by the encircling Red Army. Eva Braun, whom he
had married the day before, took cyanide. Their
bodies were incinerated; only their dental remains
could be found and definitely identified. The Allies
had intended to put Hitler on trial in 1945 for
crimes against peace and crimes against humanity.
Every effort was made to avoid making Hitler into a
nationalist martyr.

Hitler’s legacy has been a powerful one. He has
continued to exert a fascination for historians and
the wider public outside Germany. Inside Germany
his legacy has provoked profound historical dis-
agreements over how to come to terms with
responsibility for war and genocide but has also
encouraged a self-conscious democratic spirit and
hostility toward populist nationalism and racism.
Small groups of neo-Nazis have kept Hitler alive
politically, but there has been no mainstream
movement to revive National Socialism or to
encourage a postwar cult of Hitler. His name has
entered the language as the personification of mod-
ern evil.

See also Germany; Holocaust; Nazism; Stalin, Joseph;
World War II.
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HLINKA, ANDREJ (1864–1938), Roman
Catholic priest and nationalist politician, journalist,
and orator in interwar Slovakia.

Andrej Hlinka was the leader of the largest and
most complex nationalist political movement in
interwar Slovakia and an instigator of a unique
brand of political Catholicism. He oversaw and
directed the conversion of the Slovak People’s
Party (Slovenská l’udová Strana, or SL’S) from a
confessional movement into a mass-based, modern
national clerical party. Hlinka was a leading defend-
er of Catholicism as an indispensable component
of statehood and Slovak national identity. He was
one of the few Czechoslovak politicians that achie-
ved cultlike status in his lifetime—an opposition
leader unafraid of political isolation, whose populist
and conservative character informed his politics and
shaped his party’s appeal. He remained convinced
that the solution to the ‘‘Slovak question’’ was to
be found within the borders of Czechoslovakia,
and that only political autonomy (albeit the precise
nature of decentralization was not always clearly
and consistently defined) would improve Czech-
Slovak relations and strengthen the foundations of
the state. He remains one of the most controversial
figures of modern Slovak history.

Hlinka was born into a poor farming family in
the Slovak village of Černová in Upper Hungary
and was ordained as a Roman Catholic priest on 19
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June 1889. Hlinka’s political outlook was firmly
rooted in the Christian socialism of the 1890s. In
August 1895 he joined the Slovak National Party
(SNS) and Ferdinand Zichy’s (Hungarian) Catholic
People’s Party. Hlinka was unsuccessful as a candi-
date of Zichy’s party in the elections to the
Hungarian Diet in 1898 and left the party in 1901.

Hlinka became parish priest in Ružomberok in
March 1905 and nine months later helped to estab-
lish a Slovak People’s Party, the Catholic wing of the
SNS. In May 1906 he was suspended from perform-
ing priestly duties for his support of a fellow SNS
candidate in the run-up to the Hungarian parliamen-
tary elections. On 6 December 1906 Hlinka was
sentenced to two years’ imprisonment for ‘‘political
agitation.’’ (This sentence was extended by eighteen
months in a new legal case beginning in May
1908.) The shooting dead of locals by gendarmes
in Černová on 27 October 1907 brought Hlinka’s
name to the attention of the European public for
the first time. Before commencing his prison sen-
tence at the end of November, he toured Bohemia
and Moravia, lecturing about the cultural plight of
the Slovaks in Upper Hungary. Following the
intervention of the Vatican, Hlinka’s suspension
was lifted on 8 April 1909. His last day in prison
was 22 February 1910.

Hlinka initiated the creation of an independent
Slovak (Catholic) People’s Party (SL’S) in Žilina on
29 July 1913. During World War I he remained in
his parish. In August 1917 he embraced the
‘‘Czecho-Slovak’’ idea as a political concept. At a
meeting of Slovak politicians in Turčiansky Sv.
Martin in May 1918 Hlinka called for the severance
of ties with the Hungarians and the creation of a
common state of Czechs and Slovaks. On 30
October 1918 he joined other delegates in officially
endorsing the existence of the new state (Martin
Declaration). Hlinka assembled the first meeting of
the Council of Slovak Priests on 10 November
1918. The council was the springboard for the
re-formation of the SL’S on 19 December 1918,
at which Hlinka was elected chairman of the party
(a position he retained until his death). In November
1918 he became chairman of the Ružomberok
National Council. A few months later he declined
the position of head official for ecclesiastical mat-
ters in Slovakia. Hlinka’s demand for Slovak poli-
tical (legislative) autonomy dates from the spring of

1919 and was based on the so-called Pittsburgh
Agreement (signed 30 May 1918). Eager to secure
international recognition of the agreement, Hlinka
traveled to the Paris Peace Conference in August
1919 under an assumed name. The trip was a fail-
ure and raised suspicion about his political inten-
tions. He was arrested on 11 October and interned
in Moravia. In April 1920 Hlinka was granted
amnesty by Czechoslovak president T. G. Masaryk
following his election to the National Assembly
in Prague. (Hlinka retained his mandate at all suc-
cessive parliamentary elections, 1925, 1929, and
1935). Following the elections Hlinka entered into
a short-lived parliamentary bloc with the
Czechoslovak People’s Party. During the summer
of 1921 he encouraged SL’S members to draw up
plans for Slovak political autonomy (later declared
an official party aim at a meeting of the SL’S in
Žilina in August 1922). At the end of the summer
Hlinka visited the Vatican and was received by
Pope Benedict XV. The SL’S was renamed as
Hlinka’s Slovak People’s Party (Hlinkova slovenská
Pudová strana) on 17 October 1925.

Between June and September 1926 Hlinka
attended the World Eucharist Congress in
Chicago and lectured throughout Central
America. In 1927 he was appointed apostolic pro-
tonotary by the Holy See. He negotiated his party’s
entry into government starting on 4 February of
that year but never occupied a ministerial position
himself. Hlinka remained above politics, which
enabled him to unify radical, moderate, and clerical
wings of the party. His support of the party ideo-
logue and Magyarone Vojtech Tuka brought him
into conflict with members of his own party and
T. G. Masaryk, which resulted in the departure of
the SLS from government. In the spring of 1929
and again in January 1930 Hlinka called, albeit
with little success, for the cooperation of all
Catholic parties in Czechoslovakia. He sporadically
cooperated with the Czech radical Right between
1929 and 1934 but remained fiercely opposed to
any form of Slovak-Hungarian alliance.

Hlinka and the SNS leader Martin Rázus cre-
ated the short-lived ‘‘autonomist bloc’’ on 16
October 1932 (Zvolen Manifesto). In December
1932 at a joint SL’S–SNS congress in Trenčı́n,
Hlinka made the most controversial speech of his
political career, in which he placed the demands
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of the Slovak nation above the interests of the state.
He publicly rejected Czechoslovak nationalism
and demanded political autonomy in the Nitra
Declaration speech delivered on 13 August 1933
at the Pribina celebrations (SLS demonstration).
On 16 April 1935 Hlinka announced the formation
of a new autonomist bloc composed of the SLS,
SNS, and representatives of national minority parties
(Ruthenians and Poles), and in December 1935 his
backing proved crucial in securing the election of
Edvard Beneš as Czechoslovak president.

On 19 September 1936 at the SLS congress in
Piešťany, Hlinka insisted that active cooperation
with the Prague government was conditional upon
its honoring its promise of Slovak autonomy, and
the following day he delivered the controversial
‘‘Piešťany Manifesto’’ drafted by party radicals.
On 27 September 1937 the Polish government
honored Hlinka with the order of Polonia
Restituta. Representatives of the Sudeten German
Party visited Hlinka in February 1938 to begin
negotiations about the creation of a unitary oppo-
sition front of national minorities in the Republic.
On 5 June 1938 Hlinka spoke for the last time in
public at the jubilee celebrations of the signing of
the Pittsburgh Agreement in Bratislava. He died on
16 August in Ružomberok.

See also Masaryk, Tomáš Garrigue; Slovakia.
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edited by Dušan Kováč et al., 56–75. Bratislava, 2000.

KATYA A. M. KOCOUREK

n

HÖCH, HANNAH (1889–1978), German
Dada artist and pioneer in the use of photomontage.

Hannah Höch was the only female artist to
exhibit substantially and regularly with Berlin
Dada, a loosely federated group of artists who came
together in 1917 during World War I out of a
shared interest in pacifism, leftist protest in the
streets and in art, and montage in a variety of
media. Höch exhibited what is still her best-known
work, Cut with the Kitchen Knife through the Last
Weimar Beer Belly Cultural Epoch of Germany
(1919–1920)—a photomontage caricaturing lead-
ers of the Weimar government and military while
lauding women, technology, dance, revolution,
and Dada—as well as other works, in the dadaists’
infamous 1920 Dada Fair, an exhibition closed by
the police for including a hanging pig dummy
dressed in a German military uniform.

Together with her then lover and fellow dada-
ist Raoul Hausmann (1886–1971), Höch is cred-
ited for pioneering the use of photomontage in
avant-garde art. (It had been used previously in
advertisements and popular postcards.) Her earliest
photomontage works date from 1918. Montage
can be defined as a representation or a process
whose signification is dependent on the juxtaposi-
tion of parts, and Höch composed her photo-
montages of images cut from mainstream photo
weeklies and magazines and juxtaposed them for
wit, ambiguity, caricature, and sometimes beauty.
She was particularly interested in mass-media
images of the ‘‘new woman,’’ the modern woman
with bobbed hair and flapper-length dresses likely,
as Höch was throughout her adult life, to be living
and working in a city.

Höch was born and raised in the small town
of Gotha. When she was fifteen, she was taken out
of school to care for her youngest sister Marianne,
and it was not until she was twenty-two that
she was able to leave home, with her family’s sup-
port, to pursue an artist’s education. Arriving in
Berlin in 1912, Höch studied applied arts, first at
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the Kunstgewerbeschule in Berlin for two years,

until 1914. Then, after a brief interruption due

to the outbreak of World War I, Höch enrolled

with Emil Orlik (1870–1932) at the Staatliche

Kunstgewerbemuseum in Berlin in 1915. While

studying art, Höch supported herself by working

part-time at Berlin’s major newspaper and maga-

zine publisher, Ullstein Verlag. From 1916 to
1926, Höch was employed as a pattern designer
in the handicrafts department, which produced
individual brochures for consumer purchase as well
as patterns for the press’s magazines.

Höch was affiliated with Berlin Dada from
1917 to 1922. In addition to her photomon-
tages, during these years she also exhibited water-
colors and other paintings and occasional three-
dimensional works such as her Dada Dolls, 1916.

After 1922, she associated and at times worked
with other internationally known avant-gardists
who, like her, had been influenced by both Dada
and constructivism, such as the German artist Kurt
Schwitters (1887–1948) and the Dutch writer Til
Brugman (1888–1958). In the mid-1920s Höch
began her series From an Ethnographic Museum,
photomontages in which she combined images of
the ‘‘new woman’’ with others of objects from
ethnographic museums, creating complex explora-
tions of issues of race, femininity, and display—
specifically of looking and being looked at—as in
her 1929 montage Strange Beauty. Höch’s mass-
media scrapbook, assembled in the late Weimar
years for private enjoyment, reveals her continuing
preoccupations with images of women, cultures she
found exotic, technology, and dance. In the late
1920s and early 1930s Höch exhibited frequently—

Abduction (From an Ethnological Museum). Collage by Hannah Hoch, 1925. BILDARCHIV

PREUSSICHER KULTURBESITZ/ART RESOURCE, NY
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in solo and group exhibitions at art galleries and the
Stedelijk Museum in the Netherlands, in inter-
national group exhibitions such as Film und Foto
(1929–1931), and in a one-woman show in Brno,
Czechoslovakia, in 1934. She also designed book
jackets in this period.

In 1926 Höch began a lesbian relationship with
Brugman, and the two lived together in the Hague
from 1926 until 1929 and in Berlin from 1929 to
1935. Photomontages with erotic, same-sex themes,
such as Love (1931) and On the Way to Seventh Heaven
(1934), seem to refer to this relationship. In 1938
Höch married Kurt Matthies (1901–1984); they were
separated in 1942 and divorced in 1944. In 1939
Höch moved to Heiligensee, a far, semirural suburb
of Berlin, where she lived for the rest of her life. As a
former member of Berlin Dada, she was unable to
exhibit and lived in partial isolation during the
National Socialist years. In 1945 she resumed exhi-
biting, and in 1976 was celebrated with a retrospec-
tive at the Musée d’Art Moderne de la Ville de Paris
and the Nationalgalerie Berlin. Her archive, consist-
ing largely of correspondence with other artists,
resides at the Berlinische Galerie, Berlin.

See also Avant-Garde; Constructivism; Dada.
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MAUD LAVIN

n

HOLOCAUST. The Holocaust (from the
Greek holokauton, ‘‘burnt offering’’ or ‘‘sacrifice’’)
is the term now most commonly used to describe
the attempted Nazi genocide of European Jews.
Between 1939 and 1945 mass shootings, gassings
in specially constructed extermination camps, mur-
derous labor, and other means resulted in the
deaths of between 5.1 and 6.2 million Jews. The
Nazis themselves referred to the extermination

program as the ‘‘Final Solution of the Jewish
Question.’’ This portmanteau phrase began life
before Hitler had definitively resolved on mass
murder but soon became a euphemism for geno-
cide. During World War II contemporary Jewish
observers and scholars used the Hebrew terms
Churban (traditionally denoting the destruction
of the temple) or Shoah (meaning devastation) to
describe the Nazi program, and the latter word is
still commonly used, particularly by those who
reject the ‘‘Holocaust’s’’ connotation of sacrifice.
In the immediate postwar period, murders of Jews
were subsumed under the more general rubric of
‘‘War Crimes,’’ the official terminology for Axis
misdeeds deployed at the Nuremberg and Tokyo
Trials. Historical literature in 1950s and 1960s,
when it dealt with the subject at all, tended to refer
to the ‘‘Final Solution.’’

Since the 1960s, the designation Holocaust has
predominated. The term is normally reserved for
the Jewish genocide, the most comprehensive, sys-
tematic, and unrelenting part of Nazi racially based
extermination policies. Yet the Nazis targeted
many other groups too, killing directly or through
neglect many millions of Polish and Soviet civilians,
Soviet prisoners of war (POWs), Roma, the men-
tally and physically handicapped, and homosexuals.
Nazi policies adopted toward Jews often inter-
sected and dovetailed with other racial and reset-
tlement measures.

PRECEDENTS

The Holocaust has provoked deep disagreements
among historians as to its causes and meaning.
Many see in it the culmination of a long
European tradition of Christian anti-Semitism,
accompanied since the Middle Ages by intermittent
savage violence. The Enlightenment introduced
the idea of civil toleration of Jews but also gave rise
to new secular critiques of Judaism. In an era of
growing legal equality, nineteenth-century opposi-
tion to Jews aimed increasingly not to achieve their
Christian conversion but to dissimilate them. From
the 1870s on, particularly in German-speaking
lands, racial anti-Semitism emerged (and with it
the coining of the term anti-Semitism itself), con-
demning Jews for prescriptive biological flaws that
had little to do with their failure to endorse
Christianity. The most extreme late-nineteenth-
century texts by writers such as Eugen Dühring
talked of the need to exterminate Jewry, though it
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is not clear whether physical killing was meant.
Anti-Semitism became a cultural code for a large
part of the nationalist-minded community in
Germany and Austria.

While there are clear similarities between
Dühring’s language and that of Hitler, the strength,
homogeneity, or violent character of pre–World
War I anti-Semitic traditions should not be over-
emphasized. There was relatively little anti-Semitic
violence in Germany before 1914, by which time
Germany’s few anti-Semitic political parties had
dwindled to nothing. Contemporary observers
around 1900, if they had predicted anti-Semitic
atrocities in the future, would have anticipated them
in the Russia of the pogroms, not in Germany.

Some scholars locate the Holocaust’s roots less
in anti-Semitism than in the modern world’s search
to control and order society. From the nineteenth
century a growing cohort of medical and welfare
professionals embarked on projects for improving
the health of the population, which often involved
controlling and segregating those seen as injurious
to social peace. Social Darwinism and eugenics
encouraged states to limit the reproduction of
unhealthy elements while promoting the fertility
of more valuable community members. In the early
twentieth century, several world states carried out
forced sterilizations of the mentally ill and others.
Nazi sterilization, euthanasia, and exclusionary
policies undoubtedly drew on these trends. There
are parallels between these measures and the lethal
modern rationality that can be seen in Germany’s
wartime plans for the racial resettlement and eco-
nomic regeneration of eastern Europe, above all in
Heinrich Himmler’s notorious ‘‘Generalplan Ost.’’
It is difficult, however, to see the single-minded
and unrelenting commitment to eliminating Jewry
as responding to any obvious societal logic.

The rise of modern nationalism was undoubt-
edly another important prerequisite, not just for
the Holocaust but also for other twentieth-century
genocides and ethnic cleansings. Modern national-
ism, with its ethnic and populist conceptions of
what it was that defined the people, created the
logic for expunging from the nation those seen as
alien. In the decades before World War I, the rise
of nationalism in eastern Europe and the Balkan
wars saw many acts of murderous ethnic cleansing,
acts in turn eclipsed by the Turkish genocide of the

Armenians in World War I. One million Armenians

were murdered as part of a gigantic and violent

resettlement program involving more than five mil-

lion people. What distinguishes the Nazi campaign

from most ethnic-nationalist rivalries, however, is

that the German Jews were not competing for

power on any kind of ethnic basis; they were highly

acculturated, regarded themselves as Germans, and

were not seeking a collective position within the

German state.

Beyond ethnic nationalism, the Holocaust

drew also on the European powers’ recent experi-

ence of imperialism. ‘‘What India was for

England,’’ Hitler said in August 1941, ‘‘the eastern

territories will be for us’’ (Traveso, p. 71). Hitler’s

notion of ‘‘living space,’’ which described the

Russian and eastern European territory to be

cleansed and prepared for German settlement, had

its origins in pre–World War I writing about colo-

nial settlement in Africa. Among nineteenth-cen-

tury European anthropologists the view was widely

shared that the extinction of inferior races as a

result of contact with superior ones was a law of
nature. In Algeria, the Congo, the Ivory Coast, the
Sudan, and elsewhere colonialism led to reductions
among indigenous populations of genocidal pro-
portions. In South West Africa, the imperial
German administration carried out a genocide of
the Herero in 1904 that has been seen by some
scholars as a direct antecedent of the Holocaust.

World War I was in many ways as significant an
experience as all the above. It introduced European
nations to technological mass slaughter, exercising
a terrible hold on the European imagination. The
image of men gassed at the front would reappear in
Hitler’s rhetoric against the Jews. At home, states
became used to taking a direct interest in the
nation’s health and efficiency. In Germany, con-
cern with ‘‘wastage’’ of scarce resources led to a
starvation regime in many mental hospitals that
anticipated later Nazi policies. Growing hardship
and disillusionment on the German home front
exacerbated internal divisions and led to a radicali-
zation of anti-Semitism. The outbreak of revolu-
tion, first in Russia, then in Germany and eastern
European countries, fomented widespread belief
that Jewish circles were sowing discord in
Europe’s capitals. In this context, Germany’s war-
time social tensions and defeat could be blamed
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by the Right on the Jews. It used to be thought
that Adolf Hitler had learned his radical anti-

Semitism in Vienna, where he spent his later youth,
but it seems that it was in the atmosphere of

Germany’s defeat and in the fevered postwar poli-
tical climate in Munich that Hitler fixed his hatred.

All across Europe, the postwar era saw the spread
of virulent anti-Semitism, particularly in states that
had lost the war or felt mistreated by the postwar

settlements.

In Germany, the 1918–1919 revolution and

civil war carried the violence of war onto domestic

streets and ushered in a new paramilitary style of

politics. Radical splinter groups on the left and

right sprang up out of nowhere; the early years of

the new republic were dominated by fear and con-

flict. The respectable classes were open to violence,

if it assured stability. Virulent right-wing politics

dominated the student unions, though until 1932

not the national polls.

PREPARATIONS

It has long been debated when and with what

clarity Adolf Hitler formulated the idea of extermi-

nating the Jews. By the mid-1920s he was viru-

lently anti-Semitic. His two-volume autobiography

Mein Kampf, dictated in prison in 1924, and his

second unpublished book, written in 1928, were

obsessed with Jewry. Other groups too fell foul of

Hitler’s racial vision, but only the Jews were seen as

conspiring against the nation. Hitler’s language is

extraordinarily violent and bloodthirsty, redolent

with metaphors of plague and parasite. The Jew

was variously a maggot, a blood-sucking spider, a

Deported Jews under guard in the camp at Pithiviers, France, July 1942. More than 12,800 Jews, including 4,000

children, were arrested in Paris by French police and soldiers during the night of 15 July 1942. They were subsequently held in transit

camps in the towns of Drancy, Pithiviers, or Beaune-la-Ronde before being sent to Auschwitz to be killed. ªANTOINE GYORI/CORBIS

SYGMA
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rat, a harmful bacillus, or a vampire. His followers
expected a brutal reckoning with the Jews, but it
seems that Hitler’s main aim was to force German
Jews to leave the country. The violent rhetoric may
not have been a plan for genocide—nevertheless,
the language of pests and parasites would give the
later genocidal decisions a retrospective claim to
consistency. Looking back in 1941 and again at
the end of the war, Hitler would say that he had
followed a straight path.

Hitler’s racial anti-Semitism enjoyed wide reso-
nance in Germany but was arguably not the reason
millions of voters turned to the Nazis in Weimar’s
final crisis years. Indeed, from 1930 the party
toned down the anti-Semitic content of its electoral
materials in order to increase its appeal.

After Hitler’s accession to power on 30 January
1933, Germany’s Jews were targeted almost imme-
diately. A government-sponsored boycott of Jewish
businesses in April was followed by a purge of the
civil service. Between 1933 and 1934 Jews were
removed almost completely from German public
life. After a brief lull, the period 1935–1937 saw
a raft of further measures: in the so-called
Nuremberg Laws of September 1935, Jews lost
their citizenship and were forbidden to have sexual
relations with Aryans. Toward the end of 1937,
Jews were denied any possibility of earning an
independent living. The regime massively increased
the pressure to emigrate. After the Anschluss in
March 1938, Austria with its particularly wide-
spread anti-Semitism stepped into the vanguard
for a while. But on Kristallnacht (Night of
Broken Glass), 9–10 November 1938, Nazi brutal-
ity smashed through the doors and windows of
almost every remaining Jewish home and business
in Germany. By the outbreak of World War II,
two-thirds of the Jews in Germany and Austria
had managed to emigrate, while those left behind
formed a huddled, terrified, and aging remnant.

As part of wider debates about the nature of
the Nazi system, historians were long divided over
the reasons for this rapid radicalization. While the
‘‘intentionalists’’ emphasized Hitler’s purposeful
drive to exclude the Jews, the ‘‘functionalists’’
believed that what took the regime into uncharted
waters was competition between subordinates seek-
ing to make their mark in an unregulated power
jungle. It is now known that Hitler probably did

send the decisive signals, but the energy of the
program depended on the willing compliance of
a large number of players, who often shared the
idea that Jewish influence should be removed from
Germany. In the early years, state officials at
national and local levels vied with Nazi Party mem-
bers to be the torchbearers. When Jewish busi-
nesses and property were up for grabs, popular
greed added further energy. Toward the end of
the 1930s, the influence of the Heinrich
Himmler’s SS (Schutzstaffel) and police empire
grew; during the war it would be the dominant
force.

The tide of discriminatory measures was aimed
toward the goal of a Jew-free society, not murder.
In 1938 and 1939, special centers were established
in Vienna and Berlin to ‘‘facilitate’’ Jewish emigra-
tion. As late as April 1940, the hardliners in the
Reich Security Main Office (RSHA) laid down that
Jewish emigration should be pursued with
increased emphasis. Toward the end of the 1930s,
however, the growing suspicion of Nazi expansion-
ism by the rest of the world confirmed Hitler’s view
that an international Jewish conspiracy was manip-
ulating world events. His pronouncements and
warnings grew more threatening in an effort to
intimidate the ‘‘Jewish-controlled’’ foreign powers
from interfering with German ambitions. In a
speech to the Reichstag on 30 January 1939,
Hitler ‘‘wished to make a prophecy: if international
Jewry in and outside Europe once again forced the
nations into a world war the result would not be
the Bolshevization of the earth and victory for the
Jews but the annihilation of the Jewish race in
Europe.’’

A sign of the relatively unplanned way in which
the Nazis edged toward genocide of the Jews is
that the drift toward using murder as a tool of
racial policy began not with Jews and not as the
result of anti-Semitism but out of the desire to
remove the ‘‘burden’’ of the mentally and physi-
cally handicapped. Earlier in the 1930s the Nazis
had implemented draconian measures of racial
health, introducing compulsory sterilization for
the mentally ill. By the outbreak of war 350,000
to 400,000 people, or more than 1 percent of the
German childbearing population, would be forcibly
sterilized. These measures did not initially target
Jews and, indeed, much of the impetus came from
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medical and scientific proponents of eugenics, who
until the early 1930s were not necessarily advocates

of more völkisch racial thought. The enforced ster-

ilization of the so-called Rhineland bastards in

1934 marked a first crossover toward combining

eugenic and ethnic categories that, however, still

did not target Jews.

In 1938 Hitler approved the killing of a handi-

capped child and in 1939 a nationwide program

(dubbed ‘‘T4’’ after the Berlin address, Tiergarten
4, whence it was administered) for administering

such killings. Hitler was acting in keeping with the

attitude of an influential minority in the medical

profession who regarded such ‘‘lives unworthy of

living’’ as an exorbitant burden on the state. A

program to eliminate mentally handicapped adults

began in the same year. These operations claimed
the lives of seventy thousand people over the fol-

lowing two years. The program also created prec-

edent and expertise for the gassing of Jews. In

summer 1940, a sign of the slippage, all mentally

ill Jews in German psychiatric institutions were

murdered.

In the longer view, the decisive event in

unleashing the Nazis’ full murderous potential was

the outbreak of war. The war encouraged new radic-
alism and presented new challenges. Britain and its

commonwealth were now closed as emigration des-

tinations. The Nazis had acquired a huge Jewish

population in occupied Poland. It was clear that

for this group emigration was out of the question.

The Nazis were stuck with millions of Jews.

Over the next eighteen months, the SS and

other authorities would experiment with enforced

resettlement of Jews onto a series of special reserva-
tions, first in eastern Poland, whither many thou-

sands were dispatched under appalling conditions,

then in Madagascar, though no Jews were ever sent

there, and then in some distant part of Russia.

These projects were much more lethal in intent

than the drive to force emigration. The reservations

would be policed and controlled—proposals

included separating the sexes—and it was not
assumed or desired that the deportees would

thrive. Each of these projects failed to materialize,

however. In the case of Madagascar and Russia

implementation was predicated on military vic-

tories that did not transpire.

The problems in Poland revealed that Nazi

attempts at Jewish resettlement were intersecting

with far-reaching plans for the reorganization,

ethnic cleansing, and partial Germanization of east-

ern Europe. It was Himmler’s efforts to repatriate

several hundred thousand ethnic Germans from the

Soviet Union and elsewhere into German-held ter-

ritory in western Poland that helped to stymie the

Jewish reservation plan. To make way for the

German settlers, western Polish farms were needed,

and to clear the occupants, all available capacities

were taken up bringing in ethnic Germans into

western Poland and transferring almost half a mil-

lion Poles (some Jewish, the majority not) out of

that area and dumping them in the General

Government, the rump Polish territory to the east.

At this stage, then, Germanization and plans for

Jews collided with each other. Later, they would

reinforce each other in disastrous ways, as the Nazis

own planning created problems and shortages that

led them to look at the Jews as a surplus and

unnecessary population.

In 1939–1940, the German authorities in

Poland, anticipating the Jews’ eventual removal to

a reservation, acted with enormous brutality to iso-

late and concentrate Polish Jews and remove them

from the economy. Several thousands of Jewish lea-

ders were killed as part of a wider program of dec-

imating the Polish intelligentsia to crush any

national revival. Jews were forced to wear special

armbands and were subject to confiscations and

special taxes. Jews throughout Poland, except those

performing protected tasks for the Wehrmacht, were

pushed out of gainful employment. As hopes of

speedy deportations crumbled, Nazi leaders sealed

up Jewish ghettos. Horribly overcrowded and

underresourced, the ghettos were at the whim of

local officials’ willingness to allow them to earn their

keep. In Warsaw, the largest ghetto, presiding

authorities systematically starved the occupants,

sending death rates soaring in 1940 and 1941.

According to official German figures, by the end of

1942 three quarters of a million Jews had died in the

ghettos of ‘‘natural causes,’’ quite apart from the

killing programs that were by then well under way.

In many parts of Poland, Jews were conscripted for

forced labor under such unbearable conditions—as

for example in building fortifications along the Bug

River—that many died.
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FROM MASS MURDER TO GENOCIDE

It was the war against the Soviet Union that sent
the German authorities over the edge to mass mur-
der. As in previous campaigns, special task squads
(Einsatzgruppen) prepared to eliminate security
threats behind the front lines. But because of the
Nazi conception of the Bolshevik system, the scale
and the character of the task was defined very
differently. This was not an ordinary war, Hitler
told his generals, but a fight to the death between
two ideologies. The communist officials were all
criminals and must be treated as such. Since
Hitler believed Jews were at the heart of the com-
munist system, his aim was the elimination of the
‘‘Judeo-Bolshevik intelligentsia.’’ In Russia, there-
fore, the campaign against the elites was to be from
the beginning also a campaign against the Jews,
with the limits of the Jewish culpability and parti-
cipation very poorly defined.

The climate for killing was further heated up by
economics. Hitler’s military strategy and longer-
term plans depended on ruthless commandeering
of Soviet resources, above all its foodstuffs. Civilian
deaths in seven figures were a deliberate and inte-
gral part of the campaign. The German high com-
mand made no provision to feed the anticipated
large numbers of Soviet prisoners. The result would
be an astonishingly high death toll—two million by
the end of 1941—making Soviet POWs the first
group in German hands to die in the millions.

When the German troops swept in to the

Soviet Union on 22 June 1941, four motorized
Einsatzgruppen of six hundred to one thousand

men each followed behind, with additional man-
power supplied by police battalions and Waffen SS
units. In close cooperation with the German army,

these units carried out mass shootings of leading
Bolsheviks, Soviet army political officers, state offi-

cials, intellectuals, and Jews. Very rapidly, the task
squads moved to target all Jewish men of arms-

bearing age, and in late summer extended their
remit to women and children. The shootings took
place at mass graves away from towns and cities, to

which the Jews were marched or driven. In the
Baby Yar valley in Ukraine, 33,771 Jews were mur-

dered in just two days in September 1941. It is
clear that the expansion of the scale of murder

coincided with high level meetings between Hitler
and Himmler in July. In August, Himmler

instituted experiments on the effectiveness of using

gas as a means of killing, though shooting would

remain the preferred option in the Soviet Union.

Where demand for Jewish labor was low, and par-

ticularly where the male Jews had already been

killed, the surviving Jewish populations were simply

deemed ‘‘useless eaters.’’ In this way the original

racial-security concept shifted to a racial-economic

one, with only a few skilled male workers enjoying

temporary reprieve. By the end of the year more

than three quarters of a million Soviet Jews had

been killed, a number that eventually would reach

two million.

The summer 1941 onslaught against Soviet

Jews marked the single most significant step in

the descent into genocide, yet it is not clear if the

Nazis had yet resolved to murder all European

Jews. Rather than a single moment of decision, a

number of parallel developments took place in the

months after July 1941 as the climate created by

the Soviet killings progressively altered policy

assumptions.

A Polish Jew sits at the edge of a mass grave as a

German SS officer prepares to shoot him in the head.

ªCORBIS
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In September 1941, Hitler agreed that even
before the end of the Soviet campaign German
Jews could be deported to relieve pressure on
housing stock depleted by bombing. By early fall
the Nazis had clearly resolved that all Jews should
be subject to some kind of territorial or more
directly murderous solution. Emigration even of
German Jews was now barred for all but a few
exceptions. In readiness for deportations, all
German Jews had to be clearly marked with the
yellow star and were concentrated in special
houses. Mass deportations from Germany to Lodz
began in October and would be followed by trans-
ports to Minsk, Kovno, and Riga in November and
December.

It is not clear that the deportees were slated for
certain death, though Reinhard Heydrich’s plan-
ning for the Lodz ghetto condemned nonworkers
to overcrowding on a scale that suggested that
death through disease would be most welcome.
The knock-on effect of the planned deportations,
however, was to incur the protest of the receiving
authorities, particularly in Lodz. As a result
Himmler and the local gauleiter, Artur Greiser,
agreed on the construction of an extermination
center at Chelmno to eliminate Polish Jews as a
way of ‘‘making space’’ for the German deportees.
The Chelmno gas camp would begin killing on 8
December 1941.

In September and October, it became clear to
Nazi authorities in the General Government that
the slow advance in the Soviet Union would not
allow the Polish territories to off-load their Jews in
the near future and thus that yet another reserva-
tion project had failed. Having excluded Jews from
almost any way of earning a living, Nazi officials
began discussing what to do with their ‘‘useless’’
subjects. The SS leader in the Lublin district, Odilo
Globocnik, had been authorized to prepare his
region for a German settlement program. In
October, after a meeting with Himmler, he began
preparations for the Belzec extermination facility,
where killing would start in March 1942.

The available records do not allow historians
to reconstruct Hitler’s precise role in these devel-
opments, which seem to have arisen from regional
initiatives, though always in coordination with
Himmler. Hitler’s own recorded pronouncements
are seldom unambiguous. What is clear, however, is

that by the end of 1941 Nazi leaders were assum-
ing all Jews would be killed—and that such an
assumption would have required Hitler’s imprima-
tur. The infamous Wannsee Protocol reveals that
by January 1942 at the latest Nazi leaders knew
that all Jews would die through exhaustive labor
or direct killing, though the final details of
the program may not have been fully worked out
even then.

The implementation of murder developed in
stages in spring 1942, as Himmler and Heydrich
progressively expanded the killing process. After
Heydrich’s assassination in June 1942, Himmler
radically stepped up the pace of killings in Poland,
in July calling for the entire General Government
to be cleared of Jews by the end of the year. By
December 1942 just over a quarter of a million
Jews in the region remained alive. German Jews
began to be killed in large numbers beginning in
May 1942 and even those ostensibly reprieved to
live out their days in the ‘‘old-age ghetto’’ of
Theresienstadt would for the most part be sent on
to Auschwitz. Large-scale transports of Jews from
western Europe began to roll in June, most of
them to Auschwitz. Though the Holocaust was a
protracted affair, it is a macabre fact that more
than half of all its Jewish victims were dispatched
within eleven months. The period from mid-March
1942 to mid-February 1943 marks probably the
most intensive period of murder in the history of
mankind.

KILLING FIELDS

Half the Jews murdered in the Holocaust did not
die in the gas chambers. The majority of these were
shot on the plains of Russia. Others were worked
or mistreated to death on labor sites throughout
Europe. Tens of thousands more were shot near
the end of the war. The view of the Holocaust as an
almost automated affair, taking place with indus-
trial precision in hidden death factories, is thus
inaccurate. This was mass killing at close quarters
and on open view, though much of it away from
German soil.

But the Nazis’ most radical innovation was
indeed the creation of death factories in which the
technology and efficiency of industrial production
was transferred to the killing, processing, and
destruction of human bodies. The camps
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themselves varied considerably in character.

Because there were so few survivors, the Chelmno

camp near Lodz, and the three extermination

camps in the General Government—Belzec,

Sobibor, and Treblinka—are less well known than

Auschwitz, though together they accounted for

twice as many deaths. Like the regular concentra-

tion camps they were ultimately under Himmler’s

control, but they stood outside the main camp

system and were run locally, with the ‘‘Action

Reinhardt’’ camps of Belzec, Sobibor, and

Treblinka under the command of SS Major

General Odilo Globocnik in Lublin. Within the

camps, security police personnel and transferees

from the euthanasia program were in charge while

Ukrainian auxiliaries did much of the day-to-day

guard duty. There were no selections at the camps:

with the exception of the small Jewish labor force

temporarily required to keep the machine running,

all Jews brought there were murdered. The

Chelmno camp near Lodz eliminated its inmates

in specially constructed mobile gas vans, whose

carbon monoxide fumes were pumped back into

the sealed holds. The bulk of the camp’s work was

done between December 1941 and April 1943, but

it was restarted in summer 1944 to eliminate the

remnants of the Lodz ghetto. The Action

Reinhardt camps used fixed installations into which

motor engines pumped carbon monoxide. New

arrivals were rushed into the extermination process.

Under pretext of being prepared for delousing

baths, they were made to undress, have their hair

cut, and were sent into the gas chambers all within

a couple of hours of exiting the often horrifically

overcrowded trains. In the first five weeks of its

operation, Treblinka, the most efficient of the

three, ‘‘processed’’ three hundred thousand peo-

ple, predominantly Jews from Warsaw. Overall, as

many as nine hundred thousand Jews may have

died there—almost as many as in Auschwitz.

Between spring 1942 and fall 1943, the Chelmno

and Action Reinhardt camps together were respon-

sible for the deaths of perhaps two million Jews.

Successful camp uprisings in 1943 allowed a few

hundred inmates to escape Treblinka and Sobibor,

but from Chelmno and Belzec together there were

only three or four survivors.

For many of those Jews sent to Majdanek near

Lublin and Auschwitz near Kraków, the experience

was similar—death came a few hours after arrival

and took place in camouflaged shower rooms, this

time with prussic acid (Zyklon B). The corpses

were searched for valuables and gold teeth before

being cremated. These camps began their existence

not as killing centers, however, but as part of the

Nazi concentration camp empire, and even in their

killing phase continued to hold a sizable working

population—including many non-Jews. Jews arriv-

ing in these camps were subject to a selection, so

that of the 1.3 million people taken to Auschwitz,

four hundred thousand were initially selected for

labor and given numbers. Because it was the largest

complex, the size of a small town, and because it

saw the most survivors, it is Auschwitz that has

gripped our imagination. Whereas the pure exter-

mination camps had all been shut down by the end

of 1943 (though Chelmno would briefly be re-

opened), Auschwitz’s peak murder period came in

summer 1944, when 430,000 Hungarian Jews

were dispatched in just seven weeks. By the time

of its liberation, around 1 million Jews and perhaps

150,000 others had died there. Auschwitz is also

noteworthy, though not unique, for the extensive

and horrific medical experiments carried out on

living patients there, causing many patients to die

excruciating deaths in the name of dubious science.

Although a substantial minority of the concen-

tration camp arrivals were selected for labor, the

camp regime militated against their being deployed

productively. The Nazi goal of ‘‘extermination

through labor’’ was inherently contradictory, and

the work remained senseless and brutal, designed

to eliminate the worker as much as produce any-

thing useful. An IG Farben plant attached to

Auschwitz (Auschwitz III or Monowitz), and

intended to manufacture artificial rubber, achieved

no usable output throughout the war. Even Jews

sent to concentration camps that were not formally

extermination sites were often subject to such

appalling working and living conditions that the

camps were de facto killing centers. By 1944, how-

ever, German labor shortages were such that Jews

began to be deployed more productively, including

in factories on German soil. Auschwitz became a

giant sieve, to which Jews from all over Europe

were brought, subject to selection, and survivors

sent on to subcamps in Germany and elsewhere to

contribute to the German war effort. While
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conditions for many were appalling, being involved
in useful factory work offered more chance of sur-
vival than remaining in the main camp.

Himmler forbade camp commanders from
allowing inmates to fall into enemy hands. From
January 1945, as foreign troops closed in on
Auschwitz and other concentration camp sites,
the prisoners were dispatched on senseless, gruel-
ing journeys inland, sometimes in open train cars in
winter, often on foot, and often without food.
Those who fell by the wayside were shot. Between
one-third and one-half of all concentration camp
inmates still alive in January 1945 perished in these
so-called death marches (among Jewish prisoners
the proportion was more like 50 percent).

JEWISH RESPONSES

For much of the postwar period, the picture
painted of the Jewish response to the Holocaust
was one of passivity. The oft-used phrase ‘‘like
sheep to the slaughter’’ not only conveyed the
similarity between abattoirs and death factories
but also implied that Jewish communities put up
no resistance to their fate. In the 1960s, Hannah
Arendt and Raul Hilberg added to this general
picture their influential and very critical judgment
of the role played by the Judenräte or Jewish
councils.

What is undoubtedly true is that only a small
number of active Nazi personnel were required
to achieve very large numbers of deaths. One of
the Holocaust’s most insidious features was that
the Nazis incorporated Jewish involvement into the
machinery of extermination. In the 1930s Jewish
community leaders in Germany and Austria were
made responsible for drawing up lists of names,
passing on instructions, later even for assembling
deportation lists. In September 1939 Heydrich
ordered the creation for Poland of Jewish councils
responsible for enforcing German orders. The
ghettos were self-administered by these so-called
Judenräte, who found themselves having to make
ever more excruciating choices. In July 1942, for
example, the Vilna ghetto leadership handed over
the elderly and ill to the Nazis, and in September
1942 the Lodz ghetto council handed over all
children under ten and elderly over sixty-five, in
both cases to what they knew was certain death.
It was the ghetto leaders, most notoriously Jacob

Gens of Vilna and Chaim Rumkowski of Lodz
(both of whom were eventually murdered by the
Nazis), of whom Hilberg and Arendt were particu-

larly critical. Even in the extermination camps,
much of the dirty work was done by Jewish prison-

ers themselves. In Auschwitz, so-called Jewish
Sonderkommandos greeted the arriving prisoners,

collected and sorted their belongings, ushered
them into the fake showers, searched the corpses
for valuables, and burned the corpses.

Research over the last several decades has

placed many of the Jewish leaders in a more sym-

pathetic light. For one thing, the genocidal char-

acter of Nazi policy was often not immediately

visible. After the outbreak of war, Polish commu-

nities hoped that traditional responses to hostile

authorities of paying fees, fines, and bribes could

deflect the worst. Local Jewish leaders often

stepped in of their own initiative to provide labor

for Nazi conscription, hoping to avert the wild

press-ganging of passers-by. In doing so, they

found themselves caught up in a pattern of com-

pliance to alleviate the worst, from which it was

hard to withdraw. Nazi policy was initially incon-

sistent, giving hope of survival, particularly where

communities could offer skilled labor to the

German war effort. Even when evidence of Nazi

murderousness was objectively overwhelming, it

was understandable that Jewish leaders found it

hard to believe the signs. Reprisals against refrac-

tory Jewish councils were utterly ruthless. In

Stanislau in Ukraine, for example, the entire coun-

cil was shot for failing to provide conscript labor.

Confronted with such dilemmas, the head of the

Warsaw ghetto, Adam Czerniakow, chose in July

1942 to commit suicide rather than superintend or

actively resist imminent mass deportations to

Treblinka.

The Jewish response was in any case far from

passive. The most common and most successful

stratagem was evasion—through emigration,

escape, and hiding. As many as one million Jews

survived by these means, including the majority of

the Austrian and German Jewish communities,

who managed to emigrate abroad, three hundred

thousand Polish Jews who fled into the Soviet part

of occupied Poland when the Nazis took over the

western part, and some two hundred thousand
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Jews across Europe who survived in hiding. In the

ghettos, for the most part unable to escape, Jewish

communities worked hard to maintain educa-

tional, spiritual, and cultural life. The early years

of Nazi occupation in Warsaw, Lodz, and the

Theresienstadt old-age ghetto in the Czech protec-

torate saw remarkable cultural activity. In Warsaw,

Kovno, and other ghettos, organized groups made

great efforts to record events for posterity, leaving

behind rich and telling chronicles for the postwar

world. The lack of arms and outside support made

armed resistance extremely difficult—and Nazi re-

prisals against nonparticipants made it a morally

agonizing choice. Full-scale uprisings, as in the

Warsaw ghetto in April 1942 and in Bialystok in

August of that year, took place only when it was

clear that death was inevitable. Even so, there were

many incidents of armed opposition. Perhaps as

many as one hundred thousand Jews fought with

partisans in Poland, Russia, and elsewhere. Ten

percent of the French Maquis (resistance) were

Jewish. There were armed uprisings in several

camps, leading to successful breakouts in Sobibor

and Treblinka in 1943 and the destruction of one

of the crematoria in Auschwitz in 1944.

PERPETRATORS, COLLABORATORS,

BYSTANDERS—AND RESCUERS

If historical research has in recent years been kinder

to Jewish leaders and stressed the activism of Jewish

responses, treatment of those not in the

Holocaust’s firing line has taken an opposite trend,

widening the circle of those directly involved in the

killing process, blurring the dividing line between

bystanders and perpetrators, and drawing attention

to the large number of European collaborators.

In the early postwar years, the extermination of

the Jews was seen as the work of a small circle of SS

men, conducted in secret in camps far away from

public view. As scholars became aware of the huge

bureaucratic apparatus required to identify the cir-

cle of victims, brand mark, expropriate, segregate,

and transport them, the image of the perpetrator

shifted from the secretive uniformed psychopath to

the paper-pushing everyman with no vision beyond

his or her immediate task. By the late twentieth

century the diverse range of institutions and players

involved actually in killing Jews became more clear.

In the occupied territories in Russia and eastern

Europe, the killing was carried out by a heteroge-

neous array of German institutions—including the

army, civilian administrations, and regular police

forces as well as the SS. Even generals who would

later join the plot against Hitler willingly coopera-

ted with the extermination process. Postwar trials

proved that participants had not acted under dur-

ess. The wide involvement was a sign that the war

against the Jews proved surprisingly consensual. In

both state and party institutions, and particularly in

the RSHA, high-powered young men could be

found who had already demonstrated strong com-

mitment to Völkisch politics and right-wing activ-

ism in the 1920s. Anti-Semitism was far from

the only motive—as the willing involvement of

Nazi units in the mass murder of gypsies (of whom

perhaps a quarter of a million were killed) of non-

Jewish Poles and of Soviet POWs and conscripts

revealed. Most participants, even those with strong

ideological credentials or prehistories of violent

activism, had been carried along by the regime’s

radicalization process to a point very far from what

they would have regarded as thinkable and right

just a few years earlier.

For the German population as a whole, con-

crete information about the killings in the Soviet

Union was widely available in 1941, as soldiers on

leave shared firsthand experiences from the front.

Rumors of extermination camps circulated in

1942, though not with the same clarity or univer-

sality. The German public reacted with passivity

and indifference, and with a certain degree of

acceptance of the need for radical measures. In

the course of the war, the German population grew

increasingly frightened at the possibility of repri-

sals, and some interpreted the Allied air attacks

as divine retribution for what was happening in

the east.

Since the end of the Cold War there has been

growing recognition of the extensive role of collab-

oration among foreign countries and nationals. In

some cases, the collaboration took place at govern-

ment level. In 1941–1942 Romania murdered or

indirectly caused the death of more than a quarter

of million Jews in territories it acquired from the

Soviet Union. At different points in the war,

Slovakia, Croatia, and Hungary all proved enthu-

siastic participants in the Final Solution, deporting
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all or most of their Jewish subjects. Of German

allies, Italy and Bulgaria were the least willing

to accede to anti-Semitic policies, and most of

their Jewish populations survived. Some govern-

ments were happy to deport foreign Jews, but saw

it as an infringement on their prestige to deport

Jews with national citizenship; this was true of

Bulgaria, which handed over Macedonian and

Thracian Jews; of Romania, which, despite its

earlier savagery, persecuted but did not deport

most of its own Jews; and of Vichy France, which

volunteered sending even children of stateless Jews

to the death camps rather than include French

citizens in the deportations.

National motives for collaboration varied.

Anti-Semitism played a part, but so did the desire

to gain German recognition or support. Targeting

of foreign Jews was particularly attractive in newly

acquired territories, where sharing out the vacated

spoils and positions could be used to carve out jobs

for the boys or win over local elites—a motive for

Romania, Hungary, and Bulgaria. As the German

star waned, some nations switched policies. Below

government level, the Nazis were able to mobilize

or foment local pogroms against Jews, as in Latvia,

Ukraine, and briefly in parts of Poland in 1941.

They also formed militias from indigenous ele-

ments, and most of the Action Reinhardt camp

guards were so called ‘‘Trawniki’’ men, recruited

in Ukraine. Material inducements were an impor-

tant element in such recruitment. Some of the

Ukrainians bought their way out of horrible con-

ditions as POWs by serving in the camps.

For a long time, accounts of the Holocaust

presented the Allies simply as liberators and read

contemporary horror at the Holocaust on the faces

Emaciated men, too weak to stand, found during the liberation of the concentration camp at Buchenwald, May

1945. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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of the Allied soldiers’ and journalists who uncov-
ered the nightmare of the camps. The critical mood
occasioned by the Vietnam War and the resulting
revisionist wave of American historiography, how-
ever, triggered a second look at Allied wartime
policy, one that has been further refined as classi-
fied materials have become available. More evident
now is the way government anti-Semitism, or gov-
ernment sensitivity to the limits of public tolerance
of Jews, straitjacketed British and American efforts
on behalf of refugees at a time when emigration
was still possible. Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s call-
ing of the Evian conference in July 1938 to assist
the refugees, a conference he did not himself
attend, was as depressing as it was ineffectual. For
the United States, the state department’s assistant
secretary in charge of the visa division,
Breckinridge Long, has emerged as a particular
villain, using administrative means in 1940–1941
to prevent even the modest immigration quotas
from being fully exploited. Both British and U.S.
governments and parliaments were, it must be said,
understandably wary of admitting large numbers of
foreigners at a time of continued mass unemploy-
ment. Once the Nazis moved to extermination, the
Allies rapidly gained knowledge of the shootings
through decoding German coded telegrams.
Jewish and Polish sources gave them clear insight
into genocide in summer 1942. Again, anti-
Semitism in official circles or sensitivity to public
opinion may have restrained Allied governments
from mounting serious rescue operations. In
1943 they sought to limit domestic reporting on
Nazi atrocities so as not to create pressure to act;
the April 1943 Bermuda conference on the refugee
problem was, according to the head of the British
delegation, explicitly designed as a ‘‘façade for inac-
tion.’’ In 1944 the U.S. Air Force did not amend
its bombing targets despite pressure from some
quarters to destroy the railway lines to Auschwitz
(the efficacy of so doing remains open to debate).
There were, however, very obvious limits to what
was achievable in wartime, other than defeating
Germany as soon as possible. Moreover, behind
the scenes in 1944 the U.S. War Refugee Board,
acting in conjunction with American Jewish Joint
Distribution Agency, did provide considerable
financial and other relief where it could and even
succeeded in negotiating for the release of a small
number of Hungarian Jews.

The Holocaust thus found a great many people
wanting, yet there were also rescue attempts to be
found in every European country, again ranging
from government measures to individual actions.
The most spectacular was the Danish rescue of its
Jews in October 1943, following a tip-off from
German government circles that deportation was

imminent. More than seven thousand Danish Jews
were ferried to Sweden by boat. In many western
European countries semiorganized religious and
political networks provided hiding places for Jews.

In Poland, despite the brutal German occupation,
informal underground networks in ‘‘Aryan’’
Warsaw hid almost thirty thousand Jews, some
twelve thousand of whom survived the war.
Overall, somewhere between fifty thousand and

five hundred thousand individuals risked their lives
to provide assistance to Jews in danger. Rescue
actions were prompted by a broad spectrum of
motives from idealistic humanitarianism, to simple
friendship, to material incentives, to crude calcula-

tion of the need to show the Allies that German
measures had been resisted.

AFTERMATH

One third of world Jewry was eliminated by the

Holocaust. Judaism’s traditional spiritual centers in

eastern Europe were almost completely destroyed,

with 90 percent of Polish Jews murdered. The only

other group targeted with anything like this com-

prehensiveness was the gypsies, perhaps one quar-

ter of whose European population was killed.

Almost 90 percent of German gypsies died.

At the end of the war between fifty thousand

and ninety thousand Jews were on German soil

along with seven to ten million other displaced

persons (DPs), mostly conscript laborers from the

German war machine. Whereas the non-Jews gen-

erally had homes to go to (though many Soviet

citizens were sent home against their will), most

Jews had nothing left behind them. Following the

1946 Kielce pogrom, Polish Jews who had survived

the war in Russia and returned home to Poland in

1945 fled westward to the DP camps in Austria and

Germany. By 1948 there were 250,000 Jewish DPs

in Germany. Jewish leaders in Palestine with

American support used the DP’s plight effectively

as an argument for the creation of an Israeli state,

and by the early 1950s the DP problem had been
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solved through emigration to Israel, the United

States, and other countries.

Allied discoveries of the horrors in the concen-
tration camps added to the pressure for postwar
trials, and the Holocaust was dealt with as part
of the International War Crimes Tribunal at
Nuremberg. Allied and former occupied countries
also carried out their own trials in the postwar
years. From the late 1950s the Federal Republic
of Germany took up the issue with vigor and
the 1963 Auschwitz trials in Frankfurt were the
most high profile of a series of large legal cases
that continued into the 1970s and 1980s. Of
biggest international impact, however, was the
Israeli trial of Adolf Eichmann in 1961–1962 fol-
lowing Eichmann’s capture and abduction from
Argentina. Though these diverse legal actions left
many perpetrators without or with only light
punishment, and showed how hard it was to target
individuals when the whole system had been
criminal, they nevertheless collected huge amounts
of valuable records and testimony about the
Holocaust. The Eichmann trial and Hannah
Arendt’s book about it created huge international
awareness of the Holocaust for the first time.

As the Kielce pogroms and other postwar vio-

lence demonstrated, the Holocaust did not elimi-

nate anti-Semitism from the world. In the 1950s,

for example, U.S. holiday resorts were still more

likely to be closed to Jews than German ones had

been in the 1920s. But over time, the Holocaust

impelled both Protestant and Catholic churches to

rethink their historic attitudes and contributed

more widely to greater Western sensitivity to the

perils of racial hatred.

Indeed, it took time in general for the

Holocaust’s scale and implications to sink in. In

the early years survivors found few listeners for

their experiences and were themselves often keen

to put the horrors behind them. In Israel, the

United States, and elsewhere, however, the

1960s—with the Eichmann trial, a more confident

Israeli state, and a greater tendency in general to

celebrate one’s ethnic differences and roots—was a

watershed in public consciousness. In the work of

writers such as Michel Foucault and postmodern

theorists, the experience of the Holocaust seeped

into the Western world’s sense of the modern,

helping to create greater unease at the negative

potentials of the enlightenment, rationality, and

technical progress. The 1980s saw an explosion of

fictional and nonfictional writing on the subject.

Novelists, poets, and artists, many of them survi-

vors, turned to the Holocaust as a theme, or found

their earlier works now enjoying global recogni-

tion. Museums sprang up across the Western

world, and a number of countries introduced

Holocaust remembrance days. The subject of

representing and remembering the Holocaust itself

became a major academic field.

The result is that the Holocaust is the best

documented act of violence in human history.

Even so, since the 1970s a number of individuals

have sought to deny that the Holocaust took place.

The growth of the Internet has made it easier to

disseminate such claims, despite a number of high-

profile legal cases that have established their frau-

dulent character. In the Arab world, old forgeries,

such as the Protocols of Zion, and new denial

claims are widely disseminated.

Partly by dint of its special character, partly

by dint of the enormous interest it has received,

the Holocaust continues to pose particular chal-

lenges of understanding and representation. It is

almost impossible for survivors to convey the

reality of the experience, but by repeatedly

emphasizing the Holocaust’s unrepresentability,

scholars have attached to the event a sacredness,

which equally belies its reality. The Holocaust is

without doubt one of the most momentous events

of the twentieth century, yet the enormous and

understandable focus on it is in danger of creating

something too abstracted from other Nazi policies

and other acts of genocide and violence in the

world. The thrust of the most recent scholarship,

therefore, has been to place the Holocaust within

broader comparative contexts. Even within the

broader framework of the bloody twentieth cen-

tury, the Holocaust will always stand out for its

bureaucratic thoroughness, its search for conti-

nent-wide comprehensiveness, and its industriali-

zation of murder.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Concentration Camps;
Germany; Israel; Jews; Wannsee Conference;
World War II.
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MARK ROSEMAN

n

HOMOSEXUALITY. On the face of it,
homosexual communities enjoy a position of rela-
tive acceptance and security in European culture
after enduring the terrible persecutions of the
twentieth century.

HISTORY

Homosexuality between men, and sometimes
between women, was illegal in many European
countries before the 1960s, and many gay men
and women suffered far worse fates than mere
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harassment. The assaults on gay communities
across Europe that characterized the twentieth cen-
tury were carried out by political movements of all
kinds, left and right, Nazi and communist, liberal
and authoritarian. In spite of these attacks, gay
communities have not only endured but have also
succeeded in establishing their own forms of civil
society, literature, and commerce, as well as political,
cultural, and sporting organizations. In response to
gay and lesbian protest movements that emerged in
the 1960s, governments across Europe slowly began
to liberalize nineteenth-century laws that outlawed
homosexual acts. Since the 1970s, gay activism has
made further gains in terms of recognition, political
pressure, and civil rights. Discrimination on the
grounds of sexuality—at least in theory—can now
be challenged under the European Declaration of
Human Rights, part of domestic law in all coun-
tries of the European Union.

However, this story of liberalization contains
many false starts, gaps, and contradictions. In par-
ticular, this history applies mainly to the liberaliza-
tion of law and culture seen in France, Germany,
United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and Scandinavia
since the 1970s. In this respect there has been a
broad division between northwestern and Eastern/
Southern Europe in attitudes to homosexuality. In
the former states, homosexuality has become a
matter for public policy and a site for debating civil
rights more generally, whereas in the latter—nota-
bly Catholic countries such as Spain, Portugal,
Italy, and Poland—homosexuality has tended to
be strongly condemned or ignored by the political
mainstream. In the early twenty-first century the
illegal status of homosexuality remains in some
countries. In Romania, for instance, any public
expression of homosexuality by men or women is
still outlawed, while public opinion in many Balkan
countries continues to be largely hostile to gay
relationships.

Another complicating factor in the story of
liberalization is the fact that homosexual cultures
are hardly a new invention. While the decade of the
1960s is generally seen as marking a turning point in
Western European attitudes, the idea that homo-
sexuality has only been visible in European culture
since this liberalizing moment requires revision. It
must be recognized that the flowering of gay cul-
ture that has characterized Western Europe since

the 1970s does not necessarily represent a historic
reversal of centuries of persecution and invisibility,
but is in many ways a return to the visible and
vibrant same-sex culture that thrived in several
European cities before the 1930s.

This prewar culture was characterized by the
coexistence of two models of gay life. On the one
hand, cultures of public sex existed in several cities
in the 1910s and 1920s, mainly in Germany,
France, Britain, Denmark, and Russia/the Soviet
Union, while on the other a more intellectual,
political, and cultural movement developed, espe-
cially in Germany. These urban cultures of public
assignation and sex shared several characteristics.
Although Paris and Berlin in the 1920s saw an
efflorescence of lesbian culture, in other cities
homosexual cultures tended to be overwhelmingly
male and were marked by public sex, cruising, bar
culture, and relationships structured around dispar-
ities of youth, age, and class. These street cultures
also developed their own codes of behavior, and
even their own extensive slang—the English
version of which was known as Polari. Lesbian
cultures tended to operate in more private spaces,
and in both 1920s Paris and in tsarist Russia the
salon became an important homosocial institution
for women. In addition, Paris developed an exten-
sive lesbian literary scene associated with writers
Natalie Barney (1876–1972), Djuna Barnes (1892–
1982), and Sidonie-Gabrielle Colette (1873–1954).
Alongside these institutions of everyday gay life a
growing interest in political advocacy and scientific
inquiry into sexual behavior emerged. This ‘‘sex
radicalism,’’ as it was known in Britain, and which
drew on the work of Sigmund Freud (1856–1939)
and sexologists such as Karl Heinrich Ulrichs
(1825–1895), Havelock Ellis (1859–1939), and
others, argued for the legitimacy of homosexuality
and sought to overturn nineteenth-century laws
against it as part of a wider progressive assault on
ignorance and inequality.

Gay politics and culture of this kind was stron-
gest in Germany, where it took two main forms. Its
scientific side was led by sexologists such as
Magnus Hirschfeld (1868–1935), who was director
of the Berlin-based Institut fur Sexualwissenschaft
(Institute for Sexual Science, established in 1919).
He was also the founder and leader of the Scientific-
Humanitarian Committee, a body that campaigned
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for the repeal of anti-homosexual laws. Hirschfeld

and his allies argued that punishment was pointless

because homosexuality was congenital and could

not be changed by punishment. This model of

activism was imitated elsewhere, especially by the

Netherlands Scientific-Humanitarian Committee

(NWHK), which was established in 1911. On the

other wing of gay culture were those writers and

artists who disagreed with Hirschfeld’s medical-

scientific model of the self and tended to see

homosexuality as an integral aspect of masculinity.

They held that homoerotic desire arose naturally

from the strong Germanic tradition of masculine

sociability and association, or Männerbund. This

view was particularly associated with intellectuals

such as the poet Stefan George (1868–1933) and

writer Adolph Brand (1874–?), editor of the homo-

sexual journal Der Eigene (One’s Own), established

in 1897). Czech and Austrian homophiles influenced

by George and associated with the Wandervögel
(ramblers) youth movement developed arguments

along similar lines. The association between the sex-

ological and cultural sides of the Central European

movement was reflected in other countries, notably

Britain and France, where intellectuals adapted the

work of Freud, Hirschfeld, and others.

This vibrant prewar homosexual culture was a

target of both Nazi and Stalinist persecution. One

of the first acts of the Nazis in power was to dis-

mantle Hirschfeld’s institute and burn his library,

an event that was to prove a prelude to a much

wider assault on homosexuality. Indeed, in 1933 a

period of persecution began for gay men and

women across Europe that was to continue into

the Cold War and end only in the late 1960s. The

Nazi assault on homosexuality began with ‘‘degen-

erates’’ in their own ranks when, during the Night

of the Long Knives on 30 June 1934, Hitler’s

former trusted lieutenant Ernst Rohm (1887–

1934), the leader of the paramilitary Sturmabteilung

(SA) and an unapologetic homosexual, was killed.

The following year male homosexuality was crim-

inalized and a separate branch of the government

established to deal with the ‘‘epidemic.’’ Between

1937 and 1939, some ninety-five thousand men

were arrested under this law. As many as sixty

thousand men were interned in concentration

camps between the mid-1930s and 1945, large

numbers of whom were used as slave labor.

Others became the subject of medical experiments
that involved castration and hormone treatment.

In the Soviet Union, 1933 also saw the recrim-
inalization of male homosexuality as part of the purges
of Joseph Stalin (1879–1953). Consenting sex
between men was to be punished with five years hard
labor, and thousands of men were sent to the Gulag.
Soviet rhetoric echoed that of the Nazis in alleging that
political opponents were tainted with homosexual
‘‘degeneracy.’’ ‘‘Destroy the homosexuals,’’ the
Soviet author and propagandist Maxim Gorky,
(1868–1936)declared, ‘‘[and]Fascismwilldisappear.’’

Many of the laws against homosexuality insti-
tuted by communist and fascist regimes in the
1930s survived the end of World War II. In West
Germany and France, for instance, the respective
Nazi and Vichy laws were incorporated into the
criminal code of both new republics. East Germany
also retained similar prewar laws, although these
were amended in 1950. Suspicion of homosexuals
as potential traitors, security risks, or threats to the
family and the state was a feature of the Cold War
on both sides, and across Western Europe and
Scandinavia criminal codes were enforced with a
new vigor in the 1950s. Signs of a thaw were
visible, however. Alongside revisions to laws in
East Germany, in Britain a commission was appointed
to review the law against homosexuality and reported
in 1957 that it should be repealed. In Eastern Europe,
the post-Stalin relaxation of authority contributed
to the repeal of anti-gay laws in Czechoslovakia and
Hungary (1961) and Poland (1969).

In Western Europe, gay rights movements
began tentatively to reassert themselves after 1945
and by the late 1960s had achieved some success as
part of a wider movement for civil rights. These
movements, which found strongest expression in
Britain, Germany, the Netherlands, and Scandinavia,
propounded a radical, often leftist agenda that
sought to overturn the association of homosexual-
ity with discretion and secrecy. Gay-rights advo-
cates argued that homosexuals should set aside
discretion and confront injustice wherever they
found it. Homosexuality should mean publicity,
‘‘coming out,’’ and affirming that ‘‘gay is good,’’
as well as activism, marches, confrontation, and
political organization devoted to securing equal
rights with heterosexuals. Separate lesbian move-
ments also emerged in the early 1970s as part
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of a feminist reaction against male-dominated

leftist activism. Laws against sex between men

were repealed in England (1967), East Germany

(1968), West Germany (1969), the Netherlands

(1971), Austria (1971), Norway (1972), Finland

(1971), Spain (1976), and later France (1982) and

Ireland (1993). By the 1980s, a backlash of sorts had

set in, notably in Britain where homophobic legisla-

tion was passed that sought to prevent schools

from teaching pupils about homosexuality, and

where unequal age-of-consent boundaries were

increasingly policed. In addition the emergence of

AIDS in the early 1980s also marked gay life and

politics. In Western Europe, groups such as ACT

UP used tactics derived from an American model of

confrontational ‘‘queer’’ activism to demand equal

treatment and openness for those with the disease.

In spite of these setbacks, earlier legal gains were

followed in Scandinavia and the Netherlands by the

equalization of ages of consent and antidiscrimina-

tion laws, the latter introduced in Denmark (1994),

the Netherlands (1994), and Sweden (1999).

Registered partnership was introduced in 1989 in
Denmark and in Sweden in 1994. In contrast,

many former communist countries had to wait

until the 1990s even for the establishment of

small-scale gay advocacy groups.

IDENTITY

Throughout this period, gay identity has been
understood in many different ways. In general,
though, it has been influenced by three main
strands of thought and life. Those influenced by
interwar sexologists such as Hirschfeld preferred a
medical-scientific model of the self, in which true
homosexuality, as opposed to situational ‘‘perver-
sion,’’ was congenital, inborn, and ineradicable. In
contrast, Central European writers of both sexes
tended to see homosexuality as deriving naturally
from homosocial association. However, many of
the young men who participated in casual public
sex in Moscow, London, Paris, or elsewhere would
have rejected both models and instead seen this
activity as a part of the life cycle. They did not

Pierre Garnier, right, manager of marketing and communications for Pink, the first gay television channel,

discusses the station identification with members of the French band AIR. ªTANGUY LOYSANCE/CORBIS
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necessarily define themselves as inherently homo-
sexual or congenitally different from other men.
Instead, sexual acts between men were seen in
terms of gender roles and according to whether
such acts were active or passive. This model has
been strongest in the Mediterranean and in Balkan
countries influenced by Ottoman conquest, but it
also applied within working class communities in the
West until the 1950s. In general a passive partner
would be seen in the effeminate role. His ostensibly
active partner, often younger and poorer and osten-
sibly more masculine, would be his ‘‘trick’’ or
‘‘trade.’’ This interpretation endured in Britain at
least until the 1950s, where working class youth
willing to be picked up in this way were described
as ‘‘haveable.’’

A similar divergence between congenital and
gender-based models of identity also influenced
the terms in which lesbianism was understood.
The fact that lesbianism was never illegal in most
of Europe gave it a double character. On the one
hand it was less visible culturally, but was as a result
less liable to attack. Sexology also proved less useful
for women as the basis of activism, since its view of
lesbians tended to stress a supposed tendency toward
mannishness and psychopathology. However, gen-
der-based roles such as butch-fem (partnerships of
masculine and feminine women) continued to be
vibrant and were the principal models of identity
used in the separate lesbian bar cultures that devel-
oped in Western Europe after 1945.

The overall picture of homosexuality remains
divided between northern and southern Europe. In
the former, where specific laws against male homo-
sexuality existed, most major cities have developed
gay cultures and gay rights are well advanced.
In the latter countries, with different legal tradi-
tions, the model of Western identity and activism is
still the best hope for local activists wishing to
battle discrimination, although it is nevertheless
seen as an Anglo-American import somewhat alien
to local traditions. While in northwestern Europe
acceptance of homosexuality has depoliticized gay
life and encouraged its turn toward consumerism
and domesticity, in many countries the fact that
homosexuality has barely made it onto the public
agenda means that it can pass without notice,
thereby at least guaranteeing a degree of impunity.

See also AIDS; Body Culture; Minority Rights; Sexuality.
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HONECKER, ERICH (1912–1994), East
German politician.

Erich Honecker presided over both the flower-
ing and the demise of the German Democratic
Republic (GDR). His career was emblematic of
the Communists who ruled the various states of
the Soviet bloc after World War II.

Honecker was born into a politically active,
working-class family in the Saar region of western
Germany. His formative years transpired amid the
turbulence of the Weimar Republic (1918–1933),
which was marked by almost constant political and
class conflict and large-scale unemployment.
Honecker became active in the communist youth
movement and in 1930 formally joined the
Communist Party of Germany (KPD). The KPD
gave young men like Honecker an identity and a
purpose in life: to transform the difficult conditions
around them through revolutionary activism. The
party absorbed almost all their waking hours with
an endless stream of meetings, rallies, demonstra-
tions, leaflet distributions, and street fights. The
promise of a prosperous and flourishing socialist
future animated them, but they also came to sup-
port an authoritarian and violent form of politics.
The Soviet Union was their ideal model.
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In 1933 the Nazis came to power. Honecker

was involved in resistance activity, and in 1935 the

Gestapo caught him. He spent the rest of the Third

Reich in Nazi prisons until he was freed by Soviet

troops in April 1945. The KPD leaders who

returned from exile in the Soviet Union in the

company of the Red Army quickly tapped

Honecker as a valuable party worker. He became

the KPD leader Walter Ulbricht’s protégé and

quickly acquired a reputation as a dedicated, deter-

mined, and authoritarian activist. Already in 1945

he was assigned to lead the communist youth

movement, and in 1946, when the Soviet occupa-

tion forces and their German communist allies

compelled the merger of the Social Democratic

Party and the KPD in the Soviet zone, Honecker

was elected to the executive of the new Socialist

Unity Party (SED). After the German Democratic

Republic was founded in 1949, Honecker retained

the leadership of the youth movement and was

given a series of other special assignments. He

supervised the construction of the Berlin Wall in

1961 and in subsequent years led the campaign

against dissident artists and writers.

In the 1960s Ulbricht began to stake out a

more independent course from the Soviet Union.

The Soviets threw their support behind Honecker,

and in 1971 he became the first secretary of the

Central Committee of the SED and in 1976 also

the chairman of the State Council of the GDR,

combining in his person the union of party and

state typical of Soviet-style systems. Honecker

sought to improve living standards and ease rela-

tions with the West. So long as the Soviets and the

Western powers pursued détente, there was room

for East and West Germany to follow similar poli-

cies. A series of agreements in the early 1970s eased

Western access to the GDR and promoted trade

and somewhat normal relations between the two

states. The GDR won formal recognition from

many countries, including the United States, and

became a member of the United Nations.

Domestically, Honecker announced the ‘‘unity of

economic and social policies,’’ a program that did

greatly improve living standards and social services.

The GDR had the highest formal labor participa-

tion rates of women anywhere in the world, and in

the 1970s launched an extensive program of pre-

and postnatal care, day care, and paid maternity
leave for women.

In the early 1980s the GDR seemed like a
successful communist society. But much of the
material improvement was fueled by borrowing
from Western banks. By the middle of the decade,
the economy was faltering. Moreover, the state
kept a rigid lock on politics. The realms of free
expression were severely limited, East Germans
were not free to travel, and the Ministry for State
Security kept up an extensive net of informal opera-
tives who spied on their fellow citizens.

In the 1980s Mikhail Gorbachev instituted
major reforms in the Soviet Union. The reverbera-
tions came quickly to the GDR. Citizen groups
formed and demanded democratization. In 1989,
while thousands of East Germans gathered in
demonstrations and fled to West German missions
and embassies, Honecker maintained the rigid and
repressive policies he had promoted for decades.
Even Gorbachev made clear his discontent with
the GDR leadership. Finally, a reform movement
developed also within the SED and deposed
Honecker in mid-October. But it was too little,
too late. The GDR was swamped by a popular
surge in favor of unification with West Germany
and by West German political interests that also
favored unification. After the absorption of East
Germany in 1990, Honecker was criminally charged
with complicity for murder in the shootings of East
Germans who had attempted to flee to the West,
but the charges were dropped because of his poor
health. He went into exile to Chile, where he died in
1994. To the very end, he was a Communist formed
by his experiences in Weimar and Nazi Germany, a
world ever more removed from the concerns of
GDR citizens of the late twentieth century.

See also Cold War; Communism; Germany; Soviet
Union.
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HOOLIGANISM. Hooliganism at sporting
events, especially at soccer matches, actually has a
long history. As the world’s first team sports began
to professionalize in Britain from the late nine-
teenth century onward, young male ‘‘roughs’’ at
soccer matches were regularly cited for their drunk-
en misbehavior, gambling, and occasional violence.
Local ‘‘derby’’ matches often provoked the worst
incidents between fans, but home roughs also
attacked and stoned match officials and visiting
players, sometimes, literally, chasing them out of
town. The British popular press, however, seemed
measured in its reporting of sporting hooligan
incidents, at least compared to the press coverage
soccer violence began to attract from the 1980s
onward.

Between the wars, British soccer generally
became more ‘‘respectable’’ and crowd problems
diminished, but they did not disappear. In
Glasgow, Scotland, for example, sectarian over-
tones continued, routinely, to flavor violent sports
clashes between soccer fans who followed (‘‘Irish,’’
Catholic) Celtic and (Scottish, Protestant)
Rangers. But in the era of public welfarism and
national renewal immediately after the Second
World War, English soccer hooliganism declined.
Indeed, in the early 1960s the nations of South
America and southern Europe were more generally
regarded as sources for hooligan soccer fan behav-
ior. Barriers and stadium fences were a feature of
soccer cultures in Italy and Argentina, for example,
long before they became commonplace in Britain.

The modern variant of what became a new
international strain of soccer hooliganism in
Europe probably began in England from the mid-
1950s, as national youth styles began to emerge:
initially with the ‘‘Teddy boys’’ (1950s); then
‘‘mods and rockers’’ (early 1960s); and finally the
so-called soccer skinheads (late 1960s). These

developments were accentuated by a series of
media moral panics about the behavior of young
people, panics sparked by rising juvenile crime
rates, uncertainty about the future, and growing
racial tensions in British cities. In this climate,
English soccer became increasingly identified as a
stage for working-class masculine status contests,
territorial fights, clashes with the police, and other
kinds of disorder. Soccer hooliganism also began to
take on the more cohesive and organized aspect
more typically associated with the phenomenon
today. Working-class skinhead fans in England,
for example, seemed to see soccer grounds as an
appropriate venue for a collective and excessively
violent reassertion of the sort of place and commu-
nity values they felt were now under threat from
wider social and economic changes.

From the early 1970s the English also began to
export hooliganism to parts of continental Europe.
As English fans traveled abroad, often expressing
violent nationalisms and forms of patriotism, for
both club and country, so foreign hooligan gangs
began to respond in kind. Many continental coun-
tries track the emergence of their own modern
hooliganism problem to the violent English incur-
sions from this period. By the late 1970s the soccer
‘‘casual’’ had also emerged in England and then
Europe: a style-conscious and violent hooligan,
drawn from a range of backgrounds, and for whom
conspicuous consumption and street smartness
were key identity struts.

By the 1980s racist political organizations of

the Far Right in Britain had ditched their electoral

ambitions and attempted instead to mobilize

young men at soccer and music events. Racist poli-

tical connections at soccer of this kind were—and

are—also apparent at selected clubs in countries such

as Spain, France, Italy, and Sweden. Sub-national-

isms and entrenched ethnic rivalries also routinely

flavor violent soccer conflicts around the globe in

areas as far apart as the Balkans and Australasia.

In 1985 thirty-nine, mainly Italian, soccer fans

died, live on European television, at the Heysel

stadium in Brussels, Belgium, following English

hooliganism by Liverpool fans. A crowd panic and

the subsequent collapse of a stadium wall before

the European Cup final resulted in this loss of life.

In 1989 ninety-six Liverpool fans were crushed to
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death after police crowd mismanagement at the

Hillsborough stadium in England. Arguably, these

two events proved something of a watershed in the

history of hooliganism and its management in

Europe.

Standing areas (the ‘‘terraces’’) were now out-

lawed at most major English soccer stadia and for

major European soccer matches. In England, stadia

were modernized and stadium space was now heav-

ily surveilled, using closed-circuit television cameras.

As ticket prices climbed and safety was highlighted

in stadia, so the game in England itself was also

marketed to a new, more bourgeois, fan base: to

more female fans and more older, middle-class sup-

porters. The most difficult days of soccer hooligan-

ism, some twenty years before, were, perhaps, in

abeyance. But in the age of the Internet and mobile

phones, local and global hooligan gangs are also

better able in the twenty-first century to set up their

‘‘honor contests’’ with young men who, like them-

selves, prefer direct combat to the symbolic contest

played out on their behalf on the field of play.

See also Football (Soccer).
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HORTHY, MIKLÓS (1868–1957), Hungar-
ian statesman.

Regent of Hungary during the turbulent period
from 1920 until his arrest by the Nazis in 1944,
Miklós Horthy de Nagybánya was born into a
noble Protestant family in 1868. As a young man
he served in the Austro-Hungarian navy, quickly
ascending the ranks to become one of the navy’s
most valued officers. For most of World War I he

served as captain of the Novara and the Prinz
Eugen, and he was named vice admiral and made

commander of the fleet in 1918.

When the postwar treaties left Hungary with-

out access to the sea, Horthy retired to his family’s

estate in Kenderes, but in May 1919 he was drawn

into the counterrevolutionary cabinet of Count

Gyula Károlyi (1875–1955). The new government

set out to replace the Republic of Soviets that had

seized power a few months earlier, and as the only
available high-ranking officer who had not taken an

office during the revolution, Horthy was made

Minister of War. As commander-in-chief of the

minuscule National Army in Szeged, he—along

with some of his fellow National Army officers—

came to embody the so-called Szeged Idea, which

was counterrevolutionary, right-leaning, and mili-
tant but also emphasized continuity and enjoyed

the support of, among others, conservative aristo-

crats, the churches, and a part of the peasantry.

Despite their old-style conservative strain, the

counterrevolutionary officers of the Szeged group

were known for their arbitrary ruthlessness, parti-

cularly against Jews suspected of having collabo-

rated with or participated in the revolution, or

merely for the fact that they were Jews. The so-
called White Terror initiated by the National Army

was often shockingly violent, by the end claiming

between one thousand and five thousand lives and

resulting in tens of thousands of arrests.

After the Republic of Soviets had been crushed

by the Romanian Army, Horthy had himself

elected Regent of Hungary, weathering two

attempts to restore the Habsburg King Charles

(1887–1922) to the Hungarian throne. For much
of the interwar period he remained under the influ-

ence of Count István Bethlen (1874–c. 1947),

the conservative Prime Minister of Hungary from

1921 to 1931, who made every effort to steer him

away from the Szeged right-wingers. But like all

Hungarian statesmen of the time, Horthy was

intent on reannexing at least some of the territory

Hungary had lost to its neighbors as a result of the
postwar treaties. This preoccupation brought him

ever closer to the rising influence of Adolf Hitler

(1889–1945), who was developing plans to redraw

the map of Europe by harnessing the power of

disgruntled, revisionist states such as Hungary.
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In the wake of the 1938 Munich agreement,

Hitler shared the territorial spoils of Czechoslovakia,

returning parts of southern Slovakia to Hungary.

Horthy later paraded into the reannexed territory

on a white horse and was received with over-

whelming enthusiasm. The scene was repeated in

Subcarpathian Rus, Northern Transylvania, and

parts of northern Yugoslavia when they were

reannexed from Czechoslovakia, Romania, and

Yugoslavia respectively over the course of the fol-

lowing two and a half years. Nevertheless, it soon

became clear that by taking gifts from Hitler,

Horthy had tied Hungary’s fate to that of the

Axis. In June 1941 Hungary entered the war

against the Soviet Union, in part to compensate

for the multiple territorial gains it had received

with Axis help.

An anti-Semite in principle and practice, Horthy

nevertheless had a soft spot for the more assimilated,

urban, upper-middle-class Jews of Budapest. Miklós

Kállay (1887–1967), the Hungarian prime minister

from 1942, who enjoyed Horthy’s trust and sup-

port, stubbornly resisted German pressure to deport

the Jews of Hungary. But when, in 1944, Hitler

demanded Kállay’s removal and Horthy was forced

to appoint a pro-Nazi government, he agreed to

the deportation of most of Hungary’s Jewish popu-

lation. As a result, Hungarian Jews were ghettoized

and deported to Auschwitz starting in the late

spring of 1944. When it came to deporting the

two hundred thousand Jews of Budapest, however,

Horthy refused consent.

On 15 October, Horthy announced Hungary’s

withdrawal from the war. The Germans promptly

arrested him and his family, installing the leader of

the Hungarian fascist Arrow Cross party, Ferenc

Szálasi (1897–1946), in his place. After the war,

in which an estimated near-million Hungarians

were killed and much of the country was left in

ruins, the Western Allies and Soviets agreed that

Horthy should not be tried as a war criminal. He

spent most of the rest of his life in exile in Portugal,

where he died in 1957. In 1993 his body was

reburied in Kenderes. The controversial reinterment

was aired on Hungarian national television and

attended by fifty thousand people.

See also Hungary; World War II.
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HOLLY CASE

n

HOUSING. The development of European

housing through the twentieth century was shaped

by two major influences. First was the legacy of

nineteenth-century industrialization, which brought

in its wake urbanization on a scale unknown in

history. Much of northern and central Europe

witnessed unprecedented population growth, a

huge scale of rural to urban migration, and major

changes in patterns of social life based above all on

the redivision of society into new social classes. The

second seminal influence was the traumatic events

of the two world wars (1914–1918 and 1939–

1945) that shattered the European economy,

destroyed millions of homes, and laid waste whole

towns and cities. Civilian housing became a target

for the war aims of both sides. Both of these issues,

the nineteenth-century legacy and the wars, in their

different ways created the problem that dominated

housing policy in the twentieth century: how to

provide enough dwellings at an affordable price

for the growing number of households.

A key theme in pan-European housing through-

out the era from 1914 to the early twenty-first

century was the extent to which state-led solutions

or the private market should spearhead the replace-

ment of the nineteenth-century slums and/or repair

the damage caused by the two world wars and build

up housing stocks. Generally speaking the balance

struck was different in different countries depending

on political traditions and institutional arrangements.
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THE NINETEENTH-CENTURY LEGACY

What happened to housing policy after 1914, like
so much else in society, was largely an inheritance
from the nineteenth century. Housing for the new
industrial working classes was almost always pro-
vided in the privately rented sector either by factory
owners who built and then rented at a profit hous-
ing for their workers or by rentier capitalists invest-
ing in housing as a business. Because wages were
low and there was an expectation of profit, the
rents that could be charged sustained only the most
basic standards. As a result overcrowding was a
common experience, with two or more families
sharing small rooms or basements. Sanitation was
primitive. Toilets, when they existed at all, were
shared among dozens of families. For millions of
working families water was bought from barrels
and human excrement disposed of in so-called soil
carts. For the better-off middle classes the coming
of new forms of transport in the middle of the
century offered the prospect of moving to the
‘‘suburbs,’’ where housing was often detached with
a garden, offering a much better environment, less
prone to the diseases that were endemic in the
inner cities.

Architectural forms varied from country to
country. In central Europe rapidly growing cities
such as Berlin and Budapest developed a tradition
of tenement building with small flats facing onto a
courtyard and with no outside windows. This was
the same in Scotland but not in English cities,
where terraces of so called back-to-back, two-story
housing (houses facing away from each other and
sharing a back wall) was the normal form. In
France working-class housing was mainly of the
tenement type in Paris but not in smaller towns
and cities such as Bordeaux or Amiens. This diver-
sity can be explained only by reference to local
housing-market conditions and cultural and social
histories; for example, a tradition of tenement
building is sometimes associated with cities and
towns that had medieval walls. The nineteenth-
century legacy was thus one of rapid urbanization,
the provision of large quantities of low-amenity
housing by private landlords, and considerable
diversity in built forms.

Because of the insanitary conditions of slum
housing and the continuing shortages of affordable
housing, the state became more involved in

housing issues in the decades before 1914. What
precisely happened varied according to political
institutions and traditions. In countries such as
Belgium, Germany, and Austria-Hungary, where
landlords were an organized part of the political
elite, demands by new working-class organizations
for the state to be directly involved were resisted.
Instead a variety of workers’ cooperatives, trade
unions, and specially created housing associations
built their own housing using cheap loans subsi-
dized by the government. By 1914 in Vienna, for
example, 20 percent of residential building had
been constructed using cheap government loans.
In Berlin cooperative housing flourished, with
nearly eleven thousand dwellings built by using
government loans by the outbreak of World War
I. In Britain private landlords were a disparate,
politically unrepresented class, mainly amateurs
owning only one or two properties. Here the new
Labour Party embraced the state and looked to
government to ameliorate the housing conditions
of the workers. Beginning in 1919 it was local
councils subsidized by central government that
spearheaded the housing program for low-income
families and went on to own and manage, at its
peak in the mid-1970s, nearly one-third of the
housing stock. In the mainstream of European
housing the British case was unusual.

WORLD WAR I AND THE INTERWAR PERIOD

World War I had a traumatic impact on Europe.
Old cultural certainties and social structures were
literally shattered. For the first time in history war
embraced the whole of society. In the combatant
nations, the state conducted the war effort mobiliz-
ing and commanding the population of all classes.
Revolutionary movements swept across Europe,
culminating in the triumph of the Bolsheviks in
1917, leading to the establishment of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics in 1922. Aware of the
danger to their own nations, European govern-
ments initiated a period of social reconstruction in
which nineteenth-century slums began to be
cleared away and new visions of a fairer and more
equal society emerged. Housing was at the center
of this. In Britain the postwar Liberal government
was elected on the slogan of building ‘‘homes fit
for heroes.’’ Drawing on Ebenezer Howard’s idea
of the ‘‘garden suburb’’ (combining the best of
town and country in low-density developments
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away from the city) and the ideas of the Arts and
Crafts estates of ‘‘council housing,’’ low-rise, cot-
tage-style terraces began to be built using generous
central government subsidies. This was the first
genuinely European housing form built on any
scale in response to unregulated urbanization.

In the 1930s modernist architects and town
planners began to believe it was possible to literally
construct a new society. These radical ideas ema-
nated mostly from Germany. From 1928 onward
the Congrès International d’Architecture Moderne
(CIAM) brought together leading modernist archi-
tects and had a massive impact on how housing was
thought about and how it could shape society,
particularly in its advocacy of high-rise building.
At the second congress Victor Bourgeois proposed
that housing should be a tool for living encompass-
ing the revolutionary idea that every flat should
have running water, indoor toilet, bathroom, fully
equipped kitchen, and refuse disposal chute. At the

third congress in 1930 the Swiss architect Le
Corbusier introduced his famous Ville Radieuse
(Radiant City), at the center of which were blocks
of high-rise flats, where most people would live. In
the USSR a deformed variant of high-rise living
was already being realized in the 1930s with the
appearance of large-scale mass housing in many
towns and cities. The ‘‘Stalin model’’ of housing
involved the mass production of small, low-amenity
flats (often unheated) in huge housing estates
for very low rent, putting into practice Stalin’s
utopian dream of building a socialist society. In
reality this dream became a nightmare of repression
and appalling housing conditions. When the USSR
collapsed in 1991 nearly half the population lived
in flats with only two rooms.

THE SUBURBAN WAY OF LIFE

Less dramatic in its impact in the interwar period
but significant nevertheless was the continued

A low-income apartment building in Naples, Italy. ªKIDDER SMITH/CORBIS
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expansion elsewhere in Europe of middle-class sub-

urbia. This phenomenon is best illustrated in the

case of Britain, where millions of owner-occupied

semidetached houses were built by thousands of

small speculative building companies on estates on

greenfield sites. These properties were heavily mar-

keted to the new classes of white-collar workers and

came with a distinctive lifestyle built around the

nuclear family and a domestic culture that echoed

Victorian values. Men went out to work while

‘‘housewives’’ stayed to create an ‘‘ideal home.’’

The growing availability of electricity ended depen-

dence on gas and open fires for lighting, heating,

and cooking and enabled the mass production of

household products such as electric cleaners made

by Hoover. The Bendix ‘‘automated laundry’’

saved many hours of toil for women. Servants,

who were common throughout the social spectrum

before 1914, became too expensive and were

replaced by these labor-saving devices. One of the

major consequences of all this was that middle-class

and upper-working-class standards of living began

to converge, although the difference between

working-class council estates (state housing) and

middle-class estates (owner occupied) was still

demarcated by housing design and location.

Suburbanization was a common feature of inter-

war Europe and was based on the development of

more stable salaried incomes. Easier transport (elec-

tric trams, the early metro systems, cars) and the

availability of mortgage finance began to spread

the idea of home ownership across Europe. Many

rural communities were traditionally owner occu-

pied—in low-amenity, often self-built dwellings—

and the more peripheral and predominantly rural

nations of Europe (Ireland, Spain, Greece, and

southern Italy, including Sicily) have always had a

strong tradition of owner occupation that has

persisted up to the present.

Britain is an unusual case. In 1914 almost

the entire nation was housed by private landlords,

but by the outbreak of World War II, Britain was

already becoming a modern home-owning society

(more than 30 percent of households by then) with

the unusual addition, as has been shown, of a large

and expanding state housing program owned and

managed almost exclusively by local councils. The

private rental sector declined sharply, not least by

sales to sitting tenants as landlords quit the market
for better investments.

This was not the case in the central Continental
nations where private landlords were a much more
politically powerful class than they were in Britain.
Although wartime rent controls persisted in France
and Germany after World War I, as they did in
Britain (it was not politically feasible to allow sud-
den and sharp rent increases after the war), rental
subsidies were still considered necessary for post-
war economic recovery, and state involvement in
housing was everywhere increasing. In Germany
the collapse of the economy and hyperinflation
under the Weimar Republic caused rents for newly
built housing to soar. Without state intervention
nothing would have been built under these circum-
stances. State subsidies to housing companies were
paid for by a special tax on owners of housing
whose mortgages had been wiped out due to infla-
tion. As a result, house building slowed from pre-
war levels and the state assumed a very large role in
funding the housing program, almost all of it for
rent. In other countries, such as the Netherlands
and Denmark, where the working-class movement
was less organized and the political crisis was less
severe, there was more pressure for a return to
privately financed renting. New housing for bet-
ter-off workers’ families continued to be built until
the early 1930s, when the global economic collapse
swept through Europe.

There are thus very different stories to be told
nation by nation and between town and country-
side, though everywhere the state played a bigger
role than before 1914. For the new middle
classes—teachers, insurance salesmen, office work-
ers, accountants, civil servants—unaffected by the
economic catastrophes that devastated Germany
and then the whole Continent in the 1930s, hous-
ing conditions and the ‘‘ideal home’’ vision began
to take hold. Suburbanization brought with it a
new way of life, of residential repose and respect-
ability. But of course for the less well-off millions of
working-class families, life continued to be a struggle
for daily survival in small, aging, badly maintained
flats and houses mostly without gas, electricity, hot
water, indoor toilets, or bathrooms. The outbreak
of war in Europe in 1939 heightened these prob-
lems and made the prospect of improvement even
more distant.
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WORLD WAR II AND THE POSTWAR PERIOD

The housing consequences of World War II were
devastating. The war set back the advances that had
been made before 1939 by a quarter-century. This
was the result of the massive level of destruction
suffered by the European mainland, with whole
towns and cities reduced to rubble by tank battles
and aerial bombardment. Equally as significant was
large-scale population mobility due to refugees, the
breakup of families, and new household formation.
Moreover, there was no new building for the dura-
tion of the conflict. In Britain, for example, it is
estimated on the basis of prewar rates of construc-
tion that some 1.75 million properties were lost.
Added to the war damage, as a result of the Blitz
and ‘‘doodlebug’’ attacks the losses to a stock of
eleven million dwellings were very serious. New
household formation (some two million during the
war) worsened the deficit of dwellings to house-
holds, the problem that dominated housing policy
for the next three decades. Similar and worse stories
can be told for every European country directly
involved in the war. As Europe approached mid-
century the demand for housing had never been
more urgent or the scale of the problem greater.

As was the case after World War I, the state
played a major role in the reconstruction period.
People expected benefits for the sacrifices of war,
and housing was a key social policy objective all
over war-torn Europe. Governments had led the
war effort, and people expected their governments
to lead the peace. Hence, for example, Britain’s war
leader, Winston Churchill, was swept from power
by a landslide victory of the Labour Party in the
postwar general election, committed to a state-led
emergency house-building program (almost all of
which was council housing) and the implementa-
tion of a welfare state.

The Communist bloc Crucially, of course, the
political settlement after World War II caused the
division of Europe for nearly half a century, from
1946 to 1990, into the Western capitalist nations
and an Eastern bloc of socialist states dominated
by the USSR. In the Communist bloc, state-led
solutions to housing shortages predominated,
although private self-help (and self-building) was
not uncommon. To begin with, housing was a
second priority after rapid industrialization. Until
the housing program began, many people

commuted long-distance from the countryside to
the new factories. The Stalin model of state-built
high-rise blocks eventually became a common fea-
ture of all these countries, although the timing,
quality of the building, and degree of state control
varied from country to country. For example, after
the 1956 revolution against communism in
Hungary the housing program was accelerated
and incorporated a substantial number of state-
built but privately owned flats. In Bulgaria high-
rise building did not begin on a large scale until the
1980s, and here low-amenity state-built flats were
sold rather than let.

In Eastern bloc nations new flats were often
allocated to people favorably positioned in the
Communist Party or as an inducement to key
workers—teachers, engineers, and medics—to
relocate to where they were needed. It was only
toward the end of the communist era in the 1980s
that waiting lists more generally catered to ordinary
working families. The built environment was
altered through the development of high-rise hous-
ing mainly in larger towns and cities, but low-rise
properties continued to be built—mostly by self-
building—although the extent of this varied con-
siderably from country to country. In Hungary,
where there was financial support for some forms
of private self-build construction, 80 percent of
new house building was of this type, whereas in
Romania, under the bizarrely deformed Stalinist
regime of President Nicolae Ceausescu, such activ-
ity was outlawed.

Western Europe In Western Europe new tech-
nologies involving the same prefabricated building
techniques familiar in the USSR and emanating
from the modernist prewar architectural move-
ments quickly led to the large-scale industrialized
building of high-rise blocks of flats. This was partly
a response to slum clearance but mainly to the idea
that bombed-out sites from the war could contain
much higher densities of people if the housing was
built vertically. Although built and managed by
governments or social housing agencies with state
subsidies, this new housing, unlike that of the
Communist bloc states, was almost exclusively used
to house low-income households, and despite
attempts to engineer a social mix of population
these huge estates often became sources of social
tension. For two decades beginning at the end of
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the 1950s high-rise housing transformed the sky-
lines of many northern and central European towns
and cities. Almost all of this form of state-led con-
struction was social housing, owned and managed
by a variety of nonprofit companies, housing asso-
ciations, and co-ops and overseen by local and
federal governments. Only in the United
Kingdom did local authorities exclusively manage
social housing. Once the social defects of this form
of housing became apparent its popularity and use
declined sharply in the mid-1970s.

After the worst problems of postwar shortages
and reconstruction were dealt with, private sector
housing, especially home ownership, also made a
major contribution to the housing recovery that
dominated the two or three decades after 1945.
This was clearly the case in some of the more
peripheral, more agricultural countries such as
Ireland, Spain, and Greece, where, despite rapid
industrialization and postwar modernization, hous-
ing never encompassed strong state involvement
apart from indirect support through their tax sys-
tems. Finland also had a long tradition of home
ownership, and the share of owner-occupiers grew
from 57 percent in the early 1960s to nearly 70
percent by 2004. Most other countries also saw
some growth in home ownership in the later de-
cades of the century, but the scale varied from
country to country. Home ownership in Italy grew
from 45 percent after the war to nearly 70 percent
by 2004, whereas Germany only moved from
25 percent to 38 percent over the same period.
The most unusual case here is Britain, which, as
explained above, after 1914 began a long process
of transition away from being a privately rented
nation (90 percent of households), as the state
sector of council housing was expanded and home
ownership became more popular and widespread.
These interwar trends simply carried on after the
immediate postwar crisis abated, and by the early
1990s home ownership had grown to 70 percent of
households, although council housing had declined
significantly as a result of government policy.

It should also be noted that since the collapse
of the Eastern European socialist states in 1989–
1990 there has been a large-scale sale of state flats,
usually to sitting tenants, because the economies of
these countries were so damaged that they could
not sustain even the most basic services and

maintenance. In 2005 home ownership was in
excess of 90 percent in almost all these nations
and there was hardly any social housing provision.
The creation of super-owner-occupied nations is
one of the more perverse consequences of the col-
lapse of state socialism.

In most of the major economies of Europe,
however, the state continues to play a significant
role in housing. This mainly operates through the
mechanism of local authorities supervising rent
levels so that the various public housing agencies
and the private rented sector are treated as a
common rental market in which the companies
compete with each other on the basis of type of
accommodation, location, and facilities.

It is possible, then, to identify two broad mod-
els of European housing in the early twenty-first
century. In the social market economies of central
Europe and Scandinavia, public and private renting
are basically treated as a unified market, and while
home ownership is available, it is not the dominant
force. In the home-owning societies (Britain,
Finland, Ireland, Spain, Greece, and the postcom-
munist nations) there is a clear separation between
the three main housing tenures of home owner-
ship, private renting, and social housing, and the
public and private rental sectors are not connected.
Thus, while the deficit between dwellings and
households caused by two wars was a Europe-wide
phenomenon, the ways in which that deficit has
been addressed since 1945 have varied consider-
ably, and in the early twenty-first century there is
no one ‘‘European’’ housing system.

See also Architecture; Reconstruction; Welfare State;
Working Class.
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HOXHA, ENVER (1908–1985), Albanian
statesman.

Enver Hoxha, the undisputed leader of Albania
until his death, headed the Party of Labor from its
foundation as the Albanian Communist Party in
1941 until his death, and served as prime minister
(1944–1954) and minister of foreign affairs (1946–
1953). He can be described as an ardent nationalist
and communist, whose legacy, autocratic and iso-
lationist in the political sphere, effectuated the
transformation of Albanian society from an agricul-
tural backwater to a self-sufficient socialist indus-
trial economy.

Born into the family of a Muslim Tosk, Hoxha
was under the influence of his uncle, who partici-
pated in the national struggle for Albanian inde-
pendence and later opposed the regime of King
Zog (r. 1928–1939). He went to a French high
school in Korçë and in 1930 won a state scholar-
ship to study natural sciences in Montpellier,
France. He moved to Paris to study philosophy
but was mostly involved in reading Marxism and
collaborating with the French communist newspa-
per Humanité. Between 1934 and 1936 he was
secretary at the Albanian consulate in Brussels
and studied law. Dismissed from his job for com-
munist sympathies, Hoxha returned to Korçë,
where his was employed as a teacher in the
French lycée.

When Albania was occupied by Italy in 1939
and Hoxha refused to join the Fascist Party, he lost
his job and relocated to Tiranë. He opened a small

tobacco shop, which served as a cover for commu-
nist activities. With the help of Yugoslav commu-
nists, Hoxha founded the Albanian Communist
Party (later Party of Labor) in 1941 and was the
most influential of the seven-member Central
Committee. In 1942 he became the political com-
missar of the communist-dominated Army of
National Liberation, as well as First Secretary of
the ACP in 1943.

With the resistance movement taking power in
November 1944, Hoxha headed the provisional
government and, after the elections of December
1945, became prime minister of the People’s
Republic of Albania. In the Paris Peace conference
(August 1945) he dismissed Greece’s territorial
claims, and in the following years (1947–1948)
opposed Josip Broz Tito’s (1892–1980) intentions
to annex Albania as a Yugoslav republic, claiming
that Tito had promised Kosovo to Albania. He
aligned himself with Joseph Stalin (1879–1953)
and supported Moscow in the ideological breach
with Yugoslavia (1948).

The 1950s saw the implementation of radical

changes along Stalinist lines in all spheres of life:

forceful nationalization of land and the creation of

cooperatives; industrialization; and the develop-

ment of education and culture. Aiming at complete

economic autarky, by the end of Hoxha’s rule,

Albania had become virtually self-sufficient in food

production; its industry, from practically nonexis-

tent beginnings, made up half of the gross national

product. Illiteracy was liquidated in a country that

had been 80–85 percent illiterate, and epidemics

were wiped out.

An admirer of Stalin, and himself notorious for

his human-rights abuses, Hoxha repudiated Nikita

Khrushchev’s (1894–1971) denunciation of the

cult of personality, as well as the USSR’s hegemo-

nic policies in the socialist bloc and its rapproche-

ment with the United States. By 1961 Hoxha

announced the ‘‘dual adversary theory’’ and

rejected imperialism and revisionism as equal

threats to Marxism-Leninism. In 1961 Albania

broke off relations with the USSR and following

the departure of Soviet advisors and aid Mao

Zedong’s China (1893–1976) stepped in, provid-

ing assistance and equipment for the Albanian

army. In a 1967 attempt to promote national
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unity, Hoxha banned religion, destroyed mosques

and churches, and proclaimed Albania the first

atheist state. In 1968 he condemned the Soviet

invasion of Czechoslovakia as an imperialistic move

and also quit the World Trade Organization. His

isolationism bordering on paranoia, he built six

hundred thousand concrete bunkers as protection

against foreign invasion.

The early 1970s saw temporary relaxations of

his isolationist policies and domestic controls.

Unhappy with the results, Hoxha cracked down

and starting in 1973, purges of the party leader-

ship, the officer corps, and the economic bureau-

cracy marked a reactionary backlash. The secret

police—Sigurimi—was notorious for its brutality.

Relations with China were soured over the latter’s

rapprochement with the United States, as well as its

insistence that Albania seek closer links to

Yugoslavia. After Mao’s death in 1976, China sus-

pended aid to Albania in 1978. Hoxha reverted to

his complete autarky and announced that Albania

was the only authentic socialist country left.

Having suffered a heart attack in 1973 and with

deteriorating health, Hoxha finally retired from

active political activities in 1981 but not before
carrying out a final bloody purge at the highest party

level, in which his longtime associate and prime

minister Mehmet Shehu (1913–1981) allegedly
committed suicide. Hoxha passed most state func-

tions to his protégé Ramiz Alia (b. 1925), who

succeeded Hoxha formally upon his death in 1985.

See also Albania.
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MARIA TODOROVA

n

HUMAN RIGHTS. Human rights have tri-
umphed in the world. They unite left and right, the
pulpit and the state, the politician and the rebel,
the north and the south. Human rights are the fate
of our societies, the ideology after ‘‘the end of
ideologies,’’ the only values left in a valueless world
after ‘‘the end of history.’’ And yet many doubts
about their effectiveness persist. Recent history has
witnessed genocide, mass murder, ethnic cleansing,
the Holocaust. Not one day passes without news-
paper reports about the latest atrocity somewhere
in the world. Triumph and disaster are never far
apart. How did we reach this state?

A SHORT HISTORY OF HUMAN RIGHTS

The initial impetus for the age of rights was the
adoption of the Charter of the United Nations in
1945, which made the protection of human rights
one of the main aims of the organization. Three
years later the UN General Assembly passed the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The
declaration was a nonbinding proclamation of
minimum standards of treatment of citizens by
their state authorities the world over. It paved the
way for the drafting of two binding treaties, the
International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights and that on Economic, Social, and
Cultural Rights, which after long and difficult
negotiations were adopted in 1966. The declara-
tion and the two covenants are now considered as
an International Bill of Rights and have created a
model for regional and specialist standard setting.

The first reference to ‘‘human rights’’ is rela-
tively recent. It appears in legal writings of the
1920s in relation to the position of minorities in
the postimperial European states. But the intellec-
tual pedigree of the concept of human rights is
much older. It is associated with the idea of nature
and natural law, which started in classical Greece
and has occupied a prominent role in Western
ethics, politics, and law ever since. In its original
version, natural law is part of an archaic cosmology
in which the universe (the cosmos) and every thing
(and person) in it has its own unique nature that
provides it with its purpose or aim in life. The
nature and purpose of the acorn is to become
a mature oak tree providing the best shade, that
of a baby boy to grow and become a just man, that
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of a cobbler to produce the best possible sandals.
A person is virtuous if he strives toward perfection
according to his nature, and perfection can only be
achieved politically, that is, in the city (polis in
Greek) in collaboration with other citizens. A just
city provides the conditions for people to develop
fully according to their natures, and a city is just if
people strive to act according to their natures. The
order of the universe is a moral order, with every
animate being and inanimate thing having a part to
play in its own perfection and completion. Indeed
the discovery of the idea of ‘‘nature’’ by early Greek
philosophers was an attempt to use reason against
received opinion, ancestral authority, and custom.
Socrates and Plato, the Sophists, and the Stoics
explored what is ‘‘right according to reason’’ in
order to combat established powers and the com-
mon sense of their times.

It was this natural order of things that obliged
Antigone, the loving sister of Polynices, to defy the
order of her uncle, King Creon, and bury her
brother. Polynices was killed while attacking his
native Thebes and was left to be devoured by
vultures, against religious law and family duty. As
a punishment for her disobedience, Antigone her-
self was buried alive. But the divine order took
revenge on the rationalist king. He was cursed for
his arrogance and his family destroyed. In this early
confrontation between state law and the order of
things, between male reason and calculation and
female emotion and devotion to sacred and familial
duties, the first and still-greatest symbol of resis-
tance against unjust law was born.

It is a short step from this natural cosmology to
argue that generally shared moral principles exist.
They depend on the nature of the cosmos and the
interlocking purposes of beings and can be discov-
ered by reason. In a legal dispute, the experienced
judge, who knew through a long and prudent life
the natural order of things, would redress the dis-
turbed relationship and make it again harmonious.
His judgment would be what was right according
to the nature of things but also what the law
requested. Indeed, for both the Greeks and
Romans, the word for ‘‘right’’ or ‘‘lawful’’ (dikaion
in Greek, jus in Latin) was also the word for ‘‘the
just state of affairs.’’

The next step was taken by the School of Stoics
around the third and second centuries B.C.E. The

Stoics argued that all people share the ability to
reason and that moral judgments have a rational
foundation. Nature changed from a way of arguing
to a source of rules and norms. The new natural law
was universal and even divine and became the
sole criterion of valid law. This God-given, eternal,
and absolute natural law was the foundation of
laws and institutions and was disclosed by reason.
The Roman politician and philosopher Cicero
expressed this change when he wrote that

the true law is the law of reason, in accordance
with nature known to all, unchangeable and
imperishable; . . . nor will it be one law in Rome
and a different one in Athens, nor otherwise
tomorrow than it is today; but one and the same
law, eternal and unchangeable will bind all people
and all ages; and God, its designer, expounder and
enacter, will be the sole and universal ruler and
governor of all things.

Natural right used to be a matter of empirical
observation, rational contemplation, and dialectical
confrontation. Now it became a matter of intro-
spection and revelation. The notion of universal
humanity based on the rational essence of man
and equal rights for all was a dramatic departure
from the unequal and hierarchical Greek world.

But the main force moving the law toward a
theory of natural rights was its gradual
Christianization. Jewish cosmology believed that
the universe is the creation of an omnipotent
God, while Christianity placed the individual and
his soul at the center of the universe. As a result,
nature lost its normative character and became the
inanimate natural world. Saint Paul’s statement
that God has placed a natural law in our hearts
replaced classical natural law. And as the Judeo-
Christian God is a severe legislator, the Roman
idea of right, or jus, took the form of a set of
commandments, or rules, found in the scriptures
and ingrained in the conscience. By the Middle
Ages a largely existential cosmology had been
turned into a major weapon in the hands of the
church. A crucial link in the Christianization of law
must be sought in the theology of Augustine and
Thomas Aquinas. Aquinas distinguished four types
of law: the eternal, natural, divine, and human. The
law lost the cosmic flexibility of the classical tradi-
tion and became definite, certain, and simple, its
fundamental propositions formulated by God in
the Decalogue.
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The source of natural law moved from rational

morality to divine commandment—a higher law

that consists of a small number of abstract ideals

and values. These principles were declared superior

to state law, which should either follow them or

forfeit its claim to the loyalty of the citizens. At the

same time, the idea of equality entered the histor-

ical scene. It is exemplified in St. Paul’s statement

that in the eyes of Christ ‘‘there is no Greek or Jew,

no freeman or slave.’’ Initially this was a spiritual,

not political, equality, created by the soul we all

possess and our participation in Jesus’ plan of sal-

vation. These beliefs had revolutionary power. But

when the church achieved its aim of superiority

over secular authorities, it turned these beliefs

into a doctrine of justification of state power and

asked its members to respect and obey the secular

princes.

The revolutionary potential of nature was rea-

lized after its next great mutation from natural law

into natural rights. This sea change was prepared in

the writings of the liberal political philosophers of

the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Thomas

Hobbes, John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and

Thomas Paine argued in different ways that natural

law was no longer about abstract principles of state

organization and state-church relations but rather a

collection of individual rights that belong to the

citizens because they pertain to their nature. The

liberal philosophers argued that, before forming

society, people lived in a state of nature where they

enjoyed limitless freedom. However, the hazards

and inconveniences of life led these noble savages

to restrict their natural freedom by entering into a

contract to establish society and political organi-

zation. This social contract transferred a large part

of their natural freedoms to the government in

return for protection and security. But a number

of important rights, usually stated as those to life,

liberty, and property, were retained by the contrac-

tors. The method used by the liberal philosophers

was to observe people in their society, deduce their

basic needs and desires, and then postulate the

outcome of their observations as the basic charac-

teristics of human nature, which must be protected

by the institution of rights against state powers.

For Hobbes, writing during the English civil war,

human nature leads to conflict, and security, its

greatest need, must be provided by an all-powerful

state. For Locke, who lived in relative peace, man is
naturally good, and the state must not interfere
with his natural rights.

If state laws violate these natural rights they are
invalid and could justify revolution against the
unjust power. Rousseau was the favorite author of
the French revolutionaries rebelling against the
socially and economically static feudal ancien
régime. The first act of the successful revolution
was to pass a Declaration of the Rights of Man and
of the Citizen. Similarly, Paine’s Common Sense
(1776) greatly influenced the American revolution-
aries in their struggle against the colonial power.
The American Declaration of Independence and
the Bill of Rights were heavily influenced by natural

rights theory.

The revolutionary potential of these principles
did not escape the victorious revolutionaries. The
centralized Western states, which developed out of
the great bourgeois revolutions, soon abandoned
and condemned the theory of natural rights and
adopted the doctrine of legal positivism. For the
positivists, the only law worthy of the name is the
law posited by the state. A clear distinction sepa-
rates law from morals, and appeals to a higher law,
rights, or the dictates of conscience have no validity
in the eyes of authority. The nineteenth century
was the epoch of social engineering in the metro-
politan states and of empire building and colonial-
ism in the periphery. The law was seen as a tool in

the hands of governments, institution builders, and
reformers, and appeals to higher principles or indi-
vidual rights were seen as reactionary hurdles to
progress. As the utilitarian philosopher Jeremy
Bentham put it, talk of natural rights is ‘‘nonsense,
nonsense upon stilts, it is belief in witches and
unicorns, for there is no right which when its abo-
lition is advantageous to society, it should not be
abolished.’’

The creation of large-scale theory in sociology,

economics, and psychology and the rise of mass

political parties accelerated the decline in the appeal

of natural rights. The belief that political society

was created by means of a social contract was seen

as a myth while the claim that certain rights are

eternal, inalienable, and absolute was exploded by

Émile Durkheim and Max Weber, the founders of

sociology, and Karl Marx, the founder of socialism.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1365

H U M A N R I G H T S



By the first half of the twentieth century the theory

of natural rights had been discredited. It was treat-

ed in academic writings as an outdated conservative

tradition, part of the history of ideas.

The rehabilitation of natural rights under the
new guise of human rights dates from the
Nuremberg trials of Nazi war criminals after
World War II. At a time when international law
allowed states to treat their subjects as they liked,
the Allied judges were faced with a legally compel-
ling argument from the German defendants. From
a positivist perspective, the only law that counts is
the law of the state. The main defense argument
was that in following the orders and applying the
laws of the Nazi state, the defendants were acting
within the limits of legality and should not be
punished for carrying out their duty under the
law. To answer this objection, the court ruled,
however, that the systematized killing of Jews and
others by the Nazis had been against the customary
law of civilized nations and could not be overrid-
den by national laws. In doing so, the tribunal
rediscovered a main tenet of natural law. Certain
acts are so heinous that they are banned by
universal principles of humanity. These crimes
against humanity have now become part of inter-
national law.

INSTITUTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION

Since the creation of the United Nations in 1945, a
major international process for the protection and
promotion of human rights has been undertaken.
Hundreds of human rights conventions, treaties,
declarations, and agreements have been negotiated
and adopted by the United Nations, by regional
bodies like the Council of Europe and the
Organization of African Unity, and by states.
Human rights diversified from first-generation civil
and political or ‘‘negative’’ rights, associated with
liberalism, into second-generation economic,
social, and cultural or ‘‘positive’’ rights, associated
with the socialist tradition, and finally, into third-
generation group and national sovereignty rights,
associated with the decolonization process. The
first-generation or ‘‘blue’’ rights are symbolized
by individual freedom; the second or ‘‘red’’ rights
by claims to equality and guarantees of a decent
living standard; and the third or ‘‘green’’ rights by
peoples’ right to self-determination and, belatedly,

the protection of the environment. A second
approach led to the creation of treaties with a
more limited scope. Certain categories of persons
may need special protection. Such specialist con-
ventions have addressed the position of refugees
and stateless persons, migrant workers, children,
and women. Specific instruments were also drafted
to eliminate particular forms of human rights viola-
tions such as genocide, torture, and racial and gen-
der discrimination. But what lies behind this appar-
ently unstoppable proliferation of human rights?

To paraphrase Friedrich Nietzsche, if God, the
source of natural law, is dead, he has been replaced
by international law. The horrors of World War II
and the Holocaust made it clear that democracy
and national legal and constitutional traditions can-
not always prevent large-scale violations of rights.
As Hannah Arendt put it, it is quite conceivable
that one fine day a highly organized and mechan-
ized humanity will conclude quite democratically—
namely by majority decision—that for humanity as
a whole it would be better to liquidate certain parts
thereof. The Germans voted Adolf Hitler into
power, and later Slobodan Milosevic was repeatedly
elected president of Yugoslavia. International
human rights were therefore conceived as a type
of higher law that should prevail over national
policies. They are supposed to impose restrictions
upon governments to prevent them from being
beastly to their own citizens. An endless process
of international and humanitarian lawmaking has
been put into operation, aimed at protecting
people from the putative assertions of their
sovereignty.

Lawmaking in the huge business of human
rights has been undertaken by government repre-
sentatives, diplomats, policy advisors, international
civil servants, and human rights experts. Indeed the
proliferation of treaties and codes has made human
rights a new type of state law. Codification, from
Justinian to the Napoleonic Code, has been the
ultimate exercise of legislative sovereignty, the
supreme expression of state power. Governments
were the enemy against whom human rights were
conceived as a defense. Undoubtedly the atrocities
of the twentieth century shook and shocked some
governments and politicians as much as they did
ordinary people. But the business of government
is to govern, not to follow moral principles.
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Governmental actions in the international arena are
dictated by national interest and political considera-
tions, and morality enters the stage always late, when
the principle invoked happens to condemn the
actions of a political adversary. When human rights
and national interest coincide, governments become
their greatest champions. But this is the exception. In
general, government-operated international human
rights law is a good illustration of the poacher turned
gamekeeper.

That human rights are superior to state law is
seen as the result of their legal universalization. The
law addresses all states and all persons as persons
and declares their entitlements to be a part of the
patrimony of humanity, which has replaced human
nature as the rhetorical ground of rights. Every
state and power comes under the mantle of the
international law of human rights, every govern-
ment becomes civilized as the ‘‘law of the princes’’
has finally become the ‘‘universal’’ law of human
dignity. But this is an empirical universality, based
on the competitive solidarity of sovereign govern-
ments and on the pragmatic concerns and calcula-
tions of international politics. A state that adopts
the international treaties can claim to be a human
rights state. Human rights become a tool for state
legitimacy. Natural and human rights were con-
ceived as a tool against the despotism of power
and the arrogance of wealth. Their co-optation by
governments means that they have lost some of
their critical force and are often used to legitimize
state practices.

Interestingly, national sovereignty and non-
intervention in the domestic affairs of states were the
foundation of the post–World War II international
system. The contradictory principles of human
rights and national sovereignty, schizophrenically
both paramount in postwar international law,
served two separate agendas of the great powers:
the need to legitimize the new world order
through its commitment to rights without expos-
ing the victorious states to scrutiny and criticism
about their own flagrant violations. While the
major powers fought tooth and nail over the defi-
nitions and priorities of human rights, they unan-
imously agreed that these rights could not be used
to pierce the shield of national sovereignty. This
schizophrenia characterized human rights until the
collapse of communism in 1989.

Problems in lawmaking are confounded by dif-

ficulties in interpretation and implementation. The

international mechanisms are rudimentary and can

scarcely improve, while national sovereignty

remains the paramount principle in law. The main

method is the drawing of periodic or ad hoc reports

about human rights violations; the main weapon,

adverse publicity and the doubtful force that shame

carries in international relations. There are various

types of reporting: monitoring, the most common,

is carried out usually by volunteers and experts

around the world under the auspices of the UN

Human Rights Commission. ‘‘Special rapporteurs’’

appointed by the commission draw up reports

about specific areas of concern, like torture, or

about individual countries with poor human rights

records. Under another model, states are invited to

submit periodic reports about their compliance

with certain treaty obligations to committees cre-

ated for that purpose (the most famous being the

Human Rights Committee under the International

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights). Weak

implementation mechanisms ensure that the shield

of national sovereignty is not seriously pierced

unless the interest of the great powers dictates

otherwise, as events in the Balkans and Iraq since

the late 1980s have shown. Finally, in a few

instances international courts or commissions

investigate complaints by victims of human rights

abuses and conduct quasi-judicial proceedings

against states. But the jurisprudence of human

rights courts is extremely restricted and dubious,

and its rapid changes in direction confirm some of

the worst fears of legal realism: barristers appearing

before international bodies such as the European

Court of Human Rights quickly learn that it is

better preparation to research the political affilia-

tions of the government-appointed judges rather

than to read the court’s case law. It is well known

that changes in the political orientation of the

appointing governments are soon reflected in the

personnel of international human rights courts and

commissions.

The most effective international system of

implementation has been that under the European

Convention on Human Rights (ECHR). The con-

vention protects the main civil and political rights,

and no concession to the socialist tradition was

made at its inception in 1950. But the convention
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introduced a radical innovation that has changed

legal civilization. Traditional international law was

the law of the ‘‘civilized princes,’’ a states-based law

with no place for individuals. But under the ECHR

aggrieved Europeans (as well as residents in mem-

ber states), after exhausting the remedies offered in

their national legal systems, can submit an applica-

tion to the European Court, based in Strasbourg,

France, alleging that one of their rights has been

violated by the actions of their state. The court

conducts a full judicial investigation of the claim

during which the citizen plaintiff is put on an equal

footing with the defendant state. At the end of the

process, the state is obliged to comply with any

adverse findings of the court. Britain has changed

its laws on telephone tapping, contempt of court,

and the treatment of transsexuals; Germany gave

non-German-speaking defendants the right to an

interpreter; Austria abolished state monopoly on

cable and satellite television; and Ireland decrimi-

nalized homosexuality. States can also bring appli-

cations alleging violations by their cosignatories

against their citizens. When a number of govern-

ments brought an interstate application against the

Greek dictatorship in 1968 they acted uniquely as

their brothers’ keepers. After it was found that

every right in the convention had been violated

by the military junta known as ‘‘the colonels,’’

who were not prepared to end the emergency mea-

sures they had instituted, Greece had to withdraw

from the organization on the eve of its expulsion.

But that was the exception. Interstate cases are

usually politically motivated. They have been

brought by Ireland against the United Kingdom

over British policies in Northern Ireland and by

Cyprus against Turkey over the invasion and

occupation of the island. This attitude represents

the way that many governments approach human

rights. They are happy to invoke them when their

application happens to condemn an enemy.

But despite the various international agree-

ments and mechanisms it must be emphasized that

human rights are violated or protected at the local

level. Human rights were created as a superior or

additional protection from the state, its military

and police, its political and public authorities, its

judges, businesses, and media. These are still the

culprits or—rarely—the angels. Irrespective of what

international institutions say or how many treaties

foreign secretaries sign, human rights are violated
or upheld in the street, the workplace, and the local
police station. The relative weakness of inter-
national law means that local legal and political
initiatives and campaigns may be more effective.
Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), such as
the Red Cross, Amnesty International, and Oxfam
have been the most important defenders of human
rights and humanitarianism since the 1970s. They
are able to mobilize international public opinion
in the defense of rights more than governments
because they cannot be accused of hypocrisy, dou-
ble standards, and ulterior motives. Additionally
NGOs rely on citizen initiatives and campaigns.
This way they represent the radical potential of
human rights and link to the spirit of popular
organization and activism of the early modern nat-
ural rights tradition.

CATEGORIES OF RIGHTS

Human rights are the most striking institutional
expression of the project of the Enlightenment, of
the promise of emancipation through reason and
law. The Americans rebelled against their colonial
masters, the French against static and corrupt
political and social power. That is why the early
lists of human rights took a ‘‘negative’’ form and
were predominantly defensive. They imposed
restrictions upon state power, thus creating spheres
of unregulated activity in which citizens can exer-
cise their rights. The First Amendment of the U.S.
Bill of Rights is a good example: ‘‘Congress shall
make no law . . . abridging the freedom of speech,
or of the press.’’ By outlawing censorship, this
article creates the conditions within which the right
of free speech can be exercised.

This first generation of rights includes the pro-
tection of life, property, the liberty and security of
the person, right to fair trial, prohibition on torture
and slavery, and basic political rights such as the
right to democratic elections. They are the civil and
political rights of citizens, the backbone of the
liberal state. Emerging out of the great upheavals
of the eighteenth century, they aim at protecting
the liberty, dignity, and integrity of the person and
promote the ability of citizens to participate in
public life.

The democratic and socialist struggles and
traditions of the nineteenth century led to the
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development of the second generation—economic,
social, and cultural rights. These rights aim to pro-
mote the well-being of people by guaranteeing a
minimum standard of material life. They address
groups of people, communities and classes rather
than isolated individuals, and assume that social
solidarity is a central characteristic of societies.
The rights to work and decent conditions of work,
to education, health care, social security benefits,
an adequate standard of life, and participation in
cultural life are central to this list. Their enforce-
ment does not rely on legal and judicial procedures.
Economic rights cannot be delivered if the state
keeps out of society. On the contrary, economic
rights are positive in outlook and request state
intervention in economy and society in order to
create the conditions necessary for their implemen-
tation. If civil and political rights underlie the
values of liberty and dignity, economic and social
rights promote equality, nondiscrimination, and a
sense of community that cares for its members.

The differences between the two types of rights
developed into a central aspect of the ideological
Cold War conducted in various meetings of the
United Nations, in legal journals, and in the
world media. The West claimed that the commu-
nist gulags and lunatic asylums were logical exten-
sions of Marxism’s totalitarianism. The Soviets
responded that social and economic rights are
superior because material survival and decent
conditions of life are more important than the right
to vote. ‘‘The right to a free press is of no interest
to a starving and illiterate peasant in an African
village,’’ ran the argument.

For liberals, civil and political rights have prior-
ity. Their aim is to place limits around state activ-
ities, and this negative conception of freedom as
the absence of state imposition is the heart of
human autonomy and rights. According to liberal
theory, economic rights are not proper legal rights.
They are claimed by groups, not individuals, and
they are ‘‘positive’’ in their action—in other words,
they call for state intervention in economy and
society, for heavy taxation and central planning, in
order to deliver the necessary levels of employment
presupposed by the right to work or the revenues
necessary for welfare provision and free health care
or education. Finally, economic and social rights
are not justiciable: they cannot be guaranteed by

legislation in a liberal state and, moreover, courts
cannot enforce them. The appalling oppression of
dissidents was seen as proof of the correctness of
the Western arguments, and the assertion that the
market is the superior, if not the only, mechanism
of distribution was recited as a mantra in response
to the communist claims about capitalist squalor
and unemployment. These ideological conflicts
made it impossible for the United Nations to draft
a common international bill of rights. An indica-
tion of the liberal domination in the area is the fact
that while the Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights creates strong individual legal entitlements
and state duties, that on Economic, Social, and
Cultural rights requests only member states to take
measures to implement these rights.

THEORIES OF RIGHTS

Human rights is a combined term. The human
refers to certain standards of treatment to which
people are entitled and that create a moral frame-
work within which state policy, administration, and
the law should operate. The reference to rights
returns us to the discipline of law. Rights were
the creation of early modern legal systems and
constitute the basic building block of Western
law. To have a legal right is (a) to have an entitle-
ment, for example, a property right, which can (b)
be realized through the respective action of one or
many duty-bearers who must act or refrain from
acting in certain ways (a property right creates a
near-universal duty in people not to interfere with
my property) and (c) can be legally enforced
against duty-bearers who do not perform their
obligations.

Human rights are a special category of right
beset with a number of paradoxes. While they are
legal rights, the main duty-bearer is the state. But it
is state law that is called upon to enforce these
rights, creating tensions within the legal system.
Secondly, they combine morality and law, prescrip-
tion and description, something that often leads to
confusion and excessive rhetoric. In the expansive
contemporary use of the term, human rights refer
to moral or ideal rights that have no legal recogni-
tion. A South African during the apartheid regime
or a political dissident in China could legitimately
say that he or she has ‘‘the right not to be discri-
minated against.’’ This is not a real, legally
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enforceable right, however, but rather the aim
behind the struggle against the social and political
system that does not recognize the right. A differ-
ent form of confusion is evident in the use of the

expression ‘‘I have a right to X’’ to mean ‘‘I desire
X’’ or ‘‘X should be given to me.’’ This linguistic
inflation weakens the association of human rights
claims with significant human goods and under-
mines their position as central principles of political

and legal organization.

The confounding of the real with the ideal is
characteristic of human rights discourse. Article 1
of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
states that ‘‘all human beings are born free and
equal in dignity and rights.’’ But as Jeremy

Bentham commented about a similar article of the
French Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the
Citizen, infants are not free, as they are dependent
for survival on their caregivers, while the idea that
people are born or enjoy equality around the

world flies in the face of the huge disparities
between rich and poor or the north and the south.
The descriptive statements of the declarations
should be read as prescriptive: people are not, but
ought to be, free and equal. Indeed the great

power of human rights lies in their rhetorical char-
acter, which is strengthened by their ambiguity and
openendedness.

But the rhetorical force of human rights is part
of their weakness. Over the long history of natural
and human rights, their source has moved from

purposeful nature, to reason, to God and the scrip-
tures, to human nature, and, in their final muta-
tion, to human rights and to international law.
What argumentation or procedure can be used
today to attract wide agreement about their princi-

ples? As moral standards, human rights derive from
a group of anthropological hypotheses and moral
assertions about liberty, equality, and the well-
being of individuals and their relationship to wider
society. Indeed it would be comforting to say that

human rights are recognized and given to people
on account of their participation in the human race
and not through any restricted or regional mem-
bership, such as citizenship, nationality, class, or
group. Yet it is quite clear that the only real rights

are those given by states to their citizens. Aliens
and refugees, those who have no state or govern-
ment to protect them and who could have been

expected to be the main beneficiaries of the rights
of humanity, have very limited if any rights.

Indeed, the change from natural to human
rights marked a loss of faith in the ability to justify
rights on the basis of generally acceptable truths
about human nature. While arguments from
human nature are still canvassed, the ‘‘human’’ of
human rights refers mainly to their scope (they are
rights that should be given to all human beings)
rather than to their justification. Commonly
accepted facts about human nature keep changing
with scientific knowledge, and whatever they
may be, they are not sufficient to generate moral
commitments. The method used for justifying
rights in the early twenty-first century is construc-
tive. Starting from the basic assumptions of liberal
democracy about individual dignity, equality, and
tolerance, the moral philosopher builds a coherent
system of rights and expectations. This approach
has been criticized as excessively abstract and
unrealistic. An alternative detects certain common
value commitments in the social mores or ‘‘deep
structure’’ of a society, which are then raised into
principles worthy of legal protection. A problem
with that approach is that it raises and enforces
legally the values a society has already accepted,
and to that extent it neglects the forward-looking
and critical function of human rights in relation to
power and to received opinion. In any case, human
rights standards are set today in international orga-
nizations by government representatives, diplo-
mats, and civil servants, and the work of moral
philosophers often takes the form of post facto
rationalizations.

UNIVERSALISM AND CULTURAL

RELATIVISM

The debate about the meaning and scope of human
rights has been dominated since the 1990s by the
argument between the so-called universalists and
cultural relativists. The universalist claim is that
cultural values and moral norms should pass a test
of universal applicability and logical consistency.
Human rights have a necessary universalist aspect,
partly legal and partly moral. Morally, the justifica-
tions behind human rights norms or standards
claim universal validity and create a duty of com-
pliance in all situations and irrespective of the
state of national law. Human rights must be the
same everywhere at least as to their essence, if
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not their actual formulation. Legally, the large
number of human rights treaties and conventions
accepted by almost every state in the world has
formed a kind of universal law of nations and
peoples.

Universalists believe that reason and law give
the right answer to moral dilemmas. As a result,
judgments that derive their legitimacy from local
conditions are morally suspect. But because all life
is situated, an ‘‘unencumbered’’ self and judg-
ment based on the protocols of reason goes
against the grain of human experience. The coun-
terintuitive nature of universalism can lead its
proponents to extreme arrogance: only we, as
the real moral agents or as the ethical alliance or
as the representatives of the universal, can under-
stand what morality demands. If there is one
moral truth but many errors, it is incumbent
upon its agents to impose it on others. In such a
case, human rights universalists can turn into
imperialists, who promote the ‘‘civilizing’’ mis-
sion by the force of arms.

Cultural relativists start from the opposite and
commonsensical observation that values are context-
bound, that they develop within particular histories
and traditions. Relativism challenges the presumed
universality of normative standards and values.
There are many competing views about what is right
or wrong, and no transcultural values exist to allow
the comparison of competing views and provide the
basis of universal legislation. Normality and morality
are culture-bound; human rights express the cultural
assumptions of Western societies. Their cultural and
historical provenance makes human rights European
creations and universal declarations of rights a chap-
ter of European idealism. International human
rights law has taken little interest in the values,
histories, and traditions of non-Western nations
and societies. The African Charter on Human and
Peoples’ Rights (1981) includes an unprecedented
part about the duties owed by individuals to African
civilization, their states, communities, and families.
This idea of a duty owed to one’s community is
largely unknown to the Western human rights tradi-
tion, for which the individual is the center of con-
cern and rights are tools for his or her defense from
the incursions of others.

But the relativists have to struggle with a meta-
ethical contradiction. They must deny all absolute

claims to truth except for that made for the princi-

ple of relativism. Furthermore, the relativist posi-

tion has been often adopted by oppressive

governments as a defense against criticisms of their

highly inegalitarian and repressive activities. Indeed

the cultural embedment of self and value is a socio-

logical truism; the context, as history, tradition,

and culture is malleable, is always under construc-

tion. History teaches nothing; it is historians and

journalists, intellectuals and politicians, academics

and ideologues who turn historical events into

stories and myths and in so doing construct ways

of seeing the present through the lens of the past.

Often the relativist turns local norms and tradi-

tional values into absolute truths and imposes them

on those who disagree with the oppressiveness of

tradition.

In these extreme cases we can detect a certain

similarity between universalists and relativists. The

Kosovo war of 1998–1999 offers a good example.

The Serbs massacred and ethnically cleansed the

Albanians to protect the ‘‘threatened’’ community

of the Serb nation. The Western allies, however,

bombed the Serbs in the name of threatened

humanity. Both principles, when they become

absolute essences and define the meaning and value

of humanity without remainder, can find every-

thing that resists them expendable. Both positions

exemplify, perhaps in different ways, the contem-

porary metaphysical urge: they have made an axio-

matic decision as to what constitutes the essence

of humanity and follow it with a stubborn disre-

gard for opposing arguments and traditions. But

humanity has no essence. The contribution of

human rights lies precisely in the endless process

of redefinition of humanity and its necessary but

impossible attempt to escape external determina-

tion. Humanity has no foundation and no ends.

Human rights, when not co-opted to the dubious

cause of public and political power, are the defini-

tion of groundlessness.

See also Convention on Genocide; International Law;
Nuremberg Laws; United Nations; Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.
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COSTAS DOUZINAS

n

HUNGARY. Hungarians—unlike Czechs,
Romanians, and Serbs, for example—form a
historical nation. For more than ten centuries,
Hungary has had an almost continuous existence
as a sovereign state. The upper classes, although
ethnically mixed, proudly regarded themselves
as Hungarians, possessed political rights, and
exploited a multilingual peasantry. (In 1914, only
about half of the population spoke Hungarian as a
native language.) In the course of its thousand-year
history, the country accumulated a rich and mixed
tradition that included dark spots involving the
repression of national minorities but also bright
spots of liberalism and tolerance. Unlike Croatia
and Slovakia, which before the 1990s had existed
only as German satellites and were without demo-
cratic traditions, Hungary in the twentieth century
could have built on a democratic heritage. Between
1867 and 1918, under the Habsburg Monarchy,
the country enjoyed spectacular economic growth,
although it remained primarily an agricultural
nation. Advanced, industrial Budapest, then one
of the fastest growing cities in the world, with its
lively intellectual and artistic life, coexisted with a
backward countryside where a multinational peas-
antry lived in material circumstances not much
better than those of peasants the Russian Empire.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

The years 1918 and 1919 were a great dividing line
in Hungarian history. The Austro-Hungarian loss

in World War I had more disastrous consequences

for Hungary than for any other land. In October

1918 a revolution separated Hungary from the

monarchy and created a republic, headed by

Count Mihály Károlyi. This liberal government

remained in office for less than five months. On

20 March 1919, the Entente made known its deci-

sion concerning the line of demarcation between

the Hungarian and Romanian troops, implying a

future territorial division. The next day, Károlyi was

compelled to resign in favor of a Communist-

Socialist coalition, in which the Communists

played the dominant role. Károlyi’s government

could neither accept Allied demands nor success-

fully resist them. Ironically, it was only the nomin-

ally internationalist Communists who were willing

to fight for the country’s national interest, because

they expected that Soviet Russia would come

to their aid. The Hungarian Soviet Republic

remained in existence for only 133 days, in the

course of which it carried out a mindlessly radical

policy with terror. By nationalizing rather than

distributing land, it alienated the peasantry.

Throughout its existence, the Soviet Republic

fought Czechoslovak and Romanian armies.

Ultimately it failed not because of domestic oppo-

sition, although a counterrevolution was gathering

its strength, but because it was defeated militarily

by armies supported by the Allies.

The treaty concluded with Hungary at Trianon

in 1920 was part of the Versailles settlements. The

country lost two-thirds of its territory and more

than half of its population, leaving three million

Hungarian speakers just beyond the newly drawn

borders. It is indisputable that the terms of the

treaty Hungary was forced to sign were not only

unfair but also unwise. The desire to regain all or at

least some of the lost territories came to dominate

Hungarian politics. Ironically, Admiral Miklós

Horthy, who became governor and regent in

1920 and pursued a nationalist policy, came to

power with the aid of foreigners and was compelled

to accept peace terms that the internationalist revo-

lutionaries would not accept. The country

remained a kingdom, but without a king. The

surrounding countries, all of them beneficiaries

of the Monarchy’s collapse, would not accept a

Habsburg restoration, and for the Hungarian poli-

tical class a republic sounded too revolutionary.
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Interwar Hungary was profoundly different

from what it had been before 1914. As part of

the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, the Kingdom of

Hungary, which had its government in Budapest,

had administered a country of more than eighteen

million people, a number that was now reduced to

less than eight million. The multinational Austro-

Hungarian Empire had ceased to exist and

Hungary became the most ethnically homoge-

neous country in the area. The perceived injustice

of the Treaty of Trianon determined the character

of Hungarian politics in the interwar period.

Revisionism alienated Hungary from its neighbors

and justified a socially repressive policy in the name

of national interest. A small landed aristocracy still

possessed much of the land and controlled the

government. After the war in eastern Europe, the

new countries carried out meaningful land reform,

but Hungary did not. Only about 8 percent of the

land was distributed, and that in such small parcels

that many of the new owners soon lost their land;

consequently, in the 1920s and 1930s about a

third of the peasantry was landless. The defeat of

the Soviet Republic was followed by a White terror

that claimed at least as many victims as the previous

Red terror. In addition to Communists and left-

wing Socialists, Jews in particular suffered in this

second terror. Whereas prewar Hungary had made

possible and even encouraged Jewish assimilation,

in the changed circumstances a new Hungarian

middle class resented Jewish domination in the

nation’s intellectual and economic lives. The dis-

proportionate role that Jews had played in the

Soviet Republic was used to justify a new wave of

anti-Semitism.

During the interwar period, the left wing

played only a small role in the nation’s political life.

The Social Democratic Party was allowed to orga-

nize workers but not landless peasants. The

Communists had been compromised by the

unhappy memory of the 1919 Soviet Republic

and by association with the profoundly unpopular

Soviet Union. Whatever opposition existed to the

outdated social structure came from the ever-stron-

ger radical right wing. The realistic choice for a

politically minded Hungarian was between a gov-

ernment in the hands of conservatives, serving the

interests of a landed aristocracy while retaining

some of the restraints imposed by a certain type

of liberalism, and a government of the extreme
right, socially radical but very much attracted first
to the example of Italian fascism and later to
German National Socialism.

WORLD WAR II

That Hungary would end up on the German side
in the developing international conflict was overde-
termined. Nazi war plans promised to overthrow the
Versailles settlement, something that Hungarians

deeply desired. In addition, Hungary—like other
countries in the region—was deeply hurt by the
economic crisis and could be helped only by ties to
the rapidly reviving German economy. Hungary
needed the German market. Allied policies, as repre-

sented by the Munich agreement, made it clear to
the people of Eastern Europe that they had no
choice but to come to terms with a resurgent
Germany. The Germans rewarded the Hungarians
for their friendship, first by returning a part of

Slovakia and in 1940 by giving back to Hungary
the northern part of Transylvania.

Hungarian Prime Minister László Bárdossy
declared war on the Soviet Union immediately after

German troops crossed the Soviet border in June
1941. This war also turned out to be a disaster
for the country. The 200,000-strong Second
Hungarian Army was caught in the Stalingrad
encirclement and destroyed in 1942. After it

became clear that the Germans were unlikely to
win, ruling circles under a new premier, Miklós
Kállay, attempted by various means to contact the
Allies in the hope that the country would be liber-
ated by Anglo-American forces rather than by the

Soviet Army. On 19 March 1944, the German
army occupied Hungary, even though Hungary
was an ally. The German High Command feared
that Hungary might follow the Italian example and
seek a separate peace, and such a development, if

successful, would have had disastrous consequences
for the German lines of communication. The occu-
piers forced Horthy to dismiss Kállay and replace
him with the pro-Nazi Döme Sztojay. At this
point, Hungarian Jews, who were the largest intact

Jewish community in the German sphere of inter-
est, began to be deported to Auschwitz.

As it became increasingly evident that the war
was hopeless, Horthy made a clumsy last-minute
effort to conclude a separate armistice with the
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Soviets. The Germans learned of the plan and
responded by carrying out a coup. On 15
October 1944, they arrested Horthy, together
with his close associates, and installed the leader
of the Nyilas (Hungarian Nazi, or Arrow Cross)
Party, Ferenc Szálasi. Although in the first two
years of the war, the country, as opposed to the
army, had not suffered much, the last year of the
war was different. Germany invested major forces
in the defense of Budapest. It was in the interest of
the German High Command to keep the fighting
away from German territory as long as possible,
and Hungary was a war zone for eight months. As
a consequence of the intense fighting, the coun-
try, and especially the capital, suffered dreadfully.
The task of reconstruction would be long and
difficult.

THE POSTWAR PERIOD

The period from 1945 to 1948 was at once hopeful
and tragic. On the one hand, the semi-feudal socio-
economic system was finally destroyed. The old
ruling class had been discredited by its cooperation
with the Nazis and Hungary finally experienced a
radical land reform. Many believed that the crea-
tion of a democratic system would now commence.
On the other hand, the terms of the armistice
obligated the Hungarians to pay heavy reparations
and that, combined with the wartime destruction,
imposed great suffering on the people. Worst of all,
the Allied Control Commission was a tool of Soviet
policy. Although it seems that at the outset the
Soviets did not plan to impose a communist system
on the country, as the Cold War developed it
became increasingly clear that the country would
be reduced to the status of a satellite.

In the first free elections the country ever
experienced, in November 1945, the nonsocialist
Smallholders’ Party received 58 percent of the vote
and the Communists got only 17 percent. The
Communists could come to power only with
outside help. In February 1946, Hungary finally
became a republic and the Smallholder leader,
Zoltán Tildy, became the first president, and
Ferenc Nagy, from the same party, became pre-
mier. If the Hungarians had been left to their
own devices, they could have established a fairly
well functioning democratic polity, but this was
not to be. The Communists, with the aid of
Soviet occupying forces, pressured their political
opponents into one concession after another.

In 1947, as the Cold War grew bitterer, the
Soviet leadership decided that it was no longer in
its interest to maintain coalition regimes in Eastern
Europe. In Hungary the noncommunist parties
were gradually eliminated and prominent oppo-
nents of the communist takeover were arrested on
trumped-up charges. Prime Minister Nagy was
forced into exile and the Social Democratic Party
was incorporated into the Communist Party. By
the end of 1948, communist domination was com-
plete. The Communist Party, headed by Mátyás
Rákosi, introduced Soviet-style institutions and ter-
ror. The peasants were forced into collective farms;
the state pursued a policy of forced industrializa-
tion, which called for high investment in heavy
industry and resulted in a dreadfully low standard

A small crowd gathers to burn a picture of Soviet

leader Joseph Stalin in Budapest, October 1956.
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of living; all independent voices were suppressed
and hundreds of thousands of people arrested.
The country experienced show trials that began in
December 1948 with the trial of the most uncom-
promising enemy of the Communists, József
Cardinal Mindszenty, who was charged with cur-
rency speculation. The next year it was the turn of
Communist leaders, including László Rajk, the
most prominent Communist who had not spent
the war years in the Soviet Union.

The worst years of terror, from 1948 to 1953,
coincided with Joseph Stalin’s last years. After
Stalin’s death, in March 1953, the Soviet leaders
introduced a ‘‘new course,’’ which had immediate
consequences in Hungarian politics. Under Soviet
pressure, Rákosi, the most hated man in Hungary,
gave up his job as head of the government,
although he remained as leader of the party. The
new premier was Imre Nagy, who had achieved a
degree of popularity as the minister of agriculture
and was responsible for the 1945 land reform.
Also, unlike the other top leaders of the party, he
was not Jewish. Nagy made attempts to raise the
standard of living by paying more attention to the
production of consumer goods and freed most of
those who were in prison for political crimes. His
tenure as premier, however, lasted for less then two
years. He fell victim to the power struggle within
the top leadership in the Soviet Union. When his
mentor, Georgy Malenkov, was forced out as pre-
mier in Moscow, Rákosi was able to take advantage
of the opportunity to have Nagy removed and
replace him with his own man, András Hegedüs.

In retrospect, allowing Rákosi to become once
again the dominant force in Hungary was a mistake
on the Soviets’ part. Nikita Khrushchev’s attack on
Stalin at the Twentieth Party Congress, held in
February 1956, undermined Rákosi’s hold on
power. On the one hand, Rákosi could not prevent
the news of Stalin’s crimes from becoming public,
and on the other his own record as the perfect
Stalinist was evident to all. It was this contradiction
at the top that allowed Rákosi’s methods to be
denounced increasingly explicitly, even while he
remained in control of the party until June 1956.
Even at that time, he was replaced as first secretary
of the Party by Ernö Gerö, a man equally unpop-
ular and almost as responsible for the Stalin-era
crimes as Rákosi himself.

The spark for the Hungarian Revolution was

the news from Poland, where the Soviet authorities

had been compelled by popular pressure to make

concessions. A demonstration on 23 October 1956

was originally meant to express solidarity with the

Poles, but once tens of thousands came to the

streets it quickly turned into an anti-Soviet and

anticommunist movement. Fighting started that

very evening. Although as the demonstrators

demanded, Imre Nagy was named premier on 24

October, he could not take control of the popular

movement. Under pressure, he allowed the re-for-

mation of political parties and formed a coalition

government. On 1 November, Nagy declared

Hungary’s neutrality and its exit from the Soviet-

organized Warsaw military pact. The Soviet leader-

ship, after some hesitation, on 31 October decided

to suppress the revolution, and on 4 November

Soviet troops, which had never left Hungary, reen-

tered Budapest. Within a week, the fighting ended.

Approximately 1,500 people died and 200,000 fled

to the West. The people who left were, by and

large, younger and better educated and conse-

quently the loss for the country was disproportion-

ate; however, the departure of the most bitterly

anticommunist element made stabilization easier.

The revolution was the only event in twentieth-

century Hungarian history that had worldwide

significance: it demonstrated that a communist

regime outside of the Soviet Union itself could

maintain itself only by the force of arms.

Communism never fully recovered from this blow.

The suppression of the revolution was followed by

a bloody terror. Approximately 16,000 people

received prison sentences and 361 were hanged,

including Nagy and his closest collaborators.

Nagy could have saved his life by supporting the

government headed by János Kádár, but he

refused.

In the early 1960s, a remarkable transforma-

tion occurred. Kádár made a successful effort to

gain a degree of popularity. In 1963 his govern-

ment introduced amnesty for those tried for their

involvement in the 1956 revolution; after recollec-

tivizing the land, it gave substantial material sup-

port to the farms and raised the peasantry’s standard

of living; it allowed increased intellectual freedom;

and at the end of the decade it introduced

economic reforms that raised the standard of living
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of the entire country. The consolidation occurred
because people came to believe that this was the
best situation they could achieve in the prevailing
circumstances. Hungary, which in the first few
years after the revolution was the most repressive
among the communist states, within ten years had
become the most liberal. Kádár was transformed
from one of the most hated men in Hungarian
history into a person who if he was not exactly
loved was accepted.

THE POST-SOVIET PERIOD

The end of the communist regime came as a result
of forces over which Hungarians had no control.
The collapse of the Soviet Union, which allowed
Hungary (and the other satellites) to regain its
independence, was greeted with joy. However,
within a short time it became clear that the trans-
formation would be painful and that the burden
would fall disproportionately on those who had no
ties to the new business economy. The traditional
markets for Hungarian agriculture and industry
suddenly disappeared; switching to an economic
system in which prices were determined by supply

and demand resulted in a sudden burst of inflation.
For a while, the gross national product declined,
unprofitable factories were closed down, and most
people’s standard of living suffered. When the
economy started to improve, at first only a minority
benefited and the gap between the rich and the
poor widened.

In spite of the difficulties, Hungary was more
fortunate than other countries that went through
the same process. The economic reforms intro-
duced in the 1960s and 1970s made the shift to a
capitalist system easier. For several years after 1991,
Hungary received far more foreign investment per
capita than any other country in the region, and
this made economic recovery quicker there than
elsewhere. Reform communists rather convincingly
managed to turn themselves into social democrats.
There was relatively little recrimination for the
crimes of the communist regime and a reasonably
mature political system emerged rather quickly.
The moderate right won the first free elections,
and after that in each election cycle the governing
party was turned out of office. A multiparty system
was quickly reduced to two major political forces: a

Soviet tanks maneuver through the streets of Budapest during the crackdown of

October 1956. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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moderate right-wing party (Fidesz) and a moderate
left-wing Social Democratic Party. An extreme
right-wing party does exist (MIEP) but in the elec-
tions of 2002 it failed to gain 5 percent of the vote
and therefore did not achieve representation in the
parliament.

Hungarians, with the exception of the extreme
nationalist right, have been enthusiastic about join-
ing a united Europe. Hungary’s inclusion into
NATO in 1999 had only symbolic significance,
but the entrance into the European Union in May
2004 is expected to revitalize the economy and
ultimately raise the standard of living.

See also Budapest; Communism; Fascism; Károlyi,
Mihály; Munich Agreement; Nazism; Trianon,
Treaty of; Versailles, Treaty of.
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PETER KENEZ

n

HUXLEY, ALDOUS (1894–1963), English
novelist and essayist.

Aldous Leonard Huxley was born in the last
years of the nineteenth century, but his work con-
stantly addresses itself to the present moment, form-
ing a link between the world of the high Victorian
liberal intellectual and the modern era. His paternal
grandfather was the distinguished Darwinian scien-
tist Thomas Henry Huxley (1825–1895) and his
maternal great-uncle the equally famous poet and
critic Matthew Arnold (1822–1888). His work, in
its intelligence, its vivacity, and in the way it con-
stantly pushes back the boundaries of thought,
along with its assured grasp of the worlds of science
and literature, placed him at the center of English
writing in the twentieth century.

Welcomed into the Bloomsbury salon of Lady
Ottoline Morrell (1873–1938) as a precociously
brilliant undergraduate at Oxford during World
War I, Aldous Huxley met in that milieu the writer
D. H. Lawrence (1885–1930), who became a life-
long friend. Despite poor sight resulting from an
infection contracted on the playing fields of Eton
and that caused temporary blindness, Huxley pub-
lished his first collection of stories, Limbo, in 1920
and his bold and witty satirical first novel, Crome
Yellow, in 1921; both made an immediate impact.
Subsequent novels established him as a clever and
provocative anatomist of the stuffy old-fashioned
world of middle-class England. His writings were
laced with the anger of a younger generation that
had lost so many of its number in the war. This
iconoclastic phase, during which Huxley supported
himself with a flow of essays, articles, and travel
books, culminated in his two most substantial
novels, Point Counter Point (1928) and Eyeless in
Gaza (1936).

Huxley spent much of the 1920s and the early
1930s living abroad, first in Italy, then in the south
of France, where he was happiest at a house on the
Côte d’Azur at Sanary-sur-Mer, in the company of
other foreign writers such as Cyril Connolly (1903–
1974) and Edith Wharton (1862–1937). The life at
Sanary has been memorably captured in the writings
of Sybille Bedford (b. 1911), who knew Huxley and
his wife at this time and later became the writer’s
first authorized biographer.

In 1936, to the disappointment of some of his
readers, the iconoclast was displaced by the moral-
ist as Huxley, alarmed at the direction of world
events in the 1930s, threw himself into the antiwar
movement, publishing An Enyclopaedia of Pacifism
in 1937. In 1932 he had already published what
would prove to be his most famous novel, Brave
New World, a dystopian portrait of a world where
human beings are mass-produced in test tubes like
cars on an assembly line. The novel expresses his
lifelong distaste for ‘‘Fordism’’ and the manipula-
tion of the individual by advertising and political
propaganda. Now his nonpartisan political engage-
ment became increasingly pronounced.

In 1937 Huxley and his wife, Maria Nys (1898–
1955), left England on a lecture tour of the United
States, which turned into a permanent residence
after Huxley was offered work as a Hollywood
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screenwriter, though the work did not agree with
him. While living mostly in California, where the
light relieved his eyesight problems (about which
he published a book called The Art of Seeing in
1942), Huxley became increasingly interested in
the mystical tradition, Western and Eastern, and
published an anthology of its key texts, The
Perennial Philosophy (1946). But his most famous
nonfictional work would prove to be The Doors of
Perception (1954), an account of an experiment
with mescaline, the result of his desire to explore
the limits of human consciousness. Scientific in
aspiration, the book, and its sequel, Heaven and
Hell (1956), coming as they did at the start of
the 1960s drug culture (which Huxley deplored),
intensified his fame in the last years of his life when,
as an honorary professor at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology in 1960, he drew record
crowds attracted by his guru status. In his California
years he continued to write fiction and essays
and was a close friend of the writer Christopher
Isherwood (1904–1986). His last novel, Island
(1962), was an attempt to balance the dark dysto-
pian premonitions of Brave New World with a
bright vision of utopia drawing on all his beliefs
of nonviolence, transcendence, and hope for
human regeneration.

Aldous Huxley died of cancer at his home in
Hollywood on 22 November 1963, the same day
John F. Kennedy was assassinated. His second wife,

Laura Archera Huxley, is said to have administered
a dose of LSD to the writer at his request as he lay
dying.

See also Bloomsbury; Fordism; Lawrence, D. H.; Pacifism.
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IBÁRRURI, DOLORES (LA PASIONA-
RIA) (1895–1989), Spanish Communist leader.

Dolores Ibárruri was born in Gallarta, Vizcaya
(Basque Country), on 9 December 1895. Her
father was a Catholic, conservative miner, and she
herself was a deeply religious woman until she
married a Socialist. Later, her older brother would
fight on Francisco Franco’s side during the Spanish
civil war (1936–1939). She took part in the general
strike of 1917, and, like her husband, moved to the
left wing of the Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party,
joining the Spanish Communist Party (Partido
Comunista de España, or PCE) when it
was founded in November 1921. She used the
pseudonym La Pasionaria (the passionflower)
for her writings, including her first article,
published during Passion Week of the Lenten
season of 1918.

Until the civil war, the PCE was a very small,
sectarian organization, constantly riddled with
infighting. Moreover, the local leaders often
resented the tactics imposed by the Communist
International. In 1931 the International decided
that the PCE should not support the newly pro-
claimed, and still widely popular, Second Republic.
This and other decisions were met with opposition
by the then secretary general of the party, José
Bullejos, a protector of Ibárruri who had promoted
her to the Central Committee in 1930. He was
purged and expelled from the organization in
1932, and she had to recant her initial support for
Bullejos, whom she now publicly condemned. This

was the first and last time she opposed the
International, becoming a bulwark of the nascent
Stalinist orthodoxy.

The PCE got a significant political boost first
with the adoption of the Popular Front strategy by
the International and then with its inclusion in the
center-left electoral coalition that won the general
election in Spain in February 1936. Ibárruri was
one of the seventeen Communists elected to parlia-
ment, where she did not particularly shine. Her
jump to political stardom came in July of that year
with the outbreak of the civil war. The PCE grew
enormously during the conflict mainly because
only the Soviet Union provided the republic with
the weapons it needed to survive. In reality, during
the war the PCE was directed by the International
delegates, the best known of them being the Italian
Communist leader Palmiro Togliatti. The secretary
general of the party, the former baker José Dı́az,
was not a particularly effective speaker. It would be
in this context that Ibárruri became the most cele-
brated public symbol of the Republican determina-
tion to resist the advance of the Fascist forces.

In the figure of Ibárruri many saw both the
new Spanish (and universal) progressive, anti-
fascist woman, and the supposedly best traditions
of Spain. Always dressed in black, like most mature
women of the Mediterranean basin, she was the
proud, mourning mother of democracy, the
Republican soldiers, and her own children. At this
point she had lost two girls (of the five she had) in
their infancy; later during the battle of Stalingrad
she would lose her son Rubén in combat, who

I
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became the object of countless poems. But the
suffering mother had another face, that of the wild
courage of the aging communist Carmen confront-
ing the horror of fascist aggression when so many
men avoided doing so. Her bravery made her beau-
tiful. Her eloquence seemed to open her bleeding
heart to humanity in the sentences, discourses, and
articles—for which she was credited authorship—
that concentrated with precise, impacting words,
this two-sided woman: ‘‘They shall not pass!’’
‘‘Better to die standing than to live on our knees.’’
Her constructed image, austere yet radiant,
reproduced in posters and photographs, was widely
circulated inside and outside Spain.

As the Republican resistance crumbled in the

last days of the war, Ibárruri fled Spain for

Moscow, where she would live in exile. After the

death of Dı́az in 1942, she became secretary general

of the party, a position she held until 1960, when

she was replaced by Santiago Carrillo. A committed

Stalinist, Ibárruri supported the Soviet repression of

the successive popular risings in Germany, Poland,

and Hungary and the purges the late 1940s and

1950s; only reluctantly and timidly did she con-

demn the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. In

fact, she never truly adapted herself to the increas-

ing independence of her party from Moscow,

which would lead to the adoption of the strategy

of Eurocommunism. She returned to Spain after

the death of Franco, and in June 1977, in the first

democratic elections since February 1936, she was

elected to parliament. She died in Madrid on

12 November 1989, just as the Berlin Wall was

beginning to be dismantled, and although the cir-

cumstances that had made her a symbol of so many

causes had by then long disappeared, her funeral

was massively attended.

See also Communism; Spanish Civil War.
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ICELAND. The twentieth century in Iceland
can be divided into two periods, before and after
1940. In the former, Iceland is best viewed as an
essentially agricultural society that was undergoing
a number of major changes, though without any
fundamental disruption to people’s cultural out-
look. Society was grounded in the traditional ‘‘peas-
ant’’ values of economic restraint and thrift. The
turning point came with Iceland’s forced entry into
World War II in 1940, after which contact and
commerce with the outside world came to have
an ever greater influence on material and economic
conditions within the country, although the tradi-
tional values of agricultural society continued to
play a central part in the lives of the people until
well on into the second half of the century.

Delores Ibárruri at the first session of the Women’s

Internation Congress in Paris, December 1945.
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In 1910 Iceland had a population of about
85,000 (the population in 2005 was 297,000).
Of these, about 34 percent lived in centers of more
than 200 people, with the rest scattered around the
country (which covers 103,000 square kilometers)
in isolated and sparsely populated pockets of farm-
land. Agriculture was based mainly on sheep and
cattle raising, and most farms were single-family
smallholdings isolated from each other by poor
communications. The country’s cultural heritage
remained strong and unified in spite of the rudi-
mentary infrastructure and the fragility of formal
institutions. Literacy was all but universal, with
almost all education taking the form of home instruc-
tion to the age of ten, followed by four years’ com-
pulsory schooling (from 1907). Confirmation at the
age of thirteen or fourteen gave young people entry
into virtually all aspects of the adult world.

Most Icelanders seem to have derived enor-
mous benefits from their shared cultural back-
ground, which was centered on a common
language (Icelandic), and a thousand years of
recorded history going back to the first settlements
in the second half of the ninth century. Icelandic
literature and poetry proved exceptionally useful to
many when faced with the new industrialized world
of the twentieth century, for example on the first
steam trawlers that arrived in Iceland in the early
years of the century. The Icelandic people thus
appear to have found the leap from the turf cot-
tages of the nineteenth century to the mechanized
technology of the modern age comparatively easy,
without losing their links with the past. Expanding
urban centers, for example, were a blend of town
and country, exemplified by the widespread keep-
ing of livestock. Yet change in general came slowly,
with rural areas remaining sparsely populated and
largely untouched by technological innovation.

Agriculture remained the main occupation in
Iceland, but fishing grew steadily in importance
after the mechanization of the fishing fleet in the
early years of the twentieth century. This created a
major new source of employment for working people,
albeit casual and irregular, that accelerated urbaniza-
tion. The conditions of the poor were frequently
difficult, particularly during the Great Depression,
when fish prices on European markets collapsed.
However, one could argue that the structure of
Icelandic society made it easier for people to feed

themselves than was often the case in other countries,

because agricultural production among urban dwell-

ers remained considerable and there was always fish to

be had from the shore.

In 1940, with the outbreak of World War II,

British forces occupied Iceland. The British army

had an immediate and enormous impact on all

aspects of daily life, an impact that was to prove

permanent. The population of Reykjavı́k, the capital,

doubled almost overnight. Subsequently everyday

life began to reflect trends in Europe and the

United States. The U.S. army took over from the

British in 1941, and an agreement was signed in

1946 between the government of the young repub-

lic, established in 1944, and the United States rati-

fying the U.S. military presence. This agreement

divided the nation into opposing political camps,

for and against the siting of U.S. troops on

Icelandic soil. (In 2005 the United States still main-

tained a military base in Iceland, though of consid-

erably reduced size and scope.) In 1949, shortly

after the signing of the defense agreement with the

United States, Iceland became one of the founding

signatories of the NATO treaty, a move that also

proved highly controversial within national politics.

The postwar years brought massive change to

Iceland. Prices and inflation were high. The

Icelanders received more than $38 million in aid

under the Marshall Plan. This helped set up fac-

tories with the aim of strengthening their industrial

base, which was still rudimentary, one-dimensional,

and technologically backward. A part of the aid also

went into developing hydroelectricity. Fishing

became ever more important, and here, as in other

areas of industry, human labor remained the main

resource and motivating factor. The period after

World War II was characterized by import and

exchange controls. Policy was governed by tradi-

tional financial prudence, although waste and cor-

ruption were rife under cover of the state-operated

rationing system in which party agents enjoyed

favorable terms at the expense of the general pub-

lic. In later years the impact of the Cold War on

Iceland manifested itself in, among other things,

fervent attempts on the part of the Icelanders to

protect their country’s culture and language

against outside influences, with those in authority

sometimes resorting to measures grounded in racial
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prejudice or similar narrow attitudes toward for-

eign influences.

Iceland did not fully succeed in extricating

itself from its financial and commercial constraints

until the mid-to-late 1950s. Until the late 1980s

the Icelandic economy remained undiversified and

subject to cyclical fluctuation, with business opera-

tions constantly at the mercy of inflation. However,

in the 1990s Iceland’s membership in the

European Economic Area stabilized its links with

its major trading partners and put its economy on a

more structured footing. It was only at this point

that Iceland embraced modernization fully and

unconditionally.

Women had traditionally played an important

part in Icelandic labor. In the years after 1930 a

significant middle class began to develop and many

women withdrew from the productive industries

and retired into the home, their roles now being

defined by the household purse and the upbringing

of children. Working-class families, however, still

had to rely on female labor. During the second half

of the twentieth century women became an ever

more important factor in all industrial and eco-

nomic developments in the country and achieved

a comparable level of formal education to men in

the last decades of the century.

All this has had its effects on the country’s

culture and economy, and in the early twenty-first

century Iceland occupies a position among the

richest countries in the world. It is perhaps fair to

say that Icelandic society has succeeded in combin-

ing innovation in the spheres of the economy,

technology, and services with old traditions, and

that this combination has bolstered Iceland’s posi-

tion in the community of nations.

See also Agriculture; Marshall Plan.
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ILIESCU, ION (b. 1930), Romanian politician.

A founder and leader of the Romanian Social
Democratic Party (PDSR, subsequently PSD) until
2004, Ion Iliescu has been one of a handful of
politicians most influential in Romania’s transition
from its communist dictatorial past to a government
prepared for membership in the European Union.

Iliescu, the son of a Communist Party member,
became involved in the Union of Communist
Youth when he was fourteen. He attended the
Bucharest Polytechnic and later the Energy
Institute in Moscow. After graduating from college
in 1955 he returned to Romania as a researcher at
the Institute for Energy Studies in Bucharest. His
path through the party was more spectacular, as he
moved very quickly to found first a Union of High
School Students’ Associations in 1948 and subse-
quently a Union of Students’ Associations in 1956.
It was in this position that he was able to show
his full loyalty to the party and its harsh policies.
Such actions catapulted him into the political
center at a moment when the party was making a
transition from the aging government of Gheorghe
Gheorghiu-Dej (1901–1965) to the younger
guard, whose leader became Nicolae Ceauşescu
(1918–1989). In 1965, at the age of thirty-five,
Iliescu became a candidate member of the party’s
Central Committee and three years later he
received full membership in this body. By 1968,
with the help of Ceauşescu, by then leader of
Romania, Iliescu reached the highest position of
power he was to hold in the Communist Party, as
member of the Political Committee. Between 1967
and 1971 he served as Minister of Youth.

But in 1971 Iliescu was sidelined from the
position of secretary of the Communist Party
Central Committee. It will probably never be
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known whether the conflict with Ceauşescu was
over ideology, whether it was over Iliescu’s dislike
of Ceauşescu’s increasingly nepotistic bent, or
whether it was over Ceauşescu’s lack of trust
toward this ambitious man. It was most likely a
combination of these factors. Yet Iliescu’s resulting
marginalization, together with his frustrated ambi-
tions as a politician, became important elements for
his future political career. During the following
decades Iliescu remained involved in party politics,
as deputy chairman of the Iaşi County council
(1974–1979), a regionally powerful position, then
moved on to head the National Waters Council
(1979–1984), and subsequently become director
of the Technical Publishing House (1984–1989).

On 22 December 1989, as crowds were gath-
ering in the Palace Square in Bucharest booing
President Ceauşescu and his wife, Iliescu emerged
suddenly as the leader of the ‘‘spontaneous’’
Revolution inside the Palace. Why Iliescu hap-
pened to be there is unclear and suggests that the
Palace events were a coup masked by the street
spontaneous rioting. Minutes after the Ceauşescus
(later to be captured, summarily tried, and exe-
cuted) fled in a helicopter, a National Salvation
Front was created with Iliescu as its leader. This
provisional government held power until 20 May
1990, when the first purportedly free elections
since the 1930s were held. The brief period before
this election was marred by instability, some of it
real and some of it manufactured, which made it
impossible for other political groups with a strong
organization and platform to emerge, ensuring
Iliescu’s sweeping election as president. His party,
now called the Democratic National Salvation
Front, held a staunchly conservative line with
regard to privatizing the economy, especially banks
and large industries, and also liberalizing some of
the important aspects of public life, and was
dubbed ‘‘neo-communist’’ by most political observ-
ers. Yet Iliescu won another four-year term in
1992, with a platform emphasizing stability and
national unity. In 1993 his party was renamed the
Party of Social Democracy in Romania (PDSR),
which was later combined with the Romanian
Social Democratic Party (PSDR) and took the name
Social Democratic Party (PSD).

After four years of economic stagnation and in
the midst of rampant corruption Iliescu was defeated

in 1996 by Emil Constantinescu (b. 1939), the
leader of the Democratic Convention. Going into
opposition was not an entirely new experience for
Iliescu, but operating in a democratic system did
transform Iliescu’s approach to politics and the
party he led. Together with Adrian N�astase (b.
1950), a younger ambitious prominent leader in
his party, Iliescu rebuilt the regional branches of
PDSR and invigorated the youth groups of the
party. Maintaining a staunch stance on preserving
the well-being of the workers employed in the
increasingly bankrupt heavy industry, Iliescu also
refashioned himself as a supporter of privatization
and foreign investment.

In December 2000 Iliescu won elections again,
the last mandate for which he was eligible. This
time, his election was facilitated not so much by
the platform of his party as by the opponent he
faced in the runoff elections, the radical right-
wing leader of the Greater Romania Party,
Corneliu Vadim Tudor (b. 1949). During this last
mandate Iliescu was more successful in transform-
ing his party from neo-communist to social demo-
crat, better equipped to encourage greater faith in
Romania’s democratic and economic potential
in view of hopes for EU accession. Still, corruption
in his party and Iliescu’s own distasteful last mea-
sures while in power—giving the highest Romanian
decoration to Vadim Tudor and trying to pardon
one of the most disliked criminals of the 1990s,
Miron Cosma (b. 1954)—played an important role
in the demise of the Social Democrats from power
in December 2004, and to their continued internal
crisis in the aftermath. Since then, Iliescu has taken
a secondary role in Romanian politics, as senator in
the parliament.

See also Romania.
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IMMIGRATION AND INTERNAL
MIGRATION. The history of migration in
twentieth-century Europe divides into three peri-
ods. During the first period, Europe became the
world’s major refugee-generating region during
World Wars I and II, during the demise of the
European empires and the Eastern European revo-
lutionary changes of 1917, and during the rule of
the fascist regimes in Italy and Germany. In addi-
tion, in the 1930s Germany and the Soviet Union
instituted forced-labor migration systems.

In the second period, from the early 1950s, the
division of Europe into a capitalist western and
communist eastern half ended centuries-old
patterns of east-west migrations. Migration in
Eastern Europe was mainly internal, while in
Western Europe the economic take-off of the
1950s resulted in a south-north labor migration
system. Workers were expected to stay only for a
limited period of time as ‘‘guest workers.’’
Recruitment came to include West Asian men and
women, especially from North Africa and Anatolia
(western Turkey). In this period, Europe’s colon-
izer countries lost their hold over dependent
regions in Africa and Asia, and as a result three
types of migration occurred: return of administra-
tive, military, and commercial personnel; reverse
migration of the descendants of nineteenth-century
settler migrants; and in-migration of workers and
refugees from the newly independent states.

In the third period, from the 1980s, Europe as a
whole became an immigration region and, after the
1989 collapse of Eastern European communism, new
east-west migrations commenced, if on a small scale.
As regards migration and cultural contact, the bor-
derlands of southeast Europe and West Asia became
an area of contested belonging: Armenian refugees
are usually considered European, as are Anatolian
labor migrants and Jews in Israel. Other peoples of

the same region, Palestinians and Ossetians, for
example, are usually not considered European.

EUROPE AS A REFUGEE-GENERATING

CONTINENT

In the decades before 1914 the nationalist impulses
in Europe’s empires imperiled the historic many-
cultured coexistence of peoples, and at the beginning
of World War I most of the five million intra-
European migrants, who did not live in their state
of birth, were suddenly labeled ‘‘enemy aliens.’’
Then wartime displacement mobilized millions.
Throughout history, Europe’s peoples had migrated
and established homes in culturally mixed rural and
urban spaces, so that no political-national border-
lines could neatly divide distinct ethno-cultural or
‘‘national’’ settlement areas. When the Versailles
Treaty of 1919 moved borders over people, some
twenty million Europeans found themselves living
outside of the states they ethnically belonged to.
The new nation-state governments, in an attempt
to ‘‘unmix’’ peoples and to homogenize popula-
tions, expelled nonnational cultural groups and
attracted conationals from outside the new borders.
Population exchanges were imposed in the realm
of the former Ottoman Empire on peoples of
Bulgarian, Greek, and Turkish culture, and in the
east central European region on German- and
Slavic-language peoples. Millions migrated under
duress.

In Russia, the Revolution of 1917 and the
subsequent Russian civil war (1918–1920), resulted
in several refugee movements. First, supporters of
the old tsarist regime fled; then, political dissidents
who differed with the Bolshevist regime left. So did
members of the middle classes. Berlin and Paris
became their centers. However, in the 1920s the
expectation that the republic of the proletariat
would become as dynamic a society as the middle-
class republic of the United States had been, moti-
vated some migration to the Soviet Union. Parallel,
prewar migrants and emigrants returned to their
newly independent countries of origin, especially
the Polish and the Baltic states. Anti-Polish discrim-
ination in Germany led tens of thousands of
migrant worker families to move to jobs in
Belgium and France.

Fascist rule in Italy after 1922, the accession to
power of the Nazi Party in Germany in 1933, and
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the 1936 insurgency of General Francisco Franco

(1892–1975) in republican Spain marked the

beginning of flight from fascist persecution.

Political dissidents and trade unionists migrated

from Italy to France and from Germany to many

states in Europe. The Spanish civil war (1936–

1939), on the other hand, attracted political sym-

pathizers who came in support of the Republican

forces. Internally, millions fled the troops of the

Falange (the fascist party in Spain), and after the

collapse of the Republic in 1939 about 450,000

crossed the border to France. In Germany the

Nazis’ virulently anti-Semitic stance led to emigra-

tion and, soon, flight of Jewish Germans. By 1939

the Third Reich’s policy and the beginning of

World War II prevented escape. People fled as far

as Latin America and China (Harbin and Shanghai

in particular). Jewish flight to Palestine, later Israel,

was to set in motion a vast refugee movement of

Palestinian Arabs, the majority of which were of

Islamic faith, in the late 1940s.

Throughout this period the traditional migra-

tion to North America stagnated. In 1914 the war

had stopped migration to, as well as return migra-

tion from, the United States. The latter had

amounted to about one third of the ‘‘immigrants,’’

many of whom were and intended to be temporary

workers. Migration resumed in the immediate

postwar years but was countered by United States

exclusion laws directed in particular against Eastern

and southern Europeans, at the time identified as

racially inferior because of the ‘‘dark’’ or ‘‘olive’’

color of their skin. The Great Depression after

1929 further reduced propensity to emigrate while

increasing the numbers of earlier migrants who

returned from the United States to reenter the

supportive networks of their families in Europe.

After 1933 only few of the refugees from fascism

were accepted in the United States and Canada.

Following the Evian Conference on the Question

of Refugees of July 1938, one observer aptly noted

that the refugee-generating fascist regimes were

surrounded by refugee-refusing democracies. To

negotiate an end to the chaos of expulsions as well

as to ensure procedures of property transfer, U.S.

diplomats insisted on establishing an Intergovern-

mental Committee on Refugees. Governments in

the receiving societies wanted to ensure that refu-

gees came with means and did not burden social

welfare services. Many of those excluded ended up
in extermination camps.

In the 1930s, both the Soviet Union and Nazi
Germany, for different reasons, established regimes
of forced labor that mobilized many millions of
men, women, and even children. In the Soviet
Union, massive industrialization and mining proj-
ects required workers in regions with no native
labor force. Collectivization of agriculture uprooted
millions of peasant families and caused famine
migrations. Rural-urban migrations in European
Russia assumed unprecedented proportions, and
the urban population more than doubled from
1921 to 1931. At the same time, skilled industrial
workers had to migrate to the countryside to help
mechanize agricultural production. The Stalinist
government’s system of forced labor was to
involve, by 1941, more than twelve million
people—but estimates vary widely. It lasted to the
mid-1950s.

Parallel, the Nazi regime, at first hostile to
non-Germanic working people, began to pursue
its rearmament strategy and encouraged temporary
in-migration of foreign workers. After the occupa-
tion of Eastern Europe in 1939, the Slavic popula-
tions, whom the Nazis considered racially inferior,
were forced to labor for the Nazi war machine. By
1945 some seven million people had been
deported to the Third Reich for forced labor. The
Reich’s troops also dislocated Polish and Ukrainian
people en masse to make room for ‘‘Aryan’’-
German settlers. After the war, millions of these
‘‘displaced persons’’ (DPs) had to return home if
coming from Western-occupied countries, or were
left stranded if unwilling to return to the eastern
countries under Soviet occupation. The United
States, in a special program, admitted some
450,000 DPs, including survivors from the death
camps. Others migrated to Australia and Canada.

The consequences of the war involved another
unmixing of peoples. Some eleven to twelve mil-
lion German-language people were expelled from
Poland and regions farther east. The Polish state as
a whole was moved west, and Poles expelled from
the region coming under Russian Soviet control
were forced to migrate to the western, formerly
German, regions. In western Europe, refugees
from occupation and war slowly made their way
back to their homes if still existing. Because the
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war-devastated economies seemed to provide no
prospects for the future, transatlantic emigration
resumed, but with the economic take-off in the
1950s this pattern of mass migration that had
begun in the 1820s came to an end. Only from
the surplus populations of Portugal and Italy did
hundreds of thousands continue to migrate to
Canada into the 1960s.

SOUTH-NORTH LABOR MIGRATIONS

SINCE THE 1950S

Nineteenth-century labor migrations—from Europe’s
peripheral circle of Ireland, Scandinavia, Eastern
Europe, and southern Europe to the highly indus-
trialized core of Britain, France, Germany, Austria,
and Switzerland—had continued on a far reduced
scale during the 1920s and the 1930s. When, at the
end of the 1940s, the United States’ Marshall Plan
encouraged reconstruction and economic growth
in Western Europe, a shortage of workers in the
core countries was felt as early as the 1950s. Britain
integrated DPs; former German prisoners of war

stayed as workers in France; West Germany began

to recruit laborers in Italy, and Irish still migrated

to Britain, Italians to France, and Spanish to France

and Germany. In northern Europe, Sweden began

to attract labor, and Finns, especially Finnish citi-

zens of Swedesh ancestry, came. Eastern Europe

was cut off by the Iron Curtain, and internal

German east-west migrations ended with the con-

struction of the Berlin Wall in 1961.

Though exit rules were liberalized in Poland

and less so in Hungary, migration in the two

Europes, with labor migration from Yugoslavia

excepted, remained separate till 1989. In Eastern

Europe, rural-urban and interregional migration

systems operated, for example from Poland to

Budapest, Hungary. Mediterranean Europe

became the labor reservoir for the north. In the

1950s, Italy’s conservative government initiated a

labor migration program to rid itself of the unem-

ployed (and the Socialist and Communist parties of

potential voters). Men and women from the

Polish emigrants wait to board a ship, 1927. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Iberian Peninsula (Spain and Portugal), Italy,

Yugoslavia, Greece, and finally from Turkey

migrated to northwestern Europe. In France they

mixed with migrants from the North African colo-

nies. South-north mobility, encouraged and man-

aged by intergovernmental agreements, followed

the classic patterns of job availability, formation of

cultural communities, and sequential moves.

Historic links, whether cultural, economic, and/

or political, and power relationships influenced

decisions about destinations.

Receiving countries’ recruitment policies to

import temporary workers during labor shortages

and return them during periods of recession were

designed to ‘‘cushion’’ economic cycles by preventing

wage increases in boom periods and high unemploy-

ment during economic downturns. Thus, no immi-

gration policies were developed, rather the prewar

concept of rotatory labor was continued. European

attitudes toward temporary labor migrants remained

diametrically opposed to North American concepts

of immigration. To avoid the ‘‘foreign worker’’

label, used in Nazi Germany, as well as the rights-

conferring term immigrant, the newcomers were

colloquially called ‘‘guest workers.’’ At first they

filled shortages in skilled or semiskilled industrial

sectors and subsequently in the service sector.

Under continuous economic growth, and by tak-

ing jobs that native workers no longer accepted in

view of wages and working conditions, migrants

became structurally indispensable in the core

countries. When the Italian and Iberian regions of

recruitment no longer delivered workers, Yugoslav,
Turkish, and North African workers began to be
admitted.

Government-controlled labor recruitment ended

after the oil-price increase of 1973. Contrary to

administrators’ projections of return, migrants

initiated a family-reunion phase. To them, it made

no sense to go back to unemployment-threatening

societies of origin, and humanitarian concerns in

receiving societies prevented involuntary repatria-

tion. While not accepted to citizenship, labor

migrants became ‘‘denizens’’ enrolled in social

security systems. Thus, in the economic crisis of

the late 1970s, they did not have to rely on family

support at ‘‘home’’—in fact, it had become unclear

where home was. Transculturally competent

migrants joined labor movements and participated

in strikes; in some industries they had higher rates

of unionization than native-born workers. Since

the late 1970s, some fourteen to fifteen million

‘‘foreigners’’ resided in Western European coun-

tries, ranging from 3.3 percent of the population

in Great Britain via a middle range of 6.5 to 9.0

percent in France, Germany, and Belgium, to 16

percent in Switzerland in 1989. In several states,

even migrants’ locally born children were forced to

retain the status of ‘‘foreigners.’’

SOUTH-NORTH REVERSE MIGRATION

AFTER DECOLONIZATION AND

IMMIGRATION

In Asia and Africa, the European colonizers had set

up regimes of bound labor and had relied on such

workers to support their military campaigns.

During World War I, some two hundred thousand

men were brought to France and Britain; another

million supported the British elsewhere. In the

interwar period small settlements of African and

Asian sailors and dockworkers emerged in many

of Europe’s port cities. Students from the colonies

questioned their political and cultural position rela-

tive to the colonizing power: African students in

France developed the concept of ‘‘negritude,’’

Indian students in Great Britain the antecedents

of ‘‘subaltern’’ and ‘‘postcolonial studies.’’ Other

migrants inserted themselves into the European

labor movements and transferred practices of mili-

tancy back to their societies of origin. The number

of these migrants was small, their stays temporary,

their influence large.

After World War II, during which soldiers and

workers from the colonies again supported the

Allied war efforts, most of the colonies achieved

independence through negotiation or wars of lib-

eration. As a result, administrators, soldiers, and

commercial personnel returned, and those descen-

dants of former migrants to the colonies who

would not or could not stay began a process of

reverse migration. Some 5.5 to 8.5 million Italian,

French, British, Belgian, Dutch, and other white

colonials and nonwhite auxiliaries—colonials who

had acted as local support staff for the colonizers—

came before 1975. Mixed-origin families and their

children faced racism; ‘‘colored’’ auxiliaries often

ended up in camps or substandard housing.
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‘‘Home’’ governments assumed that nonwhite

refugee auxiliaries would stay only temporarily,

until conditions in their states of origin would

permit return. However, in most cases, return

never became an option, and European societies

lost their white exclusiveness. ‘‘The empire strikes

back,’’ noted critics of colonialism.

During the postwar reconstruction and the

1950s mass production of consumer goods, former

colonizing countries began to rely on labor from

their (former) colonies in addition to the intra-

European ‘‘guest workers.’’ For example, demobi-

lized and unemployed Jamaican soldiers came to

the United Kingdom in 1948; uprooted Hindu,

Sikh, and Muslim refugees from India and

Pakistan arrived in the following years. By 1962,

when the government tried to end immigration

from nonwhite countries of the Commonwealth

(a loose confederation of former members of the

British Empire), some 430,000 nonwhite immi-

grants resided in the United Kingdom. In each of

the next two decades about 450,000 arrived as

families rather than as single male workers. In

France a prewar North and West African commu-

nity, numbering about 100,000 by 1939, provided

supportive networks for those arriving since the

1950s. ‘‘Anticolored’’ exclusion bills remained

ineffective. The former colonizer societies became

multicolored against their will, but racism lost its

hold only slowly. While France and Britain

attempted to reduce migration by restrictive legis-

lation and became multicultural against their will,

the Dutch and Swedish societies began to recon-

struct themselves in a conscious, but not unop-

posed, process of change.

Migration from the decolonizing Southern

Hemisphere to socialist Eastern Europe remained

small. Many of these migrants were connected to

liberation movements or pro-Soviet governments,

and their admission was categorized as ‘‘inter-

national solidarity.’’ Migrants were positively

segregated as political activists or negatively segre-

gated as cheap labor and, thus, no everyday cultural

exchange could develop. After 1989 these migrants

found themselves in extremely precarious eco-

nomic situations and faced further discrimination

or expulsion.

CHANGES SINCE THE 1970S

Western Europe’s overall migration balance in the
1950s was still negative, with a net loss of 2.7
million men, women, and children. It evened out
during the 1960s and, from the 1970s, and clearly
in the 1980s, Western Europe became an immigra-
tion region. The change was due first to demo-
graphic developments and their consequences: the
aging of European populations and the resulting
demand for service personnel, and high levels of
training and educational achievement and the
resulting reluctance of the younger generations to
enter unskilled and low-income occupations.
Second, it was an outcome of the previous guest-
worker migrations: when recruitment ended in the
mid-1970s, the workers did not return as postu-
lated by population planners but engaged in strat-
egies of family reunification. Third, in view of the
imbalances of the global terms of trade and of the
‘‘gobal apartheid’’ between ‘‘white’’ high-standard-
of-living and ‘‘colored’’ low-standard-of-living
countries, Europe’s economies attracted migrants
from formerly colonized countries and from the
Southern Hemisphere in general.

Compared to the south-north migrations and
their potential in the future, post-1989 east-
west migrations were limited. They included some
2.5 million, mostly temporary, refugees from the
wars of dissolution of former Yugoslavia, who
joined earlier migrating relatives; a few hundred
thousand Polish and east central European seasonal
workers; about 2.2 million ‘‘Aussiedler’’ (descen-
dants of German emigrants to tsarist Russia) from
the Commonwealth of Independent States in the
decade after 1988; and several hundred thousand
Russian Jews. In contrast, migration in post-1989
Eastern Europe, especially between Russia and the
decolonizing newly independent states, involved
an estimated twenty-five million migrants who
regained the states of their particular ethnoculture.
Since the mid-1990s, about half a million Chinese
migrated seasonally or multiannually to the oppor-
tunities offered by the Russian economy.

Demography and statistical data notwithstand-
ing, most Western European governments refused
to develop immigration policies and concepts
of multiculturalism. In the early 1990s the con-
servative German government categorically stated
that the country—with about 10 percent of its
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population immigrants—was ‘‘not an immigration

country.’’ To prevent sizable east-west migrations

from the ten new European Union (EU) member

states of 2004, citizens of the latter have freedom

to ‘‘circulate’’ to but not to migrate and take jobs

in the ‘‘old’’ EU for a period of seven years—

though some ‘‘old’’ EU countries permit admis-

sion under special regulations. Since the EU has no

mandate to legislate in matters of immigration,

intergovernmental agreements set policies: the

Schengen Agreement (1985) created an internal

zone of free mobility, while fortifying the barriers

toward the outside (‘‘fortress Europe’’), and uni-

fied visa procedures for non-European entrants;

the Dublin Convention (1990) changed policies

and admission procedures as regards asylum

seekers from protecting refugees to controlling

in-migration; the Maastricht Treaty (1992) differ-

entiated between EU- and non-EU Europeans;

and in 1994 an ‘‘EU-citizens first’’ employment

policy was announced.

In the mid-1990s, more than 60 percent of the

‘‘foreigners’’ in the EU had lived there for more

than ten years and in North American terms of

thinking would have been designated ‘‘immi-

grants.’’ Many such ‘‘foreigners’’ are European-

born children of immigrants who, under ius

sanguinis (right of blood) provisions, remain

foreigners by law. Of the 20 million interstate

migrants in the ‘‘old’’ Europe (the original fifteen

EU members) in 2000, 5 million were EU-

internal migrants. The largest groups from neigh-

boring regions came from Turkey (more than 3

million) and from the Maghreb (Morocco and

Algeria, 2.3 million). Since the 1990s, the legal as

well as undocumented migration from developing

countries further away has increased, in particular

from French- or English-language postcolonial

states such as Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Senegal, and

Ghana, but also from China. Figures amount to 1

million from sub-Saharan Africa and 2.2 million

from Asia. Some 12 million Muslims live in

Europe. Net immigration to Europe in 2000

amounted to 0.7 million, or 0.2 percent of the

EU population. This compares to an annual immi-

gration to Canada equal to about 1 percent of the

population. Whatever the political declarations and

the absence of immigration policies, since about

1980 Europe has been an immigration region.

See also Displaced Persons; Refugees.
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DIRK HOERDER

n

IMPERIAL TROOPS. Imperial troops
played a role in almost all the conflicts of the first half
of the twentieth century. They fall into two distinct
categories: the mainly white or mixed-race recruits
who were citizens of the imperium, like the inhabi-
tants of the British Dominions (Canada, Australia,
New Zealand, and South Africa) or the French citi-
zens with voting rights in Algeria and coastal Senegal,
and those who were indigenous colonial subjects, the
so-called native troops. The extensive use of native
troops by the colonial powers became common with
the rise of imperialism in the second half of the

I M P E R I A L T R O O P S

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1389



nineteenth century. To guard and secure their new

territories, the British made extensive use of their

recruits from the North Indian plains, and the

French of their Tirailleurs (riflemen) from North

Africa and French West Africa. Enlistment in the

armed forces was supposed to be voluntary, but a

good deal of pressure was often exerted through local

chiefs. The army offered paid employment, welfare

services, regular food for the man and his family,

clothing, status, and new loyalties not only to the

army, but also an identification with the colonial

authority. The vast majority of Asian and black imper-

ial troops recruited in this way were illiterate, rural

non-Christians, often with little idea of what their

tasks might be. No longer the enemy of past colonial

wars, they had become an arm of the imperium,

loyally or pragmatically united in the great imperial

cause. In fact it brought men into the army whose

backgrounds made them a poor choice to fight a

modern war in Europe. Contemporary assessments

referred to savage ferocity and low intelligence as the

defining characteristics of nonwhite soldiery. During

both world wars few belligerent powers employed

colored or black troops in combat roles on

European soil. This was partly due to racial prejudice

but also because most colonial powers considered

Europe’s wars as exclusively white men’s wars. They

were afraid to put the white men’s prestige at stake.

All the colonial powers possessed a hierarchy of

perceived ‘‘martial races.’’ The perfect ‘‘martial

race’’ was an ethnic group that produced men

who were both martial and loyal. Thus for example,

Gurkhas, Hausa, Toucouleur, and Bambara were

believed to be better warriors than others. Until

the 1940s the martial races doctrine also provided

the ideological foundation for the Indian army,

where caste was played off against caste and weap-

ons were restricted to those groups least likely to

use them against their masters. The goal was to

foster group spirit through rivalry and competition

among units and to avoid the kind of cultural homo-

geneity that was seen as in part responsible for the

mutinies of the past. Companies of a battalion in the

Indian army might be divided by ethnicity, but they

would all share the same regimental identity.

WORLD WAR I

World War I (1914–1918) brought changes. All

the belligerent states suffered huge military man-

power shortages. As a result more than 600,000

nonwhite soldiers from the French and British

colonies were present in the European theater of

war. Among them were 270,000 North Africans,

134,000 West Africans, and 153,000 Indians.

Britain and France also recruited a large Asian and

North African labor force for work in France. For

almost the first time, the British employed Indian

soldiers to fight a white enemy as regular troops

under European command. Poorly motivated, ill-

prepared, and suffering from the racist attitudes of

their commanders, their small battalions were with-

drawn in 1915, with a very high number of casual-

ties. Despite growing pressure, the War Office

refused to use black troops in combat roles because

it was deemed undesirable to put them on a par

with white men. To preserve established hierarchies

of race and masculinity, black soldiers were mostly

Amadou Hampaté Bâ (1900–1991), a writer of Mali:

When the survivors returned home in 1918–19,
they caused a new social phenomenon that
would have long term consequences on the
mentalities: I want to speak of the collapse of

the myth of the white man as an invincible and
exemplary human being. Indeed, up to that
moment, the white man had been considered
a different being. . . . But, since then, the black
soldiers had made war in the trenches along-
side their white comrades. They had seen he-
roes, courageous men, but they had also seen
the ones who were crying, who screamed and
who were afraid. They had discovered crooks
and depraved, and even, something unthink-
able, almost unbelievable, they had seen in
the cities white thieves, white poor people,
and even white beggars!

When these Tirailleurs returned home, they
told, during the long evenings, everything they
had seen. No, the white man was not a super-
man . . .

It’s there, in 1919, that started to blow for
the first time a spirit of emancipation and of
claims, that would in the end develop in other
layers of the population.

Source: Amadou Hampaté Bâ, Sur les traces d’Amkoullel,

l’enfant peul. Paris, 1998. Author’s translation.
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confined to labor battalions. From 1916 on, more

colored recruits from British West Indies Regiments

(BWIR) and South Africa (the Cape Coloured

Labour Corps and the twenty-thousand-strong

South African Native Labour Contingent) were sent

to Europe, but they were used mainly in support

roles and they were paid less than soldiers in British

regiments. The South African authorities also

feared arming black soldiers and allowing them to

fight against Europeans. At the end of the war,

mutinies occurred among colonial troops, occa-

sioned by the slow process of demobilization

resulting from shipping shortages and the priority

given to white soldiers returning home.

Only the French used their North and West
African soldiers as front-line troops in every corner
of their empire, whether for the defense of the
mother country, for conquest (Morocco and other
African countries), for occupation (Rhineland,
Middle East), or for counterinsurgency (North
Africa, Vietnam). Unlike the British, the French
saw their West African colonies as a vast reservoir
of soldiers. In 1909 General Charles-Marie-
Emmanuel Mangin (1866–1925) started the inter-
national discussion about the use of colored troops
when he pleaded for the Force noire (black force) to
help compensate for France’s stagnant birthrate and
the consequent military imbalance with Germany.
He believed his Tirailleurs Sénégalais (soldiers
from French sub-Saharan Africa) to be brave war-
riors for their strong physique and lack of a nervous
system. Their first experiences on the front line in
northern France were a disaster, but this did not
result in their withdrawal. Statistics do not suggest

that their casualty rates were significantly higher
than those of their white counterparts, but in cer-
tain localities such as Chemin des Dames (1917)
and Reims (1918), they did sustain substantial
losses. Whether they were used as cannon fodder
because of the racist attitudes of their commanders
remains difficult to ascertain. More than 20 percent
of the approximately 134,000 Tirailleurs Sénégalais
thrown into the murderous battles of the western
front did not return home, not least because of the
diseases they caught in the inhospitable European
climate. Although their contribution to the French
army’s effectives had been largely symbolic (1.6
percent) and their combat effectiveness question-
able, it nevertheless represented a heavy burden on
sparsely populated African peasant societies. More
important was the contribution of French North
Africa, which provided 270,000 combatants who,
like the British Dominion troops, had the reputation
of being among the best in the field. These French
colonial troops were completed with more than
43,000 soldiers from French Indochina, 41,000
from Madagascar, and 22,000 from the West Indies.

Throughout French West Africa, a system of
general military conscription had been in place.
Troops were recruited with the aid of the first
African deputy, Blaise Diagne (1872–1934), who
thought that the French would grant political
rights in exchange. Similar expectations were held
by other colonial soldiers, such as the British West
Indian Regiments. The success of Diagne as high
commissioner of recruitment of black troops con-
tributed significantly to the government’s decision
to maintain colonial conscription after the war. The
General Conscription Act of 1919 guaranteed a
continuing supply of men. In the French colonial
army, which was less color-conscious than the
British, about one in ten officers was black, either
African or Caribbean.

Spain also used recruits from its North African
possessions in its armed forces. In 1934, on the
advice of the then general Francisco Franco (1892–
1975), the Spanish Republican government specifi-
cally employed Moroccan troops in the suppression
of the Asturias rising. During the civil war, General
Franco used between sixty and seventy thousand
of these so-called Moors from North Africa as
part of the nationalist army. As in the case of the
French African soldiers, the much feared Moors
were also used as a psychological weapon by their

From an official report (1918) of the French

authorities:

Conditions of life in France will allow the native
to develop an unaccustomed familiarity in his
dealings with Whites. Having seen our weak-
nesses, he will seriously damage our prestige
with the stories he tells when he gets home.

Source: Christopher M. Andrew and A. S. Kanya-Forstner,

France Overseas: The Great War and the Climax of French

Imperial Expansion (London, 1981), 141.
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commanders. Other European colonial states, such

as Portugal, Belgium, Italy, and the Netherlands,

also raised troops from indigenous populations

before and after the First World War, but never

used them in Europe.

In spite of the fact that the German armed

forces had raised colonial troops in their African

possessions, from the Second Moroccan Crisis

(1911) onward, the German press had portrayed

African soldiers as bloodthirsty barbarians. During

the First World War, the novelist Thomas Mann

(1875–1955) and the sociologist Max Weber

(1864–1920) spoke for many Germans and non-

Germans when they expressed indignation that

Western civilization would be betrayed if the white

civilized nations made use of the inferior races. The

horror stories about charcoal-black Africans cutting

off ears, noses, and heads of German soldiers found

a large German audience. After 1918 the propa-

ganda campaign against what was called the ‘‘Black

Shame’’ reached its climax when African soldiers,

who were part of the French occupying forces in

the Rhineland, were reported as roaming out of

control across the Rhineland, raping German

women at will, infecting the population with vene-

real diseases, and ‘‘polluting’’ German blood.

During the overtly racist campaign against the

‘‘Black horror on the Rhine,’’ the Germans not

only mobilized world opinion against France but

also shaped expectations of black troops’ behavior.

Colonial soldiers’ alleged sexual attacks became the

dominant subject of German propaganda; a propa-

ganda war that was to be continued by the Nazis

and that goes a long way to explaining the brutal

way in which captured African soldiers were treated

as prisoners of war.

French colonial troops from Africa fight in the trenches in France during World War I. Undated photograph.

ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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As far as the white troops of the British
Dominions are concerned, Australia, New Zealand,
Canada, and South Africa all possessed armed
forces of their own. The New Zealand and
Australian imperial forces were both volunteer ser-
vices that were sent overseas in both world wars.
During the preparations for the landings at Gallipoli
in 1915, the Australian and New Zealand Army
Corps became known as the ANZACs. Gallipoli
was to become a focal point of Australian life, and
Anzac Day on 25 April became Australia’s true
(though unofficial) national day and served to
define the identity of the young country. The
ANZACs lost more than eleven thousand men at
Gallipoli, and a further sixty thousand were to die
on Flanders fields, at the Somme, and at Verdun.
At the beginning of World War I, the use of
Canadian forces on behalf of the British Empire
was complicated by the French minorities hostile
to the war, and individual Canadians thus enlisted
in British units. From January 1916 onward, the
Canadian Expeditionary Force (CEF) fought on
the western front, suffering approximately 10 per-
cent casualties.

WORLD WAR II

In World War II (1939–1945), Dominion forces
played important roles in all theaters of war. South
African, Canadian, and ANZAC troops were used
in North Africa, Italy, and later in northwestern
Europe. However, even more vigorously than in
World War I, the nonwhite South African troops
were restricted to noncombat roles. The Canadians
lost about 14 percent of their troops in battle and
through disease, the Australians 13 percent, and
the New Zealanders 12.5 percent. ANZAC forces
included some indigenous peoples. Maori participa-
tion was not accorded specific, separate, attention,
unlike indigenous participation in Canada and
Australia. These indigenous people had enlisted
for various reasons, not the least being that their
fathers and grandfathers had served in the First
World War. The Australian Aborigines’ enlistment
was specifically linked to preexisting campaigns for
citizenship rights.

In many ways this conflict mirrored that of

World War I. Native troops fought again as well,

in the Mediterranean, in Asia, and in Africa, releas-

ing European forces for service in Europe. In

World War II African troops constituted a much

larger percentage of French total forces than in the

First World War. Although the blacks were not

excluded in the British services in either war, very

few black men—or women—served in the British

army, and none in the Royal Navy, although there

were black and Indian seamen. In the United

Kingdom, conscription was introduced in May

1939, and the globalization of war meant extensive

use of non-European troops in other theaters like

North Africa and Burma, where Indians and Africans

made up over two-thirds of the ‘‘British’’ imperial

forces. Most men in uniform had noncombatant

roles as laborers, drivers, guards, and orderlies.

Over two and a half million Indian citizens served

during the war, most of them outside Europe,

although the 8th and 10th Division participated

in the taking of Monte Cassino. Italy became the

most heterogeneous theater of war, and saw the

contribution of many colonies and dominions:

Canadians, West Indians, New Zealanders, Maoris,

Indians, Gurkhas, Ceylonese, Seychellois,

Mauritians, South Africans, Rhodesians, Basuto,

Bechuana, and Swazi troops, Tirailleurs Sénégalais,

North African goums, Zouaves, and Spahis fought

side by side in the British and French armies. Not

only in Italy but also during the second Rhineland

occupation Moroccan soldiers were accused of sexual

assaults.

LEGACIES

Never before had so many colored men stayed so

long in Europe’s cities and villages. Colonial sol-

diers and workers were left with experiences that

changed their lives, particularly their perceptions

of themselves and of the colonizers—precisely what

the colonial authorities feared most. Until then,

the Europeans were supposed to protect the ‘‘prim-

itive races,’’ but now this situation was reversed and

the idea of inherent white supremacy seemed under

siege. In the Second World War the imperial troops

serving in the Far East witnessed the destruction of

the myth of European invincibility as the Japanese

overran South East Asia. The European powers

therefore feared that demobilized soldiers might

act as catalysts for resistance against white rule on

their return. This ‘‘moral panic’’ about the impact

that large numbers of men with experience of
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military service might have on the social and polit-

ical order of the colonies was not to become a

reality, as most demobilized colonial soldiers were

reabsorbed into postwar society with relative ease.

Most veterans appropriated the imagery of heroism

and military sacrifice to convince the often skeptical

members of their community back home. African

veterans occasionally claimed that their wartime

military experiences had inspired them to anticolon-

ial activity, but the overwhelming majority were

preoccupied with economic concerns. Returning

native soldiers could be more assertive in their

attitude but remained for the most part loyal to

their motherland despite the fact that they had

every reason to feel resentment. The payment of

wartime bonuses, large sums in prewar terms,

proved shockingly parsimonious in the light of

inflation. Also, many soldiers had not been granted

their full pensions, a recurring grievance of almost

all imperial veterans. This occasionally caused

revolts like the one in Thiaroye (Senegal), where

thirty-five returning African former-POWs were

killed during a mutiny by the French authorities

in December 1944. (Thiaroye was to become the

national shrine of the West African struggle for

independence.) However, only in Algeria did war

veterans play significant roles in the political move-

ments that led to decolonization. More important

was the psychological and sociological transforma-

tion of the soldiers and workers who had left their

traditional values in Europe. They had developed

an alternative masculinity that combined local ideas

with those derived from other African or Asian

cultures and the culture from the motherland.

They had learned linguistic and technological skills

that they hoped would enable them to earn a better

living once they returned home. Not all their poli-

tical and economic hopes and aspirations were to

be met in the postwar years, but, paradoxically, for

many Africans, African Americans, and Asians the

army had been the ‘‘school of equality.’’

See also Armies; British Empire; Colonialism; French
Empire; Warfare.
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DICK VAN GALEN LAST

n

INDIA. British colonial rule in India, established
formally in 1757, lasted for almost two centuries.
Ironically, however, it was when the territorial
extension of the Indian Empire had reached its
apogee with the final conquest of Burma in 1885
that the first stirrings of organized Indian nation-
alist opposition also began to manifest themselves.
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EARLY NATIONALISM

The emergence of a structured movement of anti-
colonial resistance in India is conventionally traced
to the Indian National Congress established in
December 1885. Its early membership was elite,
urban, and Western-educated. Its methods and
demands were moderate, petitioning for greater
Indian participation in imperial governance and
economic policies that would develop, not impov-
erish, India. Gradually a more militant strand
emerged that declared self-rule a ‘‘birthright’’ and
advocated assertive strategies of boycott to achieve
it. These ‘‘extremists’’ also reached out to the
masses but the symbols around which they mobi-
lized—Hindu deities and historical figures—often
alienated religious minorities.

Forming a quarter of India’s population, most
Muslims remained aloof from the Congress.
Indeed, the reformer Syed Ahmed Khan (1817–
1898) had warned that political activism by a com-
munity lagging educationally and economically
behind the Hindu majority would mean its even-
tual obliteration. In December 1906, a few leading
Muslims gathered in Dacca (eastern Bengal) to
found the All India Muslim League. Earlier in
October, a delegation of Muslim landlords had
met with the viceroy to demand separate elector-
ates and weighted representation for Muslims, a
concession embodied in the Indian Councils Act
of 1909. Elite Muslim and imperial interests dove-
tailed to represent Indians as divided into distinct
communities requiring separate representation.

INDIA IN THE WORLD WARS

In August 1914, Britain unilaterally declared India
a combatant in World War I. At first nationalists
like Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi (1869–1948)
supported the British in hopes of substantial poli-
tical reward. Although Edwin Montagu (1879–
1924), secretary of state for India, proclaimed on
20 August 1917 the new British policy of the
‘‘progressive realization of responsible government
in India,’’ reforms in 1919 disappointed even mod-
erate nationalists, granting only less important pro-
vincial powers to Indians. Separate electorates were
retained and the franchise restricted to propertied
and educated men usually loyal to the Raj (imperial
government). These meager concessions were off-
set by the Rowlatt Acts of 1919, which perpetuated

draconian wartime measures such as the detention
of Indians without trial. And on 13 April 1919,
General Reginald Dyer (1864–1927) fired at an
illegal but unarmed assembly that, unaware of the
imposition of martial law, had gathered at the
Jallianwallah park in Amritsar (Punjab), leaving
379 dead and over 1,200 injured. Becoming a
symbol of colonial injustice, this act provoked
widespread protest.

The deleterious economic impact of the war on
India’s poor, especially the shortage and high price
of essential commodities, laid the groundwork for
Gandhi’s mass nationalism. Furthermore, the post-
war dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire,
whose sultan claimed to be the caliph of Sunni
Muslims, provided an opportunity for a Congress
alliance with Indian Muslims. Capturing the party’s
leadership in 1920, Gandhi launched a combined
nonviolent noncooperation and pro-caliphate
movement rallying Hindus and Muslims on paral-
lel, though separate, platforms. Mohammed Ali
Jinnah (1876–1948), until then a member both
of Congress and the League, resigned from the
former in protest against this welding of religion
and politics. Gandhi’s call to boycott British goods
and institutions was heeded by large numbers of
Indians. However, far from singlehandedly awak-
ening popular ferment, Gandhi capitalized on
already widespread labor and peasant unrest, chan-
neling it along Congress’s lines but never fully
controlling it. Indeed, he was forced to call off
noncooperation when in February 1922, breaching
the dictate of nonviolence, angry peasants killed
twenty-two policemen in the northern town of
Chauri Chaura. In 1924, when Kemal Atatürk
(1880–1938) abolished the office itself, the pro-
caliphate movement also ended and earlier unity
devolved into religious rioting in northern India.

Noncooperation remained dormant until the
renewal of civil disobedience in the period from
1930 to 1934. Gandhi kicked off the movement
in March 1930 with a 240-mile march to the sea to
manufacture salt in violation of the government’s
monopoly. Thereafter, civil disobedience spread
quickly, fanned by the economic dislocation of
the Great Depression. The British replied with
constitutional reform. The Government of India
Act of 1935, while still maintaining firm colonial
control at the center, enlarged the franchise to
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thirty-five million voters and provided fully elected
Indian provincial governments. In the elections of
1937, the Congress benefited from its mass cam-
paigns to win in eight of eleven provinces. The
Muslim League, however, fared abysmally. In the
two largest Muslim-majority provinces of Bengal
and Punjab, cross-religious regional coalitions
assumed power. Jinnah now revived the theory,
first mooted by Syed Ahmed Khan in the 1880s,
that Hindus and Muslims formed two equal
nations as a way to trump the numerical minority
of Muslims and to unite them across provinces.

Once again, in 1939, the viceroy announced
India’s entry into World War II without consulting
Indians. This time Congress resigned its provincial
ministries in protest. Now finding it convenient to
endorse the League’s claim that the Congress did
not represent all Indians, the British pushed Jinnah
to define his demands. Recent scholarship consid-
ers the League’s Lahore Resolution of March 1940
an attempt to negotiate a power-sharing agreement
for Muslims in India, not a call for partition. In
formally asking for independent Muslim states in
the northeast and northwest, Jinnah was pressing
the more important stipulation that future consti-
tutional arrangements be negotiated on the basis of
a parity of ‘‘Hindustan’’ and ‘‘Pakistan’’ within
India. Japan’s bringing the war to Southeast Asia
in 1942 produced fresh efforts to conciliate Indian
opinion. On 8 August 1942, when negotiations
had collapsed, Congress launched the Quit India
movement, the largest civilian uprising since the
rebellion of 1857. Far from leaving, however, the
British responded with repression, using troops
massed in India for the war.

BRITISH DECOLONIZATION IN INDIA

Domestic considerations combined with popular
pressures in India pushed the eventual British offer
of independence. For Britons emerging from the
war, economic reconstruction at home took prior-
ity over diverting scarce human and material
resources to reassert imperial control in India
where political unrest had assumed worrisome pro-
portions by 1945–1946. Apart from the grow-
ing nationalist orientation of the increasingly
Indianized civil service, the vaunted ‘‘steel frame’’
of the Raj, British confidence in their Indian sword
arms was also shaken. The Indian National Army,

formed from Indian POWs captured in Southeast
Asia, had aligned with the Japanese in 1943–1945.
The trial in late 1945 of three of its officers galva-
nized nationalist sympathy, turning these ‘‘desert-
ers’’ into heroes, and spread to the Royal Indian
Navy, whose ratings mutinied in Bombay from 18
to 23 February 1946.

In the elections of 1945–1946, while the
Congress repeated its previous success, the
League’s performance improved spectacularly: it
won all reserved central assembly seats and polled
75 percent of the provincial Muslim votes. With
the League and Congress the only major parties left
in the political fray, in March 1946 a high-powered
British Cabinet Mission attempted to broker a con-
stitutional arrangement for independent India.
Their plan involved a three-tiered federation in
which most powers would vest in three groupings
of provinces—two comprising Muslim majority
provinces in the east and west and the third the
Hindu majority provinces. An arrangement that
would have preserved Indian unity while satisfying
the League demand for parity of representation
through Muslim provinces that could influence
the center, it was rejected by the Congress object-
ing precisely to the weak center. With this rebuff
also went the last chance for an undivided India.

A frustrated League’s call for ‘‘direct action’’
on 16 August 1946 to achieve Pakistan precipitated
large-scale violence along the lines of religion
in Bengal, Bihar and, later, Punjab. As northern
India slid into chaos, on 20 February 1947
the prime minister Clement Attlee (1883–1967)
announced a British departure by June 1948,
moved up to August 1947 by the last viceroy
Lord Louis Mountbatten (1900–1979). Upon
Attlee’s announcement, Hindu conservatives, fol-
lowed by the Congress, called for a partition of
Bengal and Punjab, separating Hindu from
Muslim majority districts. Power was handed to
Pakistan and India on 14–15 August 1947 in the
midst of a bloodbath and the largest population
transfer in South Asian history.

POSTCOLONIAL CONTINUITIES

While Jawaharlal Nehru (1889–1964), prime min-
ister until his death in 1964, inaugurated a new era
of nation-building and economic development in
1947, the colonial imprint on the postcolonial state

I N D I A

1396 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



was striking. India was now a democratic, secular

republic, but a remarkable 200 articles of its con-

stitution were taken from the Government of India

Act of 1935. Instituting a federal structure in

which powers were shared between the union and

the states, independent India retained provisions

enabling the center to dismiss democratically

elected but recalcitrant regional governments.

Both Nehru and his daughter Indira Gandhi

(1917–1984, prime minister in 1966–1977 and

1980–1984) perpetuated the colonial reliance on

the nonelected administrative and police services to

shore up executive power. This top-heavy state,

and sometimes vice-regal style of governance, was

justified by the requirements of planned develop-

ment in an impoverished country disrupted by the

mayhem of partition. But one harmful result, par-

ticularly pronounced under and after Indira

Gandhi, has been the decay of institutions that

sustain democratic functioning from the grassroots

up and a preference for personalized power.

Postcolonial patterns of governance have veered

between recourse to shortsighted populism and

resort to authoritarianism to stem popular unrest

An Indian man blocks a cartload of British cloth during the boycott called by Mohandas Gandhi, September

1930. GETTY IMAGES
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(the most extreme example being the suspension of
civil liberties during the Emergency in 1975–
1977). In the 1980s these reflexes provoked seces-
sionist movements in Punjab, the Northeast, and
Kashmir.

HINDU NATIONALISM

Gandhi’s assassination on 30 January 1948 by

Nathuram Godse (1910–1949) was a dramatic

reminder of the existence of a Hindu nationalism

in place since the Hindu Mahasabha’s (Greater

Hindu Society) foundation in 1915. Though

obscured by the Congress in the anticolonial move-

ment, the two shared many members and ideals.

Hindu nationalism, inspired by Vinayak Damodar

Savarkar’s idea of ‘‘Hindutva’’ (Hinduness) defin-

ing the core of the Indian nation, acquired a mili-

tant edge with the founding, in 1925, of the

Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh, a formally apolitical

paramilitary group propounding aggressively anti-

Muslim ideas. Driven into the shadows after

Gandhi’s assassination, by the 1980s the Hindu

Right reorganized itself sufficiently for the

Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP)—evolved from the

Mahasabha—to lead a national coalition govern-

ment from 1998 to 2004. This recuperation was

enabled partly by Congress’s tendency, particularly

in the 1980s, to buttress its weakening electoral

and social bases of support by whipping up fears

of a national unity threatened by religious minori-

ties (the Sikhs in Punjab and Kashmiri Muslims).

Such espousal of a majoritarian nationalism made

ideological room for the BJP. To expand beyond

its core base—upper caste, middle and lower class,

urban and semi-urban, from the Hindi-speaking

north—the BJP’s rhetoric downplayed class and

caste difference to emphasize religious unity.

Muslims provided convenient targets against which

to mobilize. With the insurgency in Kashmir ‘‘con-

firming’’ their ‘‘inherent disloyalty,’’ since 1990

the BJP also made a sixteenth-century mosque in

Ayodhya—allegedly built over a temple marking

the birthplace of the deity Ram—symbolic of all

the majority’s woes. Though Hindu activists

destroyed the mosque in December 1992, the

campaign to build a temple on the site remains

central to the BJP program, conveniently revived

since their ouster from power in May 2004.

KASHMIR

While most of the 560-odd princely states of India
were quietly absorbed by the country within whose
territory they found themselves in 1947, the dis-
pute over Kashmir brought India and Pakistan to
war within two months of their independence.
Physically wedged between the two, Muslim-
majority Kashmir’s integration touches vitally on
the national ideals espoused by both. While on
the one hand Pakistan’s identity as a homeland
for India’s Muslims remains incomplete without
Kashmir, on the other, the presence of Kashmir’s
Muslims in the union vindicates India’s claim to
being a religiously inclusive secular state. Following
a cease-fire in 1949, two-thirds of the region has
been under Indian and the remaining third under
Pakistani control. Further bedeviling resolution of
the Kashmir dilemma, a largely popular insurgency
continuing since 1989—partly aided by Pakistan but
mostly provoked by underdevelopment, corruption,
and interference by the Indian center—has made
clear that many Kashmiris themselves want indepen-
dence from both postcolonial states. However, the
Indian-administered portion includes, besides
Kashmir, the sub-regions of Jammu and Ladakh,
with large Hindu and Buddhist populations respec-
tively, in favor of remaining with India. Despite
periodic diplomatic parleys, the region remains a
potential flashpoint between the now nuclear-armed
countries and the dispute one of the most enduring,
unresolved legacies of decolonization.

See also British Empire; British Empire, End of;
Colonialism; Gandhi, Mahatma; Pakistan.
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MRIDU RAI

n

INDOCHINA. French colonial Indochina was
a federation of protectorates, kingdoms, and colo-
nies comprising Laos, Cambodia, Tonkin, Annam,
and Cochinchina—the last three since subsumed
into the borders of modern-day Vietnam. Named
Indochina by the French because they situated it at
the crossroads of Chinese and Indian influences, it
was created by gradual accretion. It should not be
confused with the more general term Indochina,
designating a vast swath of Southeast Asia, often
taken to include Thailand.

THE PROCESS OF COLONIZATION

Although the kingdom of Nam-Viet was estab-
lished in 207 B.C.E., and Vietnamese independence
from China was again achieved in the tenth century
of the common era, neither the contours of
Vietnam nor certainly the space known as
Indochina came into focus until the French colo-
nial era. Colonial conquest had been preceded by
the influence of French missionaries, most notably
members of the Société des Missions Étrangères,
present in the region for centuries. In the second
half of the nineteenth century, the French Second
Empire undertook military conquest of the region.
French forces radiated from Saigon into Cambodia
(Kampuchea) between 1859 and 1867. A second
wave of expansion in 1884 sealed the French con-
quest, in spite of military reverses at the hands of
the Chinese at Lang Son. Treaties in 1884 granted
France a protectorate over Tonkin in the north and
French tutelage over the Vietnamese court in Hue
(capital of Annam). That same year, the kingdom
of Cambodia was officially transformed into a
French protectorate. In 1893, under pressure from
French gunboat diplomacy, neighboring Siam
(later Thailand) recognized French rule over Laos,
which France had claimed since 1887. The resulting
federation of Indochinese regions known as the
‘‘Indochinese Union’’ constituted an ill-defined
patchwork of languages and alphabets (Vietnamese,
Laotian, Hmong, Khmer, among others), ethnic
identities (highland minorities, ethnic Vietnamese,

ethnic Khmer, ethnic Lao, ethnic Thai, etc.), reli-
gions (Confucianism, cult of ancestors, Theravada
Buddhism, Catholicism), and government models
(kingdoms, protectorates, and states).

INSTRUMENTS OF COLONIAL DOMINATION

AND CONTROL

The French navy played a dominant role in both
the conquest and administration of Indochina.
While the French army was granted considerable
control over Algeria, the navy was given carte
blanche over Indochina for much of the colony’s
existence (1859–1954). Vietnam’s last emperor,
Bao Dai, quipped that in Indochina ‘‘the sovereign
may rule, but the French Admiral governs.’’

The French practiced a policy of dividing and
conquering in Indochina by playing upon old
antagonisms (for example, northern and southern
Vietnam had once been at war in the seventeenth
century and much of southern Vietnam had been
under Kampuchean, or Cambodian, control until
the nineteenth century). In so doing, the French
became not only the arbiters of Indochina but also
the cement that held this heterogeneous federation
together. The French administration dispatched
many ethnic Vietnamese to manage Laos and
Cambodia but not vice versa. They also placed
ethnic Vietnamese in prisons located in highland
minority areas and attempted to forge alliances
with some ethnic minorities in view of checking a
perceived Vietnamese dominance. In some cases,
these triangular tensions shaped the actual con-
tours of Indochina, as in Laos and Cambodia,
where the French became extremely sensitive to
Thai designs and intrigues with ethnic Thais living
in French Indochina. Border skirmishes with
Siam (later Thailand) occurred during much of
the French colonial era. Siam itself served as a
buffer zone between French and British agents of
influence.

ECONOMICS

Indochina attracted considerable investment and
speculation in France, from its rubber plantations
and Michelin’s stakes in them to the powerful
Banque d’Indochine. By 1940 Indochina emerged
as the third largest global exporter of rubber.
Conditions were notoriously cruel on these rubber
plantations, where some 133,000 laborers toiled by
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1942. French Indochina also produced consider-
able quantities of minerals and rice. Liquor and
opium monopolies played prominent roles in the
colonial economy. France also introduced large-
scale planning and public works to Indochina.
The trans-Indochinese railroad, undertaken
between 1905 and 1936, provided not only a
motor and showcase of development and moder-
nization but also, more ironically, a catalyst of
Vietnamese national unity.

RESISTANCE AND REPRESSION

The very first French forays in Indochina met con-
siderable resistance, although the shapes and degrees
of resistance certainly shifted over time. They
included an initial wave of monarchist, conservative
resistance, a subsequent pro-Japanese streak, and the
emergence of multiple Marxist opposition move-
ments, out of which the Indochinese Communist
Party eventually triumphed. Uprisings at Yen Bay
and by the Nghe Tinh soviets in 1930 were met
with brutal repression by a colonial administration
increasingly reduced to a policing role. By 1936,
when police repression was actually slightly relaxed
under the Popular Front government in France,
Indochina’s detention ratios were 2.3 times higher
than those in France, and roughly 1.5 times higher
than those in the neighboring Dutch East Indies
(later Indonesia). At the zenith of incarceration in
1942, some thirty thousand prisoners, many of
them political, languished in the retrograde and
brutal French penal system, emblematized by the
penitentiary island of Poulo Condore.

Already in 1917 the Thai Nguyen prison revolt
had featured some of the nationalist claims of
future struggles. However, most historians identify
the Nghe Tinh soviets of 1930 as initiating a sig-
nificant escalation and militarization in the French
response to Indochinese communism. The heavy-
handed tactics used by the French army to quell
these uprisings anticipated the large-scale violence
that would break out again a decade later.

COLONIAL LIFE AND CULTURE

Indochina evoked more than a simple geographical
area: it came to embody a set of fantasies in the
colonial imagination. This mythical Indochina
occupied a central place in French literature, from
Roland Dorgelès to Marguerite Duras, but also in

architecture, art, and film. Beyond the romantic
vision of Indochina disseminated in these media,
Indochina was in reality a colony marked by hier-
archies: the French administration itself was more
stratified than at home, and the chasm between
colonizer and colonized was considerable in terms
of access to employment or education. The settler’s
universe was far removed from life in the metro-
pole. A metropolitan French visitor described the
average settler’s situation unkindly: ‘‘[they obtain]
land from free concessions, employees through
forced labor, and remuneration through bonuses’’
(Meyer, p. 234). Throughout the colonial period,
with a handful of exceptions like the French nove-
list Marguerite Duras, the small European commu-
nity in Indochina (some thirty-nine thousand in
1940) enjoyed a luxurious lifestyle in the opulent
French quarters of cities like Hanoi and Saigon, at
seaside resorts like the Cap Saint-Jacques, or at the
hill stations at Tam-Dao, Dalat, and Bokor. In
France, Indochina earned the reputation as a land
in which the most humble European man—not to
speak of high-ranking officials—could afford a
coterie of servants and several congaı̈, or mistresses.
Many French colonial women, for their part, con-
sidered themselves more emancipated in Indochina
than back home in France, although some, like a
character in George Groslier’s 1929 novel Le retour
à l’argile (The return to clay), complained of
ennui.

THE TWO WORLD WARS

In the First World War, some 48,922 Indochinese
served in the French military. Of them 1,548 ‘‘died
for France,’’ according to inscriptions at the
Temple du Souvenir Indochinois—a monument
to Indochinese soldiers of the Great War located
outside Paris. In the wake of the war, many
Indochinese elites attempted, in vain, to translate
this sacrifice into colonial reform.

The Second World War heralded far greater
changes in Indochina. In September 1940, follow-
ing France’s defeat to Nazi Germany, Japanese
forces launched assaults on French positions in
Tonkin. That month, Japan and Vichy France
reached agreements, one allowing Japanese troops
to station in Indochina, another placing Indochina
within the Japanese zone of economic influence.
Although Japanese troops were present in
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Indochina between 1940 and 1945, the Vichy
French government of Admiral Jean Decoux
remained in place until March 1945. Vichy reforms
and ideology were introduced, and Vichy police
forces forcefully suppressed rebel uprisings in both
the north and south of Indochina. In fact, French
Indochina was the only former Asian colony east of
Bangladesh to remain in colonial hands in 1945,
because in Hong Kong, Burma, the Philippines,
the Dutch East Indies, Malaysia, and Singapore,
the Japanese had simply toppled the colonial
administration. However, while they did not actu-
ally remove the French administration until 1945,
the Japanese nevertheless actively supported pan-
Asian and anticolonial movements in Indochina.
Among them was the religious sect Cao Daı̈, whose
supporters were rounded up by the French in a
move that typified the complexity of Vietnamese-
French-Japanese relations in this era. Japan finally
put an end to this uneasy working arrangement
when on 9 March 1945 it orchestrated a coup that
toppled French rule. In August–September 1945,
after Japan’s surrender to the Allies, Ho Chi Minh,
who had slipped back into Indochina from exile in
1941 to found the Vietminh, declared Vietnam’s
independence. The removal of both the French and
the Japanese in 1945 signaled a profound shift. The
noncommunist nationalist resistance was largely
compromised by its close ties with Japan. Only
the Indochinese Communist Party emerged
strengthened in August 1945, untarnished because
of its reasoning that the French and Japanese had
constituted a ‘‘double yoke of oppression.’’

Economic conditions were difficult in this
period. Between 1940 and 1943, the price of rice
in Tonkin rose eightfold. Poor food distribution,
the confiscation of rice stocks by the Japanese
army, and other factors, including a power vacuum,
conspired to starve roughly one million Vietnamese
in 1945.

A THIRTY-YEAR WAR

In August 1945 Indochina was occupied by Chinese
troops in the north and British Commonwealth
forces in the south. Ho Chi Minh’s Vietminh and
their sympathizers dominated large sections of
Indochina. Within the Indochinese Communist
Party, some advocated maintaining the unity of
Indochina, although in the end the communist

movements of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia ended
up taking separate nationalist paths.

Starting in September 1945, the French
government strove to retake Indochina, which it
considered the keystone of its overseas empire.
Vietnam would be at war almost continuously
between 1945 and 1975. In late 1945 the French
forces, led by Marshal Leclerc’s (Philippe de
Hauteclocque) armored division that had liberated
Paris in 1944, made rapid headway in southern
Vietnam but encountered stiff Vietminh resistance
in the north. In March 1946 France recognized
Vietnam as a ‘‘free state’’ within the French Union
but retained control over former Cochinchina. In
December 1946 war erupted again in the north.
Although the French took and retook cities like
Hanoi and Haiphong, they were unable to control
rural areas—even near Saigon. From its bastion in
the mountains of northern Vietnam, the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam was able to direct a coordi-
nated campaign featuring both guerrilla and
regular Vietminh units, led by General Vo
Nguyen Giap.

With the war’s escalation came internationali-

zation. France, still recovering from the ravages of

World War II, was unable to bear the brunt of costs

alone. The United States, once sympathetic to the

cause of Vietnamese independence and even to the

person of Ho Chi Minh, began around 1949 to

consider Vietnam a theater of the Cold War. A now

communist China (since 1949) was increasingly

uneasy with this war at its doorstep. In 1950 both

the Soviet Union and China recognized Ho Chi

Minh’s side as the only legal government of

Vietnam. Increased American aid did not produce

French victories. In 1950 French forces suffered a

reverse at Cao Bang. In France, support for the war

was waning. French forces, many of them hailing

from colonies themselves, were drained by guerrilla

warfare. In 1954 French troops were encircled in a

valley at Dien Ben Phu near the border with Laos.

General Giap laid siege to the French garrison,

while at the same time diplomats attempted to

reach a solution in Geneva. The diplomats were

presented with a fait accompli when on 8 May

1954 Dien Ben Phu fell to the Vietminh. The

Union indochinoise, and hence Indochine, techn-

ically ceased to exist in 1954. On 20 July 1954 in
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Geneva, a cease-fire was signed, dividing Vietnam

along the same seventeenth parallel that had sepa-

rated British and Chinese forces in 1945.

This divide remained on the map until 1975.
The years from 1955 to 1975 marked greater and
greater American involvement in what was now a
civil war between North and South Vietnam. In
1963 South Vietnam’s Catholic president, Ngo
Dinh Diem, was assassinated in a coup. That same
year the Vietcong (communist guerrillas south of
the seventeenth parallel) made major inroads. In
1965 Lyndon Johnson escalated the war on two
fronts: trying to quell insurgency in the South, and
bombing North Vietnam. The United States
dropped some eight million tons of bombs on
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia over the duration
of the war. The Vietcong were supplied by the

Vietminh through a tortuous network of paths

known as the Ho Chi Minh Trail, which ran largely

through Laos. Near Saigon, in the so-called Iron

Triangle (around Cu Chi), the Vietcong expanded

by hundreds of miles underground galleries from

which they had already fought the French. In 1968

the Vietcong launched the Têt offensive, which

failed to hold its objectives but ultimately proved

that the rebels could orchestrate large and coordi-

nated attacks in the heart of the South. North

Vietnam launched a final offensive against the

South in 1975. The South fell in just over one

month (10 March–30 April). Just over fifty-eight

thousand U.S. troops died in combat, and approxi-

mately one million Vietnamese soldiers perished.

Estimates of civilian casualties run in the millions.

After 1975 a massive exodus of political and

Ho Chi Minh attending the annual congress of the French socialist party in Tours, France, December 1920. Ho later

became the leader of the Communist Party in North Vietnam and led Vietnamese resistance to French and later U.S.

intervention. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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religious refugees took place, a diaspora composed

of some 1.4 million people between 1975 and

1989.

CAMBODIA AND LAOS

In 1953 King Norodom Sihanouk of Cambodia
declared independence from France. In 1975, five
years after Sihanouk was deposed by a military
coup, the Khmer Rouge took power. Under the
murderous leadership of Pol Pot, they committed
genocide against their perceived opponents, until
the Vietnamese army invaded Cambodia in
December 1978, in a move supported by Moscow
but strongly opposed by Beijing. In retaliation,
China invaded Vietnam in 1979, before being
stymied by the Vietnamese army. Vietnamese
troops remained in Cambodia for a decade.

Laos, like Vietnam, had become independent
in 1945, only to see the French take over again a
year later. Between 1953 and 1975 Laos was torn
by civil war. Laos also became a major, though
unofficial, theater of military operations during
the U.S.-Vietnam war. In 1977, two years after a
people’s republic was established in Laos, the coun-
try signed a friendship treaty with Vietnam.

See also Colonialism; Duras, Marguerite; French Empire;
Vietnam War.
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ERIC T. JENNINGS

n

INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM. The best
way to approach the concept of industrial capital-
ism would seem to be through a definition of
capitalism that existed prior to industrialization as
well as through a debate that historians of indus-
trialization have been having among themselves for
many decades on whether and in what ways the
appearance of industry on the historical stage
amounted to a revolution.

According to the 1989 edition of the Oxford
English Dictionary, capitalism is a ‘‘system which
favours the existence of capitalists,’’ and a capitalist
is ‘‘one who has accumulated capital; one who has
capital available for employment in financial or
industrial enterprises.’’ Webster’s Third New
International Dictionary describes capitalism as an
‘‘economic system characterized by private or cor-
poration ownership of capital goods, by invest-
ments that are determined by private decision
rather than by state control, and by prices, produc-
tion, and the distribution of goods that are deter-
mined mainly by a free market.’’

These definitions indicate that capitalism
existed before the arrival of industrial capitalism,
primarily in the form of a commercial or merchant
capitalism. Its foundations were in the trading links
and routes that had been built up in different parts
of the globe, often over thousands of years. With
the proliferation of money as a means of exchange,
this merchant capitalism became more and more
sophisticated in its methods of handling payments
for material goods that were increasingly trans-
ported over very long distances across Africa, Asia,
and Europe and, after the discovery of the
Americas, also across the Atlantic.

THEORIES OF INDUSTRIALIZATION

Once industrialization had emerged as a clearly
discernible process, intellectuals and scholars came
along to interpret its meaning and significance.
Men like Claude-Henri de Saint-Simon felt that
something remarkable was happening in their time
in the early nineteenth century and turned their
attention to what they perceived as a toiling and
laboring industrial society. Subsequently, Karl
Marx began to analyze the phenomenon more sys-
tematically, viewing it as a distinct stage in the long
evolution of human society. To him industrial
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capitalism based on factory work and wage labor
was preceded by feudalism—a system in which the
owners of the large landed estates had established
their domination over the mass of dependent peas-
ants. According to Marx, this feudal system suf-
fered increasingly from its inner contradictions and
the conflicts it had been generating between the
exploitative landlords and the exploited peasants.
By the eighteenth century these contradictions had
in Marx’s view become so serious as to trigger a
revolution from which a new socioeconomic sys-
tem, industrial capitalism, was born. In it the bour-
geois industrial entrepreneur had replaced the
feudal lord and exploited proletarianized factory
workers through wage labor. In the long run these
proletarians were destined to challenge industrial
capitalism and stage a further revolution that would
abolish capitalist exploitation and lead to an egali-
tarian and democratic communist society charac-
terized by perpetual peace and harmony.

While many of Marx’s writings remained quite
vague about the structures and shape of the com-
munist utopia, he devoted most of his voluminous
writings to an analysis of the ‘‘laws’’ and inner
dynamic of industrial capitalism. Moving along
the path that he had mapped out, his followers
not only spoke and wrote about the evolution of
industrial capitalism after Marx’s death in 1883 but
also looked more closely at its supposedly violent
origins in the eighteenth century.

After World War II, Eric Hobsbawm became
one of the most influential Marxist historians to
examine this period, in his Age of Revolution, first
published in 1962. In it he viewed the emergence
of industrial capitalism as a convulsive phenom-
enon and a major divide in the history of human-
kind. Indeed, ‘‘by any reckoning,’’ he wrote, ‘‘this
was probably the most important event in world
history, at any rate since the invention of agricul-
ture and the cities’’ (p. 29).

Hobsbawm’s study was in part a response to
another interpretation to which he referred indi-
rectly and which had been most powerfully pre-
sented two years earlier by the American
economist Walt W. Rostow in his Stages of
Economic Growth. Rostow saw the rise of industrial
capitalism as an evolutionary process, perhaps best
captured by the image of an airplane sitting at the
end of a runway. If, according to Rostow, the

socioeconomic and political conditions were right
for the plane to start and accelerate down the
metaphorical runway, it would reach a takeoff point
and once airborne would eventually achieve a
steady equilibrium in self-sustained growth and a
mass consumption society.

Although Rostow’s argument was essentially
that of an economic historian who looked at the
alleged experience of societies that had taken off
into industrial affluence, its underlying assump-
tions were anti-Marxist and liberal-reformist. His
subtitle was quite blunt about this: ‘‘A Non-
Communist Manifesto.’’ And indeed, there was
also a contemporary significance to the debate on
capitalist industrialization that revived after World
War II. Both camps were implying, when writing in
this Cold War period, that the competition of East
and West was also a struggle for the hearts and
minds of the still predominantly agricultural socie-
ties of the ‘‘Third World,’’ of the millions in Asia,
Latin America, and Africa who were wavering
between the two systems.

Marxists argued on the one hand that indus-
trialization could not be achieved without revolu-
tionary upheavals of the kind that Europe had once
seen; the Rostowians, on the other, held out the
evolutionary solution that they believed had been
experienced by the Europeans before the advent of
prosperous mass consumer societies in Europe and
North America.

While the argument over origins and funda-
mentals was going on, some scholars turned to
more specific topics. There was the intriguing
question of what had in fact triggered the shift
from an agricultural-feudal to a capitalist-industrial
society. Here the demographers asserted that it was
changes in marriage patterns and birthrates that
unleashed a population explosion. This in turn
promoted a revolution in agricultural production
in which the farming community, instead of merely
growing enough food for its own subsistence,
expanded the arable land and turned to more
intensive agriculture that yielded a surplus for sale
to a growing population in the towns and cities.
Other scholars postulated a reverse chain of events
where improvements in agriculture and a prolifer-
ating interest to produce for a larger market led to
changes in marriage patterns and demographics.
Yet another group of specialists focused on
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technological innovation, the decline in disease and
infant mortality, or long-distance trade and
Europe’s expansion overseas as factors behind the
socioeconomic changes that had so clearly taken
place in Europe around the eighteenth century. If
these controversies had subsided by the end of the
twentieth century, it was perhaps also from a grow-
ing sense that a unique combination of factors had
been at work and that it may never be possible to
identify one as the prima causa.

The other controversy that occupied social and
economic historians in the early postwar period,
and in which Eric Hobsbawm was also engaged,
concerned the question of whether standards of
living rose or declined as industrial capitalism
unfolded in the nineteenth century. The results of
this debate are more clear-cut than those about the
original trigger of industrialization. In the early
twenty-first century it is generally agreed that the
immediate impact in the eighteenth and early nine-
teenth centuries was quite disastrous for millions of
Europeans who experienced the shift from agricul-
ture to industry as an enormous upheaval, materially
and psychologically. Impoverishment and starvation
were widespread in those decades and contributed
ultimately to the outbreak of the revolutions of
1848 in western and central Europe. However, if
the standard-of-living problem is looked at over the
longer term, a broadly based improvement of the
situation of the mass of the population is discernible
until the two world wars of the first half of the
twentieth century destroyed most of these gains,
and it took until the postwar decades before the
upward trend in living standards was resumed.

PROTOINDUSTRIALIZATION

In the 1970s, then, there emerged a group of
historians who had become skeptical of certain ele-
ments of the positions that Hobsbawm and Rostow
had taken in the debate on the origins of industrial
capitalism. They tended to agree with the liberals
that industrial capitalism did not come as a sudden
rupture. The transition from agriculture to industry
was, they believed, gradual and indeed passed
through an intermediate phase that they termed
protoindustrialization. At the same time the group
disagreed with the Rostowians that, once takeoff
had been achieved, industrialization and the reach-
ing of self-sustained growth were unstoppable.

The empirical base of the protoindustrial argu-

ment was provided by the methodological refine-

ments that demography had meanwhile created.

For a long time demographers had been struggling

to develop at least some broad national data on

population change in Europe in the early modern

period. Along came Franklin Mendels and others in

the 1970s, who began to evaluate local church

records and birth registers in an effort to obtain

more specific information on population size in

certain localities. Focusing on Flanders in what is

now southern Belgium and on northern France,

Mendels found concentrations of families who

were landless and, according to earlier theories,

should have moved to the urban centers in search

of jobs in the factory system. But Mendels’s data

showed that these families had stayed in their vil-

lages in the countryside and had become involved

in extensive protoindustrial networks engaged in

spinning and weaving. The raw materials and

tools—as the ‘‘protoindustrializers’’ also discov-

ered—were provided by merchant capitalists in

the nearby towns who, motivated by the prospect

of profit, were in search of cheap labor to escape

the restrictions of the craft guilds in the towns and

cities. They were also linked to a system of trade

that enabled them to channel the finished products

into transregional markets.

In this way a so-called putting-out system was

forged, by which the landless cottagers collected

the raw materials from the merchant capitalist and

turned them into cloth and other textiles, which

they returned to the putters-out for a cash payment

to cover their daily subsistence. As research into the

protoindustrialization phenomenon grew, other

predominantly agricultural regions with similar

employment structures were discovered. The

northwest of England was one of the first regions

of this type, where the factory system with its

textile mills unfolded but slowly. Another proto-

industrial region that attracted a good deal of

attention was along the Belgian border with the

German Rhineland south of Aachen and to the

north around Krefeld. The Eichsfeld (southeast

of Göttingen) and Thuringia also fell into this

pattern, with the latter concentrating on cottage-

industrial woodcrafts and toy making. The proto-

industrial area of Upper Silesia farther east became

famous in 1848 for the weavers’ uprising on which
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Gerhart Hauptmann based his drama Die Weber.
Putting-out networks that often comprised thou-
sands of households also emerged in northern Italy
and in Sweden.

All these results of painstaking demographic
research explain why these historians challenged
not only the Marxists with their revolutionary per-
spective on the process of capitalist industrializa-
tion but also the Rostowians and their takeoff
theory. For some of the regions that had once
sustained flourishing putting-out networks lapsed
back into a rural state, and factory systems arose
elsewhere. In other words, protoindustries were
always in a precarious balance, as was most strik-
ingly demonstrated by the work of the British
industrial archaeologist Robin Chaplin on Tern
Hall in Shropshire, England. Going through the
records of a legal dispute, Chaplin found that the
estate had once housed one of the largest iron
forges in Europe at the bottom of a hill on which
the mansion had been built. Taking a spade,
Chaplin did indeed find massive brick foundations
on the banks of a lake and a creek that in the early
eighteenth century had driven the forge’s water-
wheel. Today no traces can be seen of this devel-
opment. It is covered up by grass, shrubs, and
trees.

Thanks to the research by Mendels and others,
it is now widely accepted that Industrialization
before Industrialization, as Hans Medick, Jürgen
Schlumbohm, and Peter Kriedte entitled their
influential study of the subject, provides a more
subtle interpretation of the genesis of industrial
capitalism than Hobsbawm or Rostow. It is also
agreed that protoindustries run by merchant capi-
talists were not simply displaced by the advent of
the factory system. Rather there was a period of
overlap, even if the cottage industries proved less
efficient in the long run and disappeared. The rea-
sons for this decline are not too difficult to discern.
It was forever laborious, especially in the winter, to
get the raw materials to the cottages and to return
the finished products to the town. The decentrali-
zation of the system also hampered supervision and
control. Here the factory that united all workers
under one roof offered the entrepreneur consider-
able advantages. The surviving factory codes show
how discipline was imposed and workers were held
to a strict routine with fixed work hours, breaks,

and penalties for ‘‘loafing,’’ tardiness, and other
infractions of the codes. Protoindustrial research
also stimulated work on daily life within the cot-
tages, on gender relations and child rearing within
the families. This in turn influenced work that had
begun earlier relating to the role of women in the
emergent factory system, changing work patterns,
and the structures of the industrial working-
class family.

THE GROWTH AND EVOLUTION

OF INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM

Once industrial capitalism had firmly established
itself, it experienced a rapid expansion. The princi-
ple of competition in the marketplace meant that
many who had owned a small workshop went
under or barely survived on the margins of the
new factory system, while others were more suc-
cessful, founding further factories, developing new
product lines, and coming into wealth. Growth
also confronted the successful enterprises with
fresh problems. It became more and more difficult
for the owner(s) to maintain an oversight over all
parts of the operation from the acquisition of raw
materials and the processes of manufacturing to
sales and marketing and the keeping of the
accounts. With the expansion of the workforce
came the need for supervisors on the shop floor
and for experts and managers securing production
and a steady flow of orders, for shrewd accountants
and circumspect dispatchers.

Expansion also required additional capital.
Initially, many entrepreneurs relied on members
of their family to provide capital. But with the
growth of the banking system financial institutions
also became involved in giving loans on a short-
term and increasingly on a more long-term basis.
Finally, there was the development of the joint-
stock company designed to attract investors inter-
ested in buying shares that carried higher returns
than could be achieved through a savings account.
In tandem with financial institutions and manufac-
turing, industry workers also became more orga-
nized. In 1846 the ironworks of Friedrich Krupp in
the industrial Ruhr region had some 140 workers;
by 1913 there were 77,500. With the rallying of
employers and workers came bureaucratization, as
Jürgen Kocka has demonstrated in his study of
the electrical engineering firm Siemens. Werner
Siemens had been in charge of a small workshop
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producing railroad signals and other electrical

equipment, where he himself worked as an inventor

and innovator. By 1912 the firm had 44,400 blue-

collar workers and some 12,500 engineers and

other white-collar employees, and once quite per-

sonal relationships had inevitably become more

distant and anonymous. Research and development

had vastly expanded. The polytechnical schools and

science departments of universities had been drawn

into the training of specialists.

By the late nineteenth century technological

innovation and the applied sciences had tangibly

changed industrial capitalism. While the older

branches of manufacturing (textiles, iron and steel

making, coal mining) continued, the new and

much more dynamic branches of electrical engi-

neering, chemicals, and machine building had

initiated a second phase in the industrialization

process. These branches created much of the pros-

perity that Europe witnessed before 1914 and that

was disrupted by two world wars before it resumed

after 1945, until it was, from the 1980s, challenged

by another shift into computers and the Internet.

However, it would be mistaken to see technol-

ogy as the sole or even as the main driving force

behind the transformations that industrial capital-

ism underwent from the late nineteenth century.

Rather, technological change is inseparable from

changes in the organization of capitalism. Whether

technology is developed indigenously or imported

from abroad, it is never adopted and adapted

locally as such. What comes with it are ideas and

processes of work that are compatible with the new

machinery. During most of the nineteenth century,

manufacturing practices tended to evolve from

preexisting regional traditions of workshop organi-

zation or were adapted from those developed in

Britain, ‘‘the first industrial nation’’ (as Peter

Mathias called it, in his book of that title) and

political hegemon of the age. Continental European

businessmen traveled across the Channel to inspect

the factories of the English Midlands and north,

just as the American Samuel Slater did before he

rebuilt the textile machinery he had seen there at

his mill in Pawtucket, Rhode Island. Other entre-

preneurs in the German Rhineland and elsewhere

hired British engineers to help them with the orga-

nization of their shop floors.

The rise of electrical engineering, machine
building, and chemicals by the late nineteenth cen-
tury triggered further shifts in production methods
and work organization. The need was now for
highly skilled workers who were trained to deal
with more complex processes of assembling auto-
motive engines or testing dyestuffs and who were
able to work with engineers and university-
trained chemists. The working conditions became
less disciplinarian and patriarchal and more
rational-bureaucratic. Loyalty and expertise became
important values that gave employees a voice
within the enterprise. While heavy industry
remained hostile to the idea of worker representa-
tion, the ‘‘new industries’’ began to negotiate with
union representatives. It seemed better to secure
cooperation in the interest of uninterrupted pro-
duction than to have a disgruntled workforce that
staged a sudden strike. Conversely, workers’ asso-
ciations, many of which could build on the experi-
ence of the guilds, were also interested in the
company’s prosperity offering opportunities to
negotiate higher wages and job security. In short,
a movement toward a more flexible handling of
labor relations on the part of some employers coin-
cided with a politically more conservative union-
ization that preferred gradual reform and an
improvement of material conditions to the push
of more radical Marxist politicians and intellectuals
who wanted to prepare the overthrow of the exist-
ing capitalist system.

THE AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL MODEL

By the turn of the century, interest in Britain as the
role model of industrial capitalism began to give
way to an interest in the United States, which in
the meantime had changed from a country of rural
settlers, trappers, and ‘‘Red Indians’’ to one in
which a growing number of people lived in cities
and were engaged in manufacturing. Instead of
journeying to England, continental European
entrepreneurs could now be seen to board one of
the fast luxury liners to take them across the
Atlantic so as to visit the centers of American man-
ufacturing in Pennsylvania, New York, Ohio, and
Michigan.

Overall, the connections that were forged must
be seen as part of a slow globalization process that
had been going on for several centuries and that
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the European ‘‘scramble for colonies’’ in the late
nineteenth century had accelerated, in the course
of which Africa and parts of Asia were carved up
between the great powers. This is where many of
the raw materials for European industry came from,
extracted under exploitative and often brutal con-
ditions and under very unfavorable terms of trade.
But the most intensive exchange in semifinished
and finished goods took place among the indus-
trialized nations of Europe, many of whom were
each other’s best customers, and increasingly also
across the Atlantic, where a new industrial power
was emerging in the pre-1914 decades.

European interest in the United States was
furthermore stimulated by the rise there of the
scientific management movement and the fame of
one of its apostles, Frederick Taylor. He had been
in the forefront of developing time-and-motion
studies and of thinking more systematically about
factory rationalization. A tireless propagandist of
his ideas, he was convinced that their adoption by
industry would benefit both employers and work-
ers. Increased productivity, he argued, brought
higher profits as well as wages. Another American,
Henry Ford, preached rationalization as a means of
producing a benefit in addition to higher produc-
tivity, profits, and wages. Next to the entrepreneur
and worker to whom Taylorism was appealing, he
introduced a third beneficiary of Fordism: the con-
sumer. By passing some of the gains from rationa-
lized production on to the buyer of goods in the
form of lower prices, Ford hitched mass production
to the provision of cheap consumer durables for a
mass market. Having inspected Ford’s assembly
lines in Michigan, it is typical that the electrical
engineering firm of Robert Bosch in Stuttgart and
the French carmaker Renault should experiment
with Taylorist and Fordist methods. This interest
in American ideas of industrial production and
marketing continued and deepened in the 1920s,
when major American corporations came to
Europe as investors or to establish their own pro-
duction facilities, which in turn put pressure on
European entrepreneurs to rationalize.

However, especially during the interwar years,
a number of institutional and mental obstacles pre-
vented a more far-reaching ‘‘Americanization’’ of
European industrial capitalism. To begin with, the
ravages of World War I left too many ordinary

people too close to the existential minimum to
turn them into consumers who could afford a
mass-produced automobile or household appli-
ance. Even if cheaper goods became available, the
resources of the average family were too limited to
help create a mass production and mass consump-
tion society. No less importantly, European indus-
trial capitalism had from the late nineteenth
century onward developed a structural peculiarity
that delayed the advent of an American-style mass
consumer society until after World War II:
cartelization.

CARTELS

Cartels are horizontal agreements between inde-
pendent firms within one branch of industry
designed to foster cooperation instead of competi-
tion in key areas such as output and pricing poli-
cies. Members of a cartel divide the market among
themselves by negotiating, for example, production
quotas for each company and/or by fixing prices.
Many cartels also founded syndicates—organizations
that took complete care of the sale of the cartel’s
products. The origins of this system went back to
the 1870s and 1880s, the years of what was then
known as the ‘‘Great Depression,’’ when European
industry tried to protect itself against losses by
stabilizing prices. It was also the period when car-
tels attempted to shield themselves against foreign
competition by urging their governments to intro-
duce higher protective tariffs.

When in the 1890s the European national
economies came out of the ‘‘Great Depression’’
(which was in effect more a period of retarded
growth) and enjoyed another boom that lasted
more or less continuously until World War I, pro-
tective tariffs were reduced. But in many countries
on the Continent, major branches of industry had
become so used to the comforts of cartels that they
continued to fix production quotas and prices
among themselves. Full market competition was
not restored. In Germany the system was even
legalized by a decision of the Reich Court of
1897, which declared cartels to be binding agree-
ments between individual firms. Leaving a cartel in
order to compete independently and not to be
bound by quotas and fixed prices exposed a com-
pany to lawsuits for breach of contract. Conversely,
enterprises that for some reason were not admitted
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to a cartel found themselves discriminated against.
The larger consequences of cartelization are not
too difficult to pinpoint: the market was virtually
monopolized by cartels. Prices tended to be fixed
at a level that secured the survival of the commer-
cially weakest and least efficient member. The more
profitable companies could use their resources to
rationalize without the threat of a competitor and
hence without the pressure of passing productivity
gains on to the consumers via lower prices.

World War I, with its increasing need to coor-
dinate production and prices for the sake of
national mobilization for total war, perpetuated
the European cartel system, and the difficult years
after 1918 merely reinforced the incentive for
interfirm cooperation. After a brief hiatus during
the more prosperous mid-1920s, when American
business appeared on the scene, the Great Slump of
1929 induced another period of protection against
competition at home and from foreign corpora-
tions. Not surprisingly, the authoritarian political
systems that emerged in the 1930s favored cartels.
When Hitler, for example, placed his arms orders, it
was advantageous to have to deal with a cartel
rather than a welter of manufacturers. Ultimately,
Germany became totally cartelized. It was an indus-
trial capitalism that was still based on the principle
of private ownership of the means of production,
but the marketplace was for all practical purposes
abolished and the consumer had no voice. After
1939, the Nazis tried to impose this system on
the national economies of the neighboring countries
they had conquered. It was envisaged that European
industry would become a Grossraumkartell—a closed
space, an autarkic system geared to German inter-
ests and completely cartelized.

THE POSTWAR MARKET SYSTEMS

Given the negative effects that European carteliza-
tion had both economically and politically, the
United States, as the unquestioned hegemon of
the Western world after 1945, insisted on a strict
ban on cartels and their replacement by a model
that had evolved in the United States since the late
nineteenth century. It began in 1890, when
Congress ratified the so-called Sherman Act, which
prohibited the formation of cartels and a monopo-
lization of the marketplace. Only price competition
and production without quotas were held to be in

the interest of the consumer. As a result, American
industrial capitalism moved in the direction of
oligopolies, of big individual corporations that,
under the pain of severe penalties, were not allowed
to cooperate, only to compete. The system also
promoted the survival of small- and medium-
sized firms that were efficient enough to occupy
the many niches of specialized production that
technological and economic change continued to
open up next to the oligopolies.

With the negative experiences of European
market restrictions in the first half of the twentieth
century before their eyes, the Americans began to
pressure all European nations to break with their
cartel tradition and to introduce anticartel and anti-
monopoly legislation. This pressure was applied
most directly and strongly to occupied West
Germany, with the explicit calculation that if the
potentially largest economy in the postwar recon-
struction effort developed a competitive market
economy, it would spill over into the rest of
Western Europe, where the Americans did not have
the lever of an occupying power.

There was much initial resistance against the
introduction of anticartel legislation everywhere,
as many industrial associations mobilized to block
it or water it down. But by the late 1950s the
movement against restrictive practices had gained
the upper hand throughout the emerging European
economic community. The spreading of the prin-
ciple of market competition paved the way for the
breakthrough of Fordism in its dual meaning—
rationalized mass production of civilian goods from
which the consumer would benefit, as rising living
standards put consumer durables into the range of
the average family budget.

The destruction of the cartel system did not
mean, though, that industrial capitalism in Western
Europe after World War II was totally unrestrained
and unregulated. While the type of socialist plan-
ning that the Soviet Union imposed on the East
European satellites under Stalinism was anathema
in the West, there was the realization that the
complexities of industrial capitalism required some
kind of management of the present and a projec-
tion of growth and performance into the future. It
was a principle that any shrewd director would
apply to his own company as a matter of course,
and it was also one that had become more widely
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accepted in light of the lessons learned from the

collapse of the international economy in 1929.

Industrial capitalism could not do without some

kind of constitutional framework, set of rules, and

management of the future. By the 1960s, politi-

cians, employers, trade unionists, and academic

economists worked hard to generate as precise an

estimate as possible of the present state of the

economy and of its future trajectory. Keynesian

demand management blended with other ideas

about economic steering, with the aim of securing

full employment, low inflation rates, expanded

international trade, and monetary stability.

INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM AND THE

WELFARE STATE

A key concern in the relationship between govern-

ment, employers, and organized workers—also

known as tripartism—was the maintenance and

cautious expansion of the welfare state. This system

of social security had first emerged in Germany

in the 1880s. Subsequently Britain and other

European nations also installed increasingly uni-

versal benefits such as health insurance, pension

schemes, and insurance against unemployment

and work-related accidents. These benefits were

originally conceived as an instrument of social

appeasement to keep a restive working class away

from radical leftist movements and in particular

from the orthodox Marxists who were agitating

for the overthrow of the bourgeois-capitalist order.

After World War I there was a growing sense that

social and economic security was a citizen’s right—

a sense that was reinforced by the need to support

large numbers of disabled veterans, war widows,

and orphans, many of whom had been thrown into

destitution. After the Great Slump of 1929 and

another devastating world war, what had once

started as a limited coverage for selected groups

of workers and white-collar employees saw a

further expansion and consolidation to provide a

safety net for all. Not surprisingly, industry was

never particularly happy with the rise of the welfare

state, to whose funding it was obliged by law to

contribute. In the long run, however, many of its

representatives came to accept that it was in their

interest and that of the stability and viability of the

parliamentary democratic systems that comprised

the political framework for industrial capitalism’s

continued prosperity, which made it imperative to
maintain the safety net despite mounting costs.

However, throughout the postwar decades
voices never subsided that warned of an overbur-
dening of the national economy with welfare
expenditures and entitlements. The countermove-
ment began in the United States, where it was both
the overburdening and the growth of public
bureaucracies administering the welfare state that
drew increasing criticism. As the advocates of a
scaling back of entitlements and of more generally
reducing the public sector through privatization
gained ground under the administration of
Ronald Reagan, their arguments were also taken
up in Europe, first in Britain, where Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher turned them into a
program for political action. It proved to be a
contentious and agonizing process, and even more
so when the objective and ideological pressures to
contain the further growth of the welfare state
reached the countries of the European continent.
The trade unions were in the forefront of the resis-
tance, but in the meantime they had lost many of
their members and hence much of their early post-
war clout. In an ironic way this decline was partly
due to the success of Fordism, which had turned
once class-conscious and combative workers,
demanding social security and a better distribution
of the national wealth, into price-conscious consu-
mers looking for individual improvement and a
reduction of their taxes.

At the end of the twentieth century, industrial
capitalism in Europe faced major sociological and
attitudinal shifts of this kind, which were reinforced
by a major technological change with its own pres-
sures of decentralization and individualization. No
doubt it was no longer the same as during its
origins over two hundred years ago. To be sure,
manufacturing in large factories continues, but
much of it has moved outside Europe. It is a cu-
rious reversal from the nineteenth century. At that
time the rural protoindustrial putting-out system
came to be challenged by the urban factory, and
both continued side by side. At the beginning of
the twenty-first century it appears as if industrial
capitalism exists in parallel to a growing pattern in
which the managers sit in the metropolitan centers
of Europe and North America to initiate and super-
vise the outsourcing of manufacturing to non-
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European countries around the globe. Like the
merchant capitalists of the eighteenth century, they
are linked to a global network of sales agencies,
wholesalers, and retailers who distribute the mass-
produced goods to a receptive mass consumer,
aided by a proliferating tertiary sector whose spe-
cialists are keen to offer their services, be it in
leisure and entertainment, financial advice and
banking, or the food business.

Some have called this regime a postindustrial
capitalism. But it is unlikely that the production of
industrial goods will cease, and it therefore seems
premature to proclaim the end of a system that
proved innovative and dynamic since the emer-
gence of the first factories in Britain and other parts
of continental Europe. There will be regional shifts,
as there have been in the past.

See also Americanization; Capitalism; Labor Movements.
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VOLKER R. BERGHAHN

n

INFLATION. Inflation is best described as a
sustained rise in the general price level. That is
sometimes expressed as nominal income rising in
excess of real income. It is a relatively recent phe-
nomenon in world history, belonging mainly—but
with exceptions in a few rare episodes—to the

twentieth century. There can be many pressures
that produce price changes in the short term, but
there is no inflation without a corresponding
growth in the stock of money. That growth was
not easily achieved before technology allowed the
production of a reliable paper currency, and that
technology belongs to the twentieth century. This
in itself is highly suggestive of the basic cause.

For most of the world’s history, the time plot
of the general price level was almost flat.
Occasionally, the discovery of silver and gold or
improved mining or production techniques would
produce a period of rising prices, though these
were generally modest—seldom much above 5
percent per annum. There were one or two epi-
sodes before the twentieth century, such as in
Britain during the Napoleonic Wars, when metallic
backing for the currency was abandoned. But even
in that period, inflation rates were quite low, 2 or 3
percent at most over a twenty-five-year period.
Some other more extreme cases, such as the
French Revolution or the U.S. civil war, are good
examples of the use of paper money and conseq-
uent rapid inflation. What changed after 1914
was that inflation became a common feature of
economies. Certainly after the mid-1930s there
was a relentless rise in the general price level for
the rest of the century, and that continued into the
twenty-first century.

A discussion of ‘‘world prices’’ can be useful for
individual commodities, but for the general price
level it can be tolerated only up to a point. It is
difficult enough constructing an index of prices for
one country without attempting it for the world.
However, since many countries have similar price
experience, one modern industrial country tends to
look like another in that respect. There are also
some interesting differences that help in an under-
standing of inflation.

OVERVIEW OF TWENTIETH CENTURY

The general pattern of inflation in the twentieth
century was as follows. Prices rose sharply after
1914 until about 1920. There was then a decade
or so of hesitancy when major countries were pur-
suing deflationary policies in order to restore and
then adhere to the new gold standard. But after
that attempt collapsed in the 1930s, the monetary
discipline of a metallic base had largely disappeared
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and prices rose almost without interruption. World
War II gave a boost to inflation, despite all manner
of attempts at containing it. After 1945, inflation
appeared to become endemic and increasingly a
problem. After 1971, when the world was for the
first time ever exclusively reliant on paper money,
inflation accelerated almost everywhere. That
1970s experience concentrated attention on the
problem, and there developed a widespread desire
to contain and even kill inflation. In the last twenty
years of the twentieth century, inflation seemed to
be completely under control in most developed
countries. There was even some concern that the
opposite—deflation, a sustained fall in prices—
might be emerging. But that was never a serious
prospect, and in the early years of the twenty-first
century concern about deflation had already all
but disappeared. As of 2005 most Organisation
for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) countries live with inflation, albeit at
low levels by twentieth-century standards.

SOME MORE EXTREME EPISODES

In the course of the twentieth century, there were
some experiences of violent inflation and some
others that were extremely serious. The most vio-
lent have been described as hyperinflations. That
can be defined in different ways, but one of the
most accepted definitions is that of economist
Philip Cagan: prices rising at more than 50 percent
per month and accelerating. And the period of
hyperinflation was over by this definition when
the rate fell below 50 percent per month. The
other ‘‘extreme’’ cases can be thought of as rates
in excess of 100 percent per annum. There were
several episodes of hyperinflation in the 1920s,
mostly between 1919 and 1924. In these years,
Hungary, Poland, Russia, Austria, and Germany
all experienced hyperinflation, in fact in the mil-
lions percent per annum. In Germany, the worst of
these, prices were rising at a rate of 1,000 million
percent per annum in 1923–1924.

There was another burst of violent inflation
episodes in the 1940s, when Greece, Hungary
again, and China all suffered hyperinflation as
defined by Cagan. In the years after the 1950s, there
have been scores of examples of countries where
inflation has been in excess of 100 percent per
annum but without taking off into hyperinflation.

These were usually for brief—though sometimes
recurring—periods. Many Latin American countries,
for example, suffered persistent bouts of very rapid
inflation right up until the 1990s. The same is true
for many countries in Africa and others, such as
Indonesia in the mid-1960s, Serbia and some other
Balkan countries in the 1980s and 1990s.

The striking feature about all these episodes of
very rapid inflation or of hyperinflation is that of an
unbacked paper currency. The growth in the
money supply was enormous. Such a growth was
impossible in the absence of paper currency. The
velocity of circulation can always change, but with a
metallic currency it cannot change fast enough to
produce such high inflation: it is just not possible
to move it around quickly enough. The other
feature that stands out is that money growth
was accompanied by huge and growing fiscal
deficits.

Deficits cannot be sustained for very long,
eventually requiring monetization. What were the
circumstances that produced such deficits? It has
frequently been asserted that it is war that forces
expenditure rapidly above the ability to tax. Up to a
point, that is true. But the history of the world is
in large part the history of war, and yet there is
little or no inflation before the twentieth century.
A closer look at these episodes reveals that it is
civil war or revolution, or at minimum serious
social unrest, that is present in almost all cases: in
Russia after 1917; in Hungary in 1919; in Poland
in the early 1920s. In Germany, too, there were
attempted communist coups (and in Bavaria, a
Bolshevik government, so the threat was real). In
1922 and 1923, there were armed uprisings and
major breakdowns in public order in Germany.
Then in the 1940s, there was civil war in China
and in Greece. Hungary in 1946 was the worst case
of hyperinflation up to that date, but it was slightly
different in the way in which it was subjected to
Soviet pressure.

SOME EXPLANATION

Governments have always been keen to get hold of
resources, and on occasions they simply confiscate
resources. The simplest way of doing that is through
the inflation tax. The authorities can maximize their
revenue from this when inflation is in excess of
100 percent per annum. Of course, such levels of
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inflation would have potentially dire political con-
sequences. When would it be worth pursuing such a
course? The answer must be when the state is se-
riously threatened from within. An external threat is
not critical, since that usually stimulates patriotism
so that borrowing can be carried out more easily and
tax can be raised without too much complaint. But
with a major threat from within, a government may
calculate that the risk attached is worth running.
Thus civil war is a prime cause of inflation.
Expenditure rises sharply as the established authority
fights to resist the rebellion, but tax revenues fall
since tax payments from the rebellious section dis-
appear. Borrowing becomes equally difficult. A
resort to the printing press is immediate.

Not all wars have produced inflation, nor have all
civil wars produced great inflation. One line of expla-
nation is that monetary growth does not of itself lead
to inflation. The prevailing and anticipated fiscal posi-
tions have to be considered in conjunction with
monetary policy. The argument is that in a fiat money
(that is, command money, usually by decree of gov-
ernment) regime, an appropriate fiscal policy can back
the money stock: the value of government liabilities is
determined in the same way as a firm’s liabilities. An
issue of additional shares in the absence of prospec-
tive improvement in the future stream of income
leads to a fall in the price of the shares. In the case
of government, an increase in its liabilities (bank-
notes) without an increase in prospective tax receipts
provides an expectation of a fall in the value of the
liabilities; that is, in inflation. An illustration of this
might be found in Britain during World War I. Not
only did Britain borrow on a huge scale, but huge
budget deficits also opened up as the enormous scale
of spending went on. The deficits were in excess of
50 percent of gross domestic product (GDP). Yet
comparatively low inflation was recorded. Why did
it not burst into the extreme kind? The explanation
outlined above seems to have some applicability. As
soon as it came to be believed that victory was likely,
so did the appreciation that there would be a return
to Gladstonian principles of finance—balanced bud-
gets. And that is what happened very soon after the
war.

WORLDWIDE INFLATION AFTER WORLD

WAR II

The general path of prices for the world in the
second half of the twentieth century was of a

relentless rise across the period. Translated into
inflation rates, what shows up is how inflation
accelerated in the 1970s and that the rate of infla-
tion has moderated greatly since the beginning of
the 1980s. The path for some countries varies a bit.
While there was inflation in all countries, and that
pattern was similar, in some cases it was signifi-
cantly lower than in others. The principal reason
for the similarity was that in the years up to the
early 1970s, most countries were on a fixed (or
more accurately, a pegged) exchange rate—
essentially tied to the U.S. dollar through the
1944 Bretton Woods Agreement. Under such a
system, the small countries import the monetary
policy of the large country.

From the early 1970s, though, exchange rates
have floated and countries then regained control of
their money supply. Those who exercised appro-
priate control appear to have had greater success
with inflation.

MORE GENERAL EXPLANATION

There have been two main competing views on the
explanation for the accelerating inflation that
began in the mid 1960s. One has been called
‘‘international monetarism,’’ and the other wage-
push or ‘‘sociological.’’ The first regards inflation
as a monetary phenomenon. The second denies
this and sees it as non-economic, pointing to sup-
posedly spontaneous wage explosions of the late
1960s and early 1970s. Thus for international
monetarism, the explanation lies in the United
States in the 1960s. The United States had
embarked on a huge spending program: domesti-
cally on the Great Society and abroad on the
Vietnam War. The latter was unpopular, so could
not be financed from borrowing or from increased
taxation without serious electoral damage. It there-
fore had to be done by printing money. The mone-
tary expansion produced inflation, and that was
transmitted to other countries through the
exchange-rate system. Other countries therefore
experienced similar inflation to the United States.
There were occasions when some countries
changed their parity with the dollar—some up,
some down—and that reflected their relative
individual success or failure in controlling inflation.

The great weight of the evidence suggests that
inflation is a monetary phenomenon. But
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outcomes depend on the relative strengths of the

parties involved—the government on the one hand

and the people, or powerful interest groups, on the

other. If there is strong government that can be

trusted to behave with prudence, there is unlikely

to be inflation. If the opposition to the government

is sufficient to get its way, there will be inflation. It

always requires an expansion of the money supply

at a rate greater than the growth of real income,

and over the long run that rate will be the rate of

inflation.

The sociological explanation for inflation is

that the cause was trade unions. The argument

was that they exerted monopoly power, and mono-

polies can change the price—in this case wages—of

their product when they wish. However, what this

does is change relative prices—the wages of one

union (or perhaps more) and not the general price

level. What if the majority of the labor force

belonged to monopoly unions? That is unlikely,

but it takes us back to the relative strength of

government in resisting the claims and not expand-

ing the money supply. Further, monopolies are

much less common than was once supposed, and

are much less likely to appear in an open world

economy.

Other explanations have focused on the price

of a major commodity—in the 1970s, this com-

modity was oil. However, a price shock does not

produce inflation. Where it is accommodated by

the monetary authorities, it can shift the price level

to a higher point. But that is not inflation; it is a

once and for all change. Thereafter, the trend rate

of inflation will carry on from where it was, unless

the authorities persist in monetary ease after having

accommodated the shock.

POLICIES TO COMBAT INFLATION

Throughout history there have been attempts at
controlling prices directly. This practice was given

Italian workers protest inflation and unemployment, Rome, February 1974. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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a great boost in the twentieth century during war-
time. Price controls were imposed in many coun-
tries, including the United States and the United
Kingdom. And in some respects they did seem to
work. However, they were supported by other fac-
tors. In wartime, patriotism possibly plays some
part and people are more prepared to play by the
rules for the sake of the greater good. More than
that, rationing often accompanied the price con-
trols and it was difficult or impossible to make
purchases without coupons. That certainly sup-
ported the price controls. Subsidies were used, as
well. And there were severe penalties for breach of
the controls.

But while price controls seem to have worked
for a period, the common experience was that
when they were removed, prices jumped up to
where they would have been had the controls never
existed. They may have served their purpose in
wartime, but not beyond that. Price controls were
tried in peacetime, too, but in the absence of these
other factors, they invariably failed.

Another approach to the control of inflation
was to attempt to control wages or incomes more
generally. This followed from the belief that trade
unions caused inflation. So there were attempts in
the 1960s and 1970s to contain inflation by resort-
ing to controls on incomes. This was tried in many
countries without success. Apart from being
incompatible with a free society, there were simply
too many ways of circumventing the controls.

There was for a while the belief that the econ-
omy could be managed primarily by operating on
demand through fiscal policy. When the economy
was growing ‘‘too fast’’ and inflationary pressures
developing, tightening fiscal policy would dampen
activity down. This course also proved a failure.

It was only after there was a better appreciation
of the role of money in causing inflation that there
developed a desire to control the growth of money
as the means of controlling inflation. This apprecia-
tion and desire began to emerge in the 1970s.
There was much debate about whether this mone-
tary control was best exerted by trying to operate
directly on monetary aggregates or by using inter-
est rates. But whatever the conclusion of this
debate, it became clear that it was only central
banks that could control monetary growth; and

increasingly it was seen that they should be given
the independence to do this—to produce the par-
ticular kind of price stability that governments laid
down.

SOME CONSEQUENCES

There are several reasons for regarding inflation as a
bad thing. The first is that it has damaging effects
on the distribution of wealth. It works to the
advantage of debtors and to the disadvantage of
creditors. Huge debts disappear over a period of
inflation. While this might be thought a useful way
of rearranging the distribution of wealth, the fact is
that it is governments who were the largest debtors
in the twentieth century. They were thus able to
cheat their populations out of their savings in a
number of ways. (This may also be seen as a con-
tribution to the distrust of government, and of the
lack of trust more generally, which has led to ever-
increasing and costly regulation, regulation being a
substitute for the trust that formerly obtained.)
Creditors suffer and that in turn dissuades saving
and ultimately damages investment and so prob-
ably economic growth.

Inflation acts adversely on production in
another way. When producers detect an increase
in demand for their product, they have difficulty
in distinguishing between the demand for their
product alone and what might be a general increase
in demand from the extra money (excess balances)
that consumers are spending. The producer might
therefore expand plant to cope with the new
demand and then later be left with unwanted plant
when the temporary burst of general spending is
over.

Inflation distorts prices and interest rates. As
inflation rises it becomes more volatile, and this
contributes to the difficulty in using prices as good
signals—their key function. Different prices will be
affected in different ways. Long-term contracts will
suffer at the expense of short-term and of flexible
arrangements. To that extent it will discourage
long-term contracts, and therefore some activity
will not be undertaken that otherwise would have
been in conditions of less uncertainty.

All in all, inflation is bad for morale and the
sum of the distortions it creates makes it bad not
only for income and growth, but bad for democ-
racy and for a free society.
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See also Bretton Woods Agreement; Germany; World
War I.
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FORREST CAPIE

n

INFLUENZA PANDEMIC. The influenza
pandemic of 1918–1919 killed more people than
did World War I itself. Estimates of pandemic
influenza deaths vary between thirty and forty
million. No one knows why the mutant virus that
caused the disease appeared, and no one knows why
it disappeared.

In March 1918 and October 1918, when the
first two waves of the disease hit Europe and North
America, discussions of the origins of the epidemic
mirrored the stereotypes that war propaganda had
made available everywhere. It was said that the
German Bayer company—which invented aspirin—
cleverly put the agent causing the flu in aspirin
tablets, thereby destroying the Allies literally from
within. If that hoary tale faded, others were quick
to fill the vacuum of ignorance and fear. The flu
was transported, it was said, by ship, probably from
China, via the Iberian Peninsula—thus the name
the ‘‘Plague of the Spanish Lady’’ or the ‘‘Spanish
flu.’’ Then it was shipped everywhere, once again
the paranoid claimed, in German ships, which

released clouds of suspicious materials. Or perhaps
it was the U-boats that surfaced near Allied ports,
sneaking ashore vials of influenza-soaked liquids,
dumped into the water supply or released into the
air in movie theaters or at rallies for war loans and
in the United States for Liberty Bonds. So said
Lieutenant Colonel Philip Doane, head of the
Health and Sanitation Section of the America’s
Emergency Fleet Corporation in 1918. Wildly
unlikely stories proliferated, by and large because
no one had the slightest idea of the source of the
infection or the vectors of its transmission.

It is certain, though, that the Germans and
Austrians suffered just as badly as the Allies.
Indeed, if there was any direct effect of the
Spanish flu on the war it was to decelerate military
activity on all fronts and in all armies in the late
spring of 1918 and in the fall of 1918, when the
first two waves of the epidemic hit. There was a
third wave after the Armistice (11 November
1918), which may have been the most lethal of all.

What made this visitation so peculiar is that it
hit with particular ferocity young adults in the
prime of their lives. Like other viral infections that
are relatively harmless in childhood, influenza was a
killer to those previously healthy adults who con-
tracted it. The elderly and the very young were also
victims of the Spanish flu, but because they were
hit year in and year out by ordinary strains of
influenza, which killed them through its sequelae,
bronchitis and pneumonia, there was nothing
abnormal in the age groups ten years and under
or sixty years and over falling to respiratory infec-
tions. What made the Spanish flu so frightening
was that its morbidity (sickness) and mortality
(death) rates were highest at ages twenty to forty,
the age group of the bulk of the forces in uniform
during the war.

The speed of this disease was astonishing.
Active people would notice a headache, perhaps a
burning sensation in their eyes, then the shivers,
then cold that no number of blankets could relieve.
Then came the fever, dreams, and at times delir-
ium. The lucky ones would then begin to recover;
the unlucky ones developed brownish or purple
spots on their faces, and as their breathing became
more labored, their feet would turn black. Death
came quickly, but not painlessly, as the victims of
the Spanish flu suffocated on the fluids released by
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the infection, fluids which took the form of a froth
that completely filled their lungs and bronchial
passages. The Spanish flu killed by drowning its
victims in their own body chemistry. The French
poet Guillaume Apollinaire died of the illness a
mere week after contracting what seemed like an
ordinary cold. His tongue and face, his friends said,
had turned black.

The unprecedented character of the Spanish flu
had important implications for the history of public
health and medical care. First, it came at a time
when the bulk of the combatant populations were
not served by physicians. The pressure on states to
provide medical care or clinical assistance during
times of medical emergencies increased as a result
of the pandemic. This linkage is direct in the British
case, where there was no Ministry of Health before
1919. The idea of bringing together in one

ministry those who would be able to help the
population at times of medical emergency came
directly out of the visitation of influenza.

The paradox of the Spanish flu was that just as
it inflected the political and social support for
extensions of provisions for public health, it under-
cut the claim of the medical profession to offer
effective antidotes to disease. This was a killer that
came ‘‘like a thief in the night’’ in the words of Sir
George Newman, chief medical officer of the
British Board of Education. This infection defied
virtually every kind of treatment. Quarantine was
the only effective answer: the Australian state of
South Australia simply closed the borders and let
no one in or out. But aside from complete and
universal isolation, there were no measures that
made the slightest difference in the way the disease
spread or in the lethality of its hold on its victims.

A public health worker carries a spray pump filled with anti-flu compound for use on buses, England, March

1920. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Bus conductors wore masks. Streets were
sprayed with disinfectant. Schoolchildren were
given special inspections, as were soldiers.
Nothing worked. And when millions of people
got the illness, there was absolutely nothing the
medical profession could do to diminish the risks
of death from the disease. It was beyond their
comprehension and beyond their therapeutic
power. Medicine was both more important and
more impotent. For in the case of this disease,
unlike AIDS, no one could tell people how to avoid
it or what they needed to do not to get it. And no
one could tell people what to do when they did
contract it. It destroyed the pretensions of scien-
tists and physicians to control natural phenomena.
Here was one visitation that came and went as it
pleased and how it pleased. Nothing like it hap-
pened during or after World War II.

See also AIDS; Public Health; World War I.
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JAY WINTER

n

INTELLIGENCE. Intelligence has a long
European pedigree. The term itself originates from
the ‘‘intelligencers’’—specially assigned individuals
who, during the reign of England’s King Charles I
(r. 1625–1649), were tasked with spying on the
enemy. In other European countries too there was
a growing trend in surveillance of both internal and
external threats. However, intelligence as it is now
understood is a twentieth-century creation.

PRE-1914 ORIGINS

The contemporary British system can trace its ori-
gins to 1909, when the newly formed Secret Service
Bureau split, creating the Security Service (MI5), and
the Secret Intelligence Service (MI6), dealing with
domestic and foreign targets respectively. In France,
following the 1870–1871 Franco-Prussian War, an
intelligence organization was founded, though it was
disbanded in 1899. In its place an intelligence com-
ponent was assigned to the Deuxième Bureau of the
Army General Staff. This complemented other intel-
ligence organizations, in particular the Foreign
Ministry’s Cabinet Noir.

In Germany, as part of its General Staff, the
earlier Intelligence Bureau was reformed in 1912
into a specialized intelligence and counteres-
pionage division known as Department IIIb. In
Italy, the secret services established in the mid-
nineteenth century were reorganized many times,
and in 1900 the Office of Information was estab-
lished. The Russian secret police was initially
founded in the sixteenth century by Ivan the
Terrible. In 1883 the Okhrana was founded, which
remained intact until the Bolshevik Revolution
of 1917.

WORLD WAR I

World War I was a momentous event that demon-
strated for the first time how useful an effective
intelligence organization could be. As would be
the case with World War II, rapid technological
advances were made, particularly in cryptography.
In some instances intelligence proved to be deci-
sive. One of the greatest successes for French intel-
ligence was the discovery of the German plans to
launch a gas attack on the Allied armies in 1915.
Despite such information, some British and French
commanders rejected the warning—with dire con-
sequences, as the Battle of Ypres would show.

Examples of good, close intelligence collabora-
tion included the Anglo-French base at Folkestone,
in southeast England, set up to conduct agent-
running operations into occupied parts of western
Europe. Perhaps the greatest coup for the French
was their spy situated within the German High
Command, who provided a stream of valuable
information.

The British intelligence effort was just as
important during the war, especially in the field of
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code breaking. A good example of this was the
interception of the Zimmermann telegram, which
detailed advances made by the Germans in request-
ing Mexican involvement in the war. As a response
to this, the United States entered the war in 1917.

In contrast to the Allied effort, German intelli-
gence was less effective, suffering mixed fortunes.
There were some successes, for instance predicting
military developments in Russia, but there were also
notable failures, notably the overreliance on open-
source (i.e., freely available, such as radio broadcasts
and published) information, which was susceptible
to British deception efforts. At the same time, the
Austro-Hungarian intelligence service did produce
good results, especially in code breaking, and overall
fared relatively well, particularly with regard to the
Russian army, whose messages they could read.

Italy’s introduction to the war in 1915 resulted
in an increase in the size and scope of its intelli-
gence effort, with collection stations opened in
numerous European cities, including London,
Paris, Madrid, Bern, and St. Petersburg. Russian
intelligence though badly structured, was generally
good, particularly in terms of espionage. This was
no doubt assisted through collaborative relations
with the French. However, the poor structure
caused great problems, for unlike some of its allies,
Russia had to fight on two fronts.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

World War I cannot be considered an ‘‘intelligence
war’’ as World War II would be. To be sure, intel-
ligence provided an effective means of gathering
information, but in a period when such informa-
tion was often novel, it was generally believed only
when it conformed to the existing preconceptions
of military and civilian decision makers. At the same
time, however, the success of intelligence during
the war served to increase its stature and impor-
tance, both militarily and diplomatically.

As a result, intelligence efforts were enlarged in
all the major European countries. This was espe-
cially true among the victorious powers. In Britain,
MI5 grew from nineteen staff members before the
war to 844 by war’s end. The code-breaking effort
was increased, and in 1919 the Government Code
and Cipher School was created. It was not until the
mid-1930s, however, that the Air Ministry set up
an intelligence outfit, and this would prove to be

crucial a few years later when hostilities again broke
out. Of perhaps greatest importance was the crea-
tion in 1936 of the Joint Intelligence Committee—
a body composed of the various elements of the
intelligence system, designed to produce all-source
estimates for military and political decision makers.

France, the other major European victor, also
increased its intelligence effort with the introduc-
tion of new intelligence organizations, each geared
toward different objectives, including code break-
ing and combating foreign agents within France.
Following Benito Mussolini’s accession to power in
1922, Italian intelligence became a bureaucratically
controlled yet loosely organized system. Mussolini,
as would become the norm with other authoritar-
ian dictators, considered himself the supreme intel-
ligence analyst, and he alone was allowed to see the
full range of information available.

Of the defeated powers the biggest changes
occurred in Germany. The imperial police intelli-
gence system had been dissolved by the Allies, and
in its place a new organization was installed with
the primary task of providing information on any
political threats. In addition, the armed forces
retained intelligence units, yet these were also
directed toward providing information on internal,
not external, threats.

With the Nazi Party’s acquisition of power in
the early 1930s, intelligence in Germany altered
irrevocably. The Third Reich attached huge impor-
tance to the gathering of information on potential
enemies, in many ways reflecting the insecurity that
would dominate Soviet intelligence for so long.
Intelligence was therefore omnipresent. Like other
areas of the government, competing intelligence
organizations strove to dominate Adolf Hitler’s
affection, concentrating on diplomatic, military, eco-
nomic, and social-ideological targets.

In Soviet Russia intelligence had become an
effective mode of governance with Vladimir
Lenin’s rise to power. The tsarist Okhrana was
replaced by the Bolshevik Cheka, a ruthless orga-
nization designed to suppress internal opposition.
By 1919 a covert foreign section had been set up to
organize and spread the worldwide communist
revolution. By the 1930s the Soviet intelligence
system, now known as the NKVD (the acronym
for Narodnyi Kommissariat Vnutrennyk Del, or
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People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs), had
become Joseph Stalin’s omniscient tool of terror,
which, while coercing the populace at home, was
also remarkably successful at recruiting agents
abroad.

WORLD WAR II

After 1918 intelligence had grown to become an
integral component of government in all the major
European countries. From the mid-1930s onward
it became crucial, not least in monitoring the rising
German aggression. Traditionally it has been
assumed that the Anglo-French appeasement poli-
cies of the late 1930s were a characteristic of the
intelligence failure to identify the Nazi threat. Yet
intelligence records reveal this explanation to be far
too simplistic: information had been gathered on
the nature of Germany’s diplomacy and its military
capabilities, but intelligence was only one cog in
policy makers’ decisions. Indeed, the failure of
German intelligence to gauge the British and
French reactions to Germany’s invasion of Poland
in 1939 was far more disastrous than appeasement
ever was.

From the outset, World War II rapidly became
an intelligence war. In every major conflict intelli-
gence played a role. Scholars have debated ever
since the impact of intelligence. While there can
be no definitive answer, one simple fact is clear:
without intelligence the war would have been
unrecognizably different.

One key area was intelligence liaison, which in
general terms was effectively maintained in defiance
of a common enemy. Polish intelligence and resis-
tance proved to be crucial in this respect, for, by
providing the first Enigma machine to British intel-
ligence—enabling the Allies to intercept and deci-
pher German Enigma codes—they achieved what
many regard as the greatest intelligence coup of the
war. Through Ultra—the code name given to the
breaking of the German code—the Allies were able
to discern enemy plans. Thus crucial tactical and
strategic information was provided and turned out
to be decisive in, for instance, the Battle of the
Atlantic and the Battle of El Alamein. A corollary
of this was the ‘‘XX System,’’ or double-cross
system. British intelligence managed to identify
and intercept every single German spy within its
shores. It also was able to ‘‘turn’’ many of them,

so that they began to send false information back
to Germany. Through Ultra, the Allies were able to
observe the German acceptance of and reaction to
such information.

A related war effort was the Allied use of decep-
tion. In its simplest sense, this involved camouflag-
ing truck and tank movements in the desert so
that their tracks could not be observed from the
air. At the other end of the scale were the hugely
successful campaigns to mislead the Germans about
where the invasion of France would occur in 1944,
codenamed Operation Overlord. Through the
double-cross system and the fabrication of dummy
army bases on the southeast coast of England, the
Germans were tricked into believing that the attack
would take place at the Pas de Calais, when in fact
it would take place farther along the French coast
in Normandy.

With the German war machine rolling through
Europe, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill
set up the Special Operations Executive (SOE),
whose task was to ‘‘set Europe ablaze.’’ This was
intelligence in its covert action sense, and it proved
to be extremely useful. Through SOE, European
resistance efforts to German occupation could be
coordinated and extended. To take one example,
Norwegian workers provided the Allies with infor-
mation regarding German attempts to build an
atomic bomb and the fact that a plant in Norway
was being used to make heavy water, a crucial stage
of the process. Liaising with British intelligence,
SOE and the Norwegian resistance were able to
severely disrupt these efforts, eventually sinking a
ferry laden with all the German stocks in a
Norwegian fjord.

Despite such efforts, however, intelligence was
not always as effective. There is still debate as to the
extent to which the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor on 7 December 1941 could have been
avoided, given the quantity and quality of Japanese
messages intercepted. A similar yet more clear-cut
case is that of the German invasion of the Soviet
Union—Operation Barbarossa—in June 1941.
Stalin, as the self-appointed supreme authority on
intelligence, could not and would not believe that
Hitler would dishonor the 1939 Nazi-Soviet
Nonaggression Pact. As a result he chose to ignore
the plethora of reliable intelligence that indicated
this was precisely what Hitler intended to do. Such
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an error was only rectified by the German miscal-
culation of their pace of advance, culminating in
their defeat in the 1942 Battle of Moscow.

As a whole, however, Allied intelligence was
exceptionally good during World War II. With
the exclusion of the Soviet Union there were effi-
cient chains of command, and intelligence data
could flow freely both nationally and internation-
ally. In the Soviet Union this passage was not as
simple and often depended on whether intelligence
confirmed existing beliefs. Where the Soviet Union
did excel, as indeed it did in the 1930s and would
continue to do so postwar, was in the recruitment
of agents.

On the Axis side, intelligence, and in particular
intelligence exchange, was more limited, and this
can perhaps be seen as an outcome of the relation-
ship between the Axis Powers. German intelligence
remained divided and beset by internal competi-
tion. Given the Nazis’ ideological stance, far more
people offered their services to the Allies than they
did to the Axis Powers, yet there were some nota-
ble exceptions. In Britain, the American William
Joyce, more commonly known as ‘‘Lord Haw-
Haw,’’ provided a stream of pro-German propa-
ganda, for which he was eventually executed. An
Abwehr officer, Major Nikolaus Ritter, recruited
various agents in Britain, Belgium, and America.
Despite being called the ‘‘rising star of the
Abwehr’’ by its head, Admiral Wilhelm Canaris,
Ritter was also its biggest failing, for he inadver-
tently revealed all of its agents to an American spy
in 1941.

The Germans managed to break several of the
Turkish codes, which revealed some brief details
of British-U.S.-Soviet discussions. Other inter-
cepted signals in 1943 revealed to the Nazi high
command the attempts by the Spanish to distance
themselves from Germany. Militarily, in general
terms German intelligence was better at the tac-
tical level—individual military situations—than it
was on the larger strategic level, and this may
have been a direct result of the German inability
to penetrate the higher echelons of Allied decision
making.

The Italians, before their surrender, also main-
tained a network of foreign agents, in particular in
North Africa, undoubtedly a remnant of former

colonial presence. By the middle part of the war
the Italian Military Information Service had a large
code-breaking section. Despite collecting a vast
amount of information, often through theft as
opposed to interception, the Italians appear to have
succumbed to Allied deception efforts.

Intelligence during World War II was therefore
tantamount to the day-to-day running of the war.
The accuracy and importance of such intelligence
can only effectively be considered in hindsight, yet
what is crucial is how much importance was placed
on such information. While it may be known in the
early twenty-first century that some things were
correct and others false, what is more relevant is
whether or not such material was acted upon at the
time.

A stark contrast exists between the relative
intelligence successes on the Allied side and the
intelligence failings on the Axis side. While it is
extremely difficult to gauge this difference and
impact qualitatively, it is possible to state, as does
the official history of British intelligence in the war,
that ‘‘but for intelligence the war would have taken
a very different course.’’

THE COLD WAR

The postwar period saw a monumental increase in
intelligence, and this in part was due to the intro-
duction of the United States as a major intelligence
force. Taking its lead from the British system, the
Americans in 1941 instigated the Office of the
Coordinator of Information, replaced the follow-
ing year by the Office of Strategic Services, which
in 1947 became the Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA). If there had been a nylon curtain separating
the powers during the interwar period an impene-
trable iron curtain separated them after 1945, and
this had a direct impact on the importance of intel-
ligence liaison.

Before the end of hostilities the British and
Americans had identified that the Soviet Union
would become the ‘‘new Germany,’’ and intelli-
gence efforts were redirected accordingly. Through
several formal and informal agreements, the Anglo-
American intelligence partnership flourished, bring-
ing into its coalition several other European nations.

To those countries in the West, considerable
U.S. assistance was offered, and this ensured that
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friendly intelligence organizations could be cre-

ated, particularly in West Germany. Initially a

CIA-controlled intelligence network was created

there called the Gehlen Organization. In 1956 this

became the BND (Bundesnachrichtendienst, or

Federal Intelligence Service), which lasted

throughout the Cold War. The BND was crucial

in the gathering of intelligence on East Germany,

as for many it became a ‘‘window on the east.’’

Within Berlin, various military missions were estab-

lished to observe conventional Soviet forces.

Several European countries were important

due to their geographical proximity to the Soviet

Union: Norway became the ideal spot to monitor

Soviet missile and nuclear tests from the 1950s

onward, and Turkey likewise was a site for captur-

ing Soviet missile telemetry. Italy, with its large

contingent of communists in the postwar period,

was a useful base from which to disseminate

propaganda, mainly through the sponsorship of

terrorist attacks that could be blamed on the com-

munists. In Germany, radio stations were used to

spread information, and in many countries large

military bases were established.

In the Eastern bloc, with the vast and all-pervasive

KGB (Komitet Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnosti, or

Committee for State Security) at its heart, intelli-

gence became synonymous with internal policing.

As had long been its stable tradecraft, the Soviet

Union, along with its Eastern bloc satellites,

excelled in the recruiting of Western agents, and

this continued right up until the end of the Cold

War. The Soviet signals-intelligence effort, about

which very little is known, was vast in scale and

scope and included among its triumphs the bug-

ging of numerous foreign embassies in Moscow,

including that of the United States.

Intelligence became the stable ingredient of

the Cold War, with ever-increasing budgets and

ever-advancing technological means. As with

World War II, it is extremely difficult to measure

the impact of intelligence. Once more, it is possible

to identify the often decisive role that intelligence

played in individual episodes. In general terms,

while it is difficult to quantify, it is possible to state

that intelligence was consistently a crucial ingredi-

ent in policy making.

SINCE 1991

Famously, Western intelligence failed to foresee the

implosion of the Soviet Union in 1991, as did, it

seems, Soviet intelligence. The initial post–Cold

War environment was a strange one, since for the

first time since 1900, there was no easily discernible

enemy or threat. Growing throughout the Cold

War but really only evident afterward was the rising

threat of terrorism. This had moved from its Cold

War state-sponsored form to a post–Cold War non-

state-sponsored form. As it did so, the threat diver-

sified, culminating in the attacks on the United

States in September 2001.

A growing characteristic since 1991 has been

the increasing importance of liaison with countries

that previously had been considered hostile targets,

in particular those in the Middle East. Internal

policing and security also have increased in impor-

tance, as has the exchange of information. This has

become especially crucial in Europe, as many of

the terrorist targets travel through and frequent

European cities. By 2004, and in the wake of

new high-casualty, high-impact terrorist attacks,

intelligence liaison had become the crux of

European security policy.

Since World War I intelligence has grown to

become the cornerstone of governmental decision

making and policy. Whereas its initial goal had

been military, this scope has diversified to reflect

the nature of the international scene, for as the

target changes, so too must the intelligence orga-

nization. It is safe to say that intelligence will go

through further stages, yet it is by no means clear

how, when, or why this will happen. In the mean-

time intelligence, battered as it may be by the 2003

scandals regarding weapons of mass destruction in

Iraq, will remain a permanent fixture of governance.

See also Enigma Machine; Espionage/Spies; Warfare.
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INTELLIGENTSIA. Coined a century and a
half ago in Russia, the term intelligentsia has
known both a subjective and an objective meaning.
Broadly speaking the word was originally conceived
in terms of principle. It referred to a group char-
acterized by a critical attitude toward social reality
and an oppositional political stance. Later the term
became defined as a matter of profession, encom-
passing those with a higher education. Intelligentsia
as a concept thus bears some relation to the later
and more familiar term intellectuals, but the two
notions overlap only partially. The line of division
between the subjective and the objective usage of
the term runs approximately between the imperial
and the Soviet period. As for the post-Soviet intelli-
gentsia, it is still a phenomenon in search of self-
definition.

Peter Boborykin, a Russian novelist of the
1860s, claimed authorship of the term intelligentsia,
although there have been competing claims of ear-
lier usage in Polish, German, and even in Russian.
The word was immediately applied retroactively.
Borrowing from Ivan Turgenev’s novel Otsi i Deti
(1862; Fathers and Children, sometimes incorrectly
translated as Fathers and Sons), historians identified
a first generation of intelligentsia ‘‘fathers,’’ the
‘‘superfluous men’’ of the 1830s and 1840s, mem-
bers of the gentry raised on German idealist philos-
ophy and desirous of social reform but timorous and
impotent in an era of harsh political reaction. The

‘‘fathers’’ have been counterposed to the ‘‘sons,’’
meaning both men and women of the 1860s, who
were more diverse in their social origins, positivists
intellectually, drawn to the natural sciences, more
radical politically than their elders, and frustrated by
the inadequate reforms that followed Russia’s defeat
in the Crimean War (1856).

By the turn of the twentieth century, the gen-
eration of intelligentsia ‘‘grandchildren’’ was already
shifting from a self-understanding founded on
opposition to the autocratic tsarist regime toward
one based on professional occupation in a rapidly
modernizing country. This redefinition was related
to the explosion in the number of putative or poten-
tial members of the intelligentsia. Whereas in the
1840s the whole Russian Empire contained no more
than a few thousand students, by the time of its first
reliable census in 1897 Russia counted nearly a
million educated individuals. Historians have
invoked this transformation, as well as the admit-
tedly timid liberalization of Russian society after
1905, to explain the decline in the critical posture
of the intelligentsia. A marker of this reorientation is
the collection of essays entitled Vekhi (1909;
Landmarks), a self-critical repudiation of the revolu-
tionary tradition by some of Russia’s leading for-
merly radical Marxist intellectuals, such as Nikolai
Berdyayev and Peter Struve.

According to a dominant narrative of Russian
history, the year 1917 represented a historic test for
the classic intelligentsia, entrusted with the task of
creating a progressive order in Russia. Its failure to
do so in the few months between the fall of tsarism
and the Bolshevik seizure of power discredited the
entire intelligentsia tradition along with its politicians
of the time, such as the liberal conservative Prince
Lvov, first prime minister of the provisional govern-
ment; the foreign minister, Pavel Milyukov, eminent
liberal intellectual and member of the Constitutional
Democratic Party; and the last pre-Bolshevik prime
minister, the Socialist Revolutionary lawyer Alexander
Kerensky. The outcome of events in 1917 opened a
debate that still continues over the responsibility of
the classic intelligentsia, with its aversion to state
power and high-minded ineffectiveness, for Bolshevik
success and for the ensuing Soviet regime.

Soviet Russia could also be considered a crea-
tion of the classic revolutionary intelligentsia. In
spite of their workers’ ideology and their appeal
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to the peasantry, early Bolshevik leaders have been

depicted by their critics as simply successors to the

most extreme or ‘‘nihilistic’’ earlier trends in the

intelligentsia. Most Bolshevik leaders were indeed

educated individuals thoroughly imbued with the

intelligentsia ethos of uncompromising, principled

opposition to the ancien régime and a utopian vision

for the future. Vladimir Lenin himself, though

scornful of intelligentsia fecklessness, valued profes-

sional skills, considering these to be the essential

material basis of socialism. Many members of the

prerevolutionary intelligentsia emigrated from

Russia or withdrew from professional and political

activity after 1917. Some, however, particularly

those with technical competencies, entered Soviet

service, willingly or reluctantly. By April 1919

almost five thousand doctors were serving in the

Red Army. A year later the army included some fifty

thousand former generals and other higher-level

tsarist officers. This alliance between the old intelli-

gentsia and the new state lasted until the end of the

1920s. Passage from the moderate NEP (New

Economic Policy) to a policy of intensive industrial-

ization and collectivization brought the prominent

role of the old intelligentsia to an end. The 1928

show trial of fifty-three engineers and miners

announced its imminent disappearance. By 1933

only 17 percent of the Soviet intelligentsia consisted

of former bourgeois specialists. Their ranks had

been depleted by further emigration, natural attri-

tion, and purges. Above all, they had been flooded

by the emergence of a new socialist intelligentsia.

From the very outset, the Soviet regime was

determined to create its own intelligentsia. By

1919 it had opened rabfaks (rabochiye fakultety,

or ‘‘workers faculties’’) at every institution of

higher education. Here, workers and peasants with

only basic schooling received an accelerated higher

education. By 1933 half of the students in univer-

sities were of worker or peasant background,

though this figure fell later. The proletarianization

or, as some have called it, the plebianization of the

intelligentsia had been successfully carried out.

Soviet ideology soon formulated a new concep-

tion of the intelligentsia: ‘‘a social stratum consist-

ing of people professionally occupied with mental

work. . . . Being a stratum and not a class the intel-

ligentsia is incapable of playing an independent

political role in social life’’ (Bolshaya sovetskaya

entsiklopedia, 2nd ed., 1953, vol. 18, p. 270).

Article 1 of the 1977 Soviet constitution pro-

claimed ‘‘a socialist state of the whole people,

expressing the will and interests of the workers,

peasants and intelligentsia . . . .’’ At this time the

intelligentsia, in the Soviet sense, numbered more

than thirty million individuals. Overall it was almost

evenly divided between men and women; two-thirds

of engineers, the numerically most important pro-

fession, were men whereas a similar proportion of

doctors were women. Russians and Jews who num-

bered, respectively, 53 percent and 0.9 percent of

the population accounted for 67 percent and 7.1

percent of scientific workers. Mathematicians and

physicists enjoyed the highest professional prestige.

What became of the oppositional ethos of the

classic intelligentsia? Stirrings in Russian culture

after the death of Joseph Stalin in 1953 and hopes

raised by Nikita Khrushchev’s destalinization

between 1956 and 1964 gave rise to a dissident

movement founded on liberal, Christian, or social-

ist values. Regardless of the attention and support

afforded the movement in the West, dissidents

represented an infinitesimally small group. Unlike

their nineteenth-century predecessors, there is no

evidence that they enjoyed sympathy throughout

society. Dissidents, or inakomysliashchie (those who

think otherwise), did however represent the tip of a

much wider phenomenon, the shestidesyatniki, (the

people of the [nineteen] sixties). This was the gen-

eration whose hopes had been raised under

Khrushchev only to be frustrated for two decades

during the era of Brezhnevite zastoi (stagnation).

In a sense Mikhail Gorbachev, who came to power

in 1985, bore the aspirations of the shestidesyatniki.

Though the Soviet intelligentsia never succumbed

to Western-style ‘‘Gorbymania,’’ it initially offered

him its support. Disappointed with Gorbachev’s

halfhearted and unsuccessful measures, by 1991

the intelligentsia had transferred its allegiance to

the new president of the soon-to-be independent

Russian Federation, Boris Yeltsin.

Disorientation best characterizes the situation

of the post-Soviet intelligentsia, even though intel-

ligentovedenie (the study of the intelligentsia) has

become a thriving academic subfield with its own
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institute and innumerable publications. Russia’s

integration into the world economy guarantees

the continued growth and importance of the edu-

cated population. Debate continues, however, over

the role of the intelligentsia, its critical function,

and its social mission. Critics argue that wholesale

privatization has also meant the privatization of

knowledge and therefore the disappearance of a

classic intelligentsia. Alexander Solzhenitsyn

emphasizes the abyss between the narod (people)

and the intelligentsia, attributing it to betrayal by a

self-infatuated, opportunistic, and impious intelli-

gentsia that possesses only obrazovshchina (book

knowledge) rather than moral values. Yabloko

(Apple), the party of the post-Soviet liberal and

westernized intelligentsia, has done so poorly that

it does not count on the political map.

Through its management of public opinion, its
manipulation of the media and of national values, the
Vladimir Putin regime has succeeded in co-opting a
good part of the independent-minded intelligentsia.
Already discredited by its identification with Yeltsin’s
disastrous economic reforms and his political misbe-
havior, that part of the intelligentsia that might play
a critical role has largely withdrawn to nonpolitical
and often lucrative activities. In the atmosphere of
early-twenty-first-century Russia, even kulturnost (the
quality of being cultivated or well-mannered and
educated), recognized by Soviet sociologists as an
intelligentsia trait, has retreated into the background.
Is this the end of the intelligentsia, in its classic
subjective meaning, as a group founded on moral
principle and a critical sense? The question is widely
debated in early-twenty-first-century Russia, suggest-
ing that something of the ethos of the original intel-
ligentsia persists.

See also Gorbachev, Mikhail; Khrushchev, Nikita; New
Economic Policy (NEP); Putin, Vladimir; Soviet
Union; Yeltsin, Boris.
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INTERNATIONAL BRIGADES. On 17
and 18 July 1936 Spanish generals, soon to be under
the command of General Francisco Franco (1892–
1975), staged a coup against the Republican govern-
ment, which had become strongly left wing after the
Popular Front’s legitimate electoral victory the pre-
vious February. The Soviet Union quickly decided to
help the Spanish Republicans do battle against
Francoism, which was widely viewed as a Spanish
brand of fascism; but it acted cautiously, in considera-
tion of English neutrality and French hesitation.
Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) decided to supply the
Spanish government with limited military aid—
weapons, pilots, tank drivers, and military advisors
(to total two thousand men for the entire war)—
while entrusting to the Communist International
(Comintern) the task of forming an international
volunteer army. On 18 September 1936 the
Communist International’s executive committee met
and decided, according to terms in the transcript, ‘‘to
proceed with the recruitment, among workers of all
countries, of volunteers with military experience, in
preparation for their deployment in Spain.’’ But the
Comintern did not wish to be recognized as initiating
the formation of foreign brigades, which only became
official on 22 October 1936 by decree of the Spanish
government.

A total of almost 32,000 foreigners from nearly
fifty countries enrolled in the brigades. Among them
were nearly 9,000 French; 3,000 Poles; 3,000
Italians; 2,300 Americans; 2,200 Germans; and
2,100 citizens from the various Balkan countries.
There were 1,800 British; 1,700 Belgians; 1,000
Czechoslovakians; 900 from the Baltic region; and
900 from Austria. Scandinavian countries accounted
for 800; 600 came from the Netherlands, 500 from
Hungary, 500 from Canada, 400 from Switzerland,
and 100 from Portugal. Jewish volunteers had a
special presence. They numbered some 5,000, many
of them Polish volunteers with the Botwin Company
of the 13th Dombrowsky brigade, which published
its own Yiddish newspaper.
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Generally, the term International Brigades
designated all the anti-Francoist foreign fighters,
and it should be noted that other foreign units,
and Spanish units that included foreigners, partici-
pated outside the international brigades formation.
About two thousand such foreigners enrolled in
the regular Spanish army. In addition, about one
thousand non-Spanish fighters fought with various
militias, whether anarchist, anarchist-syndicalist, or
part of the POUM (Workers Party of Marxist
Unification). This brought the total number of for-
eign fighters to thirty-five thousand or about one-
third of the foreign contingent (composed of
Portugese, Italian, and Germans) enlisted by the
pro-Franco nationalists. Of those thirty-five thou-
sand, about five thousand were killed. Finally, the
International Brigades were not limited to foreign-
ers; from December 1936, they were open to
Spanish volunteers and draftees, and by the autumn
of 1937 they represented the bulk of brigade
combatants.

Essentially, although modifications of the scheme
werenumerous, there were five International Brigades.

Each brigade was divided into four to six battalions and
each of these, usually into five companies. None was
homogenous in national or linguistic composition.
German was the prevailing language spoken in
Thaelmann Brigade; Italian predominated in the
Garibaldi Brigade. The Dombrwoski Brigade was
largely Polish; the Marseillaise Brigade, French; the
Abraham Lincoln Brigade was predominantly
English, even though its commanders were in succes-
sion Yugoslavian, German, Spanish, and Brazilian.

A sociological profile of recruits can be sketched
from the largest contingent, from France. The aver-
age age of a volunteer was twenty-nine years, nine
months; the modal age was thirty. More than half the
combatants were young men between twenty-six and
thirty-four years old. Unmarried men were overrep-
resented, but the most striking statistic concerned the
overwhelming participation of the working class.
They represented 65 percent of the French volun-
teers, to which can be added some 17 percent manual
and unskilled laborers. Politically, two-thirds of the
French volunteers were communists or declared fel-
low-travelers, the proportion was even higher in the

Members of an International Brigade in formation during the Spanish civil war. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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other national contingents. In addition, proportion-
ally more communists filled positions in the higher
ranks of command. Some 52 percent of French com-
batants were card-carrying members of the
Communist Party; that figure jumped to 68 percent
for lower-grade officers, 79 percent of junior officers,
and virtually all of the commanders and political
commissars. In Spain, the French-Belgian communist
André Marty (1886–1956) was appointed organiza-
tional leader of the International Brigades, assisted by
Palmiro Togliatti (1893–1964), a member, like
Marty, of the executive of the Comintern.

In the end, although communist participation in
the Brigades was essential, the Comintern’s appeal
had reached beyond the communist sphere to touch
a highly popular antifascist sensibility. In the 1920s
Italian fascism could seem to be an historical excep-
tion. But this view changed during the 1930s with
the rise of authoritarian regimes in Western and
Central Europe, and with the development of pro-
tofascist movements in the European democracies.
Most important, of course, were Adolf Hitler
(1889–1945) and Franco. Carlo Rosselli, fighting
in Spain in a unit independent of the International
Brigades, encapsulated the antifascist sentiment with
his slogan: ‘‘Today in Spain, tomorrow in Italy.’’
Posterity offers the best evidence of the success of
the International Brigades on a symbolic level. While
their existence was proof of the success of the com-
munist strategy, their archetypical antifascism was
sustained by literary and cinematic creations not
strictly communist, such as André Malraux’s novel
L’espoir (1937; Man’s Hope), Joris Ivens’s film Terre
d’Espagne (1937; Spanish Earth), Ernest
Hemingway’s novel For Whom the Bell Tolls (1940),
and George Orwell’s Homage to Catalonia (1938).

But neither political nor symbolic successes were
sufficient on the battlefield. While acquitting them-
selves well despite high casualties, in Madrid in
November 1936 and on the Ebre River in July
1938, the International Brigades were, like the reg-
ular Spanish army, eventually defeated. On 25
September 1938 they were withdrawn from the
front, then dissolved. Brigadists gradually left the
country, but more than five thousand former volun-
teers from countries with authoritarian or fascist
regimes were incarcerated by the French govern-
ment. Several years later, a considerable number of
these fighters would enter the anti-Nazi Resistance.

See also Antifascism; Communism; Spanish Civil War.
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INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL
COURT. After initial experiments in inter-
national criminal justice for perpetrators of atroci-
ties, at Nuremberg and Tokyo (1945–1948) in the
aftermath of the Second World War, proposals for a
permanent institution stagnated. The tensions of
the Cold War (1945–1989) made progress on
international criminal law difficult, and only in late
1989, as the Berlin Wall was crumbling, did the
United Nations General Assembly revive efforts to
create an international criminal court. On 17 July
1998, at the conclusion of a diplomatic conference
held in Rome, the Rome Statute of the Inter-
national Criminal Court was adopted. The statute
entered into force on 1 July 2002, following
deposit of the sixtieth ratification of the statute.
By late 1994 judges and a prosecutor had been
elected, and the court was fully operational. By
early 2005 major investigations were under way
with respect to atrocities committed in northern
Uganda and eastern Congo. The first arrest war-
rants were made public in October 2005, targeted
at rebel leaders in northern Uganda.

Establishment of the International Criminal
Court is part of a broader story, whereby inter-
national institutions such as the United Nations,
inspired by the growth of human rights law and
policy, have focused on the need for accountability
in the face of serious violations of human dignity.
In 1990 the U.S. president George H. W. Bush
and the British prime minister Margaret Thatcher
had called for an international tribunal to prosecute
Saddam Hussein following Iraq’s invasion of
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Kuwait. The proposal never came to fruition, but
the idea generated greater momentum two years
later, as war raged in the former Yugoslavia. Two
United Nations international tribunals were even-
tually created by the Security Council, for the for-
mer Yugoslavia and Rwanda. Elsewhere, amnesties
have been withdrawn as part of a renewed insis-
tence on addressing impunity. Various justice
initiatives and related endeavors, such as truth
commissions, have featured as measures in coun-
tries emerging from periods of conflict.

The International Criminal Court is an inter-
national institution independent of the United
Nations and run by its member states, who num-
bered one hundred by October 1995; the number
remained unchanged ten years later. Many of the
world’s major powers chose to stay outside the
organization (China, Russia, India), although only
the United States of America took a position of
outright opposition. The popularity of the court
among small and medium powers has revealed their
frustration with existing institutions, such as the
Security Council, which have been dominated by
the great powers.

JURISDICTION OF THE INTERNATIONAL

CRIMINAL COURT

As a treaty-based institution, in contrast with the
tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda,
that were created by the Security Council and apply
to all countries, in principle the International
Criminal Court can only operate with respect to
those states that have actually ratified or acceded to
the statute. By joining the court, states agree that
the court can prosecute their own citizens and that
it can also prosecute any crimes committed on their
territory. There is nothing exceptional here because
international law has always acknowledged the
right of states to prosecute crimes committed on
their territory or by their nationals. What states
party to the Rome Statute have done, then, is
delegate their own criminal jurisdiction with
respect to certain crimes to the International
Criminal Court.

The Rome Statute also allows the Security
Council to send a case to the International
Criminal Court even with respect to a state that
has not accepted the statute. Functioning in this
mode, it is basically treating the court as if it were a

permanent version of the Yugoslavia and Rwanda
tribunals established in the early 1990s. In the first
years of operation of the court, there were doubts
that it would ever exercise this power, given the
United States’ hostility to the court and the like-
lihood that it would block such referral with its
veto power in the Security Council. But in March
2005 the Security Council referred the situation in
the Darfur region of western Sudan to the court,
acting on the recommendation of an international
commission of inquiry.

At the center of the court’s operations stands
the prosecutor, who has the authority to decide
which cases will proceed. He can also decide which
situations will not proceed, when cases are referred
to him by the Security Council or by member
states. When the Rome Statute was being drafted,
the concept of an independent prosecutor was bold
and controversial, with many states fearing it might
lead to politically motivated charges following the
prosecutor’s ideological whims. To answer such
concerns, the statute imposes a rule of ‘‘comple-
mentarity.’’ The prosecutor must be in a position
to demonstrate that the state that would ordinarily
be responsible for prosecuting the case is either
unwilling or unable to proceed. In this sense, the
court is viewed as an adjunct to national justice
systems rather than as their replacement. The pre-
amble to the statute recalls that ‘‘it is the duty of
every state to exercise its criminal jurisdiction over
those responsible for international crimes’’ (Rome
Statute of the International Criminal Court,
UN DOC. A/CONF.183/9). By joining the
court, many states have also adopted robust new
legislation so that they can prosecute atrocities
more effectively before their own courts.

According to the statute, the court is to prose-
cute what are called the ‘‘most serious crimes of
concern to the international community as a
whole.’’ Four such crimes are listed in the Rome
Statute: genocide, crimes against humanity, war
crimes, and aggression. The first three are defined
in some detail. As for aggression, the statute spe-
cifies that the court may not exercise jurisdiction
over that crime until a definition and the condi-
tions of prosecution have been agreed to. The plan
was for the statute to be amended at the first review
conference, in 2009, so as to enable the court to
actually exercise jurisdiction over the crime of
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aggression. Other serious crimes with an interna-

tional dimension, including terrorism and drug

trafficking, were also on the waiting list, possibly

to be added to the court’s jurisdiction at the 2009

conference.

PUNISHABLE CRIMES

Genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes

together cover a wide range of serious atrocities that

have figured in most of the grave humanitarian crises

of recent times. Genocide was first defined in the

1948 Genocide Convention. It is relatively narrow

in scope, confined essentially to acts involving the

physical destruction of an ethnic group. Crimes

against humanity comprise a much broader category.

They encompass most serious human rights viola-

tions, such as disappearance, sexual violence, apart-

heid, and torture. In order to ensure a seamless

coverage, the definition of crimes against humanity

also includes a broad act known as ‘‘persecutions.’’

So as to distinguish them from ordinary violent

crimes such as murder, crimes against humanity must

be committed as part of a ‘‘widespread or systematic

attack on a civilian population.’’ Crimes against

humanity had been prosecuted at Nuremberg and

Tokyo but only to the extent that they were com-

mitted as part of aggressive war. The Rome Statute

confirms an evolution in international criminal law,

recognizing that crimes against humanity are now

punishable even when committed in peacetime.

The most detailed list of offenses in the Rome

Statute appears in the war crimes provision.

Reflecting historic distinctions made by the inter-

national law of armed conflict, war crimes are

divided according to whether they are committed

in international or internal armed conflict. There

are some gaps here, however. The court’s jurisdic-

tion over prohibited weapons is quite limited,

Slobodan Milošević appears before the International War Crimes Tribunal in the Hague, Netherlands, December

2001. He was charged with genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity for his role in the conflict between Serbian

forces and ethnic Albanians in Kosovo. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS
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reflecting concerns at the Rome Conference of

nuclear powers who were afraid of the conse-

quences of a broad general provision on inhumane

weapons.

PROCEDURE BEFORE THE COURT

The court’s eighteen judges are drawn from diverse

legal systems around the world. This makes them

well suited for the procedural system, which is a

hybrid of various national systems. The court

adopts a largely adversarial system, and in that

sense follows the general scheme of common law

courts, such as those in the United States, the United

Kingdom, and countries of the Commonwealth.

However, both the prosecutor and the judges are

given significant duties with respect to protecting

the rights of suspects and the accused. To this extent,

the models are the inquisitorial criminal procedure

systems that characterize continental Europe and

many other parts of the world.

Upon conviction, the court may impose a max-

imum sentence of life imprisonment, although in

such cases there is a mandatory review for purposes

of release on parole after twenty-five years. The

penalty regime of the court was a delicate compro-

mise. At the extremes were some states favoring

capital punishment and others opposed even to life

imprisonment, which they viewed as inhumane.

The Nuremberg and Tokyo tribunals imposed

execution by hanging on several of the convicted

offenders. Rejection of the death penalty by the

International Criminal Court manifests an evolving

consensus in international law that is also reflected

in growing rates of abolition within national justice

systems.

UNITED STATES OPPOSITION

One of the great enigmas surrounding the estab-

lishment of the court is the position taken by the

United States of America. No country has been

more enthusiastic about international criminal

justice than the United States. It played a central

role in the Nuremberg and Tokyo trials and was

the driving force behind establishment of the

Yugoslavia and Rwanda tribunals half a century

later. Moreover, the United States was deeply

involved in the establishment of the International

Criminal Court and made many important and

constructive contributions to the final draft of the

Rome Statute.

U.S. opposition to the court is therefore not

the result of any general diffidence concerning the

idea of such an international institution but rather

with dissatisfaction concerning the form that the

body has actually taken. Specifically, in the course

of negotiations over the years 1994 to 1998, an

alliance of small and middle powers had diluted the

role the Security Council might play in directing

prosecutions and especially in blocking them alto-

gether. This proved to be anathema for the United

States, which has not been able to accept an insti-

tution that it cannot control through its domi-

nance of the United Nations Security Council.

At Rome, the United States voted against the

final draft statute, which was nonetheless adopted

by 120 votes to 7, with 21 abstentions. For some

years subsequently, the United States took a rela-

tively benign approach of constructive engagement

and actually signed the statute (a preliminary to

ratification) on 31 December 2000. But by early

2002, when it seemed inevitable that the statute

would enter into force and that the court would

become operational, United States policy shifted

toward active hostility. At the request of the

United States, many states entered into agreements

by which they refused to transfer American nationals

suspected of crimes to the court. In 2002 and 2003

the United States also pushed through damaging

resolutions in the Security Council, aimed at block-

ing the court’s operations in specific cases. But in

2004, with the United States on the defensive in

the context of shocking reports of prisoner abuses

by its forces in Iraq, the resolutions were with-

drawn. Then, in 2005, the United States abstained

in a resolution referring the Sudan crisis to the

International Criminal Court, in effect conceding

the body’s authority. This signaled the defeat of its

policy of opposition and, at the same time, con-

firmed the viability of the International Criminal

Court as one of the great institutions of the inter-

national legal order.

See also Campaign against Torture; Convention on
Genocide; European Court of Justice; Human
Rights; International Law; Milošević, Slobodan;
Nuremberg War Crimes Trials; Universal
Declaration of Human Rights; Yugoslavia.
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WILLIAM A. SCHABAS
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INTERNATIONAL LABOUR OR-
GANIZATION. Universal peace ‘‘can be estab-
lished only if it is based upon social justice.’’ This was
the principle, found in the preamble of Part XIII of the
Versailles Peace Treaty, signed on 28 June 1919, upon
which was established the International Labour
Organization (ILO). The ILO, at first an independent
body associated with the League of Nations, has been
since the end of World War II a specialized agency
within the United Nations.

Recognition of the necessity of international
rules to govern labor practices gestated slowly over
the course of the nineteenth century, mainly within
the social reform and socialist movements. Social
reformers in the early nineteenth century favored
some form of regulation, but the first international
labor congress took place in Berlin only in 1890 at
the invitation of Kaiser William II (r. 1888–1918).
The aim was to preserve social peace by improving
conditions for workers without changing the rules
of the international competition. The International
Association for the Legal Protection of Workers,
founded in 1901, pursued and institutionalized
these goals; from its works arose the International

Labour Office in Basel in 1901. This agency pub-
lished the first compilations of pertinent social laws,
a mission that the ILO pursues today.

Two conferences in Bern in 1905 and 1906
adopted the first two international labor conven-
tions. These conventions, ratified by national par-
liaments, prohibited employers from hiring women
for night work in industrial settings and forbade
the use of white phosphorus in the manufacture of
matches. In addition to this direct antecedent of
the ILO, a permanent committee in charge of acci-
dents at work and social insurances was founded in
1898, and an international association to fight
unemployment was established in 1910. These
groups attracted the first civil servants engaged in
international social policy, including Arthur
Fontaine (1860–1931), the first president of ILO’s
Governing Body; a Belgian lawyer, Louis Varlez
(1868–1930), who served as a policy-making advi-
sor at the Bureau International du Travail (BIT)
from 1919 to 1928; and the English civil servant
Malcolm Delevingne (1868–1950), a member of
the committee that wrote the ILO statutes. These
associations pursued three objectives: peace, social
justice, and respect for fair competition. These
represent the ILO’s basic mission to the present
day. Since the Declaration of Philadelphia in 1944
social activism has been viewed not only as a remedy
to injustice or a means of keeping peace but as a
fundamental human right.

The birth of the ILO was also a response to
the increasingly reformist aspirations of workers’
movements represented by the International
Federation of Trade Unions (IFTU), which was
formed in 1901. War World I reinforced these
ambitions by bringing together representatives
of workers’ movement in the major belligerent
nations in spite of the conflict. At international
conferences they also demanded social rights be
incorporated in future peace treaties. The sudden
division of the workers’ movement caused by the
Russian Revolution in 1917 seemed to reinforce
the urgent nature of these demands.

THE ILO IN ACTION

Only the victorious countries in World War I were
invited to participate when the Commission on
International Labor Legislation met in January
1919. Neither Germany, which in the 1880s
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had developed a distinctly progressive social policy,

nor Switzerland, which had long made efforts in

favor of international legislation, were invited.

Representatives of the victorious countries, partic-

ularly the French and English, were in charge of

the establishment of the new organization. Edward

Phelan (1888–1967), a civil servant at the English

ministry of labor, provided key inspiration for the

ILO constitution. Albert Thomas (1878–1932), a

French politician and socialist, was named first

secretary of the ILO. From the beginning, the

positions and roles assigned member countries

would be a dominant problem. Tripartism, still in

force in the early twenty-first century, favors

national governments; each state sends to the

ILO two representatives together with a represen-

tative of an employers’ organization and a represen-

tative of a workers’ organization. The Governing

Body makes proposals that are submitted to these

representatives for a vote during the annual ILO

conferences. A proposal that obtains a two-thirds

or better majority becomes a convention to be sub-

mitted for ratification by national parliaments. In

the 1920s numerous international conventions were

adopted concerning women and children, working

conditions, length of workday, health and accident

protection, and compensation. Ratification was

often difficult. The refusal by France and Britain to

ratify the first convention regarding the eight-hour

day, which was a major issue for the new organiza-

tion, questioned the ILO’s very raison d’être.

However, the ILO functioned in a way that

distinguished it from the usual intergovernmental

bodies and created a new model of operation. In

addition to requiring a two-thirds majority for rati-

fication, the administrative tools to ensure that the

conventions were respected were set up as early as

1919 and attended to from 1926 by a committee

of experts. This approach, innovative at the time,

continues to operate in the early 2000s and has been

a factor in preserving the ILO’s autonomy. Albert

Thomas, the first president of the International

Labour bureau, helped establish the stand-alone

character of the ILO, traveling widely to open

branches in many countries, appointing numerous

permanent functionaries, and tirelessly promoting

ratifications. Thomas nurtured a genuine European

culture within the ILO, and his colleagues and

successors extended his influence, among them

the English president of the organization, Harold
Butler (1932–1938), and the Irish president,
Edward Phelan (1941–1948). Finally and above
all, from the beginning the two autonomous groups
in the organization, employers and organized work-
ers in unions from around the world, effectively and
efficiently counterbalanced national interests.

This bipartisanship, however, also raised con-
siderable difficulties of its own that have persisted
to the present. The 1919 text specified that dele-
gates and their advisors must be chosen with the
consent of the most representative professional
organizations. This arrangement was anchored in
a liberal vision by which society hoped to encour-
age the organization of economic and social inter-
ests in order to favor dialogue. But the limits of this
approach soon became clear. In countries with a
pluralistic political system, when union organiza-
tions are divided, the choice of the ‘‘representative
organization’’ in fact was decided upon according
to the power dynamics within the directive bodies
of the ILO. Favored were the best-represented
factions in the international organizations, not
necessarily the most representative of the country
in question. In the case of dictatorships, the very
notion of representation is problematic. In 1923
the Italian Fascist government sent a workers’ dele-
gate chosen by the national confederation of cor-
porations, which led to protests by the workers’
representatives; a similar situation occurred in
1937 with a delegate from Spain. Still more diffi-
culties arose after the Soviet Union was readmitted
to the ILO in 1954. Alongside the thorny question
of the freedom of workers to choose a union, an
issue raised with dictatorships, the employers’
group objected to the representative character of
the designated employer delegate when chosen
directly by the government. The admission into
the ILO of countries with planned economies put
into question the liberal rules upon which the
organization was based. An investigation in 1955
advised revision of the initial conventions, even a
new definition of union freedom to save the prin-
ciple of universality.

GLOBALIZATION OF A EUROPEAN

ORGANIZATION

From the beginning, universality has been an
important element undergirding the legitimacy
of the ILO. In 1919 the organization included
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forty-five members, among them Germany and
Austria, even though both were excluded from
the League of Nations. Although twenty-seven
member countries were non-European, western
Europe played a dominant role in terms of the
ILO’s management, personnel, and overall concep-
tion as to role and operations. The organization’s
objective, influenced by nineteenth-century social
reformers, was to prevent the exploitation and abuse
of workers and to fight both material poverty and
moral corruption. European domination was
explained by the special status accorded ‘‘members
whose industrial importance is more considerable’’
on the ILO’s governing body and also by the fact
that colonialism had not yet been put into question.

European supremacy diminished in the years
after World War II, with more members—178 in
2005—including the former colonies that were
agitating for and achieving independence. In the
1960s developing countries founded the Group of
77 and, with the support of socialist governments,
began objecting to the way in which the ILO
favored industrialized nations. Revision of the sta-
tutes in 1986 allowed a more equitable representa-
tion on the governing body of the ILO. In 1998 a
Chilean, Juan Somavia (b. 1941), became the first
director of the ILO from the southern hemisphere.

Overall, recent developments have led the
organization to reconsider the rules that provided
its foundation when it was formed in 1919, with a
series of declarations and actions that, in addition
to traditional efforts in the direction of social
melioration, take a clear position in favor of devel-
opment for all countries. This major orientation
on behalf of norms has been modified. Apart
from traditional efforts to improve work condi-
tions, the conventions and directives aim to secure
human rights in work: freedom to join a union,
equal pay for men and women, and elimination of
forced labor—the latter a central objective of the
organization beginning in the mid-1960s. Due to
increasing diversity among member nations, nor-
mative action tends toward regionalization, occa-
sionally expressed through arguments that manifest
hostility toward the economic and intellectual
domination of Western countries. Consequently,
the ILO has developed other modes of action aim-
ing to reach not only specific groups but also entire
countries. Technical aid and assistance missions

have increased in number. Already employed
between the two world wars to meet the legal
needs of European governments, such missions
became part policies intended to provide aid to
developing countries. At the start of the twenty-
first century, the ILO, as an international agency of
expertise about social affairs, is thus particularly
well placed to chart and to help determine
the effects of economic globalization. The ILO
responds to the threat of war by appealing to eco-
nomic development and to the threat of economic
conflict by developing consultation and coopera-
tion together with norms that favor a socially equi-
table globalization and ‘‘decent work.’’

See also Labor Movements; League of Nations; Nobel
Prize; United Nations; Versailles, Treaty of.
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SANDRINE KOTT

n

INTERNATIONAL LAW. International

law comprises those rules and processes that are

produced by states to regulate their mutual beha-

vior, or that have arisen to regulate international

transactions by states, private organizations, and

individuals. Persons used to the certainties of
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municipal (that is, national or domestic) law are

puzzled by several features characteristic of inter-

national law. No single authority acts as legislator

or interpreter of the law. No court exercises com-

pulsory jurisdiction over breaches in the law; sanc-

tions are more often applied by the offended states,

sometimes in the form of reprisal. And the sources

of international law are not restricted to easily

identifiable legislation issuing from an agreed-

upon political process. Further, international law

seems often ineffective, and surely some of the

most catastrophic and murderous transgressions

against it occurred during the bloody twentieth

century. But Immanuel Kant (1724–1804) recog-

nized that conflict and strife not only challenge the

law, they also create it, as states attempt to solve the

problems they have caused. And so the twentieth

century saw not only the greatest crimes against,

but also the greatest extensions of, international

law in the areas most troubling to its success: the

(as yet) incomplete creation of international coop-

erative authority in the League of Nations (1919),

the United Nations (1945), and the European

Union (1993); the establishment of a permanent

Court of Arbitration (1899), which developed into

the permanent International Court of Justice (ICJ,

1945), and a permanent International Court of

Criminal Justice (ICC, 2003); the writing down

(codification) of legal custom and the specification

of the law’s sources; and finally the expansion of

the laws of war, which restricted the permitted

methods of fighting as they widened the scope of

recognized human rights.

SOURCES OF INTERNATIONAL LAW

The sources of international law are enumerated in

Article 38 of the Statute of the International Court

of Justice

1. Treaties between states are by far the most

unambiguous and numerous sources. The

League of Nations began the requirement of

publicly registering treaties, and its successor

the United Nations has recorded more than

twenty-five thousand.

2. Custom, that is, the actual practices of states

or collective actors, is the original form of

international law, before it was written down.

Custom is wider than treaties, because it

applies to all actors in the international com-

munity, not just to those who have explicitly

agreed to a written rule, for example, by ratify-

ing a treaty. And custom changes over time, so

it is naturally controversial. Some rules, such as

the Geneva Conventions of 1949, which orig-

inally applied only to signatories, have since

been accepted as customary and are taken to

apply to everyone.

3. ‘‘The general principles of law recognized by

civilized nations’’ is the third source. In the

seventeenth century, the Dutch jurist Hugo

Grotius (1583–1645) laid the foundations of

international law in his De Jure Belli Ac Pacis
(1625; The rights of war and peace), and

through the eighteenth century these principles

were known as natural law. In the first inter-

national codification of the laws of war at the

First Hague Convention (1899), the Russian

jurist Fyodor F. Martens called them ‘‘the laws

of humanity.’’ In the early twenty-first century

they are known as jus cogens (compelling law).

By any name they refer to principles basic to all

law and human action and that are thus prior to

and superior to positive, written law.

4. Judicial decisions also make international law.

These may be judgments by the permanent

courts (ICJ, ICC), by special tribunals such

as the International Military Tribunals after

World War II or by national courts, since most

international law cases are tried in national

venues.

5. ‘‘The most highly qualified publicists of the var-

ious nations’’ also help determine law by

The ‘‘Martens Declaration’’ in the preamble to the

Hague Regulations (1899)

[I]n cases not included in the Regulations . . . populations
and belligerents remain under the protection and empire
of the principles of international law, as they result from
the usages established between civilized nations, from
the laws of humanity, and the requirements of the public
conscience.
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discovering the patterns of custom or interpret-

ing law, practices, and public opinion.

6. Equity, that is, basic principles of fairness,

may also play a role in deciding cases in inter-

national law.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION, EXTENSION,

AND CODIFICATION

The world wars before 1945, the civil wars there-

after, and the mass death caused by them all have

driven international law to change in broadly three

ways: it has become institutionalized, extended,

and codified.

Institutionalization has occurred on several

levels. International cooperative institutions such

as the League of Nations and the United Nations

simultaneously uphold and limit the sovereignty of

their members, for example, by subjecting them to

the human rights provisions of the UN Charter as a

condition of joining. Regional security or eco-

nomic organizations, such as the North Atlantic

Treaty Organization or the Western European

Union, have also burgeoned since 1945. The

European Union, developing from the Organization

of European Economic Cooperation (1948), has

become so strongly integrated in economic, politi-

cal, security, citizenship, and legal terms that it

constitutes a new kind of federated state. Its var-

ious organs, including the European Parliament,

European Court of Human Rights, and the

European Court of Justice have produced abun-

dant ‘‘European law,’’ a subset of international

law. Finally, international law is practiced and

formed by nonstate institutions. The oldest is the

International Committee of the Red Cross

(ICRC), a private Swiss organization founded in

1874 to aid wounded soldiers. In order to gain

the acceptance and cooperation of suspicious bellig-

erent states, the ICRC had to assume a stance of

neutrality and public discretion unique among

nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Its dip-

lomatic savvy and expertise have allowed it to play a

leading role in expanding the scope of the laws of

war. Since the 1960s other, more partisan NGOs,

such as Human Rights Watch or Doctors without

Borders, have driven international law forward by

providing information on current breaches of the

law and by arousing public opinion to demand

international intervention and sanctions.

Institutions do not work magic. The Hague

Conventions (1899, 1907) did not achieve the

disarmament for which they aimed, and the

League of Nations and the United Nations have

not provided universal security or peace. States

have jealously guarded their sovereignty against

legal limitations and have been reluctant to risk

money or blood to uphold law; the League was

famously undercut by the unparalleled, ideologi-

cally motivated lawlessness of Italian fascism,

German National Socialism, and Soviet commun-

ism. But these institutions have all been successful

in incrementally expanding the breadth and depth

of international law.

The League did so, for example, by anchoring

the sanctity of treaties (pacta sunt servanda) in

its founding articles, protecting national minorities

in treaties with the successor nations in eastern

Europe, fostering arbitration of disputes, and

creating subsidiary organizations (such as the

International Labor Organization and the High

Commissioner for refugees) to supervise areas of

potential conflict. The League’s template was then

improved upon by the much more active United

Nations. It established the first International

Military Tribunal to try war crimes (1945–1946).

Its subsidiary organizations create international reg-

ulations on everything from children (UN Inter-

national Children’s Emergency Fund, UNICEF) to

culture (UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural

Organization, UNESCO). The United Nations

actively promotes the codification of international

law in all areas. It does so partly in response to the

huge growth of trade, commerce, communica-

tions, and transportation that are now labeled

‘‘globalization.’’ Human activity is less constrained

by national borders than ever before, and as inter-

national commerce, in every sense, grows, so will

international law.

One might imagine the enormous spread of

international law, especially since 1945, as occur-

ring in three dimensions: spatially, thematically

(that is, what sorts of areas are now regulated),

and in terms of the subjects of law (that is, states,

private organizations, and/or individuals).
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As one can see from the ICJ’s phrase ‘‘princi-
ples of law recognized by civilized nations,’’ states-
men and lawyers originally thought of international
law as limited to the West. But the law typically
tends to expand by analogy. The British, for exam-
ple, decided in 1900 that the Boer War, which they
were fighting in South Africa, should fall under its
sway. Whether the limits and protections of inter-
national law should apply to colonies was always
controversial, but by the 1960s decolonization had
solved the problem, as colonies became nation-
states, members of the United Nations, and incon-
trovertibly part of the international community.

Increasingly, international law reached into the
uninhabited areas of the earth and beyond.
International treaties regulated the Arctic (1933),
the Antarctic (1959), the sea floor (1982), and
outer space (1976). True to Kant’s principle, it was
conflicts among nations newly active in these areas
that produced the international law to govern them.

The same principle applies to the expansion of
international law into new thematic fields. In 1900,
international law concerned war, the sea, treaties,
diplomacy, merchants, and the recognition and
succession of states. By 2000 it focused also on
international arbitration, refugees and immigra-
tion, trade, organized crime, international organi-
zations, international financial law and taxation,
state responsibility, the environment, and human
rights.

In the nineteenth century international law was
taken to be a law of states; states and their repre-
sentatives (ambassadors, soldiers) were the only
ones who had duties and rights under it. That has
now radically changed. Individuals and their welfare
are now an important focus of international law.
Especially since 1945, the protection of civilians
has promoted an astonishing catalog of human
rights, most notably in the UN General Assembly’s
1948 passage of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. These go far beyond the minimal
right to ‘‘life, liberty and security.’’ They include
the full panoply of liberal civil-political rights and
also the socioeconomic and cultural rights (‘‘to
social security,’’ work, a living wage, leisure time,
and education) that socialists had put on the
human agenda in the mid-nineteenth century.
Human rights law is currently one of the most
active sectors of international law.

If at the beginning of the twentieth century
international law suffered from undercodification,
some observers fear that it has become overcodi-
fied. They foresee three dangers. Committing the
law to writing tends to freeze it, making it less able
to respond to changing conditions. One of the
advantages to (unwritten) custom was precisely its
adaptability. A second problem lies in normativity.
International law strives to reflect reality, including
real force relations and actual practices. Some legal
experts think that since the 1970s, codification has
rushed ahead of practice and therefore contains too
much ‘‘soft’’ law, that is, injunctions or ‘‘oughts’’
that make the law unlikely to be followed. That
produces the third problem: it encourages scofflaws
and undermines respect for law in general. This
debate has nowhere been stronger than regarding
the laws of war.

THE LAWS OF WAR (INTERNATIONAL

HUMANITARIAN LAW)

The Laws of War, now called International

Humanitarian Law (IHL), are in many respects

the oldest and best-developed part of general inter-

national law. IHL has two parts: the law governing

when it is permissible to engage in warfare ( jus ad

bellum), and the law regulating how to fight war

( jus in bello). The purpose of jus in bello is ‘‘to

alleviate, as much as possible, the calamities of

war’’ and to prohibit practices that ‘‘uselessly

aggravate the sufferings’’ of soldiers or civilians

(Declaration of St. Petersburg, 1868). IHL is not

designed to prevent war, to change power rela-

tions, or to make fighting war impossible. It must

therefore be realistic in its assessment of weaponry

and military requirements. Its codification in the

nineteenth and twentieth centuries has always

involved not just statesmen and lawyers but also

military officers. During its centuries-long history

IHL has developed principles that are then

extended analogously to fit new situations and

technologies. Three of the most important are:

proportionality (destruction must be proportionate

to the military gain), absolute prohibition (not

everything goes in war, even in extremis), and dis-

crimination (between soldiers, who are a legitimate

target for killing, and civilians, who are not). In the

twentieth century the protections of IHL have

been extended from an almost exclusive focus on
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combatants to include civilians, whose increasing

rights under international human rights law have

steadily narrowed the permitted scope of military

action. However, supervision and enforcement

remain major problems.

By the time World War I broke out in 1914,
IHL consisted of two domains of positive (written)
law. The ‘‘Geneva’’ side protected soldiers no
longer capable of fighting (the wounded, sick, or
captured) and those who ministered to them,
including the civilians of the Red Cross. These

rules were set down in the Geneva Convention of

1864 and revised in 1906, 1929, and 1949. The

‘‘Hague’’ side regulated armed conflict itself. Since

1945 the tendency has been for Hague and Geneva

law to fuse together.

The Hague Regulations Concerning the Laws

and Customs of War (1899, 1907) were the first

codification of the customs governing warfare,

worked out by mostly Western states. Disagree-

ments between large and small, and land and naval,

powers restricted the rules’ scope. They recog-

nized, some would say too much, the legitimacy

of military necessity in annulling legal curbs to

destruction, but they limited recourse to that

excuse to a few specific circumstances. The rules

protected civilians by limiting bombardment and

draconian occupation techniques but were silent

on reprisals, concentration camps, forced labor,

and deportations. The debate about the right of

enemy civilians to resist occupation produced a

wider definition of a combatant, who could now

be a militiaman or civilian volunteer, so long as he

or she was part of an organized force, recognizable

as an enemy, carrying arms openly, and obeying the

laws of war. The preamble underscored the impor-

tant principle that international law has force even

beyond written treaties.

World War I shocked contemporaries by the

endless casualties, the terrific mistreatment of occu-

pied civilians, and the use of horrifying new

weapons (gas, tanks, submarines, airplanes). Allied

propaganda sensationalized the (many) German

violations, but the Allied blockade, which broke

provisions of the Declaration Concerning the

Laws of Naval Warfare (London, 1909), which

many observers took to be customary law, starved

hundreds of thousands of enemy civilians. The

postwar attempt to try war criminals (‘‘Hang the

Kaiser’’) was thwarted by considerations of political

expediency and state sovereignty, except in Turkey,

where some officials responsible for the Armenian

Genocide of 1915–1918 were tried and even exe-

cuted before the regime of Kemal Atatürk stopped

the trials.

Disappointment with the efficacy of inter-
national law may have led to a concentration in
the interwar years on preventing war rather than
refining jus in bello. Both the League of Nations’
founding articles and the Kellogg-Briand Pact

(1928) reflect that sentiment. Nevertheless,

Hague law was extended to cover aerial warfare

(1923), prohibit poison gas (1925), and regulate

submarines (1936). Attempts were under way to

give occupied civilians greater protection under

‘‘Geneva’’ law when World War II began in 1939.

World War II appeared to obliterate IHL. The

relatively humane treatment of most prisoners of

war on the western European front and the avoid-

ance of gas warfare were two of the few areas in

which law appeared to work. Many factors canceled

it altogether. National Socialist racial ideology

launched a war of extermination in which millions

of civilians and Soviet prisoners of war died. The

Soviet Union responded with terrific ferocity. The

Western Allies’ area bombardment of cities was

the complex result of an early inability to strike the

enemy directly in any other way, retaliation, the

desire to protect their own soldiers, and the air forces’

military culture reaching back to World War I.

The seeming nadir of IHL led to systematic
attempts after 1945 to make it stronger and more
effective. Those attempts began immediately with
the International Military Tribunals at Nuremberg
and Tokyo, which inaugurated the legal concept of
‘‘crimes against humanity’’ and institutionalized
the principle of individual responsibility, both for
soldiers following illegal orders and for heads of
state pursuing murderous policies. The Geneva
Conventions of 1949 went further by giving
national courts universal jurisdiction and responsi-
bility to pursue and try war criminals regardless of
where or against whom the crime was committed.

IHL, responding to the catastrophes of the past
and to the interests of the victors, develops
unevenly. Nuremberg ignored Allied bombardment
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and Soviet rapes and massacres. But civilian suffering
obviously demanded protection. Immediately after
the war the ICRC and then the United Nations
pushed to revise the Geneva Convention. In 1949
their efforts produced international consensus
extending protections listed in 417 articles to the
classic ‘‘Geneva’’ groups: the wounded, sick, and
captured combatants, at sea as well as on land. The
fourth convention now also covered civilians in
enemy hands. Besides universal jurisdiction, the
Geneva Conventions contained two other novelties.
They required signers to uphold its terms even if
their foes violated them, thus rejecting the ancient
principle of reciprocity. And the provisions cover
not just international, but also domestic ‘‘armed
conflict’’ (Common Article 3).

The extension of IHL to noninternational con-
flict was especially important because the nature of
warfare changed after 1945 from predominantly
interstate to anticolonial, civil, and guerrilla wars
in which civilians were proportionately more victim-
ized than ever before. Because IHL is supposed
to apply to real practice, the ICRC proposed
further changes and codification to reflect the
new kinds of conflict. For the first time Third
World nations played an active part in codification.
The result was Additional Protocols (AP) 1 and 2
(1977) which nominally modified the Geneva
Convention but which actually revised the Hague
Regulations. AP 1 broke new ground in three
areas. It protected even the enemy’s civilians at
home by narrowly defining permissible military
targets and outlawing indiscriminate attacks (such
as area bombing), methods of terror, starvation,
and reprisals. It forbade ‘‘widespread, long-
term and severe damage’’ to the environment.
And it recognized guerrilla fighters as legitimate
combatants, dropping the requirement that they
always carry arms openly and be uniformed.
Especially this last change was controversial and
led many Western nations to withhold ratification.
Opponents claim the APs make war impossible to
fight and give unfair advantages to guerrillas; pro-
ponents reply that they simply recognize how wars
are fought at the turn of the twenty-first century
and that they protect vulnerable civilians. It was
easier to reach consensus on the prohibition of land
mines, booby traps, some incendiary devices, and
fragmentation weapons invisible to X-rays (1981
UN Weapons Convention). However, neither

napalm nor atomic weapons have been outlawed.
These controversies and the continuing lack of
adequate supervision and enforcement mechanisms
(despite the establishment of the International
Criminal Court) remain challenges to the opera-
tion of international law.

See also Human Rights; League of Nations; Nuremberg
Laws; Prisoners of War; United Nations.
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IRA. Probably the longest-lived insurgent orga-

nization in Europe (and perhaps the world), the

Irish Republican Army (IRA) has been in
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continuous existence since the Declaration of

Independence by the first Irish separatist parliament,

Dáil Éireann, in January 1919. In the Irish lan-

guage, its title is Oglaigh na hEireann, or Irish

Volunteers, and the title of its individual members

is ‘‘Volunteer.’’ This reflects the fact that the IRA

grew out of the Irish Volunteer movement origin-

ally founded in November 1913. The aim of this

first movement, to put pressure on the British gov-

ernment during the crisis over the proposed Home

Rule legislation, was not necessarily a warlike one.

The Volunteers could be seen as a pressure group

in the form of a citizen militia. But from the start,

they were closely connected with a still older orga-

nization, dedicated to removing British rule by

armed action. This was the Irish Republican

Brotherhood (IRB), founded in 1858 in the wake

of the great Irish famine of the late 1840s and the

failed Young Ireland rebellion of 1848. These

‘‘Fenians,’’ or ‘‘physical force men,’’ as they often

were called, were dedicated to the simple proposi-

tion that Britain could not be influenced by the

force of argument, but only by the argument of

force. Their deep aversion to politics and politi-

cians, whom they always suspected of readiness to

compromise or sell out the cause of independence,

was to be directly transmitted to the IRA in suc-

ceeding generations.

But although the republican objective—to

‘‘break the connection’’ with Britain—remained

unambiguous and unchanging, the physical force

method had to be adapted to the situation in the

twentieth century. The key moment was the Easter

Rising of 1916, when a minority of the Irish

Volunteers, led by a secret IRB group, seized and

defended positions in Ireland’s capital, Dublin. The

IRB had always been committed to open insurrec-

tion rather than terrorist violence, but to have any

prospect of success it needed to choose a strategic

moment. World War I seemed to offer such a

moment of British weakness. In fact, the insurrec-

tion was crushed within a week. But its leaders,

executed by the British government, became

republican martyrs, and, just as importantly, their

successors—most notably Michael Collins and

Richard Mulcahy—abandoned the insurrectionist

strategy when they set about rebuilding the

Volunteer organization in the aftermath of the

rebellion. The violence that began in 1919 was on

a smaller scale, with local forces choosing their own

targets and timing: guerrilla warfare, in other

words. The most active IRA units, those in the

southwest, built up their stock of weapons by

stealth, and only began to try attacks on signifi-

cant targets, such as Royal Irish Constabulary

(RIC) posts, after at least a year of preparation.

Attacks were preceded by a public boycott of the

RIC, an armed semi-military police force por-

trayed by nationalists as a British ‘‘army of occu-

pation’’ (though its rank and file were entirely

Irish). At the same time a republican ‘‘counter-

state’’ was established, with a parliament—the

Dáil Éireann, elected at the British general elec-

tion of 1918 on an abstentionist ticket—which

issued a unilateral declaration of Independence in

January 1919, and set up shadow ministries and

judicial agencies.

This political-military guerrilla insurgency

conferred a high degree of legitimacy on the

IRA, which by 1921 was in a position to negoti-

ate a formal truce with the British authorities

(11 July 1921) as a prelude to extended poli-

tical negotiations for an Anglo-Irish Treaty

(6 December). The reception of this treaty, how-

ever, shattered the unity of the republican forces,

and defined the political stance of the IRA there-

after. The 26-county Irish Free State created by

the treaty was denounced as a British puppet

state, largely because of the oath of allegiance to

the British Crown that had to be taken by its

ministers and members of Parliament. The treaty

also accepted that the unity of Ireland, which had

been taken by all nationalists as natural, if not

God-given, could not be maintained in face of

Ulster resistance. ‘‘Partition’’ gave the other six

counties in the northeast their own devolved gov-

ernment, as Northern Ireland. On these two key

issues, sovereignty and unity, a large part of the

IRA rejected the Dáil’s formal approval of the

treaty (January 1922) and returned to armed

action (June 1922). The year of civil war that

followed was more destructive in life and property

than the five years of Anglo-Irish war that pre-

ceded it. The anti-treaty IRA lacked sufficient

popular support to wage a guerrilla campaign,

and eventually conceded defeat in May 1923.

There was no truce or surrender; instead there
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was a ‘‘simple quit’’ as the ‘‘irregulars’’ (as the
Free State government called them) simply halted
operations and dumped their arms.

THE WILDERNESS YEARS

For the next thirty years, the irreconcilable repub-
licans became increasingly marginalized. Sinn
Féin/IRA candidates fought the 1923 election on
an abstentionist ticket, but in 1926 the most sub-
stantial politician on the anti-treaty side, Eamon de
Valera, decided to set up a political party—Fianna
Fáil—that would be prepared to enter parliament.
Since this would involve taking the oath of alle-
giance, his move split the republican movement.
While Fianna Fáil quickly became a party of gov-
ernment, and de Valera was in power from 1933 to
1948, the IRA continued to give allegiance to the

few surviving members of the ‘‘Second Dáil,’’
elected in 1921. Its only intervention in domestic
politics was the assassination of the minister for
justice in 1927. In the early 1930s, under the
inspiration of Peadar O’Donnell, it experimented
with socialism, but at the end of the decade it
returned to violence. Under the leadership of
Sean Russell it launched, for the first time, an
avowedly terrorist campaign in Britain. In 1939 a
bomb explosion in Coventry, and the discovery of
the IRA target list (the so-called S Plan), led to
draconian antiterrorist legislation by both the
London and Dublin governments. Many IRA
men spent the duration of World War II (called
‘‘the Emergency’’ in Ireland) in internment.

The final throw of the traditional physical-force
strategy was the ‘‘border campaign’’ launched in

Irish Republican Army forces entrenched in County Leitrim during the Irish civil war, 1922. GETTY IMAGES
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December 1956. Attacks on targets such as the
BBC transmitter in Londonderry were intended
to undermine partition, and trigger the collapse of
the six-county state. Hundreds of IRA men were
involved in sporadic operations, but there was little
public support for them among northern national-
ists. (Though the IRA gained two new martyrs
when Fearghal O’Hanlon and Sean South were
killed in an attack on a police station.) The cam-
paign was eventually abandoned in 1962. In an
atmosphere of détente between northern and
southern governments, the IRA appeared to be an
irrelevant relic of past obsessions. It was taken over
by modernizers who tried to remodel its thinking
from simple armed action to a more progressive,
Marxist conception of revolutionary struggle.
Ironically, perhaps, after half a century of unavail-
ing effort, it was caught out by the sudden upsurge
of popular agitation in the late 1960s. The
Northern Ireland civil rights movement was much
more than another IRA front organization, but it
was the fact that Loyalists saw it as such that
sparked a growing sequence of communal riots
and street clashes through 1968 and 1969, even-
tually provoking British military intervention.

THE NORTHERN IRELAND CRISIS

The return of the British army restored the IRA’s
primary target and vindicated its long-standing cri-
tique of the 1921 settlement, but the IRA was in
no state to take advantage of this, either ideologi-
cally or organizationally. Not until a group of tra-
ditional physical-force men, including Billy McKee,
Joe Cahill, Seamus Twomey, and Daithi O Conaill,
once again split the movement by creating the
‘‘Provisional’’ IRA (PIRA) in January 1970 did it
return to armed action. Once it did so, the effects
were spectacular. Through 1970, and especially in
1971, the PIRA—the ‘‘Provos’’ or ‘‘the Ra’’—
intensified its attacks on British troops as well as
on the police. The first British soldier was killed in
1971, triggering a sequence of provocation and
vengeance culminating in the clash in Derry city
on 30 January 1972, ‘‘Bloody Sunday,’’ when an
ill-controlled military response to a riot killed four-
teen civilians. The pressure on the Northern
Ireland police, the Royal Ulster Constabulary and
its auxiliary force, the ‘‘B’’ Specials, drove the
British government to reform the security forces.
Finally in March 1972 the Northern Ireland

Parliament was prorogued, and direct British rule
restored. The clock had been forced back to 1919;
this looked like the most dramatic republican suc-
cess since 1921.

In military terms the PIRA made significant
advances at this time, with the introduction by its
Belfast Brigade of the Armalite rifle (which would
become its trademark weapon) and the discovery of
the ‘‘car bomb’’ (produced by the use of fertilizer-
based explosives, which were so heavy that they
could only be taken to their target by motor vehi-
cle). These two developments pointed in different
strategic directions, one to an engagement with the
British army, and the other to indiscriminate ter-
rorism. In 1972 and 1973 both were pursued, but
the most destructive results followed the planting
of car bombs, notably on ‘‘Bloody Friday’’ (21 July
1972). Here the intention was to give warnings,
but so many bombs were planted that the security
forces were overwhelmed. The hostile public
reaction showed that ‘‘terrorist’’ attacks had to be
carefully calibrated if they were not to be counter-
productive. More impressive perhaps was the effec-
tive creation of IRA liberated areas like the Bogside
(‘‘Free Derry’’), where the security forces could not
operate and the republicans operated as a kind of
rival governing authority.

In 1972 the PIRA also embarked on the first of
several attempts at negotiation with the British
government. The breakdown of this was followed
by a major British military operation to reoccupy
the so-called no go areas in July 1973, and new
legislation to create juryless courts (the so-called
Diplock courts) that would convict republicans on
the basis of evidence from informers. Despite this,
another and more lengthy cease-fire was arranged
in 1975. When this in turn broke down, it was
followed in 1976 by a more aggressive British pol-
icy of ‘‘criminalizing’’ IRA prisoners. The withdraw-
al of their political status provoked increasingly
intense protests by IRA internees in the Maze prison
(formerly called Long Kesh internment camp). At
the same time the PIRA was reorganized on the
basis of small cells, like urban guerrilla or terrorist
groups, rather than the IRA’s traditional quasi-mili-
tary units. This cellular structure was more resistant
to penetration by British agents, and it also tigh-
tened the control of the PIRA’s central authority,
the Army Council. The PIRA announced its
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determination to intensify the armed struggle by

its simultaneous assassination of Lord Louis

Mountbatten and killing of eighteen paratroopers

in an ambush on 27 August 1979.

For the future, the key development of this

period was the contest for control of the republican

movement between the established leadership

group of Ruairi O Bradaigh and Daithi O Conaill,

and a group of challengers led by Gerry Adams and

Martin McGuinness. The former committed them-

selves to a radical political program, Eire Nua (new

Ireland), advocating a federal structure in which

Ulster would have its own parliament, Dáil

Uladh. This was aimed at reassuring Northern

Unionists that they would be able to defend their

interests (though, as critics of the plan pointed out,

no such guarantees had ever looked like overcom-

ing unionist fears in the past). The program also

embraced a mild agrarian socialism, echoing the

IRA’s Saor Eire (Free Ireland) project of the early

1930s, which appealed to the rural communities

over the border that provided the PIRA with

sanctuary and assistance. Possibly the Eire Nua
program was too sophisticated and imaginative for
an organization with the uncomplicated ideology
of the Provisionals. In any case it was opposed by
O Bradaigh’s emerging rival Adams, who had the
prestige of a decade as commander of the Belfast
Brigade and latterly as head of the Army Council to
back up his remarkable talents and ruthless deter-
mination. In 1982, the program was decisively
rejected by Provisional Sinn Féin.

NEW STRATEGIES IN THE 1980S

The IRA now embarked on a new political-military
course signaled in 1981 by the formula ‘‘the ballot
box and the Armalite.’’ The long struggle between
the prisoners and the government reached a climax
that year with the hunger strike led by Bobby
Sands. The failure of the hunger strike was a heavy
blow to traditional republican morale, and its even-
tual effects were to accelerate the move toward
politics. Shortly before his death in 1981, Sands
stood for election in the Fermanagh–North Tyrone
constituency. Some republicans may have believed

Two boys pose in front of a wall bearing pro-IRA graffiti, Belfast 1972. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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that if he became an MP he would have to be
released from prison, but even though he was
not, Adams was able to pursue the parliamentary
strategy, and was himself elected MP for West
Belfast in 1983. He also finally replaced
O Bradaigh as president of Sinn Féin. The effect
of the Sinn Féin political strategy on the British and
Irish governments was noticeable: in 1985 even the
staunchly unionist Margaret Thatcher was per-
suaded of the need for a formal Anglo-Irish
Agreement, probably the most significant political
development since 1921. The PIRA went on to
plan a large-scale military offensive (modeled on
the Tet offensive of the Viet Cong), involving the
acquisition of big arms shipments from Libya, but
at the same time Adams launched an attempt to
construct a common nationalist front with the
Social Democratic and Labour Party (SDLP) under
John Hume.

The capture of a significant Libyan arms ship-
ment—150 tons of munitions, including mortars
and 106 mm cannon—at sea in November 1987
was a significant blow to the plan for a large-scale
offensive. But the Hume-Adams talks that began in
1988 were an interesting alternative—a clear recog-
nition that the IRA had little prospect of driving
the ‘‘Brits out’’ by force alone. For the new leader-
ship, if not yet for the rank and file Volunteers, the
question of the validity of the traditional strategy
clearly reasserted itself after two decades of armed
struggle. The Provos’ original raison d’être,
‘‘defending’’ Catholic communities against loyalist
and police assault, was no longer convincing: IRA
actions tended to endanger rather than protect
them. Their larger strategy had always been prob-
lematical. Military victory had never been on the
cards, and the hope that the IRA could raise the
cost of British ‘‘occupation’’ high enough to

Masked members of the IRA escort the coffin of Bobby Sands, June 1981. Sands died staging a hunger strike in

prison to protest the incarceration of IRA members. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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persuade British public opinion to demand a
‘‘withdrawal’’ was based on a deep-rooted misread-
ing of British motives. A tendency for the Sinn Féin
leadership to distance itself from ‘‘botched’’ IRA
operations now became more noticeable than
before, and the announcement by the British min-
ister for Northern Ireland in 1990 that Britain had
‘‘no selfish strategic or economic interest’’ in hold-
ing on to Northern Ireland was received as being
more significant than the platitude it was. The
equally platitudinous Downing Street Declaration
of 1993, in which the British and Irish prime
ministers announced that if terrorists abandoned
violence they would be admitted to the political
process (a proposition that had always been self-
evident, in fact), was also greeted as momentous.
Sinn Féin was animated by a sense that some real
political reconstruction was possible.

THE PEACE PROCESS

The next five years saw Sinn Féin move an unprec-
edented distance toward both political participa-
tion and a modification of the republican demand
for Irish ‘‘reunification.’’ The acceptance that
Northern Ireland might remain as a political unit
(as McGuinness put it in 1994, unity might be
compromised by the will of the Irish people) paved
the way for participation in all-party talks in 1997.
Sinn Féin accepted the 1996 Mitchell Principles,
drawn up by U.S. President Bill Clinton’s special
envoy, Senator George Mitchell, including the
commitment to decommission IRA weapons in
some unspecified manner. After the signing of the
1998 Belfast Agreement (also called the Good
Friday Agreement), the IRA eventually agreed in
principle to put its weapons ‘‘beyond use,’’ and
accepted international inspection of some of its
arms dumps. In July 2002 it even issued a guarded
apology for the killing of ‘‘noncombatants’’ over
the previous thirty years.

Such concessions, however, were asking a lot of
a body that had never admitted any ambiguity in its
fundamental beliefs or contemplated the possibility
that its armed campaign might be unjustifiable.
The dispute over the abandonment of abstention-
ism had already provoked one split, leading to the
creation of the ‘‘Continuity IRA.’’ And now in
1997 came the breakaway of the ‘‘Real IRA’’ under
the leadership of a former chief of staff, Micky

McKevitt. But whereas former breakaway groups

had been able to outflank the existing leadership

(as the Provos themselves had), this time the

Adams-McGuinness leadership proved able to

maintain its position. It was helped by the Real

IRA’s disastrous debut operation, the Omagh

bombing (15 August 1998), in which twenty-nine

people and two unborn babies were killed, produc-

ing the fiercest public condemnation since the

1970s. This kind of terrorism seemed a barbaric

throwback to a country that had at last, after a

quarter century of virtual civil war, sensed a return

to normality. The 11 September 2001 attacks on

the United States would further reinforce this pres-

sure to keep the peace process going. When Martin

McGuinness joined the new Northern Ireland

executive as minister of education in 1999—a

development that would have seemed incredible

on both sides of the unionist-republican divide

only a few years earlier—it looked as though the

momentum of the peace process was unstoppable.

But the issue of arms decommissioning

remained intractable. The IRA rejected demands

for public scrutiny that it saw as equivalent to

surrender (and indeed the unionist leader Ian

Paisley demanded that the IRA ‘‘wear sackcloth

and ashes’’), though it did accept an international

commission headed by a Canadian general, John

De Chastelain. The organization was still carrying a

load of historical baggage that could not easily be

discarded. For thirty years the IRA had acted as a

semiformal police agency in its communities, and a

tradition of ‘‘punishment beatings’’ went on (and

still goes on) long after the cessation of ‘‘military’’

operations. More perniciously, the organization

had financed itself by becoming a kind of criminal

mafia, and extortion and robbery also went on at

the same time as the republican movement nego-

tiated to reenter power-sharing governments. At

Christmas 2004, insiders and the police attributed

the biggest bank robbery ever carried out in

Northern Ireland to the IRA, and a major IRA

money-laundering operation was also uncovered.

Shortly afterward, a particularly gruesome murder

outside a Belfast bar provoked a major public pro-

test led by the victim’s sisters. The IRA took the

unprecedented step of expelling the killers, but its

offer to shoot them deepened the sense of a new

crisis in the republican movement.
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Nevertheless, the summer of 2005 witnessed

what republicans saw as an epochal moment, the

IRA’s announcement on 28 July that it had for-

mally ordered the termination of the armed cam-

paign. This was followed two months later by a

statement from the independent arms decommis-

sioning body that the IRA had put its weapons

beyond use. However impressive it was to repub-

licans, however, Paisley’s DUP held that this step

had been far too long delayed to create confidence

and that the alleged decommissioning (though wit-

nessed by two churchmen, one Catholic and one

Methodist) would not be believed unless it could be

seen on film. Prime Minister Tony Blair accepted

that the failure to deliver decommissioning had

‘‘become a major impediment to moving forward

the peace process,’’ but argued that there was no

longer any barrier to peace. It remained clear,

though, that it would take some time to convince
unionists of this.

See also Adams, Gerry; British Empire; British Empire,
End of; Easter Rising; Ireland; Northern Ireland;
Sinn Féin; Terrorism; United Kingdom.
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CHARLES TOWNSHEND

n

IRELAND. In January 1914 Ireland was part of
the United Kingdom; Irish members of Parliament
(MPs) sat at Westminster, legislative and adminis-
trative control rested in Whitehall. By the end of
that year, it was expected that responsibility for
most domestic policy would have passed to a
Home Rule parliament and government in
Dublin, though this was strongly resisted by Irish
unionist politicians and by Britain’s Conservative
Party to the point where by the summer of 1914
Ireland appeared on the brink of civil war, and
discussions were underway to exclude the pre-
dominantly Protestant and unionist population of
the northeast from the Home Rule settlement.
When World War I began in August 1914, Home
Rule was placed on the statute book, but its intro-
duction was postponed until the war ended. By

Exterior of the Grand Hotel, Brighton, England, showing

damage done by a bomb planted by IRA, 12 October

1984. The bomb was intended to kill prime minister

Margaret Thatcher and her cabinet. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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then, Home Rule no longer met the aspirations of
nationalist Ireland.

A short-lived rebellion at Easter 1916 pro-
claimed an Irish Republic. At the general election
of November 1918, a majority of Irish seats went
(many uncontested) to the Sinn Féin Party, which
was controlled by veterans of the 1916 Easter Rising
and was committed to securing an Irish republic.
The Sinn Féin MPs boycotted Westminster, estab-
lishing a parliament and administration in Dublin—
Dáil Éireann. Simultaneously the Irish Volunteers
(later renamed the Irish Republican Army [IRA]),
launched a campaign to undermine British rule in
Ireland, targeting policemen, local government,
and tax offices; their goal was not to defeat the
British forces, but to persuade Britain to concede
an Irish republic. On the international front Dáil
Éireann waged an unsuccessful campaign to secure
recognition of an Irish republic at the Versailles
Conference; they proved more effective at publiciz-
ing atrocities committed by British forces in Ireland
in the international press.

The Government of Ireland Act, which became
law in December 1920, established two Home
Rule–style governments in Ireland—one in Belfast
with responsibility for six northeastern counties,
and one in Dublin, and a Council of Ireland with
equal membership from north and south. The
Northern Ireland parliament opened in June
1921; in July a truce was called between British
forces and the IRA, opening the way for negotia-
tions for a constitutional settlement. A treaty
signed in December 1921 granted Ireland domin-
ion status—considerably greater autonomy than
Home Rule—with opt-out rights for the northern
government; if they did so, a commission would
determine the boundaries between the two states.
Dáil Éireann accepted the treaty by 64 votes to 57;
opponents claimed that it betrayed the commit-
ment to a republic; the fact that it conceded parti-
tion was not a major issue.

THE IRISH FREE STATE, 1922–1937

The Irish Free State came into existence in
December 1922 in the midst of a bitter civil war.
Although 78 percent of voters in the June 1922
general election supported pro-treaty candidates,
the disaffected minority refused to accept this ver-
dict, and within two weeks of the election, the

standoff between government and anti-treaty
forces flared into civil war. The war ended in May
1923 in victory for the government, achieved
through draconian summary justice and the loss
of 1,500 lives, including Michael Collins (1890–
1922), commander in chief of the Irish army and
the dominant figure in the provisional government.
The new state got off to an inauspicious start;
opponents of the treaty refused to take their seats
in Dáil Éireann because this involved an oath of
allegiance to the British monarch—a condition of
the 1921 treaty; public finances were in a precar-
ious state because of the civil war, and the militar-
ization of Irish society over the previous ten years
posed a serious threat to democracy. Between 1914
and 1926, the Protestant population of the Irish
Free State fell by one-third; although some of this
loss can be explained by the 1914–1918 war and
the departure of British troops and officials, others
left because they felt insecure and unwanted.
Despite these unpromising beginnings, constitu-
tional politics overcame the physical force tradition.

The post office in Dublin burns during the Easter

Uprising of 1916. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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In 1926, Eamon de Valera (1882–1975), leader of
the anti-treaty Sinn Féin, broke with that party and

founded Fianna Fáil; in 1927 he led them into Dáil

Éireann, and in 1932 they took office having won a

near-majority in the general election. The transi-

tion was uneventful; there was no purge of senior
army officers and civil servants. By 1932 Irish pol-

itics had taken on the shape that it still bears today:

two major political parties—Fianna Fáil and

Cumann na nGaedheal, later Fine Gael, divided

primarily by their attitude toward the 1921 treaty,
plus a smaller Labour Party, and some minor short-

lived parties.

The Cumann na nGaedheal government that

held office until 1932 had worked consistently to

expand Irish sovereignty within the British Empire;

Fianna Fáil came to office determined to remove

the remaining limitations on Irish sovereignty
imposed under the 1921 treaty. Relations between

Dublin and London were rocky during the early

years of de Valera’s rule, as Britain resisted any

erosion of its residual jurisdiction over Ireland; a

trade war—the so-called Economic War—erupted
when Ireland ceased making repayments on loans

that enabled tenant farmers to buy out their land-

lords, but in 1938 both sides reached an amicable

agreement, and with war looming in Europe,

Neville Chamberlain (1869–1940) handed over

Britain’s three remaining naval bases in Ireland,
believing that a friendly neutral Ireland would be

a more valuable ally.

In 1937 de Valera replaced the hastily written

1922 Constitution, which reflected the limitations

of the 1921 treaty, with the constitution that

remains operative in the twenty-first century. The

name of the state was given as Ireland (Éire in the

Irish language); the territory of the state consisted

of all of Ireland, but ‘‘pending the reintegration of

the national territory,’’ the laws enacted by the

Irish parliament would only have jurisdiction over

twenty-six counties. Partition was a low priority for

the newly independent Irish state; in 1926 when it

emerged that the boundary commission would

recommend only marginal changes in the borders

between the two Irelands, including some loss of

territory by the Irish Free State, the Dublin gov-

ernment agreed that the report of the commission

would be suppressed; it was only when the

constraints on Irish sovereignty had been resolved

that Dublin turned its attention to partition.

A GAELIC AND CATHOLIC STATE

In cultural terms, the first twenty years of the new
state were marked by introversion and cultural pro-
tection. Pro- and anti-treaty nationalists were
equally committed to a state that embodied a
Catholic and Gaelic ethos, and these causes served
to unite and to heal political divisions, though at
the expense of alienating the 5 percent of the
population who were Protestant. However, the
parties were divided on economic matters, with
Fianna Fáil espousing self-sufficiency—tillage farm-
ing, small farms, heavily protected industries,
whereas Fine Gael favored cattle farming and closer
economic links with Britain. Self-sufficiency and a
more generous attitude toward public spending
helped Ireland to weather the economic crisis of
the 1930s; although times were tough, few farms
went bankrupt, and despite the cessation of emi-
gration there was no mass unemployment, and the
quasi-fascistic Blueshirt movement did not present
a serious threat to democracy. By the late 1930s,
the economic and social policies of the two major
parties had converged, as had their positions on
Anglo-Irish relations, so that changes in govern-
ment in independent Ireland have rarely brought
dramatic shifts in policy.

NORTHERN IRELAND, 1920–1939

Northern Ireland too had a violent birth; between
June 1920 and June 1922, 428 people were killed
and 1,766 injured; many houses and businesses
were destroyed and Catholic workers were forced
to abandon jobs in the shipyards. Most Catholics,
who constituted one-third of the population,
opted out of the new state, hoping that the bound-
ary commission would resolve their position—such
expectations were especially strong in western and
southern areas, which had a Catholic majority.
When the boundary commission dashed these
hopes in 1926, the key structures of the Northern
Ireland state were already in place, including a
school system that favored the Protestant commu-
nities and a security service dominated by former
Protestant paramilitaries. While the electoral arith-
metic in a state polarized by religion made a change
of government highly unlikely, the removal of pro-
portional representation (imposed by Britain in
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1918 in order to safeguard Ireland’s Protestants) in

parliamentary and local elections, and some very

distorted electoral boundaries, reduced nationalist

political representation and denied them control of

some local authorities. Catholics were also seriously

underrepresented among senior civil servants,

because of concerns about their loyalty. In hind-

sight, unionist fears of an imminent takeover by

Dublin were excessive; it was only in 1938 when

the final trappings of British control had been

removed that de Valera turned his attention to

partition, but the political rhetoric emanating from

independent Ireland reinforced the beleaguered

attitude of Ulster unionism and served to consoli-
date Northern Ireland as a one-party state.

WARTIME IRELAND, 1939–1945

The war years exposed major shortcomings in the
Northern Ireland government; at least 1,100 civi-
lians died in air raids during 1941 because of inade-
quate air defenses, and an estimated 220,000 fled
Belfast in panic; industrial unrest was three to four
times greater than in Britain. However, the fact
that Northern Ireland participated on the Allied
side, whereas independent Ireland remained neu-
tral, undoubtedly strengthened Northern Ireland’s

Eamon de Valera, president of Sinn Féin, is arrested in 1916. Tried and convicted for his participation in the Easter Uprising,

De Valera escaped execution due to his American citizenship. He later served in various positions in the Irish government.

BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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links with the rest of the United Kingdom, parti-
cularly in the face of Dublin’s postwar campaign
against partition. The postwar introduction of
comprehensive state health welfare services, com-
parable with the rest of the United Kingdom, and
the 1944 Butler Act granting entitlement to sec-
ondary schooling, were initially regarded with sus-
picion by the frugal, self-sufficient Ulster unionists,
but they soon realized that these measures pro-
vided tangible evidence of the benefits of the
United Kingdom, and a means of differentiating
Northern Ireland from independent Ireland.

In many respects, World War II was de Valera’s
finest hour. He preserved Ireland’s neutrality
despite the threats posed by IRA collusion with
Germany, and pressure from Winston Churchill
(1874–1965) and to a lesser extent the United
States; he gave considerable but discreet assistance
to the Allies, and the country came through the
war unscathed despite severe shortages of supplies.
However, as in the north, the war exposed serious
political limitations. Mass emigration had been a
feature of Irish life since the early nineteenth cen-
tury, but until the 1940s the Irish government had
been able to convince itself that emigration was
declining. During the war years, however, a grow-
ing number of Irish men and women emigrated to
Britain, attracted by full employment and wartime
earnings.

ISOLATION AND ECONOMIC DECLINE,

1945–1960

The ten to fifteen years immediately after the end
of the war were a missed opportunity for indepen-
dent Ireland. The country was denied membership
in the United Nations until 1956 because of war-
time neutrality, which enhanced an already strong
tendency toward introversion. Ending partition
became the primary focus of Irish foreign policy;
they refused to join NATO because it would
involve recognizing U.K. boundaries. The coalition
government that took office in 1948 proclaimed a
republic (which came into effect in 1949) in order
to remove the gun from Irish politics. In order to
ease Northern Ireland fears over the declaration of
a republic, Westminster passed the 1949 Ireland
Act, which stated that any decision over the future
status of Northern Ireland was a matter for the
Northern Parliament. In 1956 the IRA launched
‘‘Operation Harvest,’’ a series of raids mounted

from the south, in order to end partition. IRA
men were interned by both the Dublin and
Belfast governments; the campaign ended in 1962.

During the 1950s, the Irish Republic and East
Germany were the only two European countries
with a declining population. The population of
independent Ireland fell by almost 5 percent and
over 400,000 men and women emigrated; they
were part of the European-wide migration of work-
ers from less developed rural and agrarian econo-
mies to more developed industrial economies.
Economic failure challenged Ireland’s claim to
independence; Britain absorbed over 80 percent
of merchandise exports and most Irish emigrants.
By the late 1950s, the depressed state of the econ-
omy and proposals to create a European free trade
area prompted a redirection of economic policy
from self-sufficiency toward free trade and attract-
ing foreign direct investment. In 1959, de Valera
became president of Ireland, and the office of
Taoiseach (prime minister) passed to Sean Lemass
(1899–1971).

LEMASS AND O’NEILL: THE 1960S

Although Lemass, like de Valera, was a veteran of

the 1916 Rising, his pragmatism, his focus on eco-

nomic growth and industrial development, attract-

ing foreign industrial investment, building closer

economic and political links with Britain, and

bringing Ireland into the European Economic

Community (EEC), marked a major change from

the previous focus on small farms and protected

Irish-owned industries. Emigration fell sharply dur-

ing the 1960s; living standards rose, and for the

first time in the history of the state more people

were employed in manufacturing industry than in

agriculture. Economic prosperity coincided with a

rise in Ireland’s traditionally low marriage rate, a

fall in the age of marriage, and clear evidence that

Irish couples were controlling fertility. The 1960s

also brought an easing in the stringent censorship

of publications, and the first signs of a public

debate over issues on which Irish legislation con-

tinued to reflect the teaching of the Catholic

Church, such as divorce and contraception.

There are strong similarities between Lemass
and Terence O’Neill (1914–1990), who became
prime minister of Northern Ireland in 1963. Both
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men focused on economic development and

attracting foreign industrial investment—and in

this respect Northern Ireland was much more suc-

cessful; both were of the opinion that economic

prosperity could overcome deep-seated political

divisions. The O’Neill-Lemass meeting in January

1965, the first meeting between leaders of the two

governments since 1922, was seen as inaugurating

a new relationship between the two Irelands.

Lemass believed that a prosperous independent

Ireland offered a better way of promoting a united

Ireland than a militant anti-partition campaign, and

O’Neill once remarked that if Catholics were given

good jobs and better housing conditions then they

would behave like Protestants. Both were proved

wrong. O’Neill’s liberal rhetoric and public ges-

tures such as a visit to a Catholic school (the first

by a prime minister of Northern Ireland) served to

raise expectations among Catholics and atavistic

fears among unionists, but he proved slow to

remedy major grievances such as the partisan allo-

cation of local authority housing and the lack of

universal adult suffrage in local elections. In 1967

the Northern Ireland Civil Rights Association

(NICRA), which took its name and its methods

from the U.S. civil rights movement of that decade,

began a series of marches to highlight discrimina-

tion in Northern Ireland, which provoked some-

times violent responses from militant unionists and

the Royal Irish Constabulary. In November 1968

when O’Neill, under pressure from the British gov-

ernment, announced a program of reform that fell

short of NICRA demands, many Ulster unionists

were outraged by this apparent capitulation to

British pressure. O’Neill resigned as prime minister

in April 1969, having failed to secure sufficient

support from moderate Catholics in a general elec-

tion. By then Northern Ireland was increasingly

polarized between intransigent unionist and rising

Catholic militancy.

The Custom House in Dublin burns after being bombed in May 1921. The bomb was planted by insurgents fighting for Irish

independence from the United Kingdom. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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VIOLENCE IN NORTHERN IRELAND,

1969–1973

August 1969 is commonly seen as the beginning of
‘‘the Troubles.’’ A traditional Protestant march in
Derry ended in a riot; violence spread to Belfast,
resulting in 7 deaths and the destruction of 179
properties, of which 83 percent were occupied by
Catholics. Britain sent troops to the province, initi-
ally to protect the nationalist population, but
within months they were coming under attack
from the Provisional IRA, which was formed early
in 1970. What began as an effort to redress
Catholic grievances within a framework of the
United Kingdom and civil rights had reverted to a
more traditional struggle between British forces
and the IRA.

Events in Northern Ireland caught the Dublin
government unprepared. No government minister
or department was responsible for Northern
Ireland, and they had no contingency plans. The
government came under pressure to invade
Northern Ireland to protect the Catholic popula-
tion; a speech by the Taoiseach Jack Lynch (1917–
1999) stating that the ‘‘Irish government can no
longer stand by and see innocent people injured
and perhaps worse’’ heightened expectations.
Although wiser counsels prevailed, in May 1970,
in events that remain obscure, Lynch dismissed two
cabinet ministers—Charles Haughey and Niall
Blaney—on suspicion of involvement in a conspi-
racy to import arms for the IRA, but they were
acquitted of these charges in court. Sympathies
for Northern Ireland nationalists continued to rise
in the south following the introduction of intern-
ment (which was directed exclusively against
Catholics) in Northern Ireland in August 1971;
they peaked in late January 1972 (Bloody Sunday)
when British forces shot dead thirteen unarmed
men during an illegal civil rights march in Derry.
Britain put pressure on the Northern Ireland
government to transfer control of security services
to Westminster; when they resigned rather than
accede, the Northern Ireland parliament was
prorogued, and direct rule was introduced on
24 March 1972.

FROM SUNNINGDALE (1973) TO THE

BELFAST AGREEMENT (1998)

When violence erupted in Northern Ireland in
August 1969, the British government refused to

concede that Dublin might have a role in finding
a solution; however, this had changed by the early
1970s. The Sunningdale Agreement of December
1973, signed by politicians from both communities
in Northern Ireland and by the British and Irish
governments, set out a framework for the future
government of Northern Ireland based on two
principles: devolved government where power
would be shared between politicians of different
political traditions, and an all-Ireland dimension.
The agreement collapsed within months when the
newly elected minority Labour government in
Britain capitulated to Protestant paramilitary pro-
tests and direct rule was restored. Although this
was expected to be a temporary arrangement, the
devolved government was not restored until 1998.
The intervening years were punctuated by cycles of
violence: the IRA’s attempt to drive Britain from
Northern Ireland through bombings and shootings
in Northern Ireland and in Britain, Protestant para-
military violence against the Catholic community,
and deaths of some innocent civilians and terrorists
at the hands of the security forces. IRA prisoners
kept up pressure to be treated as political prisoners,
ultimately embarking on a series of hunger strikes
that resulted in ten deaths. Sinn Féin, the political
wing of the IRA, mobilized sympathy for hunger
strikers to capture electoral support in Northern
Ireland and the Republic; their success (13.4 percent
of the vote in the 1983 Westminster election)
strengthened the hand of those who wished to
employ a dual political and military strategy,
described by one member as a ballot paper in one
hand and an Armalite rifle in the other. However,
the process of achieving an IRA ceasefire and Sinn
Féin’s inclusion in what came to be known as the
‘‘peace process’’ proved extremely tortuous, involv-
ing lengthy and initially secret talks between the
Sinn Féin leadership; John Hume (b. 1937), leader
of the moderate nationalist Social Democratic and
Labour Party (SDLP) party; and British and Irish
ministers and representatives and U.S. politicians.
It was frequently derailed by some violent atrocity.
A joint declaration by British Prime Minister John
Major (b. 1943) and Taoiseach Albert Reynolds
(b. 1932) in December 1993, the Downing Street
Declaration, invited all who had permanently
rejected armed force to take part in talks on the
future of Northern Ireland. The declaration set out
the broad parameters for a settlement: a statement
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that Britain had no selfish strategic or economic
interest in Northern Ireland; recognition and
respect for all traditions in Northern Ireland; an
acknowledgement that any change in the status of
Northern Ireland would only come with the con-
sent of the majority of the people. This opened the
way for an IRA ceasefire on 31 August 1994 that
broke down in February 1996 and was not rein-
stated until July 1997. The Belfast (Good Friday)
Agreement of April 1998 restored devolved gov-
ernment to Northern Ireland with an executive
drawn from all the major parties, together with
cross-border institutions and a British-Irish
Council. The Dublin government undertook to
amend Articles 2 and 3 of its constitution, which
could be interpreted as laying claim to Northern
Ireland. Since 1998 IRA activity has been much
reduced; however, the failure to secure the decom-
missioning of IRA weapons has resulted in the
collapse of the power-sharing executive and the
restoration of direct rule. At the beginning of
the twenty-first century, Northern Ireland provided
guarantees of equality in employment, housing, and
cultural recognition for both Catholic and Protestant
communities; however, the ‘‘Troubles’’ inflicted
severe damage on the economy. Although the
number of children attending multidenominational
schools is rising, housing is more segregated by
religion than in 1911. In politics the communities
are more divided than ever, with support increasing
for the more extremist parties, the Democratic
Unionist Party and Sinn Féin, at the expense of
more moderate nationalist and unionist parties.

FROM CRISIS TO BOOM: THE IRISH

ECONOMY AFTER 1973

Although Northern Ireland dominated television
screens and the diaries of Dublin politicians since
1969, it had surprisingly little impact on domestic
politics in the Irish Republic, except during periods
of high emotion such as the hunger strikes. The key
issues were the economy and pressures to change
Irish social legislation in response to changes in Irish
society. EEC membership in 1973 coincided with
the oil crisis that brought a sharp downturn in
economic growth in Western Europe. However,
the initial impact was softened by the benefits of
EEC membership, especially to the farming sector.
By the early 1980s, the Irish economy was caught
in a vicious cycle of double-digit unemployment

and inflation, heavy government borrowing, lack
of economic growth, and rising emigration. This
pattern was eventually broken in the late 1980s
with the introduction of a more cautious approach
to government spending that gave priority to pro-
ductive investment, the drive to attract high-tech
multinational companies to invest in Ireland with
the promise of low tax rates and access to the
European Union’s single market, and lower person-
al tax rates. By the late 1990s, the Irish economy
was the most dynamic in Europe with double-digit
growth, and significant immigration.

A POST-CATHOLIC IRELAND?

The years from the 1970s to the 1990s saw a series
of divisive political campaigns over access to con-
traception and divorce and securing a constitu-
tional amendment prohibiting abortion (which
was already outlawed), which reflected the tensions
between those who were seeking to preserve a
legislative system that reflected Catholic moral
teaching, and those who believed that legislation
should reflect the realities of contemporary Irish
society. Contraceptives became freely available only
in 1985; the constitutional ban on divorce was
removed (by the narrowest of margins) in 1995; a
constitutional ‘‘pro-life’’ (anti-abortion) amend-
ment was passed in 1983 but was subsequently
modified. Although church attendance remains
high by European standards (63 percent of
Catholics attend church every week), the authority
of the Catholic Church has been seriously eroded,
and declining numbers of religious have forced
them to withdraw from schools and other institu-
tions. Growing immigration from Eastern Europe,
Africa, and Asia has strengthened the case for dilut-
ing Catholic influence in Irish society.

IRELAND IN THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

There are several dimensions to Ireland’s history

over the past one hundred years: one is the

retarded rate of economic development from

1914 to the 1990s—north and south—and the

exceptionally rapid and belated catch-up in the

decade around the turn of the twenty-first century

in independent Ireland to become one of the

wealthiest countries in Europe; the reversal of

the population decline that began in the mid-

nineteenth century, so that the population of all

I R E L A N D

1452 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



Ireland in 2005 was at the level of the 1860s; the

convergence in demographic and economic pat-

terns with other Western states; the belated emer-

gence of more multicultural and multi-ethnic states

and the tensions that this brings. Another story

concerns the birth of two states in the aftermath

of World War I and their different trajectories. For

many years, the Northern Ireland crisis was seen as a

religious war that was an anachronism in twentieth-

century Europe; at the beginning of the twenty-

first century it looks like a precursor to the ethnic

wars and terrorist threats that emerged at the end

of the last millennium. While political leaders in

Belfast, Dublin, London, and even Washington

have devoted considerable attention to securing a

long-term political settlement in Northern Ireland,

this does not appear to be a major concern for most

Irish people, provided that peace continues; a sub-

stantial majority of the population of Northern

Ireland are happy with direct rule from London,

and the majority of the population of independent

Ireland have no wish or expectation of a united

Ireland. It seems probable that the two Irish states

born in the 1920s will continue to go their sepa-

rate, but associated, ways.

See also Adams, Gerry; British Empire; British Empire,
End of; Easter Rising; IRA; Northern Ireland;
Paisley, Ian; Sinn Féin; United Kingdom.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Arthur, Paul. Special Relationships: Britain, Ireland, and the
Northern Ireland Problem. Belfast, 2000.

Brown, Terence. Ireland: A Social and Cultural History,
1922–2001. London, 2004.

Buckland, Patrick. The Factory of Grievances: Devolved
Government in Northern Ireland, 1921–1939. Dublin,
1979.

Delaney, Enda. Demography, State, and Society: Irish
Migration to Great Britain, 1921–1971. Liverpool,
U.K., 2000.

Donnelly, James S., ed. Encyclopedia of Irish History and
Culture. Detroit, Mich., 2004.

Fitzpatrick, David. The Two Irelands: 1912–1939. Oxford,
U.K., 1998.

Goldthorpe, J. H., and C. T. Whelan, eds. The Development
of Industrial Society in Ireland. Oxford, U.K., 1992.

Hennessy, Thomas. A History of Northern Ireland, 1920–
1996. Dublin, 1997.

Hill, J. R., ed. A New History of Ireland. Vol. 7: Ireland
1921–1984. Oxford, U.K., 2003.

Jackson, Alvin. Ireland, 1798–1998: Politics and War.
Oxford, U.K., 1999.

Kennedy, Kieran A., Thomas Giblin, and Deirdre McHugh.
The Economic Development of Ireland in the Twentieth
Century. London, 1988.

Kennedy, Liam. The Modern Industrialisation of Ireland,
1940–1988. Dublin, 1989.

———. People and Population Change: A Comparative
Study of Population Change in Northern Ireland and
the Republic of Ireland. Dublin, 1994.

Lee, J. J. Ireland, 1912–1985: Politics and Society,
Cambridge, U.K., 1989.

MacMillan, Gretchen M. State, Society, and Authority in
Ireland: The Foundations of the Modern State. Dublin,
1993.

Mulholland, Marc. Northern Ireland at the Crossroads:
Ulster Unionism in the O’Neill Years, 1960–69. New
York, 2000.

Nolan, Brian, Philip J. O’Connell, and C.T. Whelan, ed.
Bust to Boom? The Irish Experience of Growth and
Inequality. Dublin, 2000.
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MARY E. DALY

n

IRIGARAY, LUCE (b. 1932), French philos-
opher and a founding figure of contemporary
Western feminist theory.

Born in Belgium, Luce Irigaray moved to

France in the early 1960s to earn a master’s degree

in psychology and, in 1968, a doctorate in lin-

guistics. During the 1960s she also trained as a

psychoanalyst and participated in Jacques Lacan’s

psychoanalytic seminars, eventually becoming a

member of the Freudian School of Paris, directed

by Lacan. During the same period, Irigaray asso-

ciated briefly with the Mouvement de Libération

des Femmes (MLF), the most visible wing of the
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French feminist movement, and in 1969 psycho-

analyzed Antoinette Fouque, the MLF’s founder

and leader.

1974 Irigaray published her doctoral thesis,

Speculum of the Other Woman, a work that set the

stage for a mode of thinking that marks Irigaray’s

entire oeuvre. In Speculum, Irigaray demonstrated

her claim that Western reason systematically sup-

presses sexual difference; she relentlessly critiques

the patriarchal logic of the giants of Western

thought, including Freud, Aristotle, Plotinus,

Descartes, Kant, Hegel, and Plato. Speculum

revealed the suppression of sexual difference by

linking the philosophical quest for truth with the

psychoanalytic quest for selfhood, a quest that

requires the erasure of a maternal origin. For

Irigaray, the suppressed maternal origin functions

as the site of a true sexual difference denied by

Western thought, where difference itself is sub-

sumed into a logic that Irigaray calls ‘‘the same.’’

Irigaray’s scathing critique of both philosophy and

psychoanalysis ironically led to the loss of her

teaching post at the University of Vincennes and

her expulsion from the Freudian School; for some,

this attempt to silence Irigaray demonstrated the

very logic of exclusion she had diagnosed in

Speculum.

While Speculum remains, for many, Irigaray’s

most important philosophical work, others see her

deconstruction of Western thought as the necessary

precursor to the more important constructive work

to follow. Speculum’s critical focus on the logic of

the same in Western philosophy, for example, also

introduced the more constructive Irigarayan con-

cept of ‘‘mimesis,’’ developed more fully in the

1977 volume This Sex Which Is Not One.

Irigarayan mimesis describes a strategy of playful,

even subversive repetition of the speech of the

intellectual masters in order to redeploy the logic

of the same against itself. Through parodic repeti-

tion, Irigaray argues, that which is suppressed

becomes visible, opening up the possibility of dif-

ferent ways of speaking that would allow for the

articulation of the ‘‘feminine’’ in language.

This concept of mimesis has significantly influ-

enced postmodern thought, politics, and art, par-

ticularly in cultural venues where marginalized

groups use parody and drag both as a critique of

cultural norms and as a form of counterexpression

that brings into being nonnormative experiences

and identities. Articulated by some as ‘‘performa-

tivity,’’ these mimetic strategies adopted by perfor-

mance artists, theater troupes, photographers, and

activist groups such as ACT UP parodically chal-

lenge the status quo and, by so doing, symbolically

open up new avenues for political and cultural

transformation.

Irigaray’s work of the 1980s continued her

early critique of Western philosophy and, at the

same time, began to elaborate a constructive vision

for the articulation of sexual difference. Marine

Lover of Friedrich Nietzsche (1980), The Forgetting

of Air in Martin Heidegger (1983), and Ethics of

Sexual Difference (1984) all work to develop

Irigaray’s own philosophy of the radical alterity,

or otherness, of ‘‘the feminine.’’ Irigaray’s work

of the 1980s also put her in contact with other

feminists, especially in Italy, interested in the prac-

tical application of her theoretical ideas about the

transformation of the social and symbolic order.

The work of the Milan Women’s Bookstore

Collective, in particular, gained notoriety for its

application of Irigaray’s work on female genealo-

gies through the public, symbolic, and contractual

affirmation of an ethical order among women.

Since the 1990s Irigaray’s work increasingly

turned toward the question of women and men

together. In Je, tu, nous: Toward a Culture of

Difference (1990), I Love to You (1992), and To

Be Two (1997), Irigaray explores the possibility of a

form that would allow for men and women

together without the subsumption of difference

into the ‘‘same.’’ Imagining this ‘‘model of the

two’’ as neither a replication of the same nor a

hierarchical ordering, Irigaray argues that only in

the ‘‘two-ness’’ of men and women as truly differ-

ent can the singular subject of Western philosophy

be radically transformed. This commitment to the

radical possibility of true difference led Irigaray to

attend to the rupture between Western civilization

and its other in Between East and West, From

Singularity to Community (1999) and in The Way

of Love (2002), where she imagines new forms of

love for a global democratic community.
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LYNNE HUFFER

IRISH REPUBLICAN ARMY. See IRA.

n

IRON CURTAIN. Popularized in a speech
by Winston Churchill (1874–1965), the term Iron
Curtain refers to the diminished contact and
restricted travel imposed by the Soviet Union
between the communist countries of Eastern
Europe and the capitalist-democratic nations of
Western Europe during the Cold War (1946–
1989). A truly effective physical barrier between
the two Germanys and Czechoslovakia and
between Austria and Hungary did not exist until
the early 1960s. For Western politicians and pun-
dits, Iron Curtain dramatized the isolation of the
police states forced upon the Eastern Europeans by
the Soviet Union.

Forced from office in 1945, Winston
Churchill, a leading voice against fascism and the
wartime prime minister of Great Britain, returned
to the cause of anticommunism, his personal cru-
sade since the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution. The title
of Churchill’s speech, given at Westminster College
in Fulton, Missouri, on 5 March 1946, was ‘‘The
Sinews of Peace,’’ and in it Churchill stressed that
world peace required a continuation of the Anglo-
American wartime alliance.

Churchill did not invent the term iron curtain,
which had entered the discourse of European

politics before World War I to describe territorial
divisions created by the breakup of the Russian and
Austro-Hungarian empires. Joseph Goebbels, head
of Nazi propaganda, even used the term in Das
Reich (1945), an attack on the Soviet Union.

Churchill’s Iron Curtain speech was the brain-
child of President Harry S. Truman and Secretary
of State James F. Byrnes, who wanted to honor
Churchill for his wartime leadership. They also
wanted him to take the lead in criticizing Joseph
Stalin’s postwar uncooperativeness, which had
been clear at the foreign ministers’ conference held
in Moscow in December 1945. Truman discussed
the speech with Churchill, but neither he nor any
U.S. foreign policy officer cleared the final draft.
Truman cautioned Churchill not to attack the
United Nations but approved of the concept of a
continuing U.S.–Great Britain ‘‘special relation-
ship’’ for military peacekeeping. For his part,
Churchill needed no prompting to stress the
enduring common interests of ‘‘the English-speak-
ing world.’’

To Truman’s dismay—he introduced Churchill
at Westminster—Churchill used the speech as an
all-out condemnation of the Soviet Union.
Churchill stressed the growing danger of Soviet-
backed subversion in Europe, especially in France,
Italy, and Czechoslovakia. He predicted that the
Soviet Union would never let occupied Germany
reunite except as a Soviet satellite. He deplored the
fact that the great cities of Eastern Europe now fell
under the Soviets’ ‘‘increasing measure of control.’’
He introduced the theme of communist captivity:
‘‘From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the
Adriatic, an iron curtain has descended across
the Continent.’’ Predictably, Stalin condemned
the speech as warmongering by the most notorious
Western imperialist.

Churchill’s call to arms against Soviet com-

munism did not change America’s reluctance to

make a long-term commitment to the future of a

free Western Europe. Subsequent Soviet actions

moved the United States into a union with free

Europe, characterized by the Marshall Plan for

economic reconstruction and the NATO alliance

for military defense after Stalin blockaded Berlin,

pressured Greece and Turkey for political con-

cessions, threatened to invade communist (but
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anti-Soviet) Yugoslavia, and backed a communist

coup in Czechoslovakia. Churchill’s call for ‘‘fra-

ternal association’’ became the Truman Doctrine

for the ‘‘containment’’ of communism in Europe,

which continued until the Soviet Union collapsed

in 1989–1991.

The ‘‘iron curtain’’ Churchill imagined in 1946

became a reality by the end of the 1950s. To pre-

vent refugees from flooding into Western Europe,

which had occurred twice in the decade as a result

of revolts in East Germany and Hungary, the

Soviets built a barrier of electric and barbed wire

fences and minefields along the borders of East

Germany, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary. This true

iron curtain became a domain of border guards,

watchtowers, guard dogs, and searchlights. The last

addition to this system came in 1961, when the

East German government, with Soviet help, built

a wall from cinder blocks across the middle of

Berlin to stop the flight of desperate Germans.

When the Germans tore down the Berlin Wall on

9 November 1989 as part of a national revolt

against their communist government and the

Soviet armies that had occupied East Germany

since 1945, the Iron Curtain, literally and figura-

tively, came tumbling down.

Churchill did not live to see his vision triumph.

He returned as prime minister in 1951–1954 but

found painting and the writing of history more

congenial than parliamentary politics and the liqui-

dation of the British Empire. He died, beloved for

his wartime leadership, in 1965.

See also Churchill, Winston; Cold War; Eastern Bloc.
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IRON GUARD. See Romania.
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ISLAM. In 1913 the spiritual leader of
Reformist Islam, Sheikh Muhammad Rashid Rida
(1865–1935), a Syrian living in Egypt, wrote a rave
review of an Arabic translation of a book by a
French pamphleteer entitled The Roots of Anglo-
Saxon Superiority. One should learn from the pace-
setting civilization of our era, he wrote, and borrow
as many of its ideas as possible, to the extent that
they are compatible with Muslim identity. The
fight against the British occupation of Egypt, to
which he was committed, should by no means
extend to its culture. Egyptians, said Rida, had a
great deal to learn from the British, even though
they had to flatly reject British political rule and
claims about the ‘‘white man’s burden.’’

A LOVE AFFAIR WITH EUROPE

This review nicely captures the mood on the eve of
World War I, the high point of Islamic modern-
ism’s love affair with Europe. In a way, it marked
the culmination of a process begun in the 1820s,
when Muslim thinkers and decision makers in the
Middle East drew the lessons of Napoleon’s inva-
sion, which had laid bare how far Muslims lagged
behind Europeans. Travelers and students who
flocked to Paris and London (some students were
sent by modernizing rulers) confirmed the finding.
Europe had developed a civilization that was not
only dominant militarily but was also superior in
science, organization, social etiquette, and govern-
ment. A vast translation effort was undertaken,
both by rulers, who issued fiats to that effect and
by curious intellectuals eager to quench the thirst
to discover and unlock the secrets of European
superiority and to get to know its major exponents.

The impact on mainstream Islamists, not to
speak of secularized intellectuals (many of them
Christian) was enormous, despite the efforts of
religious, dyed-in-the-wool conservatives to block
any borrowing from the so-called Crusader West.
The major outcome was the birth of the Salafi
movement. It was headed by Sheikh al-Azhar,
Muhammad Abduh of Egypt (1849–1905). In its
glorious early age, Islam was able to progress and
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develop by rationally adapting to circumstances
while preserving its essence. It had lost this ability,
wrote Abduh, somewhere late in the third century
of its existence. The aim of the Salafis was to regain
this capacity.

Because Islam is an orthopraxis (a system in
which behavior has precedence over belief) rather
than an orthodoxy, the way to regain Islam’s ori-
ginal flexibility, according to the Salafis, was to
revitalize law and education rather than theology.
The major tool was to be the ijtihad, the authority
jurists possessed to amend, even change, the sharia
(law) by applying personal legal reasoning in eval-
uating the urgent needs of the Muslim community.
Innovation in such matters should not be consid-
ered evil, as most traditionalists held, but helpful.
The innovative ideas to be absorbed could be indig-
enous or European. Had not Islam taken on the
great ideas of Greek philosophy in the Middle
Ages? As far as possible, said Abduh and Rida, such
borrowing ought to be done under the norms of
al-Salaf al-Salih, as expressed in the rich and plur-
alistic hadith (oral tradition) and legal literature.

The Salafi movement had a deep influence on
the young high school-educated generation, espe-
cially in Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, and Tunisia. It had
its Shiite analogues in Iran and Iraq.

THE DEFEAT OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

AND ITS AFTERMATH

World War I and its immediate aftermath abruptly
changed all that. Rida and many of his disciples felt
duty-bound to revise their ideas. The Ottoman
Empire, a bulwark of Muslim identity, suffered a
crushing defeat, lost most of its territory, and was
soon abrogated by the secularist modernizer Kemal
Ataturk. Large chunks of the Abode of Islam,
including the Fertile Crescent (Rida’s native
region) fell under European domination. Egypt
was no more the exception in the Middle East
but the rule. Europe showed what Rida and his
young, radical followers came to see as its real
face—arrogant, domineering, and expansionist.
For the radical wing of the Salafi movement,
known as Al-Manar, which had grown apart from
the older and more liberal wing, it was no longer
possible to preserve the distinction between
Europe’s cultural and political facets, especially
since the world war seemed to unveil underlying

irrational and destructive strains in European cul-
ture. Could it be that Europe itself was in decline
and did not have much to offer anymore? This
doubt was sustained by the translated writings of
Oswald Spengler and the Nobel Prize–winning
scientist Alexis Carrel. These prophets of doom,
along with their British counterpart, Arnold
Toynbee, headed the nonfiction best-seller list in
Arab countries in the interwar years.

Yet the major preoccupation of the Al-Manar
trend, named after the weekly newspaper edited by
Rida, was not Europe but internal reexamination.
The question the radicals asked was: Are we still
Muslims? Could it be that, enfeebled by centuries
of decline, Muslims had already surrendered to the
temptations of European civilization? Unlike the
liberal Salafis, who preserved the hope that Islam
and modernity were reconcilable, Rida answered
this last question in the affirmative. Most
Muslims, especially those who were modernized,
were no more than geographical, or nominal,
Muslims, observing only the external rules of beha-
vior, lacking belief and any understanding of the
significance of those rules. They cut corners in
ritual and, above all, did not apply the sharia either
under foreign rule or even in regions that remained
independent or autonomous. In such a state of
affairs, ijtihad was still needed, but it should be
more uniform, more controlled throughout the
Muslim world. Because Islam’s identity was weak
during that period, it was incapable of assimilating
a large number of innovations or any pluralistic
practices. The radicals thus tried to build mental
and behavioral walls to defend against the siege on
a beleaguered faith.

The upshot was a split in the Salafi movement,

which was completed by the 1930s. While the

radicals grew in strength, thanks to the Muslim

Brotherhood (founded in 1928), the liberals, who

claimed loyalty to Abduh’s legacy, moved to the

left. They embraced world culture and progress.

Some of them, like the Egyptian thinker Taha

Hussein, put early Islam under scrutiny, follow-

ing research methods learned from Western

Orientalists. Rida as well as Hasan al-Banna,

founder of the Muslim Brotherhood, saw such

Westerners as enemies of the faith who were bur-

rowing into and sabotaging Islam from within. But

there was no doubt about who was winning this
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debate—the radicals with their broadening social

base attracted great numbers of the young, the

urban disenfranchised, and even the peasants, well

beyond Egypt’s borders.

JIHAD TURNED INWARD

If Islam in the first half of the twentieth century
transformed ijtihad, in the second half it trans-
formed jihad, or holy war. This was a much more
politicized phase than the first. As Muslim coun-
tries achieved their independence, the attitudes
that had given precedence to external enemies—
the colonial powers—began to fade away, as did
the tendency to externalize guilt, to blame others
for all the problems of indigenous societies, to view
them as the result of imperialist dominance. In
other words, the jihad turned inward.

At that moment, the historical force that came

to the fore was the populist state, which was able to

mobilize the masses and was often controlled by

military elites drawn from the lower middle class.

This state, whether embodied in Gamal Abdel

Nasser’s Egypt (1952–1970), in Baath-led Syria

(1970 on) or Iraq (1968–2003), or in Algeria under

the Front de Libération Nationale, or FLN (1962–

1988), was characterized by a sincere and combative

anti-imperialism. The Muslim Brotherhood and its

ilk could therefore not impugn the state as collab-

orationist or as besotted with the West, as they had

the old upper-class rulers and their liberal Salafi

allies. Besides, the elites in the new states were

commoners and proponents of a new and galvaniz-

ing nativist ideology, namely, Pan-Arabism. These

elites could thus reasonably aspire to gain cultural

dominance and develop a modernizing civil reli-

gion with its own symbols and rituals, often using

Islamic themes. And because the new elites were

soldiers by profession, they possessed the advan-

tages of the military: relative efficiency, order, ruth-

lessness, and disrespect for the legal process. They

had at their service techniques to control the popu-

lace that they had learned from like-minded

European regimes on both the Right and the Left,

as their use of secret police, detention camps, and

listening devices demonstrate.

Finally, the technological revolution in audio-
visual communications (notably the transistor radio
and television), which coincided with the advent of

the nationalist state, favored the interventionist
ambitions of the new masters. Initially these rulers
exercised a virtual monopoly on the press and on
book publishing. They saw the potential of the new
audiovisual media, when buttressed by an ever-
vigilant censorship. These media penetrated every
corner of people’s lives and reached the largely
illiterate population of women, small children,
and rural men. Social groups that had been beyond
the reach of modernity, Europe’s crowning achieve-
ment, were now drawn into the fold.

The social sphere was rapidly shrinking as the
state’s role increased. The fares the new media were
selling were attractive in their substance and in
their packaging: the nationalist gospel was a kind
of ersatz religion. It focused on solidarity, deftly
couched in Muslim terms, on the one hand, and on
the promise of economic modernization as the
avenue for the good life on the other. In this
brand-new situation, the radical Salafis (notably
the Muslim Brotherhood, first the allies of the
military in power, then their victims) had to reas-
sess their worldview.

WESTOXICATION AND ITS CURE

A number of thinkers in the late 1950s and
throughout the 1960s (Sayyid Qutb in Egypt,
Said Hawwa in Syria, Muhammad Baqr al-Sadr in
Iraq, and, in a different setting, Ala Al Ahmad and
Ruhollah Khomeini in Iran) pioneered the new
thinking. This fell under three headings.

1. The diagnosis: Twentieth-century Islam faced
a mortal danger, worse than anything it had ever
known. The danger came this time from within,
from leaders and movements that were technically
Muslim, that were responsible both for enforcing
the law and for persuading. In their manner, these
rulers were sincerely devoted to the welfare of their
people. And yet they were inadvertently bringing a
calamity of spiritual extinction down upon these
very masses. Indeed, the new masters, much more
than the liberal Salafis, were deeply committed to
‘‘westoxication,’’ a term coined both in Persian
and in Arabic. They were intoxicated by Western,
European ideas totally alien to Islam, such as
nationalism, economic growth as an overriding
goal, socialism, and the primacy of human-made
over God-made laws. By manipulating the media
and using the enticements and punishments at
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their disposal, they inculcated these ideas into the
subconscious of the masses. They thus fostered an
addiction to modernity and to the ‘‘good life’’ it
promised, here on earth and not in the hereafter.
As a result, the Abode of Islam was in a state of
virtual apostasy. It had abandoned its faith for
faithlessness. This state of affairs was all the more
deleterious for being subconscious. In Muslim
terms, Islam was in a state of jahiliyya—a barbarity
worse than that existing in Arabia before the
appearance of the Prophet Muhammad.

2. The cure: True believers had to come back to
the political arena, from which they had been absent
for too long. For the archenemy was now the state,
which was the agent of European thought, beliefs,
and behavior. It behooved Believers to subject
modernity to a rigorous and systematic critique in
accordance with the norms of Islamic authenticity.
Through such a critique they had to enhance reli-
gious awareness, especially among the brainwashed,
westoxicated youth. High school- and university-
educated youngsters were indeed the major target
group and had to be immediately reclaimed and
detoxified, liberated from their infatuation with
pleasure-seeking, pseudoscientific modernity. It is
likely that such a critique did not stand a real chance
of bringing about a change from within, given the
state monopoly on the means of compulsion and on
education and the media. The Muslim radicals could
not dodge the inescapable conclusion: the regimes
in power had to be delegitimated.

3. Administering the cure: Delegitimation
would inevitably lead to jihad, ‘‘by word [propa-
ganda] or by sword [violence],’’ as the hadith had
it, in a jihad against internal, not external enemies.
Through the reeducation of society or through
armed revolt, believers could eventually set up a
state where religious law was applied. These ideas
were developed in the heyday of the nationalist
state but were given the chance to spread through-
out society as a result of a series of defeats the
nation-state had experienced from the late 1960s
and to the 1990s. These included the 1967
defeat in the Arab-Israeli War, the failure of the
Soviet-inspired command economy to truly take
off, oil price slumps in 1979 and in 1985, and the
decline of Pan-Arabism between Nasser’s death in
1970 and the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1990.
The new Islamic radicals succeeded in taking power

only in Iran, and for a short time in Sudan and
Afghanistan, but they became the major opposition
force everywhere else. Their nongovernment orga-
nizations (NGOs) were active in civil society, which
they managed to revive, and—despite harassment
and persecution by the powers that be—they
wielded enormous influence on mores, particularly
among urbanized youth. It was indeed among such
youth that suspicion of everything that Europe is
supposed to stand for—enlightenment, progress,
tolerance, and universal values—was evident.

ISLAM IN EUROPE

Another twist in this complex history came toward
the end of the century. This was the fate of Islam in
Europe. By the 1980s Europe had many more
Muslims than ever before: 4.5 million in France,
3 million in Germany, 2 million in the U.K.,
1 million in the Netherlands, and 1.5 million in
the other countries of Europe, not including illegal
aliens, who continued to arrive in waves. The most
vulnerable group among them consisted of young
males aged fifteen to twenty-four. They could be
found at the bottom of the socio-occupational
ladder, with an unemployment rate triple that of
the same age group in the general population.
They lived in overcrowded ghettos on the outskirts
of large towns and were overrepresented among
drug addicts, school dropouts, and prison inmates.
This was the result in part of an inadequate invest-
ment by the states in housing, infrastructure, and
medical services in these ghettos, either because of
racial prejudice or because of the recent shrinking
of the welfare state, which hit hardest the social
strata lacking political clout. And the uneducated
Muslims voted in lower proportions than the rest
of the electorate. It was thus a vicious circle: lack of
education brought about political underrepresenta-
tion and that in turn created further cuts in educa-
tional and other services.

Young Muslim men (women invested more in
education to guarantee their freedom from depen-
dence on the family) were victims of globalization.
In the 1960s and 1970s the European economy
needed the muscle power of the immigrants of
their parents’ generation, largely illiterate, to
rebuild from the ruins of World War II and expand
industry. By the 1980s it had started to transfer
labor-intensive activities (cars, metalwork, mining,

I S L A M

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1459



textile, footwear) to central and eastern Europe and

to Southeast Asia. Even the construction industry,

which had employed so many of the parents,

became mechanized. Young men with few technical

skills and little education now had difficulty finding

work in the new services and information economy.

They were hence driven to the gray area of

petty crime, drug peddling, and protection services.

No wonder so many had brushes with the law,

whose agencies were often permeated with racism.

Alienation from mainstream society was growing.

Besides, young Muslims rebelled against the com-

pliant attitude of their fathers. Born in Europe, they

sensed they had rights and insisted on respect.

That is why Muslim youth, restless and hope-
less, were attracted by a new radical message com-
ing from the fringe of the Islamic world—the
message of Dr. Abdallah Azzam, leader of the jihad
in Afghanistan against the Soviets (he was assassinated
in 1988) and of his successor, Osama bin Laden.
According to Azzam and bin Laden, the source of

all Muslim miseries was the United States and its
lackey, Europe. These new crusaders, they argued,
should become the target of a holy war directed at
their economies. Collateral damage would also be
inflicted upon apostate regimes in Islamic coun-
tries, which relied on the United States and
Europe to ensure their survival. They would even-
tually totter as well. The new theory insisted on the
essential hypocrisy of Christian civilization. In the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries, what was suppo-
sedly a religion of peace produced the Crusades to
subdue the Abode of Islam. Now its modern coun-
terpart sought to maintain control of that Abode in
order to ensure itself of oil supplies. These were
vital to Western plenty, and without them the plea-
sure-seeking civilization could not survive. The
West also found it vital to this end to exploit immi-
grants. Yet to cover up its immorality, it spoke of
universal human rights, which gave it a justification
for intervening everywhere in the Muslim world.
And were these rights respected in the West itself ?
Ask unemployed Muslims harassed by racist police,

Four veiled Muslim women sit on a bench in Kensington Gardens, London, August 1977. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH
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said bin Laden, urging the young to stand up and
fight.

Such a message provided young Muslim men
with an outlet for frustration, a glimmer of hope,
avenues for action and adventure. And as the dif-
ferences between countries of origin blurred in the
European diaspora, the emergent identity of the
members of the second and third generations of
Muslim immigrants was ‘‘Muslim’’—in their own
eyes and in the eyes of mainstream society. The
stigma became a badge of honor and helped them
accept an ideal and a form of organization (inspired
by Al Qaeda but not necessarily beholden to it)
predicated on the notion of an Islamic community,
or umma. The clandestine or semiclandestine
groups (jamaat) that the young joined provided
them with a sense of belonging, of solidarity, and
of empowerment, a warm home in a cold, indivi-
dualistic, and often hostile European society. The
young could make sense of their personal failures in
finding employment, getting promotions, passing
exams, and steering clear of the police. All these
were the fault of an evil, immoral outside force,
namely, Western civilization, as inimical to Islam
in the twenty-first century as it had been in the
Middle Ages.

If the youth were the victims of globalization,
as new militants they also benefited from it. The
message arrived in their ears though audiocassettes
produced by preachers in Pakistan, Turkey, Egypt,
the United Arab Emirates, Algeria, and Morocco.
These cassettes were easy to smuggle and copy and
also served as entertainment. Fledgling activists
could get instructions from far away via cell
phones, could get funds through telephonic bank
transfers, and could receive instructions and educa-
tional material by means of the Internet. A new
jihad was on.

See also Algeria; Al Qaeda; Egypt; France; Globalization;
Gulf Wars; Islamic Terrorism; Minority Rights;
Morocco; Turkey.
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EMMANUEL SIVAN

n

ISLAMIC TERRORISM. Islamic terrorism
is both a propaganda term and an analytical category to
describe the work and beliefs of a loosely linked set of
fundamentalist groups at war with westernized Arab
regimes and the countries that support them. The term
is both problematic and to many people offensive. It
implies that as a religion Islam encourages violence and
that Muslims may be especially susceptible to becom-
ing terrorists. Critics correctly point out that although
both Judaism and Christianity have motivated ter-
rorist groups, these groups have seldom been labeled
‘‘Jewish terrorists’’ or ‘‘Christian terrorists.’’ The 2006
controversy over cartoons published in a Danish news-
paper and republished elsewhere in Europe under-
scores the sensitivity of this issue. The cartoons
satirizing Islam included a sinister image of the
Prophet Muhammad wearing a turban made to look
like a bomb with a lit fuse. The drawings produced
little response when they first appeared in Denmark in
the fall of 2005 but unleashed a firestorm of protest
when republished by papers in Muslim countries in
February 2006. The cartoons reinforced the offensive
stereotype that Islam is a violent religion that
encourages terrorism. For these reasons many analysts
prefer the terms Islamist terrorism or fundamentalist
terrorism.

As a proselytizing religion, Islam (like
Christianity) has historically permitted use of vio-
lence to spread the faith. However, the Prophet
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placed tight restrictions on any use of force.
Following the battle of the Trenches before
Medina, Muhammad articulated the concept of
‘‘lesser jihad,’’ or defensive war, to protect the
uma (community of believers). Contrary to popu-
lar belief, jihad does not mean ‘‘holy war.’’ ‘‘Holy
struggle’’ or ‘‘struggle for righteousness’’ better
captures the meaning of the term. For this reason,
the Prophet insisted that the ‘‘greater jihad’’ be the
personal struggle to live as a good Muslim.
Muhammad also outlined what Christians would
call a just-war theory, laying down strict prohibi-
tions against killing noncombatants, especially
women and children.

While nothing in the core teachings of Islam
justifies the abuses of contemporary terrorist groups,
Islam, like any other religion, has been used by
followers to justify a range of violent actions.
Contemporary Islamic extremism has its roots in
Wahhabism, an eighteenth-century revival movement
that sought to restore the faith to its original, pristine
form. This commitment to turning back the clock
has led both followers and critics of the movement to
refer to it as Salafism, from the Arabic word salaf,
meaning ‘‘predecessors’’ or ‘‘ancestors.’’ Although
not inherently violent, Wahhabi theology rejected
any ‘‘modern’’ additions to Islamic faith, practice,
or even culture. Calls to purify Islam of these idola-
trous trappings brought Wahhabis into violent con-
flict with Islamic regimes. Their founder, Ibn Abd al-
Wahhab, declared a jihad against those who did not
agree with his view of the faith. This mandate would
find an echo in the radicalism of Osama bin Laden.

For most of its history Wahhabism remained iso-
lated in Saudi Arabia. Despite its call for the restoration
of an Islamic republic, the sect provided the theological
underpinning and much of the muscle of the new
kingdom of Saudi Arabia founded in 1932 by Abdul
Aziz Ibn Saud. In the turmoil of the postcolonial world
and especially following the Ayatollah Khomeini’s
Islamic revolution, Wahhabism spread farther afield
and in its most militant form supported (or was appro-
priated by) the radical terrorist group Al Qaeda. In
Egypt, Wahhabism took root in the Muslim
Brotherhood, a largely nonviolent movement offering
an alternative to the secular Arab nationalism of Gamal
Abdel Nasser. The Brotherhood later spawned
Egyptian Islamic Jihad, the terrorist organization
responsible for the murder of Nasser’s successor,

Anwar Sadat, and linked to the 1993 bombings of
the World Trade Center.

Until 1979 the Saudi Kingdom made little effort
to encourage the spread of Wahhabism. The Iranian
revolution, however, threatened Sunni Arab (and
therefore Saudi) primacy in the Muslim world. To
counter the spread of radical Shiite Islam, the Saudis
funded the madrassa movement. The royal govern-
ment and Wahhabi charities founded hundreds of
free Koranic schools throughout the Muslim world.
Although these schools did not necessarily espouse
violence, their conservative theology would make
them fertile recruiting grounds for extremist organi-
zations in future years. Located in poor areas where
families could not afford even modest fees at state
schools, madrassas offered free education with an
ideological bent appealing to socially and economic-
ally marginalized people.

Radical theology alone, even when coupled with

economic and social disadvantage, did not produce

‘‘Islamic terrorism.’’ A unique set of political cir-

cumstances caused these factors to coalesce around

one of the deadliest terrorist organizations in his-

tory. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan drew thou-

sands of mujahidin (holy warriors) from around the

Muslim world to help Afghans fight the infidels who

had invaded their country. Among these warriors

was a wealthy Saudi named Osama bin Laden.

Although bin Laden played a relatively minor role

in the ultimately successful war to expel the Soviets,

he went on to organize Al Qaeda. Bin Laden offered

his organization of mujahidin to the Saudi monar-

chy following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in the

summer of 1990. The Saudis chose an American-led

coalition instead, earning them and their allies the

eternal enmity of Al Qaeda.

Al Qaeda and its affiliates, the organizations

most people have in mind when they speak of

‘‘Islamic terrorism,’’ espouse goals consistent with

the principal tenets of Wahhabism. First and fore-

most, they seek to replace apostate regimes within

the Muslim world. Any Muslim country not gov-

erned by strict sharia law (Islamic law based on the

Koran and the Hadiths, or sayings of the Prophet)

qualifies as apostate. Egypt, Pakistan, and Iraq

(under Saddam Hussein and the subsequent gov-

ernment) lead the list of regimes needing to be

replaced as does Saudi Arabia. Although it governs
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the kingdom according to sharia, the monarchy
committed the unforgivable sin of inviting the
‘‘crusaders’’ (U.S. troops) onto the sacred soil of
Saudi Arabia. Wahhabism also calls for the creation
of an Islamic republic rather than a monarchy.

Moving beyond the national level, bin Laden and
his followers wish to create an Islamic caliphate of
all Muslim people.

The anger of ‘‘Islamic terrorists’’ toward the
West in general and the United States in particular
is more complex. The United States became a tar-
get because of its support for the apostate regimes
the extremists want to replace. Extremists also find
the U.S. presence in the Persian Gulf unacceptable.
U.S. support for Israel further angers Al Qaeda and
its affiliates. Finally, Islamic extremists hate the
secularism and what they see as the decadence of
the West, corrupting influences brought daily into
Muslim countries by the Internet and satellite
television.

The invasion of Iraq has further angered
Islamist terrorist groups and resulted in more
attacks. On 11 March 2004, the Moroccan
Combatant Group detonated 10 bombs, 8 on
trains and 2 in a train station, during morning rush
hour in Madrid, Spain, killing 192 people and
injuring more than 2,000 others. On 3 April those
suspected of carrying out the attacks blew them-
selves up in their Madrid apartment when cornered
by Spanish security forces. The terrorist group
formed in the late 1990s by former Afghan muja-
hidin to promote Islamic revolution in Morocco
launched the attacks to punish Spain for its support
of the U.S.-led war in Iraq. A new government
elected shortly after the attacks announced that it
would be withdrawing Spanish troops from Iraq.
The decision stemmed from complex domestic
issues, but the terrorists claimed a victory and
assured Spain the attacks would stop.

A year later Islamist terrorists struck again, hit-
ting the London Underground with three near-
simultaneous suicide bombs during morning rush
hour on 7 July 2005. A fourth bomber detonated
his device on a double-decker bus within an hour.
The attacks killed 57 people, including the terror-
ists, and injured 700. Three of the four bombers
were born in Britain and were of Pakistani descent;
the fourth had emigrated from Jamaica. At least
one of the men had ties to Pakistan that suggest

an Al Qaeda link. In a video statement recovered
after the bombings, one of the bombers said
attacks would continue so long as Muslims contin-
ued to suffer attacks, presumably from the West,
although he made no specific reference to Iraq.
Another group of suicide bombers attempted a
follow-up attack on the London commuter system
on 21 July, but their bombs failed to detonate. The
terrorists were quickly apprehended.

Ironically, the religious nature of Islamic extrem-
ist terrorism makes it particularly deadly. Terrorists
who believe their cause to be divinely inspired have
little compunction about killing innocent civilians.
One of the perpetrators of the 1998 embassy
bombings in East Africa who later cooperated with
the United States explained Al Qaeda’s rationaliza-
tion for the unavoidable deaths of Muslims who
worked in the two buildings. If they are righteous
in the eyes of Allah, he was told, they will go to
paradise. If not, they deserve to die.

See also Al Qaeda; Islam; Terrorism.
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TOM MOCKAITIS

n

ISRAEL. Relations between Israel and Europe
are as much a product of the history of representa-
tions as they are of diplomatic history. These rela-
tions are permanently marked by the fact that Israel
had its beginnings in Europe, both in the most
profound cultural sense and in terms of the origins
of a large part of its population. Relations between
these two entities, in both their conflict-ridden his-
tory and their long-term affinities, cannot be under-
stood without taking into account this fundamental
fact: for Europe, Israel is not something external
produced by a combination of geography and
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geopolitics. And conversely, Europe remains for
Israel, beyond the conflicts, disagreements, and
schisms between them, an indispensable matrix for
understanding itself.

A EUROPEAN HISTORY, A RUPTURE WITH

EUROPE

Israel’s human, intellectual, and cultural origins must
be sought in Europe. Born in Europe, the modern
Zionist project grew out of the nation-building move-
ments that multiplied in the wake of the ‘‘springtime
of nations’’ in the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury. Inherent in it is the contradiction that continues
to mark relations between Europe and Israel to this
day: Jewish nationalism emanated from Europe, yet it
manifested itself in a radical rupture separating it from
the Old Continent. The liberal idea of the nation-
state, applied to the Jews, provided the foundations
of the Zionist project. But Israel’s birth and genesis
must also be understood in terms of a radical break
between Judaism and Europe. The idea of Zionism,
while it cannot be reduced to a simple reaction against
anti-Semitism, is based on an interpretation of
European history that sees Jewish emancipation as a
resounding failure. Israel’s national memory rests on a
reading of European history wherein anti-Semitism,
because it nullifies the goal of shared citizenship,
definitively discredits the political ideal of the
Enlightenment. This reading was confirmed after the
fact by the Holocaust, a venture in which Nazi
Germany was the mainspring, but which could not
have been conceived without significant intermedi-
aries across the Continent and without a certain com-
placent, or even consensual, passivity on the part of
Europe’s population.

In cultural terms, too, Europe’s repudiation
played a prominent role for Zionism. The history
of Europe’s Jews has been interpreted as a long
litany of discrimination, humiliation, and vexation
that culminated in the ‘‘degeneration’’ of the Jew,
to use the term coined by Max Nordau (1849–
1923), the counselor and close friend of the
Zionist leader Theodor Herzl (1860–1904). The
rupture with the Old Continent was intended to
allow for ‘‘regeneration,’’ the birth of a new Jew,
freed at last from the stigmas of exile. From the
Zionist perspective, the normalization of the Jew
necessarily implied a break with Europe. Israel’s
mistrust of Europe, of which recurrent expressions
may still be found at the beginning of the

twenty-first century, has its origins in this metahis-
torical narrative produced by Zionism.

ISRAEL AND EUROPE: A COLONIAL AND

POSTCOLONIAL HISTORY, 1948–1967

The relationship between Israel and Europe must
also be situated within the complex framework of
colonial relations. Great Britain was the major tute-
lary power for Zionism. Beginning with the Balfour
Declaration of 2 November 1917, in which Britain
affirmed its support for the creation of a Jewish
homeland in Palestine, British history and Israeli
history have remained braided together. Britain
became in 1921 the Mandatory power in Palestine,
and therefore oversaw the early stages of what was
to become the Arab-Israeli conflict. Great Britain
played an ambivalent role in the region, defending
its own interests above all, and not hesitating, in
order to do so, to pit the Jewish and Arab commu-
nities against each other. By limiting Jewish immi-
gration into Palestine, at a time when in Central
Europe it was becoming urgent for Jews to find
places of refuge, and by strongly suppressing
Jewish attempts to establish means of self-defense
in the face of the Arab revolts, Great Britain pursued
a classic colonial policy that left a lasting and bitter
residue. It was finally against British colonial power
that Israel won its independence in 1948.

The regional role of the European powers did
not end with decolonization. The first years of
Israel’s existence were marked by the establishment
of privileged relations with France, its most impor-
tant ally until the Six-Day War in 1967. This alliance
was largely based on the fact that France, the colo-
nial power in Algeria, saw Israel as a natural partner
in the common fight against the Arab nationalism
of the Gamal Abdel Nasser (1918–1970) era. The
commonality of European and Israeli interests
reached a climax during the joint military operations
Mounted by the English, the French, and the
Israelis against Egypt in the Suez Crisis of 1956.
The end of France’s presence in Algeria in 1962,
and to an even greater extent, the economic pres-
sure exerted by the oil-producing Arab countries
during the consecutive oil crises and the Yom
Kippur War of 1973, permanently called into ques-
tion diplomatic relations between the European
countries and Israel. After the Six-Day War the
United States replaced France as Israel’s foremost
strategic partner.
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ISRAEL: EUROPE’S BAD CONSCIENCE

Relations between Israel and Europe were pro-

foundly affected by the Holocaust. Europe after

World War II felt a special responsibility toward

the state into which a large share of the survivors

were pouring. Israel became an acute reminder of

the Old Continent’s criminal past, transforming its

bad conscience into an element that is crucial for

understanding the dynamic of the relationship.

Europe’s position vis-à-vis Israel is by turns ani-

mated by great compassion for Israel’s experience

and by a severity of judgment in which can be

discerned a desire, by designating Israel as guilty,

to assuage a collective bad conscience that con-

tinues to be obsessed by the Shoah. It is certainly

in terms of this characteristically European dynamic

that Europe’s stances toward Israel in the Arab-

Israeli conflict must be reread. Thus, at the time

when Europe’s institutions were being put in place

during the 1960s, privileged relations with Israel

formed immediately and naturally. In economic,
commercial, scientific, and cultural agreements, an
intense cooperation was established that resisted
the various political crises. Acknowledged as a priv-
ileged partner, Israel was linked to the building of
Europe. And yet, an integration of Israel into
Europe was not seriously envisioned.

1967–2005: THE ENTRENCHMENT OF

INCOMPREHENSION

The Six-Day War was a major dividing line in Israeli-
European relations. After its conquest of new terri-
tories, Israel for the first time no longer appeared to
be the victim of Arab hostility, but as a regional
power that was responsible for blocking—or was
even the main obstacle to—peace in the Middle
East. From the time of the war with Lebanon in
1982, and to an even greater extent since the two
Palestinian revolts against Israeli occupation in 1988
and 2000, relations between Israel and Europe have

Chaim Weizmann is sworn in as Israel’s first president, 20 February 1949. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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seemingly been characterized by a profound incom-

prehension. The European Union was built around

a historic reconciliation between former belligerent

parties and declared itself a haven of peace. This new

reality resulted in an inability to understand Israel, a

country determined to go it alone in the name of its

extraordinary suffering and an ethnic and religious

identity that is also difficult for most Europeans to

understand.

Israel is engaged in a dynamic of insisting on the

need for borders to guarantee Jewish continuity and

survival, at a time when much of Europe is preoccu-

pied with the disappearance of borders. The Jews, who

were the precursors in the desire to transcend bound-

aries, now find themselves in the camp of those who

stress their positive role. This contradiction cannot

help but engender a strong incomprehension that is

often tinged with hostility. Israel’s identity, recog-

nized as legitimate in the aftermath of the Holocaust,

is out of synch with the postnational principles in

vogue in early-twenty-first-century Europe. There is

an erosion of the sympathetic capital that Europe and

the Europeans once felt for the Jewish state. Brutality

on the West Bank, and Israel’s close alliance with the

United States, put Israel squarely in the camp of

George Bush and the set of advisors who led the

invasion of Iraq. Anti-Americanism and anti-Israeli

sentiment went hand in hand.

This critical reading of Israel by Europe is

matched by an equally intense skepticism on the part

of Israel. Many contemporary examples could be cited

of mistrust in the face of what Israeli public opinion

sees as the return of an old demon to European

territory. The second intifada, and to an even greater

Jewish women and children wait at the docks in Marseille, France, to board a ship bound for Israel, 15 September

1949. ªCORBIS
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extent the war in Iraq and its effects, have given Israel
the sense of a return of anti-Semitic modes of reason-
ing. This negative vision of Europe, which in the early
twenty-first century has spread in Israel, also reflects a
profound demographic, sociological, and cultural
shift within Israeli society. Public opinion in Israel is
experiencing relations with Europe as a new betrayal.
The comeback of a substantial level of anti-Semitic
actions and discourse is convincing Israelis of the
resurgence of old demons, and all of it contributes
to an increase, among Israelis, in negative judgments
about Europe. In Israel’s eyes, Europe appears as a
monster with multiple archaeological strata: a brutal,
anti-Semitic past, a present that is indifferent or even
hostile to Israel, and a new brand of anti-Semitism.

Relations between Israel and Europe in some
respects recall recent difficulties in transatlantic
relations. Similarly built on a community of values
and interests, relations between Europe and the
United States have been strongly shaken by
Europe’s rejection of the power politics unilaterally
deployed by the United States.

The relationship between Europe and Israel is a
magnifying mirror for twentieth-century history. This
relationship brings to bear particularly painful epi-
sodes from the past that continue to have a decisive
impact in the present. As is the case for transatlantic
relations, however, the relationship between Israel
and Europe is based on deep and shared beliefs, and
this means that it is not optimistic to believe that it

will transcend the repeated crises that have character-

ized it at the turn of the twenty-first century.

See also Anti-Americanism; Anti-Semitism; British
Empire, End of; Egypt; European Union;
Holocaust; Jews; Suez Crisis; World War II;
Zionism.
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JACQUES EHRENFREUND

n

ISTANBUL. Istanbul was founded in antiquity
as the Greek city-state of Byzantium. It was the
Byzantine imperial capital, known as Constantinople,
from November of 324 C.E. until May of 1453,
when it became the Ottoman imperial capital
under Sultan Mehmed II. It remained the political,
cultural, and economic center of the Ottoman
Empire, often with the epithet ‘‘The Gate of
Felicity’’ (Dersaadet), until that empire’s demise
and the establishment of the Turkish republic in
1923. After 1,600 years of political supremacy, the
twentieth century saw Istanbul’s political margin-
alization with the establishment of Ankara as the
capital of the Turkish republic on 13 October
1923. Modernization and Turkification were two,
often conflicting, processes in Istanbul’s history
between 1914 and 2004. While Istanbul was no
longer the political capital of Turkey in the twen-
tieth century, it remained the largest, the most
economically and culturally vital, and the most
demographically cosmopolitan of Turkey’s cities.

TURN OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY:

POLITICAL AND CULTURAL MOVEMENTS

The political demise of the Ottoman Empire in the
early twentieth century was accompanied, ironically,
by the urban flowering of Istanbul; not only did the
city’s population expand drastically with the influx
of non-Muslim groups from the countryside, but
also its wealth as a commercial and port city attracted
world, or at least European, attention. Fin de siècle
architecture and fashion in Istanbul rivaled (and was
derived from) that in Paris and Vienna, as many a
European artist and intellectual, such as the
Frenchman Pierre Loti, called Istanbul home.

But as culture and commerce flourished in port
cities such as Istanbul and Izmir (Smyrna), the
secret society born among Ottoman military offi-
cers, known as the Committee of Union and
Progress, led to the Young Turk revolution in
Istanbul and diverse provinces in 1908. Istanbul
in the second constitutional period (1908–1918)
was subject to intense campaigns of economic
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modernization and political repression. Perhaps the

most infamous event in the Young Turk period was

the Armenian genocide, which occurred in 1915 at

the terrible intersection between Ottoman imperial

demise, civil unrest, and World War I.

1914–1922: WAR, OCCUPATION, AND THE

BIRTH OF A NATIONAL RESISTANCE

The Ottoman Empire, under the rule of the

Committee of Union and Progress (Young Turks),

joined World War I on the side of Axis Germany

and Austria (11 November 1914). After tremen-

dously bloody battles that were won by Ottoman

forces (such as the Battle of Gallipoli in spring

1915), Allied forces won the war and began nego-

tiating an armistice. An armistice was reached on

30 October 1918 at Mudros on the island of

Lemnos. Two weeks later an Allied fleet of sixty

ships anchored in Istanbul’s Bosphorus, and by
8 December an Allied military administration was
set up in the Ottoman capital. As separate powers
(France, Britain, Italy, Greece) occupied different
Ottoman provinces, Istanbul became a truly inter-
national city, occupied as it was by several foreign
powers at once. Istanbul, still nominally the
Ottoman capital under Allied military administra-
tion, was not only the scene of many an international
intrigue (one need only recall that the Orient Express
left from Istanbul’s Haydar Pasha train station to
evoke such intrigues) but also the destination and
refuge for Russian émigrés fleeing the Russian
Revolution and civil war. Istanbul’s days as political
center were numbered, however; the last Ottoman
parliament met there on 18 March 1920 and was
dissolved by Sultan Mehmed VI on 11 April.

The occupation of the Ottoman capital by
Allied forces and of the heartland of Anatolia
(Asia Minor) by the Greek army sparked a nation-
alist insurgency led by Mustafa Kemal Pasha
(1881–1938), later to be known as Atatürk (literally,
‘‘father of the Turks’’). While Istanbul was the site
of violent protests by the end of May 1919 (in
Sultanahmet Square), at the same time Atatürk and
his forces began to move westward from Samsun on
the Black Sea, expelling the Greek occupying armies,
lastly from Izmir in September 1922.

In the wake of the Turkish War of Independence
(known as the ‘‘national catastrophe’’ in Greece),
the Treaty of Lausanne, under the auspices of the
League of Nations, was negotiated between Greece
and Turkey, which featured two major changes: it
established complete Turkish sovereignty and
enacted the first internationally organized exchange
of populations, which would forcibly remove about
800,000 Muslims from Greece and about 1.3 mil-
lion Orthodox Christians from Turkey. With regard
to Turkish sovereignty, Atatürk separated the
Ottoman sultanate from the caliphate (or seat of
the Muslim caliph), abolished first the sultanate
and then the caliphate (an event of vast significance
to Muslims as far away as Pakistan), and set up the
National Assembly in Ankara, making that city the
capital of the Turkish republic in October of 1923.

Regarding the exchange of populations between
Greece and Turkey, Istanbul was again exceptional
among Turkish cities in that its Greek Orthodox
population of approximately 100,000, along with
the institution of the Orthodox patriarchate, was

ARCHITECTURE AND NATURAL

DISASTERS

The imperial architecture of the turn of the

twentieth century in Istanbul gave way to the mod-

ernism of Kemalist Turkey, typified by the new capi-

tal of Ankara and the Atatürk Cultural Center in

Istanbul. In addition to these, by the second half

of the twentieth century, modernist residential

housing—apartment blocks—proliferated to house

the populations arriving from the countryside.

Finally, from the 1980s, illegal apartment blocks,

often of dangerously low quality, known as gece-

kondu (meaning literally ‘‘built at night’’) have

expanded Istanbul into a city of perhaps fifteen

million people. While comparable to shantytowns

for their dubious legal status, many gecekondu

are now part of the electricity, water, and transpor-

tation systems of Istanbul proper, making it difficult

to distinguish ‘‘illegal’’ from ‘‘legal’’ apartment

developments. Earthquakes, such as the massive

1999 earthquake with its epicenter just to the east

of Istanbul, are an ever present danger in Istanbul

as in many other parts of Turkey and the

Mediterranean, making the risk of living in gece-

kondu even greater.
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allowed to remain and was ensured the right to
education and religious worship under the interna-
tional agreement. Thus, while Istanbul was no
longer the imperial capital, it retained its sizable
Greek Orthodox population as well as its Jewish
and Armenian populations, making it the cosmopo-
litan holdover in a Turkish nation-state attempting
to homogenize its population. Once again, Istanbul
as a city seemed on a different trajectory from the
polity to which it belonged; first it had thrived in an
Ottoman Empire in collapse, then remained cosmo-
politan in the homogenizing Republic of Turkey.

1922–1945: INVENTING TURKEY,

TURKIFYING ISTANBUL

In Turkey as a whole, Atatürk’s sweeping reforms

were focused on bringing Turkey, as a secular,

Turkish-speaking nation-state, in line with the
expectations and conventions of ‘‘the West.’’ This
meant dramatic language reform that changed the
Turkish writing system from Arabic-based charac-
ters to a Latin-based alphabet, a new legal code
(based on the Swiss code rather than Islamic sharia
law), a new parliamentary and voting structure,
changing dress codes and the legal status of
women, and education reforms, particularly in the
large cities such as Istanbul and Ankara. To say that
Atatürk played a crucial role in forming the Turkish
republic would be an understatement; his mark on
Istanbul and on the modern Turkish state is indel-
ible. Aside from the countless images and statues of
Atatürk, a common slogan inscribed in Turkish
government buildings and private establishments
in the twenty-first century is ‘‘We are in his
[Atatürk’s] shadow.’’

The waterfront in Istanbul, with the Sultan Ahmed mosque in the background, 1967. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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But what of the multiconfessional, multilingual
Istanbul in a state whose motto was ‘‘How happy is
he who calls himself a Turk’’? The challenge for the
next several decades of Istanbul’s history was to
modernize and ‘‘westernize’’ while minimizing
the role of non-Turkish, non-Muslim groups in
the city. This was a challenge because these very
groups had spearheaded the modernization of the
city from the turn of the twentieth century, work-
ing as bankers, doctors, lawyers, engineers, archi-
tects, and merchants, and receiving their education
in Greece and in Europe. Their personal networks
and technical expertise could not easily be replaced.

A new Turkish professional elite was educated
and trained in the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s, through
measures such as state-backed industrialization pro-
grams. At the same time, non-Muslim groups, and
particularly Greek Orthodox populations of
Istanbul, were coerced or encouraged to leave the
country through measures such as the Varlik
Vergisi (capital tax) in 1942–1943, whereby prop-
erty and wealth of non-Muslims were exorbitantly
taxed (sometimes at a rate of several hundred per-
cent). Those who could not pay the tax were
interned in camps near Istanbul’s Sirkeci train sta-
tion or in eastern Anatolia and/or forced to leave
the country. Another low point in Istanbul’s mod-
ern history was on 6 September 1955, when, as a
response to tensions between Greek and Turkish
ambitions in recently decolonized Cyprus, there
was a pogrom against mainly Greek shops,
churches, and families in Istanbul, which sparked
another wave of departures.

1945–1980: MODERNIZATION AND URBAN

GROWTH

The one-party system established by Atatürk in
1923 lasted until 1946; from 1950 a multiparty
system was in place, which itself was ended by a
military coup and the new constitution of a second
republic (1961–1980) in May 1960. Political and
economic instability exacerbated each other in the
1960s and 1970s, leading to military coups every
ten years (May 1960; March 1971; September
1980). Modernization was a process both guided
and thwarted by the Turkish state in the post–World
War II era.

That era was one of urban migration to
Istanbul, and to a lesser extent to cities such as

Ankara, Bursa, and Izmir. Thousands of Turks
from the Black Sea coast and central Anatolia
migrated to Istanbul and moved into the neighbor-
hoods recently vacated by non-Muslim groups.
Statistics show a doubling of the city’s population,
from 1,882,092 in 1960 to 3,904,588 in 1975.
Since 1975 population growth has increased expo-
nentially again; official statistics say around ten
million reside in Istanbul, but other estimates put
the population as high as sixteen million in 2004.

Social unrest was a hallmark of the 1970s, with
leftist students and others engaging in violent con-
flict with police and paramilitary forces in the
streets of the city. In 1978 Prime Minister Bülent
Ecevit introduced martial law after scores had been
killed over the preceding year and a half in sectarian
violence. A combination of economic problems
(International Monetary Fund austerity measures,
reflationary economic policies, OPEC oil shock,
sluggish exports), social tensions (urban students
versus Muslim and nationalist groups), and geo-
political issues (Turkey’s membership in NATO,
its pact with the European Economic Community
in 1963) were leading to an incipient civil war.

1980–2004: MODERNIZATION,

PROVINCIALIZATION, AND ISLAMIZATION

OF ISTANBUL

On 12 September 1980 the Turkish army staged
another coup and ushered in the period of Turgut
Özal’s ascendancy. Özal (1927–1993; prime min-
ister 1983–1989; president 1989–1993), whose
economic policies are sometimes seen as moderni-
zation shortcuts that provoked the cycle of infla-
tion and unemployment still going on in the early
twenty-first century, was a proponent of opening
Turkey toward the West and of membership in the
European Union. The most overwhelming changes
in Istanbul during his tenure were demographic, as
rural populations flooded into the city in search of
jobs and housing. By the time of Özal’s death in
1993, several new trends had developed in Istanbul
and in Turkish politics more generally: on the one
hand, civil war between the Turkish military and
Kurdish groups in the southeast of Turkey (PKK,
or Kurdish Workers’ Party) brought terrorism to
Istanbul’s prominent neighborhoods; on the other,
Islamist populations and political movements
arrived in Istanbul from the countryside. While
the Kurdish conflict subsided somewhat with the
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1999 capture of Abdullah Öcalan, a leader of the
Kurdish separatist movement, the Islamization of
Istanbul and of Turkish politics has proved a more
durable feature of life and government. This is
exemplified by the landslide 2002 victory of
Recep Tayyip Erdo�gan, former mayor of Istanbul
and chief of the Islamist-based AK Party, as prime
minister.

CULTURE, HIGH AND LOW

The late 1990s saw some fascinating, and often
contradictory, cultural and social developments
among Istanbul’s middle and upper classes. Many
of the quarters in the center and historic district of
Istanbul, which were populated by non-Muslims in
the middle years of the twentieth century, had been
abandoned by the upper classes and left to Kurdish,
Roma, and rural Turkish migrants. Wealthier
Istanbulites chose the ‘‘Asian side’’ of the city,
across the Bosphorus from the historic districts, as
well as the more distant Bosphorus villages up the
European coast toward the Black Sea. A recent
reawakening to Istanbul’s cosmopolitan past, par-
ticularly on the part of the Westward-looking intel-
ligentsia, has spurred rapid gentrification and urban
renewal in central areas such as Beyo�glu (formerly
Pera), the old French quarter of Istanbul.

Beyond the fray of Istanbul’s intelligentsia, the
vast majority of Istanbul’s population was born in
the countryside and migrated to the city in the last
decades of the twentieth century. Interestingly, the
religious and ethnic cosmopolitanism of the turn of
the twentieth century has given way to a different
blend of languages and cultures in the onetime
Byzantine and Ottoman capital; Greek, Armenian,
and Ladino have been replaced by Kurdish, Arabic,
Laz, Russian, Bosnian, and Central Asian Turkic
languages on the streets and in the markets of
Istanbul.

Istanbul opened the twentieth century as the
‘‘Gate of Felicity,’’ the cosmopolitan capital of an
Ottoman Empire in severe crisis. The city persisted
as an Ottoman holdover, with its ethnic and con-
fessional mosaic, under increasing pressure from
the Turkish republic, centered in Ankara, that
favored homogenization and Turkification.
Istanbul opened the twenty-first century at the
threshold of Europe, with some of its residents
hoping to revive the city’s cosmopolitan legacy

and affinity to Europe and with others bringing a
different set of Islam-focused values and cultures
from the Turkish countryside. In 2005 it remains
to be seen if the city of Istanbul, the Republic of
Turkey, and the European Union will all join
together to make one history.

See also Atatürk, Mustafa Kemal; Turkey.
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CHRISTINE PHILLIOU

n

ITALIAN CONCORDAT OF 1929.
Although tolerable working relations had been
established between the church and liberal govern-
ments from the time of Italian unification, the
‘‘Roman question’’ still remained unresolved after
World War I. The papacy (Holy See) wanted inter-
nationally valid recognition of its sovereignty
within a defined territorial area, a recognition it
did not enjoy under the Law of Guarantees of
1871. But in the early twentieth century the church
had a powerful instrument of pressure in the form
of the lay organization Popular Union, better
known as Catholic Action. In addition, although
in no way sponsored by the church, the Catholic
political party, the Popular Party, was founded in
1919. This party was polarized between Christian
democrats, with a progressive social program, and
conservatives; its leaders, including its general
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secretary, Luigi Sturzo, were Christian democrats.
Its members varied considerably in their commit-
ment to the Vatican line on the Roman question.

THE FASCIST ERA

On 6 February 1922 Achille Ratti of Milan was
elected pope as Pius XI, and in October the
Fascists came to power. Ratti had been linked to
Milanese Catholic conservative circles. He was
strongly committed to Catholic Action and saw
this, not the Popular Party, as the effective lay
champion of the Catholic interest. He distanced
the church from, and ultimately undermined, the
Popular Party, whose independence and readiness
to ally with the Socialists and other secular parties
incurred his mistrust; banned by the Fascists, it
disbanded in 1926. Benito Mussolini’s government
made friendly gestures toward the church from late
1922, starting with the restoration of the crucifix
to schools. The early Fascist movement was
strongly anticlerical, as Benito Mussolini had been
himself. However, an opening toward the church
was a way of out-maneuvering the Popular Party.
Furthermore, Mussolini was sensitive to the posi-
tive evaluation of Catholicism, as cementing
national values, that had spread among Italian
nationalists from the beginning of the century.
The absorption of the Italian Nationalist
Association into the Fascist Party in 1923 brought
in many men who had by now become religiously
conservative. Conciliation with the church was part
of a general Mussolinian policy of accommodation
with the established forces in Italian society.
Negotiations between the Vatican and the govern-
ment to resolve the Roman question were pursued
from 1923. A facilitating role was played by
‘‘clerico-fascists,’’ socially eminent Catholic conser-
vatives who had split from the Popular Party
between 1922 and 1924. The pope was concerned
not only to resolve the issue of the Holy See’s
status but also to secure a position of autonomy
for the Italian church and security for Catholic
Action. Fascist attacks on Catholic lay organiza-
tions made the latter issue one of urgency.

The Patti lateranensi (Lateran Accords), con-
cluded between the Holy See and the Italian state
on 11 February 1929, comprised a treaty regulat-
ing the relations between the two powers and a
concordat regulating the position of the church in

Italy. The treaty recognized the Holy See’s inde-

pendent territorial sovereignty in the area of the

Vatican. Catholicism was now recognized as ‘‘the

only state religion.’’ An appended financial conven-

tion established compensation for the annexation

of papal territories between 1860 and 1870. The

concordat gave guarantees of the independence of

the church in Italy. It recognized the pope’s exclu-

sive right to appoint bishops, while stipulating that

the Holy See would consult the government. The

state renounced exercise of the exequatur, the

license releasing the revenues of newly appointed

bishops and other major benefice holders, which

governments had used in the past to deny revenues

to papal appointees whom they had not approved.

As previously, the state would subsidize the sti-

pends of clergy. The legal personality of religious

orders, abolished under legislation of 1866–1867,

was now recognized. The civil validity of church

marriages was also recognized for the first time

since 1867. Furthermore, church courts were given

exclusive jurisdiction over annulments of mar-

riages; this was a highly contentious issue. The

pope’s special concerns regarding the organizations

of Catholic Action were met by a clause permitting

these, provided they remained nonpolitical. Under

the Lateran Accords and in terms of general prac-

tice, the church was effectively given establishment

status for the first time in united Italy.

The ‘‘Conciliation’’ reassured conservatives as

to the character of the regime and doubtless con-

tributed to the popular consensus for it in the

1930s, but the Lateran Accords were heavily criti-

cized by hard-line Fascists, who were strongly irri-

tated by the wave of militancy by the organizations

of Catholic Action that was stimulated by the for-

tieth-anniversary celebrations of Leo XIII’s encycli-

cal on the ‘‘social question,’’ Rerum novarum, in

1931. Attacks in the Fascist press on Catholic

Action and the government’s suspension of its

youth organizations, which were seen as rivaling

Fascist ones, led to a major church-state confronta-

tion. This was resolved by the accords of

September 1931, which reiterated the nonpolitical

character of Catholic Action and prevented it from

sponsoring trade union activities. But relations

between the church and the regime became

increasingly strained as Fascist hard-liners reas-

serted themselves in the 1930s and the regime
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became more totalitarian. In 1938 the regime set
out to cripple Catholic Action, with some success
in the short term. In other respects, however, the
Italian church was able to build up its organization
in the Fascist era so that it was able to play a crucial
role in the chaotic period between the fall of the
Fascist regime in 1943 and the peace.

THE POSTWAR ERA

After the fall of fascism, maintenance of the Lateran
Accords was a priority both for the church and for
the Christian Democrat Party. In March 1947 the
Lateran Accords were inserted into the new con-
stitution enacted by the Constituent Assembly; this
insertion was secured by the votes not only of the
powerful Christian Democrat Party but also of the
Communists, who did not want to break the anti-
fascist front.

The Lateran treaty governing the Vatican’s sta-
tus has never really been called into question. The
concordat, however, appeared ever more anachro-
nistic in an increasingly secularized society. The
Christian Democrat Party, the dominant partner
in the postwar government coalitions—which had
disappointed the Vatican by its reluctance to push
aggressively for the maintenance of Catholic values
in society—became increasingly unable to defend
the concordat, as its electoral position progressively
weakened from 1952. The law of 1970 permitting
divorce, supported by popular referendum in 1974,
effectively breached the concordat. The referen-
dum of 1978 in favor of a law permitting abortion
was another step in the same direction. The Vatican
and the Italian church, in any case, after the pontif-
icate of John XXIII (1958–1963) and the Second
Vatican Council (1962–1965), had now become
more willing to accept a pluralist society.

The revision of the concordat was undertaken
under center-left governments of the Pentapartito
(party of five), in which the now much weakened
Christian Democrats had been obliged to surren-
der more power to their coalition partners, the ‘‘lay
parties’’ of the Liberals, Republicans, and Social
Democrats, their old allies, now joined by the
Socialists. The revision was amicably agreed to
between the government and the church by the
Palazzo Madama accords of 18 February 1984.
The revised concordat effectively disestablished
the church. It stated: ‘‘The principle of the

Catholic religion as the only religion of the Italian
state, originally indicated by the Lateran pacts, is
no longer valid.’’ Instead, ‘‘the state and the
Catholic Church are each, within their own order,
independent and sovereign.’’ The obligation of the
church authorities to consult with the state over
appointments to bishoprics and other benefices was
reduced to a simple obligation to inform. The
state’s positive commitment to support Catholic
religious instruction in schools, under the terms
of the Lateran treaty, was watered down: the prin-
ciple of cooperation between the two powers in
this area was balanced by a proclamation of the
principle of religious freedom. Highly controver-
sially, the cognizance of church courts of annul-
ment of marriage remained. The prohibitions of
political activities by clergy and of state employ-
ment of ex-clergy in the 1929 concordat disap-
peared. Provision was made for the phasing-out of
state subsidies to the clergy; instead, tax rebates
would be allowed on donations by the faithful.
Significantly, a pointer to the more collegiate con-
ception of the church that had emerged in the era
of Vatican II, the Italian Episcopal Conference,
rather than the papacy, was recognized as the
supreme authority in the Italian church for normal
purposes.

See also Catholic Action; Fascism; John XXIII;
Mussolini, Benito.
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OLIVER LOGAN

n

ITALY. Italy is a major European country how-
ever measured. It is somewhat smaller in size than
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France, Spain, or united Germany but larger than
the United Kingdom, but its population in 2006,
numbering slightly less than sixty million, was
about the same as that of France or Britain.
Economically, although the country’s relative sta-
tus in Europe was decidedly inferior for much of
the twentieth century, the growth of Italian wealth
since World War II has been spectacular, and while
Italian gross domestic product (GDP) varied
between 40 and 50 percent of British GDP over
the period 1900–1950, by 2006 it was nearly equal
to that of Britain (or France). Probably more than
any other single factor, that rapid economic growth
transformed Italy over the twentieth century. In
quantitative terms, more than 40 percent of
Italians still worked in a largely traditional agricul-
tural sector following World War II; by 2006 that
figure was 5 percent and much Italian farming was
highly modernized.

In 1914, then, Italy was one of the poorer and
less-developed countries of Europe (not helped by
its lack of coal and iron). Most of the workforce
was agricultural, and modern industry was largely
confined to the recently developed industrial trian-
gle in the northwest (Milan-Turin-Genoa). The
division between a more advanced north and more
primitive south was well established, and a majority
of Italy’s massive emigration at the time—it peaked
in 1913 at about nine hundred thousand—came
from the south. Politically, Italy’s constitutional
monarchy, inherited from Piedmont at the time
of unification in 1860, relied on a small male elec-
torate and remained in the hands of the liberal
bourgeois elite, though a significant socialist oppo-
sition had developed over the previous two de-
cades. Relations between the state and the Catholic
Church (whose secular realm had been taken over
by Italy during unification) remained strained
though not so much as they had been in previous
decades. In a move to assert its status as a great
power, Italy had carved Tripolitania and Cyrenaica
(later combined as Libya) off the faltering Ottoman
Empire in 1911, adding to its earlier colonial hold-
ings in Eritrea and Italian Somaliland (Somalia).
Italy had been part of the Triple Alliance together
with Germany and Austria-Hungary since 1882.

WORLD WAR I

Although a member of that defensive alliance, Italy
was not officially informed about Austria’s attack

on Serbia and was unprepared for the outbreak of

World War I in August 1914. Initially Italy opted

for neutrality, and there followed a period of

intense debate over whether or not to intervene

and on which side. In favor of neutrality were

Italy’s dominant Liberal parliamentarian, Giovanni

Giolitti, the Socialist Party (PSI, founded 1892),

and the Catholic Church. Voices favoring interven-

tion on the side of the empires (Germany and

Austria-Hungary) were quickly drowned in a

chorus calling for war on the side of the ‘‘democ-

racies’’ England and France (and Russia). Liberals

were divided over the issue, many rejecting

Giolitti’s position of neutrality. The Nationalists

(founded as a political party in 1910) were strongly

in favor of war, as was the erratic Benito Mussolini

(1883–1945), who was expelled from the Socialist

Party for his interventionism. Perhaps most promi-

nent of all among the interventionists was the dash-

ing literary figure Gabriele D’Annunzio, who (with

the connivance of the French) returned to Italy in

spite of financial difficulties that had forced his

expatriation. In the so-called radiant days of May,

D’Annunzio addressed huge crowds from his hotel

in Rome, and the excitement he inspired helped to

sway parliament in favor of war.

Italy declared war that same month and so

opened up a southern front against its traditional

enemy, Austria. Though the Central Powers saw

this as a betrayal of the Triple Alliance, most his-

torians agree that Italy was not bound to follow its

allies into an aggressive war and that the choice to

side with the Entente was legitimate. War on the

southern front, though in mountainous terrain,

resembled that in the west, namely trenches and

stalemate. Stalemate until October 1917, anyway,

when the Central Powers, thanks to the withdrawal

of Russia from the war following the Bolshevik

Revolution, were able to redirect some of their

forces against Italy. The result was the devastating

defeat at Caporetto, immortalized in Ernest

Hemingway’s A Farewell to Arms (1929). The

Italians fell back more than one hundred kilometers

and lost forty thousand lives (plus 275,000 prison-

ers) but ultimately held fast at the Piave River

(hence the miracle of the Piave; the river reportedly

ran red with blood). The Italian prime minister and

chief of staff were both replaced, and still in the

early twenty-first century Italians may describe a
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disastrous event or defeat as a Caporetto. The war

of course dragged on for another year, until in

October 1918 the Italian forces launched an attack

against the already demoralized Austrian forces and

scored a resounding victory in the battle of Vittorio

Veneto, marking the end of the war and heralding

the dissolution of the Austrian Empire. In three

and a half years of war, Italy had suffered 650,000

deaths, nearly as many as the United Kingdom.

POSTWAR ITALY AND THE FASCIST

SEIZURE OF POWER

Postwar Italy faced considerable economic and

political challenges. Many soldiers from the mid-

dle-class were demobilized only to find that their

sacrifices had left them worse off than before the

war, largely because of inflation. Workers, however,

both industrial and agricultural, found their posi-

tion strengthened relative to capital and were able

to push their advantage in what came to be known

as the red biennium (1919–1920). Meanwhile the

liberal democratic program generally had been

badly compromised by its failure to prevent the

devastation of World War I, and the Bolshevik

Revolution of 1917 offered a specter that might

be either attractive or menacing depending on

where one stood on the social question.

Italy’s traditional leaders had no ready answers,

and their credibility was further strained because of

the failure to achieve Italian war aims at the Paris

Peace Conference. By most measures, the settle-

ment treated Italy well. It got Trentino-Alto

Adige, Trieste, and Istria from the dismembered

Austrian Empire but failed to get any colonial con-

cessions and was denied the city of Fiume (Rijeka,

Croatia), centerpiece of the so-called mutilated vic-

tory. It was once again D’Annunzio who grabbed

the spotlight by leading a group of irregulars into

Fiume and seizing it for Italy. In the face of this

foreign-policy disaster, the government dithered

Gabriele D’Annunzio speaks from the steps of the senate house in Rome, June 1915. The dashing and persuasive

writer was instrumental in enlisting support for Italian involvement in World War I. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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and D’Annunzio ruled over the rogue city-state for
a year at the end of which Giolitti, returned to the
stage, sent in the troops to oust D’Annunzio and
company in the so-called Christmas of Blood
(1920), though in fact little was spilled.

It was a period rife with agitation. Nor did
the changes in parliamentary politics point in
any obvious direction. In 1919, after decades of
Vatican-imposed boycott, the progressive Catholic
political forces organized into a political party,
the Popolari, and immediately captured 20 percent
of the seats in the Chamber of Deputies. The
Socialists had still more—nearly a third of the
total—though in 1921 they would split into
Communist and Socialist parties over the issue of
adherence to the Third International organized by
the Soviet Communist leader Vladimir Lenin
(Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov; 1870–1924). The
Liberals only barely held on to power.

It was in this context that the former revolution-
ary Socialist Mussolini founded his Fascist move-
ment, also in 1919. Reconstructing Mussolini’s
intellectual development is perilous, but it would
seem that he became disillusioned with the workers
as a revolutionary force following the various fail-
ures of the general strike before the war. Influenced
by both French syndicalism (an antimaterialist revi-
sion of Marxism) and Italian futurism (an avant-
garde art movement fascinated with speed and
violence), he perceived of violence as a positive source
of change—war as the world’s hygiene—and
moved in 1914 from Socialist opposition to the
bourgeois war to strident interventionism. The
enthusiasm of the European masses for the war
seems also to have convinced him that the most
dynamic political force of the day was not the
working class but the nation. Initiating his ‘‘slide
to the right,’’ Mussolini found himself ever closer
to the Nationalists (who would eventually be
absorbed into the Fascist movement). The Fascists
of the first hour were instead an eclectic group of
veterans, syndicalists, and futurists, and for a time
the movement was so marginal that Mussolini him-
self almost abandoned it. What fascism had going
for it, however, was its antisocialism. In particular
the rural fasci (as the Fascist groups were called)
in the Po Valley began a systematic campaign of
violence against Socialist strikers, chambers of
labor, and politicians (to a lesser extent they also

targeted left-wing Christian Democratic organiz-
ers) that included beatings, forced drinking of
castor oil, and the occasional murder. Not surpris-
ingly these Fascist squads, largely made up of dis-
gruntled petit bourgeois and veterans who saw in
fascism a way to bring the war to the home front,
quickly gained the sympathy of landowners and
industrialists who provided support, while the
police often turned a blind eye to their excesses.
The movement-become-party grew rapidly and
scored a significant triumph in capturing thirty-five
seats in the 1921 election.

Mussolini saw his opportunity and organized
the March on Rome in October 1922. Fascists
seized local administration and infrastructure in
the cities of the center-north and converged on
the capital. As it turned out, no violent revolution
or coup d’état occurred. Instead the king and
Liberal political leaders agreed to Mussolini’s
demands and appointed him prime minister. He
would remain in power for the next twenty-one
years. Responsibility for the Fascist seizure of
power has been variously assigned to the extreme
Left that preached revolution, probably without
conviction but sufficiently to terrorize sectors of
public opinion; to the king, who decided against
mobilizing the army against the Fascists (perhaps
out of fear of a rebellion within the ranks); to
Giolitti and the Liberals, who were willing to over-
look Fascist illegalities and imagined they could
manage Mussolini; to the church, which vetoed
cooperation between the Popolari and the Socialists;
and to the Popolari themselves, who refused to coop-
erate with Giolitti and so perhaps stabilize the poli-
tical situation.

THE FASCIST PERIOD

Within a couple of years, Mussolini had established
his dictatorship. Opposition parties were banned;
the press was censored; and opponents of the
regime were either jailed or went into exile (Paris
became the center of the antifascist opposition). Il
duce (the leader) sought to create a new Italy and a
new Fascist man (and, to a lesser extent, woman).
His was to be a third way between democracy and
socialism. At its center was Fascist corporativism,
according to which society (and government) were
to be organized according to categories of produc-
tion, and the state would mediate any conflicts
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between capital and labor. Little though was real-
ized in this regard. Strikes were of course outlawed
and wages controlled (in practice lowered on a
couple of occasions). For the most part the regime
sided with capital. Private property was never threat-
ened, though Mussolini did at times assert his
independence in the economic sphere, for example
famously fixing the value of the lira at an exagger-
ated ninety to the pound sterling in 1927. Plans for
the reorganization of Italy’s parliamentary system
along corporativist lines foundered, and while the
Chamber and Senate continued to exist, their func-
tion was reduced to little more than approving
Mussolini’s policies. For a time the Fascist Grand
Council served as something of a governing body
but in later years it rarely met.

Mussolini had come to power thanks to the
Fascist squads, and at times they and their leaders
threatened to escape his control and even challenge
his leadership. In order to bring them into line they
were organized into a formal militia, the Milizia
Volontaria per la Sicurezza Nazionale (MVSN),
which would later participate in various of Italy’s
military adventures. Creation of the MVSN pres-
aged the militarization of Italian society generally
under fascism. Boys (the Balilla) and girls (the
Daughters of the Wolf) from a tender age were
organized into Fascist groups, where they donned
uniforms, marched, sang Fascist hymns, and
learned rifle practice (boys) or coordinated gym-
nastics (girls). These organizations continued right
up through university students and were prepara-
tion for entering the Fascist Party as adults.
Notably they coopted other youth groups such as
the Catholic scouts.

Militarization was just one aspect of Fascist
social control. Though only partially successful,
fascism sought to penetrate all aspects of Italian
life: school, the workplace, cultural production,
academia, and even the home. In addition to
participating in youth groups, then, school-age
Italians read Fascist textbooks and, like Italians of
all ages, participated in Fascist demonstrations that
inevitably celebrated the regime and its duce.
Workers were enrolled in Fascist unions (the
Socialist, Catholic, and other ones having been
eliminated) and were encouraged to participate in
the dopolavoro (workingmen’s recreation clubs)
that organized leisure time activities outside of

work. Moreover, many occupations, especially pub-
lic ones, came to require membership in the Fascist
Party. Women meanwhile were organized into
women’s fasci (largely urban) and the massaie
rurali (‘‘rural housewives’’; for peasant women).

Fascist cultural policy was relatively pluralist,
encouraging both nostalgic and avant-garde literary
and artistic movements (providing they were not
antifascist). Important twentieth-century authors
such as Alberto Moravia (1907–1990) and Elio
Vittorini (1908–1966) and painters such as
Giorgio Di Chirico (1888–1978) were active in
the Fascist period, while even work that was fre-
quently viewed as ‘‘fascist’’ in the immediate post-
war period, such as the painting of Mario Sironi
(1885–1961) and more generally Italian rationalist
architectural production of the 1930s, has since been
rehabilitated and its intrinsic worth recognized.
University professors meanwhile were required to
swear an oath of allegiance to fascism in 1931. The
fact that only twelve refused can be taken as a sign
either of widespread consensus or else general
acquiescence in a climate of repression.

Convinced of the power of numbers, Mussolini
also pursued a policy aimed at population increase.
Indicative of fascism’s failure to penetrate to the
more intimate facets of Italian life, the policy
sought to encourage marriage and large families,
to little effect. Other aspects included severe
restrictions on emigration and the encouragement
of settlement on reclaimed lands and in new agri-
cultural communities in the Italian colonies of
Libya and later Ethiopia.

Probably the principal challenge to the fascisti-
zation of Italian society came from the church.
Skeptical of democracy and avowedly opposed to
socialism, the church had in some ways welcomed
and facilitated the advent of Fascist rule. The
regime, however, learned too well from Catholic
practices and sought to emulate and co-opt the
social program of the church on multiple levels.
Initially it was Fascist-Catholic accord that domi-
nated, culminating in the Lateran Treaty of 1929.
That agreement ended nearly seventy years of con-
flict between the Italian state and the church.
Roman Catholicism was recognized as Italy’s offi-
cial religion, religious teaching in the schools was
guaranteed, and church jurisdiction over the
Vatican City was recognized. It was one of
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Mussolini’s greatest foreign policy triumphs. The

relationship continued to be a tense one, however;

in proposing itself as a quasi-religion, fascism

inevitably came into conflict with the older institu-

tion. Nonetheless, important strains of Italian

Catholicism remained committed to fascism till

the end.

In spite of its repressive nature, the Fascist

regime had many admirers in the liberal democratic

West. For while the Left was almost unanimously

antifascist, important centrists and conservatives

rationalized that while Fascist violence and the

limitation of fundamental freedoms were unfortu-

nate, Mussolini had managed to bring order to an

unruly and potentially revolutionary place. Judging

domestic attitudes about the regime is harder (and

much debated). Whether one argues that a

majority of Italians supported the regime at some

point or else simply silenced their dissent in a cli-

mate of dictatorship, it is likely that the regime

enjoyed its most widespread acceptance in the per-

iod between the Lateran Treaty of 1929 and the

Ethiopian conquest of 1936.

Both of those events played decisive roles in

the international and domestic fortunes of Fascist

Italy. Following on that earlier triumph and then

on the Nazi seizure of power in Germany in 1933,

Mussolini indeed appeared to some a force of

moderation and order on the European scene. Most

notably, following the assassination of the Austrian

chancellor Engelbert Dollfuss (1892–1934) by Nazis

in 1934 (his family was visiting with Mussolini’s

at the time), Italy sent troops to the Brenner Pass

and so prevented the expected Anschluss, or

Benito Mussolini leads a parade of Fascist militia in Rome, 1928. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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annexation of Austria by Germany. Italy’s role as a
peacemaker was, however, to be short-lived, largely
because of Fascist expansionist designs.

In 1935 Italy invaded Ethiopia in a move to
round out its East African holdings and inevitably
recalling the humiliating Italian defeat suffered
there in 1896. Ethiopian resistance was fierce but
ultimately no match for the massive effort of the
Italians; infamously the Italian air force employed
poison gas, contrary to international agreements.
To cheering crowds in Piazza Venezia, Mussolini
announced in May 1936 that empire had returned
to the fatal hills of Rome. By some measures this
moment marked his greatest triumph. By others it
was the beginning of the end and of the spiral that
led to World War II and disaster. By insisting on
Italy’s right to empire, Mussolini alienated most of
the other great powers and earned both condem-
nation and sanctions from the League of Nations.
The exceptions were the United States, which had
never joined the League, and Nazi Germany, which
had withdrawn in 1933. Mussolini’s African adven-
ture had the effect then of at once using up Italian
military resources and pushing Italy into the Nazi
camp. Later in 1936, il duce sent troops to fight
alongside the nationalist rebels of Francisco Franco
(1892–1975) in Spain (Franco also received sup-
port from Germany). The Spanish loyalists instead
received some support from the Soviet Union and
also from the volunteers of the international bri-
gades. Notably, Italian antifascists fought alongside
the loyalists, with the result that Italy was probably
the only country with significant forces on both
sides. Contemporary with the Spanish civil war
Mussolini also declared formation of a Rome-
Berlin Axis. When Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) again
moved to absorb Austria into the Reich in 1938,
Mussolini was neither capable nor inclined to resist
the move. In 1939 the alliance between Italy
and Germany was formalized in the so-called Pact
of Steel.

NAZI ALLIANCE AND WORLD WAR II

By the time of the Pact of Steel, Fascist Italy had
entered into its darkest and final chapter. Fascism,
unlike Nazism, had not been based in a fundamen-
tal way on a racist vision, though its integral
nationalism certainly held within it the seeds of
racism. Those seeds bore fruit in the several

African colonies where indigenous resistance to
Italian rule was brutally repressed and the creation
of the empire in 1936 was accompanied by the
introduction of colonial apartheid legislation.
Domestically there had not been much of a
Jewish question in Italy prior to Hitler’s seizure
of power (except insofar as Italy was home to tradi-
tional Catholic anti-Semitism). Nonetheless, in
1938 Mussolini’s scientists declared the existence
of an Aryan Italian race to which Jews (as well as
blacks and Arabs) did not belong. The laws passed
in November of that year deprived Jews of various
rights and in some cases their livelihood (though
not, as in Germany, of their citizenship).

The laws were subsequently tightened and of
course encouraged the emigration of a significant
percentage of Italy’s small Jewish population. Italy
was certainly the poorer. To cite just one example,
Enrico Fermi (1901–1954), who had discovered
nuclear fission and had a Jewish wife, left for the
United States, where he helped develop one of the
atom bombs dropped on Japan. It is not clear
precisely why Mussolini introduced the racial laws.
There is, for example, no evidence that Hitler pres-
sured him to do so. Yet the Italian dictator had
become increasingly frustrated at the regime’s fail-
ure to create the hoped-for heroic and new Fascist
society. It may be that Mussolini’s various and
aggressive policies of the period—Ethiopia, Spain,
the racial laws, alliance with Germany, and inter-
vention in World War II—were a series of attempts
to jostle Italians into taking up their appointed and
historic role in world affairs.

The Pact of Steel stipulated that the two allies
would come to the aid of one another should either
become ‘‘engaged in war’’—an offensive alliance—
but also that they keep one another informed on
‘‘all questions of common interest and relative to
the European situation’’ (author’s translation).
Hitler failed to inform Mussolini of his surprise
attack of Poland in September 1939, and so Italy
found itself in a situation analogous to that of
1914. Mussolini bought time by declaring a status
of nonbelligerence (a Fascist could not really be
neutral). In fact there were elements close to il
duce sufficiently alarmed at the prospect of going
to war alongside Germany that they urged contin-
ued neutrality. However, much as Mussolini had
been determined to wipe out the humiliation of
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defeat in Ethiopia, so was he committed to erasing
the ‘‘betrayal’’ of the Triple Alliance in 1915. As
Germany was marching through France in June
1940, Italy declared war on the side of its Nazi ally.

The Italian entry into the war was little short of
disastrous. Determined to act autonomously (as
Hitler had), Mussolini opened up a new front by
attacking Greece, but the combination of inade-
quate preparation, stiff resistance from the smaller
opponent, and the Balkan winter bogged down the
Italian forces. The stalemate continued until
German forces launched an offensive that led to
the conquest of both Yugoslavia and Greece in
1941. Certainly Italy bears as a result some respon-
sibility for the suffering of the Yugoslav and Greek
people during the occupation (including the
deportation of Greek Jews to the death camps,
perhaps the farthest-flung of the Holocaust’s vic-
tims). At the same time, the Balkan distraction may
have negatively affected the subsequent German
campaign against the Soviet Union.

Italy’s military debacles did not end with
Greece. One month prior to the Greek invasion,
the Italian military in Libya had attacked the British
in Egypt only to suffer a withering counterattack and
forced retreat. In this case too German troops (under
Erwin Johannes Eugen Rommel; 1891–1944), came
to the aid of the Italians. There ensued the back-
and-forth battles of the North African campaign
that culminated in the Allied occupation of Libya
and defeat of the Axis forces in Africa by early 1943.
Meanwhile similar hostilities between Britain (regu-
larly referred to in the Italian press as ‘‘perfidious
Albion’’ in the period) and Italy in the Horn of
Africa led to the loss of Ethiopia (along with
Somalia and Eritrea) in 1941, only five years after
its capture.

Given Italy’s limited industrial capacity and the
military overextension related to Ethiopia and
Spain, military experts were correct in deeming
the country unprepared for a European war.
Mussolini had gone ahead anyway. The combina-
tion of the setbacks described above (hard to dis-
guise even in the heavily censored Italian media),
material hardships suffered by the Italian people,
and the bombing of Italian ports and cities by the
Royal Navy meant that what little enthusiasm
there had been for the war in Italy quickly waned.
In July 1943, not long after Mussolini had

declared that foreign troops would never set foot
in Italy, the Allies crossed over to Sicily from
North Africa and took the island. In light of this
crisis, Mussolini convened the long-inactive
Fascist Grand Council. In a tense meeting that
lasted until the early hours of 25 July—several
members were armed—the Grand Council voted
to return authority to the king. Mussolini, increas-
ingly unrealistic at this time, fully imagined that he
would be reappointed as head of state. Instead he
was arrested and eventually held in a mountaintop
retreat east of Rome.

Marshall Pietro Badoglio (1871–1956), who
had fought in Libya, World War I, and Ethiopia,
was appointed prime minister. Badoglio and the
king at this point made a serious blunder. While
initiating secret negotiations for a separate peace
with the Allies, Badoglio announced that Italy
would remain faithful to the Axis. Hitler had lost
all confidence in the Italians and in order to coun-
ter an eventual betrayal he flooded Italy with
German troops. By September, when Badoglio
finally announced the armistice, the Nazis were
able fairly easily to secure most of the peninsula
and, in an embarrassing move, Badoglio and the
king fled the capital, leaving most of the Italian
population to its fate, and set up a new government
in Brindisi, by then in the hands of the Allies. Had
Badoglio moved immediately to end the alliance
with Germany, he would have stranded the Italian
troops fighting on the eastern front and the Italian
workers in Germany—eventually they were
stranded anyway—but might have saved a great
deal of suffering in Italy.

September 1943 marked the beginning of the
most difficult period of the war in Italy, effectively
one of civil war. The Badoglio government oper-
ated in the South, where the Allies had secured a
stronghold, and in October declared war on
Germany. Most of the peninsula was instead in
German hands. Contemporary with the armistice,
Mussolini had been liberated from his prison by
Nazi paratroopers and whisked off to Munich,
from where he exhorted Italians to stand by their
German allies. He subsequently returned to Italy
at the head of a new Italian Social Republic (RSI),
also known as the Republic of Salò (after the site
of Mussolini’s headquarters). Italy then had two
governments at war against one another, though
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Mussolini’s administration was little more than a
puppet of the Nazi occupation and Badoglio was
largely subservient to the Allies. Contemporary
with the arrival of the Nazi occupiers, groups of
Italians began engaging in acts of armed resis-
tance. In Naples, that resistance was seconded
by the arrival of the Allies and the liberation of
the city on 1 October 1943. In Rome, by contrast,
armed resistance was suppressed and liberation
delayed until June 1944, just two days before
D-Day.

Between late 1943 and the end of the war in
April 1945, the Allies slowly fought their way up
the peninsula at considerable human cost. The
Italian resistance meanwhile organized into the
Committees of National Liberation (Comitati di
Liberazione Nazionale, or CLN). The largest and
best-organized of these committees was the
Communists, who indeed had carried on their anti-
fascist opposition since 1925. Also included were
Christian Democrats, Socialists, and other smaller
groups. The CLNs in fact laid the basis for Italy’s
postwar political landscape. In the south the CLNs
were presided over by Ivanoe Bonomi, who in
1944 replaced Badoglio as head of the Italian gov-
ernment. In the center and north, the CLNs of
course had to organize secretly. They and other
linked organizations of partisans carried out armed
actions against Nazi and Fascist forces. In one dra-
matic instance, a resistance group carried out an
attack in the center of Rome in March 1944, killing
thirty-three German soldiers. As on other similar
occasions, the Germans responded by massacring
ten Italians for every German killed. In all, 335
victims were shot and buried at the Ardeatine
Caves, for the most part imprisoned antifascists
and including a significant number of Jews.

The occupation had in fact sealed the fate of
many of Italy’s Jews. With the cooperation of
Italian Fascist authorities, Nazis began systematic
roundups of Jews in Italy and their deportation to
the death camps. Best known of these was probably
the chemist and writer Primo Levi (1919–1987),
captured as part of a partisan band and sent to
Auschwitz. He famously recounted those experi-
ences in his Se questo è un uomo (1947; If This Is
a Man, 1959, also published as Survival in
Auschwitz). In all some eight thousand Italian
Jews were killed (about 17 percent of the prewar

Italian Jewish population). The racial laws had
always been unpopular in Italy, and while many
unrepentant Fascists (and opportunists) supported
the RSI-Nazi alliance (including the organization
of Black Brigades and an Italian SS), other Italians
took great risks to hide both Jews and resistance
fighters from the authorities. Monasteries, con-
vents, and churches also played an important role
in saving lives; the Vatican, however, did little.

The role of the Resistance in the conflict is
debated. Allied officials generally maintained that
while the partisans were not a deciding factor in the
war, they did facilitate the taking of a number of
cities. For postwar Italy, however, the significance
of the Resistance was enormous. Not only was it the
proving ground for most subsequent Italian politi-
cal, social, and cultural leaders, it also allowed Italy
to save face following the war (in a way that
Germany never could) insofar as some Italians had
taken up arms against Nazi-fascism and so implic-
itly the evils it had perpetrated. Significantly there
was no Italian Nuremberg or postwar purge of the
public bureaucracy. Since the end of the Cold War
the antifascist legacy has been challenged, as revi-
sionist interpretations have questioned the antifas-
cist monopoly on virtue while arguing that both
sides were guilty of excesses, that fascism had some
real accomplishments, and that the alliance with
Hitler was unfortunate and largely to blame for
Fascist crimes.

That alliance of course finally ended with the
victory of the Allies in April–May 1945. As
American and British troops liberated the cities of
northern Italy, Mussolini, disguised as a German
soldier, sought to flee to Switzerland together with
his mistress. Apprehended by a band of partisans,
his party was summarily tried and shot. In a grisly
finale, their bodies were driven back to Milan,
kicked and spat on by the mob, and strung up by
the heels in a gas station.

CREATION OF THE REPUBLIC

AND THE ECONOMIC MIRACLE

Unlike Germany, Italy’s status as a cobelligerent
meant that it regained sovereignty fairly quickly
(though it lost Fiume and Istria to Yugoslavia and
some territory to France as well). The first postwar
elections (also the first since 1924 and the first ever
in which women voted) were held in June 1946.
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That vote accomplished two things. It eliminated

the monarchy, badly compromised by its associa-

tion with fascism, and elected a Constituent

Assembly in which most of the antifascist parties were

represented. The two most significant of these were

the Christian Democrats (Democrazia Cristiana,

or DC) led by Alcide De Gasperi (1881–1954),

who following a brief imprisonment had spent

most of the interwar period working in the

Vatican Library; and the Communists (PCI) led

by Palmiro Togliatti (1893–1964), who had spent

more or less that same period in Moscow. Initially

the parties cooperated on drafting a new consti-

tution. Notably, the Communist Togliatti had

essentially renounced the path of revolutionary

change and class warfare in favor of cooperation

with the other political forces; he also accepted

the Lateran Treaty and so recognition of Roman

Catholicism as the official religion of Italy.

Cooperation, however, was short-lived and at the

urging of both the Vatican and the United States,

Prime Minister De Gasperi dropped the Left from
his government before the first parliamentary elec-
tions of April 1948. In a passionately fought cam-
paign, masses of Italians turned out for Communist
and Socialist demonstrations. Meanwhile the church
cast the vote as a choice between God and Stalin
(Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin [1879–1953]),
while U.S. officials openly supported the Christian
Democrats and threatened to end financial aid
under the Marshall Plan should the Left win.
The DC in fact won a near majority, and so the
stage was set for Italian politics of the next half
century, namely Christian Democratic administra-
tions (normally in coalition with other parties) and
Communist opposition.

Italy had experienced limited economic growth
during fascism. The regime had weathered the
Depression fairly well and established the bases
for public social services and state-owned industry
and banks, but the war had left the country with a
severe housing shortage, devastated infrastructure,
and much reduced industrial capacity. Thanks in
part to United States aid, however, recovery was
remarkably rapid, and the traditional stereotype of
a land of peasants, agriculture, and poverty gave
way first to cinematic visions of la dolce vita (the
sweet life)—in the cities of the center-north—
against a background of relative misery, and then
to a wealthy and largely American-inspired consu-
merist culture. The central years of what came to be
known as the economic miracle were 1958–1963,
during which period the Italian economy grew
at incredible rates, more than 6 percent per year.
Only Japan and Germany could match those rates
at the time.

It was also a golden age for Italian cinema,
and the flavor of the age is perhaps best captured
in its movies. The neorealist movement of the
1940s and 1950s depicted most notably the war
experience and resistance—for example, in Roberto
Rossellini’s (1906–1977) Rome, Open City (1945)
and Paisà (1946)—and the crushing poverty under
which most Italians still suffered, movingly depicted
in Vittorio De Sica’s (1901–1974) The Bicycle Thief
(1948) and other films. Later the Christian
Democratic politician (and seven-time prime minis-
ter) Giulio Andreotti (b. 1919) would famously
criticize De Sica and other directors for washing
Italy’s dirty linen in public and casting the nation in

The bodies of Italian Fascists hang from the roof of a

gas station, April 1945. Mussolini and his mistress, Clara

Petacci, are at center. GETTY IMAGES
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such a negative light. Federico Fellini’s (1920–1993)
classics, La dolce vita (1960) and 8½ (1963), depict
instead an exuberant Italy at once dedicated to the
sorts of hedonistic pleasures made possible by the
miracle and at the same time plunged into an exis-
tential crisis by those very opportunities.

And it was a time of great opportunity, change,
and upheaval, all three perhaps best epitomized by
the success of the Fiat automobile company in
Turin. Fiat functioned as a major employer of labor
and also manufactured a product, especially the
small 500s and 600s, that represented an attainable
though previously inconceivable luxury for work-
ing Italians. Moreover, the continued concentra-
tion of industries such as Fiat in the north
combined with southern unemployment created
intense internal migration in the period. The cities
of the north exploded, resulting in overcrowding,
the springing up of shanty towns, and severe taxing
of infrastructure. And while southern workers were
needed to fuel northern economic growth, there
was considerable resentment on the part of local
populations regarding the dark haired and poorly
dressed immigrants who spoke strange and unin-
telligible dialects. This reality is again best captured
in one of the film classics of the period, Luchino
Visconti’s (1906–1976) Rocco and His Brothers
(1960). Emigration abroad also took off again fol-
lowing World War II. During 1946–1975, total
Italian emigration exceeded seven million, about
five million going to other European countries
(Switzerland, Germany, France) and the rest over-
seas (Argentina, the United States, Canada,
Venezuela). Well over half those emigrants came
from the south (which accounted for only about a
third of Italy’s total population).

THE FIRST REPUBLIC AND ITS CHALLENGES

As mentioned above, the fundamental political
division in Italy from 1948 to 1994 was between
the Christian Democrats and the Communists.
Indeed this was more than a political contest, as
political affiliation came to inform the social and
cultural lives of many Italians. In the workplace
both parties had their own unions (which cooperat-
ed to a certain extent); outside the workplace both
had their own after-work organizations. Both
founded women’s organizations. These were of
course not the only political parties but they did

come to dominate much of Italian life. Italian cul-
tural life—for example, publishing and literature,
films, the university—was dominated by the PCI,
while the business world tended to be strongly DC.
As for parliamentary politics, never able to repeat
the electoral success of 1948, the DC was con-
stantly on the lookout for governing partners.
Overtures to the neofascist Movimento Sociale
Italiano (Italian Social Movement, or MSI) clashed
with public opinion, so DC leaders looked to the
left, in particular to the Socialists. Never terribly
successful in advancing their own political agenda,
the PSI did join a first center-left coalition in 1963
and would continue with some interruptions as a
governing party for the next three decades. What
can be said about the DC in the period through to
the mid-1960s is that they did not prevent the
miracle. The Communists might have, as evidence
from Eastern Europe in the period suggests. The
DC maintained Italy’s adherence to the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the
United States alliance as well as establishing Italy’s
charter memberships in the Coal and Steel
Community (1951) and European Economic
Community (by the 1957 Treaty of Rome). Yet
the DC, at times complicit with the Mafia, per-
mitted an unplanned and unregulated growth that
scarred the Italian land and especially cityscapes
forever.

The PCI meanwhile continued to garner the
largest share of votes on the left and in the mid-
1970s looked poised to surpass the DC. PCI secre-
tary Enrico Berlinguer (1922–1984) had distanced
the party from Moscow and proposed a democratic
Eurocommunism. Notably, he reversed a previous
PCI position and stated that the PCI in power
would not pull Italy out of NATO. These positions
attracted some DC politicians, most notably Aldo
Moro (1916–1978), and raised the possibility
of the so-called historic compromise, namely a
DC-PCI coalition government. Others instead were
alarmed by this possibility, in particular the
Americans, who in the person of the U.S. secretary
of state Henry Kissinger (b. 1923) warned against
the communist threat.

The 1970s were a tumultuous period. As in
France, the United States, and elsewhere, a series
of dramatic but largely peaceful student and worker
protests broke out in 1968–1969. Charting a new
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Marxist-inspired political program, the students

called for revolutionary change and collective

action while challenging in a fundamental way the

materialist individualism spawned by the miracle;

the movement also took up related issues such as

workers’ and prisoners’ rights and protested against

the war in Vietnam and American imperialism gen-

erally. In terms of realizing their own goals, this

revolutionary moment was a failure. But its impact

was considerable, nonetheless, as a whole genera-

tion was indelibly marked by the experiences of the

late 1960s and 1970s, and the movement may have

forced Italy to become more self-critical and to

question the American consumerist model it had

adopted. That period also saw the birth of the

Italian feminist movement and so an important

challenge and revision of Italy’s traditionally patri-

archal society. And while little of the social legisla-

tion that had been demanded in the period was

enacted, a couple of important laws, significantly

championed by the feminist movement, undoubt-

edly owed something to the atmosphere of those

times. One such law legalized divorce in 1970.

Opposed by the church and the DC, this law was

eventually upheld by popular referendum in 1974.

Subsequently, there developed a grassroots move-

ment to legalize abortion, which, also in spite of

DC opposition, was successful in 1978.

It was also a decade of urban terror, the so-

called years of lead. Probably in response to the

perceived threat posed by this new Left, right-wing

neofascist elements embarked on what came to be

known as the strategy of tension, namely acts of

terror intended at once to discredit the Left and

encourage the introduction of more authoritarian

policies. The first event in that sad history occurred

when a bomb exploded in a Milanese bank in

Piazza Fontana in December 1969, killing sixteen

people. Following on the so-called hot autumn of

worker and student protests, conservative and

right-wing elements initially ascribed the bombing

to anarchists. Several anarchists were in fact

arrested, and one died suspiciously after falling

from a police station window, an event made

famous by Nobel Prize–winning Dario Fo’s play,

Morte accidentale di un anarchico (1970; Accidental
Death of an Anarchist, 1979). These events were

always cloaked in mystery, but the Piazza Fontana

bombing did turn out to be organized by radical

neofascists. There followed a series of similar indis-
criminate bombings culminating in the Bologna train
station attack in summer 1980 that killed eighty-five
people.

Contemporary with these bombings, frustrated
elements of the new revolutionary Left also turned
to violence, most notably those organized as the
Red Brigades, whose first action dates from 1970.
Left-wing terror tended to be more specific in its
targets and included the knee-capping and assassi-
nation of policemen and political figures as well as a
series of much-publicized kidnappings. The most
famous was the dramatic kidnapping of the DC
president Aldo Moro in Rome in 1978. Moro was
held for almost two months during which the
brigatisti demanded the release of their comrades
from prison. Under Prime Minister Andreotti, the
government refused to negotiate with the terror-
ists. In May, the kidnappers, who had already tried
Moro and sentenced him to death, loaded him into
the trunk of a Renault 4, shot him in the head, and
abandoned the car in the center of Rome, tipping
off authorities as to its whereabouts.

The motivations and forces behind the violence
of the 1970s remain mysterious, and there exist
both evidence for and much speculation about
the involvement of political and secret service ele-
ments (perhaps with foreign, especially U.S., ties)
seeking to achieve particular aims. The murder of
Moro, for example, effectively torpedoed the his-
toric compromise between DC and PCI. Yet while
the perpetrators of neofascist violence were only
sporadically identified, the Red Brigades were
effectively dismantled by the police work of
General Carlo Alberto Della Chiesa (1920–1982).
And those convicted of the Moro kidnapping all
denied that they had been in any way infiltrated by
outside forces.

Della Chiesa’s next assignment was to try his
methods against a more deeply rooted challenge to
law and order in Italy, namely the Sicilian Mafia.
Complaining that he did not have adequate sup-
port from the state for the undertaking, Della
Chiesa was in fact murdered within months of arriv-
ing in Palermo in 1982. In its more than century-
long existence the Mafia had normally avoided this
sort of high-profile killing; it signaled in fact a new
phase in the relationship between the state and
organized crime. Historically, claims about the
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phenomenon had ranged from the simple denial of
its existence to assertion of an articulated orga-
nization with links to politics and business.
Mussolini’s regime had undertaken a campaign to
crush the Mafia, and while many arrests were made,
they were primarily of petty criminals, and the
Mafia bosses continued to operate undisturbed,
generally supportive of fascism. Needless to say,
organized crime took its share of postwar prosper-
ity, and the continued failure of development in the
south certainly owes something to its operation.
Nonetheless, postwar governments and the Mafia
generally maintained an uneasy coexistence until
the 1980s.

Following the Della Chiesa murder, a new anti-
Mafia ‘‘pool’’ of magistrates was created in
Palermo, the best-known members of which were
Giovanni Falcone (1939–1992) and Paolo
Borsellino (1940–1992). Thanks largely to testi-
mony from Tommaso Buscetta (1928–2000), an
important Mafioso captured in Brazil and turned
state’s evidence, the pool pursued investigations

leading to the maxi-trial of 1986–1987. Held in a
specially constructed bunker/courtroom, the maxi-
trial resulted in convictions against 344 of 475
accused Mafiosi, easily the biggest blow the state
had ever delivered against the organization.
Subsequent disbanding of the pool of magistrates
and reversal of some of these convictions lent cred-
ibility to the accusations of connections between
the Mafia and government politicians. Falcone,
however, with support in Rome, managed to
uphold many of the convictions in early 1992, in
part by blocking a chosen appointment of Salvatore
‘‘Salvo’’ Lima (1928–1992), a Sicilian Christian
Democratic politician with close ties to Andreotti.
Then in quick succession, Lima, Falcone, and
Borsellino were all killed in Palermo.

As later came to light, the murders were
ordered by Salvatore ‘‘Totò’’ Riina, a fugitive since
1969 (during which time he seems to have lived
undisturbed in Palermo with his wife and children)
and head of the Corleone Mafia family. Lima, the
hinge between politics and crime in Sicily, had

Campaign posters for Silvio Berlusconi in Rome, March 1994. Berlusconi defeated the leftists in the 1994 election with his

coalition of disparate political groups knit together to form the Forza Italia party. ªORIGLIA FRANCO/CORBIS SYGMA
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apparently outlived his usefulness (though his sup-
porters continue to maintain his anti-Mafia creden-
tials), while Falcone and Borsellino were a
continuing threat for Riina. It was a dark moment,
but the work of the pool had changed public atti-
tudes in Sicily about the Mafia in a fundamental
way. Countering the despair inspired by the deaths
of Falcone and Borsellino was the arrest of Riina
himself in January 1993; he was subsequently sen-
tenced to multiple life sentences. On the political
side, Andreotti (who was appointed senator for life
in 1991 after forty-five years in the Chamber of
Deputies) was formally accused of Mafia collusion;
although initially convicted of ordering the murder
of a journalist (in 1979), that conviction was over-
turned and the others failed to stick. As of 2006, he
was still politically active.

TANGENTOPOLI AND THE SECOND

REPUBLIC

The year 1992 also saw the beginning of the
tangentopoli (bribe city) scandal that, like the Mafia
investigation, marked the end of postwar Italian
business as usual. In this case the pool of magis-
trates was centered in Milan, Italy’s financial capi-
tal; its most notable exponent was the charismatic
Antonio Di Pietro, a southerner who (like Falcone)
rose from humble origins to near superstar status.
Politically, Italy was governed throughout the
1980s by the pentapartito, a DC-led five-party coa-
lition in which the significant junior partner was
the Socialists, led from 1976 by the forceful figure
of Bettino Craxi (1934–2000). Craxi gave new life
to the PSI. He was Milanese and shaped the party
in the image of that most dynamic of Italian cities.
The PSI, in fact, from near extinction became
under Craxi the party of Italy’s new wealth, of
which there was plenty in the boom years of that
decade. A rare non-DC prime minister, Craxi held
the post for an unprecedented three-and-a-half
years (1983–1987). Among his accomplishments
was the 1984 revision of the Lateran Treaty, which
eliminated the privileged legal status of Catholicism
in Italy and recognized the equality of all faiths. He
also oversaw unprecedented levels of corruption as
revealed by the Milan pool of magistrate’s Clean
Hands investigation. Starting with a retirement
home in Milan, a vast world of kickbacks was
revealed in which party representatives regularly
received payments for the awarding of public

contracts and other official favors. In the so-called
maxibribe, one company apparently paid upward of
$15 million (some claim much more) to ensure its
purchase by the state. Revelations in that regard
led to two (apparent) suicides. In all, by 1997 the
pool had issued 2,575 accusations and won 577
convictions while uncovering about $3 billion in
bribes.

The majority of those accusations targeted
Christian Democrats and Socialists. Craxi, who
would be convicted on several counts, claimed that
all parties took bribes, as the Italian system pro-
vided no other way to finance political life. His
apparent honesty earned him little sympathy.
Given that the PCI was left virtually unscathed,
he and others accused the Milan pool of carrying
out a leftist political agenda, though subsequent
scrutiny failed to reveal much Communist wrong-
doing. The political fallout was enormous, so great
that some have spoken of a Second Republic fol-
lowing the scandals. It was as if the end of the Cold
War had unleashed Italy’s demons, and the pro-
U.S. DC was no longer unassailable. In fact, after
performing poorly in the 1992 elections, the
pentapartito essentially collapsed (Andreotti headed
the last DC government). Both the DC and the
PSI ceased to exist, while Craxi, for example, in
1994 fled to his villa in Tunisia (from which he
would never return, dying in 2000). As elections
in 1994 approached it seemed that the former
Communists, renamed the Democratic Party of
the Left (Partito Democratico della Sinistra, or
PDS; later Democratici di Sinistra, or DS), were
poised finally to take up the reins of power.

That, however, did not happen. At the elev-
enth hour a new political force emerged in the
person of Silvio Berlusconi (b. 1936). The
Milanese Berlusconi had erected a massive real
estate and media empire in the boom years of
the 1980s, often with Socialist patronage.
Reportedly he is the wealthiest man in Italy. He
also owns the A.C. Milan soccer team and struc-
tured his political organization, Forza Italia (Go
Italy, a soccer cheer), like a series of sports clubs.
Remarkably, in the few months leading up to the
March 1994 elections, Berlusconi managed to

counter the Communist threat by bringing together

unlikely bedfellows, the National Alliance (Alleanza

Nazionale, or AN) and Northern League (Lega
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Nord, or Lega). The AN was the renamed neofas-

cist, now postfascist, party led by the able

Gianfranco Fini (b. 1952). A champion of the social

state, its stronghold was in the center and south,

especially among public employees. The Lega,

instead, led by the gruff Umberto Bossi (b. 1941),

was a northern secessionist party that protested

against government corruption and the presumed

siphoning off of northern wealth to fund the poor

south. In spite of obvious differences, Berlusconi

managed to join these three groups together and

defeated the Left in the 1994 election. Appointed

prime minister, Berlusconi’s tenure was a brief one.

Before the year was up, Bossi pulled out in protest

and caused the government to fall. Following a

couple of ‘‘technical’’ governments, elections were

held again in 1996. By that time a clear center-left

coalition, the Ulivo or Olive Tree, had emerged led

by a respected economist with former DC connec-

tions, Romano Prodi (though the major partner

remained the DS). The center-right coalition (Casa

della Libertà, or House of Liberty) had repaired its

differences. The Ulivo won, and Prodi was appointed

prime minister. Fiscally responsible, Prodi’s greatest

triumph was putting Italy’s financial house in order

sufficiently so that it succeeded in joining the

European and Monetary Union as a charter member

in 1999 (the euro itself coming into circulation in

2002). Internal (and self-defeating) squabbles within

the Ulivo led to Prodi’s replacement in 1998 by

Massimo D’Alema, Italy’s first former-Communist

prime minister.

Unable to capitalize on its achievements, how-
ever, the center-left was resoundingly defeated by
Berlusconi’s coalition in 2001. Such was his victory
that Berlusconi was able to maintain the premier-
ship for the entire five-year legislature. On the one
hand, the 2001 victory signaled the introduction
into Italy of healthy democratic alternation of
power (as compared to the DC lock on power
for over four decades). On the other hand,
Berlusconi’s near monopoly of Italian television has
raised concern about his ability to manipulate public
opinion, and various commentators claim that
Berlusconi entered politics largely to protect his
own financial interests. Officially accused numerous
times of corruption, he has managed repeatedly to
avoid conviction. Those accusations have even led
foreign observers (most notably the Economist

magazine) to deem him unfit to rule. In foreign
policy, his pro-U.S. stance—he once half-mockingly
said ‘‘I am on whatever side America is on, even
before I know what it is’’—led him to support the
U.S. invasion of Iraq in March 2003 and send troops
to support the reconstruction effort in June of that
year. Italian public opinion was however strongly
opposed to the war, and in the run-up to the 2006
elections Berlusconi claimed—some thought cyni-
cally—that he had tried all along to convince U.S.
President George W. Bush (b. 1946) not to go to
war. Berlusconi was narrowly defeated in the April
2006 elections, losing to center-left candidate and
former prime minister Romano Prodi.

Italy entered the twenty-first century a much
different place than it had been one hundred years
before. Economically it had moved from a minor
European power to one of global importance,
though politically it did not exert corresponding
influence; in the context of European integration
it probably never will. From an agricultural land
of high fertility and emigration, it had become a
service-dominated country with one of the lowest
birthrates in the world (total fertility at or below 1.3
since the early 1990s) and the destination of large
numbers of Third World immigrants (with all the
problems of social dislocation and racism that the
phenomenon brings). Italy had become a leader in
design, fashion, and more prosaic small industries,
and ‘‘made in Italy’’ had become a mark of quality
and good taste. Its popularity as a tourist destination
possibly unmatched (thanks to the art and architec-
ture of earlier epochs and the cuisine and conviviality
of the present one), Italy was still perceived as an
enigmatic place maintaining signs of its past: pockets
of traditional agriculture in the south, a tendency to
autocracy in politics, corruption, and an easygoing
approach to moral questions. In that, Italy fulfills
each visitor’s own expectations about the bel paese
(beautiful country) and what it can offer.

See also Axis; Berlusconi, Silvio; Craxi, Bettino;
D’Annunzio, Gabriele; Economic Miracle;
Fascism; Fellini, Federico; Lateran Pacts; Levi,
Primo; Mafia; Mussolini, Benito; Red Brigades;
World War II.
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IZETBEGOVIĆ, ALIJA (1925–2003),
Bosnian Muslim activist, author, and politician.

Alija Izetbegović (8 August 1925–19 October
2003) was the leading Muslim political figure in
Bosnia-Herzegovina in the twentieth century and
was de facto president of Bosnia at the time it was
recognized as an independent country in 1992. He
had been imprisoned in socialist Yugoslavia from
1983 to 1988 for ‘‘counterrevolutionary acts
derived from Muslim nationalism’’ based on his
writings. While in no sense an Islamic extremist,
he was a very strong advocate of Islam and of the
rights of Muslims throughout the world and speci-
fically in Bosnia and Herzegovina, where they com-
prise the largest single group.

Izetbegović was active in Muslim causes
throughout his life. During World War II, when
Germany and its allies occupied Yugoslavia,
Izetbegović joined a group called ‘‘The Young
Muslims,’’ a nationalist organization promoting
the interests of the Muslim community in Bosnia.
This Muslim nationalist group was opposed to
Josip Broz Tito’s (1892–1980) Communists, and
Alija Izetbegović was one of thousands imprisoned
for anticommunist activities in 1946, as communist
rule was consolidated. However, after three years
in prison, Izetbegović was able to attend the
University of Sarajevo, where he earned a law
degree. He worked as a lawyer for the next thirty
years.

Since at least the late nineteenth century,
Bosnian politics have revolved around relations
among the country’s three largest communities:
Muslims, Serbs, and Croats. Even during the
regime of the officially atheist communists, great
care was taken to ensure that none of these groups
could dominate the others. Throughout his life,
Alija Izetbegović argued for the need for Muslims
throughout the world to unite and to strengthen
their political power and religious identity. In com-
munist Yugoslavia, claims that the Muslims should
be more self-assertive were not only counter to
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communist atheism but also threatened to upset

the political consensus that prohibited promoting

the interests of any one of Bosnia’s people over the

others.

As communism failed in the late 1980s, how-

ever, Bosnia’s people manifested once again the

pre-communist political pattern in which Muslims

voted overwhelmingly for one Muslim party, Serbs

for one Serb party, and Croats for one Croat party.

Izetbegović, newly freed from imprisonment for

his pro-Muslim writings, founded what became

the dominant Muslim political party in Bosnia-

Herzegovina, the Party of Democratic Action

(SDA from its Serb-Croatian initials), in March

1990. In the elections eight months later, the

SDA won the great majority of votes from the

44 percent of Bosnia’s population who were

Muslim. Since no single group formed a majority

of Bosnia’s population, no single party received a

majority of the vote, and the SDA ruled as part of a

coalition with the leading Serb and Croat parties.

Reflecting the complications of Bosnia’s ethnic

politics, the country had a collective presidency

of seven members, two from each of the major

groups and one additional member representing

those not Muslim, Serb, or Croat. As leader of

the largest party, Alija Izetbegović became presi-

dent of this collective presidency. In theory he

only represented decisions of the collective body,

and the position of president of the presidency

was to rotate to a Croat member. In practice,

Izetbegović acted as sole president and did not

rotate out of the presidency when his term should

have expired.

Aware that most Serbs and many Croats did not
favor Bosnian independence, Izetbegović sought to
prevent Yugoslavia’s collapse, but when that did

happen he pursued independence even knowing

that to do so risked war. The collective government

also collapsed, with the elected Serb representatives

and many of the Croats withdrawing. However,

Izetbegović consistently favored a multiethnic gov-

ernment, at least publicly, and worked with other

Serb and Croat representatives. He was a very effec-

tive representative of the Bosnian cause in interna-

tional politics throughout the 1992–1995 war.

Following the war, in early 1996 Izetbegović

became the first president of a new, smaller collec-

tive presidency of Bosnia-Herzegovina, but he

finally retired in 2000 due to failing health. Until

his death from heart failure in October 2003 he

remained one of the most popular figures among

Bosnian Muslims, but not among the Serbs and

Croats.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Yugoslavia.
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JAKOBSON, ROMAN (1896–1982),
Russian-born American linguist.

The first son of an upper-middle-class Moscow
family, Roman Jakobson showed extraordinary talent
and interest in languages and literature from early on
in his school years. Prior to 1914, the year he started
his studies at Moscow University, he established con-
tacts with the painter Kazimir Malevich (1878–1935),
the poet Vladimir Mayakovsky (1893–1930), the
painter and poet Alexei Kruchenykh (1886–1969),
the poet Velemir Khlebnikov (1885–1922), and other
authors and artists of the Russian avant-garde, and
himself wrote radical ‘‘transrational’’ phonetic poetry
(zaum) in the style of Russian futurism. At the same
time, he pursued his interests in Russian dialectology
and folklore and, increasingly, emerging structural
linguistics. In 1915 he was a cofounder of the
Moscow Linguistic Circle.

The change of regime in 1917 brought oppor-
tunities for Jakobson in the emerging Soviet foreign
service. In 1920 he was assigned to a diplomatic
outpost in Tallinn (Estonia) and, the same year,
to the Soviet Red Cross Mission in Prague, where
he went in July 1920, eventually living in
Czechoslovakia until April 1939. His Czechoslovak
years parallel his early years in Moscow. While close-
ly allied with the Czech avant-garde, he intensively
pursued academic interests, participating, among
others, in founding the Prague Linguistic Circle in
1926, a group of linguists and literary theorists who
made a major contribution to the foundations of
European structuralism. A key area was the study

of poetic language; another focus was on sound
structure of languages. Together with another émi-
gré Russian linguist, Nikolai Trubetskoy (1890–
1938), who lived in Vienna, Jakobson worked on
the development of phonology, a discipline con-
cerned with the statement of laws governing the
structure of sound systems across languages. In the
1920s Jakobson was active in Prague, pursuing his
projects as an employee of the Soviet representation
in Prague, but he moved to Brno in 1933 to
become a professor at the new Masaryk University.

It was from Brno that Jakobson and his second
wife fled to Scandinavia after the occupation of
Czechoslovakia in March 1939. Jakobson first lived
in Denmark, was then forced to flee further, to
Norway, and eventually left for the United States
from Sweden in the summer of 1941. Despite
extreme circumstances, his Scandinavian years
yielded the classic of European structural phonol-
ogy, the monograph Kindersprache, Aphasie, und
allgemeine Lautgesetze (1941; Child Language,
Aphasia, and Phonological Universals, 1968). A
substantial part of the study consists in working
out a theory of markedness, rooted in the concept
of a layered structure of systems. Echoing ideas of
the founder of phenomenology, the German phil-
osopher Edmund Husserl (1859–1938), laws of
markedness are stated in the form of unilateral
implications of the form If A, then B. Basing his
reasoning on facts of language acquisition (child
language) and language loss (aphasia), Jakobson
generalized this approach to a panchronic analysis
that later inspired the study of language universals.
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Jakobson arrived in New York in June 1941 to
first teach at the French émigré institution, École Libre
des Hautes Études, where he met the French anthro-
pologist Claude Lévi-Strauss (b. 1908); he later moved
to Columbia University and, in 1950, to Harvard
University. In 1957 he was also appointed a professor
at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in
Cambridge, Massachusetts. Linguistics and poetics
continued to be the foci of Jakobson’s American years,
while the development of United States Slavic studies
was a distinct organizational project with a significant
institutional impact. Together with his student and
later collaborator Morris Halle, and initially in collab-
oration with the Swedish phonetician Gunnar Fant, he
worked out the modern theory of phonological
features, a cornerstone of phonological theory
(Preliminaries to Speech Analysis, 1952).

At the same time, Jakobson continued to work
on poetics and literary theory, extending the scope
of his investigations well beyond the limits of Slavic
studies and addressing authors as diverse as the
French poet Charles Baudelaire (1821–1867), the
German playwright and poet Bertolt Brecht (1898–
1956), the German poet Friedrich Hölderlin
(1770–1843), and the English playwright William
Shakespeare (1564–1616). Likewise, The Sound
Shape of Language (1979), written with Linda
Waugh, aims at general properties of sound struc-
ture. Jakobson became increasingly interested in the
structure of the brain as relevant for the study of
language. Last but not least, in his numerous inter-
views and conversations he left invaluable testimony
of the life of the Soviet avant-garde that he actively
witnessed and shaped in his early years. His legacy
forms a unique amalgam of a philological approach
that sees language as embedded in culture and
society, to an advocacy of formal approaches in
linguistics, especially in phonology, to contributions
to the philosophy of language, and, eventually, to
forays into cognitive science.

See also Brecht, Bertolt; Lévi-Strauss, Claude; Saussure,
Ferdinand de.
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JAPAN AND THE TWO WORLD
WARS. The history of Japan and the two world
wars reveals that Europe was integral to the policy
calculations of the Japanese government from 1914
to 1945. Although the United States became an
increasingly important power in East Asia, espe-
cially after World War I, Britain, Germany, and
the Soviet Union remained powerful players in
the international relations of Japan.

WORLD WAR I

On 23 August 1914 Japan declared war on
Germany as one of the Allied Powers. The
Japanese reason for entering the war was to uphold
Japan’s obligations arising out of the Anglo-Japanese
Alliance, which dated back to 1902. Ironically,
however, the Japanese had failed to consult
beforehand their alliance partner, Britain, and this
fact tainted the relationship between the two allies
during World War I. The signing of the Anglo-
Japanese Alliance had been a coup for the
Japanese, who rejoiced at concluding a military
alliance with the world’s foremost naval power.
The primary objective of the alliance was to keep
Russia at bay, as Russian encroachment into north-
east China and Korea had been a grave security
concern for Japan and Britain at the turn of the
twentieth century. By the time of World War I, the
Russian threat had become more manageable, as a
result of the concerted efforts made by the Japanese
government in the post-1905 period to conclude
four agreements with Russia, in order to safeguard
Japanese interests in northeast China, Korea, and

Mongolia. As for Britain, the primary threat after

the Japanese defeat of Russia in the Russo-Japanese

War (1904–1905) became its alliance partner,

Japan, itself. Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour

famously stated, ‘‘a paper alliance was crucially

important where there was no natural alliance.’’
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The key Japanese military leaders of the time,

such as General Aritomo Yamagata, saw the preoc-

cupation of European powers with the European

theater of war as a ‘‘godsend’’ for Japan’s expan-

sion into China. Having first fought off the

Germans effortlessly in the Shandong province of

China, the Japanese followed with a swift campaign

in the Pacific, capturing the German colonies in

Micronesia. Throughout the war, however, the

Japanese remained reluctant to assist militarily the

Allied war effort in Europe because they perceived

the war primarily as a ‘‘European war’’ in which

Japan had a small role to play. As a result, Japan

refused to send naval enforcements to the

Mediterranean, or to send troops to the western

front. The few instances in which they agreed were

in response to requests to assist in nearby waters,

such as in the Indian Ocean and the Strait of

Malacca in February 1916, and in generally

enlarged naval cooperation with the British in

January 1917. Japan’s limited wartime involve-

ment, and transparently self-centered interests,

meant that there existed among the Allied Powers

the general view that Japan gained more than it

gave in the war effort.

The Siberian intervention (1917–1918) was
another sticking point in Japan’s relationship with
Europe during World War I. The British govern-
ment’s decision in January 1918 to ask the Japanese
government to deploy troops to Vladivostok on
behalf of the Allied Powers had caused a rift with
the United States. This was one of a series of
problems that the British had with the United
States with regard to Japanese participation. On
the whole, the United States remained highly sus-
picious of Japanese motives for expansion in China.
The crisis within the Allied Powers was finally
resolved when the United States agreed to a joint
deployment of Japanese troops together with
Czech forces in June 1918, to assist the White
Russian forces against the Bolsheviks and the
Germans. The Japanese deployed seventy-three
thousand troops as opposed to the Allied request
of seven thousand, and what was more, expanded
the geographical scope of deployment from the
Vladivostok area to a much larger one, reaching
up to the east of Lake Baikal. The United States
had correctly predicted that the Japanese were
motivated principally by expansionist desires.

At the Paris Peace Conference of 1919, the

Japanese were given the rank of one of the five

Allied great powers. This was largely a result of

the strength of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance. The

Japanese made three demands at the peace confer-

ence: two were territorial in nature, involving the

Shandong settlement and the Micronesian islands;

and the third was a demand for racial equality. The

series of secret agreements that the Japanese had

signed with Britain, France, Russia, and Italy over

the Micronesian islands was a reminder of how

intimately entwined the Japanese had become in

European great power politics. Like their

European counterparts, the Japanese shared their

skepticism of Wilsonian liberalism.

INTERWAR YEARS

The Anglo-Japanese Alliance, which had been

the backbone of Japanese foreign policy since

1902, came to an end through the Washington

Conference (1921–1922). The series of treaties

leading to its abrogation in August 1923 were as

follows: the Four Power Treaty (the United States,

Britain, Japan, and France) instigated that powers

should consult each other in order to avoid con-

frontation in the Pacific; the Five-Power Treaty (the

United States, Britain, Japan, France, and Italy)

was the most important, and established the naval

ratio in the Pacific as 5:5:3:1.75:1.75, respectively,

thereby demoting Japan to the position of second-

ary naval power; and finally, the Nine-Power

Treaty, which included the five main powers plus

Belgium, the Netherlands, Portugal, and China,

promised to uphold the territorial integrity of

China. Together, these treaties established the so-

called Washington system as a new international

order in East Asia. In Japanese historiography, the

Washington system is usually used as a counter-

point to the so-called Versailles system, which was

the new international order based on the League of

Nations. Notably, the Soviet Union, which had

been the most important European Pacific power

until World War I, was not party to these treaties.

Japan’s diplomatic relations with the revolutionary

Soviet regime started in January 1925. This belied,

however, the substantial unofficial influence that

the Comintern had on the left-wing movement in

Japan (and China).
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Elsewhere during the 1920s, Japan ‘‘worked’’
side by side as an imperial power with Britain,

France, Italy, and the United States in China.
One of the noteworthy events was the May 30th

Movement in Shanghai in 1925, which began as an

anti-Japanese boycott by the Chinese workers, but
spread to become an anti-British, and more gener-

ally, anti-imperialist, movement. In spite of Japan’s
geographical advantage, Britain had an upper hand

in the China trade until Japan turned northeast

China (commonly known as Manchuria) into a
Japanese puppet state in 1931. In fact, there was

a principal difference between Japanese objectives,
and Western (both European and U.S.) objectives

in China: whereas the Japanese were keen to

expand territorially to build a contiguous land
empire, the Western powers were keen to hold onto

their economic interests in China within the frame-
work of an ‘‘informal’’ empire. The Manchurian

Incident of September 1931 was, thus, a turning

point in Japan’s expansionist policy in China, as the
Japanese began to show a clear preference for non-

cooperation with the British, French, and Americans
over the ‘‘China problem.’’ International criticism

from the Lytton Commission, which was set up

to investigate the Manchurian Incident, pushed
Japan to withdraw from the League of Nations

on 27 March 1933. With the aforementioned
Washington system now in tatters, Japan’s with-

drawal from the League was a signal to Britain,

France, and other League powers that Japan no
longer deemed cooperation with these powers as

beneficial to its national interests, and instead,
Japan turned its attention to Germany and Italy.

Significantly, some Japanese historians date the

incident as the beginning of Japan’s ‘‘Fifteen-
Year War.’’

Japanese domestic politics became increasingly

marred by military coups and a culture of violence

in the 1930s. On 25 November 1936, Japan signed

a defense agreement with Germany that was osten-

sibly an anti-Comintern pact, but in reality was a

containment policy to check Soviet advances. Apart

from a brief period after the Russian Revolution of

1917, the Soviet Union took over Imperial Russia’s

mantle as the most threatening enemy of Japan in

the ‘‘north.’’ In November 1937 Italy joined

Germany and Japan, forming the ‘‘have-not’’

nations, as opposed to the ‘‘have’’ nations led by

the United States and Britain. Japan by this time

had completely separated itself from the earlier

alliance with the ‘‘have’’ nations, and was now

forming the core of the Axis Powers.

THE ASIA-PACIFIC WAR, 1937–1945

The Japanese Army used the pretext of the Marco
Polo Bridge Incident to expand territorially in
China in July and August 1937. In September,
China made an appeal to the 18th Plenary Session
of the League of Nations to end Japanese hostili-
ties, on the basis of their contravening the Nine-
Power Treaty and the Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928).
Even Germany attempted to mediate a peace
because it considered the Japanese invasion as
going against the primary German interest of hav-
ing Japan act as a containing power against the
Soviet Union, Britain, and France in Asia. The
Germans, however, became more amenable to
Japanese policy in China in 1938 when they began
their preparations for war in Europe. Needless to
say, Japanese relations with Britain and France
deteriorated rapidly in this period as the Japanese
held Britain responsible for keeping afloat the
Chinese Nationalist regime under Chiang Kai-shek.
As a result, anti-British sentiment was very high in
Japan in 1939, with mass demonstrations in
Tokyo’s Hibiya Park.

Within the Japanese armed forces, views
divided as to which side the Japanese should ally
with. The army, which had been a traditionally pro-
German institution, strongly advocated a tripartite
agreement with Germany (and Italy), with a clause
that did not limit its possible military engagement
against the Soviet Union. On the other hand, the
navy, a stalwart pro-Anglo-American institution,
considered it suicidal to be drawn into a war against
the two strongest naval powers in the world. In this
period, the navy came under tremendous pressure
from the ultraright-wingers, with assassination
plots against the top brass, including Admiral
Isoroku Yamamoto, the architect of Pearl Harbor.
In the meantime, Japan’s Kwantung Army clashed
with Soviet forces on the border between north-
western Manchuria and Outer Mongolia in May
1939, an encounter known as the Nomonhan
Incident. The army and its pro-Axis lobby, how-
ever, had to retrench temporarily with the shocking
news of the German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact of
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23 August 1939. But this setback was short-lived,
as the pro-Axis lobby gained new ground with the
news of successive German victories in Europe in
1940, and once again there surfaced the possibility
of joining hands with Germany at this favorable
juncture, and invading the British, French, and
Dutch colonies in Southeast Asia.

The Tripartite Pact between Japan, Germany,
and Italy was signed in Berlin on 27 September
1940. The basis of the ‘‘Matsuoka diplomacy’’
(named after Foreign Minister Yōsuke Matsuoka
in the second cabinet of Prince Fumimaro
Konoe), which led to the signing of the pact, was
twofold. First, it was based on preventing U.S.
entry into the war, by applying the united threat
of the three Axis Powers. Second, it was to pro-
mote a rapprochement between Japan and the
Soviet Union with the help of Germany. As men-
tioned before, the navy had agreed to the Tripartite
Pact out of political expediency, though it
remained convinced that Japan would never be able
to win a war against the United States. In March
and April 1941, Matsuoka made a last-minute
attempt to persuade the Germans to work toward
rapprochement between Japan and the Soviet
Union. It was already too late, however, and
Germany, instead, encouraged Japan to attack
Singapore, in order to prevent America’s entry into
the war. Undeterred by the unhelpful response of
the Germans, Matsuoka stopped over in Moscow
on the way back from Germany and signed a
Soviet-Japan neutrality pact with Joseph Stalin on
13 April 1941.

Meanwhile, to prosecute its war of attrition in
China, Japan had to do two things urgently: first,
to cut off the main supply routes buttressing the
Chiang Kai-shek regime, the French route from
Indochina and the British route from Burma; sec-
ond, to secure alternative sources of raw materials
from the Dutch East Indies. In July, Japan invaded
southern Indochina. On the Pacific side, tension
was fast rising, and the United States imposed a
complete oil embargo against Japan on 1 August
1941. Japan was feeling the pinch of the so-called
ABCD encirclement (Americans, British, Chinese,
and Dutch). Within Japan, prowar sentiment
against the United States was rising daily. The final
blow to the antiwar lobby in the Japanese govern-
ment came with the Hull Note, which reiterated

the principles of U.S. foreign policy on China, and

a Japanese imperial conference ( gozen kaigi) was

held on 1 December 1941, which concluded that

Japan would go to war against the United States,

Britain, and the Netherlands on 8 December

(Japan time). The inability of the Japanese to

resolve the war in China satisfactorily eventually

pushed them to open two further fronts in the

Pacific and Southeast Asia.

Immediately after the Japanese attack on Pearl

Harbor, the Americans and the British declared war

on Japan on 8 December. The Japanese tried to

consolidate the Tripartite relationship with

Germany and Italy by signing an agreement on

11 December that prohibited any one country

from concluding a separate peace. Furthermore,

the three countries signed a military agreement on

18 January 1942. From the Japanese perspective,

however, the Axis alliance simply prevented Japan

from becoming isolated in the war, but did not

provide much practical military cooperation, as

Japanese and German interests did not necessarily

coincide.

The story of the rapid Japanese advance in

Southeast Asia and the Pacific during the one hun-

dred days after Pearl Harbor is well known. The

Japanese conquered Guam on 10 December, Wake

Island on 23 December, Hong Kong on Christmas

Day, Manila on 2 January 1942, and Singapore and

Sumatra on 15 February. On the same day as the

fall of Rangoon on 8 March, the Dutch, British,

Australian, and U.S. forces surrendered to the

Japanese in the Dutch East Indies. The fall of the

European colonies in Southeast Asia resulted in a

sudden increase in the number of prisoners of war,

whose maltreatment by their Japanese captors con-

tinues to be a source of contention in the postwar

era. The Japanese experienced a rude awakening,

however, when the American Doolittle raid suc-

cessfully penetrated Japanese airspace, and bombed

Tokyo, Nagoya, and Kobe, among other cities. As

in the case of the rapid Japanese expansion in

China, the Japanese then faced the problem of

how to defend the huge defense perimeter that

had now expanded to include East Asia, almost all

of Southeast Asia, and the Pacific. Henceforth,

Japan’s wartime actions centered on defending

and retrenching its vastly overstretched perimeter.
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World War II in Asia was a colonial war, with

the Japanese trying to expand their colonial empire,

whereas the British, French, and Dutch were fight-

ing to hold onto their colonial possessions. Not only

were these possessions important for Japanese pres-

tige, but they also secured for Japan the crucial

supply of raw materials that it desperately needed

to continue its war on now multifarious fronts.

Japanese nationalists insisted all along that the war

in Southeast Asia was a ‘‘war of liberation of

Asia from the yoke of Western colonialism.’’ The

Japanese government paid lip service to its gran-

diose and ill-conceived plan of conquering Asia

under Japanese domination through the Greater

East Asia Co-prosperity Sphere. Under the elabo-

rate facade of the Co-prosperity Sphere, Japan gave

nominal independence to Burma on 1 August

1943, and also to the Philippines. Malaya and

Indonesia were considered to be too important as

suppliers of raw materials and were kept under the

direct military occupation of the Japanese forces.

On 5 November 1943 Japan convened the Greater

East Asia Conference, at which the heads of all the

Japanese-occupied territories gathered in Tokyo.

Although the Japanese had effectively replaced

themselves as masters of the former Western colo-

nies in Southeast Asia, the Japanese ‘‘interregnum’’

nevertheless had an impact on national liberation

movements in these territories.

As early as November 1944, Stalin mentioned

to Winston Churchill that the Soviet Union could

defeat the Japanese. In fact, Stalin formally stated at

the Yalta Conference in February 1945 that the

Soviet Union would invade Japan within three

months of the German defeat. The Soviet Union

took unilateral steps to abrogate the neutrality pact

with Japan on 5 April 1945, coming into effect one

year later. On 7 May, Germany surrendered and

Soviet forces occupied Berlin. By this time, Japan

was the only Axis power holding out, and was

completely isolated in the war. The Potsdam

Declaration, issued on 26 July, called for uncondi-

tional surrender by Japan. True to his words, Stalin

declared war on Japan on 8 August 1945, two days

after the first atomic bomb was dropped on

Hiroshima. After the atomic bombing of Nagasaki

on 9 August, the Japanese decision makers despe-

rately sought to end the war, despite the indefatig-

able wish of the army to fight to the bitter end. The

Shôwa emperor (Hirohito) made the announce-
ment of unconditional surrender on 15 August
1945, notwithstanding a last-minute, desperate
coup attempt by the army to prevent the surrender
from taking effect. With defeat, the wartime
Japanese empire vanished overnight, and the colo-
nial struggle in Southeast Asia resumed under the
former European ‘‘masters’’ once they, in their
turn, had taken up again the reins of power where
the Japanese had been turned out.

See also Warfare; World War I; World War II.
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NAOKO SHIMAZU

n

JARUZELSKI, WOJCIECH (b. 1923),
Polish general and head of state.

Wojciech Witold Jaruzelski was a most unlikely
candidate for becoming the leader of the Polish
Communist Party and state. Born in a noble, land-
owning family, he was given the first name of his
grandfather, a fighter in the anti-Russian uprising
of 1863 who was deported to Siberia; his father
had volunteered to fight Bolsheviks in 1920.
Wojciech went to a private Catholic school and
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was an altar boy and a boy scout. In September
1939 his family found itself in the Soviet zone of
occupation. In June 1941 the family was deported
to Siberia, where Wojciech worked hard clearing
forest and lost his father (he visited his grave forty-
eight years later). In 1943 he joined communist-
organized Polish troops and was assigned to
officers’ school in Ryazan. He went into combat
in July 1944, and with the Second Infantry
Division he reached the Elbe River in May 1945.

The war ended, he decided to stay in the army.
An intelligent and diligent officer and a Communist
Party member since 1947, he advanced swiftly
through the ranks and in 1956 was the army’s
youngest general. The brilliance of his career led to
increasingly political positions: head of the Main
Political Authority (a body responsible for propa-
ganda and indoctrination in the armed forces) in
1960, member of the party Central Committee in
1964, chief of the General Staff in 1965 (the first
non-Soviet in this post), minister of defense in
1968, and Politburo member in 1970. This made
him politically co-responsible for the Polish army’s
participation in such actions as repression against
student rebellion and an anti-Jewish purge in
spring 1968, the invasion of Czechoslovakia (July
1968), and the bloody crushing of labor protests in
December 1970. During the latter he supported
removing W�adys�aw Gomu�ka and making Edward
Gierek the party leader, but he usually refrained
from intraparty struggles. In 1973 he was awarded
the highest general’s rank.

In 1980–1981, when a severe economic crisis
and challenge from the Solidarity movement
almost destroyed the party rule, both party leaders
and Moscow saw the army as the last solid element
of the regime. Jaruzelski became prime minister in
February 1981 and the party’s first secretary in
October, thus occupying the top positions in the
army, government, and party. He called for politi-
cal dialogue while completing preparations for
martial law, which he imposed as head of the
Military Council of National Salvation (WRON)
on the night of 13 December 1981. This massive
military and police crackdown, including the arrests
of five thousand opposition and trade union leaders
(ten thousand through December 1982) and the
brutal crushing of strikes and protests, proved
effective in the short term; the Solidarity

movement lost the battle, but it went underground
and persisted. Martial law made it possible to dras-
tically decrease real wages and stabilize the econ-
omy, but economic and political reforms that
could reinvigorate the regime did not follow.
Until the late 1980s, political repression, the
expansion of secret police, and aggressive propa-
ganda went along with repeated gestures toward
the Catholic Church, amnesty for Solidarity activ-
ists, half-hearted economic reforms (including
more opportunities for private small business),
and the restraining of party hard-liners. Jaruzelski
left the post of minister of defense in 1983 and
exchanged the post of prime minister for that of
chairman of the State Council in 1985, but he
continued to control the party and government.

When Mikhail Gorbachev gave the green light
for reforms in the Soviet bloc, Jaruzelski was the
first to take the opportunity. Increasingly aware of
Poland’s stagnation and afraid of a possible explo-
sion of unrest, he sought ways out of the drift.
Realizing that for deep economic reforms the gov-
ernment needed stronger support in Poland and in
the West (especially after a new wave of strikes in
1988), he decided upon negotiations with the
opposition, despite resistance by some hard-liners.
The round table talks of spring 1989 led in June to
the first competitive parliamentary elections since
World War II, which, by the almost complete vic-
tory of Solidarity, brought the regime to a bloodless
end and greatly contributed to similar dismantling
across central Europe. In July, under a compromise
with opposition leaders, the National Assembly
elected Jaruzelski (by a one-vote margin) as presi-
dent; in September he in turn approved the new,
Solidarity-led cabinet of Tadeusz Mazowiecki. He
did not run in the presidential elections next year
and in December 1990 was succeeded by Lech
Wa�ęsa. Jaruzelski withdrew from active politics. A
few years later a parliamentary commission investi-
gated his responsibility for the imposition of mar-
tial law. He also has faced criminal charges for the
massacre of 1970 and for destroying Politburo files
in 1989, with no consequences. He has remained
the authority for the postcommunist Left; Polish
public opinion remains strongly divided on his past
record.

See also Gierek, Edward; Gomu�ka, W�adys�aw; Poland;
Solidarity; Wa�ęsa, Lech.
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DARIUSZ STOLA

n

JASPERS, KARL (1883–1969), German
psychiatrist and philosopher.

Karl Theodor Jaspers began his academic career
as a psychiatrist, specializing in psychotherapy.
Influenced by the phenomenology of the Austrian
philosopher Edmund Husserl (1859–1938), Jaspers
soon gravitated toward philosophy, desiring as he
wrote in his Philosophical Autobiography to ‘‘develop
methods which would enable us to comprehend
man as a whole,’’ and ‘‘to order knowledge guided
by the methods through which it is gained—to learn
to know the process of knowing’’ (Schilpp, pp. 19–
20). Jaspers was eventually granted a chair in philo-
sophy at the University of Heidelberg in 1922,
where he remained until 1948.

Early in his philosophical career, Jaspers was
labeled an ‘‘existentialist.’’ Like Husserl’s student
Martin Heidegger (1889–1976), Jaspers rejected
the label, but he employed categories later adopted
by other continental existentialists such as existence
or human being and essence or pure being. Even
in his great work on psychology, Psychologie der
Weltanschauungen, the basic questions and themes
of existentialist philosophy were present: ‘‘about
the situation of man and about his ultimate situa-
tions from which there is no escape (death, suffer-
ing, chance, guilt, struggle); about time and the
multi-dimensional nature of its meaning; about the
movement of freedom in the process of creating
one’s self’’ (Schilpp, p. 29). He more systematically
worked these themes out in his Philosophy. For
Jaspers, existence was ‘‘the unreflecting experience
of our life in the world. . . . the reality which every-
thing must enter so as to be real for us.’’ Jaspers
also employed the German word Existenz, a related
category, about which he made several key points:
‘‘Existenz is not a kind of being; it is potential
being. That is to say, I am not Existenz but

possible Existenz. I do not have myself, but come
to myself.’’ Existenz and freedom are interchange-
able: ‘‘Existenz is freedom . . . a freedom not of its
own making [but] only as the gift of Transcende-
nce, knowing its donor. . . . There is no Existenz
without Transcendence.’’ (1932, p. 446)

Freedom is also the term that connects Jaspers’s
philosophy to religious thought. Especially after
1945, he sought to create a post-theist, post-
atheist religiosity, embodied in ‘‘philosophical faith.’’
Jaspers rejected authority, mysticism, and revela-
tion in traditional religious thought and practice.
Because it offers a direct and immediate ‘‘vertical’’
communication between the individual and the
deity, religion allows individuals to lose themselves
in the deity and leave the world in which they have
only the advice of their friends and the debates of
‘‘horizontal’’ communication to inform their choices;
thus, it is ultimately incompatible with freedom.
Philosophy renounces religious immediacy, con-
fronts mysticism and revelation, and asserts itself
as ethics, or a philosophy of human conduct in the
world. Jaspers proposed a ‘‘philosophical faith’’
instead, a faith without revelation, Church, or objec-
tive Transcendence. The philosopher, he claimed,
embraces freedom and lives without ‘‘religious
certitude.’’ Rather than direct communication with
a deity, Jaspers preferred ‘‘ciphers,’’ ideas by which
we try to represent to ourselves realities that cannot
be grasped by thought. Transcendent reality, to be
experienced by human beings, is manifested in
ciphers. Examples of ciphers are the personal
God, the one God, and the incarnate God. All
relate to Transcendence, but none conceptualizes
or encapsulates it (Jaspers, 1932, pp. 529, 206).

Beyond their relationship as philosophers of

existence, Jaspers and Heidegger formed a close

personal bond, which was broken only during the

Third Reich. Whereas Jaspers rejected Nazism,

and, along with his Jewish wife, became a victim

of its racial policies, Heidegger embraced it, even

becoming Nazi Rector of Freiburg University.

After the war Heidegger never accepted any person-

al moral responsibility for Nazism and its attendant

atrocities. Jaspers not only accepted personal

responsibility but also demanded that all Germans

assume guilt. With The Question of German Guilt
(1946), Jaspers sought to explain the German

catastrophe and lay the basis for national renewal.
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Although he argued that the catastrophe resulted,

in some measure, from the overall cultural crisis

affecting the entire West, he focused on German

responsibility. Jaspers objected to the superficial

talk of ‘‘collective’’ guilt and tried, instead, to

distinguish between four levels of guilt: criminal,

political, metaphysical, and moral. Although the

first three were important, the crucial level was

moral guilt. Coming to terms with it entailed

admitting that each individual was morally respon-

sible for his or her actions, ‘‘including the execution

of political and military orders.’’ Because the juris-

diction for moral guilt rested with the individual

conscience, ‘‘and in communication with my friends

and intimates who are lovingly concerned about my

soul,’’ each German had to examine his or her own

responsibility for the German catastrophe (Jaspers,

1948, pp. 28–29, 52–53, 60–61, 71, 62).

It was on the moral level that renewal had to
begin as individuals recognized their guilt, came to
terms with it, and made radical moral change.
Individual moral reversal would then lead to col-
lective transformation:

the future depends upon the responsibility of the
decisions and deeds of men and, in the last analy-
sis, of each individual among the billions of
men. . . . By his way of life, by his daily small deeds,
by his great decisions, the individual testifies to
himself as to what is possible. By this, his present
actuality, he contributes toward the future.
(Schilpp, p. 69)

With The Question of German Guilt, Jaspers

became the moral voice of postwar Germany.

However, he did not succeed in creating a national

reappraisal of the Nazi past and left Germany for

Basel, Switzerland, in 1948, feeling that he had

largely failed in his role as public intellectual. He

had even failed to convince Heidegger, his former

friend and philosophical comrade-in-arms, to assume

personal responsibility. Partly for this reason, Jaspers

played an important role in Heidegger’s dismissal

as a professor at Freiburg after the war. He tried

unsuccessfully several times thereafter to renew

dialogue with Heidegger and to convince him to

come to terms with his Nazism.

Their strained friendship was complicated still

further by their very different relationship with

Hannah Arendt (1906–1975), Heidegger’s stu-

dent and lover and Jaspers’s student. Although

Heidegger and Arendt broke off their relationship,

which remained especially strained after 1933, Arendt

and Jaspers became lifelong friends and engaged in

a vigorous exchange of letters and ideas, even after

Arendt’s emigration to the United States. In the

Correspondence, one finds not only their individual

ideas in conversation with each other but also, as

Steven Aschheim has pointed out, ‘‘their evolving

attempts to grasp, at ever-deeper levels, the nature

and consequences of Nazism and the interrelated

political metamorphoses of their thought’’ (pp.

97–98).

Between 1948, when he left Germany, and his
death in 1969, Jaspers continued to write about
German affairs, but he dedicated the remainder of
his life to working out various themes in his philo-
sophy. Jaspers’s reputation as a philosopher has
suffered neglect in the years since his death.
However, his influence is widespread even beyond
the German orbit. In addition to Arendt, those
influenced by Jaspers include Jürgen Habermas,
Hans-Georg Gadamer, the French existentialists,
Paul Ricoeur, and many others.

See also Arendt, Hannah; Existentialism; Heidegger,
Martin.
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MARK W. CLARK

n

JAZZ. The diffusion of jazz in Europe was a major
musical phenomenon of the twentieth century that
combined creativity with ‘‘Americanization’’ of the
musical culture. Jazz brought European music a
new kind of acoustical freedom. What follows briefly
develops the phases of this history at the expense of
portraits of individual artists.

Jazz, black American music with African roots,
developed at the end of the nineteenth century,
predominantly in the southern United States. Its
two principal roots were vocal—the religious spiri-
tuals and the profane blues. However, when this
music spread to Europe in the first decade of the
twentieth century, it was first exposed in orchestral
form while retaining, from its vocal origins, an
original and highly expressive instrumental per-
forming style modeled on the human voice.

Several other attributes characterize early jazz
heard in Europe after World War I. First, jazz is a
physical and sensual music. Rhythmic structure
plays a key role both in composition of the orches-
tra and in the structure of the musical pieces them-
selves. Indeed, a jazz band typically included a
tripartite rhythm section of bass, drums, and guitar
or banjo (sometimes piano), and a melodic section
of one or two cornets, trombone, clarinet, and at
times a violin. Rhythm was essential to the music,
and ‘‘swing’’ became a defining element. Second,
jazz was partly ‘‘functional,’’ and the early jazz
bands played a good deal of European dance music.
Third, jazz is a ‘‘living’’ music rather than formally
composed, an art in which performance is more
important than composition. With improvisations,
solos, and variations, the role of interpretation is
paramount. Finally, jazz was also a music of black
people. Race prejudice in Europe was much differ-
ent from that found in the United States. Coming
to popularity during the era of European

colonialism, jazz acquired special status as a
‘‘roots’’ music and enjoyed the appeal of
authenticity.

Jazz became popular in Europe in several phases.
The first black musicians in Europe were American
soldiers during World War I, most memorably
those with the 369th Regiment known as the
Harlem Hellfighters, and with the 350th Artillery
Corps, called the Seventy Black Devils. In February
and March 1918, the Hellfighters toured for six
weeks, visiting some twenty-five French cities,
though not exclusively playing jazz. Other groups
about the same time, predominantly composed
of white musicians, performed in London and
Paris. In 1919 in London, the Swiss orchestral con-
ductor Ernest Ansermet (1883–1969) heard the Will
Marion Cook band with Sidney Bechet (1897–
1959) and upon returning to the Continent praised
their performance in the review Revue romande.

In the 1920s jazz was in vogue in Europe. In
1925 the musical review, La revue nègre, was a
huge and scandalous success. European dance
orchestras began including drums, banjos, and sax-
ophones. Jazz triumphed at the music hall and
significantly influenced classical musicians. A mar-
ket developed for records from the United States.

Enthusiasm for jazz continued to spread in the
1930s. Some of the American jazz stars toured in
Europe, including Louis Armstrong in 1932 and
Duke Ellington in 1933. In 1932 a small group of
enthusiasts in Paris formed the Hot Club of France
(HCF), led by Hugues Panassié, whose mission it
became to educate the public about jazz.
Beginning in 1933, the HCF organized concerts
and the next year started to issue recordings, orga-
nizing the record company Swing in 1937. It
published a review, Jazz Hot, beginning in 1935.
The quintet of the Hot Club of France with
Stéphane Grappelli and Django Reinhardt was the
first European group genuinely able to compete
with American groups. Others would follow.

In Britain as well, an indigenous brand of
jazz appeared in the 1930s. Musicians with a back-
ground in brass fanfare, such as Tommy McQuater
and George Chisholm, began to play jazz, and
some went on to record in New York—Spike
Hughes, in 1933 with the Benny Carter Orchestra,
is a good example. Although Germany prohibited
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jazz after Adolf Hitler came to power in 1933, jazz
spread to Sweden, Denmark, and the Netherlands.
During War World II, jazz benefited from overseas
appeal as a symbol of liberty. After the war, jazz was
welcomed on European radio stations, such as the
Jazz Club on the BBC, and could be heard on
stage in prestigious theater venues, such as the
Salle Pleyel. Bebop, which became highly popular
in the United States, also won passionate fans in
Europe. Jazz in its various styles in the 1950s became
part of the new style of sociability at that time, sym-
bolic of the postwar recovery of musical freedom.

In the 1960s jazz musicians began reorient-
ing their work toward investigations of sound and
rhythm, questioning the nature of composed music.
Free jazz, rock jazz, jazz fusion, and neobop helped
broaden the audience and led to diversification of
styles. Finally, beginning in the 1970s, jazz won insti-
tutional legitimacy. European festivals became an
important showcase for musicians. In France, in parti-
cular, conservatories began to teach jazz, and the

Orchestre National de Jazz was formed, a durable unit
of about twenty musicians with a distinctive sound.
One should also mention the Académie de Jazz,
founded in 1955, which dispenses prizes and awards.

Since the 1930s jazz has exercised tremendous
influence on entertainment generally and has
become an integral part of the artistic landscape in
the broad sense of the term. By the end of the
twentieth century, jazz had become world music.

See also Americanization; Baker, Josephine; Popular
Culture.
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SOPHIE A. LETERRIER

n

JEDWABNE. Jedwabne, or Yedwabne, is situ-
ated in the Mazowsze region of Poland, twenty
kilometers northeast of the city of �omża. When
it received its town charter in 1736, Jedwabne had
already been settled for at least three hundred
years. Jews had come to Jedwabne from Tykocin
and were initially subject to the Tykocin Jewish
communal authority. In 1770, when a beautiful
wooden synagogue was built in Jedwabne, 387
Jews lived there, out of a total population of 450.
In 1913 the synagogue burned down, and in 1916
most of the town was consumed by fire. At the end
of World War I, as a result of devastation and the
Russian Jewish resettlement policy, the town’s
population shrank to about 700. The 1931 census
figures from Jedwabne (which had a total popula-
tion of 2,167) do not make it possible to calculate
accurately how many Jews lived there on the eve of
the Second World War. Low estimates put the
number at about 1,000, but according to Jewish
sources close to 1,500 Jews resided in Jedwabne at
the time. On the eve of World War II, the town’s
total population reached its all-time peak, approx-
imating 3,000.

Jedwabne Jews made a modest living in the
interwar period as craftsmen and merchants and
the town was known for its shoemakers. The last
rabbi of Jedwabne, Avigdor Bialostocki, was well
respected by Jews and non-Jews alike. Even though
the �omża area and the local clergy were overwhel-
mingly sympathetic to the right-wing National
Democratic Party and aggressively anti-Semitic,
anti-Jewish episodes in Jedwabne were limited to
the usual boycotts of Jewish businesses and the
spreading of nationalistic propaganda. No pogroms
were recorded in the interwar period.

During World War II Jedwabne was initially
under Soviet rule and lay a dozen kilometers from
the demarcation line separating the Soviet and the

German occupation zones. As a result, the town
was overrun by German troops immediately after
the Nazi attack against the Soviet Union in the
summer of 1941.

In June 1941, the first assaults occurred against
local communist sympathizers, including Jews. Soon
this entire area, known as Podlasie, was engulfed in
anti-Jewish violence, in which the local Polish popu-
lation, alongside German Einsatzgruppen (special
detachments), took part. In some two dozen villages
and small towns, Poles assaulted and killed scores of
their local Jewish neighbors.

The mass murder of the Jedwabne Jews on
10 July 1941, however, stands out for its scope
and brutality. The total number of victims is diffi-
cult to establish with exactitude. Witnesses and the
accused at the trial of twenty-two perpetrators held
in �omża in 1949 spoke of 1,500 murdered on that
day. An investigation by the Institute of National
Memory carried out in Poland in 2000–2002 con-
cluded that ‘‘at least 340’’ people were killed. All
sources are in agreement that the entire Jewish
population of Jedwabne (with the exception of
100–150 people who managed to escape), together
with scores of Jews from surrounding towns who
had sought refuge in Jedwabne over the preceding
days, were murdered. They were axed, drowned,
stoned, knifed, and finally burned to death in a
large barn—by their Polish neighbors.

A small detachment of the German gendarmerie
that was in town, and a mobile SS or Gestapo unit
that may have passed through town earlier in the day,
encouraged local Poles to proceed with the killing.
But the actual murder was carried out by the inhabi-
tants. The town’s Polish self-styled mayor and other
municipal authorities coordinated the action.

Even though the local population knew all the
details of the mass murder and, as journalists were
to find out, spoke about it freely, Polish historiog-
raphy and a monument put up in the town in
the 1980s to commemorate the event attributed
the massacre to German occupiers. Only after the
Polish publication in May 2000 of the book
Neighbors, in which the 10 July 1941 killing in
Jedwabne was reconstructed in detail, was the gen-
eral public in Poland made aware of the truth about
the murder. A few months after the publication of
Neighbors, an all-encompassing discussion erupted
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in the Polish mass media. Countless press and
magazine articles, as well as radio and television
programs, discussed the issue and its implications
for Poles’ understanding of their collective wartime
heritage. Many among the general public, as well as
intellectuals, and politicians on the liberal end of
the spectrum, recognized that a nonnegligible por-
tion of Polish society (though as a whole severely
victimized by the Nazis) was also complicitous in
the persecution of Jews during the war. The
Institute of National Memory in Warsaw con-
ducted a thorough investigation of the matter and
published a fifteen-hundred-page dossier fully doc-
umenting the circumstances of the crime.

On the sixtieth anniversary of the murder, on
10 July 2001, a new monument truthfully com-
memorating the deed was unveiled in Jedwabne.
During a solemn nationally televised ceremony, the
president of Poland, Aleksander Kwasniewski,
offered an apology before the assembled mourners,
who included numerous descendants of the
Jedwabne Jews invited by the Polish government
for the occasion from all over the world.

See also Babi Yar; Genocide; Holocaust; Poland; War
Crimes.
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JAN T. GROSS

n

JEWS. The history of the Jews in Europe since
1914 is centrally dominated by the Nazi Holocaust
of 1933 to 1945, and especially by the ‘‘Final
Solution,’’ Adolf Hitler’s attempt, between 1941
and 1945, literally to exterminate all of the Jews of
Nazi-occupied Europe. As well, the historical evo-
lution of European Jewry was shaped in major ways

by World War I and the Bolshevik Revolution in
Russia of 1917, and by the establishment of the
State of Israel in 1948 and the impact of this event
on the self-perception and identity of Jews around
the world. Many internal trends—religious, socio-
economic, and political—also figured strongly in
the transformation of the Jewish people in Europe
in this period.

A number of factors set the Jews apart from
nearly all other peoples in Europe and, indeed,
elsewhere. For nearly two millennia Jews lacked a
homeland of their own, always living as a separate
community among the nations where they lived.
Religious Jews always looked to Palestine, their
ancient homeland from which they had been driven
into worldwide exile by the Romans; from the
mid-nineteenth century, many secular and some
religious Jews favored the re-creation of a Jewish
state in Palestine, a movement known as ‘‘Zionism.’’
Nearly everywhere they lived, Jews attracted a good
deal of hostility, often expressed in violent fashion.
Anti-Semitism—hostility to Jews—was traditionally
based in religious prejudice but, from the mid-
nineteenth century, was reoriented in the form
of ethnic and racial hostility to Jews, who were
increasingly seen by anti-Semites as a malign and
hostile ethnic community in their host nation. Jews
themselves were also deeply divided. Most Jews in
eastern Europe still spoke Yiddish, a dialect of
German written in Hebrew letters, although the
Zionist movement was in the process of reviving
Hebrew (a Semitic rather than an Indo-European
language) as the ‘‘authentic’’ language of the Jews.
Millions of Jews had, through immigration,
become acculturated to their homelands, and
regarded themselves as English, French, German,
or some other nationality, and were, by 1914,
often indistinguishable from any of their fellow
citizens. Jews spanned the political spectrum,
although they were often seen as typically on the
left. In eastern Europe, many Jews practiced the
strictly Orthodox form of Judaism, although many
forms of ‘‘modern Orthodoxy’’ or non-Orthodoxy
were also practiced, especially in western Europe.

INTERWAR EASTERN AND CENTRAL

EUROPE, 1914–1939

On paper, World War I produced considerable
gains for the large Jewish populations of eastern
and central Europe. Tsarist Russia, the main
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oppressor of Jewry before 1914, was swept away
during the war, as were the multinational empires
of central Europe where considerable anti-Semitism
existed. Officially, their successor states were all
democracies, and were all committed in their con-
stitutions to granting equality for their minorities,
including the Jews. The communist ideology of the
Soviet Union attacked organized religion and the
traditional economic role of the Jews, but also out-
lawed anti-Semitism and regarded the Jews as a
distinctive nationality.

The reality proved to be quite different.
Interwar eastern and central Europe saw a continu-
ing decline in the political and economic status of
the Jews, especially after 1929, while in 1933
Germany gave supreme power to the most fanatical
and murderous anti-Semite in history.

Throughout eastern and central Europe, most
of the post-1918 successor regimes were impover-
ished and increasingly hallmarked by ultranationa-
listic hostility to their Jewish minority (and to other
ethnic minorities). The dream presented in 1918
by Wilsonian liberal idealism soon proved utterly
chimerical.

By far the largest Jewish population in interwar
Europe was found in Poland, whose Jewish popu-
lation numbered about 2.9 million in 1921,
3.1 million in 1931, and about 3.3 million in
1939. While most lived in cities, even the largest
Jewish urban centers were surprisingly small—there
were about 353,000 Jews in Warsaw, the largest
center, in 1931, and about 202,000 in Lodz, the
second largest. Many Jews continued to live in
shtetls, small Jewish towns or villages. Most Jews
were engaged in commerce as small tradespeople,
or in manufacturing, especially in the clothing
trade. There was only a tiny Jewish professional
class but a very large, often impoverished, working
class. Apart from Galicia (where many Jews spoke
German), about 90 percent of Poland’s Jews spoke
Yiddish.

Initially, the new Polish government was fairly
friendly to its Jews, but it became increasingly and
openly anti-Semitic, especially after about 1929.
Jews were almost entirely excluded from govern-
ment employment, even in the school system.
During the 1930s, a plethora of extreme right-
wing movements, many openly anti-Semitic, arose,

and there emerged an endemic problem of con-

stant anti-Semitic violence by right-wing thugs.

Jews at university lectures were often forced to sit

in so-called ghetto benches, segregated from

Gentiles. Nevertheless, face-to-face relations

between Jews and Poles were often good, and

Poland was virtually the only eastern European

country in the 1930s not to enact legislation to

reduce Jewish participation in the economy or the

professions. To Polish nationalists, the problem

was that there were simply too many Jews in

Poland, an unassimilable mass with an entirely dif-

ferent language, religion, and culture from the

Polish majority. Many Polish nationalists therefore

supported the Zionist movement, the aims of

which included the emigration of large numbers

of Jews from Poland. Only the emergence of Nazi

Germany—whose racial ideology saw Poles as

scarcely better than the Jews—as the main threat

to Polish independence in the late 1930s brought

the two groups together, on the eve of the destruc-

tion of most of Polish Jewry.

The Polish Jewish community responded to its

situation by producing a range of political parties

with radically differing ideologies, and it must be

stressed that Polish Jewry (and, indeed, world

Jewry) was extraordinarily disunified during the

interwar years and had no consensual view on its

endemic problems. There were three main ideolo-

gical groupings among interwar Polish Jewry,

whose views were totally distinctive. Probably the

largest of these groupings was the Bund, the Jewish

socialist party founded in 1897. The Bund sought

an alliance between the Jewish and Polish working

classes and was committed to Marxism, although it

opposed Soviet communism. It advocated a secu-

lar, Yiddish-based culture in Poland and strenu-

ously opposed the Zionist solution of mass

migration to Palestine. Second in size were prob-

ably the Zionists, themselves divided into many

rival factions with differing ideologies. Zionism

viewed anti-Semitism as a constant feature of

European society, caused by the ‘‘abnormal’’ social

structure of Jewry, and sought to create a ‘‘nor-

mal’’ Jewish society in Palestine, founded in a

Hebrew-based culture. The moderate mainstream

advocated the gradual growth of a viable Jewish

community there, while a right-wing faction

headed by Vladimir Jabotinsky, the Revisionists,
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sought immediate large-scale Jewish settlement and
independence. Another major faction in Zionism,
Mizrachi, sought to create a largely religiously based
society in Jewish Palestine. The third major grouping
in Polish Jewish life was Agudas Israel, the strictly
Orthodox party, which represented Poland’s tradi-
tionally Orthodox community. Socially conservative,
it (unlike Mizrachi) was also opposed to the crea-
tion of an independent Jewish state in the Holy
Land, viewing its creation by secular politicians as
sacrilegious. Polish Jewry was often said to be
divided between advocates of ‘‘hereness’’ (doikeyt)
and ‘‘thereness,’’ that is, between those wishing to
oppose anti-Semitism and poverty in Poland, and
those advocating emigration.

While not as large or ideologically fractured
as Polish Jewry, nearly all the other Jewish com-
munities of eastern and central Europe met very
similar problems. Hungary’s 450,000 Jews were
relatively assimilated and westernized, especially
in Budapest, and were often prosperous. In the

1930s their situation rapidly deteriorated, as

Admiral Miklós Horthy’s right-wing regime increas-

ingly came under Nazi influence. A series of laws

enacted in 1938 and 1939 sought to place severe

limits on the participation of Jews in managerial

positions and the professions. Many on the

Hungarian right never forgave the Jews for form-

ing so prominent a part of the Marxist regime of

Béla Kun, which had briefly come to power in

1919. Similar attempts to limit Jewish economic

power and Jews’ role in the professions during the

1930s, in the context of a Europe-wide rise in anti-

Semitism, occurred in Romania, where 750,000

Jews lived; in Lithuania, where there were

160,000 Jews; and elsewhere. In this region, per-

haps only democratic Czechoslovakia (with

350,000 Jews) was largely immune from these

trends, especially what is now the Czech Republic.

The almost universal deterioration of the condition

of Jews in interwar central and eastern Europe

was caused by traditional anti-Semitism greatly

Jews in London protest pogroms in Poland, 7 July 1919. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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enhanced by the Great Depression, which in turn
was enormously magnified by the support given
by local fascists to Nazi Germany and the apparent
success of the Hitler regime. As well, the closing of
immigration barriers, especially to the United
States from 1921 to 1924, meant that impover-
ished Jews (and Gentiles) could seldom emigrate,
greatly increasing tensions.

By 1939, virtually all of central and eastern
Europe was in the hands of fascist regimes friendly
to Nazi Germany and bitterly hostile to Jews. In
addition, between mid-1939 and the invasion of
the Soviet Union in June 1941, vast tracts of east-
ern Europe, including eastern Poland and the
Baltic states, were forcibly incorporated into the
Soviet Union as a consequence of the German-
Soviet Nonaggression Pact (1939). There, the
Jewish populations were compulsorily Stalinized,
entailing a large measure of what would now be
termed cultural genocide. Nevertheless, right-wing
anti-Semitism was also outlawed, and full employ-
ment raised living standards for the poorest Jews.
Overall, however, the highly unsatisfactory situa-
tion of eastern and central European Jewry showed
no signs of being ameliorated when the Nazi con-
quest of most of Europe brought about the mass
murder of Europe’s Jews.

JEWS IN WESTERN EUROPE, 1914–1939

The situation of Jews in the democratic states of
western Europe—Britain, France, the Netherlands,
and Belgium—was obviously better than that of
Jews elsewhere in Europe. Assimilationist trends
had been greatly enhanced by the participation of
hundreds of thousands of Jews in World War I (as
had occurred throughout Europe) and by the lack
of vast numbers of alien-seeming strictly Orthodox
Jews or Jewish revolutionaries. Britain, with
300,000 Jews, victorious in the war and with a
prosperous middle class, largely eschewed extre-
mism. The local fascist movement, the British
Union of Fascists, headed by Sir Oswald Mosley,
enjoyed only limited popular support. There was,
in fact, little overt anti-Semitism in interwar
Britain, and newsreels of Hitler’s demented rant-
ings genuinely appalled the British ‘‘establish-
ment.’’ In 1917 the British Cabinet, motivated by
philo-Semitic as well as strategic factors, issued the
Balfour Declaration, promising the creation of a

Jewish national home in Palestine, which it was in
the process of conquering from the Turks. During
the interwar period, many of the leaders of the
international Zionist movement were located in
Britain, especially Chaim Weizmann, the head of
the mainstream World Zionist Organization, who
was an academic in Manchester. Nevertheless,
many aspects of British policy toward the Jews have
been questioned by historians, especially the pro-
Arab stance the British government increasingly
assumed toward Jewish immigration to Palestine,
and the much-debated issue of whether more could
have been done to rescue Jews from the Nazis.
Anglo-Jewry was also itself deeply divided, with
many of its assimilated leaders opposing more than
a token commitment to Zionism.

France, with about 280,000 Jews, was host to a
largely assimilated community. Its most prominent
Jewish politician, Léon Blum (1872–1950), was
premier of France from 1936 to 1937 and in
1938 was head of the ‘‘Popular Front’’ socialist gov-
ernment, which introduced many social reforms.
Nevertheless, France was still deeply divided
between those who accepted the legacy of the
1789 Revolution and those who rejected it. It
had many more anti-Semites than Britain, centered
in Action Française, an extreme right-wing author-
itarian movement. The Vichy regime, which ruled as
a Nazi puppet government for four years after the
fall of France in June 1940, was marked by extreme
anti-Semitism, although most French Jews managed
to survive the Holocaust. Other western European
democracies also experienced rising anti-Semitism,
although, paradoxically, the Netherlands, which had
a long history of toleration for its Jews, saw 80
percent of its Jewish population deported and mur-
dered by the Nazis during the war, a higher percen-
tage than elsewhere in western Europe.

THE HOLOCAUST: NAZI GERMANY,

1933–1939

Hitler and his National Socialist German Workers’
Party, the Nazis, came to power in January 1933 in
coalition with other right-wing parties whose lead-
ers wrongly assumed that they could keep the
worst excesses of the Nazis under control. Within
a year or so Hitler had made himself the absolute
dictator of Germany, assuming the title of Führer
(leader) on the death of President Paul von
Hindenburg in August 1934. Hitler’s rule brought
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about an anti-Semitism as thorough and, eventually,

as murderous, as any in history. Nevertheless, it is

important to keep in mind that there was (in Karl

Schleunes’s phrase) a ‘‘twisted road to Auschwitz,’’

and that the actual genocide of the Jews did not

begin for more than eight years after the Nazis

came to power. While Germany had always had a

potent element of anti-Semitism, its Jewish com-

munity of 500,000 certainly did not feel itself living

in a nation of pervasive anti-Semitism. The consti-

tution of the Weimar Republic, which existed from

1918 until 1933, had removed all barriers to the

full participation of Jews in German life, and the

Weimar period was something of a golden age of

Jewish achievement in science and cultural life.

Hitler’s anti-Semitism, which eventually brought

about the murder of millions of Jews not merely

in Germany but throughout Europe, was also cate-

gorically more extreme than any form of anti-

Semitism in modern history. Jews figured in

Hitler’s worldview as a demonic force, a vast,

all-powerful international conspiracy everywhere

working to control the world and undermine

Germany and its ‘‘Aryans.’’ Historians simply can-

not fully explain insanity of this kind and have also

been baffled as to how a civilized nation came to

embrace a madman with a demented ideology,

resulting in millions of ordinary Germans losing

their lives in the war of conquest that Hitler

unleashed.

It is customary to point to three major turning

points in the deterioration of the Jewish position in

Nazi Germany. First, shortly after Hitler came to

power, most Jews were removed from the German

civil service and from the universities. This began

the exodus of Germany’s renowned Jewish scholars

and scientists such as Albert Einstein to the

English-speaking world, to the immense advantage

of the latter. Second, in September 1935 the

so-called Nuremberg Laws were enacted. These

defined who was legally considered to be a Jew

(broadly, anyone with two or more Jewish grand-

parents), excluded Jews from German citizenship,

and prohibited all extramarital relations between

Jews and non-Jews. The process also began of

systematically removing Jews from the German

economy and the professions. The most decisive

prewar turning point came in early November

1938 with the so-called Kristallnacht (Night of

Broken Glass). Following the shooting of a
German official in Paris by a Jewish youth, the
Nazis unleashed an orgy of anti-Semitic violence
throughout Germany, in which nearly two hun-
dred synagogues (previously untouched) were set
on fire and hundreds of Jewish shops burned and
looted. At least ninety Jews were killed and thou-
sands taken to concentration camps (that is, to
prison camps such as Dachau in Germany used by
the Nazis to hold their political opponents; these
were not the same as the wartime extermination
camps such as Auschwitz, where millions were
deliberately murdered, which were in Poland).
Germany’s Jews rightly took Kristallnacht as a sig-
nal that no future existed for them in Nazi
Germany, and tens of thousands emigrated as
quickly as they could. (Previously, emigration was
surprisingly limited.) Probably no more than
185,000 Jews (out of the 500,000 there in 1933)
remained in Germany in its 1933 boundaries by the
outbreak of the war.

Between March 1938 and the outbreak of
World War II in September 1939, Austria and the
Sudetenland (comprising a large portion of what is
now the Czech Republic) were annexed by
Germany, adding about 320,000 additional Jews
to Hitler’s anti-Semitic realm. About two-thirds of
Austrian Jewry managed to emigrate in the short
period after March 1938 and the outbreak of the
war, as well as about 26,000 Czech Jews.

THE HOLOCAUST: THE FINAL SOLUTION,

1939–1945

The period between September 1939 and the end
of 1941 saw Nazi Germany secure hegemony
throughout almost the whole of continental
Europe, ruling directly, or through puppet or allied
governments, virtually the entire continent from
the Pyrenees to the gates of Moscow. As a result,
millions of Jews fell into Hitler’s hands or lived in
regimes under his thumb, probably eight or nine
million Jews in all. This situation was quite differ-
ent from that of the 1930s, when the Nazis ruled
only in Germany and had no direct control over
Jews elsewhere. In contrast, by the end of 1941,
nearly every center of Jewish life in Europe had
become subject to the will of Hitler and the Nazis.

By May 1945, when Nazi Germany surren-
dered, at least five million Jews had died at the
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hands of the Nazis, the greatest catastrophe in
Jewish history and the defining event in European
Jewish life in modern times. The Holocaust, as it is
generally known (it is also widely known by the
term the Nazis gave it, the ‘‘Final Solution,’’ that
is, of the ‘‘Jewish question in Europe,’’ and it is
also known as the Shoah, the Hebrew term for
‘‘catastrophe’’), has become one of the best-known
events in modern history and certainly the most
infamous. Nevertheless, historians have endlessly
debated almost all aspects of the Holocaust, many
of which remain controversial and contested.

Because so much has been written on the
Holocaust, only a brief summary of its main events
will be given here. Between the start of the war and
the invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941,
most Jews in Poland were herded into sealed ghet-
tos, where tens of thousands died of disease and
malnutrition. Almost everywhere else in Europe
subject to Nazi influence, the situation of the

Jews also deteriorated still further, Jews becoming
subject to an ever-increasing flood of anti-Semitic
legislation in countries ranging from France to
Romania. At this stage, it appears that the Nazis
intended to deport all of Europe’s Jews to
Madagascar. With the invasion of the Soviet
Union in June 1941, however, the Nazis, working
through the SS and its accomplices, began a cam-
paign of the mass murder of Jews (and other
groups such as the Gypsies), initially restricting
these killings to adult males but, by late 1941,
encompassing all Jews who fell into Nazi hands in
the USSR. The mass killings of Jews, generally in
fields and pits at the edges of towns and cities, were
carried out by the SS Einsatzgruppen, generally by
machine-gunnings. The number of Jews who per-
ished at the hands of the Einsatzgruppen has been
estimated at between 600,000 and 1.3 million.
From early 1942, Hitler and the Nazis embarked
on a program of the total annihilation of Jewry in
Europe, killing Jews in vast numbers by transport-

ing them to gas chambers at six extermination

camps in Poland, of which Treblinka, Belzec, and,

above all, Auschwitz in southern Poland were the

largest and most infamous. Certainly 2.5 million or

more Jews—as well as tens of thousands of Gypsies,

Poles, Russians, and others—were murdered in

these six camps, among them an estimated

960,000 at Auschwitz. The Nazi SS, headed by

Heinrich Himmler, was chiefly responsible for car-

rying out the Holocaust. Jews perished in other

ways as well: in German concentration camps such

as Buchenwald, in slave labor camps, and in

pogroms carried out independently by regimes

allied to Nazi Germany such as in Croatia and

Romania.

As noted, many aspects of the Holocaust

remain contentious. For instance, there is no con-

sensus understanding of Hitler’s role in directing

the Holocaust, although he must certainly have

instigated it and ordered the diversion of consider-

able resources necessary to carry it out in wartime.

Nor is there an agreed understanding of when the

decision to kill literally all of Europe’s Jews was

undertaken, although a consensus has emerged

among historians writing since about 1990 that

this decision was not made until some months after

the invasion of the Soviet Union, or possibly later.

(It was previously believed that the so-called

A Jewish family in Amsterdam leave their house after

being arrested and designated for deportation to a

concentration camp in Poland, June 1943. ªBETTMANN/

CORBIS
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Wannsee Conference of January 1942, held by

senior Nazis in suburban Berlin, was crucial to this

decision, but most historians now discount its key

importance.) Jews often resisted, and, in the

Warsaw Ghetto Uprising of April to May 1943,

put up a heroic struggle. Nevertheless, terrorized

and lacking military leadership or armaments, suc-

cessful resistance proved impossible.

As a general rule, the closer one comes to the
Polish-Russian heartland of eastern European
Jewry, the more comprehensive the slaughter
became. In general the survival rate of Jews in
western Europe (apart from the Netherlands) and
the Balkans was higher. There, anti-Semitic fascist
regimes often drew the line at genocide and offered
some measure of protection to their Jews, although
only the liberation of Europe in 1944 and 1945
allowed the survival of any Jews at all. That any
Jews survived World War II in Nazi-occupied
Europe was ultimately due to the success of the
Allied armies at destroying the Nazi regime.

European Jewry was so decimated by the
Holocaust that it has arguably never recovered
and arguably never will. At the end of World War
II, large Jewish communities remained only in the
Soviet Union in areas not conquered by the Nazis;
in Romania and Bulgaria; in Budapest; and in
France and Belgium. Probably 80 to 90 percent
of Polish Jewry, the largest in Europe, perished in
the Holocaust, as well as the bulk of the Jewish
population in most other continental European
states. After 1945, European Jewry ceased to play
a leadership role in the Jewish world, which was
increasingly bifurcated between American Jewry
and the State of Israel, founded in 1948, with an
entirely new set of contexts and conflicts.

JEWS IN THE SOVIET UNION

Although much reduced in size by the granting of
independence to Poland and other states, in the
1920s the Jewish population of the Soviet Union
totaled about 2.6 million. Jews formed a dispro-
portionate component of the leadership elite of the
new Soviet regime, with figures such as Leon
Trotsky (1879–1940) considered to be powerful
and highly visible members of the new govern-
ment. The large number of Jews in the Bolshevik
government was seized upon by right-wingers and
anti-Semites as evidence of a Jewish conspiracy, and

was one of the main factors in Hitler’s ideology.
Nevertheless, the new government showed itself to
be anything but friendly to the interests of most
Jews. It vigorously persecuted Orthodox Judaism,
closed down most synagogues, confiscated Jewish
property, and suppressed Zionists and Bundists. To
be sure, the new regime also improved the situa-
tion of Jews in some ways. All forms of institution-
alized anti-Semitism, ubiquitous under the tsars,
now vanished, and many opportunities opened for
Jews for the first time. To be ‘‘Jewish’’ was legally
regarded as being a member of a distinctive nation-
ality such as ‘‘Ukrainian,’’ and some forms of
Yiddish cultural life were allowed to continue.
There was considerable growth in the Jewish popu-
lations of Moscow, Leningrad, and other large
cities as Jews took advantage of opportunities in
these locales. The negative trends in the Soviet
treatment of Jews were greatly accentuated under
the rule of Joseph Stalin (c. 1928–1953), who
emerged as the Soviet Union’s all-powerful ruler.
Under Stalin, the Jewish proportion of the Soviet
leadership elite declined sharply, although Jews
continued to be overrepresented in managerial
positions. Along with millions of others, tens of
thousands of Soviet Jews certainly perished in
Stalin’s purges. By 1941, thanks to its annexation
of large parts of eastern Europe as a result of the
German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact, the Jewish
population of the USSR had risen to over five
million.

The Holocaust and the tremendous losses suf-
fered by the Soviet army during World War II
meant that, in its post-1945 boundaries, the
Jewish population of the Soviet Union totaled
about 2.3 million in the 1950s. In the last years
of his rule, Stalin’s paranoid anti-Semitism, always
present, increased markedly, and there was severe
repression of most remaining Jewish institutions
and activists during the so-called Black Years, from
1946 to 1953. While the Soviet Union had sup-
ported the creation of the State of Israel in 1948,
Stalin turned sharply against pro-Zionist Jews, con-
sidering them disloyal. There is some evidence that
Stalin wished to deport large numbers of Jews from
Moscow and Leningrad to Siberia when he sud-
denly died in March 1953.

The years after Stalin’s death saw a softening of

the condition of Jews under Nikita Khrushchev,
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but then another worsening of their condition

under the rule of Leonid Brezhnev (1964–1982),

a period that came to be marked by open anti-

Semitism in such areas as the admission of Jews to

universities. Many Soviet Jews rediscovered their

roots and wished to emigrate to Israel or to the

West. The USSR consistently favored the Arabs in

the Middle Eastern conflict, especially after 1967,

and most Jews who expressed a wish to emigrate to

Israel lost their jobs. These ‘‘refuseniks’’ (as they

were known in the West) attracted worldwide sup-

port during the 1970s and 1980s. The fight against

Soviet anti-Semitism became a rallying point for

Western Jews, liberals, and conservatives.

Although 250,000 Soviet Jews were allowed to

emigrate in the early 1970s thanks to an agreement

made by U.S. President Richard Nixon, real relief

for Soviet Jewry had to await Mikhail Gorbachev’s

perestroika in the mid-1980s and the overthrow of

the Soviet Union in 1991. The new Russian

Federation and other successor states to the

USSR adopted liberal constitutions and permitted

unlimited emigration. In the decade or so after

1991, over one million Jews left the former Soviet

Union, making for a much-reduced Jewish pres-

ence, although those remaining were now free to

practice their religion and culture for the first time

in generations.

The course of Jewish life in the Soviet Union’s

Eastern European satellites followed much the

same course as in the USSR. The Communist

regimes that seized power at the end of World

War II often contained disproportionate numbers

of Jewish Communists, who were almost all

removed from power during the Black Years.

Some, such as Rudolf Slánský, the former secretary

general of the Czechoslovak Communist Party, were

executed for being ‘‘Zionists.’’ Most of the remain-

ing Jewish populations of countries such as Romania

fled to Israel in the years after 1948, or following

the abortive revolutions such as in Hungary in

1956. Only tiny numbers of Jews remained when a

free Jewish life became possible in the 1990s.

THE POST-1945 ERA IN EUROPE

The remnant of European Jewry that managed to
survive the Holocaust was more numerous in some
parts of Europe than in others. About 500,000

Jews survived in Romania and Bulgaria, 200,000
in Hungary, 200,000 in France, and up to 400,000 of
Poland’s 3.3 million Jews. In 1945 and 1946 many
survivors, especially Poles, streamed into displaced
persons camps in western Germany, temporarily
increasing Germany’s Jewish population to
250,000. The creation of the State of Israel altered
the Jewish problematic in a fundamental way, giv-
ing the Jews an independent national existence
they had lacked since Roman times. About
500,000 European Jews, chiefly from Poland and
the Balkans, migrated to Israel during the first few
years of its existence. Further waves followed, as
well as considerable emigration to the English-
speaking world. As a result, by 2004 Europe’s
Jewish population was only a fraction of what it
had been even during the immediate postwar stage.
The largest Jewish communities in Europe in 2004
were in France (700,000), the former states of the
USSR (500,000), Britain (350,000), and Germany
(120,000). In contrast to the general trend, con-
siderable Jewish immigration to France from North
Africa occurred during the late 1950s and early
1960s, as well as from Russia to Germany after
1990.

Knowledge of the unparalleled horrors of the
Nazi period discredited old-style racist anti-
Semitism in western Europe, and was increasingly
made illegal. The period from about 1950 until the
1970s in fact saw something of the near-universal
championing of the Jews in western Europe, which
peaked at the time of the Six-Day War between
Israel and the Arabs in 1967, when Israel’s very
existence appeared threatened.

The period since about 1970, however, has
seen the growth of a new form of hostility to the
Jews, virulent anti-Zionism that is intensely critical
of Israel’s actions toward the Palestinians and, in its
extreme form, opposed to Israel’s existence. This
anti-Zionism has been strongly associated with the
political far left, as well as with the ever-increasing
Muslim presence in Europe. It is also closely asso-
ciated with virulent anti-Americanism and was
obviously linked with it during such events as the
Iraq War launched in 2003.

On the other hand, life for individual Jews and
for Europe’s Jewish communities was not marked
by endemic anti-Semitism. In 2004 the leader of
the British Conservative Party and the premier of
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Russia were Jews, as had been a recent premier of
France and a head of the European Parliament.
Paradoxically, while in some respects Jewish life in
Europe had become freer than ever before in his-
tory, there were fewer Jews there to enjoy this free-
dom, and a pervasive sense that all was still not well.

See also Anti-Semitism; Holocaust; Israel; Minority
Rights; Nazism; Zionism.
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WILLIAM D. RUBINSTEIN

n

JOHN XXIII (1881–1963), pope from 1958
to 1963.

Pope John XXIII was born Angelo Guiseppe
Roncalli in Sotto il Monte, Bergamo, on 25
November 1881 to a large family of poor peasants.
After attending sseminaries in Bergamo (1892–
1900) and Rome (1901–1905) he graduated as a
doctor in theology. He was ordained a priest on 10
August 1904. From 1905 until 1914 he was secre-
tary to the bishop of Bergamo, Giacomo Radini
Tedeschi (1857–1914), who became his mentor
in pastoral leadership. In those years he also lec-
tured on church history in the priestly seminar of
Bergamo and did historical research on the life
of Carlo Borromeo (1538–1584), the sixteenth-
century archbishop of Milan who played a model
role in the implementation of the decrees of the
Council of Trent. During World War I Roncalli
served as a hospital orderly and as a military chap-
lain. In 1921 he went to Rome as director of the
papal missionary works in Italy. In 1925 he was
ordained a bishop and appointed (until 1952) to
the diplomatic service of the pope. First he was
apostolic visitator (later apostolic delegate) in
Bulgaria, next from 1935 until 1944 apostolic
delegate in Greece and Turkey. In 1944 he became
papal nuncio in Paris. In 1953 he was created a
cardinal and named as patriarch in Venice.

Following the death of Pius XII (r. 1939–1958),
Roncalli was elected as pope on 28 October 1958 at
the age of seventy-seven. He was expected to be a
transitory pope with a short reign. His diplomatic
experience and his moderate position within the con-
clave (he did not belong to the outspoken
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progressive or conservative wing) contributed to his
election. Most of all however he was elected because
of his contrast with the hieratic and rigid profile of his
predecessor. Being a good pastor and a cordial and
discreet personality, he was able to provide the
church leadership with a new image. It was hoped
that he would free the church from the stagnation
that had characterized the last years of the pontificate
of Pius XII, but at the same time it was generally
expected that his church policy would mostly line up
with that of Pius XII.

To some extent John XXIII met those moder-
ate expectations. He normalized and reactivated
the Curia by filling long-standing vacancies and
reinstating regular audiences with the curial func-
tionaries. Decentralization, deliberation, and shared
responsibility were features of his governing style.
By creating new cardinals (exceeding the traditional
number of seventy) he rejuvenated and internation-
alized the consistory. But he entrusted key positions
within the Curia to intimates of Pius XII. He
appointed his former chief and opponent
Domenico Tardini (1888–1961) as Secretary of
State while Alfredo Ottaviani (1890–1979) retained
his powerful position as head of the Holy Office.
Mainly due to the initiative of the latter Roman
congregation Pius XII’s decisions and directions
were reaffirmed, sometimes even strengthened: the
condemnation of the worker-priests, the excommu-
nication of communists, the warning against critical
bible exegesis and against the evolutionary vision of
Teilhard de Chardin (1881–1955). The apostolic
constitution Veterum Sapientiae of 1962 under-
scored the importance of Latin as the language of
the liturgy. The pope was a devout man, with a
traditionally oriented spirituality.

From the onset of his pontificate, however,
John XXIII showed a readiness to stress the char-
acter and goals of his pontificate. The choice of his
name marked a break with the Pius tradition: since
the fifteenth century no pope had been called John.
More than his predecessors John XXIII regarded
himself as Bishop of Rome and demonstrated this
by solemnly taking hold of the Bishop’s Church
(St. John Lateran) and making visits to Roman
hospitals and prisons. He kept a distance from the
interference of the Vatican in Italian politics. On 25
January 1959 he astonished his church and the
world with the announcement of an ambitious

threefold program for his pontificate: the conven-
ing of an ecumenical council, the organization of a
Roman synod, and the revision of canon law.

The convening of the Second Vatican Council
was the most important achievement of the pontifi-
cate of John XXIII. Its goal, as put forward by the
pope, was an aggiornamento, an adaptation of the
church to ‘‘the signs of the time.’’ After the announce-
ment, the preparation was started in the summer of
1959. John XXIII solemnly opened the Council on
11 October 1962 and watched (with reserved distance
and respect for the freedom of the Council fathers)
the progress of its first session until 8 December 1962.
The next three sessions (1963, 1964, and 1965) pro-
ceeded under the pontificate of his successor Paul VI
(r. 1963–1978). The Council was one of the most
outstanding events in the twentieth-century Catholic
Church. It provoked not only a ‘‘new Pentecost’’
within the church itself, but also furthered its
rapprochement to the other Christian churches and
its openness to the world.

John XXIII devoted his pontificate to unity
and peace. He proclaimed himself a shepherd of
his flock but also of all humankind. In 1960 he
established within the Curia the Secretariat for
Christian Unity, in order to promote good rela-
tions with the Protestant, Anglican, and Orthodox
churches. The pope contributed to the détente
between East and West by intervening at crucial
moments in the Cold War (the Berlin Crisis in
1961, the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962). He
improved relations between the Vatican and the
Soviet Union. In spring 1963 the daughter and
son-in-law of the Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev
(r. 1953–1964) were received in papal audience.
Peace, social welfare, human rights, and just treat-
ment of the developing countries were central
themes in his most important encyclicals: Mater et
Magistra (1961) and Pacem in Terris (1963). The
pope opened the way for peaceful cooperation
between Catholics and communists by making a
distinction between a heretical philosophical sys-
tem and its possible practical goals and between
error and those who err. Pacem in Terris was the
first papal encyclical directed not only to the
Catholic believers, but to ‘‘all men of good will.’’
It appeared a few weeks before the death of the
pope on 11 April 1963. The pontificate of John
XXIII left a deep impression on the Catholic
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Church. He is remembered as ‘‘the pope of the
council’’ and ‘‘the good pope.’’ He was beatified
in September 2000.

See also Catholicism; Vatican II.
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JOHN PAUL II (Karol Wojty�a; 1920–2005),
pope from 1978 to 2005.

Karol Wojty�a was born on 18 May 1920 in
Wadowice, Poland, a town near Kraków. A bright
student, he studied philosophy before attending
the underground seminary run by the archbishop
of Kraków during World War II. A worker by day,
he studied in the evenings. Ordained to the priest-
hood on 1 November 1946, he entered the
Angelicum in Rome where he received a master’s
degree in theology, then a doctorate under the
supervision of the Thomist priest Réginald
Garrigou-Lagrange. Returning to Poland in 1948,
he was active in the Kraków diocese and several
years later continued his education; the bishop
allowed him two years to prepare his aggregation
in theology, opening up the possibility of a schol-
arly life within the church. He taught at the
Catholic University of Lublin and at the Catholic

seminary in Kraków from 1954, and held the chair
of ethics at the Catholic University from 1956.

Appointed auxiliary bishop in Kraków on 4
July 1958, Wojty�a was consecrated archbishop on
13 January 1964. This appointment enabled him
to take part in the final session of the Second
Vatican Council, and in 1967 Pope Paul VI (r.
1963–1978) consecrated him cardinal. Wojty�a
made common cause with the Polish primate in
defying communist authorities. As cardinal, he also
traveled abroad, developing solid contacts within
the church.

When John Paul I died, and the college of
cardinals needed to choose a successor, Wojty�a
was not an obvious choice. He emerged on the
eighth ballot. It could be speculated that
Wojty�a’s impressive education and linguistic facil-
ity—he could speak at least eight languages—and
his natural charisma persuaded the conclave to elect
him pope on 16 October 1978. He was the first
non-Italian pontiff since Adrian VI (r. 1522–1523)
and the first Polish pope in history.

John Paul II’s first homily, in which he stated,
‘‘Do not be afraid! Open wide the doors for
Christ,’’ became emblematic of his pontificate.
Clearly influenced by two conciliary popes, John
XXIII (r. 1958–1963) and Paul VI, Wojty�a hoped
to reinforce the volunteer and philanthropic aspects
of the church as well as to make his mark with a
balanced reading of the advances in church doc-
trine emerging from the Second Vatican Council.

Redemptoris Hominis, John Paul’s programma-
tic first encyclical (published 15 March 1979),
emphasized that the church’s mission and human
dignity are based on the mystery of Christ the
redeemer. In thus proclaiming the integral notion
of the human person, John Paul II presented him-
self as a defender of human dignity. He descried
what he described as a ‘‘culture of death’’ in the
Evangelium Vitae of 25 March 1995; he con-
demned euthanasia and abortion while promoting
the value of conjugal love, inspired by the
encyclical of his predecessor, Paul VI, Humanae
Vitae (1968).

A force for unity, early in his pontificate John
Paul II confronted the deep challenge of liberation
theology. He denounced reinterpretation of scrip-
ture that cast Jesus as a political revolutionary, and
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remained on guard against any such perspective,
which he believed had the potential for creating
divisions among Latin American Catholics.

Viewing himself as a pope of peace, John Paul
II developed the Vatican’s diplomatic initiatives
and charitable activities. He spoke out ‘‘to defend
human rights, in particular religious freedom,’’
which he advocated as a universal human need.
He spoke in defense of victims and refugees, and
offered a reminder that principles of justice and
equality must be the bases of international law
and its application.

As the first pope from inside the Iron Curtain,

John Paul was actively hostile to communism.

Already engaged in political struggles against the

Polish communist regime as priest and prelate, his

activism only increased as pontiff. He supported

Solidarity, the Polish independent labor union,

and was a friend to the anticommunist movement

in the Soviet Union until its collapse and the fall of

the Berlin Wall in 1989.

John Paul II was also a bridge-builder of sorts.

He organized the first World Day of Prayer for

Peace at Assisi, Italy, on 27 October 1986 and a

second one on 24 January 2002, shortly after the

terrorist attacks on the United States on 11

September 2001. Bringing together leaders of the

major Christian and non-Christian religions, he

promoted nonviolence and urged ‘‘a courageous

choice of love, a choice that, implies effective pro-

tection of human rights and a firm commitment for

justice and harmonious development.’’ John Paul

II thus became closely associated with ecumenical-

ism and interfaith dialogue. While working on a

rapprochement with the Anglican and Orthodox

churches, he also strengthened relations between

the Catholic Church and non-Christian religions,

particularly Judaism.

Pope John Paul II talks to reporters on a plane returning from a visit to the Philippines and Japan,

26 February 1981. ªHENRI BUREAU/CORBIS SYGMA
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Less than a year after his election, the pope
traveled to the former concentration camp of
Auschwitz-Birkenau in Poland. This was a clear
indication of the sovereign pontiff ’s interest in
reaching out to the Jewish people. It was followed
in April 1986 by John Paul II’s visit to the
Synagogue of Rome—the first official papal visit

to a synagogue ever. These two occasions symbol-
ized the Catholic Church’s efforts to enhance its
understanding of the Shoah and to express its love
and respect for the Jewish people. They are harbin-

gers of two later statements from the Vatican. The
first, ‘‘We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah’’
(1998), acknowledged the historical participation
of Christians in the genocide and therefore called
on each Christian to reflect on the significance of

the Holocaust. The second, ‘‘The Jewish People
and Their Sacred Scriptures in the Christian
Bible’’ (2001), proposed a way of reading the
Bible that, though Christian, implied no trace of
contempt for the Jewish people. Taken together,

these acts and texts depict a Catholic Church pre-
pared to revise its relationship to the Jews in a way
that includes esteem and dialogue.

John Paul traveled widely, and his various pil-
grimages highlighted all the themes of his pontif-
icate; he was above all evangelistic. He launched a
‘‘return to yourself ’’ campaign in 1982 encour-
aging Europeans to recover their faith, to ‘‘dis-
cover their origins, revive their roots’’ and in 1985
inaugurated World Youth Day. His greatest effort
to reach out to other faiths came in the Holy Land
during the jubilee pilgrimage in 2000. In the
Middle East, riven with conflict, he took consider-
able personal risks to meet with religious leaders
from all corners of the earth, delivering his mes-
sage of peace and hope, the leitmotiv of his
pontificate.

Whether John Paul II should be considered a
modern or conservative pope depends on where in
the world the question is asked. The exceptional
length of his pontificate—almost twenty-seven
years—and the multiplicity of the issues he
addressed during that time certainly make any sim-
ple answer impossible. In a world he viewed as
contaminated by ethical relativism, John Paul II
above all wanted to reassert clear principles, the
signature of life and human dignity. He spoke out
for a universal church clear about its beliefs and its

message. He symbolized the rejection of commun-
ism in Eastern Europe, which led to the end of the
Cold War and to the Soviet system itself. (It is
possible the Soviet secret services were behind a
failed assassination attempt in 1981.) He was a
statesman, but much more than that. He embodied
the church at a moment when it returned to older
values but reconfigured them in new forms.
Whether John Paul II was indeed the conscience
of humanity in an era of alienation and conflict,
only time will tell.

See also Catholicism; Poland; Solidarity.
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OLIVIER ROTA

n

JOYCE, JAMES (1882–1941), Irish writer.

James Joyce was born in Dublin, Ireland, the
first son of John Stanislaus Joyce. His father, hav-
ing helped the Liberals to victory in the general
elections of 1880, had been rewarded with the post
of collector of rates, or taxes, for Dublin, earning
the substantial salary of £500 per year. When the
post was given to someone else in 1892, he was
pensioned off with £132 per year, a sum further
reduced in subsequent years. From birth to age
ten, Joyce grew up in a comfortable middle-class
environment; thereafter he lived in a world of sham
gentility and genuine poverty, as his father’s shrink-
ing pension, improvidence, and alcoholism made
life increasingly unstable for a family that now
included ten children.
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EDUCATION AND EARLY CAREER

After attending Clongowes Wood College (a distin-
guished Jesuit establishment) and Belvedere College
(another Jesuit school), Joyce went to University
College, a Catholic institution struggling for distinc-
tion. An admirer of the Norwegian dramatist Henrik
Ibsen (1828–1906), Joyce was already writing
poems, essays, and impressionistic sketches. After
graduating, he went to Paris briefly to study medicine
(1902), then returned to Dublin (1903). On 10 June
1904 he met Nora Barnacle, a young woman from
Galway. They were still unmarried when the two left
Ireland to move to the Continent (their marriage
would take place only much later, in 1931). Their
new home was Trieste, a city that, although part of
the Austro-Hungarian Empire, was populated largely
by Italians. Teaching English at the local Berlitz
school, Joyce would reside there until 1915.

Almost immediately he began writing the short
stories that would make up Dubliners, a milestone
in short prose fiction. Its intensely accurate appre-
hension of the detail of Dublin life was brilliant and
brutal, and Joyce also developed numerous devices

for interweaving the stories to make them more

than the sum of their parts. In 1907 he completed

‘‘The Dead,’’ the last and longest of the stories.

The book was accepted for publication by Grant

Richards but was soon engulfed in interminable

delays as first publishers and then printers demanded

that Joyce delete or alter words, phrases, and proper

names to accord with conventional decorum. While

still engaged in protracted negotiations over

Dubliners, Joyce began work on what would

become his first novel, A Portrait of the Artist As a
Young Man, a work that was far advanced by 1913,

when Dubliners had still not appeared in print. A
Portrait uses a highly developed symbolism to give

ordinary incidents new resonance, layering associa-

tions around a scene or incident to make them

evoke much deeper meanings, so that an ordinary

pool of water, say, becomes suggestive of baptism.

Joyce’s life changed irrevocably in late 1913,

when he received a letter from the American poet,

critic, and editor Ezra Pound (1885–1972), who

had asked William Butler Yeats (1865–1939) to

name younger writers who might have new materi-

als to contribute to an anthology. Joyce sent him

Dubliners and the first chapter of Portrait. As

Joyce’s great biographer Richard Ellmann wrote,

‘‘In Ezra Pound, as eager to discover as Joyce was

to be discovered, the writings of Joyce found their

missionary.’’

Pound arranged for serial publication of

Portrait in the Egoist, a monthly journal devoted

to the philosophical tenets of ‘‘egoism,’’ a school of

radical individualism derived from the writings of

the German philosopher Max Stirner (1806–

1856). The journal had some two hundred sub-

scribers and was supported chiefly by subsidies

from Harriet Shaw Weaver, an Englishwoman

who had a deep sense of her duty to contribute to

bettering the world. In 1915, after considerable

prodding by Pound, Dubliners was at last pub-

lished. In 1917 A Portrait of the Artist was issued

by the Egoist Press, the book-publishing wing of

Harriet Weaver’s enterprise. By then Joyce was

already at work on Ulysses—recognized today as

one of the greatest novels of the twentieth cen-

tury—and living in Zurich, where he had moved

with his family a year after the outbreak of World

War I.

James Joyce c. 1938. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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ULYSSES: EXPERIMENTATION AND

CONTROVERSY

Though he was paid for each installment of Ulysses,
the sums were too little to make ends meet, and in
1916 Harriet Shaw Weaver began to act as Joyce’s
patron, sending him small but essential sums ever
more frequently. Joyce never found the money to
be enough, but it freed him to work with extra-
ordinary energy on Ulysses. He had decided that
each chapter would be written in a different style,
but with episode 7, ‘‘Aeolus,’’ this ambition
became even more pronounced. Joyce was clearly
fascinated by the idea of having an audience (he
probably did not know just how small it was), and
he was determined to dazzle. Each episode now
became the occasion for a bravura performance,
and Joyce became ever more determined to startle
and provoke. The book, in effect, was becoming
three books: a work of hyperbolic realism that
minutely recounted the doings and thoughts of
Leopold Bloom in the course of a single day in
1904; a work of richly textured symbolism, in
which incidents in Bloom’s day ‘‘correspond’’
with incidents recounted in Homer’s Odyssey, or
significant details became endowed with immense
resonance; and a work that was increasingly preoc-
cupied with the workings of language, chains of
displacements, repetitions, and substitutions that
go into fictional worldmaking. From the tenth to
the eighteenth episodes, Joyce carried his experi-
ments further and further, creating radically dispa-
rate styles and inventing new narrative conventions,
or even departing entirely from storytelling in any
ordinary sense.

In 1919 the Egoist ceased publication, but
Ulysses continued to enjoy serial publication in the
Little Review, an American journal with which

Pound had also been involved. In early 1920
Joyce, now with two children (Lucia and Giorgio),
moved to Paris, largely at Pound’s urging, and he
now contemplated the final episodes of his epic
work. But because the Little Review was charged in

October that year with publishing obscenity when
it issued episode 13, ‘‘Nausicaa,’’ the prospects for
book publication grew clouded both in the
United States and Britain. The Little Review edi-
tors were convicted in February 1921 and agreed

not to publish further episodes of Ulysses. Two
months later, Sylvia Beach, an American who
owned an English-language bookshop in Paris,

offered to take on the novel, promising to publish
it as a limited and deluxe edition to be issued in
one thousand copies.

Joyce, meanwhile, worked frantically on the
book’s final episodes, simultaneously writing these
while he also revised all the earlier ones as they

went through proof, a process that enabled him
to layer in ever more detailed and subtle connec-
tions throughout the entire work. It has been esti-
mated that as much as one third of Ulysses was
written in the margins of the proofs. He completed

the last writing on 30 October 1921, though
proofs for the later episodes were still coming in
and being revised as late as December. Finally, on 2
February 1922, the first copies of Ulysses arrived in
Paris. Within eighteen weeks the edition was sold

out, and in September 1922 copies that had ori-
ginally sold at £3 3s (or $15), were selling in
London and New York for as much as £40 (or
$200). Beach published a second edition the next
year and another each year until 1935, when a

celebrated court ruling in the United States
declared the book not indecent and hence publish-
able. Random House, under the guidance of
Bennett Cerf, became the U.S. publisher of Ulysses.

Weaver, meanwhile, had settled £23,000 on
Joyce, a sum that meant his annual income from
it was £1,050 per year, then a sizable figure. Joyce
now adopted the lifestyle of a middle-class family
man, shunning the doings of expatriate and bohe-
mian Paris and restricting himself to a small circle
of admirers and collaborators. Meanwhile, he
turned his attention to Finnegans Wake, a project
that would consume the next seventeen years of his
life. Published under the title Work in Progress in
avant-garde journals such as Transition, which was
edited by Eugene Jolas, the book became an unprec-
edented construction of a new language, one dis-
cernibly grounded in English but incorporating
and punning on words from as many as seventeen
other languages. Even when it was still incomplete
and known only through the portions published
serially, the work prompted extensive debate about
Joyce’s aims and procedures. Some charged that
Joyce was becoming too obscure and losing all con-
tact with reality and ordinary storytelling; others
thought that he was charting the future of experi-
mental writing. Even today there is sharp disagree-
ment about the nature of Finnegans Wake: for some
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its obscurity conceals a hidden narrative or even a
systematic mythology; for others its insistent pun-
ning entails forms of play inimical to the very ideas
of character, plot, and story.

With the outbreak of World War II, Joyce and
his family fled first to southern France, then to
Zurich, where he had written so much of Ulysses.
When he died a few months later in early 1941, all
of Weaver’s money had disappeared. Joyce had con-
sumed not just the income but also the principal.

See also Beach, Sylvia; Ireland; Pound, Ezra.
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JOYCE, WILLIAM (LORD HAW-
HAW) (1906–1946), Nazi radio propagandist.

Known as ‘‘Lord Haw-Haw,’’ William Joyce
was the last man to be hanged for high treason in
Britain, on 3 January 1946. His offense had been
that he had given ‘‘aid and comfort to the King’s
enemies,’’ and had assisted Germany ‘‘in her war
against our country and our King.’’

Joyce had been a broadcaster for the Third
Reich, and his radio commentaries had been dis-
concertingly successful: at one point, he attracted
some sixteen million listeners in Britain and
Ireland. His radio call signal ‘‘Germany Calling!’’
was used by stage comics to elicit hilarious laughter
and instant recognition: for, although Joyce’s pro-
paganda broadcasts were odiously pro-Nazi, they
nevertheless touched the British sense of humor.

Joyce’s trial, in 1945, was a media sensation.
The outcome was controversial, for William Joyce
was not, technically, British. He had been born in
America—the son of a naturalized American—and
had grown up in Ireland. He had, in 1933, made
an application for a British passport, in which he
had mendaciously claimed to have been born in the
United Kingdom. By this act, claimed the prose-
cuting attorney Sir Hartley Shawcross, Joyce had
wrapped himself in the Union Jack: his value to the
Reich was as a supposed Britisher.

Joyce was a difficult and aggressive individual,
who grew up in Galway—his family origins were a
troubled mixture of Irish and English—during the
revolutionary early years of the twentieth century.
From an early age he witnessed political street vio-
lence. He was a clever, precocious but rebellious
boy, who was expelled from his Jesuit school,
St. Ignatius College. He attached himself to the
notorious Black and Tans and narrowly escaped
being liquidated by the local branch of the Irish
Republican Army. Aged fifteen, he fled to England
where he enlisted in the Worcester Regiment, but
was soon discharged for lying about his age. He
attended Battersea Polytechnic to study medicine,
but was also ejected from there for behavior
problems.

At seventeen, he received a serious gash across
his cheek after an encounter with a political oppo-
nent at an election meeting. The scar remained
livid throughout his life and the significance of
the wound went deep: he claimed that a ‘‘Jewish
communist’’ had tried to kill him, and this theme
became part of a lifelong and pathological anti-
Semitism.

Subsequently, he attended Birkbeck College,
London, where he gained a first class honors
degree in English literature, and began to manifest
a certain academic brilliance. He was a gifted phil-
ologist, a fine scholar in Anglo-Saxon and Old
Norse. Politically, he was involved with the
Chelsea Conservative Party.

Joyce was studying for a Ph.D. when he was
smitten by Sir Oswald Mosley, leader of the British
Union of Fascists. From 1933 until 1937, Joyce
was a star speaker for Mosley; but in 1937, after the
British Fascists began to lose ground, he was dis-
charged from the organization, with whom he had
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a paid job. He and John Beckett formed their own
group, the National Socialist League, but it failed
hopelessly.

Increasingly, Joyce was living a hand-to-mouth
existence as a private tutor, when, in 1939, he
decided to live in Germany. He and his second
wife, Margaret, took the boat to Ostend on 26
August 1939. He had probably been tipped off by
the MI5 spymaster Charles Maxwell Knight that he
would shortly be interned.

Through a series of flukes, Joyce was intro-
duced to the Reich’s propaganda broadcasting
organization and in October 1939 found himself
before a microphone. ‘‘Lord Haw-Haw’’ was born.
The nickname came from a radio critic who
described a broadcaster who ‘‘speaks English of
the haw-haw, damn-it-get-out-of-my-way variety.’’
Various broadcasters contributed to the Haw-Haw
character, including Norman Baillie-Stewart, Wolf
Mittler, and Eduard Dietze, but finally it was Joyce
who took the role, with a particularly memorable
rasping tone.

His broadcasts could be threatening, scoffing,
sneering, comical, satirical, impertinent, and occa-
sionally radical—he always criticized ‘‘the swells’’
and upheld ‘‘the workers.’’ Josef Goebbels, the
Nazi propaganda chief, issued the orders, but
Joyce wrote the words. As he had an unrivaled
topographical knowledge of Britain—and Ireland—
he was able to mention specific places knowledge-
ably, and this developed into a myth of occult
dimensions. It was believed that Lord Haw-Haw
had said that one town would be bombed, another
spared. There are still many anecdotes about Haw-
Haw’s prognostications, most unverifiable.

Joyce always feared the entry of the United
States into the war, and after 1942, his star began
to wane. His radio audience figures went as low as
one and a half million. But he had made his com-
mitment to Germany—he even became a German
citizen—and he stuck with it. He and Margaret
were captured in May 1945, near Flensburg in
Schleswig-Holstein. He had been given the identity
of ‘‘William Hansen,’’ but when he spoke to two
British soldiers, his voice instantly identified him.

In London, Parliament hurriedly revived a sta-
tute of 1351 to ensure that he could be charged
with treason. The trial began in the Old Bailey on

17 September 1945 and was over in three days. An
appeal followed on 30 October but failed, as did a
final appeal to the House of Lords.

In prison, Joyce wrote many letters to Margaret,
full of complex language and ironic puns. He was
unrepentant about National Socialism.

The legend of Lord Haw-Haw lives on as a
half-demonic, but half-comical character whose
nickname crops up with British—and Irish—mem-
ories of World War II. Joyce’s name has also
endured as a byword for enemy propaganda, and
during Britain’s involvement in Iraq, there were
many allusions to individuals who might prove to
be ‘‘the Lord Haw-Haw of our time’’ (if they were
to broadcast for Saddam Hussein or Osama bin
Laden).

And among lawyers, there is a continuing for-
ensic interest in Joyce’s trial: contemporary legal
opinion tends to the view that it was, technically,
an erroneous verdict. But a view also prevails that it
was, within the context of the time, morally
justifiable.

Joyce had been married twice, first to Hazel
Kathleen Barr, by whom he had two daughters,
and then to Margaret Cairns White. His eldest
daughter, Heather, remained attached to his mem-
ory while deploring his politics: in 1976 she had his
remains transported to Bohermore Cemetery in
Galway, where they were reburied near to the
Atlantic Ocean where he had played as a boy.

See also British Union of Fascists; Collaboration; World
War II.
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JUAN CARLOS I (b. 1938), king of Spain
since 1975.

Juan Carlos I succeeded the deceased dictator,
Francisco Franco, as Spain’s head of state in 1975.
He is the grandson of King Alfonso XIII, who went
into exile in Rome when the Second Republic was
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proclaimed in April 1931. Juan Carlos was born in
Rome on 5 January 1938.

THE SUCCESSION ISSUE

Juan Carlos’s father was Don Juan de Borbón, who
although not the eldest child of the exiled king,
became the legitimate heir to the throne. When
civil war broke out in Spain in 1936, the monar-
chists supported the military rebellion against the
republic, and Don Juan tried to join the rebel
army. Franco, the emerging leader of the rebels,
cunningly prevented this. Victory in the war con-
solidated Franco’s political preeminence in the
New State, while the monarchists became depen-
dent on the dictator’s will. As World War II
loomed, Don Juan’s family moved to Switzerland.
From there, coinciding with the Allied defeat of the
Axis Powers in 1945, he issued a manifesto
requesting Franco’s resignation and the restoration
of both the monarchy and democracy in Spain.
Because the Francoist regime did not collapse, the
result of this manifesto was to expose Don Juan as a
‘‘liberal’’ thus making him an unacceptable choice
for the restoration of the monarchy in Spain. In
1947 Franco made himself regent for life with the
right to designate his successor. Don Juan was
forced to reach an agreement with the dictator in
1947 and the following year sent his son Juan
Carlos to Spain to study and, it was understood,
to be prepared to succeed Franco. This arrange-
ment created a contradiction between the continu-
ity of the dynastic line in the person of Don Juan
and the future of the monarchy in the person of his
son. This situation created numerous tensions
among the royal family, the monarchist sectors of
society, and even the hard-core Francoists. The
issue was not fully resolved until 1977, when Don
Juan ceded all his dynastic rights to his son.

RELATIONSHIP WITH FRANCO

Franco supervised Juan Carlos’s education, and the
personal relationship between them was always
good, albeit not exempt from moments of tension.
Juan Carlos studied in the three military academies
and took courses in the humanities, law, politics,
and economics. The dictator’s plan was to make him
both a competent and politically reliable successor.
In 1969 Franco made him his official successor but
gave him the title of ‘‘Prince of Spain’’ instead of
‘‘Prince of Asturias,’’ the traditional title of the

Spanish crown prince. Previously, in 1962, Juan
Carlos had married Princess Sofia, daughter of
Paul I, king of Greece. Juan Carlos and Sofia had
two daughters, Elena (1963) and Cristina (1965),
and a son, the future Crown Prince Felipe (1968).
In political terms, Sophia was an excellent choice
because she consistently proved to be a highly
intelligent, skillful, and cultured partner, with a
strong sense of duty.

In spite of the couple’s credentials, as the dic-
tator’s health deteriorated rapidly in the early
1970s, many hard-core members of the regime still
hoped that Franco would eventually reverse the
designation of Juan Carlos as successor. Several
other candidates from the different branches of
the royal family were positioning themselves for
this eventuality. Franco, however, stood firm in
his decision. On 22 November 1975, two days
after Franco’s death, the Cortes, the dictatorship’s
rubber-stamp parliament, proclaimed Juan Carlos I,
king of Spain.

PRESIDING OVER REFORMS AND

TRANSITION TO DEMOCRACY

The new king’s political plans were unknown, and
many people, democrats and Francoists alike, dis-
trusted him. His first signals were mixed. He
declared his desire to be the ‘‘king of all the
Spaniards,’’ but he almost simultaneously con-
firmed Carlos Arias, Franco’s last prime minister,
in his post. Arias was no democrat, having had a
prominent role in the extremely harsh political
repression that took place in the country after the
war. Consequently, political reform was stagnant,
and Juan Carlos seemed bound to fail, with many
predicting the king would not remain on the
throne for long.

In July 1976, however, he surprised almost
everybody by replacing Arias with the young
Adolfo Suárez. This appointment was ill received
by most democrats because Suárez until then had
impeccable Francoist credentials and strong links to
the dictatorship’s single party (the Falange) and to
the Catholic Right (Opus Dei). Working closely
with Suárez and other lesser-known advisors,
King Juan Carlos in the next months was able to
dismantle the main obstacles to reform. In
November 1976 Suárez used his knowledge of
the inner workings of the system to cajole the
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Cortes to pass a Law of Political Reform, which
effected the dissolution of the very same Cortes
and the legalizing of political parties. In early 1977
the king used his position as supreme commander of
the armed forces to clamp down on growing mili-
tary opposition to these reforms. The legalization of
the Communist Party on Easter was a high point of

tension. Eventually, in June 1977, the first fully
democratic elections in Spain since 1936 took place.
Suárez’s own newly created, centrist party won, with
the Socialists coming in a strong second. Both the
far right and the far left were soundly defeated.

Political reform came at a time when other
problems were mounting, such as increasing terror-

ist activity, mostly by the ETA (a Basque organiza-
tion), economic decline, growing unemployment,
and questioning of the national unity. The late
1970s were a period of tension, with frequent
rumors of an impending military coup. Exhausted
and probably with the intention of avoiding a coup,
Suárez resigned in January 1981. On 23 February,

during the debate to replace him, police units
stormed parliament. This was the sign for unleash-
ing the feared coup. In those crucial hours, with
both parliament and government in the hands of
the insurgents, the role of the king became crucial.
His personal calls to the commanders of the major
military units ensured that almost all of them

abstained from participating in the coup. Juan
Carlos appeared on television in the early hours of
the next morning reassuring the population that he
had the situation under control and that democracy
was not at risk. These interventions not only
doomed the coup but also radically transformed the

public image of the king and the monarchy: both the
person and the institution imposed by Franco were
now seen as the main guarantors of the recently
regained freedoms of ordinary Spaniards. By defend-
ing democracy in those crucial hours, Juan Carlos
gained a political legitimacy and popular support that
had been questioned until then. This phenomenon

has been called ‘‘Juancarlism.’’ Juan Carlos’s
popularity has remained consistently high ever since.

See also Franco, Francisco; Spain.
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ANTONIO CAZORLA-SANCHEZ

n

JULY 20TH PLOT. The plot to assassinate
Adolf Hitler on 20 July 1944 was an attempt to
overthrow his Nazi regime and end World War II.
‘‘Operation Valkyrie’’ was a plot to take power
once the news of Hitler’s assassination was con-
firmed. The bomb meant to kill Hitler was placed
in his military headquarters in Rastenberg in East
Prussia by a staff officer, Colonel Claus von
Stauffenberg. It went off, but its force was muffled
by a heavy wooden desk, which saved the Führer’s
life. Communications from Hitler’s headquarters
were not severed, and though Stauffenberg made
it back to Berlin and tried to rally support, his
efforts were doomed from the start. He and the
other ringleaders of the plot were quickly caught
and shot in the German Ministry of War.
Thereafter hundreds of their associates were
arrested; most were tortured or executed. For his
own enjoyment, Hitler ordered films to be made of
their slow deaths by strangulation with piano wire.

This one failed attempt on Hitler’s life symbo-
lized the elite character of this part of the German
resistance. Most of the plotters were conservative
men from prominent families. Many had religious
origins and convictions, and they saw it as their
mission not only to get rid of Hitler as an abomi-
nation but also to save some vestiges of honor for
the German people as a whole. Carl-Friedrich
Goerdeler was a conservative mayor of Leipzig,
who resigned in protest over the Nazi decision in
1937 to remove a statue of the Jewish composer
Felix Mendelssohn from the town square. Alfred
Delp was a Jesuit priest. Count Helmuth James von
Moltke, whose family included two German chiefs
of staff, and Count Peter Yorck von Wartenburg
organized a series of meetings in von Moltke’s east
German estate at Kreisau, in which like-minded
men and women imagined a future Germany after
the demise of the Nazi regime. One of the Kreisau
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circle was Adam von Trott, a lawyer and former
Rhodes scholar, who used his international con-
tacts to try to garner Allied support for the
German resistance. Lutheran minister Dietrich
Bonhoeffer tried to pass on word to the Allies of
the plans of the resistance through his fellow
clergyman Bishop G.K.A. Bell of Chichester,
England. In every case the Allied response was
hostile or indifferent. The German resistance could
have gained popular support if it had been able to
negotiate an armistice with the Allies. But the reply
of Anthony Eden, British foreign secretary, was
categorical. The only way to peace was through
unconditional surrender. This left the resistance
isolated and without a hope of ending the war
before the total destruction of Germany.

This set of cultivated and well-placed indivi-
duals was in touch with, though separate from, a
core of resistance to Hitler within the army.
General Ludwig Beck had been chief of staff of
the German army in the early days of the Nazi
regime. Like Beck, General Erwin von Witzleben
had served in World War I; as general he com-
manded the First Army in the campaign in France
in 1940. He served on the eastern front as a field
marshal but was dismissed for criticizing Hitler.
General Günther von Kluge, another World War I
veteran, commanded the German Fourth Army in
Poland in 1939 and then in the breakthrough in
the Ardennes forest in 1940 that led to the defeat
of France. These three men were well aware of the
plans to kill Hitler; all three were arrested and
executed after the plot failed. Henning von
Tresckow was chief of staff of German Army
Group Center on the eastern front. He committed
suicide when he learned that Hitler had survived.

A penumbra of military men surrounded these
individuals and provided them with cover and
indirect support. Admiral Franz von Canaris was
head of the Abwehr, military intelligence. His
movements and those of his circle were shielded
by his role in German espionage. He provided fake
passports to Adam von Trott and other conspira-
tors. His role and that of other military figures was
revealed only when the Gestapo found their secret
papers in a safe in the Army High Command head-
quarters in Zossen.

There was a second facet of the military con-
spiracy to kill Hitler and overthrow the regime. On

20 July 1944 in Paris, General Karl Heinrich von
Stülpnagel, the commander of occupied France,
arrested all the Gestapo and SS men in the city
and tried to persuade his superior General Hans
Günther von Kluge to join the coup. Kluge refused
to do so, since he knew that Hitler was still alive.
Stülpnagel was arrested and sent back to Berlin. En
route he asked to stop at Verdun, where he too had
fought in World War I. He tried to commit suicide
and succeeded only in injuring himself. He was
tried in Berlin and shot. Kluge was implicated in
the plot and took poison. The other major figure
on the fringes of the plot was General Erwin
Rommel. He was nearly killed in a car accident on
17 July and was hospitalized during the coup.
When his name came out as one of the conspira-
tors, he was given the option of suicide. He took it
on 14 October 1944.

These two events—one in Prussia and one in
Paris—represented the desperate gamble of a large
group of German men and women to kill Hitler
and overthrow the regime. The Allies treated their
plans with suspicion. Was their plan simply a face-
saving gesture on the part of people who had gone
along with the regime when its military outlook
was good? This is a view hard to support. The risks
Stauffenberg and Stülpnagel took were enormous,
and they paid for them with their lives. Their
Germany had been turned into a slaughterhouse
run by racists, sadists, and madmen. To strike, even
when the chances of success were small, was simply
a way of representing another Germany, one that
people of goodwill could honor and rebuild.

See also Hitler, Adolf; Resistance.
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JAY WINTER
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JUNG, CARL (1875–1961), Swiss psychologist
and psychiatrist, founder of analytical psychology.

Carl Gustav Jung was born on 26 July 1875 in
Kesswil on Lake Constance, Switzerland. His
family moved to Laufen by the Rhine Falls when
he was six months old. He was the oldest child,
and had one sister, Gertrud. His father, Paul Jung,
was a pastor in the Swiss Reformed Church. His
youth was marked by vivid dreams, intense reli-
gious questioning, and extensive reading. From
1895, he studied medicine at the University of
Basel, where he engaged in extensive extracurri-
cular reading—in philosophy, theology, spiritual-
ism, and psychical research—and participated in
séances.

After his medical studies, Jung took up a post
as an assistant physician at the Burghölzli Asylum in
Zurich at the end of 1900. In 1902 he became
engaged to Emma Rauschenbach, whom he mar-
ried and with whom he had five children.

His early experimental work on word associa-
tions established his reputation as one of the rising
stars of European psychiatry, and together with
Eugen Bleuler (1857–1939) he played an impor-
tant role in establishing the modern diagnostic
category of schizophrenia. Jung became a lecturer
at the University of Zurich and in 1909 gained an
honorary degree from Clark University. In 1906
he commenced a collaboration with Sigmund
Freud (1856–1939) and played a critical role in

launching the international psychoanalytic move-
ment—organizing its first congress, editing its first
journal, and becoming the first president of its inter-
national association. In 1909 he left the Burghölzli
to devote himself to his burgeoning private practice
and independent research. In 1914 he withdrew
from the psychoanalytic movement and resigned
from the University of Zurich.

By the outbreak of World War I, Jung had
played a critical role in the institutional develop-
ment of psychoanalysis and made critical inter-
linked contributions to the development of
psychical research, dynamic psychiatry, psychologi-
cal testing, psychotherapy, cultural psychology, and
the psychology of personality. However, it was
from that time onward that his most distinctive
work took shape.

In 1913 Jung had a series of apocalyptic
visions. Struck by the correspondence between
these and the subsequent onset of the war, Jung
engaged in a process of self-experimentation, which
he termed his ‘‘confrontation with the uncon-
scious.’’ At the heart of this project was Jung’s
attempt to get to know his own ‘‘myth’’ as a solu-
tion to the mythless predicament of secular mod-
ernity. This took the form of provoking an
extended series of waking fantasies in himself. He
later called this the method of ‘‘active imagina-
tion.’’ Jung elaborated, illustrated, and commented
on these fantasies in a work that he called The Red
Book, which was at the center of his later work and
is only now in the course of publication. In his
practice at this time, Jung encouraged his patients
to undertake similar forms of self-investigation. His
adoption of nonverbal techniques in psychotherapy
was to play an important role in the rise of art
therapies.

Jung maintained that his fantasies and those of
his patients stemmed from the mythopoetic imagi-
nation, which was missing in the present rational
age. Reconnecting with this could form the basis
for cultural renewal. The task of moderns was one
of establishing a dialogue with the contents of the
collective unconscious and integrating them into
consciousness. This was to play an important part
in a popular ‘‘mythic revival.’’ He maintained that
cultural renewal could only come about through
self-regeneration of the individual. He termed this
the ‘‘individuation process,’’ which was an account
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of the higher development of the personality.
Consequently, for Jung, psychotherapy was no
longer a process solely preoccupied with the treat-
ment of psychopathology. It became a practice to
enable the higher development of the individual
through fostering the individuation process. This
became the focus of Jung’s later work. In his
scholarly writings, he undertook a comparative
historical study of the individuation process in
various cultures and epochs. Conceived as the
normative pattern of human development, it
was to form the basis of a general scientific
psychology.

From the 1920s onward, Jung embarked on the
psychology of religion, taking his cue from the psy-
chology of religions movement, and in particular,
from the work of the American psychologist and
philosopher William James (1842–1910) and the
Swiss psychologist Théodore Flournoy (1854–
1921). He attempted to develop a comparative psy-
chology of the religious-making process. Rather
than proclaiming a new prophetic revelation, his
interest lay in the psychology of religious experi-
ences. The task was one of studying the translation
and transposition of the numinous experience of
individuals into symbols, and eventually into the
dogmas and creeds of organized religions, and
finally, to study the psychological function of such
symbols. Jung maintained that such a psychology of
religion could in turn revivify Christianity, through
explicating the living meaning of its symbolism and
practices.

Jung engaged in the comparative study of,
among others, Buddhist, Hindu, and Daoist prac-
tices of personality development. His studies of
Eastern thought played an important role in me-
diating and introducing Eastern esoteric practices
and conceptions to the West and bringing the work
of contemporary Indologists and Sinologists to a
wider audience. He devoted particular attention to
the study of medieval alchemy. In the nineteenth
century, figures such as Mary Atwood and Ethan
Allen Hitchcock had argued that the chemical lan-
guage and images of alchemy were simply an exo-
teric device covering the esoteric moral and spiritual
purposes of alchemy. From around 1912 onward,
Théodore Flournoy and the Viennese psychologist
Herbert Silberer (1882–1922) developed this into a
psychological interpretation of alchemy. From the

1930s, Jung embarked on an extensive study of

alchemy. His understanding of it was based on

two main theses: first, that in meditating on the

texts and materials in their laboratories, the alche-

mists were actually practicing a form of active ima-

gination. Second, that the symbolism in the

alchemical texts corresponded to that of the indivi-

duation process that Jung and his patients had

been engaged with. He maintained that the alchem-

ical tradition had functioned as historical compen-

sation for the one-sidedness of Christianity, and its

study could provide what was lacking in the latter.

As well as providing a psychological study of religious

and cultural history, Jung’s alchemical works func-

tioned as an allegorical presentation of his own work.

Rather than write directly of his experiences and

those of his patients, he commented on analogous

developments in esoteric practices.

From the 1920s onward a large international

movement grew around Jung, and Jungian psy-

chotherapy trainings began to be formalized in

the 1940s, spreading throughout the world.

Jung’s readership was widespread and extensive,

particularly in the English-speaking world, and his

works played an important part in the rise of the

new age and alternate religions movement. He died

on 6 June 1961, leaving a vast corpus of manu-

scripts and correspondences, which is only partially

published.

See also Freud, Sigmund; Psychiatry; Psychoanalysis.
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JÜNGER , ERNST (1895–1998), German
writer.

The German playwright Heiner Müller (1929–

1995) wrote of Ernst Jünger: ‘‘The problem of

Jünger is the problem of this century. Before he

could experience women, there came the war.’’

Although the multiform dimensions of modern

violence in World War I certainly played an essen-

tial role in Jünger’s life and work, his adventurous

heart—Das abenteuerliche Herz (1929) was the

title of one of his novels—made him throw fortune

to the wind even earlier.

ADVENTURE, WARS, AND POLITICAL

COMMITMENT

Born in Heidelberg on 29 March 1895, Jünger was

brought up in a typical middle-class German

family—his father was a pharmacist—and in 1913

he ran away from the home to enroll in the foreign

legion, even shipping out to Africa. Shortly after his

father succeeded in bringing him home, World War

I broke out. Jünger immediately volunteered. He

fought on the western front throughout the war,

was wounded fourteen times, and was awarded a

first class Iron Cross. He also returned home with

about fifteen autobiographical notebooks. From

these he composed In Stahlgewittern (1920), the

war novel that made him famous. Initially self-

published in 1920 with his father’s financial help,

the tone and style of the book, at once exalted and

graphic, slowly found an audience, and in 1925

eighteen thousand copies were sold. The book

was translated into French and, in 1929, into

English as Storm of Steel.

Until 1923 Jünger remained an instructor in

the army, for which he wrote articles and training

manuals on modern warfare. He subsequently

studied biology in Leipzig, furthering an interest

in insects that dated to his childhood. Indeed, he

would become a well-regarded entomologist and

collector of insects; several species bear his name.

The 1920s may be considered Jünger’s ‘‘fascist
period.’’ Through his articles—of which 144 from
1919 to 1939 were compiled for publication only
in 2001—and autobiographical writings and pub-
lications of illustrated books on the war, Jünger
became, with his brother, Friedrich Georg, also a

veteran and a writer, one of the major activists of
the postwar conservative revolutionary movement
in Germany. During this period, he was close to
Ernst Niekisch and Carl Schmitt, publishing texts
in Standarte, a publication of the right-wing veter-
ans league, the Stahlhelm (the steel helmets).
Jünger’s work of this period glorified the soldier
and the leader, and his attraction/repulsion for the
prospect that advanced technology would create a
new kind of human being was most completely
developed in Der Arbeiter (The laborer) in 1934.
His hatred for bourgeois society was suffused with
anti-Semitism but, although Jünger’s work unde-
niably contains racist elements, he did not hold to a
fundamentally racist weltanschauung (worldview);
he was, rather, an elitist. In this sense, he was more
a fascist than a Nazi.

Indeed, Jünger’s relationship to Nazism was
ambiguous. He did not take direct part in the
freikorps—the nub of Hitler’s brownshirts move-
ment—but he was close to some of its former
members. In 1923 he wrote an article for the
Völkischer Beobachter, the newspaper of the Nazi
Party, then only a small group. Although admired
by the Nazi leaders, he declined to enter the
German Academy once it operated under National
Socialist auspices. Auf den Marmorklippen (1939;
On the Marble Cliffs, 1947) was a parable critical
of Nazism, with its depiction of the cruel and blood-
thirsty Oberf örster (Grand forester). After the war,
he presented himself as having lived through a kind
of internal exile under Nazi rule. Nevertheless, once
mobilized, he was a dutiful soldier. A diarist his
whole life, his diaries from his time in occupied
France, published as Gärten und Strassen (Gardens
and roads) in 1942, offered a clinical description of a
troubled period, introspection, and literary experi-
mentation. One can certainly say that, little by little
and more clearly after Adolf Hitler came to power,
Jünger felt contempt and disdain for Nazism and
Nazis.

EXPERIENCE AND EXPERIMENTATION

Experience and experimentation are in every sense
key to Jünger’s thought and work both in literature
and in life. The war had already provided an ‘‘inter-
nal experience.’’ Jünger was interested in suffering
as an extreme and revelatory experience. He tested
all available drugs and eventually became one of the

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1525
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first to try lysergic acid (LSD); his fascination with

insects also involved experimentation. Finally, he

experimented with various literary genres, such as

utopian science-fiction (Heliopolis, 1949) and even

invented a strange literary game (Mantrana, 1958).

After the war, Jünger refused to submit to

denazification and came under suspicion because

of his prewar politics. For several years under the

Allied occupation he was not allowed to publish his

work. In 1950 he returned to his Wilflingen estate

in southwestern Germany, where he pursued his

literary and entomological activities, continued to

keep a diary, and welcomed friends and admirers.

Jünger died in Wilflingen on 17 February 1998.

Although he remained a controversial figure who

was disliked, even despised by some both within

and outside academia, he had a circle of devoted

admirers. His conservatism, hieratic ideas, and aris-

tocratic behavior, not to mention his ideas during

the interwar years, meshed rather poorly with the

pacifism adopted by Germany after 1945. But

Germans were not his sole admirers. Jünger often

enjoyed a better reputation abroad—as in France,

where the Socialist president with a checkered

political past, François Mitterrand (1916–1996),

was one of Jünger’s fervent admirers.

See also Germany; World War II.
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KÁDÁR, JÁNOS (1912–1989), Hungarian
communist politician.

János Kádár, the leader of Hungary between
1956 and 1988, was born in Fiume (now Rijeka,
Croatia) in 1912. Because his father had left the
family before his birth, he was brought up by his
mother and given her last name, Csermanek. They
moved in 1918 to Budapest, where after finishing
the primary school he became a typewriter techni-
cian’s apprentice.

EARLY POLITICAL CAREER

Kádár joined the illegal Communist Party of
Hungary in 1931. In 1933 he was arrested and
sentenced to two years in prison for illegal conspi-
racy. For acting in a cowardly manner during the
police interrogations, the party excluded him. After
release he was active in the social democratic move-
ment for several years. In 1941 the communist
movement re-embraced him and he got his new
alias, Kádár. Soon afterward, he became the first
secretary of the domestic party, which by that time
had practically broken into fragments. In 1943,
after Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) dissolved the
Comintern, Kádár dissolved the domestic party
and attempted to reorganize it as the Peace Party.
In 1944 he was again arrested, but he managed to
flee and went into hiding in Budapest till the end of
World War II.

Between 1946 and 1951 Kádár held top posi-
tions in the party apparatus and in the government.
Yet, he did not belong to the innermost power

circles during the era of Mátyás Rákosi (1892–
1971). His promotion was due to the fact that he
was among those few cadres who had no Muscovite
past and enjoyed some reputation among the pub-
lic. He was not an independent policy maker but
rather an obedient executor of Rákosi’s orders.
He was the deputy chief secretary of the ruling
Hungarian Workers’ Party between 1946 and
1951 and the minister of internal affairs between
1948 and 1950. In this capacity he played a promi-
nent and cruel role in staging the show trial in 1949
of László Rajk, his former comrade in the domestic
movement.

In 1951 he was arrested and charged with
being a ‘‘secret agent’’ of the prewar political police
and the ‘‘liquidator’’ of the party in 1943. He was
sentenced to life inprisonment. After Stalin’s death
in 1953 mass rehabilitations were initiated during
the first premiership of Imre Nagy. Kádár was
released and rehabilitated in 1954.

As a former victim of the purges, he was regarded
as one of the potential challengers of the Rákosi
clique, especially by the mid-ranking party apparatus.
In July 1956, when Rákosi was replaced, Kádár
was elected as a member of the Politburo. On 25
October 1956, two days after the 1956 Hungarian
Revolution broke out, he became the first secretary
of the party. After the discredited Stalinist party
was dissolved on 31 October he was nominated the
first secretary of the newly established successor
party, the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party
(HSWP). Kádár was also minister of state in Imre
Nagy’s brief revolutionary government in 1956. In a

K
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radio speech on 1 November he praised the people’s
‘‘democratic socialist revolution.’’ That same eve-
ning the Russians kidnapped him and took him to
Moscow.

He was summoned before the Politburo of
the Soviet Communist Party in Moscow on 2–3
November 1956. At the first hearing Kádár opposed
military intervention, but the next day he capitulated
and assumed the lead of the puppet government.
On 4 November, when Soviet troops attacked
Budapest, Kádár proclaimed the formation of the
Revolutionary Worker-Peasant Government.

LEADER OF HUNGARY

In his first speeches he made conciliatory promises:
amnesty and the restoration of national symbols.
However, he was unable to convince the main
actors of the domestic nonviolent resistance—
Imre Nagy, the workers’ councils, and the intelli-
gentsia—that they should accept the ‘‘reality’’ of
the Soviet occupation. In December 1956 Kádár
opted to use mass violence to suppress resistance.
Mass shootings took place in various cities against
peaceful demonstrators; thousands were arrested

and hundreds were executed between 1957 and
1962. In June 1958 Imre Nagy and his supporters
were also tried and hanged.

From 1956 until 1988 Kádár was the ultimate
political authority in Hungary. He was prime min-
ister (1956–1958 and 1961–1965), first secretary
(1956–1985), chief secretary (1985–1988), and
then president of the HSWP (1988–1989, already
an honorary post). Kádár’s policy was determined
by the shocking experience of the revolution. After
1956 he faced an extremely hostile domestic and
international environment. Although his power
was based primarily on the party apparatus, the
security forces, and the Soviet troops, he realized
that a return to the power practices of the Rákosi
era was impossible. After more than two decades of
war and mass terror the people appreciated his offer
for peace, relative autonomy in the private sphere,
and modest economic progress. Despite its bloody
beginnings, the Kádár regime turned out to be a
‘‘soft’’ dictatorship, as consolidation made consid-
erable progress by the early 1960s. In a speech in
December 1961 Kádár reversed the former Stalinist
slogan, saying: Who is not against us, is with us! In
1963 he announced amnesty for the political pris-
oners, most of whom were later released.

Kádár’s policy aimed at obtaining the support
of the urban petty bourgeoisie, the workers, and
the peasantry. The 1956 revolution, the one-party
rule, and the country’s adherence to the Soviet bloc
remained taboos, but the relative freedom in cul-
ture and the reduction of the ideological pressure
appeased the intelligentsia. The basis of the recon-
ciliation was the guarantee of a perpetual improve-
ment in living standards (goulash communism).
Therefore, the regime had to revise the centrally
planned economic system and launch cautious eco-
nomic reforms in 1968. The reforms introduced
some market elements aimed at increasing produc-
tivity and efficiency without endangering the hege-
monic rule of the party. This contradictory claim,
however, set forth the limits of the reform policy.

From the mid-1960s Kádár was able to develop
a fairly good relationship with the Western democ-
racies. He gained a remarkable reputation as a poli-
tician who was able to make peace and exert some
independence from Moscow. His policy was widely
regarded both at home and abroad as the best
available option given the circumstances and as a

Janos Kádár with Nikita Khrushchev, 1964. ªBETTMANN/

CORBIS
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partial fulfillment of the demands of the 1956
revolution.

In 1968 Kádár subscribed to Czechoslovak
intervention in order to preserve his relative auton-
omy in domestic affairs. Yet in 1972 he was unable
to resist the neo-Stalinist turn of the Soviet leader
Leonid Brezhnev (1906–1982). The reform in the
economy was halted and partly reversed. By the
end of the decade the economy gradually sank into
depression. The increase of the people’s welfare
could not be guaranteed any more. Throughout
the 1980s the trends of foreign indebtedness
and economic depression could not be stopped.
Moreover, Kádár, who remained a true communist
for all of his life, attempted to push through a
conservative leftist turn in 1985 in order to rein-
force the economic and ideological foundations of
the regime. This only worsened the economic and
political crisis. Within the rapidly changing inter-
national environment Kádár’s ‘‘neoconservative’’
move was rejected even by the technocrats and
pragmatists of his own party. In May 1988 he was
forced to resign. In April 1989 Kádár gave a speech
in front of the Central Committee of HSWP in
which he tried to tackle the shadows of his past
crimes. The speech indicated that he had been
already suffering from a serious mental disorder.
He died on 6 July 1989, the very same day that
Imre Nagy was rehabilitated by the Hungarian
Supreme Court.

See also Eastern Bloc; Hungary; Nagy, Imre; Warsaw
Pact.
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KADARE, ISMAIL (b. 1936), Albanian
writer.

Ismail Kadare is by far the best-known
Albanian writer and the only one to have gained a
broad international reputation. Kadare was born in
the southern Albanian town of Gjirokastër near the
Greek border and studied at the Faculty of History
and Philology of the University of Tirana. He sub-
sequently attended the Gorky Institute of World
Literature in Moscow until 1960, when political
relations between Albania and the Soviet Union
became tense. On his return to Albania he worked
as a journalist and became editor-in-chief of the
French-language literary periodical Les lettres alba-
naises (Albanian literature). He carried out several
formal political functions in the country, the most
notable of which was as deputy head of the
Democratic Front under Nexhmije Hoxha, the
wife of the dictator Enver Hoxha. Kadare was
not, however, politically active for or against the
Stalinist regime. He simply did what was required
of him or what was needed to survive in Albania
and to promote what interested him most, his
writing.

He began his literary career with poetry but
turned increasingly to prose, of which he soon
became the undisputed master and by far the most
popular writer of the whole of Albanian literature.
His works were extremely influential throughout
the 1970s and 1980s and for many readers he was
the only ray of hope in the chilly, dismal prison that
was communist Albania. Ismail Kadare lived the
next thirty years of his life in Tirana, constantly
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under the watchful eye of the Communist Party. At
the end of October 1990, a mere two months
before the final collapse of the dictatorship, Ismail
Kadare left Tirana and applied for political asylum
in France. His departure enabled him for the first
time to exercise his profession with complete free-
dom. His years of Parisian exile were productive
and accorded him further success and recognition,
as a writer both in Albanian and in French.

Kadare became a member of the Académie des
Sciences Morales et Politiques (Paris, 28 October
1996) and the French Legion of Honor. On
27 June 2005 he was awarded the first Man
Booker International Prize in Edinburgh and was
earlier nominated for the Nobel Prize for
Literature. His first major prose work was the novel
Gjenerali i ushtrisë së vdekur (1963; The General of
the Dead Army, 1971). In view of the early pub-
lication date— the author was a mere twenty-
seven years old at the time—The General could
almost be viewed as a work of youth, and yet it is
still one of Kadare’s most effective novels, and one
of his best known. It is the story of an Italian
general in the company of a laconic priest on a
mission to communist Albania to recover the
remains of his soldiers who had fallen some twenty
years earlier.

Of Kadare’s other works translated into
English, mention may be made of: Kronikë në gur
(1971; Chronicle in Stone, 1987), set in the Second
World War; Kush e solli Doruntinën? (1979;
Doruntine, 1988), based on an Albanian legend;
Prilli i thyer (1978; Broken April, 1990), which
evokes the subject of blood-feuding in the north-
ern Albanian mountains; Nëpunësi i pallatit të ënd-
rrave (1981; The Palace of Dreams, 1993), set in
the Ottoman Empire; Koncert në fund të dimrit
(1988; The Concert, 1994), a vast overview of com-
munist Albania’s alliance with Red China;
Piramida (1993; The Pyramid, 1996), an allegory
of absolute power set in ancient Egypt; Dosja H
(1990; The File on H, 1997), a tale of two foreign
ethnographers doing field research in Albania; Ura
me tri harqe (1978; The Three-Arched Bridge,
1997), set in the late Middle Ages and based on
Albanian legendry; Krushqit janë të ngrirë (1986;
The Wedding Procession Turned to Ice, 1997), on
the Kosovo uprising of 1981; Tri këngë zie për
Kosovën (1998; Three Elegies for Kosovo, U.S. title,

Elegy for Kosovo, 2000), three short, historical tales
of Kosovo set in different ages; Lulet e ftohta të
marsit (2000; Spring Flowers, Spring Frost, 2002),
once again on blood-feuding and its personal con-
sequences; and Pasardhësi (2003; The Successor,
2005), based on the death of the communist leader
Mehmet Shehu (1913–1981).

Kadare enthralled his readers at home and
abroad with the magic realism of his historical
novels, skillfully woven tales about various periods
of Albanian history (Ottoman rule, the precommu-
nist 1930s, and even the somber Stalinist era), in
particular those novels first published during the
dictatorship. His international success has been due
in good part to the masterful French-language
translations of his works—by the noted Albanian
aristocrat Jusuf Vrioni (1916–2001)—that served
as a basis for the English and other translations. In
Albania itself, despite continued international
recognition, there was a marked slump in reader-
ship for Kadare’s works following the end of the
dictatorship in 1991. Whether the author had lost
contact with his Albanian public after years in Paris,
or whether his readers, who now enjoyed unim-
peded access to world literature, had simply moved
on, remained unclear in the early twenty-first
century.

See also Albania.
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KADETS (CONSTITUTIONAL
DEMOCRATIC PARTY). The Constitu-
tional Democratic Party, nicknamed the Kadets, was
Russia’s most important liberal party during the
revolutionary era of 1905 to 1921. Russian liberal-
ism emerged in the latter part of the nineteenth
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century out of the changes occurring in society
following the Great Reforms and the beginning of
industrialization. It grew along with the new profes-
sional classes and the demand for rule of law, civil
rights, and constitutionalism. The Revolution of
1905 provided the opportunity for formation of a
liberal political party, the Constitutional Democratic
Party. It was drawn overwhelmingly from the pro-
fessions; few of its leaders came from the commercial
classes. Among a constellation of talented figures,
Professor Pavel (Paul) N. Milyukov, a historian at
Moscow University, emerged as the party’s generally
recognized leader.

The Kadet party emphasized several principles,
which remained largely consistent over its lifetime.
It stressed that it was ‘‘above classes’’ and criticized
other parties for their class orientations. Instead, it
emphasized a broad nationalism, national unity,
and ‘‘state consciousness.’’ It emphasized the
importance of rule of law, civil rights, constitu-
tional government, and the ‘‘four-tail’’ suffrage—
equal, direct, secret, and universal. It supported
land reform and distribution among the peasants,
but with compensation for landlords. It accepted
the need to improve working conditions and wages
for the new industrial working class, but within the
existing framework of private property. It advo-
cated full and equal rights for all ethnic and reli-
gious groups, but rejected the idea of federalism
along nationality lines. How to achieve these and
other objectives divided the party throughout its
history. Some argued that it should seek alliances
to the left and press ahead for rapid achievement
of its goals, whereas others advocated a more gra-
dualist approach and seeking allies among more
conservative elements. This division on tactics
became especially acute at the two times the
Kadets were in a position to influence significantly
the course of Russian affairs—during the First and
Second Dumas (1906–1907) and during the
Provisional Government formed after the February
1917 revolution.

The Kadets emerged from Russia’s first
national elections in 1906 as the largest party in
the First State Duma. Their efforts to push further
constitutional reform were blocked by the stub-
born resistance of Nicholas II. The conservative
counterrevolution of 1907 that severely restricted
the franchise reduced them to a small minority in

the restructured Third Duma. The remarkable abil-
ities of their members, however, allowed the
Kadets to play a prominent role in the conservative
Dumas between 1907 and 1917, especially in the
Progressive Bloc formed in 1915 to pressure
Nicholas over failures in prosecuting World War I
and in favor of renewed government reform.

When the Russian Revolution began in
February 1917, Kadets played the leading role in
the new Provisional Government. The Kadet-
led government quickly expanded civil rights and
aimed toward a new political era based on rule of
law. They also worked to contain the radicalism
and social-economic disruption of the revolution,
and under Milyukov’s leadership insisted on prose-
cuting the war to complete victory. Both of these
policies put the Kadets on a collision course with
popular opinion. The socialist leaders of the
Petrograd Soviet pressured the government to seek
a negotiated peace, and when Milyukov resisted,
this sparked massive street demonstrations, the
‘‘April Crisis.’’ Milyukov and some other Kadets
resigned, and the Provisional Government was
reconstructed on 4 May by the addition of socialist
leaders from the Soviet. Although Kadets partici-
pated in this and all later reconstitutions of the
Provisional Government, from May onward their
influence declined.

The Kadets continued to be torn by their old
division over tactics. A minority, led by Nikolai
Nekrasov, advocated closer working relations with
the moderate socialists and the Soviet, including
adoption of some of their reform and peace
policies. The majority, led by Milyukov, rejected
this strategy. Indeed, with the virtual disappearance
after February of truly conservative political parties
the Kadets became the de facto right wing, the new
‘‘conservative’’ party, of Russian political life. As
the revolution moved leftward in the summer,
many Kadets joined the conservative reaction that
sought a ‘‘restoration of order’’ through a military
strongman. When General Lavr Kornilov emerged
in the role in August, the Kadet party declined to
support him officially, but many members did in
fact or in spirit. After Kornilov’s failure, many
Kadets began to accept the inevitability of civil
war. This was reinforced by their poor showing in
the nationwide elections in November for the
Constituent Assembly—they received only about
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5 percent of the vote, although they fared better in
major cities.

As civil war became a reality in early 1918, the

Constitutional Democratic Party struggled to find a

position consistent with its basic beliefs. Some

Kadets supported efforts by moderate socialists to

create an alternative to the Bolsheviks. More sup-

ported the military dictatorships of the various

White movements. Within those, they tried to influ-

ence events while sustaining the party’s traditional

commitment to constitutionalism, rule of law, and a

unified Russia. After the civil war, the party leader-

ship tried to reconstitute a role for the party from

émigrés in western Europe, but the old divisions

over tactics quickly led to a formal split in July

1921 and the effective end of the party.

See also Russian Revolutions of 1917.
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KAFKA, FRANZ (1883–1924), German-
Jewish writer.

Franz Kafka is widely considered one of the
foremost European writers of the twentieth cen-
tury, a visionary modernist whose dreamlike but
precisely rendered narratives have been understood
as allegories of existential homelessness, bureaucra-
tization, and totalitarianism. A German-speaking
Jew who was born and spent almost all of his life

in Prague—until 1918 a regional capital of the

Austro-Hungarian Monarchy—Kafka repeatedly

experienced the clash of competing national, reli-

gious, ethnic, and linguistic identities, often from a

minority perspective. Widespread anti-Semitism

and anti-German sentiment from the Czech-

speaking lower classes marked his entire life. He

also suffered from a philistine family, tormented

love relationships, and chronically poor health that

led to a fatal form of laryngeal tuberculosis. Yet he

was also the son of a successful businessman who

studied law, occupied a managerial position in an

insurance company, and had a devoted circle of

friends and acquaintances, many of them artists

and writers.

Like numerous Jews in his generation, Kafka

rejected the assimilationist aspirations of his parents

and became interested in new forms of political and

cultural identity such as Zionism, cabalistic mysti-

cism, and Yiddish theater, the latter providing

major artistic inspiration. Starting with his break-

through stories ‘‘The Judgment’’ and ‘‘The

Metamorphosis’’ (both written in 1912), his works

are characterized by dramatic plots, abstract or

drab urban settings, a matter-of-fact narrative

voice, and puzzlingly schematic characters who

are befallen by unexplained disasters and punish-

ments. These narrative predicaments—a salesman

transformed overnight into a giant bug, a bank

official arrested by an inscrutable Court for

unknown reasons, a land surveyor who seeks

unsuccessfully to find work in a mysterious

Castle—gave rise in many languages to the

adjective ‘‘kafkaesque,’’ meaning an absurd, oppres-

sive, hopeless situation. But Kafka’s slim corpus of

stories, aphorisms, unfinished novels (especially The
Trial and The Castle, first published in 1925 and

1926) and remarkable diaries and personal corre-

spondence (including his celebrated ‘‘Letter to His

Father’’) have served as a source of visionary irony,

dark humor, and compassion for generations of

readers, including the first generation of Jews

under Nazi rule; his three sisters all died in con-

centration camps. Nonetheless, Kafka eschewed

overt political statements and dedicated himself to

literature with almost religious zeal. A master stylist

who schooled himself on German writers such as

Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Heinrich von Kleist,

E. T. A. Hoffmann, and Franz Grillparzer, he also
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felt deeply related to Fyodor Dostoevsky, August
Strindberg, and Gustave Flaubert, seeking in litera-
ture the moral, philosophical, and aesthetic mean-
ings that traditional Christianity and Judaism
seemed to him incapable of providing. ‘‘I am end
or beginning,’’ he wrote in a celebrated diary entry,
adding that he was born too late for ‘‘fading’’
religions, but too early for the salvation promised
by Zionism.

Despite promising success with his first publi-
cations, Kafka never became widely known during
his lifetime and came to view his writing ambiva-
lently, requesting his close friend Max Brod (1884–
1968) to destroy all his papers after his death. But
Brod chose to publish his work after Kafka’s pre-
mature death, thus establishing the basis for his
enduring reputation with writers, philosophers,
theologians, and a remarkably broad international
audience of general readers. During the Nazi pe-
riod, Kafka’s work was put on the list of forbidden
Jewish authors; it first became known abroad
through the efforts of German-Jewish exiles, and
widespread recognition in Germany and Austria,
where it is now regarded as a cornerstone of mod-
ern German literature, came after World War II.
Hailed early on as an allegory of existential solitude
and alienation (Albert Camus, Jean-Paul Sartre),
social and political marginality (Hannah Arendt),
or metaphysical uncertainty (Theodor Adorno,
Walter Benjamin and, later, poststructuralist philos-
ophers Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida), his
work has been increasingly interpreted in terms of
his minority identity as a German-speaking Jew
living in a Czech-speaking Catholic majority
(Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Ritchie
Robertson, Sander L. Gilman). Kafka himself,
despite all his doubts about metaphor and the
‘‘business’’ of literature, held fast to his belief in
the power of imaginative writing for its own sake,
at once consolation for and a refuge from the
absurd violence, misery, and confusion of everyday
reality.

See also Adorno, Theodor; Arendt, Hannah; Austria;
Camus, Albert; Derrida, Jacques; Foucault,
Michel; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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KANDINSKY, WASSILY (1866–1944),
Russian painter.

Born into a merchant family in Moscow on
4 December 1866, the painter, poet, playwright,
and theorist Vasily Vasilyevich Kandinsky (commonly
transliterated as Wassily Kandinsky) regarded Russia’s
ancient capital as his artistic departure-point. Gradua-
ting from Moscow University in 1892 with a degree
in law, he explored many interests before deciding on
the career of painter.

EARLY CAREER

Beginning in 1896, Kandinsky studied art in
Munich, at first with Anton Azbè and then under
Franz von Stuck at the Akademie der Künste,
assimilating the principles of late realism and then
jugendstil. Ever inquisitive, Kandinsky moved
quickly toward a highly experimental palette after
exposure to the bright colors and refractive light
of North Africa in 1904 and then of the French
impressionists in Paris in 1906–1907. These encoun-
ters coincided with his discovery and appreciation
of indigenous art forms such as Bavarian glass
painting and Russian icons with their simple forms
and hieratic subjects. Seeking a more spontaneous
and abstract style, Kandinsky arrived at his so-called
Compositions and Improvisations and his first
abstract paintings of 1911.

During the Munich years Kandinsky was part
of a close-knit circle of German and Russian artists
that included Alexei von Jawlensky, Franz Marc,
Arnold Schoenberg, Marianna Werefkin, and his
heartfelt companion, Gabriele Munter. Among his
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German affiliations were the exhibition society Neue
Künstlervereinigung (German New Artists’
Association), of which he was elected president
in 1909, and, more importantly, Der Blaue Reiter
(The Blue Rider), a society and almanac that
brought together talented painters, musicians, and
writers, promoting an interdisciplinary and synthetic
approach to questions of visual and material culture.

PHILOSOPHY

The desire to integrate the visual, the verbal, and
the musical informed Kandinsky’s major philosoph-
ical treatise, Über das Geistige in der Kunst (1912;
Concerning the Spiritual in Art, 1914; later trans-
lated as On the Spiritual in Art), an abbreviated
version of which was delivered on his behalf
to the first All-Russian Congress of Artists in

St. Petersburg in December 1911, before the entire

text was published in Munich early the following

year. Like many symbolists, Kandinsky, in On the
Spiritual in Art, looked to music as the highest art,

arguing that painting, too, should vibrate, emit

an ‘‘inner sound,’’ and function according to an

intrinsic harmony. Kandinsky went on to identify

certain parallels between the diatonic scale and the

spectrum and to propose a consonance between

colors and shapes, referring, for example, to the

sharpness of a triangle and of the color yellow and

to the high pitch of the flute or to the serenity of a

circle, of the color blue and to the muted sound

of the bassoon. Kandinsky welcomed the parallel

quest for a new harmony in the work of the com-

posers Arnold Schoenberg (1874–1951) and

Alexander Scriabin (1872–1915).

Thirty. Painting by Wassily Kandinsky, 1937. CNAC/MNAM/DIST. RÉUNION DES MUSÉES NATIONAUX/ART RESOURCE, NY
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In On the Spiritual in Art and elsewhere
Kandinsky refers not only to established color the-
ories—such as that of the German poet Johann
Wolfgang von Goethe (1749–1832)—but also to
more esoteric sources, especially theosophy with its
emphasis on sensory totality and transubstantia-
tion, extensions of which can be recognized in,
for example, Woman in Moscow (1912).

However complex the sources, Kandinsky’s
elaboration of an abstract vocabulary—arhythmical
and asymmetrical—depended on his fundamental
recognition of the value of all modes of human
perception. To this end he contemplated both the
scientific and the cognitive and their combined
relevance to the essential function of art—to sum-
mon the spiritual through the psyche of the artist.
Although Kandinsky did not categorize himself as
an expressionist, his notion of painting as the com-
munication of an exalted vision left a deep imprint
on succeeding generations, not least on the
American abstract expressionists and action paint-
ers such as Jackson Pollock (1912–1956).

Overtaken in Germany by the First World War,
Kandinsky returned to Moscow in 1915, where he
continued to paint his abstract paintings and to
develop his theories. But although he contributed
after the October Revolution to various Bolshevik
institutions, such as the Institute of Artistic Culture,
Kandinsky found himself at loggerheads with other
avant-gardists such as Kazimir Malevich and
Vladimir Tatlin. In December 1921 he accepted an
invitation to teach at the Bauhaus and, with his wife,
Nina Andreyevskaya, left Russia forever.

Until the Nazis closed the Bauhaus in 1933,
Kandinsky played an active role as teacher and
researcher in Weimar and Dessau, moving closely
with Walter Gropius, Johannes Itten, Paul Klee,
and László Moholy-Nagy, in particular. He contin-
ued to concentrate on painting, at first supporting
a geometric style informed by constructivism, and
then entering a more biomorphic phase. He also
gave attention to functional design, decorating
porcelain and painting the sets for a 1928 produc-
tion of Kartinki s vystavki (1874; Pictures at an
Exhibition) by Modest Mussorgsky (1839–1881).

Moving to Paris, Kandinsky continued to paint
and to write. He achieved wide acclaim through
exhibitions in Europe and America and through

important critical appreciations by Will Grohmann,
Meyer Schapiro, and Christian Zervos, even if the
Germany of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) and Soviet
Union of Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) rejected his
art as pernicious—Kandinsky was represented at
Hitler’s ‘‘Entartete Kunst’’ (Degenerate Art) exhibi-
tion in Munich in 1937. His last paintings, such
as Twilight (1943), carry references to both surre-
alism and zoomorphism, testifying to the inexora-
ble curiosity and interpretative powers of their
creator. Kandinsky died on 13 December 1944 in
Neuilly-sur-Seine.

See also Degenerate Art Exhibit; Expressionism;
Modernism.
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KAPP PUTSCH. The Kapp Putsch of March
1920 involved an abortive attempt by disgruntled
rightist politicians and military officers to over-
throw the young Weimar Republic in Germany
and replace it with a military dictatorship. The
front man for the rebellion was a former Prussian
civil servant named Wolfgang Kapp, but the real
leader was General Walther von Lüttwitz, the com-
mandant of Berlin. Muscle for the putsch came
primarily from the Ehrhardt Marine Brigade, one
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of the right-wing Free Corps that cropped up in
the immediate post–World War I period to fight
against Polish encroachments in the Baltic region
and communist insurgencies around Germany.

The immediate impetus for the Kapp Putsch
was an order by the government of President
Friedrich Ebert to disband the Free Corps, includ-
ing the Ehrhardt Brigade. This decision was forced
on the Ebert government by the Allied Powers,
which saw the Free Corps as a violation of the
military terms of the Treaty of Versailles. Con-
vinced that the Ehrhardt Brigade was vital to the
defense of Berlin, Lüttwitz ordered Captain
Hermann Ehrhardt to march on the capital and
take it over. On 13 March 1920, Ehrhardt’s men,
wearing helmets emblazoned with swastikas, set
out from their base west of Berlin for the capital.
They met no resistance from the regular army
because Chief of Staff Hans von Seeckt, waiting
to see how the rebels fared, refused an order from
the Ebert government to repel the coup. Fearing
capture by the rebels, the government fled to
Dresden and then on to Stuttgart. Upon their
arrival in the capital, Ehrhardt’s men were met by
Kapp and former General Erich Ludendorff, who
was still a hero to the Right despite his central role
in Germany’s military defeat in World War I, which
he and fellow rightists blamed on a ‘‘stab in the
back’’ from leftists and Jews.

For the next few days Kapp and his men
struggled to assert their control over Berlin and
its environs, but their efforts were hampered by a
general strike that shut down economic activity in
parts of the city. The putschists were not equipped
to deal with the strike, and their problems were
compounded by their own ineptitude. It took
them three days to find someone to type their
manifesto announcing their seizure of power.
Other paperwork was delayed because Ebert’s gov-
ernment, in a brilliant act of preventative sabotage,
had removed the rubber stamps necessary to the
functioning of any German administration. Lacking
money to pay the rebel troops, Kapp ordered
Ehrhardt to take the necessary funds from the state
treasury, but the latter refused on the grounds that
he was an officer, not a bank robber. After just four
days the putschists threw in the towel: Kapp flew
to Sweden; Ludendorff decamped for Bavaria;
and Lüttwitz resigned his command and fled to

Hungary. On their way back to their base, however,
Ehrhardt’s infuriated men took out their frustration
on the Berliners. When a young boy mocked them,
they clubbed him to death and then fired point-
blank into a crowd of angry bystanders, killing
twelve.

A persistent mythology credits Berlin’s workers
with single-handedly saving the republic, but
opposition to the putsch from other elements was
just as crucial. Many conservative bureaucrats
refused to cooperate with the adventurers around
Kapp, and the republic’s central military officials,
while not actively opposing the putsch, also refused
to assist the operation.

Significantly, just as the coup was collapsing,
Adolf Hitler flew up to Berlin from Munich to
monitor the situation and possibly be of assistance
to the rebels. Unable to be of any use in Berlin, he
soon returned to Munich, where, some three and a
half years later, he staged his own abortive grab for
power, the so-called Beer Hall Putsch.

The comic-opera qualities of the Kapp-Lüttwitz
fiasco should not mask the fact that this episode
was a serious threat to the fledgling Weimar order.
Although there is some disagreement among his-
torians about whether, with better organization,
the coup might have succeeded, virtually all schol-
ars recognize that the behavior of the regular army
at this moment revealed a grave weakness in the
republican system. Scholars agree too that the
putsch illustrated a deep loathing for democratic
principles on the part of significant elements of the
population, especially among the old elites.
Moreover, it should be noted that while the putsch
failed in Berlin, counterrevolutionaries in Munich
used it as a pretext to stage a nonviolent coup in
Bavaria that did succeed, thus creating a political
environment in which Hitler’s Nazi movement
could take root and blossom.

See also Germany; Hitler, Adolf; Nazism.
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KARADŽIĆ, RADOVAN (b. 1945),
Serbian leader and accused war criminal.

In 2005 Radovan Karadžić was one of the two
‘‘most wanted’’ fugitives from justice at the
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia—the other was Ratko Mladić (b. 1943),

with whom he stood indicted jointly on many counts.
Karadžić is an ethnic Serb born in Montenegro in
1945. His early childhood was overshadowed by his
father’s imprisonment for his wartime service with

the Chetniks, Serb guerrilla fighters who opposed
the communist-led partisans. The Chetniks favored
the restoration of the prewar Serbian monarchical
dynasty and the authority of the Orthodox Church.
The same allegiances clearly lodged deeply in

Karadžić, but were necessarily concealed as he
made his early career in communist Yugoslavia.
In 1960 he moved to Sarajevo, where he graduated
in medicine and later practiced as a consultant psy-
chiatrist; he has also published poetry and is some-

thing of a musician.

As communist Yugoslavia began to break up,
Karadžić and a group of nationalist intellectuals
formed the Serb Democratic Party in Bosnia, which
campaigned with the aim of creating a unified state

for all Serbs—a Greater Serbia. They were backed
by Slobodan Milošević (1941–2006), president of
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY), the suc-
cessor state to Tito’s (Josip Broz, 1892–1980) fed-
eration. Although reduced territorially to Serbia

and Montenegro, the FRY controlled the
Yugoslav army, by far the most powerful military
force in the region. Anticipating international
recognition of Bosnia-Herzegovina as a sovereign
state (6 April 1992), the Bosnian Serbs rejected

the authority of the Sarajevo government, and
on March 27 proclaimed the breakaway Republika
Srpska (Serb Republic), with its capital and

assembly at Pale. The military arm of the new entity

was the Bosnian Serb Army (BSA), fifty to eighty

thousand regular troops of the Army of Yugoslavia,

supposedly natives of Bosnia, assigned by Milošević

to fight in what he presented as a civil war, not an

invasion. At Milošević’s insistence, General Ratko

Mladić was appointed to command the Serb forces,

although Karadžić was nominally Mladić’s political

superior.

Karadžić’s brief moment in the international

political limelight came in the context of a bigger

game being played out by Milošević and Mladić.

The BSA overran 70 percent of Bosnia within days,

and (assisted by Serbian paramilitaries) carried

out a campaign of ethnic cleansing, committing

atrocities that drew mounting international con-

demnation. It seems clear that Karadžić had little

influence over Mladić in deciding military strategy,

which was coordinated through Belgrade in con-

cert with the operations of the Yugoslav army in

Croatia. Karadžić was politically secure only in his

power base in Republika Srpska. As long as

Milošević had a use for him, Karadžić was allowed

to cut a genial and cultured figure in the media (he

speaks good English) and at international peace

negotiations. By the spring of 1993, however,

Milošević was under enormous pressure from west-

ern sanctions, and he was forced to withdraw his

support for the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia. In

May 1993 Karadžić was induced to agree to the

Vance-Owen plan, which provided for the cantoni-

zation of Bosnia-Herzegovina, but stipulated that

it must be ratified by the Pale Assembly. Two hard-

liners, Biljana Plavšić (b. 1930) and Momčilo

Krajišnik (b. 1945), engineered a veto, egged on

by Mladić. From then on, Karadžić increasingly

faded from public view, but he did attempt a bold

personal initiative in December 1994. Through a

medical-school friend in the United States, he con-

trived to bring former U.S. president Jimmy Carter

(b. 1924) to Sarajevo to negotiate an end to the

war, and once more Karadžić’s headquarters at Pale

became the focus of intense media attention. Why

the initiative failed is a matter of debate, but

Karadžić emerges from the episode with unex-

pected credit, given the picture often painted of

him as an intransigent nationalist and major war

criminal. It is of interest to note that by this time

his relations with Mladić, who was now entering a

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1537
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phase of wild defiance of international opinion in
his brutal conduct of the war, had broken down
completely.

The extent of Karadžić’s culpability for geno-
cide and war crimes remains to be decided at The
Hague, where he is indicted on two counts of
genocide and nine other grave charges of violations
of human rights. Whatever the outcome, all the
evidence is that Karadžić was, and remains, a char-
ismatic and popular figure among the Bosnian
Serbs. The Dayton Agreements left the Republika
Srpska intact, and as of 2006 its people are prob-
ably hiding him still, after nine years on the run.
Karadžić championed the right of the Serbs to self-
determination in the face of what he saw as the
breakup of Yugoslavia by outside powers, and they
will not easily give him up.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Crime and Justice;
Milošević, Slobodan; Mladić, Ratko; Montenegro;
Sarajevo; Serbia; Yugoslavia.
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KÁROLYI, MIHÁLY (1875–1955),
Hungarian democratic politician and president of
the Hungarian Republic in January–March 1919.

Mihály, Count Károlyi von Nagykároli, was
born in Budapest to one of the oldest and

wealthiest of Hungarian aristocratic families. He
started his political career in 1901 in the ruling
Liberal Party but in 1905 broke off and became
the member of parliament of the Independence
Party. After the party was reorganized he became
its president in 1913. Károlyi heavily criticized the
conservatism of the old liberal elite and the self-
ishness of the Hungarian aristocracy. As he put it in
his memoirs, he always felt ashamed of his own
wealth in a country where the majority of the peo-
ple lived in poverty and deprivation. His program
urged the extension of democratic liberties, parti-
cularly universal suffrage. He opposed militarism
and the German orientation of the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy’s foreign policy. When
World War I broke out in August 1914 he took a
firm stand against it, notwithstanding public
enthusiasm for war.

His political ideas allied him with the civil radi-
cals and the social democrats. Károlyi believed that
without democratic reforms and change in the pol-
icy of forced assimilation for national minorities—
who actually made up the majority of the popula-
tion—the growing social and national tensions
would soon tear apart Hungary. His opponents,
and their leading figure, Premier Count István
Tisza, were convinced of just the opposite: that
yielding to democratic and nationalistic demands
would shake the social order and lead to the
immediate collapse and disintegration of both the
monarchy and Hungary.

As the public became weary of the war,
Károlyi’s peace agitation received increasing sup-
port. He established the leading opposition force,
the Károlyi Party, which formed a political coali-
tion, the Suffrage Bloc, with the civil radicals and
social democrats. The bloc demanded universal
suffrage and the federal reorganization of the mon-
archy. It also urged immediate peace talks with the
Entente Powers. Károlyi, perhaps naively, believed
that on the basis of Wilsonian principles fair peace
conditions could be attained.

By late October 1918 the monarchy’s military
forces collapsed. On 31 October 1918 a civil
democratic revolution broke out in Budapest.
King Charles IV appointed Károlyi, leader of the
National Council, as prime minister. The next
day, under massive public pressure, the king abdi-
cated and the independent Hungarian Republic
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was proclaimed. The Károlyi government faced an

extremely difficult situation. The initial national

and democratic enthusiasm was rapidly fading

away. The government was unable to overcome

the economic crisis and food shortages. The

armies of neighboring states continued to march

into and occupy former Hungarian territories with

the tacit permission of the Entente. Apparently

the government could not stop the disintegration

of the country. The Entente Powers put off recog-

nition of the new state and refused offers for

negotiations with Károlyi, frustrating his hope that

the Entente would appreciate the country’s demo-

cratic transition.

On 11 January 1919 Károlyi was elected pres-

ident. He introduced democratic political reforms

and initiated modest land reform, which he started

with his own lands near Kápolna. Yet he could not

strengthen his position in the international field.

On 20 March 1919 the Entente resident colonel

Ferdinand Vix submitted a memorandum that

required Hungary’s further retreat from its terri-

tories. Károlyi refused to concede the ultimatum

and resigned. His resignation led to a takeover by

Béla Kun and the Hungarian Bolsheviks.

In July 1919 he and his family emigrated to

Paris. In 1921 he was tried in absentia for high

treason and his lands and estates were confiscated.

Károlyi was disappointed in the western democra-

cies, which had come to terms with the ‘‘reaction-

ary,’’ ‘‘counterrevolutionary’’ regime of Governor

Miklós Horthy. Károlyi sought partnership with

the democratic leaders of neighboring countries,

especially with the Czechoslovak president Tomáš

Garrigue Masaryk. Meanwhile his political views

became radicalized as he developed socialist and

communist ideas. In 1931 he visited the Soviet

Union. After Adolf Hitler took power in Germany

Mihály Károlyi, photographed in his office in Paris c. 1940. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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in 1933, Károlyi’s communist sympathies became
even stronger. He even contemplated joining the
Communist Party. His closest friend and political
ally, the Hungarian civil radical politician and émi-
gré Oszkár Jászi, heavily criticized him for his com-
munist inclinations. Yet Károlyi, who had already
given up his pacifist views, regarded communism as
the single true force that could stop fascism and
attain social progress.

During the war Károlyi lived in Great Britain.
In 1944 he organized the Movement for the New
Democratic Hungary. In May 1946 he returned to
his home country and his name was mentioned as a
potential candidate for president of the postwar
Hungarian People’s Republic. Eventually he was
appointed Hungary’s ambassador to Paris. In
1949 he resigned as an act of protest against the
show trial of László Rajk. He lived in France for the
rest of his life.

See also Horthy, Miklós; Hungary.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
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KATYŃ FOREST MASSACRE. On
23 August 1939 Adolf Hitler and Joseph Stalin

signed the German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact.

A secret protocol appended to the treaty divided

up German and Russian spheres of influence in

eastern Europe and opened the gates to war. Nazi

Germany invaded Poland from the west on

1 September 1939, followed by the Soviet Union

from the east on 17 September 1939. From

September 1939 through June 1941, the Soviet

Union occupied half of the territory of Poland.

During a September 1939 campaign against the

retreating Polish army, which had already been

defeated by the Germans, the Red Army took

approximately 250,000 Polish soldiers and officers

as prisoners of war. The captive Polish officers,

some ten thousand in all, did not represent a typical

officer corps. Most of them were reservists mobi-

lized at the time of the war, men with university

education and advanced degrees, many prominent

in their professions, including several hundred

judges and university professors from legal, medi-

cal, and engineering faculties. Captured officers

were put into three prison camps in the Soviet

Union, in Kozelsk, Ostashkov, and Starobielsk,

where they were interrogated by the NKVD, the

Soviet secret police.

After Nazi Germany launched its assault on the
Soviet Union in June of 1941, the USSR joined the
Allied cause, and the Polish government in exile,
which was based in London, renewed diplomatic
relations with the Soviets. A treaty was signed
between the two governments, and several hun-
dred thousand Polish citizens who had been
arrested and deported by the Soviet authorities
during the previous twenty months were released
in the Soviet Union. General W�adys�aw Sikorski,
prime minister of the Polish government in exile,
signed the treaty with the Soviet Union in the face
of vigorous protests from leading Polish politicians
in London, who were disturbed by Stalin’s refusal
to renounce territorial acquisitions made by the
Soviet Union in 1939 and guarantee postwar
restoration of Poland within its prewar borders.
Sikorski, nevertheless, decided that he must sign
the treaty without delay since scores of Poles lin-
gering in Soviet captivity were dying each day from
mistreatment and destitution. As part of the treaty
provisions, able-bodied men who were released by
the Soviets could join units of a new Polish army in
designated assembly points.

While the Polish army was being organized in
the Soviet Union by the newly released General
W�adys�aw Anders, Polish authorities were unable
to locate thousands of officers who had been taken

1540 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4
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prisoner in the eastern part of the country during
the September 1939 campaign. Polish envoys
repeatedly asked the Soviet authorities to find these
men and release them promptly, both to fulfill the
treaty obligation and because they were needed to
staff the newly created military units. But to no
avail. All trace of several thousand men, many iden-
tified by released colleagues or family members
with whom they had corresponded briefly from
captivity, vanished in the spring of 1940. In one
of the most absurd and cynical dialogues of the
war, Prime Minister Sikorski, most amicably
received during his first visit to the Kremlin by
Joseph Stalin, insisted that he had a list of several
thousand officers who had been held in captivity by
the Red Army and were not released. Stalin replied,
‘‘It is impossible. They must have escaped.’’ ‘‘Where
could they escape?’’ demanded a surprised General
Anders. ‘‘Well, perhaps to Manchuria,’’ retorted
Stalin without missing a beat (Kot, p. 194).

Then, in April of 1943, inside a former Soviet
secret police (NKVD) compound in the vicinity of
a hamlet called Katyń, a German communications
unit disinterred from a mass grave the remains of
executed Polish officers. They were buried in
uniform, many with bullet holes in the back of their
skulls and personal documents and letters
from home stuffed in their pockets. The Nazis
immediately seized on the gruesome discovery to
bolster their anti-Bolshevik propaganda. The Polish
government in exile called on the International Red
Cross to appoint a commission to carry out an
exhumation and to issue an expert opinion about
when, and therefore by whom, the crime had been
committed. The Soviet government, which all
along claimed that the German discovery was a
hoax contrived by the Germans to mask their own
war crimes, broke off diplomatic relations with
Poland on 25 April 1943.

The truth about the mass grave of Polish offi-
cers in Katyń remained a closely held secret. A
document preserved in the Soviet presidential
archives, dated 5 March 1940, revealed that the

Politburo of the Soviet Communist Party had

issued the order to have Polish prisoners executed.

Stalin’s signature, together with those of

Vyacheslav Molotov, Kliment Voroshilov, and

Anastas Mikoyan, appear on the document. On

the basis of this decision, 21,857 people (some

15,000 of them POWs; the rest were Polish police-

men, civil servants, and other prisoners deemed

politically dangerous) were put to death. Of this

number, 4,421 were executed and buried in the

mass graves at Katyń. For decades the USSR denied

any complicity in the crime. After the Red Army

reconquered the area near Smolensk that included

the Katyń forest, a Soviet commission of inquiry

(called the Burdenko Commission after its chair-

man) carried out some exhumations, interviewed

local people, and declared as proven that the

Germans had murdered Polish officers. Soviet pro-

secutors at the Nuremberg trials charged the

Germans with the Katyń massacre, but the

International Military Tribunal refused to accept

the charge, and Katyń was not mentioned in the

final verdict. Nevertheless, since all German war

criminals were declared guilty as charged by the

tribunal, the Soviet government, media, encyclope-

dias, and official history claimed that Germans were

guilty of the crime. Finally, in April of 1990,

President Mikhail Gorbachev made a tacit admis-

sion of Soviet responsibility, and on 14 October

1992 Russian president Boris Yeltsin gave copies of

the 5 March 1940 Politburo decision ordering the

massacre to Polish president Lech Wa�ęsa.

See also Occupation, Military; Poland; Soviet Union;
War Crimes; World War II.
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JAN T. GROSS

n

KELLOGG-BRIAND PACT. The
Kellogg-Briand Pact marked the high point of the
League of Nations and common security between
the two world wars. Proposed by the head of the
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U.S. State Department, Frank B. Kellogg, at the
initiative of the French foreign affairs minister,
Aristide Briand, this pact was signed in Paris on
27 August 1928 by fifteen countries. This was a
declaration of the common renunciation of war,
placing it ‘‘outside the law.’’

In 1927–1928 belief in common security was
at its height. Economic conditions were satisfac-
tory, and world public opinion believed in a lasting
peace. The idea of incorporating in the common
security system the two major powers that were not
members of the League of Nations, the United
States and the USSR, gained increasingly wide sup-
port. In France, Aristide Briand persevered with his
policy of rapprochement with Germany. In fact, a
few days after Germany was admitted to the League
of Nations in September 1926, Aristide Briand met
Gustav Stresemann, the German foreign affairs
minister, in Thoiry. At this meeting, the two
men reached agreement on the need to resolve
the differences between their two countries. This
project entailed some major political concessions
for France: evacuation of the Rhineland, occupied
since 1923; abolition of military control and restora-
tion of the Saar region. In return, Stresemann
accepted the principle of a capital payment to
France from the interest on industrial and railway
stock as reparations. While this proposal was well
received in Berlin, it was rejected by the French
president of the council, Raymond Poincaré. There
was also a hostile reaction in parliamentary circles in
Paris.

Confronted with this deadlock, from 1927
Briand turned his attention to the development of
common security. In April 1927, on the tenth anni-
versary of the U.S. entry into the First World War,
he addressed a communication to the American
people, suggesting a joint Franco-American com-
mitment to abjure war as a political method. This
proposal emerged in a context in which Franco-
American relations were strained by the question
of war debts. In April 1926 an agreement had
been signed between the two states to establish a
reimbursement plan for French debts in sixty-two
annuities (the Mellon-Béranger Agreement of 29
April 1926). One year later, France had still not
ratified this agreement. Aristide Briand hoped that
his proposal would bring the two states closer
together.

Under the influence of Nicholas M. Butler (pres-

ident of Columbia University), Senator William

Borah (president of the Senate’s foreign affairs com-

mittee), and the pacifist S. O. Levinson, Frank

Kellogg—in his response to the Briand proposal on

27 December 1927—modified the project by trans-

forming it into a multilateral pact to abjure war that

would include all the states of the world. This new

project far surpassed Briand’s original intentions and

led to discussions lasting several months. Some

important questions then arose for the negotiators:

would such a pact be compatible with the League of

Nations pact that made provision for a member state

having to take military sanctions against another in

the event of an attack? Was it possible to agree to the

American request for a reference to the right of

peoples to legitimate defense? In the intervening

period, on 6 February 1928, the anniversary of the

first treaty of friendship concluded between the two

states, France and the United States renewed their

convention of arbitration for twenty years. It was

finally in April 1928, after wide consultation with

Germany, Great Britain, Italy, and Japan, that Frank

Kellogg’s proposal was accepted by France. The

treaty stated in Article 1 that: ‘‘The high contract-

ing parties solemnly declare in the names of their

respective peoples that they condemn recourse to

war for the solution of international controversies,

and abjure it as an instrument of national policy in

their relations with one another.’’ Article 2 was

formulated as follows: ‘‘The high contracting

parties agree that the settlement or solution of

all disputes or conflicts of whatever nature or of

whatever origin they may be, which may arise

among them, shall never be sought except by

pacific means.’’

Accordingly, the Kellogg-Briand Pact was signed

in Paris in August 1928 in an atmosphere of enthu-

siasm. The American president Calvin Coolidge tele-

graphed from Washington to say that ‘‘Briand’s

idea is as great as the world.’’ Briand, who sug-

gested dedicating the treaty to all the dead of the

First World War, described this as a new date in

the history of humanity. On 27 August 1928 the

American government invited forty-nine states to

sign the treaty. Fifty-nine states, including the

USSR, finally subscribed to this. Nine of these were

not then members of the League of Nations. A

general mood of euphoria prevailed, despite the
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fact that this agreement was very general and only

issued a moral condemnation of war, without envis-

aging either sanctions or any framework for specific

action in the event of an act of aggression. It is true

that international events in the following years

showed that this agreement had had a huge

symbolic impact but no practical effect other than

reopening the Franco-German dialogue (evacua-

tion of the Rhineland and establishment of the

Young Plan). The criticism to which it has been

open should not, however, be allowed to overshad-

ow the innovative nature of the process in terms of

both challenging the right to war and constructing

a peaceful international society. In fact, until 1914

international law imposed no restriction on the

use of force. In 1919 the League of Nations pact

established a distinction between legitimate and

illegitimate wars. In 1945 the UN Charter provided

for the obligation to resolve conflicts by peaceful

means (Article 33). The Kellogg-Briand Pact

thus emerges as an intermediate stage in the devel-

opment of the law relating to war in international

relations. Furthermore, both Frank B. Kellogg in

1929 and Nicholas M. Butler in 1931 received the

Nobel Peace Prize for their roles in the signing and

promotion of the Kellogg-Briand Pact.

See also Briand, Aristide; League of Nations;
Reparations; Rhineland Occupation; Versailles,
Treaty of; World War I.
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DZOVINAR KEVONIAN

n

KELLY, PETRA (1947–1992), Green Party
activist.

Petra K. Kelly was educated at American
University (BA, 1970) and at the University of
Amsterdam (MA, 1971). Her theoretical interest in
international political affairs and European integra-
tion shaped Kelly’s political activities throughout the
1970s and 1980s. Between 1972 and 1982, Kelly,
as a member of the West German Social Democratic
Party (SPD), held several administrative positions in
the European parliament in Brussels, where she was
involved in social, health, and environmental affairs.
At the same time, she was also actively engaged in
several West German social and humanitarian orga-
nizations, such as the Citizens’ Organization for the
Environment and the Society for Nonviolence

In 1979 Kelly left the SPD, became a founding
member of the Greens, and was immediately elected
one of the party’s speakers. Much of the Greens’
platform was derived from existing left liberal, anti-
authoritarian, Marxist, feminist, gay, and nonviolent

viewpoints, but only within the party did these

positions become a serious alternative, an opposi-

tional and anticapitalist program. Their demands

included establishing a nuclear-free Central

Europe, peace through disarmament, a decentra-

lized economy, alternative energy sources, effective

environmental protection, grassroots democracy, a

reduction in noise pollution, equal rights for

women, better health and social services for the

elderly and the economically disadvantaged, an
extension of basic rights to gays and foreign
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workers, and the abolition of some authoritarian
structures in society. In the following years, Kelly
became known internationally as a courageous
activist and spokesperson on these issues, and in
1982 she was awarded the so-called Alternative
Nobel Prize by the Stockholm-based Livelihood
Foundation. A year later, the Greens, then known
as the ‘‘antiparty party,’’ received worldwide atten-
tion when they were first elected to the West
German parliament. In addition to her work as a
member of parliament and of the Foreign Relations
Committee, Kelly continued her worldwide political
engagement, most notably through campaigns for
the native peoples of Australia and North America.

Within West German society, the success of the
Greens led to a public debate on reducing energy
consumption, producing durable goods, and intro-
ducing mandatory recycling. Simultaneously, the

Cold War, with its escalating arms race between
the United States and the USSR, especially after
NATO decided in 1979 to deploy more nuclear
warheads and missiles in Central Europe, led to
widespread fear of nuclear war. Disarmament,
promoted by many European peace movements
and by the Krefeld Appeal, which was signed by
more than five million Germans and supported by
churches, trade unions, and pacifists, seemed the
only viable solution. Even large-scale political ral-
lies between 1981 and 1983 could not prevent
deployment, however. Throughout the 1980s, a
period of constant economic growth and conserva-
tive politics, leftist and alternative attitudes and
movements disappeared, and most members of
the Greens chose to adapt to the changed political
climate. Kelly remained true to her principles and
as a result was not reelected to the first united
German parliament in 1990.

German Green Party member Petra Kelly (right) and Gabrielle Gottwald hold a

banner in the German parliament, May 1983. The bannner reads ‘‘Herr Kohl, support of the

U.S.A. in Nicaragua means complicity in the death of Albrecht Pflaum.’’ Pflaum was a German

Peace Corps worker who was killed in Nicaragua. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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In October 1992, Kelly and her companion Gert
Bastian were discovered dead in their apartment. It
remains unclear whether this was a double suicide and,
if so, to what extent it was precipitated by Kelly’s
increasing disillusionment with ecological politics.

See also Environmentalism; Feminism; Greens.
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PETER MORRIS-KEITEL

n

KERENSKY, ALEXANDER (1881–1970),
leader during the February Revolution and prime
minister of the Russian Provisional Government
from July to October 1917.

Alexander Fyodorovich Kerensky was born in
Simbirsk (later Ulyanovsk), Russia, where his father
was a schoolteacher and administrator. Among his
father’s pupils, by a quirk of history, was Vladimir
Ulyanov, the future Lenin. The two future rivals
did not know each other in Simbirsk because of
age differences. After spending his teen years in
Tashkent in Central Asia, Kerensky studied history
and law at St. Petersburg University. On gradua-
tion he became an attorney, joining a legal aid
society that provided free legal assistance to the
poor. Involvement in radical politics led to his
temporary arrest in December 1905. In 1906 he
became a defense lawyer in political cases and
began to make a name for himself as a defender
of popular causes and ordinary people against
government or employer repression. In 1912 he
was appointed to a special commission established
by the Duma to investigate the Lena gold-field
massacre, where about two hundred striking miners
had been shot. In 1912 Kerensky was asked to stand

for election to the Fourth Duma on the Trudovik
ticket (variously translated as Toilers’, Labor, or
Workers’ Party). The Trudoviks represented the
moderate wing of the Socialist Revolutionary Party
and of the nonparty populist movement. Kerensky’s
energy and untiring criticism of government abuses
made him a leading spokesman of the radical wing
in the Duma.

When the Russian Revolution began in
February 1917 Kerensky plunged into the revolu-
tionary thicket. During its earliest days he seemed
to be everywhere—giving a speech here, haran-
guing soldiers there, scurrying in and out of meet-

ings, issuing orders, dramatically arresting
members of the old regime and equally dramati-
cally rescuing others from mob violence. Still a
young man of thirty-six, he was the popular hero
of the February Revolution. He was variously

dubbed the ‘‘people’s tribune,’’ the ‘‘people’s min-
ister,’’ and ‘‘the symbol of democracy,’’ among
other sobriquets. When the Petrograd Soviet was
formed on 27 February he was elected vice-chair-
man. He entered the Provisional Government when

it was formed on 2 March, becoming the only per-
son to be in both the Soviet and the government.
This put him in a uniquely influential political posi-
tion. His face adorned store windows and postcards,

and a medallion bearing his likeness circulated.

Within the new government Kerensky, as min-

ister of justice, quickly asserted himself in pushing a
wide range of reforms and policies, and his popu-
larity gave him tremendous authority. When the
government divided between the more conserva-
tive government members around Pavel Milyukov

and Alexander Guchkov—who attempted to assert
government authority and to diminish the Soviet’s
role—and a group around Prince Lvov that felt it
necessary to work closely with the Soviet because of

its enormous popular support, Kerensky associated
with the latter group. When the ‘‘April Crisis’’ over
the question of Russia’s continued participation in
the war on the basis of ‘‘war to victory’’ led to
Milyukov’s resignation and the reorganization of

the Provisional Government, Kerensky became
minister of war and his influence grew. He became
the embodiment of coalition government—one
that included socialist leaders of the Soviet along
with liberal political leaders—and the government’s
key figure.
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In May and June he was the focal point for

preparations for the June offensive, an undertaking

the government hoped would both revitalize the

army and relieve pressure on Russia’s allies on

the western front. Kerensky made long tours of

the front to stimulate fighting enthusiasm among

soldiers with his stirring oratory. The offensive was

unpopular from the start and its outcome disas-

trous. Nonetheless Kerensky’s personal reputation

survived temporarily and he became minister-

president of the new ‘‘second coalition’’ government.

Moreover, as other prominent political figures left

the government, Kerensky became increasingly

dominant within it. Even as he achieved complete

leadership of the government, however, both its

and his own popularity eroded. The Provisional

Government was failing to solve problems and to

fulfill popular aspirations, and Kerensky’s identity

as its leader led to a rapid drop in his popularity.

The Kornilov affair in late August, a conflict growing

out of the complex relationship between Kerensky

and General Lavr Kornilov that many saw as an

unsuccessful counterrevolutionary attempt, earned

Kerensky the hostility of both left and right and com-

pleted the destruction of his reputation. Kerensky’s

government was now widely perceived as a stopgap

until other leading political figures could decide

on a new one. His decision to move against the

Bolsheviks before the Second Congress of Soviets

met sparked the October Revolution, which swept

him from power.

Immediately after the Bolshevik seizure of power
Kerensky attempted to regain power by leading
a military assault against Petrograd but failed.
He then spent several weeks underground, trying
unsuccessfully to organize an anti-Bolshevik move-
ment. In May 1918 he made his way out of the
country. He played no significant role in the civil

Alexander Kerensky (in vehicle) inspects his troops, 1917. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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war and lived the rest of his life in foreign exile.
During the 1920s and 1930s he was active in
émigré politics in Germany and France, where he
edited a newspaper, Dni (Days). In 1940 he fled
the Nazis, coming to the United States, where he
lectured and wrote. He died on 11 June 1970.

Kerensky was both the heroic and the tragic
figure of the Russian Revolution of 1917. Thin,
pale, with flashing eyes, theatrical gestures, and
vivid verbal imagery, he was a dramatic and mes-
merizing speaker with an incredible ability to move
his listeners. Announcement of his appearance at
the ‘‘concert meetings’’ that were so popular in
1917 drew huge crowds to hear him. The popular
idol of the first weeks, he became the personifica-
tion of the Provisional Government. Standing at
the point where moderate socialism blended into
the left wing of liberalism, he was the perfect political
embodiment of the first six months of the revolution.
As the year wore on, however, Kerensky’s oratory
could not compensate for the government’s fail-
ures, and his weaknesses as a leader became more
apparent. The new paper currencies issued by the
Provisional Government under his leadership were
popularly called Kerenki, and because inflation
quickly made them worthless, his name thus took
on something of that meaning as well. It was a
tragic end for the hero of the February Revolution.

See also Russian Revolutions of 1917.
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REX A. WADE

n

KEYNES, J. M. (1883–1946), economist.

With the publication of The General Theory
of Employment, Interest, and Money in 1936,
John Maynard Keynes (1883–1946) created a
new paradigm for economic thought, establishing
the basis for what would later be called macroeco-
nomics. Keynes’s academic base was at Cambridge
University, where he was a Fellow of King’s
College, but he spent the years of both world wars
working for the British government at the
Treasury. In 1944 he played a major role at the
Bretton Woods Conference, which led to the crea-
tion of the International Monetary Fund and the
World Bank.

ECONOMICS AND WORLD WAR I

In The Economic Consequences of the Peace, written
in 1919, after he had resigned from the British
delegation at the Versailles Conference, Keynes
denounced the punitive decision to make
Germany pay for the war, arguing that the terms
would prove impossible to fulfill. More important
for his development as an economist, he also devel-
oped the thesis that the years of World War I had
ended an epoch in human history and opened a
new age. Prior to 1914, Keynes argued, ‘‘Europe
was so organized socially and economically as to
secure the maximum accumulation of capital’’
(Keynes, vol. 2, p. 11). The pre-1914 society had
absorbed the lesson taught by Adam Smith (1723–
1790): savings and investment had taken prece-
dence over wasteful consumption. According to
Keynes, however, the war had undermined the
psychological basis of that society in two ways.
First, it had changed the balance between classes.
The high degree of inequality, previously justified
in the name of future consumption, was not nat-
ural. The laboring classes had now paid for a new
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citizenship status by accepting mass conscription in
the service of a nation whose people had common
goals, and the war had shown that new levels of
expenditure were possible. Second, the new cir-
cumstances of the postwar years were not propi-
tious for the long view. What appeared, in
retrospect at least, to have been a high degree of
confidence about the continuity of the existing
order had played a crucial role in capital accumula-
tion, the distinguishing feature of industrial
society. Inequality had made that accumulation
possible, but capital accumulation was precisely
what had justified the inequality.

In the postwar world a new political situation
existed: the laboring classes would not be willing to
live at such a low standard of living, and the capi-
talist classes, fearing for the future, might under-
mine their privileged role by indulging in high
levels of consumption rather than investing. Adam
Smith had held out a promise of well-being for
all—cheapness and plenty, as he put it. John
Stuart Mill (1806–1873) had worried that an eter-
nally class-divided commercial society would not be
politically viable. Karl Marx (1818–1883) had con-
demned the capitalist system, predicting that it was
not economically viable. Keynes rejected Marx’s
analysis and his conclusions, but from 1919
onward his central concern was that liberalism
would not survive unless capitalism delivered the
goods.

SOCIAL AND ACADEMIC MILIEU

Keynes was born into the world of those who bene-
fited from English liberalism. Both his parents were
significant figures in Cambridge. He was educated
at Eton, one of the most exclusive and well-
connected schools in the country, and as a distin-
guished student in both classics and mathematics
went from there to King’s College at Cambridge,
again a center of prestige and privilege. Before the
appearance of the Economic Consequences of the
Peace, Keynes had published A Treatise on
Probability in 1921, but had yet to make his mark
on economic thought. The younger Keynes’s intel-
lectual world was shaped by the philosophy of
G. E. Moore (1873–1958), by his membership in
the Apostles, a Cambridge club that was an elite
within the elite, and by the ‘‘Bloomsbury’’ group,
the non-Cambridge extension of the Apostles, a

group that included Lytton Strachey and Virginia
Stephen, who became better known later as Virginia
Woolf. Keynes has been seen as the last of the great
English liberals, but after 1914 certainly, he did not
share the nineteenth-century belief in progress. He
was a liberal who maintained Edmund Burke’s con-
servative belief in civilization. Keynes did not see
democracy as an end in itself. He was an elitist
who continued to believe that the right solution to
the economic questions of the day would ‘‘involve
intellectual and scientific elements which must be
above the heads of the vast mass of more or less
illiterate voters’’ (quoted in Skidelsky, vol. 2,
p. 224).

‘‘Economics,’’ Keynes once noted, ‘‘is a science

of thinking in terms of models joined to the art of

choosing models which are relevant to the contem-

porary world’’ (quoted in Skidelsky, vol. 2, p. 619).

While finding his way to The General Theory,
Keynes published a major study of money (A
Treatise on Money, 1930), numerous essays, and

lengthy newspaper articles. He also worked on or

made appearances before committees, participated

in workshops for the Liberal Party, and taught at

Cambridge. He engaged in endless debate with

colleagues, including his younger colleagues

Richard Kahn and Joan Robinson, who, along with

Piero Sraffa, Austin Robinson, and James Meade,

formed the ‘‘circus,’’ an ongoing seminar that

served as a sounding board for Keynes’s ideas and

was the source of several significant contributions

to the General Theory.

SAVINGS AND INVESTMENT

In Wealth of Nations (1776), Adam Smith had

assumed that ‘‘what is annually saved is as regularly

consumed as what is annually spent, and nearly in

the same time too.’’ That is, saving is turned into

investment, understood as the purchase of raw

materials, machinery, and labor for future produc-

tion. Classical theory, as Keynes termed the preva-

lent economic assumptions that he had begun to

question, relied on what is known as ‘‘Say’s Law.’’

In the formulation provided by Alfred Marshall

(1842–1924), ‘‘a man purchases labour and com-

modities with that portion of his income which he

saves just as much as he does with that which he is

said to spend’’ (Keynes quoted in Skidelsky, vol. 2,

p. 550). Recognizing that savers and investors are
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in practice frequently different people, the theory

posited the rate of interest as the equilibrator

between savings and investment. But as Keynes

was ultimately to recognize, the rate of interest is

merely the price for money itself. Furthermore,

there is no market for savings and investment.

Technically, after the fact, what is invested must

be equal to what is saved, but the key issue is not

what is actually saved and invested but what levels

of savings and investment the community desires to

achieve.

Keynes was particularly vexed by arguments

that implied that a society with unemployed

resources could not be more productive. To say,

in a situation in which there were unemployed
resources, that a society could not afford more

consumption was ‘‘utterly imbecile’’: it is ‘‘with

the unemployed men and the unemployed plant,

and with nothing else’’ (quoted in Skidelsky, vol. 2,

p. 298) that output is increased. In the Treatise on
Money, Keynes underlines this point by making the

crucial distinction between saving and investment:

‘‘mere abstinence is not enough. . . . It is enterprise

which builds. . . . If enterprise is afoot, wealth

accumulates whatever may be happening to thrift;
and if enterprise is asleep, wealth decays, whatever
thrift may be doing’’ (Keynes, vol. 6, p. 132). The
question, then, is what engine drives investment
understood as enterprise. The answer, Keynes
recognized, is not thrift but profit. This point was
well understood by Smith but was obscured in the
nineteenth century by the ideologically driven
desire to equate profit with the natural and
deserved return to abstinence or thrift.

To be successful, economic policy would have
to create an adequate inducement to invest.
Attempts to save for the future would be futile
unless they were equivalent to investing for the
future by actually producing something. Attempts
to save without producing would generate unem-
ployment. By 1932 Keynes had seen that a full
employment equilibrium, where the desire for
investment equaled the desire for savings, was in
fact a special case. What was required was a general
theory to explain the actual existing level of
employment.

In the General Theory, Keynes developed a con-
cept of aggregate demand, which includes both
consumption demand and investment demand for
past production. The key variable is investment
demand. Investment demand ultimately deter-
mines the major variations in production and thus
in income, and it is income levels that determine
both consumption and savings. Thus savings are a
consequence of investment, rather than the reverse.
An attempt by the society to save more than entre-
preneurs wish to invest will reduce income and
eventually bring savings down to the same level as
investment. The problem is that such an equili-
brium might be achieved at a very low level of
output and thus of employment. The point, as
James Meade noted, was to get economic thinking
to adapt the model in which ‘‘the dog called invest-
ment wagged the tail labeled savings’’ (Clarke,
p. 245).

Put simply, the main argument of the General
Theory was that entrepreneurs were failing to invest
sufficiently. The main reason for this was uncer-
tainty about the profitability of investment.
Entrepreneurs wishing to borrow funds would
need to pay interest rates that covered the lenders’
anxieties about the future and would in addition
face the risk of not meeting expected rates of

John Maynard Keynes in his Bloomsbury study, March

1940. GETTY IMAGES
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returns. If such a chronic state of inadequate
investment existed, governments would have to
protect their societies, and their important values,
by fostering investment. What was at stake, as
Keynes concluded, was the maintenance of the
general traditions of society. Those traditions
included ‘‘a wide field for the exercise of private
initiative and responsibility’’ (Keynes, vol. 7,
p. 380). Individualism offered the efficiency of
decentralization and the play of self-interest and
‘‘individualism, if it can be purged of its defects
and its abuses, is the best safeguard of personal
liberty . . . of personal choice . . . of the variety of
life . . . the loss of which is the greatest of all the
losses of the homogeneous or totalitarian state’’
(Keynes, vol. 7. p. 380).

THE PROSPECT OF WAR

Looking outward from Britain in the conclusion to
the General Theory, Keynes touched on the grow-
ing threats to liberty and the prospect of war. As
he notes, war has several causes, including eco-
nomic causes. Even the idealized nineteenth-
century international economy had produced a
competitive struggle for markets because there
were no other means to ‘‘mitigate economic dis-
tress at home’’ (Keynes, vol. 7, p. 382). A peaceful
international division of labor might come into
existence if nations could first provide for full
employment by domestic policies. But by the time
Keynes wrote these words, it was too late. Not
many influential people were listening and the die
had been cast long before. In the 1930s Keynes
knew that the United States was the key to the
survival of capitalism and of liberalism. Ironically,
it required the outbreak of global war to engage
the United States in the global defense of
liberalism.

Robert Skidelsky, the author of a three-
volume biography of Keynes, calls Keynes ‘‘the
Churchill of war finance and post-war financial
planning’’ (vol. 3, p. 1). He became the key figure,
negotiating the complex issues of U.S. war loans to
Britain, attempting to avoid British postwar finan-
cial weakness and dependency on the United
States, working to institute a postwar international
settlement that would avoid the punitive and poli-
tically disastrous perspective that had dominated at
Versailles following World War I. In 1942, on the

recommendation of Prime Minister Winston
Churchill, Keynes was made 1st Baron Keynes of
Tilton.

Politically, in the 1930s Keynes was a voice in
the wilderness, but the perspective of the General
Theory swept the younger generation of econo-
mists. It was rapidly incorporated into mainstream
academic thought in the versions developed by
John Hicks and Paul Samuelson. Keynesianism
focused on the concept of effective demand and
the resulting equilibrium models of demand man-
agement. Roy Harrod extended the new concepts
into a model of long-run growth. Joan Robinson
attempted to maintain a more radical view of
Keynes as a skeptic concerning the equilibrium
between demand and supply and insisted that
economists should continue the task of generaliz-
ing the General Theory to explain the more com-
mon world of nonequilibrium situations.

See also Inflation.
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KHARKOV, BATTLES OF. There were
two significant battles for Kharkov (now Kharkiv,
Ukraine) in 1943, during which this Donets Basin
(Donbas) city, the Soviet Union’s fourth largest,
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was the scene of fierce urban combat. The first,
11–14 March, occurred during a successful
German counteroffensive to regain ground lost to
Soviet advances after the victory at Stalingrad,
while the second, 21–23 August, occurred during a
major Soviet counteroffensive following the Battle of
Kursk. Each confrontation at Kharkov was nested in
a larger set of operations, with each set tracing dif-
ferent trajectories and producing differing outcomes.

FIRST 1943 BATTLE

There had been two previous battles for Kharkov in
1941 and 1942, and that which the Germans called
the ‘‘Third Battle of Kharkov’’ resulted from Soviet
overreach on the southern flank of the eastern front
during the winter of 1943. Various thrusts and coun-
terthrusts by both the Red Army and the Wehrmacht
before and after the capitulation of the German Sixth
Army at Stalingrad on 2 February 1943 had left
large gaps in the German lines between Voronezh
and Rostov-na-Donu (Rostov-on-Don). In early
February, as Field Marshal Erich von Manstein
regrouped his scattered formations in the south to
establish a coherent defense, Soviet Stavka, the
Headquarters of the Supreme High Command,
resolved to press the initiative. Accordingly, the
armies of two Soviet fronts, Voronezh (General
Filipp Golikov) and Southwest (General Nikolay
Vatutin), knifed through the middle and lower Don
Valley to envelop Kharkov, with the ultimate objec-
tive of pinning Manstein’s forces against the Sea of
Azov and the Dnieper River bend. Initially unable to
stem the tide, the Germans gave ground nearly every-
where, including Kharkov, where on 15 February, I
SS Panzer Corps—despite orders to stand fast—
retired to the southwest after offering feeble resis-
tance. Its commander, Obergruppenführer Paul
Hausser, saw little purpose in making the city ‘‘a
second Stalingrad.’’

Success, however, was to prove ephemeral
for Stavka, at least for a time, with the result
that Kharkov would not long remain in Soviet
hands. Joseph Stalin and his generals had under-
estimated the resilience of the Wehrmacht and
its associated SS formations and had overesti-
mated the capacity of overtaxed Soviet logistics
and depleted combat units to maintain offen-
sive momentum. Worse, Soviet intelligence on
German dispositions and intentions remained

dangerously uncertain. Between 17 and 19
February, Soviet offensive operations culminated
in the face of growing German resistance along a
north-south line lying roughly 50 kilometers
(30 miles) west of the Kursk-Kharkov meridian
and cutting east in the extreme south to the Mius
River. By now, Manstein had reorganized his
troops into a resurrected version of Army Group
South, and he was regrouping his armor and air
assets to conduct a bold counterstroke spear-
headed by the Fourth Panzer Army and
Hausser’s SS Panzer Corps. Manstein’s intent
was sequentially to smash leading elements of
the two advancing Soviet fronts head-on and
then to sink a deep thrust between them to
bypass Kharkov on the way to seizing Belgorod
and its crossings over the Donets River.

The result was mayhem for the overextended
Soviets. From 19 to 21 February, XLVIII Panzer
Corps and SS Panzer Corps overpowered and
obliterated the forward formations of Vatutin’s
Sixth and First Guards armies. On 20 February,
the First Panzer Army and XL Panzer Corps joined
in the fray to begin destruction of another of
Vatutin’s advancing tentacles, Mobile Group
Popov. With the German Fourth Air Fleet com-
manding the skies for the last time over German
counteroffensive operations on the eastern front,
the last week of February witnessed a merciless
German pursuit of jumbled Soviet formations in
full flight back to the Northern Donets River.
Altogether the Soviets lost the bulk of two field
armies, including 9,000 prisoners, an estimated
23,000 dead, 615 tanks, and 1,000 artillery pieces.
After briefly pausing to regroup, Manstein’s pan-
zers turned northwest to confront Golikov’s Third

Tank and Sixty-Ninth armies on the southwest
approaches to Kharkov. There, in an exercise of
maneuver virtuosity between 1 and 5 March,
German armored formations repeatedly outflanked
and relentlessly pursued Golikov’s defenders, levy-

ing the loss of an additional forty-five thousand
troops on the Soviets.

As German exploitation continued, Hausser’s
SS Corps remained under orders to bypass
Kharkov. However, the temptation for vindication

proved too strong to resist. With rapid seizure of
the city seemingly within easy grasp, Hausser allo-
cated two SS divisions to the task. As a result,
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between 11 and 14 March, Kharkov was the scene
of savage house-to-house fighting, during which
Hausser’s SS troops reclaimed their honor at the
cost of 11,500 casualties. Meanwhile, Army Group
South’s remaining armored pincers lacked suffi-

cient combat power to fully encircle and liquidate
large Soviet troop pockets east and south of
Kharkov. Although Manstein thereby probably lost
an opportunity to produce a German equivalent of
the Soviet victory at Stalingrad, momentum carried

this last major successful German offensive on the
eastern front to Belgorod. With this city in German
hands on 25 March, the spring thaw halted opera-
tions for both sides. The line of farthest German
advance became the southern shoulder of the

Kursk salient that was to feature so prominently
in Manstein’s next offensive, Operation Citadel,
resulting in the Battle of Kursk.

FINAL KHARKOV CONTEST

The final contest for Kharkov, known to the
Germans as the ‘‘Fourth Battle of Kharkov’’ and
to the Soviets and Russians as the Belgorod-
Kharkov Operation, occurred during a series of
battles and subsidiary operations, between 3 and
23 August 1943, growing out of the Battle of
Kursk. With the Wehrmacht clearly now on the
defensive, this major Soviet strategic counteroffen-
sive, code-named Rumiantsev (for a Russian mili-
tary hero of the eighteenth century), recaptured
Belgorod and Kharkov, inflicted heavy losses on
the Germans, and set the stage for the liberation
of left-bank Ukraine.

Although Manstein had sought to renew
German offensive operations after Kursk, Adolf
Hitler had other ideas, including the redeployment
of Hausser’s now renamed II SS Panzer Corps to
the west. After Citadel, consequently, the primary
German strike forces in the south, including the
Fourth Panzer Army and Detachment Kempf, con-
ducted a fighting withdrawal to previously occu-
pied and well-fortified positions north of Kharkov
along an east-west line that stretched between
Sumy and Belgorod, then dropped south.

Just as the case after Stalingrad, Stavka now
sought a transition from the defensive at Kursk to
a decisive counteroffensive that would produce sig-
nificant gains, especially against German Army
Group South. The main difference was that now

the Soviets retained predictable command of the air
and substantial reserves in manpower, armaments,
and equipment. Stavka’s primary objective was the
encirclement and destruction of Manstein’s group-
ings northwest of Kharkov. Meanwhile, other
Soviet offensive operations targeted German Army
Group Center, in part to disguise Stavka’s intent
and objectives in the south.

In consequence, on 3 August, when the Soviet
Voronezh (Vatutin in place of Golikov) and Steppe
(General Ivan Konev) fronts commenced offensive
operations from the southern shoulder of the
Kursk salient, Manstein was caught off guard.
Elaborate local Soviet deception measures had
enabled Marshal Georgy Zhukov, the coordinator
of front operations from Stavka, to concentrate
dense infantry formations and artillery fire power
across a narrow frontage to facilitate penetration of
the five successive German defensive belts protect-
ing Kharkov. On 5 August, once having effected
the breakthrough operation, Zhukov inserted his
primary mobile groups, the First Tank Army
(General Mikhail Katukov) and the Fifth Guards
Tank Army (General Pavel Rotmistrov), into the
resulting gap for deep exploitation. As they pene-
trated to depths of 60 kilometers (37 miles),
Belgorod fell, while adjoining and supporting
Soviet forces either widened the gap or made
others to augment the advance.

While transiting and concentrating mobile
counters from the north and from the Donbas,
Manstein committed his local reserves piecemeal,
but with little success. It was only on 11 August
that Manstein had laboriously assembled four
infantry and seven motorized or panzer divisions
to halt the expanding Soviet torrent. But when
Manstein reverted to the same sort of mobile ma-
neuver scheme that earlier in the year had assured
German success in the third battle of Kharkov, his
troops encountered a different kind of opposition.
Now commanding the air, the Red Air Force pum-
meled Manstein’s counterattacking reserves, even
as elements of both the Steppe and Voronezh
fronts approached Kharkov. In anticipation of a
German counterstroke from the southwest,
Zhukov reinforced Voronezh Front with the
Fifty-Seventh Army and the Fifth Guards Tank
Army. Between 11 and 20 August, a series of
vicious meeting engagements erupted between
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maneuvering heavy formations in the vicinity of
Bogodukhov, some 30 kilometers (19 miles)
northwest of Kharkov. With Zhukov feeding addi-
tional reinforcements into the fight, his right wing
held its ground. Simultaneously, Konev’s Steppe
Front, reinforced by the adjacent Southwest Front
(General Rodion Malinovsky), broke through
Kharkov’s outer defenses. The task of standing fast
within the city now fell to the remnants of
Detachment Kempf, but again the scent of
Stalingrad was in the air, with the result that
German troops quit the city after only two days’
(21–23 August) hard street fighting. Unlike the
earlier case with SS Obergruppenführer Hausser,
Hitler removed General Werner Kempf from his
command and renamed his detachment the
Eighth Army.

OUTCOME

Over the course of Rumiantsev, the Soviets opened a
300-kilometer (185-mile) breach in German
defenses and advanced to depths of 140 kilometers
(85 miles). Zhukov’s two fronts routed fifteen
German divisions while losing nearly 250,000 troops,
including 71,600 dead and invalided. Beyond the
numbers and the reoccupation of Kharkov,
Rumiantsev marked a maturing of the Soviet military
art, in which Red commanders demonstrated a grow-
ing mastery of complex breakthrough and exploita-
tion operations for encirclement and pursuit. They
had conducted an echeloned attack against deep
defenses, had held the shoulders of the penetration,
and then had fed mobile forces through the gap for
sustained and deep pursuit. Bogodukhov, mean-
while, revealed a newfound Soviet ability to beat the
Germans at their own mobile maneuver game.

See also Kursk, Battle of; Operation Barbarossa;
Stalingrad, Battle of; World War II.
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KHRUSHCHEV, NIKITA (1894–1971),
head of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
and leader of the Soviet Union from 1953 to 1964.

Like many Soviet leaders of his generation,
Nikita Sergeyevich Khrushchev came from simple
origins. He was born in a workers’ family in the
village of Kalinovka in southern Russia and spent
his youth as a metalworker in the Donbas coal-
mining region of eastern Ukraine. It was only the
civil war that propelled him into a political career,
when he became a political commissar in the Red
Army. After the war he studied at the workers’
education department of a technical college and
advanced to prominent positions in the Ukrainian
Communist Party bureaucracy, up to heading the
organizational department of the Ukrainian Central
Committee. In 1929 he enrolled in the Industrial
Academy in Moscow and in 1930 became a party
boss there. From then on Khrushchev began his
swift and impressive move upward in the Communist
Party bureaucracy. He consecutively headed the
Bauman and Krasnaya Presnya District Party Com-
mittees in Moscow (1931), then (1932–1934)
became the deputy head and later head of the
Moscow City Party Committee and deputy head
of the Moscow Regional Party Committee. In
1935–1938 he was simultaneously the head of the
Moscow City and Region Party Committees, the
top figure in the administration of the nation’s
capital. In this capacity he played an important role
in the repression of thousands of innocent people
during the Great Terror of 1937–1938—an act he
remembered all his life and felt intensely guilty
about even decades later.

From January 1938 through March 1947, and
then again in December 1947–December 1949,
Khrushchev headed the Ukrainian Communist
Party. During the Great Patriotic War (1941–1945)
he served as a top-rank political commissar in several
important battle groups of the Red Army, partici-
pating, for example, in the Battle of Stalingrad
in 1942–1943. Acknowledging his organizational
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energy, Khrushchev’s biographers associate his name

during the war with impressive victories but also a

few defeats, for which he was partly responsible.

After the war Khrushchev vigorously worked on the

postwar rebuilding of Ukraine and proved a tough

fighter against the nationalist guerrilla movement.

In 1949 he returned to Moscow as a secretary

of the party’s Central Committee and, again, the

head of the Moscow regional party organization.

Khrushchev’s energy, combined with his simple

ways and ostensible lack of claims for higher power,

seems to have won him Stalin’s trust, by no means

a small accomplishment. Khrushchev was one of

the very top leaders of the Soviet Union, and it

was not accidental that after Stalin’s death in March

1953 he was in a position to begin struggling for

prominence in the country’s leadership.

KHRUSHCHEV IN POWER

In September 1953 Khrushchev became the head

of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the

post Stalin had held during his successful bid for

power in the 1920s. Just as it was with Stalin,

leadership of the party proved to be a key weapon

in power struggles. In June 1953, together with

several other Politburo members, Khrushchev

organized a plot that toppled one of his main rivals,

Lavrenty Beria, the head and later patron of the

special police under Stalin. After Beria was deposed

and then shot (December 1953), Khrushchev suc-

cessfully struggled against his other major rivals,

Georgy Malenkov and Vyacheslav Molotov. By

1955 Khrushchev had won the fight for power,

which enabled him to rule the country for the next

decade.

Khrushchev’s internal policies were marked,

first of all, by a resolution to overcome the legacy

of the Stalin terror. He promoted the dismantling

of the repressive system and the release and reha-

bilitation (1953–1956) of the hundreds of thou-

sands of concentration camp prisoners as well as

the return of several deported nationalities to their

original areas of residence. Proving bolder than

his counterparts, Khrushchev was the first to attack

Stalin openly. In February 1956, at the Twentieth

Party Congress, he delivered a revolutionary speech,

slamming the dead Stalin for having created a ‘‘cult

of personality’’ around himself, for unleashing terror

against millions of innocent people, and for com-
mitting grave blunders in state leadership.

Khrushchev’s ‘‘secret speech,’’ called so because
it remained unpublished in the Soviet Union at the
time, was nonetheless read aloud to party members
in local and institutional party organizations all
across the country and thus became widely known.
Although the dismantling of the repressive order
and the homecoming of prisoners had started
before the Twentieth Congress, Khrushchev’s speech
nonetheless shocked many Soviet people. For the
first time they heard the country’s top leader con-
demn Stalin, thus undermining the foundations of
the worldview in which they had been raised dur-
ing the previous quarter of a century. The attack on
Stalin produced a major crisis of legitimacy of the
Soviet order: since so much in the system had
emerged under Stalin and was associated with his
name, criticizing him could not but cast grave
doubts about the validity of the entire Soviet
project.

Khrushchev’s anti-Stalin crusade had tremen-
dous effects not only within the Soviet Union but
also outside its borders, particularly in the communist
bloc. In 1956, revelations about the terror brought
about uprisings against Soviet power in Poland and
particularly Hungary. The dethroning of Stalin also
created a rift between the Soviet Union and Maoist
China, which could never accept destalinization.
After unsuccessful attempts to patch up Sino-
Soviet relations in the late 1950s, Khrushchev
abruptly withdrew Soviet specialists from China in
1960, and in the next decade the two countries
occasionally found themselves on the brink of war.

All these complications of Khrushchev’s attack
on Stalin brought about a plot against him in the
party leadership. In June 1957 his counterparts
since Stalin’s times, Vyacheslav Molotov, Georgy
Malenkov, and Lazar Kaganovich, attempted to
overthrow Khrushchev. However, the support of
regional party secretaries, who were urgently flown
to Moscow for an extraordinary plenum of the
Central Committee, thwarted the coup.

Khrushchev took an active interest in trying to
reform the Stalinist mechanism of economic
administration. In 1957, within a project of decen-
tralizing industrial management, many branch min-
istries in Moscow were liquidated and their powers
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were handed down to the newly created ‘‘councils
of the economy’’ (sovnarkhozy) in the regions.
Decentralization did not make industry much more
efficient, though, because the producers still largely
lacked market incentives to work.

Khrushchev took comparatively greater interest
in agriculture, where he considered himself an
expert. In 1953 taxes on agricultural produce were
lowered, debts written off, procurement prices
raised, and peasant private plots encouraged.
Furthermore, it was now easier for peasants to
travel or move to cities and thus the restrictions
upon peasant mobility imposed during collectiviza-
tion in the early 1930s became much less severe. In
1954, however, Khrushchev launched a campaign
of growing grain in the Virgin Lands, uncultivated
steppes in southwestern Siberia and northern
Kazakhstan. Through a combination of draft and

propaganda, thousands of young men and women
were mobilized for that purpose. Although the
territory was indeed cultivated, the Virgin Lands
campaign brought mixed results. Even less success-
ful was Khrushchev’s other agricultural project: the
1957 visionary plan to outstrip the United States in
the production of meat, milk, butter, and other
basic foods. He instigated a campaign of boosting
agriculture by planting corn in various parts of the
country often unsuitable for corn cultivation,
which predictably failed.

Khrushchev’s economic projects were not sim-
ply random disjointed initiatives but rather
reflected his ideas of what socialism was to be. He
seriously emphasized improving the quality of peo-
ple’s everyday lives, in the belief that the advantages
of socialism as a world system could be demon-
strated primarily through the well-being of Soviet

Nikita Khrushchev delivers his famous speech to the United Nations, 3 October 1960. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS
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citizens. Despite his many failures, Khrushchev was
a vigorous, energetic administrator, and some of
his projects were more successful than others. From
the mid-1950s on, a massive program of affordable-
housing construction was launched. In the course of
a decade, millions of families moved from barracks,
dugouts, and cramped communal premises to com-
paratively modern although cheap separate apart-
ments with central heating, sewerage, and running
water. Together with his dismantling of the Stalin
terror regime, his housing reform was something for
which Khrushchev was positively remembered in the
Soviet Union during the decades to come.

Under Khrushchev the Soviet Union embarked
on a rapprochement with the West. Cultural
exchange started in 1954–1955, and trips abroad
became easier for a (limited) number of Soviet
citizens. One of such tourists was Khrushchev him-
self, who in 1956 traveled (together with Molotov)
to Great Britain and in 1959 went on his famous
trip to the United States, the first time a Soviet leader
had ever visited the United States. Khrushchev’s
interest in the West brought quite a few Western
artistic and economic exhibits to the Soviet Union,
and Western books and films were imported in
large numbers, influencing the ideas Soviet people
held of their country and the world around. Above
all, foreigners themselves began coming in increas-
ing numbers to the Soviet Union, especially during
the 1957 Moscow Festival of Youth and Students,
one of the cultural landmarks of the Khrushchev
years. Building ties with the West, however, did not
go smoothly and was punctuated by numerous
clashes between the two still-hostile sociopolitical
systems. Khrushchev’s relations with the intelli-
gentsia were contradictory. The intelligentsia large-
ly welcomed his denunciation of Stalin at the
Twentieth and especially at the Twenty-Second
Party Congress (1961), after which Stalin’s monu-
ments all over the country were destroyed, places
named after him renamed, and his body taken out
of the Lenin Mausoleum. The years 1962–1964
witnessed the peak of criticism against the Stalin
terror in the Soviet press. A few powerful works of
literature on the terror theme appeared in print,
notably Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s One Day in the
Life of Ivan Denisovich (1962), the publication of
which was sanctioned by Khrushchev himself. Yet,
although the intelligentsia welcomed Khrushchev’s
efforts at dismantling the terror regime, it was alien-
ated by his attempts to monitor intellectual life, such

as the anti-Pasternak campaign (1958) and his cen-
suring of artists and writers in 1962–1963.

While popular overall with the intelligentsia,
Khrushchev ended up alienating much of the mili-
tary establishment. His emphasis on peaceful coex-
istence with the West and on consumer-oriented
economic production resulted in major cuts of the
conventional armed forces, which was highly
unpopular with many cadre officers.

DEMISE AND LAST YEARS

In 1963–1964 Khrushchev’s situation became
unstable as his popularity in the country ebbed.
With the failure of his agricultural experiments
and the corresponding crop failure, food supplies
in the cities were dismal. Combined with rather
tactlessly introduced pay cuts for workers, this
brought about the riots of 1962, in which troops
ended up firing at crowds in the city of
Novocherkassk. But above all, what brought about
Khrushchev’s end was his policy toward the party
apparatus. In 1962, in another act of administrative
experimentation, he divided the regional party organs
into industrial and agricultural committees—a reform
that generated great resentment among the party
bureaucracy. This time Khrushchev was deprived of
the support of regional party leaders that had once
saved him in 1957.

In October 1964 a well-prepared plot of the
top party leaders, headed by his closest associates
Leonid Brezhnev and Mikhail Suslov, deposed
Khrushchev, stripped him of his rank of first secre-
tary, and sent him into forced retirement. He spent
the remaining seven years of his life in a country
house near Moscow. There he managed to record
on audiotapes his lengthy memoirs, which were
published in the West while he was still alive—an
act of unprecedented courage for the former leader
of the Soviet Communist Party.

Khrushchev was a major political figure in
twentieth-century history and a colorful, remark-
able individual. A product of the Stalinist political
and cultural order, he found strength and courage
in himself to challenge, often successfully, many
crucial aspects of that order and to begin its destruc-
tion. He also retained elements of utopian commu-
nist thinking of the 1920s—something that led him
to numerous and frequently fatal blunders but also
made his rule a dynamic, memorable time that, as
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research increasingly shows, proved highly signifi-
cant for the historic fortunes of the Soviet Union.

See also Brezhnev, Leonid; Destalinization; Soviet
Union; Stalin, Joseph.
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DENIS KOZLOV

n

KIEFER, ANSELM (b. 1945), German
painter, sculptor, engraver, and watercolorist.

Anselm Kiefer was born in 1945 in
Donaueschingen, Germany. He first studied law
but soon turned to the visual arts and attended
the Art Academy of Karlsruhe and, from 1970
to 1972, the Academy of Düsseldorf, where he
worked under Josef Beuys. His large-scale paint-
ings develop historical themes and allude to the
Kabbalah and Nordic mythology, including the
Song of the Nibelungen and the legends of Edda,
Kyffhäuser, and Alaric. His influences are as diverse
as Richard Wagner—in his Grane (1980–1993),
for example—the architect Albert Speer, the poet
Paul Celan, the seventeenth-century alchemist
Robert Fludd, the writer Jean Genet, the philosopher

Martin Heidegger, and the eighteenth-century poet
Friedrich Hölderlin. Kiefer’s paintings, sculptures,
and installations are inseparable from his
‘‘books’’—a form of freestanding sculpture—since
Kiefer brings his subjects and representations to life
by using one art form to expand on another. The
repetition of themes and iconic motifs, the use of
citations, and, in fact, any manner of varying or
twisting the meaning, the medium, or the writing,
are characteristic of Kiefer’s heuristic method.

His first one-person show was at the Gallery
am Kaiserplatz in Karlsruhe in 1969. The exhibi-
tion Bilder und Bücher (Pictures and books) at the
Kunsthalle in Bern in 1978 and his participation
in the Venice Bienniale two years later won Kiefer
international renown. Alongside Georg Baselitz,
he exhibited a collection of books at the German
pavilion under the title Verbrennen, Verholzen,
Versenken, Versanden (Burn, carbonize, dump, cover
with sand), as well as Deutschlands Geisteshelden
(1972; Germany’s spiritual heroes), Parsifal (1973),
and four versions of Wege der Weltweisheit—die
Hermannsschlacht (1977–1978; Ways of worldly
wisdom—Arminius’s battle). These works were
harshly criticized because of their overly Germanic
character, but such attacks demonstrate only a
superficial understanding. When in 1969 Kiefer
presented the series Besetzungen (Occupations)
and the book Für Genet (For Genet), in which he
represents himself (in a photograph, a painting,
and a watercolor) in civilian and military dress,
standing at attention and giving the Hitler salute,
his aim was to chastise the generation of postwar
Germans that was struggling to forget the Nazi
period. With this transgression Kiefer was not just
reminding viewers of the past but was expressing a
will to mourn as a means of self-reinvention. His
works undeniably link art and politics.

Kiefer is neither a Romantic, nostalgic for
Germany’s glorious past, nor a mystic, as some of
his creations, such as Der Weltweisheit, might sug-
gest. In fact, that work is quite the opposite. In the
very conception of the work and in its realization,
he presents a geological vision of the past and an
archaeological view of the present. His art operates
on two levels, that of the perception of the canvas
and that of its comprehension, moving from the
macro to the micro level, from the representation
to the message. In such landscapes as Märkische
Heide (1974; March heath) and such architectural
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representations as Dem Unbekannten Maler (1982;
To the unknown painter), he unravels historical
events, and, by focusing on historical sites in
Nürnberg (1982; Nuremburg) and Jerusalem
(1986), he sutures Germany’s wounds.

In 1975 Kiefer’s work underwent a technical
and iconographic upheaval. He produced eight
works on painted canvas, which he burned and
bound together under the title Ausbrennen des
landkreises Buchen (Cauterization of the rural dis-
trict of Buchen). Fire, a tool of destruction, gene-
rated to a new way of painting. In confronting
German cultural traditions, Kiefer developed a sin-
gularly plastic means of expression in the art world
of the 1970s to 1990s.

In 1980 his technique evolved still further. He

began to create assemblages and collages, introduc-

ing various materials such as ashes, tar, seeds, toys,

sand, sunflowers, and sheets of lead. Paul Celan’s

poems, for example, provided him with an opportu-

nity to use straw on the canvas (Margarethe, 1981).

Such materials began as iconographic motifs and then

gradually became components of his work serving to

call representation into question. According to Daniel

Arasse, a change in iconography accounts for the

transformations of his palette. Indeed, Kiefer created

several works using lead—Schwarze Galle (Black bile)

in 1989 and Melancholia in 1991 are two examples—

at a time when he had decided to distance himself

from German themes to focus on alchemy (Athanor,

1988–1991) and on the Old Testament, especially

Exodus (Auszug aus Ägypten; 1984, Departure from

Egypt). Lead became his preferred material for creat-

ing books and bookshelves such as Zweistromland

(1990; The high priestess). In 1991 Kiefer finished

his 20 Jahre Einsamkeit (20 years of solitude), made

up of white books and ledgers stained with sperm and

etched with words written by the artist. This work

looks like a summing up, with a series of reflections

on the creative process inscribed on the white

pages. Beginning in 1985, Kiefer produced a vari-

ety of subjects based on the Kabbalah, which find

their apotheosis in the installation entitled The

Breaking of the Vessels (2000), figuring a burnt

library in opposition to the Kabbalistic approach

to the problem of theodicy. This work represents

a synthesis of the many themes and materials devel-

oped during the previous thirty years of his career.

See also Celan, Paul; Germany; Heidegger, Martin;
Speer, Albert.
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CYRIL THOMAS

n

KIEV. Kiev (Kyiv in Ukrainian) was the ruling
center of Kievan Rus, the largest political entity in
medieval Europe. After Vladimir the Great, the
grand prince of Kiev (980–1015), began to
Christianize his realm in 988, Kiev became famous
for its churches and monasteries. The Cave
Monastery (Pecherska Lavra), founded in 1015,
attracted thousands of pilgrims to the city each year
until Soviet times. St. Sophia Cathedral, initially
built between 1037 and 1100 and named for the
Hagia Sophia in Constantinople, retains much of
its original interior even in the early twenty-first
century. By 1200, Kiev had become one of
Europe’s largest cities. Its estimated population of
fifty thousand equaled that of Paris and exceeded
that of London.

In 1240 the Mongols destroyed Kiev, and the
city subsequently fell under Lithuanian, Polish, and
ultimately Muscovite Russian control. Although it
retained some importance as a religious, educa-
tional, and trade center, it had not recovered the
size or significance it had enjoyed in medieval times
even by the turn of the nineteenth century. Then,
Kiev had only twenty thousand inhabitants and
consisted of three barely connected settlements,
each walled and villagelike in appearance: Podil,
the trade district that lay along the Dniepr River;
Pecherske, the site of the fortress and the Cave
Monastery; and High City, sometimes called Old
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Kiev, the location of many of the town’s most
majestic churches. Until the middle of the nine-
teenth century, Kiev’s Contract Fair, held in
January, brought together Polish landowners,
Great Russian and Jewish merchants and traders,
Ukrainian oxcarters and peasants, ‘‘itinerant den-
tists, Kazan soap boilers, Tula samovar smiths,
Berdychiv booksellers, and hawkers of exotic
delights from Persia, Bukhara, and the Caucasus,’’
among others, and served as the city’s most impor-
tant social and commercial event.

Tsar Nicholas I (r. 1825–1855) Russified Kiev,
establishing St. Vladimir University in 1834 partly
for this purpose. Russian became the language of
governance, education, and upward mobility. Most
Kiev residents spoke Russian or a blend of Russian
and Ukrainian called surzhyk. From the early
1870s, when railway lines to Moscow and the
Black Sea port of Odessa (Odesa) were completed,
Kiev grew very rapidly. Its three settlements fused
into a modern city, and the Khreshchatyk, built
along a wooded ravine, became its commercial
center and one of imperial Russia’s most famous
main streets. Major employers included the rail
yard and Greter & Krivanek, which manufactured
machinery, much of it for Ukraine’s sugar beet
industry, but light industry dominated the city’s
economy. In 1870 Kiev had 70,000 residents; by
1914, 626,000. By then, of the cities in the
Russian Empire, only St. Petersburg, Moscow,
and Warsaw were larger.

REVOLUTION, CIVIL WAR, AND NEP

After the abdication of Tsar Nicholas II (r. 1894–
1917) in March 1917 (February, Old Style),
Ukrainian nationalists organized the Central Rada in
Kiev, which called for a self-governing, free Ukraine
linked with Russia in a democratic federation. After
the Bolsheviks (Communists) seized power in
Petrograd (St. Petersburg) in November 1917, the
Rada refashioned itself into the Ukrainian National
Republic, which promoted the nationalization of
industry and the seizure and redistribution of land.
Armed conflict over control of Kiev began in
December 1917, as Vladimir Antonov-Ovseyenko’s
Soviet Russian army advanced on the city. The
Bolsheviks held the city briefly in 1918, but for most
of the year the hetman (cossack leader, or military
commander) Pavlo Skoropadsky (1873–1945)

governed it in close alliance with occupying German
forces. Referring to the city’s relative peace and pros-
perity in 1918, the writer Konstantin Paustovsky
(1892–1968) remarked that ‘‘Kiev was like a banquet
in the middle of a plague.’’

However, from 14 December 1918, when the
Directory, led by Volodymyr Vynnychenko (1880–
1951), took the city, violence and repression
returned to Kiev. The Bolsheviks reconquered the
city in February 1919 and nationalized its services
and larger enterprises. Various Ukrainian forces
then held the city from the late summer until the
Bolsheviks took it back on 16 December. In all,
Kiev changed hands five times in 1919.

May 1920 brought a brief occupation by Polish
and Ukrainian troops, but in June the Bolsheviks
captured Kiev for good. By then, more than eight
hundred buildings had been destroyed. Kiev’s
population, estimated at 467,000 in September
1917 and 544,000 in early 1919, fell to 367,000
in mid-1920, as residents fled into the countryside
in search of food. By 1921–1922, industrial pro-
duction had virtually shut down. Inflation soared.
Adult workers were expected to live on two hun-
dred grams of bread per day and six hundred grams
of sugar per month. However, in 1921 the Soviet
government announced the more relaxed New
Economic Policy (NEP), which allowed for private
entrepreneurial activity, and the economy began to
rebound. By 1925, most Kiev enterprises were
exceeding their prewar levels of output, and by
1926 Kiev’s population had grown to five hundred
thousand. The use of the Ukrainian language was
encouraged during the NEP, and the number of
Ukrainian speakers increased in Kiev, although
Russian remained the primary language of the city.
During this period of relative cultural freedom,
Kiev remained an important center of artistic
accomplishment, particularly for the Ukrainian
and Russian avant-garde movements.

KIEV UNDER STALIN

Kiev was greatly transformed under Joseph Stalin
(1879–1953) and the First Five Year Plan, which
began in 1928. Property was seized by the state,
economic decision-making was transferred to
Moscow, and industrialization proceeded with
reckless rapidity. By 1932, fifty-seven machine-
building enterprises were operating in Kiev,
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compared with only three in 1928. Greter &
Krivanek, now called ‘‘Bolshevik,’’ became a lead-
ing supplier of equipment for the Soviet chemical
industry. During the First Five-Year Plan, Kiev
factories also turned out barges, river boats, steel
cable, farm machinery, rubber goods, construction
equipment, tram wagons, and about one-quarter of
Ukraine’s light industrial output. Unemployment,
officially 35,900 in 1929, was eliminated by 1930.
The state took over all educational and cultural
facilities. School tuition was outlawed in 1927,
and within a year, according to Soviet sources, the
percentage of children enrolled in schools jumped
from 65 to 92. Dozens of technical institutes were
established, reinforcing Kiev’s tradition as one of
the country’s most important centers of learning.

During the Second Five-Year Plan, which
began in 1933, wages were said to double on
average and the percentage of women in Kiev’s
workforce continued to climb, reaching 43 percent
by 1938, compared with 33 percent in 1931. In
1936, Kiev shops were printing forty-one regional
newspapers and twenty-six journals, making the
city one of the Soviet Union’s most important
publishing centers. By 1939 Kiev’s population
reached 850,000. However, life in the 1930s was
difficult and often brutal. The extraordinary pace of
urbanization, and the ongoing emphasis on indus-
trial production, kept housing and consumer goods
and services in short supply, something that would
characterize the Soviet economy until its collapse.
Moreover, Russians or Russified Ukrainians had
begun to replace Ukrainians in Communist Party
posts in 1927, and by 1929 Ukrainian intellectuals
began to be arrested and charged with ‘‘national
deviation.’’ Increasingly, terror stalked the city.
Kievans were murdered in the basement of the
NKVD (secret police) headquarters and in
Lukianivka Prison. Burial sites located just outside
the city are said to contain the corpses of tens of
thousands of victims from Kiev and elsewhere in
Ukraine.

Kiev also suffered massive physical destruction
in the 1930s. Soviet planners sought to reshape it
into a model proletarian city, and in 1934 the
capital of Ukraine was moved to Kiev from
Kharkov (Kharkiv). Beginning in 1935, under
Stalin’s Ukrainian deputy Pavel Postyshev, many
of Kiev’s ancient churches and other cultural

landmarks were demolished, probably because they
were viewed as symbols of Ukrainian national
pride. This destruction is documented by Titus
Hewryk in The Lost Architecture of Kiev, cited in
the bibliography.

THE SECOND WORLD WAR

Aerial bombardment of Kiev began on 22 June
1941, the very first day of Adolf Hitler’s monu-
mental assault on the Soviet Union code-named
Operation Barbarossa. The Nazi armies advanced
quickly. In the first three weeks of fighting
alone, the Soviet Army lost two million men,
3,500 tanks, and 6,000 aircraft. On June 27
machinery and inventories began to be evacuated
from Kiev’s arsenal, which required 1,100 railway
cars. Over the next two months, 197 enterprises
were dismantled and sent eastward. Kiev’s
‘‘Bolshevik’’ plant, for example, was reassembled
near Sverdlovsk, in the Urals. In early July, some
two hundred thousand Kievans began to construct
antitank and anti-infantry fortifications around
the city.

Stalin had initially refused Ukrainian
Communist Party boss Nikita Khrushchev’s recom-
mendation to abandon Kiev, but given the hope-
lessness of the military situation, relented on 17
September. On 21 September, the battle for Kiev
ended. The Germans captured some 665,000
Soviet troops in the encirclement of Kiev, which
Hitler called ‘‘the greatest battle in world history,’’
but in reality the victory gave the Germans no
strategic advantage. By October, half of Kiev’s
850,000 residents had been evacuated, mobilized
into the Red Army, or killed.

The German occupation of Kiev lasted for two
years. Policies designed to starve the remaining
population were put into place; already in
November 1941 one onlooker described Kiev ‘‘as
a city of beggars.’’ Epidemics swept the city; mur-
der for bread became an everyday occurrence.
Kievans were not allowed to enter many shops,
trams, and theaters, and curfew was set at 6:00
P.M. Streets and buildings were given German
names, and at least twenty-three German industrial
enterprises were established in the city. By mid-
1943, however, about eighty partisan and sabotage
units were operating in or near the city. Perhaps
twenty thousand people were involved in the
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Resistance, which carried out some nine hundred
operations, mostly against railway lines and road-
ways, supply depots, and police facilities.

Although Hitler’s goal of reducing Kiev to
rubble was averted because of a shortage of bombs,
by the time the Nazi occupation was broken, on 6
November 1943, eight hundred industrial enter-
prises and six thousand buildings (about one-sixth
of the total number of structures in Kiev) had been
destroyed. Soviet sources estimate that two hun-
dred thousand Kievans were killed during the war
and another hundred thousand were sent into
Germany as conscript laborers. Valuable books,
archives, and records had been looted from
libraries, museums, and various institutes. The
Khreshchatyk and the central district lay in ruins,
and an estimated two hundred thousand Kievans
were left without housing. Rationing of basic

goods continued until December 1947. Kiev was

declared a ‘‘Hero City’’ by the Soviet government,
but the human tragedy of the battle for Kiev was
not discussed openly until the Soviet political cli-
mate thawed briefly under Khrushchev (now Soviet

premier) in 1962–1963. In January 1963, Leonid
Volynsky published a short story in the journal
Novy Mir (New World) about the battle, calling it

‘‘a vast and inexplicable tragedy.’’

THE FATE OF KIEV’S JEWS

With few exceptions, Jews had been forbidden to

settle in Kiev until Tsar Alexander II (r. 1855–

1881) liberalized residence restrictions. During

the final decades of the nineteenth century Kiev’s

Jewish community grew rapidly, and by 1923 Kiev

and Odessa, each with about 130,000 Jews, had

the largest Jewish populations of any Soviet city.

Residents of Kiev welcome returning Soviet soldiers following the withdrawal of German troops, February 1944.

ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Pogroms against Kiev Jews had occurred in 1881,
1905, and 1919, but under NEP, Jewish councils
(soviets) and law courts were established, permit-
ting limited jurisdiction over Jewish communal
affairs, possibly in an effort to reduce rabbinical
authority. The use of Yiddish was permitted in
both institutions. However, under Stalin this lim-
ited autonomy disappeared. All of Kiev’s syna-
gogues were closed between 1929 and 1931,
though one was reopened on appeal.

During the Second World War, the Soviet
press began to publish stories about Nazi extermi-
nation policies only in June 1941. In occupied
Kiev, on 29 September 1941, Jews assembled at a
designated corner in Lukianivka district, apparently
believing they would be evacuated to the east.
Instead, on 29 and 30 September, 33,771 Jews
were massacred in a ravine-filled area on the city’s
outskirts called Babi Yar (Babyn Yar). Many were
women, children, and elderly people. Perhaps one
hundred thousand Jews would ultimately die at
Babi Yar, as well as tens of thousands of Russians,
Ukrainians, and others. About 140,000 Jews had
lived in Kiev on the eve of the war. On 8 November
1943, Moscow Radio reported that the Red Army
had found only one remaining Jew when it liber-
ated the city. Babi Yar remains one of the most
notorious symbols of Nazi barbarity in the
Second World War.

After the war, plans for a public memorial at
Babi Yar were shelved, and the government
decided to flood and fill in the ravines. In 1961
the poet Yevgeny Yevtushenko (b. 1933) was
allowed to publish a poem indicting anti-Semitism
that reminded his readers that ‘‘No monument
stands over Babi Yar.’’ The resulting furor forced
Yevtushenko to rewrite his poem, adding the lines
‘‘Here together with Russians and Ukrainians lie
Jews,’’ and ‘‘I am proud of the Russia that stood in
the path of the bandits.’’ In 1966 a petition to
restore Kiev’s Jewish national theater was rejected,
and its supporters were arrested. Ultimately, in
1976, a monument was built at Babi Yar. The
inscription on the plaque notes only that some
two hundred thousand Soviet citizens were killed
on the site. It does not specifically mention Jews.

LATE SOVIET AND POST-SOVIET KIEV

After the war, Kiev rebuilt again. In the ensuing
decade, natural gas replaced coal as the dominant

energy source in the city. Trams remained the basic

mode of transportation through the 1950s, but

more and more buses and trolley-buses appeared

each year. Planning for a subway system began in

1945, and with the opening of five stations in

1960, Kiev became the third Soviet city to operate

an underground. From 1.1 million residents in

1959, Kiev grew to 1.4 million in 1967, and 2.6

million in 1989, the year of the last Soviet census.

The city remained the third largest in the Soviet

Union. However, Stalinist and Nazi destruction

had destroyed much of the beauty of old Kiev, a

city known for its churches, glittering onion-

domed hilltop monasteries, wooded ravines, and

spectacular vistas. The rebuilt Khreshchatyk, for

example, featured dreary monolithic Stalinist archi-

tecture called ‘‘Mussolini modern’’ by one scholar.

By the 1970s, Kiev had joined Moscow and
Leningrad (St. Petersburg) as one of the Soviet
Union’s showplace cities. Here the quality of life
far surpassed that of virtually all other Soviet cities
and even more so, that of the backward Soviet
countryside. Nevertheless, the quality of life in
Kiev remained well below that of comparable cities
in the West. Most residents lived in large, uniform,
prefabricated, and often poorly constructed apart-
ment complexes, and shortages of consumer goods
and services persisted. These problems reflected the
inefficiencies of the Soviet economy and the contin-
ued emphasis on heavy industry and military-related
production. Travel outside the country was virtually
impossible. In 1959, only 2,200 Kievans were
allowed such travel, almost all of it to other Soviet
bloc countries. A small Ukrainian dissident move-
ment surfaced in the 1960s. It was suppressed, and
the KGB retained tight control over the city.

As the liberalizing reforms unleashed by
Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931) in the late 1980s
brought unprecedented freedom to Soviet citizens,
Rukh, a Ukrainian organization that originally
stressed the revival of the Ukrainian language,
became increasingly influential in Kiev. In January
1990, following the tactics of popular front move-
ments in the Baltic states, hundreds of thousands
joined hands in a human chain that stretched for
three hundred miles from Kiev to Lviv (Lvov) and
Ivano-Frankivske, commemorating the proclama-
tion of Ukrainian independence in 1918.
Independence came in 1991, but Ukraine could
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not easily shed the institutional and cultural legacy
of Soviet communism. Ukraine’s GDP (gross
domestic product) declined by 60 percent during
the 1990s. Hyperinflation—said to be 10,000 per-
cent in 1993—ruined many, and barter became a
major means of economic transaction. The shadow
economy, or black market, continued to grow,
accounting for perhaps half of Ukraine’s GDP by
the mid-1990s. Despite its rich farmland, Ukraine
became a net importer of food. An oligarchy of
Soviet-era bureaucrats and managers, many of
them racketeers and commodity traders, came to
dominate the economy of Ukraine and Kiev,
though none added value by actually producing
goods. Corruption, complex tax laws and regula-
tions, a lack of public confidence in the banking
system, and the absence of enforcement of property
rights discouraged foreign investment. Ukraine’s
per capita GDP in 2004, estimated at $1,160, was
about one-fifth that of neighboring Poland.
Income inequality increased; health care worsened
for many; and life expectancy declined. Still, signs
of progress could be found. By 1997 inflation had
fallen to 10 percent. In 2000 the economy began
to grow, and by then Ukraine had created a stable
currency, the hryvnia.

Kiev fared considerably better than Ukraine as
a whole in the post-Soviet period. Privatization of
small enterprises such as taxi services, restaurants,
and retail shops proceeded rapidly. Although
Ukraine received less direct foreign investment
than any other eastern or central European country
after 1990, Kiev got about 40 percent of that
investment. Censuses taken in 1994 and 2002
revealed a population of 2.6 million in Kiev.
‘‘Nontraditional’’ migrants—especially Afghans,
Kurds, and Vietnamese—settled in the city, creat-
ing new sources of tension. In 1999, police officials
maintained that foreigners committed one-quarter
of the city’s crimes.

In the late 1990s, under the leadership of the
mayor Oleksandr Omelchenko, the Khreshchatyk
and the area around the large Bessarabsky Covered
Market underwent significant renovation. Many
new buildings were provided with their own heat-
ing systems (Soviet planners had supplied heat and
hot water by means of central plants). Shopping
facilities were greatly expanded. In Soviet times,
there had been few vehicles on the streets other

than taxis and delivery trucks. By 2004, eight hun-

dred thousand vehicles were plying Kiev streets

each day, and traffic volume and flow had emerged

as sources of concern.

Perhaps because Kiev had been heavily Russified,

it was slow to remove the symbols of Soviet rule, and

most Soviet statuary remains, including the enor-

mous Mother of the Motherland, erected during

the rule of Leonid Brezhnev, that towers over the

city. However, the city has helped finance the

rebuilding of some of the splendid structures that

were destroyed in the Stalinist and Nazi years, for

example the baroque St. Michael of the Golden

Domes, originally built in 1108–1113 and destroyed

in 1935–1936, and the Cathedral of the Assumption,

demolished in 1941.

Although Ukrainian has become increasingly

the language of choice, Kiev remains a bilingual

city. About 40 percent of the city’s native inhabi-

tants cite Russian as their native language, as do

more than half of those who have moved to Kiev

from other cities. However, usage of Ukrainian is

likely to continue to rise, as in the mid-2000s only

ten of Kiev’s four hundred public schools were

teaching exclusively in Russian (with the exception

of Ukrainian language classes). The privately run

National University of Kiev Mohyla Academy,

whose origins date to 1615, was revived in 1991.

It has become an important center for liberal arts

learning. Students are accepted on the basis of

merit, and all study in English and Ukrainian.

Russian is not taught.

In November–December 2004, Ukraine had a

hotly contested presidential election that high-

lighted the corruption and ethnic divisions that

continue to plague the country. The winner,

Viktor Yushchenko, pledged to move Ukraine clos-

er to the West, end corruption, and reverse the

post-Soviet drift. The fate of Kiev and its residents

will largely depend on the success of such efforts in

Ukraine as a whole.

See also Babi Yar; Russia; Soviet Union; Ukraine.
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KIROV, SERGEI (1886–1934), Soviet lead-
er whose murder inaugurated the Stalinist purges
of the 1930s.

On 1 December 1934, Leonid Nikolayev, a
disgruntled former member of the Communist
Party, shot and killed Sergei Kirov, head of the
Leningrad Region Communist organization. Party
workers apprehended Nikolayev immediately at the
Leningrad party headquarters where the murder
took place. In early interrogations Leningrad police
sought evidence of a local conspiracy to kill Kirov,
while Nikolayev initially claimed to have acted
alone. However, Joseph Stalin intervened in the
case within forty-eight hours and began concocting
a narrative about a widespread plot to destroy the
Soviet leadership. In the coming years of the Great
Terror (1936–1938) Stalin and his subordinates
used this story line to justify the arrest, torture,
and execution of millions of Soviet subjects. At
public show trials the Stalinist government con-
victed former rivals of Stalin in the Communist
Party leadership (Nikolai Bukharin, Alexander
Rykov, Lev Kamenev, Grigory Zinoviev, and
others) on various charges, including plotting to
murder Kirov and Stalin himself, working with
foreign intelligence services, and sabotaging indus-
trial production. Because of Stalin’s political use of
Kirov’s murder, many scholars suspect that the
dictator organized the assassination himself as an
excuse to initiate the Terror.

Rumors of Stalin’s involvement in Kirov’s

death began circulating in Leningrad well before

the onset of the Terror, in fact within days of the

assassination. Then, as the show trials developed in

1936–1938 a few Western journalists and socialist

commentators speculated that Stalin might have

ordered the killing in order to justify the Terror.

In 1936 the Paris-based Socialist Herald, the organ

of the Menshevik Party in exile, published a report

purportedly from a senior Bolshevik leader that

implied that Stalin might have organized the assas-

sination. This ‘‘Letter of an Old Bolshevik’’ indi-

cated that Kirov had been a ‘‘moderate’’ opposed

to the excesses of Stalinist coercion.

From 1940 various journalists and scholars in

the United States promulgated this narrative, in

which Stalin had ordered Kirov’s killing because

the latter was a moderate and a serious threat to

his power. In 1953 Alexander Orlov, a defector

from the Soviet intelligence services, published

memoirs in which he claimed to have heard from

high-level NKVD sources that Stalin had most

likely initiated the ‘‘hit’’ on Kirov. Three years after

the publication of Orlov’s memoirs, Nikita

Khrushchev, Stalin’s successor as head of the

Soviet Communist Party, went public with his

destalinization program. At the Twentieth Party

Congress in February 1956 Khrushchev denoun-

ced Stalin’s personal tyranny, his ‘‘cult of person-

ality,’’ and his persecution of innocent party

members. As part of his attack on Stalin’s former

lieutenants still in the party leadership (Vyacheslav

Molotov, Lazar Kaganovich), Khrushchev raised

questions about Kirov’s assassination and the death

of Kirov’s bodyguard in mysterious circumstances

soon after. At a closed Central Committee session

in 1957, Khrushchev supporters hinted broadly

that Molotov had ordered Kirov’s murder.

In 1968 the English poet and historian Robert

Conquest made the claim that Stalin had ordered

Kirov’s murder a key element of his book The Great
Terror: Stalin’s Purge of the Thirties. Conquest

based his account of the crime largely on Orlov’s

memoirs, the transcripts of Stalin’s show trials, and

Khrushchev’s revelations. As a result of his writ-

ings, many well-read Americans came to assume

that the case for Stalin’s involvement in the assassi-

nation was ironclad.
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Since the 1980s, however, several scholars have
questioned Conquest’s narrative of the assassina-
tion plot. In 1985 J. Arch Getty challenged
Conquest’s claim that Kirov’s killing was part of a
long-term plan by Stalin to initiate the Terror.

Getty argued that the Soviet defector Orlov was
an unreliable source, that Kirov was not a moderate
but a loyal Stalinist, and that Stalin did not plan the
Terror years beforehand. In the 1990s the Russian
historian Oleg Khlevnyuk found no evidence in

Central Committee documents that Kirov was a
moderate. Another Russian scholar, Alla Kirilina,
pointed out that in the weeks after the assassination
Stalin was slow to settle on a single public version
of the supposed plot. This was inconsistent with

the claim that he himself had conspired to kill
Kirov. Kirilina used documents on early interroga-
tions of Nikolayev to argue that he was a lone
gunman. She also noted that Khrushchev’s investi-
gation of the murder and his public comments on

it had the political goal of discrediting Stalinists in
the party leadership.

The question of Stalin’s involvement in Kirov’s
murder remains open. There is no doubt, however,
that Stalin used the killing to justify the Great
Terror and the millions of arrests, deportations,
and deaths associated with it.

See also Purges; Soviet Union; Stalin, Joseph; Terror.
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KIS, JÁNOS (b. 1943), Hungarian
philosopher.

János Kis was the intellectual leader of the

Hungarian democratic opposition of the 1980s.

Born in Budapest, he has become one of the coun-

try’s best-known philosophers, an important poli-

tical commentator, and a senior professor at the

Central European University in philosophy and

political science.

Although less well known abroad than Jacek

Kuron and Adam Michnik, Kis was a foremost

theorist of the democratic transition in Soviet-type

societies; he moved from critical Marxism to a

conception of radical, structural reform from

below, targeting an independent public sphere or

civil society. Having been a student of the impor-

tant neo-Marxist philosopher György Márkus, who

brought him into the Budapest circle of George

Lukács, Kis first worked on the problems and para-

doxes of Marxian interpretations of Soviet-type

societies. Two remarkable products of this enter-

prise, characteristic of the collective style of work

of the period, were How Is Critical Economics
Possible?, written in 1972 with György Bence and

György Márkus but not published until 1992, and

Le marxisme face aux pays de l’Est (Towards an East
European Marxism), written with György Bence,

published in Paris and London under the pseudo-

nym Marc Rakovski in 1978. By the time of the

publication of this last work, Kis had already

come under the influence of the KOR of Michnik

and Kuron, learned Polish, and proceeded to

help import aspects of the new Polish strategy into

reformist Hungary. Political conditions in Hungary

being different from those in Poland, they placed

more emphasis on creating an alternative public

than on building an independent civil society, at

least for a considerable period. The fruit of this

effort was the samizdat journal Beszél}o, of which

Kis was the main theoretical and political editor.

In early 1982, Kis and the other editors of Beszél}o
stood alone in interpreting the defeat of Solidarity

in Poland as the beginning of the end of the Soviet

imperium rather than as a defeat for attempts at

democratization. Throughout the decade, in his

many editorials Kis continued to refine the pro-

gram of radical reform from below, drawing more

and more intellectuals into the alternative public

and by example into parallel endeavors. He con-

cluded this period with an innovative radical reform

proposal, The Social Contract (1987), and the
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formation of the liberal democratic Network of
Free Initiatives (1988) and its successor, the
Alliance of Free Democrats (SzDSz), the liberal
party of which Kis became the first president. The
party played a significant role in the National
Round Table negotiations, and in the victorious
referendum campaign of late 1989. However, after
a close election in March of 1990 SzDSz was
defeated, and in spite of a significant role in nego-
tiating a constitutional pact with the victorious
Hungarian Democratic Forum, Kis withdrew from
the party leadership in favor of academic life, in
which he had already been involved for some time.

In 1985 he published a Hungarian samizdat
book, Do We Have Human Rights? (L’Égale
Dignité: essai sur les fondements des droits de l’homme;
Paris, 1989), which attempted to put the Dworkinian
theory of fundamental rights on communicative the-
oretical foundations. This was his first effort at analyt-
ic philosophy, but after his withdrawal from active
political leadership other works followed, of which
On Abortion: Arguments For and Against (1992),
Political Neutrality (1997), and Politics as a Moral
Problem (2004) were the most substantial. He
brought this new intellectual approach to bear on a
series of old problems: the nature of the democratic
transition and the construction of a constitutional
democracy. The results were intellectually significant.
A long article, ‘‘Between Reform and Revolution,’’
was particularly innovative; it dealt with the nature of
the new type of democratic transition and the ways it
resembled a revolution in its effects but a reform in its
legal continuity. In another work, Constitutional
Democracy (2000), drawing on the Hungarian
practice of constitutional jurisprudence from the
post-transition period, he dealt with the supposed
incompatibility between popular sovereignty and
constitutionalism. That he was able to give an origi-
nal solution to this problem testifies not only to his
gifts as a philosopher but also the relevance of the
experience of new democracies to the understanding
of classical problems.

Kis’s professional career is striking. He was
not allowed to finish his doctorate in Hungary
and was fired from his position at the Institute of
Philosophy of the Academy of Sciences in 1973,
during a major purge that included public attacks
on How Is Critical Economics Possible? He survived
during the next decade by translating Jean-Jacques

Rousseau, Immanuel Kant, Johann Fichte, and
Gehlen. After 1983 he was allowed to accept
Western academic appointments, first at the École
des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, then at the
New School for Social Research. In 1992 he
founded the Political Science Department at
Central European University (CEU), and in 2001
he participated in launching CEU’s Department of
Philosophy. From 1996 to 2002 he was global pro-
fessor of law at the New York University School of
Law. During the fall of 2004 he was again at the
New School in sociology and political science as
Hans Speier Visiting Professor.

He remains influential in Hungary in spite of
his withdrawal from active politics. He is a regular
political commentator on issues of the day, from
abortion to other rights-oriented issues, from the
problems involved in referenda to those of the
presidential types of government that various poli-
tical forces would like to introduce. He has writ-
ten major pieces on what he called conservative
constitution-making and on almost all the major
decisions of the Constitutional Court, to which he
has submitted amicus curiae briefs of some
importance.

See also Human Rights; Hungary; Lukács, György;
Michnik, Adam; Solidarity.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
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KITCHENER, HORATIO HERBERT
(1850–1916), British military leader.

At the outbreak of the First World War,
Horatio Herbert Kitchener, Earl Kitchener of
Khartoum, was Britain’s most respected military
figure. Yet by the time of his death two years later,
his career was waning. He still stood high in the
assessment of the general public but a good deal
lower in the judgment of the political elite.

Kitchener was born in 1850, the son of a
British colonel. After studying at the Royal
Military Academy in 1868–1870, he qualified for
a commission in the Royal Engineers. In 1871 he
served with France’s republican army in the
attempt to rescue Paris from the Prussians. At
the time, this action met with disapproval at
home, but in 1914 it constituted a mark to his
credit. Yet its real importance lay elsewhere. It was
virtually the only time in a career of forty years
that Kitchener saw battle in Europe. His huge
reputation was gained in campaigns against the
followers of Muhammad Ahmad (1844–1885) in
the Sudan and against the Boers in South Africa,
and his considerable administrative experience was
secured in ruling foreign territories like Egypt and
South Africa. By mid-1914 Kitchener was a field
marshal, a founding member of the Order of
Merit, and an earl.

On 3 August 1914, Kitchener, who was in
Britain at the time, was summoned to London.
The prime minister Herbert Henry Asquith

(1852–1928) offered him the post of secretary of
state for war—a key position in the civilian govern-
ment. The appointment was wildly popular—
Kitchener was known and highly regarded nation-
wide. He had already perceived, accurately if not

quite as uniquely as is often claimed, that the war in
which Britain was now involved would be a long
struggle and that Britain would have to raise a
major army and play a full part. That is, he recog-
nized that Britain could not afford to limit its

involvement to securing command of the seas and
helping to meet the economic demands of a coali-
tion war.

Yet his qualifications for this new task were less
than total. His statement in 1915, in response to
information about the impenetrable trench

obstacles that British forces had attempted to assail,

was simply one of bafflement: ‘‘This isn’t war. I

don’t know what is to be done.’’ Furthermore, he

had little experience of military organization at

home, or of the methods and machinery of the

war office. And, having accepted a post in the

civilian cabinet that was ultimately responsible for

waging the war, he had little inclination to explain

or justify his decisions to a gathering of individuals

in whom he felt little confidence.

Yet it was hardly his fault if, along with him-

self, the cabinet, Parliament, and nation had

eagerly adopted a widescale British involvement

in a great international struggle. He set about

providing the machinery, and the inspiration,

for the creation of a mass volunteer army, stipu-

lating early on its eventual expansion to seventy

divisions—as against the six regular and fourteen

territorial divisions then in existence. It has been

argued—and probably with reason—that instead

of creating his ‘‘New Army’’ (or ‘‘Kitchener’s

Army,’’ as it was loudly proclaimed) from scratch,

he would have done better to expand the existing

territorial divisions and so avoided a military

force in three distinct parts. But the fact remains

that less than two years into the war the seventy

divisions of British volunteers that Kitchener

had summoned forth were trained and ready

to take over the principal battle against the

Germans.

Despite these accomplishments, the war was

not a year old before Kitchener came under severe

attacks from certain cabinet colleagues and sections

of the press. He dealt expeditiously with a crisis

early in the war, when the British Expeditionary

Force was being driven steadily back toward Paris,

and its commander, Sir John Denton Pinkstone

French (1852–1925), proposed separating from

the French and retreating to the coast. Kitchener,

dressed perhaps inappropriately in the uniform of a

field marshal, traveled to France to call Sir John to

order. Thereby the military alliance with the

French was preserved and the path set for an

Allied victory at the Marne. So far Kitchener had

done well. But the following April, when a British

offensive suffered severe rebuff, he became the tar-

get of savage criticism, particularly by the Northcliffe

press (‘‘Lord Kitchener’s Tragic Blunder’’). The
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grounds of attack were provided by Sir John French

and were of doubtful quality. But cabinet members

had become tired of Kitchener’s authoritarian man-

ner, desperate overwork on less-than-important mat-

ters, and reluctance to recognize that munitions

production was much more an industrial than a mili-

tary matter. As part of the political upheaval in May,

Asquith created under David Lloyd George (1863–

1945) a ministry of munitions, which diminished

much of Kitchener’s power.

Munitions had been only one cause of poli-
tical unrest. Another was dispute over the merits
or folly of trying to capture Constantinople by
forcing the Dardanelles. Initially Kitchener had
endorsed this proposal as a purely naval activity,
saying that if the fleet did not succeed the opera-
tion could be abandoned. But he then decided
that the British Empire could not sustain a rebuff
at the hands of the Turks and that an army must
be sent to Gallipoli. For the rest of 1915 his
actions were dogged by this alarming miscalcula-
tion, which culminated in November in his jour-
neying to the Dardanelles and concluding that
the endeavor must be abandoned.

On his return to Britain he offered the prime
minister his resignation, which was declined. But
his situation thereafter was much that of a figure-
head, not least when Sir William Robert Robertson
(1860–1933) was appointed chief of the imperial
general staff with the sole authority to advise the
cabinet on strategy. Yet, because of his reputation
and personality, Kitchener remained an important
public figure. His death on 5 June 1916 was an
unprecedented calamity for the general public. And
the great volunteer army of three million, raised at
his call and about to take on the principal task of
waging the war on the Somme, indicated the
power of his endeavors.

See also World War I.
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KLAGES, LUDWIG (1872–1956), German

philosopher.

Ludwig Klages was born on 10 December

1872 in Hanover, Germany, and studied chemis-

try, physics, philosophy, and psychology in Leipzig,

Hanover, and finally Munich. In the turn-of the-

century cultural revival in the Schwabing district of

the city, Klages formed part of the so-called cosmic

circle (Kosmikerkreis), and the tone and content of

his early work reflects his reading of Friedrich

Nietzsche (1844–1900) as a philosopher of

Dionysian ecstasy.

By this time Klages had become interested in

graphology, the art of interpreting handwriting: in

1895 he had joined the Institute for Scientific

Graphology; in 1896 he cofounded the German

Graphological Society; and in 1905 he founded the

Psychodiagnostic Seminar for Expressive Theory.

His seminar lectures provided the basis for his first

publications, The Problems of Graphology (1910) and

The Principles of Characterology (1910). The broader

cultural implications of these ‘‘new’’ disciplines, in

their vitalist conception of the human individual,

became clear in ‘‘Humankind and Earth,’’ an address

written for the Free German Youth Day held on the

Hoher Meißner in October 1913, in its emphasis on

the damage human beings do to themselves and

their environment.

Following the outbreak of World War I, Klages

moved in August 1915 to Switzerland, settling in

1919 in Kilchberg, just outside Zürich. There he

began to address broader philosophical themes,

producing between 1929 and 1932 his three-

volume masterwork, The Spirit as the Adversary of
the Soul. In 1932 he was awarded the Goethe-

Medal for Art and Science, but in the late 1930s

his ideas were attacked by the National Socialists,

particularly the Nazi ideologist Alfred Rosenberg

(1893–1946). Although a latent anti-Semitism in

his writings has hindered their reception in recent

times, Klages was never a Nazi.

In his final years, Klages produced an edition of

his unpublished earlier, literary sketches (Rhythms
and Runes, 1944) and an important study of lan-

guage (Language As the Source of Knowledge of the
Soul, 1948). He died on 29 July 1956 in Kilchberg.
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In philosophical terms, Klages is best charac-
terized as a vitalist, an exponent of Lebensphilosophie
(philosophy of life), or, as he called it, ‘‘biocentric
metaphysics.’’ Klages considered his ‘‘science of
expression’’ (Ausdruckskunde) to be a critical reac-
tion and a corrective response to the eighteenth-
century discipline of ‘‘physiognomy,’’ while his
‘‘science of character’’ (Charakterkunde) was a crit-
icism and a correction of psychology. Like Gestalt
psychology, Klages was interested in perception;
unlike Gestalt psychology, which drew on the phe-
nomenology of the German philosopher Edmund
Husserl (1859–1938), Klages’s philosophical
sources included the Greek philosopher Heraclitus
(late 6th century B.C.E.), especially the idea that
‘‘what we see when awake is death, and what we
see when asleep is life (reality)’’ (Diels-Kranz, 22 B
21), and Aristotle (384–322 B.C.E.), to whom he
was indebted for his conception of ‘‘spirit’’ (Geist)
as a nous thurathen, or ‘‘intellect from without’’
(On the Generation of Animals, Book 2, 736 b 27
and 744 b 22), and hence as something alien, and
even hostile, to humankind. Whereas dreams reveal
to us the ‘‘reality of the images’’ (Wirklichkeit der
Bilder), the perception of the waking state is the
province not of the soul (Seele) but of the mind,
the intellect, the spirit—Geist. Within Klages’s
inherently conflictual system, ‘‘body and soul are
the poles of the life-cell which belong inseparably
together . . . into which from outside the spirit, like
a wedge, inserts itself, in the endeavor to split them
apart, to ‘de-soul’ the body, to disembody the soul,
and in this way finally to kill all the life it can reach.’’

And nowhere could the deleterious influence
of the spirit be more clearly seen, Klages argued,
than in the modern world. In this respect Klages’s
thought anticipated the ‘‘dialectic of enlighten-
ment,’’ later advanced by Theodor Adorno (1903–
1969) and Max Horkheimer (1895–1973). The
parallel between Klages and the Frankfurt School
lies in their view that the irrationality of instrumental
reason is revealed in its turn against the very life
whose interests it is meant to serve. Equally, the
German literary critic and philosopher Walter
Benjamin (1892–1940) took a particular and well-
documented interest in Klages, even describing the
coming to terms with the Swiss anthropologist
Johann Jakob Bachofen (1815–1887) and Klages
as ‘‘unavoidable,’’ until he was instructed by
Adorno to avoid both Klages and the Swiss

psychologist and psychiatrist Carl Jung (1875–
1961). Benjamin’s concept of ‘‘aura’’ has parallels
with Klages’s, and Benjamin’s ‘‘dialectical image’’
displays affinities with Klages’s ‘‘archaic’’ version.
So Klages may have been right when he described
himself as ‘‘the most plundered author on the con-
temporary scene.’’

See also Adorno, Theodor; Benjamin, Walter; Jung, Carl;
Psychiatry; Psychoanalysis.
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KLARSFELD, SERGE (b. 1935), French
Jewish historian and Nazi hunter.

In the United States and Israel (where he is a
citizen, as well as in France), Serge Klarsfeld is best
known as a ‘‘Nazi hunter,’’ and in France he is
known as a historian of the deportation of French
Jews and as the president and founder of the
Association of Sons and Daughters of Deported
Jews of France (Fils et Filles des Déportés Juifs de
France). He is all of this at once, an activist
grounded in his rigor as a historian and professional
lawyer.

Born a Jew in Romania, Klarsfeld emigrated to
France with his family. As a young boy he lived
through the persecutions and the tragedy of the
deportation of Jews from Nice and the murder of
his father at Auschwitz-Birkenau.

It was probably when he met his wife, Beate
Künzel, a German Protestant, at the beginning of
the 1960s and told her of the horrors perpetrated
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by her country from 1933 to 1945 that the couple
became ‘‘militants of memory.’’ The Adolf
Eichmann trial in Jerusalem in 1961 solidified their
commitment. Many Jews, who had largely
remained silent after the Holocaust, were begin-
ning to make the voices of its victims heard. Beate
and Serge Klarsfeld became known for their tenac-
ity in exposing and bringing to justice Nazi crim-
inals, sometimes by means of provocative symbolic
gestures that led to their imprisonment. In 1968
Beate slapped the German chancellor Kurt
Kiesinger; in 1971 they attempted to abduct Kurt

Lischka to highlight the need to bring Lischka and
two others, Ernst Heinrichsohn and Herbert
Hagen, to trial for the deportations of Jews from
France. They traveled to Iran, Syria (to hunt down

Aloı̈s Brunner), and South America. Although
Serge Klarsfeld and Regis Debray failed in their
1972 attempt to abduct Klaus Barbie in Bolivia,
ten years later the head of the Lyon Gestapo was
finally extradited and tried in France. His trial was

followed by those of two Frenchmen—Paul
Touvier, a former Lyon militia leader, in 1994,
and the high-level state official Maurice Papon, in
1997–1999. The lawyer for the Jewish plaintiffs in
this civil trial in Bordeaux was none other than

Beate and Serge’s son Arno Klarsfeld, named after
his murdered grandfather.

At the same time as he was seeking out the
executioners and their accomplices, Serge Klarsfeld
published a major work of historical scholarship.

This work describes the suffering of the Jews during
the war, the crushing responsibility of the Vichy
authorities in the deportations, especially of chil-
dren, and also the not inconsiderable efforts of
‘‘ordinary’’ citizens that allowed many Jews on

French soil to be saved. Klarsfeld is not a typical
academic: above all, he assembled documents—
documents from the convoys, letters, and photo-
graphs of eleven thousand children killed in the
Holocaust. His historical work on deportation

represents a standard of scholarship that many
European countries are trying to equal.

Klarsfeld also personally established memorials
to the Jews of Romania and Grodno; he later
focused on Hungarian victims. His archival work

aims above all to provide a ‘‘symbolic burial’’ of the
victims. It also enables their descendants to assert
their rights, which Klarsfeld, through the

Association of Sons and Daughters of Deported
Jews of France, is helping to defend. He partici-
pated in the Matteoli commission studying the
confiscation of Jewish goods under the Vichy gov-
ernment and waged a successful campaign to secure

indemnification for Holocaust orphans from Lionel
Jospin’s government in 1999.

Klarsfeld’s initiatives continue to receive
extensive media coverage. Personally close to
Jacques Chirac, he helped to write the 1995
speech in which the president of the republic
acknowledged France’s culpability in the deporta-
tion of seventy-eight thousand Jews, of whom
only twenty-five hundred returned. From 2002
to 2004 Klarsfeld invited survivors and descen-
dants of the victims to come to the various points
from which the convoys left, including Angers,
Valenciennes, Compiègne, and above all Drancy,
on the anniversary of the departures. Participants
read the victims’ names and sometimes spoke a few
words. Klarsfeld restored to each of them a name, a
life, and sometimes a face. He also gave their rela-
tives a place to mourn: the wall engraved with names
at the Shoah Memorial inaugurated in Paris in
January 2005.

See also Barbie, Klaus; Deportation; Holocaust;
Wallenberg, Raoul.
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ANNETTE BECKER

n

KLEE, PAUL (1879–1940), Swiss painter.

Color, composition, and line are perceptual
elements in the construction of a work of art, either
as means of representation, or as ends. However, to
envisage Paul Klee’s work according to these
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schemas, as either mimesis or pure abstraction, is to
miss out on the process itself. Klee’s painting eschews
the principle of reflecting reality in favor of a return
to the essence of painting itself: the sensation of a
particular moment transposed through memory.
Indeed what Klee sought, through a work of return-
ing to memory and therefore beyond visible presence
alone, was to restore this past moment in which there
had been a fusion between man and nature. Like the
mnemonic image, these elements then present
themselves in a composition that only becomes
coherent through progressive mental reconstruction.
Although patterns are clearly identifiable, they are
more like indicators than representations.

Reduced here to its essentials, this theory of
painting governs the entirety of Klee’s work, includ-
ing the periods when it was yet to be formalized.
Although his 1914 voyage to Tunisia is often asso-
ciated with the moment when this theoretical
approach revealed itself to him; it nonetheless under-
lies everything he painted from 1900 onward—years
of exploration and relatively restrained productivity
during which he was preoccupied with the educa-
tion of his son, but which nevertheless constitute
the indispensable groundwork for the production
of works that principally question the relationship
of fusion between man and world, and how not to
betray it in images. This time was therefore a pri-
mordial and constitutive element in the foundation
of Klee’s theoretical approach, permitting him to
engage and nourish his unique statement based on
a training in a diverse array of artistic techniques
including music, poetry and painting, as well as
through the discovery of contemporary artistic
techniques including postimpressionism, cubism,
expressionism, and Blaue Reiter (a group of expres-
sionist painters) especially.

EXPERIMENTATIONS

Born in Münchenbuchsee in 1879, Klee departed
for Munich in 1898 and enrolled in Heinrich
Knirr’s Free Academy of Drawing. This, followed
by Franz von Stuck’s courses in painting in 1900,
led Klee to make the most important choice of his
life—to become a painter. Often interpreted as a
means of escape from a preordained career as a
violinist, Klee’s choice also seems to have been his
intuitive conception of what held true potential for
him. Although he did not consider music capable

of expressing all the force of his connection to the
world, the fact that he never ceased to play it
reflected his continued belief that it was indispen-
sable to his art. As such, an important part of his
work was founded on his supple interpretation of
musical scoring, which was not confined to the act
of transposing musical notes but referred back to
the principle of composition itself and induced a

mode of reading through rhythm, harmony, and
attunement. In short, before 1914, the year when
his theoretical approach became enshrined, he con-
tinually felt the influence of music because of his
intuitive predilection toward it.

Before this date, Paul Klee was in a phase of

experimentation, during which he encountered a

number of difficulties, primarily due to the fact that

he was unable to go beyond the figurative. At the

time, this made it impossible for him to represent

nature according to his own self-conception. The

persistence in his work of a pictorial story and the

conditions this imposed on representation consti-

tuted the primary obstacle whose removal would

be necessary in order to translate into images this

man-nature intimacy. This difficult but ever-

sought-after transgression of the rules of represen-

tation, however, tended also to entail challenges in

the domain of technique, especially as concerns

color. A series of works that is more or less

exclusively black and white as well as certain state-

ments he makes in his journal both speak of these

troubles with color, a bitter marker during this

so-called symbolist period of an impotence that

assumed the attributes of an output saddled with

irony, borrowing from the universes of the English

poet and painter William Blake (1757–1827) and

the Spanish painter Francisco José de Goya y

Lucientes (1746–1828) their most grotesque and

fantastic figures of disillusion. However, he was not

to remain forever stymied in this impasse.

COLOR AND ITS CONSEQUENCES

It was between 1908 and 1914 that Klee discovered
the force and expressiveness of postimpressionist
color, particularly in the works of Vincent van
Gogh (1853–1890) and Paul Cézanne (1839–
1906). In 1911 he also met Wassily Kandinsky

(1866–1944), August Macke (1887–1914), and
Franz Marc (1880–1916), members of the Munich
expressionist group Der Blaue Reiter (The blue
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rider), in whose second exhibition he even partici-

pated. Klee’s intuitions were reinforced by the prin-

ciples the group espoused, including ‘‘to be inspired

by neither the Past nor Nature, but from Oneself,’’

an idea that he associated with his discovery in 1912

of the French painter Robert Delaunay’s harmo-

nious work with color, which he translated into his

Essay on Light.

Doors began to open for him, and he prepared

himself at last to formalize and put his theoretical

approach to the test by extending its application to

works in color. His voyages to Tunis, Kairouan,
and Hammamet set off the explosion. He wrote
at the time in his journal, ‘‘color has taken hold of
me, I no longer need to chase after it . . . color and
I have become one. I am a painter.’’ Composition,
expressive color, pattern as a trigger of memory,
the unreality of the image as expression of a shim-
mering instant in time—Klee’s system was born,
and he perfected it during his Bauhaus years, after
Walter Gropius (1883–1969) contacted him in
1920 to propose he become one of the school’s
central teachers. Working within this framework of
constant artistic and intellectual exchange for
nearly ten years, Klee analyzed, nourished, and
retouched his artistic procedures, making these
teaching years particularly productive in creative
terms. He also explored other functional modes,
developing for example his series of magic squares
that used mathematical schemas to combine color
and composition.

But as time passed, teaching turned to con-
straint and hindered his creative activity, so he left
the Bauhaus School on friendly terms in 1930 and
joined the Düsseldorf Academy. Klee, ever unwill-
ing to see things as they were, soon found himself
caught up in the increasingly stultifying and repres-
sive political context of his day. The Nazis stripped
him of his post and quickly denounced his art as
degenerate. Harsh years followed for Paul Klee. He
left Germany for Switzerland but never found there
the intellectual effervescence of the previous years.
He felt increasingly isolated and was therefore all
the more affected by the news of his illness in 1935.
Knowing he had but a few years to live, he reduced
his theoretical activities considerably, to the point
that he abandoned them entirely, in order to con-
secrate himself to productive output exclusively.
The knowledge of his impending death drove him
to accelerate innovations in his creative procedures
from 1938 onward. One last time therefore he won
the day by extending the reach of his work.

See also Bauhaus; Expressionism; Modernism; Painting,
Avant-Garde.
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ALEXANDRA KOENIGUER

n

KLEMPERER, VICTOR (1881–1960),
romance-language philologist of Jewish origin.

Victor Klemperer was born on 9 October
1881, in Landsberg an der Warthe (now Gorzów
Wielkopolski). He was the eighth child of a reform
rabbi but converted in 1912 to Protestantism. He
attended a humanistic gymnasium in Berlin and
served an apprenticeship at the same time. In
1906 he married the pianist Eva Schlemmer.
While working as a freelance writer, he studied
German language, romance languages, and philos-
ophy at the universities of Berlin, Munich, Geneva,
and Paris and earned his doctorate in 1912 and his
habilitation (qualification to teach in a university)
two years later, both in Munich. After a short
employment in Italy he volunteered for the
German army from 1915 to 1918, where he served
in the artillery and later as a military censor in
occupied Lithuania. In 1919 he obtained a position
at the University of Munich, and in 1920 became
professor of romance languages at the Technical
University of Dresden. During the 1920s he pub-
lished widely on French literature and philology.
He died on 11 February 1960, in Dresden.

Because of his Jewish origins, the Saxonian
government in Dresden fired Klemperer in
1935—the culmination of two years of discrimina-
tion he had experienced at the university.
Restrictions against Jews gradually made it impos-
sible for him to continue any kind of work; he was
even not allowed to consult libraries. Instead, he
studied Judaism. But he avoided severe persecution
because of his marriage to an ‘‘Aryan’’—what the
authorities considered Mischehe (mixed marriage).
Nevertheless, both he and his wife had to leave
their house in 1940 and move into different, ghet-
tolike ‘‘Judenhäuser’’ in Dresden. From October
1941, Klemperer was obliged to wear a Star of

David on his clothes; from 1943 he was periodi-
cally recruited to forced labor. After the heavy
bombardment of Dresden in February 1945, both
the Klemperers had to leave city. Hiding in Bavaria,
Klemperer avoided deportation, as the ‘‘mixed mar-
riages’’ partners of Jewish origin were scheduled to
be deported during the last weeks of the war.

Klemperer’s diaries extensively not only docu-
ment but also analyze German anti-Semitism from
1918, especially at the universities, and the years of
anti-Jewish persecution from 1933 on. They show
the everyday consequences of administrative
oppression, like loss of position and property, pe-
riodical police searches in his house, and the
decline of health resulting from mental stress and
disadvantaged supply. More depressing appears the
gradual social isolation of persons of Jewish origin,
even if they were Christians, in German society
after 1933 and in Klemperer’s bourgeois milieu.
After some years, most of his friends had aban-
doned him. The diaries give detailed evidence on
the knowledge of average Germans about the radi-
calization of the anti-Jewish policy, including mass
murder and extermination camps in eastern
Europe. Yet they also demonstrate that not all
Germans condoned these policies.

After the war Klemperer returned to Dresden
and joined the reestablished Communist Party in
November 1945 because he regarded the commu-
nists as the only political force to prevent Nazism.
He became leading council member of the
Kulturbund (Cultural Union), an association con-
cerned with cultural and educational affairs that
was gradually taken over by the communist
United Workers Party (SED). From 1950 to
1958, in his function as Kulturbund leader, he also
became a member of the East German pseudopar-
liament Volkskammer. Klemperer returned to the
University of Dresden but also taught in Greifswald
(1947–1948) and from 1948 in both Halle and
Berlin. After the death of his wife in 1951 he was
remarried a year later, to Hadwig Kirchner. During
the 1950s he became more and more critical of the
repressive political development in the German
Democratic Republic, but—as after 1933—did
not intend to emigrate.

Klemperer became famous first by his early
book on Nazi language, LTI: Notizbuch eines
Philologen (The Language of the Third Reich: LTI,
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Lingua Tertii Imperii: A Philologist’s Notebook),
which appeared in 1947. The posthumous publica-
tion of his 1933–1945 diaries in 1995 brought
greater popularity, as the diaries were regarded as
a literary sensation in Germany. His life under
Nazism was even made the subject of a German
television film. Klemperer had written diaries since
he was seventeen years old, all of which were pub-
lished subsequently after 1989. His notes from
1933–1945 became probably one of the most
quoted diaries of Nazi victims because of their
power of observation and distinguished style.

See also Anti-Semitism; Nazism.
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DIETER POHL

n

KOESTLER, ARTHUR (1905–1983),
political activist, anticommunist, Zionist, author
of novels and popular science books.

Arthur Koestler was born in Budapest,
Hungary, on 5 September 1905 to parents from
the assimilated, prosperous Jewish bourgeoisie. He
attended school in Budapest until 1919, when his
family, fearing anti-Jewish disturbances, tempora-
rily relocated to Vienna. He remained there,
attending a private school and then studying engi-
neering at the Vienna Technische Hochschule. He
joined a Jewish student society and fell under the
spell of Vladimir Jabotinsky, the founder of right-
wing Revisionist Zionism. He left the university
in April 1926, intending to settle in Palestine.
Koestler failed as a pioneer, surviving only with
the help of his Revisionist friends. After a spell in
Berlin in mid-1927, he fortuitously obtained a post

as Middle East correspondent for the Ullstein
newspaper chain. He worked as a journalist in
Palestine, Paris, and Berlin from October 1927 to
December 1932.

As science correspondent for the Berlin
Vossische Zeitung, Koestler joined a zeppelin expe-
dition to the North Pole in 1931, a coup that made
him famous. Responding to the rise of National
Socialism in Germany, he joined the Communist
Party in December 1931, largely as a means to
combat fascism. Covert activities for the party cost
him his job. After a period of political activism in
Berlin, in July 1932 he traveled to the USSR to
research a pro-Soviet book. He remained there
until March 1933, when he moved to Paris and
entered the world of antifascist exiles. From 1933
to 1938 he worked spasmodically for Willi
Münzenberg, the Communist entrepreneur and
propagandist.

Koestler briefly spied for the Communist Party
in Fascist-held Spain in August 1936. While cover-
ing the fall of Malaga in February 1937 for British
and French newspapers, he was seized by Francoist
forces and held in prison under sentence of death.
He was released in May 1937 after his wife led a
campaign to save him. He then journeyed to
England, where his account of his ordeal, Spanish
Testament, brought him celebrity.

During 1937–1939, Koestler lived mainly in
Paris and worked as a freelance journalist and writ-
er. His first novel, The Gladiators (1939), reflected
his disillusionment with the Communist Party.
Nevertheless, in October 1939 he was arrested by
the French authorities as a dangerous alien and
interned in Le Vernet camp until January 1940.
Koestler returned to Paris but in June fled to
escape the German invasion. He went under-
ground in unoccupied France and escaped to
England via North Africa and Portugal. He reached
England in November 1940, where he was tem-
porarily imprisoned as an illegal alien.

In December 1940 influential political and lit-
erary friends rescued Koestler from prison. He was
now lionized as the author of Darkness at Noon, a
powerful attack on communist beliefs that was
published while he was in custody. Despite his fame
he joined the British Army, serving in the Pioneer
Corps, until discharged on health grounds in
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March 1942. During the next two years he worked
for the Ministry of Information, writing scripts for
propaganda films and radio. He completed another
novel, Arrival and Departure (1943), and a collec-
tion of essays, The Yogi and the Commissar (1945),
that included a potent critique of the Soviet Union.
Arrival and Departure contained a sequence
describing the mass murder of Jews in Nazi-
occupied Europe. Koestler was unusual in compre-
hending the catastrophe, but his efforts to stir
public opinion failed. After the Germans occupied
Hungary in March 1944, he was involved in des-
perate rescue efforts. His widowed mother survived
the war in Budapest, but many other family mem-
bers were murdered in Auschwitz. In December
1944 Koestler traveled to Palestine, where he
wrote Thieves in the Night (1945), a novel advocat-
ing Zionism.

Between 1945 and 1955 Koestler was torn
between politics and science. He collaborated
briefly with Bertrand Russell (1872–1970) and
George Orwell (1903–1950) in an attempt to
refound politics and morality on a scientific,
value-free basis while avoiding the errors of discred-
ited left- and right-wing ideologies. He frequently
visited Paris to enlist French intellectuals, including
André Malraux, Albert Camus, and Jean-Paul
Sartre. He also traveled to the United States, where
he rallied anticommunist intellectuals. In mid-
1948 he spent several months covering Israel’s
war of independence and researching Promise and
Fulfillment (1949), an account of how Israel had
emerged. It concluded by admonishing Jews to
choose between total assimilation or emigration
to Israel.

In early 1949 Koestler purchased a home out-
side Paris. It became a hub for European anti-
communist intellectuals such as Raymond Aron
and Ignazio Silone. Koestler inspired The God
That Failed (1950), an influential collection of
confessional essays by former communists, and
orchestrated the Congress for Cultural Freedom,
which staged a major anticommunist rally in Berlin
in 1950. Despairing of Europe, in October 1950
he moved to the United States. Meanwhile he
wrote an outstanding volume of autobiography,
Arrow in the Blue (1952). Disappointed by
America, he returned to London in September
1952 and completed a second volume, The

Invisible Writing. In a collection of essays, The
Trail of the Dinosaur, published in 1955, he
renounced political activism in favor of scientific
writing. But he devoted much energy to the cam-
paign against capital punishment in England.

During the 1960s and 1970s, Koestler wrote
popular science books, including The Sleepwalkers
(1959), The Act of Creation (1964), and The Ghost
in the Machine (1967), in which he inveighed
against behaviorism. He published a travel book
investigating India and Japan, The Lotus and the
Robot (1960), and a fifth novel, The Call-Girls
(1972), satirizing jet-set intellectuals. His last ori-
ginal work, The Thirteenth Tribe (1976), attempted
to prove that European Jews were descended from
the Khazars rather than the Semitic tribes that once
inhabited the land of Israel.

Koestler had a tempestuous private life, married
three times, and fathered an illegitimate daughter,
whom he refused to acknowledge. He was made a
Commander of the British Empire in 1971 and a
Companion of the Royal Society of Literature in
1974. In his seventies he developed Parkinson’s
disease and cancer. Koestler was an advocate of
voluntary euthanasia and took his own life on
1 March 1983. His third wife committed suicide
with him under controversial circumstances.

See also Anticommunism; Camus, Albert; Zionism.
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DAVID CESARANI

n

KOHL, HELMUT (b. 1930), the longest-
serving chancellor of the Federal Republic of
Germany (1982–1998).

Born and raised in Ludwigshafen, Helmut

Kohl joined the Christian Democratic Union

(CDU) in his native Rhineland-Palatinate as a teen-

ager. He received a doctorate in history from the

University of Heidelberg, all the while continuing

his rise through the party ranks during the chan-

cellorships of the Christian Democrats Konrad

Adenauer (1949–1963) and Ludwig Erhard (1963–
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1966). Kohl was elected governor of Rhineland-

Palatinate in 1969, the same year that the Social

Democrat Willy Brandt became chancellor. In 1973

Kohl became chairman of the national CDU

organization. In 1976 he narrowly lost a national

election to Helmut Schmidt, Brandt’s successor.

Kohl became chancellor in October 1982 when

the Free Democratic Party (FDP) abandoned its

coalition with Schmidt and formed a government

under CDU leadership.

The central event of Kohl’s chancellorship was

German reunification in 1989–1990. The demo-

cratic revolution in the German Democratic

Republic took place suddenly and unexpectedly

during the second half of 1989. Less than three

weeks after the collapse of the Berlin Wall on 9

November 1989, Kohl put forward an ambitious

ten-point plan for German unity. It was quickly

overtaken by events. The East German revolution

continued apace and, after its first democratic

elections produced a CDU majority in March

1990, Kohl and his foreign minister, Hans-

Dietrich Genscher, pressed for all-German elec-

tions and rapid reunification. After several rounds

of careful diplomacy with the four powers respon-

sible for the question of German unity since the

end of World War II—the United States, the Soviet

Union, France, and the United Kingdom—the five

states of the former GDR acceded to the Federal

Republic on 3 October 1990. Kohl emerged vic-

torious from the first all-German elections that

December.

Before and after the pivotal events of

1989–1990, Kohl’s chancellorship was marked by

a series of difficult domestic and foreign policy

challenges. The recession of the early 1980s that

had precipitated the collapse of the Schmidt gov-

ernment left a legacy of high unemployment and

stagnant growth. Kohl and the FDP sought, with

mixed success, to trim the generous German

Helmut Kohl (right) and French president François Mitterrand join hands during a

ceremony commemorating victims of World War II, 22 September 1984. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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welfare state over the objections of the labor move-
ment and the Social Democratic Party (SPD),
which retained control of several key state govern-
ments. On the foreign policy front, the 1980s saw a
slow transition from East–West confrontation to
renewed détente. In contrast to Schmidt, Kohl
aligned himself unequivocally with the confronta-
tional policies of U.S. president Ronald Reagan
and carried through the controversial deployment
of new U.S. intermediate-range nuclear forces on
German soil in 1984. Initially skeptical of Mikhail
Gorbachev’s perestroika and diplomatic political
opening to the West, Kohl emerged as one of his
most vocal supporters by the late 1980s. The posi-
tive Kohl–Gorbachev relationship contributed to
the successful transition from the GDR revolution
to reunification in 1989–1990.

In the wake of reunification, domestic eco-
nomic and political problems overshadowed for-
eign policy ones. Kohl, a longtime supporter of
European integration, was one of the architects of
the European Monetary Union and an influential
backer of European Union membership for former
members of the Warsaw Pact. But most of his
political energies were spent trying to master the
economic, social, and political integration of the
new federal states of the former GDR. The weak-
ness of the East German economy, exacerbated by
the generous terms of monetary union, proved a
steady drain on the overall German economy
through the 1990s. Unemployment remained high,
foreign investment stagnated, and powerful forces
both within the CDU and the SPD blocked efforts
at far-reaching reforms of the tax, pension, and health
care systems. The CDU’s popularity in the new states
plummeted and the former Communist Party, the
PDS, remained a fixture in its political landscape.

These accumulated problems contributed to
Kohl’s loss to Gerhard Schröder in the 1998 elec-
tions. An unprecedented career in postwar German
politics came to an end. Kohl’s domination of the
CDU had been unrelenting. He served as its chair-
man for a quarter century and beat back several
challenges to his leadership, most notably from
Franz-Josef Strauss of the CDU’s Bavarian sister
party, the Christian Socialist Union. He won
no fewer than four national elections—in 1983,
1987, 1990, and 1994. Dismissed early in his
career by many as a provincial politician with little
foreign policy experience, Kohl emerged as a major

international figure with proven political staying
power. After he left office in 1998, Kohl’s image
was tarnished by evidence of involvement with a
party financing scandal. But his legacy as the chan-
cellor of German unity was assured.

See also Germany; Perestroika; Schmidt, Helmut;
Schröder, Gerhard.
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THOMAS BANCHOFF

n

KOJÈVE, ALEXANDRE (1902–1968),
Hegelian philosopher.

Alexandre Kojève is best known for a series of

lectures he gave on The Phenomenology of Spirit, by

G. W. F. Hegel (1770–1831), from 1933 to 1939

at the École Practique des Hautes Études. Kojève’s

auditors read like a who’s who of future French

intellectuals. Raymond Aron, Georges Bataille, André

Breton, Jacques Lacan, Maurice Merleau-Ponty,

Raymond Queneau, Eric Weil, and others attended

Kojève’s seminars at various times, and many of them

testified to his acumen, rigor, and erudition. Kojève’s

lectures were published in 1947; and this, coupled

with the publication of Jean Hyppolite’s 1939 trans-

lation of the Phenomenology of Spirit, introduced

Hegelianism to postwar France and set the stage for

its subsequent sovereign reign there.

Kojève reads human history through the lens

of Hegel’s master-slave dialectic, and he sees the

desire for recognition as the distinguishing charac-

teristic of humanity. Human beings demand to be

recognized and respected as free and equal indivi-

duals, and it is only when individuals are mutually

recognized that they can lead fully satisfying lives.

At the beginning of their historical development,
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however, human beings, while demanding that

others recognize their individual particularity,

refused to offer that recognition in return, and this

led to a struggle for recognition or a battle for pure

prestige. At some point in this struggle, one of the

warrior’s desire for self-preservation overcame his

desire to risk his life for recognition, and he there-

after became the slave of the victorious master,

recognizing his human dignity and working for

him. But while the master may have won in the

short run, over the long run the slave’s recognition

of the master is not satisfying precisely because the

master does not recognize the slave’s dignity. The

slave, by contrast, was able to progress historically

through the very activity that distinguished him as

a slave, namely work or labor: the products of

the slave’s work became an objective confirmation

of his own reality and worth. Kojève traces the

development of slave consciousness through the

historical stages of Christianity and capitalism, for

example: in the former, God becomes a new and

absolute master, but one who now recognizes the
unique individuality and worth of all persons; in
the latter, private property or capital becomes the

new master, but one that aids and encourages the
working slave’s ongoing transformation and tech-
nological conquest of nature. According to Kojève,
the end of history (understood as humanity’s dia-

lectical transformation and development) occurred
during the French Revolution and the reign of
Napoleon. The worker-warriors of Napoleon’s

army were willing to risk their lives for recognition,
but only in order to create the egalitarian condi-
tions whereby all individuals will recognize one
another and be recognized as dignified and auton-

omous citizens. The only remaining task to accom-
plish historically is the worldwide propagation of
the fundamental ideas of the Revolution, the
achievement of which will result in what Kojève

calls a universal and homogeneous state. This final
or end state will be universal because it will encom-
pass all of humanity; and it will be homogeneous
because all citizens will enjoy equal rights and

duties through the promulgation of a genuinely
equitable system of justice.

Kojève exerted a broad influence over many seg-
ments of French intellectual life. For example, André

Breton (1896–1966) and the surrealists discovered
in Hegel’s dialectic a demonstration of the inner

harmony and unity of apparently opposite and irre-
concilable concepts or forces. The psychoanalyst
Jacques Lacan (1901–1981) borrowed a number of
Kojèvean insights, including the desire for another
desire, the struggle for recognition, and the master-
slave dialectic. Lacan then incorporated these ideas
into his interpretation of Sigmund Freud (1856–
1939) to explain such phenomena as the origin of
self-consciousness, the constitution of human sub-
jectivity, and the socialization of children. In litera-
ture, many of the novels of Raymond Queneau
(1903–1976) can be understood as depicting life at
the end of history. Not without irony and humor,
Queneau’s characters are generally fully reconciled or
satisfied with themselves and their surroundings.
With little more to do or say in the modern world,
they enjoy an essentially pacific and leisured existence
in which the titanic, historical struggles between
good and evil are gone forever. And lastly, Kojève
laid the groundwork for the emergence of existential
Marxism in such thinkers as Maurice Merleau-Ponty
(1908–1961) and Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980).
Abandoning Hegel’s dialectical understanding of
nature, Kojève maintained that human beings alone
are defined by their radical freedom to negate or
change or create themselves and the world around
them. This existential ontology was then grafted
onto Marx’s historical materialism, resulting in a
philosophical position that emphasizes the free crea-
tion of human essence, the inherently alienating
structures of capitalistic society, and the struggle for
a future free of exploitation. In sum, Kojève is often
the hidden influence that stands behind much of
postwar French intellectual life.

See also Breton, André; Freud, Sigmund; Lacan, Jacques;
Merleau-Ponty, Maurice; Phenomenology; Sartre,
Jean-Paul.
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n

KO�AKOWSKI, LESZEK (b. 1927),
Polish philosopher.

Leszek Ko�akowski figured in a sequential pair
of movements of central importance to the story
of twentieth-century intellectual life: the insider
attempt to save Marxism from its communist per-
version, and the outsider critique of Marxism as
an unsalvageable messianism inseparable from its
bloody and repressive ‘‘failures.’’ Born in 1927 in
Radom, Poland, and for a long time a professor at
the University of Warsaw, Ko�akowski’s path also
led geographically, and not just intellectually,
away from the communist experiment, and his life
neatly divides into periods before and after his
1968 migration. A wide-ranging intellectual his-
torian important for studies of Christian as well as
Marxist doctrine at different moments in time,
Ko�akowski’s lasting significance likely resides,
however, less in his specific arguments than in
an ideological itinerary at once personal and
typical.

At Warsaw, he led a fundamentally impor-
tant cohort of philosopher-historians—the others
included Bronis�aw Baczko, Krzysztof Pomian,
and Andrzej Wa�icki—whose activities in their ori-
ginal home before 1968 and their various transits
to and receptions in Western intellectual life after
have not yet been collectively gauged. Deeply
affected by Western European philosophy—he
wrote influential studies of the phenomenologist
Edmund Husserl and the overall movement
known as positivism—Ko�akowski’s richest scho-
larly contributions were in his investigations
throughout his life of early modern thought,
beginning with what remains perhaps his most

accomplished book, a treatment of seventeenth-

century nonconformist theology. But also in the

1950s and especially after 1956, Ko�akowski

became one of the intellectual leaders in Poland

of the ‘‘revisionist’’ attempt to imagine a socialism

with a human face. The project intended to come

to the rescue of the collectivist aspiration, redeem-

ing the Eastern bloc whose properly emancipatory

vocation had gone awry, and not simply to capi-

tulate to Western capitalism, which was seen to

have equal or worse flaws. Ko�akowski’s writings

of this period, which earned him vilification from

the Polish Communist leader W�adys�aw

Gomu�ka, were published in the West in the

1960s, for example in Man without Alternatives
(1960) and Towards a Marxist Humanism (1968).

Ko�akowski remained an iconic figure in the Eastern

bloc after his 1966 removal from his university

position and expulsion from the party for a con-

troversial speech. But his outlook both then and

after his departure two years later differed in char-

acter from ‘‘antipolitics,’’ the intellectual movement

of dissident Eastern European thought in the

1970s. For in this period, Ko�akowski became a

famed apostate from the Marxist theory and practice

he had once hoped to reform from within.

It was undoubtedly Ko�akowski’s three-volume

Main Currents of Marxism, the fruit of his arrival at

Oxford University after brief peregrinations else-

where, that did most to establish his worldwide

prominence and readership. Long after its publica-

tion in 1976–1978, it remains the most capacious

study ever written of the history of Marxist doc-

trine. It is distinguished by its range and detail as

well as by its positions. Though following the

Hungarian philosopher Gyorgy Lukács in stressing

the generally German and specifically Hegelian

sources of Marx’s own theory (it begins with the

famous line ‘‘Karl Marx was a German philoso-

pher’’), Main Currents controversially located the

‘‘golden age’’ of Marxism in the late nineteenth

and early twentieth centuries, normally dismissed

as a period of scientistic decline for socialist philo-

sophy. For Ko�akowski, however, it was a period of

fecund theoretical pluralization and enormous

expansion, a process as much nipped in the bud as

it was capped by Vladimir Lenin’s theoretical and

revolutionary accomplishment. After all, Ko�akowski

observed in the third and highly partisan volume of
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the trilogy, ‘‘The Breakdown,’’ had not Lenin’s
achievement, as consummated by Joseph Stalin,
finally revealed the bankruptcy of Marxism’s original
promise, leaving for the enlightened only the theo-
retically scholastic and politically juvenile alternative
of ‘‘Western Marxism’’ as the expiring groan of a
once heroic intellectual enterprise?

In the end, Ko�akowski became one of the
many who argued that socialism’s disaster occurred
because of its very ‘‘utopian’’ formulation, which
foredoomed it to a violent outcome. His initial
innovations in and final conversion away from
Marxism made his emblematic trajectory a problem
for those Western leftists who hoped to salvage
the hope for a postcapitalist society from the
wreckage of its betrayed communist incarnation.
In a celebrated exchange in the Socialist Register
in 1973–1974, the British Marxist historian
E. P. Thompson castigated Ko�akowski for aban-
doning his experimentation with doctrine while
Ko�akowski—in a response entitled ‘‘My Correct
Views on Everything’’—justified the remorseless-
ness of his ultimate anti-Marxist conclusions. A
figure most internationally prominent in 1970s
intellectual life, Ko�akowski, who in later years
joined the University of Chicago’s Committee on
Social Thought, lived into the twenty-first century,
publishing occasionally but slowly retreating from
general consciousness, gradually leaving behind the
ideological landscape whose overall mutations his
personal adventure did something to cause and
much more to capture in miniature.

See also Communism; Eastern Bloc; Phenomenology;
Poland.
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KONDRATIEV, NIKOLAI (1892–1938),
Soviet economist.

Nikolai Dimitrievich Kondratiev studied at the
University of St. Petersburg, where he took courses
taught by Mikhail Tugan-Baranowsky and other
economists. In October 1920 he founded the
Institute of Business Cycle Analysis in Moscow,
which by 1923 had become a large and respected
center employing more than fifty researchers.
Between 1923 and 1925 he worked on a five-
year plan for Soviet agriculture. As a supporter of
the New Economic Policy (NEP), he favored the
primacy of agriculture and the production of con-
sumer goods over the development of heavy man-
ufacturing. On the scientific front, in the 1920s he
published several books and articles on long wave
cycles. He stated that the capitalist economy was
characterized by a succession of long periods of
expansion and decline, implicitly rejecting the
Marxist notion of an imminent collapse of capital-
ism. These ‘‘unorthodox’’ ideas and Kondratiev’s
sympathy for NEP aroused Joseph Stalin’s anger.
In 1928 he was removed as director of the institute
and two years later he was arrested, accused of
being a member of an illegal party. Kondratiev
was serving an eight-year prison term when in
1938, during Stalin’s Great Terror, he was
executed.

The most interesting feature of Kondratiev’s
work is his theory explaining the existence of long
cycles of about fifty years (1790–1845, with a peak
in 1815; 1845–1895, with a peak in 1875; 1895–?,
with a peak in 1914). He introduced the concept of
basic capital goods, large-scale investments in infra-
structure (canals, railroads, etc.), and other impor-
tant works (such as clearing of land). These
investments are characterized by a long construc-
tion period and high costs. Kondratiev assumed
that the production of basic capital goods initially
took place in a particular period of time, so the
replacement of these means of production is also
concentrated in a relatively short time span, thereby
giving investment a strong boost. This creates addi-
tional employment, new incomes, and a higher
demand for consumer goods. Eventually all sectors
participate in the economic expansion, which lasts
for about two to three decades due to the long
construction period of basic capital goods.
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During the economic upswing investment is so

high that more money is required than the financial

sector can accumulate. Gradually the money

reserves are exhausted, so that interest rates start

to rise. At a certain moment the expected return on

investment falls below the interest rate and capital

formation collapses: the turning point in the long

cycle is reached. Overcapacity in the basic capital

goods sector gives rise to massive layoffs, which in

turn reduces the demand for consumer goods.

Unemployment increases rapidly and the whole

economy is drowned in a long crisis period.

Nevertheless, during the economic contraction

the building blocks are put into place for a renewed

period of expansion. Investment falls below the

accumulation speed of financial resources, so that

a new reservoir of money is formed. Consequently,

there will be sufficient financial resources available

when the replacement of basic capital goods takes

off again. Moreover, the economic difficulties

incite firms to look for cost savings, which usually

generates inventions. Due to the low level of

investment, however, these inventions often cannot

be transformed into innovations. It is only when

investment recovers again that the new technolo-

gies can be incorporated in the production process

on a large scale.

Kondratiev’s ideas provoked a lot of contro-

versy. In the late 1920s the Soviet economist

Alexander Oparin heavily criticized the empirical

part of Kondratiev’s work as statistical manipula-

tion. But for obvious reasons the discussion in the

Soviet Union soon came to a complete standstill.

In the West Kondratiev touched more fertile

ground. His seminal article of 1925 was quickly

translated into German but only received real

attention when the German version was translated,

in abridged form, in Review of Economic Statistics
(1935). After a brief vogue in the late 1930s,

Kondratiev’s ideas were swamped by the ideas

of the English economist John Maynard Keynes.

But in the 1970s Keynesianism proved unable to

address the serious economic problems of the time,

leading to the rediscovery of Kondratiev’s work,

which became more fashionable than ever before.

In 1987 the Soviet Union officially rehabilitated

Kondratiev, and in the 1990s high quality transla-

tions based on his original writings in Russian

became available in English.

Nevertheless, the debate rages on. Many econ-
omists cannot accept, for instance, the periodical
character of the replacement of basic capital goods.
Because the depreciation rate of these investment
goods ranges from ten to a hundred years, their
replacement should be a continuous process and
not concentrated in particular periods. The empiri-
cal part of Kondratiev’s argument also has its weak-
nesses. The margin of error of the underlying
historical series is sometimes very high. Moreover,
the number of complete cycles is so small that
coincidence can play an important role in identify-
ing long waves.

See also Five-Year Plan; New Economic Policy (NEP);
Stalin, Joseph.
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KOREAN WAR. Although the brutal conflict

to reunify the Korean peninsula that broke out in

June 1950 was rooted in civil war, it was provoked

and sustained by superpower rivalry: Korea was

where the Cold War turned hot. The belligerents

agreed to an armistice in July 1953, but no peace

treaty has been signed and the two Koreas remain,

formally, in a state of war.

ORIGINS

Since the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–1905,

Korea had been completely under Japanese control.

When Japan collapsed in August 1945, the

Americans arranged that their troops would take
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the surrender in the south and the Soviet army

would do so in the north. A convenient demarca-

tion line was the thirty-eighth parallel, which

divided the peninsula almost equally and left the

capital, Seoul, in American hands.

This was supposed to be an interim arrange-

ment, until a democratic government could be

formed for the whole country. But, as in Germany,

the Soviets sealed off their zone and helped local

communists to sovietize its institutions; in the

south, the Americans fostered a rightist coalition of

anticommunists. Following dubious elections in

both Koreas in 1948, the superpowers withdrew

most of their troops, hoping to sustain their client

regimes by military aid.

But neither Kim Il Sung (1912–1994) in the

north nor Syngman Rhee (1875–1965) in the

south accepted partition as permanent. Each tried

to reunify the country on his terms, and more

than a hundred thousand people died in guerrilla

operations and border clashes even before the

formal war began. The critical step in escalation

was Kim Il Sung’s visit to Moscow in April 1950.

There he persuaded Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) to

back an all-out invasion of the south, arguing that

the Americans were unlikely to intervene (having

just done little to stop communist victory in

China’s civil war) and that, in any case, South

Korea would be overrun in only a few days.

Stalin provided arms, equipment, and advisors,

and Soviet planners even drafted the operational

plan. Kim also obtained the backing of the new

Chinese communist government under Mao

Zedong (1893–1976).

CRISIS, 1950–1951

North Korean troops crossed the thirty-eighth
parallel on 25 June 1950 and drove rapidly south-
ward. But Kim’s predictions of American acquies-
cence proved fatally wrong. President Harry Truman
(1884–1972) was under attack in Congress for
‘‘letting China fall’’; he also believed that appease-
ment in the 1930s showed the dangers of not
nipping aggression in the bud. Truman immedi-
ately ordered American troops into action and also
secured the endorsement of the United Nations
Security Council. This backing, immensely impor-
tant for international credibility, was only possible

because the Soviet Union was boycotting the coun-
cil in protest of communist China’s exclusion.
Otherwise Stalin would have imposed a veto on
making Korea a UN operation. Eventually seven-
teen countries contributed troops to the UN com-
mand, though the bulk came from South Korea
and America.

By late August 1950 only the southeast corner
of Korea was not in communist hands. But on 15
September the American commander of the UN
forces, General Douglas MacArthur (1880–1964),
mounted a major amphibious landing behind enemy
lines at the west coast port of Inchon. Now the
North Koreans were in turmoil. On 28 September
Seoul was retaken; two days later UN forces crossed
the thirty-eighth parallel, seeking to implement the
old policy of a unified, democratic Korea.

It was the American turn to miscalculate.
Although unwilling to get directly involved, Stalin
persuaded Mao to commit Chinese troops. The
Americans were clearly warned through the
Indian government that, if UN troops crossed the
thirty-eighth parallel, they would provoke Chinese
resistance, but this was dismissed as bluff. On 25
November MacArthur’s final push to the Yalu
River, North Korea’s border with China, brought
a major counterattack from three hundred thou-
sand Chinese, and UN forces fell back in chaos.

On 30 November 1950 Truman told reporters
that the United States would use ‘‘every weapon
we have’’ to meet the crisis in Korea. Asked about
the atomic bomb, he said there had ‘‘always been
active consideration of its use.’’ Alliance partners
were shocked and the British prime minister,
Clement Attlee (1883–1967), flew to Washington
to urge restraint. The Republican Right and
MacArthur himself now favored using the bomb
against North Korea and China; there were real
fears of a third world war.

STALEMATE, 1951–1954

By late January 1951 the northern quarter of South

Korea was back in enemy hands. But then the UN

line stabilized and its advance resumed. Seoul was

recaptured on 14 March, changing hands for the

fourth time since June 1950. Chastened, Truman

was now ready for a peaceful settlement, but

MacArthur undercut his efforts by calling publicly
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for Chinese surrender. The president finally lost

patience, and on 11 April MacArthur was relieved

of his command. After an upsurge of fighting in the

spring, the war settled into stalemate.

In July the belligerents began armistice nego-

tiations. The biggest sticking point was the return

of prisoners of war, which the Americans insisted

should be voluntary—in other words, allowing

North Korean and Chinese troops a choice about

whether or not to go home. This impasse was not

broken until 1953, mainly because of Stalin’s death

in March 1953 and the eagerness of the new Soviet

leadership to extricate itself from Korea. Threats of

escalation by the new Eisenhower administration

may also have played a part. But although the

armistice was finally signed on 27 July 1953, the

international conference on Korea, held in Geneva

the following spring, made no progress. Unable to

unite the peninsula on its own terms, each

superpower effectively agreed that a divided Korea

was the best outcome for the foreseeable future.

LEGACIES

The human cost of the war was appalling: at least
three million Koreans died, and probably a million
Chinese were killed or wounded, including one of
Mao’s sons. The American death toll was thirty-
three thousand. The United States and China were
locked in bitter enmity for a generation. The war
also had a profound effect on Europe. Fearful that
the North Korean attack presaged a similar assault
on Western Europe, the United States committed
new combat divisions to Germany and turned the
North Atlantic Treaty into a full-scale military alli-
ance. And although other similarly partitioned
countries such as Vietnam and Germany were even-
tually unified, albeit in very different ways, the two
Koreas remained into the twenty-first century as
grim relics of the Cold War.

A British officer (with field glasses) and South Korean soldiers in a trench overlooking

the Naktong River during the Korean War, 1950. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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See also Cold War; Vietnam War.
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DAVID REYNOLDS

n

KOSOVO. Kosovo lies between Albania,
Macedonia, Serbia, and Montenegro. Its population
of approximately two million people is estimated to
be over 90 percent Albanian, with the remainder
being Serbs, Montenegrins, Muslim Slavs, ethnic
Turks, Roma, and others. While it remains a formal
part of Serbia-Montenegro, it has been under the
United Nations’ international administration since
10 June 1999, when the UN Security Council
passed Resolution 1244. This Resolution marked
the end to NATO’s military campaign, ‘‘Operation
Allied Force,’’ against the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. The NATO campaign had begun on
23 March 1999 and was designed to compel the
Yugoslav government to cease violating the human
rights of Kosovar Albanians and to accept changes in
Kosovo’s political status.

Discord over Kosovo’s legal and political status
lay at the heart of the dissolution of the Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) that began
in the early 1980s and continues, as of 2006, to
impede diplomatic efforts to end the fractious con-
flicts in this corner of southeastern Europe. Mediators
from the United Nations, the European Union, and
the United States have been addressing an issue that

has defied resolution since the decline of Ottoman

power in the Balkans just before World War I.

KOSOVO’S SIGNIFICANCE

Kosovo’s deep emotional and symbolic significance

to Serbs and Albanians has obstructed the search for

a peaceful settlement of national differences.

Albanians claim to have lived in Kosovo as Illyrians

and Dardanians well in advance of the Slavic inva-

sions of the Balkans in the sixth and seventh centu-

ries. Kosovo was also the site of the Prizren League

following the Berlin Congress in 1878 that gave

birth to the modern Albanian national movement.

On the other hand, Serbs claim Kosovo as ‘‘the

cradle of Serbian civilization.’’ It was the center of

the medieval Serbian state and long the seat of the

patriarchate of the Serbian Orthodox Church. The

defeat of Serbian forces by the Ottoman Army on

28 June 1389 has forever anointed Kosovo as a

symbol of the ‘‘new Jerusalem’’ that is central to

the Serbians’ sense of place in the Balkans. Over

the centuries, a cycle of folk epics about Kosovo

transformed these memories so that Serbs closely

associated Albanians with the Ottoman Empire and

saw them as incapable of governing their own state.

This history provides background to the forma-

tion of national states with the retreat of Ottoman

power from the Balkans at the end of the Balkan

Wars. This retreat led to the creation of an indepen-

dent Albania that left up to 40 percent of ethnic

Albanians outside its borders. The victorious Serbian

and Montenegrin armies arrived in Kosovo in 1913

to find a land in which they were greatly outnum-

bered. The Yugoslav census of 1921 recorded that

280,440 of the 436,929 inhabitants, or 64.1 percent

of the population, were Albanian speakers. After

World War II Albanians comprised an absolute

majority of Kosovo’s population and grew from

498,242 people, or 68.5 percent of the population,

in 1948 to 1,607,690 people, or 82.2 percent of

the population, in 1991. In that same period, the

Serbs’ share of the population shrank from 23.6 per-

cent in 1948 to 9.9 percent in 1991. Montenegrins’

share of the population shrank from 3.9 percent in

1948 to 1 percent in 1991. The Serbian govern-

ment’s efforts to transform Kosovo back to the center

of Serbian political and cultural life have been faced

with these population trends.
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WORLD WAR I

Albanian rebel bands known as Kaçaks resisted the
advance of Serbian and Montenegrin forces into
Kosovo. As many as twenty thousand Albanians
in Kosovo were killed and tens of thousands fled
the area during this initial Serb occupation in
1912–1913. With the Serbian defeat by German-
Austrian forces in 1915 during World War I the
situation was reversed. The Serbian Army, led by its
government and royal family, was forced to retreat
through Kosovo into Albania and as many as one
hundred thousand people died in the trek. Kosovo’s

Albanian majority initially welcomed the partitioning

Austrian, German, and Bulgarian powers. Local

government in the Austrian sector employed the

Albanian language and the Austrians set up three

hundred Albanian-language schools and training

academies. Conditions under Bulgarian occupa-

tion were significantly worse and were marked by

compulsory labor service and forced requisitions

of food. With the Austro-Hungarian forces’ reversal

of fortune in 1918 Serbian troops again brutally

occupied Kosovo much as they had in 1913.

According to agreements that were made during

the fighting among the Allied powers, Kosovo was

awarded to the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and

Slovenes at the Paris Peace Conference and

Kosovo was known as the ‘‘southern region’’ of

Serbia and was part of ‘‘Old Serbia.’’

INTERWAR PERIOD

In the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes that

was proclaimed on 1 December 1918 Kosovo was

part of southern Serbia. The establishment of

Yugoslavia, ruled by a royal dictatorship, on 6

January 1929 led to an administrative reform in

which the territory of Kosovo was split into three

separate banovinas or regions. Albanians were con-

sidered a national minority but the government

denied them important rights contained in the

Treaty on the Protection of Minorities, which it had

signed in 1919. Albanians could not legally attend

schools taught in their own language, nor were any

Albanian-language publications on sale. Only 2 per-

cent of eligible Albanian students were enrolled in

secondary schools. All leading administrative posi-

tions of authority were in the hands of ethnic Serbs.

Possibly in anticipation of this inequality, a

Committee for the National Defense of Kosovo,

or Kosovo Committee, was formed to encourage as

many as ten thousand rebel Kaçaks to engage in an

anti-Serbian insurgency throughout all Albanian

areas in southern Serbia and Montenegro. This

insurgency remained active until the end of 1924,

when it was finally suppressed by the government

in Belgrade with the cooperation of the Albanian

government headed by Prime Minister Ahmet

Zogu (1895–1961), who had been forcibly

removed from this position a year earlier by a coali-

tion that included the Kosovo Committee. The
Serbian government assisted Zogu’s return to
power with this cooperation in mind.

Throughout the interwar period, the Serbian
government focused on changing the ethnic com-
position of Kosovo and sponsored an agrarian
reform that primarily featured a colonization pro-
gram under which former Montenegrin and Serb
soldiers were encouraged to emigrate in exchange
for land. Under this program, just under two hun-
dred thousand hectares of land—of 584,000 total
hectares of land—were redistributed to as many as
seventy thousand colonists. Between the two world
wars, tens of thousands of Albanians emigrated to
Greece, Albania, and Turkey. In 1938 the govern-
ment signed a convention with the government in
Turkey that foresaw the emigration of two hundred
thousand people to Turkey over the next six years.

ITALIAN AND ALBANIAN OCCUPATION

These plans were interrupted by Nazi Germany’s

attack on Yugoslavia in April 1941 and the subse-
quent three-way partition of Kosovo. Bulgaria
gained control of a small part of eastern Kosovo.
The northern section that contained valuable zinc-
and lead-producing mines in the city of Mitrovica

was attached to the quisling regime in Serbia. The
rest of Kosovo was joined with Albanian-inhabited
regions of western Macedonia to Albania, which had
been conquered by Mussolini’s Italy in 1939. In a
manner reminiscent of the pattern established dur-

ing World War I the Italian region saw the establish-
ment of Albanian-language elementary schools. The
German military occupiers played a significant role
in the occupation of the Serbian section. In the
course of the war between thirty thousand and one

hundred thousand Serbs fled from or were expelled
from the region and between three thousand and
ten thousand Serbs and Montenegrins were killed.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1585

K O S O V O



With the imposition of socialist power in 1944 and
1945 between three thousand and twenty-five thou-
sand Albanians were killed.

Albanian collaboration with the Germans and
Italians was driven more by their dislike of Serbs than

for their fealty to the goals of the Axis powers.
German efforts to develop a Kosovar division to fight
against the Serbs were not very successful. Similarly,
the antifascist partisans led by the Yugoslav commu-
nist leader Josip Broz Tito (1892–1980) failed to win

significant Albanian support for their cause of estab-
lishing a government that gave every nation the right
to self-determination. Even the communists’ declara-
tion at the beginning of 1944 that appealed to a

desire for unity with Albania by working with the
communist movement throughout Yugoslavia did
not lead many Albanians to join the Communist
Party. In July 1945 Kosovo was formally annexed to
Serbia. In the period before Yugoslavia’s expulsion

from the Stalinist Cominform in 1948 there was hope
that Kosovo could be reunited with Albania as part of
a larger Balkan Federation.

THE ERA OF SOCIALISM

From 1945 until 1990 Kosovo enjoyed autono-
mous status within the Socialist Republic of Serbia.
It was known officially as ‘‘Kosovo-Metohia’’ or
‘‘Kosmet’’ until 1968. (A metoh is an Orthodox
Church holding and the title emphasizes Kosovo’s
Serbian character.) Kosovo was an ‘‘Autonomous
Region’’ until the passage of a new Yugoslav con-
stitution in 1963, when it became an ‘‘Autonomous
Province.’’ Under reforms that were promulgated in
1968 and strengthened in the 1974 constitution
Kosovo’s government gained a status equivalent in
most respects to that of the six Yugoslav republics,
with direct representation on Yugoslav federal
bodies and the right to write its own constitution,
but without the formal right of succession.

This constitutional evolution reflected the chan-
ging political circumstances in Kosovo and
Yugoslavia more broadly. Yugoslavia’s expulsion
from the Cominform in 1948 raised fears in
Belgrade that anti-Yugoslav propaganda emanating
from Albania might have appeal among Kosovo’s
Albanians. The Serbian-dominated secret police
subsequently imposed harsh rule over the region.
In the 1950s Serbs and Montenegrins accounted
for 50 percent of party membership and of industrial

workers when they only made up 27 percent of the
population. The regime held public show trials of
Albanians accused of subversion and espionage.
Thousands of Albanians declared themselves Turks
and emigrated to Turkey. The pendulum swung
back again with the reforms in the late 1960s, which
gave Kosovo Albanians the right to fly a flag bearing
the Albanian national emblem. The University of
Pristina grew rapidly as an educational center and,
under an agreement with the University of Tirana,
Kosovo students used textbooks printed in Albania
and were taught by visiting professors from Albania.
The Albanian share of the industrial and professional
workforce, management structures, League of
Communists, and police force increased consider-
ably in the period after 1974.

TOWARD DISSOLUTION

The improved position of Albanians in Kosovo led
to increasingly strong demands for elevation of
Kosovo’s status to that of a republic within the
Yugoslav Federation. The culmination of these
demands came in massive student demonstrations
less than one year after Tito’s death in 1981. The
strong suppression of these demonstrations and
the efforts of Albanian communists to restore
order quieted neither the demands of increasingly
radical Albanians nor the province’s Serbs, whose
emigration from Kosovo had begun to increase still
further. By the mid-1980s Serbs and Montenegrins
in Kosovo began openly complaining that they were
under a great deal of pressure and began to organize
for defense of Serbs in Kosovo. The situation of
Serbs in Kosovo became a national cause célèbre as
the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences in 1986
drafted a memorandum that criticized Serbia’s
socialist politicians for allowing the genocide of
Serbs in Kosovo and leading Serbia to its greatest
defeat in history. Developments in Kosovo were also
central in propelling the career of Slobodan
Milošević (1941–2006), the first senior politician
to acknowledge the validity of Serb anger toward
Kosovo. Milošević manipulated Serb fears over
Kosovo in support of his efforts to gain power
throughout the Yugoslav federation and then to
create the conditions for the wars that plagued
Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo throughout the 1990s.

The Serbian constitution of 1990 eliminated
Kosovo’s autonomy and Kosovo began to be
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referred to again in official Serbian documents as

Kosmet. The newly established administration sys-

tematically removed Albanians from the mass

media, government and administration, business,

and management, as well as from the health and

educational systems. Albanian ceased to be a lan-

guage of instruction in the university and in high

schools. Legislation was passed forbidding the sale

of property to Albanians. This repression increased

still further as the Serbian government became

involved in wars fought in Croatia and Bosnia.

TOWARD INTERNATIONAL

ADMINISTRATION

This repression led many thousands of Albanians to

emigrate from Kosovo and Albanians remaining in

Kosovo to boycott participation in all aspects of

official social and political life. They organized a

nonviolent parallel political system that was led in

the early years by the Democratic League of Kosovo

or LDK. Its leader, Ibrahim Rugova (1944–2006),

was overwhelmingly elected president in 1992.

Contributions from Albanians employed at home

and abroad provided the basis for the development

of a parallel system of education and health care. By

1997 the failure of this movement to win indepen-

dence or international recognition led to the emer-

gence of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), which

engaged in guerrilla warfare in regions that were

favored by the Kaçaks in the 1920s. Fighting esca-

lated in 1998 and many thousands of Kosovar

Albanians fled into the hills to continue the fighting.

Threatened with NATO bombardment, Serbian

president Milošević accepted an unarmed observer

mission from the Organization for Security and

Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) that would facili-

tate political negotiations between the Serbian

government and the Albanian movement. The effort

to build confidence between Serbs and Albanians on

the ground failed with increasingly violent fighting

between Serb and Albanian forces. Diplomatic

efforts to hammer out a political settlement in

February 1999 also failed when the Serbian govern-

ment refused to sign an agreement that would give

Albanians the widest possible autonomy within

Serbia. This led to the seventy-eight-day NATO

campaign, Operation Allied Force, which focused

on Serbian military targets and civic infrastructure.

During the fighting the Serbian forces killed an

estimated eleven thousand Albanians and drove
almost a million Albanians out of Kosovo.

The UN interim administration, which was
charged with preparing Kosovo for self-government
and for the settlement of Kosovo’s future status, was
bolstered by a NATO force of forty-two thousand
troops to provide security. Hundreds of thousands of
Albanian refugees quickly flooded back into Kosovo
and have emerged as the predominant political force
in Kosovo. These interim arrangements have suc-
ceeded neither in preventing thousands of Serbs from
emigrating from Kosovo nor in providing a basis on
which to build confidence between Albanians and
Serbs who remain in Kosovo. There is hope among
international negotiators that the negotiations over
Kosovo’s future status that began in 2005 will suc-
ceed at resolving the problems that remained
unsolved throughout the twentieth century.

See also Albania; Milošević, Slobodan; Serbia; World
War I; World War II; Yugoslavia.
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KRACAUER, SIEGFRIED (1889–1966),
architect, cultural critic, philosopher, writer, sociol-
ogist, film scholar, theorist of history.

Siegfried Kracauer was one of the most sig-
nificant and original thinkers of the first half of
the twentieth century. A German-Jewish
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intellectual writing in the heady atmosphere of the
Weimar Republic, Kracauer first gained promi-

nence in the 1920s and 1930s, when he published

influential essays on such topics as mass culture,

photography, urban modernity, the cultural logic

of visual surfaces, and even the philosophy of the

hotel lobby. A selection of these essays was later

published as The Mass Ornament, a book that, as a

whole, devotes itself to a micrological analysis

of modernity and the masses as they converge

on a wide range of surface phenomena, the mar-

ginal and ephemeral experiences that structure

modern life.

While Kracauer is best known for the works on

film theory that he published in English after he

was forced to emigrate to the United States to

escape Hitler’s regime—especially From Caligari
to Hitler: A Psychological History of German Film
(1947) and Theory of Film: The Redemption of
Physical Reality (1960)—his significance for the

development and structure of Weimar literature

and cultural criticism cannot be overstated. He

was known to a broadly educated audience as a

leading contributor to the prestigious German

newspaper Frankfurter Zeitung in the 1920s and

also for such works as Soziologie als Wissenschaft
(1922; Sociology as science). Devoting himself to

the epistemological and political aspects of media

aesthetics long before this practice became com-

mon in cultural theory, Kracauer pursued a kind

of phenomenological reading that views culture as
a complex text saturated with competing meanings,

a method developed from that of his teacher the

philosopher Georg Simmel, with whom he had an

extensive correspondence and whose work he ana-

lyzed in a number of publications. Kracauer also

crafted aesthetic complements to his own theoreti-

cal texts. Such works include the literary

documentary The Salaried Masses (1930) and the
novels Ginster (1928) and Georg (1934).

Although Kracauer enjoyed personal relations
with many of Weimar Germany’s leading intellec-
tuals, including Martin Buber, Ernst Bloch, Franz
Rosenzweig, and Max Scheler, his thinking exerted
the greatest impact on the work of those colleagues
who collectively would come to be known as the
Frankfurt School of Critical Theory, especially his
close friends Theodor W. Adorno, Walter
Benjamin, Max Horkheimer, and Leo Löwenthal.
Adorno (1903–1969), who as a young man met
with Kracauer for regular Saturday afternoon dis-
cussions of Immanuel Kant and later wrote that he
had learned more from his older friend than from
any academic teacher. Similarly, Benjamin’s (1892–
1940) well-known writings on media aesthetics,
especially those devoted to photography and film,
would hardly be thinkable without Kracauer’s
example and guidance. In fact, Kracauer even
invented the term illuminations that later came to
be synonymous with Benjamin’s work. Lastly, as in
the writings of his Frankfurt School colleagues, the
project of a critical redemption of thinking suffuses
Kracauer’s final book, History: Last Things before
the Last, which remained unfinished when he died
of pneumonia in New York exile.

See also Benjamin, Walter; Cinema; Frankfurt School.
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‘‘The position that an epoch occupies in the historical

process can be determined more strikingly from an

analysis of its inconspicuous surface-level expressions

than from that epoch’s judgments about itself.’’

Siegfried Kracauer, ‘‘The Mass Ornament,’’ 1927
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KRISTALLNACHT. On the night of 9–10
November 1938 Jews in Germany and Austria suf-
fered an unprecedented assault. The ‘‘pogrom’’ was
dubbed ‘‘the night of broken glass’’ by Germans
because of the shattered windows that littered city
streets. It was the culmination of exclusionary poli-
cies and sporadic violence directed against the Jews
since the Nazis had come to power in 1933. The
tempo of persecution had varied according to the
priorities of domestic and foreign policy, but from
late 1937 the pace accelerated as Hitler removed
conservative elements from the regime and pursued
an aggressive foreign policy. The annexation of
Austria in March 1938 was accompanied by fren-
zied violence and looting, followed by sustained
pressure on Jews to emigrate. By contrast, in
Germany the slow pace of ‘‘Aryanization,’’ the
transfer of businesses from Jews to non-Jews, and
low emigration was causing frustration to many
Nazi leaders.

The radicalization of anti-Jewish policy led to
the deportation of seventeen thousand Polish Jews
from Germany to Poland on 27–28 October 1938.
However, Poland refused to admit them, and they
remained stranded in miserable refugee camps in the
border zone. A young Polish Jew in Paris, Herschel
Grynszpan (1921–?), was outraged at the treatment
of the deportees, who included his parents. On
7 November 1938 he entered the German embassy
in Paris and shot Ernst vom Rath, a minor official.
Grynszpan was quickly apprehended.

Joseph Goebbels (1897–1945), the Nazi pro-
paganda minister, seized on the shooting as the
pretext for an ‘‘action’’ that he could lead against
the Jews, with the partial aim of impressing Hitler.
On 8–9 November he instructed the German press
to highlight the shooting. Anti-Jewish disturbances
followed in several German cities. On 9 November
the Nazi leadership gathered in Munich to com-
memorate Hitler’s attempted putsch in 1923. At 9
P.M. news arrived that vom Rath had died of his
wounds. Hitler conferred with Goebbels and left
the ceremony unexpectedly. Goebbels then made a
speech stating that Hitler had agreed to ‘‘sponta-
neous’’ demonstrations against the Jews. The
assembled leaders of the party and the SA
(Sturmabteilung), the party militia, understood
the signal and telephoned their local headquarters
to instigate the assault. Heinrich Himmler (1900–

1945), leader of the SS (Schutzstaffel), was not
consulted. However, he later ordered SS units and
the police not to intervene. Subsequently, the head
of the Gestapo issued instructions to arrest thirty
thousand well-off Jews.

During the night of 9–10 November, more
than nine hundred synagogues were vandalized
and set alight and nearly eight thousand Jewish-
owned businesses were wrecked. In a nationwide
‘‘degradation ritual,’’ Jewish homes were invaded
and smashed. Hundreds of Jews were beaten, and
ninety-one were killed. Yet the erratic timing and
intensity of the attacks revealed poor coordination
and planning among different Nazi agencies.
Popular participation was patchy. Many Germans
were uneasy about the wanton destruction, but
others welcomed the release of tension that had
accumulated during the proceeding international
crisis over the Sudetenland. Instructions to restore
order were finally issued at midnight on
10 November. About thirty-six thousand Jewish
men were taken to concentration camps, mainly
Dachau, Sachsenhausen, and Buchenwald. Most
were soon released in order to arrange for the
transfer of their property and businesses or once
their families had succeeded in obtaining visas to
emigrate. But hundreds were killed or died before
they could be extracted.

On 12 November, Hermann Goering (1893–
1946), head of the economic Four Year Plan, con-
vened a meeting of senior Nazi officials to deal with
the aftermath. He was annoyed at the damage to
the economy and used this to obtain from Hitler
power to control anti-Jewish policy. The meeting
agreed that German Jews would be fined one bil-
lion Reichmarks and cover all repair costs.
Insurance payments would be confiscated. Goering
used the pogrom to initiate the compulsory
‘‘Aryanization’’ of all remaining Jewish enterprises.
Reinhard Heydrich, head of the SS security service,
won approval for measures to accelerate Jewish emi-
gration modeled on the centralized agency earlier
established by Adolf Eichmann in Vienna. Other
oppressive measures were discussed and later imple-
mented. At the end of the meeting Goering said,
‘‘I would not like to be a Jew in Germany.’’

Consequently, Jewish flight from Germany
increased massively. As many Jews left in 1938–
1939 as had departed during 1933–1938. This
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flood of largely impoverished refugees led many
European countries to tighten immigration restric-
tions. Others, notably Britain, actually relaxed con-
trols somewhat to allow entry to certain categories
of refugee. World opinion was generally shocked by
the November pogrom. The U.S. president Franklin
Delano Roosevelt withdrew the U.S. ambassador
from Berlin as a gesture of disapproval, but few
other countries registered such serious concern.

See also Anti-Semitism; Holocaust; Nuremberg Laws;
Pogroms.
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KRISTEVA, JULIA (b. 1941), French lin-
guist, psychoanalyst, literary theorist, and novelist.

Born in Sliven, Bulgaria, Julia Kristeva was
educated by French nuns, studied linguistics, and

Broken shop windows in Berlin in the aftermath of Kristallnacht, 17 November 1938. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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worked as a journalist before going to Paris in

1966. While in Paris she finished her doctorate in

linguistics at École des Hautes Études, where she

worked with Lucien Goldmann, Roland Barthes,

and Claude Lévi-Strauss. She also became involved

in the influential journal Tel quel and began psy-

choanalytic training, which she finished in 1979. As

of 2005, Kristeva is director of the Institute for the

Study of Texts and Documents at the University of

Paris VII. In 1997 she received one of France’s

highest honors, Chevalière de la légion d’honneur,

for her thirty years of intellectual work, which has

been translated into at least ten languages. In 2004

she received the prestigious Holberg Prize given by

the Norwegian government. In addition to her

work as a practicing psychoanalyst and her theore-

tical writings, Kristeva is a novelist.

Kristeva’s writing is an intersection between phi-

losophy, psychoanalysis, linguistics, and cultural and

literary theory. She developed the science of what

she calls ‘‘semanalysis,’’ which is a combination of

Sigmund Freud’s psychoanalysis and Ferdinand de

Saussure’s and Charles Peirce’s semiology. With this

new science, Kristeva challenges traditional psycho-

analytic theory, linguistic theory, and philosophy.

Taking up the question of ‘‘Why do we speak?’’ in

all of its ambiguities, Kristeva addresses the issues of

the relationship of meaning to language, the rela-

tionship of meaning to life, and the relationship of

language to life, in revolutionary ways. One of her

most important contributions to the philosophy of

language and linguistics is her theory that all signifi-

cation is composed of two elements, the symbolic

and the semiotic. She associates the symbolic ele-

ment with referential meaning; that is, the element

of signification that sets up the structures by which

symbols operate, specifically grammar. She associ-

ates the semiotic element with rhythms and tones

that are meaningful parts of language and yet do not

represent or signify something. Although her critics

sometimes make the mistake of identifying her posi-

tion with one element over the other, Kristeva insists

on the dialectical relationship between the semiotic

and symbolic.

In what remains one of her most influential

books, La révolution du langage poétique (1974;

Revolution in poetic language), Kristeva maintains

that bodily drives are discharged through rhythms

and tones. She continues this analysis of the relation

between drives and language two decades later in

Les nouvelles maladies de l’âme (1993; New maladies

of the soul), now illustrated by case studies from her

analytic practice. Against philosophies of language

that focus on the structure of language as a logical

system that can be translated into computer code,

Kristeva emphasizes the nonreferential or semiotic

element of signification that cannot be symbolized.

Her work suggests that while the symbolic element

gives signification its meaning in the strict sense of

reference, the semiotic element gives signification

meaning in a broader sense.

In addition to her theory of meaning, particu-

larly the symbolic-semiotic distinction, another of

Kristeva’s major contributions to contemporary

theory is her notion of the abject. She introduces

the theory of abjection in Pouvoirs de l’horreur
(1980; Powers of horror), where she relies on

anthropological research together with psychoana-

lysis. The abject is what is excluded in order to set

up the clean and proper boundaries of the body,

the subject, and society or nation; above all, it is

ambiguity that must be excluded or prohibited so

that identity can be stabilized. Bringing together

Freud’s analysis of the prohibition of incest with

that of Lévi-Strauss, Kristeva suggests that ulti-

mately the threatening ambiguity of the abject

always comes back to the maternal body: the

maternal body must be excluded in order to con-

stitute and shore up both individual and social

identity; but, like all repression, the abject maternal

is bound to return. And its return can be transfor-

mative or even revolutionary. Kristeva’s theory of

the abject and abjection has had a significant

impact on feminist theory across the disciplines,

along with disciplines involving literature and art.

In the Le génie féminin trilogy (1999, 2000,

2002), Kristeva suggests that women, with their

attention to the sensory realm, might provide

an antidote for the meaninglessness that results

from contemporary forms of nihilism. She argues

that the genius of extraordinary women such as

Hannah Arendt, Melanie Klein, and Colette help

all women to see what is extraordinary in their own

ordinary lives. Conversely, the genius of everyday

life is women’s genius, particularly the genius of

mothers because in creating new human beings
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they are singular innovators, reinventing the child

anew all the time. The impact of this new work is

just now being felt across the humanities.

See also Feminism; Psychoanalysis; Semiotics.
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KRUPP. In May 1912 the large, tradition-rich,
and powerful Fried. Krupp AG firm celebrated its
one hundredth anniversary with a three-day long
festival; in attendance were members of Germany’s
political, economic, and social elite, including
Emperor William II and all of the princes of the
German Empire. Years of remarkable prosperity
and economic growth gave company officials and
members of the Krupp family an additional reason
to celebrate; sales increased more than fourfold in
the period 1903 to 1913 and the size of the work-
force approximately doubled in the same period.
On the eve of World War I the Fried. Krupp AG
consisted of a diverse array of enterprises, including
iron and steelworks, rolling mills, shipyards, coal
and ore mines, limestone quarries, and manufactur-
ing plants that produced goods such as cast steel
products and armaments.

World War I accelerated these growth patterns.
The number of workers at Krupp increased from

Julia Kristeva, September 1983. ªSOPHIE BASSOULS/CORBIS SYGMA
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more than 80,000 in 1914 to 170,000 in 1918.

Similarly the physical plant of the Fried. Krupp AG

doubled in size in this period in order to meet the

extraordinary demands of the war. Although arma-

ments manufacturing accounted for no more than

one-third of Fried. Krupp AG’s total pre-1914 out-

put, Krupp was devoting by 1916 ever more indus-

trial resources to the production of armaments,

including artillery pieces and shells, submarines,

armor plate, explosives, and battleships. In the last

years of the war more than 80 percent of Krupp’s

production capacity was used for the manufactur-

ing of war-related goods.

Krupp weathered Germany’s defeat in World

War I remarkably well. The revolutionary distur-

bances that swept across Germany in 1918 and

1919 spared for the most part the various branches

of the Krupp industrial empire. Although terms of

the Treaty of Versailles, notably the prohibition of

the manufacturing of many kinds of armaments

and the compulsory dismantlement of certain

industries, and the loss of traditional international

market shares during the war directly impacted

Krupp, the firm was not too adversely affected in

the immediate postwar period. Krupp benefited

from the postwar inflation, allowing it to pay off

debts at very advantageous rates, and modernized

its production techniques and equipment, thereby

offsetting some of the damage resulting from the

postwar compulsory dismantling and destruction

of much of its industrial plant. The firm also diver-

sified its industrial and manufacturing activities. In

place of large-scale armaments production, Krupp,

for example, now built various kinds of locomo-

tives and rail cars and machines for business and

agriculture, as well as continuing its traditional

activities in mining and steel production. Krupp,

however, did not get out of the armaments busi-

ness entirely, continuing to be involved in the

designing and production of armaments despite

its official prohibition from doing so; agreements

with Swedish, Dutch, and Japanese firms ensured

that Krupp cannons, submarines, and other arms

continued to be manufactured during the Weimar

Republic.

Following Adolf Hitler’s ascension to power in

1933, the production of arms again became a cen-

tral Krupp activity. As early as 1935, for instance,

Krupp shipyards began to build submarines and

destroyers; the Germania shipyard in Kiel alone

The Krupp armaments factory at Essen, Germany, 1914. GETTY IMAGES
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built ninety Type VII submarines in the period
from 1936 to 1944. Similarly Krupp factories soon
began to produce great numbers of artillery pieces
and cannons, massive quantities of armor plating,
and ‘‘Tiger’’ tanks. A not insignificant cost of rear-
mament for Krupp was its rapidly diminishing loss
of institutional independence vis-à-vis the Nazi
state and party. The booming economy of the late
1930s also created labor shortages for the firm;
Krupp eventually sought to overcome this problem
during World War II by employing tens of thou-
sands of forced laborers drawn from all over
Europe, including inmates from concentration
camps such as Buchenwald.

Germany’s defeat in World War II again meant
the substantial destruction and dismantling of the
Krupp works. Compounding the damage inflicted
by bombing raids on Krupp factories during the
war was the postwar loss of machines and plants at
the hands of the Allied forces’ dismantling crews.
Unlike after World War I, however, the victorious
Allies held the head of Krupp, Alfried Krupp von
Bohlen und Halbach, responsible for the firm’s
activities during the war. Tried at Nuremberg in
1947 for various war crimes, Alfried and ten Krupp
directors were convicted of ‘‘spoliation of occupied
territory and the employment of slave labor’’ and
were sentenced to lengthy prison sentences as well
as, in the case of Alfried, the complete loss of his
Krupp family fortune. Also new were moves to
break up the Krupp empire in accordance with
the Allied policy of Germany’s de-cartelization,
intended to divide the Krupp group along horizon-
tal and vertical lines.

The early release of Alfried Krupp from the
notorious Landsberg prison in 1951, as well as
the return of his confiscated property, signaled a
new phase for the Krupp empire. Alfried and firm
executives such as Berthold Beitz implemented a
series of reforms that allowed the Krupp holdings
to profit from the West German ‘‘economic mira-
cle’’ taking place at the time. Sharp fluctuations in
the price of steel beginning in the mid-1960s,
combined with downturns in the German and
global economies, the firm’s overly aggressive
expansion plans, its precarious credit-borrowing
schemes, and its risky and not particularly profit-
able trade agreements with Eastern bloc countries
created a series of crises for Krupp in the 1960s and

1970s. As a result, the structure of the Krupp
empire underwent significant reorganization,
including the creation of the ‘‘Alfried Krupp von
Bohlen und Halbach Foundation’’ that, in addi-
tion to its financial support of educational, cul-
tural, artistic, and public health ventures, had a
controlling interest in the main Krupp holding,
the Fried. Krupp GmbH. Another consequence
of the crises was the selling on two occasions of
large amounts of Krupp capital stock to the shah
of Iran in exchange for much-needed cash infu-
sions; by the late 1970s the Iranian government
controlled a 25.01 percent interest in the Fried.
Krupp GmbH.

Since 1990 Krupp has strengthened its global
position through a series of mergers. In the early
1990s Krupp merged with the German firm
Hoesch AG, forming Fried. Krupp AG Hoesch-
Krupp. Shortly thereafter, merger negotiations
began between Fried. Krupp AG Hoesch-Krupp
and Thyssen Steel; the merger was finalized in
1999. In 2005 Thyssen-Krupp focused on steel
and capital goods and services, employing more
than 184,000 people worldwide.

See also Forced Labor; Germany; Industrial Capitalism;
War Crimes.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Bell, James. ‘‘The Comeback of Krupp.’’ Fortune (February
1956): 101–108, 200–205.

Engelmann, Bernt. Krupp. Die Geschichte eines Hauses—
Legenden und Wirklichkeit. 4th ed. Munich, 1986.

Friz, Diana Maria. Die Stahlgiganten. Alfried Krupp und
Berthold Beitz. Frankfurt, 1988.

Gall, Lothar, ed. Krupp im 20. Jahrhundert. Die Geschichte
des Unternehmens von Ersten Weltkrieg bis zur
Gründung der Stiftung. Berlin, 2002.

CHARLES LANSING

n

KUN, BÉLA (1886–1938 or 1939),
Hungarian communist politician and revolutionary.

Béla Kun, the leader of the Hungarian Soviet

Republic, was born in Szilágycseh, Transylvania,

into the family of a lower-ranking public clerk of

Jewish origin. In 1902, at the age of sixteen, he

joined the local branch of the Social Democratic
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Party of Hungary in Kolozsvár (Cluj, Romania). In

1905 he broke off his studies in law and became a

journalist. He was sentenced in 1907 to six months

in jail for a radical leaflet he wrote in support of a

construction workers’ strike. After his release he

worked for the Workers Indemnity Fund in

Kolozsvár and became an influential figure of the

leftist faction of the Social Democrats in

Transylvania. In 1914 he was conscripted and dis-

patched with his regiment to the eastern (Russian)

front. In summer 1916 Kun was captured and

taken to a prisoner-of-war camp in Tomsk, Russia.

The Bolshevik Revolution of October 1917

reached Tomsk in December. Kun, who had

already joined the Bolshevik faction, left for

Petrograd. There he got involved in the activities

of former Hungarian POWs. On 24 March 1918

Kun presided at the formation of the Hungarian

Group of the Communist (Bolshevik) Party of

Russia. In May 1918 he became president of the

international federation of Socialist POWs. He also

played a role in the suppression of the Social

Revolutionaries’ rebellion in Moscow in July 1918.

Kun returned to Hungary in November 1918 and

became the unchallenged leader of the leftist radicals in

Budapest. His pamphlet What Do the Communists
Want? had been disseminated in Hungary months

before his return. On 24 November 1918 he estab-

lished the Communist Party of Hungary in a private

apartment in Budapest.

The political situation in Hungary was chaotic.

After the civil democratic revolution on 31

October 1918, the new government led by Count

Mihály Károlyi could not control the situation and

halt the disintegration of the country. Kun was an

original theoretician who proved to be a genuine

talent in revolutionary tactics. In Russia he had

became a fanatic follower of Leninist ideas and

the Bolshevik Revolution. Like the Soviet leaders

at that time he believed that the worldwide prole-

tarian revolution was under way and his mission

was to facilitate this development in Hungary.

The Communists’ tactic of ‘‘the worse the bet-

ter’’ targeted the Social Democrats in particular.

Their chief organ, Vörös újság (Red newspaper),

tried to radicalize the discontented workers and

launched harsh attacks on the Social Democratic

leaders who ‘‘bent to the will of the bourgeoisie.’’

However, this tactic was largely unsuccessful until

the end of February 1919. On 21 February, after a

shooting, Kun was arrested and severely injured by

some police officers. This incident raised sympathy

for him. During the next three weeks, in the

prison, Kun carried on negotiations with left-wing

Social Democratic leaders. In the meantime the

government found itself at a dead end after reject-

ing the Vix memorandum, in which the Allies

demanded further retreat from Hungarian terri-

tories. President Károlyi resigned on 21 March.

On the very same day, the Communists and

Social Democrats declared unification as the

Socialist Party of Hungary and proclaimed the

Soviet Republic of Hungary. Kun, the leader of

the new government, assumed the positions of

both foreign minister and defense minister.

Kun was aware that chances were slight of his

regime remaining in power. Yet initially, many

intellectuals (prominent writers, artists, university

professors, journalists) who believed that further

social reforms were inevitable expressed modest

loyalty toward the new regime. More importantly,

a significant part of the public, including a great

number of military officers of the former army,

regarded his takeover as the last chance to halt

the disintegration of the country and achieve fair

peace conditions with the Entente, which, on the

other hand, showed no inclination to treat the

Hungarian Soviet government as a negotiating

partner. Fearing that the ‘‘Bolshevik infection’’

might spread to other parts of the continent, the

Entente encouraged the governments of neighbor-

ing countries to continue their military progress on

Hungarian land. However, Kun was able to mobi-

lize the Budapest workers by relying upon their

national sentiments. The reorganized Hungarian

Red Army launched a successful counterattack on

the northern front line against the troops of the

new Czechoslovak state in May. This success tem-

porarily stabilized his government.

However, Kun’s policy rapidly destroyed the

initial hopes of the Hungarian public. Kun placed

all his trust in the expected progress of the
Bolshevik Revolution in Germany and in Europe.

Therefore, instead of appeasing the public he opted
for creating a proletarian dictatorship as radically as

possible. The lands, factories, and banks were
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nationalized; the government refused to carry out

land reform and it put the whole economy under

strict central control. This intransigent policy

quickly alienated both the urban and rural popula-

tions. The regime was unable to tackle the eco-

nomic and military crisis. Forced requisitions in

the rural areas provoked resistance. Harsh living

conditions as well as forced recruitment for the

Red Army led to strikes even among the working

class in June and July. In order to suppress the

resistance the regime set up special units such as

the Cserny commando (called the ‘‘Lenin guys’’)

and applied revolutionary ‘‘red’’ terror. These units

committed mass murders in several areas of the

country. Their actions provoked such outrage that

in July, under pressure from the leaders of the

Social Democrats, Kun dissolved the Cserny com-

mando. Nevertheless, the Red Terror was the first

occasion in the history of the modern Hungarian

state when state authorities applied (unwarran-

ted, illegal) violence against civilians. However,

the counterrevolutionary regime that succeeded

Kun’s greatly exaggerated the scale of the Red

Terror and the number of its victims. These leaders

wanted to justify the horrendous crimes of their

own so-called officer commandos, the Héjjas and

Prónay units, during the White Terror in 1919 and

1920 against alleged Communists who were in fact

mostly innocent bystanders (intellectuals, shop-

keepers) of Jewish origin. The Jewish origin of

Kun and many of his comrades would become the

main topic of regime propaganda during the inter-

war period, which laid a new and long-lasting foun-

dation for political anti-Semitism in Hungary. (The

comparison of ‘‘red’’ and ‘‘white’’ terror and the

suggested relationship between Jews and ‘‘liberal-

ism/leftism/communism’’ that was responsible for

the fall of royal Hungary is still a subject of pseudo-

historical, ideological, and political debates.)

In order to save his regime and gain the recog-

nition of the Entente powers, Kun on 30 June

accepted the ultimatum of French premier

Georges Clemenceau and withdrew his troops from

those areas the Hungarian Red Army had occupied

during its campaign in May. This move undermined

his reputation as a leader capable of defending the

country. Many believed that Kun subordinated the

interests of the nation to the interests of his own

increasingly unpopular regime. Discipline within

the army quickly deteriorated, and by the end of
July the Hungarian Red Army practically collapsed.
Kun and his government resigned on 1 August
1919 and fled to Vienna, then to Moscow.

In the following years Kun held various posi-

tions in the Comintern and in the apparatus of the
Soviet Communist Party. The émigré Hungarian
party was severely split on the future prospects of a
quick return to Hungary. Kun, still the leader of
the party, miscalculated the potential domestic sup-

port of the Communists on Hungarian soil. His
faulty decisions resulted in the collapse of the
underground movement in Hungary, which also
tarnished his reputation within the Comintern. In
1937 he fell victim to Joseph Stalin’s Great Purges.

After his former boss and friend Grigory Zinoviev
was tried and executed, Kun was arrested. Sources
are contradictory on his eventual fate: either he was
shot to death in August 1938, or, as stated by
the final order of his posthumous ‘‘rehabilitation’’

procedure in 1956, he died in prison on 30
November 1939.

See also Communism; Hungary; Károlyi, Mihály; Purges.
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ANDRÁS MINK

n

KUNDERA, MILAN (b. 1921), Czech writer
and intellectual.

Milan Kundera is recognized internationally as
one of the most eminent and influential of the
twentieth-century Czech writers. Kundera rose to
prominence both as an intellectual and a prose
writer in Czechoslovakia during the harshest years
of communism in the 1950s. As a leading intellec-
tual he responded to political events with speeches
and articles that initiated a number of important
debates. In ‘‘Arguing about Our Inheritance’’
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(1955), he defended the influence of avant-garde

poetry—censored at that time—on Czech letters.

In 1967 a provocative speech delivered to the

Fourth Congress of Czechoslovak Writers about

the Czech national heritage and its future brought

him to the forefront of the Prague Spring liberal-

ization movement. And a year later, Kundera reacted

to the Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia with

the article ‘‘Czech Destiny.’’ His discussion of indi-

vidual responsibility and the survival of a small

nation subjugated by a great power provoked a

critical response from Václav Havel.

During the 1950s Kundera also wrote poetry

and drama, but he came into his own with the short

story ‘‘I, the Mournful God’’ (1958). This story

reappeared in his first prose collection, Laughable
Loves (1963). Kundera kept reworking and repub-

lishing Laughable Loves throughout the politically

more liberal and partially censorship-free 1960s,

searching for themes and means of expression that

would later be more fully developed in his novels.

The result of this creative process is reflected in The
Joke (1967), which became an enormous success

both in Czechoslovakia and abroad. The French wri-

ter Louis Aragon praised the novel as ‘‘one of the

greatest novels of the century.’’ Although set in

Czechoslovakia during the Stalinist 1950s, The Joke
goes far beyond a critical reflection of politically diffi-

cult times. Employing a complex polyphonic struc-

ture, Kundera explores such timeless dilemmas as

humankind’s inability to control reality and its search

for the meaning of existence. The director Jaromil

Jires made a movie based on The Joke in 1968.

After 1970 renewed political oppression and
censorship forced Kundera to write ‘‘for the desk
drawer.’’ Meanwhile, the author’s novel Life Is
Elsewhere (completed in 1970) marks a deliberate
stylistic shift to a ‘‘clearer’’ language, caused by the
realization that he would henceforth have to rely on
translators. The Farewell Party (completed in 1972)
is the last novel Kundera wrote in Czechoslovakia.

The opportunity to leave the oppressive politi-
cal climate in the country and his status as a per-
sona non grata presented itself in 1975 in the form
of an invitation to teach at the University of Rennes
in France. Accepting the position meant not only
existence in exile but also the possibility of never
seeing his homeland again.

Kundera adapted quickly to his new life in

France, due to his excellent French and to his

immediate participation in cultural events. He wrote

for journals and newspapers and for fifteen years

organized a seminar on the European novel at the

École des Hautes Études in Paris. He also gained

enormous popularity with his two novels The Book of
Laughter and Forgetting (1981) and The Unbearable
Lightness of Being (1985), written for both the small

Czech émigré audience and Western readers. These

novels were important not only for bringing atten-

tion to the complexities of exile but also in that they

introduced Western readers to the historical plight of

a small central European country. In 1988 Philip

Kaufman directed the screen version of The
Unbearable Lightness of Being.

However, in Czechoslovakia, where this novel

was banned, it did not receive such a positive recep-

tion from certain dissidents. The Czech émigré

journal Svědectvı́ (1985–1988) documented a

heated discussion that arose between the dissidents

and émigrés over the novel’s political and sexual

themes. Almost simultaneously an international

polemic erupted over Kundera’s article ‘‘The

Central European Tragedy’’ (1984), in which the

writer accuses the Russians of destroying central

European culture. The Russian émigré poet, Joseph

Brodsky, ardently refuted Kundera’s arguments.

Two highly respected collections of essays,

Art of the Novel (1986) and Testaments Betrayed
(1993), initiated the author’s move into French.

In prose this linguistic transition came about with

the novel Immortality (1990). Likewise, Slowness
(1995) and Identity (1998)—two playful short

novels that explore the individual’s search for

meaning—were written in French.

What is interesting in Kundera’s switch to

French is his timing, for it occurred only after the

fall of communism in Eastern Europe, when the

author was once again free to go visit his homeland.

He explores this new reality in Ignorance (2002), a

novel that once again deals with the problems of

exile and return, nostalgia and memory.

Paradoxically and sadly, Kundera’s works have

not ‘‘returned’’ to his homeland. As of 2005 Life Is
Elsewehere, The Book of Laughter and Forgetting,
and The Unbearable Lightness of Being have not
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been published there, nor have his French novels
been translated into Czech.

See also Czechoslovakia; Dissidence; Eastern Bloc; Havel,
Václav.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y
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Czech Republic, 1994.

Dokoupil, Blahoslav, and Miroslav Zelinsky, eds. Slovnı́k
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HANA PÍCHOVÁ

n

KURSK, BATTLE OF. The Battle of Kursk
comprised a failed German offensive operation and
a successful Soviet defensive-offensive operation,
5 July to 23 August 1943, on the eastern front in
World War II. One of the largest and most decisive
confrontations of the war, Kursk marked Adolf
Hitler’s last serious attempt to regain the strategic
initiative against Joseph Stalin’s Red Army.

Soviet failures to crush German Army Group
South after the victory at Stalingrad, along with the
annual spring thaw, imposed an operational pause
as both the Wehrmacht and the Red Army regrouped
for the campaigns of 1943. To regain the initiative,
Field Marshal Erich von Manstein successfully lob-
bied for an offensive against the Kursk salient, a
prominent Soviet bulge in the German lines
between Orel and Belgorod. However, Hitler
delayed the offensive, code-named Citadel, until
July to permit a buildup of German armor and
assault guns. Thanks to this delay and also to good
intelligence, possibly including information from
Enigma intercepts passed to Stalin by the British,
the Soviets were able to anticipate Manstein’s
attack. As the Germans built up their forces and

means, the Soviets reinforced their defense in
depth with as many as six belts of field fortifica-
tions. Once the Germans had spent their offensive
momentum, Stavka, the Soviet Headquarters of the
Supreme High Command, planned to surprise
them with an immediate and powerful counterof-
fensive. Accordingly, the Soviets concentrated
about 1.3 million troops within the salient and on
its shoulders. These troops were arrayed in five
fronts (army groups) with 19,000 guns, 3,500 tanks
and self-propelled guns, and about 2,000 aircraft.
Another front lay in reserve, with the entire complex
of multifront operations coordinated by two of
Stavka’s best commanders, Marshals Georgy
Zhukov and Alexander Vasilevsky. Against these
forces, Manstein marshaled the assets of Army
Groups Center and South, with some 900,000
troops, 10,000 guns, 2,700 tanks and self-propelled
assault guns, and 2,000 aircraft.

Manstein’s offensive began on 5 July against
the shoulders of the salient, with his primary assault
groups making slow and painful headway as they
fought their way through successive and well-
defended Soviet defensive belts. The attack stalled
almost immediately in the north with slight gains,
while German offensive momentum culminated in
the south on 11–12 July at the village of
Prokhorovka, some 100 kilometers (60 miles)
southeast of Kursk. There, a meeting between
armored units flared into the largest tank battle of
World War II, with more than twelve hundred
tanks engaged. The Soviets fought the Germans
to a bloody, flaming standstill. With losses of 400
tanks and more than 10,000 killed in this single
encounter, Manstein withdrew to regroup and pos-
sibly renew the offensive. However, mindful of
requirements to counter the growing allied threat
in Sicily, Hitler ordered redeployment of II SS
Panzer Corps to the west and bade Manstein to
go over to the defensive.

It was at this point that Vasilevsky and Zhukov
unleashed their counteroffensive operations, code-
named after two imperial Russian great captains,
Kutuzov (north) and Rumiantsev (south).
Between 12 July and 18 August, the three Soviet
fronts (Western, Bryansk, and Center) involved in
Kutuzov assailed German Army Group Center in
the north to liberate Orel and approach Bryansk.
Between 3 and 23 August, the two Soviet fronts
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(Voronezh and Steppe) involved in Rumiantsev
inflicted severe losses on Manstein’s Fourth Panzer
Army, and, with the assistance of Southwest Front,
enveloped and occupied Kharkov. Before these
Soviet counteroffensive operations had spent their
momentum, both opened wide breaches in the
German lines, with penetrations of nearly 120 kilo-
meters (75 miles) in the north and 160 kilometers
(100 miles) in the south.

With Manstein’s defeat at Kursk, the strategic
initiative on the eastern front passed irrevocably
into Soviet hands. Because the Red Air Force now
possessed air superiority, German losses became
ever more telling. Altogether, the operations at
Kursk and its environs cost the Germans about a
half million casualties and incurred losses of 1,500
tanks, 3,700 aircraft, and 3,000 guns. The Soviets
counted about 850,000 casualties, including a
quarter million dead and invalided.

For the Soviets, Kursk marked an important
stage in the maturation of the conduct of opera-
tions. Representatives of Stavka gained additional
experience with the coordination of multifront
operations, while the entire Soviet strategic design
reflected a calculated emphasis on serial defensive-
offensive operations, initially to exact loss, then to
harvest decisive gain. The Red Army had compe-
tently constructed and defended positions in
depth, to include the development of effective
counterattacks. On the offensive, Soviet operations

demonstrated the ability to attain mass at decisive
points, to accomplish breakthroughs and hold their
shoulders, and to exploit those breakthroughs
either for encirclement or for penetration into the
German operational depths.

Because of its scale and implications for both
positional and mobile warfare, Kursk has been the
subject of numerous historical treatments, ranging
from Manstein’s memoirs to the ponderous and less-
than-forthcoming Soviet-period official histories.
Primarily because of accessibility, Western treatments
relied heavily on German materials until the last
several decades of the twentieth century, when the
appearance of more complete Soviet and Russian
materials gave rise to a more balanced perspective.
The full intelligence story remains to be told.

See also Kharkov, Battles of; Stalingrad, Battle of.
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LABOR MOVEMENTS. In Europe labor
movements grew during good economic times and
the two world wars but were weakened during
economic recessions. Outside of Russia counter-
revolution was usually more powerful than revolu-
tionary socialism.

European labor often looked back to what it
deemed to be a heroic past as a source of encour-
agement for future action. Across Europe men and
women marched in May Day parades from 1890,
sometimes paying homage to the memory of those
who died in the attempts at revolution in 1848 or
the Paris Commune of 1871, sometimes singing
‘‘La Marseillaise’’ or waving caps of liberty in mem-
ory of 1789. Cities such as Paris, Vienna, Berlin,
Budapest, and, after 1905, St. Petersburg had their
revolutionary traditions.

The red May Days and the Second International
stemmed from meetings in Paris at the time of the
centenary of the 1789 French Revolution. The first
of May was chosen in honor of the Haymarket
Martyrs (leading anarchists who were sentenced
to death for the actions of others in the throwing
of bombs at a public rally in Chicago in May 1886)
in the United States, with the intention that the
labor movements of each country would mark May
Day in a way appropriate to the political conditions
in their country. In many countries there were
massive public demonstrations, with a range of
socialist, anarchist, emigré, and trade union banners
carried by the marchers. In Europe, and across the
world, there were some common iconographical

themes, such as the rising sun of socialism and
the new growth of spring. In many countries
work by the socialist artist Walter Crane (1845–
1915) was reproduced on banners, leaflets, and
posters.

Before 1914 May Day demonstrations focused
on such issues as achieving the eight-hour workday
and promoting international peace. After World
War I the May Day demonstrations were especially
successful when linked to major causes of the day,
such as support for the Republican side in the
Spanish Civil War, opposition to the Vietnam
War, and hostility toward nuclear weapons. At
times of political crisis in various countries, there
were resurgences of support for May Day events.
For example, during the Popular Front period,
when various groups of the Left, including the
Communists, united, the number of towns in
France with May Day events rose from 235 in
1936 to 485 in 1938.

The Second International, which was set up in
1889, was dominated in 1914 by the mighty
German Social Democrat Party (SPD). It met every
three or four years and passed resolutions on indus-
trial, international, and other matters, reliant on
the socialist and labor bodies of the individual
countries to take any action. With World War I,
the revolutionary socialists in Russia gained
immense prestige by taking power in October
1917. The international socialist body split three
ways: the democratic socialists remained in the
Second International; the revolutionaries, who
followed Moscow’s lead, supported the Third

L

1601



Communist International, or Comintern, which
was formed in March 1919; and a third group,
known as the Vienna Union or ‘‘the two-and-a-half
International,’’ rejected both the anticommunism
of the Second and the undemocratic policies of
the Third International. In 1923 the Second
International and the Vienna Union merged to
form the Socialist International. The Third Inter-
national was disbanded by Stalin in 1943 as a sign
of goodwill to his American and British wartime
allies.

On the eve of World War I the SPD was the
largest socialist party in the world, with some one
million fee-paying members and including 170,000
in its women’s organization. It was powerful in
the cities but much weaker in the countryside and
small provincial towns; it was also underrepre-
sented among women and Catholic workers. It
had ideological divisions, between Marxists and
revisionists, with some of the pre–World War I
radical areas becoming later strongholds of the
Independent Social Democrats (USPD) or the
Communists (KPD).

The SPD’s failure to secure as much support
from women as men was common to European
labor movements. The concern to protect workers’
rights too often had an aspect of portraying women
as a threat or hindrance to such aims. Workers’
rights were also formulated in terms of the patterns
of men’s working lives, failing to engage with the
different work patterns and concerns of women.
Labor movement meetings were too often held in
hostile environments for women, at unfriendly times,
and conducted in insensitive manners. Gender
awareness came slowly and most notably only in
the last two decades of the twentieth century, when
economic and political adversity forced changes in
order to survive.

World War I shattered the unity of the SPD,
with the majority of its representatives in the
Reichstag voting for war credits (largely due to
concern for a Russian invasion from the east) and
becoming more integrated into the German state.
While the German government needed to consult
the SPD parliamentarians and trade union leaders
during the war, the SPD only entered government
as the imperial system was collapsing. The SPD
split over the war, with a minority which no longer
accepted that Germany had no annexationist war

aims being expelled from the SPD and forming the
USPD in April 1917. The USPD embraced a wide
range of views, from the prewar revisionists to
revolutionaries such as Karl Liebknecht (1871–
1919) and Rosa Luxemburg (1871–1919).

In Britain before the outbreak of World War I
the Labour Party was small and owed most of its 42
parliamentary seats in the December 1910 general
election to pacts with the Liberal Party, which held
office from 1905 to 1915 (and thereafter in coali-
tions until 1922). In Germany the SPD’s political
strength had been greater than that of the trade
unions until the end of the nineteenth century. In
contrast, in Britain there had been a substantial
trade-union movement since the late eighteenth
century but independent labor politics had been
slow to develop, with the Labour Representation
Committee (renamed Labour Party in 1906)
formed in 1900, its main constituents being trade
unionists and members of the Independent Labour
Party (a democratic socialist party, founded in
1893). While socialist organizations were affiliated
to it, the Labour Party did not have a socialist
program until 1918.

World War I was decisive in ensuring that the
British Labour movement became independent of
other parties, becoming more like the continental
European social democratic parties rather than
following U.S. labor with its policies of seeking
political influence with existing parties rather than
creating its own party. The majority of Labour
Party members of Parliament (MPs) supported
the war, with Arthur Henderson (1863–1935),
the leading trade unionist, joining coalition gov-
ernments. The prewar Labour Party leader, Ramsay
MacDonald (1866–1937), resigned as Labour’s
leader and led an antiwar minority (subsequently
losing his parliamentary seat in the 1918 general
election). However, Henderson resigned from gov-
ernment in August 1917 over his wish to attend an
international socialist conference (which he hoped
would strengthen anti-Bolshevik socialists in
Russia) and the Labour Party reunited around a
socialist peace and domestic reconstruction poli-
cies. It entered the 1918 general election with a
socialist program and almost united (a few lesser
figures staying in the Lloyd George [1863–1945]
coalition government and for a few years there
were a small number of breakaway ‘‘patriotic
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labor’’ members of Parliament). The war greatly
strengthened British trade unions and led the
cooperative movement to form the Cooperative
Party in 1917, which soon acted in alliance with
the Labour Party (an alliance that still continues).
Ireland was similarly affected by food shortages and
also saw a major expansion of the cooperative
movement in 1915–1922.

While the German socialists feared the Russians
invading, the French and Belgian socialists were
faced with the Germans invading their countries.
In both countries leading labor figures took office:
in Belgium immediately and in France on
26 August 1914. In contrast, in Italy the labor
movement was initially overwhelmingly hostile to
the war. However, the moderate socialists adopted
a patriotic stance when Central Powers’ forces
advanced into Italy in 1917. The General
Confederation of Labour’s journal bluntly
observed, ‘‘When the enemy treads on our soil we
have only one duty: to resist.’’ Hence there were
deep divisions between those who sought victory
and a share of former Austrian Empire territory and
the many who aspired to follow the Russian
example.

In Russia, on the basis of his understanding of
the 1905 revolutionary events, Vladimir Lenin
(1870–1924) predicted revolution there would
involve an alliance of the industrial workers with
the peasantry. In the February 1917 revolution
tsarism was weakening from military and economic
failures and, unlike in the 1905 revolution, the
army in Petrograd refused to shoot protesters and
the High Command hoped for a more effective
constitutional government. In the subsequent
vacuum, moderate socialists supported the con-
tinuance of the war even if only as a matter of
defending Russia from Germany. By the late sum-
mer economic, social, and military problems were
more, not less, severe than in February, and in
October the Provisional Government was easily
overthrown in Petrograd by the Bolsheviks. As a
result of the Bolsheviks’ successful seizure of power
and their ability to maintain it in the face of coun-
terrevolutionary invading armies between 1917
and 1920, existing differences within European
labor movements were deepened and exacerbated
as some admired, while others abhorred, the
Bolsheviks.

In the later years of World War I and in its after-
math there was widespread suffering in Germany and
the countries of the Austro-Hungarian Empire.
The Allied blockade was maintained, causing sub-
stantial food and other shortages, until the
Versailles Peace Treaty was signed on 28 June
1919. Combined with the fall of discredited
regimes and widespread desire for social change,
these shortages fostered revolution in Germany,
Austria, and Hungary. In Germany revolution in
November–December 1918 led to a socialist gov-
ernment (SPD and USPD) and the democratic
Weimar Republic, with the SPD winning some
three-quarters of the votes in the January 1919
elections to the National Assembly. However, the
divisions of opinion within the German labor
movement were deepened and made permanent
with the formation of the German Communist
Party (KPD) at the end of 1918 and with the
suppression of revolutionary socialist risings by
the SPD government, acting with the army leaders
and using Friekorps units.

Revolutionary socialism was thwarted outside
of Russia by the threat of Allied military interven-
tion, as well as by the continued blockade, or by
external military intervention. In Hungary Béla
Kun’s (1886–c. 1939) Soviet-style government only
lasted between March and July, being overthrown
by Romanian and White (counterrevolutionary)
Hungarian forces. While the revolutionary socialists
in Hungary and Bavaria for a time secured some
peasant support, in most of Europe the countryside
was usually hostile to the red cities. In Western
Europe in particular, there were strong middle
classes willing and able to counter the labor move-
ments’ bids for power, whether revolutionary or
democratic.

In Germany the labor movement was seriously
damaged by ideological socialist divisions in addi-
tion to religious ones. While the SPD was a major
defender of Weimar democracy, it only entered
government as a coalition partner and provided
prime ministers in only 1919–1920 and 1928–
1930 (Philipp Scheidemann [1865–1939], Gustav
Bauer [1870–1944], and Hermann Muller [1876–
1931]). While the German labor movement could
effectively undermine the Kapp Putsch, in 1920, in
good economic times, it was seriously weakened by
mass unemployment (as well as by its divisions)
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during the severe economic recession of 1931–
1933. Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) in power smashed
the German labor movement, with many of its
activists being murdered or dying in concentration
camps.

In Russia the Mensheviks and Socialist
Revolutionaries were outmaneuvered by Lenin and
the Bolsheviks. Although the Bolsheviks secured
only 24 percent of the vote for the Constituent
Assembly, which met in January 1918, they soon
dissolved this democratic body. The Red Army and
the Cheka (Soviet secret police) were created before
the civil war but became key instruments of the
Bolshevik regime in its use of ‘‘red terror’’ in its
struggle with counterrevolutionary armies from
1918 to 1920. Bolshevik success in the Russian civil
war enhanced their prestige and enabled Moscow
thereafter to dictate to the Communist parties in
other countries.

In Italy the Socialist Party was inspired by the
Bolshevik revolution in Russia, joined the
Communist International in October 1919, and
adopted revolutionary rhetoric. In the 1919 elec-
tions it won 1,834,000 votes and secured 156
deputies, becoming the largest party in the 508-
strong House of Deputies. During the ‘‘Biennio
Rosso’’ (the red years, 1919–1920) there was
much industrial militancy, with a factory-council
movement spreading from Turin in August 1919,
widespread strikes, and factory occupations. In
late 1920 the Socialist Party made great gains in
local elections, winning control of 2,162 out of
8,000 communes and twenty-six of the sixty-nine
provincial councils. However, after 1920 the
Socialist Party (PSI) was divided, losing many
members from both its left and right wings. In
January 1921 a large minority left to form the
Italian Communist Party (PCI) and in 1922 the
moderates were expelled (and formed the PSU).
The Italian middle classes had been alarmed by
the spread of revolution westward from Russia
and by the events of 1919–1920. After a fascist
campaign of violence, Benito Mussolini (1883–
1945) took office in October 1922 and thereafter
set about destroying the free trade unions and the
parties opposed to him.

In Britain the Labour Party moved into being
the second major political party between 1918 and
1924. In the 1918 general election it returned only

fifty-seven MPs but secured some spectacular wins
in local elections in 1919 and 1920. In the 1922
general election it secured 142 MPs, becoming the
official opposition in Parliament. After the 1923
general election, with 191 MPs elected, it formed
its first government, January–November 1924,
with James Ramsay MacDonald as prime minister.
Its status as a minority government limited its
scope for radical legislation, but it also provided
an excuse for its lack of achievement other than in
housing and foreign policy. Defeated in the 1924
general election, partly because the Conservative
Party benefited from a substantial collapse in votes
for the Liberal Party, it recovered well in 1929.
Then, for the first time, it became the largest
party in Parliament, with 287 MPs, and formed a
second government, June 1929–August 1931,
with MacDonald again as prime minister. This gov-
ernment was overwhelmed by the world recession
but had never appeared likely to deal innovatively
with the rising volume of unemployment.
MacDonald formed a National Government in
August 1931 and in the ensuing general election
defeated his recent colleagues, the Labour Party’s
representation in the House of Commons tum-
bling to 46.

While in Britain the Communist Party remained
small and did not greatly undercut support for
the Labour Party, in France in December 1920
Communist supporters took over the Socialist
Party and renamed it the French Communist
Party (PCF), keeping roughly three-quarters of
the membership (some 109,000). However, mem-
bership dropped to 45,000 by early 1923 and until
the mid-1930s its largest number of deputies was
26, elected in 1924. Both it and the reconstructed
Socialist Party only flourished in 1936 when they
united as the Popular Front coalition with the
Radicals. In May 1936 the Socialist leader, Léon
Blum (1872–1950), headed a Popular Front gov-
ernment that unsuccessfully tried to deal with an
economic crisis, introduce reforms, and support
the Spanish Republic.

The Swedish Social Democratic Party (SAP)
was greatly influenced by the German SPD, espe-
cially its revisionist (less Marxist) wing. In the 1911
elections it gained 28.5 percent of the vote, win-
ning sixty-four seats in the lower chamber. In 1917
there was a split with the newly formed Left Social
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Democratic Party of Sweden, which won some
seats in that year’s elections. The SAP, however,
became the largest party in the Riksdag that year,
gaining 31.1 percent of the vote. Also from 1917
to 1920 it worked with the Liberals in a coalition
government. It formed brief governments under
Karl Hjalmar Branting (1860–1925) in 1920 and
1921–1923, Rickard Johannes Sandler (1884–
1964) in 1925–1926, and then took office for
most of the next decade under Per Albin Hansson
(1885–1946) in 1932–1936 and 1936–1946,
although in the later years with coalition partners.
After the introduction of universal suffrage the SAP
won 36.2 percent in 1921, 41.1 percent in 1924,
37.0 percent in 1928, 41.7 percent in 1932, 45.9
percent in 1936, and achieved 53.8 percent in
1940. In the 1930s Hansson’s governments ran a
controlled economy, limiting imports, assisting
agriculture and providing unemployment insurance
and higher old-age pensions. In the interwar years
the Swedish Communist Party, founded in 1921,
remained small, securing 5.1 percent of the vote in
the 1924 election, but only secured much wider
support during the hardships of 1944, when it
gained 10.3 percent of the vote (while the SAP
percentage dropped back to 46.7).

In Denmark the Social Democratic Movement
was also greatly influenced by the German labor
movement. It had secured the election of two
members to the Lower Chamber (the Folketing)
in 1884. In 1913 it had thirty-two members and
took office in 1916 in a coalition government with
the Radical liberals until 1920. After a political crisis
in 1920, Socialist support grew while Radical Liberal
support fell markedly. From 1924 to 1926 the
Social Democrat Thorvald Stauning (1873–1942)
was prime minister in a minority government, and
he returned to office in 1929, forming a majority
government with the Radical Liberals until World
War II. Nevertheless, they were hampered by a lack
of a majority in upper house until 1936. Then his
government repealed legislation hostile to the trade
unions and brought in legislation restricting over-
time and ensuring workers had holidays with pay.
Unlike Sweden the Social Democrats never secured
over 50 percent of the vote, their highest level (46
percent) being achieved in 1935.

In Norway the Labor Party had achieved its
first representation in the Storthing in 1903. From

1906 to 1918 its growth was impeded by a voting
system that enabled its opponents to unite on a
second ballot and so keep its candidates out. In
1918 eighteen candidates were returned whereas
on the first ballot forty would have been elected.
This electoral system and conditions during World
War I made Norwegian labor more open to the
influence of Russian Bolshevism in the post–World
War I years. In 1919 the Labor Party joined the
Comintern and accepted Moscow’s Twenty-
One Conditions. In February 1921 the moderate
wing broke away to form the Social Democratic
Labor Party. In the ensuing election twenty-
nine of the Left were returned and eight Social
Democrats. In 1923 the Labor Party left the
Comintern but retained its very left-wing policies.
A group broke away to form the Communist Party
of Norway, which polled 6.1 percent of the vote in
1924 but thereafter faded. In 1927 the Labor Party
polled 36.8 percent of the vote, and from 1933
onward it polled over 40 percent of the vote.

In several countries Hitler’s securing of power
in Germany in 1933 and the defeat of the Austrian
socialists in 1934 encouraged popular-front politics
in Spain, France, Belgium, and elsewhere. The
growing threat of fascism also radicalized social
democrat thought in the 1930s.

In Austria the Social Democrats (SDAP) had
emerged from the postwar revolutionary unrest as
the largest party, gaining almost 41 percent of the
vote in 1919. Apart from 1920, the Left (the
SDAP and Communists, KPO) continued to
secure 40–42 percent of the votes in 1923–1930.
The SDAP’s membership was at its largest at
718,000 in 1929 while the KPO only reached
6,800 in 1931. The suspension of parliamentary
government in 1933 by the anti-Marxist govern-
ment, followed by strikes and armed resistance, led
in 1934 to the crushing of the Austrian labor
movement and the imprisonment of many of its
leaders.

In Spain the Socialist Workers’ Party (PSOE)
had secured its first deputy in 1910 and been
boosted by World War I. After the dictatorship of
Primo de Rivera (1870–193) from 1923 to 1929
the socialists were the biggest party (116 seats) in
the 1931 elections under the new Spanish
Republic. After two years in a coalition government
Francisco Largo Cabellero (1869–1946), the PSOE
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leader, broke away and in the ensuing 1933

elections his party and the Left generally did badly.

The PSOE was part of the winning popular-front

coalition in February 1936, although Cabellero

and the PSOE did not join the Left Republicans

in office. In September 1936 Cabellero became

prime minister of a Popular Front government,

but in May 1937 he was ousted in favor of

Juan Negrı́n López (1894–1956), who was more

acceptable to the powerful Spanish Communist

Party (PCE). The Spanish Republic was defeated

by March 1939 by the forces of General Francisco

Franco (1892–1975), who suppressed the

Spanish labor movement during his dictatorship

(1939–1973).

The Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact of 23

August 1939 divided Social Democrats, who were

primarily antifascist, from Communists, who prior-

itized loyalty to Moscow, across Europe. With the

German invasion of Russia on 22 June 1941

Communists concentrated on defeating fascism,

becoming prominent in resistance movements. At

the end of World War II Tito (Josip Broz; 1892–

1980) and his partisans took over in Yugoslavia, as

did Communist partisans in Albania. In Bulgaria

and Romania the old elites were discredited because

of their alliances with Germany and Italy. In

Bulgaria Communist Party membership grew from

14,000 to 422,000 between September 1944 and

1946. It had worked with Socialists and other allies

from August 1943 in the Fatherland Front. The

Fatherland Front won 2,980,000 (69.6 percent)

and 366 seats, against the United Opposition’s

1,300,000 votes (30.4 percent) and ninety-

nine seats in 1946. Thereafter, there was one-party

rule until free elections were held in 1990. There

was similar suppression of noncommunists in labor

movements across Soviet-dominated Eastern

Europe, the last broader-coalition government

ending in Czechoslovakia in 1948.

French workers protest proposed limits on wage increases, Paris, October 1976. Provoked by prime minister

Raymond Barré’s plans to combat inflation, the protestors carry a banner reading ‘‘Let’s fight and impose workers’ control.’’

ªRICHARD MELLOUL/CORBIS SYGMA
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In Greece Communist partisans were con-
tained by Greek pro-monarchist forces backed by
British and American military assistance. The Greek
Communists (KKE) were crushed in 1948–1949
and were not legalized until the mid-1970s. The
labor movement strengthened after the military
dictatorship of 1967–1973. Andreas Papandreou
(1919–1996) formed the Panhellenic Socialist
Movement in 1974. The Panhellenic Socialist
Movement won overall majorities in 1981 and
1985, stayed in office as a minority government
for five months after the June 1989 election, and
returned in the mid-1990s.

In Italy and France the Communists had gained
prestige from their role in the Resistance. In both
countries the Communist parties polled well in the
elections after the end of the war, gaining 26.1
percent of the vote in France in 1945 (combined
with the Progressives) and 19 percent in Italy in
1946. Elsewhere, Communist support faded after
1946, weakened by the Cold War and Soviet sup-
pression of democratic dissent in Eastern European
countries. In France the Socialist vote drifted down
from 23.8 to 12.6 percent between 1945 and
1962, while the Communist and Progressive vote
fell from 26.1 to 21.7 percent. The poor results
resulted in a reorganization of the democratic
Left under François Mitterrand (1916–1996) in
1971. Mitterrand succeeded in overshadowing
the Communists, whose support crumbled in the
1980s, and was elected president, 1981–1995.

In Italy the Communist Party had nearly
2,500,000 members in 1948 and still had
1,600,000 members in 1965. In 1972 it polled
over nine million votes, 27.2 percent of the vote,
and secured 179 deputies. Under Enrico Berlinguer
(1922–1984), general secretary from 1972 until
1984, the party adopted ‘‘Eurocommunism’’ as
opposed to Moscow-dictated communism. Its sup-
port peaked in the 1976 and 1979 elections, gaining
more than 30 percent of the vote and more than
200 deputies. After the collapse of the Soviet Union
the party was relaunched as the Democratic Party of
the Left (PDS). The Socialists were weakened by
repeated splits, their voting dipping to under 10
percent in 1976. The party slowly recovered in the
1980s, with Bettino Craxi (1934–2000) as prime
minister (1983–1987), but collapsed in 1994 amidst
the corruption scandals of 1992–1994.

In much of Western Europe Social Democrat
parties took office and carried out moderate social
reform. In Britain Labour under Clement Attlee
(1883–1967) formed a government (1945–
1951), which managed postwar reconstruction,
nationalized key industries, and brought in the
welfare state. The Labour Party also held office in
1964–1970 and 1974–1979 and from 1997. After
a long period in opposition, it dropped its socialist
program and was notably electorally successful as
‘‘New Labour’’ under Tony Blair (b. 1953). In
Sweden the Social Democratic Party governed on
its own or in coalition from 1945 to 1976 and 1982
to 1990, with Olof Palme (1927–1986) as prime
minister in 1969–1976 and 1982–1986 (when he
was assassinated). In West Germany the SPD’s vote
slowly climbed from 29.2 percent in 1949 to 39.3
percent in 1965. It entered the Grand Coalition
government (1966–1969) and thereafter governed
in coalition with the Liberals (1969–1982). In 1998
the SPD returned to office, with Gerhard Schröder
(b. 1944) as chancellor (1998–2005), in alliance
with the Greens (the parties polling 40.9 and
6.7 percent of the vote). As in Britain, the SPD’s
socialism in the late 1990s was much diluted.

With the overthrow of the fascist regimes in
Spain and Portugal in 1974 democratic socialists
did well in elections. In Spain the socialists under
Felipe González Marquez (b. 1942) came second
in 1977 but won thereafter. In Portugal, after the
‘‘carnation revolution’’ of April 1974 and very radi-
cal provisional governments from 1974 to 1975, the
social democrats ruled in coalition with their leader,
Mario Soares, as prime minister (1976–1978 and
1983–1985) and president (1986–1996).

During the twentieth century the European

labor movements were notably divided, not only

between revolutionary and democratic socialists

but also between these secular divisions and

Catholic and Protestant movements. In Germany,

for instance, the Catholic trade-union movement

had over a million members in 1920 and 673,000

in 1930, but the separate religious grouping went

with the reconstitution of the trade unions in

1945. In Italy, Belgium, and some other countries

religious belief remained very powerful in determin-

ing association and politics. In all countries many

trade unionists voted for parties other than those

supported by their unions. In Britain, for example,
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in opinion polls in 1964, 24 percent of trade union-

ists favored the Conservative Party while in 1979,

30 percent did. The labor movements were also

notably poor in taking up issues of concern to

women or ensuring equitable female participation

in their organizations or in government.

See also Communism; Kapp Putsch; Socialism; World
War I; World War II.
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CHRIS WRIGLEY

n

LACAN, JACQUES (1901–1981), French
psychoanalyst and philosopher.

In 1932 Jacques Lacan defended his doctoral
dissertation in psychiatry. In 1934 he became a
member of the Société Psychanalytique de Paris,
which certified him as a psychoanalyst in 1938. In
1953, refusing to submit to the time rule of a forty-
five minute session with the patient, he resigned
from the Société and joined the Société Française
de Psychanalyse founded by Daniel Lagache. In so
doing, he lost his membership in the International
Psychoanalytical Association. In 1964 he left the
new society and founded his own school of psycho-
analysis, the École Freudienne de Paris (EFP),
which lasted until 1980, when, sixteen months
before his death, he established the École de la
Cause Freudienne. This tormented relationship with
institutionalized psychoanalysis testifies to Lacan’s
complicated personality but is also a symptom of
the difficulty involved in including psychoanalysis
as a formal discipline in an academic setting (a prob-
lem Sigmund Freud had already tackled).

CONTRIBUTIONS TO PSYCHOANALYSIS

Jacques Lacan redefined Freud’s psychoanalysis in
an oeuvre spanning fifty years and comprising
the Écrits (1966), the Autres écrits (2001) and
twenty-six Seminars, based on courses conducted
between 1953 and 1979. From beginning to end,
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this immense body of work is characterized by
its conceptual coherence and the vast knowledge
put to the task: philosophy (Plato, Aristotle, René
Descartes, Immanuel Kant, G. W. F. Hegel,
Karl Marx, Søren Kierkegaard, Martin Heidegger,
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Alexandre Koyré, Alexandre
Kojève, Karl Popper), logic (Aristotle, George
Boole, Jaakko Hintikka), mathematics and topo-
logy (Kurt Gödel, August Möbius, Georg Cantor),
linguistics (Ferdinand de Saussure), game theory,
literature (Sophocles, Jaufré Rudel, Arnaut
Daniel, Shakespeare, the Marquis de Sade, Paul
Claudel, André Gide, Marguerite Duras), reli-
gion, mythology, and art. No field of human
endeavor is left untouched by Lacan.

Lacan’s major contributions to psychoanalysis
fall into three categories. First, he redefined the
practice of psychoanalysis. The patient is called
the analysand because he is doing the investigative
work into his own mind. Sessions are ended when
the analysand makes a discovery, not when the
traditional forty-five minutes have elapsed. (Lacan
took that practice to an unethical extreme when, at
the end of his career, he limited the sessions to three
minutes.) Second, he reemphasized the importance
of the unconscious and the superego in Freud,
unlike Freud’s direct heirs, who worked mainly on
the ego. Third, he displaced Freud’s theories by
submitting them to a logical and mathematical for-
malization in order to ensure their pertinence and
transmissibility. Psychoanalysis was to operate as a
reflective link repositioning the humanities and the
hard sciences within a general epistemology.

AGENCIES OF THE PSYCHE

Lacan distinguishes three agencies in the psyche:
the symbolic order, the imaginary order, and the
real. The corresponding categories in Freud would
be, respectively, the superego, the ego, and the id,
though Lacan’s renaming is a full remapping of
Freud’s work.

The symbolic order is the set of signifiers. For
Lacan, signifiers are not just words: he gives the
concept a tremendous extension, since any object
in the human sphere is marked by language and
thus functions as a signifying element. Also, he
stresses the supremacy of the symbolic order: for
him, it is the foundation and beginning of all psy-
chic mechanisms. For example, the universal pro-
hibition of incest (and hence the shift from animal

instinct to human desire) depends on its formula-
tion within the symbolic order. The symbolic order
determines the human subject by its signifying
chains, undermining the ego’s autonomy. Indeed,
the ego is submitted to a radical determinacy,
which it chooses to largely ignore or repress.

The symbolic order is a universal characteristic
of human societies; a group can be said to be
human only if it is subordinated to a symbolic
structure. At the same time, this mark of humanity
differs by linguistic group: each existing language
determines a symbolic order particular to the com-
munity that speaks it. The symbolic order is where
societies hold their signifiers in common, and
where the superego and cultural constraints operate.

The imaginary order replaces Freud’s ego
agency. Its contents are the signified, significations,
and representations produced by the ego processes,
namely, identification and projection on objects in
the world. As such, it is always built between two
poles, the ego itself and its mirror image, the other
(written with a lowercase o). The imaginary order is
in charge of actualizing repression; it is to be
assimilated to what was known before psychoana-
lysis as ‘‘reality,’’ which Lacan understands as an
imaginary construct. Hence, imaginary reality has
to be differentiated in principle from the Lacanian
real, which is the locus of meaning and truth.

The imaginary order is completely subordinated
to the symbolic order, also called ‘‘the Other’’ (capi-
tal O): the chain of signifiers is the determinant that
organizes the signifieds and representations within
the imaginary order. The imaginary order is the set
comprising all the representations of an individual as
he or she shares them with the group, community,
ethnicity, nation, and so on. As such, the imaginary
order defines a subject’s particularity, through which
he identifies himself as part of a group.

The real replaces Freud’s unconscious. It is the
locus of singularity, defined as an interdicted entity
that is impossible to formalize or represent: as such,
it cannot be called an order, unlike the symbolic
and the imaginary. It overlaps with the real in
science, which the incompleteness of our mathe-
matical representations prevents us from knowing
in its totality. Escaping any formalization, the real is
where truth, meaning, and sense are to be. We have
only partial access to the real, through lapses,
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dreams, and bungled actions: ‘‘The unconscious is
to not remember what one knows’’ (Lacan 2001).
Hence, ‘‘Truth can be told only in half, because,
beyond this half said, there is nothing to say. . . .
Here, in consequence, discourse disappears. We don’t
speak about what is unutterable’’ (Lacan 1991).

MATHEMATICAL FORMALIZATION

Lacan strove to transmit his theory unencumbered
by the interferences that always appear in human
linguistic communication. That is why he devoted
himself to a mathematical formalization of his con-
cepts, since, in an algorithm, everything is trans-
missible and not subject to the loss that occurs in
ordinary language. At stake is a map of the psyche
that connects the agencies (symbolic, imaginary,
and real) and that dispenses with Freud’s unusable
diagram published in The Ego and the Id (1923).
Lacan’s first attempt, based on vector analysis, is
Schema L, published in 1956. The last formal-
ization is grounded in topology and knot theory;
Lacan uses the Borromean knot and the Möbius
strip as his models.

Lacan’s theory belongs to the realist philosoph-
ical tradition, which holds that linguistic categories
structure real, existing objects in the world. That is
why he cannot be bundled with a nominalist
‘‘French philosophical school’’ represented by
Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, and Gilles
Deleuze, for example. In addition, Lacan belongs
to a materialist tradition: matter, in his theory, is
language, ‘‘the signifier transcended into lan-
guage’’ (2001, p. 209). As such, language can be
submitted to the procedures of modern (real)
logic; it can also be submitted to mathematical
formalization. This is his crowning, but not yet
fully understood, contribution: the giant step taken
by Lacan, and by no one else, was to mathemati-
cally formalize some parts of ordinary language
while including in this formalization the uncon-
scious ‘‘structured as a language.’’ Of course, math-
ematicians and logicians (Gottlob Frege, Boole,
Alfred Tarski, and Bertrand Russell, for example)
have long been at work on this endeavor. But their
goal is to refine the operation of language into an
entirely consistent (that is, self-reflexive and con-
scious) set; their formalizations do not include the
unconscious, which is inconsistency itself. Here lies
Lacan’s profound originality, which makes him one

of the major thinkers of the twentieth century.
Lacan created a new discipline that rigorously takes
into account the symbolic effects of language on
human beings.

Lacan’s influence on psychoanalysis and other
disciplines in the humanities has been enormous
throughout the world. Lacanian schools have sur-
faced everywhere, especially in Latin countries with
a Catholic tradition in Europe and South America.
In the Protestant Anglo-Saxon world, his legacy has
been more limited, restricted to literature depart-
ments and some scattered psychoanalytic societies.
It has slowly faded as a theory and a practice to cure
mental illnesses. The United States’ rejection of
Lacan can be explained by cultural differences: the
American emphasis on clarity and pragmatism; the
demonstrated efficiency of the imaginary order in
the United States; the misinterpretation of Lacan’s
theory by feminist readers; Lacan’s own anti-
Americanism. All these factors work against an easy
acceptance of his work in the United States.

Lacan predicted the demise of psychoanalysis as
cure: ‘‘When psychoanalysis has been vanquished
by the growing impasses of our civilization (a dis-
content that Freud foresaw), the Écrits indications
will be taken up by somebody’’ (2001, p. 348).
What will his legacy be when that moment arrives?
It will consist in his breakthrough contribution to a
general epistemology that combines and opposes
the social sciences and the humanities on one side,
and mathematics on the other. If psychoanalysis as
a therapeutic practice dies, what will be left is
Lacan’s truly immense contribution to epistemol-
ogy, a contribution that has not yet been fully
mapped in English-speaking countries.

See also Feminism; Postmodernism; Psychoanalysis.
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ALEXANDRE LEUPIN

n

LAND REFORM. Land reform may be
understood here as the transfer of land from one
owner or group of owners to another for political,
social, or ideological purposes. Throughout the
nineteenth century and most of the twentieth it
was thought that land reform would solve an array
of political and social problems. The range of issues
land reform was used to address included strength-
ening of political power, change of patterns of eth-
nicity, prevention of emigration from rural areas,
economic support of poor people, and settlements
for refugees or homecoming soldiers. Land reform
always included other measures, such as the estab-
lishment of rural settlements and the extension of
agricultural land, which generally meant forest clear-
ances or other changes to the landscape. Sometimes
the previous owners were compensated, but quite
often they were simply dispossessed.

NINETEENTH-CENTURY BACKGROUND

An intense political discussion about land reform
issues took place in the first half of the nineteenth
century, most prominently in the reform move-
ment of the Chartists in Great Britain. One of their
speakers, James O’Brien (1805–1864), called for
total socialization of private property. Their main
argument was that the unequal distribution of land
was the root of many social problems.

These claims became influential within the rising
socialist movement in Europe. Authors, politicians,
and philosophers such as Karl Marx (1818–1883),
Karl Kautsky (1854–1938), and Eduard Bernstein
(1850–1932) were critical of private landownership,
and many called for the nationalization of land. An
important book was Progress and Poverty (1877–
1879) by the American economist Henry George
(1839–1897), which was translated into a number
of European languages. He argued not against the

private ownership of land per se but that all land-
owners should pay taxes on the income they received
from rents. In line with his thinking, numerous
books and articles appeared in which the authors
allowed private property but argued that the land
should be seen as a finite resource that must be
protected against misuse, speculation, and monop-
oly. For this purpose many different tax systems were
devised. In 1890 the Austrian author Theodor
Hertzka (1845–1927) published a utopian novel
with the title Freiland, ein soziales Zukunftsbild
(Freiland: A Social Anticipation). In this book he
formulated the idea that land should be owned by
rural cooperatives. The land and cooperatives should
be accessible to everyone and serve as an economic
foundation for egalitarian settlements. These settle-
ments should be established in the European colo-
nies abroad. This was tried; most attempts failed. In
1894 the German economist Franz Oppenheimer
(1864–1943) published Freiland in Deutschland, in
which he formulated a close relationship among
collective ownership, rural cooperatives, and col-
lective settlements. Oppenheimer’s ideas strongly
influenced the Zionist movement. Impressed with
Oppenheimer’s book, the Zionist leader Theodor
Herzl (1860–1904) published Altneuland (Old new
land) in 1902, and in 1911 the Zionist Congress
assigned Oppenheimer to plan a settlement
cooperative near Nazareth. Oppenheimer was one
of the most prominent representatives of a third
way between communism and capitalism. (One of
his students, Ludwig Erhard, was a leading theorist
of a social market economy after World War II and
second chancellor of the Federal Republic of
Germany.)

The year 1888 in Germany saw the founding
of the Bund für Bodenbesitzreform, a powerful
land reform organization that proposed a land
reform without the abolition of private property.
It was led first by the factory owner Michael
Flürscheim (1844–1912) and later by the teacher
Adolf Damaschke (1865–1935), who wrote a popu-
lar book about land reform entitled Die Bodenreform
(Land reform). Published in 1902, it was reprinted
many times through the 1920s.

LAND REFORM SINCE 1914

Twentieth-century Europe saw three periods in
which the politics of land reform wrought vast
changes on the Continent. All of these periods
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were times of economic crisis and political trans-
formation. The first was the interwar period
between World War I and World War II, especially
in its early years. The second was the postwar per-
iod after World War II. The third was the period
after the end of the Cold War, beginning in 1989.

The end of World War I was an era of social
and political turmoil and radical change. In Russia,
Germany, and the new countries within the terri-
tories of the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy land
reforms were a result of revolutions and newly
established political systems.

The deepest change in rural society and land
property rights took place in Russia and the later
Soviet Union after the end of World War I. With
land reform under the control of the tsarist prime
minister and secretary of interior Peter Stolypin
(1862–1911), the mir system, the collective own-
ership of land by all village inhabitants, was
replaced by private landownership in 1905. Thus
emerged a new type of farmer, the kulak, a wealthy
middle-class farmer who now hired other village
inhabitants as wage laborers. With the success of
the Bolshevik Revolution, however, the new Soviet
government in 1918 abolished private land prop-
erty. The process of dispossessing the kulaks
became increasingly radical after 1929 and was
one of Joseph Stalin’s core issues as he consolidated
power as leader of the Soviet Union. The process
was not finished until 1940, when more than 96
percent of the land was collectivized and cultivated
in the form of huge farms. The result of this cam-
paign was an economic and human catastrophe.
Several million people in the rural areas died of
hunger, and the level of agrarian production in
1940 was lower than in 1913. But this change
enabled the Soviet government to obtain better
control over the huge rural areas.

In the new Baltic countries, Lithuania, Estonia
and Latvia, the old, partly German landed elite too
was dispossessed; in this case the land was not
collectivized but given to private farmers. Land
reforms in many other European countries were
organized at the same time.

In Germany, the German Reich Settlement Act
(Reichssiedlungsgesetz) came into force in 1919. It
was aimed at assisting returning war veterans and
landless people as well as refugees from the eastern

parts of Germany, which became Polish territory.
The idea was to buy extensively cultivated land
from big estates, to intensify cultivation efforts,

and to reclaim wastelands. New settlement agen-
cies, established in all the German territories, were
in charge of parceling out the land, laying out new

fields, and constructing farm buildings. In the
1930s some authoritarian regimes such as those

of Germany, Italy, and Spain organized huge pro-
grams for rural reconstruction and reclamation of
wastelands, such as the Bonifica Integrale in Italy

under Benito Mussolini. But in most of these cases
private property was not affected.

The most radical land reforms took place after

1945 in the countries of central and Eastern Europe

that came under Soviet rule. At the end of World

War II it was a common political opinion among the

Allies that land reform needed to be carried out

in Germany in order to break the political power

of the Junker (a member of the Prussian landed

aristocracy). The economic historian Alexander

Gerschenkron (1904–1968) argued in his book

Bread and Democracy in Germany (1943) that dis-

empowerment of the landed elite was a crucial step

in the process of democratization. But as tensions

increased between the Western and the Soviet zones

of occupation, ideas about land reform became an

area of conflict in the emergent Cold War. In 1945

Stalin ordered the German Communist Party to

organize land reform in the Soviet zone of occupa-

tion. All landowners with property of more than

100 hectares as well as all those who were consid-

ered Nazi activists were dispossessed. More than 3.3

million hectares of arable land were redistributed to

refugees and small farmers and farmworkers. In this

process more than 210,000 new farms were

founded. The problem was that most of these new

farmers had no machinery, seed, pesticides, or farm

buildings and so were unable to produce enough

food for the population of the Soviet zone. At the

beginning of the 1950s the agricultural crisis

became so severe that the Communist Party decided

to collectivize all these farms. At the beginning of

the 1960s, in a period that was called the ‘‘socialist

spring,’’ all private land was in the hands of the

Landwirtschaftliche Produktionsgenossenschaften

(LPG; agricultural production cooperatives). In the

Western zones of occupation some early attempts at
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land reform were soon dropped after witnessing the

results in the Soviet zone.

Similar processes took place in the other coun-
tries of Eastern Europe. A particularly radical pro-
gram of land reform took place in Romania.
Collectivization began in 1950 and was finished at
the beginning of the 1960s. Subsequently Nicolae
Ceauşescu, the general secretary of the Communist
Party, initiated a ‘‘program for the systematization of
the villages’’ (sistematizarea satelor), a plan wherein
eight thousand small villages would be destroyed in
favor of ‘‘agroindustrial centers’’ that would house
the rural population in large tenement blocks with
no infrastructure. This program was not yet finished
by the time of Ceauşescu’s death in 1989.

In Western Europe ideas of land reform essen-
tially vanished in the 1950s and 1960s. With the
development of the common market of the
European Union, questions of land reform were
superseded by issues such as overproduction, migra-
tion, and integrated management of rural areas.

After 1989 the land reform programs in all the
former Warsaw Pact countries were more or less
rescinded. The large state-owned farms and collectiv-
ized land were reprivatized. This process caused
conflicts among the state, the new owners, and
those who had owned the land before 1945. In
Germany several organizations of landowners
initiated a legal battle against the decision of the
federal government not to give the land back to the
old owners of the prewar period but instead sell it
to new owners. Under this decision the only rights
granted to the old owners were preferential terms if
they were willing to buy back their estates and
farms.

See also Agriculture; Collectivization.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Bronstein, Jamie L. Land Reform and Working-Class
Experience in Britain and the United States, 1800–
1862. Stanford, Calif., 1999.

Christodoulou, Demetrios. The Unpromised Land:
Agrarian Reform and Conflict Worldwide. London,
1990.

Davies, Robert W. The Socialist Offensive. The Collectivisation
of Soviet Agriculture, 1929–1930. London, 1980.

———. The Soviet Collective Farm, 1929–1930. London,
1980.

Dovring, Folke. Land and Labor in Europe in the Twentieth
Century: A Comparative Survey of Recent Agrarian
History. 3rd rev. ed. The Hague, Netherlands, 1965.

Figes, Orlando. A People’s Tragedy: The Russian Revolution,
1891–1924. London, 1996.

Laurent, John, ed. Henry George’s Legacy in Economic
Thought. Cheltenham, U.K., 2005.

Naimark, Norman M. The Russians in Germany: A History
of the Soviet Zone of Occupation, 1945–1949.
Cambridge, Mass., 1995.

Naimark, Norman M., ed. The Establishment of Communist
Regimes in Eastern Europe. 1944–1949. Boulder,
Colo., 1997.

Pallot, Judith. Land Reform in Russia, 1906–1917: Peasant
Responses to Stolypin’s Project of Rural Transformation.
Oxford, U.K., and New York, 1998.

Repp, Kevin. Reformers, Critics, and the Paths of German
Modernity: Anti-Politics and the Search for Alternatives,
1890–1914. Cambridge, Mass., 2000.

Rodgers, Daniel T. Atlantic Crossings: Social Politics in a
Progressive Age. Cambridge, Mass., 1998.

Tuma, Elias H., Twenty-six Centuries of Agrarian Reform:
A Comparative Analysis. Berkeley, Calif., 1965.

———. European Economic History: Tenth Century to the
Present. New York, 1971.

———. ‘‘Agrarian Reform in Historical Perspective
Revisited.’’ Comparative Studies in Society and History
21 (January 1979): 3–29.

Turnock, David, ed. Privatization in Rural Eastern Europe:
The Process of Restitution and Restructuring.
Cheltenham, U.K., 1998.

Wegren, Stephen K., ed. Land Reform in the Former Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe. London, 1998.

ANDREAS DIX

n

LANG, FRITZ (1890–1976), Austrian
filmmaker.

Born in Vienna, Fritz Lang moved to Berlin in
1919 to begin a career that would define the emer-
ging art of film. He created indelible images that
epitomize Nordic myth (Nibelungen, 1924), the
city of the future (Metropolis, 1927) and the psy-
chotic criminal (Dr. Mabuse, 1922; M, 1931). All
of his twenty German films are marked by an ambi-
tion to advance the possibilities of film as a
Gesamtkunstwerk, a work amalgamating all tradi-
tional arts, including music and architecture. His
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American films, made in Hollywood during his
exile from 1936 to 1956, are stylistically less daring
because, unlike in Germany, none of the studios
gave him complete autonomy. In addition, dia-
logue-driven sound films mostly steered clear of
stunning visuals, and, in accordance with the
strictly enforced production code, emphasized
law, order, and morality. Lang never ceased bat-
tling the Hollywood production system, which in
his view limited his artistic freedom, yet his return
to Germany in 1956 was no solution either. He
directed two German films in the tradition of his
Weimar period, The Tiger of Eschnapur (1959) and
The 1000 Eyes of Dr. Mabuse (1960), but the post-
war German audience rejected both films. Deeply
disappointed, Lang returned to Los Angeles. In
1963 Jean-Luc Godard asked Lang, by then a
legendary auteur, to act in his film Le mépris.
Lang played himself, a film director in exile, and
took the opportunity to rant against the compro-
mises and corruption of Hollywood.

Although Lang’s work encompasses many gen-

res and displays remarkable stylistic versatility, cer-

tain themes reappear with obsessive regularity in

both his German and American films: the inevi-

tability of destiny, fascination with crime and guilt,

and the allure of total destruction. His German

period falls into two categories: lavish fantasies with

imaginary settings—for instance, the realm of

death in Destiny (1921) or the lunar landscape in

The Woman in the Moon (1929)—and the ‘‘realis-

tic’’ but visibly stylized psychological studies of

crime and urban life. In the latter, there is a

progression from the expressionist detective film

Dr. Mabuse in the early 1920s to the semidocu-

mentary style of the New Sobriety in M ten years

later. The power-obsessed psychoanalyst and mas-

ter criminal Dr. Mabuse is replaced by M, a patho-

logical child murderer who cannot control himself.

Lang’s most ambitious film, Metropolis, may

also be one of the most quoted films of all time.

The teeming factory from Fritz Lang’s Metropolis, 1927. UFA/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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A rebellious son challenges his industrialist father’s

world of machines after he falls in love with a

worker’s daughter. But it is not the story or the

conciliatory ending, later dismissed by Lang as a

fairy tale, that is remembered. Rather, it is the

close-up shots of glistening pistons and moving

cranks, the aerial shots of skyscrapers with airplanes

flying between them, the special effects that

capture explosions and biblical floods, and the crea-

tion of a female cyborg by a mad scientist.

Endlessly recycled in visual cinematic culture (in

Blade Runner of 1982 and Terminator 3: Rise of
the Machines of 2003, among others), these images

have indelibly etched themselves in popular

memory.

Metropolis, the most expensive film ever made

in the 1920s, bankrupted the UFA studio. Only a

truncated version was released commercially and,

even in the most recently reconstructed version,

thirty minutes are still missing. In comparison to

Lang’s ‘‘monumental films’’ (a phrase of the time),

a film such as M seems low budget. His favorite

film, M is a documentary of the hunt for a serial

killer in Düsseldorf in 1929–1930 but also a para-

ble that demonstrates how fear can turn a collective

into a fascist mob, a prescient motif two years prior

to Hitler’s rise to power. M was also Lang’s first

sound film. Always the innovator and modernist,

he used sound as a new expressive tool and empha-

sized the tensions between sound and sight, seeing

and hearing. For instance, the murderer betrays

himself by the sound of his whistling (no silent film

can show this), and it is a blind man who ultimately

identifies him by aural clues, thus calling the act of

seeing itself into question. Lang’s exploration of

crime, alienation, and the ambiguity of guilt makes

M an influential forerunner of film noir. Lang him-

self reworked M in several films during his

American period, relentlessly pitting, often with

cruel irony, justice against the law, morality against

fate, free will against social constraints, and desire

for revenge against self-destruction. The Hollywood

system required compromises, however. Lang’s Fury
(1936), Ministry of Fear (1944), Secret beyond the
Door (1948), and While the City Sleeps (1956)—

imply tragic double binds and deadly solutions,

but end happily, as if to mock the studio.

See also Cinema; Expressionism.
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LA PASIONARIA. See Ibárruri, Dolores (La
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LATERAN PACTS. The signing of the
Lateran Pacts, or Pacts of Conciliation, on 11
February 1929 was an important stage in the his-
tory of contemporary Italy and in the development
of the Fascist regime.

CONTENT OF THE PACTS

The pacts, signed by the cardinal Pietro Gasparri
(1852–1934), secretary of state for Pope Pius XI
(r. 1922–1939), as representative of the Holy See
and by Benito Mussolini (1883–1945), head of
the Italian government, had three components: a
treaty, a concordat, and a financial convention. The
treaty resolved the ‘‘Roman question,’’ or the long
conflict that had pitted the Holy See against the
Italian state since the unification of Italy (1871).
The treaty guaranteed the independence of the
Holy See: the Vatican City became a sovereign
state under international law. The treaty reaffirmed
Article 1 of the Statuto (the constitution of the
Italian state), according to which Catholicism is
considered the sole state religion. Under the fi-
nancial convention (a separate document, but an
integral part of the treaty), Italy agreed to pay a
financial indemnity in compensation for the unifi-
cation and the occupation of Rome in 1870: 750
million lire, and bonds at 5 percent interest per
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annum to yield an additional 1 billion lire. The

concordat required the bishops to swear an oath

of loyalty to the Italian state. Yet the positions of

the Catholic Church were considerably strength-

ened within Italian society: religious marriages

were valid under civil law, the ecclesiastical tribu-

nals were empowered to grant annulments, and the

teaching of the Catholic religion was made manda-

tory in elementary and secondary schools and was

considered an essential component of public edu-

cation. The Holy See obtained guarantees concern-

ing the existence of Catholic Action, which thus

remained the only mass organization not inte-

grated into the structures of fascism. On the inter-

national level, the Vatican state declared itself

neutral, prohibited from taking a position in

conflicts.

NEGOTIATION OF THE PACTS

The signing of the pacts came after a year and a half

of secret negotiations and several years of Fascist

government policies that were very favorable to the

church. After becoming the head of the govern-

ment, Mussolini had quickly forgotten the anti-

clericalism of his youth and challenged the

secularization of society under the governments of

a liberal Italy. A number of measures were adopted

in this direction: the reinstatement of crucifixes in

public places, state financial aid for restoration of

churches damaged in the war, recognition of the

Catholic University of the Sacred Heart in Milan,

and so forth. Although the suppression of all

liberties and the fascistissime (ultrafascist) turn of

the Fascist dictatorship in January 1925—after

the assassination of the Socialist MP Giacomo

Matteotti by Fascist hirelings—had provoked Pius

XI to harden his positions, the tensions were

quickly forgotten, each side seeing that rapproche-

ment was in its interest.

Discussions aimed at reaching an agreement

began in August 1926. The Vatican was represented

by Francesco Pacelli, a lawyer and the brother of

Eugenio Pacelli (the future Pope Pius XII). A senior

member of the Council of State, Domenico Barone,

represented the Italian government. At the end of

the negotiations Mussolini took things in hand

directly, assisted by Minister of Justice Alfredo

Rocco.

Each side stood to benefit from the success of
the negotiations. At the time, the Holy See took a
fairly favorable view of an authoritarian state likely
to restore the positions of Catholicism within
society. Thus, the pro-family and pro-natalist poli-
cies of fascism, in particular, were perceived posi-
tively. For Mussolini, resolution of the ‘‘Roman
question’’ was likely to strengthen his popularity
and increase his prestige on the international scene.
He would thus be able to present himself as the
statesman who had been able to ‘‘finish’’ the work
of Count Cavour (Camillo Benso; 1810–1861).

EFFECTS OF THE PACTS

The treaty was favorably received by the Italian
people, the great majority of whom were Catholic.
The national and international press gave major
coverage to the event. In March 1929, a new
Chamber of Deputies was elected; its members were
to ratify the Lateran Pacts. Only one electoral list, le
listone (the big list), was proposed for ratification by
the deputies. Despite the antidemocratic nature of the
election, the Catholic world supported the regime.

Only militant antifascist Catholics, such as
Alcide De Gasperi (1881–1954), considered the
pacts to be a political error, believing, correctly,
that the Conciliation was a political success for
fascism. The agreements were favorably received
by the great majority of Catholics, who believed
that Catholicism had reclaimed its traditional his-
torical role in the peninsula. The Lateran Pacts
allowed the Catholic Church to consolidate its
positions and culminated in a ‘‘confessionaliza-
tion’’ of Italian society. By contrast, the ‘‘minority’’
religions—Protestantism, Judaism—were signaled
to the rest of the population as being ‘‘different.’’

After the signing of the Lateran Pacts, fascism
continued to present itself as a new ‘‘faith’’ and to
impose its own rites and civil liturgies. Although
the church remained one of the pillars of the
regime, grounds for tension between the regime
and the Holy See continued to exist. The issue of
Catholic youth organizations was one source of
discord, because the Fascist government perceived
them as structures that might impede the conver-
sion of ‘‘hearts and minds’’ to fascism. In the sum-
mer of 1931, in the antifascist encyclical ‘‘Non
abbiamo bisogno’’ (‘‘We have no need’’), Pope
Pius XI proclaimed his refusal to entrust the state
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with full responsibility for educating the younger
generations. In September 1931 an agreement was
reached: the role of the youth organizations of
Catholic Action, placed under the strict control of
the bishops, was to be strictly limited to religious
education. If, predictably, any interest in politics
was excluded, athletic activities were also ruled
out, sports being considered a particularly sensitive
area of rivalry.

After the crisis of 1931, relations between the
church and fascism were normalized. The war in
Ethiopia and then the Spanish civil war helped to
reestablish links between them. If the regime’s adop-
tion of racial laws in 1938 was a source of dissent
between the regime and the church, this was less
owing to the principle of state anti-Semitism per se
than because of the prohibition of marriages between
Jews and ‘‘Aryans,’’ considered by the Holy See as a
vulnus (literally, ‘‘wound’’—figuratively, a sort of
sin) against the Lateran Pacts.

See also Catholicism; Italy; Rome.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Margiotta Broglio, Francesco. Italia e Santa Sede dalla
Grande guerra alla Conciliazion. Bari, Italy, 1966.

Scoppola, Pietro. La chiesa e il fascismo: Documenti e inter-
pretazioni. Bari, Italy, 1971.

Traniello, Franceso. ‘‘L’Italia cattolica nell’era fascist.’’ In
Storia dell’Italia religiosa: III, L’età contemporanea,
edited by Gabriele De Rosa. Rome-Bari, Italy, 1995.

MARIE-ANNE MATARD-BONUCCI

n

LATVIA. For Latvia, the twentieth century was
an era of revolution and war, independence and
occupation. The achievements of its population
both during independence and in the long decades
of Soviet rule stand in contrast to periods of horri-
fic suffering and loss of life, most notably during
World War II and the early years within the USSR.

In the years immediately after the outbreak of
World War I in August 1914, the fate of the terri-
tories in the Russian Empire that became Latvia,
Lithuania, and Estonia was affected most by the
struggle in eastern Europe between Russia and
Germany. By the fall of 1915, German forces had
occupied the Baltic littoral up to the Western

Dvina (Daugava) River, which runs though the
middle of the area of Latvian settlement. During
the war, at least three quarters of a million fled as
refugees, mainly to Russia.

With the Russian Empire increasingly unstable in
1917, nationalist and socialist visions for the future
spread among Latvians. Under worsening wartime
conditions, many in unoccupied Latvian areas turned
to the political Left, and Latvian socialists, including
Bolsheviks, grew in popularity. Bolsheviks controlled
Riga from the spring of 1917 until its occupation by
German forces in September, and Bolsheviks led the
radicalized councils, or ‘‘soviets,’’ in other cities and
in the countryside. Latvian infantry regiments, which
had sustained heavy losses in fighting German
troops, joined the Bolshevik cause. Known as the
‘‘Latvian Riflemen,’’ many of these troops later
fought in the Russian civil war as Vladimir Lenin’s
most trusted forces. The weakening of the Germans’
forward position on the eastern front encouraged
supporters of Latvian autonomy to press for full
independence. On 18 November 1918, a week after
the general armistice, a self-appointed Latvian
national council met secretly in German-occupied
Riga, and proclaimed a provisional government and
the independence of Latvia, consisting of Courland
province, southern Livland province, and the
Lettgallia region of Vitebsk province.

For yet another year, control over Latvia vacil-
lated between competing groups, and violence
continued. Latvian Bolshevik forces, accompanied
by some Russian Bolsheviks, established a Soviet
Latvian government in nonoccupied areas in late
1918 and then seized Riga in January 1919. The
violence of their rule, including execution of oppo-
nents, weakened the support they had earlier
enjoyed. Latvian national and German troops
cooperated in driving them out of the main
Latvian areas by May 1919. The prospects for the
government of the Latvian prime minister Karlis
Ulmanis (1877–1942) remained shaky as a result
of ongoing intrigues by German military forces,
whom the Western Allies were encouraging to
leave. Ulmanis’s national army defeated a com-
bined army of Germans, White Russians, and
Baltic Germans in the fall of 1919, and the rem-
nants of the Bolshevik army were expelled from
eastern Latvia by early 1920. A peace treaty with
Soviet Russia was signed on 11 August 1920.
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INTERWAR INDEPENDENCE

In the nearly two decades of peace between the
cessation of all hostilities in 1920 and the forced
establishment of Soviet military bases in Latvia in
1939, Latvia achieved a number of successes, per-
haps most notably in the development of effective
national and local government and in the elabora-
tion of a national Latvian culture and educational
system. Ultimately, though, leaders failed to main-
tain a democratic political order.

Agrarian reform, ordered by the constitutional
convention in 1920 that made Latvia a democratic
republic, expropriated land from the tsarist-era privi-
leged elite (primarily Baltic Germans). Land was dis-
tributed in stages to the landless and veterans of the
national army. These beneficiaries were nearly exclu-
sively Latvians, who now composed 73.4 percent of
the country’s 1.8 million inhabitants in 1925—a
decline from the late tsarist era due to wartime
deaths and the failure of some refugees to return.

The strongest political parties in the 1920s and
early 1930s were the Social Democrats and the
Agrarian Union, though because the socialists

avoided coalitions, members of the Agrarian Union

dominated high government office. The economic

depression experienced elsewhere in the world

affected Latvia as well in the 1930s. Increasingly

unhappy with the political divisions inherent in a

parliamentary democracy, Ulmanis and his support-

ers became convinced that parliament, called the

Saeima, was not able to deal effectively with the

country’s political and economic difficulties. On 15

May 1934 Ulmanis carried out a bloodless coup,

dismissing parliament. Political parties were forbid-

den, and several hundred political leaders were

imprisoned. During the six years of Ulmanis’s

authoritarian rule, the government dominated pub-

lic life, and it took steps to lessen the influence in

society and the economy of non-Latvians.

END OF INDEPENDENCE AND WORLD WAR II

The nonaggression pact signed between the Soviet

Union and Nazi Germany on 23 August 1939

contained a secret protocol dividing eastern

Europe into Soviet and German spheres of interest.

Latvia was included in the Soviet sphere, as was

Latvians celebrate their independence, Riga, 1918. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Estonia, and in late September, Lithuania as well.
Like its Baltic neighbors, Latvia was unable to
oppose Soviet demands for military bases in the
country, and by early 1940 several tens of thou-
sands of Soviet troops had arrived. In June 1940
the Soviets gave Latvian leaders an ultimatum that
a new government friendly to the USSR must be
established (the Soviets labeled the Ulmanis gov-
ernment as unfriendly), and additional Soviet
troops admitted, to ensure compliance of the
agreement for the Soviet bases. Within days the
number of troops increased dramatically, and with
Soviet tanks rolling through the streets of Riga, the
country was occupied. Sham elections were held in
July for a new Saeima, which declared Latvia a
Soviet republic and requested incorporation into
the USSR.

The merging of Latvia’s legal and economic
systems with those of the Soviet Union and the
broader Sovietization of society continued in the
fall of 1940 and spring of 1941. This included
arrests of over seven thousand persons accused of
‘‘political’’ crimes, of whom some fifteen hundred
were executed; confiscation of private property
over certain limits; broad dismissals of employees
in state institutions; and forced changes in educa-
tion. On 13–14 June, some fifteen thousand per-
sons whom the Soviet authorities suspected as
possible sources of resistance were arrested and
deported eastward into the USSR; an additional
twenty thousand met the same fate during this first
year of Soviet occupation.

More deportations were halted by the invasion
of the USSR by Adolf Hitler’s forces on 22 June.
The German occupation of Latvia was even blood-
ier than the Soviet one. By the end of the year,
Nazi SS Einsatzgruppen (operational task forces)
and Latvian collaborators murdered nearly all of
the some sixty-six thousand Jews of Latvia who
had not fled to the Soviet Union. No fewer than
twenty thousand Jews brought from elsewhere in
Europe were also exterminated in Latvia. Social
and economic matters were directed by German
civilian authorities, many of them Baltic Germans,
who had left Latvia en masse before the Soviets’
arrival in 1939. A Latvian self-administration was
permitted to direct matters not seen as important
to the German war effort, such as education and
cultural policy, though within German-set

guidelines. The statization of property carried out

by the Soviets remained in place. The Nazis’ expec-

tation was that Latvia and the rest of the Baltic

region would be colonized by Germans as part of

a greater Germany. Some 146,000 Latvians were

mobilized into Latvian legions within the Waffen

SS through both voluntary enlistment and con-

scription; among these, fifty to sixty thousand were

wounded in battle and four thousand killed. The

largest population loss during the war occurred in

the summer and fall of 1944 when, with the weak-

ening of the German war effort and looming return

of Soviet troops, some 120,000 Latvians fled west-

ward as refugees. By 1945, Latvia had lost a third

of its prewar population, and its cities and country-

side were left devastated.

Soviet troops march near the Freedom Monument in

Riga, 1940. The Freedon Monument was erected in 1935 as

a tribute to Latvian independence. During the subsequent

Soviet occupation, the monument served as a powerful symbol

of Latvian nationalism. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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SOVIET LATVIA

Soviet troops recaptured most of the Baltic region
in the summer and fall of 1944, and Latvia was
again included in the USSR as the Latvian Soviet
Socialist Republic. With all of Latvia, Lithuania, and
Estonia back in Soviet hands by May 1945, the
re-Sovietization of the Baltic began in earnest. In
Latvia, some seventy thousand people were executed
or deported as suspected German collaborators.
Soviet-imposed press censorship and restrictions in
education and the arts aimed at creating a society that
condemned the interwar republic and praised Soviet
Latvia. The small number of Latvian Communists
assumed the leading positions in government.

In the economy, priorities set by Moscow were
rapid industrialization and the collectivization of
agriculture. To further the former, over half a mil-
lion laborers arrived from elsewhere in the USSR
during the first decade of Soviet rule. Because
few of these were Latvians (mostly Russians, but also
native-Russian-speaking Belorusians and Ukrainians),
the ethnic makeup of Latvia was significantly chan-
ged, and by 1955, 38 percent of the population
were Russians or native Russian speakers. In the
countryside, initial resistance to conversion from
private to collective farms ended after the deporta-
tion to Siberia of over forty thousand rural inhabi-
tants in 1949. Soviet control of the countryside was
challenged by upward of ten thousand Latvian anti-
Soviet partisans, though this resistance ended by
the mid-1950s.

With Joseph Stalin’s death in 1953, the use of
mass terror was halted. The relaxation of Soviet
nationalities policy in the early years of the
Khrushchev era (1953–1964) eased pressures on
Latvian society. A thaw occurred in the arts and
literature, allowing exploration and development of
Latvian national culture. A degree of economic
decentralization gave more autonomy in decision
making to authorities in Latvia rather than
Moscow. The percentage of Latvians rose in both
administrative and Communist Party structures.
Some leading Soviet Latvian officials in the late
1950s sought to limit in-migration of Russians
and the broader russification of life. Khrushchev
halted these efforts to create a Latvian ‘‘national
communism,’’ though he did so not with Stalinist
arrests and executions, but by reassigning indivi-
dual officials to lesser positions outside of Latvia.

During the Brezhnev era (1964–1982) no
reform was contemplated within the Latvian
Communist Party, and the portion of party members
who were Latvians fell to one third. Russification
continued in many areas of society, and freedom of
expression was limited. In the economy the picture
was brighter; Latvia became an urban industrial
society in the 1960s and 1970s, with Riga as one of
the more important industrial centers in the USSR.
The state provided economic security, and the popu-
lation saw a rise in living standard, which, however,
remained well below that of Western European
countries. By the end of the 1970s, however,
shortages appeared for some goods, and industrial
waste levels were rising. The population grew to
2,521,000 in 1979, an increase of over half a million
since 1955. Underpinning this demographic expan-
sion was increased migration of Slavic workers, espe-
cially to Riga; in 1970 Latvians made up only 40.9
percent of the city’s population, and this figure fell to
36.5 percent by 1989.

THE DRIVE FOR INDEPENDENCE AND

POST-SOVIET BEGINNINGS

The new openness in Soviet society introduced by
the Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931),
who took office in 1985, set in motion reform
movements in Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania that
soon became massive in scope and national in tone.
Large public demonstrations were held in Riga in
1987 protesting the harm Soviet industry was caus-
ing the environment in Latvia. Latvian intellectuals
created in 1988 the Latvian Popular Front; this
group, which soon had 250,000 members, pushed
for a frank discussion of Latvia’s historical experi-
ence within the USSR. The more radical Latvian
National Independence Movement, also founded
in 1988, called for an independent Latvia. The
Latvian Communist Party split into reformist and
pro-Moscow wings. The latter was supported by a
group of mainly Slavic Communist loyalists within
the Latvian population, known as the Interfront,
but many non-Latvians threw their lot in with the
Popular Front.

In elections held in March 1990, the Popular
Front captured a majority of seats on the Soviet-era
Supreme Council (Supreme Soviet of the Latvian
SSR), which in May declared a ‘‘transition period’’
to full independence. Fears of a major crackdown
by Moscow were raised in January 1991, when
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Soviet special troops were deployed in central Riga,

killing five people. An estimated seven hundred

thousand people—Latvians and non-Latvians

alike—manned makeshift barricades before impor-

tant public buildings in a show of support for the

elected Latvian government. Full independence

came suddenly; when Moscow hardliners staged a

coup against Gorbachev in August 1991, the

Supreme Council declared Latvia a sovereign

republic, and with the coup’s rapid collapse,

the Russian Federation president Boris Yeltsin

(b. 1931) recognized Latvia’s independence.

Social integration of its large non-Latvian mi-

nority—mainly Russians and native-Russian speak-

ers—has been newly independent Latvia’s primary

domestic challenge. In rebuilding the legal frame-

work of their state, Latvians held to the guiding

concept of continuity with interwar Latvia, not

Soviet Latvia. The consequence of this for Latvia’s

citizenry was the effective disenfranchisement of

most non-Latvians, who had no ties to prewar

Latvia; these could become citizens only through

naturalization, which requires knowledge of

Latvian. Liberalization of the citizenship law in

1998 has helped speed the pace of naturalization

of noncitizens, but by 2006 a large number—18

percent of the entire population—were not citizens

of Latvia. The state also took steps to strengthen

the position of the Latvian language in public life

and decided not to allow Russian to become a

second official state language. Some non-Latvians,

who tend to be monolingual, have opposed these

measures as discriminatory.

Since the first post-Soviet elections to the

Latvian parliament (now again called the Saeima)

in 1993, Latvian politics have been dominated by

parties on the right. Driving this tendency is a

desire to distance Latvia from its Soviet past.

Latvia’s party system has been unstable as a result

of weak party institutionalization and undeveloped

party preferences among voters. Governments have

changed frequently, with twelve formed between

Crowds watch as a statue of Lenin is brought down with a crane, Riga, Latvia, 25

August 1991. ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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1993 and 2006, all of them coalitions. The top
foreign policy priority for Latvia’s governments
has been integration with pan-European political
and security structures. In September 2003, 67
percent of voters approved Latvia’s accession to
the European Union, and in May 2004 Latvia
became an EU member. In March 2004 Latvia
became a member of NATO.

Newly independent Latvia quickly established a
market economy and instituted tight control of
monetary supply. Most of the economy has been
privatized, and trade has been reoriented away from
Russia and toward Western Europe, Scandinavia,
and the two other Baltic countries. Primary eco-
nomic products include timber and wood products,
and machinery and equipment, though the service
sector is much larger than either the industrial or
agricultural economic sectors.

See also Belarus; Estonia; Lithuania; Russia; Soviet
Union; Ukraine.
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BRADLEY D. WOODWORTH

n

LAVAL, PIERRE (1883–1945), head of the
Vichy government in France during World War II;
considered by many to be the evil mastermind of
collaboration.

Pierre Laval was born in Châteldon, in the
Auvergne, to a family of shopkeepers. He did well
in school, earning his Certificate of Primary Studies
at twelve. In spite of his father’s insistence that he

work in the family business, Laval earned his bac-
calaureate in 1902. After a year of military service in
the infantry in 1903, Laval was discharged as unfit
for service owing to varicose veins.

EARLY CAREER

Laval eventually moved to Paris, completed a law
degree in 1907, and began his law career, serving
primarily a working-class, syndicalist clientele. In
1909 he married Jeanne Clausset, whose father
had encouraged Laval’s ambitions when he was a
child, and in 1911 their only child, Josée, was born.

Laval won a seat in the Chamber of Deputies in
1914 as a Socialist, representing Aubervilliers, a
heavily working-class suburb north of Paris. Unlike
most Socialists, Laval refused to support World War
I in August 1914, manifesting for the first time his
rigid, antimilitarist pacifism. Laval never served in
the war and lost his seat in the postwar conservative
upsurge of 1919. Returning to his law career, he
amassed a personal fortune and began shifting away
from socialism.

Elected mayor of Aubervilliers in 1923, Laval
built a strong public following as a hard-working
pragmatist. His constant struggle with Aubervillier’s
powerful Communist Party gave rise to the second
mainstay of Laval’s political doctrine, fierce anti-
communism. In his last run as a Socialist, Laval was
elected to the Chamber in 1924.

Laval broke with the Socialists and in 1927
won a Senate seat as an independent. He served
in various cabinets before becoming prime minister
for the first time in January 1931. Laval dealt with
the crisis sparked by U.S. president Herbert Hoover’s
call for a moratorium on German reparations for
World War I, for which Time magazine designated
him Man of the Year. By the time he fell in
February 1932, Laval’s three unwavering political
beliefs—categorical pacifism, profound anti-
communism, and an unshakable desire for rapproche-
ment with Germany—had become entrenched.
They drove his decisions to the end of his life.

Laval’s appearance, personality, and style were
all distinctive. His childhood left him with a driving
ambition and a deep sense of being unloved. He
was extremely hard-working, stubborn, and quick
tempered. Laval always chafed at party discipline,
preferring to deal with people one-on-one and
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negotiate his way through tough situations by bar-
gaining and by wheeling and dealing his way to a
solution. He attributed his reputation for being a
horse trader to his Auvergnat origins. He saw him-
self as pragmatic. His stubbornness and sense of
being unappreciated led him to dismiss outside
advice and to develop a misplaced confidence in
his diplomatic skills.

Laval again became prime minister on 7 June
1935. To deal with the Depression, Laval pursued
a strictly deflationary fiscal policy. Prior to and
during Laval’s second ministry, he also served as
foreign minister. Hoping to build an alliance, Laval
made key colonial concessions to Italy that contrib-
uted to the Abyssinia crisis. After Italian forces
invaded Ethiopia in October 1935, Laval and
British foreign minister Samuel Hoare negotiated
a secret plan to give Italy much of the territory
it had conquered and permission to enlarge its
colonial holdings in East Africa in exchange for
ending the war. News of the secret plan leaked
on 10 December 1935, resulting in public out-
rage over appeasement of Italian aggression. The
scandal led to Laval’s resignation on 22 January
1936.

Laval took this fall from power badly and began

nurturing the illusion that he had a personal mission

to preserve peace in this dangerous era and that he

would someday be called on to fulfill it. Out of the

limelight from January 1936 until war broke out in

1939, Laval returned to Châteldon, where he con-

tinued to amass wealth, building a media empire and

ruminating on the idea that he alone knew what was

right for France but that no one appreciated it. By

the late 1930s, Laval’s desire to reach an accord with

Germany had become an obsession.

PEACE WITH GERMANY

By 1938 Laval led a right-wing, anticommunist,

pacifist group of politicians who insisted on peace

with Germany. He opposed the declaration of war

in September 1939. During the Battle of France,

which began 10 May 1940 and quickly became a

military debacle, Laval worked to bring Philippe

Pétain into the cabinet. On June 16, with

German armies advancing across France, Prime

Minister Pierre Reynaud stepped down and Pétain

formed a cabinet. The next day, Pétain announced

that he would seek an armistice, which Laval

strongly supported. Laval joined Pétain’s cabinet

on June 23. In spite of his years as a politician,

Laval played a key role in the National Assembly’s

July 1940 decision to grant full powers to Pétain,

destroy the Third Republic, and create an author-

itarian government, simply called the French State,

located in the spa town of Vichy. Pétain was chief

of state, and on 12 July 1940 Laval became vice

president of the Council of Ministers and Pétain’s

designated successor.

In 1940 Laval, sure of an imminent German

victory against England, believed that France’s

empire and naval fleet gave it the leverage to bargain

with Germany and calculated that to get concessions

France had to offer solid proof of good will, even

anticipating German demands. Collaboration thus

was a choice Laval and other leaders at Vichy

pursued. Laval met and developed a close working

relationship with the German ambassador in Paris,

Otto Abetz. Using that connection, Laval arranged

the 22 through 24 October 1940 meeting in

Montoire between Adolf Hitler and Pétain, which

resulted in Pétain’s announcement that France

was ready to seek a policy of collaboration. Laval

was abruptly fired on 13 December 1940 (only

Abetz’s intervention prevented Laval’s arrest on

13 December), not because Pétain rejected Laval’s

pursuit of collaboration, which continued even with-

out Laval, but because he hated Laval’s secretive style.

Under the Armistice of June 1940 Germany

directly occupied the northern two-thirds of

France. It created a border, the demarcation line,

between the occupied and the southern, or unoc-

cupied, zone. This one-third of France, popularly

called the zone libre or free zone, was not occupied

by German troops after June 1940. The French

state at Vichy (in the unoccupied zone) was the

civil authority over all of France, but the German

occupation authority had ultimate authority in the

northern, occupied zone. However, in late 1942,

with the Allied takeover of North Africa, German

troops moved south and occupied all of France.

Laval and others at Vichy considered the existence

of ‘‘autonomous’’ unoccupied territory an impor-

tant bargaining chip, but they did not resign when

Germany occupied that zone.
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On 27 August 1941, a student named Paul
Collette tried to assassinate Laval as he reviewed
French troops volunteering to serve with the German
army in the Eastern campaign. Laval returned
to power on 18 April 1942, never changing
his assumptions in spite of the steady loss of all
France’s assets, its empire, its fleet, and its unoccu-
pied territory. Laval met increasingly harsh German
demands by continuing to anticipate them in hopes

of gaining advantages. To avoid the imposition of
forced labor, Laval negotiated an agreement in
June 1942, called the Relève, whereby for every
three skilled workers France sent to Germany,
Germany would repatriate one French prisoner of
war. In announcing the Relève to the public, Laval,
sealing his doom, insisted, ‘‘I hope for a German
victory.’’ Otherwise, he said, bolshevism would
spread across Europe. The Relève failed to satisfy

German labor demands and forced labor began in
France in February 1943.

Shortly after Laval returned to power, Germany

escalated its demands for the deportation of Jews

from France, requiring fifty thousand Jews from the

unoccupied zone. Laval’s response provides another

example of his style, its futility, and the way it impli-

cated France in the worst aspects of the Nazi regime.

Laval offered Germany stateless and foreign immi-

grant Jews in a vain attempt to spare French Jews.

As a symbol of French sovereignty, Laval insisted

that French police carry out raids to arrest Jews,

something that aroused widespread public dismay.

Although Germany had not asked for Jewish chil-

dren, Laval insisted that Jewish children be deported

with their parents because including them helped

Laval fill his quotas.

Pierre Laval testifies at the trial of Marshall Henri Pétain (seated next to Laval), 21 August 1945. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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FINAL DAYS

Still, Laval stayed on to the bitter end, insisting he
would ‘‘make the French people happy in spite of
themselves.’’ In January 1943, he authorized the
creation of the Milice française, an ultracollabora-
tionist military force that waged war on the
Resistance, communists, and Jews.

With the Allies advancing into France, the
French government moved to Belfort in August
1944. In October the retreating German army
ordered French authorities to leave, carting them
to a castle in Sigmaringen, where they played out
the last days of the war bickering over office space.

On 2 May 1945, Laval flew to Spain but on 31
July the Spanish dictator Francisco Franco turned
him over to American forces in Austria, who extra-
dited him to France on 1 August 1945. At his trial
for treason, which lasted from 3 to 9 October
1945, members of the jury yelled insults at him.
Convicted and sentenced to death, on the eve of
his execution Laval attempted suicide with cyanide
but his stomach was pumped and he was revived so
that the execution could be carried out.

To the moment of his death, Laval expressed
no remorse, only a sense that he had been unjustly
accused by an ungrateful country that he had saved
in spite of itself. His son-in-law, René de
Chambrun, worked for years to rehabilitate his
reputation. But in a 1980s poll taken in France,
some 33 percent of those polled would have had
him executed again.

See also Collaboration; Fascism; France; Nazism; Pétain,
Philippe; Reparations; Resistance; Socialism; World
War II.
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SARAH FISHMAN

n

LAWRENCE, D. H. (1885–1930), English

writer.

David Herbert Lawrence was one of the great-

est English writers of the first half of the twentieth

century. Although preeminently a novelist, he was

also an important and prolific poet, short story

writer, travel writer, essayist, and even playwright.

Lawrence is most commonly remembered for his

frank depiction of sexual experience. This lent him

notoriety during his lifetime and often embroiled

him in censorship difficulties.

Lawrence’s writings are characterized by spon-

taneity, vividness, and intensity of feeling. Like

many other modernist writers, he sharply criticized

industrial society while trying to imagine a new,

more authentic basis for modern life. From World

War I until his early death in 1930 he wrote out of

a sense of cultural crisis. In his greatest, most inno-

vative novels—The Rainbow and Women in Love—
he aimed to reveal the elemental essences of his

characters as well as their social selves. And, as he

put it in an essay titled ‘‘Morality and the Novel,’’

he believed that we moderns need to achieve ‘‘a

pure relationship between ourselves and the living

universe’’ in order to reenergize lives that have

gone dead (Study of Thomas Hardy and Other
Essays, 1985, p. 172).

LIFE

The son of a coal miner, Lawrence was born in

1885 in a mining village near Nottingham in the

English Midlands. He attended Nottingham High

School and later trained at Nottingham University

College to become an elementary schoolteacher. In

1906 he began working on the book that would

become The White Peacock (1911), his first novel.

He taught elementary school in a south suburb of

London from 1908 to 1911.

In the spring of 1912 he fell in love with Frieda

von Richthofen Weekley, the wife of his language

professor and a distant cousin of Manfred von

Richthofen, the legendary German World War I

flying ace known as the ‘‘Red Baron.’’ Frieda left

her three children when she and Lawrence traveled

to Europe together. In 1913 Lawrence published

his breakthrough novel, Sons and Lovers.
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After two years in Italy, Lawrence and Frieda
returned to England. They were married in July
1914, less than a month before the outbreak of
World War I. Lawrence published The Rainbow
in September 1915. The novel was prosecuted
and banned for indecency in November 1915.
No one in the literary establishment came to
Lawrence’s defense. The government viewed this
outspoken critic of the war as subversive and
refused to issue him and Frieda passports, thus
barring them from leaving the country for the
duration. Although Lawrence had completed
Women in Love by 1917, no one would publish
the book until 1920.

The Lawrences’ second sojourn in Italy began
in 1919. This marked the beginning of the self-
exile that lasted until the end of Lawrence’s life.
Although he never again lived in England, he
remained profoundly English, never assuming the
cosmopolitanism of a writer like James Joyce
(1882–1941). Lawrence’s restless travels would
take him and Frieda to Ceylon (now Sri Lanka)
and Australia, and for two years in the first half of
the 1920s they lived in Taos, New Mexico, and
Oaxaca, Mexico. Their third stay in Italy lasted
three years between 1925 and 1928. During this
period he wrote Lady Chatterley’s Lover (1928), his
most controversial novel. The lung disease
Lawrence suffered from most of his life was another
reason he so often traveled in search of the sun.

D. H. Lawrence died of tuberculosis in Vence
in southern France in 1930 at the age of forty-four.
In recent years his literary reputation has declined,
primarily because of feminist critiques of the sexual
politics of some of his fiction. Lawrence, a

passionate, provocative, sometimes disturbing wri-
ter, is not always politically correct. Nevertheless,
he remains a major modern novelist, notable for his
authenticity, his intensity, his range, and for his
challenging assault on accepted ideas and modes
of feeling.

WORKS

The semi-autobiographical Sons and Lovers is nota-
ble for its rich evocation of working-class life and
its compelling depiction of the Oedipus complex.
The Rainbow, Lawrence’s boldly original family
chronicle, traces three generations of the
Brangwen family from 1840 to the turn of the
twentieth century. The novel focuses primarily on
the modern woman Ursula Brangwen’s passionate
quest for independence and self-fulfillment.
Women in Love dramatizes Lawrence’s turbulent
vision of human relationship, in which love and
elemental conflict are often difficult to distinguish.
This masterpiece of literary modernism also offers a
harsh critique of modern civilization.

In Lady Chatterley’s Lover Lawrence confronts
the ‘‘censor-morons’’ head-on, explicitly describ-
ing sexual intercourse and letting his gamekeeper-
protagonist use four-letter words. The novel is also
a tender fable of human renewal through touch
and reciprocal love, but it presents no parallel
vision of social regeneration. The court cases that
legalized the publication of Lady Chatterley’s Lover
in the United States (1959) and the United
Kingdom (1960) are landmarks in the history of
freedom of expression. After the Lady Chatterley’s
Lover trials ruled that the novel was not obscene,
no area of human experience and no language
would be off-limits to American and English
writers.

Lawrence’s other greatest works include the
stories of The Prussian Officer (1914) and England,
My England (1922); the travel books Sea and
Sardinia (1921) and Etruscan Places (1932); the
novellas The Fox (1923), The Captain’s Doll
(1923), and The Virgin and the Gipsy (1930); the
poems of Birds, Beasts, and Flowers (1923); and
Studies in Classic American Literature (1923). The
novella St. Mawr (1925) and the novel The Plumed
Serpent (1926) grew out of Lawrence’s experiences
in the American Southwest and Mexico.

See also Joyce, James; Modernism.

Each thing, living or unliving, streams in its own

odd, intertwining flux, and nothing, not even man

nor the God of man, nor anything that man has

thought or felt or known, is fixed or abiding. All

moves. And nothing is true, or good, or right,

except in its own living relatedness to its own cir-

cumambient universe; to the things that are in the

stream with it. (‘‘Art and Morality,’’ 1925)
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KEITH CUSHMAN

n

LAWRENCE, T. E. (1888–1935), British
soldier, archaeologist, and writer.

Thomas Edward (T. E.) Lawrence, known to
posterity as Lawrence of Arabia, was the leader of
the Arab revolt of 1916–1918 against the Ottoman
Empire in World War I. Born in 1888, he learned
as a teenager that he was illegitimate, as indeed was
his mother. Having ‘‘no name’’ in the Victorian
sense of the term, he would feel free to shed one
name and choose another later in his life. He fol-
lowed a brilliant Oxford degree with work on a
British Museum excavation in Iraq. In 1914 he
joined the British army and was posted to the
Military Intelligence Department in Cairo. In
November 1917 Lawrence was the British liaison
officer between British forces in Egypt and
Palestine and Arab tribes in revolt against Turkey.
He was arrested while in disguise, scouting out the
defenses of the Syrian town of Deraa. He was then
severely beaten and raped. He carried on after
being released and helped shape a partisan war that
contributed to the defeat of the Turkish army.
Lawrence became a legend.

After the Armistice (11 November 1918),
Lawrence was demobilized but continued to work
with his Arab allies and friends. He accompanied
King Faisal of Saudi Arabia to France to take part in
the Paris Peace Conference of 1919. From the
beginning it was apparent that allies in war were
now to be reordered as dominant and subordinate
peoples. Lawrence had assured his Arab friends that
Britain would live up to its word and give the Arabs

their freedom. Nothing of the kind happened. He
worked in 1921 and 1922 as advisor on Arab affairs
to Winston Churchill, then colonial secretary, and
tried to make up for the promises broken, the faith
not kept. In these years he helped shape the future
of modern Iraq.

After this highly public career Lawrence spent
the rest of his life escaping from his celebrity status
and his memories. In 1922 he took a new name
and built a new life in the Royal Air Force (RAF) as
Airman First Class John Hume Ross. It did not
take long for the press to find out who he was,
and Lawrence was discharged. The search for anon-
ymity was far from over. This time he enlisted in
the Tank Corps as a private soldier, under the name
T. E. Shaw, found at random in the Army List. He
was an aficionado of danger and sought it out
in many ways. One was on his motorbike. He
confided to a friend:

When my mood gets too hot and I find myself
wandering beyond control I pull out my motor-
bike and hurl it at top-speed through these unfit
roads for hour after hour. My nerves are jaded
and gone near dead, so that nothing less than
hours of voluntary danger will prick them into life.
(Wilson, p. 71)

This was written by the author of The Seven
Pillars of Wisdom, the classic account of the revolt
in the desert during World War I. The book was
written during 1920–1922, then revised and pub-
lished in 1926. It became a bestseller in America
and in Britain.

The greater the celebrity status, the greater
the wish to evade it, to fade into the background.
‘‘I know the reverse of that medal,’’ he wrote, ‘‘and
hate its false face so utterly that I struggle like a
trapped rabbit to be it no longer,’’ or at least to
‘‘shun pleasures,’’ a partial ‘‘alleviation of the
necessary penalty of living on’’ (Wilson, p. 714).
After the Tank Corps came literary work, followed
by reentry into the Royal Air Force. This time he
tested speedboats and found some modicum of
quiet in the service. He even went so far as to
change his name by deed poll to Shaw. After twelve
years in the RAF in Britain and India, hounded by
the press to the end, he tried to find solace in
Devon, in a country house built to his specifica-
tions. But journalists still dogged his steps and
stripped him of the tranquility he so desperately
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sought. On 11 May 1935 he got on his motorbike
to send a telegram to another World War I veteran
and writer, Henry Williamson. He never sent it: he
swerved off the road to avoid hitting two cyclists
on a country road. They were uninjured. He
crashed, suffered brain damage, went into a coma,
and died on 19 May 1935, at age forty-six.

Lawrence was a writer and linguist of genius, a
man who embodied the British fascination with
Arabia. As such, he came to represent those whose
dedication and decency were betrayed by the logic
of imperialism in the period of World War I.

See also Palestine; Turkey.
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JAY WINTER
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LEAGUE OF NATIONS. The League of
Nations was established as part of the peace settle-
ment of 1919, with the express aim of ensuring
that no conflict on the scale of World War I would
ever occur again. The United States president,
Woodrow Wilson (1856–1924), took the lead in
pressing for the immediate formation of a world-
wide organization of states during the opening
phase of the Paris Peace Conference. He insisted
that the constitution of the new body—to be called
the Covenant—should constitute the first twenty-
six articles of each of the peace treaties concluded
in 1919–1920. Ironically, Wilson’s attempt to
secure United States membership in the League
by incorporating its constitution into the Treaty
of Versailles failed when in November 1919 and
again in March 1920, the United States Senate
failed to ratify the treaty. Thus the United States
never became a member of the League of
Nations.

The major aims of the League were to prevent
the outbreak of a major war, and to contain and
resolve, by peaceful means as far as possible, any
disputes that did break out between nations. In an
attempt to maximize its effectiveness, the League
was given a wide range of functions, all of which,
separately or in combination, could provide ‘‘ave-
nues of escape’’ from war. Thus the League was
equipped to play many different roles: to act as a
permanent interstate conference; as a disarmament
agency; as the guarantor of the frontiers of its
member states; as an agency for arbitration, con-
ciliation, and the orderly settlement of disputes; as
a body that could promote peaceful change and
oversee mandates and minority provisions; and as
an agency that could resolve wide-ranging interna-
tional social and economic issues. It was also to
oversee the International Labour Organization
and other international bureaus. Geneva was cho-
sen to be the headquarters for the new League.

The League of Nations came into existence in
January 1920 and worked through two main deci-
sion-making bodies: an assembly that included

T. E. Lawrence, photographed in 1916. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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delegates from all member states and met annually
and the League Council, which comprised the
major League powers and four representatives of
smaller states, and met regularly during the year.
There were four major powers who became found-
ing members in 1920: Britain, France, Italy, and
Japan. Germany and other former enemy powers
were not invited to join the League in 1920
because the peacemakers at Paris agreed that they
should have to demonstrate their fitness for inclu-
sion by showing that they were carrying out the
terms of the peace treaties. Nor was Bolshevik
Russia—perceived as a hostile regime that aimed
to undermine the peace settlement—regarded as an
acceptable member. There were forty-three found-
ing members of the League; sixteen from Europe;
seventeen from Central and South America; five
Dominions of the British Empire; China, Japan,
and Siam from Asia; Persia (Iran); and Liberia.
The League Assembly in 1920 voted for the inclu-
sion of six more states, five from Europe and one
from Central America.

FAILURES AND SUCCESSES

Any assessment of the League’s effectiveness be-
tween 1920 and 1939 must take account of its
many and complex functions. While it clearly failed
to perform well in its most high profile roles, and
failed abysmally to prevent the outbreak of World
War II, it also recorded some modest successes and
left an enduring legacy. As a permanent interstate
conference that aimed to include all the peace-
loving states of the world, it has already been
noted that the League was severely weakened by
the failure of the United States to join. Until the
mid 1920s, the League Council contained as many
minor powers as it did major ones, but in 1926
Germany joined the League and stayed until 1933.
In that year, both Germany and Japan gave notice
that they intended to leave the League, but in 1934
the USSR became a member, only for Italy to
withdraw three years later.

Thus the League never contained all the
world’s major powers and it therefore failed in
one of its major objectives. However, the members
it did have met regularly, and the friendships forged
among the delegates helped to oil the wheels of
international diplomacy, especially between 1925
and 1933. More important, an influential

international secretariat was built up at Geneva of
experts and civil servants from across the world,
which administered League machinery and advised
its member states. The wide-ranging expertise and
specialist networks that developed at Geneva in the
1920s and 1930s exerted an influence on interna-
tional affairs well beyond World War II.

As a disarmament agency, the League failed
completely to persuade the great majority of its
members to disarm to any great extent. It was the
failure to achieve any lasting international arms
limitation agreements that led people at the time
and subsequently to dismiss the League as a totally
ineffective body. However, in this role the League
faced a number of severe obstacles that made suc-
cess virtually unachievable from the start. In the
face of a Germany that had been defeated but that
was still territorially intact, and a hostile Bolshevik
regime in Russia, mainland European powers
demanded additional security from the League
before they were prepared to reduce their arma-
ments. With the United States out of the League,
naval disarmament talks took place away from
Geneva. Though representatives from both the
United States and the USSR worked with League
powers at Geneva from 1926 to draw up a disarma-
ment convention, discussions were bedeviled by
political and technical disagreements. The League
Disarmament Conference that met in 1932 finally
broke up in disarray after Adolf Hitler (1889–
1945) led the German delegation out in October
1933.

League efforts to guarantee the political inde-
pendence and territorial integrity of member states
were also doomed to failure in the unstable after-
math of World War I. It proved impossible to
preserve the postwar European and global territor-
ial status quo, not least because leading League
powers such as Japan and Italy had unsatisfied
territorial ambitions that they were determined to
pursue. And because neither Germany nor the
USSR accepted the 1919 peace settlement as more
than provisional, there was no way that the League
would be able to prevent substantial territorial
changes from occurring at some future point. The
only issue was whether the changes would take
place peacefully or through military challenge.

The League did have some success in resolving
minor territorial disputes. A potential conflict over
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the Aland Islands between Sweden and Finland was
peacefully settled in 1920, and the League also
supervised the division of Upper Silesia between
Poland and Germany in 1921. A dispute between
Bulgaria and Greece was brought to an early end by
firm League action in 1925. However, the seizure of
Corfu by Italy in 1923 as retaliation for the murder
of an Italian official, allegedly by Greek bandits,
proved more difficult to resolve. Corfu was handed
back to Greece, but only after the Italian dictator
Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) had tried hard to
cause divisions between League powers and to deny
that the League should have any jurisdiction over
the dispute. The Greeks had to pay Italy a large
indemnity, and the crisis revealed how limited the
League’s power was in the face of strong divisions
between its leading members.

The two major conflicts that fatally challenged
the League’s credibility and authority and as a
peacekeeping agency were the Manchurian dispute
between Japan and China in 1931–1933 and the

invasion and occupation of Ethiopia—a League
member since 1923—by Italian troops in 1935.
The League failed to prevent Japan from establish-
ing the Manchurian province in north China as a
Japanese-controlled puppet state or to force Italy

out of Ethiopia. Indeed, the effect of halfhearted
League action to try to restrain Japan and then Italy
helped to drive both powers into an alignment with
Nazi Germany. And as substantial German rearma-
ment got under way after 1933, east European

League members came under threat. Austria was
annexed to Germany in March 1938, and six
months later the Sudeten part of Czechoslovakia
was ceded to Hitler. In March 1939 German troops

invaded and occupied the rest of Czechoslovakia.
The League proved powerless to protect its mem-
bers in the face of a resurgent German state,
and in September 1939 World War II broke out
when German troops invaded Poland. A last—and

futile—League gesture in 1940 was to expel the
USSR when it invaded Finland, the only time in its
history that such action was taken.

As an administrative body, the League proved
to be useful in supervising treaty agreements. It
kept reasonable order in the Saar until 1935, and

in Danzig, and it received annual reports from
mandatory powers in respect of the mandates over
German and Turkish colonies that had been

established in the early 1920s. It also had respon-
sibility for overseeing minority agreements entered

into by a number of new central and east European

states as part of the peace settlement, and it worked

hard to try to resolve a range of potentially explo-

sive ethnic tensions, though it lacked any means of

enforcing its recommendations. And as Germany

was not covered by any minority agreements, the
League was unable to protect Jews from persecu-
tion after 1933.

The League also undertook a wide range of
humanitarian activities such as assisting refugees,
trying to prevent white slave trafficking and drug
smuggling, and combating tropical diseases and the
spread of infection. The International Labour
Office was active in promoting labor agreements
between employers and workers and improving
working conditions. There was general agreement
among member states that the League’s social and
economic activities had proved to be very effective,
and in the late 1930s a League report called for an
expansion of activities in these areas. While the
League had failed in its major aims, its ‘‘nonpoli-
tical’’ work was very successful and was continued
and expanded upon by the United Nations.

LEGACY

Thus, the League did have some important suc-
cesses, not least in providing the foundations for
the United Nations after World War II. It is inter-
esting that the United Nations has faced similar
problems to the League, in particular the concern
of member states to protect their own national
interests and the difficulty of achieving any com-
mon agreement to pursue collective goals on a
sustained basis. But globalization has resulted in
increasing numbers of international bodies, and
all of them have learned from the League’s failures
and are building on its foundations.

See also Red Cross; United Nations; Versailles, Treaty of.
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LE CORBUSIER (1887–1965), Swiss-
French architect, influential worldwide for both
creating and subverting the ideas and forms of
modernism.

Charles-Édouard Jeanneret-Gris, who adopted
the pseudonym Le Corbusier in the 1920s, was
born and brought up in La Chaux-de-Fonds,
Switzerland, and attended the local arts school,
where it was intended he learn the trade of his
father, a watch engraver. Here he came under the
strong influence of Charles L’Eplattenier, a passion-
ate advocate of regionalist Arts and Crafts design. It
was L’Eplattenier who encouraged Jeanneret to
interest himself in architecture, and as early as
1905–1907 he designed his first house, for a jeweler,
Louis Fallet, in an Arts and Crafts style. Jeanneret
was to design five other houses in and around La
Chaux-de-Fonds as well as a cinema and a number of
unexecuted projects before he finally moved to Paris
in 1917. In the ten years before his move Jeanneret
spent much of his time traveling.

While in Paris in 1908–1909 Jeanneret worked
in the office of Auguste Perret, where he acquired a
fascination for reinforced concrete; the plan of his
Schwob House in La Chaux-de-Fonds (1916–
1917) was based on one of Perret’s designs. In
April 1910 Jeanneret left for a journey that would
take him to Germany and eventually Athens and
Italy. A highlight of this trip was his visit to the
Acropolis, which Jeanneret considered to be a per-
fect building. Even more influential, however, was
his second visit to the Carthusian monastery at
Ema, near Florence, which not only convinced
him finally to become an architect but provided
the model for most of his housing projects.

In 1915, with the help of the engineer and
entrepreneur Max Du Bois, Jeanneret submitted a

patent for a housing prototype (‘‘Domino’’).

Although impractical as a means of delivering

cheap housing, this project contained in embryo

many of the underlying ideas of modernism: use

of reinforced concrete, separation of structure from

enclosure, and the use of thin, round pilotis sup-

porting thin floor slabs without visible horizontal

beams. When Jeanneret moved to Paris in 1917 he

embarked on a disastrous business career but was

fortunate enough to meet Amédée Ozenfant and

with him began the art movement called purism,

exhibiting with him in 1918 and starting the art

journal L’esprit nouveau (1920–1925). Purism was

an offshoot of cubism, with a stress on geometry

and the representation of heavily simplified objects

of everyday use. For this journal Jeanneret wrote a

series of articles under the pseudonym ‘‘Le

Corbusier-Saugnier’’ (and later, ‘‘Le Corbusier’’)

which were subsequently published as books. The

most famous of these, Vers une architecture
(1923; published in English as Towards a New
Architecture, 1927), became one of the century’s

best-selling books on architecture. The basic idea

was that architects should respond to the spirit of

the age—a spirit redolent of industrialization and

new forms of transportation—and rethink architec-

tural form from scratch on the basis of rationalism

and the search for harmonious forms based on

geometrical relationships. In all his written work,

however, Le Corbusier makes clear that he was

opposed to functionalism and aspired to achieve

the highest architectural qualities measured by

those of the architecture of the past. Le Corbusier

went on to write more than a hundred books and

an endless stream of articles and lectures, which

very effectively transmitted his ideas and buildings

across the world. Le Corbusier continued to paint

all his life, usually in the mornings.

Le Corbusier’s architectural career in Paris

picked up pace when he took on his younger cousin

Pierre Jeanneret as a partner in 1922. Pierre worked

closely with him until 1937, and again in India

after the war, taking complete responsibility for

running the office, carrying out the detailed design,

and supervising construction. In a series of well-

publicized buildings in the 1920s, the partners

established their reputation as among the foremost

modernist architects in Europe, publishing a first

volume of their Oeuvre complète (Complete works)
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in 1929. Unlike many of his modernist contempor-
aries, Le Corbusier very rarely benefited from state
or municipal commissions. His main output in the
1920s was private houses for wealthy clients, studios
for fellow artists and craftsmen, and a number of
models and designs for public exhibition.

In 1927 Le Corbusier’s profile was raised
further on the international stage by his competi-
tion entry for the League of Nations building in
Geneva, which was placed among nine equal first
prizes. The scandal that blew up around the even-
tual allocation of the project to an eighty-year-old
French beaux-arts architect, assisted by a number
of the other prizewinning architects, helped
mold modernists in different countries together
into a group, leading to the formation of the
CIAM (International Congresses on Modern
Architecture) in 1928. This episode also helped
Le Corbusier and Jeanneret obtain a number of

prestigious commissions, including a ministry in
Moscow (1928), the Salvation Army headquarters
in Paris (1929), and the Swiss student hostel in the
Cité Universitaire in Paris, completed in 1933. In
1930 he married and took French citizenship.

Around 1928 Le Corbusier had abandoned the
purist style of painting for a richer idiom domi-
nated by the forms of women, natural materials,
and warm colors. In his architecture too he redis-
covered natural materials and textures, stimulated
by vernacular architecture. His villa for Hélène de
Mandrot near Toulon marks a turning point in his
work, as does the penthouse apartment he
designed for himself in Paris in 1930. Here, rein-
forced concrete forms are juxtaposed with tex-
tured stone surfaces. During the 1930s Le
Corbusier received very few commissions—he
had the bailiffs in the office in 1935—as he con-
centrated on more and more ambitious urban

La Cité radieuse, Marseille, France. GIRAUDON/ART RESOURCE
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projects in Algiers, Paris, and other cities. His

book La ville radieuse (1935; The Radiant City)
offers a rich and complex insight into his thinking.

His political position, never very stable, veered in

the 1930s between the left wing and sympathy for

charismatic neofascist French nationalists, and

Pierre Jeanneret, who was consistently on the left,

began to practice separately after 1937.

After the French defeat in 1940, Le Corbusier

joined a number of French architects (including

Auguste Perret) in the collaborationist regime at

Vichy, hoping to be asked to plan for the recon-

struction of France. Finding that most of his

enemies held the reins of power, he became dis-

illusioned and eventually moved permanently back

to Paris, where, in 1943, he founded a research

group, ASCORAL (Association of Builders for an

Architectural Renovation). When peace came, Le

Corbusier’s plans for rebuilding devastated cities

were once again rejected, but he was given a special

commission to build an eighteen-story ‘‘unit’’ of

housing in Marseille (1945–1952) consisting of

337 maisonettes, two schools, a hotel, and a shop-

ping street. He later built three more of these in

other French cities and one in Berlin. The building

made an impact for the sculptural treatment of the

roof structures and for the rough concrete (beton
brut), which led to the style known as ‘‘brutalism.’’

In the twenty years after the war Le Corbusier

had an Indian summer in which building after

building surprised and sometimes shocked his

modernist contemporaries. Two important reli-

gious commissions, the pilgrimage chapel at

Ronchamp (1950–1955) and the Dominican

monastery of La Tourette (1956–1959) revealed

Le Corbusier’s astonishing formal and symbolic

richness, and these qualities were also very much

in evidence in the buildings he designed at

Chandigarh, capital of the state of Punjab in India

(begun in 1951). The Jaoul houses in Paris (1951–

1955) and two houses in Ahmedabad (Villa

Sarabhai, 1951–1956, and Villa Shodan, 1951–

1956) also marked a complete break from the pris-

tine but cold forms of the 1920s. The Carpenter

Center for the Visual Arts in Cambridge,

Massachusetts (1961–1964), offered Le Corbusier

a unique opportunity to demonstrate his late style

in America.

Le Corbusier was both a brilliant polemicist and
a thoughtful and self-questioning artist, never satis-
fied with the solutions promoted by himself or
others. He will be remembered as much as a human-
ist who stood against functionalism and social deter-
minism as a purveyor of sometimes dogmatic and
oversimplistic urban and architectural solutions.

See also Architecture; Modernism.
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n

LÉGER, FERNAND (1881–1955), French
painter.

Born in Argentan, Normandy, on 4 February
1881, Fernand Léger began painting at the age of
twenty-five after starting out studying architecture.
His first pictorial endeavors echoed the various
phases of cubism. His palette was dull, while his
entangled cones, cylinders, and cubes recalled
the geometrism of Paul Cézanne (1839–1906) or
the ‘‘Orphism’’ of Robert Delaunay (1885–1941).
Léger described himself as a ‘‘tubist,’’ and he
followed his own path amid all the new experimen-
tation then under way. Between 1912 and 1914,
he painted a series of nonfigurative pictures known
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as Contrast of Forms. Short as it was, this period
allowed him to articulate an aesthetic approach that
he outlined in the review Montjoie! (June 1913).
The canvas, he suggested, should be organized
around a set of contrasts: contrasts between colors
themselves (red/green), contrasts between primary
colors on the one hand and black and white on the
other, and contrasts between lines and forms.
Together, these should set in motion a dynamic
susceptible of evoking the modern world and its
machines. This dynamic interplay of tubular forms
was oriented directly toward the spectator, who
was meant to perceive only the reality of the picture
itself in its materiality. Thus both arrangement and
combination were necessary. In La partie de cartes
(1917; Soldiers playing at cards), human figures,
now also contrasted, were transformed into a set of
geometrical forms intermingled with the forms in
the background.

During the First World War, Léger was mobi-
lized, as were most of the cubist painters, first to
the Argonne forest (1914–1917) and then as a
stretcher bearer at Verdun for three months in
1917.) In letters Léger told his friend and future
first wife, Jeanne Lohy (1895–1950) of the horrors
of war. Many drawings he made in the trenches, on
the pages of notebooks or the lids of boxes, served
as studies for his oils on canvas and serve as a
testimony, in a dull palette, of the activity of anon-
ymous soldiers at the front, ‘‘his new comrades,’’
such as Le soldat à la pipe (Soldier with a pipe) in
1916.

At the end of World War I, Léger delved into
industrial reality. His practice centered on his Disks
series, his Éléments mécaniques, or his La ville
(City)—works that celebrate modern mechanics
and the industrial object by filling the canvas with
brightly colored stairs, façades, chimneys, robots,
or mannequins. Human figures, reintroduced into
urban settings or interiors, themselves operated as
mechanical elements on a formal par with the
machines. ‘‘It was not simply that I treated the
human figure as an object, but that since I found
machines to be so plastic I wanted the human
figure to have that same plasticity’’ (quoted in
Mathey, p. 31; translated from the French). In Le
mécanicien (1920; The mechanic), a visionary
worker in profile view stood for the beauty of a
machine. Connecting rods, cogwheels, or gears

constituted sign-systems of elements transported

from reality to the painting.

In 1920 Léger began working with the archi-

tect Le Corbusier (Charles-Édouard Jeanneret;

1887–1965), publishing articles in the purist

review L’esprit nouveau (The new spirit). The

machine, the basis of Léger’s iconography, was

simultaneously addressed in architectural terms by

the theories of Le Corbusier. In Léger’s easel paint-

ings, as for example La lecture (1924; Reading),

the background, which has its own spatiality, coex-

ists with plastic-volumetric forms, squarely facing

the viewer, that symbolize modern monumentality.

Léger’s interest in plasticity extended to the

cinema. In the film Le ballet mécanique (1924),

codirected with Dudley Murphy and accompanied

(at least as intended) by George Antheil’s ‘‘musical

synchronism,’’ the juxtaposition of diverse objects

(hat, shoes, geometrical forms) is rhythmically

associated with close-ups of machines in action. In

the industrial society of the late 1920s machines

were producing a multitude of manufactured

objects, and Léger’s purpose in his canvases or

drawings was to transpose and study them (The
Siphon; Nature morte à la chope [Still life with beer

mug]). As early as 1926, he began to take inspira-

tion from the graphic practices of advertising in

contemporary life, experimenting with large surfaces

reminiscent of the gigantic billboards of the time.

‘‘The modern street with its colorful elements, its

lettering, has very often served me (for me, it is raw

material)’’ (Léger, 1965, p. 26).

In 1931 Léger made his first visit to the United

States, where his reputation as a modern painter

had been established since the exhibition of works

of his in the Armory Show in New York and

Chicago in 1913. During a second stay (1935–

1936), he realized that the Works Progress

Administration (WPA), for which architects were

being commissioned to design public housing and

painters to decorate public buildings, was having a

dynamic impact on artists, and that the murals of

New Deal America embodied a vision at once social

and artistic that resembled his own. The policies of

Franklin Delano Roosevelt (1882–1945) corre-

sponded to Léger’s belief that art should have a

social function and the artist a clear task, namely to

intervene everywhere in the life of the city.
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Léger was in the United States again in 1938–

1939 and stayed there from 1940 to 1945. In the

summer of 1941 he taught at Mills College in

Oakland, California. His iconography changed at

this time, as he introduced the idea of a ‘‘new

realism’’ and incorporated typically American ele-

ments into the structure of his work. His American

and New York landscape paintings treated colors,

geometrical forms, and human figures in space with

much greater freedom. His series of ‘‘Cyclists’’ and

‘‘Divers’’ suggested motion by means of elements

at once static and dynamic. His women, now

emphatically modern, wore shorts instead of skirts.

Narrative returned, and henceforth Léger even

referred to history painting (Les loisirs—Hommage

à Louis David, 1948–1949) as a symbol of moder-

nity that exalted reality in its banality and function-

alism. Finally, in the context of the 1950s, a work

such as Les constructeurs/Construction Workers
imposed the idea of a form of painting perpetually

under construction and governed, still, by the

concept of contrasts: ‘‘If I was able to get very

close to realist representation here, it was because

the violent contrast between my worker figures

and the metal architecture into which they are

inserted is AT A MAXIMUM. . . . Our modern life

is made up of everyday contrasts’’ (quoted in

Centre Georges Pompidou, p. 248). A prime com-

mentator on his own work and on the machinist

aesthetic, Léger contributed vigorously to the

Leisure: Homage to Jacques-Louis David. Painting by Fernand Léger, 1949. CNAC/MNAM/DIST. RÉUNION DES MUSÉES

NATIONAUX/ART RESOURCE, NY
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dissemination and clear explanation of his theore-
tical positions. He died in 1955 at Gif-sur-Yvette.

See also Architecture; Cubism; Painting, Avant-Garde;
Picasso, Pablo.
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CAROLINE TRON-CARROZ

n

LEIPZIG TRIALS. After World War I, the
victorious Allies brought criminal proceedings for
war crimes against a number of Germans. Allied
bitterness over Germany’s conduct of the war pre-
cluded the kind of amnesty typical of peace accords
prior to 1919. But the trials, which began in Leipzig
in 1921, failed to deliver either punishment or
peace.

In Article 231 of the Treaty of Versailles,

known as the War Guilt Clause, the victors of
World War I (1914–1918) declared that Germany
was solely responsible for the conflict: ‘‘The Allied
and Associated Governments affirm and Germany
accepts the responsibility of Germany and her allies

for causing all the loss and damage to which the
Allied and Associated Governments and their
nationals have been subjected as a consequence of
the war imposed upon them by the aggression of
Germany and her allies.’’ Total war, it was felt,

called for total responsibility, and this must include
punishment in the name of justice, democracy, and
morality.

The treaty thus ordered ‘‘penalties’’ for and
‘‘reparations’’ from the main defeated party,

Germany, starting with the German emperor,
who had abdicated and taken refuge in the
Netherlands: ‘‘The Allied and Associated Powers
publicly arraign William II of Hohenzollern, for-
merly German Emperor, for a supreme offence

against international morality and the sanctity of
treaties. A special tribunal will be constituted to
try the accused, thereby assuring him the guaran-
tees essential to the right of defense. . . . In its deci-
sion the tribunal will be guided by the highest

motives of international policy, with a view to vin-
dicating the solemn obligations of international
undertakings and the validity of international mor-
ality. It will be its duty to fix the punishment which
it considers should be imposed’’ (Article 227).

‘‘The German Government recognizes the right
of the Allied and Associated Powers to bring before
military tribunals persons accused of having com-
mitted acts in violation of the laws and customs of
war. Such persons shall, if found guilty, be sen-

tenced to punishments laid down by law’’ (Article
28). ‘‘Persons guilty of criminal acts against the
nationals of one of the Allied and Associated
Powers will be brought before the military tribu-
nals of that Power’’ (Article 229).

The treaty sought to supply a legal basis for
Germany’s responsibility, notably with respect to
the violation of Belgian neutrality, and so justify
the demand for full reparations for all damage
inflicted. But the Germans were not mistaken in
discerning moral condemnation in the treaty,
hence their hatred of the articles quoted here in
particular and of the Treaty of Versailles in general.

Of the four Allied leaders, it was British Prime
Minister David Lloyd George who, unlike U.S.
president Woodrow Wilson, pressed for these judg-
ments; Georges Clemenceau of France and Vittorio
Orlando of Italy went along, despite the difficulty
of achieving consensus on an international law that
did not in fact exist. As for the requested extradi-
tion of William II, the Dutch had no judicial basis
for acceding to it. This caused many problems,
summed up by a contemporary Frenchman as fol-
lows: ‘‘I see no need to turn the ex-Emperor into a
martyr. . . . I see any action that might tend to
remove him from his present wretched and
despised condition as nothing but a cause of diffi-
culty.’’ The Netherlands refused to extradite, and
William II eventually died there in 1941, at a time
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when the country was once again occupied by
Germany.

Dealing with other ‘‘war criminals’’ was far
more difficult. Who was to be placed on the list?
How could Germany be persuaded to arrest and try
them? Even the Allies became concerned, fearing
that the immense public hostility to such measures
might overwhelm the young Weimar Republic if it
complied with their most drastic requirements.

Nevertheless, by February 1920 lists had been
drawn up naming 888 accused individuals. These
included princes, officers charged with battlefield
or prison camp atrocities, and submarine comman-
ders who were held responsible for attacks on civi-
lian and hospital ships. Fritz Haber, winner of the
1919 Nobel Prize in Chemistry, was among those
indicted for his part in developing poison gas, as
were former chancellor Theobald von Bethmann-
Hollweg and the popular Marshal Paul von
Hindenburg. Eventually this roster was winnowed
down to forty-five individuals, who were to be tried
by the German high court in Leipzig.

Proceedings began on 23 May 1921 and
rapidly turned into a farce. The accused were treat-
ed like heroes by the German public, and all but
seven were acquitted; these seven received light
sentences, which were never served. The trial did
much to boost nationalist and revanchist senti-
ments in Germany, further weakening an already
fragile Weimar democracy, which was trapped
between Allied demands and a public that damned
the government for accepting Versailles’s humiliat-
ing conditions, among which was the trial itself.
The idea of German guilt, so dear to the Allies,
was widely derided within Germany.

All the same, it was at the Leipzig trials that
wartime acts were subjected to postwar legal
judgment for the first time in history. For the first
time the questions were raised: what was a war
crime and how does it differ from other crimes?
Thereafter, the idea that war crimes should not go
unpunished took on increasing importance. It fig-
ured in the thinking of the United States in 1941,
when it intervened in World War II, and it led to
the war crimes trials at Nuremberg and Tokyo after
1945. What these proceedings also had in common
with the Leipzig trials was that only the defeated
were accused of war crimes.

See also Haber, Fritz; Hindenburg, Paul von;
Nuremberg War Crimes Trials; Versailles, Treaty
of; World War I; World War II.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Becker, Jean-Jacques. ‘‘Les procès de Leipzig.’’ In Les procès
de Nuremberg et de Tokyo, edited by Annette
Wieviorka. Brussels, 1996.

Hankel, Gerd. Die Leipziger Prozesse: Deutsche Kriegsver-
brechen und ihre strafrechtliche Verfolgung nach dem
Ersten Weltkrieg. Hamburg, Germany, 2003.

Schabas, William. An Introduction to the International
Criminal Court. New York, 2004.

ANNETTE BECKER

n

LEISURE. Time free from work and other life-
or family-sustaining activities changed dramatically
across the twentieth century. Although regional
and social distinctions, established long before this
epoch, continued to shape leisure activities, a series
of political, technological, and economic changes
both expanded and transformed the use of leisure
time.

VARIETIES OF LEISURE IN 1900 AND

DEMANDS FOR CHANGE

Free time varied by class and occupation in 1900.
While seasonal religious festivals had declined in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in rural
areas, especially in southern Europe, leisure time
depended on the weather, hours of daylight, and
lulls in the agricultural work cycle and the saints’
days that often coincided with such lulls. In areas in
which industrial and modern commercial condi-
tions predominated, leisure was fixed by the factory
and shop hours (mostly set at ten hours per six-day
week). In skilled, textile, and white-collar trades in
Britain and more rarely on the Continent, a
Saturday half-day prevailed, making possible an
afternoon for club activities, shopping, and the
development of the Saturday tradition of spectator
sports (especially football, that is, soccer). Few
hours free from work and, as important, slow and
inadequate public transportation, limited leisure
activities among wage earners. Drinking, games,
and conversation at neighborhood bars dominated
male leisure time, though in larger cities cheap
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theater was available. Despite efforts of reformers

(including trade unionists, socialists, and Catholics)

to promote alternative leisure pursuits such as gar-

dening and family outings, especially on Sunday,

drink was often a refuge from the family hearth.

In 1900 few wage earners had the opportunity

for annual vacations. While some trades (especially

northern English textile and related workers) had

established holiday savings clubs to facilitate treks

to seaside resorts such as Blackpool during annual

one-week factory shutdowns, this was rare even in

Britain. Most seasonal factory or shop closures

were simply times of unemployment or of seeking

alternative work—for example, in harvesting or

food processing. Professionals, business owners,

and a few privileged white-collar workers had paid

annual leaves. This assured that seaside resorts and

holiday touring was predominantly bourgeois. By

1900, travel agencies such as Thomas Cook of

England booked holiday packages for the English

middle class to Switzerland, France, and northern

Italy especially. Resorts for gambling and genteel

pursuits had long developed on the French and

Italian Riviera and at San Sebastián on the Basque

coast of Spain. Major cities were centers of middle-

class shopping and entertainment (sometimes com-

bined as when bourgeois women visited Paris to

get measured for clothing and went to the theater

while waiting for delivery).

Demand for increased leisure time had been

central to European labor movements even before

the Second (Socialist) International called for the

eight-hour workday in 1889. This goal was sup-

posed to stabilize employment (diminishing season-

al irregularities in work and forcing businesses to

increase their staff to compensate for reduced

work hours), but it also was intended to establish

a human right to time free from labor. Leisure in

this sense was the same as liberty. Labor and pro-

gressive politicians across Europe insisted not only

that increased productivity made increased leisure

time an economic possibility, but also that more

free time compensated for the increased pace of

modern industrial and commercial work. In the

Skiers relax in St. Moritz, Switzerland, c. 1934. ªLUCIEN AIGNER/CORBIS
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decade before World War I, shop clerks agitated in
Britain and France for laws against Sunday com-
merce. Reformers also argued that Saturday after-
noons free from wage work would provide fathers
the opportunity to spend time with their children
and that paid vacations would restore the spiritual
unity of the family that had been undermined by
the modern economy’s division of the family unit
during work (a view embraced also by the Right).
Early in the twentieth century, organized workers
resisted two- or three-shift systems, especially in
textiles where women predominated. The ideal
was not merely a short, but also a compressed,
workday to free longer blocks of time for private
life, especially for meeting the needs of coordinat-
ing family schedules.

The eight-hour day became a nearly universal
concession only during the labor upsurge that
accompanied the closing years of World War I
and its unsettled aftermath (1917–1919), extend-
ing in principle from Bolshevik Russia to Britain.
The two-day weekend (and forty-hour workweek)
became a goal of labor movements in France and
Britain in the 1930s. This standard became law in
France in June 1936 during the strikes that accom-
panied the beginning of the leftist Popular Front
government. Business, however, bitterly opposed
this apparent unilateral disarmament of the

French economy and military, and it was revoked

in late 1938. Many wage earners in Europe won

the weekend/forty-hour week only after World

War II (for example, in 1958 in West Germany).

The movement for the paid annual holiday also

intensified in the interwar period. Between 1919

and 1925, legislation provided paid vacations in six

eastern and central European countries. The move-

ment peaked in the mid-1930s with the widespread

support for the two-week paid vacation in France in

1936 and a week’s holiday in many British indus-

tries in 1938. In the generation after World War II,

the vacation became the leisure concept of choice

for most Europeans: The one- or two-week holiday

expanded to three or more weeks in the prosperity

of the 1950s and 1960s. By the 1980s, 80 percent

of West Germans enjoyed six weeks of vacation.

Before 1945, the democratization of leisure

threatened economic and social elites on multiple

fronts. In the view of businesspeople, increased

leisure would raise labor costs and reduce future

economic expansion. Cultural conservatives were

anxious that the masses would invade traditional

bourgeois resorts (a fear raised during the French

Popular Front period, for example) and worried

that free time meant dissipation for a working class

still unprepared for uplifting leisure. Intellectuals

such as the French industrial sociologist Georges

Friedmann argued that without meaningful work,

leisure became mere escapism and passive excite-

ment in pleasure. The so-called Frankfurt School, a

group of neo-Marxist German sociologists in the

interwar period, developed an even more pessimis-

tic view of what they called the ‘‘culture industry.’’

In pursuit of profit, the pleasure industry manufac-

tured a leisure time of pseudochoice and illusory

freedom. Sigmund Freud doubted that civilization

could withstand any significant liberation from

work. The growth of free time in the early twen-

tieth century, however, produced more optimistic

points of view. One largely British and French

school of thought argued that increased leisure

would produce a more egalitarian culture and even

more sympathetic people. John C. Hammond,

C. D. Burns, and Bertrand Russell advanced the

idea of a progressive democratization of leisure.

USES OF LEISURE, 1900–1950

Between the wars, the pub or bar remained the
center of male working-class leisure in Europe. At
the heart of bar culture was the reciprocity of
‘‘treating’’ for drinks. A British study of pub life
in the late 1930s likened the Saturday night pub
habit to a Sabbath meeting—a liturgy of group
drinking and ‘‘treating’’ and a litany of verbal
exchanges. While ‘‘respectable’’ women increas-
ingly appeared in pubs by the 1930s, the age of
pubgoers also rose because the young were more
attracted to the cinema or dance hall. The pub
owner continued to perform the complex role of
social mediator, banker, and participant in the
nightly round of gossip, drinking, singing of famil-
iar music hall numbers, and bar games. In addition
to providing insurance benefits, clubs provided
rooms for moderate drinking, darts, billiards, and
singsongs, and occasionally fund-raising in card
games. Boxing, prostitution, and other male pas-
times were on the decline in the interwar years. But
the male-oriented and casual leisure of the
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mechanical gaming arcade flourished in the cities.
The most notable development in working-
class leisure in the twentieth century was the
growth of offsite gambling.

Women’s daily leisure was considerably more
constrained because of the demands of housework
and child-tending as well as wage work. Socializing
over the washing-line, at the corner shop, and with
nearby relatives was supplemented by the occa-
sional visit to the cinema or hour with her husband
at his bar or club. By the 1910s, movie houses were
accommodating women (62 percent of the audi-
ence in one British survey of the 1930s), often as
part of regular shopping trips. By the 1930s, home-
based work was eased by the radio. There were
ten times more radios in Britain in 1931 than in
France. By 1939, 71 percent of households in
Britain held a radio license. But those women
who held jobs outside the home had scarcely two
hours of their own per day because of domestic
chores waiting them.

In the wake of the eight-hour day, a wide range
of movements for public recreation emerged across
Europe. Government grants for adult education
expanded in Britain and elsewhere in the 1920s,
though these efforts were limited by budgetary
constraints and then by cutbacks during the
depression of the 1930s. British groups such as
the Holiday Fellowship (founded in 1913) orga-
nized hiking and camping trips, while the Youth
Hostel Association (1929) and what is now the
Ramblers’ Association (1931) promoted cheap,
open-air holidays. Although these groups were
mostly composed of clerical and skilled workers,
some attracted manual laborers with their promise
of relief from the bleakness of the industrial land-
scape. And, the nonprofit holiday camp, which had
roots in the 1890s, grew especially in the 1920s.

The organized vacation was advanced by ideo-
logues of the Right and Left. Both the Italian
Fascist dopolavoro (recreational club) and the Nazi
Kraft durch Freude (Strength through Joy) orga-
nized holiday tours, festivals, and tours to instill
loyalty to the regime. The Left attempted to create
alternatives to commercial spectator sports and to
the sports press and clubs patronized by employers
or the Catholic Church. Where possible, commu-
nists organized sports and cultural groups, hoping
to appeal to members’ families and to create a more

fun-loving image of the cause. The French Popular
Front government of 1936–1937 opted for a less
political form of mass tourism. Its minister for
sports and leisure, Léo Lagrange, cajoled railway
companies into accepting a program of inexpensive
tickets for family excursions, built 653 sports are-
nas, introduced physical education in almost half
the French schools, and advocated autonomous
municipal leisure clubs, independent of political
patronage. But Lagrange also believed that
French visits to national historical sites and travels
to meet fellow citizens in different regions and
walks of life would lead to deeper patriotic
sentiments.

Public recreation movements often failed to
compete successfully against commercial leisure.
British travel and holiday camp cooperatives lacked
capital and managerial skill and were co-opted by
commercial efforts such as Billy Butlin’s holiday
camps, which from 1937 offered much of the
camaraderie of the Holiday Fellowship without
the excessive seriousness and cliquishness that often

A couple dancing, London, 1956. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH

COLLECTION/CORBIS
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bedeviled the nonprofit and volunteer holiday
movement. It was easier and often more desirable
to participate in a club organized by an outside
commercial impresario than by a group of the par-
ticipants themselves.

In 1900 commercialized entertainments were
already well established in the form of traveling and
annual fairs, music halls, spectator sports, and gam-
bling. The amusement park dating from 1843 in
Copenhagen was expanded to Vienna and else-
where in the 1890s. The introduction of the cheap
electric streetcar in the 1890s and subway slightly
later made it possible for even wage earners to
escape the neighborhood bar to traverse the city
and its environs for the anonymous pleasures of
mass entertainments. The seaside holiday was
another commercial leisure. By the early twentieth
century, Blackpool and its many imitators had
become well-established sites for perfunctory sea-
bathing and a vast range of amusements—from
gypsy fortune-tellers, pinball boards, and roller
coasters to music hall programs and rides up the
Blackpool Tower (built in 1895).

Despite the European origins of the automo-
bile (invented by the German Carl Benz in 1885
and manufactured soon thereafter by the French),
the car played a relatively small role in European
leisure before World War II. Europeans failed to
develop low- and midpriced automobiles as did the
American Henry Ford. The industry’s concentra-
tion on the luxury vehicle and on military uses of
internal combustion engines before World War I
meant that in 1929, for example, there was one car
for every 4.5 Americans but only one for every 42
British. In the interwar years, the auto brought
picnicking, camping, and touring to the smart set
with elite auto touring guides provided by the
French tire company Michelin. The open-air bus,
or charabanc, was available for pub crawling (the
original ‘‘magical mystery tour’’). But most wage
earners were confined to the fixed routes of the rail.

POSTWAR LEISURE TRENDS

Following on the movements of the 1930s, post-
war efforts to organize leisure increased dramati-
cally in postwar France with the building of local
youth and cultural centers, children’s holiday
camps, and sports facilities. Numbers of sports
clubs rose 2.6 times in France in the 1960s and

1970s. By 1984, there were about 150,000 sports
clubs in France enrolling some 12 million mem-
bers. From 1960 to 1984, cultural clubs increased
even more dramatically, from 600 to 4,116. French
promoters of popular arts and recreation stressed
wide participation, and many eventually lost their
political or religious character to emphasize instead
the democratization of culture. Government facil-
ities and educators have contributed to the growth
of amateurism in music and the other arts. In
Britain, agencies such as the Arts Council (1946),
national parks (1949), and the Ministry of Sport
(1962) subsidized public recreational facilities of all
kinds. Sociologists found in the mid-1980s that
middle-class people in particular still readily joined
groups around a wide variety of ‘‘enthusiasms’’
(caving, morris dancing, lace making, and lapidary,
for example). Such organizations stressed group
solidarity, and often did so with a militant opposi-
tion to commercialization as if in protest of the
profit motive of sellers and passivity of buyers. In
Germany, East and West, local sports, leisure, and
arts facilities were built after the war, though in the
East, the lack of opportunities for travel and access
to new commercial forms of leisure probably con-
tributed to the popular uprising of 1989 and deci-
sion to reunite with the Federal Republic in 1990.

Yet again commercialized leisure predomi-
nated. Following the austerity of postwar recon-
struction, increased incomes allowed for new and
expanded forms of leisure. Television was slower to
enter the home than in the United States (in 1959,
when over 90 percent of American households
contained a TV, only 66 percent of British house-
holds did; in 1963, only 30 percent of French
homes had TVs). This changed rapidly: TVs were
in 90 percent of British homes by 1970 and 86
percent of French homes by 1976. A British study
in 1974 found that half of leisure time was spent
watching the screen; and by 1980 TVs were on 2.3
hours per day in French homes. Only 51 percent of
French watched TV daily in 1967, but 82 percent
admitted to doing so by 1987. Still, over the same
period the percentage who read a book in the
course of a month scarcely changed (going from
32 to 31 percent), and the rate of attending
museums rose from 10 to 32 percent.

Increasingly, European families spend larger
portions of their income on their homes and
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furnishings, suggesting a domestication of leisure.

While in 1950 food comprised 49 percent of the

average French family budget and housing absorbed

merely 14 percent, by 1985 food decreased to 19

percent and housing costs rose to 26 percent of

family income. Suburbanization and detached

houses gradually supplanted the traditional urban

apartment living, and with these changes came new

domestic leisure endeavors, especially the do-it-

yourself movement. Automobile ownership also

rose sharply, from 10 percent of French households

in 1950 to 75 percent by 1980. The popularization

of the family car transformed tourism. Blackpool’s

Central Station, the great railway hub of tourist

arrivals as recently as the early 1950s, closed in

1964, reflecting the rising importance of the bus

as well as the private car. Even more, the car facili-

tated holiday trips to quieter or sunnier climes in

southwest England or on the European continent.

It also increased the popularity of heritage tourism

to ancient estates and castles.

Economic change after World War II broke up
many old neighborhoods, especially in England,
fostering new gang-based leisure styles among
youth. For example, the amphetamine-driven and
clothes-conscious ‘‘mods’’ of the early 1960s
protested, through ‘‘rituals’’ of consumption, the
dead-end jobs that they knew to be their collective
fate. Groups such as the skinheads in the 1960s
retained a tough macho image associated with the
working class. Some protested their loss of territory
by attacking immigrants and through gang vio-
lence at or near football (soccer) matches.

The most dramatic leisure trend in Europe is
the growth of vacations and tourism. Whereas
Americans tended to use their affluence to accu-
mulate goods and activities around the home,
Europeans spent much of it on holidays. In the
1990s, Americans had an average of only 13 days
of vacation per year as compared to 35 in Germany
and 42 in Italy. By the end of the century, tourism
accounted for 5.5 percent of the European Union’s

A young German man listens to music through headphones, Berlin, 2001. ªROYALTY-FREE/CORBIS
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economy, with twice that share for Spain and
France. Especially enthusiastic tourists were the
Germans, who in 1986 accounted for 20 percent
of European recreational travelers (compared to
the French, 11.8 percent, and the British, 9.9 per-

cent). Moreover, the car became the vehicle of
tourist choice: in 1985, 68 percent of European
tourism was by automobile, compared to only
14 percent by train and 13 percent by plane.
Despite resistance from cultural purists, even Euro

Disneyland (1992) near Paris became successful
with lowered prices and more thrill rides (along
with a name change in 1994 to Disneyland Paris).
Because of the advent of cheap air flights and pack-
aged tours, northern Europeans shifted their tour-

ism from nearby resorts (such as Blackpool in
England) to the warmer climes of Spain, Greece,
and elsewhere on the Mediterranean. While the
Club Meds (self-contained resorts located in
North Africa and elsewhere, originating in 1950)

appealed primarily to a young and affluent popula-
tion, especially from France, less elaborately
themed resorts on the Mediterranean became very
popular by the 1980s, making this broad region
the destination of one-third of world tourism by

the 1990s. The result was a rise in annual tourist
visits to the Mediterranean region from 86 million
in 1975 to 200 million in 1990.

Although economic downturns produce tem-
porary declines in vacationing, leisure has become a
central activity and perhaps life purpose of many
Europeans. This is no surprise considering that the
annual hours devoted to work dropped from about
3,000 in 1900 to 1,731 in the United Kingdom,
1,539 in France, and 1,397 in the Netherlands (com-
pared to the 1,957 in the United States) in 1998.

See also Cinema; Football (Soccer); Television; Tourism.
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GARY CROSS

n

LEMKIN, RAPHAEL (1900–1959), inven-
tor of the term genocide.

Raphael Lemkin was born in tsarist Russia, in a
village that became part of Poland in 1918 and of
Belarus in 1945. In 1941 he emigrated to the
United States, a typical itinerary for a ‘‘Polish’’
Jew and intellectual.

Lemkin had studied philology at the University
of Lvov, becoming fluent in many languages.
Then, after earning a doctorate in law, he became
a public prosecutor for the District Court of
Poland. In his unpublished autobiography, Totally
Unofficial Man (1957), he said that he had long
been interested in accounts of exterminations of
national, racial, and religious minorities. Indeed,
during World War I, he had witnessed the occupa-
tion of territories on the western and eastern fronts
and the extermination of the Armenians. In 1921,
during the trial of Soghomon Tehlirian, who had
killed one of the perpetrators, the former Great
Vizier Talât Paşa, in Berlin, Lemkin asked why the
Germans had not arrested Talât: ‘‘It is a crime for
Tehlirian to kill a man, but it is not a crime for his
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oppressor to kill more than a million men? This
is most inconsistent’’ (quoted in Power, p. 17).
He would spend the rest of his life devoted to
eliminating this inconsistency, ensuring that these
crimes were treated as crimes. In 1933 he pre-
sented a report to the Madrid International
Conference for the Unification of Penal Law,
arguing that actions taken with the purpose of
elimination and oppression of populations ought
to be penalized.

In 1939, while fighting the Germans during the
invasion of Poland, Lemkin was wounded; he man-
aged to escape to Sweden, where he began the work
of compiling documents on Nazi rule in Europe.
After making his way to the United States via
Russia and Japan, he joined the law faculty at Duke
University in 1941. He was then appointed chief
consultant of the U.S. Board of Economic Warfare,
Foreign Economic Administration.

In a speech on 24 August 1941 Winston
Churchill called the slaughter of the Jews and
other ethnic groups ‘‘a crime without a name’’
(British Library of Information transcription,
Internet page). Raphael Lemkin gave that crime
a name in 1943. He called it ‘‘genocide’’—a com-
pound made up of the Greek word genos (race)
and the Latin occidere (killing)—in his seminal
work, Axis Rule in Occupied Europe (1944). In
his 1945 article ‘‘Genocide, a Modern Crime,’’
Lemkin summarized his thinking. He quoted
Marshal Karl Rudolf Gerd von Rundsted ‘‘aping
the Führer’’ in 1943: ‘‘One of the great mistakes
of 1918 was to spare the civil life of the enemy
countries, for it is necessary for us Germans to
always at least double the numbers of the peoples
of the contiguous countries. We are therefore
obliged to destroy at least a third of their inhabi-
tants’’ (quoted in Lemkin, 1945, p. 39). Then
Lemkin added: ‘‘Hitler was right. The crime of
the Reich in wantonly and deliberately wiping
out whole peoples is not utterly new. It is only
new in the civilized world as we have come to
think of it. It is so new in the traditions of civilized
man that he has no name for it. It is for this reason
that I took the liberty of inventing the word,
‘genocide’’’ (Lemkin, 1945, p. 39).

He went beyond the invention of words.
Material from Axis Rule in Occupied Europe was
used in establishing a basis for the Nuremberg war

trials, and Lemkin was appointed an advisor to
the chief prosecutor of the Nuremberg trial, U.S.
Supreme Court justice Robert Jackson. In
1946 the UN General Assembly approved a draft
resolution naming genocide a crime under inter-
national law. With Lemkin as advisor, the draft
was rewritten; in December 1948 in Paris, the
UN General Assembly approved the first legally
binding human rights international treaty by a
vote of fifty-five to zero. Lemkin went on lobby-
ing: by the time of his death in 1959, sixty coun-
tries had ratified the treaty, a majority of UN
members at the time. Twice Raphael Lemkin was
nominated for the Nobel Peace Prize. But his
crucial invention was truly recognized only in the
1970s, when the Holocaust and other genocides
began to be better understood in their complete
horror.

See also Armenian Genocide; Holocaust; Nuremberg
War Crimes Trials.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

British Library of Information. ‘‘Prime Minister Winston
Churchill’s Broadcast to the World about the Meeting
with President Roosevelt.’’ Available at http://www.
ibiblio.org/pha/timeline/410824awp.html

Lemkin, Raphael. Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of
Occupation. Analysis of Government Proposals for
Redress. Washington, D.C., 1944.

———. ‘‘Genocide, a Modern Crime.’’ Free World 9, no. 4
(1945): 39–43.

Power, Samantha. A Problem from Hell: America and the
Age of Genocide. New York, 2002.

‘‘Prevent Genocide International.’’ Available at http://
www.preventgenocide.org/

Totten, Samuel, and Steven Leonard Jacobs, eds. Pioneers of
Genocide Studies. New Brunswick, N.J., 2002.

Totten, Samuel, William S. Parsons, and Israel W. Charny,
eds. Genocide in the Twentieth Century: Critical Essays
and Eyewitness Accounts. New York, 1995.

ANNETTE BECKER

n

LENIN, VLADIMIR (1870–1924), Russian
revolutionary and founder of the USSR.

Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov (Lenin) was born in
the provincial capital of Simbirsk, located on the
Volga River. His father, Ilya Ulyanov, worked for
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the tsarist government as a school inspector. The
Ulyanov family was thus part of the professional
middle class, although technically it was enrolled
in the gentry or dvorianstvo. In 1887, after Ilya
Ulyanov’s death, there occurred an event that
marked the Ulyanov family forever: Vladimir’s
older brother Alexander was executed for organiz-
ing an attempt to assassinate Tsar Alexander III
(whose father had been assassinated by revolution-
aries in 1881).

A few years later, around 1890, Vladimir
adopted the political faith—‘‘revolutionary Social
Democracy’’—to which he remained faithful for the
rest of his life. Arrested in St. Petersburg in 1895,
he was sent into internal exile in Siberia. While in
Siberia, Lenin married his lifelong companion,
Nadezhda Krupskaya, and developed his plan for a
nationwide underground revolutionary newspaper.

As soon as he was released from exile, Lenin
went abroad and carried out his newspaper
plan with the help of distinguished Marxist revolu-
tionaries from the older generation—particularly
Georgy Plekhanov, the person most responsible
for introducing Marx-based Social Democracy to
Russia in the 1880s and 1890s—as well as revolu-
tionaries from his own generation, such as Yuli
Martov, later a leader of the Mensheviks, who
opposed Lenin within Russian Social Democracy.
The first issue of Iskra (The spark) appeared in late
1900 and owed much of its success to the growing
revolutionary crisis in Russia that in a few years led
to a cataclysmic explosion in the revolution of
1905. The pseudonym ‘‘N. Lenin’’ was first used
during the Iskra period.

The Iskra group itself soon fell apart, with
Lenin becoming the leader of the Bolshevik faction
and the other members of the Iskra editorial board
leading the Mensheviks. These two factions rapidly
became separate political organizations uneasily
coexisting within the framework of Russian Social
Democracy.

The differences between Mensheviks and
Bolsheviks were temporarily submerged during
the 1905 revolution. The meager results of the
revolution and the very limited opportunity for
independent political activity again exacerbated
those differences, and by the time of the outbreak
of World War I in 1914, the two factions had

become separate parties. The years from 1906 to
1912 were depressing ones for Lenin, who spent

them involved in various émigré squabbles and in

trying to preserve a semblance of a viable, nation-

wide underground organization. Only in 1912 did

a new wave of militancy among Russian workers

provide support for Lenin’s continued insistence

that the Russian anti-tsarist revolution was not
dead, but sleeping.

The outbreak of World War I in 1914 opened
up a new chapter in Lenin’s political career, shifting

his focus from Russia alone to a Europe-wide and

even worldwide revolution. Lenin was devastated

by the support given by the major Social

Democratic parties to the war effort of their respec-

tive governments. His political activity now concen-

trated on two goals: creating a new international
organization of truly revolutionary socialist parties

and ‘‘turning the world war into an international

civil war’’—that is, turning the clash between

nation-states into a worker-led socialist revolution

against capitalism.

For the first three years of the war, Lenin’s

position seemed hopelessly quixotic to most observ-

ers, but this perception rapidly changed when the

tsarist system collapsed in early 1917. By the end of
the year, the Bolsheviks had taken power in Russia

at Lenin’s insistence and surprised everybody

(including themselves) by surviving a devastating

civil war and foreign intervention, relying on ruth-

less repression, governmental improvisation, and

passionate support from party members and

sympathizers.

Russia’s titanic civil war began to wind down

only in 1920–1921. By this time, the country was
prostrate and on the edge of total collapse. Lenin

had realized one of his two goals of 1914. He had

founded the Third or Communist International

(the name ‘‘Social Democracy’’ was rejected as

irrevocably tainted by the betrayal of 1914). But

he was forced to admit that his other goal—

Europe-wide socialist revolution—was not going

to happen in the short term. He therefore insti-
tuted in 1921 the New Economic Policy, or NEP,

under which capitalist forces (both small-scale

domestic entrepreneurs and large-scale foreign

entrepreneurs) were allowed to make economic

gains while the new system consolidated itself.
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NEP was only a stopgap measure that delayed

the tough decisions about how to build socialism in

a devastated, isolated Russia. Lenin did not live

long enough to make any of these decisions. He

suffered his first stroke in early 1922 and by the

end of the year was no longer able to function as

head of state or party. His last writings date from

January 1923. Lenin died in January 1924. His

body was embalmed and put on display in a mau-

soleum in Moscow, where it still resided as of 2006.

BASIC OUTLOOK

Lenin spent only the last six years of a thirty-year

political career in power. Probably no earlier world

leader came into office with a more elaborate political

doctrine, defended with tenacity over decades.

When Lenin acquired his political identity as a

‘‘revolutionary Social Democrat’’ in the early

1890s, he was inspired not so much by a doctrine

as by a movement—the European Social Democratic

parties that seemed to combine a mass base with

genuine revolutionary fervor. The flagship of inter-

national Social Democracy was the Social

Democratic Party of Germany (SPD). The SPD

strove to inculcate what its historian Vernon

Lidtke has called an ‘‘alternative culture,’’ using a

vast array of agitation and propaganda devices, ran-

ging from an extensive party press to choral socie-

ties and bicycle clubs.

The SPD derived its self-understanding from

Marx’s world-historical scenario, in which the pro-

letariat took political power as a class in order to

Vladimir Lenin gives a speech at the unveiling of a monument to Karl Marx in Moscow, 6 December 1921.

ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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introduce socialism. The working class therefore
had to be sufficiently enlightened about its true
interest and sufficiently well organized to accom-
plish its assigned mission. This revolutionary payoff
was the ultimate aim of the SPD’s ‘‘alternative
culture.’’ The whole SPD strategy depended on
the existence of a modicum of political freedom:
freedom of speech, of assembly, of association. Karl
Kautsky, the most authoritative theoretician of
Social Democracy, wrote that anyone who down-
graded the importance of political freedom for the
proletariat was one of its worst enemies. Thus
Russian Social Democracy, in contrast to earlier
Russian revolutionaries, gave urgent priority to a
nonsocialist democratic revolution that would
replace tsarist absolutism with a constitutional
system.

But the achievement of political freedom in
Russia lay in the future, and for the present Social
Democracy could only exist in Russia as an illegal
underground organization. Was anything that
remotely approached the SPD strategy of energetic
mass agitation conceivable under these circum-
stances? An affirmative answer required some
heroic assumptions about the Russian proletariat’s
receptivity to the Social Democratic message and
about the ability of underground activists to create
and sustain a viable nationwide organizational
structure despite constant government repression.
Among Russian Social Democrats, Lenin stood out
for the fervor with which he defended the most
optimistic assumptions about the validity of a mass
underground movement.

In What Is to Be Done?, his famous book of
1902, Lenin asserted that the Social Democratic
message had to be brought ‘‘from without’’ to
the workers. According to a superficial reading, this
assertion shows that Lenin was greatly worried
about the revolutionary inclinations of the workers.
In actuality, it was part of Lenin’s highly optimistic
argument that the message could be brought to the
workers and that the workers would enthusiastically
respond to the message, despite all the obstacles
put up by tsarist absolutism.

Lenin’s political program at this time can thus
be summed up as: Let us build a party as much like
the SPD as possible under underground conditions
so that we can overthrow the tsar and become even
more like the SPD. His political strategy for Russia

was based on the question: What nonsocialist
forces in Russia will help us ensure that the upcom-
ing revolution will result in the fullest possible
establishment of political freedom? In Lenin’s view,
the elite middle class would be satisfied with a fairly
meager set of freedoms that would allow elite
groups room to maneuver but would severely ham-
per SPD-like activity by the Social Democrats. The
peasants, on the other hand, due to their land
hunger, would accept Social Democracy’s cam-
paign for a radically democratic republic. In doc-
trinal terms, this strategy was labeled ‘‘proletarian
hegemony in the democratic revolution.’’

In the first two decades of his career, Lenin
focused on importing Western models to Russia.
In the last decade, after the traumatic betrayal by
Western Social Democratic parties in 1914, he
focused on importing Russian models to the
West. This change of focus did not signify a rejec-
tion of his earlier beliefs. On the contrary, Lenin
saw himself as the one who stayed faithful to what
Social Democrats had always stood for, even when
deserted by ‘‘renegades’’ such as Kautsky.

Four Russian experiences informed the model
that Lenin now set up as authoritative on a world
scale. The first was his decision in 1912 to create a
party without ‘‘opportunists,’’ that is, anyone who
might be tempted to substitute reform for revolu-
tion (in practical terms, without Mensheviks, who
certainly saw themselves as revolutionaries). After
the betrayal of 1914, Lenin felt that such oppor-
tunist-free parties were necessary everywhere. The
second Russian experience was the experiment
with ‘‘soviet democracy’’ that first took place in
the 1905 revolution and later in the 1917 revolu-
tion. The soviets were improvised elected councils
that took on leadership functions during times of
mass upheaval. Lenin argued that the soviets
represented a new form of ‘‘proletarian democ-
racy’’ that was higher than ordinary parliamentary
democracy.

The third Russian experience was the nation-
wide process of social breakdown and political radi-
calization that brought the Bolsheviks to power in
1917. Lenin tended to define the situation faced by
other Communist parties (for example, in Germany
and Great Britain) in the same terms, resulting in
some dubious tactical advice. The fourth Russian
experience was the devastating civil war that
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followed the 1917 revolution, accompanied by
openly dictatorial methods. Lenin and other
Bolsheviks such as Nikolai Bukharin now general-
ized this experience and argued that any profound
socialist revolution would lead to a similar episode
of economic and political breakdown.

LENIN AS STATESMAN

From 1917 on, Lenin’s biography is essentially a
political history of Soviet Russia. Here we will list
some of the major turning points for which Lenin
was directly responsible. The first of these was the
decision of the Bolshevik Party to take power in
late 1917. The first Bolshevik government was
authorized by a national congress of representatives
from local soviets, but within a year the electoral
soviet system had atrophied and all other parties
were outlawed or barely tolerated, leaving the
Bolsheviks with a permanent one-party dictator-
ship. This process is hardly conceivable without
Lenin’s driving participation, although it remains
unclear to what extent Lenin’s hand was forced by
the profound tensions of civil war.

Another crucial decision was the signing of a
separate peace with Germany, as ratified by the
Brest-Litovsk treaty in early 1918. While this deci-
sion gave the new government some breathing
space, it also profoundly alienated revolutionaries
both at home and abroad, as well as Russia’s former
allies. The treaty also risked turning Soviet Russia
into a satellite of imperial Germany, but this gam-
ble paid off when the German state collapsed in late
1918. Despite the Brest-Litovsk treaty, Lenin did
not lose faith in the short-term prospects of world
revolution until mid-1919, particularly owing to
the failure of the soviet-style revolution in
Hungary. After mid-1919, Lenin’s political calcu-
lations had to be made on the assumption of an
isolated socialist Russia.

Another crucial decision in which Lenin played
a central role was to establish an effective Red Army
based on peasant recruits and tsarist officers, held
together by committed party members who served
as ‘‘political commissars.’’ The same type of adop-
tion and adaptation of ‘‘bourgeois’’ models
occurred in the civilian state and the economy.
Lenin and the Bolsheviks are sometimes said to
have deceived themselves that Russia was about to
take a ‘‘leap into communism’’ even amid the ruins

of civil war Russia. Not only is this assertion with-
out foundation but it distracts attention from the
truly unexpected process of creative imitation that
gave rise to many permanent features of the Soviet
state.

Lenin was also responsible for the decision to
adopt the New Economic Policy (NEP) in 1921.
This decision was less of a profound turning point
than it is often said to be. NEP was a pragmatic
although risky relaxation of pressure on the econ-
omy in the aftermath of the economic and military
emergency of the previous years. The risks inherent
in this relaxation of pressure are often overlooked
because the gamble paid off, but the threat of
renewed military intervention or internal economic
collapse remained real enough.

Looking back in 1921, Lenin felt that the basic
cause of Bolshevik victory in the civil war was
grudging but ultimately decisive support from pea-
sants who saw the Bolsheviks as a bulwark against
the armies mounted by dispossessed landowners.
Looking ahead, Lenin sketched out yet another
scenario in which the peasants would accept the
leadership of the proletariat (as organized and
represented by the Bolshevik Party). This time,
proletarian leadership consisted in showing the
economic superiority of socialism over the market.
Lenin coined the phrase ‘‘who-whom’’ (kto kovo)
to explain this strategy: Who would win out over
whom in gaining the economic loyalty of the
peasants—the socialist workers or the capitalists?
(Ironically, the phrase kto kovo, coined to explain
the logic of NEP, is often used as a symbol of the
hard-line and repressive aspect of Lenin’s outlook.)

IMPACT

In a book published in 1930, the American jour-
nalist W. H. Chamberlin wrote that ‘‘boundless
hatred for the capitalist system and its upholders,
boundless faith in the right and the ability of the
working class to dominate a new social order—
these were certainly the two dominant passions of
Lenin’s strong and simple character.’’ This com-
ment brings us closer to the truth than the com-
monly accepted version of Lenin as someone who
profoundly mistrusted the revolutionary inclina-

tions of the workers. Rather, both his successes

and his failures were based on his bedrock assump-

tion that the workers were rapidly moving toward
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an acceptance of the world-historical mission assigned

to them by the epic narrative of Marxism. Lenin’s

ultimate loyalty was to this doctrinal narrative.

Lenin is regarded as the founder of bolshevism,

and this description can hardly be gainsaid. But

even here we should not imagine Lenin creating a

political faction ex nihilo. There existed currents

among the Social Democratic praktiki (under-

ground activists in Russia itself ) who felt that

Lenin was the voice among the émigrés that best

expressed their problems and aspirations. As one of

those young praktiki, Iosif Dzhugashvili (Stalin),

wrote later, Lenin’s writings in the 1902–1904

period ‘‘completely corresponded to Russian reality

and generalized in masterly fashion the organiza-

tional experience of the best praktiki.’’

Neither Lenin nor the people around him

(prior to his death and the beginnings of the Lenin

cult) believed in the existence of ‘‘Leninism,’’ that is,

profoundly new theoretical innovations. Rather they

saw him as a great political tactician, someone who

could give the party political and organizational

orientation by applying the basic doctrine to con-

crete situations.

After the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991,

archival documents were published that brought

out the callous and ruthless side of Lenin, particu-

larly during the civil war. In fact, this side of Lenin

can be amply illustrated by material available many

years earlier. But Lenin’s willingness to counte-

nance massive loss of life for political goals does

not particularly distinguish him from other states-

men of the World War I period. The difference is

rather that most other statesmen imposed sacrifices

in the name of the nation-state, while Lenin did so

in the name of class war and socialist revolution.

By the time of Lenin’s death, the Soviet Union

was a one-party dictatorship with a minimum of

political freedom. To equate this system with the

excesses of the Stalin era or even to draw a straight

and unproblematic line of development from one

to the other betrays a lack of understanding of what

Stalin was all about. The key case is Stalin’s violent

campaign to impose collectivization on the peas-

ants. For Lenin and for all other Marxists of

his generation, the use of violence to impose

new production relations was unthinkable. Lenin’s

most eloquent tirades on this theme come from the

civil war period (many people believe that Lenin

sanctioned such violence during so-called War

Communism and only retreated from this hard line

during NEP).

Lenin did employ violence to extract resources
from the peasants during the civil war, as indeed
did all the warring governments opposing the
Bolsheviks. Precisely because of this pressure, he
halted any effort to revolutionize production rela-
tions in agriculture. Both during the civil war and
NEP, the basic strategy for changing production
relations was demonstrating to the peasants the
economic advantages of socialism, on the assump-
tion that this process would span an entire histor-
ical era—and not, as in Stalin’s collectivization
campaign, a matter of months.

Early twenty-first-century efforts to portray the
Lenin and Stalin eras as merely two phases in one

A painter touches up a mural of Lenin in preparation for

the 60th anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution,

Moscow, November 1977. ªALAIN NOGUES/CORBIS SYGMA
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‘‘war against the peasants’’ fail in the light of these

facts. Nevertheless there are other threads that do

connect Lenin and Stalin. The Soviet system can be

described as ‘‘the SPD model minus political free-

dom’’—that is, reliance on an SPD-like campaign

to inculcate an alternative culture, but now in the

context of a state monopoly on all forms of expres-

sion. Paradoxically, the man who for many years

fought for political freedom for Russia now

ensured the entire absence of any social checks

and balances that might have prevented the coun-

try’s descent into state-induced hysteria.

Lenin’s responsibility for Stalin resides less in

any plans that he bequeathed than in the absence of

any coherent strategy for responding to the inevi-

table dilemmas ahead. His gamble on world revo-

lution had failed. His gamble on ‘‘the economic

advantages of socialism’’ soon ran into serious

trouble. His flailing attempts at the end of his life

to address the problems created by political mono-

poly were superficial.

Lenin is perhaps the key figure in the transfor-

mation of nineteenth-century politics into twenti-

eth-century politics. The Bolshevik Revolution of

1917 constituted a challenge to the ‘‘bourgeois’’

certainties of European civilization, thus providing

the framework for the major conflicts of the ensu-

ing decades. The new ‘‘Communist International’’

and its successors were responsible for some of the

most powerful political institutions of the century

(as well as for many botched and clumsy failures).

The political system described earlier as ‘‘the SPD

model minus political freedom’’ was influential far

beyond the communist movement. No simple for-

mula can do justice to Lenin’s odyssey from pro-

vincial Russian Social Democrat to world leader

and founder of communism.

See also Bolshevism; Communism; Russian Revolutions
of 1917; Stalin, Joseph; Trotsky, Leon.
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n

LEOPOLD III (1901–1983), king of Belgium
from 1934 to 1983.

Leopold III succeeded his father, Albert I, a
hero of World War I, in 1934. In part under the
leadership of Leopold, in 1936 Belgium decided to
end its military alliance with France and to pursue
an independent course instead. It was a move that
foreshadowed Belgium’s subsequent neutrality at
the start of World War II in September 1939.

When Belgium was invaded by Germany on 10
May 1940, the government called for assistance
from the Allies. A fortnight later, on 25 May
1940, a dramatic rift occurred between the king
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and his ministers. They all realized that the army
would soon have to give up its resistance on

Belgian territory. The ministers felt that the king

should flee with them to France in order to con-

tinue the fight, if only symbolically, alongside the

Allies. They believed that the allied front in France

could be stabilized and they felt very strongly that

Belgium should fight on as long as France did so.
Belgium, they argued, should throw in its lot with

the Allies.

The king, on the other hand, felt that he

should stay in Belgium, alongside his people and

his army. After all, the war seemed to be over for

Belgium. Being a neutral state, it was allowed only

to protect its own territory. Moreover, Leopold

expected that France, too, would soon capitulate.

That would mean the end of the war on the
Continent. The king rested all his hope in a com-

promise peace between Germany and Great

Britain, whereby the future of Belgium could also

be safeguarded. While he feared that Adolf Hitler

would rule over continental Europe, he also

believed that the German army would dispose of

the Nazis sooner or later.

Accordingly, the ministers fled to France, while

Leopold stayed behind in Belgium. On 28 May, he
and the surrounded Belgian army surrendered to

the German forces. The French Prime Minister

Paul Reynaud accused Leopold of having capitu-

lated without consulting the Allies, which was

clearly untrue. The Belgian ministers, too, accused

the king of treason. After 17 June 1940, the day

that France capitulated to the Germans, the

Belgian government tried to reestablish contact
with Leopold. However, the king refused to com-

municate with them and would continue to do so

throughout the war.

As far as Leopold was concerned, Belgium’s

struggle had ended on 28 May 1940. He felt it to

be the country’s obligation henceforth to adopt a

de facto neutral position vis-à-vis the conflict. He

intended to remain politically passive until the war

was over and he certainly did not wish to rule over
a country under German occupation that was being

used in a war with Britain, as that would have

conflicted with Belgium’s neutral status. On 29

June 1940, Leopold did ask Hitler to liberate part

of Belgium under an arrangement similar to that

agreed with Vichy France, but this request was
rejected.

In part in response to the pro-British policy
pursued by the Belgian government in exile,
Leopold paid a visit to Hitler at his country retreat
in Berchtesgaden on 19 November 1940. On that
occasion, Leopold pleaded for a more lenient
regime of occupation and, more importantly, asked
for guarantees regarding Belgium’s independent
status in postwar Europe. He understood that full
independence would be impossible in relation to
foreign policy and defense, and stressed that what
mattered ‘‘above all else’’ was the country’s internal
independence. Hitler expressed a favorable opinion
on Belgium’s retention of internal independence,
but refused to confirm this in writing.

The king decided to play a waiting game and
had preparations made for a future state, should
the Germans win the war. At least up until 1942,
his aides continued to work on an authoritarian
constitution for a Belgium under the new order.

In 1941, Leopold III married his second wife,
Lilian Baels (his immensely popular first wife died
in a car accident in 1935). When news of the
wartime wedding reached the Belgian public, the
popularity of the ‘‘captive’’ king slumped to an all-
time low. His passivity also gave rise to questions.
Was it not his duty to protest openly in 1942 when
Belgian workers were forcefully employed in
Germany? The king felt it was not; he saw himself
as ‘‘l’ultime réserve,’’ the trump card to be played
during European-level peace negotiations.

In early 1944, realizing a peace of compromise
was no longer in the cards, the king drew up a
‘‘political will,’’ which was to be publicized upon
the liberation of Belgium by the Allies. In it, he
demanded that the government apologize to him
for its position in 1940. Other than that, the docu-
ment contained not a word about the Allies or the
Resistance. The king did however also demand that
Belgium should regain its fully independent status,
which implied a rejection of the pro-Atlantic policy
of the exiled Belgian government in London.

In June 1944, the Nazis deported Leopold to
Germany, where he was liberated in May 1945.

Meanwhile in Belgium, a debate had flared up over

his position during the war. The king was unable to

return home, so that his younger brother Charles
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served as Prince Regent. The country became
polarized on what was known as the ‘‘Royal
Issue’’ and which would eventually lead to King
Leopold’s abdication in 1950 in favor of his eldest
son Baudouin. Leopold died in Woluwe-Saint-
Lambert, Belgium, in 1983.

See also Albert I; Belgium; Occupation, Military.
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LE PEN, JEAN-MARIE (b. 1928), French
politician.

While there are some politicians whose views
change during their lifetime, Jean-Marie Le Pen,
began at the extreme right of the political spectrum
and remained there throughout his life.

Although ostensibly of humble origin—his
father was a skipper who perished at sea in August
1942—as a war orphan, he pursued secondary-level
studies privately in religious establishments and
studied for a law degree in Paris, where in 1949
he became president of the Corpo of law stu-
dents, a markedly right-wing organization. His
various activities—his initiative among the royalist
students, in particular, and his liking for violent
confrontations—explain why, having obtained his
baccalaureate in 1947, he did not graduate in law
until 1952, although this is normally a three-year
course of study. He then interrupted the deferment
to which he was entitled as a student in order to
carry out his military service. He volunteered for
Indochina, but did not arrive there until 1954 after
the battle of Dien Bien Phu, shortly before the
Geneva Convention agreements put an end to the

French phase of the Vietnam War. He nevertheless
remained for a time in Indochina, where he was
employed in Saigon as the editor of the journal of
the expeditionary forces, but he soon returned to
France, having left the army.

A movement for the protection of traders and
artisans against the tax system (Union de Défense
des Commerçants et Artisans, or UDCA) was
forming under the leadership of Pierre Poujade, a
bookseller from Saint-Céré in Lot, a department of
southern France that was particularly affected by
economic modernization. But having started from
corporate protests, ‘‘Poujadism’’ gravitated toward
traditional far-right themes—antiparliamentarianism,
condemnation of deputies as incompetents and
swindlers, and nationalism with regard to those
said to be ‘‘discarding’’ the colonies. The move-
ment put forward candidates at the January 1956
elections; these were mainly traders, artisans, and
small farmers, representatives of social categories
that were in difficulties, but Jean-Marie Le Pen
found some themes there that were dear to him
and he achieved selection as the Poujadist candi-
date in the fifth arrondissement in Paris. The
Poujadists obtained an unprecedented success that
was facilitated by the elimination of Gaullism,
which had freed up many electors. Through the
proportional system then in force, Jean-Marie Le
Pen was elected a deputy.

At twenty-eight years old, he was the youngest
deputy in France. His relations with Pierre Poujade
soon deteriorated, and he concerned himself pri-
marily with Algeria, where the uprising for inde-
pendence had started. He took parliamentary leave
to rejoin the army for six months. He participated
first in the Suez expedition in October 1956, then
in the battle of Algiers, where he took part in what
could mildly be termed ‘‘tough interrogations.’’
He soon returned to Paris and resumed his parlia-
mentary seat, just as power was collapsing. The
question of Algeria undermined the Fourth
Republic. During the crisis of 1958, which brought
General Charles de Gaulle (1890–1970) to power,
Jean-Marie Le Pen was one of the leaders of the
activists, but disputes soon broke out between
these extremist proponents of French Algeria and
General de Gaulle. At the 1958 elections, Le Pen
held his seat in the fifth arrondissement and, in the
following years, he took part as far as possible in all
the activities and all the plots in support of French
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Algeria. Fiercely anti-Gaullist, he voted against the
Évian agreements that granted independence to
Algeria but at the 1962 elections he underwent
the fate of most of the proponents of French
Algeria and was roundly defeated by one of the
Gaullist leading lights, René Capitant.

The last triumph of the extreme Right in this

period was Jean-Louis Tixier-Vignancourt’s presi-

dential campaign in 1965, in which Le Pen played

an active part, but for many years Gaullism reduced

the extreme Right to nothing more than small fac-

tions. Lacking funds, Le Pen had to seek to provide

for his family’s needs through various businesses. He

became rich only through a legacy from Hubert

Lambert, the owner of Lambert cements, in circum-

stances that were in fact strongly debated at the time,

in particular by one of his oldest friends, Jean-

Maurice Demarquet, who had also been elected as

a Poujadist deputy in 1956. At the same time, from

1972 he was nevertheless president of one of these

small groups, the Front National, which was not to

gain momentum until the 1980s. In fact, after a very

early political youth, it was only around twenty years

later that Jean-Marie Le Pen managed to reestablish

himself in the French political landscape. At this

point, his biography coincides with the progress of

the National Front.

It is nevertheless highly unlikely that without

Le Pen himself his far-right party would ever have

achieved such great significance. Despite his verbal

gaffes, such as the remark that ‘‘the gas chambers

were a mere historical detail,’’ Le Pen successfully

retained an increasingly working-class following at

presidential elections: in 1988 he garnered almost

15 percent of the votes cast, bettering this score in

1995 and creating a virtual panic in 2002 by cumu-

lating nearly 17 percent in the first round, thereby

eliminating the Socialists’ candidate Lionel Jospin

and getting through into the second round for the

first time. In view of Le Pen’s age—he was seventy-

six in 2002—and his serious health problems, how-

ever, some asked whether he had not reached the

high point of his political career, which may indeed

have been close to its end.

See also Immigration and Internal Migration; National
Front; Riots in France.
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JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

n

LEVI, PRIMO (1919–1987), writer.

Primo Levi is one of the great figures of postwar
European literature. With his memoir Survival in
Auschwitz, he also provided an indispensable descrip-
tion and analysis of the Nazi concentration camps.

Levi was born in Turin in 1919, into a non-
observant Jewish family. Until 1938 his childhood
and adolescence were little different from those of
most young people in Italy under fascism, includ-
ing membership in the youth organizations of the
ruling party. In 1937 he began university studies in
chemistry. The promulgation of anti-Semitic laws
in 1938, however, changed the course of Levi’s life.
Initially he continued his education under trying
conditions, and in July 1941 he received his doc-
torate in chemistry. Two years later, in September
1943, after the Nazi invasion of the north and
center of the Italian peninsula and the establish-
ment of the Italian Social Republic, Levi joined a
group of resistance fighters close to the antifascist
movement Giustizia e libertà (Justice and liberty).
Arrested by the fascist militia on 13 December
1943, Levi chose to declare himself an ‘‘Italian
citizen of the Jewish race’’ rather than a resistance
fighter. He was sent to the internment camp at
Fossoli di Carpi, then deported to Auschwitz, arriv-
ing on 26 February 1944 after a five-day journey by
boxcar. He was set to work in the synthetic rubber
factory at the Buna-Monowitz complex (some-
times called Auschwitz III).

Levi’s Se questo èun uomo (Survival in
Auschwitz, also published in English as If This Is a
Man) describes in detail the operation of the camp:
its regulations, the prisoners’ understanding of
how to negotiate the concentration-camp system,
the language of the death camps, the wretched
conditions of life and work, the petty theft and
corruption, the camp hierarchies, and prisoners’
survival strategies. Levi ascribed his survival to
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several factors, including his knowledge of enough
German to understand orders and the wartime
labor shortage that was used to justify the employ-
ment of Jews in the Buna-Monowitz complex.

Survival in Auschwitz also includes philosophi-
cal reflections on human behavior, on the nature of
good and evil in extreme situations, and on God
and religion. Levi equated Auschwitz with absolute
evil, concluding that it was no longer possible to
believe in God: ‘‘C’è Auschwitz, quindi non può
esserci Dio. Non trovo una soluzione al dilemma.
La cerco ma non la trovo.’’ (‘‘There is Auschwitz,
and so there cannot be God. I don’t find a solution
to this dilemma. I keep looking, but I don’t find
it.’’) (Camon, p. 75).

When the Soviet Army arrived at Auschwitz on
27 January 1945, Levi was ill. In The Reawakening,
also translated as The Truce, published in 1963, he
recounted his return to Italy, a journey of several
months through Eastern Europe. As the war
wound down in the West, Levi discovered the
dysfunctional nature of the occupying Soviet
bureaucracy. Critical but not bitter, Levi described
this transition as a ‘‘truce’’ or hiatus preceding his
return to ordinary life. Although he was reunited
with his family after arriving in Turin on 19
October 1945, he initially found no one waiting
for him. Like many returning deportees, he was
greeted with incredulity and indifference. He felt
an urgent need to write about his experience and
the result was Survival in Auschwitz. Although a
major publisher, Einaudi, rejected the book in
1947, it was published by a smaller house in an
edition of 2,500 copies. Levi started a family and
worked in a chemical firm, where he eventually
became a manager. An exhibition in Turin on the
Jewish deportations boosted interest in Survival in
Auschwitz, and Einaudi finally issued the book in
1956. After publication of The Reawakening, Levi
began his career as a writer in earnest, while still
pursuing his work in chemistry. He was awarded
numerous literary prizes, and his books have been
widely translated. The Monkey’s Wrench, published
in 1978, presented the stories of a construction
worker from the Italian Piedmont; Claude Lévi-
Strauss called it an important ethnographic work
on labor. In 1982 his If Not Now, When?
recounted the adventures of Russian and Polish
Jewish resistance fighters during World War II.
His meditative Il sistema periodico (1976), was

well-received in the United States when translated
into English as The Periodic Table in 1984.

Levi continued to be haunted by his concentra-
tion camp experiences, and in 1986 he published The
Drowned and the Saved. Despite his success, his
resumption of a normal life was more apparent than
real, as is clear from the recurrent dream that he
recounted in The Reawakening: ‘‘I am sitting at a table
with my family, or with friends, or at work, or in the
green countryside . . . yet I feel a deep and subtle
anguish. . . . I am in the Lager [concentration camp]
once more, and nothing is true outside the Lager. All
the rest was a brief pause, a deception of the senses, a
dream; my family, nature in flower, my home’’
(p. 207).

In 1987, ill and depressed, Primo Levi com-
mitted suicide.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Concentration Camps;
Fascism; Italy; Resistance.
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LÉVINAS, EMMANUEL (1906–1995),
French philosopher.

Born in Kaunas (Kovno), Lithuania, on 12
January 1906, the French philosopher Emmanuel
Lévinas responded to the violence of the twentieth
century by promoting ethics to the status of philos-
ophy, in dynamic tension between the Jewish Bible
and ancient Greek philosophy.
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Lévinas enjoyed a happy childhood rudely
interrupted by the First World War and revolution.
His father’s profession as a bookseller secured a

comfortable existence for his family outside the
old Jewish quarter. His mother tongue was
Russian, but he learned Hebrew early. Lévinas

grew up surrounded by books, including the
Torah and the great classics of Russian literature.

After he passed the entrance examination linked
to the numerus clausus (a quota that limited
the number of Jewish students), he attended the

lyceum in Kharkiv (Kharkov), Ukraine, where the
family moved during the war years.

In 1923 Lévinas registered as a philosophy

student in Strasbourg, France, where he first met

Maurice Blanchot (1907–2003), who would become

a lifelong friend. His teachers at Strasbourg, notably

Maurice Halbwachs, Charles Blondel, and Maurice

Pradines, left a permanent mark on him. He pro-

ceeded to the University of Freiburg, Germany, to

study phenomenology, then known as the ‘‘new

thinking,’’ and was present in 1929 at the celebrated

‘‘Davos encounter’’ in Switzerland, when Martin

Heidegger (1889–1976) and Ernst Cassirer (1874–

1945) clashed philosophically. In 1930, now in

Paris, he defended a thesis published as The Theory

of Intuition in Husserl’s Phenomenology (English

translation, 1973). He was a prime mover in the

introduction of phenomenology into France, and

important articles of his in this connection were

collected in En découvrant l’existence avec Husserl et

Heidegger (1949; Discovering existence with Husserl

and Heidegger). He had close relationships with

the French philosophers Léon Brunschvicg (1869–

1944), Gabriel Marcel (1888–1973), and Jean Wahl

(1888–1974). He joined the Alliance Israélite

Universelle, a French international Jewish organiza-

tion founded in Paris in 1860 to protect Jewish

rights as citizens and to promote education and

professional development among Jews around the

world. Lévinas awoke very early to the threat

of Nazism. Though he continued to admire

Heidegger, he contested his thinking as early as

1935 in De l’évasion (On Escape, 2003). He was

naturalized as French in 1931 and thanks to his

classification as a prisoner of war escaped anti-

Semitic persecution. His family, still in Lithuania,

were murdered as early as 1941 by the Nazis and

their allies. Thereafter Lévinas lived with what he

called a ‘‘tumor on the memory.’’

After the war, Lévinas contributed much to the
reconstruction of French Judaism, assuming the
directorship of the École Normale Israélite
Orientale (ENIO) of the Alliance Israélite
Universelle. He welcomed the creation of the state
of Israel. Beginning in 1947, he studied the Talmud
under a somewhat enigmatic teacher known as
‘‘Monsieur Chouchani.’’ He was inspired by such
great Lithuanian figures as the Vilna Gaon (Rabbi
Eliyahu of Vilna; 1720–1797) and Rabbi Chaim of
Volozin (1759–1821), who worked out a ‘‘rational
traditional system’’ in opposition to the Jewish
enlightenment and to Hasidism. The Talmudic
teaching Lévinas offered at gatherings of French-
speaking Jewish intellectuals after 1957 constituted
a major dimension of his work, in which he uncov-
ered a forgotten tradition that had much light to
shed on the modern world. In Difficile liberté: Essais
sur le judaisme (1963; Difficult Freedom: Essays on
Judaism, 1990), Lévinas described Judaism as a
mature religion and argued that the fact of having
been chosen merely added to the responsibility of
the Jews. This ethical Judaism was directly inspired
by the nineteenth-century philosopher Hermann
Cohen (1842–1918).

Two years after defending a second thesis,
Totalité et infini (1961; Totality and Infinity: An
Essay on Exteriority, 1969), Lévinas took up uni-
versity teaching, first in Poitiers, then at Nanterre,
and finally at the Sorbonne. Totalité et infini was a
kind of palimpsest of Der Stern de Erlösung (1921;
The Star of Redemption, 1971), the main work of
the German Jewish religious thinker Franz
Rosenzweig (1886–1929), begun in the Balkan
trenches in 1917. This time philosophy collides
with the violence of the Second World War and
the experience of Auschwitz. In Totalité et infini
there is again a protest of a singularity against the
totality, clearly expressing an ontology of war in
which the other is reduced to the same, and an
eschatology of messianic peace. Rosenzweig and
Lévinas criticize the Hegelian philosophy of his-
tory. How is inhumanity to be averted? asks
Lévinas. The ‘‘epiphany of the face’’ reveals at once
the temptation to murder and its impossibility. But
the relationship to the other man leads also to
politics. A ‘‘third party’’ interposes itself between
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me and the other and demands justice and
universality.

Autrement qu’être; ou au-delà de l’essence
(1974; Otherwise than Being; or, Beyond Essence,
1998), dedicated to the victims of the Holocaust,
represents a radicalization of Lévinas’s philosophy.
The subject now becomes hostage to the other. My
neighbor ‘‘assigns’’ me; I am obliged to substitute
myself for him and cannot escape. The interperson-
al relationship is dissymmetrical. The face of the
other embodies that trace of the infinite which
Lévinas calls illeity. The parting words of this philo-
sophy occur in De Dieu qui vient à l’idée (1982; Of
God Who Comes to Mind, 1998): we must ‘‘hear a
God uncontaminated by being.’’ Lévinas died in
Paris on 25 December 1995.

As heir of the Judeo-German philosophical
synthesis effected by Hermann Cohen and Franz
Rosenzweig, Lévinas supplied French philosophy
with a grammar of ethics nourished by Talmudic
teachings. As the exponent of a twentieth-century
return to Judaism, he strove to reveal Judaism’s
universality. He was a profound influence on
Maurice Blanchot, Paul Ricoeur (1913–2005),
and Jacques Derrida (1930–2004).

See also Derrida, Jacques; Holocaust; Phenomenology.
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n

LÉVI-STRAUSS, CLAUDE (b. 1908),
French anthropologist.

Claude Lévi-Strauss was the key founder of
the mid-twentieth-century movement called struc-
turalism, which applied the linguistic theory of
Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–1913) to anthropol-
ogy and other fields. Born in Brussels, Lévi-Strauss
moved with his family to France at age five. He
studied philosophy and law at the University of
Paris. In 1934 he became professor of sociology
at the University of São Paolo. His interest shifted

to ethnology, and he did fieldwork among
Brazilian tribes. He resigned from his post in
1937 and returned briefly to France. Fleeing the
Vichy government, he went to the New School for
Social Research in New York, where he attended
the lectures of the linguist Roman Jakobson
(1896–1982). He then served as French Cultural
Attaché in Washington, D.C. In 1947 he returned
permanently to France, received his doctorate, and
in 1948 became adjunct director of the Musée de
l’Homme in Paris. In 1952 he became Director of
Studies of the Ècole Pratique des Hautes Ètudes.
In 1959 he became Professor of Anthropology at
the Collège de France. In 1973 he was elected a
member of the French Academy. He retired in
1982.

As important as Lévi-Strauss’s analysis of kin-
ship has been, his analysis of myth has been far
more influential. At first glance his work seems to
be a revival of the long-discredited intellectualist
view of myth epitomized by the Victorian anthro-
pologist Edward Burnett Tylor (1832–1917). Yet
Lévi-Strauss is severely critical of Tylor, for whom
nonliterate peoples concoct myth rather than
science because they think less critically than mod-
erns. For Lévi-Strauss, nonliterate peoples create
myth because they think differently from moderns,
but no less rigorously.

In Lévi-Strauss’s view, myth expresses nonliter-
ate, or ‘‘primitive,’’ thinking. Primitive thinking
deals with phenomena qualitatively rather than, like
modern thinking, quantitatively. It focuses on the
observable, sensory, concrete aspects of phenom-
ena rather than, like modern thinking, on the
unobservable, non-sensory, abstract ones. Yet anti-
thetically to Tylor, Lévi-Strauss considers myth no
less scientific than modern science. Myth is science,
not the mere forerunner to science. Myth is primi-
tive science, but not thereby inferior science.

If myth is an instance of primitive thinking
because it deals with concrete phenomena, it is an
instance of thinking itself because it classifies phe-
nomena. Lévi-Strauss maintains that all humans
think in the form of classifications, specifically pairs
of oppositions, and project them onto the world.
Among the many cultural phenomena that express
these oppositions, myth is distinctive in resolving
or, more accurately, tempering the oppositions it
expresses. Those contradictions are to be found not
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at the level of the plot but at the deeper level that
Lévi-Strauss famously calls the ‘‘structure.’’

All the contradictions expressed are apparen-
tly reducible to instances of the fundamental contra-
diction between ‘‘nature’’ and ‘‘culture.’’ That
contradiction stems from the conflict that humans
experience between themselves as animals, and
therefore a part of nature, and themselves as human
beings, and therefore a part of culture. This conflict
had long been noted by Jean-Jacques Rousseau
(1712–1778), Sigmund Freud (1856–1939), and
many others, but for Lévi-Strauss it originates in
the mind, rather than in experience. The mind
thinks ‘‘oppositionally’’ and projects oppositions
onto the world, where they are experienced as if
they were in the world itself.

Lévi-Strauss’s clearest examples of the conflict
between nature and culture are the oppositions in
myths between raw and cooked food, wild and tame
animals, and incest and exogamy. It is much less
clear how other recurrent oppositions of his, such
as those between sun and moon, hot and cold, high
and low, male and female, and life and death, sym-
bolize the split between nature and culture rather
than a split within nature. Similarly, it is far from
clear how oppositions such as those of sister versus
wife and of matrilocal versus patrilocal kinship sym-
bolize other than a split within culture.

Lévi-Strauss distinguishes his ‘‘structuralist’’
approach to myth from the ‘‘narrative’’ approaches
of all other theories, which adhere to the plot of
myth. The plot, or ‘‘diachronic dimension,’’ of a
myth is that, say, event A leads to event B, which
leads to event C, which leads to event D. The struc-
ture, or ‘‘synchronic dimension,’’ is either that events
A and B constitute an opposition mediated by event
C or, as in the Oedipus myth, that events A and B,
which constitute the same opposition, are to each
other as events C and D, an analogous opposition,
are to each other. The structure is exactly the expres-
sion and tempering of contradictions.

Overall, Lévi-Strauss strives to decipher the
unconscious grammar of myth. To demonstrate
that myths, seemingly the most random of artifacts,
actually adhere to a tight logic is for Lévi-Strauss to
demonstrate that their creators do as well. While
Lévi-Strauss writes about nonliterate peoples
almost exclusively—his analysis of Oedipus is an
exception—he really writes to show that all human

beings are akin. ‘‘Savage’’ and modern thought are
variant expressions of a common human mind.

Lévi-Strauss claims to have been much influ-
enced by Karl Marx (1818–1883), whose concept
of a dialectic purportedly underlies the structure
of a myth. But Lévi-Strauss’s focus on the unchang-
ing nature of the mind, on the consummate
rationality of the mind, on the mind as indepen-
dent of society, and on myths as similar worldwide
led to the association of structuralism with a reac-
tionary ideology. Consequently structuralism was
taken by some observers as typifying the modernity
against which postmodernism positioned itself.

See also France; Jakobson, Roman; Saussure, Ferdinand de.
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LEWIS, WYNDHAM (1882–1957), English
writer and painter.

Percy Wyndham Lewis was born in Canada and
moved to England with his family at age six.
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Abandoned by his American father, he was raised

by his English mother, who ran a laundering busi-

ness in north London. At the age of sixteen he

received a prestigious scholarship to the Slade

School of Art but was later ejected for unruly

behavior. For the next decade he lived a bohemian

life supported by his mother, spending time in

Madrid, Munich, and Paris. He published his first

short story, ‘‘The Pole,’’ in 1909 and by 1910

seemed poised to become a writer. But in 1911

he contributed to his first group exhibition: his

paintings were immediately noticed by critics,

who admired his taut, vigorous draftsmanship.

Within a year he was producing major paintings

that drew on the idiom of contemporary cubism

yet elaborated a distinctly personal style: pictures of

strange automatons, their faces locked in rigid

grimaces, who stagger through desolate fields of

piercing arcs and angles.

It was a propitious moment. Roger Fry’s

famous exhibition of postimpressionist artists had

taken place in December 1910, followed by the

first exhibition of futurist painting in early 1912,

prompting unprecedented debate about contem-

porary art. Lewis admired the concerted polemical

onslaught the futurists had mounted and resolved

to shape a movement of his own. Teaming up with

Ezra Pound, he launched vorticism with Blast, an

avant-garde journal bristling with pugnacious

manifestos and typography.

Lewis, briefly, became a celebrity. But he was

also leading a double life. His illegitimate children,

born in 1911 and 1913, were being cared for by his

aging mother, and in 1919 and 1920 he had two

more, these entrusted to a home for orphans. After

serving as an artillery gunner during World War I,

Lewis returned to face ever-mounting debts. He

held major exhibitions in 1921 and 1937, but

neither could rectify his indigence. He turned to

portraiture, and while he produced modern mas-

terpieces, including several of T. S. Eliot, he failed

to earn a viable income. He also took up writing in

earnest, issuing massive volumes of philosophical

and cultural criticism such as The Art of Being
Ruled (1926) and Time and Western Man (1927)

and novels such as The Apes of God (1930), a mor-

dant satire on wealthy bohemia, blemished by

undercurrents of anti-Semitism.

In 1930 he married Gladys Anne Hoskins.

That same year he cobbled together a biography

of Adolf Hitler, the first in any language. The

research was poor, the writing sloppy, and by

1933, when the climate of opinion had irrevocably

altered, passersby would spit at shop windows dis-

playing the book. Lewis’s reputation was perma-

nently damaged.

Undeterred, Lewis continued to produce travel

books, novels, topical commentary, and occasional

portraits. In 1937 he published The Revenge for

Love, a novel of deceit and betrayal set against the

background of the Spanish civil war. It brought no

relief to his desperate financial straits. Lewis left for

the United States and Canada in 1939, but com-

missions failed to materialize there.

When he returned to England in 1945, Lewis

faced arrears of rent and unpaid taxes. He also

learned that he was going blind. For some years a

tumor had been growing in his brain, slowly crush-

ing his optic nerves. Lewis completed his last por-

trait in 1949 and two years later publicly announced

his blindness. His last years were spent writing the

novels Monstre Gai and Malign Fiesta (both pub-

lished in 1955). In 1956, only eight months before

his death, his paintings were the subject of a major

retrospective exhibition at the Tate Gallery.

See also Cubism; Modernism; Pound, Ezra.
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LIBERALISM. A European living in 1930, or

even in 1970, would certainly have been astounded

to learn that liberalism had outlived the twentieth

century and even begun to dominate Europe at the

beginning of the twenty-first. To understand this,

one must remember that Europeans experienced

the period between the outbreak of World War I
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in 1914 and the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 as a
continual and repeated crisis of liberalism.

The history of liberalism between 1914 and the

early twenty-first century is thus a rather curious

one, for it is the history of a death followed by a

resurrection. It is worth bearing in mind, however,

that the definition of liberalism varies depending

on which of its several aspects is under considera-

tion. Even putting matters at their simplest, at least

five dimensions must be taken into account: judi-

cial liberalism, according to which rights protect all

the freedoms required for the unfettered develop-

ment of the individual; constitutional liberalism, or

political arrangements designed to prevent or limit

the concentration, concealment, or abuse of power;

political liberalism, in which major political parties

seek to promote their doctrine among the masses;

economic liberalism, which assigns priority to free

enterprise; and finally, too often overlooked, the

moral and cultural liberalism that preaches toler-

ance for diverse opinions and behavior. These dif-
ferent facets together form the variegated picture
offered by liberalism after 1914.

POST–WORLD WAR I: LIBERALISM IN CRISIS

One thing, though, can hardly be contested: liber-
alism as it came into being in the nineteenth cen-
tury was the first victim of World War I. So great
was the war’s impact that all dimensions of liberal-
ism may be said to have been thrown into question,
including the moral one, whose retreat was clearly
reflected by men’s increased power over women, by
the new tension between the generations, and by
an increased repression of abortion in the context
of policies designed to boost the birthrate.

The severest blow to liberalism was of an intel-
lectual and philosophical order. Many thoughtful
Europeans in the 1920s felt that their civilization
was no longer liberal in its essence. The notion of
moral progress had been shattered by the military
exactions deliberately visited upon civilian popula-
tions (bombing, imprisonment, expulsions). Any
notion of a law-governed community of nations
(droit des gens) or of a peace founded on interna-
tional law had been reduced to a mockery by the
war aims of the various belligerents (including the
annexation of foreign territories, the economic
subjugation of conquered peoples, and the forced

removal of populations). Neither the draconian
economic measures decreed by the Treaty of
Versailles (and denounced by John Maynard
Keynes), nor the League of Nations, whose actions
were for the most part ineffective, could restore the
idea of a European civilization.

The mass slaughter of World War I was per-
ceived as the destruction of the very principles in
whose defense that war had been waged. The insti-
tution of press censorship, the opening of the mail,
and restrictions on the freedom to buy and sell, and
on travel and assembly, meant that all the liberties
that had hitherto defined the individual’s everyday
relationship to a liberal order had been curtailed or
suspended; what was more, they had been abridged
by states, parties, or politicians who continued to
call themselves liberal. It would be fair to say,
however, albeit something of a generalization, that
in the wake of the war European culture, as
expressed through the arts, literature, and philoso-
phy, became antiliberal, rejecting reason and indi-
vidualism and embracing violence.

It was in the economic sphere that the crisis of
liberalism was most acutely felt. The great crash of
1929 is often looked upon as the catalyst of the
crisis of liberal capitalism, but so far as Europe was
concerned, and in terms of public perceptions,
economic liberalism had already been deeply
wounded by the great financial and monetary
upheavals of the 1920s. For the European middle
class, liberalism as it existed prior to 1914 was
founded not on credit and consumption but rather
on the traditional forms of rent, thrift, and inheri-
tance. The inflation, rising prices, and currency
devaluation especially rampant in countries such
as Germany ruined (in both senses of the term)
the bourgeois forms of wealth, revenue from which
depended on stable prices and the convertibility of
national currencies into gold.

For the population at large, it was faith in the
‘‘laws’’ of the economy that was exploded by the
developments of the 1920s and 1930s. How could
one continue to believe in a liberal economy gov-
erned by an invisible hand, dispensing worldwide
justice and prosperity, when one’s own experience
included multiple currency devaluations, mass
unemployment (10 to 12 percent of the active
population in Great Britain in the 1920s), rife
stock-market speculation, and the manifest inability
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of liberal governments to introduce adequate poli-
cies in response? Economic liberalism as a set of
social beliefs, including the possibility of steady
self-enrichment, the prospect of passing on a sig-
nificant inheritance, and the presumption that it
was reasonable to plan for the future, was thus
critically compromised as the century proceeded.
Only a new liberalism founded on consumption,
credit, immediate remuneration in the form of sal-
aries, and massive social mobility—a kind of liberal-
ism that most continental European countries
would not experience until the 1960s—would
restore a collective sense of confidence in liberal
capitalism.

In Great Britain, the ‘‘fall’’ of the Liberal Party
brought much grist to the mill for those who fore-
told the utter demise of liberalism. The party,
which had still dominated British political life at
the beginning of the war, emerged from the con-
flict deeply divided. The Liberals were at logger-
heads on almost every major issue: the acceptability
of economic intervention by the state; the partition
of Ireland; the type of social reforms called for; the
return to the gold standard (abandoned in 1931);
free trade (abandoned in 1932); and the relation-
ship between the nation and its colonial empire. In
point of fact, the Liberal Party, divided as it was
between David Lloyd George and Herbert Henry
Asquith, was now the third political force in the
country, behind the Conservative and Labour
Parties; and, despite a certain revival in the 1970s,
it remained in that position for the rest of the
century. Liberals experienced a comparable collapse
in numerous other European countries, and often
for the same reasons (Norway, Sweden, Belgium,
Denmark). Long in the majority, if not the parlia-
mentary leadership, before 1914, liberal parties
were relegated to the position of a structural mi-
nority everywhere in postwar Europe.

In France, the parties inspired by liberalism had
always been split between moderate (Democratic
Alliance Party) and radical republicans (Radical
Party), but all tendencies had heretofore shared
the same cultural attachment to economic liberal-
ism and the same commitment to predominantly
parliamentary institutions. In the course of the
1920s and 1930s, however, this common French
liberal culture suffered a deep crisis: liberal politi-
cians went so far as to criticize or reject the basic

assumptions of liberalism, whether economic, as
with the defense of a planned economy by the
younger generation of radicals, or political, as with
the call for a ‘‘strong’’ government overriding the
parliamentary principle. By the mid-1930s, chal-
lenged on the one side by extreme right-wing
leagues and on the other by powerful communist
and socialist parties, French liberal republicanism
had lost most of an influence that it was destined
never to regain.

The Weimar Republic (1919–1933) is probably
the most studied case of a general crisis of liberal-
ism, one that combined not only a crisis of the
liberal parties, a crisis in liberal institutions, and a
crisis of liberal doctrine, but also arguably a crisis in
liberal political mores, as moderation, the rule of
law, and a public discourse governed by rational
argument were challenged by rising violence, intim-
idation, sloganeering, and street propaganda.
Both the right liberals of the Deutsche Volkspartei
and the left liberals of the Deutsche Demokratische
Partei were obliterated by the dual challenge of
the nationalist and the Marxist parties. Though
the liberals (specifically Hugo Preuss) had inspired
the constitutional compromise of 1919, they drew
no benefit from it; instead they were accused of
treason for having accepted the Treaty of
Versailles, of economic failure on account of infla-
tion and of the currency crisis, and of political
impotence as demonstrated by the instability of
their ministerial cabinets. Liberalism had become
the straw man of all political diatribes, be they
driven by nationalist resentment or by the desire
for radical social change. Cultural and artistic atti-
tudes, themselves shot through by violence and
radicalism, also hastened the crisis of liberal values.
It is well worth recalling that Adolf Hitler’s coming
to power in January 1933 took place against the
tripartite backdrop of the liberal parties’ defeats, the
crisis of liberal constitutionalism (as decrees and
presidential ordinances replaced genuine parliamen-
tary legislation), and the failure of intellectual and
moral liberalism betokened by the triumph of vio-
lence and maximalism over rationality.

In not a few European countries that adopted
neo-authoritarian regimes it was the weakness of
liberalism—notably of liberal institutions, of judi-
cial and constitutional liberalism—rather than the
strength of authoritarian or fascist ideology that
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supplied the lever. Even the liberal democrats
acknowledged this: liberalism was its own worst
enemy. The image it presented in the face of a
dysfunctional economy (whose crisis was only
aggravated by the liberal policy of budgetary defla-
tion), in the face of authoritarian governments, or
in the face of international diplomatic crises, was
one of impotence.

POST–WORLD WAR II: LIMITED APPEAL

The disfavor into which liberalism had fallen
explained the ambiguous nature of the reconstruc-
tion of the so-called liberal democracies after 1945.
Nazism and fascism were vanquished; the antilib-
eral Far Right was discredited; yet the disappear-
ance of these rivals in no way heralded liberalism’s
return to grace. True, the shock caused by the
revelation of Nazi crimes gave a significant fillip
to liberalism as the guarantor of the basic rights
of human beings. The idea that these rights must
be protected by constitutions and declarations of
first principles rather than abandoned to the vicis-
situdes of political majorities was decisively reaf-
firmed. Both international law (witness the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948)
and national constitutional law (for example, the
Federal Constitutional Tribunal created in 1951
for West Germany or the French Constitutional
Council of 1958) strove, in accordance with the
intellectual legacy of the eminent jurist Hans
Kelsen (1881–1973), to perpetuate the rule of
law (in the European sense of an État de droit or
Rechtsstaat). But, broadly speaking, in the Europe
of 1945, liberalism had by no means retrieved its
former status as the most popular political philoso-
phy—and certainly not in the economic and social
realms.

It is sometimes suggested that the economic
and social system instituted in western Europe after
1945 had liberal roots. William Beveridge is usually
cited in this connection for his contribution to the
British welfare state, with its major public services
providing protections against the ravages of illness,
unemployment, old age, and poverty; and John
Maynard Keynes is credited for his economic pre-
scriptions justifying social spending and voluntary
budgetary deficits. The contribution of liberalism
here should not be overestimated, however.
During these early postwar years, with their
emphasis on the nationalization of big business

and often on economic planning, liberals, be they
economists, politicians, or high civil servants, were
largely relegated to the background. In fact the
advent of the welfare state served only to divide
European liberals once again: on the one hand
were those (such as Friedrich Hayek) who were
hostile to the very idea of economic and social
intervention by the state, and on the other hand
those who accepted a compromise with the social
democrats in the shape of a ‘‘social market’’ econ-
omy. Where political parties calling themselves lib-
eral still existed, they tended (except in Denmark,
Sweden, and Norway, where they were more solid)
to be small intermediate parties capable at most of
adding their weight to coalitions of one kind or
another, as in the cases of the German Free
Democratic Party, the Italian Liberal Party, the
French Centre National des Indépendants, or the
Belgian Liberal Reform Party. These small liberal
parties no longer represented anybody except partic-
ular minority sectors—liberal professions, artisans,
small businessmen, or farmers—who had been
forgotten or ignored by newly established social
democratic regimes.

Liberalism did not disappear altogether between
the 1940s and the 1970s, but this was due solely to
its survival in an intellectual sense and to a continued
niche existence within the other great political tra-
ditions. Thus liberal features were easier to recog-
nize in the Christian social democratic movements
of Alcide De Gasperi in Italy or Ludwig Erhard in
Germany, with their attachment to the principles of
competition and a stable currency, or even among
some social democrats, than in liberal parties prone
at times to drift into the politics of protest or
populism, confining themselves to a critique of
state bureaucracy and the social burdens imposed
by fiscal inequities. Liberal attitudes on rational
planning in a free market economy persisted too
among high technocrats and functionaries, such as
Jacques Rueff or Jean Monnet in France, or in the
pressure groups of industrialists. It was as though
liberalism had abandoned the political realm to
other tendencies and no longer needed to engage
in politics in the electoral sense.

LATE TWENTIETH CENTURY: RESURGENCE

Then came the last great surprise of the twentieth
century: the almost triumphal ‘‘return’’ of
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liberalism. The economic crisis of the 1970s had
the opposite effect to the antiliberal reaction of the
1930s. No longer a scapegoat, liberalism became a
kind of miracle remedy.

In Great Britain, the political success of Margaret
Thatcher, prime minister from 1979 to 1990, was
based on a return to the social ethic of economic
liberalism. Her policies, embracing anti-inflationary
measures, privatization, reduced taxation, and the
economic disengagement of the state, were under-
pinned not only by new economic theories (mone-
tarism and the emphasis on supply rather than
demand) but above all by an appeal to the values of
hard work and individual merit as opposed to what
she called a ‘‘culture of dependence’’ produced by
the welfare-state era. Thatcherist neoliberalism has
been adopted, though often in considerably modi-
fied form, as the political credo of many European
governments since the 1980s, among them the
administrations of Jacques Chirac, Édouard
Balladur, and Alain Juppé in France, Helmut Kohl
in Germany, José Maria Aznar in Spain, and Silvio
Berlusconi in Italy. The only social features of the
welfare state still defended everywhere are health
services and unemployment protection—often in a
reconceived version, as in Holland, Sweden, Finland,
Norway, and Denmark.

There was more to liberalism’s rebirth, how-
ever, than the fact that it effectively addressed eco-
nomic crisis. The critique of European communism
and its subsequent collapse brought a new intellec-
tual and political generation into the liberal fold.
Beginning in the 1970s, broad criticism of com-
munist regimes put the defense of basic freedoms
back on the order of the day, including freedom of
information, freedom of expression, and freedom
to practice one’s religion. Once the communist
regimes were gone, an economic liberalism holding
out the prospect of rapid access to the consumer
society, of free enterprise, and of geographical and
social mobility, exercised a pronounced power of
seduction over a portion of public opinion in for-
merly communist countries, most of all among
young people.

The construction of the European Union (EU)
also had an impact on the liberal renaissance. From
the outset (the Treaty of Rome of 1957), liberal
principles underlay a project driven by the wish to
transcend international conflicts through peaceful

cooperation among states. When the institutional
process of European integration resumed with the
Single European Act in 1986, the Maastricht
Treaty in 1992, the formal completion of the single
market in 1993, and the introduction of the single
currency in 2002, these developments paralleled
the successes of neoliberal policies within member
nations. And indeed liberal conceptions of free
trade, deregulation, and the disengagement of the
state from economic management also informed
(and still inform) the main decisions taken at the
European level. The progression of EU member-
ship from fifteen to twenty-five states, including
the incorporation of former communist countries,
has even further strengthened the influence of eco-
nomic, judicial, and philosophical liberalism within
pan-European institutions.

It is therefore tempting to conclude that liberal-
ism has experienced a perfect resuscitation, as though
the beneficiary of an egregious instance of the cun-
ning of history after the successive disappearances
of the great mass ideologies of the twentieth
century—nationalism, fascism, Nazism, commun-
ism, and socialism. There can be no doubt that
liberalism in its economic and judicial dimensions
was far more solid in the first years of the twenty-
first century than it was in either 1930 or 1950. Yet
there is something ambiguous about this ‘‘victory’’
of liberalism.

EARLY TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY: DIVISIONS

In the first place, there has been no corresponding
renaissance of the great liberal political parties of an
earlier day, founded exclusively on the liberal credo.
Strong in some senses but weak in others, liberal-
ism is widely dispersed—discernible as easily in the
British Conservative Party as among continental
Social Democrats; it has no single incarnation.
Precisely because of this broad, almost hegemonic
presence, European liberalism is still the butt of
sharp criticism from vast mass political movements.
These may be of the Far Right, claiming that lib-
eralism threatens the integrity of the nation, or of
the Far Left, arguing that in its globalizing phase
liberalism destroys social bonds.

Second, compared with nineteenth-century lib-
eralism, neoliberalism seems seriously lopsided,
being far more legal and economic in nature
than political and constitutional. From the
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constitutional standpoint, in fact, liberalism is visi-
bly in retreat: neoliberal experiments, notably in
Great Britain and Italy, have been characterized
by a personalized and media-driven exercise of
power, a centralization of decision-making, and a
marked decline in parliamentary process.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the
aspect of liberalism that has perhaps made the
most headway since the 1960s is the cultural and
social emancipation implied by the progress of
feminism, the extension of gay rights, and the
transformation of the family and of mores. This
kind of liberalism has nourished left-wing political
culture but not that of the neoliberal Right. Left
liberals are inclined to defend minority and
women’s rights and to embrace multiculturalism
while frequently remaining opposed to economic
liberalism, whereas neoliberals often ally them-
selves with such neoconservative demands as a
return to the traditional family and the defense
of moral and even religious values. Partisans of
cultural liberalism are thus prone to find themselves
in direct opposition to partisans of economic liberal-
ism, so that the idea of a liberal movement that is
fundamentally split is as pertinent in the early
twenty-first century as it ever was.

See also Asquith, Herbert Henry; Beveridge, William;
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LIEBKNECHT, KARL (1871–1919),
socialist agitator and a founder of the German
Communist Party.

Karl Liebknecht was the son of Wilhelm
Liebknecht (1826–1900), a prominent leader of

the socialist movement from its beginnings in the
1860s. Karl Liebknecht studied jurisprudence at
the universities of Leipzig and Berlin and com-
pleted his doctoral degree in 1897 (Würzburg).
After qualifying as an attorney in private practice,
Karl and his brother, Theodor, established their
own law firm, and Karl earned renown as an able
defender of political radicals in high-profile trials.
His public role as a socialist politician began when
he won a seat on the Berlin city council (November
1901), and subsequently he was elected to the
Prussian state parliament (1908), a victory notable
for the fact that it occurred while he was serving
a prison sentence for high treason. In 1903 and
1907 he campaigned unsuccessfully for a Reichstag
seat in the extremely conservative district of
Potsdam-Spandau-Osthavelland but emerged vic-
torious there in the election of January 1912.

Liebknecht sought to advance the cause of
socialism by emphasizing particular issues—antimil-
itarism, the youth movement, anti-tsarism, and
Prussian suffrage reform—and routinely promoted
radical policies unacceptable to the Social
Democratic leadership. In vain he urged Social
Democrats to launch a vigorous fight against mili-
tarism, including the dissemination of propaganda
in the army and navy. He addressed his antimilita-
rism directly to youth, especially as one of the found-
ers of the Socialist Youth International (1907),
and presented a comprehensive exposition of his
arguments in Militarism and Antimilitarism
(Militarismus und Antimilitarismus, 1907). Legal
authorities used this publication as the basis for
charging Liebknecht with high treason, for which
he was tried (October 1907), convicted, and sen-
tenced to eighteen months’ fortress detention.
Despite incarceration, Liebknecht continued his
attacks on tsarism and his demands for Prussian
suffrage reform, advocating the use of a general
strike to effect changes in the electoral system.
Regardless of Liebknecht’s public prominence, his
radical positions tended to isolate him from the
other Social Democratic leaders.

The outbreak of World War I (1 August 1914)
confronted international socialism with a major cri-
sis. For years Liebknecht had demanded that socia-
lists do everything possible to prevent and oppose
war. However, when the German government
immediately requested additional funds, the vast
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majority of the socialist deputies supported the cred-

its. Liebknecht and thirteen other deputies argued

unsuccessfully that the party should reject any action

that implied support of the war. In the end, how-

ever, the radical minority also submitted to party

discipline and the whole delegation voted for the

war credits (4 August 1914). Nonetheless, as

annexationists voiced their expansionist aims,

Liebknecht and like-minded opponents of the war

formed the International Group, which later evolved

into the Spartacist League (Spartakusbund). Even

then Liebknecht still stood alone, as he cast the only

vote against the second war credits bill (2 December

1914), an act that, along with his inflammatory

speeches, made him anathema to the great majority

of Social Democratic deputies. Party leaders prohib-

ited him from speaking in the name of Social

Democracy and in effect expelled him from the

delegation (February 1915). A few days later the

government, wishing to silence him, drafted

Liebknecht into the army, but he would not be

silent and during the same year published The
Class Struggle in War (1915; Klassenkampf gegen
den Krieg), a telling exposure of militarism, capital-

ism, and the war. In February 1916 Liebknecht,

Rosa Luxemburg, Franz Mehring, and others in

the International Group founded the Spartacus
Letters (Spartakusbriefe) to disseminate their critique

of the war. At a huge antiwar demonstration in

Potsdam Square in Berlin on the evening of 1 May

1916, Liebknecht, wearing his military uniform,

spoke passionately against the war. Within hours

he was arrested, tried for high treason, and sen-

tenced to prison for a total of four years, six months.

He did not serve the full term but was released from

prison on 23 October 1918.

Liebknecht immediately threw himself into the

revolutionary turmoil, and on 9 November 1918,

impulsively but ineffectively, declared the birth of a

German socialist republic. He refused in any way to

collaborate with the provisional government led by

the majority Social Democrats and turned his back

on all parliamentary institutions. Instead he called

for a government based on workers’ and soldiers’

councils—influenced by the Bolsheviks—and then

played a leading role in transforming the Spartacist

League into the German Communist Party (30

December 1918–1 January 1919). Consistent with

his impetuous nature, he joined fully in the ill-advised

call on 5 January 1919 for an insurrection to over-
throw the government. Within days the infamous
right-wing Freikorps brutally suppressed the upris-
ing, and on 15 January Liebknecht and Luxemburg
were captured, severely beaten, and murdered.

Liebknecht left essentially a one-dimensional
legacy. The manner of his death raised him, along
with Luxemburg, to the pantheon of Communist
martyrs. Vladimir Lenin, Joseph Stalin, and the
Russian communists embraced Liebknecht’s heri-
tage because it contained nothing, in contrast to
that of Rosa Luxemburg, that in any way challenged
their actions or ideology. The former German
Democratic Republic (East Germany) celebrated
Liebknecht’s work as a foundation on which that
state was built. Although Liebknecht wrote exten-
sively, theory was not his strength. His chief
contribution to the history of socialism lay in his
unquestioned courage as an agitator and man of
action, whether in the courtroom, in speaking fer-
vently to crowds and demonstrators, or addressing
parliament with provocative proposals.

See also Luxemburg, Rosa; Spartacists; Zetkin, Clara.
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VERNON L. LIDTKE
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LISSITZKY, EL (1890–1941), Russian paint-
er, graphic artist, and designer.

During the 1920s and 1930s El Lissitzky did
more than any other artist to define a practice of

1664 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

L I S S I T Z K Y , E L



graphic design in the Soviet Union. Early in his
career he collaborated actively with members of
the European avant-garde, but after his return
home in 1925 he worked almost exclusively for
the Soviet regime.

Born in the town of Polshinok in the Pale of
Settlement, a Jewish enclave in Russia, Lissitzky
studied painting as a young man with the artist
Yehuda Pen before going to Darmstadt, Germany,
in 1909 to study architecture. Returning to Russia
at the outbreak of World War I, he worked as an
architect in Moscow, while exhibiting his paintings
with avant-garde groups and collaborating with
Marc Chagall and other artists interested in creat-
ing a modern Jewish art. He also began to illustrate
Jewish children’s books and to work actively with
Jewish organizations, including the Kultur Lige in
Kiev. Perhaps his best-known book illustrations in
this genre were for Chad gadya (One billy goat),
which he completed in 1917.

In 1919 Chagall, who became the commis-
sioner for artistic affairs in the town of Vitebsk,
invited Lissitzky to head an architecture and print-
ing workshop at the local art school there. When
the suprematist artist Kazimir Malevich joined
the school’s faculty, Lissitzky, with other professors
and students, became a member of Malevich’s
UNOVIS group and adopted some of suprema-
tism’s visual language of geometric forms. But
Lissitzky developed his own approach to painting,
which he called the Proun (an acronym for Project
for a New Art). Unlike Malevich, Lissitzky created
canvases with architectonic structures, declaring
that to fully understand his paintings, the viewer
had to consider them from multiple perspectives.
Lissitzky was later to call these pictures way stations
between painting and architecture. While in
Vitebsk, he also produced several propaganda post-
ers for the Red Army, the best known of which is
‘‘Beat the Whites with the Red Wedge.’’

In 1921 Lissitzky left for Europe, where he
spent four years. Initially he lived in Berlin, where
he collaborated with the Scythians, a Russian émi-
gré group, for whom he designed several issues of
an avant-garde magazine, Veshch (Object). This
publication was intended as a cultural bridge
between Russians in Europe and in the Soviet
Union. He also worked with a community of
Jewish artists as well as with Theo van Doesburg,

the founder of the De Stijl movement, and Kurt
Schwitters, the Dada artist who established his
one-man Merz movement in Hanover. While in

Europe, Lissitzky saw the publication of his
children’s book Of Two Squares, which he had

designed in Vitebsk, as well as a book of poems
by Vladimir Mayakovsky, For the Voice. The two

books were among the first avant-garde publica-
tions to interest German graphic designers, includ-
ing Jan Tschichold, who recognized Lissitzky as

one of the forerunners of the ‘‘new typography’’
that he promoted in the 1920s.

After recuperating from tuberculosis in

Switzerland for about two years, Lissitzky re-
turned to the Soviet Union and began to take on

commissions for the state. Among the first was the
All-Union Printing Trades Exhibition. This was
followed by a commission to design the mammoth

exhibit on the Soviet press, which the Soviet gov-
ernment presented at the Pressa, an international

survey of the world press that opened in Cologne
in 1928. The Pressa design was the first of four
state-sponsored displays that Lissitzky created for

foreign exhibitions, the other three being the
section on Soviet film and photography for the

Werkbund exhibition Film und Foto of 1929 as
well as displays for the International Fur Trade

Exhibition and the International Hygiene Exhibi-
tion in 1930.

Following his return to Moscow, Lissitzky also

joined the faculty of the Vhkutemas, the state

design school, where he taught in the department

of interior design. One of the major projects that

he and his students worked on was the design for a

small flat in a new communal building. Lissitzky

continued as well to design books and periodicals

for the government. His major work as a publica-

tion designer was for the propaganda journal USSR

in Construction, which was published between

1930 and 1941. For this publication, Lissitzky

designed almost twenty-five issues, some with his

wife, Sophie. He developed a narrative style that

combined photographs, drawings, text, and some-

times pictorial statistics in order to tell a story.

In the early years of the journal’s publication,

Lissitzky’s designs portrayed heroic feats such as

the construction of the Dnieper dam and power

station, but by the late 1930s, the journal served as
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a mask for the purges and harsh conditions of

collective labor imposed by Joseph Stalin. In

1941, the year he died of tuberculosis, Lissitzky

received his last commission—three posters to abet

the Soviet war effort.

See also Chagall, Marc; Malevich, Kazimir; Painting,
Avant-Garde; Socialist Realism.
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VICTOR MARGOLIN

n

LITHUANIA. Lithuania’s uneasy existence as
a nation in the twentieth century was shaped by its
location on the frontier between Eastern and
Western Europe and the diversity of its inhabitants,
a fate shared in large part with its Baltic neighbors,

Beat the Whites with the Red Wedge. Poster by El Lissitzky, c. 1919. SNARK/ART RESOURCE, NY
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Latvia and Estonia. Predominantly Roman
Catholic, ethnic Lithuanians speak a Baltic lan-
guage. This linguistic identity has served as a basis
for nation building since the mid-nineteenth
century.

Until the 1990s the writing of Lithuania’s
twentieth-century history was hampered in the
West by limited access to archival material, and in
Lithuania by the need to conform to the ortho-
doxies of Soviet historiography. Recently, histor-
ians have moved away from nationalist narratives,
paying more attention to the ethnic groups that
have been part of the Lithuanian state. Significant
work has been done on Lithuanian Jews, though
the Holocaust in Lithuania is only now undergoing
closer study. Other ethnic minorities, such as the
Poles, still await studies in English.

1914–1920

In 1914 most of the territory inhabited by ethnic
Lithuanians was part of the Russian Empire, into
which Lithuania had been incorporated at the
end of the eighteenth century after two hundred
years of a shared commonwealth with Poland. Of
the approximately 2.7 million inhabitants most
Lithuanians were peasants, while the major cities
were populated by Jews, Russians, and Poles, with
ethnic Lithuanians a minority. From the mid-
nineteenth century a small educated elite had suc-
cessfully developed a national consciousness among
the Lithuanian-speaking population.

Having declared war on Russia, German forces
occupied Lithuania in 1915. Taking advantage of
the situation created by the Russian Revolution
and Germany’s eastern interests, the Lithuanian
National Council issued a declaration of indepen-
dence on 16 February 1918. It took two years,
however, before the Republic of Lithuania was
recognized internationally. During this time the
Red Army invaded from the east, while White
Russian forces entered from the north. The
Lithuanians responded by hastily organizing a
volunteer army. In 1920 Poland took Vilnius, which
Lithuanians considered their historic capital, forcing
the new republic’s government to move to Kaunas.

1920–1939

The 1923 census revealed a population just over
two million: 84.2 percent Lithuanians, 7.6 percent

Jews, 3.2 percent Poles, 2.5 percent Russians, and
smaller numbers of Germans, Latvians, Belorusians,
Ukrainians, Tatars, Karaim, and Roma.

The first constitution, framed in 1922, estab-
lished a liberal democracy with a parliament
(Seimas) and a president at the republic’s head. A
new independent farming class emerged from the
land reform, initiated in 1922, whereby land was
confiscated from the larger landowners, usually
local Polish-speaking gentry, and redistributed to
veterans of the volunteer armies, landless peasants,
and those with small landholdings. Consequently,
interwar Lithuania’s economy was dominated by
agriculture, with exports of meat and dairy prod-
ucts to Germany and Great Britain. In 1922 the
litas was established as the national currency. On
17 December 1926 an army-organized coup
installed the right-wing Nationalist Union leader,
Antanas Smetona (1874–1944), as president. By
May of the following year, parliament was dis-
solved, with a new constitution, increasing the
president’s powers, instituted in 1928.

The interwar period witnessed a lively cultural
life with advances in art, literature, and music. By
1932 the number of children attending schools had
more than doubled. Illiteracy, which affected a
third of the population in 1923, was significantly
reduced. In 1922 a new university was established
in Kaunas. Basketball was entrenched as a national
sport when the Lithuanian team won the European
championship in 1937 and 1939. The Catholic
Church, to which about 80 percent of the popula-
tion belonged, played a significant role in educa-
tion. Clergy could also be found in parliament,
especially in the ranks of the Christian Democrats.

The sizable ethnic minorities established their
own schools. The Jews, comprising the largest
minority, formed a Jewish National Council that
operated in conjunction with the short-lived
Ministry of Jewish Affairs. Lithuanian Poles made
up the second largest ethnic minority. Their activ-
ity was often curtailed by the Lithuanian gov-
ernment as a reprisal against the treatment of
Lithuanians in Poland.

The conflict with Poland over Vilnius was not
resolved during the interwar period. Access to the
Baltic, however, was established when, in 1923,
Lithuania seized the port city of Klaipėda, which
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was former German territory. Otherwise, Lithuania
maintained neutrality.

1939–1945

During the Second World War, Lithuania was
occupied in turn by both the Soviets and Nazi
Germany. On 23 August 1939, just a week before
invading Poland, Germany signed the Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact with the USSR, establishing
spheres of influence. The Baltic states fell to the
Soviets. On 10 October 1939 Lithuania signed an
agreement with the Soviets, in which the latter
were given permission to create military bases on
Lithuanian territory, in exchange for Vilnius. The
following year the Soviets, accusing Lithuania of
kidnapping several soldiers, issued an ultimatum
that led to the Soviet invasion of Lithuania on 15
June 1940. A year later, in June 1941, the Soviets
deported between 16,200 and 30,000 inhabitants
to Siberia and the northern reaches of Russia.
Shortly thereafter the Soviets themselves fled the
advancing Germans. During the Nazi occupation,
220,000 Jews were murdered. The Soviets’ return
in the summer of 1944 caused 60,000 Lithuanians
to flee to the West, thus adding to an already
significant émigré community.

1945–1991

When the Second World War ended, Lithuania was
a Soviet Socialist Republic (SSR), though the Soviet
annexation was not recognized unanimously in the
West. Lithuania now had Vilnius as its capital.

The government and Communist Party of the
Lithuanian SSR, led for almost thirty years by
Antanas Sniečkus (1903–1974), had a high pro-
portion of ethnic Lithuanians, which helped to
stem the russification of the new Soviet republic.

The years immediately after the war were
marked by conflict between the occupying forces
and the Lithuanian resistance movement. Guerrilla
fighters impeded the collectivization of farms,
curbed the numbers of Soviet settlers brought into
the country, and slowed the development of heavy
industry. Collectivization was, nevertheless, imple-
mented between 1947 and 1952, facilitated in
large part by the deportation of between 120,000
and 250,000 Lithuanian landowners and farmers.

The industrial sector was developed significantly,
in line with Moscow’s planning directives, creating

the opportunity of sending in ethnic Russians, who
soon became the largest minority in the Lithuanian
SSR. In the energy sector, the late 1970s and early
1980s saw the erection of an oil refinery in Mažeikiai
and the Chernobyl-style nuclear reactor in Ignalina.
Increasing industrialization spurred on urbanization,
so that by 1975 over half of Lithuanians lived in
towns, sharing with Estonia and Latvia the highest
standards of living in the USSR.

Cultural life, which the government aimed to
use for the inculcation of Soviet values, gained
some reprieve after the death of the Soviet dictator
Joseph Stalin (1879–1953). Art, music, and litera-
ture, particularly poetry and theater, came to play
an important role in maintaining a national identity
and were also often, though not always, avenues
for dissent. Though the numbers of clergy and
churches were reduced by almost half, the Catholic
Church became the locus for long-standing and
well-organized dissent. The Chronicle of the
Catholic Church in Lithuania appeared in 1972,
the same year that a student protesting Soviet occu-
pation immolated himself in Kaunas, precipitating
riots. This long-lived underground publication drew
attention to violations of Catholic human rights.
Meanwhile, broader concerns were championed by
groups such as the Helsinki Human Rights watch
group formed in 1976.

Lithuanians responded to the 1986 call of the
new Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931) for
glasnost and perestroika by forming Sajūdis
(Movement) on 3 June 1988. Calling for national
self-determination, Sajūdis’s candidates won a major-
ity in the 1990 elections to the Supreme Council
of the Lithuanian SSR and went on to declare
Lithuania’s independence on 11 March 1990. They
were soon followed by Latvia and Estonia, becoming
the first three republics to break from the USSR.
Moscow retaliated by implementing an economic
blockade that culminated in an attempt to overthrow
the Lithuanian government by force on 13 January
1991, to which citizens responded with peaceful
resistance. Only after the failed coup in Moscow in
August 1991 was Lithuania’s independence recog-
nized internationally. That September, Lithuania
joined the United Nations.

1991–2004

The new republic had a population of close to 3.7
million (1989 census) and retained the boundaries of
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the Lithuanian SSR. Russians constituted the largest
minority at 9.4 percent, with Poles at 7 percent. Over
the next decade the population declined as a result
of emigration. In the new democracy, voters have
alternately elected free-market oriented conservative
governments and ones dominated by former
Communists. In 1993 the litas was reintroduced as
the republic’s currency. Transition to a capitalist
economy was difficult with both the agricultural and
industrial sectors experiencing decline in the early
1990s. Privatization of both housing and small- and
medium-sized businesses was implemented, while
numerous large state-owned industries were sold to
private investors. A decisive turn westward is evident
not only in cultural life but also in new alliances:
Lithuania was received into the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) in 2002 and joined
the European Union on 1 May 2004.

See also Estonia; Latvia; Soviet Union.
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INDR _E ČUPLINSKAS
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LLOYD GEORGE, DAVID (1863–1945),
British statesman.

In August 1914 David Lloyd George already
occupied a secure and meritorious place in British

affairs. Despite occasions when he had cast doubt

on the solidity of his liberal principles, overall he

had established himself as the principal ‘‘New

Liberal’’ of his time, uplifting the doctrine of social

welfare and leading the legislative battle against

poverty, unemployment, illness, malnutrition, and

the powers of the House of Lords.

The outbreak of war did not change this. He

reacted to the threat of the European bully to

‘‘little’’ Belgium and liberal France, and proclaimed

his views to a huge gathering of Nonconformists in

London. Thereafter, his every action attracted pub-

lic attention. As chancellor of the exchequer, his

early financial arrangements tided the country over

initial difficulties. His negotiations with trade

unions reduced the numbers of strikes, opened

the way to considerable ‘‘dilution’’ in the engineer-

ing industry, and facilitated widespread female

employment in industry. Less effective were his

condemnation of heavy drinking among munitions

workers, of the dominant western strategy in the

war (as against action in the Balkans), and of cer-

tain actions by Horatio Herbert Kitchener (1850–

1916), the war secretary. (It is often claimed, in

addition, that he favored naval and then military

action at the Dardanelles. This ignores the fact that

his then target was Austria-Hungary, not Turkey.)

MINISTER OF MUNITIONS

In May 1915 the Liberal government was rocked by

a series of disagreements. Herbert Henry Asquith

(1852–1928) promptly dissolved the Liberal gov-

ernment and formed a coalition ministry with

Liberals and Conservatives in roughly equal num-

bers and a sprinkling of Labour members. Lloyd

George accepted readily enough the high-profile

position it thrust on him—that of the newly created

minister of munitions. Thereby he seized control of

weapons production out of Kitchener’s hands,

derived credit for some of Kitchener’s accomplish-

ments, and placed munitions production, appropri-

ately, in devotedly civilian control. In consequence,

by 1917 (although certainly not before) Britain

was producing weaponry sufficient for its hugely

increased army.

Life, meanwhile, was not easy for the new coa-
lition government. It now included a considerable
element disbelieving in voluntary military service.
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Most of these were Conservatives, but the truly

conspicuous member was Lloyd George. Having

favored the idea of conscription in 1910—in con-

versation with the Conservatives if not publicly—he

was not passionate in its cause. Steadily, during

1916 he drove Asquith and his onetime Liberal

colleagues to capitulation.

This did him no harm with the general public

and much good among right-wing imperialists. But

it caused a potential rift with the more devoted

Nonconformist Liberals, who hereafter viewed

him with a measure of distrust. Whether he would

find a new, equally secure political base elsewhere

remained in question. In these circumstances, his

position seemed less than secure. Yet the fact

remained that, in the popular conception, the

Allied cause appeared to be making no progress.

Above all, the four-and-a-half-month saga during

1916 of the British army on the Somme yielded

trivial progress and cost monstrous casualties. The

British public did not suspect Lloyd George (who

had failed to provide the vast supply of munitions

required) or Douglas Haig (1861–1928) (who

fought the campaign on the fanciful basis that the

munitions were at his disposal) of responsibility. All

they knew was that things were going severely

wrong. A new, more authoritarian, prime minister

might be a solution.

In November 1916 Lloyd George made his

move. With the consent of the Conservative Party

leader, Bonar Law (1858–1923), he demanded

that direction of the war be placed in the hands of

a committee of only three, of whom Asquith—

although still remaining nominal prime minister—

would not be one. Asquith, torn between becoming

prime minister without power or not being

prime minister at all, eventually rejected the scheme

and resigned. His action made sense: he no longer

possessed a majority in the House of Commons

and stood no chance of winning one in a general

election. That Lloyd George succeeded him,

leading a government with solid Conservative sup-

port and also the endorsement of some less-distin-

guished Liberals (and, strictly for the duration, of

the Labour Party) also made sense. If his standing

among politicians raised questions, his standing in

the country did not.

PRIME MINISTER

Almost immediately, Lloyd George as prime min-

ister introduced changes. Some, regarding health

and housing and education, were far removed from

the war except as regards a changing (but not

necessarily permanent) national mood. Others con-

cerned shipping, transport, and the food supply

and were a response to the German U-boat cam-

paign against merchant ships. That these new arms

of government were placed in the hands of inde-

pendent businessmen revealed something of Lloyd

George’s novel approach to government.

In matters directly concerned with the war

Lloyd George’s premiership brought less dramatic

consequences. At sea he was slow in responding to

the menace of U-boats, and not much ahead of the

admiralty in concluding that the only answer lay in

convoys. Nevertheless, after a fraught couple of

months the nation’s resort to this instrument

became highly effective, and by the end of 1917

the crisis was surmounted.

In military matters the war in 1917 presented

no straightforward solution. Lloyd George was

determined to assert his control over strategy. He

first proposed to place the main burden of the

offensive on the Italians, a predictably unacceptable

maneuver. Then he set about taking control of the

battle on the western front out of the hands of Haig

and placing the British army under the direction of

General Robert-Georges Nivelle (1856–1924), the

French commander-in-chief. But Nivelle’s planned

war-winning offensive proved a calamity. It reduced

the Gallic army to mutiny, caused Nivelle to be

abruptly sacked by the French government, and

‘‘let down’’ (in Frances Stevenson’s words) Lloyd

George. For the moment he was in no position to

remove Haig.

In any case, despite their differences and person-

al dislike, Lloyd George and Haig were more alike

than either cared to admit. Each yearned for a

campaign that would produce a great sweeping

victory, rupturing the enemy line and putting its

army to rout. As he could not produce a mean-

ingful scheme of his own for this purpose, Lloyd

George allowed Haig (whom he could easily have

stopped) to launch the lamentable battle of Third

Ypres (July–November 1917), which he would

thereafter regard as Haig’s supreme act of folly.
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By the start of 1918 the prospect of early
victory seemed remote. The United States had
entered the war, but the western front appeared
deadlocked, and Russia was firmly out of the war.
Lloyd George, convinced (with some reason) that
Haig was eager to go on attacking, failed to awake
to the nature of the German threat and withheld
from the western fronts the troops that were
needed. The consequence, on 21 March, was a
staggering early impact by the German offensive.

Lloyd George, to his credit, was not shattered.
He summoned troops from the many distant fields
to which he had sent them, appealed to the
Americans to dispatch the forces that they were
tardily assembling, provided the shipping by which
U.S. forces might be transported, and sent to
France large numbers of British youngsters and
older men hitherto protected from active service.
(His attempts to conscript Irishmen, by contrast,
were a lamentable failure, and drove that country
ever further into the arms of Sinn Féin.)

The Germans failed in their attempt to win a
breakthrough victory. By mid-1918 the British
army was secure and refreshed. It was still under
Haig’s direction but, with Lloyd George’s enthu-
siastic support, all three Allied armies in the
West were now subject to the overall command
of Ferdinand Foch (1851–1929). And William
Robert Robertson (1860–1933), the chief of the
imperial general staff, had been replaced by Lloyd
George’s favorite Henry Maitland Wilson (1881–
1964). This situation has been depicted as a tri-
umph for Lloyd George. Yet it amounted to little.
Henry Wilson, while abusing Haig privately, con-
formed more readily than Robertson to his
demands. And Foch, to Lloyd George’s fury, direct-
ed American troops to the French sector while
delegating the main attacks to Haig and the
British. This proceeding Lloyd George could not
now forbid.

Yet the truth was more complex than even
these remarks suggest. In fact the war was not
proceeding in accordance with the dictates of either
Lloyd George or Haig (or Foch). The British army
attacked simply to clear the enemy from the sensi-
tive districts to which the Germans had penetrated,
called off these operations when resistance became
too great, and then attacked elsewhere. This was
the product not of Lloyd George but of civilian

diligence and the direction of those further down
the military scale. Yet its adoption produced a con-
flict proceeding irresistibly to Allied victory.

AFTER THE WAR

Already Lloyd George was planning an election. He
was determined to remain prime minister of a gov-
ernment overwhelmingly Conservative but with a
Liberal element. Thereby Lloyd George converted
his differences with Asquith into a fundamental
Liberal division. He chose 150 Liberal candidates
(many of them ostentatious in his support in the
old house) to be free of Conservative opponents,
whereas all other Liberals were subject to Tory oppo-
sition. In the short term this maneuver succeeded
utterly. In the 1918 general election the conservatives
swept the field, securing 333 seats, and the Coalition
Liberals (fighting without Conservative opponents)
gained 136. Their opponents were all but annihi-
lated. Labour secured 59 seats and became the official
opposition. The Asquithian Liberals secured 29, of
whom Asquith—even though his Conservative oppo-
nent was denied Lloyd George’s ‘‘coupon’’—was
not one.

Lloyd George set the tone of the election,
which as it happened was preceded by Germany’s
capitulation. At one moment he played up the
brave new world he hoped to create, at another
he indulged in unrestrained Hun-hating. This con-
duct remained henceforth a millstone round his
neck. The collapse of the economy in 1920 brutally
terminated the schemes in housing and education
on which he had embarked. The persistence of
Irish resistance led his government to resort to
barbarities from which his subsequent success in
negotiating a settlement never rescued him. And
his attempts both to justify the peace settlement
(for which there was much to be said) and to
modify its extremities were submerged by recollec-
tions of the malevolent election campaign. When,
after four years of peace, the Conservatives con-
cluded that they did not need him any longer, he
was simply ejected from power.

His fall was stunning and proved irreversible.
Yet nothing about his career, and his many ques-
tionable actions, could obliterate his huge accom-
plishments. He played a great part in founding the
welfare state in Britain. He espoused the validity of
Britain’s action in going to war in defense of
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liberal values. He organized much of the nation’s
male and female power for war purposes. And
he led the nation to victory. It was not a small
achievement.

See also Haig, Douglas; Kitchener, Horatio Herbert;
United Kingdom; World War I.
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ROBIN PRIOR

n

LOCARNO, TREATY OF. At the begin-
ning of 1925 relations between Germany and its
European neighbors, especially France, were beset
by the troublesome issues of war reparations and
compliance with the conditions of the Treaty of
Versailles of 1919. On 9 February Gustav
Stresemann (1878–1929), the German foreign
minister, sent a note to the governments of the
Allied Powers proposing that a security pact be
concluded under which Germany, France, Great
Britain, and Italy would undertake not to engage
in war, with the United States serving as guarantor
of the agreement. An annex to his note further
proposed an arbitration treaty between France
and Germany intended to ensure the peaceful reso-
lution of bilateral conflicts between the two states.
Stresemann’s proposal also sought to secure
Germany’s western frontier but contained no
German commitment regarding the eastern bor-
ders or its entry into the League of Nations, both
decisive issues for France.

For several months neither Britain nor France
responded to these proposals. It was Aristide
Briand (1862–1932), the newly appointed French
foreign minister, who in the spring of 1925 first
urged that they be followed up. The French replied
in July that they would consider the terms of the
German note provided that Germany agreed to
join the League of Nations unconditionally.

Over the summer of 1925 the issue was the
subject of lively debate in Germany, because

Stresemann’s proposal in effect ceded Alsace-
Lorraine to France. The aim of the German minister
was to internationalize the Rhineland question so as
to avoid any future unilateral action by France com-
parable to its invasion of the Ruhr in 1923.
Germany’s agreement was further intended to avoid
the signing of any Franco-British pact; to facilitate
the anticipated withdrawal of the allies from the
Rhineland; and ensure their departure from
Cologne, which they still occupied even though
they were in principle to have evacuated the city in
January 1925. The French and the British insisted
that Belgium should be involved in the negotiations
and that its borders also be recognized by Germany.
In France’s eyes any pact would have to respect
French undertakings with regard to its Czech and
Polish allies, notably the promise of intervention in
case of outside aggression (even though such a con-
dition ran counter to Articles 15 and 16 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations).

The Locarno Conference was held from 5 to 16
October 1925, assembling Briand for France,
Austen Chamberlain (1863–1937) for Great Britain,
Stresemann for Germany, Émile Vandervelde (1866–
1938) for Belgium, and Benito Mussolini (1883–
1945) for Italy. The negotiations were difficult, not
only because of the narrow margin for political
maneuver left to Stresemann and Briand by public
opinion in their respective countries but also
because they opened with a formal objection to
the Treaty of Versailles by the German delegation.

The conference eventually resulted in a set of

accords. The main treaty, known as the ‘‘Rhineland

Pact,’’ enshrined nonaggression undertakings con-

cerning the German, French, and Belgian borders;

Britain and Italy were guarantors. Germany thus

gave sovereign acknowledgment to what the

Treaty of Versailles had imposed: the definitive ces-

sion of Alsace-Lorraine and the demilitarization of

the left bank of the Rhine. The treaty provided that

in case of Germany’s occupation of the demilitarized

zone military action might be taken in response.

Appended to this treaty were several arbitration con-

ventions between Germany on the one hand, and

France, Czechoslovakia, Belgium, and Poland on

the other.

None of the agreements concluded at Locarno
committed Germany in any way with respect to its
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eastern borders. Stresemann had no intention of
recognizing frontiers that he considered unjust and
contestable. France, for its part, on the basis of
attached Franco-Polish and Franco-Czechoslovak
agreements, hoped to open negotiations later con-
cerning its own frontiers. The British representation
at Locarno declared that Britain intended to keep its
options open in case of conflict in central and eastern
Europe. This explains the bitter disillusionment of
the Polish delegate, Foreign Minister Alexander
Skrzynski (1882–1931), who felt that the security
of his country had been sacrificed at Locarno on
the altar of Franco-German reconciliation. In Berlin
the reaction to the Locarno agreements was fury:
three nationalist government ministers, Martin
Shield, Otto von Schlieben (1875–1932), and
Albert Neuhaus (1873–1948), resigned in protest.
In Paris, meanwhile, the right-wing view was that
Briand had been duped by Stresemann. In 1932,
after Briand’s death, an even greater uproar occurred
upon the publication of Stresemann’s papers. These
included a letter dating from September 1925 from
the German foreign minister to Crown Prince
William (1888–1951), the elder son of William II
(r. 1888–1819), in which Stresemann indeed set
forth his plans for dismantling the order laid down
in the Treaty of Versailles. The French saw this as a
German admission of bad faith in the Locarno nego-
tiations. At the same time a parallel controversy was
raging in Germany, with Stresemann accused of
having been hoodwinked by Briand: had it not taken
until 1930, it was asked, for the Allies to withdraw
from the Rhineland? Chamberlain would later write
in his memoirs that there were neither rogues nor
dupes here—merely ‘‘a great German and a great
Frenchman’’ striving amid the blood-soaked ruins
of the past to erect a temple to peace.

The fact is that the Locarno agreements were

less the outcome of either German or French

deception than the reflection of profoundly differ-

ing visions of European security and peace. Both

sides felt they had made the more significant con-

cessions concerning their security or sovereignty,

but results did not meet with expectations for

either. Adolf Hitler’s (1889–1945) remilitarization

of the Rhineland in March 1936 doubtless consti-

tuted the definitive rejection of the Locarno Pact,

but the ‘‘spirit of Locarno’’ was already long dead

by that time. A considered view of the causes of this

failure must surely lay as much blame on a France

immovable in its insistence on guarantees as on a
nationalistic segment of German opinion that even
in 1925 looked upon these agreements as just one
more shameful capitulation.

See also Belgium; Briand, Aristide; France; Germany;
Italy; Mussolini, Benito; Stresemann, Gustav;
United Kingdom.
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DZOVINAR KÉVONIAN

n

LONDON. In the summer of 1914, as Europe

prepared to tear itself apart, it was clear that the

future of London was not the smallest stake at play

in the struggle for continental and imperial

supremacy. London was the largest city the world

had ever seen: at 7.16 million people, its popula-

tion outnumbered Berlin, Paris, St. Petersburg,

and Moscow combined. It was the world’s busiest

port, one of its greatest manufacturing districts,

and its richest consumer market. Most important

of all, the square mile of the City of London was

the world’s banker, determining the price of inter-

national commodities, arranging credit for most of

the world’s merchants, and accommodating the

debts—even printing the banknotes—of many gov-

ernments across the globe. All that would change,

should war rearrange the shape of empires and the

power of nations to the detriment of Britain and its

capital.
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HYPERTROPHY AND STRANGULATION:

1914–1939

World War I did indeed change London. During
the four years of war most alterations seemed for
the worse. Pubs closed longer, beer was watered, the
streets were blacked out, and nightlife shut down.
Bombing by zeppelins and Gotha biplanes killed

some six hundred Londoners from the summer
of 1917 to November 1918. The return home of
London’s German minority, its largest, and of
some French, Italians, and Russians narrowed the
capital’s cosmopolitan appeal. A virtual halt on
slum clearance and nonmilitary construction meant

that London’s housing problem, the city’s biggest
social demerit, deteriorated even further. The
deaths and maiming of tens of thousands of
Londoners in battles in Flanders and elsewhere
brought agony to every street.

But the hidden effects proved larger in the long
run, and these were greatly more positive. A huge

wartime rise in working-class incomes accompanied
full employment, with masses of women brought
into the workforce for the first time. This stoked
demand for better housing and higher living stan-
dards. New industrial areas for war production,
notably in west London at Park Royal, expanded

the capital’s manufacturing capacity to meet the
demand for modern goods. And the dislocation
of German and French banking in the turmoil of
war provided further opportunities for the City, a
big factor in the continuing prosperity of London’s
middle classes during the war and after.

This twin effect of pent-up demand in all

classes, especially within a great sector of the popu-
lation historically submerged in under-consump-
tion, and enhanced industrial capacity on the edge
of the metropolis fueled one of the great London
phenomena of the twentieth century: its enormous
suburban expansion between the two world wars.
From 1924 to 1939, London doubled in size on

the ground, covering a built-up area some thirty-
four miles across. Around 860,000 houses were
built in these years. In 1934, the most frantic of
all, 1,500 were being run up every week. And,
following the lead of Park Royal, by far the fastest
growth was on London’s western edge, where new

semidetached suburbs at Wembley, Neasden,
Hayes, and elsewhere were connected to London
by improved rail links above and below ground,

and by a spreading network of motor buses. This

was the biggest land-grab in London’s—indeed,

Britain’s—history.

With new houses came more and more

Londoners. Not all these, though, were new to

the city. Much of new London was occupied by

middle-class movers from inner London, tempted

out by electric railways and the tube (London’s

underground rail system), by mortgages as cheap

as inner-city rents, and by the delights of suburban

life with a garden, and neighbors just like them-

selves. Many others were of the upper working

class, moving out to council estates (most notice-

ably, a new town of ninety thousand at Becontree

in Essex) and to the cheaper zones of owner-

occupation, such as Bexley in southeast London.

But many suburbanites were newcomers to London.

And other newcomers filled some of the spaces in

inner London that older-established Londoners

now found so irksome. London’s outer ring

housed almost 900,000 more people in 1939 than

just eight years before, nearly as many as if the

people of Birmingham, Britain’s second-largest

city, had marched lock and stock to the capital.

In that year, London’s population reached 8.62

million, a number unlikely ever to be surpassed.

Londoners made up more than one in five of the

people of England and Wales. And that was a pro-

portion also never likely to be bettered.

This overwhelming expansion of London and

Londoners was largely built on the ferocious enter-

prise of metropolitan manufacturing industry.

London had been the original home of new indus-

tries even in 1914, especially electrical commodities,

motorcars, and airplanes. The wartime industrial

growth-points secured much of the new factory

building of the interwar years for the capital.

Between 1932 and 1937, 83 percent of the nation’s

net increase of new factories employing twenty-

five or more persons were built in London. Many

employed predominantly young women—fifteen

thousand of them at the Gramophone Company

(later EMI) at Hayes—revolutionizing the prospects

and aspirations of the London working class in the

process. Here the new world of radios, gramophone

records, film, cosmetics, artificial fabrics, plastics,

convenience foods, and everything to do with sport

were not only made but found their readiest market.
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Against the grain of catastrophic slump in most
of the older industrial areas of Britain, London was
the beacon leading the country out of depression.
Metropolitan fortunes seemed to triumph indepen-
dently of the nation’s. Small wonder that most
planners and politicians saw provincial decline and
the hypergrowth of London as two sides of the
same coin. By the end of the 1930s, there was a
virtual consensus among those who thought about
such matters. London was a ‘‘national menace.’’ Its
growth had not just to be stopped but put into
reverse.

THE REMAKING OF LONDON: 1940–1989

Indeed London’s growth was put into reverse. Not
by planners or government, but by the second
period of total war to descend on the city in a
generation. This time the negative outcomes over-
whelmed the positive, and not only in the short
term. First were the casualties. No true figure can
ever be known, but officials put the civilian death
toll of all the various periods of ‘‘the Blitz’’ from
September 1940 to March 1945—prolonged night
bombing, daylight raids, V1 buzz bombs and the
terrible V2 rockets—at 29,890. Second was the

damage to London’s fabric. This was immense.
The City lost a third of its floor space in a single
night, 29–30 December 1940. Some 166,000
London houses—containing probably three times
as many dwellings—were utterly destroyed or
damaged beyond repair. Whole districts in east
London were razed to the ground. The port was
so heavily damaged that some parts never worked
again. But out of all this destruction, and despite
some well-founded fears for morale, the spirit of
the Londoners and their city proved a symbol
of heroic resistance to Free Europe and the world.

Indomitable it may have been, but London
would never be the same again. Industrially, the
battering received by inner London cleared out
many factories and workshops from districts already
uncongenially crowded. The port recovered its
prewar trade for a time, but wartime developments
would eventually make goods handling on the upper
Thames obsolete in a generation. Redevelopment of
the City, its land values the highest in Europe,
encouraged the revolution in tall buildings that
interwar London, with the sole exception of
London University’s Senate House, had fought hard
to avoid. It would be on architects’ drawing boards

A bustling London street in 1938. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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of the late 1940s that London’s lukewarm flirtation
with skyscrapers would first find expression.

Even grander schemes were afoot. Prewar
orthodoxy over the damaging hypergrowth of
London dominated thinking about how the city
should be reconstructed after the peace. In 1943–
1944, visionary plans were produced by men such
as Patrick Abercrombie who believed that empty-
ing London of people and jobs would solve not
just metropolitan problems but the nation’s too.
Once industry and population had been moved out
to a ring of New Towns, what was left would be
redeveloped where possible and ‘‘zoned’’ for spe-
cialist functions—residential here, commercial
there, industrial somewhere else. And traffic, the
second of London’s great social and economic
demerits, would be steered away from the center
in a series of giant ring roads.

In the event the plans proved too visionary by
far. Imposing order on London was not only
impracticable and prohibitively expensive but also,
finally, undesired by Londoners who valued the
chaotic variety of their city. Comprehensive rede-
velopment of some parts of the East End was
attempted, but in general rebuilding was piecemeal
and the most destructive of the ring roads was
never built. Some of the planners’ objectives were
achieved, but usually without their intervention.
The 1940s and 1950s were bleak decades in
London, its fabric war-scarred, its housing crisis
worse than before the war, a juvenile crime wave
made more dangerous by the ready availability of
ex-service handguns. Londoners left when they
could. And industry had moved out too, finding
no niche in areas redeveloped predominantly for
housing. By 1961 the population was below eight
million, lower than it had been for more than thirty
years.

There were two other key players in the
momentous changes of the first two postwar de-
cades. The destruction of the City had deprived
London of much-needed office space. Although
backstreet industry might be leaving the metropo-
lis, office jobs were increasing daily. The City had
more than maintained its share of European and
some worldwide financial services, and international
business increasingly sought London headquarters.
Capitalizing on this demand, the developer of office
towers would be one of the great hate-figures of the

postwar metropolis. Towers were built all over cen-
tral London, not just the City. The notorious
Centre Point, designed by Sir Richard Seifert for
developer Harry Hyams at the corner of Oxford
Street and Tottenham Court Road, stayed empty
for ten years after completion in 1967. It came to
symbolize the quintessence of wasteful finance capi-
talism at Londoners’ expense.

If the developers were one force, then a reinvig-
orated London government was the other.
Remodeled in 1964 to cover virtually the whole
of the built-up area, it comprised a strategic
authority in the Greater London Council (GLC),
and thirty-two new all-purpose London boroughs.
The old City Corporation was left untouched. The
changes went a long way to put right the fractured
and outdated arrangements inherited from the
Victorians. Reinvigorated government proved de-
structive for old London. The 1960s and 1970s saw
widespread clearance of working-class areas for new
housing in giant council estates. Much of the
Victorian housing that was destroyed could have
been saved, and much of the systems-built tower-
blocks and high-density estates that replaced it
proved unfit for their purpose within a generation.

REMAKING THE LONDONER: 1948–1989

These were great changes in the fabric of London,
and more were to come. But they were as nothing
compared to the change wrought in the Londoner.
Up to 1948, for 150 years or more, black people
had been rarities in London. During the nine-
teenth century there had been a steady rise in
European migration to London, especially among
eastern European Jews, who represented one of the
most vibrant and influential of London’s minorities
in the twentieth century. In 1914, around 4 per-
cent of the population of inner London was foreign
born, the vast majority Europeans by birth. In
1951, the figure had crept up to some one in
twenty, many of them Poles dislocated from their
homeland by war and repression. Few were warmly
welcomed. Among many working-class Londoners
and others, xenophobia and a mistrust of foreign-
ers, especially those with black skins, were not often
openly expressed but were deeply felt nonetheless.

So Londoners could not have been more ill-

prepared for what began on 22 June 1948 with the

docking at Tilbury, London’s downriver port, of
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the SS Empire Windrush carrying five hundred

mainly Jamaican migrants. There had been harbin-

gers of the West Indian diaspora—with London as

a prime destination—both during the war and

immediately after. But the huge publicity given to

the Windrush brought the realities of postwar

migration home to Londoners as nothing had

before. As thousands followed—there were said to

be 100,000 West Indians in London by 1961—

resentment battled with notions of fair play.

London’s housing problem and a resurgence of

marginal fascist movements in east London gave

resentment something to bite on. In the summer

of 1958, London’s only genuine race riot of the

century broke out in Notting Hill, a desperately

rundown area of inner west London. There were

some serious assaults and cries of ‘‘lynch him,’’ but

it all petered out after a few days. And it was notice-

able how some white Londoners of all classes had

rallied to the cause of the black newcomers.

There were no further race riots, but danger-

ous times were to come. The free-and-easy cama-
raderie of the English-speaking West Indians
generally made them more acceptable to indigenous
Londoners than more ‘‘foreign’’ migrants from
India and Pakistan who entered from the mid-
1950s on. And the forced migration of Asians from
East Africa after 1960, reaching crisis levels in
1967–1968, provoked demonstrations in favor of
repatriation. From 1968 through the 1970s,
racially motivated assaults—and a dozen or so mur-
ders—put the success or failure of multicultural
London on a knife-edge. Or perhaps just appeared
to do so, for in the end, weight of numbers and the

The dome of St. Paul’s Cathedral in London can be seen through smoke from buildings burning after the bombing

of 29-30 December 1940. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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diversity of communities made harmony, even at a
respectful distance, a practical necessity. There was
also, especially between Afro-Caribbeans and
whites, a considerable amount of intermarriage.
No one could conceivably have forecast that as a
future for Londoners in 1948.

Perhaps the key decade in building toleration
in London was the 1960s, despite the great difficul-
ties experienced from 1968 and despite the bleak
reaction of the decade that followed. A contribu-
tory factor was the rediscovery of inner London by
the young aspiring middle classes, often sharing it
with black migrants, in a reversal of the trend to
suburbanization between the wars. The sociologist
Ruth Glass called this phenomenon ‘‘gentrifica-
tion’’ in 1964, and the name happily stuck. Areas
of north London, especially Hampstead, Camden
Town, and Islington—districts apparently marked
only for the bulldozer—found champions in mid-
dle-class newcomers who saw much to be admired
in Victorian streets and houses and much to be
deplored in what was put up in their stead. There
were some notable campaigns against council-led
destruction spilling into the 1970s, most famously
of all in Covent Garden, a district scheduled largely
for total reconstruction but almost entirely saved—
though saved for whom would be an open question.
By 1974, the battle to stem the destruction of
Victorian London had largely been won.

The decade of the 1960s was significant in
other ways, too, most famously in the cultural
revolution that saw London as a national, and for
a time international, crucible. ‘‘London: The
Swinging City’’ was how Time magazine in April
1966 described a phenomenon that had already
been attracting European attention for at least
two years before. With roots in café-based rock
music, flavored by elements of the new culture
imported from the West Indies, and with a host
of brilliant talent most especially in the London
fashion industry, ‘‘Swinging London’’ captured
the world’s imagination from about 1963 to
1972. Its centers were Carnaby Street and the rest
of Soho, where London’s sex industry had increas-
ingly concentrated, and Chelsea, a riverside district
west of the central area, where art and fashion had
long felt at home. Newly gentrifying districts
played their part too. In these years, some barriers
were permanently broken down—sexual, political,

racial (up to a point), and most notably class.
Working-class footballers, rock singers, photogra-
phers, hairdressers, actors, and fashion models were
iconic figures happily accepted into the worlds of
the super-rich of old or new varieties. They would
be so for the rest of the century and beyond.

The 1960s’ wheels were greased by relative

prosperity and full employment. Few at the time

saw the troubles facing London that would work

their way right through the troubled decades of

the 1970s and 1980s. For the London economy

entered a period of massive restructuring that

World War II and its aftermath had begun. There

was a collapse of manufacturing, especially in the

well-established London metal trades. Some old

connections between industry and locality—such

as Fleet Street and the printing industry—disap-

peared altogether. There were 1.43 million manu-

facturing jobs in London in 1961, just 435,000 in

1989. From 1966 to 1981, the docks upriver from

Tilbury closed one after another as large container

ships, and roll-on roll-off truck freight, could no

longer be accommodated in London’s narrow

waterway and congested roads. Fears of London’s

hypergrowth meant that office jobs were being

relocated from the capital as a matter of official

policy as late as 1978. In all, London lost some

30 percent of its jobs in the thirty years or so

following 1962.

The 1970s and 1980s were bleak in other ways
too. Some fierce trade union struggles, notably
involving low-paid Asian migrants in west London
in 1977 and high-paid print workers in the East
End in 1986–1987, brought with them civil strife
on a large scale. The Irish Republican Army, an old
enemy of Londoners, waged two fierce bombing
campaigns in 1973–1976 and 1978–1982, setting
252 bombs and killing fifty-six people; the civil war
within Islam chose London as its battleground
periodically during these years, too. Even more
significantly, sore feelings between young black
and Asian migrants and the Metropolitan Police,
run by the home secretary and not by London
government, erupted into fierce pitched battles.
Whites joined in, but against the police and not
against black Londoners. The worst civil unrest of
the period was at Brixton, inner southwest
London, 10–12 April 1981, and at Broadwater
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Farm, a giant council estate in Tottenham, north
London, where a popular community policeman,
Keith Blakelock, was hacked to death in October
1985. Feelings between black people and a London
police force unable to expunge racism from its
ranks would be troubled again, but never as bad
as they were in the early 1980s.

As if this were not enough, an oppositional
tendency took root in much of London govern-
ment, radical socialism allying itself with militant
public sector trade unionism. Numerous battles
within the GLC, led by a Labour Party left-winger
called Ken Livingstone, led to the government of
Margaret Thatcher abolishing that strategic arm of
London government altogether in April 1986. This
seemed to epitomize London’s doldrums. Here
was a city whose economy was in crisis, its people
periodically at war with each other, now bereft of a
voice to manage its own affairs. Unsurprisingly,
Londoners voted with their feet. In 1983 it
was estimated that London’s population slumped
to 6.77 million, nearly 2 million fewer than in
1939.

LONDON AND THE LONDONER REMADE:

1990–2004

Things could have gotten worse, but they did not.
Embedded in the London economy’s bad news
were some green shoots of optimism. Heathrow
Airport, long the busiest in the world, had to some
extent made up for job losses caused by the closure
of the port. Its huge employment area was based
on tourism, an industry that had its ups and downs
in London but that in the long term moved from
strength to strength. New tourist attractions
seemed to be added to the city every year, notably
Sam Wanamaker’s Globe Theatre and the Tate
Modern Gallery, both on the south bank. Closely
associated with tourism was London’s great depth
in cultural industries, especially all varieties of
music, heritage, theater, art, animation, and to
some extent film. London fashion, too, never suf-
fered severe setbacks after the 1960s, and the gar-
ment industry was one element of metropolitan
manufacturing that stood up well to restructuring.
Most of all, London’s financial services were so
buoyant that they spilled out of the City eastward
to fill a new ‘‘Manhattan on Thames’’ in the Isle of

London police use riot shields to advance on an angry crowd during the Brixton riots, April 1981. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Dogs, where Canary Wharf Tower added an ele-
gant new spire to the skyline. This was all a much
narrower base on which to build a city’s economy
than London had previously enjoyed, and several
commentators highlighted the risks of an economy
so heavily mortgaged to the stability of world
finances. But by 2004, London had done well for
almost a decade, certainly since 1997. It no longer
lagged behind national unemployment figures and
its people were in general more prosperous than at
any time in history.

A consequence of prosperity was universally
high property prices, a serious matter when
owner-occupation had become the largest single
form of housing tenure. The effects were seen
all over London. Redevelopment opportunities in
the City, on the south bank of the Thames, and
in the docklands saw a self-confident resurrection
of the skyscraper, many exploiting views of the
river that had for so long been undervalued as a
metropolitan asset. And London’s residential areas
changed character in a chameleon fashion that left
older established Londoners breathless. Notting
Hill, one of the worst districts of the 1950s, had
become one of the ‘‘best’’ in the 1990s; and
Hoxton, said to be the leading criminal quarter of
London in 1914, had become a sought-after
location for artists’ lofts and smart bistros by
2004. There were numerous other examples. In
all these places, the transformation was never quite
complete. Each had a mixture, sometimes an
uneasy one, of rich newcomers and poor locals
and migrants.

Such a complex mix was typical of multicultural
London. By 2004, it was perhaps the largest assem-
blage of diverse ethnicities anywhere in the world.
Some significant parts, such as the boroughs of
Brent (northwest London) and Newham (in the
east), had nonwhite majority populations in 2001.
In another, Hackney, schoolchildren spoke more
than one hundred different home languages.
Indeed, every part of the world’s peoples found a
home, to a greater or lesser extent, in London. It
was also, many thought, the world’s best instance
of a harmonious multiculturalism, with flagship
events such as the Notting Hill Carnival every
August attracting one million visitors, and with
miraculously little communal antagonism. Some
old hatreds simmered beneath the surface, and

there were still isolated assaults, even killings, but
in general peaceable mutual respect set the London
tone; this was despite migration remaining highly
mobile, with new groups in the 1990s and there-
after arriving in some numbers from the former
Yugoslavia, from Poland and the former Soviet
Union, from Somalia, from Iraq and Kurdistan.

There was more good news for Londoners
when the first government of Tony Blair restored
some elements of democratic control, providing for
an elected mayor and a Greater London Assembly.
These gained powers over transport, economic
development, some planning, and—remarkably—
the Metropolitan Police. The first mayor elected
in May 2001 did not use all these new resources
wisely. This was that same Livingstone whose
struggle with Thatcher had led to the disabling of
London government in the first place, now fallen
out with his party and standing as an independent.
But he bravely pushed through a traffic congestion
charge for central London, the first on such a scale
anywhere in the world. It was a qualified success
and Livingstone, now reconciled with the Labour
Party, was reelected for a second term in 2004.

A robust economy, a brighter city more tuned to

the pursuit of pleasure than ever before, a smarter

fabric constantly modernizing, a new govern-

mental settlement more in tune with the needs of

its people: all this was a more positive outcome for

London than could reasonably have been forecast

at any time since 1940. Not surprisingly, the popu-

lation had risen again, to 7.19 million by 2001,

possibly an undercount of the true figure. Not

surprisingly, too, in 2004 old fears were resur-

rected of London’s growth, seen once more as a

negative force within the nation. That surely

missed the point. All the evidence of the twentieth

century indicated that when metropolitan con-

sumption and innovation were powerful, the

nation benefited too. And now there was more at

stake than just the nation. London was, indeed, less

British than at any time for a thousand years. For

London, unique in Europe and only rivaled by

New York, was a true world city. In fifty years it

had become a multinational city-state. Of the

world, it now belonged to the world and its people.

See also Blitzkrieg; Housing; Immigration and Internal
Migration; Thatcher, Margaret; United Kingdom.
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LORENZ, KONRAD (1903–1989), pri-
mary founder of ethology.

Konrad Lorenz was the second son of Adolf
Lorenz (1854–1946), a rich and internationally
famous Viennese orthopedic surgeon. His family
indulged him in his boyhood passion for raising
animals, and later in his career he would claim that
his mature scientific practices were continuous with
the habits he developed in his youth as an animal
lover. Urged by his father to become a physician,
he enrolled as a medical student at the University
of Vienna, where his teachers included the com-
parative anatomist Ferdinand Hochstetter (1861–
1954), who taught him how to study evolution
through the comparative method. Lorenz earned
his doctorate in medicine in 1928 and then
enrolled at the university’s Zoological Institute,
where he received a PhD in 1933.

Throughout his years as a student Lorenz con-
tinued his hobby of raising animals, especially
birds. His observations of a hand-reared jackdaw
initiated for him a series of researches and insights
on bird behavior that soon brought him to the
attention of Germany’s leading ornithologists,
most notably Oskar Heinroth (1871–1945) and
Erwin Stresemann (1889–1972). Key to Lorenz’s
early ornithological work was the idea that the
methods of comparative anatomy could be applied
to innate animal behavior patterns just as effectively
as they could be applied to animal structures. In
other words, the comparative study of animal
instincts could help zoologists reconstruct the evo-
lutionary affinities of different animal species.
Lorenz, however, was not content to study innate
behavior patterns solely from the perspectives of
evolutionary history and taxonomy. He also
wanted to make sense of their physiological causa-
tion and their social and biological function. In an
important monograph of 1935 he argued that
birds are adapted to their environments not so
much by acquired knowledge as by highly
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differentiated innate behavior patterns, built up
over time by evolution. For these behavior patterns
to be effective, they need to be ‘‘released’’ by sti-
muli emanating from appropriate objects in their
environment, including other birds of the same
species. Lorenz at this time also drew attention to
the phenomenon of ‘‘imprinting.’’ He went on to
develop a theory of instinct featuring ‘‘releasers,’’
‘‘innate releasing mechanisms,’’ ‘‘action-specific
energies,’’ and innate, fixed motor patterns.
Distinguishing sharply between instinctive behav-
ior patterns on the one hand and learned behavior
on the other, he advocated studying the former
first. He quickly became a leader in the newly
established German Society for Animal Psychology.

Notwithstanding his rapid rise to prominence
in the field of animal psychology, Lorenz found it
difficult in the mid-1930s to gain a paid academic
position. He attributed his lack of success to the
Catholic educational establishment in Austria, which
was unsympathetic to his idea of making sense of
human, social psychology in terms of its continuities
with the social instincts of lower animals. When
Austria was incorporated into Germany in 1938,
Lorenz welcomed the change. He believed that the
National Socialist regime would welcome his general
worldview and support his research. Claiming there
to be a parallel between ‘‘domestication’’-induced
behavioral degeneration in animals and humans, he
promoted his work as being consistent with the
Third Reich’s concerns about race purity. He also
joined the Nazi Party. Scholars differ in their assess-
ments of this part of his career. He was called to the
chair of psychology at the Albertus University of
Königsberg in 1940. The following year he was
drafted for military service. Captured by Russian
forces in 1944 while serving on the eastern front,
he did not return to Austria until 1948.

Prior to the war Lorenz’s greatest wish had
been to have the Kaiser Wilhelm Society establish
a research center for him in Altenberg, Austria, the
site of his family home and his own private research
station. Although this did not occur, after the war,
in 1950, the Max Planck Society, the Kaiser
Wilhelm Society’s successor, established a research
institute for him in Buldern, Westphalia. That
operation was subsequently relocated in 1956 to
Seewiesen, near Starnberg, in Bavaria, as a major
institute for behavioral physiology, codirected by

Lorenz and the physiologist Erich von Holst
(1908–1962). Lorenz settled at Seewiesen in
1957 and remained there until his retirement in
1973, when he returned home to Altenberg.

In the postwar period Lorenz continued to be
a dominant figure in animal behavior studies, shar-
ing the leadership of the new field of ethology with
his friend, the Dutch-born naturalist Nikolaas
Tinbergen (1907–1988), who established a major
center for animal behavior studies at Oxford
University. Lorenz attracted attention and contro-
versy in the 1960s with his popularly written book,
On Aggression (originally published in German as
Das sogenannte Böse: Zur Naturgeschichte der
Aggression). He also was a pioneer in the field of
evolutionary epistemology, promoting the idea
that the human brain apprehends the world in ways
that reflect how that organ has been shaped by
natural selection in the course of evolutionary
history.

For his contributions to the study of animal
behavior Lorenz was awarded the Nobel Prize in
Physiology or Medicine in 1973. He shared this
honor with Karl von Frisch (1886–1982) and
Tinbergen.

See also Austria; Science.
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RICHARD W. BURKHARDT JR.

n

LUDENDORFF, ERICH (1865–1937),
German general and politician.

Erich Ludendorff never seemed comfortably
integrated into any of the three German regimes
his career in one way or another did so much to
shape—the late Kaiserreich, the Weimar Republic,
and the Nazi Third Reich. The problem seems not
to have been lack of opportunity. Of not just com-
mon but unprosperous origins, Ludendorff had
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risen through German military schools, including
the prestigious Kriegsakademie, to positions on the
Imperial General Staff as early as 1904. A brigade
commander in August 1914, he achieved instant
fame by the storming of the Belgian city of Liège.
With glory came appointment as Eighth Army chief
of staff on the eastern front as the immediate sub-
ordinate of Paul von Hindenburg. Together the
two won the greatest German victories of World
War I, the battles of Tannenburg (August 1914)
and Masurian Lakes (September 1914). Yet the
elderly, aristocratic Hindenburg became the
national hero rather than the commoner who had
risen from the ranks.

Hindenburg and Ludendorff maintained a gen-
uine partnership through most of the war, though
many considered Ludendorff the real brains of the
pair. Certainly, he thought more deeply about the
complex consequences of mobilization for ‘‘total’’
war. Ludendorff masterminded the somewhat
misnamed ‘‘Hindenburg Program,’’ which aspired
to the total mobilization of the German economy.
More effectively than any other senior commander
of the Great War, Ludendorff thought through a
way to break through the stalemate of trench
warfare. Rather than trying to rupture the enemy
position through a massive artillery barrage that
chewed up no-man’s-land and gave the enemy
plenty of time to bring up reinforcements, followed
by an ‘‘over-the-top’’ assault of averagely trained
infantry, Ludendorff laid the groundwork for
the blitzkrieg tactics of the next war. A short but
ferocious barrage would open up holes in the
opposing lines large enough for specially trained
Sturmtruppen (storm troopers) to race through.
Their mission was not to gain ground but to sow
confusion in enemy communications. Only after
they had done so would the mass of infantry
advance to complete the breakthrough.

Yet Ludendorff ’s greatest defeat proved the direct
consequence of his greatest triumph. In planning for
what became known as the ‘‘Ludendorff Offensive’’
beginning on 21 March 1918, Ludendorff forbade
his subordinates to use the word strategy. Indeed,
tactical breakthrough not further defined became stra-
tegy. ‘‘We will make a hole,’’ Ludendorff famously
posited, ‘‘and the rest will take care of itself.’’
Prospects for success on the western front were
further dimmed by the need to maintain some

one million German soldiers along the eastern

front to guarantee the punitive Treaty of Brest-

Litovsk of 3 March 1918. The result over the

spring and summer of 1918 was a series of break-

throughs along the western front, none of which

made the Germans effective masters of the strategic

situation. By the summer, when the Allies counter-

attacked under the strategic direction of the

French marshal Ferdinand Foch and were assured

reinforcement by a seemingly unlimited supply of

American soldiers, the fate of the entire German

war effort seemed sealed. The common-born

Ludendorff, whose origins no one in the disinte-

grating Kaiserreich had forgotten, proved easily

expendable in the closing weeks of the war. He fled

to Sweden and immediately began to write his

exculpatory memoirs.

In the traumatic early years of the Weimar

Republic, Ludendorff became the darling of the

radical nationalists. He schemed behind the scenes

to overthrow the republic in the Kapp Putsch of

March 1920. At about this time, he befriended an

aspiring extreme right-wing conspirator named

Adolf Hitler. In November 1923 the pair and a band

of like-minded plotters seized a Bürgerbräukeller

(beer hall) in Munich where the Bavarian prime min-

ister was addressing a meeting, in hopes that a Nazi

seizure of power in Bavaria would swiftly extend to

Germany as a whole. The plot failed, somewhat

ludicrously, when German troops proved loyal to

the regime. Having failed to overthrow the hated

republic in the streets, Ludendorff decided to

join it. He ran successfully for the Reichstag as a

National Socialist deputy in 1924, and unsuccessfully

for president against his former superior Hindenburg

in 1925. Yet Ludendorff proved ill-suited to party

politics. He divorced his wife in 1926 and married

Mathilde von Kemnitz, who encouraged his increas-

ingly confused mix of politics, military affairs, and

German mythology. He wrote a steady stream of

vituperative indictments of Jews and Freemasons as

the perpetrators of Germany’s woes.

Yet having done all he could do to undermine

confidence in republican democracy, Ludendorff

seemed no better suited to what followed it. He

became increasingly critical of Hitler as a petty

tyrant who pandered to the masses. Ludendorff

rightly predicted national disaster when Hitler
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came to power in January 1933. He died a curi-
ously marginal figure in 1937.

See also Hindenburg, Paul von; Hitler, Adolf; World
War I.
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LUKÁCS, GYÖRGY (1885–1971), Hungarian
Marxist philosopher and literary critic.

György Lukács, who also published under the
name Georg Lukácz, was born in Budapest, the son
of a wealthy and recently ennobled Jewish banker.
As a young man he had distinctly literary and aes-
thetic interests, but he discovered anarchism as a
schoolboy and in 1909 went to Berlin and then
Heidelberg to study philosophy. Here he came
under the influence of neo-Kantians such as
Heinrich Rickert, Wilhelm Windelband, and Emil
Lask, who stressed the uniqueness of culture and
its inaccessibility through the methods of natural
science. Their influence can be seen in his first book,
Die Seele und die Formen (1911; Soul and Form),
which harks back to the late-nineteenth-century tra-
dition of Friedrich Nietzsche, Wilhelm Dilthey, and
the philosophy of life (Lebensphilosophie). His first
book emphasized the necessity of giving one’s life
form and meaning in a world of alienation and
absurdity. He was also influenced by Max Weber
and Georg Simmel and their notion of the ‘‘tragedy
of culture,’’ in which man, in the modern ‘‘disen-
chanted’’ world, is necessarily alienated and trans-
cendentally ‘‘homeless.’’

Lukács began to turn against this form of cul-
tural pessimism after serious readings of Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel and Fyodor Dostoyevsky.
His next book, Die Theorie des Romans (1916; The
Theory of the Novel ), pointed the way to a possibility
of redemption through history. In 1917 he returned

to Budapest as one of the leaders of the Budapest

Circle, an elite group of artists, writers, and thinkers

including Karl Mannheim and Béla Bartók who met

in Béla Balázs’s elegant apartment or the Lukács

country estate, discussing the fate of bourgeois civi-

lization. In 1918 Lukács surprised his aesthete friends

by throwing in his lot with the Soviet Communist

Party. He served for a short time as People’s

Commissar for Public Education in the short-lived

Hungarian Soviet Republic of Béla Kun. Although

he presented himself as an orthodox communist, in

fact he rejected the crude dialectical materialism that

quickly became the established doctrine in the Soviet

Union. In 1923 he published a series of essays under

the title Geschichte und Klassenbewusstein (History
and Class Consciousness). This book was attacked by

Grigory Zinoviev and the leaders of the Communist

Party. Lukács inflicted on himself the humiliation of

self-critique and officially repudiated the work in a

public confession in 1930. Although the book was

banned in the Soviet Union and later in occupied

Eastern Europe, it had an enormous influence on

Marxist intellectuals in the West.

In this founding text of Western reform

Marxism, Lukács argues that bourgeois life is false

and superficial because it is based on formal rights

that leave people as the passive object of economic,

political, and legal forces. Authentic freedom, he

argues, is a collective practice, or praxis. The most

famous passages of this book deal with his discussion

of Verdinglichung (reification, or ‘‘thingification’’ in

English), which he took from his reading of Hegel

and which mirrored the young Marx’s own confron-

tation with Hegel. Verdinglichung means the ren-

dering of something alive and dynamic into a lifeless

object. Marx’s most famous example was the way

that capitalism took away the congealed labor of the

proletariat, in the form of products, and created a

‘‘fetishized’’ world of commodities. Lukács argues

that in bourgeois society human consciousness

has become reified, and the alienated condition of

subjects separated from objects has been taken as

natural, as a ‘‘second nature.’’ Once one recognizes

that alienation can be overcome, by what would

later be called consciousness-raising, capitalism

could be abolished, the proletariat would cease to

exist, and a classless society would ensue in which

humans are both subject and object of history. This

process would necessarily be led by revolutionary
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intellectuals who had to choose to be on the right
side of history, no matter the consequences. This
fatalist attitude explained Lukács’s willingness to
criticize his own work and submit to the dictates
of the party.

The logic behind History and Class Consciousness
explains why Lukács remained a devoted member of

the party until the end. Unlike Marx, who believed

that the dialectic of history would inevitably result in

communism, Lukács understood that collective,

voluntaristic action was necessary. The party was

the indispensable motor of the revolution and had

to ascribe class consciousness to the workers as an

ideal type, even if the workers did not yet manifest

the ‘‘correct’’ party solidarity. Lukács’s book was

seen as heretical to the party because he returned

to a pre-Marxian notion of revolution as a hope, not

as a certainty of the future, and because he openly

avowed an elite dictatorship.

While many other communist and Jewish intel-

lectuals fled westward from the Nazis, Lukács

found refuge in the Soviet Union. From 1929 to

1944 he lived in Moscow and wrote about socialist

realism. He remained committed to Stalin even

through the show trials and purges of the late

1930s. Though his life was in danger and he was

once arrested, he was saved by the intervention of

Georgi Dimitrov, the general secretary of the

Comintern. In 1944 Lukács returned to Budapest

to teach philosophy at the university. He published

a book called Zerstörung der Vernunft (1954; The
Destruction of Reason), about the intellectual ori-

gins of fascism. It is generally considered his weak-

est work because of its sweeping condemnation of

German culture, literature, and philosophy.

Theodor Adorno called it the ‘‘destruction of

Lukács’s reason.’’ He was appointed minister of

culture under the reform prime minister Imre

Nagy in 1956, but when the Hungarian uprising

was crushed he was deported to Romania. He

returned in 1957 but was banned from teaching

because of his support for a more humane form of

socialism. He was readmitted into the party in

1965 and seems to have then supported Nikita

Khrushchev’s reforms. His utopian spirits were

rekindled in the heady days of 1968, when revolu-

tions broke out in Prague, Paris, Berlin, Berkeley,

and elsewhere. But when the German student

leader Rudi Dutschke visited him in March 1968,

Lukács continued to distance himself from the

works he had written in his early years and that

were having such a strong influence on the

European student movements of the late 1960s.

Lukács died in Budapest on 4 June 1971 and was

buried with full party honors. Although his writ-

ings continue to have an influence on some leftist

intellectuals in the West who wish to keep alive a

post-Marxist critique of bourgeois society, the fall

of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the dwindling of

attractive alternatives to liberal capitalism have ren-

dered Lukács’s work more of historical than vibrant

theoretical interest.

See also Bartók, Béla; Communism; Mannheim, Karl;
1968; 1989; Purges; Stalin, Joseph.
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ELLIOT NEAMAN
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LUMUMBA, PATRICE (1925–1961),
Congolese leader.

The Congolese political leader Patrice Lumumba
was born on 2 July 1925 in Onalua, Kasai province,
a little village flanked by two large Christian mis-
sions, one Catholic, the other Protestant, both
allied with the Belgian colonial authorities. At first
called Isaı̈e Tasumbu, he was deeply affected by the
rigidity of a system that made life so hard for
the colonized. Taking advantage of wartime condi-
tions, he migrated to Stanleyville (now Kisangani)
in 1944 and there found employment first in
the territorial administration and then in the post
office. But it was membership in corporatist orga-
nizations that provided him with the loudspeaker
he needed to get his voice heard. No one in the
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Congolese elite was to achieve a political ascent
comparable to his. By establishing himself in
Léopoldville (now Kinshasa) at the end of 1957
and becoming the prime mover of his party, the
Mouvement National Congolais, from its founda-
tion in October 1958, Lumumba catapulted him-
self to the very center of the country’s public life,
and much of the Congolese political class was
obliged to position itself relative to him.

From 1948 to 1956 Lumumba remained
within the Catholic world, but in 1955 he aligned
himself with the liberal minister Auguste Buisseret
(1888–1965) and supported secular education in
the Congo. He championed the values of western
civilization, the principle of equality, and the rights
and freedoms of all—this despite the fact that he
had himself suffered the injustice and violence of a
colonial system that flouted those very values while
paying them lip service. He observed that the main
Belgian opposition parties dissented from their
country’s colonialist agenda only on minor issues
such as wages and schools and that they fell quiet as
soon as such essential questions as the future status
of the Congo arose. As he became aware both of
the deepening crisis of the colonial order during
the 1950s and of the unrelenting mistreatment of
the colonized, he gradually abandoned the ‘‘cor-
poratist’’ attitudes of most of the Congolese elite
and instead called for the rights to progress, well-
being, and dignity for all his ‘‘race brothers.’’ This
exigent and rebellious attitude, which became
more radical in late 1958, naturally put Lumumba
at odds with the colonial authorities; his belief in
progress and modernity, coupled with his ambition
to lead a mass movement, made him a threat to a
variety of powerful figures. It was in this context
that legal proceedings were brought against him
and that he ended by spending more than a year
incarcerated (from July 1956 to September 1957
and from November 1959 to January 1960) at a
time when the independence of the Belgian Congo
was clearly on the horizon and a change of leader-
ship seemed inevitable.

After a meeting known as the ‘‘Political Round
Table,’’ held in Brussels in January and February,
Belgium granted independence to the Congo but
immediately decided to separate Lumumba from
the process, even to eliminate him if need be. But
as delays, hesitations, and contradictions continued

to beset Belgian policy, Lumumba did not hesitate to

display his self-confidence with respect to the author-

ities by openly defying them. He won the elections of

May 1960, becoming prime minister upon the coun-

try’s achievement of independence on 30 June 1960,

but was obliged to share power with his rival Joseph

Kasavubu (1917–1969), who was named head of

state. The new regime inherited a precarious situation

from the ‘‘colonial model,’’ and things deteriorated

rapidly when the army mutinied and the province of

Katanga and part of Kasai seceded. Despite these

realities, Lumumba held fast to attitudes he had

maintained steadfastly since 1959: physical courage

when confronted by violence and the threat of death

and an unshakable commitment to his chosen

cause—the total independence of a united Congo as

a sovereign state ready to fight both outside pressures

and internal corruption. He had no illusions about

his destiny or the risks he was running, but he cate-

gorically rejected all compromise.

Some combination of western and Congolese

forces (Belgium, the United States, the United

Nations, and powerful groups in Léopoldville and

Élisabethville) brought about Lumumba’s assassina-

tion in Katanga on 17 January 1961. Lumumba had

never espoused any revolutionary socialist or Marxist

ideology. His personal development and his sad end

are uniquely bound up with the history of the Congo,

originally colonized as the personal enterprise of King

Leopold II (r. 1865–1909) of Belgium. Lumumba’s

murky death was part and parcel of the Congo’s

bungled decolonization, the most rapid in history.

See also Belgium; Colonialism; Decolonization.
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n

LUXEMBOURG. World War I affected

Luxembourg at a time when the nation-building

process was far from complete. The small grand

duchy (2,586 square kilometers, about 260,000

inhabitants in 1914) opted for an ambiguous pol-

icy between 1914 and 1918. With the country

occupied by German troops, the government, led

by Paul Eyschen, chose to remain neutral. This

strategy had been elaborated with the approval of

Marie-Adélaı̈de, grand duchess of Luxembourg.

Although continuity prevailed on the political level,

the war caused social upheaval, which laid the foun-

dation for the first trade union in Luxembourg.

The end of the occupation in November 1918
squared with a time of uncertainty on the interna-
tional as well as the national level. The victorious
Allies disapproved of the choices made by the local
elites, and some Belgian politicians even demanded
the integration of the country into a greater
Belgium. Within Luxembourg a strong minority
asked for the instauration of a republic. In the
end, the grand duchy remained a monarchy but
was led by a new head of state, Charlotte. In
1921 it entered into an economic and monetary
union with Belgium, the Union Économique
Belgo-Luxembourgeoise (UEBL). During most of
the twentieth century, however, Germany
remained its most important economic partner.

The introduction of universal suffrage for men
and women favored the Rechtspartei (party of the
Right), which played the dominant role in the
government throughout the twentieth century,
with the exception of 1925–1926 and 1974–
1979, when the two other important parties, the
Liberal and the Social Democratic, formed a coali-
tion. The success of the resulting party was due
partly to the support of the church—the popula-
tion was more than 90 percent Catholic—and of its
newspaper, the Luxemburger Wort.

On the international level, the interwar period
was characterized by an attempt to put
Luxembourg on the map. Especially under Joseph
Bech, head of the Department of Foreign Affairs,
the country participated more actively in several
international organizations, in order to ensure its
autonomy. On the economic level, the 1920s and
the 1930s saw the decline of the agricultural sector

in favor of industry, but above all of the service
sector. The proportion of the active population in
this last sector rose from 18 percent in 1907 to 31
percent in 1935.

The invasion of Luxembourg by German
troops on 10 May 1940 was the beginning of a
four-year period of occupation. Even though the
country was not de jure integrated into the Reich,
de facto the German Zivilverwaltung (civil admin-
istration) under the direction of Gustav Simon
considered and treated Luxembourg as a part of
the Third Reich. This policy reached a peak with
the forced enlistment of 10,200 Luxembourgers in
the Wehrmacht from September 1942 on. In
Luxembourger historiography, World War II is
generally perceived as the end of the nation-build-
ing process. The legitimacy of the state was indeed
no longer questioned in 1944. On one hand, the
government and Charlotte, grand duchess of
Luxembourg, achieved important results from their
lobbying activities during the four years they spent
in exile (London and Montreal). On the other, the
opposition to the German occupation found its
expression within the country in several resistance
movements. The power of the collaboration was
not strong enough to make these two pillars trem-
ble. World War II remains an important period in
the legitimization of the nation, as illustrated by
the many commemorations and the frequent refer-
ences to it in official speeches.

Encouraged by the contacts established with
the Dutch and Belgian governments in exile,
Luxembourg pursued a policy of presence in inter-
national organizations. It was one of the six found-
ing members of the European Coal and Steel
Community in 1952 (ECSC) and of the European
Economic Community (EEC) in 1957. In the con-
text of the Cold War, Luxembourg clearly opted for
the West by joining the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) in 1949, thus renouncing
its traditional neutrality, which had determined its
international policy since the founding of the state.
Engagement in European construction was rarely
questioned subsequently, either by politicians or by
the greater population. Despite its small propor-
tions, Luxembourg often played an intermediary
role between larger countries. This role of mediator,
especially between the two large and often bellicose
nations of Germany and France, was considered one
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of the main characteristics of national identity,

allowing the Luxembourger not to have to choose

between one of these two neighbors. The country

also hosted a large number of European institu-

tions such as the European Court of Justice.

Luxembourg’s small size no longer seemed to be a

challenge to the existence of the country, and the

creation of the Banque Centrale du Luxembourg

(1998) and of the University of Luxembourg

(2003) was evidence of the continuing desire to

become a ‘‘real’’ nation. The decision in 1985

to declare Lëtzebuergesch (Luxembourgian) the

national language was also a step in the affirmation

of the country’s independence. In fact, the linguistic

situation in Luxembourg was characterized by

trilinguilism: Lëtzebuergesch was the spoken everyday

language, German the written language, in which

Luxembourgers were most fluent, and French the

language of official letters and law.

In the early twenty-first century, the internal

political situation was characterized by a great sta-

bility. The government was predominantly led by

the Christian Democrats. They provided some

important statesmen, such as Pierre Werner and

Jean-Claude Juncker. Although the Communist

Party, which obtained 11 percent of the vote in

1945, became insignificant, two other parties suc-

ceeded in imposing their presence beginning in the

1990s: Déi Greng, which sprang from the ecologi-

cal movements, and the Committee for Democracy

and Justice (ADR), a right-wing and populist party.

Between 1945 and 2005, the economic struc-

ture of Luxembourg changed significantly. The

crisis of the metallurgy sector, which began in the

mid-1970s and lasted till the late 1980s, nearly

pushed the country into economic recession, given

the monolithic dominance of that sector. The

Tripartite Coordination Committee, consisting of

members of the government, management repre-

sentatives, and trade union leaders, succeeded in

preventing major social unrest during those years,

thus creating the myth of a ‘‘Luxembourg model’’

characterized by social peace. Although in the early

years of the twenty-first century Luxembourg

enjoyed one of the highest GNP per capita in the

world, this was mainly due to the strength of its

financial standing, which gained importance at the

end of the 1960s. Thirty-five years later, one-third

of the tax proceeds originated from that sector.

The harmonization of the tax system across

Europe could, however, seriously undermine the

financial situation of the grand duchy.

In this small country, immigration played an
important role in supporting economic develop-
ment. Beginning in the 1930s, a large number of
Italians worked in metallurgy. In the 1970s, the
Portuguese became the most important group.
The strong economic growth in the late 1990s
and in the early years of the twenty-first century,
and the presence of some important European
institutions, explain why 38 percent of the total
population of 450,000 was composed of foreigners
in 2005; they even represented more than half the
active population.

See also Belgium.
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BENOÎT MAJERUS

n

LUXEMBURG, ROSA (1870–1919),
German socialist theorist and publicist.

Rosa Luxemburg was born Roszalia Luksen-
burg, the fifth child in a Jewish family in Russian
Poland; her father was a merchant and her mother
the daughter of a rabbi. The family moved to
Warsaw in 1873, and there she attended the
Russian Second Gymnasium for Girls (1880–
1887) and was known to teachers and family for
her intelligence, industry, independent spirit, and
sharp tongue. Upon graduation she joined an ille-
gal socialist group and also made plans to go to
Zurich, Switzerland, where women could matricu-
late in the university. She arrived in Zurich early in
1889, adopted a German form (Rosa Luxemburg)
of her name, and enrolled in the university.
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Drawn to the milieu of radical émigré students

there, in 1890 she met Leo Jogiches (1867–1919),

already well known as a young revolutionary. From

that time until their deaths (1919) their lives were

closely intertwined: as lovers, as founders in 1892,

along with Julian Marchlewski, of the Social

Democracy of the Kingdom of Poland, and as revo-

lutionary comrades. In the 1890s Luxemburg, with

seemingly inexhaustible energy and despite her

troublesome limp, combined increasing socialist

involvement with her studies, which she completed

in 1897 with a doctoral dissertation on the indus-

trial development of Poland (Die industrielle
Entwicklung Polens, published 1898). As editor of

the Polish-language Workers’ Cause (Sprawa
Robotnicza, 1894–1896) she traveled frequently to

Paris, where it was published, met with French

socialists, and attended and spoke forcefully at the

congresses of the Socialist International in Zurich

(1893) and London (1896). At the London meet-

ing she attempted unsuccessfully to persuade the

delegates to oppose national self-determination on

the ground that it distracted from the highest goal

of socialism, the emancipation of the proletariat.

Luxemburg desired fervently to be at the center of

international socialism; ideally that meant participa-

tion in the German Social Democratic Party, some-

thing that would be difficult for a non-German. To

obtain German citizenship, friends helped her

arrange a legal but sham marriage to the son of

German socialists in Zurich (April 1898), and less

than a month later she arrived in Berlin as

Dr. Rosalia Lübeck, a name she dropped forthwith.

Luxemburg’s reputation rose rapidly in the

socialist movement. Within weeks, party leaders

sent her to Upper Silesia as a campaign speaker

among the Polish population in the Reichstag elec-

tion of 1898. She then plunged immediately into

the revisionist debate with a biting critique of

Eduard Bernstein in newspaper articles (September

1898) that then appeared as Social Reform or
Revolution? (Sozialreform oder Revolution?, 1899).

In trenchant speeches at the party congress

(Stuttgart, October 1898) she sought to refute

Bernstein point by point, exploiting her polemical

skills and her knowledge of economics and Marxist

theory to argue that although socialists could not

stand against reforms, they first of all had to give

priority to social revolution. Opponents of

revisionism greeted her attack on Bernstein approv-
ingly, but others were wary of a young Jewish
woman, newly arrived in Germany, who seemed
overly self-confident and used her high intelligence
and rhetorical wit with such single-minded determi-
nation. Over the years Luxemburg fiercely assailed
the party establishment, fought openly and some-
times harshly with many leaders, including August
Bebel, and did not shy away from publicly humiliat-
ing her Marxist ally, Karl Kautsky, though she was at
the same time a close friend of his wife. Although
she and Vladimir Lenin had much in common,
in ‘‘Organizational Questions of Russian Social
Democracy’’ (‘‘Organisationsfragen der russischen
Sozialdemokraten,’’ Die Neue Zeit, 1903/1904)
she rigorously examined his conception of the
vanguard party, arguing that centralized organiza-
tions were more likely to hinder than advance the
cause of socialism because they would not privilege
revolutionary spontaneity from below.

Luxemburg believed strongly that social revolu-
tion and proletarian emancipation took precedence
over all other causes endorsed by socialists. Most

Rosa Luxemburg with an unidentified man, 1919.
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socialists approved of national self-determination,

but she downplayed it as irrelevant and denounced

the Polish Socialist Party because it made self-

determination a major objective. For the most

part Luxemburg disregarded her Jewish heritage,

contending that it would be misleading to stress

the plight of the Jews because their condition was

no worse than that of many other peoples. She

also made no special plea for women. In the 1890s

socialist feminists were establishing their own

organization and identity within the labor move-

ment, but she remained largely indifferent to their

work. She wanted socialists to concentrate on

broad class issues that would mobilize all revolu-

tionary energies. For this purpose she believed

that an important lesson could be learned from

the 1905 revolution in Russia, namely, that mass

strikes, generated by the spontaneous impulses of

the masses, were a key weapon. She explicated this

thesis in the pamphlet Mass Strike, Party, and
Trade Unions (Massenstreik, Partei und
Gewerkschaften, 1906), but the party never

adopted her view of the mass strike.

Social Democratic leaders nonetheless showed

their appreciation for Luxemburg’s learning and

mastery of Marxism in 1907 by appointing her to

the Party School. Her courses in political economy,

Marxist theory, and the history of trade unionism

were among the most popular. For Luxemburg

the appointment meant a steady income and the

opportunity to use her lectures as the basis for

two books. After working on An Introduction
to Political Economy (Einführung in die
Nationalökonomie, published posthumously,

1925) she put it aside to write The Accumulation
of Capital (Die Akkumulation des Kapitals,
1913), clearly her most important contribution

to Marxist theory. In it she offered an economic

explanation both for the capacity of capitalism to

survive and how that led necessarily to imperial-

ism. Marx had postulated that capitalism would

collapse of its own internal contradictions, but

that had not yet happened. To realize the surplus

value it needed to sustain itself, Luxemburg rea-

soned, capitalism constantly had to find the means

to expand, first into lesser-developed areas of the

market societies themselves and secondly into for-

eign noncapitalist regions, leading inevitably to

imperialism. But at some point even imperialist

expansion would no longer be possible; capitalism
would exhaust the markets and resources of colonial
territories and, without opportunities for growth,
would collapse. Although The Accumulation won
admirers, many others, including Kautsky and
Lenin, responded with negative assessments.

The painful test for socialism came with the
outbreak of World War I. The patriotic behavior
of German and other European socialists dismayed
and angered the radical wing. Luxemburg joined
with other left-wing socialists in the International
Group and began a close association with Karl
Liebknecht (1871–1919). Sentenced in February
1915 to a three-year prison term for inciting public
disobedience, she lashed out at the betrayal of the
Social Democratic leaders in The Crisis of the Social
Democracy (Die Krise der Sozialdemokratie, 1916—
also popularly known as the Junius pamphlet after
the pseudonym she used—and drafted a set of
twelve ‘‘Guiding Principles’’ (Leitsätze), which the
International Group adopted early in January
1916. Released from prison early in 1916 for five
months, she was arrested again in July and
remained incarcerated until 8 November 1918,
during which time she managed to contribute to
the antiwar Spartacus Letters (Spartakusbriefen),
composed a lengthy answer to critics of The
Accumulation, and translated the Russian writer
Vladimir Korolenko’s autobiography into German.
She followed events in Russia and, in The Russian
Revolution (Die Russische Revolution, published only
in 1922 by Paul Levi), praised the revolutionary
accomplishments of the Bolsheviks, but she also
subjected several of their actions to stern criticism:
the self-defeating land policy; their support of
national self-determination; the dissolution of the
Constituent Assembly; and the abolition of the right
of association and freedom of the press, which, she
contended, thwarted completely the possible rule of
the masses or the building of socialism.

If Luxemburg’s commentary in The Russian
Revolution seems to suggest that she believed in
liberal democracy, this conclusion is very mislead-
ing. It needs to be corrected by what she said
when, after arriving back in Berlin (10 November
1918) she began to believe, in contrast to her
earlier pessimism, that the German proletariat pos-
sessed the potential to overthrow the provisional
government. If initially successful, the proletariat
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would have to secure its hold on power through

the use of ‘‘the revolutionary violence of the pro-

letariat’’ to destroy its enemies. She called for the

abolition of all parliaments and local councils, to be

replaced by workers’ and soldiers’ councils, and

leaned toward the dictatorship of the proletariat,

conceived of as democracy in a socialist sense. Also,

Luxemburg declined to publish her critique of the

Bolsheviks and publicly expressed no disagreement

with them, leaving the impression that she implic-

itly accepted Leninism as a model for German

communism. When the revolutionary executive of

the Communists and Independent Socialists

decided early in January 1919 to call for the over-

throw of the provisional government, Luxemburg

too overestimated the prospects for success and

joined in support of the badly conceived uprising

that troops crushed within days. Right-wing

Freikorps soldiers hunted down and captured

Luxemburg and Liebknecht and brutally murdered

them on 15 January 1919.

Luxemburg left a highly contested legacy. In

view of her sharp critique of the Bolsheviks, many

Russian Communists viewed her with suspicion,

but Lenin, despite long-standing differences,

always honored her as a person and revolutionary.

Communist denunciations of Luxemburg were at

times strident. Ruth Fischer held ‘‘Luxemburgism’’

responsible for the German Communist Party’s

weaknesses and the term became a weapon used

against anyone who resisted the bolshevization of

the party. Nonetheless, most German Communists

revered Luxemburg and Liebknecht as founders of

the party and heroic martyrs who symbolized and

inspired a revolutionary spirit. Luxemburg’s writ-

ings, especially from late 1918, served as program-

matic guidelines for the Communists. After World

War II, leaders of the German Democratic

Republic (East Germany), even when they contin-

ued officially to reject ‘‘Luxemburgism,’’ exploited

the heroic images of Luxemburg and Liebknecht to

give their regime added legitimacy. In the late

1980s, however, Luxemburg’s words were also

used against the regime as protesters’ banners car-

ried one powerful sentence from The Russian
Revolution: ‘‘Freedom is always the freedom of

those who think differently.’’ Luxemburg’s life

and ideas, it turned out, could be exploited to help

legitimate and delegitimate the same regime.

See also Liebknecht, Karl; Spartacists; Zetkin, Clara.
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VERNON L. LIDTKE

n

LYOTARD, JEAN-FRANÇOIS (1925–
1998), philosopher of the postmodern.

Jean-François Lyotard was one of the most
versatile of the so-called poststructuralist French
philosophers. Lyotard’s concept of ‘‘the figural’’ is
important for aesthetics. His interpretations of
Kantian idealism increased the importance of jus-
tice, judgment, rules, and rights in a late twentieth-
century political and cultural environment.

Lyotard’s first major work, Discours, figure,
was published in 1971. Prior to that date, his
principal public activity was dissident leftist
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political activism with the organization Socialisme
ou Barbarie (1949–1965), for whose journal he
wrote articles critical of France’s colonization of
Algeria, where he had taught high school. His later
teaching experiences included posts at La Flèche
military school, the Sorbonne, and Nanterre (now
University of Paris X) and visiting professorships
in many foreign universities. In the wake of the
May 1968 uprising by students and workers, he
was appointed to the ‘‘experimental’’ University
of Vincennes (now Paris VIII, in Saint-Denis)
where he taught in close association with Gilles
Deleuze. He also served as the first president of
the Collège International de Philosophie, founded
in 1983.

An initially obscure ‘‘report on knowledge’’ to
the provincial government of Quebec was to thrust
Lyotard into the center of debates about postmod-
ernism in the 1980s. Published under the title The
Postmodern Condition (1979), the report enjoyed
wide celebrity, but that could not prevent its claims
and especially, its implications, from being widely
misunderstood. ‘‘A work can become modern only
if it is first postmodern,’’ Lyotard explained.
‘‘Postmodernism thus understood is not modern-
ism at its end but in the nascent state, and this state
is constant’’ (p. 79). An explainer of the ‘‘postmod-
ern condition,’’ Lyotard was not necessarily a pro-
ponent of postmodernism.

Of greater importance for philosophy was
Lyotard’s revival of a reflection on ‘‘the sub-
lime’’—a notion with origins in Longinus (first
century C.E.) and which had come to its modern
culmination prior to Lyotard in the writings
of Edmund Burke (1729–1797) and especially
Immanuel Kant (1724–1804). The Differend (1983)
is, from a philosophical perspective, Lyotard’s most
important work. At one level, the book is a massive
and meticulous refutation of Holocaust revision-
ism. More fundamentally, Lyotard argues that in
order to be believable, a witness need not necessa-
rily have seen an event. Courts of law may well
listen to such testimony, but they will not hear it
because an intractable differend renders under-
standing impossible.

Lyotard’s exploration of Judaism has inspired
the claim that he went further than any other non-
Jewish twentieth-century thinker in that engage-
ment. His interest in painting was equally

significant. In a vast array of books or major essays
on Marcel Duchamp, Valerio Adami, Shusaku
Arakawa, Daniel Buren, Ruth Francken, Sam
Francis, Barnett Newman, Karel Appel, and many
others, Lyotard tirelessly tested his own philosophi-
cal claims against the work of art.

Lyotard’s interest in literature was equally
wide-ranging, abiding, and important for literary
studies in the late twentieth and early twenty-first
century. His interpretations of Marcel Duchamp
and Barnett Newman arguably deal as much with
these painters’ writings as they do with their con-
tributions to visual art. What literary figures—
whether Gertrude Stein (discussed in The
Differend) or Pierre Klossowski (in Libidinal
Economy, 1974)—have demonstrated stylistically
or have asserted directly about the power of a phrase
is frequently the crucible from which Lyotard
deploys his highly original thought. Without
examples borrowed from the poetry of Stéphane
Mallarmé and Michel Butor, Lyotard’s first major
treatise, Discours, figure, would have been unable
to display what the figural working within dis-
course looks like on the page. The problematic
that Lyotard explores in his final works on André
Malraux (1901–1976) and Saint Augustine (d. 604)
could be characterized as philosophy’s adoption of a
literary style in order to speak or write itself.

Some were dismayed by Lyotard’s late-life
interest in André Malraux, the committed novelist
whose subsequent espousal of Gaullism was never
forgiven by the Left. Yet the works that most abid-
ingly intrigue Lyotard are Malraux’s writings on
art: a few compact, obscure essays written early in
his career and several massive studies published
between the end of World War II and Malraux’s
death. Lyotard shared with Malraux an almost
mystical belief in art’s capacity to protect a space
in which innovative politics and ethics can still be
conceived and invented. In extremely different voices,
employing disparate discursive modes, Signed,
Malraux (1996) and Soundproof Room (1998)
both significantly extend Lyotard’s meditation on
what remains intractable in the human, on what is
inhuman in face of inhumanity. A similar intrac-
tability is legible in Augustine’s Confessions (1998),
Lyotard’s last work, left unfinished but published
posthumously.

See also Malraux, André; Phenomenology; Postmodernism.
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B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Harvey, Robert, and Lawrence R. Schehr, eds. Jean-
François: Time and Judgment. New Haven, Conn.,
and London, 2001.

Malpas, Simon. Jean-François Lyotard. London, 2003.

Williams, James. Lyotard: Towards a Modern Philosophy.
Cambridge, U.K., and Malden, Mass., 1998.

ROBERT HARVEY

n

LYSENKO AFFAIR. Trofim Denisovich
Lysenko’s ideas about plant breeding and heredity
contradicted the laws of Mendelian genetics, but
promised great agricultural benefits for the Soviet
Union. Lysenkoism refers to the process by which
the Soviet state and Communist Party supported
Lysenko’s views and silenced his detractors.
Lysenkoism became emblematic of all that was
wrong with Soviet science policies and a cautionary
tale about the detrimental effect political leaders
can have on the development of science.

‘‘THE BAREFOOT PROFESSOR’’

Lysenko was born to a peasant family in Ukraine in
1898. Considerable ambition, determination, and
a strong memory (which made up for poor reading
and writing skills) led him from his village school to
a regional vocational school. In 1922, benefiting
from Soviet affirmative-action policies for workers
and peasants, he became a correspondence student
at the Kiev Agricultural Institute. Upon graduation
in 1925, he moved to an experimental plant selec-
tion station in Azerbaijan. Lysenko’s first brush
with fame came with a 1927 article in Pravda that
described his experiments with planting legu-
minous crops to enrich fields. The article con-
trasted his findings with the supposedly
impractical theories of university-trained scientists
who worked with the ‘‘hairy legs of flies.’’
Lysenko’s propaganda value as a ‘‘barefoot profes-
sor’’ outweighed the actual validity and originality
of his claims. Before scientists could verify what he
had done, Lysenko was on to his next major ‘‘dis-
covery,’’ a process he called ‘‘vernalization.’’ By
dampening or cooling winter varieties of wheat,
Lysenko claimed that he could turn them into
spring varieties capable of producing higher yields.
He either did not know or simply ignored the fact

that other scientists had worked on and abandoned
this idea. Soon, vernalization became Lysenko’s
recipe for solving a full range of agricultural pro-
blems and the foundation for a whole theory of
heredity. Lysenko held that characteristics acquired
through exposure to environmental factors could be
inherited by subsequent generations. He rejected
the existence of genes and dismissed the break-
throughs of Gregor Mendel, August Weismann,
and Thomas Hunt Morgan that were at the core
of modern genetics. That there was no experimental
basis for Lysenko’s assertions did not seem to deter
him or his growing list of followers in the agricul-
tural establishment. Revolutionary zeal, not mea-
sured caution, was the order of the day.

LYSENKO’S RISE

Initially such scientists as Nikolai Vavilov, the lead-
ing Soviet plant geneticist, nurtured Lysenko, per-
haps because of Lysenko’s popularity with the press
and political leaders and perhaps because he prom-
ised precisely the kind of revolutionary agricultural
advancements the state and Communist Party
expected of Soviet science. But Lysenko did not
return the favor. Instead, he took every opportu-
nity to chastise geneticists for not recognizing the
practical value of his experiments. He did not hes-
itate to use the language of class struggle, depicting
himself as a representative of proletarian science
and the geneticists as representatives of bourgeois
science. With the aide of the Marxist-Leninist philos-
opher Isaak Prezent, Lysenko filled his speeches with
references to Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, and
Vladimir Lenin. Prezent also helped Lysenko rea-
lize the benefits of describing his ideas as building
on the work of the humble plant breeder and
Soviet hero Ivan Michurin. Using the label
Michurinist allowed Lysenko to place his theories
within a Russian scientific tradition that was dis-
tinct from allegedly Western and capitalist genetics.

In 1935 Lysenko delivered a particularly divisive
speech at a conference of agricultural shock workers
in the Kremlin. Joseph Stalin, who was in attendance,
responded by clapping and shouting, ‘‘Bravo,
Comrade Lysenko, Bravo!’’ Even as it became
increasingly clear to specialists that Lysenko’s practi-
cal proposals did not bring about the results he had
predicted and that his theories were untenable, chal-
lenging his views became increasingly risky. By the
end of the 1930s Lysenko had managed to trade in
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on his notoriety to secure key positions in the acad-
emy and government: between 1935 and 1940 he
became an academician of the USSR Academy of
Sciences, director of the Odessa Institute of
Genetics and Breeding, director of the academy’s
Institute of Genetics (replacing Vavilov), president
of the Lenin All-Union Agricultural Academy
(VASKhNIL), and the deputy head of the USSR
Supreme Soviet. Geneticists still managed to win
some official support for their work, but Lysenko
convinced agricultural ministers, philosophers, and
party leaders that ‘‘Michurinism’’ was more practical,
patriotic, and progressive than genetics. In 1940
Lysenko’s vitriol contributed either directly or, at
the very least, indirectly to Vavilov’s arrest as a
British spy. Vavilov died in prison in 1943.

THE DEFEAT OF SOVIET GENETICS

After World War II, some geneticists continued to

challenge Lysenko’s claims in scientific meetings and

articles in scholarly journals. They even received

some support in early 1948 from Yuri Zhdanov,

head of the Science Section of the Central

Committee and son of the party secretary, Andrei

Zhdanov. But Stalin accepted the distinction

Lysenko made between progressive Soviet biology

and reactionary Weismannism-Morganism. In a pri-

vate letter Stalin reassured Lysenko that ‘‘the future

belongs to Michurin.’’ In May 1948 Stalin chastised

the younger Zhdanov for criticizing Lysenko. On

July 31 Lysenko gave a speech to a session of

VASKhNIL distinguishing his materialist, home-

grown, practical work from the idealist, foreign,

impractical theories of geneticists. Even though the

speech was printed in Pravda (suggesting the party’s

approval), some scientists in the audience challenged

Lysenko’s authority to define Soviet biology.

Lysenko responded at the end of the meeting by

informing the audience that the Central Committee

had approved his speech in advance. To challenge

Trofim Lysenko examines a stalk of wheat on a collective farm near Odessa. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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his scientific ideas was now tantamount to challeng-
ing the Communist Party itself. The Central
Committee set about firing geneticists and appoint-
ing Lysenkoists to administrative posts in academic
and teaching institutions.

Scientists in other fields used the situation in
Soviet biology as a template for settling controver-
sial issues, but with less success than Lysenko. By
the end of Stalin’s reign Lysenko’s control of
Soviet biology began to face challenges from within
the party apparatus and from agricultural minis-
tries that were consistently disappointed by the
results of applying his ideas. But widespread criti-
cism was possible only after Stalin’s death in 1953.
Nikita Khrushchev, apparently agreeing with scien-
tists and administrators who complained about
Lysenko’s abuse of power, removed him from
the presidency of VASKhNIL. But Lysenko soon
managed to charm Khrushchev with promises of
advances in corn breeding and dairy cow breeding

at a time when the leader had staked much of his
domestic and international reputation on the
improvement of Soviet agriculture. Lysenko’s final

defeat came only with Khrushchev’s ouster from
power in 1964.

See also Science; Soviet Union; Stalin, Joseph.
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MAASTRICHT, TREATY OF. The
Treaty of Maastricht, signed by the then twelve
member states in 1991, is considered the symbol
of the refoundation of the project of European
integration, and for two reasons. First, it expanded
the scope of European integration and thoroughly
revised its institutional setting. Second, after it was
signed, it gave rise in most member states, for the
first time since the 1950s, to wide public debate on
the future of European integration and the fate of
nation-states.

THE REFOUNDATION OF EUROPEAN

INTEGRATION

Created by the Treaty of Rome of 1957, the
European Economic Communities progressed very
slowly in the early decades. The 1960s saw the grad-
ual formation of the customs union (the progressive
reduction of protectionist measures) among the six
founder states, but any attempt to extend the
integration was thwarted by the French Gaullist
governments. In the 1970s the governments
launched broad discussions on further integration;
they adopted new legislation in areas such as envir-
onmental protection, public health, and consumer
policies, and initiated flexible mechanisms of coop-
eration in the fields of monetary policies and for-
eign affairs, but they proved unable to coordinate
their economic policies to face the oil crises or
to revise the EEC’s institutional framework. The
relaunching began in the mid-1980s, when the
governments agreed to complete the ‘‘single mar-
ket’’ objective set up by the Rome treaty. With the

exception of the rather technical 1965 treaty, the

Single European Act of 1987 was the first new

treaty signed since the establishment of the EEC.

It set the objective of a single European market

and adopted a clear deadline; extended qualified

majority voting where this was deemed necessary

to attain this objective; slightly enhanced the

powers of the European parliament; and codified

a mechanism of cooperation in the field of foreign

affairs that had been practiced informally in the

1970s. Taken together, these revisions indicated

the willingness of the member states to further

European integration. Yet several governments,

the European Commission, and the federalist move-

ments within and around the European parliament

found this treaty too modest. Many hoped that it

would be but a first step toward a more ambitious

project of economic and monetary union, on a par

with deeper institutional changes.

The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 gave a new

impetus to these ambitions. In the founding coun-

tries—France, Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg,

the Netherlands, and Italy, as well as in Spain and

Portugal, which joined the EEC in 1986—a major-

ity of the political class argued that far from depriv-

ing the European project of its raison d’être, the

disintegration of the Soviet bloc made European

integration more necessary than ever. Although

they had no clear idea at that time of what their

relationship with central European countries

and with Russia would be, the European leaders

knew that a new era had opened and agreed that

European institutions should be adapted to this

M
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context. Moreover, the prospect of German reuni-
fication prompted widespread concerns in several
capitals—first and foremost in Paris—where the
diplomats and politicians feared the emergence of
a hegemonic country with strong Eastern connec-
tions that would alter the European balance. In this
climate, the governments agreed in the first
months of 1990 to convene an ‘‘intergovernmental
conference’’—the political-diplomatic forum stipu-
lated by the treaty to revise the treaty itself—
endowed with a double task: on the one hand, to
negotiate the mechanism of monetary unification
that had been discussed in expert groups since
1988; on the other, to discuss the institutional
reforms of the European Community and the
decision-making rules of its foreign policy. The
Treaty of Maastricht signed in 1991 was the out-
come of this conference.

THE THREE PILLARS OF THE EUROPEAN

UNION

The most innovative chapter of the treaty estab-
lished a process leading toward an ‘‘economic and

monetary Union’’ (EMU). The first plans for a

single European currency were made in 1970, but

in the 1970s and 1980s the member states man-

aged only to coordinate their monetary policies

within a ‘‘European monetary system’’ based on

flexible and evolutive parity mechanisms between

national currencies. The Treaty of Maastricht estab-

lished a three-stage mechanism leading toward full

monetary unification, inspired by a report written

by a group of central bankers under the chairman-

ship of Jacques Delors (b. 1925): the countries

that intended to adopt the euro had to respect

the ‘‘Maastricht criteria’’—regarding inflation and

budget discipline—in order to make their econo-

mies converge. No country was forced to adopt the

mechanism—this ‘‘opt-out’’ was required by the

reluctant Britain and Denmark—but once they are

part of the ‘‘eurozone’’ the member states transfer

their monetary powers to an independent European

central bank and have to abide by strict measures of

budget discipline monitored through multilateral

surveillance. This plan was the outcome of a major

French citizens vote on the Maastricht Treaty in Paris, 1992. ªOWEN FRANKLIN/CORBIS
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intergovernmental bargain spearheaded by France

and Germany: France saw it as a condition for

reanchoring a reunified Germany in the European

Union, and the Federal Republic agreed to abandon

the powerful deutsche mark if its own doctrine of

monetary policy was codified by the treaty.

The second innovation of the Treaty of
Maastricht was the creation of the European Union
and its so-called intergovernmental pillars. Changing
the name from European Economic Community
was one of the symbolic measures aimed at high-
lighting the importance of this refoundation, but it
was merely a compromise. The most pro-European
governments—Germany, the Benelux countries,
and Italy—had pleaded for the extension of the
Community’s tasks to foreign affairs and internal
security policies, and for the preservation of a single
institutional framework. The most reluctant coun-
tries—Britain, Denmark, Greece, and to a certain
extent France—agreed to expand European inte-
gration in these new fields only on two conditions:
first, these policies would remain intergovernmen-
tal affairs, governed by unanimity voting and grant-
ing a very limited role to the European institutions;
second, they would be organized outside the frame-
work of the existing Community. The Treaty
of Maastricht combined these two views: it created
‘‘intergovernmental’’ pillars outside the Community
in the areas of foreign security policies and justice
and home affairs and also created a European Union
that would incorporate both the Economic Com-
munity and the new cooperative security. This
compromise was criticized because it complicated
the European structures, but it symbolized the dual
nature of the European project, based on funda-
mental integration in the original economic field
and less extensive cooperation in the other areas.

A PERMANENT PROCESS OF TREATY

CHANGE

The Treaty of Maastricht was also a turning point

in institutional reform. Since the end of the 1970s,

the European Community’s institutional frame-

work had been the object of two criticisms. On

the one hand, the continued requirement for unani-

mity voting in many areas undermined its decision-

making capacity. On the other, the Community was

criticized for being insufficiently democratic. The

governments endeavored to answer these two

concerns: they slightly expanded the use of quali-

fied majority voting and made several reforms

meant to curb the EU’s alleged ‘‘democratic defi-

cit.’’ In this spirit, the treaty created a Committee

of the Regions to give subnational entities a say in

European processes; it set up an ombudsman and

made the deliberations of the Council of Ministers

public to address Denmark’s concerns about the

EU’s ‘‘lack of transparency.’’ Last but not least,

it strengthened the European parliament by giving

it a say in the appointment of the European

Commission and a power of co-decision in many

legislative areas. By so doing, the treaty furthered

the parliamentarization of the EU and altered the

original institutional balance of the ‘‘Community

model.’’

In hindsight, the Treaty of Maastricht appears

to have opened a new dynamic of European inte-

gration, characterized by gradual and constant

revision of the founding treaties. Although they

amounted to deep structural changes, these reforms

were indeed deemed insufficient by several member

states, which called for and obtained a clause stating

that the treaty would be revised in five years. This

paved the way for the process of quasi-uninterrupted

treaty change that took place subsequently: the

treaties of Amsterdam (1997), Nice (2000), and

Rome (2004) were all meant to achieve the reforms

initiated at Maastricht and to adapt the Union to

its new dimensions after it was enlarged to include

Eastern Europe. As of 2004, however, none had

managed to produce a broad consensus on the

‘‘finality’’ of the European Union.

See also Euro; European Constitution 2004–2005;
European Union.
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MACDONALD, RAMSAY (1866–1937),
prime minister of the first two British Labour gov-
ernments of 1924 and 1929–1931.

Ramsay MacDonald is best remembered for his
involvement in the financial crisis of 1931, which
led to the formation of the National Government
under his premiership, an event that resulted in his
lasting denunciation by the Labour Party. Yet,
despite the obloquy heaped upon him, his reputa-
tion has been revived since the 1970s by the poli-
tical historian David Marquand.

MacDonald was born at Lossiemouth in
Scotland on 12 October 1866, the illegitimate son
of Anne Ramsay and, possibly, John MacDonald, a
ploughman. Educated at a local school, he became a
pupil teacher and was expected to become a teacher.
However, in the 1880s he took up clerical posts in
Bristol and London.

Throughout the 1880s and the early 1890s,
MacDonald was active in many socialist and radical
organizations. He joined the quasi-Marxist Social
Democratic Federation while in Bristol and was
active in radical and Liberal Party politics while in
London. His attempt to become a Liberal candi-
date and member of Parliament for Southampton
was thwarted in 1894, and so he moved to the new
Independent Labour Party and became the ILP
and Labour Electoral Association candidate for
Southampton in 1895. By that time he had already
developed other socialist credentials, becoming a
Fabian Society lecturer in 1892. However, he was
still toying with radical ideas when in 1896 he
joined the Rainbow Circle, a body of radical liberals
such as Herbert Samuel, who published the
Progressive Review. At this point, in November
1896, MacDonald began to develop his political
career as he married Margaret Gladstone (d. 1911),
who brought with her a settlement of up to three
hundred pounds per year. They moved into a flat
at 3 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, which became
the headquarters of the Labour Representation

Committee (later Labour Party) in the early

twentieth century.

MacDonald’s political career blossomed. He

was on the Executive Committee of the Fabian

Society in 1894, sat on the National Administrative

Council of the ILP in 1896, and was often its chair-

man or secretary until the First World

War. However, MacDonald is mainly associated

with the rise of the Labour Party. He was often

secretary or chairman of the Labour Representation

Committee/Labour Party from 1900 to 1914, chair-

man of the Parliamentary Labour Party between

1911 and 1914, and one of the architects of the

‘‘Lib-Lab’’ pact of 1903, which allowed Liberal

and Labour candidates an unchallenged run against

the Conservatives in a number of constituencies in

the 1906 general election. MacDonald was himself

a beneficiary of this arrangement, being returned

for the two-member seat of Leicester in January

1906 and representing that constituency until

1918.

Prime minister Ramsay MacDonald leaves his

residence to deliver his resignation to King George,

November 1924. GETTY IMAGES
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MacDonald’s opposition to the First World

War led him to lose his parliamentary seat in

1918, but that allowed him to become deeply

involved in building up the Labour Party between

1918 and 1922, which partly paved the way for his

return as M.P. for Aberavon in 1922. Almost

immediately he was voted leader of the Labour

Party, and it is in this capacity that he became

Labour’s first prime minister in January 1924,

keeping a minority Labour government in power

for about ten months, during which he, acting as

foreign secretary, promoted conferences to secure

lasting international peace. This government was

defeated in the general election of 1924, which

occurred in the climate of the infamous ‘‘Zinoviev

letter,’’ or ‘‘Red Letter scare,’’ a fake letter indicat-

ing the intention of the Soviet Union to use the

Labour Party to gain its revolutionary objectives.

After being returned for Seaham, MacDonald was

able to form a second minority Labour government

in June 1929. However, the onset of the world

recession, resulting from the Wall Street crash,

raised unemployment in Britain from one to three

million and effectively bankrupted the government.

Forced to contemplate major cuts, including a 10

percent reduction in unemployment benefits, the

Labour cabinet split in August 1931 and was

replaced by a national coalition government, headed

by MacDonald. L. MacNeill Weir, MacDonald’s

parliamentary private secretary from 1924 to 1931,

along with the Labour critics, accused MacDonald

of treachery, but more recently David Marquand has

defended his actions as those of a man who put

country before party.

After the general election of 1931, MacDonald

headed a coalition government that was dominated

overwhelmingly by Conservatives. He was little

more than a figurehead but was allowed to indulge

his interest in foreign policy and in 1931 was

involved in the Geneva Disarmament Conference

and the Lausanne Conference. Ill health forced him

to resign on 7 June 1935. Although he lost his seat

in the 1935 general election, he was found a safe

seat for the Scottish Universities and remained

a member of the House of Commons until his

death on 9 November 1937, while cruising in the

Caribbean. The fact that few of his old comrades

attended his funeral indicates the enduring hatred

the Labour Party felt for his actions in 1931.

Indeed, one might reflect that had it not been for
the events of 1931, MacDonald would probably be
one of the lionized figures in the party he helped to
create.

See also Labor Movements; United Kingdom.
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MACEDONIA. A milestone in the history of
Macedonia came in 1913. In Bucharest on 10
August Greece, Montenegro, Romania, and
Serbia, after a month of bloody warfare, settled
their dispute with Bulgaria over the spoils of the
war they had just fought together (1912–1913)
against the Ottomans. The apple of discord was
Macedonia, an ill-defined region, which in the late
nineteenth century included most of the remaining
European provinces of the Ottoman Empire to the
West of the River Nestos (Mesta). The area had
rich agricultural resources and a strategic position
in Balkan communications. Macedonia’s popula-
tion consisted of Greek-, Slav-, Vlach-, Albanian-,
and Turkish-speaking Muslims, and Christians (the
latter divided since 1872 into the adherents of the
Constantinople Patriarchate and the followers of
the Bulgarian Exarchate). A considerable number
of Jews resided in Thessaloniki and other urban
centers. Through educational campaigns and irreg-
ular warfare against the Ottomans and each other,
Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbia had managed to create
national parties of varying loyalty out of the peasant
Christian population.

Following the treaty of Bucharest victorious
Greece annexed the southern littoral, mostly Greek-
speaking and pro-Patriarchist, parts of Macedonia,
roughly identified with the classical Kingdom of
Macedonia. Serbia received the upper part of the
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Vardar Valley, a region including the vilayet of
Kosovo, partly identified as Old Serbia. Only
Pirin—the upper part of the Mesta River—went
to defeated Bulgaria. In 1915 the Bulgarians occu-
pied large parts of Greek and Serbian Macedonia,
but were driven out by the victorious Entente
forces. In accordance with the Treaty of Neuilly
(1919) a voluntary Greek-Bulgarian exchange of
populations completed the population transfers
that had started in 1912–1913, while the Treaty
of Lausanne (1923) triggered a compulsory Greek-
Turkish exchange that produced ethnic and reli-
gious homogeneity in Greek Macedonia, although
Slav revisionism continued.

In the interwar period all three states faced the
challenges of integration. In the Greek part—called
Government General of Macedonia to stress its
Hellenic character—Slav-speakers represented only
10 percent of the population. Yet their linguistic
and social assimilation was difficult and their ethnic
identity had only partially been crystallized. The
governments of both Yugoslavia and Bulgaria
were claiming a national minority in Greece, and
the vision of a greater Bulgaria encompassing
Macedonia was supported by both nationalists
and communists. The former dispatched armed
bands to Greece and Serbia. The latter proposed
an ‘‘independent and united Macedonia’’: coined
by Bulgarian federalists and socialists in the late
nineteenth century, it was officially supported by
the Balkan Communist Federation in the 1920s.
The Yugoslav government had also suggested that
Macedonians were a distinctive people destined,
however, to be assimilated by Serbia. In 1929 the
Serbs, unable to integrate Old Serbia, renamed it
‘‘Prefecture of Vardar’’ to neutralize Bulgarian and
communist-inspired ‘‘Macedonianism.’’ Financial
and political instability; the shortcomings of land
redistribution; clashes among locals, refugees,
and ‘‘colonists’’; and the rise of dictatorial regimes
everywhere started to shape the ethnic character of
Macedonian regionalism, especially in Yugoslavia.

With the war approaching, the Germans were
aware of Bulgaria’s and Yugoslavia’s desires to
secure a sea-outlet through Greek Macedonia.
Indeed, Bulgarians were allowed to occupy large
parts of both Greek and Yugoslav Macedonia (April
1941). But they could not hold them. Even in the
Yugoslav territory, where the Bulgarian army was

initially well received, the clash with the communist
resistance neutralized their grips. Sabotage and
reprisals stressed the lines dividing Yugoslav
Macedonians from Bulgarians but also from the
Albanians who tried to detach Kosovo. However,
it was not until early 1943 that Tito’s (Josip Broz,
1892–1980) resistance was able to exploit this cleav-
age by promising self-government to Macedonia,
officially recognized at the Jajce Conference of the
Anti-Fascist Council of National Liberation of
Yugoslavia (November 1943). Soon, Yugoslav
Macedonia acquired its own irredenta: the Greek
Communist Party allowed the formation of Slav-
Macedonian resistance units in Greece.

On 2 August 1944 the Anti-Fascist Assembly
of the National Liberation of Macedonia met for
the first time and proclaimed the formation of
the People’s Federative Republic of Macedonia.
Liberation found its communist leadership in
diplomatic negotiations for control of Bulgarian
Macedonia and ready to invade Greek Macedonia
to support their comrades, as a Greek civil war
was escalating. By the Bled Accords (1947),
Bulgaria acknowledged the inhabitants of Pirin as
ethnic Macedonians but the Tito–Joseph Stalin
(1879–1953) split (1948) reversed the situation.
Moreover, it alienated Greek Stalinists from
Yugoslavia. Their defeat in the civil war (1949)
led to a mass exodus of Slav speakers who did not
feel Greek and had supported the communist
revolt.

Financially, the Socialist Republic of
Macedonia did not catch up with the federation.
Despite heavy investments after the 1963 earth-
quake in Skopje and the creation of institutions
such as the Institute for Mining and Geological
Research (1947), the Saints Cyril and Methodius
University (1949), and the Macedonian Academy
of Sciences and Arts (1967), financial progress was
slow and emigration rapid. In the late 1980s there
was one telephone for seven inhabitants, and one
doctor for 454. An average family spent 44 percent
of its income for food and 11 percent for clothing.
At independence, in September 1991, the Republic
of Macedonia was the least developed of all the
Yugoslav republics and of the other two
Macedonian parts.

Independence was not easy. The wars in
Yugoslavia and United Nations sanctions dropped
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the GDP by more than 30 percent (1991–1995).
The republic saw some economic growth in 1996
but unemployment was rife (more than 33 percent
in 1995, 40 percent in 1998). The black-market
economy also grew and in 1998 it accounted for
one-half of the GDP. In 1998 a government
program to create jobs began to reduce unemploy-
ment. Domestic politics were also complicated.
Despite independence and the fall of communism,
the republic is still dominated by the same poli-
tical forces and troubled by the same issues.
The Bulgarian government speedily recognized
Macedonian independence but still considers its
past as ‘‘the most romantic chapter of Bulgarian
history.’’ The Albanians (more than 20 percent
of the population) press for equal participation
and recognition as a founding nationality. In
2001 the country experienced a two-month armed
clash with Albanian bands from Kosovo. This
conflict was halted by the Ochrid agreement. The
issue of the republic’s formal name, however, is
still open as of 2006. Skopje and Athens have not
come to an agreement, the former unable to mod-
erate its national history, based on the idea of a
united Macedonia, the latter (especially Greek
Macedonians) refusing to accept a monopoly of
the classical Macedonian name by a Slavic people.
In 2006 the official UN name of the republic is
still Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM).

See also Albania; Bulgaria; Greece; Kosovo; Yugoslavia.
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MACMILLAN, HAROLD (1897–1986),
British prime minister from 1957 to 1963.

Harold Macmillan was born on 10 February
1894 into the prosperous family of publishers. He
gained a first-class degree at Oxford in 1914 and
then served on the western front, where he was
wounded three times. His marriage in 1920 to
Lady Dorothy Cavendish, daughter of the duke of
Devonshire, was a step up the social scale but led to
much distress, as from 1929 until her death she
conducted an affair with Macmillan’s friend and
fellow member of Parliament (MP) Robert
Boothby. In 1924 Macmillan became Conservative
MP for the industrial town of Stockton, where
poverty and unemployment affected him deeply.
An intellectual figure on the Conservative left
wing, he began to publish books advocating plan-
ning and a mixed economy. He was defeated at
Stockton in 1929, and during the opposition pe-
riod his loyalty seemed doubtful, especially due to
his links with the Liberal politician David Lloyd
George. He recovered Stockton in 1931 but was
out of favor with the Conservative leadership and
was left on the backbenches. As the decade
advanced, his criticism widened from economic
policy to foreign affairs, and he became a vocal
critic of the appeasement of Nazi Germany.
However, in this period he was an awkward speaker
who rapidly bored his listeners, and he had little
impact.

Churchill gave him junior office in 1940, and
from 1942 to 1945 he was minister resident in
North Africa. Macmillan was skillful in dealing with
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the various French factions and in liaising with the
newly arriving American forces, working effectively
with the U.S. commander, General Eisenhower. In
later years there was controversy about Macmillan’s
part in the return of anticommunist prisoners of
war to the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia at the end
of the war. After the Conservative defeat in 1945,
Macmillan was a leading figure in the reappraisal of
party policy, which was now moving in the direc-
tion he had previously advocated.

In 1951 Macmillan entered the cabinet as min-
ister of housing, an important position as the
pledge to build 300,000 new homes per year had
been significant in the Conservative victory.
Macmillan demonstrated drive and determination,
and amid much publicity achieved the target in
1954. His success was rewarded by promotion to

minister of defense in October 1954, although
here his scope for initiative was restricted. When
Anthony Eden became prime minister in April
1955 he appointed Macmillan to succeed him as
foreign secretary, but again Macmillan found him-
self the subject of prime ministerial interventions.
He was not as pliable as Eden wished, and in
December 1955 he was moved aside to be chan-
cellor of the exchequer. By this time Macmillan was

clearly the third figure in the Conservative leader-
ship, behind Eden and R. A. Butler. When Eden
resigned after the disastrous Suez crisis, Macmillan’s
determined conduct led the rest of the cabinet to
prefer him to Butler, and he became prime minister
on 10 January 1957.

In the wake of Suez, the government was not
expected to last, but Macmillan swiftly restored
relations with the United States, and Conservative
morale recovered under his firm leadership. Success
and effort had transformed him into a confident
and witty speaker, with a manner combining charm
with calmness in a crisis. His cultivated and patri-
cian style evoked the pre-1914 world, and this
‘‘Edwardian’’ image was an asset in the 1950s.
With prosperity and living standards rising, the
general election that Macmillan called in October
1959 saw the Conservative majority increased to a
hundred. His visit to Moscow and presence at the
Geneva conference in 1959 suggested that Britain
still mattered in world affairs, while at the same
time he increased the pace of decolonization. He
seemed to have a golden touch, and a memorable

cartoon depicting him as ‘‘Supermac’’ reflected his
political dominance.

All this was to change after 1960, when eco-
nomic stagnation, social changes, and political
setbacks combined to make Macmillan seem elderly
and outdated. His one success was the securing of
the Polaris nuclear missile system from the United
States at the Nassau conference in December 1962.
However, the decision in 1961 to seek membership
of the European Economic Community ended in
the humiliation of the French president Charles de
Gaulle’s veto in January 1963. At home, the govern-
ment’s stock declined. A mishandled cabinet purge in
July 1962 seemed to show that Macmillan was
losing his grip, and his prestige was fatally damaged
by errors of judgment in the Profumo scandal of
1963. His days already seemed numbered when
sudden illness forced his resignation in October
1963; from his hospital bed, he maneuvered to
ensure that Butler was not his successor. He
accepted a peerage as earl of Stockton in 1984
and died on 29 December 1986.

See also Appeasement; Suez Crisis.
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MAD COW DISEASE. Mad cow disease or

bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) was first
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identified in the United Kingdom in November

1986. The disease is one of a family of neurodegen-

erative diseases known as transmissible spongiform

encephalopathies, which cause deterioration of cells

in the brain and eventual death. By January 2005

more than 182,000 clinical cases of BSE had been

confirmed in cattle in Great Britain, with epidemics

also occurring on a smaller scale in other European

countries including Northern Ireland, the Republic

of Ireland, Switzerland, Portugal, and France.

Worldwide cases have been confirmed as far away

as Canada, the United States, and Japan. The eco-

nomic impact of BSE in badly affected countries has

been great, with the worldwide export ban imposed

on the United Kingdom by the European Union

between 1996 and 1999 having a long-lasting effect

on the cattle industry in that country. In tandem,

there has been a drop in consumer confidence, not

only in beef products but also in the overall safety of

food, triggered by other disease outbreaks caused by

salmonella and other bacterial contamination. To

combat this situation, the Food Standards Agency

was formed as an independent food safety watchdog

in 2000 to protect the public’s health and consumer

interests in relation to food.

BSE is thought to have originated in cattle from

supplementary feed containing meat and bone meal

(MBM) contaminated by a scrapie-like agent derived

from sheep or cattle, although much debate continues

over its origin. In the United Kingdom the disease

was made notifiable in June 1988 and in July 1988 a

ban on the use of ruminant-based MBM in cattle feed

came into force in Great Britain. Although the ban

did not prevent all infections and cases in animals born

after 1988, the number of cases of BSE in Great

Britain has continued to decline, demonstrating that

MBM feeding practices had been the major route of

transmission. However, even after stricter enforce-

ment of the ban came into place in 1996, cases have

still occurred in animals born after this time (known

as Born After the Real Ban or BARBs) with more than

one hundred such cases reported as of 2006.

Extensive epidemiological investigations are under

way for these BARB cases to identify remaining routes

of transmission.

The appearance of BSE in cattle, while of veter-

inary, agricultural, and economic concern, was

initially not thought to pose a threat to human

health because of its similarity to scrapie, a disease

in sheep that has been endemic in most parts of the

world for more than two hundred years. This was

demonstrated politically by the now-infamous pic-

ture of then–agriculture minister John Gummer

feeding a hamburger to his young daughter.

However this optimism was shattered in 1996

when the U.K. government announced a possible

link between BSE and a new variant of Creutzfeldt-

Jakob disease (vCJD) in humans. Since this time,

scientific evidence in support of the hypothesis that

vCJD is a direct consequence of exposure to BSE

has been strengthened. In the United Kingdom

alone it is estimated that more than two million

infected cattle were slaughtered for human con-

sumption, indicating widespread exposure of the

population to the infectious agent. A variety of

measures have been put in place to reduce expo-

sure, including the ban on the use of high-risk

materials (including the brain and spinal cord)

and animals over thirty months of age in food

production.

By 1 July 2005, 150 human deaths from vCJD
had been reported in the United Kingdom with a
further six patients with probable cases still alive. In

addition cases have been reported in France, Italy,
Republic of Ireland, the United States, Canada,
Saudi Arabia, Portugal, and Japan. While the num-

ber of cases remains relatively small, concern has
now shifted to the possibility of ongoing transmis-
sion through blood transfusions and surgical
instruments given the potentially large number of

people who could be harboring subclinical forms of
the disease. A blood transfusion has been formally
identified as the most probable source of infection
for one vCJD case, and in addition signs of infec-

tion have been identified in the spleen of another
patient who died from other causes but who was
known to have received blood from a vCJD case.
A number of measures to protect blood supplies

both within the United Kingdom and elsewhere
have been introduced over the past ten years,
including leucodepletion of blood, which is

thought to reduce the risk of transmitting infec-
tion by about 40 percent, and a ban on donors
who have themselves received a blood transfusion.
Transmission via surgical instruments has not

been documented to date but remains a potential
risk. Because of the many uncertainties about
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these secondary routes of transmission, the poten-
tial future scale of the outbreak is unclear.
However the BSE and vCJD epidemics are likely
to remain a cause for government and public con-
cern for several years.

See also Agriculture; Diet and Nutrition; Public Health.
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MAFIA. The origins of the Mafia remain mys-
terious. No two accounts agree. Some trace its
existence back to medieval mafie or guerrilla bands.
The De Mauro–Paravia dictionary says that it
‘‘arose in western Sicily in the nineteenth century.’’
Most accounts explain the Mafia by citing the south-
ern Italian great estate or latifondo. Absentee land-
lords hired an agent, the gabellotto, to manage their
property. The agents used a paid armed force,
called variously campieri or caporali, to discipline
the landless peasants. This system operated across

much of the Italian south, but caporali were hired
guns, not mafiosi. Besides, the Mafia seems to have
emerged only in western Sicily and only spread to
the rest of the island after the Second World War.
Why there? Again nobody really knows.

THE MAFIA AND THE UNIFICATION OF

ITALY

The unification of Italy in 1861 brought organized
government to the Italian south, and northern
Italians discovered a new world. Giuseppe
Rizzotto’s ‘‘I Mafiusi della Vicaria,’’ performed in
1863, turned the Mafia into a romantic conspira-
torial organization complete with initiation rites.
According to the Oxford English Dictionary, the
earliest official use of the word in English comes
from the same decade. The Times of London
reported on 11 October 1866 that ‘‘the Maffia, a
secret society, is said to include among its members
many persons of an elevated class.’’ Others denied
that it was an organization at all. The scholar
Pasquale Villari wrote in 1878 that the Mafia had
‘‘no established hierarchy, no set rules, no regular
revenue. The Maffia has no written statutes; it is
not a secret society, and hardly an association. It is
formed by spontaneous generation’’ (p. 54). In the
1980s the so-called pentiti (repentant Mafia bosses
who ‘‘talked’’ to the police and thus violated the
notorious code of silence, omertà) described elabo-
rate rites, annual meetings, and hierarchies. As in
everything to do with the Mafia, there is no cer-
tainty here either. Villari could have been right in
the nineteenth century and the Mafia then changed
in the twentieth. Nobody knows.

MAFIA, CAMORRA, AND ’NDRANGHETA

By the middle of the nineteenth century observers
had identified not just one system of organized
crime but several. In Naples there was the
Camorra, an urban version of the Mafia. Various
branches of the Camorra continue to operate in
Naples in the early twenty-first century. They dom-
inate the building trades, control drugs and smug-
gling, and fight bloody battles for control of the
city. A third version of the Mafia called the
’Ndrangheta operates in Calabria. The word is said
to come from the Greek and to mean ‘‘honored
society.’’ All three criminal societies, the Mafia,
Camorra, and ’Ndrangheta, maintain that their
activities bring them ‘‘honor.’’ Indeed, a traditional

1706 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

M A F I A



term for a mafioso is precisely that he is ‘‘a man of
honor’’ (uomo d’onore).

The Mafia and ’Ndrangheta, unlike the
Camorra, began in the countryside. The typical
Mafia boss in the province of Palermo until the
Second World War was the macellaio, who owned
the local butcher shop, organized voting fraud,
rustled cattle, and kept order. They acted as ‘‘mid-
dle men’’ and doffed their caps to the gentiluomo in
his white suit who sat in cafés in the small towns.
They supported the church, collected debts, and
settled disputes. Pino Arlacchi, the leading Italian
sociologist of the Mafia, sees this comportamento
mafioso (Mafia behavior) as the distinctive charac-
teristic of the phenomenon. The Mafia was not an
organization but a way to behave: farsi rispettare
(to make oneself respected), to acquire honor by
fatti provi (proven facts or deeds), and, above all,
to show courage by acts of violence. Killing a
respected enemy gained the killer a huge quantum
of honor. Because violence eliminated so many
young men, the ‘‘family’’ or cosca extended itself
by coparenthood (comparaggio) to young males
not directly related by blood to the family. The
capo mafia adopted them and became their
padrino or godfather. All family members bound
themselves by the oath of silence (omertà) to reveal
nothing of the family’s activities. In this sense, the
Mafia is not simply a gang of crooks but represents
what sociologists call a ‘‘total social fact,’’ a highly
complex, historic, social organism.

FASCISM ATTACKS THE MAFIA

The fascist regime of Benito Mussolini attacked the
Mafia. Mussolini installed his ‘‘Iron Prefect,’’
Cesare Mori, in the seat of government in
Palermo in October 1925 with orders to smash
the Mafia by any means. Mori used large forces of
police and carabinieri to round up hundreds of
rural mafiosi and small-time crooks. He put them
in concentration camps, held them without trial,
and drove many of the bigger figures to flee the
country. By 1927 Mori declared that the Mafia had
been eliminated. It survived, of course, because
Mori stopped short at the so-called third level,
the great landlords, aristocrats, and businessmen
in Palermo and Torre del Greco whose funds sup-
plied cash to the various Mafia families in return for
violence by contract. The Mafia could not then and

cannot now be separated from Sicilian society, on
which it lives in parasitic symbiosis.

Mussolini’s war on the Mafia turned its victims
into ‘‘antifascists.’’ When the U.S. and British
forces landed on Sicily in July 1943, they found
hundreds of blameless antifascists all over the island
who spoke English with Brooklyn or Philadelphia
accents, knew the locals, and could tell the Allies
where the Fascists and Nazis were to be found. The
Allies named many friendly mafiosi mayors of their
towns.

THE MAFIA IN POSTWAR ITALY

Between 1945 and the early 1970s, about eight
million country dwellers left the land for better
jobs in northern cities. The traditional Mafia lost
its popular base. The Italian state intervened just
in time to save the Mafia by creating a Sicilian
autonomous region with substantial powers and
beginning a massive investment in infrastructural
improvements—roads, sewers, dams, hydroelectric
power plants, swamp clearance, and disease con-
trol. Billions of lira flowed from north to south.
The Mafia went into the construction business,
the hotel and restaurant business, and set up travel
agencies and casinos. A tertiary economy spread
out. Universities turned the children of illiterate
peasants into local bureaucrats, lawyers, and aca-
demics. Sicily, with its population of roughly seven
million, was flooded with capital. Much of it
financed ‘‘legitimate’’ businesses that banks knew
perfectly well belonged to Mafia families.

In 1972 U.S. and French law enforcement agents

broke the ‘‘French Connection,’’ a Marseille-based

heroin cartel controlled by Corsicans. The price of

heroin in the United States went up sharply, and

the Sicilian Mafia reacted. They hired the French

chemists and set up labs for them in Palermo. The

American Mafia families, after some hesitation—

drugs were not ‘‘honorable’’—took over the dis-

patch and marketing in the United States. The

Mafia went from very profitable regional activities

to international big business. Billions of ‘‘narco-

lire’’ flowed through the Sicilian economy. The

drug trade knew no boundaries. The sums at stake

became astronomical, and waves of murders in the

1980s showed that jurisdictional disputes over ter-

ritories and supply routes were now lethal. Between
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1980 and the early 1990s, there were more than a

hundred Mafia killings a year in Palermo alone.

The Italian state could not control the Mafia.
The mafiosi had more money, better political con-
nections than ever, and had outgrown their place as
‘‘middle men.’’ Now they gave orders to the genti-
luomo in the white suit, not the other way round.
They killed policemen, they killed magistrates, and
on 3 September 1982 they murdered General
Alberto Dalla Chiesa, the commanding general of
the carabinieri, in broad daylight. The following year,
the Italian state got a break. Brazilian police arrested
an Italian mafioso called Tommaso Buscetta, who
decided to tell what he knew. He revealed that the
Sicilian Mafia had a rigid organization ruled by a
supreme commission of ten top bosses called the
cupola. Using Buscetta’s evidence, the state prose-
cutor Giovanni Falcone tried, and in December
1987 convicted, over three hundred leading Mafia
figures in the so-called maxi-processo. The

American Mafia families were also weakened by
waves of killings. In February 1985, after close
cooperation between Italian and American police
officers, nine of the top bosses of the main American
clans—the Gambino, Lucchese, Bonanno, Colombo,
and Genovese ‘‘families’’—were arrested and suc-
cessfully prosecuted.

THE FUTURE OF THE MAFIA

The Italian Mafia has been wounded but is not
dead. It has lost its U.S. monopoly. Colombian
drug syndicates offer a better product. The compe-
tition of cocaine and crack has reduced the demand
for heroin, the main Mafia drug, but not elimi-
nated it. Legal changes in Italy allow Italian magis-
trates to prosecute groups as well as individuals,
but the connection between the ‘‘third level’’ and
the Mafia still exists. In December 2004 Senator
Marcello Dell’Utri, a founding member of Prime
Minister Silvio Berlusconi’s Forza Italia Party, was

Members of the mafia are held under guard while awaiting trial in Palermo, Sicily, February 1928. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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sentenced to nine years in prison for money laun-
dering and serving as the link between the Mafia
and the governing elites. Forty mafiosi testified
against him. Nevertheless, as long as the Sicilian
Mafia still lives as a parasite on the surrounding
society and expresses some of its values, it will
continue to exercise its malign influence on the
community for years to come.

The word mafia has also been generalized.
There are ‘‘Russian mafias,’’ ‘‘Chinese mafias’’;
indeed, any number of criminal gangs or groups
now bear the name. Few of them really fit the
peculiarly tight social and cultural conditions that
created and sustained the original Sicilian Mafia
over the centuries of transformation from feudal
agriculture to international business. The Sicilian
Mafia survived these changes because its familial
structure proved tight yet flexible enough to adapt
to new conditions.

See also Crime and Justice; Italy.
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MAGINOT LINE. On 15 March 1935 the
French war minister General Louis Maurin
addressed the Chamber of Deputies in the follow-
ing terms: ‘‘How could anyone imagine that we
were still thinking in terms of offensive movements
when we have spent billions building a fortified

barrier? Why would we be so insane as to go
beyond this barrier on who knows what adven-
ture?’’ These few words summed up France’s mili-
tary thinking during the interwar years, and the
implications were clear: though France had made
a number of alliances in Europe, it would not come
to the aid of its allies if the need arose because its
army had no intention of emerging from behind its
fortified lines.

The First World War had three phases: a war of
movement based on an all-out offensive that was
brought to an end by a true massacre of infantry; a
stalemate period of trench warfare that was also
very costly in human lives; and a resumption of
mobile warfare in which tanks and aviation played
a very large part. Good sense would have dictated
the further development of these two kinds of
armament, in the production of which France
excelled in 1919, but psychological factors (the
continuing spread of pacifism) combined with
financial considerations brought any such course
of action to a virtual halt. Military service was like-
wise reduced (to just one year in 1928). It is true
that not all the politicians and military leaders—
notably Marshal Ferdinand Foch—were in agree-
ment on this issue; nor, a priori, was the idea of a
line of fortifications necessarily incompatible with
mobile warfare, once the mobilization and concen-
tration of troops had been effected within the
defended zone. But the views of Maréchal
Philippe Pétain (1856–1951) prevailed, and the
military option quickly chosen was all-out defense
behind this line. Feasibility studies were made from
1925 to 1929 under the direction of war minister
Paul Painlevé. The law of 13 July 1927 decreed
that ‘‘the protection of the integrity of the national
territory’’ should become ‘‘the essential objective
of the military organization of the country.’’
Construction was already under way by the time
parliament, on 14 January 1930, passed the law
that authorized the project and appropriated
2,900 million francs to support the work over a
five-year period. The minister of war by that time
was André Maginot, a parliamentary deputy for
Bar-le-Duc since 1910, called up as a simple soldier
in 1914, seriously wounded in action and hospita-
lized for almost a year, and now a significant poli-
tical figure of the center-right who had held several
ministerial posts since 1917. In reality, however, he
had very little to do with the construction of the
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line of fortifications to which his name became
attached.

The Maginot Line was not a Great Wall of
China. It comprised very heavily fortified under-
ground installations with less heavily protected
positions spaced out between them. Deemed
impregnable, it received a great deal of publicity
in the 1930s and was glorified in all sorts of ways.
In a sense it was France’s military shop-window.
Unfortunately, the widely believed claim that it
protected the entire frontier of northern and
northeastern France turned out to be false. The
Maginot Line proper was the work of a
‘‘Commission for the Organization of Fortified
Regions,’’ and in fact it consisted of only two sys-
tems of fortifications, one covering the region
around Metz and the other the Franco-German
frontier along the left bank of the Rhine. Along
the Rhine it was felt that relatively weaker positions
would suffice to make the river impossible to cross.
Farther west, in the Ardennes, whose forest terrain
was considered impassable by a modern army, and
along the Belgian border nothing was done. To

fortify the border with Belgium would have sug-
gested that that country would be abandoned
automatically in the event of war.

After Adolf Hitler came to power, when
another war seemed possible, and when war indeed
broke out in September 1939, it became apparent
that the northern frontier needed fortifying, and a
large number of structures of limited strength were
built with military manpower (or main d’oeuvre
militaire, whence the name ‘‘MOM Line’’). The
unquestionable strength of the Maginot Line inevi-
tably led the German leadership to seek a way to
flank it in the event of invasion—that is, to advance
through Belgium. This eventuality was anticipated
by the French, who threw their best troops into
Belgium when the Germans moved; but the
German plan had been modified—at the last min-
ute, it is true—and the decision taken to pass
through the almost undefended Ardennes. The
resulting German offensive took the French troops
from the rear while at the same time allowing the
Germans to flow behind the Maginot Line. The
Maginot positions still had the capacity to defend

Rows of posts mark the Maginot Line. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

1710 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

M A G I N O T L I N E



themselves but to no good purpose: the German
armies were overrunning France, and once the
armistice was signed the garrisons of the line had
no choice but to surrender.

The building of the Maginot Line was thus a
vain enterprise; it pointed up the French com-
mand’s disastrous strategic notions and, worse still,
swallowed immense amounts of money that would
have been better spent on tanks and aircraft.

After the war, the Maginot Line was aban-
doned, and some of its physical structures were
even sold off to private citizens.

See also France; Pétain, Philippe; World War II.
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1995.

JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

n

MALAPARTE, CURZIO (1898–1957),
Italian journalist and writer.

Curzio Malaparte was born Kurt Erick Suckert
in Prato, Tuscany, into a petit-bourgeois family; his
father was German, his mother Italian. As a politi-
cally committed journalist and writer who shifted
from fascism to communism, his work and career
were a fairly accurate reflection of the successive
passions of not a few Italian intellectuals of his gen-
eration. He eventually came to be seen, at home and
abroad, as one of Italy’s most eminent writers. Piero
Gobetti (1901–1926) called him ‘‘fascism’s finest
pen,’’ but he had a complex and stormy relationship
with Benito Mussolini’s (1883–1945) regime.

In World War I, Kurt Suckert enlisted at the
age of sixteen with the Garibaldi volunteers, along-
side the French. He later wrote that the Garibaldi
Legion, where he met many syndicalists and

anarchists and discovered the Italian proletariat,
was for him ‘‘the antechamber of fascism.’’

In December 1920 he published his first book,
Viva Caporetto! The work was provocative,
Caporetto being the site of a disastrous Italian defeat
in 1917; the second edition (1921) was renamed La
rivolta dei santi maledetti (The Revolt of Damned
Saints). The work criticized the way the war had
been managed by bourgeois elites, to the detriment
of the masses, and suggested not a little admiration
for the Russian Revolution. After a short diplomatic
career, Suckert joined the Florence fascio, one of the
most ‘‘radical’’ fascist groups in Italy. He went on to
occupy a variety of positions in the Fascist Party and
trade unions. His political friendships in the move-
ment included leaders of the most intransigent ten-
dencies (notably Roberto Farinacci [1892–1945])
and of ‘‘integral syndicalism’’ (Edmondo Rossoni
[1884–1965]). According to him, the fascist revolu-
tion would complete the Italian Risorgimento and
would be at once ‘‘anti-bourgeois’’ and ‘‘anti-
proletarian,’’ thus expressing the individualist aspira-
tions of the Italian people. As a journalist, however,
Suckert—who took the pen name Curzio Malaparte
in 1925—was more eclectic: although he contribut-
ed to extremist fascist publications such as Mario
Carli (1889–1935) and Emilio Settimelli’s (1891–
1954) L’Impero, he could also be read in Gobetti’s
antifascist review La Rivoluzione liberale.

When the decisive moment arrived, though,
Malaparte was resolute in his support for fascism.
He backed Mussolini during the Matteotti affair
and the shift toward dictatorship that followed. In
1929 he became director of La Stampa, the presti-
gious Turin daily newspaper controlled by Fiat. In
the spring of 1931 he was nevertheless dismissed
by Giovanni Agnelli (1866–1945), head of the Fiat
empire, who did not like Malaparte’s way of run-
ning the paper. In 1931 Malaparte published a
pamphlet against Mussolini in France, Technique
du coup d’Etat. He was thoroughly disgraced in
1933 after trying to bring down Italo Balbo
(1896–1940), the minister of the air force, by
accusing him of corruption, and he spent more
than a year in internal exile on the island of
Lipari. When he returned to political activity,
thanks to the intervention of Galeazzo Ciano
(1903–1944), he resumed propaganda work for
the regime, going so far as to urge Italian
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participation in the Spanish civil war at a time when
some Italian intellectuals, among them Elio
Vittorini (1908–1966), had begun to distance
themselves from the government.

As a war correspondent for Corriere della Sera,
Malaparte witnessed the atrocities of the Wehrmacht
on the eastern front and abandoned fascism. As a
liaison officer with the American army in the sum-
mer of 1944 Captain Malaparte accompanied the
Allied advance up the Italian peninsula from Naples
to Florence. He published a series of reports in
L’Unità and incorporated his experiences into his
novel La Pelle (The skin), which was published in
1949 and brought him celebrity. The work described
a society riddled with corruption and threatened
by disintegration in the wake of the war; the
Mezzogiorno was portrayed as a land more desolate
than ever. The lesson of the novel was that war
obliterated ideological differences: ‘‘Today we suffer
and we cause others to suffer, we kill and we die, we
bring about marvels and we bring about horrors, not
to save our souls but to save our skins. We believe we
are struggling and suffering to save our own souls,
but in reality we are struggling and suffering to save
our own skins. Nothing else counts.’’ Perhaps this
cynical political stance accounted for the appeal of
Malaparte’s novel to a population whose dominant
attitude had long been one of ‘‘wait and see.’’

After the war Malaparte went back to work as a
reporter, visiting Joseph Stalin’s (1879–1953)
USSR and Mao’s China. The People’s Republic
of China became one of his last political enthu-
siasms. He died in 1957.

See also Agnelli, Giovanni; Fascism; Italy.
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MARIE-ANNE MATARD-BONUCCI

n

MALEVICH, KAZIMIR (1879–1935),
abstract painter.

Kazimir Malevich was born in Kiev on
11 February Old Style (23 February New Style)
1879 and died in Leningrad (now St. Petersburg)
on 15 May 1935. Although he was of Polish ex-
traction and was born and brought up in Ukraine,
Malevich’s artistic career was centered in Russia.
Above all, he is associated with the innovative
Russian artists of the 1910s and 1920s; he became
one of the leaders of the avant-garde and emerged
as an important pioneer of abstract painting with
his invention of suprematism in 1915. After socia-
list realism was imposed in the Soviet Union during
the 1930s, Malevich’s work tended not to be
shown or mentioned publicly in his homeland.
In the West, however, from the 1950s onward, it
provided inspiration for numerous artistic develop-
ments, including minimalism.

The only professional training Malevich seems
to have received was at the private school run
by Fedor Rerberg (1865–1938) in Moscow, which
he attended intermittently from 1907 to 1910.
Malevich’s early output was eclectic, including
impressionism (e.g., Portrait of a Member of the
Artist’s Family, 1906); postimpressionism (The
Church, early 1900s); art nouveau (Relaxation:
Society in Top Hats, 1908); and symbolism (Self-
Portrait, 1907). In 1907 he showed his works at
the fourteenth exhibition of the Moscow Society of
Artists, where he may have met Natalya
Goncharova (1881–1962) and Mikhail Larionov
(1881–1964), who also contributed to the show.

Three years later, in 1910, Larionov invited
Malevich to join the innovative Knave of
Diamonds (also called ‘‘Jack of Diamonds’’) group.
When Larionov rejected the group’s Cézannist
approach and developed a more stridently neoprim-
itivist idiom, Malevich followed suit. As shown at
the Donkey’s Tail exhibition in 1912, neoprimitiv-
ism sought to produce a distinctively Russian style
by combining the inventions of Western painting,
especially fauvism’s emphasis on the plane and the
use of arbitrary and expressive color, with the bold
use of line and the naive quality of archaic Russian
art forms such as the icon and the lubok, or popular
print (e.g., The Bather, 1911, and Chiropodist at the
Baths, 1912).

By 1913 Malevich’s experiments with cubism
and futurism had produced works such as Harvest/
Bringing in the Rye (1912); Woman with Buckets II
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(1912); and the more dynamic and fragmented

Knife Grinder: Principle of Flickering (1912–

1913). From this time onward Malevich became

more closely associated with the Union of Youth in

St. Petersburg, through which he became acquainted

with notions of the fourth dimension (as time,

spatial construct, and elevated state of conscious-

ness) and the literary theory of zaum, or the trans-

rational, which proposed abandoning established

linguistic structures based on logic and reason in

pursuit of a universal language of irrational sounds.

Such ideas became integrated with elements of

cubism and futurism in Malevich’s work, including

the set and costumes he devised for the zaum opera

Victory over the Sun, which opened in December

1913, and his alogist composition Cow and Violin
(1914), in which he placed a figuratively painted,

diminutive cow against a large violin, in the manner

of cubist collage, subverting logic and pictorial con-
vention and seemingly defying gravity. Exploring
synthetic cubism further, Malevich produced what
have been called alogic compositions, such as Lady
at an Advertising Column (1914; sometimes called
Woman at a Poster Column), which incorporated
collage, lettering, fragmented forms, and large
quadrilaterals of color.

In early summer 1915, Malevich developed
suprematism, which consisted of geometric forms
painted in bright, primary colors on white grounds.
Launched publicly that December at the Last
Exhibition of Futurist Painting 0.10, suprematism
was firmly associated with the fourth dimension
through the titles given to some of the works. At
the same time, the placement of The Quadrilateral,
better known as The Black Square (1915), in the
holy corner (where the icon would normally hang

Suprematism. Painting by Kazimir Malevich c. 1917. ERICH LESSING/ART RESOURCE, NY
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in a Russian Orthodox home) stressed the meta-
physical content of the new style. After the White
on White paintings of 1918, and in response to
Russia’s October Revolution of 1917, Malevich
applied suprematism to designs for propaganda
items, ceramics, and fabrics, as well as prototypes
for architectural structures.

During the 1920s, he also devoted himself
to his theoretical and art historical work. After his
trip to Warsaw and Berlin in 1927, perhaps in an
attempt to meet the government’s demand for an
art that was comprehensible to the masses,
Malevich returned to painting. He produced fig-
urative works that retained a strong spiritual and
abstract flavor (e.g., Sportsmen, 1931), as well as
realist paintings (Portrait of Pavlov, 1933) and por-
traits recalling the early Renaissance (Self Portrait,
1933).

See also Painting, Avant-Garde.
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CHRISTINA LODDER

n

MALRAUX, ANDRÉ (1901–1976), French
novelist.

Born on 3 November 1901, André Malraux
was successively, and often simultaneously, a risk-

taker, a militant-activist, a writer, and both a wit-
ness to history and sometimes one of its actors—as
a combatant in the Spanish civil war (1936–1939),
then in the French Resistance, and finally as a
government minister.

His novels were drenched in the atmosphere of
the era in which he was born: ‘‘What distinguished
us from our teachers,’’ he once claimed, ‘‘was the
presence of History. Nothing had happened to them.
We were born in the thick of History itself, which
barreled through our field like a tank’’ (Lacouture
and Malraux, p. 15). The themes of Malraux’s work
were a continuation of their author’s own actions,
which he was forever measuring against the great
events of his day, including the rise of fascism: in
1933 he presided over the National Committee
against War and Fascism, and advocated ‘‘blood-for-
blood’’ action against ‘‘Hitlerian terror’’; in July
1936, just three days after the start of the putsch by
the generals supporting the fascist leader Francisco
Franco (1892–1975), he left for Spain to lead the
‘‘España’’ squadron fighting for the Republican
cause; and finally in 1944 he joined the French
Resistance. In his novels Malraux rendered homage
to revolutionary action carried out under the aegis of
the Communist International—in Europe in Le temps
du mépris (1935; Days of Contempt), in China in
both Les conquérants (1928; The Conquerers) and
La condition humaine (1933; Man’s Fate), and in
Spain with L’espoir (1937; Man’s Hope). However,
even though Malraux was a communist sympathizer
he never became a member of the Communist Party,
and when he joined the Resistance it was on the side
of the partisans of Charles de Gaulle (1890–1970).

His last novel, Les noyers de l’Altenburg (1943;
The walnut trees of Altenburg), now seems like an
unsettling meditation on European history. The
text depicts a succession of temporally and spatially
unconnected episodes: a French prisoner-of-war
camp in Chartres in 1940; the activities of the
Young Turks in the Middle East around 1910
(seeking to unite far-flung Turkish communities);
and the First World War, via a depiction of the first
German gas attacks against the Russians on the
Vistula front in June 1915.

After the Second World War Malraux became
information minister for de Gaulle (whom he met
in 1945), and then minister for cultural affairs from
1959 to 1969. Always looking to make culture
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accessible to the greatest number, he created

‘‘Cultural Houses’’ charged with organizing artistic

activities and demonstrations open to the public.

Returning to a long-held fascination, he also

devoted himself to writing copious essays on art

(as early as 1923 Malraux had taken part in an

expedition in search of the last vestiges of the

Khmer Empire, which ruled from the ninth to

fifteenth centuries in present-day Cambodia, and

was sentenced to three years in prison for removing

statues from the Temple of Banteay-Srey in the

ancient capital of Angkor). These texts, Les voix
du silence (1951; The voices of silence) in particu-

lar, led to a striking reappraisal of how we approach

the work of art and our conception of the museum.

By reinterrogating the idea of the radical separation

between cultures, and refusing to view art as

solely the product of a historically—or socially—

determined reality, he united a series of spatially

and temporally disconnected works. He also

praised the photographic reproduction that made

this union possible and demonstrated their unex-

pected shared lineage.

Malraux was a man of action—action that

could take the form of sometimes whimsical person-

al adventures (as in 1934 when he took off with a

pilot friend of his in search of the ruins of the land

of the queen of Sheba), or that could be situated

within a more institutional framework (as in 1925

upon his return from Indochina, when he founded

a harshly anticolonialist journal, and during the

Algerian War, when he publicly opposed the

impounding of La question, Henri Alleg’s 1958

book denouncing torture). Always a writer and

thinker, he was more than just an intellectual. For

him an act was never separate from a meditation on

its meaning, a meditation that not infrequently

took a lyrical or even oracular turn. In his work

Malraux was forever exploring the same enigma of

‘‘Man’s fate,’’ an expression he took from the phi-

losopher Blaise Pascal (1623–1662):

Let’s imagine we are a group of men in chains and
all condemned to die, each day being made to

watch another of its number have his throat cut

in front of the others, such that the remaining
men witness their own fate in that of their coun-

terparts, and . . . await it in their turn. This is the

image of the fate of men [la condition humaine].
(p. 91; translated from the French)

Malraux trained his sights squarely on this
fatalism, thought it and pushed it to its extreme,
even as he remained forever defiant of it. Although
for a long period of time he viewed armed conflicts,
political battles, and struggles against subjection of
all sorts as the main way for people to affirm their
power and freedom, in the end it was art, in the
way it transports us from a world we suffer through
(the real) to one we master (the real shaped and
reflected in a work that will endure over time), that
he came to consider as a kind of antidestiny.

Fascinated by the figure of the man of genius,
Malraux, a dazzling orator who was forever self-
inventing, was himself the crafter of his own legend.
After his death on 23 November 1976, his ashes
were transferred to the Pantheon in Paris, the mau-
soleum for the great men of the French Republic,
in 1996.

See also France; Gaulle, Charles de; Resistance.
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CARINE TREVISAN

n

MALTA. At the start of World War I in 1914,
Malta was a Crown colony and the base for the
British Mediterranean fleet. The islands were not
directly involved in hostilities, but they supported
actions against the Ottomans in Salonika, the
Dardanelles, and the Near East. Malta had prisoner-
of-war camps for captured Bulgarians and Turks,
and the military hospitals treated the wounded.
Employment at the naval dockyard expanded from
four thousand workers in 1914 to twelve thou-
sand by 1918. Labor was scarce, demand for
goods high, and inflation appeared. Then the
war ended. Workers were laid off, and the revenue
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of the Malta treasury, dependent upon import
dues, declined. Food prices remained high. On
7 June 1919 there were riots in Valletta. Troops
shot four Maltese dead.

A new governor arrived in the midst of the strife.
Food subsidies were introduced and the wages of
government workers raised. Leopold Stennett
Amery, undersecretary of state for the colonies,
working with the Maltese National Assembly, devel-
oped a new constitution. Amery introduced the
concept of diarchy, with the governor conducting
external affairs and an elected legislature running
internal affairs. The National Assembly drafted a
constitution, establishing an elected legislative
assembly and a senate of elected and nominated
members. The archbishop of Malta nominated the
church representative.

Maltese members of earlier Councils of Gov-
ernment had formed alliances, but formal political
parties had to be organized for the 1921 election.
The Labour Party, the Constitutional Party, the
Democratic Nationalist Party (PDN), and the Mal-
tese Political Union (UPM) contested the election.
The UPM won and Joseph Howard became the first
prime minister of Malta. In the 1927 election the
Constitutional Party, led by Lord Gerald Strick-
land, won the most seats but no overall majority.
Cambridge educated, Anglo-Maltese, and a former
colonial governor of wide experience, Strickland
became prime minister and, with Labour Party
help, got legislation through the lower house,
but the senate blocked his budget. Strickland then
came into conflict with the church, and in the
1930 election the archbishop of Malta and the
bishop of Gozo told the Catholic population
‘‘You may not, without committing a grave sin,
vote for Lord Strickland and his candidates.’’ The
colonial authorities suspended the election and
the constitution.

In 1931 a Royal Commission reported on con-
stitutional matters and the language question.
Maltese is basically Arabic, incorporating words
from European languages and written in a modi-
fied Roman script. Educated islanders spoke Italian
in addition to Maltese, and many people of all
ranks spoke English when doing business with the
British services. Country folk spoke only Maltese.
The 1931 commission recommended that Maltese
be the language of the courts because several

Maltese tried in Italian had not understood the
proceedings. The decision infuriated some, who

thought it an attack on cultural ties with Italy.

The situation was inflamed by Benito Mussolini,

who promoted spying and insisted that Malta

belonged to Fascist Italy. Today most Maltese

speak Malti, are fluent in English and Italian, and

watch TV channels in the three languages.

When Governor Charles Bonham-Carter arrived

in 1936, the 1921 constitution was revoked, and he
appointed an Executive Council consisting of senior

Maltese civil servants and leading Maltese versed in

public policy. Defense spending was expanding, and

there was money to fund improved social services,

public health, education, power generation, agricul-

ture, and livestock production. In 1939, under a

new constitution, ten members were elected to the
council in addition to appointed members.

Then came World War II. Italy entered the war
on 10 June 1940. Malta was bombed the next day.

By the end of June only Britain, Malta, and their

Commonwealth allies were contesting fascist con-

trol of Europe. From Malta Axis supply routes to

North Africa were attacked. Malta was bombed and

under siege from mid-1940 to mid-1943, when

the invasion of Sicily was partially launched from
the islands. During the siege rations were fifteen

hundred calories a day, part of which came from

‘‘victory kitchens’’ fired with wood from bombed

buildings, serving goat stew and other survival food.

The British Crown awarded Malta the George

Cross, the highest honor for civilian bravery. No

other community has won the award collectively.

The Maltese earned the medal. Had the islands
fallen, the North African campaign would have

been prolonged by a year, D-Day would have been

postponed, and the Red Army could have occupied

Europe to the Rhine.

After the war Britain provided a war damage

fund to rebuild property. In 1947 internal self-

government returned under a constitution creating

a unicameral legislature. The Labour Party had a

majority until it was split into the Malta Labour
Party and the Malta Workers Party by a young

politician, Dom Mintoff, a former Rhodes scholar.

The split allowed the Nationalist Party to gain the

most seats in 1950 and, under Dr. Giorgio Borg

Olivier, win elections in 1951 and 1953.
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The Labour Party won the 1955 election, and
Prime Minister Mintoff proposed the integration

of Malta with the United Kingdom. The leaders

of political parties in Westminster viewed the

proposal favorably, but the archbishop of Malta

insisted that if Malta joined the United Kingdom,

with its established Protestant churches, the status

of the Catholic Church in Malta had to be safe-
guarded. British politicians accepted this. Prime

Minister Mintoff called a referendum on integra-

tion before the church-state question was settled.

He got a majority for integration, but turnout was

low, with church leaders telling voters to avoid the

referendum. Integration died. Relations between

the Labour Party, the church, the governor, and

Britain deteriorated. The constitution was sus-
pended in 1959. Independence was the next step.

In 1960 a new constitution provided for a fifty-seat

legislature, elected by proportional representation.

In 1962 Dr. Borg Olivier led the Nationalist

Party to victory. Malta became independent on 21

September 1964, signing a mutual defense and

assistance agreement by which Britain continued

to use its bases in return for economic aid. Mintoff

and the Labour Party returned to power in 1971,
and Malta became a republic in December 1974,

with a president appointed by the House of

Representatives for a five-year term. The bases

closed in 1979.

The Nationalists won in 1987 and worked

toward European Union (EU) membership, briefly

losing office from 1996 to 1998, when a value-

added tax was introduced. In 2003 a referendum

was held in which 91 percent of the electorate voted,
with 53 percent in favor of EU entry. In the April

2003 general election the Nationalists won thirty-

five seats in the House of Representatives. Malta

became an EU member in May 2004.

In 1960 nearly all jobs in Malta depended on

British defense spending, but with independence

funds were made available to open industrial parks

and promote tourism. The naval dockyard con-

verted to commercial work but is a drain on
Malta’s budget. Malta’s prehistoric temples and

the buildings of the Order of St. John attract visi-

tors, with Britain being the major source. Financial

services is a growing industry. The major problem

for the islands since joining the EU is that of

refugees and asylum seekers coming from Africa
by boat to enter the European world.

See also British Empire; British Empire, End of.
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BRIAN W. BLOUET

n

MAN, HENRI DE (1885–1953), Belgian
socialist.

A native of Antwerp and a product of the pros-
perous Belgian bourgeoisie, Henri de Man became
a major figure of European socialism. He was a
leader among the many socialist theorists and activ-
ists of the early twentieth century who rejected
orthodox Marxism and sought a new foundation
for progressive politics.

According to de Man, Karl Marx’s (1818–
1883) theories, although perhaps well suited to
the nineteenth century, were unhelpful in ade-
quately addressing the realities of post–World War
I capitalism. Bourgeois society had demonstrated,
among other things, a kind of resilience that
Marxist categories could not explain. The capitalist
system of production and consumption had not
produced a growing and increasingly immiserated
proletariat. To the contrary, it had proven itself
astonishingly effective in providing genuine mate-
rial benefits to ever-wider segments of society.
Moreover, Marxist class analysis could not account
for the enormous success of American capitalism
where, according to de Man’s own firsthand obser-
vations, class consciousness, at least of the kind that
had long characterized European societies, was large-
ly absent.
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In place of orthodox Marxism, de Man pro-
posed a kind of humanism that was not limited to
class analysis, that transcended purely economic
notions of exploitation, and that sought to reestab-
lish the importance of democratic culture and
democratic politics for the socialist movement.
The presumption of a purely utilitarian calculus of
human wants, rooted in economic self-interest, was
a serious defect that Marxism shared with bour-
geois political economy. In response, de Man pur-
sued larger notions of justice and human liberation
involving, among other things, serious programs of
worker education on the basis of which socialists
might establish a truly democratic and responsible
system of worker control over the industrial enter-
prise. He rejected what he regarded as abstract,
mechanistic approaches to social analysis, Marxist
and non-Marxist alike, and sought to emphasize
instead the actual psychological features of modern
social life.

De Man was a prolific and highly influential
writer. But he is also one of those figures whose
biography is perhaps as notable as his oeuvre. He
was certainly the leading Belgian socialist of his time.
He knew and worked with many of the great figures
of the European Left, including Rosa Luxemburg
(1870–1919), Karl Liebknecht (1871–1919), Karl
Kautsky (1854–1938), and Leon Trotsky (1879–
1940). Originally a radical Marxist roughly in the
mold of Luxemburg and Liebknecht, de Man’s
views began to change with the advent of World
War I. While socialists generally repudiated the war,
de Man was deeply affected by the manifest victimi-
zation of Belgium. He enlisted in the Belgian army,
fought in the trenches, and was decorated for valor.

After the war he visited Soviet Russia and wit-
nessed the excesses of bolshevism; lived for a time
in the Puget Sound area of Washington State,
where he experienced the workings of American
capitalism; and eventually moved to Germany,
where he became a professor of social psychology
at the University of Frankfurt, published his
most important works—including The Psychology
of Socialism (1926), Joy in Work (1927), and The
Socialist Idea (1933)—and observed the rise of
Nazism. After returning to Belgium in 1937 he
authored the famous Plan du Travail, adopted by
the Belgian Labor Party as a pragmatic economic
strategy for dealing with the problems of the Great

Depression. Eventually, he became a minister in
the government.

Temperamentally ill suited to the give-and-take
of official political life, de Man began to doubt the
efficacy of democracy. In the face of the looming
Nazi threat, he advocated a policy of appeasement,
suggested that National Socialism could be a viable
form of socialism, and was, in the end, nearly alone
in supporting Leopold III’s (r. 1934–1951) deci-
sion to surrender to, and even to embrace, the
German invasion. De Man’s notorious ‘‘Manifesto
to the Members of the Belgian Labor Party’’
(1940) praised the Nazi regime as one that ‘‘has
lessened class differences much more efficaciously
than the self-styled democrats’’ and welcomed the
prospect of an authoritarian type of socialism. For
this, he earned the deep and enduring enmity of his
countrymen. De Man fled Belgium in 1941 and
after the war was convicted in absentia for treason
as a collaborationist against the Belgian state—a
symbol, to some, of the perils inherent in any
attempt to adapt socialism to dictatorship.

See also Belgium; Collaboration; Socialism.
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MANDELSTAM, OSIP (1891–1938),
Russian poet.

Osip Emilevich Mandelstam, widely considered
to be one of the greatest Russian poets of the twen-
tieth century, was inspired in his art by diverse
Western, Russian, and ancient Greek and Roman
influences from the spheres of poetry, fiction, paint-
ing, music, architecture, philosophy, and mythology.
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The result is a body of work that is saturated with

references both direct and abstruse, intertextual

and intratextual; his writing is powerfully moving

in its music and imagery and brilliant in its scope

and searing originality, yet not readily accessible to

the casual reader. Two of Mandelstam’s favorite

themes are his ‘‘yearning for world culture’’ and

the preservative mission of art in the face of state-

sponsored terror.

Mandelstam was born in Warsaw into an assimi-

lated Jewish family; his father was a leather mer-

chant, his mother an accomplished pianist. When

Osip was still very young the family moved to

St. Petersburg; he would think of the city (later

renamed Petrograd, then Leningrad) as his home-

town all his life, despite the fact that he was often

obliged to live far away from it. Between the years

1899 and 1907 Mandelstam studied in the elite,

progressive Tenishev Commercial School. After grad-

uation he lived for a time in Paris and Heidelberg

before enrolling in the department of history and

philology at the University of St. Petersburg in the

fall of 1911. He preferred writing poems to pursuing

his studies, however, and he never graduated.

Mandelstam’s first poems were written while he

was still a student at the Tenishev School; his first

publication came in the journal Apollon (Apollo) in

August 1910. He soon joined a group called Tsekh

Poetov (Guild of Poets), which had formed in order

to counteract the prevailing aesthetic of symbolism,
with its obscure orientation toward mysticism and the

transcendental. Tsekh Poetov led to the emergence of
a new literary movement, acmeism, which emphasized

craft, architecture, precision, and the details of physi-

cal existence. Mandelstam was one of the leaders of
acmeism, and his theoretical essay ‘‘Utro akmeizma’’

(written 1913, published 1919; The morning of
acmeism) was a manifesto for the movement.

Mandelstam’s first volume of poetry, Kamen
(Stone), appeared in 1913; it was republished sub-

sequently in increasingly enlarged editions in 1916,
1923, and 1928 and brought him immediate fame

as one of Russia’s finest young poets. Mandelstam

was exempted from military service during World
War I due to poor health but worked for a Petrograd

war relief organization; he also spent time in the
Crimea during the war years. In 1916 he had a brief

romance with the young poet Marina Tsvetaeva;

both poets produced several fine poems commem-
orating their time together. In 1917 Mandelstam

cautiously welcomed the February Revolution, but
his response to the Bolshevik takeover in October

was much more negative, though still complex

and ambiguous. During the difficult civil war years
(1918–1920) Mandelstam was itinerant, spending
time in Petrograd, Moscow, Kiev, Georgia, and
the Crimea. He met his future wife, Nadezhda
Yakovlevna Khazina, in Kiev but was later arrested
by both the Soviets and the Whites and was not
reunited with her for two years. The couple married
in 1922 and moved to Moscow, where they became
acquainted with the communist functionary Nikolai
Bukharin, who became Mandelstam’s political bene-
factor for the next decade. The Mandelstams moved
back to Leningrad in 1924, but Nadezhda often
spent long periods in the south of Russia recuperat-
ing from tuberculosis.

Mandelstam’s second poetry collection, Tristia,
was published in 1922. During the 1920s he began
writing more and more prose, ranging from his
childhood memoir Shum vremeni (1923–1925;
The noise of time) to the fictional work Egipetskaya
marka (1927; The Egyptian stamp) to the bitter
invective ‘‘Chetvertaya proza’’ (1929–1930; Fourth
Prose). These works followed his penetrating philo-
sophical and aesthetic essays of the 1910s, such
as ‘‘O sobesednike’’ (1913; On the interlocutor),
‘‘Zametki o Shene’’ (1914; Notes on Chénier), and

The word I meant to say has somehow slipped
my mind.

A sightless swallow rejoins the shadows of the
deep

On amputated wings, to frolic with its own
invisible kind.

A nighttime song is sung in blissful sleep.

The birds are silent. The immortelles don’t
blossom.

Translucent are the manes of the nocturnal herd.
An empty bark floats on the dried-out riverbed

like flotsam.
Among the droning crickets swoons the

forgotten word. . . .
(translation by Alyssa Dinega Gillespie)
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‘‘Pushkin i Skriabin’’ (1915; Pushkin and Scriabin).
During the late 1920s Mandelstam unwillingly
earned his living as a translator, and, claiming that
the grind of translation sapped his creative energy, he
gradually stopped writing poetry.

In 1928 Mandelstam’s revision of an existing
translation of Charles de Coster’s novel La Légende
de Thyl Ulenspiegel et de Lamme Goedzak (1867;
The Glorious Adventures of Thyl Ulenspiegel) was
erroneously published without credit being given
to the original translators, who immediately
charged Mandelstam with plagiarism. A political
scandal ensued, and although Bukharin attempted
to save the poet by sending him off on an extended
sojourn to Armenia, the damage was irreversible.
When Mandelstam returned to Russia he found
he was unable to obtain a residence permit in
Leningrad. He moved to Moscow but was arrested
on 13 May 1934 and banished to Cherdyn, a small
town in the Ural Mountains. The trigger for his
arrest was his composition of a satirical epigram
about Stalin. In Cherdyn he suffered an attack of
apparent madness and attempted to commit suicide
by jumping out of a hospital window. Thanks to
Bukharin, his sentence was commuted to three years’
exile in Voronezh, a small town in southern Russia.

Mandelstam’s last years in Moscow and

Voronezh were among his most creatively produc-

tive. He produced a cycle of poems on Armenia at

the conclusion of his voyage there, along with the

prose work Puteshestvie v Armeniyu (1931; Journey
to Armenia). His great treatise on the nature of

poetic art, Razgovor o Dante (1933; Conversation
about Dante), followed soon after, in addition to

the mature poetry of his two so-called Moskovskie
tetradi (1930–1934; Moscow Notebooks) and three

Voronezhskie tetradi (1935–1937; Voronezh
Notebooks). These notebooks were heroically

preserved by his wife Nadezhda and other close

friends, and the works they contained were not pub-

lished until decades after the poet’s death. Nadezhda

Mandelstam’s two-volume memoir (published in

English as Hope against Hope, 1970, and Hope
Abandoned, 1974) chronicles the poet’s final, despe-

rate years in poignant detail. In May 1937 when

Mandelstam’s sentence was over, he was homeless,

afflicted by extreme anxiety, ill, and unemployable.

Despite his feeble attempt to restore his political

fortune through composition of a tasteless ‘‘Ode to

Stalin,’’ he was denounced by the head of the

Leningrad Writers’ Union, rearrested on 1 May

1938, and sentenced to five years of hard labor in

the Siberian gulag. He apparently died at a transit

camp near Vladivostok on 27 December 1938. His

wife Nadezhda survived him in exile for many years

and was eventually rehabilitated, along with her

husband; she died of old age in 1980. The first

substantial edition of Mandelstam’s work did not

appear in the Soviet Union until 1973.

See also Akhmatova, Anna; Bukharin, Nikolai;
Dissidence; Gulag; Soviet Union; Tsvetaeva, Marina.
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MANN, THOMAS (1875–1955), German
writer and thinker.

Arguably the greatest writer in German of the
twentieth century, Thomas Mann’s life and work
bear witness like no other to the deep intellectual
and cultural history of his native country, its mod-
ern political upheavals, and its subsequent near self-
destruction.

Mann, who was born in 1875 and died in
1955, lived through four different forms of govern-
ment on German soil—not to speak of exile in
various foreign lands—but until the outbreak of
World War I when he was thirty-nine he remained
remarkably, indeed willfully, unpolitical. His
supreme achievement up to that point was his first
novel, Buddenbrooks, which appeared in 1901 and
ultimately won him the Nobel Prize in Literature,
which he received in 1929. Although its plot coin-
cides with much of the turbulent nineteenth cen-
tury, it is, as its subtitle indicates, more of a
description of the private ‘‘decline of a family’’ than
a literary analysis of the waning bourgeoisie. Other,
shorter works, such as Tonio Kröger (1902), The
Blood of the Wälsungs (1905), and, most famously,
Death in Venice (1912), are concerned predomi-
nantly with the complex interplay between art and
life, focusing on the role and character of the artist
and the dangers of decadence.

The year 1914 changed everything. Like many
other writers, Thomas Mann initially greeted the
war with enthusiasm, indeed he understood it as a
kind of liberation from the debilitating decadence
he had portrayed in his own works. In his notor-
ious essay, ‘‘Thoughts During War,’’ published in
November 1914, he wrote: ‘‘How could the artist,
the soldier in the artist, not praise God for the

collapse of a peaceful world which he was so tired

of, so thorougly tired of! War! It was purification,

liberation that we felt and an enormous hope’’

(Harpprecht, p. 380; author’s translation). He

amplified these ideas into a political-cultural mani-

festo, Observations of an Unpolitical Man, which he

published in 1918. In its tone and tendency it is of

a piece with the works of other nationalist, conser-

vative, and vehemently antidemocratic German

intellectuals of the time, notably Oswald Spengler,

whose Decline of the West had just appeared and

which Mann greatly admired at the time.

However, in the next several years, Mann changed

his position and began, albeit somewhat hesitantly

at first, to embrace democratic, or at least repub-

lican values. Initially outlined in detail in the essay

‘‘On the German Republic’’ (1922), his struggle

with the opposing political ideals of democratic

humanism and autocratic absolutism, together with

his principled adherence to the former, finds its con-

summate novelistic expression in The Magic
Mountain (1924). In some ways, the novel repre-

sents a renunciation not only of the political ideals

Mann had articulated during the war but also of the

aesthetic credo to which he had previously adhered:

the novel’s protagonist, Hans Castorp, in the end

makes the decision to abandon the airy heights of

the Swiss sanitorium where the novel takes place and

to enter practical life, descending to the trenches of

the Great War.

Combined with his newfound political alle-

giances, Mann’s stature as a representative cultural

figure—he received the Goethe Prize of the city of

Frankfurt in 1932—made him an inevitable target

of retribution when the Nazis came to power in

1933. His books, along with those of other politi-

cal undesirables, were burned in public on 10 May.

After five years in Switzerland, Mann went to the

United States in 1938, where he remained until

1952, when he returned to Zurich, where he died

and is buried. His last major novel, Dr. Faustus
(1947), continues the vein of The Magic
Mountain in that it again amounts to a vast, com-

plex repudiation, only this time it symbolically for-

sakes Germany as a whole—represented in the life

and art of the fictional composer Adrian

Leverkühn, who relinquishes his soul to the devil

in exchange for the ability to create an entirely new
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kind of music. As with Germany as a whole, the
pact ends in madness and ruin.

One of the ironies of Mann’s life and intellec-
tual career is that, by renouncing Germany—or at
least that version of Germany that physically ceased
to exist in 1945 and committed moral suicide by
implementing the Holocaust—he thereby man-
aged to save some part of it for the future. It was
with no small justification that, when Mann arrived
in New York in 1938, a reporter asked him whether
he found his exile difficult to bear, he replied with a
mixture of defiance and pride: ‘‘Where I am, there
is Germany’’(Harpprecht, p. 978; author’s transla-
tion). If there was a ‘‘good’’ or even ‘‘better’’
Germany, Thomas Mann did indeed embody it.

See also Germany.
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MANNHEIM, KARL (1893–1947),
Hungarian Jewish sociologist.

Karl Mannheim, a Hungarian Jew, was a
member of the Budapest intelligentsia and a great
admirer of the Marxist philosopher György Lukács.
After the failure of the revolutions of 1918–1919
he immigrated to Germany, settling in Heidelberg
under the sponsorship of Max Weber’s brother
Alfred. He developed his earlier interest in cultural
change in a series of long articles on topics includ-
ing a theory of worldviews, the origins of conser-
vatism, a theory of generations, and the sociology
of knowledge. These interests took a more political
form in Ideology and Utopia (Ideologie und Utopie,
1929), which earned him a chair in sociology at
Frankfurt University in 1930. Three years later the

Nazi seizure of power forced his immigration to
Britain, where he held marginal academic positions
until his death. While in Britain, his earlier theories
were transformed into a theory of democratic
planning.

Ideology and Utopia is generally acknowledged
as Mannheim’s most important work. The original
version, which comprises the middle three chapters
of the English translation, was an attempt to rede-
fine the role of the German intellectual elite, espe-
cially those in academia, in light of the social and
political changes that occurred at the end of World
War I. It marked the completion of his transition
from the historicism of an Ernst Troeltsch—which
assumed the possibility of arriving at an organic
unity of values for any epoch—to a view that recog-
nized the primacy of conflict in the realms of
society, politics, and culture. Like Marxism, his
sociology of knowledge asserted that competing
worldviews were ‘‘existentially connected’’ to spe-
cific sociopolitical groups, but it differed in two
important ways. First, Mannheim defined the com-
peting groups by their worldviews and not by their
roles in the mode of economic production. Second,
he noted that the Marxists’ ‘‘unmasking’’ of their
opponents’ views as ‘‘existentially bound,’’ as the
perspective of a specific group not universal, could
be turned back on them. The recognition that
there was no privileged position from which to
view others’ worldviews comprised the essence of
the sociology of knowledge.

Mannheim believed that history was propelled
forward by the competition among groups to uni-
versalize their worldviews. Those groups who suc-
cessfully disrupted the status quo were labeled
‘‘utopian’’ and distinguished from unsuccessful
‘‘ideological’’ ones. But while driving the dialectic
onward, utopias could never realize their claims
and achieve hegemony and would ultimately be
unmasked by opponents and become ideologies.
Mannheim feared that this mutual unmasking
would replace all political will with administrative
stasis.

As a hope for resolving this dilemma, he
devised the concept of the socially ‘‘free-floating’’
intelligentsia and in doing so moved closer to the
position of Max Weber’s addresses on science
and politics as vocations. Although the thought of
individual intellectuals was connected to specific
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social groups, their marginality within those groups
and ability to communicate with one another
allowed them collectively to be free-floating, in
other words, not bound to the perspective of any
one of their groups. Their interaction served as a
medium by which those groups could analytically
assess their relation to one another and move
toward the future not on the basis of utopian
aspirations but on the basis of sociological insight.
However, the intelligentsia could only assess the
possible consequences of judgments made by poli-
tical actors; they could not scientifically legitimize
those judgments. This limitation resembled that of
Max Weber’s political scientists.

Mannheim’s fear that the utopian will would
disappear through mutual unmasking was likely a
response to the apparent routinization of parlia-
mentary politics and the loss of a truly progressive
impulse in the middle 1920s. By 1930 he realized
that the danger lay in the opposite direction—the
triumph of the will in the form of National
Socialism. In his final years in Frankfurt he deem-
phasized the sociology of knowledge as a vehicle
for dialogue among political groups and their lead-
ers and instead presented it as an academic disci-
pline and the central component of the political
education of individual citizens.

In Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction
(Mensch und Gesellschaft im Zeitalter des Umbaus,
1935), written in British exile, Mannheim melded
his two previous versions of the sociology of know-
ledge in a theory of democratic planning. The dis-
cipline would aid the planning elite in structuring
society to produce an informed and engaged
democratic citizen. At the same time it would give
that citizen the insight to participate in the selec-
tion of the planner, thus fostering reciprocity
between the elite and ordinary citizens.

See also Lukács, György.
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MARCUSE, HERBERT (1898–1979),
German-born American political philosopher.

Few scholars exemplified the fashionable late-
twentieth-century notion of the ‘‘public intellec-
tual’’ as clearly as the German-born critical theorist
Herbert Marcuse. Born in Berlin at the turn of the
century, Marcuse was a student of Martin
Heidegger (1889–1976) and trained in classical
German philosophy before breaking with his teach-
er on political grounds. Marcuse went on to
become an eminent scholar of Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegel (1770–1831), and his Reason
and Revolution (1941) helped revitalize interest
in Hegelian Marxism and introduced the theory
of alienation to North America. Marcuse played
an important role in the intellectual cross-fertilization
stimulated by German refugees in America during
the Nazi era and was at the center of some of the
most heated intellectual debates of the twentieth
century.

A German philosopher and intellectual to the
core, Marcuse lived in the United States for the
most intellectually productive years of his life.
Marcuse was a member of what came to be known
as the ‘‘critical theory’’ group of the Frankfurt
School, along with Max Horkheimer, Theodor
Adorno, Leo Lowenthal, and Erich Fromm.
A scholar and teacher at Brandeis University and
the University of California at San Diego, Marcuse
played a central role in the popularization of critical
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theory in America as well as being a major influence
on the political movement of the New Left of the

1960s.

Marcuse was a controversial figure. For conser-

vatives, Marcuse was one of the sources of the

extremism and anti-Americanism that they argued

characterized the New Left movement of the

1960s. As governor of California, the American

conservative icon Ronald Reagan (1911–2004)

spearheaded efforts to get Marcuse fired from his
position at the University of California. In The
Closing of the American Mind (1987), Allan

Bloom captures the neoconservative critique of

Marcuse with his bizarre attempt to link Marcuse,

the Woodstock music festival of 1969, Heidegger’s

Nazism, and the alleged ‘‘Nietzscheanization of the

American Left.’’

Marcuse also had his critics on the left. In a

famous debate in the pages of the radical intellec-
tual journal Dissent in the mid-1950s, the critical

theorist Erich Fromm accused Marcuse of nihilism

and of misreading Sigmund Freud (1856–1939).

By the 1980s and 1990s, Marcuse’s call for a revo-

lution from the margins of the society was some-

times invoked as part of the problem for a Left that

some believed had marginalized itself during the
‘‘days of rage’’ of the late 1960s.

Nonetheless, Marcuse was hardly the extremist
radical portrayed by his most virulent critics, and

some of his ideas do seem to capture some impor-

tant contemporary trends. Surely there is some-

thing perverse about the cultural industries today,

as we are exposed to ‘‘extreme makeovers,’’ unreal

‘‘reality TV,’’ and ‘‘shock and awe’’ televised war.

And Marcuse was surely right that the old Freudian
emphasis on sexual repression does not capture the

extent to which contemporary societies are satu-

rated with sexual images that create unrealistic

and ultimately repressive expectations for what

sexual freedom might look like. While Marcuse

was wrong that the problems of scarcity and class

inequality are essentially solved in modern Western

societies, this error was one shared by some of the
most thoughtful intellectuals of his time. And

Marcuse was an early supporter of the political

and cultural demands of gay and lesbian liberation

movements, which achieved a degree of success in

the late twentieth century.

Far from being someone who helped ‘‘close

the American mind,’’ Marcuse was an exceptional

teacher of a critical version of the Western philoso-

phical tradition and helped link these traditional

humanist ideas to the social movements of the

1960s. He was mentor to a large number of poli-

tical and intellectual radicals who themselves pro-

duced important intellectual work and engaged the

world in radical and constructive ways. Marcuse’s

defense of gay rights, black liberation, feminism,

and anticolonialism made important contributions

to mid-twentieth-century intellectual life. And Eros
and Civilization (1955) was an important influ-

ence in the development of feminist psychoanalysis,

later developed by such scholars as Jessica Benjamin

and Nancy Chodorow.

A brilliant philosopher and a controversial

interpreter of Freud, Marcuse exhibited courage,

principles, and imagination alongside questionable

intellectual and political judgments. Marcuse’s

Hegelian-influenced recovery of the humanist prin-

ciples and ideas of the early Marx pointed the way

to the retrieval of certain elements of the Marxist

tradition in the years after the debacle of Stalinism

and Soviet communism. While Marcuse was ulti-

mately more influential in his adopted home of the

United States than in Germany itself, his cultural

politics helped shape the emergence of German

Green ‘‘postmaterialist’’ politics, his critique of

positivism continues to be discussed, and his

emphasis on the politics of the ‘‘margins’’ helped

stimulate the ‘‘new social movements’’ literature of

the 1970s and 1980s within European and then

American sociology. The Frankfurt School focus

on the culture industries and the politics of the

irrational must be central to any serious contem-

porary radical intellectual agenda as well as retain-

ing value for scholarship on politics and culture

today. Thus Marcuse is likely to remain an impor-

tant if contested resource for radical intellectuals

well into the twenty-first century.

See also Adorno, Theodor; Frankfurt School; Fromm,
Erich.
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n

MARINETTI, F. T. (1876–1944), Italian
writer and founder of Italian futurism.

Born in 1876 in Alexandria, Egypt, into a
wealthy Italian family, Filippo Tommaso Marinetti
was educated by Jesuits. A rebellious student, he
was sent to study literature in Paris and then law
in Italy. In 1898 he began publishing poetry and
later novels and plays. These early writings, such as
‘‘The Old Sailors’’ (1898), The Conquest of the
Stars (1902), Destruction (1904), Le roi bombance
(1905; The feasting king), and The Carnal City
(1908), reveal both his embrace of and revolt
against symbolism. Characterized by extravagant
and experimental language, anarchic tone, and vio-
lent and scandalous imagery, they owe a debt to
thinkers as varied as Friedrich Nietzsche, Arthur
Schopenhauer, François Rabelais, Alfred Jarry, and
Walt Whitman. Marinetti also expressed both respect
and distaste for the celebrated Italian, Gabriele
D’Annunzio, whose melding of literature, politics,
and public relations served as a model.

In 1905 in Milan, Marinetti started Poesia, an
international review featuring modern radical writ-
ers. His 1909 ‘‘Founding and Manifesto of

Futurism’’ brought him great notoriety. Part nar-
rative, part list of prescriptions, it called for an art
that embraced modernity, especially the sensations
of speed, dynamism, and simultaneity produced by
new technology, industry, and urbanism; expressed

fascination with violence, revolution, and war; and
rejected Italy’s preoccupation with its glorious past.
Because Italian unification had failed to effect

genuine national rejuvenation, Marinetti aggres-

sively called for a movement that would be a true

risorgimento, or resurgence. Intending to put Italy

back on the world’s cultural map, Marinetti first

published this manifesto in Paris, the center of the

avant-garde. Its use, borrowed from politics, situ-

ated futurism within a lineage of movements

stretching back to the mid-nineteenth century, in

which art was integral to a broader social program.

Dubbed ‘‘the caffeine of Europe’’ because he was

so dynamic, Marinetti became part of a modernist

line of artist-impresarios who intertwined aesthetics

and public relations.

Futurism was ambitious and totalizing, as

Marinetti and its practitioners theorized and

worked in many areas, including painting, sculp-

ture, assemblage, photography, poetry, architec-

ture, design, music, theater, performance, politics,

cinema, radio, television, and even lust and cuisine.

Perhaps his greatest contribution was ‘‘words-in-

freedom,’’ announced in his 1912 ‘‘Technical

Manifesto of Futurist Literature.’’ Inspired by air-

plane flight, this new literary form liberated words

from conventional contexts, arranging them expres-

sively and imagistically on the page, substituted

mathematical symbols for punctuation, exploited

onomatopoeia to indicate noise, and tried to evoke

smell, weight, and temperature. Marinetti even used

this approach for battlefield reporting, an apt expres-

sion of war, which he called ‘‘the world’s sole

hygiene.’’

At futurist serate (evenings), which might

include art, music, and performance, Marinetti

declaimed politically charged manifestos that led to

riots and arrests. The futurists vociferously advo-

cated Italy’s intervention into World War I, in which

Marinetti and other futurists eventually served. In

1918 he launched the Futurist Political Party.

A year later futurism became part of the Fascist com-

bat groups, signaling the beginning of an oscillat-

ing futurist-Fascist relationship. Uncomfortable

with fascism’s obsession with order, authority,

and tradition, Marinetti left the group in 1920,

protesting Benito Mussolini’s renouncing of anti-

clerical, antimonarchical, and pro-anarchist positions.

Mussolini, in turn, distrusted futurism’s formal

correspondences with left-wing, vanguard devel-

opments elsewhere and felt that its modernist style
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of fragmentation, simultaneity, and distortion was

counter to Fascist values and too confusing as pro-

paganda. Nonetheless, two years after Mussolini

seized the reins of the Italian government in 1922,

futurism and fascism forged an alliance, marked by

Marinetti’s 1924 pamphlet of compromise, titled

Futurism and Fascism. The coupling provided the

futurists with outlets for their work while making

Mussolini appear to be the unifier of heterogeneous

elements in Italian society.

This uneasy union was strongest in 1929, when

Marinetti accepted appointment to the conservative

Italian Royal Academy and founded the futurist sub-

movement aeropittura futurista (futurist aerial paint-

ing), terming it ‘‘the daughter of Fascist aviation and

Italian Futurism.’’ The bond was most strained in

1938 when Marinetti objected to the enactment

of racial laws in Italy as Mussolini’s ties to Nazi

Germany grew deeper. Still, Marinetti’s audacious

jingoism remained unflinching, and he volunteered

to fight in Ethiopia in 1935 and, at age sixty-six, on

the Russian front in 1942. Marinetti died in 1944.

His fervent engagement with avant-garde and pro-

gressive aesthetics, bellicose support of nationalism,

and fluctuating ideological and official connections

to fascism personify the complex and conflicting

interactions of vanguard style and reactionary

thought in the modern world.

See also D’Annunzio, Gabriele; Fascism; Futurism;
Mussolini, Benito.
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GERALD SILK

n

MARSHALL PLAN. The Marshall Plan—
officially known as the European Recovery Program
(ERP)—was an ambitious and far-reaching U.S.
initiative to sponsor the recovery and reconstruction
of western and southern Europe in the aftermath of
World War II. The plan was named after one of its
creators, George Marshall (1880–1959), the U.S.
secretary of state. Marshall first announced this
scheme for the rehabilitation of European economies
at the Harvard University commencement on 5 June
1947. The Marshall Plan was formally launched on
2 April 1948, when the U.S. Congress passed the
Economic Cooperation Act. Over the next four
years, roughly $13 billion of aid was distributed to
sixteen European recipient countries, who organized
themselves into the Organisation for European
Economic Cooperation (OEEC) for this purpose.
Great Britain, France, Italy, the Federal Republic
of Germany, and the Netherlands received the
largest sums.

The Marshall Plan has received significant
interest, both because of its far-reaching objectives
and its pivotal role in the intensifying Cold War
between the former wartime allies, the United
States and the Soviet Union. Debate among histor-
ians and economists has revolved primarily around
three issues. First, scholars have disagreed about
what U.S. motivations had given rise to the pro-
gram. A second point of debate concerns the way
in which the ERP was assessed in Europe, particu-
larly by the Soviet authorities. Finally, the economic
and political effects and long-term implications of
the Marshall Plan remain in dispute.

CONTEXT

When World War II finally came to a close, it had

left behind a trail of destruction and devastation

throughout Europe. It seemed clear to observers

that the extent of damage was much more serious

than it had been in 1918. Widespread destruction of

factories together with shortages in raw materials and

food, so it was argued, had not only psychological

but also lasting economic effects. Restricted indus-

trial production severely limited what could be

achieved in national reconstruction programs.

Stagnation and crisis seemed unavoidable.

Historians have since suggested that the extent of

the postwar crisis was exaggerated. Physical destruc-

tion was less severe than it seemed at first, and in

most countries infrastructures could be repaired

relatively quickly. By 1947, overall European indus-

trial production had already risen to 87 percent of

what it had been in 1938. Nonetheless, there were

of course real problems ahead. Recovery was driven

by national spending on the repair and extension of

industrial capacities. But European countries pro-

duced only a small amount of the capital goods they

needed to keep this process going. Importing these

goods from the United States was made unfeasible

by the largely exhausted European dollar reserves.

Governments needed money to pay for imports, but

their capacity to earn dollars through exports was

limited. It was a vicious circle, which gave rise to

large trade and payments deficits. Moreover, classi-

cal free trade solutions were made impossible by

governments’ continued strict control of prices and

trade. Political uncertainty produced further doom

and gloom.

Several different priorities shaped policymaking

on the U.S. side. On one hand, the administration

sought to end its financial commitments in Europe.

Already in August 1945 all lend-lease arrangements

had been terminated, primarily to reassure

Congress that the financial burdens of the war years

were now finally over. Other funding programs, such

as the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation

Administration, were canceled by 1947. On the

other hand, these assessments were modified by

growing political concerns. Already in February

1946, George Kennan at the U.S. embassy in

Moscow expressed concern about the Soviet author-

ities’ aggressive hostility toward the Western world.

Just a month later, Winston Churchill warned that as

a result of expansionist Soviet policies an Iron

Curtain had descended across Europe, against which

Western democracies had to stand firm. Concerns

about Soviet expansion were further fueled by the

electoral successes of the Italian and French

Communist parties.
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The 1946 midterm elections brought both the

U.S. Senate and House under the control of the

Republican Party, an influential wing of which

argued that the reconstruction of Western Europe

had to take priority, if only temporarily, over retreat

into isolationism. Democratic President Harry S.

Truman cooperated closely with Republicans in ques-

tions of foreign policy. In his speech to Congress on

12 March 1947, Truman argued (in what was later

known as the Truman Doctrine) that the United

States had to support actively countries struggling

against communism, and he proposed military and

economic aid to Greece and Turkey to this end.

Marshall developed these ideas further. He was

concerned that communists in Western Europe

would take advantage of popular discontent, stirred

by plummeting living standards. As the State

Department moved toward a policy of active inter-

vention in Europe, the notion that without U.S.

support a European economic collapse was immi-

nent and would, in turn, have serious consequences

for the U.S. economy, proved useful to mobilizing

political support. When Marshall announced the

scheme to aid European recovery, this could thus

be justified with established logic: it would not

only salvage Europe but also protect the future of

U.S. society and its economy.

SCOPE

While the Marshall Plan itself did not explicitly

distinguish between Western and Eastern spheres,

the logic behind it undoubtedly did. In fact, the

plan developed a number of assumptions. First, the

mistakes of World War I were not to be repeated.

The inadequacy of the Treaty of Versailles was
directly linked to the subsequent economic col-
lapse, the rise of fascism and Nazism, and World
War II. Second, the biggest threat to Western
Europe came from the famished and disillusioned

Tractors shipped from the United States to Turkey under the provisions of the Marshall Plan arrive in Istanbul,

May 1949. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Europeans who brought their Communist parties
into power (through elections or revolt), which
would then be subservient to Moscow. Third,
Germany had to be rearmed and prevented from
falling under Soviet rule. In the face of strong
French opposition, the best way of achieving this
was by transforming Germany into a prosperous
democratic nation. Fourth, Marshall Plan aid
would not only help to jump-start European
economies and remove the material basis of discon-
tent, but also restore self-confidence in capitalist
democracy and thereby provide a strong alternative
to communism.

The ERP was designed to enable Western
European countries to buy American exports,
which would both expand the market for U.S.
products and reduce the cost of aid to Europe.
ERP planners’ goal was to achieve 30 percent
growth in industrial production. The program also
sought to integrate Western Europe into a single
economic and political area. Apart from trade bene-
fits, integration had the important function of recon-
ciling France to a revived and rearmed Germany.
French reconstruction plans had until then focused
on shifting the center of European heavy industry
from Germany to France, and thus prioritized access
to German coal and steel resources. The Marshall
Plan now assured France both that Germany was
locked safely into Europe and that if it dropped its
claims on German reparations it would be rewarded
with Marshall Plan aid.

The ERP was directed by the Economic
Cooperation Administration (ECA) in Washington,
with an office in each receiving country. Because aid
was made conditional on intra-European coopera-
tion, a new body—the OEEC—was formed to coor-
dinate the distribution of funds. Each country
signed a bilateral treaty with the United States,
committing itself to strong production, financial
stability, and an expansion of foreign trade. Funds
were provided in the form of dollar credits.
European governments acted as purchasers of
imports from the dollar area, which were then resold
to consumers in their countries. Because consumers
paid for these products in their national currencies,
governments built up large balances of nondollar
currencies—so-calledcounterpart funds—whichcould
then be used for a range of purposes subject to the
ECA’s approval.

REACTIONS

Historians long assumed that the postwar division
of Europe had been an inevitable result of expan-
sionist Soviet policies, and that the Iron Curtain
had been more or less in place by 1945. More recent
assessments have suggested otherwise. Soviet policy
in the immediate postwar period was more often
reactive than proactively expansionist. Until 1947,
the Soviet Union pursued a relatively moderate
foreign policy. Popular Front–like coalition gov-
ernments held power in most Eastern European
states under Red Army control. In Germany,
Soviet authorities maintained that the German
problem could best be dealt with through multi-
lateral Allied action. Scholars have argued that the
Marshall Plan then changed Soviet calculations.
The Soviet leadership identified the scheme as a
U.S. attempt not just to consolidate the Western
European bloc economically and politically, but
also to intrude into its own sphere of influence,
the buffer zone around the USSR, and thus to
threaten Soviet security. As a result, Soviet policy
shifted radically to contain and prevent American
influence.

At any rate, the sincerity of the Western
powers’ offer for Soviet participation is question-
able. Although Ernest Bevin and Georges Bidault,
the foreign ministers of Britain and France, respec-
tively, invited their Soviet counterpart Vyacheslav
Molotov to discuss Marshall’s scheme, this invita-
tion was largely to preempt domestic criticism
about excluding the Soviet Union. The Soviet lead-
ership, in turn, hoped the scheme might be turned
to their advantage. Molotov tried to gain agree-
ment from other participants to forestall European
integration and instead implement the recovery
plan on a country-by-country basis. He failed, and
the Soviet Union subsequently withdrew from the
Paris Economic Conference and put pressure on
the Eastern European countries that had been keen
to benefit from the ERP. The Polish and
Czechoslovak delegations soon gave in.
Subsequently, the Soviet authorities developed
more effective means of control over their Eastern
European satellites. Joseph Stalin’s reactions, in
turn, persuaded the U.S. Congress that its assess-
ment of the Soviet threat had been correct.

EFFECTS

The Marshall Plan’s effects have been debated at
length: to what degree did it contribute to the revival
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and reconstruction of Western Europe? At the height
of the Cold War, scholars argued that the scheme
was an act of U.S. benevolence in the face of the
Soviet threat and the single most important cause of
European economic recovery. Revisionist historians
subsequently argued that the Marshall Plan was evi-
dence of the imperialist policies of the United States
in its efforts to turn Western European countries into
economic and political satellites. Their assessment,
however, did not actually revise earlier views of the
plan’s economic importance. For both orthodox and
revisionist scholars, the ERP formed an indispensable
starting point for Western European recovery from
the brink of chaos and collapse.

Since the mid-1980s, several historians have
argued that the ERP’s direct impact on European
developments has been overstated, as recovery was
already well under way by the time ERP aid first
arrived. Between 1948 and 1951, Marshall Plan aid
amounted to only about 2 percent of the gross
domestic product of recipient countries. As a result,
the ERP did not give the United States sufficient
leverage over the political reconstruction of Western
Europe. Some historians also question the older
emphasis on a homogenous impact of Marshall
Plan aid and suggest instead that Western Europe
was a patchwork of distinct national programs and
ways of using Marshall funds. Different European
governments found different strategies to neutralize
or ignore specific U.S. requirements.

The Marshall Plan had several different results.
Although its direct economic impact has been
exaggerated, it seems clear that without this aid
the speed of recovery would have been impeded.
The Marshall Plan together with other U.S. aid
programs reduced Europe’s current account deficit
with the United States, and allowed a much higher
level of imports from the dollar area than would
have been possible otherwise. The initial goal of 30
percent growth in industrial production was sur-
passed by a substantial margin. By 1951 the large
dollar deficits had mostly disappeared, and projects
for liberalizing trade could again be put on the
agenda.

It also seems clear that the impact of the ERP
cannot be understood in strictly quantitative terms.
Even if the program was not as crucial to American-
ization as had been claimed, it did appeal to forces
within Europe who were eager to use U.S. aid as a

lever to achieve their own objectives. The Marshall
Plan also changed European attitudes toward pro-
duction. Its ‘‘politics of productivity’’ (so called by
Charles S. Maier) served as a new ideological yard-
stick for uniting a centrist political leadership and
justifying a reliance on the private economy for
growth. With the removal of communists from gov-
erning coalitions, the Marshall Plan helped to seal
a division within the European labor movement
between communist and noncommunist unions.
The plan’s psychological effects on the war-weary
populations of Europe were perhaps most important
of all. At a time of despair and uncertainty, it left
no room for doubt about the commitment of the
United States to the security of Western Europe.

See also Organisation for European Economic
Cooperation (OEEC).
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MASARYK, TOMÁŠ GARRIGUE
(1850–1937), first president of Czechoslovakia
from 1918 to 1935.

Tomáš Masaryk was born on 7 March 1850 in
the Moravian village of Hodonı́n. He had a varied
education that included apprenticeships with both a
locksmith and a blacksmith before ending at the
University of Vienna, where he earned a doctorate
in philosophy in 1876. After graduation, he traveled
to Leipzig, where he spent a year writing and study-
ing philosophy. During this sojourn, he met
Charlotte Garrigue, an American who became his
wife in 1878. As he often admitted, Charlotte had a
profound influence on his thought, especially in the
realm of women’s equality. By the turn of the cen-
tury, Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk (he took his wife’s
family name as his middle name) would be a major
proponent of women’s rights in the Czech lands.

Soon after his marriage, Masaryk accepted a pro-
fessorship at the Czech university in Prague. From
practically the moment of his arrival in Prague in
1882, Masaryk was a controversial figure in Czech
society and he remained so for much of his life.
He produced a constant stream of articles, books,
and lectures that constantly challenged popular
opinion. For example, in 1886–1887, he publicly
challenged the authenticity of some supposedly
ancient Czech manuscripts (which were eventually
indeed exposed as forgeries), which earned him
widespread public condemnation. In 1899, he

loudly defended Leopold Hilsner, a Jew convicted
of murdering a Christian girl. Masaryk insisted that
Hilsner had been found guilty because of pervasive
anti-Semitic prejudice and demanded a new trial.
His unpopular stance called forth a wave of hateful
attacks in the press, students demonstrated against
him at the university and hecklers disrupted his
lectures.

Masaryk’s involvement in these kinds of public
controversies would both shape and hinder his
political career. His intense interest in public affairs
moved him inexorably toward politics, but his
intellectual independence and iconoclasm often
brought him into conflict with established political
parties. In 1889, Masaryk helped form a political
group known as the Realists. The Realists published
a political program advocating democratic freedoms
like universal suffrage, social reform for the working
class, and autonomy for all nations in the Habsburg
Monarchy. The Realists did not, at that time, form
an independent political party, but decided to join
forces with an existing party, the Young Czechs.
Masaryk was elected to the Reichsrat (the parliament
of Habsburg Austria) in 1891 on the Young Czech
ticket. However, his refusal to abstain from criti-
cizing the Young Czech policies caused tension in
the party, leading him to resign his parliamentary
seat in 1893.

In 1900, Masaryk and some new followers
finally did create their own political party, the
People’s (Realist) Party, which in 1906 merged
with another group to become the Progressive
Party. While the goals of the party changed over
time, it consistently supported both democracy, in
the form of universal suffrage, and Czech national
autonomy. This was the kernel of Masaryk’s often
complicated political philosophy: the twinning of
nationalism and what he called humanita or
humanism, which encompassed notions of human
equality and social justice. These twin goals, a more
egalitarian, democratic society and the health of the
Czech nation, were always among Masaryk’s most
cherished priorities.

Masaryk was elected to parliament again in 1907
and 1911. Although he was sometimes harshly crit-
ical of the Habsburg regime, he remained loyal to
the Monarchy, believing that the Czech nation could
peacefully exist within this multinational state.
Slowly, however, he concluded that this was no
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longer possible. After the outbreak of the First
World War in 1914, Masaryk fled abroad to work
for Czech independence. Masaryk’s efforts were
rewarded when the Western Allies agreed to sup-
port an independent, democratic Czechoslovakia.
The parliament of this new republic elected him
president in 1918. Once the most polarizing figure
in Czech politics, Masaryk now became beloved as
the ‘‘President-Liberator’’ of his nation.

The post of president in Czechoslovakia was
supposed to be mostly ceremonial, but Masaryk
cannily used his position to obtain considerable
political power in the new state. Although he did
not have a political party, he established his own
power center, known as the ‘‘Castle’’ (Hrad).
Behind the scenes, Masaryk and his Castle group
held enormous influence, keeping a tight grip, for
example, on the ministry of foreign affairs. Ironically,
in this way Masaryk, an eloquent proponent of
democracy, helped to weaken Czechoslovakia’s par-
liamentary system, encouraging politicians to turn
to back-door deals instead of using the normal
mechanisms of the legislature. Masaryk remained
president of Czechoslovakia until he was eighty-five
years old. He died in 1937, still revered as the father
of his country.

See also Czechoslovakia.
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MATISSE, HENRI (1869–1954), French
artist.

In his Concerning the Spiritual in Art, Wassily

Kandinsky penned one of the clearest encapsulations

of Matisse ever put to paper: ‘‘Matisse—color,

Picasso—shape.’’ Color and pattern are without a

doubt the two primordial roads to understanding this

painter’s career. He was in turn a painter, a sculptor,

an engraver (illustrating the poems of Baudelaire,

Joyce, Mallarmé, and Montherlant), a fabric designer,

and a stage designer for the ballets Le chant du

rossignol (Song of the nightingale) in 1920 and Le

rouge et le noir (The red and the black) in 1939.

The young Matisse first began a career in law,

from 1887 to 1888, before fully committing him-

self to painting. He began his artistic training at the

École des Arts Décoratifs de Paris and then at the

Académie Julian, before completing his studies at

the École des Beaux-Arts, in Gustave Moreau’s

studio. However, once he left these institutions,

Matisse was constantly experimenting with meth-

ods and media. Ambroise Vollard coordinated his

first one-man exposition in June 1904. His first

pieces (dated 1897–1903) reflect the influences of

Paul Cézanne, Paul Gauguin, Paul Signac, and

Vincent van Gogh.

A few of his paintings, including the 1905

Fenêtre à Collioure (Window at Collioure), were

so brightly colored they caused a sensation at the

Salon d’Automne of 1905 and propelled him to

the leadership position of the fauvist movement.

The work effected a fusion between two distinct

modes of painting: Georges Seurat’s pointillism in

conjunction with the tinted areas of color first

innovated by Gauguin. Luxe, calme et volupté, also

shown at the Salon, afforded Matisse the opportu-

nity to return to the pointillist technique, but this

time using more intense colors, whose loudness

was increased by thick borders. Both these canvases

convey Matisse’s reflections on the sensory power

of color. After them Matisse gave up pointillism

and became more interested in lines and color, as

in his Femme au chapeau (1905; Woman in a hat),

where the patterns, facial colors, and tinting all

compete to emphasize the power of each.

The years 1905–1908 were decisive for Matisse.
In 1906 he showed Le bonheur de vivre (The plea-
sure of living), and then the following year Nu bleu,
souvenir de Biskra (Blue nude, souvenir of Biskra),
both at the Salon des Indépendants. These paintings
were a fulcrum for compositions to come. Indeed
their subjects, including dancing women, would
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reappear in numerous sculptures and paintings. In

this way certain ‘‘Matissian’’ motifs forged lines of

communication stretching beyond the specificity of

the two mediums.

In his 1908 La desserte, Matisse transformed

space through a decorative stylization of the ele-

ments on the canvas, thereby abolishing established

rules of representation. The painting’s elements

were treated like decorative patterns melting into

one another, including the objects in the room, the

wallpaper, the rug, and the table, making it possible

for color to become the element that held the

painting together.

Matisse received a commission from a Russian

collector named Sergei Shchukin for two panels of

a mural, eventually titled La danse and La musique,
which were completed in 1909–1910. Through

these monumental murals Matisse radically altered

his style and situated himself in the context of a

new modernism that distanced itself from the one
being championed by cubism. Matisse in effect
sought to mute the loudness of his colors and fore-
ground the abstract background painted as large
tinted areas whose borders delineated the corporeal
space of the characters. The motif of dancing, already
touched upon in La joie de vivre, would also appear
several years later in two versions of the triptych
commissioned by Albert Barnes in 1930–1933—
still shown in the Barnes Foundation in Merion,
Pennsylvania—and in his four sculptures entitled Nu
de dos (1909–1930; Bare back). This triptych is a testa-
ment to the role of arabesque imagery in Matisse’s
work and his masterful execution of dynamism.

From 1912 to 1913 he traveled across
Morocco, whose intensely colorful landscapes
inspired him, and from 1914 to 1918—surprisingly
ignoring the war—he began to work on the use of
lines and arabesques, in search of a sufficiently
supple idiom while at the same time reintroducing

Henri Matisse draws a mural with a bamboo stick, 1931. ªTHE BARNES FOUNDATION, MERION, PENNSYLVANIA, USA/THE BRIDGEMAN

ART LIBRARY
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black to his color palette, as in Porte-fenêtre à
Collioure (1914, French window at Collioure)
and Le violoniste à la fenêtre (1918; The violinist
at the window). In 1918 Matisse took up residence
in Nice and brightened up his color palette once
more, as he transcribed interiors and devoted him-
self to his favorite subjects: dance, nudes, and oda-
lisques. In 1924 the first Matisse retrospective was
opened to the public, in Copenhagen.

After a voyage to Tahiti in 1930, Matisse com-
pleted his first cutout gouaches in 1937 for the cover
of Verve, which served as a launching pad for a series
of works including Les deux danseurs (1937–1938;
The two dancers), La piscine (1952; The pool), and
Jazz, a book published in 1947. From 1948 to 1951
Matisse dedicated himself to designing the architec-
ture, stained-glass windows, and frescos for the
Chapelle du Rosaire in Vence, France, and for the
Rockefeller chapel in New York state. These works
represent the culmination of his explorations into
the simplification of patterns and shapes. Matisse
borrowed from compositions akin to his cutout
gouaches, and his theories about painting as har-
mony and an aid to meditation were concretized
in these devotional spaces. In 1950 Matisse was
awarded a prize at the Twenty-fifth Biennial in
Venice, and two years later he attended the open-
ing of the Matisse Museum in his hometown, Le
Cateau-Cambrésis.

See also Expositions; Miró, Joan; Painting, Avant-Garde;
Picasso, Pablo.
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CYRIL THOMAS

n

MAURRAS, CHARLES (1868–1952),
French nationalist.

For more than five decades Charles Maurras
attempted to delegitimize the French Revolution
and the Third Republic (1875–1940). He was
born on 20 April 1868 in Martigues in Provence,
near Marseille. His father was a secular civil servant;
his mother was an observant Catholic and royalist.
Maurras’s harsh view of life can be traced to
childhood traumas—the death of his father when
the boy was only six and a severe hearing loss at
fourteen that eliminated the possibility of the naval
career he had planned. In 1885 he moved to Paris
to be a literary writer and journalist.

INTEGRAL NATIONALISM

Literature led Maurras to politics. He disliked
Romanticism but admired the rationalism of ancient
Greece and of French classicism. He blamed what
he saw as nineteenth-century ‘‘barbarism’’ and
‘‘decadence’’ on the French Revolution, which had
replaced hierarchy and authority with individual
rights and democracy.

The Dreyfus affair was the driving force
behind the rise of Maurras’s organization, the
Action Française. After Alfred Dreyfus, a Jewish
captain on the General Staff of the French army,
was falsely accused of providing French military
secrets to Germany, France split into defenders of
individual rights (Dreyfusards) and nationalists
who placed the nation above the individual (anti-
Dreyfusards). A leader of the anti-Dreyfusards,
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Maurras argued that any means were justified in the
defense of France and that ‘‘politics came first’’
(‘‘politique d’abord’’). Integral nationalism and
monarchy would unite the country and eliminate
Jews, Protestants, Freemasons, and métèques (a
derogatory term for resident foreigners). While
awaiting a coup d’état, he championed a reaction-
ary political consciousness. Thus the Action
Française established a newspaper, a league, and
the Camelots du Roi, a group that disrupted uni-
versities, law courts, and theaters. By the outbreak
of World War I, Maurras had already found a con-
siderable following among students, royalists,
nationalists, conservatives, and Catholics.

During the war he expressed limited support
for the Union Sacrée (Sacred Union), and the
Action Française’s extreme nationalism raised the
organization’s prestige even further. But Maurras’s
vituperation against internationalists played a role
in Raoul Villain’s assassination of Jean Jaurès, the
Socialist Party leader, on 31 July 1914, and allega-
tions by Léon Daudet and Maurras against alleged
foreign spies, based on little or no evidence, ruined
many lives. Their partly unsubstantiated accusa-
tions against the Radical politicians Louis-
Jean Malvy and Joseph Caillaux helped bring about
the collapse of the Union Sacrée. They also con-
tributed toward the climate of public opinion that
brought the radical republican Georges
Clemenceau to power in November 1917.

During the postwar period, the Action
Française advocated a hard peace with Germany.
Maurras praised Premier Raymond Poincaré’s
occupation of the Ruhr in January 1923 but casti-
gated Aristide Briand’s rapprochement with
Germany at mid-decade.

The violence of the Action Française had a
significant impact on domestic French politics in
1923. After the anarchist Germaine Berton assassi-
nated Marius Plateau, head of the Camelots du
Roi, in January, the Camelots destroyed opposition
newspapers. In May, openly mimicking Italian
Blackshirt methods, the Camelots physically
assaulted four prominent liberal democratic and
moderate socialist political figures (two of them
deputies). In response, the Radical leader
Édouard Herriot reoriented his party toward the
Cartel des Gauches, a coalition with the Socialists,
against ‘‘fascism.’’ Premier Poincaré, who had

carried on a secret correspondence with Maurras,
refused to break with the Action Française.

CHALLENGES FROM WITHIN AND WITHOUT

Maurras suffered a severe setback in 1926 when
Pope Pius XI (r. 1922–1939) condemned the
Action Française. An agnostic, Maurras nonetheless
incorporated the Catholic Church of order,
authority, hierarchy, and discipline into his integral
nationalism. The pope wanted young Catholics to
militate in the Catholic Action movement instead
of the Action Française. The condemnation strictly
forbade Catholics from belonging to the organiza-
tion and from reading the Action Française’s news-
paper and Maurras’s other writings.

The Action Française also faced a challenge
from within its own ranks. Georges Valois wanted
to fuse integral nationalism and syndicalism and to
attract workers and veterans. For Maurras, Valois’s
creation of a newspaper and a fascist political party
(the Faisceau) in 1925 opened an irreconcilable
breach.

Some scholars regard the Action Française as
an ‘‘early fascism,’’ while others characterize it as
reactionary but also as a link between earlier
nationalism and 1930s fascism. Both the Action
Française and fascism display a hostility toward
liberal democracy, socialism, and communism;
both embrace nationalism, call for violence, and
eject groups from the national community, partic-
ularly Jews. Unlike fascist leaders, however,
Maurras was an elitist, did not seek a mass follow-
ing, lacked a will to action, and favored decentrali-
zation on the model of the ancien régime.

POLITICAL POLARIZATION

Maurras contributed to the intense political polar-
ization of the mid-1930s in France. The Action
Française served to publicize the Stavisky affair of
1934, yet the crisis showed once again that
Maurras was more a polemicist than a man of
action. On the night of 6 February 1934, as lea-
guers, most of them rightists and many inspired by
Maurras’s invectives, were seeking to storm the
National Assembly, Maurras printed up the next
morning’s newspaper and wrote poetry. Sub-
sequently, another secession/expulsion rocked the
Action Française, as a group of dissident Camelots
accused the ‘‘maison mère’’ (mother house) of
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inaction and formed the Comité Secrèt d’Action
Révolutionnaire, or Organisation Secrète d’Action
Révolutionnaire, which in 1936–1937 plotted to
overthrow the Popular Front government and the
Third Republic. In retaliation for their alleged
betrayal, the Action Française nicknamed the seces-
sionists ‘‘the Cagoule’’ (‘‘the hooded ones,’’ a
derogatory comparison to the Ku Klux Klan).
Maurras struggled for turf against other challengers
on the extreme right as well, particularly Colonel
François de la Rocque’s large Croix de Feu/
Parti Social Français. Maurras hurled epithets at
the Popular Front government, which dissolved
the rightist leagues. His death threats against the
Jewish and socialist premier Léon Blum and other
parliamentarians earned Maurras a seven-month jail
sentence in 1936–1937. In 1938, however, he was
voted into the Académie Française, and in 1939
Pope Pius XII lifted the Catholic Church’s
interdict.

During the 1930s, ideology increasingly
colored Maurras’s assessments of foreign policy.
He vehemently opposed sanctions against Benito
Mussolini’s invasion of Ethiopia and favored
Francisco Franco’s Nationalists during the Spanish
civil war. Most significantly, Maurras fervently sup-
ported the Munich Treaty and appeasement, since
he hated domestic enemies and Stalin’s commun-
ism at least as much as Hitler’s Germany.

SUPPORT OF VICHY

After the defeat of France and the advent of the
Nazi occupation in 1940, Maurras enthusiastically
characterized Marshal Philippe Pétain’s policies as a
‘‘divine surprise.’’ Although he did not support
the ultracollaborationists in Paris, his unwavering
defense of Pétain entailed support of Vichy’s per-
sistent collaboration with Germany. Maurras and
his newspaper, published in Lyon, condemned
Vichy’s enemies, supported the paramilitary Milice
against the Resistance, and continued his vicious
rhetorical assaults against Jews. Until the end of his
life, he blamed the Jews for the war and the
German occupation. Sentenced to life in prison
and stripped of his civil rights after the war,
Maurras shouted, ‘‘This is the revenge of
Dreyfus’’ (Weber, p. 475). He was freed from
prison for health reasons shortly before his death
on 16 November 1952.

Maurras’s Action Française became perhaps the
most influential mouthpiece for the reactionary
Right in France. And Maurras shaped minds out-
side France, for example, in Belgium, Switzerland,
the Iberian Peninsula, Quebec, and Latin America.
His movement lay somewhere between reaction
and fascism. He inculcated in his followers hostility
to individual rights, to equality, democracy, and
parliamentary government. He deepened French
political divisions and inspired the Vichy regime
and its war against the Jews, sharing in that
regime’s defeat.

See also Action Française; Fascism; Stavisky Affair.
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MAYAKOVSKY, VLADIMIR (1893–
1930), Russian poet.

One of the most influential poets and dramatists
of his time, Vladimir Vladimirovich Mayakovsky was
born in Georgia to parents of Russian descent. The
family moved to Moscow in 1906, and Mayakovsky,
who joined the Bolsheviks, was soon arrested for
revolutionary activities. After his third incarceration,
Mayakovsky enrolled in art school and came under
the influence of the painter and poet David Burlyuk
(1882–1967) and the burgeoning movement of
futurism.

Mayakovsky allied himself with cubo-futurism,
the most important of the four groups that made
up Russian futurism. His first two published
poems, ‘‘Day’’ and ‘‘Night,’’ appeared in the futur-
ist miscellany A Slap in the Face of Public Taste
(1912), and he signed the famous manifesto of
the same title. In so doing, he endorsed futurism’s
rejection of the past and its provocation of a bour-
geois audience both in print and in person:
Mayakovsky participated in the early futurist tours
of Russia and in publicity stunts that in significant
ways anticipated performance art. Even his first
verse drama, entitled simply Tragedy (1913), was
intended as an absolute break with the theatrical
past. Despite Mayakovsky’s intentions, the play,
which alternated with Victory over the Sun (1913)
by Alexei Kruchonykh (1886–1968), owes a signif-
icant debt to Alexander Blok’s lyric dramas and to
Nikolai Evreinov’s monodramas.

Much of Mayakovsky’s best poetry, the work
that established and secured his reputation, is to be
found in lyric poems such as ‘‘Lilichka!, Instead of
a Letter,’’ ‘‘Our March’’ (1917), and ‘‘Good
Relations with Horses,’’ and in his prerevolutionary
narrative poems. In Cloud in Pants (1915), The
Backbone Flute (1916), War and the World
(1916), and Man (1918), Mayakovsky developed
a style of startling originality. Mayakovsky employs
accentual meters, liberal and creative rhymes, jar-
ring dislocations of syntax, and an innovative visual
presentation, together with an extravagance of
hyperbole and metaphor, which often take on a life
of their own.

Mayakovsky embraced the Russian Revolution
of 1917 and laid his considerable talents at the

feet of the fledgling Bolshevik state. His work,
from the time of the Revolution until his death,
proved uneven, ranging from the politically expe-
dient narrative poem Vladimir Ilyich Lenin (1924)
to such fine lyrics as ‘‘I Love’’ and ‘‘Letter to Tatyana
Yakovleva,’’ the narrative poem About That (1923),
and the play The Bedbug (1929). The unevenness
of Mayakovsky’s work owes in no small part to a
conscious and theoretically elaborated surrender of
poetry’s autonomy to the needs and demands of the
state. Mayakovsky was swayed by his close friend,
the critic Osip Brik, whose ideas about ‘‘sound repeti-
tion’’ helped to shape the poet’s early work and whose
conception of ‘‘social demand’’ helped to channel the
later work. Not surprisingly, Mayakovsky devoted
enormous energy to agitprop during this period
and even created advertisements for state-owned
stores.

To celebrate the first anniversary of the
Revolution, Mayakovsky wrote Mystery-Bouffe
(1918), which combines elements of mystery plays
with low comedy to portray the triumph of the
‘‘unclean’’ proletariat over the ‘‘clean’’ bourgeoisie.
Despite its defects and criticism from Bolshevik
authorities, Mystery-Bouffe was important because it
marked the first collaboration between Mayakovsky
and the great director Vsevolod Meyerhold (1874–
1940). Mayakovsky, who grew increasingly disen-
chanted with the Soviet state, again turned to
Meyerhold with his next play, the biting satire The
Bedbug, the production of which proved to be a
theatrical landmark. The two again collaborated on
Mayakovsky’s last play, The Bathhouse (1930), which
satirizes Soviet philistinism. The suppression of
the play marked the end of an era not only for
Mayakovsky and Meyerhold, but for Soviet culture
as well.

Mayakovsky worked assiduously throughout
the last years of his life to shape the aesthetic of
the Revolution and the Soviet state. To that end,
he joined and helped to found numerous cultural
organizations, the most important of which was the
Left Front of Art. As editor of the organization’s
journal Lef and its successor New Lef, Mayakovsky
attempted to safeguard a revolutionary, avant-garde
art for a revolutionary society. Despite the important
work published in these journals, Mayakovsky’s
efforts to shape Soviet society ultimately ended
in failure. He made one more, last-ditch effort
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when he founded Ref, the Revolutionary Front of
Art, but soon had to abandon it. Under political
pressure, Mayakovsky capitulated and joined the
aesthetically conservative Russian Association of
Proletarian Writers (RAPP) in the last year of his
life. Together with the suppression of The
Bathhouse and personal problems, this failure con-
tributed to his eventual suicide. Mayakovsky’s
legacy includes not only great poems he wrote,
but also a persona and style that fused politics
and aesthetics into an influential model of the
activist poet.

See also Futurism; Russia; Socialist Realism; Soviet
Union.
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TIMOTHY C. WESTPHALEN

n

MAY 1968. No other city in Europe is more
synonymous with revolution than Paris, and the
events of May 1968 are no exception. Just as in
1789, 1830, and 1848, students, young workers,
and ordinary citizens built barricades in the Latin
Quarter of Paris and took to the streets to fight the
forces of public order. Like the previous revolts,
the state’s attempt at suppressing the enragés only
widened the conflict throughout the entire coun-
try. However, unlike the previous revolutions, the
governing regime remained intact after 1968. Most
scholars agree that although the May events were
the most spectacular west of the Iron Curtain dur-
ing that eventful year, the French political system
held and Charles DeGaulle’s Fifth Republic did not
go the way of the previous four. May 1968 proved
to be the great rebellion in postwar Western
Europe and represented the culmination of both

international trends common to all West European
countries and national forces unique to France.

By nearly any sociological, demographic, poli-
tical, or financial measure, 1960s France was not
ripe for revolution. Wages stood at relatively high
levels, having grown 3.6 percent between 1963
and 1969, and automobile and television owner-
ship had become more common. A growing mid-
dle class could afford to send its children to
university, and public opinion polls showed that
the French, like their European neighbors, cared
little for politics. The postwar French seemed wary
of political controversy and sought to delegate
decisions to their great Resistance hero, de
Gaulle. Furthermore, President de Gaulle remained
enthroned in power under a constitution that he
had written for France in 1958.

CAUSES

Despite these indicators of affluence and political
complacency, a growing and potentially explosive
cohort of young people had begun to voice their
disapproval of French society. The spirit of anti-
colonialism that spread through Western Europe
and the United States had found a unique expres-
sion in France in the late 1950s. The French
government had relinquished some of its former
colonial holdings in North Africa and handed over
its entanglements in Indochina to the United
States, but still held onto its rule in Algeria. The
civil war in Algeria lasted until 1962 and deeply
divided the French people in much the same way
that the Vietnam conflict would later divide
Americans. Although de Gaulle had negotiated
the French withdrawal from Algeria, many students
and young workers felt that de Gaulle’s time had
passed and demanded new leadership.

Not only were the French baby boomers
increasingly dissatisfied with politics, at the university
they faced a new set of problems created by postwar
prosperity. At the same time that enrollment
numbers were mushrooming in West Germany and
Italy, French universities had become perilously
overcrowded by the mid-1960s. From 1958 to
1968, the number of university students in France
had jumped from 170,000 to 514,000, and schools
in Paris accounted for 130,000 of the total. Like
their counterparts in West Berlin, Turin, and
London, the universities of Paris could not expand
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fast enough to meet the needs of the growing

student population. By the mid-1960s, the French

government faced a crisis in higher education and

chose to deal with the problem by simply limiting

the number of students. The minister of education,

Michel Fouchet, proposed a restructuring of uni-

versity degrees in an attempt to limit those seeking

the traditional four-year degree; his successor Alain

Peyrefitte later suggested a plan to limit the number

of students accepted to the universities. Students

interpreted these political moves as an attempt to

turn back the clock by limiting higher education to

an elite few rather than expanding and reforming

the entire university system. Such attempts to limit

the French university, similar to proposed plans in

West Germany and Italy, became part of a growing

list of student grievances that included outdated

curricula, authoritarian professors, ineffective

pedagogy, overcrowded classrooms, and abysmal

dormitories. Taken as a whole, the students’ critique
of university conditions, their professors, de Gaulle’s

politics, and later, the United States’ war in Vietnam
amounted to a potent mixture of dissent and
anti-authoritarianism.

THE REVOLUTION BEGINS

The spark that was to ignite the students occurred
in the unlikely place of Nanterre, a suburban cam-
pus of the University of Paris located far from the
main university district in Paris’s Latin Quarter.
The university at Nanterre had been built in the
early 1960s to accommodate more Parisian stu-
dents and became a center for the social sciences.
Paradoxically, at Nanterre there were hundreds of
sociology students studying alienation at an institu-
tion located in the center of a community filled
with thousands of poor foreign workers crammed
into squalid urban housing. The students at

Students throw stones at police in the streets of Paris, May 1968. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Nanterre also found themselves subjected to a
greater number of restrictions on dormitory visita-
tion privileges and social life than their peers at the
Sorbonne and the main campus of the University
of Paris. Beginning in January 1968, the students
at Nanterre made their dissatisfaction known and
would ultimately produce some of the key student
leaders during the ‘‘events of May.’’

On 8 January 1968, a group of students at
Nanterre jeered the minister for youth and sport,
François Missoffe, who had come to Nanterre to
dedicate a new swimming pool. Prior to his visit,
some students had expressed anger over the uni-
versity’s strict regulation of visiting hours in female
dormitories, prompting a feisty redhead named
Daniel Cohn-Bendit (b. 1945) to mockingly ask
the minister about his plans to study students’
sexual behaviors. The minister replied that perhaps
Cohn-Bendit ought to take a dip in the pool. To
this answer, Cohn-Bendit accused the minister of
acting like the head of the Hitler Youth. Seemingly
insignificant, the exchange marked the emergence
of Cohn-Bendit as the main leader of the student
revolt. He later earned the nickname ‘‘Dany the
Red’’ for his red hair and supposed political
leanings.

In February 1968, a new round of student
activity broke out throughout the world following
the Tet Offensive. French students began a more
concerted effort to oppose the U.S. war in Vietnam
and staged demonstrations in Paris on 7 and
13 February. In both cases, the police responded
with violence and university administrators con-
demned the student actions. Many students in
both French universities and lycées (high schools)
demanded their rights to free speech and assembly
within the school campus, much as American
students had done a few years before. Near the
end of February, the minister of education publicly
announced his intention to reform and improve
access to the universities.

THE 22 MARCH MOVEMENT

On 22 March, Nanterre would lead the way in
escalating the growing youth rebellion with the
occupation of the administration building by 150
students. The students claimed to be anarchists and
cited the numerous problems within the university
and the French government as the cause for their

actions. Once again ‘‘Dany the Red’’ figured prom-
inently among the Nanterre rebels and was
immediately subjected to disciplinary actions along
with several others, a group that became known as
the ‘‘22 March Movement.’’

The suspension of the 22 March group and
closure of Nanterre only fanned the flames of the
student movement at Nanterre. Cohn-Bendit, a
child of German-Jewish parents who had fled to
France during the war, was catapulted into the
national spotlight. Although he claimed to be an
anarchist during the 22 March occupation, his
views were more akin to the Situationists who
believed that one need only create revolutionary
situations with outcomes that would be deter-
mined as they developed. Generally speaking, the
students’ politics fell within the spectrum of the
New Left in their rejection of Soviet communism
and disdain for hierarchical structures. Cohn-
Bendit’s prominent role in the demonstrations also
ensured political controversy as he had claimed
West German citizenship to avoid serving in
compulsory French military service and the hard-
nosed de Gaulle sought to have Cohn-
Bendit deported. De Gaulle inflamed the students
even more with his bigoted remark, ‘‘What’s all this
fuss over a German-Jew?’’ Throughout the month
of April, the Nanterre activists moved their protests
to the Sorbonne and other universities throughout
Paris. On 27 April, ‘‘Dany the Red’’ was formally
arrested. By the end of April, a growing youth
rebellion had taken hold in the historic ‘‘Red
Zone’’ of Paris, the Latin Quarter. Ominously,
the prime minister Georges Pompidou (1911–
1974), who sought a more conciliatory approach
to the students, left town on a state visit to Iran and
Afghanistan.

THE MAY EVENTS

The closure of Nanterre had shifted the focus of
the movement to the Sorbonne and students from
all over the city were converging upon the medieval
university for meetings, demonstrations, and sit-
ins. The suspicious President de Gaulle, fearing a
socialist conspiracy, seized upon the minister’s
absence to call in a special police force known as
the Companies for Republican Security (CRS) that
had been trained to deal with labor strikes and
demonstrations. On 3 May, the CRS swept into
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the courtyard of the Sorbonne, brutally clearing
the campus of all protesters. In a scene that was
to be repeated throughout the Western world in
1968, police would enter the hallowed grounds of
university campuses. The CRS raid marked the first
such intrusion in the Sorbonne’s seven-hundred-
year history. The 3 May incident resulted in 100
injuries and 596 arrests and began a process of
escalation that would continue through the entire
month. Each time the students demonstrated, the
police would attack and the resulting violence and
arrests only served to fan the rage of France’s
youth. The following day, the rector of the
Sorbonne closed the university for an indetermi-
nate time and the students took their protests to
the heart of the city, often gathering near the Place
de l’Etoile, Arc de Triomphe, and Boulevard
Michel.

The closing of the Sorbonne prompted a meet-
ing led by Jacques Sauvageot, the president of the

National Union of French Students (UNEF), Alain

Geismar, the head of the National Union of

Teaching Assistants (SNESup), and Cohn-

Bendit representing the 22 March Movement.

The student leaders demanded the reopening of

the universities, the withdrawal of the police, and

the release of all those arrested. The state and the

university responded on 5 May by convicting thir-

teen demonstrators and giving four of them jail

sentences. Predictably, mushrooming crowds of

young people, including many high school stu-

dents, returned to the Sorbonne for another day

of bloody street battles. This time, the students

charged the CRS and fighting raged back and forth

throughout the Latin Quarter; by day’s end,

around 600 students and 345 police had been

injured and 422 were arrested. In the nineteenth

century, French people joked that Paris sent the

provinces revolution by telegram. In 1968, televi-

sion had replaced the telegram and as news filtered

Students participating in a strike at Goethe University in Frankfurt are sprayed with a fire hose by opponents

of the strike, May 1968. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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out of the capital, many began to sympathize with
the students. Throughout the entire May period,
the local residents of the Latin Quarter would aid
protesters and offer blankets and food to the cha-
grin of the police.

THE WIDENING REVOLT

On 10 May, a new round of protests and battles
with police shook the Latin Quarter as students
threw up barricades of paving stones and over-
turned cars. When the tear gas cleared, there were
367 people hospitalized and 468 people arrested.
The street battles of 10 May initiated an unprece-
dented outpouring of sympathy from the workers
of France as the major trade unions—the communist-
led General Confederation of Labor-Workers (CGT),
the Catholic workers’ French Democratic Con-
federation of Labor, and the French schooltea-
chers’ Federation of National Education (FEN)—
called for a general strike on 13 May to protest the
state’s repression of the students. Prime Minister
Pompidou, having returned to France to find its
capitol on the verge of anarchy and realizing that
the repressive measures taken during his absence
had only swelled the numbers of the enragés,
attempted to calm students by announcing the
reopening of the Sorbonne for 13 May. Pompidou
hoped that his conciliatory gesture to the students
might also detach the workers’ support from their
allies in the university. Ultimately, French leaders
correctly viewed the students’ protests and workers’
strikes as two separate struggles.

The offer to reopen the Sorbonne had no effect
and on 13 May 1968, thousands of workers all over
France downed their tools or refused to report for
work. The country experienced its largest general
strike since the mid-1930s, and hundreds of work-
ers in and around Paris joined the students in the
Latin Quarter. Nowhere else in 1968 had the
workers risen up at the same time as the students
and the resulting convergence of labor and univer-
sity unrest effectively shutdown the French econ-
omy and created a national crisis at the highest
levels. The following day, workers at the Sud-
Aviation factory in Nantes, acting outside union
directives, spontaneously occupied their factory;
on 15 May, workers at the Renault plant in Cleon
followed suit. By 18 May, two million French
workers were on strike and about 120 factories

were closed down. Coal mining had ceased, dock-
workers in Nantes had requisitioned cargoes, and
city workers had proclaimed a ‘‘People’s Republic.’’
Electrical plants in France continued to function
but workers limited their production to domestic
users, and postal and rail services ceased by the
19 May. The following day, France’s air traffic
controllers came out on strike and the teachers’
union (FEN) officially went on strike on 22 May.

By 20 May the strike had spread to an esti-
mated ten million workers and France was literally
closed for business. Left-wing politicians in the
National Assembly narrowly failed in their motion
to censure the president and prime minister and the
Gaullists within the administration succeeded in
withdrawing Cohn-Bendit’s residency permit and
threatened to deport him. Clearly, the events of
May surpassed any of the students’ or workers’
expectations. The trade unions and the French
Communist Party (PCF) began to fear that the
revolution might slip from their hands and began to
take steps to reassert their control over the workers.

The social theorist Raymond Aron (1905–
1983) observed in late May that most people in
Paris believed that government no longer existed
and that anything was possible. France’s renowned
writer Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980) applauded
the students’ actions and frequently visited them
at the Sorbonne. The perception of anarchy
delighted some but frightened others and on
24 May, President de Gaulle addressed the nation
by radio and noted that France needed reform but
not violence and called for a national referendum
on his presidency. De Gaulle’s referendum idea was
immediately ruled unconstitutional by the govern-
ment and instead had the effect of bringing thou-
sands more protesters out into the streets of Paris
calling for de Gaulle’s removal. The night of
24 May turned into the bloody culmination of
weeks of street fighting in Paris, with 795 arrests
and 456 people injured. At one point a group of
protesters attempted to burn down the Bourse, or
national stock exchange.

THE GRENELLE AGREEMENTS

Despite the uproar of 24 May, the government
began to meet with major union leaders at the
Ministry of Social Affairs in the Rue de Grenelle
and hammered out labor agreements that gave
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significant concessions to French workers. The

accords announced on 27 May included a mini-

mum wage increase of 35 percent, a general 10

percent wage increase for industrial workers, a

lower retirement age, and a forty-hour workweek.

Clearly the unions had won a major deal for their

workers, but many were still dissatisfied with the

continued dominance and hierarchical structure of

the unions. Renault workers refused to return to

work and 30,000 students and workers held an

antigovernment demonstration at Charlety stadium

in Paris. The continued chaos and fact that

the Grenelle agreements had not brought all of

France back to work prompted President de

Gaulle to secretly fly to Baden Baden on 29 May

to meet with the French army’s general staff. At

the meeting, de Gaulle received assurances that the

military would support him if the president needed

troops to restore order.

Emboldened by the military’s promise of sup-

port, President de Gaulle addressed the French

nation on 30 May. De Gaulle again noted the need

for reform and stated his decision to remain in

office and keep Pompidou as prime minister until

new elections for the National Assembly could be

held at the end of June. De Gaulle also noted that

force would be used to put down further threats to

public order. The following day, thousands of

French citizens, weary of the violence and eager

to return to work, staged pro-government demon-

strations. On the first of June, gas stations re-

opened for business, and in keeping with the

Grenelle agreements, the minimum wage was

raised to three francs per hour. After the holiday

weekend, most workers returned to work on

3 June and the crisis beyond the universities had

subsided. The quick resolution of the labor unrest

shattered the illusion of a student-worker alliance.

Riot police gather at a stone barricade erected by protesting students in Paris,

May 1968. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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In truth, the workers of France, like their counter-
parts in Europe and the United States, lived in a
world apart from the students who came from the
middle and upper classes, and the two groups that
turned France upside down in 1968 were, in fact,
parallel but nonintersecting movements. The gov-
ernment granted a general amnesty to participants
in the May events and the electoral campaigns of
June witnessed a few violent incidents but only the
universities continued to experience disruptions.

The French election in June 1968 resulted in
a swing to the right as Gaullists won large num-
bers of seats in the National Assembly and the
Communists and Socialists lost support. The gov-
ernment authorized the police to begin checking
identification cards of university students, a mea-
sure that lasted until December. The following
year, French voters finally tired of the old General
de Gaulle and elected Pompidou president. The
French student movement continued into the early
1970s, until the end of the Vietnam War and a severe
economic crisis precipitated by the oil embargo
diverted student attentions away from ‘‘permanent
revolution.’’ The mass support among the students
had already faded by the fall semester of 1968.

CONCLUSIONS

More important than the failed political rebellion
of May 1968 was the victory recorded by labor
allowing the working class of France to take its
rightful share of the postwar prosperity, and French
universities did liberalize access for lower-
class students following the events of 1968.
Culturally, the May events constituted a true revo-
lution—many scholars have noted that people
talked to each other as they had never done before,
overturning traditions of deference and authority
that had persisted since the last century. Creative new
ideas and slogans entered the popular vocabulary and
fired the imagination. Furthermore, in France as
elsewhere, fashion changed and sexual attitudes
became more open and tolerant. Art reflected the
change as well. Italian historian Peppino Ortoleva
wrote that 1968 blurred the line between fine art
and Pop Art, between High Culture and low cul-
ture. Nowhere was this more apparent than at the
Ecole des Beaux Arts in Paris during May 1968.
Students at Paris’s premier fine arts school estab-
lished an Atelier Populaire or ‘‘people’s workshop’’

that produced hundred of posters supporting the
students that were distributed and pasted all over
Paris. Ultimately, the events of May 1968 proved
to be a failed political rebellion that produced a
true cultural revolution.

See also Cohn-Bendit, Daniel; 1968; Student Movements.
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MENDÈS-FRANCE, PIERRE (1907–
1982), French politician.

Pierre Mendès-France was descended on his
father’s side from a Portuguese Jewish family that
had settled in Bordeaux in the sixteenth century;
his mother belonged to a Jewish family from
Alsace. Although he was a victim of anti-Semitism
virtually throughout his career and served as head
of the French government only briefly, from 19
June 1954 to 4 February 1955, Mendès-France
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was one of the country’s most esteemed politicians
in modern times.

Some people of great ability never become prom-
inent because circumstances do not permit it, but
this was not the case with Mendès-France. Elected
the youngest French deputy in 1932 after five years
as a lawyer—he was barely twenty when he obtained
his law degree—Mendès-France never compromised
in terms of fairness and almost never on behalf of
political realities. Perhaps the most significant exam-
ple of his intransigence took place in 1945, when he
was minister of the national economy in the govern-
ment led by Charles de Gaulle. He resigned when his
plan for a postwar economic reform was rejected by
de Gaulle, who feared that its rigor might pro-
voke discontent and disruption in a country already
weakened by World War II.

Throughout his career, Mendès-France was
particularly involved with national economic affairs,
about which his competence was universally
acknowledged. After World War II, he participated
in a number of organizations concerned with inter-
national finance. Even after he abandoned the
Radical Party, which he had joined when a young
man, for the Socialists in 1960, he was skeptical
regarding the Socialists’ economic proposals, which
he considered imprudent. But socialism for him
was the beginning of political and economic
democracy, and despite his own inclination for
the economy, he became a pure politician.

Profoundly left-wing, secular, and republican,
Mendès-France had intended to preserve the
Radical Party—a centrist party originally ‘‘radical’’
due to its anticlericalism—along these lines. When
in the late 1920s he felt the party moving to the
right, he joined a group of ‘‘young turks’’ to return
it to its leftward path. He was among those of the
Radical Party most committed to the Popular
Front in the mid-1930s and became undersecretary
of state for the economy in the brief second gov-
ernment led by Léon Blum (13 March to 8 April
1938). When the Radicals deserted the Popular
Front, Mendès-France found himself, not for the
last time in his life, marginalized.

Mobilized in 1939, Mendès-France was one of
the members of parliament who, after the French
defeat, embarked on the vessel Massilia, hoping to
pursue the war from North Africa. But the Vichy

government had him arrested in Morocco, brought
back to France, and imprisoned. He escaped in June
1941 and joined the Free French, serving as a pilot
until 1943, when General de Gaulle appointed him
finance commissioner of the French Committee for
National Liberation.

After leaving the Gaullist government at war’s
end, Mendès-France once again found himself outside
the centers of power. Although still faithful to the
Radical Party, he criticized its policies and long
remained isolated, until after the crucial French defeat
in Indochina at Dien Bien Phu in 1954. Now he was
appointed prime minister. Having refused to accept
the Communists in government, he gained their last-
ing hostility. He succeeded in brokering the Geneva
agreements with the Vietnamese in 1954, putting an
end to the war in Indochina and to the French colo-
nial presence there. Although he granted ‘‘internal
autonomy’’ to Tunisia, he lost the case for the inde-
pendence of Algiers, where an insurrection had started
in November 1954. In fact, he was the victim of a
heterogeneous coalition that included Communists,
right-wing politicians, and pro-European members of
the Mouvement Républicain Populaire (Popular
Republican Movement), together with the Radicals
who had not forgiven him for not supporting the
Communauté Européenne de Defense (European
Defense Community), a project rejected on 30
August 1954. In February 1955, at age forty-seven,
Mendès-France was driven from power and would
never return.

Nevertheless, he was highly popular among the
general public and was vigorously supported by the
new magazine L’Express, started by Jean-Jacques
Servan-Schreiber and Françoise Giroud. Mendès-
France was the symbol of the Front Républicain
that won the elections in 1956. But René Coty,
who had become president of the republic 1953,
chose as prime minister the Socialist Guy Mollet.
Mendès-France, who became Mollet’s minister of
state, resigned the post in disagreement on the
Algerian question.

When de Gaulle returned to power in 1958 in
the context of a political and constitutional crisis,
Mendès-France disapproved. He viewed the general’s
return as undemocratic and remained a permanent
and convinced opponent of the new Fifth Republic.
In 1958 he lost his parliamentary seat—he repre-
sented the region of Eure—and only briefly returned
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M E N D È S - F R A N C E , P I E R R E



to office in 1967, as a deputy from Grenoble. After
playing an ambiguous role in the response to the
demonstrations and civil unrest of May 1968, he
again lost elected office. Mendès-France’s last incur-
sion into politics was to team up with Gaston
Defferre during the presidential elections in 1969,
after the resignation of de Gaulle in the wake of
the events of May 1968. Winning just 5 percent of
the vote demonstrated that, however eminent his
public personality, he had no future in electoral
politics.

Devoting himself to writing and traveling, he
evinced sympathy with the renaissance of the left-
wing coalition Union de la Gauche. Despite his
mistrust of the Socialist François Mitterrand, who
had served as his minister of the interior, Mendès-
France was moved by his election to the presidency
in 1981.

In all, Mendès-France’s career was a singular
one, and his persona and personality were unique
to the era in which he lived. Perhaps just because
he was a highbrow intellectual of impeccable moral-
ity, a Cassandra forever forecasting future perils, he
could never find his true place in the political life of
France.

See also France; Gaulle, Charles de.
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Gros, Simone. Pierre Mendès France au quotidien. Paris,
2004.

Lacouture, Jean. Pierre Mendès France. Paris, 1981.

Nicolet, Claude. Pierre Mendès-France; ou, le métier de
Cassandra. Paris, 1959.

Rizzo, Jean-Louis. Mendès France; ou, la rénovation en
politique. Paris, 1993.

JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

n

MENGELE, JOSEF (1911–1979), Nazi
doctor and war criminal.

For twenty-one months Josef Mengele exer-
cised the power of life and death over thousands
of Auschwitz inmates. Nicknamed the ‘‘Angel of

Death,’’ he supervised a gas chamber at Auschwitz-
Birkenau and conducted horrific pseudoscientific
experiments that killed many and scarred the survi-
vors. Testimony from Auschwitz commonly
emphasizes his immaculate appearance, his whis-
tling of arias, and his indifference to the pain of
experimental subjects as well as the paradox of his
occasionally apparent kindness toward Auschwitz
children. With his professional ambition and com-
mitment to National Socialist ideology, Mengele
personified the evil of Auschwitz and the Third
Reich.

Born 16 March 1911, Mengele lived comfor-
tably with his wealthy, devoutly Roman Catholic,
Bavarian family. Choosing an academic career, he
began his studies at the University of Munich in
1930, where he also embraced National Socialist
ideology. The politics of the age apparently influ-
enced Mengele’s interests; he chose to study
anthropology and medicine, interested in how
genetic and other manipulations might improve a
race. He was awarded a PhD in 1935 and passed
his state medical examination the following year.
In 1937 Mengele joined a prestigious research
team, headed by one of Europe’s foremost geneti-
cists, who was also a committed National Socialist,
at the University of Frankfurt’s Institute of
Hereditary Biology and Race Research. This was
his first step into elite National Socialist academic
circles and toward Auschwitz. Mengele also joined
the National Socialist Party in 1937 and the
Schutzstaffel (SS) the next year. After a brief stint
as a Wehrmacht medical officer in 1940 he trans-
ferred to the Waffen-SS, earning the Iron Cross
First and Second Class on the eastern front.

In May 1943 Mengele became a camp doctor
at Auschwitz, hoping to use this assignment as a
stepping-stone to an academic career. He executed
his duties with a flourish that impressed colleagues
and terrified inmates. Shortly after his arrival he
quelled a typhus epidemic by sending hundreds of
inmates to the gas chambers with no apparent
regard for their lives. Among their duties, the doc-
tors selected which inmates went immediately to
the gas chambers and which inmates were assigned
to labor details. Unlike most of the other SS
doctors, Mengele appeared to relish this responsi-
bility, performing selections more frequently than
required.
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In a laboratory located in Crematorium 2, out-
fitted with modern equipment and staffed by
inmate professionals, Mengele subjected prisoners
to an array of injections and other caustic and toxic
procedures in his quest to discover keys to the
genetic manipulation of supposed Aryan features.
Mengele particularly used twins, one serving as
subject and the other the control. After the test,
both twins might be fatally injected and immedi-
ately dissected to determine the impact of the test.
Dyes were injected into eyes to see whether eye
color could be altered. These tests, which had
dubious scientific value, were conducted without
any regard for the subjects themselves. Mengele
also participated in the ongoing research on human
sterilization, which was intended to find ways to
prevent the reproduction of ‘‘undesirable’’ groups,
thus guaranteeing the supposed racial purity of the
Germans. Literally thousands of people suffered
from the brutal treatments directed by Mengele;
many perished.

By late 1944 Mengele’s world began to col-
lapse. The war was clearly lost, as were the doctor’s
hopes for a prestigious career in the Third Reich.
Mengele left Auschwitz a few days before the Red
Army liberated the camp in January 1945. As
Germany disintegrated Mengele sought to evade
capture. He was named a principal war criminal in
April 1945 but successfully avoided detection in
the chaos of postwar Germany by assuming the
identity of another soldier.

Facing prosecution, he left Europe in 1949;
family funds facilitated his escape to South
America. Pursued sporadically and unsuccessfully
by governments and by independent Nazi-hunters,
he lived in Argentina, Paraguay, and Brazil, some-
times comfortable, sometimes fearful of capture,
and sometimes in squalid circumstances. He
resented the loss of the respect and recognition
he thought his right as a man of science. As time
passed, the circulation of stories about Auschwitz
and Mengele’s evasion of capture in spite of offers
of substantial rewards made him seem a figure of
almost mythical attributes. The actual story was
mundane. Dependent upon an allowance from his
family and shielded by sympathizers or hired care-
takers, he was bitter, fearful, and largely isolated.
Perhaps he eluded his day in court, but he lived in
disgrace and exile. In 1979 Mengele suffered a

stroke while swimming in the Atlantic Ocean, died,
and was buried under a false name in Brazil. The
mystery continued until 1985 when his body was
exhumed and conclusively identified. However,
some who had been subjects of his experiments
refused to believe that body belonged to
Mengele; he will likely always be ‘‘alive’’ to haunt
them.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Concentration Camps;
Eugenics; Nazism; SS (Schutzstaffel).
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MENSHEVIKS. The Mensheviks emerged as
a reluctant faction of the Russian Social Democratic
Labor Party (RSDLP) after a clash between Yuli
Martov and Vladimir Lenin at the party’s second
congress in Brussels and London in 1903. Lenin
had argued that the party should be an elite, cen-
tralized band of professional revolutionaries, while
Martov advocated a more open policy of member-
ship to foster the kind of mass social democratic
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party found in western Europe. Martov and his
supporters became known as Mensheviks (‘‘minor-
ity group’’), while Lenin and his group assumed
the name Bolsheviks (‘‘majority group’’). In prin-
ciple, Mensheviks argued that the RSDLP should
pursue a Marxist model of an initial bourgeois
revolution to be replaced at a later undefined point
by a socialist revolution. The Bolsheviks argued
that Russia should advance to a socialist revolution
without tolerating a bourgeois, gradualist phase.
Some Mensheviks, including Alexander Potresov
and Peter Garvi, dedicated themselves to legal work
in mass labor organizations in pursuit of the for-
mer, and were dubbed ‘‘liquidationists’’ by the
Bolsheviks. Others, including Martov, Fyodor
Dan, and Georgy Plekhanov, the ‘‘Father of
Russian Marxism,’’ advocated continuing both
legal and illegal work during the especially difficult
period of tsarist repression between 1907 and 1912
that forced many of them into the emigration.

Despite these differences, leading Mensheviks
and Bolsheviks were political intimates, a product
of the close political circles (kruzhkovshchina) and
hothouse politics of their long periods in the emi-
gration. Convinced of the fundamental unreadiness
of Russia’s working classes to take power, Martov
and Dan worked to reconcile the two factions of
Russian Social Democracy by appealing to more
moderate Bolsheviks, notably at the party’s ‘‘uni-
fication’’ congress in 1906. Over Lenin’s objec-
tions, they managed to achieve a fragile unity in
the RSDLP at the Paris plenum of January 1910.
This brief unity lasted only until the divisive Prague
conference in January 1912 at which Lenin in
effect laid claim to the mantle of the RSDLP in
the name of his own faction. Menshevik unification
efforts nonetheless continued, culminating in the
Brussels ‘‘unity’’ conference of July 1914, an
attempt by the International Socialist Bureau, with
the help of Martov, Plekhanov, Leon Trotsky,
Pavel Axelrod, and others, to force Lenin to coop-
erate with the Mensheviks in a unified Russian
Social Democracy.

World War I interrupted these unification
efforts and exposed the fragilities of the
Mensheviks. They constituted less a formal party
than a loose group of like-minded individuals, who
shared the belief that the workers had to be ade-
quately prepared for revolution over a lengthy

period of time. They splintered across the political
spectrum over the issue of whether to support or
oppose the tsarist government’s prosecution of the
war. The ‘‘defensists’’ ranged from Plekhanov’s
Unity (Edinstvo) group, which took a patriotic
stance on the war, to Potresov’s group of
Menshevik practical workers (praktiki), who chose
to work in mass organizations such as the war
industries’ committees that had been set up to help
run the war. The ‘‘internationalists,’’ including
Martov and Axelrod, in Europe’s émigré centers,
wanted to end what they regarded as a war among
capitalist powers. After the February Revolution
of 1917, the Mensheviks split again over the issue
of cooperation with the Provisional Government of
Russia. Some, including Dan, Irakli Tsereteli,
Vladimir Voitinsky, and Mikhail Skobelev, formed
a separate influential group that worked together
with members of the Socialist Revolutionary Party
(PSR) in the network of soviets (councils) that
sprang up all over Russia in the period of so-called
dual power (the division of power between the
Provisional Government and the Petrograd Soviet
in 1917). In May, Tsereteli and Skobelev joined
the newly re-formed Provisional Government,
which also contained liberal members of the
Constitutional Democratic (Kadet) Party.
Martov’s Menshevik internationalists rejected any
such cooperation with nonsocialist groups inside or
outside the Provisional Government, and preached
an all-socialist coalition government throughout
1917.

The Mensheviks’ reluctance to profile them-
selves as a distinct party per se exacerbated the
historically weak identification of their supporters
with them and perhaps the softness of their support
among the broader masses in Russia. Martov and
other Menshevik leaders were continually con-
cerned about desertions and mass defections from
their ranks to the Bolsheviks. Distinctions between
the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks had not always
been clear even to their own rank and file, for
whom cooperation at the local level between
Bolshevik and Menshevik organizations contrasted
sharply with the intractable disagreements among
their leaders who had returned from the emigration
only in the course of 1917.

Curiously, the onset of Bolshevik power in
October 1917, followed by the civil war, both
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destroyed the Mensheviks organizationally inside
Soviet Russia and ensured their political survival
outside it. Bolshevik repressions of their organiza-
tions began almost from the outset, and, notwith-
standing a brief resurgence in their support in
spring 1918 (and a short-lived Menshevik-
run republic in Georgia from 1918 to 1921),
Menshevik organizations were unable to mount a
serious challenge to Bolshevik power. In early
December 1917, the Extraordinary Congress of
the RSDLP in Petrograd made Martov’s interna-
tionalist group the official voice of the Mensheviks,
and during the civil war Martov encouraged rank-
and-file Mensheviks to fight in defense of the revo-
lution alongside the Bolsheviks. The Mensheviks
were always uncomfortable allies for the
Bolsheviks, however, and Martov and Rafael
Abramovich were permitted to leave Soviet Russia
in late 1920, never to return. Dan, Potresov, Garvi,
Grigory Aronson, Boris Nikolayevsky, and others
followed them into the emigration in the early
1920s, although they would be stripped of their
citizenship only in the early 1930s. In Berlin,
Martov restructured the Mensheviks, setting up a
Foreign Delegation of the RSDLP (Zagranichnaya
delegatsiya RSDLP). When he died in 1923, Dan
succeeded him as leader. The Menshevik interna-
tionalists fled the Nazis, first to Paris and later to
the United States, where they continued their
activities into the 1960s. They published a biweekly
newspaper, Socialist Courier (Sotsialistichesky vest-
nik) throughout this period. As political ‘‘insid-
ers’’ intimate with Russia’s revolutionary origins,
they mounted a sustained criticism of the Soviet
Union for over forty years. They also influenced
the ways in which the West conceived of the Soviet
Union, helping to focus international attention on
the gulag (the labor camp system), and to cement
the term totalitarian in relation to the Soviet
Union. In the heated context of the Cold War,
their influence was felt in establishing the ‘‘disci-
pline’’ of kremlinology, the intensely politicized
and polarized approach to the study of the Soviet
Union and its history.

See also Bolshevism; Russian Revolutions of 1917.
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MENTAL ILLNESS AND ASYLUMS.
By 1914 the new discipline of psychiatry was firmly
established in Europe. The Continent was covered
by a network of asylums and clinics that stretched
from the west coast of Ireland to Russia’s eastern
provinces. Specialists in mental disease had formed
professional organizations, publishing journals
(such as Germany’s Archiv für Psychiatrie und
Nervenkrankheiten) that articulated a clear vision
of the direction and purpose of the new science.
Public policy and popular culture were informed by
concepts such as degeneration, suggestion, and
addiction that had been first articulated in psychiat-
ric practice. It was a remarkable achievement, for
the discipline of psychiatry had only emerged in the
previous century as an ad hoc response to problems
of legal process and welfare administration. Indeed,
the subject matter of psychiatry had long been
under dispute, and it was to be further confused
by new political and economic demands and as
novel therapies became available.

THE RISE OF THE ASYLUM

The changing subject and mission of psychiatry is
demonstrated by the rise and decline of the great
asylums of industrialized Europe. Upon their foun-
dation in the early nineteenth century, they had
been seen as curative institutions providing a ther-
apeutic environment in which the deranged indivi-
dual could recover his or her lost faculties. By the
end of the century the massive growth in the
asylums’ population led many psychiatrists to
reconceptualize their task. They no longer saw
themselves curing individual patients; rather, they
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were working to preserve the health of the race and
nation by isolating diseased individuals. This pol-
icy, which reflected a growing psychiatric pessi-
mism, was underwritten by a new biological
rationale: the theory of degeneration. Developed
in the 1850s by the French alienists Benedict
Augustin Morel (1809–1873) and Joseph Moreau
de Tours (1808–1888), the theory was soon
adopted by doctors and psychiatrists across
Europe. Supporters such as Henry Maudsley
(1835–1918) in England, Cesare Lombroso
(1836–1909) in Italy, and Paul Mobius (1854–
1907) and Max Nordau (1849–1923) in
Germany argued that mental disorder resulted
from the accumulation of inherited toxins that pro-
gressively weakened the diseased pedigrees of the
race. Their position was reinforced by an increase in
the asylum population, alarmist reports on the
growth of crime and drunkenness in Europe’s
towns and cities, and new data on the failing health
of potential military recruits. As the Edinburgh
asylum keeper Thomas Coulston (1840–1915)
argued, the threat of racial decay created a situation
in which psychiatrists would have to become ‘‘the
priests of the body and guardians of the physical
and mental qualities of the race.’’

NEW CATEGORIES, NEW TREATMENTS

Given the therapeutic pessimism inherent in the
doctrine of degeneration, it was unsurprising that
much of the intellectual effort of European psychia-
try was devoted to questions of ‘‘nosology,’’ or the
classification of disease rather than cure. The iden-
tification of different forms of mental and sexual
abnormality, notably in the sexological work of
Richard von Krafft-Ebing (1840–1902), created a
set of intellectual categories that still inform the
contemporary sense of identity. Yet this new
emphasis on nosology created a plethora of com-
peting diagnostic labels, which undermined the
possibility of a unified psychiatric science. The
Heidelberg psychiatrist Emil Kraepelin (1856–
1926) tried to meet this confusion by arguing for
a simplified model based on the long-term study of
clinical outcomes rather than catalogs of mental
symptoms or neurological anomalies. He reduced
the nonorganic psychoses to two illnesses: manic-
depressive insanity and dementia praecox. This lat-
ter category would in turn be redefined by Eugen
Bleuler (1857–1939) as schizophrenia.

Kraepelin’s work prioritized the patient’s biog-

raphy, rather than his or her pathological anatomy,

as a source of clinical and diagnostic insight. And

this turn to historical knowledge as the key to

psychiatric practice was also reflected in contem-

porary developments in psychotherapy and psycho-

dynamic psychiatry. In France, an active program

of investigation into hypnosis and the generation of

hysterical affects led Pierre Janet (1859–1947) to

posit a dissociation (or splitting of consciousness)

in response to psychological trauma. His approach

was adopted and modified by psychotherapists

and spiritual healers across Europe. In Vienna,

Sigmund Freud (1856–1939) and Josef Breuer

(1842–1945) experimented with the hypnotic

recall of apparently repressed memories as a way

of removing hysterical symptoms. This was to pro-

vide the foundation for Freud’s later development

of psychonalytic treatment. He abandoned hypno-

sis and instead developed the technique of free

association to elicit unconscious material, arguing

in The Interpretation of Dreams (1900) and The
Psychopathology of Everyday Life (1901) that even

the most capricious statement or action could be

read as a meaningful symbol granting insight into

the activities of the unconscious.

THERAPEUTIC ECLECTICISM

This mixture of clinical and literary approaches

earned a wide, if sometimes critical, audience for

psychoanalysis. The speculative nature of the

structure imputed to the unconscious meant that

Freud and his followers had to rigorously police the

language and theories of the new psychotherapy.

By 1914 conflicts over the sexual etiology of the

neuroses had led pioneer psychoanalysts such as

Alfred Adler (1870–1937) and Carl Gustav Jung

(1875–1961) to break away from the Freudian

movement and launch their own eclectic therapies.

This flowering of new psychodynamic approaches

was to continue throughout the twentieth century,

although their impact on asylum psychiatry was

marginal. Despite the claim that the epidemic of

war neuroses in World War I helped to establish

the legitimacy of psychoanalysis, it remained for the

most part an elite preserve restricted to those who

could enjoy the benefits of extended private con-

sultation. When European asylum workers had the

resources to deploy analytic methods, it was usually

1750 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

M E N T A L I L L N E S S A N D A S Y L U M S



accompanied by a mixture of physical and sugges-

tive therapies.

Such therapeutic eclecticism was to remain

characteristic of European psychiatry throughout

the interwar years. The identification in 1913 of

the syphilis spirochete as the infective agent in

general paralysis of the insane led to a period of

open-ended experimentation in which many new

therapies and models of illness were developed. In

1917 the Austrian psychiatrist Julius Wagner-

Jauregg (1857–1940) announced the successful

treatment of neurosyphilis through the induction

of malarial fever. In 1920 Jakob Klaesi (1883–

1980) in Zurich used the newly developed barbi-

turate drugs to induce episodes of prolonged sleep

to treat psychotic patients. The risks associated

with this technique led the Polish neurophysiolo-

gist Manfred Sakel (1900–1957) to experiment

with insulin comas, a practice that was widely imi-

tated, particularly in Britain and Switzerland.

There was no shared theoretical basis under-
pinning these treatments. In 1935 the Portuguese
neurologist Egas Moniz (1874–1955) claimed to
have sucessfully treated obsessions and emotional
disorders by surgically altering the brain’s frontal
lobes. In Hungary, Ladislaus Meduna (1896–
1965) proposed that a biological antagonism
existed between epilepsy and schizophrenia and
that presence of one would lead to the elimination
of the other. He used camphor (and later cardiac
drugs) to induce therapeutic fits in schizophrenic
patients. The apparent success of this approach was
tempered by the high risk of injury experienced by
the patient. In an attempt to control the severity of
the fit, two Italian doctors, Ugo Cerletti (1877–
1963) and Lucio Bini (1908–1964), experimented
with a new technique of electrically induced con-
vulsions (ECT). First trialed on humans in 1938,
the technique has remained in use across Europe
as a treatment for manic-depressive illness and
depression.

Patients in a psychiatric hospital near Moscow, 1992. Even after the fall of the Soviet Union, Eastern European hospitals

lagged behind those in the West in modernizing their approach to the care and treatment of gravely ill psychiatric patients.

ªPETER TURNLEY
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PSYCHIATRIC POLITICS

The sheer variety of experimental treatments devel-
oped in interwar Europe was a reflection of some
unhappy truths. Such open-ended experimentation
was made possible by the lack of a widely accepted
theoretical model of mental disorder and the
absence of any clear agreement on the political
status or rights of the patient. Indeed, illness mod-
els and patients’ rights were inextricably linked.
Hereditarian models of mental disorder arising
out of the old doctrine of degeneration had
encouraged the idea that the mentally ill were ‘‘a
race apart’’ and as such could be subjected to new
forms of control and intervention. In Germany in
1933, the Nazis passed a sterilization law, part-
authored by Ernst Rudin (1874–1952), a Swiss
expert in psychiatric genetics. By 1937 two hun-
dred thousand had been sterilized. Similar laws
were passed in Norway, Sweden, Denmark,
Switzerland, Estonia, and Iceland and remained in
place long after the end of World War II. This
politicization of psychiatry and the implementation
of racial employment laws encouraged a large-scale
emigration of German and Austrian psychiatrists to
western Europe and America. Supported, in part,
by the Rockefeller Foundation, these émigrés
helped to propagate new forms of phenomenolog-
ical psychiatry, in which close attention was paid to
the subjective experience of the patient.

During World War II, the Soviet security ser-
vices (the NKVD) opened their own psychiatric
hospital in Kazan, and after the war there was
increased recourse to psychiatric diagnoses (in par-
ticular, ‘‘sluggish schizophrenia’’) as a means of
controlling poltical dissent. These obvious exam-
ples of the political abuse of psychiatry raised large
questions about the underlying rationale of the
medical project. New forms of wartime treatment,
such as the group therapies developed by British
military psychiatrists, encouraged this debate. The
idea that psychiatric diagnoses and treatments
might help sustain mental illnesses was taken up
by radical commentators across western Europe. In
Italy, Francisco Basaglia (1924–1980) experiment-
ed with open communities as a means that would
allow patients to escape the oppressive effects of
labels and institutions. In Britain, R. D. Laing
(1927–1989) and David Cooper (1931–1986)
achieved considerable fame during the 1960s by
arguing that mental illness was sustained by

opressive social relations. This idea that society
excluded the insight of the psychotic was taken up
by the Dutch psychiatrist Jan Foudraine (b. 1929)
and the French philosopher Michel Foucault
(1926–1984), but its influence on contemporary
policy and practice was limited.

Across western Europe, mental hospital popu-
lations began to fall in the early 1950s, due in
part to the emergence of a new class of phenothia-
zine drugs and the right-wing critique of the finan-
cial costs of the welfare states. The discovery in
1952 of chlorpromazine, an antipsychotic devel-
oped by the French pharmaceutical company
Rhone-Poulenc, encouraged a period of intense
psychopharmocological experimentation. In 1958
the Swiss firm Geigy released imipramime, the first
of the tricyclic antidepressants, onto the market.
The antidepressants made possible new regimes of
patient management, but they also encouraged a
reconceptualization of mental illness. No longer
seen as an intricate biographical problem requiring
careful investigation, mental illness was presented
as a chemical imbalance that could be corrected
through pharmaceutical intervention. This simple
model of psychopathology undermined much of
the mental hospital’s rationale. It was no longer
needed, either as a therapeutic refuge or a eugenic
solution, and mental health care began to be
devolved to a number of frontline agencies: general
practitioners, community psychiatrists, and psy-
chiatric social workers. This system, pioneered in
southern France during the interwar period,
became dominant in Britain, France, and northern
Europe during the 1960s and was taken up in
Spain in the 1980s. In eastern Europe patterns of
care remained more varied, with use of crib-beds
and incarceration persisting long after the fall of the
communist governments in Hungary, Slovakia,
Estonia, and the Czech Republic.

THE END OF THE ASYLUM

The impetus for the ongoing transformation of
mental health care services across Europe comes
in part from the rationalizing demands of market
economics, and countries such as England and
Portugal have increasingly relied on the private
sector in the provision of care. Yet a growing
patient’s advocacy movement, inspired by the
examples of aid charities, has developed more
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global aspirations. Transnational institutions such
as the European Union, media organizations, and
pharmaceutical companies have created a new set of
expectations that are changing the organization of
European psychiatry. And these changes in psychiat-
ric practice themselves encourage new theories and
cultures of of mental health. Western Europe is
beginning to emulate the American enthusiasm for
antidepressant drugs, particularly the new generation
of selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors—an enthu-
siasm that raises larger questions over the mission of
psychiatry as it moves from being a remedial therapy
to a technique for individual self-improvement.

See also Psychiatry; Psychoanalysis; War Neuroses.
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MERLEAU-PONTY, MAURICE (1908–
1961), French philosopher.

Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1908–1961) was,
with Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980), one of the
leading figures in French phenomenology and exis-
tentialism. He is best known for his account of the
constitutive role of the body in perception in works
such as The Structure of Behavior (1942) and
Phenomenology of Perception (1945), but he also
wrote and lectured on topics in biology, psychol-
ogy, linguistics, anthropology, aesthetics, and pol-
itics. In 1945 he joined Simone de Beauvoir
(1908–1986) and Raymond Aron (1905–1983)
on the editorial staff of Sartre’s journal, Les Temps
modernes. He taught at Lyon and the Sorbonne
before being elected to the Collège de France in
1952.

The most decisive influences on Merleau-
Ponty’s thought were the phenomenology of
Edmund Husserl (1859–1938) and Martin
Heidegger (1889–1976) and the Berlin school of
Gestalt psychology. Like Husserl, Merleau-

Ponty attempts to describe experience from a con-

crete first-person point of view, free of theoretical

assumptions borrowed from the natural sciences.

The intentionality (the of-ness or ‘‘aboutness’’) of

perception, for instance, cannot be reduced to the

causal effects of external stimuli on the inner states

of an organism, for perception is always imbued

with meaning for the percipient. With Heidegger,

however, contrary to Husserl, Merleau-Ponty con-

ceives of meaning and intentionality not in terms of

cognition or mental representation but as modes of
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human existence. Experience and understanding

are not private possessions of a worldless subject,

but rather dimensions of what Heidegger called

being-in-the-world. Finally, following Gestalt theor-

ists such as Kurt Koffka (1886–1941) and

Wolfgang Köhler (1887–1967), Merleau-Ponty

argues that perceptual awareness consists in neither

sensation nor judgment but in the skillful bodily

exploration of an environment. Contemporary

philosophers such as Hubert L. Dreyfus have con-

sequently appealed to Merleau-Ponty in their cri-

tiques of cognitivism and artificial intelligence,

which attempt to reduce intelligent behavior to

purely formal computations performed on abstract

symbols somehow represented in the mind or

brain.

Merleau-Ponty was impressed and influenced

by Sartre. Nevertheless, their ideas differed pro-

foundly, both in phenomenology and in politics.

Unlike Sartre, who in Being and Nothingness

(1943) draws a sharp Cartesian distinction between

the opacity of material reality and the transparency

and frictionlessness of consciousness, Merleau-

Ponty understands perceptual agents as bodily sub-

jects fully enmeshed in the world, hence neither

strictly determined nor radically free. Human per-

ception of objects, for instance, is always essentially

interwoven with the body’s conditioned sense of its

own position and orientation. Merleau-Ponty’s last,

unfinished work, The Visible and the Invisible (pub-

lished in 1964), extends and elaborates his effort to

supplant the subject-object dichotomy with an

account of the ‘‘interlacing’’ of body and world.

Merleau-Ponty also wrote extensively about art

and literature, especially the paintings of Paul

Cézanne (1839–1906). In the essays ‘‘Cézanne’s

Doubt’’ and ‘‘Eye and Mind,’’ for instance, he

argues that by overcoming conventions of realism

and linear perspective, and by resisting the futile

and misguided effort of the impressionists to paint

mere sensations, Cézanne managed to capture the

concrete bodily character of vision, which is neither

strictly geometrical nor brutely sensuous. People

do not see data on a two-dimensional plane and

then project or construct a sense of depth. Rather,

because the body always already situates one in

space, depth must be understood not as one

dimension among others but as the medium of all

perceptual awareness, including vision.

Much of Merleau-Ponty’s published writing

deals with problems of theory and practice in

history and politics. In what is probably his most

controversial book, Humanism and Terror (1947),

he criticizes anticommunists including Arthur

Koestler (1905–1983) for ignoring the moral

ambiguity of political action and state violence, in

this case the Moscow Trials of the late 1930s. In

the novel Darkness at Noon (1940), Rubashov,

Koestler’s fictionalized version of Nikolai Bukharin

(1888–1938), cynically confesses to trumped-up

charges of treason and espionage out of sheer nihi-

listic party discipline. According to Merleau-Ponty,

the real Bukharin took the accusations seriously,

pleading guilty to treason but denying the charge

of espionage, thus acknowledging that at least

some of his actions, whatever their motives, had

indeed rendered him objectively guilty. (In fact,

Koestler and Merleau-Ponty were both wrong:

Bukharin’s ‘‘confession’’ was neither voluntary

nor sincere but brutally coerced, yet defiant.)

Merleau-Ponty infers that communism cannot sim-

ply be condemned by appeal to liberal principles of

justice, which serve to mask the systematic violence

of Western capitalism and imperialism. In spite of

the injustice and cruelty of Stalinism, Marxism

remains the only hope, for it alone promises to

make sense of history as tending rationally to the

mutual recognition of a shared humanity.

Merleau-Ponty consequently became, with

Sartre, one of the prime targets of Raymond
Aron’s anticommunist polemic The Opium of the
Intellectuals (1955). By the 1950s, however, partly
in response to the increasing obviousness of Soviet

tyranny, Merleau-Ponty had grown more critical of

the USSR and more skeptical of Marx’s determi-
nistic theory of history. Editorial disputes as well as

disagreements with Sartre concerning Soviet
aggression in Korea led to his resignation from

the editorial board of Les Temps modernes in
1953. Whereas Sartre had become a resolute fellow

traveler of the USSR, Merleau-Ponty recognized
that communist oppression had robbed Marxism

of its claim to historical destiny and rendered
Marx’s work itself one ‘‘classic’’ among others in

the humanistic tradition. In Adventures of the
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Dialectic (1955) Merleau-Ponty envisions a syn-
thesis of Marxian egalitarianism and liberal skepti-
cism, a kind of ‘‘Weberian Marxism,’’ as an
alternative to Sartre’s ‘‘ultrabolshevism,’’ which
reduces the working class to an object over against
the subjective will of the party.

Merleau-Ponty’s contribution to contemporary
thought lay as much in his efforts as an interpreter
and advocate of the works of other thinkers as in
his own original ideas. In Adventures of the
Dialectic, for instance, he imbued the work of
György Lukács (1885–1971) with new relevance
under the now familiar rubric of ‘‘Western
Marxism.’’ He also played a key role in the emer-
gence of structuralism by introducing the semiotic
theories of Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–1913) to
younger scholars including Jacques Lacan (1901–
1981), Michel Foucault (1926–1984), and Jacques
Derrida (1930–2004). More recently his influence
has been felt among theorists of perception in
analytic philosophy and in the cognitive and
neurosciences.

See also France; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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MESSIAEN, OLIVIER (1908–1992),
French composer.

Olivier Eugéne Prosper Charles Messiaen was
born on 10 December 1908 in Avignon. From
1919 to 1930 he studied at the Conservatoire in
Paris and graduated with first prize for piano accom-
paniment, organ, improvisation, counterpoint, and
musical composition. In 1931 Messiaen was
appointed organist at La Trinité in Paris, a position
he retained for decades. In 1936, along with Jean
Yves Daniel-Lésur, Yves Baudrier, and André Jolivet,
Messiaen formed La Jeune France (Young France), a
group of composers whose purpose was to reestab-
lish humanism and sincerity in music (reacting to
neoclassicism). He also composed poetry, and with a
few exceptions, most of his vocal music for solo
voice or chorus sets his own poetry, which strongly
resembles the surrealist poetry of Paul Éluard (pen
name of Eugène Grindel, 1895–1952). Messiaen
saw colors whenever he heard music, a condition
called synesthesia or chromaphonia. In 1932 he
married the violinist and composer Claire Delbos,
who died in 1959. In 1962 he married the pianist
Yvonne Loriod, a former student. He was a member
of the French Institute, the Academy of Beaux Arts
Bavière of Berlin, Santa Cecilia of Rome, and the
American Academy of Arts and Letters. Messiaen
began his career as a professor of music in 1936,
teaching sight-reading at the École Normale de
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Musique and improvisation at the Schola Cantorum.
In 1942 he became professor of harmony at the
Conservatoire de Paris. In 1943 in the home of Guy-
Bernard Delapierre he taught several students who
would later become well-known: Serge Nigg,
Maurice Le Roux, Pierre Boulez, and Yvonne Loriod.
In 1947 a special class in music analysis was created for
himat theConservatoire. In 1966hebecameprofessor
of composition; his students included Pierre Henry
(French), Karlheinz Stockhausen (German), Guy
Reibel (Belgian), William Albright (American), Luigi
Nono (Italian), and Iannis Xenakis (Greek/French).
Authors of books, essays, and dissertations on
Messiaen include former students: Harry Halbreich,
Alain Périer, Larry Peterson, Pierrette Mari, and
Michèle Reverdy. Composers attracted to his classes
include Peter Maxwell Davies, Mikis Theodorakis,
György Kurtág, and William Elden Bolcom.

After he was mobilized as a soldier in 1939,
Messiaen was taken prisoner in 1940 and passed his
captivity in Stalag VIIIA, at Görlitz in Silesia. While
there, he composed the Quatuor pour la fin du
temps for himself and three fellow prisoners:
Henri Akoka, Étienne Pasquier, and Jean Le
Boulaire. Messiaen commented later that when he
was a prisoner his daily diet was water and one
boiled egg per day and his dress in the bitter cold
conditions consisted of a tattered green jacket and
pants with wooden shoes. He said the lack of nour-
ishment stimulated colored hallucinations. He saw
halos and strange swirls of color.

His interesting and large variety of compositional
techniques include his seven modes of limited trans-
position, his transcriptions of bird song for melodic
material and his organization of parts into ‘‘three
persons’’ (an idea taken from Shakespeare where
one part remains static, and another progressively
increases while a third progressively decreases in activ-
ity), communicable language (a technique of apply-
ing letters of the alphabet to particular pitches and
rhythmic values), what he called his ‘‘Chord of
Resonance’’ and ‘‘Chord of the Dominant,’’ and
totally serial music (in Mode de valeurs et d’intensité
[1949] he created rows of pitches, rhythmic values,
articulations, and dynamics). His totally serial tech-
nique, developed in 1948–1949, was the first attempt
in Europe to serialize more than pitches.

His most significant contribution to music is
found in his variety of rhythmic techniques. His vast

array of rhythmic practices include ‘‘added values,’’

rhythmic cells, fifteenth-century Hindu deci-tâlas

(North Indian), Carnatic patterns (South Indian),

Greek poetic feet, his interpretation of medieval

ligatures and neumes, ‘‘rythmes non-retrogrades’’

(palindromic patterns), isorhythm, ‘‘interversion’’

and ‘‘permutation,’’ ‘‘chromatic’’ rhythmic sequences,

extremely slow tempi (Le banquet celeste, 1928, or

O Sacrum Convivium, 1937). Early techniques appear

in his treatise, Technique de mon language musical
(1944; Technique of My Musical Language, 1971–

1972). Messiaen’s mammoth treatise on rhythm, on

which he worked most of his life, is being published

posthumously in a projected seven volumes as Traité
de rythme, de couleur, et d’ornithologie (first volume

published in 2004).

Messiaen often assigned titles that illustrate the

mysteries of Christ or other aspects of Christian

beliefs. In fact, his religious beliefs were central to

his existence as a man and as a composer. His many

commentaries about his beliefs, which appear as

part of many of his published works as well as in

several published interviews, reflect mysticism in

the Roman Catholic tradition. Messiaen’s spiritual

and poetical outlook affected his choice of titles, his

texts, and the form of his compositions. His vision

of the world was governed by religious meditation,

the sublimation of love, escape from the confines of

time, and an intimate communion with nature.

Messiaen’s early concern for religion reflects the influ-

ence of his father, Pierre, who was a devout Catholic.

In response to a reporter’s question, Messiaen com-

mented that his faith sustained him and that he was a

Catholic composer. He stated that all of his works,

whether religious or not, are documents of faith glor-

ifying the mystery of Christ.

Messiaen’s work is notable for his use of unusual

numbers of movements: nine in La nativité du
Seigneur (1935), ten in Turangalı̂la-Symphonie
(1946–1948), eighteen in Livre du Saint Sacrement
(1984), and twenty in Vingt regards sur l’enfant-
Jésus (1944). His longest work is an opera that lasts

more than four hours (Saint-François d’Assise, 1975–

1983). His first published work—Le banquet céleste—
was composed when he was seventeen. His last

two works are Éclairs sur l’au-delà (1988–1992)

and Concert à quatre (1990–1991); the latter was

discovered incomplete by Loriod after his death.
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See also Boulez, Pierre; Catholicism; Modernism;
Theodorakis, Mikis.
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LARRY PETERSON

n

METAXAS, IOANNIS (1871–1941), Greek
general and dictator.

Ioannis Metaxas (1871–1941) was a Greek
general, statesman, and dictator. Born on the island
of Ithaca on 12 April 1871, he graduated from
the Military Academy in 1890. In the Greek-
Turkish war of 1897 he served in the staff of the
heir to the throne, Constantine. With the support
of Constantine he went to Berlin to continue his
military studies (1899–1903), and when he
returned to Greece took part in the reorganization
of the army. When World War I broke out in 1914,
he was second in command in the general staff,
and during the dispute between Prime Minister
Eleutherios Venizelos (1864–1936) and King
Constantine (r. 1913–1917 and 1920–1922),
Metaxas, promoted to chief in 1915, sided with
the latter and resigned. Following the flight of
the king in 1917 Metaxas went to Italy (June
1917–November 1920). When the royalists came
to power in 1920 he returned to Greece. A staunch
royalist with close ties to King Constantine, he
nevertheless voiced his opposition to the king’s
plans for a Greek military campaign in Asia Minor.
He foresaw the danger of a disastrous defeat, which

happened in August 1922 and resulted in the expul-

sion of 1.3 million Greeks from Turkey.

In 1922 Metaxas moved into politics and

founded the Freethinkers’ Party. In the 1926 elec-

tion his party won fifty-four seats in the parliament

but it did not repeat that success in the subsequent

elections. In the 1936 election he polled only 4

percent and elected seven deputies. That election

produced also a political stalemate because none of

the two major political blocs (royalists and repub-

licans) had the majority. In March 1936 King

George II (r. 1922–1923 and 1935–1947) appoint-

ed Metaxas minister of war, and when the prime

minister, Constantine Demertzis (1876–1936),

died, the king appointed Metaxas as prime minister

on 13 April 1936. On 4 August 1936 General

Metaxas, using as a pretext a general strike that

was scheduled for the next day, declared a state of

emergency, dissolved the parliament, and sus-

pended articles of the constitution that guaranteed

fundamental civil liberties. Metaxas’s dictatorship

(1936–1941) was the result of long period of poli-

tical instability, the tendency of the political estab-

lishment to accept authoritarian solutions, and a

reaction to the emergency of a militant labor

movement.

The ‘‘Fourth of August Regime,’’ as the dicta-

torship was called, resembled other interwar

authoritarian regimes, but it was very different

from Italian fascism or German Nazism. There

was no mass fascist movement or party despite the

considerable efforts of Metaxas to create one

through the foundation of the National Youth

Organization (EON). With the EON the dictator

sought to create a force loyal to the regime, and

because its membership was low, the enrollment of

the young became compulsory after 1939. At the

same time the EON reflected Metaxas’s idea about

the Greek society of the future: disciplined, mili-

tant, nationalist, and non-individualist. Metaxas’s

dictatorship borrowed elements from the Fascist

political culture, like the ideology of the ‘‘Third

Hellenic Civilization’’ (Metaxas’s rejuvenated

Greece as a heir and a synthesis of ancient Greece

and Byzantium), the systematic propaganda, the fas-

cist salute, the short-lived Labor Battalions, and the

cult of leadership (Metaxas presented himself as

‘‘First Worker,’’ ‘‘First Peasant,’’ ‘‘National Father’’).
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Metaxas also shared with other interwar dicta-

tors antiparliamentarianism and anticommunism

and a well-organized police force to repress his

political opponents. Bourgeois political leaders who

protested against the dictatorship were arrested and

banished. The Communist Party in Greece even-

tually ceased to exist because most of its members

were arrested, tortured, imprisoned, and forced to

renounce their political ideas and their comrades.

However, the regime was not based only on repres-

sion. The dictator, in an effort to gain the support of

the lower classes, took important measures like the

settlement of peasants’ debts, the arbitration of

labor disputes, and the establishment of the Social

Security Administration (IKA).

The dictatorship was not very popular and the

lack of political and social constituency that a fascist

movement could have furnished made Metaxas

dependent on King George II to remain in power.

King George II was much more powerful than

Metaxas because he enjoyed the support of the

army and Great Britain. The fact that the king,

although he could, did not try to reconstitute

democracy and consented to the dictatorship, dis-

credited monarchy and had a significant impact on

Greek politics in the 1940s.

When World War II broke out Metaxas hoped

to keep Greece out of the war without jeopardizing

the relations with its traditional ally Great Britain.

Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) wanted to show

Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) that Italy was an equally

victorious partner and decided to invade Greece.

On 28 October 1940 Italy issued an ultimatum

that Metaxas, reflecting the popular mood,

rejected. The Italian campaign proved to be ill

fated and by mid-November the Greek army had

pushed back the Italians and had advanced into

Albania. The Greek army, however, failed to deliver

a decisive victory, and in December there was a

military deadlock. Ioannis Metaxas died on 29

January 1941, and on 6 April 1941 the Germans

began their offensive against Greece.

See also Greece.
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POLYMERIS VOGLIS

n

MICHNIK, ADAM (b. 1946), Polish histor-
ian, writer, and political thinker.

Adam Michnik became a leader of the March
1968 student movement for free speech in
Warsaw—the beginning, as he put it, of his gen-
eration’s road to freedom. Expelled from Warsaw
University and sentenced to three years in prison,
he was released after a year and a half as the result
of an amnesty. Banned from the university, he
worked for two years as a welder in the Rosa
Luxemburg Bulb Factory before becoming a per-
sonal secretary to the distinguished writer Antoni
Slonimski. In response to a massive government
imprisonment of protesting workers from Ursus
and Radom in 1976, Michnik co-founded the
Committee for the Defense of Workers (KOR),
the first successful attempt to institutionalize an
initiative of the dissident initiative intelligentsia to
assist imprisoned workers and their families.
Michnik and the KOR benefited from fortuitous
timing: the organization was established one year
after the communist countries had signed the
Helsinki Agreements on Security and Cooperation
in Europe, which included a key chapter on rights
and fundamental freedoms.

The language of rights empowered the think-
ing and activities of the democratic opposition
(Michnik argued that people should behave as
though they lived in a free country) and encouraged
initiatives aimed at breaking the state monopoly on
information, education, and the dissemination of
prohibited literature. His classic 1976 essay, The
New Evolutionism, articulates the strategies for
creating and winning the spaces of freedom. The
initial KOR activities led to the emergence of
a clandestine system of printing and circulating
independent periodicals and books. Michnik was
an editor of and a frequent contributor to some
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of the most popular publications (Biuletyn
Informacyjny, Krytyka, Zapis). One of the organi-
zers of the Flying University, another clandestine
structure independent of the state, he taught
courses in private apartments on silenced aspects
of Polish history. His 1977 book The Church, the
Left, and Dialogue laid the groundwork for an
alliance between the secular intelligentsia and the
only autonomous institution in communist Poland,
the Catholic Church. In 1980 Michnik became one
of the key advisors to the trade union Solidarity,
which emerged as a result of an agreement between
the striking Gdansk shipyard workers and the com-
munist authorities. Solidarity—with its principles
of democratic self-governance, institutional plural-
ism, respect for the dignity of the individual, and
citizens’ agency—aimed at challenging the state’s
alleged monopoly on truth and was the ultimate
expression of society’s capacity for self-organization
under communism. Solidarity was the alternative
society that Michnik had called for and a model
example of what was eventually labeled civil society.

The need for dialogue, negotiations, and—
within limits—compromise, is a key theme in
Michnik’s writings, re-emerging with particular
force after the imposition of martial law and the
de-legalization of Solidarity in December 1981.
Although hardly a pacifist, while imprisoned under
martial law (altogether he spent over six years in
communist prisons) he argued for a self-limiting
revolution, renouncing revolutionary violence. His
program, formed in response to the experience of
totalitarianism, is that of a liberal, whose primary
commitment is to freedom, to reducing coercion
by an omnipotent state, to restoring individual
initiatives on behalf of the public good, to creating
conditions for the exercise of human rights, and to
encouraging and cultivating pluralism.

His idea of achieving change through dialogue,
through ‘‘replacing the logic of revolution by the
logic of negotiation,’’ turned into reality in April
1989, when the historic roundtable talks between
the government (still holding dictatorial, although
weakening, power), and Solidarity (still illegal but
widely supported) were successfully completed.
Michnik, one of the key actors in the negotiations,
subsequently co-founded and became editor in
chief of Gazeta Wyborcza, the largest daily in East
and Central Europe, which he designed as a forum

for major debates on the democratic transforma-
tion and a key site for general education about
democracy. He introduced to the larger public his
mentors: Hannah Arendt, Leszek Kolakowski,
Czeslaw Miłosz, and Jacek Kuron, as well as such
thinkers as Michel Foucault, Jürgen Habermas, and
Jacques Derrida. His ardent writings—which
sometimes divided his own admirers—have focused
on the perils of de-communization, the dangers of
nationalism, and the fundamentalist and populist
temptations within new democracies. A passionate
advocate of the region’s accession to NATO and
the European Union, he exposed Poland’s major
corruption scandal, known as Rywingate, involving
an attempt to bribe Gazeta Wyborcza and a possible
governmental cover-up, leading to parliamentary
investigations that became a political watershed in
post-1989 democratic Poland.

See also Arendt, Hannah; Dissidence; Intelligentsia;
Liberalism; Miłosz, Czesław; Poland; Solidarity.
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ELZBIETA MATYNIA
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MIES VAN DER ROHE, LUDWIG
(1886–1969), modernist architect.
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Ludwig Mies van der Rohe is widely acknowl-
edged as one of the founding fathers of a distinctive
twentieth-century architecture, alongside such
architects as Le Corbusier and Frank Lloyd
Wright. The architect’s extensive career covered
more than six decades (1905–1969) in Germany
and the United States, with approximately thirty
years in Berlin and another thirty in Chicago. Mies
van der Rohe commanded enormous respect for
his rigorous approach to building problems,
which he viewed as a series of interrelated material,
structural, and spatial concerns. His avant-garde
German projects introduced asymmetrical, dynamic
compositions, shifting wall planes, and flowing,
‘‘universal’’ spaces that emphasized interior volume
over exterior mass. In America his work achieved
worldwide recognition in the 1950s and 1960s
for its introduction of a monumental, dignified
structural vocabulary for steel and glass high-
rise architecture and a series of dramatic, open
pavilions.

Born Ludwig Mies on 27 March 1886 in
Aachen, Germany, the young Mies was educated
in part by his father, a stonemason, and at a local
high school and trade school. Mies augmented
practical building experience in Aachen with draft-
ing and design work for the architect Bruno Paul
(1874–1968) in Berlin, for whom he worked
between 1905 and 1907. After completing his first
independent commission for a single-family house
in 1907, Mies accepted a position in the prestigious
office of the Berlin architect Peter Behrens (1868–
1940) in 1908. Behrens, Germany’s most cele-
brated architect before World War I, was at the
height of his creative output as chief designer
for Emil Rathenau’s electrical conglomerate, the
AEG. Mies’s experiences with Paul and Behrens
familiarized him with the Prussian classicism of
the early-nineteenth-century architect Karl Friedrich
Schinkel (1781–1841).

After marrying Ada Bruhn in 1913, the archi-
tect adopted the name ‘‘Rohe’’ from his mother’s
side of the family to become ‘‘Mies van der Rohe.’’
Bruhn bore him three daughters between 1914
and 1917, and the couple separated in 1921. In
Weimar-era Berlin the architect joined progressive
architectural groups, helped edit the short-
lived avant-garde journal G, and worked closely
with the talented Berlin interior designer Lilly

Reich. Inspired by such avant-garde movements
as Russian constructivism and the Dutch neoplasti-
cism of Theo van Doesburg, Mies van der Rohe
attracted attention in the early 1920s by exhibiting
a series of provocative, large-scale drawings (some
as tall as eight feet) for five theoretical, unbuilt
projects. The best-known of these, produced in
1921 and 1922, were for startlingly original con-
ceptions of irregularly shaped high-rise buildings.
Mies van der Rohe emphasized the soaring verti-
cality of these high rises through dramatically ren-
dered perspective views and transparent skins of
glass. His unrealized 1921 proposal for a high rise
on Berlin-Friedrichstrasse, with its crystalline
facades and concrete floor plates, has been called
the most influential unbuilt building in the history
of twentieth-century modern architecture.

By the late 1920s, Mies van der Rohe had
solidified his reputation as a leading architect of
Germany’s ‘‘Neues Bauen’’ (New Building) with
three accomplishments: the Deutscher Werkbund
appointed him to oversee the construction of the
polemical international exhibition, ‘‘The Dwelling,’’
in Stuttgart in 1927; the German government
selected him to design what became his tour de
force ‘‘Barcelona pavilion’’ in 1928–1929; and
Walter Gropius backed his application to become
the third director of the Bauhaus school between
1930 and 1933. After leaving Nazi Germany in
1938 for Chicago, Mies van der Rohe accepted
the directorship of the Armour Institute (the
Illinois Institute of Technology after 1940), which
he held until 1958. From his base in Chicago the
architect produced such paradigmatic designs as
the twin apartment towers on Chicago’s Lakeshore
Drive (1951) and, with Philip Johnson, the Seagram
Building on New York’s Park Avenue (1958). His
best-known open-span pavilion designs of this time
are the jewel-like Farnsworth House in Plano,
Illinois (1951); the S. R. Crown Hall architecture
building on the campus he designed for IIT
between 1939 and 1956; and the New National
Gallery in Berlin (1967).

Understanding architecture as both a response
to and a reflection of its epoch, Mies van der Rohe
capitalized on the comparative availability of steel
in the United States to perfect a building art of
disciplined structural grids, modular steel frames,
and elegant materials and detailing. His lifelong
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preference for opulent materials such as onyx, tra-
vertine, and chrome alienated him from some of
the more socially minded European architects of
the 1920s. By the 1960s in America, Mies van der
Rohe’s unwavering approach to building and his
commissions from powerful corporate interests
prompted disapproval from a younger generation
of architects. This disapproval grew amid the pro-
fession’s nascent postmodern reconsideration of
historical form and its reawakening interest in
architectural context. Mies van der Rohe was criti-
cized somewhat unfairly for creating forms that
inspired countless imitative yet far more cheaply
built speculative corporate office buildings through-
out the industrialized world. No other twentieth-
century architect, in fact, so successfully dramatized
the possibilities of pure modern form as an ex-
pression of meticulously handled structure and
materials.

See also Architecture; Bauhaus.
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JOHN V. MACIUIKA

n

MIHAILOVIĆ, DRAGOLJUB (1893–
1946), Serbian soldier.

The pavilion for the German exhibit at the International Art Exhibition in Barcelona, designed by Mies van der

Rohe in 1929. ªFRANCESCO VENTURI/CORBIS
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Dragoljub (Draža) Mihailović was born on 27
March 1893 in Ivanjica, Serbia, and died 17 July
1946 in Belgrade, Yugoslavia. A veteran of the First
World War, he served as a colonel in the Yugoslav
army at the outbreak of the Second World War.

CHETNIKS

During the battle against the invading Nazis in April
1941, Mihailović avoided direct confrontation with
the Germans, retreating instead to the west Serbian
uplands, where he organized and became leader of a
Serbian nationalist guerrilla resistance movement.
With headquarters at Ravna Gora, the movement
was officially known first as the Ravna Gora move-
ment and later the Yugoslav Army in the Homeland.
However, it was more popularly known as the
Chetniks, a name derived from the Serbian and
Macedonian guerrilla bands that had opposed
Ottoman rule, and more recently from guerrillas of
the First World War and local militias under King
Alexander Karadjordjević’s dictatorship.

Mihailović’s Chetnik movement was built out of
traditional Serbian nationalist forces, supporting the
Karadjordjević dynasty and maintaining links with
the Serbian Orthodox Church. The Chetniks’ ulti-
mate aim was to surface as the dominant power in a
postwar Yugoslavia to bring about the restoration of
the Karadjordjević dynasty and the creation of a
Great Serbia within a Great Yugoslavia, once the
occupying armies were defeated and the quisling
governments fell. The primary obstacle to this goal
was the communist resistance movement, the
Partisans. The Chetnik forces, which initially num-
bered around ten thousand, fought primarily in
Montenegro, Herzegovina, and areas of the
Independent State of Croatia. The Chetniks initially
attempted to coordinate resistance with the commu-
nist Partisans. However, the Partisans favored a far
more aggressive strategy in fighting the occupiers,
including the provocation of German reprisals to
swell their own ranks, whereas Mihailović, whose
forces were not numerous, not united, and not
sufficiently armed, favored restraint and avoided
large-scale fighting with the superior German forces.
The differences in strategy, ideology, and ultimate
postwar aims between the Chetniks and Partisans
led to their split in September 1941, and the two
resistance movements began to war with each other
in addition to fighting the foreign occupiers. In

October 1941, Mihailović clandestinely turned to
the German occupying powers to obtain the neces-
sary military support he needed to fight the
Partisans, only to be rebuffed by the Germans at a
meeting with the chief German spokesman of the
plenipotentiary commanding general in Serbia, who
did not want Mihailović’s cooperation, but his sur-
render. In fact, in December 1941, the Germans had
launched the unsuccessful Operation Mihailović,
aimed at capturing the Chetnik leader and breaking
up his headquarters in Ravna Gora.

The Chetniks also allied themselves with the
Italians against the communist forces, successfully
driving them out of Montenegro in late 1941. In
return for collaborating with the Italian forces, the
Chetniks received arms, food, and pay. At this stage,
the Chetniks were supported still by the British and
American allies, as well as the Yugoslav government-
in-exile in London, which named Mihailović minis-
ter of the army, navy, and air force in January
1942, and promoted the colonel to chief of the
Supreme Command of the Yugoslav Army in the
Homeland in June 1942, in order to officially
reflect his status as the first successful resistance
leader in Yugoslavia. British propaganda, which
exaggerated the story of Mihailović’s resistance
to the Nazi occupiers, further contributed to
Mihailović’s heroic standing.

In June 1942, Mihailović relocated the Chetnik
headquarters to Montenegro. The Chetniks contin-
ued to fight in Herzegovina and Montenegro under
the Italian umbrella. During their battles, the
Chetniks used mass terror against their enemies,
which included counterterror against Croats in areas
where the Ustaše had used terror against Serbs;
retaliation against the Muslim population in Bosnia
and Herzegovina and Sandjak for their coopera-
tion with Austro-Hungarian forces during the First
World War and the Ustaše in 1941; and terror
against the Partisans, their principle enemy, which
was often reciprocated. A series of military defeats to
the Partisans in Herzegovina in March–April 1943
marked a turning point in Mihailović’s fortunes,
causing him to lose a number of followers to the
Partisans and to return his headquarters and force of
fifty thousand to Serbia in June 1943. Furthermore,
in the months leading up to their capitulation in
September 1943, the Italians ceased aid and protec-
tion to the Chetniks and even disarmed many units.
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When the Germans replaced the Italians in

Montenegro in the fall of 1943, the Chetniks did

not enjoy the same status or privileges with the Axis

Powers as they had under the Italians. The Germans

had supported the quisling regime in Serbia, led

by Milan Nedić, with whom the Chetniks generally

did not have harmonious relations. Nedić disap-

proved of Mihailović’s initial cooperation with the

Partisans and resistance activities against the Germans.

When the Chetniks broke with the Partisans, how-

ever, Nedić reached out to Mihailović. Their relations

then passed through various phases throughout the

war, remaining largely ambiguous. Some pro-Chetnik

members of Nedić’s regime supplied Mihailović with

intelligence, money, and a small amount of arms

received from the Germans. Central in the relations

between Nedić and Mihailović were considerations of

the posts they would hold in the postwar period.

Although they agreed that the Partisans could not

emerge as the dominant power at the end of the

war, they could not agree among themselves who

should rule. Nonetheless, in autumn 1943, Chetnik

commanders concluded collaborationist agreements,

or a so-called armistice, with the Nazis. Some

Chetnik leaders had made contact with the

Germans even prior to their arrival in Montenegro

in 1943.This German recognition of the Chetniks,

which undermined the Nedić regime and caused it to

lose many members to the Chetniks, was an acknowl-

edgement of Mihailović’s strength and Nedić’s

weakness in influencing the Serbian population at

that point in the war.

Mihailović also had the support of politicians

from traditional political parties in Serbia, who

shared his interest in counteracting the threat of

the communist Partisans seizing power after the

war. Mihailović and the Chetniks, together with

members of these parties, met at a congress in

January 1944 in a village in western Serbia and

established the multinational Yugoslav Democratic

Union and declared that the postwar Yugoslav state

would be a federal state of Serbs, Croats, and

Slovenes. However, at this point, having essentially

lost the support of the Allied Powers, the members

of the congress were not in a position to decide the

fate of the postwar state. In May 1944, the Allied

Powers fully switched their support from Mihailović

to the Partisan leader, Tito (Josip Broz), primarily

because they did not deem the Chetnik movement

to be effective enough, and also because they had

received reports of Chetnik collaboration with the

Nazis. In fact, the British Special Operation Executive

had established direct relations with the Partisan

Supreme Headquarters already in May 1943. By

June 1944 Mihailović lost both his posts as minister

and chief of Supreme Command. At the end of the

war, Mihailović retreated with about twelve thousand

of his men. He was captured by the Partisans on

12 March 1946, and put on trial for treason and

collaboration with the Nazis. Mihailović was found

guilty and sentenced to death, and was executed in

Belgrade on 17 July 1946.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Guerrilla Warfare;
Montenegro; Partisan Warfare; Ustaše; Yugoslavia.
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42. New York, 1998.

Wheeler, Mark. Britain and the War for Yugoslavia, 1940–
1943. Boulder, Colo., 1980.

JOVANA L. KNEŽEVIĆ

n

MILOŠEVIĆ, SLOBODAN (1941–
2006), Serbian leader and accused war criminal.

Slobodan Milošević, the most prominent of

the defendants at the International Criminal Tribunal

for the Former Yugoslavia, was born in Požarevac,

in Serbia, on 20 August 1941. He graduated

from Belgrade’s Faculty of Law (1964), and joined

the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (LCY).

Milošević made his early career as a technocrat,

holding important posts in industry and banking in

Serbia. He owed his advancement to Ivan Stambolić
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(1936–2000), his political mentor and bosom friend

from university days. Stambolić rose through the hier-

archy of the League of Communists of Serbia (LCS) to

become its president, and when he stepped down in

1986 he secured the election of Milošević as his suc-

cessor in the top post. In 1987 Milošević destroyed the

career of Stambolić in an act of personal and political

betrayal. Milošević was sent to Priština, the capital of

Kosovo, where the majority ethnic Albanian popula-

tion had for years been simmering in revolt against

Belgrade. The cause of his visit was a mass demonstra-

tion by Kosovo Serbs against alleged persecution

aimed at forcing them to leave. Milošević was supposed

to calm the situation. Instead, he stepped forward in an

open show of support for the crowd, and from this

moment on presented himself as the champion of Serb

interests within the communist federation. Riding on

a tide of nationalist populism, Milošević launched

an ‘‘antibureaucratic revolution,’’ mass meetings

whipped up to intimidate opposition, supported by

hysterical campaigns in the mass media and by a large

police force. In 1989 Kosovo and Vojvodina, the two

autonomous provinces within Serbia, were stripped of

the constitutional powers conferred on them by Tito

(Josip Broz, 1892–1980) in 1974 and subjected to

direct rule from Belgrade.

Slovenia and Croatia reacted by paralyzing the

workings of federal government, effectively killing

off the LCY at its aborted Fourteenth Congress in

January 1990. By April 1992 the disintegration of

Yugoslavia was in full spate. Milošević now ruled

the rump Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia

and Montenegro), and Sarajevo was under siege by

Serb forces that quickly acquired an evil reputation

as they overran three-quarters of Bosnia. Milošević

decimated Tito’s professional, constitutionalist

officer corps by means of repeated purges. The

Yugoslav Army in Croatia, and its offshoot, the

Bosnian Serb Army, were frequently involved in

joint operations with infamous paramilitary units,

gangsters greedy for booty and with an utter con-

tempt for international law, and the rot spread to

the regular units. The Western powers imposed

drastic sanctions, bringing the economy to its

knees—inflation hit 286 billion percent in 1993.

Milošević was forced to withdraw his active support

for the rebellious Serbs in Bosnia-Herzegovina and

Croatia, and won limited relief from sanctions by

cooperating with international plans for peace in

Bosnia, which came to fruition in the Dayton

Agreements of December 1995. However, he then

escalated the pressure on the ethnic Albanians in

Kosovo, in a campaign of ‘‘pacification’’ that pro-

voked massive NATO airstrikes in the name of

humanitarian intervention. After seventy-eight days

of continuous NATO bombing of targets in

Kosovo and Serbia proper, all Serb forces were

pulled out of Kosovo unconditionally (10 June

1999).

Milošević is commonly called a dictator, but the

epithet does not explain the basis of his power. In

1990 Serbia moved to a multiparty system.

Milošević had to submit himself to a number of

elections, and there was never any shortage of oppo-

sition to his rule. The problem was that pluralist

politics demand a pluralist society to make democ-

racy work. The League of Communists of Serbia

was rechristened the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS),

but the change was one of name only. The old

communist bureaucracy was honeycombed with priv-

ilege and corruption, and the SPS simply took over

its control of all major institutions, including state

property, so that business continued as usual.

Milošević’s power was extra-institutional, based

on interlocking networks of cronies at all formal

levels of political representation. Votes were

bought and sold, and where that did not work

fraud, manipulation, and police harassment sup-

plied the answer. The police apparatus became a

kind of personal fiefdom of the SPS, and was

increasingly enmeshed with organized crime, espe-

cially after Western sanctions made giant smug-

gling operations a normal arm of government.

Last but not least, the domestic opposition to

Milošević was divided, and Western intervention

bolstered his appeal to many Serbs whose national

pride was affronted.

Milošević was finally dislodged from office on
5 October 2000. His downfall came about as a
result of a mass movement of citizens who found
a way to take command of the streets of Belgrade.
He was removed to The Hague the following June
under controversial circumstances and charged
with two counts of genocide and ten counts of
crimes against humanity, to note only the most
serious indictments. His trial raised complex
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questions of legal proof and international law not
encountered since Nuremberg. Critics argue that
the International Criminal Tribunal is dispensing
biased justice. Most Serbs saw it this way and bit-
terly resented the sense of being tried as a nation in
the person of Milošević. His trial also raised thorny
questions about the complicity of the Western
powers in the breakup of sovereign communist
Yugoslavia; their failure to stop the killing once it
had begun; and the international legality of the
NATO bombing. After four years of dogged
defense against all charges, Milošević was found
dead in his cell on 11 March 2006.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Crime and Justice;
Karadžić, Radovan; Mladić, Ratko; Sarajevo;
Serbia; Yugoslavia.
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LESLIE BENSON

n

MI�OSZ, CZES�AW (1911–2004), Polish
poet, essayist, translator, and man of letters.

Czesław Miłosz was born in 1911 to a Polish-
speaking family of the gentry in the manorial village
of Szetejnie on the Niewiaza River, an area that was
then part of the tsarist Russian Empire and today
belongs to Lithuania. He grew up multilingual and
remained throughout his life deeply attached to the
region of his birth and its rich intermingling of
cultures. During World War I, Miłosz’s father, an

engineer, was mobilized to build roads and bridges
for the Russian tsarist army. His family accompa-

nied him, living a nomadic life.

After the war, Miłosz moved to Wilno (today

Vilnius), which had become a part of newly inde-

pendent Poland. There he attended Catholic

schools. Between 1929 and 1934 he studied law

at the Stefan Batory University (today Vilnius

University), where he cofounded the _Zagary lit-

erary circle and made his debut as a poet. The
young _Zagary poets felt acutely Poland’s precarious

position between rising Nazism to the west and

rising Stalinism to the east. Their literary response

was ‘‘catastrophism’’—a foretelling of impending

disasters on a cosmic scale—and an oscillation

between Marxism and metaphysics.

Miłosz spent much of World War II in Nazi-

occupied Warsaw, where he was involved in clan-

destine publishing and where he witnessed the
Warsaw ghetto uprising of 1943 and the Warsaw

uprising of 1944. Two of his best-known poems,

‘‘Campo dei Fiori’’ and ‘‘Biedny chrześcijanin

patrzy na getto’’ (‘‘A Poor Christian Looks at the

Ghetto’’), describe his experience of watching the

Warsaw ghetto go up in flames. In January 1945,

the Red Army drove the Wehrmacht from the Polish
capital. Subsequently, Poland became a Soviet satel-

lite state, and Miłosz served the Polish Communist

regime as a foreign diplomat in the United States

and France. In 1951, while serving as cultural attaché

in Paris, he defected from Communist Poland.

Shortly thereafter he wrote The Captive Mind, telling

the story of four of his literary colleagues—Alpha

(Jerzy Andrzejewski), Beta (Tadeusz Borowski),
Gamma (Jerzy Putrament), and Delta (Konstanty

Ildefons Gałczyński). It was a mixture, Miłosz

argues, of conviction and psychological opportunism

that induced his former colleagues to lend their

talents to the Stalinist regime.

Following Miłosz’s defection, his work was

banned in Poland. In 1960 he left France for the

United States, becoming Professor of Slavic

Literature at the University of California at
Berkeley. In the decades that followed, he became

the most important representative of Polish litera-

ture in the West and one of the most articulate and

widely heard dissident émigrés from Communist

Europe.
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In exile, Miłosz continued to write and trans-
late prolifically. In the mid-1960s, he served as the
émigré Polish poet Aleksander Wat’s interlocutor
for a recording of an extraordinary oral history (My
Century: The Odyssey of a Polish Intellectual). He
translated the Bible into Polish and much Polish
poetry into English. Miłosz was also deeply
involved in the Paris-based Polish émigré journal
Kultura. He insisted on the existence of ‘‘Central
Europe’’: ‘‘Central Europe is hardly a geographical
notion. It is not easy to trace its boundaries on the
map even if, while walking the streets of its cities,
we do not doubt of its survival, whether that be in
my baroque Wilno, or in the differently baroque
Prague or the medieval-Renaissance Dubrovnik.
The ways of feeling and thinking of its inhabitants
must thus suffice for drawing mental lines which
seem to be more durable than the borders of the
states’’ (1990, p. 100).

A poet with a great sensitivity to nature and an
early opponent of nationalism during his youth,
Miłosz flirted with Marxism before breaking deci-
sively with communism as it was practiced. He
remained in his later years committed to tolerance
and a universalist humanism. In 1980, just as the
opposition movement Solidarity emerged in Poland,
Miłosz won the Nobel Prize in Literature. His first
wife, Janina, died in 1986. In the 1990s, after the
fall of communism, he began to spend part of each
year in Kraków. In 2003 he wrote the poem
‘‘Orfeusz i Eurydyka’’ (Orpheus and Eurydice),
dedicated to the memory of his second wife, Carol,
who had died suddenly that year. Miłosz himself
died in Kraków in August 2004.

Other important works include The Issa Valley
(1955); The Seizure of Power (1955); Native Realm:
A Search for Self-Definition (1958); The History of
Polish Literature (1969); Emperor of the Earth: Modes
of Eccentric Vision (1976); Miłosz’s ABC’s (1997);
and New and Collected Poems 1931–2001 (2001).

See also Dissidence; Poland.
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MARCI SHORE

n

MINDSZENTY, JÓZSEF (1892–1975),
Hungarian prelate and opponent of communist
rule in Hungary.

József Mindszenty, the future cardinal, was born
into a peasant family as József Pehm in the little
village of Csehimindszent in western Hungary. In
1941 he changed his name to Mindszenty to stress
his identification with the Hungarian nation. He
did not receive an education that would have pre-
pared him to become a senior church official. After
secondary education he attended a seminary but
refused the offer of a scholarship to Catholic
University in Vienna to study theology. Aside from
Latin, he spoke no foreign languages. He was by
no means an intellectual; he was strict, ascetic, and
courageous but also narrow-minded, conservative,
and extremely inflexible.

From the beginning of his career he took an
active interest in politics. The bitterness of his
opposition to the modern world was extreme even
among senior churchmen, not only in Hungary but
also in Europe. He was a man who never changed
his ideas and remained a legitimist to the end of his
days. As a young priest after the collapse of the
Habsburg Monarchy in 1918, he wrote articles
opposing land reform and the abolishment of the
Monarchy. For his articles and organizational work
against the republic he was briefly jailed in
February 1919.
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In the interwar period he continued his politi-

cal activities in support of legitimist and conserva-

tive causes. In March 1944 he was named bishop of

Veszprém. During Nazi rule in 1944 Mindszenty

had organized some of the senior churchmen of

western Hungary and delivered a letter in their

name to the Nazi authorities advising them not

to make western Hungary a battlefield. For this

‘‘disloyalty’’ he was promptly arrested and kept in

prison until the Red Army freed him in April 1945.

In August 1945, Pope Pius XII decided to name

him the head of the Hungarian Church and in

February 1946 gave him the cardinal’s red hat. It

was a surprising choice. The bishop of Veszprém

was the most junior among the bishops and was

not well known even within the church. The pope

chose him because, unlike the heads of the Slovak

and Croatian churches, he could not be accused of
collaboration with the Nazis. Furthermore, in the
course of the first few months following the end of
the war Mindszenty had shown no interest in coop-
erating with the new authorities. It was character-
istic of the foreign policy of Pope Pius XII that in
1945 he chose a man to be the head of the
Hungarian Church who was known to be an oppo-
nent of accommodation with the victorious Soviet
Union.

Between his appointment as head of the
Hungarian Catholic Church and his arrest in
December 1948 Mindszenty was the most deter-
mined opponent of the establishment of communist
power in Hungary. Unlike many noncommunist
politicians, he was never tempted to compromise.
Under his leadership the Catholic Church was the
most successful force in mobilizing the people against
the coming communist dictatorship. Mindszenty
voiced his opinion on all political matters, oppos-
ing land reform and the declaration of the republic,
but he was most successful in organizing Catholics
against making the study of religion voluntary in
schools and the nationalization of religious schools.
Once the communist regime was firmly established
and the Cold War had already begun, in December
1948 the communists arrested the cardinal on ridi-
culously trumped-up charges. For spying and for
illegal money transactions, among other ‘‘crimes,’’
he was sentenced to life in prison.

He was freed by the Revolution of 1956, and
in the course of Hungary’s very few days of

freedom he once again played a significant political
role. In a speech on 3 November he demanded the
return of Catholic institutions and the punishment
of communist leaders, and he proudly announced
that his political views had remained unchanged in
the course of his imprisonment. After the suppres-
sion of the revolution by Soviet troops the cardinal
received sanctuary in the American embassy, where
he spent fifteen years.

In 1971, at a time when Washington, the
Vatican, and the Hungarian reformist communist
regime desired to reduce hostility, Mindszenty was
allowed to leave the country for Rome. It was
characteristic of the inflexibility of the cardinal that
he refused the request of Pope Paul VI to resign
and thereby enable him to name a new head of the
Hungarian Church. The pope therefore had to
remove him from his office in 1973. Instead of
staying in the Vatican, Mindszenty moved to
Vienna, where he spent his last days.

See also Anticommunism; Catholicism; Eastern Bloc;
Hungary.
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1971. Budapest, 1985.
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PETER KENEZ

n

MINORITY RIGHTS. The fight for inde-

pendence carried out by various religious and

national minorities was a prominent factor in

World War I, which from its start involved the

rights of small nationalities (Serbia and Belgium).

Nationality and self-determination were the basis

of the postwar settlement advocated by President

Woodrow Wilson in his Fourteen Points address to

Congress on 8 January 1918, when he demanded
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at Point 9 ‘‘a readjustment of the frontiers of Italy . . .

along clearly recognized lines of nationality’’; at
Point 10 that ‘‘the peoples of Austria-Hungary . . .
should be accorded the freest opportunity of auton-
omous development’’; at Point 11 the adjustment of
Balkan relations ‘‘along historically established lines
of nationality’’; at Point 12 ‘‘an absolutely unmo-
lested opportunity of autonomous development’’ for
the minorities in Turkey; and at Point 13 the erec-
tion of an independent Polish state to include ‘‘the
territories inhabited by indisputable Polish popula-
tions.’’ In his address to Congress on 11 February
1918, the president declared that ‘‘all well-defined
national aspirations shall be accorded the utmost
satisfaction,’’ under the condition that this would
not have introduced new or perpetuated old ele-
ments of discord and antagonism likely to break
the peace in Europe.

THE CHALLENGES OF WAR

AND ITS AFTERMATH

At the 1919 Paris Peace Conference that gave birth
to the League of Nations the Allies were obliged
to address the minority problem, given the twin
impossibilities of giving birth to nation-states for
all nationalities and of founding ethnically homo-
geneous nation-states in the territories of former
multiethnic empires. International policy on the
problem of minorities was developed in a twofold
manner: firstly, in the drawing up of the Covenant
of the League of Nations, based on President
Wilson’s Fourteen Points; and secondly, in the
treaties on minorities, which for the first time
established international regulation of this issue
that included mechanisms of supervision and con-
trol. No provision for the protection of minorities
was incorporated into the text of the Covenant
of the League, although Wilson’s second draft of
10 January 1919 contained an article according
to which the League of Nations would have condi-
tioned the recognition of new states on the promise
to guarantee to all racial and national minorities
the same legal status granted to the majority of the
state population. Wilson’s clauses would have
required states to grant positive protection to
minority groups, and there emerged a ‘‘general
resistance to the formula of interposition of minor-
ities as collectivities with special claims on the states’’
(Thornberry). More generally, the covenant shows a
certain degree of ambiguity, and the concept of

inferior and superior nations and peoples emerges
in its provisions on mandates (Article 22: ‘‘peoples
not yet able to stand by themselves’’; ‘‘the tutelage
of such peoples should be entrusted to advanced
nations’’).

During the VIII Plenary Section President
Wilson and French President Georges Clemenceau
agreed on the need for special protection of minor-
ities in certain states. A treaty was then signed
at Versailles (28 June 1919) between the Allied
and Associated Powers and Poland, which served
as a model for similar ‘‘minorities treaties’’ signed
with other nations, including Czechoslovakia and
Yugoslavia (Saint-Germain, 10 September 1919),
Romania (Paris, 9 December 1919), and Greece
(Sèvres, 10 August 1920). Special chapters for the
protection of minorities were also inserted into
the peace treaties with Austria (Saint-Germain, 10
September 1919), Bulgaria (Neuilly, 27 November
1919), Hungary (Trianon, 4 June 1920), and
Turkey (Lausanne, 24 July 1923). Later on, other
treaties were signed with the aim of protecting
minorities: the agreement between Sweden and
Finland concerning the Swedish-speaking Åland
Islands (approved by the Council on 27 June 1921);
the German-Polish Convention on the protection of
minorities in Upper Silesia (15 May 1922), the
Graeco-Turkish agreement on the compulsory
exchange of minority populations (30 January
1923), and the Convention on the Memel Territory
of Lithuania (8 May 1924). Unilateral declarations
regarding minorities were made before the Council
of theLeagueby five countrieswhenadmitted:Albania
(2 October 1921), Lithuania (12 May 1922), Latvia
(7 July 1923), Estonia (17 September 1923), and Iraq
(30 May 1932).

The emphasis in these treaties was on the right
to life and liberty; the free exercise of religion with-
out discrimination on the grounds of race, religion,
or language; equality before the law; the freedom
to organize educational programs; and an obliga-
tion to ensure that elementary instruction of chil-
dren was in their mother tongue. Such obligations
were supervised by the League of Nations, and
violations were subject to action by the League.
Allegations of violations of the treaties were brought
by the states to the Council of the League of
Nations, and in many cases claims were taken to
the Permanent Court of International Justice
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(PCIJ). Individuals also had the right to present
petitions that were examined by the so-called
Three Persons Committee. Between 1926 and
1939, 585 petitions were registered, 360 of which
were declared admissible. Some of the petitions
were brought to the PCIJ. In the case law of the
Permanent Court, the two principles that emerged
as necessary and complementary in order to ensure
the survival of minorities were equality and auton-
omy: ‘‘Equality in law precludes discrimination
whereas equality in fact may involve the necessity
of different treatment in order to attain a result
which establishes an equilibrium between different
situations’’ (Minority schools in Albania, Advisory
Opinion, PCIJ Ser. A/B, no. 64, 1935). The
Secretariat of the League of Nations established
minority sections and had observers in the field.

The system was certainly a first important step
toward the creation of international standards safe-
guarding minority rights. Compared with the
Treaty of Berlin of 1878, the Versailles minorities
treaties were innovative in the sense that they
attempted to embrace a mechanism and procedure
for enforced compliance. Nevertheless, they did
not establish a general system with universal appli-
cation: no minimum standard of protection was
provided for all European minorities, because obli-
gations were imposed only on the newly indepen-
dent (expansionist and irredentist) states and
not on Allied and Associated states or even on
Germany. The new states were obliged to limit
their newly awarded sovereignty by accepting mi-
nority clauses imposed by the Great Powers as a
condition for recognizing their new frontiers.
Minority protection represented therefore a limita-
tion of self-determination for the new states and
was connected with the rise of expansionist and
irredentist nationalism: the ‘‘quest for international
minority protection in Europe involved the fusing
of two powerful opposites: the attainment and
maintenance of full national independence versus
the expansion of outside control’’ (Fink).

In spite of President Wilson’s Point 9, Italy was
granted new frontiers by the peace treaty that
included German-speaking minorities (in South
Tyrol and Trentino) and Slovene- and Croatian-
speaking minorities (in Trieste and maritime prov-
inces) that were not protected by any treaty.
Although not obliged by international law, in the

first postwar period the Italian liberal governments

(1919–1922) granted administrative and legislative

autonomy to the territories inhabited by minorities.

The use of their languages in public life, courts, and

schools was guaranteed and the Italian language was

gradually introduced, alongside the languages of the

minorities. After 1924, with the consolidation of the

Fascist regime, a process of denationalization and

persecution began.

In Spain the quest for autonomy by the Catalans

was rejected by the dictator Miguel Primo de Rivera

(r. 1923–1930), but the Republic then granted lim-

ited local autonomy to Catalonia in the constitution

of 9 December 1931. The Catalan Charter of

Autonomy of September 1932 granted Catalonia

the right to its own flag, president, parliament, and

cabinet and to its official language. The Basques

received more limited autonomy on 8 October

1936. The establishment of the Francisco Franco

dictatorship in 1939 put an end to autonomy

during the civil war in Catalonia and in the

Basque country, and persecution of all minorities

began.

In Ireland, the Sinn Féin party, founded in

1905 by Arthur Griffith with the aim of separating

from England, obtained an overwhelming success

in the elections of 1918. The members of the party

that called themselves Dáil Éireann (assembly of

Ireland) proclaimed in January 1919 the indepen-

dent Republic of Ireland under the presidency of

Eamon De Valera. On 6 December 1921 a treaty

was signed by Great Britain and the Irish represen-

tatives (Griffith and Michael Collins). Southern

Ireland became the Free State (Saorstát Éireann)

and obtained the status of a dominion, in which

the king was represented by a governor. Despite its

ratification by both parliaments, the treaty pro-

duced a civil war between the moderates (authors

of the treaty) and extremists lead by De Valera, at

the head of the National Party (Fianna Fáil). In

Northern Ireland a quasi-federalist system (home

rule) was applied with local political bodies. In

practice, however, it resulted in a system of hege-

monic control by the majority and in discrimina-

tion against the Catholic minority, ‘‘systematically

pushed out of the skilled industrial occupations

which increasingly became Protestant monopolies’’

(Hobsbawm).
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The Russian Empire was inhabited by almost
one hundred nationalities. Among them, the
Germans in the Baltic provinces, along with the
Poles and the Finns, enjoyed a high level of auton-
omy until the first half of the nineteenth century.
Later, the policy of russification of all minorities
began. All groups, and the Jews in particular, experi-
enced oppression, especially the denial of equality
and political rights. The situation of minorities
began to improve with the revolution of 1905, and
with the democratic revolution in March 1917 their
complete equality was proclaimed. The Baltic states,
the Finns, and the Poles proclaimed their indepen-
dence, and the rest of the empire was reconstructed
as the USSR (1924) in which European and Asian
peoples were organized in ‘‘federal’’ republics
(originally seven, then eleven, and finally sixteen
in the early 1950s). The constitution of the Soviet
Union even enshrined the right of secession, but
recognition of this right, in Lenin’s opinion, in no
way led to the ‘‘formation of small States, but to
the enlargement of the bigger ones, a phenom-
enon more advantageous for the masses and for
the development of the economy’’ (V. I. Lenin,
Prosvestcenie nos. 4, 5, 6, April–June 1914).

Equality was formally guaranteed to all persons
belonging to all racial and linguistic minorities, and
minority religions were held to be on the same
footing as the Orthodox Church. From a political
point of view, the USSR actively promoted the use
of minority languages to implement many social
goals, such as literacy, compulsory education, and
equality between men and women. However, no
effective cultural and political autonomy could exist
in practice, because the public life of all citizens was
uniformly molded in the pattern of the totalitarian
dictatorship.

Movements for national independence on the
part of the larger national groups (Ukrainians,
Caucasians, and Muslims in Central Asia) were
suppressed, and the totalitarian direction of all life
and the administration by the strictly centralized
Communist Party provided a framework for uni-
formity. The discontent of minorities emerged in
World War II, in which it became clear that Soviet
government represented Russian domination.

The need for a general discipline concerning
minorities in Europe was urged by many states. In
1933, Poland, with the support of other states,

presented a draft multilateral treaty to the League
of Nations that was open to all states and contained
rules on the protection of minorities. The draft was
rejected, as many states (including France and
Italy) were in favor of a reduction of the level of
protection settled in the treaties and, as a conse-
quence, of the external interference on states with
minorities. As a consequence, Poland renounced
the Polish treaty on minorities on 13 September
1934 and stated that from then on minorities
would be protected only by Polish law. This renun-
ciation by the most powerful minority state influ-
enced the others and produced a loss of credibility
in the whole supervisory system of the League. In
1939 only four petitions were brought to the
Secretariat and three were rejected. The tendency
from then on was to solve the minority problem
through bilateral treaties, a system that lasted even
after World War II.

The final blow to the system devised by the
League was the deterioration of international rela-
tions due to the rise of Nazism. With the national-
istic propaganda in Germany, Austria, Italy,
Hungary, and Bulgaria, the principle of the protec-
tion of minorities was definitely put aside.

The beginning of World War II produced a
worsening of the repressive and assimilatory mea-
sures against minorities in all fascist regimes. In
Italy on 6 October 1938 the Fascist Great Council
approved a ‘‘declaration on the race’’ that contained
discriminatory measures toward non-Italians and
Jews in particular. Members of minorities were pre-
vented from urbanization, and minority working-
class families were transferred to the African colo-
nies. An exception to this attitude was the annexa-
tion of the province of Ljubljana to Italy in 1941,
which was accompanied by special legislation of
the kind applied in the occupied Dalmation Slavic-
speaking areas (Trau, Sebenico, Spalato, and Cattaro)
and accorded to the local population a minimum
standard of protection.

In Nazi Germany, there were two stages of
genocide: the elimination of the national pattern
of the oppressed peoples and the establishment of
the national pattern of the oppressor. It included
the prohibition of the use of local languages and
compulsory education in the spirit of the official
ideology (‘‘cultural genocide’’), various measures
to favor a lower birthrate in non-German
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populations and a higher rate in German groups
(‘‘biological genocide’’), racial discrimination, and
mass killing of certain groups (‘‘physical
genocide’’).

POST–WORLD WAR II

The victorious powers decided with the Potsdam
Declaration of 1945 to solve the German minority
problem by compulsory transfer. As a result of the
implementation of this decision 6,650,000 persons
were sent to the four occupied zones. Between
1945 and 1947 a number of treaties were signed
to allow voluntary repatriation of central and Eastern
Europeans (for example, Poland signed such an agree-
ment with the USSR, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia,
and France).

The new multilateral and bilateral
treaties Peace settlements after World War II
led to the conclusion of several multilateral and
bilateral instruments and measures forbidding dis-
crimination or providing for special protective mea-
sures for ethnic, religious, and linguistic minorities.
The agreement signed in 1946 between Austria
and Italy related to the rights of the German-speak-
ing minority in the Bolzano province. The 1947
peace treaty with Hungary and Romania and the
1955 Austrian State Treaty contained general
provisions prohibiting discrimination. The latter
also provided specific provisions concerning the
Croats and Slovenes in the three Austrian provinces
of Carinthia, Burgenland, and Styria. The 1954
agreement among Italy, Great Britain, the United
States, and Yugoslavia concerning Trieste estab-
lished the protection of the Yugoslav and Italian
minorities in the respective parts of the region of
Trieste. Also, agreed statements by Denmark and
the Federal Republic of Germany in 1955 included
special provisions to protect German and Danish
minorities.

Such treaties, unlike the ones signed after
World War I, did not provide a specific discipline
for the protection of minorities. The reason is two-
fold: on one hand, the problem was significantly
less consistent in practice thanks to the transfer of
populations and the changing of the frontiers; on
the other hand, the atmosphere in Europe had
changed (mainly as a result of the use made by
the Nazis of the alleged ill-treatment of German

minorities in central Europe). Minority rights fell
into disfavor and were seen as a threat to peace.

International and supranational treaties
protecting human rights After World War II
a new universal and individualistic conception of
human rights prevailed. For a long time the very
idea of a specific, internationally recognized status
for national minorities as collective subjects was put
aside in the hope of solving the problem not
through special group rights but by guaranteeing
basic civic and political rights to all individuals
regardless of group membership. However, the
ongoing quest for rights by European minorities
and their resistance to assimilation demonstrated
the limits of such a conception—which resulted in
rendering ‘‘minorities vulnerable to a significant
injustice in the hands of the majority’’ (Kymlicka)
and the importance of having an international dis-
cipline for the protection of minorities. Under the
UN Charter of 1945 and the Universal Declaration
on Human Rights (1948), persons that belonged
to minority groups were protected only by the
principles of equality before the law and the prohi-
bition of discrimination on the grounds of race,
language, and religion. Nevertheless, the Economic
and Social Council authorized the Commission on
Human Rights to make a recommendation on this
subject and approved the establishment in 1947 of
the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimi-
nation and Protection of Minorities. While nondis-
crimination implies a formal guarantee of equal
treatment before the law and a uniform treatment
for all individuals, protection implies special measures
or even affirmative action on the part of the state in
order to protect the special features of the minority
and prevent it from assimilation. Moreover, special
rights may be conferred on individuals within minor-
ities, but obviously they also have a collective dimen-
sion as they are aimed to protect the interests of the
individual not only as an individual but also as a
member of the group.

The first general convention to recognize and
protect the fundamental collective rights of minori-
ties was the Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (1948), which
in Article 2 defines the objects of protection as a
whole or part of ‘‘a national, ethnical, racial or reli-
gious group.’’ Linguistic groups were not included
because language was regarded as an element of
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national collective identity. This convention protects
the right to the existence of a minority, which does
not only coincide with the right to life of its members
but also the right of the group to exist through the
shared consciousness of its members, the prerequisite
for the enjoyment of all other rights. Therefore
Article 2 affirms that the acts that constitute
genocide are: ‘‘(a) killing members of the group;
(b) causing serious bodily or mental harm to mem-
bers of the group; (c) deliberately inflicting on
the group conditions of life calculated to bring
about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
(d) imposing measures intended to prevent births
within the group; (e) forcibly transferring children
of the group to another group.’’

Article 27 of the 1966 International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights declares that: ‘‘In
those states in which ethnic, religious or linguistic
minorities exist, persons belonging to such minor-
ities shall not be denied the right, in community
with the other members of their group, to enjoy
their own culture, to profess and practise their
own religion, or to use their own language.’’
This implicitly confers on the states a precise duty
that is likely to require, in order to be fulfilled,
some form of positive action. In order to supervise
the implementation of this article, three instru-
ments can be used: state reports, state complaints,
and individual petitions (Articles 40 and 41 and
the Optional Protocol to the Covenant). Reports
by states have developed dramatically since the
first years, as most states have issued particular
laws that protect minorities.

The same approach was taken by the 1960
UNESCO Convention against Discrimination in
Education: ‘‘5(c) It is essential to recognize the
right of members of national minorities to carry
on their own educational activities, including the
maintenance of schools and, depending on the edu-
cational policy of each State, the use or the teaching
of their own language.’’ More explicitly, the UN
General Assembly’s (non–legally binding) 1992
Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to
National, Ethnic, Religious, or Linguistic Minorities
states the principle of both formal and substantial
equality in order to preserve and develop the char-
acteristics of the minorities.

The European Convention on Human Rights
of 1950 refers to national minorities in Article 14,

which states that ‘‘association with a national mi-
nority’’ constitutes one of the grounds on which
discrimination is forbidden. Individuals belonging
to national minorities are therefore protected, but
minorities themselves do not enjoy any specific

legal status. Despite this absence of specific attention

to languages and minorities, there has been, as Geoff

Gilbert puts it, a ‘‘burgeoning’’ minority rights

jurisprudence of the European Court of Human

Rights.

The Final Act of the Conference on Security

and Co-operation (CSCE; since 1995 the OSCE)

in Europe adopted in Helsinki in 1975 mentioned

the right of persons belonging to minorities to

equality before the law and the duty of the signa-

tory states ‘‘on whose territory national minorities

exist’’ to ‘‘afford them the full opportunity for the

actual enjoyment of human rights and fundamental

freedoms’’ in order to ‘‘protect their legitimate

interests in this sphere’’ (Principle 7). Principle 7 also

contains a guarantee for religious minorities: partici-

pating states will ‘‘recognize and respect the freedom

of the individual to profess and practice, alone or

in community with others, religion or belief.’’ In

the concluding documents produced by the follow-

up meetings (Vienna, 1989; Copenhagen, 1990;

Geneva, 1991; Helsinki, 1992), as well as the Oslo

recommendations on linguistic rights (1998), the

positive obligation of the states to preserve the col-

lective rights of minorities was clearly stated, along

with their duty to create conditions for the pro-

motion of the ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and reli-

gious identity of national minorities in their territory.

All decisions of the OSCE are not legally bind-

ing, although they have an important political

significance.

In the framework of the Council of Europe,

the European Charter for Regional or Minority

Languages (1992) and the Framework Convention

for the Protection of National Minorities (1994)

form an important site for the gradual development

of a minimum standard with regard to the legal

position of regional and minority languages. The

Framework Convention is self-executing, but only

regarding the loose commitments that the states

have undertaken toward the minorities. Beyond this

point the execution of this convention requires

special regulations in order to be effective at the
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domestic level. Both the Framework Convention

and the Charter on Languages entered into force

in 1998. By 2005 neither of the two was yet so

universally accepted as the European Convention

on Human Rights (1950), but the number of states
parties was rising. Nineteen states had ratified the
Charter on Regional and Minority Languages,
including thirteen of the twenty-five member states
of the European Union (United Kingdom, Sweden,
Spain, Slovenia, Slovakia, Netherlands, Luxembourg,
Hungary, Germany, Finland, Denmark, Germany,
and Austria). The Framework Convention was much
closer to becoming a genuine pan-European stan-
dard; by 2005 it had been ratified by thirty-seven
states, and the only ones missing, apart from some
mini-states, were Turkey and four European Union
states: Belgium, France, Greece, and Luxembourg.

The provisions of these two treaties do not
seem easily capable of directly affecting the national
legal order of nation-states. Also, their interna-
tional supervision mechanisms do not lead to bind-
ing judicial or quasi-judicial decisions. Periodic
state reports on the application of the conventions
must be submitted to the Committees of Experts
that were set up under each of the two conven-
tions. However, the dynamic approach adopted by
these committees in fulfilling their monitoring
tasks is quite remarkable, perhaps even unprece-
dented in international monitoring practice. They
have established a dialogue with the governments
concerned, visit the country and speak to minority
groups, and do not hesitate to make statements as
to whether the states have adequately complied
with their obligations, expressing detailed views
on how to improve the situation. These statements
then lead to recommendations adopted by the
Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe
and, in fact, the ministers have so far largely fol-
lowed the views of the experts. Pressure is thus
exerted on the states to adopt best practices as
formulated by the expert bodies.

Within the European Union, the Treaties of

Maastricht (1992), Amsterdam (1997), and Nice

(2001) declare that the full development of the

culture of the member state, respecting its national

and regional differences, constitutes one of the

objectives of the Community (Article 128 of the

Treaty of Maastricht and Article 151 of the Treaty

of Amsterdam). The Charter of Fundamental

Rights of the European Union (2000) states, along

with the principle of nondiscrimination on the

grounds, inter alia, of ethnicity, language, and

belonging to a national minority (Article 21), the

respect by the EU of cultural, religious, and lin-

guistic differences (Article 22). The project of the

Constitutional Treaty of the EU (2004), which

includes the Charter of Fundamental Rights, states,

among the values that also have to be fulfilled by

candidate member states, the respect for human

rights, including the rights of persons belonging

to a minority (Article I-2; Article I-57)

CONSTITUTIONAL PROTECTION

Not all European states protect minorities through

positive measures. France is an example of a neu-

tral, or agnostic, state, in the sense that it does not

protect a (collective) ‘‘right to difference’’ or to

cultural identity, the expressions of which should

be left to the private sphere. Language, religion,

and culture are grounds on which discrimination is

forbidden but not on which a special status may be

conferred. The only applicable principle is equality

before the law: no one may suffer negative treat-

ment because he or she belongs to a minority, but

minorities are not protected as such. (With decision

no. 99-412 DC of 15 June 1999, the French

Constitutional Council ruled that Article 7 of the

preamble of the European Charter of regional lan-

guages was unconstitutional as it confers ‘‘specific

rights to those speaking regional or minority

languages within the territories in which such lan-

guages are spoken.’’) Neutral states do not consti-

tute the rule. Almost all European systems protect

minorities also through domestic legislation. Most

constitutions provide for the protection of linguistic

or national minorities and/or minority or national

languages: In the constitution of Italy, Article 6;

Spain, Article 3, paragraphs 2 and 3; Switzerland,

Articles 4 and 70; Belgium, Articles 2 and 30; Ireland,

Article 8; Finland, Article 17; Sweden, Article 2, para-

graph 4 and Article 15; Austria, Article 8; Slovakia,

Articles 6 and 33; Poland, Articles 27 and 35;

Croatia, Articles 12 and 15; Albania, Article 20,

paragraph 1; Romania, Articles 6; 32, paragraph 2;

59, paragraph 2; and 127, paragraph 2; Slovenia,

Articles 11 and 64; Lithuania, Article 45; and

Estonia, Article 37.
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The state representatives in the Meeting of
Experts on National Minorities, held by the
CSCE in Geneva in July 1991, took account of
the diversity and the variations in constitutional
systems and identified different positive approaches
pursued by European democracies. These included
advisory and decision-making bodies in which minor-
ities are represented, in particular with regard to
education, culture, and religion; elected bodies and
assemblies of national minority affairs; local and
autonomous administration as well as autonomy on
a territorial basis, including the existence of consulta-
tive, legislative, and executive bodies chosen through
free and periodic elections; self-administration by a
national minority of aspects concerning its identity in
situations where autonomy on a territorial basis does
not apply; and decentralized or local forms of
government.

In general terms there are two main constitu-

tional models of protection. The first may be

described as the ‘‘states of minorities,’’ where all

languages are co-official, despite the numeric con-

sistence of the groups and in which the monopoly

of each minority corresponds to the territorial

dimension of the state sub-unit. This is typically the

case of asymmetrical federations such as Belgium and

Switzerland in which all languages enjoy an equal

status at the federal level, whereas at the local level

linguistic territoriality is strictly applied, resulting in

monolingual sub-units. A second category is that of

the states that recognize the existence of a linguistic

majority/minority relationship and in which the pro-

tection of minority rights is a fundamental principle

of the constitutional system. In such cases minorities

enjoy a special degree of positive protection (that

derogate to the principle of formal equality) on the

basis of the classical principles of welfare states, in

which the interests of social groups are legally rele-

vant (for example, Article 6 of the Italian constitu-

tion: ‘‘The republic protects linguistic minorities

by special laws’’). Such states are typically those char-

acterized by a large linguistic majority and by one

or more linguistic minorities. If there are multiple

minority groups, the level of protection of their

linguistic rights may not be the same. Numerical,

historical, political, and economic differences may

constitute the grounds for choosing different models

of protection, such as in Italy and Spain, in which the

regions inhabited by the most consistent minorities

enjoy a higher degree of autonomy, and such as

Finland, in which political autonomy is conferred

only to the Swedish-speaking Åland Islands.

If the protection is effective in ‘‘old’’ European

democracies, younger ones have so far succeeded

only to a limited extent in assuring a minimum

standard of minority protection, in spite of the

constitutional and legislative provisions that they

have adopted with this aim. In most cases (e.g.,

the Balkan states) this is due to the foundation of

the newly independent states on an ethnic and

nationalistic basis, in which all citizens are equal

before the law, regardless of their nationality, but

the majority nation is the only subject that, having

the right to statehood, is entitled to legitimize the

newborn state. Consider the wording of the pre-

amble to the Croatian constitution of 1990:

‘‘Proceeding from . . . the inalienable, indivisible,

non-transferable and non-exhaustible right of the

Croatian nation to self-determination and state

sovereignty, . . . the Republic of Croatia is hereby

established as the national state of the Croatian

people and a state of members of other nations

and minorities who are its citizens.’’ Thus major-

ity nations create states, and through their legiti-

macy, can recognize the rights of minorities to live

there.

See also Convention on Genocide; Genocide; Human
Rights; Maastricht, Treaty of; Potsdam Conference;
Refugees; Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
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MIRÓ, JOAN (1893–1983), Spanish painter,
sculptor, and printmaker.

Joan Miró was born in Barcelona. Following

secondary school, his father insisted that he attend

business school apart from his art studies at La

Escuela de la Lonja, where Modest Urgell was one

of his teachers. In 1910–1911 his family purchased a

farm in Montroig (Tarragona), which became one

of his most important studios. In 1911 he fell ill

with typhoid fever and recovered there. From 1912

to 1915 he studied with the innovative art instructor

Francesc D’Assi Galı́ Fabra. In 1916 he met the

dealer Josep Dalmau, who in February 1918 pre-

sented Miró’s first solo exhibition in Barcelona.

1920S: PARIS AND SURREALISM

In early March 1920 Miró moved to Paris, where he

met Pablo Picasso. He planned his first Paris exhibi-

tion with the help of Dalmau, scheduled for the next

season. In June he returned to Spain, but in the

autumn was represented with two paintings—Self-
Portrait and Montroig, Village and Church—in a

Paris group exhibition of Catalan artists in the

Salon d’Automne.

In January 1921 he again traveled to Paris and in

late February again met Picasso. The following

month he worked in the studio of the Catalan sculp-

tor Pablo Gargallo at 45 rue Blomet. Through March

he painted new canvases and, with Dalmau, planned

the opening of the exhibition. Miró now met several

important writers—Max Jacob, Pierre Reverdy, and

Tristan Tzara. Also in March he possibly met André

Masson and discovered that the two artists’ studios at

45 rue Blomet were adjacent. On 29 April his first

solo show opened at the Galerie La Licorne, with a

catalog preface by Maurice Raynal situating him as

the heir of Cézanne and Picasso. In June he again
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returned to Barcelona, remaining there for the rest of

the year and beginning his most ambitious painting

to date, The Farm. In early May 1922, again working

at 45 rue Blomet, he finished The Farm, which was

consigned to the art dealer Léonce Rosenberg and

presented in the Salon d’Automne (1 November–

17 December).

Through Masson, Miró met the writer and

future ethnographer Michel Leiris in March 1923

and possibly also Antonin Artaud, Robert Desnos,

Jean Dubuffet, Paul Éluard, Marcel Jouhandeau,

Georges Limbour, Raymond Queneau, and Armand

Salacrou. His painting The Farm was again exhibited

at the Caméleon in boulevard Montparnasse in May

before he returned to Spain in June. In July he began

working on important transitional paintings that

announced his move toward surrealism: The Tilled

Field, The Hunter, and Pastorale (all July 1923–winter

1924).

Though André Breton had seen Masson’s solo

exhibition at Daniel-Henry Kahnweiler’s Galerie

Simon in early 1924, the poet and painter would

not meet until late September. Miró probably did

not meet Breton until the following year, but Miró

was already immersed in surrealist ideas. Evidence

of this interest is his letter (10 August 1924) to

Leiris: ‘‘I have done a series of small things on

wood, in which I take off with some form in the

wood. . . . I agree with Breton that there is some-

thing extremely disturbing about a page of writ-

ing’’ (Rowell, p. 86). Shortly after meeting Miró in

early 1925, Breton purchased The Hunter and The

Gentleman. Miró’s June solo exhibition at the

Galerie Pierre presented works in the surrealist

idiom. By the autumn Miró’s works appeared in

the Galerie Pierre’s group exhibition of surrealist

painting. Breton’s book Le surréalisme et la pein-

ture (1928) represented Miró as one of the artists

in the group.

Jacques Dupin has called Miró’s works of the

years 1925–1927 ‘‘dream paintings.’’ The most

famous and important of these is the 1925 Birth of

The Hunter: Catalan Landscape. Painting by Joan Miró, 1923–1924. MUSEUM OF MODERN ART
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the World, where highly schematic and transparent

figures are set against a painterly field. These were

complemented by landscapes, Dutch interiors, and

imaginary portraits (1926–1929). Prompted by his

success, Miró rejected the danger of facile repetition

and proclaimed: ‘‘I want to assassinate painting.’’

His works of the period 1928–1931 consisted of

collages made out of deliberately crude materials

(1928–1929), ‘‘anti-paintings’’ where he made an

image and canceled it out (1930), and ‘‘object

assemblages’’ made up of found objects and detritus

(1931). These works reveal a sense of artistic crisis

and capture the wider sense of cultural, economic,

and political crisis that characterized the period.

1930S: POLITICAL AND ARTISTIC CRISIS

While Miró continued making collages and paint-
ings in the early 1930s (especially 1933–1934),
many of the canvases from 1934 onward are gro-
tesquely distorted. Following Hitler’s rise to power
in 1933, in October 1934 a failed revolution in
Miró’s native Barcelona and in Asturias was brutally
put down by the Spanish military, using the
Moroccan army. This event was a prelude to the
Spanish civil war. Things were no better in Paris, for
on 6 February 1934 right-wing militants attempted
to storm the French Assembly. The riot was only put
down when the authorities fired on the crowd; within
days there was a general strike (supported by the
surrealists) and the government collapsed. Miró’s
unsettling 1930s ‘‘savage paintings’’ engage with
the political crisis.

The city of Guernica in the Basque homeland
was cynically destroyed in April 1937 when the
German Condor Legion dropped incendiary
bombs on it with General Francisco Franco’s com-
plicity. The bombings created a new sense of
urgency on the part of the Republican government
to seek international support, especially in the face
of the nonaggression pact signed by France and
England. The pact effectively isolated Spain from
the matériel necessary to conduct the war, while
Germany and Italy’s support of the military rebel-
lion was ignored by the international community.
Plans were in preparation for the Spanish Pavilion
at the Paris World’s Fair, and the bombings intro-
duced a new urgency. Miró’s contribution was a
large mural called The Reaper (Catalan Peasant in
Revolt). This now lost work was clearly a powerful

political and artistic statement of identification with

the Republic. Further, Miró made the stencil Aidez
l’Espagne (Help Spain) with the intention of selling

it as a stamp to raise money for the Republic.

The Spanish civil war was a prelude to World

War II. In 1939, after the beginning of the world

war, Miró fled from Paris to Varengeville, in

Normandy, where he began a series of twenty-three

gouaches known as the Constellations in January

1940. Following the German invasion of France

in May 1940, Miró decided to go with his wife

and daughter to Mallorca. En route, pausing in

Perpignan, he continued working on the series of

gouaches. The series was continued in Mallorca

and completed in Montroig in September 1941.

Executed during the darkest year of the war, when

the outcome was by no means clear, this series

condensed the artist’s sense of spiritual resistance

and humankind’s capacity to triumph over adver-

sity even in the face of insurmountable odds. When

the Constellations were shown in New York in early

1945, they demonstrated that the Nazi assault had

not extinguished culture in Europe.

POSTWAR

Miró declined to participate in the first Bienal

Hispano-Americana de Arte (Madrid, 1951), an

exhibition officially sanctioned by the Franco gov-

ernment. Miró’s postwar years amounted to a form

of internal exile within Franco’s dictatorship

(1 April 1939–20 November 1975). But Miró

exhibited frequently in Paris and New York, thus

avoiding the censorship that otherwise applied to

works of art or literature in Spain.

Miró undertook numerous public commissions

abroad. In 1947 he spent several months in New

York, working in the studio of Carl Holty, where he

prepared a large mural commission for the Cincinnati

Terrace Plaza Hotel. Miró and Josep Lloréns Artigas’s

monumental ceramic works included commissions for

UNESCO (1958), Harvard (1960), the Guggenheim

(1967), Osaka (1970), and the Kunsthaus Zürich

(1971–1972). In 1958 he began working on an ambi-

tious commission to make the elaborate gardens for

Aimé Maeght’s foundation in Saint Paul de Vence.

This project created an environment through the use

of a variety of sculptural media; in this period Miró

began intensively engaging with sculpture.
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1960S AND BEYOND: A RENEWED REBELLION

During the 1960s Miró returned to painting,
incorporating abstract expressionist and informel
painting. The greater spontaneity of his methodol-
ogy expressed solidarity with younger artists. His
painted sculptures incorporated ideas from pop art.
His 1968 retrospective, organized in France, was
additionally presented in Barcelona (November
1968–January 1969), his only exhibition held in
Spain during the dictatorship. Miró was concerned
that such a retrospective would reduce his work to
official culture. In a subversive action, working all
night long, Miró worked with a team of architec-
ture students to make a clandestine and ephemeral
mural, called ‘‘Miró otro’’ (May 1969), executed
on the glass windows of Col.legi de Architectes de
Barcelona.

For his retrospective for the Grand Palais
(Paris, May 1974), Miró executed a substantial
body of work to assert the continued contemporary
vitality of his art and aggressively to resist political
oppression. Miró again rejected conventional
painting and took up antiart. Among the found-
object sculptures cast in bronze, tapestries, and
ceramics, there was a striking series of burned can-
vases, where the center of the canvas was a void.
One of the gestural paintings rendered the marks as
the traces of an act of pictorial rebellion commen-
surate with the events in Paris: it was titled May
1968 (1973).

Miró continued to make powerful paintings
through the late 1970s. In 1976 he donated the
majority of his drawings to the recently opened
Fundació Joan Miró in Barcelona. For the first
time, the little-known preparatory drawings, which
underpinned most of his work, were published. His
1978–1979 retrospective, and donation of draw-
ings, at the Centre Pompidou in Paris further made
his drawings available. Miró continued working
through the beginning of the 1980s on numerous
projects, many now conserved in the Fundació
Pilar i Joan Miró on Mallorca. His activity during
the year 1983 was curtailed by ill health. On
Christmas day of that year he died at age ninety.

See also Picasso, Pablo; Spain; Surrealism; Tzara,
Tristan.
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Cabañas Bravo, Miguel. Polı́tica artı́stica del franquismo.
Madrid, 1996.
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(1946–47).’’ Burlington Magazine, 135, no. 1079
(February 1993): 81–92.

———. ‘‘The Shape of Color: Joan Miró’s Painted
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of Color: Joan Miró’s Painted Sculpture, by Laura
Coyle, William Jeffett, and Joan Punyet-Miró, 21–65.
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Raynal, Maurice. ‘‘Preface to the 1921 Miró Exhibition at
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MITTERRAND, FRANÇOIS (1916–
1996), French politician.

François Mitterrand, who lived to be seventy-
nine years old, belonged to that special brand of
French politician endowed with exceptional lon-
gevity. Once he entered into political life with the
liberation of France from German occupation, he
was destined not to leave it again until 1995, some
fifty years later. But a long life such as this is not
without its surprises, the most important being
that he was ‘‘born’’ on the political right, but
‘‘died’’ on the left. Political evolutions are usually
held to go in the other direction, but the reverse is
often true. At any rate, François Mitterrand was
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born into a Catholic family in Jarnac, Charente,
and ‘‘Catholic’’ at that time virtually always meant
right wing. He went to a Catholic high school, and
when he arrived in Paris at the end of the 1930s, as
a student in law and literature, he lived in a reli-
gious dormitory. He was deeply Catholic, flirted
with the Far Right at one point, and began to
manifest his abilities as a leader.

At the start of World War II, during the 1939
campaign against Germany, Mitterrand was slightly
wounded and then taken prisoner. Besides being
fiercely anti-German, which was common at the
time on both the right and the left, he could not
bear being in a prisoner-of-war camp. He
attempted escape several times and finally suc-
ceeded, at which point he offered his services at
Vichy (the seat of the French government under
the Nazi occupation), where, thanks to his political
leanings and family connections, he had little trou-
ble finding a position. He proved sufficiently sup-
portive of Marshall Philippe Pétain’s government
to receive its highest honor, the Francisque; how-
ever, his anti-German sentiments drove him to
simultaneously join the Resistance, where he soon
occupied an important place in the underground
activities carried out by former prisoners. This
explains why he traveled to London and then
Algiers to meet General Charles de Gaulle, the
head of the Free French movement, with whom
he maintained chilly relations from the outset.

EARLY POLITICAL CAREER

At the time of the Liberation in 1944, Mitterrand,
twenty-eight years old and without a solid profes-
sion, turned to politics. He was elected deputy of
Nièvre for the first time in 1946, a post he would
be reelected to until 1958, but his personality
quickly led him to become a minister. His first post
was in the Socialist-led government of Paul
Ramadier, one of many he held during the Fourth
Republic, in which he played a unique role. Elected
the first time as a more right-wing deputy (in a
France that was leaning toward the left), he soon
situated himself more on the left (in a France that
was leaning to the right). He belonged to a splinter
faction called the UDSR (Democratic and Socialist
Union of the Resistance), a pivotal group buffeted
between left and right wings, and which was above
all a breeding ground for ministers because its vote

was often necessary to help one or another govern-
ment win a majority. Mitterrand landed increas-
ingly important posts. Pierre Mendès-France
named him interior minister in 1954, and it was
there that he was forced to confront the beginnings
of the insurrection in Algeria, proclaiming force-
fully that independence was impossible because
France was one, from Dunkirk to the Congo. He
had hopes of becoming cabinet chief when the
collapse of the Fourth Republic, unable to handle
the Algerian question, paved the way for the Fifth
Republic, whose beginnings proved very painful for
him. Not only did he lose his position as deputy in
the 1958 elections, but he lost face in the 1959
‘‘Affaire de l’Observatoire,’’ a terrorist attack of
which he would purportedly have been the victim,
but which in fact he had more or less planned out
himself.

However, this disgrace would turn out to his
advantage. A determined opponent of General de
Gaulle, Mitterrand ran for the presidency in 1965
and won the backing of the entire Left, as much
because he stood almost no chance of winning as
because he did not seem like a very formidable
competitor to any of the other left-wing leaders
of the time. Nonetheless his results, nearly 45 per-
cent of the vote in the second round (whereas it
had previously appeared that de Gaulle would win
easily in the first round), catapulted him to the
head of the ranks of the noncommunist left wing.
From that moment forward he concentrated exclu-
sively on becoming president of the republic.

Disgraced a second time when he vehemently
announced his candidacy for president when the
post was not vacant, he threw himself right back
into the mix and, allied with a smaller faction called
the Convention of Republican Institutions, dis-
played what it took to gain membership in the
new Socialist Party and become its secretary all on
the same day, at the Épinay-sur-Seine Congress in
June 1971. His strategy then was simple: enter
government by unifying the Left in alliance with
the Communist Party, under the condition that the
wing be reequilibrated, with the Socialist Party
balancing out the Communists (an eventuality the
Communists only took seriously when it was too
late). The two parties agreed on a ‘‘Common
Program for Government’’ in 1972 and fielded
Mitterrand as the sole candidate from the left in
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the elections of 1974, following the unexpected

death of Georges Pompidou. He got to within a

hair’s breadth of his goal, just barely losing in the

second round to Valéry Giscard d’Estaing (49.19

percent versus 50.81 percent for his opponent).

Mitterrand’s hopes seemed dashed when the

Union of the Left fell apart in 1977 because the

Communists realized it was not working to their

advantage, and Giscard d’Estaing’s party carried

the legislative elections of 1978. Nevertheless, in

the first round of presidential elections in 1981,

Mitterrand easily beat the Communist candidate

Georges Marchais (weakened by the growing dis-

credit of the Soviet system), and in the second

round he won out over d’Estaing with 52 percent

of the vote, versus the latter’s 48 percent. He

would remain president of the republic for the next

fourteen years, following his reelection in 1988. An

ardent adversary of the Fifth Republic’s constitu-
tion because it accorded the president too many
powers, he had no problem working with it when it
played to his favor, but his two-term presidency
was not without its pitfalls.

PRESIDENCY

Mitterrand’s legislative agenda claimed to be social-
ist, and he announced early on he intended to
complete the ‘‘changeover,’’ meaning a break with
capitalism. But after two years of major reforms, in
particular the nationalization of a large portion of
the industrial and financial sectors, the economic
situation in 1983 forced him to change his policies.
However, he had in the meantime become very
unpopular as a result, and the Socialists lost the
legislative elections in 1986. For the first time in
its history, the Fifth Republic had a ‘‘cohabita-
tion,’’ in this case a president from the left and a

François Mitterrand shakes hands with supporters in Paris after his election to the French presidency, 14 May

1981. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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parliamentary majority from the right. The same
scenario was produced during his second presi-
dency, when the Socialists lost the legislative elec-
tions in 1993, after having just barely regained
their majority in 1988, and a new period of coha-
bitation ensued that lasted until the end of his
second term in 1995. Under Mitterrand’s presi-
dencies, despite the presence of Communist minis-
ters in the government from 1981 to 1984 (for the
first time in thirty-four years), far from finally pro-
gressing down the path to socialism, France
evolved toward liberalism.

Even though cohabitation deprived the presi-
dent of a large part of his domestic political powers,
it did make it possible for him to play a major role
in foreign policy, and it was in this domain that
Mitterrand truly made his lasting mark. At the
beginning of his first seven-year term he had
sought to implement a ‘‘leftist,’’ ‘‘pro–third world’’
foreign policy, but as with domestic politics, he was
forced to give it up because France lacked the
means to pretend it could remake the world.
Mitterrand played no specific role in the fall of
European communism, except perhaps to try to
slow it down. Although he had not been an espe-
cially passionate pro-Europe supporter during ear-
lier periods of his career, he became one while
president, and particularly during his second term
he made great efforts to advance it. He worked
actively to promote the passage of the Maastricht
Treaty (1991–1992), the act that founded the
European Union. When the United States began
to take action against the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait
in 1990, he brushed past a portion of both the Left
and the Right and decided to associate France with
the move, involving it in the Gulf War.

Mitterrand was without a doubt a forceful per-
sonality, but with a character that was perhaps too
complex and contradictory to elicit consistent sup-
port. Tactically shrewd (his nickname during the
Fourth Republic was ‘‘the Florentine,’’ after
Machiavelli, and he was forever breaking the every-
day rules, in his private life in particular), highly
cultured, a writer and a great orator, he incontes-
tably dominated the twenty years of French politi-
cal life before the end of his presidency, but he may
not necessarily become one of its emblematic figures,
on a par with Jean Jaurès, Georges Clemenceau, and
de Gaulle.

Mitterrand carefully hid the fact that he suf-
fered from cancer, which was diagnosed in the early
years of his first term but also went into long
periods of remission. He was gravely ill by the
end of his second term and died less than one year
after his official duties ended. In France, at least, an
extraordinary days-long media frenzy ensued fol-
lowing his death.

See also France; Gaulle, Charles de; Giscard d’Estaing,
Valéry; Mendès-France, Pierre; Resistance.
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JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

n

MLADIĆ, RATKO (b. 1943), Bosnian Serb
general and accused war criminal.

Ratko Mladić, a Bosnian Serb, is the son of a
partisan fighter killed when Mladić was two. Then
occupied by the Axis, Bosnia-Herzegovina was admin-
istered by a Nazi puppet regime, the Independent
State of Croatia, which attempted the genocide of
the Serbs; some three hundred thousand of them
perished on its territory. Many fled to the ranks of
Tito’s (Josip Broz, 1892–1980) communist-led
partisans, and Bosnian Serbs achieved a formidable
postwar presence in the Communist Party of
Yugoslavia, and in the Yugoslav People’s Army
(YPA), which Mladić chose to enter as a career
soldier. Noted for his organizing skills, in 1991
he was chief of staff to the Army Corps based at
Knin, in Croatia’s Krajina, an area where Serb
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nationalist insurgency was waxing strong as Croatia
moved toward independence. Mladić gave substan-
tial material and moral support to the self-styled
Serb Army of the Krajina, apparently without
authorization from his military superiors.

In April 1992 the Federal Socialist Republic of
Yugoslavia disappeared from the map. The Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) came into being,
comprising only two of the six former communist
republics, Serbia and Montenegro, with Slobodan
Milošević (1941–2006) as president. One of his
first acts was to promote Mladić to the rank of
general in the Army of Yugoslavia, as the YPA was
now restyled. Full-scale war broke out in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, at which point the Army of
Yugoslavia split to form the Army of Republika
Srpska, more usually referred to as the Bosnian
Serb Army (BSA). Mladić became military com-
mander of the BSA at Milošević’s insistence, but
notionally he owed his appointment to a new poli-
tical chief, Radovan Karadžić (b. 1945). On 27
March 1992, the Bosnian Serbs proclaimed an
independent Republika Srpska (Serb Republic)
within Bosnia-Herzegovina, and rejected the inter-
nationally recognized authority of the Sarajevo
government. Karadžić was president of the new
entity, with its representative assembly at Pale,
twenty kilometers from Sarajevo. Milošević in this
way represented the conflict in Bosnia as a civil war
to which Belgrade was not party—the BSA was
supposedly made up of fifty to eighty thousand
troops of Bosnian origin, and therefore was not
characterized as an invasion force. The United
States and some European countries chose to swal-
low this nonsensical fiction for inglorious reasons
of their own, with horrifying consequences.

The massive firepower of the BSA over-
whelmed the Bosnian army loyal to Sarajevo,
crippled by a Western embargo on the supply of
arms. By 2 May 1992 Sarajevo was under close
siege, and the Serbs controlled 70 percent of the
territory of Bosnia-Herzegovina, a situation that
remained unchanged until the last days of the
war. Mladić’s troops waged war against a people
and a culture, in active collusion with paramilitaries
from Serbia, in a sustained campaign of ethnic
cleansing. The Muslim intelligentsia was targeted
for elimination, and Serb forces carried out the
wholesale destruction of all Islamic artifacts, from

mosques to books. The Western media reported
detention camps (some of them killing centers),
mass rape, and the butchering of helpless civilians.
Mladić was utterly contemptuous of international
condemnation. As the war turned against him he
revealed a streak of erratic wildness by threatening
to bomb Western capitals, while his forces shot
down NATO planes and took United Nations per-
sonnel as hostages, none of which advanced the
Serbs’ cause either militarily or politically.
Mladić’s worst crimes were committed in July
1995, when combined Croatian and Bosnian
offensives were rolling the Serbs back. The Serbs
retaliated by taking the UN ‘‘safe areas’’ of Žepa
and Srebrenica, and at Srebrenica massacred seven
thousand Muslims. For this atrocity, Mladić was
indicted as a war criminal by the International
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia.

Charged with two counts of genocide and thir-
teen other heinous crimes against international law,
Mladić is still at large as of 2006. When the Dayton
Agreements finally brought peace to Bosnia-
Herzegovina in December 1995, he fled to Serbia,
and lived openly in Belgrade under the protection
of Milošević. Since the fall of Milošević he has
remained in hiding, an important pawn in the end-
game of the Balkan wars. The chief prosecutor at
The Hague, Carla del Ponte (b. 1947), views the
failure to capture Mladić as evidence of the bad faith
of the government in Belgrade, although it is more
likely he is being sheltered by elements of the mili-
tary and security police operating outside the law.
The threat of economic sanctions by the United
States, which shares del Ponte’s view that Mladić’s
capture is of the first importance in settling accounts
with the Milošević regime, may partly explain why
two of Mladić’s military subordinates in Bosnia sur-
rendered themselves in 2004. Mladić is very unlikely
to follow them willingly, but in 2006 the net around
him seemed to be slowly closing.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Crime and Justice;
Karadžić, Radovan; Milošević, Slobodan; Sarajevo;
Serbia; Srebrenica; Yugoslavia.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y
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say about the character and conduct of Mladić, in the
context of a survey of the war in Bosnia written by
someone close to events.

LESLIE BENSON

n

MNOUCHKINE, ARIANE (b. 1939),
French theater director and founder of the
Théâtre de Soleil.

Ariane Mnouchkine was born in Paris in 1939
of a Russian father and English mother. Her career
has been synonymous with the work of the out-
standing modern French theater company Théâtre
de Soleil, of which she is the founder and continu-
ing artistic director. In 1959, while still a student at
the Sorbonne, she formed with a group of fellow
students a theater group that developed, in 1964,
into the Soleil. Operating from the beginning as a
collective, the group has continued to make deci-
sions by majority vote, although Mnouchkine has
always provided its central artistic vision. She has
always been dedicated to the goal of popular thea-
ter and to the exploration of significant contem-
porary social and political concerns through highly
theatrical productions drawing upon a very wide
range of international performance sources, includ-
ing commedia dell’arte, circus, and various Asian
forms.

The company’s first major success came in
1967 with Arnold Wesker’s The Kitchen, which
later, in the wake of the political upheavals in May
1968, toured to strikers in occupied factories. For
both political and aesthetic reasons the Soleil then
turned from the staging of literary texts toward
‘‘collective creations,’’ building texts and perfor-
mances out of the combined input and experience
of the company. Their first such experiment was
The Clowns in 1969, in which each company mem-
ber developed his or her own personal ‘‘clown,’’
reflecting their relationship with contemporary
society.

In 1970 the company moved to their permanent
quarters, the Cartoucherie, a former munitions sto-
rage center on the east edge of Paris. They divided
the vast interior space of the Cartoucherie into two
spaces, a large black-box theater and an adjoining
immense lobby. In these spaces Mnouchkine and

her company developed their unique performance
aesthetic. Audiences gathered in the lobby before
performances, often greeted by Mnouchkine herself,
and could partake before or during the production of
specially prepared food in some way connected with
the current production. The entire lobby space
would also be decorated to reflect the production,
with books, maps, and charts to further immerse the
spectator in that world. Inside the performance space
actors were not hidden away but could be seen pre-
paring for the production.

The opening productions at the Cartoucherie,
1789 (1970) and 1793 (1972) were among the
most famous in the modern French theater. A
number of individual platforms, some connected
by walkways, others only by stairs from the floor,
were scattered about the open space, and audience
members were free to move about, surrounded by
and sometimes engulfed by the events of the
French Revolution. These productions placed
Mnouchkine and her company at the forefront of
modern French theatrical performance. Their next
production, L’age d’or (1975; The golden age)
moved their political concerns to contemporary
France, dealing with the exploitation of immigrant
laborers. Mephisto (1979), adapted by Mnouchkine
from the novel by Klaus Mann, dealt with the
problem of a theater artist’s responsibility under a
totalitarian regime.

This return to the literary text continued with
one of Mnouchkine’s most ambitious projects, a
staging of three Shakespeare plays, Richard II,
Twelfth Night, and Henry IV, Part 1 (1982) in her
own translations and utilizing costume and acting
techniques from Asian traditions—Noh, Kabuki,
and Kathakali. The dazzling resulting productions
toured widely and established Mnouchkine’s inter-
national reputation. The composer Jean-Jacques
Lemêtre created musical accompaniment on instru-
ments from around the world, and his work subse-
quently became an integral part of the ongoing
Soleil aesthetic.

In 1984 Mnouchkine turned her attention to
recent history, staging two modern epic dramas
written by the feminist author Hélène Cixous:
L’histoire terrible mais inachevée de Norodom
Sihanouk, roi de Cambodge (1984; The terrible
but unfinished history of Norodom Sihanouk, king
of Cambodia) and L’indiade ou L’Inde de leurs
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rêves (1986; The Indiade, or the India of their
dreams). Then in 1990 Mnouchkine returned
again to the classics, with the monumental Les
Atrides, a reworking of Euripides’ Iphigenia in
Aulis plus Aeschylus’ Oresteia, with great visual
spectacle including costumes based on the Indian
Kathakali. In 1992 this production toured
internationally.

Mnouchkine continued to be passionately
devoted to social causes. In 1995 she went on a
hunger strike to protest Europe’s nonintervention
in Bosnia and in 1995 welcomed illegal immigrants
into her theater, an experience that inspired her
production Et soudain, des nuits d’éveil (1997;
And suddenly, sleepless nights). This social concern
also grounded the Brechtian-like parable play
Tambours sur la digue (2000; Drums on the dike),
written by Cixous and staged in a style based upon
Japanese Bunraku, and Le dernier caravansérail
(2003; The last caravan), dealing with the search
for sanctuary by displaced refugees in the contem-
porary world. In 2005 Mnouchkine received the

UNESCO Picasso Medal for her work in the
theater.

See also Brecht, Bertolt; Cixous, Hélène; Theater.
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MARVIN CARLSON

n

MODERNISM. The word modernism is used
to characterize a wide range of aesthetic, political,
and social movements in the twentieth century.
Within the visual arts, architecture, and literature,
modernism is most often recognized as demon-
strating an intense engagement with a particular

Ariane Mnouchkine with Paul Puaux, director of the Avignon Festival, July 1979. ªPIERRE VAUTHEY/CORBIS
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medium and the limits of its form. The larger con-
stellation of social and political forces that bolster
cultural production fall under the rubric of mod-
ernism as well. From the Bauhaus to surrealism to
existentialism, all modernist works can be held to
one overarching principle: the evaluation and
expression of the governing parameters of an art
form mobilized to critique and rediscover its
proper essence. Indeed, the question ‘‘what is
modernism?’’ is already anticipated by the very
forms of modernist art. This self-critical tendency
has given rise to a large, heterogeneous body of
work, because each sociopolitical challenge to art
and its role in modernity required a specifically
devised aesthetic response.

EARLY EXPERIMENTS

Some of modernism’s most important aesthetic
experiments were conceived before 1914 but con-
tinued to exert influence on the arts throughout
the rest of the century. In particular cubism—led
by Pablo Picasso and Georges Braque—had a pro-
found effect on painting, using the limits of two-
dimensional representation as an analytical device
for transforming everyday objects into drastically
altered amalgams of lines and shapes. The cubists
became a major touchstone for artists looking to
radicalize a given medium, as well as for avant-
gardes seeking to cut ties with the past; only the
profound devastation and loss surrounding World
War I would have as acute an impact on artistic
production in the first half of the century.

WORLD WAR I: ALIENATION AND

DISILLUSIONMENT

Between 1914 and 1918, scores of European intel-
lectuals, artists, and writers fought in the trenches.
The aesthetic and political sensibilities of those
who survived were forever altered by the war. For
many, the effects of the war and the impact of
mechanization demanded a critical engagement
based on the new relationships between self and
community in light of emerging concerns about
technology.

In Italy, the futurist artists and poets embraced
the new machinery of war, creating works that
attempted to embody the heightened sense of time
and motion that accompanied the advance of tech-
nology. Founder Filippo Tommaso Marinetti drafted

the group’s ‘‘Founding and Manifesto of Futurism’’
(1909) shortly before the war began, arguing for
the evisceration of Romantic-expressionistic concepts
of the self under the new horizon of mechanical
mediation and delineating the futurists’ proto-fascist
ambitions for art and politics to merge violently in
the social sphere.

In other European nations, the avant-gardes
were more critical of the political establishment.
Dada, which was founded in Switzerland and later
spread to Germany and France, used absurdist
humor to ironize traditional art-world standards,
the war, and the bourgeois values behind it.
A diverse group of artists were associated with the
movement, including Jean Arp, John Heartfield,
Hannah Höch, Francis Picabia, and Hans Richter.
The dadaists worked in nontraditional forms and
employed innovative techniques such as photo-
montage to represent the vertiginous flow of visual
information that typified the urban experience of
the new postwar metropolis.

Surrealism was a direct outgrowth of the Dada
movement and worked to reformulate its politically
charged engagement with popular culture and the
mass media. The French writer André Breton
penned a manifesto for the group in 1924, but
the movement had many distinct voices and expres-
sions. The surrealists were fascinated with the
operations of the unconscious and developed for-
mal procedures for realizing its effects through
automatism and chance procedures. Writers and
artists alike worked to fuse a Marxist critique of
capital with the newly popularized tenets of psy-
choanalysis developed by Sigmund Freud and later
elaborated by Jacques Lacan, mining their uncon-
scious desires to imagine pictorial and literary land-
scapes that were both liberating and derisive.

The combination of multiple endeavors in ser-
vice of a singular aesthetic reached a pinnacle with
the founding of the Bauhaus School of Art and
Architecture. Formed in Germany in 1919, the
Bauhaus’s mission was nothing less than the ame-
lioration of society on all fronts by combining the
pedagogy and practice of craft and fine arts. The
school preached the elimination of excessive orna-
mentation and superfluous design. Its affinity for
clean, industrially inspired modeling was also
championed by the Swiss architect Le Corbusier,
whose treatise Vers une architecture (1923; Towards
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a New Architecture, 1927) helped to establish the
international style in modernist architecture.

While the Bauhaus worked toward unification
via the arts, writers throughout Europe attempted
to capture and represent the alienation and frag-
mentation of the individual following the war,
which resulted in an explosion of inventive narra-
tive techniques. The Irish writer James Joyce radi-
calized the novel as a form, rejecting traditional
structures such as plot in an attempt to represent
the interior world of a character. Virginia Woolf,
a British novelist and critic, developed a similarly
innovative technique, writing in a stream-of-
consciousness style that moved fleetingly through
a range of characters’ thoughts to produce connec-
tions between individuals that would not otherwise
be evident. In the dark and surrealistic writings of
the Czech writer Franz Kafka, the individual
experience is again the focus; by placing an ordi-
nary protagonist in an extreme and usually

unexplained circumstance, Kafka’s works provided
a worm’s-eye view of one person’s struggle against
the dizzying and circuitous movement of an end-
lessly systematized bureaucracy.

The modernist torch was all but extinguished
with the rise of National Socialism in Germany.
Although many of the artists and intellectuals asso-
ciated with these movements emigrated abroad,
this critical phase of artistic engagement was all
but eradicated by the Degenerate Art exhibition
(1937), where Nazis confiscated some twenty
thousand works that were deemed unsuitable to
their social vision.

AFTER 1945: FINDING A PLACE FOR ART

In the wake of the Holocaust, artists in Europe
worked to restore the potential for modernist art
in a climate of tragedy and confusion. Some wished
to revisit the legacy of the prewar avant-gardes, and
others looked to the past with greater scrutiny. For

Villa Savoie, Poissy, France. Designed by Le Corbusier, 1930. Le Corbusier’s modernist designs transformed architecture

in the twentieth century, emphasizing simplified geometric forms and innovative use of open space. ªEDIFICE/CORBIS
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these artists, the avant-gardes’ vision of mobilizing
artistic movements for political ends helped define
the ethos of prewar totalitarian regimes. The aes-
thetic movements that surfaced in the years imme-
diately following World War II were thus largely
characterized by an engagement with this con-
tested past via a return to painting, specifically
abstraction. The memory of the war and the legacy
of both cubism and surrealism made an uneasy
framework for painting. The multiplicity of artistic
responses registered the inability of artists working
in the wake of World War II to find a clear
trajectory.

Several small, disparate movements that illus-
trate European artists’ struggle to cope with the
aftermath of the war and the ever-burgeoning
influence of capitalism cropped up in the years
between 1945 and 1960. One such movement in
theater and literature aligned itself with the tenets
of existentialist philosophy. These expressions were
most thoroughly embodied in the work of Jean-
Paul Sartre, whose plays, novels, and philosophical
writings drew a portrait of the individual as an
agent of responsibility set against the backdrop of
a massive and hollow universe. In painting, a group
of French abstractionists revisited the surrealists’
notions of automatism and ‘‘informal’’ gestural
practice under the appellation art informel. Artists
such as Jean Fautrier and Hans Hartung employed
disparate modes of representation that moved
between heavily impastoed surfaces and lyrical, aca-
demic abstraction.

In the early 1950s, a collective of English
artists and architects who called themselves the
Independent Group began exhibiting works that
turned away from art’s past to engage directly with
the new forms of advertising and consumerism.
The Independent Group advocated a critical sur-
render to the philosophy of consumer capitalism by
integrating art into innovation and leisure. In their
signature 1956 exhibition, This Is Tomorrow, the
group’s members explored their growing fascina-
tion with the erotics of the artificial and the repro-
ducible, blending the popularity of new styles of
consumer advertising with the sensibility engen-
dered by aesthetic encounters.

Beginning in the 1960s, artists across Europe
began working outside of the traditional media of
painting and sculpture. Groups such as the New

Realists in France and Arte Povera in Italy delved
further (and sometimes fruitfully) into the cross-
pollination of art and consumer culture. Opting for
direct confrontations with the power structures of
Europe, these movements proposed a more
ambivalent relationship to the commodity form.
They integrated into their canvases materials that
were traditionally scorned by the practitioners of
modernist painting. Paintings became fields in
which the tensions between high and low culture,
the aesthetic and the everyday, and the political and
the social were mapped onto one another. The goal
was to open the exclusionary boundaries of the
picture frame to the contiguous social forms that
were erupting in the changing political climate of
the 1960s. Art’s assumed place as an elite institu-
tion in the privileged realm of bourgeois society
came under fire, and the search for its legitimacy
in a culture of social revolution became a growing
concern for modernists.

In Germany, the attempts to reckon with art’s
legacy in the aftershock of the war were especially
fraught. Joseph Beuys, whose works and perfor-
mances dealt with a return to the mythic structures
of artistic practice, believed that everyone had the
potential to be an artist. Under his tutelage, a new
generation of young artists attempted to reconcile
art-making with the broader community of student
movements and social protests of the 1960s, most
notably the fluxus and capitalist realist movements.
The capitalist realists, lead by Konrad Lueg, Sigmar
Polke, and Gerhard Richter, pursued painting as a
necessary vehicle for critique of the commodity and
of consumerism. For these artists, the longevity of
modernist practice depended on pitting competing
elements of popular culture against one another in
an effort to reassert a place for art within the
increasingly visualized forms of quotidian life.

With the 1970s came the rise of conceptualism,
performance art, and other dematerialized artistic
practices that stressed ideas over material produc-
tion. This shift away from traditional modes of art-
making is often considered the start of the so-called
postmodern era. The legitimacy of this demarca-
tion is a topic of serious debate within the study of
modernist art, and has led some critics to argue
that what has been hailed as postmodernism is
merely the latest avatar of modernism itself.
Advocates of postmodernism have maintained that
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the ambitions of modernism, which include its
claims to authenticity and autonomy, were effec-
tively exhausted or negated by the movements of
the late 1960s and 1970s. In particular, turning
away from the idea of originality and self-expres-
sion as elements essential to a work of art have
been the key points of contention within these
aesthetic movements.

This postmodern face of late-modernist art
recodes the self-critical thrust of modernism as an
investigation into the very groundwork of modern-
ism itself. The material substrate of art as an object
in the world is pulled apart and analyzed through
language, performance, and institutional param-
eters. In the work of artists such as Marcel
Broodthaers, Daniel Buren, and Hans Haacke, the
museum itself took the place of traditional fine arts
media, effectively becoming the nexus for modern-
ism’s reflexive explorations. These artists worked to
expose the insidious social and commercial net-
works that support the production, exhibition,
purchase, and sale of works of art, undermining
the notion of the artist as a singular agent of crea-
tive expression in an effort to create awareness of
the constructed division that art maintains between
the social world and its own privileged spaces.

With the evolution of mass media, art has con-

tinually been forced to re-imagine its place in a

globalizing market. As a result, the 1980s and

1990s saw a rise in concern with regionalism,

nationally constructed identities, and nomadism

through the work of artists caught between an

inherited ethnicity and an adopted nationality. In

England, the rise of cultural studies and postcolo-

nial theory precipitated the emergence of the black

British arts movement of the 1980s, which opened

the formal questions of modernism to issues of

race, gender, and sexuality. Young artists such as

Sonia Boyce and Isaac Julien began working to

destabilize these categories, employing a variety of

media such as digital video and photography to

investigate the construction of subjectivity under

the influence of globalism.

Wherever art appears to be in crisis or the

aesthetic is threatened by the demands of market

capitalism or political censorship, one finds the

circumstances vital to modernist practice.

Predicated on the threat of its own obsolescence,

modernist art strikes out at itself in anticipation of

the future conditions of its own compromised exis-

tence. Whether in feminist critique, performance,

or photomontage, modernism is best understood

as the need to envision new forms for art through

intensive self-critical investigation. This is a pecu-

liarly modern phenomenon, because art’s place

within the social sphere has become increasingly

marginal since the dissolution of the state-controlled

art academies of the nineteenth century. With the

disappearance of this institutionalized reception,

modernist art could look only to itself to replace

its absent interlocutors. Both progenitor and critic,

modernism will persist as long as the community

that surrounds it continues to vanish.

See also Avant-Garde; Cinema; Cubism; Dada;
Existentialism; Futurism; Postmodernism; Surreal-
ism; Theater.

White Room. Installation by Marcel Broodthaers, 1975.

Broodthaers continued the modernist exploration of the nature

and meaning of art into the second half of the twentieth

century, often juxtaposing text and images in the surrealist

manner. CNAC/MNAM/DIST. RÉUNION DES MUSÉES NATIONAUX/ART

RESOURCE, NY
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n

MOHOLY-NAGY, LÁSZLÓ (1895–1946),
avant-garde painter, experimental sculptor and
photographer, teacher, and philosopher of design
education.

László Moholy-Nagy was born in Bácsborsod,
Hungary, on 20 July 1895. Self-taught in the arts
after abandoning the study of law in Budapest in
1913, Moholy-Nagy took up painting. After his
military service in World War I, he held the first
exhibit of his work in Budapest in 1918. Moholy-
Nagy left Budapest for Vienna in 1919 and settled
in Berlin in 1920. There he participated in the
avant-garde artistic group Gestaltung (Form-giv-
ing), met constructivists such as El Lissitzky of
Russia, and attended the Constructivist Congress
in Dusseldorf. He met and married the photogra-
pher Lucia Schulz in 1921 and, in 1922, held his
first solo exhibit in Berlin’s Sturm Gallery.

Quick to adapt to new circumstances and
absorb new artistic influences, Moholy-Nagy

settled on a constructivist approach to art that

emphasized the transformative potential of human

engagement with machines and new modes of per-

ception in a mechanized world. Recognized for his

prodigious talent and natural teaching abilities by

the visiting Walter Gropius (1883–1969) in 1923,

Moholy-Nagy took a place as a Bauhaus ‘‘Master’’

the same year. At the Bauhaus in Weimar Moholy-

Nagy inherited the celebrated ‘‘introductory

course’’ from the recently departed Johannes

Itten and directed the instructional workshop for

metalwork. Moholy-Nagy cooperated closely with

Walter Gropius as he reformed Bauhaus pedagogy

to reflect his growing interest in forging a ‘‘new

unity’’ between art and technology. Moholy-

Nagy rejected Itten’s emphasis on fostering the

individual ‘‘artist-creator’’ in favor of a philosophy

that emphasized the individual designer’s contribu-

tion to reform in an industrial society. Of inesti-

mable value to the experimental philosophical spirit

and aesthetic adventurism of the Bauhaus was

Moholy-Nagy’s passionate interest in the way the

fine arts and design interfaced with the latest, most

advanced forms of industrial technology, modern

communications, and manufacturing capabilities.

Under his direction of the metals workshop,

Bauhaus students engaged explicitly for the first

time in industrial design rather than the crafts,

developing prototypes of lamps and other metal

objects for manufacture by industry. His creative

projects for an array of utopian imaginary devices

such as the ‘‘kinetic-constructive system’’ opened

his students’ minds further to the role that artists

and designers could play in giving form to the

material world amid burgeoning industrial growth

and technological development. An innovator in

sculpture as well as photography, Moholy-Nagy,

with Gropius, also oversaw the design, layout, and

typography for a series of fourteen influential

Bauhausbücher (Bauhaus books) published by the

school.

Moholy-Nagy resigned from the Bauhaus and

separated from Lucia at the same time that Gropius

stepped down as Bauhaus director in 1928. He

opened a graphic design practice in Berlin and

contributed stage set designs to the Kroll Opera

House while continuing experiments in photogra-

phy, film, and sculpture. His innovative construc-

tion of a ‘‘light-space modulator’’ broke new
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ground in the realm of kinetic sculpture when it
was exhibited in Paris in 1930. In this year he also
met Sibyl Pietzsch, whom he married and with
whom he had two daughters.

After emigrating to England with his family in
1934 and working there until 1937 as an industrial
designer and graphic artist, Moholy-Nagy relo-
cated to the United States to accept a position
Gropius helped arrange for him at the school of
the Association of Arts and Industries in Chicago.
Moholy-Nagy renamed the school ‘‘The New
Bauhaus’’ but was able to operate the school for
only one year before financial difficulties caused it
to be shut down. He opened his own school, the
Institute of Design, the following year, and worked
as a consultant and designer for numerous firms.
The Chicago gallery owner Katharine Kuh exhib-
ited his newest experiments with ‘‘light sculptures’’
in 1939.

The Institute of Design’s efforts to expand the
lessons of Gropius’s Bauhaus faltered with Moholy-
Nagy’s early death in 1946. Nonetheless, working
in proximity to Ludwig Mies van der Rohe’s

Illinois Institute of Technology, Moholy-Nagy’s
school helped establish Chicago as a leading center
for modern design and as an heir to the Bauhaus
tradition in the mid-twentieth century. Moholy-
Nagy’s school and practice added a significant
avant-garde layer to the city’s proud tradition of
architectural and design excellence. Moholy-
Nagy’s pedagogical ideas were summarized and
disseminated in his posthumously published work,
Vision in Motion, in 1947. The publication, like his
teaching and practice, emphasized the develop-
ment of the modern senses of all who lived in
industrial society, so that a deeper design under-
standing and broader general appreciation of
design would improve modern life as a whole.

See also Bauhaus; Constructivism; Painting, Avant-
Garde.
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MOLOTOV–VON RIBBENTROP
PACT. On 23 August 1939 a nonaggression
pact was signed between representatives of the
Soviet Union and Germany committing both states
to renounce violence against the other. A secret
protocol was attached dividing parts of eastern
Europe into spheres of interest for each of the two
parties. The pact remained in force until 22 June
1941, when German armed forces attacked the
Soviet Union without a formal declaration of war.

The background to the pact was closely linked
with the collapse of the European balance of power
in the second half of the 1930s. The revival of

AXXI. Painting by László Moholy-Nagy, 1925. ERICH LESSING/

ART RESOURCE, NY
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German military and economic power in the 1930s
with the appointment of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945)
as chancellor in 1933 led to the redrawing of the
political map of central Europe following German
expansion into Austria (March 1938) and Czecho-
slovakia (October 1938, March 1939). By 1939
Britain and France were linked in a common cause
to contain further German expansion. This pre-
sented the Soviet Union with a difficult choice,
either to join the capitalist west to restrain Hitler
and risk all-out European war, or to reach agree-
ment with Germany and thus avoid war altogether.
In May 1939 Soviet officials began exploratory
discussion with German diplomats about the pros-
pects for both economic and political agreements.
While it is certain that Joseph Stalin (1879–1953)
had not yet made up his mind which foreign policy
option to take, the willingness of the German side to
engage in negotiations began the process that
resulted in the pact.

German interest in a pact with its chief ideolo-
gical enemy stemmed from calculations of strategic
interest. Hitler wanted to avoid any prospect of a
major two-front war, and the German economy,
facing heavy demands for the military buildup,
needed additional raw materials and foodstuffs.
Hitler’s decision taken in April to launch war
against Poland in late August 1939 made an agree-
ment with the Soviet Union imperative. On 2
August the German foreign minister, Joachim von
Ribbentrop (1893–1946), proposed a nonaggres-
sion pact and possible spheres of influence. On 19
August the first of a number of extensive trade
agreements was signed. Hitler faced an ever tight-
ening timetable for his war against Poland sched-
uled for a week later. On 21 August he wrote
personally to Stalin asking him to accept an envoy
to sign a political agreement. Stalin accepted and
von Ribbentrop arrived in Moscow on 22 August.
Terms were drawn up during the night: a formal
commitment to nonaggression and a secret sup-
plementary document assigning Finland, eastern
Poland, Estonia, and Latvia to a possible Soviet
sphere-of-interest. The pact was officially signed
early in the morning of 23 August.

The consequences were profound. Hitler, on
hearing the news, assumed that the western powers
would now abandon Poland, or at the least make
mere gestures of disapproval. Attack was postponed

from 26 August to 1 September, and a further
agreement was made with the Soviet Union on
28 August clarifying the impending partition of
Poland. Britain and France did not back down
from their commitment to support Poland, arguing
that the Soviet Union would have been a danger-
ous ally, and on 3 September declared war on
Germany. The political outlook in Moscow was to
accept the pact as part of a general revision of the
European order and to hope that Germany, Britain,
and France would fight a long slogging match leav-
ing the two sides so weakened that the Soviet Union
would be the political beneficiary. For communists
outside the Soviet Union the pact came as a pro-
found shock; some broke with Moscow, but most
accepted that the real enemy was imperialist Britain.
In the Soviet Union and Germany much of the party
and public was unhappy and confused by the agree-
ment but had to accept what was seen as the most
expedient solution.

Further agreements followed on the pact and
the joint occupation of Polish territory, completed
when Soviet forces entered Poland on 17
September. A Treaty of Friendship and Borders
was signed between von Ribbentrop and the
Soviet foreign commissar Vyacheslav Molotov
(1890–1986) on 28 September, which formalized
the terms of the earlier secret protocol, with the
important change that Lithuania was now assigned
to the Soviet sphere while Germany was allowed
more of central Poland. Between 29 September
and 10 October the three Baltic states were forced
to reach ‘‘mutual assistance’’ pacts with the Soviet
Union and in June 1940 they were formally incor-
porated into the Soviet state. Finland, also assigned
to the Soviet sphere, was attacked in November
1939 but succeeded in defending its borders suffi-
ciently to reach an armistice with only minor terri-
torial concessions.

Soviet-German collaboration suited Hitler
while the war in the west was being fought, but
he informed his close circle in late 1939 that this
was only a breathing space before the great war of
imperial conquest in the east. Soviet leaders thought
that Germany would be mired in war for a long
time, and even after French defeat in June 1940
assumed that Hitler would never attack the Soviet
Union until the British Empire had been defeated as
well. Molotov visited Berlin on 12 November 1940
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in the hope that a second pact might be concluded
giving the Soviet Union further concessions in east-
ern Europe. Hitler refused, and ordered final prep-
arations for war. Stalin remained convinced, unlike
many of his colleagues and the military leadership,
that the nonaggression pact would remain intact in
1941, and made no extensive preparations against a
possible German attack. On the morning of 22 June
1941 almost three million German and allied sol-
diers attacked the Soviet Union across a broad front
and ended the pact. After the war the Soviet leader-
ship never acknowledged the existence of the secret
Soviet-German agreement.

See also Germany; Soviet Union; World War II.
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MONDRIAN, PIET (1872–1944), abstract
painter and modernist.

The Dutch artist Piet Mondrian was one of the
great pioneers of abstract painting and an impor-
tant figure in the advancement of modernism in the
twentieth century. Generations of modern painters,
architects, and designers were profoundly influ-
enced by his distinctive geometric style of ‘‘neo-
plasticism.’’ Mondrian’s neoplastic paintings,
composed of straight lines and rectangular planes
of red, yellow, blue, white, black, and gray, were
meant to render a new plasticity or space through

abstract principles and primary colors. In his com-

positions, he pursued a balance and harmony

intended to extend into the space of the built

environment and stand as a model for the harmo-

nious relationships he envisioned among people in

a utopian future. Mondrian published his ideas in

various avant-garde magazines, beginning in 1917

in De Stijl (The style), the journal of the epon-

ymous group he cofounded that year with Theo

van Doesburg and other painters and architects.

The artists in this loose collective initially shared a

vision of a better world through the integration

and dissolution of the different arts in a complete,

harmonious, and colored environment. Mondrian

would always hold onto these ideas, though, like

several of his peers before him, he left the group in

1925 over disagreements with its leader, Van

Doesburg.

Pieter Cornelis Mondriaan was born in 1872

into a Reformed Protestant milieu. At age nine-

teen, he obtained a certificate to teach drawing

and enrolled in classes at the State Academy of

Fine Arts with the intent of becoming an artist.

His earlier work up to 1908, which makes up the

vast majority of his oeuvre, consists of rather tradi-

tional figurative paintings. Because international

modernist movements were absorbed relatively late

and in quick succession in Holland, Mondrian first

experienced the influence of the postimpressionist

painters Vincent van Gogh, Jan Toorop, Georges

Seurat, and Paul Cézanne, and the cubism of Pablo

Picasso between 1908 and 1911, resulting in a

bolder technique, a brighter palette, and an

increasingly systematic approach in his work. He

changed his name to Mondrian when he lived in

Paris between 1912 and 1914, assimilating the

cubist vocabulary that would propel him toward

complete abstraction in 1917. In Composition in
Line of 1917, as in his later work, the emphasis is

on the dynamic and purely relational interplay

between verticals and horizontals. Through such

ephemeral relations, Mondrian reinterpreted nat-

ure’s spherical forms in terms of a dynamic play of

interior and exterior forces, seeing deeper analogies

with oppositions between energy and matter, and

space and time, which recent science had also

explained in relational terms. Mondrian’s world-

view was shaped by G. J. P. J. Bolland (1854–

1922), the Dutch popularizer of the German
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idealist philosopher G. W. F. Hegel, and by
Mathieu Schoenmaekers (1875–1944), a former
Catholic priest and theosophist who invented the
mystical theory of neoplasticism to explain the uni-
verse in terms of elementary cosmic forces.

Mondrian developed his own version of neo-
plasticism in painting during World War I while he
was stranded in neutral Holland from 1914 to
1919, a time of restless searching and encounters
with future De Stijl collaborators. He also returned
to earlier motifs, such as ocean scenes and especially
architecture. With its vertical-horizontal and inter-
ior-exterior oppositions, architecture became both
motif and model for neoplastic painting, based on
the elements they shared: the plane and rectangular
relationships. When Mondrian returned to Paris in
1919 and arrived at his mature style, he also began
to transform his studios into models of harmony by
tacking rectangular colored pasteboards onto walls
and furniture along neoplastic principles. The post-
war Parisian avant-garde had mostly lost interest in
abstraction, a ‘‘return to order’’ that demoralized
Mondrian and almost made him give up painting.
International recognition grew slowly, but by the
early 1930s several avant-garde groups and journals
devoted to abstraction included Mondrian in their
exhibitions and publications (e.g., the movements
Cercle et Carré and Abstraction-Création). By
1932 he had begun to multiply the lines in his
compositions, creating a greater visual dynamism
and compensating for the common misinterpreta-
tion of his ‘‘classic’’ compositions as static. In 1937
two of Mondrian’s paintings were included in the
Nazis’ Degenerate Art exhibition. Fearing the
threat of fascism, Mondrian moved to London in
1938, but the occupation of Holland, the fall of
Paris, and the explosion of a V1 bomb in his street
in 1940 made him flee to New York, where his
reputation had preceded him. The septuagenarian
artist celebrated the rhythms and sounds of the
metropolis by reinvigorating his style with such late
masterpieces as Broadway Boogie Woogie and
Victory Boogie Woogie, which remained unfinished
at the time of his death.

See also De Stijl; Degenerate Art Exhibit; Modernism;
Painting, Avant-Garde.
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MONNET, JEAN (1888–1979), French
economist and diplomat.

Jean-Marie Omer Gabriel Monnet is, with
Charles de Gaulle (1890–1970), one of the two
giants of postwar French, European, and interna-
tional affairs. Unlike de Gaulle, he was neither a
politician nor a soldier. He never held elective
office. Moreover, although his major contribution
was in economic, administrative, and institutional
reform and innovation, he was neither a trained
economist nor a career civil servant. His originality
and success are attributable to his unique combina-
tion of the virtues of French strategic vision and
Anglo-Saxon tactical pragmatism.

EARLY CAREER

Born into a family of cooperative brandy merchants
in Cognac on 9 November 1888, his early training
was on the job. At sixteen, he was sent to London
to learn English, his father having admonished him
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to not use books, but actively converse with people.
In 1906, enrolling in the university of life, he set out
as a salesman for the family firm tasked with challeng-
ing the major brands of cognac in key international
markets. When war broke out, his international con-
tacts and vision were mobilized in the cause of joint
allied war-resource coordination, a scheme of inter-
governmental collaboration unprecedented at that
time, which helped, through the supply of wheat
and shipping, to avert the worst dangers of subma-
rine warfare. After the war, he was appointed deputy
secretary general of the League of Nations, where he
learned the hard way that states with veto powers can
undermine the grandest of schemes. Disillusioned,
he moved into investment banking, helping to
refloat the Romanian and Polish currencies and to
modernize China under Chiang Kai-shek (1887–
1975).

In 1938, as World War II loomed, he was sent
by the French government to lobby Franklin
Delano Roosevelt (1882–1945) for the delivery of
warplanes. He briefly headed the Anglo-French
coordinating committee in London, where his
May 1940 proposal for formal unification of the
two nation-states was accepted by both Winston
Churchill (1874–1965) and de Gaulle but aborted
by the fall of France. He was then sent by Churchill
to Washington, where he emerged as a major strat-
egist behind Roosevelt’s ‘‘Victory Program’’ of
massive armaments production. After the Allied
landings in North Africa, Monnet moved to
Algiers and was instrumental in helping de Gaulle
outmaneuver his rival General Henri Honoré
Giraud (1879–1949). De Gaulle charged Monnet,
within the National Liberation Committee, with
armaments production.

POSTWAR DIPLOMACY

But Monnet’s real influence was yet to come. After
the Liberation of France, he persuaded de Gaulle to
put him in charge of a brand new planning commis-
sion, the Commissariat Général du Plan, whose
remit he saw as being not just to modernize and
industrialize France but to change the mind-set of
politicians, administrators, labor unions, and busi-
nessmen. ‘‘Modernization is not a material state, but
a state of mind,’’ he wrote. He saw his role as being
‘‘not to direct the regeneration of France, but rather
to set the orientations, the methodologies and the

rhythm.’’ He identified six priorities: coal, electric-

ity, transport, steel, cement, and agricultural equip-

ment. Productivity was the key, indicative targets

the objective, constant adaptation the methodology,

and expansionism the mind-set. By 1950 the plan’s

targets were being exceeded, but more important,

Monnet’s method had achieved its objective of edu-

cating a new generation of French leaders to turn

outward and embrace the economic and industrial

world on its own terms. Investment in growth-

oriented and sometimes even risky ventures became

the new credo. France has never looked back.

Monnet’s next vision was the European Coal

and Steel Community (ECSC), whose objective

was twofold: first, to maximize the joint ferro-carbon

resources of France, West Germany, and neighbor-

ing countries (rejecting postwar French efforts to

limit German coal and steel production); but second,

and arguably more important, to merge the basic

war-making capacities of Europe’s two giants in such

Jean Monnet, photographed at the first meeting of

the ministers of the European Council in Paris,

15 January 1955. GETTY IMAGES
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a way that conflict between them would be pre-
cluded. The 1951 ECSC, of whose federal ‘‘High
Authority’’ Monnet became the first president, was the
foundation stone for the European Community—
later the European Union—of which he is universally
considered to be the principal founding father. The
project itself became known as the ‘‘Schuman Plan,’’
because it was the foreign minister Robert Schuman
(1886–1963) who sold it to the cabinet as the only
way to square the circle between U.S. pressures for and
French concerns about German rearmament. This was
the first European institution with supranational
authority. Konrad Adenauer (1876–1967), the
German chancellor, confided to Monnet: ‘‘If this task
succeeds, I will not have wasted my life.’’

The dilemma of how to build up German
industrial and even military capacity as a bulwark
against the Soviet Union had by 1950 (only five
years after the war) become acute. Monnet was not
content with devising the Coal and Steel
Community. He also masterminded the proposal
for a European Defence Community, the first of
many subsequent schemes to pool Europe’s secur-
ity and defense capacity. Subsuming German
armed force under a greater ‘‘European army’’
seemed the simplest way of squaring the rearma-
ment circle. But the EDC ran up against two insu-
perable obstacles. The first was the obvious fact
that, just as the German army would be subsumed
in a European framework, so would the French
army. This was too much for political opponents
from right (Gaullists) and left (Communists) who
effectively joined ranks in parliament to throw a
(French) veto against this very French proposal.
The other fatal flaw was the British refusal to be
part of the project. Monnet’s view that the prag-
matic British would, with the EDC just as with the
ECSC, eventually face up to ‘‘facts’’ proved correct
in the long term but incorrect in the short term.
The EDC was stillborn, paving the way for West
Germany’s accession to NATO in 1955.

But Monnet was already dreaming new dreams.
His 1955 proposal for a European Atomic Energy
Community (Euratom) was designed both to
reduce European dependency on oil imports—a
problem highlighted the following year by the
Suez crisis—and to generate synergies between gov-
ernment, industry, and science in this key sector.
Significantly, Euratom was founded on the principle

that Europe’s atomic program should have no mili-
tary dimension, a proviso later overturned by de
Gaulle. Concurrently, Monnet was heavily involved
in the preparation of the Messina conference in June
1955, which not only endorsed the atomic energy
proposal but also laid the groundwork for the more
general European Economic Community (EEC), also
known in the United Kingdom as the Common
Market. Both projects were endorsed by the six
founding member states, France, West Germany,
Italy, Belgium, Netherlands, and Luxembourg, in
the Rome Treaty of March 1957.

To ensure political support for the Rome Treaty,
Monnet left the ECSC in October 1955 and launched
his ‘‘Action Committee for the United States of
Europe,’’ geared, as he put it, not to ‘‘coalising states’’
but to ‘‘uniting peoples.’’ He succeeded in attracting
individual members from all the political parties
and labor unions of the six founding states with the
exception of Communists and Gaullists. His commit-
tee concentrated on overtures to both the United
Kingdom (which Monnet urgently enjoined to
embrace the European project) and the United
States (which he invited to embrace a transatlantic
‘‘partnership of equals’’). After some initial success in
attracting Harold Macmillan (1894–1986) to the
project, British membership was scuttled by de
Gaulle’s veto in January 1963. The U.S. president
John Fitzgerald Kennedy (1917–1963), however,
expressed enthusiasm for the Monnet vision of ‘‘two
pillars’’ bridging the Atlantic. Monnet’s influence
seemed to be limitless.

DECLINING INFLUENCE

It was eventually cut short, however, by the return
to power in 1958 of General de Gaulle. Although,
paradoxically, de Gaulle accepted the EEC, and
Monnet initially rallied to the general’s parallel pro-
posal for greater political cooperation between the
Six (the Fouchet Plan), ultimately the objectives and
methods of these two great Europeans proved
incompatible. Monnet’s penchant for supranational
functionalism fell foul of de Gaulle’s preference for a
Europe of nation-states. De Gaulle’s veto of British
membership was a disavowal of Monnet’s overtures
toward the ‘‘Anglo-Saxon’’ world. Monnet himself
was increasingly dismissed by the Gaullists as an
agent of American influence in France and in
Europe—the archetypal ‘‘Atlanticist.’’ Although he
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continued with the work of the Action Committee
for the United States of Europe until 1975, when it
was disbanded his direct influence was over. It was
left to a new generation trained in the committee,
men such as President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing
(b. 1926) and Chancellor Helmut Schmidt
(b. 1918), to carry on his work.

Monnet’s influence derives from three factors.
First, his extraordinary capacity to launch visionary
schemes of international cooperation often solved
the right problems in the right place at the right
time. Although he knew his fair share of failures
(League of Nations, European Defence Community),
he also enjoyed, as visionaries go, a much higher
than average success rate. Second, although he himself
was less interested in theory than in practice, his dis-
ciples carved out for him an undisputed legacy as the
father of the ‘‘community method’’ a brand of neo-
functionalism that believed that pragmatic success in
one functional area would lead to ‘‘spillover’’ into
other areas, with the result that ‘‘ever closer union’’
became an inexorable process, bypassing the political
will of national leaders. Third, his fervent internation-
alism, while coexisting comfortably with the retention
of national identity (he remained forever a native of
France’s southwest), has imposed itself across the
globe as a model to be emulated wherever a group
of nation-states embraces the political project of
developing a whole that is greater than the sum of its
parts.

Monnet retired to write his Memoires and when
sympathizers called for advice invariably responded,
‘‘Keep going, keep going, there is no future for the
people of Europe except in union.’’ Monnet died
in March 1979.

See also European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC);
European Union; League of Nations.
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MONTENEGRO. Historically Montenegro
(‘‘Black Mountain’’) represents one of the most
turbulent spots in the Balkans; at first a semi-
independent territory, it became a part of the
Serbian medieval state in the twelfth century, and
finally fell to the Ottomans in 1499. With a land-
mass of only 5,333 square miles and a popula-
tion of some 650,000, early-twenty-first-century
Montenegro could soon become the smallest inde-
pendent country yet to emerge from the ruins of
what used to be Yugoslavia. This might come as
part of the continuing political recomposition of
southeastern Europe, following the unification of
Germany and the collapse of the Soviet Union.
However, the process would require the dissolu-
tion of Montenegro’s union with Serbia, which
may be difficult to accomplish because of the sharp
division that splits the country into two equal poli-
tical camps. This conflict echoes the dilemma that
has plagued the Montenegrins since the beginning
of the twentieth century: is their country a nation-
state, a geographical territory, or a historical bas-
tion of Serbdom? Meanwhile, the Montenegrin
economy is largely dependent on foreign aid and
the country is vulnerable to all kinds of outside
pressures. These factors will probably decide
Montenegro’s political future in the same way they
have shaped its past during the twentieth century.

As Serbia’s staunch ally at the beginning of
World War I, Montenegro fully coordinated its
military operations with the Serbs in 1914 and
1915. However, when Nikola Petrović (1860–
1918), the king of Montenegro—unable to hold
out against superior Austrians—disbanded his army
and left for France, his opponents, the pro-Serbian
‘‘Whites,’’ pushed for the unification with Serbia.
Despite some opposition by the king’s supporters,
the so-called Greens, the Great National Assembly
voted in favor of the unification in November
1918, declaring that ‘‘the Serbian people in
Montenegro are of one blood, one language, and
one aspiration, one religion and custom with the
people that live in Serbia and in other Serbian
regions.’’ After forty years of formal independence
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from the Ottoman Empire, Montenegro thus
united with Serbia—soon to become a part of the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes (renamed
Yugoslavia in 1929) under the Serbian
Karadjordjević dynasty.

After King Alexander Karadjordjević (1888–
1934) introduced new internal borders in 1931
Montenegro became known as Zetska Banovina.
A new player appeared on its political scene:
Communists carried off 40 percent of the votes
for the National Assembly in the election of
1920. The popularity of the new, ‘‘Russian’’ ideol-
ogy was not entirely unexpected. From the first half
of the eighteenth century to World War I Russia
had supported Montenegro politically as well as
financially, paying for its army, administration,
infrastructure, and even food. Many Montenegrins
traditionally claimed that they and the Russians were
‘‘one hundred million strong.’’

At the beginning of World War II, backed by
the Italians who occupied Montenegro, the separa-
tist Greens declared independence on 12 July
1941. The very next day, however, a popular upris-
ing took place and most of Montenegro was tem-
porarily liberated. Due to the disunity among the
insurgents—the ‘‘internationalist’’ (communist)
partisans were pitted against the ‘‘nationalist’’
Chetniks—the two-pronged, liberation/civil war
was extremely bloody, and Montenegro lost almost
14 percent of its prewar population of four hun-
dred thousand.

After 1945 Montenegro became one of
Yugoslavia’s six constituent republics. The victor-
ious Communists supported the Greens’ idea of
the Montenegrin non-Serbian identity, and offi-
cially developed the concept of the Montenegrin
nation. In economic terms, Montenegro remained
poor, second only to the province of Kosovo,
despite a number of Potemkin village projects,
including two international airports built only sixty
miles apart. In 1948—when the Yugoslav leader-
ship split with Joseph Stalin—it again became clear
how strong Soviet influence was in Montenegro:
20 percent of all pro-Soviet political prisoners in
Yugoslavia were Montenegrins, although they
made up less than 2.5 percent of the population.

After Yugoslavia’s violent breakup in 1991
Montenegro joined Serbia in the ‘‘rump’’ Yugoslavia.

However, in 1997 President Milo Djukanović
(b. 1962) distanced himself from his political mentor
Slobodan Milošević (1941–2006) of Serbia and
became a factor in the U.S. and European attempts
to depose Milošević. After Milošević’s fall in 2000
Serbia and Montenegro once again changed the na-
ture of their relationship and formed a virtual confed-
eration in 2002. Montenegro remains a sharply
divided land: the traditional White/Green political
conflict has multiplied in a number of various
formal divisions (Serbian Orthodox Church versus
noncanonical Montenegrin Orthodox Church;
Montenegrin Academy of Arts and Sciences versus
Doclean Academy).

See also Milošević, Slobodan; Serbia; World War I;
World War II; Yugoslavia.
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MORO, ALDO (1916–1978), Italian
politician.

Aldo Moro was Italy’s most powerful politician
during the 1960s and 1970s. He was born to a
devoutly Catholic professional family at Maglie, in
the southern region of Apulia. A brilliant student at
the University of Bari, he entered political life
under Mussolini’s regime by joining the Fascist
youth movement, Gioventù Universitaria Fascista
(Fascist University Youth). He accepted the dicta-
torship, whose corporate theory he viewed as com-
patible with Catholic social teachings and whose
institutions he believed capable of creating a society
based on religious principles. Making a rapid intel-
lectual career at an unusually young age, he was
appointed professor at Bari.

World War II alienated Moro from fascism.
The war revealed the bankruptcy of a regime that

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1797

M O R O , A L D O



brought Italy military defeat, economic collapse,
and political crisis. The political system needed to
be rebuilt, and Moro believed that Catholics had a
vital role to play. To avoid the extremes of com-
munism and fascism, Moro argued for social jus-
tice, toleration, and Christian charity. To achieve
these ends, he entered the newly founded Christian
Democratic Party (DC), where he took a position
on the left of the party as a member of the pro-
gressive faction led by Giuseppe Dossetti and influ-
enced by Jacques Maritain. Most distinctive was
Moro’s opinion that dialogue across the political
spectrum had to include socialists and communists.

The DC, however, did not become the party of
reform that Dossetti had envisaged. Faced with a
powerful resistance movement led by the Left, fear-
ing the possibility of revolution, and pressured by
the Vatican, the DC under Alcide De Gasperi
rapidly became the party of Italian capitalism, of
the social status quo, and of the Cold War alliance
with the United States. In 1951 Dossetti retired
from politics in disillusionment and entered a reli-
gious community.

Ever subject to the allure of power, Moro
remained with the party and assisted it in managing
Italian politics. Moving to the center of DC poli-
tics, he retained the vocabulary of reform while
shrewdly managing the interests of the political
machine that dominated Italy. His great opportu-
nity came in 1959, when the party chose him as its
secretary. Serving variously as minister of foreign
affairs, prime minister, and party leader, Moro
dominated the period of social tensions that
marked the 1960s and 1970s.

These tensions resulted from multiple causes:
rapid economic growth, mass migration from the
south to northern cities, deflationary policies that
caused wages to lag far behind prices, environmen-
tal degradation, the failure of the state to carry out
reforms, a long history of distrust on the part of
Italians toward their political institutions, and the
external pressures of the Cold War. The result was
an upsurge in votes for the Italian Communist
Party (PCI) and a series of protests by workers,
students, the unemployed, and women, culminat-
ing in the student protests of 1968 and the work-
ers’ ‘‘hot autumn’’ of 1969. The extreme Right led
a backlash that included violent police repression,
fascist-inspired bombings, of which the most

notorious was at the Piazza Fontana, and plans
for a coup d’état.

Unwilling to press for the social and economic
reforms that he had urged in his early years, Moro
sought to defuse the crisis by a political maneuver.
His idea was that the stability of the state could be
preserved by an ‘‘opening to the left’’—first toward
the Socialist Party in the 1960s and then the
Communist Party in the 1970s. Moro believed that
the Left could be outflanked by giving the opposi-
tion parties a share of power and a stake in the
status quo. The first result of this strategy was a
center-left coalition with the Socialist Party during
the 1960s. Its dramatic culmination, however, was
the government that was to be launched on 16
March 1978 and supported by Communist votes.

On that day, Moro’s car was ambushed on its
way to parliament. After killing his five bodyguards,
the revolutionary and terrorist group the Red Brigades
kidnapped Moro and held him in a ‘‘people’s prison’’
for fifty-five days. After staging a trial, the brigades
murdered him and left his body in the trunk of a car
carefully parked halfway between the headquarters of
the DC and those of the PCI.

The Red Brigades targeted Moro as the symbol
of the Italian state and of the repressive political
order they wanted to destroy. Because he was an
advocate of the historic compromise with the PCI,
they saw Moro as corrupting the revolutionary
movement and leading it to betray the cause. By
striking down Moro, they hoped to galvanize the
masses into the uprising they believed to be immi-
nent. This display of power was intended to foster a
myth of the brigades’ invincibility and the vulner-
ability of the authorities.

After a series of investigations and trials that
resulted in numerous convictions of brigade mem-
bers for murder, debate over ultimate responsibility
for the assassination continues and conspiracy the-
ories abound. The Moro family has insisted that
the full truth never emerged and that the complic-
ity of powerful interests was never exposed.

See also Cold War; Communism; Fascism; New Left; Red
Brigades; Socialism.
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FRANK M. SNOWDEN

n

MOROCCO. Morocco has been in contact with
its European neighbors (France, Spain, Portugal)
since the sixteenth century. The Moroccan sultans
captured European doctors, soldiers, and engineers
in Mediterranean naval battles (maritime jihads)
and brought them to the palace. These captives
served the sultan as slaves or converted to Islam,
married Moroccan women, took Muslim names,
and assumed ranks in the sultan’s administration.
Such ‘‘renegades’’ included the Englishman Ismail
Ingliz (English Ismael), who was tutor to the
young sultan Mawlay Hasan (r. 1873–1894) and
helped develop the Moroccan infantry. Morocco
was also tied to Europe through trade, and the
sultan’s commercial dealings with Europeans were
conducted mostly through Moroccan Jews. Jewish
families maintained trade networks that linked
London, Amsterdam, Livorno, and Morocco.

COLONIAL CONQUEST AND EUROPEAN

RIVALRIES

The power balance between Morocco and Europe
shifted dramatically after Morocco was defeated by
France (1844) and Spain (1860) and with the
colonial conquests of neighboring Algeria (1830)
and Tunisia (1881). Sultan Mawlay Hasan was
forced to institute large-scale, Ottoman-style state
reforms and borrow money from European banks.

In an effort to defend fragile Moroccan sover-

eignty, the sultan played French, Spanish, English,

and German ambitions against one another. His

young successor, Sultan Abd al-Aziz (r. 1894–

1908), was no match for the Europeans, and

Morocco fell deeply into debt between 1900 and

1904.

The European rivalry that erupted in 1914 was

first expressed in a contest over Morocco. France

consolidated its control over the Moroccan debt

with a loan in June 1904 from the Banque de

Paris et des Pays Bas; in exchange for 62.5 million

francs, France acquired the right to the majority of

Moroccan customs revenue. In the secret Franco-

British Entente Cordiale (April 1904), Britain agreed

to recognize French dominance in Morocco in

exchange for a free hand in Egypt. Kaiser William

II (r. 1888–1918) demanded an international con-

ference to decide the Moroccan question in 1905.

The Act of Algeciras (1906), signed by thirteen

European countries, further opened Moroccan mar-

kets to foreign companies and sealed the fate of the

Moroccan economy.

Popular Moroccan outrage at the sultan’s

concessions plunged Morocco into civil war in

1907. Tribal confederations waged jihad against

the foreigners and proclaimed the sultan’s brother,

Mawlay Abd al-Hafid, the new sultan in 1907. In

the southern Sus region, the religious reformer

Ahmad Haybat Allah (Al-Hiba) led a jihad and

proclaimed himself sultan in 1911. The French

used this political chaos to justify occupying

Oujda and the Chaouia region in 1907 and to force

Sultan Mawlay Abd al-Hafid to accept French

‘‘protection’’ in the Treaty of Fès on 24 March

1912. The French had to share Morocco with the

Spanish government, who negotiated the Treaty of

Madrid on 27 November 1912. This created a

Spanish Protectorate in Northern Morocco (capital

Tétouan) and a 23,000 square kilometer territory

in the Western Sahara. The city of Tangier became

an ‘‘international zone,’’ later home to American

and British expatriates (Barbara Hutton), writers

and artists (William S. Burroughs, Walter Harris,

Henri Matisse) and an underworld of drugs and

prostitution.

THE FRENCH AND SPANISH

PROTECTORATES

Resident General Louis-Hubert Lyautey (1854–
1934) conquered Morocco for France and became
the architect of the French Protectorate (1912–
1956). Troubled by the destructiveness of French
colonialism in Algeria, Lyautey vowed to preserve
the integrity of Moroccan society. The new regime
would introduce ‘‘administrative, judicial, educa-
tional, economic, financial and military reforms,’’
yet protect ‘‘the respect and traditional prestige of
the Sultan, the practice of the Muslim religion and
the religious institution’’ (Alaoui, pp. 247–248).
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This respect for Islam did not preclude replacing
Sultan Mawlay Abd al-Hafid with his more pliable
relative Mawlay Yussuf (r. 1912–1927) or moving
the Moroccan capital from Fès to Rabat. In prac-
tice, Lyautey left the sultan and his officials in
place (they constituted what was known as the
Gouvernement Chérifien) but created a French
shadow government of ‘‘technical experts’’ who
exercised the real authority over natural resources,
cities, law, and commerce. The French Senate was
skeptical about this new conquest, but Morocco
proved immediately useful to France by providing
34,000 native troops in World War I and 114
million francs of agricultural exports in 1918.

French rule profoundly affected Moroccan
society. First, as Lyautey intended, European colo-
nists were never as powerful in Morocco as they
were in Algeria. The French Protectorate remained
military, and colonial agricultural development was
conducted in part through industrial ‘‘agribusi-
ness.’’ Lyautey’s policy protected Islamic life: me-
dinas (traditional cities) were preserved, Moroccans
controlled Islamic education and law, and there was
minimal effort to Christianize Berbers. However,
‘‘protection’’ was also at times a policy of neglect.
The traditional Islamic Qarawiyyin University fell
into disrepair and Moroccans did not benefit from
universal public education or modern urban plan-
ning. In 1931 there were only 1,618 Moroccan
students in French secondary schools. To rule the
countryside, the French encouraged local landlord
intermediaries such as the rapacious Glaoua broth-
ers, who grew immensely rich on the peasants of
Marrakech. French rule also paradoxically laid the
foundations for a postindependence Moroccan
state by bringing remote tribal Berber regions
(the Sus, the Sahara, High Atlas) under a new level
of state surveillance and control.

Moroccan Jews were the population most trans-
formed by the French presence. Under Muslim rule,
Jews had inferior legal status and no access to poli-
tical power. Forbidden by law to travel on horseback
or carry weapons, Jews lived in self-governed,
urban ghettos (mellah) near the palace. Some
Jewish families who served the sultan became
wealthy, but most were poor and their desperate
state inspired European philanthropy and interven-
tion. In Britain, Sir Moses Montefiore (1784–
1885) lobbied the sultan to protect native Jews,

and the French Alliance Israélite Universelle (AIU,

founded 1860) created an extensive network of

schools and medical clinics for Jews. The AIU

schools provided French instruction in literature,

science, hygiene, sewing, and administrative skills.

Moroccan Jews assimilated quickly to French cul-

ture, found employment in European companies,

and adopted French names and clothing. Jews did

not leave Morocco in large numbers until after

World War II, because the AIU was hostile to

Zionism and the French Protectorate opposed

Jewish emigration.

Spanish rule in Morocco had as much impact

on Spain as on Morocco itself. The Spanish zone

was disorganized and unproductive; it provided

only 7 percent of total Moroccan exports in

1929. The Spanish army was also ill prepared to

battle the fierce Rif Berbers, the wily bandit El

Raisuni, and the nationalist Muhammad ibn Abd

al-Karim al-Khattabi, who led a massive 1925

uprising and declared a republic in the Rif. Many

Berbers joined the Spanish army as regulares

and served under right-wing Africanista officers

such as General Francisco Franco. The Spanish

Left denounced these Moroccan troops as ‘‘storm-

troopers of the Reaction,’’ particularly after Franco

imported Moroccan troops to crush a socialist

uprising in Asturias in 1934. Franco launched his

fascist revolution from Morocco in 1936 with his

personal Moorish Guard and sixty to seventy thou-

sand Moroccans fought for Franco in the Spanish

civil war (1936–1939).

THE EFFECTS OF WORLD WAR II

World War II marked a transition between old and

new Morocco. French prestige suffered a terrible

blow with the 1940 defeat and the armistice.

America appeared as Morocco’s liberator and friend

with the Allied landings in 1942, and the Morocco-

American friendship continued after independence.

Resident-General Charles Noguès implemented

anti-Jewish legislation in Morocco but was pre-

vented by Sultan Muhammad V (r. 1927–1961)

from deporting Moroccan Jews. Still, Moroccan

Jews left for Israel after 1946, first clandestinely

with the help of the Haganah, a Jewish paramilitary

organization in Palestine, then legally after 1949

through an Israeli organization, Cadima.
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World War II created unprecedented economic

integration between France and Morocco; seventy

thousand Moroccans served in the French army

and more than one hundred thousand worked in

the mines, factories, and fields of France during the

war. Also, by 1946 the economy of Morocco had

modernized. The use of motor power doubled

between 1938 and 1949. New industries appeared

(phosphate mining, citrus, viticulture, chemicals);

older industries had been transformed (fishing,

cereals, textiles, construction); and the French built

transportation, communication, and irrigation infra-

structure. A new Moroccan middle class invested in

modern capital and a new Moroccan working class

organized into (illegal) labor unions. In 1920 one

tenth of the Moroccan population was urban, but

by 1950 one quarter of the population lived in
cities, giving rise to such social problems as shanty-
towns and tuberculosis.

THE NATIONALIST MOVEMENT AND THE

LEGACY OF EUROPEAN RULE

The Moroccan nationalist movement was the intel-
lectual product of Islamic modernism but devel-
oped in reaction to French rule. In 1921 Islamic
scholars such as Allal al-Fassi and Muhammad
al-Arabi al-Alawi opened ‘‘Free Schools’’ offering
a modern Islamic Salafi-style curriculum. The
Salafiyya, a branch of Islamic modernism, argued
that the unified, pure Islam predating the ‘‘histor-
ical’’ divisions of Sufism and Shiism (Al-Salaf = the
companions of the prophet Muhammad) was

Moroccans brandish weapons during a demonstration against the French

government, August 1955. The demonstrations in Khenifra were part of an uprising throughout

French colonies in North Africa which resulted in violence and bloodshed. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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reconcilable with modernity. The future national-
ists Muhammad Hassan al-Wazzani, Omar Abd al-
Jalil, Muhammad Ahmad Belafrej, and Muhammad
Lyazidi studied in France and became politicized.
The traditional and modernist groups came
together to oppose a French colonial law, the
Dahir Berbère of 6 April 1930, which proposed
to govern Berbers under customary law (orf ) and
Arabs under Islamic law (sharia). Nationalists
across the country accused the French of trying to
divide Arabs from Berbers and organized popular
protests. The nationalists struggled first for a
plan of reforms and later demanded formal inde-
pendence (Istiqlal ) in 1944. Sultan Muhammad V
embraced the nationalists and became a symbol of
the unified, independent Morocco that emerged
in 1956.

European rule has a legacy in independent
Morocco. The Susi Berbers have transformed their
class status through migrant labor to France, saving
their wages and investing in Moroccan land and
industry. This new Berber bourgeoisie has come
to rival the traditional Arab (Fassi) bourgeoisie.
Moroccan Jews live mostly in Israel, France, and
French-speaking Canada. A colonial contest between
France and Spain over the Sahara has resulted in a
military conflict between Morocco and Western
Sahara. Yet France and Morocco have a unique
relationship; the late King Hassan II (r. 1961–
1999) stood beside President Jacques Chirac on
Bastille Day, 14 July 1999, in honor of their
fraternity and shared national histories.

See also Algeria; Decolonization; French Empire.
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n

MOSCOW. Formerly the capital of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR, 1922–1991),
and in the early twenty-first century the capital of
the Russian Federation, Moscow is Russia’s princi-
pal megalopolis—an industrial, banking, scientific,
and cultural center.

Between 1914 and 2004 the sociopolitical para-
digm of Moscow’s development changed twice: in
1917, when the Communist regime was established,
and in 1991, when it collapsed. Accordingly, the
forms of property ownership changed (from market
to planned regulation, and then back to market), as
well as the patterns of social life, local government,
cultural development, and everyday life. From 1914
to 2004 the city’s area grew fivefold, thanks to
the incorporation of bordering settlements. In
1960 the oval Moscow Ring Road (MRR), 109 kilo-
meters in length and encompassing an area of 886.5
square kilometers, became the city’s border. In
1985, after a number of large tracts of land under
housing construction beyond the MRR had been
incorporated into the city, its area grew to 998
square kilometers.

POPULATION

With more than 1.6 million inhabitants, Moscow in

1914 ranked ninth among the world’s largest cities

(after London, New York City, Paris, Berlin, Chicago,

Vienna, Philadelphia, and St. Petersburg). By 2002

it had grown to more than 10.3 million inhabitants.

Throughout the twentieth century, population

growth resulted mostly from in-migration. Twice

the population fell dramatically as hundreds of thou-

sands fled to safer regions: during the civil war

(in 1918–1919 by 434 thousand) and World

War II (in 1941 by 2.2 million). During the Soviet

era, migration into Moscow was artificially restricted.

On 27 December 1932, after the introduction of

domestic passports and the propiska (residence regis-

tration) system in the USSR, settlement in Moscow
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was prohibited except in the event of marriage,

enrollment in Moscow higher-educational institu-

tions, or employment in certain specific jobs.

Stalinist policies imposed strict supervision
over population movement. In 1934, for example,
sixty thousand people left Moscow, fearing checks
by the police and subsequent repression. The pro-
piska was abolished only in 1993, replaced by a
system of registration and permission to live and
work in all regions. This change in legal norms
resulted in a dramatic rise in migration into Moscow
from the early 1990s onward (especially after the
USSR’s disintegration in 1991). By the mid-2000s,
Moscow housed more than 7 percent of Russia’s total
population.

In the mid-2000s, Russian was the native lan-
guage of 95 percent of Moscow residents. Despite
a gradual rise in multiethnicity throughout the
century, the majority of the population remained
Russian: 87.8 percent in 1926, 89.2 percent in
1970, and 84.8 percent in 2002. Other major
population groups included Ukrainians (2.2, 2.8,
and 2.45 percent in 1939, 1989, and 2002, respec-
tively) and Tatars (1.4, 2.1, and 1.6 percent in
1939, 1989, and 2002, respectively). After 1991
a decline in the number of Jews (0.76 percent in
2002) was caused by mass emigration to Israel,
Germany, and the United States, and by the ethnic
assimilation of new generations born in mixed mar-
riages. By contrast, the proportion of Caucasians
(Armenians, Azerbaijanis, Georgians, Chechens,
and so forth) rose from 0.35 percent in 1939 to
0.95 percent in 1959 and to 4.5 percent in 2002.

The worst outbreaks of xenophobia occurred
in 1915 (anti-German pogroms during World
War 1, when Germany was Russia’s major foe); in
1948–1953, during the campaigns against so-
called cosmopolitanism, which targeted the Jewish
intelligentsia; and in the late 1990s and early 2000s
during anti-Caucasian pogroms at the markets,
when traders from the Caucasus were targeted.

WORLD WAR I AND REVOLUTION

The twentieth-century history of Moscow, like that
of other world megalopolises, was complicated and
often dramatic. In 1914 Moscow was a picturesque
city full of new, multistoried apartment blocks and
old, prestigious detached houses. Twenty kilo-
meters of central streets were illuminated by

electricity. Thanks to efficient municipal authori-
ties, the city had modern water-supply and sewage
systems and a wide network of streetcar lines. Free
medical service for the population was provided by
eighteen hospitals with beds for seven thousand
patients, eleven maternity homes, and thirty-two
outpatient clinics. In 1915 all children had access
to free primary education at 333 primary schools
for seventy-five thousand pupils. The city had 15
higher-educational institutions and 160 libraries
(including 76 public ones). In 1910 a telephone
station for sixty thousand subscribers was built.
Radio broadcasting started in 1914. Industry was
represented by more than twelve hundred enter-
prises, of which twenty-five had a labor force ran-
ging from one to six thousand workers. The
dominant branches were the textile industry (43
percent of the general volume of production and
40 percent of the labor force) and the food
industry.

This dynamic period of growth was interrupted
by World War I, during which Moscow was inun-
dated with refugees from the war-ravaged western
provinces of the Russian Empire. More than 1,075

hospitals with 100,000 beds were established to
treat wounded soldiers. The situation steadily dete-
riorated: wages could not keep up with inflation,
and the supply of food and goods markedly
declined. By 1916 there was a shortage of bread,

the trams stopped, and the gas supply was repeat-
edly interrupted. The decline in the standard of
living resulted in a rising wave of strikes, from 27
in 1914 to 235 in 1916. In January–March 1917 a
fuel and food crisis erupted, followed by the onset

of starvation.

Moscow was shaken by mass political demon-

strations during the revolutionary year 1917. After
the tsar abdicated in March, power passed into the
hands of the provisional government. In June
650,000 persons (56 percent of all registered
voters) took part in elections to the City Duma

(municipal council) in which the Socialist
Revolutionary Party (SR) won the overwhelming
majority of votes. At the same time the Moscow
Soviet (Mossovet), a rival political body of workers,
steadily increased its influence on the population.

After September the SR’s chief rival, the
Bolsheviks, dominated the Mossovet. By October
the Soviet and the Duma were governing in
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parallel. On 25–26 October 1917 Bolsheviks

seized power in Petrograd. During the next eight

days Moscow was the scene of political confronta-

tion between Reds (supporting the Bolshevik

Soviet) and Whites (supporting the bourgeois

Duma), which degenerated into armed clashes.

Barricades were erected, fires started, and gradu-

ally, Red militias from the suburbs infiltrated the

city center and started to gain the upper hand over

the Whites. For four days Bolshevik detachments

bombarded the Kremlin with artillery shells, until

the Whites defending it capitulated. In November

1917 the City Duma was abolished, and power

passed into the hands of the Mossovet.

During the civil war of 1918–1920 that fol-

lowed the revolution, businesses were nationalized,

and the Mossovet began to manage them in a

centralized manner. Trying to solve the problem

of insufficient housing, the Mossovet in April 1918

decided to pack more people into apartments (no

more than one room per adult), and to settle the

poor in the apartments of well-off residents. By the

end of the civil war, the economy was in shambles.

In 1920 industrial output in various enterprises

was between 2 and 15 percent of the prewar level.

Moscow streetcars stood idle, and water and elec-

tricity supplies were erratic. Bread rations were mini-

mal even for children and hospital patients (133

grams per capita per diem, 400 grams per worker

at major enterprises). In 1919–1921 a crime wave

followed the release of criminals from prisons.

NEW ECONOMIC POLICY

After the introduction of the New Economic Policy

(1921), which restored free trade and denationa-

lized some small businesses, the economy revived.

By the end of 1926 industrial production had risen

to 93 percent of its 1913 level. But as early as 1926

the authorities already began to restrict the free

market. In 1927 they introduced the centralized

distribution of goods and the rationing of food and

clothing. Two problems were especially acute: con-

stantly rising unemployment due to the influx of

newcomers from other regions (numbering about

270,000 new arrivals in 1927, for example), and

thousands of homeless children who came to the

city during the famine years right after the end of

the civil war.

An authoritarian, one-party regime under the
control of the All-Union Communist Party of
Bolsheviks (later renamed the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union) now controlled the country.
In Moscow the Mossovet, despite its formally
democratic principles, functioned under the vigi-
lant supervision of the Moscow Committee of the
Bolshevik Party.

The new regime had some indisputable achieve-
ments, such as the introduction of free medical care:
between 1925 and 1929, for example, annual health
screening for workers in state-owned enterprises and
medical assistance to pregnant women were intro-
duced. These measures led to a twofold decline in
the rate of mortality. Another positive phenomenon
was the increase in the literacy rate from 55 percent
in 1914 to 85–87 percent in 1929. Relative political
stability during the 1920s created favorable condi-
tions for reviving the city’s infrastructure. The years
1921–1925 saw the restoration and development of
streetcar transport (eleven new lines connected the
center with the suburbs); bus service, a public water
supply, and road maintenance were all reintroduced;
and electricity once again lit the streets. The short-
age of housing was catastrophic, however. In 1928,
for example, the average living space per person was
just 5.5 square meters. Until the 1960s, communal
apartments, where several families lodged together
sharing one kitchen and one toilet, were the major
type of housing.

Despite the primitive living conditions,
Moscow in the 1920s had a thriving cultural life,
with scores of theater and ballet schools and more
than two hundred private and cooperative pub-
lishing houses. The quest for new solutions in
architecture produced the innovative ideas of con-
structivism (pioneered by the Vesnin brothers
Leonid, Victor, and Alexander, Moisei Ginzburg,
and Konstantin Melnikov), which were reflected
in the designs of office buildings, workers’ clubs,
and stadiums.

INDUSTRIAL RESTRUCTURING AND URBAN

TRANSFORMATION IN THE 1930S

The campaign of the Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin
(1879–1953) to develop heavy industry resulted in
the restructuring of the whole system of Moscow
enterprises.The textile industry ceded its leadership
in the Moscow economy to heavy industry
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(especially the aircraft and automotive industries),

whose share in the general volume of production

rose to 34.7 percent (1931) and then to 61 percent

(1940). The largest Soviet factories, such as the

Likhachev Plant and the ‘‘Hammer and Sickle’’

Plant, were located in Moscow. In order to inten-

sify production, workers were trained to operate

the newest European and American machinery,

and foreign engineers were invited to the USSR.

All existing resources were pumped into the

development of heavy industry, which resulted in

a sharp decline in the standard of living. In March

1929 the rationing of basic foodstuffs (bread,

sugar, meat, butter, and tea) was again introduced

in Moscow. For example, skilled workers received

800 grams of bread and 200 grams of meat per

diem; and 3 kilograms of cereals, 50 grams of tea,

600 grams of butter, and 10 eggs per month; while

the rest of the population received two to three

times less. But even these meager rations could

not be guaranteed. Free trade was replaced by

closed retail establishments and public canteens at

factories and offices, where approximately 80 per-

cent of workers received their meals. Rationing was

abolished only in 1935–1936, after the rural econ-

omy had begun to ‘‘overcome the shock of collec-

tivization.’’ The low standard of living gave rise to

popular discontent. Social protest, both potential

and actual, was crushed by repressions, which

turned into the Great Terror of 1936–1938.

Moscow prisons were overcrowded, and so-called

enemies of the people were brutally tortured.

The 1930s were also years of unprecedented

construction that radically changed Moscow’s

appearance. In 1931–1934, nearly 0.5 million city

residents, out of the total of 3.6 million, received

new ‘‘social’’ lodgings free-of-charge. In accor-

dance with 1932 construction regulations, ceilings

were to be at least 3.2 meters high, and bathrooms

were obligatory in new apartments. Because of the

acute shortage of housing, however, one family, no

matter how large, was entitled to only one room in

a new apartment, and thus the old system of com-

munal apartments received a new lease on life.

Bolshevik leaders saw great propaganda value in

the 1935 General Plan for the Reconstruction of

Moscow, a blueprint for converting the city into

the ‘‘model capital of the Soviet State.’’

The transformation of Moscow into a model
city proceeded at the expense of the most precious
monuments of architecture, however. Churches
were ruthlessly razed; in 1931 the colossal
Cathedral of Christ the Savior was destroyed, along
with most of the ecclesiastic valuables stored there.
A chapel of white marble, which had somehow
avoided destruction, was later purchased by
Eleanor Roosevelt (1884–1962), the wife of the
U.S. president Franklin Delano Roosevelt; she
donated the chapel to the Vatican. In the center
of the city, giant administrative and public build-
ings sprang up: the House of the Council of Labor
and Defense (the present-day State Duma), the
Hotel Moskva, the Lenin Library, and the
Theater of the Red Army. Six radial streets cutting
through the city from the center to the suburbs
were widened from 16–18 meters to 40–60 meters
at the expense of old buildings demolished in the
process.

The acute transport crisis of the 1920s was
resolved in the 1930s by the rapid development
of the city’s transportation system. In 1935–1939
the first three subway lines, 40 kilometers long,
were put into operation. By 1941 other infrastruc-
ture problems had also generally been solved; the
water supply network increased twofold, and the
sewage system was also expanded.

WORLD WAR II AND THE POSTWAR DECADE

World War II was a difficult time for Moscow.
German forces invaded the USSR on 22 June
1941 and rapidly advanced into the heart of the
country. During the first year of the war the city
endured the tragic battle for Moscow that raged
from 30 September 1941 to 7 January 1942. By
November 1941 the Germans were only 35–50
kilometers away from Moscow. On 15 October
1941 the government issued a resolution ‘‘On the
evacuation of the capital of the USSR, the city of
Moscow.’’ Alarmed by rumors that top officials
were fleeing the city, the inhabitants succumbed
to panic, which raged for three days. Some people
grabbed whatever belongings they could carry and
left the city, on foot or by car, trying to reach the
eastern regions of the country, while the rest
decided to stay and resist the enemy. On the fourth
day Stalin, who had remained in Moscow, was
forced to change his strategy radically and issued a
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new decree, ‘‘On the introduction of a state of
emergency in Moscow,’’ thereby, in effect, annul-
ling the previous one. The decree imposed a curfew
and around-the-clock street patrols.

After bitter fighting, by early January 1942 the
frontlines were pushed westward and stabilized at
150–300 kilometers away from Moscow. Casualties
were high on both sides: the Red Army lost 1
million servicemen killed in action, while the
German army lost more than 0.5 million.
Between July 1941 and June 1943, Moscow was
also bombed repeatedly from the air.

The Moscow population conducted itself
bravely during the war years. Between 1941 and
1945 more than 850,000 Muscovites went to the
front. The remaining residents formed 3,600
voluntary self-defense units (81,600 strong) and
about 13,000 fire brigades (205,200 persons).
Volunteers built 211 kilometers of antitank barriers
and dug 210 kilometers of trenches around
Moscow. The Moscow subway functioned both as
the most important means of transportation and as
an excellent air-raid shelter. Between July and
December 1941, 2.2 million Muscovites were evac-
uated east to Siberia and Central Asia, along with
498 industrial enterprises and numerous higher-
educational institutions, museums, theaters, film
studios, and so forth.

The remaining 654 enterprises were converted
to military production under the slogan ‘‘Shells
instead of buttons.’’ Throughout the war they pro-
duced 126,000 aircraft, 3.5 million submachine
guns, and 34 million artillery shells. The working
day was eleven or twelve hours long. Sixty percent
of workers were women and teenagers. In order to
strengthen morale Stalin temporarily reduced the
Communist doctrine’s intolerance with respect to
the Russian Orthodox Church. After Stalin met
with church leaders in September 1943, a number
of churches were reopened, and thousands of
priests were released from the gulag (the abbrevia-
tion for Stalinist prison camps).

On 9 May 1945 Moscow joyfully celebrated the
victory over Germany. The celebration of Moscow’s
eight hundredth anniversary (in September 1947)
provided another occasion for an ideological demon-
stration of the regime’s achievements: foreign dele-
gations arrived (including from the wartime allies—

the United Kingdom, France, and the United
States), shows were held in the city’s squares and
stadiums, and temporary European-style cafés were
installed in the streets. To the joy of the half-starved
population, ‘‘gifts’’ from collective farmers arrived
in the form of trucks loaded with agricultural
produce.

New ideas in urban planning were embodied in
a 1947 decision to construct eight high-rise build-
ings, modeled after those in New York City, in
order to produce a single urban ensemble. (Seven
were actually constructed.) Construction of eight-
to ten-story residential buildings for the elite began
in 1949 along the city’s central avenues, such as
Gorky Street and Kutuzov Prospekt. A tendency
toward highly decorative classical splendor in
building design replaced the ascetic style of worker
housing on the city’s outskirts.

The postwar decade was full of hardships for
the Moscow population, however, with a housing
crisis, food shortages, and increased street crime.
Government concessions to popular hopes for
more liberal policies alternated with ‘‘tightening
the screws.’’ Monetary reform was carried out in
December 1947, accompanied by the abolition of
the rationing of food and other basic necessities,
and the introduction of a unified state system of
retail prices. Factories were moved back to Moscow,
and by 1948 industrial production reached prewar
levels.

There was no liberalization in the sphere of
politics, however. In order to inspire ideological
consolidation of the population, in 1948 a cam-
paign was initiated against ‘‘cosmopolitanism,’’
mainly directed against the Jewish intelligentsia. It
was followed in January 1953 by the fabricated
‘‘Doctors’ Plot,’’ when a number of physicians
were accused of planning to murder some promi-
nent Soviet bureaucrats and military commanders
on the orders of foreign espionage services. A series
of crowded meetings at factories and other enter-
prises were organized by the authorities to ignite
hatred for the regime’s ‘‘enemies.’’ Only Stalin’s
death in March 1953 put a stop to such forms of
‘‘consolidating the people.’’

THE KHRUSHCHEV THAW

After six years as head of the Moscow Communist
Party, Nikita Khrushchev (1894–1971) led the All-
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USSR Communist Party from 1953 to 1964, and
simultaneously served as premier of the USSR from
1958 to 1964. The period of his leadership became
known as ‘‘the Thaw’’ because of the liberaliza-
tion of the forms and methods of government.
Khrushchev’s address to the twentieth Communist
Party Congress in 1956, for example, openly criti-
cized the tyranny of Stalin. Khrushchev’s policies
were not well balanced, however; positive social mea-
sures alternated with negative ones, thus producing
popular discontent.

On the one hand, 1956 saw the abolition of a
1940 law that had made it illegal for workers to
quit their jobs. Between 1955 and 1959 the mini-
mum wage at state enterprises was increased by 35
percent; the retirement age was lowered to 60 years
for males and to 55 years for females; the average
work week was reduced to 46 hours; and maternity
leave was increased from 70 to 112 days. To
address the housing crisis in Moscow, new districts
were created with the construction of four- to five-
story apartment blocks, stores, kindergartens, poly-
clinics, and schools. Almost one-third of Moscow’s
population moved into the new apartment blocks,
popularly dubbed khrushchebi (a play on trushchobi,
the Russian word for slums). With a ceiling height
of 2.5 meters, all sanitary arrangements crammed
into one small cubicle, and a tiny kitchenette, these
dwellings were regarded by many architects as prim-
itive; but the authorities viewed the social benefit
of more housing as a higher priority than aes-
thetics. Simultaneously, in downtown areas, ten-
to fourteen-story blocks of apartments of special
design were erected, intended for the political elite
who by now had become firmly established as a top
stratum of the Moscow population, with privileges
and access to closed stores. After Khrushchev’s
twelve-day visit to the United States in 1959, new
features were added to the urban infrastructure,
such as self-service stores, automatic laundries,
and special machines for selling tickets on buses,
streetcars, and subways.

On the other hand, in contrast to some suc-
cessful social projects, the failure of Khrushchev’s
agrarian reforms led to shortages and irregular sup-
plies of many foodstuffs in Moscow, especially
meat. Housewives often stood in line from day-
break for five to seven hours to buy meat. In
1962 increases in the price of meat (by 30 percent)

and butter (by 25 percent) caused discontent
among the population. Because of a crop failure,
in 1963 more than twelve million tons of grain
were imported at a cost of one billion dollars.
From 1954 onward, the pendulum in the relations
with the Russian Orthodox Church began to swing
back in the opposite direction, and many churches
and mosques were closed down or even destroyed.

After decades of ‘‘mutual suspicion’’ in private life
under Stalin, social relations revived. One example of
this is the ‘‘Moscow kitchen’’ phenomenon: frank late-
night discussions and singing to the guitar in the tiny
kitchens of private apartments. This phenomenon
arose not only because restaurants and cafés were inac-
cessible to the Moscow intelligentsia (always short of
money) but also because people feared that any open
discussions in public places might be dangerous.
Gradually, however, new communication spaces
emerged, primarily in the sphere of the youth culture.
Poetry recitals at the Polytechnic Museum drew thou-
sands of people; fresh issues of the journal Novy Mir
(New World) became the center of discussions; and a
number of ‘‘jazz cafés’’ also opened in the late 1950s
and early 1960s.

THE BREZHNEV ERA

Leonid Brezhnev (1906–1982), the leader of the
USSR between 1964 and 1982, promoted the idea
of turning Moscow into ‘‘a model communist
city.’’ Despite the propagandistic goals of this uto-
pian slogan, the idea nevertheless led to the resolu-
tion of some of the most painful urban problems:
moving environmentally dangerous industrial
enterprises out of Moscow, implementing mass-
housing construction projects and building new
schools, and improving the public transport sys-
tem. In the late 1960s and 1970s many inhabitants
of downtown basements and 1930s-era barracks in
working-class districts moved into more conveni-
ent lodgings with amenities in multistory apart-
ment blocks. In twenty years the proportion of
families inhabiting their own apartments grew
from 35 percent to 85 percent. Thanks to the trend
toward separate apartments, social communica-
tion changed among native Muscovites. Nuclear
families now predominated, neighborhood ties
were disrupted, and people lived more and more
isolated private lives. The 1970s were also marked
by the beginning of borrowing and copying
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Western lifestyles and behaviors, especially by the
younger generation, who idolized the Beatles and
other Western pop-culture celebrities.

However, new construction could not satisfy all
the housing needs because of the heavy influx of
workers from other areas to fill vacant jobs in con-
struction and heavy industry, which were unpopular
with Muscovites because they involved hard work-
ing conditions and night shifts. The annual influx
between 1967 and 1987 of fifty to eighty thousand
limitchiki—that is, migrants granted Moscow resi-
dence permits in limited quotas for employment in
high-demand jobs—changed the composition of
Moscow’s population and urban culture. In 1976,
for example, they constituted 33 percent of the
workforce in heavy industry and 75 percent in con-
struction. Lacking even minimal experience of life in
a megalopolis, the migrants stayed secluded in their
dorms among similar strangers and adapted poorly
to the cultural, hygienic, and social norms of
Moscow urban life.

During the 1970s and 1980s Moscow’s social
atmosphere gradually lost some of its former sever-
ity and isolation. Muscovites increasingly sought
entertainment in shows and movies. Soviet cinema
and its film stars became very popular, along with
Italian and French films, which managed to avoid
the ideological ban on foreign films thanks to the
prominence of Communist parties in those two
countries. Among sports, figure skating and hockey
were immensely popular: the successes of Soviet
athletes on the international arena gave rise to the
creation of numerous free-of-charge children’s cen-
ters for winter sports. Simple skating-rinks for indi-
vidual recreation sprang up in almost every yard.
New buildings for entertainment and recreation
were erected: a circus, a children’s music theater,
the Taganka Theater.

The new construction in Moscow downtown
areas resulted in the brutal destruction of some
unique historic architectural ensembles, however.
The construction of Kalinin Prospekt was accom-
plished by leveling the early-nineteenth-century
blocks in Arbat Street. Experts noted that the new
projects, despite their technological achievements
and professionalism, were planned ‘‘with no love
for the Old Moscow.’’ The issue of humanizing the
urban environment gave rise to serious opposition
between society and the authorities. The struggle

to save the city’s historical legacy took the shape of
a mass social movement, formalized as the All-
Russian Voluntary Society for the Protection of
Monuments of History and Art. The demolition
of a block of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
buildings near the Kremlin in May 1972, shortly
before the visit of U.S. president Richard Nixon
(1913–1994) to Moscow, produced an outburst
of protest from members of the artistic and scien-
tific elites and from ordinary Muscovites, who
wrote appeals to the Communist Party Central
Committee and the Mossovet and sought meetings
with top bureaucrats. The resulting compromise
created nine preservation zones encompassing
one-third of the city’s central area, including pedes-
trian zones in the oldest streets (dating back to the
fourteenth century), Stoleshniki Lane and the
Arbat.

Preparations for the 1980 Moscow Olympic
Games included radical improvements in the
cleanliness and order of Moscow streets and
squares and in the availability and quality of restau-
rants. Regrettably, this event failed to produce
the expected effect, because the national teams of
the United States, West Germany, Japan, the
Netherlands, and other countries chose to boycott
the games in protest against the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan.

THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UNION:

1985–1991

Mikhail Gorbachev’s leadership of the USSR
(1985–1991) was characterized by his restructur-
ing policies known as perestroika. Gorbachev
sought to preserve the Soviet Union by reforming
its economy and culture. However, the collapse of
the regime proceeded with unexpected rapidity, its
disintegration accelerated by the Chernobyl
nuclear power plant disaster in 1986, when the
leaders of the environmental movement started to
discuss not only the problems of the environment,
but social issues as well.

Moscow became a focal point of open discus-
sion and a free press, one example of which was
the newspaper Moskovskie Novosti (Moscow News).
Boris Yeltsin, the head of the Moscow Communist
Party organization in 1986–1987, called Moscow a
breeding ground for political stagnation and a
haven for corrupt bureaucrats. He replaced 60

1808 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

M O S C O W



percent of Moscow officials, banned the admit-
tance of new limitchiki, and tried to improve the
food supply. Yeltsin’s radicalism alienated the cen-
tral authorities, and he was removed from office.
Soon he became the leader of the democratic
opposition, which comprised a number of political
parties created in 1988–1989. In 1989 and 1990
Moscow streets were the scene of continual politi-
cal demonstrations, including one with one hun-
dred thousand participants in February 1990. In
the spring of 1990 elections to the Mossovet
brought the democrats more than 60 percent of
votes, and for the first time since 1917 the
Communists lost their monopoly on power. In
1991 Yeltsin was elected to the new position of
president of the Russian Republic.

These political changes provoked a serious eco-
nomic crisis, further aggravated by painful denation-
alization of the economy, inflation, and the 1991
monetary reform (which, in effect, wiped out the
population’s bank deposits). In Moscow the food
supply completely collapsed; sugar, vodka, and
tobacco were rationed; and transportation and cen-
tral heating barely functioned.

In the summer of 1991 Yeltsin, as president of
Russia, banned all Communist Party organizations
at enterprises and institutions. The conflict
between Yeltsin and Moscow democratic forces
on the one hand, and the central Communist appa-
ratus on the other, contributed to the revolution-
ary events of 19–22 August 1991. The radio
station Ekho Moskvy (Echo of Moscow) reported
that on the order of the self-proclaimed State
Committee for the State of Emergency in the
USSR—a group of high-ranking government offi-
cials and Communist Party leaders, which had
already removed Gorbachev from power—the mili-
tary was preparing to seize Yeltsin and the other
Russian leaders barricaded inside the government
headquarters known as the White House. The
attempted coup failed when thousands of people
encircled the building, ready to become its ‘‘human
shield.’’ On 22 August the Moscow police, acting
on the orders of Vice-Mayor Yuri Luzhkov, sealed
the building of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party. The failed coup led to the final
collapse of the Soviet Union, as one by one the
Soviet republics declared independence. The poli-
tical crisis ended when on 25 December 1991

Gorbachev resigned from the post of president
and on 26 December the Supreme Soviet voted
to end the treaty that formed the USSR. In 1992
Luzhkov became mayor of Moscow and subse-
quently was twice reelected.

ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL TRANSITION

The economic crisis that followed the collapse of
the USSR hit Moscow’s population hard, causing
social polarization; in 1995, for example, 47 per-
cent of Muscovites lived below subsistence level.
During the following decade, however, the situa-
tion slowly began to improve. In Moscow, trade,
gas stations, small and medium-size industrial
enterprises, and freight transport began to be pri-
vatized. European investors now participated in
projects for the creation of new confectioneries,
bakeries, breweries, and sausage factories. As a
result, the food crisis was overcome, and from the
year 2000 Russian foodstuffs replaced imported
goods, which had dominated the consumer market
in the 1990s. For the first time since 1917
Muscovites were not faced with the problem of
where to buy food, and a network of cafés, restau-
rants, and takeaway outlets also emerged. The
municipal government subsidized free transporta-
tion for retired and disabled inhabitants and free
meals for 40 percent of schoolchildren.

Three trends may be noted in the develop-
ment of Moscow in the late twentieth century:
(1) improvements to major Soviet-era buildings
such as office buildings, stores, theaters, and sta-
diums; (2) the implementation of new unique
architectural projects; and (3) the restoration of
national historical monuments destroyed on
Stalin’s orders, such as the Cathedral of Christ the
Savior, the Cathedral of the Kazan Mother of God,
and the Iverian Gate. Since 1995, forty thousand
to sixty thousand apartments per year have been
built, while the tenements known as khrushchebi
have been demolished and their inhabitants moved
to new municipal housing. Another positive devel-
opment is the revival of religious life: In 2002 there
were approximately nine hundred officially regis-
tered religious associations (500 Russian
Orthodox, 25 Moslem, 15 Jewish, 12 Catholic) in
Moscow, along with 532 Russian Orthodox
churches, 7 mosques, 5 synagogues, and 2 Catholic
cathedrals.
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Serious problems of the 1990s and early 2000s
include air pollution and traffic. The number of
automobiles grew from 1.2 million in 1993 to 4
million in 2004. Automobile exhaust, according to
data of 2000–2004, was responsible for 80–93
percent of pollution. In May 2004 a municipal
law concerning environmental control was enacted.
The traffic problem was somewhat alleviated after
the opening of the Third Ring Road, thirty-five
kilometers long, through the city’s peripheral dis-
tricts at the distance of five to seven kilometers
from the center. Terrorist attacks were another
serious problem in Moscow. Between 1999 and
2004 explosions in residential buildings and trade
centers, on the subway and on planes, and the tak-
ing of hostages claimed the lives of approximately six
hundred people. Finally, the cost of living rose dra-
matically; as of early 2005 the Economist magazine
ranked Moscow with New York City in twelfth place
among the world’s most expensive cities.

See also Russia; Soviet Union.
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MOULIN, JEAN (1899–1943), French
patriot and leader of the French Resistance.

In 1943, acting on the authority of General
Charles de Gaulle, Jean Moulin organized and
coordinated the various resistance groups inside
France. After being arrested on 21 June 1943 he
did not survive tortures inflicted on him on orders
of Klaus Barbie, the head of the Gestapo in Lyon,
France. As the head of the Resistance, the ‘‘chief of
the people of the night,’’ Moulin was honored by
the French novelist André Malraux (1901–1976)
upon the ceremonial transfer of his ashes to the
Pantheon on 19 December 1964. He has become
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the key figure emblematic of the French Resistance
during World War II.

POLITICS

Moulin was the son of a professor of history and
geography, a republican of conviction who was
active in regional politics. He studied law at the
University of Montpellier while working in the
office of the prefect, or regional chief administra-
tor, of Hérault. Although he enlisted in the army
when he came of age, he was mobilized too late to
fight in World War I. Receiving his license to prac-
tice law, in 1922 he won an administrative appoint-
ment with the prefect in Savoy; three years later he
became the youngest subprefect then, in 1937, the
youngest prefect of the Aveyron region.

Moulin’s political career began in the early
1930s with his appointment to the undersecretary
of state Pierre Cot’s office of foreign affairs. He
followed Cot when the latter headed the Ministry
of Air, initiating nationalization of the private air-
lines and establishing Air France.

In 1939, while prefect of the Eure-et-Loire
region in Chartres, Moulin tried to enlist in the
army but could not win release from his adminis-
trative duties. He remained at his post in the new
government that formed under Philippe Pétain
until 2 November 1940, when he was dismissed.

UNIFIER OF THE RESISTANCE

Moulin immediately joined the Resistance in the
southern zone, then operating free of Nazi occupa-
tion but under Pétain’s collaborationist govern-
ment. At first he only distributed flyers and
clandestine publications. But in September 1941
he left France, using the pseudonym Joseph Jean
Mercier, and after a trip that took him to Lisbon, a
month later he arrived in London. His objective
was to obtain funds for the gathering French
Resistance. General Charles de Gaulle (1890–
1970), with whom he met several times, made
him the representative of the French National
Committee in the unoccupied zone.

Moulin returned to France with three missions.
The first, codenamed ‘‘Rex,’’ which would also be
one of his noms de guerre (pseudonyms), was to
develop a propaganda machine. Second, he was to
initiate the creation of military cells in each of the
resistance movements. Third, Moulin was to unite

the action of the various, often conflicting inde-
pendent resistance movements under the authority
of General de Gaulle, leader of the Free French.

Provided with funds and protected by a double
cover—as a farmer from Saint Andiol and as an
employee of an art gallery in Nice—Moulin para-
chuted back into France near Avignon on the
night of 1 January 1942. From Lyon, where he
made his headquarters, he succeeded in rallying
the major groups behind the Free French. He
organized the distribution of funds, coordinated
air operations, and set up a system of commu-
nications through various organizations such as
Wireless Transmissions (WT), Service des
Opérations Aériennes et Maritimes (Air and Naval
Operations Service, SOAM), Bureau d’Information
et de Presse (Press and Information Agency, BIP),
and Comité Général des Études (General Study
Committee, CGE).

In mid-May 1942 Moulin brought together
the paramilitary units, creating the Armée Secrète
(Secret Army, AS), placing it under the authority of
General Charles Delestraint. In October 1942
Moulin set up a committee that coordinated the
actions of the three major resistance movements in
the southern zone—Combat, Libération, and
Franc-Tireur—with himself at its head. Soon there-
after, in January 1943, this coordinating group
was supplanted by a solid administrative arm,
the Comité directeur des Mouvements Unis de la
Résistance (United Resistance Movements, MUR),
also with Moulin as leader; the development
occurred separately from any decisions made by
La France Combattante (Fighting France), as the
movement led by de Gaulle was now called.

During a second visit to London in February
and March 1943, Moulin was appointed the sole
permanent representative of General de Gaulle and
the French National Liberation Committee for the
whole of occupied France. Back in Paris, after com-
plex talks he established on 27 May 1943 the
Conseil National de la Résistance (National
Council of the Resistance, CNR). This brought
together not only the representatives of the eight
major paramilitary and civilian resistance move-
ments but also representatives of the two major
unions as well as six political parties. The CNR
was the ‘‘embryo of national representation’’
according to André Philip, the representative of
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the Resistance in London, which recognized

General de Gaulle’s authority and reinforced his

legitimacy with the allies.

All these achievements could not help but cre-

ate tensions among the various protagonists.

Moulin’s authority—he was accused of being auto-

cratic—was often contested by movement leaders.

He was both the delegate of the National

Liberation Committee in London and the most

important figure in the central organization of the

Resistance in occupied France. Criticisms made

against him were often directed toward decisions

that had been made in London and through him

were intended to contest de Gaulle’s authority.

THE CALUIRE AFFAIR

Starting in May 1943 came a succession of arrests.

The imprisonment of General Delestraint left the

Secret Army without its head, and Jean Multon,

alias Lunel, cooperated with the German

Sicherheitsdienst (Security Service, SD) after his

arrest. Representatives of various resistance groups

set up a summit meeting in Caluire. There agents

of Klaus Barbie captured Moulin as well as seven

other leaders on 21 June 1943. The Gestapo

quickly identified Moulin as the famous ‘‘Max,’’

as he was also known. He was severely tortured

and survived just two weeks. The Germans failed

to make him talk. The exact circumstances of his

death, which probably occurred during his transfer

to Germany, are not known.

Much has been written about the Caluire

affair, and the issue of who was responsible for

the arrests of 21 June was bitterly debated and

discussed, fueling and in some cases reviving the

political and personal hostilities that had contami-

nated the relationships among resistance leaders.

René Hardy, close to Henri Frenay, the chief of

Combat, was at the center of these polemics.

Hardy himself had been arrested by the Gestapo

on 7 June 1943 but succeeded in escaping. Two

weeks later, though uninvited, he attended the

meeting at Caluire and was again arrested—and

once more he escaped. Some leaders denounced

him as a traitor, while others defended him.

Hardy was acquitted twice at trial, on 24 January

1947 and again on 8 May 1950. Although the

details of his role remain uncertain, today it

seems established that he bears at least partial
responsibility.

On the occasion of the ceremonial transfer of
Moulin’s ashes to the Panthéon in Paris, André
Malraux, in a particularly moving speech, recalled
that witnesses said Moulin had been savagely bea-
ten about the face before his death. Malraux
evoked ‘‘the poor face of the last day, the lips that
did not speak,’’ and added, ‘‘that day, there was the
face of France.’’

See also Barbie, Klaus; Gaulle, Charles de; Resistance;
World War II.
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MÜLLER, HEINER (1929–1995), German
playwright.

Heiner Müller emerged as Germany’s most
influential playwright during the second half of
the twentieth century. No other German dramatist
since Bertolt Brecht (1898–1956) achieved a com-
parable position in world theater. He reflected in
his texts, more rigorously than any other writer, the
violent trajectory of the last century’s history. His
writer’s life began, one might say, when he was not
quite four years old, the night after Adolf Hitler
had become German chancellor. Heiner woke up
upon hearing loud voices and books being thrown
onto the floor in an adjacent room. The door to his
bedroom opened and he saw his father, held by
three SA men, softly calling his name. The terrified
boy pretended to be asleep and so his father, a
Socialist Party functionary, could not say good-
bye to him before being taken away to a concentra-
tion camp. Later Müller described this event as his
‘‘first betrayal.’’ And betrayal became a central topic
in many of his texts, be they poetry, prose, or stage
plays. His father was eventually released from the
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camp and the family led an impoverished life in a
hostile Nazi society. After the war, his father became
mayor of a small town in Saxony but soon defected
with his wife to the West. Heiner decided to stay.
He refused to betray the Marxism he had adopted,
however much he would later criticize the iniquities
that tainted the past and present of socialism.

Müller began to write after he returned from
his brief military service, in 1945, and finished high
school. For ten years he wrote mainly poetry while
eking out a living as a librarian and, eventually, as a
literary critic and occasional journalist. In 1955 he
married the writer Inge Schwenker (1925–1966),
who became his collaborator as he began writing
for the stage. They jointly received a coveted lit-
erary award in 1959, for The Scab (1957) and The
Correction, which had both premiered the previous
year. The plays followed the model of Brecht’s epic
theater in portraying the difficulties of building the
socialist industry of East Germany, a topic Brecht
had tried and abandoned. Müller was determined
to pursue it. His play The Resettled Woman, con-
templating the consequences of East Germany’s
land reform, was in rehearsal when the Berlin
Wall cemented the partition of Germany. It was
banned after one preview performance at the end
of September 1961. Müller himself was severely
reprimanded and expelled from the Writers
Association. For some years his texts could be
neither published nor performed. The couple sur-
vived through the kindness of friends and occa-
sional royalties from radio texts Müller
submitted under an assumed name. His play
The Construction Site was eventually published
in 1965 but was harshly attacked for ‘‘ideological
flaws.’’ A year later, the deeply depressed Inge
committed suicide.

Müller had begun to explore classical Greek
drama for its relevance to the present and concen-
trated his efforts during the 1960s on adapting
classic texts. Most of them received their premiere
in the West, where his plays were mainly performed
until the 1980s, when Müller became a dramaturge
at East Berlin’s Volksbühne.

During the 1970s, he dispensed with Brecht’s
model and developed a complex, multilinear
dramaturgy which he called synthetic fragment,
in texts such as Germania Death in Berlin
(1971), Gundling’s Life Frederick of Prussia

Lessing’s Sleep Dream Scream (1976) and, fore-
most, Hamletmachine, which also attested to the
influence of Antonin Artaud and Samuel Beckett.
Hamletmachine (1977) is Müller’s most recog-
nized play, widely taught as a seminal text of post-
modern literature. Like several other of his plays, it
was performed all over the world, especially after
Robert Wilson staged it in New York in 1985, thus
beginning his close collaboration and friendship
with Müller.

In 1975 Müller was invited to the University of
Texas, Austin, as writer-in-residence, and traveled
extensively in the United States, and later in Mexico
and the Caribbean. The American experience pro-
foundly changed his view of geography’s impact on
human history and reinforced his commitment to
feminist positions he had taken in earlier texts.

During the 1980s Müller increasingly directed
his own works, to great success, and received the
highest literary awards of both former German
states. His staging of Hamlet/Machine, combining
Shakespeare’s text (in his own translation) with
Hamletmachine, began rehearsal before the Berlin
Wall fell yet premiered after the collapse of the East
German socialist state, in 1990. The eight-
hour production reflected on German history since
World War II and the fratricidal trends of the
nation’s past. In the final year of his life, Müller
became the artistic director of the Berliner
Ensemble where he staged Brecht’s Arturo Ui
(1995) in a highly acclaimed production. He had
finally assumed the mantle of his erstwhile hero,
Brecht, as Germany’s foremost playwright/stage
director. He also staged Tristan and Isolde at the
1993 Bayreuth Wagner Festival.

Throughout his career Müller has been blamed—
from the Left and the Right—for promulgating an
apocalyptic view of human history and society. He
once quipped about such criticism: ‘‘I’m neither a
hope- nor a dope-dealer’’ (1984, p. 140).

See also Brecht, Bertolt; Theater.
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MUNICH AGREEMENT. The Munich
Agreement was the outcome of a four-power con-
ference held in Munich, Germany, involving the
prime ministers of Britain (Neville Chamberlain)
and France (Édouard Daladier) and the dictators
of Germany (Adolph Hitler) and Italy (Benito
Mussolini) on 29–30 September 1938. It sought
to resolve the international crisis that had arisen
over the supposed mistreatment of the German
minority population in the Sudetenland and the
imminent threat of German troops being dis-
patched to their aid. The Czechs were not invited
to the conference but were placed under intense
pressure to cede the Sudetenland to Germany. For
the Czechs to resist would have meant fighting
Germany alone. Reluctantly and amid recrimina-
tions the Czech government complied.

Czechoslovakia became the center of diplomatic
attention after Germany seized Austria in March
1938. It left the Czechs, as the British chiefs of staff
observed, like a bone in the jaws of a dog. A vocal
German minority in the Sudetenland, led by Konrad
Henlein, was being actively stirred up by Nazi

propaganda. As tension increased Hitler decided
upon the need to destroy Czechoslovakia at the first
opportunity. It forced the British to abandon their
policy of ‘‘realistic isolationism’’ and directly inter-
vene by dispatching Lord Runciman, a former cabi-
net member, to the region in August. While
Runciman shuttled between Prague and Berlin seek-
ing to resolve the crisis, Neville Chamberlain, the
British prime minister, took the view that a personal
appeal to Hitler would dissuade the dictator from
any preemptive act of aggression. He secretly devised
Plan Z on 28 August with Horace Wilson, a civil
servant and confidant of the prime minister. Most
foreign-office officials and senior British cabinet
members were not informed of the plan until 8
September, with the rest of the world being kept
in the dark until the day before Chamberlain flew
to Germany for the first time to meet with Hitler
at Berchtesgaden (15 September). During their
meeting Hitler lay out his demands for an ‘‘instant
solution’’ and a plebiscite of the Sudeten people.
Chamberlain asked for time to discuss matters with
the cabinet and the French government, although
crucially he made no mention of the Czechs. When
he returned to Bad Godesberg on 22 September, he
found that Hitler had upped the ante, warning that
German forces intended to occupy the Sudetenland
on 28 September. Chamberlain returned to London
expecting that Britain would have to go to war in
defense of Czechoslovakia. War was postponed when
an invitation was received from Mussolini, acting for
Hitler, to attend a four-power conference to resolve
the crisis.

The agreement reached at Munich was for the
German occupation of the Sudetenland to take
place between 1 and 10 October. Plebiscites would
then be held to determine the new borders. The
British and French would guarantee the remainder
of Czechoslovakia. For the Czechs forced into
accepting this arrangement, it meant that their nat-
ural and constructed defenses were lost to the
Germans, as were vital industrial plants. Whether
the defense of Czechoslovakia in 1938 would have
been as desperate an undertaking as British and
French military planners believed has been open
to interpretation and has led to questions about
whether appeasement was the only practicable pol-
icy for the democracies to follow. Chamberlain,
anxious to further Anglo-German relations, also
managed to have a private meeting with Hitler at
which the pair signed the piece of paper, later
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waved at Heston Airport, promising that Britain
and Germany would never to go to war again. It
was this letter of accord that gave Chamberlain the
confidence to declare ‘‘peace in our time.’’

While Munich was initially hailed as a triumph
for the diplomacy of Chamberlain, Hitler took the
view that it was a defeat, that he had been bluffed
out of war. German troops had been primed to
attack on 1 October. It meant that in 1939 Hitler
was determined not to repeat what he had come to
believe were the terrible mistakes that had led to the
Munich Agreement. Any hopes that Chamberlain
held of further diplomatic initiatives with Germany
were dashed first by the Kristallnacht pogrom (9–10
November 1938) and finally in March 1939, when
Hitler tore up the Munich settlement and sent troops
into Prague.

The agreement has become synonymous with
surrender. The stigma of the settlement still burdens
the leadership of the modern British Conservative
Party. In May 1992, John Major, the prime minister
and party leader, signed an Anglo-Czech declaration
formally nullifying the Munich Agreement. Two
years previously his predecessor Margaret Thatcher
had apologized for the ‘‘shame’’ of Munich while
visiting Prague.

See also Appeasement; Chamberlain, Neville; Sudeten-
land; World War II.
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MURNAU, FRIEDRICH WILHELM
(1888–1931), German filmmaker.

Friedrich Wilhelm Murnau (1888–1931) cre-
ated a ‘‘German style’’ of filmmaking that sought
to evoke the spiritual and visual power of German
Romanticism. His films explore phantoms and
specters (The Haunted Castle, Nosferatu, Phanton,
all 1922; Faust, 1926), but also probe existential
questions (Journey in to the Night, 1921; The
Burning Soil, 1922; The Last Laugh, 1924). He
directed no fewer than sixteen silent films (of which
half are lost) in Berlin between 1919 and 1926
before accepting an offer by the American motion
picture executive William Fox to bring high-
art film production to Hollywood. After only four
films, Murnau’s American career was cut short by a
fatal automobile accident. He died at the age of
forty-three.

Murnau’s first masterpiece, Nosferatu—
Symphonie des Garuens (Nosferatu the Vampire),
reinterpreted Bram Stoker’s 1897 novel Dracula
and pushed the limits of what could be shown in
the new medium. The film reconfigures the vam-
pire legend in the tradition of expressionist art,
whose credo was: ‘‘The world is there, why repeat
it?’’ Like expressionist paintings and poetry,
Murnau’s filmic world appears distorted and sty-
lized. His use of extreme camera angles and elon-
gated shadows as well as such special effects as
superimposition and time-lapse photography
reveals his desire to experiment with the very lan-
guage of film. Nosferatu, the vampire who cannot
die, is shown as a phantom, an immaterial sub-
stance that, like a film image, dissolves when hit
by a ray of sunlight. Murnau retells Bram Stoker’s
1897 novel Dracula through the lens of World
War I (1914–1918). Although his film is set in
early nineteenth-century Germany and deals with
the outbreak of the plague, it alludes to the
encounter with mass death in the war, during
which two million young Germans died. The film
also expands the notion of dying for a higher good:
only if the young woman sacrifices herself to the
vampire can the town be saved. The hideous but
strangely attractive monster as embodied by Max
Schreck has become a stock figure in countless
horror films. The surrealist Robert Desnos (1900–
1945) treasured Nosferatu as an inspiration because

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1815

M U R N A U , F R I E D R I C H W I L H E L M



it mingled mystery and terror, while Werner Herzog

(1942–) praised it as the quintessential German film

in the Romantic tradition and as the film that helped

him find his own style. He remade it with Klaus

Kinski playing Nosferatu in 1979.

Murnau’s social drama Der letzte Mann (The
Last Laugh, 1924) was based on a script by Carl

Mayer, the most brilliant German screenwriter of

the 1920s. The film became famous because it

succeeded in telling its story in purely visual terms.

The film’s melodrama of an old hotel porter who is

humiliated by the loss of his job and his uniform

moves inexorably to an ending in misery and

death—but suddenly the film’s sole title card pops

up, declaring that the screenwriter took pity on

him and offered an alternative ending: an American

millionaire bequeaths the downtrodden old porter

a fortune that allows him to have the ‘‘last laugh.’’

This fairy tale ending resonated in 1924 with the

American Dawes Plan that miraculously rescued

Germany from hyperinflation and ignominy. The

stylistic importance of the film lies in its use of an

‘‘unchained’’ camera that travels down an elevator,

moves through revolving doors, and even mimics

the distorted movements of a drunkard. In this film

expressionist distortion is no longer confined to

abstract sets and stylized acting, as it is in the most

famous expressionist film, Robert Wiene’s The
Cabinet of Dr. Caligari (1919). Rather, it extends

to cinematography itself. The mobile camera

becomes a character in the story; it does not just

show things but makes them visible.

Murnau’s first American film, Sunrise–Song of
Two Humans (1927), continued the German tradi-

tion of studio productions, with its reliance on

stylized sets and attention to lighting and mood.

A psychological melodrama of adultery that con-

trasts country and big city, peasant and vamp, earth

Max Schreck as the vampire in F. W. Murnau’s Nosferatu, 1922. GETTY IMAGES
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and water, good and evil, Sunrise has been hailed as
one of the lasting achievements of silent cinema.
The film displays narrative fluidity but also a pic-
torial density that charges each gesture with an
excess of meaning. The meticulously staged scenar-
ios and the slow movement give the film a rare
melancholic mood. Murnau’s last Hollywood film,
Tabu—a Story of the South Seas (1931), narrates the
tragic tale of a young fisherman who breaks the
taboo on desiring an unattainable ‘‘holy’’ young
woman. It is set in Bora-Bora and luxuriates in
exotic location shots and documentary footage of
natives’ customs and dances. It is not a documen-
tary, however, as the original collaboration with the
documentarian Robert Flaherty (1884–1951)
would suggest. Flaherty withdrew from the pro-
duction once he became aware of Murnau’s con-
viction that cinema was not there to record reality
but to create a magic world of its own.

See also Cinema.
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MUSIL, ROBERT (1880–1942), Austrian
writer.

Robert Musil was born in Klagenfurt, Austria,
into a bourgeois middle-class family. His parents
envisioned an officer’s career for their son, who was
accordingly educated at a number of military
boarding schools in Bohemia. The young man,
however, rejected a lifelong future in the Austro-
Hungarian army and instead opted for his father’s
profession of mechanical engineering. He received

his diploma in Brünn in 1901 and was immediately

offered a teaching position at the Technical

University in Stuttgart, Germany. During the

following two-year intermezzo the lecturer’s pro-

fession was not fulfilling for Musil: he picked up

earlier literary experiments and began to sketch his

first novel, Die Verwirrungen des Zöglings Törleß
(1906; The confusions of young Törless), the story

of an adolescent boy exposed to an authoritarian

educational system similar to the one the author

had endured as a teenager.

By the end of his Stuttgart period in 1903

Musil decided to pursue a more academic path

and moved to Berlin to study philosophy, logic,

and experimental psychology. He entered a lively

and productive intellectual milieu at the city’s

Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität. Here he partici-

pated in the reshaping of Helmholtzian psychology

into early Gestalt theory. He conducted experi-

ments in the psychological laboratory of his aca-

demic advisor Carl Stumpf and in 1908 received his

doctorate in philosophy, mathematics, and physics

with a dissertation on Ernst Mach’s doctrines,

Beitrag zur Beurteilung der Lehren Machs (A con-

tribution to the evaluation of Mach’s doctrines).

Parallel to his intellectual transformation from

engineer to scientific philosopher, Musil kept up

his literary activity, and the publication of Törleß in

1906 immediately earned him fame as a young,

aspiring author. The psychologizing depiction of

the protagonist’s sexual experiences and his ambig-

uous sexual orientation caused some uproar; the

book was a minor scandal and a public success.

This convinced Musil to shift his professional goals

once again. After the completion of his dissertation

he parted with academia for good to become an

independent author and critic.

In the following years Musil lived in Vienna and

Berlin, coediting and publishing in a number of lit-

erary journals, most notably the Neue Rundschau.

These first professional ventures were abruptly halted

by the outbreak of World War I, during which Musil

served as an officer in the Austro-Hungarian army

at the Italian front. After the war Musil again took

up his life between the German and Austrian capi-

tals, writing prose and drama as well as essays,

feuilletons, and literary and theater criticism: his

Drei Frauen (Three women) was published in
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1923, and the play Die Schwärmer (The enthu-
siasts) received the prestigious Kleist prize in
1924. His story ‘‘Die Amsel’’ (The blackbird),
which appeard in the writer’s 1935 collection
Nachlaß zu Lebzeiten, attempts to find a literary
form for the traumatic experience of war and is
informed by Musil’s immediate encounter with the
overpowering impact of modern combat technology.

Musil’s articles, essays, and literary texts are
characterized by a radical openness toward the
emerging culture of twentieth-century modernity.
This openness also turned him into an ideological
outsider and a maverick among German intellec-
tuals: Musil never failed to emphasize the validity
of scientific rationality, applied and theoretical, that
was part of his heritage as a philosopher and engi-
neer. Through his intellectual biography he was
situated beyond the conventional antagonism of
techno-rationality and classical German Bildung
(education), and he never fell prey to the ideologi-
cal temptations that were taking hold of the vanish-
ing German bourgeoisie. For example, he rejected
all distinctions between a traditional Geist (spirit),
belonging to culture proper, and a merely instru-
mental, supposedly superficial modern ratio (rea-
son). In contrast to cultural conservatives of all
political colors, Musil also fully recognized the
demise of nineteenth-century bourgeois culture
in the face of a reality that embedded individual
action in mass movements; that replaced the hol-
low concepts of fate or historical necessity by
chance; and that became increasingly structured
by technical media and their effects.

Throughout the 1920s Musil worked on his
magnum opus, Der Mann ohne Eigenschaften (The
man without qualities). The novel’s first volume
was published in 1930, marking a critical triumph
for the author. The book portrays the Habsburg
Monarchy’s political disintegration and delineates
more broadly the historical and epistemological
ruptures that terminated the nineteenth century’s
order of knowledge and experience. Der Mann
ohne Eigenschaften also offers a radical revision of
literary storytelling and marks a qualitative break
with Musil’s earlier writings. Its critique of linear,
anthropocentric narration leads to a mode of repre-
sentation that no longer equates literary form with
the depiction of narrative causality and character
development. Rather, strands of contingencies

produce narrative occurrences that are marked as
possible but not necessary events. The book moves
among a number of characters, thus producing a
panorama of its time and locale. In addition, the
novel consciously integrates essayistic passages that
open zones of reflection in the midst of narration.
The exploration of the probable and the possible—
das Mögliche—is thus woven into the texture of a
novel that is no longer classical.

In a sad irony, Musil’s newly discovered art of
charting the possible rather than the actual was
echoed on a biographical level by his ongoing
process of literary sketching and revision that
only ended with the author’s death. After the first
part of the second volume of Der Mann ohne
Eigenschaften appeared in 1932 Musil merely
produced an enormous number of variations for
potential chapters that did not make their way to
publication until the mid-1950s. Musil did not live
to see this moment when his oeuvre was rediscov-
ered. His texts had been pushed into oblivion after
the writer’s political expulsion from the countries
in which he lived and worked. When the National
Socialists were elected in Germany, he left Berlin
for Austria. In 1938 his native country joined the
Third Reich, and Der Mann ohne Eigenschaften was
banned. Musil emigrated to Switzerland, where he
died in Geneva in 1942, in poverty.

See also Germany.
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MUSSOLINI, BENITO (1883–1945),
Fascist chief and head of the government in Italy
from 1922 to 1945.

Benito Amilcare Andrea Mussolini was born at
Dovia, an outlying settlement of the small town of
Predappio, which lies on a spur of the Apennines
not far from the city of Bologna. Mussolini’s father,
Alessandro, was prominent in local socialist politics
and his mother, Rosa Maltoni, was a primary
schoolteacher and pious Catholic. The young
Mussolini began as a socialist but openly took a
different line during the First World War when
much of the purpose and behavior of what came
to be called fascism was framed. In March 1919 the
fascist movement was founded and it solidified into
a party (the Partito Nazionale Fascista, PNF) dur-
ing the second half of 1921. On 30 October 1922,
at the age of thirty-nine, Mussolini became prime
minister of Italy, the youngest in the country’s
history. On 3 January 1925 Mussolini announced
his government had turned into a dictatorship.
Thereafter he imposed tyrannical rule over his
nation, boasting of framing the (first) ‘‘totalitarian
state’’ and rejoicing in an unbounded personality
cult that all but deified the DUCE (or Leader—the
use of capitals became mandatory in the 1930s), as
he was known.

After 1933 Mussolini had to measure himself
against the Nazi dictatorship of Adolf Hitler, a man
who frequently acknowledged his debt to the Duce

as a model in the führer’s rise to power but who led
a state that was more powerful and radical than was
Mussolini’s regime in Rome. By 1937 Fascist Italy
and Nazi Germany were united in an unofficial
alliance called the Axis, seemingly committed to
overthrowing the ‘‘plutocratic’’ and parliamentary
world order as well as to repelling the Soviet Union
and international Marxism. In September 1939,
however, Mussolini, in some embarrassment at his
country’s lack of military preparation, did not at
first take Italy into the ‘‘War for Danzig.’’ The
sweeping German victories in the Low Countries
and France in spring 1940 unleashed Mussolini, as
the historian MacGregor Knox has put it. Italy
entered the Second World War on 10 June and
thereafter followed its German and Japanese allies
into the wars against the Soviet Union and United
States. Yet fascism’s achievement at the various
fronts scarcely matched regime rhetoric about a
militarized nation that had finally become a genu-
ine great power. Italian forces did win some short-
term victories, but Italy was, by every index, no
more than Nazi Germany’s ‘‘ignoble second.’’

Public military humiliation and the inadequacy
the dictatorship displayed in organizing its popula-
tion and economy for modern war rapidly fretted
the popular consent that the Duce had until then
won from wide sections of Italian life. By the spring
and early summer of 1943, Mussolini was willing
to admit that he had become ‘‘the most hated man
in Italy,’’ and on 25 July, after a protracted meeting
of the Duce and his longtime henchmen assembled
in the Grand Council, the Fascist regime fell. King
Victor Emmanuel III, who had remained constitu-
tional head of state throughout the dictatorship,
arrested Mussolini and replaced him as prime min-
ister with Marshal Pietro Badoglio, the former
chief of general staff.

The Mussolini story had a coda. On 8
September 1943, Badoglio bungled Italy’s with-
drawal from the war. As a result the country was
occupied by the competing armies (the Germans
coming from the north to Naples and beyond, the
Allies moving forward from Salerno). Mussolini
was rescued by an intrepid SS glider pilot from
imprisonment at a mountain resort east of Rome.
Taken to Germany, he was reunited with his family
and soon agreed to being restored as leader of what
was left of fascism. His new regime called itself the
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Italian Social Republic (Repubblica Sociale Italiana,
RSI). Mussolini based himself at the small town of
Salò on Lago di Garda, between Milan and Verona
and patently near the German world.

Now northern Italy became the site of a civil
war while the Allied armies slowly pushed back the
Germans. The RSI added its own brutality to the
tally of previous Fascist killing fields where, espe-
cially as the result of aggressive war, the Duce bore
responsibility for the deaths of at least one million
people. At Salò, given formal respect but little else
by his German masters, Mussolini swung from one
rhetorical option to the next, but in practice he
now had the bathetic fate of being a puppet dicta-
tor. The end came in April 1945, when the
German forces dissolved. Mussolini moved from

his villa at Gargnano to Milan and thence to

Como and an uncertain destination farther north.

On 27 April he was recognized by partisans who

had stopped a German military convoy fleeing

toward the mountains. The next afternoon

Mussolini, in the company of his last mistress,

Claretta Petacci, was shot at the orders of the

Anti-Fascist Committee of National Liberation.

His body was thrown onto a truck and taken, along

with those of Petacci and a number of executed

Fascist chiefs, to a suburban square in Milan, the

Piazzale Loreto. There the corpse was abused by

the populace and eventually hung upside down

outside some gas pumps as a traditional demonstra-

tion of the disdain the tyrant by now inspired in the

people. The U.S. military authorities gave the body

Benito Mussolini addresses a huge crowd in Pistoia, Italy, during a tour of provincial cities, May 1930. ªBETTMANN/

CORBIS
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an autopsy and took away some brain matter,
claiming they wanted to investigate whether the
dictator had syphilis (with the imminent Cold
War, they soon dropped the matter from their
priorities). The rest of the Duce was buried secretly

in Milan.

Still the story was not quite over. On 22 April
1946, Mussolini’s corpse was kidnapped from its
anonymous resting place by a squad of Fascist nos-
talgics, headed by Domenico Leccisi. They success-
fully hid the Duce’s remains until 11 August (and
so through the political campaign during which
Italians opted to replace the Savoy monarchy with
a democratic republic). Again the dictator’s
remains were interred in Milan, now with a modest
note of his name. It was not until 31 August 1957
that Mussolini finally returned to Predappio and
was belatedly laid in the family tomb there. In the
twenty-first century the place retains some ambi-
guity since it is a place of neo-Fascist pilgrimage.
Such surviving remembrance suggests that Italians
have not been fully successful in absorbing their
recent history. Much reticence remains in compre-
hending the tragedies and disasters of the genera-
tion of Mussolinian and Fascist dictatorship.

So much is the basic detail of the Mussolini
story. But what was Benito Mussolini like and what
were his essential historical achievements? Or,
rather, what effect did he as an individual have on
Italian and world history?

FAMILY MAN

The first point to be made about Mussolini as a
person is that he was not mad but rather displayed
throughout his life many of the assumptions and
much of the behavior of ambitious Italians of his
era. Unlike Hitler, Mussolini was a ‘‘family man.’’
In 1910 he had begun living with Rachele Guidi,
seven years his junior and the daughter of his
father’s mistress from a family further down the
village social scale than were the Mussolinis. By
the end of that year their first child, Edda, had
been born. At that stage the relationship between
Benito Mussolini and Rachele Guidi was a socialist
one, but in 1915 they were married in a state
ceremony and their union received church sanctifi-
cation in December 1925. Eventually the marriage
produced four more offspring, three sons and
another daughter. There were other complications.

It seems now established that, in some ceremony or
other, Mussolini had earlier married Ida Dalser, a
woman he had met while working as a socialist
journalist in Trento. Dalser certainly produced a
son, Benito Albino, in November 1915, acknowl-
edged by the future dictator. Although Mussolini
continued to contribute to their upkeep, neither
mother nor son was destined for a happy life. Each
died after being confined to a lunatic asylum,
Dalser in 1937 and Benito Albino in 1942.

This blot on the family escutcheon, not to be
mentioned once Mussolini was dictator, was dealt
with by Mussolini’s younger brother, Arnaldo
(1885–1931). Arnaldo was somewhat better edu-
cated than Benito and, following conscription,
served as a lieutenant in the First World War.
Family hierarchy, however, was more powerful
than that suggested by the state or by class. After
1919, while Benito rose to dominate the Fascist
movement, Arnaldo was always somewhere near in
the background, providing sensible advice, good
contacts, and an open purse. When Mussolini
became prime minister, he at once promoted his
brother to the key position of editor of Il Popolo
d’Italia (The people of Italy), his personal news-
paper, founded in November 1914 when Mussolini
had opted to back Italian intervention in the First
World War and so broke with orthodox socialism.
After 1922, still edited from Mussolini’s first cita-
del in Milan, Il Popolo d’Italia became the official
organ of the Fascist ideology and of the regime. Its
financing, management, and line were crucial
matters, details that could only be handed to
Arnaldo—the one man, Mussolini would later
remark regretfully after his brother’s early death,
he had ever trusted. Until 1931 the dictator and
Arnaldo were accustomed to speaking on the
phone each night.

Mussolini’s private life remained bohemian,
with his mistresses including Margherita Sarfatti, a
wealthy Jewish Venetian who moved from social-
ism to fascism along with her younger lover.
Sarfatti was also self-consciously intellectual.
Under the dictatorship she was a major figure in
the cultural world until overborne by the deepen-
ing anti-Semitism of the 1930s (then, Mussolini,
no longer her lover, assisted her emigration to the
United States). Mussolini had many other sexual
partners, with whom any relationship was nasty,
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brutish, and short. By the 1930s, as a sign of his own
deteriorating health, Claretta Petacci, a starstruck and
avaricious member of the Roman upper bourgeoisie,
younger than Edda Mussolini, became the Duce’s
semiofficial mistress, a tie that signaled his cynicism
and misanthropy (and deepening depression).

INTELLECTUAL

In his halcyon days Mussolini had himself aspired
to be a man of ideas. The forty-four volumes of his

‘‘complete works’’ include a novel, a history of the

Reformation preacher Jan Hus, and an autobio-

graphy, penned when he was not yet thirty years

old (but exclude plays about Napoleon and Julius

Caesar on which he collaborated once installed as

dictator). Mussolini was first trained as an elemen-

tary and then middle school teacher of French and,

unlike quite a few politicians between the wars,

he retained some knowledge of French, German,

and English. His potential as a pedagogue of the

Mussolini and Hitler watch a parade staged for the former’s visit to Germany, October

1937. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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young, however, soon surrendered to his career as
a political journalist. From editing such news sheets
as the painfully Marxist La Lotta di Classe (The
class struggle) in Forlı̀, in 1912 Mussolini took
control of Avanti!, the national paper of the
Italian socialist movement. Over the next two years
he proved able in the job, quadrupling the paper’s
circulation through his trenchant writing and ruth-
less downsizing of staff. As a further sign of intel-
lectual interest or aspiration, in 1913 he began
editing a monthly, optimistically entitled Utopia.

This writing has led some commentators, nota-
bly the political scientist A. J. Gregor, to argue that
Mussolini was a genuine man of ideas, an impor-
tant and independent thinker whose eventual fas-
cism was forged from the mixture of socialist,
syndicalist, and nationalist theories that eddied
around his mind and those of his contemporaries.
For Gregor, as well for neo-Fascists and their
friends in early-twenty-first-century Italy, Mussolini
was one of the greatest political philosophers of the
twentieth century.

More skeptical historians remained uncon-
vinced. A review of Mussolini’s numerous speeches
and articles before his break with socialism over the
war in October 1914 discloses many contradic-
tions. They are scarcely surprising in an ambitious
young man from the provinces who was blessed
with some education and quite a bit of curiosity
but scarcely possessed of a trained mind, while also
always busy with political schemes, active sexuality,
and family demands. The prewar Mussolini was
able to mouth the phrases of more and less ortho-
dox socialism, while never altogether renouncing
his national identity as an Italian. But he was always
more a Mussolinian than anything else.

Two points are fundamental here. Unlike
Hitler, Mussolini was not entirely ‘‘made by the
First World War.’’ In 1914, although there was still
much that was brittle about his achievement, he
was doing well as a radical socialist. Fascism, by
contrast, was forged in the war. After 1922, to a
major degree Fascist rule was that of the nation’s
idiosyncratic First World War prolonged into
peacetime. Mussolini and almost all of his hench-
men were returned soldiers, bearers of a conflict
they could not forget and so, as the historian Omer
Bartov has put it with greater regard to Germany,
men with ‘‘murder in their midst.’’

POLITICIAN AND FASCIST

During the campaign for Italian intervention in
1914–1915, Mussolini won some prominence
because of the dramatic nature of his break with
mainstream socialism and the aggression and acti-
vism of the first issues of Il Popolo d’Italia. In
September 1915, however, he was in his turn con-
scripted. Although he retained a political profile,
wrote a war diary (to become a much cherished
text after 1922) and in 1917 was wounded, there-
after to resume his life as a journalist, in early 1919
Mussolini was scarcely the most prominent man in
the Right’s political firmament. There the basic
medley of fascist ideas was coalescing: a defense of
the war and its history; nationalism; a soldierly
concept of welfare to the deserving; a fusion, repli-
cating that in the army between hierarchy and indi-
vidual opportunity and activity, united with a
profound hostility to the antiwar orthodox socia-
lists. In March 1919, a meeting at a building in the
Piazza di San Sepolcro in Milan hailed the forma-
tion of bodies to be called fasci di combattimento
(returned soldiers’ leagues), with great local auton-
omy but with an announced national purpose of
defending and expanding the territorial gains in the
war and simultaneously fostering and enforcing the
social unity then decreed mandatory.

In the succeeding months Mussolini emerged
as the Duce of this still inchoate movement. His
position with regard to the Fascists retained some
ambiguity until the open proclamation of dictator-
ship in 1925. Before that, fascism rose to power
and installed its leader as prime minister through a
combination of brutally antisocialist (and some-
times anti-Catholic) social action in the provinces
(especially in northern and central Italy) and adroit
political negotiation, above and below the table, in
Rome. Mussolini, the owner-editor of Il Popolo
d’Italia, was the Fascist with national recognition;
the ras, or local Fascist bosses of the provinces,
were the men who imposed their version of order
on their towns and their hinterlands.

After 1925 the dictatorship continued to pos-
sess what some have seen as a double face. There
was plenty of accommodation with the existing
elites. The Lateran Pacts of February 1929, resolv-
ing the ‘‘Roman question,’’ that is, the relationship
between church and state in a modern Italy, are the
classic example, but so too is the way Mussolini, at
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least until 1943, accepted that King Victor
Emmanuel III was head of state and that the army
officer corps remained more monarchist than
Fascist. Neither large landowners nor industrialists
found that Mussolini’s rule required much more
sacrifice than that they don a Fascist black shirt on
official occasions. Similarly, the personality cult
(fascism was very much a ‘‘propaganda state’’) and
Mussolini’s personal rule (he was a hardworking
executive) were countered by the talk about a
Fascist Party revolution and the totalitarian
intrusion of Fascist forms, practice, and mentality
into all Italians’ lives.

Although never officially clashing with the legal
system inherited from the liberal regime before
1922 (many leading Fascists were lawyers by train-
ing and profession), Mussolini relied heavily on

his secret police and took very seriously his daily
meetings with the police chief, Arturo Bocchini
(d. 1940). After Arnaldo Mussolini, Bocchini was
the figure whose advice the Duce followed most
readily. Again the implications are ambiguous since
Bocchini was a career official, a man who joked that
his fascism did not extend below his waist, a lover
of the good life and anything other than a true-
believing Italian Himmler. Mussolini’s secret police
was designed to quiet the population, not to mus-
ter it into political or racial revolution.

Deciding whether Mussolini was a ‘‘weak’’ or
‘‘strong’’ dictator is thus a complex matter. It is
clear that from time to time Mussolini made deci-
sions and imposed them willy-nilly on his party
colleagues and Italy (the high valuation of the lira
in 1927 and the war against Ethiopia in 1935 are

Italian premier Benito Mussolini shakes hands with British prime minister Neville Chamberlain after the signing

of the Munich Agreement, September 1938. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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examples). Yet Mussolini also often told his listen-
ers what they wanted to hear and was as likely to
‘‘work towards the Italians’’ as charismatically
demand that they ‘‘worked towards him.’’ He
was, somewhere beneath the rhetoric about
Fascist revolution, a more nervous figure than
Hitler, and a politician who feared that a week
was a long time in politics, more a tactician than a
strategist. He was also, in almost every way, a dis-
astrous failure in both his domestic and foreign
policies. His version of fascism brought death and
destruction to Italians and to those painted with
rapid and peremptory strokes (Mussolini always
rejoiced in his own ‘‘savagery’’) as their enemies.

See also Fascism; Hitler, Adolf; Italy; Stalin, Joseph;
Totalitarianism.
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MYRDAL, GUNNAR (1898–1987), Nobel
Prize–winning Swedish economist, politician, social
scientist, and internationalist.

Gunner Myrdal early in his career established
himself as one of the foremost proponents of the
Stockholm school of thought in economics. In his
thesis from 1927, Prisbildningsproblemet och förän-
derligheten (The price formation problem of varia-
bility), he emphasized the role of expectations in
economic life, criticizing the static character of
neoclassical equilibrium-oriented economics. In
Monetary Equilibrium (1933) he introduced the ex
ante/ex post distinction to overcome the deficiency
in neoclassical economics. Another fundamental line
of argument was his critique of conceptions of
neutrality of social science: in Vetenskap och politik
i nationalekonomien (1930) he criticized open and
concealed value premises in prevailing economic
theory. He further developed this critique in The
Political Element in the Development of Economic
Theory (1953).

ECONOMIST

As an economist Myrdal presented a very early
theoretical underpinning for a counter-cyclical-
oriented economic policy in Konjunkturer och
offentlig hushållning (1933; Business cycles and
public finance) and published an appendix to the
Swedish government’s budget proposition, empha-
sizing the need for state powers to counteract
economic depression through increased public expen-
diture. Later, as chairman of Sweden’s Postwar
Economic Planning Commission (1944–1945) he
further developed his analysis of financial policies,
taking into account the larger possibilities opened
up by an economic policy consciously geared
toward macroeconomic growth. He was the main
architect behind the formulation of full employ-
ment as an overarching goal of Swedish economic
policy after World War II. Contemporary with but
distinct from John Maynard Keynes, he argued for
the role of investment levels as the key element of
economic policy.

SOCIAL SCIENTIST

Myrdal’s scientific and political work were to be
intertwined from the 1930s on when he and
his wife, Alva Myrdal, joined the Swedish Social
Democracy. Together they gained considerable
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political influence, both as writers and as part of a
larger network of modernizers. During the 1930s
they were central to the reformulation of Swedish
social policy. Starting with their Kris i befolknings-
frågan (1934; The population problem in crisis),
which challenged contemporary attitudes about
racial biology, they advocated a ‘‘prophylactic social
policy’’ focused on better housing, child allocations,
and free school meals. Their ideas came to be the
tenets of Swedish postwar welfare policies.

In 1938 Myrdal was chosen to be the director of
an extensive research project on ‘‘Negro relations’’
sponsored by the Carnegie Foundation. It resulted
in the publication of An American Dilemma: The
Negro Problem and Modern Democracy (1944), a
landmark study in U.S. sociology. Arguing that the
problem did not concern the ‘‘other’’ but was
central to the self-conception of U.S. society, a true
dilemma for the ‘‘American creed’’ on which its
constitution was based. Myrdal further developed
these ideas in works on welfare problems including
Challenge to Affluence (1963).

INTERNATIONALIST

During World War II, Myrdal developed close con-
tacts with U.S. New Deal economists, and as chair-
man of the Commission for Economic Postwar
Planning of the Swedish Commission he largely
pursued their ideas in the economic planning for
Sweden after the war. Internationalist in attitude,
Myrdal worked with exiled Social Democrats in
Sweden such as Willy Brandt and Bruno Kreisky
on postwar reconstruction plans. He argued for a
common all-European reconstruction effort and
promoted the planning of vast Swedish govern-
ment credits to support reconstruction efforts in
neighboring countries.

In 1945 Myrdal became Sweden’s minister of
trade and promoted a broad trade policy, including
agreements with Poland and the Soviet Union to
open up world trade. With the onslaught of Cold
War tensions these agreements—although ratified—
became subject to heated domestic debate, and
Myrdal personally came under fire. Partly because
of this—but also because of tensions within the
government—Myrdal resigned in 1947 to become
executive secretary of the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe (ECE), a position he would
hold for ten years. Myrdal developed the ECE into a
first-rate analysis agency while at the same time facil-
itating East-West trade relations on a practical level.

Myrdal’s later works concentrated on interna-
tional development, trade, and cooperation issues
(Economic Theory and Development, 1957; Asian
Drama, 1968; Challenge of World Poverty, 1970),
developing an institutional economic analysis and
criticizing classic free-trade theory. In 1974 he was
awarded the Nobel Prize in economics for his
groundbreaking work in monetary and market the-
ory and for his studies of the relationship between
economic, social, and institutional conditions.
Egalitarian in social politics and intellectually pro-
vocative, Myrdal was a heterodox Swedish social
democrat, a radically liberal American, and a world
citizen.

See also Keynes, J. M.; Reconstruction; Sweden; United
Nations and Europe.
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ABOVE: Horse Races and Amusements on the Frozen Neva in St.
Petersburg. Nineteenth-century French print, 1846. Russian leisure activities are

depicted in a picturesque manner for French viewers. SNARK/ART RESOURCE, NY 

LEFT: “W” Is for Waiter. Drawing from The Child’s Coloured Gift Book, 1867.

Restaurants of the modern kind, where patrons were served the dishes of their

choice by attentive servers, began in France at the end of the eighteenth century

and spread to other parts of Europe during the nineteenth century. The image of

such establishments as places where the wealthy might spend some of their

abundant leisure time is reflected in this drawing. MARY EVANS PICTURE LIBRARY

Nazi staff cars enter a village in the Sudetenland, October 1938. Following the annexation of Austria in March 1938,

reclaiming control of the portion of Czechoslovakia inhabited by Germans was Adolf Hitler’s next move in his plan for world

domination by what he deemed the ethnically pure “Aryan race.” TIME LIFE PICTURES/GETTY IMAGES

WORLD WAR II AND FASCISM



RIGHT: A rally at the Stadio dei Cipressi in honor of Adolf

Hitler, Rome, May 1938. In October 1936, the fascist

leaders of Germany and Italy, Hitler and Benito Mussolini,

formalized their alliance as the Rome-Berlin Axis. In May 1938,

Hitler made an official state visit to Italy, during which Mussolini

mounted an impressive display of Axis solidarity. TIME LIFE

PICTURES/GETTY IMAGES

BELOW: Adolf Hitler delivers a speech to the German

Reichstag, 28 April 1939. It was during this speech that

Hitler announced his intention to abrogate Germany’s non-

aggression agreement with Poland. He carried out this threat

in September of that year, causing Great Britain, its dominions,

and France to declare war. TIME LIFE PICTURES/GETTY IMAGES



LEFT: A building burns during the Battle of Britain,

London, September 1940. The German defeat of France

and the Low Countries in early 1940 was followed by an

intensive period of aerial bombing of the British Isles. The

bombing of cities, made possible by improvements in aircraft,

became a common tactic for combatants during the war,

causing enormous loss of life among civilian populations.

WILLIAM VANDIVERT/TIME LIFE PICTURES/GETTY IMAGES

BELOW: World War II–era poster depicting British

Commonwealth troops. As the German occupation of

western Europe progressed, Britain relied heavily on the

resources of Commonwealth nations — Australia, Canada,

New Zealand, and South Africa — as well as its colonies in

South Asia and West Africa. © SWIM INK 2, LLC/CORBIS



RIGHT: Women’s Auxiliary Air Force members prepare a

barrage balloon, London, c. 1941. Women played an

unprecedented role in the Allied war effort, serving in a variety

of roles from intelligence to aircraft maintenance. Although in

most cases they served in support positions such as the ones

depicted here, among resistance fighters and in the Soviet

Union some women fought in combat along with men. 

© HULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

BELOW: Royal Air Force command crew with their Avro

Lancaster bomber c. 1941. Having thwarted Hitler’s plan

to destroy British air forces and launch an invasion across the

English channel, the RAF stepped up bombing raids on

Germany. The Avro Lancaster bomber was the most

successful of the planes developed for this purpose. 

© HULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS



LEFT: Sleeping soldiers. Photograph from the German

propaganda periodical Signal, 14 June 1940. Soldiers of the

German occupation forces in France are portrayed

sympathetically. ARCHIVES CHARMET/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BELOW: The crematorium at Auschwitz, photographed

in 1980. In 1933 Hitler established the first work camp at

Dachau to isolate and punish political prisoners. As the war

progressed, the number of camps grew dramatically as other

groups were targeted and treatment of internees progressed

from harsh to monstrous. The camp at Auschwitz remains one

of the most notorious; it is believed that about 2.5 million

people were exterminated there. © PAUL ALMASY/CORBIS



TOP: Allied troops arrive at the Piazza San Pietro in

Rome, June 1944. After establishing a foothold in southern

Italy in March 1943, Allied forces faced fierce resistance from

Italian and German troops as they made their way north. They

did not reach Rome until June 1944. © BETTMANN/CORBIS

MIDDLE: German artillery at Longues-sur-Mer, France,

photographed c. 2003. Germany prepared for an Allied

assault by creating what became known as the Atlantic Wall,

a series of coastal fortifications stretching from Norway to

southern France, including batteries of 150mm guns housed in

concrete bunkers such as the one pictured here. This

installation guarded one of the beaches used for the Allied 

D-Day landing and is one of the few that survived the pre-

invasion bombardment. © RICHARD KLUNE/CORBIS

BOTTOM: A memorial to the defenders of Stalingrad. In

the summer of 1942, Germany launched a major offensive

against the city of Stalingrad which lasted six months and

ended in a major defeat for the Germans. The steadfast

resistance of the residents of Stalingrad and the huge number

of casualties on the Soviet side, numbering over one million,

became a source of pride and solidarity. © DEAN CONGER

/CORBIS

OPPOSITE PAGE: French general Charles de Gaulle leads a

parade in the Champs Elysées to celebrate the

liberation of Paris, 26 August 1944. With help from

French resistance fighters, Allied troops made their way

eastward to Paris less than three months after the D-Day

landing at Normandy. TIME LIFE PICTURES/GETTY IMAGES





RIGHT: The Nuremberg trials, 1946. After the war, Nazi

leaders were tried in Nuremberg as war criminals. Pictured

here are (front row, from left) Hermann Goering, Rudolf Hess,

Joachim von Ribbentrop, Wilhelm Keitel, Ernst Kaltenbrunner,

and (second row) Karl Dönitz, Erich Raeder, Baldur von

Schirach, and Fritz Sauckel. Ribbentrop, Keitel, Kaltenbunner,

and Sauckel were found guilty and executed. Goering too was

sentenced to death but committed suicide before he could be

executed. The rest were found guilty and received prison

sentences. © BETTMANN/CORBIS

BELOW: The Small Camp at Buchenwald. Painting by Boris

Taslitzky, 1945. Born in Paris to Russian parents, Taslitzky was

a painter who was interned at Buchenwald as a result of his

active resistance to the German occupation. He later

attempted to capture the horror unleashed during the final

stages of the war when German attempts to exterminate

internees reached their frenzied peak. CNAC/MNAM/DIST.
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NAGY, IMRE (1896–1958), Hungarian states-
man, premier of the 1956 revolutionary gov-
ernment.

A lifelong communist, Nagy paradoxically
became the symbol of courageous resistance to
communist repression as a leader of the Hungarian
revolution of 1956.

Nagy was born to a peasant family in the
provincial town of Kaposvár in western Hungary.
After four years of high school education he was
apprenticed as a locksmith. In 1915 he was
drafted and fought on the Russian front, until he
was captured in the following year and became a
prisoner of war. At the time of the Russian Civil
War he joined the Communist Party and fought
in the Red Army. In 1921 he returned to Hungary
and participated in the work of the Social
Democratic Party, until he was expelled as a com-
munist. In 1927 he was briefly jailed for illegal
organizational activities and, on being freed, he
left the country first for Austria and then in 1929
for the Soviet Union. He spent the next fourteen
years in exile, where he trained himself to be a
specialist on agrarian issues. He worked in the
Agricultural Institute of the Comintern and the
Central Statistical Institute, and during World
War II he was an editor of the Hungarian lan-
guage broadcasts of Radio Moscow.

He was among the first communists to return
to Hungary in October 1944. Even though he had
not been among the best-known leaders, he was

chosen to play a major role because, unlike the

other top communists, he was not Jewish. The fact

that he was an agrarian economist also recom-

mended him at a time when the issue of land

reform had great political significance. Nagy served

as minister of agriculture in the provisional govern-

ment and in that capacity became responsible for

the radical land reform that was carried out in

1945. After the elections in November 1945

he served briefly as minister of the interior but

was removed by the communists, who saw him as

weak. Between 1947 and 1949 he was speaker of
the Parliament. He opposed the party’s agrarian

policy, the extremely unpopular forced collectiviza-

tion, and for his views was excluded from the

leadership.

At the death of Stalin in 1953, on Soviet initia-

tive Nagy was made prime minister. What recom-

mended him for this job in the eyes of the Soviet

leadership was once again that he was not Jewish

and had not been part of the leadership at the time

of the worst terror. Also as a major organizer plan-

ning the land reform, he had acquired a degree of

popularity. Nagy initiated ‘‘a new course,’’ which

meant increased investment in consumer goods in

order to raise the disastrously low standard of living

of the people along with the lessening of terror.

Nagy’s patron in the Soviet government was

Georgy Malenkov. It was Nagy’s misfortune that

Nikita Khrushchev defeated his patron, which in

turn allowed Mátyás Rákosi, the Hungarian

Stalin, to remove Nagy and replace him with his

own man, András Hegedüs.
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Rákosi saw Nagy as a dangerous opponent

and succeeded in excluding him from the party.

In spite of pressure Nagy refused to exercise self-

criticism. Khrushchev’s speech at the Twentieth

Party Congress undermined the standing of the

Stalinist leaders in Eastern Europe, in particular

in Hungary. The revolution that followed on 23

October 1956 made Nagy premier once again.

This was not a revolution that Nagy made or

desired; rather than doing away with the commu-

nist system, he hoped to improve it. In fact, during

the short period of the revolution the demands of

its leaders went much further than Premier Nagy

would have liked. However, when presented with

the choice of turning against his own people or

remaining faithful to his communist convictions,

Nagy made the morally correct choice and thereby

became a hero and later a martyr. He called for the

removal of Soviet troops from Hungary, accepted

the reintroduction of the multiparty system as well

as freedom of speech and organization, took the

country out of the Warsaw Pact, and declared

Hungary’s neutrality.

When Soviet troops reentered Budapest and
suppressed the revolution on 4 November 1956,
Nagy took refuge at the Yugoslav embassy. On
receiving a promise of safe conduct, he left the
embassy on 22 November. Soviet troops immedi-
ately captured him and his fellow leaders and
deported them to Romania. Nagy could have saved
his life by repudiating the revolution and endorsing
the new János Kádár government imposed by
Soviet troops, but he refused. He was returned to
Hungary, sentenced to death on 15 June 1958,
and executed on the following day.

On 16 June 1989 Nagy’s reburial became a
celebration of the martyrs of the revolution and at
the same time, fittingly, represented the end of the
communist regime in Hungary.

See also Eastern Bloc; Hungary; Khrushchev, Nikita.
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NATIONAL FRONT. On 21 April 2002 a
political earthquake rocked France. In the first round
of the presidential elections, the National Front can-
didate, Jean-Marie Le Pen, came in second, behind
the sitting president, Jacques Chirac, and ahead of
the favorite, the Socialist Party candidate, Prime
Minister Lionel Jospin. In response to this disap-
pointing result, Jospin immediately announced his
retirement from political life. The result of the (run-
off) second round, following massive anti–National
Front street demonstrations, was admittedly an over-
whelming victory for Chirac, who obtained 82.2
percent of votes cast as compared with Le Pen’s
17.8 percent. But it still meant that in a country
much given to advertising itself as a model of democ-
racy, the Far Right could garner almost a fifth of
French votes. Nor was this a new development: over
the previous twenty years the National Front had
become a significant player among political forces in
France, and France by extension had acquired one of
the largest far-right constituencies in a European

Imre Nagy addresses the Hungarian parliament, 1955.

Seated next to him is Hungarian Communist Party chief Mátyás

Rákosi. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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country. The National Front’s leader was certainly a

talented individual, but it took him a very long time

to translate that talent into ballots. Suffice it to recall
that the Front, over which Le Pen had presided from

its foundation in 1972, failed for over ten years to

cull more than 1 percent of votes cast in elections;

indeed, in the presidential elections of 1981, Le Pen
could not even gather the five hundred signatures

required by law for him to run.

It was only in 1984 that the National Front

began its rapid ascent. A harbinger of things to

come was Le Pen’s performance in the 1982 munic-

ipal elections, when he collected 11.3 percent of
the votes in the working-class 20th arrondissement

(or district) of Paris. In 1984, at the national level,

the party obtained 10.95 percent of votes cast in

the European parliamentary elections. In presiden-

tial contests, the Front’s share of votes reached
14.39 percent in 1988 and 15 percent in 1995,

while in the legislative elections of 1997 it came to

15.24 percent. These percentages represent

millions of French citizens—more than 4.5 million

in 1995. All French political parties have a high

turnover of supporters, but this trait is even more
marked in the case of the National Front, in view of

which one can but conclude that a very significant

proportion of the French people have voted at least

once since the 1980s for the Far Right. The Front
has become a permanent feature of France’s poli-

tical landscape.

How is this to be explained? One consideration is

the National Front’s propensity to attract protest

votes. For a portion of the electorate, a vote for the

Front has been no more than an expression of dis-
satisfaction, cast in the confident expectation that the

party would not come to power. It is noteworthy,

however, that the French Communist Party long

antedated the Front as a recipient of protest votes.

The rise of Le Pen’s party was in inverse proportion
to the decline of the Communists: at least to some

extent the two parties were like communicating ves-

sels. In the 1984 European elections the National

Jean-Marie Le Pen, leader of the National Front, speaks in front of the Place de l’Opera, September 1986.
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Front was just behind the Communists, and in the
legislative elections of 1986 it overtook them. Of
course this is not to say that Communist voters went
over en masse to the Front; many, indeed, defected
instead to the Socialists or to small far-left parties. Yet
a time eventually came when many more workers
were voting for the National Front than for the
Communist Party. The Soviet model no longer held
out any promise, and many working-class voters were
seduced by Le Pen’s denunciation of ‘‘immigration,
insecurity, unemployment’’ and by his trumpeting of
the purported solution: ‘‘French people first.’’ The
failure of the Socialist Party to fulfill its promise to
‘‘change life’’ after its triumphant victory in 1981
merely strengthened the appeal of the Front, espe-
cially since the Socialists were vulnerable to the
charge that they neglected the issues of public safety
and immigration.

There can be no doubt, in any case, that the
growth of the National Front resulted from the
addition of a large number of solidly working-class
voters to the party’s traditional constituency of
conservative Catholics and rightists motivated by
nostalgia for Vichy France or French Algeria. The
Front’s composition accounts for the fact that,
twenty years after it first burst onto the French
political scene, it is still a factor to be reckoned
with and has several times thrown French political
institutions into turmoil. The National Front has
survived the more or less long-term electoral
impact of many controversial issues, among them
Le Pen’s verbal excesses and the naked racism they
betray, the party’s support for Saddam Hussein in
the first Gulf War, the profaning of the Jewish
cemetery in Carpentras (widely attributed to the
Front), and above all the split of 1998, when a
portion of the party’s supporters left under the
leadership of Bruno Mégret and formed the
National and Republican Movement (MNR).
Only time will tell whether the National Front
can survive the departure of its aging chief, who
was seventy-six years old in 2004.

See also Immigration and Internal Migration; Le Pen,
Jean-Marie; Riots in France.
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NATO. A creation of the early Cold War, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has
surprised many commentators by outlasting the
conflict that produced it.

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF NATO

NATO was established by the North Atlantic
Treaty in Washington, D.C., on 4 April 1949, after
over a year’s negotiations. Although the treaty
referred to cultural and political cooperation
(Article 2), the operative clause was Article 5. In it,
the twelve signatories—the United States, Canada,
Iceland, Denmark, Norway, Belgium, Netherlands,
Luxembourg, France, Great Britain, Portugal, and
Italy—pledged that an attack on one was an attack
on all and would lead to them taking whatever
measures they deemed necessary, including armed
action.

In the minds of those whose initiatives led to
the establishment of NATO—most especially British
Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin—the major prob-
lem that faced Western Europe in 1948–1949 was
not an immediate invasion by the Soviet army as
such, but the possibility that fear of Soviet power
would hinder recovery from the traumas of the war
period, bringing economic stagnation and poor
morale and reducing resistance to the subversive
methods that the Soviets were believed to prefer.
Bevin argued to the Americans that Europeans
needed a sense of security if they were to complete
the economic recovery that was the aim of the U.S.
Marshall Plan begun in 1947. There are revisionist
historians, indeed, who have argued that the estab-
lishment of NATO was mainly to provide the
necessary preconditions for the Marshall Plan to
succeed and for American markets in Western
Europe to be revived. Certainly, in its first year or
so, NATO had little capacity to actually defend its
European members; what it had done, however,
was effectively to place them under a guarantee of
American nuclear protection. While military
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planners were initially skeptical of the defensive
capabilities of the alliance, for the politicians the
main point was to increase the Western European
sense of security. Again, revisionists have argued
that this may well have had the opposite effect: by
provoking Soviet responses and making the Cold
War into a more overtly military confrontation, it
may well have institutionalized insecurity.

In any event, at the start the treaty was less like
a collective defense arrangement between equals
than a protectorate of the weak by the strong.
The treaty formalized the American intention to
remain engaged in European affairs, but the reality
was that the U.S. Congress was clear that the U.S.
contribution should be strategic air power while
the European allies provided the foot-soldiers: no
additional U.S. troops were initially assigned to
Europe (and indeed U.S. strategic air forces them-
selves remained outside NATO command). Mutual
resentments over ‘‘burden-sharing’’ were to plague
NATO throughout its history.

NATO was transformed after the outbreak of
the Korean War in June 1950. Elements of orga-
nization were put in place to focus it on defense—
to move from a fairly loose alliance of like-minded
nations (with a central core of Anglo-American
strategic coordination) intended to provide a gen-
eralized ‘‘sense of security’’ into an integrated mili-
tary alliance focused on defense against a specific
threat. The Korean War moved the U.S. govern-
ment firmly in the direction of rearmament—and
because the communist attack in Korea seemed to
suggest a Soviet grand design in which the next
target would be Europe, much of this was directed
toward strengthening the defensive capabilities of
NATO and thereafter the defense function of the
alliance was the most prominent—and for many,
indeed, the sole reason for the organization’s exis-
tence. Congress authorized nearly one billion dol-
lars to upgrade NATO’s capabilities. At the end of
1950, General Dwight Eisenhower was named first
NATO Supreme Commander (SACEUR), fol-
lowed in 1951 by the establishment of Supreme
Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) at
Roquencourt, near Paris. The high-profile appoint-
ment of Eisenhower was as clear a sign of American
commitment as the concurrent dispatch of
American ground forces and B-29 bombers to
Europe. Greece and Turkey, which had been under

NATO guarantees from the start, were admitted to

membership in 1952 (underlining the anti-Soviet

as opposed to ‘‘North Atlantic community’’ nature

of the alliance). Permanent political and military

structures were finalized on 25 February 1952.

However, with the growth of U.S. commit-

ments elsewhere, especially in Asia, it was expected

that European contributions to their own defense

would increase—and to many Americans this had

to involve the Germans, who were, after all, being

accorded protection by the alliance. France was

concerned to ensure that German economic recov-

ery took place within a structure that prevented a

resurgence of the German military threat. On the

other hand, NATO’s strategy was to fight on a

defensive line as far east as possible—any other

strategy would alienate key members such as

Norway and the Netherlands. This meant fighting

in Germany, and France shared the desire of its

allies to find a way of bringing German military

potential into the balance. The way forward had

been suggested in the French Pleven Plan in the

autumn of 1950. This proposed the establishment

of a European army, in which the Germans would

participate in small integrated units, which meant

there would be no German General Staff or defense

ministry. By May 1952, the plan had developed

into the European Defense Community (EDC),

and the proposed German contribution had been

raised to regimental level. However, neither the

British nor Americans would join the EDC, merely

offering pledges of aid. The French army, heavily

engaged outside Europe in the French Empire, was

not itself keen on being submerged in the EDC,

but also feared that with only the small nations as

counterbalance, it would become dominated by

the German military. As a consequence, the

French Assembly rejected the European Defense

Treaty in May 1954. However, the allies had

become accustomed by now to think in terms of

West German involvement, and under the initiative

of British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden, West

Germany and Italy were brought into the Western

Union that had been established by the Brussels

Treaty (1948) by Britain, France, and the Benelux

countries, with German troops to be wholly part

of the forces of this renamed Western European

Union (WEU). On this basis, France accepted

West Germany as the fifteenth member of NATO
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(in the name of all Germany). West Germany was
scheduled to contribute twelve divisions, under
WEU command, though it pledged not to manu-
facture nuclear, chemical, or bacteriological weap-
ons. The Soviets had long feared West German
rearmament and responded by drawing its satellites
together in the Warsaw Pact.

TENSIONS WITHIN THE ALLIANCE

Although NATO celebrated its tenth anniversary in
style at its new headquarters in Porte Dauphiné,
Paris, trouble was brewing. Charles de Gaulle had
returned to power in France, and viewed NATO as
an instrument of Anglo-American hegemony. At
the same time, some in the United States believed
that since Western Europe had now recovered so
well and was taking steps toward integration, the
Europeans should shoulder a greater share of their
own defense, with a reduction of American

commitments. These tensions came to a head with

the American offer of Polaris nuclear missiles to the

British in 1962—de Gaulle declined a similar offer

and saw this as final proof that the British were too

closely under U.S. influence to fit into his vision of

Europe as a ‘‘third force’’ between the United

States and the Soviet Union. This feeling was rein-

forced when President John Fitzgerald Kennedy

acted during the Cuban missile crisis in October

1962 without coordinating with his NATO allies

(except informal contacts with Britain). The Kennedy

administration’s rejection of the doctrine of massive

nuclear retaliation in favor of ‘‘flexible response’’

also caused problems with America’s allies, who

feared the expense of competing with the Soviets

in conventional forces, and worried that the

American nuclear guarantee was being softened.

Conversely, the U.S. desire to share the burden of

NATO’s defenses more equally led the Americans

French foreign minister Pierre Mendès-France signs the treaties that admitted Germany to NATO at a

meeting in Paris, 22 October 1954. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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to press for European increases in conventional
armaments. Some in the Kennedy administration
favored a Multilateral Force as the means of achiev-
ing this, but this scheme foundered on unwilling-
ness on both sides of the Atlantic to go far along
the route of removing forces from national com-
mand and a preference to maintain NATO as
essentially an intergovernmental alliance. The thaw
in East-West relations that followed the Cuban
crisis allowed many Europeans to be drawn to de
Gaulle’s concept. At the same time, U.S. actions in
Vietnam were alienating many younger European
voters. In addition, the direct nuclear threat to
U.S. cities posed by Soviet intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs) raised doubts whether the
United States would actually risk destruction in
the event of an attack on Western Europe by
Soviet conventional forces. In 1966 de Gaulle with-
drew the French from NATO’s military command
structures, protesting the dominance of American
commanders. The military headquarters of NATO
was moved to Mons and the political one to
Brussels.

In response, an initiative by the smaller allies
produced the Harmel Report, The Future Tasks of
the Alliance (1967), which many have claimed
redefined the nature of NATO in such a way that
enabled it to survive the disappearance of the threat
that brought it into being. There is a case, however,
for arguing that Pierre Charles Harmel (Belgian
foreign minister) was reiterating the security (as
opposed to defense) motivations that were the driv-
ing force for those who founded it back in 1949.
What the report did was to address the changed
situation of the 1960s, which some Gaullists were
claiming had made NATO redundant. While com-
mitting NATO to engage actively in the process of
détente—reducing tensions with the Warsaw
Pact—it also, most significantly in the long term,
stated in firm terms the case for NATO to be seen
as an organization serving the security needs of its
members, rather than a purely defensive military
alliance whose existence was dependent on a level
of threat from a particular foe.

Under the impetus of the Harmel Report,
NATO followed a twin-track policy of détente
and modernization. Détente meant constructive
dialogue with the Warsaw Pact, based on a recog-
nition of their common interest in stability in

Europe and restraint in the use of nuclear weapons.
This in turn meant that NATO could consider
reduction of forces and their adaptation to a wider
range of uses in line with the flexible response at
the heart of Harmel—even though NATO had but
recently expressed its commitment to a strategy of
first use of nuclear weapons as a defense against a
conventional threat from Soviet forces. In 1970 it
was announced that reduction in nuclear or con-
ventional forces would only come if the Soviet
Union reduced its forces; dialogue began on con-
ventional forces reduction on 5 October 1971.
Simultaneously, the Soviet Union and United
States were discussing reduction of numbers of
warheads and limitations to antiballistic missile sys-
tems in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, and
signed the SALT I Treaty on 26 May 1972. On
30 May the NATO Council agreed to participate in
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE) in Helsinki, in which balanced
force reductions were to be discussed with the
Warsaw Pact. Despite the final act of the CSCE
that called for force reductions and peaceful con-
flict resolution, and progress in slowing the nuclear
arms race, in 1976 NATO reaffirmed its nuclear
first use policy and rejected demands to restrict
itself to a doctrine of nuclear usage only in response
to nuclear aggression. Within NATO, some ten-
sions remained: in 1974 Greece withdrew from the
integrated military structures, citing a desire for
military independence similar to that of the French.
This was connected to the Cyprus crisis and Greek
internal politics; with changes in the Greek govern-
ment, Greece rejoined the military structures in
1980. A year later, NATO added its sixteenth
member with the accession of Spain, which now
had a democratic government.

By this time détente had given way to increased
tension between the United States and the Soviet
Union. SALT II was not ratified and U.S. presi-
dents Jimmy Carter and Ronald Reagan sought
European cooperation in isolating the Soviet Union
in punishment for its 1979 invasion of Afghanistan.
While some European leaders, such as Britain’s
Margaret Thatcher, supported Reagan, others had
reservations about the revival of Cold War atti-
tudes. Some of the structures set up in the détente
period therefore endured, though NATO’s with-
drawal of 1,400 nuclear warheads from Europe in
October 1983 was overshadowed by the
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deployment of intermediate-range nuclear weapons
that were not covered in the SALT agreement.
Fears that Europe would be the battleground for
a ‘‘limited’’ nuclear exchange of cruise missiles and
Soviet SS-20s led to a revival of antinuclear protests
in many Western European countries. The tension
was eased after Reagan’s reelection in November
1984 and the coming to power of Mikhail
Gorbachev in the Soviet Union in March 1985.
Talks on intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF)
were restarted. The United States and Soviet Union
agreed at Geneva in November 1985 to cuts of up
to 50 percent in their nuclear arsenals. In this
atmosphere, relations between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact warmed once more and in 1986
the Conference on Disarmament in Europe agreed
to mutual observation of military maneuvers, and
in February 1987 talks on reducing conventional
forces were resumed. In December the United
States and Soviet Union agreed to eliminate all
land-based INF missiles.

NATO was in a sense a passive observer of the
dramatic changes that followed in Europe. The
Soviet Union announced 15 percent force reduc-
tions in Europe in January 1989 and began a pro-
cess of disengagement from its Eastern European
satellites, which resulted in the rapid disappearance
of their communist regimes, the destruction of
the Berlin Wall, and in 1990 the reunification of
Germany. At a stroke, NATO’s frontiers were
moved significantly eastward. In 1991, the Soviet
Union itself ceased to exist.

NATO AFTER THE COLD WAR

These events posed a huge challenge to NATO.
Many argued that with the disappearance of the
Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union itself, NATO
had won its struggle, and therefore had no reason

to continue to exist. Isolationism returned to

the political agenda in the United States, and

U.S. congressmen once more raised the issue of

burden sharing. As we have seen, however, NATO

had already redefined itself as an organization

designed to promote security through stability

and collective action as much as a defensive alliance

against a particular threat, and generally NATO

leaders, faced with the uncertainties of these star-

tling changes in Europe, clung to NATO as an

element of stability—or at least as an instrument

to manage change. NATO reiterated the role laid

out by Harmel. In July 1990 at its London sum-

mit, NATO declared it would be a pillar of

European and Transatlantic security, while also,

by stating that it was extending the hand of friend-

ship to Eastern European countries, attempting to

show its concern with stability and the control of

nuclear weapons in the context of the demise of

the Warsaw Pact. At Rome in 1991 a new Strategic

Concept was announced, declaring that the great-

est threat to security was instability, often through

the activities of nationalist or terrorist groups. It

was recognized that the Organization of Security

and Cooperation in Europe (the former CSCE)

had a role in bringing stability to Europe. The

North Atlantic Cooperation Council was set up,

with 16 NATO countries and 9 others, becoming

in 1997 the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council

with 40 members (46 by 2001). At Brussels in

1994, the Partnership for Peace was formed to

promote defense cooperation.

However, while NATO made progress in

defining a future for itself, the strains and tensions

with the organization, which had always been pres-

ent, were naturally increased as the common

threat from the Soviet Union vanished. The first

test of the reality of NATO’s commitment to its

new role was in the long crisis as Yugoslavia disin-

tegrated. It was in Bosnia, in January 1996, that

NATO troops fired their first shots in action. Deep

divisions were revealed between the Europeans and

Americans over the attitude to take toward the

Serbs (the Americans wanted more forthright

condemnation) and what action to take (the

Europeans resented American reluctance to send

troops as part of the peacekeeping mission). Many

began to question NATO’s future when it could

not coordinate a policy toward events in the heart

of Europe.

Finally, in 1997, the idea of the Partnership for

Peace apparently offered progress on two of the
most thorny questions for NATO as it approached

its fiftieth birthday: could former Warsaw Pact
countries become members (without damaging

relations with Russia, which were already sensitive

because of the Serbian situation), and what should
NATO’s relationship to United Nations (UN)

peacekeeping efforts be? The Partnership provided
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for greater contributions to the latter, beginning
with missions to the former Yugoslav republics.
It also made possible the NATO-Russia Founding
Act signed in Paris in 1997, establishing the
NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC).
This reduced Russian hostility to the expansion of
NATO eastward, which duly happened with the
membership of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic in 1999. Through the PJC, Russian
troops took part in peacekeeping forces in Bosnia
(Implementation Force [IFOR] and Stabilization
Force [SFOR]). Tensions remained with the
Russians, especially when the crisis flared up in
Kosovo in 1999, but this was resolved eventually
by the Russians joining the peacekeeping forces
there (Kosovo Force [KFOR]).

There was a show of solidarity by NATO mem-
bers after the September 2001 terrorist attacks on
the United States, with Secretary-General George
Robertson invoking Article 5, but this crumbled in
the face of the determination of the George W. Bush
administration to take whatever actions it felt neces-
sary, regardless of the opinion of allies, in its ‘‘war on
terror.’’ While NATO was not directly involved as a
body in the operations in Afghanistan, it became

involved subsequently in the efforts to pacify

the country in the wake of the overthrow of the

Taliban, taking control in August 2003 of the

International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), in

its first major operation outside Europe. Germany

and France, however, had deep misgivings about

Bush’s approach and opposed the attack on Iraq in

2003. This became a NATO issue when they

vetoed American requests to strengthen Turkey in

advance of the attack. To many observers, expect-

ing it since 1990, NATO at last seemed to be

coming apart at the seams. This has not, as of

2005, happened, and it may be that the habits of

cooperation, and the level of integration of military

forces, including intelligence (despite NATO’s

remaining essentially an intergovernmental orga-

nization), are strong enough to prevent an actual

breakup. Some argue that NATO had more the

appearance of an alliance than the reality by the

turn of the twenty-first century, but it has proved

itself an adaptable instrument for articulating

and advancing the security interests of its members,

and must in consequence be seen as one of the

more enduring, and successful, alliances in history.

Tensions remain, especially between the United

British NATO soldiers arrive at the airport in Sarajevo in preparation for the beginning of ground operations

there, December 1995. ªAP/WORLDWIDE PHOTOS
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States and Great Britain on one hand and Germany
and France on the other, with moves to develop
defense structures for the European Union seen by
the Americans as threatening the integrity of the
alliance. On the other hand, NATO has continued
to expand, with seven new members joining for-
mally in 2004—Bulgaria, Estonia, Lithuania,
Latvia, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. NATO
forces and command structures have been adapted
to provide rapid reaction forces to be deployed any-
where in the world.

See also Bevin, Ernest; Cold War; Eastern Bloc; Soviet
Union; Warsaw Pact.
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NAZISM. Nazism constitutes one of the most
studied phenomena of twentieth-century Europe.
Philosophers, historians, and sociologists have all
theorized on the causes of this multifaceted

movement whose concrete dimensions unfolded
on various planes. But trying to describe Nazism
is like trying to fit the pieces together of a complex
puzzle: How to account for a phenomenon whose
nature concerned ideology, political militancy, and
government practice all at the same time? How to
encapsulate in these three poles its militant acti-
vism, the reactionary nature of German society,
and the regime-driven policy choices that resulted
in the Nazi rise to power in 1933? How, finally, to
write the history of what began as a völkisch minor
mass movement from Munich in the aftermath of
World War I that would later grow to encompass
all of Europe, from the Pyrenees to the Arctic
Circle, from the Caucasus Mountains to the
Atlantic Ocean?

Reconstructing the story in chronological
order necessarily begins with an image of Nazism
as a belief-system open to ever-increasing numbers
of militants, who made it their own in extremely
diverse ways. Next, attention would need to be
drawn to understanding how the militant move-
ments that drew on these ideas were regulated by
a fundamentally racist ideology into an organiza-
tion whose quest for power in Germany was
launched in the late 1920s. Only then would an
exploration begin of state-sponsored Nazism bent
on European conquest, and whose main objective
was to build a thousand-year reign out of iron, fire,
conquest, domination, and extermination.

NAZISM: A BELIEF-SYSTEM

The root of Nazism as a belief-system was racial
determinism. Nazi racism was determinist because
it endowed the factor of biology with the power to
create reality; racism served as a filter conditioning
its entire outlook. Nazism was a biological grid for
reading history, the world, and one’s self.

The reference point for this Nazi reading of the
world was furnished by the racial theories of Hans
F. K. Günther (1891–1968), the Jena anthropolo-

gist whose system for describing European pheno-
types was adopted by the Nazi Party in the early
1930s, after a series of debates whose intensity is
worth noting. Güntherian analysis was made using
racial types, which were identifiable based on

groupings of both ‘‘intellectual and physical’’ char-
acteristics shared by the individuals belonging to
them. After having identified the concept, Günther
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immediately deduced that it was virtually impossi-
ble to pinpoint an actually existing ‘‘impervious
human group’’ with a racially pure lineage: ‘‘All
the peoples of the West,’’ he wrote, ‘‘are composed
of racially mixed populations in which all, or at least

many, of the races of Europe are present in fixed
proportions’’ (pp. 10–11). According to Günther,
therefore, the difference between nations was
grounded in the combinations that resulted
from miscegenation, which produced a clear-cut

hierarchical scale: each nation had its strengths
and its weaknesses, each people a vocation. The
world was thus an aggregate of races whose (con-
flictual) relations formed the stage of global his-
tory. In this sense Nazism would not rest content

to merely read the world—it became its own his-
torical tale to tell: a tale of racial conflict and the
emergence thereby of the superior race.

Nazi racial fundamentalism produced a histor-
ical discourse whose importance has often been
grossly underestimated. Indeed even though some
historians seek the origins of Nazism in ancient
history, the sharply honed analysis the Nazis them-
selves made of World War I and its consequences
has been largely passed over in silence, despite the
fact that it constitutes the heart of the Nazi belief-
system itself. Nazi racial scientists viewed World
War I as an unprecedented demographic catastrophe
for Germany. The nation’s Nordic racial core was
slowly being endangered by neighboring races that
comprised the world of enemies exposed by World
War I. In this sense, Nazism fashioned itself into an
apocalyptic discourse that fostered the spread of
anxiety throughout German society about the
threat posed by other, hostile races.

Nazism, however, was not destined to remain
an anxiety-provoking discourse on history. Clearly
its discourse explained Germany’s World War I
defeat in terms of racial hatred, but it also lent the
movement a mission: to finally purge Germany of
the scourge of encirclement, to reverse the world
order laid out in the Treaty of Versailles (1919),
and to forge a new society based on hope and racial
fraternity out of the ruins of enemy states orga-
nized into a Europe-wide racial empire. Racial fun-
damentalism, the core of the Nazi belief-system,
thus assumed a dual-role in the minds of its acti-
vists: on the one hand it mobilized and gave
expression to a powerful political anxiety, but it

also lent credence to a utopian vision by giving
direction to history and making it possible to envi-
sion the future of the Thousand-Year Reich.
Perhaps it was this transformation of an unspeak-
able anxiety into an ineffable utopia that explains
the sheer force of the belief this ideology engen-
dered in its activists’ minds.

NAZISM AS MILITANT ACTIVISM

The structure of Nazi ideology may be viewed
through lenses other than the work of philosophers
and historians, although this approach already gave
some indication of the extent to which its dogmas
were refashioned in numerous and diverse ways by
the activist individuals and groups who adhered to
the Nazi system of thought. In fact as this dogma
was progressively realized, it devolved into a series
of diverse militant organizations that played a fun-
damental part in the evolution of the political role
Nazism would eventually assume. Founded in the
early 1920s, the National Socialist German Workers
Party, or NSDAP, long remained a small move-
ment among thousands of others, in a nebulous
underground of völkische groups that testified to
both an extreme vitality and a certain form of
clandestine practice. Although the NSDAP’s emer-
gence as a mass movement drew initially from its
reserves among the ethno-nationalist elites, it was
nonetheless a watershed event in the evolution of
the völkische forces, to which it lent a structure and
strategy for the acquisition of power. The NSDAP
brought these radical nationalist forces together
under the same federal umbrella by driving them
to internalize the different elements of the Nazi
belief-system, and thereby structured the move-
ment to be able in due course to encompass the
whole of German society.

The NSDAP in the early years of its creation
remained one small group among many, and the
chaotic and futile challenge to power, known as
the Munich putsch of 1923, could have spelled total
disaster for it. But the method Adolf Hitler (1889–
1945) developed, during his time in prison after the
putsch, of seeking power through legal means, and
the party’s electoral successes during the years
1927–1931, rendered the Nazi strategy ever more
attractive. Originally conceived as a mass movement,
the NSDAP began to spawn local and national insti-
tutions headed by general and regional leadership
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committees, known as Reichsleitung and

Gauleitungen respectively, which were run by the

party’s dignitaries. In Berlin for example, Josef

Goebbels forged the party’s regional direction and

made it into one of the movement’s power centers.

However at the most local level, the NSDAP nour-

ished a mass of activist functionaries whose recruit-

ment and propaganda work became part and parcel

of everyday social life in a host of towns and villages.

From 1928 to 1933, Party membership went from

150,000 to 500,000 members. In 1935, the

NSDAP numbered 2.5 million and had grown to

5.4 million on the eve of World War II. Although

the party remained in certain respects an organ of

militant activism in 1933, it soon became a tool for

the supervision, management, and mobilization of

German society. Before 1933 it had spearheaded the

electoral campaigns that served as the Nazis’ primary

means for acquiring political power. After the Nazis

came to power in 1933, the party was transformed

into a simple conduit for the transmission of mass

mobilization slogans issued by the propaganda

ministry. This transformation was also true of

the first Nazi paramilitary organization, the SA

(Sturmabteilung). Despite the fact that it was the

primary means for winning the battle with commu-

nists and others in working-class neighborhoods,

the SA, which counted more than 500,000 mem-

bers in 1933 and more than 3 million one year later,

grew to a point that it was far too dangerous for the

party to leave as it was. The outcome was the mas-

sacre of 30 June 1934, marked by the execution of

virtually all the leaders of its paramilitary corps.

Instead, the SA was transformed into an agency

limited primarily to crowd control. Thus in the

space of just a few short years during the period of

Adolf Hitler presides over a meeting of the NSDAP, Munich, 1925. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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the Nazi rise to power, the militant organizations
whose effectiveness had been so legendary at silen-
cing opponents and securing a stage for the party’s
expression—including through the use of violent
combat in the streets—were changed into agencies
of supervision, surveillance, and mobilization once
that acquisition was complete.

The fact also remains that National Socialism
styled itself as a reformist movement, with the goal

of creating a racially purified Volksgemeinschaft
(racial community) where the ‘‘class struggle’’
would be overcome, and whose core values of
brotherhood and mutual aid would be the princi-
ples of social interaction. This plan was embodied

in a second and relatively more widespread form of
activism that went beyond formal membership in
the NSDAP. Two groups, the National Socialist
Volunteers (Nationalsozialistische Volkswohlfahrt,
or NSV) and the National Socialist Winter Aid

Society (Winter Hilfswerk, or WHW), along with
a multitude of satellite organizations, produced the
image of a society that cared for the poor, that
came together in corporate entities and, in short,
forged a set of social bonds. No doubt the drive

toward supervision was a factor in the work of these
Nazi organizations. However the fact remains that
the large sums collected by NSV campaigns, and
the sheer number of its members, demonstrate that
this idea of mutual aid and solidarity (put into

effect in a society in which racial purity had come
to represent an obvious and indispensable pre-
requisite), went beyond the framework of political
adherence, and constituted a locus of activism in its

own right whose sources should not be underesti-
mated. By 1939 some 16 million people had
already participated in NSV campaigns redistribut-
ing nearly 2.5 billion reichsmarks.

Finally there was a third and lasting form of
militant activism evident in the National Socialist
movement. This form was represented by the SS
(Schutzstaffel), founded in 1925. It was an organi-
zation that grew rapidly, particularly after the party
assumed power in 1933. Nevertheless its leader
Heinrich Himmler kept a strong hand on its
growth, and issued recruitment guidelines that
were both racial and social in nature. Although
these criteria were not adhered to strictly, they
did serve to preserve an image of the SS as the
Third Reich’s elite.

Whereas the NSDAP and the SA constituted

working class–dominated mass movements, the SS

was composed mainly of middle-class and upper-

class men. In a way it was a cultural elite; in another

respect, it was a body to represent German racial

purity. The SS drew, throughout the Third Reich’s

history, on a reserve of young graduates from the

bourgeoisie and middle classes, who were univer-

sity educated and almost without exception won

over by Nazi and völkische views.

Thus Nazi militant activism came to be embo-

died in a multitude of organizations that each

enjoyed a measure of relative success, and that

recruited from different elements of the German

social body. The NSDAP, the SA, and the corpora-

tist organizations attracted and funneled the work-

ing-class and rural masses, drawn to the Nazi

discourse of fraternity and solidarity that animated

its charity organizations. The incontestable success

of these groups indicates the degree to which this

version of Nazism reached an audience composed

of a much larger fraction of the German popula-

tion, stretching well beyond the conservative and

völkische militant activists.

NAZISM AS STATE-SPONSORED MURDER

The NSDAP’s formal rise to power on 30 January

1933 was not the result of a legislative victory,

but of truly political calculations intended to

allow career-members of the Weimar Republic’s

ministries to remain part of the new regime. The

NSDAP had been the largest party in the Reichstag

since 1931 in terms of numbers of representatives,

and the Conservatives were attempting to limit its

influence by associating it with a regime in which

the Nazis were not in the majority. Hitler played

the part of the inexperienced Führer, and the con-

servatives thought they had tricked him into play-

ing into their hands. One year later however,

anything Germany might have called a potential

opposition force had been destroyed, and the

NSDAP was the sole arbiter of the instruments of

state. Historians of the functionalist school have

carefully studied the dynamics of Nazi governmen-

tal policies, including the role of the dictator, the

charismatic aspect of his domination, the phenom-

enon of anticipatory obedience it generated, the

proliferation of extraordinary institutions, and the
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Nazi propensity to transform institutions from
their traditional functions.

The result of these fundamental elements of
Hitlerian state-sponsored governance when taken
as a whole is what historians, following Hans
Mommsen, have dubbed ‘‘cumulative radicaliza-
tion’’—a state practice founded on racial ideology,
claiming for itself the mission of regenerating
Germany and offering it the space it needed to
forge an empire of a thousand years. To move these
two axes of development forward however, the
Nazis first needed to lift the fatal curse of World
War I. Every policy of the new German regime was
oriented toward this obsession and its prerequisites.

The first order of business therefore, once the
assumption of power was assured and society had

been effectively controlled by the militant organi-

zations, was to undo the consequences of the

Treaty of Versailles. This task was dependent on

the foreign secretary, Joachim von Ribbentrop,

and a diplomatic corps staffed by the traditional

German elites, although they received almost all
their direction from the impulses and opportunism

of Hitler himself. From 1935 to 1939 the Nazis

remilitarized the Rhineland; annexed Austria, the

Sudetenland, and Czechoslovakia without firing a

shot; and laid plans to recover the western pro-

vinces lost to a reconstituted Poland in 1918. As

is well known it was this final episode, this last
bluff, that led Britain and France to declare war

against Germany. For the Nazis however this was

a direct continuation of World War I, a war that

drove the Nazi imaginary to its zenith—and the lay

Girls waving swastika pennants are among thousands lining the streets to greet Adolf Hitler’s motorcade,

Berlin, September 1938. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS

1840 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

N A Z I S M



of the land in early 1941, after massive victories in
the west, suggested indeed that the curse of 1918
had been lifted. Poland and France had been
brought to their knees, Paris was occupied, Great
Britain seemed to be in no condition to cause any
serious harm. The hour appeared to have arrived
for the realization of Germany’s regeneration, for
the utopia itself to be completed.

That meant occupying the eastern territories
and invading the Soviet Union (USSR). In the eyes
of the Nazi racist fundamentalists, the USSR was
the place where the confrontation with the Reich’s
apocalyptic enemies would take place, because it
was there that its racial and political enemies were
the most completely fused. It was there as well that
the vital space needed for the Nazi Empire’s
Thousand-Year Reich was to be conquered.

This conjunction of a racialized apocalyptic
image of the enemy and utopian war objectives
led the Nazi hierarchy to conceive the war with
the Soviet Union from the outset as a war of
annihilation. For the Nazis, whose occupation
policies in the already acquired Polish territories
aimed at Germanification, and whose murderous
nature was being carried out on the ground every
day, the Soviet population would henceforth have
to be subjected to wholesale decimation. The
demographic catastrophe would be so complete
that the Soviet territories would be emptied and
made available to Nordic colonization. According
to the Wehrmacht’s logistical calculations, which
agreed with those made by SS demographers and
the officers of the Reich Security Main Office
(Reichssicherheitshauptamt, or RSHA), ‘‘dozens
of millions of individuals’’ would have to be starved
to death. Even in its early planning stages, Nazi
policies envisaged extermination, and it was in the
Soviet Union that the practices used to exhaustively
eliminate Jewish populations were first put into
effect. Shortly after the invasion of the Soviet
Union on 22 June 1941, the Einsatzgruppen, or
special killing groups, began massacring Russian
Jewish women and children. By December 1941,
a sizable portion of these communities had already
disappeared behind enormous firing lines such as
the one at Babi Yar on the outskirts of Kiev.

The cumulative radicalization of the Nazi
regime was marked by the decision Hitler took in
1941, at a date historians still debate, to

exterminate all of the Jews of Europe. Following
an initial planning phase involving experimentation
with different methods of extermination by gas, the
Nazi genocidal machine went into full gear in early
May 1942. The program culminated at its highest
point with the killing of ten thousand Jews per day
in the gas chambers of Auschwitz in the summer of
1944. All told, more than five million Jews fell
victim to Nazi state-sponsored extermination.

However by the summer of 1944 the situation
on the ground had also developed in a way the
Nazis had always feared. They were now fighting
a war on two fronts: on the west with the United
States and Britain, who invaded in June, and on the
east, the de facto main front, with the Soviet army,
which had already decisively pierced through
German lines and was inexorably headed toward
its territory. From the Nazi standpoint the accom-
plishment of a utopia was no longer in question,
but what was more likely was the physical disap-
pearance of the Nordic race under the blows of the
‘‘Asiatic hordes.’’ Immense waves of apocalyptic
thinking and fear engulfed the final months of the
Nazi state’s existence, months during which the
Wehrmacht raised an increasingly hopeless resis-
tance against the advancing Red Army, which was
little disposed to spare the German civilian popula-
tions it encountered, given the heavy losses it had
suffered and the savagery of the Germans’ own
occupation policies in the East. Instead of the
dream of colonizing the territories of the East,
there unfolded the nightmare of an exodus of
German populations whom the national sanctuary
could no longer safeguard.

The nightmare ended on 8 May 1945, with the
capitulation of the German armed forces. The
Third Reich had been decimated, and its primary
leaders were either dead, on the run, or in prison
and awaiting trial. In these trials, the Allies judged
an ideology of racial determinism, a militant activism
with totalitarian aims, and state-sponsored policies
of extermination that were without a doubt respon-
sible for the deaths of more than twenty-five million
civilians and soldiers, men, women, children, Jews,
Slavs, Gypsies, and Western Europeans, by war,
famine, and genocide.

See also Einsatzgruppen; Fascism; Germany; Goebbels,
Josef; Hitler, Adolf; Holocaust; Operation
Barbarossa; Totalitarianism; World War II.
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CHRISTIAN INGRAO

n

NEGRITUDE. In the 1930s the poet and
politician Aimé Césaire (b. 1913), a Martinican
who later led his home colony to assimilation as a
French department, coined the term negritude.
Negritude corresponded to an intellectual move-
ment that emerged during the interwar years in
France and promoted culture as a political mode
of expression for black identity within the context
of Europe’s relationship to its colonies. Scholars
have traditionally credited Césaire, Léopold Sédar
Senghor (1906–2001, the first president of

Senegal), and the French Guianan Léon-
Gontran Damas (1912–1978) with developing
negritude. However, in the intellectually and
politically turbulent Paris of the 1920s and
1930s, many people contributed to elaborating a
set of ideas that are neither clearly defined nor
completely obvious in their repercussions. The
origins and influences of negritude should be
understood within their cultural, intellectual, and
political contexts. Among the sociopolitical condi-
tions providing a backdrop for this movement were
the arrival of colonial men in France during World
War I; ensuing anti-imperialism across Europe; and
the printing of African- and Caribbean-run news-
papers in interwar Paris.

WORLD WAR I AND THE ORIGINS OF

ANTICOLONIALISM

World War I transformed France’s relationship
with its African and Caribbean colonies. For the
first time black men were invited to discover the
metropole at the center of their empire. Approxi-
mately 250,000 conscripted soldiers from Sudan
and Senegal were joined by 30,000 from the
Caribbean and Madagascar. Moreover, French
men called upon to fight were replaced in factories
by 200,000 colonial workers.

Colonial soldiers were admired for their fight-
ing skills and suffered high casualty rates. Some
of those who survived remained in France after
the war as workers, often in exploitative jobs, or
students. Remembering fallen comrades and know-
ing that they had helped France out of a severe
crisis in manpower, many from Africa and the
Caribbean believed the nation owed them a blood
debt. Yet the social prospects momentarily revealed
by the war, including possibilities for interracial
relationships with French women and the promise
of equality as citizens, disappeared during the post-
war years. Convinced that France owed them suf-
frage and freedom, some black men and women
organized associations that demanded assimilation
as French departments or an end to French
colonialism.

Proponents of anticolonialism congregated in
port cities across France and Europe, including
Bordeaux, Marseille, Toulon, and Le Havre, but
played to France’s centralized political system by
placing headquarters in Paris. A series of
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organizations succeeded one another, including

the Committee for the Defense of the Negro

Race (1926), the League for the Defense of the

Negro Race (1927), and the Negro Workers’

Union (1932). These associations were carefully

observed by undercover informants who reported

to the police and the Ministry of Colonies, and as a

result were divided by paranoia about how to

escape the French government’s scrutiny.

Uncertain to what extent they should allow them-

selves to be funded by the Communist Party and

influenced by directives from Moscow, they fell

victim to bickering that broke down along class

lines, as well as lines of geographical origin.

Intellectuals and workers from the Caribbean and

Africa, were often at loggerheads over whether they

could trust one another. Nonetheless, these organi-

zations maintained an ongoing presence in Paris and

contacts with likeminded European groups

throughout the 1920s and 1930s.

EARLY DEFINITIONS OF NEGRITUDE

Police informants were more concerned with mem-

bers of radical anticolonialist associations than with

individuals who are usually credited with elaborat-

ing black nationalism through negritude. They

made few references to Senghor or Césaire, prefer-

ring to comment upon debates within all three

associations about whether to describe themselves

as Negro or black. Nègre, or Negro, the word that

forms the base for negritude, was considered a

powerful statement about the desire to take control

of a pejorative descriptive previously employed by

Europeans in an attempt to affirm white superior-

ity. The January 1927 issue of La race nègre (The

Negro race), an organ for the Committee, included

an article entitled ‘‘The Word Negro.’’ The author

explicitly placed the word in opposition to others

less charged with race and class, such as men of

color or blacks. The scholar Christopher Miller sug-

gests that this article marks the beginning of an

attempt to recapture blackness through language,

one that has been associated traditionally with the

writings of Senghor and Césaire. Repeated refer-

ences to the divide between black and Negro in

newspapers and police notes suggests that cultural

and intellectual attempts to redefine the parameters

of a debate on race predated those usually associated

with negritude.

WOMEN AND NEWSPAPERS IN PARIS

This historiographical development in the under-
standing of negritude’s origins has emerged along-
side a growing interest in the women who were part
of a movement traditionally associated with men.
Senghor and Césaire had few contacts with their
radical anticolonialist counterparts, even though
they were also fleetingly intrigued by communism.
In contrast, there were exchanges between these
groups and a woman named Paulette Nardal. The
eldest of seven Martinican sisters, Paulette and her
sister Jane held a salon that connected Africans,
Antilleans, and African Americans. Negritude devel-
oped in Paris largely because the city facilitated
interracial and intercultural contacts, and the salon
encouraged such exchanges.

The Nardal sisters contributed to newspapers
linked with their salon that challenged black intel-
lectuals to find their place in Europe while coming
to terms with their identity, both essential compo-
nents of negritude. In a 15 October 1928 article
for La dépêche africaine (The black dispatch), Jane
explored the dangers of allowing Europeans to
project their negrophilia—or passion for all things
black—upon colonial men and women who would
be reduced to mere ‘‘Exotic Puppets.’’ Writing for
La revue du monde noir (The review of the black
world) in April 1932, Paulette added that women
were the first to be truly challenged by their black-
ness because they were the focal points for exotic
gazes projected by Europeans. L’etudiant noir
(The black student) appeared only once, in March

1935, but gathered writings by Paulette Nardal,

Césaire, and Senghor in a paper that has often been

considered the immediate catalyst for negritude.

Articles focused, in the vein of Jane and Paulette

Nardal’s work, upon establishing an identity as

both European and black by rejecting stereotyping

and defending blackness.

NEGRITUDE’S FOUNDERS ON ITS

DEFINITION

Negritude, anticipated in the writings of anti-

imperialist blacks and Antillean women, was finally

embodied by Césaire’s term. But what did it

mean? In L’etudiant noir, Césaire wrote that before

World War I black men wished to become

European and assimilated, but the blood debt

and France’s stern dealings with its colonies in
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postwar years changed their hopes. This concur-

rence inspired negritude, which was voiced by

black men educated in elite French institutions

including the Ecole Normale Supérieure. Senghor

emphasized in negritude a cultural heritage com-

mon to Africans around the world. Césaire took

control of blackness by reclaiming the word nègre in

his 1939 work Cahier d’un retour au pays natal
(Notebook of a Return to the Native Land). As poets

and politicians, both men sought to explore black

consciousness through the French language,

inspired by the writings of African Americans

Claude McKay (1889–1948), Langston Hughes

(1902–1967), and Countee Cullen (1903–1946),

as well as by some of the French avant-garde artists

known as surrealists. They were stirred, like the

Nardal sisters, by a sense of alienation that they

saw spreading to an entire race. They answered

by articulating fundamental differences between

Europeans and Africans. Female, emotional, and

rhythmic Africa, all components of a black essence,

contrasted in their writings with male, technical,

and cold Europe. However their expression of

negritude differed slightly since Senghor empha-

sized the essentialist approach while Césaire

argued that differences defining people of African

descent were cultural rather than genetic. For

Césaire negritude meant the recognition of one’s

cultural heritage and the communications of that

legacy to others in the African diaspora.

NEGRITUDE AND DECOLONIZATION

World War II marked a turning point for colonial-
ism. During the war Césaire resisted in the Vichy-
dominated West Indies with the journal Tropiques.
Senghor saw service in the French army and was
taken prisoner before eventually being released.
After the war Senghor and Césaire became increas-
ingly involved in politics. They also continued to
write about negritude, encouraging others to find a
black consciousness.

Their project and the term negritude were
recognized when the French philosopher Jean-
Paul Sartre (1905–1980) wrote in a 1948 preface
for an anthology of African and Caribbean poetry
edited by Senghor. In it he described the move-
ment as an inner experience and a philosophy in its
own right that depended upon the black poets’
ability to recapture European languages.

Many reacted to negritude after Sartre helped
reveal it to a broad public. Negritude was attacked
by communists, who believed it withdrew attention
from the class struggle. Others believed negritude
was racist because it established black men as dif-
ferent, not only physically but also in their essence,
through their souls. Some who saw a fundamental
break between poet-politicians and their increas-
ingly anti-imperialist people attacked the idea for
its elitism. The final criticism appeared in the
1960s: most Africans in France’s past and present
colonies did not read French and hence could
never discover negritude. These critiques suggested
an important post–World War II development:
politics, not culture, were supposed to lead
Africans toward their desired independence.

Negritude was a literary and cultural move-
ment that identified a shift in the relationship
between black and French identity. Although not
the first expression of black nationalism, since sev-
eral 1920s organizations presaged its ideas, negri-
tude was the most articulate rejection of white
European supremacy. Contrasting Africa’s emotive
intuition with European rationalism and individu-
alism allowed a cultural movement to reinvent itself
politically and inspire others after World War II
in their African nationalism. The movement died
down in the 1960s because decolonization had
largely succeeded and because of internal inconsis-
tencies. Nonetheless, negritude marked a seminal
moment in Europe’s changing relationship with its
colonies, one in which Africans and Antilleans
found articulate and passionate voices in defense
of their blackness.

See also Colonialism; French Empire; Racism; Senghor,
Léopold Sédar.
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JENNIFER ANNE BOITTIN

n

NEOLIBERALISM. Neoliberalism is a set of
economic policies that have become widespread
since the last quarter of the twentieth century.
However neoliberalism is not just about econom-
ics; it is a social and moral philosophy too. It is, in
brief, the desire to intensify and expand the market
mechanism to all areas of life. The emergence of
neoliberalism is associated with the way in which a
new social formation has arisen out of the liberal
international order established by the Bretton
Woods Conference near the end of World War II.
This will be done here, first, by establishing the key
features of global structural transformation as they
have taken shape since the late 1970s, and second,
by identifying the political consequences of this
transformation. For many, neoliberalism is often
seen as the driving force behind, if not directly
synonymous with, the effects of contemporary glo-
balization. Thus contemporary globalization is
characterized by two interlinked processes: the
material transnationalization of finance and produc-
tion; and the ideological movement toward neolib-
eralism. Changes in material factors have been
mirrored by a transformation in ideas and thinking

with neoliberalism replacing Keynesianism as the
dominant paradigm of economic policy. This is driv-
ing, and driven by, what Stephen Gill has termed
disciplinary neoliberalism, illustrated through the
interplay among the international and domestic
structures and institutions of the global political
economy. This interaction among ideas, institu-
tions, and material capabilities is crucial in attempt-
ing to understand the changes that have occurred
since the 1970s as a distinct constellation of neolib-
eral practices, techniques, and modes of organiza-
tion in the global economy.

GLOBAL STRUCTURAL TRANSFORMATION

SINCE THE 1970S

To begin to make sense of the emergence of neo-
liberalism, we must go back at least to the 1970s.
The crises of Fordism, the Keynesian welfare state,
and the oil price rises of the 1970s, in tandem with
new transport, communication, and information
technologies, were the catalysts for the rapid inter-
nationalization of financial and production capital.
Successive state-led liberalizations and deregula-
tions have subordinated national economies to
the discipline of the market and the global econ-
omy. The process that emerged in response to the
crisis resulted in the triumph of neoliberalism. The
key feature of the postwar order was the compro-
mise between economic liberalism and national
intervention that John G. Ruggie terms embedded
liberalism. Embedded liberalism consisted of two
main characteristics: first, broad agreement on mul-
tilateralism and tariff reduction that, through the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)
negotiations, encouraged free trade; and second,
national governments maintaining capital controls
and the right to intervene to ensure domestic sta-
bility. Embedded liberal hegemony was based on a
Fordist regime of accumulation that rested on the
organization of social relations of production at a
national level, characterized by mass production of
consumer goods and mass consumption. The
architects of this system were critical of money
capital and sought articles in the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) agreements to reduce the
role of cross-border capital flows to lubricants of
international trade and the movement of factors of
production. Speculative movements of capital were
considered to be profoundly destabilizing. Finance
was, according to the U.S. Treasury, to be the
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servant rather than the master of production.
However, the original intentions for imposing state
control on international finance were diluted by
financial interests associated with Wall Street and
their counterparts in Europe.

The embedded liberal world order, based on
compromise, corporatism, and Keynesian macro-
economic management, was hegemonic at its core,
with left- and right-wing extremism marginalized
and the political center consolidated. The balance
between these forces began to break up during the
1970s in response to the recessions of the late
1970s and early 1980s that provoked a mercantilist
reaction throughout the capitalist world. The
recessions helped to activate a reappraisal of the
role of the public sector and of the correct mix of
intervention and market in the economy. The rela-
tionship between developed and developing states
was recast, and with accelerating declines in real
commodity prices and high interest rates, indebted
nations were forced to turn to the IMF. The IMF
prescription was to press for liberalization and the
curtailment of the public sector. In the short term,
the recessions had a purgative effect associated with
a downswing in the business cycle, promoting a
general restructuring of capital and capital-labor
relations. The recession and the links between dif-
ferent aspects of global restructuring facilitated the
material and ideological reemergence of U.S. hege-
mony with the boom of 1982 under President
Ronald Reagan. The combination of financial stim-
ulus through expanded military expenditure and
supply-side tax cuts stimulated investment and
improved productivity and competitiveness in cer-
tain sectors of the U.S. economy. Reagan’s stress
on a ‘‘strong America’’ complemented the dereg-
ulation of industry and banking, tax cuts, attacks
on union power, and the speculative short-term
mentality in the United States. By the late 1980s
the United States appeared to have succeeded in
restructuring the major sectors of its economy more
successfully than elsewhere, especially Western
Europe.

Key to the neoliberal triumph was the propaga-
tion of monetarism in policy circles. (Largely
unpopular since the 1920s, monetarism continued
to attract the support of some economists, journal-
ists, and government officials, particularly in the
United States and Britain, reemerging after 1945

in a number of private international groups such as

the Mont Pelerin Society inspired by Friedrich

Hayek and Milton Friedman.) By making money

scarce, the monetarists argued, inflation could be

combated and sound microeconomic reasoning

could be forced upon state and society as a whole.

As the 1970s crisis deepened, monetarist argu-

ments grew more convincing, winning over more

and more influential bodies. Crucial neoliberal vic-

tories were scored in Chile (with the rise to promi-

nence in 1975 of General Pinochet’s regine) and

Britain (with Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher’s

emergence in 1979). A significant turning point

came in 1979 when Paul Volcker was appointed

chairman of the U.S. Federal Reserve Board and

initiated a strict monetarist regime that drove up

real interest rates in the United States and in the

world economy. This rapid shift toward monetarist

policies resulted in moves away from the preceding

corporate-liberal pattern to an individualist one in

which the interests of mobile capital were pre-

dominant. Stock ownership was popularized through

privatization, and bank profits increased relative to

those of industry. Investment banking and financial

services became the leading sectors. In reaction to

the Keynesian corporate-liberal consensus of the

post-1945 years, neoliberalism ushered in an era

extolling the virtues of the free market and the

withdrawal of the state from the management of

the economy. The core neoliberal values of liberal-

ization, privatization, deregulation, and interna-

tionalization and the new individualist ethic, so

memorably captured in Thatcher’s 1987 statement

that ‘‘there is no such thing as society,’’ eclipsed

traditional forms of social democracy. Since then

agents such as the World Economic Forum and

others have carried forward the neoliberal agenda.

The rise to hegemony of neoliberalism dur-

ing the 1970s and 1980s occurred primarily in

the developed capitalist parts of the world if not

globally. However, since the crisis of the 1970s, a

range of other states have subscribed to the

neoliberal project. These neoliberal projects have

taken a number of different forms—salinismo in

Mexico, ‘‘shock therapy’’ in Poland, Reaganomics

in the United States, or Thatcherism in Britain—

but they have all been characterized by the state’s

attempt to engender processes of depoliticization,

liberalization, and deregulation, forcing adaptation
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in areas including labor relations, competitiveness,
welfare, and corporate governance. While these
policies might not eliminate differences in the face
of local or national ‘‘embeddedness’’ and ‘‘path-
dependency,’’ there are progressively more com-
mon global and regional neoliberal forces at work
and a common direction of change. In an abstract
sense neoliberalism is the outcome of liberal inter-
nationalist representations of cosmopolitan money
and industry capital that has outgrown its national
confines. The paradigmatic scale of operation of
industrial capital in the early twenty-first century
is global in tendency. Simultaneously there is the
relative disintegration of national state frameworks
into a multiplicity of local and regional frameworks.
However, these projects or programs are never
simply put into practice: they are shaped and con-
tinuously reshaped in a process of struggle, com-
promise, and readjustment. The ultimate goal is,
therefore, to decompose labor within national
spaces, facilitating to the fullest degree possible
the capability of capital to perform in a vision of a
truly competitive world market in which capital has
complete access to the global population and is
able to compete in the labor market for its means
of reproduction on a global scale. Despite the toll
such a strategy exacts upon the populations of
states, whether in the form of increased job inse-
curity or the ratcheting down of welfare regimes,
neoliberal state policies are increasingly presented
as ‘‘common sense’’ and necessary because ‘‘there
is no alternative.’’

CONSEQUENCES OF NEOLIBERAL

CONSOLIDATION

The outcome of this common sense has been the
global consolidation of neoliberalism, and not just
in the advanced industrial states. Any notion of an
alternative to the rule of footloose global capital
has become unrealistic and discredited as neoliberal
changes have been locked in and normalized. Since
the collapse in 1989–1990 of existing state social-
ism as the only alternative economic and social
system, any incentive for capitalists in the West to
accommodate workers has disappeared, and instead,
the opportunity for carving out ever greater poli-
tical space for the radical overhaul of the structures
of postwar corporate liberalism has materialized.
The strategy that has emerged is, as noted above,
centrally concerned with the depoliticization of

the economy and society by the weakening and,

where possible, removal of historically accumulated

forms of social protection. Existing forms of non-

market coordination and state regulation have been

abandoned as enterprises have been encouraged or,

indeed, compelled to look to their own devices

rather than to the state. Collective organizations

such as unions have been weakened, and ever-

increasing amounts of discipline have been enforced

through the direct dependence on profit as the sole

means of accounting for or evaluating successful

employment or economic development. Demands

on public services are resisted on the grounds of

the need to reduce state spending to increase

competitiveness.

These main characteristics of what has become

a global consensus regarding the requirements and

necessities of the world economy within a common

ideological framework have been translated into a

general interest. The implications are far-reaching.

To theoretically grasp the new structure of the

global political economy and the nature of neo-

liberalism, a convenient point of departure is Robert

Cox’s concept of the internationalization of the

state. Cox analyzes the mechanisms for maintaining

hegemony in the era of Pax Americana and argues

that the internationalization of the state is asso-

ciated with the expansion of international produc-

tion and the process through which ‘‘the nation

state becomes part of a larger and more complex

political structure that is the counterpart to inter-

national production’’ (p. 253). In this process of

change the internal structures of states are adjusted

so that each can best transform the neoliberal glo-

bal consensus into national policy and practice. At

the apex of this emerging global structure is the

transnational managerial class situated in the higher

echelons of the Trilateral Commission, the World

Bank and IMF, and the Organisation for Economic

Co-operation and Development (OECD). The mem-

bers develop a common framework of thought and

guidelines for policies that are disseminated through

the process of the internationalization of the state. In

peripheral areas the financial power exercised by the

IMF and the World Bank, which was intensified after

the debt crisis of the 1980s, serves to impose or

restore the discipline of the market where it is lacking

or weakening. The collapse of the Soviet Union and

the subsequent transformation of the global state
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system have eliminated many obstacles to the further
expansion of markets through the enhanced global
reach of transnational capital.

The priorities of economic and social policies
worldwide have been recast to reflect the new dom-
inance of investors. International institutions (such
as OECD, IMF, World Bank, and World Trade
Organization, or WTO) and groupings of domi-
nant states (G7) are engaged in the legal and poli-
tical reproduction of this disciplinary neoliberalism
and ensure through a variety of regulatory, surveil-
lance, and policing mechanisms that neoliberal
reforms are locked in (Gill). In the core areas of
the world economy this discipline appears in the
shape of ‘‘voluntary’’ programs of competitiveness,
deregulation, and austerity that are codified in such
arrangements as the Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU) stability pact or the WTO liberal-
ization regime. Gill refers to the erosion of demo-
cratic control implied in this process as ‘‘New
Constitutionalism,’’ the move toward construction
of legal or constitutional devices to remove or
insulate substantially the new economic institutions
from popular scrutiny or democratic accountability
(Gill, 1995). Despite an increasingly homogeneous
formal governance framework, indicated by mem-
bership of intergovernmental bodies and adherence
to their rules and norms, and despite the almost
universal national presence of electoral democracy
and market-regulated consumption, the unequal
distribution of wealth and power both within and
among nations is staggering and arguably increas-
ing (Cammack).

See also Bretton Woods Agreement; Fordism; Keynes,
J. M.; Thatcher, Margaret.
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STUART SHIELDS

n

NETHERLANDS. The Netherlands was for-
tunate enough to remain neutral during World
War I and hence escaped the bloodshed experi-
enced by its neighbors. That is not to say, however,
that the country remained altogether unscathed;
the economic problems arising from the distur-
bance of the European economy did cause consid-
erable hardship in the Netherlands, not least
because the division of available supplies was dis-
mally managed by local and national governments.
Rioting, and even an attempt at socialist revolu-
tion, ensued in 1917 and 1918, although neither
truly threatened the existing order. In international
politics, the pre-1940 Netherlands was particularly
conflict averse. Internally, however, the first two
decades of the twentieth century were rife with
conflict. While, as in most countries at the time,
there was disagreement about the economic role of
governments, voting rights, and many other issues,
there also was a particularly problematic conflict
related to diversity.

The population of the Netherlands had for
centuries been divided between roughly equally
large numbers of Catholics and Protestants, of
which the latter were divided into several smaller
denominations. The last decades of the nineteenth
century had seen the emancipation of Catholics
and the restoration of Episcopal structure. The
relative ease with which several centuries of discrim-
ination against Catholics had been ended owed
much to the fact that the Netherlands, since 1848,
had been ruled by consecutive bourgeois liberal
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governments. Yet the Catholics had not been the
only ones to emancipate. Orthodox Protestantism
also rose to political prominence, forming a power
adverse to liberal political hegemony. The ortho-
dox Protestants considered themselves the true
heirs of the Dutch state. The eighty years’ struggle
for independence (1568 to 1648) by what they saw
as a pious, Protestant nation against Catholic
Spain, under the leadership of the Prince of
Orange, played a crucial role in their self-percep-
tion as a section of Dutch society. Their popular
slogan God, Nederland en Oranje (God, the
Netherlands, and Orange) reflected their political
ideology—the state was to be inexorably linked to
Protestant Christianity and headed by a Protestant
monarch.

While (orthodox) Protestants thus strove for a
more outspokenly Protestant state, Catholics desired
a strict separation of church and state. As such,
Dutch Catholic politics differed from Catholic
political movements elsewhere in Europe. The
geographical concentration of Catholics in the
south of the country, notably the provinces of
Limburg and Brabant, offered the church ample
opportunity to exert influence over its flock there,
especially on the subject of public education.
North of the Rhine, Catholics were a minority
and felt a much stronger desire to distance them-
selves from the dominant secular or Protestant
culture. Education in particular was a difficult
issue in those areas where Catholics could not,
through sheer numerical dominance, change the
character of public education. Both north and
south, the Rooms-Katholieke Staatspartij (Roman-
Catholic State Party) could, more than other parties,
count on a stable electoral base and support from
the church hierarchy.

The solution to the tensions among liberal,
Catholic, and Protestant forces was found in the
‘‘Pacification’’ of 1917. Under the Pacification,
suffrage was made universal (effective as of 1917
for men and 1920 for women), and denomina-
tional schools were granted the same level of finan-
cial support as public ones. The extension of the
suffrage ended liberal political hegemony and the
rise to power of religious political parties so that
Liberal parties were relegated to, at best, a second-
ary place in Dutch society and politics. The liberals
did continue to regard themselves as the ‘‘thinking

part of society’’ and were generally opposed to
division along (especially) denominational lines.
While Catholics, Protestants, and Socialists were
forming broadcasting societies, published papers,
etc., that were specifically aimed at their own sec-
tion of the population, liberal organs were stub-
bornly named algemeen (general) or otherwise
claimed to be directed at the population as a whole,
rather than at their own supporters.

The extension of suffrage also allowed for the
strong rise of a fourth, Socialist, political bloc.
Socialist parties were on the rise in the early de-
cades of the twentieth century. Socialist, anarchist,
and other left-wing movements had existed in the
nineteenth century as well, but only in the course
of the twentieth century did they develop a stable
and coherent political force. Although fringe
groups had always existed, Socialist power came
to center mostly on the Sociaal-Democratische
Arbeiderspartij (Social Democratic Labour Party),
founded in 1894, and after 1946 on the Partij van
de Arbeid (PvdA; Labour Party). The consecutive
communist parties and various left-wing move-
ments always disputed Social Democratic leader-
ship of the left wing, but were too electorally
weak to muster significant opposition until very
late in the twentieth century.

Thus, Dutch political power had become
divided among four so-called pillars, which were
to remain central to both politics and society for
decades to come. Not only politics but also public
broadcasting, unions, press, and education became
rigidly divided along pillar lines. Perhaps paradoxi-
cally, the fourfold division of Dutch society became
the basis of a remarkably stable social and political
order. Although the relative size of the pillars could
vary as a consequence of demographic develop-
ments or defection of individuals to another pillar,
such cases were relatively rare, and the loyalty of
people to their pillar was strong. As noted by the
political scientist Arend Lijphart in 1967, pillariza-
tion ensured political stability in a deeply divided
country. The leaders of each pillar generally were
not particularly hostile toward their counterparts in
other pillars and hence were willing to cooperate
(and form parliamentary coalitions). They could,
moreover, count on a stable share of the vote from
the members of their pillar. The combination of
unflagging pillar loyalty at the base and willingness
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to cooperate at the top made pillarization a stabi-
lizing factor in Dutch politics and also enabled
pillarized institutions to survive throughout the
twentieth century. Although the traditional view of
pillarization has been criticized in the early twenty-
first century, notably by J. C. H. Blom and J. Talsma
(2000), it remains central to the history of and
historiography about the Netherlands in the twen-
tieth century. At least until 1970, and in many ways
up to the twenty-first century, pillarization remained
central to Dutch political life.

Newly found political stability, however, could
not ward off a period of economic hardship during
the 1930s. Being a small, open economy, heavily
dependent on export, the Netherlands was hard hit
by the world economic crisis. A series of govern-
ments under Protestant premier Hendrikus Colijn,
confronted with the difficult circumstances of eco-
nomic crisis, were unwilling to leave the gold stan-
dard and allow the guilder to devaluate. The late
recovery of the Netherlands from the crisis (about
1936) is commonly attributed to the stubborn
attachment of the Colijn governments to the hard
guilder. High unemployment and low exports
marked the 1930s. Even though the Colijn govern-
ments principally adhered to balanced budgets, the
1930s were an era of rising government interfer-
ence in economic matters, especially in agriculture.
The rise of a more economically intrusive state
would prove to be an important asset during
World War II.

Any Dutch hopes of remaining neutral during
World War II were quashed on 10 May 1940,
when Germany attacked the Netherlands. The
Netherlands capitulated after five days of fighting
and the bombardment of Rotterdam, which left
over two thousand civilians dead and the city center
in ruins. Five years of Nazi occupation ensued,
which without any doubt was the most disastrous
period to befall the Netherlands in the twentieth
century. Unlike most other occupied countries, the
Netherlands was placed under civilian German rule,
headed by the Austrian Nazi Arthur Seyss-Inquart.
During the first occupation years Seyss aimed to
win over the Dutch to the National Socialist cause,
an attempt that by and large failed. The ‘‘soft
approach’’ did, however, help to establish a rela-
tively high degree of cooperation (later often
denounced as collaboration) from much of the

Dutch civil service. This allowed everyday life to
go on as usual, at least during the first years of
occupation. Added to the relatively restrained
attitude of the occupying authorities was the rea-
sonably good supply of basic goods. Through well-
prepared economic controls, executed largely by
the civil servants who had been enrolled to come
to the aid of agriculture during the crisis of the
1930s, the population was at least reasonably well
fed during the occupation years. Perhaps because
of the relatively favorable economic circumstances,
resistance, while not absent, was limited. Only the
illegal press was large in comparison to other occu-
pied nations.

The Netherlands stands out among the occu-
pied countries as the one that, proportionally, lost
most of its citizens in the Holocaust. Exact num-
bers cannot be given, but some 104,000 out of
140,000 Jews did not survive Nazi persecution.
There has been extensive debate about why the
Netherlands lost so much more, proportionally, of
its Jewish population than other Western European
countries. The publication of Presser’s watershed
study Ondergang (1965; The Destruction of the
Dutch Jews, 1969) did much to dispel the con-
tented self-image the Dutch held with regard to
their role during the war. Still, it would be wrong
to claim that the disastrous outcome can be blamed
entirely on cowardice or anti-Semitism on the part
of the Dutch, even though such claims surface
regularly in the Netherlands. A number of other
factors, such as Seyss-Inquart’s approach to his
genocidal task, which combined great sophistica-
tion with uncanny ruthlessness, also played an
important, if not decisive, role. Other factors

include the very orderly and law-abiding nature of
Dutch society and the lack of a readily accessible
safe country nearby.

In the end phase of World War II, the front
came to lie within the Netherlands. After D-Day,
the Allied forces relatively quickly made their way

north, but their advance halted at the Rhine after
the fiasco of operation Market Garden in
September 1944, and the front froze on the great
rivers. Due to a gradual erosion of relations
between German and indigenous officials, a rail-

road strike, and a relatively harsh winter, food
could no longer reach the western cities of the
Netherlands, causing a grave famine to break out.
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Somewhere between twenty thousand and twenty-
five thousand deaths ensued, a consequence of
both hunger and disease. Being relatively well-
documented, short-lived, and severe, the Dutch
hunger winter has become a popular test case for
medical research into the consequences of periods of
malnourishment, especially in (unborn) children.

After the complete liberation of the
Netherlands in early May 1945, a period of rather
frenzied political activity began. During the occu-
pation, dissatisfaction with prewar political struc-
tures, especially with pillarization, had become very
vocal. Everybody, it seemed—the queen, the
Resistance, the political elite—agreed that there
was a need for radical change. A new political party
was formed, the aforementioned PvdA, which was
to be the incarnation of unified, modern politics.

In practice, however, all the opponents of prewar
politics turned out to have very different views on
what the new order was to be like. The Doorbraak,
or ‘‘breakthrough,’’ failed completely and quickly.
The PvdA came to be little more than the heir of
the Sociaal-Democratische Arbeiderspartij, and dis-
appointed liberals, many of whom had originally
joined the PvdA, formed a new liberal party, the
Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie (People’s
Party for Freedom and Democracy). If anything,
pillarization was stronger than ever during the
postwar years and was only to wane when the
Netherlands rapidly desecularized in the 1960s
and 1970s.

While the Doorbraak failed miserably, one radi-
cal change was taking place, namely, the decoloni-
zation of the Dutch Indies. On 17 August 1945,

Rotterdam, Netherlands, following bombing by German forces, May 1940. German bombers attacked the city

after the Dutch ignored a German ultimatum. Approximately 30,000 residents of the city were killed. ªCORBIS
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the nationalist leader Sukarno proclaimed the
republic of Indonesia, to the horror of the Dutch
and the Dutch political elite. The fact that Sukarno
had cooperated with the Japanese after they had
invaded the Dutch Indies only aggravated the dis-
may of the Dutch at the perceived disloyalty of its
Asian colony. Moreover, many believed that
Indonesia was indispensable to the Dutch econ-
omy, especially as reconstruction was under way.
The slogan indië verloren, rampspoed geboren
(Indies lost, disaster born) became commonplace.
The Dutch were not going to give up their empire
without putting up a fight.

During the periods July 1947 and December
1948, the Netherlands waged war on the guerrilla
army fighting for independence. This struggle
ended in a bloody deadlock, much like the war in
Vietnam later would. The Dutch, with their supe-
rior military technology, could retain a firm grip on
the colonial cities but were almost powerless in the
countryside. Because the guerrilleros could become
invisible among the indigenous population, and
because they could rely on the cover of the
immense tropical rainforests, they were impossible
to beat. It nevertheless required considerable inter-
national (American) pressure to make the Dutch
accept their defeat and officially confer sovereignty
over most of Indonesia to the rebels. Only New
Guinea was to remain Dutch, and a source of dis-
pute between the newborn republic and the stub-
born colonizer, until 1962. After the transfer of
New Guinea to Indonesia, relations between the
countries improved markedly.

The independence of Indonesia had a massive
impact on Dutch society, not least because it
brought about a wave of immigration. Not only
did the former white colonial elite return to the
Netherlands between roughly 1947 and 1957, but
so did many people of mixed ethnicity, as well as
many indigenous people previously employed in
the colonial army. With the influx of people from
the former Dutch Indies, Dutch society was for the
first time confronted with a very visible form of
ethnic diversity. The arrival of a large ‘‘Indo’’ com-
munity changed the appearance of Dutch society,
which had before had only a handful of non-
European inhabitants. Among the immigrants were
large numbers of Ambonese soldiers and their
families. The Ambonese community, and initially

many Dutch citizens as well, cherished the hope of
establishing an independent republic on the Isle of
Ambon. After Indonesia had all but crushed
Nationalist resistance there and began a policy of
ethnic dilution through so-called transmigration,
the Republic of the Southern Moluccas, or RMS,
flourished in the Netherlands under the leadership
of their president-in-exile Manusama. As the Dutch
government refused to support the Ambonese inde-
pendence even diplomatically, relations between the
Ambonese and Dutch society deteriorated. During
the 1970s, small groups of young Ambonese tried
(unsuccessfully) to force their way by hijacking
trains, taking hostages in a school, and numerous
other violent actions.

Another consequence of World War II was that
it ended the Dutch preference for neutrality. The
country wholeheartedly joined the Atlantic bloc.
The Netherlands was among the first and most
loyal members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), the United Nations, and
various European organizations (and eventually,
of course, the European Union). Economically,
the 1950s and 1960s, as in most other northwest-
ern European countries, were an era of strong
economic growth and relative prosperity. The com-
bination of wage moderation and relative social
peace provided for a highly successful economic
model. In this and other respects, the postwar
Netherlands often seemed, at least from an eco-
nomic point of view, to be a mere annex of the
Federal Republic of Germany.

Full employment, the spread of mass media,
and increased leisure impacted Dutch culture in
many ways, not least by leading to a new influx of
immigrants. Moroccans and Turks in particular
were invited to work in Dutch factories in great
numbers. In spite of expectations that their pres-
ence would be temporary, many of them settled
permanently in the Netherlands, forming large
Moroccan and Turkish communities, especially in
the large cities. In the mid-1970s, after the inde-
pendence of Surinam, they were followed by
thousands of Surinamese who, for various reasons,
preferred the Dutch to the Surinamese nationality.
The Netherlands were rapidly becoming a colorful
country.

Religiousness came under increasing pressure,
especially during the 1960s. Although pillarization
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in the form of separate parties, broadcasting socie-

ties, and schools continued more or less unabated,

church attendance and loyalty to church teachings

declined sharply. Moreover, the rise of second-

wave feminism and modernist literature, later fol-

lowed by modern drugs, sexual libertarianism, and

many other new phenomena, besieged the other-

wise stable political order. The presence of large

numbers of relatively young people (the period

after 1936, especially the immediate postwar years,

had experienced very high birth rates) added much

to the progressive storm that seemed to wash over

the country. The old political order fought a losing

battle against the onslaught of modernity during

the postwar decades and was perhaps quicker to

give way than in many other countries. One could

speculate that the culture of pillarization, which

could exist only as long as people were willing to

ignore those whose worldview they despised,

helped establish the famous Dutch tolerance, but

such explanations have yet to rise above the level of

speculation.

As in many other countries, the first decades

after the war also saw the gradual expansion of the

Dutch welfare state. In 1956 a Social Democratic–

Catholic coalition government introduced state

pensions; many other social arrangements were to

follow. A great leap in the expansion of the welfare

state was made after the discovery of one of

the world’s greatest reserves of natural gas at

Slochteren in 1959. The immediate cash flow to

the government resulting from this find helped

consecutive governments to build the relatively

generous Dutch welfare state. Yet the natural gas

reserves also resulted in what has come to be

known as ‘‘Dutch disease’’: searing inflation driven

by balance-of-payment problems resulting from the

sale of expensive natural resources during the

1970s. More generally, the 1970s were an era of

relative decline for the Netherlands. Stagflation,

the combination of recession and high inflation,

hit hard and was stubbornly fought with fiscally

expansionist measures. During the 1980s seem-

ingly endless cuts were made in public expendi-

ture by right-wing governments under the

Christian Democrat Ruud Lubbers. Only in the

prosperous 1990s, when the country was ruled for

the first time by a coalition of liberals and

Socialists, without confessional parties, did rapid

economic growth cause both a sharp upturn in
wealth and a slight expansion in government
spending.

At the end of the 1990s, however, economic
growth fell back once more and popular discontent
rose markedly. The presence of numerous foreign-
ers, many of whom were Muslims, increasingly
awakened widespread discontent. The rise of Pim
Fortuyn, a right-wing politician with a strongly
anti-Islam agenda, and his consequent murder by
a left-wing activist seemed to consolidate feelings
of discontent into a viable political movement.
Remarkably, one of the main reasons why the
‘‘new Right’’ is attacking immigrants, especially
Muslims, is because it finds them to be too con-
servative. There have been reported calls for a more
thorough ‘‘integration,’’ or rather assimilation, of
first-, second-, and third-generation immigrants,
including the adoption of Dutch liberal views.
The early twenty-first century did see the adoption
of more extreme anti-immigration legislation and
widespread anti-Muslim sentiments, even among
mainstream parties. The Netherlands, in 2004,
found itself once more ill at ease with the very
diverse people within its borders. A pacification,
however, does not as yet appear to be at hand.

See also Amsterdam; Fortuyn, Pim; Frank, Anne.
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NEW ECONOMIC POLICY (NEP). In
the historiography of the USSR the term New
Economic Policy (NEP) can refer specifically to the
economic policy changes initiated by the Tenth
Congress of the Communist Party in March 1921
or generally to the entire period of 1921 to 1927.
As economic policy, NEP involved legalization of
some private trade, as well as concessions to pea-
sant farmers aimed at increasing agricultural out-
put. But the term NEP has also become part of the
periodization of Soviet history. Most scholars
accept a division of early Soviet history into the
periods of civil war (1918–1921), the New
Economic Policy (1921–1927), and the First
Five-Year Plan (1928–1932). In this schema NEP
is often presented as a time of economic decentral-
ization and relative cultural pluralism sandwiched
between the more repressive eras of the civil war
and the First Five-Year Plan.

INITIATION OF THE NEW ECONOMIC

POLICY

During the Russian Civil War the Bolsheviks
cobbled together a set of economic policies known
as war communism. These included the forced
confiscation of grain from peasants, a ban on pri-
vate trade, and an attempt at state control of the
entire economy, including distribution of food and
consumer goods. In the chaos of the civil war,
government coordination of production and
rationing frequently failed, and the populace had
to engage in illegal private economic activity on a
massive scale in order to survive.

By 1921 the civil war and war communism had
devastated the economy and depopulated many
cities. Soviet rubles were nearly valueless. Con-
fiscation of peasant grain supplies contributed to
catastrophic declines in harvests and widespread fam-
ine. In industry and mining, production dropped to
around one-fifth of prewar totals. Urban population
dropped as unemployed factory workers and others
fled the cities in search of food. By the end of the
civil war, Bolshevik leaders were deeply worried by
the decline in the urban working class, which they
considered their base of support.

Economic disaster bred widespread resentment
of Bolshevik rule. Even as the Red Army defeated
the last major White forces in late 1920, peasant

rebellions broke out in Tambov, Ukraine, western
Siberia, Belarus, and several provinces along the
Volga River. In the cities workers struck for better
rations, more political freedom, and more control
over their factories. In sympathy with strikers in
Petrograd (now St. Petersburg), sailors mutinied
and seized control of the Kronstadt naval base in
the Gulf of Finland in March 1921. The Kronstadt
rebellion revealed that the regime had even lost
support in the navy, one of their key political bases
since 1917. The stage was set for radical policy
changes.

At the Tenth Party Congress Vladimir Lenin
announced the replacement of coercive grain requi-
sitions with an agricultural tax in kind set at a level
much lower than the requisitions. This was the
beginning of the New Economic Policy, a series
of measures intended to revive the Soviet economy
and conciliate the peasants. NEP policies developed
gradually throughout 1921–1922. One important
provision was legalization of small-scale trade.
Together with the end of grain requisitioning, this
would encourage peasants to increase the amount
of land they sowed and market their surplus pro-
duction. The Soviet government also allowed pri-
vate individuals to lease factories from the state in
certain branches of industry. And in an effort to
stabilize the Soviet currency, the government
introduced a mandate (never fully implemented)
that state-run enterprises balance their budgets.

Lenin described NEP as a temporary retreat
necessary before advancing further down the road
to socialism. Although some communist leaders,
such as Nikolai Bukharin, apparently came to view
NEP as a long-term solution to the problems of
constructing socialism, most continued to view it
with suspicion. Party commentators frequently
complained that NEP ‘‘coddled class enemies’’
such as private entrepreneurs and well-off peasants
(kulaks). Opponents of NEP feared it would lead
to a renaissance of capitalism and ultimately to the
overthrow of the Soviet government.

POLITICAL DISCIPLINE AND STALIN’S RISE

TO POWER

In the view of most party leaders, the party had to
maintain tight discipline to prevent the NEP retreat
from turning into a rout. In response to the rise of
contending factions within the party, notably the
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so-called Workers Opposition, the Tenth Party
Congress banned the organization of such group-
ings. Joseph Stalin used this ban to great effect in
his battles for political domination, regularly accus-
ing opponents of factionalism.

In spite of the ban on factionalism, the 1920s
saw fierce political struggles as Stalin established a
personal dictatorship over the party. Using his
initial base as Central Committee secretary in
charge of personnel decisions, along with the ban
on factionalism, Stalin defeated several challenges
to his policies and his personal rule. Following
Lenin’s final incapacitation by stroke in March
1923, he defeated a movement led by Commissar
of Defense Leon Trotsky against the increasing
‘‘bureaucratism’’ of Soviet society and the decline
of democracy within the party. In 1926–1927 he
vanquished the so-called United Opposition that
united Trotsky with Politburo members Lev
Kamenev and Grigory Zinoviev against Stalin. At
the end of this battle, in December 1927 the
Fifteenth Party Congress expelled Trotsky from
the party and exiled him to Central Asia. Finally,
in 1928–1929 Stalin defeated a challenge to his
personal rule by ‘‘rightists’’ opposed to the forced
collectivization of the peasantry, led by his erst-
while ally Nikolai Bukharin.

CULTURAL ‘‘PLURALISM’’ AND MASS

ENLIGHTENMENT

Literature and the arts during the NEP years were
less subordinated to an overt party agenda and
more open to experimentation than under the high
Stalinism that followed. Some private publishing
houses continued to function early in the period.
Newspapers presented some information in a neu-
tral tone and published limited policy debates.

The situation in literature exemplifies that in
other arts. Writers tended to sort themselves self-
consciously into literary schools. Some writers,
most notably the group known as the Serapion
Brothers (among the Brothers were Yevgeny
Zamyatin and Mikhail Zoshchenko), rejected the
notion of writing to serve the party’s political
agenda. Other groups that sought to work with
the party, such as the Left Front of Art, founded
by the poet Vladimir Mayakovsky, experimented
with modernist and futurist literary techniques.
‘‘Proletarian’’ writers such as Fyodor Gladkov and

Mikhail Sholokhov sought to develop literature by
and for the working class. Throughout the period
various literary groups competed fiercely with one
another for state patronage.

In the 1980s and 1990s there was significant
scholarly debate about whether NEP could be
called a period of ‘‘pluralism,’’ at least in culture.
Certainly there was much artistic experimentation.
However, the party allowed this not out of a
commitment to pluralism per se but rather out
of the sense that artists and writers would serve
the Bolshevik agenda best if allowed to try new
approaches. During NEP, party officials hoped
to use the arts, literature, and journalism to
‘‘enlighten the masses’’—to teach them to be
model citizens of socialist society and work for
the party’s goals. It was this hope, rather than
any commitment to pluralism, that motivated the
relative freedom of artistic expression during the
NEP years.

END OF NEP

The winter of 1927–1928 may be regarded as the
end of NEP. Throughout 1927 party/state officials
had been shutting down private trade and coopera-
tive producers. That winter Joseph Stalin, whose
supporters now clearly dominated the party leader-
ship, returned to a policy of forced grain requisitions
in districts of the USSR where the government
could not procure enough grain through purchase.
At the Fifteenth Party Congress in December 1927
Stalin’s supporters crushed the United Opposition,
and by the spring of 1928 they had begun a cam-
paign against ‘‘rightist’’ opponents of coercing the
peasantry. This was the last open opposition move-
ment within the party in Stalin’s lifetime. In the
winter of 1927–1928 the economic planning
agency, Gosplan, formulated the first formal central
economic plan. Finally, in the early spring of 1928
the party Central Committee began a campaign to
force journalists and writers to promote the party’s
agenda actively in their work. Taken together, these
developments suggest the end of an era.

A variety of considerations seem to have moti-
vated the end of NEP. Among party leaders the
conviction was growing that the Soviet Union
needed a crash industrialization program to
increase its military capacity in a threatening inter-
national environment. Stalin and his lieutenants
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concluded that the only way to finance such a
program was to squeeze more grain out of the
peasants at below-market prices. In general, party
leaders may have despaired of the possibility of
winning voluntary cooperation from the peasants.
Overall suspicion of NEP policies as soft on
‘‘capitalism’’ and Stalin’s drive to dominate the
party/state also probably helped to catalyze policy
changes.

SCHOLARLY DEBATE ABOUT NEP

Debate about NEP has revolved around the ques-
tion of whether it constituted a viable ‘‘soft’’ com-
munist alternative to Stalinism. Throughout the
world communist reformers disillusioned with
Stalinism’s repression and failure to improve living
standards have looked to the NEP period for alter-
natives. NEP-inspired reform efforts began in
Eastern Europe in the 1950s and included the
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s reform efforts
(perestroika) in the late 1980s. Most reformers
focused on NEP as a model for making command
economies more efficient by integrating small-scale
market activity. A few, including Gorbachev, were
also interested in allowing more freedom of expres-
sion in order to build popular support and make
government more effective.

In U.S. scholarship the interpretation of NEP
as a real alternative emerged in the 1960s and
1970s as a challenge to the then widespread view
of the Soviet system as static, totalitarian, and
essentially Stalinist. In 1971 U.S. political scientist
Stephen Cohen published a biography of Nikolai
Bukharin that argued that NEP could have been a
stable alternative developmental model for the
USSR. The literary scholar Edward J. Brown
emphasized the relative openness of NEP culture
as early as 1963.

After about 1990, however, a number of schol-
ars tried to qualify the developing view of the NEP
years as a ‘‘soft,’’ tolerant period of Soviet history
and as a viable economic alternative. Christopher
Read and Matthew Lenoe argued that party policy
on culture had never been in any way ‘‘pluralistic.’’
Michael David-Fox contended that party policy in
higher education during the 1920s was never
‘‘soft-line’’ or tolerant, but rather aimed at revolu-
tionary transformation of human consciousness.
Vladimir Brovkin collected evidence of political

repression throughout NEP. And the Hungarian
economist Janos Kornai concluded (The Socialist
System, 1992) that mixed economies of the NEP
type were in the long run incompatible with single-
party communist dictatorships.

See also Communism; Lenin, Vladimir; Russian Civil
War; Stalin, Joseph.
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MATTHEW LENOE

n

NEW LEFT. The New Left is a term that
describes a varied set of social movements in
Europe from the 1950s to the 1980s. What they
had in common was a rejection of the capitalist
system, the Cold War, and Soviet Marxism. Their
politics were confrontational, and entailed a public
and theatrical element in which they performed
their rejection of the generation in power from
1940 to 1960. Youth politics and student politics
emerged as forces in their own right, at times hos-
tile to and at other times braided together with
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working-class militancy. The New Left emerged as
a threat to the forces of order in Germany, France,
and Italy in the spring of 1968. Thereafter, radical
groups continued to oppose Western imperialism
and to press for changes in the educational system
and in factory work and discipline. Their aim was a
kind of self-management or workers’ control that
would decentralize power and give ordinary people
a greater say in determining the conditions of their
daily lives.

By the early 1970s, the force of these social
movements was largely spent. Some groups spun
off into terrorism. Factions emerged to carry on the
armed struggle through kidnappings, robberies,
and assassinations, in particular in Germany and
Italy. They were ruthlessly suppressed. Other
groups took the vision of 1968 and reoriented it
toward the struggle for human rights and civil
rights. Radical dissent continued in the Soviet bloc
until the collapse of communism in 1989. In
Western Europe, it contributed to the broad move-
ments supporting a new human rights regime and
European integration.

The New Left began as a dissident Marxist
faction in the 1950s. Starting in 1953, when dis-
senters were crushed in East Berlin, and reaching a
peak in the period after Khrushchev’s denunciation
of Stalin’s crimes and the Soviet invasion of
Hungary in 1956, groups of Marxists either left
the Communist Party or worked for its reform
from within. The moribund nature of European
communism was exposed fully in the Russian inva-
sion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968. From then
on, the ‘‘old left’’ meant, first and foremost,
Communist parties still tied to the Soviet Union.

There was another sense in which the old left
was rejected in this period. It was a term meant to
convey the consensus politics of social democratic
parties. In Britain, the Labour Party had lost its
direction after the years of reconstruction between
1945 and 1950. To radicals, it was a trade union
party dedicated to making the capitalist system
work more efficiently. In Germany, the Social
Democrats were partners in the economic miracle,
which seemed to be the limit of their expectations.
French and Italian socialists were similarly imbri-
cated in the post-1945 order. The New Left, in
contrast, wanted to depart from the field of politi-
cal horse trading and forge bridges with workers

equally dissatisfied with their conservative trade
union leadership.

The New Left was also categorically opposed to
the foreign policy of European governments that
either supported or acquiesced to American objec-
tives. This opposition took two primary forms. The
first was the rejection of the nuclear stalemate and
its underlying theory of mutually assured destruc-
tion. The second was the championing of anti-
American forces from Cuba to Vietnam.

In Britain, the Campaign for Nuclear Disarma-
ment drew together many ex-communists and lib-
erals in a loose alliance opposing the nuclear
politics of Britain and the United States. Ending
the deployment of nuclear weapons in Britain was
one of their aims, which would lead, they hoped, to
step-by-step nuclear disarmament. Similar demon-
strations were held in Germany, bringing together
clergymen, trade unionists, and students.

A second dimension to the anti-American char-
acter of the European New Left was its champion-
ing of radical causes challenging the United States
as the free world’s hegemonic power. The first of
these struggles was the war for national liberation
in Vietnam. Once the French had given up the
fight in 1954, the Americans took over the defense
of its client state, South Vietnam. As the war inten-
sified in the mid- to late 1960s, the New Left
coalesced around opposition to the war and sup-
port for Ho Chi Minh and the communist cause.
On 17 March 1968, a major demonstration took
place in front of the American Embassy in
London’s Grosvenor Square. There was a violent
confrontation with police of a kind that occurred in
many European cities. The politics of the streets over
Vietnam took up where similar demonstrations
against the French war in Algeria had left off earlier
in the 1960s. Young radicals who joined the New
Left offered vocal and visible solidarity with the cause
of the Cuban revolution and the Palestinian resis-
tance to Israeli occupation after 1967. The death of
Che Guevara in Bolivia was viewed as a heroic death
in the ongoing war against American capitalism.
Che’s profile became an icon of the New Left.

Most of these currents flowed into a set of
conflicts that reached a boiling point in May
through August 1968. Rudi Dutschke, leader of
the New Left organization SDS, was shot three
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times in April 1968 by a right-wing fanatic, leading
to violent confrontations in Berlin between students
and police. On 2 June 1967, a student was shot to
death in Berlin by an undercover agent at a demon-
stration against the Shah of Iran’s visit to the United
States. In Paris, the flashpoint was again an anti-
American demonstration over Vietnam at the
University of Paris campus at Nanterre. The arrest
of demonstrators there led to much wider demon-
strations in the center of Paris, during which uni-
versity buildings were occupied. The rector then
shut the university down. Student revolt mixed with
industrial militancy in May 1968, and factory occu-
pations paralleled university sit-ins. This indeed sug-
gested a very different kind of left politics from that
of the staid Communist or Socialist Parties.

The events of 1968 produced one of the core
experiments of the New Left. In France it was
termed autogestion, or self-management. The set
of ideas was not restricted to France. In Belgium,
liberation theologians and priests were actively
drawn to the idea and contributed to its elabora-
tion. So were trade unionists in Tito’s Yugoslavia
well before the events of 1968. The leaders of the
military coup that seized power in Peru in 1968
also declared their commitment to installing forms
of self-government of a similar kind. And in its first
few years, the leadership of free Algeria proclaimed
their support for decentralized institutional life;
that brief period of freedom came to an abrupt
end by the late 1960s.

There were, therefore, many variants to and
sources of this set of ideas. Within this multi-
national array, three constituent elements stand
out. The first is a commitment to the decentraliza-
tion of political and social life, so that the search for
a new order takes place in civil society and not in
parliament or in the factory. The second is a
demand for local autonomy in all places of work
and public service, and the third is a vision of the
replacement of the capitalist organization of con-
sumption by cooperative institutions.

At the core of this program is the belief in the
need to escape from the central state as the arbiter
of the public good, and to substitute for its diri-
gisme more pluralistic modes of organizing the
productive and creative forces of society. In this
context, dirigisme meant the mindlessness of
Communist lock-step thinking or the conformism

of Western capitalism, which offered meaningless
choices to the public every few years. Thus,
national elections were a sideshow to these mili-

tants, and so were the intricacies of trade union

politics. Instead of acting primarily to win pay

raises, workers of all kinds were urged—in the

words of one poster—to ‘‘demonstrate that work-

ers’ management of the firm is the power to do

better for everyone what the capitalists did scanda-

lously for a few.’’

One key element in this movement was its

dynamic quality. It worked to produce an environ-

ment in which men and women could perpetually

renew their commitment to those with whom they

lived. It represented therefore a new social con-

tract, based on a moral vision incompatible with

the capitalist order. Echoes of anarchist thinking

may be found here, though there are traces of an

escape from alienation, as outlined in Karl Marx’s

early philosophical writings.

The dynamic element in this movement also

included aspects of personal and sexual freedom that

appealed to many recruits to the New Left.

Springing from the Nanterre disturbances in May

1968 were many grievances, among them the lim-

itation on the right of students to have guests of the

opposite sex visit their dormitories. During the time

when effective contraception became readily avail-

able, young people were not prepared to accept

their professors’ or their parents’ rules about perso-

nal or sexual comportment. Thus, hair styles, jeans,

and music symbolized this generational revolt.

What became of it? The massive hopes and

exuberance of the New Left in 1968 faded rapidly

in the following decade. Some of its adherents

retreated into underground warfare, particularly

the Baader-Meinhof group in Germany or the

Red Brigades in Italy. Others, especially in

Eastern Europe, weathered the harsh repression of

the early 1970s and emerged to lead dissident

groups that ultimately came to power. Finally,

men such as Daniel Cohn-Bendit, a leader of the

New Left in Paris in May 1968, turned toward

European unification and human rights as the

embodiment of their beliefs. In this form, the

New Left survived until the end of the century.

See also May 1968; Student Movements.
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NEW SOBRIETY. The term New Sobriety
(Neue Sachlichkeit) arose in German artistic circles
during the mid-1920s. An umbrella term embrac-
ing numerous developments in painting, the visual
arts, and literature during the turbulent post–
World War I Weimar era, the New Sobriety seemed
an effective label for capturing the spirit of the
times among artists seeking to reground their
work in ‘‘objective’’ reality following the abstrac-
tions of cubism and the vitalism of expressionism.
Emphasizing a rigorous return to figural art, strong
lines and color, and themes drawn from the char-
acters, landscapes, and tableaux of the modern city
and modern experience generally, the art of the
New Sobriety balanced objectivity with an interest
in social and to some extent political themes.

When the German museum director Gustav F.
Hartlaub gave the title ‘‘The New Sobriety’’ to an
exhibition of 124 paintings held in mid-1925 at
the Mannheim Kunsthalle, the phrase quickly took
on wide significance. The term, like the work of the
thirty-two artists chosen for the exhibition, distin-
guished a particular postexpressionist, postcubist,
and postfuturist sensibility. Less a style or a formal
school than a worldview and way of seeing, the
New Sobriety—as represented by such diverse
artists as Max Beckmann, Otto Dix, George
Grosz, and Alexander Kanoldt—reemphasized the
concept of the everyday, the here and now, and the
stark or even harsh realities of modern urban life.
The New Sobriety thus opposed the futurists’ fiery

visions and sweeping predictions, the expression-

ists’ emotional gestures or views of apocalypse, and

the cubists’ abstraction of objects and spaces.

Opting for rationality and a hardened (if also dra-

matized) sense of objectivity, practitioners asso-

ciated with the New Sobriety, as well as with the

related movements of verism and magic realism,

expressed a certain exhaustion with the tumult and

convulsive changes wrought by World War I and its

immediate aftermath. Although individual painters’

and writers’ works differed substantially from one

another, the New Sobriety was distinguished in tone

by a self-conscious, even forced emphasis on stark

characterizations and individual object qualities; a

sharp, unsentimental view of the world, which

included an embrace of ‘‘ugly’’ or ‘‘grotesque’’ sub-

ject matter; compositions assembled out of isolated

objects and details, seldom integrated into an

organic or experiential whole; and a manner of

depicting human subjects with the same dispassio-

nate detachment that the artist devoted to the

objects and the environment, creating a particular,

banal, dry yet taut atmosphere in many scenes.

This Sachlichkeit was ‘‘new’’ precisely because it

seemed to be a rediscovery of the objective world

following the aesthetic, philosophical, and psycho-

logical excursions of Dada, surrealism, expression-

ism, and cubism. It was also ‘‘new’’ because

Sachlichkeit had been one of the watchwords of

the progressive prewar design association, the

Deutscher Werkbund, and before it, of art critics

such as Ferdinand Avenarius of Dresden. As early as

1888, Avenarius had called for a ‘‘party of realists’’

(Partei der Sachlichen) in his journal, Der
Kunstwart, one of the mainstays of Germany’s

broad-based art education movement. Avenarius’s

writings called upon these ‘‘realists’’ to monitor

national health by promoting a culture that sensi-

bly adapted German traditions to the altered

realities of modern industrial and urban life. More

concerned with ‘‘life reform’’ (Lebensreform)

through arts education, attention to the tasteful

design of domestic environments, and consumer

education, the Sachlichkeit of the pre–World War

I era nonetheless resurfaced during the Weimar era.

Its particular form is evident in painters’ efforts to

reground German art in matter-of-fact material

under the significantly altered conditions of life in

Weimar Germany. In this respect too, New
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Sobriety sensibilities, and particularly a general
post–World War I ‘‘call to order’’ (rappel à l’ordre),
can be seen as related to such post–World War I
movements as the purism of Amédée Ozenfant and
Le Corbusier, the industrial objectivity of Fernand
Léger, the figural works of the Bauhaus artists
Oskar Schlemmer and Joost Schmidt, and, more
broadly, to the rational architecture of the ‘‘New
Building’’ (Neues Bauen) and the radical function-
alism of the Dessau Bauhaus director Hannes
Meyer. The popularity of the New Sobriety waned,
however, by the late 1920s, as cool detachment
and social observation gave way increasingly to art
influenced by rising political mass movements,
nationalism, and technical progress. Nevertheless,
the diverse body of works associated with the New
Sobriety provide compelling documentation of the
turbulence and creative ferment characteristic of
Weimar Germany before the Nazi seizure of power.

See also Architecture.
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NEW ZEALAND. On 5 August 1914, fifteen
thousand people in Parliament grounds in
Wellington cheered the news that New Zealand,
as a loyal part of the British Empire, was at war
with Germany. The country was led by William
Massey, an immigrant from Ulster, a former
Orangeman and a farmer. In March 2003, New
Zealand, led by a former university lecturer and
feminist, Helen Clark, refused to join its erstwhile
allies, the United Kingdom, the United States, and

Australia, in the armed invasion of Iraq. New
Zealand stood as an independent Pacific country.
The journey between these two events marked a
huge change in New Zealand identity.

‘‘BETTER BRITISH’’

In August 1914 New Zealand considered itself in
all respects British—or even ‘‘better British.’’ The
population of just over one million was overwhelm-
ingly either immigrants from the United Kingdom
(29 percent were born overseas in 1911) or
descended from immigrants. Ethnically, over half
were of English background (largely the south), a
quarter were from Scotland, and a fifth were from

Ireland, but of the Irish, two-fifths were from the
Protestant communities of the north. Only about
13 percent of the population was of Irish Catholic
heritage. There were just over fifty thousand
Maori (fewer than half the number at the time of

European settlement). Although there were parts
of the North Island backcountry where Maori
language and culture was still strong, there had
been concerted efforts to incorporate Maori into
the British world, backed up by theories that

Maori were Aryans by race—‘‘honorary whites.’’
In the nineteenth century several thousand
Germans and Scandinavians had arrived, followed
by a number of Dalmatians who came to dig kauri
gum in Northland. But all were quickly assimi-

lated. In 1919 a government minister declared
New Zealand ‘‘98.12% British.’’ Only several
thousand Chinese and a few Indians were
excluded.

Trade reinforced the British connection. In
1914 New Zealand sent 81 percent (by value) of
its exports to Britain, largely wool, frozen meat,
butter, and cheese. In return Britain supplied
51 percent of its imports, largely manufactured
items. Ideas also flowed south—London was the
byline for most overseas news stories, books came
from Britain, and young New Zealanders grew up
sharing a pride in British heroes. If New Zealand
was British in ethnicity and heritage, it was also
‘‘better British.’’ It strove to avoid the congested
cities and the class inequalities of the old country.
A strong state might ensure that through a system
of industrial arbitration, the country would be
free of class conflict, and through measures such
as votes for women, pensions for the elderly, and
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dwellings for workers, citizens would be pro-
tected from Old World abuses. Internationally,
the success of New Zealand soldiers in the South
African (Boer) War, followed by the success of its
footballers on their 1905 tour of England and
Wales, established the view that New Zealand
men were superior examples of Anglo-Saxon
manhood who could serve the empire in war and
compensate for the racial ‘‘deterioration’’ in
Britain’s cities.

WAR

The next forty years intensified this worldview. On
two occasions New Zealand conscripted men to
serve in Europe’s wars. The cost was severe. Some
eighteen thousand died in World War I (8 percent
of the eligible males) and over eleven thousand in
World War II. New Zealand soldiers won fame (at
least in their own eyes) at Gallipoli in 1915 and on
the western front in 1916–1918. The next genera-
tion gained plaudits in North Africa in 1942 and
Italy in 1944. Both wars reinforced the sense of
New Zealand’s destiny within the empire. In 1943
the country chose to send its division to Italy to
defend Europe rather than bring it back to the
Pacific to defend the homeland against Japan (as
did the Australians). Both wars saw a strengthening
of state regulation—in the first there was the impo-
sition of social discipline such as the closing of pubs
at 6 P.M.; in the second the regulation of the econ-
omy reached such levels of detail that even the size
of men’s trouser cuffs was defined. Despite the
legend that New Zealand identity was founded on
the heights of Gallipoli, this assumed that national
identity occurred within the empire. On war mem-
orials, the word empire was more common than
New Zealand, the Union Jack more frequent than
the New Zealand ensign.

In the interwar years the state fostered a secure
egalitarian society. In the 1920s, as more immi-
grants arrived from Britain, Massey’s Reform
Government helped through loans to fund the
growth of suburbs—single-family Californian bun-
galows on quarter-acre sections; and in the 1930s,
as the world depression exposed New Zealand’s
vulnerability to the international market, the Labour
Government, elected in 1935 and re-elected by a
wide margin three years later, expanded a benefi-
cent welfare state with public works schemes and

the provision of state unemployment benefits and a
public health system. New Zealand became a
model to the world of Fabian socialism in action.

MIDCENTURY UTOPIA

In many respects the 1950s and early 1960s were
the fulfillment of earlier aspirations. With high
world agricultural prices, the economy boomed.
In the early 1950s it was widely believed that
New Zealand had one of the highest standards of
living in the world. Unemployment disappeared.
Following a fierce 151-day industrial conflict on
the waterfront in 1951, there was little social con-
flict. Maori from rural areas and immigrants from
England and Scotland (and twenty thousand from
the Netherlands) flooded into the expanding cities,
where they found a family utopia in the mush-
rooming suburbs. The country basked in its sport-
ing successes in rugby games and long-distance
running, and felt pride when a favorite son,
Edmund Hillary, ‘‘knocked the bastard off’’ in
1953 (the ‘‘bastard’’ was Mt. Everest). Six months
later New Zealanders turned out in remarkable
scenes of enthusiasm to welcome Queen Elizabeth
II to the country. New Zealand presented itself as
the most prosperous, egalitarian, and beautiful
country in the empire, and the one with the best
race relations. Only a few intellectuals dissented.
Some, such as the poet James K. Baxter, adopted
a Bohemian lifestyle, others, like the novelist Janet
Frame, followed earlier New Zealand intellectuals
such as Katherine Mansfield and Ernest Rutherford
into expatriation. With rugby, the price of butter-
fat, and the challenges of laying concrete drives
as the focus of conversation, there was little to
hold them.

ROOTS OF CHANGE

In the mid-1960s cracks began to appear in the
foundation of this very British utopia. In 1965
the Prime Minister, ‘‘Kiwi Keith’’ Holyoake, reluc-
tantly committed a small number of New Zealand
troops to the Vietnam War to retain faith with the
ANZUS alliance (formed with the United States
and Australia), which had been signed in 1951.
Protestors began to articulate an independent for-
eign policy. By the early 1970s this evolved into a
strong antinuclear stance. Individuals and then the
Labour Government of 1972–1975 challenged
French nuclear testing in the South Pacific. This
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‘‘Vietnam generation’’ won power with the Labour
Government of 1984. In quick succession, New
Zealand in effect walked out of the ANZUS alli-
ance by refusing to accept nuclear-armed or -pow-
ered ships, the country found itself in a dispute
with France, whose agents sank a Greenpeace ship
in Auckland Harbour, and the charismatic young
Prime Minister, David Lange, a reluctant anti-
nuclear zealot, lectured the world on nuclear issues
at the Oxford Union.

The antinuclear movement drew on a growing
concern for the environment. A plan to raise the

level of a beautiful bush-clad lake in the South
Island, Lake Manapouri, spurred a massive public
protest and a change in public attitudes that even-
tually ended the logging of native forests. There
were also changes to the family. In the early 1950s
there was a remarkably low number of married

women in the paid workforce. In the 1960s the

average number of children born to adult women
dropped, and married women took up jobs. A

highly visible feminist movement campaigned for

equal pay and reproductive rights. Identity politics

extended to gay people, and in 1986 homosexual

acts by consenting adult males were decriminalized.

In 2004 women held the three top positions in the

country, Governor-General, Prime Minister, and

Chief Justice, and a civil union bill was passed that

gave state recognition to long-term gay relationships.

RACE AND CULTURE

There were also dramatic changes in racial ideas.

The early 1970s saw a Maori protest movement

expressed most visibly by a land march from the

far north to Wellington and by annual protests

on 6 February, the day set aside to commemorate

Infantrymen from New Zealand fight with British forces in Libya, 2 December 1941. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi between the
Crown and Maori in 1840. The result was the
establishment of a Waitangi Tribunal in 1975 to
hear breaches of the treaty and a major renaissance
in Maori culture and language. By 2004 the Maori

population was over half a million strong, and there
were flourishing schools, preschools, and three
whare wananga (tertiary institutions) that used
the Maori language. In addition, young New
Zealanders began to campaign against sporting

contacts with apartheid South Africa. In 1975
Robert Muldoon was elected Prime Minister as
the voice of ‘‘the ordinary bloke.’’ He promised
not to interfere in sport. International embarrass-
ment followed when African countries boycotted

the 1976 Montreal Olympics because of New
Zealand’s participation. When a South African
rugby team visited in 1981, there was violence in
the streets—but no deaths—as New Zealander
fought New Zealander over the issue.

A new consciousness about race led to changes
in immigration laws. From the late 1960s on there
had been a steady migration of Pacific Islanders into
New Zealand. Then in 1974 the free entry of people

from the United Kingdom was halted, and criteria
for admission were changed to qualifications, not
race. The result, starting in the mid-1980s, was a
steady increase in migrants from nontraditional coun-
tries—especially Asia, Africa, and the Middle East. By

2001 only 70 percent of the New Zealand popula-
tion was exclusively European in ethnicity, and
the population of both the Asian and Pacific
Island communities was approaching a quarter of
a million in a total population of four million.

Many of these changes in attitude followed the
emergence of an urban culture. As more people
migrated to the cities, into Auckland in particular,
and as specialized urban jobs proliferated, a grow-
ing university-educated middle class appeared. In
the 1950s immigrants arriving from England com-
mented that New Zealand cities seemed ‘‘closed’’
on the weekends. By the turn of the century, how-
ever, with liberal licensing and shopping laws in
place, there was a lively urban culture—of galleries,
eating places, museums, plays. New Zealanders
now read books written and published by their
fellow countrymen and women, and there was a
strong interest in local history. The past was no
longer a foreign country. New Zealand was known

as much for its filmmakers—especially the Oscar-
winning Peter Jackson—as for its sporting successes.

ECONOMIC CHANGE

Cultural changes came against a backdrop of major
economic transformations. In 1967 wool prices fell,
six years later Great Britain entered the European
Economic Community (EEC), and the terms of
trade shifted strongly against New Zealand. The
country could no longer rest easy as Britain’s
offshore farm. Unemployment rose along with
inflation. Robert Muldoon followed the old pre-
scriptions of state control of prices and subsidies to
export industries, and his government sponsored
‘‘Think Big’’ energy projects. It did not work. The
Labour Government elected in 1984 proceeded to
effect an economic revolution called ‘‘Rogernomics’’
after the Minister of Finance, Roger Douglas. The
dollar was floated; state enterprises were sold off.
Subsidies and protective tariffs were removed. For
a time unemployment continued to rise. Resources
and trade were steadily redirected. By the turn of
the century the old agricultural standbys, wool,
butter, and cheese, which in 1965 earned half the
country’s exports by value, each constituted under
4 percent. Now New Zealanders were exporting
kiwifruit, high-class wines, forestry products, and
fish. The largest earner of foreign exchange was
tourism. The direction of trade had moved. The
United Kingdom now took under 5 percent of
the exports, below the levels taken by Australia,
the United States, Japan, and China.

The revolution in New Zealand values and beha-
vior that occurred in the thirty years after 1970 was
at times painful. There was much anger. New
Zealanders found it difficult to live in a more diverse
society. In 1993 the first-past-the-post system of
government was replaced by a proportional system;
this was in part an act of anger against politicians
who had moved too far too fast. Yet by the turn of
the twenty-first century, the country was reaching
toward an independent Pacific identity with a dis-
tinct and creative culture. With ‘‘God defend New
Zealand’’ sung in both English and Maori at public
ceremonies instead of ‘‘God Save the Queen,’’ with
the Governors-General being local figures and not
pensioned British aristocrats, with appeals to the
Privy Council abolished and discussions ongoing
about removing the Union Jack from the flag,
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‘‘better Britain’’ was far in the past. Aotearoa (the
Maori name for the country) was fast approaching.

See also Australia; British Empire; British Empire, End
of; United Kingdom.
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NICE TREATY. The fall of the Berlin Wall at

the end of 1989, together with the prospect of

greatly enlarging the European Union (EU) to

the east, led to a series of additions to the treaties

that had founded the European Communities. The

deeper goal of integrating European nations

remained constant, yet reform of the various exist-

ing institutions proved problematic. While a con-

sensual view held to the necessity of seriously

modifying the decision-making process, divergence

of national interests and visions continually post-

poned anticipated reforms. Successive accords—the

Maastricht Treaty in 1991, the Amsterdam Treaty

in 1997, and the Nice Treaty in 2000—all con-

firmed the failure of the proposed reforms while

announcing the need for further revision.

The Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) that

brought into being the Nice Treaty had as its

almost exclusive goal postponing implementation

of the 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam, which, in a

‘‘protocol on the institutions with the prospect

of enlargement of the European Union’’ had

announced plans to call for ‘‘a comprehensive

review of the provisions of the treaties on the com-

position and functioning of the institutions.’’

Consequently, at the opening of negotiations to

discuss the prospects of membership for an initial

group of countries in central and Western Europe,

the Helsinki European Council Summit of 10–11

December 1999 had convened an IGC to review

treaties on four key issues: size and composition of

the European Commission, the weighting of votes

in the Council, extending the use of voting by

qualified majority, and reform of the rules govern-

ing enhanced cooperation.

DIFFICULT NEGOTIATIONS IN A TENSE

ATMOSPHERE

Negotiations began on 14 February 2000 with a
special effort at transparency and openness, in
response to sharp criticisms after previous meetings
of the IGC. They were to be relatively short, lasting
under ten months, thanks to a specific agenda and
familiarity with the institutional issues and the
much-discussed intention of enlarging the union.
But transparency and celerity concealed a less flat-
tering reality. After some three hundred hours,
negotiators could not agree on the principal items
on the agenda. Most of the decisions were taken
during the summit of the Nice European Council,
the longest in its history, 7–11 December 2000. In
addition, the treaty provided for a new IGC in
2004, to be charged with resolving the remaining
unanswered questions, which included apportion-
ing jurisdiction between the European Union and
the individual nations, the status of the Charter of
Fundamental Rights, simplification of treaties, and
the role of national parliaments.

The negotiators’ problems may be explained in
great part by the nature of their mandate. Unlike
their predecessors, they were not content to merely
apply numbers to the decision-making process, or
to modify the institutional balance. They debated
the place of member states in the different institu-
tions of the EU and for the first time had to modify
the balance of power initially ratified by the Treaty
of Rome in 1957. Negotiators were thus led to
openly defend the positions of their home coun-
tries. In addition, the debate did not benefit, as
previously, from pairs of allied states—indeed,
France and Germany seemed like a married couple
on the verge of divorce—nor from the skill of the
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successive presidents of the European Union.
Overall, negotiations for the Nice Treaty were
dominated by anguish vis-à-vis the enlargement of
the EU and also by the negotiators’ determination
to ‘‘limit the damage’’ to their own nations.

MINIMAL REFORM OF INSTITUTIONS

According to the protocol on institutions annexed
to the Treaty of Amsterdam, the Nice Treaty was to
handle essentially institutional reforms. However,
these reforms failed to fulfill the goals set for them.

Modification of the balance of power in the
Council for adopting decisions by a qualified
majority was the first objective. The voting system
ratified by the Treaty of Rome in 1957 depended
on elaborate calculations to set the number by
which a blocking minority could succeed in voting
down proposals and also on a subtle balance among
‘‘small,’’ ‘‘medium,’’ and ‘‘large’’ member states.
This method was proportionately recalculated each
time the EU was enlarged. With the prospect of
numerous new countries, however, it became clear
that this method would no longer be practical.

In consequence, negotiators first considered a
system that required a double majority of both
member states and populations, proposed by the
commission. But deep disagreements returned the
discussion to options closer to the existing system;
in any event, the principle of a simple majority of
member states was retained. Fiery debates took
place around the importance of using demographic
criteria in weighting votes. Agreement was reached
only at the cost of great complexity that did not
square with the idea of a clear mechanism for
apportioning votes, and which included all sorts
of compensations. The question of a threshold for
the qualified majority—earlier fixed at 71 percent
of the votes—also provoked angry discussion. One
protocol planned to increase the threshold figure
to 72.3 percent in a union of twenty-five members,
then to 73.9 percent in a union with twenty-seven
member states. In addition, representatives of the
larger states obtained a ‘‘demographic net’’ by
which a member state can request that the qualified
majority represent at least 62 percent of the union’s
population.

The second objective of the IGC was to limit
the size of the European Commission. Various
propositions were presented, from a drastic

reduction in the number of commissioners to
retention of the status quo. Because of persistent
disagreement, revision was minimal. The Nice
Treaty planned that, beginning 1 January 2005,
each member state would have only one represen-
tative on the European Commission (EC), the five
larger states losing their second representative. The
treaty also provided that when the number of
member states reached twenty-seven the number
of commissioners would be inferior to the number
of member states, but it did not specify how such a
change might be implemented.

Although the composition of the European
Parliament was not on the IGC’s agenda, a new
arrangement had to be considered in view of the
coming enlargement of the EU, but the process had
to be purely technical. During the summit at Nice,
however, the French presidency decided to extend
the negotiations to the European Parliament in
order to reach an agreement on national voting
weights on the Council of the EU. The upshot did
not reflect any kind of objective rule but only
obscure transactions; some states—notably Greece,
Portugal, and Belgium—obtained a number of votes
superior to other more populous candidate states.
Finally, the number of seats in the European
Parliament, with 25 members, came to 732 in spite
of the Treaty of Amsterdam’s limit of 700. Accord-
ing to the membership treaty for new member
states, institutional reforms to apply 1 January
2005, including the composition of the Commission
and the rules concerning qualified majority vote,
were officially put into force 1 November 2004.

Other reforms on the agenda were less problem-
atic and less criticized. The Nice Treaty clearly
facilitated recourse to rules of enhanced coopera-
tion as established by the Treaty of Amsterdam.
This would enable member countries seeking
greater integration in specific areas but meeting
resistance on the part of other members, to coop-
erate more narrowly within the framework of the
Union. The Nice Treaty reduced to eight the
required number of states that must be willing to
cooperate and suppressed the veto power of the
other member states, while increasing the number
of areas concerned.

Negotiators also had to examine the possibility
of extending the use of the qualified majority vote.
The treaty extended it to about thirty new
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provisions; the progress was perceptible, but the
list was heterogeneous and excluded important
policies such as taxation, social policy, right of
political asylum and immigration, and economic
and social cohesion. The treaty also addressed
reforms concerning issues not initially on the
agenda, such as modifying the appointments proce-
dure for the president of the European Commission
and reinforcing his or her authority and leadership.
The treaty also increased the power of the European
Parliament, notably by extending the procedure
of co-decision, and it also changed the sharing of
jurisdiction between the Court of Justice and the
Court of First Instance while allowing the creation
of specialized judicial panels. Finally, it reinforced
the defense and security policy.

A TREATY ABOUT TRANSITION?

Although it facilitated enlargement of the
European Union, the Treaty of Nice was from the
very beginning considered a preamble to more sig-
nificant reform. The ‘‘Declaration on the Future of
the Union,’’ an appendix to the treaty, provided for
a new ICG, to convene in 2004, that would seek
solutions to a variety of outstanding issues. These
included delimitation of power-sharing between
the EU and member states, the status of the
Charter of Fundamental Rights, simplification of
the treaties, and the role of national parliaments
in the wider European context. Specialists in
European integration, journalists, and representa-
tives of the institutions concerned—the European
Commission and European Parliament, first among
many—openly criticized the treaty’s lack of breadth
and particularly its inability to ensure adequate
institutional functioning once the enlargement
took place. Critics denounced in particular the
reinforcement of interstate logic in the composi-
tion of the Commission and the European
Parliament. They also deplored the negotiators’
failure to provide the EU with a political system
that was more efficient, democratic, and open.

The IGC in 2000 and the European Council of
Nice symbolized the lack of direction and the crisis
of European integration. The absence of clear
objectives, narrow defense of national interests,
and negotiators’ inability to simplify the decision-
making process were only several of many prob-
lems. There was also the tendency to put off

numerous decisions, sharp exchanges, and resur-
gence of old conflicts between nations, and orga-
nized media leaks, among other issues. The limited
results of the IGC meeting in 2000, together with
the deep divisions provoked there and in the open,
had at least the virtue of persuading the represen-
tatives of member states to consider a revision of
the revision process itself in order to draft a more
ambitious text—indeed, a European constitution.
These failures, far more than the numerous inter-
ventions on the part of the European Parliament or
the federalist movements, prodded the national
leaders to convene a ‘‘Convention on the Future
of Europe’’ the task of which was to enable the
constitutional debate to break out of its strictly
intergovernmental framework. By 2006 the out-
come was by no means clear.

See also European Commission; European Constitution
2004–2005; European Parliament; European
Union; Maastricht, Treaty of.
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n

NICHOLAS II (1868–1918), Russian tsar
and emperor.

Contemporaries and historians alike have
viewed the last tsar in divergent terms, ranging
from the autocratic and repressive ‘‘Nicholas the
Bloody’’ to a deeply religious figure whose life
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ended in tragic martyrdom. Many have blamed
Nicholas II for the 1917 revolution and all that it
produced for the world, pointing to his refusal to
allow serious political and social reform. Others
have dwelled on his inadequacy: a weak and witless
ruler, more concerned with his family, and espe-
cially his hemophiliac son and heir, than with the
fate of his nation and empire. He was ill-equipped, it
is said, to guide Russia into the twentieth century.

Research since the 1990s has created a more
nuanced picture of a ruler guided by strong princi-
ples and values. He valued order and discipline in
his personal life and in his expectations of others.
Not surprisingly, he loved all things associated with
the military, which he admired not only as an
important institution in Russian life but as a model
for an ideal society and polity. Family love and
family order were also values in his own life and a
virtuous model for the larger society and polity. At
the center of this moral vision stood religion.
Nicholas found personal comfort in faith, which
gave him what contemporaries described as ‘‘seren-
ity.’’ Some saw this as a flaw—a fatalistic certainty
that, as Nicholas often said, everything that hap-
pened in the world was precisely God’s will.

All of this, along with the Russian political
history he loved to study, helped shape his philo-
sophy of rule, which directly influenced his deci-
sions during the period from 1914 to 1917. He
shared conservative doubts that human reason can
improve the world, for human beings are morally
weak creatures. What is needed are order and guid-
ance imposed by divinely inspired authority.
Nicholas saw his own role as autocrat as blessed
and inspired. A guiding ideal was that of the ‘‘tsar-
father’’ (tsar-batyushka) linked to his subjects not
through institutions of representation and law but
by an almost mystical bond of love and devotion.
Connected to this faith was an abiding distrust of
intellectuals, with their false rationalism and for-
eign ideas, and of Jews, who were alien to the ‘‘true
Russian’’ folk and thus a danger to the sacred bond
between tsar and people.

When war broke out in August 1914, Nicholas
appeared on the balcony of the Winter Palace and
wept as the people crowding the square fell to their
knees and sang ‘‘God Save the Tsar.’’ A year later,
faced with a disastrous situation at the front and
certain that his personal presence would rally the

troops, he took command of the army (against the

advice of his closest advisors but encouraged by an

‘‘interior voice’’ heard while standing in church

before an icon of Christ). This decision associated

him more closely with the failing war effort and

isolated him from the capital and the affairs of the

government, leaving, it was often said, the state in

the hands of the German-born empress Alexandra

and the scandalous religious healer and prophet

Grigory Yefimovich Rasputin. Ministers were con-

tinually replaced. Most important, Nicholas’s gov-

ernment showed open contempt for the elected

legislature (Duma), which sought to play a larger

role in the national emergency. Every proposal to

create a government that would work more closely

with representative civic institutions was rejected by

a monarch convinced that only pure sacred autoc-

racy could save Russia. This political stalemate, an

ineffective war effort, and an economy on the verge

of breakdown combined with distrust of Alexandra

and disgust with Rasputin, steadily undermined the

authority of Nicholas’s rule.

When strikes and demonstrations for bread,

peace, and a responsible government brought

the capital to a standstill in late February 1917,

Nicholas ordered the commander of the garrison

to ‘‘stop the disorders,’’ which resulted in a

mutiny. Military commanders and prominent poli-

ticians persuaded the tsar, for the sake of order and

the war effort, to abdicate on 2 March (15 March,

New Style) in favor of his brother Mikhail, who

refused the throne. In early March the new

Provisional Government placed Nicholas and his

family under house arrest at a palace outside

Petrograd. In August 1917 the Romanovs were

evacuated to Tobolsk in the Urals, allegedly to pro-

tect them from the rising tide of revolution. After

the Bolsheviks came to power in October 1917, the

conditions of their imprisonment grew stricter and

talk of putting Nicholas on trial grew more fre-

quent. As the counterrevolutionary White move-

ment gathered force, leading to full-scale civil war

by the summer, the Romanovs were moved, during

April and May 1918, to Yekaterinburg, a militant

Bolshevik stronghold. During the night of 16–17

July, Nicholas, Alexandra, their children, their phy-

sician, and three servants were taken into the base-

ment and executed. Whether this was on direct

orders from Vladimir Lenin in Moscow (as many
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believe, though there is no hard evidence), or an
option approved in Moscow should White troops

approach Yekaterinburg, or at the initiative of local

Bolsheviks remains in dispute, as does whether the

order (if there was an order) was for the execution of

Nicholas alone or the entire family. In 1998 their

remains, long hidden in a mine shaft, were brought

to St. Petersburg and interred in the church where

other Russian emperors lie. In August 2000 the

Orthodox Church in Russia canonized Nicholas

and his family and servants as martyrs.

See also Rasputin, Grigory; Russia; Russian Revolutions
of 1917.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Nicholas II, emperor of Russia. The Complete Wartime

Correspondence of Tsar Nicholas II and the Empress
Alexandra, April 1914–March 1917. Edited by Joseph
T. Fuhrmann. Westport, Conn., and London, 1999.

Secondary Sources
Lieven, Dominic. Nicholas II: Emperor of All the Russias.

London, 1993.

Steinberg, Mark D., and Vladimir M. Khrustalev. Fall of the
Romanovs: Political Dreams and Personal Struggles in a
Time of Revolution. New Haven, Conn., 1995.

MARK D. STEINBERG

n

1968. The year 1968 constitutes a milestone in

European history. It would be more precise to

speak of ‘‘the years of 1968’’ because the events
of that year have been expressed in so many differ-

ent ways and given rise to so many interpretations.

In terms of ruptures in the social, cultural, and

political fields (the emergence of new players and

sociopolitical hopes, new relations to knowledge,

and so on) 1968 was diverse. But it was also unified

and more than its premature diagnosis as a ‘‘cul-

tural crisis’’; it was a movement supported by an

intellectual discourse and carried out by young

people who had become historical actors on a

global level. The continued resonance of 1968 in

the collective imagination highlights the excep-

tional character of that year.

THE EVENTS OF 1968

Attempts to explain the origins of 1968 have ranged
from those that argue that the protests of 1968
were the genuine and inevitable result of the inter-
national transformations of the 1960s to others
that treat the events as an unexpected thunderclap
in a clear European sky. What did the diverse protest
movements have in common? What were the
national specifics of each?

The origins of 1968 also could be traced back
to a university system ill equipped to handle the
arrival of the baby-boom generation, along with
the democratization of education and improve-
ments in living standards (in France, there were
128,000 students in 1950 and 500,000 in 1968).
Moreover, the social status of the students had
changed: the majority of students no longer came
from the upper classes but from the middle classes,
and their parents could not afford to support them
if they failed. European society, especially in the
west, finally had to take into account changes that
had taken place over two decades—such as an
unprecedented prosperity that was now founded
upon consumerism and the development of the
service sector—and the kind of knowledge offered
at the universities became a key to personal and
social success. In fact, students, especially those
who specialized in certain new, rapidly developing
fields of study (such as the human sciences) with-
out being assured of jobs, felt threatened by socie-
tal decline. Another factor was the war in Vietnam
(1954–1975), the first conflict of which images
were widely disseminated. During the Cold War,
to defend the Vietnamese people or to support
Fidel Castro in Cuba, Mao’s Chinese Cultural
Revolution, or Che Guevara’s guerrilla activities
was to reject American ‘‘imperialism.’’ Awareness
of the contrast between wealthy societies and the
exploited third world became the motivation that
allowed a university uprising to be transformed
into a protest against capitalist society.

The protests in each European nation were also
unique to that nation’s history. In the Federal
Republic of Germany at the end of the 1960s,
tensions between young and old were exacerbated
by the presence of American troops and the
postwar generation’s questioning of their parents’
generation of wartime ‘‘perpetrators’’ (Täter). The
trigger for unrest was the adoption of a plan, pro-
posed in 1966 and hatched by the Grand Coalition
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between the Social Democrats (SDP) and the

Christian Democratic Union (CDU), for special

legislation allowing civil rights to be limited in a

state of emergency. This legislation was required

by the Western Allies in order to guarantee the

safety of their troops stationed in Germany. The

extraparliamentary opposition met in the German

Socialist Student Union (SDS), a youth movement

of dissidents from the SDP. The earliest protests

took place in Frankfurt and at the Freie Universität

in Berlin, which became the focal point for protests

in 1967. Having a head start on movements in

neighboring countries, West German protests

culminated on 11 May 1968 with a giant demon-

stration in Bonn.

In France, the increasing politicization of

students after the Algerian War (1954–1962), the

influential role of their unions (the National Union

of French Students), and the excessive personaliza-

tion of government by an aging Charles de Gaulle

(1890–1970) led to protests that expanded in

concentric circles. First France faced a university

crisis with massive student protests (the events of

May 1968), then a social crisis with eight million

on strike, and finally a political crisis that irrevocably

shook the foundations of ‘‘your father’s France.’’

The protests in Italy had similar causes, but
they differed in the duration of the student upris-
ings, which began in Trento in 1966 and spread
widely through several university centers (Pisa,
Milan, Turin, Rome), continuing throughout
1968 and after (‘‘the creeping May’’).

In some cases, the national context overshad-
owed international influences. Such was the case in

A poster of Mao Zedong hangs in the courtyard of the Sorbonne, Paris, May 1968.
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Spain where continuing student opposition to

Francisco Franco’s government merged with the

workers’ movement. But this was also the case with

the Czech and Polish movements, where the

watchword at every social level was the democrati-

zation of the countries’ communist regimes. The

demands of the Czech students were aligned with

the hope for a ‘‘socialism with a human face’’—the

aim of the Communist Party under Alexander

Dubček. Thus the students did not resort to

violence because those in power seemed to them

to be allies, at least during the three phases of the

‘‘Prague Spring,’’ which lasted from the resignation

of the all-powerful Antonin Novotny from the post

of first secretary of the party in January 1968 to the

invasion of the Soviets on 20–21 August.

However much these movements may have been

determined by their particular national logics, they

were nonetheless in resonance with one another.

Demonstrations ranged from those supporting the

African American fight for civil rights in the United

States to those against the assassination attempt

on the German student leader Rudi Dutschke.

Thus Daniel Cohn-Bendit was able to declare retro-

spectively that the generation of baby boomers

was ‘‘the first to live globally, across a tide of

sounds and images, both physically and every day’’

(Cohn-Bendit, p. 10; translated from the French).

In spite of the clearly intellectual origins and

orientation of these movements, intellectuals partic-

ipated less on the scene than as points of reference.

It could even be said that in 1968 intellectuals

ceased to take on the role of ‘‘spiritual advisors.’’

Of course, the student movement was inspired by

Karl Marx and Sigmund Freud, Jürgen Habermas

and the Frankfurt School, but often only in order to

critique them and even to reject them. Country by

country, there were different engagements: Jean-

Paul Sartre was with the students; André Malraux

and Raymond Aron were advisors or spokesper-

sons for the government. Perhaps only Herbert

Marcuse remained continuously ‘‘present’’ with

his critique of alienation in capitalist society and

in the Soviet regime. Intellectuals also exerted a

mobilizing influence in Eastern Europe, but the

figures there—such as Ludvik Vaculik, Milan

Kundera, or Radovan Richta in Czechoslovakia—

were more national.

In each country, the attitude of the workers’
movements had a great influence on the way in
which the protests developed for the students and
intellectuals. The radicalization of their struggles
since the mid-1960s and the influence of ‘‘leftist’’
movements gave the workers’ demands a particular
character: they were now situated outside the
framework of the traditional union system, and
they mixed old demands (for cost-of-living raises,
for good working conditions) with new ones
(against the underemployment of licensed profes-
sionals, for a less hierarchical model of manage-
ment including self-management). The strikes
mobilized new categories of workers who were
younger, better trained, and not necessarily under
the control of the unions. However, true engage-
ments between students and workers never really
came off, except in France and Italy. In France,
student and worker movements came together in
May 1968. But the attitude of the French
Communist Party and the workers’ union, mis-
trustful of the ‘‘gauchiste adventure’’ and anxious
to maintain their monopoly on protest, was an
obstacle to any real merger between students and
workers. In Italy, however, the Communist Party
and the union, less oriented toward the workers
and more active in social causes, as well as a leftist
faction outside of the traditional trade unions all
favored the formation of a more durable alliance.
In Czechoslovakia, it was the intervention of the
Warsaw Pact forces that transformed the move-
ment for democratization into a shared symbol of
national independence. In 1968 the absence of a
transformation of this apparent convergence into a
true unification of the different protest movements
revealed the new role of the working classes in
wealthy societies: by refusing the ‘‘children of con-
sumer culture’’ the right to threaten their dearly
bought social integration, the working class ceased
to be a historical agent for revolution and became
instead a conservative social force. In this way, in
the words of Habermas, ‘‘for the first time in the
history of West Germany, students played a politi-
cal role that had to be taken seriously.’’

RUPTURES AND TRANSFORMATIONS OF 1968

Alongside the traditional critique of systems of
power and references to the revolutionary tradition
of the workers movement, three new characteristics
defined the movements of 1968.
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First was the ‘‘emergence of a new political
repertoire.’’ This essentially involved the radical
critique of industrial democratic societies; the ques-
tioning of the traditional wielders of authority
(fathers, teachers, and bosses); an extension of a
Marxist-Leninist reading to the struggle between
the classes on a global scale, transforming it into a
struggle between the ‘‘proletarian’’ third world and
the ‘‘imperialist’’ nations; and the rejection of the
repressive bureaucratic regimes of the Eastern bloc.
The values that were extolled were self-manage-
ment, direct democracy, and the spontaneous
dimension of collective action, all of which recalled
the keywords of the Situationist International of
the years 1957–1972. For that movement, society
was the locus of individual alienation, where reified
individuals are reduced to the role of puppets in
their respective social groups. This new repertoire

was put into action in public statements, violent

confrontations (occupations, riots approaching

guerrilla warfare, barricades), but also in the libera-

tion of transgressive speech (‘‘Don’t say,

‘Professor, may I?’; say ‘pig,’ ‘bitch’’’; ‘‘under the

pavement lies the beach’’). Henceforth, the city

and urban life became the primary scene for pro-

tests, with increasingly larger gatherings and the

involvement of suburban areas.

Second was a ‘‘mistrust of the delegation of

power’’ that was founded upon the rejection of

status of a designated leader and upon the stu-

dents’ simple differentiation between leadership

groups and the ‘‘base.’’ Paradoxically, the fact that

suppression and the media were more powerful

than the tactics of collective action (publication of

pamphlets, the ability to speak in public, familiarity

Policemen charge student antiwar protestors, Rome, April 1968. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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with ideological discourses) led to the emergence
of spokespersons: Rudi Dutschke for the SDS, and
his subsequent radicalization of the movement
(‘‘Rudi the Red’’), and the French-German student
Daniel Cohn-Bendit, ‘‘Dany.’’

Third was the predominance of the extreme
Left. Within the various student movements, there
were anarchists (the black flag appeared at demon-
strations, and there was an exaltation of spontane-
ity, and a call for the formation of communes); the
Trotskyites, who were firmly entrenched in the
student movements and repeatedly took up a dis-
cussion of the ‘‘bureaucratic degeneracy of the
communist parties’’ and of Stalinism; the influence
of Maoism and its anti-imperialist discourse, which
greatly profited from positive perceptions of the
cultural revolution as an alternative to the Soviet
model that could be imported into the industrialist
nations of Europe.

In the midst of all these frequently contradic-
tory forces, there developed a new, strongly liber-
tarian political sensibility. It was reflected in
academia (the rejection of lecture courses and
stuffy professors), in the liberalization of morals
(critique of ‘‘sexual normality,’’ the widespread
consumption of drugs), in social relations (devalu-
ing of the ‘‘bourgeois couple,’’ the formation of
communes), and in the status of women (equality
in the workplace, and the feminist movement).

The year 1968 was also a time of tremendous
cultural renewal, even if the connections between
the protest movements and new forms of artistic
expression were not always obvious. The counter-
culture, imported from the United States, never-
theless forged connections between marginality
and protest, and between cultural and political pro-
test, by which it combated the official culture,
which was imposed by the dominant class through
various means (political, sexual, spiritual, or fash-
ionable) in order to reinforce the social order for its
own profit. Thus starting in 1967, the Anti-
University in London and the Critical University
in Berlin proposed teaching of a political nature on
such subjects as Cuba or the revolution and on
other ‘‘underground’’ subjects (such as the organi-
zation of alternative structures and improvisation).
The United Kingdom, the Netherlands with their
‘‘Provos’’ (a nonviolent anarchist movement that
dissolved in 1967 after two years, but whose

influence was felt in France and Germany, notably
through their proposals for alternative social and
ecological projects), and Germany, with the experi-
ments of the Kommune I and Kommune II, were
the principal sites of the counterculture.

In France, Italy, and Spain, however, the
students encountered only the fringes of the coun-
terculture and then only as an effect, rather than a
cause, of the events of 1968. Yet this does not mean
that a cultural dimension to those events was totally
lacking in these countries: the France of 1968 saw
the occupation of the Odeon Theatre in Paris and
the creation of revolutionary committees for cultural
agitation and for new forms of art for the purpose
of ‘‘transmitting culture to the people.’’ Thus there
coexisted mechanisms for alternative cultural pro-
ductions (such as ‘‘happenings’’) and the phenom-
ena of standardization through the diffusion of an
‘‘underground’’ culture, primarily musical (pop
music, Bob Dylan’s protest songs, or those of the
less controversial Beatles).

In the Eastern bloc countries that were mobi-
lized, the window of opportunity for freedom was
too quickly closed and that prevented the emer-
gence of an enduring artistic movement outside of
the pockets of resistance. Even so, they did experi-
ence an unprecedented intellectual ferment, espe-
cially in Czechoslovakia, which saw the resumption
of the literary magazine Literani Listy. In June
1968, this magazine published ‘‘Two thousand
words addressed to workers, farmers, scientists,
artists, and to everyone,’’ a manifesto calling for
liberalization, written by the playwright Václav
Havel and designed by the artist Jaroslav Vozniak.

This cultural emergence was accompanied by a
general critique of the media, both official (for
example, television, the symbol of consumer
society) and traditional (the press). Confronted
with media that were largely hostile to them and
that organized disinformation campaigns (inspiring
the slogan, ‘‘The police speak to you every night at
8:00’’ in reference to French television), the pro-
testers of 1968 attempted to set up their own
information networks including meetings and gen-
eral assemblies, publication of journals (such as The
Student, published in Czechoslovakia starting in
1966), massive distribution of pamphlets and post-
ers such as those from the Beaux-Arts workshop
that incorporated graffiti and invited public debate.
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In contrast, the events of May benefited from
sympathetic coverage from private radio stations
that broadcast information directly.

THE AFTERMATH OF 1968

The year 1968 affected countries differently
according to the reaction of the authorities in place
and the degrees of acculturation between the
demands of the protesters and the aspirations of
their societies as a whole.

The immediate effects In France, the victories
were important. The universities were reformed
according to principles of self-administration, inter-
disciplinarity, and participation (the Faure law).
Workers’ salaries were adjusted in accordance with
the Grenelle accords. There was also an expansion of
the rights of trade unions. Despite the overwhelming
victory of the Gaullists in the legislative elections of
June 1968, the force of May 1968 dealt a mortal
blow to the authority of the president of the repub-
lic, who resigned after the failure of a referendum in
1969. Without a doubt, given the attitude of the
French Communist Party, these events led to a
recalibration of influence within the Left to the
advantage of the Socialist Party, which was able to
harness hopes for social change with the candidacy of
François Mitterrand and the joint platform in 1974.

In Italy, even though the links between the two
phenomena were not direct, the events of 1968
degenerated into acts of extreme right-wing terror-
ism in 1969. The extreme Left responded with
terrorist violence that they justified as a struggle
against fascism. Thus the 1970s were marked by
the kidnappings of several business and political
leaders, by the emergence of the Red Brigades,
and by their attacks on Rome and Milan. But the
Italians also gained, after a referendum in 1974, the
right to divorce and subsequently the right to have
abortions. In addition, more familiar forms of
speech in public—deriving from the protesters’
feelings of comradeship—reflected a more general
liberalization of Italian society.

The same evolution occurred in Germany. The
immediate aftermath of 1968 witnessed the emer-
gence of far-left terrorism but, again, with no clear
relation to the protest movements. The Red Army
Faction (the Baader-Meinhof Gang) committed a
series of attacks against banking establishments and

American bases. But these troubled years also saw

the emergence of alternative groups, such as the

Greens, as well as open discussion of Germany’s

Nazi past. This time period also paved the way for

the Social Democratic Party to come to power.

Gustav Heinemann was elected president of West

Germany in March of 1969, and a coalition gov-

ernment was led for the first time by a member of

the SPD, Willy Brandt.

In nondemocratic countries, the positive effects

of 1968 are more difficult to assess, as they did not

attain expression as clearly within repressive socie-

ties. In fact, attempts to disrupt these regimes had

only reinforced their control over society. After

Russian tanks rolled into Czechoslovakia, followed

by 250,000 troops, the government of Dubček was

forced to accept the Moscow Protocols. This signi-

fied the ‘‘normalization’’ before the purges of 1969

forcibly smothered even the smallest hope for

Two men run from the wreckage of a burning car

in the streets of Prague, 26 August 1968. ªKPA/ZUMA/

CORBIS
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reform. In Spain, Franco declared a state of emer-
gency in 1969 and arrested many of the protesters.

The legacy of 1968 The crucial year of 1968 is
perceived differently in different countries. But for
Europe as a whole, it is now viewed less as a founding
event than as a revelation of the discrepancy between
systems of authority inherited from the nineteenth
century and the growth of a modern Europe. It
seems to have acted as a catalyst for the emergence
of new behaviors and a heightening of conscious-
ness and as an accelerator for developments whose
legacy and ‘‘spirit’’ are still felt today.

Despite its spectacular and explosive aspects,
1968 was not a revolution and perhaps not even a
social uprising. But it is difficult not to see it at least
as a social restructuring that historians must
account for. As evidence, there is the emergence
and even the acceptance of ‘‘youth’’ as a specific,
though somewhat elastic, category, but also the
plainly visible dynamics of the generations. For
there was not just one but several generations of
1968: those born between 1940 and 1945 pro-
vided a number of the leaders of the protest move-
ments; the rock-and-roll generation were the ones
who marched in the streets; and the subsequent
generation came to political consciousness in a
world shaped by the events of 1968. Such a lineage
would explain in part an ongoing nostalgia for
1968 that endures to this day (as symbolized by
the election of Václav Havel as president of the
Czech Republic in 1989).

At the level of restructuring, 1968 can be under-
stood, a bit paradoxically, as an important step both
in the process of modernization and in the march
toward an exaggerated individualism—unless one
sees in it, as some do, the last spasm of a twentieth
century in complete disarray searching for solutions
in the utopian visions of the nineteenth.

See also May 1968; Prague Spring; Situationism;
Student Movements.
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FABIEN THÉOFILAKIS

n

1989. Despite having suffered terrible human and

material devastation, the Soviet Union emerged

from World War II as a victorious superpower,

widely respected throughout the world. Paranoid

by nature and mistrustful of the intentions of his

wartime allies, Joseph Stalin began building a

security buffer zone along the western borders

of the country. As mutual suspicions and mis-

understandings generated ever increasing hostility

between the West and the Soviet Union, the coun-

tries of Central and Eastern Europe, just liberated

from Nazi rule by the Red Army, were sovietized.

Between 1945 and 1948, Poland, Czechoslovakia,

Hungary, a newly created German Democratic

Republic, Romania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Albania

became parts of a Soviet bloc, introducing one-

party, nonparliamentary political regimes and non-

market, centrally planned economic systems on the

Soviet model. In 1949 and 1955 the Council of

Mutual Economic Aid and the Warsaw Pact, respec-

tively, forged a Soviet-run economic and military

alliance.

Several countries soon revolted against Soviet
domination. Yugoslavia, under the leadership of
President Josip Broz Tito, took an independent
line and split with Stalin in 1948. Both Poland
and Hungary revolted in October 1956; the
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Hungarian Revolution became a war of indepen-
dence against the Soviet superpower and was mer-
cilessly crushed. In 1968 the reformist communist
leadership in Czechoslovakia attempted to intro-
duce ‘‘socialism with a human face,’’ a more demo-
cratic variant of socialism, but was crushed as well
by military force. After 1956 Poland freed the
Catholic Church and stopped collectivizing agri-
culture, while Hungary, in spite of its military
defeat and the bloody reprisals that followed,
gradually abolished central planning and intro-
duced a consumer- and market-oriented economic
reform process. Poland became a land of perma-
nent resistance, with spontaneous student revolts
and workers’ uprisings taking place in 1968, 1970,
and 1976, leading to the Gdańsk revolt of 1980,
which resulted in the foundation of the indepen-
dent Solidarity movement, formally a union but in
reality a political party. These episodes of protest
deeply undermined the stability of the regimes and
damaged what legitimacy they had achieved. The
Stalinist restrictions that turned these countries
into closed societies were eroded: both Poland
and Hungary achieved certain ‘‘small’’ freedoms,
freedom of travel fostered the spread of informa-
tion, and opposition emerged.

ECONOMIC CRISIS AFTER 1973

The oil crises of 1973 and 1980 increased oil prices
tenfold and signaled the transformation of the world
economy. A new economic phenomenon, ‘‘stagfla-
tion,’’ which combined stagnation and inflation, put
an end to postwar prosperity. Unemployment hit
even the advanced countries and shattered the less
developed ‘‘peripheral’’ economies, including those
of Central and Eastern Europe. The previously rapid
economic growth of 3.9 percent per annum slowed
down in the Soviet bloc to 1.9 percent, but soon
Poland even experienced a decline of 1 percent,
while Yugoslavia’s economy shrank by 10 percent.
Inflation became uncontrollable and manifested
itself in these two countries as a hyperinflation of
several hundred percent, reaching 1,000 percent
per year, destroying economic stability. Export
prices declined much faster and more steeply than
import prices and generated a 30 percent increase
in the trade deficit of state-socialist countries,
such that they had to export one-third more goods
for the same amount of imports. The economic
benefits provided by the state-socialist regimes—

rapid growth, full employment, a slowly increasing
standard of living—evaporated. The countries of
Central and Eastern Europe rapidly accumulated
debt amounting to roughly 100 billion dollars.
Servicing that debt consumed a huge part of the
national income, and repayment became more and
more difficult. Yugoslavia, Poland, and Bulgaria
soon asked for rescheduling.

The state-socialist countries did not find an exit
from the downward spiral. The regimes’ elite lost
its self-confidence and all hope for a return to
normalcy. The population became deeply dissatis-
fied and demanded change, and the opposition
gained ground. The devastating economic crisis
generated an unsolvable political crisis: the stage
was set for collapse.

COLLAPSE IN POLAND AND HUNGARY

The widespread dissatisfaction of the Polish popu-
lation led to the Gdańsk workers’ uprising on
14 August 1980, with the shipyard electrician
Lech Wa�ęsa at its head. Within a few days, the
workers of 156 firms and shipyards participated
and were joined by dissident intellectuals. The gov-
ernment sent a delegation and signed an agreement
at the end of the month. Solidarity emerged as the
authentic representative of the working class, and
eventually as a political party. In the space of a few
months, three million people joined the move-
ment, and the independent and powerful Catholic
Church lent its support. As a result, the monolithic
political structures were broken down. Under
strong Soviet political pressure and permanent
military threat, the Polish Communist Party pre-
pared a military coup. In February 1981 General
Wojciech Jaruzelski, minister of defense, was
appointed prime minister and, a few months later,
secretary general of the Communist Party. On 13
December 1981 the communist-led army took
over and proceeded to arrest the entire leadership
of Solidarity and put the media, local governments,
and industries under military leadership.

From behind the shield of martial law, the
Jaruzelski government aimed to introduce radical
economic reforms, solve the political and economic
crises, and improve the situation of the population.
It failed because it lacked popular legitimacy, suf-
fered from a boycott by Western countries, and
made severe mistakes. A wage-price spiral
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generated an inflation of 100 percent in 1982. The
visits of the new Polish pope, John Paul II, mobi-
lized millions of Poles and strengthened popular
resistance. Strikes paralyzed the country.

In 1985 Mikhail Gorbachev became the head
of the Soviet Communist Party and state and
initiated his policies of glasnost (transparency) and
perestroika (restructuring), aimed at achieving a
democratic modernization of the country. He
withdrew the Soviet troops from Afghanistan and
changed the oppressive policy toward the satellite
countries. The Soviet threat, which had been the
only source of ‘‘legitimization’’ for the party-
military regime of Jaruzelski, disappeared.

The Polish Communist Party looked for a
compromise to save the regime: it granted partial
and then general amnesties in 1984 and 1986,
freed Solidarity leaders, and soon began secret
talks. The Communist Party sought to share power
in order to preserve some part of it, and the reemerg-
ing Solidarity, uncertain about possible Soviet
actions, was ready for compromise. On 6 February
1989 roundtable negotiations began, and an agree-
ment was reached by 5 April, stating that partially
free elections would be held in June. One-third of
the decision-making Sejm, the Polish parliament,
and the entire newly established second chamber,
the Senate (with one hundred seats), would be
elected in free multiparty elections. Two-thirds of
the Sejm would remain unchanged. The posts of
president, prime minister, and ministers of defense
and interior, the key positions in the government,
would remain in the hands of the Communist
Party. The government believed that it was a ‘‘good
bargain.’’ Wa�ęsa, however, pointed out the revolu-
tionary significance of the new system, predicting
that ‘‘the time of political and social monopoly of
one party over the people was coming to an end’’
(Radio Free Europe, 3 March 1989, pp. 3–5).

His prophecy was fulfilled. The Communist
Party was unable to gain a single seat from the freely
elected parliamentary and senate seats: Solidarity
had a landslide victory. President Jaruzelski could
not form a government merely by monopolizing
key positions. Committed to the democratic pro-
cess, he at last accepted Solidarity’s candidate, the
Catholic opposition politician Tadeusz Mazowiecki,
who on 24 August 1989 became the first anti-
communist prime minister in the entire Soviet bloc

since 1948. A total takeover by Solidarity soon
followed, and Wa�ęsa became the president of
Poland. A totally free election in 1991 crowned
the transformation.

In parallel with the peaceful Polish revolution,
Hungary experienced a radical transformation,
although taking a different path to revolution.
The point of departure here was the 1956 revolu-
tion. In spite of reprisals, Hungary could not return
to Soviet-type socialism. The reestablished commu-
nist regime had to make concessions to the popula-
tion. János Kadár, the new party boss and prime
minister, gradually turned toward economic reforms,
which proved successful. The compulsory delivery
system in the agrarian sector was abolished, and
in 1968 the New Economic Mechanism was intro-
duced. Compulsory planning was eliminated, and
market prices and profit motivation for firms were
gradually reintroduced. The shortage economy, so
typical in Eastern bloc countries, disappeared, and
the regime began to promote a strong consumer
orientation, which came to be known as ‘‘goulash
communism.’’ From 1962 citizens could freely tra-
vel to the West. Starting in the early 1980s, private
entrepreneurship was introduced by means of a
partial privatization of the economy. State-owned

companies were sold and rented out to private

bidders. During the 1980s 60 percent of services,

33 percent of agricultural output, and 80 percent

of construction work was produced by private

firms. The share of the private sector in industry

remained low, at 15 percent. Commercial banking

and a Western type of taxation were also reestab-

lished during the 1980s. Foreign direct investment

became possible, and giant multinational compa-

nies, among others General Motors and General

Electric, established subsidiaries in the country.

During the decades of reform, a great part of

Hungarian intellectuals and reformers gradually

undermined the regime, stopping short of revolt.

Opposition remained relatively limited but had an

important moral influence. The engine of transfor-

mation, however, came from within the party as a

push for ‘‘social-democratization.’’ The reformers

demanded a radical shift toward the practice and

ideology of the Western welfare states, including

the pluralization of the political system. Since the

aging and overcautious János Kadár was unable to

push further, a coup within the party led to an
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extraordinary party conference in May 1988, which

practically eliminated the old party leadership and

led to a gradual takeover by the reform wing.

Consequently, prior to the roundtable agreement

in Poland and without any major turbulence in the

streets, the Central Committee of the Hungarian

Communist Party decided in February 1989 to

hold free multiparty elections within a year. In

October 1989 an extraordinary party congress

dissolved the party itself, and two parties were

established in its wake: the reform wing formed

the Hungarian Socialist Party, which boasted a

Western-type social democratic program, while

another small party kept the old name and the

character of a successor party. The reformist social-

ists (often called reform communists) naturally

did not want to step aside; they wanted to lead

the unavoidable transformation and were confident

in their ability to win free elections. This did not

happen. In March 1990 the reform socialists gained

only 10 percent of the votes, while the newly

founded right-of-center Hungarian Democratic

Forum won a landslide victory and formed a coali-

tion government with smaller opposition parties.

The regime collapsed peacefully.

THE DOMINO EFFECT

In the summer of 1989 communism practically
collapsed in Poland and Hungary, without opposi-
tion from the Gorbachev-led Soviet Union. When
Nicolae Ceauşescu, the Romanian communist
dictator, turned to Moscow suggesting that mili-
tary intervention be used to stop Solidarity in
Poland, he was turned down. Moreover, when the
new Polish prime minister, Tadeusz Mazowiecki,
made his first state visit to the Kremlin, Gorbachev
said at the official banquet: ‘‘It might surprise
some people, that I wish you success’’ (Radio Free
Europe, 15 December 1989, pp. 14–15).

A door had been opened in the wall dividing
East and West. The wall needed a real, physical
opening, however, and this took place in the
spring and summer of that year. The Hungarian
reform-communist government of Miklós Németh
announced in May 1989 the destruction of the
Iron Curtain, the fortifications erected in the
1950s and 1960s along the old Hungarian-
Austrian borders. Watchtowers and barbed wire
fences were dismantled and even sold in small

pieces as souvenirs. This action had only a symbolic

meaning because the Hungarians had passports and

traveled freely, but it nevertheless gained tremen-

dous practical historical importance. Thousands of

East German tourists, who spent their vacation in

Soviet bloc countries because they were prohibited

from traveling to the West, recognized the oppor-

tunity and walked through the opened border to

freedom. In the early summer months six thousand

East Germans crossed the Hungarian border ille-

gally via Austria to West Germany. Several thou-

sand more waited in hurriedly built refugee camps

on the Hungarian side of the border. Hungary had

a valid agreement from 1969 that mandated it to

stop German citizens from leaving Hungary for a

third country without a visa, but the government

decided to ignore it. After thorough negotiations,

the border was officially opened on 11 September

and was crossed by twenty thousand East Germans

within a few hours. The entire world watched the

dramatic crossing on television. It had shocking

consequences: German tourists in Czechoslovakia

jumped over the fences of the Bundesrepublik’s

embassy, and 2,500 gained asylum and free depar-

ture for West Germany. When the train whose path

crossed through East Germany passed through

Dresden, thousands of East Germans tried to

stop it and climb aboard. They were attacked

by the police, but the avalanche became unstop-

pable. Over three weeks in late October, 1.3 mil-

lion East Germans participated in two hundred

agitated demonstrations in Berlin, Dresden, and

Leipzig.

The end came swiftly. On 7 October the ailing

hard-line communist leader of the German Demo-

cratic Republic, Erich Honecker, gave a speech on

the historical success of the GDR at a mass celebra-

tion of the fortieth anniversary of its foundation.

Within a month, the police state had disintegrated.

Personnel changes in the top leadership were made

in a frantic attempt to calm the political storm:

Honecker resigned on 18 October and was

replaced by Egon Krenz, the former security chief.

It was too late and too little. On 4 November one

million people demonstrated in Berlin, and a few

days later demonstrators began attacking and

destroying the infamous Berlin Wall, symbol of

the division of Germany and Europe. The regime

had run out of options, and on 9 November the
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communist government announced the opening of
the wall and ‘‘allowed’’ free travel to the West. A
real exodus began: in a single week, five million
East Germans visited West Berlin, and fifty to sixty
thousand people left every month to resettle in
West Germany. The hard-line East German com-
munist regime collapsed, and the ordinary people
virtually united the two Germanys.

An apathetic, hesitant Czech population, with-
drawn from politics for two decades after the Soviet
bloc invasion of Czechoslovakia in the summer
of 1968, observed the collapse of the Polish,
Hungarian, and German regimes next-door with-
out reacting. However, on 17 November, follow-
ing the collapse of the Berlin Wall, fifteen thousand
young people, mostly students, gathered in Prague
to celebrate the anniversary of the death of a
student who had been murdered by the Nazis.
The demonstration had been authorized to take
place outside the city center, but the increasing
number of students, already thirty to fifty

thousand, marched toward Wenceslas Square in
the heart of the city. Riot police attacked them,
arresting a hundred and injuring more than five
hundred people. All of a sudden, strike committees
were founded, and on 20 November a crowd of
two hundred thousand engulfed the streets. Václav
Havel, a playwright and a famous dissident who
had been arrested three times, addressed the pro-
testors from a balcony in Wenceslas Square. The
next day another hundred thousand demonstrators
flooded Prague. Two days later three hundred
thousand people participated in a mass demonstra-
tion organized by the opposition party Civic
Forum in Prague. Simultaneously, a hundred thou-
sand demonstrators occupied the streets of
Bratislava, the Slovak capital city, and hundreds of
thousands gathered to hear Alexander Dubček, the
hero of the Prague Spring of 1968. A general strike
was called for 27 November.

The neo-Stalinist government did not stand a
chance. It reacted slowly and desperately: on

Jubilant East German citizens cross the Hungarian border into Austria, September 1989. ªTIME LIFE PICTURES/

GETTY IMAGES
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24 November a hardly known party official was

appointed first secretary of the party, and on the

26th the old members of the Politburo were

replaced by reformists. On 9 December Gustav

Husák resigned from the state presidency. At that

time the party tried stabilizing its position by form-

ing a coalition government with leading opposition

representatives Jan Čarnogursky and Jiři Dienstbier

and technocrats such as Václav Klaus. These despe-

rate attempts failed. At the end of the year Václav

Havel was elected president, and announced in his

New Year’s message of 1990, ‘‘People, your govern-

ment has returned to you’’ (Havel, pp. 395–396).

The Czechoslovak ‘‘Velvet Revolution’’ did not

meet with serious resistance.

This was not the case in Romania. After the

collapse of the Berlin Wall, the paranoid dictator

Nicolae Ceauşescu triumphantly presided at the

Fourteenth Party Congress in Bucharest and

masterminded the election of six members of his

family to the leading bodies of the Communist

Party. A longtime favorite of the West, he felt so

sure of himself that in December he went on a state

visit to Iran and, upon his return, called a mass

gathering on Republican Square in Bucharest on

21 December to condemn the already explosive

unrest in Timisoara, a border city of mixed

Romanian and Hungarian population. He thought

that he could rally the population to traditional

nationalism and labeled the unrest an ‘‘anti-

Romanian conspiracy.’’ However, he had to retreat

from the balcony of the Central Committee build-

ing when the officially gathered, pro-government

demonstration turned against him. The square was

cleared by the riot police, but the events became

unstoppable. A state of emergency was declared

and the army ordered to act, but the military lead-

ers refused and several army units joined the

uprising. The crowd attacked official buildings.

The infamous elite Securitate army of seventy-five

thousand remained loyal to Ceauşescu, and the

streets of central Bucharest became a battlefield,

resulting in the death of about one thousand

people. Unlike other Communist parties in the

region, the Romanian Communist Party, ruled

with an iron fist by the Ceauşescu family, refrained

from making spectacular personnel changes and

refused to give up armed resistance. Its obstinacy

provoked the bloodiest revolution in 1989.

A National Salvation Front rapidly emerged in

the political vacuum, led by former officials of the

regime who had been removed by the dictator,

such as the retired general Nicolae Militaru, Petre

Roman, Ion Iliescu, and Silviu Brucan. The crowd

attacked the Central Committee building, and the

bloody Christmas Revolution came to a grotesque

conclusion: the dictator, his wife, and some of his

closest aids escaped by helicopter from the roof of

this building, landed on a field, and entered a wait-

ing car. At the end of a car chase worthy of action

movies, the dictator and his wife were taken to a

military base, where a televised ‘‘trial’’ was hastily

organized. The death sentence was immediately

executed by a firing squad. The people of the

country looked at the dead bodies of the couple

on the screen. The popular revolt destroyed

Romanian national Stalinism.

The regime also collapsed in Bulgaria, where
the old and corrupt Todor Zhivkov leadership suc-
cessfully suppressed any kind of reform orientation
and opposition until 1989. In November of that
year, nevertheless, a coup within the top inner
circle of the party, organized by a reform-oriented
group led by Petur Mladenov, replaced the old
leadership. As everywhere else, they could not con-
trol the pace of change: free elections were held in
the summer of 1990, and the regime collapsed
peacefully.

Similar transformations began in multinational
Yugoslavia but soon turned in the direction of a
bloody civil war. Reforms to introduce a free market
and democracy took a backseat to demands for
national independence, and the first free elections
strengthened nationalist lines and aspirations. After
1991 not only the communist regime but also
Yugoslavia ceased to exist.

The domino effect hit Albania in 1991. Finally,
the Soviet Union, cradle of the communist revolu-
tion, also abolished state socialism and disinte-
grated as a multinational state in 1991. In Europe
1989 became the year of miracles, ‘‘annus mirabilis.’’

See also Albania; Berlin Wall; Ceauşescu, Nicolae;
Cold War; Commonwealth of Independent States;
Communism; Eastern Bloc; Germany; Gorbachev,
Mikhail; Havel, Václav; Honecker, Erich; Hungary;
Iron Curtain; Jaruzelski, Wojciech; Kádár, János;
Poland; Romania.
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NOBEL PRIZE. The first Nobel Prizes were
awarded on 10 December 1901. The first laureate to
step down from the podium at the Royal Swedish
Academy of Music and receive a diploma from the
hand of the crown prince of Sweden was Wilhelm
Conrad Röntgen (1845–1923), laureate in physics.
He was followed by the laureate in chemistry,
Jacobus Henricus van‘t Hoff (1852–1911); the
laureate in medicine, Emil Adolf von Behring
(1854–1917); and the laureate in literature, Sully
Prudhomme (1839–1907). The names of the laure-
ates had not been announced in advance—a policy
that was changed after a few years. In the first years of
the Nobel Prize, there was no award for the recipients
of the Peace Prize. On the tenth of December,
Norway’s parliament, the Storting, reached its deci-
sion as to who would receive the Peace Prize. The
decision was announced the same day, and the new
laureates were informed by letter. The first recipients
of the Peace Prize were Jean Henri Dunant (1828–
1910) and Frédéric Passy (1822–1912).

FORMING THE NOBEL FOUNDATION

To understand the origin of the prizes, one must

consider the life of the chemical magnate Alfred

Nobel (1833–1896), who died on 10 December

1896 in San Remo, Italy. After a few days, it was

learned that Nobel had left a will at a bank in

Stockholm. The provisions of this will sparked great

public interest. The executors of the will were Ragnar

Sohlman and Rudolf Liljequist. Sohlman, then only

ALFRED NOBEL’S WILL

The whole of my remaining realizable estate shall be

dealt with in the following way: the capital, invested

in safe securities by my executors, shall constitute a

fund, the interest on which shall be annually dis-

tributed in the form of prizes to those who, during

the preceding year, shall have conferred the great-

est benefit on mankind. The said interest shall be

divided into five equal parts, which shall be appor-

tioned as follows: one part to the person who shall

have made the most important discovery or inven-

tion within the field of physics; one part to the

person who shall have made the most important

chemical discovery or improvement; one part to the

person who shall have made the most important

discovery within the domain of physiology or med-

icine; one part to the person who shall have pro-

duced in the field of literature the most outstanding

work in an ideal direction; and one part to the

person who shall have done the most or the best

work for fraternity between nations, for the abolition

or reduction of standing armies and for the holding

and promotion of peace congresses. The prizes for

physics and chemistry shall be awarded by the

Swedish Academy of Sciences; that for physiology

or medical works by the Karolinska Institute in

Stockholm; that for literature by the Academy in

Stockholm, and that for champions of peace by a

committee of five persons to be elected by the

Norwegian Storting. It is my express wish that in

awarding the prizes no consideration be given to

the nationality of the candidates, but that the most

worthy shall receive the prize, whether he be

Scandinavian or not.
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twenty-six years old, had been Nobel’s assistant, and

Liljequist had worked with some of Nobel’s indus-

trial projects. In actuality, it was Sohlman, assisted by

a lawyer named Carl Lindhagen (1860–1946), who

realized Alfred Nobel’s assets and established the

Nobel Foundation to administer the capital that

would provide the basis for the prizes.

Sohlman’s task proved to be an extremely com-

plicated one. The first problem he faced was to

determine Alfred Nobel’s legal place of residence.

Nobel had lived in Sweden for only part of his

childhood and a few years during the mid-1860s.

However, he had owned a munitions factory at

Bofors, Sweden, since 1893. This fact made it pos-

sible to transfer Nobel’s assets to Sweden and

establish the foundation there. Sohlman himself,

armed with a revolver, carried out the transport of

most of Nobel’s financial papers and instruments

from Paris to London and then to Stockholm.

Finally, the entire legal process surrounding

Nobel’s will and testament was pursued at the dis-

trict court in Karlskoga, the court of law that lay

closest to the town of Bofors.

Just four months after Nobel’s death, the

Norwegian Storting accepted the task of selecting

Peace Prize laureates and established a committee to

begin this work. To select recipients of the other

prizes, Nobel had named three academies in

Sweden: the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences,

the Karolinska Institute, and the Swedish Academy.

These organizations were more hesitant, and the

negotiations with them took longer. In June 1898

agreements were reached regarding the principal

arrangements for realizing the vision set forth in

Nobel’s will. Each of the three academies appointed

members who continued discussing the statutes for

the new Nobel Foundation. On 29 June 1900 the

statutes were signed into effect by the King of

Sweden and Norway, Oscar II (r. 1872–1907).

The king, however, was doubtful about the prizes,

which he viewed as insufficiently patriotic. The

Swedish royal house found it difficult to accept the

idea that laureates would be selected without regard

to nationality. The awarding of Nobel Prizes in both

Norway and Sweden was also a sensitive issue. Due

to a strong Norwegian opposition movement, the

long-standing union between Sweden and Norway

was in decay. For these reasons, the king himself did

not participate in the first Nobel ceremony, and had
Crown Prince Gustaf represent the royal family.

The prizes are distributed in the order in which

they are named in Alfred Nobel’s will (see sidebar).

For this reason, Röntgen was the first person to

receive a Nobel Prize. The statutes adopted in

1900 establish that the funds may also be used in

the selection process, as well as for the establish-

ment of Nobel Institutes, the purpose of which was

to contribute to the work of evaluating potential

prize recipients. In 1905, when the union between

Sweden and Norway was dissolved, special regula-

tions were established for the distribution of the

peace prize by the Norwegian Storting’s Nobel

Committee (officially known since 1977 as the

Norwegian Nobel Committee).

SELECTING A NOBEL LAUREATE

The Nobel Foundation is not in any way involved
in the selection of laureates. The Foundation is a
private, independent organization that protects the
interests of the committees involved and adminis-
ters the capital that provides the basis for the prizes.
The only official involvement by the government of
Sweden is to appoint an auditor. This auditor also
serves as chairperson for the Foundation’s various
auditors. In the same way, the prize-awarding orga-
nizations are independent, not only of the govern-
ment, but also of the Nobel Foundation. This
guarantees the objectivity and quality of the deci-
sions made within the various organizations.

The selection of Nobel laureates is a lengthy
and complicated process. For each prize, there is a
Nobel Committee consisting of five members and a
secretary. The committee has the right to appoint
additional adjunct members. The standard proce-
dures are the same for all of the scientific prizes. In
September, the Nobel Committees on physics,
chemistry, and physiology or medicine send out
nomination forms to around three thousand
persons, including previous Nobel laureates, pro-
fessors at various universities around the world,
members of the Royal Swedish Academy of
Sciences, and the Nobel Assembly at Karolinska
Institute. Nominations must be received before
the last day of January. Normally, the nomination
process results in the names of around three
hundred candidates in each category. Following
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this, each committee consults numerous experts
throughout the world to evaluate the work of
the nominees. From June through August the
committee writes its reports, which are submitted
to the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences and to
the Nobel Assembly at Karolinska Institute and
discussed at two meetings. In the beginning of
October a vote is taken and a prize recipient for
that committee is selected by simple majority. The
decision cannot be appealed. Voting rights for the
selection of laureates in physics and chemistry are
held by members of the Royal Swedish Academy
of Sciences (about 350 members). Voting rights for
the selection of laureates in physiology or medicine
are held by the members of the Karolinska Institute’s
Nobel Assembly (fifty members). Following the final
vote the winners are informed and their names are
made public.

The selection procedures for the Literature and
Peace Prizes follow the same basic pattern as those
for the scientific prizes. The Nobel Committee on
Literature may be smaller than the committees for
the scientific prizes, and fewer nomination forms
are sent out. Nominations for the Literature Prize
may be made by the members of the Swedish
Academy, as well as members of other similar
national academies, previous laureates, professors
of literature and linguistics, and the chairpersons
of national authors’ associations. Generally, around
150 names are received. Through elimination, the
list is reduced to fifteen to twenty names, which the
committee continues to study and further reduces
to a list of five names. Reports on the five candi-
dates are compiled and discussed within the
Academy. In October the eighteen members of
the Swedish Academy go to their final vote. The
winning candidate must receive more than half of
the votes.

The Peace Prize differs from the other prizes on
one important point: the Nobel committee
appointed by the Norwegian Storting not only
makes the nominations but also makes the final selec-
tion of the prizewinners. The Peace Prize Committee
is also relatively small, with five members and a secre-
tary. As with the other prizes, invitations to make
nominations are sent out in September to members
of parliament and governments around the world;
members of international courts of law; university
presidents; professors of history, philosophy,

sociology, law and theology; directors of peace insti-
tutes; previous Peace Prize recipients; and previous
members of the Norwegian Nobel Committee. The
resulting list of candidates usually contains about
100 to 150 names. One rule common to all the
prizes is that no one may nominate him- or herself.

Today, the scientific prizes and the Peace Prize

are often shared. Until 1968 a Nobel Prize could

in principle be shared by a large group of persons, if,

for example, they had conducted a large scientific

research project together. In 1968 the statutes were

changed so that a prize cannot be sharedby more than

three recipients. These recipients may have coopera-

ted or they could have been working on a maximum

of two completely different projects. The Peace Prize

is often awarded to organizations rather than indivi-

duals. The Literature Prize has been shared only four

times (in 1904, 1917, 1966, and 1974).

THE VALUE OF THE PRIZE

The cash value of the prizes has varied greatly over
the years. The 1901 winners received 150,000
Swedish crowns—a very large amount equivalent
to about twenty times the annual salary for a uni-
versity professor at that time. However, the Nobel
Foundation was forced by the terms of the Nobel
will to be extremely conservative in its investment
strategies, and the return achieved on the capital
was poor. In addition, the Foundation was not tax-
exempt, and was for many years the largest single
taxpayer in the city of Stockholm. In 1923 the
prize amount reached its lowest level, 114,935
Swedish crowns. The actual value of this amount
was less than a third of the original prize amounts.
In 1946 the Nobel Foundation was granted tax-
exempt status and undertook a thorough reform
of its economic administration. In 1953 the
Foundation’s investment policies were updated so
that its capital could be invested more aggressively.
In 1991 the Nobel Prizes again reached their ori-
ginal value, in nominal terms six million Swedish
crowns each. In 2005 the five Nobel Prizes were
worth ten million crowns each.

When the Bank of Sweden celebrated its three-
hundredth anniversary in 1968 its leaders decided
to make a donation to the Nobel Foundation. The
bank also instituted a new Prize in Economic
Sciences in memory of Alfred Nobel. The Royal
Swedish Academy of Sciences selects a recipient
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according to the same rules for the prizes in physics
and chemistry. Since 1969 this prize has been
awarded along with the Nobel Prizes. The Bank
of Sweden donates the prize amount each year.
Following the creation of the prize in economics
the Nobel Foundation ruled that no additional
prizes could be added to the Nobel roster.

THE NOBEL PRIZE IN THE EARLY TWENTY-

FIRST CENTURY

The Nobel Prizes are among the most prestigious
honors in the world. In monetary terms they are no
longer the largest such prizes but their reputation
has grown successively with the list of laureates.

There are of course a few names that most people
think should have been included on the long list of
laureates (783 in 2005), but despite this, the care-
ful selection process has guaranteed the quality of
the choices made. The number of women laureates
(a total of only thirty-three as of 2005) is far too low
and there is an overrepresentation of Scandinavians,
whereas laureates from regions other than Europe
and North America are underrepresented.
Nonetheless, in the history of the prizes, one hopes
these disparities should be corrected with time.

The committees have not avoided controversial
selections, especially in the cases of the Peace and
Literature Prizes. When the journalist and peace
activist Carl von Ossietsky (1889–1938) was awarded

the 1935 Peace Prize Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) for-
bade all Germans to accept any Nobel Prize. Despite
this fact, German laureates were selected in 1938 and
1939 (Richard Kuhn [1900–1967], chemistry, 1938;
Adolf Friechrich Johann Butenandt [1903–1995],
chemistry, 1939; and Gerhard Domagk [1895–
1964], medicine, 1939). These laureates were
allowed to accept their diplomas and medals after
the war. According to the statutes, the monetary
awards could not be paid out. In the same way, the
Russian author Boris Pasternak (1890–1960) was
forced by the Soviet government to decline his
Literature Prize. The Burmese politician Aung San
Suu Kyi (b. 1945) was not allowed to accept her

1991 Peace Prize and was held in house arrest by
her country’s government. On a number of occa-
sions, the Literature Prize has been awarded to poli-
tically controversial writers, as, for example, in 2005,
when it went to the British dramatist Harold Pinter
(b. 1930).

In some years certain of the Nobel Prizes have
not been awarded. In some cases the respective
committee has been unable to agree upon a prize-
winner, and postponed its decision until the next
year. For example, Albert Einstein (1879–1955)
was awarded the 1921 Nobel Prize in Physics in
1922, the same year that Niels Bohr (1885–1962)
received the 1922 Physics Prize. On other occa-
sions, war hindered the committee’s work. For
several years during both World War I and World
War II, no Nobel Prizes were granted.

In the early twenty-first century, the awarding
of the Nobel Prizes is a national holiday in both
Sweden and Norway. Award ceremonies take place
in the Stockholm Concert Hall and at the Oslo
City Hall. The stately Nobel Banquet is held at
the Stockholm City Hall, serves 1,300 guests, and
is broadcast on television around the world. In the
early years of the prizes, it was a gentlemen’s dinner
held at the Grand Hotel in Stockholm. The Nobel
banquet held in Oslo is somewhat more modest,
serving around 250 guests at the Oslo Grand
Hotel. There are also sizable public Nobel organi-
zations, such as the Nobel Peace Center in Oslo
and the Nobel Museum in Stockholm. The Nobel
Foundation also runs its own Web site, nobel-
prize.org, that makes information about the prizes
available on the Internet.

See also Science; Sweden.
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NORTHERN IRELAND. Northern Ireland,
consisting of six of the nine counties of Ulster,
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became a devolved administration within the United
Kingdom under the 1920 Government of Ireland
Act. Its creation was designed to remove Ulster
unionist opposition to Irish home rule. The six-
county state was the largest area with an ensured
unionist majority. Two-thirds of the population were
Protestant, and unionists won forty of the fifty-
two seats in the new parliament; but there were
significant areas with a nationalist majority along the
western and southern fringes and in west Belfast.
The establishment of a separate administration for
Northern Ireland reflected Britain’s wish to disen-
gage from Ireland. The parliament was responsible
for agriculture, education, local government, security,
health, and welfare, but it had limited taxation
powers; 90 percent of tax revenue went to the
British exchequer. Northern Ireland continued to
send members of Parliament (MPs) to Westminster,
but Westminster did not concern itself with programs
controlled by the local parliament.

EARLY STATEHOOD

The new state had a violent birth; between June
1920 and June 1922, 428 people were killed and
1,766 injured and many houses and businesses
were destroyed. This violence was part of the
guerrilla war that the Irish Republican Army (IRA)
launched against the Crown forces in Ireland in its
efforts to secure an Irish republic. A truce in July
1921 was followed by a treaty in December 1921,
giving Ireland Dominion status. Northern Ireland,
not a signatory to the treaty, had the right to opt

out of the Dominion; if it did so, the boundaries of
each state would be determined by a commission.
The outbreak of civil war in southern Ireland in the

summer of 1922 diverted republicans away from
Northern Ireland and made it easier for the new
state to survive. However, from the beginning the

Northern Ireland government regarded Catholics
as a disloyal minority that must be contained; a
draconian Special Powers Act providing for intern-
ment and flogging was directed exclusively at the

Catholic community. Most Catholics believed that
the Boundary Commission would so reduce the
territory of Northern Ireland as to make its survival

impossible and refused to engage with the new
state. In 1925, when it became evident that the
Commission was proposing only minor boundary

changes, the British and Irish governments agreed
to suppress the report.

Although nationalist MPs took their seats in

parliament in 1926, Northern Ireland continued

to be racked by insecurity and defensiveness. The

1920 Act provided for proportional representation

in all elections, in order to protect minorities, but

legislation passed in 1926 and 1929 removed pro-

portional representation in local and parliamentary

elections. Ward boundaries in local authorities with

a nationalist majority, such as Londonderry, were

carefully manipulated to secure unionist control.

The abolition of proportional representation was

not directed exclusively against nationalists. The

Northern Ireland prime minister James Craig (later

Lord Craigavon, 1871–1940) feared that the emer-

gence of a Labour movement or the fragmenting

of the unionist vote might enable nationalists to

gain control. This was never a realistic possibility.

However, during the Depression of the 1930s,

Catholics and Protestants protested together at

cuts in unemployment relief. Sectarian divisions

proved more powerful than class interest, and the

alliance was short-lived. Although the Ulster

Unionist Party held office continually from 1921

until the parliament was dissolved in 1973, Craig

and his successors went to considerable effort to

woo the Protestant electorate by a judicious com-

bination of patronage in the form of jobs and pub-

lic spending and the encouragement of fears that

Northern Ireland was under threat from a disloyal

nationalist minority or irredentist claims from

Dublin. Dublin governments, preoccupied with

maximizing independence from Britain, initially

showed little interest in Northern Ireland. However

Article 2 in the 1937 Constitution claimed jurisdic-

tion over the entire island.

World War II was an important period for

Northern Ireland’s relationship with Britain. The

Depression of the 1930s was more deep-

seated in Northern Ireland than it was elsewhere

in the United Kingdom, but the economy gradu-

ally revived under the stimulus of armament and

clothing contracts and the presence of U.S. bases.

Conscription was not introduced because of fears

of nationalist opposition, and the numbers who

enlisted in the forces remained low. In 1941

German bombs claimed 1,100 lives in Belfast, pro-

portionately one of the heaviest casualties in the

United Kingdom; the high death toll reflected

inadequate air-raid precautions. The war exposed
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the limitations of the aging and complacent

Unionist leadership; in 1940 Craig was succeeded

as prime minister by veteran unionist John

Andrews (1871–1956). In 1943 Andrews had to

give way to a younger and more dynamic Sir Basil

Brooke (Viscount Brookeborough, 1888–1973).

Northern Ireland’s contribution to the Allied

war effort was duly acknowledged by successive

British governments. The 1920 Act required

Northern Ireland to contribute toward the cost of

imperial services. Although these payments were

waived when economic conditions deteriorated,

public services lagged seriously behind those in

the United Kingdom. In 1946 however, Britain

conceded parity of social services with the rest of

the United Kingdom, and Northern Ireland parti-

cipated fully in the postwar expansion of health,

welfare, and educational services. Many Ulster

unionists were uncomfortable with such heavy reli-

ance on the state. Further reward for wartime ser-

vice came when Westminster responded to the

declaration of an Irish Republic by passing the

1949 Ireland Act, which gave the Northern

Ireland parliament the right to determine whether

it would remain part of the United Kingdom.

ESCALATING TENSIONS

Nationalists saw no hope of securing influence

within Northern Ireland. An Anti-Partition League

launched in 1945 was designed to unite Sinn Féin

and the more moderate, church-controlled Irish

nationalist party; in 1947 the campaign secured

all-party support in Dublin. But efforts to bring

international pressure to bear on Britain to end

partition were fruitless. The 1949 Ireland Act

strengthened partition by giving ultimate control

to the Northern Ireland parliament. A desultory

guerrilla warfare campaign began in 1954, and in

December 1956 the IRA launched Operation

Harvest—an anti-partition offensive consisting of

raids on border custom posts, army barracks, and

police stations. Northern Ireland Catholics gave

the campaign only limited support, and the

Dublin and Belfast governments interned sus-

pected IRA members. In 1962 the IRA declared a

ceasefire and shifted its attention to the socioeco-

nomic issues in the Republic. With twelve IRA and

six police deaths, the casualties were tiny compared

to those sustained on both sides in the later
‘‘Troubles.’’

Although Northern Ireland had the lowest

standard of living in the United Kingdom it was

significantly higher than that of the Irish Republic,

and the population was rising. Between 1945 and

1963 investment in new industries created fifty
thousand jobs, mainly in U.S. and U.K. firms

attracted by generous tax concessions. By the early

1960s, however, a worldwide recession in ship-

building and the aircraft and textile industries cre-

ated a major economic crisis. Unemployment had
traditionally been much higher among Catholics,

who accounted for a disproportionate number of

unskilled workers and were more likely to live in

the less-developed areas in west Ulster. Catholic

emigration counteracted the higher Catholic birth-
rate and stabilized the sectarian balance. But the

job losses in traditional Ulster industries affected

skilled workers, who were the backbone of Ulster

unionism, and many reacted by voting for the

Northern Ireland Labour Party. The Northern
Ireland prime minister Lord Brookeborough was

forced to resign. His successor, Terence O’Neill

(1914–1990), sought to secure the future of

Ulster unionism by instituting a program of eco-

nomic planning that would bring material benefits
to all citizens while anchoring Northern Ireland

more firmly in the United Kingdom; he was also

keen to promote better relations with the Catholic

community and the Dublin government. But pub-
lic gestures, such as meeting Irish prime minister
Seán Lemass (1899–1971)—the first such meeting
since 1922—and the first visit to a Catholic school
by a prime minister of Northern Ireland prompted
fears among unionists without delivering material
benefits to the Catholic minority. A planned new
town, a new university, and a motorway—key ele-
ments in his development program—were all
located in predominantly Protestant areas, reinforc-
ing Catholic beliefs that new-style unionism was
only a modern version of the old partisan regime.

The 1963 election of a Labour government in
Britain eroded the convention that the parliament
of the United Kingdom did not discuss matters
that were controlled by the Northern Ireland gov-
ernment. The Campaign for Social Justice (1964),
a group of middle-class Catholics, linked up with
Labour MPs to highlight discrimination in housing
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and employment. In 1967 these causes were taken
up by the Northern Ireland Civil Rights Association,
a coalition of liberal Protestants and Catholics
whose title and modus operandi were modeled on
the U.S. civil rights movement. Since the mid-
nineteenth century, political marches in Northern
Ireland had been used as a means of asserting
control over territory, and marches frequently
ended in intercommunal violence. When a march
in Derry in October 1968 to highlight local hous-
ing discrimination was attacked by baton-
wielding policemen, the pictures were carried on
televisions throughout the world. The British
prime minister, Harold Wilson (1916–1995), sum-
moned O’Neill to London and pressed him to
announce a series of reforms: an ombudsman, the
abolition of Londonderry Corporation and other
local authority reforms, needs-based allocation of
public housing, and changes to the Special Powers
Act. The fact that these concessions were made
following mass protest, and under pressure from
Britain, further weakened O’Neill’s credibility within
the Ulster Unionist Party (UUP). In February 1969
he called a general election and appealed for Catholic
votes to shore up his mandate for reform. But the
outcome was growing support for O’Neill’s oppo-
nents within the UUP, and for Ian Paisley’s (b.
1926) uncompromising Protestant Unionists (later
the Democratic Unionist Party, DUP), and no evi-
dence of Catholic support for O’Neill. He resigned
some weeks later.

THE TROUBLES

August 1969 is generally regarded as the start

of the Troubles. A traditional unionist march in
Derry ended in riots, which spread to Belfast,

resulting in seven deaths and the destruction of

179 properties (83 percent of which had been

occupied by Catholics). The Northern premier
James Chichester-Clark (1923–2002) called in the

British army to restore peace, but overall responsi-

bility for security remained with the Northern

Ireland government. Catholics initially welcomed
the British army as protection from Protestant

attacks, but within months the army was under

attack in Catholic areas. Although some members

of the IRA had joined the civil rights movement,
the IRA only became a significant fighting force

after December 1969, when the Provisional IRA

split away to launch a campaign against the British

army and the Northern Ireland government.
Violence increased, particularly after the introduc-
tion of internment in August 1971, which was
directed solely against nationalists, despite consid-
erable evidence of unionist paramilitary activity.
When an illegal anti-internment march in Derry
on 30 January 1972 ended with thirteen marchers
shot dead by British soldiers, Britain was forced to
take control of security, and the Northern Ireland
government resigned. The parliament was pro-
rogued and direct rule from Westminster was intro-
duced on 24 March 1972.

Direct rule was regarded as a temporary
arrangement, pending the establishment of a gov-
ernment that would have the support of both the
nationalist and unionist communities. By 1972
Britain was conscious that any lasting settlement
had to secure the support of the Dublin govern-
ment. The Sunningdale Agreement, signed in
December 1973 by the British and Irish govern-
ments and leaders of the main constitutional parties
in Northern Ireland, opened the way for a return to
devolved government, with power shared between
the UUP, the nationalist Social Democratic and
Labour Party (SDLP) (which had emerged in
1971 as the voice of moderate nationalists), and
the cross-denominational Alliance Party. Sunningdale
provided for a Council of Ireland (a proposal
contained in the 1920 Act) with equal membership
from the Belfast and Dublin governments. Initially
a consultative forum, the Council could evolve into
an all-Ireland executive.

The combination of power-sharing with a
Council of Ireland proved too much for Ulster
unionists, and IRA and Protestant violence contin-
ued. In February 1974 anti-Sunningdale candidates
took eleven of the twelve seats in the Westminster
general election. A general strike by the Ulster
Workers’ Council in May 1974 brought Northern
Ireland to a halt. The executive collapsed and direct
rule was restored.

The years after 1974 were marked by cycles of
violence and multiple efforts to achieve a political
solution. Although the Troubles were seen as the
recurrence of an age-old Irish struggle, they had
much more in common with late-twentieth and
early-twenty-first century intercommunal violence
and terrorism: high-profile bombings and assassi-
nations designed to gain media attention as well as
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‘‘ethnic cleansing’’ of mixed communities in
Belfast, Protestant families from border areas and
Derry City, and Catholic families from Carrickfergus.
Catholics who worked for the security services
were targeted, as were couples of mixed religion;
tit-for-tat atrocities were common. Manufacturing
employment fell by 40 percent during the 1980s;
the public sector became the dominant employer
and fiscal transfers from Britain accounted for up
to one-quarter of GNP. The IRA’s objective, as
in Ireland in 1920, was to put pressure on Britain
to withdraw from Northern Ireland; Ulster union-
ists sought peace and continuing union with
Britain.

NEGOTIATING PEACE

In November 1985 the British and Irish govern-
ments signed the Anglo-Irish Agreement, which
created a mechanism for the Irish government to
express its views on Northern Ireland policy. An
Irish government secretariat opened in Belfast and
provided nationalist input into policy in Northern
Ireland. This strengthened the hand of the SDLP
and enabled the party to withstand for a time the
drift of nationalist voters to Sinn Féin. Unionists
protested the agreement to little effect. The emer-
gence of Sinn Féin as a significant electoral force
can be dated to 1982, when IRA prisoners went on
hunger strike to protest at losing political prisoner
status. Bobby Sands (1954–1981), the first hunger
striker, won a Westminster by-election for Sinn
Féin, and although he died shortly thereafter, his
candidacy and election confirmed the merits of
combining politics with military action, described
by the Sinn Féin leader Danny Morrison (b. 1953),
who was also interned, as ‘‘the Armalite [rifle] in
this hand and the ballot paper in this hand.’’ But
the British and Irish governments refused to
engage in formal talks with Sinn Féin until the
IRA declared a cease-fire.

The Joint Declaration for Peace (1993), also
known as the Downing Street Declaration, was
designed to reassure Sinn Féin and Ulster union-
ists. The British prime minister John Major (b.
1943) declared that Britain had no ‘‘selfish strate-
gic or economic interest in Northern Ireland’’ and
the Irish prime minister Albert Reynolds (b. 1932)
declared that a united Ireland would only come
with the consent of the majority in Northern

Ireland. This paved the way for an IRA cease-

fire in August 1994, and ultimately, with signifi-

cant involvement by U.S. president Bill Clinton, for

the 1998 Belfast Agreement, also known as the

Good Friday Agreement. The agreement restored

devolved government to Northern Ireland, elected

by a complex system of proportional representation,

with an executive drawn from all the major parties. A

north-south council consisting of ministers from

both Irish governments could make decisions by

agreement on matters of common interest, and a

consultative British-Irish council would bring

together ministers from all political assemblies in

Britain and Ireland. The Irish government under-

took to repeal Articles 2 and 3 of the 1937

Constitution, replacing them with an article affirm-

ing the entitlement of every person born on the

island of Ireland to be part of the Irish nation.

The Belfast Agreement was endorsed by 71 per-

cent of the Northern Ireland electorate. Catholic

support was almost unanimous, whereas unionists

were equally divided on the agreement. However

the power-sharing executive that took office in

December 1999 proved a fragile entity. The

IRA’s failure to disarm meant that first minister

and UUP leader David Trimble (b. 1944) was

repeatedly threatened by anti-agreement unionists.

In October 2002 the Assembly was suspended and

direct rule was restored. Northern Ireland remains

a deeply disturbed society: many working-class

communities are ‘‘policed’’ by republican and loy-

alist paramilitaries rather than by the new Police

Service of Northern Ireland; paramilitaries are

active in drug-running and other lucrative crimes;

and although the economy has recovered, it

remains dependent on financial transfers from

Westminster. The DUP and Sinn Féin have dis-

placed the more moderate UUP and SDLP as

leaders of the Protestant and Catholic commu-

nities, and there is little evidence of any significant

cross-religious vote, although multidenomina-

tional schools are flourishing. The political align-

ment means that it will be extremely difficult to

establish a stable, power-sharing government. The

DUP is committed to union with Britain and is

not prepared to acknowledge any form of all-

Ireland institutions, while Sinn Féin’s goal remains

an all-Ireland republic by 2016, centenary of the

1916 Rising.
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See also Catholicism; Crime and Justice; IRA; Ireland;
Labor Movements; Paisley, Ian; Terrorism; United
Kingdom.
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NORTHERN LEAGUE. Lega Nord
(Northern League) is a political movement and
party founded in November 1989 by the charis-
matic Umberto Bossi (b. 1941) and the theoreti-
cian Gianfranco Miglio (1918–2001). The League,
which has its own newspaper, the Padania, takes as
its symbol Alberto da Giussano who led the cities
of the Lombard League to victory over Frederick
Barbarossa (1122–1190) in 1176. The Northern
League united the many alliances that arose in
Northern Italy (the Lombard League, the League
of Venice, the Piedmontese Union, the Piedmont
Autonomists, and movements in Friuli, Trentino,
and Liguria) in opposition to the traditional Italian
parties, particularly those in charge of the govern-
ment. The phenomenon of the leagues developed
in the wake of a tendency that appeared in the
1980s, when various local and regional groups
emerged in the agricultural zones of the Veneto
and in the valleys of the Bergamo and Varese prov-
inces. Territorial patriotism was the primary factor

binding the league activists, who were recruited

from all social strata, although most of the early

members were industrial and agricultural workers.

At first the political parties of Italy underestimated

the phenomenon, dismissing it as a manifestation

of the wealthy Northern society’s dissatisfaction

with the national government; nor did they feel

threatened by the new political issue of autonomy,

expressed in the slogan coined by Bossi:

‘‘Lombardy for the Lombards.’’ The league phe-

nomenon was also characterized by rude and

violent polemical attacks against Southerners, who

were considered parasites of the North. When in

the mid-1980s the influx of migrants into Italy

began to swell, racist elements aimed at immigrants

were added to the polemic.

From 1985 on, with the growing crisis in the

parties, the protest against ‘‘thieving Rome’’

(another slogan of Bossi’s) became ever stronger

and the leagues spread into cities as well, recruiting

initiates from the middle class, merchants, small

entrepreneurs, privately employed persons, and

white-collar workers; in brief, they drew from that

vast pool of traditionally moderate citizens who in

the past had aligned themselves with the ruling

parties and in particular with the Christian

Democrats.

The effectiveness of Bossi’s federalist message

and the separatist sentiments of the Northern

countryside exerted a strong attraction and raised

doubts about the nationalization of the Italian

masses after less than 150 years of national unity.

In the 1989 elections for the European Parliament,

the striking success of the League could no longer

be ignored: in Lombardy it became the fourth

party with 8.1 percent of the votes. Bossi, who

had already been elected to the Senate in 1987,

received significant support in the 1990 regional

elections: almost 1.2 million Lombards voted the

party ticket of the carroccio, the League’s symbol

depicting a medieval ox-drawn war chariot. The

League vote in Lombardy reached 18.9 percent,

attaining 13 percent even in Milan where Bettino

Craxi (1934–2000) had in vain taken it upon him-

self to defend personally the power of the PSI

(Italian Socialist Party), which had been under-

mined by the League’s battle with the Milanese

City Council led by Paolo Pillitteri (b. 1940),
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Craxi’s brother-in-law, who was later involved in
the investigations for tangenti (bribe-taking).

In his protest against the centralized govern-
ment, which he accused of penalizing the North in
favor of other regions, Umberto Bossi waved the
banner of a constitutional revision that would end
the unitary experience and give rise to a federative
government. The success achieved in Lombardy
was repeated in the political elections of 5–6 April
1992, in which the League exceeded 8 percent of
the votes at the national level and 20 percent in
Lombardy, thus becoming an important political
partner for any ally. In 1994 Bossi brought the
League out of its isolation when he accepted the
proposal of Silvio Berlusconi (b. 1936), who had
just founded the Forza Italia party (FI), to enter
into a joint electoral pact. Two alliances were thus
formed, the ‘‘Freedom Pole’’ in the North (FI and
Lega Nord) and the ‘‘Good Government Pole’’ in
the South (FI and Gianfranco Fini’s [b. 1952]
Alleanza Nazionale). The two coalitions won the
elections (27 March 1994) with the League attaining
8.4 percent of the votes. As soon as Bossi realized
that he had allied himself with a leader, Berlusconi,
whose media empire could swallow up the League
votes, he attacked first Fini, whom he accused of
backing southern statists, and then Berlusconi him-
self because of his old friendship with Craxi. The
League then left the parliamentary majority, causing
the collapse of the first Berlusconi government in
December 1994. For the elections of 13 May 2001
the League once more allied itself with Berlusconi in
the ‘‘Casa della Libertà’’ coalition (House of liberty),
and as of early 2006 was still a ruling party in the
government. A promise to institute federalism
assured the loyalty of Bossi, who was appointed
minister for Reforms and Devolution (the assign-
ment to the regions of matters relating to health,
education, and public security), a post that he
resigned after he suffered a stroke in March 2004,
at sixty-three years of age; he was replaced in July
2004 by Roberto Calderoli (b. 1956), who had until
then been vice-president of the Senate.

See also Berlusconi, Silvio; Craxi, Bettino; Italy.
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NORWAY. The industrialization and the tech-
nical modernization that had begun in Norway in
the nineteenth century continued rapidly after the
turn of the century. The industrial growth was
based on the immense resources of waterpower,
often owned by foreign companies. In order to
protect Norway’s national resources from interna-
tional financial interest the liberal party Venstre and
the Norwegian Labor Party (DNA) demanded
effective legislation. The concession law of 1909
was one of the most hotly debated political issues
in Norway in the beginning of the century.
Universal suffrage was established during this pe-
riod—for men in 1898 and for women in 1913—
and also different forms of social legislation.

At the outbreak of World War I Norway
declared its neutrality. The economy, supported
by mining, shipping, and the fishing industry, pros-
pered during the war, but the merchant fleet was
severely damaged by German submarine warfare.
Mines and torpedos killed more than two thousand
Norwegian seamen. Shortages of commodities and
the increase in prices led to growing class conflicts
and to the radicalization of the labor movement. In
contrast to the majority of social democratic parties
in Western Europe the DNA joined the Comintern
in 1919. The centralization and the strong control
by the Soviet Communist Party in Moscow forced
the DNA to leave the Comintern in 1923, but
during the 1920s the party maintained most of its
radical policy.

Various liberal and conservative governments
tried to solve the economic problems in the
1920s by liberal measures, but the deflation strat-

egy hit the workers and the farmers especially hard,
resulting in strikes and confrontations between
workers and the military. The unemployment
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figure reached 33 percent in 1933. The DNA
gained growing support, and in 1935 the party
made an emergency agreement with the Agrarian
Party. Government subsidies for farms and an
ambitious social program were introduced,

financed by increases in taxation. The economic
situation was improved but unemployment
remained high during the rest of the decade. The
formation of a one-party labor government in 1935
marked a new epoch in Norwegian history. For

three decades the party would dominate
Norwegian politics. Besides the social conflicts
also cultural differences were important; moral
demands on temperance and Christian values cre-
ated political tensions. Prohibition of the sale of

liquor was initiated, largely due to support of this
measure in the traditional western part of the coun-
try, but abolished after a referendum in 1927.

NORWAY DURING OCCUPATION

In World War II Norway again declared its neu-
trality, but this time the country was involved in

the warfare. In April 1940 Great Britain laid mines
in the Norwegian waters. On April 9 German
troops invaded Norway and occupied the major
cities. The German attack, operation Weserübung,
also included the occupation of Denmark the same

day. After a month of combat, mostly around
Narvik in the north where an Anglo-French expe-
ditionary force supported the Norwegian Army,
Norway had to capitulate. The court and the gov-
ernment fled to London where a government-in-

exile was established. The Norwegian merchant
fleet (4.8 million tonnage in 1939) was only out-
numbered by the British and American fleets.
Thanks to the government’s control of the mer-
chant fleet, Norway could make an important con-

tribution to the Allied cause in the war. However,
the price was high. Half of the fleet was lost during
the war.

In a radio broadcast the leader of the pro-
Nazi National Unity (Nasjonal Samling or NS)
Party, Vidkun Quisling (1887–1945), with the
support of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945), proclaimed
himself head of a ‘‘national government.’’ After a
couple of days the Germans changed their minds.
However, the reichkommissar Josef Terboven
(1898–1945) failed to gain support for other forms
of collaborationist governments, and Quisling was

reinstated as ‘‘minister president’’ in 1942. Despite
this imposing title and the nominally independent
government, Quisling and his NS ministers were
totally under the control of Terboven. The
Nazification process was met by strong opposition
from church leaders, teachers, universities, and var-
ious civic organizations. Although the German rule
in Norway was milder than in other parts of
Europe, many people were tortured or executed.
At times innocent civilians were killed as retaliation
for resistance actions. An illegal press and small
groups of armed resistance were built up by the
home front (‘‘hjemmefronten’’), in close coopera-
tion with the government in London.

In 1944 Soviet troops occupied an area in
the north of Norway. The rest of the country
was liberated when the German troops capitulated
to the home front in May 1945. A widespread
settlement with the collaborationists took place.
Eighteen thousand of them were sentenced to
imprisonment and twenty-five executed, among
them Quisling and two of his former ministers.
After the liberation a coalition government was
formed, but after the election in 1945 it was
replaced by a Labor government with Einar
Gerhardsen (1897–1987) as prime minister.

THE POSTWAR ERA

The tragic experiences of World War II influenced
Norwegian security policy in the postwar era.
Norway took part in the negotiations on a neu-
tral Nordic defense union in 1948, although without
much enthusiasm. Instead Norway in 1949 partici-
pated in the foundation of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). However, NATO
military bases and nuclear weapons were not
allowed on Norwegian territory. A broad majority
of the parties accepted the membership in NATO,
but the country’s security policy is sometimes the
subject of intense debate.

The rebuilding of the country after the war was
implemented with widespread consensus. Also the
liberal, conservative, and Christian parties accepted
rationings of provisions and fuel, import control,
and government regulations regarding prices and
investments. However, when the DNA in the
1950s tried to make these measures permanent
and extend them, the opposition protested and a
compromise was reached. This resulted in lessening
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state control of the economy. Reforms of housing,

social security, and education were carried through,

mostly by agreement. In 1967 a general insurance

system with state pensions was introduced and later

extended to unemployment insurance and health

insurance. Due to the historically rooted decentra-

lized character of Norwegian society, regional pol-

icy has become very extensive.

The overall costs of welfare arrangements have

sharply increased, but because of income from the

oil industry Norway has been able to maintain a

high standard for social services and quality of

life. The average lifespan is among the highest in

the world. Criticism of the welfare state increased

in the 1970s. The Conservative Party was in

possession of the premiership from 1981 to 1986.

The populist Progress Party (Fremskrittspartiet)

more strongly attacked the costly welfare system.

Nowadays the party more often criticizes the gov-

ernment for not using oil revenue to fund social

programs. The Progress Party is also the most pro-

nounced opponent of Norway’s immigration pol-

icy. In the 1990s many refugees from Vietnam,

Pakistan, and the former Yugoslavia arrived in

Norway.

Not until 1965 was the DNA’s power really
challenged. The four center and right-wing parties
formed a coalition government. Since then labor
and liberal-conservative governments have alter-
nated. The party conflicts are not based solely on
the traditional left/right scale. Moral and religious
values are also important. On two occasions, in
1972 and 1994, the Norwegian people have
rejected, via referenda, membership in the
European Union (EU). On both occasions, the
majority of the parties and the established organi-
zations have argued for membership. The fear of
decreasing national independence and a worsening
economic situation in the rural districts, combined
with the historical memories—or myths—of humi-
liating unions with Denmark and Sweden, have
been too strong to allow EU boosters to sway the
opinions of Norwegian citizens. Social critics, the
radical Left, the Center Party (former Agrarian
Party), and agrarian and fishing organizations have
formed a front against membership in the
European Union. However, as a member of the
now-diminished European Free Trade Organization
(EFTA) and the European Economic Space (EES),

Norway is fully economically integrated in the
European markets.

THE OIL ECONOMY

During the last decades the Norwegian economy
has achieved a higher rise in GNP than has been
experienced by most other countries. Norway is
one of the richest nations in the world, largely
because of the extraction of petroleum and gas
resources from the Norwegian parts of the North
Sea. The discovery of great supplies of petroleum
and gas in 1969, and continuing exploration for
more fields, have deeply affected the economy. The
Norwegian state has kept a considerable share of
the revenues generated by its offshore energy
reserves. However, the new industry also has cre-
ated problems for other parts of the economy—
substantial price rises and higher wage levels.
Fluctuations in the world petroleum market have
profound effects on the country’s economy.

At the centenary of the dissolution of the
Swedish-Norwegian union in 1905, which gave
the country total independence, Norway is a pros-
perous and respected country. In many cases
Norwegian authorities, or individual citizens, have
served as successful negotiators in several interna-
tional crises: for example, in the Middle East (the
Oslo-Agreement, 1993) and in Sri Lanka. A
Norwegian, Trygve Lie (1896–1968) was the
general secretary of the United Nations from
1946 to 1953.

See also NATO; Quisling, Vidkun; World War II.
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS. On the morning
of 6 August 1945, an American bomber dropped
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‘‘Little Boy’’ on the Japanese city of Hiroshima,
killing tens of thousands of people and demonstrat-
ing to the world the awesome power of a new kind
of weapon. Little Boy was an atomic bomb, the
product of a secret U.S.-British-Canadian wartime
effort known as the Manhattan Project. Over the
years that followed, nuclear weapons transformed
thinking about war and international politics. They
were one of the central facts of the Cold War
(1945–1989), shaping the conflict between the
superpowers and sparking major crises. Their
incredible destructive power threatened to destroy
humanity but, simultaneously, formed the basis of
international stability and peace.

ORIGINS AND THE MANHATTAN PROJECT

The roots of the Manhattan Project lay in the
scientific achievements of the interwar period. In
1932 John Douglas Cockcroft (1897–1967) and
Ernest Thompson Sinton Walton (1903–1995) of
Cambridge University split an atom of lithium,
proving that an atom’s nucleus could be broken
apart, releasing energy in the process. Building on
Cockroft and Walton’s work, the Italian physicist
Enrico Fermi (1901–1954) showed that the atoms
of almost every element could be split via neutron
bombardment. This discovery, for which he won
the Nobel Prize in 1938, raised the possibility of
large-scale nuclear fission. According to this idea,
one could start a chain reaction by splitting a few
atoms of a radioactive substance (such as uranium),
which would release both energy and neutrons,
which in turn would split surrounding atoms,
releasing still more energy and more neutrons.
The result would be a huge amount of energy.
Like many other European physicists in the
1930s, Fermi emigrated to the United States in
order to escape the rising tide of fascism and anti-
Semitism in Europe. Arriving in New York in
1939, and then moving to the University of
Chicago, he produced the first controlled nuclear
chain reaction in late 1942. The achievement was
of major significance to the Manhattan Project,
then already under way for more than a year.

In the late 1930s, a number of European émi-
gré scientists worried that the Germans were trying
to build an atomic bomb. If this happened, the
consequences would be dire. On the basis of these
concerns, Albert Einstein (1879–1955)—himself

a German-Jewish refugee—wrote to President
Franklin Delano Roosevelt (1882–1945) in
August 1939, urging him to establish a program
to accelerate the research already being done
in American universities. Roosevelt agreed. The
American government began to award grants for
work on nuclear fission. The experiments that
resulted formed the core of what became the
Manhattan Project, which the president formally
established in October 1941 by authorizing the
development of atomic weapons.

Although Army General Leslie Richard Groves
(1896–1970) was put in charge of the project, the
American physicist Julius Robert Oppenheimer
(1904–1967) was responsible for its scientific
work. Oppenheimer established the project’s head-
quarters at Los Alamos, New Mexico, and
assembled a group of top scientists—many of
whom had fled Europe—to collaborate on the
research. Among those who worked on the project
were Fermi, the German Hans Albrecht Bethe
(1906–2005), the Hungarian Edward Teller
(1908–2003), and the Austrian Victor Weisskopf
(1908–2002), all leading experts on nuclear phy-
sics. One of the key problems facing the team was
how to produce enough uranium-235, the ele-
ment’s fissionable isotope, and plutonium to build
a bomb. To accomplish this task, enormous fac-
tories were built in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and
Richland, Washington, to extract uranium-235
from uranium ore and produce plutonium by bom-
barding uranium-238 with protons.

Once Fermi had established that a self-sustain-
ing nuclear chain reaction was in fact possible, the
only major obstacle left was how to turn the fissile
material into a useful weapon. Two different kinds
of bombs were built, one using uranium-235 and
the other plutonium. In July 1945, two months
after the German surrender, the first test of an
atomic bomb took place in the New Mexican
desert. Codenamed ‘‘Trinity,’’ it produced an even
bigger explosion than predicted. Less than a month
later, the first atomic weapons used in war were
dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

THE SOVIET BOMB

The American monopoly lasted scarcely four years.
Even though the Soviets had been wartime allies,
and even though the British and Canadians had
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been both allies and close collaborators on the
Manhattan Project, the U.S. government asserted
strict unilateral control over the manufacture of
nuclear weapons after the war. Prior to 1945, there
had been good reasons not to share any informa-
tion with the Soviets. Though a partner in the fight
against Nazi Germany, the Soviet Union had had
an antagonistic relationship with the United States
and Western Europe during the interwar period.
During the war itself, it was doubtful whether the
Soviets would withstand the German invasion. In
these circumstances, it would have been foolish to
share sensitive information with Moscow, because
it could easily have ended up in Nazi hands. After
the war, rising U.S.-Soviet tensions gave
Washington cause to reconsider any thought of
divulging its atomic secrets.

The Soviets made every effort to steal the
Manhattan Project’s secrets. Thanks to both the
high quality of their espionage and sympathy for
their cause among certain Western scientists, they
were startlingly successful. Their most valuable spy
in Los Alamos was Klaus Emil Julius Fuchs (1911–
1988), a German-born physicist, devout commu-
nist, and longtime Soviet informer. So successful
was he that none of his colleagues were aware of his
covert activities. His work for Moscow was not
discovered until 1950.

The information that he and others passed to
the Soviets was of great use in both strategic and
scientific terms. At the 1945 Potsdam Conference,
the U.S. president Harry S. Truman (1884–1972)
informed the Soviet leader Joseph Stalin (1879–
1953) that the United States had built a ‘‘powerful
new weapon.’’ Long aware of the Manhattan
Project thanks to the steady stream of information
from Los Alamos, the Soviet leader feigned indif-
ference, but was secretly concerned. There is some
debate concerning whether Truman attempted—in
what is called ‘‘atomic diplomacy’’—to use the
American nuclear monopoly to cow Stalin into
concessions regarding eastern Europe. Regardless
of whether this was Truman’s intention, the Soviets
certainly believed that the Americans were trying to
frighten them, and they were determined to resist.
Rejecting the Baruch Plan, an American proposal
to bring atomic weapons under international
control, Stalin ordered his scientists to build their
own bomb as quickly as possible, and gave them

all the resources and intellectual freedom necessary
to do so.

They succeeded within four years. In August
1949 the Soviet Union conducted its first nuclear
test. The intelligence that the Soviet spies had
gathered certainly accelerated the development of
the Soviet bomb, but it was by no means essential.
The scientists working on the project, led by the
physicist Igor Kurchatov (1903–1960) and over-
seen by Lavrenty Beria (1899–1953), the former
head of the NKVD (People’s Commissariat of
Internal Affairs), were among the world’s best
and, in all likelihood, they would eventually have
succeeded in building the bomb on their own. The
infiltration of the Manhattan Project, as dramatic as
it was, only saved the Soviets a few years of work.
Nevertheless, the 1949 test was a huge surprise to
the United States, which had expected to enjoy its
monopoly until at least the early 1950s.

THE HYDROGEN BOMB

President Truman responded by ordering the con-
struction of a hydrogen bomb, a fusion weapon
that would be several hundred times more power-
ful than the fission bombs dropped on Japan. The
decision was a controversial one among American
scientists, many of whom, including Oppenheimer,
opposed any further research on such devastating
weapons. A hydrogen bomb would be so powerful,
they argued, that it could only be used against
civilian populations and was therefore inherently a
tool of genocide. However, a number of equally
eminent scientists supported Truman, including
Edward Teller. Teller insisted that the Soviets
would build a fusion bomb regardless of what the
Americans did. The United States could not afford
to be intimidated by the Soviet Union, leaving it
no choice but to build a bomb of its own. Along
with the hydrogen bomb came the counterintuitive
idea that the weapon could be the cornerstone of
international peace. If each side could threaten the
other with total destruction, then neither would
be willing to risk all-out war. This was the kernel
of nuclear deterrence, the principle at the heart of
Western and Soviet strategy for the duration of the
Cold War.

By the time Truman approved the project in
January 1950, the Soviets had already made good
progress toward their own hydrogen bomb. Unlike
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their atomic bomb, which was largely based on

American plans, Soviet scientists designed this

weapon without outside help. Working under the

guidance of the brilliant and young Andrei

Sakharov (1921–1989), they scored a notable vic-

tory, detonating a deliverable bomb in August

1953, more than two years before the Americans.

It is noteworthy that the Soviet government never

wrestled with the same moral concerns about the

hydrogen bomb that the Americans did, because

from Moscow’s point of view there was little qual-

itative difference between fission and fusion weap-

ons. The American hydrogen bomb team, with

Teller at its head, had tested a hydrogen device

ahead of the Soviets, in November 1952 at

Eniwetok Atoll in the Pacific. However, this device

was so large and unwieldy—weighing more than

eighty tons and requiring an enormous refrigera-

tor—that it was of no military use. The test proved

that it was possible to build a fusion device, but it

took another three years for the Americans to build

a usable bomb.

BRITISH AND FRENCH NUCLEAR WEAPONS

By the early 1950s, major changes in both American

and Soviet strategy were under way. Nuclear and

thermonuclear weapons were so powerful that it

was difficult to consider their use in anything but

all-out war. But in order to deter one’s opponents

from even low-level aggression, it was essential to

convince them that one was willing to respond with

all one’s might. This logic undergirded President

Dwight Eisenhower’s (1890–1969) doctrine of

massive retaliation, announced in 1954. One of

the key problems with the strategy, however, was

persuading American allies of its wisdom.

Right from the end of the Second World War,

the United States refused to share either its nuclear

research or the weapons themselves with its NATO

(North Atlantic Treaty Organization) allies.

Washington had pledged to defend these countries

against Soviet attack, but insisted on retaining the

final say over if and when nuclear weapons would

be used. The Western Europeans grew increasingly

uncomfortable with this arrangement and disliked

their outright reliance on a potentially unreliable

ally on such a fundamental issue as national

defense. As a result, the British and French insisted

on developing their own independent nuclear
deterrents.

British scientists had played a major role in the
Manhattan Project but lacked access to crucial parts
of the bombs’ design. More work was needed.
There was little debate within the new Labour
government of Clement Richard Attlee (1883–
1967) about whether it was worthwhile. Foreign
Secretary Ernest Bevin (1881–1951), an adamant
anticommunist, insisted that, as a great power with a
large empire to govern, Britain needed its own
nuclear arsenal. However, there was more to the
question than just prestige. Wartime bombardment
proved how vulnerable the country was to aerial
attack, and nuclear weapons were the best way to
deter any potential Soviet aggression. For these rea-
sons, in January 1947 the government approved
plans to build the bomb. In October 1952, shortly
before the Americans tested their first hydrogen
device, the British detonated an atomic bomb off
the coast of Western Australia.

It took France rather longer to build an
A-bomb. In the immediate aftermath of the Second
World War, Charles de Gaulle (1890–1970) believed
the country needed its own nuclear weapons, but
France had fallen so far behind its allies in science
and industry during the Nazi occupation that huge
obstacles lay in its path. Strong domestic opposition
from the Left meant that there was little political
will behind the idea. However, after the 1954 defeat
at Dien Bien Phu, the French government was
determined to rebuild national prestige. The design
and production of nuclear weapons was one way to
achieve this goal, and the government of Pierre
Mendès-France (1907–1982) approved the project.
When de Gaulle returned to power in 1958, he gave
the idea his full support. France conducted its first
successful test in February 1960.

The logic behind the independent French
nuclear arsenal, known as the force de frappe, was
clear. De Gaulle was adamant that France had to
remain a great power. In this light, it was unaccep-
table to rely on a foreign country—in this case, the
United States—on a matter that went to the very
heart of national pride. He also shared many of
London’s fears about the American commitment
to his country’s defense and believed that, for rea-
sons of both security and prestige, France needed
to maintain a certain distance from the United
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States and NATO on military matters. There was
no way to guarantee Washington’s full support in
the event of Soviet aggression, so France had to be
ready to defend itself. Although these were reason-
able concerns in theory, they did not hold up well
in practice. The force de frappe came into being, but
it was an open secret that it would never have been
possible without a significant amount of American
support. Just as Britain had to abandon its inde-
pendent nuclear program in 1960 in order to cut
costs, France still had to rely on the United States.

MUTUALLY ASSURED DESTRUCTION AND

THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS

In nuclear weapons’ first decade, they existed only
in the form of bombs to be dropped from the air.
The advances of the 1950s brought new ways to
wage nuclear war. Alongside its nuclear research,
the Soviet Union had been working on rocket
technology with a view to building rockets that
could be sent into space. It reached its target in
1957, when it launched a small satellite named
Sputnik into orbit. Sputnik itself was not of great
strategic value, but the rocket that propelled it was.
If the Soviets could send a rocket into space, it
followed that they could also hit any point in the
world with that same rocket. They now had the
ability to strike in the United States with a nuclear-
armed missile.

The advent of Inter-Continental Ballistic
Missiles (ICBMs) changed the Cold War’s nuclear
calculus. Prior to 1957, much of the continental
United States was safe from atomic attack because
it was out of range of even the best Soviet bombers.
Sputnik destroyed this immunity. The result was
panic in both the United States and Western
Europe, and the start of a crash program to develop
American missiles. A year later—with the help of
German scientists such as Wernher von Braun
(1912–1977), who had previously worked for the
Nazis—the Americans succeeded, sending their
own satellite into orbit. Nevertheless, there were
widespread fears in Washington of a ‘‘missile gap’’
between the United States and the USSR, spurred
on by the characteristically folksy boast of Nikita
Khrushchev (1894–1971) that his country was
producing missiles as quickly as it did sausages.
Through U-2 surveillance flights over the Soviet
Union, the Americans soon learned that the advan-
tage in missile production was in fact theirs.

Regardless, the combination of ICBMs and
hydrogen bombs meant that the stakes of the
nuclear standoff were as high as they could possibly
be. Before the development of the H-bomb, there
remained the possibility that nuclear war, however
horrible, could remain limited. Now, however, a
full-scale war waged with thermonuclear missiles
would almost certainly destroy entire countries and
might even make the planet uninhabitable. On
this basis arose the principle of mutually assured
destruction, appropriately known as MAD. Neither
the United States nor the USSR stood a chance of
surviving, let alone winning, a nuclear war. In the-
ory, this certainty would guarantee peace, because
neither side could afford even the smallest risk of
hostilities.

The theory came under severe strain during
the Cuban missile crisis. The crisis was the single
most dangerous moment of the Cold War and
proved the risks of the nuclear arms race to both
superpowers. The Soviet Union began sending
nuclear missiles to Cuba after the Bay of Pigs, a
failed American attempt in 1961 to overthrow
the island’s new socialist leader, Fidel Castro (b.
1926). Khrushchev was eager to support the young
Cuban leaders, who reminded him of his own
revolutionary past. Moreover, Cuba was an ideal
site for the USSR’s intermediate-range missiles
and a beachhead for spreading communism to
Latin America. Khrushchev believed he had the
perfect opportunity to retaliate against the recent
deployment of intermediate-range American mis-
siles in Turkey and to restore some semblance of a
strategic balance between East and West, especially
given the USSR’s relative lack of ICBMs.

When a U-2 flight discovered the Cuban mis-
siles in October 1962, the American government
faced a crisis. It could not tolerate hostile nuclear
missiles so close to home, but how could it remove
them? The administration of John Fitzgerald
Kennedy (1917–1963) considered a number of
options, including a full-scale invasion of Cuba,
air strikes against the launch sites, and a naval
blockade to prevent further missile shipments from
getting through. The slightest provocation could
trigger a nuclear attack on the United States, which
would spark full retaliation and end only in mutual
annihilation. Kennedy opted for the blockade. The
first Soviet ship to encounter the blockade turned
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around, opening the door to a settlement. After
secret negotiations, Khrushchev agreed to pull the
missiles out of Cuba if the United States would
remove its missiles from Turkey. Kennedy agreed,
and the crisis came to an end.

ARMS CONTROL EFFORTS

The Cuban missile crisis was the clearest indication
yet of how easy it would be to tumble into a
catastrophic nuclear war. Some kind of arms con-
trol was necessary to reduce this danger. The first
step in this direction came the year after the crisis,
with the signing of the Limited Test Ban Treaty
(LTBT). According to its provisions, signatories
pledged to stop atmospheric tests of nuclear weap-
ons in order to restrict their development and end
the provocations that typically followed each test.
All future tests had to happen underground.

The agreement was a modest but signal step,
the first attempt to contain the use of nuclear
weapons. In August 1963, the Americans, Soviets,
and British signed the treaty. Insisting as ever on
its independence, the only other nuclear power,
France, refused to join them. Two months later,
the superpowers also agreed to ban nuclear weap-
ons from space.

Further progress was made in the late 1960s
and into the 1970s, an era of calm and stability
compared with the early Cold War years. Following
the LTBT, the next major milestone was the
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), concluded in
1968. Despite another French refusal to partici-
pate, the Americans, Soviets, and British brought
the negotiations to a successful conclusion. The
treaty committed them to prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons to other countries. The higher
the number of states that had nuclear weapons,
the reasoning went, the greater the danger of their
use in a conflict. Prestige was also on the line, since
if the nuclear club could be kept small, the value
of membership would remain commensurately
high. Indeed, the three signatories gave no serious
thought to reducing their stockpiles. It was enough
to prevent others from building their own.

Into the 1970s, the superpowers refused to cut
back the numbers of their missiles and weapons.
They instead agreed to restrict their growth.
SALT—the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks—was
the result. Starry-eyed idealism motivated neither

superpower. Each had pragmatic goals: the
Russians some relief from the arms race at a time
of economic trouble and the Americans a strategic
advantage and fodder for President Richard Nixon’s
(1913–1994) reelection campaign. Negotiated both
by arms control experts in Helsinki and Vienna and
between the U.S. national security advisor Henry
Kissinger (b. 1923) and the Soviet ambassador
Anatoly Dobrynin—the so-called backchannel—the
SALT agreements placed limits on antiballistic
missile defenses and froze the construction of missile
launchers for five years. These results were not over-
whelming, but both sides were optimistic that they
had built a solid foundation for future progress.

Nixon’s successor, Gerald Ford (b. 1913),
attempted to maintain the momentum that SALT
had generated. In 1974 he and Leonid Brezhnev
(1906–1982) agreed on a set of guidelines for
the next round of arms control talks, known as
SALT II. The goal was to pick up where the first
agreement had left off, but the United States
refused to discuss its nuclear forces in Europe, a
key area of interest for the Soviets. Brezhnev, deter-
mined not to let the talks collapse, pressured his
domestic critics—especially within the military—to
accept the American terms. He succeeded, and
negotiators agreed to a maximum of 2,250 missile
launchers each. But Ford’s successor, Jimmy Carter
(b. 1924), insisted on cuts that were even more
radical and less acceptable to the skeptics within
the Soviet government. Brezhnev and the Soviet
military were furious. It took until 1979 to repair
the damage and reach a new agreement.

Although a deal was reached, it was never
implemented. The United States Senate insisted
that the agreement was unverifiable because there
was no way to ensure that the Soviets would hold
up their end of the bargain. Moreover, the broader
process of détente collapsed in the wake of the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 and the
election of Ronald Reagan (1911–2004) in 1980.
Hopes for arms control fell apart as Cold War
tensions returned to levels unseen since the early
1960s.

ABLE ARCHER, GORBACHEV, AND THE END

OF THE COLD WAR

Reagan came into office on a strong anticommunist
platform. Rejecting any further arms control talks,
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he massively increased the American military bud-
get. Part of this renewed toughness was the deploy-
ment of new nuclear missiles—Cruise and Pershing
2—in Western Europe as a response to the Soviets’
recent installation of the new SS-20 missiles.
Protestors organized massive rallies to oppose the
move, but failed to stop it.

In this context of heightened tension, NATO
staged a war game, dubbed ‘‘Able Archer,’’ in late
1983. The Soviet military detected the exercises
but, already on edge because of Reagan’s bellicose
rhetoric, mistook them for the prelude to a
Western attack. Moscow put its forces on alert,
ready to respond with nuclear weapons if necessary.
The danger was not as acute as it had been during
the Cuban missile crises, but both sides still
approached the brink of nuclear war without ever
intending to. The episode reminded Washington
and Moscow of the wisdom of returning to the
negotiating table.

The rise to power in 1985 of Mikhail
Gorbachev (b. 1931) provided the opportunity for
new arms control talks. In 1986 Gorbachev publicly
proposed a plan to eliminate all nuclear weapons
by the year 2000. The proposal was bold and unpre-
cedented, and it caught the Reagan administration’s
attention. When the two leaders met at Reykjavik
later that year, Gorbachev renewed his offer, and
Reagan responded enthusiastically. However, the
Soviet leader insisted that the Americans would have
to abandon their Strategic Defense Initiative—a
research program, popularly known as ‘‘star wars,’’
to build a shield against ballistic missiles—before any
deal could be reached. Reagan refused. The summit
ended without agreement.

This was only a temporary setback. Both sides
were now considering massive cuts to their nuclear
arsenals, a situation that could not even have been
contemplated five years earlier. They renewed their
efforts, and reached a deal at the Washington sum-
mit in December 1987, agreeing to eliminate their
nuclear weapons stationed in Europe. The
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) treaty
came into force in June 1988. This was the begin-
ning of the end of the nuclear standoff that had
lasted almost forty years.

The next major milestone came after the fall of
the Berlin Wall in 1989. In July 1991 the United

States and the USSR signed the Strategic Arms

Reduction Treaty (START), the culmination of

negotiations that had begun while Reagan was still

in office. The first major commitment to reduce

nuclear stockpiles since the invention of the atomic

bomb, it required both sides to cut their arsenals by

almost a third. It was a major accomplishment and

proof that the Cold War was effectively over. The

USSR itself collapsed in December, devolving the

treaty’s obligations onto its successor states.

President George Herbert Walker Bush (b. 1924)

and his Russian counterpart Boris Yeltsin (b. 1931)

signed START II in January 1993. The treaty

expanded on START I, radically restricting the

possession of nuclear weapons and delivery systems

to between three thousand and thirty-five hundred

on each side. After ratification by the U.S. Senate

in 1996 and the Russian Duma in 2000, it

was superseded by the 2002 Strategic Offensive

Reduction Treaty (SORT), which capped each

side’s nuclear arsenal between seventeen hundred

and twenty-two hundred warheads.

Nuclear weapons continue to be a major issue

in international politics, but the focus has shifted

away from the major powers. There is increasing

concern, particularly in the West, about the prolif-

eration of nuclear weapons both to smaller states

and to nonstate actors, especially terrorist net-

works. The Indian subcontinent has been relatively

stable since the surprise Indian and Pakistani

nuclear tests of 1998, but in the early twenty-first

century there have been worries that North Korea

and Iran were developing weapons of their own. In

a similar vein, the American government cited

Iraq’s alleged nuclear weapons as a justification

for the invasion of that country in 2003. Given

the number of weapons in existence worldwide—

and the availability of so-called suitcase bombs—it

is impossible to stop the spread of nuclear technol-

ogy completely. The threat of nuclear proliferation

is one of the severest tests facing the international

system in the early twenty-first century. Deterrence

provided the basis for stability during the Cold

War, but it remains to be seen whether any similar

idea can be found to avert the use of nuclear weap-

ons in years to come.

See also Cold War; Cuban Missile Crisis; Disarmament;
Potsdam Conference.
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NUREMBERG LAWS. The Nuremberg
Laws were the culmination of the Nazi Party’s
strategy to remove Jewish citizens from German
public life. The Nazi regime wanted to create a
legal system in which citizenship was to be granted
on the basis of racial identity. In order to fulfill the
Nazi aspiration of a state based on racial purity it
was essential to separate different groups to prevent
what the Nazi regime referred to as ‘‘racial mix-
ing.’’ The Nuremberg Laws were intended to
reverse the assimilation of the Jewish individuals
in German society and to this end legalized their
segregation and persecution. These pieces of legis-
lation were so-called because they were passed at
the annual Nazi Party rally in Nuremberg in
September 1935. Adolf Hitler had convened a spe-
cial meeting of the Reichstag at the end of the
annual Nazi Party congress at the Hall of the
Nuremberg Cultural Association with the specific
aim of ratifying three laws, two of which, the Reich
Citizenship Law and the Law for the Protection of
German Blood and German Honor, provided the
legal basis for exclusion of Jews from German
society, depriving them of the normal rights
accorded to citizens. These two laws are often
referred to together as the ‘‘Nuremberg racial
laws.’’ The third law passed at Nuremberg, the
Reich Flag Law, ordained that black, white, and
red were to be the national colors and the swastika

was to become the national flag. The Reich Flag
Law came about at a time when Hitler was begin-
ning a grand rearmament. He wanted his new army
to be a National Socialist one. To this extent the
first step on the road to such an army was to be
symbolic. The old imperial black, white, and red
flag was to be abandoned in favor of the swastika.

The Reich Citizenship Law (Reichsburgergesetz)
classified Jews as citizens of lesser value and
stripped them of all political rights. Jews were to
be officially placed in the category of alien subject
(Staatsangehorige), a category of individual who
belonged to the state but who did not enjoy any
political rights. Those deemed to be of ‘‘German or
related blood’’ were accorded full political rights
and were accorded full citizenship of the Reich. In
order to be recognized as a ‘‘full German’’ citizen,
individuals would have to possess a Certificate of
Descent or ‘‘Aryan Certificate’’ (Arieernachweis).
These full Reich citizens (Reichsburger) were the
only class of citizen to enjoy the full range of civil
and political rights. Interestingly these so-
called political and civil rights were not defined
specifically. In fact, in practice, individual rights
no longer existed in Nazi Germany, regardless of
one’s citizenship status. The Reich Citizenship Law
created a notion of citizenship premised on racial
characteristics. Thus unlike liberal concepts of indi-
vidual rights this law promulgated a notion of
inherent inequality based on one’s ethnic back-
ground rather than recognizing the inherent equal-
ity of all citizens regardless of race, class, or
religion.

The Law for the Protection of the German
Blood and German Honor (Gesetz zum Schutze
des deutschen Blutes und der deutschen Ehre)
prohibited marriages and sexual relations between
Jews (Staatsangehorige) and Germans (Reichsburger).
It also outlawed the employment of German
females under forty-five in Jewish households,
declared null and void marriages contracted
between Jews and ‘‘full Germans’’ in Germany or
abroad, and prohibited Jews from raising the
German flag. The punishment for breach of this
law included imprisonment with hard labor.

Both the Reich Citizenship Law and the Law
for the Protection of the German Blood and
German Honor did not, however, define who a
Jew was for the purposes of this policy. The regime
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moved to fill this legal void by preparing a compli-

cated and contradictory classification system to

determine who could be accorded ‘‘full German’’

citizenship. On the basis of Article III of the Reich

Citizenship Law, a First Supplementary Decree was

issued on 14 November 1935. This decree set out a

classificatory system to distinguish Jews from ‘‘full’’

German citizens in accordance with the Nazi racial-

ist ideology. The decree defined a ‘‘full’’ Jew as

anyone descended from at least three Jewish grand-

parents. Two categories were created for those who

were not ‘‘full’’ Jews but who were of mixed ori-

gins. These were referred to as Mischlinge (mixed

race) ‘‘of the first and second degree.’’ Mischlinge
of the first degree were defined as those people

with two Jewish grandparents, who were not

married to a Jewish person and who did not belong

to the Jewish religious community. However,

Mischlinge of the first degree could be defined as

‘‘full’’ Jews for the purposes of the Nuremberg

Laws if they were either members of the Jewish

religious community when the Nuremberg Laws

were promulgated on 15 September 1935 or who

joined after this date; were married to a Jew, or

were the offspring of a marriage with a Jew that

took place after 15 September 1935; or were born

as the result of an extramarital relationship with a

Jew after 31 July 1936. Mischlinge of the second

degree were defined as persons with one Jewish

grandparent.

Mischlinge of the first degree required official

consent to marry a ‘‘full German’’ or a Mischling of

the second degree. They were permitted to marry

another Mischling of the first degree or a ‘‘full

Jew.’’ However, if they married a full Jew they

too would be defined as a full Jew for the purposes

of the Nuremberg Laws. Mischlinge of the second

degree did not require official permission to marry

a German but were prohibited from marrying a full

Jew or another Mischling of the second degree and

required special dispensation to marry a Mischling
of the first degree. Both categories of Mischlinge
were prohibited from holding positions in the

civil service and the Nazi party and were allowed

to serve in the army only as private soldiers but

not as officers. Full German citizens were not

defined formally in the Nuremberg Laws except

in the negative sense of not having any Jewish

grandparents.

These labyrinthine and ludicrous classifications

were intended to prevent what the Nazis called

‘‘racial mixing.’’ The Nuremberg Laws created a

category of crime called Rassenschande, literally

‘‘racial disgrace’’ but known colloquially as either

‘‘race defilement’’ or ‘‘racial pollution.’’ Courts

interpreted the laws very broadly often interpreting

Rassenschande to mean any contact whatsoever, not

just physical contact, with people classified as Jews

by the Nuremberg Laws. In practice, courts saw

Rassenschande as tantamount to high treason and

meted out severe punishments to those accused of

this crime. In the immediate period following the

introduction of the Nuremberg Laws the average

sentence for those found guilty of this crime was

five years. In practice Jewish men accused of

Rassenschande were given longer sentences than

full German men accused of the same act. During

the Second World War, those accused of such acts

under the law were not even sent for trial but were

either summarily executed or sent directly to con-

centration camps.

The Nuremberg Laws, although primarily

directed against the Jewish population, were also

employed against other groups deemed ‘‘inferior’’

by the Nazi regime. Thus, Wilhelm Frick, the Reich

Minister for the Interior who had responsibility for

the enforcement of the Nuremberg Laws, declared

that the laws would be equally applicable to other

groups defined as being of ‘‘alien blood’’

(Artfremd). He cited the examples of ‘‘Gypsies

and Negroes.’’

The Nuremberg Laws led to the treatment of
members of the Jewish community as socially
excluded aliens. Members of the Nazi Party and

civil servants were not allowed to visit or do busi-
ness with Jewish-owned firms. The Nuremberg

Laws were followed by a large variety of decrees,
regulations, and laws that led to the purging of

those classified as Jews from all jobs in education,
local and national government, the arts, and the
media. The Nuremberg Laws also prompted a large

number of discriminatory regulations at the local
and regional level. For example, ordinances at the

municipal level prevented Jews from attending
cinemas and from using public parks and other

public facilities. Ultimately the distinction between
‘‘full Jew’’ and ‘‘full German’’ in the Nuremberg
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Laws laid the legal groundwork for the implemen-
tation of the Nazi genocide of the Jewish
population.

See also Germany; Hitler, Adolf; Nazism.
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NUREMBERG WAR CRIMES
TRIALS. The trials of major Nazi leaders at
Nuremberg, Germany, which dramatically changed
international law and politics and introduced the
criminal liability of political leaders for their atro-
cious acts, came close to not happening. The
Nuremberg principle of arraigning state leaders
for crimes against peace and humanity was unprec-
edented, and the British Foreign Office argued as
early as 1942 that the crimes were so grave that
ordinary judicial proceedings were unable to deal
with the guilt.

The U.S. war department was the keenest sup-

porter of setting up the tribunal as a way of demon-

strating the superiority of the rule of law. Support

for the use of judicial proceedings came unexpect-

edly from Joseph Stalin, the head of the Soviet

Union. The Moscow trials of the 1930s had per-

suaded the Russian jurists that justice should be

public and popular, while ensuring that the out-

come would be certain convictions and executions.

At the Yalta meeting of the leaders of United

States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet

Union in 1944, Winston Churchill still favored

the summary execution of war criminals. But the

American-Soviet alliance won the argument, and

the San Francisco summit meeting of May 1945

agreed to set up a military tribunal to try Nazi

leaders. Under the London charter establishing

the tribunal, eight judges were appointed, two each

from the United States, the United Kingdom, the

Soviet Union, and France.

The assistant U.S. Supreme Court justice

Robert Jackson (1892–1954) was appointed chief

American prosecutor by President Harry Truman.

Jackson and the Americans became the driving

force of the tribunal, smoothing the differences

among the British, Soviet, and French lawyers.

The trials were a first in every way, and legal

arguments broke out in relation both to the list

of defendants and the charges to be brought.

Eventually twenty-two Nazis were prosecuted. Six

were major leaders, such as Hermann Goering,

Rudolf Hess, and Joachim von Ribbentrop, while

others were chosen to represent different parts of

the Nazi state. The framing of the indictment was

equally difficult. The charge of war crimes existed

in prewar international law and was the easiest to

prosecute. But the crime of waging an aggressive

war had no proper legal definition and could not

cover atrocities against the German people or the

elimination of civilians on grounds of race. The

first problem was dealt with by the legal device of

prosecuting the defendants for conspiracy to wage

war. The latter was dealt with through the creation

of the novel legal category of crimes against

humanity. The conspiracy charge allowed the

prosecution of a number of Nazi organizations

and weakened the defendants’ argument that

the crimes did not exist at the time of their

commission.
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The trials started on 20 November 1945. The

prosecution gave detailed evidence in relation to the

charges, called witnesses, and cross-examined the

defendants. The defense attacked the exceptional

character of the trials, arguing that they were an

example of victors’ justice. The defendants

challenged the jurisdiction of the tribunal, except in

relation to war crimes. The defendants also

challenged the retroactive application of criminal

law, arguing that the novel category of crimes against

humanity meant that the defendants could not have

known the principles they were allegedly violating.

The court relied on prewar treaties banning

wars of aggression and rejected the objection

about the retroactive character of the criminal

prosecutions. Trying to stay within the bounds of

prewar legal concepts, the tribunal restricted the

examination of crimes against humanity to those

committed in the context of a war of aggression

and excluded from the indictment acts committed

before the invasion of Poland. The defense objec-

tions were often rejected by means of weak legal

arguments, but the tribunal made it clear that the

trials were creating a new type of postwar world

order based on the rule of law.

The trials were concluded on 30 September

1946. Twelve defendants, including Goering and

Ribbentropp, were sentenced to death. Hess was

sentenced to life imprisonment, six defendants to

various prison terms, and three were acquitted.

U.S. prosecutor Robert Jackson (left) and Soviet assistant prosecutor Colonel Yuri Pokrovsky listen to a

speech during the Nuremberg war crimes trials, October 1946. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Those sentenced to death were hanged on 16

October 1946. By then Goering had committed

suicide by poison smuggled into his prison cell.

The Nuremberg trials were a turning point in
international law. The tribunal revitalized the
ancient theory of natural law, which had been
abandoned in the positivist dominance of the twen-
tieth century. According to this theory, certain
acts are prohibited by a universal law that stands
higher than the law of the state. Those committing
them cannot be excused by invoking the laws of
their domestic legal system. The human rights
revolution of the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury owes much of its moral force to the arguments
put forward at Nuremberg. By inaugurating the
individual criminal liability of political leaders, the
trials paved the legal way for the weakening of state
sovereignty in cases of grave violations of human
rights and the creation of a universal jurisdiction to
deal with such crimes. The International Criminal
Court that came into operation in 2002 is the
direct descendant of the Nuremberg trials. Later
experience indicates that the law and criminal
responsibility cannot prevent atrocities on their
own. But the aspiration is honorable, and the con-
cept of crimes against humanity has created a
universal standard that no government or politician
should be able to violate with impunity.

See also Concentration Camps; Goering, Hermann;
Hess, Rudolf; Holocaust; Human Rights; War
Crimes.
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OCCUPATION, MILITARY. While mili-

tary occupation, the seizure and domination of

foreign territory, is an ancient phenomenon, the

twentieth century saw a rise in new, ideologically

charged occupations. These differed greatly from

the customs of ancien régime Europe, when terri-

tories were annexed or transferred from one dynas-

tic state to another without reference to ethnicity

or broader political justification (when Frederick

II, king of Prussia [r. 1740–1786], seized Silesia

from Austria in 1740, ancestral claims were a mere

afterthought). While beliefs certainly played a role

in prior wars, and while brutal realpolitik continued

into the new century, the emphasis on ideological

claims concerning politics and social organization

was new in its intensity. Soviet dictator Joseph

Stalin (1879–1953) declared during World War II

that ‘‘this war is not as in the past; whoever occu-

pies a territory also imposes his own social system.

Everyone imposes his own system as far as his

armies can reach. It cannot be otherwise.’’

TYPES OF OCCUPATION

Types of occupations can be distinguished in terms

of the explanations advanced for them by the occu-

piers. In the first place, thinking about modern

military occupations within Europe was affected

by the experience of European imperialist powers

overseas and their annexation of vast territories

around the globe in the late nineteenth century.

The political philosopher Hannah Arendt (1906–

1975) intuited a connection between imperialism

and the rise of modern totalitarian ideologies with

vast appetites for conquest, and observed that the

Nazis acted like foreign rulers in their own country

before expanding their realm. Yet within Europe,

ideological justification for military occupation was

often couched in terms of popular legitimacy or

democraticization, as liberation. With the occupa-

tion of defeated Germany in 1945, democratiza-

tion and denazification were stated Allied aims,

even as they were pursued differently in East and

West. Stalin’s imposition of communist rule on six

Eastern European countries after World War II

(Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Romania,

Bulgaria, and East Germany), and Soviet annexa-

tion of the Baltic States (Lithuania, Latvia, and

Estonia) with the introduction of political, eco-

nomic, and educational systems modeled on the

Soviet Union, were presented as a perfection of

‘‘people’s democracy.’’ Not all ideological justifica-

tions embraced the rhetoric of democracy. In the

Nazi case, SS leader Heinrich Himmler (1900–

1945) observed that the aim of their policies in

the East was no longer Germanization of native

populations, as in the past, but resettlement by

pure Germans.

A further criterion for types of occupation

involves the intended future goals for the territory,

including whether the occupation is to be temporary

or permanent, with the territory made over funda-

mentally, as a new order. Nazi racial resettlement

plans for eastern Europe aimed to provide ‘‘living

space’’ for a Germanic master race through expul-

sions and mass murder. After World War II, Soviet

O
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policies of Russification in the Baltic states contin-

ued over decades. Other military occupations have

been rationalized by security needs. The planned

fifteen-year Allied occupation of the Rhineland area

after Germany’s defeat in World War I was to give

France added security against a revival of German

aggression. In other cases, economic necessity is an

element. When French and Belgian forces occupied

the Ruhr valley region of Germany in January 1923,

they aimed to extract reparations they were owed.

Soviet dismantling of factories and confiscation of

raw materials from eastern Germany from 1945 on

was likewise an explicitly economic motivation.

More recently, military occupations have claimed

humanitarian motivations. NATO forces entered

the Kosovo area of the former Yugoslavia on 12

June 1999 (under a United Nations mandate) to

stave off mass ethnic cleansing by Serbian forces

against the region’s Albanian majority.

RULES OF BEHAVIOR

Depending on the stated aim of an occupation,

occupiers can show a range of behaviors, from the

mild to the murderous. German soldiers in France

and Denmark, conquered in 1940, were ordered to

be friendly and considerate of the civilian popula-

tions, to win them over. By contrast, in Belgium and

northern France in 1914, exaggerated fears of guer-

rilla resistance led German forces to brutal reprisals

in which they executed at least 6,400 civilians, in a

policy of deliberate terrorization. The Soviet occu-

pation of the Baltic states in 1940 was followed by

targeted deportations of civilians to Siberia, to break

local resistance. With the Nazi invasion of Poland

in September 1939, a murder campaign called

Operation Tannenberg ran in tandem with the

establishment of the occupation, aiming to destroy

Polish elites (by December 1939, up to 50,000 Poles

had been killed). Historians argue that in eastern

Europe during World War II, superiors tacitly tol-

erated German soldiers’ abuses of the civilian popu-

lation as a safety valve for the intense discipline the

soldiers were under. In Belarus, more than 2 million

civilians and POWs were murdered during World

War II. In a cycle of revenge, Soviet forces moving

onto German territory in 1944 and 1945 engaged in

pillage, mass rapes, and brutalization of civilians

(though instances of kindness and forbearance were

also recorded).

Paradoxically, the same occupier can act in radi-
cally different ways in different occupied areas at the
same time, for ideological reasons: Nazi occupation of
eastern European countries was incomparably harsher
than their rule in western and northern Europe, since
Slavs and other non-German eastern Europeans had
less racial value in the Nazi worldview.

INTERNATIONAL LAW

International law has not been able to regulate
occupations effectively in an age of total war. This
is evidenced by the fact that while up to 10 percent
of deaths in World War I were civilian, this ratio
rose to an estimated 50 percent in World War II.
Yet the very fact of repeated attempts to legislate
restraint testifies both to the brutality and breaking
of custom, as well as the durable will to limit the
destructiveness of occupations.

Conventions have sought to define legal and
illegal combatants, rights to resist invasion, aboli-
tion of hostage taking and collective punishments
(holding localities responsible for acts committed
in their vicinity), security of private property, and
other protections for civilians. They also under-
lined the occupying power’s responsibility for the
maintenance of civil order. Before World War I, the
1907 Hague Convention (IV) Respecting the Laws
and Customs of War on Land represented a major
attempt in this direction, but was interpreted dif-
ferently and violated in the war. The 1929 Geneva
Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners
of War did not settle questions about the treatment
and status of civilians in occupied areas. Given
added impulse by the atrocities of World War II,
the four Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949
built on earlier efforts (the Geneva Convention of
1864 and the Hague Conventions). Among these,
the Convention for the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Times of War also defined a right to
civilian resistance against occupation, not only
invasion. The Geneva Conventions were further
elaborated in the controversial 1977 Additional
Protocols to apply to guerrilla wars and civil wars.
These international legal constraints, however,
were and are often broken in practice.

LEGAL STRUCTURES

Occupiers impose new legal structures and institu-
tions in their exercise of control. Drawing on the
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experience of European imperialism overseas, many
occupiers recognized the benefits of indirect rule,
as perfected in the British Empire, stressing coop-
tation of local elites and delegation of responsibil-
ity. Thus, many occupations also retain structures
of the earlier authority. Hitler preferred cooptation
of established national elites in conquered coun-
tries over patronage for local imitators of the Nazis,
who were often marginal socially and politically.
After its conquest in April 1940, the Nazis treated
conquered Denmark as a ‘‘model protectorate,’’
retaining its king, parliament, and civil administra-
tion. In occupied Soviet areas, from 1941, the
Nazis initially retained the Soviet structure of collec-
tive farms, in spite of their condemnation of
Bolshevism, because these farms were useful for
centralizing control of the food supply. Legal struc-
tures also have charted the breakdown of relations
between former allies in occupation, as the creation
of two independent German states in 1949 under
Western and Soviet patronage made clear. Finally,
the formal outlining of legal structures is not a perfect
description of real power relations in occupation, as
in practice these legal strictures can be negotiated,
violated, or subverted. Occupying powers also often
use their authority to extract economic resources and
labor. German occupiers used forced labor in both
world wars. Under Nazi occupation, France was
obliged to pay the costs of its own occupation, ulti-
mately contributing some 40 percent of all foreign
resources directed to the German war effort.
Requisitioning of food without regard to the needs
of the civilian population led to an estimated
300,000 Greeks starving to death under Nazi
occupation.

SOCIAL LIFE UNDER OCCUPATION

It is a general truth that a military occupation is
always a relationship, however brutal or enlightened
that regime might be in real, day-to-day practice. An
occupation also involves more than just two mono-
lithic and opposed parties, the occupiers and the
occupied: rather, distinct divisions and groupings
can exist on each side and their mutual relations
contribute to the dynamics of life under occupation.
An important factor in shaping an occupation is
whether there is a prior history of conflict or inter-
action between the parties, shaping preconceptions
and prejudices. The Germans and French held tradi-
tional concepts of each other as hereditary enemies,

while American military occupation of a zone in
western Germany after 1945 saw the emergence of
newer stereotypes, less rooted in a distant shared
past. Also, in the establishment of an occupation,
first impressions seem crucial, with initial experi-
ences conditioning the regime. In the German occu-
pation of territories in eastern Europe in World War
I, the encounter with unfamiliar lands and peoples
and the devastation of Russian scorched-earth poli-
cies shaped the occupiers’ perspective.

Social life under an occupation is determined by
often radical status reversals. Earlier pre-invasion
hierarchies are recoded, often in traumatic ways.
Most obviously, the outside military forces demand
deference and are atop the new social order. In the
French occupation of the German Rhineland after
World War I, French African colonial troops from
Morocco and Senegal were among the occupying
forces. German nationalists denounced this as a spe-
cial humiliation, reversing the subordination of non-
European peoples to Europeans. For its part, the
occupying power can seek to co-opt groups within
the subject population, in a policy of ‘‘divide and
conquer.’’ In both world wars, German authorities
sought to encourage Flemish separatism in Belgium,
with little success. In tandem with the occupation of
the Rhineland after World War I, the French sup-
ported attempts to set up an independent Rhenish
state. In Nazi-occupied Poland, a Volksliste or ethnic
list of privileged persons of German ancestry was
drawn up, including some two million Poles regis-
tered as Germans. Nazi occupiers also sought to
scapegoat the Jewish minority within occupied
populations, as a focus for displaced resentments.

Occupations also feature an altered demogra-
phy of the subject population, especially in terms of
gender. Fewer men of military age remain (killed,
taken prisoner, or withdrawn in retreat), and the
populace is disproportionately made up of the
young, the old, and women, confronting a mostly
male enemy military. Rapes have often accompa-
nied military occupations, even when formally pro-
scribed by military regulations. The Soviet army’s
mass rapes of German women in the years follow-
ing 1944 did much to undermine the authority of
the Soviet occupation and later the East German
state. Less brutally, occupations are also often
marked by fraternization (even when this is also
forbidden), the interaction of the civilian population
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with the foreign military, and the emergence of
personal relationships, whether based on prostitu-
tion or sincere emotion. Such fraternization is often
condemned as ‘‘horizontal collaboration’’ by those
unreconciled to the occupation. In World War I, an
estimated 10,000 births resulted from German sol-
diers and French mothers in the occupied area, and
in World War II, the result of occupation was 50,000
to 70,000 Franco-German babies (other estimates
run far higher). In Nazi-occupied Norway, Germans
fathered over 8,000 ‘‘war children.’’ Such children
often faced discrimination and shame after the
occupation.

Frequently neglected in the historical narrative,
occupations are also especially harsh on the men-
tally ill or disabled, who may find it even more
difficult to adjust to the changed order and new
rules of behavior and subordination, with danger-
ous consequences in emergency situations like
checkpoints or searches.

RESISTANCE AND COLLABORATION

The social and political life of occupation opens up
intense and complicated moral questions of how
the occupied should react. Choices to resist or
collaborate can change over time, often determined
by perceptions of likely future prospects. It is also
crucial to note that both resistance and collabora-
tion are usually not all-or-nothing categories, but
rather represent a spectrum of possible actions.
One question brings some dilemmas into focus:
under occupation, is doing business as usual a form
of resistance or collaboration?

Resistance can come in forms large and small,
ranging from armed attacks, sabotage, and spying
on the enemy to more discreet reactions: reading
underground literature, listening to foreign radio
broadcasts, muttering sly jokes, or even simply
maintaining a cold silence toward the occupier,
avoiding eye contact. Active resistance tends to be
rarer (it is estimated that only 2 percent of the
French population were involved in active resis-
tance against the Nazis), because of the extraordi-
narily high cost it can exact, not only personally for
the resister if caught, but also in reprisals against
relatives or hostages from the community at large,
often undercutting popular support for the resis-
tance. However, resistance tends to grow in pro-
portion to calculation of likelihood of defeat, so

that resistance to the Nazis grew across occupied

Europe after their defeat at Stalingrad in 1943,

seen as a turning point in the war. Yet even resis-

tance is not monolithic, as there are many cases of

rival resistance movements fighting internal civil

wars in tandem with their opposition to occupa-

tion. Resistance can also last very long: the guerrilla

war of the ‘‘Forest Brothers’’ against Soviet occu-

pation in the Baltics lasted into the 1950s.

At the other pole of possible reactions is colla-

boration, cooperation with the occupier, out of a

variety of possible motives. The concept of ‘‘collab-

oration’’ was originally coined in France during

World War II, and at first carried positive connota-

tions of working together with the occupiers for the

good of the defeated yet regenerated French nation,

before acquiring its present negative aura. Though

not under military rule, the Vichy French regime

under the figurehead of Marshal Philippe Pétain

(1856–1951), with the slogan of ‘‘Work, Family,

and Country,’’ enthusiastically sought a place in the

‘‘New Europe’’ of Hitler. Their anti-Semitic mea-

sures culminated in the rounding up and shipping

of Jews from France to the Nazi death camps. A key

criterion in whether collaboration is possible is

whether the occupying forces see the subject popula-

tion as capable or worthy of collaboration. The com-

parative scarcity of Polish collaboration with the

Nazis during World War II, relative to elsewhere in

occupied Europe, was due both to Polish patriotism

and the Nazis’ racial hatred. Collaboration could also

be explicitly motivated by ideology. The craven

attempts at collaboration of Norwegian Nazi leader

Vidkun Quisling (1887–1945) made his name

synonymous with treason (though paradoxically he

was marginalized by Hitler’s preference for coopera-

tion with established elites). Committed anti-Semites

from eastern European populations helped in the

Nazis’ genocide against the Jews. Occupying powers

sometimes also seek to recruit auxiliaries or military

forces to fight at their side. In World War I, Germany

and Austria-Hungary declared a Kingdom of Poland

on 5 November 1916, hoping to recruit a Polish

volunteer army, but the results were utterly disap-

pointing. Nazi rhetoric of a ‘‘New Europe’’ and a

crusade against bolshevism inaugurated the creation

of SS foreign legions in which an estimated 500,000

non-German Europeans served, though not all

were volunteers. Finally, collaboration can also be

1906 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

O C C U P A T I O N , M I L I T A R Y



motivated by simple opportunism. Denunciations of
neighbors to the occupation authorities to settle pri-
vate scores are key examples of the reversals of for-
tune and status that occupations bring.

The complexity of the issues of resistance and
collaboration is further heightened in regions that
experience successive occupations, like the Baltic
states (Soviet occupation, 1940–1941; Nazi occu-
pation, 1941–1944; Soviet reoccupation, 1944–
1991). With each successive occupation, the labels
of resister and collaborator can be suddenly
reversed, with existential consequences.

AFTERMATH OF OCCUPATION

The impact of military occupation extends far
beyond its establishment and consolidation,
depending on whether it is eventually reversed, or
whether it becomes permanent. Over time, military
occupation can segue into civil administration and
incorporation into the victor’s territory. If an occu-
pation is reversed by continued war or a peace set-
tlement, the consequences are also far-ranging, as
the reversal of hierarchies and subordination is again
overturned. The result is not always a return to the
status quo ante bellum. A vivid example is France
after 1944, where liberation was accompanied by
purges of alleged collaborators, in which at least
4,500 were executed immediately, with some
124,000 later put on trial. In what later would seem
an asymmetrical verdict, French women accused
of fraternization with Germans had their heads
shaved and were paraded through the streets,
while some prominent collaborators were not
brought to justice. The French Fourth Republic
was established to mark a break with the past. In
Greece, frictions between different resistance
movements erupted into a civil war. The overturn-
ing of Nazi rule in eastern Europe likewise led to
acts of revenge against ethnic Germans in the
region, who were expelled from their homes in
the millions.

Liberated societies experience the need to deal
with the traumatic collective memory of occupa-
tion, often replacing it with new public heroic
narratives of united resistance, even as private
memory retains the more complicated everyday
realities. In international politics, the former occu-
pier’s acknowledgement of the occupation is an
important factor. The famous scene of German

chancellor Willy Brandt (1913–1992) kneeling
before a memorial to Jewish victims of the Nazis
during his visit in December 1970 is emblematic of
this. By contrast, more than a decade after the fall
of the Soviet Union, the Russian government’s
official denial of the Soviet occupation of the
Baltic states in 1940 continues to burden interna-
tional relations and reconciliation between those
neighboring states. The legacies of occupation are
overcome only very slowly, if at all.

See also Displaced Persons; Forced Labor; Holocaust;
War Crimes; Warfare; World War I; World War II.
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OLD AGE. ‘‘Old age’’ is the most diverse of all

age categories, including people in their fifties

through those past a hundred. It embraces some

of the richest and the very poorest in all societies,

the highly active and the severely decrepit. In the

twentieth century this diversity expanded more

than ever before. Survival to old age was more

common in earlier centuries than is sometimes

thought, but it was only during the twentieth

century that most Europeans lived to old age and

more people lived to be very old. In Britain at the

beginning of the twentieth century an average of

seventy-four people per year reached the age of one

hundred; by the end of the century three thousand

did so. Expectation of life at birth in 1901 was fifty-

one years for men and fifty-eight for women; in

1991 it was seventy-six and eighty-one, respectively.

In general, women outlived men. The pattern was

similar elsewhere in Europe, though in Russia and

some other former communist countries male life

expectancy fell at the end of the century.

Longer life and fitness were due to unprece-

dented improvements in living standards, especially

in income, diet, and hygiene, together with leaps in

medical knowledge and techniques. Curiously, this

achievement was widely received with concern

about the ‘‘burden’’ of costs that growing numbers

of older people would impose upon shrinking

younger populations. This was partly because the

rise in life expectancy in the first forty years of

the century coincided with a general fall in the birth-

rate. Fears that populations were aging and declin-

ing led, particularly in Nazi Germany and fascist

Italy, to attempts to bribe women to have more

children and penalize the childless with bonuses

and medals for mothers of numerous children and

tax penalties for celibacy. Elsewhere, particularly in

Britain and France, the response was panicky predic-

tions of the decline of the western powers as they

aged, while Asian and African countries retained

high birthrates and youthful populations.

These fears retreated after World War II, when

birthrates rose. They returned at the end of the

century, however, as births again fell. In the

1980s doom-laden predictions of the adverse social

and economic effects of the aging of populations

were issued by such institutions as the World Bank.

Aging occurred at a different pace and with
different effects in different countries. France experi-
enced a low birthrate much earlier than other coun-
tries. As early as 1836, 9 percent of the French
population was sixty or older; by 1976, this had
reached 18 percent. Sweden’s over-sixty population
did not reach 9 percent until 1876, but its age
structure changed faster and it reached 18 percent
in 1962.

Some people ended their longer lives in physi-
cal and/or mental decline, though only a minority
experienced long periods of dependency. The inci-
dence of conditions such as Alzheimer’s rose, partly
because more people survived the diseases that had
ravaged younger people in previous centuries, such
as tuberculosis, to die of sicknesses of old age.

DEFINITIONS OF OLD AGE

A new language emerged for the stages of aging. A
term coined in France, and widely used elsewhere
in the later twentieth century, described the period
of active old age as the ‘‘third age’’; it followed the
‘‘first age’’ of childhood and youth and the ‘‘second
age’’ of adult maturity. The later, less active and
independent phase of life was the ‘‘fourth age.’’

Most older people throughout the century
inhabited the third age. But the definition of
the age boundaries and characteristics of old age
changed. Subjective and everyday definitions of who
was ‘‘old’’ and when old age began had long been
variable and depended more on appearance and phys-
ical capacities than chronological age. Such subjective
definitions increasingly collided with more-rigid
bureaucratic boundaries, which were driven mainly
by the introduction and spread of pensions. By the
1960s a pension was the normal expectation of older
people throughout Europe. Pensions were most
commonly payable starting at age sixty or sixty-five,
sometimes fifty-five or seventy. The first state pensions
were introduced in Germany in 1889 for workers,
mainly male, at age seventy, or younger if they were
permanently incapacitated. Denmark followed in
1892 with pensions targeted at the poorest people,
mainly female, at age sixty. In 1908 they were intro-
duced in Britain starting at age seventy; this age was
lowered to sixty-five in 1925 and, for women only, to
sixty in 1940. Increasingly, in noncommunist coun-
tries, the pension age became the normal age of retire-
ment from paid work, and the prevailing pension age
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became, in popular as well as official discourse, the
boundary between middle and old age. Yet no sooner
were such usages established than they were rejected,
by some, as defining older people negatively, as
dependent on the state or on the young, for what
they were not—no longer productive workers or
citizens—rather than for their positive qualities.
As a result of the search for more positive language,
‘‘senior citizen’’ becamecommonusage in theUnited
States and elsewhere, and ‘‘the elderly’’ gained
acceptance in Britain, until the 1980s, when this also
came to be seen as pejorative and was replaced by
the ambiguous ‘‘older people.’’ There were similar
linguistic changes elsewhere in Europe.

Such changes were driven by perceptions of the
dissonance between language that described people
above a certain age as helpless and dependent and
the visible reality that increasing numbers of them
were not. Change was encouraged by articulate
older people themselves as well as by professionals
in the internationally growing field of gerontology,
a creation of the mid-twentieth century, who were
devoted to studying aging and old age and advo-
cacy for older people when required.

WORK, RETIREMENT, AND PENSIONS

Retirement itself was new on a mass scale. At the
beginning of the century those who could afford it
chose when to retire. State officials and high-status
employees in the private sector generally had secure
pensions and a fixed retirement age, commonly
sixty, sometimes fifty-five. Poor people worked for
as long as they were able, sometimes to very late
ages, generally at increasingly degraded tasks with
diminishing incomes. In largely rural Finland, as in
most other countries, old women worked as laun-
dresses, cleaners, hawkers, laborers, or hod carriers
on building sites. Old men took casual jobs as
laborers on building sites or in road construction,
work that disappeared during the long Finnish
winter and that was seasonal everywhere. With
unemployment normally came destitution.

If the poor old had surviving families (many
did not given the high death rates of the early
twentieth century), they were likely to also be too
poor to give more than minimal support. Public
welfare was minimal, and was generally stigmat-
izing. Better paid, mainly male, skilled workers
often belonged to pension savings schemes. The

first state pensions were designed to diminish this
degradation and to raise the status of people whose
poverty was not their own fault. But pensions were
rarely enough to enable old people to give up
work, nor were they intended to be. They did (as
was intended) assist children in supporting aging
parents, or supplement personal saving.

In capitalist countries in the 1920s and 1930s,
occupational and private pensions and retirement
at around age sixty to sixty-five spread through the
lower levels of ‘‘white-collar,’’ mainly male, work-
ers. Poorer manual workers also increasingly left
permanent paid work at earlier ages than before
because high unemployment left them unable to
find other jobs once unemployed.

The Soviet Union, by contrast, was committed
ideologically to the valorization of work and work-
ers and to exhibiting the long-lived vitality that was
possible in a workers’ democracy. The country also
needed maximum employment if it was to expand
its economy, and it could not easily afford to pay
large numbers of pensions. Hence it had a strong
incentive to keep people at work until as late in life
as possible. In 1935 Joseph Stalin proclaimed the
importance of exploiting to the full the experience
of older workers. In the Soviet Union, ‘‘pensioner’’
was a respectable identity, implying age and seniority
rather than dependency. The social security system
was designed to encourage people to work as long
as possible; turning them into welfare dependents, it
was said, would rob them of full participation in
Soviet society. Instead, as they became unfit for their
accustomed jobs, they were transferred to lighter
employment. A skilled electrician might become
a watchman, a carpenter, or a toilet attendant—
as he might in the west, without the accompanying
ideological rhetoric. A difference from the west,
though, was that old people were officially repre-
sented as privileged citizens. Their lives were often
very poor, though this was also true of younger
Soviet workers. After World War II pensions
improved somewhat for Soviet citizens who were
too old to work, especially for professionals and
those who were deemed to have given distin-
guished service to the USSR, but pressure on older
people to keep working remained strong.

Soviet political leaders practiced what they
preached, if in greater comfort. Stalin himself
died in office in 1953 at the age of seventy-four,
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as did Leonid Brezhnev in 1982 at age seventy-six.
Elsewhere, Winston Churchill had reached the
state pension age of sixty-five in 1939 when
World War II began, and he sustained a punishing
workload as war leader for the next six years. He
became prime minister again in 1951 at age
seventy-seven, though by then he was in poor
health; he retired, reluctantly, four years later.
Charles de Gaulle became president of France in
1958 at age sixty-eight and remained in office for
eleven years. Old men dominated the politics of
many states in the mid-twentieth century, some-
times, especially the dictators, outstaying their
capacities for the role, as did Francisco Franco,
who in 1975 reluctantly gave up control of Spain
when he was close to death at age eighty-three.

It was only after World War II, especially from
the 1950s on, that improved pensions were intro-
duced in all European countries (more quickly in
some than others) and that retirement at age sixty
or sixty-five became a normal phase of life for most
people. However, simultaneously, many govern-
ments, including those of Britain and France,
reversed their previous attitudes and argued that
earlier retirement should be discouraged. It was
believed that the shrinking numbers of younger
workers, due to the low prewar birthrates, necessi-
tated older people staying in the workforce to sus-
tain the buoyant postwar international economy.

Nevertheless, retirement at sixty or sixty-five

gradually became almost universal. Workers wanted

a period of rest after long working lives, under-

standable because manual workers who were in

their sixties in the 1950s might have been working

since the age of twelve or thirteen. Nowhere did

their pensions make retired workers rich, but they

did enable them to survive without working, and,

as living standards improved, more were helped by

their children. But the sudden experience of limit-

less leisure late in life was not always easy. Many of

this first generation of early retired manual workers

expressed bewilderment, even depression, in the

face of their newfound, unaccustomed leisure.

Also, employers were not persuaded of the value

of older workers except in traditional marginal

jobs, and, increasingly, modern technology pro-

vided efficient alternatives to aging cleaners or

frail watchmen. There was a shortage of younger

workers due to low prewar birth rates and the

increasing number of young people staying longer

in education after the war. In expanding European

economies employers compensated for the short-

age of younger workers by employing women and

immigrants rather than older people.

Through the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury Europeans lived longer and were fit to later
ages, but instead of working longer, they retired
earlier than ever before. This process speeded up in
the 1980s. By the 1990s almost one-third of
Western European workers had retired perma-
nently by the age of sixty. Some left willingly, on
comfortable pensions, to enjoy relaxation, travel,
and consumption. A new generation of WOOPIES
(well-off older persons) was identified by advertisers,
but they were a minority. Others gave up work more
reluctantly.

It was sometimes argued that early retirement

was the unavoidable consequence of changing tech-

nology: skills and knowledge became obsolescent

ever faster, and older people could not keep pace.

But the evidence pointed in the opposite direction.

Older workers suffered from the belief of employers

and others that they had declining abilities and low

adaptability, but, whenever it was put to the test,

older people, even those in their seventies or older,

proved highly adaptable and capable of learning new

skills. In fact, they were well adapted to the high-

tech labor market of the late twentieth century,

which required brain power rather than physical

power. However, they were rejected from a shrink-

ing labor market because they were more costly than

younger people. But by the end of the century it was

recognized that when they left the workplace, their

experience and often greater reliability, compared

with younger workers, departed as well. Also, enter-

prises and governments became concerned about

the growing costs of pensions and the falling num-

bers of younger workers capable of paying the con-

tributions required to fund the pensions of older

people; accordingly, in the 1990s they sought to

cut pensions. Both state and employer pensions

were substantially cut in Britain and Denmark,

though in France, Germany, and other Western

European countries workers defended their pen-

sions more successfully.

This alarm was due to the rising proportions of

people sixty and older. In 1960, the percentages of
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these older people in the total population were 16

percent in France, 17.3 in Germany, 13.6 in Italy,

18 in Sweden, and 16.9 in the United Kingdom.

By 1990, they were 19.1, 20.4, 20.2, 22.8, and

20.7, and they were projected to rise by 2020 to

26.1, 18.2, 30.3, 26.5, and 24, respectively, with

corresponding reductions in the numbers of people

aged fifteen to sixty, who were of actual or poten-

tial working age.

Workers, governments, and employers now
had incentives to reverse the trend of the previous

half-century by delaying retirement and extending

the normal working life.

MEDICINE AND OLD AGE

Longer, active lives were partly due to changing

medical knowledge. Only in the twentieth century

did medicine achieve the capacity to diagnose
and cure extensively, and only in the midcentury

did medical services become easily and cheaply

available to people of all ages in most countries.

Many of these advances benefited younger people,
enabling them to survive to later ages, but diagno-

sis and treatment of conditions common among

older people, such as heart disease, hypertension,
and cancers, improved, and they also gained from

such new procedures as implantation of cardiac

pacemakers and joint and organ replacements.

Hormone replacement therapy was hailed as bring-
ing the longed-for rejuvenation to post-menopausal

women, though by the end of the century there

were reports of adverse side effects. Modern tech-

nology could also be used to keep older people
alive but with a poor quality of life, posing new

ethical dilemmas for medicine.

In the beginning of the century a specialized

medicine of old age, known as geriatrics, developed

internationally. The term was coined in the United
States in 1909 by an Austrian-born medical practi-

tioner, Ignatz Nascher (1863–1944). Nascher

believed that doctors paid insufficient attention to

the ill health of older people: because they did not
have long to live, it was not thought worthwhile to

cure them. The persistence of this belief slowed

acceptance of his work and ensured that geriatrics
remained marginalized internationally. Nascher

believed that the health of older people could be

improved by better diet, exercise, and mental

stimulation and demonstrated its efficacy through
experiments with older people in New York.

The desire to prolong active life, even to
reveal the secret of rejuvenation, received stronger
support in the Soviet Union, driven by the con-
viction that Bolshevism could revolutionize even
the life span. Soviet gerontologists argued that
humankind had the capacity to live much longer
than the current norm, to age 120 and beyond,
and that Soviet society could demonstrate its
superiority by bringing this about. Statistics that
demonstrated that theaverage Soviet life expectancy
had improved since the Revolution of 1917 were
invoked, though similar or greater gains were evi-
dent in non-communist countries. Experiments
with hormones and glandular grafts from monkeys
as a means to restore youthful vigor were encour-
aged. The Soviet press publicized feats of longevity
that allegedly demonstrated that Soviet citizens were
achieving exceptional life spans. A succession of
Soviet medical researchers in the 1930s, 1950s,
1960s, and 1970s sought the secret of the appar-
ently long life spans of Caucasian peasants, without
success.

Geriatrics aroused more attention in non-
communist countries as the numbers of older peo-
ple, and the costs of their medical care, increased.
By the 1930s large numbers of stroke patients were
filling hospital beds because improvements in drug
treatments kept them alive but did not restore their
mobility. The increased use of physiotherapy and
other forms of rehabilitation, pioneered in Britain,
freed patients from hospitals in growing numbers.
With the introduction in Britain in 1948 of a
National Health Service that provided free health
care for all citizens, and the establishment of similar
systems throughout Europe, such practices became
more widespread. Greater access to health care for
poorer aging people revealed that attention to
quite mundane but disabling conditions affecting
their hearing, eyesight, teeth, and feet could greatly
improve their lives. Conditions that had long been
regarded as natural features of aging, to be endured,
could be cured.

The outcome by the end of the century was the
simultaneous survival of the largest numbers of fit
people in their sixties and seventies ever known,
and the largest numbers of chronically ill older
people ever known. Many who recovered from

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1911

O L D A G E



acute conditions that would have killed them in
earlier times succumbed to chronic disorders such
as arthritis, diabetes, or Alzheimer’s. But the
majority of people surviving to their eighties and
nineties at the end of the century did not suffer
from acute illness and regarded themselves as in
good health and capable of independent activity.
For most people, even at very late ages, death was
not preceded by a long period of serious depen-
dency, though all of these experiences varied by
age, class, and gender.

LIFESTYLES

More old people lived alone in the later twentieth
century. This was often interpreted as meaning
increasing loneliness, especially when linked to the
falling birthrate, increased divorce, and increased
geographical mobility. Some people were old,
alone, and lonely. Many older people, however,
preferred independence to dependence on their
children. They were in frequent contact with family
and friends even when they lived alone. Family size
fell over the course of the century, but more older
people than ever before had at least one surviving
child following the decline in the high infant mor-
tality rates that had been the norm throughout
history. Children did not necessarily live close at
hand, but improved communications enabled
families to keep in ready contact by telephone or,
later, e-mail, and to get together by fast means of
transport. Separation was not initiated only by
younger people. Increasingly, affluent older people
in northern Europe moved to enjoy retirement in
Spain or southern France, often returning close to
their families as they entered the ‘‘fourth age.’’

Older, like younger, people changed their
appearances. How they were represented and
represented themselves changed as their styles of
life became more varied. Older people in the later
twentieth century tended to look younger than
people of similar age in earlier times, not least
because they were healthier and had their natu-
ral teeth rather than false teeth or none. Medical
specialists suggested that seventy-five-year-olds in
2000 were physiologically similar to sixty- or sixty-
five-year-olds in 1900.

The age-specific dress codes of earlier centuries
disappeared, more gradually both in the country-
side than in the towns and in poorer than in richer

regions. It became easier for men and women to
disguise the signs of aging, as cosmetics and hair
dyes improved in range and quality and became
cheaper and more readily available starting in the
1930s. Cosmetic surgery became more effective
and cheaper and was increasingly used by the end
of the century.

Some argued that a ‘‘cult of youth’’ forced
older people to disguise their ages, denying them
the possibility to ‘‘grow old gracefully’’ and ‘‘natu-
rally.’’ Others responded that there was nothing
‘‘graceful’’ about the ‘‘natural’’ aging of all too
many old people in the past, and no obvious reason
why at a certain age they should become less free to
alter their appearance or be bound by more-rigid
style conventions than the young. At the end of the
century more older people had more freedoms
than ever before and age boundaries were being
destabilized.

See also Childhood and Adolescence; Demography;
Public Health; Social Insurance; Welfare State.
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PAT THANE

n

OLYMPIC GAMES. The modern Olympic
Games began in Athens in 1896 as a result of the
enthusiasm of the Frenchman Baron Pierre de
Coubertin. His vision, based on the sporting
models of elite British and American schools and
colleges, was of a peaceful sporting and artistic
competition between nations. At the outset the
games were closed to professional athletes and only
amateurs could compete. This was a core principle
at the heart of the Olympic movement that would
not be changed until the early 1990s. The begin-
nings in Athens were small: 14 nations competed in
43 events. By 2004, when the Games returned to
Athens, over 10,000 athletes representing 203
nations took part in 300 events. In the years pre-
ceding World War I, the Olympic Games struggled
to establish themselves because they were linked to,
and effectively overshadowed by, the World
Expositions in Paris (1900) and Saint Louis
(1904). By the time of the last pre–World War I
Games, a level of stability had been found. In 1912
in Stockholm, 28 nations came together to compete
in 102 events. The number of athletes had risen
from 241 in Athens in 1896 to 2,407.

INTERWAR GAMES

World War I marked a period of change for the
Olympic movement. Its administrative body, the
International Olympic Committee (IOC), moved
its headquarters from Paris to Lausanne, Switzerland,
and the Games planned for Berlin in 1916 were
abandoned. In the wake of the damage Europe suf-
fered in the war, the 1920 Games were awarded to
Antwerp to honor the suffering that had been
inflicted on the Belgian people. The 1920 opening
ceremony was notable for the introduction of the
Olympic flag, the release of doves as a symbol of
peace, and the presentation of the Athletes’ Oath.
The Olympic movement had, by virtue of staging
the Antwerp Games, proved it had survived the
war. The introduction of the flag, representing

the unity of the five continents, and the symbolic
release of doves also demonstrated that the
Olympic movement considered itself a harbinger
of peace and unity for the nations of the world.
Such beliefs were, however, difficult to sustain. The
more the Olympics grew in size and scale, the more
readily were they used by nations in pursuit of their
own ideological purposes.

In 1924 the Winter Olympics were introduced.
These took place in Chamonix, France, and attracted
sixteen countries competing in sixteen alpine events.
The Winter Olympics have historically been domi-
nated by European nations. Of the nineteen Winter
Games that had been staged by 2002, only six had
taken place outside of Europe. The medal winners
for the winter sports have also been primarily
European. Although the Japanese, Americans, and
Canadians have performed well, it is the Nordic
countries that have traditionally dominated.

In 1931 the Summer (Berlin) and Winter
Games (Garmisch-Partenkirchen) were awarded to
Germany. Although the German economy under
the Weimar Republic lacked political stability, the
other bidding city, Barcelona, was in an equally
parlous state. The members of the IOC could not
have foreseen the rise to power of the Nazi Party,
and although there were debates about boycotting
the Berlin Games, these were muted. The 1936
Berlin Games were dominated by the Nazi machine
and every aspect was meticulously planned. Leni
Riefenstahl’s film Olympia recorded the event and
her footage was transmitted live to a series of
receivers across Berlin, creating the first televised
Games. The Berlin Games have become associated
in many people’s minds with the African American
athlete Jesse Owens. Against a background of Nazi
efforts to use the Games to demonstrate the suprem-
acy of ‘‘Aryan’’ athletes, Owens won four gold
medals. The Berlin Games demonstrated how the
Olympics could be harnessed for political purposes.
Although no host nation would ever again go to such
extremes, the Games’ political potential had been
illustrated for all to see.

POSTWAR GAMES

World War II resulted in the abandonment of the
1940 Games, set for Tokyo, and those planned for
Helsinki in 1944. The first postwar Games were
staged in London in 1948, when rationing was still
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in force and much of the city was still being cleared

of bomb damage. Although attended by athletes

from fifty-nine nations, the IOC banned Germany,

Italy, and Japan for their part in the war. As the

IOC’s remit became increasingly global, the

Summer Games were staged in various nations

across the continents. Of the fourteen summer

Olympics held between 1952 and 2008, only six

were held in Europe. The IOC itself has remained

in Lausanne, and its postwar presidents, with the

exception of the American Avery Brundage, have

all been European nationals. The growing com-

mercial and political power of the IOC has meant

that many international sporting organizations

have also chosen Switzerland as their administrative

base. So although the Olympic Games are staged
across the world, the IOC’s location, elite person-
nel, and impact remain dominantly European.

Germany returned to the Olympic Games at
Helsinki in 1952 and competed as a unified team
until 1972, when it divided along political lines
into two separate teams: the Federal Republic of
Germany and the German Democratic Republic.
The experience of Germany is indicative of one of
the gravest problems for the Olympic Games in the
years after 1945: the Cold War. Growing Cold War
tensions produced an American-led boycott of the
1980 Moscow Summer Games (in opposition to
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan), and a recipro-
cal Eastern bloc boycott of the 1984 Los Angeles

American athlete Jesse Owens runs the 200-meter race at the 1936 Olympic games in Berlin. Owens’s outstanding

performance at the games, where he broke two world records and won four gold medals, served as a direct refutation of the Hitler

regime’s insistence on the superiority of the so-called Aryan race. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Summer Games. The need for each of the major

sporting nations to prove its athletic (and therefore

ideological) supremacy also led to widespread use of

intensive training methods and drug abuse, particu-

larly by the German Democratic Republic in the

1980s. The 1972 Summer Games in Munich were

also darkened by political activity when Palestinian

terrorists kidnapped members of the Israeli wrestling

team from the Olympic Village. The event culmi-

nated in a German attempt to free the hostages at

Munich’s Fuerstenfeldbruk airfield. The attempt

failed and five of the eight Palestinians were killed,

as were all of the Israeli hostages. IOC President

Avery Brundage led a memorial service in the

Olympic stadium and committed the Olympic

movement to a policy of distancing itself from poli-

tical events, stating ‘‘the Games must go on.’’

AFTER THE COLD WAR

The rapid collapse of the Soviet Union in the late

1980s meant that the Olympic movement had to

adapt rapidly to a wide range of new nations. At the

1992 Albertville Winter Games in France, the last

to be held in the same year as the Summer Games,

the former Soviet states competed under the title of

the Unified Team and under the flag of the

Olympic movement. The changing geopolitics of

that era were also reflected in the first unified

German team since 1972, in separate teams for

the Baltic states, and in the wake of the conflict in

the former Yugoslavia in representation for Croatia

and Slovenia.

In addition to dealing with the realities of

post–Cold War politics, from the mid-1980s

onward the Olympic movement also began adapt-

ing to the increasingly commercialized world of

sport. Under the presidency of Juan Antonio

Samaranch, the IOC underwent a series of radical

changes. In 1992 it removed any vestiges of its

earlier ban on professional athletes and from 1984

onward sold the commercial rights for the sponsor-

ship of the Games and the use of the five-
ringed Olympic logo. It also began selling exclusive
television rights to the Winter and Summer Games
for ever-increasing amounts of money. By 2004
the IOC’s income was estimated at $2,236 million
from television rights, $1,339 million from spon-
sorship, $608 million from ticket sales, and
$81 million from product licensing.

By the time of the Athens Summer Games, the
IOC was, without question, the single most power-
ful sporting organization in the world. It had
successfully adapted de Coubertin’s idea for an
international sporting competition, charted its
way through a plethora of complex political situa-
tions, adapted to new media technologies, adopted
commercial models, and applied them to the selling
of its sporting events.

See also Cold War; Riefensthal, Leni.
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MIKE CRONIN

n

OPEC. The Organization of the Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC) is an international
producers’ cartel whose members’ governments
coordinate petroleum policies in order to receive
the best possible price for the crude oil they export.
OPEC nations regard such price coordination as
the best means to safeguard their economic and
political interests, both individually and collec-
tively. The cartel’s operation has had a profound
impact on European economies since its founding
in Baghdad in September 1960 by the govern-
ments of five developing, oil-producing countries:
Kuwait, Iraq, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Venezuela. Eight
other developing countries joined later: Qatar (1961),
Indonesia (1962), Libya (1962), United Arab
Emirates (1967), Algeria (1969), Nigeria (1971),
Ecuador (1973), and Gabon (1975). (Ecuador and
Gabon left the cartel in 1992 and 1994 respectively.)
OPEC’s connections to Europe have been important
to the organization. OPEC’s secretariat (headquar-
ters) has always been located in nonaligned European
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countries, first in Geneva, Switzerland (from
September 1960 to September 1965), and then in
Vienna, Austria (from September 1965), but OPEC
was also founded to serve as a counterweight to the
economic dominance of the United States, the United
Kingdom, and the Netherlands in the global petro-
leum industry.

ORIGINS AND OBJECTIVES

In Western Europe, fuel oil replaced coal as the
main source of industrial energy between 1945
and 1974, and gasoline usage increased with the
spread of automobiles. Western Europe came to
rely on petroleum products in ways it had not
before World War II and, with few indigenous oil
fields (the North Sea fields of Great Britain and
Norway are the exceptions), it relied on imported
oil to meet its major energy needs. Low crude oil
prices, large-capacity supertankers, and the struc-
ture of the international oil market encouraged
European dependency on imported oil. In 1960
the international oil market was dominated by the
purchasing power and oil-field ownership rights of
the ‘‘Seven Sisters,’’ transnational oil corporations
located in the United States (Exxon, Mobil,
Texaco, Gulf, and Chevron) and Western Europe
(British Petroleum and Royal Dutch Shell), who
tried to keep crude oil prices low. OPEC formed in
response to this situation and, worried by the fall of
the value of the dollar in the early 1970s (all inter-
national oil exports were and still are priced in U.S.
dollars), which lowered the value of their already
low-priced oil exports, OPEC nations fought for
more favorable terms of trade for the raw material
they exported.

OPEC rose to international prominence in the
1970s and 1980s as some members (e.g., Iraq,
Libya, and Saudi Arabia) nationalized their oil
industries, and OPEC used its cartel power to raise
the price of crude oil on the world market. Most
notably, OPEC cut production and refused to sell
oil to countries that had supported Israel in its
1973 war with Egypt and Syria, that is, the
United States and its allies in Western Europe,
especially the Netherlands. This producer embargo
caused a fourfold increase in the price of oil from
October 1973 to March 1974 and seriously dis-
rupted the developed economies of Europe and
North America and the developing economies of

non–oil producing countries in South America,
Asia, and Africa. Of the nine members of the
European Economic Community (EEC), only the
Dutch faced a complete embargo because of sup-
port for the United States and Israel, while the
United Kingdom and France received almost unin-
terrupted supplies, and the other members experi-
enced only partial cutbacks.

The rise in oil prices had a much greater impact
in Europe than the embargo itself. Not only was
the traditional flow of capital reversed when mas-
sive amounts of ‘‘Petrodollars’’ now moved from

the industrial nations of Europe and North
America to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iran, and the
other oil-producing countries, but OPEC coun-
tries began exporting capital back to Europe and

the United States. Petrodollars funded much of
the United States, French, and British national
debt and led to OPEC nations’ investment in
European firms, urban real estate, and vacation
homes. A striking example of this new relationship

was the Iranian state’s purchase of 25 percent of
the stock of the German steel firm Krupp for $75
million in 1974.

The aftershocks of the 1973 oil crisis rocked
the world’s economy, as high inflation and a series

of recessions (dubbed ‘‘stagflation’’) persisted until
the early 1980s. High oil prices continued until
1986, when they fell back to pre-1973 levels only
to rise again slowly thereafter. The era of cheap
energy was over, and the cost of living rose 32

percent to 46 percent for Europeans between
1968 and 1975. Unemployment reemerged as a
problem in European economies for the first time
since World War II (6.9 percent of the workforce in
early 1978). The oil crisis brought an end to thirty

years of high economic growth in the EEC and
ushered in an era of high unemployment and eco-
nomic stagnation. By 1980 stagflation was a major
factor in the breakdown of the postwar ‘‘social
contract’’ between business and labor and the rise

of Thatcherism in the United Kingdom, while in
Germany the ‘‘oil shock’’ helped catapult the
Green Party, with its emphasis on energy conserva-
tion, into national prominence. However, as a mea-
sure of oil dependency (that is, the ratio between a

country’s oil imports and its total oil consumption)
of the world’s top oil consumers, France and
Germany rank third and fourth worldwide, well
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ahead of the world’s largest consumer, the United
States, in sixth place.

EUROPEAN PRODUCERS AND OPEC

The role of European oil producers vis-à-vis OPEC
is varied. The major European oil producing
nations (United Kingdom, Norway, Azerbaijan,
Russia, and Romania) are not members of OPEC
and have occasionally used their production power
to undercut OPEC prices and production quotas
and maintain some energy independence. The
United Kingdom follows the most independent
policy and tends to use its high-grade reserves to
mitigate OPEC-orchestrated price increases on the
British economy. Russia was the world’s largest oil
producer until production collapsed in 1992, and it
is striving to achieve that status again. Since 1997
Russia has attended numerous OPEC meetings
and has made a number of commitments to reduce
production and/or exports in coordination with
OPEC, but these have had little effect. Norway is
the world’s third-largest oil-exporting country and
generally does not participate in OPEC meetings
but it has adjusted oil production with OPEC three
times since 1998.

Nevertheless, OPEC continues to be a very
powerful cartel. OPEC’s oil exports represent about
55 percent of the oil traded internationally, and at
the end of 2004, OPEC had proven oil reserves of
896,659 million barrels of crude oil, representing
78.4 percent of the world total of proven oil reserves.
Most non-OPEC oil-producing countries are net
importers of oil (Russia, Norway, and the United
Kingdom are major exceptions), so OPEC still has
a strong influence on the European oil market, espe-
cially if it decides to reduce or increase its level of
production.

See also Inflation; Recession of 1970s.
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ALEXANDER M. ZUKAS
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OPERA. In the immediate aftermath of the First
World War, the prospects for opera as a viable
twentieth-century art form looked bleak. The cli-
mate of sweeping political and cultural change
brought about by the desire for postwar renewal
and reassessment looked set to consign opera to
Europe’s imperial and monarchist past. Opera’s
spectacular combination of media (theater, music,
dance) had always equipped it to mirror the status
and ambitions of the European centers of power.
Privileged as one of the pillars of official culture in
the nineteenth century, opera evolved into ever
grander proportions, partly in response to the
growing prestige of the cities and nations in which
it was performed. This excessive cultural artifact,
together with the grandiose theaters built to pre-
sent it, stood as a monument to a now discredited
past. Opera, in short, was tainted by its political
legacy.

There were other ominous signs for opera.
How could Europe’s wrecked postwar economies
afford this most lavish of cultural traditions? And
how would this multimedia art form compete
against the emerging technology of cinema, which,
in its ‘‘silent’’ era, closely resembled opera by com-
bining dramatic narrative with live music? The mes-
sage from commentators, historians, critics, and
practitioners seemed clear: the era of opera, which
had begun in a spirit of theatrical experimentation
in the Italian courts of the early seventeenth cen-
tury, had come to an end. When in the 1920s the
theatrical director and reformer Bertolt Brecht
singled out opera as synonymous with the old
order, he arguably spoke for many.

Powerful factors, however, would weigh
against this predicted decline. Among them was a
creative tradition, rooted in prewar culture, which
did not lightly discard its inheritance. For compo-
sers and directors who had learned their craft at the
turn of the century, opera represented one of the
pinnacles of personal achievement: an opera pre-
miere in Paris or Berlin was a highly public and
widely publicized event with the potential to estab-
lish or seal a reputation. Another factor was the
institutional legacy of opera. Too much had been
invested in the operatic infrastructure (theaters,
management, publishing) to allow it to disappear
meekly from the scene, while opera audiences
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included a core of loyal devotees. That these audi-
ences often represented the most powerful and
wealthy elements of European society meant that
opera could depend on a degree of financial sup-
port even in the absence of sufficient government
funding or wider public interest. And finally, tech-
nology, far from sealing opera’s fate, would soon
make it available to an audience unimaginable in
the nineteenth century. Through sound recording
and later video, opera freed itself from its depen-
dency on the theaters of the large metropolitan
centers and became a mass-media phenomenon.
The century that should have witnessed the demise
of opera actually gave it new life.

THE OLD AND THE NEW

If any event symbolized the transition from the old
to the new order in opera, it was the premiere of
Giacomo Puccini’s Turandot at Milan’s Teatro alla
Scala on 25 April 1926. Puccini had died before
completing the final act, leaving the relatively
unknown Franco Alfano to set the final scene to
music. The La Scala production was to feature
Alfano’s completion, but the conductor, Arturo
Toscanini, planned a special gesture for the open-
ing night. When the performance reached the end
of Puccini’s music, Toscanini put down his baton,
bringing the performance to an abrupt end. It was
a mark of respect from a longtime colleague and a
moment of supreme theater in its own right. It also
seemed to signal, nostalgically, the end of an era,
leaving only a reverent silence in its wake.

Yet something new had also been heard, for
Puccini’s score pointed to a musical language that
had not been heard in his earlier work. The soaring
lyrical lines audiences associated with Puccini were
still to be heard—the tenor aria ‘‘Nessun dorma’’
proved an immediate success—but this traditional
Puccini sound was supplemented by echoes of a
more dissonant and fractured music reminiscent
of contemporaries such as Igor Stravinsky and
Béla Bartók. In Turandot a composer of the operat-
ic mainstream had embraced, if only guardedly, the
sounds of modernism. Other composers went much
further, challenging traditionally conservative opera
audiences with new musical idioms and hitherto
unthinkable dramatic material. In the Russian com-
poser Dmitri Shostakovich’s Lady Macbeth of
Mtsensk (1934) and the Austrian composer Alban

Berg’s Lulu (1937), sex and death, long staples of
the operatic stage, seemed more graphically repre-
sented than ever, while the music shocked early
audiences.

FINDING AN AUDIENCE

The real creative shift of the interwar years, how-
ever, is not to be found in the rise of the modernist
avant-garde. Radical operas attracted headlines
but did little to persuade opera audiences to forgo
their established diet of Mozart and Verdi.
Premieres were one thing, repeat performances
quite another. A more influential trend can be seen
in subtle shifts toward the new by creative figures
who, like Puccini, could appeal to the opera houses
of Europe and North America. Richard Strauss,
whose Salome (1905) and Elektra (1909) had scan-
dalized prewar audiences with lurid subject matter
and gargantuan orchestral forces, now turned
toward a more restrained, often neoclassical musi-
cal language and more intimate themes. Ariadne
auf Naxos (1912; revised 1916) summoned the
spirit and language of the eighteenth century, while
the comedy Intermezzo (1924) offered a tongue-
in-cheek self-portrait of the composer’s domestic
life. Strauss’s new sphere formed part of a broader
shift away from the grand musical forces and epic
subject matter of nineteenth-century opera. The
neoclassicism of Ariadne returns as a theme in much
of the new repertoire of the 1920s and 1930s,
notably in Paul Hindemith’s Cardillac (1926) and
Stravinsky’s Oedipus rex (1927). Equally, the cele-
bration of the everyday in Intermezzo returns in a
variety of forms, most famously in the so-called
Zeitoper (opera of the times), in which modern
urban life found musical expression in the sounds
of the city, contemporary dance music, and jazz.
Although the embrace of popular music is often
superficial and even condescending, operas such as
Jonny spielt auf (1927; words and music by Ernst
Krenek) gave the impression that the gap between
opera and contemporary life had all but collapsed.

More genuinely infused with popular culture is
the work of Kurt Weill, whose collaborations with
Brecht challenged many of the traditions and
assumptions of opera. With its popular-style songs
written for singing actors rather than opera singers,
The Threepenny Opera (1928) represents a kind of
antiopera. But, like the more intimate theatrical
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works of prominent composers such as Stravinsky

and Arnold Schoenberg, it is also a gesture toward

a new kind of music theater that would ultimately

extend the idea of opera in the latter half of the

century. What the interwar decades showed was

that the term opera was more flexible than had

been imagined. Alongside the new intimacy, grand

opera survived: the French composer Darius

Milhaud’s Christophe Colomb (1930) is a multime-

dia epic that requires film projection and simulta-

neous staging on separate platforms. And while

contemporary life was a popular theme in opera of

the period, the mythical and fantastic proved an

enduring fascination, one that opera’s resources

seemed tailored to explore. Sergei Prokofiev’s The
Love of Three Oranges (1921) presents a vivid fairy-

tale world brought to life in part by a musical

language of extraordinary energy and color. The

combination of the mundane and unreal can even

be found clashing within individual works. In Leoš

Janáček’s The Cunning Little Vixen (1924), the

animals of the forest are given operatic voice with

a vocal style that accentuates the patterns of earthy

everyday speech in the composer’s beloved Czech

language.

If developments in repertoire shaped opera’s

reputation, so too did the phonograph. Although

complete operas were available, the 78 rpm record

required no fewer than fifteen disks (with thirty

sides) for a two-hour opera, while the multimedia

dimension of opera was reduced to sound alone.

Excerpts suited the gramophone record better,

and a market emerged for individual arias sung

by the most celebrated singers. The reputations

of the singers Enrico Caruso, Geraldine Farrar,

Beniamino Gigli, Richard Tauber, and Tita Ruffo

were greatly enhanced by, if not dependent on,

the dissemination and commodification of their

recorded voices. It was a market that would sur-

vive into the era of the compact disk, when these

early-twentieth-century singers would be joined

by Luciano Pavarotti, Placido Domingo, Maria

Callas, and Jessye Norman. Whatever else opera

Helga Pilarczyk, in the title role, with Peter-Roth Ehrang in a 1962 production of Alban

Berg’s Lulu in Hamburg. GETTY IMAGES
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has been about in the twentieth century, it has
always been about the voice.

A PARTING OF THE WAYS

That all of these singers strenuously resisted twen-
tieth-century music only serves to highlight the
tension in opera between the popular demand for
established classics and the development of new
repertoire. By the 1950s it was becoming increas-
ingly obvious that the generation of twentieth-cen-
tury composers whose work could still find at least
some favor with opera audiences was dying. In its
place came a generation whose musical education
had been less steeped in opera and who were deter-
mined to distinguish themselves sharply from their
predecessors. Tellingly, some of the most impor-
tant premieres of the decade—Stravinsky’s The
Rake’s Progress (1951), Schoenberg’s Moses und
Aron (1957), Francis Poulenc’s Dialogues of the
Carmelites (1957)—introduced work by compo-
sers whose reputations had been formed largely or
wholly in the interwar years. There were excep-
tions, of course. The decade marked the emergence
of Benjamin Britten, Michael Tippett, and Hans
Werner Henze, composers whose creative energies
were heavily, and successfully, devoted to opera.

But more than ever opera was characterized by
a split between conservative audiences and a mod-
ernist creative agenda that found its most extreme
form in the composer Pierre Boulez’s polemical call
to burn the opera houses to the ground. While
many of the leading figures of postwar music were
drawn to the idea of musical drama, their work did
not take a form that opera audiences tended to
welcome. Composers and their collaborators took
their cue, rather, from the antiopera of Brecht/Weill
and the music theater of Schoenberg and Stravinsky.
The 1960s, in particular, saw the emergence of radical
ideas that seemed set to reshape the very notion of
music for the theater. For his Aventures and Nouvelles
aventures (1966), the Hungarian composer György
Ligeti developed a ‘‘language’’ of affective vocal utter-
ances that attempted to bypass traditional language
barriers while maintaining a semantic ambiguity not
unlike music itself. Presented in combination with
Ligeti’s vivid music and a carefully choreographed
set of gestures, the works successfully construct a
narrative that lacks specific content but remains never-
theless meaningful and theatrically effective.

The British composer Peter Maxwell Davies
offered another kind of experiment in his Eight
Songs for a Mad King (1969). Here the language is
English, but the singer/actor is required to deliver
the text (a poetic arrangement of the words of King
George III of England during his bout of mental
illness) with a range of advanced vocal techniques.
The result is a disturbing theatrical exploration of
insanity. As late as the 1970s it seemed that music
theater of this kind might form a viable alternative
tradition in musical drama, but, as with the most
uncompromising operas of the interwar years, sus-
tained public support failed to materialize, and its
subsequent decline seems in retrospect inevitable.
That music theater often took opera as its subject—
Opera (1970), by the Italian composer Luciano
Berio, and the set of five Europeras (1985–1991) by
the American experimental musician John Cage, dis-
mantle the tradition from within—served to confirm
its status as the outsider looking in.

The decline of music theater needs to be
viewed, however, in the context of a broader shift
in contemporary music. The radical polemics of the
1950s and 1960s gave way to a more conciliatory
approach. Alienating dissonance and rhythmic frag-
mentation tended to give way to more familiar and
comprehensible sounds, a trend best illustrated by
the rise of a musical language with American roots:
minimalism, as the term implies, plays with the
repetition and subtle manipulation of brief melodic
and rhythmic ideas. Two of its most successful
practitioners, the American composers Philip
Glass and John Adams, have demonstrated that a
mediation can be found between the opera house
and the contemporary composer. Glass’s Einstein
on the Beach (1976) and Adams’s Nixon in China
(1987) marked the beginning of each composer’s
ongoing commitment to opera. While they do not
quite challenge the place of Carmen or La traviata
in the operatic repertoire, minimalist operas have
been embraced with some enthusiasm by European
audiences: in 2004 alone Glass’s operas were staged
in five European cities.

Even a number of the composers associated
with radical music theater have maintained links
with opera. Karlheinz Stockhausen, one of the
leaders of the postwar avant-garde, has invested
much of his career in the mammoth Licht cycle of
seven operas (1977–2004), while Maxwell Davies,
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Ligeti, and Berio have all written more traditionally

conceived operas. Even Boulez has ultimately spent

a great deal of time conducting opera in the

very institutions he once condemned. In part, the

once angry young men of music have simply

responded to shifting ideas about culture and

experimentation. The more conciliatory path of

the last decades of the century was in part a reac-

tion against the perceived excesses of postwar radic-

alism. But there was something else that brought

contemporary composers back into the opera

house.

OPERA AS THEATER

For all the enthusiasm twentieth-century compos-

ers demonstrated toward the most radical devel-

opments in theater, the conservative tastes of opera

audiences and administrators tended to stifle the

introduction of new ideas about direction and stag-

ing. The demands of singing had always imposed

limitations on directorial choice, leading to an

approach best captured by the phrase ‘‘stand and

deliver.’’ It would be misleading to tar all of opera

with this brush (clearly there have always been

singers who are also talented actors), but the ability

of directors to impose a particular theatrical vision

on a production has often been hindered by the

star status of lead singers, who see no reason why

their performance (with all its mannerisms) should

be subject to interference. The problem was made

acute in the twentieth century by the celebrity that

leading opera singers enjoyed thanks to the me-

dium of recorded sound, and tales abound of divas

storming out of rehearsal when asked to alter their

gestures or timing.

What is telling in accounts of early-twentieth-

century productions is that the one figure deemed

capable of competing with the singer’s authority is

the conductor. Director and designer were compara-

tively low in the pecking order, suggesting that the

performance was construed in large part as a musical,

rather than theatrical, event. Set designs adhered to

Nancy Maultsby and Robert Swensen in a production of Igor Stravinsky’s Oedipus Rex, Naples, January 2001.
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naturalistic and pictorial principles: locales tended to
be represented in a literal fashion, with often clichéd
imagery painted on flats, perspective effects achieved
through light and paint, and foliage and decoration
in abundance. Signs of change were slow in coming,
especially in relation to developments in spoken thea-
ter. The carefully considered, eclectic vision of the
Austrian director and impresario Max Reinhardt was
instrumental in establishing a stronger role for direc-
tor and designer in opera. Reinhardt drew in part on
the theories of the Swiss theorist Adolphe Appia, who
proposed new approaches to the staging of the operas
of that towering figure of nineteenth-century opera,
Richard Wagner. In place of the detailed naturalism
espoused by Wagner and adhered to by his successors
at the Wagner festival in Bayreuth, Appia imagined
abstract spaces in which light, rather than props and
backdrops, would summon an atmospheric and
dreamlike space in keeping with Wagner’s spacious
and moody music. Yet the approach was emphatically
rejected by Wagner traditionalists, who insisted that
Wagner’s own detailed directions and descriptions
should be observed almost literally.

It was only after the war that broader change
became apparent, and it was the Bayreuth festival,
oddly enough, that served as a catalyst. Wagner’s
grandsons had now taken charge and introduced
sweeping reforms of the staging of Wagner’s work.
Wieland and Wolfgang Wagner argued that
Wagner’s stage directions were essentially historical
relics that no longer bore any relevance to the
meaning of the music. In place of these directions
they offered an abstract vision of the psychological,
rather than pictorial, truth of Wagnerian drama.

A quite different vision emerged from the work
of Walter Felsenstein at the Komische Oper in
Berlin beginning in the late 1940s. Emphasizing
the actor’s rigorous immersion in the psychological
state of the character and the need to avoid allow-
ing the act of singing to detract from the gestural
communication of the actor’s body, he established
a new theatrical intensity and focus in operatic
staging. His East German successors—figures such
as Götz Friedrich and Harry Kupfer—would fuse
these ideas with the acute contemporary social and
political awareness foregrounded in Brecht’s thea-
ter. The results were not always coherent or con-
vincing, but the impact of these ideas and practices
on the staging of opera in Europe is difficult to

overestimate. Direction and design were increas-
ingly being taken seriously in the opera house,
and directors such as Patrice Chéreau, Alfred
Kirchner, David Pountney, and Peter Sellars began
to attract the sort of attention previously granted
only to singers and conductors.

So complete was the transformation that a back-
lash was inevitable. Critics and audiences who
viewed the operatic score as an almost sacred text
resented what they saw as directorial intrusion. In
Germany the term ‘‘director’s opera’’ was applied to
the new trend, implying that directors had taken
possession of opera at the expense of composer,
librettist, or musicians. The charge was not complete-
ly unfounded: there was often an indulgent aspect
to the productions of the 1980s, as though directors
viewed the opera as a vehicle for their own ideolo-
gical message, regardless of its own connotations.
But ‘‘director’s opera’’ matured. Directors are now
more subtle in their interpretation and realization,
and only the most hardened traditionalists would
deny that their work has revitalized opera. Perhaps
attracted by opera’s considerable resources and its
fertile recent history, directors and designers from
stage, film, and the visual arts now regularly accept
invitations to work in the opera houses of Europe.

A NEW SYNTHESIS?

It is this new creative vitality that has opened the
door for contemporary composers to return to the
opera house. The core repertoire is as limited and
old as ever, but it is interpreted with thoroughly con-
temporary theatrical means and it is now occasionally
supplemented by new work in which contemporary
musicians and theater practitioners join forces. In a
way the story of twentieth-century opera comes full
circle in a production of Turandot at the Salzburg
Festival in August 2002. Featuring an imaginative
production team including the director David
Pountney and the Russian conductor Valery Gergiev
conducting the Vienna Philharmonic Orchestra, this
was the sort of collaboration of equals that now char-
acterizes the best opera productions. Not least, the
production was released on DVD, a technology that,
with its multilingual subtitles and high-quality image
and sound, seems tailor-made for opera. But there was
a place here, too, for the contemporary composer.
Luciano Berio had been invited to replace Alfano’s
completion of the opera with one of his own.
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Consulting the original sketches, he promised a com-
pletion that would incorporate Puccini’s plans, but,
importantly, he did not erase his own compositional
voice in the process. Rather than complete the score as
though he were Puccini, he allowed his own sound-
world to come through, thus acknowledging the his-
torical and cultural gap separating the two composers.
The juxtaposition, though unsettling, is a vivid sym-
bol of the journey opera had taken in the twentieth
century and a reminder of its double existence as
historical artifact and living tradition.

See also Bayreuth; Britten, Benjamin; Callas, Maria; Orff,
Carl; Salzburg Festival; Schoenberg, Arnold.
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CHRISTOPHER MORRIS

n

OPERATION BARBAROSSA. The code
name for the German attack on the Soviet Union in
1941, Operation Barbarossa refers to the surname
of the Holy Roman Emperor Frederick I (r. 1152–
1190), who during the Middle Ages organized a
crusade in the east. The idea of a war against Russia
was not new in history, as the invasions by Sweden
under Charles XII in 1709 and by France under
Napoleon I in 1812 show. In 1918 the German
imperial army, which since 1915 had controlled
parts of Poland and the Baltic states, for a short
time occupied large parts of southern Russia, and
German irregular forces were involved in the civil
war (1918–1920) that followed the Russian

Revolution. Against this background, Adolf Hitler

(1889–1945) formulated around 1924/25 a plan

intended to redirect German colonial drive away

from Africa toward a Lebensraum (living space) in

eastern Europe, envisaging total economic exploit-

ation and a certain degree of German settlement in

the region. Hitler consistently upheld that goal,

despite political moves in other directions and a

pro-Soviet orientation among the conservative

elites of the German Reich. Already during the

war against France in June 1940, while he was still

in alliance with the Soviet leader Joseph Stalin

(1879–1953), Hitler proposed a campaign against

the Soviet Union. On 30 July 1940 he entrusted

the army high command with military planning,

which the latter had already started independently

in June. In autumn 1940 this was still just one

strategic alternative, since a campaign against Great

Britain was high on the agenda. But in November

1940, after the failed attempt to occupy the British

Isles, Hitler turned fully against the Soviet Union

and on 18 December 1940 issued his Order

(Weisung) No. 21 to prepare an attack against the

Soviets, scheduled for 15 May 1941.

A THREEFOLD PLAN

The plan was threefold: first the military would

carry out a blitzkrieg (lightning war), in which tank

forces would cut deep into the Red Army and

encircle its major forces. This action was expected

to be completed in about eight to ten weeks.

Second, the Germans would plunder the Soviet

economy. The intention was to feed the German

army entirely on Soviet agriculture, so as not to

drain the food supply of the Reich. This would be

accomplished by intercepting supplies from the

southern regions of the Soviet Union that were

intended for Russia and the larger cities. Millions

of inhabitants were expected to die. This correlated

to the third aspect of planning, ideological warfare.

The German army would allow SS (Schutzstaffel)

and police units to act independently in the rear

areas and kill all alleged enemies there, while the

army units themselves would murder the political

functionaries of the Red Army. For every real or

alleged act of resistance, utmost brutality would be

applied in retaliation. Criminal behavior against the

local population was to be prosecuted only in excep-

tional cases such as individual plundering or rape.
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On 22 June 1941 the German army and its
allies, especially Finnish, Romanian, Hungarian,
and Italian troops, but also units from Croatia,
Slovakia, and elsewhere, all together numbering
3.7 million men, attacked the Soviet Union. By
comparison, the Red Army was materially superior,
but there is no conclusive evidence that Stalin was
prepared to stage an attack at that time against
Germany. Thus, the so-called preventive war was
an invention of the German propaganda machine.
The Wehrmacht (regular army) soon advanced
rapidly, especially Army Group North in the direc-
tion of Leningrad and Army Group Center toward
Moscow; Army Group South lagged behind. But
the schedule was already out of control by the end
of July, a result of fierce Soviet resistance and sup-
ply problems. Indeed, the strategic value of the
Red Army had been grossly underestimated.

In August, debates inside the German military
leadership revolved around future steps; Hitler
overruled most of his generals by directing the
offensive to the south in order to occupy the agri-
cultural areas of Ukraine, while most of the latter had
preferred a frontal attack against Moscow. Never-
theless the German army, as expected, encircled large
parts of the Red Army, especially around Kiev in
September and in the Vyazma-Bryansk battle in
October. On 2 October the Wehrmacht reinforced
the center of the front and tried to attack Moscow in
two waves. But the second of these had already
slowed down in November, and the Red Army
undertook a counteroffensive on 5 December 1941
that forced the German army to retreat some
hundreds of miles in the center and in the south.
Operation Barbarossa had failed; after the winter the
German army retook the initiative in Operation Blau
during summer 1942.

ADVANCE AND OCCUPATION

The German advance and occupation were accom-
panied by an unprecedented war of annihilation, as
dictated by the second and third parts of the plan.
During the first weeks, the occupied territories
were put under military administration. Then, with
the advance of the Wehrmacht eastward, approxi-
mately half of the territory was transferred to a civil
administration, run by the so-called Reichsminister
für die besetzten Ostgebiete (Minister for the
eastern occupied territories), Alfred Rosenberg

(1893–1946). He installed two administrative
units, the Reichskommissariat Ostland, comprising
the Baltics and western Belorussia, and the
Reichskommissariat Ukraine, comprising most of
Ukraine approximately up to the Dnieper and parts
of southern Belarus. Romania received its own
occupation zone, called Transnistria, situated from
Odessa to the north. The German military occupa-
tion was divided between the armies near the front-
line and army group areas in the rear. A wide net of
German rule was put over the local population,
reinforced by tens of thousands of auxiliaries, who
worked for the occupation force.

The major political aim of the campaign con-
sisted of economic exploitation. Industry was
almost completely demolished either by the
retreating Soviets or the advancing Germans; all
food was requisitioned for the army. Official guide-
lines foresaw nutrition support only for those
urban locals who worked in the German interest.
As a consequence, hunger spread, especially in
the cities, predominantly in the Leningrad area,
in the Donets basin, northeastern Ukraine, and
on the Crimea. Already by the end of 1941 mass
death by starvation had occurred there, especially
in the city of Kharkov.

Soviet prisoners of war (POWs) fared even
worse. Approximately 3.4 million Red Army sol-
diers (including tens of thousands of women, but
also civilians interned in POW camps) were in
German captivity by the end of 1941. Tens of
thousands were shot during the foot marches west-
ward or died during railway transportation; the
POWs were brought into improvised camps, often
without any barracks or infrastructure at all. At the
end of October 1941 the German POW adminis-
tration lowered the food rations for those POWs
who were weakened and not fully able to work. As
a consequence, mass starvation spread; in most
camps one hundred POWs died every day between
October 1941 and May 1942. By the latter date,
almost two million POWs had been killed by mal-
nutrition, winter cold, and lack of medical support.

Only a minority of the POWs had been put to
work by 1941; until October of that year, trans-
ports for work inside the Reich had generally been
blocked by Hitler, who feared Bolshevik infiltration
inside Germany. Nevertheless almost three hundred
thousand men did enter Germany before that date.
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For some months during 1941, POWs of specific
non-Russian ethnicity, especially ethnic Germans,
Balts, and Ukrainians, were released from captivity,
most of them in order to join German services.

While the majority of the German frontline
divisions started to kill alleged political function-
aries right after captivity, most of the direct mur-
ders of POWs occurred in or nearby the camps.
Certain groups of POWs were segregated—alleged
political officers, Jews, and in the first months even
men with an Asian appearance. They were either
transferred to the security police or shot by the
Wehrmacht units themselves. It has been estimated
that more than 140,000 POWs died that way
before 1944.

TREATMENT OF CIVILIANS

German propaganda claimed that this war served
liberation from bolshevism. And indeed, especially
in the western areas, Germans were often greeted
as liberators. However, not only did the occupiers
fail to dissolve the collective farms but they also
brought with them a terror regime even more
murderous than the Stalinist one. The crimes
against civilians can be divided according to three
groups of victims: Jews, political functionaries, and
so-called suspects in connection with resistance.

The Jews were the main targets of German
extermination policy. During the first weeks of
the campaign, Jewish men were shot by SS and
police; others fell victim to the pogroms of June–
July 1941, which had been instigated by German
police and local nationalist underground groups.
From mid-August, SS and police units started to
kill Jewish women and children, too, and by mid-
September complete Jewish communities were
annihilated, right after the occupation of each city.
Thus by the end of 1941 at least five hundred
thousand Jews had been killed, half of them in
the Ukraine. The military administration supplied
infrastructural support for the crimes; army com-
manders issued ideological orders to legitimate the
genocide. In some cases Wehrmacht units shot
Jews. Romanian occupation authorities started
their own policy of annihilation against the Jews
of the Odessa area. But most Jews soon lived under
civil administration. Thus, in the western areas of
the occupied territories the majority of Jews were
still alive at the beginning of 1942.

Most functionaries of the Soviet party and state
had been evacuated. Those apprehended were
killed, unless they were considered indispensable
for the economy. From the first day of the war,
German units enacted excessive reprisal killings in
response to alleged or real sniper attacks. This kind
of reprisal was soon directed against Jewish or eth-
nic Russian civilians. In order to prevent the devel-
opment of a partisan movement, orders were issued
to kill all stragglers from the Red Army who did
not present themselves to the German authorities,
as well as persons on the move without permits.
Those apprehended were either shot on the spot or
put in internment camps. In July 1941 sporadic
attacks by partisans started in Belarus, then also at
the Latvian-Russian border, in the Bryansk area,
and on the Crimea. German units killed tens of
thousands of civilians as ‘‘partisan suspects’’ even
before a bigger partisan movement was set up in
1942. Only a tiny minority of those killed had been
armed.

By spring 1942, almost two million Soviet
POWs had died and approximately six hundred
thousand civilians had been killed outside of mili-
tary action, not counting deaths by hunger. The
German army lost around 460,000 dead, the Red
Army at least 1.3 million, according to official sta-
tistics, which probably are not complete. Operation
Barbarossa can be considered one of the most vio-
lent military campaigns in modern history, similar
in dimension only to the Japanese occupation of
China in 1937. The war against the Soviet Union
constituted the central part of the National Socialist
dictatorship, first as the ultimate aim of Hitler’s
policy, then as the most radical form of National
Socialist rule, and finally of course, as the campaign
that decided the fate of the Third Reich.

See also Concentration Camps; Einsatzgruppen;
Holocaust; Occupation, Military; Partisan Warfare;
Pogroms; Prisoners of War; Resistance; Soviet
Union; World War II.
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DIETER POHL

n

OPHÜLS, MARCEL (b. 1927), German-
born filmmaker.

Marcel Ophüls was born in 1927 in Frankfurt,

Germany, the only son of the filmmaker Max

Ophüls (1902–1957). His father had achieved con-

siderable renown in Germany before the family,

which was Jewish, had to flee the rise of National

Socialism; Marcel Ophüls has recalled that his

father’s film Liebelei (1932) was playing in Berlin

when they left the city in 1933 for Paris, shortly

after the Reichstag burned. The Ophülses eventually

fled France as well and emigrated to the United

States, where the elder Ophüls continued his career

in Hollywood before returning to Europe after the

end of the war. Marcel Ophüls attended Hollywood

High School and the University of California at

Berkeley, then the Sorbonne in Paris, where he

met the filmmaker François Truffaut (1932–1984),

among others.

Marcel Ophüls’s drive to expose the truth of

World War II and of the Holocaust was no doubt

inflected by his early life experience. Ophüls worked

with his father only once, as third assistant director

on Max Ophüls’s last film, Lola Montès (1955).

Marcel began his own career as a director in France

during the early 1960s, experimenting in various

genres (biographical short, anthology, light comedy).

But Ophüls did not find his own genre and voice

until he directed an extensive documentary for

French television in 1967 on the 1938 Munich crisis.

He realized that he could use the gravitas and length

of documentaries as a way of telling truths about how

important historical moments unfold and accumu-

late; this approach or ethos would deeply influence

Claude Lanzmann (b. 1925) and other documentar-

ians to follow. Ophüls also made certain to include

his presence self-reflexively in his films, consistently

including his voice as questioner (rather than splicing

together a string of answers by interviewees to make

it appear a more continuous narrative) and some-

times actually including himself in the shot. This

reflexivity can be compared to the strategy of U.S.

documentary filmmaker Errol Morris (b. 1948),

whose voice is rarely heard and who is virtually never

seen on camera.

Ophüls’s first feature film is often considered
his magnum opus: The Sorrow and the Pity (1969)
is a 262-minute portrait of the French provincial
town of Clermont-Ferrand during the Nazi occu-
pation, as drawn retrospectively by participants
and witnesses. It took Ophüls three full years to

FILMOGRAPHY

Matisse (1960; short)
Love at Twenty (1962; West German segment)
Banana Peel (1963)
Make Your Bets, Ladies (1965; also known as

Fire at Will)
Munich, or Peace in Our Time (1967; TV)
The Sorrow and the Pity: Chronicle of a French

City under Siege (1969)
The Harvest of My Lai (1970; TV)
Clavigo (1970; TV)
Zwei ganze Tage (1970; TV)
America Revisited (1971; TV)
A Sense of Loss (1972)
The Memory of Justice (1976)
Kortner Geschichte (1980; TV)
Yorktown: Le sens d’une victoire (1982; TV)
Hotel Terminus: The Life and Times of Klaus

Barbie (1988)
November Days (1991)
The Troubles We’ve Seen: A History of

Journalism in Wartime (1994)
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O P H Ü L S , M A R C E L



amass the enormous quantity of interview footage

that he eventually selected and cut down. It is a

testament to his virtuosity that the viewer is

left with the feeling that, for all the viewer has

seen in four and a half hours, the story is even

more complex and inexhaustible than the med-
ium of film can capture, exhausted as one may be

from watching. The Sorrow and the Pity is popu-

lated with all-too-human characters, from whom

several insistent questions emerge: How is it

that the Nazis came to occupy France so easily

and fully? Does the desire to survive equal com-

plicity? What does heroism look like, and what

motivates it?

These questions were so expansive and
important that Ophüls continued to ask them

in different historical contexts throughout his

career: A Sense of Loss (1972), for example,

addresses the political and religious conflict in

Northern Ireland; and November Days (1991) is
an examination of East Germans as they adjust
to the end of socialism. With such volatile sub-
ject matter, Ophüls inevitably came under fire
over the years, from within as well as without.
In 1973 Ophüls took on an ambitious project
titled The Memory of Justice, in which he set out
to compare the behavior of French troops in
Algeria and American soldiers in Vietnam to
Nazi troops of the Third Reich. But when he
refused to draw links between American GIs and
the Nazis because he had not found any proof
to back the claim, infighting ensued, and the
final editing was assigned to another director
as a result.

Ophüls was so demoralized by the experience
that he vowed never to make films again, but after
several years teaching at universities in the United
States and working as a producer for American
television newsmagazines, he returned once more
to the subject of World War II and the Nazi occu-
pation of France; his Hotel Terminus (1988) won
an Academy Award. Instead of telling the story of
one town, Ophüls tells the story of one man, Klaus
Barbie. Barbie was the SS (Schutzstaffel) officer in
charge of the Gestapo in Lyons, France, from
November 1942 to August 1944. He was finally
tried and convicted in 1987 for his personal invol-
vement in torture, rape, deportations, and killings
during World War II.

Ophüls once again interviewed everyone from
French Resistance leaders and collaborators to the
maids in the hotel Barbie occupied in Lyons (the
Hotel Terminus), and his neighbors in Bolivia, where
he fled after the war. Once again, Ophüls’s distinctive
cinematographic style is evident: his interviews are
long, as are the shots that capture them. He does
not distract viewers from the speakers by moving his
camera obtrusively or cutting continuously back and
forth between speakers. He also includes footage of
the surrounding landscape between interviews, estab-
lishing a firm sense of place, which is reinforced by the
title, Hotel Terminus.

Ophüls continued to press basic questions about
history, justice, and moral responsibility. He again
foregrounded the messenger’s reflexivity in 1994,
when he made a film called The Troubles We’ve
Seen, which scrutinizes war reporting in Bosnia. As
internecine wars become ever more labyrinthine in

A scene from Marcel Ophüls’s documentary film about

French collaboration with Nazis, The Sorrow and the

Pity, 1970. NORDDEUTSCHER RUNDFUNK/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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origin and persistence, Ophüls may find his vision
of history vindicated.

See also Cinema; Film (Documentary).
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ANNE M. KERN

n

OPINION POLLS AND MASS-
OBSERVATION. It is no coincidence that
Mass-Observation and the British Institute of
Public Opinion (BIPO) were founded in the same
year, 1937. Although equally underfunded in their
early years, their coming into existence reflected a
desire within the liberal democracies to measure
what ordinary people believed in an increasingly
complex modern world threatened by the spread
of fascist and totalitarian regimes across Europe
and beyond. Their initial marginality was con-
firmed by the status of their leaders. In the case of
BIPO, Henry Durant was an unemployed doctoral
student. Mass-Observation was begun by Tom
Harrisson, an unorthodox amateur anthropologist
and ornithologist; Charles Madge, a poet and later
sociologist; and the surrealist artist and later film-
maker, Humphrey Jennings. A further parallel was
provided by a strong American influence. In 1935
George Horace Gallup had created the American
Institute of Public Opinion, which was the model
for its British equivalent. Mass-Observation owed
much to the ‘‘Chicago School’’ of sociology, which
had since the First World War pioneered the study
of life-story writing of individuals in groups such as
Polish peasants and other immigrant groups set-
tling in America. In spite of these similarities, how-
ever, there were also profound differences in

approach between BIPO and Mass-Observation as
well as within the latter itself.

The founders of Mass-Observation were united
in their desire to empower ordinary people ‘‘to
speak for themselves’’ by producing an anthropol-
ogy ‘‘of ourselves, for ourselves’’ (Calder and
Sheridan). They believed that the modern mass
media did not reflect the views of ordinary people
and that as Europe was heading for a catastrophic
civil war it was essential to connect people with
each other and ensure that the government reflect
the real views of its population. Nevertheless, there
was tension between Harrisson, who believed that
popular ethnographic fieldwork was the way to
understand the ‘‘tribes of Britain,’’ and Madge
and Jennings, who were more interested in the
collective subconscious of the British people as
revealed in writing and everyday discourse. One
of the shared errors of these remarkably precocious
individuals (all were in their twenties and had no
financial resources) was their claim to be scientific,
a claim that many of their contemporaries, espe-
cially in the newly emerging discipline of sociology,
utterly disputed.

By the outbreak of the Second World War,
Jennings had already left Mass-Observation, and
Madge was to do so shortly after, mainly in disagree-
ment over Harrisson’s decision to work for the
government and its home intelligence unit to moni-
tor public morale. Ironically, in terms of approach
Harrisson had moved closer to the position of his
cofounders and increasingly put emphasis on written
material—war diaries and directives—and acknowl-
edging that qualitative evidence was of much more
importance than quantitative. Even when Mass-
Observation did quantify its findings, it did so on
material that was part of a far less structured
approach than BIPO, which asked questions on a
‘‘yes/no’’ basis.

The Second World War was the point of the
original Mass-Observation’s greatest influence, and
the methodology employed by Harrisson was vin-
dicated by his successful prediction of a massive
Labour Party landslide in the 1945 election. In
contrast, BIPO and opinion polls remained mar-
ginal in the 1940s. While the approach of BIPO
was ultimately to become dominant, and Mass-
Observation was to fade away in the late 1940s
(but to be revived successfully at the University of
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Sussex in the 1980s, reviving diary, directive, and

other life-story writing), it should not be assumed

that the latter was an intellectual failure. In spite of

its title, Mass-Observation increasingly believed in

taking the individual seriously, and the huge

archive it created revealed the complex and multi-

layered responses and reactions of ordinary people

in their everyday lives to the world around them.

The Mass-Observation Archive remains the most

intimate and powerful evocation of the public

mood during the Second World War.

The contrast in approaches between Mass-

Observation and BIPO came to a head in a public

debate between Harrisson and Durant in 1942 at

the British Psychology Society (and published in

Nature, 9 May 1942). Durant stressed that ‘‘The

history of science indicates that progress is most

rapid when there is the most vigorous insistence

upon exact statistical measurement’’ and that the

social scientist had to be able to eliminate ‘‘sub-

jective bias.’’ In response, Harrisson argued that

quantitative research was only useful as a ‘‘check,

corrective and extension of the qualitative

approach,’’ and he rejected instant interviewing

of large numbers of people, as carried out by

BIPO and its successors, because it was done

out of context and without any consideration of

the relationship between interviewer and inter-

viewee. In this respect, Mass-Observation was

the precursor of the increasingly self-reflexive

anthropology of the post-1945 era, the ‘‘thick

description’’ urged by Clifford Geertz and the

more tentative approach toward ‘‘truth’’ adopted

by many postmodernists. At the time, however,

Mass-Observation’s influence was limited to

sympathetic individual researchers on both sides

of the Atlantic. The contemporary impact of

Gallup’s work in the United States was much

greater, as is evidenced not only by BIPO but also

the formation of the Institut Français d’Opinion

Publique (IFOP) in 1938. The German occupa-

tion forced IFOP underground, but it was revived

in 1944 after Liberation. The use of publicly

accessible opinion polls was anathema to fascist

regimes. Nevertheless, in both Nazi Germany

and Vichy France, underground political resistance

groups carried out informal polls, true to the

democratic and antifascist objectives of those who

pioneered the open gauging of public opinion.

See also Postmodernism.
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TONY KUSHNER

n

OPUS DEI. Opus Dei, the official name of
which is the Priestly Society of the Holy Cross, is
a Roman Catholic organization founded in Madrid
in 1928 by José Marı́a Escrivá de Balaguer (1902–
1975), who was made St. Josémarı́a in 2002.
Although its first priest members were ordained
in the early 1940s, only in 1947 did the Holy See
begin to grant pontifical approval. The organiza-
tion lived in a legal limbo until 1950 when Pope
Pius XII granted definitive approval to Opus
Dei. In 1982 Pope John Paul II granted to Opus
Dei the status of personal prelature. By the early
2000s, the organization had approximately eighty-
five thousand members, some fifteen hundred of
them priests, in sixty countries, mostly in Western
Europe and the Americas. The headquarters are
now located in Rome. One of the most significant
aspects of Opus Dei is that both the laity—men and
women—and priests may join. (There are three
different levels of membership for men and four
for women.) The organization closely reflects the
founder’s socially conservative and hierarchical
concept of society, as exposed in his writings, the
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best known being Camino (1939; The Way, 2002),
a collection of 999 sayings and brief reflections.

Both the origins and evolution of Opus Dei are
closely linked to Escrivá’s own life and strong per-
sonality. In the early 1930s, he started a little
center that recruited university students in Madrid.
The sociological profile of the members was middle
class and politically conservative, a sector being very
much alienated by the policies carried out by the
democratic Second Republic (1931–1939). When,
in July 1936, the civil war broke out, Escrivá went
into hiding to avoid being killed. He managed to
escape to the Francoist zone, where he offered his
services to the rebel authorities. At the end of the
conflict, he returned to Madrid because the new
political circumstances proved very favorable to
Opus Dei. The crucial factor that initially propelled
the organization was the support it found among
some prominent Francoist politicians, especially
Luis Carrero Blanco, Franco’s right-hand man
from 1941 until he was assassinated by the ETA
(a Basque terrorist organization) in 1973. The dic-
tatorship pursued a policy of purging Republican
civil servants, professionals, and professors, which
left numerous vacancies in those fields and opened
the doors to many members of Opus Dei to rapidly
advance in their careers. The Spanish Council for
Scientific Research, several professorships, and high
offices of the state were soon staffed with people
related to the organization. The focus on the
recruitment and training of competent professionals
would prove a great asset in the future.

The height of public and political prominence
for Opus Dei came in 1957, when the dictatorship
finally decided to abandon autarky, the disastrous
economic and social policies carried out by the
successive governments since the end of the war.
The ministries in charge of the newly adopted pol-
icy of economic modernization and liberalization
were members of Opus Dei. The new policies
enjoyed a resounding success that paved the way
for the ‘‘miracle’’ of the Spanish economic recovery
during the 1960s and early 1970s. This led to a
more visible public presence for Opus Dei, and
accusations by other Francoist sectors, especially
the Falange, of hidden agendas. The democratic
opposition also denounced the close links between
Opus Dei and the dictatorship. Opus Dei always
denied that the professional activities of its experts

or ‘‘technocrats’’ implied an official line adopted by
the organization. The relationship between its lead-
ers and those of the regime, however, was always
fluid, and Escrivá himself accepted the title of
Marquis of Peralta from the Francoist government.
When democracy was restored in Spain in 1977,
several ministers in the center and center-right
governments that ruled from 1977 to 1982 and
from 1996 to 2004 were members of Opus Dei.

The papacy of John Paul II, which began in
1978, opened a new period for Opus Dei after the
not-always-fluid relationships with Pope John
XXIII and, to a lesser degree, Pope Paul VI.
Holding conservative moral ideas, the new pope
believed that excesses and mistakes had been
accepted in some sectors of the church after the
Second Vatican Council, and he desired to correct
some of these; in such endeavors, he found
an excellent ally in Opus Dei. Its orthodox
Catholicism and its material and human resources
were put at the service of John Paul II’s reorienta-
tion of the church. The reward came first in the
granting of the long-sought personal prelature in
1982, which gave the organization complete inde-
pendence from the local bishops, and later in 2002
with the unusually fast canonization of Escrivá, a
move that was resented by many progressive
Catholics and lay members in Spain for his links
with the Francoist dictatorship.

See also Catholicism; Franco, Francisco; John Paul II;
Spain; Spanish Civil War.
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ANTONIO CAZORLA-SANCHEZ

n

ORFF,CARL (1895–1982), primitivist musician.

Carl Orff was born in Munich on 10 July 1895.
He studied at the Munich Academy and, beginning in
1920, with Heinrich Kaminski. His compositions
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established a type of primitivism associated with

ancient practices such as ostinato (the persistent

repetition of a musical figure at the same pitch

throughout a composition) and raw emotional

expression to produce works that have a pagan, sen-

sual excitement. Orff scholars frequently mention the

influence of Igor Stravinsky (especially Stravinsky’s

The Wedding and Oedipus Rex). Like Stravinsky and

Olivier Messiaen among others, Orff regarded

rhythm as the form-building element in music. His

rhythm drew its strength from the simple patterns of

folk tunes and peasant dances. He tended to avoid

harmonic complexity and the intellectual attitudes

inherent in contrapuntal writing. Most works, espe-

cially his most performed work, Carmina burana
(1937), were designed as pageants for the stage.

Carmina is the first part of a trilogy, the others being

Catulli carmina (1943) and Trionfo di Afrodite
(1953). Between 1925 and 1973, Orff composed

approximately seventeen such dramatic works.

During the Nazi regime, many composers fled

to the West or composed privately, knowing that

their music would not be performed publicly. Orff

composed in a style that was simple enough to

please the Nazi authorities but still individual

enough to succeed musically. His characteristic

style first emerged full-blown in the dramatic cantata

Carmina burana, a setting of secular, even ribald,

medieval Latin and German songs. Carmina set a

precedent: the textual declamation assumes the

dominant role and syllabic settings are projected

through elemental chantlike melodic figures, repeated

incessantly to the percussive and sometime dramatic

accompaniment of static triadic harmonies. Like

Stravinsky before him, Orff frequently used osti-

nato patterns. Carmina burana creates a ritualistic

incantation using a variety of forces, including a

large orchestra and chorus and an impressive role

for a baritone. A soprano soloist appears in part 3

and a countertenor has one solo. After completing

Carmina burana, Orff instructed his publisher to

destroy his previous works. Despite his desire to

continue in a primitive, dramatic style, the second

work in the triptych—Catulli carmina—is quite

different musically, having a more reserved choral,

almost renaissance style, though certainly some of

the texts are more erotic than any in Carmina
burana. Orff composed two operas based upon

Grimms’ fairy tales: Der Mond (1937–1938, revised

in 1941) and Die Kluge (1943). He also composed

a trilogy of theater works based upon Greek subjects:

Antigonae (1949), Oedipus der Tyrann (1959), and

Prometheus (1966). The last work sets Aeschylus’s

original Greek. Carmina burana seems mild com-

pared to the overpowering severity of the three

‘‘Greek’’ works. Orff’s interest in limiting pitch con-

tent to an absolute minimum reached its extreme in

the theater piece Die Bernauerin (1947), where

spoken sections alternate with rhythmic settings of

the text accompanied only by percussion instru-

ments. Only twice are pitches employed at all, and

even these are limited to a few notes, repeated over

and over. Orff ’s style anticipates some of the tech-

niques common to ‘‘minimalist’’ composers, for

example, Steve Reich and John Adams. Orff is still

of historical significance because he is the only

German composer of his generation who remained

in Germany during the Nazi regime and yet won

widespread recognition abroad. His decision, like

that of several other German composers of his

time—Paul Hindemith, Ernst Pepping, and Kurt

Weill—to ignore avant-garde musical techniques

and compose music that would appeal to traditional

audiences definitely proved successful for him.

Besides being a composer, Orff became a

significant advocate for young children’s musical

education, even designing instruments for them

to play. In 1924 he became familiar with the

Émile Jaques-Dalcroze method of eurhythmics, a

system that combined music and bodily movement.

In 1942, with Dorothee Günther, he founded

a school for gymnastics, music, and dance. He

established what is now known as Orff-Schulwerk,
a pedagogical system of music education devised to

teach children with no prior formal music training

to play and sing together and to improvise. In

1948 he began to adapt his ideas for children’s

radio programs. In the early twenty-first century,

various centers worldwide certify music educators

in the Orff-Schulwerk system, which is also note-

worthy for its success with handicapped children.

Orff ’s Music for Children (1950–1954) includes

five collections of graded materials encompassing

preliminary exercises, folk tunes, and dances. The

Orff Center in Munich, under the auspices of

the Bavarian State Ministry for Education, Culture,

the Sciences and Arts, supervises the estate of Carl

Orff and functions as a center for research on Orff.
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See also Messiaen, Olivier; Opera; Stravinsky, Igor;
Weill, Kurt.
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LARRY PETERSON

n

ORGANISATION FOR EUROPEAN
ECONOMIC COOPERATION
(OEEC). Established in 1948 by the recipients
of Marshall Plan aid, the Organisation for European
Economic Cooperation (OEEC) coordinated the
efforts of its members to restore their national
economies. A part of a network of national and
international aid agencies, programs, and institu-
tions, the OEEC provided the organizational
framework to manage the post–World War II
reconstruction of Western Europe. The OEEC
represented the beneficiaries of the European
Recovery Program (ERP) vis-à-vis the U.S. govern-
ment. Having prepared the first ERP on the
European side, the OEEC was later responsible
for allocating ERP funds. After the end of the
Marshall Plan, in 1952, the organization lost its
importance, while it provided the basis for the
subsequent and expanded development of the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) in 1961.

On 5 June 1947, the U.S. secretary of state
George C. Marshall, in a speech at Harvard Uni-
versity, introduced the idea of a U.S.-supported
European recovery program. Rather than present-
ing a ready-made plan, Marshall emphasized that
the Europeans needed to take the initiative. To
receive American aid, Europeans were to cooperate
and to formulate a joint economic program. The
U.S. secretary of state’s call was open to all
European countries. To negotiate the proposed
European recovery scheme, in July 1947, sixteen
Western European states formed the Committee
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on European Economic Cooperation (CEEC).
Intergovernmental negotiations with the United
States started soon thereafter. On 16 April 1948,
the CEEC set up the OEEC as a permanent orga-
nization to advance European economic coopera-
tion. The founding members of the OEEC were
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Greece,
Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey,
and the United Kingdom. West Germany, origin-
ally represented by the Bizone (the combined
American and British occupation zones) and the
French occupation zone, officially entered the
OEEC in June 1949, following the proclamation
of the German constitution (Basic Law) in May
1949. Until returned to Italian sovereignty in
1954, the Anglo-American zone of the Free
Territory of Trieste was also a participant in the
OEEC. Spain joined the organization in 1959.

The headquarters of the OEEC was established
in Paris. French official Robert Marjolin, previously
involved in the preparation and implementation of
the French plan to modernize France’s industry
(the Monnet Plan), became the organization’s first
secretary general. Marjolin was succeeded in 1955
by René Sergent, the former Assistant Secretary
General for Economic and Financial Affairs at the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The
OEEC comprised a council that appointed an
executive committee of seven members. The coun-
cil’s decisions required unanimity. The operational
arm of the OEEC consisted of a complex structure
of committees and working parties.

The OEEC was instrumental in assessing
European requirements for U.S. aid and devising
a system for regular consultation. Among the orga-
nization’s functions were the preparation of an
annual economic recovery program to distribute
ERP aid and the allocation of scarce resources
among the member states. Abolishing quantitative
trade restrictions between its member states and
fostering intra-European trade were further goals
of the organization. A major achievement of the
OEEC was the creation of a European Payments
Union (1950). Set up for a limited period of four
years (1948–1952) and operating through a coun-
terpart fund, the ERP helped to contain inflation,
revive trade, and restore production in Western
Europe.

Managing the program on the U.S. side and

acting as the OEEC’s partner organization was the

Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA), also

founded in April 1948. The ECA promoted the

unification of the European market through the

OEEC as the basis for a stable Western Europe.

For the Truman administration, the reconstruction

of a democratic and capitalist (Western) Europe was

essential in the fight against Soviet communism.

The Marshall Plan was to provide both a successful

economic tool to restore the European economies

and a decisive U.S. foreign policy instrument.

U.S. support for Western Europe proved politically

significant in the early Cold War years. However,

the economic impact of U.S. aid for European recov-

ery has been challenged. As an international organi-

zation, the OEEC fell short of fulfilling American

hopes of truly advancing European integration. The

United Kingdom, in particular, was not prepared to

compromise sovereignty to create a European cus-

toms union or a federation. With U.S. support and

without British participation, European integration

materialized in 1951 when the European Coal and

Steel Community was established.

The OEEC’s significance declined with the end

of the ERP in 1952. In 1961, the OECD was

established to succeed the OEEC. With the United

States and Canada among its founding members,

the new organization extended and transformed its

European predecessor.

See also European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC);
European Union; Marshall Plan; NATO.
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BRIGITTE LEUCHT

n

ORTEGA Y GASSET, JOSÉ (1883–1955),
Spanish philosopher and writer.

José Ortega y Gasset is regarded as Spain’s
greatest twentieth-century philosopher and one of
the most influential ever to have emerged from the
Iberian Peninsula. Having studied in Germany,
Ortega was familiar with the German intellectual
tradition, and his main reference points were the
works of Edmund Husserl (1859–1938), Martin
Heidegger (1889–1976), and Wilhelm Dilthey
(1833–1911).

Ortega’s philosophical thought is organized
around three questions: Why do we do philosophy?
What is truth? and What is reality? Seeking answers
to these questions led Ortega to participate in a
wide range of philosophical speculation, covering
thinking about thinking (metaphysics), the nature
of being (ontology), and the study of knowledge
(epistemology). Ortega believed that the first third
of the twentieth century constituted a period of
crisis of a kind that only occurs once or twice every
thousand years or so. Such periods are accompa-
nied by fundamental rethinking of the nature of
reality, carried out by exemplary philosophers—such
as, by his own lights, Ortega himself.

Ortega’s early view (1929–1933) that we (all)
do philosophy because we are naturally inquiring
beings gave way after his exposure to Dilthey’s
work to a historicizing of the philosophical act.
This is the root of his disagreement with
Heidegger, whom Ortega criticized for arguing
that ‘‘surprise’’ is at the root of philosophizing.
We are often surprised at the world, says Ortega,
but we do not always respond by doing philosophy.
In contrast, Ortega developed the idea that authen-
tic philosophy is done at moments in which tradi-
tional beliefs come into question. One such
moment was the period in the sixteenth century
when revelation as a source of truth gave way to the
methodology of doubt, exemplified in the work of
René Descartes (1596–1650). Descartes’s work
gave rise to idealism and realism as competing ways

of understanding what there is in the world. Ortega
argued that neither of these schools of thought
offers access to what he called ‘‘radical reality’’ (la
realidad radical), defined by him as a reality that is
suppositionless. Radical reality is reality prior to any
thought about it, which is why Cartesian idealism
cannot give a full account of reality. Ortega turns
Descartes on his head, claiming that ‘‘I think because
I exist’’ rather than ‘‘I think therefore I am.’’ This
leads Ortega to the conclusion that pure reason needs
to be replaced by ‘‘reason from life’s point of view’’
(la razón vital), with individual life as the radical
reality through which all realities flow and from
which reality is therefore best apprehended.

Individual life is so fundamental, indeed, that
Ortega argued that even apparently self-evident
truths such as 2 + 2 = 4 are only authentically true
once they have been verified by the individual.
Placing the individual life at the center of his intel-
lectual project leads Ortega to offer a perspectivist
account of the truth. Truth, for Ortega, is neither a
matter of correspondence with some external rea-
lity nor of coherence in the sense of the internal
consistency of a body of thought. Everyone, he
says, has access to a portion of the truth. This does
not mean, though, that Ortega is a relativist. He
argues that some people have access to greater
portions of the truth than others: some perspec-
tives are broader and wider than others. The broad-
est and widest point of view is that which we get
from life itself. Once again, pure reason is too
partial a perspective to be able to provide the fullest
account of the truth. The broadest perspective is
possessed by the authentic individual who employs
la razón vital to apprehend the world. This philo-
sophical conclusion is crucial to the work for which
Ortega is probably most famous—his sociology.

Ortega’s best-known work, the Revolt of the
Masses, is often misunderstood as a socially elitist
diatribe against the irruption of the masses into
political life. But for Ortega the mass is merely a
collection of ‘‘average men’’—aristocrats can betray
the characteristics of the mass man, too. Ortega
believed it essential that an elite take command
once again—an elite characterized not so much by
social class as by breadth of vision. This, Ortega
argued, was the foundation stone of a truly modern
politics. Ortega can be plausibly linked to the phe-
nomenological and existentialist traditions that

1934 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

O R T E G A Y G A S S E T , J O S É



were central to European thought in the interwar
and postwar years. His notions of authenticity, the
centrality of the individual, and his discursive style,
laced with everyday examples, are instantly recog-
nizable as part of those traditions.

Ortega’s intellectual reputation has suffered,
perhaps, from his never collecting his thought in
one book of philosophy through which he might
have become better known—and from his being
Spanish. Germany, France, and Britain were
regarded as the powerhouses of philosophy of this
period, and Ortega’s reputation has been hard to
establish in the face of northern European
competition.

See also Heidegger, Martin; Spain.
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ANDREW DOBSON

n

ORWELL, GEORGE (1903–1950), English
author.

George Orwell was the wintry conscience not
only of England but of much of the world through
his two most influential books, Animal Farm
(1945) and Nineteen Eighty-Four (1949). He was
born Eric Arthur Blair in India, where his father
was a civil servant with a position supervising the
opium trade. In 1907 with his mother, who was of
French descent from a family in the timber business
in Burma, and his older sister, Marjorie, he came to
England, where the family settled in Henley, joined
by a younger sister, Avril. Orwell’s father, except
for leaves, remained in India for some further years.
Orwell, with that social precision for which he
became famous, characterized himself as a member
of the ‘‘lower-upper middle class.’’ They had that

position because of descent from a younger son of
the aristocracy and from vicars, but not much cash
to keep it up. As is the custom among his class, at
the age of eight he was sent away to a boarding
school, St. Cyprians, but he needed to be there on
scholarship, which he resented. Years later he wrote
powerfully, and not totally accurately, about his
experiences there in ‘‘Such, Such Were the Joys.’’
The power of his prose is such that the reader is
convinced that the truth is being put forward.
Orwell is much more of an artist than is generally
allowed and is a creator of worlds through his
prose. Hate the school as he did, it nevertheless
gave him a good education and helped instill in
him, in reaction, his particular sort of socialism,
yet imbued him with love of country. His first
two publications during World War I were highly
patriotic poems in the Henley paper. He achieved
the coveted position of being a king’s scholar at
Eton and was there from 1917 to 1921. He had
an undistinguished career, and, quite unusually for a
king’s scholar, he neither went to university nor into
a profession, but in a sense into the family business
as a police officer in Burma from 1922 to 1927.

When he returned to England on leave he
decided to abandon his job and dedicate himself
to being a writer. The first five years of the attempt
were extremely difficult, but he used his partially
self-inflicted condition of poverty to provide the
material for his first book, Down and Out in Paris
and London, published in 1933. Partially not to
embarrass his family and partially because he felt a
need to distance himself from his past, he chose to
write under a pseudonym, selecting that most
English of first names, George, and the name of
a river in Suffolk, near where his parents were
then living. During the 1930s he became in terms
of reputation a moderately successful novelist.
His first novel, Burmese Days (1934), drew upon
his experience as a policeman, as did two essays,
‘‘Shooting an Elephant’’ (1936) and ‘‘A Hanging’’
(1931), that have become among the most famous
in the language. What was unusual in these writings
was his pointing out the illegitimacy of imperial-
ism without being at all sentimental—quite the
contrary—about its victims. In rapid succession he
wrote two further novels, A Clergyman’s Daughter
(1935) and Keep the Aspidistra Flying (1936).
Both of these novels, of which he was not particu-
larly proud, explored the effects of poverty upon
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members of the middle class. He himself was barely
surviving financially. He came to the attention of
Victor Gollancz, a prominent publisher and found-
er of the Left Book Club, who commissioned him
to write a study of the effect of poverty in England.
The result, The Road to Wigan Pier (1937), was a
powerful account of the ravages of the Depression.
Contrary to the wishes of the book club, the book
also included an autobiographical essay combining
a critique of the failures of middle-class socialists
with a rather romantic vision of the warmth and
values of working-class life.

As a reporter he went to Spain shortly after the
outbreak of the Spanish civil war. The socialist world
he found in Barcelona so inspired him that he joined
the militia of the POUM, a semi-Trotskyite group.
He was almost killed at the front when a bullet went
through his neck. When he returned to Barcelona
he was caught up in the fighting of the ‘‘May Days’’
in which the communists were trying to suppress
those to the left of them. The experience of Spain
made him committed to democratic socialism ‘‘as
I understand it’’ as well as a dedicated anticommu-
nist. His magnificent account of his time in Spain,
Homage to Catalonia (1938), received scant atten-
tion and did not achieve much of a readership until
it was reissued in 1952, when he was much better
known and had become a useful document in the
Cold War. On his return to England he published
one more traditional novel, Coming Up for Air
(1939), in which he contrasted the tawdry values
of contemporary England with the quality of life
earlier in the century.

His experience in Spain and his personal happi-
ness in his marriage to Eileen O’Shaughnessy in
1936 ushered in the period in which he became a
writer of his canonical essays and many shorter
pieces. Although he never changed his name legally
(remarking that he would then have to find another
name to write under) he was known to those he
met after Spain as ‘‘George Orwell.’’ With great
skill he now examined in sympathetic and insightful
ways popular culture, such as his piece on boys’
weeklies and comic postcards. He also became a
guardian of the language (most famously in
‘‘Politics and the English Language,’’ published in
1946). With the outbreak of World War II he
committed himself to both patriotism and social-
ism, holding that England must change dramati-

cally politically while maintaining its traditional

values. Both in terms of health and age he could

not serve, other than in the Home Guard. He

worked for the British Broadcasting Corporation on

its Talks Service to India, and he became a regular

columnist and literary editor for the socialist weekly

Tribune, writing a very successful series of columns,

‘‘As I Please.’’

His ideas about how the communists betrayed

the socialist revolution bore fruit in his fable

Animal Farm (1945), which made him interna-

tionally famous. Four years later he published

Nineteen Eighty-Four on the same theme. The cen-

tral figure of the latter novel, Winston Smith, is

employed to rewrite the past in order to make it

conform to the ever-changing political position

of Airstrip One (Britain), part of Oceania, one of

the three great powers in the world. He made

permanent contributions to the language—terms

too easily used, as he would have hated, as clichés—

such as ‘‘Big Brother,’’ ‘‘Thought Police,’’ ‘‘two plus

two equals five,’’ and indeed ‘‘Orwellian.’’ He

Actor Edmond O’Brien poses beside a prop from the

1955 film version of George Orwell’s novel 1984.
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conceived the book as a warning rather than, as those
on the right saw it, as a prophecy.

Of Orwell’s traditional novels, Burmese Days is
the best. All of his books of reportage are excellent,
with Homage to Cataloniahaving great moral author-
ity. Animal Farm is a gem. Nineteen Eighty-Four,
though crude at times, has great power. He is one of
the best essayists in the language, writing in the plain
prose of the English tradition, being able to project
both his personality and a sense of truth. Orwell died
of tuberculosis in 1950.

See also Anticommunism; Antifascism; Spanish Civil
War; Totalitarianism.
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PETER STANSKY

n

OUN/UPA. The Organization of Ukrainian
Nationalists was an underground terrorist group
founded in 1929 committed to the establish-
ment of an independent Ukrainian state on lands
regarded as ethnically Ukrainian. Its origins lie in
the Ukrainian movement that emerged in Austrian
eastern Galicia before 1914, where Ukrainian activ-
ists challenged the traditional dominance of Polish
nobles. At the end of World War I, Ukrainians
attempted to establish a West Ukrainian People’s
Republic with a capital in Lviv (Lvov). This attempt
was defeated by superior Polish forces in 1919, and
eastern Galicia was incorporated into Poland in
1923. Discontented Ukrainian veterans founded
a Ukrainian Military Organization, which in
1929 merged with student groups to form the
Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN).

OUN leaders were preoccupied with the failure
of Ukrainians to create their own state in 1918.
They blamed poor leadership, inadequate disci-
pline, and (in central and eastern Ukraine) attach-
ment to liberal or socialist ideals. Central and
eastern Ukraine were incorporated by the Soviet
Union, and nationalists failed to exert influence in
Soviet Ukraine. Their main task in the 1930s was
to gain the loyalty of Ukrainian youth in Poland. A
decalogue, which the OUN inherited from a stu-
dent organization, described the required sort of
commitment. Ukrainian nationalists were expected,
according to the OUN’s ‘‘Decalogue,’’ to ‘‘win a
Ukrainian state or die in the battle for it’’ and to
‘‘aspire to expand the strength, riches, and size of
the Ukrainian state even by way of enslaving for-
eigners.’’ The Ukrainian nationalist thinker Dmytro
Dontsov was influential within the OUN, but was
not a member. The fascism of Italian dictator Benito
Mussolini was the most appealing European model.

Within Poland the OUN had to compete with
other Ukrainian parties. In Galicia socialist and
democratic parties had greater public influence. In
Volhynia, north of Galicia, it was outmatched by
the Communist Party of West Ukraine. Where the
OUN distinguished itself was in the practice of
terror. After the regime of Józef Pi�sudski tried to
engage Ukrainian society, the OUN began a wave
of robbery and arson in July 1930. This brought
Polish pacifications. In August 1931 the OUN
assassinated Tadeusz Ho�owko, the leading Polish
advocate of reconciliation with Ukrainians. In this
way the OUN attempted to prevent Ukrainian
accommodation to Polish rule. Polish diplomats
negotiated non-aggression pacts with the Soviet
Union (1932) and Nazi Germany (1934). This
ended the hopes of many Ukrainians that Moscow
or Berlin would help the Ukrainian cause and led to
cooperation of legal parties with the Polish state.
Seeing Germany as the power most likely to destroy
Poland, leading members of the OUN cooperated
with German military intelligence.

In 1938 a Soviet agent assassinated Ievhen
Konovalets, leader of the OUN. The OUN split
into two fractions, conventionally known as the

OUN-M and the OUN-B after the names of
their leaders, Andrii Melnyk and Stepan Bandera.
Both fractions sought to exploit the opportunities

they saw after September 1939, when the joint
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German–Soviet invasion destroyed Poland. The

OUN-M provided personnel for the Ukrainian

social institutions the Germans permitted in occu-

pied Poland. When Germany invaded the Soviet

Union in June 1941, the invasion force included

two battalions of Ukrainian nationalists. OUN-

B activists in L’viv declared the existence of a

Ukrainian state, but were arrested by the Germans.

Both fractions supplied personnel for the German

occupation authorities. Policemen collaborated in

German occupation policies, including the murder

of the Jews. As the war turned against Germany, the

OUN-M accepted the German proposition to create

a Waffen-SS division. Some OUN-B leaders, veter-

ans of German service, decided to create their own

Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA), mainly from for-

mer policemen. The UPA defended Ukrainians

from German repressions and fought Soviet parti-

sans. It also ethnically cleansed native Poles from

western Ukraine in 1943 and 1944.

From 1944 the UPA fought against returning

Soviet forces and the emerging communist regime

in Poland. In 1947 Polish communist authorities

used the pretext of UPA activity to ethnically

cleanse Ukrainians from southeastern Poland. A

few thousand Ukrainian nationalists, largely veter-

ans of the Waffen-SS Division Galizien, managed

to reach Italy in 1945. They were airlifted to Great

Britain, whence some of them apparently took part

in British or American missions inside the Soviet

Union. Despite continuing factionalism, national-

ists managed for several decades to dominate

Ukrainian cultural life in western emigration, espe-

cially in Canada. In the independent Ukraine that

emerged in 1991, the OUN played a visible but

unsubstantial part in public life. By the time of the

Orange Revolution of 2004, the OUN had rede-

fined its own achievement, in Ukraine at least, as

the preservation of Ukrainian language and culture.

See also Ukraine.
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TIMOTHY SNYDER

n

OWEN, WILFRED (1893–1918), English
war poet.

Wilfred Owen was a war poet of World War I,
whose verse has become an iconic element in the
language of remembrance of the 1914–1918 con-
flict. Owen was born in 1893 in the west of
England. A staunchly Christian upbringing led
him to serve as lay assistant to the vicar of an
Oxfordshire parish. There he began to write
poetry. Failing the entrance examination to the
University of London, he went to Bordeaux,
France, to teach English at a Berlitz school.

In 1915 he volunteered for military service,
training at an officer’s school in Essex, England, in
March 1916 before joining the Manchester
Regiment. His application to join the Royal Flying
Corps was rejected, and on 12 January 1917 he
arrived on the western front, on the Somme in north-
ern France, near Beaumont Hamel, the site of mur-
derous fighting the previous summer. He endured
heavy artillery barrages, intense cold, and concussion
in the following weeks. In May 1917 he was diag-
nosed as having shell shock and sent back to Britain.

He was treated in Craiglockhart War Hospital
near Edinburgh. There he was able to rest and to
write. He edited a soldier’s journal or informal
newspaper there entitled The Hydra, in which he
published some of his finest poems. These were
written in the company of another inmate,
Siegfried Sassoon, who criticized and improved
his verse. Owen’s ‘‘Anthem for Doomed Youth’’
emerged at this time, with its exhortation that
young men not repeat the ‘‘old lie’’ that it is noble
and fitting to die for one’s country. Here was a
liminal message: the writings of a soldier pacifist, a
man who chose to take up arms and would return
to the front, but without the lies and delusions of
armchair patriots. He took the same message from
Henri Barbusse’s trench novel Under Fire, and in
later 1917 and early 1918 continued to write the
verse that made him the carrier of the message of
the pity of war.
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Owen returned to the front in September
1918, this time as company commander. He was
awarded the Military Cross for leading his company
against a machine-gun position on the Beaurevoi-
Fonsomme line. In later October and early
November he was with British units pushing back
the German army along the Oise-Sambre Canal.
On 4 November 1918 he was killed while attempt-
ing to cross the canal.

His family received the news of his death on
the day of the Armistice (11 November 1918). In

the following years a number of collections of his
poems were published. Their rhythms and tones
have molded British understanding of the Great
War ever since. Owen had the music of the King
James Version of the Bible in his ears but could not
reconcile its majesty with the ugliness of artillery
fire, gas warfare, and the brutality of trench fight-
ing. He did not reject the sacred; he reconfigured it
in his poetry as the language of pity and suffering
for men who died like cattle. For this reason, he
was condemned by some critics, including W. B.
Yeats, on the ground that passive suffering was not
a fit subject for poetry. Others saw his work as so
antiwar that it could not possibly stand as the voice
of the British army that withstood fifty months of
combat and won the war. But these are minority
views, which have faded over the years. Instead
Owen has become the voice of the British army,
and through it the British nation, enduring the
torture of the Great War. All schoolchildren in
Britain read Owen’s poems as part of the required
curriculum for the study of the English language.
Because he died in the war, his verse has carried a
particularly enduring stamp. He never lived to see
the shabbiness of the interwar years or the return of
war in the late 1930s and after. He captured the
pose of the six million British men in uniform who
entered the twentieth century and its brutality
without intending to do so in 1914. Owen speaks
for them still.

See also Sassoon, Siegfried; World War I.
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JAY WINTER

Dulce et Decorum Est
Bent double, like old beggars under sacks,
Knock-kneed, coughing like hags, we cursed

through sludge,
Till on the haunting flares we turned our backs
And towards our distant rest began to trudge.
Men marched asleep. Many had lost their boots
But limped on, blood-shod. All went lame; all

blind;
Drunk with fatigue; deaf even to the hoots
Of gas shells dropping softly behind.

GAS! Gas! Quick, boys!—An ecstasy of
fumbling,

Fitting the clumsy helmets just in time;
But someone still was yelling out and

stumbling,
And flound’ring like a man in fire or lime . . .
Dim, through the misty panes and thick green

light
As under a green sea, I see him drowning.

In all my dreams, before my helpless sight,
He plunges at me, guttering, choking, drowning.

If in some smothering dreams you too could
pace

Behind the wagon that we flung him in,
And watch the white eyes writhing in his face,
His hanging face, like a devil’s sick of sin;
If you could hear, at every jolt, the blood
Come gargling from the froth-corrupted lungs,
Obscene as cancer, bitter as the cud
Of vile, incurable sores in innocent tongues, —
My friend, you would not tell with such high zest
To children ardent for some desperate glory,
The old Lie: ‘‘Dulce et decorum est
Pro patria mori.’’
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PABST, GEORG WILHELM (1885–

1967), Austrian film director.

Georg Wilhelm Pabst began his career in thea-

ter in Zurich and Germany in 1905, and from

1910 to 1914 he worked as an actor in New

York. Returning to Europe at the outbreak of the

First World War, he was interned in Brest, France,

for the duration of the conflict. After the Armistice,

he directed plays in Prague before beginning his

film career in Vienna.

EARLY FILM CAREER

His first effort as a director was Der Schatz (1923;

The Treasure), shot in a style not unlike the then-

popular expressionism. Pabst gained renown with

Die Freudlose Gasse (1925; The Joyless Street), with

Werner Krauss; Asta Nielsen, a Danish actress and

former star of German cinema; and a young new-

comer named Greta Garbo. To describe the disas-

trous postwar social and economic conditions in

Austria and Germany, Pabst emphasized the harsh

impoverishment of middle-class life, comparing it

with the life of the nouveaux riches, speculators,

and black marketeers. The movie is based on the

parallel lives and antagonisms of characters who

belong to distinct social classes. As in some other

contemporary productions, the street became a

symbolic scenographic space, a place of encounter

as well as separation and discrimination. The suc-

cess of Die Freudlose Gasse brought Pabst interna-

tional fame.

In revolt against the bourgeois order, Pabst

approached sexuality with a Freudian perspective

in Loulou (1929) released in the United States as

Pandora’s Box, an adaptation of two plays by the

German dramatist Frank Wedekind (1864–1918).

The American actress Louise Brooks plays a dancer

in the title role. With her pageboy haircut and

slender sensuality, she would come to embody

feminine subversion and the archetype of the mod-

ern, liberated woman. With her intelligence and

sexuality, free from conformist values, Loulou seeks

to destroy masculine integrity and to defeat the

social and moral constraints of the bourgeoisie. In

a decadent and corrupt world, her only defense is

her sublime and innocent beauty, to be used

against men who wish to possess her. At a time

when such behavior was considered scandalous and

perverse, the film provoked the critics and received

more virulent notices than had the play, and it was

censored in parts and mutilated by cuts.

With the beginning of the sound era, Pabst,

who was one of the founders of the Volksverband

für Filmkunst (Popular Association for the Art

Film) propounded his pacifism and internationalist

ideas in two major films, Westfront 1918 (1930)

and Kameradschaft (1931; Comradeship), each

released in a single, bilingual version, rare at a time

when most films were released in multiple-lan-

guage versions. Both films exposed the failings of

capitalism, which like war has no victim other than

the people. An adaptation of a short story written

by Ernst Johannsen, Westfront tells the story of a

group of German soldiers at the front. It was totally
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different from previous films with the same subject
because it denounced the absurdity of the war—the
ravages of which had been as much evident behind
the lines as at the front—and because it treated its
theme in an extremely realistic style. Pabst conveys
his messages less through dialogue than through
sophisticated visual effects such as the oppressive
atmosphere created by long shots and lighting that
accentuates contrasts. Censored under pressure
from the Nazi Party, the movie was well received
in France, especially by veterans, where it improved
the image of Germany, much hated after the war.

The second film, Kameradschaft, was inspired
by the 1906 mining catastrophe in Courrières, dur-
ing which German miners helped to rescue their
French comrades. Partly shot in 1920 around the
coal mines of the Sarre, the movie glorifies work-
ing-class solidarity, praises Franco-German recon-
ciliation, and exalts the idea of peace with
restrained appeal to the memories of wartime (in
one powerful scene, a dying miner thinks he is
under gas attack in the trenches). It resembles an
objective documentary, with its spare direction and
the absence of aesthetic devices or music. The
mine’s passageways, meticulously reproduced in a
studio in Berlin by Erno Metzner, seem quite as
real as the exteriors that were shot on location. The
same striving for realism caused Pabst to choose
relatively unknown German and French actors who
speak in their own language. Émile Vuillermoz, a
critic for Le Temps, was deeply impressed by the
movie and wrote: ‘‘The creation of this work marks
an important date in the history of the Western
European cinema.’’ Indeed, Pabst was for his time
a most politically engaged director.

LATER CAREER

Although his social and political views and ideology
won him the sobriquet ‘‘Pabst the Red,’’ he made
some questionable dramatic and aesthetic compro-
mises in some of his films. The best example is his
1931 adaptation of Die 3groschenoper (The
Threepenny Opera). Although he collaborated on
the script, Bertolt Brecht (1898–1956) thought
that the film did not respect his play’s sharp edge
of social criticism. Believing that the ‘‘social thesis’’
of the original work had been betrayed, he sued.
According to Brecht, artistic integrity demanded
that the film, like the theatrical production, should

have ‘‘attacked bourgeois ideology’’ and demanded

that Nero Films destroy the prints. He accused

Pabst of being incapable of preserving the original

intent of the piece when turning it into film, allow-

ing commercial considerations to destroy Brecht’s

original vision. Brecht lost his lawsuit, but his long

polemic, The Threepenny Lawsuit, an original dis-

cussion of the adaptation, caused a stir.

Shortly before Adolf Hitler’s ascension to

power, Pabst settled in France and spent time in

Hollywood, where he directed A Modern Hero

(1934); but he found himself in Germany at the

beginning of World War II. Although he refused to

submit to the injunctions of Nazi propaganda, he

decided to continue making movies. He was later

reproached for this decision, which was quite out

of character with his long-held political views. His

subsequent work lacked the demanding aesthetic

and ideological character of earlier films and tended

to lose visual effectiveness. Pabst’s last movies,

from Der Prozess (1948; The Trial) to Durch die

Wälder, durch die Auen (1956; Through the Forests,

Through the Trees) found him working at some

remove from any formal preoccupation with using

film to intensify and enhance reality. That aim had

characterized the realist current in German cinema

between the two world wars, represented by Joe

May, Leo Mittler, and Piel Jutzi. But Pabst was the

standard-bearer and leading light.

See also Brecht, Bertolt; Cinema.
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PACIFISM. At the end of the twentieth cen-
tury Europeans could applaud themselves for the
state of peaceful coexistence in which most among
them lived out their lives. This sense of peace and
security, however, was a novelty in a century
marked by hostility, antagonism, and outright
war. From World War I to World War II, from
the wars of decolonization to the Cold War,
Europeans engaged in a relentless series of violent
clashes between competing states and ideologies.
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This unyielding cycle of warfare destroyed millions
of lives and reshaped countless others. It also
led hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of
Europeans to renounce armed conflict as a reason-
able means of solving national differences and to
adopt pacifism as a personal and political creed.

Those men and women who called themselves
pacifists did not necessarily share the same beliefs.
Some were absolute (or integral) pacifists, rejecting
all wars under any circumstances. Others were con-
ditional pacifists of various sorts. Socialist pacifists,
for example, often rejected wars between capitalist
nations but accepted the idea of violent struggle as a
necessary means to achieving economic equality.
Many other pacifists rejected wars of aggression
but continued to maintain a belief in the necessity
of national defense. European pacifists—like their
counterparts on other continents—also disagreed
over how to best translate their beliefs into action.
For some, pacifism was essentially a personal

commitment, and conscientious objection was the
primary means of withdrawing support for war. For
many others, collaborative and proactive protest
against militaristic policies was the foremost priority.
Pacifists, broadly speaking, were those individuals
who believed warfare to be an unnecessary evil and
who actively and methodically sought to eliminate it
from the arena of international affairs.

THE PEACE MOVEMENT BEFORE 1914

At the turn of the twentieth century Europeans
already had a long history of pacifism from which
to draw. As early as the 1700s Anabaptists estab-
lished a religious basis for pacifism, rejecting the
authority of both the Catholic Church and secular
governments. Instead, they withdrew into their
own independent societies and refused to collabo-
rate with state authorities, including in times of
war. The Anabaptist precedent was followed by
members of other Protestant religious sects,

A peace march in England, September 1924. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION
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particularly the Religious Society of Friends
(Quakers) in England, who also found inspiration
for the rejection of war in Christian doctrine. Much
later, in Russia, the novelist Leo Tolstoy (1828–
1910) was also inspired by Christianity when he
challenged humankind to rebel against evil by
repudiating violence and refusing to compromise
with an aggressive state.

By the 1800s Europeans began to organize in
larger numbers in order to prevent the return of
violent conflict. The London Society for the
Promotion of Permanent and Universal Peace, the
first major peace organization in Europe, was
formed largely under Quaker auspices in 1816.
Although members of dissenting sects remained
important to the peace movement, in the nine-
teenth century some ‘‘friends of peace’’ also drew
from secular sources of inspiration. Enlightenment
ideas of rationality and progress led to reasoned
critiques of warfare as economically unsound, poli-
tically ineffective, and socially destructive. Later in
the nineteenth century members of Europe’s

socialist movements also denounced international
war as the inevitable product of capitalist society.
Although few socialists rejected violent struggle
outright, they did condemn wars between capitalist
nations and sought to convince members of the
working class that their governments viewed them
as expendable cannon fodder.

In the 1890s these scattered voices for peace in
the various nations of Europe began to come
together into a veritable international movement.
Although individuals such as Albert Skarvan, a
Slovak doctor who went to prison in 1895 rather
than serve in the Austro-Hungarian army, continued
to act alone, most peace activists joined in groups in
order to promote arbitration, international law, and
disarmament as the surest paths to lasting peace.
Twenty-five years later, on the eve of World War I,
nearly two hundred European peace societies could
be found stretching from Sweden down to Italy
and from Portugal across to the Russian Empire.
At the international level, pacifists regularly came
together at annual Universal Peace Congresses;

Protestors opposed to U.S. president George Bush’s plans to invade Iraq march in the streets of Bilbao, Spain,

15 March 2003. ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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their representatives met together regularly as

an Interparliamentary Union, and their leaders

had established a permanent International Peace

Bureau in Switzerland. In 1901 the Frenchman

Émile Arnaud (1864–1921), president of the

International League for Peace and Liberty, gave

the movement a new word to describe the ideals

for which it stood: pacifism.

Women became an important force within the

European peace movement in these decades.

Indeed, it was a woman—the novelist Bertha von

Suttner (1843–1914) of Austria—who was most

responsible for arousing popular pacifist sentiment

in Europe at the turn of the twentieth century. In

1889 von Suttner published Lay Down Your Arms,

a novel that portrayed all the ills of modern warfare

and was seen by her readers as a scathing indict-

ment of militarism. The book became an instanta-

neous bestseller and was rapidly translated

throughout Europe. Tolstoy was an early admirer,

telling von Suttner that he thought her novel had

the potential to galvanize opponents of war the way

Harriet Beecher Stowe’s (1811–1896) novel Uncle

Tom’s Cabin had advanced the cause of abolition-

ism in the United States. Von Suttner subsequently

became one of the universally recognized leaders of

the peace movement in Europe. In 1905 she

became the first woman to be awarded the Nobel

Peace Prize.

In the early 1900s European pacifists faced an

uncertain future. The major European states

entered the twentieth century nominally at peace,

but enduring antagonisms between the major

states, a heated arms race on land and sea, and

competition for colonies abroad all were working

to undermine international stability. Politicians and

the press both freely fanned the flames of national-

ism to advance their own agendas. Europe was

indeed a powder keg. The spark that set it alight

came 28 June 1914, with the murder of the heir to

the Habsburg throne, Archduke Francis Ferdinand

(1863–1914), by a Serbian nationalist. By the end

of the summer, Europe was engulfed in what

would become known as World War I, a conflict

far more horrible than anything von Suttner or her

fellow pacifists had ever imagined and which they

proved utterly unable or unwilling to prevent. How

can their failure be explained?

WORLD WAR I, CONSCIENTIOUS

OBJECTION, AND WARTIME PACIFISM

The simplest answer to this question is that in 1914

pacifism was a minority movement. Those

Europeans who did consider themselves pacifists,

moreover, widely believed their governments were

asking them to participate in a just war. Central

Europeans lost their most persuasive voice for

peace just when they needed her most; Bertha

von Suttner died in her sleep just one week before

the archduke’s assassination. Throughout July

1914 moderate pacifists in France and Belgium

actively sought to convince their governments to

arbitrate the dispute between Austria and Serbia,

and French antimilitarists from within the socialist

and anarchist camps frantically demonstrated

against the mounting war hysteria and campaigned

for a general strike. Despite these efforts, the dip-

lomatic situation deteriorated rapidly, as Germany,

Russia, and France all mobilized for war. With

Germany’s invasion of neutral Belgium in August

1914, most pacifists in Western Europe rallied to

their governments’ calls for national defense. In

Central Europe, where pacifism had never been as

strong, the Habsburg and German governments

quickly silenced the peace societies, and the most

prominent pacifist leaders went into exile.

From 1914 to 1918, in both the west and the

east, Europe became a battleground and a grave-

yard. With tanks and submarines, machine guns

and heavy artillery, flamethrowers and poison gas,

the armies of Europe attacked each other relent-

lessly, and the death toll continued to rise. By the

time World War I was over between nine and ten

million Europeans had lost their lives due to the

direct consequences of fighting; millions of others

lived on, mere shadows of the men and women

they had once been.

Although they proved incapable of preventing

the war, pacifists did not simply accept the blood-

bath as it transpired. Some absolute pacifists

refused to take up arms. For men from the con-

tinental belligerent countries, such action generally

led to imprisonment, hard labor, and sometimes

confinement in lunatic asylums. Neither republican

France nor the empires of Germany, Austria-

Hungary, and Russia recognized the right to con-

scientious objection.
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In Britain the long history of pacifist commit-
ment among dissenting sects made the question of
conscientious objection more urgent. In 1914
Britain still depended on a volunteer army, and
the initial challenge for pacifists was to prevent
the institution of universal conscription. Both reli-
gious and socialist pacifists joined together in creat-
ing the No-Conscription Fellowship, the most
important pacifist group in wartime Britain. When
the British government introduced conscription in
March 1916 the Fellowship transformed itself into
a support organization for conscientious objectors,
championing their cause in public while providing
moral and material support to them and their
families.

During World War I in Britain more than six-
teen thousand men declared themselves conscien-
tious objectors, a status formally recognized by the
Military Service Acts of 1916. The fate of any
individual objector was determined by a Local
Tribunal, which was instructed to judge the sincer-
ity of the man’s convictions and to determine the
terms of his release from military service. Most
objectors agreed to perform some form of alterna-
tive noncombatant service or civilian work of
national importance. Some served in the Friends’
Ambulance Unit, founded by Quakers in 1914.
Only absolutist objectors—who refused any service
on the ground that it facilitated the war effort—
faced prison terms. Among them was the philoso-
pher and lifelong peace activist Bertrand Russell
(1872–1970), whose eloquence and notoriety
helped gain attention for the cause.

Conscientious objectors may have been few in
number, but as World War I dragged on and the
death toll mounted, antimilitarism germinated in
new circles. Ultimately, World War I reinvigorated
the pacifist movement in Europe, as witnesses to
and participants in the debacle swore the Great War
that had engulfed them would be the ‘‘last of the
last.’’

Soldiers who had experienced all the horrors of
the trenches became some of the most outspoken
critics of modern warfare, despite the fact that they
could and did face the firing squad for disobeying
orders. On an individual level, an unknown num-
ber of men deliberately maimed themselves in
order to escape further combat. Others revolted
on a broader scale. For example, hundreds of

soldiers from the French Fifth Division mutinied
in June 1917, refusing orders to return to the front
lines and demanding their leaders seek a negotiated
peace. That same year, on the eastern front, muti-
nous troops joined with revolutionaries at home in
demanding Russia’s immediate withdrawal from
the war.

World War I was the first war to be fought by
soldiers with a high degree of literacy, and some
began to wield their pens for the cause of peace.
While home on leave in Britain, Second Lieutenant
Wilfred Owen (1893–1918) wrote bitter, devastat-
ing poetry that decried the ‘‘old lie’’: how sweet
and noble it is to die for the fatherland. Owen’s
fellow countryman and poet Siegfried Sassoon
(1886–1967) also became a critic of the war. In
July 1917 he published his ‘‘Soldier’s Declaration,’’
which condemned ‘‘the political errors and insin-
cerities for which the fighting men are being sacri-
ficed’’ (Ceadel, p. 56). These antiwar appeals tem-
porarily landed both Owen and Sassoon in a
psychiatric ward. The French soldier and author
Henri Barbusse (1873–1939) fared better. In
1916 he published a socialist antiwar novel, Le feu
(Under Fire, 1917), which became an instant best-
seller in France and was awarded the prestigious
Goncourt Prize for literature. The novel was
rapidly translated for other European audiences
and became one of the best-known antiwar novels
of its day. Although author-soldiers like Owen,
Sassoon, and Barbusse did not take an absolute
pacifist position, they did help create a new aesthetic
for war literature, one that replaced romantic hero-
ism with cold realism and challenged Europeans to
begin to confront the full horror of the war that
raged around them.

The threat of military discipline undoubtedly

prevented many other men from expressing fully

their revulsion toward war, but the same threat

could not be used to silence women. Throughout

the war years women helped sustain the pacifist

movement by stepping into leadership roles as their

male counterparts were called to arms or impris-

oned. Theodora Wilson Wilson edited and

financed the New Crusader, a British Christian-

socialist paper, after its founder was sent to prison

as an absolutist objector. Similarly Hélène Brion,

an outspoken French socialist and feminist, as well

as a nursery schoolteacher, took over as president
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of the revolutionary National Federation of

Teachers’ Unions in 1916. Although it was not a

pacifist organization per se, the Federation actively

campaigned against war hysteria and for an

immediate negotiated peace. In November 1917

Brion was arrested for alleged ‘‘defeatism.’’ Her

subsequent trial became front-page news, allowing

Brion an unparalleled platform for her feminist-

pacifist views. ‘‘I am an enemy of war because I am

a feminist,’’ she told the court. ‘‘War is the triumph

of brutal force; feminism can only triumph by

moral force and intellectual worth. There is absolute

antipathy between the two’’ (Siegel, p. 47).

Feminists were also at the forefront of one of

the first overtly antiwar conferences to be staged in

Europe after the outbreak of hostilities. The con-

ference was convened by Dr. Aletta Jacobs (1854–

1929), president of the Dutch suffrage movement,

who, in the face of mounting chauvinism, stub-

bornly insisted that women could remain united.

Jacobs proceeded to coordinate the International

Congress of Women, which opened at The Hague

in April 1915 under the presidency of the American

social reformer Jane Addams (1860–1935).

Representatives of England, Belgium, Germany,

and Austria were among the 1,136 delegates who

met to discuss the grounds for preparing a perma-

nent peace. The attendees insisted on the need

for neutral mediation of the conflict, and they

formed two delegations to meet with world leaders

to press this agenda. They also insisted on women’s

enfranchisement as a necessary prerequisite to sus-

tainable peace in Europe. Finally, they formed a

permanent organization, later named the Women’s

International League for Peace and Freedom

(WILPF), the oldest feminist peace organization

still active today.

World War I thus reshaped and expanded the

pacifist movement in Europe in multiple ways. It

provided a precedent for the recognition of con-

scientious objection. Equally important, it popular-

ized antiwar sentiment by vividly illustrating the

devastating nature of modern warfare. Many of

those who had once believed in the positive, trans-

formative power of war lost faith, and interwar

European culture reflected a new obsession with

death and violence.

PACIFISM BETWEEN THE WARS

War veterans often found themselves haunted by
jarring memories of their battle experiences, and in
the interwar decades European art and literature
reflected their obsessions and antimilitarist senti-
ments. The German veteran and artist Otto Dix
(1891–1969) transferred his nightmares to canvas
in paintings that portrayed the barren, decompos-
ing landscapes of the western front as well as the
ongoing agony and isolation of ‘‘crippled’’ veter-
ans. Dix’s compatriot Erich Maria Remarque
(1898–1970) used the novel to similar effect. Im
Westen nichts Neues (All Quiet on the Western
Front), Remarque’s 1929 bestseller, depicted the
brutality of modern warfare and the disillusion-
ment of the ‘‘lost generation’’ of men who survived
the conflict but who never escaped from under its
shadow. The antimilitarism of Remarque and Dix
was not shared universally among German veter-
ans, but it captured the imaginations and senti-
ments of a sizable minority whose voices are too
easily forgotten amid the Nazis’ mounting
war cries.

In France, war veterans were among the most
outspoken and organized critics of war in the
1920s and 1930s. Many French veterans rejected
both nationalism and militarism and their associa-
tions were firm champions of the League of
Nations and efforts at international reconciliation.
War veterans also insisted that commemorative cer-
emonies in France remain funereal and civic. They
asked the nation to remember their fellow soldiers’
sacrifice rather than their victory. World War I, as
they portrayed it, was a nightmare and a blood-
bath. Drawing on the authority of their frontline
experience, pacifist war veterans in France, as in
other parts of Europe, demanded that their fellow
citizens confront the full brutality of modern war.

Women continued to play a central role in
pacifist organizations in the interwar decades.
Many of them in fact laid claim to peace as a
woman’s issue. They framed their arguments in
explicitly gendered terms, speaking as women and
mothers whose sensitivity and maternal instinct
dictated their revulsion to war. The peace activist
Helene Stöcker (1869–1943) of Germany argued
that antimilitarism was a particularly female respon-
sibility because she considered war to be ‘‘an abuse
of motherhood, a distortion of the duty to be
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the guardian of life’’ (Braker, p. 81). Similarly,
the French socialist-pacifist Madeleine Vernet
(1878–1949) sketched a moving portrait of the
‘‘Unknown Mother of the Unknown Soldier’’ to
convince her female compatriots to turn their
maternal grief into a force for peace.

The WILPF drew upon such sentiments in the
1920s and 1930s and established national sections
throughout much of Europe and beyond. WILPF
members engaged in a variety of activities designed
to help foster international reconciliation and
world peace. The German section, for example,
raised money to plant trees in the devastated
regions of Northern France, while the British sec-
tion protested its government’s treatment of
Ireland. The WILPF also offered summer peace
camps for children, and it advocated on behalf of
disarmament and the League of Nations.

Franco-German reconciliation, collective secur-
ity, mutual disarmament, peace education: all of
these projects were cornerstones of moderate
European pacifism in the interwar years. The
French Association de la Paix par le Droit
(Association of Peace through Law) and the
Deutsch Friedensgesellschaft (German Peace
Society) were among the important groups that
advocated for peace through increased interna-
tional cooperation and strengthening international
institutions. Peace education was a particular con-
cern of the French National Teachers’ Union,
which embraced pacifism by the 1920s and actively
sought to remove all nationalistic and militaristic
materials from that nation’s schools. French and
German teachers and historians also launched a
project in the interwar years to strip history text-
books of their chauvinism and turn the discipline of
history into a tool for reconciliation and peace.

In the hopeful diplomatic environment of the
late 1920s enthusiasm for such cooperative paths
to peace ran high. By the 1930s, however, the
growing strength of fascism and the outbreak of
war in China, Ethiopia, and Spain led some
European pacifists to call for more radical mea-
sures. In Britain, the WILPF member Maude
Royden (1876–1956) led a movement to found a
Peace Army. Inspired by Mohandas Gandhi’s
(1869–1948) nonviolent campaign against imperi-
alism, Royden sought unarmed volunteers willing
to go to Asia and form a human barrier between

the Japanese and the Chinese. At the same time, in
France, Victor Méric (1876–1933) founded the
anarchist-leaning Ligue International des Combat-
tants pour la Paix (International League of Peace
Fighters) which rejected the slow, juridical path to
peace and called for an open war against war by
whatever means necessary.

For absolute pacifists, conscientious objection
and the personal renunciation of war remained the
most important forms of peace activism, and in the
interwar years new organizations like the German
War Resisters’ League and the British No More
War Movement advanced this agenda. In the early
1920s these two national bodies joined with
groups from Holland and Austria in creating the
War Resisters’ International (WRI). Alongside the
more overtly religious Fellowship of Reconciliation,
the WRI diligently promoted conscientious objec-
tion throughout Europe, and it sought to convince
European states to recognize objector status. In
neither goal was the WRI particularly effective.

After World War I the Scandinavian countries and

Holland did establish civilian service schemes, but

throughout most of continental Europe, compul-

sory military service remained law. In the new

countries of Central Europe, military service was

often seen as a near-sacred duty. In Joseph Stalin’s

(1879–1953) Soviet Union, conscientious objec-

tion was theoretically a possibility; in reality, it led

to imprisonment or worse.

Pacifists in Great Britain continued to promote

individual renunciation of war much more so than

did their compatriots on the Continent, and the

idea of ‘‘pledging’’ to refuse military service cap-

tured the nation’s attention at two different times

in the 1930s. The first incident occurred in

February 1933, when the Oxford Union Society

passed a resolution stating ‘‘that this House will in

no circumstances fight for its King and Country’’

(Ceadel, p. 127). The pledge, coming ten days

after Adolf Hitler’s (1889–1945) rise to power,

evoked considerable controversy, but ultimately

most of its supporters were not absolute pacifists

and backed collective security measures as the best

means of ensuring peace.

The second movement was forwarded by

Canon Dick Sheppard (1880–1937), a magnetic

figure within radical religious circles and a vocal
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proponent of peace activism since the late 1920s.

At the end of 1934 Sheppard published an open

letter asking all British men to take the pledge:

‘‘We renounce war and never again, directly or

indirectly, will we sanction or support another’’

(Ceadel, p. 177). Some fifty thousand men

answered his call, and the enthusiastic response

led Sheppard to found the Peace Pledge Union

(PPU). With more than 130,000 members at its

apogee, the PPU became the largest peace organi-

zation in Britain between the wars. Distinguished

intellectuals, including Bertrand Russell, Aldous

Huxley (1894–1963), and Vera Brittain (1893–

1970), all lent the organization their support.

Ultimately the PPU never developed a cohesive

program beyond the pledge itself. Sheppard died

in 1937 and the group supported the govern-

ment’s policy of appeasement in the face of

Hitler’s expansionist demands.

THE FASCIST CHALLENGE AND

WORLD WAR II

The advent and spread of fascism in Europe proved
to be the most difficult and, in the end, insur-
mountable challenge facing pacifists in the interwar
decades. As early as 1933 Hitler’s ascension to
power caused some pacifists to rethink their con-
victions. Albert Einstein (1879–1955) is a promi-
nent early example. In the 1920s Einstein had used
his celebrity to support pacifism and conscientious
objection. In 1933 he wrote to the king of Belgium
that ‘‘in the present circumstances, I, if I were a
Belgian, should not refuse military service, but
accept it with my whole conscience, knowing
that I was contributing toward the salvation of
European civilization’’ (Ceadel, p. 125).

Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia in 1935 and the
outbreak of civil war in Spain the following year
posed even more serious challenges. The inability
of the League of Nations to impose any effective
sanction against Italy began to undermine some
pacifists’ faith in collective security as the best
means of preventing war. At the same time, the
war in Spain galvanized leftists in Europe, many
of whom readily applauded the Spanish republicans
for their heroic struggle against international
fascism.

Ultimately Hitler’s oppressive regime in
Germany and his aggressive incursions into Central

Europe destroyed the interwar pacifist move-
ment. Most members of pacifist organizations like
the PPU and the Ligue International des Combat-
tants de la Paix were outspoken antifascists; yet,
throughout most of the 1930s, they also main-
tained that opposition to fascism did not imply
support for war. In 1938, when Hitler demanded
the right to annex the Czech Sudetenland to
Germany, all of these organizations demanded
their governments pursue a diplomatic solution,
as did large sectors of the French and British popu-
lations. Yet when Hitler failed to live up to the
terms of the Munich agreement and ordered his
armies further into Central Europe in 1939 the vast
majority of pacifists prepared for war.

Hitler’s blitzkrieg across Europe made the
question of pacifism all but irrelevant on the
Continent. In France a few notable interwar pacifists,
such as Professor Léon Émery, collaborated with the
German occupiers, but most male pacifists took
up arms in 1940, and many other pacifists, men
and women, ultimately joined the Resistance.
Among the European countries, only Great
Britain had a sizable population of conscientious
objectors—approximately sixty thousand—during
World War II. As in World War I most performed
some sort of alternative service as farm laborers,
hospital porters, or ambulance drivers; some con-
tributed to Britain’s civil defense. For many, this
war against fascism and authoritarianism aroused
very different feelings than the seemingly pointless
World War I. It also took far more lives. By the
time of Japan’s surrender in 1945 approximately
sixty million people had died during the conflict.

World War II left the populations of Europe
decimated and exhausted. Defeat and then occupa-
tion at the hand of the Nazis discredited pacifism in
many circles. The rapid onset of the Cold War also
stymied the peace movement, as some pacifists
accepted the idea that Stalinism could only effec-
tively be countered by arms. The explosion of the
atomic bombs at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, how-
ever, provided a new purpose and momentum for
the peace movement.

THE POSTWAR PEACE MOVEMENT AND

NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT

In the second half of the twentieth century nuclear
disarmament became the single most important
focal point for the European pacifism. Granted,

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1949

P A C I F I S M



not all antinuclear activists were pacifists in any
strict sense; many continued to accept the need
for national defense with conventional weapons.
After 1945, however, many Europeans believed
nuclear disarmament to be the surest path to pre-
venting mutual self-destruction in a now-
imaginable apocalyptic war.

Immediately after World War II scientists in

both the United States and Europe tried to derail

a budding arms race by arguing that the U.S. gov-

ernment should turn over control of nuclear

knowledge and technology to an international

body. Their warnings were ignored. In 1949 the

Soviets exploded an atomic bomb and both Britain

and France began to develop their own nuclear

programs. The French Atomic Energy Commission

faced its first political crisis in 1950 when its founder,

the nuclear physicist and Communist Party member

Frédéric Joliot-Curie (1900–1958), declared he

would never help build a bomb because its use

would precipitate another world war. Under

American pressure, Joliot-Curie was dismissed,

and the Commission continued to pursue military

research alongside the quest for nuclear energy.

Throughout the 1960s, with the exception of the

Communists, a broad consensus in France sup-

ported nuclear deterrence.

In Britain, by contrast, the quest for nuclear

disarmament began to attract a larger following. In

a chilling 1954 Christmas broadcast on the BBC,

‘‘Man’s Peril,’’ Bertrand Russell appealed to his

compatriots to reject nuclear weapons, asking if

humankind had become ‘‘so destitute of wisdom,

so incapable of impartial love, so blind even to the

simple dictates of self-preservation, that the last

proof of its silly cleverness is to be the extermina-

tion of all life on our planet’’ (Brandon, p. 32). The

explosion of Britain’s first H-bomb in 1957 sent

Russell and others into the streets in protest, and

they formed a central organization to press their

agenda: the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament

(CND). Throughout the early 1960s the CND

repeatedly mobilized thousands of protesters and

engaged in acts of civil disobedience. Following the

CND’s lead, the antinuclear movement began to

spread to other parts of Europe—particularly in

West Germany—as well as to the United States.

The Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963, however,

calmed people’s fears of nuclear contamination

and stymied pacifists’ organizing efforts.

NATO’s 1979 decision to update Western
Europe’s nuclear missiles revived the British
nuclear disarmament movement and helped awak-
en a broad-based antinuclear coalition on the
Continent. In Britain CND membership sky-
rocketed and other peace groups began to com-
mand public attention. Among them was the
Greenham Common Peace Camp, established by
feminist-pacifist women in 1983 to oppose the
installation of ground-based Cruise missiles. A con-
stant presence throughout the 1980s, the
Greenham women wove together radical feminism
and pacifism in their protest. The British nuclear
disarmament movement also gained a prominent
new spokesperson: the peace activist and former
history professor Edward Palmer Thompson
(1924–1993), who argued passionately for a united
and nuclear-free Europe.

The 1980s witnessed the revitalization of the
antinuclear and pacifist movement on the
Continent, particularly in West Germany. Already
in the late 1950s the decision to equip the German
army with tactical missiles capable of carrying
nuclear warheads had led to a mass ‘‘Campaign
against Atomic Death,’’ which brought more than
three hundred thousand West Germans into the
streets in protest. From 1960 onward West German
pacifists helped stage regular Easter Marches against
nuclear arms. The emergence in 1980 of the
German Green Party, with its overtly pacifist and
antinuclear party platform, helped give new struc-
ture and legitimacy to the campaign for nuclear
disarmament. By 1985 the annual German Easter
March attracted nearly five hundred thousand peo-
ple. In Belgium that same year more than 150,000
people flooded into Brussels to oppose the installa-
tion of Cruise missiles. In France, a heterogeneous
Committee for the Nuclear Disarmament of
Europe also staged public protests, even as the
Socialist President François Mitterrand (1918–
1996) insisted that ‘‘the nuclear warhead . . .
remains, whether one likes it or not, the guarantee
of peace’’ (Vaı̈sse, p. 336).

EUROPEAN UNIFICATION AND PEACE AT

THE TURN OF THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

The end of the Cold War in 1989 and the subse-
quent dissolution of the Soviet Union largely
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defused the nuclear disarmament movement in
Europe. By the end of the twentieth century many
of the major ideological divisions that had torn the
Continent apart in prior decades no longer threa-
tened the peace. With the creation of the European
Union (EU) in 1992 and with the admission of
eight Eastern European countries, plus Malta and
Cypress, into the EU in 2004, Europeans sought
to reinforce peace through economic and political
integration. The European Union’s Charter of
Fundamental Rights, moreover, recognized the
right of conscientious objection in all member
states.

The opposition generated by the American
invasion of Iraq in March 2003 demonstrated just
how ideologically unified Europeans had become
by the turn of the twenty-first century. The gov-
ernments of France and Germany led the opposi-
tion to the war at the United Nations, while hun-
dreds of thousands of antiwar protesters took to
the streets in Stockholm, Athens, and a dozen
capitals in between. Even in the United Kingdom,
Spain, and Poland, where the governments in
power supported the American invasion, a strong
majority of the population was against the war. To
the administration of the U.S. president George W.
Bush, this outpouring of antiwar sentiment was a
clear sign of European cowardice and decadence.
To many Europeans who had survived the horrors
of the war-torn twentieth century, however, ‘‘paci-
fist’’ was no longer a shameful epithet, and opposi-
tion to the Iraq war appeared a moral imperative.

See also Atomic Bomb; Conscription; Disarmament; Dix,
Otto; Owen, Wilfred; Russell, Bertrand; Sassoon,
Siegfried; World War I; World War II.
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MONA L. SIEGEL

n

PAINTING, AVANT-GARDE. During
the 1910s several European painters ventured inde-
pendently of one another into abstract painting.
Along with modern artists’ use of found, indus-
trially made materials, this was one of the most
radical and important developments in twentieth-
century art. Whether this new movement was prop-
agated as nonobjective or as concrete art, as a new
realism or as neoplasticism, the colors and forms on
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the canvas were no longer meant to bear a resem-
blance to the material world.

INFLUENCES AND JUSTIFICATIONS

The rationales and results of the artists differed
greatly, as did their degree of success, but they all
shared certain characteristics. They had been deeply
impressed by French art since about 1880, by post-
impressionism, by the early work of Henri Matisse
(1869–1954), or by cubism. Painters such as Paul
Gauguin, Vincent van Gogh (1853–1890), and,
most radically, Matisse, had replaced local with
nonlocal color, that is, they had represented objects
in colors that did not correspond to the objects’
colors in the world. Van Gogh, along with Paul
Cézanne and Georges Seurat, had isolated marks on
the canvas—as lines, patches, and dots respectively—
disconnected from any descriptive value. In their
cubist paintings and collages, Pablo Picasso (1881–
1973) and Georges Braque (1882–1963) had
revealed the language of Western pictorial repre-
sentation to be entirely arbitrary and dependent
for its meaning on semiotic context, opening the
door for experimentation with other arbitrary
signs. And all these painters stressed, to varying
degrees, the essential flatness of the picture plane
and no longer sought to create illusionist, per-
spectival spaces.

Yet most of these pioneering abstract artists
initially hesitated in making the step toward com-
plete abstraction because they worried that they
would produce arbitrary, meaningless forms or
merely decorative patterns. In combative manifes-
tos and other written texts, they sought ways to
justify their choices: they drew analogies to music,
the most abstract among the arts; claimed they
were representing immaterial realms such as emo-
tions, the spiritual, the cosmos, the absolute, or
utopia; argued they were reducing the painterly
medium to its essential, indispensable elements;
said they were playing with viewers’ perceptual
faculties; or asserted they were basing decisions
purely on chance operations. Often, these justifica-
tions served to turn their abstract works into ‘‘trace
representations,’’ destabilizing the very definition
of abstraction.

THE FIRST ABSTRACT PAINTINGS

The Czech artist František Kupka (1871–1957) is
most frequently credited with creating the first

abstract paintings in the history of modern art.
His interest in representations of the cosmos and
of music inspired him, beginning in about 1909,
gradually to dissolve observed motifs into either
vertical schemes or spirals. In about 1912, with
paintings such as Amorpha: Fugue in Two Colors
and Vertical Schemes, he arrived at an art devoid of
recognizable elements. Kupka was loosely asso-
ciated with orphism, a short-lived Parisian art
movement that came to the fore in 1913 and united
artists interested in pure color, the representation
of light, and analogies between the visual arts and
music. Its prominent member and spokesman, the
French painter Robert Delaunay (1885–1941), in
collaboration with his Russian artist wife,
Sonia Delaunay-Terk (1885–1979), systematically
pursued the study of color, especially the theory
of simultaneous color contrast as advanced by
the nineteenth-century chemist Michel-Eugène
Chevreul. Like Kupka, Robert Delaunay made
his first purely abstract painting following a series
of paintings that increasingly abstracted specific
representational motifs, in his case the Eiffel Tower,
the sun, and a window. Thus, like Kupka’s represen-
tations of music or the cosmos, the concentric circles
with the most intense colors at the center in
Delaunay’s Simultaneous Disk: Punch (1913) still
represent, in a sense, the radiating beams of the
sun. Nevertheless, the painting qualifies as the most
radically abstract painting made up to that point.

One finds the same trace representations in the
art of Wassily Kandinsky, born in Russia in 1866
but based largely in Germany and France from
1898 until his death in 1944. In 1911 Kandinsky
and Franz Marc founded Der Blaue Reiter, an asso-
ciation of German expressionist artists with whom
Kandinsky pursued the visualization of immaterial
and spiritual realms through gesturally applied,
amorphously shaped, and intensely colored config-
urations. Kandinsky gradually embraced abstraction
during the 1910s. At the beginning of that decade,
the artist began to veil his representational imagery
such as mountains, churches, and cows, painting
them in nonlocal colors like the postimpressionists
and embedding them in purely abstract shapes. The
artist conspicuously inscribed the work known as the
First Abstract Watercolor with the year 1910, but it
was likely made only in 1913, when Kandinsky also
began to talk about abstract painting in his writings.
In any case, Kandinsky grew increasingly confident
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about abstraction, leaving behind worries about
expressionless ornament, lifeless stylization, and
arbitrary experimentation. Instead, he pursued what
he called the spiritual in art. Defined, however
vaguely, in his seminal written work, Über das
Geistige in der Kunst, published in 1911, that term
captured both an internal necessity of the work of
art and a search for the absolute and thus encapsu-
lated Kandinsky’s ways of justifying his abstract art.
Colors and forms, Kandinsky argued, have certain
inherent meanings: for example, he frequently
paired blue and yellow, illustrating his belief that
blue is associated with the male sex, connoting
severity, depth, and spirituality, while yellow is asso-
ciated with the female, connoting gentleness, happi-
ness, and sensuality. While often considered a
pioneer abstract painter, Kandinsky thus remained
deeply committed to representation in art, in

particular to a representation of the spiritual, of

emotions, and of music. Likewise, Kandinsky

retained allusions to landscapes—black arch ele-

ments reminiscent of mountains, for example, or

shadings, superimpositions, and scale shifts that all

give a sense of depth and space—until about 1922.

THE BAUHAUS

From then on, Kandinsky taught color theory and

wall painting at the influential German art school

the Bauhaus, and his abstract painting became

increasingly geometric, even diagrammatic.

Because of the school’s focus on design and archi-

tecture, abstract painting was never central to the

Bauhaus, though some of its most important

teachers were abstract painters. Aside from

Kandinsky, these included the German Josef Albers

Untitled (First Abstract Watercolor). By Wassily Kandinsky, 1910. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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(1888–1976), the Swiss Paul Klee (1879–1940),
and the Hungarian László Moholy-Nagy (1895–
1946). Albers, though he taught the preliminary
course in the later Bauhaus years, was most influen-
tial as a teacher at Black Mountain College and Yale
University following his emigration to the United
States, and he is best known for his painting
series Homage to the Square made there from 1950
on, in which he uses nested squares to explore
optical relations and illusions of juxtaposed colors.
Klee, an associate of Kandinsky’s at Der Blaue
Reiter, taught elementary design at the Bauhaus
and subsequently took over the weaving workshop.
As an abstract painter, he was particularly prolific in
the medium of watercolor, making works informed
by myths and mysticism as much as by his interest
in the decorative. Moholy-Nagy, who taught
the Bauhaus preliminary course during the 1920s
and was head of the metal workshop, explored
impersonal techniques in his paintings: he used
airbrushes and spray guns, and even put in a tele-
phone order to an enamel factory for the serial
production of the same painting in three different
sizes.

MALEVICH AND LISSITZKY

Kazimir Malevich, born in Russia in 1878 and
active there until his death in 1935, exhibited what
is usually considered his first abstract painting, the
Black Square, in 1915. Perhaps unintentionally, he
targeted the very ambiguity about what constitutes
pure abstraction. The painting originated in a
sequence of stage sets the artist had designed for
the 1913 performance of the futurist opera Victory
over the Sun, which tells the story of humankind’s
battle to transcend the present and the visible. The
sets show the gradual eclipse of the sun, with a
black area increasingly encroaching on a white
square. Black forms take a variety of shapes through-
out the sequence, which concludes with a black
triangle covering half of the square, thus implying
a black square as a result. Malevich exhibited the
first of three paintings derived from this last stage
set at the 0.10 exhibition in St. Petersburg in 1915,
placed prominently in a high corner of the room,
the traditional place for Russian icons. Whether it
represents the eclipse of the sun or an abstract
world beyond the visible is left open-ended.
Similarly, Malevich plays with the question of what
constitutes realism in a painting of a red square on

a white ground wittily entitled Red Square:
Painterly Realism of a Peasant Woman in Two
Dimensions, also of 1915. In his booklet From
Cubism and Futurism to Suprematism, published
on the occasion of the 0.10 exhibition, Malevich
coined the term suprematism to assert the suprem-
acy of his own art. But it also describes the utopian
goals of his abstract paintings: to develop a
supreme sense awareness in his viewers, to create
a supreme space of infinity beyond human measure,
and to reach a supreme or zero point of painting
where the medium is reduced to its essential
elements.

His Suprematist Composition: White on White
(1918) exemplifies these goals. Viewers are forced
to fine-tune their vision and spend time in order
to see the different tones of white, aided by the
different textures. The white monochrome gives a
sense of lightness, immateriality, and infinity, and
painting is reduced to its minimum: white paint
on a white ground, a square derived from a square
canvas. Malevich’s impact is hard to overestimate.
His students included the Poles Wladyslaw
Strzeminski and Katarina Kobro, who further
reduced art to its essence (Strzeminski worked
with paint, Kobro with sculpture), as well as the
Russian El Lissitzky (1890–1941), who developed
Malevich’s work in a more overtly political
direction.

After studying architecture and engineering in
Germany and becoming a prolific producer of book
illustrations, in 1919 Lissitzky began his series
of paintings and prints titled Proun, an acronym
for the Russian equivalent of ‘‘Project for the
Affirmation of the New.’’ The Prouns worked
against habitual ways of looking at and thinking
about the world and instead fostered active ways
of seeing and a heightened consciousness in their
postrevolutionary audience. Keeping to a restrained
palette of whites, grays, blacks, and only occasional
color, and making use of a variety of textures, the
Prouns feature painted and sometimes collaged
geometric configurations projected isometrically,
often axonometrically. Unlike perspectival projec-
tions, these force viewers to readjust constantly to
the flip-flopping of space and volume, and allow
the paintings to be viewed from different angles, so
that one’s perception of them changes even
further. Lissitzky sometimes encouraged such
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turning by signing his Prouns on more than one
side or by painting configurations suggesting a
turning motion, often involving circles and
spheres.

The political dimension of the Prouns was less
overt, some say more sophisticated, than Lissitzky’s
work in graphic design, typography, photography,
photomontage, and exhibition design. In 1921
Lissitzky essentially gave up painting in favor of
these other media. His decision paralleled the
sweeping, programmatic rejection of easel painting
by the Russian constructivists, an artists’ group
formed in Moscow that year and committed to
politically or socially useful material studies and
designs. Last Painting: Blue, Red, Yellow, by the
leading constructivist Alexander Rodchenko, is a
landmark in that regard, announcing the end of
the most important medium of Western art, once
it had been reduced to its essential elements:
monochrome panels painted in the primary colors.
Unlike most of the constructivists and as a result in
part of his training in Germany, Lissitzky cultivated
relations and collaborations with an international
range of artists and institutions such as Hans (Jean)
Arp and the Bauhaus. His Abstract Cabinet for the
Provinzialmuseum Hannover, now reconstructed
at the Sprengel Museum Hannover, was an inno-
vative design of sliding panels and changing wall
surfaces for the exhibition of abstract paintings by
him, Moholy-Nagy, Piet Mondrian, and others.

MONDRIAN, DE STIJL, AND SURREALISM

Mondrian, born in the Netherlands in 1872 but
active primarily in Paris and later in New York City,
where he died in 1944, made his first abstract
painting several years after Kupka, Delaunay,
Kandinsky, and Malevich. In a series of sketches
and paintings depicting a pier running into the
ocean, he gradually abstracted the motif and even-
tually arrived at Composition with Lines (1917), a
white square canvas featuring a circular cluster of
short black and white lines. Still, it would be three
more years before his abstract painting reached
its mature, iconic phase, which the artist called
neoplasticism. That term encapsulated a new build-
ing, or composition, of painterly elements in such a
way so as to create a perfect equilibrium or equiva-
lence of its most essential opposites: of lines and
planes, of color (the primaries) and noncolor (black

and white), of vertical and horizontal lines, of
expansion and limitation (the illusion of forms
moving outward or inward), and of the canvas as
surface and the canvas as object. No one element
was ever to take over; Mondrian composed each
painting intuitively to come as close as possible to
harmony, unity, and perfection, to create a sense of
the universal through the particulars of painting.
Unlike Kandinsky, Mondrian early on rejected
theosophical theories—the occult aspects of paint-
ing and the implied possibility of representing the
spiritual—and was committed instead to a
Hegelian idealism, which was the origin of his
commitment to a dialectical system.

The year 1932 was of central importance to
Mondrian: he began the destruction of neoplasti-
cism and everything he had worked for over the
previous twelve years, introducing two adjacent
black lines in his painting Composition with
Double Line and Yellow and Gray. This seemingly

simple gesture destroyed the balance of line and

plane because the white space between the lines

turned into a line, while the surrounding white

areas remained planes. Mondrian’s lines quickly

multiplied over the course of the decade until, in

1941, with his painting New York City, he created a

labyrinthine braiding and optical flicker of lines in

which one’s gaze becomes lost. During the last

years of his life, Mondrian also experimented with

moving painting into the realm of architecture,

installing colored and white panels across the walls

of his studio in New York City. Previously, he had

been worried about this step, contending that it

was too early to merge painting with the surround-

ing world, that architecture was too utilitarian and

incapable of true equilibrium.

Mondrian disagreed on this point with most of

his peers in De Stijl, a Dutch group of artists and

architects founded in about 1917 by Theo van

Doesburg. A central example of Van Doesburg’s

practice of abstract wall painting and interior

design was his 1926–1928 collaboration with the

German-French Hans (Jean) Arp (1886–1966) and

Arp’s Swiss wife, Sophie Taeuber-Arp (1889–

1943), on the Café Aubette, a ten-room entertain-

ment complex located in the center of Strasbourg.

Their abstract wall paintings, some accentuating

and others counteracting the preexisting historical

structure, were complemented with the artists’
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designs for stained glass windows, furniture, and

other decorative objects. In conceptually collapsing

abstract painting and design, the entertainment

complex forms an important breaking point with

other pioneering abstract painters’ anxieties.

Indeed, Arp and Taeuber-Arp’s abstract art from

early on had directly confronted the dominant fears

of their peers about arbitrariness and the decora-

tive. Beginning in about 1915 they made abstract

pictures that were woven or stitched—not surpris-

ing given Taeuber-Arp’s training in textile design

and weaving—and between 1916 and 1918 they

made abstract collages, often in collaboration, in

which the location of pieces of torn or cut papers

was left to the laws of chance.

These procedures reappeared in the work of

the Spaniard Joan Miró (1893–1983), the most

important of the few abstract painters associated

with surrealism—Arp too developed relations with

the surrealists, but he was at that point active

mainly as a sculptor. Miró would frequently drop

pieces of torn paper and paint the resulting config-

urations; he would also draw and paint undirected

doodles, leaving the decisions to chance and the

unconscious. Combined with his use of intensely

saturated colors, thin lines, and small scaled shapes

crowded into large formats, Miró’s paintings, as

well as those of Taeuber-Arp, exude a sense of

humor and playfulness rare in abstract painting

during the first half of the twentieth century.

DEGENERATE ART AND THE AMERICAN

ONSLAUGHT

Abstract painting, at least its public practice and
exhibition, came to an abrupt end in Europe with
the National Socialists’ rise to power and the
beginning of World War II. It was a showcase for
what the Nazis declared forbidden and degenerate.
In their minds, abstract painting such as that of
Kandinsky and Mondrian, both included with
more than one hundred artists in the 1937 exhibi-
tion Entartete Kunst (Degenerate art), not only
revealed a lack of artistic skill but also insulted the
German sensibility and destroyed natural form.
Much abstract painting, like much modern art in
general, was confiscated and destroyed (the com-
plete Café Aubette, for example). Most abstract
painters, like other modern artists, went into inter-
nal exile or emigrated to the United States.

This exodus, along with the war’s destruction
across Europe, played a major role in New York’s
stealing of the idea of modern art, as art historians
commonly sum up the state of Western art after
1945. Surrealist and other European artists strongly
influenced the American-made, large-scale, abstract
gestural painting of the late 1940s and 1950s
known as abstract expressionism. In turn, paintings
by artists such as Jackson Pollock or Willem de
Kooning multiplied in exhibitions throughout
Cold War Europe as an expression of individual
freedom. A new generation of primarily French,
German, and Spanish abstract painters, who came
to be known under labels such as Informel,
Tachisme, or Un art autre, felt threatened by what
they perceived to be an American onslaught. These
young European painters—Wols (Wolfgang Otto
Schulze, 1913–1951), Georges Mathieu (b. 1921),
Hans Hartung (1904–1989), K. O. Götz (b. 1914),
and Antoni Tàpies (b. 1923), for example—were
painting abstract gestures like their American peers,
but they were frequently perceived as derivative,
especially by the now dominant American art
market. This perception was partially the result of
their much smaller, less assertive formats, which
seemed like illustrations by comparison, but was also
attributable to the artificial and decorative impres-
sion their techniques tend to convey. Mathieu,
Hartung, and Götz’s gestures appear staged, iso-
lated, overblown, and contrived. Not surprisingly,
Mathieu staged public performances of himself
painting; Hartung’s gestural strokes were copied
from smaller sketches onto larger canvases and bore
a striking resemblance to mid-twentieth-century fur-
niture and interior design; and Götz marketed some
of his earliest scraped, high-contrast paintings as
advertisements for the chocolate maker Sprengel.
In hindsight, however, this may be the redeeming
quality and historical truth of the best of Informel
painting: the way its gestures strove for an expres-
sion of emotional struggles and even freedom but
ultimately revealed that expression to be always
already mediated and false. That was fitting during
an age when freedom from National Socialist brutal-
ity was immediately overshadowed by the massive
consumption that defined postwar economic recov-
ery and reconstruction.

MONOCHROMES

Informel painting, along with American abstract
expressionism, dominated the European art world
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into the 1950s. Many young artists felt limited by

or critical of its status quo, particularly its premise

of subjective expression. The majority of postwar

artists abandoned painting altogether, consider-

ing it a traditional medium, and turned instead to

collage, sculpture, installation art, performance,

photography, video, and other new media. A few

stuck with abstract painting but often tested and

expanded the boundaries of what constitutes the

medium. The monochrome, a canvas covered

evenly with only one color, was an alternative pro-

posed by a group of loosely connected, at times

collaborating painters across Europe: Yves Klein

(1928–1962) in France, Lucio Fontana (1899–

1968) and Piero Manzoni (1933–1963) in Italy,

and Heinz Mack (b. 1931), Otto Piene (b. 1928),

and Günther Uecker (b. 1930) in Germany. For all

of them, the monochrome was a means of reducing

painting to its most essential elements—a canvas on

a stretcher and the application of one type of

paint—and a way of either aspiring to or mocking

notions of immateriality, infinity, and spirituality.

Given the rupture of World War II, few of them

knew initially about prewar precedents such as

Malevich’s suprematist white monochromes or

Rodchenko’s Last Painting.

Whether serious or ironic, Klein in particular

claimed for himself the invention of the mono-

chrome. Along the same lines, he also patented

what he called IKB, or International Klein Blue,

an ultramarine blue prepared with a binder made of

ether and petroleum extracts that preserved the

intensity and powdery appearance of the raw pig-

ment. In 1955 Klein began making his signature

blue monochromes, which emphasize the object-

ness and materiality of the picture by several means:

matte heavy textures created by the pigment pow-

der (or later by added materials such as sponges),

rounded corners, paint that wraps around the

edges, and occasional displays on poles or brackets

to extend the works out from the wall. His 1957

exhibition L’Epoca Blu at the Galleria Apollinaire in

Milan featured eleven identically sized and painted

canvases that were marked with and sold at differ-

ent prices. In the following year, Klein painted the

walls of the Iris Clert Gallery in Paris white and

exhibited the empty, monochrome room as Le vide
(The void). Klein thus consistently undermined or

mocked his own spiritual claims by stressing the

objectlike character of his monochromes, by claim-
ing the real value of his paintings to be beyond the
visible, and by making the invisible literal, visible,
and exhibitable.

The monochrome also became a signature for
Fontana, whose major bodies of work, the buchi
begun in 1949 and the tagli begun in 1958, con-
sist of punctures and cuts, respectively, into can-
vases painted monochrome, often in white but
sometimes in garish colors such as orange or pink.
The ambivalence found in Klein’s work operates in
Fontana’s as well. On the one hand, the rhetoric of
infinite space pervades the artist’s writings, and he
was at pains to make the space behind his cuts and
holes look infinite by taping black gauze behind
them. On the other hand, Fontana’s colors, bor-
dering on kitsch, and his physical violations of
these formerly pure surfaces stress their materiality
(the canvas fabric often bends inward) and intro-
duce real, three-dimensional space into painting.
By the same token, Fontana’s slicing and punctur-
ing gestures replicate and further isolate the heroic
gestures of the Informel painters, while at the same
time dismissing them with their literally destructive
force.

Manzoni’s attitude, by contrast, is unambigu-
ously scoffing. His white monochromes called
Achromes, made from 1957 on—part of a larger
conceptually driven body of work that includes
witty works such as cans titled Merde d’artista
and perhaps actually filled with the artist’s excre-
ment, sold by the gram for the price of gold, and a
simple pedestal inscribed upside down Socle du
Monde (Base of the world)—employ a true variety
of materials. Some are simply made of gesso or
sewn fabric, others push beyond the limits of paint-
ing in the strict sense by using polystyrene, cotton
balls, fiberglass, eggs, bread rolls, straw, rabbit skin,
or other materials.

The usually white monochrome paintings
made from the late 1950s into the early 1960s by
Mack, Piene, and Uecker also dealt with immateri-
ality and spirituality. The three formed the core of
the artists’ group Zero, which was also the name of
their journal and alludes to their interests in infinity
and a fresh start following World War II. In parti-
cular, they tried to capture the effects of light and
shadow on their pictorial surfaces by covering these
with patterns, textures, and, in the case of Uecker,
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nails. Their work with painting and reliefs merely
constituted a prelude to subsequent work with
kinetic sculptures and environments whose techno-
logical idealism and spectacular feel mirrored the
optimistic, progressive spirit of the contemporary
economic miracle in Germany.

CAPITALIST REALISM

The stress on materiality seen in Klein, Fontana, and
Manzoni’s painting and their turn against the exis-
tentialist premises of Informel were pushed even
further in the work of a young group of German
Pop artists: Gerhard Richter (b. 1932), Konrad
Lueg (1939–1996), Sigmar Polke (b. 1941)—these
three came to be known under the label ‘‘capitalist
realism’’—and Blinky Palermo (pseudonym of Peter
Heisterkamp, 1943–1977). Their abstract painting
of the 1960s and 1970s was steeped in the banalities
of commodity culture and interior design. Lueg,
who soon gave up his career as an artist to become
an important art dealer, painted abstract paintings
copied from designs of towels, washcloths, and
wallpaper and made canvases of a sort from pat-
terned or monochrome plastic sheeting, which, like
most of Manzoni’s achromes, were not painted at
all. Polke’s few but important abstract paintings
consisted of patterns painted onto found, pat-
terned, stretched fabrics or of isolated abstract
pictorial elements, featuring ironic titles such as
Modern Art or Higher Beings Command: Paint
Upper Right Corner Black. In the last decades of
the twentieth century, Richter, whom many regard
as the most important European artist after World
War II, made three series of abstract paintings apart
from his more well-known blur paintings: copies of
commercial color charts; stunningly bland gray
monochromes with more or less visible brushwork;
and heavily gestural paintings that nevertheless
betray a sense of artifice by their garish palette,
stilted strokes, and slick, seemingly airbrushed back-
grounds. For these three artists, abstraction ran
parallel to representations of banal objects and
motifs in drawing and painting.

Their peer Palermo, by contrast, was an exclu-
sively abstract painter and thus assumes a central
place in the context of postwar European abstract
painting. Two bodies of work, his so-called cloth
pictures and his wall paintings, are closely related to
the work of the capitalist realists. The cloth pictures

intertwine pure abstract painting with commodity

culture. They are not painted per se but made of

pre-dyed monochrome cotton cloth bought in the

department store and then sewn and stretched

together in block stripes. The wall paintings, which

combine abstract painting and design, employ a

decorative vocabulary painted directly on the walls

of exhibition spaces. For both the capitalist realists

and Palermo, abstract painting was not removed

from the world but was a means of commenting

on it, indulging in it, or criticizing it more directly

than ever before.

GRAV, BMPT, AND OP ART

Two groups of French abstract painters of the 1960s

also continued the turn against Informel painting,

specifically seeking to overcome subjective, arbitrary

intuition and genius inspiration, which for long

stood at the origin of art. The Groupe de

Recherche d’Art Visuel (GRAV), founded in 1960,

developed strategies of collective, anonymous, or

conceptual making. François Morellet (b. 1926),

for example, a founding member of the group,

experimented with the minimum number of deci-

sions needed to make an abstract painting. His

answer was 16 Squares (1953), a canvas with lines

forming a modular grid based on a mere eleven

decisions. He also developed the notion of chance

procedures, as in Random Distribution of 40,000
Squares Using the Odd and Even Numbers of a
Telephone Directory (1960). A second group,

BMPT—founded in 1967 and consisting of the

French Daniel Buren (b. 1938), the Swiss Olivier

Mosset (b. 1944), Daniel Parmentier (b. 1927), and

the Swiss Niele Toroni (b. 1937)—joined together

to exhibit a type of conceptual painting, often stag-

ing painting events in public. Each artist chose a

different configuration to paint his canvases and

stuck with it: Buren vertical stripes, Mosset a central

black circle, Parmentier horizontal bands slightly

thicker than Buren’s, and Toroni a regular pattern

of same-sized brushstrokes. Buren especially went

on to exhibit his stripes (soon made of commercial

striped fabric on which Buren painted one printed

white stripe with white paint) in various public,

nonartistic settings, ranging from subway stops and

buses to building facades and flags, thus question-

ing, among other things, the institutional definition

of art.
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The works of some of the members of GRAV
were received together with what in the 1960s
came to be known as Op Art. The movement was
made famous by the popular 1965 exhibition The
Responsive Eye. Although held at the Museum of
Modern Art in New York, it featured primarily
European artists. Op Art triggered in the beholder
optical effects of movement, flicker, and distortions
and tested the limits of human vision. Although
there were also sculptures and reliefs at the exhibi-
tion, the popular image of Op Art was defined by
the British painter Bridget Riley and her black and
white canvases of rhythmically repeating and subtly
distorting lines and patterns.

After the 1970s, abstract painting was increas-
ingly relegated to the sidelines. Many artists returned
to figurative painting, but in the early twenty-first
century the majority work in other media such
as sculpture, installation, video, and photography,
where avant-garde art is alive and well.

See also Bauhaus; Braque, Georges; Cubism; De Stijl;
Degenerate Art Exhibit; Kandinsky, Wassily;
Lissitzky, El; Malevich, Kazimir; Miró, Joan;
Moholy-Nagy, László; Mondrian, Piet; Picasso,
Pablo; Surrealism.
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Jean Miró: Escritos y conversaciones, edited by Margit
Rowell. Valencia, Spain, 2002.
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CHRISTINE MEHRING

n

PAISLEY, IAN (b. 1926), influential Protestant
unionist minister in Northern Ireland.
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The Reverend Ian Richard Kyle Paisley was
born in the ancient ecclesiastical capital of Ireland,
the City of Armagh, on 6 April 1926. His father,
Kyle, was a Baptist minister who had been a mem-
ber of the Ulster Volunteer Force that had opposed
Home Rule before World War I. The family moved
to Ballymena, County Antrim, in 1928 when
Paisley’s father became minister to a larger congre-
gation. In 1942 Paisley spent a year in the Barry
School of Evangelism in South Wales, returning to
Belfast in 1943 where for three years he was a part-
time student at a theological college run by the
small Protestant sect, the Reformed Presbyterian
Church of Ireland. Paisley’s brand of evangelical
Protestantism was deeply influenced by the literalist
and separatist doctrines of American fundamental-
ism, and he developed close links with Dr. Bob
Jones (1883–1968) of the Bob Jones University
in South Carolina, which awarded him an honorary
degree in 1966. In 1951, Paisley established his
own Free Presbyterian Church in the Ravenhill area
of Belfast, where he later erected the large Martyrs
Memorial Church.

From the late 1940s, Paisley was involved on
the fringes of unionist politics. He was a member of
the Orange Order, although he resigned from it in
1962 and joined the dissident Independent Orange
Order. He linked himself to an ‘‘independent
unionist’’ tradition that combined religious funda-
mentalism with a populist critique of the unionist
establishment for allegedly betraying working class
Protestants and appeasing Catholics and national-
ists. The original support for his organizations
Ulster Protestant Action and the Protestant
Unionist Party came from disaffected working class
Protestants in Belfast. His political breakthrough
occurred when a new unionist prime minister,
Captain Terence O’Neill (1914–1990; prime min-
ister 1963–1969), moved gingerly to address some
of the grievances of Ulster’s Catholic minority.
Paisley identified O’Neill with the ‘‘appeasers’’ in
the mainstream Protestant churches who sup-
ported the ecumenical movement in response to
the Second Vatican Council (1962–1965).

Paisley’s vivid revivalist preaching style, com-
bined with a sharp wit and fierce caricatures of his
religious and political opponents, allowed him to
tap into reservoirs of class and ethnic resentments
and insecurities in the Protestant community. His

willingness to take his supporters onto the streets

produced heightened inter-community tensions. In

1966 he was imprisoned for a protest outside the

Presbyterian General Assembly. However, Paisley’s

support continued to grow as O’Neill faced the

onset of the civil rights movement and its marches

and street protests. Paisley put himself at the head

of those ultra-loyalists who took to the streets to

oppose the marches.

As the crisis of the unionist state deepened,

Paisley emerged as the most strident voice of the

Right. He claimed responsibility for O’Neill’s res-

ignation and harried O’Neill’s successors as they

introduced reforms under pressure from the

British government. In April 1970, Paisley won a

by-election for O’Neill’s Bannside constituency at

Stormont, and in the June 1970 general election he

won the North Antrim seat at Westminster. By this

time the civil rights movement had given way to

the armed struggle of the IRA, and the conditions

of violence and insecurity intensified the appeal of

the Right within the Protestant community. In

October 1971, the Protestant Unionist Party was

transformed into the Democratic Unionist Party

(DUP) as Paisley attempted to widen the appeal

to disaffected unionists who had reservations

about the influence of Protestant fundamentalism

on his party. The suspension of the Stormont

Parliament in 1972 was a major blow to the

Unionist Party, but the DUP failed to exploit it

because of Paisley’s temporary support for the idea

of the total integration of Northern Ireland within

the United Kingdom. He was also faced with the

emergence of an alternative leadership of the right

in the person of the former unionist cabinet min-

ister, Bill Craig (b. 1924), and his Ulster Vanguard

movement.

In the elections for a new Northern Ireland

Assembly in 1973, the DUP won 10 percent of

the vote to the Ulster Unionists’ 29 percent.

Paisley joined with Craig and the right wing of

the Ulster Unionist Party (UUP) to oppose the

Sunningdale Agreement in December 1973 that

established an executive based on power sharing

between unionists and nationalists. He supported

the Ulster Workers’ Council strike when a combi-

nation of industrial action and intimidation by

Protestant paramilitary groups brought the
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province to a standstill and forced the resignation
of the executive in May 1974.

In the aftermath of the strike, the DUP’s sup-
port expanded significantly as Craig isolated him-
self by his support for an ‘‘emergency coalition’’
with nationalists. At the same time, the Ulster
Unionist Party was suffering from weak leadership
and internal divisions. The DUP could rely on the
single-minded commitment of members of the
Free Presbyterian Church to present a united and
hard-line image that appealed in a period of acute
uncertainty. In the first elections to the European
Parliament in 1979, Paisley topped the poll with
almost 30 percent of the vote. In 1981 the DUP
first inched ahead of the Ulster Unionist Party in
the local government elections. However, this
victory proved short-term and it was not until the
elections for a Northern Ireland Assembly in
October 2003 that the DUP would again surpass
the UUP.

This reflected the unease in sections of the
Protestant community with the religious extrem-
ism of many party members and activists, and also
with Paisley’s continued identification with mili-
tancy on the streets through events like the failed
United Unionist Action Council Strike in 1977
and a DUP-sponsored vigilante organization, the
‘‘Third Force,’’ set up in 1981. The party also
suffered from its inability to shift Margaret
Thatcher’s commitment to the Anglo-Irish
Agreement of 1985. By the 1990s, while Paisley
continued to win massive votes in European elec-
tions, the DUP seemed to be confirmed in its
position of second place to the UUP. However,
the IRA cease-fire and the Good Friday Agreement
of 1998 convulsed unionist politics in a way that
benefited the DUP.

Paisley had opposed the agreement as a ‘‘sell-
out’’ to the IRA. Key aspects of the agreement, like
the early release of paramilitary prisoners and police
reform, were intensely unpopular among grassroots
Unionists. As the UUP leader, David Trimble (b.
1944), accepted republicans in government and
the IRA prevaricated on the decommissioning of
its weapons, support for the UUP slumped and
Paisley and his party benefited. However, given
the continued strength of fundamentalism in the
DUP, doubts remained that, even if his failing
health would allow it, Paisley would crown his

political career by becoming first minister of
Northern Ireland.

See also IRA; Northern Ireland; United Kingdom.
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HENRY PATTERSON

n

PAKISTAN. It is an irony of history that
Pakistan was a state demanded neither by its found-
ing father, Mohammed Ali Jinnah (1876–1948),
nor by the peoples of the territories that came to
comprise the new country in 1947. The creation of
Pakistan came at the cost of the partition of British
India, approximately a million deaths, and the
uprooting of some seventeen million people. Its
two most populous provinces of Punjab and
Bengal—both divided—sustained the largest share
of these losses. Not only were regional solidarities
violently rent, but Punjab was divested of its rich
eastern districts and eastern Bengal of its industrial
heart of Calcutta. For the remaining provinces of
Pakistan—Baluchistan, the North Western Frontier
Province, and Sind—the new territorial dispensa-
tion meant the corset-strings of a Punjabi-
dominated center constraining their provincial
autonomy. The Muslims from provinces in undi-
vided India where they formed minorities might be
supposed to have been its greatest beneficiaries.
However, of the ninety-five million Muslims of
pre-1947 India, almost a third remained in the
Hindu-majority state either by choice or force of
circumstance. Of those who moved to Pakistan,
many have remained unassimilated, dubbed
Muhajirs (migrants), within the homeland osten-
sibly created for them.

FOUNDING THE STATE

The founding of Pakistan is often traced to the
reformer Syed Ahmed Khan’s (1817–1898)
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articulation of the ‘‘two nation’’ theory in the
1880s. However, situating Syed Ahmed Khan in
his times reveals that his concerns were more with
securing the flagging fortunes of elite Muslims in
north India than with advancing any separatist
ideas. This required reconciling Muslims with
British rule, Islamic ideas with Western modernity,
and eschewing the Indian National Congress’s
anticolonial politics. Describing Muslims as a dis-
crete community that Congress could not repre-
sent, Syed Ahmed Khan presumed greater unity
among his co-religionists than empirical reality jus-
tified. But this was a perception reinforced by colo-
nial censuses that had counted Indians into a
Hindu ‘‘majority’’ and a Muslim ‘‘minority’’ com-
munity. In projecting Muslims and Hindus as two
nations, Khan did not oppose the idea of an Indian
nation as much as he sought to trump the major-
itarianism he saw embedded in the Hindu-domi-
nated Congress’s nationalism that threatened to
treat Muslims as a perpetual ‘‘minority.’’

Imperial systems of control through a balance
between communities also lent support to the idea
that Muslim interests needed separate representa-
tion. In October 1906, some Muslim leaders, with
colonial encouragement, demanded separate elec-
torates (granted by the 1909 Indian Councils Act)
and in December 1906 established the All India
Muslim League as a party that purportedly spoke
for all Indian Muslims. While regional, linguistic,
class, and sectarian divergences militated against a
unitary conception of the Muslim community, this
construction of the political category of ‘‘Indian
Muslim’’ encouraged emphasis on religious iden-
tity to make demands from the colonial state.

This was the backdrop to Jinnah’s revival of the
two-nation theory in the late 1930s. In elections
held in 1937 to create fully Indian ministries in the
eleven provinces of British India, the Congress had
won majorities in eight and the League in none.
Beginning his political career in the Congress,
Jinnah had little personal interest in the politics of
religion. But the League’s electoral debacle sent
him in search of some way to unite the interests
of Muslims in Hindu-majority provinces, where
separate electorates had ensured the League’s only
victories, with those in provinces where they
formed majorities but where cross-communal
regional parties held sway. Religion provided a

common thread, and claiming that Muslim India
constituted a ‘‘nation’’ offered a viable strategy to
argue for equal representation with ‘‘Hindu
India’’ in any central government institutions. At
no point did Jinnah view ‘‘Pakistan’’ so defined as
incompatible with a federal or confederal state
structure encompassing a united India. It was
only by raising the specter of a future Congress-
dominated postcolonial state that Jinnah per-
suaded Muslim-majority provinces wedded to
their autonomy to accept the League as their
‘‘sole spokesman’’ in all-India negotiations. In
the end, the Congress’s rejection of the British
Cabinet Mission’s proposals of 1946, which
protected Muslim interests through powerful
provinces that could discipline the center, extin-
guished the last hopes for an undivided indepen-
dent India. The British transferred power to
Pakistan on 14 August 1947 and to India a
day later.

POSTCOLONIAL CONTINUITY

That, despite the upheavals of partition, the state
did not collapse in either Pakistan or India is a
testimony to the robustness of the colonial struc-
tures that survived in both countries after indepen-
dence. Unlike India, however, which had inherited
the mantle of the British Raj, Pakistan was defined
as a seceding state and had to fashion its interna-
tional identity anew, asking cap in hand for admis-
sion into the comity of nations. More importantly,
it had to carve out a new political center and have
its authority acknowledged by provincial politicians
fiercely protective of their regional power. This task
was rendered both more urgent by the outbreak of
hostilities with India over Kashmir and harder by
the fact that the only national party, the Muslim
League, had little or no organizational structure
in the areas that came to form Pakistan. Its main
constituency had always been drawn from among
Muslims in Hindu majority provinces now in India.
The result was the early reliance by weak central
politicians on the two main non-elected institu-
tions, the civil bureaucracy and the army, put in
place by the colonial state. This explains in large
measure why, beginning with the same colonial
legacy in 1947, whereas India was able to sustain
more or less stable traditions of formal democracy,
Pakistan’s fifty-seven-year-old history has been
dominated by military rule in collusion with the
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mighty civil service. Although federal in form, the
Pakistani state emerged, like its colonial predeces-
sor, as highly centralized in practice and reliant on
the administrative fiat of the bureaucracy and a
disciplined army.

THE CREATION OF BANGLADESH

The difficulties of national integration and the
inadequacy of Islam as a force capable of overriding
regional particularisms were forcefully illustrated by
the secession in 1971 of East Pakistan. Separated by
1,000 miles of Indian territory from the western
wing, East Bengal comprised over half Pakistan’s
population. Yet, despite this demographic edge,
Bengalis were denied their due share in governance.
Indeed, the fear of Bengali dominance led Punjabi
politicians to collude with bureaucrats and the
army to postpone democratic elections. Politically
marginalized, the Bengalis were also severely

underrepresented in the powerful bureaucracy and

military. And economically, Bengali revenues from

the export of primary goods such as jute were used

to finance the development of the western wing,

producing accusations of an ‘‘inner colonialism.’’

Moreover, the center’s imposition of Urdu and

repression of the Bengali language and literature

lent a cultural dimension to political and economic

discontent. These various resentments fueled a

campaign for provincial autonomy led by

Mujibur Rahman (1920–1975) and his Awami

League; in 1970, in the first national elections

held in Pakistan, the party swept the polls in East

Bengal. The Pakistani center ordered a military

crackdown in March 1971, precipitating the

dismemberment of the country as a Bengali

Liberation Army, assisted by the Indian military,

fought a war of independence that ended with the

creation of Bangladesh.

Mohammad Ali Jinnah (on dais at left) is sworn in as governor-general of Pakistan, 17 August 1947. GETTY IMAGES
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ISLAM AND ISLAMIZATION

In the 1970 elections, the Pakistan People’s Party of
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto (1928–1979) won most seats in
West Pakistan. Bhutto had campaigned on a plat-
form of land reforms and state control of financial
and economic institutions. His populism failed
because of his inability to keep together the broad
coalition of his supporters—economic and social
groups with divergent interests linked only by a
common opposition to twelve years of martial rule.
Charges of corruption, nepotism, and authoritarian-
ism against the Bhutto regime were used by the army
to reassert control in 1977 against a backdrop of
widespread social unrest. General Mohammad Zia-
ul-Haq (1924–1988), who dismissed this first ever
democratically elected government and hanged
Bhutto in 1979, had to seek political legitimacy from
Islamic groups and other similar constituencies that
were in the forefront of opposition to Bhutto.

In Jinnah’s vision of a democratic Pakistan, as
enunciated in his speech to the Constituent
Assembly on 11 August 1947, religion was to be
a personal matter that had ‘‘nothing to do with the
business of the state.’’ Yet this perspective sat unea-
sily with the founding rationale of the state as a
homeland for Indian Muslims. Islam as state ideol-
ogy has played an ambivalent role in Pakistan.
Religious groups such as the Jamat-i-Islami,
founded by Syed Abul Ala Maududi (1903–
1979), while opposing the demand for Pakistan as
an expression of a godless nationalism, became
among the most vocal advocates of an ‘‘Islamic
state’’ after partition. However, while religious lead-
ers have been kept on the periphery of state
power, it was the periodic resort to Islam by tem-
poral authorities to fortify weak secular legitimacies
that opened the door to fundamentalist forces.
This trend was accelerated under Zia-ul-Haq,
whose regime (1977–1988) rested on the two sup-
ports of militarism and Islam. Yet even his
Islamization program was selectively targeted at
politically safe constituencies. Leaving the economy
out of the purview of reform, his Islamic commit-
ment was expressed through a series of purportedly
religious ordinances in 1979 discriminating against
women—effacing the distinction between rape and
adultery and reducing the evidence of a woman to
half that of a man. The genie of religious conser-
vatism once out was difficult to re-bottle, as was
demonstrated by the inability of Prime Minister

Benazir Bhutto (b. 1953, prime minister 1988–

1990 and 1993–1996), the first woman leader of

an Islamic state, to repeal these laws. Political expe-

diency assumed priority given her tenuous majority

in parliament and the vociferous opposition to her

assuming office from the orthodox Islamic lobby.

Another enduring legacy of the Zia-ul-Haq

years was the rise in Shia-Sunni sectarian violence.

The Iranian Revolution of 1979 had encouraged

political activism among Pakistan’s Shia minority

(15 to 25 percent of the population), many of

whom also opposed Zia-ul-Haq’s Islamization as

promoting a narrow Sunni vision incompatible with

Shia interpretations. In response, the central govern-

ment, with the help of the army and its intelligence

wing and funding from Saudi Arabia and other

countries in the Persian Gulf, bolstered a variety of

Islamic institutions, especially madrasas (seminaries)

propagating a particularly militant form of Sunni

orthodoxy. Careering out of control in more recent

times, sectarian violence claimed almost 1,300 lives

in urban Pakistan alone between 1990 and 2002.

And while, in the mid 1990s, the government made

efforts to curb Sunni extremism at home, it was

exported to Kashmir and Afghanistan.

ALLIANCE WITH THE UNITED STATES

Zia-ul-Haq’s purely homegrown program of

Islamization was queered by the American policy of

organizing Muslim mujahidin (religious warriors)

against the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. As a

result, generous funds and arms became available

from the United States, Saudi Arabia, and the

United Arab Emirates to underpin Zia-ul-Haq’s sup-

port for Islamic groups in Pakistan. This was not the

first time that the Pakistani state, through the instru-

mentality of its army, became subsumed into U.S.

strategic planning. As early as in the 1950s, Pakistan

had been enlisted as a valuable ally in the Cold War.

Toward this end, Washington buttressed the

Pakistani bureaucracy and the army as more reliable

safeguards against communism than the unpredict-

able world of democratic institutions. Indeed, many

observers suggest that the first military coup of

General Mohammad Ayub Khan (1907–1974) in

1958 had tacit American support. Whether or not

they were themselves concerned with ‘‘rolling back

communism,’’ both Generals Ayub and Zia-ul-Haq
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were grateful beneficiaries of the financial and mili-
tary aid this alignment brought.

While U.S.-Pakistani relations have seen periods
of cooling off, such as happened after the latter’s
nuclear tests in 1998, military and security ties were
never broken and were reinvigorated in the aftermath
of the 11 September 2001 attacks. In fact, while the
United States had joined other parts of the world in
condemning the coup of General Pervez Musharraf
(b. 1943) in October 1999, more recently such
criticism has been muted. President Musharraf, in
turn, has deftly made an about-face from full-fledged
support of the Taliban in Afghanistan to cooperation
with the United States in dealing with Islamist
forces in the region. Notwithstanding occasional
doubts expressed in Washington about the
Musharraf regime’s sincerity in weeding out Islamic
fundamentalists, the administration of George W.
Bush (b. 1946) has been unstinting in praising
Pakistan as a frontline ally in the ‘‘war against terror.’’

See also Al Qaeda; British Empire; British Empire, End
of; India; Islam; Islamic Terrorism.
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MRIDU RAI
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PALESTINE. In 1516 Palestine, a geographic
area that includes both present-day Israel and Jordan,
was absorbed into the vast Ottoman Empire that at
its pinnacle stretched across Europe and Asia. From
this time until the end of the First World War,

Palestine did not exist as a unified geopolitical entity.

It was divided between the Ottoman province of

Beirut in the north and the district of Jerusalem in

the south. The Muslim inhabitants of Palestine, the

vast majority of the population, were subjects of the

Ottoman sultan-caliph, the religious and temporal

head of the Islamic world, and local governors were

appointed by the Ottoman court in Constantinople.

There had been a dwindling Jewish presence in

Palestine since biblical times, when this area com-

prised a Jewish state. By 1914, primarily a result of

immigration from eastern Europe, Palestine’s Jewish

community (commonly known as the Yishuv), num-

bered seventy to eighty-five thousand, about 12 per-

cent of the total population.

1914–1917: OTTOMAN PALESTINE

Since its formal establishment in the 1890s, the

Zionist Organization, the Jewish national move-

ment seeking the return of the Jews to their

ancient homeland in Palestine, had attempted to

gain Ottoman support for this ambitious goal.

Following the Ottoman decision to enter the First

World War on the side of Germany in November

1914, the Zionists looked to Great Britain, the

leading anti-Ottoman power in the Middle East,

for political support.

In November 1917 the British government

issued the Balfour Declaration. Named after Lord

Balfour (Arthur James Balfour; 1848–1930),

Britain’s foreign minister, it was issued in the form

of a letter to Lord Rothschild (Lionel Walter

Rothschild; 1868–1937), the leading figure in

British Jewry. The Balfour Declaration called for

the ‘‘establishment in Palestine of a national home

for the Jewish people’’ and pledged that Great

Britain would ‘‘use their best endeavours to facil-

itate the achievement of this object, it being clearly

understood that nothing shall be done which may

prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing

non-Jewish communities in Palestine.’’

The following month the British army under

the command of General Sir Edmund Allenby cap-

tured the holy city of Jerusalem. This constituted a

grave setback to Ottoman prestige, heralded the

ultimate defeat and dismemberment of the

Ottoman Empire, and marked the beginning of

almost three decades of British rule in Palestine.
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1920–1948: BRITISH PALESTINE

British rule in Palestine was formalized when the
League of Nations approved a British mandate for
this former Ottoman possession in July 1922. The
key clauses of the Balfour Declaration were incor-
porated into the mandate. This allowed the Yishuv
to develop extensive educational and welfare ser-
vices and to acquire large parcels of land from Arab
landowners, absentee landlords, and peasants.
Landmark institutions, such as the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, were opened and the
Histadrut, the General Federation of Hebrew
Workers in Palestine, was established. This body
played a central role in rapidly developing the con-
struction, industrial, and agricultural sectors in a
period of rising Jewish immigration. A 1922 census
estimated the total population of Palestine at
752,048, of which Muslims numbered 589,177
(78 percent of the population) and Jews numbered
83,790 (11 percent of the population). By 1947
the Jews comprised 31 percent of a total popula-
tion of over 1.7 million.

This rise in the Jewish population was largely a

result of an influx of Jews escaping Nazi persecu-

tion in Europe. However, Palestine’s Arabs viewed

Jewish immigration into Palestine as a political

rather than a humanitarian issue. In 1921, 1930,

and 1936 Palestinian Arab delegations visited

London to express opposition to Zionism and con-

tinued immigration. There were also riots in 1920

and 1921 and a violent attack on Hebron’s Jewish

residents in 1929.

Haj Amin (Amin al-Husayni; 1893–1974), a

member of a leading Palestinian Arab family, domi-

nated Palestinian Arab politics during this period.

Appointed grand mufti (expounder of Muslim law)

by the British in 1921, he also headed the Arab

higher committee, the de facto Arab leadership in

Palestine. He played a key role in the Arab revolt

against British rule that began in 1936. He also led

Arab opposition to the July 1937 recommendation

of the royal commission on Palestine (the Peel

Commission) that called for the abrogation of the

mandate and the partition of Palestine into Jewish

and Arab states with a permanent mandate for

Jerusalem.

In November 1938 the Woodhead Commission,

set up to examine the feasibility of partition, rejected

the Peel proposals as unworkable. In May 1939

the British government introduced the Palestine

White Paper. This document severely restricted

Jewish immigration into Palestine to a maximum

of seventy-five thousand between April 1939 and

1944, after which time ‘‘no further Jewish immi-

gration will be permitted unless the Arabs of

Palestine are prepared to acquiesce in it.’’

Following the outbreak of the Second World
War in 1939, the Palestinian Arab community
showed little interest in opposing the Nazi menace
and the mufti’s position as Arab Palestine’s most
popular political leader was not diminished by his
cooperation with Nazi Germany during the war.
The Yishuv contributed greatly to the struggle
against Nazism, but the war years saw a severe
breakdown in relations between the Zionists and
the British government over the White Paper pol-
icy, which was viewed as a subversion of the Jewish
national revival in Palestine and the abandonment
of European Jewry to their Nazi persecutor.

As such, in May 1942 the mainstream Zionist
leadership for the first time officially endorsed the
call for the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine, as
opposed to a Jewish national home. At the same
time extremist Jewish groups like the Irgun Zvai
Leumi and the Stern Gang increased their attacks
against British targets in Palestine, the most notor-
ious of which was the 1946 bombing of the British
military headquarters at the King David Hotel in
Jerusalem that killed ninety-one people.

In 1947, in the face of Jewish insurgency and
Arab hostility, Britain turned the Palestine problem
over to the United Nations. On 29 November 1947
the United Nations approved (by 33 votes to 13 with
10 abstentions) a plan calling for the partition of
Palestine into two independent states—one Jewish,
the other Arab—linked in an economic union, with
Jerusalem placed under an international regime.

1948–1967: THE WEST BANK UNDER

JORDANIAN RULE

On 15 May 1948, less than twenty-four hours after
the end of the British mandate and the proclama-
tion of the establishment of the State of Israel,
the combined armies of Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon,
Transjordan (which in 1949 adopted the name
Jordan), and Syria invaded the nascent Jewish state.
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Israel was victorious in the ensuing war, and by
the summer of 1949 it was in possession of far more

territory than had been originally envisaged under

the United Nations’ partition plan. However,

Jordan captured east Jerusalem and the west bank

of the Jordan River. Jerusalem was divided into a

Jordanian sector and an Israeli sector with a small

no-man’s-land and a demilitarized zone separating
both sides. This meant that King Abdullah (Abd

Allah ibn al-Husayn; 1882–1951), the founder of

the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan now ruled both

banks of the Jordan River, as during the 1920s the

British had placed the area of Palestine to the east of

the river under Hashemite control.

By the time hostilities ceased in 1949, large

numbers of Palestinian Arabs from the main urban
centers of Jerusalem, Jaffa, and Haifa and from

villages along the coastal plane of Palestine had fled

their homes. The actual number of Palestinians

who became refugees at this time is unknown.

Israel estimates the figure at 538,000, the UN

estimate is 720,000, and Palestinian sources believe

it to be 850,000. An emotive academic debate

rages between scholars who argue that Israel

expelled the refugees and those who claim that

the Palestinian Arabs left of their own volition,

intent on returning once Israel had been defeated.

In April 1950 King Abdullah annexed east

Jerusalem and the West Bank into his kingdom.

Unlike Palestinian refugees in other Arab countries,

those under Jordanian jurisdiction gained automatic

Jordanian citizenship and were integrated into the

nation’s economic, social, and political life.

However, Jordanian investment in the West

Bank’s infrastructure, industry, and social services

was minimal, resulting in 200,000 West Bank resi-

dents moving to the East Bank and about 300,000

others emigrating abroad between 1949 and 1967.

Many of those Palestinians who remained lived in

Displaced Jews gathered in Milan protest delays in permitting their emigration to Palestine, June 1946.
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refugee camps and were reluctant to integrate into

Jordanian society. King Hussein, who succeeded his

father King Talal I (r. 1951–1952) in 1953, faced

growing economic and political pressure from this

large and disaffected constituency. This situation dete-

riorated when the Palestine Liberation Organization

(PLO), established in 1964, challenged Jordanian

sovereignty over the West Bank and attempted to

overthrow the Hashemite monarchy.

1967–2004: THE WEST BANK UNDER

ISRAELI RULE

In the early morning of 5 June 1967, and in
response to relentless threats from its Arab neigh-
bors, Israel launched a surprise military attack on
Egypt, Jordan, and Syria. By the time the UN
Security Council–sponsored ceasefire had come into
effect on 10 June, Israel had captured east Jerusalem
and the West Bank from Jordan. Jerusalem was
reunited under Israeli sovereignty and the West
Bank was placed under administration.

In the wake of the war the PLO quickly
evolved into the diplomatic and military represen-
tative of a Palestinian people who felt betrayed by
the Arab world. In 1968 the PLO formulated its
national covenant that declared the existence of the
state of Israel to be null and void. In 1969 Yasser
Arafat became head of the PLO, and his champion-
ing of the twin policy of international terror and
diplomacy gained widespread support in the inter-
national community at a time of growing sympathy
for anticolonial causes. In November 1974 Arafat
had the distinction of becoming the first non–head
of state to address the General Assembly of the
United Nations.

The overwhelming majority of ordinary
Palestinians in the West Bank opposed the occupa-
tion, but they did not participate in the armed
struggle. Rather, they used their access to the
larger and more developed Israeli economy to
improve their standard of living, something their
own primarily agricultural economy could not
offer.

The number of Palestinians working in Israel
rose from zero in 1967 to sixty-six thousand in
1975. During the 1970s the West Bank was the
fourth fastest-growing economy in the world. This
period also saw a significant fall in infant mortality

and illiteracy rates, as well as a dramatic increase in
life expectancy and attendance at schools and uni-

versities. All this influenced the social, economic,

and political development of the West Bank, as the

traditional pro-Jordanian elite was eclipsed by a

younger generation of educated Palestinian nation-

alists in both urban and rural areas.

Between 1977 and 1991, the number of

Jewish settlers in the West Bank grew from

20,000 to over 100,000. This became the major
Palestinian grievance against Israel, and in

December 1987 the intifada, a mass uprising

against the Israeli occupation, began. The intifada
highlighted the existence of a local Palestinian lead-

ership capable of challenging the dominance of the

PLO, which had been based in far-away Tunis since

being driven out of Lebanon by Israel in 1982. The
PLO’s influence was further weakened by the

growing appeal of Islamist groups like Hamas—

the Palestinian branch of the Muslim Brothers,

which came to prominence during the intifada—

and by the collapse of its longtime patron the

Soviet Union following the end of the Cold War.

At the Madrid Peace Conference of October

1991, and in subsequent bilateral political discus-

sions with Israel, the Palestinians were represented
by a joint Palestinian-Jordanian delegation, as

Israel refused to negotiate with the PLO.

However, secret talks between Israeli and PLO

officials in Oslo, Norway, over the same period

resulted in a peace agreement. On 13 September

1993, in a historic ceremony in the garden of the

White House, Israeli and PLO leaders signed a

Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-
Government Arrangements (also known as DOP,

or Oslo 1), which set out a framework for

Palestinian self-rule in occupied territories prior to

a final settlement.

Subsequent agreements in 1994, 1995, 1997,

and 1998 extended Palestinian autonomy and pro-

vided for a gradual Israeli military redeployment

and cooperation on security issues. The interna-

tional community provided significant support for
the economic, political, and social development of

the West Bank following the signing of the Oslo

Accords. The World Bank has estimated that

annual donor assistance averaged one billion U.S.

dollars per annum in these years.
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Nevertheless, this massive investment did not
result in ordinary Palestinians experiencing a
noticeable rise in their living standards. This was
because of widespread corruption and gross ineffi-
ciency within the Palestinian Authority, the gov-
erning body of the self-rule areas; as well as Israel’s
repeated closure of its borders to Palestinian goods
and workers in response to a wave of Palestinian
terrorism between 1994 and 1996.

By 1999, according to World Bank figures, the
West Bank had recovered from the economic
decline of previous years. However, the failure of
Israel and the Palestinian Authority to reach a per-
manent settlement resulted in the breakdown of the
Oslo process and the outbreak of the al-Aqsa inti-
fada in September 2000. Israelis and Palestinians
then experienced a period of violence and despair
unprecedented even by the appalling standards of
this tragic conflict. The death in November 2004 of
the longtime Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat, a man
whom many held responsible for the failure of Oslo,
and the decision of the Israeli government to with-
draw unilaterally and remove all settlements from
the Gaza Strip presented a new opportunity for
peace. But by the mid-2000s, creating the circum-
stances that would result in the establishment of a
viable, sovereign Palestinian state in the West Bank
still posed a significant challenge to Israel and the
Palestinian Authority.

See also British Empire; Israel; Zionism.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Cmd. 5479, Report of the Palestine Royal Commission.

London, July 1937.

Cmd. 6019, Palestine: A Statement of Policy. London, May
1939.

Secondary Sources
Friedman, Isaiah. The Question of Palestine: British-Jewish-

Arab Relations, 1914–1918. New Brunswick, N.J., and
London, 1992. A scholarly and intricate analysis of
Britain’s Palestine policy and its negotiations with
Arabs and Jews during the First World War.

Karsh, Efraim. The Arab-Israeli Conflict: The Palestine War
1948. Oxford, U.K., 2002. A succinct and reader-
friendly account of the 1948 war that examines the
factors that led to the fighting and analyzes the war’s
impact on Israeli-Arab relations, Palestinian society,
and the international community.

Morris, Benny. The Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem
Revisited. Cambridge, U.K., 2004. A leading scholar
argues that Israel was responsible for expelling
Palestine’s Arab population during the 1948 war.

Rabinovich, Itamar. Waging Peace: Israel and the Arabs,
1948–2003. Princeton, N.J., 2004. A comprehensive
and informed history of Israeli-Arab relations by a
leading scholar who was also Israel’s ambassador to
the United States during the 1990s.

Ross, Dennis. The Missing Peace: The Inside Story of the Fight
for Middle East Peace. New York, 2004. A hugely
detailed narrative account of the Oslo peace process
by the senior U.S. negotiator.

Sayigh, Yezid. Armed Struggle and the Search for State: The
Palestinian National Movement, 1949–1993. Oxford,
U.K., 1997. A definitive study of Palestinian society
and the PLO’s struggle against Israel from the time of
the 1948 war until the Oslo peace process.

Shamir, Shimon, and Bruce Maddy-Weitzman, eds. The
Camp David Summit—What Went Wrong?:
Americans, Israelis, and Palestinians Analyze the
Failure of the Boldest Attempt Ever to Resolve the
Palestinian-Israeli Conflict. Brighton, U.K., and
Portland, Ore., 2005. A collection of easily accessible
essays on why the Oslo peace process failed, written by
academic experts and key Israeli, Palestinian, and
American participants in the negotiations.

Sherman, A. J. Mandate Days: British Lives in Palestine,
1918–1948. London, 1997. An entertaining account
of the British mandate based primarily on the diary
entries and correspondence of British residents of
Palestine during that period.

Shlaim, Avi. The Iron Wall: Israel and the Arab World.
London, 2000. A critical examination of Zionism and
Israel’s responsibility for the Arab-Israeli conflict over
the course of the twentieth century.

Watson, Geoffrey R. The Oslo Accords: International Law
and the Israeli-Palestinian Peace Agreements. Oxford,
U.K., 2000. A scholarly study from a legal perspective
of the obligations imposed on both Israel and the
Palestinians under the various Oslo peace agreements.

Vital, David. Zionism: The Crucial Phase. Oxford, U.K.,
1987. The definitive scholarly account of both the
Zionist movement and the Yishuv’s evolution from
the beginning of the First World War until the out-
break of the Second World War.

RORY MILLER

n

PALME, OLOF (1927–1986), prime minister
of Sweden.

Sven Olof Joachim Palme, born to a well-
established middle-class family, belonged to a

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1969

P A L M E , O L O F



postwar generation characterized by the polarized
worldview of the Cold War. As a young student
he was active in the splitting of the communist-
dominated international student movement and
participated in the creation of an alternative, pro-
West organization. At the same time, international
student activities gave him an early opportunity to
travel in the Third World, and Palme’s experiences
there would have great significance for his future
engagement with geopolitical issues.

A year at a university in the United States gave
Palme insights into American society and its intel-
lectual traditions. He maintained contacts with
radical and liberal U.S. circles until the end of his
life.

In 1953, at the age of twenty-six, Palme became
political secretary to Tage Erlander, Sweden’s Social
Democratic prime minister (1946–1969). Palme
quickly gained great importance for Erlander as a
source of inspiration and as a partner in intellectual
dialogue. During these years Palme had reason to
occupy himself with a broad spectrum of issues and
thus acquired a general education in politics that
would stand him in good stead during his future
political career.

Palme quickly acquired the image of a young
man of the future. He was appointed minister
(without a portfolio) in 1963. He was minister of
communications from 1965 to 1967 and minister
of education and culture in 1967. In 1969 he was
elected chairman of the Social Democratic Party
and simultaneously became prime minister.

During the 1960s Palme’s name was increas-
ingly linked to engagement in international affairs,
above all because of his critical attitude toward the
U.S. war in Vietnam. He delivered his sharpest
critique in connection with the Christmas 1972
U.S. bombing of Hanoi, in a speech that compared
the bombing with atrocities such as Guernica in
Spain in 1937, Babi Yar and Treblinka during
World War II, and Sharpeville in South Africa in
1960.

The Swedish Vietnam policy caused serious
complications in Sweden’s diplomatic relations
with the United States. At the same time, Palme
gained international attention. Palme had contact
with many leading cultural figures, journalists, and
radical politicians. During the 1970s he became an

important partner in dialogue for leaders from the

Third World. Through his work in the Socialist

International, Palme made important contributions

to the development of international social democ-

racy in, among other places, Portugal.

Domestically Palme’s first years as prime min-

ister coincided with an era of social radicalization.

During the first half of the 1970s Sweden went

through its most comprehensive period of social

reforms. Especially noted was Palme’s engagement

in the issue of equality between the sexes, and

many of the reforms of the 1970s concerned family

policies and women’s labor market opportunities.

At the same time, Palme showed political and tac-

tical shrewdness. Social Democracy’s electoral basis

was steadily shrinking throughout the 1970s.

Nonetheless, Palme managed to stay in power until

1976, when the Social Democrats were forced into

opposition for the first time since the 1930s. The

party returned to power in 1982, however, with

Palme again as prime minister. By then, the

Olof Palme (right) with the North Vietnamese

ambassador to Sweden, Nguyen Tho Chan, at a

reception in Stockholm, October 1969. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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radicalism of the 1960s and 1970s had been
replaced by the neoliberalism of the 1980s, and
Palme did not always feel altogether at home in
the new political climate.

Palme continued to dedicate a significant por-
tion of his political energies to international ques-
tions. He established the Palme Commission, an
independent expert commission on issues of disar-
mament and security. Some of the commission’s
policy suggestions became irrelevant when the
Cold War ended in the early 1990s. Palme was also
appointed United Nations mediator in the conflict
between Iran and Iraq, but his work did not lead to
the hoped-for results.

On 28 February 1986, Olof Palme was shot
dead on a street in Stockholm. The murder awak-
ened strong passions and has, in retrospect, been
characterized as a national trauma. Palme’s death
coincided with great changes in political and ideo-
logical values, which has led to its sometimes being
seen as a symbol for the end of the Swedish Model.
The investigation was badly mishandled and no
one could be tied to the murder, which gave rise
to extensive speculation and conspiracy theories.

Olof Palme was Sweden’s leading postwar poli-
tical personality. His strong political feelings and
engagement were paired with extensive expertise,
significant tactical skill, and great rhetorical talent.
He also was controversial and provoked strong
feelings. The political opposition presented him as
a politician of confrontation, and in conservative
circles one spoke of the existence of a palpable
Palme-hatred, which has since abated. Although
critics existed within the Social Democratic Party as
well, the dominant tendency was to join together in
personal support of Palme.

See also Social Democracy; Sweden.
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PAPANDREOU, ANDREAS (1919–1996),
Greek statesman.

The Greek statesman Andreas Papandreou
was born on the island of Chios on 5 February
1919. He was the son of George Papandreou
(1888–1968), a leading Liberal politician and
prime minister. He studied at the University of
Athens. As a student he was involved in a
Trotskyite group, and during the Metaxas dictator-
ship he was arrested. In 1942 he enrolled at
Harvard University, where he finished his disserta-
tion in economics. During the 1950s he taught
economics at several American universities. In
1959 he returned to Greece to head the
Economic Research Center. When his father, who
was the leader of the Centre Union Party, was
prime minister in 1963–1965, Andreas was among
his chief economic advisors. In 1964 Andreas
Papandreou was elected a deputy with the Centre
Union and was appointed deputy minister of
Coordination. His radical views caused the reaction
not only of the Conservative Party but also of the
more moderate elements in his own party. He was
accused of organizing a conspiracy group of leftist
officers in the army and that was the beginning of a
protracted crisis between King Constantine II
(r. 1964–1973) and the government that led to
the fall of the George Papandreou cabinet in July
1965.

When the Greek colonels seized power on
21 April 1967 Andreas Papandreou was arrested.
In January 1968 he received the permission to
leave the country. The same year he established
the Panhellenic Liberation Movement (PAK) in
Stockholm, and he set out to organize an under-
ground group within Greece. During the military
junta (1967–1974) he lived mostly in Sweden and
Canada and was involved in a series of campaigns
and meetings against the regime in Greece.

In 1974 he returned to Greece and founded
the Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK). The
program of the party was quite radical and was a
combination of nationalism, populism, and social-
ism. The influence of PASOK and of its charismatic
leader grew spectacularly in the 1970s at the
expense of the Center and the Left. In 1974
PASOK received 13.5 percent of the votes but in
the next elections after three years it nearly doubled
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its votes (25 percent). In 1981 PASOK with 48
percent won a landslide victory over the right-
wing New Democracy, and Papandreou became
the first socialist prime minister in Greek history.

The outstanding achievement of PASOK was

a result of the mass mobilization in hundreds

of grassroots organizations and of Papandreou’s

personal charisma. The main slogan of PASOK in

the 1981 elections was one word: ‘‘change.’’ It

reflected the drive of Greek society to overcome

the legacy of discriminations against the Left that

the Greek Civil War had inherited and the need for

social justice and political reform. Yet the vague-

ness of the term change denoted the populist ten-

dencies of Papandreou’s rhetoric. The first term of

the socialist government (1981–1985) was marked

by measures of redistribution of the national

income in favor of the lower classes, expansion of

the role of the state in the economy, and the intro-

duction of political and social reforms long over-

due. In foreign relations Papandreou steered a

middle course between the United States and the

Soviet Union and developed good relations with

Arab and Balkan countries, save Turkey. PASOK

easily won the 1985 election with 46 percent of the

vote, but in the second term (1985–1989) the

socialist government moved to a more liberal direc-

tion. Due to the poor performance of the Greek

economy the Socialist government initiated a pro-

gram of stabilization that broke the cross-

class alliance that had brought the Socialist Party

to power. The government worked toward a closer

cooperation with the European Community while

Papandreou after a moment when the tension in

Greek-Turkish relations reached its climax (1987)

initiated the rapprochement with Turkey. However,

many PASOK supporters were disillusioned by its

economic policy and a series of corruption scandals,

involving Papandreou himself, while his personal life

attracted public criticism. PASOK lost the 1989

election, and after new elections and a bitter polar-

ization the New Democracy came to power in 1990.

Papandreou was cleared of all charges and led

PASOK to its second term in power. In 1993

PASOK won the election with 47 percent of the

votes. Despite the socialist rhetoric, he followed a

policy of liberalization and austerity that showed

that the differences between the two major parties

had largely disappeared. The priority was conver-

gence of the Greek economy with the other

European economies, and the objective was the

inclusion of Greece in the European Monetary

Union. His fragile health, however, would under-

mine his ability to govern, and in January 1996 he

resigned and Kostas Simitis (b. 1936) became the

new leader of PASOK. Andreas Papandreou died

on 23 June 1996. His son, George Papandreou,

minister of foreign affairs in Simitis’s government,

became the new leader of PASOK in 2004.

See also Greece; Socialism; Turkey.
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POLYMERIS VOGLIS

n

PAPON, MAURICE (b. 1910), French Vichy
government official.

Maurice Papon served as general secretary of
the Gironde prefecture from 1942 until the
Liberation of France in August 1944. On 2 April
1998, convicted of complicity in crimes against
humanity, he was sentenced to ten years in prison
and deprived of his civic rights in criminal court. As
a former official of the wartime Vichy government
who subsequently enjoyed a brilliant administrative
career in the highest echelons of government,
Papon’s conviction came more than fifty years after
his participation in the arrest and deportation of
some 1,560 Jews during the German occupation.

EARLY CAREER

Papon was the son of a notary. After studies in law,
literature, politics, and economics, he undertook,
at age twenty-one, a career in public administra-
tion, first in the aviation ministry, then moving
onto other government posts. Although in 1936
he supported the left-wing Popular Front, four
years later Papon rallied to the National
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Revolution led by Philippe Pétain. In 1941 he was

appointed director of the cabinet of the general

secretary in the Ministry of Interior, which was

headed by Maurice Sabatier; he followed the latter

to the occupied zone when the prime minister,

Pierre Laval, appointed Sabatier to head the pre-

fecture of the Gironde region in Bordeaux. In June

1942 Papon’s appointment as secretary general of

the Gironde placed him in charge of law enforce-

ment and Jewish issues. Rigorous and diligent,

Papon promptly organized roundups of Jews,

who were sent to the transit camp at Drancy before

being deported to Auschwitz.

As the end of the Nazi occupation drew near,

Papon put himself at the disposal of Gaston Cusin,

who had been named regional commissioner of the

French Republic in Bordeaux. Cusin, in search of

high-ranking civil servants who belonged to the

noncommunist resistance, named Papon to

become prefect, or administrative head, of the

Landes region. Although the Committee of

Liberation raised objections, Papon’s nomination

was confirmed by a commission in charge of purg-

ing the administration of collaborators.

POSTWAR CAREER

In the postwar period, Papon embarked on what

became a brilliant career in the highest levels of

government. In 1945 he served in the ministry of

interior and two years later was appointed prefect

of Corse. Four years later he was transferred to the

administration in Constantine, Algeria, where he

served as prefect; and in 1951 he became secretary

general of the prefecture of police in Paris. In 1954

he was appointed to Morocco, then a French pro-

tectorate, before returning to Algeria in May 1956.

Meanwhile, he had been made a Chevalier of the

Legion of Honor in 1948 and was later elevated to

the rank of Officier.

In March 1958 Papon was appointed prefect of

the Paris police district, a post that he would

occupy until 1967. Under his authority the

Parisian police brutally suppressed a peaceful

demonstration for Algerian independence orga-

nized by the Front de Libération National

(National Liberation Front, FLN) on 17 October

1961. The number of Algerians killed has never

been determined with accuracy, but estimates

range from forty, as reported by the government,
up to as high as four hundred.

Papon was forced to resign in 1967 in the wake
of the Ben Barka affair, in which the French police
were revealed to be complicit in kidnapping the
leader of the Moroccan resistance movement.
Briefly, Papon served as president of the aircraft
manufacturing company Sud-Aviation. But in
1968 he returned to government when he was
elected to the national assembly and subsequently
appointed to preside over its budget commission;
later he served as finance minister (1978–1981) in
two successive governments led by Raymond Barre.

THE RETURN OF THE PAST

Papon certainly had little reason to expect his past
in the Vichy administration would return to haunt
him. But on 6 May 1981 the newspaper Le canard
enchaı̂né published an article revealing Papon’s role
in the deportation of Jews from Bordeaux. At
Papon’s initiative, a panel composed of former
fighters in the French Resistance met on 15
December 1981 and agreed that Papon had
belonged to the movement, a claim subsequently
corroborated by a card identifying him as a volun-
teer, which Papon had managed to obtain in the
late 1950s. However, the panel argued that Papon
should have resigned from his post at the head of
the administration of the Gironde in July 1942.

Nevertheless, on 19 January 1983 some victims
pressed charges, and Papon was indicted as complicit
in crimes against humanity. A long period of judicial
wrangling ensued, lasting over a decade. The trial,
which finally started 8 October 1997, lasted about six
months. It aroused great interest in the media, which
at times spotlighted Papon, alert despite his age—he
was eighty-seven—who was determined to defend his
image as a former resistance fighter, and sometimes
focused on the question of government complicity in
the deportation of French Jews.

After his conviction in 1998, and the denial of
his appeal in October 1999, Papon attempted to
escape custody but was apprehended in Switzerland
and returned to prison in Fresnes, near Paris. On
18 September 2002, he was freed on grounds of ill
health by the Paris Court of Appeals, which was
applying a new French law (4 March 2002) that
ordered release of prisoners for whom incarceration
put their life in danger. Papon’s judicial saga did
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not end there, however, but continued to play out
like the trial, as the condemnation of a man and the
wartime French administration alike.

Seeking to rehabilitate his good name, Papon
addressed the European Court of Human Rights. He
obtained a preliminary victory on 2 July 2002 when
the court in Strasbourg decided that the French courts
had prevented Papon from receiving a fair trial. The
European court said that the French appeals court had
erred on 21 October 1999, when it denied his appeal
on the grounds that he had not surrendered to autho-
rities. Encouraged, Papon now did appeal his sen-
tence, but it was denied on 11 June 2004. Papon was
also fined 2,500 euros on 14 October 2004 for illegally
wearing the medal of the Legion of Honor.

The French state’s responsibility for the acts
committed under the Vichy regime was affirmed by
the Conseil d’État, the high administrative court,
which stipulated that the facts for which Papon had
been sentenced were not only the result of his mis-
conduct but also the fault of the French government,
in whose name he acted. The state, in a judgment
handed down on 12 April 2002, was to be held
responsible for half the court-awarded damages
Papon owed as a result of the civil action against him.

By the way it played out, a media frenzy with
extensive use of historians as expert witnesses, the
trial of Maurice Papon, more than any other similar
proceeding up to the present, ended by bringing to
light ambiguities in the relationship of justice to
both the memory and the history of Vichy France.

See also Collaboration; War Crimes; World War II.
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RENÉE POZNANSKI

n

PARIS. Twentieth-century Paris was born in the
1860s, when Napoleon III (r. 1852–1871) put
Georges-Eugène Haussmann (1809–1891) in
charge of creating a capital worthy of France. This
remodeling of an old city involved annexing the

communities situated between the enclosures of
the fermiers généraux (enclosures constructed
between 1784 and 1787 for the purposes of levying
a tax on merchandise entering Paris) and the fortifi-
cations erected by Prime Minister Louis-Adolphe
Thiers in 1841. Paris would be served by a network
of streets and boulevards able to accommodate the
subsequent arrival of motorized transportation; it
would possess a modern sewage system and water
supply, as well as parks such as found in London.
A geographical cleavage between poorer eastern
and wealthier western parts of Paris during the first
half of the nineteenth century, according to Maurice
Agulhon, was marked symbolically by the ‘‘national-
military imperial triangle’’ (composed of the Place
Vendôme, l’Etoile, and Invalides) and ‘‘the liberal-
secular-republican couple’’ (the Pantheon and Place
de la Bastille). The Second Empire preferred to play
up the economic power and associated values of the
new France, represented by the new aesthetic of
the railroad stations, such as the ornate restaurant
at the Gare de Lyon, or the grand hotels and the
Opéra Garnier, all to affirm the city’s cosmopolitan
character. One consequence was to reinforce—
though perhaps less than once thought—the east-
west division and the social cleavage between the
older center of Paris and newer, wealthier sections
of the city.

CITYSCAPE

Governing powers in the nascent Third Republic in
the late nineteenth century, and successive presidents
of the current Fifth Republic, have all attempted to
leave their imprint on the cityscape of Paris, the sym-
bolic center of French government, finance, and cul-
tural life. The Third Republic continued and com-
pleted the work of Haussmann without significant
modification apart from the state’s financial disengage-
ment. The regime’s pedagogic character and mania for
erecting statues, which dominated the city until the
turn of the century, prompted republicans to engrave
their own values in the architecture of the schools and
the mairies of the various arrondissements. Two statues
in particular, each of which symbolizes the Republic,
were erected at Place de la République and Place de la
Nation, reaffirming the east-west division.

The World’s Fairs of 1889 and 1900 were occa-
sions for lasting edifices of another kind. The Eiffel
Tower, opened in 1889, became for all the symbol
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both of the city and of a triumphant modernity,

offering the world a new image of France. The Paris

subway, inaugurated with the 1900 exposition, pro-

moted a distinctive image of the ‘‘city of light.’’ The

city thus transformed was allowed to play host to

dramatic spectacles that showed off France’s new

national identity—such as the funeral of the novelist

Victor Hugo in 1885, when his body was transferred

to the Pantheon, restored for the occasion as a civic

temple. Similarly, the new Fêtes de la Fédération was

an annual banquet for the mayors of France.

Such a profusion of construction erupted in

Paris that it was soon saturated by buildings.

Beginning in the 1920s, many existing structures

were put to new uses, conferred with new symbolism.

Indeed, the unknown soldier’s entombment beneath

the Arc de Triomphe was one example; another

would be the transfer of the remains of the socialist

politician Jean Jaurès (1859–1914) to the Pantheon

in 1924. Construction of new monuments dimin-

ished for several decades prior to the 1960s, when

urban planners in Paris created a project that might

be dubbed New Haussmanism. This plan, inspired by

radical designs for renovation presented by Le

Corbusier (Charles-Édouard Jeanneret; 1887–1965)

in 1925 attempted to resolve the conflict between

what was required to make Paris a great business

center while still bearing the imprint of history and

overall design. With legislation in 1962 (the Loi

Malraux), the plan called for restoring historical

monuments and full renovation of the decrepit pe-

ripheral neighborhoods that were annexed by Paris in

the 1860s. The historic hub of food distribution in

Paris, Les Halles, was transferred to Rungis, and the

old Baltard pavilions were torn down to make way for

the Forum des Halles, a shopping center inspired by

the malls in the United States. Some new buildings

markedly broke with the surrounding architecture,

such the Tour Montparnasse. Whole neighborhoods

were reconstructed from the ground up without

regard for the original buildings or of the urban

topography; this was the case at Front de Seine, La

Défense, and Les Olympiades. Some buildings fol-

lowed an international architectural style associated

with the Fifth Republic, such as the Palais des

Congrès and the Maison de la Radio. President

Georges Pompidou (1911–1974) radicalized this

modernization program, intending to ‘‘adapt Paris

to the automobile and to renounce a certain

aestheticism.’’ He undertook construction of the voie
sur berge by the Seine and the National Museum of

Modern Art at Beaubourg. This architectural policy

deeply affected the social fabric of the capital, which

was losing small merchants, working-class jobs, and

inexpensive lodgings, and declining in population.

This ‘‘second massacre of Paris,’’ in the words

of Louis Chevalier (1967), provoked a protest

movement due to the conjunction of several fac-

tors, including studies that showed the importance

of the nineteenth-century urban patrimony, the

accession of Valéry Giscard d’Estaing (b. 1926) to

the presidency, and, most important, an economic

upturn in 1973. The plan for urban renewal soon

was revised with greater concern for coherence of

the cityscape, and renewed respect for the older

lines of the city and for the overall fit of new con-

struction within the existing neighborhoods. As

one consequence, such projects as an express high-

way on the Left Bank and along the Canal St. Martin,

more towers, and the ‘‘Vercingetorix’’ project behind

Montparnasse were abandoned. The notion of his-

toric monuments, broadened to include contempor-

ary structures, preserved the Gare d’Orsay from

demolition as well as the Cité Fleurie, the studios

of the painters Paul Gauguin (1848–1903) and

Amedeo Modigliani (1884–1920), and many others.

When he came to office in 1981, President François

Mitterrand (1916–1996) set about creating an archi-

tectural program that was sometimes described as

‘‘Pharaoh-noiac.’’ The new Parc de la Villette and

the project known as the ‘‘Grand Louvre,’’ which

involved transferring the Ministry of the Economy

and Budget to Bercy, were part of the grand travaux;

so was construction of the gigantic arch at La

Défense, the new Opéra Bastille, and the much-dis-

cussed Tres Grande Bibliothèque. This was done

with the intention of permanently reorienting Paris

by constructing prestigious buildings in a way that

would overcome the older tendency to develop the

city to the west, with marked effects on its political,

cultural, and everyday life.

POLITICS AND ADMINISTRATION

The state’s stranglehold on Paris has not been

accomplished exclusively or even principally

through architecture. The domination has long

been administrative and political.
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For nearly a century, Paris was able to make
and unmake political regimes, but this role dimin-
ished after the defeat of the Commune in 1871 and
the rebirth of universal manhood suffrage in 1875.
The law of 14 April 1871, passed with a majority of
provincial representatives, restricted the role of
Paris as much as possible and forbade its municipal
council any political incursions into the nation’s
life. This legislation held with passage of the muni-
cipal law in 1884 after republicans were victorious.
Paris, excluded by the law of 1884, remained with-
out an elected mayor until 1973, when statutory
modification brought it back under common law,
permitting Jacques Chirac (b. 1932) to be elected
to City Hall; Paris remains to this day formally
under the supervision of the prefect of police.

Until 1909 Paris was politically Radical while
the French government was obediently opportunis-
tic and moderate. The municipal majority became

right wing and remained that way even when the
left wing took power nationally. However, the city
recovered its role of opposition when Jacques Chirac
was mayor of Paris and François Mitterrand became
president of the Republic. Paris repeated the same
pattern, passing power to the Socialist Party, at the
time elsewhere in disarray, when electing a mayor in
2002 as the country chose Chirac the right-winger
as president.

Its exceptionalism has long retarded the
expression of a municipal identity that is distinc-
tively Parisian. Putting to one side the city’s motto,
the capital has only with difficulty striven to acquire
symbolic expressions; one example would be the
equestrian statue of Etienne Marcel, provost of the
Paris merchants of the fourteenth century, erected
in the gardens of City Hall in 1888, though to little
effect. Although a commemorative stela can be
found in every commune in France, the honor of

Parisians gathered for a celebration of their liberation by Allied forces are threatened by sniper fire in the Place

d’Étoile, August 1944. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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hosting the Arc de Triomphe with the tomb of the
Unknown Soldier, which symbolizes all the war
dead of France, exempted Paris from erecting a
monument of its own. Municipal efforts to impose
itself politically have been unusual because of a war
that forced the national government to flee the
capital in 1914.

FUNCTION AND IDENTITY

Extending over some nineteen thousand acres,
Paris is considerably smaller than either London
or Berlin. The prevailing population density is
somewhat greater, with about five hundred inhabi-
tants per acre. In the mid-nineteenth century the
city was clearly more multifunctional compared to
London, which early became associated with the
service sector, or to Berlin, a mainly industrial city.
So Paris remains. Before World War I, the old
trades and professions that long occupied the cen-
ter of Paris began to give way to upscale value-
added industries. Industry moved from the center
to the periphery of Paris, to factories in places such
as Quai de Javel or Ile Seguin, which remained
operational until not long ago, when they closed
to make way for new construction. This phenom-
enon continued during and after the war. The
automobile took over and remodeled the space of
the city. The Salon de l’Automobile became an
annual event; with 1933 came the lighted Citroën
sign on the Eiffel Tower, and the metalworker,
popularly called a Metallo, became another symbol
of Paris.

The growth of industry brought employment
to the secondary sector of manufacturing, which
predominated until the economic crisis of the

1930s. When it began, deindustrialization was lim-
ited to Paris, but later it spread to include the entire

region. An economic downturn during the 1970s
only amplified this tendency. Half of all headquar-
ters of companies that employed more than five

hundred employees represented an unparalleled
concentration of large companies, both French

and foreign, as Paris and its surrounding region
came to occupy a strategic place in the world econ-
omy. This ‘‘global city’’ forms part of a transna-

tional economy as one of the four or five major
centers of international business; it ranks fourth in

the world in terms of production, third in produc-
tivity. Diversification, long ahead of London, has

lost steam, and deindustrialization is more intense

than in the provinces; by 2006 Paris had just

850,000 jobs in industry, compared to 1,800,000

in 1975. As a consequence, Paris, long a working-

class city, has become a city of executives and ser-

vice workers. Where in 1975 the latter outnum-

bered factory workers by two to one, in 2006 that

proportion was five to one.

These demographic shifts have effected the

organization of the urban space and influenced

politics—whether it is a question of luxury office

buildings around La Défense, laws and regulations

for preserving the city’s historic center, or concern

over the environment. They have sometimes

affected political theater, such as the bicentennial

parade organized by the graphic artist Jean-Paul

Goude on Bastille Day in 1989, or various cultural

celebrations and festivals, often playing to foreign

visitors as much as to Parisians themselves and

contributing to the exponential growth of tourism.

The city runs a risk of turning into a museum and

creating a nostalgic image of itself; in less than

twenty years the city has added some seventy thou-

sand square meters of museum space.

From a demographic standpoint, Paris has never
ceased to expand as a region in terms of employ-
ment. With some 1.7 million inhabitants in 1861,
Paris grew rapidly, less because of a rising birthrate
than because of its status as a migratory magnet for
the rural population. Until World War II, most
newcomers to Paris came from the provinces, fewer
from the surrounding countries; to this should be
added the cosmopolitan influx of intellectuals and
artists. By the end of the twentieth century, inflow
from the provinces had ceded place to immigration
from abroad; 14.5 percent of the Parisian popula-
tion in 1999 consisted of foreigners. By 2006 immi-
gration in Paris was more visible than in the past,
whether in terms of politics or culture. It created
neighborhoods of high visibility that remained
nevertheless the space of more micro-local cohabita-
tion than was found in other capitals.

This demographic growth, first confined to the
twenty arrondissements (metropolitan boroughs)
of Paris proper (2.9 million inhabitants in 1921
and 2.2 million in 2006) early on extended to the
small, medium, and large suburbs, the constituents
of what in 1976 became the region known as the
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Île-de-France (nearly 12 million inhabitants in

2006). The lack of working-class housing (43 per-

cent of the population in overcrowded or

unhealthy housing in Paris in 1926), the price of

available land, the need for housing and new infra-

structure to absorb additional industry (water

mains in the first place), and hygienic concerns all

rapidly brought about the development of indus-

trial and living sites outside the city limits. This

phenomenon, which started in the 1890s, only

grew more prominent in the 1920s without any

special official policy or regulation. The suburbs

nearest the city, collectively known as La Petite
Couronne, grew up in an anarchic manner and

resulted in widespread substandard housing. Laws

designed to remedy the situation were adopted but

had no chance of being implemented before the

economic crisis of the 1930s. There was also the

problem of public transportation, with the subways

only serving Paris proper, unable to meet the needs

of a growing commuter population.

Gradual destruction of the city fortifications

started in 1919, and the municipal customs bar-

riers, which came down in 1930, did not create a

single municipality, as in London or Berlin. The

‘‘Prost Plan’’ for the region, developed in 1934,

was not approved until 1939, on the eve of World

War II. But legislation passed under the Vichy

regime and after the war created a state-run urban

zone. A conception expressed by Jean-François

Gravier in his Paris et le desert français (1947)

helped to guide a policy of decentralization that

contributed to reduced industrial employment in

the region (loi de 1955) and to the plan for urban

redevelopment of the Paris region (PADOG),

adopted in August 1960. The Fifth Republic’s

ambitious aims, however, soon rendered the pro-

gram obsolete. A new plan, created in June 1965,

envisaged construction of an entire region around

eight new towns that would be served by a vast

network of highways and a railroad system, to be

known as the RER. It was only approved in 1976,

just when the economic conditions prevailing at

the time of its conception had disappeared. From

1954 the government also attempted to deal with

the housing crisis that worsened with the baby

boom and economic growth. Beginning in 1964

it undertook construction of mammoth housing

projects in various locations in the suburbs, though

within a decade they were being severely criticized.

The creation of these projects and its consequences

were said to be a new urban disease known as

‘‘Sarcellitis’’ (after the first project, at Sarcelles, just

north of Paris). The suburbs were largely unequipped

to deal with the presence of these projects, either in

terms of their construction or their inhabitants. Their

massive development around Paris, together with the

péripherique, the circular highway that separated the

suburbs from the city proper, seemed to more clearly

mark the frontier, preserving the sense of a fortified

city, turned inward toward its center. Paris alone was

created as a department in 1964.

The common law status accorded both city and

region, together with the ‘‘general orientation’’ law

passed in 1991, permitted improved financial

arrangements and regional solidarity—limited,

however, by new ways in which the city was devel-

oping. The influence of Paris as a ‘‘world city’’

continued to extend in ways that favored the net-

works, at the risk of new tensions between the city

thus reconstituted and the abandoned interstitial

spaces, as Marcel Roncayalo said in a 1994 article

in Le Debat ‘‘that we know only are to be labeled

negatively.’’

The Parisian population owes to its history and to

all these various factors its diversity of cultures. The

suburbs support various ethnic groups while indivi-

dual neighborhoods in Paris continue to possess dis-

tinct identities such as can be found in Belleville,

Ménilmontant, Montmartre, and Montparnasse.

Paris is filled with professional and social groups of

all provenance and kind. The population, taken as a

whole, has so long been blended and mixed as to

create a singular people defined by a way of life and

thought. Lively urban spaces, from the Faubourg St.-

Antoine to Belleville, Billancourt, Montparnasse, and

Bastille all express the city’s essence. This culture is not

confined to Paris proper but, as Louis Chevalier sug-

gests, can also be found in the surrounding banlieues
(suburbs). Paris understood in this way has long

meant a mix of professional, social, cultural, and eth-

nic categories that make for porous interaction among

various groups. These powerful social mediators

allowed for rich social relationships, attested to by

the nature of family and social networks and the pos-

sibility of social advancement, which was easier in Paris

than elsewhere.
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From diversity arises the fluidity that has permitted

this scattered aggregation to become a people—a single

word representing the social complexity by which Paris

grew unified and became whole. The special fabric of

traditional neighborhoods and homes, more populaire
than working class, has been part and parcel of the

same process. Such neighborhoods have long consti-

tuted a powerful social apparatus for absorbing

migrants of all origins; they are places through which

they pass, not points of segregation. The working-class

neighborhoods of Paris have mixed populations; they

are open to a city of a modest size in comparison with

London or Berlin, facilitating appropriation. One can

walk and wander; quite unlike London, the cafés are

open meeting places. Though tourists or the upscale

public may rarely venture into the working-class dis-

tricts—at least before the recent gentrification—the

inhabitants of those neighborhoods move about as

they like. In this sense, Paris creates social spaces and

events that facilitate the circulation of people and ideas,

and a mix of cultures friendly to creativity.

The loosely defined efflorescence of painting
sometimes called the School of Paris, as one exam-
ple, invented new images of the city and other
modern works, some of which were influenced by
Parisian street life. In another vein, occupation of
the same social spaces and events helps explain
French manifestations of social rejection and xeno-
phobia, which were always less prominent in Paris
than in the provinces. This is still true in the early
twenty-first century, as indicated by the small num-
ber of voters for the political Far Right within Paris
proper. The capital’s history can periodically bring
back to life all the various myths of the people and
the city, something that constitutes an additional
unifying factor. Images of workers at the barri-
cades, evoked around Belleville and in the subur-
ban ‘‘red belt,’’ or le peuple of France as a whole,
are evidence of an uncommon political identity.

Thanks to its history-laden streets, cafés, and

boulevards, Paris constitutes an unparalleled politi-

cized space. Its specifics are expressed in atypical

Paris c. 1991. The Seine River is in the center; the Eiffel Tower can be seen in the distance on the left. ªPETER TURNLEY/CORBIS
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ways, in its role, for example, during the Boulangist

crisis of the 1890s and in the early stages of the

emergence of the extreme right-wing patriotic

leagues, which played a major role in French poli-

tics until their dissolution. Paris became the site of

robust and frequent political interventions and

street demonstrations that targeted elected repre-

sentatives. It has ceased to be the place where

regimes were created and undone and no longer

represents France as a whole. That high-profile

demonstrations in Paris in 1997, in support of the

illegal immigrants known as the sans-papiers, were

actually larger than 1995 manifestations in defense

of social security indicated still more recently the

existence of a ‘‘moral-minded people’’ as distinct

from the ‘‘social-minded’’ people elsewhere.

Demonstrations in Paris can create important
moments in the life of the nation; two examples are
the battles between groups on the extreme right
and the antifascists in February 1934 and the
events of May–June 1968. Political centralization
and the repercussions of events in the capital
helped Paris remain influential in determining
which issues acquired a national dimension and
the point of reference for public opinion. In May
1968 la France profonde, its ‘‘silent majority,’’
managed to make its voice heard only after the
Gaullists organized a powerful demonstration on
30 May, at the same time that the dissolution of
the National Assembly was announced. The riots
taking place in ‘‘sensitive’’ neighborhoods only
became a national problem once they reached the
outskirts of the capital. This is the way that the
rhythms of Parisian history and those of the nation
continue to blend together.

See also Bicentennial of the French Revolution; France;
Le Corbusier; Riots in France; School of Paris.
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PARLIAMENTARY DEMOCRACY.
Parliamentary democracy is a political system in
which legislative power and a genuine control of
the executive power rest with a representative
body, constituted through elections in which a
broad majority of the population of a nation is
expected to participate in a free and equal way.

For parliamentary democracy defined as such,
Europe’s twentieth century has been a period rid-
den with paradox. The thorough democratization
of nineteenth-century parliamentary regimes—and
therefore the birth of parliamentary democracy in
the true sense of the word—after World War I was
faced from the very start by alternative, antiparlia-
mentary models of democratization, which made
an end to parliamentary government, and to
democracy, in large parts of Europe between the
1920s and the 1940s. Parliamentary democracy
gained prominence again after World War II in
Western Europe, in the 1970s in southern
Europe, and after 1989 in Russia and Eastern
Europe. Nonetheless, if these parliamentary
regimes of the second half of the twentieth century
were more democratic than their nineteenth-
century predecessors, they were at the same time
less parliamentary. The role of elected bodies in the
political system was overshadowed by that of cor-
porative groups, political parties, and the executive
power.

1914–1945: RISE AND FALL

The political democratization that had characterized
the last decades of the nineteenth century and the
first decades of the twentieth was accelerated by the
experience of World War I. In both the victorious
and the defeated countries—and in the new nations
that emerged out of the Habsburg Empire—new
electoral systems came into being, based on male
universal suffrage. Female suffrage, until World War
I achieved only in Finland (1906), Norway (1913),
and Denmark (1915), was introduced shortly after it
in various countries at the national legislative level
(Germany and Austria, 1918; the Netherlands,
1919; Hungary, 1920; the United Kingdom, par-
tially in 1918 and fully in 1928). Moreover, many
countries replaced the old majority rule with some
form of proportional representation, considered to
guarantee a more genuine reflection of the
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population in parliament. The most radical settle-
ment was reached in the Netherlands in 1917,
where the introduction of proportional representa-
tion went hand in hand with the creation of a single
electoral district covering the whole country. In
Germany, where universal male suffrage had existed
since 1867, it was not only extended to include
women and refined through the introduction of
proportional representation, it also became a truly
democratic instrument through the introduction of
the principle of ministerial responsibility. The trans-
formation of the Wilhelmine empire into the
Weimar Republic therefore appeared as the most
striking evidence for the triumph of parliamentary
democracy.

And yet this victory of parliamentary democ-
racy was only apparent, because the strident anti-
parliamentarism of the late nineteenth century was
not laid to rest by World War I. On the contrary,
the enhanced democratic consciousness of large
groups of the population was directed against the
elitism and the complacency of the parliamentary
ruling classes. Moreover, the sudden extension of
the suffrage—and therefore the arrival of large
groups of inexperienced parliamentarians—seemed
to strengthen the preexisting image of parliaments
as impotent ‘‘debating clubs.’’

Only in Russia, a nonparliamentary, Soviet
model of democratization was followed with suc-
cess, but the attraction of this communist alterna-
tive was evident throughout the Continent.
Nonetheless, the integration of most social demo-
cratic parties into the parliamentary system ren-
dered the left-wing antiparliamentarism rather mar-
ginal. A much more palpable threat to
parliamentary democracy came from right-wing
alternatives, preaching a corporative organization
of society, a strong leadership, and a homogeniza-
tion of the nation. The first real implementation of
this right-wing alternative to parliamentary democ-
racy was the Fascist experience in Italy, where male
general suffrage had been introduced in 1919.
After the March on Rome in 1922, the Fascist
leader Benito Mussolini gradually turned parlia-
ment into an impotent and undemocratic organ-
ism, before abolishing it altogether in 1938 and
replacing it with an Assembly of Corporations.

Between 1920 and 1939, parliamentary insti-
tutions underwent a similar evolution in fourteen

other states, mostly in central, eastern, and south-
ern Europe—those parts of the Continent where
parliamentary traditions had only recently been
installed. In most of these countries, parliamentary
democracy was not replaced by a modern,
mass-based fascism, but rather by reactionary forms
of authoritarianism. Strikingly, in some of these
countries, the newly created parliamentary institu-
tions deliberately marginalized themselves. This
was the case, for example, in Hungary, where the
first democratically elected unicameral parliament
consisted mainly of counterrevolutionary forces. It
immediately reinstalled the Hungarian monarchy
and gave the temporary regent Miklos Horthy the
right fully to overrule the parliament (1920).
Under most of these authoritarian regimes, repre-
sentative institutions were not abolished but were
rather overshadowed by more powerful authoritar-
ian and/or corporative structures. A striking exam-
ple was offered by Romania, where in 1938 King
Carol II reduced the parliamentary institution to a
merely decorative body, deprived of all its legisla-
tive and controlling functions. A similar fate befell
the Cortes of Spain after Francisco Franco came to
power in 1938.

The most radical dismissal of parliamentary

institutions occurred in Germany, where the

National Socialist Party seized power in January

1933. Even if democratic appearances were upheld

during this seizure of power, the parliamentary

institutions were set aside from the very start of

the Nazi regime. After the burning of the

Reichstag—secretly inflicted by the Nazi leaders

themselves—all non-Nazi members of parliament

were expelled, and no new legislative elections were

held in Germany until the end of the Nazi regime.

If the parliamentary institutions were fully

maintained in the countries of northern and west-

ern Europe, they did not go unchallenged by the

threat of antiparliamentary sentiments. During the

whole of the 1930s, pleas for a strengthening of

the executive power were uttered both by influen-

tial elites and by broad sections of public opinion.

If structural measures in that direction were not

taken in any of those countries, in practice govern-

ments did strengthen their position by exacting

temporary unlimited powers from the parliament

(as in Belgium in 1934) or resorting to a techno-

cratic, nonpartisan style of reigning.

P A R L I A M E N T A R Y D E M O C R A C Y

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 1981



Parliaments in northern and western Europe

lost power not only to executive bodies but also

to newly created corporative organs, to which the

socioeconomic organization of society was increas-

ingly entrusted. The evolution in the direction of a

planned economy, as propagated most of all by

socialist leaders (Henri de Man in Belgium,

Gunnar Myrdal and Per Albin Hansson in

Sweden, Léon Blum in France), implied a struc-

tural weakening of parliamentary institutions.

As a response to these evolutions, parliaments
in western and northern Europe tried to transform
themselves in an attempt to enhance their political
efficiency. Measures were taken to limit the length
of parliamentary speeches, the parliamentary rules
were made more severe (especially after some vio-
lent confrontations that occurred during the 1930s
in several of these countries), and the plenary ses-
sions lost their importance more and more to the
work of specialized commissions, as they were cre-
ated in several countries after World War I.
Moreover, the existence of enduring parliamentary
groups or factions, each of them representing poli-
tical parties, became officially (though only gradu-
ally) recognized during this period, and members
of parliament increasingly adhered to the directives
of their parties. Through all these evolutions, par-
liaments became ever more removed from their
nineteenth-century liberal roots, according to
which they were deemed to be autonomous insti-
tutions in which independent representatives freely
deliberated in order to promote the public good. If
these measures were intended to adapt the parlia-
mentary institutions to an age of mass democracy,
they were not able to dispell the antiparliamentary
sentiments within public opinion. On the contrary,
the growing influence of political parties—an evo-
lution that had already been well under way at the
end of the nineteenth century—was one more rea-
son to reject the parliamentary institutions.

1945–1975: A PARTIAL AND DECEPTIVE

TRIUMPH

During World War II, parliamentary institutions
were abolished in all countries occupied by the
armies of the Axis Powers, so that they survived
only in the United Kingdom, Ireland, Switzerland,
Sweden, and Iceland (along with the powerless
parliaments of authoritarian Spain and Portugal).

If parliamentarism in Western Europe crumbled

therefore as a consequence of external military

pressure, the relatively smooth way in which this

happened betrayed the profound discredit into

which parliamentary institutions had fallen. Even

in countries with deep-rooted parliamentary tradi-

tions, broad segments of public opinion welcomed

the disappearance of parliamentary institutions as

an opportunity for national regeneration, while

retaining a certain distance from Nazi Germany.

This sentiment allowed for the success of

Pétainism in France and of the Dutch Union

(Nederlandse Unie) and Queen Wilhelmina in the

Netherlands, as well as for the broad sympathy that

King Leopold III of Belgium aroused in his conflict

with the democratic government that had decided

to continue the struggle at the side of the Allied

Powers. Only during the second half of World War

II—when the final defeat of the Axis Powers came

in sight—did a positive appreciation of parliamen-

tary institutions become generalized all over

Europe.

After World War II, the prewar institutions

were restored nearly intact in Western European

countries, with their prewar political personnel.

Attempts fundamentally to reform these institu-

tions by strengthening the power of the executive

and weakening that of the political parties (for

example, the attempts by General de Gaulle in

France, by Winston Churchill in the United

Kingdom, and by the Nederlandse Volksbeweging

in the Netherlands) failed. Only in West Germany,

where the experience of the Weimar Republic

served as a negative example, were constitutional

innovations introduced in 1949 in order to prevent

parliamentary instability from discrediting demo-

cratic institutions. Governments were to be over-

thrown only when alternative coalitions could be

created (the constructive motion of distrust), and

the position of the chancellor was strengthened.

With the strong figure of Konrad Adenauer

embodying this constitutional system, West

Germany evolved rapidly into a stable democracy.

The difference from the other main country with a

fascist heritage, Italy, was important. According to

the Italian constitution of 1948, presidents were

elected by the parliament, which remained the

most crucial political institution of the country.

Italy would remain notorious for its political
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instability well into the 1990s. In the other
Western European country long famous for its
political instability, France, the role of parliament
was firmly reduced in 1958, when de Gaulle suc-
ceeded in passing his new constitution, which gave
birth to the Fifth Republic.

The antifascist consensus after World War II
not only guaranteed the further existence of parlia-
mentary institutions, it also contributed to their
rapid democratization. Most notable in that regard
was the extension of the vote to women in some
countries with strong parliamentary traditions
(France, 1944; Belgium, 1948). In the United
Kingdom, moreover, the ancient principle of multi-
ple voting for certain categories (graduates from
Oxford and Cambridge, for example, got to vote
for both a geographical representative and a repre-
sentative of their university) was abolished in 1948.
Another way of democratizing parliamentary insti-
tutions, the abolition of the aristocratic ‘‘First
Chambers’’ (Senate, House of Lords), was advo-
cated in many countries but carried through only in
very few (Denmark, 1953; Greece since 1830).
Bicameralism remained the norm.

In the countries that were liberated by the
Soviet Union, the hope to found parliamentary
institutions on a radically democratic basis was
manifest in the years immediately after the war,
when ‘‘people’s democracies’’ were installed, in
which communist leaders appeared to accept elec-
toral procedures. From late 1946 onward, how-
ever, the totalitarian Stalinist model was imposed
on these countries, leaving no room whatsoever for
genuinely functioning representative institutions.
In these Cold War circumstances, parliamentary
institutions became more than ever symbols of
the freedom of the capitalist world.

This symbolism notwithstanding, parliamen-
tary democracy moved further away from its liberal
bases in the decades after World War II. All over
western and northern Europe, the prevention and
management of social conflict were handed over to
bilateral deliberations between the social partners
(syndicates of laborers and of patrons), thus
strengthening the corporative basis of the welfare
state and reducing the role of parliaments. The grip
of political parties and interest groups on parlia-
mentary life grew stronger, turning liberal democ-
racy into what has been called ‘‘consociational

democracy,’’ where political conflicts are settled
less through majority voting than through extra-
parliamentary deliberations between the political
elites of different ideological groups. Moreover,
the prestige of the national parliaments suffered
from the loss of sovereignty of the nation-states,
on the one hand to regional entities, on the other
hand to new transnational constructions. These
evolutions did not, however, fundamentally discred-
it the parliamentary model as such. In the construc-
tion of these subnational and transnational entities,
the creation of directly elected representative
bodies turned out to be crucial and highly symbolic
moments. Significantly, these new parliaments
(e.g., Europe, 1979; Catalonia, 1980; Flanders,
Brussels, and Wallonia, 1994; Scotland, 1998) all
opted from the start for universal suffrage and for
unicameralism. But unlike the subnational parlia-
ments, the European Parliament experienced diffi-
culties from the start in legitimizing itself in the
eyes of public opinion. This seems to indicate that
parliaments can hardly fulfill their representational
function in a context where no national sense of
community exists.

1975–2004: A GENERAL BUT HALFHEARTED

TRIUMPH

In spite of their structural loss of political influence,
the symbolic power of parliaments remained
important. That was proved in the 1970s, when
the two remaining right-wing dictatorships of the
prewar period were replaced with a constitutional
monarchy (Spain) and a democratic republic
(Portugal). In both of them, a freely elected parlia-
ment (bicameral in Spain, unicameral in Portugal)
functioned as the central legislative and representa-
tive institution. In Greece, too, the end of the
regime of the colonels in 1975 heralded the restart
of parliamentary democracy, with a unicameral par-
liament as the cornerstone.

The end of the Cold War in the early 1990s
seemed to seal the final triumph of parliamentary
democracy. Indeed, in nearly all the formerly com-
munist countries, regimes were installed that
responded to the formal criteria of parliamentary
democracies (moreover in Finland, the presidential
‘‘emergency system’’ was abandoned in 2000 in
favor of a more truly parliamentary regime after
the Soviet threat had disappeared). Their actual
functioning, however, remained far removed from
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the nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century ideal

of parliamentary democracy. This ideal appeared

to be threatened less by the specter of dictatorship

(although the presidential regimes in Russia and

Belarus come very close to it) than by the lack of

enthusiasm of the electorate. Indeed, time and

again, the turnouts at elections in these new

democracies proved to be disappointing. The

repeated failure to reach the quorum necessary for

valid presidential elections in Serbia between 2002

and 2004 can be seen as the most extreme illustra-

tion of this more general feature.

The Eastern European experience of the 1990s

thus seems to reveal in a very significant and con-

densed way the central paradox that characterized

the history of parliamentary democracy in Europe

throughout the twentieth century. On the one

hand, parliamentary institutions with a broad

democratic basis have always been seen as necessary

bulwarks against tyranny and (civil) war, which has

rendered their existence ever more undisputed—

even extreme right-wing parties at the end of the

twentieth century spoke out in favor of parliamen-

tary institutions. On the other hand, the con-

sciousness that parliamentary institutions are unsa-

tisfactory tools to cope with the complexity of

modern society has only increased. The disbelief

in the effectiveness of parliamentary politics, the

continuing suspicion about the complacency of

the political elites, and the growing autonomy of

voters in respect to their parties have caused low

turnouts in nearly all European countries. The

responses to this evolution by the political elites

have been various. Compulsory voting as a strategy

to enhance citizens’ participation in political life has

been hotly debated but only rarely introduced.

While Greece adopted this system in its 1975 con-

stitution, the Netherlands and Austria repealed

their long-standing tradition of compulsory voting.

In Belgium and Luxembourg, where the vote was

made compulsory in 1919, the system still exists

but is severely under attack. According to its oppo-

nents, it does guarantee high turnouts at elections,

but it does not necessarily imply political con-

sciousness. On the contrary, these opponents con-

sider compulsory voting to be one of the causes of

the tremendous success of right-wing populism in

the Dutch-speaking part of Belgium, because it

would lend a political voice to antipolitical feelings.

The introduction of referendums as legislative

tools is another strategy that has been advocated by

many, mainly liberal, political actors and commen-

tators who wanted to enhance citizens’ involve-

ment with politics. Apart from Switzerland, how-

ever, truly binding forms of referendum have

nowhere been constitutionally consecrated so far.

The resistance against it has been inspired by the

fear that direct and binding consultation of the

people would fundamentally undermine the foun-

dations of representative democracy and would

open the door for populist manipulation of the

people. In this context, Charles de Gaulle’s use of

plebiscites—although itself not based on binding

referendums—was often invoked as an excess to be

avoided. In spite of these objections, however, the

organization of nonbinding referendums at a

national level became a relatively common practice

in several countries. In the Netherlands, for exam-

ple, the nonbinding, corrective referendum

(a referendum on the validity of laws voted in

parliament) became a legal tool of national politics

in 2002. Even where popular consultations did not

enter into the legal or constitutional framework,

citizens gained ever more means to express their

opinion on specific political topics through public

opinion polls in the media. While engaging citi-

zens’ political awareness, this evolution further

reduced the autonomy of national parliaments.

Even less than at the beginning of the twentieth

century are national parliaments in the early

twenty-first century the center of gravity of political

life in Europe. Insofar as European democracies

still deserve the adjective parliamentary, it is mostly

at a nominal and symbolic level.

See also Citizenship; European Parliament.
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PARTISAN WARFARE. Partisan warfare
refers to organized military activities of groups not
incorporated in regular armies; it is also called irreg-
ular warfare. The term is derived from the word
party or party follower, and is used predominantly
in central and eastern Europe. In southern Europe
and overseas the term guerrilla is preferably
applied, derived from ‘‘small war’’ in the Spanish
language. Some historians distinguish between par-
tisans as a more organized form of armed resistance
with clear political goals, and guerrillas as predomi-
nantly individual fighters in small groups.

Partisan warfare was not a new phenomenon of
the twentieth century. It came rather as a by-
product of the establishment of standing armies
during the eighteenth century. Partisan warfare
turned up during the Silesian wars from 1740 and
especially during the revolutionary American War
of Independence. The most famous case remains
the systematic guerrilla war against Napoleon’s
occupation of Spain from 1809.

In the twentieth century, partisan warfare
evolved either in the context of modern regular
warfare in general or as insurrectionary movements
in peacetime. The fourth Hague convention on
rules of land warfare (1907) provided a limited
legal basis for partisan warfare, the right of citizens
to form armed groups in case of warfare in their
area. These should be protected by international
law as long as they have a responsible leadership,
are marked by specific signs or uniforms as comba-
tants, and carry their weapons visibly in the open.

During World War I, partisan warfare appeared
only on a small scale. Nevertheless German occu-
pation troops in Belgium and northern France,
influenced by the experience of the franc-
tireur movement during the Franco-Prussian War
of 1870, developed a specific guerrilla hysteria. For
alleged acts of resistance they killed more than six
thousand civilians in 1914–1915. In German-

occupied Lithuania, organized groups attacked
German institutions. Both the Triple Entente
(France, Great Britain, and Russia) and the middle
powers tried to initialize insurrections in the rear
area of their enemy. The most famous cases are
represented by the revolts organized by Lawrence
of Arabia (Thomas Lawrence; 1888–1935) or the
Easter Uprising (1916) in Ireland. The latter did
not immediately lead to a partisan war, but the
Irish war of independence (1919–1921) showed
patterns of such. Albanians applied guerrilla tactics
in their conflict with the Serbs in 1919.

The Russian civil war, which started in 1918,
was both a regular and a partisan war. At least four
groups can be identified: the communists, who
propagated their fighting as a ‘‘people’s war’’; the
‘‘Whites,’’ or counterrevolutionary forces; the
nationalists, like the army of the Ukrainian direc-
torate; and predominantly the ‘‘Greens,’’ a loose
conglomerate of peasant insurgencies especially in
southern Ukraine, the lower Volga area, and west-
ern Siberia. Most famous was the partisan army of
Nestor Makhno (1889–1934) in southeastern
Ukraine, which over the years fought on different
sides. The Russian civil war was characterized by
utmost violence, killings of ideological enemies,
excessive reprisals, and the murder of POWs (pris-
oners of war). It generated among the prevailing
communist forces a tradition of partisan warfare,
which was systematized by the military theoretician
Mikhail Frunze (1885–1925) and laid down in the
‘‘Instruction on Partisan Warfare’’ from 1933. But
during the 1930s, when the Soviet doctrine of the
offensive took over, partisan warfare was no longer
considered a model for the Red Army.

Between the world wars all over Europe a
debate was going on about the war of the future.
While some authors focused on the significance of
strategic aerial bombing or fast offensives with tank
forces, the majority of the military experts pre-
dicted a total war, involving the civilian population
in warfare. Several authors considered the necessity
of a ‘‘people’s war’’ in the case of occupation of
home territory. And even the British military,
which generally did not fear occupation, developed
future operational schemes in their 1939 ‘‘Principles
of Guerilla Warfare.’’

Actually, partisan warfare did not play a signifi-
cant role in armed conflict between 1921 and 1939
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in Europe. The Spanish civil war (1936–1939),
which at first glance showed all preconditions for
a partisan war, was fought for the most part by
regular armies. On the other hand, the European
colonial powers were faced with insurrectionary
warfare abroad—especially the Spanish and French
armies in Morocco after the revolt in the Rif from
1921, Italy during the Second Sanusi War in Libya
from 1923, and also the Netherlands to a certain
extent during the communist uprising in the
Netherlands East Indies (now Indonesia) from
1926/27.

WORLD WAR II

Twenty-first-century images of partisan warfare are
to a large extent shaped by the experience of anti-
Nazi, predominantly communist, armed resistance
during the Second World War. But the historical
picture is more diverse. The first armed attacks on
German occupation power occurred in spring
1940, by remnant groups of the Polish army. But
these remained isolated instances. The largest resis-
tance group in Poland, the Polish Underground
State—centered around the Home Army (Armia
Krajowa) and supported by the government-in-
exile—preferred a strategy of unarmed resistance
until the time was ripe for general uprisings in the
cities (Operation ‘‘Burza,’’ or Storm), not for
widespread partisan warfare. The second-largest
movement, the right-wing National Armed Forces
(Narodowe Sily Zbrojne) followed the same strat-
egy. The small communist underground in Poland,
which was established in 1942 and was largely
controlled by the Soviet Union, at an early point
set up the People’s Guard (Gwardia Ludowa),
which attacked not only German institutions but
also other resistance groups. Only in 1944 did
intensive partisan warfare start in Poland, predomi-
nantly during the uprisings in the cities, first in
eastern Poland, from August 1944, culminating in
the Warsaw uprising.

After the German attack on the Soviet Union,

Stalin on 3 July 1941 called for the establishment

of a partisan movement in the occupied Soviet

territories, later even for a general people’s war

(vsenarodnaya borba). Preparations for partisan

warfare had been stopped during the mid-

1930s because it was not expected that Soviet

territory would be a battlefield; so it took some

time to raise a considerable partisan force. Early

groups in 1941 consisted of Red Army stragglers.

The Soviet secret police, the NKVD (Narodnyi

Komissariat Vnutrennikh Del, or People’s Com-

missariat for the Interior), started to install larger

partisan units, as the regional Communist Party

organizations prepared for underground work on

impending occupation. Attacks on occupation

institutions started in August 1941 in Byelorussia,

then extended to the Bryansk area and the eastern

frontier of Latvia. The German occupation power—

Wehrmacht (German army), SS (Schutzstaffel), and

police—from the outset used extreme violence to

terrorize the population and deter from partisan

activity or support. The Germans succeeded in

destroying partisan units in eastern Ukraine and on

the Crimean Peninsula until the turn of the year

1941/42.

The year 1942 saw the establishment of an

integrated partisan movement with a central staff.

The movement constantly attacked rear lines and

units of the army group center, especially in

Byelorussia and central Russia, and from autumn

1942 also in northeastern Ukraine. German forces,

in southern Russia together with Hungarian units,

organized combined antipartisan raids, encircling

partisan areas. These operations were accompanied

by extreme violence against locals—whole villages

were burned, and inhabitants murdered or deported.

The antipartisan raids were only partly successful in

the military sense. The Soviet partisan movement

continued to expand; statistics on its personnel

strength vary considerably, as German veterans and

Soviet historians tended to inflate the numbers.

Reasonable estimates are at 100,000 active partisans

in 1942, and a maximum of 280,000 in summer of

1944. All in all, between 400,000 and 500,000

citizens supposedly fought against the occupation,

not counting a ‘‘partisan reserve’’ supporting the

armed fighters. In Byelorussia, the center of Soviet

partisan warfare, Germans lost 6,000–7,000 dead,

while they exterminated 300,000–350,000 inhabi-

tants and partisans. The partisans themselves were

only partly affected by German raids after 1941. It

is estimated that only 20 percent of the partisans in

Byelorussia died during the war. In sum, several

tens of thousands of soldiers of the German army

and their indigenous auxiliaries were killed by
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partisans, while almost half a million civilians died

during antipartisan warfare.

The historical image of the Soviet partisan
movement has changed considerably since the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. Its military effectiveness
is considered as of limited value, restricted to the
‘‘rail war,’’ the two major combined attacks against
railways in the German rear during the summers of
1943 and 1944. The Soviet partisans were more
effective in keeping up Stalinist rule in the areas
under German occupation. Until the end of 1942,
partisans killed thousands of real or alleged collab-
orators, often including their families. They
stripped the local population of all agricultural
goods and endangered them by provoking
German reprisals. A large part of the Soviet partisan
units were integrated into the Red Army or NKVD
troops in 1944. The anticommunist groups in the
territories annexed by the Soviet Union in 1939–
1940 represent a specific case of partisans. Parts of
these, in the Baltics and in western Ukraine, chose
a tactical alliance with the German occupation in
1941–1942, but most of them turned against the
Germans in 1943–1944 after realizing that the new
occupier did not intend to create independent
states in these areas. Especially in Latvia, Lithuania,
and in western Ukraine, those groups fought both
German occupation and the Soviet underground,
despite some limited tactical negotiations with
German authorities in 1944.

The archetype of partisan movements, as por-
trayed in public memory, is represented by the
Yugoslav communist partisans under Josip Broz
Tito (1892–1980). The Yugoslav communists after
the German occupation in April 1941 did not take
action before they were ordered to do so by the
Komintern (Communist International) in July
1941. Already during autumn 1941 they were able
to control a part of southern Serbia. Even earlier,
remnants of the Yugoslav army took up resistance
against the occupier. These scattered groups were
loosely merged under the name Četniks, led by
Drazha Mikhailovich (1893–1946). They pursued
a greater Serbian policy and were supported by the
government-in-exile and the British. German mili-
tary and police reacted with unrestrained terror,
they took reprisals for partisan attacks as a pretext
to shoot all male Jews in Serbia. In 1942 partisan
warfare moved to Bosnia, Croatia, and Slovenia,

thus more and more also directed against Italian
and to some extent Hungarian occupation troops.
Its expansion led to the enforcement of occupation
military; in autumn 1943, 230,000 Germans and
220,000 Italians were present in Yugoslavia; the
Germans lost approximately 14,000, the Italians
16,000 men in antipartisan warfare, most of them
in 1943–1944. Tito’s partisans, finally some four
hundred thousand men and women, were able to
liberate their country and Albania from occupation
without the Red Army, albeit with Soviet support.
At the same time the partisans took horrible
revenge. They fought the Četniks, numbering
between twelve and fifteen thousand, which had
been abandoned by the British government in
1943, and in 1945 committed mass killings of real
or alleged collaborators, including large parts of
the German minority.

In western and southern Europe partisan
movements developed at a later stage. In France
the communist underground started to attack the
German occupation from the summer of 1941 on.
The French Resistance consisted of politically
diverse groups. Nevertheless all armed organizations
in February 1944 officially united as French Internal
Forces (Forces Françaises de l’Interieur), which
remained more in a waiting position. However, in
1943 an actual warfare of the so-called Maquis
(French for bushes), rather independent groups,
started to unfold in certain regions like the Jura,
predominantly as a reaction to recruitment for
forced labor, and intensifying after the allied landing
in June 1944. The Germans resorted only at a com-
paratively late point to extreme violence. Killings of
hostages intensified, as massacres occurred like the
infamous crime at Oradour-sur-Glane. In Belgium
similar armed resistance movements turned up,
though much less active than the French one.

The Greek resistance, like the Yugoslav one,
had to fight against three powers at the same time,
German, Italian, and Bulgarian occupiers. The
Communist National Liberation Front, ELAS
(Ellinikos Laikos Apeleftherotikon Stratos), applied
armed resistance from mid-1942 and controlled
some of the mountain regions, while the anticommu-
nist underground despite British support remained in
a weaker position. From August 1943 on, Waffen-
SS and Wehrmacht started an excessively violent
retaliation policy in Greece, and then extended it
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to the regions that had been under Italian occupa-
tion. At least 25,000 civilians were killed, almost
one million forcibly expelled from their homes.

The Italian resistance was activated by the
German occupation of the country, which had
been an Axis ally, in September 1943. As a result
of widely differing political views, a common leader-
ship for armed resistance was established only in
June 1944, as the general command of the Corpo
Volontari della Libertà (CVL; Voluntary Liberty
Corps). Most of the resistance was active in central
and northern Italy, especially in the mountain
regions. Wehrmacht and Waffen-SS, especially in
spring and summer 1944 reacted with massacres
against the civil population, resulting in the murder
of around ten thousand persons.

A very late case of armed resistance turned up

in the Axis state of Slovakia, during the Slovak

Uprising from August 1944, as German troops

occupied the country. Parts of the former Slovak

army now fought against the German occupiers, in

cooperation with approximately 2,500 partisans.

Until the liberation of the country almost 3,000

civilians were killed and another 30,000 deported

to German camps.

FEATURES OF PARTISAN WARFARE

Partisan warfare during the Second World War

showed some common features that were unique

for this period: there were armed resistance groups

all over Axis-occupied Europe. On the other hand,

these resisters faced not only German repression,

but also violence by Italian, Hungarian, Romanian,

Bulgarian and, to a certain extent, Slovakian troops

and police units. It goes without saying that the

German Reich was primarily responsible for the

crimes committed during antipartisan warfare.

Only Germany in 1942–1943 installed a central

Female Četniks fighters with their male leader, Yugoslavia, May 1944. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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institution for combating partisans, the Chef der

Bandenkampfverbände (Chief of Antibanditry

Units) of the SS, who directed operations in most

Eastern European areas under civil occupation. The

actual antipartisan warfare was taken over by

Wehrmacht, especially security troops; by Waffen-

SS; and by police units. All of them relied on

hundreds of thousands of indigenous auxiliaries,

who out of political beliefs, material incentives, or

under coercion participated in the antipartisan

actions.

In most countries a broad variety of political

direction existed among the underground move-

ment, only temporarily united against the Axis

aggressors. In several cases, the underground units

were not only fighting against occupiers but also

among each other. The Allies provided a network

for most of the major groups, initially the British

Special Operations Executive, and during the sec-

ond half of the war also the American Office of

Strategic Services. The communist partisan warfare

all over Europe was more and more directed by the

Komintern in Moscow and after its dissolution in

1943 by other organs of the Soviet state, especially

the Communist Party and the Secret Police

NKVD. All of the Allies organized supply, trained

personnel, and in many cases even parachuted per-

sonnel (mostly natives in exile) into the occupied

countries. Several of the underground movements

at the end of the war merged with regular armies

(in Eastern Europe the newly created Soviet-

based armies), and they provided a large part of

the postwar elites.

Not only anti-Nazi and antifascist movements

developed partisan organizations, even in Germany

there was a long debate on the necessity of an

irregular Volkskrieg (People’s War) since the

1920s. Facing defeat in 1944, German SS and

military started to issue plans for an underground

warfare after allied advance, especially in Eastern

Europe. The SS managed to build up small groups

of foreign SS members or locals, especially in

Latvia. Inside the Reich, plans for an underground

army ‘‘Wehrwolf’’ (werewolves) under SS leader-

ship were set up. Despite some spectacular actions

under Allied occupation, only some small groups

continued the fight, an overall organization never

came into being.

EASTERN EUROPE FROM 1944

Partisan warfare in Europe was not over in 1945,
but continued in Eastern Europe until the late
1940s. Noncommunist underground movements
now fought against new Soviet occupations and
indigenous communist attempts to take over the
postwar states. The two main forces in the western
Soviet Union were the so-called Forest Brothers in
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, and the Ukrainian
Insurgent Army (UPA) in western Ukraine. They
led a desperate war against internal troops of the
NKVD (later MVD, Ministry of Interior). The
latter already in 1940–1941 had established a
department, from 1944 the Main Administration
for the Combat against Banditism (Glavnoe
Upravlenie po Borbe s Banditizmom, or GUBB).
Soviet warfare against the anticommunist under-
ground was especially ruthless and resulted in the
killing of hundreds of thousands. According to
Soviet statistics, until 1946, 70,000 partisans were
killed and another 210,000 captured. In western
Ukraine alone, until the early 1950s more than
150,000 civilians were murdered, not counting
the higher figure of those Ukrainians deported
from partisan areas.

A similar pattern is visible in postwar Poland,
where parts of the Home Army continued to fight
under the name Freedom and Independence
(Wolność i Niepodleglość, WiN), together with
other noncommunist units. In Poland, NKVD
troops together with the Polish new army and
police tried to repress the underground, and killed
tens of thousands. The Ukrainian minority in
southeastern Poland in 1947 during ‘‘Vistula
Action’’ was deported completely to western terri-
tories in order to dislocate them from the UPA.
Minor armed anticommunist groups like the
so-called Crusaders (Krizhari) were active in
Yugoslavia. In Greece, the situation was almost
the opposite. The communist ELAS continued its
partisan activity, from 1946 under the name
Democratic Army of Greece (Demokratikos
Stratos Elados, or DDE), in order to install a com-
munist government. It took the Greek National
Army, with major assistance of the British, until
October 1949 to overwhelm the communist
guerrillas.

Most of the anticommunist underground
groups in Eastern Europe were supported by the
Western powers, especially by British intelligence.
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Nevertheless, through espionage and infiltration
the Soviet secret police was able to destroy them
almost completely until the late 1940s. Remnants
of these units, especially in the Baltics, fought
against communist power until the early 1950s.

COLONIES

After 1947 Europe’s involvement in partisan war-
fare again shifted to the colonies, which were seek-
ing independence, often continuing the war that
they had fought against the Axis powers until
1945. Now the Western Europeans were them-
selves fighting an antiguerrilla war. The British
army fought the uprising of the Malayan
Communist Party from 1948 until 1960, an
episode called the Malayan Emergency. In East
Africa they countered the Mau Mau uprising
during the Kenyan Emergency from 1952 until
1960. Much more violent was the guerrilla war
of the Netherlands against the Communist Party
in Indonesia (1947–1948), at that time the
Netherlands East Indies. France led the most
intense guerrilla wars. Both the Indochina War of
1946–1954 and the Algerian War of 1954–1962 to
a large extent were led as antiguerrilla campaigns,
the latter with utmost violence. As the last colonial
power, Portugal was also faced with uprisings,
starting in Angola 1961.

The Geneva convention on POWs from 1949
envisaged a certain legal protection for irregular
warfare, especially its amendment in 1977. After
the 1960s, partisan or guerrilla warfare, unlike in
Africa, Asia, and South America, ceased to play an
important role in European military history.
During the 1970s, some terrorist movements in
Germany and Italy considered themselves ‘‘urban
guerrillas,’’ but showed completely different pat-
terns. Also other ethnic terrorist groups claimed
to fight for political aims and were responsible
for assassinations, but did not resemble guerrilla
movements. During the Cold War, East and
West worked out insurgency plans in case of attack
by the opponent. The North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) secretly prepared the Gladio
force, intended to continue resistance under a pre-
sumed Soviet occupation. But these projects became
obsolete as communist regimes fell across Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union in the period from
1989 to 1991.

The Yugoslav Wars of 1991–1995 were accom-
panied by the return of partisan patterns. Militias
and irregular forces played an important role dur-
ing the conflict. Finally, partisan tactics have been
applied by ethnic groups who sought to gain inde-
pendence from the Russian Federation, as is visible
in the Chechnyan Wars (1994–1996, and since
1999).

PRECONDITIONS OF PARTISAN WARFARE

Partisan warfare by and large originates in the
establishment of regular armies and in the militar-
ization of society. Partisan groups often consist of
men (or women) who were not recruited, desert-
ers, or soldiers who have lost contact with their
armies. Most partisans are motivated either by poli-
tical ideologies or suppressive acts of occupiers.
Additionally partisans tend to recruit more person-
nel by coercion. Most partisan groups have a
weaker hierarchy than regular forces, though at
times more brutal discipline.

Partisan warfare requires certain strategies of
legitimization for an activity, which is generally
seen as irregular. During war the central legitimiza-
tion is the combat against foreign occupiers and
oppressors. The communist underground during
the Second World War was also driven by ideolo-
gical motives, especially the establishment of a new
order and the dominance of the Soviet Union. In
peacetimes national or ethnic independence seems
to be the prevalent driving motive.

These legitimization strategies are not only
important for the partisan group identity and the
motivation to fight, but also in relationship to
the population. Partisans are highly dependent on
the local population, especially concerning per-
sonnel recruitment, logistical support, and commu-
nication. On the other hand, partisans not only
control the locals but also often are able to estab-
lish a complete rule, especially in remote areas.

The natural environment is another precondi-
tion for partisan warfare. Since partisans often lack
military strength, they are obliged to restrict their
activities to areas, like forests or mountains, that are
difficult to control using regular forces. That is one
of the reasons why, for example, it was not possible
to establish a partisan movement in most of
Ukraine during the German occupation.
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A general problem of partisan warfare is the
lack of material. A majority of partisan groups have
problems acquiring uniforms or even appropriate
shoes for their members. Their armory consists
primarily of low-tech weapons. Heavy weapons,
which usually are not suitable for irregular warfare,
are almost absent. Partisan groups either take over
weapons of armies, or depend on foreign supply.

On the other hand, counterinsurgency warfare

is much better equipped, but the military means

have a limited effect, since partisans generally try to

avoid direct military confrontation and restrict

themselves to isolated attacks on infrastructure

and enemy personnel. As a consequence, antiparti-

san warfare alters from general military tactics, act-

ing either in small groups (sometimes disguised as

partisans) or combing through areas with regular

troops. Antipartisan warfare is dependent on dis-

connecting the local population from the partisans,

either by winning the ‘‘battle for the hearts and

minds’’ by supporting the locals, or by delegitimiz-

ing the partisans, often officially called ‘‘bandits,’’

by deterring the population through violence or by

deporting or even exterminating the population.

The latter was applied especially by the German

occupation in the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and

Poland, and to a certain extent by Soviet authori-

ties in the annexed territories. In most cases anti-

partisan warfare is led in cooperation with indigen-

ous auxiliaries, sometimes even by creating

‘‘defense villages.’’

Partisan warfare played an eminent role in war
memory from the early 1950s. While West
Germany and Austria only gradually recognized
their resistance against the Nazi regime, most other
countries based part of their identity on their his-
tory of armed resistance against the Axis occupiers.
In Germany, however, the Eastern European

French resistance fighters known as Maquis march in the mountains in France, September 1944.
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partisans were demonized and held exclusively
responsible for the radicalization of the occupation
during the war. Only during the 1980s and 1990s
did the perception shift. In the early twenty-
first century it is obvious that the partisan move-
ments represented only minor parts of the popula-
tion, and that they had fought the war often with
extreme violence. While the communist partisans
now are considered as agents of Soviet rule or take-
over, anticommunist armed resistance often serves
as tradition for the new democracies in Eastern
Europe. But the issue is still under debate.

CONCLUSION

Modern partisan warfare in Europe was discussed
and planned already after the First World War, but
had its high time between 1941 and 1948, with the
spread of national socialist occupation and Soviet
expansion thereafter. During the interwar period
and after 1947–1948 antiguerrilla warfare in the
colonies was high on the agenda until the early
1960s. Since then, partisan warfare lost its signifi-
cance for European history, but remained impor-
tant for the perception of the wartime period. After
a rather heroic image during the first postwar de-
cades, since 1990 a more sober picture has evolved,
deconstructing the political myths surrounding the
subject, showing the gruesome reality of partisan
warfare and focusing on its victims.

See also Colonialism; Occupation, Military; Warfare.
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PASOLINI, PIER PAOLO (1922–1975),
Italian writer and filmmaker.

Pier Paolo Pasolini was born in 1922 in
Bologna, Italy. His father was a military officer allied
to the Fascist government, so the family moved
around Italy as Pasolini’s father transferred from
post to post. His mother was trained as a school-
teacher and passed on her love of books to her son.
Pasolini remained devoted to her throughout his
life. Pasolini was an intense artist from an early age,
moving easily between writing, drawing, painting,
and ultimately filmmaking. He was a published poet
at nineteen (1942): The Ashes of Gramsci (1957)
remains his most famous collection of poetry. Boys
of Life, the first of several novels that depict the
borgate (Roman slum neighborhoods) in which he
lived at the time, was published in 1955.

Pasolini’s first feature-length film, Accatone
(1961), also took the youth of the borgate as its
subject. Pasolini’s early films are in black and white
and use nonprofessional actors on location, thus
adhering in some respects to the aesthetic of his
neorealist forebears. Yet his use of classical music as
an insistent presence on the sound track (e.g., when
Bach suffuses a violent street fight) belies a highly
complex, constructed quality that becomes more
evident in later films. In Mamma Roma (1962),
Pasolini pairs young nonprofessional actors with
one of Italy’s most celebrated actresses, Anna
Magnani (1908–1973), who plays the mother of a
doomed youth, Ettore. In the closing sequence, the
camera films Ettore from the bottom of his feet as
he lies dead on a bare slab, a clear reference to
Andrea Mantegna’s famous painting Dead Christ
(c. 1466). Pasolini uses a flat pictorial style that
would come to define his filmmaking, enhancing
the viewer’s sense that he is writing or painting on
the film frame.

Pasolini’s evocation of profane Christ figures
throughout his early work—from Accatone and
Ettore to the gluttonous actor who dies of indiges-
tion while playing Christ in RoGoPaG (1963)—
incited outrage on the part of authorities. He was
briefly jailed in 1963 because his contribution to
RoGoPaG, ‘‘La Ricotta,’’ was deemed blasphemous.
Concurrent with his filmmaking, Pasolini continued
his literary and artistic pursuits, writing plays, doing
translations, and producing social, literary, and
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cinematic criticism. His regular articles in the Italian

newspaper Corriere della sera and in the French Le
monde made him one of the most influential intel-

lectuals in Europe. In the mid-1960s, Pasolini

described himself as a ‘‘mythic realist’’ and his cine-

matic process a ‘‘cinema of poetry’’: that is, he called

for filmmaking that literally wrote with images of

reality (in lieu of a more naturalistic ‘‘unfolding’’ of

reality before a camera lens).

Pasolini made his meditation on Christ figures

even more explicit in The Gospel according to St.
Matthew (1964). He began using a 300-mm lens,

further flattening the visual plane, in an effort to

reproduce Renaissance perspective as it was devel-

oped in painting. Pasolini’s Matthew is a political

and religious radical, more Marxist than Christian

ideologically, and yet the film was praised by

Catholic groups as a brilliantly humanizing depiction
of the apostle. Hawks and Sparrows (1966; starring
Totò, Italy’s equivalent of Charlie Chaplin) also alle-
gorizes the intersection between Marxism and
Christianity, but with a much harder satirical edge.

By 1967 Pasolini had turned to a much more
abstract and conceptual filmmaking. This phase
comprises two adaptations from Greek mythology:
Oedipus Rex (1967) and Medea (1969), starring the
opera singer Maria Callas (1925–1977) in the title
role. With Teorema (1968; Theorem), and Pigpen
(1969), Pasolini pursued a broader inquiry into pre-
industrial mythology, militating against its loss in an
increasingly commodified Western culture.

In his three subsequent films, Pasolini
attempted to reach a wider, less strictly intellectual
audience. Known as the Trilogy of Life, they are

The Last Supper scene from Pier Paolo Pasolini’s Gospel according to St. Matthew, 1964. ARCO/LUX/THE KOBAL
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adaptations of popular canonical works of literature:
The Decameron (1971), The Canterbury Tales
(1972), and Arabian Nights (1974). But in place
of a more conventional retelling, this trilogy is very
focused on the eroticized body—the mud, the mes-
siness of life. Pasolini eventually renounced all three
films, having found his experiment to reach ‘‘the
people’’ a failure, but at the same time said that he
considered this trilogy the most ideological of all his
films for its expression of the ‘‘precommercial’’
human body, a body free of the repressive forces of
late capitalism.

His final film, Salò, or The 120 Days of Sodom
(1976), constitutes a violent rejection of the Trilogy
of Life: the film is a nightmarish story set in the
northern Italian state of Salò in 1944, in which
beautiful young adolescents are taken to a palace
by Nazis and forced to undergo various humilia-
tions, culminating in their execution. These shock-
ing scenes are intertwined with stories by authors
ranging from Dante to the Marquis de Sade.
Because Pasolini was murdered just after finishing
Salò, the world never had a chance to find out
what—if anything—could follow such an inferno.

See also Cinema; Italy.
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PASTERNAK, BORIS (1890–1960),
Russian poet and writer.

Boris Pasternak was born in Moscow to a
highly educated family, a son of the famous
Jewish painter and professor Leonid Pasternak.

He studied music and law, but graduated from
Moscow University with a degree in philosophy
(1913). In 1912 he studied at Marburg
University in Germany, and his exposure to
Europe during this time significantly influenced
him. Pasternak wrote his first poems in 1909–
1913, participated in the literary avant-garde, and
began publishing in 1913. In 1914 his first volume
of poetry, Twin in the Stormclouds, came out. He
also met with Vladimir Mayakovsky (1893–1930),
whose urban and futuristic poetry had a great
impact on him. In late 1916 Pasternak published
his second book of poems, Over the Barriers.

Initially sympathetic to the revolution,
Pasternak welcomed the fall of the tsarist regime
in 1917, and perhaps not accidentally, one of his
most famous books of poetry, My Sister Life (pub-
lished in 1922), bore the subtitle ‘‘Summer of the
Year 1917,’’ indicating when most of its poems
were written. But the civil war with its hardships
and atrocities drove Pasternak to an increasingly
critical assessment of the revolution, as did the
continuing reprisals and the growing Bolshevik
pressure on writers and poets to glorify the new
order. Despite his disenchantment, Pasternak
stayed in Soviet Russia, even as his parents
emigrated.

During the 1920s, he wrote several epic poems
on revolutionary themes, such as Lieutenant Schmidt
(1926) and The Year Nineteen Five (1927). In the
Soviet press, he was often criticized for his intell-
ectualism, ‘‘decadence,’’ and pessimism, and was
habitually regarded with suspicion. Yet, unlike
many other turn-of-the-twentieth-century poets,
Pasternak was allowed a certain autonomy in his
work, retaining his predilection for lyric poetry and
generally staying away from socialist realism. In
1928 he published High Malady; in 1931 his novel
in verse, Spektorsky, appeared; and in the same year
his autobiography, Safe Conduct, came out (it was
banned shortly thereafter).

Pasternak was involved in the formation of the
Union of Soviet Writers and spoke at its first con-
gress in 1934. Appalled by the Great Terror of
1937–1938, he nonetheless showed courage,
refusing to sign a writers’ petition for the execution
of Marshal Mikhail Tukhachevsky (1893–1937).
Still, from 1936 on he spent ever more time in his
country house near Moscow. After the Terror, he
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increasingly retreated from writing poetry and con-
centrated on translations, notably of Shakespeare, a
work he performed brilliantly.

During World War II, Pasternak published two
books of poetry, On Early Trains (1943) and
Earth’s Vastness (1945), which came closer to
socialist realism than his other work. But it was
after the war that he set upon what he regarded as
his life’s work—Doctor Zhivago. Written between
1945 and 1955, the novel represented a major
reassessment of Russia’s historical experience of
the revolution and civil war. Having tried and failed
to publish the novel in the Soviet Union, in 1956
Pasternak handed the manuscript over to the Italian
publisher Giangiacomo Feltrinelli, who published
the book in Italy in 1957. Doctor Zhivago immedi-
ately became a tremendous success in the West;
numerous editions were published in the late
1950s alone.

In 1958 Pasternak was awarded the Nobel
Prize in literature, not just for the novel but for
his cumulative literary achievement. The prize pro-
voked a fury among the Soviet leadership, both
because Pasternak did not have official permission
to publish in the West and because many viewed his
novel as an attack on the revolution. Remarkably,
when excerpts from Doctor Zhivago were published
in the Soviet press in 1958, many readers, especially
the elderly, reacted in the same negative way,
apparently without orchestration. With its unprec-
edented freedom of humanistic and historical
thought, Doctor Zhivago was duly appreciated in
Russia only decades later (it was published there
in 1988).

The target of a furious media campaign and
pressure, Pasternak had to renounce the Nobel
Prize. His health declined, and on 30 May 1960
he died at his home. Pasternak’s funeral was
attended by several thousand people, and students
read his poems at his gravestone till sunset.

One of the most prominent literary figures in
twentieth-century Russia, Boris Pasternak was also
one of the few surviving poets of his generation
who not only went together with the country
through the cataclysms of revolution, war, and
terror but also managed to retain an independence
of mind, a certain dignity and aloofness from offi-
cialdom, and considerable freedom in writing and

in life. For many young poets of the post-Stalin
decades, he and his verses represented a living link
between the present and Russia’s prerevolutionary
literary culture, which increasingly many came to
honor during the late Soviet years. In the twenty-
first century Pasternak is admired and read in his
own country, where he has long become a cultural
legend.

See also Russia; Samizdat; Solzhenitsyn, Alexander;
Soviet Union.
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DENIS KOZLOV

n

PAUL VI (1897–1978), pope from 1963 to
1978.

Giovanni Battista Montini, cardinal of Milan,
was elected pope on 21 June 1963 in the midst of
the uncompleted Second Vatican Council (Vatican
II) called by his predecessor, John XXIII. Taking
the name Paul VI, the new pope faced a growing
divide in the council deliberations between conser-
vative and liberal prelates. His approach to the
remaining two council sessions was to support the
progressive majority while at the same time ensur-
ing that the rights of the conservative minority
were respected. Thus Paul championed collegiality
and established the synod of bishops; he mediated
the issue of religious liberty in favor of the progres-
sives and launched the practical methods to realize
John XXIII’s ecumenical dream. At the same time,
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he angered liberals by his unwavering support for
the primacy of the pope and clerical celibacy, his
condemnation of birth control, and his unilateral
establishment of Mary as ‘‘Mother of the Church.’’

In certain ways Paul’s entire papacy was a grand
and precarious effort to lead the church in a time of
great change and turmoil without permanently
alienating either conservative or liberal Catholics.
His five encyclicals echoed this approach, ranging
from the call for renewal and dialogue within the
church (Ecclesiam suam, 1964) to his reinforce-
ment of traditional teachings on the Eucharist
(Mysterium fidei, 1965) and celibacy (Sacerdotalis
caelibatus, 1967). In Populorum progressio (1967),
Paul focused on human development and criticized
the divide between the rich and poor nations. He
pointed out the shortcomings of the free market as
a cure for poverty and called for ‘‘global solidarity.’’
In Humanae vitae (1968), the pope’s eloquent
defense of human life was reduced by the world’s
media into a simplistic condemnation of artificial
birth control. The negative reaction that it evoked
among the liberal and secular press so stunned the
pope that he never again, in the ten remaining years
of his papacy, issued another encyclical.

Nonetheless, Paul never wavered in his support
for ‘‘the preferential option for the poor’’ reflected
in his worldview and social policy. His historic
speech at the United Nations on 4 October 1965
condemned war and called upon cooperation
between communist and capitalist nations. His
Ostpolitik initiative toward Eastern Europe’s com-
munist bloc sought better diplomatic relations in
order to improve the lot of Catholics in these
countries. Ahead of his time, he was convinced that
communist domination of Europe was a passing
phenomenon and that the church must prepare for
the future of free, democratic Eastern European
states. At the time, however, conservatives saw his
policy as a ‘‘sell out’’ to communist tyrants. The
pope used the concessions that Ostpolitik brought
him from Eastern bloc nations to appoint like-
minded bishops, such as Karol Wojtyla (the future
Pope John Paul II), who would eventually play a
significant role in the fall of communism in Europe.

The pope’s travels often took him to the Third
World, where his focus on justice and peace and
social reform was generally well received. In 1968
Paul’s appearance in Medellı́n, Colombia, at the

Latin American bishops’ conference reinforced the
church’s option for the poor. Paul’s support and
elevation of key ‘‘liberation theology’’ bishops,
such as Helder Câmara, Aloı́sio Lorscheider, and
Paolo Evaristo Arns, gave impetus to a ‘‘third way’’
of development in Latin America, led by the
church, between communism and capitalism, much
criticized by conservative elements of society. His
launching of the World Peace Day project on 1
January 1968, with the support of the United
Nations, and his brokering of the Vietnam peace
talks underscored his sustained and vocal opposi-
tion to war.

In the United States and Europe, Paul filled
episcopal vacancies with pastoral priests who would
support the implementation of the council’s
decrees. He also sought to ‘‘internationalize’’ the
curia and the College of Cardinals, putting a man-
datory retirement age on cardinals eligible to vote
in a papal election. But his message of peace and
social justice was often overwhelmed in the First
World by controversies surrounding the flight from
religious life, the new Mass, women in the church,
and birth control.

In the latter years of Montini’s papacy,
Catholicism seemed wracked by fissures between
right and left, conservative and liberal. Paul, how-
ever, stayed the course that he chose when he
ascended the papal throne in 1963. He never wav-
ered in implementing the social, theological, and
liturgical reforms of Vatican II, but he never went
beyond them either. In effect, he supported the
progressive majority within Catholicism and
ensured the rights of the conservative minority. In
this, he was truly Catholicism’s bridge to the mod-
ern world.

See also Catholicism; Vatican II.
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RICHARD J. WOLFF

n

PAVELIĆ, ANTE (1889–1959), Croatian
politician and dictator.

The Croatian politician Ante Pavelić was born
on 14 July 1889 in Bradina, Bosnia-Herzegovina,
and died in 1959 in Madrid, Spain. Pavelić was the
son of a railroad foreman of Croatian extraction who

worked in Bosnia. In 1910, as a student in the
Croatian capital of Zagreb, Pavelić joined the
Croat Party of Rights, which invoked the model of
Ante Starčević (1823–1896), ‘‘Father of the Croat
Fatherland,’’ in calling for a Croatian state and

struggling against both Austrian domination and
the Yugoslav project. He was briefly detained by
the Austrians in 1912.

Yugoslavia was created in 1918. As a lawyer

in Zagreb, Pavelić actively opposed the new
state, which was dominated by Serbs. Stjepan
Radić’s (1871–1928) Croat Peasant Party, sup-
ported by the vast majority of Croat voters,
defended the same cause but was committed to

peaceful methods and ready to make compro-
mises. Pavelić adopted a far more radical posture.
In 1927 he became a member of the Yugoslavian
parliament representing Zagreb. At this time he
established contacts with Fascist Italy and, as a

lawyer, defended terrorists of the Internal
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization, who
had mounted violent attacks against Serbian rule
in Macedonia.

After the assassination of Radić and two
other Croatian deputies on the floor of the
Yugoslavian parliament in Belgrade and the insti-
tution on 6 January 1919 of ‘‘royal dictatorship’’
under Alexander Karadjordjević (r. 1921–1929

and 1929–1934), Pavelić abandoned legal politi-
cal activity and took refuge abroad, first in
Austria and then in Italy, where he settled. He
received support from the Italian and Hungarian
governments. He declared that he intended to

fight against the Yugoslavian regime ‘‘by all pos-
sible means’’ and publicly espoused fascism. He
created the Ustaše (‘‘insurgent’’) movement,

committed to clandestine terrorist struggle.

Ustaše militants, who numbered no more a few

hundred, received military training in camps in

Italy and Hungary. In 1934 the Ustaše movement,

on Pavelić’s orders, organized the assassination in

Marseille of King Alexander; the act was carried

out by a Macedonian terrorist supported by a

group of Croatians. Pavelić was condemned to

death in absentia by a French court, but

Mussolini refused to extradite him, merely impris-

oning him for two years and placing constraints on

Ustaše activity.

When the Germans invaded Yugoslavia on 6

April 1941 they would have preferred to entrust

power in Croatia to the very popular Vladko

Macek (1879–1964), head of the Croatian

Peasant Party, but he declined. As early as 10

April 1941, the very day that the German forces

entered Zagreb, the Ustaše leader Slavko

Kvaternik (1878–1947) announced the creation

of an Independent State of Croatia (NDH), to

be led by a poglavnik or führer, namely Pavelić,

who returned immediately from exile with his

small group of expatriates.

The new state was independent in name only.

It was subordinate from the outset to the

German—and until 1943 the Italian—occupiers.

Pavelić was thus obliged to cede parts of Dalmatia

to Italy and he submitted completely to the wishes

of Germany, sending Croatian troops to fight on

the Russian front.

His domestic policies were a textbook applica-

tion of fascist principles. Unbridled power was

exercised by a single leader, Pavelić himself, and

his orders were executed by a single party, the

Ustaše movement, whose membership nevertheless

remained quite small. The state was supposed to

belong to the Croat nation, which, according to

the official doctrine, was confined to Catholics and

Muslims. All other groups—Orthodox Serbs, Jews,

Gypsies—were massacred on a vast scale from the

very first days of the new regime. The Serbs, who

represented 30 percent of the population, had no

choice but to rebel by joining one of the two

movements of armed resistance: either the

Četniks (Serbian nationalists) or the Partisans

(communists).
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The Croatian population overall at first wel-
comed the creation of an independent state as a
liberation. But before long total subjection to
the Germans—the arbitrariness of the regime,
with its racist policies, arrests, and massacres—
combined to create an ever-more-powerful oppo-
sition. More and more Croats joined the parti-
sans, who eventually came to control a large
portion of Croatia.

In 1944, anticipating the German defeat, two
Croatian ministers, Mladen Lorković and Ante
Vokić, wanted to approach the Western Allies and
propose that Croatia change sides. When they
brought this idea up with Pavelić, however, he
had them arrested and later executed.

In May 1945, with the partisans at the gates of
Zagreb, Pavelić organized the evacuation of thou-
sands of Croatians, both soldiers and civilians, to
Austria, where they could surrender to the British.
In the event, the British handed them over to the
partisans, who killed a great number of them.
Pavelić himself separated from the group and man-
aged to hide in Austria.

With the assistance of underground networks
of Catholic priests, he later reached Italy and then
Argentina. There he sought to organize the
Croatian émigrés on a political basis. He even
negotiated in 1954 with a former Yugoslavian
prime minister, the Serb Milan Stojadinović
(1888–1961), about how to set up a united exile
front against Josip Broz Tito (1892–1980) that
would bring together Serbs and Croats, though
no agreement could be reached.

In 1957, in Buenos Aires, Pavelić was wounded
in an assassination attempt. He left Argentina for
Chile, and later moved to Spain, where he died as a
result of his wounds in 1959.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Croatia; Tito (Josip Broz);
World War I; World War II; Yugoslavia.
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PEACE MOVEMENTS. See Pacifism.

n

PENICILLIN. In the second half of the twen-
tieth century penicillin was the best known of a
new class of drugs—antibiotics—that revolution-
ized the treatment of communicable diseases and
allowed doctors to rapidly cure a large number of
bacterial infections. Beyond its role as a specific
therapy, penicillin, often referred to as the
‘‘Wonder Drug,’’ initiated a transformation in the
pharmaceutical industry and was the principal sym-
bol of medical progress for a generation.

The word penicillin was coined by the Scots
scientist Alexander Fleming (1881–1955) in 1929
for the substance produced by the mold
Penicillium that he found to be active against cer-
tain disease-causing bacteria. Fleming, like other
before him, notably C. G. Paine (1905–?) in
Sheffield, England, tried to use the substance ther-
apeutically but had little success and did not pursue
the possibility. However, its potential was explored
again in the late 1930s by Howard Florey (1898–
1968) and Ernst Chain (1906–1979) at Oxford,
who were researching naturally occurring antibac-
terial substances. With the help of Norman Heatley
(1911–2004), they improved the purity and hence
the activity of extracts from the mold. Penicillin was
first tested successfully on mice in the May 1940.

The Oxford group treated their first patient on
12 February 1941, a policeman who was close to
death due to an infection. His condition improved
while he was being administered penicillin, but he
died when supplies ran out. However, other suc-
cessful cases followed and from the summer of
1941 the Oxford group began working with
British companies to develop large-scale produc-
tion. At this point in World War II, with British
industry stretched and suffering regular bombing

P E A C E M O V E M E N T S

1998 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



raids, such opportunities were limited, so Florey
approached the United States government for
assistance in production. He was referred to the
U.S. Department of Agriculture and in turn to
the Northern Regional Research Laboratory at
Peoria, Illinois. Scientists there had the necessary
expertise in fungal fermentation and introduced a
number of crucial process innovations that enabled
high-volume, high-quality production of pure
penicillin. This enabled further clinical trials, all of
which showed that penicillin had great advantages
over the limited number of existing antibacterial
drugs, being less toxic and curing a wider range
of infections.

Penicillin was soon being trumpeted as a major
boon to the war effort, helping save the lives of
combatants and civilians, especially those with
wound infections and burns, and as yet another

example of the contribution of science to social
progress. In 1943 the U.S. government increased
the priority given to penicillin, so by the end of the
war it was being produced by many companies
across the United States and to a lesser extent in
Britain. Fleming became something of a celebrity
and for a while the role played by Florey, Chain,
Heatley, and the Peoria scientists who were all still
actively at work on penicillin was eclipsed; however,
in 1945 Florey, Chain, and Fleming were jointly
awarded the Nobel Prize for Medicine.

In the late 1940s and early 1950s penicillin
continued to enjoy a reputation as the ‘‘Wonder
Drug,’’ with demand outstripping supply. Penicillin
had a major impact in saving lives and reducing
suffering, and it transformed the image of the doc-
tor from someone who helped patients manage their
illnesses to someone who could cure disease. It also

Alexander Fleming photographed in his laboratory at St. Mary’s Hospital in London c. 1929. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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reduced the length of stay of surgical and infectious

disease patients in hospitals, as secondary infections

could be better controlled, although its use in

general practice was limited by the fact that admin-

istration was by injection. While penicillin enjoyed

an almost wholly positive public image, doctors

and pharmaceutical companies were aware of two

problems: first, penicillin-resistant bacteria, and,

second, allergic reactions to the drug. The former

had been known about since 1942, but the num-

bers of bacteria with this property increased with

the rapid diffusion of penicillin and were common

in hospitals in the 1950s. This led doctors to return

to more traditional antiseptic and aseptic tech-

niques and to look to new antibiotics being pro-

duced by the pharmaceutical industry. Allergies to

penicillin can cause death and were more common

in the 1950s, when high doses were used, than they

are in the early twenty-first century. Although

deaths were relatively rare, they often received wide

publicity and, along with greater awareness of bac-

terial resistance, led to growing anxieties that peni-

cillin might not be that wonderful after all. On

balance, public confidence in the drug was not

dented, as it was the experience of both patients

and doctors that the benefits easily outweighed the

risks. Indeed, it seems that penicillin was overused,

with many doctors prescribing it for all infections,

including viral infections (against which it is inef-

fective), on the grounds that it might prevent sec-

ondary bacterial infections. Another factor is that

doctors were under pressure from patients who

were unaware of the limitations and problems of

the ‘‘Wonder Drug.’’

In the postwar period the huge market for

penicillin and the problems with bacterial resistance

led pharmaceutical companies to search for other

naturally occurring antibiotics. The most important

of these was streptomycin, introduced in 1946 as a

treatment for tuberculosis, the most serious bacter-

ial infection against which penicillin was ineffective.

Scientists also found new penicillins produced by

the various species of the Penicillium mold.

Research in the 1950s concentrated on refining

dosage recommendations and improving methods

of administration—the first oral penicillins were

introduced in 1954. In the late 1950s, research

and development focused on semisynthetic and

synthetic penicillins, with scientists offering

improvements in administration and effectiveness.
The range of new penicillins enabled doctors to
keep ahead of bacterial resistance to antibiotics,
but this has proved something of a treadmill and
over time other drugs have replaced penicillins in
the fight against resistant bacteria. However, for
many common bacterial infections penicillin-based
antibiotics remain the drug of choice at the start of
the twenty-first century and continue to be a
potent symbol of medical advance.

See also Public Health; Science.
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n

PERESTROIKA. Perestroika (restructuring)
was one of the most profound processes of change
in history. Intended at first only to reform the
Soviet order, it ultimately led to the dissolution of
the political system and the disintegration of the
country, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(USSR). The law of unintended consequences
operated with a vengeance, and yet there remains
a fundamental debate about whether the changes
inaugurated by Mikhail Gorbachev when he came
to power in 1985 were a success or a failure. His
administration managed to transform the mori-
bund and repressive country ruled by the stultifying
hand of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) into one firmly set on the road to democ-
racy and was able to transcend the Cold War con-
frontation with the Western capitalist powers.
However, in the process Gorbachev and his team
managed to lose the country that was intended to
be the subject of the reform process, and by the
time that Gorbachev formally resigned from power
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on 25 December 1991, the USSR had disinte-

grated into its fifteen component republics.

COMING TO POWER

The Communist Party had ruled the country since

Vladimir Ilyich Lenin seized power in October

1917. Despite five major changes of rulers, the

political system remained remarkably similar right

up to 1985, characterized above all by the domi-

nance of the Communist Party. In March 1985

Gorbachev was selected by the Central Committee

as general secretary of the CPSU, despite the mis-

givings of a large group of conservatives in the

Politburo (the supreme body in the CPSU). One

reason for Gorbachev’s selection was an under-

standing that the country could no longer be

allowed to drift. The economy had lost dynamism

and was falling ever further behind the West, and

society was increasingly immersed in alcoholism

and other pathologies. There was a gaping gulf

between the tenets of the core communist ideol-

ogy, committed to equality and human emancipa-

tion, and the tawdry operating ideology that justi-

fied the privileges of the elite and the rule of the

communist nomenklatura (the class of official-

dom). Although the Soviet Union had achieved

strategic nuclear parity with the United States in

the mid-1970s, it was clear that the quality of

Soviet military equipment was falling behind that

of the West. The country was bogged down in a

bitter war in Afghanistan, and its communist allies

in Eastern Europe were restive.

Against this background the need for change

was palpable, and thus Gorbachev was the benefi-

ciary of broad popular and elite support in his early

years as he sought to revitalize the Soviet Union.

By starting a ‘‘revolution within the revolution’’

Gorbachev hoped to save the essentials of the sys-

tem, above all the leading role of the party and the

planned economy, and to transcend the increas-

ingly pointless confrontation with the West.

Gorbachev was the last exponent of ‘‘reform com-

munism,’’ the program of communist revival that

had been attempted twenty years earlier by

Alexander Dubček in Czechoslovakia under the

slogan ‘‘socialism with a human face.’’ The

‘‘Prague Spring’’ of 1968 was crushed by Soviet

tanks in August of that year, and now Gorbachev

sought to achieve what the Soviet Union itself had
destroyed some twenty years earlier.

ASPECTS OF PERESTROIKA

There had been sporadic attempts earlier to reform
the Soviet system, notably in the 1920s during the
New Economic Policy (NEP) and under Nikita
Khrushchev (1953–1964) following the death of
Joseph Stalin. Perestroika was the third and great-
est attempt at communist reform. Within months
of coming to power Gorbachev launched the pro-
gram that he called perestroika, which became ever
more radical. Once changes began they could not
be constrained by regime-led reform, and by 1991
pressure for a radical change of the system became
overwhelming. The attempt in August 1991 by
conservatives to hold back the tide of change pre-
cipitated the result that they sought to avert: the
conclusive dissolution of the communist system of
government and, by the end of the year, the disin-
tegration of the USSR. Perestroika was character-
ized by the following features.

‘‘Acceleration’’ and economic reform In the
first phase some of the themes of Yuri Andropov’s
authoritarian reform program were revived. In the
few months (November 1982–February 1984) of
his brief rule following the death of Leonid
Brezhnev, Andropov sought to impose labor and
social discipline. To this program Gorbachev added
the notion of uskorenie (acceleration), seeking to
rejuvenate the existing economic system by the
vigorous application of old remedies. The govern-
ment led by Nikolai Ryzhkov launched an intensive
investment program in an attempt to kick-start the
economy. Major programs were announced, such
as the promise that by the year 2000 all Soviet
citizens would have an apartment of their own.
Through acceleration the government sought both
to reform the economy and increase output, con-
tradictory demands that failed to achieve either.
The misconceived antialcohol campaign launched
at this time led to the increased production of
bootleg liquor (samogon) and severe revenue losses.
Gorbachev soon came to understand that more
radical measures were required.

Although economic growth rates did initially
rise, the period of acceleration in 1985 and 1986
failed to achieve genuine economic reform, and by
1990 the country was sinking into an ever deeper

P E R E S T R O I K A

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2001



recession. In June 1987 a Central Committee ple-
num adopted a halfhearted plan for the economic
transformation of the country that focused on
greater autonomy for enterprises and increased
rights for workers to elect their own managers.
The legalization of cooperatives at this time served
only to promote the criminalization of the econ-
omy. Reform plan followed reform plan, but none
were consistently implemented. Inflation rose to
catastrophic proportions as goods disappeared
from the shops. The country became increasingly
ungovernable as Ryzhkov’s relatively conservative
government was unable to implement its own ver-
sion of reform, in part because of Gorbachev’s lack
of support, while more radical alternatives were
equally unacceptable. Miners’ strikes from June
1989 signaled that the regime was dangerously
isolated, having lost the support of the workers,
the class that it claimed to represent. The turning
point was Gorbachev’s failure in September 1990
to support the plan proposed by the team led by
Stanislav Shatalin, Grigory Yavlinsky, and Yegor
Gaidar proposing a rapid transition to the market
in ‘‘five hundred days.’’ The plan called for an end
to price controls, fiscal and monetary discipline to
contain inflation, and rapid privatization. The
USSR was to be converted into an economic union
with only loose political ties between the constitu-
ent republics. With the rejection of the plan, Russia
launched its own economic reforms in November
1990.

Glasnost (openness) Censorship had been the
hallmark of the Soviet system. Now under
Gorbachev the veil of secrecy began to be lifted.
At first Gorbachev sought to use glasnost in an
instrumental way, as a means of using public opi-
nion to exert pressure on recalcitrant officials to
accept his reforms. Some limited debate was
allowed about the Soviet past, in particular over
the horrors of the Stalinist system, but the aim at
first was certainly not the pursuit of truth or the
achievement of freedom of speech. These only
came gradually as the pressure for more open
debate eventually created a genuinely free public
sphere. A landmark in the development of this
openness was the explosion in reactor number 4
at the Chernobyl nuclear plant on 26 April 1986. It
was only when monitors in Sweden and other
countries picked up the existence of a nuclear cloud

that the scale of the explosion became public. In
the meantime, lives were placed at risk in the May
Day march in neighboring Kiev. Finally Gorbachev
made a public broadcast that recognized the scale
of the disaster. The limits on glasnost were pushed
back, and ever more became known about the
crimes of the past, above all those committed by
Stalin and his entourage. Some of the boldest com-
mentators even began to criticize the founding
father of the system, Lenin, despite Gorbachev’s
attempts to present the late Lenin of the NEP years
as the precursor of perestroika. There were ever
more critical commentaries on the inadequacies of
the present, including poor health services, over-
crowded schools, the special shops for the nomen-
klatura elite, and above all the widespread shortages
of goods in the shops. These revelations could not
but undermine the legitimacy of the Soviet order.

Development of civil society Meanwhile numer-
ous ‘‘informal’’ (neformaly) groups of social activ-
ists began to form, known as informals because
they operated in the gray area of official tolerance
and their status was not recognized by Soviet law.
These groups soon reflected every aspect of politi-
cal life, with nationalists jostling against communist
revivalists all the way through to semifascist group-
ings such as the Pamyat (memory) organization.
This outburst of civil society demonstrated the
energy that was latent in the Soviet system. The
country had been industrialized and urbanized in
the 1930s, accompanied by the massive develop-
ment of the educational system. Perestroika now
gave the hugely expanded intelligentsia the oppor-
tunity for inclusion in the political system based on
equality and right rather than on conformity and
arbitrariness. Intellectuals provided the motive
force for perestroika. The informal groups provided
the basis later for the emergence of a multiparty
system. The emergence of an independent working-
class movement, above all in the coal-mining
industry, marked the point at which Gorbachev’s
strategy of reform from above was transformed into
a revolution from below.

Demokratizatsiya (democratization) The
January 1987 plenum of the Central Committee
marked a watershed in the move away from author-
itarian and toward democratic reform. The plenum
called for the extension of competitive elections in
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the workplace, the soviets (councils), and in the
party itself. The Nineteenth Party Conference in
June–July 1988 marked the transition to the deep-
ening of democratization. Attempts were made to
formulate a grand strategy of political reform to
modernize the entire system within the framework
of one-party democracy and one-party parliamen-
tarianism. Gorbachev’s strategy was based on the
CPSU retaining a predominant role; but the party
was now to guide rather than lead. The principle
aim was to create a ‘‘socialist legal state’’ with the
separation of powers and a revived legislature.

Constitutional amendments in late 1988 cre-
ated a three-chamber Congress of People’s
Deputies (CPD). The full Congress was to meet
twice a year, while current parliamentary business
was to be conducted by a smaller Supreme Soviet
drawn from the CPD. This strange parliamentary
model was to cause endless problems for the Soviet
Union and later in Russia, where a similar model
was adopted. The semifree elections of March
1989 for the new assembly saw the defeat of many
communist officials and the return of some demo-
crats. The CPD’s first convocation in May 1989
was the scene of vigorous debates, televised live to
an enthralled nation, and appeared to mark the
onset of effective parliamentary politics. The CPD
and its Supreme Soviet passed a significant body of
reformist legislation, with new laws on freedom of
conscience and religious belief and freedom of the
press. The first steps were taken toward creating a
law-governed state (Rechtsstaat), if not a democ-
racy, something that distinguished perestroika
from the rest of Soviet history. However, the
Congress was unwieldy and lacked the necessary
committee structure to set a coherent legislative
agenda or to establish the routines for effective
legislative activity or oversight over the executive.

The end of the Cold War Foreign policy was
undoubtedly the sphere in which Gorbachev met
with the greatest personal success. Although his
reforms were initially greeted with scepticism,
Gorbachev gradually won over the major Western
leaders. Above all, U.S. president Ronald Reagan
and Gorbachev found a common language in the
pursuit of strategic arms reductions. At the base
of his foreign policy was Gorbachev’s view that
the fundamental ideological principles on which
the Cold War was fought had become

anachronistic. The world in Gorbachev’s view had

become interdependent, and confrontation with

Western imperialism did not inevitably have to take

the form of armed confrontation. There would still

be competition with the capitalist West, but this

would no longer be the rivalry entrenched in

Khrushchev’s theory of peaceful coexistence. A

new type of cooperative coexistence could be estab-

lished in which the West and reformed Soviet

Union lived peacefully together. This was the logic

that led to the announcement of massive troop

reductions in December 1988, the withdrawal of

Soviet troops from Afghanistan in March 1989, the

announcement of a ‘‘common European home’’ in

1989, and acceptance of the popular revolts against

communism in the fall of that year. However, con-

servatives in the USSR insisted that Gorbachev was

betraying Soviet national interests by giving away

more than the country received, and this view still

has considerable resonance.

The end of Communist rule Article 6 of the

1977 Soviet constitution talked of the CPSU’s

‘‘leading role,’’ and as long as the party’s power

remained constitutionally entrenched, the political

system remained recognizably communist. However,

there was a growing divergence between reform of

the communist system and the development of a

democratic form of Soviet power. This divergence

was brought to the fore by the collapse of the

communist systems in the East European ‘‘satel-

lite’’ states in late 1989, symbolized above all by

the fall of the Berlin Wall on 9 November. It

became increasingly clear that Gorbachev’s attempt

to reconcile representative democracy with a lead-

ing role for the CPSU was untenable. One-

party democracy was a contradiction in terms, and

the attempt to achieve what Gorbachev called the

‘‘socialist pluralism of opinions’’ was challenged by

the growth of genuine political pluralism in society.

On 13 March 1990, under pressure from massive

demonstrations that echoed the slogans seen in

Eastern Europe earlier, the CPD modified the con-

stitution to remove reference to the party’s ‘‘lead-

ing role.’’ The era of one-party rule, which had in

effect lasted since October 1917, came to an end:

free elections were introduced and the half-

truths of glasnost gave way to genuine freedom of

speech. Gorbachev’s definition of perestroika as a
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party-led program of reform had now outgrown its

creator.

DISSOLUTION AND DISINTEGRATION

To compensate for the erosion of party dominance,

Gorbachev sought to strengthen the institutions of

the Soviet state. Local soviets were given greater

powers to manage their affairs, while in the center

the institution of an executive presidency was

established. On 14 March 1990, the day after the

modification of Article 6, Gorbachev was elected

president of the USSR by the CPD. His failure to

engage in a national election weakened his legiti-

macy and allowed those who had a popular man-

date to challenge his power. Party perestroika gave

way to presidential perestroika. The transformation

of the political system at last allowed liberalization

to give way to genuine democratization.

Gorbachev had been able to consolidate his

power faster than any previous Soviet leader, yet

he still faced formidable opposition. By 1990 it was

clear that the reform coalition was disintegrating

and Gorbachev’s own brand of communist refor-

mism was losing support. Political life was becom-

ing increasingly polarized, and Gorbachev’s cen-

trism was eroded from both sides. Conservatives

warned that Gorbachev’s policies were leading to

the betrayal of socialism and the destruction of the

country. The growing democratic movement also

now diverged from perestroika’s communist refor-

mism and sought to introduce the basic features of

a modern democratic system. The representative of

this trend was Boris Yeltsin, who in 1986 had been

appointed to head the Moscow party organization.

He was the first top party leader openly to con-

demn the privileges of the party elite, and his stress

on social justice earned him massive popularity.

Elections to the Russian CPD in March 1990 saw

a strong showing for democratic forces, organized

in the movement ‘‘Democratic Russia,’’ and in May

1990 Yeltsin was elected chair of the Russian par-

liament. The Russian declaration of state sover-

eignty on 12 June 1990 marked the moment when

political control slipped out of Gorbachev’s hands

toward the individual republics. The winter of

1990–1991 saw Gorbachev isolated from the radi-

cal democrats and fearing the hard-line

reactionaries.

The existence of the USSR was increasingly

challenged by a number of republics. The three

Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania) had

never reconciled themselves to incorporation into

the Soviet Union in 1940 as part of the deal

between Stalin and Hitler in August 1939, and

now frustration with perestroika encouraged them

to think of secession. Moldova had also been a

victim of the Nazi-Soviet pact, while the Caucasian

republics of Armenia and Georgia still hankered

after the independence that they had lost as a result

of Soviet invasions in 1921. Gorbachev only slowly

reacted to the nationalist challenge, but ultimately

sought to find a way of keeping the union together

in a reforged Union Treaty. As far as the republics

were concerned, this was too little too late, and in

1990 Lithuania led the way in declaring indepen-

dence. The storming of the Lithuanian TV build-

ing in Vilnius on 13 January 1991, in which fifteen

people were killed, provided vivid warning of the

bloodshed that could attend the disintegration of

the USSR.

Yeltsin rallied to the support of the Baltic

republics, representing the repudiation of Moscow’s

traditional empire-building role and creating the

conditions for the relatively peaceful disintegration

of the Soviet ‘‘empire.’’ Gorbachev’s attempt to

legitimize the authority of the Soviet Union in

the following months by renegotiating the federa-

tion included a referendum on 17 March 1991 in

which the great majority supported a renewed

union, although the vote was held in only nine

republics. In the ‘‘nine-plus-one’’ agreement of

23 April at his dacha at Novo-Ogarevo, Gorbachev

conceded extensive powers to the republics and

an accelerated transition to a market economy.

The new Union Treaty would be one built from

the bottom up, founded on the sovereignty of the

republics and relegating Gorbachev and the central

government to a secondary role. The treaty was

formalized on 23 July 1991 and was to have been

signed by some of the republics on 20 August.

However, on 19 August 1991 the conservatives

struck and tried to seize power in a coup that was

as farcical as it was dangerous. Three days later the

coup attempt collapsed, but the country could

never be the same again. The attempt to hold the
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country together accelerated its disintegration.

One after another the republics declared their inde-

pendence, leaving Russia as the continuer state of

the USSR.

CONCLUSION

Despite the revolutionary language, Gorbachev
began as a reformer, but he became increasingly
radical as he met opposition and the promise of his
early reforms was not fulfilled. His tragic fate was
to act as the destroyer rather than the builder. The
more that he tinkered with the system, the deeper
the crisis. His reform communism only exacerbated
the problems of what was already a system in crisis
and worsened the legacy facing the postcommunist
governments. However, Gorbachev demonstrated
that the Soviet system could be reformed, although
the communist component would have to be
removed. Failure to deal adequately with the econ-
omy and national aspirations provoked disintegra-
tion. It fell to Gorbachev’s successors in Russia and
the other republics to rebuild economies and to
nourish the fragile shoots of democracy that pere-
stroika had encouraged.

See also Chernobyl; Gorbachev, Mikhail; 1989; Soviet
Union; Yeltsin, Boris.
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PESSOA, FERNANDO (1888–1935),
Portuguese poet.

Fernando António Nogueira Pessoa, one of
Europe’s great poets, was born in Lisbon,
Portugal, on 13 June 1888, and died in the same
city on 30 November 1935. Except for a few weeks
at the University of Lisbon in 1906, he received his
formal education in Durban, South Africa, where
his stepfather served as Portuguese consul.

Pessoa’s main concern and his true occupation
was always his writing. He supported himself
(barely) by handling English and French corres-
pondence for several commercial houses in
Lisbon. When he broke up with his lover, Ofélia
Queiroz, the reason he gave was that his commit-
ment was to his writing.

Bilingual and bicultural, Pessoa hoped at first
to establish himself as an English poet. In his teens
he tried but failed to place poems in English maga-
zines such as Punch and had no better luck placing
stories in journals such as Cassell’s. In 1917 he
submitted The Mad Fiddler, a book of poems, to
the London publisher Constable. It was turned
down. A year later, from Lisbon, he issued
Antinous and 35 Sonnets, chapbooks that were dis-
tributed in the British Isles to a lukewarm recep-
tion. His only publication in England came in 1920
when The Athenaeum published ‘‘Meantime,’’ a
short lyric poem. Encouraged, perhaps, by this
modest success, he reissued Antinous in 1921,
along with Epithalamium under the titles English
Poems I–II and English Poems III, only to be dis-
appointed by their reception. Only one other book
would appear during his lifetime. Mensagem
(Message), an arrangement of elegiac and prophetic
lyrics on historical themes, was published in 1934.

Pessoa frequently contributed poetry and prose
to journals and newspapers, beginning in 1912
with two remarkable essays on the present state of
Portuguese poetry and its prospects. These
appeared in A Águia, the organ for the so-called
Nova Renascença (New renaissance) movement led
by the poet Teixeira de Pascoaes, the prime advo-
cate of saudosismo—an ethos characterized by nos-
talgia for the nation’s heroic past. In addition to
defining the nature and properties of modern
Portuguese poetry, Pessoa prophesied the
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imminent emergence of a ‘‘supra-Camões,’’ a poet
destined to supplant the sixteenth-century Luis Vaz
de Camões as Portugal’s national poet. Pessoa’s
career as a major Portuguese-language poet can
be said to have begun on 8 March 1914. On that
date, as Pessoa recalled twenty-one years later, he
began suddenly to write poetry in different voices
(he called them heteronyms—fictional personalities,
each one the author of a distinctive body of writ-
ing) to which he gave discrete personalities and
names. In this way, at that one sitting, he wrote
the more than three dozen poems comprising O
Guardador de Rebanhos (The Keeper of Sheep) by
‘‘Alberto Caeiro,’’ followed immediately by Chuva
Oblı́qua (Oblique Rain), poems he attributed to
himself, and then Ode Triunfal (Triumphal Ode)
by ‘‘Álvaro de Campos.’’ These heteronyms were
joined by ‘‘Ricardo Reis,’’ who had been devised by
Pessoa in 1913 but whose poetry had not yet been
written and would not be published for more than
a decade. Thus, in 1914 began what Pessoa, reject-
ing the outward drama of action or plot, called his
drama-en-gente (plays within persons).

In 1915 Pessoa was instrumental in founding
Orpheu, an avant-garde journal. There he first pub-
lished poetry under his own name (Chuva Obliqua)
as well as major odes by Campos. In its two issues
Orpheu set the course for twentieth-century mod-
ernist Portuguese writing.

In 1926 the young editors of the Coimbra-
based journal Presença hailed Pessoa as Portugal’s
greatest living poet. In ensuing years this journal
became a major outlet for his poetry. In its pages
he published some of his most important work.
Besides Campos’s Anniversario (Birthday) and
Tabacaria (Tobacco Shop)—a strikingly modern
poem—Pessoa chose Presença for Autopsicografia
(Autopsychography), a poetic statement of an ars
poetica. In this poem, in accordance with his anti-
romantic commitment to depersonalization, Pessoa
reveals that the poet forges his work, that is, he
‘‘fakes’’ his feelings and sentient thoughts so as to
‘‘remake’’ them as he incorporates them into his
poems.

Although Pessoa had published many of his
major poems and essays in periodicals and news-
papers, he left for posterity a trunkful of manu-
scripts, notes, and other unpublished material.
His first editors soon embarked on a ‘‘collected

works’’ project that by 2006 had not yet exhausted
his literary remains. Remarkably, not until 1982
was Livro do Desassossego (The Book of Disquiet)
compiled from Pessoa’s scattered notes and jot-
tings. Attributed to an assistant bookkeeper he
named Bernardo Soares, this ‘‘anatomy’’ of deeply
felt, trenchant meditations, these striking instances
of self-examination, are considered by many to be
among the great literary achievements of the twen-
tieth century.

See also Portugal.
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PÉTAIN, PHILIPPE (1856–1951), French
soldier and politician.

Had Marshal Philippe Pétain died honorably in
1939, on the eve of World War II, at the age of
eighty-three, some prestigious Parisian boulevard
would today bear his name. He would have a
secure place in history as the hero of Verdun, the
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battle most closely identified with the terrible vio-
lence of World War I and the suffering of the men
and women who fought in it. By the time he was
appointed commander-in-chief of the French army
in May 1917, battles had become so deadly that
soldiers began to mutiny. Pétain reestablished dis-
cipline that was strict but humane, concerned by
the soldiers’ fate. During the war Pétain developed
a clear preference for a defensive rather than offen-
sive strategy, and his great popularity was in part
due to his image as the commander who shared the
hardships with his troops.

After the victory that won him the supreme
rank of marshal, Pétain became one of the most
influential military chiefs in French history, advis-
ing right-wing and left-wing governments alike.
After putting down riots in Morocco in 1925 and
1926, he continued to play a major role in military
policy, and he served briefly in 1934 as minister of
war. He had a major role in devising a strategy to
fortify France’s northern and eastern borders. The
Maginot Line was thought to be inviolable; but the
Germans, when they invaded France in 1940,
merely took care to circumvent it.

Pétain was serving as the first ambassador to
Spain after General Francisco Franco’s victory in
the civil war when he was recalled urgently to return
from Madrid on 18 May 1940. With the German
offensive under way, Pétain was appointed vice
premier. A month later, the French army suffered
total defeat. The wartime fate of the country was
sealed in Nazi hands, and so was Pétain’s.
Succeeding Paul Reynaud—who wanted to pursue
the fight against the Germans from North Africa—
Pétain, as head of the government, signed an
armistice with Germany. The Nazis occupied the
larger part of the country that included Paris, the
western coast, and industrial regions in the north
and east. German authorities left the southern half
of the country free of troops, leaving putative
sovereignty there to the Vichy government (so
named because its headquarters were situated in
the small spa town of Vichy). But about one and a
half million French prisoners of war remained in
German captivity, and the French government paid
the Reich huge sums for the daily cost of occupation.

On 10 July 1940 the National Assembly
granted Pétain all powers—executive, legislative,
judicial, and constitutional. He made immediate

use of them by abolishing the Third Republic and
establishing a dictatorial regime. Suspending parlia-
ment, he arrogated to himself the right to make
law. Several months later, in October, he launched
a formal policy of collaboration with Germany and
set out his program for ‘‘regeneration,’’ known as
the ‘‘National Revolution,’’ a movement that com-
bined the reactionary traditionalism of the far-right
Action Française with the social conservatism asso-
ciated with the Catholic Church and well-placed
individuals known as notables. These partners
planned a third path that was neither capitalist
nor socialist, which became the basis for a major
social program from the summer of 1940 to the
spring of 1942. Essentially, apart from a few social
reforms such as a campaign against alcoholism and
pension reform, the program was antidemocratic
and antirepublican, suspended civil liberties, segre-
gated foreigners, and excluded Jews.

The Vichy social program won wide acceptance
among the French, who were suffering a crisis of
identity in the wake of their demoralizing defeat at
the hands of the Germans. With the help of propa-
ganda, Pétain was perceived as the father of the

Marshall Philippe Pétain speaks at the dedication of

a World War I memorial c. 1940. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS
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nation, an old man who had come out of a quiet
retirement to save his country yet again. The
obscure Charles de Gaulle’s calls for resistance were
sometimes heard but rarely avidly followed, and
Pétain could occasionally be an energetic leader.
He had the help of Pierre Laval, a politician of
the Third Republic embittered after he was forced
to resign from the government in 1936; later came
Admiral François Darlan, a serious Anglophobe
whose plan for France’s recovery was to make of
it essentially a German protectorate.

Collaboration with Germany quickly devel-
oped into a one-sided affair. The Nazis took the
opportunity to loot the country while subduing the
Resistance, which grew in strength after 1941 with
support of the communists, and became a real
power in 1943 after its reorganization by de
Gaulle’s delegate, former prefect Jean Moulin.
The mass arrests and deportation of French Jews
gave no relief, whether in terms of food supplies or
the return of prisoners or war. Pétain continued his
policy of collaboration even after the allies landed
in North Africa, and the Vichy government was
enfeebled by Nazi occupation in the south in
November 1942. The Vichy government had no
army or naval force, no colonial empire or unoccu-
pied territory to call its own, yet Pétain continued
to lend his name and declining legitimacy to the
worst sorts of activities. Under the authority of
Laval, to whom Pétain delegated all power,
Joseph Darnand’s pro-Nazi militia (milice) hunted
French resistants, many of them being men who
were trying to escape forced labor in Germany, and
Pétain supported the Nazis and the milice in their
increasingly brutal fight against the Resistance.

After the Allied landing at Normandy on 6
June 1944 and in southern France on 15 August,
the Germans in their disorderly retreat brought
Pétain out of France. After the final defeat of
Germany, he met with the new French authorities
in April 1945 to stand trial, which began on 23 July
1945. Found guilty of treason, his death sentence
was commuted to life in prison by General de
Gaulle. He spent the rest of his life in the jail on
the island of Yeu, off the Brittany coast, where he
died in July 1951. Since his death, his supporters
and defenders of the fantastic thesis of the blade
(de Gaulle) and the shield (Pétain) have continually
requested that his ashes be transferred to Verdun,

where in 1916 he helped secure victory. The gov-
ernment, in spite of some ambiguity under the
presidency of François Mitterrand, who had
worked for the Vichy regime before becoming
active in the Resistance, remained opposed to such
a move, in consideration of the moral stain that
Pétain’s leadership from 1940 to 1944 had
inflicted upon the country, never to be forgiven.

See also Collaboration; Gaulle, Charles de; Laval, Pierre;
Maginot Line; Mitterrand, François.
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PHENOMENOLOGY. The term phenom-
enology signifies in its Greek sense the study or
science of phenomena as they appear to human
subjectivity. As systematically formulated by the
founder of the twentieth-century phenomenology
movement, the German philosophy professor
Edmund Husserl (1859–1938), it implies a return
to a theory of perception, language, and knowledge
that describes the various ways in which the world
and its objects appear to human subjectivity as an
agent of truth.

CLASSIC PHENOMENOLOGY

Husserl, first trained as a mathematician in Austria,
turns to the philosophical justification of ideal
mathematical and logical objects in his self-ascribed
‘‘breakthrough’’ work, the two-volume Logical
Investigations (1900–1901). In these investiga-
tions, Husserl is concerned to safeguard the ideality
of mathematical, logical, linguistic, and perceptual
meanings and the transcendent objects to which
they refer. In doing so, he argues against the com-
mon nineteenth-century psychological reduction of
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mental acts that intend ideal logical and mathema-
tical theorems to mere immanent psychic
phenomena.

The foundational principle of phenomenology
is the notion of intentionality, a conception of the
structure of the mind’s presentations of the world
according to which every act of consciousness, be it
perception, expression, knowledge, imagining, or
memory, is always a consciousness of something
beyond itself. In the influential sixth Logical
Investigation, Husserl goes beyond the prevailing
Kantian restriction on the role of unconceptualized
intuition as noncognitive and argues for the ability
of the mind to intuit not just simple objects but
also relations between objects or states of affairs.
So, for example, one perceives relations of ‘‘a is
next to b’’ or that ‘‘S is p’’ and what is thereby
disclosed in the self-evidence of consciousness is
being itself. The phenomenological conception of
truth is then articulated not as correctness or accu-
racy of judgments but as the disclosure of objects
and states of affairs in their being to and for the
mind that intends them.

If intentionality and its disclosure of the pri-
mordial manifestation of truth is Husserl’s legacy
to the following generations of phenomenologists,
his later ‘‘transcendental turn’’ remains the princi-
pal subject of contention in continental philosophy
in the early twenty-first century. In his Ideas
Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology (1913),
Husserl proposes the method of reduction, or
bracketing, of our naive beliefs in the transcendent
existence of worldly objects. This is considered
necessary to reveal the nonempirical, or theoretical,
capacity of the transcendental ego to constitute the
sense of objects to appear as they do according to
strict laws of correlation between intentional acts
that, for example, perceive an object, and the
object is perceived.

Husserl’s most famous student and successor
to his academic chair in Freiburg, Germany, was
Martin Heidegger (1889–1976). Heidegger
reconceives intentionality as a fundamentally prac-
tical directedness toward the world in our existen-
tial projects. In his landmark Being and Time
(1927), he lays the groundwork for many subse-
quent existentialist themes by arguing that the
primordial phenomena as encountered by the self
manifest themselves in our authentic or

inauthentic attitudes toward nontheoretical situa-

tions into which we are ‘‘thrown.’’ These attitudes

toward our existential projects must be adopted

within the contexts of emotion, temporality, lan-

guage, and in particular death. Throughout his

writings, Heidegger rediscovers the Greek roots

of the question of metaphysics as the question of

the distinction between ordinary beings and their

mode of being, or, as he puts it, as the question of

the Being of beings.

EXISTENTIALIST PHENOMENOLOGY

In the immediate wake of Husserl and Heidegger,

two French thinkers appropriated these phenom-

enological themes and set them more firmly into an

existentialist context, where what is at stake is not

so much the cognitive aspects of intentionality but

our concrete embodied and meaningful human

experiences. Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1908–1961)

attempts to reconcile idealist and empiricist

approaches to perception in his masterwork,

Phenomenology of Perception (1945). Having inten-

sively studied the late Husserl’s texts on perception

and embodiment, Merleau-Ponty brought to bear

the findings of early twentieth-century Gestalt psy-

chology in his argument against the dominant

empiricist notion of perception. Fundamental to

his work is the insight that the perception of a

Gestalt figure characterizes the capacities of the

embodied perceptual subject as much as, or even

more significantly than, the simple passive response

to external stimuli. Particularly influential on

Merleau-Ponty was Christian von Ehrenfels

(1859–1932), who introduced the term Gestalt in

his groundbreaking 1890 study, ‘‘On Gestalt

Qualities.’’ The key principle of Gestalt psychol-

ogy, which resonates with Husserl’s notion of an

intuitive grasp of holistic relations, is that a per-

ceived whole, whether an event, a relation, or a

complex and structured figure, cannot be reduced

to the influence of atomistic sense stimuli. One

might think here of the changing aspects of a

familiar figure-ground image, in which one alter-

nately sees two faces looking at each other or a

candelabra, on the basis of the exact same sense

data. Merleau-Ponty’s appropriation of Gestalt psy-

chology leads to his notion that it is only through a

foreground and a background, the bodily horizons

which are forever changing as the body moves in
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space and time, that perception as an existential
phenomenon can be understood.

Although Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980) is per-
haps best known for his 1938 existentialist novel
La nausée and his monumental 1943 Being and
Nothingness, he spent a good part of the 1930s
studying the works of Husserl and Heidegger in
Berlin. His earliest works focus on applying inten-
tionality to emotional and imaginary experiences,
although he disagreed vehemently with Husserl’s
conception of a transcendental ego beyond an
empirical self. His early concern with nontheoreti-
cal meaningfulness in a seemingly meaningless
world led him to his celebrated 1946 manifesto,
‘‘Existentialism and Humanism,’’ a clarion call to
those shattered by the ruins of World War II to fill
the apparent void of objective meaning with one’s
own radical freedom. At this point Sartre’s earlier
existentialist phenomenology departs from the
roots of classical phenomenology in its abandon-
ment of the descriptive approach to phenomena
that disclose themselves as meaningful in
themselves.

The lasting significance of phenomenology
after World War II is visible particularly in France.
Thinkers such as Jacques Derrida (1930–2004),
Emmanuel Levinas (1906–1995), and Jean-Luc
Marion (b. 1946) have each in their own way
refashioned the original notions of intentionality
and descriptive phenomenology in literary, ethical,
and religious directions. Throughout the twentieth
century, the phenomenological movement in
Continental philosophy has distinguished itself
from Anglo-American analytic philosophy in
widening the scope of description of meaningful
phenomena beyond the linguistic and logical anal-
ysis of arguments. Its lasting significance is in its
ever-developing holistic and nonreductionist
approach to a wide range of human experiences
that are capable of patient description of how
things appear to us from themselves in manifold
ways.

See also Existentialism; Gestalt Psychology; Heidegger,
Martin; Merleau-Ponty, Maurice; Sartre, Jean-Paul.
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PHONOGRAPH. During the last half of the
nineteenth century the idea of recording sound
waves began to develop on both sides of the
Atlantic. In France on 25 March 1857 Edouard-
Leon Scott de Martinville (1817–1879) received a
French patent for the ‘‘phonautograph,’’ which
made a visual image of sound waves on a cylinder,
but did not play or reproduce any sounds. On 30
April 1877 another Frenchman, Charles M. Cros
(1842–1888), deposited with the Academy of
Sciences in Paris a description of a process for
mechanically reproducing spoken words. On 24
December 1877 the American inventor Thomas
Alva Edison (1847–1931) patented in the United
States a machine that actually reproduced sound.
Edison thus won the battle with Cros by inventing
and then commercializing an actual ‘‘talking
machine’’ that used cylinders. He was convinced
that neither abstract ideas nor patent law alone
would assure to inventors the fruits of their work.
As a result, he and other American inventors
quickly moved from invention to manufacturing
and marketing.

From an early date Europeans made major
contributions to recorded musical styles, provided
influential recording artists, eagerly purchased
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recorded-sound products, patented and marketed

their own inventions, and made financial invest-

ments that helped to create manufacturing plants

in their countries. For example, Emile Berliner

(1851–1929), a German inventor who emigrated

to Washington, D.C., developed the microphone,

the flat recording disc, and the gramophone player.

His flat-disc recordings eventually replaced the

more fragile and unwieldy Edison cylinders. In

1898 Berliner created the Deutsche Grammophon

Gesellschaft, a company that pressed discs in

Hanover, Germany, for the European market. He

also organized the Berliner Gramophone Company

of London, which marketed spring-driven play-

back machines in Britain and on the Continent.

American recording engineer/talent scouts

such as Fred Gaisberg (1873–1951), who worked

for Berliner, crisscrossed Europe recording such

great opera singers as Enrico Caruso (1873–

1921) and Nellie Melba (1861–1931). In this

way and others, American inventors/entrepreneurs

of recorded music vastly expanded their business,

first through their affiliate companies and then

through multinational conglomerates. As early as

1888 Edison marketed a phonograph through his

Edison Phonograph Co. of the British Isles; the

same organization re-exported them to Europe.

In the 1880s and 1890s the three leading

American companies that came to control most

of the important patents—Edison’s National

Phonograph Company, the Victor Talking Machine

Company, and the Columbia Graphophone

Company—set up affiliates in London, Paris,

Hanover, St. Petersburg, Vienna, and Madrid. The

Big Three, as they were known, dominated the

recorded music business through their European

affiliates until World War I seriously disrupted busi-

ness. Nevertheless, from an early date, the influential

French firm les Phonographes Pathé, founded in Paris

in 1894 to demonstrate and market Edison products,

subsequently manufactured its own cylinders, records,

and playback machines. Pathé’s records and machines

were successful throughout Europe. It established

offices from St. Petersburg to Madrid and New York

City during the years between 1912 and 1929. So

too, the German Carl Lindstrom Company estab-

lished factories in Germany, France, Spain, Italy,

Russia, Poland, Britain, Argentina, and Brazil.

The ingenuity and business acumen of American
phonograph/record companies played a central role
in bringing the Jazz Age to France on 78-rpm discs
during the 1920s. Many French people who would
never have heard jazz in a nightclub or dance hall
purchased imported jazz records for enjoyment at
home. Jazz recordings became a key staple in left-
bank bohemian circles, and Charles Delaunay (1911–
1988), son of the famous modernist painters Robert
(1885–1941) and Sonia Delaunay (1885–1979),
compiled the first jazz record discography.

The commercialization of radio in the 1920s,
the growing economic crisis of the 1930s, and the
outbreak of World War II again created serious set-
backs for recorded-sound industries, especially in
France. The factories of Pathé Frères, for example,
had been turned to the war effort so that the com-
pany was unable to adopt the new technology of
electrical recording; its diminishing markets exposed
it to absorption in 1931 into the British conglom-
erate EMI (Electric and Musical Industries) the first
of the global music corporations.

The triumph of the Allies in World War II, as
well as the defeat of Germany, set in motion an
intense period of growing American cultural influ-
ence in Europe, one that became particularly con-
troversial among some intellectuals in France.
American technology introduced the long-playing,
331/3-rpm record in France in 1951; the twelve-
inch disc with micro-grooves provided running
times six times longer than the old 78-rpm records
and at half the price. As in the 1920s jazz was once
again the major style preferred by French purchas-
ers of American records. In the 1950s Edouard
Ruault (1921–2005), a jazz pianist, changed his
name to Eddie Barclay and founded Barclay
Records, issuing both American and French albums
that made his company the top music-production
enterprise in France during the 1950s and 1960s.
The ‘‘electrophone’’ and imported American LPs
(les disques noirs) of the Vogue and Barclay labels
became major consumer items of the postwar
French Baby Boomer generation, who preferred
them to the automobile, motor scooter, radio,
and television set.

THE PHONOGRAPH AND ANTI-

AMERICANISM

Claims by some left-wing French intellectuals, par-
ticularly communists, that post–World War II
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American media expansion amounted to cultural

imperialism have been disputed by historians on

both sides of the Atlantic who see the phonograph

as one of several different elements in a broader

process of modernization of French life, a move-

ment that included urbanization, new patterns of

industrialization, technology, media, and consumer

society. Moreover, the phonograph and recordings

have often been lumped into anti-American general-

izations actually focused on the film industry. In fact,

the export business of recorded sound was not in

itself an overwhelming economic force and relied

upon radio play to increase its sales. Moreover, com-

pared to Hollywood films, records and record players

were far less obviously American since conglomerates

recorded French, American, French-influenced

American, and American-influenced French music

on nationally ambiguous labels such as Vogue.

The 12-inch vinyl 331/3-rpm LP record enjoyed
twenty-five years of astounding growth in Europe
before declining markedly in 1978 when it first
encountered competition from the cassette tape.
The compact disc, or CD, invented in the United
States in 1982, arrived in Europe one year later,
soon triumphing over the cassette. Like the LP
before it, the CD then enjoyed soaring sales from
1983 to the turn of the twenty-first century, when
the downloading of digital music files to compu-
ters, a revolutionary new technology for listening
to recorded music, presently used by eight million
French citizens, and their transfer to digital audio
players, most using the MP3 format, began to take
hold.

As the number of multinational conglomerates
in the business of recorded music has fallen, the
number of independent recording companies has

Customers in a London store listen to records in phonograph booths, 1955.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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risen in Western countries, and they have taken
over the recording of specialized tastes in music.
The biggest companies now tend to market only
the most famous popular artists. As of 2006,
recorded music in Europe and the United States
struggles with complex issues of copyright law in a
period of rapid technological change.

See also Computer Revolution; Jazz; Leisure; Popular
Culture; Technology; Television.
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PIAF, EDITH (born Edith Giovanna Gassion;
1915–1963), French singer.

Edith Piaf, writer and performer, is one of the
best-known representatives of the tradition of the

French chanson. Although she occupies a place in
the lineage forged by Maryse Damia, Fréhel, and
Marie Dubas, Piaf was also one of the female sing-
ers who created a more international style of chan-
son by making greater use of the microphone,

recording technology, and the personal notoriety
bestowed upon her by the press.

In many ways Edith Piaf was a child of the
streets. She was born in the rue de Belleville, in the
heart of working-class Paris. Her mother was a singer
and her father a circus acrobat, but she was raised by

her Berber grandmother, who lived in the neighbor-
hood of Barbès, and by her other grandmother, who
ran a brothel in the Normandy village of Bernay,

where by the age of thirteen Piaf would sing with

her father as a way of earning their daily bread. At

fifteen she began to sing with her ‘‘adopted’’ sister

Simone Berteaut, before forming a trio with Camille

and Suzanne Ribon that performed in the garrisons

of Paris. She became a mother herself very young,

but at twenty lost her young daughter, Marcelle,

who died when she was two.

In the early 1930s Piaf left the streets to go

onstage. Louis Leplée had her sing in his cabaret Le

Gerny’s on the Champs Elysées and came up with

her stage name ‘‘la môme Piaf,’’ or ‘‘little sparrow’’

(piaf is the Parisian slang term for sparrow). She

recorded her first songs in December 1935 for

Polydor Records (‘‘Les mômes de la cloche,’’ ‘‘La

java de Cézigue,’’ ‘‘L’étranger,’’ ‘‘Mon apéro’’)

and was interviewed on the radio. When Leplée

was murdered the following year, Piaf was a suspect

for a short while but was eventually cleared of any

Edith Piaf, 1955. Portraits of the singer often emphasized

the persona of a passionate and troubled woman. ªBETTMANN/

CORBIS
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wrongdoing and went on to find new engagements

through Jacques Canetti and Raymond Asso. She

began to sing ‘‘Mon amant de la coloniale’’ and

met the composer Marguerite Monnot, who would

write melodies for her for the rest of her career.

Jean Cocteau offered her a role in his play Le bel
indifferent alongside Paul Meurisse, her lover at

the time. Thanks to her public persona and the

success of her records, she dominated the

Alhambra stage of the European and the Bobino.

Her private life completed the picture—the succes-

sion of lovers she appeared with throughout her life

meant she frequently appeared in tabloid maga-

zines. In 1937 she sang ‘‘Mon legionnaire’’ on

ABC Radio, and recorded Michel Elmer’s

‘‘L’accordéoniste’’ in 1940. During World War II

she recorded for SACEM and met Yves Montand,

whose career she launched by appearing onstage

with him.

The postwar era ushered in a new stage in

Edith’s career, this time on the international celeb-

rity circuit, a status she attained following a series

of solo concerts in the United States in 1946 and

while performing with the Compagnons de la

Chanson in 1947. She fell passionately in love with

the boxing champion Marcel Cerdan, whose tragic

death in 1949 led her to write her ‘‘L’hymne à

l’amour’’ the following year. In the early 1950s

she entered a difficult period of alcohol and drug

abuse. Also beginning to take shape at this time

was her legend as a woman devoted to love and

giving everything she had to her emotional songs

and life—a legend projected by the press, her song

lyrics, and her impressive stage presence. In 1952

she married Jacques Pills, whom she would divorce

three years later. She appeared in several films

designed essentially as vehicles for her songs,

including Si Versailles m’était conté by Sacha

Guitry in 1953 and French Cancan by Jean

Renoir in 1954. With English-language pop and

rock music beginning to displace the French chan-

son, Edith sang the French version of a rock and

roll hit called ‘‘L’homme à la moto,’’ Jean Drèjac’s

adaptation of Jerry Leiber and Mike Stoller’s

‘‘Black Denim Trousers.’’ Her greatest hits at the

end of the 1950s catapulted her fame to its zenith:

‘‘La foule,’’ ‘‘Milord’’ (by Georges Moustaki and

Marguerite Monnot), ‘‘Mon manège à moi’’ (by

Jean Constantin and Norbert Glanzberg), ‘‘Mon

Dieu,’’ ‘‘Les mots d’amour,’’ and ‘‘Non, je ne
regrette rien.’’ She multiplied her recitals at the
Olympia in Paris and toured all over northern
Europe. In her final recordings she made greater
use of full orchestras, choruses, and echo chambers.
In 1962 she married Théo Sarapo and performed
with him as well. When she died in 1963 she was
denied the rites of the Catholic Church, but for
millions she remained unique, extraordinarily and
lastingly popular.

See also Cabaret; France; Theater.
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PICASSO, PABLO (1881–1973), Spanish
artist.

Pablo Ruiz y Picasso was born in Málaga, Spain,
and died in Mougins, France. Regarded as the most
influential twentieth-century artist in Western
Europe and North America, he worked with a broad
range of media and was central to two radical man-
ifestations of modern art: cubism and surrealism.
Cubism, which established a shift in paradigms of
visual representation (including the introduction of
collage), was the product of a subcultural bohemian
community indebted to Charles Baudelaire’s mid-
nineteenth-century concepts of modernity and the
‘‘painter of modern life.’’ Surrealism, which aimed
to combine the ideas of Karl Marx and Sigmund
Freud to overthrow bourgeois values and social
structures, was the product of a diverse community
united in admiration of Picasso’s work. This was still
the case after a major political division in surrealism
in 1929, represented by André Breton’s Second
Manifesto of Surrealism on one side and Georges
Bataille’s journal Documents on the other. The third
issue of Documents (1930) was titled ‘‘Hommage à
Picasso’’ and the first issue of Minotaure (1933),
supported by Breton, had a cover designed by
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Picasso. It also included an article by Breton on
‘‘Picasso in His Element’’ with sixty photographs
by Brassaı̈ (Jules Halasz) of Picasso’s recent sculp-
ture and studio.

Cubism and surrealism were developed in Paris,
which was Picasso’s base for most of his working
life. His commitment to the city as a cultural and
political symbol was a reason to remain as an act of
resistance to Nazi occupation during World War II.
Steeped in the leftist debates of the 1930s, Picasso
supported the Republican cause against General
Francisco Franco’s fascists throughout the Spanish
civil war, most publicly represented by Guernica,
commissioned for the Spanish Pavilion at the 1937
Paris World’s Fair, and his satirical etchings Dream
and Lie of Franco I and II (1937). He was familiar
with the ideological split, at the outbreak of the
Spanish civil war, between his close friend Paul
Éluard and Breton. Éluard could no longer adhere
to Breton’s disapproval of poems linked to specific
events. For him, the pressing realities of fascism and
the Popular Front’s struggle for workers’ rights
meant that Breton’s insistence on the purity of sur-
realism’s ideals of Trotskyism was unsustainable.
Picasso’s sympathy with Éluard’s position is evi-
denced by Guernica; his active support of the
French Communist Party (PCF) in the years after
the liberation of Paris in 1944; and his Massacre in
Korea, which Picasso dated 18 January 1951. The
latter was perceived in France and the United States
as critical of U.S. military intervention (under the
banner of the United Nations) to support anti-
communists in the Korean War. The PCF attacked
both President Harry S. Truman’s decision in 1950
to send U.S. troops to Korea and the contemporary
French war in Indochina as colonialist aggression.

Picasso’s politics so troubled U.S. authorities
that he appears in FBI files from the 1940s onward.
In 1990 Herbert Mitgang (‘‘When Picasso Spooked
the F.B.I.,’’ New York Times, 11 November) revealed
some of these Cold War additions to the politics of
representation. For example, Picasso’s written con-
tract in 1912 with the entrepreneurial art dealer
Daniel-Henry Kahnweiler (and those of Georges
Braque, André Derain, Juan Gris, Fernand Léger,
and Maurice de Vlaminck between 1912 and 1913)
was a landmark in the paradoxical history of avant-
garde artists receiving regular payment for artworks
that were critical of capitalist values of productive

labor. A second example is his PCF membership card
after 1944. Picasso, Léger, and other artists joined
the PCF even though they were critical of the party’s
adherence to socialist realism with the beginning of
the Cominform (Communist Information Bureau)
in September 1947. Such sources have been the
bases for diverse interpretations of Picasso’s work
and actions.

In the first two decades of the twentieth century
Picasso and Braque saw themselves in a joint artistic
project that led them to draw pioneering analogies
with Orville and Wilbur Wright. Although there
were other cubist groups with a variety of cultural
and political agendas, the works of Picasso and
Braque became focal points for critics and collectors.
For example, Picasso’s Les demoiselles d’Avignon
(1907) achieved mythic status despite being rarely
exhibited until purchased in 1939 by the Museum of
Modern Art (MoMA) in New York City. Alfred H.
Barr Jr., who was appointed MoMA’s first director of
painting and sculpture in 1929, enshrined the paint-
ing as a key moment in the museum’s hegemonic
convention of white-walled formalist display based
on a particular narrative of artistic development in
modern art. The painting also became central to
Barr’s paradigmatic accounts of modern art pub-
lished as catalogs to MoMA’s exhibitions such as
Cubism and Abstract Art (1936) and Picasso: Forty
Years of His Art (1939). Characteristics of Les demoi-
selles d’Avignon, however, are resistant to such limits.
The painting was first described as ‘‘the philosophical
brothel’’ by Picasso’s intimate friends (probably by
Guillaume Apollinaire), indicating sources in the ero-
tic and sexual trade of prostitution (related to the
red-light district of Barcelona, where Picasso lived
between 1895 and 1900) and the transformation of
ideas in the early years of the twentieth century, from
theories of relativity and the fourth dimension to
concepts of experience, duration, and identity. The
painting therefore has been interpreted in terms of a
range of discourses and concepts, including coloni-
alism and ‘‘primitivism’’; gender, sexuality, and
venereal disease; male gaze and the objectified body;
‘‘Oriental’’ stereotypes in high art and popular cul-
ture; and history painting and academic representa-
tions of Vénus Anadyomène.

Similarly, Picasso’s shift from so-called analytic
to synthetic cubism has been interpreted in different
ways. Many of his paintings and collages from 1909
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to 1913 are central to accounts of, on the one hand,
the development of abstract art and, on the other,
avant-garde explorations of visual representations as
sign systems. The former connects the writings of
Barr at MoMA and Clement Greenberg, the most
influential U.S. art critic in the immediate post-
1945 period. The latter is rooted in contemporary
parallels such as the radical poetry, including experi-
mental typography, of Stéphane Mallarmé and
Apollonaire and the shift in the approach to lan-
guage and linguistics in theorists such as Ferdinand
de Saussure and Roman Jakobson. Both Jakobson
and Picasso’s dealer Kahnweiler discussed cubism as
an art practice exploring the relationships among
sign, signifier, and signified.

For some art historians, such as Rosalind Krauss
and Yves-Alain Bois, the meanings of this

exploration are fixed and ahistorical (like the lexical

meanings of words) because for them Picasso was

concerned with a systematic exploration of the con-

ditions of representability entailed by the sign solely
within pictorial art. For others, such as Patricia

Leighten and Christine Poggi, these meanings are

variable and contingent on specific social and his-

torical conditions. They analyze Picasso’s use of

ephemeral materials from everyday culture in his

papiers collés (pasted papers), or collages: newspa-

per cuttings, labels, advertisements, and wallpaper.

Words, letters, and typefaces in these works are also

scrutinized for their literal and metaphorical mean-

ings, including Picasso’s fascination with punning

possibilities. For example, his still life of collaged

elements (newspaper cuttings, bottle label, wallpa-

per, colored papers with gouache and charcoal)

The Charnel House. Painting by Pablo Picasso, 1945. DIGITAL IMAGE ª THE MUSEUM OF MODERN ART/LICENSED BY SCALA/ART RESOURCE, NY

P I C A S S O , P A B L O

2016 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



titled La Suze (1912) can be decoded as a represen-
tation of ‘‘modern life,’’ specifically, café debates on
contemporary politics, accompanied by a glass and
bottle of Suze apéritif à la gentiane. Envisaged view-
ers, firstly Picasso’s immediate group, familiar with
visual sign systems and the spatial-temporal flux of
modern life, were expected to be active ‘‘readers’’
(both literally and metaphorically) of such works.
Here Picasso glued contrasting newspaper clippings
from Le Journal, dated 18 November 1912, to
create a dialogue. He cut and pasted pieces from
three front-page reports on the current Balkan War
with some inverted, an anarchist strategy of repre-
senting the world of capitalism and imperialism as
‘‘upside down.’’ These are in dialogue with another
account (from page 2 of Le Journal)—which is
pasted the right way up for reading and specifically
identified by a charcoal-drawn ‘‘arrow’’ that dou-
bles as the rim and side of an aperitif glass—on an
antiwar demonstration by forty to fifty thousand
pacifists, syndicalists, trade unionists and socialists,
which took place on 17 November in a working-
class community near Belleville, Paris. In the middle
of the work Picasso placed, as part of his ‘‘sign’’ for
bottle, a label from an actual bottle of Suze, which is
based on the herb gentian, named after Gentius, a
pre-Christian Illyrian king. Illyria was an area that,
at the time of Picasso’s collage, made up the Balkan
League, which was at war with Turkey in 1912–
1913.

Picasso did not explore the radical implications
of collages for modernist art practice, which ranged
from the development of photomontage (for exam-
ple, Hannah Höch’s critiques of the social construc-
tion of femininity in Weimar Germany and John
Heartfield’s critiques of Nazism) to innovative gra-
phic and typographic imagery in the Soviet Union
during the 1920s. He focused on painting, print-
making, and sculpture and a broad range of subject
matter from portraits of intimate friends and lovers
to mythological themes with contemporary signifi-
cance. These produced fresh areas for representation
and interpretation, which made his work particularly
important for surrealism’s emphases on the unex-
pected and the uncanny.

Picasso’s Guernica reveals both his cubist and
surrealist allegiances in a representation of the bomb-
ing of the ancient Basque capital by the Condor
Legion of Nazi Germany, which supported

Franco’s attack on the elected Republican govern-
ment of Spain. The painting was both praised for its
power of allusion and metaphor and attacked for its
lack of realistic comprehensibility and effectiveness.
Franco was so concerned by the international status
of the painting and its antifascist message that he
commissioned a Nationalist reply in 1943 on a
claimed Republican atrocity of the Civil War: Los
fusilamientos de Paracuellos by Mariano Izquierdo y
Vivas (1893–1974). Guernica became a symbol of
Spanish resistance during Franco’s long dictatorship
and had a major influence on U.S. artists such as
Jackson Pollock. Picasso requested that the painting
remain on display at MoMA until Spain returned to
democracy. While at MoMA, Guernica had a further
life as a symbol of Vietnam War protest. When news
of the My Lai massacre of civilians by U.S. troops in
Vietnam (March 1968) became public knowledge
(November 1969), protesters used Guernica to sig-
nify that the United States was responsible for its
own war crime: its Guernica at My Lai.

See also Avant-Garde; Breton, André; Cubism; Éluard,
Paul; Guernica; Painting, Avant-Garde; Surrealism.
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PIŁSUDSKI, JÓZEF (1867–1935), the
most important Polish statesman of his era.

Józef Klemens Piłsudski was born in historical
Lithuania, in the Russian Empire, to a Polish noble
family. He attended Russian high school in Vilnius,
taking part in conspiratorial reading circles that
transmitted Polish ideas such as Romanticism and
positivism. In the Polish context, the former meant
an attachment to the old, easterly, noble Poland
before its partition in the eighteenth century as well
as a belief in the special mission of individuals in the
salvation of Poland and of Poland to the future of
Europe. Positivism emphasized the importance of
legal work to create a literate and active society.
Piłsudski later spoke of a ‘‘Romanticism of plans’’
combined with a ‘‘positivism of means.’’ The circles
also transmitted new political ideas—socialism and
nationalism—from Europe and Russia. Piłsudski,
like others of his generation, tried to find some
way to reconcile these two versions of mass politics.

In 1887 Piłsudski played a limited and
unknowing role in a plot to assassinate Tsar
Alexander III and was sentenced to five years of
exile in Siberia. There he met Russian and Polish
revolutionaries and intellectuals, including exiles of
1863. Upon his return to Vilnius, Piłsudski
returned to illegal political work. In 1893 he joined
the new Polish Socialist Party, which promulgated
both socialism and national independence. He
quickly became one of its leaders and published
its organ, Robotnik (The worker). Arrested in
1900, Piłsudski escaped Russian prison by feigning
madness. He settled in Kraków, Austrian Galicia, in
1902. In 1904, after the outbreak of the Russo-
Japanese war, he traveled to Tokyo to negotiate
with the Japanese. During the Revolution of
1905 Piłsudski wished to prepare a Polish uprising,
while comrades expected the revolution itself to
liberate their country.

After 1905 Piłsudski built a Polish paramili-
tary in anticipation of the next European war.

When World War I came in 1914, his Union of
Riflemen formed the core of Polish legions incor-
porated by the army of Austria-Hungary. Piłsudski
resigned from Austrian collaboration in 1916, then
joined a German-sponsored national council. After
refusing to swear loyalty to the Central Powers, he
was imprisoned by the Germans in 1917. The
defeat of Austria and Germany liberated Piłsudski,
and the Entente victory opened the way to Polish
independence. Piłsudski assumed the role of head
of state and commander in chief, defining Poland’s
frontiers in a series of wars, including the Polish-
Bolshevik War. He led the counterattack that
defeated the Red Army in August 1920. He held
power through 1922, when he resigned after judg-
ing that the powers of the president were too lim-
ited. He was also disappointed by the popularity of
his rivals, the National Democrats.

Piłsudski’s ‘‘retirement’’ was active, involving
much speaking and writing, including a history of
the Polish-Bolshevik War. He maintained influence
within the foreign and defense ministries. Piłsudski
returned to power by military coup in 1926. He
complained of the corruption of parliamentarians
but had no clear alternative to parliamentary
democracy. In 1928 he created a ‘‘non-party bloc’’
to control parliament and in 1930 arrested leading
opposition politicians. After serving as prime min-
ister in 1926–1927, he contented himself with the
positions of minister of war and general inspector
of the armed forces. He governed by way of trusted
men in important positions, concerned with
restraining the National Democrats on the right
as well as the communists and other radicals on
the left. In this his regime succeeded, although at
the cost of corrupting democracy. In foreign affairs
Piłsudski steered a middle course between the
Soviet Union and Nazi Germany, signing nonag-
gression pacts with each.

Piłsudski’s governments announced a policy of
toleration to national minorities, more than a third
of the population. Jews were granted equal civil
rights. Ukrainians, the largest national minority,
were offered concessions in Volhynia. In Galicia,
Piłsudski answered terrorism by Ukrainian nation-
alists with pacification. Belarusian organizations
connected to the Far Left were banned. On the
national question, his regime left a mixed record
but no taint of chauvinism. Piłsudski died in 1935,
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leaving behind an authoritarian constitution
designed for him personally. The collective dicta-
torship that followed embraced Polish nationalism.
It was discredited by the defeat of 1939. The com-
munists who ruled postwar Poland portrayed
Piłsudski as a fascist. Two of his ideas informed
elements of the Polish opposition to communism:
that in domestic affairs loyalty to the state is a
higher value than feeling for the nation; and that
in foreign affairs the just treatment of the peoples
between Poland and Russia was the key to security.

See also Poland.
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Garlicki, Andrzej. Józef Pilsudski 1867–1935. Edited and
translated by John Coutouvidis. Brookfield, Vt., 1995.
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POGROMS. In the literal sense of the word, a
pogrom connotes in Russian an attack perpetrated
by one population group against another, accom-
panied by murders, pillage, rape, destruction, and/
or various forms of extortion. In modern historical
terms the word alternatively has been (1) restricted
to refer specifically to massacres perpetrated against
the Jews in Russia between 1881 and 1921 and (2)
extended to designate all criminal acts carried out
by one population group against another, aided by
the neutrality, often supportive and complicit, of
military and civilian authorities. Pogroms, which
should be formally distinguished from the mas-
sacres and, even more so, from the genocides that
have left such a lasting mark on the twentieth
century, may nonetheless be their precursors.

RUSSIAN POGROMS

The pogrom must first be situated in the context of
turn-of-the-century Russia, whose many political
and social crises, protests, and popular uprisings

regularly left the Jews at the mercy of the masses.
Historians usually refer to three great waves of
pogroms, each corresponding to a specific crisis
phase leading up to the Bolshevik Revolution.
The final tally is telling as concerns the scale of
the phenomenon itself: historians agree there were
about 887 ‘‘major’’ pogroms and 349 ‘‘minor’’
ones, together totaling some 60,000 victims.

The first wave of pogroms occurred from 1881
to 1884, when the country was convulsed by the
crisis stemming from Tsar Alexander II’s assassina-
tion by members of a revolutionary group on 13
March 1881. The government immediately por-
trayed the Jews as the ones primarily responsible
for the popular unrest. Numerous race riots ensued
throughout southern Russia, with the first attack
occurring in the Ukrainian village of Yelizavetgrad
in April 1881, buttressed by the support of a por-
tion of the revolutionary groups seeking to pro-
mote any mass uprising likely to weaken the
regime. Other pogroms quickly spread from this
first village to others in the region and neighboring
provinces, with Kiev being most affected in May.
Given the indifference of the local authorities and
police, the attacks continued throughout the sum-
mer. In this first phase, the pogroms were largely
characterized by destruction of property, rapes, and
beatings, but few deaths. (Ukraine was a region
with a long tradition of anti-Jewish riots stretching
back to at least the seventeenth century, when the
massacre perpetrated by Bohdan Khmelnytsky’s
Cossacks took place.) Other attacks occurred in
Warsaw during Christmas of 1881 and the follow-
ing Easter.

In Belarus and Lithuania attacks against indivi-
duals and families increased. The new tsar,
Alexander III, ordered commissions of enquiry
into the riots, which explained them as being
caused by ‘‘Jewish profiteering,’’ thereby blaming
their victims. Ultimately the actions taken by those
in power were aimed more toward bending these
events to domestic-politics ends than toward gen-
uinely stopping them. Unable to curb the popular
unrest that was the root cause of the anti-Jewish
attacks, the government opted for a policy of sys-
tematic discrimination against them. It passed a
numerus clausus (numeric restriction on admit-
tance) for high schools and universities and
initiated the administrative steps necessary to
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obtaining the expulsion of the Jews from the city of
Moscow in 1891.

This first wave of pogroms lasted until June
1884 and would have incalculable consequences,
constituting a radical caesura in Jewish history. It
provoked a profound crisis of conscience about the
impasse reached by Jewish life in the Russian
Empire, resulting in unprecedented emigration.
Nearly three million Jews left Russia between
1881 and 1917, convinced by the violence against
them and the indifference of the authorities that
their presence in the territory had become impos-
sible. The pogroms of 1881 also had a decisive
effect upon Jewish political thought, insofar as they
were one of the main factors explaining the appear-
ance of Zionism and Jewish socialism. The year
1881 may be viewed as the moment when Jewish
history, from a chronological perspective, truly
entered the twentieth century.

The second phase of pogroms lasting from
1903 to 1906 was linked to the period’s

revolutionary agitations. Tsar Nicholas II used
anti-Jewish hatred, and the pogroms themselves,
as a means of dividing and conquering the revolu-
tionary groups. He openly encouraged attacks
against Jews in order to divert the masses from
their dissatisfaction and to identify the Jewish min-
ority as the primary agitators. The Kishinev
pogrom (Easter 1903) was typical of this second
wave, leaving forty-five people dead, several hun-
dred wounded, and fifteen hundred Jewish homes
and business destroyed. From this date forward the
pogrom became a constitutive element of
Russian politics: the armed forces made common
cause with the rioters, going so far as to defend
them against Jewish attempts at self-defense.
International public opinion was stirred by the
events at Kishinev, and domestically the Jewish
community realized the need to fend for itself, with
young people swelling the ranks of Zionist and
socialist circles. The wave of violent anti-Semitic
attacks would remain strong until 1906.
Government circles were responsible for fueling

A woman mourns a victim of a pogrom in Proskurov, Ukraine, 1919. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH

COLLECTION/CORBIS

P O G R O M S

2020 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



the second phase of pogroms, insofar as local
authorities received instructions to let the rioters
run their own course (meaning to support them)
and to prevent as much as possible the forces of
order from intervening. The tsar’s own secret
police printed pamphlets calling for the massacre
of the Jews, including the hate-filled and virulent
fraud The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, which was
written, edited, and distributed by them with the
aim of justifying the anti-Jewish activities by accus-
ing Jews of having worldwide hegemonic goals.

The wave of pogroms that took place from
1917 to 1921 far surpassed its predecessors in the
scale of the massacres it engendered and was
directly linked to the October Revolution and
ensuing civil war. The riots erupted at the end of
1917, and the rioters were initially soldiers demo-
bilized from the tsarist army. The first geographical
zone to be affected was Ukraine, which became
independent in 1918 and experienced a long per-
iod of anarchy. The most violent attacks occurred
in the cities of Berdichev and Zhitomir, but the
most murderous was the Proskurov massacre in
1919, where seventeen hundred Jews were killed
in the space of just a few hours. Simon Petlyura,
Ukraine’s prime minister at the time, presided over
the inquiry, which primarily reinforced official
complacency. He would be assassinated in 1926
by a young Jew named Shalom Schwarzbard, who
had lost his family in the Ukraine pogroms and was
acquitted at his trial due to extenuating
circumstances.

During the civil war the Jews were victimized
by the revolutionary troops, the uncontrolled
peasantry, and the Whites. The latter group in
particular viewed Jews as enemies needing to be
eradicated in their entirety and proceeded to com-
mit numerous massacres in the zones they occu-
pied. The return of revolutionary troops to Ukraine
may be portrayed therefore as having saved the
region’s Jews from much larger losses, or perhaps
even total extermination. The actions of the Whites
pushed large numbers of Jews into supporting bol-
shevism and Zionism. The pogroms of this third
wave left tens of thousands dead and hundreds of
thousands wounded.

The pogroms had a profound and lasting influ-
ence on the internal political, ideological, and
cultural composition of the Jewish world. The

proto-Zionist movement Hibbat Zion was formed
immediately following the first attacks in 1881, at
the same time as Leon Pinsker was writing Self-
Emancipation (1882), a text that reaffirmed the
pressing need for Jewish political thought to
change course and which is considered the found-
ing work of political Zionism. Following the sec-
ond and third waves of violence Zionism defini-
tively acquired its status as the main political
current in Russian Judaism.

Jewish socialism was also born of these tragic
events. A growing awareness of the danger in tsarist
Russia largely explains the rise to power of the
Bund (General Union of Jewish Workers) and the
wide-scale participation of young Jews in the revo-
lutionary and social-democratic organizations.

The pogroms also left a strong imprint on
literary works by Jewish authors of the day, includ-
ing both those writing in Hebrew (Hayyim
Nahman Bialik, Saul Tchernichowsky) and in
Yiddish (Shalom Aleichem, Sholom Asch, Isaac
Leib Peretz). As it came to occupy a primary place
in the Jewish minority’s collective psyche, the
pogrom became an incontrovertible point of refer-
ence for individual and communal reflection.

KRISTALLNACHT, OR THE NOVEMBER

POGROM

Born in the Russian Empire and forever largely
identified with it, the pogrom would nonetheless
be taken to new heights by Nazism. An action that
was unthinkable in the constitutional democracies
of central and western Europe, it became a vital
tool in the anti-Jewish policies of the new leaders of
Germany. The logic at work in the events that
shook the territories of the Reich on 9 November
1938, called Kristallnacht, the Night of Broken
Glass, involved terror and scapegoating. The Nazi
regime exploited the assassination of a German
diplomat in Paris to unleash a massive pogrom
throughout its territory, depicted as a spontaneous
popular uprising. On the nights of 9 and 10
November, the anniversary of Adolf Hitler’s 1923
failed putsch attempt in Munich, the Nazis let
loose their men on Jewish synagogues and busi-
nesses. The final tally from the night of riots was
unprecedented in Germany, although, in view of
what was to come, it was trifling: 36 people killed,
36 others heavily wounded, 30,000 Jews arrested
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and shipped to concentration camps, 815 busi-
nesses destroyed, and 191 synagogues burned.
The racial anti-Semitism of the Nazi regime, which
would after 1940 engage in systematic and indus-
trialized extermination, used the pogrom in this
initial period as an instrument that went hand in
hand with its policies aimed at discriminating
against Jews and stripping them of their civil rights
and freedoms. Still undecided at this stage concern-
ing the question of the ultimate fate to be reserved
for the Jews, the Nazis aimed to force them out en
masse, thereby attaining as quickly as possible their
ideal of a ‘‘Judenrein’’ (‘‘cleansed of Jews’’) terri-
tory. The hurried departures also aided them in the
rapid advancement of the ‘‘Aryanization’’ of the
economy, another primary goal of the regime.
These two goals were largely attained, and 9
November 1938 constituted a definitive turning
point in the history of German Jewry.

POGROM AND GENOCIDE

Alongside the systematic and industrialized exter-
mination of Europe’s Jews, the Nazis made
recourse to the pogrom in the territories that fell
under their control after June 1941. The massive
massacres perpetrated by the Einsatzgruppen were
augmented by pogroms carried out by civilian
volunteers in collaboration with the Nazis. In the
Baltic states, Ukraine, and Byelorussia they were a
means of ensuring the obedience and cooperation
of the occupied populations and quelling their dis-
content. By redistributing Jewish goods among the
assailants as a kind of wage, the occupying forces
reinforced German power and the subjection of the
administrative territories. Therefore the pogrom—
a kind of homegrown massacre fueled by a tradi-
tional hatred of the Jews rather than the racial and
redemptive anti-Semitism of the Nazis—did not
entirely lose its raison d’être, even under the radi-
cally altered conditions generated by the war.

POGROMS AFTER NAZISM: THE MASSACRE

OF THE SURVIVORS AT KIELCE

The pogrom as a mode of political action did
not definitively disappear from Europe after the
Holocaust. Although the vast majority of Jews
had disappeared from Poland, several pogroms
carried out against the survivors occurred in the
immediate postwar period. The most egregious
was in the village of Kielce on 4 July 1946.

When its two hundred or so survivors sought to
reconstruct their former community, a violent
anti-Semitic campaign ensued, unleashed by
Polish nationalists with Communist support, cul-
minating in the deaths of forty-two people, doz-
ens more wounded, and the pillaging of Jewish
goods. This pogrom led to the wide-scale depar-
ture of the remaining survivors in Poland. Kielce
was the final pogrom to be perpetrated on the
European continent.

The Holocaust profoundly transformed the

way the pogrom is perceived. The unprecedented

scale of the Nazi exterminations reduced it to being

a kind of ‘‘second-rate’’ massacre. It is important to

keep in mind however that the pogrom represents

the phase in eastern and central European history

when weak and crisis-stricken powers turned to the

age-old hatred of the Jews as a political tool, using

their sizable Jewish communities as scapegoats.

The wide diffusion of traditional anti-Semitism

was a gauge of the success these policies enjoyed,

which were consistently redoubled as the level of

the crises of state increased. The tolerance author-

ities displayed for the public disorder and height-

ened violence that accompanied the pogroms is

only explicable in light of their belief that they

served as effective diversions from popular dissatis-

faction and discontent.

The anti-Semitism of the Nazi regime, given

the nature of its syncretism, used the pogrom when

it seemed to work in conjunction with its own

interests; but deep down the pogrom was in its

view highly inefficient with respect to the plans

for extermination it pursued during the war. The

pogrom was artisanal murder and violence; the

Holocaust was an assembly line of death.

See also Anti-Semitism; Holocaust.
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POINCARÉ, RAYMOND (1860–1934),
French politician.

Raymond Poincaré was one of the most visible
political figures in the Third Republic in the first
decades of the twentieth century. A deputy at age
twenty-seven, minister at thirty-three, in 1912 he was
appointed prime minister. He served as president of
France from 1913 to 1920 and, before illness forced
him to leave office, he was twice more appointed
prime minister, from January 1922 to March 1924,
and again from July 1926 to July 1929.

For all that, only at the end of his life did
Poincaré enjoy real popularity. Unlike his adversary
Georges Clemenceau (1841–1929), Poincaré was
tagged with disparaging nicknames such as
‘‘Poincaré-la-guerre’’ when a campaign in the
1920s accused him of being responsible for the
First World War, and ‘‘L’homme-qui-rit-dans-les-
cimetières’’ (the man who laughs in the cemeteries)
after a snapshot showed him blinking from the
sunlight as he entered a military cemetery. The
cap he wore during visits to the front made him
look like a cab driver, and that was another motive
for mockery. Despite singular intelligence and elo-
quence—he was a rigorous jurist and a well-known
lawyer—his cold exterior and punctilious personal-
ity prevented him from becoming genuinely
popular.

EARLY CAREER

Poincaré was born in Bar-le-Duc and as a young
boy witnessed the disastrous Franco-Prussian War
of 1870–1871 that ended with the French losing
Alsace and North Lorraine to Germany. He grew
up to become a faithful patriot and also a con-
vinced republican, which placed him close to the
left wing in French politics. During the Dreyfus
affair, Poincaré was a moderate ‘‘Dreyfusard’’ who
opposed the trial but kept out of the fray and away
from the affair’s turmoil and from the Radical Party
founded in its wake. Moderation would be the key
characteristic of Poincaré’s domestic political

agenda. Apart from a brief position as finance min-
ister in 1906, from 1896 to 1912 he held no
cabinet posts. It is no surprise that from 1903 on
he preferred a seat in the senate, a more conserva-
tive body than the chamber of deputies.

Although a specialist in matters of the budget,
Poincaré preferred foreign policy. Appointed prime
minister in 1912, he chose himself as foreign affairs
chief, intending to pursue a firm policy with
Germany and to shore up France’s relations with
its allies, particularly with Russia. During a visit to
St. Petersburg in August 1912, Poincaré learned
about secret treaties signed, with Russian involve-
ment, by Balkan countries that aimed to evict the
Turks from Europe. He was unhappy about the
matter but decided to downplay the issue so as to
maintain strong ties with Russia. This crucial deci-
sion encouraged Russian foreign policy makers in
their conviction that they need not be preoccupied
by French diplomatic opinion, even while jeopar-
dizing peace in Europe.

Poincaré was elected president of France in
1913, winning against the radical republican Jules
Pams, thanks to support he received from the
Right. He was prepared, while remaining within
the constitutional framework, to return the presi-
dency to its former level of influence, which had
slipped in recent years. Poincaré pursued foreign
affairs while firmly supporting the policy of three
years’ obligatory military service, which was voted
to be renewed that year.

WORLD WAR I

Poincaré was surprised by the crisis of July 1914 in
the wake of the assassination of Archduke Francis
Ferdinand, which he learned about on the return
trip from one of his regular visits to Russia. At sea
for most of the time with his prime minister René
Viviani, and at the mercy of poor telegraphic com-
munication, he was unable to play an important
role. He had been accused before his departure of
conspiring with Russia to make war; there exists no
proof of this, and it is more likely that Russia acted
without even considering the French position.
Circumstances conspired to make Poincaré a war
president.

Poincaré wrote some ten volumes of memoirs
of the period of the First World War, entitled Au
service de la France (1926–1933; In the service of
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France). A final, eleventh volume was published
posthumously a half century later. He also coined
the famous slogan L’union sacrée (the sacred
union) in a speech to parliament on 4 August
1914. His major role in French politics effectively
ended in November 1917, when he decided he was
obliged to appoint his rival Georges Clemenceau
prime minister. Not only through war’s end but
throughout the debates around the Treaty of
Versailles at the Paris Peace Conference (January–
June 1919), Clemenceau kept Poincaré at a dis-
tance. The legislative chambers unanimously pro-
claimed on 11 November 1918 that Clemenceau
and Marshal Ferdinand Foch had earned the ‘‘merit
of the Nation’’; but Poincaré had to wait until
January 1920 to receive the same homage.

POSTWAR CAREER

After his presidency ended in 1920, Poincaré
decided he still had an active role to play in politics
and stood for reelection as senator from the Meuse
region. He was reappointed prime minister in 1922
and again took charge of foreign affairs. He was
then faced with applying the strictures of the
Versailles Treaty, because Germany evinced reluc-
tance to pay reparations. In addition, both
Poincaré and Marshal Foch advocated a strong
French presence in the Rhineland, in disagreement
with Clemenceau, who initially wished to separate
the Rhine’s left bank from Germany. But the situa-
tion was favorable for Poincaré’s policy and in 1923,
after Germany failed to make scheduled reparations
payments, he ordered the occupation of the Ruhr.
While it caused great difficulties for Germany, the
expensive troop deployment also marked the begin-
ning of serious financial problems for France; more-
over, the United States and England were strongly
opposed to it. To pay for the occupation, Poincaré
had to levy a considerable tax increase, which
became one of the reasons he was defeated in the
1924 elections by a reunited coalition of left-wing
parties. However, two years later the country’s cat-
astrophic financial situation brought him back to
power. He turned over foreign affairs to Aristide
Briand, who managed a conciliatory policy with
Germany, while he took charge of finances.

Poincaré’s rigorous economic policy bore fruit.
The war had been financed principally by loans,
and in 1928—after a serious devaluation of the

franc had reduced it to about one-fifth of its 1914
value—the economic situation improved. The crea-
tion of the Franc-Poincaré remained a symbol of
France’s financial recovery, supported by a clear
economic upturn. When Poincaré retired for health
reasons, France seemed to have recovered a mea-
sure of stability. By the time he died in 1934 at age
seventy-four, however, the country was suffering
from the effects of the worldwide economic crisis.

See also Briand, Aristide; Clemenceau, Georges;
Reparations; World War I.
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dans la guerre. Paris, 1977.

Becker, Jean-Jacques, and Serge Berstein. Victoire et frus-
trations: 1914–1929. Paris, 1990.

Keiger, John F. V. Raymond Poincaré. New York, l997.
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POLAND. Formed in the tenth century, Poland
saw periods of national glory and independence as
well as of foreign domination. Located at the cen-
ter of Europe, it experienced all major events of the
twentieth century: World War II, the tyrannies of
Nazism and communism, the cataclysm of the
Holocaust, and the collapse of socialist utopia.

During the sixteenth century the Polish-
Lithuanian commonwealth was one of the most
powerful states on the Continent. However,
destructive wars against Russia, Sweden, and
Turkey in the seventeenth century, coupled with a
lack of political and socioeconomic reforms, led to
the country’s decay. In 1795, upon being parti-
tioned by its three neighbors, Russia, Austria, and
Prussia, Poland ceased to exist for 123 years.
Throughout the nineteenth century the Poles
repeatedly revolted against the partitioning powers,
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but without success. The advance of modern nation-
alism into Polish lands in the late nineteenth century
nurtured two rival ideological currents advancing a
national cause: the National Democrats and the
Polish Socialist Party (Polska Partia Socjalistyczna;
PPS).

Despite foreign dominance, Polish culture pro-
duced astonishing works of art. Among the great-
est Polish contributors to European culture and
science in the period of partitions were the compos-
er Fryderyk (Frédéric) Chopin, the poet Adam
Mickiewicz, the writers Bolesław Prus, Henryk
Sienkiewicz, Władysław Reymont (the latter two
recipients of the Nobel Prize for Literature), and
Joseph Conrad (a Polish expatriate whose real
name was Józef Teodor Konrad Korzeniowski),
the great modernist playwright and painter
Stanisław Wyspiański, the philosopher and art critic
Stanisław Przybyszewski, and the scientist and two-
time Nobel laureate Maria Skłodowska-Curie
(Marie Curie).

1900–1918

At the turn of the century, Polish lands were still
largely agricultural and industrially backward terri-
tories. The three imperial state administrations dis-
played conflicting approaches toward their Polish
subjects, ranging from highly oppressive rule in
Russian and German parts to cultural and political
autonomy in the Austrian partition. The period
prior to World War I saw the crystallization of
political attitudes toward independence and the
partitioning powers. Under the leadership of
Józef Piłsudski, the PPS subordinated Marxist
ideology to the struggle for independence, launch-
ing terrorist warfare and labor unrest against tsarist
rule from 1905 to 1907. The National Democrats
led by Roman Dmowski pursued ethnocentric
nationalism and a pro–middle class socioeconomic
agenda, opting for limited cooperation with Russia.
In the Austrian partition, the powerful Polish aris-
tocrats remained staunchly loyal toward the
Habsburgs, while the mushrooming populist
movement, under the command of Wincenty
Witos, struggled for the material and cultural
advancement of the peasantry.

During World War I, Piłsudski formed the
Polish legions, military units fighting under the
Austrian command against Russia, while Dmowski

allied his followers first with the Russian Empire

and subsequently with the Entente camp. In 1916

Germany and Austria-Hungary set up the Polish

Kingdom, a German-Austrian protectorate carved

from the territories captured from Russia.

However, following the increasing domination of

Germany over the Habsburg Monarchy and mili-

tary stalemate on the fronts, Piłsudski terminated

his support for the Central Powers and created a

secret military organization. He was arrested in

1917 and interned in Magdeburg, Germany, until

the end of the war. Meanwhile, the collapse of the

tsarist empire paved the way for the recognition of

an independent Poland by England, France, and the

United States. Located in the West, Dmowski’s

National Committee gradually became the official

representative of a future Polish state while facilitat-

ing the creation of the Polish army in France and

preparing itself for participation in a peace confer-

ence. As the Bolshevik Revolution knocked Russia

out of the war and military defeats forced the

Central Powers to sue for armistice, Poland could

finally regain its independence. On 11 November

1918 Piłsudski returned to Warsaw and took con-

trol of the Polish governmenton the next day. The

eleventh of November 1918, the date the armistice

was signed ending World War I, is commonly recog-

nized as the rebirth of Polish statehood.

1919–1939

The Second Republic that emerged in the wake of

World War I acquired its borders through the Paris

Peace Conference, the anti-German revolts in the

Great Poland region and in Silesia, and, overall, the

victorious war against the Bolsheviks fought in

1919–1920. The conflict started as Polish and

Soviet armies began moving into the territories

evacuated by the Germans. In 1920 Piłsudski’s

plans for building the Poland-led federation to

counterbalance the Bolshevik state prompted the

Polish leader to conclude a military alliance with

the Ukrainian Republic based in Kiev. However, by

August 1920 the Soviet counteroffensive had

brought the Red Army to the gates of Warsaw.

Although the Poles defeated the invaders and

chased them eastward, the 1921 Peace of Riga

constituted a decisive blow to Piłsudski’s federal

concepts. Influenced by Dmowski’s polonocentric

attitudes, the Polish delegation won significant
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territorial concessions but tacitly ignored the

Ukrainians’ demands for independence.

Together with Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and

Romania, Poland was one of the major benefici-

aries of post–World War I settlement in Europe.

However, bitter border disputes as well as territor-

ial claims advanced by Germany and other revision-

ist powers demonstrated the precariousness of the

newly created states in the eastern part of the con-

tinent. All three countries were multiethnic states,

with their minorities seeking either substantial

autonomy or displaying strong irredentism. In

Poland, minority groups, mostly Ukrainians, Jews,

Byelorussians, and Germans, constituted one-third

of the overall population. The successive govern-

ments were highly unsuccessful in handling ethnic

minorities, wavering between forced assimilation,

outright oppression, and increasing exclusion from

the rest of society. To a similar extent, the Second

Republic failed to implement a decisive land reform

plan that might have solved many of the problems

faced by the overpopulated, desperately poor, and

backward countryside.

Politically the country steered toward author-

itarianism. The 1921 constitution defined the

lower chamber of parliament, the Sejm, as the

strongest institution responsible for the construc-

tion of the cabinet. However, the principle of pro-

portional representation coupled with a plethora of

political parties resulted in frequent elections and

unstable ruling coalitions. After a period of ineffi-

cient parliamentary democracy, Piłsudski staged a

military coup in 1926 that led to a semidictatorial

rule of his followers, commonly known as the

sanacja (purification) regime. Political pluralism

and direct elections were retained, but the 1935

constitution increased the powers of the executive

government while reducing those of parliament.

Young refugee girl in Warsaw, Poland, during World War I. ªCORBIS
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Following Piłsudski’s death in 1935, the military

took over the government, showing increasingly

authoritarian and nationalist traits. The shift from

democratic politics to etatism, corporatism, and

right-wing authoritarianism to regain political and

economic stability was a widespread phenomenon

in Eastern and central Europe. In Poland,

Piłsudski’s heirs also tried to outbid their staunchly

nationalist and anti-Semitic opponents from

Dmowski’s National Democratic Party. Yet the

Second Republic proved immune to the totalitarian

currents of nazism and communism. The minus-

cule Communist Party of Poland, widely perceived

as an antipatriotic and Jewish-dominated agent of

Moscow, was liquidated by Joseph Stalin during

the Great Purges in 1938. On the other hand,

despite the existence of a strong nationalist Right,

the regime’s proto-fascist inclinations, and popular

anti-Semitism, Poland did not develop a mass fas-

cist movement comparable to those in Hungary

and Romania.

Under its foreign minister Colonel Józef Beck,

Poland moved away from being part of the French

alliance system in Eastern Europe toward the inde-

pendent tactic of balancing its relations with Nazi

Germany, Western powers, and the Soviet Union.

However, such a strategy was futile and short-lived.

In the absence of a European collective security

system, which could benefit small and medium-size

states, there was little room for maneuver for

Eastern European powers trapped between Nazi

Germany and the Soviet Union. Having partici-

pated in the partition of Czechoslovakia in 1938,

by the spring of 1939 Poland found itself the next

target of German territorial claims. After Hitler’s

demands were spurned, war was inevitable. British

and French security guarantees to Poland offered in

March and April 1939 did not mitigate this threat

as both states had little means to fight a successful

military campaign. In addition, the summer of

1939 saw the failure of the tripartite negotiations

among England, France, and the Soviet Union to

create an anti-German collective security arrange-

ment in Eastern Europe. The fate of the Second

Republic was sealed by the Nazi-Soviet Pact of

August 1939 which foresaw the partition of

Poland between Germany and the Soviet Union.

Still, in September 1939 Poland was the first coun-

try to offer armed resistance to Hitler.

Despite all of its failures, the Second Republic
registered significant successes in culture and
science. The Polish literary scene showed particular
creativity. While the Skamander group, dominated
by such figures as Julian Tuwim, Jaroslaw
Iwaszkiewicz, and Jan Lechoń, practiced neoclassi-
cist poetry, the younger generation of writers
including Czesław Miłosz, Józef Czechowicz, and
Aleksander Wat successfully cultivated the spirit of
the avant-garde. Perhaps the most individualistic
literary figures in prewar Poland were Stanisław
Ignacy Witkiewicz, Bruno Schultz, and the young
Witold Gombrowicz, whose works contested and
revolutionized the genres of theater and prose.
Witkiewicz is also counted among the greatest
Polish painters of this period, alongside such fig-
ures as Jan Cybis, who expanded the notion of
colorism. An art nouveau veteran, Xavery
Dunikowski, whose talent exploded in the 1920s
and 1930s, is still considered to be the greatest
twentieth-century Polish sculptor. A long musical
tradition was continued by Karol Szymanowski. In
academia, Stefan Banach and Alfred Tarski were the
towering figures of the Polish school of mathe-
matics and logic. While Marceli Handelsman and
Franciszek Bujak introduced modern historiography
to Poland, Józef Chałasiński, Florian Znaniecki,
Ludwik Krzywicki, and Stanisław Ossowski contrib-
uted importantly to the world of sociology.

1939–1945

Nazi Germany invaded Poland on 1 September 1939
and Soviet troops invaded from the east on 17
September. After Britain and France declared war
on Germany on 3 September, the Polish-German
war turned into World War II, even though
Poland’s Western allies had not yet launched a major
offensive. The Poles resisted gallantly, but German
units quickly overran the outnumbered and poorly
equipped Polish army. The brutality of the Nazi
onslaught was evidenced by numerous massacres of
Polish civilians and prisoners of war and ferocious
bombings by the Luftwaffe. The Polish government
fled on 17 September to Romania, where it was
interned. The mass Soviet invasion hastened the
destruction of the Polish army. After a murderous
siege Warsaw fell to the Germans on 27 September.
The last Polish units capitulated in early October. On
28 September 1939 a new German-Soviet agreement
partitioned Poland between the two powers.
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In both zones the occupiers ruled ruthlessly.
While Nazis massacred the Polish intelligentsia and
ghettoized the Jewish population, the Soviets
deported hundreds of thousands to the east and
executed twenty thousand Polish officers, police-
men, and government officials. The largest Soviet
massacre took place in the forest of Katyń, east of
Smolensk, in April 1940. Altogether six million
Polish citizens perished in the war. The Nazis
exterminated the country’s three-million-large
Jewish minority and, with the establishment of
death camps such as Auschwitz, turned Poland into
the major site of the Holocaust. Although con-
demned by the government-in-exile and main
resistance organizations, the elimination of the
Jews met with sympathetic reception among some
anti-Semitic Poles who perceived it as an opportu-
nity for social mobility and ethnic homogenization
of the country.

Polish statehood continued in the form of the
government-in-exile, headed by General Władysław
Sikorski and grouping together former opposition
politicians. Following France’s defeat in 1940, the
government moved to London. Those troops that
escaped the September catastrophe formed the
bulk of the Polish army that fought under
Western command in Africa and Western Europe.
Following the 1941 Nazi attack on the Soviet
Union and the Polish-Soviet friendship treaty
signed in the same year, a new army was formed
in Russia. Evacuated to the Middle East in 1942,
these units later fought in Italy, contributing to the
Allied victory in Monte Cassino in May 1944.

The resistance movement was led by the Home
Army (Armia Krajowa; AK), the largest partisan
force in Nazi-occupied Europe, loyal to the gov-
ernment-in-exile. The Polish underground estab-
lished its own courts, secret education institutions,
clandestine press, publishing houses, and a network
of couriers traversing Europe. Among the greatest
Polish contributions to the Allied war effort were
the breaking of the German Enigma code, the dis-
covery of the German missile V-1, and detailed
intelligence reports from Nazi Germany.

The Communist resistance movement con-
sisted of the Polish Workers’ Party (Polska Partia
Robotnicza; PPR). Established in 1942, the PPR
did not recognize the government-in-exile, run-
ning its own small military force. Following the

German discovery of Polish officers’ mass graves
in Katyń in 1943 and the Polish government’s
request to investigate the massacre, Stalin broke
relations with the London Poles, set up the
Union of Polish Patriots, and created the Polish
army under Soviet command. After the Red Army
advanced into Polish lands, the Soviets formed a
Communist-dominated provisional government,
taking administrative control over liberated terri-
tories. In an attempt to prevent a Communist take-
over, the Home Army launched a series of strikes
against the Germans while revealing its civilian and
military structures to the Soviets as legitimate
authorities. The biggest military offensive took
place in Warsaw in August 1944. The Nazis
crushed the Warsaw Uprising with utmost brutal-
ity, killing up to two hundred thousand people and
burning the city to the ground, while the Soviets
refused to assist the rebels. Moscow’s refusal to
render aid was partly based on military considera-
tions. Romania’s switch of sides in August 1944
prompted the Red Army to divert some of its forces
to the Balkans. In addition, having recovered from
the initial shock of defeats during the Soviet sum-
mer offensive, the Germans regrouped their forces
in Poland and launched counterattacks. However,
it was political factors that were of paramount
importance. By September 1944 the Red Army
had seized Warsaw’s districts located on the
Vistula’s eastern bank and established bridgeheads
west of the city. Yet the destruction of the non-
communist Home Army was to Stalin’s advantage.
The failure of the revolt paved the way for Soviet
domination of Poland. The noncommunist intelli-
gentsia was decimated and the government-in-exile
lost any influence in the country. Those AK units
that escaped the Warsaw debacle were hunted
down by Soviet and Communist forces and mas-
sacred or deported to labor camps in the Soviet
Union. At the Yalta Conference in February
1945, Allied leaders decided to move Polish bor-
ders westward, agreed on the creation of a coalition
government dominated by the Communists, and
called for free elections. By the end of the war in
Europe in May 1945 Poland had been placed in the
Soviet sphere of influence.

1945–1956

The immediate postwar period saw a limited poli-
tical pluralism. The provisions of the Yalta
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agreement, which mandated free and unfettered
elections, enabled the reemergence of several poli-
tical parties, including the Polish Socialist Party,
the Labor Party, and the agrarian Polish Peasant
Party (Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe; PSL), led by
the former prime minister of the government-in-
exile, Stanisław Mikołajczyk. Soon the agrarians
became the major obstacle to Communist acquisi-
tion of absolute power. The bulk of anticommunist
partisans who resisted Communist and Soviet security
forces were destroyed by 1947, though in some areas
skirmishes continued until the 1950s. Intimidated,
harassed, and infiltrated, political opposition gradually
succumbed to Communist pressure. Following the
1947 rigged elections and the merger of the
Communists with the Socialists into the Polish
United Workers’ Party (Polska Zjednoczona Partia
Robotnicza; PZPR) in December 1948, the
Communist takeover of Poland was complete. In their
march to absolute power, the Communists also bene-
fited from the exhaustion of the war-worn population,
the acceleration of demands for radical socioeconomic
changes (strongly articulated by the Socialists, peas-
ants, and parts of the intelligentsia) as well as the

genuine enthusiasm among society to rebuild the
devastated country.

The new regime quickly began copying the
Soviet system by nationalizing banks and industry,
launching giant industrialization, exercising near
total control over society through ideology and
coercion, and establishing a command economy.
Polish foreign policy was subordinated to that of
the Soviet Union. In 1955 the country joined the
Warsaw Treaty Organization. However, the
Communists never succeeded in conquering two
enclaves of civil society: the Roman Catholic
Church and private farmers. As a result of border
shifts, population transfers, and the extermination
of Jews, Poland became an ethnically homogenous
country with a predominantly Catholic population.
Led by the charismatic Cardinal Stefan Wyszyński,
the church constituted an autonomous spiritual
community and a repository of traditional values.
Despite Wyszyński’s arrest in 1953, Catholicism
continued to play an important role, especially as
the new industrial labor force, recruited mostly
from peasants, cultivated strong religiosity. The
fiasco of collectivizing agriculture stemmed from
the internal divisions within the Communist
Party. Władysław Gomułka, a Communist leader
who spent the war in occupied Poland while lead-
ing the party during the first two postwar years,
intended to build socialism in Poland by taking
into account national specificities, social structures,
political traditions, and cultural predispositions. He
was expelled from the party leadership in 1948 and
later arrested, but unlike other East European
Communist leaders purged under Stalinism,
Gomułka was never tried and executed. Too weak
to afford bloody purges and show trials like those
in Czechoslovakia and Hungary, the Polish party
pursued a milder Stalinist course.

This relative ideological moderation (moderate
compared to other Soviet satellites), coupled with the
incompleteness of sovietization and the survival of
Gomułka, contributed to the rapid collapse of
Stalinism in Poland. Following Stalin’s death in 1953
and a more relaxed political atmosphere in the Soviet
Union, the PZPR began implementing economic and
political reforms. However, Nikita Khrushchev’s
denunciation of Stalin’s crimes at the Twentieth
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union, commonly known as the ‘‘secret speech,’’ put

Two Polish women sit outside their ruined home in

Warsaw, 1946. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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the Polish party in a deep legitimacy crisis. As reform
Communists, intellectuals, and workers pushed for
more reforms, the government freed political prison-
ers, liberalized censorship, and revived parliament.
June 1956 saw a workers’ uprising in Poznań.
Although bloodily suppressed, the revolt accelerated
the pace of change. In October 1956, acting against
the objections of Soviet leaders and local hard-liners,
the party decided to reinstate Gomułka as its leader.
Despite the looming threat of military confrontation,
dramatic negotiations with Khrushchev in Warsaw
sealed Gomułka’s return to power.

1956–1970

Gomułka’s reappointment marked the culmination
of the post-Stalinist political thaw in Poland. The
new government halted collectivization, reestab-
lished working relations with the church, and
passed economic reforms that improved the stan-
dard of living and availability of consumer goods.
After the reign of the doctrine of socialist realism,
the late 1950s saw an explosion of intense cultural
production. Films of Andrzej Wajda, Andrzej
Munk, Wojciech Has, and Jerzy Kawalerowicz—
to name only a few members of the Polish
school—raised Polish cinema to international prom-
inence. The younger generation of acclaimed film-
makers, including Roman Polański and Jerzy
Skolimowski, debuted in the 1960s. In the sphere
of fine arts, Jerzy Tomaszewski, Jan Lebenstein,
and Józef Szajna gained worldwide acclaim for their
role in the revival of graphics, poster designing, and
painting. Polish theater became recognized thanks
to plays of Tadeusz Różewicz, Sławomir Mrożek,
and Tadeusz Kantor. Among the most notable lit-
erary figures were the older writers Jarosław
Iwaszkiewicz and Jerzy Andrzejewski and represen-
tatives of the younger generation Tadeusz Konwicki
and Marek Hłasko. Yet perhaps the most extraor-
dinary works of Polish literature came from exile.
Founded in Paris by Jerzy Giedroyc, the review
Kultura and the Literary Institute actively pro-
moted and publicized such figures as Witold
Gombrowicz, Czesław Miłosz, Andrzej
Bobkowski, and Gustaw Herling-Grudziński.
Within Poland, Polish jazz left the catacombs and
instantly won international recognition. Music of
Krzysztof Komeda-Trzciński, Zbigniew
Namysłowski, and Tomasz Stańko revolutionized
European jazz.

However, by the mid-1960s the political atmo-
sphere in Poland became more oppressive as the
Gomułka regime grew increasingly authoritarian,
conservative, and economically incompetent.
Having tightened censorship, Gomułka antago-
nized the liberal intelligentsia, while a head-on
competition between the party and the church over
the 1966 Millennium celebrations of Polish state-
hood and the coming of Christianity to Poland
alienated him from the clergy. In an attempt to
legitimize its flagging rule, the regime embraced
aggressive nationalism. It used anti-Semitism and
Germanophobia to single out internal and external
enemies: party liberals and young intellectuals,
some of them of Jewish origin, as well as advocates
of the Polish-German reconciliation. This ‘‘nation-
alization’’ of Polish communism culminated in the
1967–1968 anti-Semitic campaign. The brutal sup-
pression of the pro-democratic student protests in
March 1968, combined with the anti-Jewish witch
hunt (which led to the forced emigration of thir-
teen thousand Polish Jews) and Polish participation
in the Soviet-led invasion of Czechoslovakia in
August 1968, discredited communism in Poland
on ideological and moral levels. In December
1970, following the massacre of workers protesting
food price increases on the Baltic Sea coast, the
Polish party politburo sacked Gomułka, replacing
him with Edward Gierek.

1970–1980

Gierek pacified labor unrest by withdrawing
unpopular price increases and raising wages. A
pragmatist and longtime member of the Belgian
and French Communist Parties, Gierek believed
that the regime should soften its ideological stance
and coercion. In his mind-set, economic prosperity
alone could guarantee social compliance.

Gierek started under promising auspices. He
used cheap loans from the Soviet Union and the
Western banks to launch rapid industrial moderni-
zation. As a result, wages soared and the availability
of consumer goods greatly improved. However, by
the mid-1970s economic growth rates began to
drop. The misguided policy of investing in techni-
cally obsolete industrial projects failed to produce
exportable goods that could be used to pay back
loans. While rampant corruption rivaled the incom-
petent management of party officials, the regime
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conducted self-laudatory propaganda. The disso-
nance between Gierek’s public message and the
actual conditions in Poland resulted in widespread
apathy, moral disillusionment, and opportunism,
brilliantly portrayed in works of the young film-
makers Agnieszka Holland, Krzysztof Kieślowski,
and Marceli Łoziński. Their biting critique of
society in crisis was aptly dubbed the ‘‘cinema of
moral concern.’’

In 1976 Gierek resorted to the very solution
advanced by Gomułka six years earlier—a general
food-price increase. As labor unrest engulfed
Poland, in the city of Radom local party headquar-
ters were besieged and burned. Despite govern-
ment suppression of the riots in the form of brutal
arrests, beatings, and the sacking of hundreds of
workers, the government soon rescinded the price
increases.

The pacification of protests had a mobilizing
effect on dissident intellectuals who, in September
1976, formed the Committee for the Defense of
Workers (Komitet Obrony Robotników; KOR).
The KOR, among other things, offered legal advice
and financial support to the prosecuted workers
and their families. The group included former
reform Communists, veterans of the 1968 student
protests, and members of the prewar Socialist Party
as well as several cultural figures and a clergyman.
The KOR soon expanded its activities into the
defense of human and citizen rights, underground
publishing, the establishment of independent trade
unions, and the overall promotion of a civil society.
In comparison to dissidents in other Communist
states, KOR members, though repeatedly harassed
by police, enjoyed relatively lenient treatment. As
the Polish government signed the Helsinki peace,
security, and civil rights accords and tried to secure
more loans, it chose not to antagonize Western
leaders by brutalizing the opposition. By the end
of the decade Poland boasted several opposition
groups of different political persuasions.

The dialogue between intellectuals and workers
promoted by KOR encompassed only a tiny frac-
tion of the Polish society. However, the late 1970s
saw the rapprochement between opposition intel-
lectuals and the strongest autonomous institution
in Poland, the Roman Catholic Church, whose
leaders had become increasingly outspoken about
human rights. The major boost to this trend was

the naming of Cardinal Karol Wojtyła of Kraków as
Pope John Paul II in 1978. During his 1979 trip to
Poland the pope’s sermons attracted millions of
laypeople and paved the way for a spiritual revolu-
tion and political upheaval in 1980.

1980–1989

In the summer of 1980, a rising foreign-trade def-
icit, hidden inflation, and mounting national debt
led to the government’s decision to radically adjust
prices and cut domestic food supplies. Strikes and
work stoppages paralyzed the entire country. In the
coastal city of Gdansk, workers of the Lenin
Shipyard went on strike on 14 August 1980.
Under the energetic leadership of the young free
trade union activist Lech Wałęsa and coached by
members of the democratic opposition, the strikers
combined economic postulates with political
demands. They soon established the Interfactory
Strike Committee in the Baltic region. In addition
to economic concessions, the committee’s
demands included the creation of independent
trade unions with the right to strike, the release
of political prisoners, and freedom of expression.
The action sparked a wave of political strikes across
Poland. By the end of August the government
yielded to this pressure and signed a series of agree-
ments allowing the establishment of independent
and autonomous labor unions. These accords
toppled the Gierek regime and paved the way for
the creation of the Independent Self-Governing
Trade Union ‘‘Solidarity’’ in September 1980.

The first autonomous labor organization in the
Soviet bloc, Solidarity soon evolved into a nation-
wide movement that by the year’s end claimed nine
million members and in the following year ten
million. During the sixteen months of its legal
existence, the union sparked an unparalleled wave
of social activism, patriotic euphoria, and national
unity. By radicalizing its initial nonpolitical, self-
limiting agenda, Solidarity sought a semipluralist
system in which citizens would share with the
Communist Party responsibilities for ruling the state.
The realization of this program would essentially end
communism in Poland. Subjected to Soviet pressure
and eager to reinstate the Communist Party’s rule,
the government of General Wojciech Jaruzelski
decided to destroy Solidarity by force. With the
declaration of martial law on 13 December 1981,
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military and police units sealed off the country,
arrested thousands of Solidarity activists, and intro-
duced a draconic penal code. In 1982 Solidarity was
officially banished.

Despite repression, Solidarity continued its
struggle underground. It organized political pro-
tests, work stoppages, and established a massive
network of clandestine institutions. By the mid-
1980s Jaruzelski’s government softened its stance
and began implementing moderate social, eco-
nomic, and political reforms. When Mikhail
Gorbachev launched his perestroika reforms in the
Soviet Union, Jaruzelski became his leading fol-
lower in the Eastern bloc, hoping to pacify society
and reform the economy while retaining the poli-
tical power of the Communist Party. However, the
goals of liberalizing the political system and intro-
ducing market mechanisms without legalizing
Solidarity proved contradictory. In 1988 the gov-
ernment’s plans to implement austerity measures
provoked a giant wave of Solidarity-led strikes.
Conducted from February to April 1989, the
Roundtable Talks between Solidarity and the gov-
ernment led to the legalization of the union and
secured its participation in parliamentary elections.
On 4 June 1989, in the first partially free elections
conducted in Eastern Europe since Communist
takeovers, Solidarity won an overwhelming victory,
taking 99 of 100 seats in the Senate and all of the
169 seats it was allowed to contest in the lower
chamber of parliament, the Sejm. In August 1989
Tadeusz Mazowiecki formed the Solidarity-led
coalition cabinet, the first noncommunist govern-
ment in the Soviet bloc.

1989–2005

Following Solidarity’s victory, the Mazowiecki gov-
ernment implemented sweeping reforms. In 1990 it
implemented economic ‘‘shock therapy,’’ com-
monly known as the Balcerowicz plan (named after
Deputy Prime Minister Leszek Balcerowicz), begin-
ning a transformation to a market economy.
However, with the collapse of communism in
Eastern Europe, the political solutions reached by
the Roundtable Talks became increasingly anachro-
nistic. The year 1990 saw the division of Solidarity
into numerous factions, disunited in their attitudes
toward market reforms, de-communization, and
Lech Wałęsa’s presidential ambitions. In the

presidential elections of 1990 Wałęsa defeated
Mazowiecki, while the 1991 general vote produced
a fragmented parliament. Rising unemployment,
cuts in welfare spending, and an overall sense of
insecurity in society resulted in the electoral victory
of the ex-communist Alliance of Democratic Left
(SLD) in 1993. Presidential elections two years later
saw the leader of the alliance, Aleksander
Kwaśniewski, defeat Wałęsa. Kwaśniewski went on
to win a second term in 2000.

Despite these frequent changes, Poland never-
theless has become a fully fledged democracy and a
market economy. The transition did not occur
without serious difficulties, however. The country
continues to battle high unemployment, low
incomes, and a crumbling public infrastructure.
Its oversize farming sector is costly and inefficient.
Economic inefficiency coupled with corruption
brought down the SLD government in 1997 and
later its right-center successor, the Electoral Action
‘‘Solidarity’’ (AWS) cabinet in 2001. The SLD
government of Leszek Miller, which ruled the
country from 2001 to 2004, advanced political
cronyism and corruption even further. Following
Miller’s resignation in 2004, the country was ruled
by the minority government of Marek Belka. The
general elections of September 2005 produced the
defeat of the SLD and the victory of the national
conservative Law and Justice Party (PiS) and Civic
Platform (PO), another center-right party. Between
them, the two parties took over 50 percent of the
vote. However, the outcome of negotiations on
forming a coalition government collapsed after
Lech Kaczyński of PiS defeated Donald Tusk of
PO in presidential elections in October 2005. In
2006, Poland had a minority government domi-
nated by the Law and Justice Party. Kazimierz
Marcinkiewicz of PiS served as prime minister.

Admittedly, most Polish political leaders,
regardless of their political affiliations, contributed
to Poland’s integration with international institu-
tions. In 1998 the country joined NATO and in
May 2004 the European Union. A major U.S. ally
in Europe, Poland participated in the U.S.-led inva-
sion of Iraq; since 2003 Poland has led an interna-
tional peacekeeping force of 9,000 troops, includ-
ing 2,500 from Poland, in south-central Iraq.

In staunch contrast to the prewar period,
Poland does not have any border disputes and
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protects its minorities according to international
legal and ethical standards. After 1989 Polish diplo-
macy treated Soviet republics as full subjects of
international law and ardently supported national
movements in Belarus, Lithuania, and Ukraine. In
December 1991 Poland was the first country to
officially recognize independent Ukraine and played
an important role in the peaceful resolution of the
Ukrainian political crisis of 2005.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Eastern Bloc; Gomułka,
Władysław; Jaruzelski, Wojciech; John Paul II;
Katyń Forest Massacre; Miłosz, Czesław; Minority
Rights; Occupation, Military; Piłsudski, Józef;
Resistance; Solidarity; Ukraine; Wajda, Andrzej;
Wałęsa, Lech; Warsaw; Warsaw Ghetto; Warsaw
Pact; Warsaw Uprising; World War II.
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MIKOłAJ KUNICKI

n

POLICE AND POLICING. At the begin-
ning of the twentieth century, police institutions in
Europe liked to think of themselves as deploying
scientific and technological solutions to their tasks.
But policing was largely an unskilled job. The daily
duty for most police agents generally involved
patrolling, usually on foot, in towns or cities.
As the century progressed there was greater use
of scientific and technological developments.
Patrolling became increasingly mechanized; the
gender balance and the ethnic complexion of many
forces changed. Police institutions, by the very nat-
ure of their role, were also caught up in the darker
side of European politics.

TECHNOLOGY AND POLITICS

Police responsibility for public safety and the good
order of the highways necessitated a police
response to the enormous growth of the motor
vehicle as a means of both freight and personal
transport. In the United Kingdom, where police
regulation had rarely involved the bobby having to
confront the respectable middle class, the develop-
ment of the motorcar and accompanying regula-
tions noticeably led to a souring of relations
between the police and the respectable classes.
Across the Continent in the aftermath of World
War I some progressive police chiefs urged the
deployment of forensic science and of nonlethal
crowd control technology such as plastic bullets
and water cannon. There were also experiments
with radio technology, though often this was ham-
pered by poor coordination between local forces in,
for example, the use of wave bands.

Wilhelm Abegg (1876–1951), as head of the
Police Section of the Prussian Interior Ministry in
Weimar Germany, was a key figure in the determi-
nation to harness new technologies and to press the
notion of the police as technocrats and defenders
and helpers of the public at large. Abegg’s attempts
to portray the police as modern and to break with
the autocratic past were subsequently hijacked
by the Nazis. In 1934, the year after coming to
power, the Nazis set aside a day for celebrating the
police and building up their relationship with the
public. The Day of the Police (Polizeitag), with
charity collections by the police, bands, and par-
ades, all designed to promote the police as the

P O L I C E A N D P O L I C I N G

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2033



friend and helper of the public, proved so popular
that in 1937 it became a weeklong event.

Not all German police officers were Nazis or
became such overnight. Party membership, how-
ever, enhanced an individual’s career prospects.
Moreover, the free hand and encouragement that
the party gave the police was popular with the rank
and file. Fairly rapidly the detective police respon-
sible for the pursuit of criminal offenders, the
Kriminalpolizei, or Kripo, began to use methods
similar to those of the secret state police, the
Geheime Staatspolizei, or Gestapo. The most
obvious example of this was when officers arrested
those who they suspected might commit a crime.
The Italian police institutions benefited similarly
under Benito Mussolini, though membership of
the Fascist Party was never a prerequisite for join-
ing or serving in the police. The military police, the
Carabinieri, appear also to have considered that
their loyalty was to the king first rather than to
Mussolini.

THE IMPACT OF WAR

The pressures of world war enabled governments
to push through changes in police institutions that
had long been considered. For example, in both
the United Kingdom and France—under very dif-
ferent regimes—World War II provided the oppor-
tunity for centralization. In the former this meant
the long-desired amalgamation of many of the
smallest forces with their larger neighbors; in
Vichy France it meant complete nationalization.

Occupation and dictatorial regimes across
much of continental Europe created pressures on,
and problems for, individual police officers, most
notably the extent to which they should compro-
mise with a new regime, resist, or rebel. In Spain
during the civil war (1936–1939) most of the mili-
tary police, the Guardia Civil, backed the Fascist
rebels. In some countries occupied by Nazi
Germany and its allies some police officers obeyed
orders and arrested Jews, communists, and oppo-
nents of the regime. Except for the new racial
policies, French police officers could console them-
selves that the pursuit of Bolsheviks, of other oppo-
nents of the regime, and of ordinary criminals was
essentially what they had been expected to do
under the Third Republic. In France, and in other
occupied countries, a few resisted in varying

degrees and in various ways, though only in
Denmark were the Nazi authorities compelled to
dismiss the entire police institution and replace it
with officers from the SS. In September 1944
nearly two thousand Danish police officers were
transported to Buchenwald.

The postwar situation did not bring an end to
political problems within the police forces. Only in
the Soviet zone of Germany was a police force
reestablished with a completely new workforce;
no one who had served under the previous regime
was allowed back into the service. In what became
West Germany and in Italy, however, many police
officers continued in their prewar and wartime
posts, though in their respective zones of occupa-
tion American, British, and French police were
deployed to restructure the German system using
their own ‘‘democratic’’ models. The purge of
police officers in Italy in the aftermath of World
War II led to the dismissal of many of the anti-
Fascist partisans who had been recruited as police
(polizia partigiana). The postwar Italian police
were portrayed as politically neutral, but neverthe-
less they infiltrated labor unions and political par-
ties and some dabbled in right-wing plots.

Policing in Nazi Germany had focused on
racial and social enemies of the national commu-
nity, the Volksgemeinschaft. In what became the
German Democratic Republic, as elsewhere in the
Soviet Union’s postwar empire, policing was direct-
ed against class enemies. Defeat in 1945 meant
an end to the Gestapo, but in April 1950 the
GDR developed an even more extensive and intru-
sive system of political surveillance through the
Ministerium für Staatssicherheit (Ministry for
State Security) or Stasi. At its peak the Stasi had
some ninety thousand uniformed and plainclothes
agents; but it also had possibly as many as one in
sixty of the total population working in some way
as informants.

ISSUES IN POSTWAR POLICING

The end of World War II heralded both the end
of the European empires and also a considerable
influx of peoples from those empires to the former
metropoles. Prejudice and different cultural per-
spectives often fostered stigmatization. The aspira-
tions of most of the European states to some form
of multiculturalism eventually encouraged attempts,
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most notably in the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom, to recruit members of these ethnic
minorities into their police. The problem was
rather different in France where the political cul-
ture denied any political significance to the person-
al identities, and hence ethnicity, of citizens and
hence tended to militate against such action.

The growth of the women’s movement also
brought significant changes in police institutions
and possibly also, as a result, in the nature of polic-
ing. Women officers had begun to be appointed to
many forces early in the twentieth century, but
their role was largely restricted to dealing with
women, children, and welfare issues. Demands for
equality at the workplace, particularly starting in
the 1960s, meant that women were increasingly
incorporated into roles identical to those of their
male counterparts. Even at the turn of the millen-
nium, however, some police institutions, particu-
larly the military bodies in Italy and Spain, had
responded to these pressures with much less alac-
rity than others.

In the second half of the century most of the
major states of Western Europe experienced a sig-
nificant growth in their crime statistics. These
increases put pressure on the police. In Britain the
growth of crime and, particularly, the spread of turf
wars between drug gangs, led to the growing
deployment of officers carrying firearms.
Everywhere, police faith in, and use of, new tech-
nology addressed only some of the problems.
Computerized record keeping and DNA technol-
ogy were deployed with considerable publicity and
expectation. So too, a few years earlier, was the
extended use of motorized patrolling. Unfortunately
the latter, while important given the public’s use of
motor vehicles and the enormous expansion of
many towns and cities, served in many respects to
separate the police further from the public.
Beginning in the late 1980s new programs were
established to increase trust and cooperation
between the police and the public. In the United
Kingdom many of these programs went under the
heading of ‘‘community policing,’’ while in France
the term police de proximité was employed.

The turn of the millennium saw the police
forces of Europe compelled to confront a series
of issues emanating from new political structures
and new global situations. The evolution of the

European Union (EU) meant the bringing down
of national barriers. But the development of inter-
national organized crime, particularly the drug
trade—which contributed to the growth of crime
and gang warfare in individual countries—people
smuggling, and terrorism, encouraged new levels
of, and systems for, international cooperation. The
Schengen Agreement of 1985 and its various
updates reduced border controls, harmonized pro-
visions relating to entry to member states, and
sought to foster cooperation on judicial matters.
During the 1990s the European Police Office
(Europol) was established to provide a bridge for
mutual assistance and information sharing among
police forces in the member states of the EU. These
links involved cooperation with other agencies—
customs and excise, drugs enforcement, immigra-
tion—not always perceived as being police though
clearly involved with policing. As Europe’s frontiers
came down, so new barriers, checks, and policing
structures needed to be developed.

See also Crime and Justice.
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n

POLITICAL PRISONERS. The term
political prisoner has had a wide currency since
the early twentieth century without commanding
an accepted definition. Individuals opposed to the
policies of a particular state who have voiced or
acted on their opposition have often found them-
selves subject to the criminal laws of sedition or
treason, even though their objections may well
have been based on ideological or moral grounds.
It would be wrong to exclude all such people from
being political prisoners, but a more viable distinc-
tion is to highlight those people who have been

P O L I T I C A L P R I S O N E R S

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2035



imprisoned primarily for their opposition to a par-

ticular regime or ruling party, even if they have

been convicted under the criminal law of the

country concerned and accused of crimes against

the state. Although the concept of the political

prisoner is usually associated with the autocratic

regimes of the early twentieth century and the

dictatorships of Joseph Stalin, Adolf Hitler, and

Benito Mussolini, most states have found it neces-

sary to imprison political opponents whose extremist

ideologies or actions were perceived as inherently

dangerous.

SOVIET UNION AND THE EASTERN BLOC

The tsarist regime in Russia had used both impris-

onment and exile extensively to deal with political

opponents and presumed subversives in the years

before 1914. For example, most of the Bolshevik

leaders suffered imprisonment for their beliefs at

some point. After the Revolution of 1917, they

instituted concentration camps for political oppo-

nents from mid-1918 onward close to major cen-

ters of population. The number of these camps was

reduced from sixty-five in 1922 to twenty-three in

1923. At the same time, a new form of special

concentration camp (SLON) was established on

the Solovetsky Islands in Archangel Province. This

was specifically designed to house counterrevolu-

tionaries including White Guardists, reactionary

clergy, and ‘‘hostile class elements.’’ This system

of corrective labor camps and corrective labor colo-

nies in remote locations was expanded by the

OGPU (security police) in the later 1920s to deal

with the class struggle against the kulaks (wealthy

peasants) through the creation of ‘‘special settle-

ments.’’ Estimates suggest 1.8 million people

were exiled in the years 1930 and 1931 alone.

On 15 February 1931 the OGPU also created a

main administration for its camps, the Glavnoe

Upravlenie Lagerei (GULag, now commonly ren-

dered as gulag). Although directed primarily

toward political and class enemies of the regime,

the gulag system became increasingly intertwined

with the Soviet need for labor in remote regions

to drive forward industrialization. The victimiza-

tion of the kulaks was followed by a law of 7

August 1932 on the theft of state property under

which sentences of life imprisonment or even

death could be levied for the most minor

infractions. This brought 55,000 arrests in less
than six months and 127,000 in four years.

The use of terror against political opponents
and Soviet citizens in general became ever more
pronounced through the 1930s. The murder of
Leningrad Party leader and Politburo member
Kirov in 1934 was used as an excuse to arrest those
suspected of disloyalty inside the Communist
Party. The Great Purge of 1936–1938 included
the show trials of leaders such as Gregory
Zinoviev, Lev Kamenev, and Nikolai Bukharin but
also involved the mass arrests and deaths or impris-
onment of huge numbers of party functionaries
and state officials, including 70 percent of Central
Committee members and 50 percent of Party
Congress delegates. In addition, 35,000 Red
Army officers, including 80 percent of colonels
and 90 percent of generals, also became victims of
the system. Estimates of the numbers who died in
captivity vary enormously, but the total of political
prisoners executed or worked to death runs into
millions. Although the purges were abandoned in
1938, the system of internal exile, imprisonment,
and incarceration in labor camps for political crimes
was continued during the remainder of the Stalinist
era and beyond. The gulag system reached its peak
in the summer of 1950 when the camps, colonies,
and prisons contained 2.8 million inmates. At that
time the number of fresh admissions was between
600,000 and 700,000 per year, and it has been
estimated that anywhere between 20 and 28 mil-
lion people passed through or died in the system
between the 1920s and 1950s, a large proportion
of them for supposedly political offenses. However,
the nature of the records and the categorization of
prisoners make any precise estimation of true num-
bers impossible. Outside knowledge of the Soviet
system came from Alexander Solzhenitsyn, whose
books One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich
(1962) and Gulag Archipelago (1973) were based
on his personal experiences of imprisonment
between 1945 and 1957.

The regimes in Eastern bloc countries of
Europe under Soviet domination after 1945 also
used harassment, arrest, and imprisonment of poli-
tical, intellectual, and perceived class opponents.
Thus, for example, Vaclav Havel, the playwright
later to become president of the Czech Republic,
spent many years in prison or under house arrest
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during the communist era. The German

Democratic Republic (East Germany) also used

imprisonment to deal with perceived class enemies

and dissident intellectuals. In spite of releasing

21,187 political prisoners in the first ten months

of 1956, East German jails still contained 23,674

people held for political reasons. Even in the 1970s

there were between 4,000 and 6,000 political

detainees held by the regime. These included dissi-

dent functionaries of the Sozialistische Einheitspartei

Deutschlands (SED; German Unity Party) such as

Rudolf Bahro, who was sentenced to eight years’

imprisonment for his publication The Alternative in
Eastern Europe (1977). In post-1945 Hungary,

arrests for political reasons were commonplace in

the later 1940s and early 1950s. Amnesties in 1953

and 1956 were followed by further mass arrests after

the Soviet suppression of reformism in the latter
year. Thousands were subsequently condemned to
imprisonment and forced labor, including the former
premier Imre Nagy, who was arrested and shot by
the KGB.

NAZI GERMANY AND FASCIST ITALY

Like tsarist Russia, imperial Germany had become
increasingly worried about internal subversion by
social democrats (SPD) in the years leading up to
1914 and had established a political police depart-
ment in Prussia in 1912. In spite of plans embodied
in the so-called Gebsattel Memorandum for martial
law and military control of the factories to ensure
production in the event of war, there was little real
opposition to the war of 1914 except from the
extreme left of the SPD, some of whose members

Leonid Ramzin, center, confesses to being the head of the antigovernment Industrial Party during his trial,

December 1930. Ramzin and eight other Russian scientists were convicted of acts of sabotage in a renowned Stalinist-era show

trial. Several were sentenced to death, but their sentences were later commuted and they were eventually released from prison.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

P O L I T I C A L P R I S O N E R S

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2037



were imprisoned for fomenting opposition to the
war. During the Weimar Republic, political prison-
ers were a rarity, although putschists from both left
and right, including Adolf Hitler, served jail terms
for insurrection.

From its inception in 1933 the Nazi regime in
Germany imprisoned vast numbers of political
opponents in concentration camps. Nazi activists
abducted and imprisoned their political opponents
almost from the moment that Hitler became chan-
cellor on 30 January. Thus the first ‘‘camps’’ were
in the basements of buildings or other easily
guarded locations. This illegal terror was regular-
ized by the so-called Reichstag Fire Decree on
28 February that suspended personal liberties
for the individual. Permanent sites at Dachau,
Buchenwald, and Sachsenhausen soon replaced
these ‘‘wild’’ camps. Administered initially by the
SA (the Stürmabteilung, or ‘‘brownshirts’’), con-
trol of the camps soon passed to the SS (the
Schutzstaffel) under the police and security appa-
ratus run by Heinrich Himmler. The camps were
designed to run in parallel with the normal judicial
and penal system but to dispense National Socialist
justice. Initially, like the camps in the Soviet
Union, they were supposed to rehabilitate inmates
and turn them into useful members of society, but
later the system became a means of provoking fear
among the population at large and providing a
source of labor. A criminal finishing a sentence
might be rearrested and sent to a concentration
camp for a period of protective custody
(Schutzhaft) if the Nazis considered the original
sentence too lenient.

Camp inmates were categorized under four
headings: political opponents, ‘‘racial’’ opponents,
criminals, and ‘‘asocials.’’ The first victims of this
system were the Communists who were thought
capable of mounting a counterrevolution to the
Nazis but whose organization was rapidly broken
up and its members exiled or imprisoned. To them
were added Social Democrats, trade unionists, and
members of other parties who spoke out against
the regime, as well as Catholics, Protestants, and
Jehovah’s Witnesses. One such was Pastor Martin
Niemöller, founder of the Pastors’ Emergency
League, who was imprisoned in 1938 for ‘‘under-
hand attacks’’ against the state and then rearrested
and committed to a concentration camp until

1945. The political prisoners in the camps were
often the longest-serving inmates and often formed
the internal administration of the camps as barracks
leaders. Jews also became victims of the system of
arrest without trial or appeal, with 30,000 being
held in the aftermath of the November 1938
Kristallnacht pogrom. The system was enlarged in
the prewar period with new camps built across
Germany, and it is estimated that 200,000 people
passed through the system between 1934 and 1939
with around 50,000 still being imprisoned at the
outbreak of war.

As the regime broadened its the definitions of
political ‘‘crimes’’—from anti-Hitler or anti-Nazi
sentiments, spreading rumors, or listening to illegal
radio broadcasts to criminalizing any behavior with
an oppositional aspect to it—so the numbers of
political prisoners inevitably increased, although
many were now being prosecuted under the crim-
inal code. The concentration camps also took in
large numbers of arrestees after the war against the
Soviet Union began in June 1941 and again at the
end of that year, when dissidents from occupied
territories, the so-called night and fog (Nacht und
Nebel) prisoners, were transferred to the Reich. By
mid-August 1944 the concentration camp system
held 524,286 people, but by this stage it included
all manner of ‘‘opponents’’ of many different
nationalities, not all of whom could be classed as
political.

Germany’s Axis partner, the Italian Fascist
regime under Mussolini, also imprisoned political
opponents and ultimately members of its own
movement as well. Its most famous prisoner was
Antonio Gramsci, the Italian Communist politi-
cian, journalist, and Marxist ideologue, who was
arrested and tried before a special tribunal in
November 1926 and then spent eleven years in jail,
until shortly before his death in 1937. Although
the Fascist regime allowed many political oppo-
nents to leave Italy, it also used exile to remote
locations as a policy to deal with those regarded
as politically unreliable.

SPAIN: CIVIL WAR AND THE FRANCO

REGIME

Arrests for political reasons were commonplace in
Spain before and during the 1930s. Large numbers
of anarchists were arrested in 1933 and 1934 for
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opposition to the center-right government of the

Second Republic. During the Spanish civil war

both sides interned supporters of their opponents,

occasionally for their own protection against pop-

ular hatred. In this conflict many political prisoners

were used as hostages and were subject to summary

justice from political groups working within the

Republican or Nationalist coalitions. Toward the

war’s end, in February 1939 the victorious

Francisco Franco regime passed the Law on

Political Responsibilities and took steps to arrest

and incarcerate those in Spain who were thought

to hold Republican sympathies. This included not

only the politically active but also many people

whose only ‘‘crime’’ had been nonattendance at

Mass. Prisons and camps were packed to overflow-

ing and the prisoners were subject to summary

justice, with perhaps 200,000 being executed in

the years during and after 1939. Estimates suggest

that there were still 250,000 in prisons at the end

of 1940, but this had been reduced to around

28,000 by 1944.

In spite of this mass killing, many thousands
remained prisoners for decades, and the regime
continued to use imprisonment against opponents.
For example, in 1969 there were 1,101 political
cases brought before the Spanish courts. The sys-
tem ended only when Franco died and was replaced
by King Juan Carlos in 1975. Thereafter most
political detainees were freed. During the later
years of the Franco regime in Spain, Basque nation-
alists and their paramilitary force Euskadi Ta
Askatasuna (ETA) were subject to repression,
arrests, and torture.

WESTERN EUROPEAN DEMOCRACIES

The major Western European democracies tradi-
tionally had constitutional guarantees to prevent

Political prisoners dig irrigation ditches in a labor camp in the Emsland region of Germany, 1935. LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
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the imprisonment of political opponents. The
exceptions occurred in time of war or emergency.
Thus, many Irish nationalists were imprisoned dur-
ing the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries for
their political beliefs. During World War I, Britain
also used its emergency powers under the 1915
Defence of the Realm Act (DORA) to arrest Irish
nationalist sympathizers, but these measures were
often frustrated by Irish juries’ refusal to convict
those charged, even when the case involved crim-
inal charges. After the Easter Rising in 1916,
Regulation 14B was used to arrest a total of
3,509 people and then have them brought before
military courts-martial. This resulted in numerous
death sentences, fourteen of which were carried
out.

At the outbreak of war in Europe in September
1939, the French Third Republic used the war and
the Nazi-Soviet nonaggression treaty as an excuse
to arrest large numbers of French Communists, but
in general the liberal states of Western Europe had
no plans to deal with pro-Nazi elements, and at the
beginning of January 1940 there were only 49
detainees in Britain. The preference was for identi-
fication and surveillance of both potential enemy
subversives and traitors, but this changed as the
tide of war turned against the Anglo-French alli-
ance. The British moved to arrest and intern
German sympathizers and members of the British
Union of Fascists, including its leader, Oswald
Mosley. In total, around 2,000 British nationals
were incarcerated under Regulation 18B and some
remained in jail until the war ended in 1945. These
relatively limited numbers of political prisoners
were swamped by the internment of enemy
nationals from May 1940, in spite of the fact that
many were anti-Nazi or racial refugees from the
Hitler regime. Mass internment of German and
Italian nationals totaled 29,000 by the summer of
1940. Some were deported to the dominions and
the rest held on the Isle of Man. Gradual releases
took place as the threat to the United Kingdom
receded, and by 1945 only 1,200 remained in
captivity.

At the end of World War II many states occu-
pied by the Axis Powers interned those who had
joined indigenous national socialist or fascist parties
and those who had collaborated with the occupy-
ing powers. Since then the numbers of political

prisoners in democratic Western Europe have been
small. All European states have ratified the 1950
European Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, and
most have also agreed to the 1987 European
Convention for the Prevention of Torture and
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
Those who might have been deemed political pris-
oners have been largely confined to regional inde-
pendence movements such as the Basque separatists
or Irish Republicans and to extremist political
groups such as the Red Brigades in Italy and the
Baader-Meinhof Group, or Red Army Faction, in
Germany. For example, in the mid-1970s, in
response to increasing levels of terrorism, the
Italian government began arresting activists from
the extraparliamentary Left, and their numbers
peaked at around 4,000 in the early 1980s.
Democracy after 1975 in Spain brought extensive
autonomy for the Basque region, but the terrorism
continued. After attempts at reconciliation with
ETA failed, the Spanish government began to take
a harder line, giving seven-year prison sentences in
1997 to the entire twenty-three-member leadership
of Herri Batasuna, ETA’s political wing, for collab-
oration with the armed group. They joined an
estimated 500 to 700 imprisoned ETA activists.

The outbreak of sectarian violence in Northern
Ireland in 1968 led to the government using
internment at the Long Kesh/Maze prison as a
device to remove both Catholic and loyalist para-
military leaders from circulation. Reportedly sub-
ject to interrogations and torture in the early days
of internment, their ‘‘political’’ status was removed
in 1976, but internment remained a major weapon
for the British government. It was reinforced by
the use of Diplock courts, in which judges try
criminal cases without a jury, ostensibly to remove
the possibility of jury intimidation in criminal trials
but also as a means of obtaining easier convictions
for criminal offenses. The Good Friday Agreement
of 1998 ended the process, and internees, as well as
many paramilitaries convicted of criminal offenses,
were released.

Since the 1960s the plight of political prisoners
across the world has been given a higher profile
through the activities of Amnesty International, a
charity that seeks to protect the interests of those
imprisoned on political grounds. It also publishes
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an annual international survey of imprisoned per-
sons and assessments of the legislation and extra-
legal measures used to detain them.

See also Concentration Camps; Crime and Justice; Gulag;
Purges; Terror.
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ROBERT MOORE

n

POP ART. In 1996 the New York Times art
critic happily claimed that the renovated and glit-
tering Times Square was indistinguishable from an
art installation. American Pop Art, whose most
celebrated artists had emerged from the commer-
cial advertising sector, seemed to have reached its
inherent telos in the gigantic billboards featuring
models without affect, corporate signs in screaming
colors, larger-than-life television screens, and the
three-tier electronic stock ticker tape display tow-
ering over Broadway and Forty-second Street.

Confusion between art and advertising, image
and object in our media-saturated culture is indeed
a real possibility. But rather than collapse the dif-
ference, Pop Art first sharpened the senses for dis-
cerning this constellation by exploring the bound-
ary between images and objects of art and images
and objects of commerce. Pop was attacked by
cultural conservatives in Europe, for whom all
American culture was ‘‘catastrophic’’ (Martin
Heidegger), by American formalists, who saw the
canon of high modernism challenged by Pop’s
mass cultural contents (Clement Greenberg), and
by leftists of all shades who saw only commodifica-
tion and consumerist triumphalism in Pop’s pro-
miscuous imagery.

Pop Art celebrated something not easily com-

patible with notions of high art—a look at objects

of everyday life or, more precisely, a look at media

representations of objects of everyday life. But

those objects were not the urban or domestic de-

tritus recycled in Dada collages, in Robert

Rauschenberg’s Combines, or in French décollage

art of the 1950s, which worked with anonymously

defaced billboard advertising found in urban space.

They were rather images of mass-marketed con-

sumer goods at a time, the early 1960s, when con-

sumerism, marketing, and advertising in the

United States had reached a heretofore unknown

state of frenzy. In Roland Barthes’s words, Pop

staged an object that was neither the thing nor its

meaning, but its signifier. But this staging did not

take on an existentialist, angst-ridden, or moraliz-

ing accusatory cast. American Pop did not rebel

against middle-class society. It lacked the aggres-

sive, often doctrinaire assault on aesthetic conven-

tion that had characterized an earlier European

avant-garde and that resurfaced in the factional

fights of the post-1945 neo-avant-gardes, culmi-

nating with the Situationist International (1957–

1972), a Paris-based group of avant-garde artists

who waged a political attack on the culture of

spectacle in the 1960s. American Pop refused

any pedagogical mission, that of debunking the

media cliché as the product and producer of false

consciousness, for example. Its preferred look

at consumer objects was cool and aloof, self-

conscious deadpan tinged with parody. The images

were banal, taken from advertising, newspapers,

comics, and other forms of mass culture, but often

so garish, so magnified beyond natural proportions

and ‘‘in your face’’ that they inevitably intensified

and altered perception. Pop images were neither

pure representation (referring the spectator to the

consumer object) nor pure simulacra (referring

merely to other images). In their apparent celebra-

tion of Americana as both at once, they coolly

registered a dimension of anxiety, melancholy,

and loss that has perhaps become more visible with

the passing of time.

Important for an overall assessment of Pop as a

critically innovative project is the broader cultural

and artistic context of the 1960s. Pop Art contrib-

uted significantly to a cultural transformation that
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was later designated by the name postmodern.

Central to this transformation was a shift in empha-

sis from production to consumption, from artist

as producer to artist as agent (Andy Warhol’s

Factory), from creator to spectator, from artwork

to text, from meaning to signifying, from original-

ity to repetition, from high culture to mass culture.

Pop Art crucially articulated many of the major

terms of this transformation. It eradicated the

boundaries between art and the everyday, not by

As Is When: Wittgenstein in New York. Lithograph by Edward Paolozzi, 1965. Paolozzi was

one of the originators of Pop Art in Britain, and his As Is When series, inspired by the life of philosopher

Ludwig Wittgenstein, is widely viewed as one of the movement’s masterworks. BRIDGEMAN ART
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reversing the hierarchy of high and popular, but by

offering new ways of imaging their relationship.

The cultural politics of Pop is not exhausted by
such formal and conceptual considerations. The
notion that Pop Art harbored a hidden social cri-
tique of consumer culture behind its bland facade
was always more prevalent in some European coun-
tries than in the United States, where Pop
remained a more isolated phenomenon of the
New York art culture and its galleries. In West
Germany, by contrast, a wave of Pop enthusiasm
swept the country after its first introduction at the
1964 documenta, an exhibition of modern and
contemporary art. The conservative cultural critics,
who were peddling Christian values, pastoralism,
and, at best, the latest vintage of worn-out abstrac-
tion, denounced Pop Art as nonart, supermarket
art, and kitsch, lamenting the Coca-Colonization
of western Europe in apocalyptic tones. Between
1964 and 1968, the notion of Pop that almost
magically attracted people did not refer only to
the new art by Warhol, Jasper Johns, Roy
Lichtenstein, James Rosenquist, Tom Wesselmann,
and Claes Oldenburg. It also stood for beat and
rock music, poster art, the flower child cult, and
an emerging youth culture, indeed for any manifes-
tation of what was then mistakenly called ‘‘the
underground.’’ In short, Pop became the synonym
for the new lifestyles of a younger generation in
rebellion against their parents and the conservative
and repressive culture of the 1950s. Against the
politically apologetic uses of the German high cul-
tural tradition, this whole grab bag of Americana
supported the new rebellious attitude and satisfied
a generational desire for lifting the dead weight of a
tradition whose collusion with Nazism had become
all too obvious. Pop combined the cool detached
look with a new intensity in perception, which reso-
nated with a certain sensibility among the young.
It challenged the European privilege given to
indigenous high culture, with its traditions of
anti-Americanism. Pop, American to the core,
accelerated the decline of cultural nationalism in
Germany—and not only there.

With the rise of the international protest move-
ment against the Vietnam War and the radicaliza-
tion of the student movement in 1968, however,
the initial enthusiasm about things American
turned sour. The battle cry against American

cultural imperialism was now heard more often
from the Left than from the Right. The Vietnam
War, considered the logical outcome of Cold War
ideology, complicated ‘‘America’’ for liberals and
leftists. The rediscovery of Western Marxism
(György Lukács, Karl Korsch, Antonio Gramsci,
Ernst Bloch, Herbert Marcuse, Theodor Adorno,
Max Horkheimer, Walter Benjamin) merged with a
very German tradition of Kulturkritik and its
ingrained cultural anti-Americanism to reveal Pop
Art as the logical outcome of advertising and the
culture industry: art as commodity and spectacle
through and through. Thus the 1968 protest
movements’ call for the end of traditional art, for
the merging of art and life, and for cultural revolu-
tion: l’imagination au pouvoir (power to the ima-
gination). Pop Art had fallen from grace. Adorno
in Germany, Guy Debord, Jean Baudrillard, and
the situationists in France, provided the death
knell.

The year 1968 marked a leftist cultural
Europeanism combined with legitimate outrage at
American military imperialism in Vietnam. That
outrage blocked a more appropriate assessment of
the ambiguity of Pop Art in critical terms: Pop as
an art that did not just reproduce commodities,
thus contributing to what Debord indicted as the
culture of the spectacle, but that practiced an
American version of situationist détournement
(i.e., diversion or critical estrangement, defamiliar-
ization) by reproducing reproducibility and thus
getting to the very heart of capitalist commodity
culture in the age of visual media. But it repro-
duced reproducibility with a difference. This differ-
ence remains a bone of contention. Umberto Eco
once suggested that it is no longer clear whether
we are listening to a criticism of consumer lan-
guage, whether we are consuming consumer
language, or whether we are consuming critical
languages as consumer languages. Indeed, it is
not clear. And perhaps we are doing all at the same
time. But would we know that without Pop?

See also Christo; Hamilton, Richard.
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ANDREAS HUYSSEN

n

POPULAR CULTURE. Popular culture in
twentieth-century Europe is the culture of mass
appeal. In contrast to earlier periods when ‘‘popu-
lar’’ described essentially non-literary, folkloric,
often local forms of culture, culture is seen as pop-
ular in the twentieth century primarily ‘‘when it is
created to respond to the experiences and values of
the majority, when it is produced in such a way that
the majority have easy access to it, and when it can
be understood and interpreted by that majority
without aid of special knowledge or experience’’
(Bell, 1982, p. 443).

This modern idea of popular culture was linked
to the rise of the mass media that dominated public
life in the twentieth century. The popular press, the
cinema, the gramophone, and its successors, radio,
television, and the Internet, all addressed the mass
public that came to characterize modern, industrial-
ized Europe. Its rise had begun in the last decades
of the nineteenth century, brought about by a
number of interlinked economic and social factors,
among them increased primary education, a rise in
disposable income, the effects of urbanization, new
means of transport and communication, increasing
leisure time, and the commercialization of this

leisure time with the rise of new forms of tourism,
recreation, and entertainment.

SPECTATOR SPORT AND THE POPULAR

PRESS

Spectator sport, one of the most popular forms of
twentieth-century mass entertainment, was part of
the commercialization of leisure that began in the
late nineteenth century. Of the many forms of
sport that became an integral part of popular cul-
ture in modern European societies, none has been
more influential than football. Its professionaliza-
tion was signaled by the foundation of associations
(in England in 1863, in the Netherlands and
Denmark in 1889, in Switzerland and Belgium in
1895, in Italy in 1898, and in Germany in 1900)
that regulated rules, competitions, and leagues. As
early as 1888 the first professional league was
established, the English Football League. The
Fédération Internationale de Football (FIFA),
founded in Paris in 1904 as an amalgamation of
national football associations, signaled the
European-wide success of spectator sport.

The new mass-circulating newspapers of the
late nineteenth century, and all other important
media of popular culture after it, discovered and
cultivated sport as a prime arena of entertainment.
Indeed, the merging of sport, entertainment, and
mass media became one of the driving forces of
popular culture in the twentieth century. There
were already clear signs for this before 1914. A
prominent example was the Gazzetta dello Sport,
one of the most popular twentieth-century Italian
newspapers. Founded as a weekly in April 1896 but
published daily from 1913 on, it organized mass
sporting events as much as it disseminated them.
The title page of its first issue announced a regional
cycling race hosted by the newspaper; in 1909 the
Gazzetta organized the first Giro d’Italia, the
nationwide cycling contest.

In merging media and sports, the Gazzetta pro-
vided an early model for twentieth-century popular
culture. Its deliberate distance from established
politics and its direct participation in mass culture
can be seen as paradigmatic for the popular press
that expanded rapidly in most European countries
toward the end of the nineteenth century.
Innovations in printing technology were a con-
tributing factor, but decisive for the rise of
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mass-circulating newspapers was the fact that they
combined commercial success with popular appeal.
Their economy relied primarily on advertising
revenue rather than on the income from news
vendors; they ensured mass circulation through a
comparably low selling price, new forms of distri-
bution, and new styles of journalism. Instead of
politics and international affairs, the popular press
focused on entertainment, sports, sensation, and
practical advice. In Britain, the Daily Mail was the
pioneer. Started by Alfred Harmsworth, later Lord
Northcliffe, in 1896, it was the first British morn-
ing paper to sell for a halfpenny. It began with a
circulation of 200,000 issues a day, rising to
400,000 in 1898 and 989,000 in 1900. The
Mail ’s success was soon imitated: the Daily
Express was founded in 1900 and the Daily
Mirror in 1903. From 1911 onward the Mirror
topped the Mail ’s circulation and was the first
British ‘‘tabloid’’ (the word was coined in 1900
by Harmsworth) to reach a million copies.

It was in France, however, that Europe’s big-
gest-selling popular newspaper was produced. With
1.5 million copies by 1914, Le Petit Parisien was
the most widely read of the four popular papers
that dominated the French market from the turn of
the century (Le Petit Journal, Le Matin, and Le
Journal being the other three). Together, they
enjoyed a combined circulation of 4.5 million
before World War I. In Germany, the Berliner
Illustrierte Zeitung was the first to reach a circula-
tion of one million. By 1914, the popular press was
an established factor all over Europe, not only in
the large urban centers, but also in smaller cities
and their hinterlands. Kraków, Poland, with a
population of approximately 120,000 people, had
two hugely successful popular dailies by the out-
break of World War I. As elsewhere, their titles
indicated a new readership and a new style of jour-
nalism: Nowiny dla wszystkich (News for everyone)
and Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny (The illustrated
daily courier).

CINEMA AND THE GRAMOPHONE

The second important agent of twentieth-
century popular culture that was already well estab-
lished by 1914 was the cinema. The Grand Café in
Boulevard des Capucines, Paris, has a reasonable
claim to being the location of its birth. It was here,

in December 1895, that Louis Lumière introduced
his ‘‘cinematograph’’ to a public audience. In the
two decades between then and World War I,
Europe experienced a breathtaking expansion of
the new medium. From the turn of the century,
cinemas became a common feature of cities and
smaller towns. By 1914, the number of registered
cinemas in large European cities had reached hun-
dreds, typically seating between two hundred and
eight hundred guests. Rapidly expanding to region-
al and rural areas, the cinematograph overtook
earlier popular art forms such as the music hall. By
the outbreak of World War I, the cinema was firmly
established as ‘‘the most popular form of amuse-
ment of the day,’’ as an early historian of the
cinema observed (Steer, 1913, pp. 11–12).

As with most other new forms of mass media
after it, the rise of the cinema triggered debates
about morality, education, and ‘‘the masses.’’
Politicians, intellectuals, and self-acclaimed moral
authorities, many of them associated with the
‘‘reform movement’’ that accompanied the cinema
in its early days, advocated a range of restrictions
for the new medium. Their moral concerns were
not only about the content of films but also about
the unregulated public space and the ‘‘semi-
darkness’’ of the cinema, which they saw as
encouraging loose morals. The cinema channeled
anxieties about ‘‘the masses’’ and ‘‘the crowd,’’
perceived as a threat by many intellectuals. The
German novelist Alfred Döblin described the spec-
tators in cinemas as ‘‘a monster of an audience, a
mass cast out by that white, staring eye.’’ For this
crowd, entertainment was ‘‘necessary like bread.’’
With a ‘‘reflex-like lust,’’ the consuming crowd
satisfied its ‘‘hunger for sensation.’’ Advocates of
the cinema, in contrast, stressed the educational
and artistic potential of the new medium. The stage
was set for future debates about the influence of
popular culture on moral and cultural values.

In parallel to the cinema rose the gramophone.
First demonstrated by the American inventor Emile
Berliner in 1888, this was a device that could
reproduce the sound stored in acoustically gener-
ated, laterally cut grooves in the surface of a rotat-
ing disc. Different formats and technologies coex-
isted during the decades before World War I, but
the gramophone increasingly won over the ‘‘pho-
nograph’’ developed earlier by Thomas Edison.
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There were to be many changes in the way music
was recorded and reproduced during the twentieth
century, from the shellac disc to the vinyl plastic
record, the magnetic tape to the compact disc, but
the underlying model introduced by the gramo-
phone changed very little until the 1990s: music
was stored on a record that was then mass-
produced and sold. There was a mass market of
music consumption in Europe as early as 1904
when the Italian tenor Enrico Caruso had his first
million-selling record.

WAR AND ENTERTAINMENT

The year 1914 marked a new era in the develop-
ment of popular culture. Although governments
had attempted to influence and manipulate popular

culture before the war, its use for propaganda pur-
poses was only fully explored during World War I.
A number of important developments, among
them the consolidation of national film, media,
and entertainment companies, were the result.
This went perhaps the furthest in Germany, where
the founding of the Universum Film AG, or Ufa, in
December 1917, brought the most important pro-
duction and distribution companies into one gov-
ernment-owned holding that was to play a major
part in the expansion of mass culture in Germany in
the first half of the twentieth century. Yet, the

relationship between popular culture and war was

about more than propaganda and censorship,

power and manipulation. World War I was the first

of the major European conflicts that was

Londoners wait outside the St. James Picture Theater to see the American film Enemies of Women, starring Clara

Bow, July 1923. By the outbreak of World War I, cinema had become an enormously popular form of amusement for Europeans.
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experienced and made sense of through mass enter-

tainment. The cinematograph and the gramophone

made it possible for even remote audiences to par-

ticipate in as well as seek diversion from the war. It

was during World War I that the aesthetic strate-

gies by which popular culture approached and

represented war in the twentieth century were first

experimented with. This could be seen in the

novelty of violence, killing, and death represented

in film and in the nostalgic and romantic framing of

the radically challenging effects of modern war-

fare—themes that were taken up with new intensity

during World War II, when the radio offered an

additional medium of popular culture.

RADIO

There were other important pioneers, such as

Eduard Branly in France, Augusto Righi in Italy,

and Alexander Popov in Russia, but Guglielmo

Marconi is usually credited with the invention of

the radio in 1895, harnessing the achievements of

earlier innovators such as James Clerk Maxwell,

Heinrich Hertz, and Oliver Lodge. Having failed

to win support in his native Italy, Marconi brought

the technology to Britain, where he demonstrated

the potential of radio waves as a means of tele-

graphic communication. In 1914 he succeeded in

transmitting speech over the radio, and in 1920

Marconi invited opera star Dame Nellie Melba to

perform at his works in Chelmsford, demonstrating

the potential of the ‘‘wireless’’ for entertainment.

Whether state-controlled or industry-run, there

were initially only a very few nationwide stations

in European countries. The Netherlands led the

way in regular broadcasting, putting out programs

from The Hague in November 1919 through a

station set up by the Netherlandse Radio-

Industrie. In France the first radio station to broad-

cast was Radio Tour Eiffel, established in 1921 as a

state station. In Britain, initial experimental sta-

tions were followed by the formation of the

British Broadcasting Company, which began its

daily schedule in 1922.

The radio soon reached much larger audiences
than any other contemporary medium. By the late
1930s, roughly three out of every four households
in both Great Britain and National Socialist
Germany had a radio. In the context of popular

culture, two aspects were particularly significant.
First, these were simultaneous audiences. Programs
could be heard at the same time by millions of
listeners who did not have to be in the same loca-
tion. Second, these were increasingly international
audiences. The Geneva Plan for European wave-
lengths, drawn up in 1926, signaled that the new
medium transcended national boundaries, a phe-
nomenon that became a defining feature of popular
culture in the twentieth century. While it offered a
new experience of simultaneity, the radio did not
make other agents of popular culture redundant.
On the contrary, gramophone records, spectator
sports, the cinema, and popular newspapers con-
tinued to flourish in the ‘‘age of radio.’’

During World War II the line between enter-
tainment and propaganda was indistinguishable, in
radio as in cinema and other arenas of popular
culture. Indeed, forms of entertainment that were
less directly political often proved to be more effi-
cient in the mobilization of consent both in
National Socialist Germany and in the Allied coun-
tries. The radio was the most important medium,
in particular because it did not stop at boundaries
and check points. To talk ‘‘live’’ to audiences all
over Europe that could be reached simultaneously
was a technological innovation that propagandists
and politicians made use of in all countries. Charles
de Gaulle’s appeal on 18 June 1940, in which he
coined the phrase ‘‘France has lost a battle; but
France has not lost the war,’’ became the most
famous instance. Talking on ‘‘Radio London’’ over
the airwaves of the British Broadcasting Corporation
(BBC), he rejected capitulation to Germany and
appealed to French listeners in Britain and on the
Continent to join him in the resistance movement.

TELEVISION

It was not until after World War II that the most
important medium of twentieth-century popular
culture began its rapid rise. The technological
foundations of television had been set in the first
half of the twentieth century through experiments
and inventions by William Crookes, Paul Nipkow,
Karl Ferdinand Braun, and Boris Rosing. Drawing
on their achievements, the Scottish inventor John
Logie Baird demonstrated a workable system in the
1920s, holding the first public display of television
at the department store Selfridges in London in

P O P U L A R C U L T U R E

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2047



1925. In 1936 the BBC began to broadcast experi-

mental television programs using Baird’s system.

However, the age of television actually began only

in the 1950s when it became possible in large parts

of Europe to receive images transmitted as electri-

cal signals. Just as in the 1920s, when radio broad-

casting had begun as a mostly state-controlled

medium, publicly controlled institutions were

given the license to transmit television programs:

the BBC in Britain, RTÉ (Radio Telefı́s Éireann) in

Ireland, RAI (Radio Audizioni Italiane) in Italy,

TVE (Televisión Española) in Spain, ARD

(Arbeitsgemeinschaft der öffentlich-rechtlichen

Rundfunkanstalten Deutschlands), a consortium

of public broadcasting services, in West Germany.

In the 1980s and 1990s European countries began

to ‘‘deregulate’’ and ‘‘liberalize’’ television, result-

ing in a competition between ‘‘public’’ and ‘‘pri-

vate’’ channels and in the rise of new formats and

programs of televised entertainment.

The number of households owning television

sets increased steadily during the second half of the

twentieth century. In 1955, only three out of one

thousand inhabitants owned a television set in

France, five out of one thousand in West

Germany, and ninety-five out of one thousand in

Britain. By 1972 there was roughly one television

set per four inhabitants in these countries. Twenty

years later the number had doubled. There was

now one television set per two inhabitants in most

countries of the European Union. Outside the

European Union the picture was more diverse.

According to the United Nations Educational,

Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)

estimates for 2000, San Marino was, with 849

television sets per 1,000 people, the European

country with the highest and Bosnia and

Herzegovina, with 111 sets per 1,000 inhabitants,

the country with the lowest density of television

receivers. The Europe-wide success of television

did not necessarily result in the decline of other

media of popular culture. Indeed, the average

amount of time per day spent listening to the radio

by European adults in 1989–1990 (174 minutes in

Switzerland, 159 in Britain, 131 in France, 154 in

Germany, 90 in Portugal, and 73 in Spain) repre-

sented an increase on the figures for 1950, when

there had been very little competition from the

television.

THE CRITIQUE OF POPULAR CULTURE

Of the many intellectual critics of popular culture
in twentieth-century Europe, the sociologists and
philosophers of the ‘‘Frankfurt School’’ have per-
haps been the most influential. Theodor W.
Adorno and Max Horkheimer provided a deeply
pessimistic assessment of what they called the
Kulturindustrie, the ‘‘culture industry,’’ in their
Dialectic of Enlightenment (Dialektik der
Aufklärung, 1947). They saw popular culture as
primarily driven by economic interest. This ‘‘com-
mercial imperative,’’ resulting in the commodifica-
tion of culture, had deeply negative effects. Because
they were produced according to economic consid-
erations, advertising, television, film, and popular
music encouraged a standardized and mechanical
consumption of culture. Audiences were manip-
ulated into becoming uncritical consumers of mass
entertainment. The resulting conformity of society
suited the economically powerful and ruling classes.
Ultimately, the culture industry made mass audi-
ences willing subjects in a repressive system of
thought and organization.

Jürgen Habermas, the key representative of the
generation of the Frankfurt School after Adorno
and Horkheimer, offered a similarly pessimistic,
but more historically based interpretation in The
Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere
(Strukturwandel der Öffentlichkeit, 1961). His
model centered on the change from an eigh-
teenth-century public in which a ‘‘rational-critical
discourse’’ was cultivated, mostly by educated and
propertied men supported by individual printers
and publishers, to the modern public sphere in
which mass consumption and the domination of a
few capitalist enterprises, primarily interested in the
generation of profit, resulted in the degeneration
of critical discourse. This model did not go unchal-
lenged, and Habermas accepted some of the objec-
tions in the foreword to the 1990 edition of
Strukturwandel, acknowledging that his interpreta-
tion had suffered from too stark a contrast between
an idealized depiction of the eighteenth-century
and a pessimistically painted twentieth-century
public sphere.

The various forms of ‘‘cultural studies’’ that
blossomed at universities in the 1970s contributed
significantly to the revision of models such as those
by Adorno and Horkheimer as well as Habermas.
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The Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies at
the University of Birmingham in Britain, founded
in 1964, was one of the pioneering institutions
developing the interdisciplinary study of popular
culture. While many authors associated with the
cultural studies approach saw the Frankfurt
School as founding fathers of their enquiry into
the relationship between society and culture, the
new academic discipline produced important revi-
sions of earlier, predominantly pessimistic,
approaches to popular culture. Thus Stuart Hall
and Tony Jefferson (Resistance through Rituals,
1976) still saw popular culture as shaped by hege-
monic forces, yet simultaneously as a territory in
which people could genuinely resist manipulation
and conformity. Toward the end of the century
popular culture became increasingly conceptualized
as a space in which power and values were contested
and negotiated. John Fiske (Understanding Popular
Culture, 1989; Reading the Popular, 1989) was
influential in emphasizing the capacity of popular
culture to articulate the contradictory values of
diverse audiences. Popular culture became inter-
preted much less as a form of coercion or as effect-
ing a ‘‘cultural decline.’’ Writers instead focused on
the way in which popular media and cultural forms
could be seen as a process of struggle and negotia-
tion, the outcome of which was open-ended and
continuously reevaluated.

INTERNET, CONVERGENCE, AND

FRAGMENTATION

The experience of the last new mass medium of the
twentieth century, the Internet, perhaps contribut-
ed to a less monolithic and pessimistic interpreta-
tion of popular culture. The Internet, a worldwide
network of computer networks, developed out of a
government initiative in the United States in the
1970s, under the direction of the Department of
Defense, which aimed to connect computers in
military and research establishments throughout
the United States and overseas. European univer-
sities and research institutions joined this network
in the mid-1980s. While its technology originated
in a government initiative, the Internet had no
central governing body or authority that regulated
it. With the growth in the ownership of personal
computers, the network expanded dramatically in
the 1990s and became mostly used in the form of
the World Wide Web. Technically speaking, the

‘‘web’’ was the entirety of all computers linked to

the Internet and storing documents that are

mutually accessible through the use of a standard

protocol. The computer scientist Tim Berners-Lee,

credited with the creation of the World Wide Web,

defined it as ‘‘the universe of network-accessible

information, an embodiment of human knowl-

edge.’’ In September 2004, the Geneva-based

International Telecommunications Union, an

organization representing the telecommunications

industry, estimated that there were 230,886,000

Internet users in Europe, an increase from 2000

of 124 percent. In countries such as Denmark,

Germany, Finland, Netherlands, and the United

Kingdom, roughly half the population used the

new medium regularly. Within the European

Union, Sweden had the highest Internet penetra-

tion with 74.5 percent and Greece the lowest with

15.3 percent. Outside the European Union the

divergence was even stronger: while only 1 percent

of Albanians used the Internet, 66 percent of

Icelanders were ‘‘online.’’

By the end of the twentieth century, the extra-

ordinary growth of the Internet had begun to

transform many established practices and forms of

popular culture. Convergence and fragmentation

were two key words in the interpretation of these

changes. The first was not necessarily a new phe-

nomenon: the gramophone and the radio had

‘‘converged’’ just as much in the 1920s as tele-

vision and Internet seemed to at the beginning of

the twenty-first century. The second, however,

reflected a trend that was suited to transform pop-

ular culture more profoundly. It had arguably

begun in the 1980s when the success of the video

cassette recorder (VCR) had brought about a

change in viewers’ relationship with television sched-

ules. For the first time, patterns of individual

demand could be accommodated: no longer did

viewers have to conform to television schedules,

they could store and view programs at their chosen

time. The phenomenon of empty streets during the

broadcasting of popular dramas or comedies, a

visible sign for the simultaneous audiences and

shared experience of popular culture, became

increasingly rare. A number of new digital record-

ing devices introduced in the 1990s accelerated

this effect, as did the arrival of satellite, digital,

and online transmission. The numbers of
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subscribers to these new services varied naturally
greatly across Europe, but the United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) esti-
mated in 2003 that on average 73 out of 1,000
inhabitants in the European Union owned a satellite
dish and that 162 out of 1,000 subscribed to cable
television. By 2004, governments in a number of
European countries expected digital television to
supersede analog television during the first decade
of the twenty-first century. Whether available via
satellite, cable, or terrestrial aerials, new forms of
television allowed for not only an unprecedented
multitude of channels to be received, but also the
selling of programs and films ‘‘on demand.’’ As a
result, a television program was no longer a singular
event, but a commodity that could be selected,
stored, and repeated at the consumer’s choice.

The technological availability and changing
formats of mass entertainment that came with the
Internet pushed this process further, especially with
the increasing success of ‘‘broadband’’ services.

This was a transmission technique that used a wide

range of frequencies, allowing for higher volumes

of data and several channels to be communicated

simultaneously, even when using existing networks

such as telephone circuits. According to media

analysts, fifty-four million people in the European

Union used broadband access to the Internet in

2004, twenty million more than in the previous

year. This meant that consumers could browse

Internet pages at high speed, download music or

films as files, and play online games. Market resear-

chers found that, as a result, Europeans changed

what they did in their spare time. A quarter of

broadband Internet users in Europe said in 2004

that they spent less time watching television and

more time using the World Wide Web. The devel-

opment of mobile phones and other portable

devices capable of downloading Internet items of

popular culture almost without any geographic

restriction contributed further to the challenge of

the television as the dominant medium and to a

Two young men with punk-influenced hairstyles and clothing on the subway, London, England, 1997. ªGIDEON

MENDEL/CORBIS
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process that critics interpreted as the fragmentation

or individualization of popular culture. Yet, while

there was evidence that audiences did become more

fragmented, the opposite continued to characterize

the entertainment and media industry. Popular cul-

ture at the beginning of the twenty-first century

continued to be dominated by a comparably small

number of international companies that exercised a

far-reaching influence by shaping and channeling

tastes and fashions, issues and debates. Their power

and its regulation remained at the heart of public

debates about popular culture.

See also Cinema; Football (Soccer); Leisure; Television;
Tourism.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Adorno, Theodor W. The Culture Industry: Selected Essays
on Mass Culture. London, 1991.

Adorno, Theodor W., and Max Horkheimer. Dialectic of
Enlightenment. Translated by John Cumming. London,
1972. Translation of Dialektik der Aufklärung (1947).

Anderson, Patricia. The Printed Image and the Transforma-
tion of Popular Culture. Oxford, U.K., 1991.

Barthes, Roland. Mythologies. Translated by Annette Lavers.
London, 1972. Translation of Mythologies (1957).

Bell, Michael. ‘‘The Study of Popular Culture.’’ In Concise
Histories of American Popular Culture, edited by
M. Thomas Inge. Westport, Conn., 1982.

Benjamin, Walter. ‘‘The Work of Art in the Age of
Mechanical Reproduction.’’ In Illuminations, edited by
Hannah Arendt, 219–253. Translated by Harry Zohn.
New York, 1968. Translation of Das Kunstwerk im
Zeitalter seiner technischen Reproduzierbarkeit (1936).

Berners-Lee, Tim, with Mark Fischetti. Weaving the Web:
The Original Design and Ultimate Destiny of the World
Wide Web by Its Inventor. San Francisco, 1999.

Bigsby, C. W. E., ed. Approaches to Popular Culture.
London, 1976.

Bourdieu, Pierre. On Television. Translated by Priscilla
Pankhurst Ferguson. New York, 1998. Translation of
Sur la television (1996).

Briggs, Asa. The Birth of Broadcasting. Oxford, U.K., 1961.

———. The Golden Age of Wireless. Oxford, U.K., 1995.

Briggs, Asa, and Peter Burke. A Social History of the Media:
From Gutenberg to the Internet. Cambridge, U.K., 2002.

Calhoun, Craig, ed. Habermas and the Public Sphere.
Cambridge, Mass., 1992.

Carey, James W. Communication as Culture: Essays on
Media and Society. Boston, Mass., 1989.

Chanan, Michael. Repeated Takes: A Short History of
Recording and Its Effects on Music. London, 1995.

Charney, Leo, and Vanessa R. Schwartz, eds. Cinema and
the Invention of Modern Life. Berkeley, Calif., 1995.
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JAN RÜGER

n

POPULAR FRONT. In France, the name
Popular Front (Front Populaire) refers to three
different things: a political strategy, a mass move-
ment, and an experiment in government. Owing to
the unprecedented links among them, these ele-
ments generated a new political culture that had a
lasting influence.

In July 1934 the French Communist Party
(PCF; Parti Communiste Français) and the
French Socialist Party (SFIO; Section Française de
l’Internationale Ouvrière) ratified a pact of unity of
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action to combat fascism. In October, Maurice

Thorez, secretary-general of the PCF, became wor-

ried about the Right’s advances and the ‘‘fascist

threat’’ and proposed extending this pact to the

Radicals, in the form of a ‘‘popular front for free-

dom, labor, and peace.’’ The Socialists and the

Radicals were initially reluctant but agreed to the

pact after the municipal elections of May 1935.

A national committee of the Rassemblement

Populaire (Popular Assembly; this official title

never supplanted the earlier name) was constituted

just after a powerful mass demonstration on 14 July

1935. The Socialists, Communists, and Radicals

agreed on the principle of reciprocal withdrawals

from the upcoming legislative elections. These

withdrawals were conditional upon a common pro-

gram, which was also ratified by the labor unions

(reunited in March as the Confédération Générale

du Travail, or CGT) and numerous associations

(the Human Rights League, the Vigilance

Committee of Antifascist Intellectuals, and so on).

This was in all respects a first. The Comintern,

initially hostile, upheld this strategy as a model

during its Seventh Congress (July 1935)—

although this did not bring about its widespread

acceptance. In fact, this strategy was only viable in

combination with the mass movement that had

preceded it and that it helped amplify and modify.

That movement was embodied in the antifas-

cist reaction to the antiparliamentarian offensive of

6 February 1934. It then grew in response to the

crisis (demonstrations against government decrees)

and the paramilitary leagues and changed in nature

with the demonstration of 14 July 1935, in which

‘‘the folds of the red flag and the tricolor, the

strains of La Marseillaise and the Internationale’’

were mingled all over France. This description was

not gratuitous. At work was a symbiosis among

antifascist, republican, and class cultures that

allowed for the emergence of a completely new

kind of political and popular culture. This nascent

culture was also expressed in the working-class

municipalities that were gained or preserved in

1935, which became laboratories of the avant-

garde in the cultural, political, and social order.

Their modern management style was an argument

in favor of the accession of the Popular Front to

head the country.

This dynamic obviously influenced the results
of the legislative elections on 26 April 1936, as the
economic crisis raged on. During the first ballot, a
slight leftward shift of votes from the Right
resulted in victory for the Popular Front. The
Socialists outpaced the Radicals, strengthening
their status as France’s foremost party. The
French Communist Party, ranked third within the
coalition, made the most progress of all. In the
second ballot the electoral system magnified
the victory. The Popular Front won with a gain of
some forty seats: 149 Socialists, 111 Radicals, and
72 Communists were elected. This shift in the
balance of power, both unprecedented and unex-
pected, put Léon Blum, leader of the majority party
within the victorious coalition, at the head of the
government, although his party, since after World
War I, had objected to the principle of ‘‘participa-
tion’’ in a bourgeois government. Because the
Communists had opted for support without

A 1936 pamphlet proclaims that the Popular Front

opposes misery, fascism, and war, and offers bread,

peace, and liberty. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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participation, the government was made up of

Socialists and Radicals. Twenty-five of its mem-

bers had never held positions of ministerial

responsibility, and some were very young. For

the first time, three undersecretariats were given

to women (although the Popular Front’s program

had not retained the idea of giving them the right

to vote). A Ministry of the National Economy was

created to allow for the state to intervene more

effectively in ‘‘all problems of an economic nat-

ure.’’ The state further extended its sphere of

influence by creating an undersecretariat for

Sports and Leisure (prohibited, however, from

any reductive subjugation of culture to politics).

All of these were instruments of a new govern-

ment culture. However, it soon became necessary

to make compromises in light of an unprece-

dented situation.

The popular movement that had hastened the

victory and helped delineate the new balance of

power, far from disappearing with the victory,

instead expanded and changed in nature. Léon

Blum, immediately charged with constituting the

new government, chose to wait for the expiration

of the mandate of the Chamber of Deputies on

2 June to obtain his investiture in parliament. An

unprecedented ‘‘social explosion’’ occurred in the

interim. Between the two electoral ballots, employ-

ers fired workers for participating in a work shut-

down on 1 May. Immediately after the victory,

strikes broke out demanding that the workers be

rehired. The strikes began on 11 May in the

Breguet aeronautics factories in Le Havre, and

from 14 to 20 May spread to various other aero-

nautics and metallurgical companies, with workers

demanding salary increases, the institution of

worker delegates, and protection of the right to

strike. On 26 May the traditional homage to fallen

Communards swelled to unprecedented propor-

tions and became a catalyst. The strikes spread to

other industries until only the public sector and the

banks were spared—all without any directive from

the labor unions beforehand.

On the eve of his parliamentary investiture

Blum had obtained assurances that employers

were prepared to make significant concessions to
end the conflict. On 4 June he was invested by

384 votes against 209. On 7 June he brought

representatives of the employers’ federation, the

Confédération Générale de la Production

Française (CGPF), and the CGT together at

Matignon. The agreement that was ratified repre-

sented a first in the history of social relations in

France. It guaranteed a significant increase in sal-

aries, union freedoms, and the institution of shop

delegates in establishments with more than ten

workers. Collective agreements by branch were

to be established. A few days later the parliament

adopted the law mandating the forty-hour work

week and paid vacation time. It extended compul-

sory education by one year. But the strikes went

on, spreading to additional companies, many of

which had no union members, and peaking on

11 June.

The theory of Communist ‘‘double dealing’’

has fizzled out. But the fact that the labor unions

were not necessarily behind each of the strikes, and

that there was only a weak correlation between

unionization and the decision to strike—the rail-

way workers, 22 percent of them unionized, did

not strike, while metalworkers, 4 percent of them

unionized, spearheaded the strike and made up the

largest contingent of strikers—is not enough to

prove the opposite hypothesis of the strikes’ ‘‘spon-

taneity.’’ The postwar Taylorization of French

industry and the resulting de-skilling and intensi-

fied pace of production were no doubt the root

cause of the strikes, as is evident from their epicen-

ter: the big, rationalized factories that were the

anchor points of the general workers’ union, the

Confédération Générale du Travail Unitaire

(CGTU), and which had felt the effects of the

union’s initiatives in the major conflicts of the

1920s. Employers’ response to the crisis, in the form

of increased production and, as a corollary, a rise in

fatal accidents, intensified the malaise but did not

generate a reaction. The electoral victory, and the

hopes that it raised and the fears that it dissipated

(relating to intervention of the forces of law and

order) were the necessary detonator. The working

class, fearful of being deprived of the fruits of the

victory, did not wait. The strikes, experienced as a

kind of liberation, became an affirmation of

restored dignity. They ended only with the signing

of collective agreements, some of which came in

July or early August. This brought the risk of

P O P U L A R F R O N T

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2053



conflicts of interest with the middle classes involved

in the alliance.

Léon Blum’s economic choices were inspired

by Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal. His intent

was to ‘‘prime the pump’’ by boosting consumer

spending and implementing a program of large-

scale public works. The strikes, which forced him

to act quickly and under pressure, at least led to the

adoption of measures consistent with his initial

aims in that they generated a tangible rise in pur-

chasing power (the bankruptcy rate soon took a

downturn). The few structural reforms included

in the program were adopted along with the other

measures: reform of the status of the Bank of

France for increased state control, a National

Wheat Office guaranteeing farm revenues, and

nationalization of the armaments industry to

bring it out from under the control of the arms

dealers. The electrification of rural areas and the

construction of roads, schools, and stadiums were

supposed to expand the market, respond to new

social needs, and modernize the economy. The

essential part of the program was carried out in

eighty days. Devaluation of the franc, although

not included in the program, was meant to boost

exports.

The beginnings of a recovery in the autumn

were soon quelled by a counteroffensive on the

part of employers. Small-scale employers, repudiat-

ing their negotiators, put on a show of strength

around the question of the forty-hour work week.

Further conflicts ensued, and tensions increased.

The law on conciliation and arbitration, passed in

1937, was not enough to reverse the trend.

In July 1936 General Francisco Franco’s mili-

tary rebellion and the Spanish civil war increased

the tensions: antifascism and pacifism, which had

previously seemed to reinforce or be identified

with one another, entered into a conflict of inter-

ests. Partisans and opponents of nonintervention

clashed. On the nonintervention side were the

Radicals, on the other the Communists, and

between them was a line of demarcation sundering

the CGT and the SFIO. Blum, worried about cut-

ting off the country from Great Britain, decided in

favor of nonintervention. This did not prevent the

Radical senators from repudiating his government,

which fell in June 1937. The Popular Front for a

time tried to outlast Blum, then disappeared in

April 1938 with the constitution of Édouard

Daladier’s government, which expanded toward

the Right and took up the offensive against the

forty-hour week, a symbol of the ‘‘ray of sunshine.’’

The failure of the strike of November 1938 led to

the liquidation of the remaining social gains, except

for paid holidays. Just a few months later, Marshall

Philippe Pétain blamed the defeat on the ‘‘spirit of

enjoyment’’ to which the Popular Front had given

free rein.

According to some studies, there was truth to

this accusation. The victory of the Popular Front,

perceived at the time as putting a brake on the rise

of fascism in Europe, eventually created the condi-

tions for a reaction. Young people, women, and

immigrants, excluded from universal suffrage but

transformed during these months into actors in a

new mode of political life, and the world of labor,

strong in its restored dignity, were the pivotal ele-

ments in the Resistance against the Vichy regime

and the Nazi occupation in World War II.

What is more, the Popular Front occasioned a

cultural revolution that profoundly transformed

ways of experiencing and participating in French

society. In this sense it was far more than a ‘‘ray of

sunshine.’’ In the political order, it meant that the

French Left thereafter defined itself in relation to a

twofold heritage of class and democracy, in the

sometimes complex but henceforth indissociable

relations between them. The ongoing interrela-

tionship between collective mobilization and par-

liamentary action redefined politics. Individualism

in politics declined. Organizations of all kinds, par-

ties of the Left and the Right, unions and associa-

tions, all grew larger. The idea that ‘‘it pays to

fight’’ became permanently entrenched in the col-

lective consciousness and helped strengthen this

culture of struggle.

In the cultural order, an active ‘‘cultural pol-

icy’’ in advance of its time allowed for democratic

access to culture, which in all its forms—scientific

and artistic, popular and scholarly, classic and

avant-garde—received government support. The

relationships that intellectuals and artists estab-

lished with the world of labor generated renewed

forms of expression, mainly in mass culture, with

photography, song, and cinema at the forefront.
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These forms were neither proletarian nor official

but popular, in the image of the experience that

gave rise to them.

But ‘‘culture’’ must also be understood in a

broader sense. Here, change was expressed in the

dignity that was restored to work and, by exten-

sion, to the body, its former appendage, through

access to free time and the new forms of socializa-

tion in this freed time. Workers’ relationship to

history and to national (and international) con-

sciousness was transformed. The experience perma-

nently marked the collective consciousness. It

enabled the union of the Left to maintain a vista

of expectations until 1981, and it shaped an image

that long served to perpetuate the view of the

general strike as the ultimate expression of positive

collective action.

See also Communism; Labor Movements; Socialism;
Strikes; Trade Unions.
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DANIÈLLE TARTAKOWSKY
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PORTUGAL. One of Europe’s oldest nation-

states, Portugal by 1914 was a third- or fourth-

ranked continental power, long past its brief time

in the sun as a leading imperial and world power

(a time that began in the 1470s and ended in

1580). If its size and location were marginal, its

strategically located Atlantic islands (the Azores

and Madeira, which were considered strategic dur-

ing both world wars and the Cold War) and imper-

ial possessions in Africa and Asia, as well as its

tungsten mines, lent the small Iberian state more

influence in world affairs during wartime than its

military weakness warranted. Clinging sometimes

desperately to its large overseas empire and con-

stantly reminding its citizens of the country’s cen-

tral role in Europe’s discoveries, Portugal was

conditioned as well by other historic legacies,

including continuing migration of its workers to

richer countries; an Atlantic, maritime orientation;

and dependence for defense of its metropolitan and

imperial sovereignty on the Anglo-Portuguese alli-

ance, world diplomacy’s oldest connection.

THE FIRST REPUBLIC

In the twentieth century, Portugal experienced
four different political systems: the twilight of the
waning constitutional monarchy (1900–1910); the
First Republic (1910–1926); a dictatorship with
two constitutional phases: military dictatorship
(1926–1933) and the Estado Novo (New State;
1933–1974), Europe’s longest surviving authori-
tarian system; and democratic Portugal (established
in 1974). For a period just before World War I,
Portugal adopted a republican form of government
(Europe’s third republic) and appeared to be more
advanced politically than other southern European
states. The illusion died quickly: Portugal’s novice
parliamentary republic became the most unstable
government in twentieth-century Western European
history.

The republic compiled an unenviable record of
civil strife, public violence, chaos, and instability.
Forty-five governments held power in fifteen-and-
a-half years, for an average lifespan of four months
per government. American humorist Will Rogers
quipped some years later that in Portugal a premier
hardly had time to unpack his bags before he was
out on the street; 1920s France coined a new verb,
portugaliser, meaning ‘‘to bring political chaos to a
situation.’’ To excessive political instability was
added legislative and executive instability and lack
of administrative continuity. ‘‘Revolutions,’’ or,
more properly, military and civil insurrections to
overthrow besieged governments, were frequent.
As many as five thousand people died in civil strife
in these incidents and in ephemeral civil wars; only
one president served out his full four-year term
(Antonio de Almeida, r. 1919–1923) and that
was at great risk to his life and at the cost of his
health.

The builders of the ill-fated republic included
some talented leaders who had noble dreams and
plans for modernizing Portugal but they con-
fronted daunting conditions and complex prob-
lems. From the monarchy, the republic had
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inherited deadly legacies of poverty, 75 percent
illiteracy, and heavy debt, and new republican poli-
cies sparked bitter opposition and raised the expec-
tations of many groups—expectations the new
system could not satisfy.

The republic began on 5 October 1910, when

after several days of fighting in Lisbon a civilian and

military conspiracy overthrew the monarchy and

Portugal’s last reigning king, Dom Manuel II of

Braganza, fled into exile in England. From the

beginning, the republic’s political process was held

hostage to repeated military interventions.

Republican ideology was based on the belief that

Portugal’s backwardness was due largely to dom-

ination by a reactionary Catholic Church and an

incompetent, profligate monarchy. In their efforts

to modernize the country, republicans carried out a

sweeping anticlerical policy, which by the spring of

1911 included separation of church and state; secu-

larization of education, public holidays, and over-

seas missionary work at all levels; state confiscation

of all church property, including church buildings;

the legalization of divorce; and the expulsion of

religious orders. To address what republicans per-

ceived as a tradition of monarchical abuse of execu-

tive powers, the Constitution of 1911 also featured

a prominent legislature and a weak executive,

which was composed of a prime minister and a

president elected by the two legislative chambers

rather than directly by the people; fearing opposi-

tion from conservative rural classes as well as much

of the career army, the republicans greatly limited

the franchise and during many elections employed

fraud and intimidation. In terms of the franchise,

the republic, with the exception of one brief pe-

riod, was less democratic than the final phases of

the constitutional monarchy.

Heavy migration from Atlantic Island and

northern Portugal had begun in the middle of the

nineteenth century and the republic’s instability,

violence, economic problems, as well as its anti-

clerical policies, created a massive wave of emigra-

tion to the traditional destinations of these earlier

migrants, Brazil and North America; this exodus

reached a peak in 1912 and served as a kind of

national social barometer. Table 1 indicates the

pattern of Portuguese emigration during much of

the twentieth century.

MILITARY DICTATORSHIP

What popular support the republic enjoyed in the

early years was dissipated in a series of crises: a
disputed anticlerical policy; an economy riven by

unprecedented inflation, currency depreciation,

capital flight, and heavy foreign and domestic debt;
and the negative consequences of Portugal’s partic-

ipation on the Allied side in World War I. One

political party, the Portuguese Republican Party,
nicknamed the Democrats, dominated most elec-

tions and the congress, yet it lacked sustained pop-

ular support and alienated a wide range of many
groups, including businesspeople, unions, employ-

ers, and the career military. By 1925, despite some

useful reforms in education and society, the politi-

cal system had reached a dead end. Although the
military had tried to take power previously, it

remained disunited until a grievance regarding

contested privileges of an officer militia gave mili-
tary conspirators the temporary unity necessary to

organize a coup d’état. On 28 May 1926, in a

bloodless coup, the professional military overthrew
the republic and brought in a military dictatorship.

The military dictatorship established by

‘‘young lieutenants’’ found itself unable to solve

the economic and political crisis or find effective
leaders in the subsequent chaos of what a French

writer aptly described as ‘‘barracks parliamentar-

ism.’’ In April 1928, military leaders asked an

TABLE 1

Portuguese emigration, 1910–1988

1910 39,000
1912 88,000 (75,000 of this to Brazil)
1930 c. 30,000 (the Depression)
1940 c. 8,000 (World War II)
1950 41,000
1960 67,000
1965 131,000 (African colonial wars)
1970 255,000 (African colonial wars)
1974 80,859
1980 25,173
1988 13,332

Note: Figures do not include illegal emigration.

SOURCES: Douglas L. Wheeler. Historical Dictionary of
Portugal, 2nd ed. Lanham, Md., 2002, pp. xxxvi–xxxvii; Maria
Ioannis B. Baganha, “As correntes emigratorias portuguesas no
seculo XX e o seu impacto na economia national,” Analise
Social 128, no. 39, (1994): pp. 959–980.

P O R T U G A L

2056 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



academic expert in finance to take charge of the

ministry of finance and this extraordinary figure,

Antonio de Oliveira Salazar (1889–1970), an eco-

nomics professor at Coimbra University, soon

dominated government, initiated reforms, and

worked himself into the position of dictator. The

reclusive, crafty Salazar was named prime minister

in July 1932 and served in that post until he was

felled by a stroke in September 1968. After 1930,

the political system he had created labeled itself the

New State and based itself on the varied ideologies

of the ruling coalition, which included Catholics,

monarchists, nationalists, conservative republicans,

pseudofascists, fascists, and corporatists. Although

for a period (1936–1944) the regime embraced the

symbols, trappings, and selected ideas of fascism

and from then on was consistently characterized

by its opponents on the left as fascist, its inspiration

was more strongly Catholic, nationalist, conserva-

tive, and corporatist than fascist. It maintained

power for as long as it did for a number of reasons:

its effective repressive machinery, dominated by a

political police force; the complicity and support of

the career military leadership, the Catholic Church,

and the wealthier classes; the divided nature of the

opposition; and a largely apolitical population.

Regime domination of the media combined with

press censorship to create the illusion of political

peace and popular support, but in fact the only

period when the regime had a measure of genuine

popularity came before 1945. After World War II,

political opposition became more intense and the

regime confronted a series of unexpected crises.

When it came to power, the New State prom-

ised to overcome the economic crisis, balance bud-

gets, stabilize politics, restore a depleted national

pride, and deliver competent governance to a

country still reeling from the experience of what

some critics called ‘‘the nightmare republic.’’ But

authoritarian Portugal experienced a series of for-

eign policy, economic, and imperial crises that

tested the talents of the ruling group. Stabilizing

the empire’s debt-ridden economy was a slow pro-

cess, but the New State could claim at least some

success by the mid-1930s. Two major back-to-back

foreign policy crises, the Spanish civil war (1936–

1939) and World War II (1939–1945) challenged

Salazar as an interim foreign minister, and many

domestic reforms had to be postponed. Portugal’s

stalwart support for General Francisco Franco’s

Nationalists in the Spanish civil war was an impor-

tant if little known factor in Franco’s eventual vic-

tory over the Spanish Republicans in 1939.

Portugal remained neutral in World War II but

made important economic gains from wartime

mineral (especially wolfram or tungsten ore for

hardening steel) and food exports to the Allies once

the Axis began to lose the war and once the Allies

put pressure on Lisbon to assist their war effort.

A major turning point came in October 1943,

when Portugal granted the British (and later the

Americans) lease rights for military bases in the

Azores Islands, which proved to be an important

precedent later in 1949, when Portugal was a

founding member of NATO.

As large crowds of flag-waving Portuguese

celebrated VE (Victory in Europe) Day on 8 May

1945 in Lisbon’s streets, few could have imagined

that their odd dictator would still be in office

twenty-three years later. Portugal’s ruling group

faced a postwar economic downturn and after

1950 new anticolonial pressures. Portugal refused

to decolonize its territories in India when Indian

passive resistance marchers entered its enclaves in

1954 and 1955. It declared to the United Nations,

when it was admitted as a member along with

Spain in late 1955, that its territories in Africa,

Asia, and Oceania were not colonies but ‘‘overseas

provinces.’’ Portugal confronted a Goa crisis after

India won independence in 1947. In 1961, when

insurgents rose in northern Angola, African colo-

nial wars presented a new, unprecedented challenge

to the armed forces, which (except for some volun-

teers who fought in the Spanish civil war) had not

experienced combat since World War I. Another

blow to both the regime and the empire was

India’s conquest of Portugal’s Indian territories in

only two days during December 1961.

Although by 1960 economic growth and

development were steady, the colonial crisis that

began in early 1961 presented a double challenge

to the ruling group. The political fallout of the

insurgencies in Angola was quickly repressed, and

the slaughter of several hundred Portuguese set-

tlers brought a surge of at least temporary popular

support for the regime and weakened the already
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divided opposition. The regime enjoyed a new,

brief lease on life, but its aging leadership was

forced to devote unaccustomed attention and

resources to saving Angola and other African colo-

nies from what it claimed were communist-inspired

attacks and to convincing the world that although

the other imperial powers had retired, Portugal, a

NATO member, would take a stand in its empire.

REVOLUTION AND ITS AFTERMATH

Following a stroke in September 1968, the ailing

Salazar was replaced by Marcello Caetano, a pro-

fessor of law at Lisbon University who, although

younger than Salazar by seventeen years, was one

of the key architects of the New State and had

served in many top posts. Although Caetano pro-

mised change within the system, he confronted a

political system without a real future and a military

crisis without a military solution. For several years,

Caetano was successful in bringing about minor

reforms and reinforcing Portugal’s forces in its

three colonial wars, but by 1970 his political honey-

moon was over. Internal opposition grew, as did

massive emigration pressures, the human and

financial costs of three simultaneous and widely

dispersed colonial wars, and the restiveness of the

career military. In 1973 the crisis deepened as

career military officers entered into a conspiracy

to overthrow the government. As had happened

in 1926, an initial military grievance regarding the

officers’ privileges became the rallying cry that tem-

porarily united career military personnel and galva-

nized them. They overturned a regime that during

a thirteen-year war in Africa had been unable to

end the conflict and had blamed the military for its

failure. The regime had also been unable to deal

effectively with a severe economic crisis that was

due to an Arab oil boycott and an international

A man suspected of being a member of the Portuguese secret police is arrested by soldiers of the Movimento das

Forcas Armadas (MFA) following the overthrow of the Caetano government, April 1974. ªHENRI BUREAU/CORBIS SYGMA
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recession, a confrontation between the police and

the military in Africa, and defections among the

regime’s waning coalition of supporters.

On 25 April 1974, an organization of career

military personnel, the Armed Forces Movement,

an unusual military coalition led by a group called

the captains, who had spent years fighting in the

colonial wars, overthrew the New State in a blood-

less coup d’état based in Lisbon. The group’s initial

program was threefold: to restore democracy and

end the dictatorship; to end the empire; and to

bring sustained economic development to a society

hamstrung by poverty and great economic inequal-

ities. Many of the captains were heavily influenced

by Marxist-Leninist ideology and anticolonialism,

but their presumed leader, the conservative war

hero and senior general Antonio Spinola, was

against rapid decolonization and favored a slow

transition to a Portuguese-dominated federation

of former colonies. Although he was initially

appointed president of the republic, General

Spinola resigned under fire from the more radical

captains and led a failed coup to restore a more

conservative government. For eighteen months,

Portugal experienced a unique post-coup revolu-

tion during which 60 percent of the economy was

nationalized; many workers went on strike (strikes

had been banned under the New State) and occu-

pied factories, housing, and farmlands; and the

radical Constitution of 1976 was approved, decree-

ing a transition to socialism and the triumph of the

proletariat. A severe economic crisis followed,

along with rapid decolonization (except for East

Timor and Macau), and the unexpected arrival in

Portugal of at least 500,000 Portuguese and

African retornados (returned ones), adding new

social, economic, and political pressures to the

revolutionary atmosphere. Moderate career military

officers ousted the radical military elements on 25

November 1975 and began the process of the sta-

bilization and normalization of the movement

toward full democracy.

Since 1974 Portugal has maintained a stable

democracy. Unlike the First Republic, this Third

Republic (the New State is counted as the Second

Republic) had a number of advantages that made
possible its stability, wide freedoms, broad fran-

chise, economic development, integration into the

European and world communities, and policies
that sought to achieve economic equality, women’s
rights, the safeguarding of the environment, and a
functioning multiparty democracy. Although in the
early years the country experienced an economic
crisis and recession, which lasted at least until the
early 1980s, sustained growth and some prosperity
followed. Post-1974 democratic Portugal has not
directly confronted a war of its own overseas (it
sent token contingents to theaters of war in the
Balkans, Afghanistan, the Persian Gulf, and Iraq).
It has a much lower emigration rate than in the past
and has enjoyed a greater degree of political and
social peace, with a modicum of economic prosper-
ity for a larger number of citizens,

Portugal’s long tradition of migration abroad
has continued but at a much lower rate. According
to Overseas Portuguese Communities Population
Figures by Country of Residence, just over ten mil-
lion people lived in continental and Atlantic Island
Portugal in 2002, and another four million
Portuguese citizens, amounting to about 40 per-
cent of the nation’s population, lived abroad as
resident workers, although many regularly
revisited Portugal. As Table 2 shows, the largest
portion of the overseas Portuguese communities
resided in Brazil, France, and North America, but
Portuguese migrants are found in many other
countries as well.

Portugal is poorer and less industrialized than
Spain but considerable economic and social prog-
ress has been made since the troubled 1970s and

TABLE 2

Numbers of Portuguese migrants overseas

Brazil 1,000,000
France 630,000
South Africa 570,000
United States 520,000
Canada 420,000
Venezuela 400,000
Western Europe (besides France and Germany) 175,000
Germany 125,000
United Kingdom 70,000
Lusophone Africa 50,000
Australia 50,000
Total 4,010,000

SOURCE: Douglas L. Wheeler, Historical Dictionary of Portugal,
2nd ed., Lanham, Md., 2002, p. xxxvii.
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early 1980s. The new Portugal enjoys wide demo-
cratic freedoms, a functioning multiparty system
dominated by two parties, the Social Democrats
and the Socialists, a more racially and religiously
diverse population, greater literacy, and an
improved (if still challenged) educational system.
A major factor in the modernization of the country
has been its membership in the European Union,
which it joined in 1986. Loans and grants from the
European Union, as well as the adoption of the
euro, have helped transform the economy and
infrastructure. Portugal’s 1998 Expo, a kind of
Lisbon World’s Fair, demonstrated anew that the
Portuguese have adapted to changes and yet have
preserved their historic patrimony while at the
same time attempting to safeguard another legacy,
an environment under that is threat. Portugal, like
so many other small Western European countries,
seeks to preserve its unique identity and its best
traditions at the same time that it faces a challeng-
ing future both as a nation and as a member of an
expanding European Union.

See also Fascism; Portuguese Empire; Salazar, Antonio;
Spanish Civil War.
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DOUGLAS L. WHEELER

n

PORTUGUESE EMPIRE. At of the end

of World War I, Portugal held the world’s fourth

most extensive empire, smaller only than those of

Britain, France, and Belgium. In the fifteenth cen-

tury, Portugal had been the first European state to

expand overseas and as of 1975, the year Portugal

decolonized most of its remaining empire, it pos-

sessed the longest-surviving overseas domain. This

empire was long distinguished by a high rate of

miscegenation, a high proportion of native workers

who migrated to adjacent colonies for better lives,

and a lack of control of local trade in many colo-

nies—the exceptions being Angola and some island

colonies. Portugal was the poorest, least developed,

and most sparsely populated of the imperial

European states, but to a degree Portugal’s eco-

nomic motives for empire resembled those of the

wealthier Britain and France, which sought new

markets overseas and foreign exchange.

THE EMPIRE UNDER THE REPUBLIC

The final argument in any Portuguese debate over

the empire was always a nationalist one: keeping

this large empire—an empire more than thirty

times the size of the home country—should not

be seen as a luxury poverty-stricken Portugal could

ill afford but as the factor that allowed the country

once again to count for something in Europe

and to survive as an independent state against its

former nemesis, Spain. That the ruling group

within Portugal, whether monarchist, republican,

or authoritarian, believed this questionable

notion is indisputable. In 1909 one patriot argued

that empire was responsible for Portugal’s ‘‘auton-

omous existence.’’ Several regimes and generations

later, in 1969, Portugal’s former foreign minister,

in a talk to a foreign audience, justified remaining

in Africa after the other colonial powers had with-

drawn by arguing that Portugal was the only coun-

try in Western Europe with only one landward

neighbor.

As of 1914, Portugal’s Third Empire (the first

extends from 1415 to 1640; the second from 1640

to 1822; and the third from 1822 to 1975) was

scattered, diverse, and underdeveloped, with inland

tribes still unconquered. It consisted of disparate

territories in Africa, Asia, and Oceania: in Africa,
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the Cape Verde Islands, Guinea-Bissau, Sao Tome,

the Principe Islands, Angola, and Mozambique; in

western India, Goa, Damao, and Diu; on the south

China coast, the tiny colony of Macau; in Oceania,

East Timor.

Military conquest had largely been completed
by 1914 and Portugal’s leaders looked forward to
an imperial revival and consolidation. Portugal’s
first parliamentary republic (1910–1926) sought
to conquer the final pockets of African and Asian
resistance. Special attention was devoted to devel-
oping the largest colony, Angola, which also had
the greatest mineral, energy, and agrarian
resources. The republic promoted European settle-
ment there and made unprecedented investment in
roads, ports, railroads, and mining. It also made
efforts to civilianize a militarized administration
and to decentralize colonial administration.

At best, the unstable republic’s colonial record
was mixed. On the one hand, by 1919 Portugal’s
armed forces had completed the conquest of the
main African colonies’ hinterlands. Important
initial investment had been made by largely foreign
companies in railroads, roads, communications,
and mining. In Portuguese East Africa, foreign-
controlled chartered companies ruled significant
chunks of the colony. On the other hand, the
republic’s European settlement schemes failed for
the most part. By 1926 Angola was deeply mired in
debt as well as in settler unrest and scandals regard-
ing corruption, financial fraud, and African forced
labor. The republic’s policy of allowing greater
freedom for foreign investment as well as colonial
autonomy and decentralization had been badly dis-
credited. Scandals concerning African forced labor
and debt had aroused international media attention
and League of Nations investigations, and Lisbon
feared the loss of Portuguese sovereignty in Angola
and Mozambique. To these mounting fears was
added the wretched reputations of the foreign-con-
trolled chartered companies in Mozambique.
Following the military’s overthrow of the first
republic and the establishment first of a military
dictatorship (1926–1933) and then of the New
State dictatorship (1933–1974), a new colonial
policy was implemented. The Colonial Act (1930)
recentralized colonial administration, diminished
colonial autonomy, increased restrictions on for-
eign investment to protect Portuguese investment

in the empire, and phased out the chartered com-
panies in Mozambique. Stringent fiscal control by
Lisbon reduced spending and balanced budgets. A
significant imperial element featured heavily in this
new authoritarian system. The scandals in Angola
convinced the new government that Portugal’s
hold both there and in Mozambique was gravely
imperiled. Britain, South Africa, and perhaps
Germany might conspire to take control of all or
part of these rich colonies, possibly in the guise of a
League of Nations mandate. The new dictatorship,
managed now by Antonio de Oliveira Salazar, had
at the top of its agenda safeguarding the tottering
empire and developing its largely untapped
resources.

THE EMPIRE UNDER SALAZAR

The dictatorship’s record of colonial rule was also
mixed, but this repressive, efficient, and enduring
regime had advantages over the hapless republic. It
had more time to implement its policies, a greater
measure of domestic and foreign investment for
development (especially after World War II and
even more intensively after 1961, when the
African colonial wars began), a larger European
settler population, and periods of greater prosperity
and enforced political peace.

The New State sought to build up a pervasive
colonial mystique in both propaganda and policy.
One such ideology was Luso-tropicalism, which
was designed to justify empire as well as flatter a
certain national image among both foreign and
domestic audiences. According to this idea,
Portugal was a more effective colonial ruler than
other European powers since the Portuguese

TABLE 1

Portuguese population in Angola, 1920–1974

1914 c. 14,000
1920 c. 20,000
1940 44,083
1950 78,000
1960 172,000
1974 330,000

SOURCE: Douglas L. Wheeler and René Pélissier, Angola,
Westport, Conn., 1971, p. 138; Gerald J. Bender, Angola under
the Portuguese, Berkeley, Calif., 1978, p. 228.
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lacked racial prejudice and adapted better to tropi-
cal conditions and cultures. This idea was actively
debated after 1950, when anticolonial resistance
and unrest were generated by nationalism in Africa.

One key belief of the ruling group was that

increased white settlement in Angola and

Mozambique would strengthen Portugal’s hold

over its colonies. Such migration would also serve

several other purposes: finding employment for

Portugal’s unemployed; making Angola more

Portuguese than other colonies, where local trade

was often dominated by foreign traders; advancing

an assimilation policy; and diverting to Africa

Portuguese migrants who traditionally preferred

Brazil or the United States. Until after World

War II, this white settlement policy failed, but begin-

ning in the early 1950s larger numbers of primarily

rural Portuguese settled in Angola and Mozambique.

Table 1 indicates the growth of the Portuguese
population in Angola from 1920 to 1974.

Based on precedents set under the republic and

on French colonial practice, Portugal instituted a

Native Statute featuring an assimilation policy and

classification of the colonial population according

to its degree of ‘‘civilization.’’ Portuguese were

classified as ‘‘civilized’’ and the mass of Africans in

the three Native Statute colonies (Angola,

Mozambique, and Guinea-Bissau) as ‘‘uncivilized.’’

Africans could qualify as ‘‘civilized’’ if they became

assimilados (assimilated ones), learning to read and

write Portuguese, dressing and living like

Europeans, holding a job in the wage economy,

and in some instances possessing a Catholic birth

or baptismal certificate. This entitled them to

European rights. This practice began in the late

1920s and was further codified in the early 1950s,

but it showed few practical results. By 1960 less

than 2 percent of the African population in these

colonies were assimilados.

After World War II, the economic and social

conditions of the African masses improved to some

extent, but poverty, poor health, illiteracy, and

political, and racial repression continued to prevail.

The assimilation policy moved at a glacial pace

and the influx of Portuguese settlers in Angola,

and Mozambique took jobs and housing from

Africans, making matters worse. Until it was

abolished in 1961 and 1962, a key feature of the

colonial economy was widespread African forced

labor in public works, contract labor shipped to

Sao Tome and the Principe Islands, and in the

private sector. By 1947 forced labor had been

abolished by the other colonial powers in Africa,

but its continuation in Portuguese-controlled areas

constituted a key grievance among African nation-

alists for another half generation.

Beginning in 1951, to deflect international crit-
icism, Portugal decreed that its empire was com-
posed not of colonies but of ‘‘overseas provinces.’’
The change, however, was strictly semantic.

REBELLION

From January to March 1961 insurgencies in
northern Angola sparked the first of Portugal’s
three African wars, ending one colonial era and
beginning another. Yet another blow came in
December 1961, when the Indian Army invaded
Portuguese India and in two days conquered the
enclaves of Goa, Damao, and Diu. Portugal was

Portuguese troops uncover a land mine planted by the

Mozambique Liberation Front in the Tete region,

September 1973. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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also saddled with two other colonial wars, guerrilla

insurgencies that broke out in Guinea-Bissau in

1963 and in Mozambique in 1964. At first, the

African rebels were poorly armed and trained, scat-

tered and uncoordinated. Portuguese forces were

able to confine the insurgencies to remote, largely

frontier regions and urban terrorism did not develop.

After 1966, however, the insurgencies spread widely

in rural areas and Portugal was obliged to import

more troops from the home country.

These colonial wars lasted from 1961 to 1974

and were the longest in African history, challenging

Portugal’s military preparations, which were initi-

ally modest, and generating the largest military

mobilization in the country’s history. Social, eco-

nomic, and educational reforms followed, and

forced labor and the assimilation policy were abol-

ished. In theory, all adults, whatever their race or

degree of ‘‘civilization,’’ were now counted as

Portuguese.

By 1974 insurgents in Guinea-Bissau, which

was not a settler colony like Angola or

Mozambique, held more than half the territory

but were unable to capture the capital. In Angola

the insurgency was limited to remote, rural areas

but the largest portion of Portugal’s armed forces

was engaged there. In Mozambique, nationalist

forces in the north and center began to attack more

heavily populated areas and Portugal had to send

reinforcements from Angola. After thirteen years,

no end to the conflicts was in sight. Most of

Portugal’s chief military leaders were convinced

that they could not be won militarily and that only

negotiation and political solutions could end them.

Portugal itself was increasingly pressed by economic,

financial, political, and demographic pressures

(heavy emigration from Portugal to escape the draft

led to a labor shortage). However Premier Marcello

Caetano, who succeeded Salazar, declined to

negotiate with the African nationalists until it was

too late.

On 25 April 1974, a military coup led by career
officers in Lisbon overthrew the dictatorship and
initiated both decolonization and the building of a
democracy. By the end of 1975, more than
500,000 retornados (returned ones) had fled the
former colonies, a good portion of them returning
to Portugal.

The pace of decolonization was as follows:

Guinea-Bissau, September 1974; Cape Verde

Islands, June 1975; Sao Tome and Principe

Islands, July 1975; Mozambique, July 1975;

Angola, November 1975. East Timor was moving

only slowly toward decolonization when in

December 1975, after claiming a threat to national

security, Indonesia invaded and annexed it. In

1999, after intense international pressure and a

popular referendum that favored independence,

Indonesia withdrew from East Timor and in

2001, with United Nations assistance, it achieved

full independence. In 1999, Macau, Portugal’s last

colony, was handed over to the People’s Republic

of China.

See also Colonialism; Decolonization; Portugal; Salazar,
Antonio.
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DOUGLAS L. WHEELER

n

POSTMODERNISM. Since the late 1960s,

when literary critics brought the term into circula-

tion, postmodernism has been employed in what

appears at first sight to be rather different contexts.

Initially referring to a loosely defined set of innova-

tions in practically all artistic disciplines, including

architecture, it later came to include a new pers-

pective on language, knowledge, even the idea of

P O S T M O D E R N I S M

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2063



reality itself. In hindsight, we can see that the

postmodern impulse first surfaced in the 1950s,

well before American literary and cultural critics

such as Ihab Hassan and Susan Sontag began to

identify it as such. In the United States we find it

in, for instance, the collages of Robert Rauschenberg

(b. 1925), the ironic borrowings from popular art

in the work of Roy Liechtenstein (1923–1997), the

musical experiments of John Cage (1912–1992),

the ‘‘happenings’’ of the late 1950s, and other

developments that remind of us the continental

European avant-gardes of the early decades of the

twentieth century. We find echoes of Dada, but

without its deliberately offensive political edge,

and of surrealism, but without surrealism’s belief

in the role Sigmund Freud assigned to the

‘‘unconscious.’’

AMERICAN AND FRENCH VERSIONS

In its earliest phase, this American version of post-
modernism was a mostly playful revolt against the
solemnities, anxieties, and hierarchies of the 1950s
and against the high seriousness and lofty moral
purposes of much of its art. We find the same
appreciation of playfulness and popular art forms
in Robert Venturi’s early 1960s reappraisal of the
architecture of the Las Vegas Strip. In France we
find a similar turning away from the concerns of an
earlier generation, strongly marked in this case by
the still recent experience of Nazi totalitarianism.
Initially limited to literature, the postmodern reac-
tion to the insistent moral seriousness of Jean-Paul
Sartre, Albert Camus, and others was one of formal
experiment and of self-reflexivity, as in the novels
of Alain Robbe-Grillet (b. 1922), in which charac-
ter, theme, and so on are secondary to an explora-
tion of the formal possibilities that the novel as an
art form offers.

This is not to say that we do not find playful-
ness in French postmodernism or that its American
counterpart does not go in for formal experiment
and self-reflexivity. In fact, as postmodernism
developed and became resolutely international,
playfulness, formal experiment, and the intense
consciousness that accompanies self-reflexivity
became virtually inseparable, as in the following
questionnaire that the unsuspecting reader sud-
denly encounters in Donald Barthelme’s Snow
White (1967):

1. Do you like the story so far? Yes ( ) No ( )

2. Does Snow White resemble the Snow White you
remember? Yes ( ) No ( )

3. Have you understood, in reading to this point,
that Paul is the prince figure? Yes ( ) No ( )

4. That Jane is the wicked stepmother-figure? Yes
( ) No ( )

5. In the further development of the story, would
you like more emotion ( ) or less emotion ( )?

A DEVELOPING SERIOUSNESS

By the 1970s postmodernism had developed its

own seriousness. While in postmodernism’s early

stages this seriousness was less than obvious, partly

because of its apparently willful superficiality, partly

because of its interest in formal display, it now was

pervasively present in novels such as Thomas

Pynchon’s Gravity’s Rainbow (1973) or Robert

Coover’s The Public Burning (1977), providing a

moral framework for their wild improbabilities, dis-

plays of self-reflexivity, unsettling asides to the

reader, and general authorial zaniness.

It would, in fact, be fair to say that postmodern

art, in one way or another, has been serious all

along. Its borrowings from popular culture, its

array of anti-interpretive strategies (disruptions,

intentional incoherence, refusal to provide closure,

apparent lack of artistic control, deliberate shallow-

ness), its self-reflexivity, its confusing hybridity (as

in landscape art or installations) and mixing of

styles (as in postmodern architecture), serve an

ultimately political purpose. Such typically post-

modern features question the politics—based on a

specific view of art, the artist, and art’s social func-

tion—that dominated the postwar art world and its

institutions. They reject the ideals of coherence

(dominant in modernist literary criticism) and of

purity (central to our understanding of modernism

in the visual arts and to the modernist architecture

of Bauhaus and its followers). They also call into

question the uniqueness of the artistic object, the

artist as hero, and the transcendence of art itself,

that is, its status as the refuge of eternal aesthetic

values in a commercialized world.

Postmodern art is thoroughly skeptical, first of
all about art, but also about the role of the institu-
tions, such as museums, that embody such ideals,
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and even about deeply entrenched humanist con-

victions concerning the uniqueness and autonomy

of the individual. In the course of the 1970s, that

skepticism, influenced by postmodern theory, was

extended to all social structures, including gender

roles, class and race relations, even capitalism itself.

To put this differently, since its emergence in the

1950s postmodern art has of course, like all art,

drawn our attention to itself, but also to an ever-

widening social context. It has tried to make us ask

questions such as: What is art? Who decides the

answer—and why? Who is excluded by this defini-

tion? Who controls art’s institutions? How are they

funded?

LANGUAGE AND POWER RELATIONS

Postmodern theory, which in the later 1970s began

to exert enormous influence, especially in the

humanities, has its basis in France. It is best seen

as an amalgam, the exact mixture depending on the

theorist in question, of ideas and arguments

derived from the writings of the Marxist sociologist

Louis Althusser (1918–1990), the philosophers

Jacques Derrida (1930–2004) and Jean-François

Lyotard (1925–1998), the historian Michel

Foucault (1926–1984), and the literary critic

Roland Barthes (1815–1980). In all of its many

versions, however, it is resolutely antihumanist

and sees everything as inevitably partaking in rela-

tions of power. What distinguishes postmodern

theory from other antihumanist perspectives that

claim to have a sharp eye for the workings of

power—such as Marxism—is its focus on language

and on the way language constructs the world we

(think we) live in.

For Derrida, language is inherently elusive and

unstable. It is a centerless system of ultimately

arbitrary signs that is never unequivocally anchored

in reality and that never allows stable meaning—

that is, truth—to emerge. As a result, language

facilitates the emergence of false truths and a false

order through oppositions (white versus black,

masculine versus feminine, rational versus irra-

tional, Western versus Oriental) in which one pole

is routinely ‘‘privileged,’’ that is, accorded supe-

riority. For Foucault, language creates order

through what he calls ‘‘discourses’’: networks of

interlocking statements that have evolved over time

and that determine what counts as relevant and

even true within the fields they control. Foucault

discusses a limited number of discourses—medical,

legal, sexological—but obviously there is a dis-

course for every imaginable field. It is these dis-

courses, seemingly without origin and belonging to

nobody, that effectively constitute reality as we

know it and that embody and perpetuate power

and confer it on those who can participate in them.

To be outside discourses—where women and non-

whites have found themselves over much of

Western history—means to go unheard and to be

powerless.

Postmodern theory aims to bring to light how

texts and other forms of communication—including

works of (literary) art—try to establish truths by

privileging certain positions. It then goes on to

‘‘deconstruct’’ them by exposing their ambiguities

and internal contradictions. Alternatively, it may

show how those positions derive from one or more

discourses that have no authority apart from their

own insistent claims. In both cases, postmodern

theory seeks to demonstrate that language—or,

for that matter, any sign system—cannot accurately

represent the world. It shows that it is language

that creates our world and it alerts us to the fact

that we are constantly duped into accepting as

given, as natural, what is in fact fundamentally

ungrounded.

The postmodern attack on language and, more

generally, on all our conceptual systems, leads

inevitably toward skepticism and relativism. For

postmodernists, there is no such thing as truth;

there are only positions that can always be traced

back to the metaphoric play of language. For radi-

cal postmodernists, even the claims of science

derive their authority only from the discourse

within which they are presented. Needless to say,

such views are highly controversial. More generally,

postmodernism’s skepticism with regard to indivi-

dual agency, its resolute antirealism, and its suspi-

cion of reason—which it tends to see as a repressive

force—have generated widespread criticism. It

should be said that postmodern theory is indeed

not characterized by intellectual rigor, an attitude

that can partly be blamed on its suspicion of rea-

son, partly on sheer mischief, and partly on the fact

that it took form in a literary rather than a
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philosophical environment. In spite of that, it has

played an enormously important role by insisting

on the ubiquitousness of power and the inevitabil-

ity of politics and by constantly trying to do justice

to the historically marginalized. Without postmod-

ernism’s groundbreaking radical questioning,

new fields of study such as postcolonial or queer

studies would not have emerged. Even new forms

of political activism such as identity politics and

single-issue politics would not have taken the shape

they have.

See also Architecture; Derrida, Jacques; Foucault,
Michel; Lyotard, Jean-François.
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POTSDAM CONFERENCE. The final
summit conference of World War II (codenamed
‘‘Terminal’’) was held in the Berlin suburb of
Potsdam between 17 July and 2 August 1945.
The principal issues were the treatment of occupied
Germany and that country’s eastern border with
Poland. Looming over all the discussions was the
end of the war with Japan and the use of the atomic
bomb.

PHASE ONE—DEADLOCK

The conference sessions took place in the
Cecilienhof, a mansion built for the crown prince
of Germany before the First World War, designed
in English ‘‘mock Tudor’’ style. The American,
British, and Soviet delegations were housed in the
nearby film colony of Babelsberg, Germany’s
equivalent of Hollywood. Potsdam was the first

opportunity for Winston Churchill (1874–1965),
prime minister of Great Britain, and Joseph Stalin
(1879–1953), the leader of the Soviet Union, to
meet the new American president, Harry Truman
(1884–1972). The conference followed the pattern
of earlier summits such as Yalta, with plenary gath-
erings of the Big Three and their staffs alternating
with meetings of the foreign ministers, who
handled the details of policy and planning.

When the conference opened on 17 July, a

contrast in styles was immediately apparent.

Truman masked his lack of experience with a direct,

businesslike manner, insisting that he wanted

‘‘something in the bag’’ each day. Churchill loved

to make long speeches, his natural loquacity exac-

erbated by the fatigue of five grueling years as war

leader. Stalin, as usual, listened closely and said

little: his interventions were terse, often brusque.

At times each leader got on the others’ nerves, their

frustration intensified by the delays as comments

were translated into either English or Russian.

The central issue was the postwar fate of

Germany. The country had been divided into four

zones of military occupation, under the Americans,

British, French, and Soviets. On 18 July, the con-

ference quickly accepted Truman’s outline propo-

sals for further progress. In each zone, the Allies

would eliminate all relics of Nazism, bring war

criminals to justice, and establish democratic gov-

ernment at the local level. For the time being, no

central German government would be created.

But the Allies could not agree on the question

of reparations. At Yalta they had accepted as a basis

for discussion a figure of twenty million dollars,

half of which would go to the Soviets, who had

suffered most from Nazi depredations. But the Red

Army had already systematically looted its zone in

the east, and the British and Americans feared that

if their zones also had to be stripped bare, they

would end up subsidizing western Germany to

keep its people alive. In effect, they would be mak-

ing reparations to Germany, so that the Germans

could pay the Soviet Union.

A related issue was the Polish border. It had

already been agreed at Yalta that the Soviet Union

would recover former tsarist territories in Ukraine,

which Poland had controlled between the world
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wars. In turn, the Poles would gain former German

territory in Prussia and Silesia, effectively moving

Poland westward, but no conclusion on the wes-

tern border had been reached at Yalta. Where to

draw it was a very sensitive issue. The decision

would determine the size of the Soviet zone of

occupation in Germany and its capacity to extract

reparations. As Churchill warned, it could also

cause intense friction between Poland and the

new Germany, as had happened after 1919.

Even more acrimonious were the debates about

whether to recognize the new governments in some

of the defeated Axis powers. The Americans and

British wanted Italy admitted immediately into the

United Nations. But they refused recognition to

Eastern European countries such as Romania and

Bulgaria, until their Soviet-imposed governments

had been replaced. Stalin attacked this as unequal

treatment. Churchill gave a long and effusive

speech about Italy being a democracy, whereas

the others were not. ‘‘Fiction,’’ exclaimed Stalin.

The exchanges became heated and no progress was

made.

PHASE TWO—SOLUTIONS, OF A SORT

On 25 July the conference adjourned so Churchill

could return to London for the result of the British

general election. Still confident of victory; he

expected to come back in a few days; his doctor

even left half his luggage at Potsdam. Instead,

Churchill’s Conservatives suffered a humiliating

defeat, and the Labour Party formed a new govern-

ment. When the conference resumed on July 28,

Clement Attlee (1883–1967) took Churchill’s seat

as Britain’s prime minister. The former labor leader

Ernest Bevin (1881–1951) was foreign secretary.

Churchill had been assertive; Attlee was much

less so, and it was Bevin who championed British

interests in a Churchillian manner. But the dra-

matic change of personnel weakened the British

position, and in any case their power was now far

less than that of the emerging ‘‘superpowers,’’ the

United States and the Soviet Union. One British

diplomat wrote privately that it was not so much a

meeting of ‘‘the Big Three’’ as of ‘‘the Big 2½.’’

Truman was anxious to break the deadlock, and his

secretary of state, James F. Byrnes (1882–1972),

was a veteran political fixer. He offered Vyacheslav

Molotov (1890–1986), his Soviet counterpart, a

deal whereby the Americans would give ground

on the Polish border and the Russians would

reduce their demands for reparations.

During 30–31 July this was fleshed out into a
three-part package. The Americans conceded a

Polish-German border along the Oder and Western
Neisse Rivers—the extremity of Polish demands.
To placate Bevin, this was billed as a temporary
settlement, pending a final decision at a future
peace conference. In return, the Soviets accepted
that no cash totals for reparations would be estab-
lished, but they were free to take what they wished
from their own zone. After haggling over exact
figures, it was also agreed that 10 percent of all
industrial equipment in the three western zones
that was ‘‘unnecessary for the German peacetime
economy’’ would be given to the Soviets. A further
15 percent would be transferred in exchange for
food, coal, and raw materials from the Soviet zone.
The third element of the deal was agreement that
the new council of foreign ministers, set up by the
conference, would give priority to drafting a peace
treaty with Italy, so that this country could be
admitted to the United Nations. Treaties for
Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, and Finland would
then be drawn up.

Relieved at this breakthrough on 31 July, the
leaders dealt rapidly with a series of issues so that
the conference could close on 1 August. One of the
most significant was a quick and uncontroversial
decision that German nationals living in Poland,
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary should be trans-
ferred to Germany. Their expulsion was a funda-
mental demand of the new governments in these
countries—tit for tat after years of Nazi repres-
sion—but it resulted in one of the biggest popula-
tion movements of modern European history,
involving twelve or thirteen million people.

Although the Potsdam protocol stated that the
transfer should take place ‘‘in an orderly and
humane manner,’’ the reality was very different,
and estimates of German deaths run to one or
two million.

Potsdam was intended only as a provisional set-

tlement of German questions, pending a full-scale

peace conference. But, as the Cold War deepened,

the provisional became permanent. Although the
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Allies had reaffirmed that Germany should be treat-

ed as ‘‘a single economic unit,’’ as the British

predicted, the agreements on zonal reparations

accelerated the division of Germany.

THE ATOMIC BOMB

On 16 July the Americans conducted an atomic

test at Alamogordo, in the desert of New Mexico.

By 21 July, it was clear that this had been a

resounding success, and the news buoyed up

Truman and the American delegation. It also had

an effect on their strategy. The Soviets had prom-

ised to enter the war against Japan in the middle

of August, and U.S. army commanders, fearful of

heavy losses when they invaded the Japanese home

islands, still regarded this commitment as militarily

vital. But Byrnes, in particular, thought that the

bomb could enable the Americans to end the

Pacific war without Soviet help; he even hoped it

might make Stalin more tractable in Europe. On

24 July Truman told Stalin, with studied casual-

ness, that the Americans had a new weapon of

unusual destructive power. Stalin, equally casually,

said he hoped they would make good use of it

against Japan. Possibly Stalin was dissimulating;

more likely, although aware of the U.S. project

from Soviet agents, he did not appreciate its full

significance until after the bomb was dropped on

Japan.

Truman gave fuller details to Churchill: the

British were collaborators in the bomb project,

albeit now very much as junior partners. The two

leaders agreed to issue an oblique final warning to

Japan and the so-called Potsdam Proclamation of

26 July threatened the Japanese with ‘‘prompt and

utter destruction’’ if their government did not

immediately order ‘‘the unconditional surrender

of all Japanese armed forces.’’ When the Japanese

prime minister announced four days later that there

was ‘‘nothing important or interesting in the Allied

declaration,’’ Truman confirmed his order to

use the atomic bomb, which was dropped on

Hiroshima on 6 August.

See also Japan and the Two World Wars; Nuclear
Weapons; Warfare; World War II.
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POULENC, FRANCIS (1899–1963), French
composer.

A friend of Francis Poulenc once declared,
‘‘there is some of the monk and some of the rascal
in him.’’ Indeed, Poulenc may be the most delight-
ful paradox in twentieth-century music. His enor-
mous oeuvre spans from the sacred to the risque,
but each piece speaks with the same engaging
voice. Unlike many peers, Poulenc performed
constantly, which kept him in contact with con-
certgoers, and never felt compelled to reinvent
himself or adopt fashionable methods like serialism.
Instead, he preferred to create, evolve, and just be
who he was. Thus Poulenc became one of the
world’s most esteemed composers when art music
often seemed indifferent to its audience.

The foundation for Poulenc’s unique style
formed early. His father, a devout Catholic from
southern France who directed the Rhône-Poulenc
pharmaceutical company, loved orchestral music
and opera, especially that of the French composers
Hector Berlioz and Jules Massenet. His mother,
whose family was Parisian, played the music of
Wolfgang Mozart and Frédéric Chopin at the
piano and exposed her son to art, ballet, literature,
and music, instilling passions sustained throughout
his life. At fourteen, Poulenc began piano studies
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with Ricardo Viñes, who introduced him to the

latest French, Spanish, and Russian music and

encouraged his efforts at composition. By 1917

Poulenc’s parents had died, but an inheritance

enabled him to pursue music. Failing to enter the

Paris Conservatoire that year, Poulenc was drafted

to defend France, but his distinctive music already

had begun to gain attention. As World War I

ended, Poulenc became acquainted with the writer

Jean Cocteau, whose collaboration with Erik

Satie, Pablo Picasso, and the Ballets Russes on the

ballet Parade (1917) had attracted many young

musicians. Their aesthetic rejected Romanticism,

Wagnerism, and impressionism, emphasizing instead

simplicity, clarity, and ‘‘French sensibilities.’’ During

the euphoric, exhilarating postwar period in Paris,

six of these Nouveaux Jeunes (new youth, young

upstarts)—Darius Milhaud, Louis Durey, Georges

Auric, Arthur Honegger, Francis Poulenc, and

Germaine Tailleferre—were highlighted in 1920

by the journalist Henri Collet, who called them

Les Six, comparing them to Les Cinq Russes (The

Five Russians). As composers, Les Six had different

styles, but their friendship and interest in artistic

movements like cubism, surrealism, and fauvism

fostered mutual encouragement and attracted pub-

licity. Self-taught as a composer, Poulenc studied

with fellow composer Charles Koechlin from 1921

to 1925 to improve his technique, even as his fame

grew. From these influences and circumstances,

Poulenc developed a style that was energetic, lyri-

cal, and colorful, as well as spontaneous, humor-

ous, and provocative, but above all personal and

expressive.

Poulenc gained early fame with solo piano

works, but collaborative genres seemed to inspire

him more. His chamber music includes sonatas for

violin (1943), cello (1948), flute (1957), clarinet

(1962), and oboe (1962), plus works for diverse

combinations of instruments and/or voices. With

137 mélodies, many written for his friend and fre-

quent collaborator, the baritone Pierre Bernac,

Poulenc’s contribution to the intimate French

vocal genre is rivaled in the twentieth century only

by that of Gabriel Fauré. Yet Poulenc’s creativity

also could be extroverted, as concertos for harpsi-

chord (1928), two pianos (1932), organ (1938),

and piano (1949) demonstrate. The bawdy

Chansons galliardes (1926; Ribald songs) as well

as the charming L’histoire de Babar (1945; Story of
Babar) represent other aspects of his outgoing
nature.

Poulenc’s works for the stage may be his most
important achievements. The early ballet Les biches
(1923; The hinds) solidified his reputation as an
innovative provacateur. In opera, his comic farce
Les mamelles de Tirésias (1944; The breasts of
Tirésias), the historical drama Dialogues des
Carmélites (1957; Dialogues of the Carmelites),
and a tragedy, La voix humaine (1958; The human
voice), rank among the twentieth century’s dra-
matic landmarks. Yet Poulenc may have been
proudest of his sacred music. His Litanies à la
Vierge Noire (1936; Litanies to the Black Virgin),
Mass (1937), and Stabat mater (1950; Sorrowful
mother) represent strikingly original yet heartfelt
contributions to the Catholic choral literature.

During his last fifteen years Poulenc often vis-
ited the United States for concerts of his own
music and was both touched and invigorated by
the welcome he received. His Gloria (1959), com-
missioned by the Koussevitzky Foundation and
premiered by the Boston Symphony, plus his Sept
répons des ténébres (1962; Seven responses for
tenebrae), commissioned by the New York
Philharmonic to celebrate the opening of Lincoln
Center, attest to a warm, mutual affection. Poulenc
once said, ‘‘Above all, do not analyze my music—
love it’’ (Bernac, p. 13). It seems clear that
Americans, as well as the French, and indeed music
lovers around the world, have embraced his art as
he wished.

See also France.
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POUND, EZRA (1885–1972), American
poet.

Ezra Pound was born in Hailey, Idaho, but
moved with his family at the age of two to
Wyncote, Pennsylvania, a Philadelphia suburb. He
completed his B.A. and an M.A. in Romance philol-
ogy at the University of Pennsylvania. Then, after
teaching briefly in Indiana, he left for Europe. He
spent a few months in Venice, then moved to
London in 1908, where he was soon frequenting
the salon of Olivia Shakespear, a close friend of
William Butler Yeats, for Pound the greatest living
poet. During the winter months in the period from
1913 to 1915, he would serve as a reader and
amanuensis for Yeats, and the two developed a life-
long friendship, despite their very different aesthetic
preferences.

In 1912 Pound founded imagism, a poetic
movement that emphasized precision and concise-
ness. In earlier accounts of modernism, imagism
was hailed as a major breakthrough that paved the
way for the early writings of T. S. Eliot and James
Joyce. More recent critics have tempered these
claims, stressing that Eliot and Joyce developed
their aesthetics without reference to imagism and
noting the extent to which imagism responded to
futurism, yet did so in ways that evaded futurism’s
most challenging dimensions, such as its call for an
aesthetics grounded in a systematic reading of
social and economic modernity. Only two years
later Pound joined with the painter Wyndham
Lewis in founding vorticism, a more coherent and
provocative movement, albeit one still indebted to
futurism, as contemporaries immediately noted.

By 1915 Pound’s interest was turning to Chinese

poetry. Stimulated by the manuscripts of the

Sinologist Ernest Fenollosa, he published Cathay, a

book of translations that ‘‘created’’ Chinese poetry

for English-speaking readers for the rest of the twen-

tieth century. A year later he published Certain Noble
Plays of Japan, an edited selection and reworking of

Fenollosa’s translations of Noh plays, and in 1918 he

published ‘‘The Chinese Written Character as a

Medium of Poetry,’’ a meditation by Fenollosa that

helped Pound to articulate his own aesthetics of

juxtaposition.

During the decade from 1912 to 1921, Pound

was a tireless editor and cultural impresario. He was

foreign editor for the journal Poetry from 1912 to

1914, literary advisor to The Egoist from 1914 to

1917, editor of an independent section within The
Little Review from 1917 to 1919, and then foreign

correspondent and talent scout for The Dial from

1920 to 1921. In these positions he championed the

writings of Eliot, Joyce, and Wyndham Lewis. As a

cultural impresario he linked together extant journals,

potential patrons, and innovative authors, creating

institutional venues open to avant-garde writing. To

the extent that Anglo-American literary modernism

was a viable institution as well as an ensemble of

specific texts, it was largely Pound’s creation.

In 1920 Pound published Hugh Swelwyn
Mauberley, a long poetic sequence that has become

a modern classic. That same year he moved from

London to Paris, where he would reside until late

1924, his residence punctuated by increasingly fre-

quent journeys to Italy. From now on his energies

would be devoted to The Cantos, an epic poem that

consumed the rest of his life. While in Paris in early

1922, he edited Eliot’s The Waste Land, deleting

more than two hundred lines and transforming it

into the published poem. A year later, in January

1923, while traveling in Italy, he had his first

experiences with Italian Fascists, and he soon

counted himself an admirer of Benito Mussolini.

In late 1924 he moved to Rapallo, Italy. His
commitments to Mussolini and fascism deepened in
subsequent years, and during the 1930s they were
wedded to increasingly virulent anti-Semitism. Both
make their presence felt in the portions of The
Cantos that he published during the 1930s.
During World War II Pound made a series of radio
broadcasts sponsored by the Italian state, and for
these he was indicted for treason by the United
States. At the war’s end he was arrested and incar-
cerated in a prison camp for U.S. army criminals
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located near Pisa, and there he wrote the Pisan
Cantos, another installment of The Cantos, pub-
lished to acclaim and controversy in 1948. Pound,
meanwhile, had been flown to Washington, D.C.,
to stand trial, but was declared mentally unfit and
committed to St. Elizabeths Hospital for the Insane,
where he stayed until 1958. After his release, he
returned to Venice, where he passed his last years.
He continued to publish more installments of The
Cantos during these years, but only the final volume,
Drafts and Fragments, has found a warm reception
from critics and readers.

In the afterlife of critical discussion, Pound has
been as controversial as he was during his lifetime.
He left a divided legacy, one in which real achieve-
ment is mixed with tedious self-indulgence, and
genuine generosity is counterbalanced by ugly
anti-Semitism.

See also Fascism; Lewis, Wyndham; Modernism.
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POWELL, ENOCH (1912–1998), British
politician and writer.

Enoch Powell was born in Stechford,
Birmingham, to two teachers, Albert Enoch
Powell and Ellen Mary Breese. His upbringing
was lower middle class, disciplined, and dominated
by scholarly pursuits. At seventeen, Powell won the
highest award in the country for classical study, a
scholarship to Trinity College, Cambridge. Always
the bookish loner, Powell excelled there under the
influence of the poet and classicist A. E. Housman.
Upon graduation, in recognition for the brilliance
of his dissertation on Thucydides, he was named a
fellow of Trinity College. There he remained until
1937, publishing the first of what came to be four
collections of poetry in that year. At twenty-five,
Powell accepted a chair of Greek at the University
of Sydney in Australia, thereby becoming the

youngest professor in the Commonwealth. While
there, he gained a reputation for his aggressive
atheism, misogyny, and strict textual criticism.

In 1939 Powell returned to England to join
the Royal Warwickshire Regiment. Over the next
seven years, Powell rose from private to brigadier in
the British army, working in intelligence in North
Africa and India. It was in the army that he became,
he said later in life, ‘‘deeply bound up with India.’’
At the war’s end, Powell decided that the best way
to save the British Raj was in the House of
Commons. Entering politics was the first step, he
imagined, toward his ambition to become the vice-
roy of India.

The day Powell landed off a transport plane
from India in 1946, he telephoned the
Conservative Central Office. There began his dra-
matic forty-one-year career in politics. Powell took
the seat of member of Parliament (MP) for
Wolverhampton South West in 1950, a position
he held until 1974. He embraced Anglicanism
and, through that, developed a thoroughgoing
belief in good and evil, the saved and the unsaved,
which later became a crucial component of his
vision of the British nation. In these early years of
his political career, he joined the One Nation
Group, writing pamphlets and books in support
of free-market forces over state planning, such as
One Nation (1950) and Change Is Our Ally
(1954). Later, as the British Empire collapsed
before him, he spoke out in public and in
Parliament against the Commonwealth as a ‘‘gigan-
tic farce,’’ a product of Britain’s inability to see
beyond the now inappropriate ‘‘myth’’ of empire.

In 1958 Powell resigned from his position as
financial secretary to the treasury when Harold
Macmillan failed to endorse a monetarist agenda to
contain inflation. Macmillan, despite this disagree-
ment, appointed Powell minister of health. There he
promoted an ambitious ten-year program to mod-
ernize the National Health Service. However, after
just three years in office, Powell would again leave
the government in opposition to the appointment in
1963 of a lord, Sir Alec Douglas-Home, to the
leadership of the Conservative Party. Two years later
he served as shadow minister of defense under
Edward Heath, only to be dismissed after his infa-
mous ‘‘Rivers of Blood’’ speech in 1968 against
‘‘New Commonwealth’’ immigration and the Race
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Relations Bill of that year. More controversy was to
follow in 1974, when Powell declined to seek reelec-
tion in Wolverhampton in opposition to the
Conservative Party’s pro-Europe stance, instead
advising his supporters to vote Labour. He returned
to Parliament, but never again as a Conservative
Party member. Instead, that same year, he became
an Ulster Unionist MP for South Down, where he
remained until his defeat in the general election
of 1987.

Enoch Powell remains one of the most contro-
versial political figures in twentieth-century British
history. To his supporters, Powell’s troublesome
career in politics reveals a man who put principles
before loyalty to his party. To many, Powell was
the ‘‘high priest of High Toryism.’’ To most, he is
remembered still for his outspoken, racist opposi-
tion to nonwhite immigration into Britain in the
late 1960s. Nonetheless, his career may be read as a
product of a crucial postwar transformation in the

Conservative Party. His uncompromising monetar-
ism and faith in the free market worked against
the postwar political consensus and were clear ante-
cedents to the direction of the Conservative Party
under Margaret Thatcher. His Euroskepticism, sup-
port for Ulster, and attacks on immigration were
representative of a Conservative vision of the post-
imperial nation. Britain, Powell insisted, had to
wake up to the ‘‘morning after the imperial night
before.’’ At the same time, he believed that only
history legitimated national sovereignty and social
order. If Britain, therefore, did not reclaim its
stable and historical nationhood as a white,
Christian island in the North Atlantic, Enoch
Powell could see nothing but racial violence and
national disintegration.

See also Immigration and Internal Migration; Racism;
United Kingdom.
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PRAGUE. For many centuries the metropolis
of the kingdom of Bohemia, Prague (in Czech,
Praha) became the capital of the Czechoslovak
(now Czech) Republic on 28 October 1918. In
2005 the city had 1.2 million inhabitants living in
an area of 192 square miles on both sides of the

Supporters of Enoch Powell protest immigration,

London, September 1972. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION

P R A G U E

2072 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



Vltava River, spanned by eighteen bridges. Prague
has an ancient historical core, but it is also a robust
industrial agglomeration that produces nearly
12 percent of the entire output of the Czech
Republic (heavy machinery and tools, steel and
cars, chemicals, paper, and textile and leather
goods) and continues to assert itself as the center
of the Czech publishing and film industries. Prague
is the seat of the central Czech institutions of
higher learning, including Charles University,
founded in 1348, the Technical University, the
Academies of Arts and Sciences, and the National
Library. In the early twenty-first century it has
become a powerful magnet to international tourists
(about three million each year) attracted to its pro-
fusion of Romanesque, gothic, Renaissance, baro-
que, and modern architecture and art, relatively
untouched by the devastations of World War II.

GROWTH, MODERNIZATION,

ARCHITECTURE

At the end of the nineteenth century Prague was a
city in the Habsburg provinces with 167,178 inhab-
itants, but their number more than tripled by
1921 (676,178) and, by the incorporation of sub-
urban communes and villages, rapidly increased to
962,200 (1938). World War II caused tragic losses
of Jewish and Czech lives, and after the expulsion
of most Germans in 1945, the number of citizens
decreased to 931,525 (1950). Through intensive
industrialization planned by the state during the
communist period, Prague reached the one million
mark in 1961 and went beyond that later. In 2005
numbers are stagnant, though informed estimates
suggest the presence of tens of thousands of undoc-
umented workers from Ukraine and other former
Soviet republics. The presence of perhaps fifteen
thousand Americans in the ‘‘Paris of the Nineties’’
has been reduced, by an official count, to three
thousand. The acute problem of affordable living
space for the younger Czech generation, at least in
the central districts, has not been solved. The birth-
rate is falling and the population is aging, the aver-
age age being 42.5 years. The technological and
architectural modernization of the city was
launched with the demolition, beginning in 1895,
of the fortifications and the impoverished medieval
ghetto, which most Jewish inhabitants had left long
before. In the early years of the century, Prague
architecture, close to the Vienna Secession, was

dominated by art nouveau (Jan Kotěra, František
Bı́lek, and the famous 1911 Municipal House by
Karel Osvald Polı́vka and Antonı́n Balšánek, with
some interior decorations by Alphonse Mucha).
Not much later, cubist buildings were constructed
in the city center, including the House of the Black
Madonna (Josef Gocǎr, 1912) and Josef Chochol’s
surprising apartment houses. Modernist steel-
and-glass palaces were built on Wenceslas Square
(the Bat’a House and the Hotel Juliš, 1931), and
the Slovene Josip Plecnik, much liked by the
Czechoslovak president, Tomáš Garrigue Masaryk,
remodeled some parts of Prague Castle and built the
modernist Church of the Sacred Heart (1933) in
Vinohrady. The communist city planners, eager to
make Prague the bastion of the ‘‘working masses,’’
made the quick construction of mass housing their
prime concern and by 1957 began to use the Soviet
method of building with prefabricated panels; from
1961 to 1971 nearly sixty thousand small apart-
ments were built in entire satellite towns to be
reached by new subway lines (the housing units
were called paneláky by the people but more often
termed králı́kárny, or rabbit warrens). After 1989 it
was the first task of the building industry to rescue
and to gentrify the deteriorating older buildings in
the city core, but it was the American architect
Frank O. Gehry’s ultramodern National Dutch
Insurance Company Building, popularly called the
‘‘Dancing House’’ (or ‘‘Fred and Ginger’’), on the
Vltava embankment that demonstrated the city’s
unbroken capability to seek rejuvenation once again.

CAPITAL OF THE FIRST REPUBLIC

(1918–1938)

Inevitably, Prague as the capital of the First
Republic had to cope with the problems of its
different ethnicities and their political expectations.
In the earlier nineteenth century, German speakers
predominated, but industrialization and immigra-
tion from the Czech countryside changed the pro-
portions of ethnicities and classes. In 1861 the
Germans lost control of the city council, and while
the number of Czech speakers doubled, the num-
ber of German-speaking citizens (mostly middle-
class, and often Jewish) dwindled to thirty-two
thousand, or 7.3 percent (1910). Prague German
speakers were divided in their political allegiance
between the activists, meaning those who were
willing to be full-fledged citizens of the liberal

P R A G U E

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2073



republic, and the nationalists, who rejected repub-
lican institutions and in the 1930s turned to the
Sudeten Party and Adolf Hitler. In the 1927
Prague municipal elections the German activists
still mobilized twelve thousand votes (the nation-
alists four thousand), but the elections of 1938
demonstrated a catastrophic change (4,849 activist
votes versus 15,423 for the nationalists).

GERMAN OCCUPATION AND FATE OF

THE JEWISH COMMUNITY

Preparing his expansion eastward, Hitler ordered
his Wehrmacht to occupy Bohemia and Moravia on
15 March 1939. Hitler himself did not stay over-
night and left the newly established ‘‘protectorate’’
to the military and Konstanin von Neurath, a con-
servative diplomat of international experience who
settled at the Palais Czernin, while the Gestapo,
acting independently, resided at Bredovská Street.
Prague citizens spontaneously demonstrated
against the occupiers on 28 October 1939, com-
memorating the birthday of the republic, and after
students rallied in the Prague streets in mid-
November to participate in the burial of their col-
league Jan Opletal, fatally wounded in October, all
institutions of higher learning were closed by order
from Berlin, many student functionaries were shot
without trial, and twelve hundred students were
transported to concentration camps. After
Germany’s attack on the Soviet Union, acts of
resistance and sabotage continued to increase, and
Hitler replaced the diplomat von Neurath with
Reinhard Heydrich, SS chief of the Reich Security
Office, who arrived in Prague on 21 September
1940. He immediately declared martial law. Within
two months four hundred people, mostly of the
intelligentsia, were executed; transport of Prague
and Bohemian Jews to Terezı́n (Theresienstadt)
and farther east was initiated; and workers in the
factories were systematically wooed with better
food rations, extra shoes, and an increase in wages.
Heydrich was ambushed on a Prague suburban
road on 27 May 1941 by a Czechoslovak com-
mando unit flown in from England and died on 4
June. His death triggered new waves of terror in
Prague and the entire country (including the
destruction of Lidice and Ležáky).The commandos
and their helpers were, through an informer’s tip,
discovered in the cellar of the Orthodox church in
the center of Prague, where they all perished.

In the later years of the occupation, power rested
with K. H. Frank (once propaganda chief of the
Sudeten Party) who continued to rely on Czech
collaborators and to favor the working people at a
time when the Allies drew nearer and Soviet,
Slovak, and Czech partisans fought in the moun-
tains and forests. On 5 May the citizens of Prague,
guided by a National Council, rose up against the
occupiers. Initially they were successful, but strong
SS regiments made their way into the city and
fierce fighting on the barricades erupted. For a
short while Russian soldiers under General Andrei
Vlasov, who had originally joined the Germans to
fight the Soviets, switched sides and attacked the
SS, but the National Council told them that their
help was not wanted (they left for the west) and the
hard-pressed Czechs had to fight alone. On the
morning of 9 May 1945 the first Soviet tanks
appeared to liberate the jubilant city, precisely
according to the agreement between Generals
Dwight D. Eisenhower and Alexei Antonov that
reserved the liberation of Prague for Soviet troops.
The Jewish population of Prague numbered more
than 55,000 when the city was occupied (the ori-
ginal number had increased due to refugees
from Germany, Austria, and, after Munich, from
the Sudeten region), and the Prague Palestine
Office succeeded in sending 19,000 Jews to Israel
before it was too late. Transports to Terezı́n/
Theresienstadt began in the fall of 1941 and con-
tinued until mid-March 1945, with 45,067 Jews
deported from Prague alone. Oddly, Nazi ideo-
logues during the war had wanted to establish a
‘‘Central Museum’’ of the Jewish race, with the
result that collected ritual objects and entire
libraries in dozens of Prague warehouses and syna-
gogues were saved from destruction. When the war
ended only 4,986 of the Prague deportees
returned, and on the wall of the Pinkas synagogue
the names of 77,297 Bohemian and Moravian Jews
who perished in the Shoah are inscribed. In 2005
the Jewish community of Prague consisted of
approximately 1,600 people, including a few young
Czechs who converted for ethical reasons.

THE REPUBLIC RENEWED, THE

COMMUNISTS, AND THE VELVET

REVOLUTION

In May 1945 President Eduard Beneš returned to
Prague Castle, unfortunately via Moscow, to an
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uneven conflict with the Communist Party and its
new mass organizations. He accepted a new gov-
ernment of Communists and fellow travelers on
25 February 1948 and resigned on 6 June, making
way for Klement Gottwald, longtime chairman of
the Communist Party. The new regime, late-
Stalinist in orientation, radically changed the shape
of Prague life; all private enterprises, even small
barbershops, were collectivized, and many members
of the former middle classes were ‘‘relocated’’ to the
countryside. In 1951 the party turned against itself,
and in a series of show trials accused Rudolf Slánský
and thirteen other leading functionaries (most of
them of Jewish origins) of an ‘‘imperialist and
Zionist’’ conspiracy against the people. Eleven of
the accused, including Slánský, were executed on 2
December 1952. Destalinization was slower than in
Poland and elsewhere, but over time new clubs and
organizations formed, such as those of the wrongly
arrested and the Club of Committed Non-Party
Members; Ludvı́k Vaculı́k’s courageous reform
manifesto Two Thousand Words (1968) was pub-
lished; and the Slovak Alexander Dubček, as newly
named first secretary of the party, became the fig-
urehead of the ‘‘Prague Spring’’ (winter to summer
1968). The Soviet Union and the communist
neighbors of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic,
as it was called after 1960, did not tolerate efficient
reform, however, and the members of the Warsaw
Pact occupied not only Prague but the entire coun-
try, sending in troops and tanks and destroying
what was called ‘‘socialism with a human face.’’
The student Jan Palach protested by public self-
immolation, and the state imposed a ‘‘normaliza-
tion’’ of political and cultural life which was but a
neo-Stalinist regime without Stalin. A new wave of
emigration began (for example, the writer Milan
Kundera and the critic and Franz Kafka defender
Eduard Goldstücker). The ‘‘normalization’’
deprived many citizens of their jobs, and it was
increasingly difficult to silence the dissidents and
the opposition. On 1 January 1977 a Charter was
signed by hundreds of citizens declaring ‘‘a free,
informal, and open civic community,’’ which (rely-
ing on the Helsinki Accords) insisted on its right
peacefully to discuss political change with the
authorities. Ultimately the fall of the Berlin Wall
in 1989 set in motion radical transformations in
Prague, and within a few weeks a ‘‘velvet’’ revolu-
tion ended the forty-one-year-long communist

monopoly of power. A student demonstration on
17 November 1989, commemorating events in
Prague fifty years before, was answered by police
brutality in the streets; opposition and dissident
groups resolved to work together, and on 19
November students and actors went on a university
and theater strike in preparation for a general strike
later. On 20 November and the days that followed,
hundred of thousands of Prague citizens demon-
strated in Wenceslas Square against the govern-
ment. The Forum of Citizens decided to guide
the mass protests, and the playwright Václav
Havel, once a political prisoner and now chairman
of the Forum, discussed political change with
members of the communist government. In late
December he was elected president of the republic,
and when, on 8–9 June 1990, elections to the
National Assembly were held, nearly 50 percent
voted for the Forum, while the Communist Party
polled 13 percent. In the Prague municipal elec-
tions of 1994, the Citizens’ Democratic Party
polled 40.89 percent of the votes, the Social
Democrats 8.34 percent, and the Communist
Party 7.26 percent.

REPUBLICAN LITERARY LIFE AND

THE AVANT-GARDE

At the turn of the twentieth century Prague, with
its many newspapers, theaters, and literary cafés,
(among them the Slavia, the Unionka, and the
Deminka) was the principal scene of Czech writing,
though many ‘‘ruralist’’ authors preferred the quiet
provinces. The founding of the Moderni Revue
(1895) signaled the emergence of intellectuals of
neoromantic vision (Julius Zeyer, Jiřı́ Karásek ze
Lvovic) and a ‘‘ decadent’’ view of human relation-
ships, often imported from European fin-de-siècle
literature. Within ten years, however, younger wri-
ters (among them Stanislav Kostka Neumann and
Fráňa Šrámek) felt far more attracted by the collec-
tive demands of anarchism or communism than by
erotic refinements. Jaroslav Hašek, one of the most
famous Prague writers of the twentieth century,
invented the character of Švejk, the (seemingly)
dumb soldier eager to survive, in 1912. During
World War I, Hašek served in Russia as a Czech
legionnaire and Bolshevik commissar, and after
returning to Prague he expanded his character’s
exploits into Osudy dobrého vojáka Švejka za
světové války (1920; The adventures of the good
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soldier Švejk), the first of four satirical Švejk

novels. The writers that were to represent the spirit

of the independent republic published a literary

Almanach for the Year 1914 as early as 1914, and

in the conflicts of the 1920s and 1930s they did

not hide their indifference to empty aestheticism

and the rigid demands of class warfare. Karel Čapek

published translations of new French poetry (to be

used by the Czech avant-garde), plays about the

future fate of mankind, including R.U.R. (1920),

and many charming books about animals, gardens,

and travels in Europe. His brother Josef, an emi-

nent artist who died in a concentration camp,

published a book of philosophical ruminations;

František Langer, after his return from Russia,

wrote plays about his World War I experiences

and about picaresque characters in the Prague sub-

urbs; and Karel Poláček, who died in Terezı́n, liked

to portray ‘‘little people’’ in small towns. Shortly

after the founding of the republic, poets, artists,

and musicians of the Czech avant-garde formed the

group Devětsil (The Magic Root) in 1920, their

hectic admiration moving between the Soviet revo-

lution and the powers of art. Vı́tzěslav Nezval, in

his rich and melodious poems and his ideas about

‘‘poetism,’’ celebrated the magic and seductive life

of big cities (Pražský chodec, 1938; Walking in

Prague). Vladislav Vančura, originally a member

of the avant-garde, turned to a stringent prose

exploring the Czech past, as in his Obrazy z dějin
národa českého (1939–1940; Pictures from the

history of the Czech nation). He was executed in

Prague in 1942. The musical avant-garde of Prague,

occasionally in close proximity to Devětsil, devel-

oped its own factions. Alois Hába, in charge of

his own composition class at the conservatory

since 1923, wrote atonal and microtonal music,

while others, including Bohuslav Martinů and

Erwin Schulhoff, a German-Jewish contemporary

of Kafka, experimented with fusions of classical

A student climbs on a Soviet tank during a protest against the Soviet crackdown in Prague, August 1968.
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music and jazz (Schulhoff later turned to agitprop
music). Jaroslav Ježek, in-house composer of the
Jan Werich and Jiři Voskovec theater (originally
close to the Devětsil group) became the true genius
of Czech jazz in the 1930s and died in exile (New
York, 1942).

PRAGUE WRITING IN GERMAN (1900–1945)

In the first years of the century and during the First
Republic, Prague produced world-famous writers
in German including Rainer Maria Rilke (who left
Prague early), Franz Kafka, and Franz Werfel.
Many of these writers came from Jewish families
(who earlier in the nineteenth century had used
Yiddish), sympathized with the Czech struggle for
independence, and often translated Czech litera-
ture (Rudolf Fuchs, Pavel Eisner). The poet, novel-
ist, and critic Max Brod liked to gather his writing
colleagues around himself to organize their lives
and publications; in his early novels (e.g., Ein tsche-
chisches Dienstmädchen, 1909; A Czech servant
girl) he finely probed what was called the Czech-
German erotic symbiosis, but his later novels tend
to be of a philosophical if not didactic kind. His
closest friend was Franz Kafka, who worked in
insurance offices most of his life and wrote long
letters to women he loved, among them his first
translator, Milena Jesenská. His stories and novels,
such as Die Verwandlung (1915; The metamor-
phosis), Der Prozess (1925; The trial), and Das
Schloss (1926; The castle), have attracted genera-
tions of dedicated readers trying to unravel their
political, metaphysical, and existential meanings.
Franz Werfel published exemplary expressionist
poems (Der Weltfreund, 1911), wrote a famous
novel, Das Lied von Bernadette (1941; The song
of Bernadette), and lived with his wife, Alma Mahler,
in Hollywood. Other Prague writers include Egon
Erwin Kisch, untiring reporter in the service of the
Communist International; Paul Leppin, charmed if
not obsessed with the red-light corners of the old
city; and Gustav Meyrink (not a native), who wrote
the famous Der Golem (1915), repeatedly made
into movies. It was the German occupation that
dispersed, imprisoned, or killed the Prague
German writers; among the few survivors were
the novelist and sociologist H. G. Adler (who later
died in England), Franz Wurm (now at Ascona),
and the writer Lenka Reinerová, who, as of 2005,
continued to live in Prague.

VICISSITUDES OF POSTWAR PRAGUE

WRITING

Republican Prague, in spite of the later economic
and political crises, was productive in literature and
the arts, and while men dominated the poetic gen-
res, women (such as Marie Majerová or Marie
Pujmanová) importantly contributed to the devel-
opment of the social and psychological novel.
Modern poetry constitutes one of the glorious
secrets of Czech literature. Josef Hora looked to
Romantic tradition; František Halas forced language
to articulate his tragic vision of life;Vladimı́r Holan,
alone in the midst of Prague, cultivated the most
difficult forms; and Jaroslav Seifert, in the days of
Munich, published moving verse recited by old and
young and, to the consternation of the communist
functionaries, received the Nobel Prize for poetry in
1984. After the change of government in 1948 the
communists used many sticks and a few carrots to
keep the writers (many of them old party members)
in line, but the official prescription for a Soviet type
of socialist realism was embraced by few, and dog-
matic critics like Ladislav Štoll ruled without mercy.
Yet in the late 1950s and 1960s, concurrent with
the stirring of the thaw, ironic and imaginative writ-
ing strongly reemerged: J. V. Škvorecký’s Zbabělci
(1958, written in 1949; The cowards) celebrates
jazz and mocks heroic slogans; Bohumil Hrabal
enlisted the many virtues of a surrealist Czech
idiom, and Milan Kundera, in his first (and best)
novel, Žert (1967; The joke), wrote with grim
melancholy about love, revenge, and the changes
of political life. As early as 1963 Kafka was publicly
discussed by scholars and critics, and small theaters
produced many plays, called ‘‘absurd,’’ by little-
known playwrights like Václav Havel (Zahradnı́
Slavnost, 1963; The garden party). However, the
‘‘normalization’’ was unable totally to suppress
the independent writing that was published in
clandestine samizdat editions, and after the Velvet
Revolution, continuities of writing—as in the prose
of Philip Roth’s Prague friend and ally Ivan Klı́ma or
of Daniela Hodrová, Kafka’s true Prague heiress—
were as important as the new books by Michal
Ajvaz, Jáchym Topol, Michal Viewegh, and Edgar
Dutka.

See also Beneš, Eduard; Charter 77; Czech Republic;
Czechoslovakia; Destalinization; Dubček, Alexander;
Havel, Václav; Prague Spring; Slánský Trial; Velvet
Revolution.
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PETER DEMETZ
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PRAGUE SPRING. In January 1968 the
leader of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
(CPCz), Antonı́n Novotný, was replaced by a little-
known Slovak member of the party’s ruling presid-
ium, Alexander Dubček. In the ensuing months, a
vigorous program of liberal-democratic reform
emerged from within the party itself. It quickly
found resonance among the rank and file of the
party and throughout society, and touched off a
rebirth of democratic politics.

The party’s new course quickly won a level and
quality of popular support unprecedented in the
Soviet bloc. Yet as the popular movement devel-
oped, the leaderships of Czechoslovakia’s allies
grew increasingly alarmed. During the ensuing

months of intensifying crisis the Czechoslovak lead-
ership walked a tightrope, striving to appease its
allies without alienating popular support. The
‘‘Prague Spring’’ was interrupted by the Soviet-
led invasion of Czechoslovakia on 21 August 1968.

ROOTS

The sudden blossoming of democratic reform in
Czechoslovakia surprised many observers. Until
1963 Czechoslovakia had presented an image of
internal stability and unquestioning imitation of
the Soviet practices. However, the Prague Spring
had been long incubating. The CPCz was a mass-
based party with strong national and democratic
traditions. Paradoxically, it is precisely these strong
democratic and national roots that help to explain
the harshness of the regime that developed after
1948. Suppressing the democratic traditions of the
CPCz and transforming it into a tightly disciplined
Soviet satellite was a formidable task, the success of
which was not deeply rooted.

In 1963 the tide began to turn. Tendencies
long articulating beneath the surface began to have
greater and more visible effect. The main impulses
for change came from crisis in the national econ-
omy, desire for greater national autonomy in
Slovakia, and developments in the international
communist arena. The leadership, facing a wide
range of acute problems, finally began to experi-
ment with reforms. Forces of opposition and plur-
alization began to crystallize, which the regime was
never after able to bring under control. Although
implementation of reforms was inconsistent and
incomplete, the trend toward liberal reform was
never reversed.

By 1967 the leadership’s policy of partial and
vacillating reform had reached a dead end. The
regime’s authority had eroded severely because of
increasing frustration with its failure to solve the
accumulation of pressing problems facing the
country. The atmosphere of fear that had provided
the regime with stability had dissipated and turned
to contempt. During this period elements in the
party and society were able to articulate their ideas
and gain increasing influence within the power
structure. By midyear, the leadership had realized
that they would either have to undertake wide-
spread repressive measures or tolerate develop-
ments that were rapidly undermining its power
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base. Halfhearted attempts at repression only
aggravated the situation. The Congress of the
Czechoslovak Writers’ Union in June, which saw
the most bitter criticism to date of party policies,
was followed by a series of repressive measures
against the writers and their organization. By fall,
discontent in Slovakia with the party’s centralistic
policies became acute. This discontent was
reflected by Slovak members in the party leader-
ship. Novotný alienated them by attacking them as
bourgeois nationalists. Finally, overall morale
throughout the country had reached an alarming
low point, and the economy was again on the brink
of disaster.

The leadership was seriously split. The convic-
tion was gaining ground within the higher party
echelons that the crisis could not be resolved as
long as so much power remained concentrated in
Novotný’s hands. As Novotný’s weakness became
increasingly apparent, even many of his former

supporters deserted him. Novotný appealed to the
Soviet party general secretary Leonid Brezhnev to
intervene. Brezhnev flew to Prague and met with
members of the Czechoslovak leadership. In leav-
ing, Brezhnev told his hosts that the leadership
question was their own business. In the end,
Novotný voluntarily resigned the party leadership
and himself proposed Dubček as his successor,
while remaining for the time being as president of
the republic.

Dubček did not come to power as a dedicated
reformist with a clear program. His initial moves,
though suggestive of reform, were cautious. Yet it
had become clear that attempts to contain reform
within neo-Stalinist institutional and ideological
strictures were not viable. The new leadership faced
a staggering challenge. Having inherited a party
and society in crisis, it had to struggle on at least
two fronts: to win the confidence of the popula-
tion and of progressives within the party, by

Czech students confront soldiers who have entered Prague to restore Soviet control, August 1968.
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demonstrating commitment to change, and to
overcome the influence of entrenched conserva-
tives within the country’s power structure.

In February, steps were taken to separate the
jurisdictional domains of the government and the
party aparat (bureaucracy), and to ensure that
policy was made by elected bodies rather than by
the aparat. The Czechoslovak writers were again
allowed to publish a weekly newspaper. In February
and March, the first personnel changes were made.
The party presidium took steps to curtail censor-
ship. And it promised to improve the system by
which lower party bodies were informed about
party affairs. Members of the presidium also
attended a total of sixty-seven district and regional
party conferences, explaining the leadership’s new
policies. Among other things, the revival of party
life was emphasized, and elections by secret ballot
promised.

SPRING

Involvement in the political process was at first
hesitant. Not everyone believed that the change in
party leadership meant real change. By March,
however, a nationwide discussion had begun to
gain momentum. It concerned domestic and for-
eign politics, the nature of socialism, and the coun-
try’s precommunist past. The reform process
acquired its own momentum, never being entirely
under the control of the party. The leadership
sought to reassert its influence by demonstrating
that the party was the force most capable of leading
the reform process.

On 5 April a draft program of liberal reform,
The Action Program of the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia, was approved by a plenary session
of the central committee. The rapidity with which
this document emerged indicates that its contents
had been prepared before the change of leadership.
What was particularly new and significant about it
was its unqualified endorsement of a consistently
reformist program. For the first time, the party
explicitly accepted a connection between economic
and political reform. It addressed the demands of
Slovaks for greater autonomy by proposing a new
federal constitution. The constitution would also
provide for a strict division of powers: The
National Assembly, not the Communist Party,
would be in control of the government. Courts

would be independent and would act as arbiters
between the legislative and executive branches.
Civil rights and liberties would be guaranteed,
and those whose rights had been violated in the
past would be fully rehabilitated. A radically new
concept of the Communist Party and its ‘‘leading
role’’ in society was outlined. Internal party democ-
racy was to be maximized to the point where even
minorities would be guaranteed the right to their
own opinions. The party’s ‘‘leading role’’ was to be
based on the voluntary support of the people,
earned by the party, rather than imposed by force.
Dubček characterized the party’s new course as
‘‘socialism with a human face.’’

RESPONSE OF WARSAW PACT ALLIES

The emergence of such a thoroughgoing, openly
publicized program of liberal-democratic reform in
a context of spontaneous, unmanaged political
activity further alarmed the leaderships of
Czechoslovakia’s Warsaw Pact allies. Problems,
tendencies, and pressures similar to those in
Czechoslovakia existed in all these countries,
including the Soviet Union itself. All had long been
cautiously striving to repair the dysfunctional
aspects of the political and economic system that
had developed under Joseph Stalin. Yet all were
also concerned about the subversive effects of
reform on the monopoly of power that under-
girded their authority. All were following the var-
ious efforts of their allies to address this dilemma.
Czechoslovakia’s emergent example of comprehen-
sive reform based on genuine popular support, not
fully managed by the party, increasingly frightened
the allies. Dubček’s epithet of ‘‘socialism with a
human face’’ implicitly raised questions about the
character of their own regimes.

The East German and Polish leaders, Walter
Ulbricht and Władysław Gomułka, were particu-
larly alarmed. Both faced imminent crises of
authority and were already hard-pressed in contain-
ing intense pressures for change. Neighboring on
Czechoslovakia, they were directly exposed to
developments there. Ulbricht and Gomułka strove
to impress on the Soviet leadership the danger
represented by the Prague Spring. They were the
most militant advocates of force to quash it. The
Hungarian leadership under János Kádár tended
to be supportive of the Czechoslovak reform
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movement. In contrast to Ulbricht and Gomułka,
Kádár had long been cautiously pushing reform to
the limits of Soviet tolerance. From Kádár’s per-
spective, success of the Czechoslovak reformists
would strengthen his position, while Soviet rejec-

tion of the Prague Spring would be detrimental to
reform in Hungary. Although similar tendencies
and ideas were also developing in Bulgaria and in
the Soviet Union itself, both regimes were still
firmly entrenched, so that they were not directly
threatened with infection by the Prague Spring. It

was mainly East Germany (GDR) and Poland that
were threatened with a collapse of regime
authority.

Throughout the Prague Spring, the

Czechoslovak leadership stressed its loyalty to the

Warsaw Pact and friendship with the Soviet Union

and its other allies. This theme was articulated in

the leaders’ public speeches and embodied in all

programmatic statements of the Czechoslovak

party. It was affirmed at all meetings with Soviet

and allied representatives. Nevertheless, by July it

had become clear to the allies that developments in

Czechoslovakia were unacceptable. Relations

between Czechoslovakia and its allies had reached

a point of acute crisis.

In early July, the Communist parties of the

USSR, Poland, the GDR, Hungary, and Bulgaria

invited the presidium of the CPCz to a conference

to be held in Warsaw to discuss the situation. The

Czechoslovak leadership, unwilling to be forced

into the role of the accused, rejected the invitation.

It proposed instead to discuss the situation in bilat-

eral negotiations on Czechoslovak territory. The

Warsaw conclave was held on 15–16 July without

Czechoslovak participation. It resulted in the dis-

patch of an ultimatum-like letter to the

Czechoslovak leadership. The response of the

CPCz presidium, though moderate in tone, was

firm in substance. It rejected the accusations, stress-

ing that the CPCz relied on the voluntary support

of the people. It would not reinforce its authority

with repressive measures. It declared that

Czechoslovakia had loyally fulfilled its obligations

under the Warsaw Pact, and would continue to do

so. It stressed that Czechoslovak socialism should

accord with the country’s conditions and

traditions.

During the period of crisis touched off by
the Warsaw Letter, a national unity almost without
precedent anywhere was forged in Czechoslovakia.
The CPCz spontaneously became the carrier of
that unity. The Warsaw Letter marked a radical
turning point in the internal political situation in
Czechoslovakia. Up to this point, there had been
considerable differentiation of political views in
Czechoslovakia. Many believed that the leadership
was not going far enough or fast enough with
reform. Thousands of resolutions of support
poured into party headquarters and more than a
million people lined up in the streets to sign an
appeal to the party presidium to maintain its
position.

After protracted, tortuous private and public
exchanges, the Czechoslovak and Soviet leaderships
reached agreement on a bilateral meeting of their
leaderships. The Soviets proposed that the meeting
be held in the Soviet Union. But the Czech leader-
ship held out for a meeting on Czechoslovak terri-
tory. The meeting finally took place from 29 July to
1 August in the Slovak border town, Čierna nad
Tisou. The Soviets arrived in an intransigent mood,
hoping to split the Czechoslovak delegation. When
this failed, they adopted a conciliatory attitude. The
negotiations ended with a communiqué that said
virtually nothing except that a multilateral meeting
would be held on 4 August in the Slovak capital of
Bratislava between representatives of Czechoslovakia
and the signatories of the Warsaw Letter. An agree-
ment was signed at the Bratislava meeting. The
communiqué released after the meeting was
couched in orthodox communist phraseology.
Nevertheless, it was seen as putting the seal on a
Czechoslovak victory and an end to the period of
crisis.

During the night of 20–21 August 1968, with-
out warning, Czechoslovakia was occupied.
Despite claims of the occupying powers that ‘‘lead-
ing Czechoslovak Party and state officials’’ had
requested their assistance, no such officials ever
came forward. A movement of peaceful, coordi-
nated resistance emerged spontaneously. It pro-
tested the invasion, demanding the return to power
of the arrested reformist leaders and proclaiming
determination to continue the post-January course
of the CPCz. The occupying forces were unpre-
pared for such a response. After the failure of
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ad hoc attempts to establish a new authority, the
Soviet leadership returned to power the very same
leaders arrested on 21 August. The denouement
was complex. Many important aspects of the
reform movement that had disturbed the Soviet
leadership continued to thrive and even evolve
further, almost as if there had been no military
intervention. Only after Dubček was forced to
resign in April 1969, did the ice age return. The
warmth of the Prague Spring, its cultural and poli-
tical dynamism and effervescence, was over.

See also Czech Republic; Czechoslovakia; Dubček,
Alexander; Havel, Václav; Warsaw Pact.
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FRED EIDLIN

n

PRESS AND NEWSPAPERS. The news-
paper, an industrial product that has spread to all
corners of the world, is an invention born of

Enlightenment Europe. As eighteenth-century
Europe coalesced into the modern world, philoso-
phy and commerce grew together with a new kind
of journalism. Merchants and intellectuals found
the power of reason to be a compelling force
opposed to the autocracy of monarchy. The clash
of the next century found its public sphere in the
press. This idea of a public sphere, as described by
the German sociologist Jürgen Habermas, became
a necessary place for a growing industrial class to
exchange ideas in the open to build the market-
place of modern European society.

The challenges creators of a modern European
press faced in building the journalistic marketplace
of ideas grew into the commercialized journalism
of the twentieth century. News in Western Europe
became an industrial commodity collected and dis-
tributed for profit. Government press controls were
finally eliminated in France, Britain, Scandinavia,
Holland, Belgium, and Switzerland. The press
became somewhat free in other Western European
countries, including Germany. Newspapers had
grown from small entrepreneurial operations to
industrial operations of sometimes huge magnitude.
Le petit Parisien (The little Parisian) of Paris, in
1914 the world’s largest, published 1.5 million
papers a day, the crest of an unchallenged commu-
nications revolution representing power and influ-
ence. In much of Europe, newspapers had become
closely entwined with their countries’ political
power. Most of France’s lawmakers engaged in both
journalism and politics. In Britain institutions like
the London Times, nicknamed ‘‘the Thunderer,’’
could make or break government ministries. Other
countries may not have seen such close ties between
journalism and politics. In Germany, particularly,
politicians distrusted journalists. But in all of
Europe the press by the eve of World War I served
as the intermediary between political and economic
power and a growing middle class. By the end of the
century that influence had been reduced. In 2004
Europe’s press remained powerful. But it was no
longer a Power.

THE FIRST WORLD WAR

The war that changed everything offered a stage
for European journalists to shine or to shame.
Unfortunately many newspapers managed only
the latter. That crisis of credibility soiled press
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integrity over much of the Continent. The Great
War burst upon a Europe shocked, yet militarily
prepared, preparations that included plans for press
censorship. In Britain the Defence of the Realm
Act of August 1914 set up an explicit system of
press control. Successive laws strengthened the act
to allow authorities to seize papers publishing news
that could alarm the public or undermine confi-
dence in the government. In the first flush of war-
time enthusiasm, publishers happily complied.
They soon realized the government was not going
to give up easily its power of censorship, and com-
plaints mounted.

Britain’s press control did not reach nearly as
far as the comprehensive operation in France. No
military leader during this war had a scrap of
respect for journalists, in France in particular.
France’s leaders opted to bring back the Law of
1849 to create a mighty operation that grew to a
spiderweb of censors controlling every publication
in the country. Offending material could literally
be scraped from the presses, leaving gaping blanks.
The union sacrée (‘‘sacred union,’’ a promise to
drop prewar squabbles) went only so far, as
French editors saw capricious and draconian
hatchet-work applied to their pages, but tight con-
trol remained throughout the war.

German newspapers before 1914 had not
established the kind of close ties between journal-
ism and politics familiar to the French and British.
Nor had German journalists attained the kind of
independence seen elsewhere in Europe. During
the war a divided German civilian and military
government squabbled over press freedom, the
chancellor allowing publications and the general
staff objecting. Still, German territory was not
occupied as it was in France. Censorship remained
somewhat less harsh and protests somewhat more
restrained. German newspapers acquiesced to gov-
ernment decrees, an exception being the socialist
Vorwärts.

Neutral Holland, Norway, and Sweden retained
their strong tradition of press freedom through-
out this war, while Switzerland’s journalists split
between German-speaking Swiss who strongly sup-
ported Germany and those who strongly supported
France. The government responded by censoring
potentially divisive polemic. Austria-Hungary con-
trolled its press as tightly as its German ally, while

occupied Belgium could only respond to German
censorship by developing an important network of
underground newspapers.

Italy’s newspapers, like those of Spain and
Portugal, had not become the daily bread of exis-
tence as they had in the newspaper-saturated
society of northern Europe. Spanish and Italians
were among the lowest per capita newspaper read-
ers of Western Europe. In northern Italy, impor-
tant voices of the press gained political significance.
Luigi Albertini, proprietor of Italy’s most impor-
tant daily, Corriere della sera (Evening mail) of
Milan, hoped to make his newspaper the ‘‘Times
of Italy.’’ The anglophile publisher called for oppo-
sition to his country’s treaty with the Central
Powers. Rome declined to enter the war in
August 1914. Finally the government weighed in
on the side of the Allies, and now a senator,
Albertini had his newspaper self-censor news of
Italy’s military unpreparedness until the country’s
disastrous loss at Caporetto.

Of the major western belligerent nations,
Britain and France showed most evidence of the
close prewar ties between press and government
by promoting publishers into positions of war-
time power. In Britain Lord Northcliffe (Alfred
Harmsworth) had become the country’s most
important press baron, building a newspaper group
on the influence of his popular Daily Mail. As the
Mail ’s low cost and mass appeal changed the face
of the formerly staid London press, Northcliffe was
able to finance acquisitions right up to ‘‘the insti-
tution’’ itself—the Times, London’s power broker.
Northcliffe enjoyed public support for his sensa-
tional attack against what he perceived as the
war minister Lord (Horatio) Kitchener’s wrong-
headed munitions decisions, and in 1918 the critic
joined the government as director of propaganda.
(‘‘Director of Lies,’’ the German press called him.)
The strongly anti-German Northcliffe worked
within the administration by continuing to coop-
erate with the government’s eager censorship. His
Times emulated French and German newspapers in
concealing the hideous cost of the war in men and
money.

In France a newspaper launched one publisher-
politician to the top of the wartime government.
Georges Clemenceau too played a risky hand at
discrediting authorities through press critique, in
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this case attacking government troop sanitation in

his political daily L’homme libre. Censors

responded with suspensions, but Clemenceau’s

long influence in government—he had been prime

minister in 1907–1908—saved his newspaper from

becoming another wartime fatality. By the end of

1917 the ‘‘tiger’’ who stared down the censor had

again become prime minister. Would he abolish

censorship? ‘‘I’m not an idiot,’’ he responded.

‘‘Censors are my best police.’’

Twinned to pervasive censorship during this

period was Western Europe’s first formal campaign

of propaganda in a century. In fact, some of

Napoleon’s principles became part of what now

was called a ‘‘scientific’’ campaign to maintain mo-

rale at home while promoting a version of war

aimed at influencing neutral nations. France ended

the war with perhaps Europe’s most comprehen-

sive propaganda operation radiating from a six-

floor Paris town house. But Britain is often credited
with most effectively directing the kind of material
designed to snare the biggest neutral prize: the
United States.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

Four-and-a-half years of the most brutal slaughter
the world had ever seen left much of Europe’s press
in financial ruin and with shredded credibility. In
Britain, Northcliffe lost his health and finally his
sanity and had to be locked out of the Times office
before his death in 1922. A combined dip in circu-
lation, advertising, and buying power left the Times
open to purchase by an American, John J. Astor.

Postwar French newspapers found their situa-
tion even more dire. The country’s press always had
been more fragile than Britain’s, squeezed by tradi-
tionally weak advertising and powerful monopolies
controlling publicity and distribution. The Havas

Newspaper magnate Alfred Harmsworth, Lord Northcliffe (right) with journalist Willian Stead, London, 1921.
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agency, the world’s oldest news bureau, beat all
competitors to establish control of nearly all news-
paper advertising in France. After the war it propped
up its money-losing news bureau by pushing up ad
rates. Advertisers had never enthusiastically sup-
ported French newspapers, preferring publicity by
billboard and handbill. Hachette, the second monop-
oly, controlled 2,250 newspaper points of sale in
Paris and 50,000 in the rest of the country.

French newspapers suffered even more than
British from their indiscriminate translation of
union sacrée into fantastically unrealistic wartime
journalism. The soldiers themselves labeled it bour-
rage de crâne (eyewash) in their lively trench news-
papers, which developed into an extensive network
challenging commercial journalism. As the soldiers
returned after the Armistice, the awareness that the
press had held back the truth led an already skep-
tical public to become even more so. Perhaps
French newspapers were not entirely to blame, as
heavily censored as they were, but they suffered the
consequences. Adding to the difficulties was an
economic malaise that hit the industry with infla-
tionary expenses. While the interwar press saw
strong growth in Britain, in France newspaper
readers abandoned their press by the hundreds of
thousands. In 1939 Britain sold 360 copies per
1,000 people, compared to 261 in France. The
huge Petit Parisien dropped from 1.45 million in
1932 to 900,000 in 1939. While the country did
not see the formation of newspaper chains familiar
in Britain and Germany during this time, many
French dailies in financial peril fell under control
of large financiers, industrialists, and political extrem-
ists. Of eighty Paris dailies in 1914, by the eve of
the Second World War thirty-one remained. Still,
those titles provided among the world’s most var-
ied journalism, from the communist L’humanité to
the fascist Je suis partout (I am everywhere).

In Britain inflation and economic challenges
could be met by attracting a healthy dose of adver-
tising. Press groups continued to acquire titles until
most of the country’s newspapers were held by four
chains. London newspapers dominated, unlike
those of Paris, which battled with a strengthening
provincial press. A Canadian, Lord Beaverbrook
(Max Aitken), challenged Northcliffe’s Daily Mail
with his Daily Express, also built on the popular
formula offering the sensationalistic mix of crime,

sex, and celebrity that Americans nicknamed ‘‘jazz

journalism.’’ This stood in stark contrast to that of

the sober London dailies and established a distinc-

tive dichotomy, popular press versus quality press,

that still marked the character of London journal-

ism at the beginning of the twenty-first century.

London newspaper subscriber campaigns of the

1930s grew so generously that a reader could get

a wide variety of free gifts, even life insurance,

simply by subscribing. The popular-oriented Daily
Herald became notorious for its gimmicks and for

leading the pack in offering sensationalist ‘‘tabloid

journalism’’ to attract more and more readers and

more and more ads. Criticism had surfaced after

the First World War that Europe’s hyper-capitalist-

driven press fed diversion and entertainment but

left readers ignorant of critical political develop-

ments, and it surfaced again in the Second, with

London’s Daily Herald a frequently cited example.

Germany’s newspapers had jumped to the

union sacrée as enthusiastically as those of its adver-

saries and suffered similar loss of prestige after the

1918 Armistice. The financial crisis of hyperinfla-

tion in a weak economy challenged publishers.

Many old titles fell into a large trust built by

Alfred Hugenberg, who in the course of twenty

years gathered together one of Europe’s most

powerful media groups. Hugenberg’s papers

offered considerable encouragement to fascist poli-

tical groups, to the point where historians have

suggested that the chain gave significant credibility

and national exposure to the National Socialist

(Nazi) Party. The Nazis enjoyed their own brand

of popular journalism, however. In contrast to the

traditionally sober German press, the Nazis

launched sensationalist titles unmatched in their

racist and violent rhetoric, the very definition of

‘‘gutter journalism.’’ Joseph Goebbels, later

Hitler’s propaganda minister, himself published

Der Angriff (The attack). By 1932 the Nazis con-

trolled 120 newspapers. A year later the party

would control them all—or what was left of them.

Hitler’s first victims were the socialist and commu-

nist newspapers, banned 28 February 1933.

Goebbels demonstrated Nazi logic by defining

journalists as public officials responsible to the

state. A year later more than fifteen hundred papers

had been closed. By the eve of war the press had

become Goebbels’s ‘‘disciplined orchestra.’’

P R E S S A N D N E W S P A P E R S

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2085



The orchestra metaphor had not been a
German invention. Nearly a decade before, another
fascist established similar techniques based on pro-
paganda ideas collected from wartime Britain and
even inspired by Napoleon. Benito Mussolini in
Italy reflected a general belief during this period
that propaganda, properly administered, could
control public sentiment. This was the ‘‘bullet the-
ory’’ of press influence. Early academic research on
the press had presented the argument that, like a
silver bullet, any message presented correctly could
sway the masses. More advanced media research
after the Second World War generally discredited
the bullet theory, but the press during earlier pe-
riods influenced a population less educated and
with few options outside printed media.

Mussolini established his own noisy daily news-
paper as a beginning on this road to propagandist
control of the country. Introducing the idea of
journalism as critical propaganda tool, Mussolini’s
Popolo d’Italia (Italian people) irritated the Italian
government during the First World War. In 1922
Fascist influence had grown to sweep Mussolini
into the premier’s chair. Three years later he turned
Italy into a dictatorship and dealt with the nonfas-
cist press the way his party dealt with all opposition.
Newspaper offices were smashed, editors beaten,
journalists bullied, and publications confiscated.
By 1926 Mussolini’s government had closed two-
thirds of the country’s dailies. Mussolini gloated,
‘‘I consider fascist journalism as my orchestra.’’ But
one paper wouldn’t play. L’osservatore romano, the
independent Vatican’s daily, continued to offer
news unfiltered by Fascist propaganda. The
Fascists found it difficult to control but did try to
harass newsagents who sold it. Newsagents
responded by selling it wrapped inside a Fascist
daily, provided to buyers after an affirmative answer
to the question ‘‘With or without?’’

THE SECOND WORLD WAR

By 1940 Nazis controlled the press in countries
with long-standing free-press traditions, including
Norway, Denmark, Holland, and Belgium. Faced
with the threat of German invasion, Sweden’s
newspapers maintained careful voluntary censor-
ship. Switzerland maintained a tortured neutrality
faced with its traditional dependency on the
German economy. Spain’s free press had already

been snuffed in one of the century’s most horrific
civil wars: Francisco Franco’s Fascists maintained
censors in every Spanish newsroom. Austria’s short
free-press era ended with a right-wing dictatorship,
then Nazi occupation.

Censorship returned to France in 1939. With
the German invasion of June 1940, nearly all Paris
newspapers fled to Bordeaux. Major newspapers
that chose to continue under occupation reap-
peared in non-occupied Vichy France, in principle
not under German control but in reality closely
censored by the puppet Vichy government. While
the Second World War marked the final blow to
what little credibility most French journalism had
left, a network of underground newspapers played
a key role in uniting French resistance against a
brutal occupying force. Charles de Gaulle’s call to
resistance was reflected in Albert Camus’s Combat.
After the war the Resistance press would be called
on to reinvent French journalism. Throughout
occupied Europe these courageous clandestine
newspapers managed to establish a tiny but impor-
tant raft of resistance in a sea of tightly controlled
propaganda.

In Britain newspapers did not suffer the harsh
censorship of the First World War. In fact, politi-
cians such as the sometime journalist Winston
Churchill learned a lesson different from that of
the dictators. Propaganda during World War I
had misled the public. This time British war corre-
spondents would be allowed on the fronts wher-
ever they might be, and might even be able to
criticize the government using their own good
judgment. This self-censorship worked as well in
Britain as it did in the United States during this
war, producing coverage more complete and accu-
rate than that of the last world war. Centralized
operations on Fleet Street made the newspapers
easy military targets, however. London bombings
blew out two floors of the Times building and
seriously damaged operations of other plants.

While the end of the First World War had left
many of Europe’s newspapers in a crisis of econom-
ics and credibility, the end of the Second World
War left many of them out of business for good. In
France, Germany, Austria, and Italy, practically
none survived. Of the major belligerents, only
Britain managed to salvage most of its prewar titles,
yet even these were holding on to a precarious
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future in which, after three centuries, they no

longer would enjoy a media monopoly. De

Gaulle’s newly liberated French government took

Europe’s most dramatic step to reinvent the coun-

try’s journalism. Capitalist newspapers, it was main-

tained, had lost their mission to educate citizens

and offer intellectually important writing. Solution?

Elimination. This planned tabula rasa (clean slate)

meant that every publication produced in occupied

France had to go. Presses were given to the clan-

destine journalists who had risked death to inform

readers during the war. As for Le temps, the prestige

daily of Paris, de Gaulle had a particular plan. His

government brought in a journalist respected for

his intellectual rigor, Hubert Beuve-Méry, to direct

a new paper designed to reflect the purity of jour-

nalistic excellence. Le monde operated on the

presses of Le temps, with a special mandate and

government subsidies. Le monde bowed to none

of the supposed frivolity of popular journalism: no

pictures, no entertainment, long, thoughtful arti-

cles, and highly restrained design. However, by

1950 many of the more doctrinaire former

Resistance titles were gone. Le monde limped close

to bankruptcy despite government subventions.

Capitalist control inched back onto the tabula rasa

as French publishers realized success meant attract-

ing readers, and readers perhaps admired, but did

not buy, intellectual rigor.

Allied occupiers in Germany concluded that

Nazism had been nurtured by a sympathetic press,

and so in both Germany and Austria they elimi-

nated titles and journalists that had appeared dur-

ing the war. The commanders of each sector,

United States, Britain, France, and the Soviet

Union, required German publishers to obtain a

license, permission seldom available to former col-

laborationist journalists. Particularly vigilant were

U.S. authorities, who hoped to eliminate the party-

dominated press that they believed helped to vio-

lently politicize the Weimar Republic. Germany’s

old prestige titles were gone. But British authorities

set up a new one, Die Welt of Hamburg (later

moved to Bonn) in 1946, based on journalistic

ideals of the Times. By 1948 it was banned from

the Soviet zone, which maintained censorship

while other sectors dismantled press controls. Die
Welt’s 1949 circulation of more than one million

dropped to only 300,000 a year later as new

competition bled readership. It remained, however,
the prestige newspaper of Germany. In Hamburg a
young publisher named Axel Springer bought Die
Welt, beginning a press empire that by the end of
the century dominated German media and
expanded its network as far away as the United
States. German readers in the early 1950s also were
introduced to a concept new to the Continent,
British-style sensationalism. Bild copied the
British tabloid press to become as successful as
titles like the Sun and Daily Mirror in London.

CHALLENGE OF POSTWAR CHANGE

After the war the British remained Europe’s most

avid newspaper readers. Circulation and advertising

trickled back. Yet it was not enough to overcome

the crosscurrents of a postwar Europe that served

to accelerate a long-term trend driving titles out of

business and concentrating ownership. Publishing

a newspaper became ever more expensive and com-

petitive. The members of the aggressive London

The Paris offices of Le monde, 1969. GETTY IMAGES
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press not only competed with each other but with a

growing provincial journalism and expensive

demands of unionized labor. The country’s largest

dailies had clearly lost the kind of political influence

they had had before World War I. The new media

of radio and television threatened to siphon off

advertising. Some newspapers closed. Others were

purchased by new press barons, beginning with

Roy Thomson of Canada, who aimed at media

concentration on a scale beyond that of the

1920s. British intellectuals and politicians worried

about loss of voices in the marketplace of ideas and

set up press commissions to study the merger

threat. But unlike the efforts of the French govern-

ment to nourish diversity through government

subvention, free-market tradition in Britain worked

against a parliamentary response.

Postwar Italian occupation authorities shut

down newspapers that by 1945 were in effect

Nazi propaganda sheets. Instead of simply elimi-

nating the old titles, newspapers were able to

restart with the word ‘‘new’’ attached, such as

Nuova corriere della sera. Following a short post-

war readership jump, however, Italy returned to its

tradition of low newspaper consumption; circula-

tion took a dramatic drop after 1955. By 1980

many Italian newspapers struggled: only one in
ten Italians were buying a newspaper, the lowest

rate in Europe.

Other Western European countries mirrored

trends of falling circulation and concentration of

titles. While Sweden’s newspapers enjoyed the sec-

ond-highest readership in Europe, consolidation
left Swedes with fewer papers to read. Danish

newspapers scrambled to explain their collabora-

tion during the war but were not eliminated as in

France and Germany. In Norway quisling collab-

orationists were barred from journalism. Both

Norway’s and Belgium’s wartime clandestine
presses had issued persistent resistance to German

occupiers. Holland’s Resistance press copied that

of France, taking over former collaborationist titles,

but also like France, many could not compete in a

postwar free-market world. Austrian newspapers
rekindled after the war experienced generally weak

advertising in a country that for forty years had run

a delicate course as crossroads between east and

west. Swiss newspapers enjoyed a strong postwar

economy and a long tradition of press freedom. As
for press control, except for a few instances in de
Gaulle’s France, only Spain’s mostly unread jour-
nalism remained tightly censored by a fascist gov-
ernment that lasted until 1975, when freedom
returned.

The waning of the twentieth century generally
saw a continuation of trends that had begun nearly
a century before: press concentration, economic
difficulty, technological challenge, and loss of poli-
tical clout. The press baron Rupert Murdoch rein-
vented the London Sun as a tabloid reaching a new
extreme of the ‘‘three s’s’’: sex, sports, and scandal.
Including a daily topless ‘‘page three girl’’ brought
its circulation to five million while the quality dai-
lies struggled. In 1981 Murdoch shocked some of
Britain’s traditionalists by buying the ever-ailing
Times from the Thomson chain. A strike had left
Britain without the Times for a year in the late
1970s. Murdoch pulled the entire operation out
of Fleet Street to a new plant, breaking the power
of the unions and leading other London newspa-
pers in an exodus from their traditional city-center
concentration.

In Paris the prestigious Le monde faced four
near financial collapses in two decades before finally
succumbing to marketplace demands. It modern-
ized its layout so that between 1994 and 2001
circulation grew from 354,000 to 415,000. In
2000 it was acquired by the Midi Libre group.
Competing with Le monde as the century waned
was a handful of dailies led by Le Figaro, which
survived the postwar purge to become France’s
oldest Paris title. Its conservatism tended to attract
stronger advertising. Generally, however, France’s
newspaper advertising has continued to be among
Europe’s weakest.

Germany’s newspapers also struggled in com-
petition with other media, concentration of titles,
stagnating circulation, and the falloff in advertising
revenue familiar throughout Europe. In the late
1970s two major Springer titles, Die Welt and
Berliner Morgenpost, merged. The German press
has responded to technological revolutions in its
highly computerized offices and printing plants. At
the end of the century, Regioblick (http://www.
regioblick.de) was launched, the country’s first
newspaper produced entirely on the Internet. By
2004 all major European newspapers provided a
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companion website. Many of them, such as Le
Figaro, also provided ‘‘push’’ web technology,
offering free daily news briefings by email. Many
media researchers believed advertising and circula-
tion of traditional paper-based newspapers stag-
nated as the Internet carved away readers.
Preliminary research did seem to indicate more
news consumers were beginning to rely entirely
on the Internet, a concern for broadcasting as well
as ink-based journalism. Publishers began to
include web-based numbers in circulation figures.
Newspapers tried to find ways to make their web-
sites pay, but by 2004 a formula for assured success
using web-based advertising was still elusive. For
most newspapers at the beginning of the new mil-
lennium, their paper product continued to gener-
ate most of their profits.

A new print-media challenge to the traditional
press at the beginning of the century was the

growth of free-distribution news dailies. A phe-

nomenon of large urban centers, these giveaways

were aimed at young readers. Metro and 20 Minutes
in Paris by 2002 had a combined circulation of

eight hundred thousand. It was perhaps ironic that

the key to the newspaper revolution of a century

ago—offering nearly free newspapers filled with

lively content to interest a younger generation—

had been resurrected with some apparent success.

As papers such as the Times discovered, newspapers

that become institutions also become behemoths

sometimes unwilling, perhaps unable, to change

with their society. But throughout Western

Europe, and indeed throughout the entire capital-

ist world, time and again publishers have found

that to succeed in journalism they must give con-

sumers what they want to consume. The key for

each generation is determining what that is and

how to do it.

A man reads a British newspaper with advertisements and headlines only during a strike by journalists, London,

November 1974. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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See also Computer Revolution; Propaganda; Television.
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ROSS F. COLLINS

n

PRIMO DE RIVERA, MIGUEL (1870–
1930), Spanish general and dictator.

Miguel Primo de Rivera was born in the
Andalusian town of Jerez de la Frontera to an
aristocratic family with landholding and military
antecedents. In 1884 he followed his father and
uncle into the military, enrolling in the General
Military Academy. During the 1890s he experi-
enced combat in Spanish North Africa, Cuba, and
the Philippines. By 1908 he attained the rank of
colonel and volunteered for duty in Spanish North
Africa, where his battlefield accomplishments and
family connections earned him rapid promotions.
In 1915 he transferred back to Spain, being
appointed military governor of Cadiz. This began

his direct participation in domestic politics, which
included serving in the Spanish Senate. In 1919 he
was promoted to lieutenant general and selected as
captain general of the important army garrisons of
Valencia, Madrid, and Barcelona. In Barcelona he
witnessed violent social and labor conflicts, political
paralysis and electoral manipulation, regional sepa-
ratism, and the impact of the army’s 1921 colonial
defeat in Spanish Morocco, which cost approxi-
mately ten thousand Spanish lives.

In the summer of 1923 the government’s fail-
ure to resolve the ongoing conflict in Spanish
Morocco and the parliament’s pursuit of a
‘‘responsibilities’’ investigation against the army
for the colonial debacle triggered a conspiracy of
senior army officers to impose a military solution to
Spain’s political, social, economic, and colonial
problems. Although Primo de Rivera was an unlike-
ly candidate to lead this movement, given his antic-
olonial views, his prestige as a senior army general,
his political and social conservatism, and the sup-
port he enjoyed among the Catalan elites and mid-
dle classes made his candidacy acceptable to the
conspirators and to Alfonso XIII, king of Spain.
On 13 September 1923 he issued a manifesto ‘‘to
the country and the army’’ promising to restore
order, discipline, and responsible government and
bring a ‘‘rapid, dignified, and sensible’’ solution to
the colonial war. On 15 September 1923 Alfonso
XIII handed him political power as Spain’s first
military dictator. In one of his early public state-
ments he indicated that his Military Directory
would be a ‘‘brief parenthesis’’ of only ninety days
in the country’s political life in order to start its
renovation.

Primo de Rivera’s timetable was overly opti-
mistic but consistent with his confident, pragmatic,
and naive personality. Nevertheless, by suspending
constitutional guarantees and imposing press cen-
sorship and martial law, he was able to bring rapid
social and labor tranquility. His government’s
ongoing repression of the anarchosyndicalists, the
Spanish Communist Party, and the regional separat-
ists and its co-opting of the Socialist General
Workers’ Union ensured relative social and labor
peace for most of his regime. Further, his dispar-
agement of parliamentary politicians, the closing of
parliament, the replacement of civil governors with
military officers, and the imposition of military
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oversight over local government basically destroyed
the liberal parliamentary system.

By the end of 1923 it was apparent that Primo
de Rivera would need more time to regenerate
Spain. As such, he institutionalized the Military
Directory, which continued to govern Spain until
4 December 1925, when it was replaced by a civil-
ian ministry. And in 1924 the dictator’s supporters
organized a government party, the Patriotic Union
(UP), which espoused a vague program of nation-
alism, conservative Catholicism, authoritarianism,
and corporatist economic and social programs.
While not a true fascist party, some have seen it as
a precursor to the radical Right during the Second
Republic and Spanish fascism.

The years 1925 to 1927 saw the regime’s
apotheosis with a military victory in Spanish
Morocco, economic expansion stimulated by high
import tariffs, the encouragement of industrial
concentration and basic infrastructure improve-
ments, and extensive public works projects. After
1927 the dictatorship entered a period of decline as
both the political and economic climate turned
against it. A failed effort was made to institutional-
ize the regime through constitutional reform by
establishing a nonelective National Assembly in
October 1927. Its charge was to develop an alter-
native to the liberal 1876 constitution. The result-
ing draft constitution reflected rightist, mild
authoritarian, and corporatist concepts and was
roundly condemned by both monarchist liberals
and the growing republican and leftist movements.
As the economy took a downturn in 1929 and the
government experienced large deficits and a collap-
sing peseta, antiregime discontent became more
pronounced, even among the military. In January
1930, when Primo de Rivera canvassed the captain
generals to gauge their support for his regime, he
found little backing. Tired and sick with diabetes,
he resigned on 28 January 1930, exiled himself to
France, and died in Paris on 16 March 1930. He
was buried in Jerez de la Frontera.

See also Falange; Fascism; Spain; Spanish Civil War.
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SHANNON E. FLEMING

n

PRISONERS OF WAR. The phenomenon
of prisoners of war (POWs) is thoroughly part of
the twentieth century, an era of wars and prison
camps. In Europe, some six to eight million prison-
ers were held captive during the First World War,
and some eighteen million during the Second
World War. The extent of captivity reflects the
mass character of total war, which led to the instru-
mentalization of the captive. At the same time
there arose a body of law pertaining to the prison-
er’s legal status. Nevertheless, POWs have long
remained occluded in history. Imprisonment of
captured soldiers bears the stamp of defeat, and
societies at war have a hard time acknowledging
those of their own who were defeated. This helps
account for substantial variation in the way that
prisoners have been treated by democratic and
totalitarian regimes.

THE PRISONER OF WAR: A FACT

OF MODERN WARFARE

Until 1899, despite the Lieber Code on the treat-
ment of prisoners of war, written in 1863 during
the U.S. Civil War, and the 1880 Oxford manual,
The Laws of War on Land, soldiers captured in
battle had no legal status, and their treatment at
the hands of the enemy could be arbitrary. In
reaction to European conflicts such as the bloody
Battle of Solferino in 1859, the Franco-Prussian
War in 1870–1871, and the Boer War, which
began in 1899, an International Peace Conference
took place at The Hague in the same year, initially
defining captivity in war as a state of those soldiers
who are protected once they agree not to take up
arms against their captors. Another conference at
The Hague in 1907 proposed a new version of
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these early regulations. From now on, prisoners of
war had to be treated with humanity; they were to
receive the same housing and food rations as the
troops of the captor; they could be released in
exchange for a promise not to further participate
in the conflict; in addition, noncommissioned offi-
cers and soldiers could be put to work provided it
were unrelated to the actual conflict. POWs were
also to be freed as soon as practicable after cessa-
tion of hostilities. However, it should be noted that
these regulations applied only if all belligerents
officially adhered to the treaty.

The First World War marked a turning point in
the history of prisoners of war. Seventy million
soldiers bore arms in a conflict that lasted four
years, in a mobilization of such magnitude that it
effaced traditional boundaries such as the front and
the rear, even the distinction between soldier and
civilian. In this totalized conflict, POWs were
forced to work, enabling their captors to exploit
their economic value. Utilization of this workforce
was justified, moreover, as a legitimate reprisal for
violations first committed by the enemy. The same
logic also justified minimal rations and various dis-
ciplinary measures. France, for example, aligned
rations for its German prisoners with those
accorded French POWs in German hands, while
punishments included withholding mail, restriction
of food, or imprisonment.

The magnitude of the conflict took the military
by surprise, and soon there was a lack of adequate
housing, poor hygiene, and deficient medical care.
In Germany, some four thousand POWs had died
by the spring of 1915. Bilateral agreements
between governments underscored the limitations
of the Hague treaties conventions, which had envis-
aged only a brief war. In July 1917, for example, a
German-British agreement stipulated norms for
housing prisoners. Another dealt with enforcement
of discipline and the framework of prisoner
exchanges.

Conditions of detention were affected by ideas
about race or benefits that might accrue to the
detaining power. For example, in Russia authorities
ran separate camps. There were relatively privileged
‘‘first circle’’ camps reserved for POWs of Slavic
origin—the future supporters of pan-Slavism—
and a second category of camps in Siberia for
German POWs. Liberation and repatriation were

conceived along similar lines. Control over German
POWs in French hands was used to exert pressure
on Germany to sign the Treaty of Versailles
(1919). The increasing mobilization of various
countries and the ferocity of the conflict lay behind
different mortality rates among prisoners of war. In
Germany, for example, the death rate among
British POWs was 3.5 percent, for Russians, 5.4–
6.5 percent, but for the Romanian soldiers, 29
percent.

All these issues made it clear that some of the
rules devised at the 1907 Hague Convention
needed revision. Advances emerged from the
Geneva Conference of 27 July 1929. One new
convention provided rules for the treatment of
POWs, an addition to the 1907 Hague regulation,
which forbade reprisals and stated that prisoners
must be kept away from battle. The conditions of
camps were to be improved; the intellectual and
religious needs of POWs had to be met; prisoners
also had to have the right to send and receive
letters and packages. The convention specified reg-
ulation of prisoner’s work, and indicated appropri-
ate punishments, especially after escape attempts.
Information bureaus were to be established in each
country together with a Central Agency of
Information. Finally, the clause that stipulated all
belligerents must be party to the treaty was
abandoned.

The Second World War was a major challenge
to these attempts at humanizing imprisonment in

TABLE 1

Prisoners of war: First World War

Number of prisoners estimated held in:

1915 (1 February) 1918
Detaining
power Germans British French Russians

Britain 15,000 328,000
France 50,000 350,000
Russia 2,250,000
Germany 18,000 245,000 350,000 2,400,000
Austria 
(Austria-Hungary 250,000 916,000
for 1918)
United States 43,000

Total 6,637,000

Source: R. B. Speed, Prisoners, Diplomats, and the Great War.
Westport, Conn., 1990.
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wartime. Although on the western front captivity
during the Second World War continued along the
lines that had characterized the earlier conflict, this
war turned out to be longer and deployed even
more troops. Some German POWs, for example,
endured six years of conflict and then ten years of
incarceration in the Soviet Union. Blitzkrieg war-
fare enabled Nazi authorities to imprison a very
high number of captives in record time: 1.8 million
French taken prisoner during May–June 1940;
5.16 million Soviets during Operation Barbarossa
in the summer of 1941. These statistics help
explain why living conditions for many prisoners
of war were barely human. Millions would later
face problems of repatriation long after the war
was over.

The Second World War aggravated issues that
had plagued prisoners during the 1914–1918 con-
flict. The ‘‘total war’’ launched by the Nazis
obliged them to create a workforce composed of
prisoners, first Western Europeans, then Eastern
Europeans, primarily Slavs. They thus muddied
the distinction between captive soldiers and other
groups such as civilian prisoners and forced labor;
together, by 1945, prisoners comprised one-third
of the labor force in Germany.

In spite of the numbers, the conventions of
POW captivity at times functioned better in this
war than in the 1914–1918 conflict. The
International Red Cross made more than eleven
thousand visits to camps; and it was, for example,
thanks to their military status that French and
British Jewish soldiers were saved from extermina-
tion. This paradox derived from the Nazis’ racial

interpretation of the conventions. While POW sta-
tus was by and large applied, the Nazis brutally
mistreated prisoners belonging to the so-called
inferior races. They refused to apply the POW
conventions to Polish prisoners (whose country
they declared had ceased to exist) or to countries
that had not ratified the 1929 accords, such as
Romania; thus, some 63.7 percent of Romanian
POWs died in captivity. Soviet prisoners of war
were systematically starved to death by the hun-
dreds of thousands; some estimates put these
deaths in the millions. These were violations of
international law that the tribunal at Nuremberg
in 1946 would incorporate as one of the four cen-
tral elements in the war crimes indictment.

The end of the Second World War marked the
start of the third and last mass captivity in Europe;
these prisoners of war were almost exclusively
German, though Italian prisoners were scattered
throughout Eastern Europe too. Detaining powers
were the former enemies of the Nazi regime, most
of which had endured a devastating German occu-
pation. This postwar captivity was marked by a
sense of righteous vengeance, inflicting on
German troops the same treatment and humilia-
tions suffered by those they had occupied.

Postwar imprisonment began in the same poor
and improvised conditions from which civilian
populations also suffered. German POWs were
designated as the ‘‘Disarmed Enemy Force’’ by
the U.S. Army and ‘‘Surrendered Enemy
Personnel’’ by the British. This distinction enabled
those countries to avoid strict application of the
1929 Geneva Convention; there were fifty-six

TABLE 2

Prisoners of war: Second World War

Estimated number of prisoners during the Second World War (European and African theaters)
During the conflict 1945 (Germans)

Detaining power Belgians Hungarians Americans French British Soviets

Britain 3,635,000
France 937,000
Soviet Union 3,060,000
Germany 215,000 130,000 102,000 1,850,000 130,000 5,000,000
United States 3,097,000

Total 10,729,000

SOURCE: Y. Durand, Histoire générale de la Seconde Guerre mondiale, 1939–1945. Paris, 1989.
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thousand deaths recorded in U.S. captivity, most of
them detained in six Rheinwiesenlager (Rhine mea-
dow camps). French authorities were not able to
properly feed and house their German POWs. They
justified detention by using German POWs for
reconstruction, stretching to the limits rules of
using prisoners as laborers. In the Soviet Union,
German POWs worked to rebuild the socialist
fatherland, especially in the gulag, where a quarter
of them died.

In 1949 a third Geneva Convention took into
account lessons learned from the war. It completed
the earlier 1929 conventions and acknowledged
the impossibility of distinguishing between civilians
and combatants. From now on prisoners of war
were defined as ‘‘all who have fallen into the power
of the enemy.’’ This convention extends the range
of the humanitarian law and determines the roles
and responsibilities of the detaining power. The
latest additional protocols, added in 1977,
attempted to update and adapt the conventions to
new kinds of conflicts such as civil wars and guer-
rilla insurgencies. It considerably extended the
categories of individuals having the right to POW
status.

The recent European conflict in former
Yugoslavia (1990–1995) pushed the convention to
its limit and tested conventional wisdom and prac-
tice. The number of POWs was indeed limited;
according to the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA), Serbs detained from 35,000 to 70,000 indi-
viduals in 135 camps in January 1993. But the
ambiguous nature of the conflict—civil war or a
war between nations—the ‘‘logic of criminaliza-
tion,’’ and the policy of ethnic cleansing led to a
situation in which an entire nation’s population was
held hostage. Respect for the Geneva Conventions
was hard to enforce. This war presented a backward
step in the regulation of captives during wartime, a
return to the premodern era.

Law governing prisoners of war developed
slowly, and only in some cases did practice and
codes of behavior coincide. But this has led to a
paradoxical situation in which POWs get more
protection than civilian detainees. In the cautious
legal formulations of the conventions, military
imperatives take into account the interests of cap-
tives, but the conventions do not resolve the legal
and moral issue of whether it is fair to feed detain-
ees while civilian populations starve. The evolution

of the law has favored a principle of reciprocity in
the absence of inspections and sanctions. It gener-
ated either a dynamic of escalation and retaliation
leading to reprisals, as with the Soviet Union, or a
dynamic of neutrality such as existed between
Germany and the United States. This mechanism
tends to consider POWs not from a military per-
spective as disarmed fighters but, rather, only as
representatives of the enemy nation, thus becom-
ing part of the enemy garrison to be defeated.

DEFINING A CULTURE OF CAPTIVITY

Captivity may be said to take place in four stages:

Capture, during conflict or after surrender.
The seizure of weapons and personal items
helped to define the status of victors and
vanquished.

Arrival in transit camps. Prisoners were then
transferred to base camps that held tens of
thousands of prisoners, then finally to
smaller camps. There followed enrollment
and distribution of clothing distinctively
marked in order to make the captive imme-
diately recognizable. The camp was an
enclosure whose space is limited by barbed
wire and by its guards. Prisoners were
affected by the military character of the

TABLE 3

Number of German POWs after World War II

Total number
of prisoners

Captured by Transferred to by sectors

Soviet Union 3,060,000
Soviet Union 3,155,000 Czechoslovakia 25,000

Poland 7,000 East: 3,349,000

Yugoslavia 194,000

United States 
and/or American
camps in Europe 3,097,000

United States 3,800,000 France 667,000
Belgium 31,000
Luxembourg 5,000 West: 7,745,000

United
United Kingdom 3,635,000
Kingdom 3,700,000 France 25,100

Belgium 33,000
Netherlands 7,000

Total 11,094,000

SOURCE: W. Ratza, Zusammenfassung, vol. 15, Maschke, cited in
Cochet, Soldats sans armes.
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camp (roll calls, searches, coexistence of
national directorate and POW executive).
Acculturation to this environment was all
the more difficult in that POWs often
changed camps.

Labor. Between 70 and 95 percent of
European POWs during the two world
wars were drafted into forced labor com-
mandos. In theory, conditions of work for
prisoners were to be identical to civilian
labor of a similar kind, seeking to avoid
competition with indigenous workers.
POWs’ attitude toward work ranged from
the ‘‘River Kwai syndrome’’ that pushed
prisoners to the limit, to the method of
‘‘slow in the morning and not too fast at
night.’’ POWs worked in all sectors, from
agriculture to industry to mine-clearance.
Exceptionally, a POW might become a free
civilian worker, a procedure initiated by the
Vichy government in wartime France in the
1940s. Although POW productivity was
inferior, the prisoners represented an irre-
placeable labor force and productive
resource.

Liberation and demobilization. These ended
both the experience of military service and
of captivity, which from the beginning had
an uncertain outcome.

The social side of POW life, an exclusively
masculine environment in the twentieth century,
was organized around principles of solidarity and
exclusion. Comradeship in captivity was not an
extension of the comradeship of war. It was based
on utilitarian solidarity (protection against theft,
acquisition of supplies) and organized in concentric
circles (of acquaintances, persons from the same
village or the same region) or by barracks, rein-
forced by discussion, nourished by rumors (about
rations, escape, imminent liberation, and so on).
Over time there developed a ‘‘language of the
camps’’ (for example, in post-1945 POW camps in
France, ‘‘Franzmann’’ for French or nixcompris =
not understood).

To kill time, POWs enjoyed simple pastimes
(cards and simple crafts), more elaborate activities
(sports, orchestras, theater), and even religious
observance. However, not all POWs succeeded in
overcoming the Stacheldrahtkranheit (barbed wire

disease) that could and did culminate in despair
and at times suicide.

Daily life in camps and on detachment details
was organized around basic preoccupations:

Nourishment and strategies for maximizing it
(using tobacco as a form of exchange).

Mail and the maintenance of links with the
home front. Prisoners receiving packages
could overcome feelings of alienation and
abandonment. However, it did not fulfill
the need for kindness and affection among
the prisoners. The absence of any feminine
presence at times fostered homoerotic or
homosexual ties.

Escape. This occupied a special place in the
culture of captivity. It showed the prison-
er’s attachment to his patriotic cause and a
willful desire to end captivity. In the
Second World War, there were thirty-five
thousand successful escapes among English
and American prisoners of war from
German camps.

RETURN

A prisoner’s welcome upon returning home rarely
matched his hopes. The nation’s recognition of his
sacrifice was not extended to combatants whose
status remained ambiguous and who had appeared
at times as traitors. To obtain their rights, soldiers
organized associations, such as the Volksbund zum
Schutz der deutschen Kriegs und Zivilgefangenen
in Germany in 1918. In France, only in 1922 was
the honor ‘‘died for France’’ accorded POWs.

In the early twenty-first century, veterans asso-
ciations welcome former POWs, who foster
remembrance of both war and captivity. French
and German POWs have worked on a rapproche-
ment through sister cities arrangements and asso-
ciations. Despite this institutional framework, it is
unclear whether former POWs intend or are able to
transmit their memories to succeeding generations.
And it is uncertain to what extent prisoners of the
wars of the twentieth century will in future remain
a group apart from their comrades who avoided
captivity.

See also Concentration Camps; Forced Labor; Hague
Convention; Nuremberg War Crimes Trials;
Occupation, Military; Operation Barbarossa; Red
Cross; War Crimes.
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Une approche culturelle. Brussels and Paris, 1998.

Djurovic, Gradimir. The Central Tracing Agency of the
International Committee of the Red Cross. Geneva,
1986.

Fishman, Sarah. We Will Wait: Wives of French Prisoners of
War, 1940–1945. New Haven, Conn., 1991.

Gammon, Victor F. Not All Glory!: True Accounts of RAF
Airmen Taken Prisoner in Europe, 1939–1945.
London, 1996.

Jackson, Robert. The Prisoners, 1914–18. New York, 1989.

Lindstrom, Hildegard Schmidt. Child Prisoner of War. As
told to Hazel Proctor. Ann Arbor, Mich., 1998.

Maschke, Erich, ed. Zur Geschichte der deutschen
Kriegsgefangenen des Zweiten Weltkrieges. 22 vols.
Munich, 1962–1974.

Moore, Bob, and Kent Federowich, eds. Prisoners of War
and Their Captors in World War II. Washington,
D.C., 1996.
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FABIEN THÉOFILAKIS

n

PRODI, ROMANO (b. 1939), economist,
industrial manager, politician, prime minister of Italy.

After Romano Prodi completed his law degree
in Italy and some specialized postgraduate studies at
the London School of Economics, he became a
professor of economics and industrial politics with
appointments to Trento (1973), Harvard (1974),
the universities of Bologna (1975), and again
Bologna (1989). He was cofounder of Prometeia,
a center for economic research; chairman of Il
Mulino publishing company (1974–1978); and
between 1978 and 1979 minister of industry in

the fourth government of Giulio Andreotti. He also
chaired the scientific committee of Nomisma, a
society for economic studies that he founded in
1981.

Although his 1978 ministerial stint lasted only
a few months, it permitted Prodi to link his name
to procedures for appointing special commissioners
and rescuing industrial groups in crisis, and it
served as the springboard for his 1982 appoint-
ment as chair of the state-owned Istituto per la
Ricostruzione Industriale (IRI, Institute for
Industrial Reconstruction), which was founded in
1933 to reform and reorganize the Italian financial
system after the 1929 crisis and was the largest
industrial holding company in the country.

During his seven years as chair of IRI (1982–
1989), Prodi succeeded in making the company
profitable: it went from a loss of 3,056 billion lire
(about 3 million dollars) at the time he assumed
leadership to a profit of 1,263 billion lire (about
1.2 million dollars) in 1989. Both Prodi and
Franco Reviglio, who was appointed to lead the
Ente Nazionale Idrocarburi (National Hydrocarbon
Corporation), demonstrated their abilities and even
a certain admirable independence from the political
parties to which they owed their positions, the
Christian Democrats (Prodi was close to its
Catholic left wing) and the Socialist Party. Prodi
initiated a rationalization process in IRI, which was
a prelude to the massive privatization that began in
the 1990s and met with resistance from political
forces and from an administrative bureaucracy deter-
mined to defend its power.

Prodi privatized Alfasud, an Alfa Romeo car
factory built in the south of Italy; however, the
Craxi government blocked the sale of the Società
Meridionale di Elettricità (Sme, Southern Electric
Company, which had acquired some important
food industries) to Carlo De Benedetti, then owner
of Buitoni, a food product company.

Prodi completed his first term at IRI in 1989,
when what has been called the era of the professors
came to an end. After he left IRI he turned his
attention to the university and to Nomisma, but
he was not long absent from the public scene: in
1993 Carlo Azeglio Ciampi’s government (28
April 1993–16 April 1994) asked him to replace
the outgoing Franco Nobili as chair of IRI.
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His tenure in office lasted only one year, dur-
ing which he revived the privatization program: IRI
ceded first the Credito Italiano (The Italian bank),
then the Banca Commerciale (Commercial bank),
and finally began the process of privatizing the
agricultural and food sectors (Sme) and the iron
and steel industries.

After the victory of the Freedom Pole and the
Good Government Pole Coalitions in the April
1994 elections, Prodi submitted his resignation to
the new prime minister, Silvio Berlusconi, leaving
the chairmanship of IRI to Michele Tedeschi.
His political activity dates from that moment.
Mentioned many times as a possible secretary of
the Partito Popolare Italiano (PPI; People’s Party)
and as a candidate for prime minister, Prodi pro-
moted the center-left electoral coalition Ulivo
(Olive Tree Coalition); on 2 February 1995 he
was chosen as its leader. Traveling by bus, he began
a long electoral campaign that led to the victory of
the center-left coalition and to his appointment as
head of the government in April 1996.

Many parties participated in his center-left gov-
ernment, which took office on 17 May 1996: the
Partito Democratico della Sinistra (Democratic
Party of the Left); the PPI; the Verdi (Green Party
Federation); the Unione Democratica (Democratic
Union), founded by Antonio Maccanico; the
Rinnovamento Italiano (Italian Renewal); and Lista
Dini (Dini Ticket), in addition to three experienced
politicians, among whom were Carlo Azeglio Ciampi
and Antonio Di Pietro. The Partito Rifondazione
Comunista (PRC, Communist Refoundation Party)
provided outside support for the government. Prodi
remained as prime minister until 9 October 1998,
when the leader of the PRC, Fausto Bertinotti, with-
drew its support over the financial bill and budget
estimate for the following year.

The following year, Prodi was appointed pres-
ident of the European Commission, a post that
reflected positively on Italy’s image within the
European Community. On 10 July 1999 he intro-
duced his administration; among the European
commissioners was Mario Monti, who was given
the competition portfolio. As president of the
European Commission, Prodi was the target of a
series of criminal acts in Bologna in December
2003: two trash cans exploded near his residence;
the shop window displaying his latest book in the

Feltrinelli Bookstore was damaged; and a letter
bomb concealed in a book sent to his home
exploded when Prodi opened it, but he was not
seriously injured.

His mandate to the European Commission
expired on 31 October 2004, but Prodi remained
in office for another two weeks when his Portuguese
successor, José Manuel Durao Barroso, had diffi-
culty getting his cabinet ministers ratified. Upon
his return to Italy, Prodi was named leader of the
Olive Tree Coalition for the 2006 elections and was
elected prime minister in April 2006 by a narrow
margin.

See also Andreotti, Giulio; Berlusconi, Silvio; European
Commission; Italy.
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MARIA TERESA GIUSTI

n

PROKOFIEV, SERGEI (1891–1953),
Russian and Soviet composer.

Born in tsarist Russia on 23 April 1891 (11
April, old style), Sergei Prokofiev lived and worked
under the Soviet regime for the twenty years pre-
ceding his death in Moscow on 5 March 1953.
Before that he had spent almost twenty years trav-
eling and performing around the globe while
remaining a loyal Russian and Soviet citizen.

This biographical trend of east to west to east,
together with his generational position between
the prerevolutionary Russian nationalistic classical
culture and post–Bolshevik Revolution class-
conscious internationalist arts made him a unique
figure in European and Soviet music. Like Dmitri
Shostakovich (1906–1975) his work included
operas, ballets, symphonies, chamber music, can-
tatas, songs, and romances. Unlike Shostakovich,
until his final return to the Soviet Union in 1933
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Prokofiev did not experience the effects of out-
right government censorship. Even then his
operas and ballets were not banned or ostracized,
although unfortunately the stage life of some of
them was not as spectacular as the composer’s
talent warranted.

Prokofiev strove to be contemporary in con-
tent, and in the later part of his life more traditional
in form, evading current fads and fashions. In the
early part of his life before he moved to the West he
was interested in Russian turn-of-the-century Silver
Age poetry, historical subjects, and the classical
literary heritage. In the second part of his life (in
the West) until his return to the Soviet Union in
1933 he embraced the achievements of Western
expressionist musical theater with its industrial
themes. This reflected a certain ideological conform-
ism on the part of the composer, which explains
his quick and ardent acceptance of the Stalinist
agenda in the arts and culture after returning to his
home country.

Visiting France and England before the out-
break of World War I, he met the founder of the
Ballet Russes, Sergei Diaghilev, who had also
patronized Igor Stravinsky, and ultimately wrote
three ballets for Diaghilev’s company. His
Classical Symphony (1917) was a modern reincarna-
tion of Joseph Haydn’s work. His opera Love for
Three Oranges (1919) was commissioned by the
Chicago Opera Association. He traveled for the
next decade and a half, but ultimately, not feeling
at home in the West (unlike Stravinsky), he
returned to Moscow in 1933. The Soviet govern-
ment gave him a luxurious apartment and Soviet
premier Vyacheslav Molotov specifically instructed
his minister for arts affairs not to interfere in
Prokofiev’s work.

Back in the USSR he wrote propagandistic
works: Cantata for the Twentieth Anniversary of
the October Revolution (1937; text selected from
the works of Marx, Lenin, and Stalin, first per-
formed thirty years later without Stalin’s quotes);
Zdravitsa (Hail) to commemorate Joseph Stalin’s
sixtieth birthday (1939); Tale of a Boy Who
Remained Unknown (1944); and On Guard for
Peace (1950). The titles of his choral works under-
score the composer’s outward submission to the
dogmas of socialist realism that required showing
life in romantic terms, keeping in mind the future

optimistic and glorious resolution of all possible
conflicts and present-day hardships. Though music
by nature was less subject to censorship and
government dictates, the verbal part of it (texts,
lyrics, librettos, even the titles of symphonic move-
ments) were subject to Communist Party and state
scrutiny.

Prokofiev’s opera Semyon Kotko (1939) dealt
with the civil war in Ukraine and was shelved fol-
lowing the signing of the German-Soviet
Nonaggression Pact. His epic opera War and
Peace (1941–1952), with scenes based on Leo
Tolstoy’s novel of the same name, resurrected the
heroic Russian past, but did not fit Stalin’s design
for the grandiose post–World War II nationalistic
renaissance. The socialist realist opera Tale of a
Real Man (1947–1948) glorified the deeds of a
Soviet pilot who after losing both legs returned to
his duties. Its completion coincided with ideology
tsar Andrei Zhdanov’s crackdown in music and it
was heavily criticized. However, Prokofiev’s bal-
lets and film music were welcomed by the State
and brought him wider official and popular
recognition.

His ballet Romeo and Juliet (1935–1936) was
staged at the Moscow Bolshoi and Leningrad Kirov
theaters and became a constant feature of govern-
ment-sponsored concerts. The Tale of a Stone
Flower (1948–1950) suited the resurgence of
Russian nationalist content after the victory in
World War II. Prokofiev’s role during the golden
age of the Soviet cinema cannot be underestimated
either. He was a favorite composer of the film-
maker Sergei Eisenstein, and his music for the epic
movies Aleksandr Nevsky (1938) and the two parts
of Ivan the Terrible (1942, 1945) won him two
Stalin Prizes. That did not prevent Stalin from
banning the second part of Ivan the Terrible after
sensing allusions to his own reign.

Prokofiev, though recognized as one of the top
Soviet composers, was not integrated into the offi-
cial hierarchy to the extent of Dmitri Shostakovich
or the Soviet Armenian composer Aram
Khachaturian (1903–1978). He won six Stalin
Prizes but was never awarded the title of People’s
Artist of the Soviet Union. His death on 5 March
1953 did not get national attention, in part
because it coincided with Stalin’s death on the
same day, but his music was played in the
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Column Hall where Stalin lay in state. According
to newly released archival sources Prokofiev was
even denied a prestigious government pension
before his death. This injustice was addressed post-
humously during Nikita Khrushchev’s Thaw, when
Prokofiev was the first among Soviet composers to
be granted the newly established prestigious Lenin
Prize (which replaced the now-discredited and dis-
continued Stalin Prizes).

While Stravinsky remained an eminently
Russian composer and at the same time a citizen
of the world, and Shostakovich was a mostly Soviet
composer with strong cosmopolitan tendencies,
Prokofiev can be considered a Russian Soviet com-
poser. His life and work created a symbolic bridge
between Russian prerevolutionary culture and tur-
bulent Soviet-era upheavals. He remained one of
the most accomplished masters of the twentieth
century, leaving a treasure of ballets, operas, sym-
phonies, suites, overtures, concertos, chamber
music, choral works, piano sonatas, songs, and film
music, and the beloved symphonic children’s tale
Peter and the Wolf (1936).

See also Shostakovich, Dmitri; Soviet Union; Stalin,
Joseph; Stravinsky, Igor.
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LEONID MAXIMENKOV

n

PROPAGANDA. Propaganda and European
history are indivisible. The modern concept of pro-
paganda—in essence, mass persuasion—sprang
from Europe’s religious conflicts in the early seven-
teenth century. The leaders of the Roman Catholic
Church coined the word at the time of the
Reformation to describe the act of spreading, or

propagating, the faith to unbelievers. It is a testa-
ment to the cultural politics of Protestant northern
Europe that the term should have swiftly acquired
an enduring negative connotation: in popular
usage, propaganda is to communication as murder
is to killing. European history, however, suggests
that propaganda is not the monopoly of any one
ideology and—like any tool—it can be used for
good or evil.

WORLD WAR I

The practice of propaganda reached new heights in
Europe during World War I and in the ideological
struggles that followed it its wake. Europe and the
world were changed as a result.

In 1914, Europe was awash with propaganda.
The ideology of nationalism could be found every-
where, from school curricula to commercially pro-
duced ephemera. It permeated the print culture of
the popular press and bound Europeans to their
colonies overseas with talk of duty and ethnic des-
tiny. The architects of that propaganda—the lead-
ers who had profited from the cohesion that
national missions and common enemies brought
to their population—were trapped within their
world of stereotyped friends and enemies by the
events of August 1914. When a Serb extremist
murdered the heir to the Austrian throne,
Austria’s rulers felt compelled to mobilize against
Serbia, while the tsarist regime in Russia had traded
so heavily on the rhetoric of pan-Slavism that it
could not but intervene on Serbia’s side. The web
of rivalries, alliances, and reputations that had to be
defended swiftly engulfed the Continent and its
overseas colonies in war.

The outbreak of World War I presented the
combatant nations with a major challenge: how to
raise the armies and enroll the civilian support
necessary to prosecute war on an unprecedented
scale. Propaganda provided the mechanism for this.
Britain led the way, recruiting publicists, artists,
and writers for the cause, although it had no formal
ministry of information until 1918. In Germany,
propaganda remained largely in unskilled military
hands and suffered accordingly.

A characteristic element in propaganda on both
sides was the atrocity story, depicting horrors alleg-
edly committed by the enemy. Famous stories,
later proven false, included the report that the
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Germans had created a ‘‘corpse conversion’’ plant
at Vimy Ridge in France to turn the war dead
into industrial products. Other common themes
in World War I propaganda included the claim that
God was on one’s side and the notion that one
must fight to demonstrate masculinity. Common
methods of propaganda included posters and the
relatively new medium of film. States managed
news coverage of the war through censorship and
by managing the presence of war correspondents
with the troops. Private enterprise also played its
part as patriotic wartime themes emerged in post-
cards, songs, and plays across Europe.

Combatants deployed propaganda on the bat-
tlefield. Leaflets crafted to demoralize or appeal for
surrender were dropped over enemy territory by
aircraft, a technique pioneered by Italy in its colo-
nial wars in Tunisia. The combatant powers also
campaigned to win the sympathy of neutral
nations, the most important of which was the
United States. Peace activists operated on both
sides throughout the war, sometimes funded by
their nation’s enemy.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

In the aftermath of the war, propaganda provided a
convenient explanation for such events as the col-
lapse of morale in Austria and Germany. Apologists
for the German defeat, including Adolf Hitler
(1889–1945), exaggerated the impact of wartime
propaganda. But Hitler then sought to make the
weapon of propaganda his own. Other uses of
propaganda in the immediate wake of the war
included the French use of propaganda to rebuild
the birthrate and propaganda in many nations in
support of peace. Major initiatives to this end
included the League of Nations Union and a suc-
cession of powerful antiwar novels, including Erich
Maria Remarque’s (1898–1970) All Quiet on the
Western Front (1929).

European governments were not the only
practitioners of propaganda during World War I.
The international socialist movement had long
since adopted the methods of mass communica-
tion, and radical class-based propaganda was a fea-
ture of politics across Europe. In Soviet Russia, the
Bolshevik Party under Vladimir Lenin (1870–
1924) developed a two-tier concept of propaganda,
drawing a distinction—first made by Georgi
Plekhanov (1857–1918)—between propaganda,

which he defined as giving many ideas to one per-

son, and agitation, which he defined as giving one

idea to many people. The Bolsheviks became

masters of both. In October 1917 the Bolsheviks

seized power. Communist propaganda now had

the additional impetus of a nation-state behind it.

In 1919 Lenin established the Communist Inter-

national (Comintern) to ferment international

revolution and in the following decades the Soviet

Union pioneered a number of important propa-

ganda techniques at home and abroad, including

international radio broadcasting in 1927, with reg-

ular Radio Moscow services beginning in 1929,

and elaborate propaganda films, the best known

being those created by Sergei Eisenstein (1898–

1948). Later Soviet techniques included disinfor-

mation—the spreading of rumors.

The rising leaders of interwar Europe hurried

to deploy the ideological weapons of World War I.

In Italy Benito Mussolini (1883–1945), a former

Soviet propaganda poster from 1920 reads ‘‘Peasants

and Workers Unite against the Priests and Barons.’’

BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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newspaper editor who had once taken money to
print French wartime propaganda, now led the
fascist movement. Fascist propaganda looked back
to the golden age of ancient Rome. The fascists used
propaganda to make their members feel as though
they were a part of a great movement. Uniforms,
banners, and songs all played a part, with the image
of the leader at the fore. In Germany Hitler used
similar techniques and themes to energize his
National Socialist Party. Hitler believed that without
modern communications the Nazi party would not
have come to power in 1933. Similar, although
smaller, movements could be found across Europe,
including Belgium’s Rexists, Norway’s Nasjonal
Samlung, and Britain’s British Union of Fascists.
Many of these parties used Europe’s well-
established vein of anti-Semitism as a key element
in their propaganda.

The dictatorships of Hitler and Mussolini and
of Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) in the Soviet Union
shared an approach to propaganda that included
rigid censorship and direction of the mass media
and education; a love of spectacle, whether as pa-
rade or monumental architecture; and a cult of the
leader. Film propaganda in all three societies
emphasized escapist fantasy musicals and romances
rather than heavily ideological fare such as the
famous Nazi film Triumph of the Will (1935). All
three states were involved in major efforts to pro-
ject their influence internationally through both
political and cultural propaganda. Examples in-
cluded an emphasis on international sporting events,
most famously the Berlin Olympics of 1936.

The totalitarian propaganda effort overseas led
to a countercampaign by the democratic nations to
both consolidate their own empires and display
their culture to others. France had been investing
in the projection of its language and culture around
the world through the Alliance Française, an orga-
nization of private citizens who taught the French
language, since the 1880s. The French Foreign
Ministry founded a cultural department in the early
1920s. Britain did nothing until the 1930s when,
in 1932 it inaugurated the empire service of the
British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) and then
created the British Council in 1934. Other major
efforts included the launch of Radio Netherlands in
1927. Although noble in intent, such work could
not stave off the coming of war in 1939.

WORLD WAR II

World War II saw a marked divergence in propa-
ganda techniques between the totalitarian and
democratic countries. Nazi propaganda, coordi-
nated by the Reichministerium für Volksauflärung
und Propaganda (State ministry for popular
enlightenment and propaganda) under Joseph
Goebbels (1897–1945) emphasized the dynamism
of the regime and concealed its setbacks, whereas
the British Ministry of Information, which even-
tually found stable leadership under Brendan
Bracken (1901–1958) sought to work as far as
possible with facts. The British government was
so shy of ideology as to avoid defining its war aims
until the summer of 1941. During the war, the
BBC developed a reputation for telling the truth,
whether the news was good or bad, and provided a
platform for governments-in-exile to address their
home countries.

As had happened in World War I, the combat-
ants in World War II competed for American opin-
ion. Although the Germans had the advantage of
merely needing to sustain America’s neutrality,
Britain won the struggle for American opinion
mainly by helping American journalists report the
Blitz on London at first hand. Britain’s prime min-
ister, Winston Churchill (1874–1965) did much to
capture the American imagination in the same way
that he had earlier rallied his own population.
Britain also coordinated propaganda from the
European governments-in-exile through a United
Nations Information Organization. On the battle-
field, the Nazis used propaganda as a variation on
the artillery barrage to soften up their enemies. The
populations that folded before the Nazi onslaught
in 1940 had seen German military might in news-
reels and heard broadcasts from Berlin. They knew
exactly what was coming. But propaganda also
played a key role in the Allied counteroffensive after
D-Day, with the successful use of appeals to sur-
render. The Allies learned that the most effective
psychological warfare used truth and flattered its
listeners that they had done enough to enable them
to lay down their weapons without loss of honor.

POSTWAR EUROPE

In the aftermath of World War II, propaganda
played a major part in the reconstruction of
Europe, but the period also saw a new propaganda
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struggle as the wartime tensions between Stalin and

the western Allies widened into the Cold War. To

begin with, the Allied Powers worked on re-

education in Germany and were much helped in

this by a small army of returning exiles and mem-

ories of the liberal Weimar era of the 1920s. Key

institutions of re-education included a string of

newspapers such as Die Welt and Neue Zeitung,
radio stations, and a special newsreel called Welt
im Film (The world in film). The wider U.S. effort

to rebuild Western Europe through the Marshall

Plan (announced in 1947) also included a major

propaganda component. Each national Marshall

Plan office included an information bureau to pub-

licize American investment in that country and

promote associated ideas, from an awareness of

U.S. products to a detailed understanding of

American management techniques. Funding for this

came from the host nations, hence Europe has been
said to have subsidized its own indoctrination.

The Soviet Union saw the Marshall Plan as part
of an American plan for economic domination and
insisted on the nations in its sphere remaining out-
side the plan, and it increased both Soviet propa-
ganda and real political power within that sphere. A
succession of rigged elections brought Communist
governments to power in Poland and Hungary
(both 1947), Czechoslovakia (1948), and else-
where. In 1947 Moscow created Cominform, an
umbrella organization for Communist Party pro-
paganda around the world. Set-piece struggles
between communist and capitalist propaganda
early in the Cold War included the Italian election
campaign of 1948. The U.S. government secretly
subsidized the Christian Democratic Party, which
won the election. Communist propaganda gambits

Children’s propaganda parade, Moscow, 1924. The parade was part of a gathering of children from all over the world

organized by Communist leaders as a counterpart to the International Scout Jamboree held that year in England. The children carry

placards denouncing greedy capitalists and anticommunist, or ‘‘white,’’ Russians. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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included a powerful drive for peace at the time of
the Korean War (1950–1953), which was under-
mined by the brutality of Soviet intervention in
Hungary in 1956. In 1949 the nations of
Western Europe joined the United States in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
which included a small public relations section
and regular talks to coordinate member states’
propaganda policies.

Europe became a cultural battleground for the
Cold War. Both the Soviets and the United States
sought to draw intellectuals to their cause.
Particular elements in the American agenda for
Europe included greater political unification,
although there was no shortage of Europeans cam-
paigning for the same goal. European intellectuals
from the noncommunist left benefited from U.S.
Central Intelligence Agency money filtered
through the Congress for Cultural Freedom, but
America’s commercial culture had much more
impact. In both Western and Eastern Europe,
American popular culture, and most especially films
and music, spoke of a certain freedom. In contrast,
Soviet culture produced under the deadening hand
of state censorship seemed rigid and unattractive.
France in particular attempted to place restraint on
the penetration of American popular culture,
restricting the number of American films that could
be released and policing the entry of English words
into the French language.

European nations continued to invest in cul-
tural propaganda around the world. Germany
created a new international cultural apparatus
called the Goethe Institute and began new multi-
lingual international radio broadcasts on Deutsche
Welle. Austria excelled at the art of what advertising
people later came to call re-branding, using tourist
publicity to make the world think—as one U.S.
observer put it—that Beethoven was Austrian and
Hitler was German. France and Germany instituted
a wide range of cultural exchanges that facilitated
their unprecedented rapprochement. Belgium used
the 1958 Brussels World’s Fair to showcase its
postwar recovery.

During these years, Europe decolonized.
Its empires had rested on a great deal of propa-
ganda, not least about white supremacy, and their
demolition required ideologies of equal weight.
Anticolonial propaganda mixed local influences

with the appropriation of European nationalism
and its trappings of anthems, banners, uniforms
and ideologies. Anticolonial propagandists included
Mohandas K. Gandhi (1869–1948) in India and
the Caribbean-born Frantz Fanon (1925–1961) in
North Africa. In places where the European exodus
was marked by a local insurgency, the retreating
imperial nations deployed the techniques of psy-
chological warfare as part of their counterinsur-
gency tactics with varying degrees of success.

Postwar Western Europe was characterized, for
the most part, by its free media. Exceptions
included the right-wing dictatorships in Spain and
Portugal, but these too had liberalized by the
1980s. Political movements flourished, including
the women’s movements; a lively antinuclear and
peace movement (especially strong in Scandinavia);
environmental movements; and movements both
in support of and in opposition to the emerging
presence of ethnic minorities within European
populations. Each deployed propaganda. The
movement for European integration moved for-
ward with elite rather than mass support, although
the accession of individual states first to the
European Economic Community and then to
the European Union, and later the adoption of
the common European currency, saw a succession
of referenda with attendant propaganda campaigns.

During the postwar period, television rapidly
became the major medium of political communica-
tion, although for most Europeans television
tended to be an alternative to rather than an ener-
gizing element in political realm. European televi-
sion was marked by a strong state presence and
much regulation in matters of content. European
governments restricted the political use of televi-
sion and attempted to limit political ownership of
commercial channels, although the most obvious
exception to this has been in Italy, where in the
1990s the media mogul Silvio Berlusconi (b. 1936)
rose to the premiership. During the 1990s, the
Internet became a major channel of propaganda
on the Continent. Some political parties also experi-
mented with the use of Short Message Service
(SMS) text messages on mobile phones.

During the 1970s, the Cold War underwent a
marked thaw and West Germany in particular
pressed for reconciliation with the East. The thaw
culminated in the Helsinki Accords of August
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1975, which included provisions for the free

exchange of cultural materials. During the 1980s,

old themes re-emerged and such figures as the British

prime minister Margaret Thatcher (b. 1925) and

the Polish-born Pope John Paul II (1920–2005)

were relentless in their criticism of the Soviet

empire. The deployment of American cruise mis-

siles in Europe sparked a revival of the antinuclear

movement and a fresh wave of propaganda for

peace.

Propaganda played a key role in the dramatic

political changes that swept across Eastern Europe

in 1989. The populations of the East knew about

the material and political benefits of Western

European life from decades spent watching

Western television and listening to Western radio.

The bankruptcy of a communist system that

feigned love for its people while repressing news

of events such as the Chernobyl accident of 1986
was not in doubt. As the Soviet Union lost its
ability to repress its neighbors, the collapse of the
communist system in Europe became inevitable.
All it took was news of unpunished defiance in
one country—East Germany—and people across
the region pushed for change. The borders opened
and the barriers fell. On the night of 9 November
1989, the citizens of Berlin began to demolish the
wall that had divided their city since 1961. In some
places, the mass media repeated stories that later
proved to be untrue or exaggerated. In December
1989 reports of a massacre of ten thousand people
in Timisoara, Romania, stoked revolution in that
country, although in fact only ninety-seven had
died. The collapse of communism brought the
fragmentation of Yugoslavia into warring states.
The conflict, which lasted through out the 1990s,
included claims and counterclaims of atrocities.
Both Serbs and Muslims alleged that the other side
had fed their babies to zoo animals. Such stories
helped fuel real atrocities.

Despite the triumph of democracy in postwar
Europe, the political fringe has engaged in an
undercurrent of political violence. Terrorism must
be considered a form of propaganda in which the
event is planned as much for its value as political
communication as for its economic impact on
bricks, mortar, blood, or bone. The anarchist
Mikhail Bakunin (1814–1876) spoke of ‘‘le propa-
ganda par le fait’’—propaganda by means of
action. Terrorism has been a particular feature
of movements for regional autonomy in Europe,
such as the campaigns for Irish and Basque inde-
pendence. There have also been shorter-lived poli-
tical campaigns, such as the extreme left terrorism
of the Baader-Meinhof Gang in 1970s West
Germany or Brigatte Rossi (Red Brigades) in
1980s Italy. At the start of the twenty-first century,
the threat of Islamic terrorism loomed large across
Europe. The debate over the correct response to
Islamic terrorism, and specifically the U.S.-led
invasion of Iraq in 2003, deeply divided European
opinion, with much propaganda on both sides.

In the early twenty-first century European pro-
paganda stood at a crossroads. Although the
European Union already had many of the trappings
of a super-state, it had seldom exercised a political
voice on the world stage. In the absence of a

Democracy! A cartoon from the first issue of the German

propaganda magazine Signal depicts European democracy as

a vulture created by wealth and supported by the subjugation

of the masses. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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European international cultural program, Britain’s
British Council and Germany’s Goethe Institute
began a basic program of cooperation, sharing
office locations in the former Soviet Union. It is a
small beginning but one that would have been
utterly unimaginable in 1914.

See also Cinema; Communism; Nazism; 1989; Radio;
Radio Free Europe; Television; World War I;
World War II.
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PROSTITUTION. In twentieth-century
Europe, prostitution defied easy classification
because its legal, ideological, and social history
developed over the course of the century and varied
between countries. The definition and treatment of
prostitutes reflected diverse perceptions of sexual-
ity, women’s rights, morality, and the regulatory

role of the state. Moreover, war and peace, demo-

graphic trends, scientific and medical develop-

ments, political ideologies, and the activism of indi-

viduals and groups influenced the changing

attitudes toward prostitution as they called into

question the social, cultural, and medical founda-

tions of the sexual double standard that underlay

prior definitions of prostitution.

In the late nineteenth century most European

governments saw prostitution as a threat to moral-

ity, social order, public health, and gender roles and

adopted a regulatory system—usually based on the

French model that had emerged in the early nine-

teenth century following the ideas of Alexandre-

Jean-Baptiste Parent-Duchâtelet (1790–1836)—

that included compulsory registration, medical

examinations, and licensed brothels. From Imperial

Russia to Victorian England prostitution was illegal,

yet it existed everywhere, usually declared to be a

‘‘necessary evil.’’ Governments attempted to control

and regulate prostitution, which was defined almost

everywhere as an exclusively female phenomenon.

Specific regulations were grounded in the work of

medical, criminological, legal, and social scholars,

and most reflected the sexual double standard of

the day that posited that women were the carriers

of disease, immorality, degeneracy, and vice and had

to be controlled, while men were seen as victims of

their uncontrollable sexual urges. Primarily, how-

ever, governments sought to regulate women’s

sexuality and enforce specific gender roles. Sodomy

laws existed in most European countries, but male

prostitutes were not regulated. By the end of the

nineteenth century the existing regulatory systems

came under increasing pressure from groups includ-

ing women’s rights activists, moral purity campaign-

ers, sexologists, and the medical establishment. The

most successful campaign against regulated female

prostitution was the drive to abolish the Contagious

Disease Acts in Great Britain, which culminated in

their repeal in 1886. Though most states held on to

their regulatory policies until 1914, it became

increasingly clear that brothelized prostitution did

not achieve its goals. The incidence of venereal dis-

ease continued to rise, public order could not be

guaranteed as many prostitutes eluded the grasp of

officials, and ideas of male and female sexuality were

changing rapidly.
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WORLD WAR I THROUGH WORLD WAR II

During the First World War most belligerents,

worried about unrestricted fraternization, venereal

disease, and a decline in troop morale, renewed

their faith in brothels. Strictly supervised by mili-

tary administrations and with a main focus on dis-

ease prevention, a range of brothels set up along

the front lines, reflecting the hierarchy of military

men. This time, however, both men and women

were subject to medical examinations, sending new

and complex messages about the relationships

among prostitution, female sexuality, and tradi-

tional gender roles. Fears of ‘‘unruly’’ and unfaith-

ful women persisted as it became harder to control

the sexual behavior of women on the fronts and

home fronts during the war years.

After the war, views about sexuality and gender
roles changed dramatically in many European
countries and so did the legal status of prostitution.
Women received the vote almost everywhere

(France is a notable exception), and it proved diffi-
cult to maintain the sexual and moral double stan-
dard embodied in regulated prostitution. Moreover,
criminological and medical views that had provided
the ideological underpinning for regulationism lost
scholarly credibility. Laws, rules, and activism sur-
rounding prostitution focused increasingly, if not
exclusively, on disease prevention as sanitary con-
cerns triumphed over criminal and moral ones. In
interwar Germany, for example, regulations for
prostitutes were abandoned in 1927, when a new
law designed to reduce the incidence of venereal
disease subjected both men and women to primarily
voluntary medical examinations, decriminalized
female prostitution, and closed licensed brothels.
In France many brothels closed down in favor of
institutions that tended to separate the working and
living quarters of the women, many of which had
better hygienic conditions than ever before, thus
removing prostitutes from the all-powerful control
of brothel-keepers.

Prostitutes stand in windows to attract customers in a street in Germany, 1949. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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When National Socialists took power in
Germany in 1933 and later occupied much of
Europe during the Second World War, prostitution
policies changed again, this time reflecting the
racist and sexist ideologies of the Nazi regime.
Women were to be primarily mothers and propa-
gators of the race. Prostitution was recriminalized
and brothels reintroduced. Mindful of Nazi racial
ideology, there existed a multiplicity of brothels
as German and foreign men were not allowed to
visit the same establishments. Prostitutes in Nazi
Germany were treated not only as criminals but
also as social outcasts and deviants. In Germany,
prostitutes were subject to ever stricter health reg-
ulations, stripped of their civil and legal rights,
forcefully sterilized, and interned in prisons and
concentration camps. Increased surveillance of sol-
dier’s wives reflected the fear of miscegenation and
sexual behavior that defied acceptable gender roles.

During the war a network of brothels was orga-
nized and administered by Nazi authorities for
German troops, often staffed by women arrested for
prostitution at home. In occupied and Vichy France,
officials were able to use existing brothels that had
survived since the late nineteenth century. By 1942 a
clearly structured and increasingly standardized hier-
archy of brothels reflected the hierarchy of the mili-
tary personnel and racist Nazi ideology. Brothels
across Nazi-occupied Europe were designed to reg-
ulate the contact between German troops and local
civilians but also to perform public health functions as
medical experts claimed that strictly regulated prosti-
tutes minimized the spread of venereal disease.

AFTER 1945

Since 1945 sexual norms, laws, and values in
Western European societies have undergone a radi-
cal liberation as they shifted in emphasis from reg-
ulation of prostitution to its toleration. In most
Western European countries, prostitution was
again legalized in the postwar period, though most
states initially retained regimes of medical super-
vision ranging from compulsory to voluntary. The
postwar period also saw the end of the brothel
structure as women everywhere abandoned the
strictures of brothels for other environments such
as strip clubs, sex shops and the streets, especially in
the climate of the ‘‘sexual revolution’’ of the 1960s
and 1970s, which gave rise to new morals and

sensibilities as well as sex industries. As women in
general have demanded and experienced emancipa-
tion, so have prostitutes. As more and more sexual
and moral taboos were broken, both the appear-
ance and the demand for prostitutes continued to
undergo changes. Additionally, the definition of
prostitution expanded in the postwar period and
came to include male prostitution.

New laws passed in many Western European
states were concerned for the first time with protect-
ing prostitutes from disease and exploitation, and
activist groups advocating for the rights of sex work-
ers have become increasingly organized, vocal, and
successful. In communist Eastern Europe and in the
Soviet Union, prostitution officially did not exist
and was forced underground. Since the 1990s
human trafficking in sex workers from these areas
into Western Europe has increased dramatically.

The Federal Republic of Germany in 1953
introduced a law for the prevention of venereal
disease, which legalized prostitution but still sub-
jected women to medical examinations and hence
defined and stigmatized prostitutes. Forced exam-
inations ended in 1987, and in 2002 the now-
unified Germany adopted a law designed to end
the stigmatization of prostitutes by explicitly toler-
ating and categorizing prostitution as an acceptable
occupation in the service sector integrated into the
welfare state.

The postwar period in France also saw the end
of regulationism as laws focused on procurers
rather than prostitutes, especially after 1960.
Prostitution, however, continued to be stigmatized
as a social scourge, and French police retained their
repressive mentality. In an attempt to draw atten-
tion to the conditions in the prostitution milieu,
end their social stigmatization, and participate in
the welfare state, French prostitutes in 1975
rebelled against police repression by rioting, enga-
ging in public relations campaigns, and occupying
churches all across the country. Though they did
not achieve their proposed changes, they succeeded
in creating a new and more open discourse about
the role of prostitution in modern French society.

Yet the atmosphere of liberalization and tolera-
tion of the late twentieth century produced
ambivalent results. Although most European states
now view prostitution as legal unless it is
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exploitative, international sex trafficking (mostly
from non-European countries in Asia and Latin
America), especially of young women and children,
the exploitation of international sex workers, and
sex tourism have become significant problems.
New diseases, especially HIV/AIDS, have replaced
syphilis and gonorrhea and brought old concerns
about public health back into public discourse.
Among other international organizations, the
European Union has recently taken on the issue
of prostitution and human trafficking in sex
workers.

See also AIDS; Feminism; Sexuality.
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PSYCHIATRY. Psychiatry in Europe around
the time of the First World War was torn between
psychotherapeutic and biological approaches. It is
important to locate these traditions in earlier devel-
opments. Psychiatry as a discipline had begun
around the time of the French Revolution. It was
centered in mental hospitals and emphasized the
somatic, or physical, treatment of patients with
such remedies as hydrotherapy and sedatives.
European psychiatrists in the nineteenth century
stressed the genetic sources of illness, with particu-
lar emphasis on ‘‘degeneration,’’ meaning a wor-
sening of illness from one generation to the next.
Asylum psychiatrists attached particular importance
to brain anatomy and believed that mental illness

could be associated with lesions in the physical
structure of the brain. Of course, psychiatric illness
existed outside of the mental hospital, yet it was
treated in the community not by psychiatrists but
by neurologists or physiatrists, specialists in physi-
cal treatments who generally practiced in spas
under the guise of treating ‘‘nervous,’’ not mental
illness.

Around 1880 this biological approach began to
be challenged by psychiatrists who believed in the
efficacy of psychotherapy, not hydrotherapy and seda-
tives. Prominent among these early psychotherapists
were Hippolyte Bernheim at the University of Nancy,
who in 1883 proposed nonhypnotic suggestion, in
addition to hypnosis, as a way of treating lesser ner-
vous illnesses. In 1902 Jules-Joseph Dejerine, a neu-
rologist at the Salpêtrière Hospice in Paris, began
sketching out a treatment of the psychoneuroses
involving ‘‘isolation’’ of the patients and intensive
psychotherapy. Two years later, in 1904, Paul
Dubois, professor of neuropathology in Berne,
argued that psychoneuroses could best be treated
by a kind of ‘‘rational’’ talking therapy emphasizing
give-and-take between doctor and patient. First at
the Salpêtrière then at Sainte-Anne Mental Hospital,
the psychiatrist Pierre Janet in the decade before the
First World War continued his efforts to lay out a
psychotherapy aimed at reducing ‘‘psychological ten-
sion’’ and thus relieving ‘‘obsessions and psychasthe-
nia,’’ the title of his 1903 opus. Thus there were
numerous attempts in the years before the First
World War to construct a psychotherapy that would
serve ‘‘ambulatory’’ (nonhospitalized) patients living
in the community.

Yet by 1904 these early efforts started to
become overshadowed by the kind of psychother-
apy that Sigmund Freud (1856–1939) in Vienna
introduced, called ‘‘psychoanalysis.’’ Beginning in
the 1890s, Freud postulated conflicts in the
‘‘unconscious’’ mind as the source of psychoneuro-
sis; he advocated treatment with psychotherapy
involving free association (to determine where
poorly remembered childhood sexual experiences
and fantasized traumas lay) and the analysis of
dreams. Among Freud’s early publications were
Studies in Hysteria, cowritten in 1895 with
Vienna family doctor Josef Breuer, and The
Interpretation of Dreams in 1899. By 1904 psycho-
analysis was on the brink of becoming an
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international movement and would attain an ampli-
tude that caused such figures as Bernheim, Dubois,
and Dejerine to be almost completely forgotten.

Thus, psychiatry before the First World War was
divided between a corps of asylum doctors practicing
somatic treatments on patients with major illnesses
such as schizophrenia and manic-depressive illness,
and psychotherapeutically oriented neurologists and
family doctors in private practice, who were just
beginning to catch Freud’s message and to start
plumbing their patients’ psyches about early child-
hood experiences and dreams.

FROM 1900 TO THE SECOND WORLD WAR

The asylums continued to grow in population, yet
the main trends in psychiatry shifted to university
hospitals and to private practice. In academic psy-
chiatry, interest changed from the anatomical con-
cerns of the late nineteenth century to diagnosis
and ‘‘psychopathology,’’ meaning the study of the
patients’ actual symptoms (rather than hypothetical
‘‘diseases’’ the patient might have). This was in
particular a German story, yet it will be discussed
here because of the great influence of German-
speaking authorities on international develop-
ments. Throughout the second half of the nine-
teenth century, German authors had puzzled over
the various psychiatric diseases and how to classify
them.

Emil Kraepelin (1856–1926), professor of psy-
chiatry in Heidelberg, then after 1903 in Munich,
is the central figure in the nosology story. (Nosology
means the classification of diagnoses.) As a young
physician, in 1883 he had brought out a textbook
of psychiatry, called simply Psychiatry. Yet ongoing
experience made him modify his ideas, and in the
fourth edition of the textbook in 1893 he revived
the concept of his predecessor, the German physi-
cian Karl Kahlbaum (1828–1899), that the best
way to classify psychiatric diseases was on the basis
of clinical course rather than momentary symptom
picture. In this edition, Kraepelin said that there
was a special form of psychotic illness (psychotic
meaning delusions and hallucinations) in which the
patients’ personalities and intellects deteriorated
irreversibly, ending in ‘‘dementia.’’ Kraepelin called
it ‘‘dementia praecox,’’ or premature dementia,
seen often in young people. In the sixth edition
of his textbook in 1899, Kraepelin said that there

was a second main form of illness, involving such
mood disorders as mania and depression, in which
the patients experienced a fluctuating course over
their lives rather than deteriorating. He called
this disease ‘‘manic-depressive illness,’’ and the
Kraepelinian firewall between dementia praecox
and manic-depressive illness dominated psychiatric
thinking for the next century. In 1908 the Zurich
psychiatry professor Eugen Bleuler rebaptized
dementia praecox as ‘‘schizophrenia.’’

The psychiatric clinic at Heidelberg University
had proven an especially fruitful source of thought,
and it was here that the young psychiatry trainee
Karl Jaspers (1883–1969) in 1913 authored the
most important book ever written about psycho-
pathology, General Psychopathology, a work that
influenced understanding of patients’ experience
of illness as profoundly as Kraepelin had influenced
formal thinking about mental ‘‘diseases.’’ The close
study of patients’ symptoms became a European
specialty, and Jaspers’s book was not even trans-
lated into English until 1963.

Kurt Schneider, a contemporary of Jaspers then
in Cologne, stirred up the study of mood disorders
in 1921 with his distinction between ‘‘vital’’ and
reactive depression. (Vital meant serious depres-
sion, often called ‘‘endogenous.’’) In the 1920s
Schneider also elaborated a series of diagnostic
symptoms he believed characteristic of schizophre-
nia; today, these symptoms are referred to as
‘‘Schneiderian,’’ or first-rank, criteria in diagnosing
that illness.

German academic psychiatry also developed a
strong interest in the inheritance of mental illness,
or psychiatric genetics. Unlike earlier ‘‘degenera-
tion’’ doctrines that relied heavily on anecdote,
psychiatric genetics properly understood was a sta-
tistical discipline, based on studies of twins and
family trees. (In a twin study, the difference
between the presence of an illness in monozygotic
[one-egg] twins and dizygotic [two-egg)] twins is a
measure of the influence of the genes.) In 1928
Hans Luxenburger at the German Psychiatric
Research Institute in Munich undertook the first
twin study.

Yet the doctrine that swept much of academic
and community psychiatry between the two world
wars in Europe was psychoanalysis. In 1902 Freud
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founded his ‘‘Psychological Wednesday Society’’ in
Vienna, out of which emerged the first psychoana-
lytic society. In 1908 the first international psycho-
analytic congress convened in Salzburg (the second
in Nuremberg in 1910, the third in Weimar in
1911). In 1920 the first psychoanalytic outpatient
clinic was opened in Berlin. By the 1920s, psycho-
analysis was being avidly discussed everywhere, and
even though most psychiatrists did not become
analysts, Freud’s doctrines certainly became the
basis of psychotherapy, remaining so until the
1970s.

The Nazi seizure of power in Germany in
1933, and the Anschluss (annexation) of Austria
in 1938, spelled the provisional end of psychoanal-
ysis as a European movement. Freud’s books were
banned, his Jewish collaborators chased into exile.
In 1938 the Freud family fled Vienna for London,
where Freud died the following year. Many well-
known analysts ended up in the United States and
Canada, giving psychoanalysis a new impetus in the
New World.

A final important prewar development was the
emergence of physical treatments of the brain and
mind. These began in Vienna in 1917 as the psy-
chiatry professor Julius Wagner von Jauregg
(1857–1940) originated the malarial cure of neu-
rosyphilis (spread of syphilis to the central nervous
system; malaria raised the body temperature, thus
arresting the growth of the organisms that cause
syphilis; the malaria was then cured with quinine).
In 1930 Manfred Sakel, a young Austrian physician
practicing in a private psychiatric hospital in Berlin,
revolutionized the treatment of psychosis (‘‘schizo-
phrenia’’) with his insulin cure: large doses of insu-
lin put patients into hours-long comas; after a long
series of these treatments they often recovered
from their psychosis.

In 1935 Ladislaus von Meduna, a young
Budapest psychiatrist, developed the first convul-
sive therapy: deliberately inducing convulsions with
a substance such as camphor or pentylenetetrazol
(Metrazol, Cardiazol) in order to relieve psychosis
(and depression). Despite the unpleasant optics of
the convulsions (which had few lasting side effects),
the treatment was surprisingly effective, and con-
vulsive therapy began its long trajectory that con-
tinues even today. In 1938 the Rome psychiatry
professor Ugo Cerletti suggested inducing the

convulsions with electricity rather than chemically
(patients disliked the latter approach because they
felt terrified if the convulsions did not immediately
begin after the injection; with electroconvulsive
therapy, or ECT, unconsciousness was immediate;
the patients had no recollection of the fit when
they awoke, and were willing to have additional
treatments).

FROM THE 1950S TO 2004

After the Second World War, the principal new
development in psychiatry was psychopharmacol-
ogy, the treatment of symptoms arising from mind
and brain with drugs. There had been innovations
in pharmacological treatments even before the war,
such as the introduction in the 1930s of ampheta-
mines for mild depression. A good deal of research
into mental mechanisms was stimulated with the
diffusion of lysergic acid diethylamide, ‘‘LSD-25,’’
the mental effects of which were discovered in
1943 by the Swiss medicinal chemist Albert
Hofmann at Sandoz Limited in Basel.

Yet the true revolution of psychopharmacol-
ogy—for indeed it was revolutionary to shift the
treatment of mental illness from psychotherapy for
the mind to pharmacotherapy for the brain—com-
menced in 1952 with the discovery by several
Parisian physicians that a phenothiazine-type anti-
histamine called chlorpromazine, made by the
Rhône-Poulenc company, effectively improved the
symptoms of psychotic illness. The success of
chlorpromazine in chronic patients in the back
wards of mental hospitals led to the synthesis in
the 1950s and 1960s of a whole series of other
phenothiazines. In 1958 the butyrophenone class
of antipsychotics was initiated by the Janssen com-
pany in Belgium (haloperidol being the first); in
1958 as well the thioxanthene series of antipsychot-
ics was launched by the Lundbeck company in
Denmark (chlorprothixene the first). These drugs,
called ‘‘antipsychotics’’ in North America, ‘‘neuro-
leptics’’ in Europe, had an incalculable impact on
the treatment of schizophrenia and psychosis: it
now became possible to discharge large numbers
of patients from asylums to the community. The
‘‘institutional era’’ in the history of psychiatry
started to end. This was entirely a European story.

Then came drugs for depression. In 1957 the
Swiss psychiatrist Roland Kuhn discovered that a
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compound of the Geigy company in Basel called
generically imipramine (trade name Tofranil) was
helpful in the treatment of vital depression. It was
the first antidepressant for serious, hospital depres-
sion. Imipramine spawned a whole series of tricyclic
antidepressants (so called because of their ring
structure). Simultaneously in the early 1950s, the
usefulness of iproniazid, developed in Europe from
Geman rocket fuel, and of reserpine, developed in
India from a traditional medicinal plant (Rauwolfia
serpentina), was being explored.

By the mid-1960s the entire range of serious
psychiatric illnesses had become eminently treat-
able, either with ECT or with pharmacotherapy.
Psychiatry started to swing from offering psy-
chotherapy to the provision of medication. It was
a great sea change.

DEVELOPMENTS COUNTRY BY COUNTRY

There are great differences from country to country
in the level of scientific accomplishment in psychia-
try. These differences give rise to reflection about
the social and political conditions that make for or
hinder progress.

Germany and Austria There is no doubt that
before 1933 psychiatry was dominated by German
and Austrian clinicians and scientists. Just as French
was once said to be the language of diplomacy,
German was the language of psychiatry. The
German dominance of the international field com-
menced with the Berlin psychiatry professor
Wilhelm Griesinger in the 1860s, who proposed
the modern university psychiatric clinic, founded
the premier international scientific journal, the
Archive for Psychiatry and Nervous Diseases, and
advocated a biological basis for psychiatric illness.
By 1904 the German psychiatric tradition had
become deeply organic, heavily dependent on
autopsy findings, and preoccupied with nosology.
The major centers were Heidelberg, Berlin,
Munich, and Vienna. Psychoanalysis made only
limited inroads into biological thinking at German
universities.

A real turning of the page occurred with the
Nazi seizure of power in 1933—1938 in Austria—
as the Jewish scientists who had formed the back-
bone of excellence of the German system were driv-
en out. This represented a blow from which German

psychiatry never really recovered. Since the Second
World War there have been few German contribu-
tions to psychopharmacology, psychopathology, or
psychotherapy of international significance. In the
1960s a great passion for Freud’s doctrines began to
sweep German academic psychiatry that had only
partly abated by the early 2000s.

In retrospect, between 1933 and 1945 in psy-
chiatry, Germany and Austria went from sixty to
zero, as it were, partly because of the loss of so
many premier scientific figures from emigration
and the Holocaust. A discipline cannot lose many
figures such as Franz Kallmann, the Berlin psychiatric
geneticist who ended up at Columbia University,
without suffering grave harm. The loss of a hundred
Kallmanns contributed to the end of the German
predominance in psychiatry and to the rise of
American predominance.

Switzerland The Swiss bridle at the notion that
they are part of ‘‘Germany.’’ There are three Swiss
narratives in the psychiatry story. The first begins
with the rise of the Zurich cantonal hospital and
psychiatric clinic, the ‘‘Burghölzli,’’ to world fame
in the last quarter of the nineteenth century. In
1904 Eugen Bleuler, of ‘‘schizophrenia’’ fame,
was the professor of psychiatry, and he and his
son Manfred Bleuler made numerous important
contributions, notably Eugen Bleuler’s 1910 work
on schizophrenia, in which he proposed a much
milder version of the disease than Kraepelin’s unre-
mittingly downhill concept.

A second Swiss moment of excellence was
research on the somatic therapies, such as insulin
and Cardiazol, centered on Max Müller in the
Münsingen mental hospital in the 1930s and
1940s. A third such moment was Swiss research
on psychopharmacology, led by Paul Kielholz and
other figures, in Basel and Zurich in the 1960s and
after.

In the late 1930s, with the eclipse of Germany
and Austria, Switzerland was probably the world’s
epicenter of research in psychiatry. Swiss clinicians
were doubtless aided considerably by contact with
the great pharmaceutical companies of Basel:
Sandoz, Hoffmann-La Roche, Geigy, and Ciba,
three of which by 2004 had merged into
Novartis, leaving only Hoffmann-La Roche stand-
ing alone.
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The United Kingdom England and Scotland ri-
valed Germany as a psychiatric great power during
the nineteenth century. In 1923 the Maudsley
Hospital in London, led by Edward Mapother,
opened its doors; it was to become the major
British training center for psychiatry. Aubrey
Lewis, perhaps the greatest name in mid-twenti-
eth-century English psychiatry, became clinical
director of the Maudsley in 1936 (and professor
of psychiatry in the University of London in 1946).
Lewis and Michael Shepherd led the British charge
toward social and community psychiatry between
the 1940s and 1960s, which was possibly the most
important English innovation in these years. (Social
psychiatry emphasizes community care and social
rehabilitation rather than individual psychotherapy
or psychopharmacology.) Although there had been
a lively interest in biological psychiatry ever since
Joel Elkes had founded in 1951 the Department of
Experimental Psychiatry in Birmingham, it was
only in the 1970s that psychiatry as a whole began
to shift toward psychopharmacology; in 1974, under
the aegis of the Leeds psychiatrist Max Hamilton (crea-
tor of the Hamilton depression scale), the British
Association of Psychopharmacology was founded.

In psychopharmaceuticals, Britain has always
been an international leader. In 1995 Glaxo and
Wellcome merged to form Glaxo Wellcome (becom-
ing GlaxoSmithKline in 2000 in a union with the
Philadelphia firm SmithKline & Beecham). In 1999
the Swedish firm Astra joined with the English com-
pany Zeneca to form a second British pharmaceutical
giant, AstraZeneca.

France In the twentieth century, France lost its
status as a center of psychiatric care and research.
The land of such nineteenth-century giants as
Philippe Pinel and Jean-Martin Charcot did not in
the twentieth century produce any great psychiatric
figures beyond the rather bizarre Parisian psycho-
analyst Jacques Lacan and the circle around Jean
Delay, professor of psychiatry in Paris from 1946 to
1970. It was Delay who supervised the clinical trials
of chlorpromazine in 1952, aided by Pierre
Deniker; Pierre Pichot, who introduced psycholog-
ical testing to France, was Delay’s other famous
student. After the 1960s, as in Italy and Germany,
French psychiatry became increasingly swept up in
psychoanalysis and really vanished from the inter-
national stage except for its highly innovative

pharmaceutical firms such as Sanofi Synthélabo,
formed by a merger in 1998.

Italy Italian contributions to the international
story have really been limited to Ugo Cerletti’s
electroconvulsive therapy in 1938. In the 1960s,
as elsewhere, Italy became caught up in the vogue
for psychoanalysis. Simultaneously, psychiatry
became highly politicized and various political par-
ties including Democratic Psychiatry (Psichiatria
Democratica) demanded the complete closing of
all provincial mental hospitals, achieved in a 1978
law. Access to ECT also became highly restricted,
indeed unavailable in most parts of Italy. By 2004
Italy had become a kind of psychiatric museum of
the 1960s, idolizing countercultural politics, radi-
cal deinstitutionalization, and psychoanalysis.

Spain and Portugal There have been virtually
no major contributions from Iberia to modern
psychiatry. In 1950 Juan Jose Lopez Ibor, a mem-
ber of the department of psychiatry of the University
of Madrid and a student of the German psycho-
pathological tradition, described ‘‘anxious thymopa-
thy’’ as a distinctive illness, comparable to the ‘‘vital
depression’’ of Kurt Schneider. In 1936 the Lisbon
neurology professor Egas Moniz proposed the abla-
tion of much of the frontal lobes of the brain as a
remedy for psychosis (the procedure was called leu-
kotomy, also lobotomy), a contribution for which
he received a Nobel Prize in 1949. It is said that the
Nobel Prize committee became subsequently so
horrified at having misbestowed this honor that no
further Nobel Prizes were conferred in psychiatry.

Denmark In proportion to its population, Danish
contributions to the international narrative of psy-
chiatry have been extraordinary, in the twentieth
century beginning with August Wimmer, director
of the provincial psychiatric hospital St. Hans in
Roskilde, who in 1916 originated the diagnosis
‘‘reactive psychosis.’’ In 1954 Mogens Schou at
the Aarhus university clinic in Risskov undertook
a randomized clinical trial, one of the first in psy-
chiatry, to test the efficacy of lithium in mania, the
beginning of Schou’s lifelong work on lithium
(which he also determined to be an effective main-
tenance treatment of depression). Erik Strömgren,
from 1945 professor of psychiatry at Aarhus, was
among the pioneers of the epidemiology of psychiatric
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genetics, and Ole Rafaelsen, in his Psychochemistry
Institute in Copenhagen, trained a generation of
Danish and international psychopharmacologists.
The Lundbeck company, which around 1945 began
targeting the central nervous system, has worked
closely with such Danish clinicians as Jorgen Ravn in
the development of the thioxanthenes and other drug
classes. Danish clinicians were closely involved in the
late 1960s and early 1970s with the psychopharma-
cology training programs of the Copenhagen office
of the World Health Organization.

Sweden Another Nordic psychiatric great power,
Swedish psychiatry in the twentieth century has
focused around the Karolinska Institute in

Stockholm, where in 1979 Marie Asberg, working
with Stuart Montgomery in England, devised the
‘‘Montgomery-Asberg Rating Scale for Depression,’’
or MADRS, used throughout the world in depres-
sion research. In 1957 pharmacologist Arvid

Carlsson, then at the University of Lund (later at
Gothenburg), discovered the role of dopamine as a
neurotransmitter. For his dopamine research,
Carlsson received a Nobel Prize in 2000. Working
with Carlsson, in 1982 the Astra company intro-

duced zimeldine, the first of the so-called selective
serotonin reuptake inhibitors, or Prozac-style reme-
dies that bear the catchy acronym ‘‘SSRIs.’’

Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union As for
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, it would be
unfortunate to let the political abuses to which

psychiatric care was often subject overshadow the
real contributions to the international story. Within
the framework of conditioned reflexes set by the
great Russian neurophysiologist Ivan Pavlov
(1849–1936), a physiologically oriented psychiatry

flourished in the Soviet Union. B. M. Teplov
reviews this work in his book Thirty Years of
Soviet Psychology, published in Russian in 1947.
V. A. Gilyarovsky, author of a widely used psychia-
try textbook, undertook EEG tracking of antro-

pine-induced psychoses. In Hungary, psychiatrist
Joseph Knoll, professor of pharmacology in
Budapest, synthesized in 1961 the drug selegiline
(marketed in the United States as Deprenyl),
important in the treatment of Parkinson’s disease

and possibly useful in the treatment of depression
and dementia and in staving off the effects of aging.
In Prague, a team of clinicians and pharmacologists

led by the psychiatrist Oldrich Vinar, and including
the chemist M. Protiva, synthesized in 1962 the
popular antidepressant drug dothiepin (Prothiaden
in many markets) and generally spearheaded psycho-
pharmacology in Eastern Europe. Numerous impor-

tant Eastern European contributions to psychiatric
drug discovery have remained widely unknown
abroad.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

What makes for excellence in a crossnational context?

Three factors emerge as salient. One is the existence

of a university system based on the ‘‘Humboldtian’’

model of combining teaching and research, conceived

by Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767–1835), the

Prussian education minister in Berlin, in Napoleonic

times. The Swiss and Scandinavian universities were

very much constructed on this German-style model,

in contrast to much of Mediterranean university life,

where research is done at an often lackadaisical pace

and teaching assigned to assistants. Second, interna-

tional attainment in psychiatry since the Second

World War has tracked psychoanalysis inversely: those

countries where analysis became all the rage in the

1960s and after simply fell off the research map.

Finally, progress in clinical psychiatry and the neuro-

sciences has often occurred in connection with

research-oriented pharmaceutical companies, espe-

cially in Switzerland, Denmark, and Sweden, that have

sought out academics for collaborative research.

See also Freud, Sigmund; Jaspers, Karl; Psychoanalysis;
War Neuroses.
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EDWARD SHORTER

n

PSYCHOANALYSIS. Europe—both east and
west—gave birth to psychoanalysis, but psychoanal-
ysis eventually traveled through the whole world,
and much of its history was determined by events
in the United States. European psychoanalysis does
have its own history, however, one that was inter-
rupted at least three times: by World War I, by
World War II, and by the 1960s.

WORLD WAR I AND THE INTERWAR YEARS

To Sigmund Freud, the Austrian neurologist and
founder of psychoanalysis, it appeared as if World
War I might end the psychoanalytic movement.
‘‘What [Carl] Jung and [Alfred] Adler have left
intact of the movement is now perishing in the strife
among nations—science sleeps’’ he wrote Ernest
Jones, a British associate (Paskauskas, 1993; letter
of 25 December 1914). Yet, the war itself provided
a great inspiration to psychoanalysis in the form of
the shell shock crisis. Analysis—only a decade or so
old when the war broke out, and riven by schisms in
the years preceding the war—nonetheless appeared
vastly superior to its neurologically based rivals;
above all, it accepted the reality of shell shock and
provided some means of treatment. In addition, the
apparent irrationality of the war, the widespread
sense that events were out of conscious control, gave
a new encouragement to psychoanalysis. As a result,
in the last years of the war it gained both public
attention and internal strength.

In 1918 the first postwar analytic congress was
held in Budapest, Hungary, at the invitation of
Béla Kun’s communist regime, which planned to
build a clinic to treat war neuroses. The Budapest
Congress adopted two resolutions that shaped the

postwar history of analysis: first, to prepare for
‘‘mass,’’ that is, publicly financed, therapy, and
second, to require that every analyst be analyzed.
Both resolutions arose from the crisis provoked by
the war. The first was based on the idea that psy-
chotherapy should be considered an entitlement,
like health care in general. As the analytic congress
passed a resolution to prepare for publicly financed
therapy, Freud explained: ‘‘the poor man should
have just as much right to assistance for his mind as
he now has to the life-saving help offered by sur-
gery . . . the neuroses threaten public health no less
than tuberculosis’’ (Freud, vol. 17, p. 167). At the
same time, analytically oriented outpatient clinics,
such as the Tavistock in London and Bellevue in
New York, which were aimed at patients unable to
afford private fees, were being founded abroad.

As a result of the resolution on mass analysis,
European analysis had a socially oriented cast
throughout the 1920s and 1930s. February 1920
saw the opening of the Berlin outpatient Polyclinic
on Potsdamerstrasse, financed by Max Eitingon,
housed in a building renovated by Freud’s son
Ernst, and offering low-cost, government-sup-
ported psychotherapy. Mass analysis also meant
that analysts would play an educative role as part
of the social-democratic culture of the time. In
England and Austria, for example, the term applied
analysis described analytic work in nursery schools,
child guidance clinics, teenage consultations, and
social work.

In addition to endorsing public clinics, the
Budapest Congress also endorsed the requirement
of a training analysis for every analyst. The purpose
of the resolution was to secure the independence of
analysis by gaining control over training and licen-
sing. It aimed to distinguish analysis both from
popular techniques, for which no training was
necessary, and from psychiatry, which required a
medical degree. The prerequisites for becoming
an analyst, according to Freud, were ‘‘psychological
instruction and a free human outlook.’’ Many ana-
lysts had no medical degree, including Oskar
Pfister (minister); Hermine Hug-Hellmuth, Anna
Freud, and Barbara Low (teachers); Lou Andreas-
Salomé and Otto Rank (writers); Hans Sachs (law-
yer); Ella Freeman Sharpe (literature professor);
August Aichhorn and Siegfried Bernfeld (social
workers); and Ernst Kris (art historian).
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As the war ended, interest in psychoanalysis

exploded. Before the war, psychoanalysis had been

effectively a Männerbund, an all-male circle cen-

tered around a charismatic father figure. (The first

female analyst, Margarete Hilferding, had been

admitted in 1910.) After the war, the ‘‘psychoana-

lytic movement,’’ a diverse collection of national

societies all seeking to turn the circle around Freud

into a discipline or profession, replaced the

Männerbund. The size and diversity of the move-

ment is suggested by the first postwar congress,

held in The Hague in September 1920, a meeting

with the character of a reunion. Participating were

112 individuals: 62 from Austria and Hungary, 16

from Holland, 15 from Britain, 11 from Germany,

7 from Switzerland, and 1 from Poland. Four years

later, the International Psychoanalytic Association

(IPA) had a total membership of 263.

Stymied in their efforts to win legitimacy from

the university, and capitalizing on the popularity of

analytic practice, postwar analysts created a separate

profession, developing a core curriculum, standar-

dized forms of practice, and regularized mechan-

isms of succession to replace the committee that

had been formed around Freud before World War I.

To this end, they established ‘‘institutes,’’ all-pur-

pose centers that combined a society, a clinic, and

formal training through course work, supervised

clinical practice, and didactic or ‘‘training’’ ana-

lyses. Although an inner circle centered on Freud

persisted, it became increasingly peripheral to the

main thrust toward professionalization. Substantial

control passed to a new generation distinguished

from the Männerbund in terms of age, gender,

sexuality, and political orientation.

The age differences were dramatic. Whereas

Freud had been born in 1856, Melanie Klein was

born in 1882, Otto Rank and Helene Deutsch in

1884, Karen Horney in 1885, Franz Alexander in

1891, and Wilhelm Reich, a prodigy, in 1897.

They were all still young in the 1920s and recog-

nizably ‘‘modern’’ in their sensibilities and values.

Freud, by contrast, had negative feelings about

such exemplary products of modernity as the radio,

the telephone, film, feminism, abstract art, and

U.S. culture. The distinction between old and

young inflected many debates of the period,

including those over brief therapy, female sexuality,

and the place of the United States in the analytic
movement.

The gender composition also shifted dramati-

cally. The number of female analysts rose from two

before World War I to approximately fifty in

the immediate postwar period. By 1929 the major-

ity of new trainees were women. Many had been

teachers, and many were mothers. The changing

gender composition of the movement encouraged

a dramatic shift in its preoccupations to the
mother–infant relationship, the mother–daughter

relationship, and female sexuality.

The shift concerning sexuality is more difficult

to trace, but two incidents of the immediate post-

war period are revealing. In 1920 an openly homo-

sexual doctor applied for membership in the Dutch

Psychoanalytic Association. Its members turned to

Jones for advice, and he counseled against admit-

tance. Sachs, Karl Abraham, and Eitingon urged
from Berlin that this was a matter for the individual

society to determine, although they added, there

should be a presumption that any homosexual was

neurotic, unless analysis demonstrated otherwise.

Even Sándor Ferenczi, long a champion of legali-

zation of homosexuality, insisted that ‘‘these peo-

ple are too abnormal’’ to be analysts. Freud, in
contrast, recommended acceptance, but conceded

that the matter was ultimately to be determined by

the local society. In 1921, in another incident,

Jones wrote Freud informing him that he was

refusing psychoanalytic training to a homosexual.

Freud again disagreed: ‘‘we cannot exclude such

persons without other sufficient reasons, as we

cannot agree with their legal persecution. . . . [A]
decision in such cases should depend upon a thor-

ough examination of the other qualities of the

candidate’’ (Jones, p. 9).

Politically, the ethos of the analytic movement

became more democratic. Whereas in 1910 Freud

had argued for an elite ‘‘along the lines of Plato’s

republic,’’ by the 1920s he advocated local auton-

omy, as just noted. After World War I, moreover,

disagreements did not necessarily provoke schisms.
Rank and Ferenczi left the analytic movement

voluntarily, albeit amidst turmoil; they were not

excluded. In 1927, when the International

Training Commission tried to impose lay analysis

on the New York Psychoanalytic Society, Anna
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Freud led the opposition, calling it an obvious
injustice.

Before the war, psychoanalysis had been mixed
up with many other forms of psychotherapy, such
as mind cure, Jungianism, Adlerianism, and mental
hygiene, as psychiatry was increasingly called. The
revisions sparked by the shell shock experience—
the theory of the ego, the idea of the death instinct,
a revised theory of anxiety, a new orientation to the
mother—led to a sharp distinction between psy-
choanalysis and the rest. While there were many
ways to characterize this distinction, Freud drew
the line with his assertion that the ego was the
locus of resistance. Deeply rooted in his thought,
this idea became central to modernist culture, as
well as to the practice of psychoanalysis itself. If, as
is often said in the early twenty-first century, psy-
choanalysis is ‘‘pluralistic’’ or ‘‘polycentric,’’ that it
has no agreed-upon core theory, until the end of
the 1960s, it did have a core theory: it was the
theory of the analysis of the resistance or negative
transference. No other therapy did this, at least not
in a systematic fashion. This was why there was
psychoanalysis at all, and not just psychotherapy.

After the rise of the Nazis, refugees took the
analytic theories of the 1920s and 1930s—the so-
called structural theory—to the United States
where it was termed ‘‘ego psychology.’’ But the
true beginnings of ego psychology were in postwar
Europe. There were several different centers, each
with different variations.

Supported by government funds and recognized
by the medical community, the Berlin Psychoanalytic
Institute, run by Abraham, Eitingon, and Ernst
Simmel, was the flagship for the entire movement.
Benefiting both from proximity to and distance from
Vienna, and sponsoring the influential Kinderseminar,
the discussion group of younger analysts such as
Otto Fenichel, Käte Friedländer, Edith Jacobson,
and Georg Gerö, the institute pioneered in ego psy-
chology. Berlin also housed the Verlag (the psycho-
analytic publishing house) and the Internationale
Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse (International Journal of
Psychoanalysis), edited by Sándor Radó.

Along with Berlin, international analytic poli-
tics took shape around the London and Vienna
Societies. The British Psychoanalytic Society, with
about fifty-five members, housed Jones, a central

figure in the IPA who maintained close relations
not only with Sigmund and Anna Freud, but also
with the far-flung parts of the ex–British Empire,
especially the United States. It benefited from a
relatively democratic and woman-friendly environ-
ment and was also associated with a substantial
publishing effort: Leonard and Virginia Woolf ’s
Hogarth Press, which published the English edi-
tion of the International Journal of Psychoanalysis,
the English translations of Freud, and the
International Psychoanalytical Library. Reflecting
its inaugural place in the history of psychoanalysis,
Vienna produced ego psychology’s definitive
formulation, Anna Freud’s The Ego and the
Mechanisms of Defense (1936).

Alongside Berlin and Vienna three important
variations of European ego psychology emerged in
London, Paris, and Budapest. In London, Klein
proposed an object-relational view of the ego.
Developing an ethic of responsibility, rather than
an ethic of justice, providing what some have called
a feminine alternative to Freud, Klein’s thought
resonated with a new, middle-class orientation to
the problem of building up and sustaining personal
relations, as opposed to the problem of autonomy
implicit in the theory of the Oedipus complex. In
Paris, Jacques Lacan developed a second alternative
to ego psychology in his famous ‘‘mirror stage’’
article. According to Freud, ‘‘where id was there
shall be ego’’ defined analysis, but Lacan insisted
(cf. Ercits) that the ego or ‘‘I’’ was a defensive
response to the traumatic discovery of emptiness,
an imaginary ‘‘crystallization or sedimentation of
images of an individual’s own body and of self-
images reflected back to him or her by others.’’
Finally, in Budapest, Ferenczi argued that the orig-
inal state of the neonate was one of expecting to
receive without having to give anything in return.
Passive receptivity, not agency, was the driving
force of development, and a ‘‘corrective emotional
experience,’’ not insight, was the means of cure.

The great debates over female psychology in
the interwar years also were debates over the devel-
opment of the ego. Ego psychology, beginning
during World War I and marked especially by
Otto Rank’s The Trauma of Birth (1923), took
psychology back before the Oedipus complex to
the early relationship with the mother, what later
came to be called the pre-Oedipal stage. This raised
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the question of what difference the early mother–

child relationship made to sexual development—

especially to object choice—in both sexes. For the

boy, it was clear that the early relationship to the

mother generally preceded a female object choice.

How, however, did the girl come to form a male

object choice, given that her earliest relations were

with the mother? All the debates over ‘‘penis

envy,’’ and over whether females followed an

‘‘autonomous’’ line of sexual development were

efforts to answer this question. Autonomy—the

goal of analytic ego psychology—also rested on

the relationship to the mother.

WORLD WAR II AND THE IMMEDIATE

POSTWAR YEARS

Psychoanalysis thrived in the interwar years until, in

1933, the rise of the Nazis destroyed its main

society—in Berlin—and much of its self-confidence.

As fascism triumphed, psychoanalysis crumbled. The
Paris Psychoanalytic Society was abolished when the
Nazis entered Paris. Italian analysis was put out of
business by the anti-Semitic laws of 1938. In the
Soviet Union, Stalin had condemned analysis in
1927, but after the Nazi victory analysis was banned.
Hungarian analysis passed into ‘‘non-Jewish’’ hands;
meetings had to be reported to the police in
advance. In the Netherlands, training continued in
secret. Only in neutral Switzerland did analytic
societies continue to operate openly.

Most poignant, certainly, were the experiences
of analysts and analysands in concentration camps.
Some struggled to maintain an analytic perspective
even there, thus testifying to the ability of the
analytically oriented to suspend consideration of
the immediate environment. Many analysts per-
ished. After the Germans invaded Hungary in
1944, Jószef Mihály Eisler (a member of the

A patient undergoes psychoanalysis, c. 1940. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Hungarian Psychoanalytic Society since 1919),
Miklos Gimes, Zsigmond Pfeifer, and Geza Dukes
died in the camps. The Yugoslav analyst Nikola
Sugar, also a member of the Hungarian society,
died at Theresienstadt. David Oppenheim, a clas-
sics teacher with whom Freud had cowritten his
first piece on folklore and who left Freud over the
Adler controversy, was murdered in a camp. Auguste
Watermann had fled Hamburg in 1933, but was
never fully accepted by the Dutch Psychoanalytic
Association. After the Germans invaded Holland,
he was arrested with his wife and child and deported
to Vreemdelingen at Westerbork, then to
Theresienstadt, then to Auschwitz, where all three
were killed. Ernst Hoffman, a Jew from Vienna, had
fled to Antwerp in 1933 and trained the future
founders of the Belgian Psychoanalytic Society before
he was deported in 1942 to a camp in Gurs, France,
dying soon after. Sabina Spielrein was shot to death
during a forced march, along with her two daughters,
in a ravine outside Rostov. Fugitives from German
occupation forces included Leo Eitinger in Norway
and Hans Keilson in the Netherlands. Camp survi-
vors included Eddy DeWind, Elie Cohen, and Viktor
Frankl. Leopold Szondi, who coined the term destiny
analysis, survived Belsen and lived until 1986. Raoul
Wallenberg’s intervention saved the Hungarian-
Jewish analyst István Hollós. Gottfried R. Bloch, a
Czech analyst, survived Auschwitz and later lived in
Los Angeles. John Rittmeister, a communist psycho-
analyst and member of the Resistance, executed by
the Gestapo in Berlin in 1943, was remembered by
East Germans as a hero and by West German analysts
as a Bolshevik spy. Nevertheless, it should be said that
while Nazism destroyed many analytic societies, its
refugees also created new ones—in Palestine, South
Africa, and Argentina and ultimately throughout
Latin America.

World War II moved the center of gravity to
the United States. Nevertheless, one European
society had prospered during the 1930s and had
survived the war: the British Psychoanalytic Society
into which Klein introduced her pioneering inno-
vations and to which Anna Freud and many other
analysts had fled in 1938.

Klein was born in 1882 in Vienna, was ana-
lyzed by Ferenczi in Budapest, and studied with
Abraham in Berlin. There she had been one of
the first to practice analysis on children, whose

‘‘presenting symptoms’’ were typically problems at
school. Viewing early learning as directed at the
mother, she interpreted inhibitions on learning as
resulting from the child’s fear of retaliation for
what the child perceived as its hostile wishes.
From this Klein concluded that the mother, not
the father, was the original authority figure. In the
late 1920s, Klein began developing an alternative
to the Freudian paradigm.

Klein’s key move was her insistence, contra
Freud, that the superego originated in early represen-
tations of the mother, long prior to the Oedipus
complex. This innovation had far-reaching implica-
tions. First, it implied that the conflicts that were
formative for the individual were often very primitive,
closely tied to biological survival. This represented a
major departure from Freud, for whom material frus-
trations became meaningful only later, after they had
been reconfigured as moral imperatives.

Second, Klein’s view of the inner object world
was strikingly different from Freud’s. In Freud’s,
there was always a third term—the superego—that
stood apart from the ego and judged it. For Klein,
in contrast, all relations were saturated with ethical
and moral content, but there was no independent
or impersonal viewpoint. Rather, the Kleinian inner
world was a complex, three-dimensional, differen-
tiated landscape of gratifying and frustrating, rival-
rous and supportive, ‘‘part’’ and ‘‘whole’’ objects.
The result, Klein claimed, would be ‘‘a new under-
standing of the unconscious and of internal rela-
tionships as they have never been understood
before apart from the poets.’’

Finally, Klein’s view implied a different diag-
nosis of the fundamental problem facing modern
men and women. For Freud, the key problem had
been to strengthen the ego so as to give the indi-
vidual some freedom from the superego, from the
demands of the id, and from society. For Klein, in
contrast, the problem was to build up an internal
world of whole objects, that is, to forge and sustain
personal connections.

The predominance of the U.S. analysts after
1945, and the intolerance with which they treated
Klein, meant that her thought remained isolated
for a long time. After World War II, the Americans
sponsored a revival of analysis in Europe, more or
less as part of the Marshall Plan. Ego psychology,
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now understood as an American innovation,
returned to Europe—an example of what has been
termed the ‘‘pizza effect,’’ the invention of some
item or idea in Europe, its export to the United
States, and its return to Europe as if it were
American. The new or rebuilt European societies
often followed the American lead, although there
were many exceptions. In Germany, the real suc-
cessor to psychoanalysis was the Frankfurt School
critical theorists, especially Alexander Mitscherlich,
whose The Inability to Mourn (with Margarete
Mitscherlich; 1967) applied analysis to Nazism
and German nationalism. The most important
exception, however, was Lacan, who emerged with
Sacha Nacht and Daniel Lagache as one of a troika
that ran the reconstituted Paris Psychoanalytic
Society and who found a way to make Freud a
major figure in French thought.

Freud had described the ego as a psychical
agency, originating in the systems of perception
and consciousness, and serving the drives toward
self-preservation and sexual release. Beginning with
his famous ‘‘mirror stage’’ lecture, delivered to the
IPA’s Marienbad Congress in 1936, Lacan rejected
Freud’s characterization of the ego as an agent.
Psychical development, Lacan argued, began not
with agency but with primal lack, terror, or the
emptiness of nonexistence. The ‘‘ego of narcis-
sism,’’ as Lacan called the ‘‘I,’’ was a defensive
response to the traumatic discovery of this empti-
ness, an imaginary construction, a ‘‘crystallization
of images.’’ Having no basis in the organism’s
instinctual drives, it was better thought of as an
object than an agent.

Deriving his basic orientation from surrealism,
which characterized the unconscious in linguistic
and imagistic rather than instinctual terms, Lacan
described the ego of narcissism as born into dis-
courses, meaning unconscious, multivoiced, streams
of associations governed by their own rules of exclu-
sion, prohibition, and privilege. Examples of dis-
course include the ‘‘name of the father,’’ the ‘‘desire
of the mother,’’ and larger, social discourses such as
those of religion, nationality, and politics. Seeking to
rescue the unconscious from the prevailing ‘‘con-
fused, unitary, naturalistic conception of man,’’
Lacan defended Freud’s death instinct hypothesis as
a reminder that ‘‘in man, there’s already a crack, a
profound perturbation of the regulation of life.’’

In his 1953 ‘‘Rome Discourse,’’ a private lec-
ture given to friends and associates in the midst of
an official analytic congress, Lacan contrasted his
notion of an ego adrift in discourse to both
American ego psychology and British object rela-
tions. Emigration to America and ‘‘the absence of
the social ‘resistances’ in which the psychoanalytic
group used to find reassurance,’’ he argued, had
led ego psychologists to repress the ‘‘living terms’’
of analytic experience; they had become obsession-
ally preoccupied with technique, ‘‘handed on in a
cheerless manner.’’ And while the Kleinians had
opened up important new areas, such as ‘‘the func-
tion of the imaginary’’ (phantasy), object relations
(existential phenomenology), and countertransfer-
ence (the analyst’s transference), the naturalistic
British emphasis on dependency and maternal care
also vitiated Freud’s discovery.

THE CRISIS OF THE 1960S

After the two world wars, the 1960s represented
the third great crisis in the history of European
psychoanalysis. The cultural revolutions of the
1960s—the New Left, the women’s movement,
gay liberation—were really attempts to act out
and to politicize many of the questions of sexuality
and personal identity that psychoanalysis restricted
to the consulting room. Many attempts were made
to combine psychoanalysis with Marxism; others
criticized psychoanalysis for its sexism, homopho-
bia, and medicalizing authoritarianism; and a host
of new psychotherapies arose that promised to
replace psychoanalysis, often drawing on its
theories.

Lacan was the main European figure to survive
the upheavals of the 1960s. Preaching a ‘‘return to
Freud’’ he rejected the U.S.-dominated analytic
establishment arguing that ‘‘l’analyste ne s’autorise
que de lui-même’’ (the analyst does not authorize
himself). One result was le champ freudien, the
freeing of psychoanalysis from medicine, and its
integration into the social, cultural, and lifestyle
changes that characterized the 1960s. Claiming to
replace René Descartes’s cogito, or ‘‘I think,’’ with
ça parle, where ça meant language, Lacanianism
articulated the growing sense that it was through
media images and discourse, rather than the work-
place, that social domination was secured; in other
words, Lacan believed that language determined
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human actions, and not the reverse. By 1974, there

were three important French analytic groups, each

with its own journal: the official Société Psych-

analytique de Paris (the aforementioned Paris

Psychoanalytic Society; publisher of Études freu-
diennes), with nearly five hundred members,

among the largest analytic societies in the world;

Lacan’s École freudienne (publisher of Scilicet);
and the French Association for Psychoanalysis cen-

tered around Jean LaPlanche and Jean-Bertrand

Pontalis (publisher of the Nouvelle revue de psycha-
nalyse). New thinkers, such as Didier Anzieu, Piera

Aulagnier, Janine Chasseguet-Smirgel, and André

Green, expanded the parameters of both analysis

and philosophy. In 1994, when official member-

ship in the IPA was less than nine thousand, about

three thousand of whom were North Americans,

France boasted about five thousand non-IPA ana-

lysts, four-fifths of them Lacanian. Much of Lacan’s

influence was in the Catholic world—such as Italy,

Spain, and Portugal—where the clerical establish-

ment had successfully resisted the influence of

analysis earlier.

The British Psychoanalytic Society also sur-

vived the 1960s but with nothing like the influence

of the French. At the end of the war, the members

had mooted their differences by forming three

training paths taught by associates respectively of

Klein (Group A), Anna Freud (Group B), and a

Middle or Independent Group, which included

such figures as D. W. Winnicott, Michael Balint,

and W. R. D. Fairbairn. Often touted as a triumph

of English rationality, moderation, and compromise,

the solution had the effect of further marginalizing

Klein’s thought. The same centripetal tendencies

that brought the society’s members into a powerful

but short-lived alliance during the war propelled

them into disparate, centrifugal orbits afterward,

its leading members turning to criminology, ethol-

ogy, psychiatry, and the writing of memoirs. By the

end of the century the still-vital British society had

405 members out of a population of 60 million:

one of the thinnest ratios in the developed world.

The 1960s also produced a kind of normaliza-

tion of the Jewish origins of and influence on psy-

choanalysis. For one thing, Jewish analysts had

always refused to allow the IPA to meet in

Germany. In 1985 they relented. An exhibit

illustrating the history of the Göring Institute
dominated the meeting, held at Hamburg. A
German analyst remarked, ‘‘Thank God that you
have been willing to come; for forty years we have
been living alone with our shame.’’ Even so, the

Jewish question remained symptomatic for some.
Thus the English/Punjabi analyst Masud Khan’s
1988 autobiography, The Long Wait, describes
Khan exulting at throwing off his ‘‘Yiddish
shackles,’’ and complaining that the ‘‘Judaic-

Yiddish-Jewish bias of psychoanalysis’’ had always
cramped his ‘‘personal ethnic style.’’

Normalization progressed in other senses as
well. In 1979 the profession founded an internal
historical organization led by Alain de Mijolla, even
as its larger history was being written by outsiders,
such as Paul Roazen, Henri Ellenberger, Peter Gay,
Michael Molnar, Elisabeth Roudinesco, Frank
Sulloway, Alexander Etkind, and Carl Schorske.
New journals, notably Psychoanalysis and History
(first published in 1988), replaced hagiography
with established methods of historical research.
The British, French, and German societies built
major research collections.

But what, actually, is meant by normalization?
Perhaps more than many other histories, the history
of psychoanalysis is punctuated by traumas: that is,
by catastrophes that remain ‘‘actively vital and yet
incapable of resolution.’’ These include personal
violations, misshapen lives, wasted years, destroyed
documents, secret archives, forgotten lapses, and
ruptures. Normalization has not unfolded smoothly.
The most explosive example of this has been the
attempt to understand the weak response of analysts
to the Nazis and, indeed, to the Holocaust itself.

Prior to the 1960s, acceptance by the IPA had
been taken as proof of a ‘‘place among the perse-
cuted’’ for German analysts, thus allowing them ‘‘to
escape from the burden of [their] national past.’’
When activists of the late 1960s became analysts,
however, that cover became subject to critical scru-
tiny. In 1980, at a conference at Bamberg, Germany
the younger analysts exploded: ‘‘Who was your ana-
lyst?,’’ ‘‘What were you doing?,’’ ‘‘From what has
come this feeling of mysteries, lies, the pathology of
the reality sense?’’ Helmut Dahmer, Regine Lockot,
Geoffrey Cocks, and others unearthed the history of
the Göring Institute and the exclusion of Reich. In
1997 a leading German analyst, Werner Bohleber,
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explained the absence of important theoretical
developments in post-1960s German psychoanalysis
by the fact that German analysts remained so utterly
preoccupied with their past.

The samizdat and other anticommunist move-
ments that triumphed in 1989 allowed another
broken cord of analytic history to be picked up.
In the Soviet Union in 1979 Aron Belkin drew on
analysis to explain the national malaise, suggesting
that ‘‘identification with the Supreme Guide
[Stalin] had crushed the family father figure, forced
the individual to regard as diabolical any alternati-
ve . . . and eventually caused the death of thought.’’
Eugen Kogan described ‘‘the obsessive identifica-
tion with the father who had disappeared, the feel-
ing of shame towards the father who had been
deported or eliminated as an enemy of the people,
and the solitude and wanderings of the son.’’
Under Mikhail Gorbachev’s program of glasnost
(openness) starting in the mid-1980s, Freud’s
works were published in Russian for the first time
since the early 1930s. Andrei Zagdansky’s 1989
film The Interpretation of Dreams celebrated the
event by counterposing readings from Freud’s texts
with archival film from Soviet history.

In its great days, European psychoanalysis had
stood at the confluence of two distinct currents.
One was scientific. Its most important point of
reference was the Darwinian vision of the human
being as an organism driven by internal needs that
it sought to satisfy in specific environmental set-
tings. This current expressed itself in the close
relations between psychoanalysis and neurophysiol-
ogy, for example, in the idea that the instincts were
on the ‘‘border’’ between the soma and the psyche,
or in the idea that the mind discharged tension or
acted reflexively in ways that were similar to the
nervous system. It also led to the view that such
characteristics of the psyche as the developmental
stages of sexuality, or the functions of the ego,
were the product of a long evolutionary history,
the continual adaptation of inner and outer
realities.

The other stream was humanistic. Its most
important expression had been the analytic focus
on the moral struggle of the human being, a strug-
gle that arose in relation to the parents and that
ended in the confrontation with death. This stream
drew on literary sources such as the Hebrew Bible

and the Greek tragedians, on William Shakespeare,
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, and Fyodor
Dostoyevsky, and on modernist literature and phi-
losophy, even when psychoanalysis disavowed
them; and it also responded to the need for an
everyday or ‘‘folk’’ understanding of psychological
life. Freud fused these two currents into an extra-
ordinary new synthesis, neither wholly scientific
nor wholly humanistic. What made this synthesis
both coherent and compelling was the discovery of
a new object: the idiosyncratic, meaning-saturated,
morally inflected psychical life of the human being.

Always embattled, the psychoanalytic concep-
tion of the human subject had been drastically
weakened during the 1960s. That project had
drawn its strength from its ability to integrate its
scientific and its humanistic currents. In the 1970s
these currents parted ways. Psychoanalysis divided
into two divergent projects, a quasi-medical ther-
apeutic practice aimed at treating mental and emo-
tional disorders and a set of new approaches to the
study of culture. The two new projects—the ‘‘ther-
apeutic’’ and the ‘‘hermeneutic’’—underwent sepa-
rate development. The scientific lineage of psycho-
analysis gave way to neuroscience, brain research,
and psychopharmacology, at first in the United
States and then, more slowly, elsewhere. The
humanistic and literary lineage gave way to cultural
studies, feminist theory, ‘‘queer’’ theory, and to the
study of identity, narrative, and representation. The
ethic of self-reflection fell away entirely, as new
versions of mind-cure ‘‘empowerment’’ triumphed.
At the beginning of the twenty-first century, the
future of analysis remained in doubt.

See also Freud, Sigmund; War Neuroses.
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ELI ZARETSKY

n

PUBLIC HEALTH. Public health refers to
the science and practice of protecting and improv-
ing the health of a community through a variety of
means, including preventive medicine, health edu-
cation, control of communicable diseases, applica-
tion of sanitary measures, and monitoring of the
environment.

Although the sanitary movement of the mid-
nineteenth century helped to lower death rates
from enteric diseases, particularly cholera, epidemic
disease remained commonplace throughout an
increasingly industrialized Europe. Scholars there-
fore trace the modern era of public health in
Europe to the late-nineteenth-century ‘‘bacteriolog-
ical revolution’’ and to broader contemporary
health programs initiated by state governments as
they took shape during the last quarter of the nine-
teenth century. At the root of these programs was
the realization among state leaders that proper
maintenance of public health could help ensure
social stability, prosperity, and order. Indeed, bet-
ter public health could help to make healthier and
therefore more productive citizens. The tension

that existed in this rationale—namely the exercise
of government authority to achieve community
health, on the one hand, and the restriction of
individual rights, on the other hand—is a recurring
theme in the history of modern European public
health programs, and it informs issues of public
health in early-twenty-first-century Europe.

THE ‘‘BACTERIOLOGICAL REVOLUTION’’

Led by the research of two scientific rivals—Louis
Pasteur (1822–1895) in France and Robert Koch
(1843–1910) in Germany—the emerging sciences
of microbiology and immunology paved the way to
substantial changes in thinking about the cause and
transmission of disease.

Until the 1880s, the miasma theory of disease
prevailed in scientific circles. This theory held that
diseases such as cholera were caused by a noxious
form of miasma, a term meaning ‘‘bad air,’’ derived
from the Greek word for ‘‘pollution.’’ Through the
therapeutic research of Pasteur and the bacteriolog-
ical research of Koch, the germ theory of disease
took shape, advancing the claim that microorgan-
isms may be the cause of disease. Further break-
throughs by Koch, by his assistants Friedrich
Loeffler (1852–1915) and Georg Gaffky (1850–
1918), and by others who used Koch’s methods of
cultivating and isolating bacteria yielded identifica-
tion of the bacteria responsible for diphtheria,
typhoid, tetanus, and cholera. Such efforts, com-
bined with further scientific and technical advance-
ments, led to the introduction of the first generation
of vaccines for use in humans, including those for
rabies (1885), plague (1897), diphtheria (1923),
pertussis (1926), tuberculosis (1927), tetanus
(1927), and yellow fever (1935). Bacteriology also
opened the door to better disease control among
infected populations. State public health policies had
long implemented quarantines and isolation to con-
trol the spread of disease. But with the advent of
greater knowledge of disease-causing bacteria,
authorities could exact a more targeted response to
a disease outbreak, whether among travelers in rural
areas or populations in dense urban centers.

The ‘‘bacteriological revolution’’ yielded a
reaction that became integral to the further devel-
opment of public health in Europe through the
first two decades of the twentieth century. Even
as deaths from infectious disease declined,
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deplorable health conditions remained for the
working classes and urban poor. Contemporary
commentators found the germ theory by itself to
be insufficient in the promotion of better public
health. Increasingly, socialists and radical physicians
questioned the value of leaving community health
to scientific thinking alone. Greater social mea-
sures, they claimed, such as improved diet, safe
and hygienic living and working conditions, and
health education, would prove equally if not more
beneficial to improving community health. Across
Europe, state governments and local municipalities
reacted by initiating a variety of public health mea-
sures that sought not only to improve public wel-
fare but also to protect and enhance government
authority. Reform-minded voluntary health agen-
cies joined the effort by reacting to the perceived
failure of public leaders to address deplorable con-
ditions among the working classes. As responsibil-
ity for the health of the public shifted from the
individual to the government, such responsibility
became a matter of politics and, therefore, an enti-
tlement of citizenship.

THE RISE OF SOCIAL MEDICINE

The period from 1914 to 1918 and the decades
following the ‘‘war to end all wars’’ mark complex
chapters in the history of public health in Europe.
Although social medicine was already under way
before the war as a means to ameliorate various
causes of poor health—or, in some cases, the per-
ceived causes of poor health—it grew significantly
from wartime experience and yielded uneven
results across nations. Among the many conditions
addressed in a variety of ways were infant mortality
and maternal welfare, venereal disease and prostitu-
tion, and poor working conditions.

During the first two decades of the twentieth
century, ubiquitous rates of infant mortality
became major threats to public health. Child and
maternal health programs therefore emphasized
nutrition to counterbalance malnourishment,
health education and inspection to correct parental
ignorance and school environments, and hygiene
to eliminate contaminated food. The pronatalist
campaign emerged in France, while across Britain
voluntary and local government sanitary societies
taught hygiene to children. In Germany,
Czechoslovakia, Russia, and Italy schoolteachers

taught children games, drills, and gymnastic exer-
cises as means to stay healthy. Significantly,
German concerns about the broader implications
of child and maternal health, and no less reproduc-
tive hygiene, took on new meaning during the
1930s as Adolf Hitler radicalized what had earlier
been a relatively moderate national eugenics move-
ment. In Nazi hands, positive eugenics became a
means to achieve a ‘‘pure’’ German race. ‘‘Racial
hygiene’’ programs of the Third Reich included
awards to ‘‘Aryan’’ women who had large numbers
of children. These programs also involved impreg-
nation of ‘‘racially pure’’ single women by mem-
bers of the Schutzstaffel (SS), which formed the
basis of the Nazi police state and was the major
instrument of racial terror in the concentration
camps and occupied Europe.

The interwar period also saw negative eugenics
become a means to address concerns about child
and maternal health and no less the health of the
nation. Following its establishment in 1922,
Sweden’s National Institute for Race Biology spon-
sored research in social engineering that ultimately
led to the forced sterilization of an estimated sixty
thousand ‘‘unfit’’ men and women between 1936
and 1976. While Nazi eugenics programs offered
rewards to certain people, they also involved forced
sterilization of hundreds of thousands of men and
women who were viewed as mentally and physically
‘‘unfit,’’ compulsory ‘‘euthanasia’’ programs that
killed tens of thousands of institutionalized indivi-
duals with disabilities, and the systematic killing
during the Holocaust of millions of ‘‘undesirable’’
Europeans including Jews, Gypsies, and homosex-
uals. Such programs existed alongside extensive
experimentation on live human beings to test
Nazi genetic theories, ranging from simple mea-
surement of physical characteristics to horrific
experiments carried out in concentration camps.

Contemporaries also understood that venereal
disease and prostitution threatened public health,
especially during World War I. From 1914 through
the demobilizations that extended into the early
1920s, military authorities of the major combatant
nations used education and official entertainment
as means to keep their soldiers away from liquor
and local prostitutes, and therefore fit for service.
In Britain, voluntary-aid organizations such as the
YMCA and Salvation Army assisted in this effort by
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establishing distinctive ‘‘rest huts’’ on the home

front and overseas where soldiers could enjoy hot

drinks, hearty meals, and the company of

‘‘motherly’’ women volunteers. Based in part on

prewar efforts to ameliorate living conditions of the

urban poor, these ‘‘homes away from home’’ were

intended to help preserve men not only for battle

but also for postwar life as husbands and fathers.

After the war, such efforts to promote abstinence

gave way to a pragmatic acceptance that distribut-

ing condoms was a more effective means of con-

trolling venereal disease.

Following World War I, poor working condi-

tions and the poor health of laborers were also

identified as threats to public health. This concern

was perhaps most evident in the establishment of

the International Labour Organization (ILO) in

1919 through the negotiations of the Treaty of

Versailles. Adopted by the Paris Peace Conference

in April 1919, the constitution of the ILO stated

plainly that ‘‘conditions of labour exist involving

such injustice hardship and privation to large

numbers of people as to produce unrest so great

that the peace and harmony of the world are

imperiled.’’ Politics and economy certainly drove

the mission of the ILO, but so too did health

and welfare. ‘‘The solemn obligation of the

International Labour Organization,’’ as its constitu-

tion concluded, was to ‘‘further among the nations

of the world programmes which will achieve . . . ade-

quate protection for the life and health of workers in

all occupations; provision for child welfare and

maternity protection; . . . [and] the provision of ade-

quate nutrition, housing and facilities for recreation

and culture.’’

POSTWAR EUROPE

Across Europe after World War II, spending on all

aspects of public health increased in real terms as

government leaders held that economic growth

could emerge through welfare state programs that

made citizens healthier and better educated. West

Germany’s welfare model took shape from roots in

the late-nineteenth-century Bismarck Era, while

France’s social security system emerged from con-

servative politics and Britain’s National Health

Service did so from the Labour government and

its minister of health from 1945 to 1951, Aneurin

Bevan. The hopes of the future did not come to

pass, however. Even as the rates of infectious dis-

eases and infant and child mortality in Europe

reached unprecedented lows, economic growth

slowed, making public health and medical pro-

grams more difficult to finance. Poverty, unem-

ployment, and a host of new conditions placed

increasing demands on welfare states. By the late

1960s, the purview of public health in Europe, and

no less in industrialized nations around the world,

had expanded to encompass chronic diseases (such

as heart disease and cancer) and their causes (such

as smoking), aging populations, disparities in

health (because of race, ethnicity, gender, and

occupation), obesity, and domestic violence.

European state intervention in public health grew

through the mid-1970s when economic crises of

that decade required unprecedented cuts in public

spending. Critics of the welfare state at this time

claimed that its attempt to ‘‘provide for all’’

revealed a substantial failure to discriminate in favor

of those in greatest need. This failure, critics argued

further, had created a culture of dependency.

NEW CHALLENGES

In 2000 the European Commission issued the first

coherent and coordinated strategy for a Europe-

wide public health strategy. Adopted formally by

the European Union in 2002, the program indi-

cated three priority objectives: to improve informa-

tion and knowledge for the development of public

health; to enhance the capability of responding

rapidly and in a coordinated fashion to threats to

health; and to promote health and prevent disease

by addressing health determinants across all poli-

cies and activities.

The commission’s strategy, alongside those of

individual European nations, helps illuminate the

variety of public health priorities facing Europe in

the twenty-first century. The foremost among

these is how best to recalibrate the welfare state

commensurate with promises of freedom and

security, with economic and political constraints

driven by European unification and interdepen-

dence, with the market forces unleashed by global-

ization, and, to be sure, with new, emerging, and

changing threats to public health such as influenza,

severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS), West
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Nile virus, and human immunodeficiency virus/

acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (HIV/

AIDS).

RECENT SCHOLARLY INTERPRETATIONS

AND DEBATES

First published in 1958 and updated and expanded
in 1993, George Rosen’s A History of Public
Health documents health regulation in Western
societies from ancient Greece to the modern
United States. It is a standard text that should be
read by anyone who wishes to know more about
the history of public health and understand recent
scholarly interpretations and debates. Rosen’s story
is a chronological account of social progress arising
chiefly from the technological advance of science
and medicine in combating endemic and epidemic
diseases. The growth of public health, Rosen
argued, paralleled the rise of centralized govern-
ment and was the result of scientific and medical
knowledge triumphing over ignorance.

In the 1970s and 1980s, however, scholars

substantially challenged the heroic interpretation

of public health progress held by Rosen and his

contemporaries. In his book The Modern Rise of
Population (1976), Thomas McKeown agreed that

modern medicine and public health had relieved

suffering, but he argued that the decline of epi-

demic diseases, and especially those that affected

children and young adults, stemmed not from the

outcome of triumphant state medicine and public

health programs but rather from better immunity

resulting from better nutrition. In his book The
Great War and the British People, first published

in 1986 and revised in 2003, J. M. Winter

advanced the paradox that while World War I and

the mobilization of British society brought with it

unprecedented slaughter, it was an occasion of sub-

stantial improvement in the life of the civilian

population of Britain. Munitions canteens made

food easily available to the nearly one million work-

ers in munitions factories, rates of infant mortality

declined, and rationing resulted in the healthy

developments of scarcer alcohol; weaker beer; less

consumption of sugar, butter, and meat; and more

of consumption of bread and potatoes. Winter’s

book is a landmark study that deserves attention

by anyone interested in wartime health, regardless

of time period.

The 1980s and 1990s saw further challenges to
and modifications of Rosen’s interpretation. These
new arguments were based largely on views of
public health programs as instruments of social
control through which elite society protected its
power rather than emancipated the underprivileged
classes from conditions that caused disease, famine,
and poverty. Michel Foucault, for example, identi-
fied repressive discipline emerging from the central-
ized state and its clinics and hospitals. Other scholars
of this period, including David Armstrong and
Bryan S. Turner, recognized more broadly the
inevitable tension that arises in the power of the
expanding regulatory state, between individual civil
liberties, on the one hand, and the collective needs
of the community, on the other hand. Recent
scholarship in the field, including work by Daniel
Kevles, Paul Weindling, and others, has explored
this tension in a variety of contexts, including
eugenics, a case in which they show how rational
and comprehensive public health planning can
yield murderous public policy rather than freedom
from disease and suffering.

Other scholars have revealed further complex-
ities in the history of public health that depart
substantially from Rosen’s view. For example, no
longer do historians see public health programs as
being emblematic of or the result of centralized
industrial government. In Germany, France, and
elsewhere, local governments have at times exerted
substantial local autonomy in matters of public
health. Local studies, therefore, have been integral
to recent scholarship, but so too have been projects
that examine global public health, such as the new,
emerging, and changing threats described above,
and international agencies, such as the World
Health Organization, that have attempted to work
both within and across nations to achieve for all
peoples the highest possible levels of physical, men-
tal, and social well-being.

See also Bevan, Aneurin; Eugenics; Welfare State.
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JEFFREY S. REZNICK
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PUBLIC TRANSPORT. Urbanization and
the attendant increase in population density in the
confined space of cities, especially historic cities
never designed for rapid transport, created ever
more daunting challenges from the nineteenth cen-
tury onward. City life and public transport had
long been at odds: ancient Rome was already
famous for its traffic jams. In the early twentieth
century the issue of ‘‘traffic’’ was highlighted by
the spokespeople of the modernist International
Congresses of Modern Architecture (CIAM), who
argued that the city met four main needs: living,
working, self-cultivation, and transit. The expan-
sion of cities was inseparable from the need for
transport to carry a working population dwelling
in ever more distant suburbs into and out of the
center.

The growth of suburbs in the twentieth cen-
tury produced a vast increase in commuter

shuttling between central business districts and
dormitory communities. European cities, however,
afforded far less room for transit needs than their
American counterparts (the Los Angeles model, for
example). The Americans devoted roughly four
times more urban space to transportation than the
Europeans. The average European, whatever the
mode of transport, traveled from two to four times
daily. The highly mobile Americans moved about
far more frequently. Mobility was naturally a func-
tion of many factors, not only socioprofessional
considerations (senior managers traveled more
than wage workers, the working population more
than the nonworking) but also the size and geog-
raphy of urban areas. Statistics show, however, that
over time mobility related to work and to the
organization of the workday increased less than
mobility associated with leisure activities and social
life. The level of dependence on the private auto-
mobile continued to rise throughout the century,
while the increasing average speed (until conges-
tion intervened) of both private and public trans-
port made it practical for people to travel farther
and farther from city centers. In the Paris region,
annual family travel after World War II averaged
4,500 kilometers by private car, 800 kilometers on
two-wheeled vehicles, and 800 kilometers by pub-
lic transport. The average European daily travel
time was approximately one hour a day.
Unfortunately, travel was subjected to uniform
time constraints, giving rise to immense rush-hour
overloads that could ultimately be relieved only by
a staggering of work hours. In consequence, cities
and their transit systems were vulnerable to paraly-
sis at certain times of day or in the case of excep-
tional events such as demonstrations, power fail-
ures, and storms.

THE RANGE OF CHOICES

Public transport alternatives to the dominance of
the private car took several forms during the twen-
tieth century.

Streetcars and buses The electric tram or streetcar
emerged at the end of the nineteenth century as a
means of decongesting town centers. After the
First World War streetcars and various kinds of
trolleybuses began, albeit very gradually, to give
way to buses, which could maneuver their way
through automobile traffic. The changeover was
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very slow, for there was little difference in running

costs between the two transit systems in densely

populated neighborhoods. The dismantling of

tram and trolleybus networks accelerated in the

1950s.

Metropolitan railways The construction of

underground metropolitan railways (which did not

in fact run always or exclusively underground) in

order to speed up mass transit and reduce street

congestion began in large and medium-sized

European cities before the close of the nineteenth

century. These networks could transport between

five and ten thousand people per hour. Their exten-

sion beyond city limits was not always a simple

matter, however, and the Paris metro, for instance,

was not extended into the suburbs until the years

between the two world wars. The cost was of course

onerous, and generally only cities with a population

of a million or more were able to undertake such a

project. The greater the population density, the

greater the expense for infrastructural work (often

giving the advantage to the bus and sometimes to

the tramway option). As a cost-saving measure,

entirely automated trains became more and more

common in the later twentieth century, while the

number of service workers in stations was often

drastically reduced in the interest of productivity.

Closed-circuit television made it possible for engi-

neers to monitor passengers getting on and off

trains. Critics charged, however, that security was

being given short shrift, and cited such incidents as

the fire that caused thirty-one fatalities at the King’s

Cross station in London in 1987.

Workers dig new tunnels for the expansion of the London underground railway, November 1937. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH

COLLECTION/CORBIS

P U B L I C T R A N S P O R T

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2127



Suburban rail Peri-urbanization and its effects
were a marked feature of the twentieth century.
Public transportation systems effectively addressed
the periphery/center axis, but travel between one
suburb and another was by and large left to the
automobile. Trains were the preferred way of get-
ting to and from the city center. As suburbs spread
outward, the traffic on such lines increased accord-
ingly. The electrification of commuter networks
helped make the trains more comfortable, but in
many instances complementary systems were called
for. In the Paris region, for example, older railroad
lines were converted and new ones were con-
structed under the metro tracks in order to create
a Regional Express Network (RER), opened in the
1960s, which speeded travel to and from suburban
stations and the airports. It thus became possible
for some three hundred thousand commuters to
reach central Paris without changing trains.

THE REVERSAL OF THE 1970S

In most European countries, awareness of the dele-
terious impact of the automobile on urban space

dawned around 1970. Hitherto cars had benefited
from purchase prices that tended in relative terms
to decline, from cheap gasoline, and from a very
low level of public consciousness about environ-
mental issues. Signs of crisis had nevertheless been
visible for some time, as street-level public trans-
port, essentially buses, began to suffer the effects of
continual traffic jams and lose passengers. During
the 1970s most European cities reacted with mea-
sures designed to encourage the further develop-
ment of public transport.

The policy change of the 1970s was associated
with the crisis of values reflected in the political
events of the late 1960s, after which it was com-
mon to stress the limits of growth and the risks it
held for healthy living conditions. The assumption
that the automobile was king came under fire. By
this time, in fact, a large proportion of journeys by
car were no more than a few kilometers long, and
the majority of them were unrelated to work. The
economic crisis that followed the first ‘‘oil shock’’
in 1973 made the need for policy change seem

A musician plays in a Paris subway station, 1975. ªOWEN FRANKEN/CORBIS
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even more urgent. A shift in favor of public trans-
port took place with strong government involve-
ment. It was now viewed as essential that mass
transit become more comfortable and more effi-
cient in terms of service speed.

The solutions adopted varied from country to
country. They included the building of metro sys-
tems, the reintroduction of streetcars, various
extrafiscal ways of subsidizing commuter travel,
and restrictions on automobile use. By the end of
the century a good many cities had new streetcar
systems that were quieter and more reliable than
their predecessors. In Manchester trams made their
reappearance in 1992, although the new network
might as easily be described as a metro, because in
some districts the cars run underground, as they
also do in Brussels. Several French cities, among
them Nantes, Grenoble, Bordeaux, and even Paris,
chose streetcars over new underground railway
lines on grounds of cost. These new tramways were
of modern conception, however: they drew electric
power from beneath, for example, thus eliminating

dangerous and unsightly overhead cables.

Technological progress made it possible to improve

not only the performance but also the image of

hallowed forms of public transit. Several places,

notably in Scandinavian countries, experimented

with buses powered by liquefied natural gas

(LNG), considered less polluting than diesel.

Electric buses were also tried—small vehicles well

suited to the narrow streets of the historic cities of

Italy and elsewhere. But electric vehicles still had

drawbacks, notably lack of independence and

excessive weight. Meanwhile completely automated

metro trains continued to evolve. Wireless commu-

nications networks could be expected to provide

instant information to passengers waiting, say, at a

bus stop. Monitoring of incidents or rush-hour

dispatch management could be streamlined by

means of GPS-type technology. Various kinds of

‘‘bimodal’’ trolleybuses and articulated buses might

also be mentioned. The introduction of dedicated

bus lanes on main thoroughfares did much to

improve schedule speed.

Passengers board an electric tram train in Gothenburg, Sweden, 2004. GETTY IMAGES
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The effects of the policy shift of the 1970s were
felt over the long term. Bus ridership increased
greatly, for example, and service speed picked up
somewhat. The expanding urban periphery made
cars ever more necessary for suburbanites, espe-
cially for intersuburban travel, yet measures taken
in favor of public transport, such as the simplifica-
tion of fare structures, bore much fruit.

SIGNIFICANT COSTS

The modernization of public transport and its
diversification in response to new needs inevitably
entailed considerable expense. Municipal govern-
ments devoted a large part of their budgets (often
as much as 25 to 30 percent) to transport. In view
of the financial outlays involved, local authorities
rarely took direct responsibility for management;
instead they delegated the organization of urban
and peri-urban mass transit to private enterprise
(under a variety of legal arrangements). As a result,
large international transport concerns gradually
emerged, operating across Europe and even
beyond; the Connex group was a case in point,
operating at once in Scandinavia, Great Britain,
and France. At the same time, because of the mas-
sive scale of the infrastructure involved, the state
frequently intervened in this structurally unprofit-
able sector, where, generally speaking, commercial
receipts represented only a quarter of outlays, sub-
sidies a further third, and private capital investment
the remainder. In the 1980s Great Britain aban-
doned this model: the state gradually withdrew and
left the field of mass transportation in the hands of
the private sector. Other possible revenue sources
were considered, from tolls on cars entering the
city to taxes on drivers to support mass transit.

In the simplest terms, reducing the cost of
public transportation depended far less on conserv-
ing energy than on economizing on labor. But
more complex calculations were in order. The
overall social cost of each particular mode of trans-
port needed to be taken into account, for any
reduction in automobile traffic meant a reduction
in noise levels, air pollution, congestion, energy
consumption, and security risks. The issue of air
pollution due to motor vehicle emissions became
more and more crucial as awareness grew of the
danger of greenhouse gases. Once fully sensitized
to the hazards of high concentrations of car-

generated pollution, Europeans were receptive to
such restrictions on automobile use in urban cen-
ters as park-and-ride plans for commuters, high
tolls (London), pedestrianization in historic dis-
tricts (Florence), or the establishment of bus-only
lanes (Paris). The introduction of parking meters in
the 1970s was an early attempt to discourage
motorists from driving into city centers or staying
there long; meters quickly spread to provincial
towns. In France, Besançon was one of the first
places to set up pedestrian zones.

Individual and collective awareness of the
necessity of rationalizing the development of mass
transit caused European governments to commit
themselves politically and financially. There was a
notable return to planning with respect to mass
transit, a tendency endorsed by a largely urbanized
population eager to remedy air pollution and
improve the quality of life. By the end of the twen-
tieth century it was apparent that public transport
policy must not be allowed to trail behind urban
development; on the contrary, the one had to be
conceived in parallel to the other. The quality of
transport systems became a public-relations priority
for European cities.

See also Automobiles; Railways.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Bairoch, Paul, and E. J. Hobsbawm, eds. L’età contempo-
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PURGES. The term purge has a peculiarly omi-
nous tone because it has been intimately associated
with the terror in communist countries. In fact,
historically it denotes two distinct political opera-
tions in the Soviet Union. One was a process
whereby institutions such as the state bureaucracies
and the Communist Party sought to expel (purge)
those functionaries suspected of political deviation
and professional incompetence: leftovers from the
old regime, former members of non-Bolshevik
political parties, political oppositionists, and others
deemed politically unreliable or professionally
incompetent. The other was political repression
and terror, a purge of society in general from
‘‘enemies.’’

PURGE AS ROUTINE CLEANSING

The first process was not necessarily free from ter-
ror, but it was not meant to be a terror operation.
It was most famously associated with the repeated
‘‘cleansing’’ operations within the Communist
Party. Not dissimilar in kind from the exclusion of
Nazi members from state institutions in postwar
Germany or, in postcommunist Eastern Europe,
of those associated with the secret police and poli-
tical terror, the cleansings were meant to keep the
party free from opportunists and other undesirable
elements. Two specific factors made purges of the
party inevitable. One is that whereas the party
needed a broad mass political base and wished to
broaden its membership, as it did first in 1917
when the party emerged from underground and
expanded rapidly, it also had to maintain its poli-
tical purity as a communist avant-garde party. The
other is that the absence of pluralism and the sys-
tem of one-party dictatorship necessitated purges.

Since those who sought political activity, even
those who disagreed with the Communist Party,
had nowhere else to go and therefore sought to
channel the Communist Party from within in the
direction they desired, the party appeared con-
stantly diluted by subversives who had to be
removed. Scholars of ‘‘totalitarianism’’ have devel-

oped an elaborate theory on the need for a ‘‘per-

manent purge’’ for maintaining the party’s revolu-

tionary élan by eliminating the corrupt and the

deviant.

The constant purge process did not appear ade-

quate to the party leaders when they decided on

sudden and radical policy changes. Therefore the

Communist Party resorted periodically to party-

wide purge campaigns. Some early cases had already

occurred in 1918–1919 when the party was deeply

involved in the civil war against the counterrevolu-

tionaries. The first major party-wide purge campaign

took place in 1921–1922, when the party was forced

by economic necessity to retreat from revolutionary

war to peaceful economic reconstruction (the New

Economic Policy or NEP) through a partial reintro-

duction of market relations. This purge reduced the

membership by nearly a quarter. The purge was

followed by a rapid expansion of party ranks in the

mid-1920s, particularly after the death of Vladimir

Lenin, the leader of the party, through special

recruitment campaigns of workers. Toward the end

of the 1920s Joseph Stalin emerged as the victor in

the struggle for power among the party elite and,

ending NEP, turned to enact his ‘‘revolution from

above’’ (rapid industrialization and wholesale collec-

tivization). This inaugurated another party-wide

purge carried out purportedly to strengthen the

party’s ‘‘fighting capacity.’’ This purge was enacted

simultaneously with recruitment campaigns to

further ‘‘proletarianize.’’ Yet by 1933, when

Stalin’s ‘‘revolution from above’’ had confronted a

grave crisis owing to widespread famine, recruitment

was terminated and another party-wide purge was

executed. The party leadership found that many

formerly trustworthy functionaries were not in sym-

pathy with the harsh economic and political mea-

sures taken to cope with the famine crisis. As a

result, a very large number of party members fell

victim to the purge. The 1933 purge still failed to

satisfy the party leaders, who continued membership

inspection in various forms for the next several years.
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This process merged with the second kind of purge,

terror and repression, in the mid- to late 1930s

against the backdrop of the increasing threat of

war. From 1933 to 1938 the Communist Party

membership thus declined by more than 40 percent,

from 3.5 million to 1.9 million (Rigby, p. 52).

The purge of the 1930s created a host of prob-
lems, starting with the chaos of bookkeeping and
ending with the destruction of the lives of numer-
ous loyal party members. So traumatic was the
experience that Stalin, addressing the Eighteenth
Party Congress in 1939, declared that although the
purge campaign strengthened the party by expel-
ling the politically unreliable, grave mistakes had
been committed during the campaigns and that the
party would have no need to resort to further mass
cleansings. Indeed, such mass operations were offi-
cially abolished and were never to be repeated.

This did not mean that routine purges disap-
peared. They continued. Moreover, localized
purges also took place in various areas of the coun-
try, for example, in those areas of the Soviet Union
occupied during World War II (including the
newly incorporated union republics such as the
Baltic states), in order to purge the party of those
members suspected of desertion, collaboration
with enemy forces, and other crimes.

PURGE AS TERROR

Purge as political terror began immediately after
the October Revolution. The new revolutionary
government created a secret police (Cheka) soon
after the revolution to fight the counterrevolution-
ary forces. During the civil war that followed
(1918–1921), as many as 150,000 death sentences
were given in the country. Even this figure is prob-
ably underestimated. During the relatively peaceful
NEP (1921–1927), approximately 10,000 people
(‘‘political criminals’’) were sentenced to death by
the secret police (from 1923, the OGPU). Stalin’s
‘‘revolution from above,’’ which marked a sharp
turn from NEP and met resistance both from
within the party and the government and from
Soviet society in general, led to a sharp increase in
the number of political death sentences meted out.
In the four years from 1928 to 1931 more than
30,000 were sentenced to death in the country for
political crimes (all data on terror here and later
come from Popov, p. 28).

These numbers are merely the tip of the ice-
berg. During the four years of Stalin’s ‘‘revolution
from above’’ almost half a million people were
arrested for alleged political and economic crimes
(such as ‘‘economic wrecking’’), most of whom
were sentenced to prison terms or exile. It was at
this time that the infamous gulag (soviet labor
camps) expanded rapidly. In collectivizing the
countryside, the party purged it of the kulaks (rich
peasants), branded as ‘‘class enemies’’ (rural bour-
geois), and their supporters. This dekulakization
operation dispossessed probably more than three
million peasants. In addition, in 1928–1932 more
than ten million people fled the countryside to the
city, a large number of whom did so involuntarily.

When the immediate goals of Stalin’s ‘‘revolu-
tion from above’’ were achieved, the purge opera-
tion declined to a degree, as far as the number of
death sentences were concerned—about seven
thousand much lower than the previous few years.
The number of arrests remained very high, how-
ever, amounting to close to half a million. This
reflected the fact that Stalin used political purges
as terror widely during the famine of 1932–1933
(which itself claimed several million lives). The
famine crisis and the terror used to cope with it
marked a new stage in the history of Soviet purge.
Up until then, the main target of the purge was the
‘‘class enemy,’’ but during the famine crisis the
target began to shift subtly from the ‘‘class enemy’’
to the ‘‘enemy of the people.’’ This new, class-
neutral image of enemy encompassed virtually any-
one, including tried and tested party members. The
famous Soviet prosecutor Andrei Vyshinsky under
Stalin noted in 1933 that having lost the battle, the
enemy now resorted to ‘‘methods known as quiet
sapping’’ rather than direct frontal attack and
sought to conceal its wrecking acts with all sorts
of ‘‘objective reasons,’’ ‘‘defects,’’ and the conten-
tion that the incidents did ‘‘not seem to be caused
by malicious human intent.’’ Therefore, Vyshinsky
emphasized, the enemy ‘‘becomes less detectable
and hence it becomes less possible to isolate him’’
(Kuromiya, 1988, p. 318).

This meant that mass purges were inevitable in

order to capture hidden enemies, even at the cost

of the innocent. Indeed, it was then, 1932–1934,

that even Communist Party members began to be

arrested in great numbers and even executed as
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enemies. It was then that, against the background

of international threat from the east (Japan) and

the west (Germany), foreigners, foreign-born

Soviet citizens, and those associated with them

came under suspicion and were purged in signifi-

cant numbers. Thus, many individuals born in

Harbin, Warsaw, Riga, Bucharest, and elsewhere

were purged (executed) for their alleged foreign

connections. Even party members who hailed from

abroad (Koreans, Bulgarians, Poles, Ukrainians,

Russians, and others) were subjected to the same

fate. Numerous people (Poles, Ukrainians, and

others) were arrested and executed for their alleged

membership in ‘‘nationalist’’ organizations or in

foreign (German, Japanese, Polish) ‘‘spy networks’’

(almost all of these accusations were fabricated by

the secret police). The government began to collect

data on all ‘‘suspect’’ national groups (such as eth-

nic Germans) in the country. All this paled, how-

ever, in comparison with what came to be known as

the Great Purge (or Great Terror).

THE GREAT PURGES

There is no universally accepted consensus on

exactly when Stalin started the Great Purge. Many

concerned with Ukraine, which was hard hit by the

famine and the purge in 1932–1933, contend that it

began at that time. Some assert that it began with

the murder of Sergei Kirov, the head of the

Leningrad party organization, in December 1934.

Some suggest that Stalin launched it with the first

Moscow show trial in August 1936. Yet others

attribute it to the summer of 1937 when indisput-

ably mass terror operations began. Most scholars

tend to agree, however, that the Great Purge vir-

tually came to a halt by the autumn of 1938, when

Stalin’s chief executioner, the secret police chief

Nikolai Yezhov, was removed from his post. In the

four years from 1935 through 1938, nearly 2 mil-

lion (in 1937 and 1938 alone more than 1.3 mil-

lion) people were arrested. Of them, nearly 700,000

were sentenced to death (Popov, p. 28; Wheatcroft,

pp. 129–135). Although these data are almost cer-

tainly incomplete, the two years of 1937 and 1938

account for 99 percent of these death sentences.

The execution rate of the arrested was 44 percent

in 1937 and 59 percent in 1938, whereas it was less

than 1 percent in 1935 and 1936.

Who was purged? It used to be believed that

the main victims of the purge were the Soviet elite.

Most famously, the three Moscow show trials (held

in 1936, 1937, and 1938) highlighted prominent

Bolsheviks (such as Grigory Zinoviev, Lev Kamenev,

Georgy Pyatakov, and Nikolai Bukharin), most of

whom were executed immediately after their trials.

While it is likely that the elite suffered disproportion-

ately because of their visibility and their positions

of responsibility, in fact ‘‘little people’’—workers,

peasants, and other ‘‘ordinary’’ Soviet citizens—

accounted numerically for the majority of the vic-

tims, as became clear after the opening up of

previously closed Soviet archives in the 1990s.

Formerly repressed kulaks, criminals, ministers of

religion, and other politically ‘‘undesirable’’ ele-

ments were specifically targeted by a special mass

operation in 1937–1938 (the so-called kulak

operation). Many others, such as the unemployed

and the elderly, regarded as socially ‘‘unproduc-

tive’’ and dependent were purged along with other

target groups. In some cases, even those already

incarcerated were executed as if imprisonment were

not enough. Similarly, specific national groups

(particularly ‘‘diaspora nations’’ in the Soviet

Union such as ethnic Germans, Poles, Greeks,

Latvians, Koreans, and Chinese) were targeted for

purge in special mass operations (‘‘national opera-

tions’’) in 1937–1938. Many people who were

associated in one way or another with those tar-

geted groups of people were also purged. Although

these mass operations initially had concrete numer-

ical goals for arrest and execution, in the course of

their implementation a competition-like frenzy by

the secret police operatives, which in turn was sanc-

tioned by Stalin, resulted in numbers that far

exceeded the original goals.

The Great Purge represents the most violent

aspect of the Soviet Union. Naturally it has been

represented in various artistic forms, most notably

in literature. Arthur Koestler, in his famous novel

Darkness at Noon (1940), modeled his hero after

Bukharin (an old Bolshevik who was executed in

1938), describing his capitulation to Stalin’s

bloody carnival as deriving from his own revolu-

tionary ideology: his erstwhile fight against Stalin

and refusal to totally capitulate were grave political

crimes in the face of the dire threat to the very

survival of the regime posed by foreign enemies
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such as Germany and Japan. The poet Anna

Akhmatova, whose family was destroyed by the

Great Purge, wrote about it in a famous series of

poems, Requiem. The poems were inspired by a

nameless woman who, like Akhmatova, stood

countless hours in the lines outside a prison in

Leningrad. The woman ‘‘recognized’’ the famous

poet and whispered (‘‘everyone spoke in whispers

there’’) into her ears: ‘‘Can you describe this?’’

Akhmatova answered, ‘‘I can.’’ The vast majority

of those purged in these years (and, for that matter,

before and after under Stalin) have been rehabili-

tated since as innocent victims of Stalin’s terror.

Why did the Great Purge take place at all? There

is much scholarly debate on this and there is no

consensus. Some influential older theories, which

explain certain aspects of the Great Purge well,

have proved inadequate to explain its extent: that

Stalin wanted to remove all former oppositionists,

particularly the old Bolsheviks who possessed a

degree of independence of mind, or that Stalin

wanted to replace old elite cadres with young ones.

One new theory is that the Great Purge was part of

a gigantic social engineering attempt. However,

this fails to explain the concentration of the killings

in just two years (1937 and 1938) and the necessity

of killing rather than incarceration, let alone the

implementation of the ‘‘national operations.’’

Another theory is that Stalin indeed faced a grow-

ing internal threat in the country, especially from

the ‘‘dekulakized’’ peasants and other repressed

elements. Yet this interpretation has so far not

shown whether the threat indeed existed or

whether the threat had increased so much that

The funeral of Sergei Kirov, Moscow, December 1934. Acting as pallbearers are (from right): Joseph Stalin, Kliment

Voroshilov, Vyacheslav Molotov, Lazar Kaganovich, and Andrei Zhdanov. Stalin used the murder of Leningrad party leader Kirov,

which he may in fact have orchestrated, as one pretext for subsequent purges. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Stalin suddenly felt compelled to initiate mass
purge operations. Yet another theory, which is
not entirely new, claims that it was a preemptive
strike against all real and imagined enemies who
might pose a grave political threat from within in
case of war from without. This, according to critics,
fails to explain the social engineering aspects of the
purge. So the debate continues.

It is noteworthy that Stalin and his henchmen
such as Vyacheslav Molotov and Lazar Kaganovich
never failed to defend the Great Purge as an abso-
lute necessity even though some mistakes were
made and innocent people suffered. Their justifica-
tion was that without the Great Purge the country
would have lost to Nazi Germany because the
internal ‘‘enemies of the people’’ would have risen
up against the Soviet government. It was the Great
Purge that made it possible to secure the rear for
war. Such a justification has been equally passion-
ately disputed by many who claim that the country
won the war against Nazi Germany not thanks to
the Great Purges or Stalin’s leadership but in spite
of the Purge and in spite of Stalin.

How Soviet society reacted to the Great Purge
is another difficult issue. Some appeared to support
the terror against the ‘‘enemies of the people’’
without question, while others merely toed the
official line. Many upwardly mobile individuals
benefited from the purges, but there were also
people who did question what appeared to be mad-
ness. Still, there were very, very few cases of open
dissent, because even those Soviet citizens who did
not believe in the actions of the government were
intimidated or frightened and generally could not,
or did not, try to understand what was happening.

AFTER THE GREAT PURGE

Purges did not cease with the end of the Great
Purge. At reduced levels, they continued. The areas
newly incorporated into the Soviet Union in 1939–
1940 were thoroughly purged of ‘‘bourgeois’’ and
other suspect elements. The war against Nazi
Germany intensified the hunt for suspected spies,
defeatists, deserters, and others, and after the war
many people suspected of collaboration were
purged. During and after the war Stalin questioned
the political loyalty of certain ethnic groups
(Chechens, Crimean Tatars, and others) and
resorted to brutal ethnic cleansings by removing

them entirely from their native lands. All the
Soviet POWs and civilian laborers repatriated from
Germany after the war were carefully screened and
many were purged. In western borderlands such as
western Ukraine, where nationalist forces contin-
ued to fight a civil war against the Soviet forces into
the 1950s, the purge operations were extraordina-
rily brutal. However, the Great Purge was not
repeated. Even most of those Soviet citizens who
took arms against the Red Army managed to sur-
vive in the gulag. Thus it was in 1950 that the
gulag population reached its peak under Stalin.

In sum, whereas the purges devastated the
entire nation, they served the political leadership
well by removing suspect members from the
Communist Party, the government, and Soviet
society in general. The necessity for purges, which
were conducted routinely and sometimes violently,
stemmed in large part from the system of one-party
dictatorship and the lack of political pluralism.
Stalin’s obsession with ‘‘enemies’’ made the purges
an integral part of Soviet politics. The purges ter-
rorized the entire country, both the elite and the
ordinary people, affecting, in one way or another,
nearly every family in the Soviet Union under
Stalin. Although the purges were not necessarily
unpopular, the majority of the population had no
choice but to accept them and live on the terms
dictated by the regime.

See also Akhmatova, Anna; Bolshevism; Gulag; Soviet
Union; Stalin, Joseph; Terror.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Akhmatova, Anna. The Complete Poems of Anna

Akhmatova. Translated by Judith Hemschemeyer and
edited by Roberta Reeder. Updated and expanded ed.
Boston, 1994.

Chuev, Felix Ivanovich. Molotov Remembers: Inside Kremlin
Politics: Conversations with Felix Chuev. Edited by
Albert Resis. Chicago, Ill., 1993. Very interesting
memoir by a close associate of Stalin’s.

Davies, R. W., Oleg V. Khlevniuk, and E. A. Rees, eds. The
Stalin-Kaganovich Correspondence 1931–1936. Docu-
ments translated by Steven Shabad. New Haven, Conn.,
2003. Collection of top-secret correspondence between
Stalin and his close colleague Kaganovich, 1931–1936.

Getty, J. Arch, and Oleg V. Naumov. The Road to Terror:
Stalin and the Self-Destruction of the Bolsheviks,

P U R G E S

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2135



1932–1939. New Haven, Conn., 1999. A collection of
important documents related to purges and terror.

Ginzburg, Lidiia. Zapisnye knizhki. Vospominannia. Esse. St.
Petersburg, 2002.

Lih, Lars T., Oleg V. Naumov, and Oleg V. Khlevniuk, eds.
Stalin’s Letters to Molotov, 1925–1936. Translated by
Catherine A. Fitzpatrick. New Haven, Conn., 1995.
Collection of top-secret correspondence between
Stalin and his close associate Molotov, 1925–1936.

Popov, V. P. ‘‘Gosudarstvennyi terror v sovetskoi Rossii,
1923–1953 gg. (istochniki i ikh interpretatsiia).’’
Otechestvennye arkhivy 2 (1992): 20–31. Contains and
discusses very useful and important data on the statis-
tics of terror.

Secondary Sources
Binner, Rolf, and Marc Jung. ‘‘Wie der Terror ‘Groß’

wurde: Massenmord und Lagerhaft nach Befehl
00447.’’ Cahiers du monde russe 42, nos. 2–4 (2001):
557–613.

Brzezinski, Zbigniew K. The Permanent Purge: Politics in
Soviet Totalitarianism. Cambridge, Mass., 1956. A
classic totalitarian interpretation of purges.

Conquest, Robert. The Great Terror: Stalin’s Purge of the
Thirties. New York, 1968. One of the earliest and most
exhaustive studies of the Great Purge.

Fitzpatrick, Sheila. ‘‘Stalin and the Making of a New Elite,
1928–1939.’’ Slavic Review 38, no. 3 (September
1979): 377–402.

Getty, J. Arch. Origins of the Great Purges: The Soviet
Communist Party Reconsidered, 1933–1938. New
York, 1985.

———. ‘‘ ‘Excesses Are Not Permitted’: Mass Terror and
Stalinist Governance in the Late 1930s.’’ Russian
Review 61, no. 1 (2002): 113–138.

Holquist, Peter. Making War, Forging Revolution.
Cambridge, Mass., 2002.

Khlevniuk, Oleg. ‘‘The Objectives of the Great Terror,
1937–1938.’’ In Soviet History, 1917–53: Essays in
Honour of R. W. Davies, edited by Julian Cooper,
Maureen Perrie, and E. A. Rees, 158–176. London,
1995.

Kuromiya, Hiroaki. Stalin’s Industrial Revolution: Politics
and Workers, 1928–1932. New York, 1988.

———. ‘‘Accounting for the Great Terror.’’ Jahrbücher für
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HIROAKI KUROMIYA

n

PUTIN, VLADIMIR (b. 1952), president of
Russia.

Vladimir Vladimirovich Putin’s rise to power
was aided by little except his own talent and abil-
ities, although his assumption of the presidency was
facilitated by the attempt by his predecessor, Boris
Yeltsin, to find a way of ensuring the continua-
tion of reforms and his personal security. Putin
was born into a family of workers in Leningrad
(renamed St. Petersburg in 1991) and spent his
early years in a communal apartment. Brought up
as a street urchin, the young Vladimir displayed
leadership qualities from an early age. At school
he took a particular interest in history and literature.
In sixth grade in 1965 Putin entered the Pioneers,
quickly becoming leader of the class group, and
entered the Komsomol organization two years later.
Having unexpectedly chosen to enter a chemistry
secondary school, he completed the last two years
and left secondary school in 1970.

After an unsuccessful experiment with boxing,
when his nose was broken, Putin took up the mar-
tial arts in the late 1960s. In 1973 he became a
master at sambo and in 1975 in judo, becoming in
1976 the city champion. Putin traveled throughout
the country as part of his team. As he has noted, ‘‘It
was sport that took me off the street.’’ Putin was a
typical product of the Soviet Union of that era, no
longer inspired by the ideals of communism but
deeply patriotic. The Brezhnev era gradually turned
into stagnation, and for Putin the idea of joining
the security service (the KGB) appeared a way of
serving the country while gaining a profession.
Putin was never a dissident, although he was well
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aware of the failings of the system. He recounts
how when in ninth grade (age sixteen) in 1968 he
turned up at the reception office of the Leningrad
KGB and was told that it did not accept volunteers
but took only those who had done military service
or graduated from college. It was a rather romantic
representation of the work of the security organs
that led Putin to the KGB, and even his parents had
no idea about the visit.

In 1970 at the age of seventeen Putin managed
to win a place in the highly competitive Law
Faculty of Leningrad State University. In his fourth
year at university the KGB invited Putin ‘‘to work
in the agencies.’’ He joined the KGB in the sum-
mer of 1975, training for a year before joining the
First Department, monitoring foreigners and con-
sular officials in Leningrad. As a KGB operative he
also had to join the Communist Party (CPSU). In
1983 Putin married Lyudmila Shkrebneva, born in
Kaliningrad in 1958. The Putins’ two daughters,
Maria (b. 1985) and Yekaterina (b. 1986), were
named after their grandmothers. In August 1985
Putin was posted to the KGB office in Dresden. He
had an undistinguished career in East Germany,
working in ‘‘political intelligence’’ to recruit agents
to be trained in ‘‘wireless communications,’’
although Putin has insisted that his post involved
political work rather than technical intelligence
gathering. Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms in the
USSR exposed Erich Honecker’s hard-line regime
in East Germany and the USSR stood by as
Honecker fell in November 1989.

Putin returned to the Soviet Union in February
1990 faced with serious choices about his life path.
He planned to study international law at Leningrad
State University, but after a brief period there he
joined the administration of the Leningrad mayor,
Anatoly Sobchak (a former law professor), as head
of the city committee for foreign economic rela-
tions. Putin resigned from the KGB with the rank
of lieutenant colonel on 20 August 1991, the sec-
ond day of the attempted coup launched against
Gorbachev’s reform communism by hard-line con-
servatives. During the coup Putin managed to
reach an agreement with the Leningrad KGB that
they would maintain their neutrality, and as a
reward Sobchak subsequently appointed him one
of three mayoral deputies. With the dissolution of
the old order Putin’s membership in the CPSU
simply lapsed. Revealing strong administrative

talents and loyalty he rose rapidly, and from
March 1994 to 1996 he was first deputy mayor
overseeing the law enforcement agencies and the
media. Putin loyally stood by Sobchak as the latter
revealed an inability to build consensus and was
voted out of office in 1996.

Again Putin was faced with a career choice. He
resigned from the city administration and entered
the St. Petersburg Mining Institute, where he
wrote a candidate dissertation. In June 1996 he
entered the presidential administration in Moscow,
at first as head of the general affairs department but
thereafter rising rapidly: on 26 March 1997 he was
appointed a deputy to the head of the presidential
administration and head of the Main Control
Administration (GKU). On 25 May 1998 he was
appointed first deputy chief of staff responsible for
relations with the regions, where he became
acquainted with the situation in the country and
headed the presidential commission drafting trea-
ties on the division of responsibilities between
the center and the regions. On 25 July 1998 he
returned to the FSB (the Federal Security Service,
successor to the KGB) as head, a job that he took
on reluctantly. On 29 March of the following year
he was given the additional post of secretary to the
Security Council and thus became one of the most
powerful men in Russia.

Meanwhile Yeltsin had been looking for an
appropriate successor, and after a number of false
starts he decided on Putin, observing his character
traits, notably loyalty and single-mindedness. On
9 August 1999 Putin was appointed prime minis-
ter, only to be engulfed by a new crisis: the
Chechen invasions of Dagestan and the apartment
block bombings in Moscow and elsewhere. By the
time that he assumed the presidency in late
December he had gained considerable administra-
tive, educational, and personal experience. On
26 March 2000 he won the presidency in the first
round, and on 14 March 2004 he gained a second
term following years of extraordinary popularity.

As leader Putin was a marked contrast to
Yeltsin, fit and healthy, with a careful approach to
policy making. His leadership was overshadowed
by the second Chechen war, launched as a response
to the invasions of Dagestan. The occupation of
the republic was marked by atrocities on both sides,
and Putin’s attempt to ‘‘Chechenize’’ the conflict

P U T I N , V L A D I M I R

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2137



by appointing a former insurgent, Akhmad Kadyrov,
as president was derailed by the latter’s death in a
bomb blast on 9 May 2004. Putin’s second term
was dominated by the problem of terrorism. He also
clipped the wings of the oligarchs, insisting that
business leaders should not stray onto the field of
politics. As for the regions, Putin sought to reestab-
lish the authority of the federal center through a
reform of the Federation Council and ensuring
regional compliance with federal laws and norms.
In the economy Putin continued Yeltsin’s push
toward a market economy and international eco-
nomic integration, above all by joining the World
Trade Organization (WTO). However, to achieve
this Putin reduced political pluralism and through a
variety of administrative measures ensured a State
Duma compliant to his will. Too often it appeared
that Putin sought to achieve post-Soviet goals
through neo-Soviet methods. In foreign policy
Putin pursued a strongly pro-Western and Europe-
centered policy. Putin was the first world leader
to send a message of condolence and support
to President George W. Bush following the
11 September 2001 terrorist attacks on the United
States and made Russia part of the ‘‘coalition of the
willing’’ in the war against terrorism. Relations with
the European Union and individual European states
became closer than ever before. Russia under Putin
made a decisive civilizational choice in favor of
Western-style modernization, but the technocratic-

bureaucratic style in which this was achieved under-
mined the pluralism and democracy that has been
characteristic of the West.

See also Chechnya; Gorbachev, Mikhail; Russia; Soviet
Union; Yeltsin, Boris.
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QUANTUM MECHANICS. Quantum

mechanics, which is primarily concerned with the

structures and activities of subatomic, atomic, and

molecular entities, had a European provenance,

and its story is in some ways as strange as the ideas

it espouses. Although the German physicist Max

Planck (1858–1947) is often credited with origi-

nating quantum theory, and although this theory’s

fundamental constant, which ushered in the dis-

junction between macroscopic and quantum

realms, is named in his honor, it was the German

Swiss physicist Albert Einstein (1879–1955) who

really grasped the revolutionary consequences of

Planck’s quantum as a discrete quantity of electro-

magnetic radiation (later named the photon).

Ironically, Einstein would later distance himself

from the mainstream interpretation of quantum

mechanics.

The Danish physicist Niels Bohr (1885–1962),

by combining the nuclear model of the atom with

quantum ideas, developed an enlightening explana-

tion of the radiative regularities of the simple

hydrogen atom, but the paradoxes of his theory

(for example, nonradiating electron orbits) and its

failure to make sense of more complex atoms led to

a new quantum theory, which, in its first form of

matrix mechanics, was the work of the German

physicist Werner Heisenberg (1901–1976), whose

arrays of numbers (matrices) represented observ-

able properties of atomic constituents. Heisenberg’s

matrix model was highly mathematical, unlike the

visualizable models favored by many scientists.

However, in 1926 the Austrian physicist Erwin

Schrödinger (1887–1961), basing his theory on a

wave interpretation of the electron developed by

the French physicist Louis de Broglie (1892–

1987), proposed a wave mechanics in which he

treated the electron in an atom not as a particle

but by means of a wave function. Within a short

time physicists proved that both matrix and wave

mechanics gave equivalent quantum mechanical

answers to basic questions about the atom.

Quantum mechanics proved extremely success-

ful in providing physicists with detailed knowledge,

confirmed by many experiments, of all the atoms in

the periodic table, and it also enabled chemists to

understand how atoms bond together in simple

and complex compounds. Despite its successes

quantum mechanics provoked controversial inter-

pretations and philosophical conundrums. Such

quantum physicists as Max Born (1882–1970)

rejected the strict causality underlying Newtonian

science and gave a probabilistic interpretation of

Schrödinger’s wave equation. Then, in 1927,

Heisenberg introduced his uncertainty principle,

which stated that an electron’s position and veloc-

ity could not be precisely determined simulta-

neously. Impressed by Heisenberg’s proposal,

Bohr, in Copenhagen, developed an interpretation

of quantum mechanics that became standard for

several decades. This ‘‘Copenhagen interpretation,’’

even though for some it was more a philosophical

proposal than a scientific explanation, garnered the

support of such physicists as Heisenberg, Born, and

Wolfgang Pauli (1900–1958). But its unification of

Q
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objects, observers, and measuring devices; its accep-
tance of discontinuous action; and its rejection of
classical causality were unacceptable to such scien-
tists as Einstein, Planck, and Schrödinger. To
emphasize the absurdity of the Copenhagen inter-
pretation, Schrödinger proposed a thought experi-
ment involving a cat in a covered box containing a
radioactive isotope with a fifty-fifty chance of decay-
ing and thereby triggering the release of a poison
gas. For Copenhagen interpreters, ‘‘Schrödinger’s
cat’’ remains in limbo between life and death until
an observer uncovers the box; for Copenhagen
critics, the idea of a cat who is somehow both alive
and dead is ridiculous.

This and other quantum quandaries led some
physicists to propose other interpretations of quan-
tum mechanics. For example, David Bohm (1917–
1992), an American physicist who worked in
England in the period of American anticommunist
hysteria associated with Senator Joseph McCarthy
(1908–1957), proposed that Schrödinger’s wave
function described a real wave ‘‘piloting’’ a particle,
and that the paradoxes of quantum mechanics
could be explained in terms of ‘‘hidden variables’’
that would preserve causality. Einstein, who had
been critical of the Copenhagen interpretation
since its founding (he stated that ‘‘God does not
play dice,’’ and a mouse cannot change the world
simply by observing it), proposed, with two collab-
orators, a thought experiment in which distantly
separated particles could, if the Copenhagen inter-
pretation were true, instantaneously communicate
with each other when an attribute of one of them is
measured. Einstein would have been surprised
when, much later, this experiment was actually
done and resulted in quantum nonlocal communi-
cation being verified. The paradoxes of this instan-
taneous ‘‘entanglement’’ have become largely
accepted by both physicists and philosophers.

After the early achievements of quantum
mechanics it was natural for physicists to attempt
to unify it with the other great modern theory of
physics, relativity. In the late 1920s the Swiss-born
English physicist Paul Dirac (1902–1984) devel-
oped a relativistic wave equation whose significance
some scholars compared to the discoveries of
Newton and Einstein. The Dirac equation was
not only elegant but it also successfully predicted
the positive electron. Even though Dirac declared

that the general theory of quantum mechanics was
‘‘almost complete,’’ the full union of quantum
mechanics and general relativity had not been
achieved. Einstein spent the final decades of his life
searching for a way to unify his general theory of
relativity and Scottish physicist James Clerk
Maxwell’s (1831–1879) theory of electromagne-
tism, and many theoreticians after Einstein have
proposed ideas attempting to join together quan-
tum mechanics, a very successful theory of the
atomic world, and general relativity, a very success-
ful theory of the cosmic world. Superstring theory
is one of these ‘‘theories of everything,’’ and its
assertion that everything, from gigantic galaxies to
infinitesimal quarks, can be explained by the vibra-
tions of minuscule lines and loops of energy in ten
dimensions has generated enthusiastic supporters
as well as ardent critics, who maintain that the
theory, though elegant, is unverifiable and unfalsi-
fiable (and hence not even a scientific theory).

The British cosmologist Stephen Hawking
(b. 1942) has brought his interpretation of quan-
tum physics and general relativity together to deep-
en astronomers’ understanding of black holes,
regions of spacetime in which gravitational forces
are so strong that not even photons can escape.
Some optimists claim that the unification of quan-
tum mechanics and general relativity has already
been achieved in superstring theory, whereas pessi-
mists claim that this quest is really attempting to
reconcile the irreconcilable. As Wolfgang Pauli,
Einstein’s colleague at the Institute for Advanced
Study, once said of his friend’s search for a unified
field theory: ‘‘What God has put asunder, let no
man join together.’’

See also Bohr, Niels; Einstein, Albert; Science.
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QUISLING, VIDKUN (1887–1945),
Norwegian ‘‘minister president’’ (1942–1945)
during the German occupation.

Vidkun Quisling was born in an isolated area of

Telemark in southeast Norway. His father was a

well-read parson interested in old Norwegian his-

tory, a subject that greatly inspired Vidkun. He was

deeply affected by nationalist feelings in 1905,

when the Swedish-Norwegian union was dissolved,

and became an officer with the highest marks ever

from the military academy. As an aspirant in the

general staff from 1911, he worked with Russian

affairs. After missions as a military attaché, he was

engaged in relief work in Russia with the Arctic

explorer and national hero Fridtjof Nansen. At that

time Quisling admired the Bolshevik Revolution.

He offered both the still-revolutionary Norwegian

Labor Party and the Communist Party his help in

creating the Red Guards.

However, back in Norway in 1929, he had
swung to the right. In an article commemorating
the death of Nansen in 1930, Quisling declared his
sympathies for corporative arrangements, religious
norms, and elitist rule. He also paid tribute to ‘‘the
Nordic race.’’ In 1930 the Nordic Folk Awakening
was founded, a tiny organization that can be seen
as a forerunner to Nasjonal Samling (NS). Well-
known landowners, lawyers, academicians, and the
president of the Industrial League became mem-
bers. Quisling was empowered to act as an execu-
tive committee on his own. The fascist principle of
having a ‘‘führer’’ was thus adopted for the first
time in Norway.

As defense minister in the Farmer’s Party gov-
ernment (1931–1933), Quisling spent most of his
time combating the labor movement. Harsh mea-
sures were taken against strikers, and he accused
the Labor Party of treason and of collaboration

with the Soviet Union. After the tumultuous years
in government Quisling had become a well-known
politician. He founded the NS in 1933, but its
support in the election—2.2 percent—was a disap-
pointment. The following year the fascist character
of NS was strengthened: brown uniforms, the Nazi
salute, a pro-German foreign policy, Quisling’s unre-
stricted power, and anti-Semitism. The 1,700 Jews in
Norway were described as a threat to the Nordic
race. But Quisling failed this time also, with the
local elections in 1934 and the parliament elections
in 1936 being clear setbacks. While the main
enemy, the Labor Party, formed a coalition govern-
ment with the Farmer’s Party in 1935, NS went
into the political wilderness. Many leading figures
left the party. Right up to the German occupation
in 1940, Quisling was an isolated extremist with an
insignificant group of followers.

Quisling’s most important allies in Berlin were
the Nazi ideologist Alfred Rosenberg and the head
of the navy, Erich Raeder. Not before 1939 did
Hitler pay any real attention to him. When they

Vidkun Quisling (center, holding coat) talks with inves-

tigators beside a mass grave where Norwegian vic-

tims of Gestapo executions are buried. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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met in December 1939, Hitler was influenced by
Quisling’s firm belief that Norway would not uphold
its neutrality against Great Britain. Quisling wanted
to gain support for a coup d’état in Norway, but
he was not informed of Operation Weserübung,
the German invasion of Norway and Denmark
on 9 April 1940. After the invasion Quisling
proclaimed himself head of the government but
was soon removed by the Germans. However, in
February 1942 Quisling was appointed ‘‘minister
president’’ by the real man in power, the Reich
commissioner Josef Terboven.

Quisling’s efforts to Nazify Norwegian society
were strongly resisted by the church, the teachers,
and other professional and industrial organizations.
Later on sabotage and the shooting of collabora-
tors also occurred. The membership of NS rose to
43,000 in 1943, far from the proclaimed goal of
100,000. Quisling was totally dependent on
Terboven, and he contributed to the recruitment
of young Norwegians to the eastern front and to
the deportation of Norwegian Jews. Quisling was
so alienated from public opinion that he thought
he would be allowed to negotiate with the resis-
tance after the German capitulation in May 1945.

Instead, he was arrested as a common criminal and
tried, accused of treason in accordance with civil
and military law. His lawyer asserted that Quisling
had aimed to rescue the country from warfare while
the king and the government had left their duties,
but Quisling was sentenced to death and executed
in the old fortress Akershus in Oslo on 24 October
1945.

The term quisling as a synonym for traitor was
introduced by a Swedish journalist in April 1940.
As an insult the term has gained worldwide cur-
rency. However, in Norway the historical person
Quisling is still a living memory, and therefore
quisling usually means a Norwegian collaborator
during the war or refers to Quisling himself.

See also Collaboration; Norway; Occupation, Military;
World War II.
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RACIAL THEORIES. Racial theories are

attempts at defining social collectivities (classes,

political groups, nations, conglomerates of nations)

by linking them, through hereditary principles, to

their origins. Even if these hereditary principles

may be interpreted in ‘‘spiritual’’ terms, the con-

cept of race does imply at least an implicit reference

to biological notions. From biologism racial the-

ories borrow their essentialist overtones, although

some of them may stress the importance of envi-

ronmental factors in the genesis and evolution

of races. Because they do not necessarily impose

hierarchies on these biologically defined collectiv-

ities, racial theories are not by definition racist.

Conversely, many forms of racism are based on

racial stereotypes rather than on racial theories.

Finally, the use of the word race is not an indis-

pensable condition for racial theories. All the ele-

ments implied in the definition above can also be

present alternatively in concepts such as folk (Volk),

ethnicity, or even culture.

NINETEENTH-CENTURY ORIGINS

In their modern form, racial theories originate in

the nineteenth century, as the result of a conflation

of the positivist urge to apply the methods of the

natural sciences to the study of humankind, and the

Romantic urge to stress the differences between

(groups of) peoples against the universalistic claims

of Enlightenment. As such, racial theories offered a

modern legitimization to mostly premodern forms

of inequality and difference. Particularly the newly

created science of physical anthropology provided
the criteria and the tools ‘‘objectively’’ to subdivide
humans into biological groups (cephalic indexes,
skin pigmentation, and eye colors). More often
than not, these physical measurements turned out
to confirm preexisting linguistic, religious, or cul-
tural differences. Nonetheless, by the last decades
of the nineteenth century, nearly all human, beha-
vioral, and biomedical sciences adopted race as a
primary explanatory concept.

If a ‘‘scientific’’ approach to the concept of race
was first of all used to legitimize social differences
(Joseph-Arthur de Gobineau; 1816–1882) or dif-
ferences between political tendencies (Augustin
Thierry; 1795–1856), after the Franco-Prussian
War (1870–1871) it was predominantly used to
define entire nations and to harden the boundaries
between them. From that same period onward,
linguistic, cultural, and/or religious markers of
‘‘European’’ identity became racialized, which also
made older stereotypes of ‘‘non-European’’ peo-
ples into scientific ‘‘facts.’’ The racialization of the
primarily linguistic concept of the Aryans (those
peoples speaking Indo-European languages and
who were now deemed to descend from some
Caucasian people) was crucial to the rise of mod-
ern, biological anti-Semitism. In the description of
the colonized peoples, too, inherently universalistic
discourses of the European civilizing mission gave
way to racial categorizations.

Next to a tool for the demarcation of nations,
race also became one for their homogenization.
The idea that each nation had to rest on a racial

R
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core automatically entailed the idea that this core
had to remain strong and pure and therefore had to
be defended against ‘‘degeneration.’’ An important
line of thought within the late-nineteenth-century
science of eugenics stressed that the mixing of races
was at least one of the causes of degeneration and
therefore had to be prevented.

EVOLUTIONS OF RACIAL SCIENCE,

1914–1950

By the first decades of the twentieth century, race
as a scientific concept seemed to be at its retreat.
One-time defenders of the concept now came to
the conclusion that the search for biological origins
was more complex than expected and did very little
to explain social or political differences. Rather
than to the total demise of the concept, however,
this evolution contributed to its transformation
into a cultural or even metaphysical category—as
in the case of Ludwig Gumplowicz (1838–1909)
and Houston Stewart Chamberlain (1855–1927)—
and to a greater allowance for environmental deter-
minants. Even those who explicitly rejected the
concept of race—such as the American anthro-
pologist Franz Boas (1858–1942), the British biol-
ogist Julian Huxley (1887–1975), or the German
Catholic eugenicist Hermann Muckermann (1877–
1962)—could not free themselves from its essenti-
alist substrate. If the concept of race within western
European academic circles was no longer generally
accepted as a primary key to the understanding of
humankind, the idea that nations or ethnic groups
rested at least partly on a biological substratum
remained widely accepted within scientific and
intellectual discourses. The late-nineteenth-century
subdivision of the European population into three
subspecies of the Caucasian race (Nordic or
Teutonic, Celtic-Alpine, and Mediterranean—with
the Dinaric race most often considered to be a
variant of the last) remained a part of the
European self-understanding until well into the
twentieth century. Within every nation, specific
variations on this general theme existed, whereas
in some of them, alternative racial theories were
elaborated—for instance in the ‘‘non-Aryan’’ coun-
tries Hungary and Finland, where racial affinities with
either the Turks or the Mongols were construed.
Ethnic categories continued to play an important
part in sciences such as ‘‘national psychology,’’
folklore studies, art history, and literary history.

Only in countries where the autonomous evo-
lution of science was impeded by authoritarian and
nationalistic state policies, the concept of race was
reinstalled as a key-concept in the human sciences.
More overtly than nineteenth-century racial science,
the official racial ideologies of twentieth-century
totalitarian regimes were aimed at legitimizing
national unity and superiority. In Nazi Germany,
Hans Günther’s Rassenkunde des deutschen Volkes
(1922; Ethnology of the German people) provided
the basic text underpinning the thesis that the
Germans represented the purest breed of the supe-
rior Nordic race. An even more striking example of
the political malleability of racial science is offered by
Fascist Italy. If racial theories had played a marginal
role in that country during the 1920s, the national-
socialist idea of Nordic superiority was adopted
after 1933, until Benito Mussolini (1883–1945)
switched, in 1939, to the theory that the Italians
predominantly belonged to the Mediterranean
stock. The alliance with Nazi Germany compelled
him, however, to return to a spiritual ‘‘Nordicism,’’
whose main theorist was Julius Evola (1898–1974).

THE POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS OF RACIAL

THEORIES, 1914–1950

In spite of their scientific claims, racial theories
during the twentieth century served nearly inevi-
tably as legitimizations of political causes. Most of
all, they underpinned the general idea that the
boundaries of the state had to coincide with those
of an ethnically defined nation. This premise had
important consequences both on international
European politics and on the internal politics of
many European states.

At the level of international politics, racial the-
ories strengthened the claims for a geopolitical
reorganization of Europe on an ethnic basis, as a
necessary antidote against the Great Power imperi-
alism that had led to the First World War. The
principle of national autodetermination, which lay
at the basis of the Paris Peace Treaties (1919–
1920) implied that ethnolinguistic criteria were
recurred to in order to redraw the map of
Europe. This same concept—with an often implicit
racial foundation—could however also be used as a
justification for irredentist claims endangering the
tenuous equilibrium of those same Paris Treaties.
Although many of these irredentist claims remained
primarily founded on historical and linguistic claims,
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they were now strengthened and, to some degree,

altered by racial theories. The reference to biologi-

cal origins and ‘‘ethnographic’’ affinities made it

possible to stretch a nation’s ambitions to terri-

tories to which it did not have clear linguistic or

historical connections. This was, for example, the

case with the Greater Serb imperialism (whose eth-

nic legitimization was provided first and foremost

by the geographer Jovan Cvijic), as well as with the

claims Bulgarian nationalists laid on Macedonia

(whereas the Greek claims on that same territory

were based on religious and historical arguments).

The best illustration of this evolution is, however,

provided by the history of German annexationist

ideas. Nineteenth-century pan-Germanism had pri-

marily been a Romantic movement aspiring to

close political ties between linguistically kindred

nations. After the First World War, on the contrary,
a large-scale scientific quest was being set up in
Germany to legitimize a revision of the Treaty of
Versailles by laying bare archaeological, toponymi-
cal, prehistorical, ethnological, and anthropological
evidence of the Germanic elements across the
boundaries of Germany. From the late 1920s this
evolved into a very broad project of Ostforschung
and Westforschung, studying the ‘‘ethnic history’’ of
large parts of eastern and western Europe.
Although this was certainly not the explicit inten-
tion of all scientists involved, these projects evi-
dently helped to legitimize Nazi annexationism
during the Second World War.

At the level of internal politics, the urge to
create ethnically homogeneous nation-states could
result in very different measures. The role of racial

Nazi officials take facial measurements to determine a man’s racial descent c. 1941. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION
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theories in the elaboration of stringent nationality
and immigration laws was certainly important,
though rarely explicit. The eugenic measures that
were taken in many northern European countries
(inspired by similar measures taken in the United
States) from the late 1920s onward were not neces-
sarily inspired by racial ideas. In the Swedish case,
though, racial motives did play a role (it was
because the so-called Tattare were allegedly a
degenerate race of Swedish-Gypsy miscegenates
that they were subjected to eugenic measures). It
was, however, in Germany above all that eugenics
was considered, already since the Weimar years,
from the viewpoint of ‘‘racial hygiene.’’ The
Nuremberg Law of September 1935, prohibiting
the intermarriage between Aryans and Jews, was
but one part of a much broader program of pu-
rification of the nation that also entailed the com-
pulsory sterilization (1933) and medical killing of
all those that were deemed to be unfit for the
German race. The collaboration of the medical
professions to this program was overwhelming.

As such, eugenics policies could turn into a
defense of ethnic cleansing, although this word is
generally used to refer to the systematic removal of
an entire people—and of all its traces—from a con-
crete territory. That this could be considered, in
the wake of the Paris Treaties, as a nearly legitimate
procedure of nation-building, was again due to the
racial and essentialist logic behind it, even if it was
most often legitimized by linguistic or historical
arguments. In a racialist scheme, the assimilation
of minority groups appears as an impossibility. Not
surprisingly, it was the Swiss anthropologist
Georges Montandon (1879–1944) who, in 1915,
proposed massive resettlements of populations
as the solution to the ‘‘nationality problem.’’
Montandon would later become one of the driving
forces behind the anti-Semite politics of the Vichy
regime.

The same racial logic stands necessarily behind
genocide, the ultimate form—and often the logical
outcome—of ethnic cleansing. Thus, the mass
murder of the Armenians by the Turks in 1915
found its ultimate rationale in the racially based
pan-Turanic myth of the latter, just as the judeo-
cide of the Second World War can only be
explained by the Nazis’ dream of an Aryanized
Europe.

In the war policy of the German National
Socialists, the consequences of racial thought both
on international and on internal politics were car-
ried to their extremes. Nazi imperialism cannot be
fully explained with reference to irredentist motives
or to Machiavellian great power politics but was the
logical outcome of National Socialism’s racist and
social Darwinist premises and its intent to restruc-
ture the map of Europe along ethnic lines. The
occupation policies that were followed in the con-
quered territories highly differed according to the
racial qualities that were attributed to their popula-
tions (colonization and enslavement of the Slavonic,
military occupation of Romanized Celtic, direct
Nazification of Germanic territories), whereas the
whole of Europe had to be systematically freed
from all non-Aryan elements (Jews and Gypsies),
and the racial qualities of the Germanic peoples
themselves had to be enhanced through active
eugenics and population politics. The internal dif-
ferences that existed between different Nazi-
ideologues concerning the question of race seemed
to alter little to the broad consensus on this simple
scheme.

AFTER THE SECOND WORLD WAR: RACE

TRANSFORMED INTO CULTURE

The war effort of the Allies was only marginally
motivated by antiracist concerns, and in the post-
war trials a clear difference was made between the
scientists directly involved in genocide and those
racial theorists who had provided its scientific back-
grounds. Most of the latter continued their profes-
sional careers in postwar Germany but diverted
their focus from the study of races to either that
of cultures (in the human sciences) or that of
human genetics and population policies (in the
biomedical sciences). After the discovery of the
death camps, indeed, the previously existing cri-
tiques of the concept of race were bolstered,
causing the concept to lose its credibility in the
European scientific discourse. Nonetheless, the
essentialist notions implied in the concept of race
seem to have been largely transmitted to more ‘‘ide-
alist’’ notions of culture and ethnicity. These
gained a central position in the cultural relativism
defended by anthropologists such as Ruth Benedict
(1887–1948) and Claude Lévi-Strauss (b. 1908),
but also in the interpretative framework of postwar
prehistorians, archaeologists, and ethnologists.
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That the logic of racial thinking did not imme-
diately disappear after the end of the war became
clear from the fact that during the 1940s ethnic
cleansing remained a respectable way of dealing
with political problems, both in central Europe
and in the Soviet Union. The beginning of the
Cold War, however, would highly diminish the
need for national self-assertion and therefore also
the political functionality of racial theories. Not
surprisingly, the end of the Cold War witnessed a
return of racial theories both at the scientific and
the political level. Western Europe, with its rela-
tively stable nation-states and its highly regulated
class-relations, seems to be reticent to lift the taboo
on explicit racial theories, as can be concluded from
the hostile reception of American research on the
relationship between race, intelligence, and beha-
vior (most notably Richard Herrnstein and Charles
Murray’s The Bell Curve, 1994). Nonetheless, the
more restrictive immigration politics in most
Western European countries during the 1990s
have been accompanied by growing research into
the relationship between ethnicity and unaccepted
behavior. In the Balkans, the resurgence of ethnic
nationalism entailed a resurfacing of older ethno-
psychological theories such as those by Jovan Cvijic
and Dinko Tomasic explaining the differences
between the Yugoslav peoples as differences between
Dinaric ‘‘highlanders’’ and non-Dinaric ‘‘low-
landers.’’ Even if these differences are explained in
geographical and historical rather than in biological
terms (whereas for the demarcation between the
Greeks and the Albanians cephalic indexes are
being recurred to), in their essentialism they owe
much to the history of racial thought.

See also Anti-Semitism; Eugenics; Fascism; Nazism.
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MARNIX BEYEN

n

RACISM. Racism is an ideology that holds the

human species is composed of discrete subpopula-

tions or ‘‘races’’ whose distinctive traits are attribu-

table to common ancestry, and that so-called races

are characterized by different and unequal physical

and mental endowments; racism can also refer to
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related exclusionary and discriminatory practices,

and their effects. While the term racism dates to

the anti-Nazi struggles of the 1930s, racist ideol-

ogy and practice emerged earlier in the context of

European colonialism and slavery. While race may

appear to be an undeniable characteristic of indivi-

dual persons, scholars have demonstrated that

racial categories themselves are cultural products

rather than accurate reflections of biology. Racism

finds multiple expressions, from individual talk and

thought to political mobilization to government

intervention. Because it views biology and culture

as inextricably linked, racist ideology invokes an

idealized nation and makes appeals to the state.

Finally, as a theory of history, a prescription for

relations between races, and an agenda for the

future, racism as ideology and practice must be

understood in the context of political and eco-

nomic competition. The history of racism in

Europe since 1914 clearly demonstrates that: (1)

racial classification is a contested and variable pro-

cess, (2) racist thought and action takes many

forms, (3) racism and nationalism are closely linked

and that the most forceful racist movements rely on

state power, and (4) racism is a means and by-

product of domination and conflict.

UNIVERSALITY OF RACE AND RACISM IN

THE EARLY TWENTIETH CENTURY

Race was a term used quite loosely in the early
twentieth century. The term could refer to the
major divisions (black, brown, red, yellow, white)
of the species identified by Johann Friedrich
Blumenbach in the late eighteenth century, to
regional subpopulations, or even to nationalities,
linguistic families, coreligionists, or economic
classes. Various physical features and even psycho-
logical dispositions, assumed to be ancient and
unchanging, were identified as racial traits. While
some maintained that pure races still existed, most
scholars described contemporary populations as com-
posed of a mixture of racial elements. Europeans, for
example, were commonly said to represent a mixture
of long-headed, fair-haired Nordics; round-headed
Alpines; and long-headed, brunette Mediterraneans.

Racist hierarchies generally accompanied racial
classification. In an age in which Europeans domi-
nated the globe, science promised to reveal the
laws of nature, and political and economic might

were viewed as evidence of evolutionary fitness, the
physical and mental superiority of whites over non-
whites, and of rich over poor, was widely accepted
as indisputable fact. While there was broad agree-
ment that culture and heredity were linked, opin-
ion differed as to the nature of the connection.
Those who saw environment shaping human
potential argued that education could exercise a
beneficial effect on the less fortunate. For those
who maintained that biology was destiny, the
intrinsic superiority of whites justified colonialism
and the appropriation by force of others’ labor,
resources, and territories. The constraints imposed
by nature meant that nonwhites should not experi-
ence the same opportunities for education and
self-governance enjoyed by whites. Advocates of
Nordic supremacy likewise attributed the noblest
elements of European civilization to ancient war-
riors and claimed special privileges for their descen-
dants. A similar line of argument held that within
European society workers and minorities were des-
tined to serve the upper classes, who ruled by virtue
of superior blood.

This line of reasoning found scientific expres-
sion in the eugenics movement. The goal of
eugenics, a term coined by Francis Galton in
1883, was the improvement of the human species
through selective breeding. Galton claimed that
mental ability was a fixed, measurable entity, and
that heredity shaped behavior in a simple and direct
fashion. The key to improving the English popula-
tion therefore lay in promoting beneficial traits by
encouraging childbirth among the more able
and in suppressing deleterious traits by preventing
childbirth among the less able. According to
Galton, Christian charity and government assis-
tance for the poor, handicapped, and mentally ill
were misguided because they stifled the competi-
tion that defined evolutionary success.

Eugenics quickly gained institutional recogni-
tion and, in the United States and Germany espe-
cially, political support. The rediscovery in 1900 of
Gregor Mendel’s research on genetics appeared to
validate Galton’s claims, as did August Weismann’s
theory of an immutable ‘‘germ plasm’’ of heredi-
tary material. The first International Eugenics
Conference was held in 1912, and for the next
thirty years eugenicists figured prominently in
genetic research and intelligence testing, and they
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proposed social engineering schemes, including
sterilization of the ‘‘unfit.’’ While eugenicists
ranged across the political spectrum, they believed
the scientific management of human populations
would result in progress. For its advocates,
eugenics offered a hard but scientific perspective
into intense competition among countries and the
social turmoil associated with industrialism and
urbanization. European eugenicists took white
superiority for granted, but their focus lay in
improving national stock. The English were espe-
cially concerned with correcting the perceived
defects of the working class. Prominent German
scientists sought to identify and promote ‘‘superior’’
traits through the practice of ‘‘racial hygiene,’’ the
German variant of eugenics established by Alfred
Ploetz in the early twentieth century.

RACISM IN NAZI GERMANY

The Weimar years (1918–1933) were characterized

by social turmoil, political violence, and economic
depression. Vocal anti-Semites blamed the German

defeat in World War I on Jews, and there were calls
for a renewed German nation under the firm com-

mand of a strong leader. Scientists increasingly
sought biological causes for social phenomenon.

Publications sang the praises of ancient Nordics
and their German descendants. The nationalist

publisher J. F. Lehmann brought out a series of

very popular books promoting racial theories of
history. Hans Gunther’s Racial Studies of the
German People (1923) claimed mixing was bad
and that the Nordic race was pure and superior to

others. Human Heredity and Racial Hygiene
(1923), written by leading scientists Erwin Baur,

German propaganda poster c. 1944. The poster shows captured black American troops and reads "Among the prisoners

of the first day of the German offensive in the west, humiliated negroes." ªCORBIS
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Eugen Fischer, and Fritz Lenz, argued for the
creation of an improved German nation through
selective breeding. Advocates of racial hygiene,
drawing inspiration from the political success of
eugenicists in the United States, proposed limiting
childbirth among the ‘‘unfit.’’

Adolf Hitler, the leader of the Nazi Party, prom-
ised to restore German honor through racial
purification. For Hitler, race explained the past,
established a plan of action for the present, and
promised a glorious destiny. According to Hitler,
Aryans, as brave warriors and creators of true cul-
ture, were superior to other races. While he had
read the works of Gunther, Fischer, and others,
Hitler eschewed their scientific terminology in
favor of talk of ‘‘blood.’’ He argued that Aryan
blood had been polluted by intermarriage with
inferiors; only with racial purification could
Aryans attain their true destiny. As evil incarnate,
Jews schemed to destroy Aryans through intermar-
riage, communism, and finance capitalism. The
role of the state, declared Hitler, was to secure
Aryan supremacy by purging the German nation
of its bad blood and by destroying enemies, espe-
cially the implacable Jews, within Germany and
beyond its borders.

With the seizure of military and political power

in 1933, the Nazis commanded the resources and

prestige of the scientific and medical establishment.

Vocal anti-Semites and advocates of Nordic suprem-

acy received promotions, while those who doubted

the superiority or the existence of the Aryan

race or who saw Jews as merely different were

forced out or compelled to adopt Nazi policy.

Anthropologists, geneticists, psychiatrists, and phy-

sicians celebrated Nordic superiority, dismissed

non-Aryan colleagues, established guidelines for

the evaluation of ‘‘worthy’’ and ‘‘less valuable’’

races, trained SS doctors, participated in genetic

courts, issued certificates of racial status, aided forced

sterilization programs, lent racial expertise to reset-

tlement plans for the occupied east, and helped to

plan and execute mass murder. Represented as

rigorously scientific, the Nazi racial project was in

fact characterized by flawed assumptions, suspect

methods, flimsy evidence, and political expediency.

In their radical effort to reshape society in

accordance with racist theory, the Nazis sought to

take control of sexuality, reproduction, and life

itself. The Germanic or Aryan elements of the

population were identified and promoted through

loans and other subsidies for young couples, hon-

ors for mothers of many children, certificates to

marry, and other measures. Abortion, homosexu-

ality, and sexual relations or marriage with a Jew

were defined as race treason. At school and in

ubiquitous youth organizations, children and

young adults learned that the ideal man was vigor-

ous and pitiless, the ideal woman a faithful wife and

fecund mother. The elite SS prided itself on exten-

sive background checks guaranteeing racial purity,

and observed elaborate rituals for marriage and

childbirth.

The Nazis immediately set out to purge what

they regarded as impurities within the German

population. The biracial children of African

French occupation troops and German mothers,

much maligned as ‘‘Rhineland bastards,’’ were

tracked down and sterilized. Institutionalized men-

tally ill and handicapped persons were subjected to

forced sterilization and harsh conditions. From

1933 to 1939 another three hundred thousand

men and women were forcibly sterilized on the

grounds that they carried ‘‘hereditary diseases’’

such as ‘‘feeblemindedness,’’ schizophrenia, blind-

ness, physical deformities, and alcoholism. The

Nazis also imprisoned, terrorized, and sometimes

sterilized those they denigrated as ‘‘asocial.’’ This

vaguely defined category included women who

changed partners regularly, vagrants, criminals,

communists, unionists, prostitutes, and anyone

who failed to demonstrate adherence to Nazi ideol-

ogy. ‘‘Gypsies’’ (Sinti and Roma) were hounded

into special camps and kept under observation.

Jews, identified as the racial enemy of the German

people, were subjected to systematic discrimination

and dispossession. Laws in 1933 and 1935 barred

Jews (and their spouses) from government jobs,

professions, and other occupations; restricted their

access to education; forbade marriage and sexual

relations with non-Jews; and reduced Jews to sec-

ond-class citizens. Increasing violence and discrimi-

nation, especially after 1938, stripped Jews of their

possessions and compelled many to emigrate.

With the invasion of Poland in 1939, the Nazi

racist project became increasingly brutal and
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systematic. Mobile death squads of the SS ram-

paged, murdering communists, intellectuals, poli-

tical opponents, and whole Jewish communities.

Nazi scientists sorted the conquered by racial type.

Children judged to have Aryan blood were taken

from their families and shipped to special SS resi-

dential centers within Germany. Slavs were forced

to work in Poland, and millions were sent to

Germany as slave labor. Within months 1.5 million

Jews from Germany, Poland, and Austria were

herded into ghettos in occupied Poland. Under

cover of war, the Nazis also began a ‘‘euthanasia’’

program known as T4, killing some seventy thou-

sand terminally ill and ‘‘incurably feebleminded’’

individuals from 1940 until the program was ter-

minated the following year amid popular protest.

Following the advancing army into the Soviet

Union in 1941, SS units again murdered political

opponents and Jews; within the first six months of

the campaign the SS alone had slaughtered some

seven hundred thousand. For Hitler, control of the

Soviet Union would secure the space and resources

required for lasting Aryan supremacy. As racial

inferiors, Slavic peoples would serve the master

race; as race enemies, Jews would be forced out

or eliminated. In 1942 the Nazis began to imple-

ment the Final Solution, drawing on the personnel

responsible for and techniques from the T4 program.

Jews from the occupied areas were transported to five

massive death camps, where they were murdered

in gas chambers or worked to death alongside

‘‘Gypsies,’’ Soviet prisoners of war, and ‘‘asocials.’’

The death toll from the death and work camps was

without precedent, and included 5 million to 6 mil-

lion Jews, half of the 5.5 million Soviet prisoners of

war, and most of the Sinti and Roma populations.

REPUDIATION OF RACISM AND DEMISE

OF THE RACE CONCEPT

The virulent racism of the 1920s and 1930s did not

go unchallenged. In a series of books published in

the early 1930s the British biologist Lancelot

Hogben criticized the class bias and simplistic bio-

logical determinism of eugenics. His studies

demonstrated the complexity of heredity, the recip-

rocal effect of environment and genes, and the

complexity of behaviors such as intelligence. At

the same time many anthropologists in Britain

and the United States were abandoning the

construction of racial typologies based on the mea-

surements of the head and other body parts; devel-

oping the methods of ethnography, or long-term

residential research, they instead accounted for cul-

tural diversity in terms of social and environmental

factors.

But it was the Nazi eugenic project and the

specter of a bellicose Germany that galvanized the

antiracist critique. In Britain, Julian Huxley and

Alfred Haddon’s We Europeans (1935) exposed

the fallacy of pure races, pointed out the arbitrary

divisions of racial classifications, dismissed the idea

of a Jewish race as a conflation of religion and

biology, and rebutted the claims of Nordic or

Aryan supremacy. In the United States, Franz

Boas, a German-born Jew and leading figure in

anthropology, organized students and colleagues

in the battle against racism. In The Mind of
Primitive Man (1911; expanded and updated in

1938), he showed how supposedly stable features

such as head form changed, called for the analytic

distinction between race, culture, and language,

and argued for the primacy of environment in the

development of behavior and mental capacities. He

delighted in describing the long history of migra-

tion and intermingling of populations within

Europe, and stressed the creativity born of such

heterogeneity. The Nazis ordered his book burned.

Racism lost scientific and political legitimacy

with the revelation of Nazi atrocities. In the

postwar period, European governments espoused

egalitarian principles and eventually criminalized

anti-Semitism, Holocaust denial, and other forms

of racism. Ashley Montagu, a former student of

Boas and also an immigrant to the United States,

assembled an international cast of scientists and in

1950 and 1952 oversaw the composition of state-

ments on race by the United Nations Educational,

Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO).

According to these statements, while humanity

may be classified into major groups, no pure races

exist nor have they ever existed; populations con-

stantly change because of migration and the

mechanisms of genetic transmission; race mixing

presents no biological danger, and there are no

proven differences in intelligence between races;

because heredity has no necessary connection to

language, geographical area, or nationality, it is
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incorrect and misleading to describe such popula-

tions as races.

Drawing on the ‘‘new synthesis’’ of Mendelian

genetics and Darwinian natural selection pioneered

by biologists before the war, C. Loring Brace,

Frank Livingstone, and others joined Montagu’s

attack on the race concept in the 1950s and

1960s. They argued that racial typologies poorly

describe human diversity because classification

hinges on one or a few traits and because traits

such as skin color or blood types do not come in

neat packages corresponding to traditional racial

categories but are instead distributed along a cline

or continuum. Rather than merely grouping popula-

tions on the basis of a few traits, students of human

biology and natural history now sought to under-

stand how and why genetic frequencies changed

within and across populations. After initial resis-

tance, most physical anthropologists turned away

from the study of race and embraced population

genetics. Social scientists also engaged in the

postwar reevaluation of race. Studies traced the
career of the race concept in the context of coloni-

alism, slavery, and anti-Semitism, and demon-

strated the presence and effects of racism in popular

culture and institutions.

NEW FORMS OF RACISM

If racism in Europe was directed primarily at Jews,
Slavs, and minority populations before and during
World War II, immigrants became the principal
targets later. The postwar rebuilding effort and
subsequent economic boom required massive
inputs of labor, and governments and business
interests across Western Europe sought additional
workers in (former) colonial possessions and the
Mediterranean basin. While most governments
imposed restrictions after 1973, the foreign-born
population has continued to rise because of family
unification, asylum seekers, unauthorized entry,
and the transformation of former countries of emi-
gration such as Italy, Spain, and Greece into immi-
grant destinations. Amid great diversity in legal
status, occupational profile, and ethnic origins,
many immigrants confront substandard, often seg-
regated housing, limited opportunities for advance-
ment, and negative stereotypes. Children of African
and Asian ancestry in particular experience the
legacy of old racial hierarchies in subtle and overt
forms; they worry that their skin color disqualifies
them from full participation in European society
even as they struggle to articulate their experience
in a political context in which racism does not
officially exist.

Anti-immigrant political mobilization and vio-
lence have gathered momentum since the 1980s.
Because espousing openly racist ideology in a pub-
lic forum is considered immoral if not illegal in
most European countries, anti-immigrant political
entrepreneurs denounce racism, distance them-
selves from neo-Nazis and other violent extremists,
and avoid the language of race. Instead, they claim
that foreigners constitute an economic burden,
provoke social discord, and threaten national cul-
ture with their non-European customs; uncaring
elites more interested in money than their own
citizens have, they say, betrayed national culture.
While the first examples of this attack on immi-
grants appeared in Britain in debates that led to
restrictions on Commonwealth immigration, the

A boy wears a racist slogan on his forehead during an

anti-immigration protest in England, 1980. ªHULTON-

DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

2152 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

R A C I S M



most able and influential anti-immigrant politician
has been Jean-Marie Le Pen. Le Pen describes
immigrants as the ruin of France and has been
repeatedly convicted of inciting racial hatred for
his characterization of the Holocaust as a ‘‘detail’’
of World War II. He long served in the European
Parliament and has garnered significant electoral
support in his perennial bids for the French pres-
idency. His Front National has served as a model
for later populist-nationalist parties across the
European Union. This ideology may be regarded
as a new form of racism in that culture has replaced
former racial terms. Like traditional racism, this
view represents social groupings as unchanging
entities, places peoples implicitly or explicitly in a
hierarchy, condones and encourages popular
expressions of intolerance, and calls for exclusion-
ary policy. Such ideologies commonly gloss over
class and other divisions to portray the nation sim-
plistically as the enduring, homogeneous legacy of
a people.

Several strands of racism and antiracism were
evident in Europe in the final years of the twentieth
century and the first years of the twenty-first.
Under the euphemism ‘‘ethnic cleansing,’’ Serbian
forces committed mass murder and systematic rape
against other nationalities in the former Yugoslavia
in the 1990s. To the west, neo-Nazis continued to
assault Jews, Roma, and people of non-European
ancestry. Populist-nationalist parties enjoyed
success at the polls in virtually every Western
European state, and terrorist attacks by Muslim
fundamentalists heightened anxiety about the inte-
gration of the Continent’s large and growing
Muslim population. At the same time immigrants
and their descendants continued to contribute to a
vibrant multicultural Europe, while scholars and
organizations investigated racism in everyday cul-
ture, public discourse, and institutions, and the
European Union and its member states monitored
racism and upheld antidiscrimination laws.

See also Ethnic Cleansing; Eugenics; Holocaust;
Immigration and Internal Migration; Minority
Rights; Nazism; Riots in France.
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JEFFREY E. COLE

n

RADAR. Radar is a device that detects reflected
radio signals to provide an electronic means of
measuring distance and location of an object. The
term radar originated in the United States during
World War II as an acronym for radio detection
and ranging.

The phenomenon of radio reflection was first

observed in 1887–1888 by the German physicist
Heinrich Hertz. This aspect of Hertz’s experiments
was largely forgotten by the end of the nineteenth
century, when attention shifted to very long-wave
radio waves, which Guglielmo Marconi had

demonstrated could be used for radio.

Radio reflection was rediscovered in the early

1920s by radio hams using shortwave radio. In
November 1923 American amateurs established
two-way radio contact with a French ham operator
in Nice. Although the cause of this phenomenon
was not understood until 1925, these long ranges

were made possible by the shortwave radio signals
being reflected by the ionosphere, a previously little
understood layer of the upper atmosphere. This
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discovery sparked immediate interest in short and

ultrashort—also known as ultrahigh frequency

(UHF)—wavelengths. In the late 1920s and early

1930s, a variety of new high-power shortwave

receiver and transmitter radio valves, antenna sys-

tems, and related devices were introduced.

Particularly important was the perfection by 1930

of a cathode ray tube (CRT), which could graphi-

cally display received signals.

As radio researchers turned their attention to

shorter wavelengths, they began again to observe

the reflective properties of these signals. The initial

applications of radio reflection were in the mea-

surement of distances. By early 1925 scientists used

this phenomenon to demonstrate the existence of

the ionosphere. Radio reflection was also utilized in

devices used for geodetic surveying and in aircraft

altimeters.

In the early 1930s scientists began observing

interference to radio signals caused by passing air-

craft. In 1930 radar research began at the United

States Naval Research Laboratory. In 1933 Dr.

Rudolph Kühnold, chief of the German navy’s

Signals Research division, began work on a radar

system. Tests on radio location devices began in

France in January 1934 and in the Soviet Union in

July of that same year.

In January 1935 Robert Watson Watt pro-

posed to the British government the development

of a radio location system to detect and track

approaching bombers. Watson Watt was author-

ized by the Air Ministry to assemble a team of radio

researchers at the Bawdsey research laboratory. By

the end of 1938 the Bawdsey researchers had

developed the Chain Home radar system, provid-

ing early warning of a bomber attack at ranges up

to sixty miles. At the same time, Air Marshal Sir

Hugh Dowding, commander in chief of Fighter

Command, and Sir Henry Tizard, who chaired

the Committee for the Scientific Survey of Air

Defence, directed a series of experiments that inte-

grated information from the Chain radar stations

into a comprehensive air defense system. During

the summer of 1940, in the Battle of Britain, this

air defense system made it possible for the Royal

Air Force to defeat the Luftwaffe’s efforts to win air

superiority over Great Britain.

Prior to the war a group of Bawdsey scientists
led by E. G. Bowen developed much smaller radar
sets for use on aircraft and ships. Early airborne sets
were hampered by the comparatively long wave-
lengths available. In February 1940, at the
University of Birmingham, John Randall and
Harry Boot produced the cavity magnetron, a revo-
lutionary radio valve that could generate sufficient
quantities of microwave radiation. By the end of
1941 the first microwave radar, the Royal Navy’s
Type 271, was introduced into service. The Type
271 soon proved instrumental in allowing escorts
to detect German U-boats during Battle of the
Atlantic.

In the summer and autumn of 1941, Tizard
headed the British Technical Mission to North
America. The mission resulted in a full Anglo-
American exchange of information on radar,
including the magnetron. This led to the establish-
ment of the Radiation Laboratory at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Effectively
mobilized, Allied scientists developed an extensive
array of radar and radar countermeasures that
proved decisive in campaigns as diverse as the
Battle of the Atlantic and the strategic bomber
offensives against both Germany and Japan.

Germany also developed a highly effective
radar-based air defense system, which inflicted mas-
sive casualties on Allied bombers. The system only
failed in early 1944 when American long-range
escort fighters annihilated the German fighter
force. None of the Axis powers emulated the
Allies’ use of microwave radar.

After the war radar was used to dramatically
improve marine and air navigation and control sys-
tems. Direct postwar spin-offs of radar included
medical imaging, microcircuitry, radar mapping,
and radio astronomy.

See also Aviation; Britain, Battle of; Warfare.
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DAVID ZIMMERMAN

n

RADIO. A medium of mass communication
with great immediacy, radio proved a major catalyst
of social and political change in twentieth-century
Europe. Radio grew from research pioneered by
many European scientists, including the Scotsman
James Clerk Maxwell (1831–1879), the German
Heinrich Rudolph Hertz (1857–1894), the
Russian Alexander Stepanovich Popov (1859–
1906), and the Italian Guglielmo Marconi (1874–
1937), who patented a wireless telegraphy device in
1900. Rival claims to be the inventor of radio had
some propaganda significance later in the century.
The device was initially used for maritime commu-
nication. Experimental audio transmissions included
a series of weekly live concerts broadcast from
the Belgian royal palace at Laeken from March to
20 August 1914, over what was then known as TSF
(télégraphie sans fil, or wireless telegraphy). A new
medium was taking shape, only to be interrupted by
the coming of World War I.

During the early 1920s entrepreneurs in many
European countries founded radio stations. The
first major station was that of the Nederlandse
Radio Industrie, founded in Holland in 1919,
a year before the Westinghouse station KDKA
began broadcasting in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
The Dutch company Philips also played a leading
role in the mass production of radio equipment.
Danmarks Radio began in Denmark in 1920 and
had a monopoly from 1926. November 1922
brought inaugural broadcasts by both Radiola
(later Radio Paris) in France and the British
Broadcasting Company (later Corporation) from
London. The first regular Czechoslovakian broad-
casts began in May 1923, and Germany’s first
official radio station, Radiostunde Berlin (later
Funkstunde Berlin), began broadcasting in October

1923. Belgian commercial broadcasts also began
that year. In the mid to late 1920s many European
countries founded state-run corporations to regulate
and direct the new medium. Examples included the
Yleisradio (General Broadcaster) in Finland in 1926
and the BBC in 1927. The Belgian government
founded a public radio station in 1930.

In March 1927 Radio Netherlands began short-
wave broadcasts to the Dutch East Indies and
ushered in European external services. Major
services included Radio Moscow and Deutscher
Kurzwellensender (from Zeesen, near Berlin), both
founded in 1929; Vatican Radio, founded in 1931;
and BBC Empire Service in 1932. Swiss Radio
International began in 1935 and Radio Prague’s
external services began in 1936. Some international
services were purely commercial, such as the English-
language broadcasts by Radio Normandy (1926–
1939) or the multilingual Radio Luxembourg,
launched in 1933.

Radio had an immense social impact on inter-
war Europe, providing the cultural glue to cement
national consciousness and bringing the outside
world closer as never before. The medium soon
acquired a political significance as the ideal plat-
form for the demagogic leaders of the era, most
notoriously Benito Mussolini in Italy and Adolf
Hitler in Germany. Hitler, who much preferred
speaking to live audiences, once remarked that
without radio and other modern methods of com-
munication there would have been ‘‘no victory for
National Socialism.’’ Following the Nazi conquest
of Europe, the great radio stations of the region
became channels of Nazi propaganda, while the
BBC in London provided a home from which gov-
ernments in exile could broadcast to their occupied
countries. For most of the war the British govern-
ment took care to avoid inciting armed rebellion
that would merely lead to the futile loss of life. The
British Political Warfare Executive created a num-
ber of ‘‘black’’ propaganda radio stations, including
one that purported to be a station run by German
soldiers hostile to Hitler, designed to sow division
within the Nazi state.

During the postwar years radio was both a me-
dium of Americanization within Western Europe
and a route to challenge the Soviet domination of
Eastern Europe. The United States government
broadcast to all of Europe over the Voice of
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America, and sponsored politicized broadcasts to
Eastern Europe over Radio Free Europe (founded
in 1950) and its sister station aimed at Russia,
Radio Liberty. In Berlin the Americans operated a
station called Radio in the American Sector, and
in Austria they established Radio Rot Weiss Rot
(Red White Red). No less significantly, Europeans
could tune in to hear American pop music on the
stations of the Armed Forces Network, created to
serve American servicemen garrisoned in Europe.
European stations also played their role in the radio
cold war, with Deutsche Welle (relaunched in
1953) and the BBC World Service attracting
substantial audiences in the Eastern bloc. It is
significant that the first target for Polish anticom-
munist rioters in 1956 was the government station
that jammed Western broadcasts; however, the
Hungarian rising of 1956 underlined the danger
of encouraging open rebellion, as Radio Free
Europe had done.

European state broadcasters, bound by regula-
tions designed to protect live music from

competition from recording, were slow to respond

to audience interest in American and American-

inspired music. This created a niche for pirate radio

stations such as Radio Mercur, which broadcast

from international waters off Denmark and Sweden

from 1958 to 1962, or Radio Caroline, which

broadcast from the North Sea to Britain from

1964 to 1967. In the 1960s many European coun-

tries modernized their domestic broadcasting to

include more music but also to protect cultural

and spoken-word programming. In 1965 the three

French radio stations France I, II, and III

rebranded as France Inter, France Musique, and

France Culture, while in 1967 in Britain the BBC

created its first pop music station, Radio One, and

rebranded its light program, third program, and

home service as Radios Two, Three, and Four. In

1981 the victorious candidate for the presidency of

France, François Mitterrand, made the deregula-

tion of French broadcasting a major campaign prom-

ise and swiftly delivered reform.

British Broadcasting Company sound effects staff working on a 1951 radio broadcast of H. G. Wells’s War of

the Worlds. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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In the 1980s radio played a major role in the
political changes between East and West, with
Western radios challenging the communist control
of the media and ensuring that each country in the
region knew about the march of reform in its
neighbors. The process reached its climax in 1989.
Radio remained significant as Yugoslavia fragment-
ed. Station RTS Belgrade became a mouthpiece for
the nationalist dictator Slobodan Milosevic, while a
youth-oriented rock music station founded in 1989
called B92 opposed the regime. B92 weathered inti-
midation and various bids to close it down, and in
2000 the station played a major role in rallying
opposition to Milosevic in the election.

See also Cinema; Radio Free Europe; Television.
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n

RADIO FREE EUROPE. Radio Free
Europe (RFE), established in 1949, and Radio
Liberty (RL), established in 1951, were the most
successful propaganda vehicles of American psy-
chological warfare during the four decades of the
Cold War. The radio stations run by the United
States government contributed to a great extent to
the survival of democratic values and desire for
freedom among the people of the Soviet bloc
countries.

RFE/RL MISSION

Soon after the end of World War II, numerous
signs indicated that the Soviet leaders intended to

ignore the agreements reached between the Allies

at the Yalta Conference and tighten their grasp

over Eastern Europe, and in the longer run they

aspired to dominate the western part of the

Continent as well. During the war the Soviet

regime accumulated a remarkable reputation in

Europe. The Soviet Union tried to counterbalance

its economic vulnerability by aggressive propa-

ganda intended to construct an image of the moral

and political superiority of the Soviet system. The

Americans believed that despite their military and

economic advantage, they could not stop Soviet

expansion if they failed to place maximum strain

on the Soviet imperial zone from inside. They

feared the potential brainwashing impact of the

totalitarian communist propaganda machinery. The

task was to hamper consolidation of Soviet control

over satellite countries, keep aspirations for national

independence alive, and alter the view that the

Soviets were on a track of successful expansion.

In June 1948 the National Security Council

adopted George Kennan’s proposal and created a

new department within the CIA, the Office of

Policy Coordination (OPC), for conducting covert

operations. Kennan’s draft stated that these opera-

tions should include propaganda, economic war-

fare, subversion, and assistance to underground

resistance movements and refugee liberation groups.

The actions had to be so planned and executed that

the U.S. government could plausibly disclaim any

responsibility for them. In a memorandum on

29 October 1948, Frank G. Wisner, the first

head of the OPC, outlined four functional groups

of the office, the first of which was in charge of

‘‘psychological warfare,’’ including the use of the

press and radio.

The communist takeover throughout the

Eastern European region in 1948 accelerated the

organizational work. The National Committee for

a Free Europe (NCFE), created in early 1949,

assembled prominent Eastern European émigré

politicians and intellectuals and established a pub-

lishing division, Free Europe Press, and two broad-

casting divisions. RFE targeted the Soviet satellites

in Eastern and Central Europe. RL broadcast in

Russian and in the languages of the republics of

the Soviet Union. The recruitment of the editorial

and research staff started in 1949.
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Both the NCFE and RFE/RL, like Crusade for

Freedom, their ostensible fund-raising organiza-

tion, pretended to be civil initiatives without direct

involvement of the U.S. government. RFE/RL had

a unique ambition. Unlike traditional foreign radio

services, the national desks of RFE/RL intended

to become ‘‘domestic’’ radio stations of the target

countries. Their mission was not limited to the pro-

motion of American political and cultural values.

Besides breaking the information monopoly of

communist propaganda, RFE/RL also wanted to

facilitate the liberation of the ‘‘captive nations.’’

In order to achieve this task, RFE/RL employed

émigré journalists and experts. To provide well-

established inside information from the Soviet bloc,

the research staff monitored the official communist

press and national radios as well as Western media

sources. In addition, RFE/RL worked with the

CIA to set up ‘‘field offices’’ near the largest refu-

gee camps around the Soviet bloc. RFE/RL agents

interviewed refugees in order to collect intelligence

data and unmanipulated information on the every-

day reality of the communist orbit. By using this

information in their programs, the stations were

able to make the impression that they were indeed

present in the everyday life of these countries.

Moreover, as ‘‘nongovernmental’’ institutions rep-

resenting Eastern European émigrés, RFE/RL

programs and rhetoric could go beyond official

American foreign policy claims.

The CIA involvement in the RFE/RL opera-

tions remains a debated and sensitive issue.

Although Crusade for Freedom pursued a spectac-

ular campaign among the American public, in fact

RFE/RL received funds from the budget of the

CIA until 1971, when RFE/RL funding and over-

sight responsibilities were transferred to the Board

for International Broadcasting. The CIA used the

information amassed by the radio and research staff

as well as their expertise in evaluating the situation

in the Soviet bloc. The State Department regularly

issued policy guidelines for assuring that the broad-

casts fit the framework of the American strategy.

Although American supervisors at the stations

worked under State Department/CIA mandate,

accounts of RFE/RL history usually assert that

direct political control or preliminary censorship

of the programs was not exercised. RFE/RL also

resisted attempts to use radio programs to convey

coded messages to secret agents working in the

region.

American Cold War policy had to face several
dilemmas that also made an impact on RFE/RL
programs. The programs had to follow a narrow
path of maintaining the ideological and political
pressure but not provoking ‘‘premature uphea-
vals,’’ as the subsequent National Security Council
directives and RFE policy guidelines repeatedly
stressed. A related issue was whether they should
encourage splits within the communist parties
and between Moscow and the satellites, thus pro-
moting the ‘‘evolutional’’ disintegration of these
regimes, or rather bet on the anticommunist resis-
tance. The second option partially contradicted the
first one. Finally, national sentiments were among
the core elements of potential anti-Soviet resistance
in the satellites, but RFE/RL had to avoid several
pitfalls in exploiting those sentiments. The revival
of extreme-right nationalism might have blocked
the future democratic development of these socie-
ties. In addition, RFE/RL editorial desks repre-
sented nations that harbored traditional distrust
and hostility toward each other. The handling of
minority issues, therefore, required extreme cau-
tion. RFE/RL programs must not give the impres-
sion that American foreign policy was biased or
bound to any of the particular national aspirations
concerning the change of the existing borders.

COMMUNIST RESPONSE

The communist authorities always regarded RFE/RL
as the most dangerous ‘‘enemy’’ stations and re-
sponded to the programs, above all, by jamming—
transmitting noise or other electronic sounds on the
same frequencies. Because shortwave broadcasts
could not be jammed directly from the target area,
jamming required a common effort from the Soviet
bloc countries. The intensity of the jamming varied
from time to time and from country to country.
The Soviet Union jammed broadcasts from 1953
to 1988.

The communist authorities also tried to intimi-
date the audience at home and the RFE/RL staff
abroad. Listening to RFE/RL broadcasts was a
criminal offense in most Soviet bloc countries,
especially in the 1950s. Communist secret services
repeatedly made criminal attempts against the

2158 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

R A D I O F R E E E U R O P E



stations. The most serious assault took place in
February 1981, when a bomb exploded at the
RFE/RL building in Munich.

THE EARLY COLD WAR YEARS

The headquarters of RFE/RL was set up in
Munich, in Englishcher Garten. The initial broad-
casts started in July 1950, by shortwave transmitters
at Lampertheim and Holzkirchen. On 1 May 1951,
11.5 hours of daily programming to Czechoslovakia
marked the official inauguration of RFE. Later
that year, regular programs to Romania, Hungary,
Poland, and Bulgaria also aired. Radio Liberty
started its services on 1 March 1953, a few days
before Joseph Stalin’s death.

In the first half of the 1950s, American policy-
makers did not envision a decades-long commit-
ment to defeat Soviet communism, and ‘‘rollback’’
strategy prevailed. RFE/RL programs and opera-
tions reflected the aims of this policy. The tone of
the broadcasts was aggressive, highly emotional,
and ideological. Numerous programs not only tar-
geted the system and communist political practice

in general but conveyed threatening and discredit-
ing messages to individual members of the party
and governmental apparatus. After Stalin’s death in
March 1953, the pressure increased. A major con-
tribution to the programs came from the highest-
ranked defector of those times, Josef Swiatlo, a
former top commander of the Polish security
forces. RFE programs were also supplemented
by a joint operation with Free Europe Press. In
Operation Prospero, Veto, and Focus, thousands
of balloons dropped leaflets, booklets, and other
propaganda materials (among them the early trans-
lations of George Orwell’s Animal Farm) in order
to increase the will to resist among the public in
Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Hungary. Some leaf-
lets carried messages in the name of ‘‘national resis-
tance movements’’ that did not exist on ground.

The suppression of the Berlin uprising in 1953
and the events in Poland and Hungary in 1956
dispelled the illusion that the communist regimes
would soon collapse. Many critics held RFE pro-
grams and operations responsible for the tragedies
and human sacrifice in Eastern Europe between
1953 and 1956. In fact, none of the RFE programs
called for upheavals or promised American military
intervention either in 1953 or in 1956. However,
RFE broadcasts and operations did give the impres-
sion that the United States was ready to help the
‘‘captive nations’’ liberate themselves. Therefore
these tragedies gave credit to the concerns that
the Eastern European nations might easily mis-
interpret the liberation rhetoric of the American
government. After 1956, RFE/RL broadcasting
policy had to be accommodated to a long-term
cohabitation with Soviet rule in Eastern Europe.

DÉTENTE AND THE COLLAPSE OF

COMMUNISM

After the 1956 Hungarian revolution, President
Eisenhower immediately stopped the balloon proj-
ects. An investigation into RFE programs dis-
covered grave mistakes in the broadcasting policy.
Some of the directors and editorial staff were
removed. Throughout the years of détente, changes
were implemented in the programs. Although the
programs never overlooked the final goal and RFE
remained critical, aggressive anticommunist propa-
ganda became muted. Emphasis shifted to the
promotion of internal evolution and gradual liber-
alization of the communist regimes. RFE gave

American actor Gregory Peck broadcasts an appeal

for donations to support Radio Free Europe,

Munich, Germany, October 1953. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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moderate support to ‘‘liberals’’ and ‘‘autonomists’’

and encouraged political and economic reforms. In

these years critics of RFE raised opposite objections

than in the 1950s: it had become too ‘‘soft’’ and

‘‘compromising’’ toward the communists.

From the second half of the 1970s, the eco-

nomic and political crisis became more serious all

over the Soviet bloc. The Soviet intervention in

Afghanistan and the emergence of the independent

Polish trade union Solidarity indicated that the

international environment had changed. Dissident

movements and circles that opposed the regimes

on the basis of human rights started to proliferate

in the Soviet Union and its satellites, partly inspired

by the human-rights provisions of the international

Helsinki Accords of 1975. Samizdat (underground

publishing) activities began to flourish. From

January 1981 the new Reagan administration took

a firmer stand against the Soviet Union. These

developments brought changes in RFE/RL man-

agement and brodcasting policy as well. RFE/RL

became an important disseminator of samizdat in

the Soviet bloc. They ran regular programs on

dissident activities and put on air the works of

prominent dissident politicians and thinkers. With

the help of RFE/RL, the samizdat publications

could reach a much wider audience in their home-

lands. The programs provided publicity, which

gave a limited protection for dissident figures.

Thus RFE/RL indeed contributed to the peaceful

democratic transition that took place from 1989

onward in the former Soviet bloc.

During the first half of the 1990s the structure

and mission of RFE/RL was reshaped. The head-

quarters was moved from Munich to Prague in

1995. RFE/RL continues to broadcast to the areas

of the former Soviet Union, the Balkans, and crit-

ical areas of central Asia and the Middle East. In

the meantime, the corporate records and the radio

archives from the Cold War were transferred to the

Hoover Institution at Stanford University. The

Cold War archives of the former research units

in Munich were deposited in the Open Society

Archives at Central European University, Budapest,

Hungary.

See also Cold War; Dissidence; Eastern Bloc; Radio;
Samizdat; Television.
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ANDRAS MINK

n

RAILWAYS. Railroad construction was a prime
factor in European growth and national unification
in the nineteenth century. The great rail networks
the twentieth century inherited consequently var-
ied a good deal in density and form, depending on
the country concerned. Even before 1900, two
great competitors to rail transport had made their
appearance, namely the automobile and the air-
plane. Indeed, the railways of the twentieth century
had to face several serious challenges: ever more
lively competition from other means of transport,
the need to maintain the profitability of existing
infrastructure, and the persistent problem of the
private or public ownership of the railroads.

The first response of the industry was of a
technological kind, as steam locomotion gave
way to diesel power and especially to electricity,
allowing for significant increases in speed. It was
during the interwar period (1918–1939) that
the European railroads achieved their maximum
expansion. Even at the time, the growing threat
of road transport provoked pessimistic assessments:
‘‘Parliaments must resolve,’’ said the leading

2160 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

R A I L W A Y S



French civil engineer, Raoul Dautry, in 1933, ‘‘to
declare certain rail lines devoid of public interest
and initiate a national program of closings.’’ The
financial losses of the railroads became legendary as
a more and more significant proportion of freight
was hauled by road, not to mention the ever increas-
ing numbers of automobile travelers (although, for
the moment at least, the institution of the family car
was no more than an idea). The extension of paid
holidays for workers did not create the windfalls for
the railroads that had been anticipated. In the 1930s
some attempts at diversification were made, as in
Great Britain, where three railroad companies
launched Railway Air Services in order to compete
with the airlines, or in France, where road-haulage
concerns subsidiary to the railroads were set up. The
idea of an integrated transportation system was pro-
posed in several European countries, though a long-
term solution along these lines was never found.

In the immediate wake of the Second World War,
rail was practically the only available way of hauling
freight. As European reconstruction proceeded,
growing competition from road transport was but-
tressed by the fact that it offered greater flexibility, as,
to a lesser degree, did air freighting. As a technical
matter, trucks could transport more goods more
quickly than railroads, and this capacity increased
along with the improvement of the highway system
and above all with the advent of superhighways.

The railroad industry reacted by abandoning
less profitable sectors (notably short-haul lines).
And as the total low-profit track miles dropped,
so did the number of railroad workers (by between
15 and 60 percent across Europe in the years
1950–1980). This decline gave rise to much social
tension in the form of railroad strikes and protests
in rural areas concerning reduced passenger service.
Diversification in the design of railroad cars, the

automation of signal systems, and the elimination
of small stations were among changes designed to
counter this decline, which in fact paralleled that of
the railroads’ main client, heavy industry in general.
In a Europe where speed and competitiveness were
ever more important, truck hauling offered a solu-
tion free of the interruptions caused in rail trans-
port by frequent unloading and reloading.

NATIONAL VARIATIONS

The issue of control over the railroads was a con-
tinual preoccupation in European countries, which
made very varied choices in the matter, although
certain overall tendencies may be identified.
In Spain, for instance, a period of nationalization
extended from 1913 to 1941. Even before the First
World War, the Spanish were prone to speak of a
‘‘railroad problem,’’ meaning that their system did
not work well and needed replacing. In 1920 the
state was obliged to advance large sums of money
to the railroad companies and, beginning in 1923
and especially during the Primo de Rivera dictator-
ship (1923–1930), such subsidies continued to
grow. After the Spanish civil war (1936–1939)
the head of state, Francisco Franco, nationalized
the railroads, creating the Spanish National
Railway Network, or RENFE. The French experi-
ence was similar, and in 1937 a national system was
established, a joint enterprise with majority public
ownership known as the Société Nationale des
Chemins de Fer (National Railroad Company), or
SNCF. In the United Kingdom, the state assumed
control of the private railroad companies during
the First World War but restored their private sta-
tus when peace returned. The companies were then
‘‘grouped’’ by the Railways Act of 1921 into four
large concerns, namely the Great Western Railway,
the London, Midland and Scottish Railway, the
London and North Eastern Railway, and the
Southern Railway.

Whereas the first half of the twentieth century
was thus characterized by nationalizations, spurred
by the fact that the reconstruction of European
economies tended to increase the influence of the
state, the emphasis shifted in the 1970s and espe-
cially in the 1980s. It appeared now that the state
was unable to support free competition, having
become entangled in management-union politics
to the point where it could not make the right

TABLE 1

Railroad track in use, by country (kilometers)

1914 1930 1960 1993

France 37,400 42,400 39,000 32,557
Italy 19,125 22,119 21,277 19,465
Spain 15,533 17,278 18,033 13,060
Sweden 14,360 16,523 15,399 10,884
United Kingdom 32,623 32,632 29,562 16,536

SOURCE: Mitchell, pp. 676–681.
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policy decisions at the right moment. A debate

began, notably in Brussels, between free-market

liberals on the one hand and the defenders of the

public sector on the other. It emerged clearly that

the state had not performed badly with respect to

railroads—the most striking evidence being

France’s achievements with high-speed trains—

but the outcome nevertheless favored the partisans

of free-market laissez-faire. The Italian rail system,

run directly by the state since 1905, underwent a

long and arduous privatization between 1985 and

1995. Most countries separated infrastructural

from commercial management. Regulatory author-

ities (as in the case of other ‘‘utilities’’) were

responsible for maintaining properly competitive

conditions. This weakening of the state’s position

was often to be explained as much by high budget

deficits (to which the railroads frequently contrib-

uted) as by ideological pressures. The Italian

Ferrovie dello Stato became a limited liability com-

pany not entirely emancipated from its public-

service role. The British railroads, nationalized in
1948, began running at a loss as early as the
1950s, despite modernization plans. The British
experience with privatization is widely viewed as
emblematic. British Rail was broken up into 125
private companies, beginning in 1994; the last
British Rail train ran in Scotland in 1997. Several
new entities were created (including Railtrack
Track, the Office of Passenger Rail Franchising
[OPRAF], and the Office of the Rail Regulator)
in the context of franchising different parts of the
network and encouraging competition. It is still
too early to draw conclusions about the British
experience. Delays, high accident rates, and lethar-
gic modernization are much in evidence, but such
shortcomings may be seen as the legacy of an
exhausted state system.

SPEED

These changes in the legal status of the railroads
occurred against a backdrop of dramatic technolog-
ical change. In face of the challenge from road
transport, the railroads naturally made the most of
their traditional strengths in the public mind,
namely security and reliability. But increased speed
was undoubtedly the most powerful response to
the expanding market share of both trucks and
planes. The early success of the Shinkansen bullet
train, introduced in Japan in 1964, was proof posi-
tive that high-speed links between major cities
drew passengers. The Germans had already set
out to develop magnetic levitation (maglev) trains
that resolved the problem of friction. In theory
such trains could achieve speeds in excess of 400
kilometers per hour. The French, for their part,
founded their TGV (Train à Grande Vitesse)
high-speed system on the basis of traditional tech-
nology developed to near perfection. The construc-
tion of new dedicated lines for these trains

The Duchess of Gloucester, a steam locomotive built

for express service between London and Scotland,

departs from Euston Station, London, c. 1937.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

TABLE 2

Freight hauled, by country (billions of tonne-kilometers)

Rail Road Air
1955 1985 1955 1985 1955 1985

France 46.9 55.8 18.6 89.1 0.07 2.9
Germany 78.1 124 25 105 – 2.5
Italy 14.7 18 29.5 144 – 0.8
United Kingdom 34.9 15.4 31.9 99.1 0.07 2.3

SOURCE: Armstrong, p. 214.
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generally allowed distances themselves to be short-
ened. The TGV trains beat speed records: in 1955
the SNCF had established a new world speed
record of 331 kph in somewhat risky fashion with
an electric locomotive, a record surpassed only in
1981, when the first French TGV achieved 380
kph. More importantly, however, the TGV was a
great hit with the public. The first, Southeastern,
line was made even more profitable because its
construction involved no great engineering feats.
In 1990 the TGV train Atlantique achieved a speed
of 515 kph. This kind of performance meant that
rail transport for distances under eight hundred
kilometers could once more compete with its rivals.
Good marketing and pricing policies by the SNCF
made France’s main lines profitable.

Other countries could not match France’s suc-
cess. While French rail passengers could travel from
Paris to Lyon in two hours by the beginning of the
1980s (on a TGV with an average speed of 213
kph), it still took six hours to get from Rome to
Milan—longer than in 1939—at an average speed
of 100 kph. In a Europe by now determined to
think globally, such zones of backwardness could
not be allowed to subsist within an increasingly
internationalized network. Consequently, the
Italians and the Spanish proceeded to develop tilt-
ing trains, the best known being the Pendolino on
the Florence-to-Rome route (la Direttissima). The
British had less success in the 1970s with their
Advanced Passenger Train, which suffered from
low investment in the rail sector. TGV lines later
made their appearance in Spain, Germany, and
Italy. At first, however, such broad support for
the high-speed option did not mean that the tech-
nology was standardized: The French TGVs
went through several generations (Southeastern,

Atlantic, North), Germany’s Intercity Express

trains likewise went through ICE and ICE-M ver-

sions, while Spain developed its own AVE and Italy

its ETR 500 high-speed systems. Little by little,

though, standardization began to win out over

national technological and industrial traditions.

THE CHANNEL TUNNEL

This grand project has a very long history indeed.

In 1750 the Academy of Amiens held a contest for

the best proposal on how to create a permanent

link across the English Channel. After Napoleon

conceived the idea of invading England with his

Grand Army, there was never any shortage of think-

ers and visionaries eager to address this challenge.

A good case in point is Aimé Thomé de Gamond,

who produced numerous projects for bridges and

both submerged and excavated tunnels. Inspired

by Saint-Simonism—the system of socialism con-

ceived by Claude Henri de Saint-Simon—and the

Manchester school of nineteenth-century liberal-

ism, a group met in 1872 and established the

Channel Tunnel Company. At the time, the

British were interested in a faster route to India,

while the French wanted their country to become

an obligatory trade crossroads. Two kilometers of

tunnel were dug in 1875. But the British aborted

the project for fear of invasion, the favorable posi-

tion of Queen Victoria notwithstanding. Overland

links (the Alpine tunnels of Simplon, Mont-Cenis,

Saint-Gothard, and Lötschberg) subsequently

came into their own, and the port of Antwerp,

notably, handled a great part of Asian trade.

Tunnel enthusiasts rallied once again in the

1920s, arguing that direct rail connections between

the two main colonial powers in the world would

be of strategic importance. The Second World War

and reconstruction put the project back on the

shelf. Later, however, when the SNCF initiated its

high-speed explorations in the 1960s, the idea of a

direct line via tunnel to London emerged sponta-

neously. In 1975 the British Labour government

backed off from the project on the grounds of the

cost of a new London-to-Dover rail line (this time,

only 500 meters of tunneling had been done). The

French then fell back on their Southeastern TGV

line, inaugurated in 1981. The great success of that

line, coupled with the ever growing need to con-

nect Great Britain to Europe and the Lille region’s

TABLE 3

Rail passengers carried, by country (billions of 
passenger-kilometers)

1950 1970 1988

Belgium 7 8.3 7
France 26.4 41 62.6
West Germany 30.3 38.1 46.4
Italy 23.6 34.8 48.3
Spain 7.1 13.3 16.3
United Kingdom 32.5 30.4 31.7

SOURCE: Armstrong, p. 220.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2163

R A I L W A Y S



aspiration to become a transport hub, eventually

created conditions that made the old ‘‘Chunnel’’
plan seem both necessary and feasible. In 1982 the
British prime minister Margaret Thatcher and the
French president François Mitterrand lent their
decisive support, and on 29 July 1987 a Franco-

British agreement was finally ratified authorizing
the construction and exploitation of a tunnel under
the English Channel. The French could henceforth
look forward confidently to rail links not only with
London but also with Cologne and Amsterdam via

Brussels. The modernization of the rail network of
southeastern England (which resembled a commu-
ter-rail system) was also needed, but this was
tackled only gradually; the second portion of a
dedicated high-speed line from central London to

the Channel Tunnel is scheduled to open in 2007,
at which point the London–Paris run should take
about two-and-a-half hours.

From the technical point of view, the Channel
Tunnel was a triumph, but difficulties were
encountered over contractual, security, and finan-
cial issues. The tunnel was opened on 6 May 1994.
Within a few years talk of high-speed lines or links
gave way to talk of a high-speed network, and
Western Europe’s high-speed rail lines became
one of its defining spatial components.

By the end of the twentieth century, high-
speed trains were handling 12 percent of all rail
passenger traffic in a group of seventeen countries,
an impressive proportion in view of the number of
lines yet to be built. Debate among experts con-
tinued, however, an important unanswered ques-
tion being whether high-speed rail should serve
major cities alone or whether entire regions could

benefit from its expansion. Was there not a danger
that high-speed intercity service might create a
tiering of regions within states, with some regions
being well served while others were left out? The
prospect at the close of the twentieth century was
continual growth in trans-European trade and ever
more apparent signs of dangerous overdevelop-
ment. A new sensitivity to problems of security,
environmental protection, and energy savings
might be expected to favor the sort of collective
transportation solutions that rail offered. In prac-
tice, however, the railroads continued to be penal-
ized by policies sharply biased toward road trans-
port, which by the turn of the century was
garnering 72 percent of freight haulage and 88
percent of passenger traffic, as compared with 15
and 6 percent respectively for the railroads. The
continuing construction of a unified Europe can-
not bypass the question of the environmental
planning of the whole territory and the need to
restore a reasonable balance among regions. In
this context rail transport must necessarily play a
structuring role, as it did in the nineteenth cen-
tury, when towns that declined rail service experi-
enced slower growth. By the end of the 1990s,
many different approaches to the question of the
European railroads presupposed the advent of glo-
bal policies based on a thorough comparative
study of the direct and indirect costs of the trans-
portation alternatives. Rail was indisputably the
most appropriate choice from the standpoint of
sustainable development (as witness, for example,
the clear superiority of rail freight in view of the
excessive growth of heavy-truck traffic). A trans-
port policy that challenges the hegemony of lais-
sez-faire economics, however, has yet to be
framed.

See also Automobiles; Public Transport.
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ranea: Secoli XIX–XX. Vol. 5 of Storia d’Europa.
Torino, 1996.

Barker, T. C., and Dorian Gerhold. The Rise and Rise of
Road Transport, 1700–1990. London, 1993.

TABLE 4

Average speed of passenger trains in kilometers 
per hour

1950 1960 1970 1982

France 96 109 125 144
West Germany 78 103 114 131
GB 96 105 110 121
Spain 101 103 107 113
Switzerland 102 104 106 110
Austria 81 99 105 110
Italy 84 98 104 97

SOURCE: Corriere della Sera, 1984.

2164 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

R A I L W A Y S



CERTU. Collectivités territoriales et transports publics
urbains dans les États de l’Union Européenne. Lyons,
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n

RASPUTIN, GRIGORY (1869 or 1872–
1916), Russian mystic and court favorite.

With good reason it has been argued that
Grigory Yefimovich Rasputin, an unordained
Russian mystic and holy man, helped discredit the
tsarist government, leading to the fall of the
Romanov dynasty in 1917. Contemporary opin-
ions variously saw Rasputin as a saintly mystic,
visionary, healer, and prophet, or as a debauched
religious charlatan. Historians can find evidence for
both views, but also much uncertainty: accounts of
his life have often been based on dubious memoirs,
hearsay, and legend.

Rasputin was born in the western Siberian
village of Pokrovskoye in either 1869 or 1872.
A pilgrimage to a monastery in 1885, as penance
for theft, and a reported vision of the Mother of
God on his return, turned him toward the life of a
religious mystic and wanderer. He also evidently
came into contact with the banned Christian sect
known as the khlysty (flagellants), whose impassioned
services ending in physical exhaustion led to
rumors that religious and sexual ecstasy were

combined in their rituals. Suspicions, generally
not accepted by historians, that Rasputin was a
khlyst—how else to explain the notorious sexual
life of this ‘‘holy man’’?—threatened his reputation
to the end of his life. As Rasputin’s renown grew,
he attracted the attentions of critics who accused
him of using religion to mask his desire for sex,
money, and power. Still, many people, from clergy
to society ladies to members of the imperial court,
were drawn to Rasputin’s magnetic personality,
spiritual passion, and simple words of wisdom.

In 1905, amidst the upheavals of revolution,
Nicholas II and his family ‘‘came to know a man of
God, Grigory, from Tobolsk Province’’ (Nicholas
II’s diary, 1 November 1905). Rasputin would
remain, until his death in 1916, a trusted friend
and confidant of the imperial family and a growing
force in the life of the state and the church. For
Nicholas, the peasant and holy man Rasputin was
what the tsar urgently needed in these years of
crisis: a voice of the common people loyal to the
sacred principle of autocracy; a man whose reputa-
tion as a seer could help the tsar hear God’s voice;
and a healer whose prayers visibly relieved the ago-
nizing pain from hemophiliac bleeding of Alexei,
the tsar’s young son and heir. Contemporaries and
historians have variously attributed Rasputin’s
effect on Alexei to hypnotism, autosuggestion, tra-
ditional Russian healing practices, and an authentic
power to heal through prayer. Between 1905 and
1916, a series of investigations revealed Rasputin’s
debauchery, but the tsar dismissed these reports.

Like many spiritually minded Russians, Rasputin
spoke of salvation as depending less on the clergy
and the church than on seeking the spirit of God
within. He also maintained that sin and repentance
were interdependent and necessary to salvation.
Thus, he claimed, yielding to temptation (for him
personally, this meant sex and alcohol), even to
humiliation (to dispel the sin of vanity), was a
necessary step on the road to repentance and salva-
tion. Rasputin was deeply opposed to war, both
from a moral point of view and as likely to lead
to political catastrophe. During World War I,
Rasputin’s increasing drunkenness, sexual promis-
cuity, willingness to accept bribes in return for
helping petitioners who flocked to his apartment,
and efforts to have his critics dismissed from their
posts made him appear increasingly cynical.
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Rasputin exercised considerable political influ-
ence, especially during the war, through his friend-
ship with Nicholas and Alexandra, the tsaritsa, and
his cultivation of a network of high-placed allies in
state and church. There is no evidence that he
directly shaped policy, but he did influence
appointments of officials, and many of these offi-
cials then became part of the ‘‘Rasputin clique.’’
Nicholas did not always accept Rasputin’s advice,
however, and he reminded his wife in 1916 that
‘‘Our Friend’s opinions of people are sometimes
very strange.’’ In the notorious ‘‘ministerial leap-
frog’’ of these years, marked by a flurry of high-
level dismissals and appointments, Rasputin’s
nominees were often successful, though public
rumors of his influence (as well as of intimate rela-
tionships with the empress and perhaps her chil-
dren) exaggerated his power.

To end this scandal, a group of conservatives—a
prince, a right-wing member of the Duma (parlia-
ment), and a grand duke—murdered Rasputin on
the night of 29–30 December (16–17 December,
old style) 1916. He was poisoned, shot when the
poison proved ineffective, and dumped in the river;
an autopsy found that Rasputin had drowned. When
the Romanov family was executed by the Bolsheviks
less than two years later, the daughters were discov-
ered to be wearing amulets containing portraits of
Rasputin.

See also Nicholas II; Russia; Russian Revolutions of
1917.
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RATHENAU, WALTHER (1867–1922),
German-Jewish industrialist and political leader.

Walther Rathenau led a varied life, as an indus-
trialist, intellectual, wartime administrator, and
politician, before he was assassinated by extreme
right-wing terrorists in June 1922. Rathenau’s
career embodied the challenges of coming to terms
with the transformations in politics and business

that took place between the 1890s and the 1920s.
Born into a Jewish family, he moved among the
elites of Wilhelmine Germany. He was educated at
the universities of Strasbourg and Berlin, received
a doctorate in physics, served in the army for one
year, and then entered AEG (German General
Electric), the company his father had set up, fol-
lowing the collapse of his first business venture.

By the outbreak of war he was one of the lead-
ing industrial figures in Germany. Nonetheless he
was critical of what he, like many contemporaries,
saw as the materialism of his age and the conditions
of the workers. In a series of publications, including
Zur Kritik der Zeit (1912; Criticism of the age) and
Die neue Gesellschaft (1919; The new society), he
suggested that economic growth would, in the long
run, enable workers to devote more time to their
intellectual development. However, many of his
books were utopian and received a mixed reception.
At a more practical level, he was involved in nego-
tiating the Stinnes-Legien pact between employers
and workers in 1918, which guaranteed the eight-
hour day and gave the workers a greater stake in the
running of companies.

He was also an advocate of greater state involve-
ment in economic matters, a view not shared by most
other German industrialists. During the First World
War, he set up the Raw Materials Office in the Prussian
Ministry of War, after warning in early August 1914
that Germany would run short of munitions. The state
distributed raw materials to those firms that were best
able to exploit them. While Rathenau did not under-
mine the principles of property ownership, he sought
to limit free competition by allowing the state to direct
economic activity. At the same time as he advocated
greater state involvement in the economy, he also
urged that the industrial and professional middle
classes should have a greater say in political affairs.
German power was no longer based on the officer
corps or aristocracy, though he admired their past
achievements, but on its economic growth. Before
and during the war he advocated reform of the
Prussian electoral system and the constitutional posi-
tion of the Reichstag. This would create domestic
harmony and strengthen Germany abroad. Yet by the
end of the war he was pessimistic about Germany’s
future, criticizing the lack of political maturity.

Rathenau, following official visits to German
colonies in 1907 and 1908, had argued that
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Germans lacked the political nous and governing
ability of the British. His notes during these trips
reveal him to be a skeptic of the value of colonies;
nonetheless, Germany could not withdraw, espe-
cially after the atrocities committed in colonial wars
between 1904 and 1907. Despite showing some
sympathy for the plight of Africans, Rathenau had
been imbued with the racism of his age and con-
sidered the Africans to be indolent and in need of
Western support.

In terms of foreign policy, Rathenau was far
more interested in Germany’s position in Europe
than its imperialist expansion. Before World War I
he had tried to avert the Second Moroccan Crisis in
1911 by negotiating a deal between German and
French companies in Morocco. He consistently
argued for collaboration between Germany and
France. During the war he rejected the more
extreme war aims of large territorial annexations.
Instead he argued that a customs union with
Austria, Italy, the Netherlands, and Belgium, with
France possibly joining later, would preserve
Germany’s place in Europe. He also saw a customs
union as an effective means of countering the
growth of U.S. economic power. His ideas antici-
pated those of Aristide Briand in the late 1920s.
After the war Rathenau was initially on the margins
of German politics. However, in 1920 and 1921 he
began to play a role in the attempts to revise the
Treaty of Versailles. At Wiesbaden in June 1921, as
minister for reconstruction, he met the French
minister, Louis Loucheur. They worked out an
agreement for German aid to reconstruct northern
France. However, both were hampered by domes-
tic political opposition, and the agreement never
materialized. He became foreign minister in
January 1922. Frustrated by France, he turned to
Britain and then later to Soviet Russia. In April
1922 he signed the Treaty of Rapallo with the
Soviet Union in an effort to stave off German iso-
lation. On 24 June 1922 he was murdered, a victim
of the antirepublican and anti-Semitic terrorist
group Organisation Consul.

See also Germany; Versailles, Treaty of.
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RATIONING. Assisted by the development
of state bureaucracies and technologies of mass
communication, rationing enabled governments
to plan, control, and restrict the allocation of scarce
resources. It was commonly used during periods of
war, famine, and other emergencies to ensure equi-
table distribution of food, fuel, and consumer
goods. In order to keep prices affordable for the
lowest paid, rationing was usually accompanied by
price fixing and compulsory savings schemes. All
the major European combatant nations implement-
ed some form of rationing during World Wars I
and II, as normal peacetime production of essen-
tials declined and each side attempted to strangle
the other’s supplies of food and raw materials.
Rationing was also continued by some nations after
1918 and 1945 to cope with postwar shortages.
As well as being a familiar part of military life,
rationing was central to governments’ attempts to
maintain wartime civilian morale, persuading their
public that hardships were being shared equally
across class and other boundaries.

WORLD WAR I, 1914–1918

The scope and allocation of rationed items during
World War I depended on the phase of the conflict
and the state of supplies in a particular country at
a given time. Germany, for example, introduced
clothes rationing and restrictions on the use of
soap. France put limits on the number of lightbulbs
that could be used to illuminate people’s homes.
But food was the principal focus of rationing. In
Germany, where food shortages threatened wide-
spread starvation, bread rationing began in 1915
and was followed by a general scheme in 1916,
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coordinated by the newly created War Food Office.

A combination of Allied blockade and the diversion

of resources away from agriculture meant that food

rations in Germany fell below subsistence levels.

Consumption of cereals, meat, and fats dropped

sharply and a black market flourished; perhaps as

much as 50 percent of all food in Germany was

bought illegally after general rationing began. As

elsewhere in Europe, food shortages were most

acute in urban areas; the rural population could

supplement rations with their own ‘‘self supplies,’’

and governments found it difficult to monitor

rations in the countryside. When a poor harvest

in 1917 brought a food crisis to German cities

such as Berlin and Leipzig, the resulting strikes

and massive ‘‘bread and peace’’ demonstrations

undermined the German war effort. There were
similar problems in Austria, where more than six
hundred thousand workers went on strike in
January 1918 after the flour ration was cut.

In contrast, Britain’s food supplies were largely
undisturbed before 1917, despite the fact that the
country was more dependent on imported food
than any of its European neighbors. Britain experi-
mented with ‘‘voluntary rationing’’ in February
1917, by which the authorities issued guidelines
on what people should eat and hoped that indivi-
duals would adjust their diets accordingly. When
the success of the U-boat blockade produced a
food crisis in late 1917, the government issued
ration cards as part of a general scheme the follow-
ing January. As was the case in France, where ration

Residents of Berlin collect their ration of potatoes, October 1947. The collapse of the German economy combined with

poor harvests to create severe food shortages in the postwar period, forcing Allied occupation officials to impose harsh

rationing restrictions. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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cards were made compulsory in June 1918, the
controlled distribution of food and accompanying
price controls were aimed more at defusing worker
discontent than at preventing starvation. Britain
and France had both seen how food shortages in
the cities had contributed to military collapse and
revolution in their wartime ally Russia. In Italy,
where prewar living standards were relatively low,
the wartime drop of 10 percent in agricultural pro-
duction meant real hardship for millions, particularly
in the northern cities. Both Turin and Milan saw
unrest in 1917 after a poor harvest. Ration cards
were made obligatory in Italy in 1917, first for bread
and later for other foodstuffs. Along with Britain,
where sugar, fats, and meat were rationed until
1920, Italy continued to use ration cards until 1921.

WORLD WAR II, 1939–1945

Lessons learned about rationing in 1914–1918
guided state policies during World War II. Again,
however, black markets thrived. Most countries,
including neutrals such as Switzerland, introduced
general rationing schemes at an early stage of this
conflict. In Germany, where the Nazis were deter-
mined to avoid the starvation diets that broke pop-
ular support for the Kaiser’s war effort, rationing
was introduced in August 1939. By plundering
supplies in occupied territories, German food
rations remained among the highest in Europe
until the latter part of the war. At the other end
of the scale, rationing in the Soviet Union did little
more than ensure that malnutrition was spread
equitably across the population. Millions of Soviet
citizens had relied on food rations during the
1930s. After the German invasion of 1941, the
average Soviet worker’s diet consisted of one
pound of bread per day plus a few scraps of fat
and meat. Miners and metalworkers were entitled
to a greater allowance because they did heavy phy-
sical work, but such was the shortage of food that
the full ration was not always met. Only by growing
vegetables in every patch of garden available did the
Soviet people avoid starvation. In France, the Vichy
government administered a system of ration cards
from September 1940 onward. Food allocation was
dependent on age—each consumer was placed into
one of six age bands—and there were extra allow-
ances for heavy laborers and pregnant women. By
1941 virtually everything that could be bought in
French shops was rationed. Britain rationed butter,

bacon, and sugar from January 1940; in March,
meat and other items were added to this list. In

1941 the government introduced a ‘‘points’’ sys-

tem of rationing for clothes; this was extended to

tinned foods and then other foodstuffs in 1942.

Under this scheme, consumers received points in

the form of coupons and could choose how to

spend their allocation. The point value of particular

items was adjusted in line with domestic produc-

tion, shipping losses, and seasonal preferences.

POSTWAR EUROPE

Wartime rationing was relatively popular in Britain,

where it was regarded as an egalitarian feature of

the ‘‘people’s war.’’ By forcing people to eat a more

nutritious diet, it also produced health benefits. It

was much less popular in the postwar years, not

least because food rations in 1947 fell below their

wartime level. Most countries phased out rationing

in the late 1940s, including the Soviet Union,

which scrapped restrictions in December 1947.
Britain maintained rationing in some form until

1954, and briefly reintroduced petrol rationing

during the 1956 Suez crisis. The Netherlands

rationed fuel in the oil crisis of 1973. In Nicolae

Ceausescu’s Romania, where food exports were

increased to meet the country’s crippling foreign

debt, strict rationing of food was maintained from

1982 until the regime’s downfall in 1989.

See also Agriculture; Marshall Plan; Reconstruction.
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RECESSION OF 1970S. Strictly defined,
there were two economic recessions in the 1970s,
one dominating the years 1974–1975 and another
the years 1979–1982. They are linked by being
each initiated by increases in oil export prices
imposed by the Organization of the Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC). In 1973–1974
OPEC quadrupled the price of oil exports and over
the period 1978 to May 1980 doubled the existing
price. These moves were intended to impose
OPEC’s own desired prices on the major transna-
tional oil companies, who had themselves fixed the
lower sales prices from the earliest years of explora-
tion. In western eyes the increases were a threat to
the West’s vital strategic resources. In the produc-
ers’ eyes they were the righting of an international
injustice. Adjustment to such steep increases was
very difficult, leading to shortages of gasoline and a
heavy burden on consumers, particularly in coun-
tries such as the United States, where gasoline
consumption was especially high.

The two recessionary episodes are linked also
by their close succession. Countries that suffered
the most in the first recession also suffered the
most in the second because the recovery from the
first was more difficult and in many cases not com-
pleted before the second episode began. Above all,
however, they are linked by marking the definitive
end of the great boom that began in 1945. The
period 1974–1982 seemed a return to the

economic difficulties of the years between the two

world wars. It made it evident that governments

had not, as they had begun to think, discovered a

science of economic policy management that had

banished severe depressions and unemployment

forever. In both recessions unemployment and

inflation moved sharply upward together, dispel-

ling the idea that the management of the economy

could rest on the belief that there was a trade-off

between these two phenomena.

In retrospect, two other aspects of the oil-price

quarrel seem more important than OPEC’s deci-

sions. One is the weakness of a prolonged period of

prosperity that had come to depend increasingly on

oil as the main source of energy. The other is the

extent of common interest between the developed

West and the relatively undeveloped oil-producing

countries. Rich though they were, oil producers

such as Saudi Arabia and Libya, the two initiators

of the first oil-price shock, and Iran, the initiator of

the second, needed their customers to provide the

financial services that would lead to the reinvest-

ment of their oil profits in domestic economic

development. Most OPEC countries had little else

to export other than oil. Thus, the common inter-

est could only be endangered if prices drove those

oil consumers depending mainly on imports

toward investing in other forms of energy.

Delays in reaching a common understanding

were attributable to lack of agreement over foreign

policy issues between consumers and suppliers and

to the character of domestic politics in the OPEC

countries. Saudi Arabia was a deeply conservative

supporter of American foreign policy. Libya, how-

ever, was seen as a troublesome and unpredictable

international revolutionary state. Iran, the initiator

TABLE 1

Percentage year on year growth of Real Gross Domestic Product at market prices

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

USA -0.3 3.1 5.4 5.5 -0.6 -0.7 4.9 5.2 4.7 2.4 -0.2 3.0 -2.3
Germany
(Federal Republic) 5.1 3.1 4.2 4.6 0.5 -1.7 5.5 3.1 3.1 4.2 1.8 -0.1 -1.0
France 5.7 5.4 5.9 5.4 3.2 0.2 5.2 3.1 3.8 3.3 1.1 0.3 1.6
UK 2.2 2.6 2.1 7.6 -0.9 -0.9 3.7 1.2 3.5 2.0 -2.6 -1.3 2.3
Italy 5.3 1.6 3.2 7.0 4.1 -3.6 5.9 1.9 2.7 4.9 3.9 0.1 -0.3
Japan 9.8 4.6 8.8 8.8 -1.0 2.3 5.3 5.3 5.0 5.1 4.9 4.2 3.0
OECD 3.5 3.7 5.3 6.1 0.8 -0.3 4.8 3.7 3.9 3.2 1.3 1.8 -0.3

SOURCE: OECD, Historical Statistics, 1960–1982 (Paris, 1984), 44.
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of the second price increase, was strongly asserting
its national identity and its independence from the
United States. None of the Arab large-scale oil pro-
ducers—Iraq, Kuwait, Libya, Quatar, and Saudi
Arabia—could be readily recognized as a democracy.
Neither could Iran. This was not an encouraging
framework for negotiations, and the recycling of oil-
producers’ profits by the developed Western world
at first went ahead only slowly.

WEAKNESSES IN DEVELOPED ECONOMIES

Economic weaknesses in the developed countries
played at least as big a part in the recessions as the
increases in oil prices. Oil was not the commodity
whose price rose the most over the decade 1972–
1983. Food prices rose more, and this was attribu-
table to the economic policies of the developed
countries. Trade liberalization was not intended
to extend to trade in agricultural products as ambi-
tiously as it did to manufactures. The European
Community’s common market and its Common
Agricultural Policy were based on the maintenance
of Community preference in trade in its own agri-
cultural products. The Community’s trade with
underdeveloped countries was protective of
European farmers, closing the door on the import
of any agricultural product covered by the
Common Agricultural Policy, except when in
Europe that product was out of season. The usual
array of veterinary and horticultural safety rules
were more rigorously imposed on exporters from
developing countries than they were within Europe
itself. For example, the share of agricultural exports
from Africa as a proportion of the Community’s
total agricultural imports fell in every decade from
1960 to 2000. The United States replicated much
of the European pattern of protectionism. Both

Europe and North America subsidized their indig-
enous food producers and also their food exports
to the underdeveloped world. That food prices in
the developed world were a prime promoter of
inflation was one consequence, a certain slowness
of growth in the demand for manufactured exports
from the developed world another.

Manufacturing industry was also experiencing in
that decade a persistent change in its nature. What
was at the time referred to as ‘‘deindustrialization’’
was the beginning of a sweeping change in the
employment structure of manufacturing, whose
output came to depend increasingly on what would
previously have been classed as service-sector
employment, such as design and marketing, and less
on the physical labor of manufacturing. Responses
to the two recessions were closely linked to this
change. The remarkable volatility of the Italian
economy was linked to its successes in the service-
sector aspects of manufacturing. The successful
record of the German economy in the 1970s, in
contrast, hid its failure to invest more in the ser-
vice-sector aspects of manufacturing. Traditional
German engineering and chemical exports did not
decline so much as in other developed countries.
The dismal performance of the British manufactur-
ing sector at the same time diverted attention from
its early shift toward industrial service-sector
employment. In part, therefore, the recessions of
the 1970s were caused by restructuring in the nat-
ure of manufacturing employment, which in turn
was restructuring the pattern of international trade.

LESSONS

From this troubled decade simple, but important,
lessons can be drawn. A boom of unprecedented
length had changed the composition of

TABLE 2

Unemployment as a percentage of total labor force

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

OECD 3.3 3.8 3.9 3.5 3.9 5.4 5.6 5.5 5.4 5.4 6.1 7.1 8.5
USA 4.8 5.8 5.5 4.8 5.5 8.3 7.6 6.9 6.0 5.8 7.0 7.5 9.5
Germany
(Federal Republic) 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.0 2.1 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.3 3.3 4.6 6.7
France 2.4 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.8 4.1 4.4 4.7 5.2 5.9 6.3 7.3 8.0
UK 2.2 2.8 3.1 2.2 2.1 3.2 4.8 5.2 5.1 4.6 5.6 9.0 10.4
Italy 5.3 5.3 6.3 6.2 5.3 5.8 6.6 7.0 7.1 7.5 7.4 8.3 8.9
Japan 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.4

SOURCE: OECD, Historical Statistics, 1960–1982 (Paris, 1984), 39.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2171

R E C E S S I O N O F 1 9 7 0 S



international trade in such ways that contempor-
aries could not predict the trading future. Most
commentary on the recession of the 1970s cor-
rectly identifies Japan and Germany as the coun-
tries that escaped with the least damage to their
economies. They were, however, by the end of the
1980s experiencing a stagnation of their exports
relative to the growing strength of exports from,
for example, the United Kingdom, which in the
1970s had been the least competitive of the major
exporters. There is much evidence that it was the
severity of the recessions that accelerated the shift
in the commodity composition of British exports
and in the pattern of employment.

Ability to overcome the problems of the 1970s
was closely related to management-labor relations
and to the encouragement of flexibility in working
hours. This in turn meant heavy pressures on labor
unions to conform to new patterns. Germany was
the country where this posed the greatest difficulty.
The impact of these changes on politics and on
society in the West was varied among countries.
The United Kingdom had perhaps the least to
preserve from that period because it was then the
most slowly growing of the industrial powers.
France, Germany, and Japan had, in this context,
the strongest reasons for conservatism. The United
States, which grew only slowly in the 1950s but did
much better in the 1960s was sharply divided over
possible responses to 1970s conditions.

The weaknesses ascribable to the treatment of
the underdeveloped world by the developed are
ascribable to all the developed economies. OPEC
did no more than draw attention to their existence.
One verdict on the 1970s recessions might be that
exceptionally long periods of high economic
growth can leave developed economies at risk from
the less sophisticated. Another would be that coop-
eration between them was the wiser way forward.
Arab oil earnings, kept in European banks and
invested in approved international development
projects proved one way out of the recessions.

See also Common Agricultural Policy; OPEC.
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RECONSTRUCTION. Nine million sol-
diers died in World War I, and some fifty-
five million people perished in World War II, many
of them civilians. Millions received physical and
mental wounds that left permanent marks. The
total wars of the twentieth century caused human
suffering on an unprecedented scale, particularly in
Europe. Reconstruction thus had to go far beyond
repairing material damage; it had to encompass the
societal fabric itself. This task could not be left to
individuals alone. States had to accept new respon-
sibilities as welfare states. International cooperation
was to be the key to success.

While new countries were taking shape in
Eastern Europe amid civil war and conflicts over
borders and minority rights, reconstruction in
Britain, France, and Germany after 1918 took place
within a comparatively stable framework that rested
on the cooperation of organized interests, among
them the previously excluded trade unions. Their
governments faced entirely new challenges as mil-
lions of returning soldiers had to find jobs; disabled
veterans, war widows, and orphans needed financial
support; and the debts that state budgets had
incurred over the course of the war had to be
brought under control. Absent functioning inter-
national cooperation, reconstruction ultimately
remained shaky at best. After 1945 reconstruction
took place against the backdrop of the emerging
Cold War. Germany, heavily destroyed, politically
powerless, and morally devastated, became the
main site of the conflict between Western-style
democracy and Soviet communism. As Europe
west of the Iron Curtain, aided by the United
States, developed much more successful mechan-
isms of economic growth and cooperation than its
eastern counterpart, it entered an unprecedented
era of stability and prosperity.

RECONSTRUCTION AFTER WORLD WAR I

Reintegrating the soldiers into the economy pro-
ceeded remarkably smoothly in Britain, France, and
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Germany. Within only half a year, six million

German soldiers were back home and at work

again. The disintegration of the German army in

fall 1918 sped up the process, and employers were

eager to provide returning soldiers with their pre-

vious jobs. The employers also accepted the new

eight-hour day that created the demand for addi-

tional jobs, as did the expansion of the public

sector. Preventing an overthrow of the newly estab-

lished republic by a Bolshevik revolution was given

priority over making profits. A staggered system of

demobilization, in which older workers with special

skills were demobilized first and younger ones were

kept under military discipline longer, helped stream-

line the process and defuse radicalism in Britain. In

France, the huge agricultural sector absorbed many

returning soldiers and reduced the burden on

industry. Demobilization’s swift success was only

possible, however, because most women left, more

or less voluntarily, the factory jobs they had taken

over after the outbreak of the war in 1914. This

should not be construed, however, as rollback of an

alleged emancipation during the war, as some schol-

ars have argued. Recent studies have shown that,

while the long-term trend of giving women more

access to clerical and administrative jobs was, if

anything, sped up by the war, women remained

cast, during and after it, primarily as wives and

mothers whose skills and virtues were different

from and complementary to those of men.

More than half a million German women lost

their husbands and 1.2 million children lost their

fathers in the war. About 1.5 million German sol-

diers returned home with permanent disabilities;

this was more than a tenth of all males drafted.

The figures for Britain and France were similar.

Because private charities alone could not provide

the needed financial support, governments had to

step in and shoulder a substantial burden for the

foreseeable future. From the mid-1920s to the

early 1930s, a fifth of Germany’s national budget

went into war pensions—far more than was spent

on unemployment relief. However, recipients in all

countries, particularly the disabled, regarded their

benefits as insufficient. In Germany, where disabil-

ity was determined as reduction of average earning

capacity, special protection in the labor market was

granted to the severely disabled and payments were

higher than in the other two countries, but even

those payments barely reached subsistence level.
British legislation focused on the degree of disable-
ment with little regard for previous occupation and
social status but offered vocational training. These
courses, however, were cut back substantially when
the government drastically reduced its expenditures
in 1921–1922. France, in line with its republican
tradition, privileged disabled veterans politically by
recognizing every wound received during the war
without further examination but did not establish
any protection in the labor market before 1923.

Under these circumstances, reducing public
debts turned out to be a difficult task that was to
have harsh social consequences. As governments
had been forced to issue bonds and to use the
printing press to cover unprecedented war expenses,
inflation was rampant at the end of the war, but it
eased the transition to a peacetime economy. In
Britain, it fueled a speculative postwar boom that
came to an abrupt end in 1920, with prices peaking
at two and a half times their prewar levels. The
return to the gold standard in 1925 kept inflation
at bay, but, by overvaluing the pound sterling, it
also held British exports down. Although newer
industrial sectors such as the electrical supply and
motor vehicle industries showed remarkable
growth and put Britain in a better position overall
than France and Germany, unemployment doubled
compared to the prewar level.

France saw its budget particularly burdened by
the need for material reconstruction in the areas
that had been occupied by Germany and destroyed
by fighting. French industrial production was
down to only 60 percent of its prewar level when
war ended; in the north, 220,000 houses as well as
seventeen thousand miles of roads and railroad
tracks had to be rebuilt. To speed up reconstruction,
the French government borrowed more money
from its citizens after 1918 than during the war.
As a result, the franc kept tumbling. By 1926 it
had fallen to less than one-tenth of its prewar value;
at that point the government sharply raised taxes
and drastically cut down its expenditures.

The Treaty of Versailles stipulated that
Germany pay reparations to the victors for the costs
of the war. This has often been described as the
major reason why inflation in Germany, in contrast
to Britain and France, ended in complete disaster.
Moreover, it has been argued that reparations
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placed a huge economic and political burden on
the German reconstruction effort that eventually
resulted in the failure of the Weimar democracy.
Historical research since the mid-1980s has cast
doubt on this deterministic interpretation, how-
ever. While it is true that the Treaty of Versailles
provided nationalist propaganda with a prime tool
with which to discredit the republic, it did not
prevent Germany from rising to the status of a
major power again, as became painfully clear over
the course of the 1930s. Employment and invest-
ments were held aloft until 1923 by an ‘‘inflation-
ary consensus’’ that encompassed big business,
labor, and the government. Due to differences
among the Allies and German delaying tactics, a
total was set on German reparations only in the
spring of 1921.

When at an Allied conference in London it was

finally announced that Germany had to pay 132

billion gold marks in annual installments of about

three billion marks, the value of the currency began

to decrease rapidly, falling to less than 1 percent of

its prewar dollar value until the summer of 1922.

The German government took steps to fulfill its

obligations, only to state that full compliance was

in fact impossible. Whether that was true remains

an open question, but there is no doubt that mak-

ing a sustained effort would have required the gov-

ernment to drastically raise taxes and cut public

expenditures, thereby further undermining the

shaky new republic. Such measures could no longer

be avoided, however, after the collapse of the mark

and German economy in the hyperinflation of

1923. This had come in the wake of Germany’s

announcement that it was suspending reparation

payments, France’s retaliatory occupation of the

economically vital Ruhr region, and German resis-

tance against that occupation.

The government reached a new agreement
on reparations, drafted by a committee led by
American expert Charles G. Dawes, that stipulated
lower annual payments and provided Germany
with an international loan of 800 million marks to
get the economy started again. Although, in con-
trast to a widespread popular view, the German
inflation did not wipe out the middle classes, since
the inflationary effects on mortgages and bonds in
many cases canceled each other out, its final stage
left traumatic memories of a world turned upside

down. That the consolidation of reparations should
occur under American auspices demonstrated how
dependent Germany as well as Britain and France
had become on the United States as a result of the
huge debts they had incurred during the war. This
consolidation rested on shaky ground, however, as
it was based on many short-term loans that flowed
into Germany after 1924, comprising a large share
of its foreign debt. When they were withdrawn in
the wake of the ‘‘Black Friday’’ of 1929, it became
apparent that economic reconstruction after World
War I had been a hollow success.

Much less is known about how returning sol-
diers, their families, and the survivors of the fallen
came to terms with the psychological turmoil of
the war than about postwar social and economic
policy. Fears that veterans would infect societies
with violence proved, on the whole, to be
unfounded. In Britain, violent crime actually
declined after the war. Widespread violence was a
feature of postwar politics in Germany and Italy,
but those engaging in it made up only a minority
of all veterans. Veterans’ organizations, which
attracted large followings in France and Germany,
lobbied for higher pensions and broader political
aims, but they may also have served as meeting
grounds where veterans could converse about their
war experiences and thereby cope with them more
easily. Literature and movies about the war, regard-
less of their ideological messages, provided another
medium for coming to terms with individual
experiences, especially from the late 1920s on.
The construction of thousands of war memorials
in Britain, France, and Germany showed the need
for public sites to mourn the dead and remember
the war. Memorials in the two victorious countries
emphasized the defensive aspects of their participa-
tion in the war, whereas German memorials often
struck an aggressive posture. The inability of
German politicians to agree on one concept for a
national memorial demonstrated how deeply split
Germans were over the meaning they should attrib-
ute to a war that had ended in defeat.

RECONSTRUCTION AFTER WORLD WAR II

In contrast to its hesitation after 1918, the United
States took the lead in reconstructing Europe after
1945. During the final phase of the war it helped
establish international agreements and agencies to
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guarantee the success of the reconstruction process
and the stability of the international order. While
the United Nations was to solve international poli-
tical crises, the Bretton Woods agreement, along
with the International Monetary Fund and the
World Bank, was to create an international eco-
nomic order based on free trade, with the U.S.
dollar as leading currency. The underlying assump-
tions were that the Soviet Union as well as Britain
and France would be cooperative and that interna-
tional trade would pick up quickly after the end of
the war. Within two years, however, it became clear
that these assumptions had been too optimistic.

The United States responded in June 1947 by

offering the European Recovery Program. This

package of material and financial aid was proposed

for countries in both Western and Eastern Europe,

but those in the east were forced by Joseph Stalin

to reject the offer. Devised and announced by

U.S. secretary of state George C. Marshall, it came

soon to be known as the Marshall Plan and has

been the subject of considerable discussion. Until

the 1980s the prevailing view was that the Marshall

Plan saved a Western Europe on the brink of total

collapse and put it on a path of steady growth,

thereby consolidating a benign American hege-

mony that had been emerging since 1944–1945.

Subsequent research has substantially modified

this interpretation, however. It has shown that

Europe—west and east—experienced strong domes-

tic growth as early as in 1947. Imports to Western

Europe, however, were severely hampered by the

lack of dollars, and it was here, in averting a dan-

gerous monetary crisis, that the Marshall Plan had

its greatest economic impact. Equally important

was its psychological impact, reassuring Western

Europeans of U.S. support and giving them con-

fidence in the future. Research since the mid-1980s

has also demonstrated that Britain and France pur-

sued nationalist agendas of European economic

cooperation reminiscent of those after 1918. This

cooperation eventually came in the form of agree-

ments between a small number of states, beginning

with France and Germany. The two countries

approached each other and established a joint

control body for coal and steel production in

1951 after French attempts to gain control over

Germany’s heavy industry had been met with stiff

American and British resistance. Hence, contrary to

American objectives, state planning, not the free

market, became the founding principle of what

would develop into the European Community over

the next decade.

Inflation was again a problem in the immediate

postwar years, particularly for France and even

more so for Germany, but its negative effects were

soon superseded by the unprecedented growth

rates of the 1950s—around 4 percent annually—

that paved the way for full employment and mass

consumption at the end of the decade. In 1948

West Germany had introduced the new

‘‘Deutsche Mark,’’ which was to become the sym-

bol of its postwar prosperity. Reparations did not

become a major political issue after 1945, nor did

they slow down economic recovery for an extended

period. They widened the economic gap, however,

between West Germany and East Germany.

Whereas West Germany was allowed to terminate

its payments to the western Allies in 1952, East

Germany had to provide reparations equal to a

much higher share of its GDP (roughly 25 percent)

The East Berlin State Opera House during

reconstruction, March 1955. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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to the Soviet Union until 1954. Economic recon-

struction was furthermore facilitated by the fact

that the aerial war had done less damage than it

seemed. It had mainly affected housing and infra-

structure but had left three-quarters of Germany’s

production capacity intact.

Immediately after the war, Europeans widely

agreed that unfettered prewar capitalism had been

a catastrophic failure and should be replaced by a

combination of state ownership of key industries,

central economic planning, and a comprehensive

welfare system. As the oppressive consequences of

the Soviet grip on Eastern Europe became apparent

and the economic recovery attributed to the

Marshall Plan began to show its luster, Western

Europeans turned to conservative leaders, while

remaining committed to the expansion of state

functions. This was most notable in Britain, where

Winston Churchill, after his return to power in

1951, kept key legislation enacted by the previous

Labour government such as the nationalization of

the coal mines and the tax-financed National

Health Service. In France, which emerged from a

four-year-long German occupation with a worn-

down production apparatus, the state took control

of 20 percent of the economy and used central

planning to modernize the steel industry as well

as electricity and the railroads. The social policy of

Christian conservative Konrad Adenauer in West

Germany started with housing construction, family

allowances, and payments for the eight million

expellees and refugees from the east; it was ambi-

tiously expanded in 1957, when old age pensions

were raised substantially and were tied to the rise of

wages and salaries.

The reconstruction of European political sys-
tems began with the punishment of those deemed
key figures, supporters, and collaborators of the
Nazi regime. More brutal and pervasive in the east,
where they turned into purges of all opponents of
the newly emerging Communist order, these mea-
sures treated societal elites rather leniently in the
west, sparing many civil servants, most notably the
police. In West Germany, where particularly com-
prehensive efforts at denazification were made in
the American zone of occupation, top members of
the Nazi party were successfully excluded from
further political influence, yet many less prominent

figures escaped punishment. While this made it
easier to integrate former Nazi supporters in the
new democracy, it postponed a thorough reckon-
ing with the crimes of the Nazi regime.

All over Western Europe parliamentary democ-

racy was now successfully revived. Coalition build-

ing overcame the bitter cleavages between Left and

Right that had torn apart countries in the interwar

period, as the Cold War drew Social Democrats

and their allies in the trade unions steadily away

from the communists. France’s Fourth Republic,

shaky from the start, did not survive the turmoil of

decolonization and gave way to a presidential sys-

tem tailored to General Charles de Gaulle at the

end of the 1950s. In West Germany, the three

Allies supervised the creation of a viable democratic

system that deviated from the Weimar Republic in

crucial respects. It shifted power to the parliament

and joined political Catholicism with conservative

Protestantism and free market liberalism in the new

and moderate Christian Democratic Union, which

was to become the leading party on the right.

The mental wounds that World War II inflicted

were much more diverse than those of World War

I. In addition to the experiences of the returning

soldiers there were those of the survivors of the

death and the concentration camps, the former

slave laborers, the civilians who had survived the

bombardment of their cities, the expellees and

refugees, and the many women who had been

raped by enemy soldiers, particularly in eastern

Germany. One reaction to this multitude of hor-

rors was silence and the attempt to move on. World

War II did not spawn a new generation of war

memorials, writers did not produce literary

accounts as powerful as the ones published after

1918, and veterans’ organizations did not become

a prominent feature of the postwar public sphere.

Another reaction was the construction of national

memories of the war that portrayed the nation as a

community in suffering and resistance, thereby

neglecting the extent of collaboration and active

participation in the crimes of the Nazi regime. In

particular, this reconstruction of national commu-

nities in many countries failed to explicitly include

the Jews. Moreover, the Holocaust became the

subject of public debate only after more than a

decade of silence.
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CONCLUSION

The collapse of the Soviet empire in the late 1980s

enabled Eastern Europeans to eventually revive

parliamentary democracy themselves and, by enter-

ing the European Union, take the creation of a

supranational Europe a crucial step further. But

the end of the Cold War also spawned a new vio-

lent conflict in the former Yugoslavia. Atrocities

against civilians in this war made postwar recon-

struction a difficult endeavor that required tight

international supervision akin to that imposed on

Germany after 1945. In 2005, reconstruction was

still an ongoing process there. Also, in the 1990s,

Europeans began debating World War II and the

Holocaust with renewed intensity, focusing on

issues that immediately after the war had been

treated either with silence or in a self-serving way.

While Germans engaged in controversial discus-

sions about the conduct of the Wehrmacht, slave

labor, the air war, and a Holocaust memorial, in

other countries collaboration with the Nazi regime

and its share of responsibility for the Holocaust

became the subjects of heated debates. Almost

two generations after a successful material recon-

struction, healing the mental wounds of World

War II remained a painful and open-ended under-

taking.

See also Marshall Plan; Versailles, Treaty of; World
War I; World War II.
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RED ARMY FACTION. Active in West
Germany from 1970 until its disbandment in
1998, the Red Army Faction (RAF; in German,
Rote Armee Fraktion) was one of the archetypal
politically violent revolutionary leftist groups. Like
its ideologically similar contemporaries, such as the
Red Brigades in Italy and the Weathermen in the
United States, the RAF grew out of the climate of
radical student protest and left-wing dissent com-
mon in the late 1960s. The revolutionary violence
of the RAF did not aim to overthrow the state
directly through force of arms. Rather, it was some-
what more symbolic: as well as attacking represen-
tatives of ‘‘imperialism’’ (such as the U.S. military
presence in West Germany, NATO, and industrial
and commercial interests), the group apparently
hoped to provoke the state into a massive over-
reaction against the RAF and the broader radical
Left, with the purpose of exposing to the masses
what the group saw as the coercive, oppressive, and
still fascist nature of the state.

Although the name Red Army Faction was not
formally used until 1971, the existence of the
group is often dated from the May 1970 freeing
of Andreas Baader from custody by a group includ-
ing Gudrun Ensslin and Ulrike Meinhof. These
three would become the nucleus of what became
popularly known as the ‘‘Baader-Meinhof group.’’

The first communiqué to use the term Red
Army Faction was ‘‘The Concept of the Urban
Guerrilla,’’ released in April 1971. In it, the group
says that urban guerrilla warfare represents ‘‘the
only revolutionary method of intervention available
to what are on the whole weak revolutionary
forces’’ and ‘‘the urban guerrilla’s aim is to attack
the state’s apparatus of control at certain points and
put them out of action, to destroy the myth of the
system’s omnipresence and invulnerability.’’

After the deaths in prison of the RAF’s so-called
historical leadership, the center of power in the RAF
leadership shifted to those outside the prisons, and the

emphasis of the ‘‘second generation’’ (led by Brigitte
Mohnhaupt and Christian Klar) moved away from
attempts to secure prisoner releases back toward what
they saw as the main anti-imperialist struggle. After a
period of reorganization, the RAF’s next high-profile
attack was the nearly successful attempted assassina-
tion of NATO commander Alexander Haig in
Belgium in June 1979. There were no high-profile
attacks after that until August 1981, when a car bomb
exploded at a U.S. Air Force base. In September, an
attempt was made to kill the U.S. army’s European
commander, General Frederick Kroesen, in a rocket
attack. This was the last attack carried out under the
second generation of the RAF leadership, who were
arrested in November 1982.

The third-generation leadership did not make
its presence felt until December 1984, with the
attempted car bombing of a U.S. base. During the
1980s and early 1990s, the RAF engaged in assassi-
nations or attempted assassinations of industrialists
and government officials, another bombing of a
U.S. base (in conjunction with the French group
Action Direct), and a machine-gun attack on the
U.S. embassy in Bonn. The joint operation with
Action Direct was the first collaboration between
two European left-wing terrorist groups. A joint
communiqué stated: ‘‘The revolutionary movement
in Western Europe must today move its fight into a
new phase by intensifying the discussion and orga-
nization of its offensive against the imperialist appa-
ratus with all its political, economic, and military
ramifications on all levels.’’ It continued: ‘‘Each
strategic, anti-imperialist operation and offensive
changes the entire balance of power in favor of the
revolution and contributes to the on-going disinte-
gration of the imperialist system of states.’’

In 1992, however, following the collapse of the
Eastern bloc and the reunification of Germany, the
RAF declared a cessation of violence against repre-
sentatives of business and the state. Despite this, in
1993 the RAF destroyed a newly built prison with
600 pounds of commercial explosives and reta-
liated with several small firebombs for the death
of one of its members in a shootout with police.
Thereafter, the organization was inactive.

In April 1998 the RAF announced its official
disbandment, saying ‘‘almost 28 years ago, on 14
May 1970, the RAF was born from an act of libera-
tion: today we are ending this project. The urban
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guerrilla in the form of the RAF is now history.’’ And
in a piece of philosophical introspection, they added
that revolutionaries desire a world in which nobody
has the right to decide whether another person lives or
dies, and that attacking people in their capacity as
functionaries of the state is ‘‘a contradiction to the
thoughts and feelings of all revolutionaries in the
world—it contradicts their notion of liberation.’’

See also Al Qaeda; Islamic Terrorism; Terrorism.
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RED BRIGADES. The Red Brigades (Brigate
Rosse), were a clandestine terrorist group that
arose in 1969 from the extreme fringe of the
Movimento Studentesco (Student Movement) of
1968. Disappointed with the failure of youth pro-
tests to bring about a revolution, on 20 October
1970 the Red Brigades announced their formation
as ‘‘autonomous workers’ organizations . . . pre-
pared to do battle with the employers on their
own ground’’ (Ginsborg, p. 487). This meant, in
practice, a decision to emphasize armed struggle.
Like other terrorist groups before them, the Red
Brigades hoped to accelerate the course of history.

Their impatience grew as they saw the early 1970s
pass without the revolution drawing closer. They
determined that the extensive and, for the most
part, legal struggle that they had previously
engaged in was a dead end and that results could
be achieved only by violent and illegal action that
would exacerbate the contradictions in Italian
capitalism and make a conflict between exploiters
and the exploited inevitable.

ORIGINS OF THE RED BRIGADES

The founders of the Red Brigades came from
diverse ideological and social backgrounds. Some,
like Renato Curcio and Mara Cagol, had studied
at the University of Trent and had belonged
to Maoist groups; others such as Alberto
Franceschini and his comrades from Reggio
Emilia, a city near Bologna, had been members of
the Federazione Giovanile Comunisti Italiani
(Italian Communist Youth Association). Many
came from strong Catholic backgrounds and had
passed from the religious idealism of adolescence
to revolutionary groups, mostly Potere Operaio
(Workers’ Power) and Lotta Continua
(Continuous Struggle), finally ending up in terror-
ist bands; still others were from working-
class families or the lower middle class.

The primary model of the radical terrorists was
the South American urban guerrilla. Two books on
the Tupamaros, published by the Feltrinelli pub-
lishing house, became a kind of do-it-yourself
manual for the early Red Brigades. Another funda-
mental point of reference was the Italian partisan
movement of 1943 to 1945; the terrorists inter-
preted the Resistance movement as the most con-
spicuous example of a youthful minority using vio-
lent means to achieve just ends. The question of
the influence that social movements and revolu-
tionary groups had on the spread of terrorism after
1968 will be debated for a long time. The wide-
spread justification of proletarian and revolutionary
violence, however, was without doubt fertile soil
for the growth of terrorism. Moreover, continual
clashes in cities such as Milan between police,
revolutionaries, and neofascist groups accustomed
many activists to violence, facilitating their associa-
tion with terrorist brigades.

The difference between the revolutionary
movement and the terrorist bands was greatest
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with respect to their affinities. The revolutionary
groups understood that in order to change Italian
society they needed to form a mass movement that
would profoundly affect the core of civil society
itself and change its conscience. The terrorists
chose clandestine life and violent action, isolating
themselves from reality and society. The commu-
niqués they issued reflected an abstract ideology
whose slogans masked the absence of any social
analysis. They were incapable of measuring the
effects of their actions and of evaluating the result-
ing consequences: not only did they kill in cold
blood, but they contributed to the destruction of
the movement that wanted to change Italian
society.

FROM PROPAGANDA TO ARMED STRUGGLE

The first actions of the Red Brigades dated from
1970 and were limited mainly to Milan and Turin;
they were characterized by a virulent propaganda
campaign directed against any proposals for
reform, which they viewed as giving in to the
bourgeois state. Later, however, in 1972 and
1973, the struggle became more physical and more
violent, with attacks on and sabotage of factories in
order to destroy certain production facilities emble-
matic of the capitalist economic system. Then the
brigades began striking not only at institutions but
also individuals. Their early targets were right-
wing trade unionists, administrators, and foremen,
especially in the Milanese factories of Pirelli, Sit-
Siemens, and Fiat. The first kidnapping organized
by the Red Brigades occurred in March 1972,
when a manager of Sit-Siemens was abducted but
released twenty minutes later with a placard around
his neck that read, ‘‘Idalgo Macchiarini, fascist
manager of Sit-Siemens, brought to justice by the
Red Brigades. The proletariat has taken up arms;
for the padroni it is the beginning of the end’’
(Ginsborg, p. 489). Early in 1974 the brigades
changed their methods and ushered in the most
violent phase of their activity. Often financed with
money from robberies and kidnappings, they chose
magistrates, police officials, journalists, and politi-
cal or labor activists as their principal targets.

On 18 April 1974 the Red Brigades abducted
and held for thirty-five days the Genoa judge Mario
Sossi. The kidnapping propelled them to national
notoriety. Although the government refused the

brigades’ request to free certain political prisoners
of the 22 October terrorist group, Sossi was never-
theless released unharmed.

FIRST STRIKES AGAINST THE RED BRIGADES

On 1 June 1974 the police superintendent Emilio
Santillo was appointed to head the newly created
office for combating terrorism. It was in that year
that the brigades began to incur their first losses.
On 8 June, Curcio and Franceschini were arrested,
betrayed by ‘‘Brother Mitra,’’ the alias of Silvano
Girotto, a police informer who had infiltrated the
terrorist group, or—according to a different ver-
sion of the story—a genuine militant who had had
a change of heart and decided to cooperate with
the authorities. On 18 February 1975 Curcio
escaped from prison, but he was arrested again on
18 January 1976. On 17 June 1974, in Padua, the
brigades killed two militant neofascists in the
headquarters of the Movimento Sociale Italiano, a
fascist-leaning party. On 15 October 1974 the
police discovered a brigades hideout near Milan.
A policeman was killed in the operation.

Violence on the part of both the Red Brigades
and fascist terrorists increased in 1975 and 1976.
Initially they shot their victims in the legs and then
they began to murder them. On 15 May 1975, in
the first example of gambizzato (wounded in the
legs)—a macabre neologism that has entered into
common use—Massimo De Carolis, the group lead-
er of the Christian Democratic Party (DC) in
Milan, was wounded in the legs by Red Brigades
commandos. On 4 August two Red Brigades mem-
bers killed a police officer. On 8 June 1976 the
state prosecutor, Francesco Coco, together with
his bodyguards, died in an ambush, and on
1 September the deputy police superintendent of
Biella, Francesco Cusano, was assassinated.

Between 1 and 3 June 1977, several persons
were gambizzati: journalists Vittorio Bruno, the
assistant editor of the Genoa daily Secolo XIX;
Indro Montanelli; and Emilio Rossi, the manager
of TG1, a television news program. Nino Ferrero,
editor of the newspaper Unità, was shot by
Revolutionary Action (an extreme left-wing group)
commandos on 18 September; Carlo Casalegno,
assistant editor of the Turin newspaper La Stampa,
was killed on 16 November. The brigades proudly
claimed responsibility for his assassination, calling
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him a ‘‘servant of the state.’’ Industrial managers
were also considered ‘‘servants of the imperialist
state’’: Carlo Castellano, a manager of the Ansaldo
Company and a member of the Italian Communist
Party (PCI), was shot in the legs on 29 November.

THE KIDNAPPING OF ALDO MORO

As a result of their arrest in 1974, Curcio and
Franceschini were tried beginning 9 March 1978
in a barracks in Turin; it concluded three months
later with sentences of fifteen years imprisonment.
On 10 March in Turin the brigades killed a police
marshal.

The attacks and ambushes culminated on
16 March 1978 with the kidnapping in Rome’s
Via Fani of Aldo Moro, president of the DC’s
National Council, as he was going to the Palazzo
Montecitorio for the debate on a vote of confi-
dence in the fourth government of Giulio
Andreotti—the first one to be supported by the
PCI; his five bodyguards were murdered. On

20 April the Red Brigades announced in their
seventh communiqué—characterized, like the
others, by a five-pointed star logo—that they were
willing to free Moro in exchange for ‘‘Communist
prisoners.’’ On 3 May Andreotti communicated
the government’s refusal to deal with the brigades.
After undergoing a series of humiliating trials by
the so-called People’s Tribunal, Moro was mur-
dered on 9 May. His body was found in the trunk
of a red Renault 4 in Via Caetani in Rome, halfway
between Via del Gesù (where the seat of the DC
was located) and Via delle Botteghe Oscure (the
headquarters of the PCI).

The Moro killing signaled a change in the Red
Brigades’ fortunes in many ways, especially in the
fight against terrorism conducted both by the poli-
tical forces and by the antiterrorist agencies of the
state. On one hand, the attacks against people
continued uninterrupted, carried out by the Red
Brigades and by various other groups; on the other
hand, the repression of terrorism was intensified

The body of law professor Vittorio Bachelet following his murder by the Red Brigade, Rome, Italy, February

1980. ªGIANNI GIANSANTI/SYGMA/CORBIS
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thanks in part to the collaboration of some brigade
members who dissociated themselves from the
organization.

THE RESUMPTION OF TERRORISM AND

THE NEW RED BRIGADES

After the abduction of the magistrate Giovanni
d’Urso (kidnapped 12 December 1980, released
15 January 1981) and the highly publicized kid-
napping in 1981 of U.S. General James Dozier
(later freed by security forces), the Red Brigades
entered a period of calm that lasted from 1982 to
1984. Nevertheless, the brigades’ claims of respon-
sibility for the murders of Ezio Tarantelli (an advi-
sor to the Confederazione Italiana Sindacato
Lavoratori, the Federation of Italian Trade
Unions) in March 1985 and of DC Senator
Roberto Ruffilli in April 1988 were evidence of
continuing terrorist activity. The New Red
Brigades took credit for the murder in Rome on
20 May 1999 of Massimo D’Antona, an advisor to
Antonio Bassolino, minister of labor in the center-
left government of Massimo D’Alema (21 October
1998–17 April 1998). They stated that D’Antona
had been condemned to death because he was the
author of the Employment and Development Pact
and the head of the advisory committee on labor
legislation. On 19 March 2002 in Bologna terror-
ists assassinated Marco Biagi, a specialist in labor
problems and an advisor to the minister of welfare,
Roberto Maroni, a member of Silvio Berlusconi’s
center-right government (2001–). In January Biagi
had published an article that initiated the debate on
the constitution’s Article 18, which pertained to
the dismissal of workers and the reform of labor.

See also Communism; Italy; Moro, Aldo; Resistance;
Terrorism.
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MARIA TERESA GIUSTI

n

RED CROSS. Formally known in the early
twenty-first century as the International of Red
Cross and Red Crescent Movement, the Red Cross
is the largest humanitarian network in the world,
active in almost all countries. The movement is
made up of the International Committee of the
Red Cross (ICRC), the International Federation of
Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (formerly the
League of Red Cross Societies), and the national
Red Cross and Red Crescent societies. Several times
component parts of the movement or one of its
leading figures have won the Nobel Peace Prize:
Henry Dunant in 1901; the ICRC in 1917 and
1944; and the ICRC and the League of Red Cross
Societies in 1963.

The Red Cross Movement is guided by seven
fundamental principles: humanity, impartiality,
neutrality, independence, voluntary service, unity,
and universality. These are designed to ensure the
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organization’s cohesiveness and the permanence of

its activities.

The movement uses two symbols as its distin-
guishing mark: a red cross or a red crescent on a

white ground. National societies usually use one or
the other according to their state’s choice. There

are some nations, however, who do not recognize

themselves in either emblem, and for this reason in
December 2005 the movement adopted an addi-

tional symbol, the red crystal.

To coordinate efforts and clarify the respective
roles of the ICRC and the International

Federation, an International Conference of the

Red Cross and Red Crescent held regularly—in
principle every four years—with the participation

of the nations signatory to the Geneva
Conventions. Precisely because of this participa-

tion, the decisions of the conference can have sig-
nificant formative effects on international law. In

the intervals between conferences, liaison among

the component parts of the organization is main-
tained by the Standing Commission of the
International Red Cross and Red Crescent.

ORIGINS OF THE RED CROSS

The idea of the Red Cross arose from the initiative
of the Swiss Henry Dunant, who witnessed the
terrible suffering of wounded soldiers at the battle
of Solferino (Italy) in 1859. In the absence of any
military medical services, Dunant called on local
people for help and improvised aid to the injured
men abandoned on the battlefield. Dunant
recounted this experience in his book Un souvenir
de Solférino (1862; A Memory of Solferino) and
made two proposals as to how help might
be furnished, without distinction, to all soldiers
wounded in combat. First, he suggested that in
peacetime, and in each country, national aid com-
mittees should be set up with the power to inter-
vene during military conflicts; second, he urged
nations to recognize and respect a number of

A Red Cross nurse plays checkers with a wounded soldier, France, 1914. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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principles governing the action of such commit-
tees. In February 1863, Dunant and four fellow
Genevans—Louis Appia, Guillaume-Henri Dufour,
Théodore Maunoir, and Gustave Moynier—took
the first step in realizing these ideas by founding
an ‘‘International Committee for Aid to Wounded
Soldiers.’’ In 1875 this committee would officially
become the International Committee of the Red
Cross (ICRC). Its headquarters is still in Geneva,
and its members are still exclusively Swiss.

In August 1863 the committee convened an
international conference in Geneva to consider
how best to remedy the lack of official medical
services for armies on campaign. This meeting pro-
duced ten resolutions that became the bedrock of
the International Movement of the Red Cross.

After the 1863 conference the International
Committee for Aid to Wounded Soldiers set itself
two goals: the swift establishment of national socie-
ties for aid to war casualties and the concluding of an
international treaty underwriting the neutrality of
medical aid administered to the wounded in time of
war. Accordingly, ten national societies were founded
in June 1864, and in August of the same year, at the
invitation of Switzerland, a diplomatic conference
opened in Geneva with sixteen nations represented.

At the conclusion of this conference, on 22
August, representatives of twelve nations signed a
‘‘Convention for the Amelioration of the
Condition of the Wounded and Sick in Armed
Forces in the Field.’’ This was the First Geneva
Convention. It was quickly ratified by the signa-
tories, and many other nations adhered to it later.

It should be emphasized that the First Geneva
Convention constitutes the cornerstone of public
international law, because it constitutes the first
multilateral treaty concluded in peacetime, open
to all nations. By establishing the wounded sol-
dier’s right to protection and assistance, the con-
vention marked the birth of modern humanitarian
law, specifically ‘‘Geneva law,’’ which is concerned
with the treatment of the victims of war.

The First Geneva Convention was revised and

expanded in 1906, and modified once more in

1929, at which time another convention was

adopted ‘‘relative to the treatment of prisoners of

war.’’ In 1949 all the Geneva Conventions, of which

there were now three, were again revised, and a new,

Fourth Convention was signed ‘‘relative to the pro-

tection of civilian persons in time of war.’’ In 1977

two new treaties were signed by many nations and

added to the Geneva Conventions of 1949. These

‘‘additional protocols’’ concerned, respectively, ‘‘the

protection of victims of international armed con-

flicts’’ and ‘‘the protection of victims of non-inter-

national armed conflicts.’’

INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE RED

CROSS (ICRC)

Ever since its founding, the ICRC has continued to

further the Red Cross’s action in the world by

encouraging the creation of new national societies

of the Red Cross and Red Crescent and by urging

nations to sign the Geneva Conventions. It is a

strictly neutral intermediary, its mandate being to

protect and assist victims of conflict. It was on this

basis that the ICRC sent its representatives to the

scenes of the Prusso-Danish War (1864), the

Austro-Prussian War (1866), and the Franco-

Prussian War (1870–1871).

As part of its intervention during this last-men-

tioned conflict, the ICRC set up a tracing agency

whose purpose was to allow soldiers, be they

wounded, sick, or prisoners, to get news to their

families. This kind of activity was undertaken once

more in the wars that followed, including the last

Russo-Turkish War (1877–1878), the Serbo-

Bulgarian War (1885), the Balkan Wars (1912–

1913), and World War I (1914–1918).

The duration and magnitude of World War I

led the ICRC to undertake new kinds of action.

Red Cross delegations were sent to prison camps to

review the physical and material conditions of

detention and call if need be for improvements

therein. The ICRC also concerned itself with the

fate of civilians in enemy hands, seeking to obtain

treatment for them similar to that promised to

prisoners of war. When hostilities ended, it orga-

nized the repatriation of hundreds of thousands of

POWs and came to the aid of populations hit by

famine and epidemic.

The impact of World War I also led the ICRC
to work for the expansion of international humani-
tarian law, spurring the revision of the First Geneva
Convention in 1929 and the framing at that time,
as mentioned above, of the Third Convention on
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the treatment of prisoners of war. In the interwar
years the ICRC conducted several major campaigns
of protection and aid, most notably during the
Italo-Ethiopian War of 1935–1936 and the
Spanish civil war of 1936–1939.

World War II was especially onerous for the
ICRC. It was of course confronted by immense
demands on its services, and more than three
thousand new workers had to be taken on. The
organization strove to maintain delegations in all
the belligerent countries, while about eleven
thousand visits were made to prison camps, and
an estimated thirty-six million care packages
distributed.

The ICRC found it difficult to intervene in
favor of some prisoners of war, especially in view
of the fact that neither the Soviet Union nor Japan
was bound by the Geneva Convention relative to
the treatment of POWs. It attempted to apply the
convention in a de facto manner, but met with only
very partial success in this. German prisoners in
Soviet hands and Soviet prisoners held by the
Germans were simply not protected by the conven-
tion. The situation was little different in the Far
East, where very few prison-camp visits were ever
made.

As for civilians, the ICRC failed to gauge the
massive scope either of the genocide of the Jews
and Gypsies, or of the persecution of other minor-
ities by the Nazis. Even though the humanitarian
law of the time offered little recourse with respect
to the protection of civilians, the ICRC could have
exercised its right to intervene far more vigorously
than it did. The organization envisaged a public
denunciation of the genocide, but the proposal
was rejected after intense discussions within its
committee. This diplomatic silence during the
Holocaust constitutes one of the gravest episodes
in the ICRC’s history.

The catastrophic balance-sheet of World War
II, with its gigantic civilian toll, was the motivation
for the new Geneva Convention concerning the
protection of civilian populations in wartime and
for the revision of those conventions already in
effect. Four newly framed conventions were thus
adopted on 12 August 1949.

Between 1946 and 1970, aside from tasks
related to the aftermath of World War II

(repatriation, search for the missing, family reunifi-

cation), the ICRC launched protection and aid

programs in several armed conflicts. It intervened

in the Korean War (1950–1953); in the Hungarian

uprising of 1956–1957; in military conflicts in the

Near East (1948–1950, 1956, 1967, 1973); in

anticolonial wars in Algeria (1955–1962) and the

Congo (1960); and in the Nigerian civil war

(1967–1970).

In the realm of international humanitarian law,

the ICRC drafted the two protocols that were

added to the Geneva Conventions in 1949. These

two treaties, which took into account the new

forms of conflict and set forth rules designed to

protect civilians during hostilities, were adopted on

8 June 1977 by the diplomatic conference con-

vened in Geneva between 1974 and 1977.

Between 1960 and 1990, the ICRC intervened

ever more frequently in the Third World, as for

A Spanish Red Cross volunteer helps an African man

who nearly drowned trying to reach the Spanish island

of Fuerteventura in a small boat, July 2004. ªJUAN

MENDIAN/REUTERS/CORBIS
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instance in the conflict between India and Pakistan
(1971–1975), in the wars in Indochina (Vietnam,
Cambodia, and Laos), the Iran-Iraq War (1980–
1988), and the first Gulf War (1991). It also acted
in the upheavals and conflicts that shook Chile, El

Salvador, Nicaragua, Angola, Ethiopia, and Sudan
and was in the field in Poland in 1981–1984 and in
Romania in 1989–1990. Between 1986 and 1990,
the ICRC played a role in a total of eighty
countries.

During the years from 1990 to 2000, the so-
called humanitarian decade, as nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) mushroomed and the
humanitarian efforts of the United Nations were

boosted by the end of the Cold War, the ICRC’s
activity likewise expanded considerably. The orga-
nization was represented during all the main con-
flicts of the period—in Somalia, the former
Yugoslavia, Kosovo, Rwanda, Chechnya, and

Sudan. In the first years of the twenty-first century,
too, the ICRC continued to deploy broadly along-
side the United Nations (UN) and the NGOs.

NATIONAL RED CROSS AND RED CRESCENT

SOCIETIES

Directly descended from the national relief socie-
ties for assisting the war wounded, the national
societies of the Red Cross and Red Crescent total
183 as of 2006, with several million members and
volunteers and some three hundred thousand
employees in all. Each year these societies assist
millions of people.

The main requirements for recognition as a
national society are as follows: the society must be
established within the frontiers of a country that
subscribes to the Geneva Conventions; must be the
sole such entity in that country and recognized by
its government; must have an autonomous status;
must use the emblem in conformity with move-
ment regulations; must recruit members without
distinction as to race, sex, social class, religion, or
political opinion; and must pledge to respect the
fundamental principles of the Red Cross.

During peacetime, the national societies are
merely auxiliaries to their respective governments
in the social sphere: they may establish and manage
hospitals; train nursing staff; provide aid to the
disadvantaged, the handicapped, or the elderly;
deliver emergency care in the event of natural

disaster; and so on. In this capacity they are subject
to all national laws. In 2003, however, the need for
a clearer definition of this auxiliary function vis-à-
vis state authorities made itself felt, for the original
conception of the mandate—the provision of aid to
wounded and sick soldiers on the field of battle—
had become so blurred that the universal calling of
the national societies was not always apparent.

For the national societies have an international
role: in collaboration with the International
Federation or the ICRC, they serve the needs of
victims of armed conflict or natural disaster every-
where. Each is therefore expected to support peer
societies in other countries and bolster their pre-
paredness for future eventualities.

INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF RED

CROSS AND RED CRESCENT SOCIETIES

In the wake of the very considerable efforts of the
national societies during World War I, it was
decided that they should federate as an interna-
tional organization. At the suggestion of the pre-
sident of the American Red Cross War Committee,
Henry P. Davison, the League of Red Cross
Societies was founded on 5 May 1919 in Paris. Its
purpose was to initiate and foster cooperation
between the national societies in the work of
improving health, preventing illness, and reducing
suffering in the world.

This new organization at first sought to take
over the leadership of the Red Cross Movement
from the ICRC, even putting the latter’s continued
existence in jeopardy. The ICRC stood firm, how-
ever, and managed to maintain its position while
proposing possible forms of coexistence with the
league. In 1928, in order to define the respective
responsibilities of the two organizations, the Red
Cross for the first time in its history adopted a set
of statutes.

In 1919–1920, the league conducted its first
great relief campaign when it aided the victims of a
typhus outbreak in Poland. A year later it assisted a
famine-stricken Russia. In 1923, with the help of
thirty-five national societies, it collected 277 mil-
lion Swiss francs for earthquake victims in Tokyo.
During the 1930s the league assisted refugees from
the Spanish civil war (1936–1939) and from a
Czechoslovakia under threat from the Third
Reich (1938).
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The league was also very active in the areas of
health care and youth work. It ran training courses
for health workers and mounted campaigns against
a variety of epidemic diseases including tuberculo-
sis, venereal disease, and malaria. As part of this
activity, in 1922 the league founded the Youth
Red Cross as a means of enlisting young people in
the struggle for better understanding among peo-
ples and enduring peace.

During World War II the league’s activities
were sharply reduced due to political divisions.
The organization nevertheless continued to ensure
communications among the various national socie-
ties, and otherwise concentrated on the expansion
of those of them that were not directly affected by
the war. Together with the ICRC, moreover, it set
up a joint relief commission that carried out vast
operations for the relief of civilian populations.

After the war, the league resumed its tradi-
tional activities, with the emphasis on the promo-
tion of peace. Beginning in 1948, it promoted
blood donation, pressing the national societies to
organize blood drives.

Between 1948 and 1990 the league organized
various relief actions for refugees and disaster vic-
tims. The league and a number of national societies
provided relief to refugees of many nationalities:
Palestinian (1948–1950), Hungarian (1956–
1957), Algerian (1958–1962), and Vietnamese
(1975–1985). The league also came to the aid of
earthquake victims, as in Morocco and Chile in
1960, Turkey and Guatemala in 1976, Mexico in
1985, and Armenia in 1988; and it helped popula-
tions suffering the effects of tidal waves and cyclones
in the Gulf of Bengal (1966–1973, 1977–1982).

See also International Law; Prisoners of War; Refugees.
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REFUGEES. Global conflicts, including the
Cold War, and the collapse of empires and civil
wars were the major impetus for the involuntary
displacement of people in the twentieth century.
The focus herein is on the key moments of crisis
that led to the displacement of civilians in Europe,
the role played by states in prompting flight or
establishing the terms of resettlement, and the
efforts that were made to manage crises and to
relieve the conditions in which refugees found
themselves.

WORLD WAR I

It was during World War I that the word refugees
first became a familiar term in European public life.
Following the German invasion of Belgium on
4 August 1914, tens of thousands of Belgian civi-
lians crossed the English Channel to find refuge in
the United Kingdom. Their arrival prompted a
flurry of private charitable activity, including the
War Refugees Committee launched by Flora
Lugard (1852–1929), former colonial correspon-
dent for the Times of London. By the time the war
ended, in November 1918, 140,000 Belgian refu-
gees were registered in the United Kingdom.
Other refugees fled to the Netherlands where they
were housed first in government-built camps and
later on in cheap bungalows capable of being dis-
mantled and quickly reassembled elsewhere. Camp
life emphasized health, hygiene, and hard work
making toys and household goods.

British officials acknowledged an obligation
toward refugees, whose plight reflected the Allies’
inability to stem the enemy onslaught that exposed
the devout Catholic inhabitants of Belgium to
‘‘pagan’’ Germany. But in their anxiety about
‘‘undesirable aliens,’’ government officials kept
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close track of the refugee population. Belgians

complained, to no avail, about the Aliens

Restriction Act (5 August 1914), which required

them to notify the police of any journey they made

of more than five miles and confined them to spe-

cific areas of the country. Plans were drawn up to

resettle the refugees in Chile and in South Africa,

but the Belgian authorities rebuffed these proposals

on the grounds that refugees should contribute to

national reconstruction. Most returned to Belgium

by 1919. The relief effort was informed by a mix-

ture of condescension and genuine concern for

human suffering. The novelist Edith Wharton

(1862–1937) wrote a short story titled ‘‘The

Refugees’’ lampooning the rush by comfortable

British families to adopt a refugee as a social

adornment.

The Austrian invasions of Serbia in 1914 and

1915 produced a catastrophic displacement of sol-

diers and civilians, amounting to one-third of the

prewar total. Half a million refugees made their

way across the mountains into Albania. Many

ended up in Corfu, Corsica, and Tunisia; per-

haps 200,000 died en route. Other Serb refugees

were incarcerated in Austrian camps and treated

as forced labor. The Society of Friends (American

and British Quakers) along with the American

Red Cross lent their support to the relief of the

refugees. The Serbian Relief Fund, created by

the historian Robert Seton-Watson (1879–1951),

brought some refugee children to the United

Kingdom.

Events elsewhere also generated large numbers

of refugees. In Austria-Hungary Jewish civilians,

fearful of tsarist troops, fled from the empire’s east-

ern territories of Galicia and Bukovina to the rela-

tive safety of Vienna where they came under the

care of middle-class Jews. In the Ottoman Empire,

Armenians were targeted by the Young Turks as

‘‘disloyal’’ and ‘‘subversive’’ elements. Hundreds of

thousands of Armenians were disarmed, arrested,

and sent east. Many were simply killed. A minority

escaped to safety, either to Syria or to the Russian-

controlled Transcaucasus. By the beginning of

1916 more than 100,000 ex-Ottoman Armenians

sought refuge in Erivan (now Yerevan), then a

small town. Philanthropic efforts mobilized

Armenian society in the Russian Empire, where

relief agencies supplied food and medicine, looked
after orphans, and provided basic schooling.

The Russian Empire itself was another site of
population displacement. Civilians fled to the inter-
ior to escape the German and Austrian invasion.
The Russian high command deported German,
Jewish, Polish, and other subjects of the tsar. By
the beginning of 1917 there were six million refu-
gees and forced migrants, roughly equivalent to 5
percent of the total population. The war generated
extensive voluntary as well as governmental inter-
vention. Municipal authorities, diocesan commit-
tees, and private charities established schools and
orphanages. Peasant communities and rural coop-
eratives harnessed their established mechanisms of
self-help to the task of assisting the newcomers.
Overall the war brought about an impressive relief
effort. Humanitarian initiatives provided evidence
of a newly emerging professional ethos in late
imperial Russia, giving social workers, doctors, psy-
chiatrists, statisticians, and lawyers practice in scru-
tinizing and managing the tsar’s subjects.

Crucially, because resources were thinly
stretched, the tsarist state also devolved some of
the responsibility for refugee relief onto newly
formed ‘‘national committees’’ (Polish, Jewish,
Latvian, and Armenian—although not Russian or
Ukrainian). These committees mobilized ‘‘national’’
opinion at home and abroad. Within an emerging
patriotic intelligentsia, this aspect of refugeedom
inspired a sense of calamity that gave rise to a vision
of national solidarity. Deliberate action was needed,
as one Latvian activist put it, to ensure that Latvians
avoid ‘‘the lot of the Jews, to be scattered across the
entire globe.’’ Polish activists spoke of ‘‘preserving
the refugee on behalf of the motherland.’’ These
patriotic elites engaged in a new national politics,
instructing the refugee population in their rights
and responsibilities.

World War I was thus significant in various
senses. It created or legitimated a broad range of
relief agencies and professional expertise. It trained
patriotic leaders in the practice of government. The
political scientist Hannah Arendt (1906–1971)
famously suggested that the successor nation-
states in eastern Europe were associated with a
refugee-generating process. This is only part of
the story. By giving patriotic elites direct access to
a nascent national community and training them in
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the art of government, refugeedom played a more
fundamental role, helping to crystallize the new
nation-state.

THE LEGACY OF WORLD WAR I

The Russian Revolution unleashed a bitter civil war
between those who supported and those who
opposed the Bolsheviks. Having failed to over-
throw the new regime, anti-Bolshevik elements fled
Russia. Most never returned, settling instead in
‘‘temporary’’ refugee camps in Turkey, Bulgaria,
Yugoslavia, and Greece. By 1922 more than 27 per-
cent of the total Russian refugee population had
settled in Germany; some estimates put their num-
ber in Berlin alone at 360,000. A further 20 per-
cent settled in Poland, 16 percent in the Balkan
states, and 10 percent in France. Around 17 per-
cent settled in the Far East, where conditions
remained deplorable throughout the 1920s and
1930s, with the remaining 10 percent scattered
elsewhere. Welfare organizations such as Zemgor
(the Union of Towns and Cities, formed in 1915)
provided basic material support. A handful

returned to Soviet Russia under an amnesty issued

in September 1920.

What of those displaced earlier within the for-

mer Russian Empire? Many non-Russians were

motivated to return by a desire to participate in

the reconstruction of their newly independent

‘‘homeland.’’ Between 1918 and 1924 around

130,000 people were repatriated to Latvia, and a

further 215,000 to Lithuania. By 1925 the total

number of Polish citizens who had been repa-

triated from the Soviet Union stood at 1.3 mil-

lion. They endured appalling conditions; typhus

was a major health hazard. Relief workers, such as

the British Quaker Ruth Fry (1878–1962),

encouraged these returnees to get back on their

feet by lending seed, timber, and petty credit.

Matters were not helped by the tendency of

Polish, Latvian, and Lithuanian officials to portray

the returnees as potential subversives. Border

guards barred or delayed the return of nonna-

tional refugees. Jews, in particular, suffered

discrimination.

Refugees who fled the fighting in the town of Lublin, Poland, camped on a roadside, September 1915.

ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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One legacy of the war was thus the promotion
of a sense of exclusion that had pernicious conse-
quences as new nation-states emerged from the
wreckage of multinational empires. This was often
accompanied by downward social mobility, as with
Hungarian refugees who, under the terms of the
Treaty of Trianon (4 June 1920), found themselves
a beleaguered minority in newly independent
Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia. Having
forfeited the privileged position they enjoyed as
landed gentry in the old Austro-Hungarian Empire,
they fled to a truncated Hungarian state, forming the
backbone of a reactionary and revanchist politics.

MANUFACTURING REFUGEES: THE GREEK-

TURKISH POPULATION EXCHANGE

Another legacy of war was the exchange of popula-
tion between Greece and Turkey as provided in
the Lausanne Convention (30 January 1923) and
endorsed by the Treaty of Lausanne (24 July
1923), whose purpose was ‘‘to bring to a final close
the state of war which has existed in the East since
1914.’’ The treaty followed the defeat of the Greek
army in Anatolia and the sacking of Smyrna in the
autumn of 1922, following which 900,000 Turkish
nationals of the Greek Orthodox faith fled for
Greece. Their hope of a speedy return at the end
of hostilities was quickly dashed. Under the
Lausanne Convention, 350,000 Muslims were
uprooted from Greece and moved to Turkey.
Some estimates suggest that up to half a million
displaced persons remained unaccounted for fol-
lowing this exchange. The League of Nations
established a Refugee Settlement Commission in
Greece, but resources were badly stretched and
most refugees lived in makeshift barracks.

The Mikrasiates (Asia Minor refugees) prided
themselves on being more cosmopolitan and
devout than their new neighbors. Local Greeks
were portrayed as unsophisticated ‘‘shepherds’’;
they in turn poked fun at refugees as ‘‘stupid’’
and ‘‘baptized in yogurt.’’ But the newcomers
made a significant contribution to the Greek econ-
omy by developing new industries such as carpet
weaving and tobacco production. (They also intro-
duced the bouzouki, a stringed instrument, and
rebetika, a type of urban folk music, to mainland
Greece.) Politically the poorer refugees initially
supported the Liberal Party led by Eleutherios
Venizelos (1864–1936) but subsequently switched

allegiance to the Greek Communist Party, which,

until it was banned in 1936, campaigned on behalf

of ‘‘workers, peasants and refugees.’’ Meanwhile

the displaced Muslim refugees fared little better in

Turkish society.

THE INTERNATIONAL REFUGEE REGIME

AND EUROPE’S REFUGEES

The international refugee regime has its origins in

the aftermath of World War I. In August 1921 the

League of Nations created a High Commission for

Refugees (HCR), led by the renowned Norwegian

Arctic explorer Fridtjof Nansen (1861–1930). This

was an initiative to support Russian and Armenian

refugees. Many members of the league originally

hoped that the refugee problem would be solved

by repatriation. These hopes were soon dashed.

Nansen supplied refugees with identity documents

in order that they not be returned involuntarily to

Soviet Russia. By 1923 thirty-nine governments

recognized the right of holders of the ‘‘Nansen

passport’’ to cross international boundaries, pro-

vided that they did not thereby adopt another

nationality.

The League of Nations had no funds of its own

to spend on the relief and resettlement of refugees;

its agencies played a supporting and coordinating

role instead, relying where possible on financial

assistance from national governments and volun-

tary bodies. Armenian refugees settled in France,

encouraged by the authorities who wished to

address the shortage of labor following World

War I. Many were housed in refugee camps such

as Camp Oddo in Marseille, where they remained

until 1927. Nansen wanted to settle others in

South America, a destination later favored by the

U.S. delegates to the Evian Conference on

Refugees in July 1938.

In accepting the Nobel Peace Prize in 1938,

the Nansen International Office for Refugees spoke

of the ‘‘material benefits’’ that the prize would

bring to the refugees under its care. It went on to

‘‘rejoice above all in the moral effect that the Nobel

Committee’s decision cannot fail to exert on world

opinion by emphasizing the enormous importance

of the refugee problem.’’ The following years

brought little evidence of such ‘‘moral effect’’ and

multiplied the ‘‘refugee problem’’ many times over.
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THE SPANISH CIVIL WAR AND THE RISE

OF NAZISM

The Spanish civil war (1936–1939) produced mas-
sive internal and external displacement. As early as
June 1936 some sixty thousand refugees entered
France; by October 1937 five times that number
had settled there, in the relatively friendly environ-
ment created by Léon Blum’s Popular Front gov-
ernment. The mood did not last. Following
General Francisco Franco’s march on Barcelona,
which fell to Nationalist forces in January 1939,
an estimated 300,000 refugees gathered at the
French border. Border officials turned them back.
Conditions in the French refugee camps were rudi-
mentary and refugees faced much local hostility,
but they stayed put. Following the international
recognition granted the Franco regime after
World War II, they abandoned hope of returning
to Spain.

Others ended up in the United Kingdom, hav-
ing been sponsored by local fundraising groups and
the Trades Union Congress. Some assistance was
orchestrated by Katharine, Duchess of Atholl
(1874–1960), known as the ‘‘Red Duchess,’’ who
achieved brief notoriety. The Basque Children’s
Committee subsequently published a journal that
enabled refugees to keep in touch and to publish
their memoirs; significantly, it was titled Amistad.
Meanwhile the French arranged for around five
thousand Spanish refugee orphans to be resettled
in the Soviet Union. (Adult refugees were often
deported to the gulag.)

In response to the growing numbers of Jewish
refugees from Nazi Germany and Poland, the
French government contemplated settling them in
Madagascar, thereby avoiding the need to locate
them in Palestine. The American Jewish Joint
Distribution Committee supported this proposal,
but it foundered because of colonial opposition. In
a familiar refrain, the French government accused
German refugees of being ‘‘spies and subversives’’
and accordingly imposed tough restrictions on
entry.

In 1938 (the year of Kristallnacht) the situa-
tion worsened dramatically in Germany, Austria,
Czechoslovakia, and Italy. Édouard Daladier
(1884–1970), restored to power as French prime
minister in April 1938 and resolutely opposed to
the Popular Front, hurriedly introduced a decree

on French residence, distinguishing the ‘‘new’’
from the ‘‘old’’ (i.e., Russian and Armenian) refu-
gees and affirming that France had reached a
‘‘saturation point.’’ Other distinctions were also
drawn, notably between the ‘‘authentic’’ political
refugees and the ‘‘undesirable’’ economic migrant,
although this wholly arbitrary dividing line did not
stop some politicians from advocating the import
of cheap refugee labor.

The Geneva Convention on Refugees (4 July
1936 and 10 February 1938) provided relief to
refugees from Nazi Germany. A key advocate was
the British lawyer Norman Bentwich (1883–1971).
The HCR, however, had no mandate to address
the needs of refugees from Nazi-occupied Austria
and elsewhere in Europe. The U.S. president
Franklin D. Roosevelt convened the Evian
Conference to attempt to resolve their plight, but
it achieved little. French ministers reiterated their
concerns that an ‘‘influx’’ of refugees would under-
mine domestic security. British delegates refused to
allow any discussion of Palestine as a potential
destination. The desperate refugees already in
France found it increasingly difficult to secure even
temporary residence permits.

WORLD WAR II AND ITS AFTERMATH

Population displacement in World War II, includ-
ing compulsory deportation, was eerily reminiscent
of World War I. The chief theater of displacement
was Europe. One million Poles and Polish Jews left
western Poland following the German invasion.
From 1939 to 1941 Ukrainians fled westward to
Germany from Soviet-occupied western Ukraine.
The Soviet premier Joseph Stalin deported
German settlers from the Volga region in 1941.
Poles were expelled from Ukraine by nationalist
forces in 1942. There were numerous involuntary
movements of population elsewhere. Existing refu-
gee groups were exposed to great risk. In France,
for example, interned Spanish civil war refugees
were exposed to the German onslaught in 1940.

As the tide of war turned, the retreat of the
German army from the territories it occupied since
1938 was accompanied by a mass flight of five
million ethnic Germans, who feared reprisals from
partisans and the Soviet Red Army. Others were
expelled ‘‘spontaneously’’ by local communities
in Poland and Czechoslovakia. The Potsdam
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Conference (17 July–2 August 1945) sanctioned
these ‘‘transfers.’’ By mid-1947 the Allies counted
10.5 million ethnic German refugees in the occupa-
tion zones. The settled population regarded these
Vertriebene (exiles) with alarm, believing that they
threatened the health and integrity of the German
Volk. Meanwhile dedicated Landsmannschaften
(homeland societies) gave the expellees a degree of
collective identity and political leverage. The addi-
tional burden that they placed on resources was
subsequently alleviated by the West German ‘‘eco-
nomic miracle,’’ which provided them with greater
security without extinguishing hopes of a return to
their former homes in Eastern Europe.

In May 1944, 200,000 Crimean Tatars, irre-
spective of occupation and Communist Party mem-
bership, were summarily transported to Uzbekistan
on grounds of collective ethnic disloyalty. Little is

known of the lives they lived or of the ways in
which they may have sought to maintain a sense
of collective identity. The Stalinist state also
inflicted enormous harm on the so-called kulak-
bandit population of the Baltic states and western
Belorussia during the postwar collectivization
drive. Between 1948 and 1952 farming households
were forcibly transferred from the Baltic states to
the Urals and Siberia. The impact of these deporta-
tions too remains virtually uncharted territory.

At the end of the war displaced persons (DP)
camps sprang up throughout liberated Germany,
Austria, and Italy, initially under the auspices of
the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation
Administration and then the International Refugee
Organization, which was responsible for resettling
refugees. Over five hundred such camps were still
in existence in 1948, housing 800,000 refugees.

Refugees fleeing Germany cross a partially destroyed railroad bridge over the Elbe River near the town of

Tagemunde, May 1945. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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The DP camp was by definition a place of incar-
ceration, but it nevertheless provided an opportu-
nity for a degree of self-administration. Camp
authorities sponsored cooperative businesses, edu-
cational ventures, music and theater companies,
and scout troops. DP camps also became a training
ground for future political activists. Officials repa-
triated reluctant Ukrainian and other refugees to
the Soviet Union. Relief workers spoke up for
DPs who wished to move to North America and
Australia, formulating their appeals with a ‘‘human
interest’’ angle rather than concentrating on legal
formulas. Around 400,000 DPs traveled to the
United States under the Displaced Persons Act
(25 June 1948).

Inevitably the schemes for resettling the DPs
tended to favor the young and able-
bodied workers. Under the European Voluntary
Worker (EVW) program, the British government
dispatched officials to the DP camps to identify
‘‘quality’’ workers, in order to satisfy the demand
for labor in key occupations such as textiles and
agriculture. Other EVWs were assigned to jobs in
hospitals and sanatoria. The elderly or sick became
known as the ‘‘hard core,’’ stranded in the camps
until they died or were rescued by charitable gov-
ernment officials. Thus the program to resettle
refugees was governed primarily by economic con-
siderations, not by the wish to save Baltic, Polish,
or Ukrainian DPs from Soviet retribution.

Other episodes of displacement are less well
known. The Italian-Yugoslav peace treaty in 1947
required defeated Italy to renounce Istria. Some
300,000 profughi (refugees), fearing retribution
by Yugoslav partisans, left Istria between 1947
and 1954, settling first in refugee camps and then
in shelters built by the Italian government in
Trieste, itself a contested city. (Some camps sur-
vived until the 1960s.) Styling themselves
esuli (exiles) rather than refugees, they recounted
these momentous events in terms of ‘‘national’’
suffering, martyrdom, and (more recently) ‘‘ethnic
cleansing,’’ thereby sustaining contemporary irre-
dentist claims and demands for compensation.
Thus population displacement continues to rever-
berate in political and social life.

The aftermath of World War II witnessed the
creation of a new international refugee regime in
which the focus shifted from the group (as with

Russian refugees) to the individual. Signatories to
the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of
Refugees acknowledged as a general principle that
refugees could claim protection if they were subject
as individuals to a ‘‘well-founded fear of persecution,
on grounds of race, religion, nationality, member-
ship of a particular social group or political opin-
ion.’’ Crucially, the convention applied only to
refugees who had been displaced by events prior
to 1 January 1951, and signatories could confine
their obligations to refugees from events occurring
in Europe alone. It also enshrined the principle that
refugees could not be returned to the country that
persecuted them. The convention came into force
on 22 April 1954, by which time the Office of the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) had been in existence for three years.
Given its limited budget, the UNHCR could do
little more than resettle small numbers of displaced
persons in conjunction with voluntary agencies.

THE COLD WAR AND EUROPE’S REFUGEES

Echoes of World War II—as a consequence of the
Sovietization of Eastern Europe—can be detected
in the displacement that followed the 1956
Hungarian uprising against Soviet domination.
Hungarian refugees were embraced by the
UNHCR, notwithstanding the 1951 convention,
on the grounds that their ‘‘persecution’’ could be
directly attributed to the postwar turmoil and the
Sovietization of Eastern Europe. In the space of a
few months around 200,000 Hungarian refugees,
mostly from Budapest, crossed the border into
Austria and Yugoslavia. Western governments
addressed the refugee crisis at once, lest displaced
Hungarians contribute to the ‘‘destabilization’’ of
Austria, which had only recently said farewell to
Soviet occupation forces. Hungarian refugees were
welcomed in the United States, Canada, and
Britain on the grounds that they were the living
embodiment of communist persecution. They
offered firsthand accounts of life behind the Iron
Curtain to Western social scientists and intelligence
agencies. Other Hungarian dissidents were simply
deported to Soviet prison camps.

The UNHCR became the main agency respon-
sible for assisting Hungarian refugees. Various
nongovernmental organizations and private agen-
cies also intervened, including the Red Cross. The
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situation in Hungary was important for other rea-
sons. It was the first occasion in which a refugee
crisis reached a wider public audience through tele-
vision coverage.

CRUCIBLES OF DISPLACEMENT

In 1974 Turks and Greeks once again experienced
population displacement, this time as a conse-
quence of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus, which
took place against the background of deteriorating
relations between Greek and Turkish Cypriots.
Displaced Greek villagers resented being labeled
refugees, a term that implied that they would not
soon return to their homes. In response to refugee
activists, the Cyprus government set aside houses
abandoned by Turkish Cypriots or made affordable
housing available to the refugees, and the UNHCR
provided emergency funding to assist with resettle-
ment programs. Women played the key role in

maintaining refugee households. Some refugees

demonstrated resourcefulness in establishing new

businesses that traded on their status: hence,

‘‘Refugee Kebabs’’ and ‘‘Refugee Taxis.’’

Twenty years later, the collapse of communism

in Eastern Europe contributed to civil war in the

rapidly fracturing state of Yugoslavia. In Bosnia and

Herzegovina around 2.5 million people were dis-

placed in the early 1990s, representing more than

half the total prewar population. Most of them

were Bosnian Muslims. Some 1.3 million were

internally displaced, with the remainder split more

or less equally between adjacent regions such as

Croatia and Western Europe (especially Germany

and Austria), where they had faced considerable

obstacles to entry. Private initiatives, prompted in

part by the constant media attention to the con-

flict, enabled many refugees to seek asylum in the

Bosnian refugees sit outside train carriages serving as temporary homes in a camp in Cakovec, Croatia,

c. 1991-1995. ªHOWARD DAVIES/CORBIS
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West or at least to deal with unsympathetic govern-
ment officials. In Bosnia itself relief operations were
coordinated by the UNHCR, but its officials ulti-
mately lacked the wherewithal to prevent attacks on
Muslim enclaves in the so-called safe havens. One
result was the massacre of Bosnian Muslim refugees
in Srebrenica. Following the Dayton Accords
(December 1995), the process of repatriation com-
menced. According to the United Nations, more
than a million people displaced by the war in
Bosnia and Herzegovina in the early 1990s returned
home from elsewhere in former Yugoslavia or from
abroad. Half went back to areas where they
remained ethnically in a minority. Their return
posed enormous problems in restoring infrastruc-
ture, education, and health care; rebuilding homes;
and simply finding jobs. Others remained in
Western Europe (where they frequently faced an
uncertain future) or traveled farther afield.

Intervention by the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) in the conflict in Kosovo
during 1999 contributed to the murder or depor-
tation of tens of thousands of Kosovar Albanians,
who were trapped by the closure of the border
with Macedonia. NATO’s program of ‘‘military-
humanitarian cooperation,’’ designed to move peo-
ple to a place of safety, ultimately created pockets
of ethnically homogeneous populations. When
Kosovar Albanians returned to their homes, they
faced enormous difficulties in rebuilding their lives.
Albanian militias wreaked revenge upon the Serb
population of Kosovo by expelling them in turn.

The collapse of the Soviet Union prompted
ethnic Russians to leave their homes in Central
Asia where they had settled, in some cases for two
or three generations. Many Russian families left
what is termed the ‘‘near abroad’’ either under
duress or because of fears of future disadvantage
or violence. They have since become an important
subgroup in post-Soviet society, whose relentless
economic decline has put a great strain on the
provision of dedicated welfare programs. Russia’s
displaced persons (most of whom reject the desig-
nation ‘‘refugee,’’ unless they encounter direct per-
secution or violence) live in poor accommodations
and have experienced downward social mobility,
alleviated somewhat by various self-help stra-
tegies. The outbreak of conflicts, whether between
newly independent states (such as Armenia and

Azerbaijan) or within the Russian Federation (in
particular, Chechnya), produced further displace-
ment and hardship. Contemporary opinion makes
much of earlier episodes of forced migration, an
issue discussed in the final section.

CONTEMPORARY REPERCUSSIONS AND

THE ‘‘REVENGE OF THE PAST’’

The memory of displacement survives in cultural
practices and in political activity. Anthropologists
trace the persistence of a refugee identity among
Greeks who were displaced from Anatolia in 1923
and who settled in Piraeus. Well into the 1970s
their descendants readily referred to one another as
prosfiges (refugees), affirming a sense of separate
identity from ‘‘the locals’’ and underpinning claims
for compensation from the Greek government.
Italian exiles in Trieste continue to depict Istria
and the surrounding region as a ‘‘pure’’ Italian land
appropriated by Yugoslavia. Nevertheless, the
formation of ‘‘collective memory’’ is invariably
contentious and uneven. For some individuals, dis-
placement and resettlement evoke more positive
memories rather than corresponding to a sense of
trauma.

Many of the displacements of population asso-
ciated with World War II and its aftermath—the
Stalinist deportations of national minorities and
‘‘class enemies,’’ the expulsion of Germans from
Poland and Czechoslovakia, the displacement of
ethnic Italians from the Julian March—continued
to reverberate in the later twentieth century and
beyond. With the liberalization and final collapse of
Soviet communism, deported nationalities such as
the Crimean Tatars made their way back from
Central Asia to the ‘‘homeland’’ they had been
forced to abandon. Second- and third-generation
activists have asserted their right to be heard and
compensated.

CONCLUSIONS

Discussions of refugees typically center around two
categories. The first category is that of the refugees,
whose experience has often been depicted in terms
of loss and victimization. While these characteriza-
tions correspond to aspects of reality, they by no
means encompass the entirety of experience.
Younger Italians from Istria spoke of the refugee
camp as a place offering adventure and even
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liberation. For others, such as some refugees from

the Spanish civil war, the camp was a springboard

to avenging past suffering by conducting acts of

terror. This is neither to romanticize the refugee

experience nor to exaggerate its transformative

potential, but it does suggest that the experience

was not one-dimensional or uniform.

The second category is that of the relief work-

ers, typically belonging to nongovernmental orga-

nizations and with careers to make and budgets to

manage. Many of the descriptions of refugee life

that have become public have been generated not

by refugees but by professional or semiprofessional

relief workers who are normally bound by the con-

ventions of the sponsoring agency. Relief workers

and relief agencies have not simply responded to

disasters, as represented in the modern mass media.

They are actors in their own right, usually speaking

on behalf of refugees rather than bringing them
into the conversation.

Another conclusion is that the history of
Europe’s refugee population during the twentieth
century was related to broader political changes.
These include the replacement of multinational
polities by nation-states as well as other changes
of regime associated with revolutionary upheavals
and civil conflict. The Bolshevik Revolution trans-
formed the terms of the debate for generations to
come, enabling unsympathetic states to label refu-
gees as potential communist subversives, as hap-
pened in central Europe during the 1920s and
France in the later 1930s. Hungarian refugees from
communism served as ideological fodder during
the Cold War. More broadly, Europe witnessed
ruthless state practices, targeting populations for
exclusion or excision. In the early twenty-
first century such practices have called forth inter-
national action and thus eroded state sovereignty.
Humanitarian intervention has undoubtedly saved
the lives of many refugees, but whether or not this
seismic political shift has improved the longer-
term prospects of displaced persons is less certain.

See also Ethnic Cleansing; Immigration and Internal
Migration.
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PETER GATRELL

n

REINHARDT, MAX (1873–1943), Austro-
German theater director.

Max Reinhardt is remembered in America
chiefly for spectacular stage productions that
included Karl Vollmoeller’s The Miracle, Franz
Werfel and Kurt Weill’s The Eternal Road, and
Shakespeare’s A Midsummer Night’s Dream (in
both stage and film versions). Reinhardt’s illustri-
ous career assumes special significance because it
coincides with a major shift in the evolution of
modern Western theater: the rise of the director
as the key figure in theatrical production.
Reinhardt’s reputation in theater studies is assured

by the decisive role he played in this transformation
as well as by his charismatic artistry, innovative

appropriation of new theater technology, and fruit-

ful experimentation with theater spaces and locales.

Born Maximilian Goldmann into an impover-

ished lower-middle-class merchant family in Baden,

near Vienna, Reinhardt (initially a stage name)

started his career as a struggling actor in Vienna

and Salzburg. In 1894 he was discovered by Otto

Brahm, the director of Berlin’s renowned

Deutsches Theater, where the young actor soon

gained critical acclaim for his persuasive portrayals

of older characters. Eager to transcend the gloom-

and-doom moralism of the prevailing naturalist

style, Reinhardt in 1901 cofounded an avant-garde

literary cabaret called Noise and Smoke (Schall

und Rauch), which perceptively satirized current

trends and theatrical practice and came to function

as an experimental laboratory for the fledgling

director. Renamed the Kleines (thereafter Neues)

Theater, this house championed important new

dramatic works, among them Maxim Gorky’s

Lower Depths, Oscar Wilde’s Salomé, Hugo von

Hofmannsthal’s Elektra, and Frank Wedekind’s

Erdgeist. Reinhardt’s reputation as a director was

solidly established by 1905 with his stylish trendset-

ting production of Shakespeare’s A Midsummer
Night’s Dream, a play that remained a personal

favorite.

That same year Reinhardt was chosen to suc-

ceed Brahm as head of the Deutsches Theater,

which Reinhardt soon bought and transformed into

Germany’s most renowned stage. He also opened

an adjacent chamber theater (Kammerspiele) for

more intimate domestic dramas. Exploiting the

highly developed talents of his theater ensemble,

he started an acting academy that for decades

schooled many of what were to become Germany’s

leading actors and actresses in the refinements

of modern stagecraft. In addition to his resident

theaters, which were all privately financed, self-

supporting ventures, Reinhardt also maintained a

touring company that spread his fame and influence

far beyond Germany’s borders. In little more than

a decade, this Viennese Jewish immigrant actor

came to occupy a preeminent place in Wilhelmine

Berlin’s cultural ascendancy. As the Viennese writer

Hermann Bahr once noted, the dynamism and
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daring of the young German capital presented an

ideal complement to Reinhardt’s own relentless

impatience to create. During World War I the

Reinhardt stages maintained a feverish theatrical

pace, including ambitious Shakespeare and German

play cycles as well as guest tours in neutral countries.

The completion of the architect Hans Poelzig’s

modernist Grosses Schauspielhaus in 1919 allowed

unrestrained expression to Reinhardt’s instinct for

mass theater and the monumental, particularly in

classical Greek and Shakespearean productions.

Reinhardt’s ongoing dramatic experiments,

large and small, progressively dissolved existing

static stage limitations and substituted a dynamic

three-dimensional realism that conflated word,

image, scenery, stage, actor, and audience into a

new theater of shared participation. This consum-

mate theater magician both psychologized external

reality (the text) and externalized the psychic

stream of consciousness underlying the text

through seamless scene changes, novel lighting

devices, sound effects and musical underpinning

of the action, and much more. Reinhardt’s ability

to kaleidoscopically generate ever new, previously

unimagined images betrays an aesthetic affinity

with cinema, especially silent cinema, which is

steeped in pantomime, dance, and gesture rather

than words. In an underlying aesthetic sense,

Reinhardt’s verbal reductionism and image-

enhanced ‘‘total’’ theater may well have influenced

the directorial styles of F. W. Murnau and Ernst

Lubitsch, both former Reinhardt actors, and per-

haps even Fritz Lang, a longtime devotee.

Reinhardt’s exploitation of new potentialities for sta-

ging and scene design—organic crowd movements,

chiaroscuro lighting techniques, the stage conceived

as a poetic multimedia space—prefigured later cine-

matic developments. Many Reinhardt actors, more-

over, made a successful transition to film work.

Several personal cinematic attempts and many unrea-

lized film plans notwithstanding, Reinhardt at bot-

tom had an aversion to this canned medium with its

assembly-line production techniques. His relation to

expressionism is also ambiguous, since Reinhardt

supported a ‘‘Young Germany’’ subscription series

of expressionist productions early on, even before

the end of the war, but refused to direct any of

these himself and eventually came to eschew

expressionism’s subjective stylized vision as

inherently untheatrical. Reinhardt could more

accurately be called a Viennese impressionist, an

older term once ascribed to fin-de-siècle Viennese

society and culture, referring to an ability to orga-

nize fleeting aspects of reality into an architectonic

whole, to combine analytic detail and synthetic

fusion into one (or more) compelling vision(s).

The social upheaval that accompanied Germany’s
defeat in 1918 deprived Reinhardt of much of his
prewar prestige, funding, and upper-middle-class
audience. After unsuccessfully trying to promote
mass theater from a bourgeois (rather than a pro-
letarian) perspective, which aroused critical hostil-
ity, Reinhardt abandoned cosmopolitan Berlin for
provincial Salzburg. Jointly with the composer
Richard Strauss and the writer Hugo von
Hofmannsthal, Reinhardt instituted the Salzburg
Festival in 1920, which reestablished ties with
an earlier Austrian baroque folk theater tradition.
The morality play Everyman (in Hofmannsthal’s
adaptation) performed on the steps of Salzburg
Cathedral became a signature event of the
festival. Also regularly performed were Calderon-
Hofmannsthal’s The Salzburg Great Theater of the
World inside the splendid baroque Kollegienkirche
and Goethe’s Faust in the old summer riding acad-
emy transformed into a medieval village by the
architect Clemens Holzmeister. From his château
Leopoldskron, on whose period restoration he lav-
ished great personal resources, Reinhardt reigned
as international cultural ambassador throughout
the 1920s and 1930s. Reinhardt’s U.S. debut,
financed by the legendary Otto Kahn, came in
1924—war in 1914 had precluded an earlier sched-
uled appearance—with Vollmoeller’s Miracle pan-
tomime, whose great success (299 New York per-
formances and a five-year tour) led to a triumphant
return engagement in 1927 that proffered German
and European theater classics. Reinhardt also rees-
tablished his reputation at home with noteworthy
new productions of Carlo Goldoni’s A Servant of
Two Masters in the splendidly restored Theater in
der Josefstadt in Vienna and the newly constructed
art deco Komödie playhouse in Berlin.

Forced by the Nazi takeover to relinquish his
German theaters in early 1933, Reinhardt became
increasingly peripatetic, traveling initially to
England, then to America the following year to direct
A Midsummer Night’s Dream at the Hollywood

2198 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

R E I N H A R D T , M A X



Bowl and a subsequent film adaptation with an unre-
stricted budget for Warner Bros. Studios. He also
mounted several lavish outdoor Shakespeare produc-
tions in Florence and Venice. Intermittently he
returned to Salzburg to entertain the international
set and maintain the festival as a beacon to Austrian
independence. With Anschluss in 1938, Reinhardt’s
Austrian properties were confiscated, although he
was permitted to retain some personal effects. He
and second wife, the actress Helene Thimig, immi-
grated to the United States, where they divided their
energies between East and West Coasts. Reinhardt
became a naturalized U.S. citizen in 1940. Theatrical
activities in America included a Hollywood workshop
for stage and screen students, an unsuccessful
California Festival on the Salzburg model, several
film projects that never materialized, and the begin-
nings of an auspicious repertory theater in New York
that promoted collaboration with young actors and
new playwrights such as Thornton Wilder (The
Merchant of Yonkers) and Irwin Shaw (Sons and
Soldiers). Shortly after his seventieth birthday—he
was engaged at the time in a production of the
musical Helen Goes to Troy, based on the Melhac-
Halévy-Offenbach operetta La Belle Hèléne—
Reinhardt died of a stroke at his residence in New
York’s Gladstone Hotel. A memorial concert at
Carnegie Hall was conducted by Bruno Walter.

In the early twenty-first century Reinhardt’s

prestige rests largely on his transformation of the

modern theater director’s role from that of general

manager to artistic coordinator of the entire pro-

duction. His importance is further substantiated by

the synergy he engendered among many of the

leading actors, playwrights, designers, and musi-

cians of his time. A self-made man with only mini-

mal formal education, Reinhardt schooled himself

in the theater arts and attracted talented artists,

technicians, and literary advisors to help him exe-

cute his novel conceptions with style and intelli-

gence. His memorable productions encompassed

almost every style in dramatic literature, and at

one time nothing and no one seems to have

escaped his spell. Through lifelong artistic and

technological experimentation, Reinhardt once

again marshaled all arts in service to the theater,

thereby reconfiguring traditional adversarial rela-

tionships between actors and audience toward a

more ‘‘modern’’ theater of mutual association.

See also Lang, Fritz; Murnau, Friedrich Wilhelm; Theater.
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REMARQUE, ERICH MARIA (1898–
1970), German writer.

Erich Maria Remarque, born Erich Paul Remark
in Osnabrück, Germany, on 22 June 1898, was the
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son of a Catholic printer and was educated in the
Catholic schools of Osnabrück. He was a gifted child,
excelling in class and playing the piano with great
distinction. At eighteen he was inducted into the
army and posted to the eastern front, where he was
severely wounded after seven weeks. His wounds
ruled out the possibility of his following the career
he had been envisaging as a concert pianist.

In the chaos of postwar Germany, Remarque
worked variously as a street vendor, a tombstone
engraver, an organist, and a teacher. Some of his
experiences of this time supplied material for his
fiction: thus a headstone-engraving workshop
between the world wars is the setting for the novel
Der schwarze Obelisk (1956; The Black Obelisk,
1957).

Remarque’s decision to write was motivated
both by passion and by the need to earn a living.
He published an unsuccessful first novel, Die
Traumbude (The dream room) in 1920, and he
found work as a music, theater, and sports reporter.
In 1925 he married Ilse Jutta Zambona, a union
that turned out to be tumultuous. Remarque would
later have romantic liaisons with the German-born
actress Marlene Dietrich, the Swedish-born actress
Greta Garbo, and the American actress Paulette
Goddard, whom he eventually married in 1958.

Im Westen nichts Neues (All Quiet on the Western
Front) was first published in 1929 and met with
immediate worldwide success. The next year the
novel was turned into a Hollywood film by the
director Lewis Milestone. The film was also a great
success, initiating Remarque’s long-standing rela-
tionship with the cinema and with the American
cinema in particular. As many as nineteen films or
television films have been made in five countries on
the basis of Remarque’s work. All Quiet itself was
adapted a second time in 1979. Appearing as it did
at the end of the 1920s, Remarque’s book marked
the return to European and world consciousness of
the repressed experience of the First World War,
and it heralded a new wave of war literature of
every persuasion in all the former belligerent
countries.

Remarque’s trademark was a realistic descrip-
tion of combat, of the suffering and death of sol-
diers, suffused by a measure of pathos. All Quiet
and its author very soon became icons of

international pacifism, and this status was only rein-

forced when the film was banned in Germany in

1931, Remarque forced into exile, and his books

burned immediately after the Nazis came to power

in 1933. Remarque settled at first in Switzerland,

where he had bought several properties with his

royalties. In 1935 the prominent Nazi leader

Hermann Goering (1893–1946) invited him back

to Germany—in vain, for Remarque was an unwa-

vering anti-Nazi. After 1939 he spent much of his

exile in the United States, where he had many

connections, especially in Hollywood. He was an

active member of the exile community, as witness

his participation in congresses of exiled and anti-

fascist writers in Paris in June 1935 and in New

York in May 1939.

The success of All Quiet was followed by that

of Der Weg zurück (1931; The Road Back, 1931)

and Drei Kameraden (1937; Three Comrades,

1938), novels that continued their predecessor by

describing the upheavals of the postwar period in

Germany. These works too were soon filmed in the

United States, the first in 1937 by James Whale,

and the second in 1938 by Frank Borzage.

In 1943 Remarque’s sister Elfriede was exe-

cuted by the Nazis. The next year, working for

the Americans, he wrote a manual of political reed-

ucation to be used in the rehabilitation of Germans

after the war.

In Arc de Triomphe (1946; Arch of Triumph)—

filmed in 1947 with Ingrid Bergman and Charles

Boyer—and later in Die Nacht von Lissabon (1962;

The Night in Lisbon, 1964), Remarque took the

experience of exile as his theme. In 1947 his own

exile status ended when he was naturalized as a

United States citizen. Der Funke Leben (1952;

Spark of Life) dealt with the concentration camps,

while the action of Zeit zu leben und Zeit zu sterben

(1954; A Time to Love and a Time to Die), filmed

by Douglas Sirk in 1958, took place on the Russian

front in the Second World War; once again, the

subject was the tragedy of the individual swept up

despite himself in the maelstrom of war. In 1955

Remarque cowrote the screenplay of Der Letzte Akt

(Ten Days to Die), a West German film directed by

Georg Wilhelm Pabst evoking the last ten days of

the life of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945).
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Remarque’s literary activity as well as his
cinema work continued unabated through the
1950s and 1960s. During these years many distinc-
tions and honors were bestowed on him.

Erich Maria Remarque is too often looked
on as a one-book author. All Quiet on the Western
Front was indeed one of the first worldwide best-
sellers. But if Remarque never surpassed this first
great success, he produced many other best-selling
novels. It is not unfair to say, however, that he was
an author with but one main theme, namely war
and the disruptions it entails.

See also Cinema; Dietrich, Marlene; Pacifism; World
War I.
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ

n

RENAULT. In 1899 Louis Renault (1877–
1944), son of drapery and button manufacturer
Alfred Renault, and two of his four brothers
established a business in a small workshop in a
garden shed in Billancourt, a Paris suburb on the
Seine River. A year with steam boiler maker
Delaunay Belleville had proven Renault’s brilliant
engineering skills, and being an ambitious mo-
torist, he decided to build a motorcar by himself.
His first vehicle, finished in 1899, featured a
De Dion-Bouton motorcycle engine with less
than two horsepower, front-mounted with shaft
drive to the rear axle via a three-speed gearbox,
plus wheel steering—unusual enough in those
days when belt or chain drive was common and
only tiller steering was offered by other
manufacturers.

Louis, Marcel, and Fernand Renault were per-
suaded by friends and business people to produce a
series of that sturdy little vehicle called Type A, so
by the end of 1899, they had finished seventy-
one cars in the prototype pattern, with the help of
sixty workers.

SUCCESSFUL RACING CAREER

Production grew rapidly, as new premises in
Billancourt were built; new and bigger models fol-
lowed the Type A. From 1902 on, Renault used
engines of the company’s own design. Racing
became the most important means of advertising,
so Louis and his brothers participated with specially
prepared cars in all major events of the time, such
as the 1902 Paris-Vienna town-to-town race,
which Marcel won outright, defeating much more
powerful competitors. One year later, however,
Marcel Renault lost his life in a road accident after
leading the Paris-Madrid race as far as Bordeaux.
The race was stopped there, and Renault quit
motor sports for a few years. Back on the scene in
1906, a 12.1 liter Renault driven by Hungarian
driver François Szisz won the French Grand Prix,
the very first Grand Prix event in history. In 1907
he competed in a similar car, but it was not until
1977 that Renault cars were back on the Grand
Prix stage. And in 2005 the Spanish Formula One
driver Fernando Alonso won, for the first time, the
Grand Prix World Championship for Renault.
Renault-powered cars had won the Formula One
World Championship in 1992, 1993, 1996, and
1997 with the British Williams team and in 1995
with Benetton supplying cars, manpower, and
organization. In 2005, however, both the engine
and the car were purely Renault. Alonso, only
twenty-four, was the youngest Grand Prix driver
ever to become World Champion.

MASS PRODUCTION AND STATE-OF-THE-ART

DESIGN

The famous ‘‘coal scuttle’’ hood and dashboard-
mounted radiator became Renault features from
1904 to 1928. More than a dozen competitors
copied this striking design. As production in
Billancourt increased, so did the model range:
Renault’s aim was to satisfy every customer, so by
1905 the program consisted of fifteen different
models with two- and four-cylinder engines up to
4.4 liters.
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During the 1920s and 1930s, Renault became
a market leader in France. Since 1907 Louis
Renault had owned 97 percent of the company
shares; in March 1922 the enterprise became incor-
porated. Small and medium-sized cars proved to be
bestsellers, and only few eight-cylinders were built,
like the mighty 40 CV 7.2 liter, a masterpiece of
engineering. Main competitors were Peugeot and,
beginning in 1919, Citroën, but Renault managed
to maintain its engineering and marketing leader-
ship. In the early 1930s, Renault set up Europe’s
most advanced car factory on the Isle de Segiun in
the Seine River.

Aerodynamic bodies with one-piece windshields
and sloping radiator grilles marked a new era in
the early 1930s, and again Renault was among the
first to feature the new design trend with headlamps
set in the front wings. Renault sedans, coupes,
convertibles, and limousines shared a reputation
for being the best. Renault cars were the traditional
transport for French presidents up to 1939.

POSTWAR PROSPERITY

In 1939 Louis Renault did not change to tank
production as he had done in 1915 but continued

producing cars as he thought the conflict would

soon be over. But when the Germans took control

of the factory in 1940, they forced Renault to

produce military trucks for them. For ‘‘helping

the enemy,’’ Louis Renault was arrested in 1944,

accused of collaboration; he died soon after. His

company was nationalized by the French state in

1945, declared as ‘‘Régie Nationale des Usines

Renault.’’

Under the leadership of Pierre Lefaucheux

(1898–1955), the company again rose to prosper-

ity and commercial success. Its main product was

the popular little 4 CV car: 1.1 million were built

up to 1962, thus dominating the small car market

against Citroën’s rustic 2 CV. Its successor, the

Renault 4, was even more successful, with 8.5

million units produced between 1962 and 1992.

It was the first Renault with front-wheel drive, a

technology that Renault adopted after the rear-

engine design was phased out in 1968.

With the streamlined, unitary-construction

Dauphine, Renault started its prosperous export

activities to the United States. Other internation-

ally popular models were the 16 beginning in

Design for the 1929 Renault Reinastella by Howard Darrin and Thomas L. Hibbard. ªBETTMAN/CORBIS
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1965, the 5 (‘‘Le Car’’ in the United States) begin-
ning in 1972, and the 20 beginning in 1975, not
to forget the Clio (introduced 1990) and the
Twingo (1995).

AMERICAN AND JAPANESE CONNECTIONS

Renault’s first important business collaboration
with a U.S. manufacturer was in 1963 when the
French company started to produce the American
Motors (AMC) Rambler in France under license, a
link that resulted in Renault taking over a 46.9
percent stake in AMC in 1979. In the United
States, Renault began competing strongly with
Volkswagen by manufacturing its own cars in the
country. When Chrysler acquired AMC in 1987,
Renault’s ties were phased out. As a replacement,
Renault bought 36.8 percent of Nissan in 1999,
paying $1.7 billion to become the fifth largest car
manufacturer in the world. The stake rose to 44.4
percent in 2001. Nissan in turn took a 15 percent
stake in Renault in 2002. Renault also bought
Samsung Motors of Seoul (Renault Samsung
Motors) and Dacia in Romania, a former Renault
licensee. Technology transfer, engineering, sales,
and marketing forces were combined to mutual
benefit for Renault and Nissan. In 2000 Renault
and Nissan had more than 350,000 dealer outlets
around the globe.

In 1996 Renault was privatized under chief
executive Louis Schweitzer (b. 1942), a successor
to Georges Besse (1927–1986), who had been
assassinated by leftist militants in November
1986. Only one year earlier, Renault had recovered
from a severe slump. The worst year in a sequence
of five, 1985 saw a number of strikes and a decline
in productivity, which led to losses. Although its
cars were successful both on the road and on the
racetrack, Renault reported a loss of 12.5 billion
francs in 1984. The government intervened and
Besse was installed as chairman; he set about cut-
ting costs dramatically, selling off many of
Renault’s non-core assets, withdrawing from
motor sports, and laying off many employees. It
took another year to re-establish stability.

Since 1947 strikes had not been a major threat
to Renault because the labor unions—mainly com-
munist controlled—always had a strong foothold.
During the 1960s, paid holidays for Renault work-
ers had been raised from two weeks to three, then

even four. The company was renowned in France
for its social welfare programs and generous pen-
sion plans. After Besse came Raymond Lévy (b.
1927), who continued Besse’s strategy, slimming
down the company considerably with the result
that by the end of 1987 Renault was financially
stable again, also thanks to new and innovative car
models.

COMMERCIAL VEHICLES

Renault’s commercial vehicle production had
always been strong as well. The company had built
its first diesel engine truck as early as 1929,
merged with Berliet in 1974, and, after a number
of further acquisitions, set up Renault Véhicules
Industriels (RVI) in 1979. The traditional
American truck producer Mack joined forces with
Renault in 1990, and in 2001 the RVI group was
integrated into Volvo Trucks Holding with
Renault securing a minority stake. Leading in mod-
ern design and innovative engineering, RVI revo-
lutionized the European truck industry ahead of
Scania, IVECO, MAN, and Mercedes-Benz. In
the smaller range, Renault again made history with
the Espace model line, a completely new kind of
multipurpose van for the European markets
launched in late 1985.

EXPANDING FURTHER

In 2004, 130,500 employees worldwide worked
for Renault, and the financial year featured a turn-
over of 60 billion euros against 55 billion in the
previous year. The government of France owned a
mere 15.7 percent of the company. The passenger
model range consisted of eleven basic models with
more than fifty derivates and versions. Independent
Renault factories were active in Argentina,
Belgium, Brazil, Spain, and Turkey while assembly
production took place in Colombia, Madagascar,
Mexico, the Philippines, Portugal, and Venezuela.
In many European countries, including Germany,
Renault was the bestselling non-domestic make,
leading Japanese imports by far. The well-
loved slogan, always in French and not translated,
was simply ‘‘Renault, créateur d’automobiles.’’ In
2004 Renault became known for its car safety
record: it was the car manufacturer with the largest
number of models achieving the maximum five-
star rating in the Euro New Car Assessment
Program (NCAP) crash tests.
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While Mégane, Laguna, and Clio continued to
be bestsellers, there were also bizarre hybrids like
the Avantime and the luxury sedan Vel Satis that
sold poorly.

In 2004 Renault reported a 43 percent rise in
net income, to 3.5 billion euros. The Group
(Renault, Dacia, Renault Samsung Motors) posted
a 4.2 percent increase in worldwide sales to a
record 2,489,401 vehicles, representing a global
market share of 4.1 percent and 40.7 billion euros
in revenue. It is clear that Renault retained its
position as the leading brand in Europe.

See also Automobiles.
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RENOIR, JEAN (1894–1979), French
filmmaker.

The second son of the painter Pierre-
Auguste Renoir (1841–1919), Jean was born in
Paris in 1894. He studied philosophy at the
University of Aix-en-Provence, before joining the
cavalry in 1913 as part of his compulsory military
service. After war broke out in 1914, he served as

an officer in the Alpine unit and as a pilot in the
French Flying Corps. He was wounded by a bullet
to his thigh and never lost a slight limp. The year of
his father’s death, 1919, was also the year of his
marriage to the actress Andrée Heuchling, who
worked under the stage name Catherine Hessling.

Fascinated by film during the war, Renoir set
up a film production company in 1924 with the
resources of his inheritance. His early work was in
the silent film period, and many of his scripts were
vehicles for Hessling. All his ventures were com-
mercial failures. When talking films became the
rule, he began to work with a film editor,
Marguerite Mathieu, who became his working
partner and lifelong companion.

Renoir’s most creative period was the 1930s,
when he created three films, each considered a
masterpiece. The Grand Illusion (1937) is the most
powerful war film made in this period—or in any
other period—and shows everything about war
without showing a single battle scene. Jean Gabin
plays Maréchal, the French everyman in this film,
who escapes from a German prisoner-of-war camp
with his Jewish companion, Rosenthal, played by
Marcel Dalio. Their escape is made possible by the
choice of nation over class by a fellow French pris-
oner, de Boildieu (Pierre Fresnay), who rejects his
social bond with the German commandant and
social equal, von Rauffenstein (Erich von
Stroheim), and goes to his death to enable his
fellow Frenchmen, though social inferiors, to get
away. En route to Switzerland, Maréchal and
Rosenthal are cared for and protected by a
German widow, played by Dita Parlo. Maréchal
falls in love with her, and though impelled to leave
to rejoin his unit, swears to come back and marry
her after the war. Is that the ‘‘Grand Illusion,’’ or is
it that the decency of these men and women are
about to be thrown away again, this time in an even
more devastating war, which everyone in 1937
could see was just around the corner?

The Human Beast came the following year,

1938, and also starred Jean Gabin in an adaptation

of Émile Zola’s novel. It is a political work in which

Gabin, as Jacques Lantier, plays a tragic figure.

Renoir believed that ‘‘Jacques Lantier interests us

as much as Oedipus Rex,’’ and film had to include

workers and give them ‘‘all the preoccupations

which, in ancient literature, seemed reserved for
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single bourgeois and aristocratic individuals’’

(Sesonske, p. 123). That is why he adapted Zola’s

well-known tale of a railway disaster.

Renoir himself acted in his third masterpiece of

the 1930s, The Rules of the Game (1939). In this

film, shot in a château in the Loire, Renoir shows

the absurdity of the rhythms and content of the

lives of the privileged classes and of those who serve

them. The technical virtuosity of his camera work,

his mixing of foreground, background, and middle

distance, influenced many later film directors.

These techniques were effortlessly deployed by

Renoir, whose respect for his actors enabled them

to present the story seamlessly, humanely, mov-

ingly. No other film director married these techni-

cal and literary skills to such great and enduring

visual effect. A famous shooting party scene in the

film again suggests the mayhem and war looming

just over the horizon, about to swallow up these

terribly vulnerable and confused men and women.

In The Rules of the Game, as elsewhere, Renoir

constructed the film as a collective piece of work.

His actors formed part of the creative core of the

enterprise, to a degree not matched until the

German director Rainer Werner Fassbinder

(1946–1982) and the Spanish director Pedro

Almodóvar (b. 1949) resumed the practice fifty

years later.

Renoir left France in 1941 during the German

occupation and became an American citizen. He

worked in Hollywood during World War II but

never adapted to the studio focus of filmmaking

in the United States. His later films all hovered

between theater and cinema, but none reached

the poetic and visual power of the trilogy of mas-

terpieces completed in just three years between

1937 and 1939. Renoir died in 1979.

See also Cinema.
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REPARATIONS. At the end of World War I,

there was considerable support both in the French

Chamber of Deputies and the British House of

Commons in favor of punishing Germany and

indemnifying the allies. Led by Woodrow Wilson

(1856–1924), the U.S. delegation to the peace

conference in Paris opposed the idea of punitive

indemnity and favored compensation for actual

damages.

Advertising poster for Jean Renoir’s film La bête

humaine, based on the novel by Emile Zola, 1938.

BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2205

R E P A R A T I O N S



THE TREATY OF VERSAILLES

The reparation clauses of the Treaty of Versailles
stated Germany’s responsibility for ‘‘all the loss and
damage’’ to which the allies and the United States
had been ‘‘subjected as a consequence of the war
imposed on them by the aggression of Germany
and her allies’’ (Article 231). Germany’s financial
responsibility was defined as damage done to civil-
ians and their property (Article 232). To determine
the sum of German payment, the treaty provided
for a reparation commission composed of represen-
tatives of the principal recipients. To it was assigned
the task of drawing up a thirty-year schedule of
payments, and with doing so within two years
(Article 233). Article 231 became known as ‘‘the
war guilt clause.’’ It reflected the belief of the allies
that Germany and its allies were morally responsi-
ble for all the damage caused by their armed forces.
Germans across the political spectrum were
offended by the implication that the war was a
result of German aggression and that Germany
alone was responsible for it. Article 232 reflected
the reality that Germany could not pay the entire
costs of the entire war, and that Germany’s actual
financial obligations were to be defined more nar-
rowly and specifically. The appointment of a
reparation commission reflected the fact that it
was not possible to total up allied reparation claims
or to estimate German capacity to pay with any
reasonable accuracy in 1919. There was no defini-
tive reparation settlement in the Versailles treaty.

THE LONDON SCHEDULE

At a conference held in Spa in July 1920, the
creditors apportioned prospective reparation
receipts among themselves: For France 52 percent;
22 percent for Britain and the empire; 9.3 percent
for Italy; 8 percent for Belgium; 5.9 percent for the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes; 3 percent
for the other nations. The reparation commission
determined German’s total debt to be 132 billion
gold marks (33 billion dollars). As it was impossible
to verify or reconcile the various national claims
and because German capacity to pay was as yet
unknown, the figure represented a political com-
promise among the creditors. The sum was divided
into three series of bonds. The ‘‘A’’ and ‘‘B’’ series’
totaled 50 billion marks, and Germany was liable
for interest and principle over a period of thirty-six
years. The annual payment was set at two billion

gold marks plus a sum equal to 26 percent of the
German exports. The ‘‘C’’ bonds of 82 billion bore
no interest and were not to be issued until the ‘‘A’’
and ‘‘B’’ bonds were paid off. The schedule, had it
been paid, would have amounted to a transfer of
around 7 percent of German national income.
Delivered to the Germans in May 1921, it became
known as the London schedule.

Some scholars have argued that 7 percent of
national income was not an insurmountable burden
and that the London schedule was within Germany’s
economic capacity. What was lacking in Germany
was the political determination to cut domestic con-
sumption and raise taxes. Others have argued that
the London schedule was not feasible. Transferring
the annual payments would have required a signifi-
cant trade surplus and thus a cut in imports and an
increase in exports. They doubt that any of the weak
coalition governments of the Weimar Republic
could have accomplished the massive government
intervention in the economy to have achieved this
or that the victors of the war would have been will-
ing to accept a flood of German exports in iron,
steel, and textiles, which were already under consid-
erable world pressure. In the payment of the
London schedule, two large issues were at stake.
How would the costs of the war be distributed?
Could reparation be an instrument that France
could use to prevent Germany from becoming the
most powerful economy in Europe?

Over the next eighteen months German gov-
ernments such as that of Joseph Wirth, instead of
raising taxes to meet the London schedule, aimed
to demonstrate that the London schedule was
impossible to meet. And as part of that strategy
they permitted price-wage inflation and currency
depreciation. No French government, such as
those of Aristide Briand and Raymond Poincaré,
could allow Germany to avoid payment of the
London schedule and preferred harsh sanctions—
the occupation of the Ruhr Valley—if British coop-
eration could be won. British governments, such as
that of David Lloyd George, regarded reparations
as a burden on German, European, and British
economic recovery, and they resisted sanctions as
something that would damage the German econ-
omy without fulfilling the London schedule.
American bankers refused to lend money to
Germany to stabilize the mark without a long
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moratorium and a reduction in the London sched-

ule. Moreover none of the principal countries

involved conducted policies that were coherent or

consistent.

Meeting at Cannes in January 1922, the

reparation commission granted Germany a tempor-

ary reprieve in exchange for promises to increase

taxes and balance the budget. In Berlin this proved

to be politically impossible. By January 1923

Germany was in default not only on cash payments

but also on payments-in-kind. French and Belgian

engineers and troops occupied the Ruhr district to

impose sanctions and to seize the coal there as

reparation payment. German workers refused to

work the mines and the trains, adopting a strategy

of passive resistance. They were supported by pay-

ment from the government, and inflation now

became astronomical. In September the newly

appointed chancellor of Germany, Gustav

Stresemann, was compelled to end passive resis-

tance unilaterally. The occupation authority

(Inter-Allied Control Commission for Factories

and Mines, or MICUM) then succeeded in con-
cluding an agreement with Ruhr mine owners to
deliver coal and be reimbursed by the government
in Berlin, which would receive credit on the repara-
tion account.

THE DAWES PLAN

Led by London, the reparation creditors took up a
suggestion made earlier by the American secretary
of state, Charles Evans Hughes, that an inter-
national commission of experts be convened to
resolve the reparation question. It met in Paris in
January–April 1924 and was composed of leading
banking figures and financial experts from each of
the major creditor powers and from the United
States. It was chaired by Charles Gates Dawes, a
prominent midwestern businessman and banker
and director of the Federal Office of the Budget.
Subsequently he was awarded the Nobel Peace
Prize and served as vice president of the United
States in the Coolidge administration. The second
American expert was Owen D. Young, a lawyer
from upstate New York and chairman of the board
of directors of the General Electric Company and
the Radio Corporation of America.

The scheme the committee devised was tem-
porary by intention—a way of testing German
capacity to pay with a graduated series of annuities
beginning at one billion gold marks per year in
1924–1925 (approximately one-half of the
London schedule) and increasing to 2.5 billion in
1928–1929. The latter was termed the standard
Dawes annuity. These figures amounted to from
1.8 to 3.2 percent of German national income.
German transportation, excise, and customs reve-
nues were earmarked for the reparation account.
An agent general for reparations was appointed
who was to see that payment of the annuities
would not weaken the economy and that the trans-
fer abroad of large sums of currency would not
threaten the stability of the mark. The post was
filled by S. Parker Gilbert, a former undersecretary
of the treasury, and future chairman of the board of
Morgan Stanley. The technical details of the plan
were worked out by Sir Joshua Stamp of Britain
and Emile Francqui of Belgium. Winning the
agreement of all the experts can be credited to
Young’s skills as a negotiator. The plan was
adopted at a conference in London in July–

Germany Is Crushed by the Treaty of Versailles. Political

cartoon by E. Schilling, 1931. Schilling reflects the popular view

that the burden of reparations was borne by workers, while

wealthy bankers remained untouched. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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August 1924 attended by the creditors and
Germany with American observers. There
Édouard Herriot, the French premier, agreed that
France would withdraw all troops from the Ruhr
within one year and, at American and British insis-
tence, not again impose sanctions against Germany
unilaterally.

THE YOUNG PLAN

In September 1928 Gilbert persuaded the creditors
and the Germans to agree to appoint another com-
mittee of financial experts to discuss a definitive
and final reparation settlement. The French and
British agreed among themselves to set the
German payments high enough to indemnify
France and Belgium and to cover their war debts
to each other and to the United States. Germany
would be rewarded, the British insisted and the
French agreed, with the end of allied military occu-
pation of the Rhineland, which was scheduled to
continue until 1935. The Germans believed that
because there would be American experts on the
committee, annuities would be determined by
German capacity to pay without borrowing, result-
ing in a sharp reduction in payments from the
Dawes level.

The committee met in Paris from 11 February
to 7 June 1929. It was chaired by Young. The
second American expert was John Pierpont
Morgan Jr. The Young plan divided German pay-
ments into two schedules. Germany would pay
annuities averaging 2.05 billion marks for thirty-
seven years. These payments were 20 percent below
the standard Dawes annuity. Of that, 674 million
were to be paid unconditionally and was subject to
commercialization. Seventy-five to eighty percent
of that portion went to France, offering to France
the prospect of advanced receipts of German
reparation. The remaining portion was condi-
tional—subject to a two-year moratorium at
Germany’s request. Following the thirty-seven year
period, Germany would pay annuities rising slightly
from 1.567 billion to 1.684 billion for a period of
twenty-one years—into the 1980s. The thirty-
seven-year schedule covered indemnities, interal-
lied war debts, and service on the Dawes loan.
The twenty-one-year schedule covered war debts
only. Young stated that the plan represented mini-
mum creditor requirements.

The chief German delegate was Hjalmar
Schacht, the president of the Reichsbank. He sought
to limit the annuities to German capacity to pay
without borrowing, which he stated to be 1.65
billion marks for thirty-seven years. His hope that a
committee of independent experts with German
membership and with American representation
would reduce payments to this level proved to be
illusory. Instead the plan was shaped by the
demands of the creditors that their debts to the
United States and to each other be covered by
receipts from Germany—a matter of particular
importance to France, the chief war-debt debtor
and the United States, the chief war-debt creditor.
The process by which the plan was formulated was
not depoliticized; the committee was dominated by
members of the boards of central banks and former
officials of ministries of finance. They were experts
and they also spoke for the interests of their nations.

At the Young conference Britain’s portion of
the annuity was diminished in favor of the other
creditors. At the conference held to adopt the
Young plan, which met at the Hague in August,
Philip Snowden, the British chancellor of the exche-
quer, succeeded in restoring partially Britain’s losses
and secured for Britain a larger share of the uncon-
ditional annuity. The British agreed to end military
occupation by December 1929 and the French by
April 1930. In Germany the Nazis and nationalists
collaborated and launched a campaign against the
Young plan and demanded a national plebiscite on
the issue. They were not successful in blocking the
plan.

THE END OF REPARATIONS

To preserve payment of international commercial
debts at the time of the Austro-German banking
crisis in 1931, U.S. president Herbert Hoover
(1874–1964) called for a one-year moratorium on
all intergovernmental debts in June of that year. In
the months that followed, the German government
of Heinrich Brüning agitated for a complete aboli-
tion of reparations. The British also favored aboli-
tion. The American Congress strongly opposed any
abolition of war debts, and the U.S. government
rejected any linkage of war debts and reparations.
The French sought political compensation for any
concessions they might make. At the Lausanne
conference in June 1932, reparations were ended;
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the Young plan payments were abolished with a
final lump sum payment of three billion marks. In
all, the Germans paid 19.1 billion marks in repara-
tion, nowhere near the 50 billion of the London
schedule ‘‘A and B bonds.’’ Less than one-third of
it was in cash. The British and French both
defaulted on their war-debt payments to the
United States in 1933. In January 1934 Congress
passed the Johnson Act prohibiting any further
government lending to nations in default on their
debts to the United States.

See also Dawes Plan; Depression; Rhineland Occupation;
World War I.
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JON JACOBSON

n

RESISTANCE. ‘‘Resistance,’’ as a category
covering all forms of opposition against the new
European order imposed by Nazi Germany, has no
conceptual unity. It covers a variety of reactions
against very different regimes imposed and differ-
ent policies pursued in different countries and
regions of Europe at different times of Nazi expan-
sion, from 1938 until 1945. The form these

reactions took—their means of action, their orga-

nization, their development, their political pro-

gram, and even their ideology—were first of all

dictated by the German aggression to which they

were reacting and the intrusive policies of the occu-

pier to transform their societies. Secondarily resis-

tance was shaped by endogenous factors, such as

the respective weight of radical political movements

in the prewar political arena; traditions of insurrec-

tion and armed struggle, as well as of civil dis-

obedience and distrust of state authority; the legiti-

macy of prewar political institutions; and social

cohesion or the lack of it, because of social, poli-

tical, or ethnic polarization. To clarify these mat-

ters, the marginal movements of dissent against

national dictatorship in Germany or in Italy are

not dealt with here, because they proceed from a

very different dynamic and cannot be subsumed

under the same analytical umbrella as the move-

ments that emerged in the countries Germany and

Italy occupied. It is not that resistance in Italy or

Germany was of no importance; it is rather that the

historical phenomenon that contemporaries under-

stood as resistance was located in countries occu-

pied by the Axis Powers.

The term resistance has been variously used to

describe partisan attacks on German troop trans-

ports; military intelligence gathering for the Allied

services; the killing of collaborationist ‘‘traitors’’;

the networks organizing the hiding and, some-

times, escape of Allied aircrew, Jews, and requisi-

tioned workers; the printing and distribution of

underground newspapers and pamphlets; the atti-

tudes of the churches toward Nazi rule; and the

preparation of postwar politics by political move-

ments. Depending on the definition adopted, the

term resistance refers to small nuclei of radicalized

guerrillas; military professionals with technical

expertise in intelligence gathering and transmis-

sion; large-scale networks involving the active par-

ticipation of thousands of individuals and the com-

plicity of tens if not hundreds of thousands; or even

the mainstream of political opinion, including their

traditional elites, in a given country during the last

months of the occupation. Differences pertain both

to the nature and the scale of the phenomenon,

and each definition is also implicitly normative.

Some more radical forms of resistance are con-

demned by part of the national opinion
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and postwar historiography as ‘‘terrorism.’’ Other

mainstream forms focused on the preparation of

the postwar are similarly decried as attentisme—
the tendency to wait and see—or cowardice.

Measuring resistance in terms of military effective-

ness is highly problematic. Defining it in terms of

ideological coherence is similarly bound to failure.

Not all antifascist movements were at all times anti-

German, nor were all anti-German movements forc-

ibly antifascist. The attitude of communist parties

while the German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact

lasted illustrated the first contradiction; the preco-

cious radical action by ultranationalist authoritarian

movements in occupied countries, in Ukraine,

Poland, Serbia, or Belgium, exemplify the latter.

Nevertheless, it is the merger in some occupied

countries of all these various strands of ‘‘resistance’’

into a ‘‘home front’’ in the months leading to

liberation that has retrospectively created the image

of a united and organized movement, equally

involved in the struggle against the occupier and,

drawing legitimacy from this combat, in the foun-

dation of a new postwar order. Yet, both activities

were often more dissociated than glorifying narra-

tives admit. The turmoil of war also offered a

unique opportunity for political revolutions, replac-

ing prewar political elites, forcing through radical

political agendas, benefiting from wartime polari-

zation. In its mildest form, this involved the draft-

ing of new constitutions or political platforms for

reforms to be implemented after the liberation,

such as the nationalization of certain economic

sectors or the reinforcement of social rights. In its

more radical forms, this involved the purging of

political enemies who had chosen the occupier’s

side through imprisonment, expulsion, or execu-

tion and/or the expropriation and expulsion by

legal or by violent means of ethnic minorities, seiz-

ing on the extreme violence unleashed by Nazi

population policies to settle once and for all the

unresolved minority questions of the nation-states

born from or reshaped by World War I. The fault

lines between collaboration and resistance are

much less clear here than in cases in which concrete

action against the occupier is involved, simply

because domestic political agendas often occupied

a much higher priority. The radical nature of war-

time political revolutions depended on the degree

of turmoil, the level of violence, and the

destruction or delegitimization of prewar political
structures. Two factors are therefore crucial in out-
lining a typology of the war experience and the
reactions it triggered: space and time.

GEOGRAPHIC FACTORS

The spatial factor derives from the fundamentally
and deliberately asymmetrical nature of Nazi rule in
Europe. Between the two extreme ends of the
timescale on which Nazi planners projected their
program—the immediate strategic contingencies of
battle and the ultimate ideological goals of trans-
forming the European continent in an imperial
order destined to last one thousand years—there
was an almost infinite latitude for experimentation,
provisional solutions, and a very peculiar manage-
ment of priorities, of a military, economic, or
ideological nature. Very schematically, one can dis-
tinguish three geographical areas.

Eastern Europe The war in eastern Europe occu-
pied the most central place in the Nazi ideology,
because this was where the Lebensraum, the vital
space of colonization for the German race, was
located—a space to be vacated by a war of annihila-
tion (Vernichtungskrieg), wiping out local elites
and overall decimating the indigenous population.
This war of destruction was primarily waged in
Poland, Ukraine, and Byelorussia and to a lesser
extent in the Baltic countries. It was accompanied
by large-scale murder, genocide, civil war, and eth-
nic cleansing. Collaboration was a desperate choice,
devoid of any hope for an alternative political
order, because the Nazi occupier never offered
any other perspective than a brutal and planned
policy of colonization, plunder, starvation, and
deportation as outlined, for example, in the
detailed and sinister Generalplan Ost.

The region was moreover the scene for multi-
ple occupations and shifting front lines. The
German–Soviet partition of Poland in September
1939 created waves of refugees, mostly eastward,
but the anticipation of a better life in the Soviet
zone was soon to be disappointed by harsh Stalinist
policies. The German invasion of the USSR in June
1941 provoked new waves of evacuation and retal-
iatory killings. The loyalties of Poles, Ukrainians,
Lithuanians, and Jews to either of the occupiers of
prewar Poland inevitably caused civil war fault lines
to run partly along ethnic lines. Anti-Soviet
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Ukrainian nationalists similarly initially welcomed
the German army as liberators, only to discover
that, apart from the recruitment of auxiliary mili-
tary and police personnel, the German occupier
had no wish whatsoever to create a viable
Ukrainian nation. By 1943, the security situation
for Ukrainian auxiliaries in the German-controlled
forces was such that they deserted in droves to the
Soviet partisans or the Ukrainian nationalist parti-
sans. After having actively participated in the elimi-
nation of the local Jewish population, from 1943
onward, Polish, Ukrainian, and Lithuanian nation-
alists would increasingly turn on each other, trying
to carve out ethnically homogeneous areas in the
anticipation of a postwar settlement. While both
the Polish anticommunist Home Army and the
Polish communist partisans waged a heroic battle
for survival against the German occupier, the pros-
pect of a united front was never an option, as the
brutal events of the autumn of 1944 illustrate,
when the Red Army patiently witnessed from the
outskirts of Warsaw the elimination of the nation-
alist insurrection by the German Army.

Southeastern Europe Southeastern Europe, par-
ticularly the Balkans, form a second area with a
distinct fate. The German invasion responded to
the strategic imperative to occupy the northern
shore of the Mediterranean in order to avoid a
British landing rather than the implementation of
any precise planning or ideological design. The
winter famine in Greece in 1941 and 1942, for
example, was the result of cynical neglect and con-
tempt for the lives of the local population and not
of any deliberate calculation. In Yugoslavia in par-
ticular, a country that had verged on civil war ever
since its creation after World War I, extreme brutal-
ity against the civilian population combined with
murderously divisive occupation policies, as prac-
ticed by the German, Italian, and Hungarian occu-
piers, exacerbating tensions among Serbs, Croats,
Bosnian Muslims, Slovenes, ethnic Hungarians,
ethnic Germans, Jews, and Gypsies, degenerated
into generalized internecine killing. The creation
of a Croat fascist—Ustaša—State and the annexa-
tion policies in other areas were particularly nefar-
ious in this regard.

In this context of anarchy, the tiny prewar
communist parties emerged as the most efficient
and credible endogenous force. Partisan republics,

organizing the redistribution of land and capable of
halting ethnic violence, both by offering an alter-
native political creed and by ruthlessly eliminating
its nationalist adversaries, established the only
homegrown communist regimes in Europe outside
the Soviet Union, in Albania and Yugoslavia. In
Greece only the intervention of twenty-two thou-
sand British troops could avert a similar scenario.
Unlike postwar France, Italy, or the German
Democratic Republic, which would rhetorically
proclaim to be political regimes born from resis-
tance struggle, the Albanian and Yugoslav commu-
nist parties effectively transformed a clandestine
underground apparatus into a new ruling elite,
with all the problems this entailed. By 1957
Milovan Djilas, himself a partisan hero, would
describe in The New Class how a regime built on
this historical legitimacy was hermetically closed to
the younger generations and fundamentally frozen
in its evolution.

Western and central Europe Finally, there is the
heterogeneous group of occupied countries from
western and central Europe—Norway, Denmark,
the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, France,
and Czechoslovakia. Here the Nazi occupier pro-
ceeded to limited annexations of regions integrat-
ing the Reich—the Sudeten area, Alsace-Lorraine,
the whole of Luxembourg, and the Eupen-et-
Malmédy area ceded to Belgium in 1919—but
mainly, the occupation policy was one of
Aufsichtsverwaltung, a policy of economic exploita-
tion at minimal cost, leaving the national adminis-
tration largely intact.

The institutional setting in this third area was
extremely heterogeneous. Czechoslovakia was dis-
membered between the annexed zone, the protec-
torate of Bohemia-Moravia, and the fascist clerical
puppet state of Slovakia. Denmark, which had
accepted the entry of German troops into its terri-
tory, was placed under the protection of a German
governor, but was otherwise allowed to maintain
its institutions, to the point that it even held free
elections in March 1943—elections that did not
even alter the internal political balance. In France,
political events anticipated German decisions as to
the fate of its institutions, as the national assembly
of the Third Republic dissolved itself and elected a
World War I hero, the elderly Philippe Pétain, as
head of a new authoritarian state. Pétain’s first
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decision was to offer an armistice and accept

unconditionally the terms imposed by the

German occupier, including the partitioning of

the country into a southern zone, unoccupied until

November 1942, a central zone under German

military rule, and the ‘‘forbidden zone’’ of the

coastal defense line. In Norway, the Netherlands,

Luxembourg, and Belgium, the national govern-

ments and, with the exception of Belgium, heads of

state, had fled to London before the French col-

lapse, in the hope of continuing the war. In

Norway, the Germans first instituted military rule

and later installed the fascist government of Vidkun

Quisling, a notoriously failed experiment in the

exportation of their political model. In Belgium,

they opted for military rule for the whole duration

of the occupation, while in the Netherlands they

imposed civilian Nazi rule under Reichskommissar
Arthur Seyss-Inquart.

In spite of these very contrasting institutional

settings, Nazi policies in this third area were both

comparable and coordinated. National and local

administrations were left in place, with an overall

relatively prudent policy to replace recalcitrant civil

servants with politically more obedient personnel.

The central concern was to limit the German pres-

ence and avoid major disruptions. The army, pro-

curement ministry, and the SS leadership had con-

flicting views on the priorities guiding occupation

policy; these parties were concerned, respectively,

with: military security by avoiding radical policies,

maximal economic benefit or Nazification, and an

all-out war against the ideological enemies of the

Reich. The first two imperatives did dominate

the occupation policy, with one brutal exception:

the deportation of all Jews from these territories

to the centers of mass death in eastern Europe, a

quite disruptive policy, but one that was an

Danish resistance fighters on a rooftop c. 1945. ªCORBIS
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unquestionable priority on the Nazi agenda. The
mass deportation of Jews in the summer of 1942
was one example of an operation planned for the
whole area in a concerted timetable. Another exam-
ple is the deportation of workers for German indus-
try, after a policy of voluntary recruitment, reaching
a peak in the summer of 1943. Obviously, these
coordinated policies provoked comparable reactions
and delineated a common horizon of action for local
resistance movements.

The view of the occupier The vantage point for an
integrated analysis of these very heterogeneous
situations, between the three groups and inside
each of the groups described above, is of course
the perspective of the German occupier. Even
though the pursued goals were entirely different
depending on the geographical reach, Nazi
Germany also acquired considerable expertise in
occupation management in general and in counter-
insurgency in particular—an experience carefully
studied by the U.S. military in particular after
1945. The science of occupation management
started from an analysis of the precedent of World
War I. The first occupation of Belgium had mobi-
lized an inordinate number of military and admin-
istrative personnel, for a disappointing return on
investment in economic terms, and a catastrophic
impact on Germany’s public relations, an error
Nazi planners were determined to avoid in 1940.
Nazi domination over half a dozen countries by the
summer of 1941 offered a new sample for com-
parative analysis.

Extremely instructive in this regard is the
report published by the occupation expert and SD
(Sicherheitsdienst) man Werner Best concerning
his study tour of occupied capitals in August
1941. At the height of the Nazi onslaught on the
Soviet Union, Best tried to establish the elementary
rules allowing the most efficient management of
any given occupied territory, with a minimal input
of German military and administrative personnel.
After a stint as occupation expert in Paris in 1940
and 1941, Best would apply his conclusions as
German governor of Denmark. Best, whose cre-
dentials as a first-hour Nazi and anti-Semite cannot
be doubted, not only allowed the elections of
March 1943, but he also organized or at the
very least tacitly authorized the discreet evacuation
of the tiny Danish Jewish community over the

Copenhagen Sound. The predictable disruption
and polarization a manhunt in the streets of the
capital would have caused were a price Best was
not willing to pay for the sake of adding one thou-
sand victims to a continental program killing sev-
eral millions. Denmark continued to be the exemp-
lary student in the classroom of occupied nations,
to the point of causing genuine concern among the
Danish elites about the postwar treatment of
Denmark after an Allied victory. Best
then proceeded to negotiate with the Danish
‘‘underground’’ on a mutually agreed program
of ‘‘demonstrative Sabotagetätigkeit,’’ a series of
spectacular but harmless bomb attacks, sufficient
to convince Allied capitals of the Danish resistance
spirit, but not destructive enough to hinder
German logistics, nor to force the occupier into
retaliation and a spiral of terror and counter-
terror that would threaten the mutually beneficial
Aufsichtsverwaltung. But the evacuation of the
Copenhagen Jews did pass to posterity as one of
the most heroic and humanitarian resistance acts in
the whole of occupied Europe.

CHRONOLOGICAL FACTORS

A second parameter is chronology, and more partic-
ularly the duration and proximity of battle. On the
eastern front, the military confrontation raged
uninterruptedly from June 1941 through April
1945 and with it the spiral of radicalizing violence,
among belligerents and against the civilian popula-
tions caught between the hammer and the anvil,
with intense partisan activity behind the German
lines. The awkward position of Italy in the geograph-
ical typology described above illustrates the perti-
nence of the chronological factor. Until September
1943, Italy was an occupation force and cobelligerent
with the Wehrmacht on the eastern front. After the
Italian surrender and until April 1945, the very
slowly receding front line crossed the peninsula,
with the polarizing effects of massive violence
observed elsewhere. From the urban revolt in
Naples to the guerrilla battles in the hills of
Tuscany and Emilia-Romagna, the military con-
frontation spilled over into local civil wars, with
over ten thousand civilians killed in massacres by
German troops and the auxiliaries of the Salo
Republic. No country better illustrates the differ-
ence between antifascism and resistance than Italy.
By 1926, Benito Mussolini had effectively placed
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the political opposition against his regime out of

harm’s way. Antifascism was limited to the milieu

of political exiles, and domestic public opinion was

characterized by consent rather than widespread

opposition and subversion. The Allied and, conse-

quently, German invasions triggered very different

reactions, and the sheer violence and displacement

of the military confrontation mobilized a partisan

movement both in size and strategy more akin to

the Balkan situation than to that of the occupied

countries of western Europe. One year later, the

advance of the Red Army in south-central Europe

would cause short but intensely violent confronta-

tions in the Axis states of Hungary, Romania, and

Slovakia. There are in this regard obvious difficul-

ties in comparing the Hungarian ‘‘resistance’’ in

April 1945 with the Norwegian resistance in April

1940.

In western Europe, resistance is foremost char-

acterized by physical separation from the battle-

field. In May and June 1940, the battle lasted for

five days in the Netherlands, eighteen in Belgium,

and forty days in France—too short to allow for

any organized, nonmilitary resistance to emerge.

Until the return of battle in June 1944, resistance

was mainly limited to intelligence, escape lines, the

underground press, or the preparation of popular

militias for D-Day and H-Hour. Radical forma-

tions who engaged in bomb attacks or shooting

of the German Army were condemned in most

underground newspapers, which deemed such a

strategy both useless from a military point of view

and wasteful of civilian lives because of the draco-

nian retaliation they provoked. The Allied landings

opened a wholly new and very violent chapter, with

the full-out engagement in battle of resistance

troops and generalized guerrilla warfare. Large-

scale massacres of civilians, such as in the French

village of Oradour, where 642 civilians were killed,

or in the Vercors, where a partisan uprising was

massacred by retreating German troops, occurred

only in the wake of the invasion, partly because of

the emergency transfer of troops from the eastern

front who imported their brutal methods of coun-

terinsurgency. Similarly violent episodes occurred

during the Battle of the Bulge in December 1944

and January 1945. The partisan warfare in western

Europe is mostly a rural phenomenon, coinciding

with the length of regular military engagement

in a given locality. Major cities such as Paris and
Brussels were spared from potentially murderous
liberation battles.

A last important chronological distinction
applies to the ‘‘end’’ of resistance. For Poland,
Ukraine, and the Baltic countries, anti-Soviet par-
tisan activity continued into the late 1940s. For
parts of central and eastern Europe, particularly
for the Balkans, including Greece, 1945 is not the
end of the cycle of civil war, ethnic cleansing,
expropriation, and political violence. The second
half of the decade from 1938 to 1948 is in that
regard often more fundamental than the five years
up to 1943.

COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF THE

RESISTANCE MOVEMENTS

These fundamental differences serve as an elemen-
tary precaution to any generalizing overall inter-
pretations of the phenomenon of resistance in
Nazi-occupied Europe. With these reservations
in mind, one can, however, outline a few common
characteristics of the organized opposition to Nazi
rule in Europe.

A first useful distinction applies to the forms of
engagement. One should not confound ‘‘inten-
tional’’ resistance of highly motivated ‘‘first
movers’’ with the less political ‘‘functional’’ resis-
tance of large networks. Intentional resistance
involved patriots and nationalists, who rejected
German occupation because it violated national
sovereignty, and a broad alliance of antifascists,
the most active and organized of which were the
communist parties. Functional resistance involved
individuals, groups, and institutions that occupied
a particular place in society allowing them to give
crucial support to an organized resistance move-
ment. There are notoriously few intentional resis-
ters among farmers and clerics, yet both social
groups came to play a crucial role in the hiding
and feeding of an ever increasing clandestine popu-
lation, including resistance militants whose identity
has been discovered by the enemy, Allied prisoners
of war and recovered aircrew, Jews, and requisi-
tioned workers. Farms, monasteries, orphanages,
and boarding schools had the real estate, the
means, and the advantage of not being suspected
of subversion, which allowed them to play a pivotal
rule in the ‘‘humanitarian’’ resistance all over
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Europe. Policemen, as well as civil servants working

in the labor administrations and the municipal reg-

istry offices, were faced with a very different choice.

Their daily tasks involved often-considerable assis-

tance to the occupation authorities in tracing

the addresses and identities of wanted individuals

or lending assistance to their arrest. Under the

increasing pressure of the ever more intrusive poli-

cies of occupation, disobedience and/or resistance

became an inevitable choice. Warning searched-for

individuals or delivering forged papers was often a

less dangerous approach than a blanket refusal to

cooperate with the occupation authorities. The

dynamic of engagement in resistance activities is

thus very different for each of these groups.

This distinction between intentional and func-

tional resistance also offers the possibility of recon-

structing a chronology of resistance engagement

different from the chronology of battle outlined

above. Practical difficulties of logistics and organi-

zation are a major factor that occupies a central

place in the first generation of historiography

on resistance movements. Establishing contacts

between exile governments in London and resis-

tance movements on the Continent and, often only

in a second stage, among resistance movements

themselves, working in complete isolation, took

one to two years. Facilitating these contacts through

radio transmitters, rather than emissaries and ‘‘mail-

boxes,’’ in southern France, Spain, Portugal, and

Switzerland, took even longer. Charles de Gaulle’s

emissary, Jean Moulin, for example, was parachuted

into the French Alps in January 1942, but only after

a perilous return to London in February 1943 did

he succeed, at the end of May 1943, in creating the

Conseil National de la Résistance (National

Resistance Committee), representing most move-

ments, parties, and trade unions in occupied

France. The Belgian government-in-exile set up a

highly inventive system of financial support for

workers in hiding to escape labor conscription in

Germany, through guaranteed loans by Belgian

banks, but the scheme started functioning only in

April 1944. Conflicts between movements, emis-

saries, British services, and exile governments, the

arrest of emissaries, and highly successful infiltra-

tion operations by the German counterintelligence,

Abwehr, notoriously in the Netherlands in the so-

called Englandspiel, all made these efforts long and

costly in terms of human lives.

Resistance was also intrinsically a bet on the

future. The military and geopolitical prospects were

therefore a crucial factor: the invasion of the Soviet

Union in June 1941; the U.S. declaration of war in

December of that year; the halting of the German

offensive on the eastern and North African fronts;

the first German defeats, especially at Stalingrad

at the start of 1943; and the Allied landings in

North Africa, Italy, Normandy, and the Provence

all affected public opinion in the occupied coun-

tries and, by creating hope for a liberation from

German presence, encouraged resistance. Even

more decisive were the concrete policies pursued

by Nazi Germany in the occupied regions. During

the killing spree of the Einsatzgruppen on the east-

ern front in the summer of 1941, there was hardly

any organized resistance, and the local Jewish

population was completely taken by surprise by

these indeed inconceivably brutal actions. It was

only in the following months that the partisan

movement organized its actions behind enemy

lines. During the razzias (roundups) of the sum-

mer of 1942, the Jewish population of western

Europe was similarly taken by surprise. The fact

that the first three months of deportations repre-

sented two-thirds of the total number for the

whole of the war shows the effectiveness of the

various forms of resistance to the German policies

that developed in the ensuing months. Among

them, Jewish immigrant militants of the commu-

nist parties in both France and Belgium—the

famous Francs tireurs et Partisans–Main d’Œuvre

Immigrée—formed the most radical units of urban

guerrillas in a fight for survival, targeting also the

personnel organizing the deportations. One year

later still, the labor draft took the form of massive

roundup operations, but by the end of the summer

of 1943, the yields of the German labor recruit-

ment policies dropped dramatically, thereby fueling

the resistance with tens of thousands of clandes-

tines to hide, feed, and, for a minority among

them, enroll in Maquis formations preparing for

guerrilla warfare. The failure of the labor draft from

the summer of 1943 onward was undoubtedly the

main success of the resistance in western Europe

and the main factor explaining its transformation
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from an active minority into a mass movement

involving all sectors of the occupied society.

The combination of these factors helps to
explain the early engagement of nationalists in the
resistance, during the fall of 1939 in Poland; the
summer of 1940 in Norway, the Netherlands, and
Belgium; from April 1941 in Serbia and Greece;
followed by the simultaneous entry of communist

militants all over occupied Europe in June and July
of 1941. A broadening of the basis occurred late in
1942 and in the course of 1943, particularly
through the dynamic of ‘‘functional’’ resistance
involving resisters with a very different profile. In
late 1943 and during 1944, the expectation of a
German retreat then created space either for a pro-

cess of unification of a national resistance front
anticipating the formation of a new postwar politi-
cal coalition, such as in most western European
countries, or a situation of civil war in the absence
of prospects for coalition and power-sharing, such
as in eastern and southern Europe. Resistance is
thus a central category in understanding the war

experience and postwar trajectory of European
societies, but one whose impact has to be measured
carefully in political, social, and even cultural terms
depending on the geographical and chronological
setting, and it is furthermore necessary to distin-
guish between the different forms of engagement

in the struggle against it.

See also Antifascism; Collaboration; Einsatzgruppen;
Occupation, Military; Vlasov Armies; Warsaw
Uprising; World War II.
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PIETER LAGROU

REVOLUTION OF 1917. See Russian
Revolutions of 1917.

n

REXIST MOVEMENT. Rex was the prin-
cipal extreme-right political movement in franco-
phone Belgium from the mid-1930s until its col-
lapse at the end of the Second World War. It was
led throughout its brief existence by a young
Catholic journalist, Léon Degrelle, and its origins
lay in the mood of dissatisfaction that developed in
the early 1930s among supporters of the Catholic
Party, which had been a major force in Belgian
politics since the 1880s. Degrelle and his col-
leagues were predominantly young intellectuals,
notably from the University of Louvain (Leuven),
who had been inspired by the more militant rheto-
ric of a Catholic social and political order current
among Catholic groups in Belgium during the
1920s. Their noisy denunciation of the corruption
of some of the Catholic Party’s leaders led to their
expulsion from the party, and Degrelle decided to
establish Rex (a label derived from Christus Rex,
Christ the King) as an independent political move-
ment to fight the parliamentary elections in May
1936.

The youthful dynamism of the Rexist election
campaign, and the skills of Degrelle (aged only
thirty) as a propagandist and orator, won support
for its antipolitician message and vague promises of
a new social and political order. In the elections Rex
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won 11 percent of the vote and had twenty-one
deputies elected to parliament. Most of the Rexist
votes appear to have been at the expense of the
Catholic Party, notably in the southern provinces
of Liège and Luxembourg, where Rex’s attacks on
the parliamentary regime matched more specific
material grievances among small businessmen and
farmers. The moment of Rexist success proved,
however, to be short-lived. Trying to capitalize on
the momentum created by their electoral success,
Degrelle stood in a by-election in Brussels in April
1937 against the Catholic prime minister, Paul Van
Zeeland. All of the other political parties called on
their supporters to vote for Van Zeeland, and
Degrelle was decisively defeated. In response, the
Rexist leader adopted a more consciously fascist style
and ideology and developed closer links with Fascist
Italy and Nazi Germany. By the time of the parlia-
mentary elections in April 1939, Rex had lost much
of its credibility and won only 4 percent of the vote.

After the German invasion and subsequent
occupation of Belgium in May 1940, the Rexists
were one of many political forces that initially called
for some form of ‘‘new order’’ in Belgium. Degrelle
had narrowly escaped death in May 1940, when
he had been arrested by the Belgian authorities as
a suspected fifth columnist and subsequently trans-
ported to detention in France. On his return to
Belgium in the summer of 1940, he was determined
to seize the political opportunity. But the German
military authorities showed little interest in
Degrelle, preferring to work with elements of the
prewar Belgian elite and the Flemish nationalists of
the Vlaams Nationaal Verbond (Flemish National
League). In an attempt to capture German atten-
tion, the Rexist leader adopted an explicitly collab-
orationist stance in January 1941. This radical evo-
lution failed, however, to bring him Nazi patronage
and prompted a wave of resignations from the
already depleted Rexist movement.

Increasingly isolated within Belgium, Degrelle
created a small military unit of predominantly Rexist
volunteers, the Légion Wallonie, in the summer of
1941 to join the German campaign against the Soviet
Union. Degrelle left Belgium with these troops
in August 1941 and remained a serving soldier, and
ultimately the commander of the Légion, on the east-
ern front until the end of the war. His military service
and more especially his cultivation of an alliance with

the SS eventually brought him some rewards. Hitler

received Degrelle in February 1944 and awarded him

the Iron Cross, and he became a convenient propa-

ganda figure for the Nazi regime in its efforts to

portray the war in the east as a European crusade

against bolshevism. There is, however, no evidence

that Hitler supported Degrelle’s ever more unrealistic

dreams of re-creating the Burgundian Empire, incor-

porating Belgium and areas of France, in the western

borderlands of the Third Reich. Degrelle’s grandiose

political ambitions were, moreover, sharply at odds

with the increasingly beleaguered situation of the

Rexists within Belgium. During the latter war years

Rexists were appointed by the Germans to positions

of authority, especially as bourgmestres (mayors) of

towns in southern Belgium. Public hostility toward

them deepened as the war progressed, and many

Rexists were the targets of attacks by resistance

groups. After the war many Rexist militants were tried

by the Belgian authorities for collaboration with the

German occupiers. Degrelle, however, was able to

escape in May 1945 from the Third Reich to Spain,

where the Spanish authorities allowed him to live in

semi-hiding until his death in 1994.

See also Action Française; Belgium; Fascism; Nazism.
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MARTIN CONWAY

n

RHINELAND OCCUPATION. Since

the wars of Louis XIV (r. 1643–1715) and the

French Revolution, control of the river Rhine had

been a matter of dispute between France and the

German states. The strategic, geopolitical, and eco-

nomic importance of the Rhineland became even

more important as it developed into the greatest

industrial concentration in Europe with its coal

mines and heavy industry.
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TERMS OF THE PEACE (1919)

When the German government sued for an armistice

in October 1918, the French marshal Ferdinand

Foch expressed the French view that security and

hegemony were synonymous. He not only wanted

the bridgeheads over the Rhine but also wanted to

secure the Rhine as France’s new eastern border.

Article V of the armistice treaty of 11 November

1918 stipulated that the Allied armies should

occupy the left bank of the Rhine, and this was

completed five weeks later. The German authorities

anticipated their arrival with anxiety, as revolution-

ary activity spread across the country. The British

occupied the bridgehead at Cologne and surround-

ings with the Belgians on their northwest flank,

and the Americans occupied Koblenz. The French
occupied Mainz and controlled by far the largest
part of the Rhineland with a huge occupation army
of 250,000 men at its peak in March 1920.

Before the opening of the peace conference on
18 January 1919, the French press and influential
writers such as Maurice Barrès had stressed Franco-
Rhenish affinity. The Rhenish population, because
of its ethnic origins, culture, and religion, was in
their view antagonistic to Germanic, Protestant,
and authoritarian Prussia. Also the military and the
industrialists pleaded for annexation or at least the
creation of an independent Rhineland nation. These
ambitions encountered insurmountable objections
from the British and Americans, who saw it as an
expression of French imperialism. Only after long
negotiations was a compromise finally signed in
Versailles on 28 June. As head of the French delega-
tion, Georges Clemenceau had obtained a double
guarantee of French security: military measures
included demilitarization and a fifteen-year occupa-
tion of the Rhineland with its bridgeheads, as well as
a formal extension of the wartime alliance.

THE OCCUPATION GOVERNMENT

The purpose of the Rhineland occupation was to
ensure that the Germans paid reparations. All poli-
tical, military, economic, social, and racial issues
affecting postwar Europe interacted in a complex
way in the Rhineland. During the peace negotia-
tions there was increasing separatist agitation. All
subsequent French governments supported this
separatism through what they called ‘‘peaceful
penetration’’ or cultural propaganda. The Rhineland
Republic proclaimed by Dr. Hans Dorten on 1 June
1919 evaporated immediately because of a lack of real
popular support, but in the latter months of 1919,
Dorten altered his professed goal to one of Rhenish
autonomy within a federal Reich. However, the
greatest political force in the Rhineland was the
Catholic Zentrumspartei (Center Party), which
kept its distance from central government but
did not support separatism, and its stance limited
the appeal of such ideas. However, the mayor of
Cologne, Konrad Adenauer, harbored private notions
about a grand West German/Rhineland state taking
its place beside Prussia and Bavaria within the Reich,
but this was only likely if the Weimar Republic col-
lapsed through inflation and internal crises. Attempts

A pregnant example of the ‘‘Black horror on the

Rhine’’ campaign against the French employment

of African troops on the Rhine can be found in one

of the many brochures edited by the Deutsche

Notbund gegen die Schwarze Schmach in Munich.

The author, Bruno Stehle, quotes the Italian states-

man Francesco Nitti, who gave an interview to the

American United Press, organized by the Notbund:

An extract from Nitti’s interview follows:
‘‘Assume, he says, that America had lost the
war, and that Germany had brought its regi-
ments to New York and Boston, and intended
to keep them there for say fifteen to twenty
years, until it had collected a contribution of
100 or 150 billion dollars, such a proceeding
might have seemed unbearable to Americans.
But if the Germans, to put the brand of con-
tempt on all white Americans, had stacked
regiments of negroes in the cities along the
Atlantic coast, what a howl of impotent rage
would then have gone forth. And remember,’’
says Nitti, ‘‘that these African regiments are
composed of savages for the most part
untouched by any contact with civilization, and
if the victorious Germans had then demanded
after all this formal humiliation, that American
women and American girls must in one form or
the other be supplied to the carnal lust of these
Africans, Africans barely removed from the
practices of voodoo and cannibalism, all
America would have resounded with horror at
this barbarity and pollution.’’

Source: Dr. Bruno Stehle, The Shame of France (Munich,

1923), p. 14.
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in 1923 to set up separatist governments in the

Rhineland and the Palatinate under the protection
of the French garrison, which to Germany seemed

to threaten the very integrity of the state, also failed

through a lack of support and suspicion of French

motives. After February 1924 no more was heard of
the separatist movement in the Rhineland.

The authority of the commander-in-chief of

the occupying armies was considerably restricted

by the inauguration of the Inter Allied Rhineland

High Commission (IARHC) in January 1920.

Based in Koblenz, it was composed of three high
commissioners (British, French, and Belgian) under

a president, the French commissioner Paul Tirard

(1879–1945). (There was also a German co-opted

member and an American representative who had
observer status.) Against the tradition of military

occupations and at the instigation of the British

and Americans, who feared the influence of the

French military, the IARHC was a civil administra-
tion and acted independently from the govern-
ments it represented, although the Germans never
stopped accusing the commission of being under
strong French influence.

The ambiguities and complexities of French

policy together with the Anglo-American unwill-

ingness to continue wartime economic cooperation

goes a long way in explaining the political crises of

the 1920s. The rigor of French reparations policy

depended in large part on an American willingness

to subsidize the French recovery. The postpone-

ment of a world financial and economic peace set-

tlement served only to weaken the new German

Republic politically. On two occasions the occupa-

tion authorities intervened when Germany did not

fulfill its reparations obligations. In March 1921

the big harbors of the Ruhr (Ruhrort, Düsseldorf,

Duisburg) were occupied, and in January 1923

A tank accompanies French troops entering a city in the Rhineland, 1923. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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French and Belgian troops occupied the Ruhr after

the reparations commission declared that Germany

had not met its set quota of timber deliveries.

Another recurring theme in the negotiations

between the IARHC and the German government

was the decommissioning of secret arms depots and

the disbanding of the various paramilitary forces

created after 1918. The activities of the German

security police as a quasi-military formation also

continued to irritate the Allied powers.

GERMAN RESISTANCE

From the beginning of the occupation, Berlin had
decided that the occupying French army should be
hindered as much as possible, while there should be
full cooperation in the American and British areas.
This policy was specifically designed to divide the
English speaking contingents from their French
ally. When the peace conditions became known in
the spring of 1919, the animosity of the Rhenish
population grew. It was fueled by the harsh mea-
sures of the French occupying forces: curfews, the
proclamation of martial law, the hindering of com-
munication with the unoccupied territories, postal
censorship, and the duty of all German officials to
salute French officers. The many French troops and
the billeting of their officers in private houses led to
shortages of food and of housing. French aims of
ensuring military security and economic reparations
were at odds with the idea of winning over the hearts
and minds of the population in order to create
a buffer state between France and Prussia. The
German government successfully launched a policy
of passive resistance during the Ruhr occupation of
1923. Apart from 188,000 people evicted from
their houses, the 132 Germans killed, and the deaths
of some French and Belgian soldiers, the oppressive
measures left a legacy of bitterness that eventually
became a further factor in the weakening of the
Weimar Republic. Measures taken by the high com-
mission against protests by right-wing extremist
groups provoked fierce protests from Berlin, despite
the fact that similar measures were taken elsewhere
by the German authorities themselves.

Tirard’s attempts at ‘‘peaceful penetration’’
were countered by the German government with
a vehement propaganda campaign with which Berlin
hoped to rally world opinion against France. In
more than five hundred publications and

pamphlets, French occupation policy was vilified,
for example, by using powerful images of starving
German children. Already humiliated by the occu-
pation itself, the Germans felt even more humi-
liated by the use of French colonial troops. Tens
of thousands of ‘‘coal black savages from Africa’’
were accused of roaming out of control across the
Rhineland, raping German women at will, infecting
the population and ‘‘polluting’’ German blood. In
reality, there were never more than five thousand
black West African troops stationed in Germany,
and all of them had been withdrawn by June 1920.
The accusations of rape rarely proved to be true,
and in general, the Rhenish population seems to
have been less antagonistic to the French colonial

A racist German poster denounces the French use

of black troops during their occupation of the

Rhineland, 1924. ªMARY EVANS PICTURE LIBRARY/THE IMAGE WORKS
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troops than to their white counterparts. The
overtly racist ‘‘Black horror on the Rhine’’ cam-
paign that emanated primarily from Hamburg,
Berlin, and Munich, and was intended to raise
antipathy against France, nonetheless had a major
international impact between 1920 and 1922.

The end of 1923 saw a stabilization of the

German currency that paved the way for financial

reform and the rescheduling of reparations through

the Dawes Plan. French problems with the contin-

ued occupation of the Ruhr led to the withdrawal

of their forces by August 1925, and this paved the

way for a more comprehensive security treaty for

the states of western Europe. The Locarno Treaty

of October 1925 included the Rhineland Pact, in

which France, Britain, Belgium, and Italy con-

tracted to maintain the inviolability of both

German and French borders, and the demilitarized

zone in the Rhineland was accepted and guaran-

teed. American troops had already been withdrawn

in February 1923. British troops were then trans-

ferred to the Koblenz bridgehead and had their

headquarters at Wiesbaden. France, while linking

evacuation closely with reparations payments in

order to extract the greatest possible economic and

political compensation, nevertheless became more

interested in speeding up the process. Pressure from

the German foreign minister Gustav Stresemann

coupled with Anglo-French difficulties in maintain-

ing the occupation, and the further rescheduling of

reparations agreed to in the Young Plan ultimately

led to a partial military withdrawal in 1929 and a

complete evacuation in June 1930, some five years

before the originally agreed-upon date. Ultimately,

Allied Rhineland policy did little to serve the inter-

ests of German democracy or the security aspirations

of the major western European powers.

See also Germany; Imperial Troops; Nazism; Occupation,
Military; Racism.
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Bariéty, Jacques. Les relations franco-allemandes après la

première guerre mondiale, 10 novembre 1918–10 jan-
vier 1925. Paris, 1977.

Edgerton, Robert. Hidden Heroism: Black Soldiers in
America’s Wars. Boulder, Co., 2002.

Edmonds, James Edward. The Occupation of the Rhineland,
1918–1929. London, 1944 (1987).
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DICK VAN GALEN LAST

n

RIEFENSTAHL, LENI (1902–2003),
German dancer, movie actor, director, producer,
photographer.

A woman of many talents and a controversial
international figure, Leni Riefenstahl (born Berta
Helene Amalie Riefenstahl on 22 August 1902 in
Berlin, she died 8 September 2003 at Pöcking am
Starmbergersee) was a student of painting and a
successful dancer, art forms that were to influence
her later work in film and photography. Her career
in filmmaking began in the mid-1920s in a genre of
popular German films known as ‘‘mountain films,’’
largely under the direction of Dr. Arnold Fanck,
with such revealing titles as Der heilige Berg (1926;
The Holy Mountain), Der grosse Sprung (1927; The
Great Leap), Das Schicksal derer von Hapsburg
(1928; The Destiny of the Hapsburgs), directed by
Rolf Raffé, Die weisse Hölle vom Piz Palü (1929;
The White Hell of Pitz Palü), Stürme über dem
Mont Blanc (1930; Storm over Mont Blanc/
Avalanche), Der weisse Rausch (1931; The White
Ecstasy), and SOS Eisberg (1933). The films fea-
tured majestic (and realistic) location shots of
mountains, clouds, sea, storms, and heroic, athletic
characters who struggle valiantly to survive in a
tempestuous natural environment.

Having learned cinematic techniques from act-
ing in these films, Riefenstahl undertook to pro-
duce, direct, film, and star in her own mountain

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2221

R I E F E N S T A H L , L E N I



film, Das blaue Licht (1932; The Blue Light),

revealing a predilection for the monumental, the

heroic, for nature images that function as indicators

of energy, beauty, and power (elements of the

landscape, especially mountains, clouds, flowers,

water), a ritualization of life, an eroticized vision

of national and feminine perfection, a celebration

of the human body, and a metamorphosis of every-

day life into an aesthetic experience. These films

have been said to show the ‘‘continuity of Weimar

cinema (especially Fritz Lang) with Nazi cinema’’

in their ‘‘recurrent visual motifs’’ and ‘‘monument-

alism’’ (Elsaesser, p. 187). Both these films and

Riefenstahl’s documentaries use visual images and

sound to valorize instinct, emotion, ritualized

action, and theatricality, and both mobilize cinema

to alter, transform, and unsettle perceptions of the

real, confusing fiction and life and rendering life as

fiction.

The ongoing fascination with, censure of, and

apologetics for Riefenstahl centers largely on the

documentaries she directed in cooperation with the

Nazi authorities in the 1930s. Sieg des Glaubens
(1933, Victory of Faith), a short propaganda film

for the National Socialist Party, creates on a smaller

scale the motifs and techniques that characterize

her longer and more expensive documentaries.

Described as ‘‘the most powerful, influential pro-

paganda film in nonfiction cinema’’ (Barsam,

p. 128), Triumph des Willens (1935; Triumph of
the Will), lavishly funded and with a crew of 120,

including thirty cameras and twenty-nine newsreel

camerapersons as backup, celebrated the 1934

Nuremberg Nazi Party Rally as spectacle, using

A scene from Riefenstahl’s Olympia, 1938. OLYMPIA-FILM/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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ritualistic and ceremonial visual and sound images
that deified Hitler, heroized his followers, and,
through the shots of the architecture, joined the
past grandeur of the German nation to the present
promise of National Socialism. The film orches-
trates images of clouds, mist, smoke, architecture,
and party banners and standards, and choreographs
the worshipful masses with a montage of sound
that mixes Wagnerian music, folk songs, chants,
and party anthems. It eroticizes the submission of
the masses to the leader, objectifies and aestheti-
cizes the male body, and glorifies the technology of
war. An ordinary party rally is metamorphosed into
a religious and erotic event that compels the spec-
tator to rethink connections between politics and
filmmaking.

Equally monumental and spectacular is
Olympische Spiele (1938; Olympia), a two-part film
comprising Fest der Völker (Festival of the Nations)
and Fest der Schönheit (Festival of Beauty),
Riefenstahl’s documentary of the 1936 Olympics.
Largely funded by the Nazi Propaganda Ministry
and filmed by a camera crew of forty-eight indivi-
duals, including six cameramen and sixteen assis-
tants, it focuses on the presence of Hitler, the
beauty of the athletes’ bodies, the theatricality of
their performances, the grandeur of the classical
setting, and the participation of the masses: the
marathon and diving sequences are a ‘‘symphony
of movement’’ (Hinton, p. 57). Through edited
images of the sculpted and wholesome young male
bodies, including that of the black athlete Jesse
Owens, the film highlights their classical poses,
their discipline and control, and their almost other-
worldly solitariness against a background of clouds,
fire, and water. Olympia is more than a record of
the games; it is a dramatic sexualized experience of
art as spectacle.

After the war, Riefenstahl was arrested several
times by the Allies. Some of her property was
confiscated, and she was blacklisted. She was
finally ‘‘de-Nazified’’ in 1952. Her film Tiefland
(Lowlands), begun in the 1940s, was finally
released in 1954 but was poorly received. In the
1970s she went to Africa and, while she never
realized a film documentary of the Nuba tribe,
her photos were published in a volume, The Last
of the Nuba (1973), in which, once again, the
subjects’ bodies are sexualized and aestheticized.

Her autobiography, Sieve of Time (1992), is not
an apology for but a justification of her life and
work in films. Her films and persona were the
subject of a documentary film, The Wonderful
Horrible Life of Leni Riefenstahl (1993). Her claim
that she was creating art and not engaging in pol-
itics and her denial of responsibility have continued
to trouble critics, but her work has led many to
reexamine documentary representation and the
role of the filmmaker in relation to fascism.

See also Cinema; Film (Documentary); Hitler, Adolf;
Nazism; Olympic Games; Propaganda.
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MARCIA LANDY

n

RIOTS IN FRANCE. In October and
November 2005, riots began in the northern sub-
urbs of Paris, quickly extending to many other
cities and towns. It was the worst such trouble in
France since the spring of 1968. The precipitating
event was the death of two adolescents, age fifteen
and seventeen, on 27 October. They had fled when
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they believed that they were being chased by police
in Clichy-sous-Bois. They tried to hide in an elec-
tric transformer and were electrocuted, with
another boy seriously hurt. A town of 28,300 peo-
ple, Clichy-sous-Bois is the sixth poorest commune
in France. About 70 percent of the population of
the notorious housing projects (cités) are Muslims,
like the two boys. The incident and the events that
followed must be seen in the context of the long-
standing resentment of and resistance to the police
among minority youth in the grim French suburbs.
In all, during the two months, more than nine
thousand vehicles were set ablaze, and three thou-
sand people were arrested. Most of those rioting
were young males of North African or West African
extraction.

The troubles quickly spread to the suburbs of
Lyon, Lille, Saint-Étienne, and Strasbourg, among
other places where such reactions could be antici-
pated, but also, surprisingly enough, to Colmar,
Clermont-Ferrand, Pau, Orléans, Dijon, and
Brive-la-Gaillarde, among others. There were also
incidents in Belgium and Germany. The forms of
resistance in themselves were not new—the hurling
of Molotov cocktails and burning of cars had
marked New Year’s Eve in Strasbourg for years.
There had been riots on a much smaller scale in
1983, and in the town of Montbéliard in 2000.
However, the geographic reach of the troubles,
along with the fact that they lasted about two
months, was unprecedented. In the 2005 riots,
there was violence, to be sure, but it was far less
random than it appeared.

Surprisingly, there was only one death—a man
beaten to death while trying to put out a fire in a
garbage container in Stains, a suburb of Paris—and
only a few injuries. The army was never called in.
Moreover, despite the fact that several attacks on
schools, churches, buses, the Lyon métro, and even
sporting facilities took place, damage was surpris-
ingly limited, far less, for example, than the events
of May 1968, or the riots in Los Angeles in 1992
following the acquittal of policemen who had been
filmed beating a black man. Even the mindless
arson attacks on buildings were done at night, so
that buildings would be empty. The destruction of
empty cars, however unfortunate, did not hurt
people. Despite a generalized hatred of the police,
not a single policeman was killed or even seriously

wounded, despite the fact that on some occasions

rioters fired live rounds.

Resistance to the Compagnie Républicaine de

Sécurité (CRS)—the militarized state security police

who arrive on any scene in large, almost fortified

vans—has traditionally been very strong. The gov-

ernment strategy of the criminalization of petty mis-

deeds—modeled after changes in policing in New

York City (‘‘no tolerance’’)—may have been coun-

terproductive, by accentuating the enormous gulf

between the young of the suburbs and French iden-

tity. The government of President Jacques Chirac

had eliminated funds that had made possible ‘‘beat’’

policing, and thus the police became ever more

isolated from such communities, particularly given

increased reliance on the Brigade Anticriminalité

(Anticrime Brigade, BAC). The government also

had eliminated funds for a program that provided

some jobs for minorities in the suburbs.

POLITICAL RESPONSES

The riots quickly took on a political dimension.

Nicholas Sarkozy—the minister of interior with

aspirations to become president of France and a

rival of Dominique de Villepin, the prime minister,

and himself the son of Hungarian immigrants—

cynically manipulated the situation. He poured

gasoline on the flames by referring to the rioters

as ‘‘riff-raff,’’ or even scum (‘‘racaille,’’ which can,

in current parlance, also refer to a ‘‘tough guy’’),

and suggested that the suburbs should be disin-

fected ‘‘to get rid of the scum.’’ To many, this

seemed a blatant attempt to win the support of

voters who support the extreme right-wing and

violently anti-immigrant Front National of Jean-

Marie Le Pen, a strategy that one of Sarkozy’s

predecessors, Charles Pasqua, had attempted sev-

eral years before. The football star Lillian Thuram

denounced Sarkozy’s remarks as ‘‘contemptuous

and humiliating,’’ serving to awaken ‘‘latent

racism’’ in France. The Gaullist president Jacques

Chirac vainly attempted to remain above the fray,

having the 8 November declaration of a state of

emergency (which imposed curfews and jail sen-

tences and heavy fines for violators) read to jour-

nalists on his behalf. However, he appeared to be

more and more ineffective, isolated, and virtually

ignored.
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On the right, attempts were made to blame
religion for the troubles: Bernard Accoyer, parlia-
mentary leader of the Gaullist party, the Union for
a Popular Movement, claimed that polygamy
among Muslims was one reason contributing to
the sad situation of many families in the suburbs.
Some journalists in other countries (such as the
United States) also sought to place the riots in
the context of fears of Islamic extremism, although
religion had little to do with the events. At times,
television coverage made the troubles seem worse
than they were in some places.

CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC CONTEXTS

In view of the disadvantaged situation of minorities
on the edge of French urban life, it is indeed sur-
prising that such troubles did not come long
before. Unlike suburbs in the United States, many
French suburbs became the residence of the poor
and marginalized. Large-scale immigration to
France from Algeria, Morocco, and Tunisia, former
French colonies in North Africa, and then from
West Africa, began in the late 1960s. French
employers, aided by the state, sought workers for
expanding business. When the economic slowdown
came in 1973–1974 and in subsequent years, the
arrival of immigrants continued, but there were far
fewer jobs awaiting them. The Muslim population
of France by 2005 was estimated at about five
million people. Many of them live in the suburbs,
now populated by a third generation of under- or
unemployed young people, a situation that has
increased the inequality between two worlds.

Traditionally in France and in many other
European countries suburbs had developed in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries as the residence
of concentrations of poor workers on the margins
of urban life, where costs were cheaper and fac-
tories were located. The tall apartment houses con-
structed in the late 1960s and 1970s (Habitations à
Loyer Modéré, HLMs) have become identified
with life in the suburbs, long after they were first
applauded for providing small, basic apartments to
people of modest means in such cités. Conditions
in such housing projects have declined rapidly, with
physical deterioration and considerable delin-
quency, including some drug-dealing. And because
so many residents are poor, a great number of
families require state assistance (generating

inevitable complaints about bureaucratic red-tape
and probably generating apathy as well), adding to
the stigmatization of the suburbs. Moreover, con-
tinued, aggressive police intervention makes even
more apparent the inability of the state to improve
economic conditions on the margins of French
urban life.

In 2005 the rate of unemployment in France
stood at about 10 percent (three million people),
but among young people it was at least 23 percent
and in the suburbs much higher than that, having
risen from 28 percent to 40 percent between 1990
to 2000. The unemployment rate for foreigners
and French with origins in non-European countries
stood about 36 percent. In Clichy-sous-Bois at the
time of the riots, 80 percent of the population lived
in what are classified as Zones urbaines sensibles
(Sensitive urban zones), and 35 percent in public
housing. The unemployment rate for young people
between age eighteen and twenty-five stood at 60
percent, and about 33 percent of the population as
a whole. Even those minorities with advanced edu-
cation or training face discrimination as they seek
jobs. Many find only jobs paying the minimum
wage, eight hundred euros per month, barely
enough to survive. About two-thirds of minority
youth in the suburbs live in a precarious economic
situation. Many depend on an informal economy.
Thus, as the French economy (along with
Germany, Italy, and many other European states)
has struggled with a high rate of unemployment,
minority populations have fared far worse than the
rest of the population. A man of Arab origin put it
this way: ‘‘I raise my children hiding from them
the fact that I no longer have any hope for them.
But the real drama is that they understand all that.
They grow up in this bloody chaos, and they
suffer . . . there is no future for the children of
immigrants here.’’

Many of their children and grandchildren face
discrimination and have little or no sense of
belonging to France—although most of them are
French citizens—nor do they have much connec-
tion to the countries of their parents’ or grand-
parents’ origin. Minority families pay taxes, and
young men had to serve in the armed forces before
conscription ended. Minority youths grow up with
a sense of fundamental inequality and many do not
‘‘feel French’’ because the are much more likely
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than a nonminority French person to be stopped

by the police to have their identification papers

checked, stopped or even arrested for no reason,

or refused entrance into a nightclub because they

are Muslim. The cités of the suburbs carry with

them enormous stigmatization, perceived by many

people of means to be crime-ridden and dangerous.

Such young people feel part of neither culture,

individualized, while influenced by, for example,

some aspects of American popular culture, such as

the Americanization of rap music, stressing indivi-

dualism, indeed emphasizing a macho culture and

in some ways perhaps even violence (‘‘I dream of

putting a bullet in the head of a cop,’’ goes one

lyric). The multicultural reality of many French

suburbs contributes to individualization, undercut-

ting positive collective responses to an adverse

situation. This stands in contrast to the ghettos

that exploded in violence in the United States in

the 1960s, where common ethnic identity and soli-

darity were considerable, and accompanied, as well,

the hope and changes brought by the civil rights

movement.

IMPLICATIONS

The failure of French republican socialization has

been virtually complete. This could be seen in

mounting problems in the schools of the suburbs,

particularly the middle schools and lycées, where

teachers were increasingly demoralized by indiffer-

ence and even violence. Moreover, the recent law

forbidding the wearing of religious symbols in

schools increased the sense of exclusion felt by

Muslims because it was clearly directed against the

headscarves (foulards) worn by Muslim women.

Moreover, the French Republic has refused

even to acknowledge the existence of ethnic

groups, for example in censuses. Thus the state

does not take into account racial and ethnic cate-

gorization, which makes it difficult for any kind of

researchers to study minority populations. At the

same time, the minority populations, particularly

the young, manifested increasing intolerance of

the discrimination they faced. In some ways, the

failure of a succession of governments in France has

come back to haunt them. The riots were thus both

an expression of anger and a cry for respect and

assistance.

The government’s response was to talk about
the necessity of ‘‘order,’’ but there was little talk
about equality. Ironically, the state of emergency
that the government declared was based on the
‘‘state of siege’’ law that had been imposed during
the Algerian War of Independence (1954–1962).
This fact was not lost on Arab minorities, who
recognized that they were being treated in 2005
as their grandparents had been fifty years earlier.

The riots made clear the breakdown of civil
society in such suburbs. Voluntary associations
struggled to remain alive. Indeed the government
had recently withdrawn subventions for them. The
Communist Party had for decades been a signifi-
cant source of solidarity for workers in the suburbs
(thus, the ‘‘red belt’’ around Paris in the 1920s and
1930s, and even the 1950s, when workers voted
for Communist representatives, or deputies, and
municipal governments), but the decline of the
Communist Party has been precipitous. And the
decline of factory production undercut class soli-
darity and indeed working-class culture—indeed a
significant percentage of traditional French work-
ers, who once supported the Left, came to blame
immigrants for their loss of jobs and began to vote
for the Front National. In any case, the unions have
lost much influence in France, and particularly in
places that have suffered deindustrialization. Many
white workers, who lived in the same buildings as
minority workers in the 1970s, began to move out
in the 1980s, some taking advantage of a govern-
ment program that helped them buy apartments,
purchases very few minority families could afford.
This is very unlike the riots in 1968, when students
and workers had leaders who provided effective,
vocal leadership. Thus, virtually no one spoke for
the minority populations in the multicultural sub-
urbs of Paris and other cities and towns. The influ-
ence of Harlem Désir, Socialist member of the
European Parliament, is exceptional. Overall, the
electoral process seemed to lead nowhere. Very few
minorities had reached positions of authority or
influence in government posts. No one seems to
represent them.

By mid-November 2005, some state of nor-
malcy had returned. The French government
finally lifted the state of emergency in early
January. The prime minister, Dominique de
Villepin, restored one hundred million euros in
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credits that had been lopped off budgets for sub-
ventions, including to voluntary associations, and
announced more job training programs, similar in
some ways to those emplois jeunes (public jobs for
young people) that had been implemented to pro-
vide temporary jobs to young people during the
previous several years. Enormous problems
remained. Funds do not exist to create enough jobs
that could become permanent, and the high rate of
unemployment and decades-old patterns of discri-
mination represent daunting challenges.

The allocation of funds to the disadvantaged
suburbs will not necessarily bring about the struc-
tural changes necessary to bring hope to and inte-
gration of the excluded of the suburbs, particularly
when combined with police determination to rees-
tablish ‘‘order’’ at all costs. Increased penalization
will only increase the sense of exclusion felt by
minorities in the suburbs. Moreover, a few suc-
cesses will not solve the larger problem of margin-
alization and the lack of acknowledgment in the
public sphere of meaningful ethnic and cultural
differences, and anger about the accompanying,
racism, exclusion, and discrimination. Yet, for the
moment, some of the people who had taken action
in the suburbs even had the feeling that they had
won by bringing more into public focus recogni-
tion of the problems they faced. France’s lucrative
tourist trade, however, hardly skipped a beat.
Tourists, after all, never visit such suburbs, and
the riots were far from the center of tourist Paris.

See also Chirac, Jacques; France; Immigration and
Internal Migration; Le Pen, Jean-Marie; Minority
Rights.
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ROLLAND, ROMAIN (1866–1944), French
writer.

Romain Rolland was born 29 January 1866
and grew up in a middle-class, republican family
in Clamecy (Nièvre) in Burgundy, France, where
his father was a notary. In 1886 he matriculated at
the École Normale Supérieure. There he embarked
on studies in history, which were crowned by his
success in the teaching certification examination
(agrégation) of 1889. In the same year, he was
awarded a scholarship that allowed him to spend
the next two years at the École Française in Rome.
There he met Malwida von Meysenburg, who
influenced his view of Germany. In Rome he culti-
vated his taste for music and art and in 1895 earned
his doctorate in musicology. He then became a
lecturer at the Sorbonne; he also taught at the
École Normale Supérieure. Meanwhile, he pub-
lished plays and the biographies of several artists,
the most famous of which is Beethoven (1903).
From this point on, Romain Rolland was to some
degree ‘‘Beethoven’s high priest,’’ in the words of
Esteban Buch. And indeed, the figure of the
Romantic musical genius plays a major role in his
magnum opus, Jean-Christophe, a novel of artistic
apprenticeship written between 1901 and 1914
and published in ten volumes. The work, which
won the prize of the Académie Française in 1913,
presents European civilization as a synthesis of
German and French influences.

Rolland was living in Switzerland when World
War I began in August 1914 and decided not to
return to France. He thus became a voluntary exile
from his country of origin and more generally from
a Europe now at war. In 1914, while living in
Geneva, he published a series of articles in the
Journal de Genève, including the famous ‘‘Au-
dessus de la mêlée’’ (Above the battle). Because
of the position he took, he came under fire from
both the Germans and the French. He was the
target of German intellectuals such as Gerhart
Hauptmann, whom he criticized for remaining
loyal to a kaiser he scorned and from whom he
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demanded a firm and resolute condemnation of
German atrocities committed in Belgium. During
this time, admittedly, his criticisms of Germany
were harsher than those he reserved for France,
though he did warn France against employing
colonial troops, whom he called ‘‘those savage
hordes.’’ That racist argument was current at the
time, though more commonly voiced by the ene-
mies of France, as in the Aufruf an die Kulturwelt
(Appeal to the civilized world) by ninety-
three German intellectuals and professors in 1914.
But when he attacked political leaders, generals,
churches, intellectuals, and the socialist elites who
had exploited the idealism of young soldiers for
their own ends, Rolland aimed his remarks at all
the countries at war.

The major criticisms of Rolland came from his
compatriots, however, who were familiar with the
articles he had written despite their having been
censored. He was considered a traitor to his coun-
try. The authorities shared this point of view and did
not allow him to return to France until May 1919.

The slander he had faced, the Nobel Prize for
Literature he received in 1915, his meetings in
Switzerland with pacifists of all nationalities, and
his involvement with the Red Cross all led him to
an ever more radical form of pacifism. In 1916,
together with Henri Guilbeaux, he founded the
pacifist and internationalist review Demain
(Tomorrow). He provides a fictionalized account
of these years in his semi-autobiographical novel
Clérambault (1920). From this time on, Romain
Rolland became something of a cult figure for
young intellectuals on the left, pacifists and
Europeanists such as the poet Pierre-Jean Jouve,
whom he met in Switzerland and who published
the first biography of Rolland in 1919. On his
return to France, Rolland became a living incarna-
tion of left-wing pacifism, while remaining for
many French people (especially those on the right
of the political spectrum) a symbol of ‘‘defeatism.’’
His pacifism, however, did not prevent him from
engaging in polemics with the other tutelary figure
of French pacifism, Henri Barbusse. Immediately
after the war, the two intellectuals had come
together to proclaim their allegiance to ‘‘indepen-
dence of mind’’ by issuing manifesto after mani-
festo against the intellectual Right, which, under
the aegis of Henri Massis, had proclaimed itself the

‘‘party of intelligence.’’ Between 1921 and 1923,
the pacifist alliance between Barbusse and Rolland
broke down. Rolland refused to join Barbusse’s
movement Clarté (Clarity) and criticized him for
placing his pacifism and independence of mind at
the service of the Communist Party. This did not
prevent Rolland from being so drawn to the USSR
a decade later that he became one of its loyal
‘‘fellow travelers.’’ In 1933, for instance, he pub-
lished the pro-Soviet novel L’âme enchantée (The
Soul Enchanted). Only in 1939, with the German-
Soviet Nonaggression Pact, did Rolland’s procom-
munist convictions waver: he publicly reaffirmed
his support for the cause of the democratic coun-
tries. But his political positions now elicited little
interest. He retired to Vézelay in his native
Burgundy and died there in 1944.

See also Barbusse, Henri; Pacifism.
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ROLLING STONES. The story of the
Rolling Stones began in 1960 on a train when
Mick Jagger met Keith Richards, who was carrying
record albums by Chuck Berry and Muddy Waters,
among other rhythm-and-blues artists. Both teen-
agers had been born in 1943 in Dartford, England.
Jagger studied at the London School of Economics
and was the son of a physical training teacher, while
the rebellious Richards, who had dropped out of
school, was the son of an electrical engineer. Joined
first by troubled guitarist Brian Jones (1942–
1969), and then by Charlie Watts (b. 1941) (who
was strongly influenced by jazz) on drums, and
finally by Bill Wyman (b. 1936) on bass guitar,
the Stones began to play in London clubs, where
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they first began to attract attention, in 1963. They
signed on with Andrew Loog Oldham (b. 1944),
who would help launch their careers as their pro-
ducer and manager, quickly leading to their first
record, ‘‘Come On,’’ released that June.

A disastrous tour of the United States followed
in 1964. In contrast to the frenetic reception
accorded the Beatles, the Stones played to general
indifference, mocked to their faces by Dean Martin
(1917–1995) on the variety show The Hollywood
Palace and denied an appearance by the most suc-
cessful television presenter, Ed Sullivan (1902–
1974). Their long hair seemed downright disor-
derly compared with that of the somewhat more
proper and relatively clean-cut Beatles, who had

been greeted as conquering heroes on their arrival.

In Omaha, Nebraska, a policeman pointed a pistol

at Richards, believing he had put whisky in the

Coke he was drinking. In the meantime, the

Stones developed a loyal, passionate, and some-

times even hysterical following. More records and

successful albums followed, some of their songs

reflecting the influence of rhythm and blues.

Concerts in The Hague and Paris ended in riots.

A second U.S. tour in 1964 drew wildly enthusias-

tic crowds. The Stones played Carnegie Hall, and

even Ed Sullivan finally invited them on his stage,

insisting that they change the lyrics of ‘‘Let’s Spend

the Night Together’’ to ‘‘Let’s Spend Some Time

Together,’’ which Jagger sang into the camera with

The Rolling Stones, 1967. From left: Charlie Watts, Bill Wyman, Mick Jagger, Keith Richard, and Brian Jones.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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rolling eyes and a sneer. Of the Stones, the mayor
of Milwaukee said, ‘‘This concert is an immoral
thing for teenagers to exhibit themselves at . . . such
groups do not add to the community’s culture or
entertainment.’’

The Stones made an enormous impact in 1965
with the release of ‘‘(I Can’t Get No) Satisfaction,’’
which sold more than a million copies in the U.S.
before being released in Britain. With Jagger doing
the vocals in an incredibly energetic and provoca-
tive fashion, strutting and dancing, by the late
1960s the Stones had become rock-and-roll cult
figures, releasing seminal, blues- and country-
influenced albums such as Beggars Banquet
(1968) and Let It Bleed (1969), and performing
hits such as ‘‘Honky Tonk Women,’’ ‘‘Jumping
Jack Flash,’’ ‘‘Ruby Tuesday,’’ and ‘‘Street
Fighting Man’’ in sold-out sports stadiums. In
1969, Jones quit the Stones and in July of that year
was found dead in his swimming pool, a death in
which drugs and drink played a role. Shortly there-
after, the Stones played in London’s Hyde Park,
commemorating Jones, who was replaced by
Mick Taylor (b. 1948). A concert in Altamont,
California, later that year turned ugly. Following
several violent incidents as other groups played,
when the Stones were onstage a member of the
Hell’s Angels motorcycle gang, which had unfor-
tunately been given some responsibility for secur-
ity, stabbed a man to death. Although the Stones
could in no way be faulted for the violence, they
maintained their reputation as the ‘‘Bad Boys of
Rock.’’ (‘‘Would You Want Your Daughter to
Marry a Rolling Stone?’’ memorably screamed
British tabloid headlines.) They channeled the
anger of young people in the late 1960s and early
1970s over the Vietnam War and racial prejudice
into stormy and sometimes blatantly erotic music.
When they sang ‘‘You can’t always get what you
want,’’ they moved away from the softness of the
Beatles, reflecting the harsher realities of a violent
period on both sides of the Atlantic. The Stones
helped fuse popular culture in Britain and the
United States, and had a considerable influence in
many other countries as well.

Sticky Fingers (1971) and Exile on Main Street
(1972) became classic albums, and in 1975 guitar-
ist Ron Wood (b. 1947), formerly of the Faces,
joined the Stones, replacing Mick Taylor. In

1978, with Wood firmly entrenched in the band,
the Stones released their fiery response to the punk
and disco movements, Some Girls. The album was a
huge success, both critically and artistically, and
was highlighted by the multimillion-selling, disco-
influenced ‘‘Miss You,’’ the Stones’ biggest single
in years. Following the critical acclaim and popu-
larity of 1981’s Tattoo You, featuring ‘‘Start Me
Up,’’ subsequent albums in the 1980s and 1990s
failed to generate the same enthusiasm. ‘‘We were
sort of feeding a machine rather than controlling
it,’’ was the way Richards put it in retrospect.
However, the Stones’ worldwide tours set the
standard for rock-and-roll spectaculars. Wyman left
the Stones in 1993, but Jagger, Richards, Wood,
and Watts rocked on, the passing of the years
neither diminishing their energy nor their popular-
ity, despite periodic rifts between Jagger, who
wrote most of their lyrics, handled much of the
business aspects and marketing for the group, and
recorded several albums of his own, and Richards,
who contributed most of the music (and also
recorded on his own) and battled and eventually
overcame problems with drugs. The phenomenally
successful Steel Wheels/Urban Jungle tour (1989–
1990) was followed by Voodoo Lounge (1994–
1995) and No Security (1999) circuits, each of
which were suspected of being the last one for the
Stones.

Jagger, lead singer for what once seemed to its
critics a scruffy, even threatening band, was
knighted by the queen of England in 2002. Three
years later, the Stones kicked off another so-
called final world tour in the United States, each
performance sold out, whether in a club, arena, or
gigantic stadium, with scalped tickets going for
incredible prices. In September 2005, the group
released A Bigger Bang, their most well-
received album since Tattoo You, yet another sign
that rock’s bad boys continue to defy age and time.

See also Beatles; Leisure; Popular Culture.
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ROMANIA. When World War I broke out,
Romania, an independent kingdom since 1881,
remained neutral until August 1916. It finally
joined the allies in order to gain territory from
Hungary, especially Transylvania. But the war went
badly, and the government and army withdrew to
Moldavia. The Russian Revolution of October
1917 cut Romania off from Allied support and
forced the government to sign a separate peace
with the Central Powers in May 1918. The collapse
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and Germany
enabled Romania to reenter the war in November
1918 and to gain a victor’s share of the rewards at
the Paris Peace Conference (1919–1920).

Romania’s territory and population more than
doubled. Transylvania was added from Hungary,
Bukovina from Austria, and Bessarabia from
Russia. Greater Romania (113,000 sq. mi. with a
population of about eighteen million, according to
the census of 1930) fulfilled the aspirations of
Romanian nationalists since the nineteenth century
to encompass almost all Romanians within its bor-
ders. But now Romania had become a multinational
state by incorporating substantial Hungarian,
German, and Jewish minorities (7.2, 4.1, and 4.0
percent, respectively, in 1930). Romanian govern-
ments discouraged manifestations of self-determina-
tion and discriminated in particular against Jews,
who were always the quintessential ‘‘other.’’

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

The fundamental political question between the
world wars was the survival of democracy. Its pros-
pects seemed bright in the 1920s. The Liberal
Party, headed by the wartime prime minister
Ionel Br�atianu, the defender of middle-class social
and economic interests, and the National Peasant
Party, headed by Iuliu Maniu and representing the
great mass of the population, supported parliamen-
tary government. The Peasant Party’s electoral vic-
tory in 1928 was the high point of the democratic
cause.

Democracy was under constant threat in the

1930s. Carol II (r. 1930–1940), who came to the

throne in 1930, was determined to rule Romania in

his own, authoritarian way. The Great Depression

struck largely agrarian Romania particularly hard,

as agricultural prices collapsed and unemployment

soared. The inability of elected governments to

deal effectively with the crisis persuaded many to

turn to extreme-right parties for quick solutions.

The Iron Guard, founded by Corneliu Codreanu in

1927 (as the Legion of the Archangel Michael),

gained popularity among all social classes with its

appeals to nationalism, anti-Semitism, and

Orthodox spirituality. But the Communist Party,

outlawed in 1924, attracted little support, because

most Romanians considered it an agent of the

Soviet Union and were repelled by its lack of patri-

otism and disdain for the peasantry. Carol used the

turmoil to proclaim a royal dictatorship in 1938

and abolished all political parties in favor of his

Front for National Rebirth.

Romania’s foreign policy between the wars was

anchored to the international order created with

the Treaty of Versailles (1919). Liberal and

National Peasant leaders were staunch advocates

of collective security. They promoted regional alli-

ances such as the Little Entente in 1921 and the

Balkan Entente in 1934 and supported interna-

tional peace and disarmament initiatives. Above

all, they put their faith in France and Britain to

uphold the Versailles settlement and protect

Greater Romania’s frontiers. But such faith seemed

ill-placed, as France and Britain did little to aid

Romania during the Great Depression and stood

by as Nazi Germany repeatedly violated the peace

settlement. Relations with the Soviet Union were

strained because of Bessarabia, and the establishment

of diplomatic relations in 1934 brought little

improvement. Carol II and rightist politicians turned

to Germany, but the German-Soviet Nonaggression

Pact (23 August 1939) caused alarm in Bucharest.

The defeat of France in June 1940 deprived Romania

of any great-power protection, and in the next three

months the dismantling of Greater Romania took

place. It lost a third of its territory: Bessarabia and

northern Bukovina to the Soviet Union, northern

Transylvania to Hungary, and southern Dobruja to

Bulgaria. Carol II could not survive the disaster, and
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on 6 September he abdicated in favor of his son,

Michael I (r. 1927–1930; 1940–1947).

The Romanian economy achieved significant
growth between the wars, but in many sectors
underdevelopment persisted. Industry—particu-
larly steel, coal, and oil—showed the most promise,
and on the eve of World War II domestic producers
could satisfy the country’s needs for textiles and
chemicals. But the advanced technology and
machines required for further development still
had to be imported. Agriculture, which accounted
for the largest share of the gross national product
and provided nearly 80 percent of the population
with its main source of income, remained under-
developed. Despite a massive land reform between
1918 and 1921, when some fifteen million acres
were taken from large holdings and distributed to
peasants, agriculture remained burdened by ineffi-
cient methods and primitive technology.

The state played a crucial role in economic
development through its power to encourage
favored industries by subsidies and tax advantages.
The Liberals, the chief proponents of industrializa-
tion, insisted that the state alone could provide the

coordination necessary to bring the economy up to

a European level. As economic nationalists they

preferred to modernize Romania by themselves

and avoid dependence on foreigners, but they were

obliged to seek loans and investments on interna-

tional financial markets as indispensable for their

project.

The prewar structures of Romanian society

remained largely in place in the 1920s and 1930s.

Population continued to increase, but death rates

as well as birthrates were the highest in Europe.

Most Romanians lived in the countryside, as barely

20 percent were urban dwellers. Within the

peasantry considerable class differentiation had

occurred, because of growing capitalist relations,

and a wide gap separated the well-off from the

majority who lived in perpetual want. Illiteracy

remained a serious problem—only 57 percent of

Romanians in 1930 could read—but progress was

being made. Perhaps the most significant social

change was the rise of the middle class. The large

landowning stratum had disappeared with land

reform and was replaced by a small urban bour-

geois elite that dominated economic and political

Troops of the Iron Guard parade through the streets of Bucharest, Romania, October 1940. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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life. Its rise was symptomatic of the urbanization of
Romanian society, as the number and size of cities
grew. Bucharest, the capital, with a population of
631,000 in 1930, was the largest city by far and the
industrial, financial, and cultural center of the
country.

The war and continued economic and social
change made more acute the long-standing
debate among intellectuals and politicians over
national identity and paths of development. The
‘‘Europeanists,’’ like the literary critic Eugen
Lovinescu (1881–1943), were convinced that
Romania was destined to follow the western
European model of industrialization and urbaniza-
tion. The ‘‘traditionalists,’’ on the other hand, like
the theologian and journalist Nichifor Crainic
(1898–1972), argued that Romanians must remain
faithful to themselves, that is, to their agrarian
social and Eastern Orthodox spiritual heritage
and avoid the ‘‘contamination’’ of western capital-
ism and rationalism. Advocates of a third way,
between capitalism and collectivism, like the econ-
omist Virgil Madgearu (1887–1940), insisted that
Romania could become modern and prosperous by
cleaving to small-scale peasant agriculture, while at
the same time learning from the West.

WORLD WAR II AND AFTERMATH

World War II was a crucial turning point for mod-
ern Romania. It suffered the consequences of hav-
ing joined Germany’s attack on the Soviet Union.
General Ion Antonescu, who had forced Carol II to
abdicate in September 1940 and ruled as a military
dictator throughout the war, saw no alternative to
an alliance with Germany. He formed an author-
itarian National Legionary State with the Iron
Guard, but the two partners proved incompatible.
Antonescu demanded order and efficiency, but the
Guard abhorred planning and programs, and in
January 1941 Antonescu crushed the Guard, elimi-
nating it as a significant political force.

Antonescu (and most Romanians) enthusiasti-
cally entered Germany’s war against the Soviet
Union in June 1941 in order to recover
Bessarabia and northern Bukovina. But unlike
Iuliu Maniu, who urged restraint after these initial
objectives had been achieved, Antonescu sent the
Romanian army deep into Soviet territory. By com-
mitting Romanian men and raw materials fully to

the German cause, he hoped to gain a favorable
place in the Europe of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945)
and to recover northern Transylvania. At home he
geared the economy to the war effort and indulged
in an anti-Semitism that resulted in the deaths of
some 120,000 Jews. The German (and Romanian)
defeat at Stalingrad in January 1943 jeopardized
the very foundations on which modern Romania
had been built.

Democratic politicians tried to arrange a sur-
render to the Allied Powers in 1944 in order to
avoid an occupation by the Red Army. But
the United States and Britain instructed the
Romanians to deal directly with Soviet authorities.
Nor could democratic forces persuade Antonescu
to change course. Together with King Michael I
they carried out a coup on 23 August 1944; they
arrested Antonescu and proclaimed Romania’s
adherence to the Allied war effort against Germany.
A week later the Red Army occupied Bucharest,
signaling the beginning of a new era in Romanian
history.

Between 1944 and 1947 a struggle for control
of Romania took place between the revived
National Peasant and Liberal parties and the
Romanian Communist Party. The Communists,
few in number at the beginning, enjoyed the full
backing of Soviet occupation authorities, whereas
Maniu and his followers could rely on the West
only for moral and diplomatic support; the Red
Army occupied the country, and the Allied
Control Commission, which supervised Romanian
affairs until a final peace treaty was signed,
was dominated by the Soviet Union. In January
1945 the Soviet leader Joseph Stalin (1879–
1953) approved a seizure of power by Romanian
Communists and forced a reluctant king to appoint
Petru Groza, a communist sympathizer, prime
minister on 6 March 1945.

The pro-communist government used every
means available to it to destroy the opposition.
The Communist Party itself undertook a vigorous
campaign to increase its membership and win sup-
port among the population, especially minorities,
women, and the poor, while at the same time dis-
rupting the activities of the democratic parties.
Maniu and his associates sought aid from the
West to counter Soviet pressure and prevent the
absorption of Romania into the communist bloc,
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but the West offered little support beyond protests
of communist tactics. In February 1946 the West
gave up the one important lever it still possessed
when it recognized the Groza government in
return for a promise of early elections. But Groza
put off elections until November because the
Communists and their Soviet backers could not
be certain of success. When voting finally took
place on 19 November the official results gave the
Communists and their allies an overwhelming vic-
tory. Evidence uncovered after 1989, however,
proved that the opposite had happened—the
National Peasants had scored a decisive victory.

The Communists’ seizure of power now accel-
erated. The peace treaty with the allies signed in
Paris in February 1947 freed them from any super-
vision by the Western powers. The formal return of
northern Transylvania to Romania may have
enhanced the regime’s standing with the populace,
but the Soviet Union’s retention of Bessarabia

and northern Bukovina reinforced the sense of
foreboding many Romanians had of an uncertain

and dangerous future. The Communists relent-

lessly destroyed the remaining opposition, a cam-
paign that culminated in the condemnation of

Maniu to life imprisonment. They then eliminated

the anomaly of a king in a communist state by
forcing Michael I to abdicate on 30 December

1947, when they also proclaimed establishment of

the Romanian People’s Republic. The way was now

open to quicken the pace of sovietization, which
led to a separation from Western Europe more

formidable than anything the Romanian principal-

ities had known during the centuries of Ottoman
domination.

THE COMMUNIST SYSTEM

In the late 1940s and 1950s the Romanian
Communist Party imposed a regime that was tota-

litarian and collectivist. A new constitution, based

Women ride on a Soviet tank, Bucharest, Romania, August 1944. The entry of Soviet troops into Romania in 1944

precipitated the overthrow of the Antonescu regime and the eventual surrender to Allied forces. ªYEVGENY KHALDEI
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on the Soviet model, provided the legal framework
for the new political system. Henceforth, the
Communist Party would be the sole source of
power, while government institutions would serve
as executors of its will. To enforce obedience the
party created an elaborate security system manned
by the secret police (Securitate) and reinforced by
an extensive prison network, neither of which was
constrained by elementary principles of justice.
These were the main instruments of class war that
the party used to destroy the bourgeoisie and the
old political class and to subordinate intellectuals to
its will. The party also discouraged competition. It
abolished private organizations of all sorts and put
in their place mass organizations, supervised by the
party, whose purpose was to mobilize support for
its policies. It gave special attention to churches. It
persuaded the hierarchy of the Orthodox Church,
to which the great majority of Romanians
belonged, to accept the new order, and it abolished
the Romanian Greek Catholic Church in 1948,
when its bishops rejected ‘‘reunion’’ with the
Orthodox Church. Within the party itself a long-
running struggle for power ended in 1952 with the
victory of the so-called native wing, consisting
largely of ethnic Romanians and led by Gheorghe
Gheorghiu-Dej, over the ‘‘Muscovites,’’ those who
had been based in Moscow in the interwar and war
periods and were mostly of non-Romanian ethnic
origins.

The Communists’ restructuring of the eco-
nomy followed similar arbitrary patterns. The party
arrogated to itself the direction and planning of the
economy and proceeded to nationalize all the
means of production and distribution. It focused
resources and investments on heavy industry in
order to accelerate the building of socialism, and
it neglected consumer goods. In agriculture, whose
main function now was to provide raw materials for
industry and cheap food for the growing urban
working class, the party forcibly collectivized all
productive land, a process completed in 1962.

In cultural life, the party demanded that writers
and artists devote their talents to the achievement
of both its immediate social and economic goals
and its vision of the future. The tenets of socialist
realism rather than the creative impulses of indivi-
duals became the criteria of ‘‘good’’ literature and
art. Schools and universities were assigned the

crucial task of educating coming generations, par-
ticularly the children of urban workers and pea-
sants, who, the party decreed, would form a new
intellectual elite committed to socialism.
Characteristic of cultural life in the 1950s was
sovietization and russification. The Soviet Union’s
accomplishments in all fields received fulsome
praise, and the Russian language became an obli-
gatory subject of study in schools. This cultural
offensive was designed to turn the Romanians away
from their traditional Western orientation, but it
had the opposite effect of reinforcing their long-
standing Russophobia.

Soviet dominance was a stark fact of life during
the period. In international relations Romania
became tightly bound to the Soviet Union. It joined
the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
(Comecon), established by Stalin in 1949 to coun-
teract the Marshall Plan and to coordinate economic
activity within the bloc, and it joined the Warsaw
Treaty Organization (the Warsaw Pact), the Soviet
Union’s response to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), in 1955. Relations with
the West reached their nadir in the mid-1950s.
The Soviet Union’s influence in the country’s inter-
nal affairs was also paramount, as its ‘‘advisors’’
thoroughly infiltrated the party and state bureau-
cracies. The personality cult of Stalin knew no
bounds, and even after his death and the denuncia-
tion of his crimes by Nikita Khrushchev (1894–
1971) at the Soviet party’s congress in 1956, the
rigidities of Stalinism persisted. Yet, signs of a loos-
ening of the Soviet grip were evident, notably the
withdrawal of the Red Army of occupation in 1958.

The 1960s witnessed significant changes in the
Romanian Communist Party’s domestic policies
and foreign relations. It gave more attention to
consumer goods and housing construction and
social services. A noticeable relaxation occurred in
cultural life. The subjects and the means allowed
writers and artists were broadened, and historians
could approach aspects of the past that had been
forbidden ground. The regime revived cultural
contacts with the West and signed a cultural
exchange agreement with the United States in
1960. But there was no political liberalization, even
though a general amnesty was granted political
prisoners in 1964, and there was no renunciation
of rigid central planning and direction of the
economy.
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A Romanian national communism emerged,

which expressed itself in renewed expressions of

national feeling and increased tension with the

Soviet Union. Gheorghiu-Dej’s policies embodied

both tendencies. An inveterate Stalinist, he had no

sympathy for Khrushchev’s destalinization cam-

paign out of fear that he might become one of its

objects. He also resisted Khrushchev’s attempts to

use Comecon to relegate Romania to the role of a

supplier of agricultural goods and raw materials

within the bloc, thereby thwarting the Romanian

party’s efforts to industrialize and build a strong

national economy. The growing friction culmi-

nated in Gheorghiu-Dej’s April Declaration of

1964, in which he asserted the right of every com-

munist state to achieve socialism in its own way

without outside interference.

THE CEAUŞESCU REGIME

Nicolae Ceauşescu, who succeeded Gheorghiu-Dej

as head of the party following the latter’s death in

1965, carried on his predecessor’s foreign policy.

To reduce dependence on the Soviet Union he

cultivated economic relations with the West, and

to enhance support for the party at home he

appealed to national feeling and cultivated hostility

to the Soviet Union. This ‘‘independent’’ foreign

policy culminated in his denunciation of the

Soviet-led crushing of the Prague Spring in

Czechoslovakia in 1968. But his concern was not

the suppression of reform; rather, he feared that

Soviet leaders might move in similar fashion against

him. But the Soviet reaction was mild. Ceauşescu’s

challenge hardly seemed to warrant a military

response, for Soviet leaders were reassured by his

maintenance of the Communist Party’s monopoly

of power, his adherence to the Warsaw Pact, and his

contempt for Western political and moral values.

Ceauşescu’s courting of the West in the 1970s

and early 1980s contrasted sharply with his domes-

tic policies—the tightening of ideological disci-

pline, the expansion of party controls over mass

Romanians gather in the street to applaud the execution of Nicolae Ceauşescu, 25 December 1989.
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organizations, and unprecedented intrusions into

the everyday lives of people. He initiated a strin-

gent antiabortion campaign as a means of increas-

ing the population, and he undertook a ‘‘village

systematization’’ campaign designed to destroy

the traditional peasantry and transform it into a

rural proletariat. His ‘‘July Theses’’ of 1971, which

enunciated the principles behind such behavior, set

Romania on a course that was to lead to his own

destruction. He persisted in adhering to the rigid

economic model adopted in the 1950s, which had

dire consequences for both agriculture and indus-

try and brought on a declining standard of living

for the majority of people. To bolster his popularity

he indulged in a cult of personality unprecedented

in Romanian history and promoted a brand of

nationalism that reached absurd proportions in

‘‘protochronism,’’ the doctrine that Romanians

had been the first to achieve a whole series

of intellectual and scientific breakthroughs.

Minorities were further marginalized. Germans

and Jews left the country whenever they could

because they no longer saw a future for themselves

in Romania, whereas Hungarians, despite cultural

and social pressures, stayed in Transylvania because

they regarded it as their home. Things went badly

in foreign relations, too. The West, deterred by

Ceauşescu’s brutal domestic policies, cut off the

financial support it had once offered him as a

reward for his defiance of the Soviet Union. He

had, reluctantly, to seek aid from the Soviet

Union for his struggling economy, a move that

was doubly abhorrent to him, because of the far-

reaching reforms introduced after 1985 by Mikhail

Gorbachev (b. 1931).

Ceauşescu had turned Romania into a police

state and had subordinated all institutions, includ-

ing the Communist Party, to his will by the late

1980s. He ruled, with his wife, Elena, mainly

through the Securitate and was unmoved by the

material hardship and moral desperation that

gripped the population. His position seemed unas-

sailable, but within a single week, 16–22 December

1989, he was brought down by a combination

of spontaneous popular uprisings and a coup

d’état carried out by disgruntled reform-minded

Communists and members of the Securitate and

army. Ceauşescu and his wife were arrested, hastily

convicted of genocide, and executed on 25

December. The Communist Party simply disinte-
grated; no formal proclamation of dissolution was
necessary.

POST-COMMUNIST ROMANIA

The forces opposed to Ceauşescu created the
National Salvation Front (FNS), which undertook
to guide the country through the transition from
communism to democracy. Serious differences
soon developed within the FNS over the pace and
objectives of change, and those who wanted a
complete break with the communist past and
the rapid introduction of liberal and free-market
institutions left the Front. Those who remained
and dominated the organization were former
Communists. In the elections of May 1990 the
FNS won a solid victory; the opposition was poorly
organized, and FNS leaders played on the fears of
the public that the opposition intended to roll back
the social benefits of the communist era and cause
great hardship for ordinary people.

The FNS directed the country’s fortunes until
1996 under Ion Iliescu, who was elected president
in June 1990 and reelected in October 1992, when
his party, the FNS, became the largest in parlia-
ment. He was a reformist Communist in the mold
of Mikhail Gorbachev who favored a kind of
guided democracy and was suspicious of the free
market. Yet, his government eliminated the most
blatant abuses of the Ceauşescu regime: it restored
civil liberties, ended the village systematization
program, restrained the security forces, loosened
controls on the media, and allowed organizations
such as the Greek Catholic Church to operate
freely again.

The voters approved a new constitution in
December 1991, which offered hope of stability
by instituting a democratic republic and reserving
extensive powers to the president, but myriad prob-
lems beset the new regime. The most persistent
were economic. The loss of markets after the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the failure to
find new ones in the West had disastrous conse-
quences. When in 1992 Iliescu sought aid from
international financial institutions and had to liber-
alize prices and make other economic concessions
the results were uncontrolled inflation, a reduced
standard of living, and widespread unrest. As a
result, Iliescu’s party, renamed the Party of Social
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Democracy in Romania (PDSR) and then, in 2001,
the Social Democratic Party (PSD), suffered defeat
in the elections of 1996.

The new president was Emil Constantinescu,
the candidate of the Democratic Convention
of Romania (CDR), which, founded in 1992,
brought together various center and moderate
right parties. The new government tried to reinvig-
orate the economy by removing controls on food
and energy, accelerating privatization, and reorga-
nizing tax structures, but it had little success; infla-
tion remained high, wages fell, and the economy
continued to contract.

The populace became convinced that the CDR
government was incapable of solving the country’s
economic and social problems. They turned again
to the former Communists, who, they thought,
could provide at least experience and efficiency,
and in 2000 they elected Iliescu as president again.
As a measure of the widespread frustration, many
voters gave their support to the ultranationalist
Greater Romania Party (PRM). Led by Corneliu
Vadim Tudor, it won 19 percent of the vote on a
platform promising an authoritarian government
and strong measures against ethnic minorities,
especially the Hungarians in Transylvania. Iliescu
surmounted the challenge and governed as before
with the aid of an oligarchy that combined political
power with immense economic advantages, while
the majority of the population struggled to subsist
on inadequate incomes and rising living costs. But
in international relations the country drew closer to
the West. In April 2004 Romania joined NATO,
and accession talks with the European Union,
begun in 1999, had progressed to the point that
admission was foreseen for 2007. In the 2004
elections the PSD was replaced by a center-right
coalition promising genuine reform, with Traian
B�asescu, of the Democratic Party and former
mayor of Bucharest, as president.

See also 1989; Destalinization; Eastern Bloc; Warsaw
Pact.
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KEITH HITCHINS

n

ROMANIES (GYPSIES). While the major
episode in Romani history during the nineteenth
century was the abolition of slavery in Romania and
the resulting massive out-migration from that part of
Europe to the rest of the world, the twentieth cen-
tury was marked by two main events: the Holocaust
and the collapse of communism in Europe. It also
saw the emergence of organized Romani political
activity, which flourished following the end of the
First World War in eastern Europe. In the Soviet
Union however, all Romani activism was quickly
suppressed by dictator Joseph Stalin (1879–1953),
who later forbade speaking the Romani language.

The First World War saw no specific actions
taken against Romanies, although they suffered
considerable losses in combat. This was particularly
so in the conflicts between Austria-Hungary and
Serbia. Romanies fought loyally for Serbia, and a
monument was later erected in Belgrade ‘‘in recog-
nition of the Romani heroes who died or were
killed during the 1914–1918 war.’’
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INTERWAR PERIOD

The interwar experience of Romanies was charac-
terized by antagonistic reception, a movement to
develop Romani political organizations, and
increasing persecution of Romanies by the Nazi
government.

Reception in western and northern Europe In
1922 in Baden the German government began the
process of fingerprinting and photographing all
Romanies. In Switzerland in the following year,
the Pro Juventute child welfare organization began
the forced permanent removal of Romani children
from their parents, a practice that lasted until 1984.
In 1926 a law was passed in Bavaria to combat
‘‘Gypsy nomads.’’

In Prussia in 1927 Romanies were required to
be photographed and fingerprinted and to carry
identity cards, and in Bavaria none were allowed
to travel in family groups or to own firearms. Those
over sixteen were liable for incarceration in special
work camps. A group of Romanies was tried for
cannibalism in Slovakia, and a Norwegian law for-
bade the entry of Romanies into that country. A
year later in Germany, Romanies were placed under
permanent police surveillance, in direct violation of
the constitution of the Weimar Republic. In 1929
the Munich municipal government jointly estab-
lished the Division of Gypsy Affairs with the
International Criminology Bureau (Interpol) in
Vienna. Working together they imposed up to
two years detention in ‘‘rehabilitation camps’’ for
Romanies aged sixteen years and older.

Development of Romani political structures
Meanwhile in Romania, the General Association
of Gypsies of Romania was founded by Nicolae
Gheorghe, who organized a conference in
Bucharest called ‘‘United Gypsies of Europe.’’ He
sought to establish a national commemoration of
the abolition of slavery each 23 December. His
organization also envisioned a Romani hospital
and university, and pushed for better communica-
tion and cooperation with Romani populations
outside of Romania. It was at that conference that
the official green and blue Romani flag was
adopted.

The late 1920s also saw the emergence of a
Romani ‘‘royal line’’ in Poland, dominated by

members of the Kwiek family, descendants of slaves
liberated in Romania seventy years before. A num-
ber of Kwieks had been able to establish a dynasty
and be recognized as ‘‘kings’’ by local police and
government officials, who even endorsed their elec-
tions. Michael Kwiek II, who succeeded his father
King Gregory in 1930, held court regularly. In
1934 he announced his aim of creating a Romani
state on the banks of the Ganges in India, the

original Romani homeland. This far-reaching plan

was terminated when he was forced to abdicate and

leave Poland by his successor, Mathias Kwiek.

Mathias made a number of proposals to the

Polish government for civil and social reform for

the nation’s Romani population, but general anti-

gypsyism, and tensions within the Romani commu-

nity over competition for the throne, resulted in

little being accomplished. Among those contend-

ing were Joseph Kwiek, who had his own plan for a

Romani homeland in South Africa, and Basil

Kwiek, who had helped to depose King Michael.

It was not until 1937 that Janusz Kwiek suc-

cessfully petitioned the archbishop of Warsaw to

recognize him as king of the Romani people in

the country. As a consequence, invitations were

sent to various European heads of state, and

he was crowned Janos I on July 4 of that year.

He approached the Italian Fascist government

of Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) to ask that

Romanies be allowed to settle in an area between

Somalia and Abyssinia. The following year, how-

ever, Dr. Tobias Portschy, the Nazi provincial gov-

ernor of Burgenland in Austria, recommended that

the Romani population be eliminated, rather than

simply removed from Europe, and sterilization

measures were immediately stepped up. The estab-

lishment of a Romani colony in Africa never mate-

rialized. With the Nazi invasion of Poland and the

policy of extermination of the Romanies, Romani

unity was critically disrupted. Kwiek, as leader, was

ordered to collaborate with the death squads, but

refused, and was executed. Meanwhile, some mem-

bers of the Kwiek family had moved to France,

where their talent for stimulating Romani political

activity later helped to establish a new organiza-

tion, the World Romani Community.

Nazi persecution In 1920 Karl Binding and

Alfred Hoche had published On the Disposition of
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Lives Unworthy of Life, employing in the title

a phrase coined in 1863 by Richard Liebich

to describe Romanies. The book appeared in

Germany and recommended euthanizing those

with ‘‘incurable hereditary diseases.’’ On 26 May

1933 the new Nazi government introduced a law

to legalize sterilization; on 14 July the cabinet of

Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) passed a law against the

propagation of ‘‘life unworthy of life,’’ using

Liebich’s phrase. It was ‘‘the law for the prevention

of hereditarily-diseased offspring,’’ and operated

against certain categories of people, ‘‘specifically

Gypsies and most of the Germans of black color.’’

Perceived ‘‘criminality’’ was interpreted as a genetic,

that is, racial defect characterizing Romanies, and

as such an incurable disease. In Nazi Germany from

January 1934 onward, Romanies were selected for

transfer to camps for processing, which included

sterilization by injection and castration. Camps were

established at Dachau, Dieselstrasse, Sachsenhausen,

Marzahn, and Vennhausen during the next three

years. Starting on 15 September 1935, Romanies

became subject to the restrictions of the

Nuremberg Laws, which forbade intermarriage or

sexual relations between ‘‘Aryan’’ and ‘‘non-Aryan’’

peoples. Romanies were no longer allowed to vote,

and a policy statement issued by the Nazi Party

stated: ‘‘In Europe generally, only Jews and

Gypsies come under consideration as members of

an alien people.’’

In March 1936, the first document referring

to ‘‘the introduction of the total solution to

the Gypsy problem on either a national or an

international level’’ was drafted under the direc-

tion of State Secretary Hans Pfundtner of the

Reich’s Ministry of the Interior, and the main

Nazi institution to deal with Romanies, the Racial

Hygiene and Population Biology and Research

Unit of the Ministry of Health, was established in

Berlin. Its expressed purpose was to determine

whether Romanies were ‘‘human’’ or ‘‘subhuman’’

(Untermenschen). Romanies were cleared off the

streets of Berlin and put into a camp because of

the upcoming Olympic Games. In 1937 a Nazi law

was passed that stated that a person could be incar-

cerated for being inherently, as well as actually, a

criminal.

The first Nazi documents to mention the

‘‘Final Solution of the Gypsy Question’’ were

issued on 24 March and 8 December 1938, signed

by the chief of the Gestapo, Heinrich Himmler.

Between 12 and 18 June that year, ‘‘Gypsy Clean-

Up Week’’ (Zigeuner-aufraumungswoche) was in

effect, and hundreds of Romanies throughout

Germany were rounded up and incarcerated.

Hitler’s chancellery received a report stating that

‘‘Gypsies place the purity of the blood of the
German peasantry in peril.’’ The following year,
the Office of Racial Hygiene issued the statement
that ‘‘All Gypsies should be treated as hereditarily
sick; the only solution is elimination. The aim
should therefore be the elimination without hesita-
tion of this defective element in the population.’’

WORLD WAR II

In January or February 1940 the first mass murder

of the Holocaust took place in the concentration

camp at Buchenwald, when two hundred fifty

A memorial to Romani Holocaust victims stands near

the site of the former concentration camp at Lety, now

in the Czech Republic. GETTY IMAGES
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Romani children from Brno were used as guinea

pigs to test Zyklon-B, later used in the gas cham-

bers at Auschwitz-Birkenau. In Czechoslovakia,

special camps for dispatching Romanies were

built at Lety and Hodonı́n. On 31 July 1941

Reinhard Heydrich, head of the Reich main

security office and the leading organizational

architect of the Nazi’s final solution, ordered the

Einsatzkommandos ‘‘to kill all Jews, Gypsies and

mental patients.’’ In Slovakia, the ‘‘Decree on the

Organization of the Living Conditions of the

Gypsies’’ ordered that Romanies be physically sepa-

rated from the rest of the population.

In Croatia in May 1942, the government and

the Ustaša police jointly ordered the arrest of all

Romanies for transportation to the extermination

camp at Jasenovac. Their personal valuables were

sent to the Vatican, where they evidently remain.

On 31 July the Ministry of the Eastern Occupied

Territories reaffirmed to the Wehrmacht (German

regular army) that Romanies and Jews were to

be dealt with identically. Justice Minister Otto

Thierack stated, ‘‘Jews and Gypsies should be

unconditionally exterminated.’’ At this time the

Nazis were beginning to compile data on Romani

populations in Britain and elsewhere in anticipation

of the eventual takeover of those countries. On 16

December, Himmler signed the order stating

that ‘‘[a]ll Gypsies are to be deported to the

Zigeunerlager at Auschwitz concentration camp

regardless of their degree of racial admixture,’’

marking the actual implementation of the final

solution of the Gypsy question. On the night of

2–3 August 1944, twenty-nine hundred Romanies

were gassed and cremated at Auschwitz-Birkenau,

in an action remembered as Zigeunernacht (Night

of the Gypsies).

POSTWAR PERIOD

At the Nuremberg War Crimes Tribunal in
October 1945, the former SS general Otto
Ohlendorf stated that in the killing campaigns
‘‘there was no difference between Gypsies and
Jews,’’ although no Romanies were called to testify
on their own behalf. Current estimates now place
Romani losses in the Holocaust as high as one and
a half million. In 1950 the Wurttemburg Ministry
of the Interior denied war crimes reparations claims
by Romani survivors, stating ‘‘Gypsies were

persecuted under the National Socialist regime

not for any racial reason, but because of an anti-

social criminal record.’’ In 1980, a West German

government spokesman, Gerold Tandler, called

Romani demands for war crimes reparations

‘‘unreasonable’’ and ‘‘slander[ous].’’ The U.S.

Holocaust Memorial Council was established in

Washington, D.C., but no Romanies were invited

to serve on it.

During the years following the war, the

Romani population in Europe was numb. Political

activity was minimal, and Romanies were reluctant

even to identify their ethnicity publicly or to draw

attention to it through group effort. No repara-

tions had been forthcoming for the Nazi atrocities

committed against them, and no organized

attempts had been made by any national or inter-

national agency to reorient the survivors such as

were being put into large-scale effect for survivors

of other victimized groups; instead, prewar anti-

Romani legislation continued to operate against

them. In Germany, until as late as 1947, those

who had come out of the camps had to keep well

hidden or risk being incarcerated once again, this

time in labor camps, if they could not produce

documentation proving their German citizenship.

Developing Romani political structures This

began to change in 1959, when Ionel Rotaru, a

Romanian Romani living in France established the

World Romani Community. His endeavors gained

support from as far afield as Poland and Canada; he

drew up elaborate, nationalistic plans for the

Romanies, including the creation of an autono-

mous territory within France, and a homeland in

Somalia. He sought schooling, the repeal of anti-

Romani laws, the development of Romani-

language literature, and war-crimes reparations from

the German government. He founded the Romani

Cultural Center in Brussels and went so far as to

have Romani passports printed. His utopian ideals

proved to be a threat to the government of Charles

de Gaulle (1890–1970). Said to be embarrassed by

Romani claims for war crimes reparations, that

government in 1965 made the World Romani

Community illegal. Rotaru continued to fight,

however, and the notion of a geographical home-

land, Romanestan, remained uppermost in his

mind. It was important, he said, to have ‘‘a
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territory which would serve as a refuge in the event

of persecution.’’

In that year also, and in response to de Gaulle,

a new organization called the International Gypsy

Committee was created to replace it. Its leader was

the French Romani, Vanko Rouda (Jacques

Dauvergne) whose more pragmatic approach con-

centrated on issues such as war crimes reparations

rather than Romani passports. It stimulated the

creation of affiliated bodies in other countries, such

as the Romani Council in Britain and the Nordic

Roma Council in Sweden. Within six years, twenty-

three international organizations in twenty-two

countries had been linked by the International

Gypsy Committee. In 1971 it organized the first

World Romani Congress, an event funded in part
by the World Council of Churches and the govern-
ment of India and attended by representatives from
India and some twenty other countries. At the
congress, the green and blue flag from the 1933
conference, now embellished with the red, sixteen-
spoked chakra was reaffirmed as the emblem of the
Romani people, and the national anthem, Dželem
Dželem, since sung at all congresses, was adopted.
The International Gypsy Committee was renamed
the International Rom Committee at the congress
and became the permanent secretariat and execu-
tive authority presiding over the congress. From it,
negotiations were successfully initiated with the
Council of Europe (primarily in connection with
anti-Romani legislation and free passage), and with
the government of West Germany (in connection
with war crimes reparations).

The second World Romani Congress took
place in Geneva in April 1978, attended by sixty
delegates and by observers from twenty-six coun-
tries. This time, the Indian links were more heavily
emphasized and better represented: the prime min-
ister of the Punjab, and his ministers of foreign
affairs and of education, as well as a number of
other dignitaries from India came, and were instru-
mental in urging the congress to apply for nongov-
ernmental status within the United Nations. A
petition was drawn up and in November 1979
was presented in person to the Nongovernmental
Organizations (NGO) bureau of the United
Nations in New York. Making the formal request
for consultative status was a delegation led by the
honorary president of the Romani Union, the actor
Yul Brynner (1915–1985). By the following
February, this request had been granted. An earlier
petition seeking recognition of the Romanies
had been sent to the Office of the United Nations
High Commissioner for Human Rights by the
International Rom Committee in 1968 but was
unsuccessful.

At the Geneva congress, a committee called the
International Romani Union—whose name has
gradually come to stand for the International
Rom Committee itself—had been created to plan
the third World Romani Congress. That took place
in Göttingen in 1981, with three hundred dele-
gates from over twenty countries participating. In
1993 the United Nations approved elevation from

A young Romani boy behind barbed wire at a camp for

internally displaced persons near Pristina, Kosovo,

1999. Following the Balkan ethnic cleansing episodes of the

1990s, many thousands of Romani were confined in camps for

those designated as internally displaced persons, or IDPs.

ªHOWARD DAVIES/CORBIS
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Observer to Special Consultative (Category II) sta-
tus for the International Romani Union, which is
now registered in the Economic and Social
Council, the Department of Public Information,
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), and
as a nongovernmental organization.

Between 4 and 13 April 1990, the fourth
World Romani Congress took place at Serock on
the outskirts of Warsaw, Poland, sponsored in part
by United Nations Educational, Scientific, and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and in July
2000 the fifth World Romani Congress was con-
vened in Prague, in the Czech Republic. The sixth
World Romani Congress took place in Italy in
2004, and elected the Polish Romani journalist
Stanislaus Stankiewicz as its new president.

Continued persecution The overriding theme of
the Geneva congress in 1978 had been the fate of
Romanies in the Third Reich, but while numbers
of survivors of the Baro Porrajmos (the Romani
Holocaust) testified and the resolution was made
that the issue of reparations be tackled head-on, the
German governments still remained intractable in
their position not to give full acknowledgment to
Romani losses under the Nazis. Four years later,
one German newspaper wrote that Romanies had

‘‘insulted the honor’’ of the memory of the
Holocaust by wanting to be associated with it. In
1988 the East German government announced its
resolution to pay $100 million in war crimes
reparations to Holocaust survivors, but refused to

include Romanies as recipients. Thousands of
Romani refugees were expelled by the German
government in 1992, which paid Romania
$20,000 to take them back. In response to the
rising tide of antigypsyism, the UN Commission

for Human Rights passed a resolution that same
year to protect Romanies. In Barcelona, Spain,
Romanies were cleared from the streets by police
and confined to El Campo de la Bota in prepara-
tion for the forthcoming Olympic Games.

In Bradford, England, laws were introduced in
1985 forbidding Romanies from entering that
city’s limits without a permit. In October the next
year, the U.S. Congressional Caucus on Human

Rights sent a petition to the government of
Czechoslovakia protesting its policy of the coercive
sterilization of Romani women and the forcible

permanent removal of Romani children from their

families. In Hungary, street gangs were reported as

beating up Romanies, but ‘‘police [we]re giving

violence against Gypsies low priority.’’

The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 brought

major changes to Europe’s six to eight million

Romanies. The resulting rise of ethnic nationalism

led in its extreme form to ‘‘ethnic cleansing,’’ par-

ticularly in the Balkans. Romanies, with no country

of their own in which to find refuge, suffered par-

ticularly harshly. Refugees from central Europe

began seeking asylum in the West, particularly

Canada and Britain, making headline news.

Responses have included the creation in 1995 of

an advisory council on Romanies by the Council of

Europe and of the European Roma Rights Center

in Budapest in 1996. A conference entitled The

Prevention of Violence and Discrimination against

Romanies was held in Romania in 1997. In 2001 a

delegation of Romanies from many countries

attended the World Conference against Racism,

Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia, and Related

Intolerance in Durban, South Africa, and delivered

a petition to the United Nations asking that they

be recognized as a nonterritorial nation with a

permanent seat in the UN Assembly.

The situation did not seem to be improving at

the beginning of the twenty-first century. The
Economist was able to report that throughout

Europe, Romanies were ‘‘at the bottom of every

socio-economic indicator: the poorest, the most

unemployed, the least educated, the shortest-lived,

the most welfare dependent, the most imprisoned

and the most segregated.’’ A World Bank report

dated 2003 stated, ‘‘Roma are the most prominent

poverty risk group in many of the countries of

Central and Eastern Europe. They are poorer than

other groups, more likely to fall into poverty, and

more likely to remain poor. In some cases poverty

rates for Roma are more than 10 times that of non-

Roma. A recent survey found that nearly 80 per-

cent of Roma in Romania and Bulgaria were living

on less than $4.30 per day. . . . Even in Hungary,

one of the most prosperous accession countries, 40

percent of Roma live below the poverty line.’’

See also Ethnic Cleansing; Eugenics; Forced Labor;
Holocaust; Refugees.
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n

ROME. Rome’s history in the twentieth century is
tied to its unique legacy as the seat of ancient Rome
and the center of western, Catholic Christianity.
This dual legacy continues to shape the ‘‘third
Rome’’—that of the capital of modern Italy.

UNIFICATION TO WORLD WAR I

Following the disintegration of the Roman Empire,
Italy was divided politically for centuries. Only in
1861 did Italy achieve political unification. Victor
Emmanuel II, king of Sardinia, became Italy’s first
king (r. 1861–1878). Rome, the desired capital,
remained under papal rule, protected by French
troops. When the French withdrew during the
Franco-Prussian War, Italian troops stormed into
Rome on 20 September 1870. Rome became
Italy’s capital despite the protests of Pope Pius IX
(r. 1846–1878), who refused to recognize the
Italian state.

Rome rapidly grew in size and population.
Between 1871 and 1911 the population increased

from 212,000 to 518,000. The government con-
structed new public buildings, and developers built
thousands of new dwelling units for residents of all
classes. The city lacked heavy industry, relying prin-
cipally on its role as the home of the national
bureaucracy. Government employment and the
building industry formed the economic foundation
of the city.

Large new government buildings, such as the
Palace of Justice, intentionally declared Rome’s
new political role in ways that both rivaled and
defied the papacy. The first Protestant churches
appeared soon after unification, as did monuments
to Giuseppe Garibaldi (1807–1882), the national
hero of unification, and to the philosopher
Giordano Bruno, executed for heresy in 1600. To
celebrate the fiftieth anniversary of unification in
1911, the government unveiled the huge, white
marble monument of King Victor Emmanuel II
on the Piazza Venezia, in the heart of the city.

WORLD WAR I

When Europe went to war in 1914, Italy remained
neutral, but a movement began favoring Italian
intervention. One of the interventionist leaders
was Benito Mussolini, a radical socialist and editor
of the Socialist Party newspaper Avanti! The
Socialist Party opposed the war and so expelled
Mussolini from the party and the paper. The inter-
ventionist cause prevailed. Italy entered the war in
May 1915 as an ally of Britain, France, and Russia
against Germany and Austria-Hungary.

The Italian army engaged the Austrians in
the mountainous border area in northeast Italy.
Although the Italian army suffered a devastating
defeat at Caporetto in 1917, it recovered suffi-
ciently to defeat the Austrians by November 1918
at the end of the war. Italy received the South
Tyrol on the Italian side of the Alps, even though
the population was overwhelmingly German-
speaking.

Immediately after the war Italy experienced eco-
nomic, social, and political distress. Nationalists
believed Italy had not received sufficient new terri-
tory from the dismembered Austrian Empire and
dubbed the peace agreements the ‘‘mutilated vic-
tory.’’ Thousands of returning veterans could not
find work. Workers went on strikes and occupied
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factories. Peasants tried to seize land. Some, inspired
by the Russian example, advocated revolution.

In March 1919 Mussolini and a few hundred
followers founded the Fascist movement. By the
next year armed Fascist squads were using violence
to attack Socialists and to defend rural property
owners. The Fascists claimed that they were trying
to restore law and order while preventing a
Bolshevik-style revolution. The central government
in Rome seemed weak and indecisive. Fascist squads
took over a number of provincial towns and then
threatened to march on Rome in October 1922.
King Victor Emmanuel III (r. 1900–1946) decided
against using the army to stop the Fascists and on
29 October 1922 asked Mussolini to become prime
minister as head of a coalition government.

FASCIST ROME

Rome now became Mussolini’s Rome, the heart
and center of the so-called Fascist revolution.
Mussolini moved his office to the Palazzo Venezia
in the center of the historic city and adjacent to the
Victor Emmanuel monument, which now included
the tomb of the Unknown Soldier. Mussolini
appeared on the balcony of the Palazzo Venezia
to deliver his major speeches to thousands of
people crowding the Piazza Venezia. He presided
over frequent special ceremonies on the steps of the
Victor Emmanuel monument. For twenty years the
Rome of emperors, popes, and prime ministers
became Mussolini’s Fascist Rome.

Mussolini established a new governorship
to administer the city. It was through this
Governatorato that he set about rebuilding the city.
As duce (leader), he declared that the Rome of the
twentieth century had to confront the problems of
‘‘necessity and grandeur.’’ The former constituted
the needs of a modern city: housing, sanitation,
streets, communications, and social services. The
latter were the monumental aspects of Fascist Rome
that had to be worthy of existing side by side with
the monuments of ancient and Christian Rome
such as the Colosseum, the Arch of Constantine,
the Circus Maximus, and St. Peter’s Basilica. The
new Fascist Italy would define itself as the modern
expression of romanità (Roman spirit), evoking
ancient Roman greatness.

The Fascist regime accelerated the growth of
Rome as the bureaucratic center of the national

government. It built large new ministries for the
navy, the air force, and the corporations, which
were to bring about Italy’s political and economic
reorganization. The prospects of government
employment or work in the building trades thus
continued to draw thousands of Italians to Rome
during the Fascist period. Between 1922 and 1941
the population doubled from 600,000 to 1.2
million.

The policy of rebuilding Rome for necessity
and grandeur meant that the city became a vast
construction site for twenty years. Mussolini regu-
larly appeared at building projects to have his pic-
ture taken with workers and again on inaugural
days when work was completed. The two most
common dates for such events were 28 October
and 21 April, the dates commemorating the Fascist
March on Rome and the traditional date of Rome’s
birthday, respectively.

Mussolini declared that the transformation of
Rome would clear away slums, provide clean new
housing, improve traffic, and put people to work.
The goal of increasing employment during the
Great Depression through public works was not
unique to Italy, as America’s New Deal demon-
strated, but in Rome’s case it formed an integral
part of Mussolini’s hope to create a new Fascist
society under his infallible leadership. As one slo-
gan put it, ‘‘Mussolini is always right!’’

Fascism sought to create a series of ‘‘cities’’
within Rome. It began with the historic core city
that lay within the wall built during the reign of the
Emperor Aurelian (r. 270–275). A series of proj-
ects transformed the area from the Piazza Venezia
and the Victor Emmanuel monument to the
Colosseum, on one side, and to the Circus
Maximus on the other. The neighborhood between
the monument and the Colosseum was demol-
ished and a broad new street, the Via dell’Impero
(Empire Street), opened on 28 October 1932 to
celebrate the tenth anniversary of the March on
Rome. It ran alongside the main Roman Forum
and uncovered portions of the forums of Julius
Caesar, Augustus, and Nerva.

The neighborhood on the other side of the
Victor Emmanuel monument also disappeared to
allow the construction of a wide street running
to the Circus Maximus. This Via del Mare (Street
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to the Sea) would connect with streets built a few
years later running out to the seaside town of
Ostia, site of ancient Rome’s port. The Circus
Maximus itself was cleared of ramshackle buildings
in 1934. This huge space, once the site of ancient
Rome’s chariot races, provided space for a series of
large exhibitions in the 1930s, showcasing the
achievements of Fascism.

The transformed historic center of Rome
became the route for many parades and rallies
staged by the regime. When Adolf Hitler visited
Rome in 1938, he stood with Mussolini and the
king on the reviewing stand next to the Arch of
Constantine and the Colosseum as the long parade
passed by and turned onto the Via dell’Impero.

Mussolini set out in the late 1920s to solve

the ‘‘Roman Question,’’ the unresolved tension

between the Italian state and the Roman papacy.

Negotiations led to the Lateran Treaty of 1929,

which established a religious ‘‘city’’ within Rome.

The Fascist government made a financial

settlement with the church, recognized Vatican

City as a sovereign state, and acknowledged the

special place of the Catholic Church in Italy. Pope

Pius XI (r. 1922–1939) thus gained an official

status for the papacy and the church, while

Mussolini received national and international

acclaim for this political and diplomatic break-

through. Several years later the regime demolished

the neighborhood in front of St. Peter’s to con-

struct yet another wide new avenue, the Via della

Conciliazione (Street of Reconciliation). Work was

completed after World War II in time for the papal

holy year of 1950.

The Fascist regime promised to produce a new

generation of Italians to carry out the Fascist revo-

lution, conceived as a hypernationalism, uniting

Italians as never before and making Italy a major

European and imperial power. Great emphasis was

placed on youth groups, physical training, sports,

and preparation for military service. Mussolini

launched a project to create a major sports ‘‘city’’

Opening festivities for the Via dell’Impero, November 1936. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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for the leading boys’ youth group, the Balilla. The

Foro Mussolini, today the Foro Italico, arose on an

open area facing the Tiber River north of the

Vatican. It included two sports stadiums, an indoor

swimming pool, tennis facilities, a building dedi-

cated to fencing, and a youth hostel. The Stadium

of Marbles, named for the athletic male figures

surrounding it, seated twenty thousand and was

used for athletic and military demonstrations and

rallies.

To provide higher education for the new
Fascist Italy, the regime built a ‘‘university city,’’
opened in 1935. For the first time the University of
Rome had a centralized campus with buildings
designed by a group of Italy’s leading architects.

The largest building project of the regime was
a new ‘‘city’’ that arose several miles south of
the historic center. It was scheduled to be the site
of a Universal Exposition of Rome (Esposizione
Universale di Roma, or EUR) in 1942 to celebrate
the twentieth anniversary of the March on Rome.
World War II caused the cancellation of the expo-
sition, and building came to a halt. Development of
the EUR section resumed in the 1950s and became
part of the southwestern expansion of the city in
the area of the new international airport, Leonardo
da Vinci.

The most dramatic project Mussolini sponsored
was the draining of the Pontine Marshes south of
EUR and the city center. The newly acquired land
provided farms for several thousand immigrants
from northern Italy and the building of five new
cities: Littoria (now Latina), Sabaudia, Pontinia,
Aprilia, and Pomezia. The concept of land reclama-
tion, bonifica in Italian, became a metaphor used
by the regime to champion its moral and political
redemption of the nation. This area also underwent
significant growth after World War II.

Italy’s conquest of Ethiopia in 1936 drew the
condemnation of the League of Nations, but
Hitler’s Germany gave Italy diplomatic support.
Consequently, Mussolini spoke of an emerging
Rome-Berlin ‘‘Axis,’’ and the two fascist powers
gave military support to General Francisco Franco
during the Spanish civil war from 1936 to 1939. In
May 1939 Italy and Germany signed the Pact of
Steel. Nevertheless, when Germany invaded Poland
on 1 September 1939, Italy remained neutral.

In May 1940 German forces overran the

Netherlands and Belgium and swept into France.

By June it was clear that a German victory was

inevitable. Mussolini made the fateful decision to

enter the war and invade France. On 10 June 1940,

he appeared on the balcony of the Palazzo Venezia

to announce Italy’s declaration of war.

Italian armed forces did poorly in the ensuing

conflict. By mid-1943 an Italian army of 250,000

had been destroyed in the Soviet Union, and

German and Italian forces surrendered to the Allies

in North Africa. The Allies then conquered Sicily

and prepared to invade mainland Italy. The first

bombing raids on Rome inflicted considerable

damage east of the city center in the area of the

Basilica of San Lorenzo and the new university

campus. These military reverses led to the dismissal

of Mussolini by the king on the morning of 25 July

1943, following an all-night meeting of the Fascist

Grand Council, which had taken a vote of no con-

fidence in Mussolini.

The announcement of Mussolini’s dismissal

brought rejoicing in the streets of Rome. Italians

believed that the war was over for them. The new

Italian government negotiated an armistice with

the Allies that it announced on 8 September, but

the Germans quickly rushed in armed forces to

confront the Allied troops that had invaded south-

ern Italy. The Germans rescued Mussolini and set

up a puppet Fascist government in northern Italy.

The Roman armed Resistance emerged in

September 1943 and continued until the liberation

of Rome by Allied troops on 4 June 1944. The first

clashes took place on the 8th, 9th, and 10th of

September when civilians joined Italian army units

to fight German troops entering the city through

the Aurelian Wall at the Gate of St. Paul. The

overwhelming strength of the Germans, however,

forced the Resistance underground.

The German occupation brought many hard-

ships to Romans. In October 1943 the Gestapo

entered the ghetto, rounded up over 1,000 Jews,

and immediately shipped them to Auschwitz. Food

was scarce, Nazi and Fascist army and police units

combed the city, a curfew was imposed, and sus-

pected Resistance members or sympathizers were

jailed and tortured.
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On 23 March 1944, the twenty-fifth anniver-

sary of the founding of the Fascist movement,

Resistance members set off a bomb in the heart of

Rome that killed thirty-three members of a German

police battalion. In retaliation, 335 Roman men

and boys were executed south of the center in the

Ardeatine Caves. A monument to these victims

opened on the site in 1951.

Roberto Rossellini’s 1945 film, Rome, Open
City, commemorated the sufferings of the Romans

during the Nazi occupation through the story of

the collaboration of a Communist Party Resistance

member and a Catholic priest. Rome, the center of

Mussolini’s Fascist Italy, now became the symbol

of the anti-Fascist collaboration of Italians of all

political persuasions that would form the founda-

tion for a postwar society.

POSTWAR ROME

Italians voted in a national referendum in 1946 to

abolish the monarchy. A new constitution estab-

lishing the Republic of Italy went into effect on

1 January 1948. The constitution provided a weak

executive, a reaction to Mussolini’s dictatorship,

and a multiparty system based on proportional

voting. The Christian Democratic Party became

the largest vote getter, followed by the Commu-

nists, the Socialists, the Social Democrats, the

Republicans, the Liberals, and the neofascist Italian

Social Movement. On both the national and muni-

cipal levels, coalition governments were required as

no one party had an absolute majority.

Rome abolished the Fascist Governatorato and

restored a government with a mayor and a city

council. Initially, the Christian Democrats and the

Communists received the largest portion of votes,

about 33 percent each, with the remaining one-

third shared by half a dozen smaller parties. As with

the national government, it took coalitions to elect

a mayor and run the city government. Throughout

the period of the Cold War (1945–1989), the

Christian Democrats managed to form national

governments that excluded the Communists, but

that was not the case in Rome. Postwar mayors

came from the Christian Democratic, Communist,

and Socialist Parties. The first Communist mayor

took office in 1976, and Communists filled the

office until 1985.

The population continued to grow after the
war, increasing from 1,650,000 in 1951 to a peak
of 2,850,000 in 1981 before decreasing to
2,650,000 by 1997. The city also grew in area.
The municipal government adopted a new master
plan in 1962 to replace the Fascist one of 1931.
The city faced a number of issues related to hous-
ing, transportation, social services, and developing
areas. After the war large numbers of Italians,
mostly from the poorer south, flooded Rome look-
ing for jobs. Most of these poor immigrants lived
in hastily built or illegal housing that sprang up on
the periphery of the historic center. The beginnings
of economic prosperity, Italy’s so-called economic
miracle of the 1950s and 1960s, along with
Rome’s master plan of 1962, brought some order
to the city’s growth and a general improvement in
conditions.

Some political division marked the planning for
the city’s growth. The Left favored development to
the east, whereas conservatives backed growth to the
south. The Fascist origins of EUR lay behind the
debate, and various compromises were reached that
allowed growth in all directions. EUR did provide
land for government and business buildings,
including Rome’s first skyscrapers. Mussolini’s new
cities to the south also attracted new business that
fed the growth of Rome in that direction.

The historic center saw little population growth
and experienced some decline by the end of the
century. Neighborhoods once considered working
class such as Trastevere and Testaccio underwent a
measure of gentrification. Public housing grew in
areas outside the center that continued a pattern
established by Mussolini’s regime. When the
Fascists demolished neighborhoods in the 1930s,
they moved the displaced Romans to inexpensive
public housing well beyond the center, which
allowed the government to maintain more firm
control of its working-class population. Postwar
growth followed a similar pattern, with major
housing developments in the southern and south-
eastern sectors of the city.

Postwar Rome continued the practice of extend-
ing public park space in once aristocratic properties
such as the Villa Ada, the Villa Doria Pamphili, and
the Villa Borghese, the latter of which includes
several museums and Rome’s zoo. The Fascist
regime had also created public spaces in the historic
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center such as the Circus Maximus; the Cestio
Park, renamed for the Resistance after the war;

the Park of Trajan, adjacent to the Colosseum;

and the Park of Hadrian, surrounding the Castel

Sant’Angelo. The large park on the Janiculum

Hill overlooks the Trastevere neighborhood and

includes the city’s botanical gardens.

By the 1980s Rome had several modern super-

markets, but Romans continued to do most of

their food shopping in open and covered markets,
filled with stalls, and in small shops specializing in

one product: fruit, vegetables, fish, cheese, meat.

Retail clothing stores include the luxury, high-

fashion shops below the Spanish Steps, several

department stores, specialty shops, and open-air

stalls selling less expensive clothing.

In the last twenty-five years of the century,

Rome attracted large numbers of foreign immi-

grants. Initially, Filipinos and East, West, and
North Africans were most conspicuous. Following

the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the

Soviet Union, large numbers of eastern Europeans

joined the migration to Rome, and at the turn of

the twenty-first century yet others came from

South Asia and Latin America. Italy’s declining

birthrate increased the demand for workers to fill
low-wage jobs. The new immigrants typically

worked as domestics, as street vendors, and in other

low-paying jobs unattractive to native Romans.

About 20 percent of the newcomers were Muslims,

leading to the construction of Rome’s first mosque

in 1995.

Rome is no longer an isolated city surrounded

by empty countryside as it was in the early twentieth

century. The enlarged city of the early twenty-first
century is part of a metropolitan area that extends

east to the Leonardo da Vinci Airport and Ostia on

the sea and southeast to EUR and toward the

Fascist new towns in the province of Latina. EUR

contains a collection of government buildings,

banking and business skyscrapers, museums, sports

facilities, and upper-middle-class residential dwell-

ings that make it second only to the historic core
as an urban center. Overall, the contrast between

a prosperous city center and a poor periphery of

workers and immigrants has faded. Rome has

become a more integrated city. The improved

economy has led to better housing and social

services and more mixing of social groups in many

neighborhoods.

Economic prosperity made it possible for mid-

dle- and working-class Italians to buy automobiles.

Rome’s 50,000 cars after the war grew to over

800,000 by the mid-1970s and to 1.6 million by

2000. Traffic jammed central Rome’s streets, and

every piazza and curbside became a parking lot.

The construction of a ring road linked to the major

highways helped with the flow in and out of the

city. Certain areas of the historic center were

declared off-limits to private automobiles. The

bus system continued to provide reasonably cheap

and efficient service throughout the city, but it

often ran large deficits. The subway system, begun

by the Fascists, opened its first line between the

main train station and EUR in 1955. This Line B

has since been expanded and joined by a Line A

that intersects at the main train station. Traffic

congestion also brings stress to historic monu-

ments through street vibration and air pollution.

Italy experienced a wave of domestic terrorism

in the 1970s fueled by both left- and right-wing

extremists. Government officials were often the tar-

gets of assassins’ bullets. In 1978 the Red Brigades

abducted the Christian Democratic leader and for-

mer prime minister, Aldo Moro. The government

refused to negotiate with the abductors. On 9 May

1978 Moro’s body was found in the trunk of a car

in downtown Rome, midway between the party

headquarters of the Christian Democrats and the

Communists. Public revulsion at the Moro murder

and the subsequent capture of leading terrorists led

to the end of this period of the ‘‘years of lead’’ by

the mid-1980s.

TWENTY-FIRST-CENTURY ROME

By the early 1990s, with the end of the Cold War

and the collapse of the system known as partitocra-
zia (rule of the parties), after the revelation of the

long-standing bribes that funded the major politi-

cal parties, a new set of political parties and coali-

tions emerged on the national level. Nevertheless,

Rome continued as the political center of Italy. The

political importance of Rome reinforced its role as a

center for lobbyists, insurance, banking, retail and

wholesale business, the media, and communications.

Rome also became the national center for newer
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enterprises such as computer technology and phar-
maceutical companies.

Rome also serves as a major cultural center

for Italy. The city was both the location and the

subject of many postwar films, such as Roberto

Rosellini’s Rome, Open City (1945); Vittorio De

Sica’s Bicycle Thief (1948) and Umberto D. (1952);

Federico Fellini’s La dolce vita (1960) and Roma
(1972); and Pier Paolo Pasolini’s Mamma Roma
(1962). The Fascist-built Cinecittà (Cinema City)
provided facilities for film and television produc-

tions. Late-twentieth and early-twenty-first-century

Rome has also been a magnet for writers. Carlo

Levi, Alberto Moravia and Elsa Morante have all

written in and about Rome. Many of Italy’s leading

literary journals are based in Rome, as is its most

prestigious annual literary award, the Strega Prize.
Rome maintains a flourishing art community with

its geographical center on the Via Margutta near

the Spanish Steps.

Since 1300 the popes have declared holy years

every twenty-five years that attract pilgrims from all

over the world. Pius XII held one in 1950 and Paul

VI in 1975. The Second Vatican Council, con-

vened by John XXIII in 1962, also reinforced the

role and image of Rome as the center of Roman
Catholicism. John Paul II’s Holy Year and Jubilee

of 2000 was eagerly embraced by Major Francesco

Rutelli, a member of the Democratic Party of the

Left, the successor to the Italian Communist Party.

The year 2000 thus embodied both Rome’s histor-

ical legacy and its role as a modern city.

The city received a facelift in the several years

leading to the Jubilee. Scores of churches, build-

ings, and tourist sites were cleaned and restored.
Streets and parking facilities were improved. Romans

had to cope with the resulting disruption of traffic

and the sight of scaffolding throughout the city. The

funds came from the church, the national and muni-

cipal governments, and businesses. Rome had hosted

the Summer Olympic Games in 1960 and the World

Cup soccer matches in 1990, but the Jubilee sur-

passed both of these major events in size and scope.
It underscored the significance of tourism in Rome’s

economy in attracting millions of additional visitors.

As Rome entered a new century and a new millen-

nium it proudly displayed itself as the expression of

its unique legacy as the Rome of antiquity, the Rome

of the papacy, and the Rome of the modern nation
of Italy.

See also Fascism; Italy; Mussolini, Benito.
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BORDEN PAINTER
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ROME, TREATY OF. From 1 to 3 June
1955 the foreign ministers of the six members
(Belgium, Federal Republic of Germany, France,
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands) of the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)
met in Messina and Taormina in Sicily, Italy. The
result was the so-called Messina resolution, which
was a careful blend of German, Italian, and espe-
cially Benelux (Belgium, Netherlands, and
Luxembourg) memorandums. The resolution
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envisaged two main avenues for ‘‘relaunching’’
European integration: a sectoral approach and a
more comprehensive economic integration
approach. The more functional, sectoral approach,
which was supported by Jean Monnet, who then
headed the High Authority of the ECSC, and by
the Belgian foreign minister Paul-Henri Spaak, ori-
ginally encompassed both the communications and
energy sectors, including civil atomic energy. Yet the
report of the Intergovernmental Committee, which
was organized after Messina, met in Brussels, and
was headed by Spaak, recommended focusing sec-
toral integration on atomic energy. As for overall
integration—an approach initially presented by the
Dutch foreign minister Johan Willem Beyen at the
Organization for European Economic Cooperation
(OEEC) in 1952 and that then found its way, in
modified form, into the ill-fated 1953 draft treaty
for a European Political Community—the report
favored the creation of a customs union with a
common external tariff as opposed to the realization
of a free trade area. By the end of 1955, the United
Kingdom announced it would no longer participate
in the Intergovernmental Committee. The ‘‘Spaak
report’’ was issued on 21 April 1956 and was
approved at the Venice Conference of Foreign
Ministers on 29–30 May 1956 as a basis for treaty
negotiations. The ensuing intergovernmental con-
ference, again under the chairmanship of Spaak, led
to the signature of the Treaties of Rome on 25
March 1957 and their subsequent ratification by
the six founding members of the ECSC. Both trea-
ties entered into force on 1 January 1958. Two new
communities were created: the European Atomic
Energy Community (Euratom) and the European
Economic Community (EEC).

EURATOM

During the negotiations some key issues had to be
addressed, which did much to reveal the stakes for
the participants as well as for other countries. As far
as Euratom was concerned, Louis Armand, the
French mastermind behind the Euratom proposal,
who was also a member of the board of the French
Commissariat à l’Énergie Atomique, envisaged it as
a pool of atomic resources, which would launch
Europe on the road to energy independence. He
expected to obtain U.S. help through the ‘‘Atoms
for Peace’’ program announced by President
Dwight Eisenhower in December 1953. Beyond

reducing European dependence on energy imports,

Euratom was also seen by the advocates of the

French military program as a way of having

France’s partners foot most of the bill for an iso-

topic separation plant (which would produce

enriched uranium, a key ingredient in manufactur-

ing atomic bombs) by mentioning the creation of

this plant in the Euratom treaty. In addition, the

French and the Americans hoped that Euratom

could become a means of completing the unfin-

ished business of controlling the German nuclear

industry. Even though the Federal Republic of

Germany (FRG) had temporarily renounced the

manufacture of nuclear weapons during the

Western European Union (WEU) negotiations, it

had not renounced civil production, and there was

no guarantee that it would not one day decide to

go from peaceful uses of nuclear energy to military

uses. But while the French initially advocated a

centralized procurement and supply of fissile mate-

rials as well as control by Euratom, it soon became

clear that if Euratom control stood in the way of

the French nuclear program, the French National

Assembly would never support the treaty. This was

so even though Guy Mollet—the leader of the

French Socialist Party—Monnet, and the German

socialists initially envisaged Euratom as being

exclusively limited to the peaceful uses of nuclear

energy, notably to ensure that the Germans would

participate in Euratom on a basis of equality with

other member states. The French, including

Mollet, accordingly ended up supporting a solution

in which Euratom did not control the use of fis-

sionable materials destined for military purposes:

Euratom would keep ownership rights of the mate-

rials up to the point where its control of these

materials passed to the Western European Union.

Since the FRG had renounced the manufacture of

nuclear weapons to the WEU, it now found its

whole nuclear sector controlled, while the French

could pursue the development of their own nuclear

military program.

But France did not succeed in obtaining all of

its priorities. The United States, intent on using

Euratom not only to further European integration

but also for nonproliferation purposes, insisted on

the exclusive ownership by Euratom of all fission-

able materials provided by the United States and

other sources. It also deemed it contrary to U.S.
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interests to help the six ECSC members build an
uranium enrichment plant. Hence the announce-
ment by Washington that it would guarantee an
almost unlimited supply of enriched uranium to
feed foreign nuclear power plants at a price that
would be half or one-third that of European-pro-
duced uranium-235. Euratom would be given pref-
erential treatment. Faced with such an offer, the six
countries gradually abandoned the idea of building
their own European enrichment plant. The
Euratom treaty did not mention the construction
of such a plant, which also considerably reduced
the interest of Euratom for the French military
nuclear program. Other difficulties during the
Euratom negotiations included German insistence
on private ownership of fissionable materials as
opposed to Euratom ownership, the existence or
the prospect of bilateral agreements for the sale of
enriched uranium between the United States and
some ECSC members, and competition from the
British proposal of an OEEC cooperative plan on
nuclear energy.

THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY

France’s partners were mostly keen to have a
European common market. The Benelux countries
depended greatly on their export trade and antici-
pated substantial advantages from a lowering of
trade barriers and increased competition within
the EEC. The Germans, with the exception of
Minister of Economic Affairs Ludwig Erhard,
who preferred a European free trade area to a
protectionist EEC, anticipated great benefits from
a single market in industrial goods. But France’s
partners were much less supportive of Euratom
than France was and insisted that the two treaties
should be linked, so that there would be no
Euratom if the EEC did not also come into exis-
tence. France was against linking the two treaties,
as were the United States and Monnet, who feared
that the EEC treaty would face ratification difficul-
ties in France and might therefore doom Euratom.
The French initially did not show much enthusiasm
for the creation of a general common market, in
which they feared competition from their neigh-
bors, especially since their price levels were higher
than some of their partners. Much of the French
civil service preferred protecting French industry
from German competition until it grew strong
enough to withstand it. By contrast, Guy Mollet,

who became the French prime minister in February
1956, and his foreign minister, Christian Pineau,
were more favorable to the EEC, which they saw as
a means of modernizing the French economy by
opening it to foreign competition.

To convince French public opinion to support
both treaties, Mollet and Pineau tried to focus on
the creation of Euratom first and on the EEC
second, to allow for enough time to gather support
for the latter. Mollet organized important debates
in the French National Assembly: one on atomic
energy in July 1956 and another on the EEC in
January 1957. They were instrumental in gathering
support from French deputies and in sending sig-
nals to France’s partners on what would and would
not ‘‘sell’’ in France to ensure ratification of the
treaties. On the EEC, France insisted on the crea-
tion of a common agricultural policy, a key demand
of the French National Assembly and French farm-
ers. France also asked for a harmonization of social
charges so that French employers would not be put
at a disadvantage in the common market and to
preserve its levels of social welfare. This proposal
included a standardized working week of forty
hours, standardized overtime payment rates to
equal those of France, equal pay for both sexes,
and a harmonization of paid holidays. In addition,
France requested the association of its overseas
possessions with the common market so that goods
from these territories would receive the same treat-
ment as French goods. In the end, the EEC treaty
did mention the future creation of a supranational
common agricultural policy, although details were
to be filled in by future negotiations. The treaty
also contained important social provisions, includ-
ing equal pay for equal work for men and women,
an equivalence of paid holidays, and the creation of
a European Social Fund. It provided for close eco-
nomic ties between the EEC and overseas countries
and territories having special relations with its
members and for an investment fund to promote
economic and social development.

Institutionally, the Rome treaties were a careful
compromise between the concerns of small coun-
tries, who feared being dominated by larger ones,
and French aversion to and German support for
supranational institutions. The result was a
strengthening of the council, the progressive intro-
duction of qualified majority voting, and a relative
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weakening of the Euratom and EEC Commissions
as compared to the High Authority of the ECSC.
All in all, the Rome treaties negotiations amounted
to a challenging balancing act between the inter-
governmental and the supranational dimensions in
building the European Communities. The treaties
were signed without limitation in time and with no
possibility for withdrawal.

See also European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC);
Organisation for European Economic Cooperation
(OEEC).

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Boussuat, Gérard. Faire l’Europe sans défaire la France, 60
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ROSENBERG, ALFRED (1893–1946),
German Nazi leader and writer.

In the eyes of posterity Alfred Rosenberg was
the main theorist of National Socialism. His life is
indeed an object lesson in the nature of Nazism as a
historical phenomenon, as a belief system, and as a
set of state policies.

Rosenberg was born in Reval (Tallinn),
Estonia, into a well-to-do Volksdeutsche (ethnic
German) family. He thus belonged to one of those
German minorities dispersed throughout the
Austro-Hungarian and Russian empires, whose
destiny was a burning issue in the early part of
the twentieth century. As a citizen of the Russian
Empire, Rosenberg was not among the German
populations deported at the beginning of World
War I, and he completed his engineering and archi-
tectural studies in Moscow before fleeing the
Russian Revolution of 1917. He witnessed the out-
bursts of virulent Germanophobia in Russian cities,
notably in Petrograd and Moscow. In his flight he
passed through France, as did many refugees from
World War I and the Russian Revolution, and then
made his way to Munich.

Nothing is known of Rosenberg’s political
radicalization or of his relationship to the German
nation during the war, but it is certain that in 1918
he was embarked upon a militant career that would
take him from the Thule Gesellschaft, a völkische
(people’s movement) and anti-Semitic group of
activists, via the teachings of Dietrich Eckardt, a
Munich journalist who was Hitler’s mentor, to
the Nazi Party (NSDAP) itself, which he had
joined by 1920. There he was quickly assigned
tasks relating to propaganda and theory, writing
fervid anti-Semitic pamphlets and concocting a the-
ory of Jewish-Masonic conspiracy. As a result of
these efforts, Rosenberg inherited the mantle of
Eckardt when the latter died while editor in chief
of the NSDAP newspaper the Völkischer Beobachter
(People’s observer). Rosenberg later served as a
stand-in for Hitler when the Nazi leader was impris-
oned after the Munich Beer Hall Putsch of 9
November 1923, and formed a replacement orga-
nization for the banned NSDAP. He was also the
founder of a Militant League for German Culture,
an organization whose name underlined the con-
tinuity between Nazi themes and earlier rhetorics
of justification for World War I. What the name did
not signal, however, was the deep-seated racism
that Rosenberg had internalized and that is
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discernible in all his writings, including his major

work, The Myth of the Twentieth Century (1930),

often considered the most important contribution

to Nazi ideology after Mein Kampf. Though

deemed obscure even by the Nazis themselves,

Rosenberg’s theoretical contribution hewed fast

to the party’s picture of history, focusing on the

definition of Aryan and the circumstances of the

decline of Aryan populations in India.

After becoming a parliamentary deputy repre-

senting the Rhineland in 1930, Rosenberg concen-

trated on theoretical issues and on the regulation of

scientific research. From 1934 on he was responsi-

ble for the party’s censorship of science, and in

1939 he founded an Institute for Research on the

Jewish Question, under whose aegis, during World

War II, he organized a campaign of meticulous

cultural pillage, looting many eastern European

libraries in order to build up the collections of this

improbable research center. Rosenberg was the

chief ideologist of the Third Reich, and he had

much to do with unofficial policies abroad; while

head of the NSDAP’s foreign-policy department,

for example, he worked closely with the clandestine

networks of Nazified Volksdeutsche that constituted

a kind of fifth column in central and eastern

Europe.

Thus, while Rosenberg’s main activity had to

do with party dogma and its dissemination, his

ethnic German roots and his familiarity with the

Russian and Baltic worlds equipped him to affect

internal developments in an eastern Europe des-

tined to become the colonizable Hinterland of

the developing Third Reich. It was the combina-

tion of these two supposed areas of competence

that qualified Rosenberg for the post of minister

of occupied eastern territories, which he took up in

1941. In this capacity he played a leading part in

the Nazis’ occupation policies. His activity was

subject, however, to the proliferating tendencies

so characteristic of Nazi institutions. He set up a

civil administration to carry out the NSDAP’s rapa-

cious policies in Ukraine, Belarus, western Russia,

and the Baltic states, yet he never managed to gain

control over either the Polish territories governed

by Hans Frank or the lands of southeastern

Europe. Nor did he ever muster the means to

challenge the overwhelming influence of the SS in

those regions. After a vain attempt in the winter of

1941 to be put in charge of policy on the Jewish

question, which was by now clearly genocidal in

character, Rosenberg was gradually marginalized.

But even as a Nazi philosopher whose books went

unread and a minister with limited powers, he con-

tributed decisively to a radicalization of occupation

policies that cost millions of lives in the western

territories of the Soviet empire.

It was on the basis of this dual role—as official

ideologue of the Reich and predatory and genoci-

dal administrator of its colonies—that Alfred

Rosenberg was tried at Nuremberg, condemned

to death, and executed on 16 October 1946.

See also Fascism; Germany; Nazism; Occupation, Military.
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ROSSELLINI, ROBERTO (1906–1977),
Italian filmmaker.

Roberto Rossellini was born into a well-edu-
cated, vivacious bourgeois family in Rome. His self-
proclaimed ‘‘zest to understand’’ the world around
him was first cultivated by a salon of artists, writers,
and musicians who filled the Rossellini family
home each Sunday during his childhood and early
adolescence. Curiously, a similar atmosphere of
passionate intellectual and political discussion was
re-created amid the desperation and poverty of
World War II Rome, when refugees and political
dissidents in hiding whiled away the time talking.
In both instances, Rossellini gleaned a crucial edu-
cation in ideas of history, culture, and truth, all of
which would emerge as obsessive themes in his
filmmaking. Throughout his early life, Rossellini
loved and was deeply influenced by the movies he
saw from directors as varied as Charlie Chaplin,
King Vidor, and F. W. Murnau.

Yet Rossellini was equally affected by the histor-
ical and political moment he lived in: while his father
was a brazen antifascist, Rossellini was ambiguous
about his allegiances before and during World War
II. Many admirers of Rossellini’s later films have
tended to ‘‘forget’’ that one of Rossellini’s first
experiences on a film set was Luciano Serra Pilota
(1938), supervised by Mussolini’s son, Vittorio.
Rossellini’s own first features—The White Ship
(1942), The Pilot Returns (1942), and The Man
with the Cross (1943)—can all be interpreted, at least
superficially, to be fascist propaganda, commis-
sioned as they were by the Fascist-controlled gov-
ernment. But some critics have interpreted these
initial films as compromises made ‘‘by any means
necessary’’ during wartime and have argued that
they nonetheless contain the seeds of a fierce indivi-
dualism in the face of crumbling societal and poli-
tical edifices, a vision that Rossellini explores more
deeply in three films that followed the war and that
catapulted him to international fame: Rome, Open

City (1945), Paisà (1946), and Germany Year Zero
(1948).

Rome, Open City tells the story of Italy’s capital
in 1944, toward the end of the war. Open City’s
depiction of the bit players experiencing major his-
torical events—the partisan who decides to fight
against the Nazi tide, the people who try to protect
him, the children who suffer the daily deprivation
and danger of living in an occupied city—was revo-
lutionary in its ability to render the war close and
intimate. When the soldiers rushing to round up
the opposition pause to look up the skirts of the
young girls above them on the stairwell, we feel
as if we have become witness to life as it happens
rather than life merely represented. Thus Rossellini
became known as the ‘‘father of neorealism.’’ He
used nonprofessional actors on location (as opposed
to re-creating scenes in the studio), but at the same
time consistently experimented with different film
stocks (depending on what he could find during the
war) and available lighting. Perhaps most important,
he displayed a strong inclination toward melodra-
matic narrative elements.

So what do we mean when we use the term
neorealism, and why is Rossellini considered its
‘‘father’’? The films that followed Rossellini’s post-
war trilogy may provide some insight. Germany
Year Zero is the heartbreaking story of a little boy
so overwhelmed by the aftereffects of war that he
ends up poisoning his father and then killing him-
self. It was filmed amid the actual rubble of postwar
Germany. After it was completed, Rossellini entered
into a personal and professional relationship with the
Swedish-born actress and Hollywood star Ingrid
Bergman (1915–1982). Bergman and Rossellini’s
relationship caused an international scandal, since
they were both married when they began seeing each
other romantically. An unofficial boycott of their
films ensued, which was ultimately detrimental to
both their careers. They eventually married and had
three children together, including the actress Isabella
Rossellini, star of Blue Velvet (1986).

Bergman and Rossellini made a number of
films together, including Stromboli (1949) and
Voyage in Italy (1953). Voyage inspired the mem-
bers of the French new wave to name Rossellini the
‘‘father of modern cinema,’’ widening the scope of
his supposed paternity. The new wave’s adulation
did not stem primarily from his direct reproduction
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of reality (again, this is the common misconception

about ‘‘neorealism’’). Instead, the writers at Cahiers
du cinéma admired his pioneering use of narrative

‘‘gaps and fragments,’’ by which he told stories

much closer to reality as we experience it.

Although Rossellini continued to make films

and television programs until his death in 1977,

none achieved the acclaim of the films from the late

1940s and early 1950s. Rossellini seemed despon-

dent about the future of the modern cinema he was

said to have spawned: in 1963 he called a press

conference and very dramatically proclaimed

cinema ‘‘dead.’’ During the 1960s and 1970s,

Rossellini worked primarily in television, creating

historical programs with an educational aim. Some

were re-creations of the remote past, such as Acts of
the Apostles (1969), Socrates (1970), and The Age of
the Medici (1973), while others were biographical

features, such as Year One (1974), about Alcide de
Gasperi (1881–1954), the Christian Democratic
politician and first postwar Italian premier—
another pater patriae of the postwar world.

See also Cinema; Italy.
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RUSHDIE, SALMAN (b. 1947), Anglo-
Indian author.

Ahmed Salman Rushdie was born in Bombay,
India, on 18 June 1947, eight weeks before Indian
independence was declared. His was a prosperous
Muslim family; his father had attended King’s
College, Cambridge, and brought up his family with
a deep respect for British culture. Salman Rushdie’s
childhood was spent, in the words of the title of the
1981 novel that made his reputation, as one of ‘‘mid-
night’s children,’’ those born in the shadow of both
freedom and the bloodshed attending partition of
Hindu India and Muslim Pakistan. After attending
the Cathedral School of Bombay, he continued his
education at Rugby School in the British Midlands
and at King’s College, Cambridge, from which he
graduated with a degree in history in 1968. By then
his family had moved to Pakistan, to which Rushdie
temporarily returned after Cambridge.

Rushdie had become, he said repeatedly, a
non-Muslim Muslim, a British Asian, a non-

European European. The ambivalence of his
approach to both British and South Asian society
and politics dominates virtually all his writing. In
Shame (1983), he exposed the corruption of the
military and political elite of Pakistan, ‘‘that fantas-
tic bird of a place, two wings without a body,
sundered by the land-mass of its greatest foe,
joined by nothing but God’’ (p. 194). In Shame,
Rushdie presented a thinly disguised Benazir
Bhutto, prime minister of Pakistan, in the form of
the ‘‘Virgin Ironpants.’’ In Midnight’s Children he
had conjured up the frightening figure of the
‘‘Black Widow,’’ easily decipherable as Indira
Gandhi during the State of Emergency she intro-
duced in 1977. Awarded the prestigious Booker
Prize for the best work of fiction in 1981,
Rushdie had indeed arrived in English literary
culture.

In 1988 he arrived as well in international pol-

itics. The casus belli between Rushdie and

upholders of the Islamic faith was the publication

in 1988 of The Satanic Verses. This rambling, com-

plex mixture of satire and fantasy presents two

Muslims protest Salman Rushdie’s novel The Satanic Verses, London, 1990. ªZEN ICKNOW/CORBIS
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entirely distinct stories. One concerns the degrad-

ing treatment nonwhite immigrants receive in

British society. The other is a story based on the

medieval legend that Satan insinuated some lines

into the Koran by whispering them surreptitiously

in Mohammed’s ear. Rushdie added insult to injury:

he named prostitutes after the twelve wives of

Mohammed and called Mecca ‘‘Jahilia,’’ or ‘‘ignor-

ance’’ in Arabic. He gave Mohammed the name

‘‘Mahound’’ and thereby conjured up an older

non-Muslim tradition in which ‘‘Mahound’’ the

Prophet was a charlatan or madman. What more

did devout Muslims need to hear before conclud-

ing that Rushdie aimed to discredit Islam itself?

British Muslims took to the streets. On

14 January 1989, copies of The Satanic Verses were

burned publicly in Bradford, home to a large popu-

lation of Muslims whose origins were in poor

rural areas of Pakistan. Two weeks later thousands

of Muslims demonstrated against Rushdie in

London’s Hyde Park. Overseas the book also

became a cause célèbre. The book was banned in

Bangladesh, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, and India.

This is the background to the fatwa, or death

sentence, on Rushdie promulgated by the Ayatollah

Khomeini in 1989, after which Rushdie went into

hiding. Police protection was provided in Britain.

In Pakistan, six demonstrators were killed in

Islamabad in mass protests over Rushdie’s sup-

posed vilification of Islam. Rushdie was barred

from India. It was only on 7 September 1995, six

years after the fatwa was issued, that Rushdie

appeared in public, at Westminster City Hall in a

debate on ‘‘writers against the state.’’ In 1998 the

Iranian authorities promised not to enforce the

fatwa, but in 2005 Iran’s Revolutionary Guards

claimed that the fatwa still stood. Rushdie remains

a marked man.

The Rushdie affair highlighted the vulnerability
of the Muslim community in Britain. Faced by the
temptations of Western culture, British Muslims
from South Asia feared the loss of their children
to secularism. Not having Arabic—the language of
the Koran—as their native tongue, these Asian
Muslims in Britain were even more vigilant in the
defense of the Holy Text; they lacked the self-
confidence simply to ignore a novel written by a
Muslim-born writer who had ceased to believe in

Islam. On the other side, the controversy brought
into high relief the issue of Muslim assimilation of
British ‘‘values’’ and anticipated later conflicts over
Western military action in the Persian Gulf and
Middle East.

Rushdie’s later fiction is more eclectic, reflecting
his decision to leave Britain for the United States.
The Moor’s Last Sigh (1995) is set in contemporary
India, against the backdrop of Hindu terrorism
against Muslims. The Ground beneath Her Feet
(1999) deals with rock music, and Fury (2001)
follows the life of a writer trying to start a new life
in New York. Shalimar the Clown (2005) returns to
Kashmir, and its destruction in the course of the
Indo-Pakistani conflict over control of it. Here
Rushdie speaks obliquely of terrorism, and more
directly of this beautiful and troubled land where his
most celebrated novel, Midnight’s Children, began.

See also Islamic Terrorism/Al Qaeda.
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JAY WINTER

n

RUSSELL, BERTRAND (1872–1970),
English mathematician, philosopher, and peace
activist.

Bertrand Arthur William Russell, 3rd Earl
Russell, won the Nobel Prize for Literature in
1950. Born to an aristocratic family in 1872, he
was orphaned at the age of two. Raised by his
grandmother, he was educated by private tutors
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and studied mathematics and philosophy at Trinity

College, Cambridge. A brilliant academic perfor-

mance led to his election as a fellow of his college

in 1895.

Russell was thoroughly immersed in European

life and thought. In 1894 he served as attaché to

the British embassy in Paris and spent considerable
time in Germany studying social democracy. In

1900 he attended the Mathematical Congress at

the Universal Exhibition in Paris. There he

engaged in the study of mathematical logic, arising

from the work of the Italian mathematician

Giuseppe Peano. This led to his first major pub-

lication, entitled The Principles of Mathematics
(1903), and to his celebrated work, jointly writ-
ten with Alfred North Whitehead, Principia
Mathematica (1910–1913). Among his fundamen-

tal claims was the view that all of mathematics

could be deduced from a relatively small set of

logical axioms. A popular version of this argument

was published as An Introduction to Mathematical
Philosophy in 1919. Russell was elected a fellow of

the Royal Society in 1908.

After the outbreak of the World War I,

Russell’s politics did not sit well in the environment

of Trinity College, where he was fellow and lec-
turer. Russell opposed the war, the extension in the

powers of the state, and the harsh treatment of

conscientious objectors who refused to serve in

the army after the imposition of compulsory mili-

tary service in 1916. He wrote indignantly about

the fate of men who refused to fight and clearly

offended many of his colleagues whose sons were in

uniform or had already been killed in action. In
1916 Trinity College did not renew his lectureship.

The following year, the British government denied

him a passport to take up a post at Harvard

University. Later in 1917 he wrote an article in an

Bertrand Russell and his wife with George Clark, a fellow member of the Committee of 100, during a break from

Russell’s trial for disturbing the peace, September 1961. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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antiwar journal stating that U.S. troops coming to
Europe were more likely to be used as strike-
breakers than as combatants. That statement led
to six months in prison. As the son of an earl, he
was given relatively comfortable quarters, but he
was a prisoner of conscience nonetheless. Both in
and out of prison, he proceeded to develop his
political outlook and took up guild socialism, a
libertarian theory that emphasized the power of
trade unions to organize social life at the point of
production, so that the state and its coercive
powers would not be necessary. Here was a set of
ideas that pointed toward a decentralized social
order at a moment when war had centralized vir-
tually everything. Russell’s suspicion of centralized
authority was at the heart of his political thinking,
as is evident in his 1918 lectures published as Roads
to Freedom. Guild socialism faded away, but not the
distrust of the state and the military that in
Russell’s mind lay behind it.

In 1920 he went on a political voyage first to
Soviet Russia, to study bolshevism, and then to
China. His distrust of the centralized state made
the Bolshevik experiment appear dangerous to
Russell. On his return, he turned his mind to edu-
cational experimentation. He and his second wife,
Dora Black, opened a libertarian school in London.
In 1927 he published one of his most celebrated
and controversial essays, ‘‘Why I Am Not a
Christian.’’ In 1929 he wrote Marriage and
Morals, a powerful attack on conventional sexual
morality. His work as a philosopher gained increas-
ing international recognition, though in 1940
his appointment to teach at City College of
New York was blocked on the grounds that
he did not believe in morality. The Barnes
Foundation outside Philadelphia offered him an
alternative five-year post, but after taking up this
post in 1940, he was dismissed by Barnes himself
three years later. In 1944 his old college, Trinity,
reelected him as a fellow, righting a wrong of the
previous war.

In 1945 Russell published his most widely read
book, A History of Western Philosophy, taking the
view that a proper understanding of philosophy
could help resolve the disputes that had cost mil-
lions of lives in the two world wars. In the 1950s
Russell was an outspoken opponent of the devel-
opment and use of nuclear weapons. In the 1960s

Russell was a leading figure in the movement
against the Vietnam War, convening an unofficial
war crimes tribunal in London. His standing
as a political maverick in Britain was unique. The
grandson of a prime minister and a peer of
the realm, he represented the freethinking element
of British intellectual life. His two-volume
Autobiography (1967–1969) is one of the classics
of the English language.

See also Pacifism; Socialism; Vietnam War.
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JAY WINTER

n

RUSSIA. The Russian Federation, or Russia, for-
mally emerged from the ruins of the Soviet Union in
December 1991, as a result of the Belaya Vezha
agreement between the leaders of Russia, Belarus,
and Ukraine. Many Soviet citizens and foreigners,
however, viewed the Soviet Union itself as an
extended Russia (Soviet Russia was a commonly
used synonym). The Russian Federation inherited
from the Soviet Union more than 75 percent of its
territory and the distinction of being the largest
nation in the world, 50 percent of its population,
its nuclear weapons and foreign debt, and the long-
standing ambivalence about the extent of its
belonging to Europe. Russia was recognized by
the international community as the USSR’s main
successor state, inheriting its seats in the United
Nations Security Council and other international
institutions, including the Conference on (since
1994, Organization for) Security and Cooperation
in Europe (OSCE). Additionally, it was invited to
join most major international institutions, including
the Group of Seven, whose membership had been
sought by the Soviet Union. Yet it was predictably
frustrated in its hopes of the early 1990s to achieve a
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deep integration with the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) and the European Union
(EU), which would have obliterated the entire his-
tory of Soviet conflict with the West. Instead, Russia
found itself repeatedly at odds with NATO over the
latter’s eastward expansion and attack on Yugoslavia.
It has had a more difficult record of relationships
with multinational institutions, such as the OSCE,
than with individual Western European nations,
especially Germany, with whom it has built a robust
economic and geostrategic partnership, as well as
Italy and France. Russians’ sense that the pro-
Western (‘‘Atlanticist’’) policies of their first post-
Soviet leadership contributed to the incorporation
of most of their former allies, satellites, or depen-
dencies in Eastern Europe into the EU and NATO,
while Russia itself was taken advantage of and left
out in the cold, is widely shared across Russian
society and has a deep impact on Russia’s relations
with the West.

IMPERIAL LEGACIES, MULTIETHNICITY,

AND THE AMBIGUITIES OF IDENTITY

The prevalent post–Cold War view of historical
Russia as an empire that dominated its non-Russian
subjects against their will tells an important part of
a much more complex story. Unlike countries of
Western Europe with their well-defined geographic
and ethnic boundaries, Russia’s neighborhood—
the East European plain and the southern steppe—
historically consisted of underpopulated and unse-
cured frontiers shifting together with unformed and
fluid national identities. Russia’s political culture,
with its preeminent concern with security, was shaped
by recurrent threats of invasions from the east, the
west, and the south. The vulnerability of Russia’s
agricultural and urban civilization, built against for-
midable odds on an infertile land and in a hostile
climate, left its rulers continuously preoccupied with
acquiring stable and defensible borders and securing
access to naval trade routes of European commerce.
This implied the need to establish and fortify Russia’s
presence in the Baltic, Black, and Caspian Seas and in
the Caucasus Mountains. The resulting empire both
oppressed its subjects, like any other, and generated
a measure of stability and protection for some of
the ethnicities whose alternative option was often to
be controlled by a rival power, such as Poland (in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries), Sweden (early
eighteenth century), Turkey or Iran (sixteenth to

nineteenth centuries), or Germany or the British
Empire (late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries).

The multiethnic composition of the Russian
Empire, together with spontaneous as well as gov-
ernment-engineered migration and intermixing of
ethnicities, resulted in a long-standing uncertainty
about the geographic and ethnic boundaries of
Russia proper, and hence about the definition of
Russian national identity. The internationally recog-
nized borders of the Russian Federation of the early
twenty-first century reflect Soviet-era administrative
mapping, which was not planned with future sover-
eign states in mind and often cut across even clearly
recognized ethnic and historical boundaries. Early-
twenty-first-century Russia remains multiethnic and
multiconfessional, albeit much less so than the
Soviet Union or the Russian Empire had been.
Ethnic Russians (russkie, in the narrow sense of this
word) comprise 80 percent of its population. Most
of them are nominally adhering to the Russian
Orthodox Church, primarily as represented by its
Moscow patriarchate. After seven decades of state-
imposed atheism, the levels of actual observance or
commitment to Orthodoxy remain fairly low, and
official clergy are often seen as compromised by
their excessive deference to Soviet and post-Soviet
secular authorities; minor, autonomous branches of
Russian Orthodoxy, including Old Believers and
local parishes of the Russian Orthodox Church
Abroad, continue to exist alongside the Moscow
patriarchate, while the active presence of both his-
torically established Western Christian denomina-
tions and churches as well as new charismatic move-
ments and cults is often seen as dangerously
subversive proselytizing. Meanwhile, more than
twenty million ethnic Russians—between 15 and
20 percent of their total number—remain outside
the Russian Federation’s borders as a result of the
Soviet collapse; their levels of ethnic and religious
identification are often higher than among Russians
living in the Russian Federation.

Ethnically non-Russian minorities and non-
Orthodox confessions represent a much smaller
share of the population than in the Soviet Union
or the Russian Empire but have continued to play
pivotal roles in the debate on Russian identity.
Russia remains one of the most multiethnic nations
in the world, with 140 nationalities listed in the
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2002 population census. It is generally recognized,
even among the groups usually defined as nation-
alist, that a purely ethnic definition of Russianness
and ethnonationalism of an Eastern European type
would be an undesirable break with the tradition of
an inclusive and open national identity, however
‘‘imagined’’ this tradition may seem to outsiders.
Hence the status accorded to principal minority
groups. Alongside Christianity, Islam (with fifteen
to twenty million faithful, according to various
estimates), Buddhism, and Judaism (several hun-
dred thousand each) are recognized as ‘‘traditional
religions’’ by the 1997 law, although the rights of
these and other minorities are not infrequently
violated in practice, especially at local levels.
Minorities are often included in the definition of
russkie in the broader sense (as a ‘‘super-ethnos,’’
to use a popular Russian term), as indicated, for
example, by a recent debate on the specifically
Russian (russkii) Islam. The term rossiyane implies
‘‘civic’’ allegiance to the common Russian state-
hood; it was widely used in the Yeltsin-era official
parlance, but has become unpopular by association
and is rarely employed.

FROM RUS TO THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE

Most international scholarship, as well as Russia’s
own historical tradition, trace the origins of the
Russian nation to the state of Rus, an association
of Slavic, Scandinavian, and Finnish tribes, with his-
torical capitals in Novgorod (862–882), Kiev (882–
1169), and Vladimir (1169–1320s). It is considered
the common ancestor of Russians, Belarusians, and
Ukrainians. (This view has been disputed, however,
by Ukrainian nationalist scholars and their co-think-
ers in the West claiming the Kievan Rus to be a
Ukrainian state par excellence). The Rus, whose
princes adopted Christianity in its Byzantine version
in 988 and participated in European power plays
and family relationships with French and German
royal dynasties, was weakened by internal feuding
and lost its independence to the devastating Mongol
invasion of 1237 to 1240. This period, known in
Russia as the Mongol-Tatar Yoke and involving
struggle as well as cooperation and some degree of
cultural rapprochement with the occupiers, was later
blamed by Europeanized Russians of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries for Russia’s loss of its origi-
nal Europeanness and its cultural, as well as geopo-
litical, estrangement from the West. Other thinkers,

primarily of the Eurasianist school, saw the Mongol

and Tatar influences, with the resulting internal

diversity of Russia and its ‘‘otherness’’ vis-à-vis

Europe as a source of Russia’s unique civilizational

characteristics of inclusiveness and breadth, in con-

trast to European nation-states, and as the basis for

its special calling, to serve as a bridge between the

East and the West. In another variation on this

theme, many educated Russians believed that

Russia’s resistance had saved the rest of Europe from

subjugation by exhausting the nomadic drive of the

Mongols and thus fulfilled a historic mission that

was duly appreciated by the West. This belief was

epitomized in 1918 in Alexander Blok’s classical

work The Scythians, reflecting widespread disillu-

sionment and a sense of betrayal that, some argue,

contributed to the failure of Russia’s pro-Western

democratic revolution of February 1917 and paved

the way for the Bolshevik coup.

In a more radical response, democratic and revo-

lutionary thought in nineteenth- and twentieth-cen-

tury Russia often took the shape of reaction against

the perceived foreignness of the post-eighteenth-

century ruling class with its military-bureaucratic

establishment (e.g., Pavel Pestel, early Slavophiles,

Mikhail Bakunin, and the Pan-Slavs). Other radical

democrats, including Alexander Herzen and some of

the early Marxists, as well as authoritarian revolution-

aries such as Vladimir Lenin, held more ambiguous

and complex views of Europe, recognizing the need

to borrow its technological and cultural achievements

in order to catch up with it on the path of moderniza-

tion, but few among the generally antitsarist educated

class, the intelligentsia, fully accepted western Europe

as an unquestioned cultural or socioeconomic model

(the major exceptions in the early twentieth century

included the historian Pavel Milyukov, the founder

and leader of Russia’s liberal Constitutional Demo-

cratic Party, and Georgy Plekhanov, the founding

father of Russian Marxism, who oscillated between

democratic and authoritarian tendencies). Signifi-

cantly, one of the ideological discussions of the early

twentieth century that later contributed to the demise

of Leon Trotsky as a potential successor to Lenin and

the leader of the Russian Revolution was over the

project of the ‘‘United States of Europe’’—the ideo-

logical blueprint of the future European Union:

Trotsky argued that the Bolsheviks should support

the idea and that revolutionary Russia itself might
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become part of united Europe, whereas Lenin and
Joseph Stalin dismissed the idea as unrealistic in view
of the profound power inequalities and resulting
divergences of interests within Europe, and argued
that a Bolshevik Russia should play on these divisions
rather than pursuing a remote pan-European utopia.

FROM IMPERIAL TO SOVIET RUSSIA

By 1914, after a suppressed democratic revolution
of 1905 to 1907 and a program of reforms pro-
moting capitalism in the countryside through the
forced dissolution of peasant communes, Russia’s
economy was on the path of fast yet fragile growth.
It was highly dependent on Western investment,
loans, and technologies, and riven by social and
cultural tensions—between the cities and the coun-
tryside, the rich and the poor, and the ethnically
Russian and German elites and oppressed national
minorities, such as Poles and Jews. Its high culture
and the arts, combining deep Europeanization with
commitment to their peasant roots, reached a his-
torical peak of creativity known as the ‘‘Silver Age’’
and were among the driving forces of European
modernism. Yet in politics, Russia’s technological
dependency on German industries and financial
dependency primarily on French money led to its
geopolitical oscillation between the German and
the Franco-British military blocs. It joined the lat-
ter, the Entente Cordiale, but was the odd man out
in this alliance because of Tsar Nicholas II’s erratic
diplomacy and autocratic policies at home. It was
forced into World War I by Kaiser William II’s
resolve to push Russia out of the Balkans and its
own loss of international prestige, which was erod-
ing the domestic authority of tsarism. The allies
tried to boost Russia’s morale by a secret treaty
providing for the acquisition of the Straits—a
coveted slice in the future partition of Turkey.
But the failure of political and military leadership,
attempts at separate negotiations with Germany,
and the resulting demoralization of the army and
society at large led both Russia’s liberal elite and
Western allies to conclude that Nicholas II and his
tiny ultraconservative entourage had become the
main obstacle to the war effort.

The tsar was deposed with ease after several
days of popular revolt in Petrograd. The new
Provisional Government was a coalition led by
pro-Western liberals committed to pursuing victory

under the slogan of ‘‘revolutionary defense.’’ But
the revolution quickly went out of control, with
the rise of the Petrograd Soviet increasingly chal-
lenging the Provisional Government, which itself
became dominated by socialist parties and was fre-
quently reshuffled from the inside. The failure of a
renewed war effort and military retreat, the grass-
roots pressure for a radical agrarian reform blocked
by the liberals in the Provisional Government, and,
finally, the agitation of Lenin and his supporters for
separate peace with Germany and their confronta-
tion with the Provisional Government in July 1917
debilitated the government, discredited the princi-
ple of democratic coalition that lay behind it, and
accelerated the search for a new, iron-willed leader-
ship in all parts of the spectrum.

In November 1917 this role was unilaterally
assumed by Lenin and his supporters in the Central
Committee of the Bolshevik Party, who seized power
in Petrograd with the help of military deserters
and marines, and then tried to legitimize their one-
party rule as revolution by the soviets. In the course of
their struggle with other socialist parties and unions
opposed to this scenario, the Bolsheviks managed to
split their leading rival, the Socialist Revolutionary
(SR) Party, and persuade the splinter Left SR Party
to join them in a coalition, accepting for the time
being its platform of the socialization (rather than
nationalization) of the land. Although the Bolsheviks
came to power promising to speed up the convocation
of the democratically elected Constituent Assembly,
after they lost this election to the SR majority, Lenin
changed his mind and eventually dissolved the assem-
bly by force. The assembly was in session for only one
day, proclaiming the Russian Democratic Federal
Republic, which never materialized. After its dispersal,
the Congress of Soviets dominated by the Bolsheviks
proclaimed the Russian Soviet Federal Socialist
Republic, with a constitution disenfranchising the
‘‘exploitative classes,’’ including, in practice, a large
fraction of the peasant population of the country.

Meanwhile, as Germany gained decisive advan-
tage on the battlefield, and the Russian army vir-
tually disintegrated, Lenin secured support or
acquiescence of his party, against the will of most
of its other leaders and many in the rank and file, to
an ignominious separate peace with Germany, the
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk (March 1918), leading to
huge territorial losses and vast German control
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over the Russian economy. The Left SRs quit the
government in disagreement and soon were pro-
voked by Lenin’s security forces into a rebellion in
which they were crushed and eliminated from the
stage. The one-party rule was effectively established
and then cemented over the two years of resistance
both to the White Guard, fighting in effect for the
restoration of the monarchy, and to the military
intervention of Western powers along Russia’s
coastal perimeter. While the bulk of the population
in the overwhelmingly peasant Russia was not sup-
portive of the Bolshevik policies, Russians often
acquiesced to them as to the lesser evil. By 1922,
all political parties, left and right, except for the
Communists, had been eliminated by repression
and expulsions from the country.

RUSSIA AND THE SOVIET UNION:

AMBIGUOUS COEXISTENCE AND THE

PARTING OF WAYS

In 1922, with the signing of the Union Treaty, the
Russian Soviet Federal Socialist Republic (RSFSR)

formally became one of the four founding states of

the Soviet Union, together with Ukraine, Byelorussia,

and the Transcaucasian Federation. Over the next
seventy years, the Soviet Union expanded to fifteen

republics, some of them, such as the Baltic states and

Moldova, annexed or taken over from previously

sovereign entities, and others, such as Kazakhstan,

carved out of the RSFSR’s territory. Soviet official

ideology oscillated between internationalist emphasis

on ‘‘the friendship of the peoples’’ and ‘‘Soviet patri-

otism’’ (the prevalent rhetoric of the more liberal

periods, such as the 1920s and 1960s) and calculated

appeals to Russian national pride at the threatening

junctures of World War II and the Cold War. There is

no consensus on Russia’s actual role in the Soviet
Union: while nationalists in countries such as the

Baltic states and Georgia see Russia as the prime

oppressor under the guise of the Soviet Union, many

Russian nationalists since the 1980s have argued that

Russia was used by the communist regime as a donor

for other republics that benefited from its economic

might, natural resources, and human capital in the

A steel worker sells cabbages from his motorcycle to earn extra money during a period of runaway inflation,

Magnitogorsk, Russia, 1993. ªSHEPARD SHERBELL/CORBIS SABA
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course of their modernization. Also, unlike other

republics, the RSFSR before 1990 did not possess a

fully developed administrative apparatus distinct from

the institutions of the government of the Soviet

Union, which became another source of nationalists’

complaints. The unaccountable Soviet leadership, in

spite of its large share of ethnic Russians, was widely

seen as denationalized and having lost touch with the

true interests of Russians as a people. Russian dissi-

dents from the 1960s to the 1980s consistently took

the side of national minorities and their organizations

in the republics of the Soviet Union, providing inter-

national visibility to Ukrainian, Baltic, Georgian, and

other human rights and opposition advocates.

Accordingly, Russian politicians, brought onto

the public stage by Mikhail Gorbachev’s democratiza-

tion and glasnost, did not see Russia as having a major

stake in the Soviet Union’s common future and by and

large did not see any potential dangers to Russia in the

Soviet Union’s demise until the latter became irrever-

sible. Thus, most Russian democrats and, indeed,

some nationalists encouraged the ‘‘parade of sove-

reignties’’ across the Soviet Union and even took an

early lead in the process. Russia’s famous nationalist

writer Valentin Rasputin envisioned Russia’s potential

secession from the Soviet Union well before other

republics began their drive for independence. On

12 June 1990 the RSFSR’s Congress of People’s

Deputies, chaired by Boris Yeltsin, proclaimed

Russia’s sovereignty, becoming the first Soviet republic

after the Baltic states to do so; the Russian parliament

opposed the hardliners’ attempts to suppress

secessionist movements elsewhere, offering recogni-

tion to the Baltic states without any conditions with

regard to Russia’s strategic interests or the Russian

population remaining in the area. In September 1990

Nobel Prize–winner Alexander Solzhenitsyn called for

Russia’s total disengagement from eleven republics, in

the hope of potentially salvaging the union with

Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan, but Russian demo-

crats dismissed his proposal as overly conservative. The

botched coup attempt of August 1991 under the slo-

gan of preserving the Soviet Union (nowadays widely

seen as an episode in the power struggle within the

Soviet establishment) did not elicit any support in

Russia: to the contrary, whatever public action in

Russia did occur was directed against the coup and in

support of Russia’s Supreme Soviet, or the ‘‘White

House’’ (so nicknamed because of the color of its

headquarters). After the coup, the Russian parliament
further contributed to the Soviet Union’s demise by
supporting Yeltsin inhis takeover of the SovietUnion’s
assets and institutions on Russian territory and approv-
ing the program of unilateral price decontrol that
implied the abandoning of attempts to preserve a
Soviet Union–wide economic community. The parlia-
ment also pursued the principled policy of noninter-
ference in the centrifugal developments within Russia
itself, and blocked the executive’s attempt to suppress
the revolution in its constituent republic of Chechnya
in November 1991.

RUSSIA’S POST-SOVIET EXPERIENCE

The central role in the Soviet Union’s demise
and Russia’s disengagement from other republics
belonged to Yeltsin and his narrow circle of associ-
ates, whose overarching goal was to get rid of
Gorbachev’s supremacy. Yeltsin managed both to
ride the wave of a vague protest movement and to
secure support of key groups in the Soviet estab-
lishment displeased by Gorbachev and threatened
by grassroots democratization. He had no ideo-
logical commitments and at various points used
radical Russian nationalists, liberal intellectuals,
and anti-Russian nationalists in the republics to
strengthen his position against Gorbachev.

His biggest success, however, came from his
opportunistic alliance with Russia’s mass-based demo-
cratic organization, the Democratic Russia movement
(DemRossiya), which mobilized street support for his
policies at all the critical points, most importantly in
August 1991. The movement had approximately
three hundred thousand active supporters and won
solid majorities in the councils of major industrial
cities. Its social base consisted of the educated and
westernized ‘‘middle class’’ largely unprepared for the
transformative role in society that it could potentially
assume: it was characterized by utopian naiveté, lack of
a systemic vision of the problems of the country and
the world, excessive idealizing of the West caused by
decades of isolation behind the Iron Curtain, poor
understanding of contradictions among social strata
and conflicting geopolitical interests, and the inade-
quacy of its political leadership. Economically, it
was entirely dependent on guaranteed government
employment and unprepared for an abrupt abroga-
tion of these guarantees and the collapse of real
incomes caused by price liberalization and
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hyperinflation in 1992. This so-called shock therapy

(even though this label is disputed by neoliberal econ-

omists) caused a fundamental and permanent change

to the structure of Soviet society by dealing a blow to

this ‘‘middle class’’ from which it never recovered as a

stratum. Accordingly, DemRossiya quickly lost most

of its volunteer activists to the struggle for economic

survival, and the younger crop of actual and potential

supporters to ‘‘brain drain’’ abroad, while its leader-

ship split over the assessment of reforms. Since

DemRossiya’s split in 1992, the democratic move-

ment in Russia never recouped its losses, and its

previous mistakes left a bitter disenchantment with

the very ideas of democracy and collective action.

Yabloko, the only democratic party that managed to

build some grassroots support and maintain a pres-

ence in the parliament from 1993 to 2003—only

because of its relatively consistent critique of Yeltsin’s

policies and of the past democratic experience—still

never reached DemRossiya’s size and stature. And

even it was eventually eliminated from the Duma by

a combination of voter apathy and insecurity, concen-

tration of financial and media resources in the hands

of the Kremlin, and growing popular mistrust of

‘‘Western-inspired’’ solutions.

These internal developments, coupled with

Russia’s frustrated attempts at a high-speed integra-

tion with major European and Euro-Atlantic institu-

tions, eventually led Russia’s authoritarian and

inward-looking legacies to reassert themselves. This

trend was, however, denied by many observers as

long as the policies of Russia’s successive leaders

offered domestic and foreign players exceptional

opportunities for economic or geostrategic gain.

Yeltsin used force to disband the democratically

elected parliament that had brought him to power,

changed the constitution of the country in a refer-

endum whose legitimacy and outcome were ques-

tioned by many, and, in spite of his poor health,

ruled Russia at his whim, hiring and firing several

prime ministers and eventually passing the baton to

his chosen successor who had never run for a public

office before being elected president. The new con-

stitution established a super-presidential system

viewed at the time as instrumentally useful to liberal

reformers but increasingly deplored by them ever

since. Two military invasions in the rebellious con-

stituent republic of Chechnya, in 1994 and 1999,

cost thousands of Chechen and Russian lives and left

deep scars on the tissue of both societies. Economic

reforms pursued in the early 1990s with varying

degrees of intensity failed in their declared purpose

of creating a private economy based on medium

and small businesses, as the domestic market for

industrial production remained limited by mass pov-

erty, while Soviet-era or potential foreign markets

were lost to geopolitical retrenchment. In the 1990s

Russia’s manufacturing and high-technology indus-

tries largely collapsed, except for the weapon pro-

duction; its gross domestic product (GDP) shrank

twofold; corruption flourished, while budgetary

funding and government resources were channeled

away from the public sector and the sphere of pro-

duction into private hands and financial activities.

The social costs of these policies for Russia’s popula-

tion were as high as the cost of a major war, if not

higher: from 1992 to 2003, the number of Russians

shrank by over 4 million people to 143 million total

(in spite of the influx of 5.5 million labor migrants

from other post-Soviet states), and male longevity

declined from sixty-five to about fifty-eight years,

because of the collapse of affordable health care,

increasing cardiovascular diseases caused by stress,

and rising violence.

By 1998, the government, led by ‘‘young

reformers,’’ gambled on attracting foreign capital

by offering up to 100 percent yearly returns on

government promissory notes (GKOs), which led

to financial bankruptcy, debt default, and the

devaluation of the ruble. The latter, coupled with

rising commodity prices, helped Russia to several

years of economic growth, at approximately 6

percent of GDP, enabling it to reestablish its sol-

vency and accumulate large foreign reserves,

which have been used to form the Stabilization

Fund. The downside of this process was the

exacerbation of Russia’s reliance on commodity

export at the expense of all other economic activ-

ities. Although President Vladimir Putin and

Russia’s elite have been boastful of the nation’s

role as a major energy power, failed attempts to

translate this into geopolitical gains as, for exam-

ple, in relations with Ukraine and Western

powers, showed its limited utility in the absence

of other resources. And given the concentration of

economic assets in the hands of the government

and corporate bureaucracies tied to the commod-

ity sector, poverty and inequality have stayed high,
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and Russia’s overall health and demographic out-
look is increasingly bleak: according to one of the
estimates done by the United Nations Population
Division, if the current trend is not reversed,
Russia may be expected to lose twenty-one million
people between 2000 and 2025.

The structural constraints on the development
of a truly autonomous capitalist class and the reas-
sertion of authoritarian rule eventually led to the
elimination of the few independent business
empires built in the 1990s by the so-called oli-
garchs, at a relatively low political cost to the
Kremlin. Three leading business tycoons who had
played major political roles in the 1990s and then
supported, to various extents, democratic opposi-
tion to Putin, have been stripped of their assets and
either forced out of the country or, in the excep-
tional case of Mikhail Khodorkovsky, Russia’s rich-
est man and owner of the YUKOS oil empire,
sentenced to labor camp.

Russia’s economic recovery achieved since the
late 1990s, however partial and one-sided, and the
relative stabilization of its geopolitical standing,
may eventually pave the way for the ascendancy of
a more democratically minded group of leaders
within the ruling stratum. An alternative sce-
nario—continuing humiliation and retreat in the
post-Soviet space, with or without an economic
downturn—is likely to result in more authoritarian-
ism, further alienation of Russia’s educated youth
from the West, increasing support for homegrown
and foreign-born Islamic radicals in the impover-
ished North Caucasus, and prolonged turmoil in
this region, with unpredictable consequences for
the international community.

See also Russian Civil War; Russian Revolutions of 1917;
Soviet Union.
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n

RUSSIAN CIVIL WAR. After the pressures
of World War I brought about the collapse of
imperial Russia’s tsarist regime in March 1917, a
weak Provisional Government proved unable to
resolve the profound social and political divisions
in Russian society. In November 1917 Vladimir
Lenin’s Bolshevik party capitalized on growing
worker and soldier discontent and overthrew the
Provisional Government. The Russian civil war was
a bitter and devastating conflict to determine
Russia’s future after the Bolshevik takeover. In
simplest terms, the civil war from 1918 to 1920
pitted the Reds (Lenin’s communist Bolshevik
party) against the Whites (those opposed to the
Bolsheviks, particularly tsarist military officers). In
reality, the war was a complex, many-sided struggle
among political, social, and ethnic movements with
roots extending before World War I and with fight-
ing continuing into the early 1920s.

ORIGINS OF THE WAR

The tensions producing the Russian civil war date
to the pre–World War I Russian Empire. Russian
society was characterized not only by a deep divide
between the tsar’s regime and the population, but
also by suspicion and misunderstanding between
elite, educated society on one side, and workers
and peasants on the other. After the fall of Tsar
Nicholas II, the Provisional Government could
not heal Russian society’s deep fissures. Moderate
and liberal parties, especially the Constitutional
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Democrats (Kadets) initially dominating the new
Provisional Government, were committed to
democratic reform but not the socialist reorganiza-
tion of society. Russian workers, peasants, and sol-
diers, on the other hand, grew increasingly radical
over the course of 1917, and their support for
more radical parties, particularly the Bolsheviks
and the peasant-backed Socialist Revolutionaries
(the SRs), grew accordingly.

Lenin’s seizure of power in November 1917
only added to the tensions in Russia, creating
conflict among Russia’s socialist parties over
whether the Bolsheviks would rule alone or, as
many leftists hoped, as part of a multiparty left-
wing coalition. In the immediate wake of the
Bolshevik Revolution, efforts to broker a settle-
ment between Lenin and other socialist parties,
particularly by the influential Railway Workers’
Union, went nowhere. Lenin’s adamant refusal to
share power, except for token collaboration with
the left wing of the SR party (the Left SRs) made
a political settlement impossible to achieve. At
the same time, armed clashes began between the
Bolsheviks and their right-wing opponents: the
Bolshevik seizure of power in Moscow required
several days of street fighting, and holding
onto authority in Petrograd required a force of
Red Guards, improvised worker militias, to hold
off a desultory attempt to seize the city by
Cossack troops under the command of General
Peter Krasnov.

Impending elections to the Constituent
Assembly, a constitutional convention to craft a
new political order for Russia, prevented immediate
civil war. The Bolsheviks’ rivals, particularly the
SRs, expected that the elections would prove their
popular support. The SRs received a clear plurality
of the vote, comfortably more than the Bolsheviks,
and with allied parties would hold a clear majority
in the Constituent Assembly over the Bolsheviks
and their Left SR allies. For just that reason, Lenin
permitted the assembly to meet only a single time
on 5 January 1918 before forcibly shutting it down
and eliminating the possibility of reconciliation
with other socialists.

While the anti-Bolshevik socialist parties

pinned their hopes on the Constituent Assembly,

conservatives and tsarist army officers organized

armed resistance. The old tsarist army

disintegrated, and many officers and military cadets

fled south to Cossack territory on the Don River to

organize a counterrevolutionary movement, believ-

ing the Cossacks to be natural supporters of

Russia’s old order. Hastily organized Bolshevik

forces under Vladimir Antonov-Ovseenko invaded

the Don at the end of November 1917, seizing the

region’s major cities and driving a nascent anti-

Bolshevik force of military officers and cadets, the

Volunteer Army, south through the frozen steppe.

By February 1918, Lenin’s political situation

appeared to be secure. The Constituent Assembly

had been shut down without incident, and

Bolshevik troops were clearing the Don of counter-

revolutionaries. Unfortunately for Lenin, Russia’s

unfinished war against Germany flared again in

February 1918. Immediately after seizing power,

Lenin had concluded a cease-fire with Germany.

Negotiations for a final peace had gone nowhere,

however, as German demands, particularly for an

independent Ukraine under German domination,

had proven unacceptable. After Leon Trotsky,

veteran revolutionary and Lenin’s negotiator,

declared ‘‘no war, no peace’’ in response to a

German ultimatum, the Germans decided to take

by force what the Bolsheviks would not give them.

As the German army rapidly seized huge stretches

of Russian territory, Lenin had no forces capable of

offering more than token resistance and was com-

pelled to accept the draconian terms of the Treaty

of Brest-Litovsk, signed 3 March 1918, ceding

enormous territories in the Baltics, Byelorussia,

and Ukraine. In addition to providing shelter for

national separatist movements in the Baltics and

Ukraine, this surrender generated enormous

opposition from a substantial number within the

Bolshevik party, and more from the Bolsheviks’

Left SR allies, who withdrew from coalition with

the Bolsheviks. In an attempt to restart the war

with Germany, Left SRs assassinated the German

ambassador in early July, and attempted to seize

control of the city of Moscow. Bolshevik forces

crushed this revolt, and the Menshevik and SR

parties were expelled from Soviet organizations.

After an assassination attempt on Lenin at the end

of August 1918, the Bolsheviks unleashed a Red

terror against all varieties of opposition, executing

thousands of political enemies.
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In May and June 1918, Bolshevik power was

further shaken by an ill-advised effort to disarm

the Czech Legion. The Czech Legion was a mili-

tary unit composed of Czech and Slovak prisoners

of war, released in order to fight against the

Central Powers. When Russia left the war, the

Czechs began a long journey across Siberia to

the Pacific to reach Western Europe and continue

the fight. While the legion stretched along the

Trans-Siberian Railroad, Trotsky’s effort to disarm

them instead provoked the Czechs to seize control

of the railway, removing much of Russia east of

the Volga River from Bolshevik control in a few

weeks, and giving a vital boost to anti-Bolshevik

movements.

Though political violence had been common

since the fall of the tsar, anti-Bolshevik forces

became far more organized and coherent in the

late spring and summer of 1918, while the

Bolsheviks turned decisively away from improvised

Red Guard forces, and began the construction of a

new and strictly organized Red Army under

Trotsky’s skilled and charismatic leadership. In

order to find experienced commanders for his

new Red Army, Trotsky forcibly conscripted tens

of thousands of tsarist officers, the military special-

ists, to command Bolshevik forces over the objec-

tions of many in his own party.

By the summer of 1918, the two sides in the

civil war were increasingly clear and defined. The

Red side essentially consisted of the Bolshevik party

and those under Bolshevik rule. The Bolsheviks did

govern in concert with the Left SRs until the sum-

mer of 1918, and even later than that worked

efficiently with small revolutionary parties and indi-

vidual sympathizers at the local level. Nonetheless,

the Bolsheviks’ lack of real partners gave them

unity and hierarchy under Lenin’s dominant but

never unquestioned leadership. Their movement

enjoyed a coherence that the Whites never had.

White Russian soldiers execute Bolshevik captives, January 1920. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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The Whites, by contrast, had little to tie them
together besides opposition to bolshevism.
Dispersed around the edges of the empire, several
separate White governments operated with little
coordination between. Their peripheral position pro-
voked tensions with non-Russian ethnic groups, who
found their national aspirations at odds with the
Whites’ commitment to a restored Russia. The SRs,
claiming to represent Russia’s peasantry and seeking
a revolutionary transformation of the countryside,
had little in common with the former tsarist officers
who came to dominate the White movement.

The two sides were in many ways alike. In
practical terms, they were attempting to build
states and fight a war using a peasant population
at best ambivalent toward their aims. Both sides
were able to draw upon a militarized population,
trained for violence by forty years of universal con-
scription and the experience of total war. The alien-
ation of Russia’s peasantry from both causes forced
the Reds and Whites alike to conscript unwilling
peasants into their armies, and produced massive
levels of desertion. Both presided over economic
disintegration, and turned to forcible requisition of
grain from the peasantry to feed their cities and
soldiers. Unwilling soldiers and hostile peasants
meant that both employed mass violence and
repression; White terror was retaliatory or the
result of indiscipline, whereas Red terror was sys-
tematic and deliberate. Both sides emerged from the
political culture of the Russian Empire and especially
World War I: their instincts were authoritarian, cen-
tralizing, and committed to employing the state to
control and transform Russian society and the
Russian economy. In that sense, the Whites were
not particularly conservative. Even leaving aside the
large number of explicitly revolutionary parties and
individuals in their heterogeneous movement, there
was little sentiment among them for full restoration
of the old regime, particularly the Romanov dynasty.

Amid growing chaos, increasing numbers of for-
eign troops intervened in Russia to back the Whites in
their struggle against the Reds and in hopes of reopen-
ing a Russian front against the Germans and their
immense occupied territory. Small contingents of
Allied troops began landing in Russian ports in spring
1918 to secure war matériel accumulated from Allied
deliveries over the course of the war. By late 1918, this
had become a substantial Allied presence aimed at

assisting the overthrow of the Bolsheviks, with
British and American forces occupying Russia’s north-
ern ports, and American and Japanese in the Russian
Far East.

Behind the Czech shield, and with increasing
Allied aid, a host of governments sprang up in the
Urals, Siberia, and Central Asia in 1918, united by
nothing but opposition to the Bolsheviks. Several
of the most significant met in Ufa in September
1918 to form a united Directory, with a capital at
Omsk. Internecine tensions between revolutionary
and conservative forces continued unabated, and in
November 1918 a coup overthrew the Directory
and installed Admiral Alexander Kolchak as dicta-
tor of a Siberian regime plagued throughout its
brief existence by corruption, political intrigue,
and incompetence.

THE CLIMAX OF THE CIVIL WAR

Through the fall of 1918, Red forces pushed east
toward the Ural Mountains to regain territory lost
to the Czech Legion, but their offensive stalled in
October, and the front stabilized west of the Urals.
By spring 1919, Kolchak had prepared an offensive,
one that he vaguely hoped would lead to Bolshevik
collapse or enable him to link up with other centers
of White resistance, an idea utterly incompatible
with the enormous distances separating the White
centers of power. The thinly spread Bolshevik
forces were, however, initially incapable of stopping
Kolchak, and his troops approached the Volga
River by the end of April. Kolchak’s successes
spurred further improvements in the discipline
and training of the Red Army, despite the resent-
ment that military order produced in lifelong revo-
lutionaries. As Kolchak pushed west, however, his
supply lines grew increasingly tenuous, his forces
more stretched, and the inadequacy of his thinly
populated base in Siberia more apparent. At the
end of April 1919, a Red counteroffensive broke
Kolchak’s lines and sent his forces into rapid retreat
toward the Urals. The end of any immediate dan-
ger from Kolchak triggered a dispute within the
Bolshevik high command over whether Red forces
should continue pursuing Kolchak or be diverted
to the south to defend against General Anton
Denikin’s push north toward Moscow. The Red
Army’s commander-in-chief, Ioakim Vatsetis, sup-
ported by Trotsky, controversially argued for the
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turn south until he was finally replaced by Sergei
Kamenev in June.

Kolchak’s headlong flight and Bolshevik pur-

suit continued uninterrupted through the Urals

into Siberia. With Kolchak’s regime collapsing,

Czech soldiers arrested him in Irkutsk in January

1920. He was executed by local Bolsheviks the next

month. The Reds’ triumphant march did not

extend all the way to the Pacific. Japanese and

American troops still occupied much of the
Russian Far East. To prevent further conflict, the

Bolsheviks engineered the creation in April 1920 of

the Far Eastern Republic, a nominally independent

buffer state. With final Japanese withdrawal from

Siberia, the Far Eastern Republic was reabsorbed

into Soviet Russia in 1922.

After the defeat of Kolchak’s push from the

east in spring 1919, the Bolsheviks faced their

greatest White threat with an offensive from the
south by the Volunteer Army, under the command

of Denikin and incorporating the remnants of the

Don Cossacks. In May 1919 Denikin began a drive

north toward Moscow. Devoid of the human or

material resources needed to sustain an offensive

over that distance, Denikin’s push was an enor-

mous gamble. The skill and dedication of his offi-
cer-heavy army, however, let his troops get within

300 kilometers (190 miles) of Moscow by October

1919. Simultaneous with Denikin’s final push to

Moscow, a much smaller White force under Nikolai

Yudenich attacked east from the Baltic states

toward Petrograd.

The Bolsheviks benefited from their central

location and unified command, enabling them to

transfer troops to threatened sectors through the
rail network centered on Moscow, and using

Bolshevik soldiers as elite troops to stiffen half-

hearted peasant conscripts. Denikin and Yudenich

both stalled short of victory, and were forced into

increasingly desperate retreat. Denikin’s movement

collapsed as the Allies who had been bankrolling it

saw the Whites as a lost cause. Denikin was

removed as head of the White movement in the
south and replaced by Baron Peter Wrangel, who

made a last stand in the Crimea. After a short

respite provided by the Russo-Polish War in sum-

mer 1920, Wrangel’s Crimean stronghold was

finally overrun in November 1920.

Though Wrangel’s defeat meant the end of
organized White resistance, the Bolsheviks still
faced a growing but fragmented peasant insur-
gency, provoked by conscription and particularly
by ruthless seizures of peasant grain to feed
Bolshevik cities and soldiers, which raged through
1921. This burgeoning Red-Green civil war was as
brutal as the Red-White war; the Bolsheviks used
poison gas on several occasions to clear forests of
peasant insurgents. Only the advent of the peasant-
friendly New Economic Policy in spring 1921,
combined with massive military force, brought
the large but uncoordinated peasant uprisings
under control.

CIVIL WAR IN THE BORDERLANDS

The civil war in peripheral regions of the Russian
Empire added ethnic and national issues to the social
and political disputes raging within Russia proper. In
Ukraine, for example, Ukrainian nationalists had
established their own autonomous government, the
Central Rada, in March 1917. This coexisted unea-
sily with the Provisional Government, as essential
questions of central authority and regional auton-
omy remained unanswered, while social and eco-
nomic disintegration accelerated. Two weeks after
the Bolshevik Revolution, the Central Rada pro-
claimed a new Ukrainian National Republic—
socialist, ostensibly multiethnic, and loosely feder-
ated with Russia. The Bolsheviks denounced this as
completely unacceptable, and Bolsheviks in
Ukraine formed a rival government based in
Kharkov. Backed by a hastily assembled Red
Army, Ukrainian Bolsheviks seized Kiev in
February 1918, forcing the Central Rada to flee
west. The Central Rada was saved by German
patronage; the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk provided
German protection to the Ukrainian National
Republic and a temporary respite from Bolshevik
pressure. The Central Rada regained Kiev with
German aid, but the German masters proved impa-
tient. In April 1918, the Germans overthrew the
Central Rada and replaced it with a more tractable
hetmanate under the nominal control of the former
tsarist general Pavlo Skoropadsky.

Skoropadsky’s acquiescence to German sei-
zures of Ukrainian grain bred growing resistance.
As a result of Germany’s defeat in November 1918
and the withdrawal of German troops, a new
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government, the Directory, seized power from
Skoropadsky in December 1918 and reestablished
the Ukrainian National Republic. The Directory
remained in Kiev only briefly, as an invasion from
Russian territory led by Ukrainian Bolsheviks
seized the city again in February 1919. In this
political chaos, as the Ukrainian countryside de-
scended into total anarchy, the Bolsheviks managed
to hang on to power in the cities until August
1919, when Denikin’s offensive from the south
expelled them again. After Denikin’s defeat,
Bolshevik forces pushed south into Ukraine in late
1919 and 1920, ending civil war with the systema-
tic imposition of Bolshevik control.

Imperial Russia’s Baltic provinces followed a
different pattern, but one still marked by civil con-
flict. Lithuanians under German occupation
formed a National Council. In Latvia, partly occu-
pied, the population grew increasingly polarized
between nationalists and a growing number of
Bolshevik sympathizers. In Estonia, the largely
non-Estonian population of the cities grew increas-
ingly radical over the course of 1917, sympathizing
with the Bolsheviks. After Lenin’s takeover, Baltic
Bolsheviks proved too weak to consolidate control
in the short months before German forces expelled
them at the beginning of 1918. Nationalist assem-
blies in all three Baltic states declared indepen-
dence, symbolic gestures at best given the reality
of German domination.

As in Ukraine, Germany’s defeat fundamentally
altered the political balance. With German with-
drawal, the Estonian and Latvian provisional gov-
ernments scrambled to assemble armed forces to
hold back an immediate Bolshevik invasion.
Financial and material support from Britain and
Finland to Estonia, and German military interven-
tion in Latvia, enabled the expulsion of Bolshevik
forces by spring 1919. In Lithuania, local forces did
the same by late summer. All three established
independent national republics.

In Central Asia, the pattern was quite different.
Russian-dominated cities were surrounded by a
nomadic and agrarian Muslim hinterland. The
urban, industrial Russian population moved to sup-
port the Bolshevik takeover and established a
Turkestan Soviet Republic centered in Tashkent.
Contact with the Bolshevik heartland was, how-
ever, cut off for two years by the Orenburg

Cossacks north of the Caspian Sea. The Turkestan
republic waged a desperate struggle for survival in
isolation against inchoate Muslim opposition, as
well as local Whites and Cossacks. In autumn
1919 Kolchak’s defeat opened up a connection to
Russia proper, and Red troops poured in to eradi-
cate the local Cossack population and subordinate
the Muslims to Soviet control.

The legacy of the civil war was enormous. Loss
of life from combat, repression, starvation, and
disease totaled perhaps seven to eight million, far
more than Russia lost during World War I. Russian
cities emptied, as recent immigrants from the coun-
tryside returned to their villages in search of food,
and men were conscripted into the warring armies.
Much of Russia’s landowning and professional class
simply fled the country to escape the Bolsheviks’
new order. The Bolsheviks created a new govern-
ment at the same time they fought a war, creating a
centralized and authoritarian structure far removed
from socialism’s democratic ideals. Continuing
Bolshevik mistrust of the peasantry and of the out-
side world marked the 1920s and 1930s, and aided
Joseph Stalin’s rise to power.

See also Russian Revolutions of 1917; Trotsky, Leon.
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RUSSIAN REVOLUTIONS OF 1917.
By 1917, Russia was ripe for revolution and change
was in the air. Industrialization had created a grow-
ing industrial workforce that labored for low pay in
often-terrible conditions and mostly lived in urban
slums. The new middle class and ‘‘educated society’’
wanted greater legal rights and participation in affairs
of state. The peasantry still hungered for that portion
of the land they had not received in the emancipation
from serfdom. Signs of restiveness could be detected
among the half of the population who were not
ethnic Russians. The Revolution of 1905 and the
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reforms that followed had failed to resolve the serious
problems confronting the country. Revolutionary
movements had waxed and waned since the 1860s,
and new and better organized ones had emerged
in the first two decades of the twentieth century.
Russia’s quasi-autocratic political system, and espe-
cially Nicholas II’s clinging to the outdated notion
of himself as god-given autocrat ruling over loyal
subjects, was more and more an anachronism. To
make matters worse, Nicholas was a far from capable
ruler. The disasters of World War I, with its huge
losses of men and dislocation of the economy, mag-
nified all of Russia’s problems. Whether revolution,
especially one such as what followed, was inevitable
remains a debatable issue, but clearly the conditions
were present by the opening of 1917: incompetent
government, a discredited and obstinate monarch,
alienation of educated society, deteriorating eco-
nomic conditions, a revival of social-economic ten-
sions and industrial strikes, an extreme war-weariness,
resentful soldiers, and a revival of activity by revolu-
tionary parties. The sense that something had to
break soon was widespread.

THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION AND THE

NEW POLITICAL SYSTEM

Among the many sources of discontent in Russian
society as 1917 opened, the first stage of the Russian
Revolution, the February Revolution, developed out
of a wave of industrial strikes in Petrograd in January
and February. (Petrograd, formerly St. Petersburg,
was the capital at the time.) These turned toward
actual revolution when, on 23 February, ‘‘Women’s
Day,’’ female workers at a few factories, angered by
food shortages on top of their already difficult eco-
nomic situation and general discontent, marched
out from their factories demanding ‘‘bread.’’ They
called on men at nearby factories to join them.
The next two days more and more factories joined
the demonstrations, until it included most of the
industrial workforce in the capital. Students and
broad sections of the urban lower and middle
classes joined the antigovernment demonstrations
on the twenty-fifth. Soldiers called out to help break
up demonstrations acted with reluctance. On 26
February the government ordered troops to fire into
the crowds. Dismayed by the shooting on the
twenty-sixth, one detachment, when ordered to
form up again on the morning of 27 February,
revolted. This quickly spread to other regiments.

By midday the government lost control of the
means of armed coercion and quickly collapsed.

To this point the revolution had been mainly a
popular revolt, with little leadership beyond what
came from factory-level activists and isolated indivi-
duals who emerged as organizers of factory demon-
strations or leaders in attacks on police stations and
other symbols of authority. The revolutionary par-
ties, whose main leaders were in exile, had played
little leadership role during the February demonstra-
tions. Now, however, significant political leadership
was necessary to consolidate the revolution that had
taken place in the streets. Two groups stepped for-
ward late on the 27 February to play this role. One
was a group of mostly liberal and moderate conser-
vative political leaders in the State Duma (a legisla-
tive assembly elected on a limited franchise based
mainly on wealth). They were concerned about the
uprising’s implications for the war effort, but also
realized that this might offer the opportunity to
force Nicholas to reform the political system.
During the evening of the twenty-seventh they pro-
claimed the formation of a ‘‘Temporary Committee
of the State Duma,’’ which would assume govern-
mental responsibility in Petrograd. They undertook
to secure the revolution as an opportunity to limit
Nicholas’s authority while containing the revolu-
tion’s radicalism. At the same time, a multiparty
group of socialist intellectuals met at the Duma
building and led workers and soldiers in the forma-
tion of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers’ and
Soldiers’ Deputies. This was a more avowedly revo-
lutionary body, committed to turning the street
revolt into a sweeping social and economic as well
as political revolution.

The Duma Committee and the Petrograd Soviet
leaders immediately, if warily, began to cooperate to
consolidate the February Revolution and form a new
government. On 1 March came news of support for
the revolution in Moscow and other cities and
increased demand for Nicholas’s abdication. On 2
March the Duma and Soviet negotiators announced
formation of a ‘‘Provisional Government’’ that would
govern Russia until a new governmental system could
be created by a Constituent Assembly, which was
to be elected by universal franchise. The same day
Nicholas II gave way to the reality of events and to
the pressures from his army commanders, and
abdicated.
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The new government was drawn primarily from
the liberal political leadership of the country. Its head,
as minister-president, was Prince Georgy Lvov, a
well-known liberal. Politically it was dominated by
the Constitutional Democratic Party (the Kadets),
the main liberal party. An offer to the Petrograd
Soviet to have well-known socialist Duma members
join was turned down, but one, Alexander Kerensky,
the popular hero of the February Revolution, joined
anyway. He soon became the government’s most
prominent member. The Petrograd Soviet leaders
promised to support the new government insofar as
it pursued policies of which they approved. Although
the Duma soon faded as an important political insti-
tution, the existence of the Petrograd Soviet along-
side the Provisional Government robbed the latter of
much of its actual authority, giving rise to what
quickly was dubbed ‘‘dual power’’ (dvoevlastie). In
this the government had the generally recognized
official authority and responsibility but not the effec-
tive power, while the Soviet had the actual power and
popular authority but not responsibility for govern-
ing. This was because the Soviet commanded the

primary loyalty of the industrial workers and garrison

soldiers, the main bases of power in Petrograd.

Moreover, a similar situation developed in the cities

across the country, where new city governments,

drawn primarily from liberal educated society,

replaced the old government authorities, while along-

side them local soviets of workers and soldiers depu-

ties sprang up and wielded real power.

The new political structure was very unstable, but

during March and April its contours became clearer

as a fundamental political realignment took place.

Central to this was the emergence of three broad

political blocs that were in many ways more impor-

tant than traditional parties: liberals (including almost

all nonsocialists), moderate socialists, and radical left

socialists. The liberals (most importantly the Kadets)

dominated the Provisional Government at first and

then shared power therein with the moderate socia-

lists from May to October. The moderate socialists—

the Menshevik and Socialist Revolutionary (SR) par-

ties predominantly—controlled the Petrograd and

most other soviets around the country and became

Soldiers gather around the automobile owned by the former tsar, following his abdication, Petrograd, March 1917.

The expensive automobile clearly serves as a symbol of the perceived excesses of the imperial family. ªCORBIS
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increasingly influential in the government. The radi-
cal left—Bolsheviks, left-wing Mensheviks and SRs,
and anarchists—were at first a small, minority voice,
but soon grew as the liberals and moderate socialists
failed to satisfy popular aspirations. Monarchist and
truly conservative political parties, the old right wing
of Russian politics, were largely swept away by the
revolution and played little role in 1917.

Within this political realignment, the authority
of the Soviet and the overwhelming popular iden-
tification with the socialist parties meant that
the political future of the revolution hinged on
the outcome of struggles for influence among the
socialist parties and within the Soviet. Two political
leaders returning from exile with fundamentally
different programs of revolutionary action, Irakli
Tsereteli and Vladimir Lenin, drove the political
realignment among the socialists and the develop-
ment of Soviet policies.

Tsereteli, a Georgian Menshevik, returned from
Siberian exile on 20 March and headed a group that
forged the Menshevik-SR led bloc of moderate social-
ists under the banner of ‘‘Revolutionary
Defensism.’’ The key to the Revolutionary
Defensist bloc’s identity and success was the peace
issue. The revolution had released a pent-up
demand for an end to the suffering of the war.
The Revolutionary Defensists developed a program
calling for vigorous efforts to end the war by nego-
tiations among the warring powers on the basis of a
‘‘peace without annexations or indemnities,’’
defense of the country and the revolution until
then, and cooperation with the government to
achieve this. This policy, which repudiated the pre-
vious policy of war to victory, spoke not only to the
broad popular desire to end the war but also to the
unwillingness to suffer a defeat and possible
German domination. From April to September
the Revolutionary Defensists dominated the
Petrograd Soviet, and most local soviets in other
cities until then or later. In May they entered the
Provisional Government and supported ‘‘coalition
government,’’ that is, one based on a centrist alli-
ance of moderate socialists and liberals, which
formed the various cabinets of the Provisional
Government from May until the October
Revolution.

The radical left was ill defined, disorganized, and
lacking strong leadership until the return of major

political leaders, mostly from abroad. These included
Lenin of the Bolsheviks as well as some prominent
Mensheviks and SRs, who quickly formed radical left
wings of those parties in opposition to the dominant
moderate wings. Lenin in particular galvanized
the radical left. On his return to Russia on 3 April,
he electrified politics with his ‘‘April Theses.’’ He
denounced all cooperation with the Provisional
Government, criticized the moderate socialist leaders
of the Soviet, and called for rapid movement toward
a new, more radical revolution. The radicals and
Bolsheviks pressed for more rapid and more sweeping
social and economic reforms, demanded more vigor-
ous efforts to end the war, criticized the policies of
the coalition government and Soviet leadership, and
increasingly called for the Provisional Government’s
replacement by a socialist government based on the
soviets. The Bolsheviks were the most strident, but
the left SRs, left Mensheviks, anarchists, and others
were a key part of the radical left bloc. Initially the
radical left’s extremism was out of keeping with
the mood of optimism following the overthrow of
the autocracy. Their opposition stance, however,
positioned these parties and groups to become the
beneficiary of any failures of the government and
Soviet leadership to solve the many problems facing
the country.

The first crisis of the new political system, the
‘‘April Crisis’’ (18–21 April), arose over the war.
Pavel N. Milyukov, the Kadet leader and new for-
eign minister, took the position that Russia’s
national interests transcended the revolution and
required that Russia continue the war to a com-
plete victory. The socialists in the Soviet, however,
attacked this policy, demanding that Russia find
a way to end the war. Tsereteli’s Revolutionary
Defensism provided a seemingly viable, and very
popular, way to do so. Milyukov’s attempts to defend
a policy of war to victory led to massive antigovern-
ment street demonstrations. The April Crisis clearly
showed the preponderant power of the Soviet and
the need to restructure the government to reflect
that. This took place on 5 May when Milyukov and
some other liberals were replaced by several of the
leading members of the Soviet in the first ‘‘coalition
government’’ of liberals and moderate socialists.

POPULAR ASPIRATIONS AND THE DEMAND

FOR ‘‘ALL POWER TO THE SOVIETS’’

The formation of the coalition government heigh-
tened the expectations of the population that
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the revolution would fulfill their aspirations. The
February Revolution released the pent-up frustra-
tions and aspirations of the population, which vig-

orously put forward what they expected from the
revolution. The Provisional Government instituted
important and far-reaching reforms, especially in
civil rights and individual and group freedoms,
but was confronted by long lists of popular
demands that went far beyond those. These

demands would be difficult to meet under the best
of circumstances, which 1917 was not. The industrial
workers, who had begun the revolution, demanded
increased wages, an eight-hour day, better working
conditions, dignity as individuals, an end to the war,

and other aspirations. Soldiers demanded and imple-
mented fundamental changes in the conditions of
military service, and then became the most ardent
opponents of continuing the war. Peasants laid claim
to the land and greater control over their lives and
villages. The educated middle classes looked forward

to expanded civil rights and a society based on the
rule of law. Women demonstrated for the right to
vote and better access to education and professions.
National minorities demanded expanded use of their

language, respect for cultural practices, and political

autonomy within a federal state. Hundreds of

groups—soldiers’ wives, medical assistants, apartment

residents’ associations, over-age soldiers, and other

‘‘groups’’ large and small—expected the government

to address their needs and hopes. For all inhabitants

of the Russian state, of whatever class, gender, ethnic-

ity, occupation, or other attribute, the revolution

stood for the opening of a new era and a better future,

and they expected the new political leadership to

deliver that.

Moreover, the people of the Russian Empire

quickly organized to fulfill their aspirations. Within

a few weeks they created a vast array of organiza-

tions for self-assertion: thousands of factory com-

mittees, army committees, village assemblies, Red

Guards, unions, nationality-based parties, ethnic

and religious organizations, cultural and educational

clubs, women’s and youth organizations, officers’

and industrialists’ associations, householders’ asso-

ciations, economic cooperatives, and others. These

many organizations and the continuous meetings

represented genuinely popular movements and gave

A meeting of the Petrograd Soviet of Workers and Soldiers Deputies, April 1917. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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form to the hopes and aspirations of the peoples of

the empire. The interrelationship of the political

parties and these many organizations, especially the

more powerful ones such as factory and soldiers’

committees, was a key issue of the revolution.

Political leaders struggled to garner the popular

support of these organizations, while the populace

and their organizations, selecting from a rich buffet

of political, social, economic, and cultural ideas,

searched for leadership that could articulate and fulfill

their aspirations. Unmet aspirations drove the revolu-

tion leftward throughout 1917 as the population

sought new leaders—local and central—who would

fulfill their goals. Recognizing the role of these

aspirations and the activities and significance of the

new organizations, and how those linked up to poli-

tical movements, is essential to understanding the

development of the revolution. Without them, the

activities of ‘‘high politics’’ and leaders make little

sense.

Popular aspirations and attitudes were reflected

in the powerful language and symbolism that devel-

oped immediately after the February Revolution.

Words such as democracy and republic were powerful

positive terms, marking off political and social

boundaries, whereas the bourgeoisie and counterrevo-
lutionary had similar but negative force. The lan-

guage of class was particularly powerful because it

both defined important identities and united—or

separated off—large groups and could be used to

mobilize them politically. Streets, places, and objects

were given revolutionary names to replace ones with

tsarist connotations. Revolutionary songs accompa-

nied most public activity in 1917. Visually, not only

were tsarist emblems torn down and destroyed,

but also new ones took their place. Red, the color

of revolution since the nineteenth century in

Europe, was omnipresent in banners, cockades,

armbands, ribbons in buttonholes or pinned to gar-

ments, and elsewhere. Street demonstrations and

marches became part of daily life. The new revolu-

tionary vocabulary, ideas, symbols, and marches

came together in the ‘‘festivals of freedom’’ that

were so popular in the early months. Moreover, a

universal meaning was assigned to the revolution.

Almost the entire political spectrum held that the

revolution was not merely a Russian event, but one

that would exercise great influence across Europe

and the globe, in the manner of the French

Revolution of 1789. Lenin’s belief that the revolu-
tion was the beginning of worldwide socialist revo-
lution was only the most extreme form of a com-
monly held faith that the revolution would change
both Russia and the world.

The liberal and Revolutionary Defensist (mod-
erate socialists) political alliance that controlled the
Provisional Government after April found it impos-
sible to meet the many, often conflicting, aspira-
tions of the population, and the general optimism
of spring gave way to a summer of discontents.
First and especially pressing, the coalition not only
failed to find a way to end the war but also decided
to launch a military offensive in June that was
unpopular from the beginning and soon turned
into a devastating defeat. War, worsening eco-
nomic conditions, industrial conflict, rising crime
and public disorders, rural discontent over land
distribution, and unfulfilled aspirations fueled a
demand for ‘‘All Power to the Soviets.’’ On the
surface this meant simply that an all-socialist gov-
ernment based on the Petrograd Soviet or a con-
gress of soviets should replace the Provisional
Government. Underlying it, however, was a
demand for a government that unequivocally
advanced the interests of the worker, peasant, and
soldier masses against the ‘‘bourgeoisie’’ and privi-
leged society, one that would rapidly carry out radical
social and economic reforms and end the war.
Workers, soldiers, and others turned toward argu-
ments that stressed that they could achieve peace
and fulfill their economic and other aspirations
only through a new revolution that would produce
a radically different government more attuned to
their needs.

The demand for Soviet power and the under-
lying frustrations of the workers and soldiers burst
loose with the tumultuous disorders usually called
the ‘‘July Days’’ or the ‘‘July Uprising.’’ Some
units of the Petrograd garrison—which consisted
primarily of troops training as replacements for the
front—had become increasingly discontented with
the policies of the government and bitterly
opposed the new military offensive. Their discon-
tent coincided with growing restiveness in nearby
factories. The two sets of discontents interacted
with each other and exploded the evening of
3 July. Soldiers and workers, encouraged by anar-
chist, Left SR, and Bolshevik factory activists, now
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undertook to force political change. In the early
evening, workers from several factories and soldiers
of the First Machine Gun Regiment took to the
streets chanting ‘‘All Power to the Soviets’’ and
other radical slogans. By midnight tens of thou-
sands of workers and soldiers had assembled at
Soviet headquarters, where they angrily demanded
the transfer of all power to the Soviet. The
Revolutionary Defensist leadership of the Soviet
refused, and the demonstrations temporarily broke
up between and three and four A.M. on 4 July.

The Bolshevik party leadership had not planned
or authorized the demonstrations, contrary to an
enduring myth that they did so as part of a calculated
attempt to seize power. Lower-level Bolshevik activ-
ists, however, had been prominent among those radi-
cals whipping up popular discontent and the demand
for Soviet power. Finally, in the early morning hours
of 4 July, faced with the fact of massive demonstra-
tions and demands from their supporters for action,
the Bolsheviks’ Central Committee (without Lenin,
who was vacationing in Finland) announced its will-
ingness to support and lead ‘‘a peaceful demonstra-
tion’’ in support of an all-socialist government based
on the Soviet. Hardly had it done so and Lenin
returned, however, than the demonstrations floun-
dered. The unwillingness of the Petrograd Soviet’s
Revolutionary Defensist leaders to take power, news
that troops from the front were arriving to support
the Soviet leaders and government, and a sensational
release of documents purporting (falsely) to show
that the Bolshevik leaders were German agents, com-
bined to deflate the demonstrations. By 5 July they
were over. There was a temporary reaction against
the Bolsheviks and radical left. The government
ordered the arrest of Lenin and some others, who
fled into hiding, where Lenin stayed until the
October Revolution.

A peculiar situation developed after the July
Days in which the newspaper headlines and political
leaders spoke of a conservative reaction, even a pos-
sible military dictator, whereas the events of daily life
printed on the inside pages revealed a steady radical-
ization of the population. The latter was conveyed
both in news articles about the radical left bloc’s
capture of one worker or soldier committee and
organization after another in reelections, and in
the general popular discontent revealed in other
stories. The question of land distribution remained

a major source of dissatisfaction, among both peas-
ants and soldiers, and rural violence continued. A
general economic disintegration coupled with infla-
tion made workers fear the loss of gains made thus
far and fueled industrial conflict. Economic crisis
brought hardship to everyone, especially the urban
masses, as necessary goods became unavailable or
prohibitively expensive. Fears grew about adequate
food provisions for the cities and the army. On
10 August there was only enough bread reserve in
Petrograd for two days, among other signs of
shortages. Separatist movements in some of the
national minority regions gained momentum.
There was a dramatic increase in crime and public
disorders. Society appeared to be disintegrating and
life increasingly insecure. The government and
the Revolutionary Defensist leaders of the Soviet
seemed unable to meet people’s basic needs, much
less fulfill their aspirations for improvements.

Governmental instability and frequent reorgani-
zation added to these problems. The original cabinet
of the Provisional Government had been replaced by
the first ‘‘coalition’’ on 5 May, still under Prince Lvov.
On 2 July this government resigned, and it took until
23 July to complete formation of a new one under
Kerensky’s leadership. Talk of this cabinet’s replace-
ment immediately filled the newspapers. Some con-
servatives began to look for a military man, ‘‘the
Napoleon of the Russian Revolution,’’ to accomplish
a ‘‘restoration of order.’’ Attention increasingly settled
on General Lavr Kornilov, the newly appointed com-
mander of the armies. Kornilov and Kerensky shared
an apprehension about the growing signs of disinte-
gration and the growing popularity of the radical left,
and both agreed on the need for ‘‘order,’’ including
restructuring the government again and somehow
reducing the influence of the Petrograd Soviet. The
two did not trust each other, however, and Kerensky
became convinced that Kornilov was planning a coup
d’état against him and hastily dismissed Kornilov as
army commander on 27 August. Kornilov, outraged,
flung a small military force against Petrograd. His
attack quickly collapsed, and with it the short-lived
drive for ‘‘order.’’ Kerensky’s government also col-
lapsed, ushering in nearly a month of renewed gov-
ernmental crisis.

The Kornilov affair, with its threat of counter-
revolution, crystallized all the discontents and fears
of the mass of the population into an even more
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insistent demand for Soviet power. The main ben-

eficiaries of this were the radical parties, especially

the Bolsheviks. They had been gaining influence

and support in August as they criticized the gov-

ernment and Revolutionary Defensists leaders of

the Soviet for their failure to end the war and meet

other popular aspirations. The Kornilov fiasco cat-

apulted a Bolshevik-led radical Left coalition into

control of the Petrograd Soviet, the main bastion

of revolutionary authority, and also into the leader-

ship of the Moscow and many other city soviets

and of workers’ and soldiers’ organizations. It is

worth stressing that the Bolsheviks and their allies,

primarily the Left SRs, won control of these soviets

through elections, as moderate deputies either

became radicalized and switched parties or were

replaced by their factory and army electors with

more radical spokesmen. This popular support

was genuine and essential to the Bolshevik seizure

of power in October, a fact often lost sight of
because of the later Bolshevik dictatorship.

By mid-September, the question was not
whether the Provisional Government (now in its
fourth incarnation) would be replaced again, but
how and by whom and in what manner. Ever larger
segments of the political elite as well as the general
population believed that the time had come for
some type of new, all-socialist, government. This
came close to implementation by agreement among
socialist party leaders in late September, but failed.
The question, however, would not go away, and by
October attention began to focus on the forthcom-
ing Second All-Russia Congress of Soviets (a con-
gress of delegates from soviets across the country)
as the vehicle for creating such a government. Given
the often-stated calls of the Bolsheviks and their allies
for the soviets to take power, the question now
was not so much would they attempt to replace the
Provisional Government by the Congress of Soviets,
but instead centered around the details. Exactly how
would it happen? What would be the exact nature of
the new government? To what extent and how suc-
cessfully might Kerensky’s government resist? Would
this spark civil war?

THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION

‘‘What are the Bolsheviks planning to do?’’ That was
the question debated on street corners, in newspa-
pers, and in public meetings during October. This
question tormented Lenin as well. From his Finnish
hiding place—an order for his arrest dating from the
July Days still existed—Lenin feared that the
Bolsheviks would do too little, too late. He already
had turned away from any idea of cooperation with
the moderate socialists in some kind of shared Soviet
power. Ignoring the debates going on in Petrograd
about what kind of broad socialist government to
form, Lenin shifted to a strident call for an immedi-
ate armed seizure of power by the Bolsheviks. Lenin
believed that the fall of 1917 offered a unique
opportunity for a radical restructuring of political
power and for a man such as himself.

Lenin’s call divided the party leadership. A min-

ority supported Lenin’s call to arms. Another group,

led by Grigory Zinoviev and Lev Kamenev, two of

the most important Bolshevik leaders, urged caution

and favored a broad coalition of socialists in a demo-

cratic left government, probably created at the

A demonstration march in Petrograd, June 1917. As

political leaders debated the nature of the new government,

various groups of Russians organized to fulfill their aspirations.

These protestors carry a banner reading ‘‘Long Live Education

for the People.’’ ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Constituent Assembly (elections having been sched-

uled for November). An intermediate position,

increasingly identified with Leon Trotsky and prob-

ably representing a majority of the party’s leader-

ship, looked to the forthcoming Second All-Russia

Congress of Soviets as the vehicle for the transfer

of power. They expected that the Bolsheviks and

other parties supporting Soviet power would have

a majority at the congress, and the congress could

then declare the transfer of power to itself. Although

this itself would be a revolutionary move, they

believed that Kerensky’s government would be

unable to resist. Despite Lenin’s demands, there-

fore, the party’s political efforts focused on the

forthcoming Congress of Soviets and the selection

of deputies to the congress who would support a

transfer of power.

Frustrated and fearing that an irretrievable

opportunity was slipping by, Lenin took the chance

of moving from Finland to the outskirts of

Petrograd. On 10 October he met, for the first

time since July, with the Central Committee of

the party. After an all-night debate the Central

Committee seemingly gave in to Lenin’s passionate

demands for a seizure of power. It passed a resolu-

tion stating that an ‘‘armed uprising’’ was ‘‘the

order of the day.’’ This resolution later became

central to the myth of a carefully planned seizure

of power carried out under Lenin’s direction. It

was, in fact, something different and more complex

than that. First of all, it did not set any timetable or

plan for a seizure of power. Rather, the resolution

was a formal reversion of Bolshevik party policy to

the idea that an armed uprising was a revolutionary

necessity, but did not commit the party to a seizure

of power before the Congress of Soviets or at any

other specific time or by any specific means. Nor

did it start actual preparations for a seizure of

power, as many within the Bolshevik leadership

pointed out in discussions in the following days.

Despite Lenin’s bullying, the party leadership con-

tinued to focus on the Congress of Soviets as the

time, place, and vehicle for the transfer of power.

This would be the new ‘‘revolution’’ called for

in the Bolshevik resolution of 10 October as well

as in hundreds of local workers’ and soldiers’ reso-

lutions for ‘‘All Power to the Soviets.’’ The

Bolsheviks’ Left SR allies also were aiming at the

congress to take power and form an all-socialist

government.

At this point Lenin was the recipient of a series of
unforeseeable lucky breaks that made possible the
violent seizure of power that he wanted and gave rise
to the durable myth of a secretly and well-planned
Bolshevik coup d’état. First, on 18 October the mod-
erate socialists decided to postpone the opening
of the Congress of Soviets from the twentieth to
the twenty-fifth. This was momentous, because the
Bolsheviks were totally unprepared for and could not
have attempted any seizure of power before the twen-
tieth even if they wished. The five extra days changed
everything; 20–24 October were days of furious pub-
lic debate over numerous issues (preparation to send
garrison troops to the front, the danger of a German
invasion, moving the capital to Moscow, the severe
economic and food crisis, factory closings, the
instability of the government, etc.). These issues
had Petrograd in turmoil. Moreover, because a
declaration of the transfer of power at the Congress
of Soviets, however much expected, would after all be
an insurrectionary action that Kerensky presumably
would resist, both sides undertook during these days
to mobilize supporters. Bolsheviks and Left SRs
worked successfully to secure the support of the
volatile soldiers of the garrison for ‘‘Soviet power,’’
thus destroying any ability of the government to use
its soldiers against the seizure of power by the
Congress of Soviets.

The October Revolution actually began in
response neither to any plan of Lenin’s nor to any
act by the Congress of Soviets, but because of an
action by Kerensky, which proved to be Lenin’s
second lucky break. The government, apprehensive
over the rising demand for Soviet power and
Bolshevik influence, decided on a minor strike
against the Bolsheviks. During the predawn hours
of 24 October, the government sent military
cadets to close down two Bolshevik newspapers.
The alarmed newspapermen ran to Soviet head-
quarters, where Soviet leaders declared that coun-
terrevolution had again reared its head and
called on soldiers and armed workers to defend
the Soviet and the revolution and guarantee the
opening of the Congress of Soviets the next day.
Their posture was basically defensive. Throughout
24 October, pro-government and pro-Soviet forces
engaged in a series of confused and uncoordinated
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confrontations for control of key buildings and the
bridges over the rivers. The pro-Soviet forces had
the greater numbers, morale, and determination—
nobody wanted to die for the Provisional
Government—and by midnight they controlled
most of the city, with almost no shooting.

At this point the character of events changed.
Lenin, who had been hiding the past few days on
the edge of the city and was unable to have much
influence on events, on hearing accounts of the
events in the city made his way to the Soviet head-
quarters after midnight. Lenin now pressed the
Soviet leaders to offensive action. Around mid-
morning on 25 October he wrote a proclamation
declaring the Provisional Government overthrown,
which was quickly printed and distributed through
the city. Lenin had, against all odds and logic,
achieved his goal of an armed seizure of power
before the congress, but he got it because of
Kerensky’s ill-considered action, not because of the
implementation of a Bolshevik plan for an armed
seizure of power.

Attention now shifted to the Congress of
Soviets, which opened at 10:40 the evening of
25 October. The congress, as expected, had a
majority in favor of Soviet power. The Bolsheviks,
although the largest party, were not a majority and
had to rely on the Left SRs and others to form a
majority. Everything was in place for creating a
multiparty, all-socialist government, what ‘‘Soviet
power’’ had meant throughout 1917, and the
first motions and speeches pointed in that direc-
tion. Suddenly, at this point Lenin received yet
another unpredictable stoke of good luck: the
moderate socialist SRs and Mensheviks denounced
the Bolsheviks and walked out. This left the
Bolsheviks with an absolute majority and in full
control of the congress, which proceeded to
declare the Provisional Government overthrown
and all power to rest in its own hands. Lenin had
his full seizure of power and an all-Bolshevik
government.

In recognizing the unpredictable strokes of
luck, or opportunities if one prefers, that came
Lenin’s way during October, one should not draw
the conclusion that this was all an accident. The
October Revolution was a complex mixture of the
actions of individuals, of powerful long-term poli-
tical and social forces moving toward a radical

government of some type, and of unpredictable
events of the moment, which combined to shape
its specific form and outcome. The nature of the
October Revolution should serve as a reminder of
the complexity of history, of the intermingling of
long-term ‘‘causes,’’ chance of the moment, and
even personal will.

FROM SOVIET POWER TO BOLSHEVIK

REGIME

The Russian Revolution did not end with the
‘‘October Revolution.’’ Indeed, many in October
1917 saw it as merely another political crisis, punc-
tuated with the usual street disorders, producing
yet another ‘‘provisional’’ government (a term the
new government in fact used at first). Instead, the
dispersal of the Constituent Assembly on 6 January
1918 is a better point to take as the end of the
revolution in the precise usage of the term and the
transition to civil war. During the period from
25 October to 6 January, Lenin successfully turned
a revolution for Soviet power into Bolshevik power,
while pushing the country into civil war and the
new regime toward dictatorship.

The immense popularity of the idea of Soviet
power allowed the new Bolshevik government to
consolidate its power during the following weeks.
It was able to defeat an attempt by Kerensky to use
troops from the front to regain power, it overcame
a serious effort during the first week after the
October Revolution to force it to share political
power through formation of a broad multiparty
socialist government, and it witnessed the success-
ful spread of ‘‘Soviet power’’ across much of Russia
as local soviets opted for support of the new Soviet
regime. At the same time, Lenin and Trotsky
worked to polarize political opinion and to
strengthen the Bolshevik hold on power. They
did this in part through swift movement to meet
popular aspirations by a decree distributing land to
the peasants, by an armistice with Germany, by
extension of workers’ authority in management of
factories, and by other measures. They brought
some Left SRs into the government as junior part-
ners, thus broadening slightly their political base
while retaining Bolshevik domination of the gov-
ernment. They also tightened control through
press censorship, the formation of the Cheka (poli-
tical police), repressive measures against the Kadet
Party, and other actions to suppress opposition.
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The final act in marking the end of the revolu-
tion and the onset of civil war was the dispersal of
the Constituent Assembly. The elections to the
Constituent Assembly and its forthcoming convo-
cation kept alive not only the notion of a future
broad multiparty socialist government, but also a
sense that Lenin’s government was only another
temporary—provisional—government. This muted
early opposition to the new government, but also
presented Lenin and the radical left with a great
dilemma. As predicted, the elections in November
gave the SRs a majority that, however unstable,
would control the Constituent Assembly when it
opened on 5 January 1918. Any government com-
ing out of the assembly would be a coalition, prob-
ably the broad socialist coalition that the slogan
‘‘All Power to the Soviets’’ originally was thought
to mean. Accepting the authority of the elections
and the Constituent Assembly meant yielding
power, and this Lenin was unwilling to do. His
unwillingness led the Bolsheviks and Left SRs to
prepare action against the assembly. This came on
6 January when Lenin shut down the Constituent
Assembly by force after only one meeting. Its dis-
persal was not essential for maintenance of a social-
ist government, or even ‘‘Soviet power,’’ but it was
necessary if Lenin and the Bolsheviks were to hold
power and for such a radical government as they
envisioned.

By closing the Constituent Assembly, Lenin
ended the possibility of the Russian Revolution play-
ing itself out in the political arena. With that closed,
his opponents had no recourse but to arms, and civil
war now replaced the political and social revolution
of 1917. The decision also drove the Bolsheviks
further down the road toward establishing a new
dictatorship and destroyed the democratic hopes
of the ‘‘radiant days of freedom,’’ as one poet had
described the optimistic early days of the revolution.

HISTORIOGRAPHY

Writing and interpreting the history of the revolu-
tion began almost immediately as part of the post-
1917 struggles both within the Bolshevik Party and
between it and its opponents, domestic and for-
eign. Ironically, among both Bolsheviks and anti-
Bolsheviks, in both the Soviet Union and the West,
an overarching interpretation quickly emerged
focused on Lenin, the Bolshevik party, ideology,

and high politics, largely divorced from the broader
political and social context. Despite scattered schol-
arly works earlier, both a fundamental questioning

of the original interpretation and a substantial body
of scholarly writing on the revolution emerged only

in the late 1960s. The initial new Western scholar-
ship, while still mostly focused on political history,

questioned some of the traditional portrayals of a
monolithic Bolshevik party and the nature of revo-

lutionary politics and the October Revolution. The
historiography of the revolution then expanded

rapidly in the 1970s and 1980s. Historians began
to examine the revolution ‘‘from below,’’ and a

new ‘‘social history’’ replaced the former focus on
ideology, high politics, and Lenin with a new

emphasis on social groups and a deepening social
polarization that shaped the outcome of the revo-

lution. Scholars also began to produce studies on
the provinces and nationality regions as well as
more sophisticated histories of political parties. By

the 1990s, some scholars began to apply cultural
and linguistic approaches to the study of the revo-

lution. In the Soviet Union, although the extreme
control of the era of Joseph Stalin relaxed after his

death in 1953, scholarship remained handicapped
by the need to retain most of the standard inter-

pretation and falsifications set down earlier. The
collapse of the Soviet Union finally allowed schol-

ars in Russia and other former Soviet areas to take
up the same types and, increasingly, quality of

scholarship that had become the norm in the
West. At the opening of the twenty-first century,

scholars, especially in the West, began to take an
interest in placing the revolution within a longer

Russian and/or a broader European context. A
revived interest in political history, sometimes
called ‘‘the new political history,’’ situated politics

more explicitly within the social and cultural con-
text. The historiography of the Russian Revolution

of 1917 remains a vibrant, exciting, but less ideo-
logical, field.

See also Bolshevism; Kadets (Constitutional Democratic
Party); Kerensky, Alexander; Lenin, Vladimir;
Mensheviks; Nicholas II; Russian Civil War;
Trotsky, Leon.
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SAINT-EXUPÉRY, ANTOINE DE
(1900–1944), French writer and aviator.

Born in Lyons, France, into an aristocratic family
in somewhat straitened circumstances and educated
in Catholic institutions, Antoine-Marie-Roger de
Saint-Exupéry lost his father when he was four years
old and did not shine at school. Uncertain about a
career, he learned to fly during his military service,
having failed the naval academy’s entrance examina-
tion. Subsequently he worked as a pilot, alongside
such celebrated aviators as Jean Mermoz and Henri
Guillaumet, for the commercial companies that in
1927 became Aéropostale. For a time he covered
trans-Mediterranean routes (Toulouse, Casablanca,
Dakar); later he pioneered the air link between
Buenos Aires and Patagonia. It was in Argentina that
he met Consuelo Suncı́n, with whom he had a passion-
ate and chaotic relationship; the two were married
in 1931, but this union did not bring Saint-Exupéry
the stability for which he perhaps hoped.

His life was to be a combination of action and
writing, turning him into a best-selling author and
founder of a new fiction genre, the aerial adven-
ture. His first book was Courrier du Sud (1929;
Southern Mail), followed by Vol de nuit (1931;
Night Flight) and Terre des hommes (1939; Wind,
Sand and Stars). His novels transformed the dis-
tinctly accident-prone pilot Saint-Exupéry into a
heroic, self-transcending figure, and the plane he
flew and the hostile environment he braved like-
wise became a school of reflection and meditation.
‘‘The earth,’’ he wrote in Wind, Sand and Stars,

‘‘teaches us more about ourselves than all the
books. Because it resists us. Man discovers himself

when he measures himself against the obstacle. But
for this he needs a tool’’ (Terre des hommes, p. 1;

translated from the French). That tool was the air-
plane. For Saint-Exupéry the air postal service was

in effect a kind of monastery where he learned
austerity and self-sacrifice—but also brotherhood

and solidarity.

His growing celebrity opened the door to jour-
nalism, and Saint-Exupéry made many visits as a

reporter to Spain and Germany, where he became
aware of the horrors of fascism. In 1939 he joined

the air force and the following year arrived in the
United States, where his books were best-sellers,

especially Wind, Sand and Stars, and in some cases
had been made into films, like Night Flight (1933)

with John and Lionel Barrymore, Clark Gable, and
Robert Montgomery. In 1942 the publication of

Flight to Arras (Pilote de guerre, 1942) met with
extraordinary success in the United States, where

the novel topped the best-seller lists for six months.
It was followed by Lettre à un otage (1943; Letter to a
Hostage), dedicated to Saint-Exupéry’s friend the
Jewish novelist Léon Werth, who had stayed in

France: ‘‘As French as you are, I feel that you are
doubly in danger of death, first as a Frenchman, and

secondly as a Jew.’’ In exile, Saint-Exupéry pro-
claimed the necessity of continuing the struggle,

despite France’s defeat in 1940, and of defending
human rights against the onslaught of Hitlerism; he

placed all his hopes in an American intervention in
the war in Europe. He supported the idea of a union
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of all the French exiles, but internecine conflicts,

personal rivalries, and differences of perception ulti-

mately made this an unattainable goal. Saint-Exupéry

was sharply criticized by others in the exile group,

notably by André Breton and Jacques Maritain, for

his supposed failure to distance himself from the

Vichy regime in France. With his romantic and aris-

tocratic vision, Saint-Exupéry found disputes among

the French intolerable, and he took refuge in an

almost existentialist cult of action: ‘‘You reside in

your act itself,’’ he wrote. ‘‘Your act is you’’ (Flight
to Arras).

Although he was by now overage, he was deter-

mined to return to war. He succeeded in this and

made many reconnaissance flights over France. It was

on one of these missions that he crashed off the

French coast on 31 July 1944. His disappearance

remained a mystery until his Lockheed Lightning

was found in 2000. By the time Saint-Exupéry’s last

novel, Citadell (Wisdom of the Sands), was published

posthumously in 1948, man and myth had become

one. His renown would become immense and

worldwide—driven, though not immediately, by his

children’s story Le petite prince (The Little Prince),
which appeared in 1943 in both French and English

and has since been translated into some two hundred

languages. This story embodies all the power of

Saint-Exupéry’s humanism, tolerance, and desire to

‘‘restore spiritual meaning to humanity’’ (letter of

June 1943). ‘‘One sees clearly only with the heart.

Anything essential is invisible to the eyes’’—such is

the secret imparted by the fox to the little prince

about how to become wise in face of the madness

of men. In the end it was no doubt because he wore

two hats, that of the pilot and that of the writer, that

Antoine de Saint-Exupéry became the living embodi-

ment of modern adventure.

See also Aviation; France; Resistance.
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SAKHAROV, ANDREI (1921–1989),
Soviet nuclear physicist and human rights advocate
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1975.

Andrei Dmitrievich Sakharov first received
wide attention in July 1968, when his essay
‘‘Reflections on Progress, Peaceful Coexistence,
and Intellectual Freedom’’ appeared in a Dutch
newspaper and less than two weeks later on the
front page of the New York Times. During the next
decade Sakharov, a nuclear physicist by training,
gained increasing notoriety as the most prominent
representative of the community of human rights
activists in the Soviet Union who came to be
known as dissidents. But Sakharov had already
exerted a considerable influence on international
politics years earlier and was thus well known to
the Kremlin leadership, even as his name remained
a secret to the broader public. A designer of nuclear
weapons, Sakharov came up with the key technical
insight that earned him the title ‘‘father of the Soviet
hydrogen bomb.’’ His work assured that the United
States would not hold a monopoly on this category
of weapon, capable of explosive power many hun-
dreds of times that of the bombs that destroyed
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. For his efforts on behalf
of defense of the Soviet Union, Sakharov received
numerous state awards (including the Stalin Prize)
and was elected a full member of the Soviet
Academy of Sciences at the unprecedented age of
thirty-two.

Sakharov’s drive to influence Soviet policy for
the public good predates his emergence as a dis-
sident. His concern about the baneful influence of
Trofim Lysenko on Soviet genetics contributed to
his preoccupation with the health risks of nuclear
radiation, caused by fallout from the enormous test
explosions of thermonuclear devices he had
designed. He took his campaign for a moratorium
on nuclear tests to the highest levels of the Soviet
nuclear establishment and more than once to the
Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev himself. As he
wrote in his memoirs, ‘‘I had come to regard test-
ing in the atmosphere as a crime against humanity,
no different from secretly pouring disease-produ-
cing microbes into a city’s water supply’’ (Memoirs,
p. 206). Sakharov’s concerns, bolstered by a world-
wide peace movement, led to the Limited Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty, signed in Moscow in August
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1963, banning atmospheric tests. Unfortunately,
nuclear testing continued underground and at an
accelerated pace, but at least without the scourge of
radioactive poisoning of the air. In the late 1960s
Sakharov promoted a mutual ban on antiballistic
missile (ABM) systems, convinced, along with
many U.S. and Soviet scientists, that a competition
in defensive and offensive weapons would increase
the risk of nuclear war. Their work contributed to
the signing of the 1972 ABM Treaty.

Sakharov had worked in the weapons field from
the time of his university days, when wartime
evacuation from Moscow sent him and his fellow
students to the east to finish their studies and then
work in a munitions factory. He conducted nuclear
weapons research from 1948 until the Soviet
authorities revoked his security clearance two de-
cades later in response to publication of his
‘‘Reflections’’ essay abroad.

The years 1968–1980 witnessed Sakharov’s
most active work on behalf of human rights in the
Soviet Union. He was alarmed at the attempt by
Leonid Brezhnev and other Soviet leaders to

rehabilitate the reputation of Joseph Stalin, the

Soviet dictator whose crimes had been denounced

by Khrushchev in a short-lived ‘‘thaw’’ that

brought a measure of political and cultural freedom

to Soviet society. Sakharov pursued an approach

popular with the so-called Helsinki movement to

conduct political activity strictly in accordance with

Soviet law and call upon the government to obey

its laws as well—thus his efforts on behalf of free-

doms of religion, of speech, and of movement,

guaranteed by the Soviet constitution, and his fre-

quent attendance at trials where political prisoners

were sentenced on trumped-up charges. He was

awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1975, much to

the dismay of the Soviet leadership.

In 1980 the Soviet authorities sent Sakharov

into internal exile in the closed city of Gorky, in

retaliation for making public his opposition to

the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Along with his

wife, Elena Bonner (b. 1923), Sakharov con-

ducted a number of hunger strikes in support of

people seeking to emigrate or receive medical

treatment abroad, and he also drafted his mem-

oirs, under constant harassment by the secret

police. In December 1986 the reformist leader

Mikhail Gorbachev invited Sakharov to return to

Moscow. There he pursued a brief but important

career as a political figure during the perestroika

era, serving as the moral compass of the demo-

cratic movement in the Congress of People’s

Deputies, to which he was elected by his consti-

tuency at the Academy of Sciences. In December

1989 a heart attack killed him in his sleep. Years

later, his colleagues in the human rights move-

ment continued to regret his untimely passing as

they faced the challenges of an increasingly

authoritarian regime under Vladimir Putin and a

brutal war in Chechnya.

See also Arms Control; Brezhnev, Leonid; Dissidence;
Nuclear Weapons; Perestroika; Putin, Vladimir;
Stalin, Joseph.
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SALAZAR, ANTONIO (1889–1970),
Portuguese politician.

The ‘‘Catholic dictator’’ of Portugal, Antonio
de Oliveira Salazar led one of the longest dictator-
ships in twentieth-century Europe. In 1968 after
he suffered a cardiovascular attack, he was removed
from power. He died two years later.

The son of a modest rural family from
Vimieiro, a village in central Portugal, Salazar had
a traditional Catholic upbringing and completed
most of his intellectual and political education
before the First World War. He attended a semi-
nary but abandoned the ecclesiastical path in order
to study law at the University of Coimbra on the
eve of the fall of the monarchy. A reserved and
brilliant student, he led the best-known Catholic
student organization in Coimbra, the Christian
Democratic Academic Centre (Centro Académico
de Democracia Cristã, or CADC). His friendship
with the future cardinal patriarch of Lisbon,
Manuel Cerejeira, dates from this period. He pur-
sued a university career as a professor of economic
law, and his only political activity during the liberal
republic (1910–1926) took place within the strict
limits of the social Catholic movement. He was one
of the leaders of the Catholic Center Party (Centro

Católico, or CC) and was elected as a deputy for
them in the elections of 1921. With the early dis-
solution of parliament in July 1921, Salazar left his
position as deputy, and returned to his academic
life and a more discreet involvement in Catholic
political circles. Nevertheless, he did not lose any
opportunity to reaffirm his position as the coun-
try’s leading specialist in finances, which eventually
resulted in his being invited to join the first cabinet
formed following the 1926 military coup. However,
after noting that the political situation remained
highly unstable, Salazar declined the invitation. He
was asked again two years later, and this time he
accepted, but only on condition that he receive
important powers over the other ministries in order
to resolve the dictatorship’s budgetary crisis.

Between 1928 and 1932, the year in which he
became prime minister, Salazar, with support from
the Catholic Church and important sections of
the armed forces, came to dominate the military
dictatorship. Benefiting from a new constitution,
which was the product of a compromise between
corporatism and liberalism that had been approved
in a popular plebiscite in 1933, Salazar created a
single party from above, designed to remain weak
and elitist from the very outset. Its purpose was
simply to ensure political control. It was used as a
tool for the selection of members for the Chamber
of Deputies and the local administration, as well as
to provide some legitimacy in the regularly held
‘‘non-competitive elections.’’

Salazar was a master at manipulating this per-
verted rational-legal legitimacy, and he had little need
to seek recourse in charismatic leadership in order to
rise above the bureaucratic and governmental media-
tion between himself and the nation. The military
origins of the regime ensured that his position
remained linked to that of the president, General
António Óscar de Fragoso Carmona (1869–1951),
who had been elected in direct elections in 1928 and
who retained the authority to dismiss any of his
appointed officials, including Salazar.

The Portuguese New State became radicalized
with the outbreak of the civil war in neighboring
Spain in 1936. Some of the regime’s organizations
that had been inspired by the Fascists—for example,
the paramilitary youth movement, Portuguese
Youth (Mocidade Portuguesa, or MP), and the
anticommunist militia, Portuguese Legion (Legião
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Portuguesa, or LP)—introduced elements of the
cult of the leader. Nevertheless, the more tradition-
alist conservatism continued to dominate the
majority of the written press, which was closer to
the paternalistic ‘‘prime ministerial’’ model of dic-
tatorial leadership. The Catholic Church, both by
its influence within official institutions and by its
powerful nucleus of autonomous institutions, was
transformed into a powerful and complementary
instrument of ideological socialization. Nationalism
and ‘‘providence’’ both completed and introduced
elements of diversity into the official discourse.

With its declaration of neutrality in 1939, the
Portuguese dictatorship was able to survive the
Second World War thanks mainly to the concessions
it made to the Allied Powers and to the rapid onset of
the Cold War. The development that most concerned
Salazar about the new international order after 1945
was decolonization. At the beginning of the 1960s,
the African nationalist movements began their armed
struggle, which led to the outbreak of colonial wars
in Portuguese West Africa (Angola), Portuguese East
Africa (Mozambique), and Portuguese Guinea
(Guinea-Bissau). Salazar died in 1970, convinced
that he was still Portugal’s leader. His regime was
overthrown by a military coup in 1974.

See also Portugal; Spanish Civil War.
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SALZBURG FESTIVAL. The Salzburg
Festival was founded in 1920 in the hope that it
would make musical and theatrical classicism con-
temporary again, at least for some five weeks every
summer in the small Austrian city of Salzburg. It
has become one of the most prestigious music

festivals and is one of the few that has managed
over the years to bridge the gap between an inter-
national musical tradition unhampered by prob-
lems of linguistic translation and a national
theatrical one in the native language. The
Salzburg Festival’s ability to weather the history
of central Europe in the twentieth century stems
from the flexibility of its original conception and
the commercial acumen of its producers. The
‘‘Salzburg Idea’’ had its beginnings in the late nine-
teenth century, when a group of musicians founded
the International Mozart Foundation in 1870 and
decided its proper home was not Vienna, where
Mozart had spent most of his creative life, but
Salzburg, where he had been born in 1756 and
from whose archbishop’s service he had angrily
and permanently resigned in 1781. The founders
of the ‘‘Mozarteum,’’ as it was soon known, envi-
sioned Salzburg as an Austrian rival to Richard
Wagner’s Bayreuth. They intended Mozart to be
the central but not sole composer whose work
would be played, and they sought to re-create the
Salzburg-Vienna nexus of Mozart’s career.

Despite fund-raising efforts, nothing substan-
tial developed until 1917, when a newly founded
Salzburg Festival Society in Vienna approached the
theater director Max Reinhardt (1873–1943),
whose innovative productions had made him
famous in German-speaking Europe. The Berlin-
based Reinhardt was interested enough in the pos-
sibilities of Salzburg as an artistic center to buy the
Schloss Leopoldskron, an eighteenth-century castle
in Salzburg, and to begin to gather together fellow
artists, including the librettist and playwright Hugo
von Hofmannsthal and the composer Richard
Strauss (1864–1949). The Salzburg Festival sub-
sumed Mozart, particularly his operas, under
Reinhardt’s and Hofmannsthal’s vision of aesthetic
experience as something that created an ideal com-
munity in which rich and poor could come
together and people’s deepest spiritual needs could
be met.

The first Salzburg Festival featured concerts of
Mozart’s orchestral music under the direction of
Bernhard Paumgartner, along with Reinhardt’s
remarkable production of Hugo von Hofmannsthal’s
Jedermann (Everyman), in which Reinhardt used the
city itself as the stage. The voice of Death came down
from the Hohensalzburg, the city’s landmark
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fortress, above the cathedral square, and actors
mingled with the audience. Despite the quasi-
mythical aura of this performance, the new festival
had to respond to financial and artistic controver-
sies during the 1920s. Paumgartner wanted the
instrumental concerts of the festival to focus on
the lesser known works of Mozart, thus providing
an alternative to big city concerts, but he ran into
the opposition of Richard Strauss, who saw
mediocrity lurking in the call for diversity of
programming. Once the festival began producing

three Mozart operas a year, financial problems

dominated. Politicians from the leading Austrian

parties—the Christian Social Party, the Social

Democratic Party, and the Nazi-linked German

Nationalist Party—complained that ticket prices

were beyond the means of ordinary citizens and

that spending by the influx of foreign tourists

enriched only a small minority of Salzburgers.

Under the savvy leadership of Provincial Governor

Franz Rehrl, the festival began to receive large

subsidies from local and provincial governments,

and from the Austrian state; nevertheless, the

strong trend toward ever higher ticket prices and

wealthy international audiences continued, as it

does in the twenty-first century. Salzburg aficiona-

dos look back upon the 1930s, before the German

annexation of Austria in 1938, as the most glorious

period of the festival, a time when it attracted larger

crowds than Bayreuth and, especially after 1933,

made real the fragile dream of cultural brilliance

associated with enlightenment and toleration.

These were the years when the festival became a

showplace for Arturo Toscanini’s antifascist stance,

but also when the glitz led it to be dubbed

‘‘Hollywood on the Salzach.’’ After 1938 many of

the luminaries of the interwar festival, including

Reinhardt and Bruno Walter, fled, leaving it in the

hands of sometimes brilliant musicians with dubious

moral credentials, Wilhelm Fürtwängler and Richard

Strauss among them. Ironically, Reinhardt’s vision

of a festival for the people probably came closest to

being realized during the Nazi years because (as in

Bayreuth, though to a more limited extent) the

performance arenas were filled with state-subsidized

ticket holders, whether workers in ‘‘Strength

through Joy’’ programs or soldiers on leave.

With the sponsorship of the United States

occupation authorities, the Salzburg Festival was

revived after the war. After maneuvering through

denazification difficulties, musical luminaries such

as Fürtwängler, Elizabeth Schwarzkopf, and finally

and most important, Herbert von Karajan guided

the festival to its postwar glory. New buildings and

new repertoires kept it vital, as did new generations

of concertgoers. Franz Rehrl’s motto, that culture

equals business, was never truer than after the war,

yet its defenders would argue that the spirit of

Mozart and of musical humanism continues to

shape its theatrical and musical offerings.

See also Austria; Opera; Theater.
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CELIA APPLEGATE

n

SAMIZDAT. Samizdat (literally ‘‘self-
published’’), a Russian neologism dating from the
1950s, refers to a large and diverse body of unoffi-
cial texts that circulated outside state-censored
publishing monopolies in the Soviet Union after
the Second World War and, by the 1970s, in the
Soviet bloc countries of Eastern Europe. Samizdat
became the chief mode of communication within
the so-called second or alternative cultures that
developed in postwar socialist societies and served
as a critical bridge between dissidents in those
countries and the West.

Strict control over the printed word in the
Soviet Union required that every work appear with
the imprimatur of a state-owned publishing house
such as the Gosudarstvennoe Izdatelstvo (State
publisher, Gosizdat for short) or Politicheskoe
Izdatelstvo (Political publisher, or Politizdat).
Possession of duplicating and printing machines
was tightly regulated. In 1953, faced with the
impossibility of getting his poems approved by
state censors, the Moscow poet Nikolai Glazkov
created a series of typed, hand-sewn volumes on
the title pages of which there appeared the words
‘‘Moscow—1953—Samsebyaizdat.’’ The ironic
final term, roughly ‘‘by myself publisher,’’ was later
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shortened to ‘‘samizdat,’’ which soon became the
byword for an entire textual counterworld. To be
sure, the practice of copying and circulating sub-
versive homemade texts goes back centuries—it
may be as old as censorship itself. But samizdat
achieved a historically unparalleled range and
degree of influence. While the word itself was dili-
gently kept out of Soviet dictionaries, by the 1970s
it had entered the lexicon of virtually every
European language.

Samizdat was above all a distinctive mode of
textual reproduction in which networks of writers
and readers copied and circulated unsanctioned
works in the privacy of their apartments. The prim-
itive tools it employed—typewriter and carbon
paper—led one writer to describe it as a return to
the pre-Gutenberg era. Using a stack of a dozen or
more alternating sheets of carbon and onionskin
paper, an author would type (firmly!) multiple
copies of a given work, typically single-spaced
with no margins so as to economize on paper.
Individual copies would then be distributed to
close friends, who might be obliged to return the
favor by typing another set of copies (again using
carbon paper) and distributing them to their
friends, or to return the original with additional
copies to the author for further distribution. As
with a chain letter, time limits were often imposed
on these activities, producing frenzied periods of
round-the-clock reading and/or typing.

Much of the initial postwar samizdat consisted
of poetry by outstanding early twentieth-
century figures such as Osip Mandelstam, Anna
Akhmatova, and Marina Tsvetaeva. By the 1950s,
however, circulating texts included much longer
works of banned fiction by such writers as
Andrei Platonov, Mikhail Zoshchenko, and Boris
Pasternak, as well as translations into Russian of
texts by Albert Camus, Arthur Koestler, George
Orwell, and other foreign authors. Following
Stalin’s death in 1953, during the period known
as the ‘‘thaw’’ (1953–1968), the volume and vari-
ety of samizdat grew dramatically as more Soviet
citizens looked to homemade texts to explore
topics and styles banished from official media.
These included religious life, labor and concentra-
tion camps, and artistic genres other than the offi-
cially sanctioned socialist realism. More works
appeared that had never been published

anywhere, such as the journal Sintaxis (1958–

1960), Yevgenya Ginzburg’s harrowing gulag

memoirs Journey into the Whirlwind, and the tran-

script of the 1964 trial of the young Leningrad

poet Joseph Brodsky. During the thaw, the circles

of samizdat readers widened considerably, extend-

ing well beyond the main cities of Moscow and

Leningrad. A typical samizdat text could find a

readership of anywhere from several hundred to

many thousands. In addition, a significant number

of samizdat texts were smuggled out and published

in the West (a technique later dubbed tamizdat, or

‘‘over-there publisher’’) or broadcast back to the

Soviet Union via shortwave radio stations such as

Radio Free Europe or the Voice of America

(known as radizdat, or ‘‘radio publisher’’). By the

late 1960s Soviet samizdat had expanded to

include the entire range of textual genres, from

poetry and novels to petitions, historical docu-

ments, open letters, and periodicals. Among the

latter were the Chronicle of Current Events,
founded in 1968 as a kind of underground news-

letter of the dissident movement as a whole (most

issues included a bibliography of newly circulated

samizdat works), as well as the Ukrainian Herald,
the Zionist Herald of Exodus, the Chronicle of the
Lithuanian Catholic Church, and the Russian

nationalist journal Assembly. Except for the official

Communist Party line, nearly every ideological

viewpoint found expression in samizdat, including

neo-Marxist, neofascist, monarchist, liberal, nation-

alist, anti-Semitic, religious, and anarchist.

Although samizdat as such was not technically

illegal in the Soviet Union unless its content could

be shown to be ‘‘anti-Soviet,’’ the police and secur-

ity services worked mightily to suppress its distri-

bution, seizing samizdat texts during apartment

searches and arresting their owners. But repression

failed to crush what one writer called the ‘‘self-

contained and singularly original sphere for the

realization of society’s spiritual and intellectual

life.’’ Devastating indictments of Soviet history

such as Roy Medvedev’s Let History Judge and

Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag Archipelago sent

shock waves across the Soviet Union and beyond.

By the 1970s, in fact, the samizdat phenomenon

had spread to the Soviet satellite states in Eastern

Europe (as well as China). Underground editions

of the works of émigré writers such as Czesław
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Miłosz and Witold Gombrowicz appeared in
Poland; in Czechoslovakia the writer Ludvı́k
Vaculı́k edited hundreds of samizdat texts in the
series Petlice (Padlock).

Eastern European samizdat, which also drew
on traditions of underground publishing dating
from the period of Nazi occupation, tended to
employ more advanced techniques of reproduction
such as mimeographs and photocopying. With
educated publics less favorably disposed toward
their socialist rulers than in Soviet Russia, samizdat
in Eastern Europe quickly developed an enormous
audience. In Czechoslovakia, the human rights
group Charter 77 circulated dozens of samizdat
essays and documents indicting the regime’s treat-
ment of its citizens. In Poland, the emergence in
the late 1970s of popular resistance among practi-
cing Catholics, students, and especially workers
transformed samizdat into a genuinely mass phe-
nomenon. The periodical Robotnik (The worker)
reached a peak production of seventy thousand
copies in August 1980; in its pages the unofficial
trade union Solidarność (Solidarity) made its plat-
form known to the Polish public, the Polish
government, and the world.

Poland offers the strongest example of samiz-
dat’s vital contribution, on both a moral and prac-
tical level, to the dismantling of Soviet-style
socialism in Europe. In the Soviet Union, where
the range of sentiments expressed in samizdat was
considerably wider and its propagation more lim-
ited, samizdat texts contributed only indirectly to
socialism’s collapse. But Soviet samizdat nonethe-
less established the terms for the turbulent public
conversation that followed the collapse and that
continues into the early twenty-first century.

Beyond its political relevance, samizdat repre-
sents a distinctive phenomenon in the modern his-
tory of print culture. While contemporaries often
considered it the cultural analog to the so-called
second economy (the underground black market
within state-run socialist economies), samizdat was
in fact a system for circulating (textual) products
entirely outside the force field of market relations, a
remarkable approximation of the socialist ideal of
nonprofit-driven exchange. In this sense, perhaps,
it suggests less the pre-Gutenberg era than that
quintessentially modern mode of free textual
exchange, the Internet.

See also Akhmatova, Anna; Charter 77; Dissidence;
Havel, Václav; Mandelstam, Osip; Miłosz, Czesław;
Pasternak, Boris; Radio Free Europe; Solzhenitsyn,
Alexander; Soviet Union; Totalitarianism; Tsvetaeva,
Marina.
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BENJAMIN NATHANS

n

SARAJEVO. The founding of Sarajevo, the
early-twenty-first-century capital city of the sovereign
state of Bosnia-Herzegovina, may be dated to 1462.
In that year, Isa-beg Isaković, the Ottoman Turkish
governor (Saray) of the newly conquered province of
Bosnia, began building his residence and a mosque
on the site of the modern city. The expansion of
Ottoman dominion during the next two hundred
years saw Sarajevo develop as the major center of
commerce and culture in European Turkey. By
1660 the city numbered eighty to a hundred thou-
sand inhabitants, and many foreign visitors came to
marvel at the health and prosperity of the inhabi-
tants. A contemporary Turkish traveler recorded
17,000 substantial houses, 170 mosques, 1,050
shops where artisans both made and sold their
goods, and 110 fountains, testimony to the affluent
and gracious lives of the citizens, both public and
private. Native Bosnian Muslims, Christians, Jews,
Turks, and Greeks rubbed shoulders in the famous
marketplace (Baščaršija), the hub of gossip and com-
mercial life. Sarajevo was at the summit of its power,
second only to Istanbul in importance in the Balkans,
and by this period was self-governing, choosing its
own chief administrator. In earlier times, Bosnia was
administered by officials (kapetans) appointed from
Istanbul, but during the eighteenth century the
native Bosnian Muslims made the office hereditary,
displacing imperial authority. Sarajevo was their city,
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beyond the effective rule of the Sultan, whose vice-
roys (viziers) chose to reside in Travnik after about
1690.

The sacking and burning of Sarajevo by Prince
Eugene of Savoy in 1697 signaled the end of the
city’s golden age, although the effects of the long
and gradual Ottoman decline did not bite hard until
the nineteenth century. In 1807 the population still
stood at around sixty thousand, helped by the city’s
growing trading links to the north. Nemesis came
when rebellions in Serbia (1804) and Greece (1821)
ushered in a century of Balkan national struggles for
independence, fuelled by peasant revolts against
intolerable economic exactions. The Sultan intro-
duced measures to modernize the entire Ottoman
system of rule, some of them intended to ameliorate
the conditions of the Sultan’s Christian subjects in
Bosnia, and head off trouble there. The economic
privileges and religious conservatism of the native
Bosnian Muslim elite drove them into armed rebel-
lion, led by the kapetans. Istanbul responded by
sending an army into Bosnia in 1850. Sarajevo was
occupied and plundered; the population decreased
to only twenty thousand in 1851.

Years of fighting and unrest engulfed the
region, and order had to be restored by the great
powers. At the Treaty of Berlin (1878) control of
Bosnia-Herzegovina passed into the hands of the
rival Austro-Hungarian Empire, which adminis-
tered the province as a protectorate on behalf of
Turkey. The change represented a leap into mo-
dernity for Sarajevo. The physical character of the
city was hitherto defined by the Old City. Now a
‘‘second’’ city grew up, enlarging the boundaries of
Sarajevo for the first time since its Ottoman hey-
day. By 1914 sixty major new public buildings had
been built in Central European style, situated on
wide boulevards, along which the first trams ran.
Energetic imperial administrators forced the pace
of industrialization. State monopoly enterprises
producing tobacco and textiles were founded, rail-
ways and roads grew apace, and small private busi-
nesses flourished. Signs of the new times were the
first iron bridge across the city’s river Miljačka,
replacing the earlier wooden structures, and a mod-
ern underground sewerage system.

The social structure of the city was likewise
radically altered. Officials and professional people
came in from other parts of the Austro-Hungarian

Empire to staff the new schools and the municipal
hospital. By 1910 the population of Sarajevo had
climbed to fifty-one thousand, and was changing in
ways that reflected its recent history. Religious
confession, which in practice corresponded pretty
exactly to ethnic allegiance, was used in compiling
Austrian census returns. These statistics indicate
that in 1910 Muslims made up one-third of the
inhabitants, whereas in 1879 the proportion was
two-thirds. Catholics accounted for another one-
third (mainly imperial functionaries from outside
Bosnia), compared with only 3 percent in 1879.
Orthodox Christian believers (Serbs) made up 16
percent, a figure unchanged since 1879. The pro-
portion of Jews in the city also remained constant
throughout the period at about 10–12 percent.

In 1908 Austria-Hungary formally annexed

Bosnia-Herzegovina, igniting Serbian nationalism.

Muslims made up 32 percent of the total population

of Bosnia in 1908, Orthodox (Serbs) 43 percent, and

Catholics (Croats) 23 percent. Shorn of their domi-

nant position under Ottoman rule, the Muslims

adapted as best they could to their new masters, and

managed to protect both their culture and their large

estates, which were still worked by the sharecropping

Christian peasantry, as in Ottoman times. The Croat

peasants were relatively content with their prospects

in a Catholic empire in which the kingdom of Croatia

had a recognized if subordinate constitutional place.

The Serb peasants, the largest ethnic group, had won

neither land nor political recognition, and some

looked for a solution in political violence. On 28

June 1914 Gavrilo Princip (1894–1918), a Bosnian

Serb, fired the shots that killed the Austrian heir

apparent, Archduke Francis Ferdinand (1863–

1914), during an official visit to Sarajevo. A month

later, Austria-Hungary declared war on Serbia, pre-

cipitating the cataclysmic Great War of 1914–1918.

Turkey joined the war on the side of the Central

Powers against the Allies, but defeat in 1918 ended

with the dismemberment of both the Ottoman and

Austro-Hungarian empires.

SARAJEVO IN YUGOSLAVIA, 1918–1992

The tide of war swept across the Balkans southeast-
ward, leaving Bosnia in its rear. Sarajevo survived the
fighting without major physical damage, but Austria-
Hungary treated the Serbs on its territory as enemy
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aliens and incited ethnic hatreds between Muslim
and Serbs that tore Bosnia apart. The Serbs took
revenge on their Muslim neighbors after the war,
unleashing a campaign of terror in which landgrab-
bing and racial bigotry fed each other. When the
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes (which
would be renamed ‘‘Yugoslavia’’ in 1931) came
into being at the Treaty of Versailles in 1921,
Bosnia-Herzegovina did not appear on the map as a
recognized geographical entity. The new state was
organized politically along ethnic lines during the
interwar years and the Muslims were not granted
the status of a founding people. The population of
Sarajevo was sixty-six thousand in 1921, rising to
seventy-eight thousand in 1931. It was still a major
city in a country that contained only three urban
centers with a population of more than one hundred
thousand, but Belgrade and Zagreb grew by two-
thirds in the same period, to about two hundred

thousand inhabitants. Patterns of trade and com-

merce had shifted decisively northward. Even the

main city of Slovenia, Ljubljana, although smaller

than Sarajevo, far outstripped it in economic dyna-

mism and civic independence.

Lacking the status of a regional administrative

capital and isolated from the main flows of economic

advance, Sarajevo became something of a backwater,

but the bare statistics do not capture the essential life

of the city. In 1931 Muslims made up 38 percent of

the population, Catholics and Orthodox Christians

about a quarter each. Remarkably, despite the inter-

ethnic violence that had so disfigured the very recent

past, Sarajevans managed to preserve a sense of com-

munity that echoed the early centuries of Ottoman

rule. In 1927 an American writer reflected on the

mingling of the faiths in peaceful activity and mused

on tolerance as the greatest of virtues as he watched an

A street in Sarajevo, 1955. At the center of the photograph are three Muslim women on their way to the market. GETTY IMAGES
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Orthodox peasant give alms to a blind Muslim street
musician. Sarajevans loved their city for its beauty and
its glorious natural setting, for its café life, for its
distinctive Turkish-influenced musical tradition,
including the sevdalinka, romantic songs of love and
yearning. One of them speaks of ‘‘Sarajevo, breath of
my breath,’’ and it is a quintessentially Bosnian senti-
ment—not Muslim, Serb, or Catholic. Sarajevans
shared a centuries-old civic culture, and spoke a com-
mon language, a dialect of Serbo-Croatian not found
in Croatia and Serbia. Sarajevo was also a city asso-
ciated with liberal political currents aimed at reducing
the sway of the Serbs within Yugoslavia. Intellectuals
and public servants held two major national con-
gresses in Sarajevo and Zagreb in 1922 to promote
reform and introduce federal government and in
1929 Sarajevo became briefly the headquarters of
Yugoslavia’s main Croatian opposition party, until
the introduction of royal dictatorship ended parlia-
mentary politics in 1929.

The brief peace was blown away by the Nazi
invasion of Yugoslavia in April 1941. A Croatian
fascist (Ustaše) puppet state was created, the
Independent State of Croatia, which administered
most of Bosnia, but not Sarajevo, which was left in
the German zone of occupation. The ancient com-
munity of Sephardic Jews in Sarajevo was an immedi-
ate casualty, together with their Ashkenazi brethren
elsewhere. Between them, the Germans and the
Ustaša regime slaughtered four out of five (fifty-
seven thousand) of Yugoslavia’s prewar Jewish popu-
lation, and one-third (eighteen thousand) of the
Gypsies (Roma). The Croatian fascists also set about
the genocide of Serbs on their territory. More than a
million Serbs perished in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Many
Serbs fled to join Tito’s communist partisans operat-
ing in Bosnia, and Sarajevo was virtually emptied of
Serbs. They returned after 1945 to a city ruled by the
iron hand of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia.

Bosnia-Herzegovina was established constitu-
tionally as a constituent republic of a federal
Yugoslavia under Tito (Josip Broz, 1892–1980),
but power was in practice monopolized by the
Communist Party. It was in its origins a harsh,
Stalinist regime, but it did at least give Bosnia and
its capital city forty-five years of peace, the longest
period free from wars and invasion since 1878. The
policy of forced industrialization, and of equalizing
conditions in the six republics, worked to the ben-

efit of Bosnia. Major investments in industry,
including defense industries located in Bosnia for
strategic reasons, brought rising standards of living
and the movement of peasants to urban centers.
The population of Sarajevo was 115,000 in 1945;
by 1971 it had more than doubled, to 359,000;
and by 1991 it stood at 527,000. The increase
occurred mainly in the municipalities around the
Old City, which drew in mainly ethnic Serbs from
the countryside to work in the new factories, creat-
ing a new stratum of peasant-workers.

In keeping with Marxist doctrine, and mindful
of the bloody history of Yugoslavia’s peoples, the
party stamped down hard on all signs of nationalist
and religious deviations. The government of Sarajevo
was entrusted to a republican party leadership that
operated on a strict quota basis, with all the top jobs
rotated in turn among Serbs, Muslims, and Croats.
Bosnia was held up as a model of socialist ‘‘brother-
hood and unity’’ (the party watchwords), and
the 1981 census revealed Sarajevo as the most
‘‘Yugoslav’’ of cities. One in five Sarajevans chose to
identify themselves as ‘‘Yugoslav,’’ compared with
about 5 percent nationally. As the gradual liberal-
ization of Yugoslavia took hold, this sense of belong-
ing to a community not defined by narrow ethnic ties
bred an increasing cosmopolitanism in creative life.
Sarajevo’s intelligentsia was at the forefront of the
flowering of the arts in Yugoslavia in the 1970s and
1980s that brought films, poetry, plays, and music to
a national audience. Tourism opened a door to the
wider world as well. The communists might anath-
ematize religion, but they restored historic monu-
ments in the quest for hard currency, and visitors
from all over the world flocked to admire Sarajevo’s
unique cultural legacy. The growing status of
Sarajevo as an international European city was con-
firmed in 1984 when the city was chosen to host the
Winter Olympics.

The site where athletes competed before the
world’s cameras is derelict in the early twenty-first
century. Changes in the international economy and
security situation left Yugoslavia beggared within a
few years, and nationalist conflicts destroyed Tito’s
Yugoslavia. In a final effort to retrieve its fortunes,
the party called its Fourteenth Congress in January
1990 but the Croatian and Slovenian delegates
walked out early in the proceedings. The chairman
of the meeting called for a recess, from which the
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delegates never returned. The Communist Party of

Yugoslavia disappeared during a coffee break.

THE SIEGE OF SARAJEVO AND AFTER,

1992–2005

There followed two years of political vacuum, at the

end of which the European Union and the United

States recognized Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia-

Herzegovina as independent states (December

1991–April 1992). Sarajevans among all ethnic com-

munities saw what was coming. They tried to assert

the values of civilized society through mass demon-

strations and avert war. In August 1991 one hundred

thousand peace activists staged a rally in the city, and

in September thousands formed a human chain link-

ing places of worship of all the faiths—mosques,

churches, and synagogues. Sadly, they failed in their

efforts. The Bosnian Serbs, led by Radovan Karadžić

(b. 1945), rejected the authority of the Sarajevo gov-

ernment, and proclaimed the Republika Srpska (Serb

Republic) as an independent entity. A Bosnian Serb

Army (BSA), fifty to eighty thousand strong, com-

manded by General Ratko Mladić (b. 1943), was
formed out of purportedly Bosnian Serb personnel
of the Yugoslav People’s Army, and immediately laid
siege to Sarajevo on 5 April 1992. The BSA inherited
the immense firepower of the Yugoslav military
machine, but lacked the manpower to take the city
from its determined defenders, and the siege was not
lifted until 29 February 1995.

From a strategic and military point of view
Sarajevo had little significance for the Serbs compared
with Banja Luka and Knin in northern Bosnia, but its
symbolic and political importance was huge. By
2 May 1992 the noose had tightened around the city.
Of the half-million or so inhabitants of Sarajevo, four
hundred thousand were trapped, frequently near to
starvation, and in constant fear of snipers. Queuing
for water or going to market meant death for many.
In two notorious incidents involving mortar-fire
(5 February 1994 and 28 August 1995) 111 people
were killed and hundreds injured. Artillery barrages
from the heights surrounding Sarajevo also inflicted
heavy casualties, although that was a random, imper-

Graffiti on a ruined building reflects the sentiments of Sarajevo residents during the siege of 1992–1995. ªHOWARD

DAVIES/CORBIS
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sonal danger. Shells rained down on the city at the
rate of 329 for every day of the siege, with no other
purpose than to destroy cultural monuments and
civic infrastructure and so break the spirit of the city.
Mosques were favored targets and the priceless trea-
sures of the National Library went up in flames. By the
time the siege was lifted, it is estimated that twelve
thousand people had lost their lives, with another fifty
thousand wounded, and thirty-five thousand build-
ings had been destroyed completely.

The first fourteen months were the worst. There
was heavy fighting between ethnic factions within
the city, as some Serbs tried to link up with the
besiegers in the suburbs, and the sympathies of West-
ern publics were not matched by the effective action
of their governments. Matters improved after mid-
1993, when the United Nations Protection Force
(UNPROFOR) managed to open an overland supply
route for humanitarian aid through Split, via Kupres
and Vitez, and the United Nations contrived from
time to time to secure the opening of the Sarajevo
airport to airlifts. Crucially, engineers of the Army of
the Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina carried out the
remarkable feat of digging a tunnel under the airport,
with a light railway along which goods and people
could be transported. Even so, the situation in
Sarajevo remained dire. The plethora of memoirs
and histories of the siege record all the range of
human responses to extreme conditions. In the
absence of a civil administration, gangsters carved up
the city, and there were many instances of murder,
rape, and looting as rival groups fought for suprem-
acy. The gangsters had their uses, however: they
helped to buy weapons through their criminal con-
nections outside, while the Western embargo on arms
to the Bosnian government was maintained. There are
also many tales to tell of neighborliness, black humor,
despair, and self-sacrifice—all of them stories of the
sheer will to survive and to preserve the semblance of
normal life. One witness recalls how crosses taken
from the cemeteries were burnt for fuel in the bitter
winter months; those so minded might find a pleasing
symbolism here, connected with the reversal of the
cycle of life and death.

During 1994–1995, military developments, and
the greater activity of Western governments acting
militarily through NATO, forced the Bosnian Serb
Army back. The massacre of Bosnian Muslims at
Srebrenica (July 1995) brought to a head steadily

growing demands for the international community

to put an end to the fighting, and the Dayton

Accords, in December, finally allowed Bosnia-

Herzegovina to sink into a sullen and exhausted

peace. By this time the population of Sarajevo had

been halved (250,000), but grew to an estimated

400,000 by 2002, as refugees poured back to their

homes. In the Sarajevo canton (district), the biggest

ethnic group by far (80 percent) in the early twenty-

first century is the Bosniaks, the Bosnian Muslims,

who have adopted this appellation as the distinctive

name to express their ethnic identity, and in the Old

City they account for virtually the entire population.

The Serb presence in the canton is 11 percent, and

Croats total 7 percent. Claims that 150,000 Serbs

were the victims of ethnic cleansing are extremely

improbable. They were allowed to leave by the

Bosnian Serb Army at the beginning of the siege,

and the most likely explanation is that they have

chosen not to return, preferring to remain in

Republika Srpska. Sarajevo is now a Bosniak city, its

multiethnic past a memory.

Sarajevo is now the capital of an independent

Bosnia-Herzegovina for the first time in its history,

but sovereign power is limited by the overriding man-

date of the United Nations’ High Representative.

Dayton created a federal Muslim-Croat entity in one

half of the country, with the Republika Srpska com-

prising the other half. Taxation, defense, and internal

security, the hallmarks of all state authority, are not

under the control of the Sarajevo government, but

divided in a complicated formula among three sources

of authority. Bosnia is the poorest country in Europe,

dependent on massive Western subventions, and only

a quarter of Sarajevans have jobs. The physical damage

to Sarajevo has been repaired as far as possible, but the

problem of state-building is another matter alto-

gether, and the future of the city is uncertain.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Karadžić, Radovan;
Milošević, Slobodan; Mladić, Ratko; Tito (Josip
Broz); World War I; Yugoslavia.
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LESLIE BENSON

n

SARTRE, JEAN-PAUL (1905–1980),
French philosopher.

Jean-Paul Sartre was born on 21 June 1905 in
Paris and died on 19 April 1980 in Paris. A philos-
opher, novelist, dramatist, editor, polemicist, and
political activist, Sartre came to public attention in
1938 with the publication of the novel Nausea. It
was in the immediate postwar years, however, that
intense public interest in his pessimistic philosophy
of radical personal responsibility and political
engagement—which came on the heels of publica-
tion of his 1943 philosophical work, Being and
Nothingness, and was popularly known as existenti-
alism—made him perhaps the most famous intel-
lectual in the world.

Sartre was born into a comfortable Protestant
and Catholic family. Upon the death in 1906 of his
father, a naval officer who had taken part in colo-
nial campaigns in Southeast Asia, Sartre moved
with his mother to her parents’ house outside of
Paris. After studying at the prestigious lycées Henri
IV and Louis-le-Grand in Paris, Sartre entered the
competitive École Normale Supérieure, an institu-
tion of higher education that was designed to
prepare teachers but also functioned as a training-
ground for most of France’s prominent intel-
lectuals. Raymond Aron (1905–1983) and Paul
Nizan (1905–1940) were classmates and friends,
and another classmate, Simone de Beauvoir
(1908–1986), placed second—behind only
Sartre—on her agrégation, the graduating exam
that entitled one to become a teacher. Sartre and
Beauvoir met in 1929, the year of the exam. They
developed a deliberately unconventional intellec-
tual and amorous relationship that spanned fifty
years.

During the 1930s Sartre taught philosophy at a
high school in Le Havre. This period was charac-
terized by intellectual exploration and political
apathy. He was largely unaffected by witnessing
the Nazi seizure of power in 1933 in Berlin, where

he spent the year studying German philosophy,
especially the phenomenology of Edmund Husserl
(1859–1938). During this decade, Sartre published
a number of minor works of philosophy, including
The Transcendence of the Ego (1937). His career as a
public figure was launched with the appearance of
Nausea, whose pessimistic examination of the
brute reality and meaninglessness of human exis-
tence caused a furor in Catholic-dominated France.
Sartre’s career was put on hold, however, at the
beginning of World War II. He was mobilized in
1939 and captured in June 1940. While interned in
a prisoner-of-war camp, he studied the philosophy
of Martin Heidegger (1889–1976). In 1941 Sartre
returned to Paris to teach high school. There he
wrote the cryptically anti-Nazi play The Flies (1943)
and took some small part in the intellectual resis-
tance against German occupation.

It was also at this time that Sartre published his
first great philosophical work, Being and
Nothingness. The most important early influence
on Sartre’s philosophy had been Husserl, from
whom Sartre took the idea that consciousness is
always consciousness of something. Sartre adapted
the idea to mean that consciousness is a practical
activity that is always intentional in nature—that is,
directed toward something that is not itself. From
this idea, Sartre developed a philosophy of exis-
tence, or Being, that he divided into two cate-
gories: the for-itself (human consciousness) and
the in-itself (inert matter). In his view, humans,
unlike inanimate objects or animals, are conscious
of themselves and of objects; they are constantly
engaged in directed, intentional activity (although
they are typically unaware of the most mundane of
this activity). Moreover, he argued, this activity is
radically free. Unlike the in-itself, which is complete-
ly present to itself and therefore cannot take a
position either on itself or the world outside of it,
the for-itself is pure spontaneity. Sartre claimed
that consciousness is not a thing but rather as pure
directed activity is a nothingness, and therefore no
force other than its own can impinge upon it. The
upshot of this description of the two regions of
Being is that the radically free for-itself is always
responsible for its actions, and to claim otherwise is
to live in ‘‘bad faith.’’

Sartre’s philosophical description of freedom
and responsibility resonated strongly and immedi-
ately with the French public. After the war, Being
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and Nothingness became a bestseller. Owing to the

popularization of its ideas and to such plays as No
Exit (1944), with its famed line, ‘‘Hell is other

people,’’ Sartre became one of the most well-

known intellectuals in France and in the world,

particularly in the Americas.

‘‘Existentialism’’—a word Sartre did not typi-

cally use to describe his own philosophy—became

a cultural phenomenon, particularly among young

people. Its basic tenet that existence precedes

essence implies that all social rules, morality, and

judgments about gender and race are social con-

structs and barriers to human freedom. His own

unconventional lifestyle with Beauvoir in particular

was cause for both fascination and moral censure.

These attitudes increased when Beauvoir published

The Second Sex (1949), a historical and phenome-

nological description of women as beings subordi-

nate to men. Although Beauvoir considered

her own work to be derivative of Sartre’s, there is
considerable debate concerning her influence on the
writing of Being and Nothingness, as well as Sartre’s
later turn toward limiting his notion of radically
free subjectivity by examining the way that external
circumstances do indeed constrain human choice.

During this period Sartre founded the most
important French journal of the postwar era, Les
Temps Modernes (Modern times), and he wrote the
plays The Respectful Prostitute (1947), which took
U.S.–style racism as its subject, and Dirty Hands
(1948), which examined the moral dilemmas of
communism. Increasingly interested in politics,
Sartre announced a theory of intellectual engage-
ment in his essay, ‘‘What Is Literature?’’ (1947), in
which he argued that all literature must take as its
object its era’s most pressing concerns. With the
beginning of colonial war in Indochina and the
onset of the Cold War, the intellectual field became
more polarized. Sartre gravitated toward socialism
and remained critical of the oppressive and morally
objectionable nature of communism. His reading
of Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770–1831)
and Karl Marx (1818–1883) during that time; his
concern for supporting French workers, who were
overwhelmingly communist; his abhorrence of the
ongoing colonial war in Indochina; and his growing
misgivings about the actions of the United States,
particularly in Korea, led him to become a fellow
traveler of the French Communist Party in 1952.

The 1956 Soviet intervention to put down the
Hungarian revolution was the direct cause of
Sartre’s break with the Communist Party, as it
was for many French intellectuals. By that year, a
more important domestic event began to take cen-
ter stage in Sartre’s writing and activity: the
Algerian war for independence, which began in
1954. In early 1956 Sartre sketched a critique of
colonialism as a system whose primary objective
was to produce a mass of subhuman beings who
lacked political rights and economic power and
thus could not contest their own exploitation. He
would later argue in his preface to Frantz Fanon’s
(1925–1961) The Wretched of the Earth (1961)
that the only means the Algerians had been given
with which to contest this exploitation was vio-
lence—but a violence for which they were not
responsible, as it was a ‘‘counterviolence’’ created
by the violence of the system of exploitation itself.

Jean-Paul Sartre, c. 1939. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/

CORBIS
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The early 1960s marked an important turning
point for Sartre. In 1960 he published the first
volume of his second great philosophical work,
The Critique of Dialectical Reason, which
attempted to synthesize existentialism and
Marxism and to provide an account of history in
which the innumerable, random acts of individuals
would lead to a single meaningful narrative. To do
so, he introduced as his basic categories praxis and
the practico-inert, arguing that human activity
(praxis), though free, constantly creates structures
(the practico-inert) in which praxis is embedded
and that thus constrain that freedom. Also in this
work, he devised a theory of revolutionary action
that tried to account for the negative outcomes of
revolution, such as Stalinism. The projected second
volume, which was to complete the argument, was
not published during Sartre’s lifetime.

Sartre continued his involvement with Third
World liberation movements by lending early sup-
port to Fidel Castro’s (b. 1926 or 1927) regime
(which he later criticized) in Cuba and advocating
radical and sometimes violent means for gaining
Algerian independence. As a result, a right-wing
terrorist organization tried to assassinate him twice
toward the end of the French-Algerian war by
planting bombs in his apartment. In 1963 Sartre
published his autobiographical work, The Words,
and was awarded the Nobel Prize in 1964, but
declined it. In the mid- to late-1960s Sartre
became an activist for peace in Vietnam, presiding
over the International War Crimes Tribunal
initiated by Bertrand Russell (1872–1970) in
1967. In the closing speech to that body, Sartre
argued that the United States’ military tactics in
Vietnam constituted genocide under its Geneva
Convention definition. Sartre was recognized as a
broad influence on and a supporter of the student
revolutionaries of 1968.

In the 1970s Sartre became involved with
young French Maoists who aimed, rather unsuc-
cessfully, to organize French workers. His health
failing, Sartre went blind in 1973. Yet he remained
politically active, teaming up with Michel Foucault
(1926–1984), Jean Genet (1910–1986), and other
intellectuals to agitate against racial discrimination
directed at non-European immigrants, and he con-
tinued his intellectual endeavors by publishing a
massive, although unfinished, study of Gustave
Flaubert (1821–1880). In 1980, the year of his

death, Sartre published Hope Now, a controversial
series of dialogues with Benny Lévy (1945–2003),
his secretary at the Temps modernes and a young ex-
Maoist who was rediscovering his Judaism. In this
book Sartre appeared to renounce some of his ear-
lier positions on the fundamental nature of conflict
between individuals and on revolutionary violence.
Sartre died shortly thereafter, and an estimated fifty
thousand people attended his funeral.

See also Aron, Raymond; Beauvoir, Simone de; Camus,
Albert; Existentialism; France.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Beauvoir, Simone de. Force of Circumstance: The

Autobiography of Simone de Beauvoir. Translated by
Richard Howard. New York, 1992.

Sartre, Jean-Paul. Being and Nothingness: A Essay on
Phenomenological Ontology. Translated by Hazel E.
Barnes. New York, 1956. Reprint, New York, 1984.

———. The Critique of Dialectical Reason. Vol. 1: Theory of
Practical Ensembles. Translated by Alan Sheridan-
Smith. London and Atlantic Highlands, N.J., 1976.

———. Colonialism and Neocolonialism. Translated by
Azzedine Haddour, Steve Brewer, and Terry
McWilliams. London and New York, 2001.

Secondary Sources
Aronson, Ronald. Camus & Sartre: The Story of a

Friendship and the Quarrel That Ended It. Chicago,
2004.

Cohen-Solal, Annie. Sartre: A Life. Translated by Anna
Cancogni. New York, 1987.

Murphy, Julien S., ed. Feminist Interpretations of Jean-Paul
Sartre. University Park, Pa., 1999.

Poster, Mark. Existential Marxism in Postwar France: From
Sartre to Althusser. Princeton, N.J., 1975.

Santoni, Ronald E. Sartre on Violence—Curiously
Ambivalent. University Park, Pa., 2003.

Sorum, Paul Clay. Intellectuals and Decolonization in
France. Chapel Hill, N.C., 1977.

PAIGE ARTHUR

n

SASSOON, SIEGFRIED (1886–1967),
English poet.

Siegfried Lorraine Sassoon was one of those
who, through poetry and memoir, fashioned the
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enduring image of the British soldier in the
trenches of World War I. He was born in southeast
England; his father, a Jew from a Sephardic family,
died when the boy was nine, so he was raised by his
mother, a Catholic. He developed a very un-Jewish
taste for country life and hunting, and a more
ecumenical flair for poetry. He passed through the
finishing schools of the country gentry, Marlborough
College and Clare College, Cambridge, where he
matriculated in 1905 and left a year and a half later.

Sassoon volunteered for military service two
days before the declaration of war in August
1914. He initially served in the Sussex Yeomanry,
but later he was posted to the Royal Welch
Fusiliers, where he met the poet and fellow junior
officer Robert Graves. By 1916 the Sassoon family
had lost one son. Siegfried’s brother Hamo was
mortally wounded at Gallipoli and buried at sea.
A close friend, Tommy Thomas, was also killed.
Sassoon took on increasingly dangerous missions
on the western front in the aftermath of these
losses. His nearly suicidal raids on German lines
earned him the nickname ‘‘Mad Jack.’’ He won
the Military Cross for bringing back the wounded
from no-man’s-land. In the first week of the Battle
of the Somme (July 1916), Sassoon approached a
German trench on his own, threw four bombs into
it, and was amazed to see fifty or sixty Germans
fleeing in terror. Shortly thereafter he contracted
enteric fever and was invalided home. He returned
to France in February 1917 and was wounded in
the shoulder.

It was at this time that Sassoon came to believe
that the war was being continued for no reason at
all. While on leave in London he met a number
of pacifists, including the philosopher Bertrand
Russell, and the circle of intellectuals and writers
around Lady Ottoline Morrell. With their encour-
agement, he wrote his commanding officer to say
he was not returning to the front and was prepared
to face a court-martial in order to expose the insan-
ity of the war. His letter appeared in the Times of
London and was read into Hansard, the British
parliamentary record, by Lady Ottoline’s husband,
Philip Morrell. The army was in a quandary.
Sassoon was a decorated, brave officer. He could
not be convicted of cowardice. Instead they
decided that anyone who considered the war was
insane must be insane himself. Rather than being

court-martialed, Sassoon was sent for convales-

cence to Craiglockhart War Hospital just outside
of Edinburgh.

There he met the physician W. H. R. Rivers,

who saw right away that Sassoon did not suffer

from shell shock but rather had an ‘‘antiwar com-
plex.’’ In extensive conversations, the two men

shared their joint predicament. Rivers had to cure

men of their illness in order to send them back to

the place where they had become ill; Sassoon had

to leave his men at the front in order to get them

back from the front through protest and political

pressure. Sassoon broke first. He could not stand

the thought that anyone would construe cowardice

in his decision not to go back to the front. So

Rivers’s patient was ‘‘cured’’ and returned to the

men with whom he served, ‘‘in whose eyes I find

forgiveness.’’

In his time at Craiglockhart, Sassoon befriended

the fellow poet Wilfred Owen. They made an odd

couple: Owen was about five feet tall; Sassoon

more than six feet, six inches tall. But their poetry

was very much on the same level. Together the two

men produced some of the finest war poetry in

English or in any other language. Owen was killed

in the last week of the conflict, just before the

Armistice on 11 November 1918. Sassoon was

posted to Palestine and then back to France, where

he was wounded again in July 1918. He survived

the war.

In a way, Sassoon never left the trenches. His

war poetry sold well and he became a literary figure

in postwar England, befriending John Galsworthy,

D. H. Lawrence, and Thomas Hardy, among

others. He served as literary editor of the socialist

newspaper the Daily Herald and then proceeded to

put together the two volumes of his memoirs,

which have become classics: Memoirs of a Fox-
Hunting Man (1928) and Memoirs of an Infantry
Officer (1930). These memoirs were presented

jointly in the parody of John Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s
Progress under the title Sherston’s Progress (1936).

He continued to write, but he never found a voice

as powerful as that of the verse and prose that

captured his trench experience. He did not serve

in the Second World War and died in 1967.

See also Owen, Wilfred; Russell, Bertrand; World War I.
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JAY WINTER

n

SAUSSURE, FERDINAND DE (1857–
1913), Swiss linguist.

Ferdinand-Mongin de Saussure was born in
Geneva, Switzerland, on 26 November 1857. He
studied at the University of Geneva and subsequently
at the University of Leipzig. In 1878, while still a
student, he published Mémoire sur le système primitif
des voyelles dans les langues indo-européennes (Memoir
on the primitive system of vowels in the Indo-
European languages). This work proposed a highly
original solution to a complicated problem in com-
parative philology and gained him an early reputation
among specialists in the field of language studies.

In 1880 he moved to Paris and for ten years
taught at the École des Hautes Études. In 1891 he
returned to Geneva on being appointed to a pro-
fessorial post at the university. The lectures on
general linguistics, on which Saussure’s main claim
to fame rests, were courses delivered to students in
the years 1907–1911. They remained unedited at
Saussure’s death in 1913, but his students’ notes
were collated, amalgamated, and published as a
single book three years later by two of Saussure’s
colleagues, Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye.
This was the celebrated Cours de linguistique gé-
nérale (Course in general linguistics), which was to
become for many scholars the authoritative state-
ment of the theoretical basis of modern linguistics
as an academic discipline.

Given the circumstances surrounding the post-
humous publication, it is hardly surprising that
questions have been raised about the extent of

editorial intervention in the shaping and content
of the text. The editors themselves queried whether
Saussure would have approved. But in spite of
misgivings, Saussure’s name has remained firmly
attached to the main doctrines set out in the text
first published in 1916. These may be summarized
as follows.

1. Autonomy of linguistics. Saussure was con-
cerned to establish that linguistics, though closely
connected to anthropology, sociology, psychology,
and physiology, was nevertheless an independent
discipline with its own aims and methods. The
program of this independent discipline, according
to Saussure, comprised (i) the description and his-
tory of all known languages, (ii) investigating the
forces universally and permanently operative in all
languages and establishing general laws that would
explain all particular linguistic phenomena, and (iii)
defining linguistics itself.

2. Primacy of speech. Saussure regarded lin-
guistics as dealing essentially with human speech.
Writing, for him, was not a linguistic phenomenon,
but a different and subsidiary form of communica-
tion, having as its function the representation of
speech.

3. Langue and parole. The disciplinary auton-
omy of linguistics was based on distinguishing
clearly between la langue, the collective speech
system of the community, and la parole, the
practical use of this system by individuals. For
Saussure, the former took priority over the latter.
Although he promised his students lectures on la
parole, these lectures were never given. What we
have in the Cours is almost exclusively concerned
with la langue.

4. Synchrony and diachrony. Saussure insisted
on separating the study of the language system as
existing at a given point in time (synchrony) with
the study of changes that might intervene over a
period of time (diachrony). He regarded the con-
fusion of synchronic with diachronic facts as one of
the main weaknesses of language studies in his day.

5. The linguistic sign. Saussurean linguistics
recognized only two axioms. The first was the
arbitrariness of the linguistic sign and the second
was its linearity. What Saussure understood by
‘‘absolute arbitrariness’’ was the total lack of con-
nection between the form (signifiant) of the sign
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and its meaning (signifié), though he also recog-
nized ‘‘relative arbitrariness’’ in cases where com-
ponents of a sign are independently meaningful (as
in nineteen = nine + ten). For Saussure, both sig-
nifiant and signifié were psychological in character.
As regards linearity, Saussure assumed that every
utterance consists of a single chain of sound in
which all items are sequenced one by one in an
arrangement of simple concatenation. Linearity is
the basis of ‘‘syntagmatic’’ (as distinct from ‘‘asso-
ciative’’) relations. Associative relations are based
on similarity of form or meaning. Thus in Fish
swim, fish and swim combine syntagmatically, while
fish and, say, herring, are related associatively (in
this instance, semantically). Both axioms are essen-
tial to Saussure’s conception of linguistic analysis.

6. Semiology. Saussure envisaged linguistics as
one part of a more comprehensive study of the life
of signs in society, which he termed sémiologie
(often misleadingly translated into English as
‘‘semiotics’’).

7. Structuralism. Although Saussure never used
this term himself, his view of each langue as a
homogeneous, self-contained whole, within which
all units are defined solely by their mutual relations,
was often called ‘‘structuralist.’’ It became extreme-
ly influential after his death not only in linguistics
but also in anthropology, literary studies, and other
fields.

Later interpreters picked out particular
elements in Saussure’s teaching that suited their
own agenda, while ignoring the rest. Literary and
artistic theorists seized on the doctrine of arbi-
trariness and used it to validate forms of literature
and visual art that would otherwise have been
dismissed as worthless, even degenerate. Many of
Pablo Picasso’s paintings and James Joyce’s
‘‘unreadable’’ novel Finnegans Wake (1939) are
examples. As late as 1965, Joseph Kosuth used
Saussurean underpinnings to present a controver-
sial tripartite exhibit at the Museum of Modern
Art in New York. It comprised a chair, a photo-
graph of the chair, and a blown-up image of the
text of a dictionary entry for the word chair.
In psychoanalysis, Jacques Lacan (1901–1981)
achieved notoriety by claiming that the uncon-
scious was structured in the arbitrary manner of
a language. This claim rescued Sigmund Freud
(and others) from the necessity of explaining the

logic of the connection between patients’ symp-
toms and the meanings attributed to them by
the analyst. Perhaps the most striking use of
Saussure was in the field of anthropology. There
Claude Lévi-Strauss (b. 1908) invented a whole
discipline (‘‘structural anthropology’’) dedicated
to the idea that a society’s culture consists of many
systems (kinship, costume, cuisine, myths, etc.),
each of which is structured like a language and can
be analyzed accordingly. Most of these applica-
tions would almost certainly have surprised and
possibly dismayed Saussure.

See also Barthes, Roland; Semiotics.
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ROY HARRIS

n

SCHMIDT, HELMUT (b. 1918), German
politician.

Helmut Heinrich Waldemar Schmidt was the
fifth chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany
(West Germany) from 1974 to 1982. Born in
Hamburg in 1918, he served in the Wehrmacht
(German army) and attained a degree in economics
in 1949. Schmidt’s political career took off during
the first postwar decade. Active in the Hamburg
Social Democratic Party (Sozialdemokratische
Partei Deutschlands, or SPD), he was elected to
the Bundestag (federal parliament) in 1953. A
leading member of the SPD’s postwar generation,
Schmidt established himself as an expert on finance
and security questions during the 1950s and
1960s. During the chancellorships of Konrad
Adenauer (1949–1963) and Ludwig Erhard
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(1963–1966), he worked with Willy Brandt and
other SPD leaders to edge the party away from
socialist economic and anti-Western security poli-
cies toward an acceptance of market economics,
NATO, and the European Community. With the
culmination of this strategy came the formation of
the Grand Coalition in 1966, a power-sharing
arrangement that featured the Christian Democrat
Kurt Georg Kiesinger as chancellor, Brandt as for-
eign minister, and Schmidt as leader of the SPD’s
parliamentary group.

After the 1969 elections, Brandt replaced
Kiesinger as chancellor and formed a ruling coalition
with the smaller liberal Free Democratic Party (Freie
Demokratische Partei, or FDP). Schmidt assumed a
series of important posts within the new government.
As defense minister he supported Brandt’s diplomatic
opening to the East, the New Ostpolitik, while main-
taining strong ties with Washington, London, and
Paris. In 1972–1974, amid the country’s growing
economic difficulties, Schmidt took over as finance
minister and economics minister. His popularity per-
sisted through the first oil crisis (1973–1974) and a
deepening economic recession, even as Brandt’s suf-
fered a precipitous decline. In the wake of revelations
about an East German spy in his entourage Brandt
resigned, leaving the chancellorship to Schmidt
in May 1974. In 1976 Schmidt secured reelection
by a small margin, beating back a challenge from
the Christian Democratic candidate, Helmut Kohl
(b. 1930).

As chancellor, Schmidt focused his energies on
the Federal Republic’s economic problems. At home
he instituted a policy of fiscal austerity—a break with
the previous government—and made the battle
against inflation and for economic growth his main
priority. This caused strains with Brandt, who had
stayed on as SPD chairman, and with the party’s left
wing, but served as glue for the coalition with the
Free Democrats, long supporters of a free-market
orientation. Abroad, Schmidt and his foreign minis-
ter, the FDP chairman Hans-Dietrich Genscher
(b. 1927), worked through multilateral channels to
cope with international economic problems. In 1975
Schmidt and Valéry Giscard d’Estaing (b. 1926) of
France organized the first of a series of annual meet-
ings of leading industrialized countries—later known
as the G-7 and G-8 summits—to discuss and coordi-
nate macroeconomic policies. During the late 1970s,

both men initiated the European Community’s
Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM), a successful effort
to foster economic convergence and inject new
momentum into the flagging European integration
process.

During the early 1980s a confluence of interna-
tional and domestic policy problems overwhelmed
Schmidt’s chancellorship. Growing East-West ten-
sions undermined his multilateral approach to foreign
policy. Schmidt had always prided himself as a me-
diator between East and West, a strong supporter of
the West open to dialogue and diplomacy with the
East. This stance proved very popular through the
1970s and contributed to his 1980 reelection victory
over Franz-Josef Strauss (1915–1988), leader of
the Bavarian Christian Social Union (Christlich-
Soziale Union, or CSU) and foreign-policy hawk.
But the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 and
crackdown on Solidarity in Poland in 1981 combined
with U.S. sanctions and arms buildup to undermine
East–West détente. Schmidt’s efforts to engage the
Soviet leadership in continued dialogue aroused the
suspicions within the administrations of Jimmy
Carter (b. 1924) and Ronald Reagan (1911–2004).
In late 1981 he managed to persuade Reagan to enter
negotiations over intermediate-range nuclear forces
(INF) in Europe. But despite Schmidt’s best efforts
to foster a compromise, no progress was made
through the summer of 1982.

By that point Schmidt’s domestic political posi-
tion had unraveled. His popularity had remained
high through the late 1970s, reinforced by the
country’s relatively strong economic performance
and the success of his campaign against the terror-
ism of the radical Red Army Faction. But the sec-
ond oil crisis of 1979 and subsequent recession
undermined Schmidt’s economic policies and poli-
tical fortunes. After his 1980 victory over Strauss, a
renewed emphasis on fiscal austerity drew sustained
criticism from within the SPD. Brandt provided
cover for a series of younger party leaders on the
party left, who were upset about Schmidt’s per-
ceived cooperation with the INF policies of the
Reagan administration and abandonment of the
party’s traditional strong support for the welfare
state. SPD disunity and the FDP’s eagerness to
press ahead more forcefully with austerity measures
brought the coalition to the breaking point. In
October 1982 Genscher and the FDP abandoned
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Schmidt and joined a CDU-led government
under Kohl.

See also European Union; G-8 Summit; Germany;
Welfare State.
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SCHMITT, CARL (1888–1985), German
legal theorist.

Carl Schmitt was among the most important
and controversial legal theorists of twentieth-
century Europe. Schmitt’s work raised profound
questions about sovereignty, legitimacy, and the
viability of liberal parliamentarism, while his life
raised profound questions about the appropriate
relationship between philosophical thought and
political action.

Schmitt was born in the Protestant Westphalian
town of Plettenburg, into a family that was politi-
cally active and devoutly Catholic. Despite his
family’s limited means, Schmitt’s brilliance earned
him a scholarship to a good gymnasium, where he
received a humanistic, liberal education. He studied
jurisprudence in Strasbourg, Munich, and Berlin,
completing his Habilitationschrift (second disserta-
tion) in 1914.

Schmitt volunteered for the infantry at the
beginning of World War I, but a back injury meant
that he spent the war in Munich in the noncombat
position of censor. After the war he took an aca-
demic position at Bonn, where he became an out-
spoken champion of the traditional Right. He
advocated in the courts and in the journals for the
Weimar constitution’s emergency provision
(Article 48) as a means of curbing the excesses of

Communist and Nazi agitators. Among his influ-
ences at this time was Max Weber, and among his
interlocutors was Leo Strauss. Schmitt joined the
Nazi Party in May 1933. A prestigious teaching
post in Berlin was his reward. Celebrated as the
Nazi ‘‘crown jurist,’’ he publicly supported Adolf
Hitler’s ‘‘Night of the Long Knives,’’ though a
close friend of Schmitt’s was among its victims.
When doubt was cast on his loyalty in 1936
and his own safety came into question, Schmitt
quietly left the party. His writings of the time were
incisive but emphatically anti-Semitic, characteris-
tics reflected in his decidedly theological postwar
notebooks.

After the war, Schmitt was arrested and brought
to Nuremberg but never tried. Though banned
from teaching, he remained a highly regarded figure
among German legal scholars throughout the twen-
tieth century. He was honored with Festschriften,
collections of essays, on his seventieth and eightieth
birthdays, which included articles by luminaries
such as Reinhart Koselleck. Schmitt died at the age
of ninety-six in Plettenburg, the town where he was
born, just as the force of his work began to dawn on
English-speaking scholars.

Schmitt’s ideas revolve around an opposition
between the value neutral, rule governed, and tech-
nical on one hand, and the decisive and political
on the other. He opposes ‘‘the political’’ and ‘‘the
sovereign’’ to what can be discussed scientifically
or executed technologically. In The Concept of the
Political (1932), Schmitt describes the political as a
decision based on the criterion of friendship or
enmity. By ‘‘enemy’’ Schmitt means one who poses
a threat to a people’s way of life. Deciding who the
enemy is cannot rest on further criteria or norms.
Liberalism’s fault is precisely its incapacity to decide
based on ‘‘political’’ criteria alone. Schmitt argues
in The Crisis of Parliamentary Democracy (1923)
that liberalism is instead characterized by ceaseless
discussion and by the domination of private inter-
ests that depoliticize and hence dehumanize public
life. Because law cannot rule on its own, legitimacy
cannot rest on formal legal positivism or rational
discussion. Legality and Legitimacy (1932) thus
advocates a system where the Reichspräsident can
act as a ‘‘commissarial dictator,’’ a concept Schmitt
first explored in Dictatorship (1921). The dictator
must be able to defend the constitution unchecked
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by a parliament too neutral to outlaw parties (such
as the Communists and Nazis) who explicitly aim
to destroy it. Schmitt’s preference for decisive and
unitary action is also reflected in his definition of
‘‘sovereignty’’ in Political Theology (1922) as char-
acteristic of he who ‘‘decides on the exception.’’
The constant possibility of an unexpected crisis
means someone must be above norms, able at any
moment to decide who the enemy is and then to
act decisively to destroy it.

Hannah Arendt, Franz Neumann, and Walter
Benjamin are among those influenced by Schmitt’s
work, which took on a renewed importance across
the political spectrum in the last two decades of the
twentieth century. He is the Right’s philosopher of
unified leadership, of politics that leaves liberal
fantasies for the comfort of the bourgeoisie. For
the Left, he challenges liberal parliamentarism’s
illusory neutrality, its cooptation by private, class-
based interests. Despite his popularity at the turn of
the twenty-first century, the question remains
whether Schmitt’s ideas are separable from his poli-
tical past. While his participation in Nazi politics
does not, of itself, negate the value of his thought,
the compatibility of his ideas with Nazism suggests
that scholars should be cautious in drawing on
his ideas without carefully considering their
ramifications.

See also Arendt, Hannah; Communism; Liberalism;
Nazism.
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NOMI CLAIRE LAZAR

n

SCHOENBERG, ARNOLD (1874–1951),
Austrian-born composer, teacher, and theorist.

Through both his music and writings, Arnold
Schoenberg influenced the evolution of music in
the first half of the twentieth-century more than
any other composer. He was born in Vienna and
spent much of his life there, with several periods in
Berlin (1901–1903, 1911–1915, and 1925–1933);
during the last of these periods he was Ferruccio
Benvenuto Busoni’s successor at the Prussian
Academy of Arts. Nazi anti-Semitism led him to
immigrate to the United States in 1933, where he
settled in Los Angeles, teaching at the University of
California. Even though his music was often
attacked and never widely performed, his rejection
of tonality before World War I and development of
the twelve-tone method afterward profoundly
influenced composers in both Europe and the
United States.

Although his early works (1899–1906) follow
in the Romantic tradition of Richard Wagner and
Johannes Brahms, Schoenberg’s contrapuntal and
motivic complexity and increasing chromaticism
led to expressionist or atonal works (1907–1916)
that radically depart from the harmonic conven-
tions of earlier European music. Schoenberg
described atonality as the ‘‘emancipation of disso-
nance,’’ and found that it required new harmonic
procedures that later proved crucial to his twelve-
tone method. Schoenberg’s atonal pieces con-
stantly vary and develop motivic material—he
later termed this ‘‘developing variation’’—and use
phrase structures that are continuous and asym-
metrical rather than periodic and balanced.
Developing variation, coupled with freedom from
tonality, produced motives and themes that seldom
repeat and frequently use all twelve pitches of the
chromatic scale. Simultaneously, asymmetrical
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phrase structures allowed Schoenberg to recon-
ceive musical texture. No longer bound by tradi-
tional textures of theme and accompaniment, he
explored new polyphonic textures, densely struc-
tured by multiple voices. His atonal style well sui-
ted the expressionist aesthetic shared by many
Viennese at the time. Just as visual artists aban-
doned representation and conveyed emotions with
abstract forms, Schoenberg rejected traditional
forms and textures to create a contextual style with
immediacy, spontaneity, intense expression, and—
most important—brevity. (Examples are Three
Piano Pieces, op. 11; Erwartung [Expectation],
op. 17; and Pierrot Lunaire, op. 21.)

By 1916, Schoenberg apparently had
exhausted the potential of atonality, for he pub-
lished no new works for seven years. Later, he
wrote that he used these years to systematize new
harmonic procedures that could generate longer
forms. In ‘‘Composition with Twelve Tones,’’
Schoenberg explained that only after he conceived
of musical space in ‘‘two-or-more dimensions’’ and
learned to exploit all twelve chromatic pitches did
he arrive at the basic principles of the twelve-tone
method. These principles are quite simple: the
pitch material of each piece is structured by a
unique ordering of the twelve pitches of the chro-
matic scale (called a row or series). The series can
appear in different forms (retrograde, inversion,
and retrograde inversion), and all forms can be
transposed. Crucially important, the order of the
twelve pitches in the series must not vary in all its
forms and transpositions. Because harmonic space
has two or more dimensions and because the series
determines the ordering of pitches but not their
registers or durations, the series can unfold in many
different configurations. In Schoenberg’s view, the
value of the twelve-tone method was that it could
generate longer musical forms than could his aton-
al procedures.

From 1923 until 1933, Schoenberg published
pieces that developed and consolidated the twelve-
tone method. (See especially Suite for Piano, op.
25; Wind Quintet, op. 26; Suite [Septet], op. 29;
String Quartet no. 3, op. 30.) While the new
method further solidified his reputation as an inno-
vator and revolutionary, his twelve-tone works are
in a profound sense conservative. They re-create
traditional forms (for example, sonata form, rondo

form, and baroque dance forms) and use more
traditional textures and phrase structure than his
atonal works. Schoenberg’s modernist aesthetic—
in which the artist as revolutionary prods art
along its evolutionary path—ironically rested on
Hegelian ideas common among nineteenth-
century Romantics. While art without innovation
was inconceivable to him, Schoenberg believed its
relentless evolution also had to be connected to the
past. His new method of composing older forms
fits well with these aesthetic beliefs.

Although his twelve-tone works had little suc-
cess with the critics or the public, Schoenberg had
extraordinary influence on European composers,
partly through his writings and teaching. No com-
poser before him wrote as extensively about
compositional techniques. Most important was
Harmonielehre (Theory of harmony), published in
1911, and later came studies of counterpoint, com-
position, and form. Schoenberg was one of the
most recognized teachers of his day, counting
among his students Anton Webern and Alban
Berg, who both took his twelve-tone technique
and developed it into their own distinctive styles.

The profound disillusionment of artists after

World War II led many European composers to

reject their cultural heritage, including the neoclas-

sical style that dominated France and Germany

before the war. Turning to Schoenberg’s revolu-

tionary new method, composers like Olivier

Messiaen and his students Pierre Boulez and

Karlheinz Stockhausen extended serial techniques

to dynamics, rhythm, and articulation (referred to

as integral serialism). While adopting Schoenberg’s

serial method, Boulez and Stockhausen took

Webern’s music as their primary model. They cri-

ticized Schoenberg for his timidity in returning to

older textures and forms that failed to develop the

true potential of the method. Other prominent

serial composers in the early 1950s were Luigi

Nono, Luciano Berio, Henri Pousseur, and Luigi

Dallapiccola.

By the late 1950s, over-systemization of the
smallest components of musical structure had led
to lack of contrast, a sameness in sound, and a lack
of formal direction. Composers such as Boulez and
Stockhausen then began using serial procedures
only for larger features of form, such as textural
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density, durations among sections, and registral
transformations. These procedures depart from
Schoenberg’s, but derive from his twelve-tone
method.

In the United States, Schoenberg’s music was
harshly reviewed and seldom played, but he had
continued influence. Milton Babbitt was his princi-
pal disciple, extending Schoenberg’s serial tech-
niques in a direction different from the Europeans.
Several of Schoenberg’s American works engage
religious and spiritual topics, exploring both
Jewish issues and the repercussions of fascism (for
example, Ode to Napoleon Buonaparte, op. 41;
A Survivor from Warsaw, op. 46; his unfinished
opera Moses and Aron). Several works composed
close to his death return to nontraditional forms
and recapture some of the expressive spontaneity
of his atonal works (for example, String Trio, op.
45, and Violin Fantasy, op. 47). Immediately after
Schoenberg’s death in 1951, Igor Stravinsky
(Schoenberg’s fellow émigré in Los Angeles and
archrival) dropped his popular neoclassical style
and, until his death in 1972, adopted serial tech-
niques (though quite unlike Schoenberg’s). By the
end of the twentieth century, serialism—and
Schoenberg’s influence—were still alive, but now
only as one compositional method among many.

See also Berg, Alban; Boulez, Pierre; Modernism;
Stravinsky, Igor.
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MARTHA M. HYDE

n

SCHOOL OF PARIS. The School of Paris is
not a school in the strict sense of the term, as
applied by Walter Adolph Gropius (1883–1969)
to the Bauhaus, nor is it simply a group of artists
working in Paris. Its more complex genesis is con-
nected with social and political conditions and with
modern artistic practices during the period 1910–
1930 in Paris. Artists of different nationalities and
various disciplines settled in Montmartre or
Montparnasse before the First World War and thus
formed a melting pot of foreign artists who had
fled their countries of origin or were drawn to Paris as
a cultural center. The most famous of these included
Marc Chagall, Pablo Picasso, Tsuguharu Foujita,
Amedeo Modigliani, Juan Gris, Moise Kisling,
Jacques Lipchitz, and Ossip Zadkine. This cosmopol-
itan circle was mainly based in La Ruche—a pavilion
that was still standing from the 1900 Exhibition—
which housed some artists’ studios. On this site,
around one hundred forty artists, painters, and sculp-
tors, both immigrants and French (including Henri
Laurens, Alexander Archipenko, Fernand Léger,
Moise Kogan, and Chaim Soutine) associated with
writers and poets such as Guillaume Apollinaire or
Blaise Cendrars. These particular conditions contrib-
uted to this dual production that was both literary
(proliferating through publication in many New York
journals) and artistic.

A COSMOPOLITAN SCHOOL

In addition to their precarious social situation (no
status and little income), the foreign artists were
confronted with the difficulties of exhibiting their
work in the face of the ‘‘official’’ French artists.
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The political, social, denominational, cultural, and

linguistic differences of these artists revived the

anti-Semitism and xenophobia that had been exac-

erbated by the context of the First World War.

Then, the economic crisis of the 1930s was leaving

marks of hatred throughout Europe and contribut-

ing to the rise of the extreme right. Confronted

with this rise in racism and xenophobia character-

ized by an underlying reticence toward the artistic

cosmopolitan circle, some Parisian critics sought to

establish legitimacy for the innovative artists, in the

awareness that the latter were helping to transform

the Parisian art scene by simultaneously bringing

their own artistic practice and personal experience

to bear. In January 1925, in a series of articles in

Comœdia and a book published in October 1925

entitled Les berceaux de la jeune peinture: L’École de

Paris (The cradles of modern painting: The School

of Paris), André Warnod coined the name School

of Paris and championed a contemporary French

independent art from the Academy against the

official art. He wanted the foreign artists to be

integrated alongside the French artists. He strongly

accorded ‘‘recognition to the art of foreigners

working in Paris’’ and emphasized the fact that

‘‘the School of Paris exists. Art historians of the

future will be better placed than we are to define its

nature and to study its constituent elements, but

we can still assert its existence and its magnetic

force, which is bringing us artists from all over

the world. . . . The part played by the works of

Picasso, Pascin, Foujita and so on in contemporary

art is well known’’ and the foreign artists ‘‘also

definitely assert the existence of the School of

Paris.’’ Warnod’s recognition of this ‘‘school’’

marked the resurgence of Paris as an artistic center

and gave legitimacy to the foreign artists living and

working there since the beginning of the twentieth

century and producing independent modern art.

The School of Paris became a reflection both on

artistic matters and on cultural acceptance. The

production of a body of painting by national ge-

niuses gave way to a cosmopolitan painting. It was

not until the end of the 1920s that several exhibi-

tions were held by the School of Paris. The six-

teenth Venice Biennale in 1928 devoted a room to

the School of Paris that was separate from the room

in which French art was represented.

The different artistic practices formed a produc-
tive melting pot. In painting from 1911, the cubism of
Georges Braque and Picasso, inspired by primitivism,
was exhibited at the Salon des Indépendants. The
movement was joined by Juan Gris, Alexander
Archipenko, Diego Rivera, Jean Crotti, Alice Bailly,
Gino Severini, and Leopold Survage. Sonia Delaunay,
Marc Chagall, Amadeo de Souza-Cardoso, and
Frantisek Kupka were sensitive to the chromatic con-
trasts of ‘‘Orphism.’’PietMondrianproducedabstract
paintings that resulted from a new interpretation of
art, while other painters, such as Jules Pascin, Kisling,
Eugene Zak, Chaim Soutine, Foujita, and Modigliani,
continued with figurative art and portraiture.
Constantin Brancusi’s sculptural practices (he set off
from Romania on foot in 1904 to reach Paris) pre-
sented reflections on the honing of the figure and on
the plinth not only as a pedestal but also as an integral
part of the art work. Joszef Csaky and Jacques Lipchitz
transposed cubist explorations into three dimensions.
Ossip Zadkine produced ‘‘primitive’’ sculptures with
refined forms, while Foujita, Modigliani, and
Archipenko pursued their pictorial reflections in
sculpture.

From the 1920s, artistic activity in Paris also
changed through the practice of photography. A
group of independent foreign photographers such
as Brassaı̈ (Gyula Halász, who lived in Paris from
1924 and published Paris after Dark in 1933),
Man Ray (who came from New York), André
Kertész (a Hungarian artist like Brassaı̈), Paul
Outerbridge, George Hoyningen-Huene, Berenice
Abbott, Germaine Krull, Laure Albin-Guillot, and
Madame D’Ora (most of the photographers in the
School of Paris were women) produced mainly
photographs combining Parisian elements with
ones from their countries of origin. In May 1928
the first Salon Indépendant de la Photographie was
opened.

The continuation of the School of Paris and its

international impact from 1910 to 1920 were due
to the support of foreign art dealers. Paris became
the setting for meetings between artists, writers,

poets, intellectuals, dealers, and collectors in the
circle of the American writer Gertrude Stein (who
settled in Paris in 1903), who played a fundamental
role in the exchanges between Paris and the United

States while giving huge support to the foreign
artists working in Paris. The breakthrough of artists
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from the School of Paris became increasingly
apparent in the 1920s and 1930s. The circulation
of art works via the activity of foreign art dealers
once again legitimized the name ‘‘School of Paris’’
and defined the French capital as a modern metrop-

olis and forum of exchange until the outbreak of
the Second World War, which encouraged artists to
flee to the United States.

SECOND SCHOOL OF PARIS

From 1941, there was a revival of figurative paint-

ing that prepared the way for a second ‘‘School of
Paris.’’ After the Second World War, the abstract
work of action painters such as Hans Hartung,
Pierre Soulages, Gerard Schneider, and of informel
artists such as Jean Dubuffet and Jean Fautrier, or

again the artists of the Denise René gallery, gave
rise to new explorations. The term School of Paris
was used once again, thenceforth as an obsolete
and clumsy reference to a Parisian scene that was
at the center of artistic creative production at the

beginning of the twentieth century. In 1947 the
opening of the Jeu de Paume gallery and the Musée
National d’Art Moderne in Paris testified to a
desire for rapprochement between French cultural
institutions and contemporary painting. The

‘‘elders’’ of the School of Paris were thenceforth
consecrated there. It seems fitting to give the final
words to Constantin Brancusi, who said in 1922:
‘‘In art, there are no foreigners.’’

See also Avant-Garde; Braque, Georges; Chagall, Marc;
Gropius, Walter; Picasso, Pablo; Stein, Gertrude.
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SCHRÖDER, GERHARD (b. 1944),
German politician.

Gerhard Schröder became the seventh chancellor
of the Federal Republic of Germany in 1998. Born in
1944 in Mossenberg, Schröder studied law in
Göttingen and rose within the youth wing of the
Social Democratic Party (Sozialdemokratische
Partei Deutschlands, or SPD) in Lower Saxony. He
belonged to a younger generation of SPD leaders
that emerged out of the 1968 student movement
and rose within the party ranks under the Federal
Republic’s first two SPD chancellors, Willy Brandt
(1969–1974) and Helmut Schmidt (1974–1982).
Schröder was elected to the Bundestag (federal parlia-
ment) in 1980. After a CDU-led government under
Helmut Kohl succeeded Schmidt in 1982, he turned
his attention to state-level politics and was elected to
two terms as governor of Lower Saxony (1990–
1998). In September 1998 Schröder bested Kohl in
national elections and formed a coalition with the
Green Party, which entered national government for
the first time. The ‘‘red-green’’ coalition secured
reelection in 2002.

Both as governor and as chancellor, Schröder’s

main field of interest and action has been economic

policy. A protégé of Schmidt, he emerged as a

prominent representative of the reform wing of

the SPD, committed to economic modernization. As

governor of Lower Saxony, Schröder implemented a

series of measures designed to improve regional com-

petitiveness, including a reform of the civil service,

and became well-known for his high-profile, direct

negotiations with industrial leaders. His overall

record was mixed. Lower Saxony attracted increased

levels of capital investment during his tenure, but its

overall level of unemployment remained higher than

the national average. Schröder’s reputation as an eco-

nomic manager contributed to his reelection in 1994

and again in 1998, shortly before he ran as his party’s

candidate for the chancellorship.

Schröder’s main rival for SPD leadership during
the 1990s was Oskar Lafontaine (b. 1943), governor
of the Saarland and leader of the party’s left wing. A
proponent of a robust welfare state, Lafontaine
replaced Rudolf Scharping as party leader after the
latter lost to Kohl in the 1994 elections. Amid
the country’s economic downturn of the late 1990s,
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the result both of the financial burdens of reunifica-
tion and of a slumping European and international
economy, Schröder’s reputation as an economic
manager and strong campaigner helped to secure
the nomination for 1998. After his victory over
Kohl, Schröder brought Lafontaine into his govern-
ment as finance minister. But a half year later differ-
ences over the extent and trajectory of economic and
social reform sparked Lafontaine’s resignation and
Schröder’s assumption of the position of party chair-
man. He then tried, with mixed success, to slow the
growth of social spending, overhaul the pension sys-
tem, and modernize Germany’s system of higher
education. The new immigration law of 2002, which
simplified naturalization for foreigners living in the
country, was one of the major legislative accomplish-
ments of his first term in office.

In the field of foreign policy, Schröder and his
foreign minister, Joschka Fischer of the Greens,
pursued a pragmatic course. Schröder combined
an Atlantic and pro–European Union (EU) orien-
tation with economic support for and cooperation
with Russia and East and Central Europe. In 1999
he overcame opposition within the pacifist wing of
his own party and approved the deployment of
German troops as part of NATO’s multinational
forces in the Balkans. The second half of Schröder’s
first term was overshadowed by the terrorist attacks
of 11 September 2001 and the U.S.-led response.
Schröder and Fischer supported U.S. intervention
against the Taliban in Afghanistan late that year
and sent a small contingent of German troops to
join in the effort. But both men refused the entreat-
ies of the administration of George W. Bush
(b. 1946) to support military action against Iraq.
Schröder’s refusal to participate in an invasion—
even under eventual UN auspices—proved popular
with the German electorate and contributed to his
electoral victory over Edmund Stoiber of the
Bavarian Christian Social Union (Christlich-
Soziale Union, or CSU) in September 2002.

Schröder’s second term began under difficult
circumstances. He worked, with limited success, to
improve relations with the Bush administration
after the March 2003 invasion of Iraq strained
transatlantic relations. At the same time he success-
fully pressed for the accession of ten East and
Central European countries to the EU in May
2004. On the domestic front, the combination of

continued high unemployment and slow growth
led to a precipitous drop in Schröder’s popularity.
In the wake of a string of SPD losses in state
elections, he gave up the post of party chairman
and redoubled the government’s effort to reform
Germany’s social welfare and labor market policies
in a more market-friendly direction. In 2003–2004
his reform efforts met resistance within the SPD
and with the Greens even as they were impeded
by the Christian Democratic majority in the
Bundesrat, or federal chamber. The fate of those
reforms was bound up with his own political fate—
in the elections held in September 2005, Schröder
lost to Angela Merkel, the leader of the conserva-
tive Christian Democratic Union (Christlich
Demokratische Union Deutschlands, or CDU).

See also Brandt, Willy; Germany; Schmidt, Helmut;
Social Democracy.
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THOMAS BANCHOFF

n

SCHUMAN, ROBERT (1886–1963),
French politician.

Few politicians destined to play a leading role in
Franco-German reconciliation and in European inte-
gration could have been better placed than Robert
Schuman. Born in Luxembourg, he grew up in Metz,
which since the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871
had been part of Germany. He attended university in
Bonn (along with Konrad Adenauer) and Munich
and took his law degree in 1912 from Humboldt
University in Berlin. Having survived the war, he
returned to Metz (now a French city once again) in
1918 and owing to influential contacts with steel
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magnates, was elected député for the Moselle départe-
ment (county) in 1919. During the interwar years, he

belonged to the Parti Républicain Populaire—a

Christian Democrat formation—and devoted his

energies to helping his region adapt to life as part of

France.

His close friendship with the prime minister Paul

Reynaud (1878–1966) saw him appointed in 1940 to

the ministry for refugees, but his early ministerial

career was short-lived. As a lifelong conservative, he

sympathized with and briefly joined the Vichy regime

of Philippe Pétain (1856–1951) but left to play a

minor part in the Resistance, associating himself with

the nascent Christian Democrat Republican Popular

Movement (Mouvement Républicain Populaire,

or MRP). Elected to the National Bureau of the

MRP in 1945, Schuman soon achieved national prom-

inence, notably after his return to parliament later

that year for his old constituency of Moselle. The

following year, he was appointed minister of finance,

pursuing classical liberal policies designed to curb

inflation and to strengthen the franc. But the instabil-

ity of the French party system under a tripartite

coalition of Communists, Socialists, and Christian

Democrats could not withstand the onset of the

Cold War (1945–1989). After the exclusion of the

Communists from government in 1947, Schuman

became prime minister from November to July

1948. In that position, he battled with Communist

strikers and an ongoing financial crisis, only tempora-

rily staved off by his negotiation of stop-gap aid from

the United States pending the arrival of aid via the

Marshall Plan.

Thereafter, he was appointed foreign minister,

a post he was to dominate under ten successive

administrations until January 1953, one of the

rare instances of ministerial stability in the ill-fated

Fourth Republic. It was in this post that he carried

out most of the work that remains associated with

his name. Schuman adopted a dual program:

Atlanticism and Europeanism. Cultivating close

links with the U.S. ambassador Jefferson Caffery, he

was instrumental in supporting both the Marshall

Plan and the creation of the North Atlantic Treaty

Organization (NATO), whose ratification he ensured

by an impassioned speech in parliament in July 1949.

However, he had misgivings about U.S. policy in

Korea.

But it was his contribution to European integra-
tion that secured him his place in history. As a child
of both Germany and France, he more than anybody
sensed that reconciliation was the only policy. It
had been resistance to the ambient French desire
to restrict German coal and steel production that
had led to the fall of his own government in 1948.
But Schuman understood politically what the
French economist Jean Monnet (1888–1979) had
devised pragmatically: that punitive measures against
German production were detrimental to France and
the whole of Europe. He therefore embraced
Monnet’s scheme for the pooling of coal and steel
in the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)
and put his own name behind the ‘‘Schuman Plan.’’
In his speech launching the plan in May 1950, he
said: ‘‘World peace cannot be safeguarded without
the making of creative efforts proportionate to the
dangers which threaten it. . . . The coming together
of the nations of Europe requires the elimination of
the age-old opposition of France and Germany.’’
The pooling of coal and steel, he concluded, ‘‘will
make it plain that any war between France and
Germany becomes not merely unthinkable but mate-
rially impossible.’’ The objective was primarily poli-
tical; the method economic and industrial. There, in
a nutshell, is the initial essence of the European
integration project. Schuman went on to defend
Jean Monnet’s other brainchild, the (stillborn)
European Defence Community, a position that
eventually led to his departure from the French gov-
ernment. It was above all his devotion to a Catholic
universalism and his belief in the value of West
European civilization, which he saw as threatened
by communism, that drove Schuman toward his
Europeanist positions.

The volatility of political life under the Fourth
Republic severely disrupted one of its most promis-
ing careers. Although Schuman briefly served as
justice minister in 1956–1957, his political influ-
ence ended with the return to power of Charles de
Gaulle (1890–1970) in 1958. However, fittingly,
he was elected to be the first president of the
European Parliament in 1958. He died in 1963.

The main square at the heart of the European
Community institutions in Brussels, featuring the
European Commission on one side and the
European Council on the other, is named after
Schuman. In 2004, in recognition of his devout
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Catholicism, Pope John Paul II (r. 1978–2005) set
in motion the process that could lead to his
beatification.

See also European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC);
European Union; Monnet, Jean.
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JOLYON HOWORTH

n

SCHUMPETER, JOSEPH (1883–1950),
Austrian economist and sociological theorist.

Joseph Alois Schumpeter was in his lifetime an
influential figure in economics. Now he is thought
of more as a fertile sociological theorist. Born in
the Austro-Hungarian Empire in the Czech prov-
ince of Moravia, he was successively a practicing
lawyer before the Mixed Tribunals in Egypt (1907–
1908) representing the interests of foreign inves-
tors there, an instructor in law and economics in
the Universities of Vienna and Czernowitz
(Cernauçi, Romania; 1909–1911), and professor
of economics at Graz University (1911–1918).

The defeat of the empire in 1918 and its dis-
memberment into separate national units, an event
that he regarded as tragic, propelled him to politi-
cal eminence as minister of finance of the rump
state of ‘‘German Austria’’ (1919). He was forced
to resign that post in the same year when the Social
Democratic Party, seeking to nationalize a large
steelworks, the Alpine-Montangesellschaft, exposed
the less-than-transparent way in which he had
thwarted them by selling the company’s shares for
foreign exchange to support the weakening Austrian
currency on international exchange markets. He
became president of the Biedermann Bank (1921–
1924), but his financial help to a group of
Hungarian nobles who staged in Austria a bungled

coup against the communist regime of Béla Kun
(1886–1937) in Hungary forced his resignation.

There were few prospects of a return to aca-
demic life in Austria for a supporter of the restora-
tion of the emperor who was also an opponent of
any merger with the postwar German Republic, but
it was, ironically, a German University, Bonn, that
offered him a post as professor of public finance
(1925). Soon, however, the Nazi movement, with
its implicit threat to the independence of Austria,
persuaded Schumpeter to emigrate further. After
twice being visiting professor of economics at
Harvard University he accepted a permanent post
there in 1932. He served a spell as president of the
American Economic Association, and it was in the
United States that he wrote his later works and died.

Born in the same year as John Maynard Keynes
(1883–1946), he was similarly influenced by the
Great Depression of 1929. He interpreted such
downward cyclical movements as ‘‘creative destruc-
tion,’’ replacing outdated production methods by
new technologies. Like Keynes, he argued that
monetary and fiscal policies should be used to accel-
erate a return to equilibrium. He questioned, how-
ever, the value of economic equilibrium as a
concept. Economic policy, he argued, had always
to operate on an economy in perpetual movement
and therefore in unique historical circumstances.
Any state intervention in the economy beyond
short-term relief was necessarily acting in ignorance.

Schumpeter’s later works can be understood as
an extended description and theoretical interpreta-
tion of a long-run process of economic develop-
ment and social change, to much of which
equilibrium was irrelevant. It could not, he argued,
explain the movement of capital, of interest rates,
or entrepreneurial initiative. He questioned the
prevailing views that the competition of individuals
generated uniquely advantageous conditions for
economic growth and that rational expectations
were a sound analytical basis for economic theory
and policy. From such standpoints he constructed a
dynamic analysis of economic development. The
insertion of cultural factors into this description
led to a vision of capitalism with some affinity to
that of Karl Marx (1818–1883), of powerful forces
working to destroy any existing equilibrium so that
it might never again become attainable. All econo-
mies, he believed, would become ‘‘socialist,’’ in the
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sense that entrepreneurs would no longer be
dynamic individuals but, instead, major corpora-
tions. Nevertheless, innovation would remain the
driving force in development and for this, invest-
ment, sound money, interest, and entrepreneurship
remained essential. Because these depended on a
society whose base was private property,
Schumpeter came politically to one conclusion dia-
metrically opposite to those of Marx; only in a
capitalist society would economic development
take permanent root.

His work led to attempts to formalize and cate-
gorize the particularities of societies that generated a
higher proportion of entrepreneurial activities. Such
work was far from mainstream economic theory,
and historical research provided only contradictory
answers. For their wide range of intellectual inquisi-
tiveness, many of Schumpeter’s publications remain,
nevertheless, stimulating and relevant.

See also Depression; Keynes, J. M.
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ALAN S. MILWARD

n

SCIENCE. In the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries Europe was the birthplace of the scientific
revolution, and in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries many of the greatest discoveries had been
made by European scientists. In the twentieth cen-
tury this situation changed, and while European
scientists continued to dominate most fields of
science in the decades before World War II, the

United States became, in the second half of the

century, the world’s paramount scientific power.

During the first half of the twentieth century many

American physicists and chemists felt their educa-

tions were incomplete without doctoral and post-

doctoral studies at European universities, but after

World War II young European scientists flocked to

American universities and industries. This ‘‘brain

drain’’ from European countries was in part due

to the sumptuous financial support they received

for their research. Other evidence for this change in

the geographical focus of scientific achievement is

in the Nobel Prizes. Europeans won a preponder-

ance of the Nobel Prizes in science during the first

half-century of the awards, but in the next fifty

years American scientists surpassed their European

colleagues. For example, between 1980 and 2003

the United States had 154 science laureates com-

pared to Europe’s 68.

Europe has been and continues to be an impor-

tant part of Western science, and in the period from

World War I to the early years of the twenty-first

century European science experienced changes that

were characteristic of Western science. For example,

scholars have studied the accelerative changes of

Western science, and some have concluded that the

exponential growth of scientific knowledge in

Western countries during the twentieth century far

surpassed, both quantitatively and qualitatively, all

scientific developments in previous centuries. Derek

J. de Solla Price, the father of scientometry, has taken

a nuanced approach in his studies on the growth of

numbers of scientists, their specialized fields, their

journals and articles, and so on. For example, in his

study of the output of scientific papers before, during,

and after the upheavals of the twentieth century, he

found that, while Great Britain’s output remained

substantially stable, such countries as France and

Germany experienced decreases, whereas other

European countries, which had previously been

minor scientific contributors, experienced excep-

tional growth. The Soviet Union in particular, even

though isolated by Cold War politics, multiplied its

production of scientific papers in spectacular fashion

due to the ability of members of the Soviet Academy

of Sciences to take advantage of insecurities among

political leaders and obtain immense financial support

for scientific research.
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Many Soviet scientists and those scientists in

other European countries who worked for indus-

tries emphasized the applications of discoveries for

practical purposes. Science for the sake of science,

or pure science, flourished in Germany before and

after the Nazi period. When Paul Forman, John

Heilbron, and Spencer Weart did a study of physics

at various academic institutions, they found that

such European countries as Britain and Germany

retained their prominence in pure science through-

out the early decades of the twentieth century, but

the United States, beginning in the 1930s, showed

signs of achieving the world leadership that

American physicists would consolidate in the sec-

ond half of the twentieth century.

In both Europe and the United States, twen-

tieth-century scientific changes were increasingly

sophisticated and complex, with the multiplication

of many disciplines and subdisciplines. Through his

researches Derek J. de Solla Price has documented

the growth of what he called ‘‘big science.’’ The

American Manhattan Project to build the atomic

bomb, which profited from the help of many émi-

gré European scientists, is a classic example of big

science, but such international endeavors as

CERN, the European Organization for Nuclear

Research, which required thirty million dollars to

construct and further millions in annual operating

costs, illustrate that, though science on this scale

was no longer financially feasible for individual

European countries, collaboration could bring such

results as basic discoveries in high-energy physics,

even though these had little or no practical benefits.

Besides expensive facilities, big science required

large numbers of scientists and technicians. The

need for ever larger research teams meant ever

greater government support, and this had both

good and bad consequences. These massive endea-

vors produced valuable discoveries that would not

have been possible in the modest laboratories char-

acteristic of ‘‘little science,’’ but scientists often

found that government money came with restric-

tions on their curiosity and creativity. For example,

they experienced pressure to choose research pro-

jects with a greater likelihood for practical applica-

tions. The public also became concerned about the

exorbitant price of making what some saw as eso-

teric and irrelevant discoveries, whereas other

European citizens expressed alarm about certain

discoveries in physics and biology that posed poten-
tial dangers to human life and the environment.
Indeed, some scientists founded organizations to
alert the public of these dangers and to campaign
for their control or elimination.

THE EVOLUTION OF EUROPEAN SCIENCE

(1914–2004)

Twentieth-century European achievements in the
traditional and new sciences are too extensive to
analyze in detail, but common themes and illustra-
tive examples can provide a sense of the significant
changes that occurred in European science during a
tumultuous time. Such achievements as general
relativity and quantum mechanics revolutionized
the earlier accomplishments of Isaac Newton’s
gravitational theory and John Dalton’s atomic the-
ory. Other European discoveries were made in such
new hybrid fields as biochemistry, geophysics, and
molecular biology. Two world wars and the Cold
War hindered Europeans in many areas of pure and
applied science, particularly when compared to the
United States, but despite these difficulties the
range and depth of European contributions are
impressive.

In physics the two most important modern
theoretical discoveries were made by Europeans.
During World War I, while working at the
University of Berlin, Albert Einstein published his
general theory of relativity, which interpreted grav-
itation as due to the curvature of space-time. In the
1920s the French physicist Louis de Broglie devel-
oped a wave theory of such subatomic particles as
the electron, and this later helped the Austrian
physicist Erwin Schrödinger formulate his wave
mechanical model of the atom, which was shown
to be equivalent to an earlier formulation of quan-
tum mechanics that its German discoverer, Werner
Heisenberg, called matrix mechanics. European
physicists were also at the forefront in using X rays
to determine the structures of many important
crystals. The most fundamental discoveries in
atomic and nuclear physics were also the work of
Europeans. For example, in 1932 the English phys-
icist James Chadwick discovered the neutron, a
particle that played an important role in the 1938
discovery of nuclear fission by Otto Hahn and Fritz
Strassmann (correctly interpreted by Otto Frisch
and Lise Meitner as the splitting of the atomic
nucleus). Leo Szilard, a Hungarian Jewish physicist
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who fled to the United States, realized that the

fission of the uranium nucleus might produce a

chain reaction, an idea that was the basis of both

the nuclear reactor and the atomic bomb.

In the life sciences Europeans participated in

momentous discoveries both before and after

World War II. For example, the Scottish bacteriol-

ogist Alexander Fleming discovered the antibiotic

penicillin in 1928, and the German biochemist

Gerhard Domagk, while working for IG Farben,

discovered the first of the antibacterial sulfa drugs.

These and other drugs saved many lives both dur-

ing and after World War II. However, according

to many scholars, the most important discovery

in the life sciences was the double helical structure

of deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) in 1953 by an

American, James Watson, and an Englishman,

Francis Crick, while working at the Cavendish

Laboratory of Cambridge University. This discov-

ery proved to have far-reaching consequences not

only for biology but also for medicine and many

other fields, including criminology.

SCIENCE AND POLITICS

Twentieth-century European governments influ-

enced both the progress and retrogression of science

in the decades from World War I to the start of the

twenty-first century. Particularly in peacetime, several

European governments provided financial support

for scientific research through such institutions as

the British Department of Scientific and Industrial

Research (founded in 1916), the Consiglio

Nazionale delle Ricerche in Italy (founded in 1923),

and the Caisse Nationale des Sciences in France

(founded in 1930). In Germany, the Kaiser Wilhelm

Society (Kaiser Wilhelm Gesellschaft) founded many

research institutes. When Einstein moved to Berlin

from Switzerland he became the director of the

Kaiser Wilhelm physics institute. Because of his enor-

mous prestige, Einstein was able to keep his position

even though he ardently opposed World War I.

Max Planck, Einstein’s friend and fellow physicist,

initially signed the Manifesto of the Ninety-Three

Intellectuals, written in support of the German inva-

sion of Belgium, but he became the only signer to

recant publicly. After the war Planck became presi-

dent of the Kaiser Wilhelm Society and worked with

the Weimar government to rebuild German science.

A much studied case of the influence of politics

on science occurred in the Soviet Union during the

1930s and succeeding decades. Trofim Denisovich

Lysenko, a Ukrainian biologist interested in genetics,

came to believe that he could improve wheat strains

by manipulating the environment. Lysenko was con-

ducting his research during the massive forced collec-

tivization of Soviet agriculture, which caused the

starvation of millions of peasant farmers. Lysenko,

whose views on the inheritance of environmentally

acquired characteristics were repudiated by most biol-

ogists, provided Soviet politicians, especially Joseph

Stalin, with a seemingly easy way out of the crisis and

one that meshed with communist economic and phil-

osophic theories. Lysenkoism, as Lysenko’s pseudo-

scientific theory came to be called, turned out to have

a devastating effect on Soviet agriculture and biology.

World War II strengthened government control

of science in many European countries, especially

Germany and the Soviet Union. Some scholars have

British biochemist Alexander Todd posing with a

model of the DNA molecule, 1957. Todd won the Nobel

Prize in Chemistry for his work in synthesizing nucleotides,

compounds that form the structural units of DNA and RNA.
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called Nazism the first systematic antiscience move-
ment that had sufficient political power to translate its
ideology into what proved to be horrendous social
policies. Adolf Hitler’s ideologues developed an
‘‘Aryan science,’’ one of whose policies was the
destruction of the ‘‘Jewish physics’’ of Einstein.
These policies forced not only Einstein but many
other talented Jewish scientists to leave Germany for
Britain and the United States. The racist ideology of
Aryan science resulted in the deaths of millions of
Jews, Gypsies, Poles, and others deemed to be subhu-
man. It also led to the horrific medical experiments by
Josef Mengele in one of the Auschwitz concentration
camps. In another sphere, Hitler shunted funds from
an incipient atomic bomb project, headed by Werner
Heisenberg, to the V-2 rocket project, headed by
Wernher von Braun.

After World War II the British helped revivify
German science by setting up the Max Planck
Society (Max Planck Gesellschaft), which sought
to maintain and expand the successes of the
Kaiser Wilhelm Society by ridding it of the corrup-
tions caused by previous Nazi control. By the end
of the Nazi period the number of Kaiser Wilhelm
institutes had declined to thirteen, but by 1990 the
number of Max Planck institutes had grown to
seventy-seven. The West German government also
fostered close cooperation between these institutes
and the educational system. Funding for scientific
research increased not only in Germany but also in
other European countries after the war. This
funding helped slow the ‘‘brain drain’’ of European
scientists to the United States.

Increased government involvement led to
European developments in nuclear reactors and
nuclear bombs. In contrast to the American emphasis
on water-cooled reactors, Britain and France chose to
develop gas-cooled systems. France, in particular,
became more heavily reliant on nuclear power for its
energy than any other European country. Politics
played a primary role in the Soviet Union’s develop-
ment of the atomic bomb (first tested in 1949), as it
did for the British and French atomic bombs. Because
of lavish government support, the Soviet Union had,
by the early 1980s, the world’s largest community of
scientists. Many of these scientists participated in such
big-science projects as artificial satellites. The Soviet
Union surprised the world by orbiting Sputnik in
1957, and this was followed by the first dog in space,

the first man in space, and the first images of the
previously unseen side of the moon.

The scientific and technological successes of Nazi
Germany and the Communist Soviet Union served to
counter those scholars who claimed that only politi-
cally democratic societies could foster such achieve-
ments. The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991
revealed how complex the interaction between poli-
tics and science can be. Although Russian scientists in
the 1990s now had freedom, their productivity
declined precipitously, mainly due to a financial crisis
that caused research budgets to be drastically cut.
Russian biologists were ideologically free to accept
Mendelian genetics, but they lacked the funds to do
significant DNA research.

The collapse of the Soviet Union and the fed-
eralization of the European Union helped to
change the nature of European science. Scientists
from Eastern and Western Europe were now free to
move to whatever country offered them the best
opportunity to pursue their research. After ‘‘brain
drains’’ from Western Europe to the United States
and from Eastern to Western Europe, several gov-
ernments came to the realization that policies that
encouraged private, industrial, and government
support for research would help to stabilize what
had been a debilitating loss of scientific talent.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
discoveries in various European countries had a
significant influence on technology. The primary
example, of course, is the industrial revolution,
which occurred first in England in the eighteenth
century and then spread to France and other coun-
tries. Many scientific discoveries in the twentieth
century also led to new industries. For example, the
detailed understanding of chemical structure devel-
oped by European chemists contributed to such
successes as the German dye and drug industries.
Some of Europe’s largest dye companies diversified
into pharmaceuticals, pesticides, and plastics. These
companies also played a formative role in the devel-
opment of industrial research laboratories, where
chemists continued to invent new materials, some
of which led to the formation of other industries.

Scientists in various European countries con-
tributed to the creation and development of new
technologies in both world wars. For example, the
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German-Jewish chemist Fritz Haber was the mov-
ing force behind the development and use of poi-
son gases in World War I, which initiated modern
chemical warfare. Ernest Rutherford, the British
discoverer of the atomic nucleus, helped to develop
scientific techniques for discovering and destroying
German U-boats. During the late 1930s and
throughout World War II, scientists in Britain,
Germany, and the United States invented increas-
ingly sophisticated radar systems. The network of
radar installations lining the British coast helped
the English win the Battle of Britain. Also helpful
in the British war effort were such code breakers
as Alan Turing, a computer pioneer who used elec-
tronic machines to decode letter sequences pro-
duced by the German Enigma coding device. This
important work provided the foundation for later
information-based industries.

After the war, the United States, whose
science-based industries escaped the conflicts
unscathed, was able to out-compete European
companies until the 1960s, when revived industries
such as the German chemical and automobile
makers were able to acquire significant global mar-
ket shares. In the 1970s European countries began
to coordinate their research and development. For
example, the European Science and Technical
Research Committee (CREST), with representa-
tives from many countries, began in 1974 to exam-
ine various projects, with a particular emphasis on
energy. Committee members had the power to
commit their governments to such research pro-
jects as the Joint European Torus (JET), with the
goal of producing a commercial thermonuclear
device for generating vast amounts of energy.

SCIENCE AND ECONOMICS

The connections among science, technology, and
economic growth are complex. With two world
wars, the Great Depression, and several economic
recessions and recoveries, the economic picture of
twentieth-century Europe was also complex.
Nevertheless, economists have noticed a rough cor-
relation between a country’s expenditures on
research and development (compared to the gross
national product) and its per capita income. Rich
countries were able to spend a greater proportion
of their national wealth on research and develop-
ment than poor countries, and some evidence indi-

cates that this investment contributed to the rich
countries getting richer. However, the relationship
between science and the economy is more cryptic
than these generalizations indicate. For example,
money poured into pure scientific projects often
have no (and sometimes even a deleterious) effect
on the economy. Furthermore, when scientific dis-
coveries do have the potential to be developed into
technologies that might have a beneficial impact,
government or company officials have to decide
which discoveries to choose.

Although economics is often described as a
social science, it has not developed laws as predic-
tive as the sciences of astronomy, physics, and
chemistry. Moreover, the goals of scientists often
differ from those of economists and politicians.
After the devastation of World War II, many scien-
tists, politicians, and economists recognized that
science and technology would play a formative role
in economic recovery, but it would be a slow pro-
cess since new infrastructures would have to be
built and new scientists and technicians educated.
Eventually several European countries recovered
their economic health. They then realized that a
new era of global competition necessitated some
type of collective management of science, technol-
ogy, and industrialization. The Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development was
founded to deal with these issues. Similarly, the
European Research Council, with the power to
act independently of its member nations, had the
goal of fostering scientific research that would
make Europe more competitive than its global ri-
vals. However, some scientists have been critical of
these organizations, pointing out that the research
institutes that have been most successful were those
run by scientists, not by bureaucrats or technocrats.

Throughout the history of twentieth-century
Europe, it has been difficult to understand how to
measure the costs and benefits of scientific
research. Budgets and benefits differ between big
and little science, academic and industrial research,
and between various scientific disciplines and sub-
disciplines. In certain European countries some
government-sponsored research has been criticized
because of the unjustified dominance of prestigious
professors at large universities (to the detriment of
gifted scientists working at small universities).
Other critics pointed to certain sciences that
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received the lion’s share of government grants.

For example, during the 1960s in Great Britain,

half of the Science Research Council’s budget went

to nuclear physics and a quarter to space research,

with only 25 percent for all other sciences.

Similar disparities occurred in the distribution

of research and development funding to corpora-

tions. For example, aerospace industries received

over a hundred times as much as railroad compa-

nies. Furthermore, as modern sciences and technol-

ogies have developed, the costs for equipment and

personnel have also increased. Consequently,

expenditures for science increased multiplicatively

in the period after World War II in such countries

as Great Britain, Germany, and the Soviet Union.

Some scholars believe that this exponential growth

of money for science cannot continue, and a satura-

tion point will eventually be reached. However,

others, basing their predictions on the law of accel-

erating growth exemplified in the computer indus-

try (where computers have become exponentially

more powerful and less expensive), believe that

science is indeed an endless frontier where new

discoveries will create powerful technologies that

will fuel greater economic growth.

SCIENCE AND SOCIETY

Several scholars have divided their analysis of the

influence of science on twentieth-century European

society into the pre– and post–World War II periods.

In the nineteenth century and the pre–World

War I period science, according to these scholars, had

only a modest influence on the lives of most people,

even in such highly scientific countries as Germany

and England. The most important impact of science

on ordinary people was through such technologies as

the electric light, telephone, and automobile.

In the interwar period European countries

experienced a revulsion against the poison gases

that had caused over a million casualties in World

War I, including 91,000 deaths, and this led, in

1925, to the Geneva Protocol outlawing all use of

chemical and biological weapons, which was rati-

fied within a few years by France, Italy, Germany,

and Britain (but not by the United States until

1975). An even stronger revulsion against nuclear

weapons followed World War II, leading to the

founding of various organizations whose goal was

the elimination of nuclear weapons from Europe

and the world. Other groups blamed scientists for

inventing pesticides such as DDT, whose rediscov-

ery by a Swiss chemist, Paul Müller, in 1939 led to

its massive use during and after World War II.

Public concern over the negative effects of this

chemical on birds and humans led to its being

banned in America and various European countries

in the late 1960s and early 1970s. When the worst

nuclear power plant accident in history happened at

Chernobyl in Ukraine in 1986, a radioactive cloud

spread westward across Europe, contaminating

countries as far from the Soviet Union as Great

Britain. This accident made several European coun-

tries, but not France, more hesitant to rely on

nuclear power for their increasing energy needs.

Although these examples of the negative social

consequences of science and technology could be

multiplied, so, too, could the positive social conse-

quences. For example, improved understanding of

such infectious diseases as smallpox led to its eradica-

tion from Europe (and, by 1980, from the rest of the

world). Improved diets, drugs, and medical proce-

dures led to the lengthening of healthy lifespans in

most European countries. Despite these examples,

some scholars point out that it is actually difficult to

analyze the influence of science on European socie-

ties, since this influence differed from country to

country, from upper to lower economic classes within

countries, and from government to military to indus-

trial to academic and other institutions.

Some scientists, concerned about the negative

social consequences of certain scientific discoveries,

formed organizations such as the British Society for

Social Responsibility in Science. Members of this

organization hoped to heighten scientists’ aware-

ness of the social impact of their work and to make

politicians and citizens cognizant of how decisions

about scientific and technological research and

development can have a good or bad effect on

society. These organizations soon discovered that

they were but one of many pressure groups seeking

to influence government policies related to science

and technology. For example, Eastern European

countries have been plagued by severe pollution

problems, but politicians have been reluctant to

develop stringent regulations about pollutants

because of their high costs in a weak economy.
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Some sociologists of science have studied the
factors that tended to inhibit the development of
scientific research in various European countries
after World War I. For example, Joseph Ben-
David discovered that countries having universities
with scientific institutes dominated by distin-
guished professors tended to be slow to introduce
new disciplines or to effectively exploit new scien-
tific discoveries. In another study, which compared
academic and industrial research laboratories, schol-
ars found that laboratories whose research teams
and leaders took risks comparable with their human
and technical resources tended to be more successful
than laboratories whose leaders and researchers
showed excessive deference to the officials who
controlled their funding.

Besides influencing society through academia,
industry, and government, scientists also influence
society through the diffusion of scientific knowl-
edge. As such issues as global warming, genetically
modified food, nuclear wastes, and ozone-layer
depletion illustrate, it is necessary for the public
to be scientifically well informed in order that
enlightened science policies be put into action.
Surveys of the public in various European countries
on this topic have generated some surprising
results. For example, in Germany social scientists
discovered that the degree of citizen interest in
science-policy issues depended on how involved
they were in general political issues. These studies
also revealed a discrepancy between government
and citizen priorities about which scientific issues
were most important. Since most citizens learn
about science from newspapers, magazines, and
television rather than from scientific journals, scien-
tists have attempted to bridge the gap between
experts and laypeople by educating journalists
through such organizations as the European
Initiative for Communicators of Science. With the
increasing complexity of scientific theories, popu-
larization of modern science has not been easy, and
one study found that the gulf between scientists
and the European public actually widened during
the second half of the twentieth century.

SCIENCE AND CULTURE

Because culture involves the totality of socially
transmitted arts, beliefs, institutions, and many
other products of human ingenuity, analyzing the

impact of science on the cultures of a variety of
European countries is a daunting task. Nevertheless,
by isolating certain branches of culture, such as reli-
gion, philosophy, art, music, and literature, and cer-
tain countries, such as England and Germany, some
sense of the breadth and depth of the interaction
between science and culture can be achieved. In
1959 C. P. Snow, an English scientist and novelist,
proposed in The Two Cultures and the Scientific
Revolution that modern culture was becoming
increasingly split between traditional humanistic cul-
ture and modern scientific and technological culture.
Humanistic critics responded that only one culture
existed, theirs, and later scholars argued that Snow
had oversimplified complex cultures and subcultures
with his polarization.

Although religious influence on various
European countries lessened during the twentieth
century, the interactions between science and reli-
gion have continued to interest scholars. Because
there are so many different religions and fields of
science, potential interactions among these in var-
ious countries can become mind-bogglingly com-
plex. Nevertheless, some conclusions can be drawn.
European scientists tend to be more atheistic or
agnostic than the general public, and religious
scientists, be they Christian, Muslim, or Jew,
experience little problem in accepting scientific the-
ories and the facts that they try to explain. In 1925
the British philosopher Alfred North Whitehead
argued in Science and the Modern World that
European religious developments in previous
centuries actually prepared the way for twentieth-
century science. Even traditional European con-
flicts between science and religion, as exhibited by
the opposition between creationism and evolution-
ism, were mitigated in twentieth-century Europe,
and Pope John Paul II expressed his (and his
church’s) acceptance of evolutionary theory, which
he felt was compatible with a Christian teleological
understanding of the world. Albert Einstein stated
in 1940 that ‘‘science without religion is lame,
religion without science is blind.’’

Important European scientific discoveries during
the period from 1914 to 2004 also influenced philos-
ophy. For example, Einstein’s special theory of rela-
tivity forced philosophers to deepen their analyses of
time, simultaneity, the spatial dimensions, matter,
and energy. His general theory of relativity
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forced philosophers to rethink their views on the
interactions between space and matter. Werner
Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle called classical
determinism into question. Neo-Darwinism, a twen-
tieth-century blending of Darwinian natural selection
and Mendelian genetics, influenced both left-wing
and right-wing philosophers. Social Darwinists of
the Left emphasized cooperation in nature to bolster
their socialistic political philosophies, whereas social
Darwinists of the Right emphasized competition in
nature to bolster political philosophies ranging from
laissez-faire capitalism to Nazism. According to some
scholars, science and philosophy after World War II
became deeply divided, with most scientists believing
that philosophy was totally irrelevant to what they
were doing. Nevertheless, philosophers of science
continued to analyze the conceptual basis of modern
scientific theories.

Some humanists have questioned whether mod-
ern science has had a beneficial or deleterious effect
on artistic creativity in twentieth-century Europe.
Opinions vary about modern art, but agreement
exists about the influence of science on particular
artistic movements. For example, in Einstein,
Picasso: Space, Time, and the Beauty that Causes
Havoc (2001), Arthur I. Miller analyzed parallelisms
between Einstein’s relativity theory and Picasso’s
cubism, especially in their creation of new ideas of
space and time. The scientific analysis of the persis-
tence of vision influenced such artistic representations
of motion as Marcel Duchamp’s Nude Descending a
Staircase (1912).

Science influenced twentieth-century European
music by means of new instruments, methods, and
compositions. With the improved scientific under-
standing of acoustics, electricity, and materials, inven-
tors were able to create such new instruments as
the theramin, synthesizers, and the electric guitar.
Paul Hindemith’s opera Die Harmonie der Welt
(1957; The harmony of the world) was based on the
life of the astronomer Johannes Kepler, who, like
Hindemith, was trying to discover the secrets of the
universe. Composers such as Iannis Xenakis and Edgar
Varèse deliberately modeled their creative techniques
on mathematics and the new physics. Xenakis used the
Maxwell-Boltzmann law in composing Pithoprakta
(1955–1956), game theory in composing Duel
(1958), and group theory in composing Nomos alpha
(1966). For Varèse, the scientist represented a creative

individual with access to the mysteries of nature, a
theme he developed in his unfinished L’astronome
(1928–1929). Varèse combined electronic and tradi-
tional instruments in creating compositions that were
inspired by such scientific ideas as ionization, random
Brownian motion, and quantum theory.

Scientists were the subjects of several important

literary works in twentieth-century Europe, and

science influenced the creation of new literary genres.

In the three versions of Bertolt Brecht’s Leben des
Galilei (1943, 1947, and 1955; The life of Galileo),

Brecht changed his interpretation of the scientist from

theduplicitousheroof free inquirytothesocialcriminal

who pursues scientific knowledge to the neglect of the

well-being of humanity (the atomic bomb was the

chief reason for Brecht’s revisions). In the hands of

such talented writers as Aldous Huxley and Stanisław

Lem, European science fiction became much more

than an escapist genre. In Brave New World (1932)

Huxley revealed the dangers that a scientifically

planned totalitarian society posed for human freedom.

Lem, who has been called the only science fiction

writer worthy of a Nobel Prize, probed the effects of

radically different alien intelligences on human psy-

chology in such novels as Solaris (1961). Other

European writers, such as the Italian Umberto Eco,

have used modern scientific ideas in such novels as Il
pendolo di Foucault (1988; Foucault’s pendulum).

THE FUTURE OF EUROPEAN SCIENCE

Futurology—the forecasting of the future develop-

ment of science, technology, and society by

extrapolations from contemporary trends—is a

problematic discipline, but this has not prevented

some analysts from attempting to envision what

European science will be like in succeeding centu-

ries. John Horgan, a science journalist, has expressed

his pessimism about science’s future in The End
of Science: Facing the Limits of Knowledge in the
Twilight of the Scientific Age (1996). After inter-

viewing many scientists in Europe and America,

he concluded that most of the fundamental the-

ories concerning matter, life, and human beings

have been made, and new theories will be so esot-

eric that they will be unable to be verified or

falsified. By contrast, John Maddox, who edited

Nature magazine for many years, is optimistic

about science’s future. In What Remains to Be
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Discovered: Mapping the Secrets of the Universe, the
Origins of Life, and the Future of the Human Race
(1998) he argues that the best science is yet to

come, when a ‘‘theory of everything’’ will be for-

mulated and the problem of human consciousness

will be solved.

Modern European science has helped solve
many problems but created a plethora of others—
moral, social, political, and environmental—and
how successfully these problems are solved will
determine the future of European civilization.
Some scientific optimists believe that superintelli-
gent computers will facilitate the solution of these
problems, but others feel that the solutions will
require more than science and technology—they
will require enlightened, sensitive, and loving
human beings.

See also Academies of Science; Atomic Bomb; Atomic
Energy; Curie, Marie; Einstein, Albert; Eugenics;
Lysenko Affair; Penicillin; Quantum Mechanics;
Sputnik.
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ROBERT J. PARADOWSKI

n

SCOTLAND. In 1914, Scotland appeared to
be a nation with a historic identity; a comfortable
part of the United Kingdom, a powerful contribu-
tor to the British Empire; buttressed by an econ-
omy based on the production of raw materials and
metal products. The Presbyterian churches were
key institutions and their General Assemblies
important forums. In politics, the general elections
of 1910 had seen the endurance of a Liberal hege-
mony largely unbroken since 1832. By the end of
the twentieth century, much of this had changed.

ECONOMY

Industrial strength hid latent weaknesses: superfi-
cially bolstered by World War I, recession struck in
the interwar period. Problems were compounded
by an antiquated structure and failure to develop
new industries: the production of coal, metal, and
textiles dominated. Although the coal and iron
industries of the west of Scotland were closely inte-
grated, the more important relationship between
iron and steel was poorly developed, leading to
endemic inefficiency in that sector. Closer links
existed between Clydeside shipbuilding and the
steel industry, but that proved problematic by the
1920s as the latter contracted.

Unemployment rose to unparalleled levels
(27.7 percent in 1932), especially in areas of
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western and central Scotland where the bulk of

these heavy industries were located. The bulk of

Scottish output was destined for the export market,

inducing extreme vulnerability to international

economic fluctuations, but during the 1920s and

1930s the protection of home markets in Europe

and the United States exacerbated this. The

Scottish workforce, although containing a core of

skilled workers, was poorly paid and unable to

generate domestic demand for high-value products

that would have aided economic diversification.

Key sectors of the economy, such as the banks

and insurance companies—so important to

Edinburgh and the east of Scotland—and the indig-

enous railway companies were taken over by

metropolitan concerns.

World War II further exposed these weaknesses

with its demand for more sophisticated products,

but they were also masked by the state intervention

of that conflict and its aftermath. The program of

nationalization undertaken by the Labour govern-

ment elected in 1945 had a profound effect in

Scotland where so much heavy industry remained,

despite the vicissitudes of the interwar years. The

influence of government profoundly affected the

shape of the economy in the postwar years,

through nationalization and the regional policies

implemented from the mid-1960s to the 1980s.

The penetration of the Scottish economy by

foreign multinational corporations, mostly in the

electronics industry, has led to a swath of central

Scotland being labeled ‘‘Silicon Glen.’’ These

enterprises have tended to conduct fairly low-level,

branch-plant operations and have proved to be

‘‘footloose,’’ as an early twenty-first-century rash

of closures by firms such as Motorola has demon-

strated. The sum total of these changes has been

the alteration of an economy largely based on heavy

industrial processes to one dominated by bureau-

cracy and services. There were nearly 750,000

workers in manufacturing in 1901, only around

350, 000 in the 1990s; services and administration

employed just over 350,000 in 1901, but over

900,000 by the end of the century. A major change

occurred in the late 1960s with the discovery of oil

in the North Sea; this has had a particular impact

on the regional economy of the northeast of

Scotland, but indigenous enterprise has not fully

capitalized on this and critics argue that the reve-
nues have been squandered by U.K. governments.

SOCIETY

Despite economic confidence, there were massive
social problems in Scotland in the early part of the
twentieth century, most obviously shocking hous-
ing conditions. The rapidity of urban expansion in
the nineteenth century, combined with the feudal
nature of Scots land law, created extreme densities
of population and massive overcrowding in the
traditional form of Scottish housing: the tenement
block divided into multiple dwellings. Although
the nascent Labour movement sought to publicize
these issues, real attention was not given to the
problem until a series of rent strikes during
World War I. During the interwar years, both
Conservative and Labour governments passed leg-
islation to subsidize local authorities to build
houses for rent and to clear slums. These initiatives
saw the establishment of the vast public housing
sector that, augmented by further building pro-
grams and attempts at urban renewal in the twenty
years after World War II, was such a distinctive
feature of Scottish society. In some areas of
Scotland, 70 to 80 percent of the population lived
in such houses. This was undermined in the 1980s
as the Conservative government reduced support
to local authorities and encouraged sitting tenants
to purchase their houses at a discount.

At the other extreme of Scottish society, there
has been a small landed elite: much Scottish land is
of low value and agricultural potential and, partly
because of this, huge estates were built up in the
nineteenth century. Although the government
intervened to become a large landowner in the
1920s, private land ownership has remained an
important part of Scottish society and, concomi-
tantly, anti-landlordism is a key feature of Scottish
political rhetoric.

Oddly, for a society characterized by such
extremes, a persistent aspect of Scotland’s view of
itself was that of a ‘‘democratic society’’ character-
ized by social progress, especially through the
power of educational attainment. Repeated socio-
logical investigations have found little evidence for
this, but have exposed the foundation of the myth
in nineteenth-century Presbyterian ideology and
idealized views of the Scottish education system.
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Scottish demography has also been distinctive
(as the table shows), with the key features being the
massive emigration of the 1920s that resulted in a
population decline in that decade, and the declin-
ing population, especially in western urban areas,
since the early 1970s.

POLITICS

In 1999, a devolved parliament and executive was
established with responsibility for most areas of
Scottish domestic policy, with the exception of
social welfare. A coalition of Labour and Liberal
Democrat ministers has controlled the executive
since 1999. Scottish political history over the
course of the twentieth century, however, has not
simply been a discussion of constitutional options,
with most debate following a British agenda and

focusing on the economy, social welfare, defense,

and foreign policy.

Prior to World War I, the Liberals dominated;

social change and shifts in the political agenda,

notably over housing, led to a breakthrough by

the Labour Party at the 1922 general election and

the eclipse of the Liberal Party. From the 1920s

to the 1960s, the Labour Party and the Scottish

Unionist Party (as the Scottish Conservatives were

known until 1965) dominated elections in

Scotland. A notable result came in the 1955 gen-

eral election when the Unionists polled just over

50 percent.

The Scottish political map became more

diverse in the 1960s as the Liberals emerged from

the doldrums and the Scottish National Party (SNP)

Coburg Street, Glasgow, October 1956. An apartment building in the notorious Gorbals slum district of Glasgow exemplifies

poor housing conditions in overpopulated sections of Scottish cities. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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won its first seat since 1945—at Hamilton in 1967.
The excitement peaked in October 1974 when the
SNP won over 31 percent of the vote and eleven
seats. This prompted the Labour government to
consider Scottish Home Rule, but legislation was
stillborn after an inconclusive referendum in 1979
and the subsequent election of a Conservative gov-
ernment. During the 1980s and 1990s, nationalism
waned and Scotland remained loyal to Labour as the
Conservatives governed by virtue of their U.K.
majority: this was perceived by some to constitute
a ‘‘democratic deficit.’’ With the return of a Labour
government and a modest nationalist revival in
1997, the way was clear for the implementation of
devolution.

IDENTITY AND CULTURE

Much writing about Scotland in the twentieth cen-

tury has been pessimistic, with justification; but

flickers of optimism can be discerned in the survival

of Scottish identity and in cultural activity. An

institutional identity based on the troika of the

church, law, and education systems is no longer

so powerful; neither, it seems, is an ethnic identity.

But newer forms of identity, based on historical

memory, sense of place, and cultural traditions are

developing. Scotland is a nation of interlocking

cultures revolving around the English, Gaelic, and

Scots linguistic traditions enlivened by European

and Asian immigration.

Literary culture evolved markedly over the

twentieth century, from a parochial and moralizing

‘‘Kailyard’’ school of writers, such as Sir James

Matthew Barrie, to the realism of such as James

Kelman. Scottish writers have consistently

experimented with language; none more so than

Christopher Murray Grieve (Hugh MacDiarmid),

the self-conscious publicist of the cultural

‘‘Renaissance’’ of the interwar years, poet and con-

troversialist in English and Scots. Scottish Gaelic

has produced the lyrical verse of Somhairle

MacGill-eain.

Popular culture provides one of the areas where

Scotland is most visible as an independent identity

on the international stage at sporting occasions.

This can be a unifying force, but also provides for

intense local rivalries, such as that between

Glasgow’s two leading football teams, Rangers and

Celtic, which is overlain with religious sectarianism.

See also British Empire; Ireland; United Kingdom.
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EWEN A. CAMERON

n

SEBALD, W. G. (1944–2001), German
novelist.

When W. G. Sebald died in a car accident in
December 2001, he was at the height of his literary
career, having just published his last novel,
Austerlitz, to international acclaim. He left behind
three other works in prose—Schwindel. Gefühle
(1990; Vertigo, 2000); Die Ausgewanderten
(1992; The Emigrants, 1996); and Die Ringe des
Saturn: Eine englische Wallfahrt (1995; The Rings
of Saturn, 1998)—as well as several volumes of
literary criticism and poetry. He was a professor of
European literature at the University of East Anglia
in Norwich, England, where he had lived on and
off for more than three decades. Sebald’s prose can
be situated at the confluence of three traditions:
first, nineteenth-century German realism, repre-
sented by such writers as Gottfried Keller and
Adalbert Stifter and characterized by detailed

descriptions of the natural world; second, literary

modernism, represented by the work of Alfred

Döblin, Franz Kafka, and Thomas Bernhard; and,

third the German-Jewish literature of memory

produced after the Holocaust by figures such as

Paul Celan, Jean Améry, and Peter Weiss. Because

Sebald is one of only a handful of German writers

to confront the Holocaust and the burden of

memory explicitly, his prose represents an impor-

tant articulation of the possibilities and pitfalls of

the German-Jewish interrelationship after World

War II.

Sebald was born in the provincial Bavarian

town of Wertach im Allgäu on 18 May 1944. He

did not have any firsthand experience or knowledge

of the catastrophes taking place in Europe during

the last year of the war, but as he noted in Luftkrieg
und Literatur (1999; The Natural History of
Destruction, 2003), these unseen horrors formed

the background of his life. It would not be an

exaggeration to say that he spent his entire literary

career struggling with what it meant to write litera-

ture after World War II and, perhaps even more

urgently, responding—through the personalized

medium of literature—to the dialectic of remem-

bering and forgetting at the core of postwar

German culture. Significantly, he examined this

dialectic from England, writing all his major works

from the vantage point of a German expatriate and

consistently thematizing this perspective in his

prose through his searching German narrators.

Although he is best known for those of his

literary works that touch upon aspects of the

Holocaust, Sebald probes many of the buried layers

of Europe’s violent past: the carving up of Africa by

the colonial powers at the end of the nineteenth

century; the ecological catastrophes caused by pol-

lution and the exploitation of the natural world;

and the history of modern warfare, particularly the

firebombing of German cities, to mention just a

few. In so doing, he dissects both the human and

the natural history of destruction, illuminating

them poignantly in his works through haunting

topographies of memory. Sebald describes these

topographies through labyrinthine narratives that

fold back on themselves, creating precarious con-

stellations of word and image, history and litera-

ture, biography and autobiography.
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Breaking the taboo on speaking of German

suffering, Sebald gave a set of polemical lectures

in Zurich in 1997; they were subsequently pub-

lished as Luftkrieg und Literatur. He accused

German authors of repressing and strategically

avoiding the trauma of the firebombing by uncri-

tically identifying with the postwar ideology of the

‘‘economic miracle.’’ Claiming that virtually every

extant account of the firebombing was to some

degree untrue, Sebald called for the creation of a

synoptic and artificial view of the destruction. He

used the techniques of literary modernism to

describe the real firebombing of Hamburg in

1943, thereby indicating how literature could help

people comprehend, work through, and even write

catastrophic history.

This creation of a new, decidedly modernist

space between literature and history is nowhere

more apparent than in his last work. Hailed as his

greatest achievement, one that placed him on a par

with Franz Kafka and Marcel Proust, Austerlitz is a

fictional story about the recovery and transmittal of

memory based on real events. In it, a German

narrator befriends a Jewish man named Austerlitz,

who, as he discovers in the course of their meetings

and journeys together, was sent by his parents to

England on a Kindertransport (children’s trans-

port) before his family was murdered by the

Nazis. But the story Sebald tells is far from simple:

as a periscopic composite of text and images, it is a

timely meditation on the possibility of remember-

ing, representing, and transmitting the traumatic

past in the uncertain spaces of the present.

See also Germany; Holocaust.
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n

SECULARIZATION. Before the French
Revolution the term secularization had a precise
meaning in Catholic usage, where it denoted a
change in status as a result of which a person or
thing passed from the sacred to the profane. Only
later was the word used—in a sense first acquired in
North America—to designate a set of tendencies
affecting relations between church, state, and
society. Thereafter secularization and its French,
Italian, and German cognates took on many con-
notations. Broadly speaking, secularization meant
the ‘‘disenchantment of the world,’’ to use Max
Weber’s expression. In other words, it embraced
all those processes in the intellectual, social, politi-
cal, legal, or ethical spheres that tended to create
greater independence relative to religion by invok-
ing modernity and relativizing the role of suprahu-
man or supernatural agency. It is important to
note, however, that this does not mean that secu-
larization was antireligious: rather, its spread resulted
not in the eviction of religion from European history
but merely in a change in its place.

RELIGION AND MODERNITY

Religion in no way disappeared at the beginning of
the twentieth century in Europe. A first wave of
secularization even made it clear that religion and
modernity were not necessarily at odds. The
German sociologist Max Weber (1864–1920), and
later the German scholar Ernst Troeltsch (1865–
1923), revealed the links between the Reformation,
economic modernity, and social progress. Reform, far
from cultivating the past or nostalgically embracing
an unchanging tradition, was called on to transform
the world. In parallel fashion, a movement developed
within Catholic culture that sought to abandon
intransigence toward modernity and embrace the
nation-state, democracy, and liberalism. There was a
strong feeling, in short, that Christianity, instead of
resisting the modern world, could become an agent
of it that was preferable to non-Christian alternatives
such as materialism. It was thus possible, by the eve of
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the First World War, to discern secularizing move-
ments within the Christian religion itself. In France,
for instance, where in 1905 the state had detached
itself from the churches and no longer recognized
them formally, members of minority faiths—
Protestants and Jews—tended to support the legisla-
tion. As for the Catholics, there was deep condemna-
tion of the end of the Concordat, or agreement
between church and state, by the Holy See and the
clergy, but there were others who supported the Law
of Separation of 1905, the foundation of the secular
French system. These dissidents made two argu-
ments: first, that this secularization of the state gave
their church more freedom, and, secondly, that the
institution’s new place in society would inspire
renewed militancy among the faithful.

Such considerations have led some historians
to view secularization as a two-pronged movement:
on the one hand, it implied a religious mutation in
society, which is to say a change in a given society’s
relationship to religion; and on the other hand it
meant that religions themselves were affected as
they accepted the pressure to adapt to the secular-
ization and modernization of society at large
and even to undertake some measure of ‘‘internal
secularization’’ (Rémond). In the 1980s, the French
philosopher Marcel Gauchet offered a hypothesis,
considered far-reaching by some and risky by others,
according to which Christianity (meaning Roman
Catholicism and Protestantism—the Orthodox
Church, like Islam, being a separate issue) was itself
a motor of the modern. One reason among others
was that it embodied secularizing and transformative
forces tending, precisely, to ‘‘disenchant the world.’’
In Gauchet’s account, history will eventually come to
view Christianity as ‘‘the religion that pointed the way
out of religion.’’

This approach has been at least partially thrown
into doubt by reiterated claims that, if not religion per
se, then at least religiousness enjoyed a renaissance in
the late twentieth and early twenty-first century.
Reviving an idea first mooted over a century ago by
the French sociologist Émile Durkheim (1858–
1917), sociologists and historians have evoked a per-
manent presence of religious phenomena in contem-
porary society, while at the same time stressing the
difficulty of pinpointing them in view of seculariza-
tion’s dual impact—that on religious faiths and that
on society in general. From this point of view religion

is said to have taken new forms, less visible, more
highly diluted within the social body, and capable of
colonizing realms seemingly far removed from reli-
gion, such as sports or the ecology movement. The
idea is that once secularization has occurred, religion
undergoes a series of metamorphoses, but continues
to play its part in the social construction of everyday
life and continues to render parts of life sacred.

Other authors, while dropping the claim that
organized religion has a pivotal social function,
have nonetheless stressed those features of religious
belief systems that have survived two centuries of
secularization. In some cases such features have
succeeded in exercising great influence in the late
twentieth or early twenty-first century; examples
would be evangelical movements or the congrega-
tions of ‘‘churchless’’ believers. Evangelicals and
devotees of television preachers reflect trends of
American provenance initiated in Europe in the
1970s and 1980s. And—again as in the United
States—Europe is experiencing a proliferation of
philosophico-religious, existential, and charismatic
groups promising adepts personal self-fulfillment.

Such groups do not always enjoy good relations
with ensconced religious authorities. The same may
be said, as well, for the various intransigent and fun-
damentalist versions of Catholicism, Protestantism,
Eastern Orthodoxy, Judaism, and Islam. Within all
these major faiths, dissident or radical tendencies have
arisen that appeal to the double authority of tradition
and scripture. Fundamentalisms built on such foun-
dations demand that secularization be resisted, that
the sole authority should be that of sacred texts,
and that the state and society should likewise comply
with their teachings. This is the basis, for example, of
the French Catholic fundamentalism of Monseigneur
Marcel Lefebvre (1905–1991), as it is of the Islamic
fundamentalism of the Union of Islamic Organiza-
tions of France (UOIF), whose constituency is
Belgian and Swiss as well as French.

FEATURES OF TWENTIETH-CENTURY

SECULARIZATION

Such orientations, however, run counter to the
historical progression of secularization in the twen-
tieth century, the main features of which are worth
recalling. First of all, with respect to the triangular
relationship between state, church, and society, the
twentieth century was characterized by a continual
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rearrangement of the links between states and the
religious faiths practiced within their borders. The
general tendency in Europe had two aspects. On
the one hand, states gradually wrested law, custom-
ary practices, science, public offices, and the formal
acts of private life from the control and regulation
of religious institutions. On the other hand, again
in a gradual way, they gave up intervening in inter-
nal church affairs. Exception must be made for the
recent past of countries where the church is an
established one (as in Great Britain) or a state
institution (as in Prussia, Denmark, or Finland).
In eastern Europe, the autocephalous Orthodox
churches were long the creature of state power,
used to assert national identity, and this has left
traces still readily discernible at the beginning of
the twenty-first century in Romania, Bulgaria, and
Serbia. So far as social mores are concerned, secu-
larization produced great changes, including the
continual spread of civil marriage, divorce, secular
schooling, the liberalization of common law,
contraception, legal abortion, equitable treatment
for different religious faiths, the emancipation of
women, and the extension of marital rights to sex-
ual minorities.

In parallel with such trends, the churches have
come to accept freedom of choice in religious
affiliation—a shift reflected, for example, by the
Second Vatican Council. They have adopted similar
positions on schooling, and considerably softened
their attitudes toward the divorced and the unmar-
ried. Meanwhile, though, they have received sub-
stantial guarantees of autonomy from the state,
especially with respect to the management of their
own affairs. In this last respect, the negative experi-
ence of totalitarian and authoritarian regimes con-
tinues to exert an influence.

The effects of secularization on the social realm
are pointed up most strikingly in two ways. First, by
the continuing decline in religious practice, especially
among the young: in 2000, 70 percent of Germans
under thirty stated that they had no religious affilia-
tion. Second, by a dilution of religious beliefs within
society as a whole: sociological studies at the end of
the twentieth century found that in many European
countries, with respect to such articles of faith as the
devil, hell, angels, or purgatory, the position of
believers, whether practicing Christians or not, and
that of people stating no religious affiliation were

tending to become indistinguishable; similarly, the
values invoked by both groups in connection with
their individual lives were very similar, and derived
from religious traditions. One author has described
this phenomenon as a ‘‘privatization of the Ten
Commandments.’’

In response to the constitution proposed for
the European Union in 2005, representatives of
the Catholic, Protestant, and Orthodox churches,
while supporting the idea in general, deplored the
absence of any explicit reference to Christianity.
They nevertheless acknowledged that the values
espoused in the document’s preamble and charter
of rights bore the clear stamp of Christian values.
Jewish or Muslim leaders could undoubtedly have
made a similar claim. Secularization has thus led to
a blunting of claims that Europe is a Christian
project, while diffusing Judeo-Christian values
throughout the Continent.

See also Catholicism; Islam; Jews.
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SEGHERS, ANNA (1900–1983), German
novelist.

Anna Seghers became renowned in the United
States when her novel, Das siebte Kreuz (The
Seventh Cross)—about a prisoner in prewar Nazi
Germany who escapes from a concentration
camp—became a Book-of-the-Month Club selec-
tion in 1942 and in 1944 was made into a film
starring Spencer Tracy. Seghers was born Netty
Reiling on 19 November 1900 in Mainz, on the
Rhine River, to well-off Jewish Orthodox parents.
In 1924 she received a doctorate in art history after
writing a thesis on Jews and Judaism in the works
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of Rembrandt. The same year her first story, ‘‘Die

Toten auf der Insel Djal’’ (The dead on the Island

Djal), a gothic tale, appeared under the pen name

Antje Seghers. She married Hungarian-born László

Radványi (1900–1978), who, as a teenager in

Budapest, had belonged to the Budapest Sunday

Circle of progressive Jewish intellectuals. Under

the guidance of the philosopher György (Georg)

Lukács, the group—which included the sociologist

Karl Mannheim, the film critic Béla Balázs, and the

art historian Arnold Hauser, among others—

focused on questions of chiliasm and revolutionary

messianism. At the end of World War I, again

following Lukács’s example, Radványi and other

members of the circle turned to Marxism and

communism. In 1928 Seghers herself joined the

German Communist Party. That same year her

short novel, Aufstand der Fischer von St. Barbara
(Revolt of the Fishermen of Santa Barbara),

brought her the prestigious Kleist Prize. The book,

whose author was given as ‘‘Seghers’’ without a

first name, was widely praised for its terse, ‘‘manly’’

prose. The label resurfaced in feminist debates of

the 1980s and 1990s, both in Germany and in the

United States, about gender and authorship. Anna

Seghers—as she called herself after the publication

of The Revolt of the Fishermen—was criticized for

marginalizing women and depicting them as pas-

sive sufferers of history made by men. Seghers’s

defenders insisted that her female figures needed

to be interpreted in their historical context and

that a close reading revealed their independence

and toughness. With her turn to Marxism,

Seghers broke her ties to Judaism, though her work

remained saturated with both Jewish and Christian

imagery. This severing of ties to the Jewish com-

munity engendered criticism as well. In the 1990s,

as interest in the Holocaust reached new heights,

Seghers was reproached for not merely ignoring

but even denying her Jewish roots. The counter-

argument held that communists in general—

whether Jewish or Christian—tended to ignore

their religious roots and that, to the extent that

Jews were considered a ‘‘race,’’ for communists,

class issues overrode race issues. More specifically,

a careful reading of Seghers’s work, from her

dissertation to the short novella ‘‘Der Ausflug der

toten Mädchen’’ (‘‘The Outing of the Dead

Girls’’)—one of her masterpieces—to the late

works revealed an intense, if often ambivalent,

preoccupation with Jewish matters.

Seghers was among the first to leave Germany

after the Nazis came to power in January 1933.
Throughout her difficult life as an exile in Paris
and later in Mexico City, taking care of her two
young children and her husband (a political scien-
tist), Anna Seghers continued to produce a large

body of work, which eventually included nine
major novels and more than sixty novellas, short
stories, and fairy tales, as well as essays on aesthetic
questions and the political issues of the day. In
1935 in Paris, she participated in a historical con-

ference of antifascist writers, along with French
novelists André Malraux and André Gide, German
dramatist Bertolt Brecht, Austrian novelist Robert
Musil, British novelist E. M. Forster, and Soviet
writers Isaac Babel and Boris Pasternak, among

others. Following The Seventh Cross she wrote
Transit (1944), one of the key works of the exile
period, about the desperate struggles of refugees

Anna Seghers delivers a speech in Berlin, May 1942.

ªBETTMAN/CORBIS
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trying to leave the French port city of Marseilles
ahead of the advancing German army. In Mexico

she befriended Diego Rivera and other muralists

and created an international circle of friends that

lasted for the rest of her life.

After returning from Mexico City to a deva-

stated Germany in 1947, Seghers settled in com-
munist East Berlin. Among East Germany’s most

celebrated writers, she received numerous awards

and was elected president of the writers union in

1952. Brecht, Heiner Müller, and Volker Braun
adapted her works for the stage. She had an equally

profound influence on women writers, foremost

among them Christa Wolf, and her works became

the object of intense feminist inquiries. Seghers

remained loyal to the communist regime, at times
intervening on behalf of friends and fellow writers,

at other times remaining quiet. The government

never entirely trusted her and had her observed by

the secret police. She came to rely more and more

on her international circle of friends, among them
the Brazilian novelist Jorge Amado, the Chilean

poet Pablo Neruda, and the Soviet writer Ilya

Ehrenburg. Many of her later works take place in

the tropical climates of Mexico, the Caribbean, and

Brazil, far from her increasingly inhospitable home-
land. She died on 1 June 1983 in Berlin. By then

her ostracism in West Germany during the Cold

War was fading, and after German unification

(1990) she came to be considered one of the major
novelists of the twentieth century.

See also Communism; Germany; Jews.
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SEMIOTICS. Semiotics studies the various
ways meanings are expressed by and embodied in
systems of signs and symbols. In its European as
opposed to its American form it originally was
known as ‘‘semiology.’’ It grew out of the concep-
tion of Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–1913), for-
mulated in his Cours de linguistique générale
(1916; Course in General Linguistics, 1959), of a
‘‘semiology’’ as a general science of the life or
circulation of signs in society. Using the ‘‘sign
character of language’’ both as model and as stan-
dard for other sign systems, European semiotics
extended its interests far beyond language to such
domains as art, literature, myth, and religion, and
even to advertising and fashion systems.

DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS

The linguistic sign, according to Saussure, is two-
faced: it is the inseparable union of a ‘‘signifier’’
and a ‘‘signified.’’ Language for Saussure was a
system with a distinctive structure and was intrinsi-
cally social. It must be distinguished from speech, its
realization in concrete instances. Any act of speech,
like a move in a chess game, selects from a set of
preexisting units and combines them in rule-gov-
erned or rule-creating ways. This distinction
between the axis of selection and the axis of com-
bination (the paradigmatic and the syntagmatic) is
matched by another, perhaps more subtle and far-
reaching distinction: that between form and sub-
stance. Language, Saussure claimed, is a system
without positive terms. The linguistic sign gets its
meaning from its relations to other signs, not from
its positive characteristics or its relations to the
world. Using the clue of the difference between a
‘‘significant’’ sound and a mere ‘‘material’’ sound,
Saussure thought of language as a socially sanc-
tioned system of correlations between sign units.
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This idea of the sign, as defined by its relations to
other signs, will be carried over to the whole cul-
tural domain.

This set of distinctions led to a theoretical
revolution in linguistics and in cultural theory
that went under the name of structuralism.
Structuralism attempted to discover the significant
units in cultural systems quite generally and to set
out the patterns of relation between them. Literary
texts, for example, were shown by the Prague
School to be complex acts of speech made possible
by, and defined by, preexisting language-like sys-
tems without which they could not be created or
understood. Texts stood in relation not just to
previous texts but to all contemporaneous texts,
too. Here are to be found the roots of the later
notion of ‘‘intertextuality.’’

Early semiotics was faced with the serious prob-
lem of what seemed to be an irreconcilable opposi-
tion between semiotic systems and individual
creativity, as manifested in the arts, both visual
and literary. This theme was explored by such writ-
ers as the Russians Valentin Voloshinov (1895–
1936) and Mikhail Bakhtin (1895–1975). They
showed that texts, as utterances, transcend the
individual-society dichotomy by being situated,
but not predetermined, historically shaped and dis-
tinctively pitched rhetorical forms or ‘‘voices.’’
Novel texts were seen as emergent forms of ‘‘verbal
interaction,’’ as shifting performances of meaning.
But they are not mere repetitions of past meanings
that were already present in the system.

The focus on a creative social-historical logic
of discourse was balanced by the exploration of a
semiotic logic of the deep, unchanging structures of
myth by Claude Lévi-Strauss (b. 1908). Following
Saussure’s lead, Lévi-Strauss attempted to reduce the
multiple forms of myth to variations on a few ultimate
units and their systems of oppositions—raw/cooked,
nature/culture, clean/unclean, endogamous/exoga-
mous, and so forth.

Roland Barthes (1915–1980) further extended
the language-based semiotic model to describe
modern cultural myths and also the ‘‘rhetoric’’ of
the image. Barthes was fascinated by the linguistic
analogy and by not just the power of language but
also the language of power embodied in the great
mythic themes we live by and that enter into and
define our individual and social identities. It was

Barthes, along with Jacques Lacan (1901–1981),
who affirmed that even the psyche, that is, the self,
is ‘‘structured like a language,’’ as a coded system
of oppositions, a realization of structures of signi-
fiers, which one had no immediate access to or
control over. The ‘‘self’’ became essentially a de-
centered ‘‘place’’ in the play of signs, a theme
developed on the philosophical plane by Jacques
Derrida (1930–2004).

OTHER DISCIPLINES

Semiotics, then, as a discipline has more than mere
theoretical concerns to deal with. Semiotic analysis
becomes a form of self-reflection, even of political
opposition, since it makes visible the hidden systems
of meaning that define the space of one’s life.
Whether these systems are ‘‘prison-houses’’ or
‘‘happy homes’’ cannot be settled by semiotics itself.

Semiotic concerns and orientations also
entered into the work of psychology. Of special
interest is the work of the German Karl Bühler
(1879–1963), and of the Russian Lev Vygotsky
(1896–1934). Foregrounding and generalizing
the distinction between significant sounds and
sounds as merely physical phenomena, Bühler
explored how the apprehension of something as a
sign depended on one’s powers to abstract distinc-
tive features in the sign complex as well as in things
and objects in the world. This power of abstrac-
tion, clearly present in the perception of language,
led Bühler to develop a semiotic model of human
perceptual powers quite generally. Perception
itself, he showed, was a multiform process of sign-
reading. The perceptual field is filled with a
plethora of symptoms, signals, and symbolic struc-
tures that must be ‘‘picked out’’ as significant from
their non-significant surroundings. Vygotsky also
explored the semiotic dimensions of the perceptual
sphere, drawing extensive and fruitful parallels
between signs and tools as essential, indeed, indis-
pensable, supports for the development of con-
sciousness. Vygotsky showed that semiotics has an
unavoidable genetic dimension alongside its struc-
tural and historical dimensions, laying in this way
the groundwork for a semiotically informed cul-
tural psychology.

The ineluctable embodiment of perception in
signs and sign systems had important consequences
especially for a semiotically informed aesthetics.
Consequently, the visual arts, with special focus
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on painting, sculpture, and architecture, have been
subjected to semiotic analysis. What makes up sets
of visual signifiers, however, is a serious problem
for a specifically semiotic approach to visual art.
The approach taken by European semiotics availed
itself of the great phonological analogy: signifi-
cance, or meaning, arises through difference, and
the differences can be coded or uncoded. What,
then, are the constitutive differences and opposi-
tions in either the marked or carved surface (paint-
ing and sculpture) or a building? What makes some
significant and others non-significant? These sys-
tems of differences and oppositions point to one
another in intricate and not always obvious ways.
They encompass both the formal and content poles
of any meaning-bearing artifact, whether themati-
cally exploited or working ‘‘behind the backs’’ of
seemingly autonomous creators.

The production of meaning, semiotics holds, is
always embedded in, and exploits, sets of conven-
tions. And, strangely enough, novel artistic mean-
ings can also emerge out of the system, although
just how remains a perplexing problem. Art in all
its forms, seen from the semiotic point of view,
bears witness to the fact that there is no ‘‘pure’’
perception or innocent eye. A large semiotic litera-
ture has been devoted to these themes. Of primary
importance is the work of Maurice Merleau-Ponty
(1908–1961), who was perhaps the most impor-
tant philosopher to first recognize the revolution-
ary role of Saussure’s semiotic insights for
philosophy and for aesthetics.

Roman Jakobson (1896–1982), the great
Russian linguist, applied semiotic insights to lit-
erary and phonological theory, foregrounding
especially the poetic function of language, which
was marked by the ‘‘palpability’’ of signs. The
notion of palpability is clearly not restricted to
language signs but to artistic signs of all sorts.
Émile Benveniste (1902–1976), a distinguished
French linguist, also reflected on the extension of
the linguistic analogy to other systems of signs,
concluding that while language was the ‘‘interpret-
ing system’’ par excellence, one may not deny that
the realm of signs permeates the whole cultural
world. This is precisely the enduring central thesis
and theme of European semiotics.

See also Barthes, Roland; Derrida, Jacques; Jakobson,
Roman; Lacan, Jacques; Lévi-Strauss, Claude;

Merleau-Ponty, Maurice; Postmodernism; Saussure,
Ferdinand de.
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SEMPRÚN, JORGE (b. 1923), Spanish writ-
er and political activist.

The son of an ambassador from the Spanish
Republic who in 1937, during the Spanish civil
war (1936–1939), chose exile in France, Jorge
Semprún joined the French Resistance while still a
teenager and was deported to Buchenwald in 1943.
On his return to France he joined the Communist
underground struggle against the Spanish dictator
Francisco Franco (1892–1975). After leaving the
Communist Party in 1964, he produced a very rich
literary oeuvre in which he analyzed his various
combats. Five books retrace the experience of his
deportation, in particular.

Jorge Semprún was born into one of Spain’s
great families on 10 December 1923 in Madrid.
His father, Carlos Semprún y Gurrea, a jurist, dip-
lomat, and liberal editorialist, sided with the
Republic and became its chargé d’affaires at The
Hague. As a result, Jorge followed his father into
exile as a ‘‘Red Spaniard’’ at the fall of the
Republic, to which he remained faithful ever after.
Family contacts enabled him to avoid the Gurs
deportation camp, in which a number of Spanish
republicans in exile were imprisoned after Franco’s
victory; he studied in Paris at the Lycée Henri IV
and then at the Sorbonne and was active in the
movement surrounding the journal Esprit. He
interrupted his studies in philosophy to join the
Resistance, both as part of the British network
headed by Maurice Buckmaster and as a member
of the communist resistance groups Francs-Tireurs
et Partisans (FTP) and Main d’Oeuvre Immigrée
(MOI). At the age of twenty he was deported to
Buchenwald.
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Upon his release, stateless, he devoted himself
to militant engagement in the Spanish Communist
Party. Beginning in 1953 he coordinated under-
ground resistance activities against the Franco
regime on behalf of the Central Committee of the
exiled Spanish Communist Party; he later joined
the Central Committee and the politburo. From
1957 to 1963, he worked underground—at great
danger (his successor was shot)—for the
Communist Party in Franco’s Spain, under the
pseudonym Federico Sánchez.

After his expulsion from the not-yet-destali-
nized Communist Party in 1964 he turned toward
his twofold vocation, as a screenwriter for two films
by Alain Resnais, La guerre est finie (1966; The
War Is Over) and Stavisky (1974), and above all
as a writer. In his writing he returned to his experi-
ences as an antifascist, resistant deportee, and as a
militant communist. Twenty years after his depor-
tation, writing at last made sense of his experience,
and once he had begun he never stopped: he gave
voice to the experience of the camp by writing a
narrative that is also a novel, through the transfor-
mation of individual beings into other individuals,
and through snatches of memory adapted to writ-
ing: ‘‘We have made this journey into fiction; I
have thus obliterated my solitude in reality. What
good does it do to write books, if one does not
invent the truth? Or at least, what seems true.’’

The works L’évanouissement (1967; The black-
out), Le grand voyage (1963; The Long Voyage,
1964), Quel beau dimanche (1980; What a
Beautiful Sunday!, 1982), and Le mort qu’il faut
(2001; The necessary dead man), together with
L’écriture ou la vie (1994; Literature or Life, 1997),
make up a coherent and fascinating collection of
fictions, essays, and narratives. Jorge Semprún also
collaborated on many television programs, including
a dialogue with the writer and Holocaust survivor
Elie Wiesel (b. 1928) that was published under the
title Se taire est impossible (1995; To remain silent is
impossible), in which Semprún states:

And then, in this experience of Evil, the essential
thing is that it will have been lived as an experience
of death. . . . I say ‘‘experience’’ for a reason. . . . For
death is not something that we might have
brushed up against, or rubbed shoulders with, or
escaped from, like an accident we emerged from
unscathed. We lived it. . . . We are not escapees,
but ghosts. . . . And this, of course, can only be
said abstractly. Or while laughing with other
ghosts. . . . Because it’s not believable, not

sharable, barely comprehensible. . . . And yet, we
shall have lived this experience of death as a col-
lective experience, and what’s more, a fraternal
one, merging our being-together . . . as a Mit-
Sein-zum-Tode. (Translated from the French)

In Autobiographie de Federico Sanchez (1978;
The Autobiography of Federico Sanchez and the
Communist Underground in Spain, 1979),
Semprún does not shy away from self-criticism. As
a member of the Communist Party, he had bene-
fited from the protection of the Prominente (special
prisoners) at Buchenwald. ‘‘Nowhere did I pro-
claim my innocence. I remained silent, sacrificing
the truth on the altar of the absolute Spirit that, for
us, was called the Spirit of the Party.’’ Through
writing, he tried to move beyond the contradic-
tions of his experience.

When Spain again became democratic Semprún
returned to politics, on the condition that it would
be in the service of culture. He served as minister of
culture from 1988 to 1991 in the Socialist govern-
ment of Felipe Gonzales. He rose to great fame and
received a series of prestigious European literary
prizes.

See also Holocaust; Resistance; Spain; Spanish Civil War.
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SENGHOR, LÉOPOLD SÉDAR (1906–
2001), first president of Senegal and developer of
negritude and African socialism.

Léopold Sédar Senghor was a man of politics and
a man of culture who in both areas was devoted to
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finding a balance between Europe and Africa. Born in
Joal, French West Africa (present-day Senegal),
Senghor was the fifth of six children of Gnylane
Bakhoum and the trader Basile Diogoye Senghor.
Senghor’s very name signified his dual influences.
Sédar was Serer, the prominent ethnic group of
Joal. Catholicism, a French export, inspired the name
Léopold and Senghor’s attendance of a school run by
the Fathers of the Holy Spirit at Ngazobil in 1914.

As a schoolboy he was subjected to a peculiarity

of colonialism that imposed the French curriculum

upon Africans. Senghor struggled to become assimi-
lated, a French boy with black skin, whose diligent

studies and quick mind led him to Dakar, the capital of

French West Africa. After briefly attending the
Libermann Seminary, Senghor switched to the sec-

ondary school in Dakar. In 1928 he obtained the

French high school degree with honors, and the

Government General of French West Africa granted
him a scholarship with which to pursue studies in

France.

Senghor arrived in a Paris recently introduced
to jazz by African Americans and in which African
art and artifacts fascinated avant-garde intellec-
tuals and artists. Yet Senghor’s priority was his
education, and he attended first the renowned
Lycée Louis-le-Grand and then the Sorbonne,
studying Latin and Greek and exploring French
authors ranging from the poet Charles Baudelaire
to the writer Maurice Barrès. In order to sit for
the agrégation, the most prestigious teaching
degree in France, Senghor had to be naturalized
French. He was, in 1933, and passed the exam in
grammar in 1935.

Starting in 1931, through his studies Senghor
met those with whom he started deliberating negri-
tude, an intellectual movement that focused upon
culture to express the politics of black identity within
the context of European colonialism. These men and
women included the Martinicans Aimé Césaire and
three of the seven Nardal sisters, Jane, Andrée, and
Paulette, as well as the French Guianan Léon Damas.

Léopold Sédar Senghor, photographed on the set of a French television show, Paris, 1977. ªSOPHIE BASSOULS/CORBIS
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Senghor also discovered the Harlem Renaissance writ-
ers and met René Maran, the first black man to win the
celebrated Prix Goncourt for a novel, Batouala
(1921). This constellation of black thinkers allowed
Senghor to reevaluate his European education
and African origins. In 1936 Senghor wrote ‘‘The
Portrait,’’ a poem that expressed affection for the
region around Tours, where he was teaching classics
and French, and that also was the work in which he
first used the term negritude.

During World War II, Senghor was called upon
to serve in a regiment of colonial infantry but
was soon made a prisoner of war. After the war,
Senghor was invited to help write a new constitu-
tion for France. Senghor’s invitation to serve on the
Monnerville Commission introduced him to politics
and to the injustice of the continued political misrep-
resentation of colonies within the métropole (France
proper). In 1945 Senghor returned to Senegal to
complete his dissertation with research on Serer and
Wolof poetry. While there he was persuaded to run
for one of two seats Senegal had been given for the
Constituent Assembly of the Fourth Republic and
won as a socialist. He argued that Africans should
assimilate the best of European culture, recognize a
rich African tradition of culture and politics, and work
on a political relationship with France which would
resemble that between capitals and provinces.

An engaged intellectual, Senghor decided to
commit to politics. He traveled around Senegal
expressing interest in people’s lives and started a
newspaper, La condition humaine (The human
condition), which provided cultural and political
education for African readers. In 1948 Senghor
broke away from the French Socialist Party and
created the Senegalese Democratic Bloc. He advo-
cated greater independence for Africans within
the French Union, using ideas he had developed
through negritude and African socialism.
Negritude became a theory of group identity while
African socialism, elaborated in the late 1950s,
encouraged intercultural exchanges at the political
and social levels between Africa and the West.
Senghor believed African traditions, offset by the
progressivism of Western socialism, would ensure a
strong Africa.

In 1958 Senghor invited a number of parties to
join the Senegalese Progressive Union. Careful not
to seem ungrateful for France’s role in West Africa,

he waited until December 1959 when Charles de
Gaulle accepted Senegal as a nation and promised
the French Fifth Republic’s support. Senghor was
elected president of an independent Senegal in
January 1961 and led the country until 1980.
After retiring he returned to his initial passion,
working on committees at the French Academy,
to which he was inducted in 1984, and continuing
to write. Senghor died in Verson, France.

See also Colonialism; French Empire; Negritude.
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SERBIA. By the first months of 1914 the
Kingdom of Serbia seemed the most successful of
the independent states that had emerged across
southeastern Europe during the nineteenth cen-
tury. Its modernized army, mobilizing 350,000
men from a population of 2.9 million, won vic-
tories in both Balkan Wars of 1912–1913, first
against the Ottoman Empire and then against
neighboring Bulgaria. The region’s one native
monarch, King Peter Karadjordjević (1844–
1921), ruled under constitutional restraints and a
parliament elected by near universal male suffrage.
The tariff war of 1906–1911 with Austria-Hungary
had secured economic independence from Serbia’s
huge northern neighbor. Family holdings predom-
inated among a peasantry accounting for more
than 80 percent of the population. The cultural
and intellectual life of Belgrade displayed the grow-
ing European ambiance of the region’s other capi-
tal cities but enjoyed the advantage of greater press
freedom.

The next ninety years were not kind to that
apparent promise. Two world wars and the wars
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of Yugoslavia’s dissolution in the 1990s are partly
responsible. So, however, is political conflict within
Serbia’s changing borders and a problematic rela-
tion with the much larger territory, a large number
of Serbs included, that became Yugoslavia after
1918 and again after 1945. Already by 1914, the
First Balkan War had added Kosovo, the much-
remembered site of the medieval Serbian state’s
defeat by Ottoman forces in 1389, and Vardar
Macedonia to the territory of ‘‘inner Serbia.’’
Total population swelled to 4.4 million but
reduced the 90 percent Serb and Serbian
Orthodox proportion before 1912 to less than 70
percent. The ethnic and religious majority in
Kosovo had long since become Albanian and
Muslim, in the Vardar region Slav Macedonian
and Bulgarian Orthodox.

In July 1914 Austria-Hungary seized on the
assassination in Sarajevo of the heir to its throne
by a Bosnian Serb to declare war on Serbia. In
World War I Serbia’s suffering began with the
costly repulse of two Austro-Hungarian offensives.
There followed a deadly typhus epidemic; and a
German-led offensive that forced its army, govern-
ment, and accompanying civilians to retreat across
Kosovo and Albania to the island of Corfu by the
winter of 1915–1916. The death toll to that point
alone approached half a million. Hard Austrian and
harder Bulgarian occupations divided Serbia’s
1914 territory until 1918. Then a Serbian army
reconstituted with French-led forces on the
Salonika Front broke through Bulgarian lines in
October 1918 and quickly retook the lost territory.

Pressed by advancing Italian troops and the
internal disorder of a disintegrating Austro-
Hungarian army, a National Council of Slovenes,
Croats, and Serbs hastily assembled in Zagreb and
accepted Serbia’s terms for the founding of the first
Yugoslav or South Slav state on 1 December 1918.
In return, Serbian troops stemmed the Italian
advance and restored order in formerly Habsburg
Croatia-Slavonia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Yet it
was not until 1921 that a constituent assembly,
minus most Croat votes, could establish the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes on unitar-
ist terms under a Serbian King, Alexander
Karadjordjević (1888–1934). Its thirty-three dis-
trict administrations were made responsible to
Belgrade’s central ministries. They were subdivided

so that the two million Serbs outside of Serbia,
where only 2.6 million survived the war, would have
local majorities in some of Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Croatia, the Vojvodina, and Macedonia, and all of
Kosovo. The two latter territories were now called
South Serbia and placed under semi-martial law well
into the 1920s.

Several disadvantages stood in the way of the
Serbian dominance of this first Yugoslav state, as
assumed by its detractors and anticipated by prewar
political leaders such as Nikola Pasić (1845–1926).
Long head of the previously dominant Radical
Party, Pasić could remain prime minister again
until 1926, but only through a series of unstable
coalition governments. Serbia’s political spectrum
had divided into five parties, while single parties
represented not only the Slovenes, Croats, and
Bosnian Muslims but also increasingly the Serbs
from outside of Serbia. Other disadvantages were
the greater war damage suffered by Serbian indus-
try, the failure of its banking sector to attract much
of the private capital now concentrating in Zagreb,
and the retreat of the European capital market from
the state loans so helpful to prewar Serbia.
Culturally, some effort to make Belgrade the center
of a single, new Yugoslav identity briefly attracted
intellectuals and artists from other ethnic areas but
failed to survive the 1920s. Projects to create a
single educational system would not even get
started until the 1930s.

By then, King Alexander had abolished both

the parliament and the established political parties,
while redividing the renamed Kingdom of
Yugoslavia into only eight banovine (provinces).
Their borders favored Serbs but not Serbia. From
1929 to 1931 his royal dictatorship was a reality,

enforced by new powers for the Interior Ministry in
Belgrade. His closest army advisors fought the pres-
sures rising for relaxation from 1931 to 1934 but
could not prevail after the king’s assassination in
1934 at the hands of radical Croatian and

Macedonian nationalists. A new prime minister,
Milan Stojadinović (1888–1961), revived the econ-
omy, first through favorable trade arrangements
with Nazi Germany and then with rearmament
favoring Serbian industry. But he could not come

to terms with either the Serbian Orthodox Church
or the Croatian Peasant Party. By 1939 his succes-
sors had agreed to larger and largely Croatian
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banovina that prompted rising Serbian demands for

one of their own, including most of Bosnia.

The German invasion of April 1941 then inter-

vened to dismember the first Yugoslavia and

occupy Serbia. A military coup in Belgrade had just

overthrown the Regent Paul’s government for

agreeing to join the Nazi’s Tripartite Pact. The

brutality of the Nazi occupation intensified as both

the Yugoslav Communist Party under Tito (Josip

Broz, 1892–1980) and remnants of the royal

Yugoslav army under Dragoljub Mihajlović orga-

nized competing resistance movements. Kosovo

became part of a Greater Albania under Italian

occupation and a Kosovar Albanian administration

that killed or expelled interwar Serb immigrants.

War deaths there and in Serbia proper totaled

150,000, versus 300,000 Serbs killed elsewhere in

Yugoslavia. Tito used his partisans’ expulsion into

Bosnia and Croatia to build multiethnic support

for the Communist Yugoslavia that took power
quickly in 1945. The Chetniks’ limited collabora-
tion, more with the Italians than the Germans,
allowed the larger Communist forces to join the
Soviet army in sweeping them aside in Serbia.

The new Communist federation made Serbia a
constituent republic within its pre-1912 borders.
Neighboring Vojvodina became a province and
Kosovo a region, promising subordination to
Serbia given their respective Serb plurality and mi-
nority. And so at first they were, particularly in
Kosovo under the hard-line Interior Minister
Alexander Ranković (1909–1982). After he was
deposed in 1966 and Kosovar Albanians rioted
the following year, the region’s own affairs, educa-
tion and police powers included, passed increas-
ingly out of Serbia’s hands.

For the 60 percent of Yugoslavia’s Serbs inside
Serbia, their republic received little advantage from

Serbian peasant women help soldiers move large guns during World War I, January 1915. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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containing the capital city and having Serbs dispro-
portionately represented in the Communist parties
of Bosnia and Croatia. In the 1945 elections
Serbia’s noncommunist parties were the only ones
to seriously dispute the Communist accession to
power, their population the only one to abstain
significantly, some 30 percent. The smallholding
peasantry and the Serbian Orthodox Church sur-
vived Communist pressures by the early 1950s, but
with reduced numbers and less influence. By 1965,
Serbian Communist liberals were at the forefront of
a proposal to introduce market-oriented economic
reforms, reduce political influence in enterprise
management, and retreat from any Serb-centered
view of Yugoslavia. Their dismissal by Tito in 1971
along with Communist liberals in Croatia,
Slovenia, and Macedonia as well, opened the way
in the Serbian party for younger apparachiks, more
opportunist than hard-line. Slobodan Milošević
(1941–2006) moved ahead on just that basis. His
chance would come after Tito’s death in 1980.

Serbia’s economy and society were by then
struggling, like the rest of Yugoslavia, with increas-
ing inflation, enterprises under decentralized but
still political management, and now subdivided
workers’ councils. There were added problems for
Serbia, increasingly portrayed by Belgrade’s freer
media after Tito’s death as the result of discrimina-
tion from other republics. Its payments to the
lower-income republics and Kosovo seemed a
greater burden than for Croatia and Slovenia, with
incomes respectively two and three times Serbia’s
(and Yugoslavia’s) average. Belgrade’s infrastruc-
ture and amenities were increasingly neglected in
a confederal framework where the other republics
could agree that the city that was also Serbia’s
capital should not be favored. What had been the
most open, European, and multiethnic cultural and
educational center in Yugoslavia began turning in
on itself during the 1980s. Serbian nationalism
emerged in theater, literature, and finally in
politics.

As inflation accelerated, Yugoslavia’s post-Tito
political stalemate also frustrated economic reform.
Milošević used added anxiety about the declining
Serb population in Kosovo to take control of the
Serbian party. After the other communist regimes
in Eastern Europe collapsed in 1989 he sought to
save party control of all but Slovenia and western

Croatia. He deployed a Serbianized Yugoslav army
and paramilitary forces to challenge the secession of
first Croatia in 1991 and Bosnia-Herzegovina in
1992. By 1996 the surviving Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia consisted only of Serbia (10.6 million
people including Vojvodina and Kosovo) and
Montenegro. Blaming the immiseration of the
Serbian economy and the social demoralization of
Belgrade in particular on Western sanctions,
Milošević’s criminalized regime survived even after
the NATO bombing campaign of 1999 and his
agreement to withdraw Serbian forces from
Kosovo. The bombing on top of the Serb refugee
influx of the 1990s left the public with an enduring
sense of victimization, rolling together all of
Serbia’s suffering in the wars of the twentieth
century.

Within a year’s time, however, Serbia’s political
culture rallied. Demonstrations spread from city to
city, rejecting the falsification of votes in a hasty
election that Milošević had called to maintain his
position as president. He and his regime were
forced to resign in October 2000. Since then,
Serbia’s return to its pre-1912 democratic promise
has struggled to answer for the war crimes and
criminality of the 1990s, to overcome the long
legacy of the failed communist economy, and to
avoid the crippling political divisions of the 1920s.
For his courageous if compromised pursuit of that
promise, Prime Minister Zoran Djindjić (1952–
2003) was assassinated in 2003. But the struggle
has continued.

See also Belgrade; Kosovo; Milošević, Slobodan;
Montenegro; Sarajevo; Tito (Josip Broz); World
War I; World War II; Yugoslavia.
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SEXUALITY. In the course of the twentieth
century, sexuality became a site of increasing sig-
nificance for a variety of historical reasons. One
factor was the growing interest and success in con-
trolling fertility, which had major consequences for
women’s experience of sexuality and for the rela-
tionships between men and women. Another factor
was an intensifying preoccupation with questions
of sexual orientation. Sexual orientation became an
important target of both medicine and the law,
formed the basis of political movements, and pro-
foundly shaped the self-understandings of indivi-
duals. Over the course of the century, and at the
same time that sexuality accrued ever greater per-
sonal significance, sexual matters also acquired
increasing political salience. Sexuality became a
prime arena of (often highly public) social and
cultural conflict, a main motor of economic devel-
opment, and a key locus of government-citizen
negotiation. In a constantly reconfigured combina-
tion of stimulus and regulation, liberal and conser-
vative impulses together have worked to make
conflicts over sexual matters consequential for pol-
itics writ large.

CHANGING ATTITUDES BETWEEN

THE WARS

In the wake of World War I, there was an increased
emphasis on heterosexual mutuality and sexual
compatibility within marriage in all European
nations. This focus was attended by a notable
decline in prostitution and a concomitant rise in
premarital intercourse (for both men and women)
with potential marriage partners. Within this con-
text there also arose highly publicized campaigns
for greater contraceptive access and abortion rights
(often accompanied by backlashes led by the
churches and conservative political parties). In
addition, sex counseling centers were established
in central and northern Europe, and sex advice
literature written for popular audiences prolifer-
ated. The Dutch author Theodor Hendrick van
de Velde’s The Ideal Marriage (1926) became a

bestseller translated into many languages; in
Britain, Marie Stopes’s books Married Love
(1918) and Radiant Motherhood (1920) were
immensely popular. Sexological researchers, who
had begun in the later nineteenth century by study-
ing ‘‘perversion’’ and ‘‘deviant’’ forms of sexuality,
turned their attention to explicating ‘‘normal’’
sexuality and attempting to alleviate dysfunctions
and inhibitions.

Frequently, the advocates of heterosexual
mutuality also justified their work by asserting its
‘‘eugenic’’ value. Eugenic attitudes were hardly the
preserve of the political Right, but were often
shared by feminists, socialists, and liberals, and by
Jews as well as Christians. Belief that more pleasur-
able sex led to healthier babies and better parenting
coexisted uneasily with overt racism and anxiety
about declining European birthrates, as well as with
normative ideas about what constituted proper sex-
ual behavior.

In the interwar period, homosexual male and
lesbian subcultures became more visible in many
European cities, as did the further development of
activism to decrease homophobia in the populace
and to abolish laws that criminalized male homo-
sexual acts. (Only in Austria and Sweden were
lesbian acts criminalized as well.) In an intricate
interaction between medical professionals and
individuals who felt themselves to have nonnorma-
tive orientations, new theories of the etiology of
homosexual object choice were formulated. Some
insisted on a congenital basis for homosexuality,
while others emphasized psychological and devel-
opmental factors. Homosexuality was variously
theorized as a form of fetishism or narcissism, a
deficit in heterosexual vigor or maturity, or (more
traditionally) as an illness or a sin. The discovery of
sex hormones in the late 1920s complicated these
debates even further, and conflicts over the poten-
tial remediability of nonnormative orientations not
only divided those who advocated decriminaliza-
tion from those determined to maintain criminali-
zation but also divided each side against itself.

WORLD WAR II AND ITS AFTERMATH

The rise of fascism in Italy and Spain and the rise of
National Socialism in Germany and then Austria
were accompanied by aggressive campaigns to raise
birthrates not only through positive incentives but
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also by making access to contraception and abor-

tion more difficult. Especially in Italy and Spain,

the fascist parties were able to frame these cam-

paigns as in keeping with Catholic Church teaching.

In Nazi Germany and Austria, along with the

many countries that came under Nazi rule and

occupation during World War II, the concern with

raising the quantity of births was coupled with a

thoroughly racist form of eugenics. Jews, Sinti, and

Roma, along with civilians in the occupied terri-

tories and foreign laborers imported to work within

the Reich, as well as health-impaired individuals

and the mentally disabled and enfeebled within

Germany and Austria, were targeted for steriliza-

tion, involuntary abortion, and mass murder. Yet

although the Nazi Party had initially come to

power—and garnered substantial support from

the Protestant and Catholic Churches—on a

‘‘family values’’ platform that promised to clean

the streets of prostitution, the kiosks of pornogra-

phy, and the cities of homosexual club life, within

two to three years it was evident that Nazism deci-

sively encouraged premarital and extramarital het-

erosexual sex, and not only for reproduction. The

celebration of both nonmarital and marital hetero-

sexuality as an ‘‘Aryan,’’ ‘‘Germanic’’ prerogative

coincided with a sharply radicalized and escalated

prosecution of homosexuality and the murder of

thousands of homosexual men. Ultimately, the

majority of the populace did not experience the

Third Reich as a sexually conservative time.

Although the immediate aftermath of the mass

carnage of World War II was characterized in many

nations by chaos and economic hardship and by

what contemporaries described as an ongoing

atmosphere of libertinism, by the early 1950s far

more conservative mores were ascendant. In con-

sistently democratic nations such as Britain, as well

as in countries tainted either by collaboration with

Nazism or by Nazism itself, the Christian churches

reacquired considerable prestige and cultural and

political influence. A redomesticated heterosexual-

ity also became a widely held popular ideal, not

least as a response to the many ways sexuality

had escaped the familial framework during the

war years. In a Cold War climate of heightened

emphasis on the nuclear family, respectability, and

intensified concern with gender difference, newly

punitive attitudes toward premarital heterosexual

intercourse coincided with a refurbishing of
homophobic attitudes and laws under Christian
Democratic Party auspices. (Also in post-Vichy
France, for example, Charles de Gaulle’s govern-
ment retained legislation developed during Nazi
occupation that criminalized consensual homosex-
ual acts between those over and those under eigh-
teen years of age.)

The only exceptions to the larger conservative
postwar pattern were the Scandinavian countries of
Denmark and Sweden. Their Social Democratic
governments maintained the rationalized concern
with sexual health that had once, during the inter-
war era, been so prevalent also in other nations.
Homosexuality and abortion had been decrimina-
lized in these nations in the course of the 1930s
and 1940s and remained so; contraceptives were
legal and available. But in most European countries
in the 1950s, contraceptives were difficult to obtain
and abortion remained illegal, albeit widely prac-
ticed. By the end of the 1950s and the beginning
of the 1960s, it was estimated that France and West
Germany each were home to one million illegal
abortions per year, and rates in Italy were thought
to be even higher. Treatment of homosexuality
was less punitive in most predominantly Catholic
countries (including Belgium, Italy, Portugal, and
Spain) than in most predominantly Protestant
countries, although post-Nazi Austria continued
to criminalize both male and female homosexual-
ity. France in the 1950s, despite its regulation of
youth homosexuality, also did not criminalize con-
sensual adult homosexuality (and indeed had not
done so since the late eighteenth century). But
1950s England and West Germany saw intensive
prosecution of male homosexuality.

LIBERALIZATION

The early 1960s saw the first sustained efforts to
undo the postwar culture of sexual conservatism.
Increasing use of titillating images and narratives in
advertising and journalism, and the indisputable
popularity of a growing pornography market,
exposed the gap between official norms and main-
stream values. Liberal public intellectuals, politicians,
artists, and students began openly to challenge
the existing terms of debate. They argued that it
was the difficulty in obtaining contraception that
fueled epidemic proportions of reliance on illegal
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abortion, declared that the criminalization of
homosexuality was part and parcel of a larger hos-
tility to sexuality, and advanced the values of con-
sent and privacy. The birth control pill, developed
in the early 1960s, made available to married
women in the mid-1960s and also to the unmar-
ried by the late 1960s, decisively separated inter-
course from the possibility of procreation and
created the opportunity for women to experiment
more widely without fear of consequences. Across
Western Europe, a combination of increasing pub-
lic debate and progressive activism, both outside of
and within parliaments, led over the course of the
later 1960s and into the first half of the 1970s to
significant legal changes. The advertising of contra-
ception, for instance, was legalized in France in
1967, the same year that England decriminalized
male homosexuality. Abortion was also legalized in
England in 1967—not least under the impact of
the scandal of birth defects caused by Thalidomide.
Abortion was either partially or completely decrim-
inalized in West Germany, France, and Austria in
the mid-1970s, and decriminalized in Italy in
1978. Over the course of the 1960s and 1970s,
the censorship of pornography ceased or was sig-
nificantly curtailed in many nations.

Sex rights activist movements emerging within
and around the New Left radically politicized
sexuality. Whether inspired by the rediscovered
Weimar-era work of Wilhelm Reich or by the
1960s writings and speeches of the Frankfurt
school philosopher Herbert Marcuse, sex radicals
criticized the ideals of monogamy and the nuclear
family and advanced antiauthoritarian parenting
styles. They celebrated what they saw as the (at once
politically and personally) transformative power of
sexual liberation. And pointing to the United States’
brutal war in Vietnam, they challenged conservatives
to explain how racism and killing could be consid-
ered morally acceptable, while sex was considered
immoral. ‘‘Make Love Not War’’ became one of the
premier slogans of the era.

No less crucial, however, were liberaliza-
tions going on within the Christian churches. In
Britain, for instance, already in the more conser-
vative era of the 1950s, Protestants had been
strong advocates of greater sexual mutuality in
marriage, and the Catholic Griffin Report of 1956
recommended—as did the British government’s

Wolfenden Committee Report of 1957—that male
homosexuality be decriminalized. In the 1960s and
1970s, both Protestant and Catholic theologians,
clergymen, and laity actively worked to reformulate
Christian mores with regard to sexuality. In France,
there were Catholic priests among the advocates
for homosexual rights, and self-identified Catholic
doctors spoke out in favor of contraceptive use.
In West Germany, an official commission of the
Protestant Church deemed premarital intercourse
acceptable for a couple intending to marry, while
the Catholic bishops of West Germany departed
from the Vatican’s position to declare formally that
they endorsed the use of the Pill. In Italy, Catholics
worked together with socialists to formulate social-
justice-based arguments in order to secure abortion
rights for women. In adapting to the new more
permissive climate, the churches were reaching out
to their own rank and file.

REACTIONS

At the same time, militant political movements
organized around issues of sexual desire and plea-
sure also contributed to the growing publicity sur-
rounding sexuality. Thus, for example, in part
growing out of the New Left’s sex rights activism
and in part reacting against it, new feminist and gay
and lesbian movements challenged the often mis-
ogynist and/or heterosexist assumptions informing
much of the mainstream sexual revolution.
Feminists also criticized a culture that frequently
trivialized rape and sexual harassment alike. The
backlashes against feminism and ‘‘out’’ homosexu-
ality were not far behind, and themselves spawned
major public movements—joined by men and
women—to reclaim traditional femininity and reas-
sert heterosexuality as normative. These antifeminist
and antihomosexual movements were complexly
related to the late 1970s’ dynamic of both spreading
ongoing liberalization and a new weariness and
growing anxiety over what were perceived to be
the sexual revolution’s downsides and excesses.

When the HIV/AIDS epidemic was first iden-
tified in the early 1980s, in short, there were
already popular, media, and government tenden-
cies toward greater conservatism once again appar-
ent. The initial impulse among politicians and
public health officials to label AIDS a ‘‘gay disease’’
was spurred both by homophobic disregard for gay
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lives and by deep-seated but not fully acknowl-
edged ambivalence about the liberality of hetero-
sexual mores. Much discussion also centered on
drug users and immigrants. Governments were
quick to propose quarantining those who had been
infected but slow to sponsor research for treatment
or cure, and also often slow to promote safer sex
practices for fear of being seen as endorsing non-
monogamous sexuality. Recommendations for
fidelity or abstinence missed the point that it was
the practices, not the number of partners, that
either blocked or facilitated the spread of the dis-
ease. Massive mobilization and numerous local
initiatives by queer communities ultimately suc-
ceeded in convincing public health officials to
change their tactics and encouraged government
spending on medical research. As of 1996, with
the introduction of antiretroviral drugs, the dis-
ease, although not curable, became far more man-
ageable within Europe. The crisis has moved to the
more impoverished regions of the world in the
early twenty-first century.

The 1990s saw a complex combination of lib-
eralization and revived conservatism. Many
European nations legalized same-sex unions. Out-
of-wedlock births lost all stigma. Traditionally con-
servative Catholic countries such as Ireland and
Austria saw major gains for homosexual rights,
due not least to pressures to adopt the standards
of the European Union. Gains were also made in
Ireland in the areas of access to contraception and
abortion, not least under the impact of sexual scan-
dals within the Catholic Church, including clergy
abuse of children. The 1990s also, however, saw a
return to more traditional values among youth and
a revitalized trend toward romance and fidelity
among both hetero- and homosexuals. The grow-
ing minority of Muslims within Europe, along with
the renewal of fundamentalist forms of Islam, with
their especially restrictive treatment of female
sexuality, have also tested Europeans’ assumptions
about their own liberality. Some liberals, for instance,
have not hesitated to use racist anti-Muslim argu-
ments to defend sex education in schools.

The turn from the twentieth to the twenty-first
century has brought new developments that some
scholars now bundle together under the rubric
‘‘neosexual revolution.’’ This term is an attempt
to capture a major reconfiguration in the very

essence of what sexuality is and means under the

impact of a number of trends: the mass marketing

of sexual psychopharmacology in the form of

Viagra and other drugs (with their ability to split

the capacity to perform from the experience of

desire); the exponential explosion of Internet

and video pornography, phone sex, and cybersex

(a situation in which it becomes increasingly

unclear whether people are making love with a

partner or more with the images crowding in their

heads); a tendency to find the ‘‘ego trip’’ of narcis-

sistic self-display at least as exciting as the physio-

logical sensation of orgasm; and an attempt to

optimize the time investment in sexual encounters

so as to make them less disruptive of career

advancement. Some are now calling the new state

of affairs ‘‘the onanization of sexuality.’’ In short,

while sexuality, as the twentieth century knew it,

has become ever more important in the media, it

may once again be becoming less important in

individual lives.

See also AIDS; Body Culture; Demography;
Homosexuality.
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SEYSS-INQUART, ARTHUR (1892–
1946), Austrian politician.

Arthur Seyss-Inquart was born 22 July 1892 in
the village of Stannern, Austria. He studied law and
fought in the Austrian Tiroler Kaiserjäger during
World War I on the eastern front and in Italy,
finally reaching the rank of Oberleutnant. After
the war he established himself as an attorney in
Vienna. Devotedly Catholic and anti-Semitic, he
believed the only hope for Austria was Anschluss
(annexation) with Germany. He joined a secret pan-
German organization, the German Brotherhood, and
also became associated with the Austrian Nazi Party
after 1932, although he was not included in the
membership. As a result of German pressure, he
became a Staatsrat (state councillor) on 17 June
1937. Hitler also coerced the Austrian chancellor
Kurt von Schuschnigg (1897–1977) into aligning
his government more closely with the Third Reich
and insisted on the appointment of Seyss-Inquart as
minister of security and interior, which happened on
16 February 1938. After a further German ultima-
tum, Schuschnigg resigned, and Seyss-Inquart suc-
ceeded him as chancellor on 11 March 1938. Under
continued pressure from Berlin, he invited German
troops into Austria and brought about the legaliza-
tion of Anschluss on 13 March. The ambitious attor-
ney was rewarded with the rank of SS Gruppenführer
and was also nominated as Reichsstatthalter

(governor) of the Ostmark until 30 April 1939. He
then served in Hitler’s cabinet as minister without
portfolio until the Germans conquered Poland. In
October 1939 he was appointed as deputy to Hans
Frank, to assist with the creation of the so-called
General Government in occupied Poland.

After the German invasion of the Netherlands
on 10 May 1940, Seyss-Inquart was appointed by
Hitler as Reich Commissioner for the Occupied
Dutch Territories on 18 May 1940, and he took
up his position on 29 May 1940. He was assisted
by four Generalkommissare (commissioners gen-
eral) who took charge of the Dutch administration,
which, after the Dutch government had left for
London, was in the hands of senior permanent civil
servants. The Dutch civil administration was left
intact, and Seyss-Inquart and his German-Austrian
Generalkommissare limited themselves to outlining
policy and overall supervision.

Seyss-Inquart saw his main task as preparing
the Dutch, as a Germanic people, for future
annexation to the Reich. Initially he hoped to
win the Dutch over to the benefits of Nazism in a
friendly manner, but within a year he was con-
fronted with a degree of opposition that led to
the realization that National Socialism was seen as
profoundly alien to the Dutch mentality. Further
ideological and economic demands on the country
created an even greater sense of outrage against
curbs on personal freedom and precipitated three
major strikes in 1941, 1943, and 1944. Realizing
that the German attempts at Nazification had
failed, Seyss-Inquart took an increasingly hard line,
such that the dynamics of repression and resistance
led to the collapse of civil society in the last year
of the occupation. Although not always directly
involved, Seyss-Inquart was responsible for hun-
dreds of executions (often as reprisals). On
5 September 1944 he proclaimed a state of siege
and some weeks later imposed a collective punish-
ment on the Dutch people by cutting off the sup-
plies of food and fuel to the west, thus precipitating
a famine and many civilian deaths in the severe last
winter of occupation, 1944–1945. Seyss-Inquart
failed in his attempts to win over the Dutch people
ideologically and also failed to extract labor and
resources from the country without encountering
widespread opposition. His one major success was
in relation to racial policy—75 percent of the Jews
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in the Netherlands were deported and nearly all of
these perished in Polish concentration camps.

Proposed as foreign minister by Hitler during
his last days as chancellor, Seyss-Inquart escaped
from the Netherlands to North Germany, where
he was subsequently arrested near Hamburg by
advancing British troops on 4 May 1945. Put on
trial at Nuremberg, he claimed to have served
Dutch interests but was found guilty of war crimes
and crimes against humanity. He was hanged on 16
October 1946 in Nuremberg prison.

See also Austria; Germany; Nazism; Netherlands; World
War II.
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SHEVARDNADZE, EDUARD (b. 1928),
Soviet foreign minister and president of Georgia.

Eduard Amvrosevich Shevardnadze was born

in the village of Mamati in western Soviet

Georgia. The young Eduard grew up with the

knowledge that some of his family had suffered

from the Stalinist regime. Yet after graduating from

the state pedagogical institute in Kutaisi, he rose

rapidly in the Komsomol (Communist Youth

Union) and the Communist Party. In 1968 he

was named minister of internal affairs in Georgia,

and when the Soviet party chief Leonid Brezhnev

launched a campaign to rid Georgia of corruption

and favoritism, he elevated Shevardnadze to party

leader of Georgia (1972). Four years later he

became a member of the Central Committee of

the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU).

In Georgia he was a vigorous campaigner

against crime and corruption, though ultimately

powerless before the country’s ‘‘black’’ and ‘‘gray’’

markets and the system of kinship politics that

made evasion from the law prevalent. Even though

he fought against manifestations of Georgian

nationalism, he developed a rapport with the pub-

lic. In 1978, when Georgians publicly demanded

restoration of Georgian as the official language of

the republic, he defied Moscow’s initial objections

and made that concession. His reforms attracted

the attention of a rising young Russian communist,

Mikhail Gorbachev, who in a famous private con-

versation confided to Shevardnadze his conviction

that the Soviet Union could not go on much

longer without reform. When Gorbachev became

general secretary of the CPSU in 1985 he surprised

the world by bringing Shevardnadze to Moscow as

a member of his Politburo and minister of foreign

affairs.

The Gorbachev-Shevardnadze foreign policy,
known as the ‘‘New Thinking,’’ transformed the
Soviet Union from a dedicated adversary of the
West into a much more cooperative interlocutor.
Concern for the interests of a generalized humanity
replaced the idea of international class struggle
between capitalist and socialist camps. Arms reduc-
tion, withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan,
and a refusal to back militarily Soviet-style commu-
nist regimes in Eastern Europe all became part of
a post–Cold War foreign policy. Identified with
this radical shift in policy, Shevardnadze incurred
the wrath of communist hardliners, and when
Gorbachev appeared to turn way from reform,
Shevardnadze resigned his position (December
1990). Only after the anti-Gorbachev coup of
August 1991 did he return to the foreign ministry
as the USSR disintegrated and Gorbachev’s power
withered.

When independent Georgia’s first president,
Zviad Gamsakhurdia, led his nation into civil
and ethnic war, influential Georgians invited
Shevardnadze back to reunify the country. His sup-
porters defeated Gamsakhurdia, but Shevardnadze
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could not bring the whole country under his
control. Georgians were driven out of Abkhazia
and South Ossetia and Shevardnadze was forced
to accept de facto Russian hegemony in those
regions. To placate Russia he agreed to join the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), the
primary tie left for former Soviet states.

Having established a degree of security for
Georgia, and after surviving an assassination attempt,
Shevardnadze was overwhelmingly elected president
of Georgia in November 1995. He brought order to
its streets, ridding the cities of the free-standing mili-
tias, but was unable to revive the economy or restrain
the growing corruption. His popularity began to
decline in the second half of the 1990s, at least
within Georgia, though he maintained a respectable
international reputation. But even his highly placed
friends in Western capitals began to desert him in the
early twenty-first century. Though reelected presi-
dent in April 2000, it was widely recognized that
the election had been marred by irregularities. By
this time many saw the Shevardnadze as part of the

problem rather than a solution to the country’s eco-
nomic and political woes.

In November 2003 Shevardnadze and his
allies overplayed their hand in an attempt to win
the elections to the Georgian parliament. Popular
outrage fed into a movement led by the charis-
matic Mikhail Saakashvili, a young politician ear-
lier groomed by Shevardnadze himself. While the
president was speaking to parliament, Saakashvili
and his followers broke into the hall, and security
men whisked a confused Shevardnadze to safety.
Rather than use force, Shevardnadze decided to
resign. His opponents agreed to allow him to
remain in Georgia. This ‘‘Rose Revolution’’ effec-
tively ended the political career of the man who
had dominated Georgia for more than thirty
years. His legacy in his homeland remains mixed,
while his achievements in foreign policy contrib-
uted to the end of the Cold War.

See also Brezhnev, Leonid; Cold War; Gorbachev,
Mikhail.

Eduard Shevardnadze. Escorted by bodyguards, the former foreign minister arrives at the Russian parliament building during

the coup attempt of August 1991. ªPETER TURNLEY/CORBIS
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SHOSTAKOVICH, DMITRI (1906–
1975), Soviet composer.

Dmitri Shostakovich was born in
St. Petersburg (Leningrad) on 25 September
(12 September, old style) 1906, and died in
Moscow on 9 August 1975. Chronologically his
life and work coincided with the Bolshevik
Revolution and the historical events that ensued
in Russia and the Soviet Union: civil war, indus-
trialization, collectivization of the peasantry,
Stalin’s great purge, World War II, destalini-
zation, and the Cold War and nuclear arms race.
These cataclysms left an indelible mark on the
composer’s life and on his work. Unlike his older
contemporaries Igor Stravinsky (1882–1971) and
Sergei Prokofiev (1891–1953), Shostakovich
never emigrated or spent much time abroad.
Living and creating inside Soviet Russia made
him an eminently Soviet artist.

Shostakovich graduated from the Petrograd
(later Leningrad) Conservatory in 1923 (piano) and
1925 (composition). His reputation was established
with his First Symphony (1924–1925), performed in
1926. By the time of his death he had created fifteen
symphonies, rivaling Beethoven and Mahler as one
of the most prolific symphonic composers of all
times. He had worked as a pianist at a movie theater
as a student, and his fascination with the cinema
influenced his successful work on film scores. His

ventures into musical theater were less successful.
His first opera, The Nose (first performed in 1930),
was based on a satirical story by nineteenth-century
writer Nikolai Gogol. It drew sharp criticism from
the censors and proletarian zealots in art circles and
the official press. His next opera, Lady Macbeth of
Mtsensk District (Katerina Izmaylova, 1934) pre-
sented a gloomy picture of provincial tsarist Russia.
It angered Stalin and was condemned in Pravda.
Shortly afterward the ballet Limpid Stream (1935)
was also withdrawn from the repertoire and banned.

The Soviet regime exerted a rigid control of the
arts, and Shostakovich was forced to create music
that the regime considered appropriate, namely film
scores, grandiose symphonies, and programma-
tic cantatas and songs based the on lyrics of state-
approved poets. He wrote music for the major
blockbusters of the Stalinist era: Trilogy about
Maxim (1934–1938; an epic about the making of
a communist hero in prerevolutionary Russia); The
Great Citizen (1938–1939; based on murdered
Bolshevik Sergei Kirov’s life and death); The Young
Guard (1947–1948; about the young communist
group’s exploits under the Nazi occupation); The
Fall of Berlin (1949; glorifying Stalin’s command
during World War II); and Unforgettable Year
1919 (1951; depicting Stalin’s genius during the
civil war). After Stalin’s death he wrote much less
ideologically compromised film music (e.g., Gadfly
[1955], Hamlet [1964], and King Lear [1971]).

The fulfillment of state orders for film scores
gave the composer relative freedom in his symphon-
ic, concerto, and chamber music works as well in
song cycles. The official acceptance of his sympho-
nies was uneven and reflected the ups and downs of
the country’s political life. The Second (October)
(1927) and Third (Labor Day) (1929) symphonies,
set to the lyrics of now-forgotten communist poets,
were hailed. The Fourth (1935–1936) was with-
drawn during rehearsal and not performed for thirty
years. The Fifth (1937) was heralded as a triumph of
socialist realism in music. The Sixth (1939) was
silenced. The Seventh (1941), the famous
Leningrad Symphony, was proclaimed a triumph of
antiwar art and played around the world. The Ninth
(1945) was briefly banned. The Eleventh (1957)
bore the subtitle The Year 1905: the year of the
revolution Vladimir Lenin called the great rehearsal
for the 1917 Bolshevik triumph. The Twelfth
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Symphony (1961) was dedicated to Lenin. The
Thirteenth (1962) was written to the poetry of
young nonconformist poet Yevgeny Yevtushenko.
Its first part, ‘‘Babi Yar’’ (the name of a ravine in
the Ukrainian capital, Kiev, where the Nazis mas-
sacred tens of thousands of Jews in World War II),
infuriated the authorities, and Nikita Khrushchev
personally attacked Yevtushenko. Only his last
symphony, the Fifteenth (1971), a genuine farewell
to life, was not manipulated by the authorities.

The Soviet regime’s treatment of Shostakovich
was typical of official suppression and control of the
arts during the Stalinist period and in the years after
Stalin’s death. But the regime also made
Shostakovich the most officially honored composer
in modern history. He was the winner of five Stalin
Prizes and of the Lenin and State Prizes, a Hero of
Socialist Labor, and a People’s Artist of the USSR.
He was a longtime deputy to the Supreme Soviet
(parliament) and for the last fifteen years of his life
he was a member of the Communist Party and
worked as a head of the Union of Composers of
Russian Federation enjoying luxurious apartments,
cottages, cars, and trips abroad.

The uniqueness of Shostakovich’s standing lay in
the fact that he was totally integrated into the poli-
tical and artistic hierarchy and at the same time was
revered around the world and especially in the West
as one of the greatest composers of the century. In
the context of the Cold War, the detente achieved on
the Shostakovich front was unusual. It was chal-
lenged four years after his death in a book entitled
Testimony: The Memoirs of Dmitri Shostakovich as
Related to and Edited by Solomon Volkov, published
in the United States. The book depicted the compos-
er as an embittered and suffering man, at best an
internal émigré within his own country, at worst a
secret dissident, if not anticommunist and anti-
Soviet. The book followed a tradition long estab-
lished in the West after the Bolshevik Revolution,
that of publishing explosive revelatory memoirs, let-
ters, diaries, and testimony of famous and powerful
Soviet personalities (e.g., the foreign minister Maxim
Litvinov or the alleged British spy and colonel of
military intelligence Oleg Penkovsky). What united
these bestsellers was the fact that by the time of
publication their ‘‘authors’’ were dead and in most
cases the books appeared only in translation and the
Russian original was not made public.

The case of Testimony looked equally suspect.
In 1980 U.S. scholar Laurel Fay convincingly
showed that the book was partly based on materials
published in the Soviet press. Its anti-Soviet and
anticommunist portions were made up largely of
dissident oral history, stories, and legends that
abounded in Russian intellectual circles in the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century. The book’s
defenders were vehement in its support, sometimes
confusing the notion of the veracity of a document
with its authenticity, which was unequivocally and
repeatedly denied by the composer’s widow, Irina
Shostakovich. The Testimony controversy fore-
shadowed a pattern of justifying and rehabilitating
iconic Soviet personalities of the twentieth century
that emerged in post-Soviet Russia. The stream of
fashionable ‘‘internal suffering’’ revelations and
confessions, revisionist in nature, became a trend
and included many honored Soviet writers, musi-
cians, ballerinas, painters, filmmakers, and actors
who were well integrated in the Soviet hierarchies.

The Shostakovich controversy, far from being
resolved, has helped to enhance the stature of the
composer as one of the most enigmatic, prolific,
and interpreted musicians of the past century.
Together with his countrymen Stravinsky and
Prokofiev, he became a musical ambassador of
Russian culture on a worldwide scale.

See also Prokofiev, Sergei; Soviet Union; Stravinsky,
Igor.
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LEONID MAXIMENKOV

n

SIBELIUS, JEAN (1865–1957), Finnish
composer.

Jean Christian Julius Sibelius was born on 8 De-
cember 1865 into a middle-class Swedish-speak-
ing family in Hämeenlinna (Tavastehus), a provin-
cial town north of Helsinki. At this time, Finland
was a grand duchy of the Russian Empire. Sibelius’s
father died of typhoid in 1868, and his mother
raised him. Their summers were spent at the
Baltic seaport of Loviisa. Sibelius began violin les-
sons with the local bandmaster in Hämeenlinna
in 1880, and his earliest surviving composition, a
duet for violin and cello called Vattendroppar
(Waterdrops) dates from around this time.

Sibelius enrolled at Helsinki University to read
law in 1885, but swiftly abandoned his studies and
took up a place at the Helsinki Music Institute,
founded by Martin Wegelius (1846–1906) in 1881.
Among the teachers on staff was the Italian-German
pianist and composer Ferruccio Benvenuto Busoni
(1866–1924). Sibelius graduated in 1889 and spent
the next academic year in Berlin, studying counter-
point with Albert Becker (1834–1899). After return-
ing to Finland, he traveled to Vienna in 1890 to study
with Robert Fuchs (1847–1927) and Karl Goldmark
(1830–1915). His year in Vienna made a deep musi-
cal impression on the young composer. He heard the
Third Symphony of Anton Bruckner (1824–1896),
and, inspired by reading the Finnish national epic the
Kalevala, he began composing his first large-scale
orchestral work, the highly original choral symphony
Kullervo. On his return to Finland, he heard the rune
singer Larin Paraske (1833–1904) and incorporated
stylized musical figures based on her singing in parts
of Kullervo. The work was premiered on 28 April
1892, the same year that Sibelius married Aino
Järnefelt, daughter of a prominent upper-class family
with strongly nationalist leanings.

Throughout the 1890s tensions had been grow-
ing between the Russian authorities and popular
demands for an independent Finnish state. Many of
Sibelius’s works from this period were associated with
the struggle for national identity and draw on themes
or characters from the Kalevala. The First Symphony
was premiered on 26 April 1899, followed by
Finlandia, one of Sibelius’s most popular composi-
tions, on 4 November. The symphony was subse-
quently performed at the Universal Exposition in
Paris in 1900, as Sibelius’s musical horizons became
increasingly international. The Second Symphony
(1900–1901), often heard as a patriotic call for
Finnish liberation, was actually written in Italy.

The Second Symphony received its first American
performance in Chicago in 1904. Later that year,
Sibelius moved out of Helsinki to a villa in the coun-
try, called Ainola. The change of scene coincided with
a significant shift of aesthetic focus away from the rich
Romanticism of the first two symphonies toward a
leaner, more concentrated musical style. The Third
Symphony of 1907 is strikingly compressed: the third
movement combines the functions of scherzo and
finale telescoped into a single unbroken musical span.
The Fourth Symphony (1911) is even more epigram-
matic and has since gained a reputation as being one
of the most difficult and modernist of Sibelius’s sym-
phonic works.

Sibelius traveled to the United States in 1914,
at the invitation of Carl Stoeckel (1858–1925), to
conduct the premiere of his tone poem The
Oceanides at the Norfolk Festival in Connecticut.
The outbreak of World War I, however, isolated
Sibelius from international musical markets, espe-
cially in Germany, and may have prompted a sig-
nificant period of compositional reassessment that
resulted in the first version of the Fifth Symphony
(1915, rev. 1916–1919). During the Finnish Civil
War of 1918, Sibelius’s sympathies lay with the
White Army led by Baron Carl Gustav Emil Von
Mannerheim (1867–1951), rather than with the
Communists. Sibelius’s later diary entries, and
often his music, are marked by an increasingly
powerful mood of inwardness and withdrawal.
James Hepokoski has argued that the final two
symphonies (1923 and 1924, respectively) and
the tone poem Tapiola (1926) can be heard as
concentrated meditations upon aspects of the
Nordic natural world. Though Sibelius worked on
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an Eighth Symphony in the 1930s, parts of which
were professionally copied, he probably burned the
manuscript, and no major new works appeared
after the completion of Tapiola in 1926. Sibelius’s
reputation in the United Kingdom and North
America was at its height, but he increasingly
sought to withdraw from public view. Sibelius died
on 20 September 1957.

Sibelius’s critical reception has followed a cyclic
trajectory through twentieth-century music.
Initially celebrated in Finland as a national hero,
his symphonies were later upheld as the model for a
progressive post-Beethovenian modernism. His
perceived right-wing political connections, and
supposed association with the blood-and-soil ideol-
ogy of Nazism, partly accounted for the decline in
his reputation after World War II, principally at the
hands of writers such as Theodor Adorno (1903–
1969) and René Leibowitz (1913–1972). The end
of the twentieth century, however, saw renewed
interest in Sibelius and his innovative approach to
musical texture and form from a broad range of
scholars and composers, from members of the
French spectral school such as Tristan Murail to
leading lights of British contemporary music and
American minimalists such as John Adams.

See also Finland.
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DANIEL M. GRIMLEY

n

SINN FÉIN. The Irish radical nationalist poli-
tical movement and party, Sinn Féin, was founded
around 1905. However, the present Sinn Féin
party’s claim to be the oldest political party in
Ireland disguises profound changes in its ideology,
tactics, and personnel over the course of the
twentieth century. Translating as ‘‘Ourselves’’ and
promoting the principle of Irish self-reliance, the
Sinn Féin movement emerged from a number of
political groups, including Cumann na nGaedheal
(founded 1900) led by Arthur Griffith, the
National Council (1903), and the Dungannon
Clubs (1905) in Belfast. The Dungannon Clubs
and Cumann na nGaedheal merged in April 1907
as the Sinn Féin League, becoming Sinn Féin in
1908. Although Sinn Féin contested many local
elections and the 1908 North Leitrim by-election
(which proved a crushing defeat), the movement
was always more of a pressure group than merely a
political party, providing a meeting ground for
various disparate nationalists, feminists, pacifists,
socialists, and Irish language enthusiasts, brought
together by their rejection of Irish devolution
(Home Rule) and using the radical nationalist press
to convey its message. Griffith was the party’s prin-
ciple ideologue, despite his unwillingness to
become involved in formal party politics. Griffith’s
two major works, The Resurrection of Hungary
(1904) and The Sinn Féin Policy (1906), suggested
that Ireland, under a system of dual monarchy with
the English Crown, should become economically
self-reliant and that Irish members of Parliament
(MPs) would abstain from Westminster and create
an Irish national assembly instead.

1916–1921

Prior to the 1916 Easter Rising in Ireland, Sinn
Féin stood at the margins of Irish politics; in
August 1909, the party could boast only 581
members, 211 of whom came from Dublin. But
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its importance lay in establishing the split between
constitutional nationalists and separatists that
would change Irish politics in 1917 and 1918.
Following the Easter Rising (which was erro-
neously dubbed the ‘‘Sinn Féin Rebellion’’), the
British government’s suppression of the party and
its attempts to introduce conscription to Ireland
during 1918 gave Sinn Féin a popularity
undreamed of before World War I. During 1917
Sinn Féin gained four important by-election
victories. A year later, its membership had risen
to 112,080 members, and in the December
1918 election Sinn Féin gained 48 percent of
the vote and 73 out of 105 parliamentary seats at
Westminster, including the first woman to be
elected as an MP, Constance Markievicz. Sinn
Féin, however, did not take up these seats, instead
establishing the first Dáil Éireann (Irish
Parliament) that claimed to be the legitimate gov-
ernment of Ireland. Hostilities began shortly after-
ward between the British forces and the Irish
paramilitaries (including the IRA), and as the
Anglo-Irish conflict escalated, Sinn Féin became
increasingly marginalized, seeing its share of the
vote fall to 30 percent in the local elections of
1920. The Anglo-Irish Treaty that ended the war
in 1921, despite being negotiated by Griffith and
Michael Collins on the Irish side, was deeply con-
tentious to many within the Sinn Féin movement,
especially the continued connection between
Ireland and Britain embodied in the Oath of
Allegiance to the English Crown required of all
members of the newly elected Irish assembly.
Unable to reach consensus, the separatist republi-
cans of the Sinn Féin movement, led by Eamonn de
Valera, opposed the treaty, leading to the outbreak
of civil war in Ireland.

1923–1970

Defeated in the Irish civil war, Sinn Féin emerged
again in May 1923, recognizing the second Dáil
(elected a year earlier) as the legitimate government
of Ireland. By 1926, de Valera had become disillu-
sioned with Sinn Féin’s failure to acknowledge the
political realities of Ireland and moved away from
the party to form Fianna Fáil. Only a rump Sinn
Féin party remained, and from 1926 onward it did
not contest Irish Free State elections and became
an increasingly irrelevant republican ghetto. The
1930s were notable only for the election of

Margaret Buckley as president of the party in
1936, the first female leader of an Irish party, and
Sinn Féin’s transferral of the second Dáil’s powers
as the legitimate government of Ireland to the army
council of the Irish Republican Army (IRA) in
1938 on the commencement of its bombing cam-
paign on mainland Britain. The IRA increased its
hold over Sinn Féin, infiltrating the party in 1949.

THE 1970S AND 1980S

By the end of the 1960s, tensions in the party
between socialists wanting electoral participation
and militarists grew and resulted in a split in the
republican movement at the end of 1969. The
Provisional IRA took up the armed struggle against
the British armed forces during the 1970s, with
Provisional Sinn Féin continuing to be a support
group for the IRA, as Gerry Adams, who emerged
as the leader of Sinn Féin during the 1980s, later
recalled doing little more than selling newspapers
and raffle tickets.

With Adams, Martin McGuinness, and others
coming to the fore in the party, the 1980s saw the
beginnings of a coherent political strategy for Sinn
Féin. At the height of the hunger strikes by repub-
lican prisoners in 1981, Sinn Féin decided to aban-
don decades of abstention from political activity
and contest the Fermanagh-South Tyrone by-
election. In April 1981 Bobby Sands, the leader
of the hunger strikes, was duly elected MP. At that
year’s Ard Fheis (annual party conference), leading
republican Danny Morrison summarized this stra-
tegy of militarism and electoralism as combining
the ballot box with the Armalite (a light machine
gun, popular with the IRA at this time). Politics
began to complement, but not replace, armed
struggle, and Sinn Féin became increasingly influ-
ential in the republican movement. By 1986
Sinn Féin had abandoned abstentionism and had
recognized the southern Irish state, allowing Sinn
Féin to take up their seats in the Irish Dáil.

SINN FÉIN AND THE PEACE PROCESS

The first signs that politics might one day replace
armed struggle as Sinn Féin policy came at the end
of the 1980s. Acknowledging the need to find
agreement with the unionist majority in Northern
Ireland, the 1987 Sinn Féin election manifesto, A
Scenario for Peace, was an important policy

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2351

S I N N F É I N



statement that affirmed the necessity of a political

route for the party. What became known as the

peace process in Northern Ireland can be seen to

have commenced shortly afterward in 1988 when

John Hume (leader of the majority nationalist party

in Northern Ireland, the Social Democratic and

Labour Party [SDLP]) began secret talks with

Gerry Adams. These discussions were initially fruit-

less, but marked the starting point of Sinn Féin’s

entry into the political mainstream.

Following the Hume-Adams document of

April 1993 and the Downing Street Declaration

of December 1993 between British Prime

Minister John Major and the Irish Taoiseach

Albert Reynolds, an IRA cease-fire began in 1994.

Subsequently, Sinn Féin political progress was slow

but assured during the 1990s. In the 1997 Irish

elections, Caoimhghı́n ó Caoláin became the first

Sinn Féin member to take his seat in the Dáil

Éireann since 1922. The historic 1998 Belfast

Agreement (called the Good Friday Agreement)

admitted Sinn Féin to all-party talks, restored

devolved government to Ireland, and established a

North-South ministerial council. It was, in the his-

torian Alvin Jackson’s description, the Anglo-Irish

Treaty of 1921 for slow-learning republicans. Seen

by Sinn Féin as an interim measure on the road to

an independent Ireland, the Belfast Agreement

brought the party fully into the political main-

stream, and in the 2001 general election, Sinn

Féin surpassed the SDLP as the majority party

among the Catholic nationalist community of

Northern Ireland, winning 21 percent of the vote

in the national and local elections.

See also Ireland; Northern Ireland.
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D.A.J. MACPHERSON

n

SITUATIONISM. In the first issue of
Internationale situationniste, published in 1958,
situationism was defined as ‘‘a meaningless term
derived from situationist. There is no such thing as
situationism, which would mean a doctrine of
interpretation of existing facts. The notion of situa-
tionism is obviously devised by anti-situationists’’
(Internationale situationniste, p. 13). This statement
shows the uncompromising, oppositional quest for
avant-garde purity that characterized this movement,
founded in 1957 by seven intellectuals of various
Western nationalities. The Situationist International
placed itself within a subversive lineage that included
surrealism and the lettrist movement of the
Romanian poet and megalomaniac Isidore Isou, but
its assault on culture, inextricably linked to political
revolution, sought to overcome past ‘‘betrayals’’: the
integration of surrealism into the art establishment
and Isou’s eschewal of communism.

The situationists waged war on what their domi-
nant figure, Guy Debord (1931–1994), termed the
‘‘society of the spectacle,’’ a society where individuals
were passive consumers of art, leisure, education, and
politics and were separated from the product of their
labor. The spectacle was ‘‘diffuse’’ in the case of
Western liberal democracy and ‘‘concentrated’’ in
the authoritarian communism of the East. Debord
and his comrades aimed to construct a ‘‘situation,’’
defined as ‘‘a moment of life concretely and deliber-
ately constructed by the collective organization of a
unitary ambience and a game of events’’ (p. 13). The
‘‘situation’’ was a moment of intensity that broke
with the drudgery and illusory pleasure of everyday
life, a moment when the spectator became a subject
of history and created what another situationist the-
orist, Raoul Vaneigem (b. 1934), called the ‘‘poetry
of acts’’ rather than the ‘‘poetry of words.’’

Various techniques were used by the situation-
ists: psychogeography, ‘‘the study of the specific

effects of the geographical environment, con-
sciously organized or not, on the emotions and
behaviour of individuals,’’ and, linked to this, the
dérive (drift) or ‘‘technique of transient passage
through varied ambiances’’ (p. 13). The aim was
to redraw the map of an urban environment in the
grip of the spectacle, to imagine utopia and make it
come into being. The situationists’ attitude toward
art was also aggressive, entailing the détournement
(hijacking) of existing aesthetic elements: Asger
Jorn (1914–1973) painted over kitsch pictures
found in flea markets; Debord made films that
provoked the viewer out of passivity, and, most
important, situationists created iconoclastic car-
toon strips and graffiti.

About three hundred people passed through the
Situationist International during its brief history,
including the Scottish novelist Alexander Trocchi
(1925–1984), the Dutch architect Constant (1920–
2005), and the French critic (and Debord’s first
wife) Michèle Bernstein. Almost all were expelled
for deviating from the group’s principles, mainly at
the behest of Debord. In the International, artistic
creation was eclipsed by the revolutionary project.
The events of May 1968 seemed to be the ‘‘situa-
tion’’ par excellence: an insurrection that took the
establishment, both Gaullist and Communist, by
surprise, one that challenged everyday life and in
which slogans and propaganda techniques pio-
neered by the situationists were much in view.
Revolution in the developed and prosperous socie-
ties of the West seemed possible and imminent.

The revolutionary tide ebbed, however, and
the sudden popularity of situationist ideas gave
rise to the unwelcome figure of the pro-situ, a
passive consumer of badly digested ‘‘situationism.’’
In the face of this, in 1972 Guy Debord dissolved
the organization: at the time, there were only
two members pure enough to remain. Debord
embarked on an obscure period of wanderings;
then, around the time of the collapse of commun-
ism in Eastern Europe, he returned to his theory of
the spectacle. In his last writings, Debord noted
the fusion of ‘‘diffuse’’ and ‘‘concentrated’’ specta-
cles into an ‘‘integrated’’ form: there was no longer
any opposition to the dictatorship of a capitalist
system now out of control; the much-vaunted
‘‘rights of man’’ meant those of ‘‘man as specta-
tor.’’ In November 1994 Debord, having been
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diagnosed with an incurable illness, shot himself
through the heart: this suicide was interpreted by
many as one last, desperate expression of revolt.

Apart from their seminal role in the intellectual
climate of May 1968, situationist ideas have had a
considerable cultural impact: on postmodernist phi-
losophy, for example, notably that of Jean Baudrillard
(b. 1929), and on British popular culture, embodied,
notably, in the punk rock band the Sex Pistols. Since
his death, Debord has become an icon, his image
often stenciled on walls in bohemian areas of Paris.
But this last detail may point to the limits of the
situationist enterprise; Debord was a theorist of revo-
lution who had an impact only in intellectual circles
and not among the proletariat, which, in true Marxist
fashion, he had theorized as revolutionary subject.

See also Baudrillard, Jean; Consumption; 1968; Popular
Culture.
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GAVIN BOWD

n

ŠKODA. Pilsen Machinery Works, later Škoda,
was founded in 1859 by Ernst Waldstein, who
purchased an ironworks factory near Pilsen, in the

Czech lands. In 1869 Waldstein sold the company
to its director, a young engineer named Emil von
Škoda, who transformed it into the most important
engineering firm in the Austro-Hungarian
Empire—which then governed the Czech lands—
and, subsequently, its principal arms manufacturer.
At first Škoda concentrated on the production and
processing of steel. From 1886, however, when
Škoda began experimenting with armor plating,
military production became increasingly important.
Civil production included steam engines, turbines,
and equipment for sugar refineries, breweries,
mines, and iron works. In 1899, Pilsen Machinery
Works became a shareholding company, named
Škoda Works (Škodovy Závody), with the majority
of the shares in the hands of its owner. At the time
of Škoda’s death, in 1900, the company had forty-
two hundred employees, and its products were sold
the world over. With the First World War, produc-
tion reached its peak: during the conflict, Škoda
supplied the empire with more than 12,000 artil-
lery pieces, and by 1917 it employed 30,000
people.

In 1918, with the collapse of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire and the birth of Czechoslovakia,
Škoda was nearly dismantled, lacking both the finan-
cial resources needed for reconversion and a market
for its products. In addition, since Škoda was owned
by an Austrian citizen (Emil von Škoda’s son Karl)
and by German banks, the Czechoslovak government
applied the 1919 act of domestication of joint-stock
companies, transferred the company’s headquarters
from Vienna to Prague and, after delicate negotia-
tions, backed the acquisition of controlling interest
in the company by the French company Schneider-
Creusot. Relations between the Czechoslovak gov-
ernment and the company remained close, however.
In these years, the government appears as a protector
of Škoda interests, as a purchaser of its products, a
channel for orders from other countries and a guar-
antor of its foreign credits, as well as rescuing it from
financial difficulties. This ensured Škoda’s almost
uninterrupted growth from 1921 to 1938, as well as
the establishment of a horizontal monopoly on the
entire Czechoslovak engineering industry.

In 1925 Škoda acquired one of the leading
Czechoslovak automobile makers, Laurin &
Klement, thus tying its brand to the history of
automobile manufacturing. Škoda-Auto (Akciová
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Společnost pro Automobilový Průmysl), as the new
shareholding company was named, modeled itself
after the ‘‘American model of mass production,’’
but it was able to tread the thin line between the
technological and organizational modernity of
Fordism and the realities of a limited market. In
1936 Škoda Auto was the domestic market leader
with sales totals of three thousand vehicles, which
increased the following year. In 1937, it employed
over five thousand workers and produced more
than eight thousand vehicles.

Following the new balance of power established
in 1938 by the Treaty of Munich, Schneider sold its
shares, leaving the company in the hands of German
investors. On 15 March 1939, Czechoslovakia was
occupied by German troops, and Škoda became part
of the Reichswerke Hermann Göring A.G. After 1940
civilian production was limited, and the company’s
energies turned to supplying the military.

After the war, Škoda was nationalized on 7 March
1946, and broken up into several companies: Škoda
Works was responsible for the production of machine
tools, locomotives, electrotechnical materials, and
arms. Škoda-Auto plant, renamed Automobiles
National Plants (Automobilové Závody, Národnı́
Podnik), became the center of Czechoslovak automo-
bile production.

During the Cold War, the divergent destinies of
Škoda-Auto and Škoda Works reflected the priorities
of the Communist regime, which came to power in
February 1948, and the growing international ten-
sion. With the First Five-Year Plan (1949–1953),
most of the country’s resources—raw materials and
manpower—were directed to heavy industry. Škoda
automobiles became less and less competitive because
of poor investment, obsolescent plants, and a chronic
shortage of raw materials and manpower. From the
1960s on, economic reforms and a new emphasis on
consumer goods throughout the socialist bloc revita-
lized Škoda-Auto: a new plant was built and, though
not without difficulty, new automobiles of good qual-
ity were produced (Octavia, Rapid, Favorit, 1000
MB) in consistently high volumes. In 1989, with the
fall of the Berlin Wall, the company stipulated a joint
venture with Volkswagen, which relaunched the
Škoda brand on the global automobile market.

The communist takeover could not stop the
growth of Škoda Works: by 1989 Škoda controlled

more than twenty plants and was active in ninety-
one different product groups; production included
electric locomotives and trolleys, energy equipment
and systems, heavy industrial machinery, rolled
steel, forges, presses, castings, and other mechan-
ical devices. Privatization of Škoda Works proved
more complex: after the failure of talks about a
joint venture with Siemens in 1992 and a long
restructuring process, the firm in the early 2000s
was controlled by an international investment
group.

See also Automobiles; Czechoslovakia; Volkswagen.
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VALENTINA FAVA

n

SLÁNSKÝ TRIAL. On the last day of July
1951, the veteran Czechoslovak communist leader
Rudolf Slánský (1901–1952) celebrated his fiftieth
birthday. Citizens from around the country sent
congratulations to the Communist Party secretary
general. Czechoslovak president Klement Gottwald
bestowed Slánský with the ‘‘Order of Socialism’’
and had a factory named after him. Amid this wave
of adoration, however, there was an ominous sign:
Soviet leader Joseph Stalin failed to send a congra-
tulatory note. Sixteen months later a Czechoslovak
court sentenced the former secretary general to
death together with ten other leading members of
the country’s Communist Party. Although a small
fraction of the hundreds executed and thousands
imprisoned by the Czechoslovak communist
regime, the show trial of Slánský arguably repre-
sented the zenith of Stalinist terror in the country.
For if the party’s secretary general was not safe,
then no one was.

The February 1948 communist coup d’état in
Czechoslovakia was followed by a series of trials of
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noncommunist politicians, generals, and industrial
leaders. After the split between Stalin and Yugoslav
leader Tito (Josip Broz) in the spring of 1948,
however, the Soviets, fearful that other satellites
might follow Yugoslavia’s lead, pressured East
European communist regimes to seek out traitors
within their own ranks. Leading figures used the
opportunity to rid themselves of rivals, who were
accused of being ‘‘Titoists’’ and Western spies. In
Poland, the general secretary of the Communist
Party, Władysław Gomułka, was purged. In
Hungary, Interior Minister László Rajk was tried
and executed. In Bulgaria the same fate was meted
out to Traicho Kostov, secretary of the Central
Committee.

Despite the purges raging in neighboring coun-
tries, the Czechoslovak Communist Party moved
slowly to unmask alleged traitors within its own ranks.
This reluctance to act most likely stemmed from the
party’s internal cohesion, a result of its successful coup
d’état, executed without the direct support of Soviet
forces. In the course of carrying out their own purge,
however, the Hungarian secret police forced Noel
Field, an American humanitarian who had been a
double agent of the Soviets and Americans, to confess
to contacts with alleged Western agents in the
Czechoslovak Communist Party. The Hungarians
passed on these names to Prague. Moscow generously
offered to send Soviet advisors to help Czechoslovakia
overcome its dissatisfactory inaction.

In response, the Czechoslovak secret police estab-
lished a special unit to uncover antistate elements
within the party. Headed by Karel Šváb, the unit
arrested Otto Šling, a regional leader of the
Communist Party. Šling fit the profile of later defen-
dants: he had fought in the Spanish civil war, had
spent World War II in London, and was ‘‘of Jewish
origin.’’ Under extended and repeated torture, Šling
confessed to being a saboteur and named accom-
plices. According to the secret police, conspirators
led by Šling intended to overthrow Slánský and
replace him with Marie Švermová, the widow of a
World War II communist resistance leader. With the
arrest of several high-ranking communists, including
the Slovak foreign minister, Vladimı́r Clementis, the
Czechoslovak Communist Party’s leaders were satis-
fied. Moscow, however, was not.

Research by Igor Lukes has demonstrated that
the trial was not entirely a secret police creation

from behind the Iron Curtain. When Czechoslovak
exiles in the West became aware that Slánský had
fallen into Stalin’s disfavor, they sought to encou-
rage the communist leader to defect. If that failed
and the plot was exposed, the exiles hoped that
their attempt would nonetheless cause a crisis
within the communist leadership. The plan was to
contact Slánský through his alleged mistress, but
the courier the exiles chose had already been
uncovered and turned by the Czechoslovak secret
police. As a result the letter, addressed to the
‘‘Great Sweeper’’ (i.e., purger), never reached its
intended recipient. Instead, once the secret police
figured out the true identity of the addressee, the
letter became evidence in the fabricated plot
against Slánský.

Although Gottwald initially resisted Stalin’s
demand to arrest Slánský, Soviet pressure and the
Great Sweeper letter quickly wore the Czechoslovak
leader down. At 1 A.M. on 24 November 1951 Slánský
was arrested as he returned to his house from a dinner
at the home of the country’s premier, Antonı́n
Zápotocký. After six months of torture and a failed
suicide attempt, Slánský confessed. He admitted to
being a Titoist, to working with the Freemasons, and
to supporting Zionism. In the months before and
after the secretary general’s arrest, dozens of other
leading communist officials were detained, tortured,
and forced to confess to made-up crimes against the
party and state.

On 20 November 1952 Slánský finally went on
trial along with thirteen others. In addition to the
former secretary general, the accused included the
former foreign minister (Clementis), two former dep-
uty foreign ministers (Vavro Hajdů and Artur
London), two former deputy ministers of foreign
trade (Evžen Löbl and Rudolf Margolius), the former
deputy ministers of national security (Šváb), national
defense (Bedřich Reicin), and finance (Otto Fischl), a
former party deputy secretary general (Josef Frank),
and several less prominent figures in the communist
apparatus (Bedřich Geminder, Ludvı́k Frejka, André
Simone, and Šling).

Slánský’s fellow defendants shared several charac-
teristics beyond personal and professional ties to the
former party secretary general. First, a number had
lived in or had contact with the West and thus were
suspected by the Soviets of ‘‘foreign contagion.’’
They had fought in the Spanish civil war, spent
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World War II in London, and/or were connected in
some way to the conduct of Czechoslovakia’s foreign
affairs after the war. Second, several of the defendants
had held economic positions in the government and,
thus, could be blamed for the difficulties that had
resulted from collectivization and industrial misman-
agement. Finally, eleven of the fourteen defendants,
including Slánský, were described in the indictment as
being ‘‘of Jewish origin.’’ Stalin’s growing anti-
Semitism, which culminated in the 1953 Doctor’s
Plot, hit surprisingly fertile soil in Czechoslovakia.
Although Czechoslovakia had been known as the
region’s most tolerant state in the interwar period,
the trial unleashed a wave of anti-Semitic hatred in a
country largely bereft of Jews. Clementis, the former
foreign minister, also faced charges based on ethnic-
ity: he stood accused of ‘‘bourgeois nationalism’’ for
his alleged support of Slovak separatism.

The prosecutor charged the fourteen men with a
litany of crimes and demanded the death penalty for
all. According to the indictment: ‘‘The accused, as
Trotskyite, Titoite, Zionist, and bourgeois-nationalist
traitors created, in the service of the U.S. imperialists
and under the direction of Western espionage agen-
cies, an anti-state Conspiratorial Center, undermined
the people’s democratic regime, frustrated the build-
ing of socialism, damaged the national economy, car-
ried out espionage activities, and weakened the unity
of the Czechoslovak people and the Republic’s defen-
sive capability in order to tear it away from its close
alliance and friendship with the Soviet Union, to
liquidate the people’s regime in Czechoslovakia, to
restore capitalism, and to drag the Republic into the
imperialist camp once again and destroy its national
sovereignty and independence.’’

The trial was a rehearsed show, with hand-
picked participants and a captive national audience.
The defense attorneys were chosen by the secret
police only one week before the trial began and had
to submit their closing arguments for approval. All
but three of the thirty-five witnesses were held in
prison prior to the trial. As for the defendants, they
were instructed that their fates depended on their
performance. In the weeks before the trial interro-
gators repeatedly rehearsed the cross-examination
with the defendants. These practice sessions were
taped so that if one of the accused deviated from
the script, state radio could immediately cut off the
live broadcast and play the prerecorded version to

the country. Ultimately, the beaten-down actors

learned the script too well: twice the prosecutors

skipped a question by mistake and a defendant gave

the correct answer to the missing query.

After seven days, according to plan, the court

sentenced eleven of the defendants to death and

handed down life sentences to Hajdů, Löbl, and

London. In response to this surprising ‘‘lenience,’’

the public sent thousands of letters demanding

capital punishment for all. After President

Gottwald rejected their pleas for clemency, the

eleven were executed by hanging before dawn on

3 December 1952. Their remains were cremated

and discarded in an unknown location. (According

to rumors, secret police officers cast the ashes onto

a muddy road to help dislodge their truck.) In

subsequent years the condemned were erased from

the country’s history books and public press.

Although Czechoslovakia experienced relatively

weak destalinization following Khrushchev’s rise to

power in the Soviet Union, the country’s communist

leadership still felt obliged to investigate the show

trials of the early 1950s. The commission they estab-

lished, however, was little more than a whitewash that

established that Slánský had been guilty of an ‘‘anti-

state conspiracy.’’ A later commission, set up in 1962,

admitted that the conspiracy charge had been a fabri-

cation but exonerated the communist leadership and

blamed Slánský for other crimes. It took till the 1968

Prague Spring for a government commission to

admit, privately at least, that the Slánský trial had been

a lawless fabrication committed with the knowledge

and even direction of the Communist Party’s leader-

ship. The report (Pelikán, 1971), however, was tabled

and then suppressed after the Soviet invasion of

August 1968 and only published abroad.

See also Czechoslovakia; Prague Spring; Purges; Stalin,
Joseph.
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Pelikán, Jiřı́, ed. The Czechoslovak Political Trials, 1950–
1954: The Suppressed Report of the Dubček
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BENJAMIN FROMMER

n

SLOVAKIA. Prior to the outbreak of World
War I, Slovakia was part of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire and was considered part of Hungary.
Following the end of World War I Czechs and
Slovaks campaigned for the establishment of an
independent state. In October 1918 Slovakia
declared itself independent and joined the Czech
provinces (Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia) to form
the new Republic of Czechoslovakia.

During the interwar period Czechoslovakia was
eastern Europe’s only functioning parliamentary
democracy. However, there were issues that
divided the Czechs and Slovaks. The Czech lands

were more densely populated than Slovakia and

more industrial. The Slovak population was also

generally poorer and less educated and over-

whelmingly Catholic. The Prague government

attempted to address economic inequities by indus-

trializing Slovakia in the 1920s but these efforts

were cut short by the Great Depression. As a result

Slovak resentments grew in the 1930s and a separa-

tist movement emerged, led by Father Andrej

Hlinka (1864–1938) and Jozef Tiso (1887–1947).

After the infamous Munich agreement of

September 1938 dismembered Czechoslovakia,

on 14 March 1939 Slovakia, led by Tiso, declared

its independence and quickly became a German

puppet. However, in August 1944 about sixty

thousand Slovak troops rose up against the Tiso

regime and its Nazi backers in the so-called Slovak

National Uprising, which was quelled with much

brutality. At the close of World War II Soviet

troops overran all of Slovakia and much of

Bohemia

After the war Czechoslovakia was reestablished
and elections were held in 1946. Although the
Democratic Party won the elections in Slovakia,
the Czechoslovak Communist Party won in the
Czech Republic and became the largest party across
the Federation. Eventually the communists seized
power in a coup in 1948.

Under the communists there were concerted
efforts to industrialize Slovakia; these efforts were
centered around heavy industry and processing of
raw materials. Rapid economic development led to
the emergence of an increasingly vibrant Slovak
intelligentsia and greater influence by Slovaks in
national politics. Ultimately, in 1968, this culmi-
nated in the ascension of Alexander Dubček
(1921–1992), the head of the Slovak Communist
Party, to the position of Czechoslovak Party leader.
Dubček’s program of creating ‘‘socialism with a
human face’’ involved significant social, economic,
and political reforms. However the ‘‘Prague
Spring’’ quickly ended on 21 August 1968 when
Soviet and Warsaw Pact troops invaded
Czechoslovakia. Dubček was replaced by Gustav
Husák (1913–1991), who was also Slovak. Under
Husak social, political, and economic life stagnated.

The 1970s also witnessed the rise of an orga-
nized dissident movement, Charter 77. This move-
ment became the leadership core of the Velvet
Revolution that brought about the downfall of com-
munist rule in Czechoslovakia on 17 November
1989. Subsequently, two movements emerged to
guide the transition process, Civic Forum (OF) in
the Czech half of the Federation and Public against
Violence (VPN) in Slovakia. A transition govern-
ment was formed in December 1989, and elec-
tions, held in June 1990, were won by OF and
VPN. However these organizations quickly dis-
integrated and were replaced with a new spectrum
of political parties.

Between 1990 and 1992 negotiations over a
new federation constitution became bogged down
over the issue of Slovak autonomy. Elections were
held in June 1992 for the Czech and Slovak
National (republic-level) councils and Vladimı́r
Mečiar’s (b. 1942) Movement for a Democratic
Slovakia (HZDS) won the elections in Slovakia.
Mečiar negotiated the agreement to divide
Czechoslovakia. On 1 January 1993 an indepen-
dent Slovakia was established. In the new state,
Slovaks comprised about 85 percent of the

2358 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S L O V A K I A



population; other groups included Hungarians
(more than 10 percent), Roma (Gypsies), and
Czechs.

Mečiar’s party ruled Slovakia for most of the
first years after independence, except for a nine-
month period in 1994. Mečiar established a semi-
authoritarian government and used state pressures
to bully opponents and suppress ethnic Hungarian
dissidents. Finally, Mečiar’s party was voted out of
office in the parliamentary elections of 1998 by a
coalition led by Mikuláš Dzurinda (b. 1955). The
governing coalition again won the September 2002
parliamentary election, although with only a three-
seat majority in the parliament. The coalition
included Prime Minister Dzurinda’s Slovak
Democrat and Christian Union (SDKU), the Party
of the Hungarian Coalition (SMK), Christian
Democrat Union (KDH), and the Alliance of the
New Citizen (ANO). The principal opposition
included Mečiar’s HZDS, SMER (led by Robert
Fico [b. 1964]) and the Communist Party of
Slovakia. The Dzurinda government has rigorously
pursued democratic and free-market reforms that
helped pave the way for both NATO and European
Union membership. Slovakia joined NATO on
29 March 2004 and became a member of the
European Union on 1 May 2004.

See also Charter 77; Czechoslovakia; Dubček, Alexander;
Munich Agreement; Prague; Prague Spring; Velvet
Revolution.
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JOHN ISHIYAMA

n

SLOVENIA. At the start of World War I
(1914–1918), no country called Slovenia existed.

The people known as Slovenes—united by their
South Slavic language, their Roman Catholic faith,
and strong traditions of agricultural life, crafts,
commerce, mining, and metallurgy—nearly all
lived in a cluster of provinces in the southern part
of the Habsburg Empire, which was multinational
in the extreme. German-speakers (Austrians) and
Hungarians together made up less than 50 percent
of the population; other national groups in the
empire included Czechs, Croats, Bosnians, Serbs,
Romanians, Italians, Poles, Ruthenians, Jews, and
Slovaks, as well as Slovenes. The Slovene lands—
Carniola and its neighboring provinces—had been
incorporated into the Habsburg royal domains in
the fourteenth century.

SLOVENES UNDER THE EMPIRE

By the end of the nineteenth century, in addition
to their traditional rural roles, Slovenes had begun
playing a significant urban role, characterized by
their presence in commerce, the professions, indus-
try, and government; they had also developed a
national program and a slate of political parties.
Having saved their language from Germanization,
Slovenes wanted their provinces to be united in a
single administrative unit within the Habsburg
Empire. They also generally supported Yugoslavism,
the vaguely defined but powerful idea that Slovenes
should cooperate politically and culturally with other
nearby Slavic peoples such as Croats and Serbs.
Nonetheless, Slovene clericals, liberals, and socialists
differed on many political and economic issues. As
a political force, Slovene nationalism had not origi-
nated with the new middle class, as it had in many
parts of Europe. Instead these ideas of cultural unity
and popular sovereignty were elaborated and intro-
duced for the most part by scholars and writers,
spreading by means of cultural societies, reading
rooms, and economic cooperatives.

As happened elsewhere in Central Europe and
the Balkans, literature was the most highly developed
of the arts in the early twentieth century. Numerous
Slovene poets and fiction writers experimented with
general European trends in the arts and constituted
the movement known as the moderna; they included
Oton Župančič (1878–1949)and Lili Novy (1885–
1958). The work of the two greatest writers of the
period, the Yugoslav-oriented socialist Ivan Cankar
(1876–1918) and the prophetic, surrealistic Srečko
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Kosovel (1904–1926), had important political rami-

fications. The journalists Zofka Kveder (1878–1926)

and Louis Adamič (1898–1951) published significant

works on the status of women and on Slovene

national identity, respectively.

As subjects of the Habsburg Empire, Slovenes

fought on the side of the Central Powers in World

War I—a war that brought great hardship to the

region, especially the bloody battles with Italy

along the Isonzo (Soča) River in the Alps. The

Austrian government cracked down hard on

suspected nationalists, but the Habsburg Empire

collapsed and Slovenia emerged from the war

as a constituent element of the new multiethnic

Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, popularly

known as Yugoslavia. Most Slovenes accepted the

new Yugoslavia, but the country failed to meet

most popular expectations, due to the heavy-

handed rule of Serbian political and economic

elites. At least 350,000 Slovenes remained in Italy

and Austria, but Slovenes now formed 8.5 percent
of the new Yugoslavia, enjoyed a high degree of
territorial unity, were protected from Austrian and
Italian revanchism, and played an important role on
the political scene in the federal capital, Belgrade;
by contrast, in the old Habsburg Empire they had
formed only 2.6 percent of the population and pos-
sessed only diluted political power. Outstanding cul-
tural features of this time include the prolific
modernist architect Jože Plečnik (1872–1957).

WORLD WAR II AND THE COMMUNIST ERA

Yugoslavia was dismembered by Axis forces in April
1941. The Third Reich annexed a great deal of
Slovene land and began depopulating it in order
to create Lebensraum (living space) for Germans
and Austrians. Slovenia was also torn apart by a civil
war among resistance groups. The Communist Party
of Slovenia, founded in 1937, organized various
resistance groups into a Liberation Front on 27
April 1941 and led a bloody antifascist struggle.

Preseren Square in Ljubljana, Slovenia. The Tromostovje (Triple) Bridge, designed by noted Slovenian architect Joze

Plecnik, is in the foreground. ªSIME/CORBIS
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Conservative political and religious groups formed

the Slovene Alliance the next year; they fought the

Axis less, due to their mistrust of the Communists,

their belief in an eventual Allied victory, and their

desire to restore the prewar social order. Small

numbers of Slovenes, usually known as the Home

Guards (Domobranci), engaged in bloody collabora-

tion with the German and Italian occupiers, especially

as the power of the Communists, or partisans, grew

across the region. The partisans, whose overall com-

mander was the half-Slovene Josip Broz Tito (1892–

1980), emerged victorious at the end of the war and

transformed Yugoslavia into a socialist state, albeit a

maverick one that was free of Soviet domination after

1948.

The evolution of this second Yugoslav state was

complex. Interwar Yugoslavia had lifted the Slovenes

to a new level of unity and autonomy, and socialist

Yugoslavia both continued these trends and provid-

ed the setting for Slovenia’s industrialization and

urbanization. Slovenia faced problems, including a

lack of democratic political rights, even with the

development of the relatively mild Yugoslav system

by the early 1960s, and the recurring danger of

assimilation or at least cultural restriction threatened

by Communist unitarists in Belgrade. Still, Slovenia

developed its industrial base, foreign trade, and tour-

ism under League of Communists’ rule; in 1945 it

had been the most socioeconomically developed of

the Yugoslav republics, due to tourism, trade, and

industrial policy, and the gap between Slovenia and

the rest of the country widened over the decades,

indicating that Slovene society benefited materially

from being part of Yugoslavia.

Most Slovene Communists developed a repu-

tation as both savvy defenders of Slovenia’s cultural

uniqueness and pragmatic, moderate politicians.

Even Edvard Kardelj (1910–1979) Tito’s heir

apparent, helped steer Yugoslavia on an experimen-

tal third path between Soviet-style socialism and

the west, which stressed the importance of national

rights and left many powers in the hands of local

governments. Outstanding cultural figures from

this period include the writer Edvard Kocbek

(1904–1981), a Christian socialist who had fought

alongside the Communists in the war but became a

dissident in the 1950s. He was best known for his

poetry but also wrote groundbreaking prose and

intriguing essays on politics and art. Kocbek has
been called the conscience of his nation.

After Tito’s death in 1980, Yugoslavia lurched
from crisis to crisis. By the time Serbian strongman
Slobodan Milošević (1941–2006) effectively gutted
the Yugoslav political system in the late 1980s,
Slovene intellectuals and politicians, many writing in
the journals Nova Revija and Mladina, were prepar-
ing for the radical possibilities of confederation or
even independence. Slovene civil society was well
developed, embracing pacifist, feminist, and environ-
mental movements. A heady alternative scene had
developed in music and art, exemplified by the col-
lective Neue Slowenische Kunst (NSK) and the inter-
nationally famous industrial band Laibach. Broad
sections of society were alarmed at the Serbian impo-
sition of martial law in Kosovo and generally believed
that the rule of law had to be respected by the gov-
ernment and that the political system needed to be
pluralized; whether the solution lay in reform or a
very loose asymmetrical confederation remained an
open question during the political and economic
crises of the breakup of Yugoslavia. After a referen-
dum in late 1990, the Slovene parliament, along with
Croatia, declared independence on 25 June 1991. A
brief, successful war against the Serb-dominated
Yugoslav army followed. Slovenia had no traditional
Serb-populated areas as did Croatia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina, which Milošević fought much harder
to keep in Yugoslavia.

In the early twenty-first century, Slovenia is a
country of two million with a parliamentary system
of government; it joined both NATO and the
European Union (EU) in 2004 and has pursued a
gradual but successful process of economic transi-
tion to a market economy. The centrist Liberal
Democratic Party has been the main political force,
albeit in coalition, but in 2000 conservative move-
ments began to gain strength. Milan Kučan, a
moderate former Communist, was president for
two terms; Janez Drnovšek, a Liberal Democrat
who had served several terms as prime minister,
replaced him in 2002.

Occupying one of the rotating seats on the UN
Security Council in 1998 and 1999, membership in
the EU and NATO, and chairing the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe in 2005
have increased Slovenia’s international profile since
independence. Olympic teams, a recovering tourist
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industry, and hosting the first meeting between the
new presidents of the United States and Russia in
June 2001 have also boosted the country’s confi-
dence. Relations with Italy and Austria, sometimes
thorny because of property disputes and minority
rights, have settled down; only economic and bor-
der issues with Croatia remain somewhat unpre-
dictable. Companies and international organizations
have increasingly come to value Slovenia’s expertise
on and proximity to areas of conflict in the Balkans.

Major social issues in Slovenia include investi-
gations and commemorations of the postwar mas-
sacres carried out by partisans at Kočevski Rog,
determining the status of a large group of stateless
Yugoslav refugees known as the erased, clarifying
official relations with the Catholic Church, and
constructing a socially responsible version of capi-
talism. Outstanding cultural figures include Drago
Jančar (b. 1948), whose prose and drama combine
keen psychological insight with an intellectually
demanding sense of historical memory; the icono-
clastic scholar Slavoj Žižek, the poets Tomaž
Šalamun and Aleš Debeljak, and the young fiction
writer Jani Virk, who has a keen eye for national
foibles.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Serbia; Tito (Josip Broz);
Yugoslavia
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SOCIAL DEMOCRACY. Originally the
term social democracy was interchangeable with that
of socialism. In the last quarter of the nineteenth
century the most influential European socialist
party was the German Social Democratic Party,
both Bolsheviks and Mensheviks were factions
within the Russian Social Democratic Labor
Party, and one of the most sectarian and radical
organizations of the British Left at the time styled
itself the British Social Democratic Federation
(founded by H. M. Hyndman in 1881 as the
Democratic Federation and renamed after 1884).
It was only in the decades following the Second
World War that the term social democracy came to
acquire specific connotations including an abiding
commitment to the rules of parliamentary democ-
racy and the acceptance of capitalist relations of
production albeit in a regulated form.

ORIGINS

The origins of such views can be traced to distinc-
tive strands of late-nineteenth-century socialism
such as Fabianism and the kind of revisionism
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propounded by the German writer and politician
Eduard Bernstein in the 1890s. Most socialist par-
ties, however, even before 1900, distinguished
between an end goal—a socialist society where the
means of production, distribution, and exchange
would be held in common—and intermediate
reforms that could take place within capitalism.
The revisionists dispensed with the final goal.

The Fabian Society, a largely middle-class British
organization founded in 1884, advocated gradual
and peaceful social change and rejected the Marxist
theory of class struggle. Its most prominent advocates
were Sidney Webb and Beatrice Webb, the playwright
George Bernard Shaw, and the novelist H. G. Wells.
The society derived its main inspiration from the
British radical utilitarian tradition and opposed the
formation of an independent socialist party, though
it eventually supported the creation of the Labour
Party and became affiliated to it. The report the
Fabians presented to the 1896 Congress of the
International (drafted by George Bernard Shaw)
sided explicitly with those Socialists who were pre-
pared to support progressive ‘‘bourgeois’’ reforms.
Like Eduard Bernstein (who was influenced by the
Fabians and formulated his so-called revisionism
while living in London between 1888 and 1901),
they did not believe in any inevitable collapse of
capitalism.

Bernstein, in a series of articles published
between 1896 and 1898 in Neue Zeit (later published
in English as Evolutionary Socialism in 1899), claimed
that capitalism had reached a new stage—unforeseen
by Karl Marx (1818–1883)—in which it had devel-
oped a self-regulating structure capable of avoiding
crises while the development of parliamentary
democracy enabled the working class to struggle
against the bourgeoisie in conditions of legality and
equality. Bernstein noted that even though there was
a growth in large corporations, there was also a par-
allel expansion of small and medium-size firms every-
where in Western Europe and North America,
contrary to what Marxist doctrine had assumed.
Moreover, society, far from becoming sharply divided
between an ever smaller group of wealthy capitalists
and an ever larger army of dispossessed proletarians,
produced a growing range of intermediate social
groups. Bernstein’s followers, then a minority within
the movement, no longer believed that the final aim,
the Endziel, could define the operating principles for

current political practice. In a much-quoted phrase,
Bernstein declared that he was not interested in the
final goal of socialism but in social progress and the
political and economic work necessary to bring it
about.

Though this revisionism was formally rejected
by socialist parties, most socialist politicians and
trade unionists were more gradualist than their
rhetoric indicated, though, like the French
Socialist leader Jean Jaurès (1859–1914), they
remained firmly of the opinion that the final goal
of the movement had to be maintained as a sym-
bolic commitment.

The advent of communism in Russia, where
the ‘‘end goal’’ of a society without capitalism
appeared to have been realized, forced many social-
ists to reexamine the ideology of the final goal, but
it was only after the Second World War that a
clearer redefinition of social democracy emerged.

In the interwar period, however, various socialist
thinkers, such as G. D. H. Cole, examined the possi-
bility for a radical socialist advance in nonrevolution-
ary situations. The New Fabian Research Bureau
produced detailed studies on economic policy,
emphasizing ‘‘social’’ control of industry as the dis-
tinguishing feature of socialism rather than abolition
of private property. Others pointed out that some
form of resistance would be expected not only from
entrepreneurs but also from trade unionists. Evan
Durbin, was well aware of this. In his Politics of
Democratic Socialism (1940) he explains that trade
union practices would constitute a problem for social-
ist planning. Yet, throughout Europe, particularly in
France in the 1930s and Germany in the 1920s, trade
unions were in favor of planning, while the main
socialist parties were distinctly unenthusiastic.

AFTER 1945

The remarkable socialist electoral successes in
Western Europe (except in Italy and France) follow-
ing the end of the Second World War brought about
a further development of social-democratic policies.
The socialist parties in power, above all the British
Labour Party, faced the question of managing capi-
talist economies. They had to deal with practical
problems such as postwar reconstruction and welfare
reforms. They had to ensure that there would be no
return to the unemployment of the 1930s. They had
to cajole the trade unions to contain their wage
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demands while ensuring economic growth and pro-
ductivity increases. The end goal was not abandoned
but put further into abeyance. The main thinkers
behind the new social democracy were not socialists
but liberals such as John Maynard Keynes (1883–
1946), who explained how it was possible to use
macroeconomic policies to avoid unemployment,
and William Henry Beveridge (1879–1963), who
had written the blueprint for a welfare state in
which citizens would be looked after ‘‘from the cradle
to the grave.’’

Such advances, far from leading to a period of
electoral consolidation for Western European soci-
alism, marked its high tide. By the end of the
1950s, with a few exceptions, socialists were still
in power only in the Nordic countries. The Cold
War played a part in the difficulties faced by the
Left, since socialists had to distinguish themselves
constantly from the negative model of Soviet com-
munism. This effort was particularly marked among
Social Democrats operating in countries aligned
with the the United States under the umbrella of
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
Indeed, some parties, notably the Labour Party in
Britain and the socialist parties of Belgium, France,
Norway, and Holland, had been among the initiators
of the Atlantic alliance. Others, such as the German
Social Democrats and the Italian Socialists, eventually
abandoned their position of neutralism or equidis-
tance and, as they advanced toward political power,
joined the pro-Atlantic consensus.

The most important pressure toward social
democratization, however, was not the Cold War
but the real success of capitalism in the 1950s. Far
from crumbling, or stagnating, as so many had
wrongly forecast in the 1940s, the Western econo-
mies saw, in the years 1955–1964, their strongest
economic performance to date. A ‘‘golden age’’ of
capitalism appeared to have dawned. The sorry record
of capitalism of the interwar years receded from col-
lective memory. Not only did full employment
become a reality almost everywhere, but also the
consumer society, with all its material seductions,
became a mass phenomenon. The bulk of the work-
ing class, far from becoming increasingly poor—as
some, notably the French communists, still believed
as late as the late 1950s—was beginning to share in
the general prosperity. Making matters more difficult
for the Left was the fact that much of this growth had

taken place under the aegis of governments of the
Right, notably the Conservatives in Britain, the
Gaullists in France, and the Christian Democrats in
Germany and Italy, who had adopted social and wel-
fare policies not dissimilar from those advocated by
Social Democrats. Neoliberalism, at least in the
1950s and 1960s, was not the key to electoral victory.

Various thinkers, both in Europe and in North
America, suggested that the era of socialism was
over. Following, consciously or not, the ideas pio-
neered by Bernstein, they declared that capitalism
had changed so remarkably that the old dogmas of
the Left, such as central planning and nationaliza-
tions, should be jettisoned. The era of the ‘‘end of
ideology,’’ harbinger of the postindustrial society—
the American social theorist Daniel Bell (b. 1919)
had been the prescient exponent of such con-
cepts—had arrived. The question was now how to
manage the ‘‘affluent society’’—a phrase coined by
the American economist John Kenneth Galbraith
(1908–2006)—and the contrast between private
affluence and public squalor.

European intellectuals tried to integrate this type
of thinking in a reinvigorated or modernized concept
of socialism. In Britain the most influential text of
the new revisionism was Anthony Crosland’s The
Future of Socialism (1956). This was a more systema-
tic summa (comprehensive treatise) of arguments put
forward by earlier Labour revisionists such as Douglas
Jay and Hugh Gaitskell (party leader after 1955).
Crosland decreed that capitalism had solved the prob-
lem of accumulation and that socialists should con-
centrate on ensuring an equitable social division of
the fruits of growth. Wealth redistribution, not
the abolition of capitalism, was the goal. This belief
was increasingly shared by all socialist revisionists
throughout Europe. In any case, they argued, nine-
teenth-century capitalists no longer existed. The
owners of capital were no longer in charge. Control,
and hence power, had shifted to the managers of large
joint-stock companies. Such separation between
owners and managers had been noted since the inter-
war years by Keynes, earlier revisionists such as the
Belgian Labor Party leader Hendrick de Man, and
writers such as the Americans Adolf Augustus Berle
and Gardiner C. Means (The Modern Corporation
and Private Property, 1932), and popularized by
James Burnham, a former Trotskyist, in his influential
The Managerial Revolution (1941), published in

2364 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S O C I A L D E M O C R A C Y



France with a preface by the socialist leader Léon
Blum.

Since Crosland saw socialism as something
to be achieved incrementally, it was still an ‘‘end
state,’’ though one that could be reached only
after a long process of molecular social and political
change. Meanwhile socialist policies simply de-
scribed a set of values, such as that every individual
should have an equal chance. So long as there was
a substantial private sector, declared Crosland, social-
ists must logically applaud the accumulation
of private profits and ensure that they be reinvested
and used as ‘‘a source of collective capital accumula-
tion and not as a form of personal income.’’

In Germany the new revisionism appealed to

the Social Democratic Party (SPD), which was out

of office for all of the 1950s. It was not a marked

feature of parties that were in power either on their

own or in coalition, such as the Scandinavian or the

Belgian and Dutch. By the end of the 1950s,

Marxist doctrine, which the SPD, along with many

socialist parties had formally adopted at the end

of the nineteenth century, was abandoned. The

SPD’s new Basic Programme, ratified at the Bad

Godesberg Congress in November 1959, declared

solemnly that ‘‘Democratic Socialism’’ in Europe

was ‘‘rooted in Christian ethics, humanism and

classical philosophy.’’ Karl Marx was relegated to

the attic. The new revisionists also made their peace

with religion. Anticlericalism had been one of the

driving forces of continental socialism. By the

1950s it had become apparent that this served no

practical purpose beyond antagonizing those with

religious convictions, hence the reference in the

Bad Godesberg program to the Christian heritage

of Social Democrats.

None of this was entirely new. Positive refer-
ences to the social values of Christianity could be
found in the declarations of various parties such as
those of the SPD itself, the Austrian Socialist Party
(SPÖ), and the Dutch Labor Party, and even the
Belgian Socialists and the Italian Communists. The
most important aspect of the new Bad Godesberg
program was not the abandonment of Marxism—
something most commentators emphasize—nor
that the party committed itself to growth (a com-
mitment made in previous party statements), nor in
the acceptance of the market, but in the conflation

between the party’s immediate demands and its
long-term aims. This classical distinction enabled
the party to advance virtually any reformist short-
term goals provided the final aim, the abolition of
capitalism, was regularly and resolutely reaffirmed.
The forsaking of Marxism was the symbolic repre-
sentation of the abandonment of socialism as an
‘‘end state.’’ The new goals were equally valid for
both present and future: growth of prosperity, a
just share of the national product, full employment,
stable currency, increased productivity.

This model of social democracy was now domi-
nant on the Left throughout northern Europe. In
Sweden, where the longevity of Social Democrats in
power was an example to the rest of the Western
European Left, a more practical model of manage-
ment of the capitalist economy emerged. Since equal-
ity had become social democracy’s most important
goal, the principle of equal wages for similar works
was to be enforced throughout the Swedish econ-
omy, after negotiations between trade unions and
employers had agreed on the various wage levels—
the so-called solidaristic wages policy. The more effi-
cient firms, able to pay higher-than-agreed wages,
would make higher-than-average profits (and pay
more taxes). Workers made redundant by the closure
of the less efficient firms unable to pay the going rate
would be retrained and redeployed in the more
advanced sectors thanks to what was called an ‘‘active
labor market policy.’’ That way a virtuous circle was
established and was operational throughout most of
the 1960s: flexible labor markets, capitalist efficiency,
and technological progress coexisted with high taxes
and social equality.

In much of southern Europe, however, social
democracy was still regarded by Socialists them-
selves as flawed by its excessive moderation toward
capitalism. Even in Britain the return to power of a
Labour government in 1964 did not satisfy either
the trade unions nor the Labour Left (in 1960 the
Labour revisionists had been unable to remove
from the party constitution the famous Clause
Four, which claimed as the party’s ultimate goal
the common ownership of the means of produc-
tion, distribution, and exchange). The country’s
economic conditions were such that the main pre-
occupation of the Labour governments of 1964–
1970 and 1974–1979 as well as of the intervening
conservative administration was to quell the wage
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demands of trade unions, with varying degrees of
success. In Italy and France, Socialists were forced
by their conditions of inferiority with respect to the
communist parties to pose the question of alliance
above that of policies—the French resolved it by
forging a difficult entente with the Communists,
the Italians by the opposite but equality difficult
task of compromising with the ruling Christian
Democratic Party. In the rest of southern Europe
in 1974–1975—with Portugal, Greece, and Spain
finally emerging from dictatorships of various
hues—Socialists were faced by apparently strong
communist parties and had to take a socially radical
stance.

The key event for the subsequent convergence
of the entire European Left around the goals of
social democracy was the victory of the Left in
France in 1981. The platform on which it had been
elected was a radical program of nationalizations
and public spending aimed at overcoming capital-
ism. The ensuing economic reflation, under the
presidency of François Mitterrand (1916–1996),
occurring at a time (1981–1982) when the rest of
Europe was deflating, caused a rise in prices in
France as well as a massive balance-of-payment
deficit. The lessons would not be easily forgotten:
the European economies were by now so intercon-
nected that even social democracy in one country—
to adapt the famous slogan of Joseph Stalin (1879–
1953)—had become less probable than ever.

THE THIRD WAY

Economic interdependence—the term most fre-
quently used before globalization became more
fashionable—appeared to make redundant the
main economic tool used by social democracy.
This was not Marx’s theory (he had been, after
all, the first great theorist of globalization) but
Keynes’s. The kind of macroeconomic manage-
ment favored by social democracy assumed that
each nation-state was in charge of its destiny.
This, at least in Europe, was no longer the case.
Deprived of their pathfinders, Social Democrats
adopted, more or less overtly, a defensive strategy.
Having been out of power for eighteen years
(1979–1997), the British Labour Party under
Tony Blair (b. 1953) was the most outspoken
advocate of the new policy turn, labeled the
‘‘Third Way,’’ but the rest of the European Left

pursued a similar course, albeit less enthusiastically.

The fall of the Berlin Wall, it seemed, had not just

heralded the tocsin bell for communism but also a

further retreat for social democracy. A grand narra-

tive—largely inspired by the successes of neoliberal

economic concepts—emerged and was accepted by

most Social Democrats. Its basic coordinates were:

an acceptance that market forces should not be

muzzled by excessive regulation; that such regula-

tion had to be coordinated with other countries;

that public spending should be kept under strict

control; that the welfare state should be defended,

if possible, but not extended; that privatization,

when it eradicates monopolies, was desirable; that

equality had to be tempered by the need to pre-

serve incentives and competition; and that the

power of international financial institutions—and,

above all, of financial markets—may be con-

tained—if at all—only by international agreement

and not by unilateral state policies. Social

Democrats of northern and southern Europe con-

verged toward these precepts and were joined by

the emerging democratic Left in the postcommu-

nist states of central and Eastern Europe—even

more enthusiastic about the new ‘‘third way.’’

Further indicators of political convergence

were the generally positive attitude of the Left

toward European integration—at least compared

to the position of many of their opponents on the

Right—a dilution of their previous commitment to

state centralism and, consequently, a significant

acceptance of the values of devolving power.

Differences remain. Political parties continue

to respond overwhelmingly to a national electorate.

They are inevitably constrained by the weight of

their own traditions and those of their own coun-

tries. They react to the persisting differences in the

levels of development and structural characteristics

of their respective economies. The size of the work-

ing class may have been shrinking everywhere, but

the rate of deindustrialization was highly uneven:

higher in Sweden and in the United Kingdom than

in Germany or Austria. Opposition to cuts in wel-

fare spending were more significant in France and

Germany than in Britain, where unemployment

was lower under Tony Blair’s Labour government.

Ecology plays a far more important role in politics

in Germany and Sweden than in France or Spain.
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Feminism has greater strength in Western than in
Eastern Europe.

The perception of globalization has brought
convergence not only to the Left but also between
Left and neoconservatism—and largely and una-
voidably on the terms set by the latter. Such con-
vergence, in reality, had existed previously; for
most of the 1950s and the 1960s Social
Democrats and Conservatives shared common
values: full employment and the welfare state. In
the 1970s there was a widespread acceptance
(across the political spectrum) that it was not
possible to rule a country against the trade unions.
To some extent this was the consequence of inter-
dependence. If national politics is increasingly con-
strained by a globalized economy, it is hardly
surprising if these constraints force both sides
toward similar policies. Social democracy now has
modest ambitions. Its aims are defensive: to protect
the achievements of the past, to continue to
improve social life under capitalism, to promote
an ethos of cooperation, and to enhance social
and civil rights.

See also Beveridge, William; Keynes, J. M.; Social
Insurance; Socialism.
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DONALD SASSOON

n

SOCIAL INSURANCE. Social insurance is
the term used to describe a wide range of schemes
designed to protect large groups of people against
commonplace risks, in particular sickness, prolonged
disability, accident, old age, unemployment,
or death of the breadwinner. They are normally
designed to provide financial support—and some-
times other benefits such as health care—for all
members of the scheme out of a fund to which
members contribute regular sums. Both employers
and the state may also contribute, the latter from

general taxation. The system of funding has varied

from place to place and from time to time over the

history of social insurance. Contributions are nor-

mally calculated at a level that assumes equal risk

among all members. Social insurance is to be dis-

tinguished from personal insurance, which protects

the contributor against individual risk calculated in

accordance with her or his personal circumstances

(e.g., age, health, or employment status) and is

financed by contributions proportionate to that

risk that are calculated to cover this risk in full.

Modern social insurance schemes normally include

some element of redistribution from lower- to
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higher-risk groups or from richer to poorer

individuals.

PRECURSORS

The precursors of the large-scale, government-

directed social insurance schemes that developed

from the later nineteenth century were voluntary,

collective, mutual organizations, privately initiated

and managed by groups of people who were

exposed to specific risks against which they could

not otherwise protect themselves, such as miners

and other blue-collar workers who risked losing

their livelihoods and their capacity to support their

dependents due to accident, illness, old age, or

unemployment. Such organizations emerged in

most European countries during the process of

industrialization during the nineteenth and early

twentieth centuries, mainly among better and more

regularly paid workers, when such workers were not

wealthy enough to insure individually for episodes

of crisis but were sufficiently well and regularly paid

to make regular, normally weekly, contributions to

a fund that made payments on an agreed basis to all

members when in need. Spreading the risk over

large numbers of individuals of variable age and

circumstances reduced the cost to each individual

member. In most countries, the only other sources

of support available to such people were charity or

publicly funded poor relief. The former was highly

variable in availability, quantity, and quality. Poor

relief was normally minimal and granted on punitive

terms. Workers sought to provide for themselves

and their dependents greater certainty of support

in times of crisis.

Examples of such institutions are the friendly
societies that flourished in Britain between the late
eighteenth and mid-twentieth centuries, and the
miners’ provident societies established in early nine-
teenth century Germany and Austria. Sometimes,
as in German mining districts, employers established
and contributed to such funds. They were motivated
not only by concern for their workers’ welfare but
by the need to attract workers to, and to keep them
in, often dangerous occupations in remote and
inhospitable locations. Similar motives led national
governments to provide pensions and other benefits
for public servants, as in Britain and France where
systematic pension schemes evolved out of older
patronage systems in the later eighteenth and

nineteenth centuries. Secure and healthy workers
were perceived to be more efficient workers, and
pensions enabled governments to dismiss workers
rendered inefficient by advancing age without con-
signing them to destitution. Such benefits were
financed from public funds because efficient public
service was regarded as a public good.

In most countries there was a long tradition,
which continued well into the twentieth century, of
employers providing such support as care in sick-
ness or a pension in old age to loyal and favored
employees. Soldiers, sailors, and servants in royal
households had long received pensions, though
often unsystematically, at the grace and favor of
royal or other official authorities. Their discretion-
ary character makes these practices different in kind
from social insurance. From the later nineteenth
century, as business firms grew in scale, bureaucra-
tized occupational provision—normally financed by
the business—became more widespread and sys-
tematic, though generally confined to better-paid,
more senior workers. Again, employers perceived
that safeguarding key workers against hazards
encouraged loyalty and efficiency.

THE INVENTION OF SOCIAL INSURANCE

Nation-states began to legislate for social insurance
schemes from the 1880s. Since that time, most
European countries have introduced such schemes,
though with considerable variability in timing and
structure. In 1884, German Chancellor Otto von
Bismarck (1815–1898) introduced the world’s first
system of compulsory national insurance against
disability due to accidents at work and sickness.
This covered wage earners in most occupa-
tions who earned no more than 2,000 marks
(about $500) per year. Pensions were funded by
contributions from employers and workers. Both
contributions and pensions were related to work-
ers’ earnings and subsidized from national taxation.

Most regularly employed German blue-collar
workers thereafter paid weekly contributions into
a national fund and received, when needed, health
care and weekly benefits, though the amounts were
low and accident compensation was especially diffi-
cult to obtain due to difficulty of proof and lack of
employer cooperation. In 1889 the scheme was
extended to include old age pensions, payable at
age sixty-five, financed by further contributions.
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Like workers’ mutual schemes, the German system

was open only to those in regular employment,

because only they could afford the required regular

contributions. Hence it excluded some of the

poorest men, because they were irregularly

employed or too low-paid to afford contributions,

and the great majority of women, for similar rea-

sons. Hence classical contributory social insurance

is not an effective means of alleviating severe

poverty. Alleviating poverty was not, however,

Bismarck’s chief concern. His explicit aim was to

prevent the spread of socialism among German

workers by demonstrating that their needs could

be met by the liberal state, and socialism was most

appealing to those male workers whose lives were

not dominated by grinding poverty. Bismarck’s

actions stood in a long-established Prussian tradi-

tion. Since the late eighteenth century, Prussia had

provided certain social benefits—for example,

social insurance for miners—while vigorously sup-

pressing labor dissidence. The German social insur-

ance scheme was extended in 1911 to include

white-collar workers. This again mainly benefited

males.

The next national scheme to be introduced, in

Denmark (the wealthiest of the Nordic countries at

this time) in 1891, was quite different in being

targeted at the poorest. It aimed to reform the

poor relief system by removing older people from

it and providing them with an old age pension as a

less punitive alternative. The pension was funded

wholly from taxation. It was means-tested and

granted to full citizens aged sixty or above who

had records of socially acceptable behavior (i.e., no

record of crime, drunkenness, or failure to

work). Denmark was predominantly rural and most

workers were too poorly paid for contributory

insurance to be an option, especially for those at

risk of greatest need in old age. The amount of the

pension was locally determined, according to local

needs. Similar schemes were introduced in the

United Kingdom in 1908 and in the Netherlands

and Sweden in 1913. All of these were nationally

administered and paid uniform pension rates,

though they differed in such details as pension

ages, which varied between sixty and seventy.

They were ‘‘non-contributory’’ (that is, paid from

public taxation rather than social insurance pay-

ments) and targeted at the poorest, hence they

generally particularly benefited women, who tended
to outlive men and to suffer greater poverty in old
age. It was common, as in Denmark, to confine
benefits to naturalized citizens (or in the case of
Britain, subjects of the Crown, including those born
throughout the British Empire). In Britain, non-
naturalized residents and their British-born wives
were excluded from pensions and later from health
and unemployment insurance. Initially this excluded
mainly Jewish immigrants, whose protests forced
some modification of the scheme, although as the
twentieth century went on and flows of international
migration intensified, the range of excluded groups
grew. By the end of the twentieth century, the issue
of the entitlement of migrants to benefits was a
source of tension throughout Europe and most
countries became more restrictive.

SOCIAL INSURANCE SPREADS THROUGH

EUROPE, 1900–1914

In 1907 the government of Denmark, where the
trade union movement was strong, began to sub-
sidize trade union unemployment funds. Britain
was the first country, in 1911, to introduce
national unemployment insurance, along with
national health insurance, funded by contributions
from workers and their employers and subsidized
by the state. British unemployment insurance was
restricted to five skilled trades with normally mod-
erate levels of unemployment. Health insurance
provided cash benefits during sickness and free
access to a doctor for insured workers. It also pro-
vided a small maternity benefit for insured women
and the wives of insured men; after a battle by
representatives of working class women, this was
paid directly to the wives. It was the only benefit
paid to a family member of an insured worker.
Everywhere, except in Norway from the beginning
of its health insurance scheme in 1909, family
members were excluded from health insurance
benefits, which were designed to keep workers,
rather than their families, fit and active. In most
west European countries families began to be
included between the wars, though not until
1948 in Britain and 1955 in Italy. Neither of the
British national insurance schemes could accom-
modate low or irregularly paid workers, so, again,
they benefited mainly the more secure skilled
workers. Nonetheless, European labor and socialist
movements, which mainly represented such
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workers, generally opposed contributory insurance
because they resented paying compulsory contribu-
tions from relatively low incomes and it did not
benefit the poorest. They argued instead for redis-
tributive social benefits financed by taxing the rich.

Existing voluntary providers, chiefly trade
unions and friendly societies, administered British
health insurance, which increased trade union sup-
port for the system. Many governments preferred
to subsidize voluntary health insurance schemes,
as in Denmark from 1892 to 1933, Sweden from
1891 to 1947, and Switzerland from 1911 to the
present. All of these covered high proportions of
the male workforce. Elsewhere similar subsidized
schemes were restricted to specific occupations and
generally excluded workers in agriculture, as in
Belgium from 1894 to 1944 and in Italy from
1886 to 1928. Levels of state subsidy varied, as
did the proportion of the population covered and
also levels of regulation to ensure probity and mini-
mum standards of benefit.

Various social insurance schemes spread
through Europe. In Norway, national accident
insurance was provided for fishermen in 1908 and
for seamen in 1911 (both groups important to the
Norwegian economy). In 1909, health insurance
became compulsory for regular earners of manual
wages in that country. No country except Britain
introduced compulsory national unemployment
insurance before 1914, although in Germany
twenty municipalities had introduced unemploy-
ment insurance schemes by 1914, as had Ghent in
Belgium in 1901 and St. Gall in Switzerland in the
1890s. Most countries proceeded cautiously with
regard to the unpredictable risk of unemployment,
generally preferring to subsidize voluntary, often
trade union-run, schemes of varying degrees of
generosity. This was true of Belgium between
1907 and 1944, the Netherlands between 1906
and 1949, Norway between 1906 and 1938,
France between 1905 and 1967, and Switzerland
between 1924 and 1976, all of which introduced
earnings-related, state regulated schemes. This is
still the case in Denmark, Finland, and Switzerland.

Attempts to introduce any form of social insur-
ance in France faced resistance from socialists, trade
unionists, and employers, and also the problems of
covering a highly fragmented labor force with a
large, self-employed peasant component. In 1910,

compulsory sickness and old age insurance was
introduced for eight million urban and rural work-
ers, but a legal decision in 1912 questioning the
legality of compulsion enabled a high proportion of
employers and workers to evade the law. In Russia
in 1912, accident and sickness insurance was intro-
duced but it was restricted to the minority of
industrial workers in large firms, which were seen
as essential to the economic advance of the coun-
try. The great mass of poor peasantry was excluded.
Insurance was financed by workers’ contributions
and grants from employers, and administered (as in
Britain) by representatives of workers and employ-
ers. These were the only near-autonomous work-
ers’ organizations in tsarist Russia and between
1912 and the revolutions of 1917; the Bolsheviks
used them with some success not only to improve
the welfare of workers but as fronts for political
organization.

The relatively poor countries of southern
Europe—Spain, Portugal, Greece—could least
afford state provision for their mainly rural popula-
tions and had few workers able to establish and
benefit from voluntary mutual organizations before
World War I.

WORLD WAR I AND AFTER

It is essential to understand the situation in Europe

before 1914 to appreciate what happened later,

since the basic principles that have continued to

frame social insurance throughout Europe into

the twenty-first century were established at that

time. An effect of World War I was to extend the

coverage of such schemes rather than to change the

principles on which they were based. Extension

resulted both from regime change, as in Russia,

Germany, and the new nations formerly within

the Austro-Hungarian Empire; or from the fear of

it, as in Britain, where the apprehension that mass

postwar unemployment would bring about revolu-

tion led to the immediate extension of unemploy-

ment insurance to most manual workers and the

temporary provision of non-contributory benefits

to everyone who was unemployed due to the

effects of transition from peace to war and, unu-

sually, to their dependents. There were frequent

amendments to the unemployment insurance sys-

tem through the Depression years, which in Britain

lasted from 1920 to 1940, and the inquisitorial
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nature of its administration was much hated, but it

provided a historically unprecedented safety-net for

all unemployed workers through the interwar

years. The British health insurance system remained

basically unchanged until 1948, and in 1925 was

extended to provide contributory old age pensions

at age sixty-five for workers already falling within

the system, and for the widows and orphans of

insured men.

Similarly, in 1919 in Italy (during the ‘‘red
years’’ following World War I), compulsory old
age, health, and unemployment insurance was intro-
duced for industrial workers. However, it was effec-
tively emasculated by opposition from the Church
and business interests, and little was achieved before
the fascist takeover in 1920. The Italian state had
subsidized limited voluntary schemes of sickness and
old age insurance since 1886 and 1898, respectively.

Also after World War I, the League of Nations,
and especially the International Labour Office
(ILO) established under its auspices, encouraged
the development of social insurance among mem-
ber nations. It had most influence in the poor
countries of southern Europe. Most other west
European countries were in process of attaining
the modest minimum standards the ILO sought.
The Portuguese government (brought to power in
1910 following the revolution that ended the
monarchy) apparently believed that the introduc-
tion of social insurance was a necessary condition
for Portugal’s admission to the League. Also, a
Socialist minister of labor believed that there were
votes to be gained if the state subsidized and
expanded the limited number of existing mutual
organizations. In 1919, Portugal introduced com-
pulsory insurance through voluntary institutions
covering sickness, workplace accidents, invalidity,
and old age. But because only a tiny proportion
of the largely rural and poor population could
afford to belong to such institutions, the effects
were slight before the dictator Antonio de
Oliveira Salazar (1889–1970) took over in 1926.

The situation was similar in Spain, for similar
reasons. Old age insurance was notionally compul-
sory from 1919, but few could afford to qualify.
The Constitution of the Second Republic, in 1931,
declared it the responsibility of the state to create a
full system of compulsory social insurance, but

plans to implement this were disrupted by the out-
break of civil war in 1936.

In Greece, the Liberal government of
Eleutherios Venizelos (1864–1936) aimed to
improve the security of the population, and
Greece ratified the International Conventions of
the first World Labour Conference in 1919 that
prioritized labor protection. But with Greece’s
greatly expanded, largely agricultural postwar
population, many of them refugees, there was little
realistically that the government could do. In par-
ticular, social insurance—which best fitted the
needs of urban, industrial populations—was not
feasible. In 1922, a Conservative government intro-
duced legislation compelling workers in industry,
transport, commerce, and building to join subsi-
dized workers’ or employers’ insurance schemes,
while vigorously purging left-wing trade unions.
But membership was not enforced, and by 1925
only seventeen thousand workers were insured,
although, increasingly, higher paid professionals
such as doctors and lawyers took advantage of state
subsidies and established such schemes for them-
selves. When the Liberals returned to government
in 1928 they sought, with the aid of the ILO, to
provide improved health care and to coordinate and
impose minimum standards upon voluntary insur-
ance associations. Coverage among urban workers
improved, but the problem of the rural masses
remained.

In central Europe, compulsory unemployment
insurance for industrial workers was introduced in
post-Habsburg Austria in 1920. Austria had since
the 1880s followed the German model of social
insurance, building on preexisting schemes for state
workers and for miners. Compulsory industrial
accident insurance was introduced in 1887, com-
pulsory sickness insurance in 1886, and compul-
sory pensions insurance in 1906, all on Bismarckian
lines, covering mainly industrial labor. These mea-
sures applied throughout the Austrian part of the
Dual Monarchy and, from 1907, in the Hungarian
part, the latter fuelled by the fear of contagion from
the 1905 revolution in Russia. This was the legacy
inherited by the new states of Czechoslovakia
and Hungary after World War I. The social insur-
ance systems of the two countries then diverged
for reasons largely linked to their economic struc-
tures. Industrialized Czechoslovakia, faced with
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unemployment and political unrest, established
basic non-contributory unemployment assistance in
1918. From 1924 the state paid half the cost of
trade union–run unemployment insurance, which
covered about half of all blue- and white-collar
employees. As elsewhere, better-paid workers could
afford schemes that provided superior benefits. The
state subsidy built in an element of redistributive
subsidy for the lower paid. In Czechoslovakia,
which had a relatively small rural workforce, agri-
cultural workers were included in compulsory sick-
ness and old age insurance. This was not so
in Hungary, as in other countries with large,
poor rural populations, who could not easily be
fitted into a contributory system (such as France).
By 1939 Hungary had a highly developed social
insurance system, but it applied only to the urban
minority. There was extensive poverty in the
countryside.

In the Soviet Union, social insurance remained
under the administration of trade unions, though
their independence was extremely limited. This,
again, restricted its coverage to those in regular
industrial work and excluded the peasantry, though
in time they were awarded basic non-contributory
benefits, along with collectivization and the loss of
independence. Social insurance included wage-
related sickness, invalidity, and old-age benefits,
but none for unemployment. Instead there was
compulsory retraining and compulsory movement
of unemployed labor to available jobs. Officially,
unemployment could not exist in Soviet Russia.
One outcome was extensive overmanning.

In Weimar Germany, the Social Democratic
government in 1918 established unemployment
insurance benefits that were locally administered.
The scheme was frequently adjusted under the pres-
sure of mounting unemployment, but it remained
resilient and in 1927 became nationally uniform.
One outcome of Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) coming
to power in 1933 was the introduction of new forms
of discrimination in the insurance system as access to
social insurance was denied to ‘‘undesirables,’’
chiefly Jews and gypsies, even when they were
German citizens. For the remainder of the popula-
tion, the health, accident, and unemployment insur-
ance schemes were extended as the economy
expanded under pressure of war production in the
later 1930s. The Nazis left intact the structure of

national and local administration of social insurance,
although the social insurance fund was drained to

help finance the war. After the war, the governments

both of East and West Germany were able to build

upon the structures put in place earlier in the

century.

In Italy under Benito Mussolini (1883–1945),

health insurance was introduced in 1929 and

state support for voluntary institutions increased,

again overwhelmingly benefiting urban workers.
In 1943, in a desperate attempt to consolidate

support for the regime, unification and rationaliza-

tion of the mass of mutual associations was pro-

posed, but it came too late, as the fascist state

crumbled. In Spain under Francisco Franco

(1892–1975) in 1939, minimum pensions were

established, financed by employers and the state
through subsidies to workers’ mutual associations;

as elsewhere, these could only assist the regularly

employed urban minority. In Salazar’s Portugal,

the term social insurance disappeared from official

discourse, as implying a degree of collectivism that

the regime rejected. Unusually in Europe, Salazar’s

state discouraged workers’ mutual associations for

fear of their subversive potential. Instead, company
and occupational funds were encouraged but not

regulated, mainly for white-collar and skilled work-

ers and artisans.

Sweden expanded its system of extensive, state-

subsidized voluntary health insurance in 1931,

partly under pressure of the severe slump of

1929–1931. This also helped the Social Democrats

to power in 1932, promising social reform. They

remained in office for forty-four years. They almost
immediately increased expenditure on unemploy-

ment benefits and, more gradually, expanded gov-

ernment funding to voluntary sickness and pensions

insurance. In Norway, the slump was followed by

the election of a Labor government that intro-

duced health insurance and compulsory pension

insurance in 1936, again giving priority to seamen

and fishermen; in 1938, the government introduced
compulsory unemployment insurance for other reg-

ularly employed workers.

In France, state-subsidized sickness and old age

insurance became compulsory in 1930 for workers

in industry, commerce, and agriculture, and simi-

lar, separate schemes were established for other
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blue-collar and public employees. Contributions
from workers and employers were mandatory.

SOCIAL INSURANCE IN WESTERN EUROPE,

WORLD WAR II TO 2004

During, and in some cases before (such as in
Sweden) World War II, some countries were
reevaluating their social insurance systems, mainly
in the direction of rationalizing and integrating the
complex variety of schemes that had grown up over
the preceding half-century. In Britain in 1942, the
Beveridge Report recommended the integration of
the existing old age, widows’, sickness, and unem-
ployment insurance schemes and their extension to
the whole working population, providing flat rate
benefits in return for flat rate contributions from
workers and employers, subsidized and adminis-
tered by the state. Since the beginning of the cen-
tury, William Beveridge (1879–1963) had
advocated social insurance as a means both to elim-
inate severe poverty and to reinforce social solidar-
ity, because it entailed collective mutual
responsibility for risk across classes. For the same
reason he had long advocated that all workers—
white- as well as blue-collar—should be members
of the same insurance scheme and subject to the
same conditions, rather than divided by occupation
as in so many other European countries. Beveridge
opposed benefits targeted on the poorest, partly for
this reason, but also because he believed them to be
more costly to administer than universal insurance
and inefficient because suitably qualified people
often did not apply, due to ignorance or fear of
stigma. Beveridge did not, however, believe that
social insurance benefits should provide more than
a minimum income adequate for survival. Those
who wished to supplement insurance benefits in
order to raise their living standards in periods of
personal crisis should do so in the private sector,
preferably through nonprofit mutual associations
such as friendly societies.

For a short period after the war, the Beveridge
Report was inspirational elsewhere in Europe. It
was implemented in Britain from 1948 by the
country’s first majority Labour government, pro-
viding, however, such low benefits that, ever since,
many thousands of poorer people have required
targeted state supplements. Britain has never quite
escaped from its centuries-old Poor Law tradition
of public responsibility to prevent destitution but

to do little more from collective funds. Between
1974 and 1986, a minimal income-related element
was added to the state pension. Otherwise from the
1950s the state provided tax incentives to encou-
rage employers to provide supplements to social
insurance for their workers mainly through com-
mercial rather than nonprofit insurance. These
activities were regulated by the state, and workers
in the large public and nationalized industrial sec-
tor received subsidized pensions, until the 1980s
when Conservative governments of Margaret
Thatcher (b. 1925) relaxed regulation of private
insurance, denationalized extensively (for example,
the railways), and reduced the size of the public
sector, without safeguarding workers’ benefits. The
Conservatives also reduced the coverage of some
state benefits, notably unemployment insurance,
and reduced the real value of others such as pen-
sions. Between 1997 and 2004, scandals in the
private sector and increased poverty led Labour
governments to reimpose regulation on the private
sector and to increase state benefits, but through
targeted assistance rather than improvements in
social insurance.

The minimal British approach to social insur-
ance was unusual in postwar Europe, with the
exception of Ireland, which kept until 1952 the
pre-1914 British system that had been in place
when Ireland gained independence in 1920. This
poor, largely agricultural country excluded agricul-
tural workers from the insurance scheme until the
1950s. In 1952 the various insurance schemes were
integrated on the postwar British model, but
excluded the self-employed (including many inde-
pendent small farmers) and better-paid white-collar
workers. Only with entry to the European Union
and the great expansion of the Irish economy from
the 1980s did Irish social insurance reach the stan-
dards prevailing elsewhere in northern Europe.

Most other countries reassessed and over-
hauled their social insurance systems in the decade
following World War II. Some, such as Germany,
Italy, and the countries of what became communist
Eastern Europe, did so in response to regime
change. But even Portugal, which remained under
Salazar’s authoritarian dictatorship, sought in 1946
to harmonize and rationalize its variety of occupa-
tional and local schemes and to extend them to
cover a larger proportion of the population.
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Coverage was further extended in the early 1960s

to include most of the population, though benefits

were low. The Marcello Caetano (1906–1980)

government that succeeded Salazar between 1969

and 1973 increased benefits as part of an unsuc-

cessful attempt to preserve the regime. Francoist

Spain, similarly, in 1942 introduced comprehensive

health insurance for low-income workers and their

dependents, to which was added old age and

invalidity insurance in 1947. These schemes ran

alongside trade union funds. Benefits were low

and the state contribution minimal, but coverage

improved as part of the attempt by the Francoist

state to achieve legitimacy with its opponents, and

as the economy improved from the late 1950s.

In 1963, the state sought to establish common

principles for the plethora of independent occupa-

tional and local insurance schemes, and a non-

contributory pension was introduced targeted at

the poorest people over age seventy. By Franco’s

death in 1975 there was a high level of coverage

of social insurance in Spain but the organization

remained fragmented and benefits highly variable.

The democratic constitution of 1978 introduced

the principle of universal social security, although

in 1982, 14.4 percent of the population was still

excluded from social insurance. Thereafter, as the

economy expanded, coverage and level of benefits

improved until by the late 1990s it matched the

rest of Europe.

The three poor states of southern Europe—

Portugal, Spain, and Greece—all emerged from

right-wing rule in 1974–1975. Thereafter they

sought to improve and standardize their social

insurance systems as an indicator of their new

democratic principles and to signify their suitability

for partnership with the rest of Western Europe.

Also, as their economies expanded, they could bet-

ter afford to do so, although the international

recession and mounting unemployment of the later

1970s and 1980s there, as elsewhere in Europe, led

governments to expand insurance schemes more

cautiously than they had hoped and to rely exten-

sively on employer and employee contributions.

Also as elsewhere in Europe, the need to provide

for mounting unemployment diverted potential state

funds from other sources of risk. And social insur-

ance standards in southern Europe came increasingly

under pressure from the European Union as, one by

one, they joined it. The European Union set out to
ensure high standards of social insurance and assis-
tance provision among member states. It could not,
however, insist that its guidelines were followed:
Britain, for example, continued to the end of the
period to provide state pensions well below the level
(50 percent of average earnings) recommended by
the European Union.

Elsewhere in Western Europe, all states intro-
duced universal social protection after World War II,
some more quickly than others. Italy did not
achieve a universal system until the 1970s. It had
a large, poor, rural southern population that could
not easily fit into a classical social insurance system.
Attempts after the war to unify and rationalize the
variety of occupationally based schemes surviving
from before the war, and to supplement them
with state-financed benefits for the poorest (the
system which developed from the 1970s), also
were opposed by employers and professional
organizations.

Throughout Western Europe, social insurance
systems varied in their mix of public and private,
contributory and non-contributory schemes, but all
except Britain and Ireland gave a large role to occu-
pationally based schemes, managed by representa-
tives of workers and employers and, in the case of
Germany and Sweden, the state, with benefits
related to incomes and to perceived needs in each
occupation. An important effect of this approach was
to ensure that potential beneficiaries were kept
informed by their representatives about their rights
under social insurance and about potential changes
to the schemes. Hence, when governments such as
those of France, Germany, and Sweden sought to
cut benefits from the 1980s as they experienced
economic recession while public expenditure
mounted, following rapid growth from the 1950s
to early 1970s, strong and effective resistance was
quickly mobilized. In Britain, by contrast, where the
administration of social insurance was wholly in the
hands of the state, the real value and coverage of
insurance benefits was eroded in the 1980s after
reaching a peak in the late 1970s and the population
seemed hardly to notice, until the early years of the
twenty-first century when the collapse of a number
of commercial and occupational pension schemes,
combined with the low level of state pensions, at last
caused public protest from pensioner groups and
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trade unions. The country in mainland Europe most
similar to Britain in this respect was Denmark,
which had a similar tradition of minimal state-
controlled social security. There also benefits were
eroded by right-wing governments in the 1980s.

Throughout the postwar period, the state
played a larger role in regulating and subsidizing
occupationally based insurance schemes in the
Nordic countries than elsewhere in mainland
Western Europe. Immediately after the war
Sweden introduced universal flat-rate pensions,
family allowances, and sickness insurance similar to
those recommended by Beveridge in Britain. But in
1959 Sweden shifted to higher, income related ben-
efits, under pressure from blue-collar workers who
wanted more in terms of coverage and levels of
benefits. Similarly, shortly after the war, Norway
expanded and integrated its system on Beveridge-
style lines, but from 1966 moved to an income-
related system. Norway, unlike Sweden and
Denmark, had not entered the European Union by
2004, but, with its oil-rich economy, it maintained
high standards of social benefits without external
pressure. Denmark, like Norway, recovered slowly
from wartime occupation and only in the 1950s did
a Social Democratic government introduce a uni-
versal, and initially modest, social insurance system.

EASTERN EUROPE FROM COMMUNISM

TO TRANSITION

In Eastern Europe from 1948 a fairly uniform wel-
fare system was introduced throughout the Soviet
bloc. Notions of insurance and of statutory rights
were replaced by provision of benefits by the
state, paid either directly through state agencies or

through the workplace or trade unions. Because

unemployment was deemed not to exist, neither

did unemployment benefits, though these were

introduced in Hungary in the late 1980s, when the

extent of unemployment became impossible to

ignore. The schemes were universal and

so included those, such as independent farmers

in Czechoslovakia, who previously had been

excluded. In general, elite groups and key workers

such as miners received higher benefits. After 1989,

East Germany was absorbed into the West German

system. Elsewhere, often encouraged by the World

Bank, governments shifted to variable mixes of pri-

vatization and marketization of social insurance,

retaining, at least in principle, basic, targeted, safety

nets of social assistance. These were often very basic

and steadily eroded, as in Russia and Hungary. The

more prosperous Czech Republic retained a mini-

mum income guarantee and relatively high levels of

benefit for its poorest people. The entry of the

major countries of East-Central Europe into the

European Union in 2004 may be a step to greater

harmonization of social insurance across the whole

of Europe. However, as has been seen, national

political, social, and economic differences have

always profoundly shaped social insurance systems.

Such differences are unlikely wholly to disappear.

See also Old Age; Public Health; Welfare State.
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PAT THANE

n

SOCIALISM. Socialism is a generic term
attributed to movements, persons, and parties
committed to some forms of nonmarket ways of
allocating resources. The definition of socialism
itself has been a terrain keenly contested by
socialists themselves—from social democrats to
communists. Since key aspects of socialism have
constantly undergone adaptation and change by
the political parties that have been its main propo-
nents, it is preferable to examine how these parties
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have evolved historically and politically rather than

to attempt to provide a watertight definition of the

concept.

ORIGINS

The doctrine emerged in the course of the nine-

teenth century claiming some continuity with the

republican traditions of the French Revolution and

the democratic ethos of equality and human rights.

Socialists distinguished themselves from anarchists

by insisting that the abolition of the state could not

be the immediate objective of the movement and

by accepting the necessity of intermediate objec-

tives within capitalism. By the end of the century,

throughout Europe, the majority of workers orga-

nized in trade unions regarded themselves as com-

mitted to the long-term of goal of socialism

understood as an ‘‘end state’’ following the aboli-

tion of capitalism and of the private property of the

means of producing wealth.

By 1914 socialist parties—almost all inspired

by some variant of Marxism—had succeeded in

obtaining considerable electoral support in much

of western Europe, particularly in the Nordic coun-

tries, where Socialists had polled 29 percent in

Denmark (1913), 47 percent in Finland (1916),

36 percent in Sweden (1914), and 32 percent in

Norway (1915). They were also strong in German-

speaking Europe, with 35 percent in Germany

(1912) and 25 percent in Austria. In Belgium the

Socialist Party had reached 30 percent, thanks largely

to the Francophone industrial belt. In France and

Italy the highly factionalized socialist movement had

succeeded in obtaining the support of almost 20

percent of the electorate. Great Britain, though one

of the most advanced industrial countries in Europe

with a large working class, constituted a special case,

since the Labour Party before 1914 was neither elec-

torally significant nor Marxist.

Continental socialist parties based their outlook

on some variant of the Erfurt Program jointly drafted

by Karl Kautsky and Eduard Bernstein and adopted

by the German Social Democratic Party (SPD) in

1891. This distinguished the long-term aim of the

movement—the abolition of capitalism—from objec-

tives that could be achieved under capitalism, such

as universal suffrage, social reforms, and the eight-

hour day.

Socialists assumed that the working class, orga-
nized by the trade unions and the Socialist or Social

Democratic Party (the names were then interchange-

able), would be the central agency that could achieve

both the long-term and the immediate aims of the

movement. The development of capitalism itself

would bring about the circumstances for a rapid tran-

sition toward socialism. The form of this transition
was uncertain and debated at length within the move-

ment. Some, such as the French Socialist leader Jules

Guesde (1845–1922), thought that it would require

a revolutionary upheaval along the pattern of the

French Revolution, others, such as Rosa Luxemburg

(1870–1919), assumed that a mass general strike

would paralyze society and force the bourgeoisie to

abdicate power, and others yet—such as the German
Social Democratic theorist Eduard Bernstein (1850–

1932) and, less forcefully, Guesde’s French rival Jean

Jaurès (1859–1914)—believed that universal suffrage

would provide the working class with the peaceful

means of gaining a parliamentary majority and legis-

lating socialism into existence. Bernstein, in particular,

since the 1890s, suggested that the party should

abandon the prospect of a final goal of socialism and
dedicate itself to incremental reforms.

Socialism, however, was a complex mélange of

ideas and conceptions reflecting the social and poli-

tical structure of the countries within which it was

operating. In countries where political democracy

was not extant—such as the Russian Empire—a

more combative and insurrectionist ethos pre-

vailed. In others, such as Germany, Socialists built

up parallel organizations, from choral societies to
public libraries, that formed a powerful alternative

network.

The outbreak of the First World War found the

majority of socialist parties patriotically rallying

round their national state, notably in France and

Germany. In Italy, however, only a small minority,

led by Benito Mussolini (1883–1945), then a

Socialist, supported the war. In Russia all the fac-

tions of the Russian Social Democratic Labor
Party, from the Mensheviks to the Bolsheviks,

refused to approve the war credits.

In spite of their original pacifist position most

European Socialists supported the war because it

was difficult for any mass organization to resist

pressure from their own supporters, who were, at

2376 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S O C I A L I S M



least initially, swept up in the general enthusiasm

for what had seemed a short conflict.

The October Revolution of 1917 and the birth

of the modern communist movement further exacer-

bated—and made final—the split in the socialist

movement. Under pressure from the newly formed

Communist International—or Comintern (1919)—

communist parties supportive of the Bolshevik

Revolution were formed, usually, but not always, by

seceding from the main Socialist Party. In all

instances, however, socialist parties were able to hold

on to the support of the majority of the left electorate.

In France, for instance, the Communists who seceded

at the Tours Congress (1920) captured a majority of

the Section Française de l’Internationale Ouvrière

(SFIO)—as the French Socialist Party was called—

but had the support of only a fraction of the SFIO

electorate.

THE INTERWAR YEARS

A wave of radicalism swept throughout Europe
after 1918 without producing either new commu-
nist regimes or a major upsurge of support for
socialist parties except in the Scandinavian coun-
tries and to a lesser extent in Britain, where the
Labour Party supplanted the Liberal Party as the
Conservatives’ main opponents.

Such situations led most Socialists to reject their
previous policy of noncollaboration with ‘‘bour-
geois’’ parties. The British Labour Party formed its
first government (1923) with the support of the
Liberal Party, the French Socialists found themselves
in de facto alliance with the Radicals, the Spanish with

Members of the Popular Front rally on Bastille Day at the Place de la Republic, Paris, 14 July 1936. A portrait of

socialist leader Léon Blum can be seen at center. GETTY IMAGES
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the Republicans, the Swedish with the Liberal Party
(1917) and then with the Agrarian Party (1936),
the Norwegians with the Farmers’ Party (1935),
and the Germans with the Center Party (among
others).

Socialists did not just change their alliance strat-
egy, they also saw the capitalist economy under a new
light. The First World War had provided some par-
ties, notably the French and the German, with some
experience of government. After the war many
Socialists recognized that, as a consequence of the
growing role of the state during the war, traditional
liberal economic policies were being challenged even
by some on the right of the political spectrum who
advocated a ‘‘corporatist’’ cooperation of the main
social forces, especially the employers’ associations
and trade unions. Under the threat of working-class
unrest, the interwar years witnessed a blossoming of
employer-union pacts such as the Stinnes-Legien pact
of 1918, which established in Germany a joint labor-
management board for economic regulation; the
albeit ineffectual ‘‘Whitley Councils’’ in Britain; the
Matignon Accords of 1936 following the victory of
the Popular Front in France; and the employers-
employee pacts in the Nordic countries such as the
Saltsjöbaden agreements in Sweden (1938) and the
so-called Main Agreement in Norway (1935). Even
the British trade unions, notoriously hostile to any
corporatist approach, began, under the dominant
influence of Ernest Bevin (1881–1951), to be sys-
tematically included in Royal Commissions and
committees of inquiry alongside employers and gov-
ernment representatives.

That some sort of agreement between employers
and trade unions was necessary had been first recog-
nized in Germany by the SPD during the 1920s.
What this pact amounted to was a ‘‘class compro-
mise’’ whereby the labor movement ‘‘traded’’ growth
and productivity in exchange for social reforms along
the lines advocated by Rudolf Hilferding, the Social
Democratic minister of finance in 1923 and 1928–
1929, in a number of essays and speeches on the
theory of ‘‘organized capitalism.’’

Such trends led to a further bout of confronta-
tion between the mainstream socialist parties and
the communist parties that, prompted by the
Soviet Union, denounced the Socialists as ‘‘social
traitors’’ (1928), a policy known as the ‘‘Third
Period’’ of ‘‘class against class,’’ hoping that the

forthcoming economic crisis would bring about a
final confrontation resulting in a communist revo-
lution. Such policies further divided the Left just at
a time when the threat of fascism accelerated—
above all in Germany.

Sparked by the collapse of the New York stock
exchange in 1929, the long-awaited crisis finally
arrived, bringing about massive unemployment in
Europe but no political dividends for either
Socialists or Communists, since it accelerated the
Nazi takeover. During the whole of the interwar
period only two western European communist par-
ties had developed a significant electoral base: the
Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands (KPD) and
the Parti Communiste Français (PCF). The advent
of Nazism destroyed the KPD along with all the
other parties. In France, however, the PCF, after
the advent of Nazism, adopted a less sectarian posi-
tion, abandoned the Third Period policies and,
encouraged by Moscow, joined the Socialists in a
pact. A similar understanding was reached in Spain.
It was the birth of the Popular Front. In 1936 the
Popular Front, led by the Socialists, obtained a
significant electoral victory in both countries. The
consequences, however, were far from positive in
Spain, where the reformist policies of the Popular
Front unclenched a counteroffensive by the mili-
tary establishment, acting on behalf of landed and
church interests. The ensuing bloody civil war
resulted in the victory of Francisco Franco (1892–
1975), whose authoritarian regime lasted until his
death in 1975. In France the first Socialist govern-
ment—led by Léon Blum (1872–1950) and sup-
ported by the Communists—although short-lived,
established thanks to a wave of strikes the working
week of forty hours, paid holidays, compulsory
arbitration of labor disputes, and the nationaliza-
tion of the Bank of France. Between 1922 and
1926 Blum had developed a conceptual distinction
between the conquest of power and the exercise of
power. The former was a revolutionary, though not
necessarily violent, act that led to socialism. The
second meant pursuing limited reformist goals
without challenging existing property relations.
Such a distinction was used in 1936 to explain
and legitimize the new Popular Front government.

In spite of the relative success of many such
reforms, most Socialists still conceived of socialism
as a ‘‘model of society,’’ that is, as a ‘‘final goal.’’
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There were exceptions, notably in Scandinavia and
especially in Sweden. The Swedish Social Democrats
(Socialdemokratiska Arbetarepartiet, or SAP), were
able to combat unemployment more effectively than
the German SPD and the British Labour Party. In so
doing, between 1932 and 1938 they laid the founda-
tion for what would become the modern Western
European conception of social democracy after the
Second World War: the compromise between labor
and capital, with a welfare state and full employment.

Between the war and 1932 the SAP had repeat-
edly been in government, either in coalition with
the Liberal Party (October 1917–March 1918) or
as a minority government (March–October 1920,
October 1921–April 1923, and October 1924–
June 1926). Coalition with a bourgeois party had
become acceptable on the grounds that Sweden
had a politically backward bourgeoisie that could
not be relied on to carry out the democratization of
society. The Swedish Social Democrats did not put
forward any plans for constitutional reform or for
abolishing the monarchy and had dropped from
their 1932 electoral manifesto all references to soci-
alism and to socialization of the means of produc-
tion. There were to be no major nationalizations.
Instead the SAP established a successful ‘‘corpora-
tive’’ structure for permanent negotiations between
employers, trade unions, and government on
labor-market and social policies. In the 1930s the
Swedish Social Democrats introduced employ-
ment-creation programs, a housing program to
the benefit of large families, indexation of pensions,
near-universal maternity benefits, paid holidays,
and state loans to newly married couples. Similar
policies were promulgated in Denmark and
Norway, so that one could speak in broader terms
of a Nordic model, harbinger of post–Second
World War social democracy.

Less successful was the interwar experience of
government of the British Labour Party. After
1923 its dependence on the parliamentary support
of the Liberals made it impossible to contemplate
the nationalization of the mines, railways, and elec-
tric power stations. Besides, it had no plans for
dealing with unemployment. Defeated at the
1924 elections it was returned to power in 1929
to head another Liberal-supported minority gov-
ernment. The Labour leadership decided that eco-
nomic responsibility entailed following the advice

of the treasury (the ‘‘treasury view’’). Faced with an
increase in unemployment, the cabinet split. The
resulting crisis led to the formation of a ‘‘National
Government’’ dominated by the Conservatives but
led by the former Labour prime minister, James
Ramsay MacDonald (1866–1937). The Labour
Party remained in opposition until 1940 during
which time the ideas of John Maynard Keynes
(1883–1946) on the causes of unemployment
became influential within the Labour Party.

AFTER 1945

The Second World War provided European socialism
with the chance of becoming a significant political
force. In the aftermath of the conflict the Soviet
model was extended to much of Eastern Europe
but, in the democratic West, socialist parties became
the main opposition to the Conservatives and
Christian Democrats everywhere except in the
Republic of Ireland and Switzerland. During the
war the armed Resistance against the Nazis was domi-
nated by the Communists, whose greater militancy
and stronger organization proved far superior to that
of the often-divided Socialists. Once the conflict was
over, however, the Socialists turned out to be far
more popular than the Communists (except in
France and Italy)—a pattern that was repeated thirty
years later, in the mid-1970s, when the dictatorships
of southern Europe (Greece, Portugal, and Spain)
collapsed, benefiting the Socialists rather than the
Communists, even though the latter had a more
important role in the Resistance.

Once the conflict was over, the socialist and social
democratic parties were in power in virtually the
whole of democratic Western Europe, though
they shared power with other parties everywhere
except in Britain, Sweden, and Norway, where they
governed on their own. In Britain the Labour Party
achieved a historic and unexpected victory in 1945.
The Labour Party had prevailed because, unlike its
Conservative opponents, it expressed the mood of
the time: the egalitarian ethos of the war and the
social solidarity enhanced by having to face a com-
mon enemy. The war enabled Labour to acquire a
national-patriotic identity, something that Socialists
had sought in vain before. The considerable social
reforms that were promulgated in the successive five
years, particularly the establishment of the National
Health Service, offered noncommunist Socialists a
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powerful model of reform within capitalism, the wel-
fare state. In one form or other the pursuit and
development of this social model became the hall-
mark of the new variant of European socialism: social
democracy.

Elsewhere socialism meant something different.
In some Latin American countries, in parts of decol-
onized Africa, and in some Asian countries, notably
India, socialism was seen as providing a model of
state-led industrialization and modernization. In
Eastern and central Europe socialism became sub-
sumed by communism, and social development fol-
lowed a pattern similar to that of the Soviet Union.

There is little doubt, however, that a centralized
state was considered everywhere to be a useful instru-
ment for the introduction of welfare socialism. The
idea that reforms would have to be introduced from
above could coexist perfectly well with the demo-
cratic rule that prescribed a prior electoral sanction.

Once this was achieved, politicians were entitled to
implement their program using all instruments pro-
vided by the state. Thus a statist (economic planning
and control by the state) mentality suited social
reformers exceptionally well, and the temptation of
social engineering was seldom resisted, especially in
countries where there was little upheaval and consid-
erable continuity and where socialists could realisti-
cally aspire to government.

The development of mass democratic politics had
led these parties to formulate appeals that included
the whole people and were no longer directed toward
the ‘‘working class’’ as a separate group. The concept
of working class itself was dramatically enlarged. It
now included all ‘‘working people’’ and thus also
many members of the employed middle classes with-
out whose support electoral victory would be proble-
matic. Even before deindustrialization had started
with the consequent diminution in the size of the
working class, Socialists were aware that the support
of a considerable section of the middle classes was
mandatory.

A remarkable radicalization of middle-class youth
occurred toward the end of the 1960s, particularly in
France (May 1968) and Italy (the ‘‘hot autumn’’) in
conjunction with a revival of working-class mili-
tancy—strikes were at their highest in Europe in the
years 1960–1965. The consequences for socialist
parties were minimal, except in France, where the
Socialist Party was entirely reorganized under the
leadership of François Mitterrand (1916–1996),
whose alliance with the Communist Party paved the
way for the Socialist victory of 1981 and the eventual
marginalization of the Communists.

The larger communist parties of Western
Europe, mainly the French and the Italian, followed,
in their practical policies, an orientation not dissimilar
to other Socialists, while demarcating themselves sub-
stantially in foreign policy by maintaining a close link
with the Soviet Union. This link grew less strong in
the following decades, particularly in the 1970s,
when the failures of central planning in the USSR
became increasingly apparent. Even within the Soviet
bloc, notably in Czechoslovakia, some Communists
propounded a vision of ‘‘communism with a human
face’’ by removing the more salient authoritarian and
undemocratic features of communism and operating
a rapprochement with Western socialism. Though
this experiment was terminated by the Soviet invasion

British Minister of Health and Housing Aneuran Bevan

(third from left) and his wife, Jennie Lee (second from

left) are escorted on a hospital tour, May 1948.

Bevan’s creation of the National Health Service was a

centerpiece of the Labour Party’s reform agenda during the

immediate postwar period. GETTY IMAGES
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of Czechoslovakia in 1968 (condemned by the Italian
Communist Party though not by the French), it was
revived, paradoxically, in the USSR itself when
Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931) became its leader in
1985 and started the process of renewal that would
lead to the unintended dismantling of the USSR and
the collapse of the communist bloc. Many of the
ruling communist parties, notably in Hungary,
Poland, and Romania, recycled themselves as social-
democratic and socialist parties, winning elections
without being able to stem the impetus of neoliberal
economic policies.

By the new millennium the mainstream social-
ist parties in Europe had abandoned not just the
hostility toward capitalist social relations that they
had originally possessed but even the concepts and
terminology associated with the doctrine of social-
ism. To all intents and purposes they had become,
at most, the defenders of welfare reforms. The idea
of subverting capitalism had been abandoned.

See also Communism; Social Democracy.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Anderson, Perry, and Patrick Camiller, eds. Mapping the
West European Left. London, 1994.

Berger, Stefan. Social Democracy and the Working Class in
Nineteenth and Twentieth Century Germany. Harlow,
U.K., 2000.

Eley, Geoff. Forging Democracy: The History of the Left in
Europe, 1850–2000. Oxford, U.K., 2002.

Glyn, Andrew, ed. Social Democracy in Neoliberal Times:
The Left and Economic Policy since 1980. Oxford, U.K.,
2001.

Haupt, Georges. Aspects of International Socialism, 1871–
1914: Essays. Translated by Peter Fawcett. Cambridge,
U.K., 1986.

Jackson, Julian. The Popular Front in France: Defending
Democracy, 1934–38. Cambridge, U.K., 1988.

Korpi, Walter. The Working Class in Welfare Capitalism:
Work, Unions, and Politics in Sweden. London, 1978.

Miller, Susanne, and Heinrich Potthoff. A History of
German Social Democracy from 1848 to the Present.
Translated by J. A. Underwood. Leamington Spa,
U.K., 1986.

Newman, Michael. Socialism: A Very Short Introduction.
Oxford, U.K., 2005.

Sassoon, Donald. One Hundred Years of Socialism: The West
European Left in the Twentieth Century. London,
1996.

Shaw, Eric. The Labour Party since 1945: Old Labour, New
Labour. Oxford, U.K., 1996.

DONALD SASSOON

n

SOCIALIST REALISM. Socialist realism
was a Soviet doctrine developed in the early
1930s about literature and other branches of cul-
ture. Doctrine here means not simply an available
school or method of art but rather a mandatory
set of guidelines that all Soviet creative figures
were required to follow. It came into being largely
as way to end the ambivalences and ideological
squabbling that went on in the Soviet Union all
through the 1920s, but also as a means of curb-
ing the more extreme self-described ‘‘proletarian
movements’’ that escalated during the period
of the first Five-Year Plan and the Cultural
Revolution that accompanied it (c. 1929–1932).
During the period of the New Economic Policy
in the 1920s, cultural life had developed in a free-
wheeling bazaar of conflicting tastes and canons. In
most of the arts, roughly three positions were
advanced and put into practice: traditionalism,
harking back to prerevolutionary Europe and
Russia; proletarian culture, stressing heroic themes
of revolution, civil war, and factory life; and the
avant-garde, borrowing freely from Western
modernism and experimenting in its own Russian
context as well as those of other nationalities. In
addition to these, though minus any supporting
argument, ordinary urban popular culture (pulp
fiction, jazz, entertainment) flourished amid caustic
criticism from the cultural and ideological elites.
Much overlapping and many sub-movements
produced an exceptionally rich tapestry of cultural
expression—seen by some as a golden age of
Soviet poetry, theater, film, music, and architecture.
When the Cultural Revolution began, the leaders of
the proletarian movement took command and tried
to shut down all competing genres and styles—even
including folk culture, seen as retrograde by the
machine-loving urban enthusiasts.

1930S: DEFINING ‘‘SOVIET’’ ART

In 1932 the proletarian organizations themselves
felt the power of the Communist Party, which
closed them down in a resolution titled ‘‘On the
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Reformation of Literary and Art Organizations.’’

A new Union of Soviet Writers was called for and

over the next two years literary circles around the

country and a special commission of writers and

political figures appointed by the Party Central

Committee engaged in intense discussion on the

future of Soviet literature. The first congress of the

Union assembled in August 1934, presided over by

the returned émigré Maxim Gorky. After much

debate, the congress adopted the term socialist rea-
lism, vaguely defined as the representation of Soviet

reality in its revolutionary development. Unions of

writers and all the arts came into being with the

mission of producing works in this category and

condemning alternative styles. For narrative works,

a master plot emerged, usually featuring a hot-

headed young revolutionary or worker who

encounters obstacles, either natural or the product

of evildoers or slackers. The hero is tamed and

mentored by an older and wiser character, and

eventually the difficulties are resolved into a happy

ending. Thus even stories of revolutionary victims

and martyrs ended with an optimistic upswell of

reverence and a promise of revolutionary immor-

tality and the victory of socialism. Original models

for this schema included Gorky’s prerevolutionary

novel Mother (1906) and Dmitri Furmanov’s

civil war epic Chapaev (1923), among others.

Emphatically excluded were psychological nuances,

existential angst, religion and mysticism, overt

sexuality, and experimentalism in form and style.

All works were required to be accessible to the

toilers of the Soviet Union. The much-cited exem-

plar of this doctrine, Nikolai Ostrovsky’s How the
Steel Was Tempered (1932–1934), embodies all the

limits and negative qualities of such a constrictive

theory.

The enforcement of socialist realism does not

explain all the physical casualties among creative

figures of the era: Vladimir Mayakovsky committed

suicide in 1930 before it emerged, and the great

poet Osip Mandelstam died in the camps for an

insulting verse about Stalin. Yet the theater director

Vsevolod Meyerhold lost his life clearly because of a

stubborn adherence to his art. Soviet plays fol-

lowed the scenario of socialist realism with pious

representations of civil war heroes, rehabilitated

camp prisoners, and industrial production. They

adhered to what was then conventional in

staging, realist sets, and acting styles. Konstantin
Stanislavsky, the main architect of these conven-
tions before the revolution, reached the pinnacle
of his career. Gone were the days of biomechanics
(robotic movements of actors), flying lizards in the
ballet, and the innovative stylized performances of
the 1920s.

Cinema, a much more popular art, came under
strict control in the early 1930s. The freedom and
lyrical flights of Sergei Eisenstein and other direc-
tors of the 1920s gave way to the ‘‘iron script,’’
censorship, and a demand for ‘‘movies for the mil-
lions’’ in the words of the chief movie bureaucrat,
Boris Shumyatsky. Professional actors and ‘‘stars’’
replaced the mass scenes of nonactors from some of
the 1920s films. Like fiction and drama, cinema
took up themes of revolution and socialist con-
struction. A lighter twist to the canons of socialist
realism appeared in the well-received musical
comedies of the 1930s, which borrowed domesti-
cated forms of American jazz and Hollywood
dance. The best examples featured the superstar
of the era, Lyubov Orlova, and her director
husband, Grigory Alexandrov. Their political cor-
rectness—though ever present—was submerged
beneath the jolly good time had by all, complete
with the mandatory happy ending. One important
Eisenstein film appeared in this decade: Alexander
Nevsky (1938), a lavishly produced story of the
Novgorod prince’s defense of Kievan Rus against
the Teutonic invaders in the Middle Ages. The
warning reference to the detested Adolf Hitler
regime was lost on no one, though the film had
to be withdrawn in 1939 with the signing of the
Nazi-Soviet Pact.

From the perspective of ideological inspection,
music came in two forms: opera and other story-
filled works whose content was more easily mon-
itored than the music that accompanied it; and
purely instrumental music that was obviously
much harder to check. Dmitri Shostakovich, the
greatest Soviet composer, fell victim in both cate-
gories when his opera Lady Macbeth of the Mtsensk
District was roundly attacked in 1936. Apparently
the impetus was Stalin’s dislike of the ‘‘immorality’’
displayed on stage. (The plot, from Nikolai
Leskov’s nineteenth-century story, revolves around
adultery and murder.) But critics, taking the cue,
also assaulted the music and set an example for

2382 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S O C I A L I S T R E A L I S M



others to hound him again in the late 1930s and in
1948—on purely musical grounds. The still-raging
debate over whether Shostakovich’s vaunted
Seventh (‘‘Leningrad’’) Symphony (1941) was
inspired by the composer’s hatred for Hitler or
for Stalin suggests how difficult it was and is to
prove the political meanings of symphonic music.
Other composers satisfied the demands of the
regime by concocting song symphonies and canta-
tas with easily recognizable and audible paeans to
Stalin, the factory, the Russian forest, or Red
Cossacks, as in Ivan Dzerzhinsky’s Quiet Don
(1935), based on the novel Quiet Flows the Don
by Mikhail Sholokhov.

POSTWAR SOVIET ART AND ‘‘HIGH

STALINISM’’

The definitive moment of persecution occurred
after the war when the political chieftain and self-
appointed critic Andrei Zhdanov assaulted one

well-known writer, Mikhail Zoshchenko, for satir-
izing Soviet society and another, Anna Akhmatova,
for poetry that was too personal. In the field of
music, Zhdanov scolded Vano Muradeli for using
stylized instead of ‘‘authentic’’ Georgian folk dan-
cing in his opera The Great Friendship (1947).
Zhdanov blasted Shostakovich, Sergei Prokofiev,
and others for failure to meet the standards of
Soviet musical life. By this he meant producing
accessible music with soaring melodies reflecting
the greatness of the Russian people. By this time
the experience of war had deepened the Russian
nationalist and even chauvinist elements in socialist
realism. Even so, beginning in the 1930s the
regime had made a point of sponsoring and creat-
ing ‘‘national’’ music and dance in all the non-
Russian republics, based loosely on collected folk
materials and designed to pull the ethnic minorities
into the larger Soviet culture. Although measuring
the ‘‘socialist’’ content of music always remained

A scene from Sergei Eisenstein’s film Alexander Nevsky, 1938. Bowing to the realities of government mandates,

Eisenstein created an epic film celebrating the strength and patriotism of the Russian people. THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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problematic, on one matter clarity prevailed: the
strict prohibition of twelve-tone, serial, and other
modernist forms of composition that a few Soviet
composers had supported and practiced in the early
days of the revolution.

Socialist realist art—particularly painting—has
often wrongly been equated with the realism of the
so-called Travelers (Peredvizhniki) of the late nine-
teenth century. While the similarity of representa-
tional styles cannot be denied (such styles appear in
many historical epochs), the realism of the
Travelers was critical, not adulatory. In some of
their works, they unveiled the maladies of their
time and place: poverty, suicide, child labor, reli-
gious hypocrisy, alcoholism. The mandate of Soviet
socialist realist painters pointed in the opposite
direction: to use realist techniques to promote the
values of the regime. This they did with great vigor
and often with considerable skill. One may find the
same themes in art as portrayed in fiction, drama,
and film: the greatness of the Great Leader (parti-
cularly in the hands of the court painter, Alexander
Gerasimov), comforting scenes of the new
Moscow, the efficient productive factory, sinewy
workers, and the fertile and joyous collective farm
(reflecting Stalin’s motto ‘‘Life has become hap-
pier’’). As in the other arts, graphic production
became both more skillful and more subservient
to the doctrine in the postwar period of High
Stalinism. Alexander Laktionov provides the prime
example. He scored high with the nostalgic Letter
from the Front (1947), a sweet and sad domestic
scene of a family reading the missive from their
loved one away at war. Family also dominates his
famous painting Moving into a New Flat (1952),
with the portrait of Stalin waiting to be hung. Even
when not overtly political, official themes of the
Soviet good life were embedded in his canvases,
just as the idealized American dream was in the
1940s paintings by Norman Rockwell.

After World War II socialist realism migrated

to the Soviet-controlled satellites of Eastern

Europe and even to communist states in Asia.

Local conditions often allowed for more latitude,

but no real freedom of expression. In the post-

Stalin USSR, certain strictures remained in force

until the era of glasnost in the 1980s. But beside

and within them, freer forms emerged and even

flourished (the ‘‘thaw’’ novel, village prose, rock

music), bringing to Soviet readers and listeners

much more ‘‘real’’ realism than ever was provided

by the Stalinist doctrine of the 1930s.

See also Akhmatova, Anna; Eisenstein, Sergei; Gorky,
Maxim; New Economic Policy (NEP); Prokofiev,
Sergei; Shostakovich, Dmitri; Stalin, Joseph;
Zhdanov, Andrei.
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RICHARD STITES

n

SOLIDARITY. Conceived in 1980 as the first
autonomous labor union in the Soviet bloc, the
Independent Self-Governing Trade Union
‘‘Solidarity’’ (Niezależny Samoządny Związek
Zawodowy ‘‘Solidarność’’) challenged the author-
ity of the one-party state in Poland and the
communist system at large.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The direct origins of Solidarity date back to the
1970 workers’ rising on the Baltic Sea coast and
the birth of the democratic opposition in the mid-
1970s. In broader terms, however, its emergence
in Poland can be attributed to several essential
features of twentieth-century Polish history. First,
during the period of partitions (1795–1918), the
Poles developed a strong sense of national identity,
which included fervent nationalism, ardent
Catholicism, and resistance to foreign domination.
Second, the nation’s cultural elite, the intelligent-
sia, enriched these values with the ethos of grass-
roots activism. Finally, it was the failure of the
communist regime to win total control over society
that led to a series of political upheavals and crises
culminating in the birth of Solidarity.

At the end of World War II, Poland found itself
in the sphere of Soviet influence. Border shifts, popu-
lation transfers, and the destruction of Jews had made
Poland an ethnically homogenous and predominantly
Catholic country. Polish Communists benefited from
the help of the Soviet army and quickly consolidated
power. However, in contrast to other communist
states, the Communist Party—the Polish United
Workers’ Party (PZPR)—never succeeded in con-
quering two vestiges of pluralism: private agriculture
and the Roman Catholic Church. Recruited mostly
from among peasants, the new industrial labor force
held to its traditional customs including ardent
religiosity, while the church preserved traditional
values constituting an alternative community to the
party-state.

The inability of the Communist Party to fully

dominate society also stemmed from its internal

divisions and relatively frequent changes of leader-

ship. The immediate postwar period saw the ascent

to power of Władysław Gomułka (1905–1982), a

Communist leader who advocated the ‘‘Polish

road to socialism,’’ acknowledging the country’s

national and socioeconomic specificities rather

than mimicking the Soviet model. Persecuted

under Stalinism, Gomułka returned to power in

1956. He halted collectivization, reinstated reli-

gious tolerance, relaxed censorship, and passed

economic reforms. From the mid-1960s, however,

Gomułka grew increasingly authoritarian. Having

antagonized liberal intellectuals, party reformers,

and the clergy, the regime embraced aggressive

nationalism to legitimize its flagging rule. In

1968 it launched an anti-Semitic campaign and

brutally suppressed student protests. The ideologi-

cal and moral bankruptcy of communism in Poland

paved the way for the birth of the new democratic

opposition, no longer interested in reforming the

system, but rather determined to pursue alternative

solutions.

THE ROOTS OF SOLIDARITY: 1970–1980

The Gomułka government was toppled by the

workers’ strikes against food price increases

of December 1970. After the massacre of strikers

in the coastal cities of Gdańsk, Gdynia, and

Szczecin, the party politburo ousted Gomułka.

The new party leader, Edward Gierek (1913–

2001), believed that consumerism, not ideology

and coercion, was the key to winning social com-

pliance. Loans from Western banks facilitated his

ambitious program of rapid modernization, helped

to increase wages, and brought greater availability

of consumer goods. But overheated investment

combined with incompetent management and

rampant corruption soon led to an economic slow-

down. In June 1976, after the announcement of

food price increases, strikes and social protests

erupted in several cities, most notably in Radom,

where demonstrators besieged and burned party

buildings. The government rescinded its plans but

suppressed the riots with utmost brutality.

Hundreds of workers were beaten, jailed, and

sacked from their jobs.
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The pacification of protests mobilized dissident
intellectuals, who in September 1976 formed the
Komitet Obrony Robotników (Committee for the
Defense of Workers, or KOR). The original task of
assisting arrested workers soon broadened into the
promotion of human and civil rights, underground
publishing, and the creation of free trade unions.
Among its leading activists were the dissidents
Jacek Kuroń and Adam Michnik, the writer Jerzy
Andrzejewski, the literary scholar Jan Józef Lipski,
and the Catholic priest Jan Zieja.

Above all, the KOR sought to build a civil
society and ensure an independent and democratic
public active outside of state control. The group’s
agenda was elaborated in essays by the philosopher
Leszek Kołakowski, Kuroń, and Michnik, who
argued that while a socialist system would not be
democratized from above, it could be transformed
by pressure applied from below by self-organized
social groups. Soon KOR members made forays into
the working class helping to organize the Free Trade
Unions of the Coast in Gdańsk in 1978. Among the
union’s most outspoken activists was a young elec-
trician, Lech Wałęsa. An employee of the Lenin
Shipyard, Wałęsa took part in the 1970 strike. In
1976 he was fired for vehement criticism of the
state-sponsored unions, democratic agitation, and
calls for the commemoration of fallen workers.
Introduced to the Gdańsk opposition milieu by a
KOR member, Bogdan Borusewicz, Wałęsa joined
the Free Unions in 1978. In 1979 he was one of the
signatories of the Charter of Workers’ Rights, which
called for the right to strike, independent labor
unions, and just wages.

In addition to the KOR, other groups
emerged, including the Movement for the
Defense of Human and Civil Rights (ROPCiO),
and the Confederation for an Independent Poland
(KPN). The alliance of intelligentsia and workers
that began to materialize under the tutelage of the
KOR was boosted by the rapprochement between
opposition intellectuals and the Roman Catholic
Church, the strongest autonomous institution in
the country. These developments coupled with the
leniency of Gierek, who was careful not to alienate
Western creditors by brutalizing dissidents, trans-
formed Poland into a major center of opposition to
communism in the Soviet bloc. As the opposition
provided revolutionary cadres, the Roman Catholic

Church offered spiritual mobilization. The naming
of Cardinal Karol Wojtyła, archbishop of Kraków,
as Pope John Paul II in 1978, followed by his visit
to Poland in 1979, brought about sense of moral
reawakening and transformed the Polish public. In
his farewell address, the pope urged his compatriots
to ‘‘have the courage to go the way no one has
followed before’’ (Luxmoore and Babiuch, p. 217).
It was not long before the country experienced a
cataclysmic political upheaval in 1980.

FIRST SOLIDARITY: 1980–1981

Rising foreign debt, economic slowdown, and an
alarming discrepancy between imports and exports
prompted the Gierek regime to introduce radical
price adjustments for inflation and to cut down
meat supplies for domestic markets in the summer
of 1980. As work stoppages spread across Poland,
free trade union activists from the coast and KOR
members decided to launch a strike in the Lenin
Shipyard in Gdańsk. The shipyard went on strike
on 14 August 1980. Workers combined economic
demands with political postulates calling for the
reinstatement of a free trade union activist, Anna
Walentynowicz, and of Wałęsa; the erection of a
monument to the victims of the 1970 shootings;
and compensatory pay increases. Under the leader-
ship of Wałęsa, the Międzyzakładowy Komitet
Strajowy (Interfactory Strike Committee, MKS)
was formed in the Baltic region, demanding inde-
pendent trade unions, the right to strike, freedom
of expression, the release of political prisoners, and
various economic concessions. By the end of

August, political strikes had swept the entire coun-

try. On 31 August, Wałęsa and Deputy Premier

Mieczysław Jagielski signed the Gdańsk agreement,

in which the government conceded to most of the

strikers’ demands, including the right to form inde-

pendent labor unions. Similar accords were con-

cluded in Szczecin and Jastrzębie.

The August accords brought down the Gierek
regime. The Soviets perceived the agreements as a
temporary compromise and expected that the
Polish Communists would gradually dismantle the
workers’ movement. But on 17 September 1980,
delegates of thirty-five regional strike committees
and several opposition activists set up the national
federation of trade unions, the Independent Self-
Governing Trade Union ‘‘Solidarity,’’ with Wałęsa
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as its chairman. After the government blocked its
registration, Solidarity launched a general warning
strike. Yielding to popular pressure, the regime
agreed to legalize the union in exchange for
Solidarity’s recognition of the party’s leading role
in the state in November 1980. In December
1980, private farmers founded Rural Solidarity.
By the end of that year, Solidarity had nine million
members, and by the following spring ten million.
It was a nationwide social movement functioning
outside the party’s control and encompassing all
sectors of society including people from a variety
of political persuasions.

Throughout 1981 Solidarity underwent
increasing radicalization. The national congress of
Solidarity, held in September and October 1981,
adopted the program of the ‘‘Self-Governing
Republic,’’ in which citizens would take responsi-
bility for various political, social, and cultural mat-
ters. The government, led by General Wojciech
Jaruzelski (b. 1923), grew intransigently hostile

toward the union. Subjected to pressure from
Moscow and keen to reinstate the party’s authority,
Jaruzelski set about destroying Solidarity by force.
On 13 December 1981 he imposed martial law. As
the military and police took total control of the
country, civil rights and all political and social orga-
nizations were suspended. Thousands of Solidarity
activists, including most of its leaders, were arrested
and detained. In October 1982 the Polish parlia-
ment formally dissolved the union.

1982–1989

After the imposition of martial law, Solidarity con-
tinued underground under the command of those
leaders who had escaped arrest. The union launched
political strikes, organized campaigns of civil disobe-
dience, and built a framework of independent insti-
tutions. Still, the underground Solidarity failed to
mobilize the weary population. The lifting of martial
law in 1983 indicated the regime’s self-confidence.
However, in the same year the government suffered

A demonstration by Solidarity members and supporters, 1 May 1982. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2387

S O L I D A R I T Y



a major blow when Wałęsa received the Nobel Peace
Prize. Even more devastating was the brutal assassi-
nation of Father Jerzy Popiełuszko, a staunch sup-
porter of Solidarity, by a group of security
policemen. In a desperate face-saving gesture,
Jaruzelski had the killers arrested, tried, and sen-
tenced to prison terms. Following this period of
immediate repression, the general softened his poli-
cies, releasing political prisoners, allowing channels
of pluralism, and implementing economic reforms.
With the accession of Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931)
to power in the Soviet Union, Jaruzelski followed
and at times expanded the Soviet pattern of pere-
stroika in the hope of winning society’s compliance
and achieving economic recovery while preserving
the power of the party.

During the 1980s neither the underground
Solidarity nor the Communist regime had enough
power to eliminate its opponents. This stalemate

continued until 1988, when government austerity

measures sparked a wave of strikes. But the strikers’

major demand was the re-legalization of Solidarity.

The Polish Roundtable Talks between Solidarity and

the government that concluded in April 1989 lega-

lized the union and provided for its participation in

parliamentary elections. In June 1989 Solidarity won

99 of 100 seats in the Senate and all of the 169 freely

contested seats in the Sejm (lower house). The for-

mation of the Solidarity-led coalition government led

by Tadeusz Mazowiecki in August 1989 marked the

end of communism in Poland and sparked the 1989

revolutions in Eastern Europe.

1989–2005

In 1990 Solidarity underwent political fragmenta-

tion over the issues of free-market reforms, decom-

munization, and Wałęsa’s bid for the presidency.

During the presidential elections of that year,

Solidarity leader Lech Wałęsa makes the victory sign during the 1989 presidential

campaign in Plock, Poland. ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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Wałęsa defeated Mazowiecki, and the Solidarity
parliamentary club split into new political parties.
Solidarity continued as a trade union. Radicalized
and discontented by rising unemployment and
other side effects of the economic transition, the
union brought down Hanna Suchocka’s center-
right coalition government in 1993, paving the
way for the electoral victory of former Commu-
nists. In 1995 Wałęsa lost the presidential elections
to Aleksander Kwaśniewski, a former Communist.
Two years later, Solidarity helped to build the
center-right Electoral Action ‘‘Solidarity,’’ which
won the 1997 election. However, in 2001 Solidar-
ity gained only a fraction of the vote, failing to
enter parliament.

Lech Wałęsa, whose popularity plummeted in
the 1990s (in the 2000 presidential elections he
received only 1 percent of the vote) reentered
politics acting as a mediator in the Ukrainian poli-
tical crisis in 2005. The parliamentary elections of
September 2005 saw the victory of two center-right
parties, partly recruited from former Solidarity
members, the Law and Justice Party (PiS) and the
Civic Platform (PO). In the October 2005 presi-
dential election, Lech Kaczyński, a former Solidarity
activist, defeated Donald Tusk, another veteran of
the democratic opposition.

See also Gierek, Edward; Gomułka, Władysław;
Jaruzelski, Wojciech; John Paul II; Perestroika;
Poland; Wałęsa, Lech.
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MIKOLAJ KUNICKI

n

SOLZHENITSYN, ALEXANDER
(b. 1918), Russian novelist and winner of the
1970 Nobel Prize for literature.

Alexander Solzhenitsyn was born in Kislovodsk, a
small town in southern Russia. Brought up by his
mother and other relatives in very straitened circum-
stances, Solzhenitsyn attended school and university
in Rostov-on-Don, by the age of sixteen or seventeen
abandoning the traditional beliefs of his home for the
new Marxist verities. He graduated from Rostov State
University in 1941 with a degree in mathematics and
physics, but his plans to pursue postgraduate work
in Moscow’s Institute of History, Philosophy, and
Literature (MIFLI) were dashed by the outbreak of
the war. Called up for service in the Red Army, he
rose to the rank of captain in command of a sound-
ranging battery but in early 1945 was arrested for
disparaging comments about Joseph Stalin, who, in
Solzhenitsyn’s opinion, had strayed from the true
revolutionary path. The writer was sentenced to eight
years of ‘‘corrective labor’’ to be followed by ‘‘perpe-
tual exile’’ in a remote area of the USSR.

Solzhenitsyn served his sentence in work camps
in the Moscow region, in prison research institutes,
and finally in a ‘‘special regime’’ camp in Ekibastuz,
Kazakhstan. At the conclusion of his eight-year-
long incarceration (1953) he was directed to settle
in Kok Terek, a tiny settlement in southeastern
Kazakhstan, where he began teaching in the local
secondary school. An abdominal swelling was here
diagnosed as terminal cancer, but the writer was
successfully treated in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, in
1954–1955. Meanwhile major political changes
were under way in the Soviet Union. In his cam-
paign to repudiate Stalin’s legacy, Nikita
Khrushchev disbanded the entire exile system in
1956, enabling Solzhenitsyn to leave Central Asia.
This was followed in 1957 by the writer’s ‘‘rehabil-
itation,’’ with the original sentence against him
formally annulled.
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Solzhenitsyn was now teaching school in the

European part of Russia, first in a village east of

Moscow, then in Ryazan, a provincial city south of

the capital. But every moment free of teaching

responsibilities was dedicated to writing. By 1957

he had in fact been writing in deep secrecy for more

than a decade, having produced a substantial volume

of poetry, drama, and prose, much of it involving

a reexamination of his former beliefs in view of

the radical insight he had gained into the essence of

Soviet ideology by virtue of his prison experience. But

it was not until 1961, at the height of Khrushchev’s

anti-Stalinist campaign, that Solzhenitsyn risked sub-

mitting his short novel One Day in the Life of Ivan
Denisovich (Odin den Ivana Denisovicha) for Soviet

publication. It appeared in 1962 in Novy Mir, the

leading Soviet literary magazine of the day, thanks

to the personal intervention of Khrushchev, who

deemed the depiction of a Stalin-era forced-labor

camp—heretofore an absolutely taboo subject—

useful for his anti-Stalinist purposes. To be sure,

Ivan Denisovich is much more than a political state-
ment and its impact derives mainly from the astonish-
ingly understated and morally lucid viewpoint
expressed by the main protagonist (who provides
the dominant narrative voice) despite the obvious fact
that he is immersed in an irredeemably unnatural and
corrupt social environment. The novel became an
instant sensation both inside and outside the Soviet
Union, and the writer received hundreds of letters
from former Soviet prison-camp inmates wishing to
share their specific experiences with the writer. This
led to meetings and testimonies later used by
Solzhenitsyn in composing The Gulag Archipelago
(Arkhipelag GULag).

Solzhenitsyn was not long in the good graces
of the regime, and was able to publish only a small
number of other short works before Soviet journals
closed their doors to him. Things became more
ominous when Khrushchev was toppled in a coup
in 1964, with the new regime headed by Leonid
Brezhnev taking an actively hostile attitude toward

Alexander Solzhenitsyn photographed at his hotel in Switzerland shortly after his arrival there in 1974. ªJAMES

ANDANSON/SYGMA/CORBIS
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the writer. Uncowed, Solzhenitsyn turned to samiz-
dat, a method of self-publication whereby opposi-
tion-minded individuals retyped and distributed
officially prohibited texts in chain-letter fashion.
Disseminated in this manner, the writer’s combative
statements, such as his eloquent appeal against cen-
sorship (1967), became widely known both in the
Soviet Union and abroad, making him an iconic
figure in the dissident movement (even though
Solzhenitsyn never identified himself in that way).

The 1968 publication in the West of
Solzhenitsyn’s novels The First Circle (V kruge per-
vom) and Cancer Ward (Rakovy korpus) was met
with high critical acclaim. The First Circle is based
on Solzhenitsyn’s stint in a prison research institute
in the late 1940s and traces the intellectual evolu-
tion of the main protagonist as he attempts to
define his philosophical identity in contrast to,
and in philosophical conflict with, other inmates.
Cancer Ward has a similarly autobiographical
dimension in that it reflects Solzhenitsyn’s radia-
tion treatment in Tashkent and touches upon ulti-
mate metaphysical questions of life, disease, and
death. The reaction of the Soviet authorities to
Solzhenitsyn’s unsanctioned publications was bellig-
erently hostile, and when Solzhenitsyn was
awarded the Nobel Prize for Literature in 1970
the harassment escalated to a KGB-directed assas-
sination attempt by means of a poisoned needle.
The plot failed, miraculously, but when the first
volume of The Gulag Archipelago, Solzhenitsyn’s
searing account of the Soviet punitive system,
appeared in Paris at the end of 1973, the regime
decided to act openly. On 12 February 1974
Solzhenitsyn was arrested, charged with treason,
and expelled to the West, where his family was
soon allowed to join him.

The term gulag in the title is the Soviet acro-
nym for Main Administration of Corrective-Labor
Camps (Glavnoe upravlenie ispravitelno-trudovykh
lagerei), but it is used by Solzhenitsyn as a gen-
eric—and phonetically memorable—designation of
the entire system of camps and prisons. (The meta-
phor of an archipelago is added to suggest the
scattered and isolated location of the camps within
the Soviet Union.) Based on the testimony of more
than two hundred former prisoners, not least
Solzhenitsyn himself, The Gulag Archipelago is a
massive, and massively powerful, indictment of

the ideological system that generated and encour-
aged this vast inhuman enterprise. The book is also
a disarmingly honest account of the author’s strug-
gle with his weaknesses and philosophical quand-
aries. The political impact of Gulag is difficult to
overestimate, and for many left-leaning Western
intellectuals it proved to be the decisive text in their
view of the Soviet Union.

After his expulsion, Solzhenitsyn lived for a time
in Zurich, Switzerland, moving to Cavendish,
Vermont, in 1976. At the beginning of his Western
sojourn the writer engaged in numerous statements
and public appearances, most memorably at the
Harvard Commencement in 1978, but he soon chose
to concentrate on what he considered the major task
of his life—the series of historical narratives (‘‘knots’’)
tracing Russia’s catastrophic slide toward the
Bolshevik Revolution. Between 1983 and 1991 he
completed four ‘‘knots’’ (entitled August 1914,
November 1916, March 1917, and April 1917 respec-
tively) comprising ten volumes and more than six
thousand pages, with the entire series named The
Red Wheel (Krasnoe koleso).

With the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991
and the cancellation of the treason charges against
him, Solzhenitsyn prepared to return to Russia,
making his move in 1994. He settled in a
Moscow suburb and resisted efforts to draw him
into the political process, preferring to make public
statements of his own choosing. The outflow of
works continued unabated after his return, among
them serialized reminiscences of his years in the
West (1998–2003), a two-volume study of
Russian-Jewish relations (2001–2002), several
short stories with an unusual ‘‘binary’’ structure,
and a large number of essays on Russian and Soviet
writers.

The reception of Solzhenitsyn’s works and
statements has been a study in extremes. Praised
at first in both East and West, Solzhenitsyn soon
came to be vituperated in the Soviet Union for his
criticisms while being extolled in the West as a
courageous truth-teller. But the prevailing
Western sympathy changed sharply at the realiza-
tion that Solzhenitsyn was no admirer of modern
secular liberalism. Endless attacks on his moderate
traditionalism followed, producing a major decline
in his Western reputation, particularly in the
United States. Meanwhile Solzhenitsyn’s star rose
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in Russia as the Soviet regime crumbled, and his
long-banned works filled Russian journals. But the
boom was short lived here as well, as the writer
refused to share the fashionable enthusiasm for the
chaotic reforms that characterized the Yeltsin years.

See also Dissidence; Gulag; Russia; Samizdat; Soviet
Union.
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ALEXIS KLIMOFF

SOVIET-GERMAN NONAGGRES-
SION PACT. See Molotov-Von Ribbentrop Pact.

n

SOVIET UNION. The single most impor-

tant fact in Russia’s social history was serfdom, an

institution that developed later than it did in wes-

tern Europe, but existed until 1861. At the time of

the Revolution of 1917, there were still people

alive who had been born serfs, and a large majority

had parents who had not been full-fledged citizens

of their country. Serfdom was both the conse-

quence of the poverty of the land and also the cause

of lack of economic development. The land, not

blessed by good climate and soil, had hardly pro-

duced enough for subsistence. The vast majority of

the Russian people in early modern times lived in

poorer material circumstances than people in the

rest of Europe.

While in Europe competing social forces such
as the aristocracy, royal power, and independent
cities fought each other to reach a standstill and
therefore concluded compromises, in Russia autoc-
racy succeeded in defeating the nobility time and
again, and cities, after the earliest stage of history,
never became important. While in Europe the
struggle between the papacy and the empire ended
in compromise, Russia from Byzantium inherited a

2392 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S O V I E T - G E R M A N N O N A G G R E S S I O N P A C T



theory according to which the church was glad to
serve the state. Prerevolutionary Russia was author-
itarian, although it had just introduced some poli-
tical reforms as a consequence of a revolution in
1905. The Russian parliament, the Duma, was
elected on the basis of restricted, estate-based suf-
frage and therefore did not genuinely represent the
political will of the nation. The government, which
was not responsible to the legislature, itself in its
struggle against the powerful revolutionary move-
ment, did not always observe its own laws. Only in
retrospect, in comparison with Stalinist practice,
could tsarist legal order be considered civilized.

When the serfs were liberated, the reform plan
was not drawn up in such a way as to bring about
maximum economic development, but to protect
the social order, including the economic interests of
the landowning class. Nevertheless, since the begin-
ning of the 1890s Russia experienced impressive
economic growth. Indeed, arguably what led to
social tensions was not the antiquated social and
political order, but the changes that were the conse-
quence of industrialization, such as the growth of the
proletariat and urbanization in circumstances that
produced great misery. Prerevolutionary society was
deeply split between the privileged, who were able to
participate in a European culture and civilization,
and the rest of society.

WAR AND REVOLUTION

After the events of 1905 the regime stabilized itself
and the revolutionary movement was in retreat.
However, after 1912 the number of strikes once
again started to increase, and arguably at the time
of the outbreak of World War I Russia was once
again facing a revolutionary situation that was only
retarded temporarily by the war. It has been a passion-
ately debated issue among historians whether the
country was heading toward a revolution before
1914, and the momentary patriotic enthusiasm sim-
ply delayed the outbreak, or, on the contrary, the
tsarist regime was capable of reforming itself and it
was the accident of the war that led to its demise. It
is, however, self-evident that the tsarist regime, based
on antiquated principles, proved incapable of mobi-
lizing society for a modern war. The soldiers were
increasingly tired of fighting, the logistical system
broke down, and the cities could not be sufficiently
supplied. On 8 March 1917, International Women’s

Day, when demonstrators expressed their anger,
soldiers, unlike in the Revolution of 1905, proved
unwilling to disperse the crowds, and the three-
hundred-year-old Romanov monarchy collapsed
with astonishing ease.

Two centers of power emerged. One was a
provisional government that was self-appointed
and based on the Duma. Strictly speaking, it lacked
legitimacy because it came into being after Nicholas
II (r. 1894–1917), the tsar, had prorogued the
parliament. The new government represented liberal
Russia. The other center of power was the soviets
(soviet, meaning council) spontaneously created by
workers and soldiers to take care of the organiza-
tional needs of the moment. The power of the
Petrograd Soviet was considerable because it could
call on the workers of the capital and of the soldiers
stationed there to demonstrate. For some months
moderate socialists dominated the soviets. This dual
system of power, in which one center had the
responsibility for governing and the other had a
following among the masses of citizens but no
responsibility, was inherently unstable. Indeed in
the course of 1917 the country lurched from one
crisis to another of increasing severity.

The government ultimately failed because on the
basis of principles in which the ministers believed it
was impossible to govern the country at that histor-
ical moment. The first unresolved issue was the war.
The moderate socialists in the soviets were still will-
ing to support a defensive war, although soldiers
were increasingly tired of the struggle. When in
May, a letter became public in which the foreign
minister Pavel Milyukov, a prominent leader of the
liberal Constitutional Democratic Party, spoke of the
continuation of the war to a victorious end and
claimed significant territorial gains for Russia, a pub-
lic demonstration forced his removal, and the entire
government moved to the left. The government did
not wish to end the war, but in retrospect it is clear
that even if it did, it could not have received terms
from the Germans acceptable to the majority of
Russians.

The second irresolvable issue was land reform.
The peasants after serf liberation did not receive all
the lands that they believed should have been theirs
and clamored for more. The ministers of the provi-
sional government did not altogether oppose land
reform, but on the basis of their liberal principles
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took it for granted that the landlords had to be
compensated, and the country lacked the resources.
Even more importantly, they considered that carry-
ing out a land reform during wartime would contrib-
ute to the disintegration of the army, since the
peasant soldiers would want to return to their villages
in order to claim their share. The government
decided to postpone this difficult and contentious
issue until a constituent assembly could be convened.
The problem was that the authority of the govern-
ment did not extend to the thousands of villages.
The peasants took matters into their own hands; they
chased away landlords and occupied land. The gov-
ernment did not have the power to prevent this law-
lessness on the one hand and on the other was unable
satisfy the desire of the peasants. By the summer of
1917 the country was descending into anarchy.

The third problem the government faced was
the increased national consciousness of the

minorities. Imperial Russia was a multinational
empire, but as long as it was powerful the nation-
alism of the minorities could be controlled and
suppressed. However, now that the center was
obviously weak, not only historical nations such as
Poles and Finns, but also Ukrainians claimed if not
independence, at least autonomy. The government
had neither the will to satisfy these demands nor
the ability to repress.

In July the government was able to fend off a
rising from disgruntled soldiers who did not want
to go to battle. At this point Alexander Kerensky, a
moderate socialist, became prime minister. In
August it was the turn of the Right to attempt to
change the status quo. General Lavr Kornilov,
recently named commander of the army, organized
a coup. The regime prevailed once again; however,
the cost of these ‘‘victories’’ was that the govern-
ment’s base of support evaporated. In September

Volunteers sign up for the people’s militia at the Taurida palace, Petrograd, Russia, March 1917. The people’s militia

replaced the police under the provisional government established in Petrograd following the abdication of Tsar Nicholas II.
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the Bolsheviks, uncompromising Marxist revolu-
tionaries—led by Vladimir Lenin (Vladimir Ilyich
Ulyanov; 1870–1924)—who at the time of the
March revolution made up only a tiny minority
within the soviets, won majorities both in Petrograd
and in Moscow. Unlike the moderate socialists, who
were willing to compromise, the Bolsheviks were
ready to take power. At this time they could count
on the support of the majority of the workers in the
two major cities and also on the support of the sol-
diers stationed in the rear. Workers and soldiers
supported the Bolsheviks because they alone were
not compromised by collaboration with the increas-
ingly hated provisional government. Lenin decided to
take power before a scheduled congress of soviets
because he wanted the congress to legitimize his
action. The Bolsheviks did not so much overthrow
the provisional government as that government
disintegrated and the revolutionaries were there to
take advantage.

Bolshevik action on 7 November initiated a civil
war that lasted for three years. At the outset both
sides were weak, but as time went on each succeeded
in organizing their forces. The Bolsheviks were able
and willing to satisfy the desire of the majority—
ending the international war by accepting highly
unfavorable terms from the Germans, and giving
land to the peasants, that is, legitimizing land grabs.
Consequently the majority of the people, while not
attracted to Marxist ideas and programs, nevertheless
opposed the Bolsheviks less vigorously than they
opposed their opponents, the Whites, whom they
associated with the old regime. Tsarist officers led
the forces of the counterrevolutionaries, and their
numerically smaller armies were better led. The
Whites also enjoyed the support of the Orthodox
Church.

The end of the war in Europe had far-reaching
consequences for the course of the civil war in Russia.
As long as the Allies and the Central Powers were
fighting one another, they looked at their involve-
ment in Russia as far less important. Although the
Allied governments regarded the Bolsheviks and
everything they stood for with fear and loathing,
had the Bolsheviks continued the war against the
Germany, they could have received Allied support.
The Allies first assisted the Whites with the illusory
hope that the anti-German front might be recon-
structed. The British and the Americans, who in early

1918 sent small detachments to the far north in
Murmansk and Archangel and to the far east in
Vladivostok, justified their intervention in Russian
affairs in terms of their need to fight the Germans.
Once World War I ended, any rationale for the
intervention fell away, while the opportunities for
practical aid to the anti-Bolsheviks vastly improved.
Immediately after the defeat of the Germans, French
troops landed in Odessa, and shortly after in the
Crimea. The British sent small detachments to
the Caucasus and to Central Asia, and soon began
the delivery of valuable military hardware to Kolchak
and to Anton Denikin, the commander of the volun-
teer White Army.

By 1920 it was fairly certain that the Reds
would ultimately win. Poland, which became an
independent country at the end of the war, had
great territorial ambitions at Russia’s expense. The
Polish leader, Józef Piłsudski, believing he could get
a better deal from the Bolsheviks than from the
victorious Whites, waited until the defeat of the main
White forces and then started his campaign. The
Russo-Polish War, which inspired nationalist pas-
sions on both sides, saw changing military fortunes;
at one point the victorious Red Army threatened the
Polish capital. The war ultimately ended in the com-
promise peace of Riga in March 1921. Following the
decisive phase of the Polish campaign, the Red Army
defeated the commander of the volunteer White
Army, Peter Wrangel, and forced him and the rem-
nants of his army into exile. By the end of 1920 the
Bolsheviks had defeated all their enemies with the
exception of a few scattered peasant bands.

Ultimately, after changing fortunes, the
Bolsheviks emerged victorious. However, the cost
was horrendous. During the world war and in the
bitter civil conflict millions died; the destruction
was extraordinary, and the reconstruction therefore
had to be slow and painful. Famine ravaged the
land. The civil war changed the Bolsheviks from
underground revolutionaries to administrators and
rulers. They had never been liberals; they believed
that their knowledge of Marxism enabled them to
interpret past, present, and future. They took it for
granted that they were acting in the interest the of
the people even if the ‘‘people’’ did not understand
their own interests. The repression of ideas and
opponents started at the very moment of the crea-
tion of the regime. The Bolsheviks did not recoil
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from introducing terror, though it must be said
that they were neither better nor worse in this
respect than their enemies, the Whites.

NEW ECONOMIC POLICY (NEP)

At the end of the civil war the country was exhausted.
The Bolsheviks in order to supply their armies and
feed the cities had resorted to requisitioning from the
peasants. They had suspended all free economic
activities, most importantly among them free trade
in grain. In 1921 at the Tenth Party Congress Lenin
introduced a system that came to be called the New
Economic Policy (NEP). From the Bolshevik point
of view, this was a step backward, away from the
dream of classless society, and a concession given to
the ‘‘class enemy,’’ but circumstances forced the
revolutionaries to give concessions. NEP was indeed
a hybrid of Marxist ideology and capitalism. In
practice it meant that peasants regained their ability
to sell their products in the market, and small-scale

industry was allowed to operate. Socially it meant
that the regime decided to tolerate economic condi-
tions that would allow some peasants at least to
become reasonably prosperous and to coexist with
the ‘‘Nepman,’’ an obnoxious (from the regime’s
point of view) petty capitalist. Culturally it meant
that while the regime preserved its monopoly of
interpreting politics, it allowed a considerable degree
of heterogeneity and contacts of intellectuals and
artists with the outside world. Consequently, the
notorious turning point in Soviet intellectual history
should be dated not in 1917, but in 1930. NEP was
indeed successful to the extent of allowing recovery
after dreadful devastation.

Against the background of mixed economy and
flourishing intellectual life took place the struggle
for succession to Lenin’s mantle. The struggle was
bound to be contentious. Lenin, after all, was the
founder of the movement, his charisma was such
that his fellow leaders naturally deferred to him and
he could be magnanimous enough to take them back
time and again when they ‘‘erred.’’ There could be
no natural successor. Ultimately it was Joseph Stalin
(1878–1953) who emerged victorious. This was
because while he may not have been the equal of a
Leon Trotsky (1879–1940), a great organizer and
eloquent speaker, or a Nikolai Bukharin (1888–
1938) as a theorist, he was better as a politician. He
prevailed over better-known politicians not only
because as general secretary since 1922 he had been
able to place his followers in crucial positions, but
also because he managed to convey the impression to
a wide circle of activists, ironically, that he was a safer
choice, one who would pursue an internationally less
adventurous policy than Trotsky.

The NEP system was internally self-contradictory
and from the outset doomed to failure. The regime
needed the services of private entrepreneurs and
kulaks (well-to-do peasants) but on the other
hand feared these people as possible opposition
and therefore hampered their activities. At the
end of the 1920s the country faced a crisis. The
government set the price of grain too low in order
to save money for its ambitious industrialization
project. The predictable consequence was that the
peasants switched to other products, which prom-
ised better return, and suddenly the government
could not feed the cities. The Stalinist solution was
to cut the Gordian knot by returning to the system

Workers drive tractors at Gigant, a Soviet state farm

near the town of Rostov-na-Donu, c. 1920. ªUNDERWOOD &

UNDERWOOD/CORBIS
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of forced collection of grain used at the time of the
civil war. This action violated the fundamental
principle of NEP, and there was no return. If the
peasants could not be certain that they would be
fairly compensated for their labor, they had no
incentive to produce. Stalin started a war against
the peasantry by forcing them to join collective
farms. The country once again experienced a revo-
lution. It was from this point on in 1929 that we
can properly talk of the age of Stalin.

THE AGE OF STALIN

Collectivization was the most extraordinary, most
dangerous act of the regime and would also have
the most far-reaching consequences. While in the
1920s the regime had maintained only a weak hold
on the countryside, by forcing the peasants into
collective farms against their will, the regime created
an institution that enabled it to control every aspect
of peasant life. Most immediately, it enabled the
regime to take hold of the products of the collective
farms cheaply, thereby enabling the government to
proceed with its ambitious industrialization plans for
which it had lacked capital. The great Soviet indus-
trialization that took place in the course of the First
and Second Five-Year Plans and that transformed
society was primarily financed by the extraordinarily
low standard of living of the peasantry that in the
years 1932–1933 led to mass famine with millions of
victims. Industrialization was unbalanced; scarce
resources were devoted disproportionately to heavy
industry, while the production of consumer goods
suffered. Waste in human lives and in material was
extraordinary, and the unquestionably great achieve-
ments were accomplished at a very high price in
terms of human suffering. On the other hand, it is
hard to contradict the proposition that it was this
industrialization that allowed the Soviet economy to
produce weapons, which were later needed to defeat
the German army of World War II.

During the First Five-Year Plan the population
of Soviet cities almost doubled. What this meant in
terms of living conditions can be easily imagined.
The Soviet state was determined to invest in heavy
industry and was not about to be diverted by
spending scarce resources on social overhead,
meaning construction of apartment buildings and
provision of various city amenities such as transpor-
tation and water. Living conditions became

appalling: usually several families had to share a
kitchen, and often a family could not even have a
single room to itself. It would take a long time for
the Soviet Union to make up for this dreadful
neglect. The vast social transformation of the
1930s created a Soviet urban working class.

The terror of the 1930s defies rational explana-
tion. It is possible to point out that the soil had been
well prepared: the extraordinary human losses in
World War I, followed by a murderous civil war,
followed by a man-made famine, gave a sense to the
rulers that life was cheap. Hundreds of thousands of
people were sentenced to death, without exception
on trumped up charges, and millions died in concen-
tration camps. Obviously, Stalin and his comrades
could not possibly choose all the victims; neverthe-
less they created an atmosphere in which denuncia-
tions for revenge and for personal benefit became
the rule of the day. Although all segments of the
population suffered, there were particular groups
that were especially victimized. Intellectuals, for-
eign Communists, people who had had contact with
foreigners, and former Communists were most likely
to be hard hit.

This period of terror and privation was also a
time of genuine achievements. The regime finally
succeeded in enlarging the educational system, above
all on the primary level, and by the end of the decade,
for the first time in Russian history, the country was
able to make good on its promise to provide at least
some schooling for all children. Thousands of new
schools opened in the countryside, and tens of thou-
sands of teachers, willingly or unwillingly, left the
cities to teach village children. The circumstances in
which the teachers had to work were extremely prim-
itive and difficult, and many had to be compelled
to give up their relatively comfortable lives in the
cities. Only a dictatorial regime could have forced
people to undertake such jobs and accept such unat-
tractive transfers. The great expansion of the educa-
tional system was a major step in transforming
backward Russia into an industrial Soviet Union.
To be sure, village schools remained much inferior
to what was available in the cities; nevertheless, it was
a remarkable achievement of Stalinist industrializa-
tion that every child was able to spend at least some
years in school. It was the general availability of
primary schools that enabled the regime finally to
take decisive steps toward the elimination of illiteracy.
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By the end of the decade, four out of five Soviet

citizens under the age of fifty could read and write.

In between the civil war and the mid-1930s the

Soviet Union was not genuinely threatened by a

foreign power. Even Adolf Hitler’s rise to power in

January 1933 did not particularly concern the

Soviet leadership. However, German rearmament

and Hitler’s boundlessly aggressive policies, aside

from his explicit anticommunism and low regard

for Slavs, made it clear to Stalin and his advisors

that they were facing a new and dangerous inter-

national environment. The first Soviet response to

the new threat was to reorient its foreign policy and

attempt to find allies among democratic countries.

Such a policy line also necessitated directing the

communist parties to support the policy of ‘‘popu-

lar fronts,’’ meaning willingness to cooperate with

socialist and liberal parties. The pusillanimity of the

governments of England and France to Nazi

aggression, concerning the remilitarization of the

Rhineland, the open German and Italian interven-

tion in the Spanish civil war (1936–1939), and

finally the abandonment of Czechoslovakia, con-

vinced the Soviet government that the West was

not a reliable ally in deterring the Nazis. When the

German army was ready to move against Poland in

August 1939, the Nazis, to avoid a two-front war,

concluded a nonaggression pact with Stalin, which

enabled the Soviet dictator to reclaim lands that

Russia had lost at the end of the First World War:

the eastern half of the interwar Polish state, the

Baltic republics, and Bessarabia. Stalin’s thinking

in concluding this pact, an act that demoralized

the world communist movement, was that the

Western Allies and Germany would fight each

other to a standstill and his country would greatly

benefit. Of course, we know it did not turn out

that way. In the summer of 1940 France collapsed,

on 22 June 1941 the Germans invaded the Soviet

Union, and for three dreadful years the Red Army

for all intents and purposes had to face the brunt of

the German attacking forces alone.

Stalin had every reason to fear that the long-

suffering peoples of the Soviet Union would not

The bodies of twelve people killed by the Soviet secret police, the Cheka, lie in a street in Petrograd, November

1921. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS

2398 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S O V I E T U N I O N



show loyalty to a regime that had mistreated so
many of them so badly. Indeed, in the newly occu-
pied territories the Nazis were often received as
liberators, however, ultimately, the Russian people
persevered. The government, out of necessity,
changed its policy line: instead of speaking of inter-
national solidarity of the working classes, it called
on the Russian people to demonstrate their love of
the motherland.

Perhaps the most significant battle of the war
took place in December 1941 at the gates of
Moscow. The Soviet Union, taking advantage of
its recently signed nonaggression pact with Japan,
was able to bring up fresh troops and prevent the
Germans from occupying the capital. Once the
myth of German invincibility was broken, time
was on the side of the Red Army. The Soviet
Union was able to mobilize its entire industry for
the needs of the war to a far greater extent than any
other belligerent country. Its industry had always
been centralized, essentially on a wartime footing.
The Soviet Union, under extraordinarily difficult
circumstances, was able to move its industry from
the war zone to the Ural Mountains or into Siberia,
where the factories continued to produce tanks,
airplanes, and guns. The turning point was, of
course, the enormous battle of Stalingrad, where
the extent of German defeat was such as to make it
clear to the rest of the world that Germany could
not win this war. Although the Red Army still
suffered occasional reverses and the death of mil-
lions of its soldiers, ultimate victory was only a
matter of time.

The Soviet Union emerged from the war with
its prestige greatly heightened, a prestige it had not
enjoyed since Russia’s victory over Napoleon in
1812. On the other hand, it was greatly weakened:
the human and material losses were horrendous; it
is estimated that over twenty-six million citizens of
the Soviet Union died. Among the dead there were
disproportionate numbers of Jews, Ukrainians,
Byelorussians, and citizens of the Baltic states. In
1946–1947 the Soviet people suffered the ravages
of yet another famine. Reconstruction was bound
to be slow and painful. The regime returned to the
economic policies that it had followed since collec-
tivization: it invested scarce resources in the
rebuilding of heavy industry, neglecting agriculture
and light industry.

The government in order to win the war had
had to allow a degree of loosening of social disci-
pline. During the war, peoples of the Soviet Union
believed that by showing their loyalty the regime
would reciprocate and allow a freer life. This was
not to be. The Stalinists could not conceive a
regime in which they did not have total control.
They feared that contact with the West, which had
been inevitable during the war, would have sub-
versive consequences. In 1946 the regime once
again tightened the screws: harsh discipline was
imposed on the collective farms, the degree of
intellectual heterogeneity that had been allowed
during the struggle against the Nazis was sus-
pended, and a deadly uniformity was imposed on
the cultural life of the nation that was even worse
than what had existed before 1939. Concentration
camps once again came to be filled. Liberated pris-
oners of war were often not allowed to settle in
their previous domicile. Culture was poisoned by
an exaggerated form of Russian nationalism, xeno-
phobia, and for the first time in Soviet history, an
almost explicit anti-Semitism. Stalin’s last years
(1945–1953) were the darkest, intellectually most
barren years of Soviet history.

The Red Army liberated most of Eastern
Europe from the Nazis and in between 1945 and
1947 the Soviet Union established satellite regimes
in this region. As the wartime alliance between the
Soviet Union and the Western Allies came to an
end it was unlikely that friendly relations could
continue. From the Soviet point of view the West
with its immeasurably higher standard of living
represented a subversive force. The Soviet Union,
after the great destruction of the war could not
afford another, but on the other hand, in the per-
ception of the leadership, neither could it afford
good relations. Stalin’s foreign policy was cautious
in the sense that he made sure that Soviet expan-
sion would not involve the country in an armed
conflict. On the other hand, in countries where the
Red Army was already present, Soviet-type regimes
were imposed. The Cold War was the result.

DEALING WITH THE STALINIST LEGACY

Stalin died on 5 March 1953. On the one hand, it
seemed impossible that anyone could take his
place, but on the other many people could not
imagine the system functioning without a dictator.
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Stalin’s closest comrades, Georgy Malenkov,
Vyacheslav Molotov, Lavrenty Beria, and Nikita
Khrushchev agreed on ‘‘collective leadership.’’
Those who had served Stalin unquestioningly now
immediately agreed that substantial liberalization
was needed. Collective leadership did not last long.
Malenkov, who became premier, seemed in the
strongest position to emerge on the top, but
Khrushchev, who shortly after Stalin’s death
assumed leadership of the party, succeeded in out-
maneuvering him by gaining the support of the
army leadership and of those who wanted to pre-
serve the primacy of heavy industry. In 1955
Khrushchev removed Malenkov from his position.
Only at this point did he associate himself with a
more liberal policy and then went even further than
Malenkov had advocated.

The Twentieth Party Congress in February
1956 was a major turning point in Soviet history.
The frozen intellectual life began to thaw almost
immediately after Stalin’s death, and some of
Stalin’s policies were implicitly repudiated.

Nevertheless the explicit criticisms of Stalin in

Khrushchev’s so-called secret speech still had an

extraordinary impact. Khrushchev was in a difficult

position: he wanted to separate his policies from

that of the dead tyrant because he believed that

society could no longer tolerate the burden placed

on it by Stalin. At the same time any repudiation of

Stalin had to be limited, for the institutions that he

had created, the collective farms, the highly central-

ized economy, a centralized party organization,

continued to be the defining characteristics of

Soviet polity and society. Khrushchev’s compro-

mise was to argue that Stalin had lost the correct

path before World War II as he became affected by

a ‘‘cult of personality.’’ He of course made no

attempt to explain how a nominally Marxist society

could fall victim to a personality cult. Furthermore,

by calling attention to Stalin’s crimes he exposed

himself to the danger of people pointing out that

he himself was deeply implicated in the terror. It is

to Khrushchev’s credit that he was willing to run

the risk. Probably he believed that his fellow leaders

A tank leads Soviet troops into Nazi gunfire along the northern sector of the Russian front, winter 1941–1942.
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were even guiltier than he was and therefore he was
safe from being attacked by them.

The consequences of the revelations were far
reaching. An attack on Stalinism, however moder-
ate and limited, was bound to create a contradic-
tory situation in a country such as Hungary, where
the Hungarian Stalin, Mátyás Rákosi (1892–1971),
remained in office yet was in no position to oppose
this new turn of Soviet politics. In October 1956
the Polish government was tottering and on the
brink of collapse, while Hungary in the same
month experienced an anti-Soviet, anticommunist
revolution. After some hesitation the Soviet leader-
ship decided to intervene for it feared that its entire
hold on Eastern Europe might unravel, and its
enemies would perceive a lack of response as a sign
of weakness.

The international communist movement received
a major blow: communists up to that point could
deny the obvious, but this strategy worked no
longer. This was a serious loss. The Soviet Union
had benefited in the past from the support of
people in the West who saw in it an example of
attempting to overcome inequality and economic
irrationality that supposedly was inherent in capi-
talism. In the 1930s antifascists regarded the Soviet
Union as the best hope of confronting Hitler. At
the time of World War II millions were rightly
impressed by the Soviet achievement of overcom-
ing a fearsome adversary. The foreign friends of the
Soviet Union at times could influence the policies
of their countries.

Most of the people who had an unrealistic
opinion of the Soviet Union in fact were unhappy
with their own societies and therefore looked for an
alternative. After Khrushchev’s revelations of the
real Stalin, Western idealists had to look elsewhere
for a ‘‘better society,’’ than the Soviet Union, such
as China, Cuba, or North Vietnam.

It is understandable that Khrushchev’s col-
leagues blamed him for the problems in the Soviet
bloc. In June 1957 they made an attempt to remove
him from his position. On this occasion, however,
the wily Khrushchev prevailed. The following four or
five years were the most optimistic period in the
history of the Soviet Union. Khrushchev made ser-
ious attempts to raise the pitifully low level of stan-
dard of living of the Soviet people. He increased
investment in agriculture both in order to lessen

the wide gap between the cities and the countryside
and also to provide better nourishment for all the
people. The most significant reform he introduced
was the simplest, namely paying higher prices for
agricultural products. He also encouraged bringing
new lands under cultivation, mostly in Central Asia.
He dissolved the machine tractor stations, institu-
tions coeval with the collective farms, which com-
pelled the farms to share agriculture machinery.
Because it did not divide responsibility for agricul-
tural work this was a sensible move, although in the
short run it caused problems, for the farms were not
in the position to pay for the machinery. The govern-
ment was willing to make major investments to
improve the dreadful housing situation. Although
the buildings were poorly constructed and main-
tained, nevertheless it immeasurably improved the
quality of life for many, in that they could have more
or less decent living space.

In Khrushchev’s days the Soviet Union was an
authoritarian state where dissent was not tolerated,
and the authorities were capricious, one day allowing
the publication of significant criticism of the system,
the next day arresting an unfortunate artist for saying
much less. On the other hand, unlike in the days of
Stalin, people were arrested for what they wrote,
said, or did, and rarely for no reason at all. It was
at this point that dissent became possible. The dis-
senters were people who for the sake of their beliefs
were willing to accept often very heavy punishment.
The authoritarian as opposed to totalitarian state
allowed the revival of the arts. Once again it was
possible to publish worthwhile articles and books
and make interesting films. Alexander Solzhenitsyn,
for example, obtained permission to publish his stor-
ies including descriptions of living conditions in the
camps. Honest, first rate films could be made, remi-
niscent of the golden age of the 1920s.

Khrushchev also introduced major changes in
Soviet foreign policy. Stalin had been a cautious
leader: he took control over the countries when
he could without involving the Soviet Union in a
major war. He established a system where a sharp
line was drawn between areas in which the Soviet
domination was unquestioned and the rest of the
world. However much hostility existed between
the two sides, the international system in fact was
remarkably stable. Khrushchev by contrast wanted
to ameliorate the Cold War and spoke of the
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peaceful coexistence between the two social sys-
tems. He also aimed to reform the socialist bloc
by allowing a degree of autonomy to the various
countries. But at the same time he hoped to extend
Soviet influence in regions of the world where
before the Soviet Union had shown no interest.
Ironically, Khrushchev’s desire to lessen tensions
ended by creating a more dangerous world. He
obviously did not foresee the decisiveness of the
American response to his placing nuclear missiles in
Cuba, and at that point the world was closer to a
nuclear war than ever before or since. His greatest
foreign policy disaster, however, was not the humi-
liation that he had to suffer by bowing to American
threats and withdrawing the missiles, but allowing
the deterioration of relations with the other com-
munist giant, China.

Khrushchev’s successes and failures came from
the same source. He believed in the superiority of

the communist system and when he saw failures he
attempted to remedy them by experimenting.
Some of his experiments were successful, but most
of them were not well thought out and actually
created confusion. Also, because of his belief in
communism he was dismayed to see that social
equality remained an empty promise and that the
privileged were able to transmit their advantages to
the next generation. His reforms that aimed to
curb privilege made a greater contribution to his
ultimate fate than his failures in foreign policy and
his inability to reform Soviet economy. On 15
October 1964 the top leaders successfully con-
spired against him and he was removed from office.

DECLINE

Once against the Soviet leaders called for collective

leadership and once again it lasted only for a short

time. This time it was Leonid Brezhnev (1906–

An instructor works with young female gymnasts at the Dynamo Children’s Sports School, Kiev, Ukraine, 1957.

Following World War II, the Soviet Union sought to demonstrate its superiority to the West in all areas, especially the skill of its

athletes. Young people who showed promise were drafted to attend state-sponsored schools; these were later criticized for their

harsh treatment of students. ªJERRY COOKE/CORBIS
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1982) who emerged at the top. For some time the

regime was able to further increase the standard of

living of the people and at the same time make

great investment in military hardware. The Soviet

Union was, or at least seemed to be, the equal of

the United States in military power. Soviet power

and therefore influence now for the first time

extended to every part of the globe. Gradually,

however, decline set in. Methods that had enabled

the economy to function reasonably well, at a dif-

ferent stage of development in a different interna-

tional environment, failed to produce results. The

autarky (an economy that does not trade with other

countries) that had made sense in the 1930s and

1940s was no longer possible; the economic sys-

tem, which was able to produce a great deal of

steel—however poor in quality—and cement, was

not very efficient in creating software for compu-

ters. It had been possible in earlier decades to cut

off the Soviet Union from the rest of the world,

but in the age of modern communications that no

longer worked.

The regime deteriorated into senescence. As

time passed the leadership became increasingly con-

servative: turnover in important positions slowed

down, and the incompetent were not removed.

Brezhnev and his comrades saw in the process of

liberalization above all a danger that change might

lead to disintegration. During roughly the last five

years of Brezhnev’s life there were constant rumors

of his failing health. His comrades in the Politburo,

almost all of them as old as he, were also tired,

unimaginative people. The Soviet leadership became

the butt of jokes at home and abroad.

Publicists of the Brezhnev era described the

political and social system of their country as ‘‘real,

existing socialism.’’ This phrase well described the

difference between Khrushchev’s and Brezhnev’s

Soviet Union. The new leaders felt uncomfortable

with a utopian ideology, unconsciously realizing

that the promise of a just and affluent society in

the distant future had outlived its usefulness: peo-

ple were tired of waiting. The publicists simply

declared that ‘‘socialism’’ had arrived. The implica-

tion was that constant experimentation, mass

mobilization, and exhortation for new and ambi-

tious campaigns would largely be abandoned. The

era was one of complacency and conservatism.

Brezhnev died in 1982 and was followed by
two short-term first secretaries, Yuri Andropov
(1914–1984) and Konstantin Chernenko (1911–
1985). Andropov was intelligent, but was ill during
most of his tenure, and Chernenko was a man of
limited vision. Consequently the period between
1982 and 1985 could be regarded as an interreg-
num when the problems facing the Soviet Union
not only were not addressed but were allowed to
worsen. At this point even in the highest circle of
leadership there was an understanding that some
sort of change was inevitable, and that made it
possible for the relatively youthful and obviously
intelligent Mikhail Gorbachev (b. 1931) to be
elected general secretary in 1985.

DISINTEGRATION

The recognition that reforms were needed of
course did not mean that the new leader had a
mandate to alter the fundamental institutions of
the regime. Indeed, it is clear that Gorbachev him-
self had no such intention. He obviously believed
that it was possible to eliminate the flaws within a
fundamentally healthy system: workers had to work
better and more efficiently, alcoholism had to be
checked, corruption stopped. The first series of
reforms, which came to be called ‘‘acceleration’’
(uskorenie), were simply tinkering, and it soon
became obvious that these did not eliminate the
problems but if anything made them worse. It was
at that point and also partially as a result of the
obviously mishandled Chernobyl disaster in April
1986 (the largest nuclear accident so far in history)
that impelled Gorbachev to take the second and
ultimately crucial step, calling for openness ( glas-
nost) in discussing the problems facing the country.
Indeed, in order to remedy what ailed the country,
the problems had to be honestly examined.
Probably no one foresaw the consequences.

At least for a time, among the intelligentsia the
possibility to speak, to write openly, and to orga-
nize produced euphoria. For a while it seemed that
there was a national unity, in opposition to the
crimes of the Stalin era, not seen since World War
II. This unity, however, was only apparent.
Discussions led to proposals for reorganization
and changes (perestroika, literally ‘‘restructuring’’),
and as economic and political reforms were intro-
duced it became clear that society was far from
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united. No conceivable set of reforms could have

both improved standards of living and at the same

time remedied the profound, structural problems

of the economy. Nor was it possible to introduce a

degree of democracy and openness and at the same

time to preserve the privileged role of the

Communist Party. It turned out that there was no

constituency for change that required sacrifice. By

1990 the steam from the reformist impulse ran out.

The economy further deteriorated, and the country

was foundering. Just as in 1917, as the center

weakened, the national minorities increasingly

asserted themselves not only against the dominant

Russians, but also against one another. The Soviet

Union was falling apart. The decisive moment

came in August 1991. The opponents of the

reforms—all put into office by Gorbachev him-
self—conspired to carry out a coup and attempt
to return to the prereform era. That was not pos-
sible. They were not only incompetent, but they
also lacked a constituency. Not merely did they fail
to achieve their goal, but they gave a coup de grace
to the Soviet Union itself.

In the post-Soviet era after the dissolution of
the Soviet Union in December 1991, Gorbachev
had no role to play. The man of the moment was
Boris Yeltsin (b. 1931), a maverick and populist
former Communist, whose achievement was the
destruction of the political and economic institu-
tions of the Soviet state.

The last decade of the twentieth century
turned out to be a painful and troubled one for

A sculptor works on a large statue of Soviet cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin, Moscow, 1962.

Gagarin became the first human to orbit the earth in a spacecraft in 1961 and as such became a

powerful symbol of Soviet prowess during the so-called space race of the 1960s. ªYEVGENY

KHALDEI/CORBIS
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the people of Russia. The introduction of the mar-
ket economy and privatization led to great injus-
tices and profound social inequality, and the
majority of the people found that capitalism, at
least in the short run, did not benefit them, but
on the contrary, made their misery greater. The
demise of the Soviet state did not mean the intro-
duction of a genuinely democratic political system,
for example, in 1993 Yeltsin forcefully dissolved
the Russian parliament. The newly successful and
enormously rich businessmen acquired consider-
able political power that they used for their own
benefit. Corruption came to assume extraordinary
proportions.

It is impossible to say to what extent the prob-
lems of contemporary Russia are the consequence
of the legacy of seventy-four years of communism
or to mismanaged reforms. The two, of course, are
not mutually exclusive. It must be recognized,
however, that the Soviet Union was unreformable,
and the country had no choice but to take a differ-
ent path.

See also Bolshevism; Chernobyl; Cold War;
Collectivization; Commonwealth of Independent
States; Communism; Destalinization; Dissidence;
Eastern Bloc; Five-Year Plan; Gulag; Molotov-Von
Ribbentrop Pact; Moscow; New Economic Policy
(NEP); Perestroika; Purges; Russia; Russian Civil
War; Russian Revolutions of 1917; Samizdat;
Stakhanovites; Terror; Totalitarianism; Warsaw
Pact.
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PETER KENEZ

n

SPACE PROGRAMS. Imagining space trav-
el may be said to have begun in Europe in the late
sixteenth century when the great German astro-
nomer Johannes Kepler wrote The Dream, a tale
in which Kepler sends a witch to the moon on a
broomstick that follows mathematically accurate
trajectories. Within the next three hundred years
other European writers contributed to the space-
travel bookshelf, including France’s Jules Verne,
England’s H. G. Wells, and Russia’s Konstantin
Tsiolkovsky. Tsiolkovsky (1857–1935), a mathe-
matician as well as a science-fiction writer, pub-
lished a paper in 1903, ‘‘Exploration of Space
with a Rocket Device,’’ that accurately calculated
the escape velocity of his proposed spacecraft. By
the second decade of the twentieth century
Tsiolkovsky had been honored by the new Soviet
government and installed as a member of the
Academy of Sciences. He inspired young Russians
to design rockets and fulfill his prophecy when he
wrote, ‘‘The Earth is the cradle of humanity, but
mankind cannot stay in the cradle forever.’’ By the
early twenty-first century Europeans had orbited
Earth in space stations and shuttles, sent robotic
explorers to Mars and the moons of Saturn, and
established an agency in which they could work
together.

INTO ORBIT, 1920–1959

This cooperation was a long time coming. From
the 1920s through the 1950s, each European
nation that looked to space worked independently.
It was only after the launch of Sputnik 1 in 1957
and the ensuing space race between the United
States and the Soviet Union that the rest of
Europe realized that they could not compete with
the extraordinary budgets of the superpowers. At
first France, Britain, and Germany made separate
arrangements with both the Soviets and the
Americans, but none proved altogether satisfac-
tory. In the early 1970s, those governments that
were interested reached an agreement that allowed
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them to maintain national space programs, work
with the United States and Russia, and work
together as members of the European Space
Agency (ESA) when joint interests warranted it.
Alone and together west Europeans worked with
the American space agency, NASA; with their
neighbor to the east, the Soviet Union; and
launched their own exploratory flights.

As early as 1924 young Germans and Soviets
had formed rocket clubs with an eye to exploring
space. A decade later, as both nations prepared for
war, their governments drafted these rocket-
builders into weapons research. The purges that
swept the Soviet Union in the late 1930s destroyed
many scientists. But scientist and engineer Sergei
Korolev survived the gulag and forced labor during
World War II without losing his patriotism or
devotion to space exploration. Meanwhile the
Nazis enlisted their rocket scientists in the war
effort that resulted in the V-2 rocket-propelled
bombs that devastated British cities and in the
process ushered in the space age.

As Allied troops closed in on Germany in
1945, Wernher von Braun, head of the rocket
program, surrendered with a hundred of his engi-
neers to Americans who flew them almost imme-
diately overseas. When Soviet troops reached
Peenemünde, a fishing village on the island of
Usedom in the Baltic Sea where the rockets had
been built, most of the German rocket team was
gone. They found one top guidance expert and
several hundred rocket engineers as well as leftover
hardware and shipped them all east. The British
also retained twenty-three German engineers with
whose help, in October 1945, they fired three left-
over V-2s for an audience of American experts and
one Soviet engineer. But Korolev, out of prison
and recently rehabilitated, was prevented from
watching the demonstration. Nonetheless, he was
able to use the purloined German personnel and
rocket detritus to kick-start the Soviet space effort.

The political map changed in the next five
years, with Western Europe allied with the United
States and facing a bloc of communist states
dominated and occupied by the Soviet Union. In
the Cold War that had quietly begun, each side
stockpiled nuclear weapons and explored ways
of developing intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) to deliver them. The leading missile

designers were alumni of rocket clubs: von Braun
had joined the Americans in Huntsville, Alabama,
and Korolev headed a design bureau in Moscow.
Both men successfully lobbied their governments
for the wherewithal to launch satellites that would
have military, scientific, and propaganda value
while personally holding to visions of space travel
as an adventure in its own right.

The Cold War did not stop scientific
exchanges. The International Council of Scientific
Unions declared the first International Geophysical
Year (IGY), eighteen months between July 1957
and December 1958, devoted to peaceful coopera-
tion and competition even during this difficult pe-
riod. Scientists on both sides of the Iron Curtain
pursued rocketry and it was in 1957 that both the
Soviets and Americans launched their first vehicles
into orbit. Although there had been ‘‘chatter’’ for
a long time about sending a scientific instrument
into orbit, the Soviet launch of Sputnik 1, the first
artificial satellite, on 4 October 1957, caught the
world by surprise.

THE SOVIETS ENTER SPACE

The Soviet space program, in contrast with the
West’s, operated in secret under the leadership of
Korolev with the blessings of Soviet premier Nikita
Khrushchev. After Sputnik 1, Korolev launched
Sputnik 2 carrying a live dog. The shock of Sputnik
spurred the United States to create NASA, the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, in
1958. Within a year NASA selected the first
American astronauts, which the Soviets matched in
1960 with their first cosmonauts. Then in April
1961, the Soviets startled the world again with the
launch of the first human being into orbit. What
was already a race heated up in May when President
John F. Kennedy raised the ante by proclaiming
that the United States would send a man to the
Moon before the decade was out. The following
year John Glenn became the first astronaut in orbit
and soon astronauts and cosmonauts followed each
other into space. In 1963 the Soviets broke the
gender barrier by launching Valentina Tereshkova.
She would be the only woman to travel into orbit
until 1982. This was not Korolev’s vision. He had
anticipated seeing whole families traveling into
space and planned to launch three other women.
But his sudden death in 1966 left that dream
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unfulfilled and the entire Soviet program rudderless.
After the loss of three cosmonauts in 1971, the
Soviets quietly withdrew from the race to the
Moon.

SENDING SCIENTIFIC INSTRUMENTS

INTO ORBIT

The Soviets and NASA launched rockets carrying
three kinds of payload into orbit: the first, like
Sputnik, were satellites that travel in Earth orbit
carrying the instruments, military, commercial and
scientific, that revolutionized telecommunications,
weather, Earth observations and military surveil-
lance; the second kind, with great fanfare, sent
people into space; the third, with as much atten-
tion, sent exploratory vehicles on missions to the

Moon, Venus, Mars, comets and the outer planets

in the solar system.

France, Great Britain, Germany and the rest of

the world watched as Soviets and Americans vied

for space firsts, including the first photographs of

the dark side of the Moon, and followed the first

space disaster when the three American astronauts

on Apollo 1 died in a fire on the launch pad in

1967. Keenly aware that they were on the sidelines,

Western European nations, alone and in concert,

planned their own launch facility even as they

negotiated with Soviets and Americans to rent

theirs.

France was especially eager to be independent.

As early as 1950 the first international astronautical

The Soviet Soyuz 19 space capsule, as seen from the Apollo command module

during the 1975 Apollo-Soyuz test project. DIGITAL IMAGE ª1996 CORBIS; ORIGINAL IMAGE COURTESY

OF NASA/CORBIS
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conference met in Paris. After Sputnik in 1958,
Charles de Gaulle led France as it chartered the
Centre National d’Etudes Spatiales (CNES). That
same year France launched its Veronique rocket
from its temporary base at Hamaguir, a desert
plateau in Algeria, where it had three launch pads,
storage space, and housing for six hundred people.
In 1960 France began its own rocket program and
initiated a collaborative space effort with its neigh-
bors that resulted, in 1964, in the formation of the
European Space Research Organization (ESRO)
with ten members: Belgium, Britain, Denmark,
France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain,
Sweden, and Switzerland. The same year a second
agreement between Australia, Belgium, Britain,
France, Germany, Italy, and the Netherlands gave
birth to the European Launcher Development
Organization (ELDO). As part of the settlement
following the Algerian War, France agreed to evac-
uate its North African launch site. In 1964 the
French government selected Kourou in French
Guiana for its new base.

In 1973 these organizations gave way to the
European Space Agency (ESA), whose original mem-
bers were Germany, Belgium, Denmark, Spain,
France, Britain, Switzerland, the Netherlands,
Italy, and Sweden. Member nations continued to
run their own programs, some still do, but ESA
gradually assumed more power as it negotiated
with the Soviet (now Russian) Space Agency
and with NASA. The 1970s were hard for NASA.
Their post-Apollo plans ran into the congressional
obstacles of reduced funding and demands for
redesigns for the proposed space shuttle and space
station. As NASA endured postponements, the
Soviets launched a series of space stations, which,
beginning with Salyut 6 in 1977, could maintain at
least two cosmonauts working productively for up
to 175 days. Then in 1979, France, with ESA
participation, launched Ariane 1 from Kourou
and celebrated the end of America’s commercial
launch monopoly. Within a few years the company
Arianespace (a French-led European company that
tried, unsuccessfully, to compete with NASA)
included thirty-six industrial partners and thirteen
banks.

American budgetary problems led NASA to
negotiate an agreement with ESA in 1973. In
exchange for delivering one flight-ready Spacelab,

a modular laboratory built to fit inside the space
shuttle’s cargo hold, Europe would share half of
the payload for the first mission, which NASA
would launch without charge. At least one
European would fly on that mission. Later astro-
naut assignments would be negotiated. After the
first mission, NASA would own the module but
agreed to order another Spacelab in the future on
which ESA could fly additional experiments and
astronauts but for which ESA would pay launch
costs. The first Spacelab flew at the end of 1983
with seventy-two experiments and German scientist-
astronaut Ulf Merbold representing ESA. Spacelab
missions continued through 1998, carrying ten ESA
astronauts in fifteen years.

France, especially, felt short-changed with this
arrangement and in 1985 began planning Hermes,
a space-plane that would carry a crew of two to four
scientists or a five-ton payload for thirty days, or
ninety days if docked to a space station. Hermes
would have made ESA independent of the Soviets
and NASA, but it proved much more expensive
than anticipated, gradually lost financial support
from ESA members, and disappeared from the
scene in the early 1990s.

In order to upstage NASA in the early 1980s,
the Soviets secretly selected a group of scientifically
trained women cosmonauts and chose Svetlana
Savitskaya to fly to the Salyut 7 space station in
August 1982, eight months ahead of Sally Ride’s
mission for NASA in April 1983. Two years later,
when NASA announced that Katherine Sullivan
would be the first woman to do a spacewalk, the
Soviets flew Savitskaya a second time. A Russian
woman would be the first to walk in space.
Savitskaya, however, decried Soviet chauvinism at
her press conferences. The Soviets never flew a
planned all-female crew, and the third and last
Soviet/Russian woman cosmonaut to date, Elena
Kondakova, flew in 1994. By 2003 NASA had
launched thirty-six women into orbit.

Also in the 1980s, with a functioning space
station, the Soviets were following a new agenda
that included scientific experimentation, not the
least of which involved monitoring the health of
its cosmonauts, who gradually increased the length
of their missions to over a year. They also used the
station to host visiting cosmonauts for diplomatic,
financial, and propaganda purposes. Visitors came
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from the communist states of Czechoslovakia,
Poland, East Germany, Bulgaria, Hungary,
Romania, and Cuba, and from France and Britain
as well. After the USSR gave way to the Russian
Federation, the Russian Federal Space Agency
(RKA) signed an agreement with NASA in 1992
for a program called Shuttle-Mir. NASA consid-
ered this the first stage of what became the
International Space Station. American astronauts
would learn about space stations by flying on Mir
for a sum that would rescue the Russian space
program as it made the transition to a free-market
economy. At the millennium Russia was one of
sixteen nations sharing the International Space
Station (ISS), along with the members of ESA,
Canada, Japan, Brazil, and, of course, the United
States.

Mir fell to a fiery end in 2001, and astronauts

and cosmonauts began occupying the still incom-

plete International Space Station. The loss of the

shuttle Columbia in 2003 grounded NASA, halting

work on the Station. In the interim NASA recon-

sidered its space priorities and turned its focus to

human missions to the Moon and Mars. ESA and

the other partners in the ISS assumed that the

shuttle program would resume sooner than it

did and would complete the International Space

Station, a task totally dependent on the shuttles’

ability to carry the completed segments of the

station’s infrastructure into space. However, in

reviewing the shuttles’ problems NASA estimated

that the remaining shuttles might not be able to

fulfill this promise before the program is phased

out in 2010.

With the future of the ISS uncertain, robotic
exploration of Mars has continued with great suc-
cess. Europe triumphed in January 2005 when its
Huygens probe separated from NASA’s Cassini
orbiter, and as programmed, penetrated the clouds
covering Titan, one of Saturn’s moons, and
touched down on land, sending back images of
what looks like a lake and volcano on its surface.
Huygens continued to send back data for about
ninety minutes after landing. Europeans are also
thinking again of going it alone in privately
financed projects. The winning of the Ansari X
Prize, given to the first privately financed team to
orbit a spacecraft with passengers and return it
safely and ready to fly again, by an American

millionaire in 2004 kindled hope of a future of
perhaps less costly private ventures that would
include space tourism, independent scientific
research, and private launch pads for telecommuni-
cation satellites.

Although Europe continues to support astro-
nauts who may fly on one of NASA’s remaining
shuttles or work on the ISS, Europeans look with
pride to the success of robotic explorers like
Huygens. Unlike NASA, the ESA also supports
sending art projects, if not artists, into orbit as part
of an effort to explore the cultural impact of space
exploration. European art works have flown on the
Russian space station Mir. The London-based Arts
Catalyst Science-Art Agency has sent artists from
France and Slovenia, as well as Britain, on parabolic
flights on which they have created a variety of
space-centered art projects.

EUROPE’S FUTURE IN SPACE

After the terrorist attacks in 2001, Europeans, on
the whole, did not change course on the purpose
and value of space exploration. It is unclear how
long they will continue to depend on NASA’s
launch facilities and its robotic spacecraft as a joint
international effort. Europe may turn to private
companies or to its own military establishments.
The exploration of space is poised between the
forces of the global market and terrorist acts, forces
that vie with each other in directing how Europe
and the rest of the world utilize space in the
decades ahead.

See also Aviation; Braun, Wernher von; Cold War;
Gagarin, Yuri; Science; Sputnik.
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SPAIN. Spain entered the twentieth century as
one of the two most underdeveloped countries in
Western Europe, its political and military elite
traumatized by defeat at the hands of the United
States in 1898, a disaster that cost Spain all the
remnants of its former world empire. The new
slogan in Spanish affairs would be ‘‘regeneration-
ism,’’ an all-embracing term that could refer to
political development, economic growth, educa-
tional expansion, social reform, or any possible
combination of these goals.

INSTABILITY AND RAPID CHANGE

During the nineteenth century Spain had adapted

with some difficulty to the institutions of modern

liberalism, after introducing the first new liberal

constitution of that century in 1812. Political con-

flict was profound both between traditionalists and

liberals and among varying sectors of the liberal

elite. The result was the ‘‘era of pronunciamentos,

(1820–1874) in which sectors of the military pro-

vided the strength either for stability or for further

change. In addition, Spain spent more time at war

during that period than any other European

country, engaging in three international wars, two

major civil wars, numerous political insurgencies,

and thirteen years of costly colonial campaigns in

Cuba. The economy grew but at a comparatively

modest rate, so that the gap between Spain and

advanced northwestern Europe was proportio-

nately as great in 1900 as it had been in 1800.

The economy remained largely agricultural and

underdeveloped, the society predominantly rural

and still partially illiterate. Political stability was

achieved only after the restoration of the Bourbon

dynasty in 1874. A two-party system of Liberals and

Conservatives, led by Antonio Cánovas del Castillo,

ruled the country with a system of restricted suf-

frage. Universal male suffrage was restored in 1890

but participation was limited and elections largely

controlled by established elites.

Alfonso XIII assumed the throne at the age of
sixteen in 1902 and reigned until 1931, a period in
which the country underwent decisive change.
Although political fragmentation increased, a pro-
cess of greater mobilization and incipient democra-
tization began, challenging the entrenched elites.

Spain was the largest of the European countries to
remain neutral during World War I but was also
strongly affected by the tidal wave of political and
social change after the war ended. Labor organiza-
tion became important for the first time, the
chief protagonist being the anarchosyndicalist
movement of the CNT (Confederación Nacional
del Trabajo, or National Confederation of Labor).
Three prime ministers were assassinated by
anarchists between 1897 and 1921, and from
1919 on labor strife intensified and turned very
violent.

While all-Spanish nationalism was weak, a
further challenge appeared in the form of the
movements of ‘‘peripheral nationalism’’ that were
gaining strength in Catalonia and the Basque
country. Added to these domestic conflicts was
the increasingly disruptive impact of a long,
bloody, intractable colonial war in Morocco,
where a Spanish Protectorate had been established
over the northern 10 percent of the country in
1912–1913.

DICTATORSHIP AND THE SECOND

REPUBLIC

By 1923 political and social relations had reached

an impasse. Although the nineteenth-century elites

retained control of the two-party system, challenges

mounted on every side, with severe conflict over

political, social, and colonial issues. In September,

General Miguel Primo de Rivera (1870–1930)

intervened to institute the first direct military dicta-

torship in Spanish history. With military assistance

from France, he crushed the revolt in Morocco and

also presided over a great wave of economic prosper-

ity. Primo de Rivera was nonetheless bereft of

concrete political ideas and failed to offer any long-

term political alternative. The king forced him to

resign in January 1930, but by that time half a

century of stable parliamentary government had

come to an end and could not readily be restored.

Between 1910 and 1930, while experiencing politi-

cal failure, Spain enjoyed the greatest economic

growth in all its history to that time, and prosperity

began to transform the country. During the 1920s

the country had one of the highest growth rates in

the world. Industrialization, urbanization, per capita

income, and educational opportunities all expanded

rapidly. By 1930 the agricultural share of the labor
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force had declined to 45.5 percent, dropping below

half for the first time. Yet these dramatic improve-

ments were not sufficient to turn Spain within one

generation into a fully developed and modernized

country, and their political and social effects were

profoundly destabilizing. They produced the most

fundamental of all revolutions—the revolution of

rising expectations.

The new government appointed by the Crown
in 1930 to succeed the dictatorship moved very
slowly toward holding elections, having found that
the old ruling class had been displaced. In the
minds of many, Alfonso XIII was identified with
Primo de Rivera, and a republican movement
gained strength for the first time in more than half
a century. The municipal elections held in April
1931 were won by an alliance of republican parties
and Socialists, who demanded that the king abdi-
cate. No longer enjoying support even from the
armed forces, Alfonso XIII chose to avoid conflict
and left the country. The Second Republic was
proclaimed on 14 April 1931.

This introduced a directly democratic political

system to Spain for the first time, but it had to cope

with the combined effects of the Great Depression,

mounting political radicalization, and the more

distant influence of the Soviet Union and the rise

of fascist and rightist dictatorships abroad. The first

Republican cabinets between 1931 and 1933 were

dominated by a coalition of middle-class left

Republicans and Socialists. They prepared a left

Republican constitution that established the

separation of church and state and also instituted

a militant anticlerical policy. Religious orders were

banned from teaching and a series of social, eco-

nomic, and political reforms were enacted, including

a highly controversial agrarian reform, laws strongly

favoring organized labor that increased both wages

and prices in the midst of the Depression, and

extensive autonomy for Catalonia. At the same time,

the new regime restricted certain civil rights more

severely than the monarchy had done.

REVOLUTION AND COUNTERREVOLUTION

For the next elections, in November 1933, an
electoral law that heavily favored coalitions allowed
an alliance between the center and the Catholic
Right to win control of Parliament. The displaced

leftist parties, which had written the electoral law,
rejected the results and insisted the election be
voided. The Socialist Party, a major force for the
first time, had adopted a position of social demo-
cratic reformism in 1931, but by 1934 veered
toward violent revolution. The anarchosyndicalist
CNT attempted three different revolutionary insur-
rections during 1932 and 1933, and in October
1934 the Socialists undertook a more extensive one
of their own, which was suppressed.

The Republic tended increasingly toward
polarization between the revolutionary Left and a
counterrevolutionary Right. Since all insurrections
had failed, the leftist parties formed a popular front
for the elections of February 1936. They won a
narrow victory but the electoral law gave them a
decisive majority in parliament. The leftist
Republicans of Manuel Azaña then formed a min-
ority government in the face of the Socialists’ refusal
to collaborate, and the revolutionary forces re-
opened the revolutionary process, seizing farmland,
burning churches, forcibly closing Catholic schools,
initiating the largest series of strikes in Spanish his-
tory, and launching a wave of violence. By-elections
in two provinces in May were marked by strong
police repression and the denial of civil rights, which
skewed the results.

There were also revolutionary activists among
the police, and they participated in the kidnapping
and murder of José Calvo Sotelo, the leader of the
monarchist parliamentary opposition, on 13 July
1936. This was the Spanish equivalent of the
Matteotti affair in Italy twelve years earlier. In each
case the major source of political violence—the
Fascists in Italy, the Socialists in Spain—was
responsible for the assassination, with traumatic
consequences. Five days later, part of the military
revolted, beginning the civil war of 1936–1939.

The left Republican government responded by
‘‘arming the people,’’ that is, distributing weapons
to the revolutionary groups, who then seized
power in most of what became known as the
‘‘Republican zone.’’ This produced the most
extensive worker revolution in modern European
history, as worker groups seized control of most of
the economy and the greater share of farmland,
effecting a much more extensive direct worker
revolution than the one that had occurred in
Russia in 1917. The first months were violent in
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the extreme, as both sides carried out tens of thou-
sands of political executions.

The weakness of the Spanish revolution lay,
however, in its internal fragmentation and relative
international isolation. The anarchists, revolutionary
Socialists, and independent communists insisted on
révolution à l’outrance (all-out revolution), whereas
left Republicans, more moderate Socialists, and the
Spanish Communist Party called for a more disci-
plined policy that would emphasize unity and the
military strength necessary to win the civil war.

After Britain and France instituted a formal
policy of nonintervention, the only state to support
the Spanish revolution was the Soviet Union. It
began to send large-scale military assistance in
September 1936, and for the first time the
Spanish Communist Party became a major force.
A more effective Republican government began to
be reestablished, and, together with the extensive
Comintern propaganda apparatus, sought to pre-
sent the image abroad of a middle-class democracy
rather than a violent revolutionary regime.

Internally, the Comintern policy dictated that the
Spanish revolution eschew extreme collectivist poli-
cies for the duration of the war in order to win over
the lower middle class and adopt an economic pro-
gram equivalent to the Soviets’ New Economic
Policy (NEP) during the 1920s. Resistance from
the anarchists was crushed in May 1937 and the
new government, under the Socialist Juan Negrı́n,
came to rely heavily on the Communists, concen-
trating on military resistance. The new Spanish
Republican People’s Army sought to emulate the
Soviet Red Army of twenty years earlier but lacked
its great numbers and relative strength, while inter-
national complications led Joseph Stalin to reduce
assistance to the Republic.

THE FRANCO REGIME

The military rebels soon chose General Francisco
Franco (1892–1975) as commander-in-chief. He
assumed dictatorial powers in the ‘‘Nationalist
zone’’ on 1 October 1936 and received extensive
military assistance from Fascist Italy and Nazi
Germany. Franco proved an effective leader, slowly

Republican soldiers march in the streets of Madrid, July 1936. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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building a preponderance of military strength
based on a more effective army and foreign assis-
tance. He won complete victory in the civil war and
total control of Spain by 1 April 1939.

Franco organized a semipluralist rightist dicta-
torship that was concerned to avoid the limitations
of the Primo de Rivera regime by codifying an
ideology and building a new institutional structure.
In April 1937 he took control of Spain’s native
fascist party, Falange Española (Spanish phalanx),
merging it with a sector of the extreme Right to
create a new state political organization. The other
main pole of support came from conservative
Catholicism, which built a broad base for the
regime but also generated a certain internal contra-
diction and tension.

Although Spanish legend enshrined the myth
of un millón de muertos (a million dead), the civil
war in fact produced approximately 300,000 vio-
lent deaths, of which about 100,000 were political
executions by both sides. Militarily, it had been
a relatively low-intensity conflict punctuated by a
number of high-intensity battles. It borrowed a
strange combination of tactics and weapons from
both World War I and World War II, the principal
innovation being the effective employment of air-to-
ground support. The Germans accurately gauged
the military lessons of the civil war, but it was the
Soviet Red Army that studied it most intensively,
sometimes drawing the wrong conclusions.

Franco’s Nationalist regime pursued an effec-
tive economic policy, avoiding inflation and main-
taining full production, the opposite of the
situation in the Republican zone. In general, how-
ever, economic deprivation became more severe in
Spain during the years of World War II, when vital
imports were in short supply, international markets
were either badly skewed or disrupted, and a rigidly
statist policy by the new regime had the effect of
discouraging production.

Franco’s foreign policy was oriented toward
the fascist powers that had helped him achieve
victory, but, as ruler of a gravely weakened country,
he at first declared neutrality in the European war
that began in September 1939. After the fall of
France nine months later, Franco became convinced
that Germany would win the war and changed his
government’s policy to official ‘‘nonbelligerence,’’

with a tilt toward the Axis. Spain later sent a division
of volunteers, the ‘‘Blue Division,’’ to fight along-
side the Germans on the eastern front, but never
entered the war. Franco demanded that Germany
provide massive economic and military assistance
and also hand over much of French northwest
Africa to Spain. This was a price that Hitler refused
to pay.

In August 1943, one month after the fall of

Benito Mussolini in Italy, the Franco regime

began a tenuous process of ‘‘defascistization,’’

downgrading the Falange. In postwar Europe the

regime was diplomatically ostracized as a residue of

the fascist era, but it tried to recast its structure and

alter its image through a ‘‘cosmetic constitutional-

ism.’’ A referendum in 1947 ratified Spain’s future

form of government as that of a monarchy, with

Franco a sort of regent for life, holding all power to

choose the king who would succeed him.

The regime also wrapped itself in the banner of

Catholic corporatism, stressing its identity as the

most Catholic regime in the world. The onset of

the Cold War ended the ostracism, and Franco was

partially rehabilitated in 1953 when he signed a

pact to establish American military bases in Spain

and also finally managed to negotiate an official

concordat with the Vatican. A unique feature

of Spanish society during the 1940s and 1950s

was the temporary revival of neotraditionalist

Catholicism, a revival unprecedented in twentieth-

century Western countries, paralleled only by the

later growth of Islamist neotraditionalism in certain

Muslim societies.

After midcentury the dictatorship increasingly
abandoned its initial economic nationalism, stressing
rapid growth, foreign investment, mass tourism,
and an increasing openness to the international mar-
ket. This policy worked, and by the 1960s Spain had
regained its ranking of the 1920s, possessing one of
the highest economic growth rates in the world.
This new ‘‘economic miracle’’ started at a higher
level than the previous one, converting Spain into
a developed, educated, and urbanized country, with
a middle-class society that was increasingly indepen-
dent and secularized. Thus Franco achieved the
secular Spanish dream of ‘‘regeneration,’’ but at
the cost of eroding the conservative Catholic society
and culture on which he had based his regime. Even
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before Franco’s death in November 1975, Spanish
society had developed characteristics and aspirations
similar to those of social democratic Western
Europe.

Although the fundamentally authoritarian
character of the Franco regime was never altered,
its policies and procedures grew steadily more mod-
erate. The goal of an empire in Africa had to be
abandoned altogether. The Moroccan Protectorate
was relinquished in 1956, Equatorial Guinea was
granted independence in 1968, and the Spanish
Sahara was handed over to Morocco in 1975–1976.
The aftermath of these last two transfers was grim,
resulting in dictatorship and genocide in Guinea and
bloody repression by the Moroccan government in
the Sahara.

Franco was intent on creating a new system,
not just a temporary dictatorship, that would sur-
vive his death, but the profound changes that took
place in Spanish society and culture under his
rule made this unlikely. Spain had become increas-
ingly integrated into the economy and culture of
Western Europe.

DEMOCRATIZATION IN POST-FRANCO SPAIN

Franco’s successor as chief of state, King Juan
Carlos, the grandson of Alfonso XIII, therefore
had no illusion that the system of personal dictator-
ship could continue. He instituted a process of
democratization in 1976 under the leadership of
Adolfo Suárez, whose Unión de Centro Democrático
presided over democratic elections in the follow-
ing year and the writing of a new constitution that
established a democratic parliamentary monarchy.
In the process, there emerged a new ‘‘Spanish
model’’ of democratization that eschewed overt
rupture and violence but achieved peaceful reform
from the inside out, using the legal mechanisms of
the old authoritarian system to achieve democracy
without major strife. Aspects of the Spanish model
would be adopted a few years later by newly demo-
cratizing systems in Latin America, South Africa,
and Eastern Europe. The new system also provided
for extensive regional autonomy, and by the 1980s
a de facto federalism had developed, known to the
Spanish as ‘‘the state of the autonomies.’’

A charismatic new Socialist leader, Felipe
González, changed his party from an ideologically
Marxist-collectivist organization into a Western

European–style social democratic party, and on
that basis won an absolute majority in the elections
of 1982. González enjoyed the longest tenure of
any premier under the system, heading the govern-
ment for nearly fourteen years, until the spring of
1996. Under the Socialists economic growth
resumed and further social and cultural transforma-
tion took place, facilitated by entry into the
European Union at the beginning of 1986. Spain

had joined NATO five years earlier (a privilege

always denied to the Franco regime) and benefited

considerably from the transfer payments of the

European Union. Yet the Socialist government

was never able to overcome the highest rate of

unemployment in Western Europe and struggled

with recession in the early 1990s. Moreover, during

their long tenure in power, González’s Socialists

succumbed to the temptations of office and became

highly corrupt. A long series of scandals played a

major role in the electoral loss that drove González

from power in 1996.

After the death of Franco, a new generation of

Spaniards made a major effort to put the civil war

behind them without further recrimination, and

largely succeeded. A culture of secularization and

radical individualism expanded rapidly, with the

result that Spain changed more during the second

half of the twentieth century than any other

Western European country save Ireland. Its birth

rate became one of the lowest in the world.

The new Spanish democracy rested on a broad
consensus that faced only one major political prob-
lem, the continuing demands of the more
extreme ‘‘peripheral nationalisms,’’ especially that
of the Basques, who demanded outright indepen-
dence. Whereas Catalan nationalists were generally
more cooperative, the most radical Basque organi-
zation, ETA (for ‘‘Basqueland and Liberty’’),
adopted a policy of violence and terrorism, causing
nearly a thousand deaths during the first twenty-
five years of democracy. Painful though this was, it
was a much lower rate of violence than during the
Second Republic in 1931–1936; under the demo-
cratic monarchy, all the major Spanish parties
remained united in a consensus to reject violence
and uphold the democratic constitution.

A progressive and democratic form of Spanish
conservatism came to power in 1996, when José
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Marı́a Aznar’s People’s Party formed its first gov-
ernment, going on to win an absolute majority in
the elections of 2000. The greatest success of the
Aznar government was its growth-oriented eco-
nomic policy, which by the beginning of the
twenty-first century had achieved the highest
growth rate of any large country in Western
Europe. Spain’s per capita income was more than
80 percent of the average in Western Europe overall.
The public debt, the budget deficit, and tax rates
were reduced, and the country’s social security and
pension accounts became more solidly grounded.
Unemployment declined considerably for the first
time in years. Terrorism was reduced and new
reforms in education were introduced.

Aznar proved a strong leader, supporting the
U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003, despite massive
domestic opposition on this issue. The People’s
Party nonetheless seemed to retain predominant
support, based on its impressive performance in
most aspects of domestic affairs. Aznar became
the first prime minister in more than a century to
retire voluntarily from political life at the height of

his success, even though he was only fifty-two.
Conversely, the massive attacks on two Madrid
commuter trains by Moroccan Islamists in March
2004, three days before general elections, had a
major impact on public opinion, returning the
Socialists to power.

Unsolved problems during the early twenty-
first century included the continuing tension with
Basques and Catalans, a new concern about Spain’s
southern flank—given the influx of Muslim immi-
grants and the instability in the Islamic world—and
the common European dilemma of a rapidly aging
population that had failed to reproduce itself.

See also Alfonso XIII; Basques; ETA; Falange; Franco,
Francisco; Garzón, Baltasar; González, Felipe;
Spanish Civil War.
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n

SPANISH CIVIL WAR. The Spanish civil
war (July 1936–April 1939) was a brutal fratricidal
struggle. Representing the clash between diametri-
cally opposed views of Spain, it was a battle to settle
crucial issues that had divided Spaniards for gen-
erations: agrarian reform, recognition of the iden-
tity of the historical regions (Catalonia, the Basque
Country), and the roles of the Catholic Church and
the armed forces in a modern state.

Spain’s tragedy, however, cannot be separated
from the wider European picture. The London
Times noted in September 1936 that the ‘‘Spanish
Cockpit’’ was the distorting mirror in which Europe
could see a reflection of its own tensions. In an
interwar period marked by massive political polariza-
tion, the Spanish conflict became the fiercest battle
in a European civil war that had included, among
other events, the consolidation of Soviet Russia, the
rise of fascism, and the establishment of authoritar-
ian dictatorships throughout central and eastern
Europe. However, Spain was exceptional. It aroused
an unprecedented level of popular passion, and all
of Europe’s political leaders—Adolf Hitler, Benito

Mussolini, Joseph Stalin, Neville Chamberlain, Léon
Blum—played a crucial role.

There had been other conflicts in which the
occasional volunteer or adventurer had taken part,
but in Spain, the high number of intellectuals and,
above all, ordinary citizens prepared to do so was
startling. Some two thousand foreigners joined the
rebels in the belief that theirs was the cause of
Christian civilization against communist barbarism.
Additionally, over thirty-five thousand volunteers
fought for a republic that they regarded as the last-
ditch stand against the seemingly invincible forces
of fascism.

SEEDS OF THE CONFLICT

The Spanish civil war is deeply rooted in that coun-
try’s history. Its religious fanaticism was borrowed
from the legendary Reconquista, the almost eight-
hundred-year struggle to expel the Moors from
the peninsula. The clash between state centralism
and peripheral nationalisms evoked the War of
Succession of the early eighteenth century when
Catalan autonomy was crushed. The cruelty dis-
played by both sides mirrored the brutality of the
nineteenth-century civil wars fought between the
supporters of the absolute monarchy (Carlists) and
the Liberals. More recently, the origins of the war
can be found in the political and social polarization
of the Restoration Monarchy (1874–1931) and the
Second Republic (1931–1936).

Despite all its democratic trappings, the regime
ushered in by the restoration of the Bourbons in
December 1874 was an oligarchic system in
which two monarchist parties (Conservatives and
Liberals) alternated in power by systematically rig-
ging the ballot. By failing to initiate reform from
within, this elitist order faced, as elsewhere in
Europe, the mass mobilization and revolutionary
upheaval that followed World War I and the
Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. With the southern
countryside in revolt and the cities paralyzed by
industrial unrest, the military, also involved in a
cruel colonial adventure in Morocco, began to
assume the role of ‘‘saviors’’ of social order and
finally, with the consent of King Alfonso XIII,
seized power in September 1923.

The military coup was Spain’s authoritarian
solution to the crisis of elitist politics in an era of
mass mobilization. However, in contrast to other
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European dictatorships, the Spanish dictator,
General Miguel Primo de Rivera, failed to create a
viable order. His downfall brought about the col-
lapse of the monarchy and made possible the
advent of democracy. Following the adverse result
of the municipal elections of April 1931, and with
the officers unwilling to play again the role of the
regime’s praetorian guard, Alfonso XIII was forced
into exile.

The Second Republic handed power to a coali-
tion of Socialists, Republicans, and Catalans com-
mitted to a wide range of reform that included the
long-awaited agrarian reform, far-reaching social
legislation, Catalan home rule, the reconversion
of the armed forces into an apolitical institution,
and the secularization of society by curbing the privi-
leged status of the Catholic Church. Unfortunately,
against a background of world economic depression
and political reaction, the Republic’s reformist pro-
gram led to the worst of both worlds. While lack of
capital to finance the reforms produced disenchant-
ment among aggrieved sectors of society, the tradi-
tional vested interests sought to overthrow a regime
that endangered their previous unchallenged
hegemony.

Sporadic revolutionary outbursts carried out by

anarchosyndicalist groups as well as right-wing

attempts to oust democracy by violent or legal means

marked the Republican period. In August 1932

General José Sanjurjo rebelled in Seville. Following

the rapid quelling of the coup, a new right-wing

political coalition, the Spanish Confederation of

Right-Wing Autonomous Groups (CEDA) emerged

in February 1933. Embracing a legalist route, the

CEDA’s objective was to build a mass party with

which to win elections and then once in government

destroy the political system from within. Well-

financed by the rural oligarchy and counting on the

church’s enthusiastic support, the CEDA sought to

attract the officer corps, the urban middle classes, and

the many Catholic farmers in northern and central

Spain.

The CEDA’s strategy appeared to be vindi-

cated. After returning the largest parliamentary

minority in the elections of November 1933, its

demands to be represented in government trig-

gered a revolution in October 1934. The example

of Mussolini in 1922 and Hitler in 1933, who had

joined governmental coalitions and then destroyed

democracy from within, fueled widespread fear that

Spain was heading a similar way. The subsequent

crushing of the Socialist-led revolution resulted in a

period of CEDA supremacy. About forty thousand

left-wing militants languished in prisons, wages

were slashed, trade unions were disbanded, peas-

ants were evicted, the church was restored to its

prominent position, and Catalan autonomy was

suspended. Unexpectedly, in the autumn of 1935

a series of financial scandals involving the Radical

Party, the CEDA’s main governmental partner, led

to the dissolution of parliament and the summon-

ing of new elections in February 1936.

The victory at the polls of the Popular Front
(the electoral coalition including Liberal
Republicans, Socialists, and Communists) shat-
tered the CEDA’s legalist strategy. Having lost
the political argument, the Spanish Right saw no
alternative but to resort to a military insurrection
that began on 17 July 1936.

THE PLOTTERS’ MISCALCULATION

Confident that in a country with a long tradition of
military intervention their uprising would lead to a
relatively swift takeover, the conspirators had not
anticipated massive popular resistance. The insur-
gents (Nationalists) gained control of roughly one-
third of the country. It contained the traditionally
conservative areas (Galicia, Old Castile, and
Navarre), all the colonies, the Canary Islands, and
the Balearics (with the exception of Minorca) as
well as a few working-class strongholds such as
Zaragoza and Oviedo and a small but vital strip of
land in Andalusia that included Seville, Granada,
Córdoba, and Cádiz.

However, in the rest of the country the deter-
mination of the trade unions and the loyalty of
large numbers of the peninsular troops, police
forces, and many senior officers resulted in the
crushing of the insurrection. This territory was
the most densely populated, including the main
industrial areas of northern and eastern Spain
(Madrid, Barcelona, Valencia, Bilbao, and so on),
the entire Mediterranean coast as far south as
Málaga, and the vast rural areas of Estremadura,
Murcia, New Castille, and Eastern Andalusia.
Furthermore, Spain’s air force (albeit tiny) and
the country’s huge gold reserves (the fourth-largest
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in the world) remained in the hands of the govern-
ment. The Army of Africa, containing the fierce
Foreign Legion and the regulares (indigenous
Moorish troops commanded by Spanish officers),
Spain’s most battle-hardened professional military
force, was unable to cross the Strait of Gibraltar
after sailors stayed loyal to the Republic, overpow-
ered their officers, and retained control of the fleet.

FRATRICIDAL TERROR

Describing Spain in the summer of 1936 as a
country fiercely divided into two polarized camps
is largely misleading. The overwhelming majority
of Spaniards did not welcome the war but regarded
the unfolding tragedy with horror. It was often
geography that dictated the side for which people
would fight. Nevertheless, the rebellion opened the
gates to innate social hatreds, and Spain embarked
upon an era of darkness and violence.

In Nationalist Spain, members of the Popular
Front parties, trade union activists, and anybody
deemed to be ‘‘red’’ were rounded up and exe-
cuted. In turn, right-wingers, landowners, and

employers were hunted down in Republican

Spain. The Catholic Church, identified as the insti-

tution that had blessed the glaring social injustices

of the past, was particularly singled out for popular

hatred.

Nobody could plead total innocence in the

slaughter. However, there existed an essential dif-

ference between the two sides. In Republican Spain,

the orgy of killing was largely produced by the

collapse of governmental authority. Popular crowds

ran amok, unleashing their anger against those asso-

ciated with years of oppression. Certainly all Popular

Front groups contained exaltés who were convinced

that the physical liquidation of class enemies was

necessary. However, the atrocities were never con-

doned, let alone encouraged, by the Republican

authorities. On the contrary, from the start they

sought to end this indiscriminate system of mob

justice, and eventually terror diminished proportion-

ally to the gradual reconstruction of the Republican

state. By contrast, there was very little spontaneity to

the bloodbath taking place in Nationalist Spain.

Most vigilantism could have been effectively limited,

Republican soldiers who have surrendered are escorted by Loyalists, Sierra de Guadarrama, Spain, November

1936. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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if not eliminated altogether, by the military com-
manders. They not only failed to do so but even
encouraged the violence. The rebel leadership
merely implemented the brutal methods that they
had learned from years of vicious campaigns against
the ‘‘heathen natives’’ in Morocco: the enemy had
to be exterminated and the potentially hostile popu-
lation paralyzed by sheer terror.

THE TWO SPAINS AT WAR

For weeks the war remained a series of disparate
and fierce local clashes. The Nationalists had not
prepared for a long conflict and soon found them-
selves without leadership. On 20 July the coup’s
nominal head, General Sanjurjo, died in a plane
crash in Portugal; other leading rebel generals were
also killed and most of the prewar right-wing poli-
tical leaders were imprisoned, dead, or over-
whelmed by events. Unclear as to whether it
stood for a ‘‘rectified’’ Republic under the tutelage
of a military junta, a monarchist restoration, or the
establishment of a fascist order, the rebel camp was,
in the summer of 1936, a motley collection of
different warlords, separated geographically and
supported by disparate paramilitary militias.

In turn, with the state machinery swept away
by the ongoing revolutionary tide and the forces of
public order outnumbered by armed militants, the
Republican government’s authority hardly reached
beyond its ministerial offices. A myriad of popular
committees took over the running of local econo-
mies, trade unions collectivized significant tracts of
land and large sectors of industry and public ser-
vices, and militias patrolled the streets. However,
although badly mauled, the legitimacy of the
Republican state was never in dispute. A bolshevik
party seeking to generate an alternative revolution-
ary source of authority never existed.

As the war dragged on, both camps realized
that total victory could only be achieved through a
strong state in full control of a coordinated military
strategy, diplomacy, public order, and war econ-
omy. Therefore, Francisco Largo Caballero and
General Francisco Franco were catapulted to power
in September 1936. Largo Caballero, the leader of
the largest trade union, the Socialist General Union
of Workers (UGT), formed the ‘‘government of
victory,’’ which included all the forces fighting for
the Republic (Liberal Republicans, Basque and

Catalan nationalists, socialists, communists, and
anarchosyndicalists). In turn, the Nationalist gen-
erals appointed Franco, in charge of the Army of
Africa, as commander in chief and head of state.
With the endorsement of the church, he adopted
the title of caudillo (leader), a name borrowed from
the Christian medieval chieftains.

Historical and ideological reasons made it
easier for the Nationalists to collaborate. They all
shared a similar authoritarian and ultra-Catholic
program, had participated in the military conspi-
racy, and readily accepted their subordination to
the military command. Without much difficulty
Franco created a dictatorial regime in which a mili-
tarized state, modern fascist values, and arcane reli-
gious traditions were the dominant features.

By contrast, the bickering that had traditionally
marked the Republican forces was exacerbated
by the new wartime framework: the central admin-
istration was faced with Catalan and Basque
nationalist aspirations; bourgeois Republicans were
overwhelmed by the leading role of the working-
class organizations (themselves bitterly divided
between socialists and anarchosyndicalists) and
facing the rapid growth of the Communist Party.
Even if the fear of defeat led them to rally around
the Largo Caballero government, tensions per-
sisted and often degenerated into violent clashes.
An armed confrontation in Barcelona in May 1937
exploded into a mini civil war. The outcome of the
May events represented a victory for those who
demanded greater centralization of authority and
welcomed the downfall of Largo Caballero and his
replacement by another Socialist, Juan Negrı́n.
Political infighting persisted until the end of the
conflict. However, to explain the Republic’s ulti-
mate defeat in terms of its own internal squabbling
only provides part of the story.

INTERNATIONALIZATION OF THE WAR

Lacking any important armament industry, both
sides looked abroad for diplomatic and military
support. The international response proved crucial
in determining the course and outcome of the
conflict.

Postrevolutionary Mexico was the only state
that supported the Republic wholeheartedly from
the beginning. It shipped arms and food and repre-
sented in many countries the diplomatic interests of
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the Spanish government. Nevertheless, geographi-
cal distance and scarcity of resources hampered
Mexico’s ability to play a major role. In fact, the
Republic’s hopes of foreign support rested on the
Western democracies, particularly its sister Popular
Front government in France.

Led by the Socialist Léon Blum, the French
administration responded positively to the
Republic’s pleas for military aid. That decision
was a result of ideological solidarity and the need
for France to have a friendly state on its southern
border. However, the initial French stance was to
alter due to pressures both domestic—the fears
within some government circles that intervention
in Spain could widen the conflict to France—and
foreign, chiefly the attitude of France’s ally, Britain,
toward the Spanish war.

The instructions given by the Conservative
prime minister, Stanley Baldwin, to his foreign

minister, Anthony Eden, described eloquently the
British position: ‘‘On no account, French or other,
must you bring us into the fight on the side of the
Russians!’’ Indeed, Baldwin’s administration and,
from May 1937, that of Neville Chamberlain, were
committed to the appeasement of the fascist dicta-
tors and regarded communism as the main enemy.
Class, upbringing, and their vast financial interests
in Spain led the British ruling elites to sympathize
with the insurgents. The problem for British diplo-
macy was that the counterrevolution remained for-
mally illegitimate. Consequently, since intervention
in favor of the rebellion was unthinkable, the
British government maintained for the home audi-
ence an image of scrupulous neutrality that was
designed to harm the Republic.

Unlike the international ostracism faced by the
Spanish government, from the start the rebels
could rely on the support of the Portuguese

Mothers weep after identifying the bodies of their children, who were killed in the bombing of a school, Lerida,

Spain, November 1937. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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dictator, Antonio Salazar. Portugal’s proximity to
the battleground was of inestimable value, particu-
larly as a conduit for the delivery of foreign aid. Still
more vital contributions came from the fascist
powers.

Both Italy and Germany initially rebuffed the
pleas of the Spanish rebels. However, realizing the
potential advantages of the Spanish conflict, they
soon reversed that decision. After meeting Franco’s
emissaries, Hitler concluded that backing the
Nationalists was a limited risk that was worth tak-
ing: it would lead to France, Germany’s continental
enemy, being surrounded by potentially hostile
neighbors. Furthermore, Spain’s raw materials
were a blessing to a Germany bent on rearming,
and the war offered the perfect testing ground not
only for men and equipment but also for the reso-
lution of the Allies.

Mussolini’s ego was flattered by being the recip-
ient of pleas for help, and he was eager to assist
the establishment of a potential ally in the
Mediterranean. Knowledge of British hostility
toward the Spanish government, including its
opposition to French involvement, appeared to
indicate that Britain would not object to discreet
intervention in favor of the insurgents. Also, he was
aware that the divided French cabinet had drawn
back from open military support, leaving the
Republic badly equipped. Finally, Italian diplomats
in Morocco advised that once the rebels’ colonial
troops landed in the peninsula the war would soon
be over.

Thus, fascist aid, together with British acquies-
cence and French paralysis, altered dramatically the
course of the war. In August 1936 Italian and
German transport planes carried out the first suc-
cessful airlift of troops in modern warfare, enabling
Franco’s elite Army of Africa to land in the peninsula
and initiate its inexorable advance toward Madrid.
When in October they reached the gates of the
capital, the war seemed to be reaching its end.

THE EUROPEAN CIVIL WAR

In late July 1936 the secrecy surrounding fascist
involvement foundered when two Italian planes
crash-landed in French North Africa. With Britain
warning of an end to the alliance if French inter-
vention led to continental war, the Blum govern-
ment proposed that all European powers should

accept a Non-Intervention Agreement (NIA) in
Spain.

Twenty-seven European nations adhered to
NIA in August 1936, and a working committee
(NIC) was established in London one month later.
In turn, the United States introduced a moral arms
embargo on both Spanish parties in August 1936,
formalized by the Spanish Embargo Act and the
Neutrality Act of January and May 1937 respec-
tively. Blum thought that an arms embargo offered
the Republic a chance to crush the rebellion.
In fact, nonintervention became a diplomatic farce.
A legal government was on an equal footing with
seditious generals while its military efforts were
hindered by an arms embargo; for the fascist
powers it provided a perfect cloak to conceal their
flagrant involvement.

Awareness of fascist intervention cemented the
Republic’s romantic appeal. In the democratic
nations there were huge rallies demanding the
Spanish government’s right to purchase weapons
freely, and aid committees were established to
raise money, medicines, and clothes to help the
beleaguered Spanish people. Nurses, doctors,
ambulance drivers, and others volunteered to travel
to Spain.

Initially the Soviet Union adopted a cautious
strategy. The Spanish war presented a dilemma:
Stalin could not allow the emergence of another
fascist state; however, a Republican victory, encom-
passing a social revolution, could result in driving
the Allies away from the Soviet Union. He wel-
comed NIA, but its continual flouting by Germany
and Italy changed his initial prudence. From mid-
September, under the utmost secrecy, the Soviets
began to dispatch weapons while the Communist
International organized the recruitment and trans-
port of volunteers (the International Brigades).
Ensuring the Republic’s survival (albeit a Republic
in which revolutionary fervor was restrained)
became central to Soviet designs to woo the
Western democracies into an alliance with the
Soviet Union against Nazi aggression.

The arrival of the first Soviet supplies and
International Brigades in October 1936 proved
crucial. Against all expectations Franco’s troops
were held at the gates of Madrid, crushing all hopes
for the quick Nationalist victory upon which the

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2421

S P A N I S H C I V I L W A R



fascist states had bet. In fact, with their elite troops

badly crippled by casualties, the insurgents even

contemplated defeat. In light of these new circum-

stances, Franco turned again to his fascist friends.

Aware of NIC ineffectualness, Germany and Italy

committed further reinforcements, thus attaching

their prestige to the Spanish adventure.

Nearly twenty thousand German troops served

in the Condor Legion, an air force that included

the most modern bomber and fighter squadrons in

the Nazi arsenal. Still, in 1936 Hitler was not pre-

pared to frighten the Allies through excessive involve-

ment and was happy to let Italy bear the brunt of

the effort. Indeed, Mussolini was all but in name

at war with the Republic, dispatching some eighty

thousand troops (the Corpo di Truppe Volontarie)

organized into mechanized divisions, with a per-

manent contingent of three hundred aircraft (La

Aviazione Legionaria). In turn, Russia increased its

military aid, and the flow of foreign volunteers

continued unabated. By 1937 Spain was a veritable

European battlefield, yet NIC continued to turn a

blind eye to the flagrant violations of the agree-

ment. Blum himself connived in the smuggling of

armaments over the frontier in what was called

‘‘relaxed nonintervention.’’

THE REPUBLIC’S DEFEAT

Buoyed by the Axis reinforcements, the

Nationalists captured throughout 1937 the key

northern industrial provinces of Asturias, Vizcaya,

and Santander and in the spring of 1938 stormed

through Aragon, reaching the Mediterranean and

splitting the Republic in two. By then the chaotic

Republican militias of the first months had been

transformed into an efficient Popular Army capable

of mounting well-planned offensives. However,

small gains in the battlefields, followed by bloody

stalemates and painful losses, revealed that the

sheer material superiority of the Nationalists ulti-

mately prevailed over the Republicans’ courage and

even tactical cunning. Furthermore, as Franco held

the agrarian heartland, the Republic’s population

suffered from growing food shortages. However,

defeat was above all the result of NIC’s crippling

embargo, unevenly enforced, which prevented the

Republic from engaging on an equal military foot-

ing with the Axis-equipped enemy.

Nearly eighty thousand Moroccan mercenaries

and thousands of German and Italian professional

soldiers, constantly reequipped with the best avail-

able matériel, joined the Nationalists. By contrast,

excluding the two thousand Soviet pilots and tech-

nicians, the Republican foreign troops were genu-

ine volunteers who had to be armed, trained, and

fed. While Franco always obtained promptly and

on credit crucial oil deliveries from the main Anglo-

American companies and weapons from the dicta-

torships, the Spanish government had to send its

gold reserves abroad (to France and the Soviet

Union) to finance the war effort and, due to the

international boycott, had to rely on the intrigues

and inflated prices of the black market for

mostly obsolete equipment. Unlike the reliability of

the Nationalist supplies, the long distance between

the Soviet Union and Spain and the dependence on

contraband meant irregular deliveries. Furthermore,

the deadly attacks of Italian submarines and aviation

effectively closed the Mediterranean supply route.

From late 1937 the Republic depended on deliveries

to French Atlantic ports that then had to be

smuggled into Spain.

Negrı́n’s slogan—‘‘resisting is winning’’—
encapsulated alternative strategies. At best, victory
could be achieved by linking the Spanish conflict
with a European war or by persuading the Allies
either to enforce nonintervention or to abandon it
altogether and give the Republic the military sup-
plies to defend itself; at worst, the mounting
of an effective war effort would force Franco to
negotiate a compromise peace. Negrı́n’s calls for
resistance appeared justified as Nazi aggression in
central Europe seemed to be about to plunge the
Continent into an all-out confrontation.

Indeed, the worsening of the international
situation offered the Republic some glimmer of
hope. On 12 March 1938 Germany annexed
Austria (the Anschluss) and made plans for the
next prize, the Sudetenland in Czechoslovakia. It
was an opportunity for the Republic to embark
upon a parallel diplomatic and military offensive.
On 1 May, Negrı́n published a thirteen-point
declaration stating his government’s desire both
to reach a negotiated peace and to attain a demo-
cratic postwar Spain independent of foreign inter-
ference. On 25 July the Republican army crossed
the river Ebro, taking the Nationalists by surprise
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and establishing a bridgehead forty kilometers
into enemy territory. The Battle of the Ebro
became the longest and bloodiest of the entire
war. However, the ultimate fate of the conflict
was decided in the European chancelleries rather
than on the blood-soaked sierras of eastern Spain.

On 21 September 1938 Negrı́n traveled to the
League of Nations in Geneva to announce the
unilateral withdrawal of foreign soldiers. The loss
of the remaining twelve thousand International
Brigadiers was not of any serious military conse-
quence. However, it could bring about interna-
tional pressure to force the Nationalists to follow
suit. Of course, Franco, if bereft of Axis aid, could
not pursue the war. As Republican optimism
surged, the other camp was plagued by gloom.
After much hesitation, on 27 September Franco
reassured the Allies of his neutrality in the event
of a European conflict. However, the Allies could

not ignore the vast amount of Axis matériel and
troops in Spain. Franco’s headquarters could not
but dread that as soon as hostilities broke out on
the Continent the Republic would declare war on
Germany and link its fortune to that of the Western
democracies. The insurgents would then find
themselves geographically isolated from their
friends and starved of military supplies, if not at
war with the Allies.

In fact the international situation could not

have evolved more favorably for Franco. On 29

September the British and French prime ministers,

Neville Chamberlain and Édouard Daladier, agreed

in Munich to browbeat the Czechs into surrender-

ing the Sudetenland. It was the final nail in the

Republic’s coffin.

On 16 November 1938 the Battle of the Ebro

concluded. It had taken the Nationalists almost

Spanish refugees fleeing the civil war arrive in the French town of Perthus, 1939. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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four months to regain the territory lost in July.

Despite their material inferiority the Republicans

had avoided being routed, but morale had plum-

meted. Hopes of being rescued by the Western

democracies—or, at the very least, of the implemen-

tation of genuine nonintervention—had been shat-

tered in Munich. While the Republic could never

replace its massive losses, the Nationalists, promptly

rearmed by Germany, conquered Catalonia in two

months. Despite all military adversities, Negrı́n was

determined to hold onto the 30 percent of Spain

still in Republican hands. However, spurred by a

combination of irresponsibility, delusion, and

treachery, several political and military figures

revolted against the government. Their leader, the

Republican commander in the central zone, Colonel

Segismundo Casado, claimed he could deliver a

honorable peace. Instead his coup led to clashes

between rival Republican forces and ruined the pos-

sibility of further resistance. Franco, who had always

insisted on unconditional surrender, ordered a new

offensive against Madrid on 26 March 1939. The

war officially concluded on 1 April.

After thirty-three months of steadfast struggle,

the Republic collapsed. A red but democratic Spain

was sacrificed on the altar of Western appeasement

before fascist aggression. However, Western ap-

peasement only made war in Europe more likely.

During their common Spanish adventure, Germany

and Italy sealed the Axis Pact, perfected their military

techniques, and were emboldened by the impunity

with which they acted despite the existence of NIA.

Its Spanish experience also encouraged the Soviet

Union to play the appeasement game, which led to

the Non-Aggression Pact with Germany in August

1939. As Spain was immersed in Franco’s brutal

pacification, Europe was about to be plunged into

the horrors of World War II.

See also Antifascism; Appeasement; Fascism; Franco,
Francisco; Spain.
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FRANCISCO J. ROMERO SALVADÓ

n

SPARTACISTS. The Spartacists amounted to a
small group of radical socialists who split off from
the German Social Democratic Party (SPD) during
World War I to agitate against the war and prepare
workers for a revolution against the imperial state.
The Spartacus League derived its name from
Spartacus, the Roman slave who led a revolt of
gladiators against the Roman Empire from 73 to
71 B.C.E.

Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht, two
figures who have become hallowed names in the
history of the European Left, officially founded the
Spartacus League in January 1916. Luxemburg,
born of Jewish ancestry in Russian Poland in
1870, was a brilliant social theorist who moved to
Berlin in 1898 and worked diligently to instill a
revolutionary consciousness in the German work-
ing class. Early on she backed the SPD’s efforts to
achieve political and economic reforms, but she
always insisted that ‘‘reformism’’ could never bring
true socialism: a revolution was required. As a
humanistic socialist, however, she hoped that the
revolution could be achieved with minimal
bloodshed. Liebknecht, whose father, Wilhelm,
had helped found the SPD, shared Luxemburg’s
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commitment to revolution without her reservations
about spilling blood. Like her, he bitterly opposed
the SPD’s decision to support the German war
effort in 1914. The two of them, along with other
radicals such as Clara Zetkin and Franz Mehring,
distributed revolutionary materials they called
‘‘Spartacus Letters.’’ The group’s inability to reori-
ent mainstream German socialism prompted the
decision to establish the Spartacus League as a
radical alternative voice on the German Left.

On May Day 1916 the Spartacus League orga-
nized an antiwar demonstration in the center of
Berlin. The demonstration was nonviolent and
not very large. Nevertheless, the government felt
sufficiently threatened to arrest Luxemburg and
Liebknecht and pack them off to jail. There they
remained until almost the end of the war. In their
absence the Spartacist movement floundered.

The Spartacists reemerged as one of the con-

tending factions on the Left in October 1918, on

the eve of Germany’s military defeat and imperial

collapse. Liebknecht, recently released from jail,

drew up a program inspired by the Bolshevik

model; it called for the transfer of power to work-

ers’ and soldiers’ councils without regard for par-

liamentary elections and the nationalization of land

and property. When the new SPD-dominated

republican regime chose instead to postpone a

socialization of the economy and to institutionalize

parliamentary democracy, the Spartacists claimed

that the revolution was being betrayed. In

December 1918 they backed a brief and abortive

revolt in Berlin by the People’s Naval Division, a

band of mutinous sailors with which they had ties.

The government’s suppression of the sailors

prompted the Spartacists and their allies to

Spartacist guards gather in the street in Berlin, Germany, January 1919. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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reconstitute themselves as the Communist Party of

Germany.

The real moment of truth for the Spartacists

came in January 1919, when, in alliance with yet

another radical faction, the Revolutionary Shop

Stewards, they launched a violent insurgency in

Berlin. The action, inspired by the dismissal of

Emil Eichhorn, the radical leftist chief of police in

Berlin, came over the objections of Luxemburg,

who argued that the time was not ripe for such a

move. She proved to be right. The radicals man-

aged to seize a few buildings, but they failed to gain

control of the city. After a few days government

forces, backed by paramilitary Free Corps, put

down the rebellion. Liebknecht and Luxemburg

went into hiding but were quickly run down and

subjected to summary justice. Liebknecht was shot

‘‘while trying to escape,’’ while Luxemburg was

clubbed to death and thrown into the Landwehr

canal.

Few Germans at the time lamented the defeat

of the Spartacists, whose goals were too extreme

for most of the Left, let alone the rest of the

population. The brutal slayings of Liebknecht and

Luxemburg, however, shocked even jaded Berlin,

and in retrospect it becomes evident that the kill-

ings helped to make political murder an acceptable

way of doing business in postwar Germany. The

Spartacist uprising also sharpened divisions within

the German Left, because radical leftists blamed

the SPD-dominated government for the bloodlet-

ting. The division in the leftist camp persisted

throughout the Weimar Republic, making genuine

cooperation impossible in the face of the Nazi

challenge.

With the exception of some historians of the

former German Democratic Republic, who hailed

the Spartacists as part of their state’s pedigree, the

scholarly assessment of the Spartacist enterprise has

been largely critical. While Luxemburg has received

due regard for her theoretical brilliance, the group

as a whole is considered to have been dogmatic in

its ideology and irresponsible in its actions. The

Spartacist uprising helped discredit the German

revolution and the young Weimar Republic.

See also Germany; Liebknecht, Karl; Luxemburg, Rosa;
Social Democracy.
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DAVID CLAY LARGE

n

SPEER, ALBERT (1905–1981), best-known
architect of Adolf Hitler’s National Socialist
regime.

Albert Speer operated at the intersection of
architecture, urbanism, Third Reich political propa-
ganda, and, beginning in 1942, large-scale arma-
ments production and industrial organization. Born
on 19 March 1905 in Mannheim, Germany, Speer
rose to become one of the key figures in the short-
lived but immensely powerful and destructive
twelve-year Third Reich. Albert Speer studied under
the influential architect and popular professor
Heinrich Tessenow at the Charlottenburg
Technical University in Berlin, absorbing his teach-
er’s interest in a restrained neoclassicism. This
historical bent, combined with Speer’s considerable
charisma and gifts for communication and organiza-
tion, appealed immensely to the rising dictator Adolf
Hitler, himself a frustrated architect inclined toward
megalomania in matters architectural as well as poli-
tical. Speer’s close friendship, or at the very least
close professional association with Hitler, began after
the death of the Nazi architect Paul Ludwig Troost
in 1934; it led to a string of large-scale commissions
for Nazi Party rallying grounds and stadia in
Nuremberg, along with an outsized, imperial replan-
ning of Berlin as ‘‘Germania,’’ the new capital of the
Nazis’ vaunted ‘‘Thousand-Year Reich.’’

Together, Hitler and Speer developed detailed
models of a new Berlin city center, complete with a
domed Great Hall to accommodate rallies of up to
180,000 people; the quarter-mile-long Reich
Chancellery on Vossstrasse (constructed 1937–
1939); projects for an array of new ministries; a
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gigantic triumphal arch known as ‘‘Bauwerk T’’;
and, at the end of a monumental north-south axis
through the heart of the city, a new railway station
adjacent to the new Tempelhof Airport. Realized
only in part, the plans and models nevertheless
figured centrally in Hitler’s and Speer’s reconcep-
tualizations of Berlin and Munich as ideal Nazi
cities, embodiments of a new German community
(Volksgemeinschaft). Among the führer’s and
General Building Inspector Speer’s favorite topics
of discussion were the ruins left by ancient empires
at Karnak and Ur, which in turn inspired plans for
the use of huge amounts of marble and granite in
Berlin, so that the ‘‘Thousand-Year Reich’’ would
one day leave similarly inspiring ruins as well.

Speer’s proximity to the führer, coupled with his
organizational talents and political skills, enabled
him to rise as a very young man to the pinnacle of
power in the Nazi hierarchy. Having successfully
maneuvered to succeed Fritz Todt (1891–1942) as
minister of armaments production in 1942, at the
age of thirty-seven, Speer used German and

prisoner-of-war labor to erect monuments, Nazi
Party rallying grounds, and industrial buildings
throughout the Third Reich while overseeing the
Reich’s immense infrastructure and its industrial
and military supply chain. Speer, whom Karl
Hettlage, one of his subordinates, called a
‘‘rational man par excellence’’ (Sereny, p. 296)
credited much of his organizational success to the
innovations of Fritz Todt and, before him, to
‘‘the real originator of [the] idea of industrial
‘self-responsibility,’’’ Walther Rathenau (Speer to
Rudolf Wolters, 1953; quoted in Sereny, p. 296).

Because of Speer’s polish, sophistication, and

qualified admissions of war guilt at the Nuremberg

war trials of 1946, he received an unusually lenient

sentence of twenty years in jail; many other mem-

bers of the Nazi leadership were executed for their

crimes. From jail in Spandau, near Berlin, Speer

released sanitized versions of his immensely read-

able, informative memoirs. These helped make him

an important, if still controversial, celebrity in West

Germany right up to his release on 30 September

Plans for a palace for Adolf Hitler by German architect Albert Speer c. 1938-1940. PRIVATE COLLECTION/ARCHIVES CHARMET/

THE BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY
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1966 and his death in 1981. Making the hardly

believable claim that he was ignorant to the end

about the Nazis’ Final Solution, the genocide of

Europe’s Jews, the charming and enigmatic Speer

combined the qualities of an haut bourgeois archi-

tect and master executive technocrat with the ideo-

logical relativism and willingness to compromise

that snared so many during the darkest years of

modern German history.

Speer’s architectural legacy has been to inocu-
late many German architects and government
authorities against overt expressions of monu-
mental, modern classicism, deemed too close to
Hitler’s megalomaniacal visions. In reunified,
post–Cold War Berlin, such official projects as
Axel Schultes’s and Charlotte Frank’s modernist
master plan for the government quarter of the early
1990s, their highly sculptural chancellery building
(2000), and Sir Norman Foster’s high-tech renova-
tion of the Reichstag building (1999) reflect this
aversion to direct classical quotation. Instead, these
buildings express the German government’s ambi-
tion to erect modern symbols of a new ‘‘Berlin
Republic,’’ leader of a modern European nation
that is perceived to be simultaneously open, demo-
cratic, and progressive.

See also Architecture; Hitler, Adolf; Nazism.
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JOHN V. MACIUIKA

n

SPUTNIK. Sputnik, or satellite, after the
Russian word for ‘‘companion in travel’’ or ‘‘satel-
lite,’’ is the name of the world’s first artificial satel-
lite. Sputnik 1, launched by the Soviet Union on
4 October 1957, awed the world, ushered the space
age, and had global political repercussions.

The team of Soviet engineers behind Sputnik
included the chief designer, Sergei Korolyov
(1907–1966), and the rocket engine specialist
Valentin Glushko (1908–1989). Their work on
rocketry started in the 1920s, inspired by writings
of Konstantin Tsiolkovsky (1857–1935), a vision-
ary of space travel, science fiction author, and
amateur inventor, many of whose ideas, including
Sputnik, they later managed to realize. After a short
honeymoon around 1930 with revolutionary uto-
pian projects, rocket engineers were forced by the
hard realities of Soviet history—the looming war
threat from Nazi Germany and Stalinist purges—to
switch to more useful and down-to-earth designs
with short-range missiles and aircraft. Meanwhile,
in Germany, the military pursued a much more
ambitious project headed by Walter Dornberger
(1895–1980) and Wernher von Braun (1912–
1977), which by the end of World War II devel-
oped a long-range guided missile, A-4 (better
known as V-2). Although at that stage of develop-
ment still a failure as a military weapon, V-2 con-
stituted a great engineering breakthrough and,
after the Nazi defeat, inspired subsequent missile
projects in the United States, Soviet Union, and
United Kingdom.

The best of the ‘‘war bounty’’—the core of the
German missile team (along with most of the sur-
viving V-2s)—was brought to the United States in
Operation Paperclip to work on ballistic missiles for
the Department of Defense. Having acquired
much less, the Soviet military relied mostly on its
own engineers, who were first gathered in occupied
Germany to study the remaining equipment and
documentation and in 1946 moved to a secret
research center, NII-88, in Kaliningrad near
Moscow. Despite an initial disadvantage, the
Soviet team eventually surpassed its German-
American rivals in developing intercontinental bal-
listic missiles (ICBMs). The Soviet project’s chief
military motivations were rooted in the asymmetri-
cal strategic balance. American bombers from air
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bases in Europe and Asia could target cities deep
inside the Soviet territory, while the Soviet Union
lacked forward bases from which aircraft could
reach American shores. Without ICBMs, atomic
bombs alone did not provide deterrence against
the American nuclear threat. In an attempt to
accelerate the development of a delivery system,
Soviet officials set their target payload in 1953,
before they actually knew the exact mass of the
hydrogen bomb, on the basis of a higher estimate
of three tons. The assignment led Korolyov’s team
to leapfrog several incremental stages and develop
the powerful two-stage missile R-7 with a seven-
thousand-kilometer reach.

Some of the engineers still remembered their
youthful dreams about space travel, and Mikhail
Tikhonravov’s (1901–1974) small group started
working on parallel designs for sputniks and
manned space missions. In 1956, having impressed
the Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev with the prog-
ress of work on R-7, Korolyov obtained permission
to use one of the future missiles for a sputnik
launch, on the condition that the all-important mili-
tary assignment would not be deterred. Information
about the first successful test of R-7 in August 1957
and a few predictions of imminent space launches
appeared in the Soviet press. Concerned about pos-
sible U.S. competitors, Korolyov decided to go
ahead with a simple sputnik—an 83.6 kilogram alu-
minum sphere, 58 centimeters in diameter, with a
radio transmitter and four antennas—without wait-
ing for more sophisticated equipment. Launched in
the early morning of 4 October from the Baykonur
site in Kazakhstan, Sputnik orbited Earth every
ninety-eight minutes for the next three months at
the altitude of 230 to 940 kilometers. It could be
seen from ground with the naked eye, and its beep-
ing signal was heard by radio amateurs around the
world. Overnight it became a public sensation and
world media fixation.

Only after the fact did authorities in the Soviet
Union and the United States understand the full
political and symbolic importance of Sputnik.
Soviet propaganda quickly started promoting the
achievement nationally and internationally as the
demonstration of socialism’s superiority over capit-
alism. The U.S. leadership initially tried to down-
play Sputnik’s importance but also worried about
the changed dynamics in Cold War technological

competition: in 1945 the Soviets had been viewed
as backward, but they had ‘‘caught up’’ in the devel-
opment of the atomic bomb, then had come even
with thermonuclear weapons and had actually sur-
passed the Americans in missile design. After
Sputnik, the idea of space travel captivated the
minds of millions and became a chief political prior-
ity for existing and aspiring superpowers. The space
race began in earnest.

Khrushchev asked Korolyov for further spectac-
ular achievements pegged to two major forthcom-
ing Soviet holidays, 7 November 1957 and 1 May
1958. Sputnik 2 (508 kilograms), carrying the dog
Layka, followed on 3 November 1957. The United
States, having earlier announced its plans to launch
satellites during the International Geophysical Year
1957–1958, tried hastily to catch up, which
resulted in a public embarrassment with Vanguard
(‘‘Flopnik’’) on 6 December 1957 and eventual
success with Explorer 1 (14 kilograms) on 31
January 1958, lifted up by von Braun’s Jupiter
missile. The Soviet Sputnik 3, delayed until 15
May 1958 by a launching failure, weighed 1.3 tons
and contained an array of scientific instruments.
Subsequent Soviet probes in the Sputnik and
Luna series brought further achievements, includ-
ing recovering dogs alive from space, circumnavi-
gating the moon, and for the first time
photographing its far side. But the ultimate prize
was claimed on 12 April 1961, when a modified
three-stage version of R-7 carried the capsule
Vostok 1 with the cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin
(1934–1968), who orbited the earth once and
landed safely after the 108-minute flight. In the
Soviet Union and also in present-day Russia, the
victory of the first manned flight was valued higher
than any other human achievement in space,
including Sputnik, and celebrated annually as
Cosmonautics Day. In the United States, the
defeat in the space race led President John F.
Kennedy to proclaim sending man to the moon as
the nation’s major goal. The National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA) had been cre-
ated in 1958 as a response to Sputnik by the
National Aeronautics and Space Act to provide a
U.S. space program with centralized government
management in the way the Soviets were thought
to have their work organized. Granted national
priority and unrestricted funds, NASA accom-
plished its main task on 20 July 1969 with the
successful moon landing of Apollo 11. Other
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countries followed with their own satellites: United
Kingdom and Canada (1962), Italy (1964), France
(1965), Australia (1967), Germany (1969), and
Japan and China (1970). A collaborative
European Space Research Organization (ESRO)
was established in 1964, which launched its first
satellite in 1968.

Sputnik’s aftereffects spread far beyond space

policy, although they remain considerably under-

studied. The technological achievement proved its

practical usefulness almost immediately, with spy,

meteorological, and communications satellites.

Whereas manned space missions remained impor-

tant as propaganda but of little economic benefit,

without sputniks, modern global economy and

communications would have been unimaginable.

Like the atomic bomb twelve years earlier,

Sputnik influenced major changes in general

science and technology policy. In the United

States, overall spending on research and develop-

ment jumped to a new high, and government fund-

ing agencies adopted the originally Marxist

approach of not making a sharp distinction
between pure and applied research. The National
Defense Education Act of 1958 was intended to

increase government involvement in mathematics
and science education in order to catch up with
the Soviets in the mass training of engineers and
scientists. It proved easier, however, to import qua-

lified personnel from abroad. Changes in U.S.
immigration laws toward preferential acceptance of
professional and technical workers with degrees led
in the 1960s to the serious problem of brain drain,

first for Western Europe and later for many third
world countries, but the same process made
American science multiracial, diverse, and less
American.

For the Soviet Union, Sputnik was a propa-

ganda and diplomatic coup that changed the coun-
try’s international image to that of a
technologically advanced superpower roughly
equal to the United States and increased the attrac-

tiveness of the Soviet model, especially in the devel-
oping world. From a military perspective, as the

Layka sits inside Sputnik II in preparation for her flight into space, 1957. ªBETTMANN/

CORBIS
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visible tip of the ICBM program, Sputnik signified
the start of a more symmetrical stage in the Cold
War, in which both opposing alliances possessed
efficient deterrence against the other. The transi-
tion was hard to swallow for the United States,
producing the dangerous Cuban missile crisis of
1962, but eventually resulted in a more stable
state of growing mutual awareness that a thermo-
nuclear war could not be won in principle. Indeed,
Khrushchev’s acquaintance with the progress of
nuclear and missile development was a major factor
in his proclamation of ‘‘peaceful coexistence’’ as
the official Soviet strategy in 1956. Soviet leaders
felt they needed real nuclear parity—catching up
with the United States in the actual numbers
of missiles and warheads rather than in the milita-
rily and economically useless moon race—which
became their first priority in the post-Sputnik pe-
riod and was accomplished during the rest of the
1960s. It also can be argued that their pride in the
space victory and the effects of their own bombastic
propaganda contributed to the dominance of a self-
congratulatory mood among Soviet leaders in later
years, which made them less competitive and less
willing to strive for changes. At least chronologi-
cally, Sputnik and Gagarin coincided with the acme
of Soviet civilization, before it entered stagnation
and decline. They thus remain in public perception
the symbols of its greatest accomplishments and
contributions to world culture.

See also Cold War; Gagarin, Yuri; Space Programs.
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ALEXEI KOJEVNIKOV

n

SREBRENICA. Srebrenica is the name of a
town in East Bosnia (six thousand inhabitants in
1990), which has become a synonym for the largest
single act of genocide in post–World War II
Europe. In April 1993 the United Nations
Security Council proclaimed the town and its sur-
roundings (an area of nine by ten miles) a ‘‘safe
area.’’ Thus, Srebrenica was a Muslim enclave
within a region that Bosnian Serb armed forces
had ethnically cleansed. In July 1995, after almost
two years of siege, the Bosnian Serb Army con-
quered the enclave. A small force of UN peace-
keepers proved to be unable to defend the area,
or at least prevent the wholesale massacre of
between seventy-five hundred and eight thousand
captured Muslim men, both military and civilians,
by the Bosnian Serbs.

The war in Bosnia had broken out in April
1992, as a part of the violent disintegration of the
Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Political
leaders exploited ethnic differences in the face of
possible independence for Bosnia-Herzegovina.
As this new state was proclaimed, ethnic Serbs in
Bosnia refused to be part of it. Their political lead-
ership decided to found a Serb Republic in
Bosnia. Their armed forces and militias launched
an offensive, with the operational and logistical
support of the Yugoslav Army. They laid siege
before Sarajevo and quickly secured important
areas and towns in Central and Eastern Bosnia.
Among these was Srebrenica, where a majority of
the population was Muslim. The Bosnian Serb
militias subjected the conquered areas to ethnic
cleansing by means of systematic terror, torture,
and killings.

THE ENCLAVE

In May 1992 Muslim units from the area managed
to recapture Srebrenica and take control once
again. Now the town became a refuge for large
numbers of Muslim refugees from surrounding
rural areas. A continuous series of bloody
skirmishes began. In one particular case, Bosnian
Serb paramilitaries killed at least four hundred cap-
tured men to avenge the death of their leader,
Goran Zekič. The Bosnian Serb Army (BSA) cut
off the enclave from outside supplies and shelled
the town while Muslim units undertook raids to
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secure food and to gain tactical progress. All this
produced extreme hardship for the civilians. In the
enclave, thirty-two thousand inhabitants out of a
total population of an estimated total of forty-four
thousand were refugees. A humanitarian crisis
developed and attracted the attention of interna-
tional relief agencies and the United Nations.

Diplomatic intervention from the international

community remained only partially successful. In

June 1992 the United Nations deployed its

peacekeeping force for former Yugoslavia

(UNPROFOR, or United Nations Protection

Force) to Bosnia. The purpose was to facilitate

humanitarian aid and, generally, to prevent the

warring parties from acts of aggression. As a result

of political reluctance, the actual mandate for

UNPROFOR remained rather limited and more

directed toward peacekeeping while there was an

actual need for more robust peace enforcement.

This gap was bridged by the expectation that UN

presence in itself would deter the warring parties

from acts of aggression. Srebrenica in particular

would prove this assumption to be completely

untrue.

When confronted, early in 1993, with the hard-
ship and desperation of the local population, the
French UN General Philippe Morillon (b. 1935)
told them in front of television cameras that from
now on, Srebrenica was under the protection of the
United Nations. The Security Council then
declared Srebrenica a United Nations–protected
‘‘safe area’’ (UN Security Council Resolution
819). Consequently, Canadian peacekeepers were
deployed to protect the enclave. It still remained
unclear if the mandate for this solution, taken on
an ad hoc basis, included military defense of the
area. ‘‘To deter by presence’’ was the strategy,
which—with hindsight—produced a false sense of
security among the people in the enclave, who
initially were happy to believe that they would
actually be defended by UN forces.

In February 1994 the Canadians were relieved
by a battalion from the Netherlands (Dutchbat).
The Canadian government felt that Canbat had
been deployed to the enclave by chance and it
remained strongly critical of the whole concept of
‘‘safe area.’’ Moreover, the Canadians were very
unhappy about their lack of influence in the

international process of decision-making about
the former Yugoslavia.

UNPROFOR found itself more and more
caught between two fires. The Bosnian Serbs
blocked supplies, forcing Dutchbat to negotiate
all traffic of personnel and supplies with local BSA
commanders. This undermined both Dutchbat’s
effectiveness and standing with the warring parties.
From their side, the Muslim army in the enclave
refused to implement disarmament, which they had
agreed upon when the ‘‘safe area’’ was established.
UNPROFOR’s mandate and rules of engagement
did not allow for a strong military response to the
BSA’s shelling of the town or for searching the
enclave for caches of arms and ammunition.
The blockade continuously undermined Dutchbat’s
operational capacity, a matter that the UN Head-
quarters could not solve. ‘‘Deterrence by presence’’
proved illusory while life in the enclave grew more
and more difficult for tens of thousands of idle,
deprived, and starving people.

In early July 1995 the BSA command
launched a new offensive to brace the blockade
of Srebrenica. As the operation progressed easily,
they decided to go for the whole of the enclave.
The UN forces had not developed a strategy for
dealing with such an eventuality. Moreover, on
the highest level there was much political unwill-
ingness to use robust force to stop these offensive
actions. Airstrikes were supposed to undermine
the peace process in general. Limited close-air
support was considered but applied only once,
without any effect. Thus, Dutchbat, being unpre-
pared and unable to defend the area, was actually
overrun without difficulty by General Ratko
Mladić’s (b. 1942) troops, who took the town of
Srebrenica on 11 July 1995.

THE MASS KILLINGS

All the confusion blurred the judgement of
Dutchbat’s command. A division of the Muslim
army disappeared with a large number of men and
boys from the enclave, in an effort to reach

Muslim-controlled territory on foot. BSA units

quickly hunted down this column of about fifteen

thousand people; many of them were captured and

killed. Moreover, the conquering BSA units

entered the enclave, pushing panicking refugees

toward Dutchbat’s compound. These people
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thought to find protection, but their hope proved

to be an illusion too. The intimidating BSA pres-

ence around the compound posed a constant threat

of shelling and massacre. Therefore, lieutenant-

colonel Thom Karremans (b. 1948), Dutchbat’s

commander, entered negotiations with Mladić.

Under the circumstances, Karremans and his

staff decided that a quick evacuation of the

Muslim population was preferable. BSA comman-

ders called for buses to collect them, but would not

allow the men to depart before they had been

‘‘screened.’’ BSA units were already committing

revenge-killings in the enclave, claiming several

hundred victims. The first wave of killings in the

enclave seem to have been inspired by the fact that

the BSA command gave their men free rein to

avenge small-scale attacks directed against Serb vil-

lages in 1992 and 1993. These killings and other

forms of violence against the Bosniaks in the

enclave, including the rape of women, created an

atmosphere of utter horror. Owing to their failing

communications, Dutchbat’s commanding officers

did not realize what was happening. They felt

compelled to accept the separation of about five

thousand men and their deportation to places

unknown. The remaining twenty-three thousand

women, children, and elderly men were deported

to Muslim-occupied territories. Karremans took

care to organize the evacuation of his own men.

In the whole process, he allowed himself to be

bullied and belittled by Mladić before the eyes of

the world press. His reputation suffered even more

when he gave a first press conference after reaching

the UN headquarters, telling journalists that from

an operational point of view, Mladić had done a

very professional job.

At the moment, little was known about the fate
of the column that had tried to escape and of the
thousands of men deported by the BSA from the
enclave. Still, neither the Dutch nor the UN force
command or political leadership took steps to
enquire about what was going on, where these
people were, and what their condition was. What
actually had happened was a dreadful series of
improvised mass killings, probably ordered by the
Bosnian Serb military leadership. The captured
men were brought to places outside the former
enclave, some as close as neighboring Bratunac,
some far as sixty miles away, and summarily

executed. This killing of unarmed prisoners, civilian
and military, was evidently motivated by intense
feelings of revenge and ethnic hatred, giving evi-
dence of a genocidal mentality among the BSA.
Moreover, the conquerors felt the urge to take
quick countermeasures against the breakout of the
Muslim army, to which they had to adapt their own
strategic plan. Much evidence shows that they had
not prepared, and did not wish to prepare, to treat
the Bosniaks as prisoners of war.

AFTERMATH

The fall of Srebrenica and other developments in
the summer of 1995 produced a shift in the inter-
national community toward a stronger policy in
Bosnia-Herzegovina. A Bosnian Serb attack on
another Muslim enclave, Gorazde, was countered.
The shelling of a marketplace in Sarajevo, allegedly
by Bosnian Serbs, on 28 August provoked
harsh reactions from both the United Nations
and NATO. Heavy airstrikes, under the name
of ‘‘Operation Deliberate Force,’’ compelled
the Bosnian Serbs to resume negotiations. On
21 November 1995 the Dayton Agreement pro-
duced a political compromise that none of the
parties in the conflict could afford to reject.

In the aftermath, the punishment of those sus-
pected of war crimes and genocide was given to a
newly founded International Criminal Tribunal for
the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague.
Meanwhile, international public opinion started to
discuss the United Nations’ strategies and policies,
both in the field and in the diplomatic spheres. The
fact that UNPROFOR did not made a firm stand
against the occupation of the ‘‘safe area’’ and the
subsequent mass murder have provoked many
penetrating questions. Especially in the
Netherlands, the whole affair produced collective
soul-searching and political commotion for years to
come. Controversies about the historical interpre-
tation may continue for decades.

See also Balkans; Bosnia-Herzegovina; Ethnic Cleansing;
Genocide; Yugoslavia.
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PETER ROMIJN

n

SS (SCHUTZSTAFFEL). The SS was
founded in 1925 as a security organization for Adolf
Hitler (1889–1945) and the Nazi Party. Its early years
converge with those of the SA (Sturmabteilung);
however, in 1929 its history was fundamentally
altered when Heinrich Himmler was named its third
SS Reichsführer (chief for the Reich). Once nomi-
nated to the post, Himmler launched a systematic
expansion policy that entailed intense yet still highly
elite recruiting. By 1932 the SS was a powerful, fifty-
two thousand-man-strong organization whose num-
bers would quadruple in the next year alone. After the
Nazis assumed power, its rise was unstoppable,
becoming consolidated solely under Himmler’s direc-
tion and assuming authority for itself to intervene in
ever larger domains. As the regime’s elite ideological
corps it furnished an officer reserve, was a laboratory
for ideas, and assumed responsibility for the funda-
mental axes of Nazi thinking and planning.

The SS was first and foremost a tool used to
accomplish the acquisition of power in Germany
and of empire in Europe. Secondarily it was one

of the primary mechanisms for implementing poli-
cies of administering and exploiting occupied ter-
ritories. Finally it was the almost sole agent
responsible for carrying out the policies of repres-
sion and extermination that constituted the heart
of Nazi praxis.

ACQUISITION OF POWER AND EMPIRE

From 1929 to 1932, the SS was primarily an
underground SA appendage group. The SA was a
mass movement dedicated as much to winning the
battle with Communists and other opponents for
the streets as to winning at the ballot box. When
the SA did so, they organized torch-lit marches in
Berlin on 30 January 1933, the day Hitler was
named chancellor of Germany. The SS, on the
other hand, at that time seemed to be relegated
to playing a more subordinate role. Himmler had
been appointed Munich chief of police, and had
little else in his portfolio. However he used his post
to heavily influence virtually all the other police
forces in Germany and began to compete with the
SA, which was brutally eliminated on 30 June 1934
in the ‘‘Night of the Long Knives.’’ Hitler and
Himmler then moved into a period of relative calm
following the ‘‘revolutionary phase’’ that occurred
during the first year of Nazi rule.

The SS was the primary agent for carrying out
the SA’s dismantlement: it assumed direct respon-
sibility for the execution of its officers, as well as the
murder of other figures targeted because they were
likely to support it. To facilitate this purge, the SS
was given official status as an organism indepen-
dent of the party, and Himmler, now appointed
chief of the Prussian political police, was at last able
to assume overt control of all German police forces.
After the SA’s elimination Himmler reorganized
the SS by splitting it into paramilitary units called
the Emergency Troops (Verfuegungstruppen, or
SSVT), and the Death’s Head Formations
(Totenkopfverbände), charged with running the
concentration camps. Now the shape of SS power
emerged. It rested on elite militarized units, soon
to grow in number, and on a monopoly on police
and intelligence services.

In 1936 when Himmler was finally certain of his
control over all the police forces in Germany, he
appointed Paul Hausser as chief inspector of the
Emergency Troops, charging him with militarizing
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its units. After undergoing intensive military training,

the SSVT’s three regiments would take part in the

invasions of Austria, the Sudetenland, and Bohemia

and Moravia. Finally in 1939 the Waffen SS (Armed

SS) were created and deployed in the Polish

September Campaign, marking an even more unex-

pected expansion in the SS’s armed forces. By erect-

ing these two pillars, Himmler had built between

1929 and 1939 what was destined to become the

most powerful organization in the Third Reich.

However in the eyes of Hitler, as in those of his SS

Reichsführer, external conquest inaugurated a new

era, destined to be followed by the Germanization

and exploitation of occupied territories.

OCCUPIED TERRITORIES: 1939–1945

In the fall of 1939 the SS spawned new institutions

that reflected its ongoing evolution. On 1 October

the Security Service (Sicherheitsdienst, or SD) was

established along with the Reich Central Security

Office (Reichssicherheitshauptamt, or RSHA), the

central SS department designed to coordinate the

political and criminal police forcesHimmler and his

chief deputy Reinhard Heydrich had just acquired a

highly adaptable police force that would eventually

assume responsibility for all repressive actions that

took place in Europe, while continuing to maintain

its function as a brain trust and authority for Nazi

ideology. On 6 October Hitler announced he had

decided to reorganize ‘‘interethnic’’ relations in

Europe. The following day Himmler set up a Reich

Commission for the Strengthening of Germandom

(Reichskommissariat für die Festigung deutschen

Volkstums, or RKFdV), charged with coordinating

Germanization programs in the occupied territories.

The RKFdV brought together several already

seasoned SS institutions under one umbrella orga-

nization, including the Race and Resettlement

Main Office (Rasse- und Siedlungshauptamt, or

RuSHA), which was especially responsible for racial

Members of the SS march during the Nuremberg rally of 1933, carrying standards with swastikas and the motto

‘‘Germany Awake.’’ ªCORBIS
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matters, and the Ethnic German Aid Office
(Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle, or VoMi), an organ-
ism that both provided material assistance to ethnic
German communities and engaged in clandestine
political activities. These preexisting institutions
coincided with new ones created in response to
needs generated by further conquests. For example
a Central Office for Racial Germans (Volksdeutsche
Mittelstelle) was created, responsible for making
the necessary arrangements to relocate the
Volksdeutsche, or racially pure Germans, in newly
acquired lands, as well as for the expulsion of
‘‘racially undesirable’’ communities, primarily Jews
and Poles. The result was a thorough policy of
Germanization, designed to subject the Slavic com-
munities to a ‘‘process of depopulation.’’ This
department was responsible for the starvation poli-
cies in occupied countries developed to meet the
economic needs of the Wehrmacht (German army),
in addition to the predatory forced labor practices
the SS operated in concert with the civilian admin-
istrations in areas of the occupied Soviet Union.
The last of these plans, laid out in January 1943,
envisioned the deaths of more than thirteen million
Slavs in total, and the deportation of another
thirty-five million to the ‘‘Asiatic Section’’ of the
conquered Soviet Union.

REPRESSION AND EXTERMINATION

The SS plans for deportation reflected the murder-
ous drives at the heart of its institutional structure.
However the same plans were also carried out
through the short-term planning arm of the
RSHA, its Amt IV B4 (office 4, subsection B4)
led by Karl Adolf Eichmann, a specialist on Jewry
and other ‘‘cults.’’ Beginning in 1939 Eichmann’s
agencies operated a policy of population displace-
ment that carried with it Poles, Jews trapped in the
ghettos and nearly starved by devastating rationing
policies, and Volksdeutsche repatriated in that same
year. The economic chaos that ensued caused the
death by starvation of tens of thousands of Jews.
Then the field of action grew enormously after the
Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union.

The various phases of the Reich’s aggrandize-
ment had been accompanied by seizing control
over policing duties, henceforth carried out by the
mobile commandos of the Gestapo and the SD,
designated together by the name Einsatzgruppen,

or rear guard action groups. It was in Poland that
these groups committed mass murder when they
eliminated ten thousand people, mostly members
of the Polish elites. However it was in the Soviet
Union that they progressively slid into a violent war
whose aim was the complete annihilation of its
Jewish communities. From June to August 1941
these four groups limited themselves to executing
men (mostly Jews) old enough to bear arms.
However they soon began to add women to their
target population, and, probably under Himmler’s
Heydrich’s [sic] orders, began to kill children start-
ing in mid-August 1941. By September and
October the Einsatzgruppens’ aim of completely
eliminating Soviet Jewish communities was at last
put into full practice, leaving practically no Jewish
survivors in its wake.

During this same period the SS officials charged
with carrying out programs for the persecution and
deportation of the Jews were examining the means
available to them for resolving the difficulties engen-
dered by population displacement. The solution
envisioned during the fall of 1941 entailed the indir-
ect elimination of Eastern Europe’s Jewish commu-
nities via deportation above the Arctic Circle.
However by the summer of 1941 local occupation
authorities were asking for the direct elimination of
those contingents of Jews in their ghettos who were
unfit for work. The Reichschancellery, which had
implemented the initial programs for gassing the
mentally and chronically ill in the fall of 1939, sent
specialists in these techniques to the Warthegau, a
part of Poland congruent to Lodz, which was to be
incorporated into the Reich, as well as to the Lublin
District.

In this way two extermination programs were
implemented based on regional initiatives. The
first, which was based on the techniques used in
the mobile gas units, was erected in a manor house
in Chelmno known as the Castle. The second, at
the initiative of the Lublin SS commander Odilo
Globocnik, culminated in the construction of the
death camps at Belzec, Sobibor, and Treblinka. At
the same time Eichmann, the official responsible
for the RSHA’s anti-Jewish and deportation poli-
cies, began to search for a location to accommo-
date permanent death camp installations. He ended
up choosing Auschwitz because it was a central rail
crossroads and because it already had a vast
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concentration camp, intended for Soviet prisoners

of war. Here was a site amenable to further enlar-

gement. Eichmann and Rudolf Höss, the camp’s

commander, agreed to proceed with gassing tests

using Zyklon B, already in widespread use in the

camps to kill lice on Soviet prisoners of war.

Thus by the fall of 1941 the three primary

modes of direct extermination—firing squads, car-

bon monoxide, and Zyklon B—were fully opera-

tional. However only the firing squads had been

utilized in the process of mass killings, in particular

for the massacre of Kiev’s 33,371 Jews in the Babi

Yar Ravine. Although a few incidents of gassings

had taken place in the fall of 1941, the truly mur-

derous drive emerged only after the United States

entered the war, and most likely after Hitler took

the decision to exterminate all of Europe’s Jews. At

the Wannsee Conference on 20 January 1942 this

decision was transformed into a Europe-wide plan,

which Himmler set in motion during the summer

of 1942, issuing an order stipulating that the lion’s

share of extermination would be completed before

the year’s end.

Beginning in the spring of 1942 the extermi-

nations proceeded at an almost frenetic pace,

culminating in the gassing of some 275,000

Hungarian Jews in the massive gas chambers at

Auschwitz in the summer of 1944. By that date those

who were ‘‘unfit to work’’ were gassed upon their

arrival at camp, whereas the SS Main Economic and

Administration Office (Hauptamt Verwaltung und

Wirtschaft, or WVHA), in charge of the immense

network of camps that by then covered the entire

eastern portion of Europe, had innovated a form of

extermination-by-work as a tool for economically

useful murder. Indeed extermination-by-work con-

demned the majority of the detainees who peopled

the vast concentration camp universe to a slow but

certain death, situating it at the crux of the Nazi

policies of economic predatory behavior and repres-

sion in Europe, henceforth carried out in all

directions.

Jurgen Stroop, the SS general in charge of the Warsaw ghetto, questions Jewish men, 1939. ªCORBIS
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The extermination of the Hungarian Jews took

place in 1944 even though the Reich’s fortunes had

taken a definitive turn for the worse: by the fall of

1944 the Soviets had annihilated the German

Heeresgruppe Mitte (Army Group Center) in a mas-

sive encirclement maneuver around Minsk, liberating

nearly all of central Europe. With the SS at the fore-

front, the Germans mounted their final defense, as

desperate as it was fierce. The SS therefore was the

final holdout in the Battle of Berlin, but was not

composed of the Nordic avant-garde, since from

1942 it had begun to integrate Ukrainian, Baltic,

and western European contingents, and it was the

French SS that defended the chancellor’s bunker

until the morning of 2 May 1945.

Himmler was captured by the British in the

Flensburg region and committed suicide several

days later. The top rung of SS officials, including

the RSHA and WVHA in particular, were con-

demned to death and executed, with the notable

exception of the authorities responsible for the

population displacement policies. The organization

itself was outlawed during the Nuremberg War

Crimes Trials.

The SS was an elite organization entrusted with

safeguarding the monstrous dystopian dimension

of Nazism, not only because it represented the

ideals of Nordic racial purification and the policies

of Germanizing the occupied territories, but also

because it spearheaded programs for exterminating

undesirable populations. Mass murder constituted,

from the Nazi viewpoint, the condition sine qua

non for the realization of their utopia. In this sense

the SS was not merely the executor of the Nazi

Party’s murderous plans, it was the quintessence

of Nazism itself.

See also Babi Yar; Concentration Camps;
Einsatzgruppen; Heydrich, Reinhard; Himmler,
Heinrich; Holocaust; Nazism.
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CHRISTIAN INGRAO

n

STAKHANOVITES. Stakhanovite was the

term applied to Soviet workers and peasants who

set production records or otherwise demonstrated

mastery of their assigned tasks. The term was

derived from the name of one Alexei Stakhanov, a

thirty-year-old miner in the Donets Basin, who on

31 August 1935 mined 102 tons of coal in a six-

hour shift, an amount representing fourteen times

his quota. Within a few days Stakhanov’s feat

was hailed by Pravda as a world record. The

Stakhanovite movement was launched by the

Communist Party in a spirit of technological

nationalism and to intensify pressure on managers

and workers alike to raise labor productivity.

Initially, it was characterized by the setting of pro-

duction records first in coal mining and then in

other industries—automobile production, shoe

manufacturing, textiles, and so forth. Workers

who met or exceeded their work quotas previously

had been known as ‘‘shock workers’’ (udarniki);
with the implementation of the Stakhanovite

movement, the title of Stakhanovite quickly super-

seded that of shock worker. The campaign culmi-

nated in an All-Union Conference of Stakhanovites

in industry and transportation, which met in the

Kremlin in late November 1935. Here, the most

celebrated Stakhanovites recounted how they man-

aged to overcome the skepticism of fellow workers

and supervisors in pioneering new methods of pro-

duction and achieving amazing results. Amazing

too were their monetary and in-kind rewards.

Joseph Stalin captured the optimism of the

conference when, by way of explaining how such

records were only possible in the ‘‘land of social-

ism,’’ he uttered the phrase that would become the

movement’s motto, ‘‘Life has become better, and

happier too.’’

In quantitative terms, the Stakhanovite move-

ment seems to have been most widespread in the

extractive industries, power generation, and rail-

road transportation, where upward of 40 percent

of all workers were designated as Stakhanovites by

August 1936. Young male workers who had

passed technical training courses, were classified

as at least semiskilled, and had an average of three

to five years experience were overrepresented

among Stakhanovites. However, what was charac-

teristic in industry was not the case in agriculture,

2438 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S T A K H A N O V I T E S



where, among collective and state farm workers
who were Stakhanovites, the most prominent
were women, such as the tractor-driving Pasha
Angelina and the sugar-beet cultivator Maria
Demchenko.

The Stakhanovite movement provided lessons
not only on how to work but also on how to live.
Many of the same attributes Stakhanovites were
supposed to exhibit on the shop floor—neatness,
punctuality, preparedness, and a keenness for
learning—they were also expected to show outside
of work hours. Stakhanovites in this way came to
exemplify the New Soviet Man or Woman, and the
quality of being cultured (kulturnost). The wives of
male Stakhanovites also had an important role in
this scenario by preparing nutritious meals, ensur-
ing that their husbands got plenty of rest, and other-
wise creating a cultured evvironment in the home.
The publicity surrounding Stakhanovites’ domestic
lives—replete with objects such as phonograph
records, motorcycles, and even automobiles—was
intended to convey the message that the Soviet
Union would be a society of abundance in the
future.

Quite a few Stakhanovites received special edu-

cational training, followed by promotion into the

ranks of management; others were sent on tours of

work sites, where they demonstrated their skills.

Some served as models for artists’ renderings of

the quintessentially socialist-realist worker, and in

the case of the textile weaver Maria Vinogradova,

for the heroine in the film The Radiant Path, a

musical comedy from 1940.

Stakhanovites were portrayed as being admired

by their workmates, yet this was not necessarily

true. Even before output norms were raised in early

1936, workers who had not been favored with the

best conditions and who consequently had to

struggle to fulfill their norms expressed resentment

of Stakhanovites through verbal and sometimes

physical abuse. Foremen and engineers, only too

well aware that a craze for setting records and the

provision of special conditions for Stakhanovites

created disruptions in production and bottlenecks

in supplies, also on occasion ‘‘sabotaged’’ the

movement. Or at least, when the Stakhanovite

movement failed to unleash the productive forces

of the country as promised, sabotage was blamed.

Thus, in an indirect way, the Stakhanovite

movement fed the Great Terror of 1936–1938.

However, the inertia of the movement carried

it into World War II when workers who took

over the jobs of inductees were celebrated. The

movement even enjoyed something of a revival in

the years after the war, when it was exported to

Eastern Europe.

See also Communism; Socialist Realism; Soviet Union;
Stalin, Joseph.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Labour in the Land of Socialism: Stakhanovites in
Conference. Moscow, 1936.

Siegelbaum, Lewis H. Stakhanovism and the Politics of
Productivity in the USSR, 1935–1941. New York,
1988.

LEWIS H. SIEGELBAUM

n

STALIN, JOSEPH (Iosif Vissarionovich
Dzhugashvili; 1878–1953), Soviet leader.

Born in the Georgian town of Gori, Joseph
Stalin (Iosif Dzhugashvili) rose from humble
beginnings as the son of a shoemaker to become
one of the most powerful men in the world at the
time of his death. His dissolute father, Bessarion
Dzhugashvili, and his religious mother, Yekaterina
(Keke) Geladze, fought over their son’s education,
and the mother ultimately triumphed, sending the
boy to a religious seminary. But after reaching the
cosmopolitan city of Tiflis (Tbilisi), young Joseph
(Soso) turned away from the church toward
Marxism and a career as a professional revolutionary.
Somewhat romantic as a youth—he wrote nationalist
poetry in his native Georgian language—Soso
Dzhugashvili identified with the hero of a Georgian
novella named Koba and went by that name among
his closest friends and comrades. As a member of
the Marxist Social Democratic Party, he organized
workers in the port town of Batumi, but his
impetuous nature led to a reckless strike that ended
with the police killing protestors. Arrested and sent
into exile to Siberia, Dzhugashvili gravitated
toward the more militant wing of the party, the
Bolsheviks, and thereby broke with most of his
fellow Georgian revolutionaries, who preferred
the more moderate Mensheviks.
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Moving on to the oil-producing center at
Baku, Dzhugashvili engaged in underground party
work rather than the open labor movement. Taking
the name ‘‘Stalin,’’ from the Russian word stal
(steel), he met the Bolshevik leader Vladimir
Lenin, whom he likened to a ‘‘mountain eagle.’’
Lenin commissioned Stalin to write a pamphlet on
the problem of non-Russian peoples in the Russian
Empire, the so-called national question, and in
1913 he published his first major work, Marxism
and the National Question, thus earning a reputa-
tion as an expert on that issue.

After stints in prison and several escapes, Stalin
was liberated by the revolution of February 1917.
He returned to the Russian capital, Petrograd (for-
merly St. Petersburg), and soon became a leading
figure in the Bolshevik Party. At first his positions
on key issues of the day were more moderate than
Lenin’s, but Stalin soon readjusted his views to
conform to the party line. After the Bolshevik sei-
zure of power in October 1917, Stalin was named
people’s commissar of nationalities, responsible for
the policies of the new Soviet state toward the non-
Russians. While he was active on the southern front
along the Volga River, Stalin’s rivalry with the head
of the Red Army, Leon Trotsky, contributed to the
growing fractures in the party. Just before a stroke
incapacitated him in March 1923, Lenin fought
with Stalin over the formation of the new Soviet
Union. Lenin preferred a genuine federation with
some autonomy left for the non-Russian republics,
but Stalin pressed for a more centralized state with
greater power in Moscow. Lenin was furious with
Stalin and wrote to his comrades:

Comrade Stalin, having become Secretary General,
has unlimited authority concentrated in his hands,
and I am not sure whether he will always be cap-
able of using that authority with sufficient caution.
. . . Stalin is too rude, and this defect, though quite
tolerable in our midst and in dealings among us
Communists, becomes intolerable in a General
Secretary. That is why I suggest that the comrades
think of a way to remove Stalin from that post and
appoint in his place another man who in all
respects differs from Comrade Stalin in his supe-
riority, that is, more loyal, more courteous and
more considerate of the comrades, less capricious,
etc. (Lenin, vol. 45, p. 346; author’s translation)

Lenin’s comrades did not heed his warning,
and most of them paid with their lives a decade
and a half later.

THE ACCUMULATION OF POWER

Even before Lenin died, Stalin had accumulated

enormous power within the party, and though he

was not generally recognized outside party circles

as one of the most influential leaders, his authority

grew steadily. Within the party, political manipula-

tion, Machiavellian intrigues, and a willingness to

resort to ruthlessness were certainly part of Stalin’s

repertoire, but he also managed to position himself

in the immediately post-Lenin years as a pragmatic

and cautious man of the center, a person who

supported the compromises and concessions of

Lenin’s moderate, state capitalist New Economic

Policy (NEP) and was unwilling to risk Soviet

power to pursue elusive revolutions abroad. Like

other high party leaders, he took on a wide range of

assignments—from people’s commissar of nation-

alities (1917–1923) and people’s commissar of

state control (from 1919) and worker-peasant

inspection (1920–1922) to membership in the

Military-Revolutionary Council of the Republic,

the Politburo (the Political Bureau, the highest

party council), and the Orgburo (Organizational

Bureau, in charge of party workers), to political

commissar of various fronts in the civil war and

participant in a variety of commissions set up to

solve specific problems. In what at the time seemed

to many to be a trivial appointment, the Eleventh

Party Congress in the spring of 1922 elected Stalin

a member of the party secretariat with the title

‘‘general secretary.’’

By the time of Lenin’s incapacitation in 1923,

Stalin was fast becoming indispensable to many

powerful figures. He combined with his political

allies Grigory Zinoviev and Lev Kamenev to pre-

vent the growth of Leon Trotsky’s influence. On

the eve of Politburo meetings, this troika would

meet, at first in Zinoviev’s apartment and later in

Stalin’s Central Committee office, to decide what

positions they would take on specific issues and

what roles each would play in the meeting. In

1924–1925 the group was expanded to seven, with

the additions of Nikolai Bukharin, Alexsei Rykov,

Mikhail Tomsky, and Valerian Kuibyshev. Power

within the party steadily moved upward to the very

institutions in which Stalin played key roles. He

was the only person who was a member of all of

the important committees. With his complete
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dominance over the Orgburo, Stalin was able to

use this institution to make appointments through-

out the party and to work out his own policies. He

built up his own staff, which soon amounted to a

personal chancellery. Despite his suspicious nature

and his intellectual limitations (certainly exagger-

ated by political rivals and opponents), Stalin was

able to attract a number of loyal subordinates,

whose fortunes would rise with him.

Stalin was a master politician, able to win over

supporters while disarming his enemies. Not only

did he control the machinery of the Communist

Party, appointing loyalists to various positions

around the country, but he also positioned himself

as a loyal follower of the revered Lenin, despite his

principled disagreements with the leader. On 21

January 1924 Lenin died, and immediately a cult

developed around his memory. The city of

Petrograd was renamed Leningrad and, against

the wishes of his widow, the party ordered

Lenin’s body mummified and placed in a marble

mausoleum in Red Square, like a religious relic to

be viewed by the faithful. In April and May Stalin

gave a series of lectures at Sverdlov University that

were soon published as Foundations of Leninism,

wrapping himself in the mantle of Lenin. More

than any past service, association with the dead

Lenin gave a political leader legitimacy and author-

ity in the post-Lenin years. In the new political

environment in which loyalty to Lenin was the

touchstone of political orthodoxy, Stalin, who

had seldom differed openly with Lenin, flourished,

while Trotsky, whose prerevolutionary writings had

often polemicized against Lenin, withered.

The sphere of political decision making had

steadily narrowed since 1917—from the open

brawls among political parties and between state

and society to the internal factional fights within

the Communist Party and finally to the bureau-

cratic intrigues of a few powerful men at the very

top of the party. The growth of bureaucracy within

the party and state aided a man like Stalin who

controlled appointments and patronage. Almost

unnoticed, Stalin accumulated enormous power

through the 1920s. Trotsky protested the bureau-

cratization of the party, but as a latecomer to the

party he remained isolated among the Bolsheviks.

In 1924 Stalin and his close comrade Nikolai
Bukharin adopted a moderate course, favoring the
concessions to the peasantry that Lenin had inau-
gurated in 1921 with the New Economic Policy.
But Bukharin’s pro-peasant policies went further
than other Leninist stalwarts, like Zinoviev and
Kamenev, thought appropriate for a proletarian dic-
tatorship. Stalin proclaimed that the Communists
would build ‘‘socialism in one country,’’ even
though Lenin had always maintained that socialism
could not be achieved in backward peasant Russia
alone but required support from an international
revolution in more developed, industrial countries.
When Zinoviev and Kamenev balked at his cautious
policies and the growing bureaucratization of the
party, Stalin broke with them and formed a new
bloc with Bukharin.

The NEP combined state control of heavy
industry with a modified market system for agricul-
tural products and consumer goods. The program
restored the Soviet economy, which had been deva-
stated by seven years of world war, revolution, and
civil war. But when peasants found that the state
prices for their grain were low, or industrial goods
were scarce and high priced, they withheld their
grain in anticipation of higher prices in the future.
While some leaders saw this peasant hoarding as
rational market activity, others like Stalin conceived
of their actions as sabotage, a ‘‘grain strike.’’
Bukharin advocated continuing the NEP, but as
the moderate pro-peasant policy faltered at the
end of the 1920s, Stalin broke with Bukharin and
launched his own radical restructuring of the Soviet
economy and society.

THE STALIN REVOLUTION AND THE

GREAT PURGES

The years 1928–1932 have been dubbed the
‘‘Stalin revolution’’ or the ‘‘revolution from
above,’’ a five-year period of massive violence
against the countryside and state-driven industrial-
ization. The party/state forced the millions of pea-
sants into collective farms, seized their grain
without adequate compensation, and exiled or
killed the most productive peasants, the so-called
kulaks. Peasants did not go quietly into collectives
but resisted, and armed clashes broke out with the
Communist organizers. Overzealous grain collec-
tors left many farmers without food or grain, and in
Ukraine some five million people perished in a
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famine that was directly caused by misguided state
policies. When the regime itself seemed threatened
by peasant rebellion, Stalin called a halt to the
headlong rush into collectivization. In an article
published in March 1930, ‘‘Dizzy from Success,’’
he announced that ‘‘the basic turn of the village to
socialism may be considered already secured.’’ For
a while collectivization was delayed, but the peas-
ants’ joy was short-lived, and a less frenetic cam-
paign resumed. Hundreds of thousands of peasants
fled to industrial sites; mammoth plants, dams, and
towns were built; the number of workers swelled;
and ordinary men and women, hastily educated,
rose into the managerial and administrative ranks.

Stalinist industrialization had its own unique

characteristics, its own language, slogans, strate-
gies, and costs. It was carried out as a massive

military campaign, along ‘‘fronts,’’ scaling heights,

conquering the steppe, and vanquishing backward-
ness, all while being encircled by capitalism. All

obstacles, natural and technical, were to be over-

come. Stalin spoke of human will as the essential
force to achieve the economic plan, proclaiming

that ‘‘there are no fortresses Bolsheviks cannot

capture!’’ For him the need to industrialize rapidly
was connected with the dangers that the USSR

faced from the great capitalist and imperialist

powers. ‘‘One feature of the history of old
Russia,’’ he said,

was the continual beatings she suffered because of
her backwardness. She was beaten by the Mongol
khans. She was beaten by the Turkish beys. She
was beaten by the Swedish feudal lords. She was
beaten by the Polish and Lithuanian gentry. She
was beaten by the British and French capitalists.
She was beaten by the Japanese barons. All beat
her—because of her backwardness, because of her
military backwardness, cultural backwardness,
agricultural backwardness. . . . Such is the law of
the exploiters—to beat the backward and the
weak. It is the law of capitalism. . . . That is why
we must no longer lag behind. (Pravda, February 5,
1931; author’s translation)

By linking forced-pace economic development
to national security, Stalin construed any hesitation
or foot-dragging as ‘‘wrecking’’ or treason, crimes
with heavy penalties. When the headlong rush to
industrialization generated waste or breakdowns,
rather than blaming the policy or the leaders, the
police ‘‘uncovered’’ conspiracies or saboteurs.
Contrived show trials imposed harsh sentences on
innocent people.

In a few short years the Soviet government had
initiated a massive transformation of society and
the economy, founding the first modern nonmar-
ket, state-run economy. Yet the Stalin revolution
destroyed the regime’s fragile relationship with the
great majority of the population and created a new
repressive apparatus that Stalin could use to con-
solidate his personal rule over the party and state.
Stalin’s rise was unexpected by most of his fellow
Communists. He had little charisma, possessed no
oratorical skills like Zinoviev, was neither a Marxist
theorist like Trotsky nor a likeable comrade like
Bukharin. Short in stature and reticent in meetings,
Stalin did not project an image of a leader—until it
was created for him (and by him) through the
‘‘personality cult.’’ For his closest associates, how-
ever, Stalin was indispensable, the solid center of
the bureaucratic state and party apparatus, a gener-
ous patron, and a stern master. He turned the
revolution inward, emphasizing the building of a
strong state and an industrial economy and playing
down international revolution. His ideology was
a radically revised Marxism that grafted onto
it a pro-Russian nationalism and a great-power
statism. As long as the country was surrounded
by hostile capitalist states, it was claimed, state

Joseph Stalin (right) with Vladimir Lenin, August 1922.
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power had to be built up. When Stalin declared the
Soviet Union to be socialist in 1936, the positive
achievement of reaching a stage of history higher
than the rest of the world was tempered by the
constant reminders that the enemies of socialism
existed both within and outside the country, that
they were deceptive and concealed, and had to be
‘‘unmasked.’’ Repeated references to dangers and
insecurity and to the need for ‘‘vigilance’’ justified
the enormous reliance on the secret police.

Stalin turned a political oligarchy into a person-
al dictatorship by the late 1930s. But as he rose to
the pinnacle of power in the USSR, he became
increasingly isolated. He narrowed his circle of
friends and close comrades to those most loyal to
him: his sometime prime minister and foreign
minister Vyacheslav Molotov, the industrializer
Sergo Orjonikidze, the economically savvy Anastas
Mikoyan, the policeman and executioner Lavrenty
Beria, and those loyal party workers ready to do
his bidding—Lazar Kaganovich, Georgy Malenkov,
Andrei Zhdanov, and Nikita Khrushchev.
Suspicious even of these men, Stalin’s personal life
withered, especially after his young wife, Nadezhda
Alliluyeva, killed herself in November 1932.
Outside of his work, late-night dinners with his
cronies, and the little time he spent with his daugh-
ter, Svetlana, Stalin had no personal life. His suspi-
cions of others matched their fear of him.

Stalin can be considered a ‘‘conservative revo-
lutionary.’’ Earlier, more radical tendencies in
Bolshevism were shelved: instead of equalization
of wages, Stalin promoted greater differentials
between skilled and unskilled workers; instead of
attacking ‘‘Great Russian chauvinism,’’ Stalin
encouraged a new form of Soviet patriotism based
on reverence for Russia’s imperial past. Peter the
Great, even Ivan the Terrible, became models of
rulership. Stalin provided for a new Soviet middle
class with its own ‘‘bourgeois values.’’ Exemplary
workers were rewarded with scarce consumer
goods, like bicycles and wristwatches, while the
wives of managers promoted a new form of
cultural behavior and etiquette. Instead of greater
political participation by working people, the
characteristics of Stalinism were increased state
power; the use of police terror to discipline the
population; a state monopoly over mass media,
culture, and education; the promotion of simple

workers into positions of power and influence;
and emotional campaigns, initiated from above,
stirring up popular enthusiasm for the ‘‘building
of socialism.’’

The height of Stalinist terror was reached in the
Great Purges of 1937–1938, when approximately
seven hundred thousand people were executed and
millions more were exiled, imprisoned, or died in
labor camps. Among the victims were thousands of
Communists, including Lenin’s closest associates—
Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Bukharin. Angry and
upset at the turn that Soviet policy under Stalin
had taken, Orjonikidze shot himself. By the end
of the 1930s 3,593,000 people were under the
jurisdiction of the secret police, 1,360,000 of
whom were in labor camps. Stalin personally
initiated, guided, and prodded the arrests, as well
as the show trials of 1936–1938, and he required
his lieutenants to sign off on executions. The
bloodletting defies rational explanation. Here per-
sonality and politics merged, and this excessive
repression appears to be dictated by the peculiar
demands of Stalin himself, who could not tolerate
limits on his will set by the very ruling elite that he
had brought to power. The purges eliminated all
rivals and potential rivals to Stalin’s autocracy and
produced a new, younger, Soviet-educated political
elite loyal to and dependent on the master. By
1938 the killings had so destabilized government
and society that the regime gradually brought them
to a halt, but the long arm of Stalin’s police
reached to Mexico, where in 1940 a secret agent
murdered his rival Trotsky. Particularly devastating
for the country on the eve of war was the decima-
tion of the highest ranks of the military.

WORLD WAR II

By the outbreak of World War II the central gov-
ernment, the military, the republics and local gov-
ernments, and the economic infrastructure had all
been brutally disciplined. Obedience and confor-
mity had eliminated most initiative and originality.
After destroying the high command of the armed
forces, Stalin’s control over his military was greater
than Hitler over his, at least at the beginning of the
war. His control over politics was so complete that
he was able to reverse completely the USSR’s ‘‘col-
lective security’’ foreign policy that favored allying
with Western capitalist democracies against the
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fascist states and sign a nonaggression pact with
Nazi Germany in August 1939.

Yet for all the human and material costs of
Stalin’s industrialization and state building, the
Soviet Union was not prepared for the onslaught
of the German invasion of June 1941. Stalin did
not expect Hitler to attack before subduing Britain,
and he was stunned when informed that German
troops had crossed the border. Rallying himself and
his countrymen to the colossal effort against the
Nazis and their allies, Stalin stood at the center
of all strategic, logistical, and political decisions.
He was chairman of the State Defense Committee,
which included the highest party officials (Molotov,
Beria, Malenkov, Kliment Voroshilov, Lazar
Kaganovich, and later Nikolai Voznesensky and
Mikoyan); chairman of Stavka, the supreme military
headquarters; general secretary of the party and
chairman of the Politburo; chairman of the
Council of Ministers and people’s commissar of
defense. Real business often took place in late-
night meetings at Stalin’s apartment or dacha
(country house), where he attended to the most
minute details of the war effort. Stalin was extra-
ordinarily brutal in dealing with his commanders.

Like Hitler, Stalin made major miscalculations
early in the war. In anticipation of the German
invasion, the Soviet General Staff in September
1940 had argued that the Nazi attack would be
concentrated in the center toward Moscow and in
the north toward Leningrad, but Stalin overruled
his commanders and ordered deployment in the
south, believing that the Germans would make a
major effort to capture Ukraine. When the German
army surrounded five Soviet armies on the south-
western front, Stalin’s generals urged withdrawal,
but Stalin refused to give up the Ukrainian capital,
Kiev. On 19 September 1941 Kiev fell, and the
Germans captured over half a million prisoners
and annihilated the Soviet southwestern front.
But when in October 1941 the Germans
approached Moscow and many Muscovites
panicked and fled the city, Stalin demonstrably
stayed in Moscow and encouraged the resistance
with a speech blending the heroic military tradi-
tions of the Russian Empire with the cause of Lenin
and the Soviet Union. Ultimately the war was won
by the tenacity and enormous sacrifice of the Soviet
people, but Stalin provided both inspiration for

many and fear that one step backward would end

in death. In time Stalin proved to be more willing

to rely on his generals, as long as they did not

question his ultimate authority.

During the war years Western governments

feted Stalin, and journalists lionized him in the

press. An American film, Mission to Moscow (1943),

presented audiences with an avuncular, wise Stalin,

complete with mischievous smile and an ever pre-

sent pipe. For his part Stalin moderated the image of

the USSR to attract the West. In 1943 he dissolved

the Communist International (Comintern), the

union of Communist parties founded by Lenin.

He made overtures to religious leaders and eased

Soviet policy toward the churches. Commissariats

became ministries, and the Soviet anthem, the revo-

lutionary Internationale, was replaced by a national-

ist hymn to the Soviet Union that celebrated the

role of historic Russia. Yet the infamous murder of

captured Polish officers in the Katyn forest, along

Joseph Stalin (left) shakes hands with German

foreign minister Joachim von Ribbentrop during their

meeting to finalize the August 1939 nonaggression

pact. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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with the general secretiveness of the Kremlin, only
fed Western suspicions of Stalin.

The Soviets bore the heaviest burdens of the
war against fascism and lost some twenty-seven
million people, but in the end they could take pride
that they were the major force that thwarted
Hitler’s imperial ambitions. The triumph over fas-
cism provided the Communists with a new source
of legitimation and Stalin with a new, uncontested
authority. Now Russia and the Soviet Union were
melded into a single image. Patriotism and accom-
modation with established religious and national
traditions, along with the toning down of revolu-
tionary radicalism, contributed to a powerful ideo-
logical amalgam that outlasted Stalin himself. In
the postwar decades the war became the central
moment of Soviet history, eclipsing the revolution
and the Stalin revolution of the early 1930s.

THE POSTWAR PERIOD

Stalin’s postwar policies were repressive at home

and expansive abroad. There were sporadic uses of

repression and terror against individuals or groups

(the ‘‘Leningrad Affair’’ of 1948, the ‘‘Doctors’

Plot’’ of 1953), as well as a series of ethnic deporta-

tions of peoples from newly annexed territories (the

Baltic republics, western Ukraine, and Byelorussia)

and repatriations of Armenians, Kurds, Meskhetian

Turks, and others, but no massive terror on the scale

of 1937 was employed after the war. Intellectuals

suffered from the cultural crackdown known as the

Zhdanovshchina, and a campaign against ‘‘cosmo-

politanism’’ was directed against Soviet Jews. In

dealing with his former allies during the Cold

War, Stalin attempted to maintain the grand alli-

ance with the Western great powers while at the

same time holding onto a sphere of influence in

Eastern and Central Europe where he could

impose ‘‘friendly’’ governments. Western leaders

like President Harry S. Truman and the British

prime minister Winston Churchill refused to

acquiesce in the expansion of Soviet influence over

Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, and

Bulgaria, and the cooperation of the war years dis-

integrated into two camps, each armed with atomic

weapons.

In his last years, enfeebled by strokes, Stalin

was arguably the most powerful man in the world.

He controlled not only the USSR and much of

Eastern Europe but also was deferred to by the

Communist leaders of China, North Korea, and

Vietnam. In 1950 he agreed that the Korean leader

Kim Il Sung could invade South Korea, thus open-

ing the way to the Korean War. As he deteriorated

physically and mentally, the entire country—its for-

eign policy, internal politics, cultural life, and eco-

nomic slowdown—reflected the moods of its leader

and was affected by his growing isolation, arbitrari-

ness, and inactivity. No one could feel secure. The

ruling elite was concerned with plots, intrigues,

the rivalries among Stalin’s closest associates, and

the rise and fall of clients and patrons. ‘‘All of us

around Stalin,’’ wrote Khrushchev, ‘‘were tempor-

ary people. As long as he trusted us to a certain

degree, we were allowed to go on living and

working. But the moment he stopped trusting

you, Stalin would start to scrutinize you until the

cup of his distrust overflowed.’’ In his last years

Stalin turned against Molotov and Mikoyan, grew

suspicious of Beria, Voroshilov, Kaganovich, and

Malenkov. Khrushchev overheard him say, ‘‘I’m

finished. I trust no one, not even myself.’’ He died

of a massive stroke on 5 March 1953.

Stalin’s legacy was a powerful state with a crude-

ly industrialized economy, a country in which

millions had died to build his idea of socialism

and other millions to defend their country against

the enemies of communism. Almost immediately

after his death, his successors began to dismantle

many of the pillars of Stalinism. They ended the

mass terror, closed down the slave-labor camps,

introduced a degree of ‘‘socialist legality,’’ and

opened the country to the West. In 1956

Khrushchev denounced Stalin’s crimes, and even-

tually Stalin’s body was removed from its place of

honor in Lenin’s mausoleum.
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STALINGRAD, BATTLE OF. A series of
defensive and offensive operations from 7 July
1942 to 2 February 1943, the Battle of Stalingrad
produced a hard-won Soviet victory and marked a
turning point in World War II on the eastern front.
Fought in and around the city (present-day
Volgograd) on the Volga that bore Joseph Stalin’s
name, the confrontation at Stalingrad evoked
memories both of the savagery at Verdun in 1916
and of the Prussian encirclement of the French at
Sedan in 1870.

The circumstances that produced Stalingrad
flowed from imperfect execution of Operation
Blau, a German strategic offensive that was
intended to win for Adolf Hitler the oil-rich
Caucasus by the fall of 1942. However, the offen-
sive suffered from delay, inadequate forces and
resources, overextended logistics, and clumsy com-
mand arrangements. Although the Soviets were
initially uncertain over the location of the
Wehrmacht’s main blow, by the summer of 1942
they had learned to give ground while punishing
the Germans and mobilizing a steady procession of
new formations. Meanwhile, as the Germans
revealed their design for 1942 by doggedly advanc-
ing south, they exposed a long and vulnerable left
flank, the security of which rested on control of the
Don River bend near Stalingrad. As the Soviet high
command rushed reinforcements to the city,
Hitler, grasping its industrial and namesake signifi-
cance, directed General Friedrich Paulus’s rein-
forced German Sixth Army to secure this new
objective, thereby perhaps fatally dividing the
entire German strategic effort.

Beginning in July with hard fighting across the
land bridge between the Don and Volga, Paulus
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reached the outskirts of Stalingrad by early
September. However, the Soviets had by now
strengthened the city’s defenses, with the tenacious
General V. I. Chuikov commanding its main force,
the Soviet Sixty-second Army. Almost simulta-
neously, the Soviet high command began planning
for a counteroffensive, Operation Uranus, the objec-
tive of which was to encircle and destroy the German
Sixth Army even as it bled itself dry inside the city.

Meanwhile, as both sides threw additional
assets directly into the urban fray, the battle for
the city soon assumed a particularly vicious form
of close-quarters combat. Intense fighting swirled
everywhere above and below ground, producing
heavy losses among attackers and defenders. At
one point, it was even remarked that the city’s dogs
swam across the Volga to escape the torment.
Although Paulus had originally assumed that
Stalingrad might fall in late September, by mid-
November his Sixth Army was running short of
manpower, ammunition, and supplies. Two
months of incessant urban combat had left it
exhausted and several hundred meters short of the
Volga. Soviet commanders, meanwhile, continued
to press often raw troops off Volga ferryboats into
battle, only to watch them virtually evaporate in the
maelstrom.

It was at this point, on 19 November 1942,
with Soviet defenders barely clinging to the indus-
trial sprawl along the Volga, that General A. M.

Vasilevsky, representative of Stavka (headquarters

of the supreme high command) launched

Operation Uranus. With pincers from the north

(the southwest and Don fronts) and south (the

Stalingrad front) of Stalingrad, Soviet armored

and mechanized formations easily broke through

Romanian forces on the Sixth Army’s soft flanks to

link up near Kalach on the Don, encircling Paulus.

Subsequent and complementary Soviet offensives

(Mars south of Leningrad and Saturn and Little

Saturn in the middle and upper Don) proved overly

ambitious, but did exact losses and divert German

attention and reserves from the encirclement at

Stalingrad. However, the situation there remained

in doubt until late December, because Paulus argu-

ably retained sufficient combat power to fight his

way out, especially in the event of timely assistance

from Field Marshal Erich von Manstein’s newly

formed Army Group Don. However, Hitler

ordered Paulus to hold at all costs, while

Reichsmarschall Hermann Goering unrealistically

vowed that his Luftwaffe might resupply Paulus

from the air. Meanwhile, Manstein’s effort to open

a corridor to Stalingrad failed on 24 December,

fifty kilometers short of the objective. Until the

complete surrender of now Field Marshal Paulus’s

forces on 2 February 1943, the Soviets continued

to conduct two sets of subsidiary offensive opera-

tions, one to reduce the cauldron at Stalingrad

itself, the other to reinforce the outer ring of the

Soviet soldiers fire from the shelter of a ruined building during the battle of Stalingrad, January 1943. ªBETTMANN/

CORBIS
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encirclement, with an eye to exploitation that

Manstein’s skill largely foiled.

Losses on both sides were substantial. Paulus

surrendered some 91,000 troops, while losing

another 150,000 in combat for Stalingrad. Later

Soviet and Russian estimates would place Hitler’s

total casualties for the entire campaign at 1.5 million,

or approximately one-fourth of Germany’s com-

bat manpower on the eastern front. Post-1991

Russian figures place Soviet casualties at slightly

more than a million, including 480,000 dead or

missing.

The historiography on Stalingrad is volumi-

nous, ranging from the reminiscences of survivors
to various official histories in search of either expla-

nation, lessons learned, or national military justifi-
cation. Some blame the dictators for all the

mistakes and bloodletting, while others emphasize
the impact of the battle on national psyches, while

still others focus on the purely military aspects that
revealed a Wehrmacht and its blitzkrieg clearly on
the wane and a Red Army and its deep battle

operations just coming into its own. Within larger
strategic content, Stalingrad ended any prospect

that Hitler might consider the eastern front as an
economy-of-force effort. In Soviet perspective, the

battle indicated that Stalin might place growing
confidence in his seasoned commanders and their
increasingly resilient and capable military forma-

tions. Although the Nazi propaganda machine
attempted to put the best sacrificial face on the

battle’s outcome, the German advance to
Stalingrad gradually came to represent the high

water mark of an increasingly futile effort to sub-
jugate Stalin’s Soviet Union. For the Soviets,

meanwhile, Stalingrad won its own place alongside
two other prominent ‘‘hero cities,’’ Moscow and
Leningrad, to symbolize tenacious defense of the

motherland.

See also Soviet Union; World War II.
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STANISLAVSKY, KONSTANTIN
(pseudonym of Konstantin Alekseyev; 1863–
1938), Russian director, actor, and author.

Konstantin Sergeyevich Stanislavsky was a
director, actor, and author whose founding of the
Moscow Art Theatre and writings about the actor’s
craft established him as one of the most influential
theater artists of the twentieth century. He was the
son of a prominent industrialist in whose factory he
worked after quitting school in 1881. At age four-
teen, in 1877, he began organizing amateur thea-
tricals. In 1888 he helped to launch an amateur
group in Moscow, the Society of Art and
Literature, where he became an accomplished actor
and debuted as a director in 1889 with Pyotr
Gnedich’s (1855–1925) Burning Letters. The
German Meiningen company, whose highly realis-
tic, historically accurate performances Stanislavsky
saw in Moscow in 1885 and 1890, was a major
influence on his artistic development. He was
inspired by the troupe’s ability to express the spiri-
tual essence of the plays it performed.

In a legendary encounter, Stanislavsky met
with playwright Vladimir Nemirovich-Danchenko
(1858–1943) at the Slavyansky Bazaar restaurant in
Moscow on 22 June 1897 to discuss the state of
Russian theater, which they believed was divorced
from real life and burdened by histrionics. The
company that emerged from this meeting, origin-
ally the Moscow Art Accessible Theatre, later the
Moscow Art Theatre, debuted in Moscow on
14 October 1898 with an elaborate performance
of Alexei Tolstoy’s (1817–1875) historical chronicle
Tsar Fyodor Ioannovich. Five more productions fol-
lowed in six weeks. The seventh, Anton Chekhov’s
(1860–1904) The Seagull (17 December 1898),
established the theater as Russia’s most progressive
venue. Chekhov famously was irritated by the
meticulous realism incorporated by Stanislavsky,
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who codirected with Nemirovich-Danchenko and
played the role of Trigorin, but Chekhov,
Stanislavsky, and the Art Theatre forever remained
linked in people’s minds. Chekhov wrote Three
Sisters (1901) and The Cherry Orchard (1904) spe-
cifically for the Art Theatre.

Emboldened by his success with Chekhov,
Stanislavsky (with Nemirovich-Danchenko or
others) staged plays by other famous contempor-
aries. In 1902 he directed Leo Tolstoy’s (1828–
1910) The Power of Darkness and Maxim Gorky’s
(Alexei Peshkov, 1868–1936) The Petty Bourgeoisie
and The Lower Depths. These plays signaled
Stanislavsky’s desire to create a theater of social
conscience. The popularity of The Lower Depths,
performed 1,788 times, indicated the Russian pub-
lic was ready for this kind of art. But Stanislavsky
wished to experiment with many styles and in 1913
he created the First Studio for this purpose.
Throughout the 1910s he staged fewer produc-
tions at the Art Theatre but worked on theories
that eventually developed into his books about
acting and gave rise to what became known as the
Stanislavsky system of acting.

Following the Russian Revolution in 1917,
Stanislavsky and the Moscow Art Theatre entered
a crisis, producing no new shows until 1920. This
changed when a three-month tour of Berlin,
Zagreb, Prague, and Paris in 1922 turned into a
fifteen-month traveling residence in the United
States lasting to May 1924. Europeans and
Americans were astonished by the exquisite detail
of the direction, the lifelike manner of the actors,
and the care with which writers’ themes were
revealed. The fascination of Americans with
Stanislavsky’s work encouraged him to write his
ideas down. The English translation of his first
book on acting (An Actor Prepares, 1936)
appeared before the first Russian edition (1938).
Other translations were published in German and
Dutch in 1940, in Japanese in 1949, and in Italian
in 1956.

Stanislavsky’s ideas—he never considered them
a precise system or regarded himself as a theorist—
had an enormous impact worldwide. His notions of
‘‘emotional memory’’ (also known as ‘‘affective
memory’’), ‘‘experiencing,’’ and ‘‘through action,’’
to name a few, provided vague but valuable tools
for actors, allowing them to harness personal
experience in the creation of disparate roles. The
Group Theatre, an influential New York ensemble

founded in 1931, was openly modeled after
Stanislavsky’s theater. At the Actors Studio in
New York, Lee Strasberg (1901–1982) became
the leading proponent of ‘‘method acting,’’ the
American version of the so-called Stanislavsky
system.

By the late 1920s Stanislavsky was officially
canonized as a figure for Soviet theater artists to
emulate. He thus avoided the persecution that
affected many of his colleagues but was left to work
in an uneasy atmosphere of protected isolation.
Aided by various directors, he supervised several
important productions, including Mikhail
Bulgakov’s (1891–1940) Days of the Turbins
(1926), Beaumarchais’s (Pierre-Augustin Caron,
1732–1799) The Marriage of Figaro (1927),
Vsevolod Ivanov’s (1895–1963) Armored Train
14–69 (1927), and Nikolai Gogol’s (1809–1852)
Dead Souls (1932). Hampered after 1928 by a bad
heart and increasingly at odds with Nemirovich-
Danchenko, Stanislavsky devoted much of his time
to studio experiments in the nature of acting. His
pupils included some of the greatest figures of
twentieth-century theater, including Vsevolod
Meyerhold (1874–1940), Yevgeny Vakhtangov
(1883–1922), and Mikhail (Michael) Chekhov
(1891–1955), whose influence as an actor and teach-
er in Europe and Hollywood from the 1930s to the
1950s expanded Stanislavsky’s fame abroad.

See also Gorky, Maxim; Russia; Soviet Union; Theater.
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STASI. East Germany’s intelligence and security
service, known as ‘‘the Stasi,’’ was formally titled
the Ministry for State Security (Ministerium
für Staatsicherheit or MfS). Set up in 1950, it
was dissolved, prior to German unity, in 1989–
1990.

The Stasi was a highly professional secret ser-
vice, perhaps the best in the Soviet bloc. Its spiri-
tual father was Vladimir Lenin (1870–1924), who
held that terror and violence against real and
potential opponents could underpin the state
power won by communists in 1917 and accord-
ingly, created the Cheka (the Soviet secret police)
in that same year. Following the establishment of
a Soviet zone of occupation in the eastern part of
Germany in 1945, the imposition of communism
there became a major priority. The Red Army and
Soviet secret police began the task but after the
formation of the East German state in October
1949 it became a German activity. The Stasi quite
openly dedicated itself to core Chekist principles
of ‘‘aggression through conspiracy.’’ The MfS’s
one thousand officers (some from a Nazi back-
ground) assumed the role of ‘‘the executive organ
of the dictatorship of the proletariat’’ articulated
through the East German Communist Party (the
Socialist Unity Party or SED). The fusion between
the Stasi and the SED was so effective that the
question of who controlled whom was never
raised. The Stasi was the backbone of the party,
ending up one and a half times the size of the East
German army. It doubled in size between 1972
and 1989, increasing its numbers by about three
thousand each year. By 1989 the service consisted
of more than 90,000 official personnel and as
many as 150,000 to 170,000 agents, known as
IMs or ‘‘co-opted workers.’’ It comprised both a
security service and a secret foreign intelligence
service called the HVA (Hauptverwaltung
Aufklärung), which was the largest single unit
within the Stasi, working almost exclusively in the
West. It had 3,819 officers, led until 1986 by
Markus Wolf (b. 1923).

The Stasi’s size and its huge financial assets
(most of which were never recovered) provide
some clues as to the extent of the repression it
sustained. In the German Democratic Republic,

there was one officer to 188 inhabitants. If the
IMs are added to the officers, the result is astonish-
ing: one Stasi member for every seventy people.
At the height of Joseph Stalin’s terror in the
1930s, there was one Soviet secret police officer
to every 5,830 inhabitants—eighty-three times
fewer than Stasi members per head of population.
Some two million individuals, almost 12 percent of
the East German population, had collaborated with
the Stasi.

At home the Stasi attacked and persecuted all
internal opposition to communism, often display-
ing great cruelty and sadism. Over the years, sheer
brute force was usually replaced by psychological
intimidation but repression remained the goal.
From 1945 until 1989 some two hundred thou-
sand Germans died either directly or indirectly as a
result of communist policies, most deaths occur-
ring before 1949. Even so, from 1950 to 1989
some 250,000 people were imprisoned, of whom
10 percent perished. This was the Stasi’s work.
Almost three million East Germans fled to the
West to escape the police state. Those who resisted
but stayed showed enviable courage. Ultimately,
they vanquished the Stasi.

Abroad, the MfS sought secrets about the
West’s military and political strategy. It also sup-
ported international terror by training terrorists,
particularly from the Middle East. West Germany
and the United States were the primary targets of
Stasi subversion. The former was riddled with thirty
thousand spies who manipulated politics, foreign
affairs, the media, academe, and sport. But the
Stasi targeted all of Western Europe in its attempts
to spy on, and steer, organizations and individuals
whose activities involved them with domestic dis-
sidents. Frequently it won as assets sympathetic left-
wing Western intellectuals who regarded East
Germany as ‘‘progressive’’ (and turned a blind eye
to its abuses). The Stasi, always wholly within the
KGB’s orbit, increasingly became its surrogate, with
some 50 percent of its intelligence going to the
Soviet Union

The ‘‘ministry’’ called itself, and it was, ‘‘the
sword and the shield of East German commun-
ism.’’ Its militancy drove its readiness to fight its
own people and its unquenchable thirst for secret
intelligence. Historians agree that the Stasi made
East Germany a real-life example of British writer
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George Orwell’s fictional totalitarian state of
1984, able to exploit the most pervasive and effi-
cient secret police in the history of the world.
What remains in the early twenty-first century
are 178 kilometers of its files—and the trauma
of its persistent inhumanity toward Germans in
the East.

See also Berlin; Eastern Bloc; Espionage/Spies; Germany;
Soviet Union.
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ANTHONY GLEES

n

STAUFFENBERG, CLAUS VON
(1907–1944), German soldier and conspirator in
the plot to assassinate Adolf Hitler.

The leading figure in the failed plot to assassi-
nate Adolf Hitler on 20 July 1944, Stauffenberg
was then a thirty-six-year-old career officer who
had risen to the rank of colonel. He was raised in
an aristocratic Catholic family, and one of his
ancestors, August von Gneisenau, was a legendary
leader in the Prussian struggle against Napoleon.
A century later, Claus von Stauffenberg gave his life
to rid Germany of Hitler and his tyranny.

He was a very unlikely revolutionary and assas-
sin. Raised to take on the aristocratic calling of
serving his country, Claus joined his family’s
Seventeenth Cavalry Regiment in 1926 and fol-
lowed the conventional path toward military lead-
ership others in his family had forged. Hitler’s

ascent to power in 1933 and restoration of
German national pride were initially attractive to
Stauffenberg, but the glow of the early days of the
regime wore off quickly. In September 1934 he
walked out of an anti-Semitic party lecture to
which his men were obliged to go. By 1938 and
the Kristallnacht, the first organized nationwide
pogrom against Jews in Germany, Stauffenberg
registered his disgust at the vulgarity and stupidity
of the regime and its cruelties. His cousin Count
Helmuth James von Moltke drew a number of
those hostile to the regime together in the
Kreisau circle, named after his estate, in which they
debated the future of Germany after the Nazi
regime had gone.

In 1936 Stauffenberg had graduated first in his
class from the Army Staff College and had been
promoted to the rank of captain. With the rest of
his regiment, he joined the Sixth Panzer Division,
which occupied the Sudentenland in 1939. He
served in Poland and France during the first two
years of the war.

Transferred to North Africa, Stauffenberg, now
a colonel, was severely wounded in early 1943. He
lost his left eye, his right hand, and the fourth and
fifth fingers of his left hand. After his convalescence
he was posted to the reserve army in Berlin, from
which vantage point he began actively to plan the
murder of Hitler and the overthrow of the regime.

Stauffenberg knew his fellow conspirators well.
They represented the Germany he loved and for
which he was prepared to lay down his life. His
attitude toward the regime could not be doubted.
It stood for everything he detested, as a soldier and
as a Catholic. But armed resistance was another
matter. Like every other officer in the German
army, Stauffenberg had taken a personal oath to
Hitler. By 1944 he was ready to strike. But in order
to decapitate the regime, he and his fellow officers
in the resistance had to offer the German army an
alternative—a set of prominent officers who would
seize power in Berlin after the death of Hitler.
Stauffenberg was in an ideal place to do that, since
one of his military responsibilities was to fashion an
emergency plan in the event of a break in commu-
nication between Berlin and the high command.

The plotters set their plan in motion in July
1944, when the war was already lost. On 20 July in
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Hitler’s military headquarters in Rastenburg in East
Prussia, Stauffenberg placed an attaché case with an
explosive charge in the room where Hitler and two
dozen staff officers and aides were surveying the
military situation. The case was moved slightly
away from Hitler, and when it exploded, he sur-
vived. Eleven men were wounded, of whom four
were killed. Stauffenberg had made his escape and
returned to Berlin to gather military units to seize
power. He initially thought that Hitler was dead,
but the failure of co-conspirators to cut the radio
lines from Rastenburg allowed Hitler to broadcast
to the nation, making his survival both undeniable
and fatal to the plot. Stauffenberg continued to try
to rally support, but it was futile to do so. He was
arrested after a brief exchange of fire and, after a
summary court-martial, shot by firing squad.

What sort of Germany did he envision after the
overthrow of Hitler? There are indications that
Stauffenberg saw the force of a social democratic
approach to the future of Germany. But his cast of
mind bore all the traces of his aristocratic and mili-
tary bearing and background. He was a leader on
horseback with a bomb in his damaged hand, a man
of Christian conscience whose sense of a calling
brought him to try to strike the blow that would
kill Hitler and his circle and thereby end Germany’s
(and the world’s) nightmare. His failure is less sig-
nificant than the courage and dignity of the attempt.

See also Germany; July 20th Plot.
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JAY WINTER

n

STAVISKY AFFAIR. In 1934 a resounding

scandal shook the already-contested regime of

interwar France, the Third Republic, to its foun-

dations. The Stavisky affair combined the financial

scams of a swindler and his accomplices, the weak-

nesses and susceptibilities of government regula-

tors and elected representatives, the perversion of

a free press, and a violent explosion of popular

anger that assumed the seditious form of an anti-

parliamentary riot. The Republic survived. But by

how much? And how corrupt a regime did the

scandal reveal?

Serge Stavisky (1886–1934), known as

‘‘Sacha’’ or ‘‘handsome Serge,’’ was a Ukrainian

Jew who arrived in France at the age of three.

Nothing in his background or upbringing predis-

posed him to a life of crime; he grew up in com-

fortable surroundings and attended one of the

Republic’s best secondary schools. But by early

adulthood he had migrated forever into a marginal

milieu of theft, counterfeiting, and confidence

games. A stint in prison from 1926 to 1927 left

him with an enduring terror of confinement and a

determination just as enduring to protect himself

from the vengeance of the law by a carapace of

personal connections.

Stavisky wove his web of influence assiduously,
placing generals and ambassadors on the boards
of shaky corporations and insinuating himself by

virtue of their goodwill and his own charm into the

company of naive and impecunious politicians.

Sometimes he retained deputies from the Chamber

as legal counsel, granting them handsome honoraria;

sometimes he enlisted the support of ministers by

wheeling out his hard-won friends from the lesser

daily newspapers and the scandal sheets of a chroni-

cally indigent press; and sometimes he discouraged

the attentions of the law through his ostensible

celebrity. Few asked him questions about the source

of his riches.

His house of cards finally collapsed on Christmas

Eve 1933, when Treasury Department officials

uncovered an elaborate system of forged savings

bonds that Stavisky had orchestrated behind the

innocuous facade of a Basque country bank, the

Crédit Municipal de Bayonne. The revelation,

coupled with the fleeing swindler’s death in a chalet

2452 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S T A V I S K Y A F F A I R



in the Alps as police closed in, set off a scandal that
quickly engulfed the country’s representative institu-
tions, its free press, its judiciary, and its police.
Stavisky, the outcry went, had corrupted the depu-
ties, the magistrates, the journalists; he had pur-
chased influence and immunity; he had paid, in the
end, with his life for knowing too much and too
many. In fact, he had compromised perhaps six
deputies and senators, and then mostly by retaining
their legal services; had delayed rather than subverted
the hand of justice; had bought a few friends only in
the lesser press; and had committed suicide rather
than face the renewed prospect of a lonely incarcera-
tion. But few wished to believe such mundane
truths, and from their incredulity sprang scandal.

The most strident outcry came from the far

right, from the xenophobic and anti-Semitic news-

papers Action Française and Je Suis Partout, but

also from veterans organizations such as the Croix

de Feu and from a less incendiary right wing that

deplored the weaknesses of the parliamentary

regime and yearned for a strong executive branch.

The affair did not so much create as intensify such

yearnings, but the varied laments at the lost victory

of World War I, economic stagnation, and diplo-

matic impotence made for a powerful mix that

finally exploded on the night of 6 February 1934,

after six weeks of almost daily headlines about
Sacha Stavisky and his accomplices. A violent
antiparliamentary riot on and around the Place de

la Concorde left 15 dead and 1,435 wounded. For
the only time in the history of the Third Republic,
sedition forced out a sitting government, that of
the Radical Édouard Daladier.

So strong was the belief in the ‘‘Republic of

cronies,’’ as Robert de Jouvenel had called it in his

pamphlet of 1914, that when a magistrate who had

once investigated Stavisky, Albert Prince, was found

dead the following month on the railroad tracks near

Dijon, the cry of murder rang out again. He too had

committed suicide. But his death relaunched the

affair, which finally petered out in the longest trial

in French history, the prosecution of twenty of

Stavisky’s accomplices, in the winter of 1935–1936.

Stavisky had revealed a gray world of influence
rather than a black one of corruption, but in the
deteriorating climate of the 1930s fancy trumped
fact and invective drove out discussion. When Léon
Blum formed his Popular Front government in

1936, he endured some of the calumny that the
affair had injected into the body politic. Later,
Vichy propaganda resurrected the swindler’s mem-
ory to poison that of the defunct regime. The
Third Republic had not been perfect. But it had
never been as vile as Stavisky had briefly and unwit-
tingly allowed its enemies to paint it.

See also Daladier, Édouard; France.
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PAUL JANKOWSKI

n

STEIN, GERTRUDE (1874–1946),
American writer.

The life of Gertrude Stein, author of the
famous ‘‘A rose is a rose is a rose,’’ is indissociable
from that of Alice B. Toklas (1877–1967) and
from Paris, where she and Toklas lived for a large
part of her life. As a couple, the two women were
for many years the rallying point for American
intellectuals and artists in Paris, and they were in
all respects intermediaries between French and
North American culture. They were also each
other’s foremost biographers and observers.
Gertrude Stein’s masterpiece is falsely titled The
Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas (1933), and the
latter published her memories of Stein thirty years
later in What Is Remembered. These works are also
mutual declarations of love, even though the erotic
dimension of their relationship is carefully dissimu-
lated in them.

Gertrude Stein came from an upper-middle-
class Jewish family on the East Coast. In 1893,
after spending her childhood and adolescence in
France and Austria, and in Baltimore, Oakland,
and San Francisco, she entered Radcliffe College
(then known as Harvard Annex), where she studied
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psychology. She published her first article in a psy-

chology journal. She enrolled in medical school but

failed her exams in 1901. In 1903 she wrote her

first book, Q.E.D. (the story of a homosexual love

triangle between three young women, finished in

1903 and published in 1950 under the title The
Things as They Are). The following year she went to

Paris to join her brother Leo, with whom she was

very close, at 27, rue de Fleurus, which very quickly

became a meeting place for the toast of literary and

artistic Paris. As one of the first buyers of modern

French painters of the era, notably Henri Matisse

(1869–1954) and Pablo Picasso (1881–1973)—

she posed for him in 1906—she contributed to

their renown in France and across the Atlantic.

She completed two other books in Paris before

the war: Three Lives (portraits of three women,

finished in 1906 and published in 1909) and The
Making of Americans (a 925-page panorama, fin-

ished in 1911 and published in 1925).

In 1912 her first texts were published in Alfred

Stieglitz’s journal Camera Work. Fittingly, they

were dedicated to Picasso and Matisse. Shortly
before the war she quarreled with her brother and

left the apartment. In 1914 she published Tender
Buttons, her most famous collection of poems.

When the war broke out the two women

initially left Paris, then returned and in 1916 joined

the war effort via the American Fund for the

French Wounded. In an automobile imported from

the United States they toured hospitals to bring aid

to the wounded. The start of the war was also when
the ‘‘Lost Generation’’—in Gertrude Stein’s own

expression—of literary Americans settled in France,

often in contempt for their country of origin. It

was thus in Paris that Gertrude Stein met the writ-

ers Ernest Hemingway, F. Scott Fitzgerald, and

Thornton Wilder. Hemingway, moreover, recalls

her in the second chapter of A Moveable Feast
(1964). In 1922 she published Geography and
Plays, a collection of dramatic works, prose pieces,

and poetry.

In 1933 success finally came with The
Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas. The following

year, she made a triumphant lecture tour of the

United States. During the Second World War, the

two women took refuge in the hamlet of Bilignin in

the district of Belley in the department of the Ain,
where they were protected by neighbors and

friends who concealed the women’s Jewish back-

ground. Evicted from their house, they experi-

enced some difficult years and were forced to sell

part of their collection of paintings. They returned

to Paris in 1944 and recovered the rest of the

collection intact. They subsequently intervened on

behalf of Bernard Faÿ, a homosexual friend whom
they had met in 1926, and who had been con-

demned for collaboration; he had also no doubt

protected them during the war and was Gertrude

Stein’s French translator. Gertrude Stein died of

colon cancer in 1946.

A guiding force and emblematic figure for fem-

inist and homosexual demands, Gertrude Stein

brought her way of life to the fore simply by living

it. She also figured as a cultural mediator between
the United States and France and played a leading

role in cultural exchanges between the two conti-

nents. She willingly embraced this role, which

stemmed from her love of France, throughout her

life.

Gertrude Stein arriving in New York, 1935. ªBETTMANN/

CORBIS
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ

n

STRAUSS, RICHARD (1864–1949),
German composer and conductor.

The long life and career of Richard Georg
Strauss spanned Germany’s formal unification and
post–World War II division, its accelerated indus-
trialization and urbanization, and two world wars.
He began composing as a child, showing extraor-
dinary promise, and wrote his last compositions in
1948. His oeuvre was distinguished by a flexible
style in which the form of each work was unique
and often generated by extramusical ideas; disso-
nance was used liberally and freely; melodies were
released from the strictures of predetermined
phrase lengths; and instrumental techniques were
extended to depict an array of extramusical sounds.

In 1889, when Strauss was only twenty-five,
critical and audience response to his tone poem (a
symphonic work structured according to a literary
program) Don Juan catapulted him to national
recognition as the premier German composer of
his time and established his credentials internation-
ally as a musical modernist. He continued to write
tone poems steadily, premiering six more over the
next fourteen years. All of them remain in today’s
orchestral repertory, although they were often the
objects of controversy in their time because of their
subject matter (for example, Strauss as antihero),

overwrought pictorial techniques, or jarring disso-
nances and abrupt shifts in tonality.

After the turn of the century, Strauss became
renowned as an operatic composer with the 1905
premiere of Salome, which caused an international
sensation. This highly chromatic, compact, one-act
opera was based on Oscar Wilde’s play, a stylized,
decadent work that focused on the princess
Salome’s sexual obsession with her stepfather’s
prisoner, John the Baptist. Elektra, a highly disso-
nant one-act tragedy, followed in 1909. Based on
the play by Hugo von Hofmannsthal (1874–
1929), Elektra marked the beginning of a fruitful
collaboration between them, in which Hof-
mannsthal served as Strauss’s librettist until Hof-
mannsthal died. Strauss was never to return to
the dissonance, jagged vocal lines, atonal passages,
and extreme orchestral effects of these two operas.
His next opera, Der Rosenkavalier (The cavalier of
the rose), which premiered in 1911, was a bitter-
sweet comedy set in eighteenth-century Vienna
that, in the view of many commentators, marked
a retreat to the lushness, elegant melodies, and
orchestral beauty seen more often in the nineteenth
century. Rosenkavalier was nevertheless his most
popular opera and remains so in the early twenty-
first century. Ten more operas followed, and his
final opera, Capriccio, was completed in 1941.

Strauss was also one of Germany’s most impor-
tant conductors, holding positions in Munich,
Weimar, Berlin, and Vienna and appearing as guest
conductor in numerous venues throughout
Europe. His fame led to his appointment as direc-
tor of the Reichsmusikkammer (National Music
Chamber) under the National Socialists (1933–
1935), a position that he was forced to resign after
authorities intercepted a letter in which he criti-
cized the treatment of his librettist at the time,
the Jewish author Stefan Zweig. The extent of
Strauss’s involvement with the National Socialist
government remains unclear to this day, although
most scholars agree that Strauss never held strong
allegiances to any political movement or regime.

Strauss’s career has provoked scholarly contro-
versy for both musical and political reasons. After
Elektra, contemporaries and commentators
through most of the twentieth century (most nota-
bly Theodor Adorno) thought that he failed to
fulfill his promise as a modernist because he never
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embraced the move to atonality, and later compo-
sition based on twelve tones, that was promoted by
other composers of his era such as Arnold
Schoenberg, Alban Berg, and Anton Webern.

Since the 1990s, however, scholars and critics
have offered a revised and expanded assessment of
Strauss that began essentially with two major col-
lections of scholarly essays edited by Bryan Gilliam,
published in 1992. Studies have been produced on
such topics as the relationship between German
literary modernism and Strauss’s musical style; the
influences of Arthur Schopenhauer and Friedrich
Nietzsche on Strauss’s work; and detailed musical
analyses of his operas, tone poems, and art songs.
Especially noteworthy is Leon Botstein’s reassess-
ment (in Gilliam, Richard Strauss and His World)
of Strauss’s post-Elektra musical style as a precursor
to postmodernism, with its use of parody, irony, and
the juxtaposition of musically and dramatically dis-
parate elements in such operas as Ariadne auf Naxos
(1911–1912; revised 1916) and Rosenkavalier. In
addition, whereas Strauss’s role in Germany’s
National Socialist government had been deempha-
sized in earlier twentieth-century writings, work by
such commentators as Pamela Potter (in Gilliam,
Richard Strauss: New Perpectives) and Matthew
Boyden has brought to light a number of details
about Strauss’s involvement with the Nazis and his
motivations for accepting the position of director of
the Reichsmusikkammer.

See also Adorno, Theodor; Berg, Alban; Germany;
Schoenberg, Arnold.
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SUZANNE M. LODATO

n

STRAVINSKY, IGOR (1882–1971,
Russian composer.

Igor Stravinsky was one of the most cosmopol-
itan Russian artists of the twentieth century. Born
into a family of opera singers, he started studying
music at the age of twenty. He spent the first thirty
years of his life in tsarist Russia. In 1910 he moved
to Europe, settling in Paris in 1914. In 1939, as the
Nazi army was advancing on France, he moved to
the United States. He become a U.S. citizen in
1945; until that time he had been considered a
stateless person.

Stravinsky’s musical heritage encompasses dif-
ferent eras, places, musical forms, and genres, con-
stituting a virtual encyclopedia of world classical
music. His first ballets, performed in Paris by the
Russian Seasons company before Russia’s October
Revolution, explored his country’s pre-Christian
past (The Rite of Spring, 1913) and folk culture
(Petrushka, 1911; Firebird, 1910). His choreo-
graphic cantata The Wedding (1923) was based on
Russian folk poetry. In it the composer created an
original style that advanced music one step beyond
the work of his teacher Nikolay Rimsky-Korsakov
and that of two titans of nineteenth-century music,
Modest Mussorgsky (who embraced nationalism)
and Peter Tchaikovsky (who was cosmopolitan in
his outlook). Everyday urban music was reflected in
his ballet pantomime Histoire du Soldat (1918; A
Soldier’s Story), which merged the archaic and the
contemporary. Stravinsky established a new type of
performance that influenced twentieth-century
theater art, creating, in effect, the multimedia
show: singing elements in ballet, the reader’s partic-
ipation in symphonies, and so on.

2456 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

S T R A V I N S K Y , I G O R



During his European period, he continued work-
ing on ballet. Having been separated from his native
soil, Russian influences started to wane. His singing
ballet Pulcinella (1920) marked a transition to seven-
teenth- and eighteenth-century neoclassicist forms.
His total break with the militantly atheist Bolshevik
Russia led him to embrace biblical texts and ancient
Greek mythology. His vocal music also drew its
inspiration from Latin texts. Some of the best works
of this period are the opera-oratorio Oedipus Rex
(1927), Symphony of Psalms (1930), two other sym-
phonies, and a violin concerto (1931).

The years in the New World brought out dif-
ferent facets of his talent, thanks to his use of the
modernist technique of dodecaphony, twelve-tone
music in which all notes are treated as equal.
Stravinsky’s thematic range became increasingly
religious and profoundly contemplative. This ten-
dency began with Mass (1948), the cantata

Canticum sacrum (1955), and Requiem Canticles
(1966).

Stravinsky left an impressive collection of writ-

ings: Themes and Episodes (1966), Dialogues and a

Diary (1963), Expositions and Developments (1962),
Memories and Commentaries (1960), Conversations

with Igor Stravinsky (1959), and Themes and
Conclusions (1972), all written in cooperation with

his advisor and confidant Robert Craft. This need

for verbal self-expression began with the publication

of his Chronicle of My Life (Paris, 1935).

Although Stravinsky was not involved in poli-

tics and did not write politically engaged works like

his Soviet contemporaries (Sergei Prokofiev and

Dmitri Shostakovich), he advocated artistic free-

dom, expressed his abhorrence of censorship, and

hailed the recognition of human rights. His life and

work, together with those of fellow Russian émigré

Igor Stravinsky conducting, December 1958. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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writer Vladimir Nabokov and the painter Marc

Chagall, showed what artists might have produced

had not the October Revolution unleashed the

Great Terror, the reign of censorship and intim-

idation, and ultimately the liquidation of the

Russian intelligentsia as a class.

Stravinsky’s work was progressively criticized,

censored, and banned in his native country. It was

only with Nikita Khrushchev’s Thaw and destalini-

zation policy that orchestras and musicians were

slowly allowed to reintegrate some of Stravinsky’s

works, primarily those of his Russian period, into

their repertoires. The religious, mythical, and so-

called decadent and modernist works were still not

performed or recorded.

In 1962, marking his eightieth birthday,

Stravinsky for the first and last time returned to

Soviet Russia. He was not granted the stature of

other great Russian and Soviet composers, how-

ever. The stigma of being an emigrant and non-

Soviet artist always remained. Nevertheless, even

during the years of the Cold War and the confron-

tation between East and West, his work, like that of

Shostakovich on the other side of the Iron Curtain,

formed a bridge between two worlds and became

an unrivaled twentieth-century cross-cultural

experience.

After the collapse of the communist regime in

the USSR, Stravinsky’s work was widely performed

and academic and archival publications, along with

conferences and seminars on his life and work,

proliferated. His widow, Vera Stravinsky, and

Robert Craft published an in-depth album com-

memorating the hundredth anniversary of his birth,

and Craft later published selections from

Stravinsky’s correspondence with his wife.

In the early twenty-first century, his music was

being played less than it had been during his life-

time. That was a reflection of a trend aimed at

conclusively understanding the tragic experiences

of the twentieth century, marred by the

Holocaust, the gulag, two world wars, and cultural

revolutions. In this search for understanding, audi-

ence preferences sometimes shifted toward content

in the arts at the expense of form. Thus the public

preferred to listen to the music of Prokofiev, and

above all Shostakovich.

See also Chagall, Marc; Prokofiev, Sergei; Shostakovich,
Dmitri.
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STRESEMANN, GUSTAV (1878–1929),
German chancellor (1923) and foreign minister
(1923–1929).

Gustav Stresemann was the most important
German statesman of the Weimar period. In
recognition for his contribution to the stabilization
of postwar Europe, he was awarded, along with his
French counterpart Aristide Briand, the Nobel
Peace Prize in 1926.

The son of a Berlin publican and neighbor-
hood beer distributor, Stresemann grew up in
modest circumstances and was the only member
of his family to receive a university education. He
wrote his doctoral dissertation on the Berlin beer
business, analyzing its transformation into a mod-
ern industry by the emergence of big bottling
companies. For the rest of his life, he retained a
soft spot for old-fashioned craftwork and the inter-
ests of small-scale producers. In 1903 he joined the
National Liberal Party, fully embracing that
group’s advocacy of a strong German Empire. He
pushed for the creation of a high seas fleet and
backed the pan-German aspirations of the
German Colonial League. At the same time, how-
ever, his championship of social welfare legislation
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antagonized those of his National Liberal col-

leagues who opposed governmental interference

in the prerogatives of big business. Attacks against

him by the right wing of the National Liberal

Party in the imperial period anticipated the chal-

lenges he would face in the Weimar era from unre-

constructed nationalists.

In 1907, at age twenty-eight, Stresemann

became the youngest member in the Reichstag

(parliament). Like most Germans of the educated

middle class, he greeted the outbreak of war in

1914 with enthusiasm, and though ill health kept

him out of uniform he used his position in the

Reichstag to push Germany’s ambitious war aims.

As an advocate of unrestricted submarine warfare

he played a key role in the overthrow of Chancellor

Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg, who opposed

the use of U-boats against neutral shipping.

Confident of German victory almost to the bitter

end, Stresemann was appalled by Germany’s defeat

in 1918.

Stresemann did not become a convert to the

new republican order immediately—and the depth

of that conversion remained questionable. He

opposed the Weimar constitution and profoundly

resented the Treaty of Versailles. Nevertheless, with

the young republic buffeted by putsch attempts

from right and left, political assassinations, and

the collapse of the currency, he came to view the

new constitutional democracy as the only practical

alternative to prolonged chaos. Having helped

found the center-right German People’s Party in

1920, he became chancellor in August 1923, head-

ing a ‘‘grand coalition’’ embracing his own party,

the Social Democratic Party, the Center Party,

and the German Democratic Party. Although he

held the chancellorship only from 13 August to

23 November 1923, he managed during those

turbulent months to end Germany’s policy of

‘‘passive resistance’’ to the French occupation of

the Ruhr Valley, which was a prerequisite for

Germany’s economic recovery and a necessary first

step toward reconciliation with France. Less laud-

ably, on the domestic front Stresemann adopted a

lenient line toward Adolf Hitler’s abortive Beer

Hall Putsch of November 1923, thereby helping

the Nazi leader avoid the career-ending punish-

ment he deserved.

Stresemann is best known for his six-year
tenure as German foreign minister. In 1924 he
orchestrated Germany’s acceptance of the
American-sponsored Dawes Plan, which by reorga-
nizing German war reparations payments helped to
stabilize the German currency. In 1925 Stresemann
helped negotiate the Treaties of Locarno, which
confirmed the inviolability of Germany’s western
borders and the demilitarization of the Rhineland.
With respect to Germany’s eastern borders with
Poland and Czechoslovakia, Stresemann agreed
that Berlin would not attempt changes without
arbitration, but he did not formally endorse those
borders. This caveat reflected Stresemann’s, and
Germany’s, enduring opposition to the eastern set-
tlement. A year after Locarno, Germany joined the
League of Nations, a step that Stresemann had
actively promoted. The German foreign minister
also saw to it that Germany subscribed to the
Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928), which outlawed war
as an instrument of national policy.

Stresemann, who died in 1929, did not live to
see how quickly the peace-and-arbitration edifice
he had helped to construct collapsed into rubble.
The fragility of his internationalist project consti-
tutes part of the ambiguity of his legacy. Another
part derives from the fact that his pursuit of inter-
national reconciliation was designed to promote
Germany’s reemergence as a major European
power. Given the primacy of his German national-
ism, many historians question whether he can
legitimately be considered a forefather of the
post–World War II European integrationist proj-
ect. On the other hand, his understanding that
Germany’s national revival could be accomplished
only within the broader framework of a stable and
peaceful Europe certainly anticipated the later
ideals of Konrad Adenauer and Helmut Kohl.

See also Briand, Aristide; Germany; League of Nations.
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STRIKES. Strikes are temporary withdrawals of
labor by more than one person. Those striking
intend to return to work with better pay and/or
improved conditions of work or to have made an
emphatic political point. Sometimes employers
refuse to permit the return of strikers and in these
cases the strike terminates the employment.

In industrial disputes strikes can be a last resort
by employees, whether unionized or not. They can
also be a bargaining move in collective bargaining,
intended to secure a better offer (whether of addi-
tional benefits or of less severe reductions). Strikes
are but one symptom of dissatisfaction in work-
places, others ranging from sabotage to exit.
Strikes occur most often when there is an upturn
in the economy and workers are in a relatively
strong position in the labor market or when eco-
nomic conditions are deteriorating and workforces
are trying to hold on to existing pay and other
conditions of employment.

WORLD WAR I AND THE INTERWAR PERIOD

Except in revolutionary situations, political strikes
have usually been short and clearly focused on a
major issue. During the First World War demand
for key war materials and widespread shortages of
food, fuel, and consumer goods led to industrial
unrest in some countries and revolution in others.
In Russia, in the Vyborg district of Petrograd
before the February 1917 revolution metalworkers
repeatedly went on strike, and most of the strikes
were political. These workers played a crucial role
in the overthrow of the tsarist regime. Thereafter,
until the Bolshevik Revolution, the numbers of
people on strike increased but most demands were
economic. However, by September and October
1917 a sizable minority of strikes were intended
to express dissatisfaction with private ownership
of industry. However, as Diane Koenker and
William G. Rosenberg have commented, at that
time all strikes in Russia were essentially political:
‘‘Regardless of goals . . . the act of striking was itself
part of the process of developing political con-
sciousness in 1917’’ (p. 17). In Germany strikes
became increasingly political as the war went on.
Dick Geary has written of Berlin that ‘‘as early as
1916 food riots could turn into strikes and vice
versa’’ (1993, p. 32). In Leipzig and elsewhere in

April 1917 strikers demanded peace, a more demo-
cratic electoral system, the ending of censorship

and martial law, and the release of political prison-

ers as well as more pay.

After the end of the First World War political

strikes were part of the challenges of labor in a period

of economic boom and political uncertainty. In

Germany in 1919 a series of armed insurrections

and strikes sought to secure a more revolutionary

social order. These occurred in Berlin, Bremen,
Brunswick, and Cuxhaven in January, in Mannheim

in February, in Berlin again in March, and in Munich

in April. A general strike in Berlin in 1920 broke

the Kapp putsch, a counterrevolutionary attempt

to seize power. In Italy ‘‘direct action’’ in

September 1920 took the form of occupation strikes

in engineering factories in Milan and Turin. These
were in response to employers’ lockouts. Many of the

participants felt that they were preparing the way for

major political change.

In the ‘‘Red Years’’ of 1917–1921 the division

between political and industrial strikes was often

blurred. The sheer volume of disputes and the

accompanying revolutionary rhetoric made many

strikes appear political, aimed at redistributing

wealth and power, and brought a feeling of inse-
curity to many of the propertied classes.

Organized labor had less chance of success
when economies were not in upturns. While

German labor had defeated the Right in 1920, in

the early 1930s deflation and mass unemployment

undercut its ability to take strike action to prevent

the Nazis securing power. In Britain the trade

union movement was on the defensive during and

after the 1921–1922 recession. The Trades Union
Congress, the central organization for the unions,

called a general strike in May 1926. This was

intended to be a solidarity strike in support of coal

miners, who were faced with substantial pay reduc-

tions and increases in work hours, and to secure a

subsidy for the industry from the government. This

was not achieved. The strike was called off after

nine days, though the coal strike ran on until late
in the year. Whereas the average number of days

lost in industrial disputes in the United Kingdom

in the previous three years had been 9 million, in

1926 the total exceeded 162 million, with the coal

dispute accounting for more than 90 percent.
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During the boom years of 1915–1920, in
many European countries the most strike-prone
sectors were those crucial to the war: notably engi-
neering, from armaments to shipbuilding, steel
production, and coal mining. In Britain substantial
engineering disputes took place in 1915–1917. In
1915, when there was a major coal strike in South
Wales, coal accounted for 56 percent of all working
days lost in disputes. Bad industrial relations
were one reason for state control of the industry,
but even after it was controlled, coal disputes
accounted for just over 20 percent of all working
days lost in 1917 and 1918. In Italy more than 90
percent of working days lost through disputes were
in the regions of Lombardy, Piedmont, Liguria,
and Compania. During the war Italian strikes were
short and sharp. Metalworkers were often militant,
and they became prominent in strike statistics in
1918–1920 and 1921–1922. In France trade
unionism was weak, but in the face of inflation
and war weariness substantial strikes by Renault
and other factory workers occurred in Paris as well
as in Toulouse and elsewhere in 1917 and 1918. In
June 1919 a very militant engineering strike in
Paris failed, and after 1920 metalworkers were not
prominent again in French disputes until 1936.
French industrial militancy suffered a great setback
in 1920 with the failure of a major rail strike, which
was widened into an unsuccessful general strike.

In most countries the great majority of strikes

were not directly politically motivated but related

to wages and conditions of work. Some sectors of

economies stood out as having notably bad indus-

trial relations. With recovery from the 1931–1933

international recession came an increasing number

of strikes in many democratic European countries.

In France considerable support for May Day rallies

in 1936 was followed by some 1.85 million French

workers on strike in June alone. The strikes of

1936 were notable for predominantly being in

poorly unionized sectors and led to rapid trade

union growth, including among women. The strik-

ers were usually enthusiastic supporters of the

Popular Front (a leftist coalition against fascism).

Hence the case has been made for seeing these

strikes as political. In Spain a wave of strikes in

April–June 1936 followed the Popular Front vic-

tory. These were aimed at reversing a recent decline

in living standards.

WORLD WAR II AND THE POSTWAR PERIOD

For much of the Second World War strikes were a
safe possibility only in Britain because much of the
rest of Europe was under German occupation. In
Britain they were formally illegal (as they had been
in the First World War under the Munitions of War
Act of 1915) under Order 1305. The loss of days
through industrial disputes increased during the
war, with wage issues being attributed as the cause
for 60 percent of those going on strike during
1940–1944. Strikes were overwhelmingly in coal
mining (where 56 percent of days were lost), with
engineering (19 percent) and shipbuilding (9 per-
cent) as the next most strike-prone sectors.

After the Second World War strikes were often
seen as an obstacle to economic reconstruction
and then to competitiveness. In Britain strike
levels remained low under the postwar Labour
government (1945–1951) and its efforts to boost
economic recovery from the war. A one-day engi-
neering strike in 1953 was the first national strike
since a 1933 strike in cotton textiles. Thereafter
strike waves characterized the periods 1957–1962,
1968–1974, and 1977–1979, much of the unrest
being brought about by stagnating or even declin-
ing real wages. In the 1957–1962 wave an average
of 4,442,000 working days per year were lost; in
1968–1974 the average reached 11,703,000 per
year and 16,340,000 in 1977–1979. In the early
1960s wildcat strikes caused considerable political
anxiety, leading to the establishment of a Royal
Commission (1965–1968) to investigate British
industrial relations, while subsequent unrest con-
tributed to the destabilization of two Labour
governments (in 1969–1970 and 1979) and a
Conservative government (in 1974).

In Britain during this period there was much
talk of wildcat strikes, and then strikes generally,
being ‘‘the English disease’’ (or British disease) and
providing an explanation for the relatively poor
performance of Britain’s economy compared to
those of its major industrial rivals. However, when
British strike statistics are compared with those for
other industrialized countries the British level of
strikes drops as other countries’ levels drop and
rises as others’ levels rise. (Some clear deterioration
took place in Britain in 1968–1974, but this was
insufficient to change Britain’s rank order at a time
when there were strikes across Europe.) Hence it
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appears that changes in international economic cir-
cumstances affected strike levels in free-market
economies, with particular governments and poli-
cies having an impact but not as great as is some-
times thought.

In Britain the rise in the days lost through
strikes in 1968–1974 was partly due to the politi-
cization of industrial relations, with trade unions
holding strikes against the 1971 Industrial
Relations Act. In the early 1980s the British level
of days lost through strikes remained relatively high
because of Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher’s con-
frontations with steelworkers in 1980 and coal
miners in 1984–1985. Yet, while the strike statistics
dipped in the late 1980s after the government felt it
had ‘‘tamed the trade unions,’’ so did those for
other countries. The 1984–1985 miners’ dispute
was one of the greatest in British history, with a
total of 27,135,000 working days lost in 1984.

While strikes were not a peculiarly British phe-

nomenon, with Australia, Canada, and the United

States having higher levels for 1946–1976, Britain

had a higher number of days lost through strike

action than some of its European competitors.

Apart from the early 1980s, Italy and Finland con-

sistently had worse records, as did Ireland until the

1980s and France in the late 1940s and early 1960s.

By contrast West Germany, the Netherlands, and

Sweden had low numbers of days lost through

industrial disputes.

In France there were widespread strikes after

the Communist Party (CPF) left the postwar gov-

ernment in May 1947. The Confédération

Générale du Travail (CGT) was dominated by the

CPF after the liberation and was notably militant.

In June 1947 alone, 6,416,000 working days were

lost due to strikes over economic issues. In late

Strikers leave the Renault automobile factory in Paris following their six-day occupation of the facility, which

resulted in concessions by owners, June 1936. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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1947 a general strike involved up to 3 million
workers, with 7,546,000 and 6,967,000 days lost
in November and December. In 1948 troops were
used during a major coal strike that lasted from 4
October to 29 November, with a lost output of 5.5
million tons of coal. A further wave of strikes came
in 1950, aimed at substantial wage increases in the
Paris metallurgical industry and others. Communist
calls for political strikes in 1952 resulted in some
riots but no substantial mass strike. In the 1950s the
numbers of days lost through strikes fell markedly
from 1947 to 1950, when the annual average was
13,393,000, but rose to a little above the British
level in the early 1960s. The most dramatic strikes
came in the summer of 1968, alongside mass
demonstrations, and shook Charles de Gaulle’s gov-
ernment. It seems likely that six to seven million
people went on strike in France in May–June 1968.

In Italy in 1947 a communist-backed wave of
strikes included a general strike in Rome in
December. A national strike followed the
attempted assassination of the Communist Party
leader Palmiro Togliatti on 14 July 1948, with
many factories in the north occupied. Although
called off on 16 July, it led to a split in the
Confederazione Generale del Lavoro (CGIL).
The numerous strikes of the 1950s, such as a major
rail strike in January 1953, generally sought higher
wages. In September and December 1953 employ-
ers were forced to the bargaining table by two
national general strikes, followed by strikes in indi-
vidual industries in early 1954. National collective
bargaining in this period helped avoid major
national strikes, but dissatisfaction with wages led
to a wave of major strikes in 1959 in metallurgical
and other industries, followed by a general strike in
June–July 1960.

Italy, France, and Britain were all part of
Western European strike waves in 1960–1964
(which omitted Belgium) and 1968–1972 (which
omitted Austria). The strikes of the early 1960s
were associated with labor’s demands in a period
of full employment, perhaps in response to infla-
tion, while the later strikes may have been respond-
ing to anti-inflation measures by governments.
Among the most militant workers were the
Italians in 1969, as radical factory councils mush-
roomed. West Germany experienced widespread
unofficial strikes in 1969, in contrast to the

country’s hitherto stable postwar industrial rela-
tions (though official strikes had taken place, as in
1963 and 1966–1967).

In 1973 the oil crisis marked the end of a
quarter-century’s international economic boom
and was followed by rising unemployment. Labor
was increasingly on the defensive, with more and
more strikes aimed at defending existing wages and
conditions. In the 1990s and early 2000s strike
levels in Britain and elsewhere were low.

In Eastern Europe strikes were often part of a
broader movement seeking to limit or end com-
munist rule. In East Germany a workers’ uprising
in 1953 began with a strike by a group of building
workers, with a general strike on 11 June. It was
put down by armed force. In Hungary in October
1956 a general strike was called in support of creat-
ing a more liberal regime and declaring Hungarian
neutrality in the Cold War. In Czechoslovakia
elected workers’ councils were one element of the
Prague Spring of 1968, with demonstrators leaving
work to protest when Warsaw Pact troops invaded
in August. In Poland, the trade union organization
Solidarity was set up by Lech Wałęsa, an electrician
in the Lenin Shipyard in Gdansk, after a strike in
August 1980. Supported by the Catholic Church,
Solidarity was recognized and soon had some three
million supporters. Following strikes in 1988 in
the Baltic cities and Silesian coalfields, Solidarity
was allowed to campaign as a political party in
1989. It won all but one of the seats it could
contest, and in December, Wałęsa was elected pres-
ident of Poland.

See also General Strike (Britain); Labor Movements; May
1968; Solidarity; Unemployment.
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CHRIS WRIGLEY

n

STUDENT MOVEMENTS. Student
movements have frequently altered the history of
twentieth-century Europe, from the assassination
of Archduke Francis Ferdinand (1863–1914) by a
nineteen-year-old Bosnian student to the efforts of
young people in Leipzig to bring about the fall of
communism in 1989. The causes of these youth
movements are many and no single theory has been
found to explain the political and social activism
endemic among young people. By reviewing the

history of student movements, some general trends
can be discerned.

During the nineteenth century, student activ-
ists tended to support the nascent ideas of nation-
alism. German students heeded nationalist writer
Johann Gottlieb Fichte’s ‘‘Address to the German
Nation’’ given at the University of Berlin in 1806.
Italian students similarly followed the call of
Giuseppe Mazzini (1805–1872) for a united Italy
and joined the Young Italy clubs. Russian students
turned more frequently to violence and successfully
assassinated Tsar Alexander II in 1881. The politi-
cally active youth of the turn of the century tended
to champion nationalist or liberal causes in defiance
of the internationalist tendencies of the old
aristocracy.

EARLY TWENTIETH CENTURY AND

WORLD WAR I

Not all students of the early twentieth century were

swept up in the growing nationalist sentiment.

Instead, many young people joined outdoor move-

ments such as the German Wandervögel (Migrating

birds), founded in 1901, or the Boy Scouts,

founded in Britain in 1907. Both groups stressed

hiking, camping, and sports, but the Wandervögel

later adopted a more nationalist message stressing

Germany’s Teutonic roots. At the university level,

students began to become politically active through

the organization of student unions. In 1907, French

students founded the Union Nationale des

Etudiants de France (UNEF) at Lille. Overall, these

youth and student groups remained patriotic in their

sentiments and supported the war efforts during

World War I. It should be noted that a few small

organizations of young socialists existed that

opposed the war, but their voices were drowned

out by the drums and bugles that sounded

Europe’s call to arms in 1914.

World War I was ignited by a nineteen-year-old

Bosnian student named Gavrilo Princip (1895–

1918) who had been studying in Belgrade.

Princip had become deeply involved with national-

ist groups that sought to rid the Balkans of their

Habsburg overlords. Like the Russian students of

the nineteenth century, Princip’s youthful activism

drifted into the realm of regicide and historians

agree that Princip became a tool of the more mili-

taristic Serbian nationalist group, the Black Hand.
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A generation of student activism was cut short by

machine-gun fire and barbed wire as Europe lost a

significant percentage of its young adult males. The

British lost fewer young men overall, but lost a

high percentage of their future leaders as boys from

Oxford and Eton enlisted in large numbers and

were granted officer status due to their social stand-

ing. England’s Siegfried Sassoon (1886–1967) and

Germany’s Erich Maria Remarque (1898–1970)

would both immortalize this ‘‘Lost Generation’’

in stirring poetry and literature that would alter

the politics of the postwar generation.

INTERWAR PERIOD

Student movements in the interwar era became far
more diversified than those of the prewar period.
In Germany, Ernst Toller (1893–1939), a former

dueling club member who became a socialist and
a pacifist after witnessing the slaughter of the
trenches, founded the Cultural and Political
League of German Youth in 1917. Toller and his
young comrades would later support the socialist

coup d’état in Munich led by Kurt Eisner (1867–
1919) that created the short-lived Bavarian
Republic in 1919 (Boren, p. 59). Others who
opposed war after 1918 turned to the church as
an outlet for their youth activism. In 1925, Joseph

Cardijn (1882–1965), a Belgian priest, created the
Young Christian Workers (JOC) organization pro-
moting health and Christianity among young
workers. Although the JOC certainly sought to
combat the growing influence of socialism, the

organization also helped instill Christian values
among young people and later spread to eighty-
seven countries.

Despite the proliferation of socialist, pacifist,

and Christian activism among European youth
after World War I, nationalist and militarist organi-
zations thrived as well. In 1919, German university
students organized the Deutsche Studentenschaft
(German Students’ Association), an umbrella orga-

nization to which all university students belonged.
The association had been founded on democratic
principles and its first leaders came from liberal
and democratic students, but later drifted to the
right and became dominated by Nazi students. By

the 1930s, leaders of the Deutsche Studentenschaft
were organizing the first book burnings. Italian stu-
dents also moved to the right after the war.

Listening to the laments of veterans who

bemoaned the ‘‘mutilated victory’’ of 1918, these

angry students tended to sympathize with nation-

alist politicians like Benito Mussolini (1883–1945).

Many restless and unemployed young Italians

enlisted with Mussolini’s thugs, the Blackshirts,

whose motto ‘‘Me ne frego’’ (‘‘I don’t give a

damn’’) appealed to the angst of Italian youth.

The Italian Fascists were one of the first parties to

recognize the power of youth activism and devoted

significant propaganda efforts to its youth affiliates,

the ‘‘Sons of the She-Wolf ’’ and ‘‘Avanguardista’’

(Vanguardist).

In France, the large UNEF battled with stu-
dents who had affiliated with the radical French
Right and formed the nationalist Etudiants Action
Français (EAF) The EAF became so aggressive that
they staged cahuts, disrupting classes and harassing
left-leaning and republican professors. At one
point, the EAF even forced the government to
close the University of Paris’s Law School over
the hiring of Georges Scelle (1878–1961), a mem-
ber of the Masons and suspected socialist. On the
eve of World War II, student movements had
clearly moved to either the extreme left or right.

WORLD WAR II AND POSTWAR YEARS

As in World War I, student activism subsided as
universities closed down and Europe’s youth direct-
ed its energies to the war effort or took part in
resistance movements. Although some resistance
groups like Germany’s White Rose drew their pri-
mary members from college students, most resis-
tance organizations were multigenerational. Sadly,
the majority of ‘‘youth activists’’ in Germany and
Italy during the 1930s became enthusiastic support-
ers of the war effort.

The years following World War II marked an
abrupt change in the character of student activism.
Stunned by the atrocities committed during the
war and the revelations of the Nazi genocide,
youth activists tended to define their politics in
direct opposition to those of the previous genera-
tion. The postwar baby boom of the late 1940s
ensured that a significant demographic bubble of
young people would burst upon the universities in
the 1960s. Unlike their parents who had survived
war and economic depression, those born after
1945 knew only peace, prosperity, and a growing
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sense of internationalism. As the Cold War de-
scended upon Europe, student activists chose to
define their politics in opposition to their govern-
ing elders—West European students embraced
Marxism in the form of the New Left, and East
European students rejected Soviet communism in
favor of democratic reforms such as those espoused
by Alexander Dubček (1921–1992), the leader of
Czechoslovakia.

THE 1960S

The roots of the great student rebellion of the late
1960s can be traced to the previous decade.
The first major event to politicize students on both
sides of the Atlantic was the U.S. civil rights move-
ment. Led by African American leaders such as the
Reverend Martin Luther King Jr. (1929–1968),
the civil rights struggle served to inspire and teach
Europe’s future activists the tactics of civil disobe-
dience and nonviolent protest. Thousands of
young people, led by key intellectuals such as
Bertrand Russell (1872–1970), joined the ‘‘Ban
the Bomb’’ movement to protest the installation
of nuclear missiles in England, and the protesters
mimicked the tactics used by U.S. civil rights activ-
ists. In the early 1960s, French students took up
the banner of decolonization and protested the war
in Algeria. The French students received inspira-
tion from the words of the great existentialist
writers Albert Camus (1913–1960) and Jean-Paul
Sartre (1905–1980). Such protests signaled the
beginning of a youth movement to remove
General Charles de Gaulle from power.

Most historians agree that the great issue of the
1960s was the United States’ war in Vietnam.
To students in Europe, the U.S. invasion of a third
world country in the name of freedom and democ-
racy revealed the hypocrisy of U.S. foreign policy.
Along with the war’s galvanizing of youth politics,
a group of scholars known as the Frankfurt School,
including the sociologist Herbert Marcuse (1898–
1979), proposed a critique of not only the Cold
War world but also the dehumanizing nature of the
consumer society that had been created by the
economic boom years following World War II.
The students not only turned away from Western
consumer-oriented capitalism but also rejected
Joseph Stalin’s brand of communism ruling in the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. They instead

supported a ‘‘New Left,’’ choosing Marxist revolu-

tionaries like Ernesto (Che) Guevara (1928–1967),

Mao Zedong (1893–1976), and Ho Chi Minh

(1890–1967) to be their heroes. Ultimately, the

established socialist and communist parties in

Western Europe would expel the members of their

student affiliates during the peak years of student

protest in 1967 and 1968.

Local issues also goaded the baby boomers into

student movements in the late 1960s. For the

French, German, and Italian students who flood-

ed their outdated universities in the 1960s, serious

problems of overcrowding, inadequate dormi-

tories, authoritarian professors, and outdated curri-

culums served as flashpoints for activism. Left-wing

student organizations such as West Germany’s

Socialist German Student Union (SDS) and Italy’s

Union of Italian University Students (UGI) quickly

became the vanguard for university reforms and

took control of student governments in their

respective countries. Problems within the university

rapidly blended with larger national issues and out-

rage against the Vietnam War to create a potent

cocktail of student activism. West German students

protested against the deficiencies in their universi-

ties and the war in Vietnam. Drawing upon their

own past, the German students claimed that U.S.

troops were committing atrocities that were little

different than those carried out by the Nazis during

World War II. In Italy, student movements burst

on the scene after a fascist student group threw a

left-wing student from a balcony, reigniting old

debates about fascism in Italy. In France, student

activism reached its height when a small group of

students at Nanterre led by Daniel Cohn-Bendit

called into question the entire university system

and the near monopoly of de Gaulle upon French

politics. More so than anywhere else in Western

Europe, the student movements in France touched

off a much larger series of general strikes that

essentially shut down the country in May 1968.

Students also rose in rebellion on the other side

of the Iron Curtain, as students in Warsaw and

Budapest cheered on their comrades in Prague.

The so-called Prague Spring that had been initiated

by the democratizing reforms of Dubček was per-

haps the only example in which a European student

movement actually demonstrated in support of

their government.
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Ultimately, none of the 1968 student move-
ments succeeded in their radical goals of toppling
governments and re-creating a new society, but
political and cultural changes did occur. The sexual
revolution and feminism altered gender relation-
ships and by the 1970s, Italy and West Germany
had changed their laws regulating divorce and
abortion. The gay rights movement and environ-
mentalism also sprang from the student move-
ments of the 1960s and the first Earth Day
occurred in 1970. Although the universities were
slow to change their ways, access for working-class
students was increased and changes in pedagogy
did begin to allow students a greater role in uni-
versity governance.

FOLLOWING 1968

The 1973–1974 oil embargo ended the Western
world’s long period of economic prosperity follow-
ing World War II, and the U.S. withdrawal from
Vietnam signaled a rapid decline in the student
movements that had shaken the world in the
1960s. Declining economic fortunes meant fewer
job possibilities for college graduates and the end
of the war in Vietnam subsequently removed one
of the driving forces behind student activism.
Nevertheless, the European ‘‘68ers’’ had learned
their lessons well and by their middle years would
provide cadres who became leaders of the Green
Party that would play a major role in European
politics in the 1980s and 1990s.

The movements to end communist rule in
Eastern Europe would be multigenerational strug-
gles that placed those who remembered Hungary’s
ill-fated revolution of 1956 and the Prague Spring
of 1968 beside those who grew up with the Berlin
Wall. In the old university and market town of
Leipzig, East Germany, thousands of students
joined their parents, clergy, and an orchestra for
Monday night peace vigils in 1989. The youth of
East Germany, who had never known a time when
their country had been united, chanted, ‘‘Wir sind
das Volk!’’ (‘‘We are the people!’’). By November
1989, the East German government had lost its
right to rule and young Germans on both sides of
the crumbling wall heralded the unification of their
country.

As in the past, student movements around the

turn of the twenty-first century have continued to

be an expression of the times and student activists

continue to play a heavy role in nuclear disarma-

ment, environmental protests, and the struggle

against globalization. In 2001, thousands of stu-

dents from all over the European Union converged

on Genoa to protest globalization at a G8 meeting

of industrialized countries. Sadly, street battles

ensued and the police killed a Genoese student.

See also Cohn-Bendit, Daniel; Dissidence; May 1968;
1968; Prague Spring.
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STUART J. HILWIG

n

SUÁREZ, ADOLFO (b. 1932), Spanish
political leader.

Adolfo Suárez was born in the town of
Cebreros, Spain, in Ávila province. After studying
law in Madrid, he began a career in the administra-
tion of Francisco Franco, during which he held
a large number and wide range of positions of
increasing rank and importance. These included
director of Spanish state television’s Channel 1,
civil governor of Segovia, director general of
Spanish Radio and Television, and secretary general
of the National Movement, the official party of the
Franco regime, which also carried the rank of cabi-
net minister.

Given this orthodox background, there was
great surprise when King Juan Carlos I named
him prime minister in July 1976 and charged him
with moving Spain from a dictatorship to a consti-
tutional monarchy. The opposition saw Suárez as a
Francoist, while the people within the regime who
were known to advocate reform saw him as an
inexperienced lightweight. One well-known politi-
cal figure publicly described the choice as a ‘‘terri-
ble mistake.’’
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As it turned out, Suárez surprised everybody,
and within two years Spain had become a demo-
cratic state. The keys to this success were his com-
mitment to steady reform and his willingness to
engage the main leaders of the democratic opposi-
tion—and their willingness to compromise on
key issues, such as the monarchy. In November
1976 he got the last Francoist Cortes (parliament)
to approve his Law of Political Reform, which
called for democratic elections and a large number
of public rights and freedoms. The law was over-
whelmingly approved in a referendum held on 15
December 1976. Suárez was also prepared to take
the occasional risk to highlight his sincerity: the
most significant was his decision to legalize the
Communist Party so it could take part in the first
democratic elections, on 15 June 1977.

Suárez also succeeded in building a political
party that could distance itself from too close an
association with the Franco regime and reasonably
claim to occupy the center ground of the political
spectrum. The Union of the Democratic Center
(Unión de Centro Democrático, or UCD) was a
coalition of a number of political figures from
diverse political currents: Christian Democrats, lib-
erals, and even social democrats. A number of these
figures were ‘‘notables’’ in their own right, and the
party was always very fragile, held together primar-
ily by Suárez’s charisma and his ability to win
elections.

Suárez’s party comfortably won the first demo-
cratic elections, and this legislature saw the drafting
and approval, on 6 December 1978, of a new demo-
cratic constitution. This marked the end of what was
called the period of consensus. Competition among
the political parties became more intense, and as the
country’s economic situation deteriorated markedly,
social conflict also increased. UCD again won elec-
tions in March 1979, but by then the party’s inter-
nal cohesion was under severe strain, with many
deputies even leaving the party.

Suárez’s position at the center of Spain’s poli-
tical life came to a sudden, unexpected, and highly
dramatic end in early 1981. Faced with strong
criticism from the opposition as well as from within
his own party, and amidst rumors of a possible
military coup, he resigned as prime minister. On
23 February, as parliament was voting on his suc-
cessor, Leopoldo Calvo Sotelo, a group of Civil

Guard burst into the legislature and held the entire
parliament to ransom. The attempted coup, which
was captured live on television, failed the next day.

By 1982, the conflicts within UCD had
reached such a point that Suárez left the party he
had founded and led to power to create a new
party, the Democratic and Social Center. Suárez
himself was elected to parliament in 1982, 1986,
and 1989, and his party briefly appeared as if it
would become a major force, winning nineteen
deputies in 1986, but it declined quickly thereafter.
Suárez himself retired from politics in 1991 and
returned to practicing law. In 1996 he was awarded
the Prince of Asturias Award for Concord, Spain’s
equivalent to the Nobel Peace Prize.

See also Franco, Francisco; Spain.
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ADRIAN SHUBERT

n

SUDETENLAND. Originally a geographic
expression used for the central parts of the
Sudeten mountain range that stretches along the
northeastern border of what in the early twenty-
first century is the Czech Republic and Poland, the
term Sudetenland became highly political when
after the Munich treaty of 30 September 1938
most of the German-speaking parts of the former
Czechoslovakia were ceded to Nazi Germany.
Signed by the British premier Neville Chamberlain
(1869–1940), the French prime minister Édouard
Daladier (1884–1970), and the fascist dictators
Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) and Adolf Hitler
(1889–1945), the Munich Treaty stipulated that
the so-called Sudeten Germans should become
part of the Third Reich, where they were incorpo-
rated under the official political and administrative
status of Reichsgau Sudetenland. The Munich
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Treaty lost validity only six months later, when

Adolf Hitler reneged on its terms by occupying

the remainder of Czechoslovakia, which was bro-

ken up into the Protectorate of Bohemia and

Moravia and the Nazi puppet state of Slovakia.

Referred to in historical circles as the ‘‘Rape of

Czechoslovakia,’’ the Hitler government’s con-

quest of this industrialized and well-armed nation

opened the path to the official outbreak of World

War II on 1 September 1939, when German forces

invaded Poland. After the defeat of Nazi Germany

in 1945 the Reichsgau Sudetenland was returned to

Czechoslovakia, and the largest part of the German-

speaking population was expelled. Although this

action was sanctioned by the Allied leaders in the

Potsdam Treaty of August 1945, spokesmen for

the Sudeten German Homelands Associations

(Sudetendeutsche Landsmannschaft) in the early

2000s continued to insist on the validity of the

Munich Treaty, adding to the instability then under-

mining the process of political consolidation within

the European Union.

NATIONALITY AND ETHNICITY

The term Sudeten Germans, like Sudetenland, was

highly politicized. Its origins go back to the peace-

making process after World War I, when national-

ism and the demand for ‘‘nation-states’’ was at its

height, and when political thought, demands, and

ambitions had to be couched in nationalistic terms.

It was then that the German-speaking people of the

former Kingdom of Bohemia, the Duchy of Silesia,

and the Margravate of Moravia, who had all been

part of the Cisleithanian part of the now defunct

Austro-Hungarian Empire, were confronted by the

fact that the peace treaty following World War I

made them ‘‘minority citizens’’ in the newly

founded nation of Czechoslovakia. To counter

the sudden creation of a Czechoslovak nationality,

a new concept with little historical tradition behind

it, these German people—or rather their political

leaders and spokesmen—created from their diverse

regionalism their own artificial nationality: that

of the ‘‘Sudeten Germans.’’ Until then, in addi-

tion of course to being subjects of the Habsburg

Monarchy, the dialects and customs of the

Nordböhmer, for example, or the Egerländer, or

the Südmährer, or people from the tiny

Kuhländchen, all related culturally and ethnically

more closely to their Austrian and German neigh-
bors than to one another.

Before the catastrophes and tragedies of the
twentieth century, Czechs and Germans had been
living together harmoniously in a bilingual commu-
nity sometimes referred to as a Zweivölkerland—a
two-peoples’ country—or a Zweivölkerstaat—a two-
peoples’ state. The Bohemian and Moravian lands,
of course, were not spared the great turbulence
that marked late-medieval/early-modern European
history, but—with the partial exception of the
fifteenth-century Hussite Rebellion—conflicts were
not fought on ethnic grounds. The religious, poli-
tical, and socioeconomic conflicts that characterized
the Reformation period in the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries saw Czechs and Germans fighting
for or against Catholicism. And ethnic rivalry played
little part in the confrontations between the estates
and the centralized government, the nobility and
the Crown, or the towns and aristocratic land-
holders that put their stamp on the beginnings of
modernity. Ethnic rivalry did not arise in any sig-
nificant way until the nineteenth century with the
spread of modern nationalism that arose from the
French Revolution of 1789 and which seems to
have gripped many sections of the educated middle
classes throughout Europe, including the multi-
ethnic Austro-Hungarian Empire. Attempts by the
Habsburg rulers to stem the tide fell on deaf ears.
And so did voices warning that the end of the
transnational community might only too readily
have fatal consequences.

Notwithstanding the bickering and rampaging
of political extremists, however, parties advocating
the dissolution of the empire were by 1914 still a
small minority in the Bohemian lands. This did
change as the war, which had a devastating impact
on the people of the Habsburg Monarchy, dragged
on into its final phase. In the end the chief advo-
cates for Czech independence, Tomáš Garrigue
Masaryk (1850–1937) and Edvard Beneš (1884–
1948), managed to rally the support of the major-
ity of the Czech population behind the creation
of Czechoslovakia, a step that was sanctioned by
the Allied Powers in the peace treaty signed at
St. Germain on 10 September 1919.

For the German people in the Bohemian lands
the collapse of the Habsburg Empire led to a loss
of identity, and they felt apprehensive about their
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minority role in the newly formed Czechoslovak
Republic. They had hoped to become part of
Germany or Austria, but these hopes had no
chance of becoming reality. Having fought the
German Empire for four years and having sustained
horrendous losses, the last thing the Allied Powers
would have agreed to was an enlarged Germany.
Moreover, loss of the German-settled part of
Bohemia and Moravia would have rendered the
newly formed state nonviable. But the attempt to
create nation-states in the checkered multiethnic
landscape of east-central and southeastern Europe
was bound to run into stumbling blocks. In
Czechoslovakia the Czechs and Slovaks became
the ‘‘Staatsvolk’’; they constituted the actual
‘‘nationality’’ while the other ethnic groups—
including approximately 3.3 million German-
speaking people—became ‘‘minority citizens.’’

These ‘‘minority citizens’’ had minority rights—a
lopsided concept that found little appeal among
the non-Czechoslovaks. Prague governments
throughout the 1920s were coy to tackle this issue,
that is, to take steps that would bring the ‘‘minority
citizens’’ closer to the state. Yet the Czechoslovak
Republic granted its citizens full civil rights—poli-
tical and legal equality, liberty of expression, and
freedom of association, press, and religion. This
meant that if the large German minority would
unite behind a single movement or party, the
state’s democratic setup would ensure that they
could wield enormous political power.

OCCUPATION

For a short time it looked as though the post–World
War I setup for the Bohemian lands might have a
chance of survival. More favorable economic

German troops enter the Sudetenland in 1939. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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conditions meant that by the mid-1920s so-called

activist parties—parties that advocated a cooperative

approach and that participated in the Czechoslovak

Republic’s political life—found the support of the

majority of the Sudeten Germans, as they were

now starting to be called. Regrettably this process

was not able to consolidate itself. By the mid-1930s,

when Czechoslovak governments did attempt to

bring in legislation that addressed the country’s

German population, the tide had already turned.

The calamitous economic instability that followed

the 1929 Wall Street stock market collapse and the

rise to power of the Nazi Party in Germany led to a

huge election victory of the fascist and irredentist

Sudeten-German Party (Sudetendeutsche Partei, or

SdP) under the leadership of Konrad Henlein in May

1935. With two-thirds of the Germans’ vote, the

SdP became the largest party in the Czechoslovak

parliament. For the next three years Henlein and

Hitler worked toward the destruction of the country,

which was achieved with the Einmarsch (entry) of

German troops in March 1939.

For the Czechs, who were hurled together in

the ‘‘Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia,’’ this

meant six bitter years of brutal Nazi occupation.

For the Germans, who in their Reichsgau

Sudetenland became now part of the Third Reich,

it was the first step toward final catastrophe. They

soon became aware that they were not accepted by

the Reichsdeutsche on equal terms, economically

their position improved little, and above all, a year

after the creation of the Reichsgau Sudetenland

they found themselves at war. But now there was

no way back. Neither the fact that close to two

hundred thousand of their men had died at the

front nor the first dropping of Allied Powers

bombs on Sudeten territory in December 1944,

nor the appalling sight of refugees fleeing from

the advancing Czech army, could entice the

Sudeten Germans to change course. Added now

to the traditional dislike of the Czechs, whether

due to a belief in German superiority or to a con-

viction, however justifiable, that the German com-

munity had been victimized under Czech rule, was

a new fear of reprisals for events leading up to and

since Munich. With news coming in from London

of plans for large-scale expulsion, it is not surpris-

ing that the Sudeten Germans were the last to leave

the sinking ship. It was not until Soviet and U.S.

troops literally had arrived at their doorstep that
the people realized their Reichsgau Sudetenland
was little more than a bursting bubble.

When the dream of an Aryan ‘‘Thousand Year
Empire’’ had finally ended, a terrible punishment
descended on many German people, including three
million Sudeten Germans. Intense far-embracing
Germanophobia, coupled with an equally staunch
determination on the part of the victorious Allied
Powers to once and for all eliminate the threat of
future attempts to establish German hegemony in
Europe, saw millions lose their homes and sub-
jected to pitiless and often savage ejections from
their Heimat (homeland). About thirty thousand
Sudetens lost their life. Yet accounts of these trag-
edies that fail to highlight the carnage inflicted on
Europe by Nazi Germans during the World War II
as the chief reason for the postwar catastrophe lack
credence.

The immediate post–World War II govern-
ments of the Federal Republic (West Germany)
under Chancellor Konrad Adenauer (1876–1967)
supported the demands of the Sudeten German
Homelands Associations and other expellee orga-
nizations to have the ‘‘stolen lands’’ returned—but
this was only for domestic consumption. Inter-
nationally the victorious Allied Powers never left
any doubt that the Potsdam agreement of August
1945 between the Soviet leader Joseph Stalin
(1879–1953), the U.S. president Harry S. Truman
(1884–1972), and the British prime minister
Clement Richard Attlee (1883–1967), which had
officially sanctioned the expulsion of eleven million
Germans from their homelands, would remain
unaltered. When the center-left government of
Willy Brandt (1913–1992) in the late 1960s ended
conservative rule in West Germany, there were also
far-reaching changes in foreign policies. By enter-
ing into treaties with the Soviet Union, Poland,
and Czechoslovakia the Brandt government offi-
cially accepted the post–World War II political
setup, a decision that by now had the support of
the majority of the country’s population.

POST-SOVIET DEVELOPMENTS

By the late 1980s the ‘‘Sudeten issue’’ had seem-
ingly run its course. The slender hope on part
of the Sudeten German associations’ officials and
some members that the return of a center-right
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government in 1982 would reverse the previous

Ostpolitik (eastern politics) proved illusory. There

were still strongly worded articles in the associa-

tions’ periodicals and equally strong speeches at

their annual gatherings, but only in Bavaria did

the Sudetenland issue arouse any significant inter-

est. Most Sudeten Germans had settled there

and the ruling CSU in this state was greatly critical

of the normalization process between Germany and

the Czech Republic that commenced after the col-

lapse of the Soviet Empire. The Bavarian premier

Edmund Stoiber has voiced strong demands for

Sudeten German compensation. If his intention

to become German foreign minister in a center-

right government under Chancellor Angela

Merkel had succeeded, he indeed would have been

in a position to present the demands of the

Sudetens more forcefully. As German-Polish rela-

tions were already under great strain in the early

2000s, Stoiber’s partisanship would have placed

Germany’s policy toward its eastern neighbors

under additional pressure. His plans were thwarted

by the outcome of the 2005 federal election, which

led him to remain in Munich.

Understandably, Czech governments and the

majority of the Czech population have been greatly

irritated by the relentless attempts on part of the

Sudeten German associations and their supporters

to have the alleged injustices of the postwar era

corrected, the more so as the leaders and spokes-

men of these associations bar out the years from

1938 to 1945 from their accounts. It is true that

the Czechs tend to overlook that there is much

more to Germany in the early twenty-first century

than Bavaria and that German foreign policies are

made in Berlin and not Munich. But Bavaria is

economically and politically one of the most influ-

ential German states, and so the ghost of

Sudetenland and Sudeten Germans is likely to

haunt European politics for some time.

See also Czechoslovakia; Germany; Minority Rights;
Munich Agreement; World War II.
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n

SUEZ CRISIS. The Suez Crisis was a major
international confrontation that started when the
Egyptian government nationalized the Suez Canal
in July 1956 and climaxed in November when the
British and French, in league with Israel, invaded
Egypt. International pressure, especially from the
United States, forced the invaders to withdraw,
leaving Egypt still in control of the canal. The
debacle hastened the decline of European influence
in the Middle East and drew the superpowers more
deeply into the region.

ORIGINS

Since its opening in 1869, the Suez Canal had been
owned and operated by an Anglo-French company.
To protect this important link to its Indian empire,
the British occupied Egypt in 1882, running the
country as a client state until the Free Officers, a
nationalist military group, seized control in July
1952. Under intense pressure from the leader of
the coup, Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser (1918–
1970), the British signed an agreement in
October 1954 for a twenty-month phased with-
drawal from the canal zone, a vast area of military
bases roughly the size of Wales. The position of the
Suez Canal Company remained unaffected, how-
ever, and, with Western Europe now reliant on the
Middle East for 80 percent of its oil, the canal
assumed a new strategic importance.

Despite the 1954 agreement, Nasser’s position
was fragile. In the spring of 1955, Iraq, Turkey,
and Britain joined together in what became known
as the Baghdad Pact. Intended by the British as an
anti-Soviet bulwark in the Middle East, the pact
was seen by Nasser as a threat to his own aspira-
tions as regional leader. Tit-for-tat raids across
Egypt’s long border with Israel were a constant
reminder of the unresolved legacy of Israel’s war
for independence in 1948, and the Americans,
British, and French sought to reduce the violence
by rationing arms supplies to the Middle East.
Feeling increasingly encircled, Nasser concluded
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an arms deal with the Soviet bloc, announced in
September 1955, whereupon Washington and
London froze their financial support for the
Aswan High Dam, centerpiece of his program of
modernization.

The British hoped to let the offer of aid wither
on the vine, but pressure from Congress and deter-
mination to teach Nasser a lesson prompted John
Foster Dulles, the U.S. secretary of state, to end
the project publicly and bluntly on 19 July 1956. A
week later, on 26 July, Nasser announced that the
Suez Canal Company would be nationalized, with
Egypt taking over the running of the waterway.
Revenue from the canal would help pay for the
dam; more fundamentally, economic independence
would make possible full political independence.

CONSPIRACY

Anthony Eden, the British prime minister, was
furious and, as the architect of the 1954 agree-
ment, also felt betrayed. Likening Nasser to
Mussolini, he was convinced that appeasement
would be as disastrous as in the 1930s and that
Nasser must now be removed. The British and

French began plans for an invasion of Egypt. The

problem was that Nasser had promised to compen-

sate shareholders and maintain freedom of naviga-

tion; on 15 September, the canal reopened under

Egyptian management. Frustrated, the British took

the issue to the United Nations, and by mid-

October negotiations were under way between

Egypt and an association of user nations about

future Egyptian operation of the canal. It seemed

that the crisis could be resolved peacefully.

For Britain and France, however, the stakes

had now become much higher than simply the

canal. The British regarded Nasser as a destabiliz-

ing force throughout the Middle East; the abrupt

dismissal in March 1956 of Sir John Glubb, com-

mander of the Jordanian army, was taken as another

sign of his insidious influence. The French, for their

part, believed Nasser was behind the escalating

rebellion against their rule in Algeria. Both govern-

ments were under strong domestic pressure to be

tough, with the lessons of appeasement regularly

cited. But the successful Egyptian operation of the

canal denied them a pretext for military action. That

was where the Israelis came in.

For months the Israeli military had been agitat-
ing for a preemptive war against Egypt, but Prime
Minister David Ben-Gurion would not go ahead
without great-power support. In the summer of
1956 the Israelis opened up contacts with Guy
Mollet, the French prime minister and a long-
standing supporter of Israel, who drew in Eden.
Increasingly desperate, the British prime minister
worked behind the backs of most of the Foreign
Office, mounting what was almost an alternative
foreign policy using the intelligence service, MI6.

At a series of secret meetings on 22–24
October in the fashionable Paris suburb of Sèvres,
representatives of the three governments confirmed
their conspiracy. The Israelis would invade the
Sinai peninsula to destroy Palestinian guerrilla
bases and wreck the Egyptian military machine.
Their thrust would threaten the canal and give
the British and French a pretext to invade—osten-
sibly to separate the belligerents and safeguard
their property, more fundamentally to kill Nasser
and install a pro-Western regime.

The cover plan was, of course, transparently
specious; so much so that Eden was appalled to
learn of a written record, the Protocol of Sèvres,
and had all the British copies destroyed. Moreover,
the underlying set of alliances ran counter to
national traditions. Eden, a consistent Arabist all
his life, was now allied with the Arabs’ greatest
enemy. France, anxious for British support, was
willing to abandon its cherished precept of inde-
pendence and place French forces under British
command. Above all, in turning to France, the
British were violating the cardinal principle of their
postwar policy, namely to keep in step with the
United States. This proved the fatal mistake.
President Dwight D. Eisenhower shared their view
that Nasser was a threat to Western interests, but
he was equally sure that the canal was ‘‘not the
issue on which to try to downgrade Nasser,’’
smacking as it did of old-fashioned European
imperialism. On several occasions he made this
clear to Eden but the British went ahead with the
conspiracy, cutting Washington completely out of
the loop, though American intelligence soon
divined what was going on.

CONFLICT

On 29 October—the day that Britain, France, and
Egypt were scheduled to open discussions in
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Geneva about the operation of the canal—the

Israeli Defense Forces invaded Sinai. Enjoying

complete surprise, they made rapid gains. The fol-

lowing day the British and French issued their

ultimatum to the belligerents; on the 31st their

planes started bombing Egyptian bases. On

5 November, British and French paratroops landed

around Port Said, at the Mediterranean end of the

canal, followed the next day by amphibious troops.

It was Nasser’s turn to be wrong-footed. Back in

July he had assumed that the chances of war would

diminish every week and that ‘‘if we succeed in

gaining two months by politics, we shall be safe.’’

Now, in a fatalistic mood, he prepared to die with

his troops in a last-ditch defense of the capital,

Cairo.

But then Eisenhower came to his rescue. The

president was incensed at the Anglo-French decep-

tion and also embarrassed by its timing—just

before the presidential election on 6 November

and at the height of the Red Army’s suppression

of Hungary’s revolt against Soviet rule. Just when

he wanted to demonstrate the moral distance

between East and West in the Cold War, his allies

seemed to be behaving as badly as his adversaries.

‘‘I’ve never seen great powers make such a com-

plete mess and botch of things,’’ he fumed. The

United States therefore took the lead in sponsoring

a ceasefire resolution in the United Nations, where

Britain and France were virtually isolated—an

unprecedented shock for two of the UN’s found-

ers. In Britain, public opinion was deeply and

passionately divided. The Soviets threatened mili-

tary action against the belligerents unless the fight-

ing stopped. Most serious of all, the Americans

refused to help stop the wartime run on sterling

unless a ceasefire was implemented.

Eden, seriously ill with a damaged gall bladder

and running a high temperature, watched aghast as

the fragile coalition of support unravelled. As early

as 3–4 November the Egyptians and Israelis were

talking about a ceasefire in Sinai, undercutting

the case for sending in British and French troops.

And at home, Harold Macmillan, his chancellor of

the exchequer, panicked about the sterling crisis.

Having previously ignored warnings from Treasury

officials about the vulnerability of the pound, this

previously ferocious hawk turned almost overnight

into a flapping dove.

On the morning of 6 November, the British

cabinet agreed to an immediate ceasefire and

Mollet, bitterly, was forced to follow suit. Ben-

Gurion, also ill and overwrought, agreed to pull

back from Sinai. All three powers still hoped to

exploit their territorial gains as diplomatic leverage

but the Americans kept up the political and finan-

cial pressure. On 18 November, Eden’s doctors

advised a complete rest; five days later he flew to

Jamaica, leaving his colleagues to negotiate the

denouement. Here Macmillan took the lead, per-

suading the cabinet to accept an unconditional

withdrawal, devoid of the strings Eden had wanted,

in return for American support of sterling. This was

announced on 3 December. British and French

troops completed their pull-out on 22 December

and a United Nations force took their place, in a

pioneering example of this kind of peacekeeping

operation.

CONSEQUENCES

Eden returned to London on 14 December, hopeful

of remaining prime minister. But his performances

in the House of Commons did not reassure his party.

Under severe pressure about reports of ‘‘collusion’’

with Israel, he lied blatantly to the members of

Parliament on 20 December, insisting that ‘‘there

were no plans got together to attack Egypt’’ and

that ‘‘there was not foreknowledge that Israel would

attack Egypt.’’ Eden remained seriously ill and on

9 January 1957 he resigned as prime minister. After

soundings of the cabinet, the Queen appointed

Macmillan, the main architect of his political down-

fall, as Eden’s successor.

In France, opinion had been less polarized by

the war and Mollet continued in power until May

1957. But the French were bitter at their betrayal

yet again, as they saw it, by ‘‘perfidious Albion.’’

Konrad Adenauer, the West German chancellor,

told Mollet that ‘‘Europe will be your revenge,’’

and it was no accident that the winter of 1956–

1957 saw increased French interest in plans for

European integration, culminating in the Treaty of

Rome signed in March 1957. The new nationalism
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often ascribed to the era of Charles de Gaulle actu-

ally had its roots in the mood of 1956–1957.

Of the three unlikely allies, the biggest bene-
ficiary was Israel. The damage it had inflicted on
Egypt and the Palestinians kept the country safe
from attack for a decade. But it was Nasser, of
course, who gained most from the crisis. Egypt, a
British protectorate till only five years before, had
humiliated the two greatest powers of Europe.
Nasser’s stock soared at home and abroad, as his
example emboldened other nationalist leaders, par-
ticularly in the Middle East and Africa, to intensify
their agitation against colonial rule.

Meanwhile, the United States moved hurriedly
to fill the vacuum created by the Anglo-French
collapse and the growing Soviet influence in
Egypt. On 5 January 1957 the so-called
Eisenhower Doctrine declared that the United
States would use its armed forces in the event of
Soviet or communist aggression in the Middle
East. Thus, the Suez crisis proved a turning point
both in Europe’s retreat from empire and also in
the progressive globalization of the Cold War.

See also British Empire; British Empire, End of; Cold
War; Colonialism; Eden, Anthony; Egypt.
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DAVID REYNOLDS

n

SUFFRAGE. Although women had cam-
paigned for suffrage since the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury, voting rights remained a controversial
question well into the twentieth. By the outbreak
of World War I in 1914 only two European coun-
tries, Finland (1906) and Norway (1913), had
introduced legislative measures in favor of women’s
suffrage. And yet during and immediately after
World War I women gained the right to vote in a
variety of European countries, including Britain,
Germany, Denmark, Sweden, Austria, Czechoslo-
vakia, and the Republic of Ireland. Why did so
many women achieve the vote in this period?
What was the impact of war? What role did the
suffrage movement play and to what extent was
the political context of individual countries respon-
sible for the timing and nature of women’s
enfranchisement?

IDEOLOGICAL DEBATES

During the early twentieth century women’s
enfranchisement was the subject of passionate
debate. Opposition to it remained strong: it was
suggested, for example, that their role within the
family made women ill-suited to take part in
national politics, in particular foreign affairs, and
also that activity in the public world ‘‘unsexed’’
women, made them less feminine. Suffragists, how-
ever, argued on the grounds of individual rights,
natural justice, and women’s common humanity
with men that women should be allowed to vote.
At the same time, in particular after 1900, they also
used women’s difference from men as a basis for
their claim to the franchise. It was argued that
women, as nurturers and moral guardians of the
family, would bring new qualities into political life
and would work for peace, social reforms, and a
moral regeneration of society.

These ideological debates were entangled with
pragmatic political strategies that proved to be
among the main barriers to women’s enfranchise-
ment before 1914. As Gisela Bock has argued, it
was difficult for women to make a breakthrough in
their demands when in most countries not all men
had the vote and when democratization was asso-
ciated with manhood suffrage. In Austria, for
example, socialists refused to put their weight
behind women’s claims for the vote until manhood
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suffrage had been achieved in 1907. In Britain only

two thirds of adult males were entitled to vote even

after the franchise was extended in 1884. Thus,

when women called for suffrage on the same terms

as men, groups that might have been expected to

support them on principle—socialists, liberals, and

radicals—were suspicious that propertied, middle-

class women would be the ones to gain the vote

and that they would support conservative groups.

For male-dominated parties of the Center and Left,

therefore, the needs of class were seen to override

those of gender.

WAR, THE CONTEXT FOR CHANGE

The upheavals caused by ‘‘total war’’ did provide

the context for change in political, social, and

gender structures and relationships. Women were

encouraged to support the war effort through

employment in nursing, munitions, and other

essential war industries as well as through volun-

tary welfare work. This has led to the common

assumption that women subsequently gained the

vote as a reward for their war service. Indeed,

many prewar suffrage activists believed that

women’s cooperation in the war effort would

demonstrate that they could be as ‘‘patriotic’’ as

men and that they were worthy of exercising the

franchise. Nonetheless, the notion of reward for war

service does not provide a sufficient or convincing

explanation for women’s enfranchisement. In

Britain, for example, only women over the age of

thirty were enfranchised in 1918, and yet it was

younger women who had been most involved in

war work. Frenchwomen, who had played a role

similar to that of their counterparts in Britain, did

not gain the right to vote until 1944. Indeed, war

raised arguments that tended toward the exclusion,

rather than the inclusion, of women since patriotic

duty was sometimes equated with fighting for one’s

country. In Britain, for example, it was suggested

that military service should be the basis for the

franchise, an argument that alarmed male conscien-

tious objectors as well as women suffragists. In

France a measure was put forward in 1916 that

would have enabled a woman who had lost a close

male relative in the war to vote in his place, but it

was never adopted. In Belgium, however, the

mothers and widows of soldiers were enfranchised

in 1919.

What does seem to be crucial is the extent to

which the disruption of war led to the introduction

of more democratic political systems or opened up

wider franchise debates. New spaces were created

for women to be included as full citizens. Women

gained the vote in states that were created after the

war when the old European empires were dis-

mantled, including Hungary, Poland, Estonia,

and Czechoslovakia. They were also enfranchised

in Germany and Austria, where democratic

WOMEN’S SUFFRAGE IN SELECTED COUNTRIES IN EUROPE

1906 Finland
1913 Norway
1915 Denmark, Iceland
1917 Russia
1918 Austria, Germany, Hungary (restricted

1921), Czechoslovakia, Britain (women over

thirty), Republic of Ireland
1919 The Netherlands
1921 Sweden

1928 Britain (all women over twenty-one)
1931 Portugal (restricted to women with

secondary or higher education); Spain

(lost in 1936)
1944 Bulgaria, France
1945 Italy, Hungary
1948 Belgium
1971 Switzerland
1976 Portugal, Spain
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republics replaced more authoritarian systems of
government. Here pragmatic rather than idealistic
reasons were at play. The new governments felt
threatened by Bolshevik revolutionaries on the left
and conservative, nationalist groups on the right,
and ‘‘moderate’’ political parties assumed that
women would prove to be a force for stability. In
Britain the government’s decision to introduce a
new franchise reform act to ensure that returning
soldiers and sailors would be able to vote provided
the occasion for the inclusion of women over
thirty. The government was reluctant to accept
equal voting rights in a context in which women
would have outnumbered men and thought that
the enfranchisement of ‘‘mothers’’ would pose far
fewer risks. Suffrage campaigners accepted this
compromise—even though it undermined their
long-standing demand for voting rights for women
on the same terms as for men—on the grounds that
it was crucial that the principle of women’s right,
and ability, to vote be acknowledged.

THE ROLE OF THE SUFFRAGE MOVEMENT

Although it was difficult for women to gain the
vote when the political context was unfavorable, it
is important not to lose sight of the role played by
the suffrage movement in contributing toward
women’s enfranchisement. By itself a strong suf-
frage movement could not ensure success; for
instance, there was an active suffrage campaign in
the republics of France and Switzerland, but in
both countries women had to wait several decades
before they were enfranchised. Conversely, in many
countries women had managed to push the suf-
frage question to the forefront of the political
agenda before the war. The campaign had gained
momentum in the immediate prewar years as new
suffrage organizations were formed and the basis of
support widened. In Britain in particular, the devel-
opment of militant methods attracted publicity to
the cause, and the willingness of suffragettes to
flout conventions inspired women from across the
world to challenge their unequal status. Thus, by
the outbreak of war it was claimed by many con-
temporaries that the argument for women’s suf-
frage had been won—all that was needed was a
changed political context in which it could be
implemented. Indeed, in the countries noted above
there was little opposition when women’s suffrage
was finally introduced. In Czechoslovakia, for

example, women had taken part in the prewar
nationalist movement and gained support for
women’s suffrage from a wide range of political
groups, including the liberal nationalist leader
Tomáš Masaryk, who was to become president of
the postwar republic. In Britain there is no guaran-
tee that women would have been included in the
Franchise Bill of 1918 if they had not continued to
lobby the government after 1916. It then took
sustained pressure from the women’s movement
before an equal franchise was finally achieved in
1928.

WOMEN’S DIFFERENCE AND

POLITICAL SYSTEMS

Throughout all the franchise debates, political par-
ties constantly raised the issue of women’s differ-
ence from men to suggest that suffrage could pose
a risk. On the one hand, women were viewed by
conservatives as likely to be a radical force in poli-
tics, and it was feared that a greater public role
would disrupt ‘‘traditional’’ family relationships.
These fears were fueled by suffragists who had
joined the peace movement during the war, since
they argued that women needed the vote to have
an influence on foreign affairs and that they would

work to ensure a peaceful solution to national con-

flicts. On the other hand, radicals, liberals, and

socialists feared that women, largely because of

their domestic role, would be a force for conserva-

tism. This was a key issue in France, which alone

among the Allied nations failed to enfranchise

women at the end of World War I. Although the

Chamber of Deputies debated the question and

passed a measure of support in 1919, the Senate

procrastinated and in 1922 voted against women’s

suffrage. Many radicals and socialists feared that

women would vote for the monarchy, conserva-

tism, and the Catholic Church, and a significant

proportion of women suffragists also thought that

female voters might endanger the Republic. Again,

Bock argues that in France and Switzerland, where

all men had enjoyed the vote since the nineteenth

century, there was little interest in forming alliances

with women to extend the franchise and therefore

this also set back the women’s cause.

The disruption of gender roles during wartime

led to fears that the ‘‘traditional’’ family would be

undermined, and it was widely believed that male
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authority needed to be consolidated in the face of

the modern woman, who sought an active role in

the public sphere. At the same time, anxieties about

population decline and its impact on the state led

to a new focus on the importance of motherhood

and domesticity. In the interwar years, mass unem-

ployment, the development of conservative and

fascist regimes, and the threat of war made it diffi-

cult for women who were not enfranchised to

achieve the vote, and for others to hold on to,

and to extend, the gains that had already been

made. Indeed, the right to vote enjoyed by both

sexes sometimes disappeared with the introduction

of totalitarian political systems. In Russia, for

example, women who had been enfranchised dur-

ing the first revolution of 1917 lost this right when

the Bolsheviks seized power later in the year.

Women were also disenfranchised in Germany

when National Socialism replaced the Weimar

Republic. In Italy women’s suffrage had been dis-

cussed during the war and Benito Mussolini was

initially sympathetic to the demand, but by 1925

he had dissolved Parliament and all elections were

suspended.

In some cases, however, women were able to
hold on to voting rights, or even to acquire them
for the first time, but under very restrictive circum-
stances designed to ensure that they would exert a
conservative influence. In Hungary, for example,
women received the vote on the same terms as
men after the war when a new liberal constitution
was established, though the suffrage movement
itself had always been weak. Yet the successful
counterrevolution by the conservative wing of the
nationalist movement disenfranchised women in
1920. Voting rights were reestablished in 1921,
but only for women over the age of thirty who
met educational and economic qualifications.
Similarly, in Portugal the authoritarian regime of
Antonio Salazar granted women the vote in 1931
but they had to have completed secondary or
higher education, whereas male voters had only to
be able to read and write. This, however, was in the
context of a single-party system where there was no
real choice.

Women stood a greater chance of gaining the
franchise when more constitutional governments
were formed, if only for brief periods. In Spain
women’s groups and socialist feminists debated

women’s emancipation during the 1920s when
the military dictator General Miguel Primo de
Rivera was in power. The introduction of the
Second Republic in 1931 stimulated women to
demand political rights. During discussions of the
new constitution, two women, Victoria Kent and
Clara Campoamor, who were both attorneys and
had been elected deputies in 1931, debated the
question of women’s suffrage. Kent opposed the
measure on the grounds that women were not yet
ready and might endanger the Republic, whereas
Campoamor claimed that it was a matter of princi-
ple and that the criticisms raised could also apply to
men. In the event, the new constitution of 1931
did enfranchise all men and women over the age of
twenty-three, but after the civil war of 1936–1939
and the introduction of General Franco’s dictator-
ship, universal suffrage was suppressed.

THE IMPACT OF WORLD WAR II

It was after World War II that women in a number
of the participant countries achieved the vote, most
notably in France and Italy. In France women’s
enfranchisement was part of the ordinance of 21
April 1944, issued by General Charles de Gaulle as
leader of the Free French in Algiers. This ordinance
proposed constitutional arrangements for France
once the country had been liberated. The short-
term reasons for this included de Gaulle’s need to
reassure the Resistance within France, and also his
British and American allies, that he was committed
to restoring republican democracy in France. It is
also likely that he assumed that women would vote
for conservative and clerical parties. Within the
Resistance itself there were divisions between social-
ists and communists who favored women’s suffrage
and radicals who opposed it. The National
Resistance Council, which commented on the con-
stitutional proposals, was interested in the idea, put
forward ironically by the Vichy government, that
heads of household should have extra votes to
reflect the number of children in the family. This
was, however, rejected in favor of the principle of
one person, one vote. Nonetheless, it is important
to note that these changes were not introduced in a
vacuum. Women’s suffrage had been widely
debated for many decades, and during the interwar
years the campaign for the vote continued to
attract support; the French Union for Women’s
Suffrage, for example, extended its organization
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beyond Paris and into the provinces and had ten
thousand members in 1929. It is significant that
when the decision to enfranchise women was
taken, it was broadly welcomed in the popular press
and encountered little opposition.

By the end of World War II, therefore, most
European women living in countries with some
form of democratic government were enfranchised.
(Many others, living under authoritarian or military
governments, had to wait until representative poli-
tical systems were introduced, as in Portugal and
Spain in 1976, or until the Soviet Union and
Communist regimes collapsed in the late twentieth
century.) The main exception was Switzerland,
which had a well-established republican govern-
ment and yet did not grant women the vote until
1971. Here again, men had little incentive to sup-
port women’s suffrage since they had long enjoyed
the right to vote. There was a complex political
system that required a referendum on proposed
constitutional changes, while the local autonomy
of cantons limited the power of the bicameral
National Assembly. It was not until 1957, in the
context of growing international pressure, that a
national referendum was held on the subject of
women’s suffrage. Despite support from both
chambers of the Assembly, male voters still
opposed it. Women continued to campaign for
the vote, but it was Switzerland’s membership in
the Council of Europe in 1963 that exposed the
anomalies in its constitutional position. It was
unable, for example, to sign the European
Convention on Human Rights in 1968 and, when
its petition for an exemption was turned down, a
referendum on women’s suffrage at last received
the necessary majority in 1971.

THE VOTE AS AN AGENT OF POWER

The controversies and passions roused by the

demand for women’s suffrage indicate the impor-
tance attached to the vote as an agent of power in
political democracies from the mid-nineteenth cen-

tury onward. Women believed that their inclusion
in the franchise would enable them to exert an

influence on government policies, in particular
social reforms. They also saw the vote as having
considerable symbolic importance. Without voting

rights, women could not be full citizens and there-

fore their inferior social status would be confirmed.

Since the nature and timing of women’s enfran-

chisement was linked to political developments in

individual countries and also to terms on which

men had the vote, class was always an important

factor in the debates. Conversely, women’s own

agency played an important part in bringing

women’s suffrage to the forefront of politics and

in creating a climate in which it became an accep-

table measure to adopt.

The achievement of the vote, however, cer-
tainly did not mark the end of women’s long strug-
gle for emancipation. Only a small proportion of
women were elected to representative assemblies,
and in the context of the interwar years it was
difficult for women to gain, or hold onto, equal
rights. Feminists themselves were divided about
what they hoped to achieve, with some emphasiz-
ing equal rights and others focusing on the welfare
needs of mothers and women’s social duties to the
state. Once the suffrage struggle was over, the
women’s movement became more fragmented
and less visible, making it difficult to exert pressure
for change in gender relations. It was recognized
that deep-seated structural issues around women’s
position in the family and the workforce needed to
be tackled alongside formal equal rights. At the
beginning of the twenty-first century there was
greater skepticism among both men and women
about the extent to which the vote enables any
group to exercise real political influence.
Nonetheless, inclusion in the franchise was a vital
first step for women in their campaign to be treated
as full citizens with an equal right to take part in all
areas of public life alongside men.

See also Citizenship; Feminism; Suffrage Movements.
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JUNE HANNAM

n

SUFFRAGE MOVEMENTS. Conservative
governments had generally resisted universal man-
hood suffrage during the nineteenth century, and

consequently many of those governments were still
chosen by limited manhood suffrage in 1914.

France and Germany both practiced forms of uni-

versal suffrage, but Britain retained some limits on

manhood suffrage (such as a residency requirement

that disfranchised migrant workers). Societies as

diverse as Spain, Italy, Belgium, Norway, and

Denmark also practiced limited suffrage in 1914.
Denmark and Italy only allowed the franchise at

age thirty; Italy added a disqualification of illiterates

who had not performed military service. Norway

and Belgium excluded men under twenty-five plus

paupers and bankrupts. The trend, however, was

toward universal suffrage. Such traditionally auto-

cratic governments as the Russian and Austrian

empires had granted forms of universal suffrage—
Russia in elections for the Duma in 1906, Austria in

an electoral reform of 1907.

Social conservatives more firmly resisted demo-

cratic reforms such as women’s suffrage and propor-

tional representation. Few states had accepted these

reforms before World War I. In 1906 Finland, an

autonomous province after the Russian Revolution

of 1905, became the first European state to grant

women’s suffrage in national elections. Norway
became the first independent country to do so, in

1913. When the war began in 1914 none of the

Great Powers had extended the national vote to

women. Britain had, however, allowed the right to

vote in local elections in 1869.

Women’s suffrage movements existed in vir-

tually all of Europe in 1914, actively campaigning

in many countries. In England, Ireland, and

France, ‘‘suffragettes’’ (such as the Pankhursts
[Emmeline and her daughters Christabel and

Sylvia] in England and Hubertine Auclert in

France) used violent tactics in their campaign to

overcome male single-sex political systems. Tens of

thousands of women had signed petitions or

marched in demonstrations by 1914, and most

expected victory within the near future.

Systems of voting in which minorities received

representation comparable to their share of the electo-
rate—typically called ‘‘proportional representation’’—

had achieved slightly more success by 1914. Belgium

became the first state to adopt this form of the suffrage

in 1899, and before 1914 variants were being used in

the Netherlands, Sweden, Finland, Portugal, and
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Bulgaria—but not in the Great Powers, although it
was being seriously considered in France.

WORLD WAR I AND POSTWAR

DEMOCRATIZATION

The beginning of World War I in 1914 led many
suffrage movements to suspend activities, but a few
suffrage reforms were introduced during the war.
Denmark granted a greater degree of universal suf-
frage in 1915, including women’s suffrage; the
Netherlands introduced universal suffrage with
proportional representation in 1917; the Russian
Revolution of 1917 produced (at least on paper)
universal suffrage including women.

By 1920 it appeared that democracy had tri-
umphed in most of Europe. The breakup of
empires produced new constitutions, most of them
granting universal suffrage, women’s suffrage, and
proportional representation. The constitution of
Weimar Germany granted women the vote on the

same basis as men and allowed a generous degree

of proportional representation, which encouraged

minority parties. Women’s suffrage similarly arrived

in new constitutions in Austria, Hungary, Ireland,

and Poland in 1918 and then in Czechoslovakia in

1920. Belgian electoral laws of 1919 granted full

manhood suffrage at age twenty-one and partial

women’s suffrage; the Dutch granted full women’s

suffrage in parallel laws. Italy introduced universal

manhood suffrage with proportional representation

that same year. The Swiss adopted proportional

representation in 1919 but denied women the vote

until late in the twentieth century.

The postwar record of the western European

democracies was less democratic than the achieve-

ments in the new constitutions adopted in central

Europe. The British adopted a new Representation

of the People Act in 1918, with a greater measure

of manhood suffrage and a first attempt at

women’s suffrage, but not granting full democracy.

Suffragists march in London, 1914. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Men still faced a residency requirement (reduced to
six months) and women were enfranchised only at
age thirty. The French adopted proportional repre-
sentation but rejected women’s suffrage in 1922
when traditionalists in the French Senate rejected
the women’s suffrage bill that had passed the
French Chamber of Deputies in 1919.

Militant suffragists protested in both Britain
and France, but the postwar mood in both coun-
tries was conservative. British women disbanded
their suffrage union (National Union of Women’s
Suffrage Societies) and the most prominent suffra-
gette organization (Women’s Social and Political
Union), but they witnessed the gradual success of
women in politics (eight women members of
Parliament were elected in 1924), which would
culminate in the government of the first woman
prime minister, Margaret Thatcher, in 1979. In
France the postwar conservative government felt
so strongly that it denied suffragists the right to
hold protest marches. Militant suffragism revived in
France when a new generation of women’s rights
advocates led by Louise Weiss emerged in the
1930s, but the French Senate continued to block
women’s suffrage by large margins.

THE STEADY VICTORY OF SUFFRAGISM

Great Britain adopted equal women’s suffrage at
age twenty-one in the Equal Franchise Act of
1928, but the 1930s saw democratic successes
reversed in many countries. Truly universal suf-
frage, including women’s suffrage, did not become
the rule in Europe until after World War II. French
women obtained the vote from Charles de Gaulle’s
government in exile in 1944; German and Italian
women obtained it in postwar constitutions;
Belgian women won equal suffrage in 1948. A
few small states and autocracies remained bastions
of masculine privilege into the late twentieth cen-
tury. Monaco granted women the vote in 1962,
Switzerland in 1971; Spain and Portugal democra-
tized in the 1970s following the death of General
Francisco Franco.

Proportional representation similarly became the
standard of suffrage in Europe, encouraging the
emergence of new political movements such as the
Green Party and regional parties. By the start of the
twenty-first century, proportional representation
became the standard for the European Union’s

elections, and in national elections only England
practiced universal suffrage in the American style
(the Scots and the Welsh both adopted proportional
representation for their assemblies). And, in a final
victory of suffragism, most European states granted
the vote at age eighteen, as Britain did in the
Representation of the People Act of 1969.

See also Citizenship; Feminism; Minority Rights.
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STEVEN C. HAUSE

n

SURREALISM. In 1924 the French writer
André Breton published his Manifesto of Surrealism,
in which he defined the new movement:

SURREALISM, n. Psychic automatism in its pure state,
by which one proposes to express—verbally, by
means of the written word, or in any other man-
ner—the actual functioning of thought. Dictated by
the thought, in the absence of any control exercised
by reason, exempt from any aesthetic or moral con-
cern. (translated from the French)

It was Breton’s definition—as much as his
authority—that in the 1920s brought together
Louis Aragon, Antonin Artaud, Hans Bellmer,
Victor Brauner, Salvador Dalı́, Paul Delvaux,
Giorgio De Chirico, Marcel Duchamp, Paul Éluard,
Max Ernst, René Magritte, André Masson, Roberto
Matta, Joan Miró, Francis Picabia, and Yves Tanguy,
to mention only the best-known of the surrealists,
thereby recognizing that surrealism was definitively
not an aesthetic school, as is evident from the diversity
of the artists’ work, any more than it was a plastic
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formula with a given set of combinable and inter-

changeable elements.

Surrealism was a new path of artistic explora-

tion that questioned the meaning of the real,

beyond its materiality. The real thus became that

of the innermost depths of being, a reality within.

Although this principle was recurrent, its formal

expressions, because they were those of the uncon-

scious in a state of dream, anxiety, or hallucination,

were at least as numerous as the artists themselves.

And while the use of dreams as a source of inspira-

tion had its origins in Romantic and, in particular,

symbolist practices, the surrealists, in the light of

psychoanalysis, were able to go beyond oneirism, a

fantasized form of dream, and allow the uncon-

scious to express itself freely.

Still, it was necessary to somehow liberate the

unconscious, and it is precisely at this step of pro-

duction that the different surrealist typologies were

established. First is painting, in which the illusionist

realism of the representation contrasts with, and

thereby underscores, a surreality expressed by the

improbable nature of the scene owing to the lack

of normally logical congruence among the ele-

ments. Then there are the practices linked to auto-

matism. Automatic drawings and other ‘‘exquisite

corpses’’ are characterized by a practice of imme-

diacy and decontextualization (in the case of the

‘‘exquisite corpse,’’ a collection of words or images

assembled by a group, the participants know

neither what precedes nor what follows their con-

tribution). At the limits of the unconscious and

chance, such works escape any form of structuring

and consequently any cultural referent. Finally

there are mechanical processes such as Max

Ernst’s grattages (paint scrapings) and collages, or

Man Ray’s photograms (or ‘‘rayographs,’’ as he

called them), which excite the imagination and

imply that which is beyond the mere appearance

of things.

It should be noted that with the exception of

Jacques-André Boiffard (described as an ‘‘absolute

surrealist’’ in Breton’s Manifesto of Surrealism),

and apart from some known contacts, not a single

photographer, even counting Man Ray, Dora

Maar, Raoul Ubac, and Claude Cahun, was truly

part of the surrealist group.

ORIGINS

Beyond a variety of approaches and forms, one

characteristic remains fundamentally, immutably

surrealist: the rejection of all constraints. Social

and political constraints, in particular, were tar-

geted, their rejection embodied in an extremely

acerbic denunciation of work, prisons, asylums,

the army, and the church. This stance engendered

an art that was denounced for its cynicism, its

anarchist aims, or its disillusioned individualism—

a disillusionment that is entirely relative if one con-

siders the paramount importance given to love, the

only alternative to an imposed system, as subject

matter in surrealist creations.

Exquisite Corpse. Drawing by André Breton, Max Morise,

Yves Tanguy, and Man Ray. This is one of a number of draw-

ings executed by the surrealists using a technique wherein

each contributor created a section of an image without being

able to see the other portions. CNAC/MNAM/DIST. RÉUNION DES

MUSÉES NATRIONAUX/ART RESOURCE, NY
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By liberating gesture and by incorporating

multiple techniques, surrealism escaped from the

historicity of art and thus from yet another con-

straint: it also questioned the very notion of the

work of art. The means required to gain access to

the surreal, linked to the practice of automatism,

repudiated the qualities of artistic praxis. Certain

characteristics that had traditionally been indissoci-

able from a production such as art had already been

challenged by Dada.

Many of those who joined the surrealist move-

ment in 1923, or at least collaborated, did in fact

come out of Dada. Some of the technical processes,

notably collage and the photogram, and creative

behaviors based on the refusal of constraints,

whether political, social, or cultural, also came out

of dadaism before being integrated into surrealism.

Thus the first automatic text written by André

Breton and Philippe Soupault, Les champs magné-

tiques (The magnetic fields), considered to be a

surrealist work, was in fact written in 1920 in the

spirit of dadaist spontaneity.

ANDRÉ BRETON, ‘‘POPE OF SURREALISM’’

Breton participated in Dada sessions until 1921,

when a rupture took place that would allow the

surrealist group, already in gestation, to emerge

and take shape. The open and dispersed format of

Dada was succeeded by the elaboration of a unique

and compact group under the leadership of the

man who quickly came to be known as the ‘‘pope

of surrealism.’’

Breton was charismatic and the true theoreti-

cian of surrealism. He was demanding, and he

expected from members an unwavering adherence

to the movement’s ideals—its artistic ideals, but

also, since they were inseparable, its moral and

political ideals. Any offenders received a sentence

with no concessions: expulsion. Fiercely protective

of the purity of surrealist aims, Breton systemati-

cally proceeded to throw out, with varying degrees

of courtesy, elements deemed to be parasitical.

Thus, Antonin Artaud, André Masson, Philippe

Soupault, and Roger Vitrac were violently expelled.

Robert Desnos, Marcel Duchamp, and Francis

Picabia were expelled with more circumspection.

MANIFESTOS AND REVIEWS

Breton nonetheless remained the federator of the

surrealist group, if only because he was the author

of the Manifesto of Surrealism and, along with

Louis Aragon, Paul Éluard, Joan Miró, André

Masson, and Yves Tanguy (from 1925), of La révo-
lution surréaliste. This review was considered to be

‘‘the most scandalous in the world,’’ notably

because it published, on the cover of the first issue,

a photo of Germaine Berton, who assassinated

Marius Plateau, a member of the extreme-right

party Action Française, surrounded by portraits of

a number of the surrealists, including André

Breton, and because it proclaimed, in the second

issue, ‘‘Open the prisons! Fire the army!’’ About a

dozen issues were published, ending in 1929.

The orientation of La révolution surréaliste was

thus resolutely political, deliberately provocative, and

intellectually violent. This, however, does not imply

any amorality, as witness this question the review put

to its readers: ‘‘Is suicide a solution?’’—a question

that most of the surrealists were to answer in the

most absolute negative. Black humor and provoca-

tion should not conceal the way this review served as

a tool for ethical and poetic reflection and as an aid

to experimentation (issue 9–10, for example, was

devoted to automatic writing).

Effective modes of dissemination, manifestos

and periodicals, were an important part of surrealist

activity. They also allowed for theoretical aims to

be refined progressively over time. La révolution
surréaliste enabled Breton, for example, between

1924 and 1928 to write a series of articles that

would appear together in Le surréalisme et la pein-
ture (1928; Surrealism and painting).

Succeeding La révolution surréaliste, six issues of

Le surréalisme au service de la révolution were pub-

lished between July 1930 and May 1933. Publication

took place in a context of high tensions within the

surrealist group. Indeed, 1929 had seen the release of

Breton’s new surrealist opus, the Second Manifesto
(Second Manifeste du surréalisme), and with it the

drastic operation of the dismissal of some members

of the group. The ranks of the surrealists were par-

tially decimated, even taking into account Dalı́’s arri-

val and Tristan Tzara’s reintegration the same year;

the excluded artists came together to produce an

anti-Breton diatribe, Un cadavre.
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La révolution surréaliste and Le surréalisme

au service de la révolution are good illustrations

of surrealism’s politico-artistic approach. That

approach proved to be problematic, because it

was based on a paradox, that is, the articulation of

a fundamentally free and individualistic poetics

together with a fundamentally collective revolu-

tionary political engagement.

The difficulties did not curtail the movement’s

spread. Indeed, the 1930s saw the formation of a

number of surrealist groups abroad. At the same

time, the group’s publishing activity ceased. Strictly

speaking, since the folding of Le surréalisme au ser-

vice de la révolution, and for the first time since 1924,

no surrealist review was being published. However,

in June 1933 the artists started collaborating on the

first issue of Minotaure. Some ten issues later,

Minotaure was completely in their control.

THE MOVEMENT’S EXPANSION

AND DECLINE

Between 1933 and 1938, increasing numbers of
surrealist exhibitions took place around the world.
The first group show took place in 1925, and from
1926 to 1928 a surrealist gallery hosted regular
events, ensuring the cohesion of a group that had
been seriously destabilized by a crisis in 1926.

The year 1936 attested to the movement’s out-
ward expansion: the first major international surre-
alist exhibition was held in London. However, the
1938 exhibition, held in Paris, marked the start of
an irreversible decline of a group whose apparent
mobilization could not conceal the ruptures that
had taken place or those that were imminent
(Éluard and Ernst took their places in the surrealist
cortege for the last time). The exhibition also
marked the decline of surrealist ideology by
renouncing its long-held obscurantism and giving
way to facilitating explanation to the public.

The misunderstanding of surrealist ideas in the
context of the exhibitions often provoked public
reactions of irony or anger. The show of 1938 was
not completely exempt from this rule: Dalı́’s Taxi
pluvieux (Rainy taxi) featured a blond mannequin in
a car, caught in a downpour of real vegetables and
real snails; a ‘‘Surrealist Street’’ was peopled with wax
mannequins signed by Dalı́, Duchamp, Ernst,
Masson, and J. Miró. But this was not the whole
story. In this case, a tempering of visitors’ reactions
was facilitated by the publication of a sort of user’s
manual, a Dictionnaire abrégé du surréalisme
(Abridged dictionary of surrealism) compiled by
Breton and Éluard. This overture to the public was
a renunciation of the occult character of surrealism.
The dictionary itself was proof that the movement
had turned back upon itself, evidence of an introspec-
tive gaze whose aims were undoubtedly historicizing.

The Second World War then hit like a bomb-
shell. Many surrealists, including Breton, Dalı́,
Matta, and Tanguy, left France for the United
States. Their exile, while others such as Éluard,
Pablo Picasso, Bellmer, Desnos, and Artaud,
remained in France, led to the breakup of the move-
ment. Destinies were split; the experience of those
who had stayed behind was too distant from that of
the dreamers across the ocean. During the global
conflict some of the most representative personalities
of the group came together, mainly in New York,

The Key of Dreams. Painting by René Magritte, 1930.

Magritte juxtaposes unrelated words and images to subvert

the concept of objective reality. PHOTOTHÈQUE R. MAGRITTE-

ADAGP/ART RESOURCE, NY
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where they continued their surrealist oeuvre, pro-
duced the periodicals Views and VVV, and organized
exhibitions such as First Papers of Surrealism (New
York, 1942). When they returned, they brought with
them a desire to revitalize the movement and to
prescribe a more occult system for surrealist crea-
tions, in direct contrast to the change in direction
begun in 1938, whereas the surrealists who had
remained in occupied Europe sought to establish
contacts with revolutionary political movements.

Despite ongoing surrealist activity in painting,
as evidenced in the 1947 exhibit at the Galerie
Maeght in Paris, surrealism virtually disappeared
after 1945. But its presence continued in particular
because its incursions into the realm of the uncon-
scious and its theoretical investments with regard
to the work of art as object had lasting effects on
twentieth-century art as a whole.

See also Aragon, Louis; Artaud, Antonin; Avant-Garde;
Breton, André; Dada; Dalı́, Salvador; Duchamp,
Marcel; Éluard, Paul; Ernst, Max; Miró, Joan.
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ALEXANDRA KOENIGUER

n

SWEDEN. Sweden democratized relatively late.
Not until after World War I did Sweden, swayed by
the political and social turbulence that characterized
Europe at that time, introduce universal suffrage for
men and women. A two-chamber parliamentary sys-
tem was established and the role of the monarch
substantially curtailed. Nonetheless, the king for-
mally remained head of the cabinet until 1974 and
was formally responsible for work connected with
changes of government. In 1970 a single-chamber
system was introduced.

The Swedish party system is characterized by
marked continuity. The same five parties were
represented in the Riksdag in the early 1920s and
in the late 1980s: on the left, the Social Democratic
Workers’ Party and the Communist Party (today
the Left Party); on the right, the Liberal Party, the
Farmers’ Party (now the Center Party), and the
Conservative Party (today’s Moderate Party).

The 1920s were years of shifting and unstable
political majorities, which caused frequent changes
of government. In the Riksdag elections of 1932,
however, the Social Democrats gained a powerful
lead due to a Keynesian-inspired anti-unemployment
program. Since then the Social Democratic Party has
held a unique position in Swedish politics. During
only nine of the seventy-three years between 1932

La femme (Woman). Photograph by Man Ray, 1920.

CNAC/MNAM/DIST. RÉUNION DES MUSÉES NATIONAUX/ART

RESOURCE, NY
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and 2005 did the bourgeois (i.e., nonsocialist) par-
ties hold government power. On the other hand, the
Social Democrats have seldom enjoyed absolute par-
liamentary majorities.

Sweden has not been at war since 1814. The
country remained neutral throughout World War
I. During the interwar period Sweden supported a
policy of neutrality and national security that gave
the League of the Nations a central role. Sweden
significantly reduced its defense establishment, and
not until the late 1930s did a limited rearmament
take place against the backdrop of impending war.

When war broke out in 1939 Sweden issued a
declaration of neutrality. Immediately thereafter, a
coalition government—excluding only the
Communists—was formed under the leadership of
Per Albin Hansson. It succeeded in keeping
Sweden out of the war, but only at the cost of
concessions to Germany. These included, among
other things, the extensive transport of German
soldiers to and from occupied Norway and, in con-
nection with the German attack on the Soviet
Union in 1941, the transit conveyance of an entire,
fully equipped military division to the eastern front.
The extensive Swedish export to Germany of,
among other things, iron ore and ball bearings
was important both to the Swedish economy and
to the German war industry. Sweden’s refugee pol-
icy was initially very restrictive, not least toward
Jewish immigrants. After the war the government’s
policy was generally defended as a small nation’s
realistic and successful adaptation to existing cir-
cumstances, an interpretation that has subsequently
been questioned and criticized.

SWEDEN DURING THE POSTWAR ERA

Sweden entered the postwar era under exception-
ally favorable conditions. Its industrial infrastruc-
ture was unharmed by war. Sweden topped the
international charts of prosperous nations through-
out this era. The export industry was the most
expansive part of the Swedish economy, and
exports quadrupled during the 1950s and 1960s.
Production within the technically most advanced
and knowledge-intensive part of the engineering
industry expanded particularly rapidly. Sweden’s
classic industries, based on the country’s raw mate-
rials—the manufacture of wood products, paper,
pulp, and iron ore—also expanded significantly.

During the favorable economic conditions of

the postwar era, the particular features of what had

become known as the Swedish model became more

firmly established. The questions of whether such a

Swedish model really existed, and if so, the nature

of its distinguishing characteristics, are among

those that have dominated modern research on

twentieth-century history. The following elements

have been emphasized. First, institutionalized

cooperation between employers and trade unions,

codified in the Saltsjöbaden Agreement of 1938.

This agreement consisted of a mutual expression of

support for efforts to avoid labor disputes through

a well-functioning and centralized negotiation pro-

cess. This proved successful; the number of strikes

diminished significantly, and politicians, trade

union representatives, and employers from all over

the world arranged educational visits in order to

study the calm Swedish labor market.

Second, a vigorous state economic policy.

Sweden belonged to those nations which as early

as the 1930s had employed Keynesian-inspired

economic policies against unemployment. During

the postwar era, however, economic policy makers

were usually faced with the opposite problem: eco-

nomic overheating, inflation, high profits and

wages, and labor shortages. This, in its turn, made

it difficult to achieve rationalization and increased

efficiency. For two decades the so-called Rehn-

Meidner model (named for Gösta Rehn and

Rudolf Meidner, the two leading trade union econ-

omists who formulated it) was used to guide the

government’s economic policy.

One of this model’s premises was the use of

wage policies to rationalize the economy. Imple-

mentation of the so-called solidaristic wage policy

was to ensure that wage developments in econom-

ically less sound companies did not lag behind

those of more expansive branches. At the same

time, those employed in the export industries were

to restrain their demands for increased wages.

Those workers who lost their jobs because many

of the less profitable companies risked folding were

to be reemployed in those parts of the economy

where labor shortages tended to be a growing

problem. Government subsidies were to encourage

mobility among the unemployed, and there was

extensive investment in active labor-market

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2487

S W E D E N



policies. This resulted in very low rates of open
unemployment by international standards.

Third, extensive social reforms, starting with
family policy and health insurance. The pension
reform of the 1950s, ATP, became an issue of great
symbolic importance; it also caused one the great
political battles of the postwar era. The reform
established a trend toward a universalist welfare
system that benefited all citizens, not just those
with special needs. The Swedish welfare system is
further distinguished by its primarily tax-based
financing and by its administration by the state.

Fourth, a relatively extensive political consen-
sus, including certain corporative decision-making
structures. A distinctive trait of the Swedish model
is the strong position of interest organizations.
Spokespeople for Swedish industry, the trade
unions, cooperative organizations, and established
social movements were well represented in, for
example, government committees and on the
boards of civil service departments and in informal
deliberations with the government. This phenom-
enon was often termed Harpsund democracy—
Harpsund being the prime minister’s country
estate, where the nation’s political and economic
elite sometimes gathered for informal discussions.

The Social Democrats were in uninterrupted
control of the government until 1976, usually
receiving between 45 and 50 percent of the vote.
Tage Erlander was prime minister from 1946 to
1969. The Social Democratic Party’s influence
extends far beyond the parliamentary sphere. It
exercises great influence over, for example, the
powerful Swedish Trade Union Confederation
and the widespread consumers’ cooperative move-
ment. The party has generally ruled without an
absolute majority in the Riksdag. It entered into a
political coalition with the Farmers’ Party between
1951 and 1957; during other periods it has usually
depended on support from the small Communist
Party (now Left Party). The three bourgeois parties
have alternated as leading opposition parties;
between 1948 and 1968 the Liberal Party assumed
that role, the Center Party from 1968 to 1979, and
the Moderate Party from 1979 onward.

Swedish postwar foreign policy has been primar-
ily oriented toward nonalignment, directed toward
neutrality in war. Its security policies have

presupposed active participation in the United
Nations and its agencies. There was an attempt, in
1948, to create a common Scandinavian defensive
alliance. As it turned out, Denmark and Norway
preferred an alliance with NATO, something ruled
out by Sweden’s neutrality. However, Sweden did
initiate covert cooperation with the West in order to
obtain military reinsurance should the nation be
drawn into war; this policy of secret cooperation also
made it possible to import armaments. There was, in
addition, a significant exchange of military informa-
tion between Sweden and the western defense alli-
ance. Both the United States and the Soviet Union
were well aware of the duplicity of Swedish foreign
policy, while the Swedish people were informed of
the true state of affairs only much later. Sweden’s
policy of neutrality also affected its collaboration
with Europe. Sweden took part in establishing the
European Free Trade Association, but the govern-
ment long felt that Sweden’s neutrality made it
impossible for it to join the European Economic
Community.

SWEDEN SINCE THE 1970S

Swedish society was radicalized during the 1970s.
The newly elected prime minister, Olof Palme, was
associated with a critical attitude toward the U.S. war
in Vietnam and with a growing Swedish commit-
ment to Third World development. Palme’s sharp
criticism of the war, which received international
attention, periodically strained diplomatic relations
with the United States. Extensive youth radicaliza-
tion led to the emergence of new social movements,
of which the women’s movement and the environ-
mental movement were to gain considerable influ-
ence. A series of highly visible strikes marked the end
of the long period of industrial peace. The Social
Democratic government’s decision to pursue
union-friendly legislation led to growing tension
between the two labor-market parties. Especially
important was the decision to introduce wage earn-
ers’ investment funds, which were designed gradually
to transfer part of the industries’ profits to funds
controlled by the trade unions. A diluted version of
the funds was introduced during the 1980s amid
vehement protests from the bourgeois parties.

During the 1970s a series of new social reforms
were implemented, especially in areas that concerned
family policy and equality between the sexes. These
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included an extensive expansion of the system of day-
care centers, which facilitated women’s wage
employment.

At the same time, however, the long interna-

tional boom came to an end. The subsequent eco-

nomic crises, including growing unemployment,

helped to defeat the Social Democrats in the elec-

tions of 1976. There had also been complaints

about Social Democracy’s bureaucratization and

autocratic style, both associated with the party’s

long stint in power. Nuclear power was another

central election issue, as the Center Party’s

nuclear-critical attitude gained it votes at the cost

of the Social Democrats.

At first the new bourgeois three-party coalition

government continued with Keynesian-style poli-

cies. In 1980, however, there was a sudden change.

For the first time since World War II steps were

taken—in accordance with the decade’s neoliberal

trends—to increase Sweden’s market adaptability

and to cut back the welfare system.

When, in 1982, the Social Democrats again took

power, after being in opposition for two electoral

terms, they continued in part—to the surprise of

many Swedes—down the same path. The party’s

economic policies have essentially followed the inter-

national trend toward deregulation of the credit and

exchange market, increased exposure to competition

and privatization of the public sector, an indepen-

dent National Bank and high prioritization of anti-

inflation measures. Swedish unemployment rates

have also approached those of Europe as a whole.

Except for an interval of bourgeois government

in 1991–1994, the Social Democrats have held

power since 1982. Around 1990 several new par-

liamentary parties emerged, and the Green Party

and the Swedish Christian Democrats assumed a

permanent place in the Riksdag. The Social

Democrats are still the largest party, although their

parliamentary power has diminished to around 40

percent of the electorate. Since 1979 the Moderate

Party has been the leading bourgeois party with, as

a rule, between 20 and 25 percent of the votes.

The flare-up of Cold War tensions in the 1980s
also affected Swedish domestic policy. The ques-
tion of whether and to what extent Soviet

submarines systematically trespassed on Swedish
territorial waters was extensively debated. Despite
government investigatory commissions and
Swedish protests to the Soviet Union, the question
of what actually took place remains basically
unanswered.

Since 1990, Swedish foreign policy has become
markedly Europeanized. In 1991, after the fall of
the Berlin Wall, Sweden applied for membership in
the European Union (EU). A referendum was held
in 1994 and a small majority—52 percent—voted
for membership. The Swedish population is among
the most EU-skeptical in the union and in 2003 a
clear majority voted against membership in the
European Monetary Union.

The international economic crisis of the early
1990s adversely affected the Swedish economy,
with large-scale industrial shutdowns and growing
unemployment. The resulting budgetary crisis
resulted in far-reaching cuts in the social sector.
However, in spite of these cuts, Sweden continued
to have an extensive, publicly financed system of
social insurance and a high taxation rate. Surveys
clearly demonstrate that these systems enjoy con-
siderable support, even from right-wing voters.
During the early years of the twenty-first century
the Swedish economy again became stable.

See also Norway; Palme, Olof; Welfare State.
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SWITZERLAND. The war years 1914 to
1918 were a time of profound political, cultural,
and economic change in Switzerland although the
country avoided being involved in acts of war. The
concept of its ‘‘permanent neutrality’’ (immerwähr-
ende Neutralität) imposed by the Congress of
Vienna (1815) only provided a superficial protec-
tion against severe internal and external tensions.

Internally, the differences between the culturally
and economically Germany-oriented and German-
speaking majority and the France or Italy-oriented
French, Italian, and Romanic-speaking minorities
threatened to tear the country apart, along the bor-
ders of its four language regions. This conflict, which
biased the political climate during the entire war and
postwar years, became obvious when a general
known for his support of Prussian militarism was
elected commander-in-chief. The secret attempts to
bring about a separate peace between Germany and
revolutionary Russia in 1917 led to the resignation of
the foreign minister. To calm the Allies as well as the
non-German-speaking and less German-friendly
Swiss, the foreign minister was replaced by a
‘‘Romand,’’ as the French-speaking Swiss are called.
Ever since his election, the Romands have had the
right to appoint two federal councillors to the gov-
ernment, a seven-man executive elected by both
chambers of parliament and supposed to represent
all major parties and regions.

SOCIAL TENSIONS

In addition to these tensions bearing upon foreign
relations, social unrest among the population proved
a burden domestically because the government did
not have an effective economic policy: some entre-
preneurs profited by the export of war goods, and
the farmers gained from inflation, whereas others—
especially industrial workers—suffered from a rise in
prices and shortages of everyday goods. As there was,
moreover, still no financial support for the families of
the soldiers serving at the borders, violent demon-
strations and strikes became more and more fre-
quent. In July 1918 the Swiss Workers’ Congress
gave the Olten Action Committee, a union consist-
ing of leading figures of the Social Democratic Party
(SPS) and the unions, the go-ahead to threaten a
national strike. The situation escalated in late autumn
of 1918, when the Federal Council, irritated and

alarmed by the class struggle, was misled into mobi-
lizing army units for a precautionary occupation of
Zurich. The Olten Action Committee reacted with
protest strikes that expanded to a nationwide general
strike from 12 November until 14 November 1918.
The strikers’ demands included key political and
social conditions, such as the introduction of a pro-
portional representation of the electorate and of
women’s right to vote, a forty-eight-hour work
week, and an old-age, disability, and survivors’ social
security system. Given the mobilization of about one
hundred thousand soldiers, the Olten Action
Committee stopped the strike, fearing it would cause
a civil war.

The interpretation of the conflict as a revolu-
tionary attempt, controlled by outside forces
(Soviet Union), to overthrow the regime hampered
social reform and determined the domestic climate
until the 1930s. From among the political objec-
tives of the national strike, only proportional repre-
sentation was implemented. In 1919 this led,
during the first elections based on the new system,
to a shifting of the parliamentarian balance of
power: the Liberals lost their traditional predomi-
nance, the Social Democrats improved their posi-
tion and won 20 percent of the seats, though their
gains were offset by the newly founded Agrarian
Party, which won 14 percent and thus again
strengthened the Liberal-Conservative alliance.
The result of these elections can be taken as a sign
of the rather contradictory situation and self-image
of Switzerland. By the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the country was highly industrialized. The
fact that Switzerland grew to be an international
financial center soon became an additional key ele-
ment of modern economic growth. But although
nearly half the inhabitants lived in urban surround-
ings and worked in industry, the self-image of
Switzerland and especially that of its political elite
was deeply rooted in a conservative belief in the
value of an idealized peasantry. Part of this contra-
dictory ideology was a conservative definition of
women’s role and the family. Attempts to intro-
duce women’s suffrage in the 1920s at least on a
cantonal level were doomed to fail because of its
rejection by male voters.

The economic depression of the 1930s hit
Switzerland comparatively late, but lasted until
1936. Fascist tendencies had been latent in
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Switzerland since the suppression of the general
strike of 1918. Advocates of fascism received support
by the Nazis’ takeover in Germany in 1933. Federal
authorities were slow to react and even showed some
sympathy for these tendencies. Swiss Nazi groups—
the so-called Fronten (fronts)—were founded and
right-wing Conservatives made plans to remodel
the state along corporative lines. The threat of war,
however, caused the general population to turn away
from right-wing ideologies.

WORLD WAR II AND AFTER

Switzerland’s war preparations were influenced by
the experience of World War I and the fear of social
unrest. The election of the first Social Democratic
federal councillor in 1943 was considered as much
a token of social unity as the election of a general
from the French-speaking Canton of Vaud as com-
mander-in-chief was considered a sign of national
unity. In September 1939 the country quickly
mobilized. After the fall of France in 1940, when
Switzerland was completely surrounded by the Axis
Powers, the defense strategy was reduced to the
Alps. The ‘‘Reduit National’’ (Alpine Redoubt), a
huge system of fortresses in the Alps, was expanded
to offer a place of retreat for the army and the
government in case of a German attack, robbing
civilians of any protection. Nevertheless, the com-
mander-in-chief managed to maintain the image
of a country ready to defend itself to the last.
This defense strategy allowed a partial demobiliza-
tion in order to use all forces for production, not
least for the export of goods deemed important to
the war effort. Despite an affirmation of neutrality,
the Axis Powers profited more from Swiss exports
than did the Allies. Modern historians hold
that Switzerland was most likely spared during
the war not only because of its army but because
a neutral and largely cooperative Switzerland—
with its railways, Alpine passes, engineering
resources, and banking services—was useful to the
Third Reich.

In 1938, when Adolf Hitler annexed Austria,
the stream of refugees into Switzerland, which had
begun immediately after the Nazi takeover in
Germany in 1933, started to swell. By the time
the war began, Switzerland played host to seven
or eight thousand emigrants, among them five
thousand Jews. The refugee policy was restrictive;

victims of racial persecution were not granted the
status of refugees. It became the official policy of
the federal government and administration to deny
sanctuary to Jews for fear of ‘‘over-foreignization’’
(Überfremdung). Some of the cantons and several
private organizations and individuals dodged these
restrictive policies. During the war, about 53,000
civilians (about half of them Jews) and 104,000
soldiers (deserters, prisoners of war, soldiers of
the French army) were taken in. The number of
people turned back and physically prevented from
crossing the borders is estimated to have been
about twenty thousand. Restrictions were loosened
as late as 1944.

Once the war was over, Switzerland was inter-
nationally isolated. Trade with Germany had
undermined the credibility of Swiss neutrality.
Relations with the United States were normalized
only after painstaking negotiations (Washington
Accord of 1946). But the country was soon
integrated into the anticommunist American-
dominated postwar order. At the end of the Cold
War, Switzerland was again confronted with its role
during World War II, when the question of Jewish
assets and looted gold threatened to damage the
credibility and image of the Swiss financial market.
In 1996 this led to the appointment of the
Independent Commission of Experts Switzerland
(IEC) to study the relations between Switzerland
and Nazi Germany. The research results confirmed
that Swiss banks had been serving as a repository
for Nazi gold and cash, stolen in part from mur-
dered Jews, and had been responsible for retaining
dormant Jewish accounts. The banks had to pay
back 1.2 million dollars. The Swiss government
expressed its deep regret for the repulsion of refu-
gees but, in the end, did not acknowledge respon-
sibility for the policy in general.

The postwar political system proved to be
stable but also extremely rigid. This was because
important decisions and change had to be accepted
by a majority of voters (for laws that were to be
changed) or, in addition, by a majority of all can-
tons (for changes of the constitution). Thus,
women’s right to vote, put to a vote for the first
time on the federal level in 1959 but then rejected,
was only accepted in 1971. Voters proved even less
flexible concerning the renewal of civil rights: the
extremely long periods of residence required from
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foreigners (twelve years) were maintained, and
voters several times denied foreigners a right to be
naturalized. Thus the high share of foreigners
(which increased from 5.1 percent in 1950 to
15.9 percent in 1970 and 20 percent in 2004) is
partly a result of these inflexible and rigid naturali-
zation provisions. The first system of social security
was created in 1948 and has been expanded gradu-
ally ever since.

The Swiss government, composed of all larger
political parties, was based on the so-called
Zauberformel or magic formula of 1959: two
Liberals, two Christian Democrats, two Social
Democrats, and one representative of the People’s
(or Farmer’s) Party. For the first time ever, it was
not adhered to in 2004, when a second represen-
tative of the populist, right-wing People’s Party was
elected to the detriment of the Christian
Democrats.

Economically, Switzerland developed in the
second half of the twentieth century from an indus-
trial society into a society dominated by the service
sector. In 2004, two-thirds of all employees
worked for the service industry and about one-
quarter for trade and industry. By the early
twenty-first century, agriculture was of marginal
significance.

Switzerland avoided the international alliances
of the postwar period because of its definition of
neutrality: several times, the Swiss said ‘‘nay’’ to

joining the United Nations; it finally joined in
2004. The country also remained reserved in the
face of European political integration efforts; it did,
however, join the European Free Trade Association
(EFTA) and established a political and socioeco-
nomic system largely conforming to the European
Union (‘‘autonomous adjustment’’). The end of
the Cold War saw Switzerland once again face the
issue of whether and how neutrality was still a
viable position in the world of the twenty-first
century.

See also Germany; Nazism.
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The Promenade. Painting by Marc Chagall, 1917. Chagall’s introduction of elements of fantasy into his

paintings distinguished him as an exemplar of French expressionism. SCALA/ART RESOURCE, NY/© 2006

ARTISTS RIGHTS SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK/ADAGP, PARIS

ART AND ARCHITECTURE



RIGHT: Twilight. From the cycle “Ecce Homo” by George

Grosz, 1922. Profoundly disillusioned by the events of World

War I, George Grosz, along with other German expressionist

artists such as Max Beckmann and Otto Dix, developed a

satirical style of painting. Grosz here creates caricatures of

typical Berlin citizens. BILDARCHIV PREUSSICHER KULTURBESITZ/ART

RESOURCE, NY/ © 2006 VAGA

BELOW: White Zig-Zags. Painting by Wassily Kandinsky, 1922.

Kandinsky was the founder of abstract expressionism,

seeking to convey emotion through color and suggestive,

though not representational, forms. CAMERAPHOTO ARTE,

VENICE/ART RESOURCE, NY



LEFT: Elephant of the Celebes. Painting by Max Ernst, 1921.

Ernst was pivotal in the development of the Dada movement

and later became associated with the surrealists. This early

work manifests the dadaist technique of adapting found

imagery, in this case a piece of farm equipment, to create

startling new images. TATE GALLERY, LONDON/ART RESOURCE,

NY/© 2006 ARTISTS RIGHTS SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK/ADAGP,

PARIS

BELOW: Partial Hallucination: Six Images of Lenin on a
Piano. Painting by Salvador Dalí, 1931. Dalí presented dream

imagery in a realistic and detailed manner to create some of

the most renowned paintings of the surrealist movement.

CNAC/ MNAM/DIST. RÉUNION DES MUSÉES NATIONAUX/ART

RESOURCE, NY/© 2006 SALVADOR DALÍ, GALA-SALVADOR DALÍ

FOUNDATION/ARTISTS RIGHTS SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK



LEFT: They Are Writing about Us in Pravda. Painting by

Alexei Vasilev, 1951. Vasilev’s works are examples of socialist

realism, the state-sanctioned style of art and literature during

much of the Soviet period in Eastern Europe. Socialist realist

artists sought to further the aims of the Soviet state by

presenting an idealized view of communist life. SPRINGVILLE

MUSEUM OF ART, SPRINGVILLE, UTAH/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BELOW: Night Fishing at Antibes. Painting by Pablo Picasso,

1939. Picasso continued to explore the possibilities of his

cubist technique throughout much of the twentieth century,

recreating here a fishing scene drawn from his stay in the

French coastal town of Antibes. This painting is often seen as

a reflection of Picasso’s unease over increasing violence in

Europe, the act of fishing symbolizing the possibility of

sudden, unforeseen death. DIGITAL IMAGE © THE MUSEUM OF

MODERN ART/LICENSED BY SCALA/ART RESOURCE, NY/© 2006 ESTATE

OF PABLO PICASSO/ARTISTS RIGHTS SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK

OPPOSITE PAGE: Sack-O-Sauce. Collage by Eduardo Paolozzi,

1948. The Pop Art movement in Europe was inaugurated by

artist Eduardo Paolozzi in a 1952 lecture at the London

Institute of Contemporary Arts titled “BUNK,” in which he

presented a series of collages created from comic books,

postcards and magazines. Paolozzi drew upon the stylistic

legacy of Dada and surrealism to create an ironic view of

contemporary culture. TATE GALLERY, LONDON/ART RESOURCE,

NY/© 2006 ARTISTS RIGHTS SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK/DACS,

LONDON







OPPOSITE PAGE, TOP: The Bauhaus archive and museum,

Berlin. Designed by Walter Gropius, 1964 (built 1979). Gropius

is noted for his innovative use of modern technologies and

materials, including concrete on steel-frame construction and

glass brick. © ANGELO HORNAK/CORBIS

OPPOSITE PAGE, BOTTOM: Notre Dame du Haut, Ronchamp,

France. Chapel designed by Le Corbusier, 1950. This later

design by one of the most noted European architects of the

twentieth century departs from his earlier works in its more

rounded forms, a response to the building’s hilltop setting. 

© ARCHIVE ICONOGRAFICO, S.A./ CORBIS

TOP RIGHT: The interior of the Educatorium at  Utrecht

University, Netherlands. Designed by Rem Koolhaas,

1993–1997.  Koolhaas, winner of the Pritzker Architecture Prize

in 2000, has created a markedly contemporary style in his

works, which attempt to restore a human scale to public

buildings. AP/WIDE WORLD PHOTOS

BOTTOM RIGHT: Guggenheim Museum, Bilbao, Spain.

Designed by Frank O. Gehry, 1997. Gehry’s free-form

expressionistic building was created to reflect as well as

house the museum’s collection of modern art. © TIBOR

BOGNÁR/CORBIS



BELOW: Mixed media work by Dieter Roth, 1972. Roth’s

oeuvre reflects several of the major features of European art

of the later twentieth century: experimentation with radically

different forms and materials, exploration of the very nature of

art, and disillusionment with life in modern society. HAMBURGER

KUNSTHALLE, HAMBURG, GERMANY/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

/COURTESY OF THE ESTATE OF DIETER ROTH

TOP RIGHT: 192 Colours. By Gerhard Richter, 1966. German

artist Richter absorbed many of the avant-garde influences of

the mid-twentieth century, a fact which is reflected in his wide-

ranging oeuvre. Richter diverged from the dominant trend

toward performance-based works, however, to focus on

painting. His 192 Colours is an example of his early interest in

pure abstraction. BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

BOTTOM RIGHT: The Man who Flew into Space from His
Apartment. Installation in the series “Ten Characters” by Ilya

Kabakov, 1988. Artists’ experiments with form eventually led to

the creation of works called installations, large-scale pieces

designed to increase viewer interaction. Kabakov’s version

shown here creates a powerful indictment of life in the Soviet

Union. CNAC/MNAM/DIST. RÉUNION DES MUSÉES NATIONAUX/ART

RESOURCE, NY/©2006 ARTISTS RIGHTS SOCIETY (ARS), NEW YORK,

VG BILD-KUNST, BONN
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TARKOVSKY, ANDREI (1932–1986),
Soviet film director.

Andrei Tarkovsky was the most important
and original Russian Soviet film director of the
post-Eisenstein period. He was born in Ivanovo
Oblast, near Moscow, on 4 April 1932. His father,
the famous Russian poet Arseny Tarkovsky (1907–
1989), deserted the family when Andrei was four
years old. The theme of fatherlessness and the pres-
ence of a loving and troubled mother are featured
in many of Tarkovsky’s films. Tarkovsky was an artist
in the philosophical mold and a profound religious
thinker, who presented in his films the most serious
problems of morality and faith, humanism and the
dehumanization. The world he created in his films
is original and easily recognizable: it is enigmatic,
complex, irreal, dreamlike, and full of significant
and hidden symbols.

Tarkovsky’s first success came with the film
Ivan’s Childhood (1962), which portrays a child
who has lost his parents during the war and has
become an army scout. The film created a stunning
impression in the USSR and in the West: the boy is
depicted as having permanently lost his childhood.
He maintains within himself the trauma of the
violence he has endured, a trauma that dooms
him to solitude. The French writer and philosopher
Jean-Paul Sartre formulated the philosophical idea
of the film thus: ‘‘War kills those who wage it, even
if they survive. . . . History in the same wave calls
its heroes to life, creates them, and destroys
them, depriving them of the ability to live without

experiencing the suffering of society, which they
have helped to preserve.’’

Tarkovsky devoted his next film to the greatest
Russian icon painter of the fourteenth to fifteenth
centuries, Andrei Rublev (1360 to 1370–c. 1430).
The director said that the aim of Andrei Rublev
(1966) was to investigate the nature of the Russian
painter’s poetic gifts; analyze the spiritual condition
and civic feelings of an artist who created moral
values of enormous significance; and tell the story
of how national yearning for brotherhood in an
era of terrible internal strife under the Tartar yoke
gave birth to Rublev’s work of genius, ‘‘The Old
Testament Trinity.’’ This was not, however, a his-
torical or biographical film but rather a philosophi-
cal-historical parable about the fate of the artist
during the wars and violence of the Middle Ages.
Soviet censors perceived dangerous historical allu-
sions in the film and references to the lack of artistic
freedom in the USSR. For that reason, only a lim-
ited number of prints were made in the Soviet
Union, with considerable cuts by the censors. By
contrast, the film was interpreted abroad as proof
that under socialism even an unconventional artist
had the freedom to realize his work.

Taken from the Polish writer Stanislaw Lem’s
science-fiction novel, the futuristic film Solaris
(1972) tells the story of a planet that materializes
the human desires of the human beings who are
sent there to carry out research. Behind the film
are reflections on outer space, earth, humankind,
conscience, life, death, and one’s responsibility to
the future. Tarkovsky said that he wanted to prove
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through this film that the problem of ethical stability
permeates the whole of human existence, revealing
itself even in spheres that at first glance are not
linked to morality, for example, in the exploration
of outer space and the study of the objective world.

He also turned to the fantastic in The Stalker
(1979), taken from a novel by two science-fiction
writers, the brothers Boris and Arkady Strugatsky.
The Stalker is a man with professional knowledge
of the system of obstacles and traps in the Zone, a
place where desires can be fulfilled. A fashionable
writer wants to find inspiration, a famous professor
dreams of making a discovery. Tarkovsky asserted
that he had been preparing for this film all his life.
He said that in the film he was trying to determine
the specifically human quality that crystallizes in
the soul of each person and constitutes his or her
value. Although outwardly the characters suffer
fiascos, in fact each of them finds within something
incalculably more important: faith, the feeling
within the self of what is most fundamental.

In 1974 Tarkovsky shot The Mirror, a film-
memoir and meditation. The hero of the picture
is an author, a storyteller, and it is he who provides
the film’s voice-over. The episodes he remembers
before his death cause him suffering and increase
his anguish and anxiety. The film tells of the feel-
ings of this unnamed hero toward those closest to
him, his interrelations with them, and their eternal
pity and unfulfilled feelings of duty toward him.
The film is full of poetry and the enigmatic unread-
ability of life, in which the present and past merge
in the streams of memory.

At the beginning of the 1980s, Tarkovsky’s
conflict with the Soviet authorities increased, and
he was finally refused permission to return to the
USSR from Italy, where he had been working on
the film Nostalgia (1983). This conflict was linked
not so much to political dissidence as to the sharp
stylistic originality of his pictures, which in no way
suited the conventions of Soviet cinema of the
time. Nostalgia was dedicated to the memory of
the director’s mother and told the story of a certain
Russian writer, Gorchakov, who travels to Italy to
search for biographical traces of an enserfed musi-
cian from the eighteenth century who had once
visited the place. This musician’s fate was tragic:
returning to Russia, he was unable to buy his free-
dom from serfdom, took to drink, and ended his

own life. The search for the past links Gorchakov
to the translator Evgeniya, who tries helplessly
to understand the internal world of her Russian
friend and the reasons for his anguish, with the
help of a small volume of Arseny Tarkovsky’s verse.
Tarkovsky’s final film, The Sacrifice (1986), also
has biographical features. Separated from his
family, who was not allowed to leave the USSR,
Tarkovsky made this film and dedicated it to his
son. He said that this is what every generation has
to accomplish in relation to its children: self-
sacrifice.

Tarkovsky’s films were valued highly at inter-
national film festivals (Cannes, Venice, New York)
by some the greatest figures in world art—
Jean-Paul Sartre, the film directors Federico
Fellini, Ingmar Bergman, Krzysztof Zanussi, and
many others.

See also Cinema; Russia; Soviet Union.
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EVGENY DOBRENKO

n

TAXATION. Taxes are a fundamental element
of all modern societies. They are levied in almost
every country of the world to raise revenue for
government expenditure and to provide the finan-
cial basis for public services. Taxes are compulsory
levies. They are unreciprocated, which means that
they are not paid in exchange for specific benefits
conferred on the payer.

However, in all political systems, governments
have to justify why they raise taxes. Conflicts over
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taxation have thus been a common phenomenon
throughout modern history. Taxes play a central
role in defining the complex and contentious rela-
tionship between state and civil society, and they are
intertwined with economic and social development
in general. The institutional practices of taxation
have been a matter of continuous renegotiations in
relation to the changing forms and functions of the
society that they help to constitute. Already in 1918
the Austrian economist Joseph Schumpeter (1883–
1950), one of the founding fathers of fiscal sociol-
ogy, underlined the significance of taxation for the
analysis of social change:

The public finances are one of the best starting
points for an investigation of society, especially,
though not exclusively of its political life. The full
fruitfulness of this approach is seen particularly at
those turning points, or better epochs, during
which existing forms begin to die off and to change
into something new, and which always involve a
crisis of the old fiscal methods. (Schumpeter, p. 7)

According to Schumpeter, World War I repre-
sented one of the key turning points in modern

fiscal history. Just as the ‘‘domain state’’ of feudal-
ism was succeeded by the tax state of the Industrial

Revolution, the deep changes of World War I
paved the way for the modern fiscal state that

became one of the most powerful institutions of
the twentieth century.

Several features characterize the development

of the modern fiscal state. First, tax revenues grew

at a greater rate relative to the general development

of the economy. Taxation was gradually extended

to all economic activities, including personal and

corporate income, property, sales, and consump-

tion. Second, beyond their purely fiscal goals, taxes

became a powerful instrument of economic and

social policy in general. In modern societies, taxes

are used to redistribute wealth and income and to

compensate for negative external effects such as the

free use of natural resources. Fiscal interventions

aim to stabilize economic fluctuations and stimu-

late economic growth. The proactive form of gov-

ernment, with its stress on social intervention and

public service, is unthinkable without an elaborate

tax system.

However, rising public debts, globalization,

and the process of European integration are impos-

ing a new set of constraints on tax policy makers.

There has been a general trend toward containing

taxation and to reducing the scale of government

and public services. Even though there are still

marked differences between national tax systems

in Europe, a general process of convergence has

taken place during the past decades.

GROWTH AND STRUCTURE OF TAXATION

IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

Until World War I, a considerable share of state
revenues came from public domains and import
duties. In Prussia, for example, domains accounted
for 60 percent of state revenues in 1914. Half a
century later, more than 90 percent of public rev-
enue in Europe was provided by taxes. Whereas
during the nineteenth century taxes had been levied
mainly on property, higher income, and specific
consumption goods, taxation was now extended to
all spheres of economic activity. This extension was
based on three principles that gained influence on
tax legislation in most European states since World
War I: first, the benefit principle, that is, the idea that
there should be some equivalence between what the
individual pays and the benefits obtained from gov-
ernmental activities; second, the principle of horizon-
tal equity requires that persons in the same or similar
positions are subject to the same tax liability; and
third, the principle of vertical equity, which means
that the total tax burden should be shared in accor-
dance with taxpayers’ respective ability to pay.

All three principles implied a broadening as well
as a differentiation of taxation. Although it is diffi-
cult to generalize, certain patterns can be detected in
the changes of tax structures over the twentieth
century: while customs duties and excises lost
importance or were completely abolished, most
countries increasingly relied on sales taxes and other
general consumption taxes. Almost everywhere,
turnover taxes were replaced with value-added taxes,
especially after the European Community decided
to reform indirect taxes in 1967. Taxes on the priv-
ilege of doing business and on real estate have lost
ground and are significant in the early twenty-first
century mainly as revenue sources for local govern-
ments. The absolute and relative weight of direct
personal taxation has been rising in most countries,
and greater attention has been given to payroll and
value-added taxes. In general, there has been a shift
from indirect to direct taxes. In most countries
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direct taxes (including social security taxes) account
for more than 60 percent of the overall revenue,
while before World War I, indirect taxes were the
most important source of state income. Taking the
euro area as a whole, taxes on incomes and profits
contributed 33.2 percent of all revenues in 2003,
while social security and payroll taxes were 29.8
percent, taxes on property 5.2 percent, and taxes
on services 30.4 percent.

As is shown in tables 1 and 2, tax revenues grew
both in absolute and in relative terms. While tax
ratios were significantly below 10 percent before
World War I, they ranged between 15 and 20 per-
cent in the years of the economic depression. World
War II and the prosperous postwar era saw a massive
increase of tax ratios all over Europe. In 2000 taxa-
tion as a percentage of gross domestic product
(GDP) was 37.4 percent in the United Kingdom,
37.9 percent in Germany, 45.3 percent in France,
54.2 percent in Sweden, and 41.6 percent in the
euro area (calculated on an unweighted average). As
taxes have become the main revenue of state bud-
gets, this growth is closely related to the overpro-
portional rise of government expenditure.

THEORIES OF FISCAL GROWTH

In the 1880s, the German economist Adolph
Wagner (1835–1917) predicted that in modern
societies, government expenditure would increase
at a faster rate than economic output. According to
Wagner, this was due to three forms of state activity
that characterize all industrial societies: the uphold-
ing of external and internal order; the emergence of
public enterprise; and the provision of public goods

such as education, infrastructures, and social secur-
ity. Wagner’s ‘‘law of expanding state activity’’ was
empirically confirmed by a number of investiga-
tions, observing the statistical significance of the
income elasticity of public expenditures. However,
the reasons for the overproportional increase of
public expenditure are controversial. The British
economists Alan Peacock and Jack Wiseman
(1961) argue that external factors significantly
impact the growth of government expenditure.
While in calm times the government fiscal budget
grows steadily, in times of crisis, for example, war,
famine, or economic recession, government expen-
diture will expand rapidly, creating a ‘‘step’’ in the
otherwise smooth growth process. Peacock and
Wiseman name this the ‘‘displacement effect.’’
The basic idea is that governments are forced to
react to the challenges posed by such shocks, that
is, the commitments related to public debts, war
pensions, and social programs. When this period of
‘‘sudden change’’ is over, expenditure will fall to
some extent but will not return to previous levels.
Moreover, the experience of war often implies a
higher public tolerance for taxation.

The twentieth century provides evidence of such
sudden changes: World Wars I and II induced mas-
sive ruptures both in the structure and the level of
taxes. Many taxes, in particular the income tax and
the turnover or purchase tax (Germany, 1918; Great
Britain, 1940) were introduced as ‘‘temporary’’ war
measures. Likewise, the withholding method of
income tax collection began as a wartime innovation
in France, the United States, and Britain. World
War II transformed the income taxes of many
nations from upper-class taxes to mass taxes.

Yet wars and other crises do not account for all
increases of taxes during the twentieth century. For
example, they cannot explain the massive expansion
of tax ratios that occurred in almost all European
countries during the ‘‘Golden Age’’ of economic
growth, that is, in the decades between postwar
reconstruction and the oil crisis of 1973–1974.
Mancur Olson (1965) attributes government (and
tax) growth to interest-group behavior and private
rent-seeking that occurs in many democratic sys-
tems. By contrast, William J. Baumol argues that
the overproportional growth of public expenditure
relates to the fact that the productivity growth
is substantially higher in the private than in the
public sector. As relative prices change, costs of

TABLE 1

Taxes as a Percentage of GDP, 1910–1935

Germany UK Norway France

1910 4.3
a

8.8 7.9 –
1915 – 10.6 7.1 –
1920 – 20.1 7.5 13.7
1925 14.8 18.4 12.6 16.6
1930 17.5 18.3 15.0 17.8
1935 20.3 18.7 16.4 17.7

a 1913

SOURCE: Peter Flora, State, Economy, and Society in Western
Europe, 1815–1975, vol. 1 (Frankfurt, 1983), 262–264.
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public services rise faster and induce an increase
of public expenditure. Other authors such as
Carolyn Webber and Aaron Wildavsky hold that
rising taxes are a consequence of the growing com-
mitment of governments to equality. They argue
that governments spend more on social programs
when they have surpluses but rarely cut expenditure
in periods of slow economic growth and falling tax
revenues.

TAXATION AND THE RISE OF THE

REGULATORY STATE

While until the nineteenth century taxes had mainly
served to secure state revenues, the modern fiscal
state has a much broader scope: governments use
taxation for other than merely fiscal purposes. World
War I led to massive expansion of the public sector
and to rising state interventions in the economy.
The idea that taxes should be used to redistribute
income and wealth rapidly gained ground and set
the political agenda for the postwar era. However, a
progressive income tax was not realized immediately
in all European countries. While Germany adopted a
fairly progressive income tax with the Federal Tax
Reform of 1919–1920, Great Britain, Sweden, and
France abstained from a progressive tariff.

The Great Depression of 1929 gave birth to
new concepts of fiscal policies. John Maynard
Keynes (1883–1946) and other economists started
to think about the instruments of public revenue
and expenditure to control macroeconomic devel-
opment. Keynesian economists advocated the use of
countercyclical tax policy as a way of promoting

overall economic stability. As this clashed with the
still-prevailing balanced-budget concept, most
European governments were reluctant to adopt a
forceful policy of deficit spending during the slump.
However, the economic crisis marked a watershed
between traditional politics of laissez-faire and more
systematic state interventions in the economy. This
was particularly the case in Germany, where after the
rise of National Socialism, the government stimu-
lated the economy with massive expenditure for
rearmament, infrastructure, and industrial invest-
ments. Even though these programs were mainly
financed by public debts, they also led to a rise of
tax rates. Moreover, the Third Reich used taxes
systematically to discriminate against Jews and other
religious or ethnic minorities. For example, Jews
were excluded from all forms of tax deduction and
tax exemption, and they had to pay a high tax when
they left Germany (Reichsfluchtsteuer).

After World War II, tax policy was integrated into

a broader concept of proactive macroeconomic man-

agement. The postwar period was the heyday of

Keynesian theories, which shaped economic sciences

and policies alike. Still, as growth rates remained high

and unemployment fell during the postwar decades,

countercyclical demand policies were not adopted in

the same way by all European governments. While

fiscal demand management became a powerful instru-

ment of economic policy especially in Great Britain,

France, and the Scandinavian countries, West

Germany pursued a more supply-oriented direction

in economic policy that was not compatible with

Keynesian prescriptions. However, the German

TABLE 2

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2497

T A X A T I O N



government also relied heavily on tax policy to realize

overall economic goals, in particular to create incen-

tives for higher savings and investments in order to

stimulate economic growth. Income redistribution

and social equality became a central feature of all tax

systems in Europe during the postwar era. It was

mainly achieved through property taxes as well as

highly progressive income tariffs. Finally, taxes were

increasingly used to compensate for market failures.

Since the early 1970s, there was a growing awareness

that natural resources were scarce and therefore should

be consumed at lower levels. By internalizing environ-

mental costs into prices, taxes were used to signal the

structural economic changes needed to move to a

more sustainable economy.

The expansion of the fiscal state in Europe after

1945 has been highly disputed. Tax evasion and

avoidance has emerged as a major problem of fiscal

administration in all European countries. In 1953

the French right-wing politician Pierre Poujade

founded an antitax movement that mobilized small

shopkeepers, artisans, and peasants against the gov-

ernment. Since the middle of the 1970s, antifiscal-

ism and protest against taxation has gained

momentum in most industrialized countries. The

rise of Thatcherism in Great Britain was largely due

to the fact that many people considered the level of

taxation unsustainable. Moreover, tax systems were

criticized as incoherent, highly bureaucratic, and

unfair, as they left many possibilities of legal evasion.

Since the late 1970s, most tax reforms aim to

reduce the overall tax burden and to make tax

systems more transparent and simple. This change

in the tax policy agendas also reflects a general shift

from demand to supply-side policies. According to

this view, low tax rates should generate incentives

for higher investments and, in the long run, help to

create higher economic growth. At the same time,

the spread of monetarism as the leading economic

doctrine questioned the capacity of fiscal fine-tun-

ing of economic parameters. Finally, international

developments had a growing impact on national

tax policies.

EUROPEAN INTEGRATION, GLOBALIZATION,

AND INTERNATIONAL TAX COMPETITION

The process of European integration has had sub-

stantial effects on national tax systems. As one of

the main goals of the Treaty of Rome (1957) was

the creation of a single European market, all taxes

that distorted free trade of goods and services had

to be abolished. An important step toward tax

harmonization was the introduction of a Value

Added Tax (VAT) in the European Community

in 1967. Within two decades, the VAT has become

the general consumption tax in almost all European

countries. Major efforts have been made to harmo-

nize the rates of VAT as well as tax rates on specific

goods such as alcohol, tobacco, and more recently,

the taxation of energy products and vehicles. Even

though direct taxation is left entirely to the discre-

tion of the member states, there are enduring

efforts to harmonize personal and income tax rates

as well as the corporate tax base. These efforts

reflect the rising concerns of European govern-

ments that international integration of capital and

labor markets increases tax competition between

nation-states and erode the basis of tax revenue.

Indeed, globalization has posed major threats

to national fiscal sovereignty. The liberalization of

capital, labor, and commodity markets and the

emergence of multinational corporations have se-

riously challenged national tax policies. In particu-

lar, the taxation of highly mobile factors such as

capital, technology, and a trained workforce is

becoming more and more difficult. Taxpayers can

often avoid high domestic taxes by shifting their

tax base to another country with lower burdens.

There are indications that competition for mobile

tax bases will inevitably lead to a fiscally ruinous

race to the bottom, with serious implications for wel-

fare policy and income distribution. Even though

tax revenues have developed fairly steadily in the

European Union until the late 1990s, there is evi-

dence that globalization undermines the ability

of countries to collect taxes. Between 2000 and

2003, the average tax ratio has declined from

41.7 to 40.5 percent in the euro area, which means

that there was an inversion of a secular trend of

increasing tax ratios. Moreover, structure of direct

tax revenue changes according to the mobility

of factors: while taxation of labor has been increas-

ing, the taxation of other production factors has

shown an overall decrease. Finally, the enlargement

of the EU is likely to intensify tax competition

in Europe, as most of the new member states
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have fiscal systems with relatively low direct tax
rates.

By 2006 international cooperation to coordi-
nate tax systems had proved ineffective for the most
part. The plan for an excise tax on cross-border
currency transactions (Tobin Tax) had not found
consent among the industrialized nations. More
serious efforts to contain harmful tax competition
have been made by the EU but with only limited
results. The future will show whether the fiscal
state of the twentieth century is obsolete and will
be replaced by a new system of public finance.

See also European Free Trade Association; European
Union; Keynes, J. M.
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ALEXANDER NÜTZENADEL

n

TAYLORISM. Taylorism, also known as
‘‘Scientific Management,’’ emerged from the work
and writings of Frederick Winslow Taylor (1856–
1915), an engineer who, beginning in the early
1880s, at the Midvale Steel Company initiated a
series of time studies devised to raise the efficiency
of the machine shop. Becoming the most generally
recognized and leading factory management
system throughout industrialized nations by the
early decades of the twentieth century, one can
define Taylorism as ‘‘an intellectually complex set
of techniques for coordinating human behavior in
organizations or for providing organizational
members with the skills and knowledge to do so’’
(Beissinger, pp. 4–5). Although representing more
than the sum of its individual parts, important ele-
ments of Taylorism include the subdivision of tasks
into basic components and then timing each part in
order to determine a methodology for increasing
the speed of the entire job, the implementation of
an incentive system, the maintenance of accurate
records, and the planning and organizing of pro-
duction by specialists.

While Taylorism exerted considerable influence
on the development of Fordism, the two are not
synonymous. Although both production systems
are based on time-and-motion studies for intensify-
ing the division of labor, one major difference
between Fordism and Taylorism is that the former
is built on controlling the production speed of
workers through the assembly line. Based on the
overhead trolleys used by Chicago meatpackers to
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process beef, Ford’s assembly line, first implement-
ed in 1913, eschewed extensive record keeping
and the utilization of experts in the coordination
and planning of work inherent in Taylorism, in
favor of determining the production pace through
the design of the machinery itself. While a benefit
of Fordism was its leading to the mass production
and the affordability of automobiles (the Model-T)
for vast segments of the U.S. population, Fordism
(as originally practiced by Ford), unlike Taylorism,
had a much darker side in that it extended control
of employees outside of the factory through instru-
ments of coercion in dictating workers’ private
lives.

Although Taylorism was developed in the
United States, it was not long before it spread to
Europe and was modified to fit the industrial sys-
tems unique to the individual cultures and econo-
mies of the European countries. In France, for
example, the widespread use of Taylorism emerged
in 1914 with the country’s entry into World War I.
Much production up to this time had been based
on the ‘‘rule of thumb’’ method of skilled crafts-
men who retained control of manufacturing infor-
mation. However, a new system of production,
which was found in Taylorism, was required in
order to increase the speed in turning out of shells,
cannons, and airplane engines for the war effort.
Although Taylorism was embraced by both techni-
cal and intellectual circles in France as a method for
the rational planning of industries and the state, it
remained primarily a tool used at the top of the
organizational structure and had more difficulty in
penetrating management practices at the lower
levels.

In Germany, scientific management arrived
early in the twentieth century when engineers first
implemented Taylorism in the factories. During
these years, this system was strongly opposed by
the well-organized German working class and
generated a cultural hostility in society as a whole.
Such opposition intensified during World War I,
although immediately after the war, there was
renewed interest that led to the development of a
scientific management with a specifically German
face. This unique brand of Taylorism involved
combining the general philosophy of scientific
management with the basic values of the corporate
state; in addition, it represented the system as

nothing more than a manifestation of the resource-
ful frugal work patterns exhibited by German
craftsmen. Finally, beginning in 1924, Taylorism
became a major component of the German ratio-
nalization movement undertaken by key German
industries.

Taylorism was even implemented in socialist
Russia shortly after the 1917 October Revolution.
Vladimir Lenin, who admired Taylor’s techniques
once they were divorced from capital’s control,
advocated the use of scientific management in
1918 in transitioning the Russian economy from
one of state capitalism to socialism. Leon Trotsky,
first as the Commissar of War, used Taylorism to
reorganize the repair of locomotives as well as to
get the railways operating again. During the 1920s,
Taylorism became firmly entrenched within Russia,
not only as a tool to organize factory production
but also as an administrative methodology for
engaging in state economic planning. Scientific
management techniques were integrated into the
First Five Year Plan, approved in 1929, and was
connected to Stakhanovism, the drive for speed-up
and labor discipline, during the Second Five Year
Plan in the 1930s.

Although Taylorism was adapted to fit the
needs and requirements of the cultures and eco-
nomies of different countries, this system was cer-
tainly the dominant methodology of standardizing
the manufacturing process in the industrialized
nations in the twentieth century. While ostensibly
new forms of organizing industrial production,
such as ‘‘Toyotoism,’’ have emerged in the late
twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, scholars
continue to debate whether these methods consti-
tute a distinct break from Taylorism or are merely
new versions of scientific management dressed up
in innovative ideologies.

See also Five-Year Plan; Fordism; Labor Movements;
Lenin, Vladimir; Stakhanovites; Trotsky, Leon.
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VICTOR G. DEVINATZ

n

TECHNOLOGY. At the beginning of the
twentieth century, technological development in
Europe was extremely diverse. Britain, the first
industrial nation, had experienced some decline,
while Germany, latecomer of the industrial revolu-
tion, had caught up rapidly and had overtaken
Britain in some new, research-based industries.
Research institutions enabled German industry to
move ahead as new technological innovations were
implemented. Although research universities in the
United States were modeled on the German uni-
versity system and U.S. chemical companies looked
to Germany for inspiration in research and devel-
opment, many industrialists in Germany and other
European countries were fascinated by U.S. indus-
try. The American system of manufacture, mechani-
zation, automatic machine tools, and an infectious
feeling of technological optimism had a great
impact in Europe. But World War I, the war of
the engineers, made the destructive potential of
technology visible to everyone. Although the new
weapons such as tanks, submarines, and aircraft had
to a large extent been developed in Europe,
European engineers could also build on inventions
made in the United States.

After World War I many European engineers
flocked to the United States, visiting steel plants
and machine and automobile factories and praising
American technical and industrial efficiency, mass pro-
duction, and management. Although these reports
were eagerly absorbed at home, some Europeans
expressed reservations against the American system.

The old elites found it hard to accept that a new

system based on industrial technology and mass

culture was to prevail. Already in the late nine-

teenth century the ‘‘shock of modernity’’ had hit

the traditional elites in Europe, and during the

1920s the concept of ‘‘Americanism’’ divided the

different strata of European society. Hailed by indus-

trialists, but also by many trade unionists as a means

to improve living standards, it was denounced by

the old cultural elites who contrasted European

‘‘culture’’ with American ‘‘civilization,’’ associating

the latter with only material values. In European

industry the 1920s were a period of rationalization

and of attempts to increase industrial productivity.

Taylorist time-and-motion studies were adopted

and Fordist mass-production methods became an

attractive model. But the United States and

Western Europe differed, for example in the auto-

mobile industry: incomes in Europe were compara-

tively low and, together with high operating costs,

prevented the emergence of a mass market for

automobiles. As a consequence European car pro-

ducers adapted American mass production only

piecemeal. But conditions in Europe also had

advantages, allowing more flexibility and a higher

level of innovation. The decades after World War I

were characterized by large technological systems

that originated in the late nineteenth century, for

example in electricity supply. These systems were

set up on a local, later regional, and sometimes

even national basis. The larger the system the more

efficiently it could function, making use of different

sources of energy, especially hard coal, lignite,

hydropower, and later, oil and gas. The German

engineer Oskar Oliven presented a plan to the

World Power Conference in Berlin 1930 to set up

a European electricity supply system, but this

failed, partly because of German reservations and

a striving toward autarky.

Although technological innovations such as

radar, jet engines, and rockets had mainly been

implemented in Europe in the context of military

research and development, there was usually an

American element to this technology; in digital

computer technology and in the military and civil

use of nuclear energy the center of activity was in

the United States. In terms of institutional frame-

work and educational system, it makes sense to

speak of national systems of technical innovation,

but most of the significant technological inventions

were distinctly transnational and to an extent even

transoceanic. In the two decades after World War

II the Americanization of Western Europe grew

rapidly. As Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber pointed

out in 1967, Europe had to do something to stop

the brain drain of scientific and technological talent

from Europe to the United States, put an end to

‘‘Eurosclerosis,’’ and increase European competi-

tiveness, particularly in high-technology areas. A
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few years later discussions about the limits of

growth set in and were especially strong in

Western Europe. In the wake of the oil crisis of

1973–1974 a debate already under way was intensi-

fied on energy conservation, air pollution, and

other environmental issues. This became stronger

after the nuclear accident at the Three Mile Island

nuclear power plant in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, in

1979 and the catastrophic incident at Chernobyl in

Ukraine in 1986. Particularly in Western Europe,

reservations grew against ‘‘big technology’’—large

technological systems that might get out of control—

whereas on the individual level the daily use of

technology such as the telephone, television, and

computer seemed to be completely ‘‘natural’’ and

was generally seen in a positive light. Japan’s rise as

a leading industrial power enhanced the view of

many politicians in Europe that an explicit national

technology policy can be effective and that in order

to compete with great powers such as the United

States and Japan it would be necessary to intensify

technological cooperation within Europe. Unlike

Japan and the United States, however, Europe

was and is very diverse in its institutional settings,

which may be advantageous in some respects but

has often proved to be a drawback. From the 1980s

onward Japan embarked on direct investment over-

seas. In the automobile industry it employed lean,

just-in-time, robot-based, flexible mass production

methods, which became a model for producers in

Europe and elsewhere. European technology policy

had important effects on the structural develop-

ment of the automobile industry in Europe, being

directly responsible for Belgium’s emergence as a

major automobile producer. In the 1990s the

European Union’s automobile industry enjoyed

the chances of a single European market but also

had to meet challenges such as Japanese competi-

tion, including transplants (such as Japanese car

factories in Berlin) and overcapacities. The link

with central and Eastern European countries and

with many other countries overseas has for some

time pointed toward a global, not only European,

market.

DIVERGENCE IN TECHNOLOGY: SOME

EXAMPLES

Looking at European countries more closely, the

introduction of standards, especially in the

armament industry, gave a push to war-production

efforts in Germany during World War I. As in some

other Western European countries during the

1920s, the rationalization movement in German

industry was strong. During the Third Reich the

Four-Year Plan was implemented in 1936 to make

the German economy independent with respect to

strategic raw materials. A strong emphasis on arma-

ment and the introduction of new weapons was a

feature of the National Socialist regime. After

World War II the Allies interdicted research in

Germany in military technology but also in some

areas of civilian technology—sometimes difficult to

distinguish from each other—such as aeronautics,

rocket propulsion, radar, and nuclear technology.

The result of this setback was the relatively poor

performance of the German aircraft, electronics,

and telecommunications industries in later decades.

Like other Western industrial countries, Germany

experienced increasing competition from countries

in the Far East, especially Japan. Japan soon acquired

a lead in fields such as electronics, data processing,

communications, and materials science and even

challenged Germany in its traditionally strong fields

of mechanical engineering and the chemical and

pharmaceutical industries. One of the future tasks

for German policy will have to be a reform of higher

education, one of the weak components in its inno-

vation system.

Although in the early twentieth century France
was quite successful in innovations such as auto-
mobiles and aeronautics, its position in ‘‘science
push’’ research carried out in industrial research
and development laboratories was comparatively
weak. After World War II, in an attempt to keep
up with industrial nations such as the United States
and Great Britain, France embarked on a policy
of large investments in research and development
and the foundation of new institutions in science
and technology. As a result French industry built a
successful commercial aircraft, the Caravelle, and, in
cooperation with Britain, the Concorde, a supersonic
airplane that, although unsuccessful commercially,
was nevertheless a technological achievement. By
the mid-1970s France had become a modern indus-
trial state with significant high-technology capabi-
lities. However, the French system of innovation
has several problematic peculiarities. Although,
compared to the United States or Japan, France is
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a small country, in its mission-oriented innovation
system ‘‘big is beautiful.’’ In France emphasis is on
large technological systems, especially in military
and space technology, electric power, and rail trans-
port, technologies normally developed for public,
not private, markets.

Britain’s growth in high technology in the
1960s and 1970s was to a large extent due to
increased defense expenditure but also to U.S.
and Japanese investments in electronics and other
fields. Britain managed to keep a leading position
in such areas as chemicals, especially petrochem-
icals, and pharmaceuticals, food processing, and
energy, whereas in engineering, except in areas
such as aircraft engines, its position was much
weaker. With an emphasis on the service sector
rather than on manufacturing, Britain has a dis-
tinctly modern industrial structure. There is,
however, a problematic emphasis on product
innovation at the expense of process innovation.
Although British science has shown remarkable
strength in several fields, technological innova-
tion, particularly in the civil sector, is comparatively
weak. Besides, British firms have severely underin-
vested in vocational training and in research and
development, and the comparatively low status of
engineers in contemporary Britain points to a loss of
technological culture.

In the early twentieth century, Central and

Eastern Europe was behind some Western

European countries technologically, but science

and technology did play a role there too. In

Russia, polytechnical institutes had a good reputation,

and scientists and engineers such as Vladimir K.

Zworykin in electronics and Igor Sikorsky in air-

craft and helicopter development testify to their

high standard. After the October Revolution of

1917 many first-rate engineers left the country for

the United States and elsewhere. In accordance

with Lenin’s slogan ‘‘communism is Soviet power

plus the electrification of the whole country,’’ the

Bolshevik regime in 1920 embarked on the electri-

fication of Soviet Russia. During the 1920s

European and U.S. engineers and businessmen

were instrumental in advancing Soviet industrial

development, constructing the huge hydroelectric

plant Dneprostroi and the gigantic Magnitogorsk

iron- and steelworks, modeled after the U.S. steel-

works in Gary, Indiana. Henry Ford transferred

tractor and automobile technology to the Soviet

Union, and Taylorist management principles were

adopted there. During the period of the First Five-

Year Plan (1928–1932) the USSR slowly tried to

set up automobile, machine-tool, aircraft, and

mechanical industries of its own, an effort ham-

pered by the fact that many supposedly counter-

revolutionary engineers had to leave the country or

even were killed in the purges of the 1930s. Shortly

before and during World War II the Soviet govern-

ment set up research institutes for science and tech-

nology that later enabled the Soviet Union—with

foreign, mainly German—assistance, to become a

leader in space technology and also to play a signifi-

cant role in nuclear-energy research and in other

high-technology areas.

Like Russia, other Central and Eastern European
countries had long-standing scientific and techno-
logical relations with the West. Countries such as
Poland and Romania had for a long time felt close
to French culture, while Czechoslovakia and
Hungary had old industrial and technological con-
tacts with Germany. Although industrial technology
had generally spread from west to east, the indige-
nous technological capabilities in Central and Eastern

European countries were significant. From the mid-

1930s onward several Central and Eastern European

countries experienced a growing dependency on tech-

nological cooperation with Germany; Czechoslovakia

became an armament manufacturing center for

the Third Reich. After World War II, the technolo-

gical system of the Soviet Union and some members

of the Eastern bloc was characterized by large

investments in the military and military technology

at the expense of investment in the civil sector. This

made for international prestige but in the context of

the Cold War and arms race created technological,

political, economic, and social imbalances that

resulted in the dissolution of the communist system

in the late 1980s. Political and economic reforms

have been under way since; some have brought the

desired results, but there is still a long way to go on

the road toward transformation.

TECHNOLOGY AND EUROPEAN

INTEGRATION

From the beginning the European Union, together

with economic and political integration, aimed at

intensive cooperation in technology. The European
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Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), founded in

1951–1952, worked toward an integration of the

European steel industry and also prompted and

coordinated research in metallurgy. The European

Atomic Energy Commission (Euratom), founded

in 1958, undertook strengthening the scientific

and technological base of nuclear research and

development within Europe. In the early 1960s

France tried to convince its European partners that

Europe was not to stand aside while the United

States was about to establish a monopoly in satel-

lites and launchers. In 1971, after the creation of

ESRO (European Space Research Organisation)

and ELDO (European Launcher Development

Organisation), the European Space Agency (ESA)

was founded; its most important ventures were the

construction of the Ariane launcher and of Spacelab,

a laboratory for research onboard NASA’s space

shuttle. Airbus Industrie, a European aircraft produc-

er, was founded in 1970 with the French firm

Aérospatiale and the German Messerschmitt-

Bölkow-Blohm (MBB) as founding members. The

Spanish Construcciones Aeronáuticas S.A. (CASA)

joined the consortium in 1971 and British Aerospace

in 1979. Its main aim was to be able to compete

with the large U.S. aircraft producers. Although

there have been national rivalries among countries

involved, Airbus can be called a success story. In

1998 it sold more aircraft than its main competitor,

Boeing.

Another attempt at coordinating technological

research and development in order to strengthen

the technological base and enhance competitiveness

are the European Union’s Framework Programs.

The first program (1984–1987) was rather general

while the second program (1987–1991) was more

focused with Esprit, a program devoted to electron-

ics, especially to information and communications

technology. COST (European Cooperation in the

Field of Scientific and Technical Research), an inter-

governmental European framework for international

cooperation between nationally funded research

activities established in 1971, was directed toward

member states of the European Union and beyond.

Rather than funding research and development

activities themselves, it brought together research

teams from different countries working on specific

topics. France was again the driving force behind

the launch of another research program, Eureka,

established in 1985 with eighteen European coun-

tries participating. Eureka aimed at setting up or

strengthening research and development coopera-

tion among European industrial enterprises in

order to increase productivity and competitiveness

of industry in Europe. Emphasis was on environ-

mental technology and recycling, biotechnology,

robotics, and computer technology, but also on

new high-performance materials, transport, com-

munication, energy, and laser technology. So far

undertakings such as this have yielded some

impressive results, although there have also been

complaints about cumbersome bureaucratic proce-

dures and limited flexibility of participating com-

panies. European technological programs have

been more successful in a context of public action

organized around a large project rather than in

promoting networking and decentralized techno-

logical integration. In 1969 British, Federal

German, and Italian aircraft companies established

the Panavia consortium to produce the multirole

combat aircraft (MRCA), which in 1976 was called

the PA 200 Tornado. This fighter bomber was cap-

able of high performance but was also very costly.

Europe has some experience in other collaborative

defense programs such as the Eurofighter combat

aircraft and the Airbus Military Company A400M, a

European airlifter. In 1996 France, Germany, the

United Kingdom, and Italy founded the

Organization for Joint Armament Cooperation

(OCCAR) to improve the efficiency of collaborative

programs. Compared to a nation such as the United

States, the European defense industry is less efficient

because of the duplication of costly research and

development programs and small production runs

for national markets, which prevent opportunities

for economies of scale, learning, and scope.

See also Aviation; Computer Revolution; Nuclear
Weapons; Science.
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HANS-JOACHIM BRAUN

n

TEHERAN CONFERENCE. From 28
November to 1 December 1943, the three leaders
of the major states fighting against Germany and
Japan met together for the first time in the Iranian
capital of Teheran in order to coordinate strategy
for the defeat of their enemies and to discuss major
issues of wartime and postwar politics. The British
prime minister Winston Churchill (1874–1965),
the U.S. president Franklin Delano Roosevelt
(1882–1945), and the Soviet premier, Joseph
Stalin (1879–1953) met during four days of nego-
tiations that resulted in agreement on a joint assault
on Hitler’s Europe from west and east in 1944.

The three leaders brought with them a large
entourage of diplomats, soldiers, officials, and
security guards. Roosevelt hoped to use the con-
ference as a platform for cementing closer ties with
the Soviet Union and securing a Soviet promise to
help win the war against Japan when Germany was
defeated; Churchill, who met with his senior staff
in Cairo shortly before the conference, wanted to
persuade his partners that a Mediterranean assault
on Germany made greater sense than a frontal
assault on France, which American military leaders

favored; Stalin had the single ambition to get the
western states to mount a second front to relieve

the exceptional pressure on Soviet resources and
manpower generated by more than two years of

continuous ground warfare against Axis armies.
On the third day of the conference agreement was

finally reached that the western Allies would attack
northern France in May 1944. Stalin promised to

coordinate this assault with a large operation on
the eastern front, and to join in the war against

Japan when the opportunity presented itself.

The fourth day of the conference was devoted

to political questions. During the earlier part of

the conference Roosevelt had secured a loose com-

mitment from his partners over a four-power direc-

torate, including China under Chiang Kai-shek

(1887–1975), to operate a postwar peacekeeping

system, and had won Soviet acquiescence for the

rebuilding of eastern Asia after Japanese defeat.

Inconclusive discussions were held over the involve-

ment of Turkey in the war effort. On the future

of Finland, Stalin elicited an informal acceptance

that the territory transferred after the Soviet-

Finnish war of 1939–1940 would be retained by

the Soviet Union, together with agreement that

economic reparations should be exacted from the

Finns for the physical damage to Soviet territory; in

return he promised to respect Finland’s indepen-

dence. The final subject was the future of Germany

and Poland. Roosevelt informed Stalin privately that

he favored shifting the Soviet frontier farther into

Poland, and compensating the Poles with territory in

eastern Germany, which became the basis for the

later postwar settlement. The Baltic states were dis-

cussed on the assumption that they would almost

certainly revert to Soviet control. In subsequent con-

ferences between the three leaders it was agreed that

Poland would be geographically reconfigured at

Germany’s expense. The future of Germany was dis-

cussed, but no agreements were made. Roosevelt

favored a general partition into small states;

Churchill and Stalin preferred larger units, but some

form of dismemberment. The conference broke up

with no clear agreement on the German question,

which was finalized only at the Yalta and Potsdam

conferences held in February and in July 1945.

The conference exposed small but significant

differences of opinion, but in general formed the
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basis of a postwar settlement that secured Soviet

domination in Eastern Europe and sanctioned the

territorial gains made by the Soviet Union in 1939

and 1940 under the terms of the German-Soviet

pact. The most important impact was on the course

of the war. Stalin remained skeptical of western

goodwill, but planned Soviet strategy in 1944 as

if a second front would become a reality. Churchill

continued to argue for some kind of Mediterranean

initiative as a possible alternative, but planning

for the attack on occupied France became the

central feature of western strategy. On 6 June

1944 U.S., British Empire, and French forces

attacked the northern coast of France; two weeks

later a vast Soviet offensive opened in Byelorussia

that destroyed the heart of the German army in the

east. The commitment to Soviet assistance in the

war with Japan was honored in August 1945, when

the Red Army swept the Japanese from Manchuria.

It is arguable whether the Teheran Conference

really cemented closer ties between the Allied

Powers. Churchill resented his increasing margin-

alization by the two military superpowers, and

Stalin distrusted the ambitions of his two cobellig-

erents. The conference thus exposed political fis-

sures that widened in the postwar world into the

contours of the Cold War and the relative decline

of Britain as a world power.

See also Churchill, Winston; Potsdam Conference; Stalin,
Joseph; World War II.
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RICHARD OVERY

n

TELEPHONE. What the railway represented
to the nineteenth century, the telephone arguably
represented to the early twentieth: a symbol of
progress, a means of conquering distance, an
instrument of social integration. From its first
appearance in Europe at the end of the nineteenth
century, the telephone excited amazement on the
part of contemporaries, who saw in it one of the
most charismatic technologies of modern life.
Before it could fulfill its promise, however, several
technical problems had to be resolved. Early tele-
phone exchanges were chaotic spaces, featuring a
spaghetti-like tangle of wires and a primitive divi-
sion of labor. A single call could pass through the
hands of five different operators, usually young
boys who shouted to each other and ran from
switchboard to switchboard to make connections.
The result was chronic bad connections and delays.
By the early 1900s, however, this arrangement had
given way to the configuration that defined the
telephone exchange throughout the first half of
the twentieth century, until the advent of automa-
tion: sophisticated ‘‘multiple’’ switchboards oper-
ated exclusively by women. Together, the new
switchboard technology and its female operators
ushered in the age of mass telephone use. Thirty
years after the first exchanges (for fifty users) had
opened in the early 1880s, modern multiple con-
nection systems serving ten thousand subscribers
were in wide use in Europe’s capitals.

The development of the exchange, which led
to the creation of networks spanning the Continent

and beyond, turned the telephone into a revolu-
tionary instrument. Transformed from a service
employed primarily by the business class into a
system serving a mass public, it completely reor-
dered the scale of social communication and inter-
action, breaking down barriers of distance, both
geographic and social. The telephone made possi-
ble new kinds of everyday communication and rela-
tions and became indispensable to the evolution of
a new financial order. This expanded space of social
interaction was reflected in that eminently modern
artifact, the phone directory, in which the German
industrialist Walther Rathenau saw an image of
modern society’s ever-growing complexity.

The integration of the telephone into national
life varied across Europe. It occurred fastest in
Germany, where 1.3 million phones were in use
by 1914, and over 2.5 billion separate phone calls
were being made annually. In Britain, the number
was about half that in Germany, with France and
Italy lagging still further behind. Everywhere it
spread, the telephone contributed both to the
growth of urban civilization and to the increasing
linkages between city and province. The telephone
facilitated a tremendous process of centralization.
It brought about a new concentration of offices in
urban areas and made a decisive contribution to the
organized bureaucracy that was one of the hall-
marks of the twentieth century.

As the European landscape was crisscrossed by
miles of wire, contemporaries hailed telephony as
an invention that would, by multiplying contacts,
promote peace and stability in world affairs. Unlike
previous communications networks, the telephone
system, by virtue of the fact that it transmitted the
human voice, permitted an unprecedented degree
of intimacy and immediacy in social relations. It
became possible to imagine the telephone system
as almost coextensive with society itself, a national
nervous system that helped coordinate the func-
tions of the larger social body.

But just as it inspired images of instantaneous
communication, order, and efficiency, so too the
telephone created new possibilities of breakdown
and overload. The volume and speed of electronic
communication tended to eliminate time for
reflection and consultation. This would become
tragically evident with the frantic exchange of
phone calls that marked the July crisis, which
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imposed its own momentum and logic on the

events leading up to the outbreak of World War

I. The field telephone played an instrumental role

in organizing the rationalized slaughter that fol-

lowed. And whereas the development of financial

systems in their modern form would have been

unthinkable without the telephone, so too these

systems proved highly vulnerable to the new

forms of panic selling, and the financial crises

these could engender, made possible by this

means of communication. Thus the telephone

was linked both with new possibilities for con-

nectivity but also new possibilities for social

instability.

Many of these possibilities came to be located

in the figure of the female operator. By the turn

of the century switchboard work had become

an exclusively female occupation, and by the

mid-1920s the German state employed sixty-five

thousand women at its switchboards. These new

white-collar employees became the human face on

a technology that despite its everydayness remained
beyond the comprehension of most users. Marcel
Proust referred to them as ‘‘priestesses of the
Invisible,’’ who bring us the sound of ‘‘distance
overcome.’’ These women shared the mystique of
the telephone but also its uncanniness. For just as
the railway had generated an iconography of tech-
nology out of control, so too the telephone
revealed a similarly dark side. Writing of his child-
hood in Berlin, Walter Benjamin described the
telephone as ‘‘an infernal machine’’ ‘‘shrilling from
the darkness’’; for the young boy, the corner of the
hallway where it stood was a site emanating terror.
Benjamin recalled the change his father underwent
when using this instrument. Normally a courteous
man, the telephone brought out an irritable quality
in his father, who engaged in repeated altercations
with operators.

Equally troubling from the point of view of
social conservatives was the fact that the tele-
phone permitted new forms of unsupervised con-
tacts between male callers and operators. By
bursting the boundaries of traditional forms of
communication, the telephone created social
spaces in which new forms of communication
could occur. The operator became an object of
romantic longing and erotic fantasy, a develop-
ment that caused serious misgivings among tradi-
tionalists. A more serious threat to the social
order was posed by worker militancy at the
exchange. The centralization facilitated by the tele-
phone made society highly vulnerable to the
disabling effects of a strike at the big urban
exchanges. One strike staged by German opera-
tors in the midst of the revolutionary turmoil of
1919 cut central state authorities off from the rest
of the nation and was only ended with the help of
a loyal military telegraph unit.

In response to such threats, authorities main-
tained an ever-watchful eye over operators.
Telephone exchanges became minutely regulated,
thoroughly rationalized spaces, and the degree of
supervision exercised over these women reached a
level unparalleled in any other occupation.
Although such measures helped maintain discipline
among the personnel, they also further intensified
the already considerable demands of this job and
heightened workplace discontent. The solution
to these problems was eventually found in

A woman uses a soundproof phone booth, Warsaw,

Poland, 1938. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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automation. The first rotary dial telephone was
developed in 1923 by the Frenchman Antoine
Barnay, and by the late 1920s direct dial systems
were entering into usage in most European coun-
tries. Not until the 1960s, however, was telephony
fully automated and, later, given wireless freedom.

See also Computer Revolution; Television.
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ANDREAS KILLEN

n

TELEVISION. Appropriately for a medium

that has transcended national boundaries, televi-

sion owes its genesis to research in multiple coun-

tries, including several European nations. In

January 1926 Scotland’s John Logie Baird (1888–

1946) became the first to publicly demonstrate

transmission of a live moving image, however the

principle of television had been outlined as early as

the 1880s by Germany’s Paul Gottlieb Nipkow

(1860–1940), while in 1911 Russia’s Boris Rosing

(1869–1933) and Vladimir Zworykin (1889–1982)

built a device capable of transmitting still images.

Zworykin later moved the United States and pio-

neered the television technology at RCA. These

early European designs all used mechanical princi-

ples, including cumbersome spinning disks, and

were superseded by American-made electronic tech-

nology in the 1930s. In August 1929 the BBC

began experimental mechanical television broadcasts

using the Baird system. A high definition service

began in 1936.

TELEVISION AND POLITICS

The first major political use of television was in
1935 when the Nazi regime in Germany unveiled
a system of broadcasts that were received by
mechanical sets located in special television theaters
initially in the Berlin area only. The system was
used to televise the Berlin Olympics of 1936.
Switching to a high definition format, broadcasts
continued into the war years when they were
used to boost the morale of wounded soldiers.
The impact of these transmissions was more in
their prestige value for the regime than their con-
tent. Denmark experimented with TV in 1932.
France began experimental television transmissions
in 1938, and Germany broadcast to its army in
France following the invasion of 1940. World
War II interrupted the spread of television in
Europe. Britain suspended its television service on
the outbreak of war, while limited German activity
continued. In October 1944 the Free French
began broadcasting using German technology
from liberated Paris.

The postwar years saw a further diffusion of
television across Europe. France continued broad-
casting, launching its own system (using 819

lines on the screen) in 1948. The BBC recom-
menced its television service in June 1946.
Regular Danish and Dutch television broadcasts
began in 1951. Belgian TV began in 1953. Italy,
Czechoslovakia, and Poland began regular TV ser-

vices in 1954. Television came to Austria in 1955.

Sweden and Spain launched state channels in 1956,

Finland and Hungary in 1957, and Switzerland in

1958. The last in the field was Ireland’s Radio

Telefı́s Éireann (RTÉ), which began programs only

in 1961. Commercial television was pioneered
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by Radio Luxembourg, whose television broadcasts

began in 1955. The associated company RTL has

grown into the largest commercial television broad-

caster, owning twenty-six television and twenty-four

radio stations in nine countries. As the 1950s

progressed a number of other European countries

added second commercial channels, including

Britain in 1955. Finland was another early entrant

in the commercial field while Italy held off until the

1970s, fearing a deluge of poor quality programing.

Denmark did not get a second channel until 1988

and then only with strict regulation on its adver-

tising. Europeans formed a European Broadcast

Union, with a television arm known as Eurovision

created in 1954. Its best known activity has been the

annual Eurovision Song Contest, which began in

1956, though the organization also created a raucus

game show called Jeux Sans Frontiers (Games with-

out frontiers), which ran from 1965 to 1999.

REGULATION

The role of European states in regulating and con-

trolling television had obvious political and social

implications. The dictatorships in Spain and

Portugal maintained rigid censorship until the

1970s. Many other states sought to shape their

national broadcasting on ‘‘public service’’ lines,

seeing the medium as a means to educate their

citizens. Britain initially restricted the ability of

television news to report on politics for fear that

it might challenge the supremacy of Parliament,

but the associated rules crumbled in the wake of

the Suez Crisis of 1956. In France state control was

such that during the period of growing French

counterinsurgency operations in Algeria (1956–

1959) not one program about the issue aired. In

recognition of the need for a less rigid system,

French broadcasting was restructured in 1964 with

the creation of an Office de Radiodiffusion et de

British actors Georgina Cookson, George Stanford (standing), and Charles Irwin appear in a segment on

manners on the BBC television show Kaleidoscope, 1947. ªBBC/CORBIS
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Télévision Française. The political power of televi-
sion was felt when in January 1960 General Charles
de Gaulle (1890–1970) addressed the nation and
appealed for unity and thereby defused a military
coup. Twenty years later television images of coup
leaders storming into the Spanish parliament and a
moving address by King Juan Carlos (b. 1938)
served to undermine a military plot in that country.
The best example of a politician using television to
gain power is in Italy, where station-owner Silvio
Berlusconi (b. 1936) used his media empire as the
springboard to the office of prime minister.

West German television, which began in 1953,
developed along decentralized lines—a legacy of
postwar Allied occupation—with each lande
(province) operating its own channels. In East
Germany the system, which was launched in 1952,
was highly centralized, and television became a key
element of state propaganda. Content included
attacks on the corrupt West and politicized histor-
ical dramas. From 1960 to 1989 the state screened
a program called Der schwarze Kanal (the black
channel), a weekly compilation of West German
current affairs programs that were energetically dis-
sected to show their bias. Following in the tradi-
tion of dictatorships seeking to distract the
population, the DDR also broadcast plenty of sports
(an estimated 10 percent of all content).

As with the rise of cinema early in the twentieth
century, the coming of television sparked sustained
debate across the Continent over the social impact
of the medium. Concern over possible damage to
youth loomed large. Responses included the 1991
decision by Sweden to ban all advertising to
children. Debates reflected widespread fears of
Americanization, as most European channels relied
to a greater or lesser extent on the importation of
programs and films from the United States. While
television undeniably extended the cultural reach of
the United States, it also had the effect of preserv-
ing certain subnational identities through the crea-
tion of minority language channels.

The development of color television reflected
the familiar fault lines of European politics. Because
of the technical standards adopted by European
broadcasters they could not immediately adopt
the American color television system known as
NTSC (National Television Standard Committee).
In the 1950s the French developed a rival called

SECAM (Séquentiel couleur avec mémoire or
‘‘sequential color with memory’’). Broadcasts
began in 1967. In the same year German manufac-
turers launched PAL (Phase Alternating Line),
which borrowed ideas from SECAM and NTSC.
National pride was invested in these competing
formats. The Soviet Union and Eastern European
countries adopted the French system.

THE MODERN PERIOD

The 1980s saw a revolution in European television.

Many markets—including Germany—deregulated

television. The relative wealth of Europe made it

an ideal territory for the rapid diffusion of new

television technologies. Britain embraced the video

cassette recorder. The French state invested heavily

in cable technologies, while cable penetration in

Belgium and the Netherlands reached an astonish-

ing 98 percent of households. Elsewhere in

Europe, in countries with less concentrated popu-

lations than the Low Countries, satellite television

dominated.

The launch of the Astra satellite A1 in 1989
gave northern Europeans easy access to each
other’s television channels and made it possible
for audiences in one country to watch programs
made to their taste in more liberal neighboring
countries. British audiences notoriously tuned into
a pornographic channel called Red Hot Dutch. In
October 1989 (with an extension in 1995) the
European Union formally adopted the Television
without Frontiers declaration to facilitate the free
movement of television broadcasts within the EU.
Subsections in this declaration included a commit-
ment to ban programming that might ‘‘impair the
development of minors’’ and to support a right of
reply in public affairs programming.

By the early 1980s television had become a
major social force in Eastern Europe. News images
such as those of the massive crowds during the visit
of Pope John Paul II (1920–2005) to Poland in
1979 or protests in the Gdansk shipyards in 1985
emboldened dissenters. In West Berlin in 1987, the
U.S. government–funded Radio in the American
Sector (RIAS) launched a TV station aimed at
undermining the East German regime. Content
mixed news with music videos and it soon grabbed
a massive market share of both East and West
Berliners. In the autumn of 1989 viewers around
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Eastern Europe watched mounting dissent and the

withering will of the Communist Party to repress it,

often learning of developments in their own coun-

try from neighboring stations. The opening of the

Berlin Wall on the night of 9 November 1989

produced perhaps the most memorable television

images in the history of European broadcasting.

More controversially, exaggerated news on

Hungarian television of an apparent massacre in

Romania triggered revolution in that country.

In the 1990s Eastern European television

evolved quickly into something more closely resem-

bling its Western counterpart. In 1995 the Polish

presidential election included a presidential debate

between incumbent Lech Wa�ęsa (b. 1943) and the

challenger Aleksander Kwaśniewski (b. 1954).

Wa�ęsa lost ground not only by being much shorter

that Kwaśniewski but also when he refused to shake

his rival’s hand. He was widely considered to have

lost the election because of this one, ill-judged TV

moment.

The general opening of European markets

prompted several producers to attempt pan-

European programing. The BBC lost millions

when it launched Eldorado (1992–1993), a soap

opera set in Spain. While programing has tended

to remain nation-specific, formats have jumped

from one country to another with great facility.

European production companies have been espe-

cially associated with the development of reality TV

formats including the Dutch company Endemol,

which first presented the Big Brother show in

1999. A number of European countries launched

television services explicitly for international

A middle-class British couple watch television in their home, 1968. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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consumption. The BBC’s satellite news service
BBC World—launched in 1991—successfully chal-
lenged the dominance of America’s Cable News
Network (CNN). By 2002 its overseas channels
BBC World, BBC Prime, and BBC America
reached an estimated 450 million homes.

The crisis and war in the former Yugoslavia in
the 1990s was fought—in part—on the Continent’s
television screens as rival factions strove to display
outrages perpetrated by their rivals. In Serbia the
regime of Slobodan Milošević (1941–2006) succeed-
ing in securing a monopoly over the images reach-
ing its own population and that of the breakaway
Bosnian territory of Republika Srbska; however,
it lost the wider image war. By 1999 Serbia was
effectively a pariah state throughout Western
Europe. During the NATO war launched in 1999
to prevent Serb ethnic cleansing in Kosovo, the
alliance declared that Belgrade’s television would
be a military target. In the early hours of 22 April a
U.S. cruise missile struck the headquarters of Radio
Televizija Srbija, killing sixteen members of its staff.
Later investigations revealed that personnel had
been compelled to remain in the building in order
to manufacture an outrage.

By the early years of the twenty-first century,
the old gap between European and American tele-
vision culture had closed considerably. Europe had
become a multi-channel and increasingly a digital
television environment. Television image making
had become a necessary dimension of elections, and
the quest for audiences seemed everywhere to be
producing alleged ‘‘dumbing down’’ of content.
As broadcasters aimed for niche markets, channels
became ever more narrowly targeted, and the old
experience of an entire nation tuning in to a partic-
ular television moment became a thing of the past.

As in the realm of cinema, the highest quality
documentary and drama series necessitated inter-
national cooperation—Europe-wide and trans-
Atlantic partnerships became a necessity. Issues
for the future included the viability of continued
public funding, the challenge from alternative tech-
nologies such as the Internet, and the possibility
that with the proliferation of channels at some
point audiences might simply lose interest and
switch off.

See also Cinema; Computer Revolution; Popular
Culture.
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NICHOLAS J. CULL

n

TERROR . Wherever there are people, there

will also be violence. Human violence, however,

can emerge in different manifestations, it arises

from different motives and occasions, and if it dis-

sociates from the underlying causes, it may develop

a momentum of its own. In the latter case, violence

itself is the only language spoken. The way in which

violence shapes life in human societies, though,

depends on its manifestations. It may appear as a

pogrom, as interethnic conflict, as a military cam-

paign, as annihilation, or as terror.

Terror is a form of violence that distinguishes

itself from other forms by the fact that it pursues

certain goals and is at the service of certain inter-

ests. Terror surfaces in the name of systems, states,

parties, and ideologies; reference to the malicious-

ness of the opponents serves to justify and legiti-

mate it. Terror constitutes violence organized by

state or political organizations, setting it apart from

spontaneous acts of violence, from riots and

pogroms. What really matters to all violent regimes

practicing terror is to spread fear, to stigmatize

people, and to identify them as victims of persecu-

tion, or to intimidate society by threatening and

carrying out violence as a means to gain obedience

by force. This was the scenario during the French

Revolution, in the colonial wars of the nineteenth

and early twentieth centuries, in the early stages of

the National Socialist (Nazi) dictatorship in

Germany, and in the Soviet Union in the 1930s

and in China during the Cultural Revolution in the

1960s.
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Terror, applied on a regular basis, generates an
atmosphere of anxiety and paranoia, creating a new
reality in which terror dissociates from the occa-
sions that have caused it in the first place. It takes
on a life of its own. Under these circumstances,
anyone can become a victim of state violence, and
the perpetrators are no longer able to differentiate
between real and imagined enemies; they become
prisoners of their idées fixes and sometimes even
themselves victims of terror. This is what happened
in the phase of the Terror (1793–1794) during the
French Revolution, in the Soviet Union in the
1930s, in Mao Zedong’s China during the Great
Leap Forward in the 1950s and in the course of the
Cultural Revolution from the mid-1960s onward,
and finally, yet importantly, in Cambodia under the
dictatorship of Pol Pot in the 1970s.

Wherever violence aimed not only at suppressing
deviations but also at eradicating them forever, and
where minorities were targeted for marginalization
or extermination, terror turned into annihilation.
The most tangible place of modern exterminatory
force is the camp, in which the claim of totalitarian
regimes to purge societies from their ‘‘eternal’’
enemies was institutionalized through a practice
of systematic deprivation of rights and dehumani-
zation. Extermination left victims with no other
way out but to die. Therefore, the kind of extermi-
natory force exerted by the Nazis against the Jews
differs from the type of terror intent on forcing
obedience and spreading fear and terror. Terror
amounts to arbitrariness; extermination, on the
other hand, is unambiguous. Nevertheless, the
dividing lines separating terror and annihilation are
not clear-cut. Representative of this fact are, above
all, the Stalinist regimes in the Soviet Union and in
China, whose terrorist methods became a practice of
extermination during specific phases—in the years
1937 and 1938 in the Soviet Union and during the
1950s in China.

To be sure, the causes and motives for the use
of terror are variable over the course of history.
Wherever perpetrators practice terror, they justify
their actions either by reference to their ideological
convictions or to circumstances forcing them to
exercise terror against others. As a rule, state author-
ities decide to employ terror if they feel they can no
longer control the situation, if they perceive them-
selves to be surrounded by enemies and threatened

by foreign powers, or if they have lost confidence in
their position of power. A confused state of affairs
and a power vacuum constitute the perfect seedbed
for conspiracy theories that view the world as a
place that is populated by enemies, saboteurs, and
spies and one that can be liberated from all evil only
by means of terror. Terror does not represent an
inevitable result of revolutions and dictatorships.
Yet, the interlocking chain of events already men-
tioned seems to favor its development.

TERROR IN NINETEENTH- AND

TWENTIETH-CENTURY EUROPE

Modern terror was born in the French Revolution
as a method of enforcing authority. It was exercised
systematically and justified ideologically by the
political elite vis-à-vis a number of adversaries:
against the members of the royalist governing elite
who were stigmatized as conspirators and traitors;
and against clergymen and peasants in the Vendée
who were supposed to be subjugated through mer-
ciless terror. The European colonial powers also
resorted to terror in the early twentieth century in
order to make rebellious tribes and ethnic group-
ings submit to their will: this included hostage-
takings, executions, and systematic depopulation
of the territories inhabited by the rebels. The
Nazis, too, made use of such instruments, espe-
cially at the beginning of their rule, when they built
camps for oppositional Communists and Social
Democrats and persecuted citizens of Jewish de-
scent. In the last year of the war, the terror re-
appeared one more time, with the aim of nipping
any resistance in the bud and deterring potential
adversaries. Nonetheless, Nazi rule in Germany did
not rest on terror against the population. Instead,
it was based on popular assent. The Nazis’ terror
developed to the full beyond the German borders,
in places where resistance emerged and enemies had
to be defeated: above all, in Poland, Yugoslavia, and
the Soviet Union.

STALINIST TERROR IN THE SOVIET UNION

More than any other dictatorship of the twentieth
century, the Stalinist system in the Soviet Union
was identified by both contemporaries and future
historians as a rule of terror. The Bolsheviks them-
selves spoke of the ‘‘Red Terror’’ to label the vio-
lence they exercised against their real or perceived
adversaries in the postrevolutionary period and
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during the Russian civil war (1918–1920). In 1920
Leon Trotsky, the military leader of the Bolshevik
Revolution, declared publicly that the revolution
killed individuals and acted as a deterrent to thou-
sands of others. For that reason, Trotsky added,
the Red Terror was state-organized terror, which
took as the ultimate yardstick the suitability of
violence for reaching revolutionary objectives. In
fact, Vladimir Lenin and his followers systemati-
cally used violence against the members of the for-
mer tsarist elites, against officeholders of the old
regime, and against striking workers and rebellious
peasants in order to intimidate and deter them
from resisting the regime. This approach pivoted
on a perfidious system of hostage-taking, calculated
executions, and public humiliation. In carrying out
these measures, the political police—the Cheka—
were not bound by any restrictions whatsoever. The

terror reached a climax toward the end of the civil
war, when troops commanded by the Bolshevik mili-
tary leader Mikhail Tukhachevsky advanced against
rebellious peasants in the southern Russian province
of Tambov using poison gas and transported their

families to concentration camps. Hundreds of thou-
sands died during the civil war due to terrorist use of
violence.

The terror excesses arose from a chain of sev-
eral circumstances: the ideological furor of the

Bolshevik leaders bent on delivering society from
its enemies, the resistance of the ‘‘White’’ counter-
revolution during the civil war, and the lack of
influence and power wielded by Communists in
the provinces as well as their affinity to violence.

In the face of chaos and uncontrollable circum-
stances, violence represented the only source of
power available to the warring factions. The
Bolsheviks were merely more successful in applying
it than their adversaries.

Terror and bolshevism were no synonyms,
because along with the stabilization of political
and social conditions between 1924 and 1928 the
violence ended. It was not until the beginning of
the cultural revolution, of industrialization and the
collectivization of agriculture between 1928 and
1933, that terror reappeared on the scene as an
instrument of power. The cultural revolutionary
interventions in the life spheres of Soviet subjects,
the nationalization of land and peasant property,
and the ruthless strategy of industrialization

provoked riots and rebellions and caused chaos in
production; millions of people were uprooted and
set in motion. Now the Bolsheviks got a taste of
their own powerlessness. They responded to the
self-induced crisis with terror, falling back on the
techniques of violence already familiar from the
civil war. Managers and factory directors—so-called
bourgeois specialists—were charged and sentenced
in public show trials as ‘‘vermin’’ and saboteurs;
aristocrats and functional elites from the ranks of
tsarist society, clergymen, tribal chieftains, and
members of former national parties faced arrest;
and several million peasants went to concentration
camps as kulaks or they were deported to Siberia.

In the mid-1930s, the terror got out of con-
trol. In 1935, following the assassination of the

Leningrad party leader Sergei Kirov in December
1934, hostages were executed; alleged class enemies—
‘‘socially harmful elements’’—deported from the
cities; and national minorities removed from the
border regions of the USSR. Eventually, during

the years of the Great Terror—1937 and 1938—
the political leadership yielded to Joseph Stalin’s
urging, deciding to arrest and execute enemy
groups and members of national minorities reputed
to be undermining the Soviet order and to be in

the pay of neighboring countries. The Politburo
prescribed quotas for each region to serve as orien-
tation for security forces. In the course of just over
one year—between August 1937 and November

1938—almost seven hundred thousand people
were murdered on state orders. Mass shootings
took place in all of the camps across the Soviet
Union. The boundary to extermination had been
transgressed, even though for a short time only.

By the mid-1930s, the terror was eating its way
into party and state authorities as well. The preced-
ing purges in the party constituted the reason for
this wave of terror; they had alerted political leaders
to the fact that only a few party members really
deserved their trust. From that point onward, the
focus was no longer just on kulaks, class enemies,
and enemy nations striving for the destruction of
the Soviet Union. Now the enemy appeared to be
at work in the party, the military, and industrial
enterprises, and among state authorities as well.
This conviction seems to have become firmly fixed
in the minds of Stalin and his followers, as the
foreign-policy threat to the Soviet Union
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emanating from Nazi Germany and the authoritar-

ian governments of central and eastern Europe and

of Asia grew. In view of this menace, the defiance

by peasants in the empire’s multiethnic frontier

regions and the failure of the Soviet planned econ-

omy appeared in an entirely different light to the

Stalinist leadership. Accordingly, it was the respon-

sibility of the Communist elites to meet this danger

by means of terror. But when the powerful patron-

age systems dominating state and party in the Soviet

Union resisted Stalin’s demands for the exercise of

excessive terror, violence struck the inner circle of

power as well. The period between 1936 and 1938

witnessed the self-destruction of party and state

authorities, the physical annihilation of the eco-

nomic elite and of the Soviet officer corps. Show

trials, denunciations, and vigilance campaigns cre-

ated an atmosphere of fear and fright in which the

terror took on a life of its own and continuously

supplied the leaders with new evidence of their

enemies’ perniciousness. Thus, terror spawned ene-

mies and the enemies spawned terror. There was no

escape from this vicious circle as long as Stalin and

his followers remained unwilling to put an end to

the self-perpetuating horror.

To be sure, an order issued by Stalin in 1939

ended the worst excesses of terror; but the atmo-

sphere of suspicion and all-embracing conspiracy

continued even after the Great Terror. Moreover, it

was liable at any moment to produce terror once

again, just as it did during the occupation of

Poland and the Baltic republics from 1939 to 1941,

during World War II, and in the territories recap-

tured by the Red Army after 1944. Not least of all,

this connection is underscored by the terror against

the peasants between 1947 and 1948, against alleged

traitors to their own country and ‘‘cosmopolitan’’

Jews accused by the regime of being in the pay of

Western secret services, and against the nationalist

resistance in the western regions of the Soviet Union.

Stalin and his followers were brutal characters

caught in a deep sense of insecurity, believing in

the immanence and imminence of betrayal and

conspiracies, and failing to conceive of any other

way of eliminating them but by exercising terror.

They fashioned a world that matched their concep-

tions and that they could not escape from anymore.

One might also argue that they fell victim to their

own persecution complex. The terror died along

with Stalin himself, not only because the violent

dictator had died, but also because in the 1950s the

political leaders had actually managed to establish

their power firmly and therefore ceased to mistrust

the population and cast suspicion on anyone. The

institutionalization of power and the nationaliza-

tion of the Soviet Union spelled at the same time

the end of the terror. Most likely, the rule of terror

practiced by Mao in China and Pol Pot in

Cambodia would call for a similar assessment.

See also Purges; Soviet Union; Stalin, Joseph; Terrorism.
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JÖRG BABEROWSKI

n

TERRORISM. Terrorism has a well estab-

lished placed in modern European history.

Although scholars argue over the precise definition

of terrorism, most agree that it involves the use of

violence to spread fear and so compel individuals,

groups, or a government to behave in a certain

way. Terrorism targets not only those whom it kills

and maims but also those who observe the mayhem

as well. While states have historically been the main

and the most extensive employers of terror, primar-

ily to keep their own people in line, the term
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terrorism has generally been reserved for nonstate

actors. The very illegitimacy of the perpetrators

shapes the popular perception of terrorism, as does

the targeting of innocent civilians. Although ter-

rorists do not care whom they kill, their choice of

targets is far from random. Terrorists deliberately

choose highly symbolic targets to achieve the maxi-

mum psychological effect when they strike.

What the historian Eric Hobsbawm calls ‘‘the

short twentieth century’’ (Age of Extremes: The Short
Twentieth Century, 1914–1991) actually began with

one of the most infamous acts of terrorism in

European history. On 28 June 1914, Gavrilo

Princip (1894–1918), a member of the Serbian

secret society the Black Hand, assassinated

Archduke Francis Ferdinand (1863–1914), the heir

THE MADRID BOMBINGS

On 11 March 2004 Spain suffered the worst terrorist

attack in European history since the 1972 Munich

Olympics. During morning rush hour 10 bombs

exploded on 4 commuter trains killing 177, mortally

wounding 13, and leaving nearly 1,500 injured. The

perpetrators had not been suicide bombers. Instead they

had placed back packs filled with explosives on the

trains, disembarked, and detonated the bombs using

cell phones.

No one doubted that the explosions had been

carried out by terrorists, but two groups immediately

emerged as suspects. Prime Minister José Maria

Aznar quickly blamed Euskadi Ta Askatasuna

(Basque Homeland and Freedom), known to the rest of

the world by its initials, ETA. Other than the explosives

used in the bombs, however, nothing about the attacks

bore the signature of the Basque separatist group that

had plagued Spain for decades. ETA espoused Marxism

and so would be unlikely to attack trains packed with

working-class Spaniards. Like most insurgent groups,

ETA avoided inflicting mass casualties. ETA had also

declared a truce.

These factors and evidence that later emerged

led experts to conclude that the attacks had been

perpetrated by an Al Qaeda affiliate. Al Qaeda specia-

lized in multiple, near-simultaneous attacks designed

to produce mass casualties. Because of its contribu-

tion to the U.S.-led coalition in Iraq, Spain became a

legitimate target and its proximity to Morocco made it

a tempting one. An attack launched on the eve of a

Spanish election also fit Al Qaeda’s preference for

striking on symbolic dates.

Any doubt as to the affiliation of the terrorists

disappeared on 3 April when Spanish security forces

raided a Madrid apartment building. Faced with cer-

tain capture the five Moroccans, one Tunisian, and

one Algerian in the apartment detonated their

remaining explosives, killing themselves along with

a Spanish policeman. In the rubble of the building,

the authorities found a video in which three men

issued an ultimatum to the Spanish government

demanding its withdrawal from Iraq. Ironically, the

newly elected socialist government, swept into

power by anger over Aznar’s handling of the

Madrid bombings, announced its decision to with-

draw Spanish troops from the coalition. Al Qaeda

then issued a statement proclaiming that Spain

would no longer be attacked. The United States in

turn criticized the Spanish government for ‘‘knuck-

ling under to terrorism.’’

Beneath this twisted and largely inaccurate interpre-

tation of events loomed a disturbing new reality. The

terrorist group named in the captured video, the Al Mufti

and Ansar Al Qaeda brigades, had been virtually unheard

of before the attack. Created by Serhane ben Abdelmajid

Fakhet, a convicted drug dealer who had been radica-

lized in prison, the group apparently existed solely to carry

out the Spanish bombings. It funded itself and neither

received nor needed much direction from Al Qaeda,

although the umbrella organization certainly approved its

actions. The ability of a terrorist organization that had

morphed into an ideological movement capable of gen-

erating new cells and organizations with limited or no

direction from the central organization represented a

new threat that would manifest itself in London sixteen

months after Madrid.

The attack had one positive effect. Madrid

shook the European Union out of its lethargy. After

11 March, the European Union began to take the

terrorist threat seriously. The attacks led to The

Council of Europe Convention on the Prevention of

Terrorism.
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THE LONDON BOMBINGS

At 8:57 A.M. on 7 July 2005 terrorists detonated

three bombs on rush-hour commuter trains in the

central London Underground. Fifty minutes later a

fourth bomb ripped apart a double-decker bus,

erasing any remaining doubt that the explosions

represented a well-coordinated attack. Fifty-six

people died in the incident, including all four suicide

bombers, and seven hundred were injured. Two

weeks later another terrorist cell attacked the

London Underground again. This time the bombs

failed to detonate. Initially, the attacks seemed to

provide further evidence of Al Qaeda’s irrepressible

commitment to violence and its unlimited resource-

fulness in carrying it out. Closer examination of

the attacks, however, reveals a more complex

picture and the British response seems far more

impressive than terrorist success. Nonetheless,

the terrorists did plan and execute a complex

operation. Analysis of this attack reveals a great

deal about the evolving nature of the Al Qaeda

threat and the importance of effective response

to mitigate the consequences of an incident.

In many respects the terrorist cell launched a

carefully planned and well-executed attack. The

cell kept its identity and intentions hidden from

Britain’s superb intelligence services during the

months of planning that preceded the operation.

Al Qaeda had evolved into a highly decentralized

organization in which local cells form for a specific

mission and disappear in carrying it out. They

required little direction or support from the

umbrella organization. Surveillance camera foot-

age examined after the incident revealed that the

suicide bombers carefully rehearsed the strike well

in advance. On the day of the attack three of the

terrorists detonated their bombs at almost the

same time. The fourth bomber may have improvised

a plan because he found his target Underground

station closed for repairs. In addition to causing ser-

ious loss of life, injury, and economic dislocation, the

terrorists timed the attacks to coincide with the G-8

Summit that was being held in Scotland at the time

and the attacks immediately followed the announce-

ment that London had been chosen as an Olympic

venue for 2012.

The success of the operation does not, how-

ever, hide some very amateur mistakes made in

planning and carrying it out. As deadly as the

attacks proved to be, they might have been much

worse. The terrorists detonated two of their bombs in

‘‘cut-and-cover’’ underground tunnels. In these older

lines dug very near the surface, trains pass each other

moving in opposite directions on parallel tracks. The

adjacent empty track allowed the two blasts to dissi-

pate, thus reducing their effect. The one bomb deto-

nated in a deep, single-track tunnel accounted for

twenty-six of the fifty-six fatalities. The terrorists, who

lived in the English Midlands, probably lacked accu-

rate information on the construction of different

Underground tunnels. They also left behind a great

deal of physical evidence, including their car contain-

ing more bomb materials.

Terrorist mistakes notwithstanding, the London

Metropolitan Police and emergency responders

deserve a lot of credit for mitigating the conse-

quences of the attack. They quickly cordoned

off the affected area, rapidly evacuated the central

London Underground, effectively triaged the

wounded and sent them to several hospitals (to

avoid overloading any one of them), and promptly

shut down the cell phone network to prevent

the possible use of mobile phones to detonate a

bomb. Without such an effective response, devel-

oped and constantly improved through years of

practice during the Irish Republican Army’s

campaign of terrorism in the United Kingdom, many

more people might have died.

The subsequent investigation by the security

services (police, Scotland Yard, and British intelli-

gence) proved to be equally impressive. The

authorities quickly developed an accurate picture

of the terrorist cell and its connection to the Al

Qaeda organization. Such detective work paid divi-

dends following the 21 July attacks, when the

authorities rolled up the cell that tried to bomb

the Underground on that day, and will probably

aide future operations against Al Qaeda. In the final

analysis though, the terrorists received their big-

gest setback from the citizens of London, who,

refusing to be cowed by the violence, got up,

dusted themselves off, and got on with their lives.

In their banner headlines, the evening newspapers

delivered the final blow to Al Qaeda, declaring

what the terrorists had hoped to avoid: ‘‘London

is open for business.’’
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apparent to the Austro-Hungarian Empire, in

Sarajevo, Bosnia-Herzegovina. The terrorist organi-

zation believed that the province, which had been

annexed by the Habsburg Monarchy, rightfully

belonged to Serbia. The assassination unleashed a

chain of events that sparked the First World War,

but it would not have done so had not years of

rising militarism, entangling alliances, and diplo-

matic crises made the Great Powers receptive to

war as necessary and perhaps inevitable. Without

these preconditions, the murder of the archduke

would have been no different from the assassinations

of Tsar Alexander II (r. 1855–1881) of Russia in

1881 or President William McKinley (1843–1901)

of the United States twenty years later: shocking but

wholly ineffective at producing lasting change.

Viewed in this light, Gavrilo Princip should be con-

sidered the last of the nineteenth-century anarchists,

not the first of the twentieth-century terrorists.

TERRORISM AND COMMUNIST

REVOLUTION

The ineffectiveness of individual terrorist acts, no
matter how dramatic, led Vladimir Lenin (Vladimir
Ilyich Ulyanov; 1870–1924) to reject them explic-
itly. In his 1901 essay, ‘‘Where to Begin?’’ Lenin
explained that while he did not reject terror per se,
violence independent of revolutionary organization
and propaganda would accomplish nothing. For
the father of Soviet communism, timing was every-
thing. Isolated acts of violence perpetrated before
the proletariat had been prepared for true revolu-
tion were at best futile and at worst self-serving acts
of petit-bourgeois gratification that could actually
delay communism because of the repression that
they inevitably provoked.

Terror in the service of revolution, however, was
another matter. Lenin willingly used terror to obtain
and maintain power, and his successor Joseph Stalin
(1879–1953) took state terrorism to an unprece-
dented level. Stalin ruthlessly suppressed opposition
and then turned repression on the general popula-
tion, sending hundreds of thousands to certain
death in the forced labor camps of the gulag system
and summarily executing tens of thousands more.
Terrorism became so pervasive that the secret police
received quotas of ‘‘counterrevolutionaries’’ to
apprehend, a grim reminder that states have histori-
cally been the worst perpetrators of terror.

INSURGENT TERROR

Another use of terror Lenin would have approved
had he lived to see it was in support of ‘‘wars of
national liberation.’’ Contrary to current notions,
insurgency and terrorism are not synonyms.
Insurgents will make use of terror as one weapon
in an arsenal, but they do not engage in terror for
terror’s sake. Insurgency, as practiced during the
first half of the twentieth century, was a revolution-
ary movement to gain control of a state from
within. Through a combination of propaganda,
guerrilla warfare, and terrorism, insurgents sought
to attack the both the legitimacy of a government
and its ability to function. Building on discontents
within a population, insurgents used propaganda to
persuade people that government could not meet
their needs and that regime change was necessary.
Insurgents also organized guerrillas, bands of irreg-
ular fighters operating out of uniform and in loose
formations, to attack police and small military units
in hit-and-run raids. After an attack, insurgent
guerrillas melted back into the general population
in which they hid. Such attacks often sought to
provoke the government into conducting indiscri-
minate reprisals that encouraged more support for
the insurgency. Insurgents used terror both to
spread fear among those who supported the gov-
ernment and to keep their own supporters in line.
Because insurgents begin from a position of relative
weakness, insurgency is by definition protracted war.

Because guerrillas have traditionally lacked the
legitimacy of regular forces, threatened states have
often labeled them as ‘‘terrorists.’’ The same label as
has been applied to partisans or resistance fighters.
Like insurgent guerrillas, partisans operate out of
uniform and hide within the general population.
Rather than support a revolutionary movement,
however, they seek to repel an invader occupying
their country and often coordinate efforts with their
own regular forces and/or those of their allies.
During World War II, resistance movements and
partisan bands sprang up all over Nazi-occupied
Europe. On the eastern front the retreating Soviet
army left stay-behind bands to harass German
forces, interdict supply lines, and attack the enemy
wherever possible. These units often operated in
forested areas of Ukraine and Byelorussia.

In more urbanized western Europe, resistance
groups operated in towns and cities, maintaining
regular jobs and devoting off hours to fighting the
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occupation. Although resistance fighters would
carry out military missions and assassinate German
officers, their real contribution lay in the intelli-
gence they provided allied forces massing in
England. This intelligence proved valuable to the
planners of Operation Overlord, the June 1944
invasion of Normandy. In preparation for the land-
ings, resistance groups conducted diversionary
raids and interdicted supply lines along the
French coast and into the Low Countries. For the
remainder of the war they harassed the retreating
Germans and helped liberate Europe.

Resistance to Nazi occupation, however, came
at a steep price. The Germans practiced a policy of
schrechlichkeit (terror) throughout occupied
Europe. They tortured captured agents for infor-
mation and summarily executed one hundred hos-
tages for each German killed by the Resistance. In
retaliation for the assassination of SS Lieutenant
General Reinhardt Heidrich by Czech partisans in
1942, the Nazis destroyed the entire village of
Lidice and murdered its inhabitants, men, women,
and children. Such brutal repression limited the
effectiveness of many resistance movements.

Those considered terrorists by the Nazi occu-
piers have gone down in the histories of their
respective countries as freedom fighters. Without
equating World War II resistance fighters with Al
Qaeda, the experience of occupied Europe serves as
a reminder that whether one is or is not labeled a
terrorist depends at least to some degree on the
perspective of the labeler.

ANTICOLONIAL INSURGENCIES

The end of World War II saw many resistance
groups morph into insurgent revolutions. In former
Yugoslavia, partisans associated with Josip Broz Tito
(1892–1980) seized power in the wake of retreating
Axis armies. Throughout Europe’s colonial empires
but particularly in Asia, Marxist-Leninist ideology
blended with anticolonial nationalism to produce
highly effective insurgencies. Many insurgent leaders
sought to emulate Mao Zedong (1893–1976), who
seized control of China using his own brand of
communist insurgency, the ‘‘People’s War.’’ In a
decades-long struggle Mao gained support among
China’s impoverished peasants, gained control of
ever expanding rural areas, and then used these areas
as a base to ‘‘drown the cities’’ in a sea of mobilized

peasants. Mao described his insurgents as fish swim-
ming in this sea of peasant support. He proposed a
strategy evolving through four phases from propa-
ganda through conventional war. Variations of his
approach would guide communist insurgents for
decades to come.

One such practitioner was Ho Chi Minh
(1890–1969) of Vietnam, then called ‘‘French
Indochina.’’ Having fought to expel the Japanese
for four years, Ho was not about to hand his coun-
try back to the French. His Vietminh organization
conducted a highly effective Maoist insurgency,
assassinating pro-French village leaders, while the
colonial forces lay cooped up in cities and fortified
garrisons, out of touch with the Vietnamese peo-
ple. Like Mao, Ho bided his time until his forces
could challenge the French in open battle. His
opportunity came in 1954 when the French estab-
lished a remote fortified outpost at Dien Bien Phu.
By interdicting an important Vietminh supply
route, the French hoped to draw the insurgent
general Vo Nguyen Giap’s (b. 1912) forces into
battle and destroy them with superior French fire-
power. Instead Giap besieged the outpost, overran
its airstrip, and forced the garrison to surrender.
This humiliating defeat led to French withdrawal
from Indochina, which was divided into commu-
nist North and democratic South Vietnam.
Determined to check the spread of communism
in Southeast Asia, the United States backed the
South, first with supplies and advisors and then
with American forces. A long, costly, and demor-
alizing war ended with American withdrawal in
1973 and the unification of Vietnam under com-
munist rule in 1975.

While insurgents drove the French from
Indochina and the Dutch from the East Indies,
the British in Malaya and Singapore fared better.
Faced with a communist insurgency after retaking
the colonies from the Japanese, they devised a
comprehensive strategy to defeat the insurgents
and establish a democratic, pro-Western govern-
ment. Based on the concept of winning the hearts
and minds of disaffected people, this strategy com-
bined economic, political, and social reform with
limited military force. The British improved living
conditions for the Chinese peasants among whom
the insurgents operated, offered them citizenship,
and promised Malaya independence. These
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improvements encouraged many to support the

government and even to provide intelligence on

the insurgents operating in the jungle. This low-

cost, long-haul approach took twelve years to suc-

ceed, but it produced decisive results. Building on

their success in Malaya, the British defeated the

Mau Mau insurgency in Kenya during the 1950s.

In the period 1970–1975 they helped the govern-

ment of Oman defeat a communist insurgency in

Dhofar province.

Elsewhere in their empire, the British had less

success. A three-year insurgency spearheaded by

the Irgun Zvai Leumi but tacitly backed by the

Jewish Agency led them to withdraw from

Palestine in 1948. During the conflict the Irgun

perpetrated one of the most dramatic terrorist acts

of the postwar period, the bombing of the King

David Hotel in Jerusalem. Despite a warning to

evacuate the building, some ninety people died in

the attack. In combating the insurgents, the British

found that tactics that had worked well in the

Malayan jungles proved less effective in the streets

of Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. Political pressure from

the administration of U.S. president Harry Truman

(1884–1972) on behalf of the Zionists restrained

the British from being firmer than they might have

been. At the end of the day, however, they saw

little in Palestine worth the cost of a protracted

struggle and handed the League of Nations man-

date over to its successor, the United Nations.

As the Palestine campaign illustrated, urban

insurgency is far more challenging than its rural

counterpart, a lesson reinforced by the British cam-

paign in Cyprus (1954–1959) and the French cam-

paign in Algeria (1954–1962). In both cases the

security forces had more success in the countryside

than they did in the cities. The British achieved a

limited victory, never actually defeating the insur-

gents but preventing them from gaining control of

the island. The French responded to insurgent ter-

ror with state terror of their own, using torture to

gain intelligence on the insurgent organization and

its members. Public condemnation of such tactics

made the campaign untenable, as did the realiza-

tion that France had little to gain from continued

hostility. The government of Charles de Gaulle

(1890–1970) bowed to the inevitable and gave

Algeria independence.

OTHER INSURGENCIES

While most national liberation movements ended
with the demise of European empires by 1970, two
campaigns persist in the early twenty-first century.
A separatist movement in the Basque region of
Spain demands independence from Madrid and
creation of a new state out of Basque provinces in
Spain and France. In Northern Ireland, Catholic
insurgents have revived the dream of reuniting the
six counties of the North with the twenty-six coun-
ties of the Irish Republic, created in 1921. Both
movements have made extensive use of terror to
achieve their objectives.

‘‘Basque Fatherland and Liberty,’’ better known
as ‘‘ETA’’ from the acronym formed by its Basque
name, began its campaign of violence in the 1960s.
ETA drew support from a Basque population
deprived of its language, culture, and institutions by
the dictatorship of Francisco Franco (1892–1974)
and sympathy from a Spanish population unhappy
with the regime. Initially, ETA violence followed
the insurgent pattern of attacks on police and gov-
ernment institutions within the Basque region itself
and in the Spanish capital. The insurgents achieved
their greatest success with the assassination of
Admiral Louis Carrero Blanco, Franco’s hand-picked
successor, in 1973. This crowning achievement also
began the decline in ETA’s fortunes. A return to
democracy followed Franco’s death in 1974. A new
Spanish constitution granted the Basque provinces
limited autonomy. Basque language and culture
revived, and still the violence continued. A bombing
that killed twenty-one in Barcelona in 1987 produced
widespread outrage and national protests against
what most Spaniards now considered mere terrorism
devoid of any reasonable political objectives. An
extradition treaty with France deprived ETA of its
safe haven in Basque territory across the Pyrenees,
and a government crackdown reduced the organiza-
tion’s effectiveness. ETA declared a ceasefire in 1998,
and many considered the organization finished.
However, the Madrid train bombings of 11 March
2004 raised the disturbing possibility that a new
generation of ETA members had joined forces with
Al Qaeda.

Conditions in Northern Ireland during the
1960s had much in common with those in Spain.
A Catholic minority population suffering systema-
tic discrimination in what had become a
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Protestant-dominated apartheid state rose up in

the summer of 1969. What began as a civil rights

movement quickly transitioned into a nationalist

insurgency, as a revived ‘‘Provisional’’ Irish

Republic Army (PIRA) gained control of Catholic

neighborhoods. PIRA launched a systematic cam-

paign of terror that would last thirty years.

Beginning with attacks on police and British sol-

diers in the province, it expanded to the British

mainland and even attacked the United Kingdom’s

NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) forces

on the Continent. Protestant paramilitaries

responded to the PIRA threat and launched their

own terrorist campaign against the Catholic com-

munity. After a rocky start marked by horrific blun-

ders such as the Bloody Sunday massacre (1972),

the British security forces developed effective coun-

terinsurgency methods and fought PIRA to a draw

by the early 1990s. This stalemate created the

opportunity for a political settlement. Sinn Féin,

PIRA’s political wing, and the British government

agreed to a cease-fire in 1994, which led to the

1998 Good Friday Accords. With a few setbacks a

fragile peace has been maintained ever since.

IDEOLOGICAL TERRORISM

Not all postwar terrorism served national liberation

or anticolonial movements. Some organizations

committed acts of terror in the service of broad

ideological agendas rather than specific, attainable

political goals. A wave of such terror swept Europe

during the 1960s, perpetrated by a generation of

disillusioned middle-class youth. In Germany the

Red Army Faction (RAF), better known as the

Baader-Meinhof Gang for two colorful leaders

(Andreas Baader and Ulrike Meinhof), launched a

campaign based on Marxism and aimed to rid

Germany of perceived Nazi influences. The RAF

assassinated industrial leaders, staged bombings,

and perpetrated bank robberies. Sympathetic to

the Palestinian cause, the group forged links with

the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine

(PFLP) with whom it hijacked an Air France flight

to Entebbe Airport in Uganda in 1976. With

abstract ideology and broad, diffuse goals, the

movement failed to attract enough new followers

to stay in business. The movement also suffered a

serious setback with the suicide of Baader in 1977

but continued sporadic attacks until 1991. With

most of its leaders dead or in prison, the RAF
officially dissolved itself in 1998.

Italy’s Red Brigades followed the pattern of
Baader-Meinhof, racking Italy with a campaign of
bombings and assassinations in the 1970s. For
both groups, terror became not a means to an
end but an end in itself. With little real prospect
of success, which they could hardly even define,
attacks seemed to validate a heroic if hopeless
struggle. Like their German counterpart, the Red
Brigades perpetrated a series of bombings and
assassinations to which the Italian government
responded half-heartedly. The situation changed
dramatically with abduction and murder of the
former prime minister Aldo Moro in 1978. The
heinous act outraged the Italian people and raised
the Red Brigades from a nuisance to a serious
threat. The assassination prodded the government
into decisive action. A concerted counterterrorism
campaign by the Carabinieri led to a series of
arrests that left the organization shattered by
1982.

The Dutch faced a brief but intense episode of
terrorism in 1977, when South Moluccan immi-
grants living in the Netherlands launched a cam-
paign to prevent annexation of their homeland by
Indonesia. They wished to publicize their cause
and seemed to believe, rather oddly, that the
Netherlands could still influence events in its for-
mer colony. The campaign reached a climax in
June, when terrorists seized a Dutch commuter
train and school. Dutch Royal Marines stormed
the train, killing all six terrorists and freeing the
hostages, while another unit liberated the school,
freed the hostages, and captured the terrorists
without loss of life.

Greece has faced more than its share of terror-
ist attacks, most from domestic groups entwined in
the country’s complex politics. Two organizations,
the 17 November Group and the Revolutionary
People’s Struggle (ELA) have operated since the
1970s. The groups have since concentrated on
attacks aimed at forcing Greece out of NATO and
NATO forces out of Greece.

Greece’s NATO ally and sometime adversary
Turkey has also faced considerably more terrorism
than other European nations. By far its greatest
threat comes from the Kurdistan Workers Party

T E R R O R I S M

2522 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



(PKK), a Marxist ethnic separatist movement seek-
ing independence for the Kurdish region of south-
eastern Turkey and its eventual union with
adjoining Kurdish regions in Syria, Iran, and Iraq.
Formed in 1974, PKK has conducted an insurgent
campaign in Kurdish areas and terrorist attacks
throughout Turkey and against Turkish targets
abroad. The Turks have long maintained that some
European governments turn a blind eye to PKK
activities on their soil and accuse Greece of actually
abetting the organization. Islamist extremist
groups, some linked to Al Qaeda, compound
Turkey’s security concerns. One or more of these
organizations launched a horrific series of attacks
against synagogues and banks in November 2003.

The Russian Federation has seen a local insur-

gency largely of its own making turn into a nasty

terrorism campaign with international ramifica-

tions. A badly handled counterinsurgency cam-

paign to prevent secession of Chechnya in the

north Caucasus led the rebels to form links with

Al Qaeda. The terrorists took the war into the

Federation with attacks on Moscow apartment

buildings (1999), a Moscow theater (2002), and

a school in Beslan (2004). In both the theater and

school incidents the terrorists took hostages, scores

of whom were killed.

MIDDLE EAST TERRORISM

Terrorist groups often defy easy classification, but
those in the Middle East are particularly difficult to
pin down. A series of terrorist organizations have
arisen directly or indirectly connected to the Israeli-
Palestinian struggle. These organizations often
combined elements of insurgent movements and
purely terrorist organizations motivated by political,
ideological, and/or religious agendas. Founded in
1959, the Al Fatah movement of Yasser Arafat
(1929–2004) carried out attacks against Israel from
the West Bank during the early 1960s. Following

The wreckage of the car of Conservative member of the British parliament Hugh Fraser after it was exploded

by a bomb planted by the IRA outside his home in the Kensington section of London, 23 October 1975.

Fraser was unharmed, but a passerby was killed. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Israeli occupation of the territory during the Six-
Day War in 1967, Arafat moved to Jordan and
from there to Lebanon and finally Tunisia, each of
which served as base for terrorist activities. In 1974
Arafat gained control of the Palestine Liberation
Organization (PLO), an umbrella under which
terrorist groups like the PFLP and the Palestine
Liberation Front (PLF) could gather.

Other organizations developed out of the
struggle between Israel and the Palestinians. In an
effort to route the PLO out of Lebanon, the Israeli
Defense Forces invaded the country in 1982.
Operation Peace of Galilee forced Arafat to leave
for Tunisia, but it also gave rise to another even
more militant organization, the Shiite Hezbollah
group supported by Iran. Hezbollah attacked
Israeli forces in southern Lebanon and northern
Israel, contributing to final Israeli withdrawal from
Lebanon in 2000. An even more troubling organi-
zation arose in the occupied territories themselves.

Demonstrations marking the twentieth anniversary
of the Israeli occupation in 1987 turned violent
and gave birth to Hamas, an Arabic acronym for
‘‘Islamic Resistance Movement.’’ While they do
not endorse some of its methods, Palestinians and
their supporters consider Hamas to be a legitimate
resistance movement struggling to end an illegal
occupation. Israelis consider it a mere terrorist
organization.

Zionism has also spawned its share of terrorist
organizations. The Jewish Defense League
founded by Rabbi Meir Kahane (Martin David;
1932–1990) in 1968 conducted numerous terror-
ist attacks against alleged anti-Semites. In 1971
Kahane emigrated with his family to Israel, where
he set up the ultraconservative Kach party. Kach
has perpetrated or encouraged terrorist attacks and
vigilante violence against Arabs in the occupied
territories, including the 1983 attack on an
Islamic school in Hebron and the 1994 massacre

The train station in Bologna, Italy, in ruins following the explosion of a massive bomb, 2 August 1980.

Members of a neofascist organization called the Armed Revolutionary Nuclei (NAR) were later convicted of the crime.

ªGIANNI GIANSANTI/SYGMA/CORBIS
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of twenty-nine Muslims praying at Hebron’s Cave
of the Patriarchs Mosque. Israeli security forces
foiled an effort by Kahane’s followers to blow up
the Dome of the Rock (Mosque of Omar) atop
Jerusalem’s temple mount, the third holiest site in
Islam.

Although rarely directly targeted by Middle
East groups, Europeans have suffered from attacks
carried out in Europe. The most notorious of these
occurred during the 1972 Summer Olympics in
Munich, West Germany. Members of Black
September, an Al Fatah strike group named for
the Jordanian attack on Palestinians in that coun-
try, kidnapped Israeli athletes, eleven of whom died
in an abortive rescue attempt. In 1985 another
Palestinian terrorist organization, the Abu Nidal
Group, launched simultaneous attacks on the ticket
counters of Israel’s El Al airline at the Rome and
Vienna airports. The Libyan dictator Muammar
Qaddafi (b. 1942) appears to have masterminded
or at least supported the April 1986 bombing of a
Berlin discotheque and the destruction of Pan Am
Flight 103 over Lockerbie, Scotland, in December
1988. In the attack, 270 people died, eleven of
them British subjects killed on the ground.

Unlike Germany, which suffered when terror-
ists attacked foreigners on its soil, France has been
the direct target of attacks by terrorists involved in
the Algerian civil war. In December 1994 the
Groupe Islamique Armée (Armed Islamic Group,
or GIA) hijacked an Air France flight en route from
Algiers to Paris, intending to crash it in to the Eiffel
Tower. French commandos stormed the plane,
freeing the hostages and preventing the attack.
GIA perpetrated a series of bombings in France
over the next few years until a crackdown on the
organization in preparation for France’s hosting
the 1998 World Cup crippled the organization.

AL QAEDA AND ITS AFFILIATES

On 11 September 2001 the United States experi-
enced a devastating attack in the worst terrorist
incident to date. Suicide bombers hijacked four
airplanes, crashing two into the twin towers of the
World Trade Center and a third into the Pentagon.
A fourth plane crashed into a field in Pennsylvania
when passengers tried to regain control of the air-
craft. More than three thousand people died in the
attacks.

The perpetrator was an organization almost
unheard of until a few years before. Al Qaeda
(‘‘the base’’ in Arabic) had been formed from the
mujahidin (holy warriors) who had flocked to
Afghanistan to fight the Soviet invaders in 1979.
Gathered around the Saudi millionaire Osama bin
Laden (b. 1957), the terrorists sought to replace
the secular regimes governing most Muslim coun-
tries with Islamic republics governed by sharia
law. Bin Laden’s rage turned on the Saudi royal
family and its American allies whom the monarchy
allowed onto the sacred soil of the kingdom during
the 1990–1991 Gulf War. Al Qaeda bombed the
U.S. embassies in Tanzania and Kenya in 1998 and
the destroyer U.S.S. Cole in Aden Harbor in 2000.
Intelligence analysts later determined that Al
Qaeda had probably perpetrated the bombing of
the Khobar Towers housing U.S. troops in
Dharan, Saudi Arabia, in 1996.

Although not initially targets themselves, the
European members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) agreed that the 9/11
attacks fell under Article 5 of the organization’s
founding document, the Washington Treaty. This
collective defense clause deemed an attack on one
as an attack on all. European nations supported the
U.S. war against Afghanistan, where Bin Laden was
known to be hiding, allowed the use of American
bases on its soil to support the effort, and readily
granted fly-over rights to American aircraft. They
also provided troops to the follow-on mission after
the Taliban regime had been toppled.

European support for America’s ‘‘Global War

on Terrorism’’ waned with the U.S. decision to

invade Iraq. Neither the United Nations nor many

of the NATO allies was persuaded that any signifi-

cant link between Al Qaeda and the regime of

Saddam Hussein (b. 1937) existed or that the dic-

tator possessed weapons of mass destruction in a

quantity representing any serious threat to his

neighbors. The United States had the support of

Britain and that of the new NATO members in

central and Eastern Europe, many of whom were

awaiting ratification by the U.S. Senate of the

accession treaties bringing them into the alliance.

The invasion of Iraq in March 2003 and growing

resentment over the unilateralism of the adminis-

tration of President George W. Bush (b. 1946) has

led to a cooling of relations between the United
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States and Europe. Resentment deepened after

Europe itself became a target of Al Qaeda.

On 11 March 2004 terrorists detonated a series
of bombs on commuter trains and in the station in
Madrid, Spain, killing 191 people. An unheard-of
Al Qaeda affiliate claimed credit for the attack,
although the explosives used were similar to those
employed by ETA, fueling fear that Basque terror-
ists had perhaps formed an unholy alliance with the
Islamic extremists. The attacks led to the ouster of
the prime minister Jose Aznar’s party from power
in elections a few days later. Far from ‘‘knuckling
under’’ to terrorism, Spanish voters were angered
by Aznar’s rush to blame ETA for the Madrid
bombings and by his earlier willingness to send
troops to Iraq contrary to the wishes of the vast
majority of Spaniards. The new government’s deci-
sion to withdraw its contingent from the

American-led coalition followed by the terrorists’

promise that there would be no further attacks

against Spain was, however, widely seen as an Al

Qaeda victory.

The Madrid bombings encouraged the

European Union to take the terrorist threat more

seriously. Brussels began to develop an EU-wide

policy to supplement responses by member states.

The EU Council issued a Declaration on Combating

Terrorism and specifically tasked a unit within the

EU Commission with the ‘‘Fight against terror-

ism, trafficking and exploitation of human beings

and law enforcement co-operation.’’ As might be

expected, agreement on defensive measures such

as protecting ports and infrastructure has been

easier to achieve than consensus on how to attack

terrorist organizations.

Bodies of victims of an attack by the Abu Nidal Organization on the El Al airline counter at Fiumicino airport,

Rome, December 1985. Thirteen people were killed and 73 were wounded. Abu Nidal members launched a similar attack

at the Vienna international airport the same day. ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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CONCLUSION

Any doubts that terrorism is a permanent part of
the new European security landscape were swept
away by the assassination of the Dutch filmmaker
Theo van Gogh in Amsterdam on 2 November
2004. The murderer, a Muslim extremist, was
angered by van Gogh’s recent film criticizing
Islam’s treatment of women. In combination with
the Madrid bombings the van Gogh murder
underscored an inescapable truth: the terrorism
that plagued the Continent in the 1970s had
returned in a new, potentially far more deadly
form. The challenge will be to develop an effective
counterterrorism policy that preserves both
Europe’s high regard for civil liberties and the free-
dom of movement that its citizens enjoy within the
new European Union borders.

See also Al Qaeda; British Empire; Colonialism;
Counterinsurgency; ETA; Guerrilla Warfare;
Indochina; IRA; Ireland; Islam; Islamic Terrorism;
Israel; Minority Rights; Northern Ireland;
Palestine; Partisan Warfare; Purges; Red Army
Faction; Red Brigades; Resistance; Sinn Féin;
Warfare.
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THATCHER, MARGARET (b. 1925),
British Conservative politician (1959–1992), party
leader (1975–1990), and prime minister (1979–
1990).

Margaret Thatcher was the longest-serving
twentieth-century prime minister, and also the only
female incumbent of 10 Downing Street. Elected
for the House of Commons in 1959 as member of
Parliament (MP) for Finchley, she continued to
represent that seat until 1992 and her ennoblement
as a hereditary peer. She was the first serving prime
minister to be removed by a ballot of her own MPs.
She was education minister (1970–1974) under
Edward Heath, and earned a reputation as the
‘‘milk snatcher’’ after ending free school milk for
children over seven years of age. Her opportunity
arose in 1975 when she challenged Heath for lead-
ership of the Conservative Party. With her cam-
paign guided by Airey Neave, enough of the
party’s MPs were persuaded to back her candida-
ture. In the first ballot she secured 130 votes to
Heath’s 119, and he withdrew. Other candidates
entered the second ballot, but Thatcher easily saw
off their challenge. It was a brave choice for the
Conservative Party, her victory was more by
default, and few expected her to survive long.
Immediately she was faced with the 1975
European Referendum. Although she supported
the ‘‘Yes’’ campaign, she viewed the whole affair
as ‘‘Ted’s issue.’’ The opposition years were a steep
learning curve, particularly at prime minister’s
questions when Labour prime minister Leonard
James Callaghan, regularly got the better of her.
Ideologically, though, this period saw Thatcher
develop her intellectual commitment to monetar-
ism and deregulation through think tanks such as
the Centre for Policy Studies. She also received an
image makeover during this period, overseen by
Gordon Reece.

In June 1979 the Conservatives narrowly won
the general election.

The reality in 1979 was that few in the parlia-
mentary party were committed to monetarist doc-
trine and a brand of authoritarian individualism.
Many in her new cabinet were nonbelievers, or
‘‘wets’’ as she dubbed them. Many of the key features
of Thatcherism, such as deregulation of industry,
privatization, and trade union reform, were still in
their rudimentary stages during this first administra-
tion. However, public spending and taxation was
reduced and price controls abolished; interest rates
soared, industrial output fell, and unemployment hit
three million. Deeply unpopular in the country,
Thatcher resolutely held her position, reshuffling
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her cabinet to remove or demote the ‘‘wets’’ and
promoting key allies to positions of significance. In
defense of her economic stance she told the 1980
Party conference, ‘‘The lady’s not for turning.’’

The 1982 Falklands war was a significant turn-

ing point. Although it could be blamed on military

cutbacks instigated by her government, the bra-

vado in dispatching the Task Force to the South

Atlantic to recapture the islands captured the pub-

lic imagination. During this period Thatcher also

sought to enhance the Anglo-American special

relationship, such as sanctioning the use of U.K.

soil to launch the U.S. air strikes against Libya in

1986. She formed a close working relationship

with President Ronald Reagan, united by a com-

mon desire to resist the Soviet Union.

Her landslide victory in the 1983 general elec-

tion was as much due to divisions among the

Labour Party and the poor leadership of Michael
Foot, whose party campaigned on the ‘‘longest
suicide note in history.’’ For Thatcher, Britain’s
panacea was trade union industrial militancy. Her
premiership was typified by periods of significant
industrial unrest, particularly the yearlong miners’
strike (1984), the unrest at the General
Communications Headquarters (GCHQ) (1984–
1988), and the print workers’ strike at Wapping
(1986); each was used as an opportunity to legislate
to restrict trade union power. Her government’s
economic policies, particularly the privatization of
state assets such as British Telecom (1984) and
British Gas (1986), were both controversial and
popular. In October 1984, Thatcher narrowly
escaped death when the IRA successfully bombed
the Grand Hotel, Brighton, during the
Conservative Party’s annual conference. It was a
stark reminder that her government had failed to
resolve the continuing conflict in Northern Ireland,
despite the Anglo-Irish agreement (1985).

Britain’s relationship with Europe was one of
the key themes of Thatcher’s premiership. Despite
having fought for a rebate from the British con-
tribution to the European Economic Community
(EEC), Thatcher in the first half of the 1980s
appeared to believe that Britain could exercise
leadership over the Community. She championed
the Single European Act (1986) believing that it
would see the economic implementation of
‘‘Thatcherism in Europe,’’ and would retard any
plans for further integration. When the opposite
occurred, her hostility toward Europe grew. She
infamously attacked the prospect of a federal
Europe at Bruges in 1988, and was publicly critical
of the plans of the European President Jacques
Delors. However, divisions over the advisability of
this policy grew among her closest supporters,
most notably Geoffrey Howe. At the 1989
Madrid Conference, Thatcher accepted that
Britain must join the European Exchange Rate
Mechanism. Thatcher’s Euroskeptism grew follow-
ing her ousting from office in 1990, causing con-
siderable inconvenience for her successor John
Major.

Although Thatcher won the 1987 general elec-
tion, doubts about her electoral viability grew
within the party. In 1989 she faced a leadership
challenge, which although she survived, tarnished

Margaret Thatcher answers questions at a press

conference, June 1987. ªREUTERS/CORBIS
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her reputation for invincibility. Her judgment was
also being called into question, not least over her
willingness to implement the Poll Tax (1990),
which proved deeply unpopular with the country.
In 1990, Howe resigned and took the opportunity
to attack Thatcher’s leadership. Michael Heseltine
announced he would stand against Thatcher, and
although she won the majority of votes, under the
rules it was not sufficient to guarantee victory, and
after taking advice she resigned as leader and prime
minister.

Thatcher is the only twentieth-century prime
minister whose name has given rise to an ‘‘ism.’’
Coined in 1976, it implies that the ideology she
advocated was unique. This is a disputed point, but
her brand of mold-breaking politics, with its
emphasis on monetarism, individualism, and allow-
ing Britain to act as a world player, has made her
one of the most influential British politicians of the
twentieth century. She was a politician either loved
or loathed. Her acolytes have fought to sustain her
legacy, making political life very uncomfortable for
her successors, especially John Major.

See also Heath, Edward; United Kingdom.
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THEATER. The European theater movement
most closely associated with the First World War
was expressionism, centered in Germany. The
movement was already well established at the out-
break of the war, which seemed to many expression-
ists the natural outcome of those outmoded social
values that were often attacked in their early vision-
ary works. The horrors of the war soon changed
the orientation of expressionist work from the

personal concerns of earlier expressionism to more
directly social ones, often specially addressing the
evils of war and of the industrialization that fueled it.

Early expressionist drama had only a reading

public, and indeed during the war only a handful of

such plays were staged. After 1918, however, such

plays became a major part of the German repertoire,

and a revolutionary new style of staging was devel-

oped for them, nonrealistic, highly simplified and

often highly distorted, with striking and innovative

use of light. The two leading directors in developing

this new style were Jürgen Fehling (1885–1968) at

the Berlin Volksbühne and Leopold Jessner (1878–

1945), who directed the Berlin State Theater from

1919 to 1925. Jessner’s favorite scenic device was a

series of neutral steps and platforms, altered by

occasional set pieces, curtains, and lighting, which

came to be known as the ‘‘Jessnertreppen’’ (Jessner

stairs).

Other important experimental movements ap-

peared in Europe during these same years, together

making up a ‘‘second wave’’ of experimental per-

formance (the first having been the creation of the

experimental ventures at the end of the previous

century). In Italy the futurists, led by Tommaso

Marinetti (1876–1944), called for a new theater

suited to the machine age in a series of manifestos

and experimental performances in the years just

before the First World War. The futurists’ short,

abstract, alogical works reached their peak around

1916, but their frequent glorification of war as a

great cultural purifier began to ring hollow as the

true face of war was revealed. By the war’s end, the

movement had little power except in Italy, where it

continued as a significant force into the 1930s.

However, its interest in breaking down barriers

between performance and audience, in mixing

media, and in rejecting traditional models and

structures all made a lasting contribution to the

twentieth-century avant-garde.

Both futurism and expressionism had close ties

to the first new avant-garde movement of the war

years, Dada, launched in Zurich in 1916. Dada

rejected the futurist glorification of war and the

social orientation of much expressionism but took

from both an iconoclastic rejection of traditional

text and logic-dominated theater. Chance became

an important element in artistic creation, as in the
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random selection of the name of the movement

from a dictionary. The major spokesman for the

movement was Tristan Tzara (1896–1963). An

interest in change and the surprising juxtaposition

of material also marked the work of the contem-

porary surrealist movement, a term coined by

Guillaume Apollinaire in 1917, but the surrealists

in general were distinguished by an interest in the

workings of the subconscious mind, under the

growing influence of Freudian psychology. This

emphasis was clearly articulated by André Breton

in the manifesto that launched the movement

in 1924.

BETWEEN THE WARS

One of the most vital areas for theatrical experi-
mentation after 1917 was postrevolutionary Russia.
Although the new Soviet government began to
tighten control over the theaters in the late 1920s,
and the proclamation of the official doctrine of
‘‘socialist realism’’ in 1934 effectively put an end
to experimentation, the years between 1917 and
1927 saw a final flowering of the major innovative
period in Russian theater that had begun with
the founding of the Moscow Art Theater in 1898.
Although the Art Theater, directed by Konstantin
Stanislavsky (1863–1938), remained an important
part of the Russian theater scene and returned to a
more central position after 1934, other theaters
and other directors dominated the years immedi-
ately following 1917, seeing in the new political
system an opportunity to forge a significant new
theater aesthetic.

The most important figure was Vsevolod
Meyerhold (1874–1940), one of the original mem-
bers of the Moscow Art Theater, but whose vision
of a theatricalized theater could not be reconciled
with the illusionistic, realist vision of Stanislavsky.
Eventually these came to be regarded as polar
opposites in Russian directing. In his prerevolu-
tionary studios, Meyerhold experimented exten-
sively with acrobatics, circus, and non-Western
performance techniques, and after 1917 he added
to these an interest in the body as a movement-
producing machine, a study he called biomechan-
ics. In his own theater, after 1922, he developed
a type of scenic design similarly focused on simpli-
city and mechanical form, called constructivism.
Although Meyerhold was generally considered the

most important and innovative figure in the Russian
theater of the 1920s, his nonrealistic approach
offended those who were devoted to socialist
realism, and his theater, accused of ‘‘formalism,’’
was closed in 1938.

The other most important antirealist of the
1920s, Alexander Tairov (1885–1950), at his
Kamerny Theater, took a less ideological position
than Meyerhold, but his expressionistic stagings
also proved unacceptable to the new order, and
his theater was closed in 1950. The other major
experimental director of this brilliant period,
Yevgeny Vakhtangov (1883–1922), was said to
blend the realism of Stanislavsky with the formal-
ism of Meyerhold, but his early death saved him
from sharing their fall from official favor.

Germany’s major prewar director, Max Reinhardt
(1873–1943), less associated than Jessner or
Fehling with expressionism and less radical in his
experimentation than Meyerhold or Tairov, was
nevertheless a major force in introducing more
stylized production into the largely realistic theater
inherited from the previous century. By 1914 he
was the best-known director in Europe. After the
war he created a mass spectacle theater, the Grosses
Schauspielhaus, in Berlin, seating thousands of
spectators around a huge thrust stage. A similar
attempt at mixing actors with a mass audience
was carried out in Paris by Firmin Gémier, who,
like Reinhardt, converted a former circus into a
mass auditorium faintly reminiscent of a Greek
amphitheater. Reinhardt’s other major innovation
of the 1920s was the establishment in 1920 of the
Salzburg Festival, the model for the many theater
festivals that have since become an important part
of the European theater scene. Adolf Hitler’s rise
to power forced Reinhardt, as a Jew, to leave
Germany, and his final years were spent in America.

Germany in the 1920s, like Russia in the same
period, enjoyed a flourishing of artistic experimen-
tation, which was similarly extinguished by the rise
of a totalitarian government in the early 1930s.
Erwin Piscator (1893–1966), drawing upon expres-
sionism and an interest in modern technology
shared with Meyerhold and the futurists, developed
during the 1920s a politically oriented theater
with significant use of technology, much of which
would be incorporated into the practice of Bertolt
Brecht (1898–1956), who worked with Piscator on
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his famous production of The Good Soldier Schweik
in 1927–1928. Both men, like Reinhardt, went
into exile in the early 1930s.

The dominant figure in the French theater
between the wars was Jacques Copeau (1879–
1949), who founded the Vieux Colombier in
1913, challenging both the realistic stage tradition
and the nonrealistic but still highly visual settings
of many of the early antirealists. He sought a com-
pletely bare stage, somewhat like the constructiv-
ists, although to emphasize not bodily movement
but the flow of language. For him the dramatic text
always remained central. Copeau left Paris in 1924,
but many of his ideas were carried on by the Cartel
des Quatre (Coalition of Four), a group of directors
who agreed in 1927 to assist and advise each other.
Two of these, Louis Jouvet and Charles Dullin,
actually studied with Copeau, and they remained
closest to Copeau’s ideals. Gaston Baty and
Georges Pitoëff shared Copeau’s devotion to the
text and almost monastic commitment to the theater
as art, but their repertoire and visual means, if simple,
were generally more varied than those of their col-
leagues. Pitoëff and his wife, Ludmilla, introduced

many important foreign dramatists to France, among
them Luigi Pirandello and George Bernard Shaw.

Although Harley Granville-Barker (1877–
1946) attempted to introduce modern experimen-
tal staging to England in the years before the First
World War, it was not until the 1930s that a serious
departure from late-nineteenth-century practices
took place there. An important pioneer in this
was Tyrone Guthrie (1900–1971), who took over
the Old Vic in 1937, assembled a company of
major actors, and became known for his innovative
and original productions. His work was supple-
mented by that of Michel Saint-Denis (1897–
1971), Copeau’s nephew, who brought some of
Copeau’s inspiration from France. Along with the
work of these major directors, a new generation
of actors, headed by John Gielgud (1904–2000)
and Laurence Olivier (1907–1989), inaugurated a
golden age of British acting.

AFTER WORLD WAR II

The Second World War, with its widespread
upheavals, devastating bombing, and occupations,
created a hiatus in the theater of most European
nations, and the postwar years focused upon recov-
ery and rebuilding. A new generation of theater
artists appeared, who would dominate most of
the rest of the century. In Italy Giorgio Strehler
founded the Piccolo Teatro in Milan in 1947 and
would build it into one of the greatest European
companies. In Sweden Ingmar Bergman (b. 1918)
assembled at Malmö during the 1950s one of
Europe’s greatest acting ensembles, which also
appeared in his brilliant films. In France Jean Vilar
(1912–1971) took over the Avignon Festival in
1947 and the Théâtre National Populaire (TNP)
in 1951, building them both into major cultural
institutions. Vilar was the major inheritor of the
Copeau tradition, while a much more eclectic
approach characterized the work of the dominant
new director of the period, Jean-Louis Barrault
(b. 1910), who stressed not the text but the total
theater experience. Germany, having lost the war,
with most of its theaters destroyed and divided into
two politically antagonistic states, faced particularly
daunting problems, but Bertolt Brecht, returning
in 1948, was invited by the authorities to East
Berlin to establish a theater there, the Berliner
Ensemble, which became the most well known

A set from Max Reinhardt’s 1932 production of the

play Helen at the Adelphi Theater in London.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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and influential theater of the immediate postwar

era. The visual style of Brecht’s theater was widely

imitated, perhaps most notably in England, where a

visit by this theater in 1956 issued in a new era of

British stage composition, headed by the work of

Peter Brook (b. 1925) and Peter Hall (b. 1930) at

the Royal Shakespeare Company (RSC), organized

in 1960. By the mid-1960s, the RSC was England’s

most honored company. Perhaps its most famous

work was the 1964 production of Peter Weiss’s

Marat/Sade, which drew inspiration from the writ-

ings of the visionary French theorist Antonin

Artaud (1896–1948) and contributed strongly

toward making Artaud a major influence on experi-

mental theater work of subsequent years.

The major rival of the RSC in England was

the National Theatre, dreamed of for more than a

century and finally established in 1963, with Olivier

becoming director the following year. Peter Hall

followed Olivier as director of the National in

1973 and brought the theater into its major new

home on London’s South Bank three years later.

The RSC also opened a major new London space,

the Barbican, in 1982, although it reduced its

season there to six months in 1996 and withdrew

entirely in 2002, leaving the Barbican for guest

international companies. The National continued

its dominant position, but at the turn of the

century, important younger and smaller companies

appeared, led by Shared Experience, Cheek by

Jowl, and Théâtre de Complicité.

The late 1960s was a period of great economic,

political, and artistic turbulence. New modes of sta-

ging and directing exerted a profound influence on

the theater. A reaction against traditional approach-

es, often seen as elitist and reactionary, inspired

an interest in more democratic methodologies,

such a collective creations, and more democratic

spaces, outside conventional theaters. Particularly

influential among the new collectives was France’s

Ian Richardson (right) with Patrick Magee as the Marquis de Sade in Peter Brooks’s Royal Shakespeare

Company production of The Persecution and Assassination of Jean-Paul Marat as Performed by the Inmates

of the Asylum of Charenton Under the Direction of the Marquis de Sade (Marat/Sade), 1966. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Théâtre du Soleil, headed by Ariane Mnouchkine
(b. 1940), and founded in 1964, which also uti-
lized unconventional theater spaces and audience
arrangements. Another major collective was the
Schaubühne company in Berlin, headed by Peter
Stein (b. 1937), whose productions, like those of
Mnouchkine, were both visually striking and
highly political. One of the most influential new
figures of the 1960s was the Polish director Jerzy
Grotowski (1933–1999), whose quasi-religious
emphasis upon the actor/audience relationship
inspired theater practitioners around the world,
and most directly Eugenio Barba (b. 1936), who
carried on Grotowski’s investigations in his studio in
Denmark. After 1970 another Polish director,
Tadeusz Kantor (1915–1990), gained a major inter-
national reputation with his painterly dramatic col-
lages, most notably The Dead Class (1975), mixing
live actors and effigies of their younger selves.
Another important development of the 1960s was
a new international interest in innovative scenic
design, often drawing upon emerging technology.
Czechoslovakia was an important leader in this
movement, due in part to the widespread influence
of Josef Svoboda (1920–2002). The Prague
Quadrennial, founded in 1967, remains the most
important international exhibition of stage design
and theater architecture in the world.

INTERNATIONALISM

In 1970 Peter Brook left the RSC to become
director of the International Center for Theater
Research in Paris, drawing actors from around the
world to seek an international means of theatrical
expression. Internationalism became increasingly
important in the European theater during the
1970s, both in the growth of international festivals
and in the work of individual directors like Brook.
The best-known production of Brook’s center
was the 1985 Mahabharata, a nine-hour adapta-
tion of the Indian epic, with actors from sixteen
countries, performed first at the Avignon Festival
and then toured around the world. During the
1980s Mnouchkine also stressed intercultural per-
formance, utilizing Asian costumes, music, and
performance techniques for the presentation of
Shakespearian plays and, perhaps most notably,
for an adaptation of material from Aeschylus and
Euripides called Les Atrides, which toured interna-
tionally in the early 1990s. Collaborations among

theaters in various nations became increasingly
common during this period also, evidenced most
clearly in the founding of the Théâtre de l’Europe
in 1983, directed by Giorgio Strehler until 1990
and then by his disciple Lluis Pasqual and involving
leading theaters from across the Continent.

Finally, and perhaps most important, interna-
tional theater festivals, headed by those in Avignon
and Edinburgh, sprang up across Europe, provid-
ing an opportunity for both established experimen-
tal artists like Brook and emerging younger artists
to gain an international reputation. A festival favor-
ite and one of the most significant international
theater figures of the late twentieth century was
the American Robert Wilson (b. 1941), whose
monumental visual spectacles were premiered in
many European countries from the 1970s onward,
but particularly in Germany. Sections of his most
ambitious work, the CIVIL warS, premiered in
Holland, Germany, Italy, and France in 1984 and
1985. The festivals also gave international exposure
to major new experimental groups, such as the
Fura dels Baus of Barcelona, founded in 1979,
and Italy’s Societas Raffaelo Sanzio, organized in
1981. Both offered oneiric yet visceral visual spec-
tacles far removed from text-oriented traditional
theater.

The European theater of the 1970s and 1980s
was dominated by major directors, even though
most of them worked with very distinguished actors
and designers. Those already mentioned, such as
Brook, Barrault, Mnouchkine, Hall, Wilson, Stein,
Bergman, Strehler, and Kantor, had perhaps the
greatest international reputation, but others con-
tributed significantly to making this an era of what
the Germans called ‘‘directors’ theater,’’ among them
Peter Zadek, Luc Bondy, and Claus Peymann in
Germany, Patrice Chéreau and Jorge Lavelli
in France, Nuria Espert in Spain, Luca Ronconi in
Italy, Yuri Lyubimov and Lev Dodin in Russia, and
Eimuntas Nekrosius in Lithuania.

Despite the predominance of stage directors
during this period, however, almost all worked
closely with actors and designers who were also
among the most distinguished of the century. Thus
Bergman’s company was headed by Max von Sydow
and Bibi Anderson, and Peter Stein’s Schaubühne by
Bruno Ganz and Jutta Lampe. Brook’s international
company has included such major actors as Sotigui
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Kouyaté, Yoshi Oida, and Ryszard Cieslak, formerly

the leading actor with Grotowski at the Polish

Laboratory Theater. In Germany especially, leading

designers have also worked closely with particular

directors to create a highly distinctive visual style.

The first major modern example of this occurred in

the 1960s with Zadek’s work with Wilfried Minks in

Bremen, closely followed by the designs of Karl-

Ernst Hermann for Peter Stein. A parallel example

in France was the close collaboration between

Chéreau and Richard Peduzzi.

The new generation of theater leaders that

appeared during the late 1980s and early 1990s,

especially in Germany and France, offered a more

radical and subversive style, sometimes called

‘‘deconstructionist.’’ In Germany this orientation

was represented primarily by directors trained

in the former East Germany and associated with

the Berlin Volksbühne, such as Frank Castorf,

Christoph Marthaler, and Einer Schleef. In France

major new directors emerged from the suburban

theaters, following the pattern established by

Chéreau—first Daniel Mesguich (later director of

the Conservatoire) and Stéphane Braunschweig (later

director of the National Theater of Strasbourg), and

following them, Stanislas Nordey and Olivier Py.

The Catalan director Calixto Bieito was Spain’s

best-known contributor to this new style of radical

reinterpretation of classic texts.

The term Eurotheater gained considerable prom-

inence around the turn of the century, encouraged

by such trans-European actions as the founding of

the European Union in 1992 and the adoption of a

European currency in 2002. Many organizations

and individual manifestations drew the continental

theater ever more closely together. Individual artists

(directors, designers, actors) moved ever more freely

from country to country, some without any country

that dominated their work. The international festi-

vals encouraged such activity, but collaborations

between individual theaters in different countries

also became increasingly common. International

organizations such as the Union of European

Theaters, founded in 1990, and the European

School of the Art of the Actor, founded in 1992,

provided further encouragement for this most

important new direction in the European theater

in the opening years of the new century.

See also Agitprop; Brecht, Bertolt; Brook, Peter; Dada;
Expressionism; Futurism; Opera; Salzburg Festival;
Stanislavsky, Konstantin.
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MARVIN CARLSON

n

THEODORAKIS, MIKIS (b. 1925),
Greek music composer.

Born in 1925 in Chios, Mikis Theodorakis
spent his childhood in Peloponnese where he was
acquainted with folk music and the music of the
Greek Orthodox Church. During the Nazi occupa-
tion, he registered at the conservatory to study
composition and at the same time he joined the
youth organization of the resistance movement.
During the Greek Civil War (1946–1949), he was
arrested in 1947 and deported first to Ikaria and
then to the Makronisos internment camps; he was
released in 1949. In 1954 he graduated from the
Athens Conservatory and was admitted to the Paris
Conservatory.

His first compositions were symphonic works,
but when he returned to Greece he was attracted
by popular music. From the late 1950s,
Theodorakis set to music poems from renowned
poets like Yannis Ritsos (1909–1990; Epitafios,
1958) and the Nobel Prize laureate Odysseus
Elytis (1911–1996; Axion Esti, 1960), combining
elements from symphonic, ecclesiastic, and popular
music. He won international acclaim and success by
composing the original score for the film Zorbas
(1964). At the same time, he was actively involved
in politics and in 1964 was elected deputy of the
United Democratic Left.
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Theodorakis’s political beliefs became a source
of musical inspiration and at the same time his
songs became a point of reference for the Left.
For that reason, when the military junta took
power (1967–1974), his music was banned. He
went underground and together with other activ-
ists founded the Patriotic Antifascist Front (PAM).
He was arrested in 1968 and was placed under
house arrest in an isolated village in Peloponnese
and later transferred to prison. Due to his interna-
tional status, several committees pressured the
regime for his release and finally he was allowed
to leave Greece in 1970. Until the fall of the dicta-
torship in 1974, he traveled extensively in Europe
giving concerts and holding conferences and meet-
ings to sponsor the effort for the restoration of
democracy in Greece. He continued composing,
and among the great works of those years is
Canto General (1971) based on poems of the
Nobel Prize laureate Pablo Neruda (1904–1973).

In the 1970s Theodorakis’s music enjoyed tre-
mendous popularity. This fact reflected the cultural
hegemony and the rising political influence of the
Left after several decades of repression. In 1981 he

was elected a deputy of the Greek Communist
Party. In the 1980s, together with Turkish intel-
lectuals, he championed the cause of a rapproche-
ment between Greece and Turkey and formed the
Committee of Greek-Turkish Friendship. However,

his moves in the Greek political arena caused signif-
icant controversy. Disappointed by the corruption
scandals surrounding the socialist government of
Andreas George Papandreou (1919–1996), he led
the effort for reconciliation between the conserva-

tive New Democracy Party and the communist
Left in order to remove the Panhellenic Socialist
Movement (PASOK) from government. His next
step was to lend his support to New Democracy,
and when the party came to power (1990–1993),

he became a minister in the new cabinet.
Throughout the 1990s he continued to combine
concerts with political causes like the reconciliation
between Greece and the Republic of Macedonia,
the reconciliation between Greece and Turkey, and

the condemnation of the NATO bombing of
Serbia. He also continued composing; in the late
stages of his life he turned from popular to sym-
phonic music and operas.

See also Greece.
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POLYMERIS VOGLIS

n

THOREZ, MAURICE (1900–1964), French
Communist Party leader.

Maurice Thorez was born in Noyelles-Godault
(Pas de Calais) to a coal-mining family and went to
work as a coal miner himself at age twelve. His early
and faithful adherence to communism, beginning
in 1919, was to bring him a life of adventure and
danger, together with rewards both symbolic and
material. Although he belonged to the generation
that fought in World War I, Thorez did not share
the patriot’s enthusiasm for defending the republic
but rather voiced the postwar disenchantment and
indictment of those responsible for the slaughter of
the 1914–1918 conflict.

In the French Communist Party (PCF),
Thorez’s social-class background, his desire to suc-
ceed, and his hunger for knowledge served him
well, and he was soon entrusted with important
responsibilities. At the age of twenty-three Thorez
headed a regional Communist organization and
two years later became a member of the politburo
of the French party. In 1930 he became secretary-
general and head of the PCF.

Thorez had an ideal profile to become a party
leader. He was intelligent, a worker, a combative
neophyte, and just the kind of leader that the
Comintern in Moscow was looking for to direct
the new left-wing parties founded or reconfigured
in the wake of the Bolshevik Revolution. The goal
was to turn political socialist organizations into
revolutionary parties on the Bolshevik model.
This was the principal reason that the Comintern
representative Eugen Fried chose Thorez, anoint-
ing him the head of the PCF with the approval of
Joseph Stalin’s adjunct Dmitri Manuilsky, who trav-
eled from Moscow expressly for Thorez’s investi-
ture in the summer of 1931.
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At the same time, Thorez had some vulnerabil-
ities that could only have pleased his mentors, who
disliked those with a complete independence of
mind. First, from Moscow’s standpoint, were his
‘‘political weaknesses,’’ such as his support in 1924
of the Left opposition. He also had some degree of
insecurity and self-doubt. On 27 July 1931 he sent
Fried a letter of resignation, explaining why he felt
discouraged. ‘‘Various facts permit me to believe
that my comrades in the Communist International
now doubt, wrongly in my view, my sincere will-
ingness to fully apply all just directives of the
International Executive Committee.’’ He added
that ‘‘this last consideration affects me deeply.
I have always acknowledged my great weaknesses;
but I have never felt I lacked loyalty or had any-
thing but unlimited devotion to the cause of the
Communist International.’’ He was persuaded to
stay on.

A gifted and dedicated executive, Thorez could
also take the initiative. Although he did not, as
Communist legend would have it, formulate the
French Popular Front’s new line in 1934, he was
responsible for enlarging the coalition to include
the radical Left parties in spite of reluctance on the
part of the Comintern. However, on all critical
matters, Thorez faithfully carried out Stalin’s direc-
tives. In 1939, although disturbed by the new
Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact that left France
in the lurch, Thorez without hesitation obeyed the
orders of the Comintern. After being mobilized,
he deserted from his regiment on 4 October
1939, while France was still at war, and went to
Moscow, where he found himself entirely depen-
dent on Stalin.

During the summer in 1940, after France’s
defeat, Thorez cautiously attempted to influence

efforts by the French Communist Party to resume

its publishing activities through a deal with the

Nazis; he was concerned such an arrangement

might compromise the future of the party. On

the eve of his return to France on 19 November

1944, Thorez received new directives from Stalin,

and the policy he subsequently carried out revealed

his total compliance with the Soviet leader’s

‘‘advice.’’ Stalin had explained to him that, with the

PCF too weak to directly contest the government of

General Charles de Gaulle, French Communists

were to work with de Gaulle. Thorez imposed the

new strategy of cooperation, and from November

1945 to May 1947 he served as an elected deputy

and for a time as vice-premier.

In the microcosm that was the innermost appa-

ratus of the international communist movement,

not just fear prompted obedience. Documents dis-

covered in the Moscow archives also indicate gen-

uine psychological dependency. In 1937, when

Thorez published his autobiography, he sent a

copy to Stalin with the following dedication:

To Comrade Stalin,
Genius builder of socialism,
beloved chief of workers the world over,
guide to the people,
the Master and friend who granted me,
one day happiest of all,
the great honor of welcome,
in witness to my absolute loyalty
and my filial love,
Thorez (translated from the French)

The minutes of the meeting between Stalin and

Thorez on 18 November 1947 seem equally sig-

nificant. They reveal an astonishing exchange that

was at once frank and submissive: ‘‘Thorez said that

the French communists will be proud of the fact that

he had the honor of an interview with Comrade

Stalin. Although French, Thorez remarked that he

has the soul of a Soviet citizen. Comrade Stalin said

that we are all communists and that says it all.’’

Thorez regularly imitated Stalin, particularly

in terms of power. Discussions in the politburo

ended with the conclusions of the secretary-general.

Thorez even enjoyed an impressive cult of personal-

ity. In 1950 his fiftieth birthday was celebrated in the

same fashion as Stalin’s seventieth birthday the year

before.

Submission to Stalin also explains Thorez’s
reluctance to accept the new Soviet premier
Nikita Khrushchev’s critique of Stalin in 1956
and after. Thorez made hesitant steps toward
the Chinese Communists, who had rejected
Khrushchev’s denunciation. But until his death on
11 July 1964 he satisfied himself by playing the
‘‘good father’’ who hoped for a Communist move-
ment with the fewest divisions possible. He was
condemned by Chinese and Albanian Communists
but preserved in France a monolithic party with an
immutable vision of a mythic working class.

See also Stalin, Joseph.
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PHILIPPE BUTON

n

TITO (JOSIP BROZ) (1892–1980),
Communist leader of Yugoslavia.

Josip Broz—‘‘Tito’’ was his wartime party code
name—was born in the village of Kumrovec on the
Croatia-Slovenia border, in Austria-Hungary. His
mother was Slovene, but he always spoke the language
of his Croat father in public. Tito, their seventh child,
showed no aptitude for education, and in 1907 he
became a metalworker’s apprentice in Sisak, where he
became involved in the Social-Democratic labor
movement. Tito plied his trade widely across Central
Europe during the years 1911–1913, until he was
conscripted into the Austro-Hungarian army.
Captured by the Russians in 1915, he escaped in the
chaos of the later months of the war and joined the
Communist Party of Russia, returning in 1920 to the
newly constituted Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes (renamed Yugoslavia in 1929).

Tito resumed his occupation in the metalworking
trade and joined the Communist Party of Yugoslavia
(CPY), which was declared illegal in December 1920.
By 1927 he was secretary of the Metalworkers’
Union of Croatia and a known Communist activist.
In November 1928 he was arrested and sent to
prison for five years. Parliamentary government
ended in 1929 and during the royal dictatorship that
followed, relentless police offensives against promi-
nent Communists were as likely to end in the
Communists’ murder as in arrest. When he was
released in March 1934 Tito found a Communist

Party demoralized by its losses and paralyzed by doc-

trinal factionalism. He showed no interest in

Marxism-Leninism as a system of thought, then or

later: the Soviet Union provided him with the only

revolutionary model he needed. His genius lay in

clandestine organization, rooted in the iron discipline

imposed by democratic centralism, and this made

him Joseph Stalin’s (1879–1953) eventual choice to

head the CPY. Early in 1935 Tito was in Moscow as

a member of the Balkan Secretariat of the

Communist International and by the end of 1936

he was charged with ‘‘consolidating’’ the Yugoslav

Party, which he did, purging Trotskyites and crypto-

liberals with equal zeal. Remarkably, Tito survived

Stalin’s purges, which claimed the lives of at least

eight hundred Yugoslav cadres, including most of

its top leadership. In January 1939 he was confirmed

by Moscow as the Secretary-General of the CPY

Politburo, and the party uttered no murmur of pro-

test when the Molotov-von Ribbentrop Pact was

signed in August.

The party numbered at least six thousand mem-

bers on the eve of the German invasion of Yugoslavia

(6 April 1941), young, but hardened by police bru-

tality and prison experiences into uncompromising

revolutionaries, and some were veterans of the civil

war in Spain. The Politburo included three men who

became Tito’s trusted comrades: Milovan Djilas

(1911–1995), Alexander Ranković (1909–1982),

and Edvard Kardelj (1910–1979). Together with

the ‘‘Old Boy,’’ as they affectionately called Tito, they

formed a governing elite within the party, and their

lives were in different ways closely interwoven with

his. Following Hitler’s invasion of the Soviet Union,

the CPY placed itself at the head of a Peoples’

Liberation Struggle, united (after November 1942)

under the Anti-Fascist Council for the Liberation of

Yugoslavia (AVNOJ). The Communist-led partisans

fought their battles in mountainous Bosnia. Despite

their heroism and endurance, they were never strong

enough to take on the Axis occupiers in pitched

battle, but they did succeed in destroying the

Serbian Chetniks loyal to the king and to the

government-in-exile in London. The decisive

moment came when Churchill switched his backing

from the Chetniks to Tito’s partisans, following the

capitulation of Italy, on 8 September 1943. The CPY

had turned the corner in its undeclared civil war

against the prewar royalist regime. Tito seized the
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moment to summon a meeting of AVNOJ (29

November 1943), which declared itself the sole legit-

imate government, and conferred on himself the rank

of Marshal of Yugoslavia.

Tito always feared that the Allied influence on

the postwar settlement might rob the party of

power, but in the event the Red Army liberated

Belgrade (20 October 1944) and then, with

Stalin’s prior agreement, swung northward, leaving

the partisan army to complete the subjugation of

Yugoslavia. The Communists were merciless in

consolidating their grip on the country, in line with

Tito’s instruction to ‘‘strike terror into the bones

of those who do not like this kind of Yugoslavia’’

(Malcolm, p. 193). The CPY was permeated by the

Stalin cult and faithfully copied the Soviet blueprint

for totalitarian rule. However, Tito saw himself as

Moscow’s ally, not its poodle, and his vision of an

enlarged Yugoslavia as the basis of a Balkan socialist

federation had no place in Stalin’s plans for a satellite

Eastern Europe. Stalin engineered the Cominform

Resolution, which expelled Yugoslavia from the

socialist fraternity of states in June 1948. Faced with

the threat of liquidation the CPY leadership mobil-

ized for war, and instigated a huge purge of

Cominformist (pro-Moscow) elements within the

party. Yugoslavia was now a maverick state within

communist Eastern Europe, playing off east against

west to maintain a degree of independence from

both.

TITO AND TITOISM, 1948–1980

Tito spent the rest of his life making the transition

from ruthless Communist revolutionary to interna-

tionally respected leader of the most ‘‘liberal’’ com-

munist state in Europe. The economy was in ruins,

struck down by the withdrawal of Soviet aid.

Prompted by Djilas, Tito sponsored (1950) the

Tito meets with the president of the Spanish Communist Party, Dolores Ibárruri, in Belgrade, June 1971.
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Basic Law introducing workers’ councils in fac-
tories: the seeds of economic reform were sown.
A process of political and ideological regrouping
took place. In 1953 the CPY was restyled the
League of Communists of Yugoslavia (LCY), a
pointed, anti-Stalinist invocation of the memory
of Marx and Engels. The collectivization of the
peasantry was abandoned, and the party relaxed
its policy of mass surveillance, but the iron fist of
the state security police (UDBa) was always poised
to strike anyone who questioned the Communist
monopoly of power. Djilas was one of its victims,
imprisoned (1954) for advocating free workers’
associations. Tito was capable of personal magna-
nimity, and he was close to Djilas, but the unity of
the party overrode all personal ties. Ranković, the
hard-line controller of UDBa and of party cadres,
now emerged for the first time as Tito’s heir appar-
ent. Reformism froze, reviving only after the USSR
invaded Hungary in 1956.

Underpinned by massive Western aid, these cau-
tious modifications to the command economy and
the mode of party control produced a degree of
stability and growth that found optimistic expres-
sion in the historic Program of the Seventh
Congress of the LCY, in 1958. Congress celebrated
Yugoslavia’s unique system of ‘‘self-governing soci-
alism.’’ The idea of ‘‘factories to the workers’’ had
now expanded to encompass a broader theory of
mono-party pluralism, the brainchild of the party’s
chief theoretician, Kardelj. The influence of Tito is
clearly discernible in a second element, which
stressed the position of Yugoslavia outside both
superpower blocs, and its close ties to the emergent
Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) of states. He met
with Pandit Motilal Nehru (1861–1931) and Gamal
Abdel Nasser (1918–1970) in June 1956, and coop-
eration between them blossomed. Tito once more
reveled in his role on a world stage, attending the
UN anniversary celebrations in 1960 for a whole
fortnight, and rubbing shoulders with international
statesmen. In 1961 Belgrade hosted the NAM
Conference of twenty-five states, and for almost
two decades Tito enjoyed a high profile as one of
its outstanding leaders. The steely, puritanical revo-
lutionary was no longer to be seen in the figure
appearing in the media. Tito favored a white,
medal-festooned marshal’s uniform (no one else
ever held the rank), and he revealed a strong hedo-
nistic streak, amassing cars, yachts, and villas for his

exclusive use—the Adriatic island of Brioni was vir-
tually his private property.

Economic reform proved the undoing of Tito’s
monolithic party. Forced by recession to devolve deci-
sion-making powers to enterprises in 1965, the LCY
was also compelled to modify its central command
apparatus, leading to mounting social inequalities
and the dispersal of power to the republics. Ranković
fiercely resisted economic reform, and in 1966 Tito
removed him from political life, symbolically balan-
cing the fate of Djilas, who had tried to democratize
the party. Arguably, it was Ranković’s personal chal-
lenge to his authority that brought Tito down on the
side of economic reform, which he only ever accepted
grudgingly, and with good reason. Aged seventy-
three in 1965, he spent the rest of his life in a losing
battle against the drift toward economic separatism
and nationalist conflicts. In 1971 Tito was faced by a
revolt of the communist leadership in Croatia, a crisis
that he barely managed to smooth over, and could
not resolve by means of the complex and unworkable
checks and balances codified in the Constitution of
1974. Personally unassailable in his position as presi-
dent-for-life and symbol of Yugoslavia’s international
status, Tito tried to shore up party authority by
appealing to the political myth of wartime struggles.
He awarded himself the Order of National Hero for a
second and third time (1972 and 1977), but the
jockeying for advantage by the republics at the
Eleventh Congress of the LCY in 1978 demonstrated
that the substance of his power was gone and his
health was deteriorating. Tito died in May 1980, just
short of his eighty-eighth birthday. His funeral was
attended by dozens of heads of state and foreign
dignitaries, an international occasion he would have
relished. His political legacy, however, was flimsy. He
left Yugoslavia with a monstrous burden of overseas
debt and without a political framework within which
democracy and federalism could develop. Communist
Yugoslavia did not disintegrate because Tito was no
longer there to lead it; it was simply a question of
whether the man or his system expired first.

See also Belgrade; Croatia; Djilas, Milovan; World War II;
Yugoslavia.
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LESLIE BENSON

n

TOGLIATTI, PALMIRO (1893–1964),
Italian politician.

The Italian politician Palmiro Togliatti was
born in Genoa on 26 March 1893. A brilliant
student, Togliatti received a law degree (1915) in
Turin, where he met Antonio Gramsci (1891–
1937). Although the two never developed a deep
friendship, they did habitually hold long discus-
sions. In 1914 Togliatti joined the Italian Socialist
Party (PSI), and was active in the socialist youth
group. At the outbreak of World War I Togliatti
was at first declared unfit for service because of
myopia, but he was called up later, in 1916. After
serving as a reserve officer, he returned to Turin.
He renewed his association with Gramsci and,
together with Angelo Tasca (1892–1960) and
Umberto Terracini (1895–1983), they founded
the weekly L’Ordine Nuovo (The new order) on
1 May 1919. Togliatti was among the movers of
the factory council movement.

As editor-in-chief of L’Ordine Nuovo, he
experienced firsthand the most virulent aspects of
the fascist thuggery during repression in 1921. The
opposition between fascism and antifascism deeply
influenced his development as a political leader: in
this sense he may be considered one of the most
emblematic personalities of the ‘‘European civil
war’’ that characterized a good quarter of the twen-
tieth century. From another point of view,
Togliatti is one of the protagonists of the commu-
nist movement who incarnates the profound

contradictions that antifascism created within it.
The dramatic defeat of the workers’ movement
not only during the biennio rosso (the Two Red
Years; 1919–1921) but also in the crucial period
of the formation and stabilization of the fascist
regime aroused in Togliatti (as it did in Gramsci)
the determination to understand thoroughly the
nature of the enemy. He was a keen if not always
coherent interpreter of the tendency to maintain a
strategic distinction between fascism and capital-
ism, which appeared to enter a crisis in the years
1934–1938 and again during the period of the
‘‘great antifascist alliance’’ between the Allies and
the USSR.

Togliatti joined the Communist Party of Italy
(PCI) (founded in Leghorn on 21 January 1921 by
a dissident faction of the PSI) and on 5 March
1923 was invited to become a member of its central
committee, which was facing an extremely serious
crisis in the group’s leadership as a result of the
February arrests. Until the summer of 1923 he
busied himself with safeguarding the solidarity
of the communist leadership, but he later opposed
the policies of Amedeo Bordiga (1889–1970).
Togliatti became secretary general of the PCI after
the arrest of Gramsci in 1926 and he founded the
journal Stato Operaio (The worker state) in Paris,
where he had taken refuge. From 1928 to 1943 he
was a member of the Presidium of the Central
Committee of the Communist International; he
served as its secretary between 1935 and 1943.
The Comintern sent him to Spain in 1937 as advi-
sor to the Spanish Communist Party during the
Spanish civil war. In 1939 he was again in France,
where he was arrested in September and freed in
March 1940. That same year he fled to the USSR,
and, during World War II, he broadcast antifascist
propaganda from the studios of Radio Moscow.

He was no stranger to the purges of Italian
communist exiles who had fled to the USSR. As
early as April 1939 one of the leaders of the
Comintern, Dmitri Manuilsky (1883–1959), under-
took an investigation of Togliatti for concealing the
loss of the Spanish Communist Party archives, for
which he was responsible. In addition, the delicate
question of Gramsci’s death shortly after release
from prison in 1937 weighed upon him.

When he returned to Italy in March 1944 he
announced at Stalin’s suggestion the svolta di
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Salerno (the Salerno turning point), which was

intended to promote cooperation among all the anti-

fascist parties and support for the Pietro Badoglio

(1871–1956) government. The PCI remained in

the government until May 1947. Between 1944

and 1947 Togliatti held various offices. Those were

the years of the ‘‘new party,’’ of a PCI that was to

project itself as a ‘‘national’’ power, but it was also a

party of doppiezza (duplicity), showing a democratic

face on one side and the ‘‘revolutionary’’ spirit on the

other, which appealed to those party militants who

spoke of a ‘‘betrayed revolution’’ and to the genera-

tion that lived through the clandestine years.

Reelected secretary general at the Fifth Party

Congress (December 1945–January 1946),

Togliatti adopted a line based on the concept of

international relations among Communist parties,

infused with a substantial autonomy that was sum-

marized in the formula ‘‘the Italian road to social-

ism,’’ yet at the same time manifesting complete

alignment with Soviet policies. On 14 July 1948 in

Rome Togliatti was seriously wounded in an attack

by Antonio Pallante, a right-wing extremist.

In 1951 Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) recalled

Togliatti to Moscow to head the Cominform (the

Communist Information Bureau, founded in 1947)

in preparation for what the Soviet dictator consid-

ered to be the definitive encounter between capital-

ist countries and the socialist bloc. After refusing

Stalin’s request of leading the Cominform and after

writing several letters to the Soviet leader seeking

permission to return to Italy and resume his role in

the PCI Togliatti left the USSR. Even after the

Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of

the Soviet Union (CPSU) and the Soviet invasion

of Hungary (1956), which threw the party into a

deep internal crisis, he did not abandon his Stalinist

line. In 1956, however, Togliatti launched the idea

of ‘‘polycentrism,’’ which reaffirmed on new

grounds the need to take into account specific

national situations. Togliatti dedicated his final years

to the elaboration of this analysis, which inspired his

final work, the Memoriale di Yalta (The Yalta

Memorial), published posthumously in September

1964.

See also Communism; Eurocommunism; Gramsci,
Antonio; Italy.
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MARIA TERESA GIUSTI

n

TOKLAS, ALICE B. (1877–1967),
American writer.

Alice B. Toklas and Gertrude Stein count as
one of the most celebrated lesbian couples in his-
tory. Stein was famously the author of The
Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas (1933), and
Toklas long remained in her shadow. But in addi-
tion to being Stein’s lover and muse, at the end of
her long life she created her own body of work.
Stein’s constant companion, much like her yet dis-
tinctive, Toklas also helped link French and
American culture, most especially with The Alice B.
Toklas Cook Book, a considerable success when it was
published in1954. This tenacious, quasi-ethnological
work, which collected traditional regional recipes,
helped introduce French cuisine to an American
audience. Indeed, when the book was translated
in 1981, it also helped French readers rediscover
their own culinary heritage.

Toklas tested her recipes in the apartment she
shared with Stein at 27 rue de Fleurus, where the
couple received the artistic and literary flower of
Paris, first in the era of Montparnasse and the Belle
Epoque, and later during les années folles (the wild
years)—the 1920s. The Cook Book also traces the
couple’s life. A chapter on the German occupation,
for example, illustrates in colorful terms their daily
life during World War II, when they took refuge in
the province of Ain. The woman who became
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Stein’s biographer not only knew her firsthand but
chronicled their life together.

Alice B. Toklas was born to a Jewish family that
had settled on the west coast of the United States.
After education in public schools, she attended the
University of Washington. In 1907, soon after the
great earthquake, she became acquainted with
Stein’s family in San Francisco and decided, at age
thirty, to leave for Paris. There she met Gertrude
Stein. She started typing Stein’s manuscripts, and
in 1910 moved into the apartment on rue de
Fleurus. Besides being Stein’s first reader and later
her secretary, Toklas took charge of the home

management and cooking while participating in

the active social, artistic, and literary life of her

lover, largely in the background. The two women

entertained every Saturday afternoon at home, and

the organization of these receptions fell to Toklas.

Together, they also frequently traveled, both in

France and abroad. During World War I, Toklas

and Stein served as volunteers with the American

Fund for French Wounded; in their automobile,

nicknamed ‘‘Auntie,’’ they traveled across the

country, visiting hospitals and bringing relief sup-

plies and medicines.

During the interwar period, the two women

welcomed Parisian and American intellectuals in

Paris. Together with Shakespeare and Co., the

bookstore owned by their friend Sylvia Beach,

Toklas and Stein’s home was considered a must-

see visit, as was their house in the village of Bilignin

in the Ain region, where they began to spend more

time, while entertaining as frequently as when they

were in Paris. It was there, in part, that Alice

became acquainted with traditional French cuisine.

In the excitement during the months after

the liberation of France, they traveled through

defeated Germany and visited American soldiers at

Berchtesgaden, Hitler’s ‘‘eagle’s nest’’ retreat. But

Stein soon thereafter fell ill, and in 1946 she died

from cancer. According to Toklas, her later years

without Stein were ‘‘empty,’’ even though she con-

tinued to see their old friends and to travel. Until

1964 she kept the apartment on rue Christine,

to which they had moved before the war. Alice

dedicated herself to her late friend’s work, helped

students and biographers, and developed her own

literary career. Her two cookbooks and her

memoirs all had considerable success and were

widely translated. Although she spent most of her

life in France, not until 2000 were her memoirs

translated into French.

In 1957 Toklas converted to Catholicism.

According to her wishes, she was buried beside

Gertrude Stein in the Paris cemetery of Père-

Lachaise.

See also Stein, Gertrude.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Toklas, Alice B. The Alice B. Toklas Cook Book. London,
1954.

———. Aromas and Flavors of Past and Present. London,
1959.

———. What Is Remembered. New York, 1963.

Hemingway, Ernest. A Moveable Feast. New York, 1965.

Mellow, James R. Charmed Circle: Gertrude Stein and
Company. New York, 1974.

Stein, Gertrude. Writings: 1903–1932. 2 vols. New York,
1998.

NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ

n

TOTALITARIANISM. The most impor-
tant meaning of the term totalitarianism (totali-
taria in Italian) resided in the way it was used to
link communism with German National Socialism
(Nazism) during the second half of the twentieth
century, especially in the United States, Germany,
and finally France. But the term had a considerable
prehistory. It was coined by an Italian journalist,
Giovanni Amendola, on the eve of the march on
Rome in the spring of 1923, to characterize Benito
Mussolini’s (1883–1945) proposed alteration of
Italy’s election law to give the winning party a
massive legislative majority. Over the next several
years the term became popular among Mussolini’s
left-wing critics, who used the term increasingly
broadly to characterize fascism as a whole, with a
particular stress on the movement’s pseudo-reli-
gious fanaticism, emphasis on will, and hostility to
pluralism. The term also appealed to the fascists
themselves: in particular to the philosopher
Giovanni Gentile (1875–1944). The Duce himself
used the term proudly, initially to evoke fascism’s
‘‘wildness’’ and ‘‘ferocity,’’ and subsequently to
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characterize the Italian fascist state’s ambition to
absorb every aspect of human life into itself.

This rather Hegelian statist usage played a role
in the way the terms total and totalitarian were
used in Germany, where they migrated from Italy
in the late 1920s and early 1930s. The writer Ernst
Jünger (1895–1998), however, influenced by
Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche (1844–1900) and by
his own experiences at the front in World War I, used
the term to evoke a universal, collectivist industrial
order on a planetary scale, which he rather para-
doxically combined with German nationalism. Of
particular importance in the German usage of total-
itarian, however, was the vocabulary of the poli-
tical philosopher Carl Schmitt (1888–1985).
Contending that the liberal state in 1920s Europe
had spinelessly given itself over to placating the
masses with material welfare, Schmitt called for
the creation in Germany of a totalitarian or total
state, in the sense of a political entity militantly
hostile to the liberal or social democratic welfare
state and devoted to a ruthless defense of power
politics, in the spirit of the most extreme forms of
traditional authoritarianism. In Germany itself the
discussion about whether National Socialism was
totalitarian or not soon ended. Adolf Hitler did not
care for the term, which suggested to him an
Italian comparison that he rejected, and also
seemed to leave out of account National Socialist
racism, which he placed at the center of the Third
Reich’s mission.

The term began to be systematically applied to
the Soviet Union only in the mid-1930s, when
journalists and academics, some of them political
refugees from Italy or Germany, began to notice
similarities between the Soviet Union, on the one
hand, and Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, on the
other, despite what appeared to be their profound
ideological differences. The ‘‘purging’’ that began
in both Germany and the Soviet Union in 1933–
1934 appears to have helped focus the minds of
observers on these similarities. Other commonal-
ities between Germany and the USSR were political
dictatorship, the absolute rule of a single mass
party, state control of the economy, and a cult of
force and violence.

Between 1935 and 1940 the question of
whether the Soviet Union was really the same sort
of entity as Germany and Italy was widely discussed

and passionately contested among politically con-
scious populations in Western Europe and the
United States. The arguments were particularly bit-
ter on the political Left, where the Soviet experi-
ment continued to have strong adherents, even as
liberal criticism of Joseph Stalin (1879–1953)
gained ground. By the late 1930s Leon Trotsky
(1879–1940) was claiming in exile that Stalin had
‘‘betrayed’’ the Russian Revolution; both Trotsky
and his followers were increasingly willing to call
the Soviet Union ‘‘totalitarian.’’ This facilitated
broader acceptance of the term on the Left, at the
cost, however, of embroiling the term in the sectar-
ian disputes between ‘‘Trotskyists’’ and Stalinists.

THE COLD WAR

During World War II, comparatively few anti-Nazis
found the Soviet-German comparison politically
constructive or appetizing, with the Red Army
and the Russian people bearing such a high percen-
tage of the war’s burden. But after the Cold War
was under way the term enjoyed a spectacular revi-
val, particularly in the United States. It was used by
political figures in the Truman administration
(1945–1950) to sell their new anti-Soviet policies.
It continued to be used in the anticommunist jour-
nalism of writers like Arthur Koestler (1905–
1983), Albert Camus (1913–1960), Dwight
Macdonald (1906–1982), and George Orwell
(Eric Arthur Blair, 1903–1950). And it was at the
heart of major academic studies like The Origins of
Totalitarianism (1951) by Hannah Arendt (1906–
1975) and Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy
(1956) by the Harvard professors Carl J. Friedrich
and Zbigniew Brzezinski. These volumes had a
profound influence on highbrow readership, even
as the term totalitarianism became coin of the
realm in the newspapers. Arendt’s profound if
eccentric classic located the preconditions for the
rise of totalitarianism in the decay of the Europe of
national states in the nineteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries and so was of limited utility in the
Cold War. Friedrich and Brzezinski’s stout mono-
graph had a profound influence on Soviet studies
over several generations. It distinguished sharply
between totalitarianism’s extreme claims on the
individual and the ‘‘ordinary’’ authoritarianisms of
the past. Having some of the attributes of a field
guide, it listed and analyzed six attributes by which
in combination a totalitarian state could be
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recognized: (1) a single ideology; (2) a single elite
mass party; (3) a technically conditioned near
monopoly of control of the means of armed com-
bat; (4) a similar control of all means of commu-
nication; (5) a comparable control of the economy;
(6) and a system of ‘‘terroristic’’ police control.

Over time, Friedrich and Brzezinski’s account
proved vulnerable to several lines of criticism. It
was not helpful in accounting for changes in the
Soviet-style systems it analyzed, something that
became important with the onset of destaliniza-
tion. A society either was or was not totalitarian
when analyzed strictly within the confines of their
‘‘syndrome’’ or model. Other critics, led by Robert
Tucker of Princeton, complained that the source
base was too small, examples too few in number. If
one analyzed Soviet (or Polish, or Hungarian) poli-
tical praxis based on a model drawn from Nazi and
Soviet politics there would seem to be a limit on
what new information one might discover about
the system.

But more influential than these intellectual cri-
ticisms was the changing political climate in Europe
and the United States as the Cold War consensus
waned and the 1960s dawned. The Friedrich-
Brzezinski account of totalitarianism presupposed
a profound difference between the polities of the
‘‘free world’’ and the totalitarian states. It could be
and often was used, implicitly or explicitly, to jus-
tify the Cold War. But what if the United States
was just as oppressive in its Latin American sphere
of influence as the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe,
as radicals began to argue in the 1960s? Or what if
American enslavement to consumerism and tech-
nology blinded its citizens to any serious creative
alternative to capitalism as it presently existed? Was
that not a kind of totalitarianism too, as Herbert
Marcuse (1898–1979) argued in One Dimensional
Man (1964)? But this kind of ‘‘totalitarianism’’
certainly had nothing to do with the Brzezinski-
Friedrich model.

In both France and Germany there was power-
ful opposition to the American version of ‘‘Soviet
totalitarianism.’’ In France belief in the evolution-
ary possibilities of the Soviet Union was coeval with
the intellectual domination of Jean-Paul Sartre’s
(1905–1980) tortuously noncommunist leftism.
Among major figures, only Camus and the conser-
vative liberal Raymond Aron (1905–1983)

steadfastly criticized Soviet totalitarianism. Not
until the appearance in France of Alexander
Solzhenitsyn’s (b. 1918) Gulag Archipelago in the
1970s did the hegemony of Sartrian pro-Sovietism
begin to dissipate.

Hostility in Germany to the Nazi-Soviet com-
parison as the basis for understanding the Soviet
Union as ‘‘totalitarian’’ came later and lasted some-
what longer. The idea that Nazi Germany and the
Soviet Union were joint archetypes of a new and
dreadful kind of polity was initially appealing to the
conservative leadership of West Germany, as it
served simultaneously to criticize the Soviet enemy
and delegitimize the East German rival. But hosti-
lity on the German Left grew rapidly after 1960, as
West German society underwent a spasm of radi-
calism not unlike that occurring in the United
States at almost exactly the same time.

Conflicts were somewhat more muted in Italy,
if not in England, where pro-Soviet attitudes had
deeply penetrated official circles. But the idea of
Soviet totalitarianism was much more important in
Eastern Europe, where anti-Soviet intellectuals
found it a powerful semantic weapon in their long
struggle against Soviet domination. Theorists like
Leszek Ko�akowski (b. 1927) in Poland and Václav
Havel (b. 1936) in Czechoslovakia made the term
the centerpiece of their efforts to attack Soviet
socialism (now grotesquely referred to at home as
‘‘really existing socialism’’) and to delegitimize the
Soviet Union’s East European empire. In this long
struggle, the term became strongly associated with
Solidarity in Poland and Charter 77 in
Czechoslovakia. The term’s revival in the United
States during the Reagan years (1981–1989) had a
strong domestic political dimension: to show that
American liberalism had lost the will to truly con-
front the evils of communism.

Since the end of the Soviet Union the term
totalitarianism has gradually fallen into disuse, or
at least lost its analytical significance. It enjoyed
some vogue in Russia during the 1990s, as it
became possible for Russians to use the term about
the Soviet past. But in the early twenty-first cen-
tury, the distinction between totalitarianism and
authoritarianism no longer has the cutting-edge
significance it seemed to embody during the years
when Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union pillaged
and terrorized Europe.
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ABBOTT GLEASON

n

TOURISM. Traveling for relatively short peri-
ods, for social and cultural enjoyment or reasons
of health, was a European invention of the late
eighteenth century. Tourism was a product of,
and contributed to, the dynamism of the industrial
revolution, helping to create a new, broader spec-
trum of consumption. Its role in the growth of
railroads, expanding their passenger service and
lifting profits, has been generally underestimated.
In terms of political and cultural life, the construc-
tion of national identities has also benefited from
tourism, which cultivated and stimulated the devel-
opment of scenic regions and specific locales.

By the dawn of the twentieth century, tourism
had its codes, standards and practices, itineraries,
services, and associations, together with its own
commercial and industrial sectors. It had appro-
priated various recent inventions, such as the
bicycle and amateur camera; soon to come would
be the automobile. All these and more would influ-
ence tourism in decades to come.

Typically, tourists in these early years belonged
to the wealthy urban bourgeoisie. Their activities—
seasonal vacations and outings in the country, to
health spas, or to various recreation spots—had a
feminine cast and were large-scale and family-
oriented affairs. They often justified large invest-
ments in equipment and considerable fitting out.

Although most early tourists were themselves
European, Americans in the late nineteenth cen-
tury, mainly from the East Coast, began visiting the
great destinations—following in the footsteps of

the fashionable British—such as Paris, the Swiss
Alps, the ancient Roman ruins, Scotland, and the
famous spas in Germany and the Austro-Hungarian
Empire.

TOURISM FOR THE MASSES: A FALSE START

The First World War, which stimulated the democ-
ratization of European societies, accelerated the
progressive expansion of tourism that had already
begun in the early 1900s. However, it was the local
excursion—hiking or biking to discover the nearby
surroundings—that first grew up around early
reductions in working hours at the beginning of
the century. The lower middle class, especially its
youth, took an interest in leisure activities. They
started to take journeys in ‘‘legs’’ and to go camp-
ing, which stimulated the development of youth
hostels. However, contrary to received wisdom,
tourism as a mass activity developed rather slowly
in the 1930s. Paid holidays and vacations in most
European countries did not arise as a demand from
bottom up. Travel as a leisure activity was not in
any way a working-class custom. Business associa-
tions or philanthropies, depending on the country
and branch of industry, trade union, or political
organization, working in close collaboration with
government, created holidays and promoted paid
vacations. These were developed in line with moral,
hygienic, and educational goals. Public-relations
campaigns fostered the idea, which involved con-
siderable investment, including construction of
vacation homes and hotels, campgrounds, hiking
trails, and sports facilities, and the use of the
reduced fare on trains and buses. In Fascist Italy
from 1925 and in Hitler’s Germany from 1933,
centralized branches of government, responsible
for distributing government propaganda, organized
and eventually controlled various types of collec-
tive entertainment, such as the Òpera Nazionale
Dopolavóro (National After-Work Organization) or
Nach der Arbeit (After Work), which later became
Kraft durch Freude (Strength through Joy). Hiking
and outdoor sports, low-cost railroad travel, and
even cruises represented an attractive program for
using cultural activities to spread political ideology.

While the working class was assimilating a

structured and healthy way to spend time off,

sophisticated bourgeois tourists experienced the

new freedom provided by new forms of
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individual transportation. Tire manufacturers

such as Michelin and Dunlop published helpful

guides. Drivers and bicyclists could go equipped

with detailed road maps, specially adapted to the

difficulties they might encounter, which also high-

lighted the interesting and beautiful sites not to be

missed. Supported by various associations, such as

influential touring and automobile clubs, which

were able to finance road signs and even spur the

construction of scenic highways, privileged travel-

ers from urban and industrialized Europe could

explore first their own country and then that of

their neighbors. Isolated villages, historic places of

note, and hard-to-reach nature sites were all listed,

described, protected, and visited. They were

photographed and the photos appeared on post-

cards. The rural became almost entirely touristic,

which created a vision of it among the urban well-

off that helped to nourish regionalism as a kind

of glorification of patriarchal values that were

embraced by the demagogic political movements

in the interwar years. The first European nature

preserves were created in this spirit. But, even as

new tourist destinations emerged, the earlier

vacation spots seemed all the more attractive,
growing larger and expanding their clientele. In
fact, however, they would remain successful only
until tourists significantly changed their habits
with the advent of new democratized vacations
of the 1950s—namely the winter sports and
Mediterranean summer vacations.

NEW SEASONS FOR ELITE TOURISM

Winter sports came about with the need to extend
profits beyond the summer season and justify the
considerable alpine infrastructure—the hotels, rail-
roads, and highways—that was built to serve the
fad for mountaineering that developed in the sec-
ond half of the nineteenth century, as well as from
efforts to target tourists for the Swiss, Bavarian,
and Austrian Alps. The invention of alpine skiing—
popularized by the British mountaineer Arnold
Lunn (1888–1974) with techniques derived largely
from the Austrian Mathias Zdarsky (1856–1940)—
stimulated winter vacationing at places previously
known only as fancy summer resorts, such as
Chamonix, Mürren, Saint Moritz, Davos, Zermatt,
Sankt Anton, Cortina d’Ampezzo, and others. Its
popularity made it possible for business to develop

Young people on their way to skiing classes, Gstaad, Switzerland, 1934. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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new resorts, such as Megève, Méribel, Sestrières,
and Gstaad. These offered competing facilities such
as ski lifts, which began to be popular in the late
1920s and early 1930s. This expansion of winter
sports started up again in the 1970s, with govern-
ment participation, especially in France.

During the 1920s and 1930s, in and around
the French Riviera, where the wealthy clientele for
winter tourism had been badly affected by the war
and its political and economic aftermath—which
included the Russian Revolution, the division of
the Austro-Hungarian Empire, and the Great
Depression—new patrons and investors created a
fashion for summer vacations spent under the hot
sun. They brought to the Mediterranean coast
activities already going on, in less pleasant sur-
roundings, along the beaches of the Baltic and
the North Sea: free baths, swimming, beach sports,
and outdoor lounging. Although a vacation on the
Riviera still seemed somewhat odd at the end of
1920s, celebrities in business and the arts, many
coming from the United States, would soon make
it fashionable. They popularized Juan-les-Pins, the
bathing resort on the Côte d’Azur that grew up
between 1924 and 1927, financed with French and
American money. Along the same lines came the
summertime successes of Cannes, Antibes, Monte
Carlo, and Rapallo.

MASS TOURISM BEGINS IN EARNEST

After World War II, the quick revival of leisure
travel embraced ever larger numbers of social
groups. In France, tourism resumed soon after
Liberation. Temporary housing of various kinds
sprang up—campgrounds, youth hostels, vacation
villages organized by youth movements or political
organizations, and owner rentals—and this enabled
a generation of young adults, encouraged by
democratic ideals once again prevailing at war’s
end, to enlarge their horizons. The cultural model
of the trip and of vacation travel finally became the
norm, available to everyone though not affordable
by all. Private and public investors would conse-
quently begin building a new industry of tourism
for the masses, which boomed during the 1960s.
At first it developed on the coasts and shorelines
where intense real estate speculation and promo-
tion fueled urbanization. State intervention in
financing became a crucial component, whether

from an economic, political, or social point of view;

and such government intervention generally

encouraged, though did little to regulate, construc-

tion of huge developments that combined hostelry

and a range of services. A vogue for resorts and

standardized hotel complexes began to dominate

the coast of the eastern Mediterranean at the end

of the 1960s. This model was also adapted in the

Languedoc-Roussillon region (La Grande Motte),

much as it was on the Spanish coast (Costa Brava,

Costa Blanca, Costa del Sol, Balearic Islands)

and other places. These latter, with the introduc-

tion of charter flights in the late 1960s, became

destinations for sun-hungry urbanites of northern

Europe.

Sharply reduced airfare was a fundamental factor
in the growth of mass tourism at the end of the
twentieth century. The lower prices were stimulated
by two main developments. First, advances in aero-
nautical engineering created larger jetliners by the
late 1960s, which came to market as huge civil

Russian tourists photograph an English policeman

on guard outside the Houses of Parliament,

Westminster, London, May 1956. They were the first

Russian tourists to visit England following World War II.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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transport aircraft in the early 1970s. Second, the
contemporary vacation package, already in use dur-
ing nineteenth century, began to include transporta-
tion, hostelry, and services. By the 1970s over half of
British vacationers bought packages. In the late
1980s some 65 percent of German travelers traveled
abroad more than five days on vacation, and 40 per-
cent of them purchased travel packages. Meanwhile,
airfare deregulation, initiated by the United States
beginning in 1978, led to intense competition
among the carriers and finally to the emergence
of new so-called low-cost airlines that created new
markets in noncentral airports. The framework
for these developments was the consolidation of
the tourist industry—transportation, housing, real
estate, car rental—and the dominance of interna-
tional corporations, few of which were European.

Although the model of the standard vacation

package spread through Europe in the early 1980s,
operating in Portugal, Yugoslavia, and Greece, it

also provoked rejection and a search for distinctive
alternatives. Some of these new kinds of tourism
were rapidly and widely commercialized by travel

agents who organized trips for wealthy customers
looking for what was presumably authentic and
liberated. The most striking example was Club

Med (Club Méditerranée), which had been
founded in 1950. Along similar lines, specialized

tour operators proposed cultural or high-end
adventure excursions. Finally, other novel enter-
prises were the result of individual initiative on

the part of millions of vacationers. Auto travelers
accounted for more than 30 percent of tourists in

the 1990s, staying in country houses and explor-
ing rural areas and lands that had been set aside
since the early twentieth century. Public policy

toward preservation and cultural heritage—indeed
what is sometimes called ‘‘museification’’—was
carefully prepared for tourists from the early

1970s.

Another counterpoint was a new type of guide-
book, highly critical of mass tourism, published in

the spirit of independence and originality, aiming
to attract tourists from the intellectual rim of the
middle class. The French series known as Guide du

Routard and other similar guidebooks had remark-
able success. In this way, the mainstream tourist

industry generated its opposite, which itself had a
tendency to create its own beaten paths. At all

events, mass tourism and diversification are two

aspects of the same reality—the extension of the

pleasures of tourism to customers of all ages, cul-

tures, value systems, and social backgrounds.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE, NEW

TEMPORALITIES AND DESTINATIONS

During the 1990s, the aging of the European popu-

lation and reduced working hours meant extended

time off for a growing segment of the population,

with retirees wintering in moderate climates while

active vacationers and their families filled up the

summer season. This phenomenon led to a con-

struction boom for apartment complexes and hotels

in the south of Spain, for example, and the Canary

Islands. It was also a promising time for the eastern

Mediterranean coast of Turkey, Bulgaria, and

Croatia, where the tourist industry started to expand

once war ended in the former Yugoslavia. Relative

pricing played an important role. The growth of

mini-vacations reflected their appeal to well-off

young urbanites and couples without young chil-

dren. Budget airlines and travel agencies made it

easy to spend weekends in Florence, Vienna,

Prague, Barcelona, or Riga at affordable prices,

often decided upon at the last minute. This short-

term urban tourism, by means of which tourists

became consumers in their temporary surroundings,

visiting historic public places and various museums

and shopping districts, has had profound conse-

quences for European urban policy decisions,

including those developing in the formerly Soviet-

dominated countries of Eastern Europe. Renovation

of historic sites has become a central concern, lead-

ing to various shifts in the real estate market and

social landscape. Constant cultural events and activ-

ities are required. Security is a principal concern.

Luxury stores must be nearby. Hotel accommoda-

tions must be varied in service and of high quality.

To the business rivalry among large European cities

in all these areas was added further competition for

conventions and congresses—business tourism is

very lucrative—or, more generally, to attract

employment-generating corporations or headquar-

ters for international organizations. The boom in

urban tourism at the dawn of the twenty-first cen-

tury was a major aspect of the homogenization of

the culture of the European Union.
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CONCLUSION

In 2004 Europe remained first among tourist des-

tinations worldwide, with some 52 percent of all

receipts. Six European nations topped the list of

the ten most visited countries in the world: France,

the leader, was followed by Spain, Italy, the United

Kingdom, Germany, and Austria. European tour-

ists are among the most active in the world, and

they give priority to visiting European destinations.

This encouraging account (with statistics furnished

by the UN’s World Tourism Organization) is

probably only further enhanced by exogenous

threats to international tourism such as political

crises, terrorist attacks, public health emergencies,

and climatic catastrophes; but it must be examined

with some caution. Some destinations have grown

old or are in decline, such as can be found in

France, Italy, and Austria. Intense competition is

rapidly developing in Asia, with increased visits to

China (up 26.7 percent in 2004 over the previous

year) and Hong Kong (up 40 percent for the same

period), for example, as well as higher profits in
these countries by comparison with countries in
Europe such as England and Germany, where visits
in 2004 were up 12 percent and 9.5 percent,
respectively, over the previous year.

See also Leisure; Popular Culture.
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TOUVIER, PAUL (1915–1996), chief of the
militia in Lyon during World War II.

In 1994, after forty-five years in hiding with

the help of Catholic institutions, Paul Touvier

became the first French citizen to be convicted of

crimes against humanity.

Born to a fervent Catholic family in Savoy

in 1915, Touvier attended religious schools in

Chambéry. He left school at the age of sixteen and

soon started to work for Paris-Lyon-Méditerranée,

a railroad company. Four years after finishing his

military service (1935–1936) he was recalled to

military service in Épinal, then demobilized in

September 1940 in Montpellier after his unit col-

lapsed. Once the armistice was signed, Touvier

returned to Chambéry, where he resumed his posi-

tion at the new Société Nationale des Chemins

de Fer Français (SNCF). In 1940 he joined the

recently founded veterans’ society, the Légion

Française des Combattants, which united all for-

mer veterans associations under the presidency

of Marshal Philippe Pétain, then head of the

French state.

When the most dedicated partisans of Pétain’s

National Revolution created the pro-Nazi Service

d’Ordre Légionnaire on 12 December 1941,

Touvier unsurprisingly joined the new organization.

By the same token, when a French militia, an ideo-

logical police in charge of hunting Resistance fight-

ers and Jews, was created, Touvier was accepted in

the first training course at the school for militia

supervisors in Uriage.

Appointed to head the French militia’s secret

service in Savoy, Touvier created files on every

opponent of the Vichy regime he was able to

uncover. His efficiency led to rapid promotion in

Lyon, where he became regional chief of the militia,

with ten departments under his authority. He infil-

trated the Resistance, organized raids, and inter-

rogated prisoners using torture. Touvier’s new

responsibilities provided him the opportunity to

systematically loot assets of Jews, such as apartments

and cars; he also engaged in extortion against Jews

and black marketeers and organized punitive raids,

much like a gang leader. Touvier was responsible

for the murder in January 1944 of Victor Basch,

president of the League of Human Rights, and his

wife, both in their eighties; they were accused of

being Jews and Freemasons. In June seven Jews

were killed in Rillieux-la-Pape near Lyon; this was

Touvier’s personal form of retaliation for the assas-

sination by Resistance members of Philippe Henriot,

minister of propaganda in the Vichy regime.

After the Liberation, Touvier stayed for a time

at militia headquarters, hoping that his last-minute

contacts with the Resistance would guarantee him

impunity. However, in September 1944, with the

help of Stéphane Vautherin, chaplain of the French

militia, he went into hiding.

On 10 September 1946 Touvier was sentenced

to death in absentia by a French court in Lyon;

on 4 March 1947 the same sentence was passed

by the court in Chambéry. Thanks to twenty years

of protection by Roman Catholic institutions,

Touvier was able to escape justice and remained

in hiding until 1967, when the statute of limita-

tions for his wartime crimes expired. As a convicted

war criminal, Touvier forfeited his personal assets.

To reverse this ruling, which damaged his family,

he appealed for a presidential pardon. Charles

Duquaire, a church dignitary, former secretary of

the diocese of Lyon and a Touvier family friend,

interceded on his behalf, and on 23 November

1971, President Georges Pompidou signed an offi-

cial pardon.

So began the ‘‘Touvier affair’’ that incited

widespread outrage in the media. In November
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1973, an association of Resistance fighters

brought suit against Touvier, charging him with

having committed crimes against humanity, for

which since 1964 there was no statute of limitation

according to French law. Again Touvier went into

hiding. In 1981 an arrest warrant was issued,

but eight years passed before Touvier was discov-

ered, living under a false name in a monastery

in Nice, on an estate owned by followers of

Monsignor Marcel Lef èbvre, the leader of Catholic

fundamentalists.

The compromising activities of clerics in

Touvier’s evasion, which had enabled him to

escape justice since 1945, was investigated by eight

historians in a report ordered by Cardinal Albert

Decourtray, who opened to them the archives

of the archdiocese of Lyon. These circumstances

led to an even stronger public outcry when on

13 August 1992 the indictment against Touvier

was dismissed on appeal. Pierre Truche, district

attorney in Paris, appealed that decision in the

court d’assizes; when the order of dismissal was

vacated, it opened the way for Touvier’s trial.

Touvier was defended by Jacques Trémolet de

Villiers, an attorney well known for his close rela-

tionship with the Catholic Far Right. Touvier was

judged guilty and sentenced to life in prison with-

out parole. Finding Touvier guilty was a verdict

that extended symbolically to French ideological

collaborationists.

While the German Nazi Klaus Barbie’s trial

helped define who could be included as victims of

crimes against humanity, namely Jews and mem-

bers of the Resistance, Touvier’s trial enabled the

law to decide who might be indicted for such

crimes. During trial preparations, the cour de cassa-
tion decided on 27 November 1992 that a French

citizen could be prosecuted only if he or she had

acted on behalf of the German occupying author-

ities; if he or she had acted alone or under authority

of the Vichy regime, prosecution for crimes against

humanity was not enforceable. This decision

affected the way in which the later trial against

Maurice Papon was conducted. Paul Touvier died

from prostate cancer in the Fresnes prison on 17

July 1996.

See also Barbie, Klaus; Collaboration; Occupation,
Military; Papon, Maurice.
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TRABANT. Production of the Trabant car
began in 1957 in the state-owned Zwickau
Sachsenring works in the German Democratic
Republic (GDR). The Trabant had a plastic chassis
(owing to a shortage of metal in the GDR) with
two doors and four seats and a two-stroke, two-
cylinder engine with a five-hundred centimeter
capacity and seventeen horsepower. The remodeled
version produced from 1964 on, the P 601, had an
engine with a six-hundred centimeter capacity deli-
vering twenty-six horsepower; it remained
unchanged until 1989 and almost three million
were produced, 20 percent of which were station
wagons. Together with the Wartburg series from
the Eisenach plant (1.2 million produced since
1966), it was the only car the GDR produced for
individual use. Only a very small number of
imported cars were available on the East German
market. (In addition to the Trabant and Wartburg,
the GDR produced small buses, trucks, and
motorcycles.)

East German car production reached more
than one hundred thousand per year only in 1965
and more than two hundred thousand only in
1984 (compared to almost four million in West
Germany in 1988) and remained significantly
below domestic demand. The 1964 version of the
Trabant would have been competitive with low-
priced models on the international market, but
due to the communist dogma of the moral supe-
riority of collective over individual consumption
the Trabi, as it was called, quickly became techni-
cally and aesthetically outdated until it came to be
seen as the epitome of the socialist economy’s
structural dysfunctions. Individual mobility
through the ownership of private cars had a low
priority in the state planned economy, ranking
behind collective forms of consumption.
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Therefore car production remained unsubsidized,

in stark contrast to other items of daily

consumption.

Car production was also not highly valued as a

source of export revenue, and car exports remained

limited to the unprofitable exchange obligations

within the Eastern bloc, even though after 1945

East Germany’s industrial traditions and skilled

labor were comparable to or even better than

West Germany’s. Output was low and production

costs extremely high, leading to high prices.

Nevertheless, some room had to be made for con-

sumerism in the GDR in order to compete with the

image of affluent West Germany. After the intro-

duction of the 1964 Trabant, however, the

Communist Party bureaucracy would tolerate no

further investments to keep up with international

standards. The cheapest Trabant model in 1989

cost about 12,000 marks, which was equal to fif-

teen months’ average pay. The principle of egali-

tarian distribution at fixed prices led to endemic

shortages, which were dealt with by creating a

bureaucratic system of waiting lists of between

thirteen and sixteen years. Places on this waiting

list could be legally transferred within families but

sold only informally to other persons and at high

prices. This resulted in the massive spread of illegal

car ownership. Used cars came to have higher

prices than new cars from the waiting list.

Although the state tried to regulate the used car

market, the private trading of cars and of spare

parts, which were rare, became an integral part of

black and gray markets.

The depth of the 1989 economic crisis became

evident when the waiting list for a Trabant
stretched to forty years. The fall of the Berlin wall
opened the GDR to the international car market

and the Trabi started a second career as a symbol of
the fall of communism: TV news all over the globe

showed thousands of East German cars invading
the streets of West German cities. Soon most East
German car owners replaced their Trabants and

Wartburgs with West European cars. Trabant pro-
duction ended in 1991 and the plant was turned to
the production of Volkswagens.

After it went out of production, the Trabi took

on a new life as one of the prized objects of East
German nostalgia for the GDR. As early as 1990,

Go, Trabi, Go, a turbulent road movie about an
East German family and its first trip to Italy, set
the tone. Since then, the Trabi has become the

object of a full-fledged cult, which includes festi-
vals, fan clubs, fanzines, Web sites, and a memor-
abilia industry. Carefully maintained Trabants can

still be seen on the streets of the former East
Germany’s and in other countries of the former
Eastern bloc.

See also Automobiles; Communism; Germany.
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Trabants parked outside the factory at Zwickau,

1989. ªREGIS BOSSU/SYGMA/CORBIS
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TRADE UNIONS. For much of the twenti-
eth century the outstanding feature of trade union
movements in most European countries was their
fragmented character. There were religious, ideo-
logical, and nationality divisions. Trade unionism
flourished in boom conditions, whether in wartime
or during upswings in the international economy.
They lost members and influence during economic
recessions and wherever state power was directed
against them.

BEFORE THE OUTBREAK OF WAR

In 1914 trade unionism was strongest in the coun-
tries that had industrialized early and had large
urban labor forces. It was weakest in the more
agrarian societies, including those of northern and
southeastern Europe such as Ireland, Iceland,
Greece, Romania, and the small states later to form
Yugoslavia.

In Britain, where a significant level of trade
unionism had existed before the onset of industrial-
ization in the late eighteenth century, there were
4,117,000 trade unionists in 1914, a trade union
density of 24.7 percent (trade union density is the
proportion of trade union members within the
workforce who can legally join a union). Of these,
only 436,000 were female, a density of 8.6 percent.
Membership was relatively strong in coal mining,
textiles, metals and engineering, printing, trans-
port, glass, gas, and postal services but weak in
agriculture, clerical work, food and drink, distribu-
tion, and clothing.

For skilled workers in Britain a major part of
the appeal of trade unions had long been the med-
ical, unemployment, and other benefits. Paying for
such benefits through unions or friendly societies
was an important element of what distinguished
‘‘respectable’’ working people from others. When
the 1911 National Insurance Act allowed trade
unions to administer benefits, it gave a boost to
membership for a few unions, notably the Shop
Assistants and the Railway Servants.

Trade unionism was also relatively strong
in Germany, where it had grown quickly from a
density of only 5 percent at the start of the
twentieth century. In 1914 there were 2,436,000
members, a union density of 13 percent (excluding
the 759,200 members in the nonindependent

salaried employee associations). Members were
divided between the free trade unions (81 percent),
the Christian trade unions (12 percent), and the
Hirsch-Duncker unions formed to provide educa-
tion and mutual aid (3 percent). At the local level
there were also divisions by ethnicity: for instance,
Polish miners had a separate organization. Such
divisions also existed in many other countries of
continental Europe.

France also had a large trade union movement.
Centered on the General Confederation of Labor
(CGT), founded in 1895, membership before
World War I peaked at an estimated 1,064,000 in
1912. Catholic unions, which also existed in Italy,
Belgium, the Netherlands, and Switzerland, dated
back to 1887 in France, whose first national
Catholic union formed in 1913. Catholic trade
unions had developed relatively late in Italy, most
from the start of the century; by 1910 the country
had 374 local trade union organizations and a mem-
bership of 104,600 (54 percent adult men, 36 per-
cent adult women, and 10 percent minors). These,
along with the Revolutionary Syndicalists (who
claimed a prewar peak membership of 200,000,
an inflated figure) and white-collar workers, were
outside the Italian General Confederation of Labor
(CGL), which in 1913 represented 327,312 work-
ers. In tsarist Russia the formation of trade unions
had been permitted after the 1905 revolution, but
they were very restricted in their activities, confin-
ing themselves primarily to welfare issues. In
1907 there were some 245,000 members, but the
numbers dwindled by 1910, then revived from
1912 onward.

Trade unionism was well established in
Scandinavia. By 1914 trade union membership in
Denmark was at 156,200, a density of 23.1 percent.
In 1911, 16.2 percent of manual workers and 11.2
percent of white-collar workers were unionized. In
Sweden membership had reached 159,100, a
density of 9.9 percent, by 1914; four-fifths of these
trade unionists were in mining, manufacturing,
transport, and communications. In Norway by the
same year, trade union membership had reached
67,600, a density of roughly 11 percent.

WORLD WAR I AND THE POSTWAR PERIOD

World War I and the postwar boom gave European

trade unions a massive boost. In the belligerent
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countries, millions of men were taken out of the

labor markets to serve in the armed forces. By

the time of the Bolshevik Revolution in October

1917, some 15.3 million men had been mobilized

in Russia. By the end of the war, Germany had

enlisted 11.1 million men, Austria-Hungary 7.8

million, France 8.3 million, Britain 5.7 million,

and Italy 5.0 million. These were large portions

of the fit male population of these countries. In

Britain, for instance, nearly 40 percent of the fit

male labor force (that is, excluding young boys and

the elderly) served in the military. Given the near

unquenchable demand for workers, labor was in a

potentially strong bargaining position, though this

potential was limited by two factors. Many patriotic

working people were willing to increase output

for the war effort without substantial additional

compensation in spite of inflation, and the state

assumed additional wartime powers backed by the

courts and ultimately by the armed forces. Strikes

were banned and there were controls on the labor

market. In Britain, for instance, the Munitions of

War Act, 1915, not only prohibited strikes and

lockouts but also severely restricted labor mobility,

enforced rigorous codes of conduct in controlled

workplaces with munitions tribunals (special

courts), and suspended the trade unions’ restrictive

practices (which were intended to protect the inter-

ests of skilled male labor).

The governments of the belligerent countries

needed the support of organized labor. In Germany

the old bans on public sector workers joining trade

unions were lifted and the imperial govern-

ment consulted trade union leaders on some issues.

In Britain, the leading trade unionist, Arthur

Members of the dock workers union in England, showing their membership cards, gather in London

in support of the general strike of 1926. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS

T R A D E U N I O N S

2554 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



Henderson, a member of Parliament, entered the
coalition governments of H. H. Asquith and David
Lloyd George from 1915 until 1917, when he was
replaced by another trade unionist. In Britain and
Germany, the governments also pressed employers
to recognize the trade unions, at least in war
industries.

In several countries, trade unionism grew

markedly in spite of the depletion of the civilian

labor force. In Britain growth came in sectors that

had been weakly organized prior to that time

and also in areas of strength. By the end of 1918

trade union membership as a whole had risen by

57 percent to a total of 6,461,000 (a density of

38.1 percent); female membership rose by 171

percent to 1,182,000 (a density of 22.8 percent).

This growth continued in the postwar boom, with

membership peaking at 8,253,000 (a density of

48.2 percent) in 1920, a density not surpassed until

1974. Female trade union membership also peaked

in Britain in 1920, at 1,316,000, a density of 25.2

percent, not equaled again until 1961. In France

membership in the General Confederation of

Labor rose from 0.3 to 1.5 million between 1914

and 1919.

The Scandinavian countries also experienced
large increases in membership. In Denmark total
trade union membership rose from 138,900, a den-
sity of 15.3 percent, in 1911 to 321,000, a density
of 39.8 percent, in 1921. In Norway membership
in the Norwegian Federation of Labor more than
doubled between 1914 and 1919 (from 67,600 to
143,900), with the total union density rising from
7.6 to 20.3 percent between 1910 and 1920.
Similarly, in Sweden, total union membership rose
rapidly, from 159,100 (a density of 9.9 percent) in
1914 to 350,200 (20.6 percent) in 1918 and to
470,600 (27.7 percent) in 1920.

In Germany the rapid expansion of trade union
membership came after the end of World War I,
though growth in previously forbidden sectors
had been a feature of the war. In 1914, excluding
the ‘‘unfree’’ salaried employee associations, trade
union membership had been at 2,436,300 (a den-
sity of 13 percent), whereas by 1920 it had jumped
to 9,192,900 (45.2 percent), a level that remained
more or less stable for another two years. The
democratic Weimar Republic provided a favorable
political and legal climate for trade unionism, but

that ended when it was overthrown by the Nazis.
Weimar labor laws stipulated legally binding collec-
tive bargaining, state arbitration in disputes, the
creation of factory councils in larger factories, and
some degree of protection against dismissals for
reasons of age, sex, religion, and politics.

World War I brought to the surface further
ideological divisions within European trade union-
ism. The war economies, often with trade union

leaders directly or indirectly assisting the war effort,

led to splits. In many countries, metalworkers were

among the most revolutionary. In Britain from

1915 on, militant shop stewards led revolts against

their own trade union leadership and against the

government over wartime working conditions and

other issues in munitions factories and shipyards.

Metalworkers across Europe displayed a similar

militancy, including in Petrograd, Turin, Milan,

and the industrial suburbs of Paris. Militant metal-

workers were among the early members of the

communist parties. In many countries, but not

Britain, separate communist trade unions and

national organizations were formed, thereby divid-

ing much of each national trade union movement

between democratic socialists and communists. In

the aftermath of World War I, revolutions occurred

in Hungary and Bavaria, while Italy experienced a

wave of factory occupations by metalworkers in

Turin and Milan in 1920. Such actions, however,

encouraged counterrevolutionary forces, which dur-

ing the interwar period brought an end to free trade

unionism in Italy, Germany, Austria, and Spain (as

well as in the Soviet Union, where communism

also ended independent trade unionism).

ECONOMIC RECESSION AND RECOVERY

Trade unionism weakened across Europe following

the economic recession of 1921–1922, though it

was briefly delayed in Germany by high inflation.

In Britain trade union membership fell from

8,253,000 in 1920 to 4,753,000 in 1928 (the

density dropped from 48.2 to 25.9 percent). It fell

slightly again in 1932–1933, but the 1928 level

had been surpassed by 1935 and continued to rise

with rearmament and economic recovery in the

run-up to World War II. British trade unionism

suffered a notable defeat with the general strike

of 1926 by selected groups of workers, a strike

organized to express solidarity with miners and

T R A D E U N I O N S

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2555



coordinated by the Trades Union Congress (TUC).

Its aim was to press the government to subsidize

the coal mines. While this industrial action failed,

trade unionists took some senior positions in the

first two Labour governments, 1924 and 1929–

1931.

WORLD WAR II AND THE POSTWAR PERIOD

Free trade unionism was severely restricted in the
countries Germany and Italy occupied during
World War II. Vichy France had compulsory trade
unionism, but strikes and lockouts were banned
and the unions were supervised by the state.

In Britain in World War II, as in World War I,
trade union membership held up in spite of
the large withdrawal of men to the armed forces,
a total of 4,653,000 in June 1945. In addition,
by December 1943, 467,500 women had joined
the women’s auxiliary services. Between 1939 and
1944 (the last full year of the war), trade union
membership rose from 6,206,000 (a density of
31.9 percent) to 7,936,000 (40.0 percent), with
female membership rising from 982,000 (16.0
percent) to 1,815,000 (28.6 percent). Winston
Churchill’s coalition government (1940–1945)
considered working with the trade unions highly
desirable, both politically and economically. Ernest
Bevin, the foremost trade unionist of the period,
was the most powerful minister on the home front.

After World War II and until the end of the
1980s, Eastern Europe was under communist rule
and the trade unions were not free. In Spain and
Portugal until the mid-1970s, the same was true
under fascist or nearly fascist regimes. In West
Germany and Austria, a new trade unionism was
constructed after the Nazi period, with large indus-
try-based unions. By 1950 trade union density was
at 62.3 percent in Austria and at 34.7 percent in
West Germany. In both countries, unionization
continued to grow: trade union densities reached
63.5 percent in Austria and 37.8 percent in West
Germany in 1963, and 58.5 and 39.8 percent,
respectively, in 1975. The new West German trade
unions tended to be moderate in their wage bar-
gaining and managed to place many of their nomi-
nees on works councils.

Trade unionism grew rapidly across Western
Europe during the ‘‘golden age’’ of the

international economy. Steady inflation encour-
aged white-collar workers to unionize in order not
to be left behind. Bruce Western has argued convin-
cingly that trade union growth was greatly facili-
tated by working-class parties that formed
governments and favored the trade unions, increas-
ing the centralization of industrial negotiations and
the trade union management of welfare schemes,
which won them the support of people in weak
labor market positions.

These conditions were frequently present in
the Scandinavian countries. Social democratic
governments were in power in Sweden, 1932–
1976 and 1982–1991, in Denmark 1947–1950,
1953–1968, 1971–1973, and 1975–1982; and in
Norway 1935–1965, 1971–1972, 1973–1981,
and 1987–1989. Centralized collective bargaining
existed in Sweden and Denmark at least until the
1980s, as did welfare benefits linked to trade union
membership and a high level of industrial democ-
racy. In Sweden trade union membership grew
from 1,613,800 in 1950 (a density of 67.7 percent)
to 3,287,100 in 1977 (a density of 85.5 percent).
In Denmark trade union membership increased
from 771,100 (58.1 percent) to 1,513,300 (71.8
percent) between 1950 and 1976. In Norway
membership rose from 488,400 to 903,600 and
density rose from 50.2 to 58.0 percent between
1956 and 1976.

In Britain, trade union membership expanded
greatly as well, from 7,684,000 in 1945 (38.6
percent) to 9,693,000 in 1968 (42.7 percent) to
its highest level ever, 12,639,000 (53.4 percent), in
1979. Its most rapid growth came in 1968–1979,
during Labour governments (1964–1970 and 1974–
1979) and the expansionist Heath Conservative
government (1970–1974). This was a time of high
inflation (it reached 24 percent in 1975) and there
was much centralized wage bargaining under var-
ious incomes policies. White-collar workers were a
significant factor in this growth. By 1979 about 44
percent of all British white-collar workers were in
trade unions and about 40 percent of all British
trade unionists were white-collar workers. In con-
trast, many of Britain’s old industries, such as coal,
cotton, and railways, had declined. Trade unionism
remained very strong in these sectors, but by 1979
they represented only 4.6 percent of trade union-
ists, compared to 15.9 percent in 1948.
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Elsewhere in Western Europe, trade union

membership grew in spite of fragmentation. France

had Marxist, anticommunist, Catholic, and other

kinds of trade unions. As in Italy, bitter divisions

existed between strong Stalinist communists and

weaker democratic socialists; the communist unions

often preferred trials of strength to collective bar-

gaining. By 1950 French trade union membership

had achieved a density of only just under 19 percent,

and by 1963 it was still at 19.1 percent peaking at

22.5 percent in 1975. In Italy membership was

higher, at 49.0 percent in 1950, dropping to 30.3

percent in 1963, but peaking at 44.3 percent in

1978. Finland’s trade union movement was also

deeply divided on political lines, in its case between

communists, democratic socialists, and ‘‘moderates.’’

The trade union movement was also fragment-

ed in Belgium and the Netherlands but was much

stronger there than in other European countries.

Belgium had both a strong socialist confederation

(the FGTB) and a strong Christian (or Catholic)

confederation (the CSC), as well as a smaller liberal

trade union confederation (CGSLB). In the early

1960s the Catholic confederation became the larg-

est body. In 1975 it had 904,672 members,

whereas the socialist confederation had 800,000

and the liberal confederation 120,000. In 1950

trade union density in Belgium was at 42.2 percent,

remaining almost steady in 1963 but reaching 61.3

percent in 1975. The Netherlands had strong

Catholic and Protestant confederations as well as

a socialist federation. These worked together in

Members of the UGO, a German anticommunist trade union, gather in Berlin for a May Day demonstration,

1949. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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wage bargaining by necessity, since Dutch law

required collective agreements to be signed by all

recognized unions. By the late 1960s, however, the

state was no longer corporatist in its outlook. In

1975 the socialist federation (NVV) had 600,000

members, the Catholic federation (NKV) 400,000,

and the Protestant federation (CNV) 239,000. In

1950 Dutch trade union density was at 43.0 per-

cent, thereafter varying only slightly, with densities

of 41.2 in 1963 and 39.1 percent in 1975.

GLOBALIZATION AND POLITICAL

ENVIRONMENTS

With a harsher international economic climate

from the late 1970s on, trade unionism was in

retreat in Europe, as in the United States and

elsewhere. The only exceptions were Sweden and

Denmark. This substantial weakening of trade

unionism was partly due to powerful global market

forces, one major feature of which was severe com-

petition at low wage rates for much work, especially

unskilled. Crouch has emphasized that unions in

sectors producing goods and services for interna-

tional markets are vulnerable and can gain little

from domestic political lobbying. Such trade

unionism was greatly weakened in Austria, Britain,

Ireland, and Scandinavia.

While trade unionism was boosted when gov-

ernments favorable to it were in power, it dimin-

ished in hostile political environments. In Britain,

for example, the Conservative governments of

Margaret Thatcher (1979–1990) and John Major

(1990–1997) repeatedly introduced legislation

intended to ‘‘tame the trade unions’’ between

1980 and 1993. The government had serious con-

frontations with trade unions, most notably with

steelworkers in 1980 and coal miners in 1984–

1985. Although these factors had an impact, trade

unions elsewhere were also weakened in this pe-

riod, even where governments favorable to them

were in power. In Britain the arrival of Tony Blair’s

Labour government in 1997 stabilized trade

unionism at the 1997 level; his government left

much of the 1980–1993 legislation in place but

introduced a legal minimum wage to protect the

lowest paid. Trade union membership fell in that

country from a peak of 12,639,000 in 1979 (a

density of 53.4 percent) to 7,154,000 in 1997

(30.2 percent), rising numerically to 7,295,000

in 2001 (with a larger labor force, density fell to

28.8 percent, however).

Trade unionism recovered in Spain and Portugal

after their fascist regimes came to an end. Both

countries established trade union rights. Trade

unionism flowered briefly in Spain, reaching a

membership of 2.6 million in 1976 and a density

of more than 40 percent, but it crumbled quickly,

to a density of just under 15 percent by the early

1990s. By 2002 trade union density had recovered

to about 19 percent. Trade unionism was more

resilient in Portugal, with a density of about 30

percent in 2002.

Free trade unionism also grew in the former

communist bloc countries of Eastern Europe. Even

under communism, Poland had had the coura-

geous independent trade unionism of Solidarity.

In 2002 trade union density in Poland was at about

15 percent. Lithuania and Estonia recorded similar

densities, with higher levels in Hungary (18 per-

cent), Latvia (20 percent), the Czech Republic

(25 percent), Slovakia (30 percent), and Slovenia

(40 percent).

Among most Western European countries,

trade unionism declined until late in the twentieth

century; France, which had a low density before

1980, was the worst affected. In 2002 French trade

unionism had a density of only 8 percent, while the

reunited Germany’s trade unionism level was at

22 percent, and the Netherlands had a density of

21 percent. At the start of the twenty-first century,

trade union membership went up not only in Spain

but also in Greece (a density of 25 percent in

2002), Italy (37 percent), Luxembourg (45 per-

cent), and Belgium (58 percent). In 2002 trade

union densities also remained high in Ireland

(38 percent), Austria (40 percent), Finland (75 per-

cent), Sweden (78 percent), and Denmark (80

percent).

Across Europe, trade unionism in the late

twentieth century had to accommodate itself to

the decline of the old industrial sectors, the expan-

sion of blue- and white-collar work, a drop in

unskilled manual labor, and increasingly flexible

patterns of employment. The pressure of dec-

line forced many trade unions to attend more to
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the concerns of female workers, including part-

time workers, and to ensure that their organizations

were no longer heavily male-dominated. In Britain,

for example, by 1999 union density among women

workers (28 percent) was close to the level for men

(31 percent). Much of the 1999–2000 increase in

British trade union membership came from the

recruitment of part-time female members.

Similarly, after 1979 British trade unions made a

greater effort to recruit nonwhite workers.

Western European trade unionism played a major

role in politics and society. In several countries,

prominent trade unionists joined the government.

From 1890 on, trade unionists were prominent in

the often huge May Day parades, which high-

lighted international concerns such as the Spanish

civil war, the Vietnam War, the Iraq wars, and

nuclear and ecological dangers, as well as industrial

concerns. Trade unions often also played a

prominent role dealing with local issues in urban

areas. They also often fostered music and drama. A

notable example was the British TUC’s support for

drama and the arts through the Centre 42 move-

ment in 1961–1970.

Involvement in politics made trade unions vul-

nerable to political change. From the 1970s on, the

dominant free market economies in Western socie-

ties were critical of trade unions as impediments

to economic growth. The combination of stiffer

international economic competition beginning in

the 1980s and such economic views damaged the

unions. After union power had weakened, how-

ever, the economic ills ascribed to the trade unions

remained, and such criticism lost at least some of its

edge. If, as many commentators have suggested,

the trade unions are in terminal decline, it would

seem that in many parts of Europe that decline is

likely to last a long time.

Strikers at a Renault automobile factory in Boulogne-Billancourt, France, listen to a speech by Benoı̂t

Franchon, president of the French trade union Confédération Générale des Travailleurs (CGT), May 1968.

ªMARC GARANGER/CORBIS
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See also General Strike (Britain); Labor Movements;
Strikes; Unemployment; Working Class.
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TRIANON, TREATY OF. See Hungary.
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TROTSKY, LEON (1879–1940), Russian
Communist leader.

A leading Marxist theorist, writer, orator, and
political activist, Trotsky was a consistent advocate
of revolutionary overthrow in tsarist Russia, and a
thorny critic of revolutionary practice in Soviet
Russia.

LIFE AND CAREER

Born Lev Davidovich Bronstein in Yanovka,
Kherson province, in present-day Ukraine, on 7
November 1879 (26 October Old Style) into a
Russified Jewish family of comfortable means, he
attended a private Jewish religious school in nearby
Gromokla at the age of seven. He was soon sent
away to school, first to Odessa until 1896, and then
to nearby Nikolayev for his final year.

In Nikolayev he came into contact with exiles
from the Narodnaya Volya (People’s Will) populist
group. Trotsky was drawn, however, more to clan-
destine Social Democratic agitation work among
the dockworkers and factory workers of Nikolayev
through the South Russian Workers’ Union.
Arrested by the police, he was imprisoned in
Odessa, interrogated, and sentenced to four years
of Siberian exile. Trotsky escaped and worked in
exile in London with leading Russian Social
Democrats, including Georgy Plekhanov, Vladimir
Lenin (Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov; 1870–1924), Yuli
Martov, and Vera Zasulich on a revolutionary
newspaper, Iskra (Spark). He attended the Second
Congress of the Russian Social Democratic Labor
Party (RSDLP) in Brussels in 1903, at which
the party formally split into the Bolshevik and
Menshevik factions over the issue of the most suit-
able organizational form of the party for Russia’s
particular revolutionary needs.

Trotsky was in Geneva at the time of the mas-
sive labor unrest in St. Petersburg in 1905. He
returned to Russia immediately and became a
major force on the executive committee of the
St. Petersburg Soviet that grew out of the strike
committees in that city. The heady ‘‘Days of
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October’’ were short-lived, and as tsarist repression
followed the tsar’s promised October Constitution
in 1905, Trotsky was sentenced for his political
activities to life in Siberian exile. He escaped and
lived in the émigré centers of Europe until his
return to Russia in May 1917.

From 1907 to 1912, he resided in Vienna,
where he was politically active in Austrian Social
Democracy, and engaged in a number of publish-
ing and literary endeavors. With the gradual revival
of legal political activity inside Russia from 1910
onward, and disillusioned with the feuds of émigré
politics, Trotsky spent almost two years from
October 1912 intermittently reporting from
Belgrade on the First and Second Balkan Wars for
the Kievskaya mysl (Kievan Thought) newspaper.
He spent much of World War I in France until his
expulsion in September 1916. He arrived in New
York on 13 January 1917, and, on hearing news of
the February Revolution in Russia, returned to
Petrograd on 4 May, after a month-long intern-
ment by British authorities in Halifax, Canada.

He was instrumental in the Mezhrayonka
(Interdistrict Group), which, while formally non-
factional, supported Bolshevik calls to end the war
and to push for immediate revolution. He took his
group into the Bolshevik Party in August 1917,
and joined Lenin’s Central Committee. He was
also elected chairman of the Petrograd Soviet in
September 1917. Trotsky helped organize the mili-
tary strategy of the Bolshevik seizure of power in
October 1917. He was appointed commissar of
foreign affairs in the new Bolshevik government,
the Sovnarkom (Council of People’s Commissars),
in December 1917. Shortly thereafter, Lenin made
him commissar of war, and he organized a new Red
Army that was capable of fighting the civil war.

In the 1920s, Trotsky fought, and lost, a series
of political battles within the Bolshevik Party. In
1923–1924 Trotsky attacked the other party leaders
for violating party democracy, but was isolated by
the Central Committee and in turn denounced for
violating the party’s 1921 rule against factionalism.
In 1926–1927, partly in response to the ‘‘Socialism
in One Country’’ policy of Joseph Stalin (1879–
1953), which appeared to undermine the principle
of international revolution, Trotsky briefly—and
futilely—allied with Lev Kamenev and Grigory
Zinoviev against Stalin. Trotsky was expelled from

the Politburo in 1926, and from the party and the
Communist International (Comintern) in 1927.

He was sent into exile in January 1928 to
Alma-Ata in Kazakhstan, and in January 1929 was
deported to Turkey. He moved to France in 1933,
was expelled under Soviet pressure two years later,
and then expelled from Norway in 1936. He spent
his final years in the more receptive environment of
a Mexico dominated by the Institutional
Revolutionary Party (Partido Revolucionario
Institucional, or PRI). He was the inspiration for
the establishment of the Fourth International in
October 1938 in Paris as a challenge to the
Stalinist Third International. In the town of
Coyoacán on 20 August 1940 he was murdered
by a blow to the head from an ice axe wielded by
Ramón Mercader, a Stalinist agent.

INTELLECTUAL AND POLITICAL PROGRAM

Trotsky’s political behavior and actions were
guided by a consistently held belief in Russia’s
suitability for revolution. This consistency of belief
garnered him a reputation as a brilliant and crea-
tive, if uncompromising, young intellectual. At sig-
nificant moments in his life, he articulated views
that placed him at odds with the prevailing currents
of the Russian revolutionary tide. In the face of the
tsarist suppression of the revolutionary events of
1905, for example, Trotsky put the finishing
touches on a theory of ‘‘permanent revolution,’’
which he and another Marxist, Alexander Parvus
(Izrail Lazarevich Gelfand), had been working on
since 1904. In the traditional revolutionary model,

the national bourgeoisie would first take power,

ceding it to the worker masses at a later undefined

date. Trotsky argued that the bourgeoisie would

inevitably betray the revolution for its own self-

interest, and that through ‘‘permanent revolution’’

the proletariat and the poor peasantry should

sweep through this stage to take power directly,

thereby ushering in broad Europe-wide revolution.

While these views certainly brought him ideo-

logically close to Lenin’s views, Trotsky nonethe-

less kept his distance from the Bolshevik faction.

He pursued the ‘‘permanent revolution’’ between

1905 and 1917 on two fronts. He published an

illegal nonfactional newspaper, Pravda (Truth), in

Vienna to try to rally the suppressed and scattered

Social Democratic organizations in Russia; and he
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published a legal journal, Borba (Struggle), in

St. Petersburg in 1914 for the enlightenment of

the newly organizing workers there. He was publicly

critical of the fractious and self-defeating squabbles

of émigré politics, and their irrelevance to the

needs of the workers and political activists inside

tsarist Russia. He also sought to reconcile the

divided leadership of Russian Social Democracy in

the émigré community.

Galvanized by Lenin’s conference in Prague in
January 1912, at which Lenin essentially claimed
the mantle of the entire RSDLP in the name of his
small faction of Bolsheviks, and firm in his belief
that the workers in Russia desperately needed a
united party leadership and organization, Trotsky
organized an all-party conference in August 1912
in Vienna. At the Vienna conference he was ham-
pered by the difficult task of reconciling the dispa-
rate trends of Russian Social Democracy, each of

which had been articulated by eminent individuals
with whom he had enjoyed at best uneven and
distant relationships. The conference was scuttled
by the desire of the participants to avoid factional
confrontation at all costs and produced tepid and
contingent resolutions that contrasted sharply with
the uncompromising resolutions produced by
Lenin in Prague. This, together with rumors of its
infiltration by agents of the Okhrana, the tsarist
secret police, stripped it of any real authority or
influence.

Throughout the prerevolutionary period,
Trotsky’s belief in the urgent need for proletarian
revolution in Russia kept him at arm’s length—at
least in formal terms—from the Bolshevik and
Menshevik factions. His late adherence to the
Bolshevik Party in August 1917 and his new close-
ness to Lenin merely increased the distrust of him
among leading Bolsheviks. During his years in

Leon Trotsky addresses a group of Soviet soldiers c. 1917. ªUNDERWOOD & UNDERWOOD/CORBIS

T R O T S K Y , L E O N

2562 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4



positions of political power in the Soviet leadership
after October 1917, Trotsky put his political beliefs
into practice in often brutal and uncompromising
fashion. His negotiations as commissar of foreign
affairs with Germany and Austria for a separate
peace were long and bitter and guided in part by
a deep belief that the traditions of secret diplomacy
had no place in revolutionary Russia. He resigned
his portfolio over the acceptance by a majority of
the Central Committee to accede to what he
deemed were Germany’s unreasonable demands at
Brest-Litovsk in the peace treaty of March 1918.

As commissar of war, he successfully waged the
civil war by rejecting calls inside the party for a
volunteer, militia-style army, instead forging from
the small, disintegrating tsarist army a formidable
Red Army of five million soldiers, based on tradi-
tional principles of discipline and hierarchy. In the
face of calls by Lenin early in 1921 for a temporary
retreat from the war communism policies of the civil
war (which introduced tight state control of the
wartime economy) to the mixture of state and pri-
vate practices launched in the form of the New
Economic Policy (NEP), Trotsky argued instead
for the creation of ‘‘labor armies’’ for deployment
in every corner of the socialist economy. In March
1921 he helped organize the armed suppression of
the Kronstadt sailors’ revolt against Bolshevik
power, denouncing them as counterrevolutionaries.

Despite this bloody defense of the Bolshevik
Party’s revolutionary role at that time, Trotsky, in
the so-called literary discussion of 1924–1925,
openly accused a bureaucratized and antidemo-
cratic Bolshevik Party of betraying the October
Revolution. He had foreseen this possibility already
in 1904 in Nashi politicheskie zadachi (Our political
tasks), in which he attacked Lenin’s theory of the
‘‘party of a new type,’’ predicting that power in the
party would eventually be concentrated first in the
party organization, then in the Central Committee,
and ultimately in the hands of a dictator.

In his Uroki Oktyabrya (Lessons of October) of
1924, among other writings, Trotsky depicted the
Bolshevik Party as an essentially failed organization:
he denied that it had had any mass profile at all in
its early years, and argued that it had been able to
seize power only because of Lenin’s (and his own)
resoluteness and foresight, despite frequent vacilla-
tions from the other Bolshevik leaders, notably

Zinoviev and Kamenev. Since October, he contin-
ued, the party had become an oligarchy with few

links to its many new members, and even this

oligarchy was defined largely by its internal dis-

agreements. The party, he concluded, had failed

to educate Russia or the world about the meaning
of the October Revolution. At a time when the

new Soviet state was trying to legitimize itself

through the reification of both the October

Revolution and the Bolshevik Party, Trotsky’s

relentless criticisms in the mid-1920s amounted
to heresy. He was anathematized by his fellow

Bolsheviks. Excommunication and execution even-

tually followed.

Ironically, perhaps, given his distance for so

many years from formal party politics, and his cri-

tique of the Bolshevik Party in the mid-1920s,

Trotsky embraced the concept of the revolutionary

party in the 1930s. ‘‘For a revolutionary to give

himself entirely to the party signifies finding him-

self,’’ his recorded voice informed a mass meeting

of the Fourth International in New York on 28

October 1938. Throughout the 1930s, he reserved

his most ferocious criticism for Stalin. Stalin’s

party, he argued, bore no resemblance to Lenin’s

Bolshevik Party. It had become a monstrous

bureaucratic machine that had destroyed not only

the Old Bolsheviks, but also any competent leaders

of the economy, industry, agriculture, and the mili-

tary, replacing them with unfit functionaries behold-

en only to Stalin.

Trotsky occupies a special place in the

pantheons of Soviet communism and world com-

munism. While he was publicly celebrated in the

early 1920s in Soviet Russia for his part in the

creation of the Red Army, the term Trotskyism

was coined by his political opponents in the mid-

1920s as coterminous with counterrevolution,
defined as stubborn opposition to the policies of

the Bolshevik Party. This same term was later

embraced by his supporters outside Soviet Russia

to signify self-sacrificing opposition to Stalinist

policies. For them, Trotskyism became one of the

‘‘roads not taken,’’ a potentially more benign alter-

native to Stalinism. Through his writings in exile,

Trotsky himself was engaged in the cultivation of

his mythic status. His autobiography and other

writings downplayed his many past differences with
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Lenin, stressing instead how his and Lenin’s poli-

tical and ideological views had coincided at the

critical junctures of Russian’s revolutionary jour-

ney. With the zeal of the recent convert, perhaps,

he identified his life wholeheartedly and retrospec-

tively with a mythicized prerevolutionary Bolshevik

Party.

See also Lenin, Vladimir; Russian Civil War; Russian
Revolutions of 1917; Soviet Union; Stalin, Joseph.
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TRUFFAUT, FRANÇOIS (1932–1984),
French film director and leader of France’s new
wave movement in cinema.

François Truffaut devoted his entire, brief life
to cinema. He directed twenty-five short films and
full-length features and, after founding his own
production company, Les Films du Carrosse, he
produced works by both new and established direc-
tors including Jean Cocteau, Jean-Luc Godard,
Maurice Pialat, Georges Franju, and Eric Rohmer.
Writing also played a crucial role in his career, not
only in his discovery of film but in his relation to
the ‘‘seventh art.’’ Indeed, in Truffaut’s view, writ-
ing and filmmaking are inseparable.

Born in Paris, he never met his biological father
and was raised there by his mother and adoptive
father, Roland Truffaut. From childhood, Truffaut
had a passion for books and he always maintained
an interest in literature. Among the major French
filmmakers of the second half of the twentieth
century, he wrote prolifically about cinema both
before and during his career as director, and he
even dreamed of writing novels. In the 1950s
Truffaut was a severe critic and polemicist; later,
after he started directing, he wrote essays and pub-
lished articles about his favorite movies and film-
makers, including Jean Renoir and Alfred
Hitchcock, whom he considered his teachers. (He
published a highly regarded book of interviews
with the latter.) Some of these were compiled in
1975 in a beautiful volume, Les films de ma vie (The
Films in My Life). Truffaut was very close to André
Bazin, the critic and theorist, who was a virtual
spiritual father and introduced him to the group
around the influential magazine Cahiers du cinéma.
This was the review in which the young and sensi-
tive cineast—he had joined cinema clubs and
founded one of his own at the Cluny-Palace—
became famous for his audacious and insolent arti-
cles before developing his innovative concept of the
‘‘the politics of the author.’’

Truffaut’s celebrated article ‘‘Une certaine ten-
dance du cinéma français’’ (‘‘A Certain Tendency
in French Cinema’’) was published in January
1954. In severely criticizing so-called quality films
such as the works of Claude Autant-Lara and René
Clément, Truffaut inaugurated an intense polemic
that established the aesthetic basis of a cinematic
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movement that would become known as la nou-
velle vague, or new wave. Launched by young

directors who wanted to move beyond the usual

conventions, notably the conventional screenplay

model, the new wave advocated an approach that

was freer and more personal. Along with his part-

ner and friend Jean-Luc Godard, with whom in

1958 he codirected the improvisational Une his-
toire d’eau (A Story of Water) and made his short

Les Mistons (The Kids), Truffaut rapidly became the

leader of the movement. He made his first full-

length movie, a more or less fictionalized account

of his own childhood, Les quatre cents coups (1959;

The 400 Blows), which won tremendous acclaim

and led to a series of films based on the main

character, Antoine Doinel, several of which starred

Jean-Pierre Léaud; these included Antoine et
Colette (1962; Love at Twenty), Baisers volés
(1968; Stolen Kisses), Domicile conjugal (1970;

Bed and Board), and L’amour en fuite (1979;
Love on the Run).

Film adaptation was at the heart of the debate
that Truffaut started with his acerbic articles and it
would become, in a way, a constant theme in his
work. In Truffaut’s view the important matter is
not to be faithful to the adapted work but rather to
appropriate it in a sincere and personal cinematic
interpretation. In that respect his two full-length
movies Tirez sur le pianiste (1960; Shoot the Piano
Player) and Jules et Jim (1962; Jules and Jim) are
good examples. The first, an adaptation of a thriller
by David Goodis, is a story breathless with action
but also a truly innovative film, an accomplished
exercise in style. It is interesting to note that his last
movie, Vivement dimanche (Confidentially Yours),
shot in 1983 shortly before his death, was also an
adaptation of a thriller, Charles Williams’s The Long
Saturday Night. In some ways it was the

François Truffaut with actress Claude Jade on the set of L’amour en fuite, 1979. FILMS DU CAROSSE/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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counterpart of Shoot the Piano Player but with a
formal and much more abstract treatment.

Jules and Jim, an adaptation of a novel by
Henri-Pierre Roché, is also modern and inventive,
full of fantasy. It allowed Truffaut to approach one
of his favorite themes: the intoxication of emo-
tions, of passionate love often thwarted and tragic,
that can lead his protagonists to their deaths. This
was an almost romantic conception that became a
constant in his films, such as La peau douce (1964;
The Soft Skin), La sirène du Mississippi (1969;
Mississippi Mermaid), Les deux anglaises et le continent
(1971; Two English Girls), L’histoire d’Adèle H.
(1975; The Story of Adele H.), L’homme qui aimait
les femmes (1977; The Man Who Loved Women),
La chambre verte (1978; The Green Room), and
especially La Femme d’à côté (1981; The Woman
Next Door), which was certainly Truffaut’s most
violently dramatic and pessimistic film. Fahrenheit
451 (1966), based on the famous science fiction
novel by Ray Bradbury, is an adaptation in which
the passion for books plays a key role. Truffaut’s
attraction to texts led him to use filmmaking
to rediscover the writing. Here again, telling exam-
ples are numerous, including The Soft Skin, in
which the character, Pierre Lachenay—the pen
name that Truffaut used to sign articles in the
review Arts—is an editor who lectures on writers
such as Balzac and Gide. In The Man Who Loved
Woman, as in the Doinel series, the main character
is writing a novel. The frequent use of voice-over
narration in most of his movies lends them a suc-
cinct literary dimension.

Like Jean Renoir, Truffaut had a passion for
directing actors. He had an almost filial relationship
with Jean-Pierre Léaud, who became his alter ego
as Antoine Doinel—the role suited the actor per-
fectly—profiting from his energy and inimitable
and shifting acting persona to create an atypical
and unforgettable character. In addition, there
was his fetishism for actresses. Each of Truffaut’s
films seems to be created as a declaration of love,
and with his sensual eye he filmed Jeanne Moreau,
Delphine Seyrig, Catherine Deneuve, Isabelle
Adjani, and Fanny Ardant.

Truffaut’s cinema is both open and secret, light
and tragic, accessible to a general audience by its
seeming simplicity, yet subtle and complex. Above
all is Truffaut’s ever-renewed willingness to

combine introspection and formal experimenta-
tion, pure emotion, and meditations on life.

See also Cinema.
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TSVETAEVA, MARINA (1892–1941),
Russian poet, essayist, and dramatist.

Marina Ivanovna Tsvetaeva was born into a
family of Muscovite intelligentsia. Her father, a
well-respected scholar, was the founder of the
Pushkin Museum of Fine Arts, and her mother,
whose tempestuous character and frustrated ambi-
tion left an indelible imprint on Tsvetaeva, was a
talented musician and artist who forwent career for
family. Tsvetaeva developed quickly and published
two collections of intimate, domestic, and techni-
cally accomplished verse, Evening Album (1910)
and The Magic Lantern (1912), by the time she
was twenty.

The promise of Tsvetaeva’s first two volumes
was realized in Mileposts (1921) and Mileposts: Book
One (1922), which read like a diary-in-verse; each
poem is dated, and each book is arranged chron-
ologically. Tsvetaeva takes full advantage of the
formal possibilities of the diary form, grouping
the poems into cycles with plots and subplots.
These poems show Tsvetaeva’s technique to daz-
zling effect. Her meters run the gamut from sylla-
botonic (iamb, trochee, dactyl, amphibrach, and
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anapest) to accentual to logaoedic (similar to
ordinary speech); her stanzaic forms include tradi-
tional quatrains as well as her own imaginative
variations on traditional forms; and her cadences
are punctuated by enjambment, novel rhetorical
structure, and a playful sense of rhyme.

At about the time of the 1917 Russian
Revolution, Tsvetaeva wrote her first dramas after
meeting actors of the Moscow Art Theater’s
Second and Third Studios, the latter under the
tutelage of Yevgeny Vakhtangov. In the heat of
her first infatuation with theater, Tsvetaeva wrote
at least nine plays, of which six survive, including
Fortune and Phoenix. These early romantic plays
betray Tsvetaeva’s fascination with the eighteenth
century. As was true of Alexander Blok before her,
drama offered an escape from lyric isolation. As
Tsvetaeva put it, her ‘‘voice had outgrown verse.’’

The experience of writing drama lent greater
complexity to her lyric voice and complemented
processes already under way in the lyric poems
themselves. The collections that followed,
Separation (1922) and Psyche (1923), consolidated
these changes in the form of masks Tsvetaeva dons
and in the dramatic tension of the poems.
Tsvetaeva expanded her poetic range in long narra-
tive poems, such as The Tsar-Maiden: An Epic
Folktale (1922) and The Swain: A Folktale
(1924), which in both form and folklore-inspired
content anticipate Tsvetaeva’s later narrative mas-
terpiece, The Rat-Catcher (1925–1926).

During the revolution and the civil war,
Tsvetaeva was cut off from her husband, who had
joined the White Army, and she lost her youngest
daughter, Irina, to famine. A tragic note begins to
sound more stridently in her work. While other
poets trumpeted the revolution, Tsvetaeva wrote
in praise of the opposition and of a world lost.
These poems, collected in The Swans’ Demesne
(composed 1917–1921, published 1957), repre-
sent an important contribution to and expansion
of the tradition of civic poetry. The tragic sounds
more purely in Tsvetaeva’s masterpieces Craft
(1923) and After Russia (1928), both published
abroad after Tsvetaeva left Russia to join her hus-
band. Cycles in the latter book such as ‘‘Sybil,’’
‘‘Phaedra,’’ and ‘‘Ariadne’’ lead almost directly to
her last two plays, the tragedies Ariadne (1924)
and Phaedra (1927). In the early years of her exile,

Tsvetaeva also composed some of the most remark-
able narrative poems in Russian, including Byways
(1923), Poem of the End (1924), Attempt at a
Room (1926), Poem of the Stair, and Perekop.

After leaving Russia in 1922, Tsvetaeva stayed

briefly in Berlin, then moved to Prague, where she

remained until 1925, before settling in Paris.

Although she continued to write poetry, her last

ten years in emigration are often referred to as

Tsvetaeva’s ‘‘prose decade.’’ During this period

Tsvetaeva emerged as an essayist of vivid, some-

times paradoxical prose. In such autobiographical

pieces as ‘‘Mother and Music’’ (1934) ‘‘The House

at Old Pimen’’ (1934) and ‘‘My Pushkin’’ (1937),

Tsvetaeva renders not only the outer trappings of

her life but more importantly the mysterious, crea-

tive evolution of a child who would become a poet.

Tsvetaeva devoted some of her best prose to other

poets, such as Maximilian Voloshin in ‘‘A Living

Word about a Living Man’’ (1933) and Andrei

Bely in ‘‘A Captive Spirit’’ (1934). Her overriding

concern for poets and their place in the world

becomes apparent in two of her best essays, ‘‘The

Poet and Time’’ (1932) and ‘‘Art in Light of

Conscience’’ (1932).

After her husband was unmasked as a Soviet

agent, Tsvetaeva followed her family back to the

Soviet Union in 1939. Her husband and daughter

were soon arrested, the former eventually shot, the

latter exiled to Siberia. Tsvetaeva was unable to find

any means of support. Not long after her evacua-

tion to the provincial town of Elabuga during the

Nazi invasion, she hanged herself. Although con-

demned by the authorities, Tsvetaeva’s work found

champions, particularly among her fellow poets.

See also Russian Civil War; Russian Revolutions of 1917.
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TUCHOLSKY, KURT (1890–1935),
Weimar Republic satirist.

Kurt Tucholsky, the most famous satirist of the
Weimar Republic, was born on 9 January 1890
into a well-off family belonging to Berlin’s Jewish
bourgeoisie; his father was a successful business-
man. Tucholsky studied law in Berlin, earning a
doctorate in 1915, but he never practiced that
profession. Instead, he pursued his passion for writ-
ing, at which he was prolific from an early age. In
1912 he published Rheinsberg, a very successful
novella about a young couple from Berlin on a
romantic weekend fling. His major output, how-
ever, took the form of journalistic pieces, primarily
for the Schaubühne, a left-liberal weekly of cultural
and political affairs edited by Siegfried Jacobsohn
(renamed the Weltbühne in 1918). Even before
World War I, Tucholsky wrote so many pieces in
various genres—ranging from political glosses to
cabaret songs—that he adopted four pseudonyms
in addition to his real name: Theobald Tiger, Peter
Panther, Ignaz Wrobel, and Kaspar Hauser.

From 1915 to 1918, Tucholsky served in the
army on the eastern front, where he ran a library for
soldiers and edited a newspaper for the air corps.
He was so successful at drumming up support for
war bonds that he was awarded a medal for his
efforts. But after the end of the war and the col-
lapse of the monarchy, Tucholsky became one of
the most outspoken voices on the German left. A
member of the Independent Social Democratic
Party (USPD) until its dissolution in 1922, when
he joined the Social Democratic Party (SPD),
Tucholsky was a passionate supporter of republican
values. At the same time, he was harshly critical of

the new republic’s Social Democratic leaders, who
called on the paramilitary, protofascist Free Corps
to suppress leftist strikes and uprisings in 1919.
When he in turn was attacked for not holding his
fire until the new democratic regime had had time
to be stabilized, Tucholsky replied with a program-
matic essay, ‘‘We Negative Ones’’ (1919), in which
he claimed that there was absolutely nothing laud-
able about Germany’s revolution, its bourgeoisie,
its officer corps, or its civil service. This attitude has
led to persistent debates, continuing into the
twenty-first century, about the wisdom of criticiz-
ing fragile democracies: although freedom of
speech is an undeniable right, those who benefit
most from it should employ it circumspectly—it is
said—during times when the survival of republican
government is at stake.

While he continued to write scathing political
commentaries, Tucholsky adopted a lighter tone in
the numerous chansons he penned for the lively
cabaret scene of the Weimar era. One notable
exception was his most famous song, ‘‘The Red
Melody,’’ a powerful indictment of General Erich
Ludendorff by the ghosts of the millions who died
in World War I. For a brief period at the end of the
1920s, Tucholsky was sympathetic to the German
Communist Party, and from 1928 to 1931 he
wrote pieces for its photojournal, the Arbeiter
Illustrierte Zeitung. That publication was especially
noted for caustic photomontages by John
Heartfield, who collaborated with Tucholsky on
the book Deutschland, Deutschland über alles
(1929), a bitterly sarcastic commentary on
German politics and society.

One of Tucholsky’s most popular satires was
also one of his most controversial. From 1924 to
1926 he wrote a series of monologues by ‘‘Herr
Wendriner,’’ a fictitious Berlin businessman who
was obsessed with finances, politically reactionary,
culturally philistine—and Jewish. Tucholsky had a
fraught relationship to Judaism: he officially aban-
doned the faith in 1914 and converted to
Protestantism in 1918. Despite the undeniable
humor of the Wendriner pieces, Tucholsky’s critics
(then and now) have claimed that at a time of
mounting anti-Semitism, the monologues played
into the hands of racist politicians. In 1966 the
Jewish philosopher Gershom Scholem went so far
as to call Tucholsky a Jewish anti-Semite.
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Defenders of the works assert that Wendriner’s
Jewishness plays an incidental role, and that
Tucholsky was mainly lambasting Germany’s con-
servative bourgeoisie in general; if anything, he was
chiding those Jews who assimilated too deeply into
German society.

Tucholsky was so dismayed at conditions in
Germany that he gladly accepted the offer to be
the Paris correspondent for the Weltbühne and for
the liberal Vossische Zeitung in 1924. Aside from
short visits, he never returned to Germany there-
after. For reasons of health, he moved to Sweden in
1929. After Hitler came to power in 1933, visits to
Germany were impossible: Tucholsky’s works were
consigned to the flames in Joseph Goebbels’s
notorious book-burnings of 10 May 1933, and he
was stripped of his citizenship three months later.
Having stopped writing for publication in 1932,
his health deteriorating, he committed suicide on
21 December 1935. Beginning in the 1960s,
Tucholsky attracted much scholarly and public
interest, both as a brilliant satirist of German
society and as a highly problematic figure: his
works raise persistent issues about the limits of
critical engagement and about the nature of
German-Jewish identity.

See also Cabaret; Germany.
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TUDJMAN, FRANJO (1992–1999), presi-
dent of Croatia from 1990 to 1999.

Franjo Tudjman was Croatia’s dominant poli-

tical figure from his election in 1990 as president

until his death nine years later. As the chief archi-

tect of Croatian policy during the Balkan wars of

the 1990s, he led the country to independence,

international recognition, and to deep involvement

in the war in Bosnia in 1992 until 1995. He was

the chief Croatian negotiator over the conclusion

to the war in Bosnia at Dayton, Ohio, in November

1995, and was considered a reliable partner to

governments in Europe and North America.

Nonetheless, at the time of his death, he was under

investigation by the International Criminal

Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia for his role in

the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Tudjman was born in the small town of Veliko

Trgovišće in the Zagorje region of northern

Croatia and traveled a path that took him through

the main way-stations of Croatian politics in the

twentieth century. His father had been active in the

Croatian Peasant Party that dominated Croatian

political life before World War II. Following high

school in 1941, Franjo joined the antifascist move-

ment led by Yugoslav Communist leader and

Croatian Zagorje native Josip Broz Tito, and he

eventually rose to become a major general in the

Yugoslav national Army (JNA) under the sponsor-

ship of the Croatian party leadership. In Belgrade,

he worked as part of the JNA General Staff and,

after graduating from the Higher Military

Academy, served on the Editorial Board of the

Military Encyclopedia. In 1961, he returned to

Zagreb as the director of the Institute of History

of the Working Class that was created to provide

background to the views of the Croatian party on

contemporary developments. Tudjman eventually

won a doctorate and published many articles and

books. He served on numerous commissions and

committees in the Croatian parliament and in the

Croatian cultural society called Matica Hrvatska.

The academic community has considered his pub-

lished work more important for its political sig-

nificance than for its scholarly contribution.

By 1967, Tudjman’s evolution into an ardent
defender of Croatian perspectives on history and
his signature on a petition declaring the separation
of the Croatian and Serbian literary languages left
him outside the political mainstream and led to his
dismissal from his post at the Institute and from his
membership in the party. His path into the
Croatian national movement led to his imprison-
ment (he served nine months of a two-year sen-
tence) and to the confiscation of his passport
during a more general crackdown against the
Croatian national mass movement in 1972. He
was again imprisoned for part of a three-year sen-
tence in 1982 for giving an interview to a Swedish
television station.
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Tudjman regained his passport in 1987 and
traveled to North America and Europe where he
won significant support from the community of
Croatian émigrés. As the Yugoslav Federation con-
tinued to unravel in the late 1980s, Tudjman was
one of the founders of the Croatian Democratic
Union (Hrvatska Demokratska Zajednica, or
HDZ) in early 1989 in Zagreb. The HDZ proved
to be an effective vehicle to bring together sub-
stantial numbers of Croatian émigrés from Western
Europe, North America, and Australia with a good
many domestic Croats who had remained outside
the socialist political community that had been
evolving since the end of World War II. In what
would become Croatia’s first postsocialist election
in April 1990, Tudjman’s HDZ won 46 percent of
the vote and 67 percent of the seats in parliament,
which ensured his election as president and led to
the proclamation of the Day of Croatian Statehood
on 30 May 30 1990.

With the failure of negotiations among the
leaders of the Yugoslav Federation over the future
constitution of a postsocialist Yugoslav state, the
Croatian government quickly became embroiled in
two wars. The war in Croatia began in 1990 with
the refusal of the Serb Democratic Party (SDS)
leadership to join the broad governing compact
led by HDZ in 1990. Tudjman’s goverment began
firing Serbs from jobs in the police and administra-
tion. The armed conflict began in 1990 in a series
of skirmishes, and in the Serbs’ consolidation of
control in illegally constituted Serb Autonomous
Regions with the aid of JNA officers and arms by
mid-March 1991. Croatian Serbs largely boycotted
a well-planned Croatian referendum on indepen-
dence in May 1991 that preceded Croatia’s
declaration of independence on 25 June 1991.

Following an indecisive deployment of UN peace-
keepers between 1992 and 1995, President
Tudjman’s government launched two offensives
to regain control of most Serb-held territory in
May and August 1995 after which approximately

three hundred thousand Serbs fled Croatia. As
part of the larger process of ending the war in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, UNTAES (UN Transitional
Administration in Eastern Slavonia) mediated the
formal return of the last piece of Serb-occupied

Croatian territory by early 1998, which was a turn-
ing point in Croatian history that set the stage for a
second wave of democratization.

Tudjman’s role in the war in Bosnia-

Herzegovina emerged from his goal of attaching

parts of Herzegovina to Croatia in accordance with

his interpretation of historical Croatian interests. In

March 1991, on the eve of the war in Croatia, he

had discussed the partition of Bosnia-Herzegovina

with Serbian president Slobodan Milošević (1941–

2006). This initiative betrayed Croatia’s image

as a victim of aggression and strengthened the

hand in Bosnia of radically nationalist Croats. It

also signaled the expansion of the Tudjman gov-

ernment’s influence in Bosnia and the hard-line

Herzegovinian influence in Croatia. The radical

Croatian Defense Council (HVO) subsequently

launched offensives in Herzegovina and central

Bosnia and destroyed Islamic cultural monuments.

Tudjman’s inner circle of advisors was closely

involved in these developments.

Tudjman employed these wars to remain the

commanding figure in Croatian public life

throughout the 1990s. He proved himself to be

a popular domestic leader even if he appeared to

be pedantic to many international negotiators. His

government won reelection in 1992 and again in

1997. He developed a following that resembled

the cult of personality surrounding Communist

leaders such as Tito and Joseph Stalin. As with

the deaths of other dictators, Tudjman’s death in

1999 led to the fracture of the party that he

helped to create and to its defeat at elections held

in 2000. Revelations since his death have con-

firmed that, as time passed, his government was

increasingly beset by corruption. But this has not

lowered the esteem in which many Croatians hold

him—as the first postcommunist leader who

guided Croatia to independence and international

recognition.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Croatia; Milošević,
Slobodan; Yugoslavia.
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TUNISIA. Three years after reaching an under-
standing with Great Britain at the Congress of
Berlin in 1878 regarding their respective colonial
designs in the Mediterranean, France occupied
Tunisia and imposed the Treaty of Bardo (12
May 1881) on its ruler Muhammad al-Sadiq Bey
(r. 1859–1882). This treaty and the Convention of
al-Marsa (8 June 1883) established the French
protectorate over Tunisia.

THE TUNISIAN NATIONALIST MOVEMENT

TO WORLD WAR II

Although opposition to the French occupation
did occur sporadically, the development of the
Tunisian nationalist movement was primarily a
post–World War I phenomenon. In 1920 Sheikh
Abd al-Aziz al-Thaalibi (1876–1944), a graduate
of the Zitouna Mosque, founded the Destour
Party. Although the ultimate goal of this move-
ment was independence from France, Thaalibi
called for small steps or reforms that would
increase Tunisian participation in the administra-
tion. By the end of the decade, the leadership of
the party was challenged by younger, mostly
French-educated members who, in 1932,
founded L’Action tunisienne, a newspaper that
reflected their views. In 1934 these young profes-
sionals—who were critical both of the French
protectorate and of the old guard of the
Destour—called for an emergency congress of
the party. The outcome was the birth of the
Néo-Destour Party. The new leadership was
marked by the ascendancy of the charismatic
Habib Bourguiba (1903–2000), a lawyer who
received his higher education in France. For the
rest of the decade, the activism of the new nation-
alist leadership and the resulting street protests

led French colonial authorities to arrest

Bourguiba and a number of his colleagues

(1934, 1938). The second imprisonment would

last into World War II. The nationalist leaders

were moved from Tunisia to France and later

courted by the Axis, albeit unsuccessfully.

During World War II, Tunisia was the theater of

major battles between Axis and Allied forces:

German occupation in 1942; Allied victory in

1943. Bourguiba returned to Tunisia in 1943

and pledged the nationalists’ support of the

Allies.

FROM WORLD WAR II TO INDEPENDENCE

After the conclusion of World War II, Bourguiba

sought to cultivate international support for the

nationalist cause. In 1946 his ally Farhat Hached

(1914–1952) founded a pro-Destourian labor

union, the Union Générale des Travailleurs

Tunisiens (UGTT). Both he and Bourguiba sought

the support of American labor organizations and

the U.S. government. In the same year, Bourguiba

secretly left Tunisia and settled in Egypt in an effort

to publicize the Tunisian cause among Arab leaders

following the founding of the Arab League (1944).

He would return four years later (1949) to begin

an active resistance against the French. In 1952,

France reacted by arresting and exiling Bourguiba

(18 January), and the labor leader Hached was

assassinated (5 December) at the hands of the

Main Rouge (The Red Hand), a local French ter-

rorist organization. A year later in Morocco, France

decided to exile the sultan there, Mohamed V

(r. 1927–1961), in an effort to stem the rising tide

of local nationalism. The year 1954 was most dis-

astrous for France’s colonial empire: it suffered

major setbacks in Indochina at the battle of Dien

Bien Phu (March–May 1954) and in Algeria, where

the Front de Libération Nationale began a long

guerrilla war for independence (1954–1962).

These circumstances compelled French policy-

makers to opt for a dialogue and negotiate with

Moroccan and Tunisian nationalists while pursuing

all efforts to keep Algeria French. This policy led to

the independence of both countries in March 1956

and the return from exile in the previous year

(1955) of their respective leaders (Bourguiba in

June and Mohamed V in November).

TUNISIA SINCE INDEPENDENCE

Tunisia gained its autonomy in 1955, and negotia-

tions quickly led to full independence (20 March

1956). The stationing of French troops on Tunisian

soil would continue until October 1963. Bourguiba

focused on nation building along secular and reform-

ist lines. The monarchy was abolished (25 July 1957)

and a new constitution (promulgated in June 1959)

opted for a powerful presidential system. In 1975 the

constitution was amended to declare Bourguiba pre-

sident for life. Throughout the period from 1956

to 1987, Tunisian politics were dominated by

Bourguiba and his Néo-Destour Party, which was
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renamed the Parti Socialiste Destourien (PSD) in

1964. In the social sphere, the Bourguiba regime

was marked by an emphasis on education, health

care, and emancipation of women. A Personal

Status Code was issued on 13 August 1956 and took

effect the next year. It abolished polygamy and gave

Tunisian women rights that are not traditionally

granted under Islamic law. This code and the empha-

sis on emancipation through education and health

care, such as family planning (which began in the

early 1960s), have enabled Tunisian women to enjoy

a unique position in comparison with their counter-

parts in other Arab or Muslim countries. By 2002

the number of female students in higher education

exceeded that of their male counterparts, while the

rate of schooling for Tunisian children up to grade

nine had reached almost 100 percent. The disman-

tling of the religious endowments and the standardi-

zation of the educational system that resulted in the

elimination of the Koranic schools clearly reflected a

secular orientation. Bourguiba took a very liberal

attitude toward religion, suggesting that laborers

and students may not fast the month of Ramadan

and that the real jihad of the time was the collective

effort to develop the country and move away from

what he usually termed the ‘‘sub-zero level,’’ a

euphemism for the poverty level.

In foreign policy, Tunisia adopted a nonaligned

stance. In practice, it maintained a pro-Western

stance and maintained strong economic and cultural

ties with France. The latter remains the country of

choice for Tunisian immigration: in 2004, it was

estimated that over 500,000 Tunisians lived in

France, while over 350,000 resided in the rest of

Europe. In the Arab sphere, Bourguiba was known

for his open disputes with Gamal Abdel Nasser

(1918–1970), the president of Egypt, regarding

pan-Arabism and the solution of the Palestinian

question. Bourguiba’s speech in March 1965 to

the Palestinian refugees in Jericho in which he sug-

gested the formation of a Palestinian state composed

of Gaza and the West Bank and the recognition of

Israel was met with popular protest and the scorn of

the Egyptian-dominated Arab League. Ironically,

from 1979 to 1990, the Arab League sited its head-

quarters in Tunis, the Tunisian capital, following

Egypt’s conclusion of the Camp David Accords with

Israel. Likewise, from 1983 to 1994, Tunis became

the headquarters for the Palestinian Liberation

Organization and its leader Yasir Arafat (1929–

2004). A January 1974 declaration of a union

between Tunisia and Libya was quickly aborted.

THE CHANGE OF 7 NOVEMBER 1987

For about three decades, Bourguiba and his party
dominated Tunisian political life. In the early
1980s, timid steps were taken toward a multiparty
system without much change to the political
mosaic in the country. During the same period,

the most serious challenge to the government came
from the labor union (UGTT) and the officially
unrecognized Mouvement de Tendance Islamique
(MTI). A trial of a large number of MTI activists
took place in September 1987. On 7 November

1987 Zine el-Abidine Ben Ali, then prime minister,
declared Bourguiba medically unfit to assume his
duties and took charge of the country. The ascen-
dancy of Ben Ali to the presidency was based on
Article 57 of the constitution (as it existed in

1987), which stated that in the case of death or
incapacitation of the head of state, the prime min-
ister would fill the vacancy. Aside from changes to
the constitution, the renaming of the PSD to the
Rassemblement Constitutionnel Démocratique,

and an emphasis on Tunisia’s Arab-Muslim identity
in the political discourse, the new era continues, by
and large, the legacy of Bourguiba.

See also Algeria; Decolonization; French Empire.
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TURKEY. On 29 October 1923 the newly
formed Grand National Assembly of Turkey, meet-
ing in Ankara under the presidency of Mustafa
Kemal (Kemal Atatürk after 1934, 1881–1938),
proclaimed the Republic of Turkey. Ankara, the
new capital in the heart of Anatolia, was a midsized
city of twenty-five thousand inhabitants and
located on the Anatolian railway network.

THE GREAT WAR AND THE EARLY

REPUBLICAN PERIOD

In 1914 the Ottoman Empire, with its capital at
Constantinople and a multi-religious and multi-
ethnic population of roughly twenty-six million,
entered World War I on the side of the Central
Powers by attacking Russian port cities on the
Black Sea coast. The Ottoman leadership viewed
the outbreak of war between Austria-Hungary and
Serbia on 28 July as an opportunity to reenter the
international states system. With decades of mili-
tary defeats and territorial losses behind them,
Ottoman statesmen hoped to restore the empire’s
security by forming alliances with two of the Great
Powers, the German and the Austro-Hungarian
empires. Although some scholars have viewed
Ottoman intervention as an attempt to create a
pan-Turkist or pan-Islamist empire, the Ottoman
decision is best understood as a pragmatic one. The
Ottoman leaders had hoped for the rapid conclu-
sion of the war, followed by a period of stability
during which the Ottoman Empire would enjoy
the benefits of military and diplomatic allies.
Instead, the war resulted in the deaths of millions
of Ottoman soldiers and civilians. Military wartime
casualties have been estimated at 1.2 million; total
mobilization approached some 2.9 million men
during the four-year-long war. No reliable esti-
mates exist for civilian casualties, however.

In the first major Ottoman land operation, the
Third Army pushed against Russian lines in an offen-
sive for the Caucasus region in December 1914.
Within a few weeks, the Ottoman campaign ended
in clear defeat that cost the Third Army perhaps as
many as three quarters of its men. On 24 April 1915
the Ottoman government closed down all Armenian
political organizations in the Ottoman capital and
arrested more than two hundred leaders of the
Armenian community, followed by many more arrests
in the following months. On 27 May 1915 it

announced the relocation of all non-Muslim citizens
from the empire’s eastern Anatolian provinces, by
train or on foot. The Ottoman central government’s
intentions toward the Armenian population represent
one of the most contested chapters of the twentieth

century. Historians have described the Armenian

deportations, which resulted in the deaths of vast

numbers, as a policy of genocide intended to prevent

the possibility of an Armenian nation-state on

Ottoman territory, and as part of a more ambitious

plan of demographic restructuring aimed at Turkish

nation-building. They date this ideological disposition

to the years before the war, emphasize the sporadic

violence against Armenians by irregular units in late

autumn 1914, and put the government’s decision to

implement a violent restructuring as early as mid-

March 1915. The countervailing view argues that

the government’s policy aimed at removing a popula-

tion that was hostile toward the war effort and had

been collaborating with an enemy power, Russia.

Government efforts to protect the deportees, some

add, were thwarted by communal violence that broke

out spontaneously among local populations.

Armenian casualties—through disease, malnutrition,

and the hardships of war as well as violence—were no

greater than Muslim casualties.

During the years 1915 and 1916 Ottoman forces

achieved temporary military triumphs with the suc-

cessful defense at the Gallipoli peninsula by throwing

back an Entente amphibious campaign, and with the

victory at Kut-al-Amara, south of Baghdad, where

the Ottomans not only defeated a British army but

also captured thousands of its men, including its

commander, General Sir Charles Townshend

(1861–1924). British negotiations with Sharif

Hussein (1853–1931) of Mecca and promises of an

independent Arab state that included almost all of the

Arabic speaking parts of southwest Asia, meanwhile,

led to the sharif’s support of the British war effort in

the Middle East and the so-called Arab Revolt of

1916. Thanks in part to the outbreak of revolution

in Russia and that country’s subsequent withdrawal

from the war, the Ottomans were able to hold their

lines through much of 1917. By autumn, however,

British forces were making considerable gains, mov-

ing north from Egypt and capturing Jerusalem on

9 December. Unable to halt the large-scale Entente

offensive in the fall of 1918, the Ottomans lost pos-

session of Damascus, Beirut, and Aleppo. With an
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additional British army approaching from Bulgaria,

the Ottoman government initiated negotiations that

resulted in an armistice signed in Mudros on the

island of Lemnos, on 30 October 1918.

Following the Mudros Armistice, the decades-

old Ottoman fear of territorial partition and occupa-

tion became a reality, as the Entente powers and

their allies designated the various parts of the empire

under their control. As leaders of the wartime gov-

ernment escaped, Mehmed VI (r. 1918–1922), the

new Ottoman sultan and caliph, became the head of

an Ottoman state with a heavily truncated territory

in parts of Anatolia. While the sultan’s new govern-

ment sought to consolidate its tenuous position

through collaboration with the Entente, a resistance

movement took shape outside the Ottoman capital,

organized by officials and supporters of the former

government as well as by current officers such as

Kazım Karabekir Pasha and Ali Fuad Pasha

(Cebesoy). This resistance movement consisted of

local Societies for the Defense of National Rights

and met in some thirty regional congresses. These

societies were committed to the removal of all for-

eign troops from Anatolian and eastern Thracian

territories in Ottoman possession at the time of the

Mudros Armistice. They were also resolved to pre-

vent the creation of any state on that territory, be it

an Armenian or Kurdish state in eastern Anatolia or

a Greek one based on Izmir (Smyrna).

After May 1919 the resistance movement
increasingly found embodiment in Mustafa
Kemal, a brilliant officer and military hero of the
Dardanelles defense at Gallipoli in 1915. At the
conclusion of the war, Mustafa Kemal offered his
services to the new government of Mehmed VI first
as minister of war, then as grand vezir. Turned
down both times, Mustafa Kemal was instead
appointed to oversee the demobilization of the
Ninth Army, a position he resigned upon arrival
in eastern Anatolia in May 1919. There he chaired
two major congresses, one at Erzurum and one at
Sivas, that streamlined the disparate resistance
groups and formulated the movement’s objectives
and the ways to attain these. By this point, the
Istanbul government had called for Mustafa
Kemal’s arrest (and later for his death) and out-
lawed the movement. The nationalists countered
with a religiously based argument by claiming that
the sultan-caliph and his government had fallen

under the control of the Christian Entente and
therefore had lost their ability to exercise sound
judgment.

When elections held in December 1919
returned a Chamber of Deputies dominated by
supporters of the resistance movement, British

forces marched into the Ottoman capital on 16
March 1920 and arrested some 150 politicians
and intellectuals, imprisoning them on the island
of Malta. In response, the resistance movement
elected a new representative body and renamed it

the Grand National Assembly of Turkey, conven-
ing for the first time in Ankara on 23 April 1920.

Greek troops, backed by the British, had

landed in western Anatolia in May 1919 and posed
the most immediate threat to the objectives of the
resistance movement. In August 1920, moreover,
the government of Mehmed VI signed the Treaty
of Sèvres, which divided nearly all of Anatolia

among the states of Armenia, Georgia, Great
Britain, Greece, France, and Italy; provided for an
autonomous Kurdish region; and declared
Constantinople and the Straits a demilitarized
zone. The revision of Sèvres and the liberation of

Anatolia henceforth became the rallying cry of the
resistance movement. The Russian Bolshevik gov-
ernment’s financial and material support of the
resistance movement in Anatolia, and France’s
decision to consolidate its forces in Syria and to

withdraw from its Anatolian region, allowed the
movement headed by Mustafa Kemal to take con-
trol of eastern Anatolia by pushing back Armenian
forces to the borders as defined by the Erzurum
Congress, and to crush any Kurdish efforts to

establish an autonomous region as set forth in the
Treaty of Sèvres. These events, in due course
referred to as the Turkish War of Independence
(1919–1922), culminated in the recapture of

Izmir on 9 September 1922 and the withdrawal
of Greek forces from both western Anatolia and
the part of Thrace claimed by the Kemalists. The
new Ankara government, already recognized de
facto, signed the Treaty of Lausanne on 24 July

1923 and confirmed Turkey’s boundaries as
defined by the resistance movement. Throughout
the twentieth century, the War of Independence
and the absolute necessity to preserve the state’s
territorial integrity and national sovereignty shaped
the policies and identity of modern Turkey.
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Both in the abolition of the sultanate in

November 1922 and then in the abolition of the

caliphate in March 1924, Mustafa Kemal overcame

considerable political opposition by those leaders

who viewed these offices capable of balancing the

new president’s increasingly expanding executive

powers. In the attempt to build a strong national

economy, the new Kemalist government continued

the policies of the Ottoman Committee of Union

and Progress to foster the development of a

national, Turkish bourgeoisie. Despite the

Ottoman unilateral abrogation of the economic

and legal privileges for citizens of Western powers

(the so-called capitulations) in September–October

1914, however, the Treaty of Lausanne restricted

the young republic’s freedom over its foreign trade

and froze Turkish import duties at artificially low

rates through 1929. As a result, goods from a

number of countries including Great Britain,

France, Greece, and Italy entered Turkey relatively

inexpensively and made it difficult for Turkish

manufacturers to produce competitively. In 1929,

just when Ankara regained its control over its

import tariffs, the worldwide depression caused

agricultural prices to plummet, with harrowing

results for Turkey, whose population of some four-

teen million consisted of more than eleven million—

or 80 percent—of citizens earning a livelihood in

agriculture. Under the first five-year plan, adopted

in 1934, state-developed industry expanded more

than 10 percent annually, but still made up a rela-

tively small part of the overall Turkish economy.

Next to the vast modernization projects in

education and the economy of the 1920s and

1930s, the Kemalist republic also pursued an active

diplomacy in order to integrate Turkey into the

post–World War I international order. Among the

great powers, Ankara in general was able to estab-

lish good relations with the Soviet Union, France,

and Germany, whereas relations with Great Britain

remained distinctly cool. But the greatest diplo-

matic successes were achieved in the Balkans.

Here the Ankara government signed a Balkan pact

in February 1934 with Greece, Romania, and

Yugoslavia. As early as 1928, Eleutherios

Venizelos (1864–1936), the Greek prime minister,

paved the way for friendly Greco-Turkish relations

by intimating the formation of a two-state federa-

tion. Mustafa Kemal considered this idea and even

suggested that the future federation would have two
capitals, Ankara and Athens, with Constantinople/
Istanbul as its cultural center. In 1936, at the
Montreaux Convention, moreover, Turkey gained
the right to militarize the Straits region once
again. When Atatürk died on 10 November
1938, Prime Minister _Ismet _Inönü (1884–1973)
succeeded to the presidency, and he initially main-
tained the authoritarian political system as built by
his predecessor.

TURKEY SINCE WORLD WAR II

Not unlike the Ottoman Empire during the early
days of World War I, Turkey represented a poten-
tially highly valuable ally for its geo-strategic posi-
tion to both of the warring sides on the eve of
World War II. During May–October 1939,
Ankara signed agreements with Great Britain and
France, partly in exchange for the disputed region
of Alexandretta (Hatay), then part of the French
mandate in Syria. Turkish non-intervention in
World War II resulted from the experience and
outcome of World War I and the relatively weak
Turkish Armed Forces. Despite a military budget
that had reached 40 percent of the state’s entire
expenditures, the Turkish Armed Forces by no
means inspired confidence among the Turkish poli-
tical and military elite. As a result, Ankara pursued a
policy that allowed it to wait out decisive develop-
ments in the war before committing to the side of
the Allies in 1944–1945. In the final months of the
war, facing Soviet demands for concessions in
Eastern Anatolia and the Straits region, Turkey
tightened its relationship with the United States,
marking the beginning of Ankara’s reorientation
that would not be questioned until the 1990s.
Washington, moreover, embraced the new partner
as a Cold War ally against the Soviet Union and
formalized the relationship through the Truman
Doctrine in March 1947.

Ankara’s new alignment with the United States
and the democratic governments of Western
Europe set the stage for a new political culture
domestically. The one-party rule that left little
room for political opposition or basic criticism of
the state, vital shortages and inflation, high taxa-
tion, and even expropriation of private property
during the war years served to build up social and
political pressure that could no longer be contained
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at the war’s end. In June 1945 a small number of

prominent civilians in a public letter demanded that

the _Inönü government end authoritarianism and

implement reforms that would form the basis for

a democratic society with a capitalist economic

system. The leaders of this new opposition, Celal

Bayar, Refik Koraltan, Fuad Köprülü, and Adnan

Menderes, formed the Democrat Party in January

1946 and won a considerable minority of assembly

seats six months later, despite heavy vote rigging.

As a vociferous critic of the government in the assem-

bly, the Democrat Party forced the government to

make important changes by liberalizing decades-

old political and economic regulations: a reduction

of the state’s role in the economy, the opening up

to foreign investment, greater freedom of the press,

and toleration of religious practices in public life.

The transition from a one-party to a multiparty

system required the direct intervention of President
_Inönü, however, whose public recognition of the

new party granted the opposition its necessary

legitimacy. To the great surprise of many, the new

party swept the general elections of 1950 (and
again in 1954), ending the twenty-seven-year rule
of Atatürk’s Republican People’s Party. The
Democrat Party, led by Bayar and Menderes, fos-
tered an anti-elitist and anti-statist image, and it
attempted to keep in check the traditional centers
of power—the state bureaucracy and the military—
by empowering the private commercial sector, uni-
versity administrators and students, and religious
groups.

During the early 1950s, these policies appeared
to be the winning formula, and the Democrat Party
seemed to be delivering its promises of converting
Turkey into a prosperous and democratic state.
Fueled by the injection of American aid, agricul-
tural production underwent mechanization, which
increased the acreage of cultivated land and led to
an overall boom in the economy. Once the eco-
nomic success of the early years halted and then
reversed its trend, with ever-greater rates of infla-
tion and national deficits, the new government
found itself facing the old military-bureaucratic
elite of the Republican People’s Party. That elite
was now gradually regaining the support of an
economically discontented populace, especially
those on fixed incomes. The economic crisis of
the late 1950s resulted primarily from the lack of
capital, both in terms of foreign investments and in
terms of domestic investors willing to take over
businesses formerly run by the state. An economic
aid package granted to Ankara by the International
Monetary Fund in 1958 might have bolstered the
economy and saved the Menderes government. But
when the Democrat Party began issuing harsh reg-
ulations to silence any opposition, the army carried
out a coup d’etat on 27 May 1960 by occupying
government buildings in the capital and in Istanbul
and arresting all prominent members of the gov-
ernment, including President Bayar and Prime
Minister Menderes. Menderes, along with other
Democrat Party leaders, received the death penalty
and was executed, an act that many contemporary
observers deemed hasty and unnecessary.

Since the Truman Doctrine and Turkey’s entry
into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in
1952, the Turkish military had been both rapidly
modernized and exposed to the standards and
practices of the West and its armies. The 1960
coup, led by young army officers and backed by

A woman in Istanbul casts her vote during Turkey’s

first secret ballot election, 1950. ªCORBIS
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the retired general Cemal Gürsel, had been carried

out in the name of defending the constitution. The

leaders of the coup intended to restore political

power back to the traditional ruling elite, the alli-

ance of state bureaucracy and army officers. To

protect the constitution from subversion in the

future, the new guard charged a commission of

law professors with redrafting the constitution in

a manner that would, for the first time, create a

constitutional system equipped with legal checks

and balances. The new constitution, presented in

early 1961 with general elections scheduled for

October, appeared to pave the way for a genuinely

pluralistic political system. The elections of 1961,

however, returned to parliament the successor par-

ties to the old Democrat Party, frustrating the

attempts of the military-bureaucratic elite to

reclaim the political control over government. In

1965 the main successor party, the Justice Party—

with Süleyman Demirel (b. 1924), a political

novice and engineer by profession, as its leader—

consolidated its grip over parliament by carrying

the majority vote in that year’s elections.

As in the past, the goal of governments during

the 1960s and the following decades was to guide

Turkey’s transition from a largely agricultural,

developing country into a modern, industrialized

one. New protective tariffs allowed for the emer-

gence of private companies manufacturing consum-

er goods while the continuing mechanization in

agriculture resulted in migrations from the coun-

tryside to urban centers such as Ankara and

Istanbul. In the cities, many of the migrants settled

in makeshift housing, and employment was often

hard to come by. One alternative, however, became

emigration to Germany, which began filling its

post–World War II labor shortage with workers

from Turkey and other Mediterranean basin coun-

tries. For the Turkish economy, too, this migration

brought clear advantages, as it helped to cool down

the employment market and initiated a flow of

remittances in much-valued hard currency. For

many Turks, these ‘‘guest workers’’ became in

due time a large window to the West, introducing

Western experiences as well as consumer goods

upon their return. Related to the increasing levels

of unemployment in the cities and the countryside,

the 1960s also witnessed the flourishing of new

ideological trends. Intellectuals, academics, and

students hotly debated the reasons for Turkey’s
economic underdevelopment, a discussion that
has remained contested into the twenty-first cen-
tury. Those on the Left blamed Western imperial-
ism for making the Turkish economy dependent on
those driving the world economy, and they per-
ceived a solution in Marxist revolution. Others
located the reasons for slow industrial progress in
the ancient but persistent structures of the
Ottoman state. On the extreme right, the party of
the army officer Alpaslan Türkeş established an
ultranationalist movement that used militant tactics
to intimidate its opponents. By 1969 and 1970,
this confrontation turned violent, with clashes in
the streets, bombings, and hostage taking.

The 1961 constitution also provided for the
creation of a ‘‘National Security Council,’’ a new
government department of top military leaders
with supervisory powers over national affairs.
Since its establishment in March 1962, this body
has been considered by many to be the real arbiter
of Turkish politics. In March 1971 the army dis-
missed the government to put an end to the vio-
lence and public disorder, an intervention initially
welcomed in wide circles. Subsequently, however,
it became clear that the coup aimed in large part at
centralizing the powers of the state by shutting
down leftist organizations and ending the near
autonomy enjoyed by the television and radio net-
works as well as the print media. Once the army
had taken over the reigns of government, it discov-
ered how fractured the political landscape had
become. The period of weak coalitions that fol-
lowed, dominated by the parties of Demirel and
Bülent Ecevit (b. 1925) and the smaller, religiously
oriented party of Necmettin Erbakan (b. 1926),
only prepared the ground for yet another military
coup d’etat on 12 September 1980. The creation
of the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) by
Abdullah Öcalan (b. 1948) in 1978 and its activ-
ities further added to the state’s increasing instabil-
ity. In all, the violence of the 1970s cost the lives of
more than two thousand individuals, mainly activ-
ists associated with extremist organizations but also
including prominent politicians.

The worldwide recession brought about by the
international oil crisis of 1973–1974 produced acute
shortages in foreign currency as the cost of energy
tripled and the already low demand for Turkish
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goods dropped further. By the end of the decade,
the Ecevit government negotiated aid packages with
the International Monetary Fund, the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development, and
the World Bank. These aid packages were extended
in return for deep restructuring measures that would
transform Turkish society and the economy over the
next two decades. These measures called on Ankara
to cut subsidies and government spending and to lift
restrictions on foreign trade. Those groups who
would be affected adversely by such reforms put up
considerable opposition, and some historians have
argued that the 1980 coup aimed precisely at over-
coming this resistance and pushing through the
reform package. Others have explained the coup by
pointing to the increasing politicization of Islam
over the previous decade, buoyed by the Islamic
Revolution in 1979. In the aftermath of the 1980
coup, the military by no means eliminated religion
from public life. Rather, the officers strove to con-
trol Islam by making it part of the state and to create
a ‘‘Turkish-Muslim synthesis’’ that would serve as
the foundation for a modern Turkish identity.

Under the leadership of Turgut Özal (1927–
1993), Turkey underwent a drastic liberalization
of its economic relations in the 1980s and early
1990s and shifted from being an importer of man-
ufactured goods and technologies to an exporter of
manufactured textile, leather, glass, and steel
products. To a great extent, this shift was made
possible by large Western loans, as Turkey’s geo-
strategic position had become critical once again
following the Islamic Revolution in Iran, the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, the Iran-Iraq War, and the
First Persian Gulf War. In the 1980s Ankara’s
international position differed sharply from the
1970s, when the United States, in particular, with-
drew its support in response to Turkey’s invasion of
Cyprus in 1974.

In the aftermath of the 1980 coup, more than
120,000 individuals were arrested for their political
activities or views. Reports of torture and hunger
strikes in Turkish prisons and the military’s full-
fledged campaign against the PKK in southeastern
Turkey brought Ankara repeated international criti-
cism. When Turkey applied for full membership in
the European Communities (EC, later European

Union, EU) in April 1987, it became clear that

human rights, in addition to economic issues, would

be a large factor in that process. And since the 1980s

Ankara has recorded some improvement in granting

both expanded personal freedoms and minority

rights, such as Kurdish language education.

The clear election victory of the Justice and

Development Party in November 2002 marked

the end of ineffective coalition governments of

the previous decade. While the election of a con-

servative party to the helm of government caused

many observers to fear the Islamization of state and

society at the expense of secular democracy, the

Justice and Development Party, led by Recep

Tayyip Erdo�gan (b. 1954), has so far shown itself

committed to the democratizing and pro-Western

policies of its immediate predecessors, and entry

into the European Union has remained a principal

policy goal. The Erdo�gan government’s most

momentous policy question arose in early 2003,

when it had to decide on whether to support the

U.S.-led invasion of Iraq. The parliament’s vote

against the participation in the invasion, which

was highly unpopular among the populace,

damaged U.S.-Turkish relations, but it placed

Ankara in the camp of most of its European

neighbors.

See also Armenian Genocide; Atatürk, Mustafa Kemal;
European Union; NATO.
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TZARA, TRISTAN (1896–1963), Romanian-
born French poet and essayist.

Tristan Tzara was a highly significant, and at
times unrecognized, figure in twentieth-century
culture. As a creator, chronicler, and critic, he
wrote prolifically all his life. By the time of his
death, he left behind numerous volumes of poetry,
plays, essays on art and literature, critical commen-
tary, unfinished studies on Rabelais and Villon,
and an unfinished autobiographical novel entitled
Place Your Bets. Tzara’s life journey westward from
Romania to Switzerland, France, and briefly Spain
constitutes a noteworthy example of the interna-
tional character of the century’s avant-garde move-
ments and forms the background of his unceasing
search for a genuine poetic language in conditions
of war and human frailty.

Tzara was born Samuel Rosenstock in
Moinesti, Romania. While studying mathematics
and philosophy in Bucharest in 1912, he began to
publish in his native language. His first postsymbol-
ist poems appeared in Simbolul (The symbol), a
literary journal he had founded with Ion Vinea
and Marcel Janco. Tzara derived the pseudonym
he adopted in 1915 partly from the name of an
esteemed predecessor, Tristan Corbière, and partly
from tara, the Romanian word for country.

Tzara moved to Zurich to continue his stud-
ies in the fall of the same year and came to join a

group of rebellious émigrés in a daring artistic
venture. Along with Hugo Ball, Jean Arp, Richard
Huelsenbeck, and his friend Janco, he founded
‘‘Dada’’ in February 1916. The members of this
heterogeneous lot were united in their hatred of
bourgeois morality and of the detached status of
traditional artistic expression. They detested the
trivialization of language they saw in the countries
fighting in World War I and in modern culture
in general. Instead, the dadas set out to clean the
slate and free art from all rules and expectations.
In their manifestos they proclaimed a new, more
vivid role for art, encompassing chance, spontane-
ity, chaos, nonsense, laughter, and provocation. At
the Cabaret Voltaire and other venues, the dadas
enacted their destruction of the arts and their
reconfiguration of the creative process in a series
of explosive performances. Tzara, who had opted
for French as his language of communication,
also edited the review Dada from 1917 to 1922,
a position he used to propagate the cause of Dada
beyond Zurich’s boundaries. Tzara’s own texts
from this period, such as the play La première
aventure céleste de M. Antipyrine (1916; The first
heavenly adventure of Mr. Antipyrine), are color-
ful, fast-moving, and fractured panoramas of an
unacceptable exterior world.

At war’s end, when the adherents of Zurich

Dada dispersed to other European cultural centers,

Tzara and Francis Picabia were drawn to Paris.

They were welcomed with open arms by the group

Littérature, which included Louis Aragon, André

Breton, and Philippe Soupault. To the consterna-

tion and amusement of the public, the Paris dadas

took up the task of disintegrating the structures of

language and staged a number of anti-art provoca-

tions. A rift among the artists gradually became

apparent, and Tzara suffered a public falling out

with his friends in July 1923, when they disrupted a

performance of The Gas-Operated Heart at the

Théâtre Michel. Dismissed as a nihilist and provo-

cateur, Tzara spent the next few years largely iso-

lated while his former comrades established

surrealism. When Breton offered an apology in

1929, Tzara became associated with the surrealists

once again and contributed substantially to defin-

ing the movement’s activities and ideology. In

a number of insightful essays and in the cycle of

poems L’homme approximatif (1931; Approximate
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man), he investigated the transformative power of

dream and reflected on the capacity of language to

transmit reality and wonderment. In the 1930s

Tzara strove to bring about a reconciliation of

surrealism and Marxism and began to turn away

from aesthetic, surrealist revolt to political commit-

ment. He became a member of the French

Communist Party in 1936 and served as delegate

of the Second International Congress of Writers for

the Defense of Culture to Spain during the Spanish

Civil War, where he was at the front among

Spanish intellectuals and befriended Pablo Picasso.

Forced into hiding during the Nazi occupation of

France, Tzara participated in the Resistance. His

clandestinely published poems expressed a concern

with the possibility of human efficacy in the world.

In a speech entitled ‘‘Le surréalisme et l’après-

guerre,’’ given in 1947 at the Sorbonne, Tzara

expressed his final disenchantment with surrealism,

pointing at its inability to connect dream to action

and at its silence during the war. In his later works,

such as Parler seul (1950; Speaking alone), Tzara

pressed on along his prolonged poetic journey,

finding a difficult but humanized language.

See also Aragon, Louis; Breton, André; Dada; Surrealism.
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UKRAINE. On the eve of World War I, about

80 percent of the roughly thirty-six million

Ukrainians were subjects of the Russian Empire.

The others, living in the western regions, were

included in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The

vast majority of Ukrainians, between 75–80 per-

cent, were peasants living in a countryside charac-

terized by overpopulation and land shortage. A tiny

but active intelligentsia provided political and ideo-

logical leadership. In the west, cities and towns

were largely populated by Poles and Jews, while

in the east the urban centers were culturally

russified. Given the relatively liberal nature of the

Austro-Hungarian Empire, the western Ukrainians,

although socioeconomically weak, were able to

develop a strong institutional and organizational

infrastructure that encouraged national conscious-

ness. This was intensified, especially in Galicia, by

sharp conflicts with the Polish administrative and

social elite of the region. In tsarist-dominated cen-

tral, eastern and southern Ukraine, cultural and

social distinctions between Ukrainians and the

Russian minority were not extreme, Ukrainian

national consciousness was less developed, and

socioeconomic issues predominated. Despite poli-

tical repression, Ukrainian areas in the Russian

Empire were relatively vibrant economically. Their

rich black earth made them the breadbasket of the

Russian Empire and Odessa in southern Ukraine,

on the Black Sea, developed into a major center of

the international grain trade. In the eastern Donbas

region, vast coal and iron ore deposits led to rapid

industrial development as well as to an influx of

Russian workers.

WAR, IMPERIAL COLLAPSE,

AND REVOLUTION

During World War I, Ukrainians found themselves
on opposing sides, with 4.5 million fighting in the
Russian imperial army and several hundred thou-
sand serving Austria-Hungary. In 1914 the Russian
invasion of Galicia and Bukovina led to flight,
social upheaval, and repression of Ukrainian activ-
ities in western Ukraine. The impact of the war in
eastern Ukraine was also great, especially in socio-
economic terms: as a result of mobilization and
military casualties only 39 percent of the male
workforce was left to engage in agriculture, causing
severe economic hardship.

The Revolution of 1917 and the collapse of the
tsarist regime provided eastern Ukrainians with an
opportunity to gain self-government. It also led to
a fierce and complicated civil war. In Kiev (Kyiv),
the Central Rada, a democratic, left-leaning gov-
ernment led by Mykhailo Hrushevsky, was formed
in March 1917. The Central Rada demanded
autonomy for Ukraine from the Provisional
Government based in St. Petersburg and the fed-
eralization of the former empire. After the
Bolsheviks took power in Russia, the Central
Rada declared independence on 22 January 1918.
This led to war with the Bolsheviks who established
and controlled a Soviet Ukrainian countergovern-
ment in Kharkov (Kharkiv). Support for the
Bolsheviks in Ukraine came largely from urbanized

U
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Russians and Jews rather than the Ukrainian peas-

antry. Desperate for aid, on 9 February 1918 the

Central Rada signed the Brest-Litovsk Treaty

(which was negotiated between the Bolsheviks

and the Central Powers in order to permit Russia

to withdraw from the war) and allowed German

and Austrian troops to occupy Ukraine. On 28

April 1918, the Germans disbanded the Central

Rada and replaced it with the conservative, semi-

monarchical government of Pavlo Skoropadsky.

However, the defeat of Germany and Austria in

November 1918 resulted in Skoropadsky’s down-

fall. A new government, the Ukrainian National

Republic (UNR), led by Symon Petlyura, was

established. Meanwhile, Ukraine plunged into

anarchy. The Bolsheviks declared war on the

UNR and invaded. The pro-tsarist Whites moved

in from the south. The anarchists of Nestor

Makhno also gained control of large parts of the

south. Pogroms against Jews, who were often iden-

tified with bolshevism, were carried out by the

armies of the Whites and some of Petlyura’s undis-

ciplined units. Retreating westward under

Bolshevik pressure, in April 1920 Petlyura allied

himself with Poland and their combined armies

launched an offensive that brought them to Kiev.

However, the Bolsheviks launched a third invasion,

forcing the armies of the UNR and their Polish allies

from Ukraine. Simultaneously, the Bolsheviks

defeated the White armies of Peter Wrangel in the

Crimea and finally established control over most of

those areas of Ukraine, after 1922 called the

Ukrainian SSR, that had been part of the Russian

Empire. Ukrainian historians, especially those in the

diaspora, tend to view the events of the period from

1917 to 1920 in Ukraine as a particularly Ukrainian

phenomenon. Soviet and Russocentric scholars in

the West usually consider them to be an integral

part of the Russian Revolution.

When the Austro-Hungarian Empire collapsed

in November 1918, the Ukrainian majority in east-

ern Galicia established the West Ukrainian People’s

Republic led by Ievhen Petrushevych. However,

Poles in the region, aided by French-trained troops

from Poland, resisted and a Ukrainian-Polish war

broke out, which ended with a Polish victory in

July 1919. Meanwhile, the Bukovina region was

taken over by Romania and Transcarpathia became

a part of Czechoslovakia.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

Soviet Ukraine As part of the USSR, Soviet
Ukraine was especially vulnerable to the traumatic
upheavals associated with Soviet communism.
During the 1920s, Soviet rule was relatively mild.
Hoping to recover from the devastation of years of
war and revolution, the leader of the Soviet Union,
Vladimir Lenin, introduced the New Economic
Policy (NEP), which allowed for the revival of a
partial market economy. Many Ukrainian peasants,
who acquired land during revolution and civil war,
profited from the opportunities of an open market.
This led to the further growth of the kulaks, or
relatively rich peasants who composed about 10–15
percent of the village population. Because Lenin
argued that communist ideas could best be spread
by means of native languages, the policy of koreni-
zatsiya (‘‘taking root’’) or Ukrainianization was
implemented in Soviet Ukraine, leading to a wide-
spread use of Ukrainian on all levels of the rapidly
expanding educational system and scholarly institu-
tions. Ukrainian-language cultural activities,
reflecting highly innovative tendencies and experi-
mentation, flourished. Ukrainization also had an
unexpected ideological impact, national communism.
Ukrainian communists such as Mykola Khvylovy,
Oleksander Shumsky and especially Mykola Skrypnyk
argued that a specifically Ukrainian form of commun-
ism,notbasedonRussianmodels, shouldbeapplied in
Ukraine. However, with the rise of Joseph Stalin in the
late 1920s, these views were brutally repressed, NEP
was abolished, and the achievements of Ukraini-
anization were reversed.

Stalin’s Five-Year Plans for the industrialization
of the USSR, launched in 1928, and the collectivi-
zation of land had a tremendous impact on
Ukraine; never before had such a vast and
radical economic transformation of society been
attempted in so brief a time. During the 1930s
about fourteen hundred huge industrial complexes
were built in Ukraine and by 1940 the republic’s
industrial capacity was seven times greater than in
1913. This initiated a massive change in a tradi-
tionally agrarian society. As millions of Ukrainians
poured into cities in search of employment, urban-
ization spread rapidly. In 1920 Ukrainians, concen-
trated primarily in small towns, constituted 32
percent of the urban population; by 1939 they
made up 58 percent of urban dwellers with many
living in large, industrial centers. Another indication
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of the great shift was that in 1926 Ukrainians were a
mere 6 percent of the proletariat of the Ukrainian
SSR while in 1939 more than 30 percent of the
industrial workers were Ukrainians. As before, most
of Ukraine’s industry remained concentrated in the
eastern Donbas region.

Stalin’s policy of collectivization had an espe-
cially traumatic impact on the Ukrainian peasantry.
It called for depriving peasants of private ownership
of their land, herding them into collective farms,
and imposing low state prices for their produce.
This allowed the Soviet state to feed the growing
proletariat and sell grain abroad to finance indus-
trialization. But the costs were borne by the peas-
antry. In order to eliminate resistance from the
recalcitrant Ukrainian kulaks, Soviet authorities
expropriated their lands and deported about
850,000 to the gulag while the majority of the
peasants were forced into collective farms that,
by 1932, encompassed 70 percent of all farming
households. By 1940 almost all of Soviet Ukraine’s
peasants lived in its twenty-eight thousand collec-
tive farms. Peasants resisted collectivization by
slaughtering their livestock and cutting back pro-
duction. But Stalin insisted on raising grain pro-
curement quotas until they were impossible to
meet. The result was the famine of 1932–1933 in
which millions of Ukrainians died. In the historiog-
raphy on the famine, there are two basic tenden-
cies: some historians, especially Ukrainians, argue
that this was a man-made famine, allowed to
develop by Stalin and his associates, for the purpose
of crushing Ukrainian peasant resistance in particu-
lar and Ukrainian national aspirations in general.
While some non-Ukrainian historians see merit in
this view, others argue that the famine was neither
premeditated nor uniquely Ukrainian but rather an
unfortunate result of Stalin’s collectivization drive.

The trauma of the famine was accompanied by
the Stalinist purges which, under leadership of Pavel
Postyshev, began in Ukraine in 1933 and reached a
high point in 1937–1938, victimizing a large part of
the nationally conscious, politically and culturally
active intelligentsia. As Moscow tightened its hold
on Ukraine, it replaced Ukrainianization with
russification. Because Russian was identified with
modernization, cities became a major centers for
transforming Ukrainian speakers into Russian
speakers.

Western Ukraine The experience of western
Ukrainians during the interwar period, roughly
seven million in number, was markedly different
from that of their Soviet brethren. More than
five million were incorporated into Poland. Hopes
for autonomy, raised by the Western powers, were
dashed in 1923, when the Council of Ambassadors
in Versailles sanctioned the incorporation of east-
ern Galica into Poland. This set the stage for a
fierce Polish-Ukrainian confrontation that charac-
terized the entire pre–World War II period. Polish
policy was either to assimilate the Ukrainians or
treat them as second-class citizens. It included ban-
ning Ukrainian from government and educational
institutions, following discriminatory employment
policies, and encouraging Polish colonization in
Ukrainian-inhabited areas. When Ukrainians
resisted with acts of sabotage, the government
responded with the Pacification of 1930, which
resulted in the arrests of many Ukrainian activists
and repression of Ukrainian organizational activity.
In neighboring Volhynia, Polish policies led to the
destruction of numerous Orthodox churches.
Although the largest western Ukrainian party, the
liberal Ukrainian National Democratic Alliance,
sought to reach a compromise with the government,
the extremist Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists
(OUN), founded by Ievhen Konovalets in Vienna in
1929, committed itself to independence and an all-
out struggle with the Polish state.

In neighboring Romania, the approximately
eight hundred thousand Ukrainians living there
were also exposed to repressive and assimilatory
policies that greatly limited their organizational
activity. Most fortunate were the five hundred thou-
sand Ukrainians in Transcarpathia, which became
part of democratic Czechoslovakia. Prague’s liberal
policies brought educational and cultural benefits to
the population. But minimal investment did not
improve the stagnant, agrarian economy. In terms
of national identity, the older generation clung to a
regional Rusyn identity while young, dynamic ele-
ments, led by Avhustyn. Voloshyn, viewed them-
selves as Ukrainians.

WORLD WAR II

During World War II the Ukrainians experienced
the worst of both Hitler and Stalin. As a result of
the Molotov-Von Ribbentrop Pact of 1939, when
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the Germans invaded Poland, the USSR occupied
much of western Ukraine, arguing that it was unit-
ing Ukrainians with their compatriots in Soviet
Ukraine. Initially, the Soviets Ukrainianized the
administration as well as the cultural and educa-
tional sectors. Poles in these regions, meanwhile,
were subjected to repressions and massive deporta-
tions to the Soviet east. Soon, the Soviets intro-
duced other features of the Soviet system such as
expropriations; attacks on the Uniate church,
which was predominant in western Ukraine; and
collectivization. The Soviet secret police (NKVD)
arrested many Ukrainian activists. Meanwhile, the
OUN split into warring factions: one, more
dynamic and youth-based, led by Stepan Bandera,
and the other by Andrii Melnyk. When the Germans
invaded the Soviet Union in 22 June 1941, the
retreating Soviets executed more than ten thousand
of their prisoners in western Ukraine, adding greatly
to the already strong anti-Soviet feeling in the
region.

After German forces captured Lviv in western
Ukraine, Bandera’s OUN attempted to proclaim
an independent Ukrainian state there on 30 June
1941. The Germans reacted sharply, arresting the
OUN leadership, including Bandera. Moreover.
they dashed Ukrainians’ hopes for independence
by attaching Galicia to the Polish lands that com-
prised the General Government (the German-
administered areas of Poland). Germany’s ally,
Romania, occupied Transdnistria, which included
Odessa, all of Bessarabia, and parts of Bukovina.
Transcarpathia came under Hungarian control.

Central and eastern Ukraine, called Reich-
kommissariat Ukraine, was ruled by Erich Koch,
who instituted the most brutal Nazi regime in all
of occupied Europe. In line with Nazi concepts of
racial superiority and Lebensraum (living space),
Ukrainians were assigned the role of a slave popula-
tion and their land was earmarked for German
colonization. Hopes of independence or self-
government were smashed, expectations that collec-
tivization would be abolished were dashed, and mass
repressions and executions were frequent. Intent on
turning Ukraine into a strictly agricultural colony,
Nazi rulers starved major cities. Kiev lost 60 percent
of its population and Kharkov’s population declined
from 700,000 to 120,000. Especially hated was the
policy of sending vast numbers of Ukrainians, about

2.2 million, to Germany as forced laborers. Jews in
Ukraine were especially vulnerable. Within months
of invasion, Nazi extermination squads, sometimes
aided by Ukrainian collaborators, executed approxi-
mately 850,000. In Baby Yar in Kiev, 33,000 were
killed in two days. Nazi rule was relatively less harsh
in the General Government and in 1943 the Ukrai-
nian SS Division ‘‘Galicia’’ was formed there to fight
against the Soviets.

Resistance to both Nazi and Soviet rule com-
menced in 1942 when the UPA (Ukrainian Partisan
Army), eventually controlled by Bandera’s OUN,
began operations in Volhynia. Led by Roman
Shukhevych, it numbered about forty thousand men
who were aided by a widespread civilian network. The
UPA also sought to expel Poles from Volhynia. In
summer of 1943, this resulted in a bloody conflict
during which about fifty thousand Polish and twenty
thousand Ukrainian civilians lost their lives.
Historians in communist Poland and the Soviet
Union often accused UPA of fascist tendencies, col-
laboration with the Nazis, and atrocities, while
Ukrainian historians in the diaspora and in indepen-
dent Ukraine generally view UPA and Ukrainian
nationalists in general as engaging in a national libera-
tion struggle. Soviet partisans, supported by Moscow
and local communists, were also concentrated in the
heavily forested northern regions. In 1943, led by
Sydir Kovpak, their units launched a major raid into
German-held areas in Galicia.

In the summer of 1943 Soviet forces launched
a massive offensive, involving 40 percent of their
infantry and 80 percent of their tanks, aimed at
retaking Ukraine. By fall 1943 they recaptured
the Left Bank and Donbas; on 6 November they
entered Kiev; and by autumn 1944 all Ukrainian
ethnic territory was in Soviet hands. To gain
Ukrainian sympathies, Stalin also launched a pro-
paganda campaign. It included calling some sectors
of the front ‘‘Ukrainian,’’ naming military honors
after Ukrainian historical heros, and creating the
impression that Ukraine was a sovereign republic.

Ukrainian losses in the war were staggering:
the country lost 5.3 million people or about 15
percent of its population. More than seven hun-
dred cities and towns and twenty-eight thousand
villages were partially or totally destroyed, leaving
about ten million inhabitants homeless. There were
some gains, however. Galicia, Bukovina, and
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Transcarpathia were annexed to Soviet Ukraine,
uniting all Ukrainians in a single state and, in order
to strengthen Soviet influence in the United
Nations, Stalin allowed Ukraine to become one of
its charter members in 1948.

THE POSTWAR ERA

As result of World War II, the ethnic composition
of Ukraine changed dramatically. Nazi persecution
decimated the Jewish population; most Poles
moved to Poland during the postwar population
transfers; and, in connection with industrial recon-
struction, great numbers of Russians arrived in the
country. For the Soviet regime, the incorporation
of western Ukraine was a major problem. There the
UPA continued to offer bitter, if hopeless, resis-
tance into the early 1950s. The Uniate (or Greek
Catholic) church, a bastion of national conscious-
ness, was disbanded and driven underground and
hundreds of thousands of recalcitrant west
Ukrainians were deported to the gulags.

Industrial reconstruction was a priority during
the fourth Five-Year Plan (1946–1950). In 1945
industrial production in Ukraine was at 26 percent
of its 1940 level. As a result of the staggering
demands placed on the population, by 1950 indus-
trial output rose to 15 percent higher than in 1940,
making Ukraine once again one of Europe’s major
industrial centers. However, agriculture continued
to be a problem. Although collectivization was
introduced in western Ukraine, in the 1950s food
production in the inefficient system remained at
only at 60 percent of the 1940 level.

After the war, Stalin instituted a policy of political
and ideological retrenchment. Concessions made to
Ukrainian national feeling were revoked—for exam-
ple Volodymyr Sosyura’s famous poem ‘‘Love
Ukraine,’’ written in 1944 and which helped the
author attain the Stalin Prize in 1948, was denounced
for its nationalism in 1951—and russification was
intensified. However, Nikita Khrushchev’s rise to
power after Stalin’s death in 1953 led to the inclusion
of Crimea into the Ukrainian SSR in 1954 and during
the so-called Thaw, Ukrainian scholarship and litera-
ture experienced a modest revival. This allowed a new
generation of writers such as Vsyl Symonenko, Lina
Kostenko, Mykola Vinhranovsky, Ivan Drach,
Dmytro Pavlychko, and Vasyl Stus to make their
mark. Some of them, notably Ivan Dziuba and

Valentyn Moroz, were in the forefront of the dissi-
dent movement that emerged in the 1960s and was
brutally crushed in early 1970s.

The Communist Party in Ukraine, although
tightly controlled by Moscow, grew in importance
in the post-Stalin period. In 1952 it had 770,000 full
and candidate members; by 1959 its membership
rose to 1.3 million, of whom 60 percent were
Ukrainian. Numerous Soviet leaders began their
careers in Ukraine, notably Khrushchev and Leonid
Brezhnev. When Petro Shelest led Ukraine’s Com-
munists from 1963 to 1972, their numbers reached
2.5 million. This allowed him to be more confident in
defending his republic’s interests within the USSR.
However, such ‘‘localist’’ tendencies led to his replace-
ment by Volodymyr Shcherbitsky, a Moscow loy-
alist and a proponent of russification policies.
Meanwhile, Ukraine’s socioeconomic profile contin-
ued to change: by the 1970s urbanization encom-
passed more than 65 percent of the population; its
industry accounted for 17 percent of total Soviet
production; and, despite the fact that most
Ukrainians now worked in industry, the country,
which had 19 percent of the Soviet population, pro-
duced 23 percent of its agricultural products. The
standard of living, however, lagged far behind that
of the West.

Responding to the obvious need for reforms,
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev introduced his
policy of glasnost or openness in the mid-1980s.
In Ukraine it coincided with the Chernobyl disas-
ter, the world’s worst nuclear catastrophe, which
occurred on 26 April 1986. The authorities’ mis-
handling of the situation increased the public’s
willingness to challenge them. Other revelations,
especially long-suppressed information about the
Famine of 1933, gradually undermined the legiti-
macy of the communist regime. In 1988, anti-
Soviet agitation, centered in Lviv, surfaced. It led
to the founding in Kiev, on 8–10 September 1989,
of Rukh, an ‘‘informal’’ or unsanctioned organiza-
tion concentrating on social, political, and environ-
mental issues that soon had a membership of
280,000. Dissatisfaction also encompassed the
industrialized east and in 1990 more than 250,000
miners in the Donbas region went on strike.
Disconcerted by the rapid changes, Ukraine’s Com-
munists chose Leonid Kravchuk as their leader in
1990. Although Communists retained a majority in
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parliamentary elections, they faced strong opposi-
tion from the Democratic Bloc led by Vyacheslav
Chornovil. On 16 July 1990 the parliament issued a
proclamation of Ukrainian sovereignty. The abortive
coup in Moscow on August 1991 accelerated the
process of Soviet disintegration and, on 24 August
1991, Ukraine’s parliament voted for independence.
More than 90 percent of Ukraine’s population sup-
ported this decision in a nationwide referendum on
1 December 1991. On 7–8 December, Leonid
Kravchuk of Ukraine, the country’s first president,
Boris Yeltsyn of Russia, and Stanislav Shushkevich of
Belarus declared the Soviet Union dissolved and
Ukraine an independent state.

INDEPENDENCE

International recognition of Ukrainian indepen-
dence came quickly, but Russia had difficulty
adjusting to the new reality. Ukrainian-Russian
tensions, especially disturbing because both coun-
tries were nuclear powers, arose over the issue of
mutual borders, the Crimea, and particularly the
fate of the Soviet Black Sea fleet. Another problem
was Ukraine’s ambiguous relationship to the newly
formed and Russian-dominated Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS). Tensions eased in 1994
when Ukraine agreed to give up its nuclear arsenal
in the Trilateral Treaty with the United States and
Russia. Meanwhile, the United States initiated a
‘‘strategic partnership’’ with Ukraine and closer
cooperation with NATO ensued. Smooth relations
were quickly established with Poland, Hungary,
and Slovakia, but unresolved issues remained in
the relationship with Romania. Most importantly,
in 1997 Russia and Ukraine signed a treaty resolv-
ing many of their outstanding problems.

State-building and, especially, nation-building
proved to be difficult. Existence as a Soviet republic
provided Ukraine with a basic state structure.
However, certain ministries, such as foreign affairs,
had to be built anew. Especially delicate was the
problem of transforming close to one million
Soviet troops stationed in Ukraine into a national
army of 350,000. A key feature of the post-Soviet
transition was that much of the former Soviet elite
retained positions of power and influence in the
new state. The creation of a sense of well-defined
national identity was greatly complicated by the
cultural and linguistic divisions between the

Ukrainian-speaking west and the Russian-speaking
east of the country. These differences were
reflected in the recognition of Crimea’s autonomy
in 1996.

As political parties, often based on regionally
based economic and political clans, developed,
Rukh splintered and the Western-leaning National
Democrats lost influence. In 1994 Leonid Kuchma
was elected president and was reelected in 1999.
His ten-year tenure was characterized by growing
corruption and the increased influence of oligarchic
clans based in Donetsk, Dniepropetrovsk, and Kiev
who used ill-gotten economic resources to domi-
nate political institutions, utilizing them in their
own interests. Nonetheless, the highly fractured
parliament did manage to adopt a constitution on
28 June 1996.

The most pressing problem confronting
Ukraine in the 1990s was the severe economic crisis
that resulted from the Soviet collapse. Between
1991 and 2000 the country’s GDP shrank by 63
percent. Early in the decade, inflation reached
10,000 percent, wiping out people’s savings.
Entire industries collapsed, leading to widespread
unemployment, and about 70 percent of the popu-
lation sank below the poverty line. Even though
collective farms were gradually abolished, farmers
lacked capital to engage in farming. In 2002 signs
of an economic upturn appeared, fuelled largely by
rising exports of steel and chemicals and by expand-
ing construction. By 2004 Ukraine’s rapidly
improving economy had one of the highest growth
rates in Europe but living standards rose very slowly.

The presidential elections of 2004 were a dra-
matic turning point in Ukrainian history. They
pitted the reformist, Western-oriented Viktor
Yushchenko against the current prime minister
and Kuchma’s hand-picked intended successor,
Viktor Yanukovych. The latter was pro-Russian
and had the open support of the Kremlin as well
as of the oligarchic clans, especially those in his
native Donetsk. Yushchenko narrowly won the first
round. But in the second round, on 21 November,
Yanukovych was declared the winner. However,
evidence of massive fraud in the pro-Yanukovych
eastern provinces led to massive, determined but
peaceful demonstrations of people power—dubbed
the Orange Revolution after Yushchenko’s cam-
paign colors—in Kiev. The controversial elections
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also exacerbated tensions between Russia and
the United States and European Union. On
1 December 2004 the Supreme Court declared
that, due to widespread fraud, a new election
should be held on 26 December. Yushchenko
won this third and final election and promised his
compatriots he would usher in a new, demo-
cratic era.

MAJOR NATIONAL MINORITIES

IN THE UKRAINE

The political transformations of the twentieth cen-
tury were matched by a set of major changes in the
ethnic composition of the population of the
Ukraine. Its demographic profile in 2001 was vastly
different from that of 1901.

Jews At the outset of the twentieth century, the
highest concentration of Jews in the world, about
2.7 million people, lived in areas where Ukrainians
formed the majority. When the Central Rada pro-
claimed Ukraine’s independence in January 1918,
Jews received national-personal autonomy. During
the Revolution, some Jewish politicians supported
Ukrainian independence but more sided with the
Bolsheviks. With the formation of the USSR,
Soviet policies were aimed at the dissolution of
Jewish communal organizations and the banning
of religious practices and education. However,
those Jews who were willing to adopt a Soviet
identity benefited from greatly expanded opportu-
nities to gain a higher education and to obtain
positions in the government, administration, and
party structures in Ukraine. In 1922 about 13.6
percent of the Communist Party in Ukraine was of
Jewish origin. As a result of the Soviet indigeniza-
tion policies of the 1920s there was a renaissance of
organized Jewish life in Ukraine, especially in areas
of culture and scholarship. However, with Stalin’s
ascent to power, anti-Semitism became more prev-
alent and many prominent Jews perished in the
purges.

The occupation of Ukraine by German forces
during World War II had tragic consequences for
the Jews. Within the enlarged Soviet borders of
1941, 2.5 of the 4.8 million Soviet Jews
perished. In western Ukraine, where the Nazi
Einsatzgruppen (special action groups) were espe-
cially active and deportations to concentration
camps were all-encompassing, only about 2 percent

of a Jewish population of more than 1.2 million
remained. About fifty ghettos and 180 concentra-
tion camps were established throughout occupied
Ukraine. However, Soviet evacuation of large num-
bers of their citizens to Central Asia did allow a
significant number of Jews from Ukraine to survive
the Holocaust.

After World War II, Soviet policies toward
Jews were harshly discriminatory, resulting in a
ban on cultural activities and the arrests of hun-
dreds of Jewish leaders and writers. Following
Stalin’s death, conditions for individual Jews
improved somewhat but assimilatory pressures
and repression of religious and cultural activity
continued. During the 1970s, international pres-
sure allowed for a large Jewish emigration from the
USSR in general and Ukraine in particular. After
the disintegration of the USSR in 1991, another
wave of Jewish emigrants left Ukraine.

Poles Prior to World War II, Poles were a visible
and influential segment of society in Ukraine, espe-
cially in eastern Galicia. In 1914, there were about
eight hundred thousand Poles in Russian-domi-
nated Ukraine, primarily on the Right Bank. The
Central Rada planned to grant them a large mea-
sure of autonomy in 1918 and in 1920 Petlyura’s
government signed an alliance with the newly
established Polish state that resulted in a common
but unsuccessful anti-Bolshevik offensive into
Ukraine. At the outset, Poles, many of whom emi-
grated to Poland, were treated as a distinct national
minority in Soviet Ukraine. The Communist Party
of Ukraine had a Polish Bureau that oversaw Polish
activities, including a network of schools and
numerous newspapers. However, Polish commu-
nal, religious, and cultural organizations were grad-
ually disbanded. Worsening Polish-Soviet relations
in the 1930s led to an almost total liquidation of
Polish organizations.

In eastern Galicia and Volhynia, which were
incorporated formally into the Polish state in
1923, Poles numbered about nine hundred thou-
sand in the former and four hundred thousand in
the latter region. They constituted about 20 per-
cent of the rural and more than 40 percent of the
urban population. Backed by the harsh policies of
the Polish state that made few concessions to the
Ukrainian majority, Poles dominated the political,
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social and economic activity in these regions. The
government also supported considerable Polish
immigration into these lands. As a result, Polish-
Ukrainian antagonism reached a high point as
World War II began.

When the Soviet Union occupied western
Ukraine in 1939, Polish influence declined mark-
edly. Between 1940 and 1941, about 550,000 Poles
from western Ukraine were exiled to Central Asia.
When the border between Poland and the
Ukrainian SSR was established on 16 August
1945, a massive exchange of borderland populations
occurred. More than 1.2 million Poles moved from
Ukraine to Poland and about 485,000 Ukrainians
were dispatched from Poland to Ukraine. As a
result, the number of Poles in Ukraine was reduced
dramatically, numbering 363,000 in 1959.

Russians In sharp contrast to the Jews and Poles,
the number of Russians in Ukraine grew dramati-
cally during the Soviet period. In 1926, there were
three million Russians in the Ukrainian SSR; in
1959 their numbers rose to seven million; and in
1979 the figure was close to ten million, or about
20 percent of the population. They tended to con-
centrate in large cities in the south, particularly in
the Donbas industrial region and especially Crimea.
To a large extent, the influx of Russians resulted
from Soviet nationality and integration policies that
encouraged an in-migration of Russians and an
out-migration of Ukrainians. Such policies were
implemented under the guise of ‘‘the fruitful
exchanges of personnel’’ between the Soviet repub-
lics. Thus, while huge numbers of Russians were
brought into Ukraine, equally large numbers of
educated Ukrainians were directed to jobs in other
parts of the USSR (where they often identified with
the Russians). Another reason for the increase of
Russians in Ukraine was the fact that minorities
such as Jews, Greeks, and Bulgarians assimilated
into the dominant Russian nationality as have some
Ukrainians. This process has been reinforced by a
high rate of intermarriage. However, when Ukraine
became independent in 1991, some Russians
returned to their homeland while other Russians
of Ukrainian descent chose to consider themselves
Ukrainians again. As a result, the percentage of
Russians in Ukraine’s population had dropped to
about 17 percent by the end of the twentieth
century.

Other groups Another major demographic shift
occurred in Crimea where in May 1944, about
190,000 Crimean Tatars, whom Stalin considered
insufficiently loyal during the war, were brutally
expelled to Central Asia. During the Gorbachev
period, the Crimean Tatars began to return to their
ancestral homeland despite strong opposition from
the Russians who had settled there. In the early
twenty-first century, there are more than 250,000
Crimean Tatars in the Crimea.

Other sizable national minorities in Ukraine
are the approximately 170,000 Hungarians of
Transcarpathia and the more than 100,000
Romanians in the Bukovina region.

See also Babi Yar; Belarus; Forced Labor; OUN/UPA;
Poland; Russia; World War II.
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OREST SUBTELNY

n

ULBRICHT, WALTER (1893–1973), East
German politician.

Born into a tailor’s family in the Leipzig work-
ing-class milieu, Walter Ulbricht joined the socialist
youth movement already during his apprenticeship
as a carpenter in 1907. After military service in
World War I, he cofounded the local section of
the Communist Party of Germany (CPG) in his
hometown in 1919 and soon became one of its lead-
ing full-time functionaries in Germany, also represent-
ing his party in the Communist International in
Moscow.

After the Nazi seizure of power in January
1933, Ulbricht became a member of the foreign
leadership of the CPG in Paris, participating as a
member of the International Brigades in the
Spanish civil war and finally going into exile in
Moscow in 1938. On 30 April 1945 Ulbricht led
one of the three teams of high-ranking CPG
functionaries dispatched immediately after the
Red Army’s occupation of central Germany. The
‘‘Gruppe Ulbricht’’ immediately reorganized poli-
tical and economic life in the Berlin region under
the close surveillance of the Soviets, thus securing
key functions for loyal Communists on all levels of
administration.

Already vice president of the Sozialistische
Einheitspartei Deutschlands (Socialist Unity Party
of Germany, or SED), a merger of Social
Democrats and Communists forced by the Soviets
in 1946 and soon to become the actual power
center of the communist dictatorship in East

Germany (GDR), he became its top leader in
1950. Ulbricht also held high-ranking state offices
within the German Democratic Republic, serving
as vice prime minister until 1960. In this year, his
political career reached its apogee when he concen-
trated his powers in a set of newly created bodies:
Ulbricht now chaired both the State Council of the
German Democratic Republic (a body fusing
supreme legislative, executive, and juridical powers)
and the National Defense Council. Following an
intrigue of his long-time disciple, Erich Honecker
(1912–1994), with the leadership of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), Ulbricht was
removed from the party Politburo and the National
Defense Council in 1971, keeping the representative
office as president of the State Council until his death
in 1973.

Ulbricht’s political career was marked by an
astute capability to combine energetic initiative
and careful foresight in order to continually max-
imize the powers both of his party and of his own
person. The decisive base of his authority in com-
munist East Germany was derived from his famil-
iarity with the top levels of the Soviet leadership. In
the last instance, he always opted for the security
and preservation of communist state power, in par-
ticular in situations when the policy of communist
transformation of East Germany brought on situa-
tions of revolt and claims for democratization.
During the first phase of Stalinist reconstruction
and militarization between 1948 and 1953 he imi-
tated Soviet styles of personality cult, making him
the prime target of the people’s uprising on 17
June 1953 with demonstrators shouting ‘‘Der
Spitzbart muss weg’’ (The goatee must go). As in
the aftermath of this revolt, he also managed to
survive politically after the onset of the thaw in
1956—demoting and persecuting his closest rivals
in the SED leadership—because of his excellent
connections with the Soviet leadership. In conse-
quence, the GDR went through a very moderate
phase of destalinization compared to other Eastern
bloc countries.

Without any doubt, Ulbricht’s infamous mas-
terpiece as a politician was the erection of the
Berlin Wall on 13 August 1961. Even as prepara-
tions and coordination with the Soviets were
already under way, he denied any intention to build
a wall at an international press conference in June
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1961, coining the phrase ‘‘Niemand hat die

Absicht, eine Mauer zu errichten!’’ (No one has

the intention of building a wall) soon to become a

popular epitome for the cynicism and arrogance of

the communist tyranny in Germany.

The stability of the GDR as a state being secured

after its closing-off from the West, Ulbricht displayed

considerable zeal to reform its overcentralized and

ineffective economy. Mobilizing the first generation

of ‘‘home grown’’ intelligentsia and the young gen-

eration in general he tried to stem the conservatism

and lethargy of the party machinery in order to catch

up with West Germany’s economic growth and

wealth. The limits of this policy, however, were

reached when claims for more cultural and political

latitude were raised both within the GDR and in the

Soviet bloc in general. Thus Ulbricht supported both

the severe crackdown on artists and youth cultures in

1965 in the GDR and the military intervention of

Warsaw Pact members against Czechoslovakia in

August 1968. Opposing the West German policy of

rapprochement between the two German states, the

end of his career was spelled when the Soviet leader-

ship embraced international détente.

See also Berlin Wall; Germany; Honecker, Erich; Warsaw
Pact.
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THOMAS LINDENBERGER

n

UNEMPLOYMENT. Unemployment occurs

when an individual wants work but is unable to find

it. It can be traumatic for the individual and other

family members involved but is also a necessary part

of the mature, modern economy. It is common for

workers to move from job to job and many will

experience (short) periods of unemployment. But

when unemployment rises above this essential and

unavoidable core, there emerge overlapping social,

political, and economic problems that have bedeviled

European economics and politics since World War I.

THE EXTENT OF UNEMPLOYMENT

In practice unemployment is defined and mea-
sured by administrative systems that vary between
countries. During the twentieth century European
countries strengthened and broadened these sys-
tems, which makes it difficult to produce data that
are comparable over time and between countries.
Nevertheless, scholars such as the economist Angus
Maddison and international bodies such as the
International Labor Office have attempted to pro-
duce standardized unemployment rates. Although
the figures in table 1 are generally accepted, eco-
nomists Barry Eichengreen and T. J. Hatton have
argued that they are probably underestimates for
the interwar years. The national averages for stan-
dard historical periods in table 1 are complemented
by figure 1, which shows unemployment in the big
three European economies. From these two sources,
there appear to be two separate effects and four
different periods: two phases of relatively high
unemployment (1920–1938 and 1979–2005 and
after) surrounding the lower levels in the long
postwar boom (1950–1973) and the transition
phase (1973–1979), with cycles of high and low
unemployment within each of these subperiods but
especially in the first and last subperiods.

Unemployment was very low during World
War I but soared during the international recession
of 1920–1922, which hit Britain exceptionally hard.
In the world slump of 1929–1932, European
unemployment rates again rose dramatically,
though France (for which there is very incomplete
data) escaped the worst effects until 1933–1934.
Historians agree that the slump was caused by a
combination of the plunge of the U.S. economy
after the Wall Street crash, instability in interna-
tional finance, and plummeting prices for food
and raw materials, though they disagree profoundly
on their relative importance, and the slump’s
impact in each country depended upon the relative
exposure to each. The worst-hit countries were the
United Kingdom, which was heavily dependent on
world trade and payments, and Germany and
Austria, which were disrupted by the withdrawal
of U.S. loans from Europe as U.S. share prices
surged and collapsed in 1928–1929. The falling
prices of major foodstuffs were especially damaging
in Central and Eastern Europe, notably Yugoslavia,
Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Poland, where
between one-half and three-quarters of the total
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population was dependent upon agricultural sys-
tems that were inefficient and badly organized. In
the worst cases, agricultural product prices halved,
hitting farms that had already gone heavily into
debt, reducing spending and depressing the rest
of these economies.

Unemployment was generally low in Western
Europe during the 1940s as a result of wartime and
then reconstruction demands, though Germany
experienced high unemployment after 1945 as its
fate was discussed among the victorious powers.
Although European postwar recovery was aided by
U.S. financial assistance (Marshall Plan) the dynamic
of reconstruction and renewed growth drove the
Western European economy (and, indeed, the
Soviet bloc) to historically low unemployment rates.
Low unemployment was all the more impressive in
the light of significant migration into Western
Europe and the widespread growth of paid employ-
ment for married women. The boom eventually
burst in 1973 amid the massive oil-price rises asso-
ciated with OPEC 1. The 1970s saw slowly rising
unemployment, rising inflation, and intense social
conflict over the direction of economic policy and
marked a transition to the disturbed conditions of
the late twentieth century. Since 1980 Europe has
again suffered from the effects of international
instability in finance and trade but has also been
forced to make major technological changes to
cope with rising energy costs and competition from
lower-wage economies such as China, Brazil, and

Mexico. The wealthier European economies have
confronted these pressures with differing degrees
of success but almost invariably have seen contrac-
tion of the number of jobs in manufacturing and
relative expansion of the service sector. The avail-
ability of standardized unemployment statistics for
peripheral Western European economies (since the
early 1980s) and comparable data on the transition
economies of the former Soviet bloc (for the 1990s)
in table 2 should also be noted. Clearly unemploy-
ment in these countries has generally been higher
than in Western Europe but their experiences have
been very mixed.

VARIATIONS IN UNEMPLOYMENT

The labor market is turbulent, with new workers
joining (from school, university, or the household),
older workers leaving (to pensions or family sup-
port), and some losing jobs while others find new
employment. While any worker can experience
unemployment, some groups are hit harder than
others. Because the main slumps of 1920–1922,
1929–1932, 1979–1982, and 1991–1994 had
their origins in the international economy, those
parts of the economy (mainly manufacturing and
agriculture) that depend on exports or compete
with imports suffered highest unemployment. In
the depression of 1929–1932, Britain experienced
problems in shipbuilding, iron and steel, and tex-
tiles in addition to the longer-run problems of coal
mining, while the German economy collapsed

TABLE 1

Unemployment as a percentage of the total labor force, Western Europe, 1920–2004

Austria Belgium Denmark Finland France Germany Italy Netherlands Norway Sweden Switzerland UK

1920–1929 5.51 1.5 5.5 1.6 1.22 3.9 1.73 2.3 5.44 3.2 0.43 7.6
1930–1938 12.8 8.7 10.9 4.1 3.55 8.8 4.86 8.7 8.1 5.6 3.0 11.5
1950–1973 2.6 3.0 2.6 1.7 2.0 2.5 5.7 2.2 1.9 1.8 0.0 2.8
1973–1979 1.8 6.3 6.1 4.4 4.5 3.2 6.6 5.9 1.8 1.9 0.4 5.0
1979–1990 3.2 10.3 8.0 4.8 8.7 5.7 9.4 9.2 2.9 2.4 0.6 9.3
1990–2004 4.0 8.8 6.9 11.0 10.1 7.7 11.2 4.7 4.8 6.6 3.4 7.2

Notes
1 1924–1929 only
2 1921, 1926, and 1929 only
3 1939 only
4 1921–1929 only
5 1931, 1936, and 1938 only
6 1930–1934 and 1937–1938 only

SOURCES: Maddison, Dynamic Forces in Capitalist Development, Table C6, and OECD Economic Outlook 77, no. 1 (2005), Annex Table 14,
adjusted to Maddison’s figures.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2593

U N E M P L O Y M E N T



so spectacularly (full-time employment fell from 20

million in mid-1929 to 11.4 million in January

1933) that unemployment was spread compara-

tively evenly around the economy. In the recessions

of the 1980s and 1990s, there were such sub-

stantial falls of manufacturing employment across

Western Europe that commentators began to speak

of ‘‘deindustrialization.’’

Vulnerability to unemployment has tended to

vary with the worker’s level of skills; managers

are more secure than skilled manual workers who

in turn are more secure than the unskilled. When

older workers become unemployed it is often

more difficult to find work, and unemployment is

relatively high among workers over age fifty.

Younger workers have also experienced problems.

In interwar Britain, for example, those between

ages fourteen (the school-leaving age) and twenty-

one (when adult wages were paid) received low pay

and experienced relatively low unemployment. But

when unemployment rose in the 1970s and 1980s,

younger workers were among the first to be dis-

placed, and Britain, France, Italy, and Spain had high

youth unemployment rates in the 1980s and 1990s.

In all countries, and throughout the period
since 1914, female rates of unemployment have
been lower than male. This reflects social conven-
tion whereby women have been expected to with-
draw from paid labor to perform domestic duties.
Furthermore, until the 1950s, women were sup-
posed to work only until marriage. Indeed, in many
countries welfare systems were organized around
this assumption. Cultural attitudes reinforced these
patterns; many married men regarded paid employ-
ment for their wives as a failure of their role as family
protector and breadwinner. These attitudes began
to change, however, as, led by the Scandinavian
welfare economies, employment patterns shifted
from ‘‘masculine’’ manufacturing to expansion of
feminized work in the service sector (always allow-
ing for the existence of feminized work in manu-
facturing and male jobs in the service sector), and
full employment put more general pressure on the
labor market. Nevertheless, even in the early
twenty-first century, many married women losing
their jobs continue to return to domestic duties
rather than registering as unemployed and seeking
new paid employment.

The other major variation in vulnerability
to unemployment concerns ethnic group. For a

FIGURE 1

Standardised unemployment rates in France, Germany and the UK, 1914–2004
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variety of reasons French unemployment between

the wars was less severe than in Germany and the

United Kingdom, and the French managed to

accommodate to the problem by restricting the

entry into the country of foreign workers. As a

result, Poles, Italians, Belgians, and Czechs bore

the brunt of redundancies and the burdens of

unemployment. Similar influences have operated

since 1980. In Germany the Gastarbeiter (‘‘guest’’

workers, i.e., immigrants) experienced higher rates

of unemployment than Germans; the same was true

of North Africans in France and Afro-Caribbeans

and Asians in the United Kingdom. Ethnicity com-

pounds other problems; in the early 1990s rates of

unemployment among North African youths in

France were well above the national average, as were

rates among black youths in the United Kingdom.

UNEMPLOYMENT POLICIES

Into the late nineteenth century the unemployed
were regarded as feckless inadequates who should
be treated by ‘‘relief’’ that was demeaning to the
recipient and often separated the frequently unem-
ployed ‘‘residuum’’ of society from the respectable
majority. This harshness began to soften with a
growing understanding of the regular pattern of
booms and slumps and political pressure from trade
unions and workers’ parties. As a result, the wealthier
and more progressive countries developed unemploy-
ment insurance to tide the unemployed over cyclical

slumps. Some governments, notably the United
Kingdom, extended unemployment insurance
between 1914 and the mid-1920s under further pres-
sure from organized labor, so that unemployment
insurance covered much of the manual workforce.

The rapid rise in European unemployment
in 1929–1932 resulted in lower tax revenues and
increased public expenditures to support the unem-
ployed. National budgets went into deficit and
governments defaulted on international loans.
They sought salvation in economic nationalism,
limiting the convertibility of domestic currency
into gold and foreign exchange and restricting
imports, hoping to stimulate domestic employ-
ment. But this was not enough; European politics
was gripped by crisis as unemployment rose rapidly
in 1931–1932. In agricultural Eastern Europe, wide-
spread rural distress forced governments to introduce
emergency measures. Everywhere the unemployed
protested and demanded support from governments,
best summed up by the demand of the British
Trades Union Congress for ‘‘work or main-
tenance.’’ Simultaneously, employers demanded
wage cuts and an end to public protests.

In Germany, rising unemployment forced the
Heinrich Brüning and Franz von Papen govern-
ments into increasingly experimental ‘‘work crea-
tion,’’ which had little impact on unemployment
levels. The inability of democratic governments to
cope drove opposition groups to the streets. The
Nazis campaigned vigorously for more dynamic
work creation and their electoral popularity increased.
When they seized power in 1933, the Nazis used the
full muscle of the state to generate recovery, insulating
Germany from the world economy through elaborate
controls over foreign exchange and trade. A massive
program of public works, especially in building and
road construction, and a comprehensive planning sys-
tem helped unemployment fall rapidly (figure 1) and
increased the government’s popularity. From 1934
the central focus of Nazi planning switched to rear-
mament, though historians disagree on precisely
which parts of public expenditure can be classified
in this way. The Nazi government achieved the most
spectacular reduction of unemployment in Europe
in the 1930s but at the cost of a militaristic, dicta-
torial system that ruthlessly persecuted opponents
and followed increasingly risky foreign policies.

In Britain, liberal democratic institutions re-
mained in place despite widespread dissatisfaction with

TABLE 2

Unemployment as a percentage of the total labor force,
European periphery and “Transition Economies,”
1979–2004

Czech Irish Slovak
Republic Hungary Republic Poland Portugal Republic Spain

1979–1990 – – 15.11 – 7.12 – 14.6
1990–2004 6.43 8.24 9.5 15.13 5.5 15.65 14.5

Notes
1 1982–1990 only
2 1983–1090 only
3 1993–2004 only
4 1992–2004 only
5 1994–2004 only

Source: OECD Economic Outlook 77, no. 1 (2005),
Annex Table 14.
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continuing mass unemployment. There were major

policy changes, however, with withdrawal from the

international financial system (the gold standard)

and international free trade. The British political

system emerged virtually unscathed from the mass

unemployment of the 1930s despite marches of the

unemployed and constant pressure in Parliament,

thanks to the regional concentration of unemploy-

ment away from the prosperous Midlands and south-

east and the early signs of recovery (late 1932), which

was well sustained until 1937. Sweden combined

innovative policies within a stable constitutional

framework and established the foundations of the

‘‘Swedish model.’’ Popular dissatisfaction over the

pace of recovery brought a change of government

in 1934, with the Social Democrats dominating a

new coalition. The new government introduced

loan-financed public works to accelerate recovery,

as proposed by Swedish unions and Stockholm

economists. This ‘‘deficit-financed’’ public works

program subsequently received prominence as the

first example of Keynesian policies in a democratic

country.

The authority of Keynesian economics rose

during World War II; John Maynard Keynes

and his followers occupied key posts in British

economic policy making, and Britain’s wartime eco-

nomic stability was widely noted by governments-

in-exile. It now seemed possible for European

governments to promise postwar ‘‘full employment’’

and a ‘‘welfare state’’ for the unemployed, the sick,

and the old as long as trade unions pledged not to

exploit full employment with big pay demands.

This package seemed highly successful, with unem-

ployment very low across Europe during the long

boom (table 1, figure 1). It is now generally

agreed, however, that the special conditions in the

European economy (high investment, rapidly

growing intra-European trade) were more impor-

tant than economic policy in securing full employ-

ment. The commitment to Keynesian policies was

tested for the first time in the 1970s, but against a

background of rising prices (inflation) rather than

the falling prices (deflation) that Keynes had imag-

ined, and with very mixed results. In general,

growth slowed and unemployment rose simulta-

neously with inflation, creating a new problem,

‘‘stagflation’’ (as identified by Michael Bruno and

Jeffrey D. Sachs).

The most interesting response to stagflation

was the further development of the Swedish model.

Trade unions allowed managers to determine

enterprise staffing levels and technologies of pro-

duction and settled wages nationally at levels that

would keep Swedish industry competitive, but they

relied on governments to give generous benefits

and retraining to displaced workers. Although for-

mally described as the ‘‘Swedish’’ model, variants

were found in all the small, open economies of

Western Europe. This approach coped well with

rising unemployment in the 1970s and early

1980s but came under increasing strain in country

after country as wage pressures mounted and the

cost of supporting and retraining displaced workers

grew. Britain negotiated the 1970s with some dif-

ficulty, suffering seesawing inflation and rising

unemployment. The apparent ineffectiveness of

traditional Keynesian policies helped to win the

1979 general election for Margaret Thatcher,

who promised to concentrate on reducing inflation

rather than unemployment and cut state interven-

tion. Her government blamed rising unemploy-

ment in the 1970s on increasing trade union

power, which they attacked with a range of policies.

Under Thatcherism unemployment remained very

high throughout the 1980s, falling only in 1987–

1989, when inflation began to rise once more. The

Thatcher experiment is much studied and remains

very controversial, but its analysis of British unem-

ployment now seems limited.

Perhaps the most interesting response to rising

unemployment was President François Mitterrand’s

experiment of 1981–1983 in France. Under the

presidency of Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, French pol-

icy against stagflation concentrated on inflation

reduction, allowing French unemployment to

quadruple between 1974 and 1981 amid growing

industrial problems. The resulting popular discon-

tent contributed to the election in 1981 of a social-

ist government under Mitterrand, committed to

Keynesian increases in public expenditure and radi-

cal industrial policies to reduce unemployment and

modernize industry. However, unemployment

continued to rise, inflation accelerated, and the

French balance of payments deteriorated. After

1983 the focus of policy switched back to curbing

inflation, and French unemployment has remained
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high. French governments, like their German

counterparts, reacted to union pressures by grant-

ing employment protection and subsidies to indus-

tries in competitive difficulty. In an increasingly

powerful analysis, based on the work of the U.S.

economist Mancur Olson, both Germany and

France are seen as examples of ‘‘Eurosclerosis,’’

condemned by inflexible labor markets to persis-

tent unemployment and ‘‘jobless growth,’’ though

this analysis is questioned in both France and

Germany. Thus, in policy making, solving unem-

ployment has involved calculating the impact of

strategy on the price level, the balance of payments,

the level of government spending, and the strength

of the currency. The heady optimism of the 1960s

that the unemployment problem had been ban-

ished can now be seen to have been misplaced.

SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES

OF UNEMPLOYMENT

Poverty was the most obvious consequence of
unemployment in both the 1930s and 1990s. The
jobless tended to be manual workers with few

assets upon which to draw when redundancy
struck. In the 1930s unemployment tended to hit
male breadwinners with unfortunate consequences
for family incomes. Benefits were paid to the
unemployed in both periods, but in the 1930s they

were well below even modest subsistence levels. In
all countries insurance benefits lasted for a finite
period, followed by various forms of less generous
‘‘dole.’’ The fascinating study by Marie Jahoda and
others of unemployment in the Austrian village of

Marienthal in the early 1930s found that four-fifths
of unemployed families had allotment gardens for
vegetables. Diets were dull and boring, and

A group of unemployed women stage a hunger march to London, 1939. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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nutritionists found poor standards of health in
areas where unemployment was highest. A British
survey of the 1930s found that one in three of the
wives of the unemployed they visited was in poor
health; the needs of husbands and children took
priority at mealtimes. Where life was so bleak small
luxuries helped to sustain morale, and George
Orwell’s Road to Wigan Pier (1937) illustrated
the need for something ‘‘tasty’’ to brighten dreary
lives. Interwar investigators also found complex
links between unemployment and ill health. When
recessions hit, employers tended to lay off their
least productive workers first, and in general there
were advantages to the unemployed in receiving
sickness or disability rather than unemployment
benefits. All countries experienced public demon-
strations from the unemployed. These could often
be violent, as in Germany during the early 1930s as
rival political factions sought control of the streets.
But political violence was worst in the early 1930s
in those states that had been subject to the ‘‘vic-
tors’ peace’’ at Versailles and where governing
institutions had limited legitimacy.

Similar trends are evident in the 1980s and
1990s. All European countries have seen rising
levels of poverty despite the growth of employment
among married women since the 1950s. Social
scientists have reaffirmed the impact of unemploy-
ment on mental and physical health, but the most
interesting contrasts concern the impact on social
stability. Europe was shaken in the late 1980s and
early 1990s by a series of violent demonstrations
against unemployment, often by ethnic groups
who experienced high unemployment and limited
concern from the political establishment over their
plight. Many European governments have become
concerned that the disaffection among these
groups in the decaying industrial centers or on
the fringes of major conurbations has provided a
seedbed for Islamic fundamentalism.

In the 1930s the most common response from
the unemployed was apathy. Governments bought
social peace for the majority by benefit entitle-
ments. When industrial depression was regionally
concentrated, communities could ‘‘settle down’’ to
‘‘life on the dole’’ as unemployment became the
norm and families struggled to cope in much-
reduced circumstances. Of the five hundred families
in Marienthal, more than four hundred had neither

income from nor prospects of work. The vast major-
ity of what little money these families commanded
was spent on food, and the struggle for daily exis-
tence bred apathy. Orwell found similar conditions
in the depressed coalfields of northern England.
But the contrasts should not be exaggerated.
Despite the growth of employment for married
women after 1950, the vast bulk of Europe’s
unemployed since the 1980s have also faced dras-
tically reduced lives and have coped by adapting to
the reality of their conditions. In absolute terms,
poverty is less intense and widespread than it was in
the 1930s, but the unemployed remain on the
fringes of European social and political life.

See also Depression; Inflation; Labor Movements;
Strikes; Trade Unions.
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ALAN BOOTH

n

UNITED KINGDOM. Few states in the
history of civilization have endured such rapid and
far-reaching changes in the relative strength of
their position in the world as the United
Kingdom did between 1914 and 2004. In 1909
the British Empire comprised 20 percent of the
world’s land mass and 23 percent of the world’s
population. In 2004 the United Kingdom was a
leading member of a union of states, the European
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Union, in which sovereignty was shared through
supranational institutions. Few states while experi-
encing such periods of rapid change have managed
to retain political cohesion. The basic features of
the constitution that were in place in 1914—repre-
sentative government, political parties, majority
rule—have remained intact over a century in which
every other major power, except the United States,
has undergone regime change of some kind. Fewer
states still have managed such rapid and successful
social and economic readjustments to maintain
levels of growth and the necessary affluence that
breeds social cohesion and prevents regime disin-
tegration. In 1914 there were few nonwhite com-
munities outside the major ports and London.
Immigration from indigenous populations consti-
tutes half the growth in the United Kingdom
population over the twentieth century, a popula-
tion that increased over the century from
42,082,000 in 1911 to 59,954,000 in 2001.
Gross domestic product per head of population
was four and a half times higher in real terms in
1995 than it had been in 1914. The population
also aged significantly, with persons older than
sixty-five increasing from one in twenty to one in six.

KEY TURNING POINTS

The periodization of such an era across social, eco-
nomic, and political history is by necessity some-
what arbitrary. Change in one area does not neatly
fit into change in other areas. But this period is so
strikingly punctuated by important choices that it
seems more natural and convincing to break it up
by the strategic signposts on the road to the pres-
ent rather than by other indicators.

Our starting point, 1914, is the most acute of
these signposts in many ways because it signals the
beginning of the European ideological civil war,
which was to determine the shape of British history
down to the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991.
Within the long period in which the consequences
of the First World War were played out, there were
other significant moments of decision that deter-
mined the survival of the United Kingdom. In
1931 British democracy survived an economic and
political crisis. In 1940 the British state survived
through the mobilization of the British nation in
defeating the Nazi air force in the Battle of Britain.
This led in 1945 to choices about the future of the

British Empire and the decision, consolidated after
1956, to move to rapid decolonization. The move,
in part forced and in part voluntary, to end the
empire was accompanied by the decision in 1945
to develop an independent nuclear deterrent and to
commit troops and resources to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). Both moves were
designed to allow the United Kingdom to retain a
world role. The framing of the domestic policy of
the Labour government elected in 1945 was of
equal importance to the decisions made about the
United Kingdom’s global role. The creation of a
mixed economy with both state and private own-
ership of industry and of a welfare state based on
the idea of universal provision, created the mechan-
isms needed to maintain social cohesion in the
United Kingdom in the period of rapid and far-
reaching social and cultural change that began in
the 1950s.

Having surrendered the empire and refocused
Britain’s political concerns from the global reach of
imperial control to the domestic needs of full
employment and good housing, there began a
lengthy period of uncertainty as to quite where all
this change would leave Britain in relation to the rest
of the world. This was in part resolved in 1973, when
Britain entered the European Economic Community
(EEC). The policies of the 1945–1951 governments
and the decision to join the EEC did not mean
that Britain gave up its global role completely,
because Britain maintained a special relationship with
the United States, illustrated most clearly in 2001
when Britain unambiguously sided with the United
States in the invasion of Afghanistan, and in the
following year in the invasion of Iraq. This reinforced
the extent to which the United Kingdom has
remained a distinctive European power.

TABLE 1

The key strategic and political choices and challenges
facing Britain

1914 The First World War
1926 The General Strike
1929–1931 The Labour Government and Its Collapse
1939–1940 The War against Nazi Germany
1945 The Three Circles: United States, Europe, and Commonwealth
1973 The European Economic Community
2001 The War on Terror
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1914–1931

The period from the beginning of World War I to
the formation of the national government in 1931
was marked by the seismic impact of World War I.
This monumental conflict ended the long period of
peace between the Great Powers that had followed
the Napoleonic Wars. Britain entered the war on
the side of France and Russia, ostensibly in defense
of the neutrality of Belgium. The real causes of the
war were much deeper and stretched back to 1870
and the unification of Germany. The united
Germany had missed out on much of the first wave
of imperial growth and felt strategically isolated in
the center of Europe. France and Russia feared the
military strength of this central European giant.
For Britain the strategic concerns were real, but
since 1900 it was the economic challenge of the
united Germany and the emerging economic
superpower of the United States that most worried
successive prime ministers. Germany had to be
contained within Europe, and access to the free
trade area of the British Empire had to be defended
in some way against the political economy of pro-
tectionism practiced by the Germans. Economic
competition, strategic calculation, and the under-
lying pressure of the prolonged arms race com-
bined to produce total war in 1914. Initially,
Britain was under Prime Minister Herbert Henry
Asquith (1852–1928), a Liberal who led a govern-
ment without an overall majority, but in 1916
Asquith was replaced by David Lloyd George
(1863–1945), who promised to fight the war in a
more vigorous manner. A coalition government
was formed.

Lloyd George’s assumption of office intro-
duced new energy into the conduct of administrat-
ing and fighting the war but arguably did nothing
to break the stalemate that the western front had
become. The fall of the tsarist regime in Russia and
the entry of the United States into the conflict
however altered the picture. Faced with the seem-
ingly endless resources of the United States, the
German army surrendered in November 1918.
The winning of wars can sometimes be easier than
the winning of the peace that follows. In the case of
World War I the social and political impacts
amounted to something like a compact between
the people and the state. In return for mobilization
in the fighting of total war, the people demanded
full political rights—the right to vote for women,

extension of the franchise to create a universal vot-
ing democracy. The Irish demanded independence,
women demanded a continuation of their role in
the workplace—a role made necessary by the sheer
scale of mobilization needed for the successful
waging of total war. The returning soldiers
demanded jobs and better housing.

These domestic repercussions of the war were
profound. With so many men conscripted to fight
and die in the trenches, women had filled the gap.
There had been massive increases in the numbers
employed in the civil service as clerks, the numbers
employed on the buses as drivers and conductors,
and across industry. The war constituted an oppor-
tunity for many women to escape career paths that
had dominated their experiences in the nineteenth
century. In particular the number of domestic ser-
vants was drastically reduced. However, as the army
was demobilized many women lost their jobs, and
the trade unions were an important factor in get-
ting men back into industrial roles that had been
filled by women during the conflict. But the males
returning to Britain were also disappointed, as the
promised jobs and homes failed to materialize.

1931–1945

The economy had made a significant recovery by
the middle of the 1920s in some sectors, but per-
sistent heavy unemployment produced significant
trade union militancy. In 1926 this resulted in
the General Strike, which lasted for nine days before
the Trade Union Council called the men back to
work. The economic recovery ended with the stock
market crash of 1929. At this moment the Labour

TABLE 2

Human and monetary costs of the two world wars

World War One–Empire Figures
Total Engaged Killed* Percentage Cost (£M)

9,669,000 947,000 9.8 3,810

World War Two–Great Britain
Total Engaged Killed* Percentage Cost (£M)

5,896,000 265,000 4.5 34,423

*Killed includes dying of wounds or as prisoners of war

SOURCE: David Butler, British Political Facts, Houndmills, U.K.,
1994.
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Party was reelected as a minority government
under James Ramsay MacDonald (1866–1937).
The government struggled on until 1931, when a
banking crisis convinced MacDonald and other key
ministers that only significant cuts in public expen-
diture could save the British currency, the pound.
The cabinet split. MacDonald led a minority of the
Labour Party into coalition with the Conservatives.
The year 1931 was the great crisis of Britain as the
global guarantor of trade and currency. If the evo-
lution from colony to mandate represented a sig-
nificant geopolitical shift in the period after 1918
in the way in which the empire was administered,
then the same realignment of the world in terms of
capital flow took place in 1931. But 1931 was also
important because of the symbolic importance of
the incorporation of the Labour movement into
the body politic, a process started with the election
of the first minority Labour government in 1924
but consolidated by the events of 1931.

The decision of the bulk of the Labour Party to
refuse to support the coalition and to fight elec-
tions independent of the national government is
critical. The fact that the Left continued to work
within the democratic system had profound impli-
cations for the failure of the Right, in the form of
the New Party and then the British Union of
Fascists, in its bid to destroy democracy. In other
words, the center was immeasurably strengthened
by the events of 1931.

The period between the two world wars was

dominated politically by the Conservative Party

either as the majority party in government (1922–

1924 and 1924–1929) or as the largest voice in

coalition/national governments (1916–1922 and

1931–1940). These governments were interrupted

by brief periods of minority administrations formed

by the Labour Party (1924 and 1929–1931).

Though short in duration, these minority Labour

governments were symbolically extremely impor-

tant. Across Europe the interwar period saw the

destruction of democracies and the rise of dictator-

ships. One of the major questions about Britain in

this period is why did democracy survive? Indeed,

this is the period in which Britain became a democ-

racy based on universal adult suffrage with votes for

women on equal-age terms being introduced in

1928 and the electorate reaching 90 percent of

the adult population.

There are three interconnected reasons for the
survival of democracy in this period. These reasons

are economic and political though they are each

underpinned by the social and cultural nature of
British society. First, in Britain the forces of the

Right—which created dictatorships in Germany,
Italy, and Spain—did not exit democracy. Second,

the economic impact of the Great Depression was

not as bad in the United Kingdom as it was in
other states. Third, this meant, in turn, that the

forces of the Left did not exit democracy either.

Though politics was polarized and an atmosphere
of crisis and threat prevailed, the internal political

dynamics pulled political discourse toward the cen-

ter, and the electoral system being based on ‘‘first
past the post’’ ensured regime stability.

The importance of the Right remaining within

the democratic fold cannot be overstated. World

War I had been hugely expensive in terms of the

liquidation of British capital assets abroad, and the

abandonment of the gold standard coupled with

the fallout from the 1929 Wall Street crash pro-

duced considerable unease among leading British

capitalists. However, this did not translate, aside

from some minor exceptions, into political action.

The rise of the British Union of Fascists Party

under the former Labour MP Oswald Ernald

Mosley (1896–1980) appeared for a moment in

the early 1930s to mirror events in Italy and

Germany, but Mosley failed to attract serious sup-

port from British industrialists or significant mass

support from an impoverished and insecure lower

middle class. The formation of the national govern-

ment in 1931 was also important in this respect.

The election of a Labour government in 1929,

albeit without an overall majority, had been signifi-

cant in two respects. Its formation brought the

Labour movement closer to the political center.

Its demise ensured the primacy of conventional

economic management and the stability of the cur-

rency. Putting aside any economic judgement about

the merits or demerits of the decision in 1931 to

impose expenditure cuts and deflate in the face of

rapidly rising unemployment, the political impact

was to tie capital firmly to a democratic future.

These same decisions destabilized and radical-
ized the Left. The Labour prime minister led a

minority of the parliamentary party into coalition
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with the Conservatives in 1931. But it did not lead
supporters to exit democracy. After a period of
instability and polarization from 1931 to 1934,
the Labour Party settled back into a mainstream
electoral presence.

The policy of the coalition and Conservative
governments under Stanley Baldwin (1867–1947)
and then Neville Chamberlain (1869–1940) has
long divided historians. Though there is a general
consensus that many aspects of the domestic

policies of these governments ensured that the

impact of the depression was ameliorated for many

parts of the United Kingdom, the foreign and

defense policy of these governments remains highly

contentious. The policy of appeasing Adolf Hitler

(1889–1945) by giving in to his territorial

demands was either a masterful strategic triumph

that bought the West time to rearm or it provided

the necessary series of victories on which Hitler

built his reputation. In any event, the policy

Ruins of Coventry Cathedral, England, following a German air raid, November 1940.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH/CORBIS
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resulted in the most destructive war in human
history. Britain was the only country to fight the
enemy for the entire duration of the conflict, yet its
human losses were nowhere near as significant as
those endured by the conquered peoples of
Europe, especially the Jews, or by the main comba-
tant responsible for the defeat of Nazi Germany—
the Soviet Union. However, though not primarily
responsible for achieving victory, the Battle of
Britain in 1940, during which the Nazi air force
was defeated, was, without a doubt, one of the
major victories of the conflict. When Hitler was
finally defeated in April 1945, Britain assumed con-
trol of one of the occupation zones and continued
to fight on against the Japanese in Southeast Asia.

1945–2004

In the period after World War II, the running of
British political economy was based on a progres-
sive consensus, forged by the postwar government
led by Clement Richard Attlee (1883–1967), that
enshrined full employment as the primary political
objective of the state. The Bretton Woods system
and the operation of Keynesian demand manage-
ment maintained this system of welfare state and
full employment until the 1970s. The test of the
greatness of a nation was how low the rate of
employment was and how high the rate of growth
could be. Underpinning economic growth and full
employment was a welfare system based on univer-
sal provision. European states began gradually to

lose their dominance of the world manufacturing
sectors and concentrated more on information and
services, but the jobs stayed intact, defended by a
powerful trade union movement. Affluence pro-
duced unprecedented access to leisure and recrea-
tion. This in turn fueled a cultural explosion of
creativity in the 1960s.

Leisure also produced many of its own prob-
lems and challenges but it did not promote, as mass
unemployment in the 1930s had done, widespread
exiting from democracy. The alienation of the
young generated by affluence and the problems of
relative depravation that dominated debate in the
1960s were both the kinds of problems that the
leaders of the 1930s and the 1970s would have
been happy to cope with. But affluence also led to
challenges to the unity of the nation-state, as
Northern Irish Catholics and a minority of
Scottish and Welsh citizens felt that they were not
enjoying the civil and political rights nor the eco-
nomic progress they felt they should. These discon-
tents were to turn increasingly violent in the 1970s.

The dark side of affluence and the long boom

that maintained peace between Western nation-

states also needs to be acknowledged. The Cold

War (1945–1989) generated almost endless war

outside Europe in which the United Kingdom

played a role (for example, Korea) or was the major

power involved (for example, the Mau Mau emer-

gency in Kenya). But in Western Europe and in the

United Kingdom, outside the province of Ulster,

the period from the late 1940s to the early 1970s

was one of extraordinary stability, peace, and prog-

ress. Throughout this period, historiography about

Britain described and reflected on a picture of see-

mingly endless decline, crisis, and decay. In what

looks now like a golden age of social and political

progress, historians, often trapped in a worldview

dominated by the old measures of greatness, could

see only the negative: other countries growing faster

than the United Kingdom; the United States becom-

ingtheWest’s superpower; andBritishmanufacturing

declining, competitiveness disappearing, and the

technology-driven industries such as jet aircraft eva-

porating. The British economy grew more quickly

than it had ever done before from the 1950s to the

1970s, but not as quickly as other European states.

This led to the concept of relative decline, that is, that

Britain was in decline relative to other countries.

TABLE 3

The key social, economic, and cultural turning points

1914–1945 One Nation Toryism
Selective Welfare Provision
Imperial and Commonwealth Trade
Incorporation of the Labour Movement into Mainstream

Politics
Birth of Suburbia

1939–1945 The Second World War

1945–1979 The Attlee Settlement
The Mixed Economy
The Welfare State
Multiculturalism Born of Commonwealth Immigration

1979–2004 The Thatcher Consensus
Market Economy
Selective Welfare
Consumer Choice
Renewal of Nationalism and the Questioning of

Multiculturalism
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The shock of the oil crisis and the collapse of

the Bretton Woods system in 1971, Keynesian

demand management in the face of rising oil prices,

and increased world competition destroyed the sta-

bility, shattered the peace, and ended the progress.

The violence in Ulster became institutionalized and

seemingly permanent. European states now divided

in their policy response to this crisis.

The long dominance of the Labour Party in

terms of broad approaches to political economy

and electoral success was ended in 1979 by the

election of the first female British prime minister,

Margaret Thatcher (b. 1925). Under her

government, from 1979 to 1991, the United
Kingdom pursued more of an Atlantic capitalist
response, which emphasized the free market and
deregulation, over a Rhine capitalist response based
on the social market. The Attlee settlement was
broken, and Britain adopted what the U.S. econo-
mist John Kenneth Galbraith (1908–2006) called
the culture of contentment—an acceptance of high
levels of unemployment, increasing poverty and
alienation, and increasing gaps between rich and
poor—which enabled the restructuring of British
industry further away from manufacturing toward
the information economy and a restoration of
competitiveness.

Unemployed British youths stage a demonstration outside the annual conference of

the Trades Union Congress in Brighton, September 1963. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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This set of policies was accompanied by a turn
to nationalist and anti-immigrant language in pol-
itics and by a turning back of the philosophy of
universal welfare provision and full employment.
The British state seemed to question the nature of
the multicultural society that the waves of immi-
gration in the 1950s and 1960s had created in
many towns in Britain. In places such as Brixton,
Toxteth, and Southall, the first substantial race
riots in British history took place. The nationalism
that developed under the Thatcher government
was most clearly defined in the successful defense
of the colonial possession, the Falkland Islands, in a
war against Argentina in 1982, and in the redevelop-
ment of Britain’s independent nuclear deterrent.

After eighteen years of Thatcherite economic
management, the basic restructuring and recon-
struction of Britain’s economy had been achieved
but, many argued, this was done at the cost of the
creation of a permanent underclass who were
excluded from the benefits of the new content-
ment. There was a lack of consensus and a much
broader definition of who would be excluded from
the operation of the British state. This failure to
adopt the self-correcting mechanism that had
worked so effectively in the past produced a long
period of political polarization. Eventually, as the
limits of the Thatcher policy agenda were reached,
in the failure to reform the National Health Service
(NHS) and to reduce the proportion of gross
domestic product (GDP) generated by the state
by any significant amount, the mechanism went
into operation again. Conservative governments
moderated, and the Labour Party adapted. A new
center was forged, and then new Labour was
elected and a new century dawned.

The problems of identity felt in Britain in the
period of uncertainty from the mid-1970s to the
mid-1990s were obviously generated by questions
of culture. The three main ways that British iden-
tity changed were through increased immigration,
declining elitism, and the undermining of the class
system. These three areas raised questions about
what it meant to be British. Who was included?
Who was excluded? Who would have power?
Three broad positions can be identified. The liberal
assimilationist position associated with Labour
politicians such as Roy Jenkins (1920–2003), an
influential home secretary in the 1960s, and others
was concerned with the successful management of

race relations. Powellism, named for the

Conservative politician Enoch Powell (1912–1998),

who had predicted in the early 1960s that increased

immigration would result in a blood bath, articulated

a monocultural vision of Britain in which immigration

was stopped and reversed. For Powellites, the pre-

sence of immigrants who were people of color was a

‘‘problem’’ that needed a ‘‘solution.’’ Set against these

two positions was an inclusive multiculturalism that

set out to celebrate diversity and present immigration

as an opportunity. In turn, the question of power and

the class system was answered by a neoliberal critique

that demanded greater social mobility, for example,

through choice in education, but which rejected

egalitarianism.

Much of the cultural and historical pessimism

of the 1950s and 1960s proved myopic. Rather

A young British couple fills out an application to

immigrate to Australia, February 1974. Spurred by

poor economic conditions, British citizens left the country in

large numbers in the mid-1970s. ªSELWYN TAIT/CORBIS
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than a dependent mass unable to compete in the
knowledge economy, the welfare state produced a
richer, healthier, more usefully educated popula-
tion, who built the fourth largest economy in the
world—depending on exchange rates perhaps the
fifth. Powellites acknowledge some of this but have
traditionally argued that the cost has been the dilu-
tion of the race and of what makes Britain different
and the creation of a yob culture (generally defined
as groups of people who possess a disregard for
orderly behavior). There are two connected illu-
sions in this: first, that a monocultural Britain ever
existed; second, that it is somehow a sign of decay
that the British now spend more time watching
Hollywood movies than listening to traditional
homegrown radio programs such as The Archers.
British creative success since the Festival of Britain
(a national exhibition in 1951) in a range of fields
from the popular to the elitist has demonstrated
that there is no artistic basis for the idea of a decline
in British culture. The British people and their
culture were more interesting in 2004 than in
1940, more united than in 1970, and more self-
confident than in 1990. They are more interesting
because of immigration, increased secularism, and
the sophisticated tolerance these slowly breed as
they create multiculturalism.

The British economy and culture changed radi-
cally over the period from 1945 to the mid-1990s.
This change was accompanied by considerable
debate about the way in which Britain should ally
itself with respect to the rest of the world. Broadly,
two positions emerged: a world-power position,
which argued for the replacement of imperial great-
ness by acting as the Greeks to the American’s
Romans, maintaining the unity of the United
Kingdom and a distance from the EEC; and a
European-power position, which accepted devolu-
tion within the United Kingdom and an ever closer
relationship with the European Union. Though
there were clearly policy choices to be made, the
options were between ways in which Britain could
punch above its weight—in a European way or an
Atlantic way.

Writing from the perspective of the twenty-first
century, it seems clear that the loss of the British
Empire was part of a process of modernization and
not of decline. The notion that the loss of empire is
decline because of some absolute measure of power
in terms of square miles ruled became patently

absurd in the nuclear age. Britain enjoyed more
power in the nuclear age than before because its
position was based on current and future technol-
ogy rather than on the technology of the past. But
more important, surrendering the empire—some-
times under pressure and after defeat and some-
times voluntarily because of a judgment on the
balance of self-interest between retreat and clinging
to the wreckage—was a process of maturing as a
democracy. Power and status were vested in the
well-being of the British people rather than in the
oppression of other people. This provided much
greater domestic stability as the balance of world
power shifted and the empire became unsustain-
able. Being on the winning side in two world wars
helped to prevent the regime change and political
instability suffered by other major colonial powers.
The speed of withdrawal from the empire, the
incorporation of the Labour movement into gov-
ernment from the 1920s onward, and the creation
of the welfare state after 1945 also support the view
of the end of the empire as a sign of progress and
not regression.

Nevertheless the feeling that it was somehow
important that Britain count for something
remained a real feature of British culture in 2004
as much as it did in 1914. The parameters of the
debate were set by the Conservative prime minister
Winston Churchill (1874–1965) when he said that
Britain sat at the center of three interconnecting
circles: Europe, the Commonwealth, and the
United States. The postwar problem was how to
best maintain this balancing act linking the circles
and avoid disappearing into the center of one of
them.

The postwar settlement that was crafted by the
Labour leader Ernest Bevin (1881–1951) was to
place Britain firmly at the junction of the North
Atlantic and the Commonwealth circles, with a
greater distance from Europe. After the Suez
Crisis of 1956, this settlement was effectively shat-
tered, and the orientation of Britain, like some
immense oil tanker, was shifted toward Europe. It
took decades of debate, but eventually even the
Labour Party accepted a European future.

CONCLUSION

In 1914 Britain was a global imperial and economic
superpower. From the 1880s the United States and
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Germany had begun to make serious inroads into
Britain’s dominant economic position. From the
1870s the older industries that had provided the
basis of the sustained economic and thereby poli-
tical growth of the nineteenth century had been
slowing down or had been taken over by countries
such as France. Even the empire itself now had a
significant range of self-governing dominions that
pledged allegiance but not necessarily subservience
to the Crown. But despite these harbingers of the
decline to come, in 1914 Britain was indisputably
the single most powerful nation on earth. It was
never to enjoy this position again.

By 2004 Britain had regained a great deal of its
global prestige, and its economy was healthy. Since
the late 1970s a gradual reform and reconstruction
of the basis of ownership and regulation of the
labor markets had allowed Britain to perform
broadly better in terms of inflation, employment,
and growth than its European competitors. The
world had only one strategic superpower, the
United States, and the emergence of East Asian
economies, most notably China, made Britain
dependent on its close economic ties with the other
countries of Europe for the stability of its economic

and social health. The age of affluence that had

begun at the end of World War II had developed

into an age of contented enjoyment of the material

benefits of a growing economy. External threats

from other nation-states, so prevalent in 1914,

had been replaced by less-easy-to-quantify threats

from international terrorist groups. The great ideo-

logical struggle born out of World War I, the battle

of ideas and visions of government between com-

munism, fascism, and democracy, had been

resolved in favor of democracy, but almost as soon

as this was achieved new threats surfaced. Britain

ended the twentieth century toward the top of the

European table.

Is this story of the loss of empire, global

dominance, and reconciliation to a dependent

relationship with the rest of Europe a story that

we should read broadly as one of slow and steady

decline? Or rather is the story one of gradual and

painful modernization and strategic readjust-

ment? Should one see the body politic of

Britain over this period as the gradually surren-

dering elitists who clung to the wreckage of

empire and classicism for so long that the country

itself was left politically crippled and culturally

barren? Or rather is this the story of a dynamic

political class capable of making swift and drastic

adjustments to policy challenges and seeing an

astonishing successful evolution of a long history

of a multinational identity become a new present

of multicultural vibrancy? The answer lies some-

where between the two. The story of Britain from

1914 to 2004 was not a smooth progression

across a long twentieth century. The soldier from

1914 would not recognize the Britain of the

twenty-first century—the values, the social archi-

tecture, the culture—any more than he would

have felt at home in Napoleonic times. But

neither was it a tale of endless tragedy. And if

one is forced when considering the shape and

context of the period to choose between these

two extremes of interpretation, it is toward hope

and progress, modernization and dynamism that

one should look to best understand the way in

which the United Kingdom changed through

this time.

See also British Empire, End of; Commonwealth;
European Union; London; Northern Ireland.

TABLE 4

The public sector

Privatized
Industry Nationalized Date of First Sale

BBC 1926 –
Bank of England 1946 1997 (Independence on

interest rate setting)
Coal Industry 1946 1991
Civil Aviation 1946
British Airways 1972–1974 1987
Electricity 1947 1991
Railways, Canals 1948 1993
Gas 1948 1986
Iron and Steel 1949 1988
United Kingdom Atomic Energy 1954 –
The Post Office 1969
British Telecom telecommuni-
cations functions of Post Office 1981 1984
Rolls Royce Ltd 1971 1987
British Leyland 1975 1988
National Enterprise Board 1975 1991
British National Oil Corporation 1976 1985
British Aerospace 1977 1985
British Shipbuilders 1977 1984 broken up

1990 last yard sold

SOURCE: David Butler, British Political Facts, Houndmills, U.K.,
1994.
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BRIAN BRIVATI

n

UNITED NATIONS. The United Nations
(UN) was designed chiefly by the United States
during the Second World War and was accepted
by its two wartime allies, the United Kingdom and
the Soviet Union. Soon after the failure of the
League of Nations, the UN was not at first greeted
by the Europeans as an effective way of maintaining
peace. In 1945 Germany was defeated, but
Continental Europe was in ruins. A profound sense
of despair pervaded Europe, which was soon con-
fronted with a twin fear of a resurgence of Germany
and the rise of communism led by the Soviet
Union.

BACKGROUND

The idea that major powers should take the respon-
sibility for regulating national interests through
international cooperation was not new in itself.
Since the conclusion of the Peace of Westphalia in
1648, Europeans had set out the terms of the
settlement of international disputes in order to
conduct international affairs peacefully. However,
the United Nations owed its similarities to the
League of Nations. The League was an American

attempt to replace the European concepts of
spheres of influence and a balance of power by
the notion of collective security. The League had
not been sufficiently powerful (in the absence of
the United States) to prevent the rising threat of
the Axis powers (Nazi Germany, Italy, and Japan)
from developing into the Second World War.
Learning from the lessons of the discredited
League, the promoters of the United Nations
ensured that the new international organization
should have power to enforce economic and mili-
tary sanctions against aggressors under the direc-
tion of the Security Council, which would be made
up of the wartime great powers (originally, the
United Kingdom, the United States, and the
USSR), acting as ‘‘world policemen.’’

The Security Council was thus the most power-
ful organ in the UN, entrusted with the central role
of maintaining peace and security. The United
Kingdom and the USSR both insisted that the
cherished idea of the U.S. president Franklin
Delano Roosevelt (1882–1945) for national self-
determination would not apply to their spheres of
influence. Neither power was initially enthusiastic
about Roosevelt’s request to include China in the
Security Council. It was not until the Yalta confer-
ence in February 1945 that the United States,
United Kingdom, and USSR agreed that China
and France be given permanent seats on the
Security Council, but the issue of the voting pro-
cedure on the Council remained unresolved.
Smaller powers were unhappy with the idea of
investing so much power in the five great powers.
France, angered by its exclusion from the Yalta
conference, was not initially interested in taking
up the offer of a permanent seat on the UN
Security Council. The British prime minister,
Winston Churchill, increasingly concerned about
the rise of communism in postwar Europe, looked
on the forthcoming organization as a feeble
attempt to contain the Soviet Union. Moscow,
however, insisted on securing an absolute ‘‘veto’’
power on the Security Council. All the great
powers resented the prospect of the UN meddling
in their foreign policies.

In order to meet the anxieties of the smaller
powers, the Security Council included six nonper-
manent members (with the number increased to
ten in 1965), who were elected by the General
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Assembly for a term of two years, plus its five
permanent member states. The Security Council
was empowered to make decisions, which would
bind all UN member states, to impose sanctions,
demand cease-fires, and authorize the use of mili-
tary force on behalf of the UN. The permanent
members were given power of vetoing draft resolu-
tions on substantive (and not procedural) matters.
In all, the heavy responsibility given to the five
permanent members meant that if they were able
to work together in a constructive manner, the UN
could perform its key role accordingly.

OBSTACLES

As soon as the organization was created, however,
the UN was hamstrung by two obstacles. The first
was the division of the great powers caused by the
onset of the Cold War (1945–1989). Moreover,
despite financial exhaustion and the greater
demand for decolonization in the international
community after 1945, the Western Europeans
had not given up their spheres of influence outside
Europe. Even after the loss of India by 1947, the
United Kingdom’s domination in South Asia, the
Indian Ocean, the South Arabian states, the Persian
Gulf, the Middle East, and Africa remained formi-
dable. France was intent on reinventing its great-
power status in Indochina and North Africa, while
the Netherlands was pressing for the reintroduc-
tion of its rule in postwar Indonesia.

Frequent disagreements within the Security
Council were something of a shock to the first
UN secretary-general, the Norwegian Trygve
Halvdan Lie (1896–1968). The Council could
not decide either on the appropriate scope of a
UN military force to be assigned under the
Security Council or the admission of new members
if they were pro-West or pro-communist. In March
1946 Iran took to the UN the continuing presence
of Soviet troops on Iranian territory, but the
Security Council, faced with the unwillingness of
the Soviet Union to discuss the issue, was com-
pelled to defer the matter. Moreover, the right to
exercise the veto limited the ability of the Security
Council to resolve armed conflicts when one of the
permanent members was actually involved in them,
such as during the Suez Crisis in 1956, the
Hungarian uprising in 1956, the Vietnam War
(1946–1975), and the 1979 Sino-Vietnamese

War. The Soviet Union became the frequent user
of the veto—seventy-five times between 1946 and
1955—as opposed to France (twice) and China
(once). At the time of the outbreak of the Korean
War in 1950, the Soviet Union was absent from the
Security Council in protest at the continuing repre-
sentation of China by the nationalist Chinese (the
Taiwan government, as the Republic of China,
represented the UN until 1971). This allowed the
Council to discuss the issue and to recommend
resolutions that sanctioned the U.S.-led interven-
tion in Korea under the auspices of the UN. But
with the return of the Soviet Union to the Council
with its veto, the United States had to encourage
the General Assembly to act on major issues quickly
under the ‘‘Uniting for Peace’’ resolution.

CONTAINING LOCALIZED CONFLICTS,

ADVANCING WESTERN VALUES

Despite these limitations, the UN was able to work

better to contain localized conflicts in areas less

affected by the Cold War. UN forces had been sent

to Israel and its neighbors since 1948; to India and

Pakistan after 1949; and to the Congo (1960–

1964), Yemen (1963–1964), and Cyprus (since

1964). Outside security and peacekeeping issues,

the UN contributed to the advancement of

Western values on human rights. Determined to

prevent a repetition of the appalling treatment of

civilians during the Second World War, and espe-

cially of the millions of Jews who had suffered at

the hands of Nazis, Europeans wanted to establish

a more equitable society after 1945. These aspira-

tions were matched by those of Americans, led by

Eleanor Roosevelt (1884–1962), in promoting

humanitarian causes. The United Nations Relief

and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA),

founded in 1943, provided much-needed help

(food, medicine, and the restoration of public ser-

vices) to the populations of countries liberated

from the Axis. This resettlement work was then

transferred, in 1946, from UNRRA to the UN

International Refugee Organization (IRO).

Through the work of the UN Education,

Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) or

the Economic Commission for Europe (a local

branch of the UN’s Economic and Social Council),

Western Europeans were able to discuss European

affairs with their Eastern counterparts. The UN
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Declaration of Human Rights of 1948 was followed

up by the Council of Europe, two years later, in the

form of the European Convention of the Protection

of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedom.

PEACEKEEPING

In the aftermath of the death of Joseph Stalin

(1879–1953) in March 1953, Dag Hjalmar Agne

Carl Hammarskjöld (1905–1961), a former

Swedish deputy foreign minister, became the sec-

ond UN secretary-general. He sought a more

active peacekeeping role in the UN but was frus-

trated by its limited ability to intervene effectively

in conflict in areas where the superpowers’ interests

were at stake. It was the Suez Crisis that opened up

the opportunity for Hammarskjöld to expand the

UN’s role. He became deeply involved in the nego-

tiations with the powers concerned and persuaded

the United Kingdom and France to accept the

UN’s call for a cease-fire. In return, the secretary-

general sent the UN emergency force (the proto-

type of the peacekeeping force) to replace the

Anglo-French troops after the latter left Suez.

This device helped the United Kingdom and

France to save face, but Hammarskjöld fully sup-

ported the position of the United States, which was

infuriated by the Anglo-French unilateral action.

The Suez fiasco further reduced European credibil-

ity, and the British were helpless during the crisis in

the face of the economic and financial pressure

imposed by an angry United States. The early his-

tory of ‘‘the UN and Europe’’ shows that the

Europeans began to embrace the UN Charter se-

riously for its moral guidance, but their influence

through the Security Council was useful but lim-

ited as the UN became another sphere of super-

power confrontation, a fact that Hammarskjöld

himself had to live with during his years as UN

secretary-general. It is, however, important to note

that, since the end of the Second World War,

Europeans have learned to advance their national

interests and their individual human rights by join-

ing numerous international institutions as sources

of influence in the postimperial world.

The end of the Cold War liberated Europe

from superpower domination. It also heightened

the need to seek legitimacy through international

organizations if Europe were to become involved

in armed interventions elsewhere. In the 1990s

numerous humanitarian interventions took place

in which European powers were actively involved

in restoring law and order. In the Bosnian conflict,

the Security Council played a role in backing the

military actions of the North Atlantic Treaty

Organization (NATO), whereas during the Kosovo

campaign in 1999, NATO, instead of the UN, sanc-

tioned the use of force. In the case of the humani-

tarian crisis in Rwanda in 1994, the Security Council

authorized France to lead the operation. The idea

of liberal internationalism finally prevailed over the

old imperialism in Europe. With the acceleration of

globalization, Europe has taken the idea of inter-

national governance by the rule of law seriously and

the creation of the International Criminal Court is

seen in Europe as a logical step toward achieving

global justice against organized crime, interna-

tional conflict, or international terrorism, which

could not be dealt with adequately by the jurisdic-

tions of each sovereign state.

See also Bretton Woods Agreement; International
Criminal Court; International Law; League of
Nations; World Trade Organization; World War II.
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UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF
HUMAN RIGHTS. On 9 December 1948,
to the United Nations assembled at the Palais de
Chaillot in Paris, the French jurist René Cassin
(1887–1976) introduced a new Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. The document was
approved the next day. ‘‘I have the honor,’’ Cassin
told the delegates, to present a document that
‘‘constitutes a step on the global level in the long
battle for the rights of man. . . . [T]he practical con-
secration of the essential liberties of all men is
indispensable to the establishment of a real inter-
national peace.’’ Herein lay the political logic of
this declaration, one of the pillars on which the
United Nations was built. It was not a conven-
tion—and therefore not legally enforceable—but
rather a statement of values, the denial of which
made international peace impossible.

This document has many sources, but its
Frenchness is unmistakable. The year 1948 was
but four years after the liberation of France, the
leadership of which had collaborated fully with the
Nazis. Humiliated, compromised, eroded in a myr-
iad of ways by the German occupation, French
political culture here arose out of the ashes. In
the presence of the assembled United Nations,
Cassin introduced not a bill of rights, not a formal
commitment or protocol, but rather a Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, echoing the name
of the earlier document produced during the
French Revolution. There in the shadow of the
Eiffel Tower, within sight of the Place de la
Concorde, the French republican tradition was
renewed.

The links with and differences from the first
Universal Declaration were clear. The 1789 docu-
ment affirms in Article 1 that ‘‘Men are born and
remain free and equal in rights’’; the 1948 docu-
ment states that ‘‘All human beings are born free
and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed
with reason and conscience and should act towards
one another in a spirit of brotherhood.’’ Equality in
dignity and rights opened the door to social and
economic perspectives on the question of what was
needed for liberty to be realized. Secondly, the
claim that all people are endowed with reason and
conscience provided a place for those who believed
in a secular world alongside those who wanted a
revival of religious beliefs. Thus the twentieth cen-
tury went beyond the eighteenth, in a greater
emphasis on economic and social rights and with
a more pluralistic approach to questions of faith
and enlightenment.

Other emphases in the Universal Declaration
had clear contemporary echoes. All had the right to
asylum from persecution; all had the right to a
nationality; men and women had the right of
choice in marriage and in its dissolution; all had
the right to social security and the right to work.
These reminders of the 1930s brought home to
everyone the need for a new departure in social as
well as in individual rights.

René Cassin, a French delegate to the League
of Nations who had been a close aide of Charles de
Gaulle in wartime London, wrote the drafts out of
which this declaration emerged. But Cassin was not
its sole author. Eleanor Roosevelt brought American
liberalism into the equation. The Lebanese diplomat
Charles Malik brought an austere commitment to
Catholic humanism to these discussions. And the
Canadian jurist John Humphries set the conversation
in the framework of international law. But there were
political considerations of another order evident in
the drafting of this document.

These men and women had seen the collapse of
the League of Nations after 1919. Together they
found a formula that could bypass the dangerous
corridors of the U.S. Senate. A nonbinding
declaration was unlikely to draw American isola-
tionists into a life-or-death struggle. Secondly, the
cautious tactic of aiming at a declaration rather
than a convention enabled these drafters to blunt
Soviet bloc criticism of the declaration as suffering
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from all the faults of liberal individualism and

‘‘democratic formalism.’’ Other delegates had little

sympathy for the content or character of the

declaration, but to protect their claim for U.S. aid

after 1948, they were prepared to hold their peace.

Islamic delegates may have gone along for this

reason. This convergence of interests accounts for

the consensus that formed around this document,

which remains one of the United Nations’ founda-

tional texts.

See also Cassin, René.
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UNKNOWN SOLDIERS. The burial of
the Unknown Soldier is a commemorative rite that
originated after the First World War. The date 11
November 1920, when the first ceremonies took
place in London and Paris, marked the beginning
of a series of commemorative projects in different
capital cities that spanned the twentieth century.

These national funerals were celebrated by most
former belligerents. Part of their power lay in their
aim to commemorate the hundreds of thousands of
soldiers whose remains were destroyed and who
therefore had no known grave. In 1921 burials of
Unknown Soldiers took place in Washington,
D.C., Rome, and Brussels; in 1922 in Prague and
Belgrade; and later in Warsaw and Athens. New
countries established by the postwar treaties were
particularly eager to institute this ceremony, which
also effectively celebrated their existence; they were
born of the war and in the war they had sacrificed
their own. Victorious states and defeated states alike
established the cult of the Unknown Soldier; death
has a uniform effect on memory. An Unknown
Soldier was buried in Sofia in 1923; Bucharest and
Vienna followed suit. Burials of Unknown Soldiers
of the Great War took place later in the century
when Australians, New Zealanders, and Canadians

felt the need to mark their own sacrifice, previously
incorporated in the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier
in Westminster Abbey in London.

The only two important exceptions were
Germany and Russia, with the greatest number of
war dead. In 1925 Germany’s Weimar Republic
did not respond when Konrad Adenauer, mayor
of Cologne, called for the burial of an Unknown

Soldier on the banks of the Rhine. Indeed, far away

from the defeated capital, what would an

Unknown Soldier signify? Only after 1933 did a

form of the cult of the Unknown Soldier develop,

in the person of Adolf Hitler, the ‘‘unknown cor-

poral.’’ Russia, taken over by the Bolsheviks during

the war, was entirely preoccupied with the revolu-

tion and able to erect a tomb in Moscow only for

Lenin.

In the early twenty-first century the cult of the

Unknown Soldier has taken on a consensual image

in the various countries that does not always match

the reality of the 1920s and 1930s. In 1920 both

polemics and fervor played a major role in the cer-

emonies. The burial of the Unknown Soldier had to

be at a place appropriate for this ceremony.

Establishing where to place this symbolic tomb pro-

voked major debate. The French idea was to bring

to the capital, to the center of power, an unknown

body chosen from the unidentified dead at the 1916

Battle of Verdun, the mythic high-water mark of the

war. Similarly, the body of an unknown British sol-

dier was to be transported from France to England

on the HMS Verdun and then by train to London.

No one had a problem with the date, 11 November.

The delay until 1920 was simply a matter of the time

required for preparing such an important event. For

the French, 1920 was ideal, because it was the fif-

tieth anniversary of the founding of the Republic in

1870. That coincidence led to a debate on the

choice of place for the funeral as well as on the

inscription. The Panthéon seemed to be the proper

setting, its pediment engraved with the words ‘‘A

grateful nation salutes its great men’’ (Aux grands
hommes la patrie reconnaissante). But the men who

died in the war deserved a different kind of remem-

brance from that accorded to the political, military,

and scientific figures placed in the Panthéon. Thus

the Ministry of Public Instruction, which was in charge

of the 11 November commemoration, was led to
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organize a two-stage ceremony. First came a cortege to

the Panthéon, then to the Arc de Triomphe, where

‘‘the remains of the Unknown Soldier who fell in the

Great War’’ would eternally rest.

On the evening of 10 November 1920 the

casket of the Unknown Soldier, chosen from

among eight other caskets from Verdun, was trans-

ported by special railroad car and lay in state in the

south of Paris at the place Denfert-Rochereau.

(Denfert-Rochereau was a colonel and hero of the

lost war of 1870–1871.) The arrival in Paris thus

expressed revenge in victory over the Germans in

1918 without ignoring the enormous price paid by

the French people. The coffin was then brought to

the Panthéon and afterward to the Arc de

Triomphe. Transported on a caisson covered by

the French flag, it was accompanied by wounded

veterans. The burial of the Unknown Soldier, and
his adoption by the entire nation, created a unity in
mourning all the dead of the Great War.

The Unknown Soldier was also accompanied
on his journey from Verdun by a family that
included a war widow, a mother and father who
had lost their son, and a child who had lost his
father. This casket could have contained the body
of any one of the 1.4 million French soldiers who
had died in the war. A journalist who had served in
the war put it this way: ‘‘Perhaps he fell near me in
Artois, in Champagne, or at Verdun. Perhaps he
had shown me pictures of his father and mother, of
his wife and his children during our long watches in
the trenches.’’

For years afterward the Arc de Triomphe
remained an obligatory destination for French and

British and French soldiers commemorate the anniversary of the United Kingdom’s entry into World War I at the

tomb of the unknown soldier in Paris, 4 August 1929. The tombs remain an important site for official ceremonies throughout

Europe. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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foreign visitors alike. Beyond official ceremonies
and military parades, the Unknown Soldier symbol-
ized both the values of sacrifice and the deep sor-
row inflicted by the war. The French ceremony, at
once democratic and emotional, was the inspiration
for liturgies in other countries. An orphan, widow,
or very young serviceman would choose the
Unknown Soldier from among several coffins by
placing flowers upon it. Interment involved grand
ceremonies suited to monarchs or chiefs of states.
The burial place would be some site of high
national honor, such as the Vittoriano, altar of the
nation in Italy, or it might have religious and his-
torical significance, such as Westminster Abbey in
London. Tombs were in all cases viewed as sacred;
guards kept watch and ensured that the flame
burned in perpetuity.

These symbolic tombs also became symbols for
pacifism. Others invoked the tombs to protest the
way disabled veterans were treated. One Londoner
wrote, ‘‘Revere the memory of our class who
fought, bled and died, but don’t forget the
unknown warriors living’’ (London, 1921). The
French poet Benjamin Péret and the German play-

wright and poet Bertolt Brecht mocked the cult
of the dead as obscuring the needs of the living.
W. H. Auden put it this way in 1930: ‘‘Let us
honor if we can / The vertical man / Though we
value none / But the Horizontal one.’’ Later in the

century writers and filmmakers returned to this
theme of commemoration as an alternative to
facing the problems of the postwar world. Thus
the title of Bertrand Tavernier’s 1989 film La vie
et rien d’autre (Life and Nothing But) and its

account of the burial of the Unknown Soldier in
France.

An Unknown Soldier was buried in Australia on
11 November 1993, then another in New Zealand
in 2004. Eighty years after the Westminster cere-
mony that celebrated a British Unknown Soldier
who symbolized all the sacrifices of the country,

the Australian and New Zealand Army Corps
(ANZACs) decided that symbolism would best be
served by repatriating an Unknown Soldier from
the Somme in France. For Americans, World War
II had to be celebrated just as its predecessor had

been, and so the habit developed of burying an
Unknown Soldier after each war. In 1998, how-
ever, genetic testing betrayed the anonymity of the

Unknown Soldier from the U.S. war in Vietnam.
Anonymity still mattered, because even in the case
of the Vietnam War, all those who died are repre-
sented by one whose name is known but to God.

See also War Memorials.
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ANNETTE BECKER

n

USTAŠE. The Ustaše (often anglicized as
Ustashas), literally meaning insurgents, came into
being with the creation of the Croatian Liberation
Movement in 1930 by their leader Ante Pavelić as a
response to the anti-Croatian measures of the
Serbian-dominated interwar Yugoslav government,
which culminated in the assassination of Croatian
leaders in the Yugoslav Parliament in 1928, includ-
ing the leader of the Croatian Peasant Party,
Stjepan Radić, who died a couple of months later
as a result of his wounds.

Pavelić, a lawyer by profession was vice presi-
dent of the small Croatian Party of Right and a
member of the Yugoslav parliament between
September 1927 and January 1929. After the
declaration of the royal dictatorship of King
Alexander I (r. 1922–1934) on 6 January 1929,
Pavelić fled the country and became the leader of
Croatian political émigrés. The aim of his move-
ment was to fight for an independent Croatian
state using all possible measures, including terror-
ism, with the help of any foreign power that offered
support, whatever the price. Even before his emi-
gration, Pavelić had signed a memorandum with
the Italians in 1927, which promised them much
of the Adriatic coast in return for their recognition
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of an independent Croatia. Pavelić also reached an
agreement with the outlawed Internal Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization (IMRO) to cooperate
against the Yugoslav state. For his subversive activ-
ities, Pavelić was tried in absentia, found guilty, and
sentenced to death in July 1929.

Pavelić’s Ustaša movement was modeled after
IMRO, and with the financial backing mainly of
the Italian government, he established training
camps in Italy and Hungary, most prominently at
Janka Puszta, which attracted recruits from émigré
circles. The Ustaše engaged in subversive activity
against the Yugoslav state, including the planting
of bombs on trains headed to Yugoslavia and the
fomenting of armed rebellion, most notably in Lika
in northwestern Croatia in 1932. Their most
famous act was the assassination of King
Alexander I and the French foreign minister Louis
Barthou in Marseille on 9 October 1934, with the
cooperation of IMRO members. The assassination
created embarrassment for the Italian government,
which placed Pavelić and another prominent
Ustaša leader, Eugen-Dido Kvaternik, under arrest
and disarmed all Ustaše and interned them in
camps on the Lipari Islands, which were led by
Mile Budak, the second most important Ustaša,
and later minister of foreign affairs in the
Independent State of Croatia. Even after Italy and
Yugoslavia signed a friendship treaty in 1937, the
Ustaše continued their battle through propaganda,
which they smuggled into Yugoslavia. Until the
Nazi invasion of Yugoslavia, the Ustaše had been
a minority movement with limited influence
among Croatians, and would not have come to
power had it not been for the support of
Germany. Membership did rise after they came to
power, because there was broad support for an
independent Croatian state. On 10 April 1941,
under Nazi guidance, Slavko Kvaternik, who was
pro-German and the most popular domestic
Ustaša, proclaimed the Independent State of
Croatia, a Nazi puppet state.

THE INDEPENDENT STATE OF CROATIA

An interim government was created under the
chairmanship of Mile Budak. Pavelić returned from
Italy and assumed leadership of the new Ustaša
state on 15 April 1941, the same day on which
it was formally recognized by Adolf Hitler

(1889–1945) and Benito Mussolini (1883–1945).
The new state included Bosnia and Herzegovina
within its territory. The non-Croatian population
was composed of Orthodox Serbs (30 percent),
Muslims of Bosnia and Herzegovina (15 percent),
Volksdeutsche (ethnic Germans; 2.5 percent), and
Jews and Gypsies (less than 1 percent). Bosnian
Muslims were considered an integral part of the
Croatian nation, but the other non-Croatian
nationalities were placed outside of the law and
measures were taken to eliminate them from the
Croatian body politic.

The Ustaša program, elements of which Pavelić
had developed in 1933, combined extreme
Frankist Croatian nationalism, Nazism, and fas-
cism, Catholic clericalist authoritarianism, and
ideas from the Croatian Peasant Party. It consisted
of the Seventeen Principles of the Ustaše
Movement, which in addition to defining the
Croatian nation and unity of its lands, claimed the
myth of uninterrupted statehood since Croats first
came to their present homeland and asserted
Croatian sovereignty. It proclaimed that no one
‘‘who is not by origin and blood a member of the
Croatian nation’’ (quoted in Tomasevich, p. 337)
could participate in political life. It also articulated
the primacy of the nation over the individual, pro-
vided for the collectivization of property (except
agricultural) and the corporative state, and advo-
cated the centrality of religious life of the family as
the moral power of the nation. These seventeen
principles were the de facto constitution of the
Independent State.

The Ustaša regime followed the examples of
Nazism and fascism in developing an elaborate
party organization, establishing the Ustaša
Surveillance Service to suppress anti-regime activ-
ities, and founding the Ustaša Youth Organization.
It imposed a one-party system, outlawing all other
political parties, including the Croatian Peasant
Party, which had been the voice of the Croatian
people during the interwar period but met its end
under the Ustaše. Especially targeted was the
Independent Democratic Party, which was the
main political party of Serbs in Croatia or
Yugoslav-oriented Croats and Slovenes. The
regime shared many traits characteristic of fascist
and totalitarian regimes, including the cult of
personality of a charismatic leader in the figure of
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Pavelić, who was known as Poglavnik (Leader),
anti-intellectualism, anti-Semitism, and the use of
terror as an instrument of political control.

ANTI-SERB AND ANTI-JEWISH MEASURES

The main obstacle to the Ustaša’s aim of creating a
state of one nationality (Croatian) and two reli-
gions (Roman Catholicism and Islam) was the
Serbian Orthodox population, which did not
belong in a Croatia that the Ustaše considered to
be a bulwark of Western against Eastern civiliza-
tion. Upon coming to power, the Ustaše issued a
series of law decrees that provided a legal basis for
the persecution of Serbs, Jews, Gypsies, and any
anti-Ustaša Croats. The aim and effect of these
decrees was to define the citizens of Croatia as
pro-Ustaša Croats of Aryan origin, to ban anyone
outside of this limited definition from government
and political positions and public life, and to
destroy their economic foundations.

The Ustaše passed explicitly anti-Jewish laws
on 4 June 1941, which required Jews to register
with the authorities, to report regularly, and to
wear identification signs; barred Jews from profes-
sional and social interactions with the regime; and
prohibited them from intermarrying or having sex-
ual relations with non-Jews. Some Jews, who had
personal or professional relations with the regime
or had converted to Catholicism, were exempted
from these policies and were dubbed ‘‘honorary
Aryans.’’ For instance, Pavelić himself was married
to a half-Jewish woman, and the regime’s need for
physicians led them to retain Jewish doctors. There
was no decree that explicitly imposed similar mea-
sures on Serbs, although the policies were extended
to them.

Toward the Serbs, the Ustaša regime pursued a
policy of expulsion, extermination, and conversion,
which was facilitated by the context of war and the
support of the Nazis. When coerced conversion
failed, the Ustaše established a separate Croatian
Orthodox Church. The killing of Serbs occurred
through rampages in villages and small towns, and
also in concentration camps, of which there were
twenty large and midsize ones. The largest camp
was Jasenovac, which was infamous for its barbarity
and high number of victims. There were also
assembly camps where Serbs were gathered prior
to being expelled. Many of these activities were

carried out by ‘‘wild’’ Ustaša units and drew pro-
tests from Germans who feared they could com-
promise peace and order in Croatia, from public
opinion, and also direct protest from Archbishop
Alojzije Stepinac to Pavelić regarding killings at
Jasenovac, particularly those of refugee Slovenian
priests who had been accused of working against
the state.

The Ustaše had found natural allies among
many Catholic clergy and clericalist-oriented intel-
lectuals, who shared their nationalist and authori-
tarian stance. The Catholic hierarchy supported the
regime because the Ustaše supported many inter-
ests of the Catholic Church in Croatia, and saw the
regime as a means for strengthening the position of
the church in Croatia. The Ustaše particularly
enjoyed the support of the Franciscan friars in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and southern Dalmatia
who had been members of the movement prior to
April 1941. As the terror of the regime mounted,
the Catholic hierarchy began to criticize some
actions of the Ustaše and to distance itself from
the regime, but did not publicly oppose the
regime. In response to these various protests,
Pavelić issued orders prohibiting extreme terror.
However, these activities persisted and were
encouraged by inflammatory language and accusa-
tions at the highest levels of the Ustaša regime.

The number of victims of the Ustaša regime
remains one of the most controversial issues in the
history of the Second World War in Yugoslavia, as
there has been a tendency to exaggerate figures on
one’s side and to reduce the figures of opposing
sides. Furthermore, these figures have served the
propaganda purposes of the postwar communist
government, as well as both domestic and émigré
Serbian and Croatian organizations. Ultimately,
Ustaša terror tactics did not have their intended
result, and instead led to the swelling of the com-
munist partisan ranks by Serbs from Croatia, thus
unintentionally strengthening the resistance force
to the Ustaša regime.

END OF THE USTAŠA REGIME

At the end of April 1945 the German army began
retreating from Yugoslavia. The Ustaše joined the
German forces in order to escape the partisans,
whom they rightly feared would retaliate in a man-
ner commensurate with the wartime terror of the
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Nazi and Ustaša regimes. The Ustaša regime
planned to withdraw to Austria and surrender to
the British, hoping for Western backing in the fight
against communism. Members of the regime left
Zagreb between 4 and 6 May 1945, inducing civil-
ian refugees to join them by spreading panic about
the advancing partisans.

Upon reaching Austria, Ustaša government
leaders were captured by Yugoslav partisan officers
and handed over to the Yugoslav government.
Furthermore, in mid-May 1945, Croatian soldiers
and civilian refugees were forced to surrender to
the partisans in the village of Bleiburg on the
Slovenian-Austrian border and were subsequently
massacred. While it is impossible to ascertain the
exact figure of disarmed soldiers and civilians killed,
the most reliable estimates of scholars have been
around eighty thousand. Pavelić had traveled sepa-
rately from other Ustaše, and managed to escape
capture by the partisans, fleeing via Austria and
Italy to Argentina.

After the war, the communist regime tried and
convicted many leading Ustaša figures and Catholic
priests who had not managed to escape. The
Communists also tried and imprisoned
Archbishop Stepinac, ultimately releasing him
because of poor health in 1951 and placing him
under house arrest in his native village, where he
remained until his death. In 1957 an attempt was
made on Pavelić’s life in Argentina, after which he
moved to Spain, where he died in 1959.

See also Fascism; Occupation, Military; Pavelić, Ante;
Yugoslavia.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Alexander, Stella. Triple Myth: A Life of Archbishop Alojzije
Stepinac. Boulder, Colo., 1987.

Tomasevich, Jozo. War and Revolution in Yugoslavia,
1941–1945: Occupation and Collaboration. Stanford,
Calif., 2001.

JOVANA L. KNEŽEVIĆ
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n

VALÉRY, PAUL (1871–1954), French poet
and essayist.

Ambroise-Paul-Toussaint-Jules Valéry, from a
Corsican-Italian family, was born and raised in Sète,
a town in the south of France where, at age thirteen,
he wrote his first poems. He attended the lycée in
Montpellier, graduating in 1888. Although he devel-
oped a growing interest in the arts, Valéry entered
law school. Over the next four years he had his first
literary encounters, meeting such writers as Pierre
Louÿs, André Gide, and Stéphane Mallarmé. He also
published his first poems, in a symbolist’s style.

In 1894 Valéry moved to Paris, law degree in
hand, with the firm intention of meeting the writers
of the capital. That same year he began writing ‘‘La
soirée avec Monsieur Teste’’ (‘‘Monsieur Teste’’)
which was published in 1896 and again in 1906.
Teste served as Valéry’s literary double. The pre-
vious year, 1895, he wrote Introduction à la méthode
de Léonard de Vinci (Introduction to the Method of
Leonardo da Vinci). Da Vinci’s overarching ambi-
tion in the arts and mathematics thoroughly fasci-
nated the young Valéry. Mathematics, physics, and
philosophy would indeed play major roles in
Valéry’s complex work. He was intrigued not only
by da Vinci’s genius but by his overall ‘‘mastery’’
that any artist must acquire. This was the benchmark
by which Valéry would measure his own work.

In 1900 Valéry was appointed to the Ministry
of War and began to earn a regular income; when
he married, Gide and Louÿs were his witnesses.

The same year, he became private secretary to
Edouard Lebey, the head of the Havas news
agency, and he remained at this post until Lebey’s
death. Valéry had taken the side of Alfred Dreyfus
in the famous political scandal, one of his rare
direct interventions in politics before the 1920s.

In terms of literature, Valéry in the period
between 1898 and 1917 produced little, and some
critics have characterized this period as one of silence
or crisis. Indeed, Valéry published only reviews and
a few studies and poems, but he never gave up
writing entirely. He continued keeping his diary,
which eventually filled 261 notebooks. According
to Judith Robinson-Valéry, he wrote religiously
almost every day from 1894 to 1945. In any event,
his major works were composed either before 1898
or, perhaps especially, after 1917. In that year he
published a striking poem, La jeune Parque (The
Young Fate), meant to relieve his anguish about
the war. This work announced Valéry’s return to
poetry. In Michel Jarrety’s view, the poem was con-
ceived as the ‘‘tomb of a language to be worked over
according to the strictest classical constraints.’’

Valéry’s pessimistic view of Western civilization
at the end of the Great War is well known: ‘‘We as a
civilization now know that we are mortal.’’ The
1920s were years when Valery established himself as
a writer who would never become facile even while
accepting a great number of assignments. He meti-
culously compiled his essays in a five-volume series,
each entitled Variété (1924–1944). In 1920 he
published a collection of his early poems and also
met the poet Catherine Pozzi, with whom he had a

V
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passionate affair. In 1922 he published a new collec-
tion, Charmes, that contained his most famous
poem, ‘‘Le cimetière marin’’ (‘‘The Graveyard by
the Sea’’), which had already appeared in 1920 in
La nouvelle revue française. Valéry said of the poem
that it had come from a ‘‘poetic universe’’ in which
‘‘resonance overtakes causality and the effect of
‘form,’ far from fading away, is requested by it. The
idea claims its voice.’’

In 1925 Valéry was elected to the Académie
Française and from 1937 he would lecture on
poetry at the Collège de France. These years were
also a period of meetings and travels with literary
celebrities, artists, and politicians in his capacity as
president of the French writers’ association PEN
(1924–1934) or in his role as participant in the
International Commission of Intellectual Coopera-
tion and in the International Institute of Intellectual
Cooperation. Increasingly, he became involved in
politics. He spoke out in favor of women’s right to
vote, collaborated with the League of Nations, and
took a keen interest in developments in European
federal ideas. In 1933 he was appointed head of the
Centre Universitaire Méditerranéen in Nice. He had
welcomed Marshal Philippe Pétain to the Académie
Française, but in 1940 he took a stand against the
Vichy government and of Pétain’s meeting with
Adolf Hitler in Montoire and left his post at the
Centre. The following year he gave a eulogy in honor
of Henri Bergson, an act of courage considering
Bergson was Jewish. Valéry died in Paris on 20 July
1945 and, after being accorded a state funeral, was
buried at the cimetière marin (sailor’s cemetery)
in Sètes.

See also France; Gide, André.
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ

n

VATICAN II. Since the nineteenth century,
the Roman Catholic Church had been challenged
by modernity, leading to an antimodernist stage
embodied in the First Vatican Council and its
solemn definition of papal infallibility (1870). At
the beginning of the twentieth century, biblical and
patristic studies had begun to bring new modes of
thinking into the Roman Catholic Church. By the
1950s, while progressively allowing scholars to
move away from neoscholasticism and biblical
literalism, the ‘‘biblical school’’ gave birth to a
generation of eminent theologians such as Yves
Congar, Karl Rahner, Joseph Ratzinger, and
Henri de Lubac, whose works revealed a more
liberal understanding of Christian doctrine.

At the same time, the world’s bishops faced
tremendous challenges caused by political, social,
economic, and technological change. Confronted
with a world increasingly deaf to the church’s
teaching, many of these bishops sought changes
in church structure and practice to address those
challenges. But they lived in such isolation from
one another that each bishop thought his position
was largely unique and thus surrendered to the
general mind of the church, which was felt over-
whelmingly opposed to any change.

It is precisely in this context that, on 25
January 1959, within three months of his election
to the Chair of Peter, Pope John XXIII announced
his intention of summoning the twenty-first
Ecumenical Council of the Roman Catholic
Church. Thus in May 1959 Pope John launched
preparations for the council, asking the world’s
Roman Catholic bishops, theological faculties,
and universities to make recommendations for the
agenda. Controlled by curial officials, thirteen pre-
paratory commissions were appointed to write draft
proposals on a wide range of topics.

OPENING OF THE COUNCIL

On 11 October 1962 the first official gathering of
the council was inaugurated by these few words:
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‘‘Mother Church rejoices that, by the singular gift
of Divine Providence, the longed-for day has finally
dawned.’’ Words of joy, words of welcome, they
indicated a definitive break with the past hostile
attitude of the church toward the world.

Indeed, the purpose of the council was to
enable the church ‘‘to bring herself up to date’’
(aggiornamento) and to bring nearer the time of
the reunion of all Christian faiths. Thus, unlike the
First Vatican Council, the Second Vatican Council
was not summoned with the aim of defining new
doctrines or condemning new heresies but with the
intent of finding a better way of expressing the
teaching of the church in an increasingly secular-
ized world. Confronted with the problem of a
world more and more estranged from religion,
the aim of the council was not to enlist Catholics
in a new crusade against the present world but to
find a way to fill the gap between the substance of
church doctrine and its reformulation for the mod-
ern world.

The council formally opened in a public session
that included the council fathers as well as repre-
sentatives of eighty-six governments and interna-
tional bodies. The participants with full voting
rights were all the bishops of the Roman Catholic
Church, of both the Western and Eastern rites,
superiors-general of exempt religious orders, and
prelates with their own special spheres of
jurisdiction.

Vatican II was an ecumenical council (i.e., ‘‘of
the inhabited world’’). At the opening session it
gathered 2,908 council fathers from every national
and cultural background. Observers from other
denominations also were invited and, with the
exception of the Greek Orthodox, all came to the
council. Indeed, the council’s most spectacular inno-
vation was the invitation extended to Protestant
and Orthodox Eastern churches to send observers.
Only communist nations were sparsely represented,
as a result of government pressures.

Nevertheless, in spite of being an impressive
and exceptional gathering of bishops, the council
at first did not attract the press coverage it
deserved. Most people saw in the event a mere
prayer meeting. Even the famous theologian Yves
Congar was suspicious of the gathering, as his pub-
lished diary shows. Indeed, the first preparatory
drafts were mostly formulated by the old guard of

Pius XII, John XXIII’s predecessor, and expressed a

very conservative outlook and concerns. It was
apparent that most of the curial officials were by

no means pleased that the pope had summoned a
general council. Unable to prevent the gathering,
they set themselves to manage it, doing their best

to control the issues debated and imposing upon
the council the guidelines they had promulgated.

But curial officials were unable to dam up the

very strong feeling that reforms were needed within

the church. Congregating at Rome, most of the

bishops discovered to their amazement that the

hope for change was widespread within the assembly.

Thus, aiming for free debate and protesting against

the railroaded agenda, Achille Cardinal Liénart

of Lille and Joseph Cardinal Frings of Cologne

worked to ensure that unlike the First Vatican

Council, the Second would not be stage-managed

by curial officials but, on the contrary, would be a

free assembly made of independent bishops.

Through free debate, differences in theological

orientation among the council fathers and their

The opening ceremonies for the 1962 ecumenical

council, later known as Vatican II, at St. Peter’s

basilica. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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fellow theologians were brought to light, revealing
divisions within the church between ‘‘progressives’’
and ‘‘conservatives.’’ Although the definitions of
these two tendencies could shift depending on the
issue, the primary difference that emerged regarded
turning to scripture. Integralists wanted to state
that tradition is the one source of doctrine (thus
restricting any innovation), while progressives
believed that the authority of the scripture should
also be recognized (thus facilitating or permitting
innovation).

ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE COUNCIL

The council assembly was faced with a vast com-
pendium of some seventy documents on various
matters of doctrine and discipline, and it became
obvious that a new modus operandi was required if
every document was to be fully discussed. Formally
opened on 18 October 1962, the council comprised
four general sessions, ending in 8 December 1965.

The first session had been almost entirely
concerned with affirming the independence of
the bishops against the curia officials. Debates were
mostly endless. Still inexperienced, the council
fathers only succeeded in accepting the principle
of the use of the vernacular in the Mass. All the
other discussions were to be resumed in the follow-
ing sessions.

With the second session (autumn 1963), the
council attempted to get down to real work. John
XXIII died during the intersession. In June 1963
he was succeeded by Pope Paul VI, who presided
over the last three sessions and endorsed the
purposes of the council, adding to them that of
dialogue with the modern world. But again, it
was evident that the council had not yet solved its
problem of procedure. The session mostly promul-
gated the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church:
the fundamental schema on the nature of the
church that gave renewed importance to the role
of the bishops and recognized the collegial nature
of the episcopacy.

With the third session (autumn 1964), three
new drafts were passed: on the Constitution of the
church (the central achievement of the council), on
Oriental rites, and on ecumenism. But most of the
drafts submitted did not receive the necessary two-
thirds majority and went back to their commissions
for redrafting. Above all, difficulties arose in

passing two declarations. First, the declaration on
religious liberty, strongly backed by the American
bishops, was considered controversial by most of
the council fathers. And second, the declaration on
Jews (implying an attitude of sincere dialogue) was
strongly opposed by a small but vocal minority
composed of old-fashioned conservatives and
Arab bishops. Both texts were sent back to their
respective commissions for redrafting.

The first business of the fourth session (autumn
1965) was therefore the consideration of these two
documents. After a sharp debate, the council finally
approved them, presenting a church opened to the
modern world—a modern world that is by defini-
tion culturally and religiously diverse. Primarily,
through the schemata on religious liberty, the
council unequivocally affirmed the right and duty
of all people to proclaim and practice the religion
their conscience leads them sincerely to embrace.
Additionally, a major event of the final days of the
council was the meeting of Pope Paul and
Orthodox Patriarch Athenagoras in Jerusalem and
the joint expression of regret for many of the past
actions that had led to the Great Schism between
the Western and Eastern churches.

By the time of its adjournment the council had
issued four constitutions, nine decrees, and three
declarations on the nature of the church and the
nature of the world: sixteen documents, all of them
officially approved by the pope. The documents
dealt with divine revelation (Dei verbum), sacred
liturgy, the church in the modern world (Lumen
gentium, Gaudium et spes), the instruments of
social communication, ecumenism, Eastern Catholic
Churches, the renewal of religious life, the laity, the
ministry and life of priests, missionary activity,
Christian education, the relationship of the church
to non-Christian religions (Nostra aetate), and reli-
gious freedom. Through them was affirmed the
primacy of scripture as a means of renewal.

But, as time proved, not all of the documents
were satisfactory. Relying on the ‘‘spirit of the
council’’ that was still to be defined, the council
fathers discovered that implementation of some of
the leading texts was controversial. Initial reactions
to the council had been generally favorable, but
conservative Roman Catholic groups came to fear
that the reforms had become too radical. If most
of these conservatives obediently admitted the

2622 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

V A T I C A N I I



changes (although feeling, like Evelyn Waugh, that
the council was a ‘‘bitter trial’’), a small minority
of them decided to challenge the authority of both
the council and the popes who carried out its
decrees. The greatest achievement of the council,
the schemata on religious liberty, proved to be at
the very root of a schism within the church. Thus if
opposition to changes in the church’s liturgy
became a rallying point for the discontented, the
contention generally regarded the idea of any reli-
gious freedom. The most prominent leader of the
‘‘Roman Catholic traditionalists’’ was to be found
in France. Marcel Lefebvre, who in 1970 founded
an international group known as the ‘‘Priestly
Fraternity of St. Pius X,’’ rejected the doctrinal
and disciplinary reforms instituted by Vatican II.

Nevertheless, the Second Vatican Council was
‘‘one of the greatest events in the history of the
Church,’’ as Paul VI put it in his closing address.
Conceived by Pope John XXIII and continued
under Paul VI, the program of reforms initiated
by Vatican II proved to be both an aggiornamento
and a rinnovamento (renewal). The refreshing of
Catholic thought led to new pastoral experiences
and unexpected friendships and dialogue with
other religious traditions, bringing new richness
to the Roman Catholic Church that continued into
the early twenty-first century. The council opened
a new era in the church’s history. No longer a
‘‘fortress church,’’ the Roman Catholic Church
succeeded in departing from the First Vatican
Council’s harsh framework. With a new under-
standing of the church and its mission, and
through a new expression of its faith adapted to
modern conditions, the Roman Catholic Church
developed a new and fruitful relationship with the
world.

See also Catholicism; John XXIII; Paul VI.
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OLIVIER ROTA

n

VELVET REVOLUTION. Czechs and
Slovaks tend to refer to the end of Communist
rule in Czechoslovakia in 1989 as ‘‘November’’
or the ‘‘November events,’’ rather than ‘‘Velvet
Revolution,’’ a phrase coined after the event.
English-language dictionaries, however, formally
accepted Velvet Revolution as a new term in
1990. It denotes the demise of a fierce, hard-line
communist regime that had repressed its citizens
and atomized its society for decades and that
conceded power within days when confronted
with persistent, but entirely nonviolent, popular
demonstrations.

These large protests in Czechoslovakia
occurred after decisive events in surrounding com-
munist countries suggested irreversible political
change in the region. Partly contested elections in
Poland resulted in a noncommunist prime minis-
ter. Hungary’s new generation of reform-minded
Communists met with opposition forces and
opened part of its border with Austria, allowing
visiting East Germans to flee the Soviet bloc. That
contributed to the disintegration of the oppressive
East German regime, which opened its borders
with, most famously, the demolishing of the
Brandenburg Gate on 9 November. Some two
million East Germans flooded through it and
breaches made in the Berlin Wall in the following
two days. Even Todor Zhivkov, Bulgaria’s
Communist leader who had been in power since
1956, ended his reign on 10 November.

Repression in Czechoslovakia, particularly the
‘‘normalization’’ process that reversed the liberal-
izing reforms of the Prague Spring in 1968 and
punished anyone even notionally associated with it,
ensured that most people would not challenge the
regime. A small group of post-1968 political activ-
ists risked, and often lost, their jobs, liberty, and
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personal health by writing and speaking against the

regime. These dissidents codified their political

demands in Charter 77, signed on 1 January 1977,

which called on the regime to respect the domestic

and international laws concerning human rights that

the regime itself had signed. The regime’s intoler-

ance was such that the leaders behind Charter 77

were arrested as they attempted to mail the docu-

ment to government officials. There were never

more than about two thousand signatories of

Charter 77 in a country of over fifteen million,

but the movement represented an important show

of ethical and political resistance and ultimately

provided a collective conscience and a fledgling

organization for the revolution.

The spark for regime change came in November

1989. Small, unsanctioned protests had occurred

that year and earlier, but they had met the wrath

of police. A march on 17 November in Prague,

however, was sanctioned by the regime because

it commemorated the fiftieth anniversary of the
killing of Czech university student leaders by
Nazi Germans. The iconography of antifascism
was encouraged while expressions of universal
human rights and political pluralism were banned.
The march attracted more people than expected
and included prodemocracy banners. The demonstra-
tion deviated from the officially approved route and
headed toward central Prague’s famous Wenceslas
Square. Police intercepted some marchers and
responded with characteristic brutality while other
demonstrators broke off in another direction, to be
met again by riot police. Rumors spread that a
student had been killed. Perhaps sensing a turn in
public opinion, the security services attempted to
deny their wrongdoing, even putting on view
two unharmed students who bore the supposed
victim’s name. News of the brutality nevertheless
spread, even circulating on videotapes; foreign
correspondents reported the regime’s behavior
abroad.

Huge crowds gather in Wenceslas Square in Prague, Czechoslovakia, to protest the Communist government,

November 1989. ªDAVID TURNLEY/CORBIS
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Czech citizens were outraged both by the
police repression, which included numerous con-
firmed beatings of peaceful, unarmed marchers,
and by the regime’s duplicity in denying it.
Crowds arose in support of the initial protestors
but marched in an orderly manner. The staff of the
Prague Theaters, in a country where the arts mat-
tered, expressed support for a strike; theaters else-
where followed. Numerous university officials
pledged not to impose academic penalties for
illegal political activity. Charter 77 signatories,
students, and others gathered in Prague’s Magic
Lantern Theater on 19 November and formed
Civic Forum (CF). Led by the dissident playwright
Václav Havel (b. 1936), this wide-based opposition
movement (expressly not a political party) issued
demands and called for the resignation of
Communist leaders. A similar movement, Public
against Violence (PAV), was formed the next day
in Slovakia’s capital, Bratislava.

By 20 November, over two hundred thousand
people were demonstrating in Prague, and—in an
ideological blow to the regime—many official trade
unions and Communist university student organiza-
tions joined them, making available their centrally
located facilities to coordinate demonstrations.

On 24 November, Alexander Dubček, the lead-
er of the popular reform movement of 1968 that
was crushed by Warsaw Pact forces, arrived in
Prague from Bratislava and was enthusiastically
received by the crowds. During the same day, an
‘‘extraordinary’’ meeting of the Czechoslovak
Communist Party Central Committee was called,
at which senior leaders were dismissed. In the eve-
ning, as Dubček joined Havel on stage at the Magic
Lantern, the Communist Party leader Miloš Jakeš
resigned, replaced by an unknown Communist,
Karel Urbánek. Other hard-line Communists con-
tinued at their posts, signaling not conciliation by
the regime but intransigence and the possibility of
violence against protestors. The public rejected this
reconstituted leadership and continued protesting.
In Slovakia, the well-known actor Milan Kňažko
read PAV statements on television, making the
revolution known throughout the republic. For
the next two days, crowds of up to 750,000 pro-
tested in Prague’s Letná Park, where compulsory
and contrived pro-Communist rallies had been
routinely held. Havel thought that Prime Minister

Ladislav Adamec was sympathetic to change and
invited him to address the crowds. Adamec lost
any support he might have had by using the unre-
formist, communist-era language of ‘‘restoring
order.’’ In defiance, the crowds jingled their
keys, providing one of the iconographic images
of Czechoslovakia’s emerging peaceful Velvet
Revolution.

With the regime deemed still recalcitrant, CF
led a two-hour general strike on 27 November.
The brevity of this measure was inversely propor-
tionate to its symbolism: it was deliberately kept
short to keep the regime from lambasting it as
economically irresponsible. Instead, many worked
an extra two hours to fend off such accusations and
to sustain the economy and guarantee essential
services. As much as half the population partici-
pated, making the strike undeniably successful.
On 28 November Adamec consented to negotia-
tions with CF, led by Havel, and proposed the
formation of a new federal cabinet (which proved
still to be Communist-dominated) and revisions to
the constitution that would end the Communist
monopoly on political and educational life. The
Communist parliament accepted them on 29
November.

These changes, however, were insufficient
and demonstrations continued. After further but
ultimately futile resistance by the regime, on
10 December the Communist president, Gustáv
Husák, announced a new coalition government that
included representatives of CF and PAV; non-
Communists now formed the majority. Husák then
resigned on television. CF rescinded its general
strike for the following day. Dubček was elected
speaker of parliament on 28 December; the next
day, the still-Communist parliament elected Havel
president of Czechoslovakia. CF and PAV won the
first fully free postcommunist parliamentary elec-
tions, held in June 1990.

See also Czech Republic; Czechoslovakia; Havel, Václav;
Prague Spring; Slovakia.
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RICK FAWN

n

VENEREAL DISEASE. By the beginning
of the twentieth century, venereal disease had
become a metaphor for the physical decay and
moral degeneration of society in many European
countries. Syphilis and gonorrhea, the most widely
recognized of the venereal diseases at that time, were
perceived as sources of pollution and contamination,
threatening the social and moral order as well as racial
health and military power. Subsequently, VD was to
become a leading issue in public health policy in
many European countries in the first half of the
twentieth century.

MEDICAL KNOWLEDGE

Medical knowledge relating to VD had advanced
significantly since the nineteenth century. In the
1830s Philippe Ricord showed that gonorrhea
and syphilis were two different diseases, and in
the 1870s another French venereologist, Alfred
Fournier, made the connection between syphilis
and progressive paralysis and other nervous dis-
eases. In 1879 a German venereologist, Albert
Neisser, identified the gonococcus as the causal
agent of gonorrhea. The long hunt for the syphilis
germ took three more decades until, in 1905, a
German biologist, Fritz Schaudinn, and a derma-
tologist, Erich Hoffmann, successfully established
that the Treponema pallidum was the cause of
syphilis. In the following year, the German scientist
August Paul Wassermann developed a serological
test for syphilis, which became the leading diag-
nostic tool for physicians, despite its notorious

unreliability. With the Wassermann test (also
known as the Bordet-Wassermann test) it became
easier to diagnose syphilis even in the later stages of
the disease. By the end of the twentieth century,
new diagnostic methods such as dark-field micro-
scopy and blood tests (rapid plasma reagin and
Treponema pallidum hemagglutination assay) for
syphilis and strand displacement amplification for
gonorrhea and Chlamydia trachomatis had simpli-
fied the diagnosis of VD considerably.

Central issues in medical research on VD were
therapeutic improvements. Up until the 1940s,
mercury remained an important part of any syphilis
therapy. Spurred by the development of successful
inoculations against infectious disease, medical
researchers in the late nineteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries tried in vain to develop an inoculation
against syphilis. However, the efforts of the
German physician and Nobel Prize winner Paul
Ehrlich and his team to identify some form of
chemotherapy proved more successful. In 1910
they produced a powerful and effective new drug,
an arsenic compound called Salvarsan (literally,
‘‘healing arsenic’’). The administration of this
so-called magic bullet proved to be problematic,
and Salvarsan caused many side effects, some quite
serious. Nevertheless, Salvarsan and its later improve-
ments remained, often in combination with mer-
cury or bismuth, the main treatment of choice for
syphilis well into the 1940s. In addition, in 1917
the Austrian psychiatrist Julius Wagner von Jauregg
introduced a therapy for the hitherto untreatable
general paralysis of the insane, one of the many
forms syphilis can take in its tertiary stage. For
reasons largely unexplained, when infected with
malaria, patients suffering from paralysis showed
remarkable improvements, and for his therapeutic
discoveries Wagner von Jauregg won the Nobel
Prize for medicine in 1927.

Until the introduction of sulfonamides in
1937, the long-lasting therapy for gonorrhea
remained often ineffective and painful with its
damaging irrigations of the urethra. With sulfona-
mides treatment became easier, faster, and more
effective, but the gonococcus soon became resis-
tant to the new therapy. The introduction of peni-
cillin in 1943 in the United States revolutionized
VD therapy. At first it was only available for
soldiers, but increasingly penicillin was employed
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for the treatment of syphilitic civilians in postwar
Europe. However, it took some time before physi-
cians became convinced of its effectiveness. Soon
penicillin was also used to treat gonorrhea and
eventually became the standard treatment for both
diseases. As a result, syphilis and gonorrhea were
no longer perceived with the same fear and moral
reproach, a trend often regretted by physicians,
who feared that penicillin would undermine patient
compliance and remove one of the last bulwarks
against promiscuity.

INCIDENCE OF VD

Although contemporary statistics were highly unre-
liable, they shaped public perceptions of VD, and it
was believed that VD rates were increasing. In
Germany a first, nationwide VD survey from
1919 suggested that about half a million Germans
(some 8.7 per thousand of the population) were
catching VD each year; subsequent statistics from
the interwar period, however, indicated a decline
from 5.8 per thousand in 1927 to 3.4 in 1934. In
Britain the Royal Commission on VD shocked the
public by concluding in its 1916 report that the
number of syphilitics in large cities would not fall
below 10 percent of the population, and the per-
centage of those affected with gonorrhea greatly
exceeded this proportion. The French government
calculated that in 1925 about four million French
(one-tenth of the population) were suffering from
VD. Moreover, estimates suggested that the situa-
tion was further deteriorating, with estimates of
eight million recorded in 1929. It was suggested
that over the previous ten years, syphilis had killed
about 1.5 million French people, as many as died in
World War I. Moreover, VD rates escalated again
during World War II, even in those countries
where, as in the Netherlands, there had been a
low incidence previously.

STRATEGIES FOR COMBATING VD

In response to evidence of what appeared to be an
alarming rise in the incidence of VD, members of
the medical profession, public health officials, repre-
sentatives from women’s and social purity organiza-
tions, and politicians from many European countries
met at two international conferences in Brussels in
1899 and 1902 to discuss how to control prostitu-
tion and VD more effectively. At the 1899 confer-
ence, an international society for combating VD

(Société Internationale de Prophylaxie Sanitaire et

Morale de la Syphilis et des Maladies Vénériennes)

was founded. For many countries, this was the

starting point of efforts to tackle the VD problem.

Subsequently, national societies for combating VD

were founded, for example, in France in 1901,

Germany in 1902, and somewhat later in Britain

(1914).

Until the beginning of the twentieth century,

in most European countries, with the notable

exception of Britain, the main strategy for combat-

ing VD was to control prostitution. For centuries

prostitutes had been targeted as the main vector of

VD. This epidemiological model assumed that it

was the unfaithful husband and the irresponsible

young unmarried man who, driven by their

uncontrollable sexual urges, contracted VD from

prostitutes and passed it on to their innocent wives

or partners, who then might infect their offspring.

Treatment in such cases was problematic, given

that physicians were reluctant to divulge the med-

ical condition and hence the moral lapses of hus-

bands to their partners. This epidemiological

model was also the basis for the assumption that

syphilis was a hereditary disease that was passed on

from the father to his offspring.

To control prostitution, France in the early

nineteenth century developed an elaborate system

designed to control brothels and regulate the pub-

lic behavior of prostitutes. To ensure their medical

surveillance, prostitutes were required to register

with the vice squads of the police. This system

of state regulation was copied by many other

European countries. (Britain was an exception:

although some local regulation of prostitution

was imposed for a limited period in the 1860s

and 1870s, this was speedily suspended in the face

of vociferous protests from the women’s move-

ment.) However, by the beginning of the twentieth

century, regulatory systems were increasingly recog-

nized as ineffective in the control of VD, not least

because an increasing number of so-called amateur

prostitutes were evading registration. One of the

main issues at the Brussels conferences was there-

fore to find alternative routes to control the spread

of VD. These concerns were reinforced by contem-

porary fears of ‘‘urban degeneration,’’ viewed as

threatening bourgeois concepts of hygiene and
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morality, especially as they affected the issue of
female and working-class sexuality.

After Word War I, it became increasingly evi-
dent that the old epidemiological model that
focused on professional prostitutes as the main
sources and culprits of VD was no longer wholly
applicable. With the increasing economic and social
independence of women and a relaxation of nine-
teenth-century standards of sexual morality, people
more often experienced sexual relations outside of
marriage. Again, what caused most concern was the
dangerous sexuality of women who, under the
enduring double moral standard, were labeled pro-
miscuous ‘‘pick-up girls.’’ One of the consequences
was that in the 1930s and 1940s the old epidemio-
logical model that had informed public health pol-
icy was replaced by a ‘‘chain’’ model that was based
on the idea of promiscuity, with infection spread-
ing from one venereally infected person to all the
sexual partners in an endless chain.

The ensuing debates on VD in the twentieth
century raised fundamental and contentious issues
relating to the use of legal compulsion to control
VD. European governments had to find an appro-
priate balance between the interests of public
health and the liberty of the individual. At the same
time, debates over VD raised a broad range of
concerns related to sexual morality within society
that had a strong impact on VD policies.

VD CONTROLS

Some European countries adopted a more coercive

strategy, within which the law was employed exten-

sively to regulate the infected and to penalize the

willful neglect of treatment or spread of disease.

On the other end of the spectrum were countries

whose public health strategies for combating VD

can be broadly defined as voluntaristic. Instead of

utilizing coercive measures, these countries pro-

vided confidential, free, and easily accessible VD

treatment. The response of Scandinavian countries,

Italy, and Germany to VD in the twentieth century

could be categorized as toward the compulsionist

end of the spectrum, whereas England and France

can arguably be characterized as on the libertarian

end. Countries such as Scotland occupied a middle

ground. A more detailed analysis, however, would

reveal that, in all countries, contentious debates

over the issue of control and compulsion persisted.

In Germany strands of the medical, legal, and

public opinion remained skeptical of the value of

compulsion and concerned over the issue of med-

ical confidentiality. Conversely, in England there

was always a vocal minority within the medical

profession and public health administration advo-

cating more stringent measures to control the

spread of VD.

The Scandinavian countries, where syphilis in
the nineteenth century was largely endemic and
nonsexual in its transmission (congenital syphilis),
were among the first to introduce coercive mea-
sures to control VD. This policy, including most
significantly general medical inspections, had
already begun in the late eighteenth century but
culminated during the early twentieth century.
Venereally infected citizens were obliged to seek
treatment, which the state offered them free of
charge. To impose this requirement after the sus-
pension of the state regulation of prostitution (offi-
cially, 1888 in Norway, 1906 in Denmark, and
1918 in Sweden), Scandinavian governments made
mandatory the notification of all cases of VD to the
public health authorities, the medical inspection of
those suspected of suffering from VD, and, if
necessary, their compulsory hospitalization. A sys-
tem of contact tracing was also introduced, along
with legislation to penalize the willful transmission
of disease. Italy maintained its nineteenth-century
state regulation of prostitution as its main strategy
for combating VD up until 1958 but tightened
control under the Fascist regime in the 1930s by
introducing obligatory, free treatment and compul-
sory notification, despite the reluctance of doctors
to comply.

In the debate over the issue of compulsion
in Germany, World War I was decisive. Although
strongly advocated by racial hygienists, the German
government and public health officials remained
reluctant to implement compulsion. However, this
reluctance was eroded by the increasing incidence
of wartime VD and the general tendency toward
stricter controls. Under emergency legislation of
1918, a person could be convicted of assault when
endangering a sexual partner with venereal infec-
tion. Given wartime exigencies, this legislation was
also supported by the women’s movement and
leading venereologists. However, proposals for
compulsory notification of VD patients met with
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strong resistance, especially from the medical pro-
fession and lawyers, who feared that notification
would infringe on the principle of medical confi-
dentiality. The interwar period saw a substantial
extension of medical controls. The 1927 German
VD act required all patients to undergo treatment
with qualified physicians, who were now compelled
to notify health authorities of any patients who
failed to comply with their treatment regime,
defaulted from treatment, or endangered public
health by remaining sexually active. Health autho-
rities could hospitalize such patients, even using
police force if necessary. Under this legislation, it
was not only the prostitute who was under medical
control but her male client as well. However, in
contrast to the Scandinavian model, where all
infected, regardless of sex, were subjected to coer-
cive measures, in Germany the sexuality of women
remained the main target.

The Nazi regime further tightened VD con-
trols. VD patients were not allowed to marry, and
couples had to produce health certificates when
marrying (although this measure was never fully
implemented). VD patients and the promiscuous
were registered by the authorities. Control of pros-
titution was assigned again to the police, who often
sent prostitutes to concentration camps. However,
the military ran their own brothels, and brothels
were even established for slave workers and in con-
centration camps.

The Nazi regime exported their stricter VD
control policy of coercion to occupied countries
such as France and the Netherlands. In both coun-
tries these stricter measures, including compulsory
VD treatment, were welcomed by public health
officials and social workers, who had not been able
to introduce compulsory measures in the years
before. After the end of the occupation, France
maintained these measures in their entirety, as did
the Netherlands until 1952.

In 1953 West Germany reinstalled in essence
the 1927 VD act and obliged physicians, largely in
vain, to trace the sexual contacts of their VD
patients. This act remained in force, albeit with
some modification, until 2000, when VD and
infectious diseases legislation was united in a new
Infectious Diseases Act. This legislation marked a
complete change in German VD policy. Based on a
more liberal approach toward AIDS, German

public health policy moved from control and coer-
cive measures to the voluntaristic approach, stres-

sing health education and offering patients, on a

voluntary basis, anonymous and free advice and

diagnostic services.

On the other end of the spectrum, England

refrained from coercive measures. With the exception

of some regulations imposed during both world

wars, English VD policy throughout the twentieth

century was based on the voluntaristic principle.
Following the 1916 recommendations of the

Royal Commission on VD, the government estab-

lished treatment centers all over the country where

patients could voluntarily seek free and confidential

advice and treatment. After World War II, these

treatment centers were integrated into the National

Health Service. It was the central aim of English
public health policy to encourage VD patients and

those fearing that they had been infected to attend

clinics at the earliest stage.

A similar strategy was pursued by the French

government, which began to establish VD dispen-

saries, along with small laboratories for outpatient

treatment, during World War I. Physicians could

refer VD patients to these dispensaries for free

consultations and treatment. Of course, physicians
only referred those patients who could not afford

treatment. But in contrast to Britain, France held

on to its Napoleonic system of state regulation and

control of prostitution. In the interwar period and

during the German occupation and the Vichy

regime, the focus shifted increasingly toward med-

ical control, and control became even stricter.

Although in 1946 the regulatory system was offi-
cially abolished and existing brothels closed, the

French public health administration established a

new health record system for prostitutes that sub-

jected prostitutes to stricter medical surveillance.

This system was only abolished in 1960, but the

police kept on and even intensified their raids on

prostitutes.

The change from the old infection model to

the chain model also had consequences for other
aspects of VD control. Public health authorities

placed increasing importance on tracing venereally

infected persons and their sexual contacts. As a

result, after World War II, contact tracing became

an important element in VD control in many
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European countries, even in essentially voluntaris-
tic countries such as Britain.

PUBLIC HEALTH EDUCATION AND

MORALITY

In the first half of the twentieth century, European
policy makers increasingly emphasized the need to
educate the public on the risks of VD. With pos-
ters, leaflets, and brochures, health exhibitions,
lecturer series, and slide shows, plays, films, and
radio programs, VD became a central feature of
propaganda and health education. By showing the
dreadful symptoms of syphilis and gonorrhea and
describing the serious consequences VD had for
the family, the state, and the race, campaigns
warned people of the dangers of nonmarital sexual
activities. Hence VD campaigns were influenced by
strong moral considerations. However, public
health educators rapidly criticized this policy of
deterrence as ineffective and prone to causing an
obsessive fear of VD. Thus VD education materials
in the interwar period began to focus more on
removing the shame and secrecy that had for so
long shrouded VD. The public was warned against
alcohol consumption, and a healthy lifestyle was
recommended, with regular exercise to overcome
inappropriate sexual urges. Much effort was placed
on convincing the public that VD was curable
when treated without delay by a qualified physician,
whereas treatment offered by lay healers prom-
ising quick and less painful cures was strongly con-
demned. By promoting a medical understanding
of VD, these campaigns also aimed at removing
folk myths such as the belief that VD was curable
by intercourse with a virgin, which persisted well
into the 1940s.

One contentious issue was whether the public
should be informed about prophylactic measures
such as disinfectants or condoms. Churches and
social purity organizations strongly opposed any
mention of prophylactics. They argued that by
recommending the use of prophylactics, any
remaining fear of infection would be removed and
nonmarital sexual relations thereby encouraged.
Therefore making prophylactics easily available
would inevitably lead to a further decline of mor-
ality and undermine the stability of society. These
moralists stated that the only way to avoid con-
tracting infection was to remain chaste before mar-
riage and faithful within it.

Members of the medical profession, especially
medical officers in the military, favored advocating
prophylactics. Although they also regarded chastity
as the best safeguard against VD, they realized that
an increasing number of people no longer adhered
to these moral imperatives. Consequently they
assumed a more pragmatic attitude; to avoid any
further increase of VD rates, one had to tell the
public how to protect against the risk of infection.

Germany was probably the leading country to
promulgate prophylactics. Already before World
War I, some military barracks installed vending
machines for prophylactics. Although this move was
contested and the vending machines had to be
removed, theGerman military returned to advocating
prophylactics during World War I. Health education
campaigns in the interwar period even made it a moral
obligation to use prophylactics in any risky sexual
contacts. The 1927 German VD act eventually per-
mitted the installation of vending machines in public
toilets. Although the Nazi regime abolished these
pragmatic regulations, it still provided German sol-
diers with condoms during World War II, despite a
shortage of rubber. But Germany was not the only
country where a more pragmatic attitude toward pro-
phylactics succeeded. In the interwar period French
public health education also supplied information
about prophylactics and their use.

Great Britain and Sweden, by contrast, retained
an emphasis on chastity as the central prophylactic.
In Britain, attempts in the early 1920s to run
so-called ablution centers, where men could get
their genitals disinfected, had to be abandoned
after vociferous protest from social purity organiza-
tions, the women’s movement, and the churches.
Consequently, Britain informed the public in their
VD campaigns only about the treatment centers
established since 1916. Only during the two world
wars were prophylactics recommended by military
officers, with prophylactic kits containing dis-
infectants being issued to soldiers. In Sweden, the
government in 1910 strictly forbade public infor-
mation on the use of condoms and even prohibited
their advertisement, and this law was only abol-
ished in 1938.

VD AFTER WORLD WAR II

The introduction of penicillin and the associated
sharp reduction in the incidence of VD in Europe
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brought a significant change of attitudes toward VD
in the aftermath of World War II. Public debates
surrounding the issue receded, and in many countries
venereology as a medical specialty was in decline.

This situation changed by the late 1950s, how-

ever, when several European countries again experi-

enced increasing VD rates; and in the 1960s VD

recurred as an issue in debates on the ‘‘permissive

society’’ and the social effects of the war, which had

eroded many of the traditional familial and commu-

nity controls. Furthermore, new sexually transmitted

diseases gained prominence, especially mostly curable

bacterial diseases (such as Chlamydia trachomatis, the

most common sexually transmitted disease) and

incurable viral infections (such as genital herpes,

hepatitis B, or the human papillomaviruses). In public

health debates, new culprits for infection gained

prominence. Promiscuous teenagers, immigrants,

homosexuals, and tourists were now being identi-

fied as the major vectors. An overconfidence in

antibiotics seemed to have contributed to a more

relaxed attitude toward casual sex. The public was

alarmed by statistics demonstrating an inversion of

the sex ratio, with now more girls than boys being

affected with VD. But contemporaries blamed not

only social and cultural changes but also the declin-

ing popularity of condoms after oral contraception

became widespread in the 1960s.

Most significantly, terminology changed in the

1970s and 1980s. What was conceptualized tradi-

tionally as VD became framed as sexually trans-

mitted diseases (STDs) and, at the beginning of

the twenty-first century, as sexually transmitted

infections. These changes in terminology reflect a

shift of focus from specific disease entities to their

ways of infection and transmission. By the end of

the twentieth century, STDs were regarded as a

mainly medical problem within the purview of phy-

sicians and not a moral one. But European govern-

ments remained concerned about STD rates, and in

1974 the Council of Europe agreed on common

standards for STD surveillance. Although manda-

tory notification was subsequently introduced in

many countries, surveillance regimes varied consid-

erably, with a trend toward more voluntary and

sample-based systems.

At a time that European governments thought

to have STDs by and large under control, a new and

deadly disease appeared and gained prominence in
the mid-1980s, namely HIV/AIDS. Furthermore,
since the mid-1990s European countries are again
facing soaring STD rates, especially among young
people, homosexual men, and tourists. It is assumed

that homosexual men and the younger generation
that grew up after the AIDS shock of the 1980s
neglect safer sex. With all the furor surrounding
AIDS there is a tendency to ignore this resurgence
of STDs, which for many European countries still

remains the primary threat to sexual and reproduc-
tive health at the start of the twenty-first century.

See also AIDS; Public Health; Sexuality.
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VENIZELOS, ELEUTHERIOS (1864–
1936), Greek statesman.

The noted Greek statesman Eleutherios
Venizelos was born in Ottoman-ruled Crete on
23 August 1864. He studied law at the University
of Athens. He became one of the leaders of the
movement for the union of Crete with Greece.

When Crete was granted autonomy Venizelos
headed a revolt (1905) with a view to accelera-
ting the process of unification. In October 1908
the Cretans proclaimed the union of Crete with
Greece and Venizelos stood out as the strong

man in the committee that was appointed by the
Greek government to conduct affairs in the name
of King George I (r. 1863–1913).

In August 1909 a military revolt broke out in
Athens organized by a group of young army offi-

cers (Military League) demanding the reorgani-
zation of the army and expressing wider social
discontent with the political establishment. The

Military League asked Venizelos to come to
Greece and head the struggle for political reform.
Venizelos arrived in Athens in January 1910 and
the election of August 1910 confirmed the need

for political reform: the old parties suffered a major
defeat and Venizelos became prime minister in
October 1910. He established a new party, the

Liberal Party, and his power was greatly enhanced
by a sweeping victory in the 1912 election.

Venizelos’s long political career can be divided
into two phases, 1910–1915 and 1928–1932. In
the first phase Venizelos introduced significant
reforms in the direction of liberal modernization.
The revised constitution of 1911 together with the
laws that passed later affected major aspects of
public life: elementary education was made free
and compulsory; tenure was secured to civil servants
as a means to curb clientelism; it set minimum wages
and legalized trade unions; land reform passed to
break up large estates and give land to poor peas-
ants. The objective of his foreign policy was the
fulfillment of the Great Idea (Megali Idea), the
incorporation to the Greek state of Ottoman terri-
tories where Greek-speaking Orthodox populations
lived. He reorganized the army, and military expen-
diture rose while it forged alliances with other
Balkan countries against the Ottoman Empire.
Greece fought in the two Balkan Wars (1912–
1913) and by the end of those it had acquired new
territories (notably Macedonia, South Ípiros, the
Aegean Islands, and Crete) and had roughly
doubled its population.

The dispute between Venizelos and King
Constantine (r. 1913–1917 and 1920–1922) is a
turning point in modern Greek history. When
World War I broke out Venizelos supported the
entry of Greece into the war on the side of the
Entente powers because he believed that they would
be the victors and would consider favorably Greek
territorial claims. King Constantine, however, had
closer ties to the Central Powers and advocated the
neutrality of Greece. The dispute led to the resig-
nation of Venizelos and in August 1916 he
established a rival government in Salonica. The
so-called National Schism between Venizelos
and King Constantine was further aggravated in
December 1916 when Entente troops landed in
Piraeus and Athens and forced the royalist govern-
ment to resign and the king to leave the country.
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Venizelos became again prime minister and Greece
entered in the war on the side of the Entente.

The territorial gains of Greece after the end
of World War I did not help Venizelos to win
the election in November 1920. The war-weariness
of the country, the resentment of the population
for the foreign intervention, and the persecution of
political opponents explain the defeat of Venizelos,
who a few days later left the country. Following the
defeat of the Greek army in Asia Minor and the
expulsion of a million and a half Greeks from
Turkey Venizelos headed the Greek delegation that
signed the Treaty of Lausanne (24 July 1923).

Venizelos became again prime minister in
1928. Since the territorial aggrandizement of
Greece had been completed his primary foreign-
policy goal was to establish good relations with
the neighboring countries. In this direction the
most remarkable step was the agreement with
Turkey that settled unresolved disputes (10 June
1930) and a pact of friendship (30 October 1930).
Venizelos’s ambitious modernization plan (educa-
tional reform, increase of agricultural production,
industrialization) addressed the problems of poor
peasants and refugees in the newly acquired terri-
tories, who were the main constituency of the
Liberals, but it was to a large extent thwarted by
the international economic crisis. Venizelos lost the
election in 1932 and the two abortive coups that
his supporters organized (in 1933 and 1935) made
the reaction of the royalist bloc even more resolute
(purge of the army, coup by royalist officers in
1935, reinstatement of monarchy that had been
abolished in 1924). Venizelos died in Paris on 18
March 1936.

See also Balkans; Greece.
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POLYMERIS VOGLIS

n

VERSAILLES, TREATY OF. The Treaty
of Versailles is the popular name for the peace
treaty with Germany after World War I that was
signed on 28 June 1919 in the Hall of Mirrors in
the palace of France’s former Bourbon monarchy,
located in the city of Versailles near Paris. It was
one of five peace treaties signed in various Parisian
suburbs by plenipotentiaries of the victorious
and defeated powers: the Treaty of Saint-German-
en-Laye with Austria (10 September 1919), the
Treaty of Neuilly with Bulgaria (27 November
1919), the Treaty of Trianon with Hungary
(4 June 1920), and the Treaty of Sevrès with
Turkey (10 August 1920).

PEACE CONFERENCE PROCEDURES

Representatives of the twenty-seven countries that
had declared war on Germany converged on the
city of Paris in January 1919 to draft a peace treaty

for presentation to representatives of the newly
established German Republic. The full conference
met in plenary session only a few times, and little of
importance was accomplished in these large cere-
monial gatherings, which were held in the ornate

Clock Room of the French Foreign Ministry. The
real work was done in top-secret meetings of the
two highest ranking representatives of the five
countries whose military forces had defeated the
German Empire—the United States, Great

Britain, France, Italy, and Japan. When even this
so-called Council of Ten proved too unwieldy for
efficient decision making, the heads of government
of the four major powers represented at the con-
ference—President Woodrow Wilson of the United

States, Prime Minister David Lloyd George of
Great Britain, Premier Georges Clemenceau of
France, and Prime Minister Vittorio Orlando
of Italy—began meeting in Wilson’s apartment as
the Council of Four. It was in these intimate gath-

erings, during which the ‘‘Big Four’’ received a
steady stream of supplicants from various countries
and interest groups, that the most important deci-
sions about the political future of Europe were

reached.

When the finished treaty was finally presented
to the German representatives on 7 May, they
bitterly denounced the alleged harshness and
unfairness of its provisions. Ordered to accept the
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treaty under the threat of an Allied military advance
toward Berlin, the German government gave in
and agreed to sign. The signing ceremony on 28
June at the Palace of Versailles was held in the very
room in which the German Empire had been pro-
claimed in January 1871 after France’s defeat in the
Franco-Prussian War. The treaty officially entered
into force on 10 January 1920 once the requisite
number of powers had ratified it.

THE WITHDRAWAL OF THE UNITED STATES

Alone among the major victorious powers at the
peace conference, the United States failed to ratify
the Versailles Treaty. The U.S. Senate, whose con-
sent to treaties was required by the American con-
stitution before they became part of American law,
rejected the peace treaty twice, on 19 November
1919 and 19 March 1920. The major reason for
the Senate’s opposition was that President Wilson
had linked the peace treaty with Germany to the
constitution (or Covenant, as it was called) of the
new League of Nations organization, which he had
persuaded the conference in Paris to approve as the
best hope for the future peace of the world. The
Republican majority in the Senate, led by the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee, Henry
Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts, opposed the
League Covenant as drafted on the grounds that
it violated the American constitution and repre-
sented a threat to American sovereignty. Lodge
attached a number of reservations to the pact that
Wilson and his supporters in the Senate were
unwilling to accept. Though a sufficient number
of senators favored the Versailles Treaty to secure
its passage, its connection to the more controversial
League of Nations Covenant proved to be the kiss
of death. After the Senate refused to consent to the
treaty, American representatives were withdrawn
from the various bodies that had been set up to
enforce the treaty’s provisions, leaving France and
Great Britain with the primary responsibility for
ensuring that Germany lived up to its obligations
under the treaty.

REDRAWING THE MAP OF EUROPE

The three most important (and controversial) pro-
visions of the Versailles Treaty were its territorial,
military, and financial clauses. As the peacemakers
in Paris set about redrawing the map of Europe,
Wilson insisted that their decisions be based on a

radical new principle of statecraft that he had

enunciated as he summarized America’s war aims

in a speech to Congress on 11 January 1918.

‘‘[P]eoples and provinces are not to be bartered

about from sovereignty to sovereignty as if they

were mere chattels and pawns in a game, even the

great game, now forever discredited, of the balance

of power,’’ he boldly announced. Instead, he

asserted, ‘‘every territorial settlement involved in

this war must be made in the interest and for the

benefit of the populations concerned, not as a part

of any mere adjustment or compromise of claims

amongst rival states.’’ This declaration became the

basis for the famous principle of national self-deter-

mination, which held that peoples enjoyed a sacred

right to choose their own form of government. It

provided an intellectual justification for a develop-

ment that Wilson himself had neither favored nor

foreseen, but that took on a life of its own: the

breakup of the multinational empire of Austria-

Hungary and the emergence of several new

nation-states in central and eastern Europe based

on the ethnic identity of and the language spoken

by the people of the territory concerned.

The fatal flaw in the principle of national self-

determination was the fact that its strict application

to the territorial settlement with Germany would

have left the defeated power much stronger than it

had been at the beginning of the war: The three

million German-speaking inhabitants of the bor-

derland of Bohemia, a territory that was claimed

by the newly created state of Czechoslovakia on

strategic, economic, and historical grounds, desired

to be united with their linguistic and ethnic kin in

the new German Republic. The new Austrian

Republic—the German-speaking rump of the

defunct Austro-Hungarian Empire—formally peti-

tioned the peace conference to be permitted to join

Germany as well, also on the basis of a common

language and ethnicity. In point thirteen of his

famous ‘‘fourteen points’’ address on 8 January

1918, President Wilson had announced that the

country of Poland, which all of the Allied Powers

hoped to see reconstituted in Eastern Europe at the

end of the war, ‘‘should be assured a free and

secure access to the sea’’ and ‘‘should include the

territories inhabited by indisputably Polish popula-

tions.’’ But when the peacemakers sought to

delineate the western border of Poland, they
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discovered that these two objectives were incom-

patible: the city of Danzig, the only suitable com-

mercial port for Poland on the Baltic Sea,

contained a majority German population, as did

the territory that Poland would have to obtain

from Germany to ensure access to this seaport.

The presence of a large German-speaking popula-

tion in the two border provinces of Alsace and

Lorraine, which France had lost to Germany in

1871 and adamantly insisted on recovering for

strategic, economic, and sentimental reasons,

raised the possibility that the inhabitants of

France’s two ‘‘lost provinces’’ would vote to

remain German if given the opportunity to express

their wishes. Thus, the hallowed Wilsonian princi-

ple of national self-determination paradoxically

seemed to dictate that Germany, which had just

lost a war that all of the Allied Powers believed it

was responsible for starting, be rewarded for its
aggression in 1914 and its defeat four years later
by becoming much larger, richer, and more popu-
lous through the acquisition of neighboring terri-
tory that was inhabited by German-speaking
people.

In the final peace treaty, the principle of
national self-determination was sacrificed on a
number of occasions in deference to what was
deemed to be the overriding security or economic
interests of Germany’s neighbors. France was
allowed to recover the provinces of Alsace and
Lorraine that it had lost to Germany after the
Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, without hav-
ing to run the risk of a plebiscite to determine the
wishes of its inhabitants. In order to provide the
new state of Czechoslovakia with a defensible
border, that new state was permitted to absorb

German soldiers prepare to destroy rifles according to the terms of the Treaty of Versailles, 1919. ªHULTON-

DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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the predominantly German-speaking portion of the

old Austro-Hungarian Empire known by the

Germans as the Sudetenland. To provide Poland

with an outlet to the Baltic Sea and overland access

to it, that new country was permitted to acquire

from Germany a strip of territory with a predomi-

nantly German population that would connect it to

the predominantly German-speaking Baltic port

of Danzig. The latter city was detached from

Germany and established as a free city under the

supervision of the League of Nations. In order to

prevent a potentially dangerous expansion of the

power, population, and resources of defeated

Germany, the Austrian Republic’s request for the

right to join that country was denied and expressly

forbidden without the unanimous consent of the

League. In short, population groups were ‘‘bar-

tered about from sovereignty to sovereignty’’

against their wishes for the higher purpose of giv-

ing Germany’s neighbors a fighting chance to sur-

vive and prosper.

In the world beyond Europe, the victorious

allies had originally intended to divide up among

themselves the German colonial possessions that

their armies had conquered. But President Wilson

protested that the transfer of territory from one

colonial power to the other directly violated his

admonition that territorial settlements should pro-

tect the interests of the populations concerned. So

the British delegation persuaded the American pres-

ident to allow the victors to administer the former

German possessions as ‘‘mandates’’ of the League

of Nations, ostensibly for the purpose of preparing

the subject populations for eventual self-rule. In

Africa, Great Britain and France divided up the

German colonies of Cameroon and Togo. Most of

German East Africa was transferred to Great Britain,

with the small northwestern districts of Rwanda

and Urundi (later Burundi) turned over to Belgium,

the colonial master in the neighboring Congo.

The Union of South Africa, a self-governing

dominion of the British Empire, obtained control

of the adjacent territory of German Southwest

Africa. In the Pacific, Japan received the mandate

for Germany’s colonial possessions north of the

equator—the Marshall, Mariana, and Caroline

island chains. Australia got New Guinea and the

Bismarck Archipelago while New Zealand received

Samoa.

PREVENTING THE REVIVAL OF A GERMAN

MILITARY THREAT

One of the major objectives of the peace confer-
ence was to prevent the revival of German military
power, which was widely blamed for instigating the
recent war. Of the four great powers that domi-
nated the decision-making process, France was the
one that was most insistent on this point. At the
end of the war, that country found itself in an
unenviable position vis-à-vis its longtime adversary
to the east. Even with the recovery of Alsace-
Lorraine, France’s population of forty million was
inferior to that of Germany’s sixty million. The
country’s prewar alliance with the Russian Empire,
which had obliged Germany to fight a war on two
fronts in 1914 and therefore caused it to divide its
military forces, had collapsed after the Bolshevik
Revolution and Russia’s withdrawal from the war.

In order to rectify this strategic imbalance,
France demanded stringent restrictions on
German military power, particularly after the failure
of the French attempt to detach the Rhineland
from Germany and create a protective buffer state.
The alternative to this geographical protection was
the imposition of strict limitations on Germany’s
military forces. Germany was required to dismantle
all of its fortifications in the Rhineland and to
refrain from introducing troops in the region in
perpetuity. To ensure German compliance with this
requirement, the Rhineland was to be occupied by
an inter-Allied military force for fifteen years (by
which time it was hoped that the old spirit of
militarism would have been completely extin-
guished in the new democratic Germany). The
country was required to replace its enormous con-
script army with a small volunteer force of 100,000
officers and men that was prohibited from posses-
sing offensive weapons such as tanks, poison gas,
and heavy artillery. Germany was forbidden an air
force, while the German navy was restricted to a
small coastal defense fleet. An inter-Allied control
commission was created to verify compliance with
the disarmament clauses of the treaty by conduct-
ing periodic inspections of German military
facilities.

FOOTING THE BILL FOR THE WARTIME

DESTRUCTION

The most controversial issue at the peace confer-
ence was the question of how to bear the enormous
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costs of repairing the damage caused in the theaters

of combat: the northeastern part of France,

Belgium, northern Italy, and Serbia (which became

part of the new kingdom of Yugoslavia). (Russia,

whose western territories had suffered terrible

destruction at the hands of the German army, was

excluded from the peace conference because of the

Allied Powers’ hostility to the Bolshevik regime

that had been established in 1917 and pulled

Russia out of the war.) More than eight million

acres of land in northeastern France that had served

as the principle battleground on the western front

had suffered almost total devastation, not only

because of four years of unrelenting artillery bar-

rages but also as a result of the ‘‘scorched earth’’

policy pursued by the retreating German army in

the fall of 1918 (which flooded coal mines,

destroyed railway track, burned farmhouses and

crops, and slaughtered or hauled off livestock).
After a brief, unsuccessful bid by the French gov-
ernment to get the prosperous United States to
finance much of the reconstruction costs, France
and the other countries on whose territories the
war had been fought demanded that Germany—
which had surrendered before any of its territory
was invaded by Allied forces—finance the repara-
tion of the extensive damage its armies had
caused.

When the topic of reparations was raised at the
peace conference, it immediately became evident
that Great Britain would receive very little from a
settlement based solely on the principle of repairing
damage to property, because that island nation had
suffered only minimal damage from the few
German bombers and zeppelins that had crossed
the English Channel. In order to increase the

German citizens gather at the statue of field marshal Paul von Hindenburg in Berlin to protest the terms of the

Treaty of Versailles, c. 1920. ªMARY EVANS PICTURE LIBRARY/THE IMAGE WORKS
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amount that Great Britain would be entitled to
receive, Lloyd George persuaded his colleagues to
include the cost of pensions for veterans, widows,
and orphans in the reparation bill. Recognizing
that Germany would never be able to pay the entire
cost of the war, the peacemakers decided to adopt
an American proposal that affirmed Germany’s the-
oretical responsibility for the entire cost of the war
but restricted the actual payment to compensation
for all of the damage done to the civilian popula-
tion and to an amount that was within its capacity
to pay.

The first of the two articles of the treaty that
embodied this compromise came to be known,
unfairly, as the ‘‘war guilt clause.’’ It was denounced

by German nationalists as an unjust and insulting
moral condemnation of an entire nation and became
a major source of German resentment of the entire
treaty. The second of these two articles, a generous
gesture that conceded that Germany’s limited
resources would be insufficient to pay for the entire
costs of the war, was totally overlooked by the
German critics. Worried that any amount of repara-
tions specified in the peace treaty would be much less
than the enormous sums expected by the aroused
publics in the victorious countries, the peacemakers
declined to specify an exact amount. They instructed
a Reparation Commission to determine the full
amount owed and present it to Germany by May

1921, by which time it was hoped that the wartime
passions would have cooled and the Allied publics
would be willing to accept a smaller sum. In the
meantime Germany was required to make a down
payment through the transfer of gold, goods, and
cash to the recipient countries.

THE HISTORICAL DEBATE ABOUT THE

VERSAILLES TREATY

The ink was hardly dry on the Treaty of Versailles
before it came under intense criticism, particularly
from disappointed members of the British delega-
tion such as the economist John Maynard Keynes.
This negative evaluation of the peace settlement of

1919 persisted for many years thereafter. The prin-
cipal complaints about the treaty were directed
at its territorial, military, and reparation clauses,
which were denounced for reducing defeated
Germany to a humiliating condition of impotence
and servitude that bred resentment and guaranteed

that it would seek to destroy the Versailles settle-
ment at the first opportunity.

In fact, subsequent scholarship has demonstrated
that the Versailles Treaty has been unfairly stigma-
tized for causing the rise of Adolf Hitler and the
breakdown of the new European order. Despite its
violations of the principal of national self-determina-
tion, the territorial settlement of 1919 produced the
closest approximation of linguistic and ethnic fron-
tiers in Europe ever achieved. It was much less harsh
and vindictive than the territorial settlement at the
end of the next European war, when millions of
Germans were expelled from their ancestral lands as
Poland and Czechoslovakia simply reclaimed (with-
out the authorization of a peace treaty) the German-
inhabited territory they had acquired at Versailles.
The military provisions of the Versailles Treaty hardly
imposed a crushing burden on the defeated power.
On the contrary, they were violated with impunity,
beginning in 1921 when the Weimar Republic con-
cluded a secret arrangement with Bolshevik Russia
whereby the German army could evade the prying
eyes of the inter-Allied inspection team by secretly
testing proscribed weapons deep in Russian territory.
The reparations bill that was finally submitted to
Germany in the spring of 1921 was much lower
than the fantastic sums bandied about at the
peace conference. That amount was then effectively
reduced twice more during the 1920s until Germany
finally suspended reparation payments altogether in
1932. The Weimar Republic ended up paying less in
reparations than France had paid Germany as an
indemnity after the Franco-Prussian War, and much
less than was extracted by the Soviet Union from its
occupation zone in Germany after World War II.

To those critics of the Versailles Treaty who
blame it for the rise of Hitler and the horrible
carnage of World War II, the historian Margaret
MacMillan offered this appropriate cautionary
observation in her 2002 reassessment of the 1919
settlement with Germany: ‘‘Hitler did not wage
war because of the Treaty of Versailles, although
he found its existence a godsend for his propa-
ganda. Even if Germany had been left with its
old borders, even if it had been allowed whatever
military forces it wanted, even if it had been per-
mitted to join Austria, he still would have wanted
more: the destruction of Poland, control of
Czechoslovakia, above all the conquest of the
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Soviet Union. He would have demanded room for
the German people to expand and the destruction
of their enemies. . . . There was nothing in the
Treaty of Versailles about that’’ (p. 493).

See also Dawes Plan; Reparations; World War I.
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VETERANS’ MOVEMENTS. More sol-
diers fought in the First World War than had fought

in any previous war in human history. An astonish-

ing seventy million had been mobilized, of whom

nearly ten million were killed, while another fifty

million had been wounded. For those men who

survived the war, the resumption of a peacetime

existence posed enormous problems. The wounded

and disabled required continuing medical care, shel-

ter, and financial support to compensate for lost

earning power. Those who had emerged unscathed

struggled to find and keep jobs in a fluid and uncer-

tain postwar economy. And all fighting men had to

readjust to the conditions of civilian life, as well as

come to grips with a drastically altered moral, poli-

tical, and cultural landscape. For many, collective

action seemed the best response to these challenges.

The moral and political leverage of sixty million

veterans was potentially enormous. And with the

expansion of the modern interventionist state and

the rise of special-interest politics during the war,

the need to form tight political organizations was

stronger than ever. Organizations of veterans, of

every size and political orientation, emerged in vir-

tually every belligerent country.

It is widely accepted that veterans played a
significant role in the emergence of radical political

movements throughout Europe during the inter-
war period. Their importance to this process, and
to politics in general, is sometimes overstated,
however. In every major belligerent, only a minor-
ity of soldiers joined veterans’ groups at all. When

faced with the difficulties of demobilization, most
looked to familiar sources of support—political
parties, churches, local organizations—rather than
seek new ones. If war made soldiers more politically
active, they tended to become more active within

their established set of allegiances rather than radi-
cally changing them. When ex-servicemen did
join veterans’ associations, they joined those that
shared their prewar political outlook. Despite

veterans’ almost universal claims that they stood
above politics, veterans’ movements inevitably frag-
mented along recognizably partisan lines. The
overall effectiveness of veterans was thus dimin-
ished by organizational division and rivalry. This

also meant that, among those veterans who did
organize, most joined politically moderate groups
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linked to large, mainstream political parties. Radical
and paramilitary organizations never attracted
more than a minority. Moreover, most extremist
organizations were not conceived of as strictly
veterans’ associations. While soldiers often consti-
tuted much of their original membership, non-
veterans made up an increasingly large share as
groups looked to broaden their appeal, and as the
front generation aged and died. By the 1930s,
youth had decisively replaced veterans as the most
dynamic element of the radical fringe.

Veterans’ organizations could only exert direct,
decisive political influence where the state was
already in crisis, as in Italy, or where catastrophic
conditions drove enormous numbers to radical
action, as in Russia. Where state power was more
established, and conditions more tolerable, veterans’
power was correspondingly less. Veterans’ organiza-
tions were more often significant as indirect destabi-
lizing agents than as political actors. Their demands
for increased benefits strained already depleted
treasuries, reducing room for social and political
compromise. At the same time, the adoption of
political violence among extremist organizations
created a climate of perpetual instability which left
populations vulnerable to demagoguery and ultra-
conservative reaction.

FRANCE

French veterans organized at a higher rate than did
the soldiers of any other major belligerent. Over
three million of the seven million soldiers who
survived the war joined veterans’ organizations.
Yet despite their size, these organizations never
became as disruptive as their German and Italian
counterparts, primarily because the political and
economic situation never became so dire in
France as it did elsewhere in Europe. Radical fringe
elements held less appeal for French servicemen
than they did for their Italian and German counter-
parts. Those who did join extremist movements
were far less likely to engage in political violence.
Outbreaks of violence, while not unknown, were
sporadic, small-scale, and resolutely contained by
the government. The sense of perpetual upheaval
and impending collapse that characterized Weimar
Germany was notably absent in France.

The first mass veterans’ organizations began
to form in 1916 and 1917, as societies for the

wounded and disabled. The largest was the Socialist-

leaning Union Féderale (UF), with a membership

of nine hundred thousand, but a number of other

organizations succeeded in carving out their own

niches. These included the Féderation Nationale

(FN) and the Union Nationale des Mutilés et

Réformés (UNMR), each with around one hun-

dred thousand members. After the Armistice, orga-

nizations for the nondisabled began to form. The

foremost was the center-right L’Union Nationale

des Combattants (UNC), which enjoyed the spon-

sorship of both the army and the Catholic Church

and rivaled the UF in membership. The primary

function of these groups was to provide moral and

material support at the local level. They were con-

cerned with politics only secondarily. A coalition of

major organizations, including the UF and the

UNC, was formed in 1927, but intervened in par-

liamentary politics only sporadically. They claimed

to aim at a higher politics, above the sordid party

political world. Their aim was to make war

unthinkable and to prevent the recurrence of this

scourge if it all humanly possible.

From the mid-1920s, right-wing veterans’

leagues emerged with another agenda entirely.

Some flirted with fascism; others were the legatees

of strident prewar nationalist movements. These

leagues first emerged as national organizations in

1924, in response to the election of a socialist-led

coalition government. Their combined strength of

140,000, mostly ex-soldiers, was divided among

three major organizations: the Jeunesses Patriotes,

the Faisceau, and the Legion. All embraced a simi-

lar but slightly different brand of nationalism and

anticommunism. These leagues entertained a vari-

ety of schemes for the transformation or overthrow

of the republic, but their relative weakness and

inability to cooperate precluded their success.

With the rise of the conservative Poincaré govern-

ment in 1926, the opportunity to strike seemed to

have passed. The leagues were revived in the early

1930s by the deepening depression and a renewed

leftward shift in the government. This revival saw

the emergence of new organizations—notably the

Croix du Feu and Solidarité Française—and the

growth of the movement to 340,000 members,

though youth were increasingly displacing veterans

as the membership base. This ‘‘second wave’’ peaked

on 6 February 1934, when street demonstrations by
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a combination of leagues turned violent and forced
the resignation of the government. These extreme
right-wing leagues never mounted another such
attempt. The Right fizzled and largely disappeared
during the late 1930s, though some elements would
collaborate with the Vichy regime after June 1940.

GERMANY

Radical veterans’ organizations attracted a larger
following in Germany than in any other belligerent
save Russia, as a result of the combined effects of
defeat, severe economic disruption, an unstable poli-
tical structure, and an arbitrary and heavily bureau-
cratized welfare system. The extremist fringe never
mounted a military threat to the state. Though large
in comparison to other radical movements, in abso-
lute terms it still constituted a clear minority of all
organized veterans. But with its wholesale adoption
of political violence, the radical veterans’ movement
played a critical role in destabilizing and discrediting
the republic. And this, in turn, made the rise of
National Socialism possible.

In 1914, Germany already possessed a well-
established system of veterans’ organizations, dating
back to the wars of unification. In 1900, the various
organizations had been welded together into
the vehemently nationalist and pro-monarchist
Kyffhäuser Bund, which, with a peak membership
of almost three million, was the largest German
veterans’ organization. Its chief rival was the
Socialist-dominated Reichsbund, with a member-
ship topping 830,000. Founded in 1917, it was
the main association of the war disabled, and it
campaigned extensively for social and economic
reform. Following the formation of the Weimar
government, however, both organizations declined
in relevance; the Kyffhäuser Bund’s pro-monarchist
stand now appeared obsolete, while the progressive
Weimar constitution fulfilled, in principle, the
Reichsbund’s reformist demands.

Alarmed by widespread left-wing unrest in the
aftermath of the war, many veterans sought out
conservative paramilitary organizations. The two
largest were Der Stahlhelm, a voluntary association
of front soldiers, and the Freikorps, a government-
sponsored paramilitary force directed against further
left-wing violence. When the government was
forced to disband the Freikorps in 1919, its units
either formed independent local organizations or

merged with other small underground organiza-
tions, such as the National Socialist Sturmabteilung
(SA). Despite a combined strength of six hundred
thousand, the right-wing paramilitary leagues were
too divided to overthrow the government. At the
same time, they were wary of direct involvement in
parliamentary politics. Their primary focus was the
harassment and violent intimidation of leftists,
which reduced many urban areas to a state of virtual
civil war. Violence intensified further once leftists
formed their own veterans’ organizations. These
included the Socialist Reichsbanner, with a member-
ship of over one million, and the largely Communist
Rote Frontkämpferbund, with a membership of
some seventy-five thousand. The rise in violence
helped the National Socialists to win broad electoral
support in the 1930s, by labeling themselves as ‘‘the
party of order.’’

Among veterans, the National Socialists gar-
nered significant but not overwhelming support
among veterans. Most conservative organizations
supported the Nazis. Der Stahlhelm joined the
Nazi-led Harzburger Front in 1931, and its leader,
Franz Seldte, was appointed to Adolf Hitler’s first
cabinet. But the leftist associations unanimously
opposed Hitler, and some moderately conservative
organizations considered the Nazis crass and exces-
sively radical. After the Nazi victory in 1933, inde-
pendent existence became effectively impossible.
The leftist organizations were dismantled along
with the rest of the Social Democratic Party appa-
ratus, while the right-wing leagues were gradually
subsumed into a single, state-controlled umbrella
organization, the NS-Reichskriegerbund.

ITALY

Among the major powers of postwar Europe, Italy
possessed one of the smallest and, ostensibly, least
politically potent veterans’ movements. Despite the
common conception of the defeatist and revolu-
tionary Italian soldier, the proportion of ex-service-
men who joined radical organizations was about
the same as in other countries. And yet it was
Italy in which veterans would become the arbiters
of national politics. Their extraordinary success was
due primarily to the weakness of the state.
Discredited by its disastrous intervention in the
war and rendered effectively inoperable by the
emergence of mass political parties, the old-style
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parliamentary system was in severe crisis by 1919.

The government was unable to check the rise of

political violence, and its conservative elements in
fact became increasingly reliant on the paramilitary

right to maintain their position. Further strength-

ening the position of the paramilitary right was the

existence of a revolutionary, radical-dominated left

wing. Rather than balance out the power of the

Right, this ultimately played into its hands, by

arousing widespread fears of leftist revolution.

All of the major veterans’ organizations emerged

in the first year after the war. By far the largest was

the Associazione Nazionale Combattenti, a moder-

ate, left-center organization, committed to a pro-

gram of democratic reform and comprising a broad,

multipartisan membership. The orientation of the

smaller, more radical organizations was initially much

more fluid and complex. Both the Arditi, the associa-

tion of stormtroopers, and the Fascists, combined

vague, quasi-leftist rhetoric of sweeping reform and

social renewal with annexationist demands and anti-

socialist violence. They attracted a motley crew of

conservative nationalists, leftist interventionists, and

anarchosyndicalists. The ‘‘Legion’’—a paramilitary

force dedicated to the annexation of the disputed

town of Fiume (which was currently in Yugoslav

territory)—embraced a similar combination of

nationalism and reformism, but with a more idealist

and utopian bent.

The wave of labor violence in 1920 plunged

Italy into a virtual civil war between conservatives

and leftists. Paramilitary veterans’ organizations,

increasingly forced to abandon multipartisanism

and commit to one side, formed the dominant

component in both blocs. With the government

on the point of dissolution and the state seemingly

up for grabs, it was the paramilitary groups that

became the true source of political power. The

Associazione, still committed to purely political

reform, receded into irrelevance. Within the rightist

bloc, the Fascists—having taken a decisively reac-

tionary and authoritarian turn—were the dominant

organization, absorbing much of the Arditi, and

conservative elements of the Associazione and the

Fiuman Legion. By 1922, the Fascists counted some

two hundred thousand members. In response, a

loose alliance of left-wing veterans’ organizations

emerged, encompassing the bulk of the Fiuman

Legion, the remnants of the Arditi, and various

splinter groups such as Italia Libera. Outnumbered

and outgunned by the Fascists, who enjoyed the

open support of the military and local police, this

alliance was rapidly crushed. Its collapse left the

Fascists as the most powerful faction in the country,

on which Benito Mussolini was quick to capitalize.

In 1922, the Fascists secured a dominant stake in

the government, following an elaborate display of

strength known as ‘‘the March on Rome.’’ By 1926,

the Fascists has completely taken over the govern-

ment and installed a dictatorship.

There were other veterans’ organizations in
interwar Europe, but they did not have the mobi-
lizing power of the ones surveyed above. In Britain,
Oswald Mosley tried to adopt some of the strate-
gies and choreography of Continental veterans’
movements, but his black-shirt movement failed
to attract any widespread support, and he and his
movement faded into well-deserved obscurity.

After 1945, veterans’ organizations continued
to lobby for the material and moral welfare of their
members, but they were by and large apolitical.
Some were simply arms of the regime, as in
Francisco Franco’s Spain. Soviet war veterans were
staunch supporters of the Soviet system, but their
loyalty was more to the homeland than to the
regime. Even after the end of communism, they still
commemorate with great feeling the Great Patriotic
War of 1941–1945 that cost the lives of perhaps
thirty million of their countrymen. Their outlook
is very different from that of French veterans
between the wars, who waged war on war, or
Italian and German veterans, who waged war on
the Treaty of Versailles. Militant veterans’ politics
is by and large an interwar phenomenon, without
parallel later in the century.

See also Armies; Fascism; France; Germany; Italy;
Nazism; Unknown Soldiers; World War I.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Bessel, Richard. Germany after the First World War.
Oxford, U.K., 1993.

Cohen, Deborah. The War Come Home: Disabled Veterans
in Britain and Germany, 1914–1939. Berkeley, Calif.,
2001.

Diehl, James. Paramilitary Politics in Weimar Germany.
Bloomington, Ind., 1977.

2642 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

V E T E R A N S ’ M O V E M E N T S



Ledeen, Michael A. D’Annunzio: The First Duce. New
Brunswick, N.J., 2002.

Prost, Antoine. In the Wake of War: ‘Les Anciens
Combattants’ and French Society. Providence, R.I.,
1992.

Rossi, A. The Rise of Italian Fascism 1918–1922. New York,
1966.

Soucy, Robert. French Fascism: The First Wave, 1924–1933.
New Haven, Conn., 1986.

———. French Fascism: The Second Wave, 1933–1939. New
Haven, Conn., 1995.

Ward, Stephen R., ed. The War Generation: Veterans of the
First World War. London, 1975.

Whalen, Robert Wheldon. Bitter Wounds: German Victims
of the Great War, 1914–1939. Ithaca, N.Y., 1984.

RYAN ZROKA

VICHY FRANCE. See France; Occupation,
Military.

n

VIENNA. The trajectory of Viennese history
over the course of the twentieth century follows a
downward arc: in the first two decades of the cen-
tury the city was a dominant political and cultural
hub in Europe. Thereafter it declined in signifi-
cance as a European capital. The cultural develop-
ments of Vienna’s imperial era, which ended in
1918, substantially defined the city’s identity and
have overshadowed cultural developments of the
subsequent twentieth century. As a result, post-
Habsburg Vienna is sometimes described as a nos-
talgic museum city that showcases its own grand
past. While Vienna remained the capital of Austria
through the twentieth century, the political and
geographic contours of the Austrian state fluctu-
ated greatly. Vienna went from being the capital
city of the Habsburg Monarchy with fifty-two mil-
lion inhabitants to being the capital of the small
First Republic with just six million people. From
1934 to 1938 it was the capital of an authoritarian
Catholic corporate state (Ständestaat).

The city was incorporated into the Third Reich
between 1938 and 1945. In 1939 Greater Vienna
(Gross-Wien) became one of the seven provinces of
the Ostmark, the Nazi designation for Austria. The

territory of Greater Vienna was expanded threefold
as surrounding small towns and Lower Austrian
countryside were incorporated into the city.
Vienna emerged once again as the capital of the
Second Austrian Republic after 1945. When, in
1955, the Allied occupation forces left Austria,
now officially neutral in the Cold War, Vienna’s
status as a neutral metropolis proved attractive for
a number of international organizations. The city
became home or host to several United Nations
offices (International Atomic Energy Agency in
1956, International Development Organization in
1967) and to the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC) in 1965. In 1961
the city played host to a superpower summit
between John F. Kennedy (1917–1963) and
Nikita Khrushchev (1894–1971) and in the 1970s
to Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty (SALT) talks.
Vienna’s twentieth-century transformation from
hothouse of cultural innovation to staid diplomatic
hub inspired a public relations initiative by mayor
Michael Häupl’s (b. 1949) office in the 1990s; ads
promoting Weltstadt Wien attempted to reclaim
Vienna’s status as ‘‘world city.’’

DEMOGRAPHICS AND STRUCTURES OF

GOVERNMENT

The city has seen a slight decline in population over
the past one hundred years. The 1910 census
recorded 2,031,498 residents. In 1951 the city
had a population of 1,616,125, and by 2001 the
population had dipped to 1,550,123. The national
and religious makeup of the population has shifted
markedly as Austria’s borders and state structure
have changed. In 1910 Vienna was a microcosm of
the diverse Habsburg Monarchy. While a majority
of the residents were German-speaking, at least
100,000 residents spoke Czech as a first language.
Eighty-seven percent of Viennese were Roman
Catholic and nearly 9 percent of the population
was Jewish. Hungarians, Poles, and Italians added
to Vienna’s reputation as a Central European melt-
ing pot. Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) famously com-
mented on Vienna’s prewar diversity, writing in
Mein Kampf (1925) that a gradual ‘‘Slavicization’’
threatened the German character of the city. He
recorded hearing a ‘‘babble of different tongues’’
and traced the roots of his own anti-Semitism to
the streets of prewar Vienna. Hitler noted that ‘‘the
visual instruction of the Viennese streets had
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performed inestimable services.’’ Districts home to
Orthodox Jews in traditional dress ‘‘swarmed with a
people that no longer even superficially possessed
any likeness to Germans’’ (pp. 192–193, 198–199).

After 1918 Vienna’s population became more
homogenous as non–German-speaking residents
relocated to the successor nation-states that were
founded on former Habsburg territory. Despite the
anti-Semitism of the city’s ruling Christian Social
Party, German-speaking Jews had played important
roles in the politics and culture of Vienna’s fin-de-
siècle period. During the First Republic, the city’s
heterogeneous Jewish community was divided
along liberal, Jewish nationalist, Socialist, and
Orthodox lines, and developed various strategies
for coping with increasingly overt anti-Semitism
in the interwar years. In 1934 most Austrian Jews
(93 percent) lived in Vienna; the vast majority of
these either emigrated or were deported in the
1930s and early 1940s. Today Jews make up a
fraction of the Viennese population. The opening
of a permanent Jewish history museum (1996) and
a Holocaust memorial at the Judenplatz (2000)
have facilitated discussion about the historical
experiences of Viennese Jews and the history of
anti-Semitism in the city. Post-1945 immigrants
to the city have included Turks and citizens from
Eastern Europe and the former Yugoslavia. In
2001, 49 percent of the population was Roman
Catholic, nearly 8 percent was Muslim, and 25
percent was recorded as ‘‘confessionless.’’

ADMINISTRATIVE AND POLITICAL

STRUCTURES

In the first two decades of the century Vienna was
administratively part of the province (Land) of
Lower Austria. In 1922 it became its own province
and incorporated new districts on the opposite side
of the Danube River. The city government is led by
a mayor and a municipal council, and the municipal
administration is made up of departments (Magi-
stratsabteilungen). From 1897 to 1918 the clerically
oriented Christian Social Party controlled the city
government. The influential Karl Lueger (1844–
1910) served as mayor until his death in 1910, and
his party retained power until the end of World War
I. Between 1918 and 1934, the period known as
‘‘Red Vienna,’’ the city government was in the
hands of socialists. When the Socialist Party was
banned in 1934, the municipal government was

taken over by the corporate Fatherland Front and
later by the National Socialist Party. Since 1945 all
seven of Vienna’s mayors have come from the
Socialist Party.

SPATIAL DIVISIONS ON SOCIAL AND

OCCUPATIONAL GROUNDS

Today Vienna is made up of twenty-three districts
(Bezirke). The First District sits in the center of the
city and is surrounded by the Ringstrasse, a grand
boulevard built on the site of the old city wall,
which was dismantled in the second half of the
nineteenth century. On the Ringstrasse sit many
government buildings and cultural landmarks,
including the parliament, the state opera, the
Hofburg (a former Habsburg palace, now the site
of museums and the Austrian National Library),
the city hall (Rathaus), the University of Vienna,
the Burgtheater, and the police headquarters. The
remaining districts are arranged in a roughly circu-
lar pattern around the city center, with transporta-
tion arteries leading out as spokes. The Danube
River flows southeast through the city. Traditionally,
the first district housed aristocracy and the seat of
government, the inner districts housed the bourgeois
classes, and the outer districts were home to the grow-
ing immigrant and working classes.

WORLD WAR I

During World War I the civilian population suf-
fered shortages of most essential goods. As agricul-
tural lands in the Austrian east (Galicia) were
destroyed by fighting and imports from neighbor-
ing Hungary declined, food supplies in Vienna
grew scarce. Food rationing was introduced in the
fall of 1914, and by 1916 hunger and malnutrition
affected large segments of the population. The city
was a central hub for Habsburg military transports
and many schools and other municipal buildings
were converted into hospitals for wounded troops.
In January 1918 labor and hunger strikes in Vienna
and other Austrian cities brought the home front
into near-mutiny. The Spanish influenza epidemic
killed more than 3,000 residents in fall 1918.
Poorer Viennese continued to rely on external food
aid (primarily from the International Red Cross
and Society of Friends) into 1919 and 1920.
Some former imperial buildings were converted
by the new socialist municipal government into
children’s and veterans’ homes.
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ARTS AND SCIENCES

Around 1900 Viennese artists, scientists, architects,
composers, writers, and philosophers were leaders of
European cultural innovation. In his classic work Fin
de Siècle Vienna: Politics and Culture, the historian
Carl Schorske investigated the political and cultural
climate that produced the likes of the psychoanalyst
Sigmund Freud (1856–1939), the Zionist Theodor
Herzl (1860–1904), the painter Gustav Klimt
(1862–1918), and the writers of Young Vienna
( Jung-Wien), Arthur Schnitzler (1862–1931) and
Hugo von Hofmannsthal (1874–1929). Across
artistic and scientific disciplines Schorske saw a
common thread: Viennese intellectuals were react-
ing to the perceived end of the rational, liberal
culture of the nineteenth century. In its place came
the post-liberal, irrational ‘‘psychological man’’ of
the twentieth century. While Schorske’s work,
published in 1980, is the starting point for study
of the fin-de-siècle period, scholars have since
questioned both his characterization of Austrian
liberalism and his analysis of the relation between
politics and culture.

In 1897 Klimt and a handful of art students
formed the Vienna Secession, a group that sought
to create a ‘‘new art’’ in reaction to the more con-
servative establishment of Vienna’s art academy.
They adopted the motto ‘‘To the age its art, to
the art its freedom.’’ Shortly thereafter, Josef
Hoffmann (1870–1956) and Koloman Moser
(1868–1918) founded the Vienna Workshop
(Wiener Werkstätte), an arts-and-crafts association
that produced household objects similar those of
the art nouveau or Jugendstil style elsewhere in
Europe. Influential architects of the period were
Otto Wagner (1841–1918), who designed a num-
ber of Vienna’s train and transit stations in the art
nouveau style, and Adolph Loos (1870–1933),
who eschewed ornamentation in favor of spare,
functional designs. In his newspaper Die Fackel,
the Viennese journalist Karl Kraus (1874–1936)
wrote biting satire about the contradictions,
absurdities and hypocrisy of Viennese and
Austrian society in the first decades of the twenti-
eth century.

In the decade following World War I Vienna
was a center for European philosophical and scien-
tific exploration. The Vienna Circle (Wiener Kreis),
organized by the philosopher Moritz Schlick

(1882–1936), developed logical positivism and
theorized on the language of science, the relations
among scientific disciplines, and the unity of all
scientific endeavor.

RED VIENNA, 1920s

The 1920s, known as the era of Red Vienna, saw
massive expansion of social services and municipal
housing. Implementing new real-estate taxes and
rent-control laws, the socialist government of
Vienna embarked on an ambitious building plan
and added approximately 65,000 new housing
units. Many of the housing developments, which
cultivated both new privacy for the working classes
(through private kitchens and living rooms) and
also increased communal domesticity (shared play
areas, libraries, and laundry facilities), were to
become models for urban planners in other
European cities. After 1947 the socialist municipal
government resumed the public housing support
for which it had become internationally known in
the interwar period. Between 1951 and 1970 an
additional 96,000 housing units were built.

But the 1920s were also a decade of political
violence. The ‘‘red’’ city of Vienna had long been
held in contempt by the clerical ‘‘black’’ forces of
the Austrian provinces, represented by the conser-
vative Christian Social Party. The historian Gerhard
Botz counts 215 deaths and 640 seriously
wounded from ‘‘political violence’’ in Austria
between 1918 and 1933 (1983, p. 304). In 1919
and 1920 small groups of communists regularly
agitated for a Soviet-style government, but they
never managed to take Vienna as they had neigh-
boring Budapest and Munich. One notorious inci-
dent of interwar street violence took place in July
1927 when members of the fascist Home Guard
(Heimwehr) on trial for killing a man and child in
the Burgenland town of Schattendorf were
acquitted. Angry working-class demonstrators took
to the streets in Vienna, the Palace of Justice was
burned down, and troops fired on the crowds.
Nearly one hundred demonstrators and a handful
of troops were killed, and around one thousand
Viennese were wounded in the ensuing violence.
This crisis was part of a larger political polarization
between Right and Left that marked Viennese pol-
itics in the decade after World War I. The Karl-
Marx-Hof, built between 1926 and 1930, and one
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of the municipal government’s most celebrated

housing developments, was the central site of

Austria’s brief civil war in February 1934. More

than 300 people were killed when the army and

right-wing paramilitary forces battled socialists in

Vienna and other Austrian cities. The socialists

were defeated, the Social Democratic Party was

banned, and leaders of the leftist fighters were

executed. Today a plaque at the Karl-Marx-Hof

commemorates this battle, placing Vienna at the

center of the growing European-wide split between

Right and Left in the 1930s. It reads ‘‘On 12

February 1934 Austria’s workers were the first in

Europe to stand courageously against fascism. They

fought for freedom, democracy and the Republic.’’

Following the civil war, Austria was for four years

the capital of the corporate clerical state ruled first

by Chancellor Engelbert Dollfuss (1892–1934),

who was assassinated in Vienna, and then by

Chancellor Kurt von Schuschnigg (1897–1977).

THE THIRD REICH, 1938–1945

One of the moments in interwar Viennese history

that would later complicate apologist claims that

Austria had been the first ‘‘victim’’ of Nazi

Germany’s territorial expansion was the warm wel-

come that Adolf Hitler received on 2 April 1938

when he spoke on Vienna’s Heldenplatz. Ninety-

nine percent of the Viennese electorate voted ‘‘yes’’

in the 10 April plebiscite on annexation by

Germany. In November 1938 Viennese synago-

gues and Jewish-owned businesses were attacked

and burned in the events of Kristallnacht. The

National Socialist Party had an extensive network

of branches and cells in Vienna. At the local level

14,254 ‘‘blocs’’ administered the affairs of neigh-

borhoods and apartment buildings. In February

1941 mass deportations of Viennese Jews to ghet-

tos and concentration camps was begun; in total,

around 65,000 Austrian Jews were murdered in the

Holocaust.

The Karl-Marx-Hof, Vienna, photographed c. 2000. Built as low-cost housing by socialist leaders during the latter half

of the 1920s, the Karl-Marx-Hof was the site of major clashes between socialists and fascists in 1934. ªCHRIS HELLIER/CORBIS
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Geographically, Nazified Greater Vienna was
the second largest city in the Third Reich behind
Berlin. However, despite its position as a transport
hub and potential ‘‘bridge city’’ for German inter-
ests in southeastern Europe, the Berlin government
tried to reduce the regional influence of Vienna. It
was classified as a provincial city (Provinzstadt)
rather than a leadership city (Führerstadt), and
Hitler vowed to break Vienna’s cultural hegemony
in the Alpine and Danube regions by promoting
Linz as a competitor.

During World War II the food and fuel sup-
plies to Vienna were less restricted than they had
been in World War I. Although it was better provi-
sioned, the Viennese population now faced Allied
air attacks. The United States began regular bomb-
ing raids on Vienna in September 1944. A police
report on the mood of the people from March
1945 described ‘‘panicked fear of air attacks (the
people’s nerves are shot). Repeated bitter state-
ments about the lack of any [air] defense’’
(Widerstand und Verfolgung, vol. 3, pp. 474–
475). By war’s end in April 1945, 8,769 Viennese
civilians had been killed and tens of thousands left
homeless in the 110 attacks that constituted the
‘‘air terror.’’ The physical infrastructure of the city
(bridges, canals, housing stock) was heavily
damaged during the Battle of Vienna in April
1945, when the Red Army captured the city from
the retreating German Army. The territory of
Lower Austria, surrounding the capital, fell into
the Soviet occupation zone. The outlying terri-
tories annexed by Greater Vienna in 1938 were
eventually returned to Lower Austria. The city of
Vienna itself was divided into sectors run by the
Soviets, Americans, British, and French. The center
of the city (I. District) was under quadripartite
control, and the occupation administration changed
hands monthly. One legacy of the Soviet occupation
of Vienna is the towering monument to Soviet lib-
eration, unveiled in 1949, that still stands on the
Schwarzenbergplatz in the city center.

POSTWAR STABILITY

Following the Battle of Vienna the police force was
very briefly under Communist control, but
Socialists won in the municipal elections of
November 1945, with the conservative People’s
Party (Volkspartei), the successor to the Christian

Social Party, placing second. Despite the Allied

occupation of Vienna, the new Socialist mayor

Theodor Körner (1873–1957), who served from

1945 until 1951, had significant control of the

day-to-day administration of the city. Rationing

of food and other essentials in Vienna lasted until

1948. Between 1945 and 1955 Austria received

around 1.4 billion dollars in aid from the United

States, the bulk of it coming from the European

Recovery Program of the Marshall Plan. The

Austrian State Treaty establishing Austria as a neu-

tral independent country was signed in Vienna’s

Belvedere Palace on 15 May 1955. Under mayor

Franz Jonas (1899–1974), who served from 1951

to 1965, neutral Vienna began to establish itself as

a diplomatic hub, home or host to the various

international bodies noted above.

If the fin-de-siècle period continues to define

Viennese culture, the years of World War II and the

Holocaust continue to resonate in Viennese politics. A

number of incidents relating to the war years have

dominated politics within Vienna and have shaped

international attitudes about Austria. Kurt Waldheim

(b. 1918) served as United Nations Secretary General

from 1972 to 1981. While he was running for pres-

ident of Austria five years later as the candidate of the

People’s Party, records of Waldheim’s wartime actions

in the German-occupied Balkans surfaced. Contrary

to his own account of his wartime whereabouts,

Waldheim had served in a unit that committed atroc-

ities against Yugoslav partisans and deported Jews to

death camps. The fact that he was elected president

even after these truths were revealed damaged

Austria’s reputation as a neutral bridge state during

the Cold War. Some mark the ‘‘Waldheim Affair,’’

and the public controversy it stirred, as the beginning

point of Austrians’ Vergangenheitsbewältingung, or

‘‘coming to terms with the past.’’ With the rise of

Jörg Haider’s (b. 1950) anti-immigrant right-wing

Freedom Party in the 1990s, as well as lingering court

cases involving contested ownership of real estate and

artworks confiscated from Jews during the Holocaust,

Viennese public life is still very much preoccupied with

the past.

But the past can also be profitable. At the end of
the twentieth century, Vienna’s third largest industry
was tourism, driven by Habsburg nostalgia and the
rich cultural legacy of the previous fin de siècle.
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See also Anti-Semitism; Austria; Hitler, Adolf;
Kristallnacht; Waldheim, Kurt; World War I;
World War II.
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Schorske, Carl E. Fin-de-siècle Vienna: Politics and Culture.
New York, 1979.

Sieder, Reinhard, Heinz Steinert, and Emmerich Tálos, eds.
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MAUREEN HEALY

n

VIETNAM WAR. The Vietnam War, also
known as the Second Indochina War, ranks among
the longest, bloodiest, and most controversial of
the many conflicts that erupted in formerly colo-
nized parts of the world during the second half of
the twentieth century. Most historians agree that
the struggle was fundamentally a civil war among
Vietnamese with different visions of their country’s
postcolonial political order. But from its outset the
fighting drew in the Cold War superpowers, which
saw global interests at stake and placed massive
resources at the disposal of their Vietnamese allies.
Full-scale American intervention led to enormous
destruction in Vietnam and a scarring defeat for the
United States.

FRENCH COLONIALISM AND THE FIRST

INDOCHINA WAR

The Vietnam War had its roots in the late nine-
teenth century, when France established colonial
control over the Indochinese territories of
Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam. French efforts to
exploit Indochina economically disrupted tradi-
tional patterns of political participation and land
ownership in Vietnam, generating powerful griev-
ances among large segments of the population.
Those grievances, along with a growing nationalist
consciousness, gave rise to an assertive anticolonial
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movement in the first decades of the twentieth
century.

The Second World War created a golden
opportunity for the nationalists to assert themselves
and initiated more than three decades of conflict
in the country. Germany’s crushing victory over
France badly weakened French power around the
world. When Japanese forces overthrew the French
administration in Vietnam in March 1945, the
era of French colonialism appeared to be at an
end. When the Allies in turn defeated Japan a few
months later, the Vietminh movement led by Ho
Chi Minh stepped into the void and declared a new
state, the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, on 2
September 1945.

The renascent French government refused to
accept Vietnamese independence, however, and
quickly regained a domineering presence in
Indochina. French and Vietnamese negotiators
attempted to reach a compromise recognizing
Vietnamese autonomy within a French imperial
confederation. But at the end of 1946, hawks on
both sides provoked a war that would last for the
next eight years.

This First Indochina War pulled the United
States deeply into Vietnam for the first time. For
many months, the Truman administration attempted
to stay on the sidelines of what most U.S. officials
viewed as a colonial conflict. As the Cold War
unfolded between 1947 and 1950, however,
Washington increasingly sided with France. The
prevalence of communists within the Vietnamese
leadership led U.S. officials to worry that Vietnamese
successes would serve the interests of the Soviet
Union. They also feared that a French defeat in
Vietnam would encourage instability across
Southeast Asia, a part of the world crucial to the
economic health of key U.S. allies, including Japan
and Britain. In 1950 the United States began send-
ing military and economic assistance to support the
French. Four years later, Washington bore 80 per-
cent of the costs of the war.

This massive infusion of American resources
failed to turn the tide of the war, however, and
the Vietnamese forces, now strongly supported by
China, dealt the French military a devastating
defeat at Dien Bien Phu in May 1954. A few weeks
later in Geneva, the great powers settled the war

through a complicated formula that divided
Vietnam into two parts. The accord stipulated that
the communists regroup in the north and prepare
for national elections to be held in 1956 to reunify
the country, while Western-oriented Vietnamese
did the same in the south. The unwillingness of
southern leaders to hold elections torpedoed the
process, however, and North and South Vietnam
gradually became separate states during the 1950s.

INCREASING AMERICAN INVOLVEMENT

While Ho Chi Minh’s government consolidated its
control in the North, the United States established
a close relationship with the new South Vietnamese
leader, Ngo Dinh Diem, and replaced France as the
major Western power shaping Vietnamese affairs.
U.S. officials exuded confidence that their coun-
try’s material prowess and its freedom from any
taint of colonialism would enable them to succeed
where the French had failed. Washington supplied
large amounts of economic and military assistance
for the new state and increasingly regarded it as a
key Western stronghold in Southeast Asia.
American officials therefore grew alarmed in 1959
and 1960 as a new communist-tinged insurgency
erupted in South Vietnam.

That rebellion—the start of the Second
Indochina War—began as a spontaneous ground-
swell against a South Vietnamese regime widely
criticized as repressive and subservient to a new
foreign master. Before long, however, the insur-
gents, led by the National Liberation Front,
enjoyed the support of North Vietnam and indir-
ectly of the Soviet Union and China. As the fight-
ing mounted, the United States pumped more aid
into South Vietnam and demanded that Ngo Dinh
Diem enact reforms to win support for his regime.
When Diem refused to act as the United States
wished, Washington assented to a coup by South
Vietnamese military officers on 1 November 1963.
Diem’s assassination left the United States more
deeply implicated than ever in South Vietnamese
affairs.

The administration of John F. Kennedy sharply
increased U.S. military support for the beleaguered
South Vietnamese regime but resisted proposals to
introduce American troops. President Lyndon B.
Johnson, however, took that step in early 1965—
a move that historians have explained in various
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ways. Some have emphasized that earlier decisions

to escalate the American commitment to South

Vietnam made Johnson’s choice practically inevita-

ble. Other scholars have stressed Johnson’s fear of

his conservative political opponents if he failed to

act boldly in a part of the world where U.S. inter-

ests seemed to be threatened. Still others have

emphasized the president’s determination to

uphold his personal reputation for toughness.

Whatever the motives, U.S. military operations

escalated rapidly from 1965 to 1968. Under the

rubric of Operation Rolling Thunder, U.S. war-

planes intensively bombed North Vietnam in an

attempt to disrupt the flow of supplies sustaining

the insurgency in the South and to intimidate the

Hanoi government into negotiating on American

terms. Meanwhile, U.S. ground forces in South

Vietnam, numbering more than half a million by

mid-1968, undertook major operations with the

aim of locating and destroying units of ‘‘Vietcong’’

insurgents and North Vietnamese troops.

U.S. officials quickly discovered various prob-

lems that would plague their efforts throughout

the war. The bombing campaign in the North

produced no appreciable results, while frustrated

ground forces, despite tactical victories and vast

amounts of firepower, failed to defeat an elusive

and highly motivated enemy. Within the United

States, an increasingly robust antiwar movement

challenged administration policy as misguided and

immoral. In the diplomatic arena, strenuous U.S.

efforts failed to attract political or military support

from the West European allies. The British, French,

and West German governments, preferring to

avoid any public rift with Washington, generally

remained quiet about the war, but in private they

criticized the American effort.

U.S. problems mounted dramatically on 31

January 1968, when Vietcong guerrillas launched

bold and coordinated attacks throughout South

Vietnam. The Tet Offensive provoked an outpour-

ing of pessimism about the U.S. war effort even

Student anti–Vietnam War protest in Grosvenor Square, London, 18 March 1968. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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though U.S. forces repelled the offensive and

scored their biggest victories of the war. Under

intense criticism, Johnson announced that he would

not run for reelection, scaled back the bombing

campaign, and opened negotiations to end the war.

Richard Nixon won the presidency partly on

the strength of promises to end the war quickly,

but he wound up presiding over another four years

of bloody fighting in a quest for an agreement on

American terms. Invoking the need to preserve

America’s credibility around the world, Nixon and

his national security advisor, Henry Kissinger, even

expanded the war, launching invasions of

Cambodia in 1970 and Laos in 1971 in an attempt

to destroy communist bases in those countries. The

operations failed to change the overall military

situation, however, while setting off new explo-

sions of opposition around the world. By the end

of 1972, the Nixon administration was prepared to

ease its negotiating demands in order to end the war.

On 27 January 1973, U.S. and North Vietnamese

leaders signed a deal that embodied major conces-

sions to Hanoi but enabled Washington to withdraw

its troops from Indochina.

AFTERMATH

For Vietnam, the fighting continued for two more
years—a bloody coda to a war that cost an esti-
mated three million Vietnamese deaths. Finally on
30 April 1975 North Vietnamese troops captured
Saigon, ending the war and dealing Washington its
final defeat. Americans paid little attention, how-
ever, as Vietnam was reunified under communist
rule. Stung by defeat and sharply divided over the
U.S. role in the war, Americans recognized new
limits on their nation’s power and turned to a less
assertive foreign policy. Only with the election of a
tough-talking new president, Ronald Reagan, in
1980 did the United States return to its accus-
tomed activism around the world.

Even so, the legacy of the war persisted in
many ways. Vietnam continued to wrestle with
enormous human loss and ecological damage
caused by the war. In the United States, the war
helped sow a lasting distrust of government.
Meanwhile, Americans continued well into the
twenty-first century to debate the lessons of the
Vietnam War. Some, claiming that the principal fail-
ure in Vietnam lay in a failure to apply sufficient force

to achieve U.S. objectives, argued for greater deter-
mination whenever Washington used force abroad.
Others contended that the Vietnam experience
showed the hazards of becoming embroiled in dis-
tant, unfamiliar parts of the world and counseled
caution about undertaking such commitments again.

See also Cold War; France; French Empire; Indochina.
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VILAR, JEAN (1912–1971), French actor,
director, and founder of the Avignon Festival.

Born in Sète, France, Jean Vilar began as a
student of literature but was influenced by the lead-
ing French actor and director Charles Dullin to
study acting at Dullin’s academy, the Atelier.
During World War II he toured France with a trav-
eling company, Roulette, in which he began to
attract attention, but his first major success, both
as an actor and as a director, was in his production
of T. S. Eliot’s Murder in the Cathedral, presented
at the Vieux Colombier theater in Paris in 1945.
This production gained Vilar an invitation to
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Avignon in 1947, where his production of
Shakespeare’s Richard II, a play almost unknown
in France, was a triumph; its production, with mini-
mal scenery on an open-air stage, did much to
establish the style of Avignon Festival productions.
With the strong financial and technical support of
the municipality of Avignon, Vilar followed Richard
II with two other productions, with such success
that in July of the following year Vilar established
an annual festival, with emphasis upon innovative
production of unusual dramatic work, both classic
and contemporary. Critics and an enthusiastic
young audience filled the festival seats, making the
Avignon Festival a cultural mecca that became the
French equivalent of Germany’s Bayreuth. Indeed in
these early years the audience members were often
referred to as Avignon ‘‘pilgrims.’’

Vilar was joined in 1951 by the popular stage
and film actor Gérard Philipe, who took the lead-
ing roles in that season’s major productions, Pierre
Corneille’s Le Cid and Heinrich von Kleist’s The
Prince of Homburg. Vilar’s production in 1951 of
Bertolt Brecht’s Mother Courage was the beginning
of Brecht’s major reputation in France. That same
year, Vilar was invited to Paris to direct the state
Théâtre National Populaire (TNP), which had
been founded thirty years before by the pioneering
actor and director Firmin Gémier and was a central
element in the French government’s interest
through much of the twentieth century in provid-
ing theater to a more general public. The huge
(2,590-seat) Palais de Chaillot, which housed the
TNP, was in an elegant section of Paris, not easily
accessible to working-class audiences, but Vilar
assiduously developed a more broad-based public
by touring productions to working-class suburbs,
even staging mini-festivals there, by lowering
prices, eliminating tipping and cloakroom charges,
serving inexpensive food and drink, enlisting the
aid of trade unions in publicizing productions, and
encouraging audience involvement through public
lectures and post-performance discussions.

Vilar remained as director of the TNP until
1963, producing fifty-seven plays, thirty-five of
which he directed and in twenty of which he
assumed the leading role. His company included
many of the leading French actors of this genera-
tion, among them Gérard Philipe, Jeanne Moreau,
Daniel Sorano, and Georges Wilson. The repertoire

tended toward large-scale works, befitting the
venue, but staged in very simplified settings, as at
Avignon. Vilar presented the French classics from
Corneille to Henry Montherlant and a wide range
of European classics, including works by Shakespeare,
Luigi Pirandello, Henrik Ibsen, August Strindberg,
Brecht, and Anton Chekhov. In 1959 the minister of
culture André Malraux placed Vilar also in charge of
the much smaller and more intimate Théâtre
Récamier, where he presented smaller and more
experimental work such as Boris Vian’s The Empire
Builders and Samuel Beckett’s Krapp’s Last Tape.
During the early 1960s, against the backdrop of the
Algerian War, the choice of plays became distinctly
more political: Sophocles’ Antigone, Brecht’s The
Resistable Rise of Arturo Ui, Calderon’s The Mayor
of Zalamea, and Aristophanes’ Peace.

When in 1963 Vilar was unable to negotiate a
better contract with the government he resigned
from the TNP and returned to Avignon, ‘‘back to
his sources,’’ as he put it, where he resumed direc-
tion of the festival. During the events of May 1968
he protested the severe measures of the govern-
ment against student and worker protests by
informing Malraux, who had appointed him to
examine the possibility of creating a national pop-
ular opera comparable to the TNP, that he would
no longer accept any official governmental post.
His attempts to convert the 1968 festival into a
center for productive political discussion were
rejected by both the Right and the Left, and that
season was a low point in Avignon Festival history.
By the time Vilar died three years later, however,
the festival had regained its momentum and
remains one of the most important continuing
annual theater events in Europe.

See also Theater.
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VLASOV ARMIES. Strictly speaking, the
Vlasov armies were those World War II Soviet
troops who switched sides while German prisoners
to join former Soviet general Andrei Vlasov in the
war against the Soviet Union, thereby serving as a
German propaganda weapon to undermine sup-
port for the regime of Joseph Stalin. More broadly,
the term applies to Soviet citizens, numbering per-
haps in the millions, who served Germany in some
capacity during World War II.

ORIGINS

From the first months of the German invasion of
the Soviet Union, the German army had relied on

Soviet auxiliaries for manual labor and personal
service. These ‘‘volunteer helpers’’ (Hilfswillige,
or Hiwis), while not officially sanctioned, were

vitally necessary to hard-pressed German units. As
casualties mounted, the German military relied

more heavily on Osttruppen, Soviets under arms in

German service. Because of Adolf Hitler’s adamant

opposition on racial and ideological grounds to

arming Slavs, they served on an ad hoc basis under

German officers, as individuals or units of batta-

lion-size or smaller. Primarily intended for security

and antipartisan warfare, some did see frontline

combat.

By 1942, a growing number of German offi-

cers and officials believed that victory might be

more easily won by moderating German occupa-

tion policy and making the war, either in propa-

ganda or reality, a struggle not to conquer Russia

but to end the tyranny of Stalin and Bolshevism.

The undoubted usefulness of Soviet manpower,

together with the support of Alfred Rosenberg

(1893–1946), Hitler’s minister for occupied terri-

tories in the east, and Joseph Goebbels (1897–

1945), his propagandist, meant Soviet-manned

units became more widespread and officially

approved in late 1941 and 1942. Many served

garrison duty in the west, freeing German troops

for the eastern front.

These included a variety of national legions for

Armenians, Georgians, Azerbaijanis, and Tatars,

and still others for Baltic nationalities. Slavs pre-

sented greater difficulties, as Nazi racial theories

consigned them to subhuman status. As a result,

the German military and later the SS (Schutzstaffel)

strove to avoid calling Slavic units by Slavic names.

Russians and Ukrainians, for example, were

enrolled in large numbers into ‘‘cossack’’ units.

What drove so many Soviets to support the

German war aimed at enslaving or exterminating

their own people? For most rank-and-file, the goal

was escaping starvation in a German prisoner-of-

war camp. By contrast to British and American

prisoners, generally treated by Nazi Germany in

accord with international law, Soviet prisoners suf-

fered appalling treatment that killed them by the

millions and encouraged many to join the Germans

merely to survive. Others saw German service as a

means to get close enough to Soviet lines to escape

to their homeland. They had little idea that

returned Soviet prisoners of any sort were treated

as traitors by Stalin’s regime. For still others,

including Vlasov, the chief motivation was genuine

anticommunism.

A fundamental contradiction lay at the heart of
German policy in the east. Germans wishing to
enlist Soviet support found more humane occupa-
tion policies and political concessions were utterly
at odds with the ravenous territorial aggression that
led Hitler to launch the war. Recruiting laborers
from prisoner-of-war camps did little to solve the
German propaganda problem of winning Soviet
support for a German war of conquest and exter-
mination. By 1942, German officials were already
wishing for a ‘‘Russian de Gaulle’’ to unify and
inspire anti-Stalin Soviets. They found their de
Gaulle in Andrei Vlasov.

VLASOV

Born a peasant, Andrei Andreyevich Vlasov (1900–
1946) joined the new Red Army in 1919. Serving
with skill and distinction, he enjoyed a successful
career, and spent 1938–1939 as a Soviet military
advisor in China. He returned to the Soviet Union
and developed a reputation as a master at turning
bad units into showpieces of discipline and training.

When Germany attacked the Soviet Union on
22 June 1941, Vlasov commanded the 4th
Mechanized Corps, part of the Soviet southwestern
front. In the first disastrous weeks, Vlasov was one
of the few relatively successful Soviet commanders,
and repeatedly fought his way out of German
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encirclement. Promoted to command of the 37th
Army, Vlasov was caught in the great German
encirclement of Kiev, which cost the Soviets six
hundred thousand men. Vlasov again escaped the
trap. Based on this success, he was transferred to
command the Soviet 20th Army outside Moscow,
where he joined the massive December 1941 coun-
terattack that drove German troops away from
Moscow and saved the Soviet Union.

Now one of Stalin’s top commanders, Vlasov
was sent north and in April 1942 given command
of the 2nd Shock Army, one hundred thousand
Soviet troops fighting behind German lines to
break the siege of Leningrad. After two months
of desperate combat without adequate support,
reinforcements, or supplies, Vlasov’s embattled
forces collapsed. Vlasov himself was captured by
the Germans in July 1942.

Imprisoned in a special camp in Vinnitsa,
Ukraine, Vlasov soon wrote a memorandum with
Colonel Vladimir Boyarsky proposing a Russian
national movement to fight alongside the Germans
against Stalin. German sympathizers made Vlasov
the centerpiece of propaganda to encourage Soviet

desertion to the Germans. Leaflets in Vlasov’s name,

falsely denying German mistreatment of Soviet pris-

oners and aggressive intent toward the Soviet

Union, were scattered among Soviet troops.

On 27 December 1942, as chairman of the

‘‘Russian Committee,’’ Vlasov signed the

‘‘Smolensk Declaration,’’ calling on Russians and

other nations of the Soviet Union to abandon the

Stalinist dictatorship in favor of Germany’s Europe

‘‘without Bolsheviks and capitalists.’’ The declara-

tion mixed outright falsehood—claiming Hitler’s

Germany had no designs on Russia—with a plat-

form to redress the worst grievances of the Soviet

people, a platform that remained remarkably con-

sistent over time. It called for eliminating collective

farms and forced labor while restoring private

enterprise and freedoms of speech and religion. It

promised broad guarantees of social justice and

security for working people. The declaration

announced its own Russian Liberation Army

(RLA). The German military believed that

Vlasov’s appeals increased desertion, and the

Soviet government saw his message as a danger.

In its condemnation of Vlasov, during the war

and for fifty years after, it never revealed Vlasov’s

platform to the Soviet people.

Vlasov’s message was powerful; his new

Russian Liberation Army was fictitious. Hitler’s

adamant opposition to a Russian army meant the

RLA was only an idea to rally Soviet troops entirely

subordinate to German control. Nonetheless, it

remained a powerful symbol, and many Soviets in

German service wore its insignia.

Change in steadfast Nazi opposition to any

genuine anti-Stalin Russian movement came in

1944. With Allied forces in France, and especially

the destruction of Germany’s Army Group Center

in Belarus, Germany’s position was desperate. As

a result, on 16 September 1944, the SS chief

Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945) met with Vlasov

and made a series of landmark concessions. Himmler

agreed to a new Committee for the Liberation of

the Peoples of Russia as a provisional government

for Russia, should Germany ever regain control

of any Russian territory. Himmler also allowed, in

principle, Russian troops under Vlasov’s command,

though he quickly limited their numbers.

As Nazi Germany’s collapse accelerated, the

Committee’s first meeting in Prague on 14

November 1944 maintained Vlasov’s line of a

democratic and socialist Russia without Bolsheviks.

Military units under Vlasov were also forming.

Germany was, however, hard-pressed to equip its

own soldiers, let alone Soviet troops. By spring

1945, though, Vlasov had two divisions and perhaps

fifty thousand soldiers nominally under his com-

mand, the strongest the 1st Division under Sergei

Bunyachenko.

In April 1945, Vlasov’s troops went into action

for the first time. Bunyachenko’s 1st Division

was mauled in a failed assault on a Soviet strong-

hold on the Oder River. Deciding there was little

point to sacrificing his soldiers in a losing cause,

Bunyachenko disregarded German orders and

marched his troops south through war-torn

Germany toward relative calm in Czech lands. By

the end of April 1945, Vlasov and Bunyachenko’s

1st Division were both outside Prague. Hoping to

reach an accommodation with the western Allies,

Vlasov’s forces were in close contact with the

Czech resistance.
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Czech plans for a last-minute revolt against the
Germans were disrupted by a spontaneous, prema-
ture uprising by the population of Prague on 5
May 1945. As the German military began reprisals,
Vlasov and Bunyachenko intervened on the Czech
side in an episode that remains quite mysterious.
After two days of confused fighting that expelled
the Germans, Vlasov’s troops headed out of
Prague, hoping to reach American lines. When
American permission to cross over was denied,
Vlasov’s forces disintegrated, most (including
Vlasov) falling immediately into Soviet hands. Vlasov
and his associates were tried secretly and executed
in summer 1946. His soldiers, like the many Soviet
prisoners who had suffered loyally in German cap-
tivity, were dispatched into Stalin’s network of
prison camps.

Official Soviet historiography always portrayed
Vlasov as a cynical opportunist, a traitor motivated
solely by personal ambition. Many Soviet dissidents
and émigrés viewed him more sympathetically, as a
man caught between and betrayed by two totalitar-
ian dictatorships. Russia in the early twenty-first
century is no nearer a consensus on the man and
his movement.

See also Bagration Operation; Occupation, Military;
Operation Barbarossa; Soviet Union; World War II.
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DAVID STONE

n

VOLKSWAGEN. The Volkswagen, or
‘‘People’sCar,’’was conceivedby theGermandictator
Adolf Hitler as the key to the mass-motorization of
Germany in the 1930s. Germany lagged behind other
developed economies in car production and

ownership, but Hitler, much impressed by Henry
Ford, wanted to speed up the process by producing a
car that could be bought by German workers for a
modest sum. The project was postponed by World
War II, which broke out in September 1939, but the
business revived after the war, and in the 1950s and
1960s theoriginal Volkswagen designwas sold world-
wide and became one of the symbols of the new age of
mass-motoring.

The Volkswagen was first commissioned by
Hitler in September 1933 when he met the
Austrian car designer Ferdinand Porsche, who had
already sketched out ideas for a small family car
while designing racing cars in the 1920s. He was
told to design a car for the ordinary man and
produced a revolutionary four-seat, two-door car
with an air-cooled engine at the rear and a sloping
car body rather like a large helmet. The whole
design broke with the conventions of the 1930s,
and the German car industry was reluctant to pro-
duce it. In 1937 the project was taken over by the
German Labor Front (DAF), the party-led general
trade union, under the auspices of the so-called
Kraft durch Freude (Strength through Joy) organi-
zation. In 1937 a formal savings scheme was set up
for German workers that would enable them to buy
the cars when they were finally produced, and
336,668 subscribed to it. The new car was known
as the KdF car, and the site for a KdF ‘‘car city’’ was
found at Wolfsburg in Brunswick. Hitler laid the
foundation stone on 26 May 1938 for a factory
planned to produce in the end 1.5 million cars
per year. The factory was to be the largest and most
automated in Europe. By the time war broke out
only a handful of prototypes had been produced,
and the plant was turned over to the army and air
force to produce jeeps and aircraft parts, using a
large quantity of forced and prisoner labor.

With the defeat of Germany the Volkswagen,
as the car had become popularly known, was tested
by a team of British engineers working for the
occupation authorities, but it was rejected as com-
mercially unviable. A German manager and engi-
neer, Heinz Nordhoff, was installed on 2 January
1948 by the British, and in 1949 the plant was
returned to German state control with the creation
of the Federal Republic (West Germany). By that
stage fifty thousand Volkswagens had been pro-
duced, and the revived plant became the core of
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the German motor industry in the 1950s. By the

1960s, thanks to its low price and easy mainte-

nance, more than fifteen million of the model had

been sold worldwide, making it the world’s single

most successful car model. Production declined

from the late 1960s, as the Volkswagen works

diversified into a range of different car, van, and

truck models. The firm was privatized in the early

1960s and became one of the largest motor com-

panies in the world. After the fall of communism in

Eastern Europe in 1990 Volkswagen played an

important part in establishing motor industries

and contractors in the newly independent states.

The Volkswagen, despite its origins and its

National Socialist name, became one of the sym-

bols of the age of mass consumption worldwide.

Seven million Volkswagens were exported despite

early prejudice against what U.S. newspapers
dubbed ‘‘Hitler’s car’’ and the technical and design
novelty of the model. Large-scale exports began in
the United States in 1954, and by the 1960s,
despite fierce competition from U.S. companies,
Volkswagen sold more than 400,000 cars a year
there. The original car was nicknamed the
‘‘Beetle.’’ The success of its image resulted in a
series of Walt Disney films about a Volkswagen
called ‘‘Herbie.’’ The car successfully shed its asso-
ciation with the Third Reich, where plans had been
laid for the production of a ‘‘People’s Tractor’’ to
speed up rural motorization, alongside the People’s
Car. This project, to be based around designs by
Porsche and his son, was also the victim of the
onset of war. The Volkswagen was an important
example of technical innovation in the Third Reich,
demonstrating the strong elements of modernity in
Hitler’s nationalist vision and anticipating by
twenty years the development and diffusion of
small-car technology and mass-motoring.

See also Automobiles; Consumption; Hitler, Adolf.
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RICHARD OVERY

n

VUKOVAR. Vukovar is a city in eastern
Croatia on the Danube River across from Serbia,
in a county (or županija) called Vukovar-Srijem. It
was the site of one of the fiercest battles during the
1991 war in Croatia and was more completely
destroyed than was any other city during the wars
in Croatia and Bosnia. Vukovar was also the scene

Adolf Hitler opens the Volkswagen factory in

Fallersleben, Germany, 27 May 1938. Only a handful of

Volkswagen automobiles were manufactured for civilian use

before the factory shifted to the production of military vehicles

in 1939. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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of the first major war crime during the wars in
the Balkans and it became a potent national symbol
of Croatian determination and resistance to
aggression.

Vukovar had been a prosperous and handsome
town in the rich agricultural region in eastern
Slavonia. Because of its Habsburg legacy the town
had many examples of baroque architecture. The
1991 census recorded that the population of
Vukovar County was 84,024, of which 37.4 per-
cent was Serb, 43.7 percent Croat, 7.4 percent
‘‘Yugoslav’’ and 11.6 percent ‘‘others.’’ The region
also had significant Ruthene, Ukrainian, Slovak,
and Hungarian communities. Vukovar’s industrial
economy was dominated by Borovo, a large rub-
ber-processing firm, which produced tires and
shoes and employed more than twenty thousand
workers throughout Yugoslavia. The firm was
located in Vukovar’s industrial suburb of Borovo
Selo, which was populated mainly by Serb migrants
who had arrived from Bosnia in the 1950s and
1960s. Borovo Selo was adjacent to Borovo
Naselje, which was populated mainly by Croats.
Borovo Selo became a center of radical Serb activity
in 1990–1991.

The murder of fifteen police officers in Borovo
Selo on 2 May 1991 provided one of the significant
preludes to war in the highly charged and increas-
ingly violent run-up to the Croatian government’s
declaration of independence. Twelve police officers
had come from the nearby city of Osijek to rescue
two others who had been killed while on patrol
a day earlier. This incident gave the Yugoslav
National Army (JNA) an opportunity to deploy on
the pretext of keeping the peace, as it had done in
several other places throughout Croatia. By late
August the JNA had surrounded Vukovar to lay
siege to it. The JNA and Serb paramilitary forces
made an artillery assault on the town for eighty-six
days and it fell on 18 November 1991. Almost every
section of the city appeared to be reduced to rubble.

Vukovar remained under the control of the
Serbs throughout the deployment of the United
Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in
Croatia, which began on 21 February 1992. The
signing of the Erdut Agreement on 12 November
1995, a sidebar to the Dayton Agreement that
ended the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, provided
a road map for the administrative reintegration

of the town and surrounding areas into Croatia
once again. This reintegration was completed
with the conclusion of the mission of the UN
Transitional Administration in Eastern Slavonia on
15 January 1998.

Vukovar was the site of the first major war
crime in the wars fought in the 1990s in the former
Yugoslavia. At the moment of the Croatian surren-
der in Vukovar several hundred people sought
refuge at the hospital there in the belief that they
would be evacuated in accordance with an agree-
ment between the JNA and the Croatian govern-
ment. On 19 November JNA units took control of
the hospital and loaded approximately three hun-
dred men who had been patients, staff, political
activists and soldiers defending the city into trucks.
These prisoners were taken to a nearby farm called
Ovčara and beaten. They were then divided into
smaller groups and taken to another site on the
farm, where at least two hundred people, including
two women, were killed. With the deployment of
the UN Transitional Authority in Eastern Slavonia,
Baranja, and Western Sirium (UNTAES) in
Vukovar in 1996, a team of forensic pathologists
for the International Criminal Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia (ICTY), exhumed the Ovčara
grave as evidence for the tribunal. Three of the four
men who were indicted for this crime remained free
and at large for more than a decade before their
arrests. The fourth, former Vukovar mayor Slavko
Dokmanović (1950–1998), had been arrested in
1997 and later committed suicide in jail.

The defense of Vukovar served as a central sym-
bol of Croatian resistance to the mighty JNA. But
this did not stop a series of mutual recriminations
within Croatia over who lost Vukovar. These dis-
putes included accusations in the media that
Vukovar was sacrificed for the goal of Croatian
independence, claims from poorly equipped defen-
ders that they had received insufficient govern-
ment assistance for the defense of the town, and
the arrest of the commander of Vukovar’s defense.
Disagreements over these issues signaled significant
cleavages within the Croatian government.
However, the most significant memories from those
difficult days of the war were the daily radio reports
from the frontlines. These reports created the
impression that Vukovar had become the
‘‘Croatian Stalingrad.’’ Vukovar served as the
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inspiration for an enormous amount of poster art
and other pop cultural expressions intended to
strengthen resistance against all external aggression
and to provide a symbol of Croatian unity.

See also Bosnia-Herzegovina; Croatia; Serbia;
Yugoslavia.
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WAJDA, ANDRZEJ (b. 1926), Polish film
director.

A world-renowned Polish director, Andrzej
Wajda was born into an army officer’s family in
the town of Suwalki in 1926. His father was killed
by the Soviets in Katyń Forest in 1940. As a teen-
ager, Wajda took part in the resistance movement
against the Nazis. After the war, he studied paint-
ing at the Academy of Fine Arts in Kraków, but in
1949 he enrolled at the Film School in Lodz.
Despite the dictates of socialist realism, which had
dominated Polish cinema during the early 1950s,
Wajda’s studies in Lodz exposed him to the works
of the French film avant-garde and Italian neoreal-
ism. These artistic influences combined with his
painter’s eye, strong personality, preoccupation
with history, and with the sociopolitical processes
in his homeland to define Wajda’s work in film.

Wajda graduated from the Film School in 1953
and made his feature debut, A Generation, two
years later. The story of young resistance fighters
from a Warsaw working-class neighborhood con-
stituted the first part of a trilogy on the war experi-
ence in Poland. The subsequent Canal (1957) and
Ashes and Diamonds (1958), which won inter-
national awards in Cannes and Venice, quickly
established Wajda as a major European director.
Both films captured the tragedy of Home Army
soldiers trapped in the Dantean sewers during the
Warsaw uprising of 1944 and caught in the web
of history after the liberation. During Stalinism,
official regime propaganda painted noncommunist

resisters as renegades and fascists. As a result, and

because both movies questioned the Polish patrio-

tic canon and its glorification of romantic heroism

and martyrdom, they were politically controversial.

This historical and cultural revisionism, combined

with new aesthetic approaches, marked the advent

of the Polish School, a generation of filmmakers

who raised Polish cinema to international promi-

nence. Other directors of the new school included

Andrzej Munk, Jerzy Kawalerowicz, Stanislaw

Różewicz, and Kazimierz Kutz.

Wajda’s war trilogy was complemented by

Lotna (1959), the tale of a Polish cavalry unit

battling the Germans in 1939. Although artistically
less successful and considered a failure by its crea-

tor, the film depicted the end of the noble ethos,

which is dramatically captured in the climactic

scene involving a battle between Polish cavalrymen

and German tanks. Lotna also concluded the initial

phase of Wajda’s career. His subsequent output

varied in theme and quality. Innocent Sorcerers
(1960), depicting the jazz generation in contem-

porary Poland, Samson (1961), the story of a

young Jew from the ghetto, and the Yugoslavian-

made Siberian Lady Macbeth (1962) did not match

the intensity and originality of Wajda’s early films.

But Wajda returned to the center of attention with

the critically acclaimed Ashes (1965), an iconoclas-

tic epic about Polish patriots fighting for indepen-

dence during the Napoleonic Wars, and with

Everything for Sale (1968), a tribute to Zbigniew

Cybulski, the legendary lead actor of Ashes and
Diamonds, who died tragically in 1967.

W
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Wajda solidified his international reputation

with several adaptations of Polish literature, includ-
ing Landscape after the Battle (1970), based on
Tadeusz Borowski’s short stories; Birch Wood
(1970), a superb screen version of Jarosław

Iwaszkiewicz’s story by that name; and The
Wedding (1973), a colorful and convention-break-
ing adaptation of Stanislaw Wyspiański’s play.

Promised Land (1975), a brilliant fresco of the
industrial revolution in nineteenth-century Lodz,
based on a novel by Władysław Reymont, was
nominated for an Academy Award. The 1970s,
however, also witnessed Wajda’s growing criticism
of the prevailing political and social climate in
Poland, torn between the self-laudatory and cor-
rupt communist regime, political unrest, and wide-
spread public apathy. As the head of the film
company Unit X, Wajda actively promoted a young
generation of gifted filmmakers, among them
Agnieszka Holland, Krzysztof Kieślowski, and
Marceli Łoziński, whose biting critique of society
in crisis was dubbed the ‘‘cinema of moral con-
cern.’’ Wajda’s own contribution to this trend was
Rough Treatment (1978), the chilling account of a
journalist’s oppression.

Wajda’s strong political stance came to the fore
in the uncompromising Man of Marble (1977), the

story of the rise and fall of a socialist working-class
hero, and its sequel, Man of Iron (1981), which
linked the plot of the first film to the birth of the
Solidarity movement. Released during the Solidarity
revolution, Man of Iron was an instant success, cap-

turing audiences worldwide and earning Wajda the
Palme d’Or at Cannes. After martial law was
imposed in Poland, Wajda worked partly abroad.
He directed Danton (1982) in France, with Gérard
Depardieu as Danton and Wojciech Pszoniak as

Robespierre; and A Love in Germany (1983), a
poignant story of the forbidden love affair between
a German woman, played by Hanna Schygulla, and
a Polish slave worker in Nazi Germany, was filmed
in West Germany.

An ardent supporter of Solidarity and a leading
moral authority, Wajda undertook a short-lived
political career in independent Poland. In 1989
he was elected to parliament as a senator. His sub-
sequent films, however, proved rather disappoint-
ing and had little impact on audiences. The notable
exceptions include the biographical Korczak
(1990), a chronicle of the last days of the legendary
Polish Jewish physician Janusz Korczak (1878–
1942) and charity worker, and an adaptation of
the great Romantic poet Adam Mickiewicz’s Pan
Tadeusz (1998). Equally successful were two TV
films, Franciszek Klos’s Sentence (2000), a bleak and
violent tale of a Nazi collaborator, and Wajda’s
contribution to Broken Silence, a series of film

FILMS (FEATURES ONLY)

A Generation (1955)
Canal (1957)
Ashes and Diamonds (1958)
Lotna (1959)
Innocent Sorcerers (1960)
Samson (1961)
Siberian Lady Macbeth (1962; Yugoslavia)
Love at Twenty (1962; France)
Ashes (1965)
The Gates to Paradise (1968; Yugoslavia)
Roly Poly (1968)
Everything for Sale (1968)
Hunting Flies (1969)
Birch Wood (1970)
Landscape after the Battle (1970)
Pilat and Others (1972; West Germany)
The Wedding (1973)
Promised Land (1975)
The Shadow Line (1976)
Man of Marble (1977)
Rough Treatment (1978)
The Maids from Wilko (1979)
The Orchestra Conductor (1980)
Man of Iron (1981)
Danton (1982; France)
A Love in Germany (1983; West Germany)
A Chronicle of Amorous

Incidents (1986)
The Possessed (1988; France)
Korczak (1990)
The Crowned-Eagle Ring (1992)
Nastassya (1994)
Holy Week (1995)
Miss Nothing (1996)
Pan Tadeusz (1998)
Franciszek Klos’ Sentence (2000)
Revenge (2002)
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interviews with Holocaust survivors produced by
Steven Spielberg. Throughout his long career,
Wajda also directed a vast number of critically
acclaimed stage productions. He received an hon-
orary Academy Award in 2000.

See also Cinema; Poland.
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MIKOLAJ KUNICKI

n

WALDHEIM, KURT (b. 1918), Austrian
diplomat and politician.

History will remember Kurt Waldheim as
much or more for his hidden past as for his career
as a diplomat and Austrian politician. Born in Sankt
Andrä-Wördern on 21 December 1918 in an
Austria reduced to its German-speaking regions,
Kurt Watzlawik grew up in a petty bourgeois family
in the province of Tulln. His father, of Czech
origins, a fervent supporter of the Christian
Socialists and a renowned teacher, raised his chil-
dren to climb the social ladder. Therefore Kurt,
after the Germanization of his surname into
Waldheim, became a brilliant student, in languages

in particular, at the Catholic high school in
Klosterneuburg. The country’s political crises,
however, would affect his adolescence: a follower
of Engelbert Dollfuss and then Kurt von
Schuschnigg, as a young graduate he joined the
Austrian army in 1936, and after leaving it took
up a diplomatic career (with the Consular Academy
of Vienna).

In 1938 the Anschluss of Austria and Germany
exposed the Waldheims, who supported the
Christian Socialists, to special surveillance by the
Nazi authorities. Kurt managed to complete his
studies at the academy, where he submitted to the
Gleichschaltung (enforced political conformity):
membership in the Nazi Student Association, in
the SA (which he would later deny), and in the
SA Cavalry Corps. After finishing his studies in
1939 he enlisted in the Wehrmacht and left for
war, where as a second lieutenant he participated
in the occupation of the Sudetenland, and the
French and Soviet campaigns. After he was
wounded in 1941 he returned to Austria, but from
1942 to 1945 he rejoined the Wehrmacht as a
liaison officer in Yugoslavia during the offensives
against the Yugoslav partisans and the accompany-
ing massacres, as well as in Greece as a lieutenant
during the deportation and extermination of the
Greek Jews. Indeed in 1947 the Yugoslavian gov-
ernment placed him on its list of war criminals.

After the war he received his doctorate in law
from the University of Vienna and launched a bril-
liant career as a diplomat, holding positions that
included: first secretary to the Austrian delegation
in Paris (1948–1951), chief of staff for the Austrian
minister of foreign affairs (1951–1955), Austrian
permanent observer at the United Nations (1955–
1956), chief of the Austrian mission to the UN
(1964–1968), permanent representative for
Austria at the UN (1970–1971), and finally UN
secretary-general (1972–1981). The People’s
Republic of China vetoed a third term for him in
the latter position.

Secretary-General Waldheim’s priorities con-
sisted primarily of peaceful conflict resolution using
peacekeeping operations (in Cyprus, Namibia,
Guinea, and above all the Middle East); the develop-
ment of humanitarian activities (in the Sudan-Sahel
region, Bangladesh, and Nicaragua); and narrowing
the gap between the world’s rich and poor.
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Under the banner of the Österreichische
Volkspartei, he launched a domestic political career
as well. As foreign affairs minister (1968–1970), he
contributed to the concluding of the Südtirolpaketes
(‘‘South Tyrol package’’) with Italy and strength-
ened relations with the European Community. In
1971 he lost a bid for the presidency to the incum-
bent Social Democrat, Franz Jonas.

He ran for president again in 1986 based on his
prestige as an international diplomat, but the
magazine Profil revealed the gaps and silences
in his recently published autobiography, Im
Glaspalast der Weltpolitik (1985), concerning his
beliefs during the Nazi period: he had suppressed
the fact of his membership in Nazi organizations
and his actions as a staff officer in Thessalonica.
Under growing pressure from the World Jewish
Congress and the revelation of increasingly com-
promising documents, candidate Waldheim issued
a denial: ‘‘Ich habe im Krieg nichts anderes getan
also hunderttausende Österreicher auch, nämlich
meine Pflicht also Soldat erfüllt’’ (‘‘During the
war, I didn’t do anything else than fulfilling my
duty as a soldier, as did hundreds of thousands of
Austrians as well’’). From that moment forward the
political dispute was dubbed the ‘‘Waldheim affair,’’
spotlighting the peculiar relationship Austria enter-
tained with its past: Waldheim’s justification of his
actions in the name of duty contradicted the official
line held by numerous governments to the effect
that Austria had been the first victim of Adolf
Hitler’s policies, the founding myth of a Second
Republic born from the sufferings of the victims,
and the heroism of the anti-Nazi Resistance.

The public’s enormous support for Waldheim
showed how greatly the Opferthese (victimization
thesis) had eroded in Austria during the 1980s: in
the midst of a climate marked by the stench of anti-
Semitism maintained by the largely pro-Waldheim
media, he won in the second round on 8 June
1986 with 53.9 percent of the vote, a level of
support rarely achieved by previous candidates. The
pressure continued, however, and the Austrian gov-
ernment established a commission of international
historians to investigate Waldheim’s military past.
Publishing its findings in 1988, the commission con-
cluded that, though never personally involved in
murders, as liaison officer Waldheim had been aware
of them and relayed information that aided ‘‘cleanup

operations’’ in southern Europe. Neither these con-
clusions nor the ensuing government crisis led to
the president’s resignation. Highly aware, however,
that the country, which ironically called him UHBP
(‘‘Unser Herr Bundespräsident’’), no longer consid-
ered him Austria’s moral authority, Waldheim
declined to seek a second term in 1992.

In the sphere of international affairs Waldheim’s
victory isolated Austria for a considerable period,
making it, in the wordsof Heidemarie Uhl, a ‘‘‘classic
case’ of ‘forgetting’ and ‘repression’ on the map
of European memory’’ (p. 491). The United States
placed the new president on its ‘‘watch list’’ in 1987,
forbidding him access to its territory. Only the Vatican
and several Middle Eastern states considered him
persona grata.

Although the reexamination of Waldheim’s
Austrian military service in the Wehrmacht caused
a weakening of the country’s presidential powers,
its main consequence turned out to be the late
adoption of a sense of Austrian collective responsi-
bility concerning Nazi crimes.

See also Austria; Occupation, Military; World War II.
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FABIEN THÉOFILAKIS

n

WALES. Wales in 1914, despite the predomi-
nantly industrial nature of the economy, remained
overwhelmingly devoted to Liberal Nonconformity.
The outbreak of serious industrial conflict in the
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Edwardian years, however, coupled with a growing
sense of national distinctiveness—as expressed for
example by the formulation in 1914 of the first
Welsh Home Rule Bill—indicated some of the ways
in which Wales was to change during the remainder
of the first half of the twentieth century as ideas of
imperial patriotism, class solidarity, and Welsh
national identity clashed and shifted. World War I,
in which 280,000 Welshmen fought and 40,000
died, reinforced Wales’s British identity while at
the same time underpinned its sense of national
difference, a tension exemplified by the political
career of David Lloyd George (1863–1945), the
Liberal nationalist who in 1916 became Britain’s
first Welsh prime minister.

Following the Armistice, political life in some

respects returned to pre-war issues, as the late-
Victorian demand for the disestablishment of the
Church of Wales was finally passed by Parliament
in 1920. By this time, however, the landed society
that the Anglican Church was deemed to repre-

sent and the Liberal Nonconformity that had
mobilized against it had both entered a period of
sustained decline. Furthermore, the collapse in the
early 1920s of the war-generated boom in coal,
and iron and steel, exposed the fragility of the

industrial base that had created the dynamic
‘‘American Wales’’ of the late-Victorian and
Edwardian decades. It was in this changed climate
of working-class militancy that Labour displaced

Liberal dominance, winning half the constituen-
cies of Wales in 1922, and rising to a position by
1966 where it held thirty-two of Wales’s total of
thirty-six parliamentary seats.

At the same time, other forces were beginning
to coalesce around the preservation of the Welsh
language and nationalist politics. Urdd Gobaith
Cymru (the Welsh League of Youth) was formed
in 1922, and Plaid Cymru (the Party of Wales) in
1925. The industrial conflicts and socialist politi-
cal activity of the 1920s, led by the South Wales
Miners’ Federation, reached their greatest levels
of intensity during and after the General Strike
and miners’ lock-out of 1926, and were followed
by years of severe economic depression. High
unemployment, which by 1932 had reached 42.8
percent of insured males, led to the migration of
390,000 people from Wales between 1925 and
1939. Labour remained the single most important

political party in Wales throughout this period,
although many were also drawn to other orga-
nizations and movements. Thus in 1936, the
Welsh Left, both Labour and Communist, orga-
nized the largest contingent sent from Britain to
join the International Brigades in defense of the
Spanish Republic, while at the same time the
nationalists arranged an arson attack on a Royal
Air Force base at Penyberth, Llẙn, to draw atten-
tion not only to the precarious position of the
Welsh language but also to the weakness of tradi-
tional rural Welsh society in relation to a militar-
ized British state.

World War II transformed political, economic,
and cultural life in Wales as elsewhere. Full employ-
ment had returned by 1941, and the rise of Welsh
Labour politicians schooled in the interwar miners’
union, such as James Griffiths (1890–1975) and

Aneurin Bevan (1897–1960), provided the govern-
ment of Clement Attlee (1883–1967) with the
architects of some of its key stretegic reforms, such
as the National Insurance Act, the National Health
Service, and the nationalization of the coal indus-

try. Griffiths also helped to establish the Council of
Wales in 1948 and became the first secretary of
state for Wales in 1964.

Wales in the postwar decades began to acquire
other modern attributes of nationhood. Cardiff
was formally declared to be its capital city in
1955, while the Liverpool City Council’s decision
to construct a reservoir by flooding the inhabited

Welsh valley of Tryweryn in Merionnydd caused
nationwide resentment that crossed party lines
and led to calls to strengthen Wales’s national
voice in the British Parliament. The formation of
Cymdeithas yr Iaith Gymraeg (the Welsh Language

Society) in 1962, following a radio lecture by the
nationalist dramatist Saunders Lewis (1893–1985)
that called for the adoption of ‘‘revolutionary
methods’’ to protect the language from further
decline, led to an extended period of civil disobe-

dience. Plaid Cymru won its first parliamentary seat
in 1966, the first Welsh Language Act was passed
in 1967, and militant nationalism attempted to
disrupt the investiture of the Prince of Wales at
Caernarfon in 1969. The proportions of Welsh-

speakers continued to decline from 37 percent in
1921 to 18 percent in 1991, although the decline
slowed from the 1980s as numbers of younger
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speakers began to show modest increases. In 2001,
71 percent of Wales’s population of 2.9 million had
no knowledge of Welsh, although in Gwynedd

only 24 percent had no knowledge of the language.
The establishment of Sianel Pedwar Cymru (the
Welsh Fourth Channel) in 1982 was symptomatic
of the new confidence that Wales could become a
bilingual country, and the annual Royal National

Eisteddfod, conducted in Welsh, remains Wales’s
largest cultural festival.

Two further issues dominated the final quarter of
the twentieth century: the decline of the coal industry
and devolution. While the numbers of coal miners fell
from 124,000 in 1945 to 33,000 in 1975, the dangers
of the industry were again cruelly demonstrated in
October 1966 when a tip of coal waste engulfed the
primary school in the mining village of Aberfan, killing
144, 116 of them children. The failure of the miners’
strike of 1984–1985 to prevent the re-privatization of
the industry led practically to the total collapse of
mining in Wales, leaving an economy dominated

increasingly by service industries, tourism, and manu-
facturing. Employment in the steel industry also fell
dramatically in the same period, from 72,000 in 1980
to around 16,000 in 1995. To counteract the social
consequences of the decline of heavy industry, the
Welsh Development Agency, formed in 1976, actively
sought inward investment into electronics, motor
component manufacture and assembly, and chemicals.
Manufacturing, though it continued to decline,
remained the largest employer of men (30 percent of
males and 12 percent of females), while 37 percent of
women were employed in the service sector. The pub-
lic sector, especially social services, health, and educa-
tion, remained a major source of employment.

The politics of Wales were transformed in

September 1997 when a referendum on the crea-

tion of a devolved Welsh Assembly narrowly carried

the motion by 50.3 percent in favor to 49.7 per-

cent against. This reversed the outcome of the

previous referendum of 1979, which had shown

that a majority of Welsh voters rejected devolved

Welsh miners enjoy pints of beer at a local pub, 1917. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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government. The first elections were held in May

1999, and the Welsh Assembly held its opening

session later that month in Cardiff. The relation-

ship between a devolved Wales and the rest of

Britain remained in flux, as demands were made

to strengthen the powers of the Assembly, espe-

cially with regard to tax raising. But constitutional

change also strengthened Welsh links with the

European Union, as a recipient of EU funding

and in relation to such forums as those concerned

with lesser-used languages. Wales in a ‘‘Europe of

the Regions’’ emerged for some, within and out-

side the nationalist movement, as an alternative

vision for a Wales whose political, economic, and

cultural connections extended beyond the island of

Britain. But while the new political and economic

circumstances brought prosperity in particular to

parts of the urban southeast and the M4 corridor,

the rural and older industrial areas remained among

the poorest in Western Europe, the gross domestic

product of west Wales and the southern valleys being

less than 75 percent of the European average. In

2001, 27.9 percent of the adult population was eco-

nomically inactive compared to the national U.K.

average of 21.5 percent, and in December 2004 it

was found that 10 percent of the poorest parts of the

United Kingdom were in Wales. The more secular,

postindustrial ‘‘cool Cymru’’ of the early twenty-first

century had yet to resolve many of the difficulties it

had inherited from its twentieth-century history.

See also Coal Mining; Ireland; Scotland; United
Kingdom.
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ALED GRUFFYDD JONES

n

WAŁĘSA, LECH (b. 1943), Polish leader.

Lech Wałęsa was born 29 September 1943
in Popowo in northern Poland, then under German
occupation. During the war, Wałęsa’s father, a car-
penter, was seized for slave labor by the Nazis and
although he survived the war, died shortly thereafter
as a result of mistreatment. Wałęsa received a voca-
tional education and worked as a mechanic before
entering the army for a mandatory two-year period
of service. In 1967 Wałęsa took a job as an electrician
at the Lenin Shipyards in Gdańsk. In 1969 he married
Danuta Gołoś. The couple would have eight children.

By the end of the 1960s, the economic situation
in communist Poland had become increasingly dif-
ficult because of government ineptitude. In 1970,
with the economic situation getting increasingly out
of control, the government announced a 20 percent
hike in the price of food one week before Christmas.
Workers around the country went on strike and riots
ensued. This time, it was the industrial strongholds
of the Baltic coast where the worst violence
occurred. When the militia ambushed a train full of
workers in Gdansk, shooting scores of unarmed
strikers, the workers responded by burning the local
party headquarters. Some three hundred workers
were killed in the riots, but the exact count is
unknown, since many bodies were buried in secret.
This event proved a major turning point for Wałęsa,
who was active in the protests. Thereafter, the elec-
trician became increasingly involved in efforts to
form an independent trade union.

Following renewed worker unrest in 1976,
Wałęsa was fired from his job at the shipyard and
placed under surveillance by the secret police. He
took temporary jobs to support his family while
continuing efforts to organize a free union. In
1978, along with other activists, he cofounded
Wolne Związki Zawodowe Wybrzeża (Free Trade
Union of the Coast) and was arrested a number of
times in 1979. Although he is associated with
opposition to the state, Wałęsa’s record during this
period has not been above suspicion. Though he
was later cleared of being a police agent by a court
ruling, he did provide some information to the
police on opposition activities, a situation that was
not uncommon among many in the opposition
because of the pervasive nature of the communist
police state.
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Strongly influenced by the election of John
Paul II (r. 1978–2005) and by the pope’s visit to
Poland, during which opposition to Communist
rule had received a critical boost, Polish workers
reacted to Poland’s increasing economic problems
with stronger action in defense of their rights.
Following a massive increase in the price of staple
foods, strikes began to break out across the country
in August 1980. At the Lenin Shipyards, workers
went on strike following the firing of the popular
activist and model worker Anna Walentynowicz.
Wałęsa climbed the shipyard wall and took charge
of the strike committee. The shipyard became one
of the strongholds of the worker’s movements.

Following protracted negotiations, in which

Wałęsa played a critical role, the authorities gave

in to most of the workers’ demands. The most

important of these was the creation of an indepen-

dent trade union, Solidarity, with Wałęsa as its

chairman. The shipyard electrician became known

around the world as face of peaceful opposition to

Communist rule.

After sixteen months of uneasy coexistence

with Solidarity, the Communist authorities cracked

down on the union in December 1981, arresting

Wałęsa and tens of thousands of other activists and

imposing martial law on the country. In late 1982,

Lech Wałęsa is carried on the shoulders of workers at the Lenin shipyard following

the announcement of an agreement between strike leaders and Polish government

negotiators, August 1980. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Wałęsa was released from prison. The following
year, he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.

Despite forcefully destroying Solidarity, the
Communist authorities were unable to stop the
country’s economic slide. In 1988, with continu-
ing worker unrest, the government agreed to nego-
tiations with the center and left portions of the
opposition, with Wałęsa again assuming an impor-
tant role. From these roundtable talks emerged a
kind of power-sharing agreement that opened the
door to the first partially free elections in Poland
since 1938. In June 1989 Solidarity-backed candi-
dates won all contested elections handily, ending
Communist rule in Poland and spurring a wave
of related movements in other Soviet-controlled
countries.

During this brief period, Wałęsa held no public
office and was in some ways eclipsed by his hand-
picked prime minister Tadeusz Mazowiecki.
Following the resignation of the Communist pres-
ident, Gen. Wojciech Jaruzelski, Wałęsa reentered
politics and challenged Mazowiecki for the office.
Although Wałęsa was elected president in December
1990, the move split the Solidarity movement and
led to a series of short-lived governments. Wałęsa
remained a dominant political figure, extending the
power of the presidency and stretching its constitu-
tional limits.

Although Wałęsa’s political ambitions badly
divided Solidarity and opened the door for the
revived fortunes of former Communist politicians,
during his tenure some important economic and
political reforms were implemented, establishing
the rule of law, restoring a market economy, and
beginning Poland’s move toward rejoining the com-
munity of Western nations. By 1995, however, he
had lost the support of most of his fellow Poles
and lost to the former Communist Aleksander
Kwaśniewski. Wałęsa tried to run again for president
in 2000 but garnered only 1 percent of the vote.

Although Wałęsa remains a highly recognizable
figure in Poland, he retains negligible political
support. His popularity is far greater outside of
Poland, especially among Polish diaspora commu-
nities, than in Poland itself. In 1995 Wałęsa
founded the Lech Wałęsa Institute, in Gdansk,
a nongovernmental organization dedicated to
Wałęsa’s political and social causes.

See also Jaruzelski, Wojciech; John Paul II; Labor
Movements; 1989; Poland; Solidarity.
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Lech Wałęsa Institute. Web site at http://www.ilw.org.pl/.
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JOHN RADZILOWSKI

n

WALLENBERG, RAOUL (1912–1947?),
Swedish diplomat who helped rescue Jews during
World War II.

Raoul Gustav Wallenberg was born on 4
August 1912 to an affluent Swedish family of bank-
ers, diplomats, and army officers. His father, Raoul
Oskar Wallenberg, was an officer in the Swedish
fleet; several of his uncles were among the coun-
try’s most important bankers. Wallenberg was born
three months after his father died and was raised by
his stepfather, Fredrik von Dardel, whom his
mother married in 1918. His family hoped that
Raoul would take a position in its banking busi-
nesses, but his interests and aptitudes lay in the
arts. After finishing high school, he went to the
United States in 1931 and studied architecture at
the University of Michigan. He graduated cum
laude in three and a half years and returned to
Sweden in 1935. His grandfather, Gustav
Wallenberg, the family member to whom he was
closest, hoped he would join the family business
and therefore sent him to South Africa to engage in
sales and commerce for it. About six months later,
he switched to a job at a branch of a Dutch bank in
Haifa, Palestine.

It seems to have been in Haifa that he first
encountered Jews who had left Nazi Germany.
After returning to Sweden in 1936, he did join
the family business and took professional trips to
Germany, France, and Hungary, using his Swedish
passport to circulate freely. His duties included
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dealing with Germans in various positions, from
which he learned well the modus operandi of the
Nazi German bureaucracy and how to work with it.

Sweden had been intensively involved in relief
efforts in Hungary even before Wallenberg reached
Budapest in 1944. The mass deportation of
Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz, engineered by
Adolf Eichmann after Germany had invaded
Hungary in March 1944, had begun. The
Swedish envoys in Budapest—the ambassador,
Carl Ivan Danielsson, and the secretary, Per
Anger—had already set rescue efforts in motion.
They issued diplomatic protective passports to
Jews for whom these documents were appropriate.
The Swedish Foreign Ministry facilitated these
actions in conjunction with other groups, such
as the World Jewish Congress. After the activation
of the War Refugee Board (WRB), a panel estab-
lished under the auspices of President Franklin
D. Roosevelt in early 1944 for the purpose of
aiding and rescuing Jews, WRB activists began to
explore paths of action with the government of
Sweden, which already had diplomatic envoys in
Budapest. After discussions and consultations in
Stockholm, with the participation of WRB
officials Raoul Wallenberg was posted to Budapest
as a special diplomatic envoy for the rescue of
Hungarian Jews. In June 1944 he was named first
secretary of the Swedish legation in Budapest and
reached the Hungarian capital on 9 July.

In accordance with the conditions he had laid
down before he undertook the mission, Wallen-
berg was vested with full powers to negotiate with
any party whom he deemed fit and to operate in
exceptional diplomatic ways. In an unusual move,
the agreements in these matters were forwarded for
approval to the prime minister of Sweden, Per
Albin Hansson, who consulted with King Gustav
V. In this sense, Wallenberg’s mission in Hungary
enjoyed the full diplomatic backing of the govern-
ment of Sweden.

When Wallenberg reached Budapest, Eichmann’s
operatives were in the midst of sending some
four hundred thousand Jews from Hungary to
Auschwitz for extermination. Approximately two
hundred thirty thousand Jews remained in the
country in July 1944, nearly all in the capital,
Budapest. The international reverberations and
protests about the developments in Hungary,

including a letter from the king of Sweden to

the Hungarian ruler, Miklós Horthy, prompted

Horthy to stop the deportations. The deportation

trains that Eichmann and his associates had set in

motion ground to a halt.

On 15 October 1944, however, the political

situation changed. The Hungarian Nazi Party, the

Arrow Cross, seized power and began applying

violent measures against the Jews of Budapest.

The vestiges of the Jewish population were in steadi-

ly escalating danger of deportation. Wallenberg

and his staff, including many Jews who had

been recruited to work with him, embarked on

the large-scale issuance of protective passports that

carried the Swedish royal seal. The Hungarian and

German authorities honored these documents, the

bearers of which were thereby protected from the

menace of deportation. Wallenberg’s operating

tactics were unconventional by the standards of

official diplomacy. They ranged from bribing

Hungarian officials to making veiled threats to set-

tle scores after the war with locals who collaborated

with the Nazis in deporting Jews. The number of

protective passports issued at Wallenberg’s initia-

tive came to forty-five hundred, even though at

first he had been authorized to issue only fifteen

hundred.

Wallenberg’s largest rescue endeavor was the

establishment of special protected hostels,

‘‘Swedish houses,’’ including some thirty buildings

in the Pest part of Budapest. Some fifteen thousand

Jews found shelter in these buildings, which were

recognized as protected diplomatic zones and flew

the Swedish flag. When Eichmann sent tens of

thousands of Jews in Budapest on death marches to

the Austrian border in November 1944, Wallenberg

helped the deportees by providing food and medi-

cine and by extricating from the marches Jews who

carried Swedish protective passports. In January

1945, when the Red Army entered Budapest, they

found about ninety-seven thousand Jews who had

been saved by Wallenberg’s efforts in the weeks

leading up to the liberation. In the late 1980s, when

the Soviets handed over Wallenberg’s personal

effects, including his personal diary, to Sweden, it

became clear that the brutal liquidation of the two

ghettos where these Jews had been living had been

thwarted at the last moment by his actions.
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Wallenberg’s first encounter with the Red

Army apparently took place on 13 January 1945.

When a Soviet soldier reached one of the protected

dwellings that had been established in Budapest

several months earlier, Wallenberg identified him-

self as an official diplomatic envoy of the Swedish

government who, as such, represented the interests

of the Soviet Union in the Hungarian capital under

an agreement between the two countries. He asked

for permission to set out for Debrecen to meet

with commanders of the Soviet garrison force in

Hungary. On 17 January 1945, he began the trip

with a Soviet military escort and stopped at one of

the protected houses on the way. He signaled to

one of his workers that he was unsure whether the

Soviets would allow him to continue operating in

Hungary but said that he hoped to return within a

week. He then disappeared without a trace.

On 8 March 1945, Hungarian Radio, by then

controlled by the Soviet Occupation authorities,

announced that Hungarian Nazis had murdered

Raoul Wallenberg on his way to Debrecen. For

many years, the official Soviet line was that no

one by the name of Raoul Wallenberg had been

taken prisoner by the USSR and that no such per-

son had reached Moscow. Sweden demanded

information about his fate for years, but not until

6 February 1956, during the thaw in Soviet policy

under Nikita Khrushchev, did the USSR acknowl-

edge that Wallenberg had been in a Soviet prison.

Moscow claimed that Wallenberg had died of a

heart attack on 17 July 1947. Years later, however,

an accumulation of testimonies, mainly of fellow

prisoners, alleged that he had been alive in the

1950s as well.

The reason for Wallenberg’s imprisonment and

the circumstances of his death remain vague. The

Soviets were apparently suspicious about the peo-

ple behind his activities in Budapest. In November

1944, Wallenberg had established a separate divi-

sion in his office at the Swedish legation for the

purpose of raising funds and assisting Jews. This

clashed with Soviet policy, since the USSR was

afraid of the involvement of influential outside

groups in an area that belonged to its intended

sphere of influence. The Soviets evidently believed

that Wallenberg had connections with U.S. orga-

nizations, especially Jewish ones, that they

considered influential in Hungary. They may also

have been concerned that his operations in

Budapest would include an attempt to make con-

tact with Germany in order to conclude a separate

settlement with the West—an action that, of

course, was not out of the question from the stand-

point of German officials on the eve of the

surrender.

Political changes in the Soviet Union brought

the Wallenberg affair to an end. In November

2000 Alexander Yakovlev, the head of a presiden-

tial commission that investigated Wallenberg’s fate,

announced that, according to information that had

come into his possession, Wallenberg had been

executed by KGB agents in Lubyanka Prison in

Moscow. No documented support for this claim

has been found thus far, however. A month later,

Russia issued a statement claiming that Wallenberg

had been mistakenly arrested in 1945 and had

spent about two and a half years in prison, at which

time he died.

Raoul Wallenberg has become the premier

symbol of the man of conscience who acted on

behalf of Jews during the Holocaust and of the

Righteous among the Nations generally. The U.S.

Congress made him an honorary citizen of the

United States, a commemorative and memorial

association was established in his name, and human-

itarian relief enterprises named for him have oper-

ated in various places around the world.

See also Holocaust.
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WANNSEE CONFERENCE. ‘‘Wannsee
Conference’’ is the label attached after World War
II to a meeting that took place on 20 January 1942
to discuss preparations for the ‘‘Final Solution’’
of the Jewish question. Convened by Reinhard
Heydrich (1904–1942), the head of the Nazi
security police and the SS security service (SD),
and attended by fourteen other senior SS
(Schutzstaffel) officers, Nazi Party officials, and
civil servants, the gathering occurred in a grand
villa on the shores of Berlin’s Lake Wannsee.
Minutes were taken and distributed, and in March
1947 American war-crimes investigators working
through Foreign Office files discovered the only
surviving copy (marked number sixteen out of
thirty).

THE PROTOCOL

The minutes, or ‘‘Wannsee Protocol’’ as they
became known, rapidly attained postwar notoriety.
Their impact derives above all from the unmistak-
able clarity with which they exposed the Nazi com-
mitment to genocide. The meeting was evidently
largely taken up with a detailed exposition of past,
present, and future measures given by Heydrich,
who talked of what the Protocol ambiguously
describes as ‘‘new possibilities in the East.’’ A table
lists eleven million European Jews, divided up by
country, for inclusion in the plan. Holocaust
deniers have argued that murder was not explicitly
proposed in the document, but in fact the Protocol
is unequivocal:

In large, single-sex labour columns, Jews fit to
work will work their way eastwards constructing
roads. Doubtless the large majority will be elimi-
nated by natural causes. Any final remnant that
survives will doubtless consist of the most resistant
elements. They will have to be dealt with appro-
priately, because otherwise, by natural selection,
they would form the germ cell of a new Jewish
revival.

As far as is known from the minutes and other
sources, none of the men attending the meeting,
many coming from dignified, well-established min-
istries that had long predated the Nazi state—the
Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry of Justice, the
Foreign Ministry, and the Reich Chancellery—
protested. For the U.S. investigators after the
war—a group that included German émigrés who

had themselves formerly been high-level civil ser-
vants in pre-1933 Germany—it was almost beyond
belief that these educated men, eight of them
holding doctorates, had gone along with such
proposals. As a symbol of the calm and orderly
governance of genocide, the Protocol remains
without parallel.

HISTORICAL DEBATES

Historians are divided over the meeting’s role in
the Holocaust. The invitations’ wording and
Heydrich’s opening remarks both suggest that the
meeting was needed to clarify fundamental issues
before the full ‘‘solution’’ was inaugurated. In
postwar years, credence was lent to the idea that
the meeting had been of great significance by war-
time statements made by Hans Frank (1900–
1946), the governor general of Nazi occupied
Poland. Around 9 December 1941, the time the
Wannsee meeting had originally been scheduled to
take place (fallout from the Japanese invasion of
Pearl Harbor and a temporarily worsening situation
on the eastern front had led to its postponement),
Frank had alluded to fundamental discussions on
the Jewish question concurrently taking place in
Berlin. These statements had come to light at the
Nuremberg Trials before the Wannsee Protocol
itself was found. When coupled with the
Protocol’s systematic listing of all European Jews
slated for ‘‘solution,’’ many postwar observers
believed it was at the Wannsee Conference that
genocide had been decided on. What cast doubt
on this assertion was the evidence that mass killings
of Jews had begun in the territory of the Soviet
Union six months before the meeting, and that by
the time Heydrich and his guests convened in
Wannsee, preparations for the Belzec camp were
well under way, and the Chelmno death camp was
murdering at full tilt. Moreover, neither Heydrich
nor his guests were senior enough to make funda-
mental decisions about the Final Solution.
Historians tend to believe those decisions lay with
Adolf Hitler and Heinrich Himmler.

Historians have therefore worried about the
meaning of a meeting that claimed to be of funda-
mental import yet came so late in the day. The
absence of a clear führer-command, and the rather
ragged process by which killings unfolded, have
allowed a variety of views about the Holocaust’s
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origins to coexist. Historians’ conclusions about

Wannsee’s function have differed in line with their

broader interpretations of the Final Solution.

Those who believe a fundamental command to kill

Europe’s Jews was uttered in July 1941 or indeed

earlier see the Wannsee meeting as at best of sec-

ondary import and sometimes as an almost entirely

symbolic affair. For those scholars, by contrast,

who believe that a decision to murder all

European Jews—as opposed to the Soviet kill-

ings—crystallized piecemeal over the second half

of 1941, the meeting’s timing makes more sense

as a response to an emerging consensus among

Nazi leadership about the way to go forward. The

timing may also have been influenced by the fact

that some Berlin officials had reacted negatively

to the rapidly disseminated news that Berlin Jews

had been shot on arrival in Riga on 29 and 30

November 1941. One of the first mass executions

of German Jews, this had a different psychological

significance than the already familiar content of the

Einsatzgruppen reports from Russia. Wannsee may

thus have been convened partly to ensure that the

Reich’s ministries were on board.

What is certain is that Heydrich had invited

many of the agencies with whom he and his staff

had regularly clashed over lines of authority.

Indeed, representatives of the German civilian

authority in the General Government (and their

SS counterparts) were added only as an after-

thought when new evidence of Hans Frank’s resis-

tance to the SS mandate came to light. Heydrich

clearly sought to impose the SS’s and specifically

his leadership on the Jewish question. Moreover, to

quell any latent opposition to the deportation of

more German Jews, he wanted to obtain agree-

ment on any special categories to be exempted—

highly decorated Jewish veterans from World War I

and so forth. A good part of the Protocol thus

comprised discussion of special and borderline

categories. In line with demands long expressed

by Nazi Party radicals, Heydrich sought to reverse

most of the protection for half-Jews, quarter-Jews,

and those in mixed marriage that the Ministry of

the Interior and the Reich Chancellery had thus far

managed to maintain. This was the one significant

area in which the Protocol records any counter-

proposals to Heydrich’s own suggestions, although

in advocating the ‘‘compromise’’ of sterilizing all

half-Jews, the Interior Ministry’s Wilhelm Stuckart
went much further in Heydrich’s direction than
had previously been the case.

Historians also differ in their opinions as to the
conference’s impact. Surviving documents and
postwar testimony from Heydrich’s subordinates
indicate that Heydrich was very satisfied with the
outcome. The deportation of German Jews and the
killing rate both accelerated in the spring. On the
question of the Mischlinge (Germans of mixed
Jewish descent), however, follow-up meetings
showed that considerable resistance to their being
equated with ‘‘full Jews’’ remained, and in this
regard Heydrich did not achieve the breakthrough
he had hoped for.

See also Holocaust.
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WAR CRIMES. Strictly speaking, the term
war crimes means breaches of the laws of war com-
mitted in war; it was first used in this sense by the
British jurist Lassa Oppenheim in 1906. In a
broader sense it includes ‘‘crimes against peace’’
and ‘‘crimes against humanity.’’ Genocide and the
Holocaust are treated here mainly in their relation-
ship to war crimes.

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2671

W A R C R I M E S



EUROPE IN 1914

Europe was at the zenith of its power in 1914, domi-
nant in world trade, industrial production, and foreign
investment. European power derived not only from its
early industrialization but also from its global reach.
As the twentieth century began, European powers
were already engaged in unprecedented wars of total
subjugation for the exploitation of undeveloped coun-
tries. In the Congo, Belgian rule meant ruthless
exploitation in which millions were killed by flogging,
shooting, burning, forced labor until exhaustion, and
diseases spread by the disruption of the violent incur-
sion. Belgian methods of colonial rule were emulated
in the German Cameroons and French Equatorial
Africa. (Death rates are impossible to calculate in the
absence of reliable census statistics, but Adam
Hochschild, author of King Leopold’s Ghost [1998],
estimates a population loss of 50 percent in the Congo
during the period 1884–1920, and a similar rate in
French Equatorial Africa; other historians are more
cautious and do not give figures.) The suppression of
the Maji Maji rebellion in German East Africa (1905–
1907) led to the death of at least 250,000 people.
There may not have been genocidal intent in these
cases, but for the peoples involved the effects were
catastrophic. What could happen when a European
power decided on a ‘‘war of annihilation’’ was shown
in German Southwest Africa from 1904 to 1907 when
German troops wiped out the majority of the Herero
people; the 17,000 survivors were interned in concen-
tration camps where half of them died. In total almost
80 percent of the Herero perished.

Despite Hannah Arendt’s suggestive remarks in
The Origins of Totalitarianism (1951) on the precur-
sor role of European colonialism and its legacy of racist
exterminism, no convincing argument has emerged to
show that there was a direct, causal connection
between colonial warfare and war crimes or genocide
in World War II. The greatest perpetrators, the
Belgians in the employ of King Leopold II’s Congo
company, were not responsible for war crimes in either
of the world wars. Yet at a deeper level, imperialist
ideology, rooted in real or vicarious experience of
empire, could fuse with militarist nationalism, which
grew from different roots, to produce the idea of
enemy people as inferior, even as ‘‘vermin.’’ In
Absolute Destruction Isabel Hull locates the connec-
tion in the miltary culture of Germany as it developed
from 1870 to 1914, rather than identifying colonial
warfare as the cause or precursor of later war crimes in

Europe. This approach provides a powerful explana-
tion of German war crimes in World War I but is less
persuasive in explaining national differences.

Just as colonial war crimes were reaching their
catastrophic peak in the two decades before 1914,
the world’s most advanced nations were meeting to
codify the laws of war in international agreements
to prevent unnecessary suffering and protect non-
combatants in the 1906 Geneva Convention and
the 1899 and 1907 Hague Conventions. This his-
toric paradox was not entirely the piece of hypocrisy
it appears at first sight. The years 1900 to 1914
marked a period in which criticism of imperialism
grew increasingly vocal, the international scandal
around the Belgian atrocities in the Congo and the
sustained domestic political criticism in Germany of
colonial warfare being prominent examples, result-
ing in both cases in the belated reform of colonial
rule. In the South African war (1899–1902) almost
28,000 Boer civilians and, it is often forgotten, at
least 16,000 Africans had died in ‘‘concentration
camps’’ established by the British. But the interven-
tion of scandalized liberal opinion in Britain, notably
a report by Emily Hobhouse, came in time to
enforce the improvement of camp conditions, reduc-
ing the death rate. The increasing importance of the
discourse of human rights in the international public
sphere helps to explain the sense of outrage at the
war crimes committed during World War I.

WORLD WAR I AND AFTER

War crimes accompanied World War I from begin-
ning to end. The German chancellor Theobald von
Bethmann Hollweg freely admitted that the inva-
sion of neutral Belgium broke international law
(Hague Convention V). This focused attention on
the legal-moral question, but the British response
was not, as some historians have argued, merely a
cynical smokescreen for traditional great power pol-
itics: the prospect of German hegemony over the
Continent posed a fundamental threat to British
security. That the German invasion was followed
within days by news that German troops had com-
mitted widespread atrocities against Belgian and
French civilians not only confirmed the moral justi-
fication of the Allied cause but also lent the Allies a
propaganda weapon to mobilize home and neutral
opinion that was all the more powerful for being
based on reality: from August to October 1914 the
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German army intentionally killed 5,521 civilians in
Belgium and 906 in France. Atrocity propaganda
notoriously exaggerated and invented some stories
(e.g., children’s hands severed, nuns raped), but the
truth was bad enough: the victims were virtually all
unarmed civilians; many were women and children;
civilians were used as human shields before enemy
fire; there were instances of torture and arson; and,
most damaging for the reputation of Germany as a
cultured nation, the university library of Louvain
was deliberately burned.

After the initial invasions, everywhere in occupied
Europe civilians were subject to exploitation and arbi-
trary rule; to prevent escape, a lethal electrified fence
was erected on the border between Belgium and the
Netherlands. Civilians were deported as forced labor,
including 120,000 Belgians and several thousand
women and girls from Lille. In eastern Europe there
was a brutal occupation regime with extensive forced
labor; the exploitation of natural resources and dis-
ruption of war led to impoverishment, famine, and
epidemics in which thousands died in the winter of
1917–1918. In pioneering work at the Paris Peace
Conference (1919–1920), the European nations that
were the victims of German aggression drew up thirty-
two categories of war crimes (starting with massacre of
civilians and the killing of hostages and including
gender-specific crimes of rape and forced prostitu-
tion), which helped frame the terms of the prosecu-
tion of war crimes following World War II. Against
U.S. objections, the European nations thus created a
historic precedent in demanding the extradition of
German suspects for international war crimes trials.
The attempt failed, mainly owing to Allied disunity,
and German war crimes trials, staged in 1921 with
obvious reluctance, proved unsatisfactory.

Yet Germany was not the only perpetrator. The
Russian army was accused of widespread acts of vio-
lence during the invasion of East Prussia in August–
September 1914. Internal German investigations
show the Russian troops generally behaved correctly
toward civilians, and the total number killed amounted
to only 101. Nevertheless, 13,600 German civilians,
including 6,500 women and children, were deported
to Russia; only 8,300 of them survived the harsh
conditions. The tsarist army also embarked on a policy
of scorched earth in its retreat in 1915, destroying
supplies and buildings, and deporting civilians. At
least 300,000 Lithuanians, 250,000 Latvians, around

400,000 ethnic Germans, 500,000 Jews, and 743,000
Poles were driven east into Russia for fear they would
assist the enemy. How many died in consequence will
probably never be known. The Austro-Hungarian
invasions of Serbia in 1914 and 1915 were accompa-
nied by allegations of atrocities against the population;
although this is still underresearched, it appears that at
least 1,000 civilians were killed.

The most significant case of the killing of non-
combatants was the genocide of the Armenians by the
Ottoman Turkish state. Successive Turkish govern-
ments, into the early twenty-first century, have denied
that this crime occurred, but there is consensus
among non-Turkish scholars that at least 800,000
Armenian Christians, and probably more than one
million, were killed immediately or died during depor-
tation marches from their homes in eastern Anatolia
or in camps in Syria in the period from April 1915 to
mid-1916. Because this crime was carried out by a
state against its own subjects and was not a ‘‘war
crime’’ on a narrow definition of international law,
the European Allies at the Paris Peace Conference
attempted to prosecute the perpetrators before an
international tribunal under the new term of ‘‘crimes
against humanity.’’ This was rejected, however, by the
U.S. delegation, which thought the concept lacked
precision and was morally arbitrary. Trials carried out
under British pressure in Istanbul in 1919 resulted in
the prosecution of a few minor officials, but most of
the accused were released without trial. The European
Allies nevertheless attempted in 1920 to extradite nine
leading Turkish officials for the massacre of the
Armenians, which they declared ‘‘an act clearly con-
trary to the laws and customs of war.’’

The genocide of the Armenians represented the
culmination of an explicit policy of ‘‘Turkification,’’
which had begun with the persecution of Armenians
in the 1890s and resumed in early 1914 when Turkish
terror bands expelled 130,000 people (Greeks and
Armenians) from the I_zmir (Smyrna) region, Thrace,
and the Aegean coastline into Greece. By 1923, when
the Treaty of Lausanne was signed, 1,250,000 Greeks
had been expelled or fled from their historic homes in
Anatolia. Many were killed during the process, includ-
ing at least 10,000 during the burning of Smyrna in
1922. Similar cruelties were involved in the expulsions
of Muslims from Greece during and after the war.

The old consensus that enemy soldiers captured
during World War I were generally treated in
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conformity with international law has recently come

under closer scrutiny. By and large, enemy soldiers

captured during World War I were treated in con-

formity with international law by France, Britain,

Italy, and Germany. There were nevertheless notable

exceptions in which many prisoners were the victims

of a downward spiral of neglect and deliberate mal-

treatment, with varying degrees of violence. The

most dangerous time was the moment of capture.

Article 23(c) of the Hague Convention IV (Laws and

Customs of War on Land) prohibits the killing of a

soldier who is surrendering or defenseless. Every

army committed such killings, although it was not

in their self-interest to do so. Most cases probably

went unrecorded, being perpetrated in the heat of

the battle, but in one instance there was sufficient

evidence for the French to attempt a prosecution. On

21 and 26 August 1914 German Major General Karl

Stenger gave an order to kill captured French sol-

diers, including the wounded, on the battlefield at

Thiaville. Despite protests from several Germans,

about twenty French soldiers were killed. In a war

crimes trial in Germany in 1921, Stenger was

acquitted. During the Battle of the Somme (1 July–

15 November 1916), some British officers also issued

such illegal orders, and there were several instances of

German soldiers who were killed while trying to

surrender. Joanna Bourke argues that the killing of

German captives was routine, an ‘‘important part

of military expediency’’ (p. 182). In the absence of

any systematic investigation, however, it remains an

open question how widespread the practice was.

Needless to say, no Allied perpetrators of war crimes

were put on trial after World War I.

Once captured, the great majority of prisoners

in Britain, France, Germany, and Italy survived,

although sometimes both sides illegally forced pris-

oners to work near the front, endangered by

gunfire, often in retaliation for similar measures of

the other side. The vast extent of exhausting pris-

oner labor under dangerous conditions, especially

but not exclusively on the German side of the

western front, indicates that the concept of the

prisoner of war as a noncombatant had collapsed

by 1916. The eastern and southern fronts pre-

sented an even worse picture: German and

Austro-Hungarian prisoners were often housed in

Russian camps under harsh conditions with insuf-

ficient food and inadequate sanitation and medical

care. Of the 2,330,000 Austro-Hungarian, German,
and Turkish prisoners, 411,000 died in Russian
camps (17.6 percent), and the mortality rate of
the prisoners taken by Serbia may have been as high
as 25 percent. Some 118,000 Russian prisoners
died out of the 2.7 million in the hands of
Germany and Austria-Hungary (4.4 percent on
Austrian figures, but these statistics, cited by Alon
Rachamimov, are incomplete and understate the
mortality rate). Italian prisoners in Austro-
Hungarian captivity fared particularly badly: out of
468,000 men at least 92,451 (19.8 percent on Italian
figures) died. By contrast, of the 477,024 mainly
Austro-Hungarian soldiers taken captive by the
Italians, 18,049 died, or 3.8 percent, a mortality rate
similar to the western European norm (3 to 3.5 per-
cent for British and French prisoners in Germany).

Poison gas warfare was explicitly forbidden
under Article 23(a) of the Hague Convention IV.
The first use of lethal gas in the war—in April 1915
by the German army—was condemned by the Allies
as cruel and illegal, but the British and French
immediately began preparations to respond in kind
(and were able to by September 1915). Both sides
developed ever more poisonous chemicals, and by
the end of the war a total of 112,000 tons of gas had
been used, of which the Allies deployed 60,000
tons. The dubious Allied justification for their use
of gas was that of ‘‘legitimate reprisal,’’ a dangerous
concept that was not contained in the Hague
Conventions, although it was familiar in customary
laws of war.

Another controversial aspect of the laws of war
was naval blockade. Did the Allied naval blockade of
Germany and Austria constitute a war crime? On the
face of it, the answer is straightforward: blockade and
the confiscation of enemy goods or ships on the high
seas were allowed under the Declaration of Paris of
1856; the Declaration of London of 1909 extended
the rights of neutral shipping and restricted the type
of goods liable to seizure as contraband, but Britain
had not ratified it when war began in 1914.
Although the majority in the British Admiralty was
skeptical of the efficacy of economic warfare, a strat-
egy of blockade was implemented immediately after
the war began. The dominant scholarly (and popular)
view is that the blockade was illegal and led to serious
food shortages causing great suffering among
German civilians. In the last two years of the war,
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average rations for civilians often dropped below
1,000 calories per day (half of minimum require-
ments), and on average adults lost 20 percent of their
body weight during the war. According to postwar
German estimates, 700,000 civilians died as a result.
There was no question in the minds of German
politicians and lawyers in the 1920s that the ‘‘British
hunger blockade’’ was a war crime. Historians of
the British Navy (Arthur Marder, A. C. Bell), while
upholding its legality, avidly supported the thesis that
the blockade caused hunger and demoralization.
Avner Offer, by contrast, has argued that while the
blockade caused a reduction in food supplies,
Germany did not starve.

A balanced judgment would recognize that the
blockade was intended to target the civilian popu-
lation, and thus represented a step on the road to
total warfare. It was not against the letter of the law
(the only violations of law being the interference
with the rights of neutral shipping), but it was
contrary to the spirit of international law, which
sought to protect civilians from war. But it was also
not the cause of mass death; given that Germany
imported only about 10 percent of its food before
the war—unlike Britain, which imported two-
thirds—there had to be many other factors that
contributed to the widespread hunger in the
German civilian population during the war.

German U-boat warfare against Allied warships
and merchant ships was also not as such illegal. The
manner in which it was conducted, however, flouted
the laws of war, because these laws held that the
crew and passengers of a sinking merchant ship had
to be rescued. U-boats did not have the space to do
so. Allowing the passengers and crew the time to get
into the lifeboats increased the risk that the U-boats,
vulnerable on the surface, could be attacked by war-
ships. By February 1915 the pressure of radical
nationalists and frustration at the lack of progress
in the land war impelled the German government to
declare the waters around the British Isles to be a
‘‘war zone,’’ in which all ships would be sunk with-
out warning. Dramatic confirmation of the new
policy came on 7 May, when the Lusitania, a large
British luxury liner, was sunk off the coast of Ireland
en route from New York to Liverpool; 1,198 lives
were lost, including 127 Americans. Germany sus-
pended unrestricted submarine warfare in the
Atlantic soon after American protests in August

1915, but the army and the navy clamored for its

return. They had their way by February 1917, when

Germany resumed all-out submarine warfare. The

government believed the navy’s calculation that so

many ships would be sunk that Britain would starve

and be forced to sue for peace by 1 August 1917 but

was conscious that it was a last, desperate resort,

because it broke international law and would pro-

voke the United States to enter the war. Germany’s

attempt to starve Britain cost the lives of 14,722

merchant (i.e., civilian) seamen. American inter-

vention, which duly came, was thus prompted by

what was seen as a war crime. President Woodrow

Wilson, in his address to Congress declaring war on

Germany, denounced the submarines as ‘‘pirates’’

and ‘‘outlaws.’’ Differentiating between the British

blockade and German submarine warfare, he said:

‘‘England’s violation of neutral rights is different

from Germany’s violation of the rights of

humanity.’’

Although there was self-evidently a difference

between the democratic and the authoritarian

states in their respect for the laws of war, democ-

racies could also descend to the level of their ene-

mies in ruthless behavior. In Britain’s war against

the Irish Republican movement (1919–1921), hos-

tage taking, ‘‘human shields,’’ and lethal reprisals

against unarmed and uninvolved civilians were all

used before a truce was called and British forces

withdrawn. In the attempt to retain control of oil-

rich Mesopotamia (now Iraq) in the 1920s, the

British air force attacked the towns and villages of

rebellious tribes, dropping bombs and mustard gas

indiscriminately. France continued to use forced

labor in its colonies throughout and after the war,

and it suppressed colonial independence move-

ments with overwhelming force: the bombardment

of Damascus (1925) killed several hundred people,

and 700 Vietnamese liberation fighters were exe-

cuted in 1930 alone. Before the United States took

over the latter conflict with its own methods, the

French probably managed to kill at least half a

million Vietnamese. In its struggle to combat the

Algerian national liberation movement in the war

from 1954 to 1962, the French army routinely

used torture, population deportations, and sum-

mary executions of prisoners. British decoloniza-

tion after 1945 was by comparison a relatively
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benign process in which war crimes were largely

conspicuous by their absence.

WORLD WAR II AND AFTER

Between the world wars there was a historic shift in
the nature of warfare in general and war crimes in
particular. The result was what some historians
have called a ‘‘degeneration’’ of warfare, with a
terrible increase in combatant and noncombatant
loss of life. Whereas civilians accounted for 5 per-
cent of the war dead in World War I, the propor-
tion in World War II was 50 percent. There were
two main causes for this dramatic jump: the revo-
lution in the technology of war, primarily aerial
warfare, and the revolution in ideology, primarily
racial warfare and the response to it.

The fact that civilians had not suffered mass
casualties from aerial bombardment during World
War I was due less to observance of the laws of war
than the state of development of the technology of
aerial warfare. By the end of World War I, however,
the potential for mass destruction from aerial bom-
bardment was clearly visible, and it was realized in
almost every war since then.

During World War II, first German and then
British air strategy targeted enemy civilians to kill
them; reducing their morale and destroying the
economy were equally important objectives but
could be achieved only by killing people. This made
it very different from Allied economic warfare dur-
ing World War I, which could achieve its objectives
practically without bloodshed. The Germans, having
practiced on the Spanish town Guernica in 1937,
bombed Warsaw in 1939 and Rotterdam in 1940,
causing thousands of casualties. This deliberate
flouting of international law was intended to terror-
ize the population and provoke quick surrender.
The same strategy when applied to British cities
provoked instead a crescendo of bombing of
German cities starting in 1941 and culminating in
the obliteration of half of Hamburg in August 1943
and of Dresden in February 1945. While German
bombs killed some 60,000 British civilians, British
(and American) bombing killed ten times as many:
593,000 German civilians. The Allied war on Nazi
Germany was understood at the time as a ‘‘just
war,’’ a judgment that has stood the test of time;
yet it is difficult to escape the conclusion that aerial
warfare on civilians was neither effective nor lawful.

Only after Nazi warfare had demonstrated its

murderous nature had Britain turned to aerial war

as a strategic last resort. The Nazi regime and

German military had no such compunctions. They

were agreed that the manner of their warfare was to

be criminal from the start. Germany launched a

series of wars of aggression, breaching the letter

and spirit of existing international law (the Hague

Convention and the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928

renouncing aggressive war); their essence was a war

of racial-biological annihilation to allow the German

‘‘race’’ to take its place at the top by exploiting the

inferior races and exterminating those deemed ver-

min. On 22 August 1939 Adolf Hitler explained to

Wehrmacht (armed forces) commanders how the

forthcoming war against Poland was to be waged:

‘‘Close your hearts to pity. Act brutally. Eighty

million people must obtain what is their right.

Their existence must be made secure. The stronger

man is right. The greatest harshness’’ (Documents on
German Foreign Policy, ser. D, vol. 7, doc. 193).

The elimination of the Polish intelligentsia, nobility,

Catholic priests, and Jews was conceived as part of

the policy of ‘‘ethnic redistribution’’ (völkische
Flurbereinigung), an idea that went back to a pro-

posal of General Erich Ludendorff in the occupation

of eastern Europe in World War I; it was associated

with Lebensraum, the creation of ‘‘living space’’ for

German colonists in the east. The chief of the armed

forces high command, General Wilhelm Keitel, was

fully informed of the intention to carry out the mass

killings in September 1939, and although these

were carried out by the SS and police units, the

army was closely involved in the deportations of

Jews; soldiers witnessed and in some cases carried

out executions of Jewish men, women, and children,

and of Polish prisoners of war. The army was thus

the instrument of racial war, which ‘‘broke through

the international legal boundaries of war as a mili-

tary conflict’’ (Wildt, p. 479). These war crimes

opened the road to policies of genocide.

The Nazis were not the only perpetrators of war

crimes in Poland. At the same time as the German

invasion, Soviet forces entered from the east in line

with the German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact of

August 1939. Of the 240,000 Polish soldiers taken

prisoner by the Red Army, some 4,000 officers were

shot in the back of the head in the spring of 1940

and buried in mass graves at Katyń Forest near
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Smolensk, which German forces discovered and

publicized in 1943. Despite Soviet accusations that

this was a Nazi massacre, independent forensic and

Polish witness evidence corroborated the German

claim that the NKVD, the Soviet secret police, was

responsible. The official denial was maintained until

the end of the existence of the Soviet state; only

in 1992 did the temporary phase of glasnost (open-

ness) under Mikhail Gorbachev permit an admission

of Soviet responsibility. Documents were published

showing that in March 1940 Lavrenty Beria, direc-

tor of the NKVD, had recommended the execution

of over 25,000 Polish officers, landowners, civil ser-

vants, and others. Altogether the NKVD killed

15,000 Polish officers and policemen (22,000 in

another estimate). Evidently, the intention was not

to wipe out a people but to deprive Poland of

independent leadership by eliminating its military

and political elite. Soviet repression, with 100,000

Polish civilians arrested and 18,000 shot, and tens of

thousands of deaths during deportation to Siberia,

can nevertheless only be termed a crime against

humanity.

Of the systematic brutality of the Soviet regime

in the era of Joseph Stalin (1924–1953) there can-

not be any doubt. The policy of incarceration and

execution of real and imagined opponents had con-

sumed millions of lives in the 1930s. When the war

came, political prisoners and the many suspected of

espionage were liquidated by the NKVD to stop

them from falling into German hands: 80,000

to 100,000 in Ukraine alone, according to an

American estimate. Entire ethnic minorities sus-

pected of potential sympathy for the invader were

deported east: among them the Kalmyks, Ingush,

and Crimean Tartars, and 400,000 Volga Germans

and 140,000 other Germans. In the effort to impose

draconian discipline in the Red Army in the face of

the Nazi invasion, thousands of Soviet soldiers were

executed for alleged cowardice, disobedience, or

desertion. Soviet treatment of German prisoners of

war was in flagrant breach of international law,

regardless of the Soviet nonratification of the 1929

Geneva Convention. Countless German soldiers

who were captured were shot on the spot, despite

repeated orders from senior commanders to stop the

practice. In total, 1.1 million out of 3.2 million

German prisoners (34 percent) died in Soviet cap-

tivity, but because this figure includes the many men

captured at the end of the war, it conceals the much
higher death rate for Germans captured during the
war, of whom perhaps as many as 90 percent died.
As the war ended, millions of Germans were forced
to leave their homes in territories that were allocated
to Poland and Russia and were expelled to the west
in circumstances of great cruelty; according to the
official West German documentation 75,000 to
100,000 civilians were killed in the first few weeks
of the Soviet occupation. This amounts to a Soviet
policy of ‘‘ethnic redistribution.’’

While the Soviet system under Stalin was ulti-
mately responsible for more deaths than the Nazi
regime, only a small proportion of them were in
fact war crimes; Soviet warfare did not entail a state
policy of mass elimination of enemy populations.
The ferocity and cruelty resulted from the extreme
emotions of hatred, anger, and the desire for ven-
geance. Germany, by contrast, entered the war
against the Soviet Union with a systematic plan to
annihilate entire populations, decided on during
the preparations for Operation Barbarossa (the
code name for the invasion of the Soviet Union).
Leading Nazi officials and the army leadership
reached consensus by February 1941 that the ter-
ritory to be invaded would be forced to provide a
food surplus to feed Germany; in the process thirty
million inhabitants would be killed or starve to
death. This amounted to the planning of a vast
war crime, a starvation strategy perpetrated for
economic reasons, underpinned with the ideology
of racism. Hermann Goering (plenipotentiary for
the four-year plan) explained that occupied eastern
Europe was to be economically exploited using
colonial methods. The policies of genocide were
thus inseparable from Nazi warfare.

On 30 March 1941, well before the attack on
the Soviet Union, Hitler told his armed forces com-
manders: ‘‘We must forget the concept of comrade-
ship between soldiers. A communist is no comrade
before or after battle. This is a war of extermina-
tion’’ (cited in Förster, 1998a, p. 497). The army
was a willing accomplice. Field Marshal Walther
von Brauchitsch, the army commander in chief,
told top commanders on 27 March: ‘‘The troops
have to realize that this struggle is being waged
by one race against another, and proceed with
the necessary harshness’’ (cited in Förster, 1998a,
p. 485). German treatment of Soviet prisoners of
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war, a story that has long been left untold in the
shadow of the Holocaust, was especially brutal, as
well as illegal. The prisoners were the victims of the
ruthless starvation policy: quartermaster-general
Eduard Wagner told army commanders on 13
November 1941, ‘‘non-working prisoners of war
in the camps will have to starve’’ (cited in
Messerschmidt, pp. 558–559). Of the 5.7 million
prisoners, some 3.3 million (58 percent) died from
hunger, disease, and maltreatment.

Some of the worst violence was visited upon the
people of eastern Europe in connection with partisan
(or guerrilla) warfare. The German commanders pre-
paring the invasion of the Soviet Union decided that
the population’s right to defend itself and take up arms
spontaneously, enshrined in Article 2 of the Hague
Convention IV, was void. Not only the ‘‘freeshooters’’
(Freischärler), but also ‘‘the civilian who calls for
obstruction (e.g. propagandists, leaflet distributors,
disobeying German orders, arsonists . . . etc.)’’ was to
be ‘‘liquidated’’ (Horne and Kramer, p. 407). While
this was clearly unlawful, German practice regarding
resistance to occupation appeared to be on better legal
grounds, because Article 2 of the Hague Convention
IV made provision only for popular resistance to inva-
sion, not occupation. Article 42 stated, however, that
a territory was ‘‘considered occupied when it is actually
placed under the authority of the hostile army. The
occupation extends only to the territory where such
authority has been established and can be exercised.’’

In this context, war crimes were of three
main types. First, guerrillas were to be ‘‘ruthlessly
finished off by the troops in combat or while trying
to escape,’’ according to a decree of Keitel, chief
of armed forces high command, on ‘‘the exercise
of war jurisdiction . . . and on special measures’’
(Kriegsgerichtsbarkeitserlaß ) issued on Hitler’s behalf
on 13 May 1941 (cited in Förster, 1998a, p. 501).
This breached the law on giving no quarter to sur-
rendering combatants.

Second, the Germans devoted great resources

to tracking down partisans and their supporters. To

this day, it is self-evident to many writers on mili-

tary affairs, both German and non-German, that

guerrilla fighters are illegal combatants who lose

the right to be treated as prisoners of war. The

German army, however, never fully established its

authority, for behind the German lines large areas

of forests and many villages were in the hands of

the partisans. Partisan resistance in the USSR

started with relatively small, dispersed units of

Soviet soldiers who found themselves behind the

lines because of the rapid advance of the German

troops following the narrow invasion paths driven

by the tank units; but by 1942 there were at least

100,000 or 150,000 partisans, and that number

increased year by year. Captured partisans or sus-

pects were tortured to squeeze information from

them and then executed. The military police alone

murdered 12,000 suspected partisans in occupied

Soviet territory in the first half of 1942, and 21,000

in the following nine months. The regular army in

the central area killed 63,257 partisans or partisan

suspects by 1 March 1942. Many, probably most,

of the victims were not even active partisans—they

were Soviet soldiers who had been stranded behind

the lines, had thrown away their weapons, and were

peacefully working on farms.

Third, partisan attacks on the Germans were pun-

ished with reprisals on the nearby civilian population.

Keitel’s decree instructed that if the army had been

‘‘insidiously or treacherously’’ attacked, wherever the

assailants could not be immediately identified, ‘‘collec-

tive forcible measures’’ against suspect localities could

be ordered by battalion commanders. In language and

doctrine this directly recalled the army’s conduct in

1914. On 23 July 1941, after Stalin’s call for all-out

partisan war, the German armed forces command

issued a directive stating that the army would break

resistance ‘‘not by the legal punishment of the guilty,

but by striking such terror into the population that it

loses all will to resist’’ (Förster, 1998b, p. 1197). In

Belarus (White Russia), for example, the Germans

attempted to eliminate the entire population of 628

villages in reprisal for partisan activity, killing about

83,000 people in the process. Altogether, German

forces killed about 345,000 people in Belarus in sup-

pressing ‘‘partisans,’’ although not more than one in

ten of the victims were actually partisans. In the great

majority of cases there was no armed resistance. Most

victims were women and children, and the killing was

carried outwithextremebrutality: torturing, shooting,

burning, exploding grenades and shells, gassing, stab-

bing, hanging, and drowning. In addition, 700,000

prisoners of war, 500,000 or 550,000 Jews, and

100,000 others were killed or deliberately starved

(Gerlach, p. 1158). In total, of the 9 million remaining
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in Belarus when the Germans invaded, 1.6 million or

1.7 million, or 18 to 19 percent, perished.

Keitel’s decree of 13 May, and the ‘‘commissar
order’’ of 6 June 1941, which laid down that political
commissars in the Red Army and in civilian adminis-
tration were to be liquidated, were intimately con-
nected with the Nazi view that the coming war was
to eliminate the ‘‘Jewish-Bolshevik intelligentsia.’’
General Franz Halder, chief of the army general staff,
justified the Kriegsgerichtsbarkeitserlaß by saying that
every civilian was a potential ‘‘bearer of the Jewish-
Bolshevik worldview.’’ These criminal orders demon-
strate that the Nazi policies of genocide of the Jews
were not isolated from the course of the war. By
September 1941, tens of thousands of Jewish men
were executed alongside alleged Bolshevik commis-
sars, while hundreds of thousands were deported into
ghettos; starting in August 1941 Jewish women and
children were also executed. The notorious massacre
of over 33,000 Jewish people from Kiev at Babi Yar
in September 1941 is one of several examples of close
cooperation between the army and SS. At least
140,000—but possibly up to 600,000—Soviet pris-
oners of war alleged to be Bolshevik commissars were
shot under the commissar order.

The perpetrators of mass murder in eastern
Europe were not, as was long assumed, mainly
fanatical Nazis and SS men. Just over half the civi-
lian victims and prisoners of war in Belarus were
killed by regular army units, and about 45 percent
by the SS and police and their local auxiliaries.
These figures can probably be extrapolated for the
rest of occupied Soviet territory.

Warfare in western Europe had at first appeared
to have a more humane face. Every German soldier
had in his pay book a copy of the Hague
Convention IV, and the Geneva Convention was
also respected. During the invasion of western
Europe in 1940 the French were astounded to see
the Germans conduct a chivalrous war. There was
one ominous exception: the Wehrmacht killed
upon capture up to 4,000 black Africans serving
in the French army. All of France was occupied
(or was ruled until 1942 by the collaborationist
government of Vichy), and resistance until 1944
could thus be regarded as illegal; naturally, this did
not make reprisals against the civilian population or
the execution of hostages permissible. Starting in
June 1944 the French Resistance had a firm legal

basis in the Allied invasion, as did that in Italy

starting in September 1943. In Yugoslavia, Tito’s

communist partisan movement captured a town as

early as August 1941 and managed to hold it until

November. Yet in contravention of the laws of

war the Germans carried out terrible reprisals

everywhere, summarily executing captured com-

batants and killing uninvolved civilians such as at

Oradour-sur-Glane in south-central France. There,

on 10 June 1944, a Waffen-SS division, in ‘‘repri-

sal’’ for a Resistance attack, followed orders to

‘‘burn down the village and exterminate everyone

from babies to old persons’’; 642 inhabitants were

killed. When Italy capitulated to the Allies in

September 1943, the German army reacted by

immediately occupying the zones not yet liberated

by the Allies and ordering the disarming of the

Italian armed forces. Resistance was punishable by

death, and in flagrant contravention of Article

23(c) of the Hague Convention IV at least 6,794

captured Italian officers and soldiers were executed,

more than 5,000 of them in the notorious killings

on the island of Cephalonia. In hundreds of villages

and towns across Italy civilians were killed in the

antipartisan campaign, in which unarmed and unin-

volved men, women, and children were declared

guilty by association with the Resistance (580

Italian children under age fourteen were killed; in

total, 9,200 civilians were killed). In Civitella, near

Arezzo in Tuscany, 251 were killed; 335 were

killed at the Ardeatine Caves in Rome; and 770

were killed in Marzabotto, near Bologna. These

were war crimes and publicly denounced as such

by the Allies in 1944, yet prosecution of the crim-

inals was shamefully delayed by the politics of the

Cold War until the 1990s.

Finally, sexual violence also constituted a war

crime. Although rape was a punishable offense in

the German army (and perpetrators were sentenced

in some cases in western Europe to ten years in

jail), it was often tolerated in eastern Europe, and

sexual violence in the form of forced prostitution

was widespread, with the establishment of brothels

for the army and SS, even in the concentration

camps. Internal German reports consistently esti-

mated that about 50 percent of men had been

involved in sexual relations with women in eastern

Europe, the majority of which must have been de

facto rapes. Yet there was no Nazi policy of rape as
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a war strategy, unlike the hundreds of thousands of
rapes that the victorious Red Army soldiers com-
mitted on German women in 1945. Stalin and his
army commanders knew about this and condoned
it, indicating that it was a policy to humiliate the
Germans in defeat and wreak vengeance for their
war crimes. The absence of prosecution of these
German crimes at Nuremberg and in subsequent
trials was probably due to the awareness of the guilt
of Allied armies in this regard.

CONCLUSION

The chronicle of war crimes suggests that Europe
was a peculiarly bloody place during the twentieth
century. Yet for the great majority of people alive in
the early twenty-first century, war crimes have been
no more than a secondhand memory, passed down
by school history lessons, countless films and tele-
vision documentaries about World War II and the
Holocaust, and possibly through the narratives of
older family members. This collective memory in
contemporary culture means that war crimes are an
ever-present latent trauma, stronger in European
societies that experienced wartime occupation,
repression, and genocide, but by no means absent
in countries without such direct experience, such as
Britain.

There were so many varied categories of war
crimes it appears difficult to deduce a single explan-
atory theory. Certain characteristics, however, do
emerge. Two kinds of states tried to take shortcuts
to ‘‘victory’’: conservative authoritarian states seek-
ing to preserve the internal status quo, and revolu-
tionary states (on their self-definition) seeking to
overturn the established internal or external order.
War crimes could take military form in ruthless
conduct toward perceived and actual enemies, or
they could result from the invention of the notion
of a pure national ethnicity and the geographic
exclusion or even physical elimination of the
‘‘other,’’ whether as internal or external popula-
tion. Not only Nazi Germany but also the Soviet
state under Stalin treated entire population groups
as potential enemies, the former with explicitly
genocidal goals. Democracies tended to forswear
racial, social, or ideological definitions of citizen-
ship and neither in internal nor in external policy
in war did they attempt to attain their aims
through the commission of war crimes. The major

exceptions were in colonial warfare and aerial war-
fare against civilian populations as a response to
fascist war.

The nationalist chimera of the ethnically pure
nation-state, the impulse for so many war crimes,
was in practice laid to rest in western Europe after
1945. It was deliberately resurrected in the 1990s,
however, by ex-communist politicians seeking to
retain their power in Yugoslavia, where it provided
the impetus for the commission of war crimes. The
response of Western European nations and the
United States to these war crimes, however hesi-
tant, however imperfect, shows that the latent
trauma in collective memory was strong enough
to impel their governments to act to protect the
populations of Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, and
Kosovo, ultimately forcing a process of democrati-
zation on Serbia itself and putting major perpetra-
tors on trial for war crimes.

See also Genocide; Hague Convention; Holocaust; Katyń
Forest Massacre; Leipzig Trials; Nuremberg War
Crimes Trials; World War I; World War II.
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Erfahrung, und Verweigerung von Gewalt in Kriegen des
20. Jahrhunderts, edited by Andreas Gestrich, 34–50.
Münster, Germany, 1996.

Bourke, Joanna. An Intimate History of Killing: Face-to-
Face Killing in Twentieth-Century Warfare. London,
1999.

Förster, Jürgen. ‘‘Operation Barbarossa as a War of
Conquest and Annihilation.’’ In Germany and the
Second World War, Vol. 4: The Attack on the Soviet
Union, edited by the Militärgeschichtliches
Forschungsamt, 481–521. Oxford, U.K., 1998a.

———. ‘‘Securing ‘Living-Space.’’’ In Germany and the
Second World War, Vol. 4: The Attack on the Soviet
Union, edited by the Militärgeschichtliches For-
schungsamt, 1189–1244. Oxford, U.K., 1998b.

2680 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

W A R C R I M E S



Gerlach, Christian. Kalkulierte Morde: Die deutsche
Wirtschafts- und Vernichtungspolitik in Weißrußland,
1941 bis 1944. Hamburg, Germany, 1999.

Hirschfeld, Gerhard, Gerd Krumeich, and Irina Renz, eds.
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ALAN KRAMER

n

WARFARE. Looking back, probably more
Europeans were killed in the wars of the twentieth
century than in those of all previous ones com-
bined. Looking back, too, more innovations were
applied to European warfare during the twentieth
century than during all the previous ones com-
bined. As the century went on, each time a new
technology made its appearance, rivers of inks, later
replaced by legions of blips on computer screens,
were spilled to explain its impact on tactics, strat-
egy, organization, training, doctrine, logistics, and
what not, as well as how extraordinarily complex it
had all become.

On the other hand, the story of twentieth-
century warfare in Europe is very simple. First,
between 1900 and 1945, it expanded and
expanded until all the great European powers,
forming coalitions and aligning themselves with
non-European ones, were fighting each other;
indeed it was only a few small countries, such as
Sweden, Switzerland, Spain, and Portugal, that
were able to escape the slaughter. Next, war all
but disappeared from the Continent, permitting
the European countries, which had lost their global
role, to engage in vain attempts to save their colo-
nial empires. Finally, in 1991–1999 war returned
to Europe or at least to one part of it—that is,
Yugoslavia. The bombing of Madrid in March
2004 also showed that the Continent’s involve-
ment in certain kinds of war might be far from
over. By then, however, much of Europe’s military
standing in the world had been lost, and most of
the European armed forces had become limited in
their ability to wage war.

WORLD WAR I

On the eve of World War I, six out of the world’s
seven most powerful armed forces—namely those
of Germany, France, Italy, Austria-Hungary,
Russia, and Britain—were either purely European
or focused on Europe and preparing to face each
other in that small continent. Each of those forces,
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and the states that created them, was the product
of centuries of political, economic, and military
development as well as technical innovation. Of

the six, five—Germany, France, Italy, Austria-
Hungary, and Russia—relied on general conscrip-
tion for manpower. This enabled them to put as
much as 10 percent of their entire populations into

uniform and keep them there for years on end. Not
everybody liked conscription, and some emigrated
to other continents to avoid it. On the whole,
though, most European nations looked on their

armed forces as their pride and joy and never tired
of putting them on parade and displaying them.

Though each major country had long had an
army and a navy, nobody had yet thought of put-
ting those two services under a joint command.

Armies still consisted of the traditional arms of
infantry, cavalry, and artillery, but the proliferation

of magazine-loading small arms, machine guns,

and quick-firing cannon was clearly causing the first

and the third of these to gain at the expense of the

second. Whereas strategic movements now tended

to be carried out by rail, most operational and all

tactical ones (both of troops and of supplies) were

still carried out by the muscle of men and animals.

However, the first automobiles were already being

introduced; in September 1914 the taxis of Paris

made a substantial contribution to the French vic-

tory at the Marne. In the field of command, con-

trol, and communication, age-old means such as

visual and auditory signals as well as written mes-

sages were being supplemented by electric ones in

the form of the telegraph, the telephone, and radio.

However, all three were cumbersome and fragile.

Consequently they spread slowly from superior

headquarters down; the closer to the front one

A mounted Russian officer leads his soldiers during World War I. At the beginning of the twentieth century, warfare

was still carried out primarily as it was in the nineteenth century, by amassing large numbers of soldiers on foot or horseback.
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got, the greater the tendency to utilize such ancient

means as runners, blinking lights, and even mes-

senger dogs.

Technological developments at sea were, if

anything, even more revolutionary than those that

took place on land. The beginning of the twentieth

century caught the major European navies in the

midst of a major transition toward far larger and

more powerful, but also more expensive and hence

fewer, battleships. As sail had all but disappeared—

it was only still used by a few commerce-raiders—

coal was being replaced by oil and reciprocating

steam engines by turbines. Smaller vessels such as

battle cruisers, cruisers, destroyers, and torpedo

boats mimicked their giant brothers. In them mod-

ern engines were married to improved weapons,

increasing performance by leaps and bounds. The

first diesel-electric submarines were already being

experimented with. However, they were still

untried in battle and their potential was unknown.

In 1914 there were a number of recent con-

flicts (only one of them European) to which

European officers, considered to be the best and

most knowledgeable in the world, could look for

lessons. Of those, two—the Italian occupation of

Libya (1911) and the Balkan Wars (1912–1913)—

did not involve forces comparable to those of the

major powers. In an age of racial stereotypes, the

self-styled paragons of civilization considered many

of those who fought in them barely human; the

same was even more true of the Japanese-Chinese

War of 1895. The Russo-Japanese War (1904–

1905) gave rise to greater interest, but the lessons

people drew from it were mostly wrong. First,

whereas the great naval battle of Tsushima seemed

to show that battle fleets continued to rule the seas,

emerging technologies—including, besides the

above-listed, aircraft—were slowly starting to cre-

ate a situation where such fleets barely dared leave

their home bases. Second, though the Japanese

ultimately broke through the Russian lines at

Mukden, this victory merely masked the immense

difficulty and cost of doing so. Perhaps the only

valid lesson one could really draw from the war was

how hard it was to attack a fortified city such as

Port Arthur from the sea. In the event, and as the

1915 Gallipoli campaign was to show, that lesson

too went unheeded.

Much worse still, the idea that wars would be
short and decisive—as, given their enormous cost,
they had to be—had hardened into dogma and was
propagated by most authorities from the German
chief of the general staff Alfred von Schlieffen

(1833–1913) down. Those, such as the Polish
writer Ivan Bloch, who tried to refute it, were
largely ignored. All European countries were now
covered by a more or less dense network of railways
and telegraphs. This enabled them to field teams

that, depending on taste, dressed in field gray,
green-gray, horizon blue, earth-brown, and khaki.
Upon the signal being given, each team would
mobilize its reservists. They would entrain (‘‘fillons,
citoyens, montons, sur les trains,’’ as a variant on the

Marsellaise had it), disentrain, march, engage, break
through, outflank, encircle, kill, take each other pris-
oner, and be home by Christmas. The model for
much of this was not the Russo-Japanese War but
the Franco-Prussian War (1870–1871), which, many

thought, still represented the most ‘‘modern’’ war in
history until then.

Initially vast operational movements, carried
out by as many as a million and a half troops (the
number of Germans invading France) did in fact
take place but, like water pouring out of a bucket,
they soon ran out of momentum. One reason for
this was the inability of supplies, most of which still
depended on horse-drawn wagons, to keep up;
another was the difficulty of commanding advanc-
ing armies by means of wire-bound telegraphs and
telephones. The main reason, though, was the
lethal combination of trenches, barbed wire, and
the immense firepower of modern weapons—so
immense, indeed, that all belligerents started run-
ning out of ammunition within months of entering
the war and had to take emergency measures to
produce more of it.

As the defense triumphed over the offense, the
most important front, that is, the western one, froze.
Later the same experience repeated itself on the
Italian, Ottoman, and Macedonian fronts. Only in
eastern Europe did the battle remain somewhat fluid.
Partly this was because the immense spaces meant that
there were fewer rifles, machine guns, and artillery
pieces per square mile of ground; partly because of
the weakness of Russia, which in 1913 only produced
as much steel as Belgium did. As one big push fol-
lowed another in mostly vain attempts to break
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through, the entire character of the conflict changed.
Whether because armies had grown or because of
advancing technology, each day of fighting required
between ten and twelve times as many supplies as
in 1870–1871. To obtain them, war had to reach
back, so to speak, from the trenches and the lines of
communications into the factories and fields. Both
fields and factories were overseen by huge armies of
bureaucrats headed by the likes of Walther Rathenau
(1867–1922) in Germany, Georges Clemenceau
(1841–1929) in France, and David Lloyd George
(1863–1945) in Britain. Increasingly drawing in civil-
ians—of both sexes—as well as uniformed personnel,
war became a vast exercise in mobilization. This, in
turn, fed some of the fiercest fighting in history; as
when the British at the Somme fired 1,500,000 shells
to prepare their offensive and lost 60,000 men on the
first day after launching it.

The principal continental powers could have
fought each other with hardly any reference to
the sea. To a large extent, that was just what
Germany, France, Austria, Russia, and Italy did.
The situation of Britain was entirely different. Not
only did it depend on its navy for transporting
troops to the Continent, but, as an island, it was
entirely dependent on imports for its very exis-
tence; hence the commander of the home fleet,
Admiral John Jellicoe (1859–1935), was the only
person on either side who could have lost the war
in an afternoon. Germany, the main belligerent on
the side of the Triple Alliance, did what it could to
starve out Britain and to cut the sea-lanes linking it
to France. On both sides, the mighty battle fleets
hardly participated in the contest; in the entire war
they only engaged each other once. Instead naval
warfare revolved around convoys, attacking them
and defending them. This job was entrusted not to
capital ships but to the much smaller, cheaper, and
more expendable destroyers and submarines.

By the time the war ended, the art of waging it
had been transformed. At sea, though many people
refused to admit it, battleships were clearly on the way
out. They were about to be replaced by smaller craft,
underwater craft, and aircraft; what the latter could
do was vividly illustrated soon after the war in the
famous experiments conducted by an American
officer, Billy Mitchell (1879–1936). On land, not
only had the scale of operations (and of losses suf-
fered) grown monstrous beyond anything known to

man in thousands of years of history but also new

technologies and new techniques were beginning to

point the way to the future. Ignoring gas, which only

accounted for 3 percent of all casualties and turned

out to have less of a future than most people thought,

the most important device was the tank. The first

tanks were conceived as trench-crossing machines

behind which infantry could advance. Later, their

success in that role suggested that they might be

turned into armored cavalry; as such, they would

restore mobility to the battlefield. Tanks and the

troops that, after much experimentation, were joined

with them into armored divisions—artillery, motor-

ized infantry, and antitank—could be supplied by

motor vehicles and commanded by radio. The model

for armored operations was provided by German

light-infantry tactics—the same that, between

November 1917 and July 1918, repeatedly proved

their ability to break through fortified trench systems

and reach the open country behind.

Airpower, too, was beginning to play an impor-

tant role. In 1914–1918, aircraft—there were also

lighter-than-air devices, but they proved too vulner-

able for many missions—were employed on almost

every conceivable mission. Originally they engaged in

surveillance and reconnaissance. Later they also fought

each other, progressing through darts to hand guns,

carbines, and, finally, machine guns. Some aircraft

strafed and dropped bombs at the front (close sup-

port), lines of communication (interdiction), and the

enemy’s rear. Others were used for artillery-observa-

tion, liaison, and evacuation. For 1919 a British officer,

Lieutenant Colonel John Frederick Charles Fuller

(1878–1966), even put together a plan for using a

combination of aircraft and tanks to break through

the German front. However, the war ended before it

could be implemented; still, many saw it as a harbinger

of things to come. The first country to set up an

independent air force as a third service equal to the

army and the navy was Britain in April 1918. Others

followed; twenty years later, though details of organi-

zation differed, every major European country had its

own independent air force.

INTERWAR PERIOD AND WORLD WAR II

The ‘‘Great War,’’ as it was called, caused the col-
lapse of three mighty European empires—the
German, the Austrian, and the Russian. Of these,
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Germany and Russia (as the Soviet Union) were able
to reconstitute themselves until they were more
powerful than before. Of the three European
victors, France and Britain were considerably weak-
ened militarily, whereas the third, Italy, was only
called a great power by courtesy. In spite of these
changes, and in spite of numerous well-meaning
attempts at disarmament, international cooperation,
and the like, the kind of relationship that prevailed
between the main European powers did not change
much. This made a repetition all but certain. As
the French commander in chief, Ferdinand Foch
(1851–1929), is supposed to have said when he
was presented with the Treaty of Versailles: ‘‘This is
not peace, this is an armistice for twenty years.’’

Not that the period in question was entirely
peaceful. Still limiting ourselves to the military
activities of European powers, several of them

found themselves involved in colonial conflicts,

about which more below. Europe itself witnessed

first the Russian civil war, which took up 1918 and

most of 1919, and then the war between Soviet

Russia and Poland, which only ended in the follow-

ing year. Given the circumstances, inevitably both

of these wars were waged by leftover troops with

leftover weapons. Some of the operations were

waged on an immense scale; however, with the

dubious exception of the armored train they saw

little military innovation. The same did not apply to

the Spanish civil war (1936–1939). Compared with

the size of the country, the number of troops

engaged was not large, and the firepower at their

disposal was limited. Yet the conflict did enable the

Germans in particular to experiment with new

techniques including, above all, airpower. By the

Luftwaffe’s own subsequent standards, let alone

German aviator Manfred von Richtofen with his pilots and their planes. Undated photograph. As World War I progressed,

aircraft played an ever larger role, initially used for surveillance and reconnaissance but later participating in battle operations.

Richtofen and his squadron were renowned for their prowess in combat against their Allied counterparts. GETTY IMAGES
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those of the Anglo-American air forces that were to

bomb Germany to smithereens, the attack on

Guernica was militarily insignificant. And, in fact,

had it not been for Picasso’s famous painting it

would almost surely have been forgotten.

As Friedrich Nietzsche (1844–1900) once said,

war makes the victor stupid and the loser malicious.

Having lost World War I, the Germans were prepared

to learn. Covertly before 1933, openly thereafter,

they experimented with the novel combination of

armor and airpower; to the latter’s ‘‘old’’ missions

they added airborne assault in the form of paratroop-

ers and gliders. A command system based on radio—

the Germans were the first to install a two-way device

in every tank—and a supply system that was at least

partly motorized completed the picture. The out-

come was a new form of war known, if only in retro-

spect, as blitzkrieg. Specifically designed to permit

short, decisive campaigns, from September 1939 to

late 1942 blitzkrieg was triumphant. Entire air forces

were destroyed, often by a devastating surprise attack

against their bases. Entire armies were encircled and

defeated, and entire countries knocked out of the war

in short order. At peak, German troops stood guard

from Narvik to the Pyrenees and from Brest to

Stalingrad, more than a thousand miles away from

the Wehrmacht’s starting lines.

Next, the boot passed to the other foot as the

Soviets, having set up similar forces and learned

the necessary lessons, struck back. The return to

mobility was completed when the British, who

had been expelled from the Continent in 1940,

were joined by the Americans; together they

invaded first Italy and then France. Owing partly

to difficult geographical conditions, partly to strate-

gic errors, the Allied campaign in Italy stalled.

Elsewhere, however, much of Europe once again

witnessed huge, mobile campaigns that made the

Second World War appear very different from the

First.

German soldiers advance on a Norwegian village still in flames from aerial bombardment during the Blitzkreig

phase of their campaign in Europe, May 1940. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Still, in the end the combination of armor and
airpower failed to bring a decision. In part this was
because Britain, being an island, could not be
reached by the legendary Panzer divisions; nor did
the German air force, designed to assist the ground
forces, have what it took to wage strategic warfare.
Even more important were the limitations of the
armored divisions themselves. Having been con-
ceived as offensive instruments, from 1943 on they
proved equally effective on the defense. As a result,
the forces on both sides largely neutralized each
other. Each armored division required 300 to 650
tons of supplies per day to remain operational.
Each had to be followed by vast convoys of motor
vehicles, which themselves made vast demands in
terms of fuel, spare parts, and maintenance. Each
time the spearheads moved forward more than two
hundred miles from base they had to stop to enable
the railways to catch up.

War of attrition As a result, and in spite of the
brilliance of the initial brilliant moves and the deci-
sive nature of those that took place in 1944–1945,
World War II in Europe followed the pattern of
World War I and became a struggle of attrition.
Much of the attrition took place on land, particu-
larly on the eastern front, which accounted for over
three million German dead as well as ten million
Soviet ones (this number includes uniformed person-
nel only). However, it also took place in the air and at
sea. In 1914–1918, airpower—in the form of double-
decked contraptions made mostly of wood, wire, and
fabric—had only been able to deliver pinpricks at the
enemy homeland. In 1939–1945 it developed into an
awesome instrument. Already the early campaigns of
1939–1941 showed that fighter-bombers could deci-
sively influence the ground battle. Later they were
joined by thousands of heavy, four-engined bombers.
Learning how to use the bombers in the face of
tough opposition—antiaircraft guns and fighter air-
craft, both increasingly guided by radar—took time.
However, by the last two years of the war they were
fully capable of turning entire cities into flaming
infernos where tens of thousands were incinerated.
Nor were cities the only targets. Factories, ports, and
land-transportation arteries were also hit, disrupting
production and ultimately threatening the countries
at the receiving end with famine.

As in World War I, the British, later joined by
the Americans, imposed a naval blockade. As in

World War I, the Germans tried to starve out
Britain by submarine warfare, a task in which, at
times, they almost succeeded but in which they
ended up losing eight out of every nine submarines
engaged. In the Atlantic and elsewhere, the war
against submarines was waged very much by frig-
ates, destroyers, and small carriers escorting the
merchantmen that were carrying men and supplies
from the United States to Britain. By contrast, the
role battleships played in naval warfare was again
relatively minor. Many spent almost their entire time
in port. There they constituted a burden rather than
an asset; think of the German Tirpitz hiding in its
Norwegian fjord. Thus the sea and oceans surround-
ing the European theater of war did not witness the
vast sea-to-sea encounters that the Pacific did during
the war between the United States and Japan.

Mobilization By definition, attrition takes time.
Coupled with technological progress that had
taken place since 1918, time permitted resources
to be mobilized on an even greater scale than pre-
viously. For example, thirteen million soldiers wore
the German uniform in World War I; in World War
II the figure was almost eighteen million. The
USSR mobilized thirty-four million; at the height
of the conflict the main European belligerents
between them had about thirty million men (and
over a million women) under arms. Though the
United States produced the greatest mass of war
materials by far, in Europe too prodigies of produc-
tion never considered possible in peacetime were
accomplished, as when Britain in 1940–1941 turned
out fighter aircraft as if they were matches and as
when the Soviets demolished their military indus-
tries and rebuilt them behind the Ural Mountains.
In every European country, armies of producers,
between 30 and 60 percent of whom were women,
were put to work in the factories and the fields.
Some countries paid good money to their workers,
whereas others placed greater reliance on coercion.

As in World War I, operations in Europe were
larger by far than anywhere else. As in World War I,
too, the mobilization effort involved entire nations
and was coordinated by hundreds of thousands of
pen pushers. Perhaps even more important for the
future, those pen pushers also coordinated the
efforts of a research and development establish-
ment far larger and more effective than anything
the world had ever seen. Laboring day and night,
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scientists and engineers rewarded their employers

with a very large number of technical devices des-

tined to transform war and, later, much of civilian

life as well. Among the most important ones devel-

oped in Europe were radar (Britain) and jet engines

(Britain and Germany); computers (Germany) and

ballistic missiles (Germany again). They also

included countless lesser inventions, from proxi-

mity fuses to radar-absorbent paint and from new

cryptographic methods to operations research and

navigational aids for aircraft; scarcely three months

passed without some new device being thrown into

the struggle and demanding a countermeasure.

Still, the greatest invention of all was made out-

side Europe. From the Curies, Pierre (1859–1906)

and Marie (1867–1934), in the 1890s through

Werner Heisenberg (1901–1976) in the 1920s to

Niels Bohr (1885–1962), Enrico Fermi (1901–

1954) and Otto Hahn (1879–1968) in the 1930s

European scientists had made a critical contribution

to the development of nuclear understanding and

know-how. Various reasons prevented that know-

how and that understanding from being translated

into a practical device, however, and in the end doing

so was left to the United States. The first atomic

bomb was based on the splitting of uranium and

developed as much explosive power as did the com-

bined load of two thousand B-17 bombers (the type

mainly used to lay Germany waste). The second used

plutonium instead of uranium, developed 60 percent

more power than the first, and left over a hundred

thousand people dead. It did not take most people,

Europeans included, long to grasp that they were

destined to spend the rest of their lives in its shadow;

today, their successors do so still.

Women assemble small arms at a factory in England during World War II. The consumption of massive amounts of

supplies and ordnance during the war required the enlistment of civilian populations to work in arms factories and on farms;

thirty to sixty percent of those workers were women. ªCORBIS
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POSTWAR PERIOD

Much more than World War I, World War II left

Europe in ruins. Several tens of millions were killed,

and many of the rest were close to starvation. The

armed forces of Germany, France, and Italy had been

defeated to the point where they practically ceased to

exist. Those of Britain were in a somewhat better

shape, but the war had so weakened the empire that

the home island was almost reduced to an American

satellite—Airstrip One, as some used to call it during

World War II. The central part of the Continent was

now occupied by the USSR. With as many as 160

divisions (active and reserve) at its disposal even in

peacetime, the USSR completely overshadowed all

the other European armed forces put together.

What is more, in September 1949 the USSR followed

the example of the United States and tested its first

nuclear weapon.

Situated between the United States and the

USSR, Europe, which at one time had contained

by far the largest concentration of military power in

the world, found itself reduced to a potential bat-

tlefield between them. Willingly, the countries of

Western Europe aligned themselves with the

United States and formed the North Atlantic

Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1949. Less will-

ingly, those of Eastern Europe aligned themselves

with the USSR and formed the Warsaw Pact six

years later. Separated by an Iron Curtain—first a

metaphorical one, then a very real one as the

defenses on both sides went up and literally cut

the continent in two—the two alliances glared at

each other. Periodically they also made noises at

each other and, as in 1948 and 1958–1961, threat-

ened to go to war against each other over such

issues as the right to control Berlin and access to

that city. As early as 1955, though, a NATO war

game concluded that, in case nuclear weapons were

used in order to stop a Soviet invasion, tens of

millions of Europeans would die and the territories

they inhabited would be reduced to radioactive

deserts. As to doing so without such weapons, the

task appeared hopeless; the more so because Soviet

doctrine emphasized that any war would be nuclear

from the start.

As Winston Churchill (1874–1965) said, ‘‘the

sturdy child of the balance of terror was peace.’’

After 1945 the greatest concentrations of global mili-

tary power deserted London, Paris, and Berlin in

favor of Moscow and Washington, D.C. With some

exceptions, it was from there that most military inno-

vation came; nor did the fact that first Britain and

then France tested their own nuclear weapons matter

much in terms of the balance of power. On both sides

of the Iron Curtain, Europe’s armed forces rebuilt

themselves as best they could, continuing to conscript

their youth (even Britain, which had never had con-

scription in peacetime, now did so) and train it for

war. All European countries set up unified ministries

of defense to oversee the process. Some even suc-

ceeded in reconstituting their military-industrial

infrastructure and introducing their own new weapon

systems—such as Mirage combat aircraft (France),

Chieftain tanks (Britain), and the best diesel-electric

submarines anywhere (West Germany)—rather than

simply buying them from their patrons. Whatever the

methods, decade by decade they followed those

patrons and ‘‘modernized.’’ Yet, particularly in terms

of quantity, in comparison both to what they had

once been and to the forces fielded by the super-

powers, the armed forces of Western Europe could

never match those of the United States. East of the

Iron Curtain, where the USSR did not fully trust its

satellites, the imbalance was even more pronounced

than in the West.

In other ways, too, Europe’s role declined.

Having acted as the world’s military powerhouse

from about 1700 on—a fact that went far to

explain its expansion—Europe had also produced

the most important military thinkers, from Carl

von Clausewitz (1780–1831) down. As late as the

1930s Basil Liddell Hart (1895–1970) was still

probably the best-known international pundit of

all. It is a tribute to his journalistic skills, as well

as to the conservatism of the armed forces, that he

was able to maintain some of his position after

1945; still, by the late 1950s the center of doctrine,

too, had shifted. For every Pierre Gaulois (France)

and Ronald Simpkin (Britain) the United States

produced five Henry Kissingers (b. 1923), Albert

Wohlstetters (1912–1997), and Thomas Schellings

(b. 1921). The USSR also produced some excellent

military doctrine; though the names of those who

wrote it never turned into household terms.
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PARTISAN WARFARE AND COLONIAL

RESISTANCE

In the eastern half of Europe, heavy-handed Soviet
rule left the armed forces of the Warsaw Pact coun-
tries with little to do. That was not true of the
Western European members of NATO, many of

which had rebellions in their colonies to contend
with. Most of the colonies had been obtained during
the long period of European military supremacy,
often with the aid of ridiculously small forces operat-
ing far from home amidst the most incredible natural
obstacles. During the interwar period, and as the
Italian campaign in Ethiopia in particular showed, in
terms of conventional warfare European superiority
over their subjects still held; however, resistance to
colonialism was growing. Thus it took the French
three years, from 1922 to 1925, and a quarter-million

troops to suppress the uprising of the Rif in Morocco.
The British in 1936–1939 did succeed in bringing
the Palestinian Arab Revolt to an end, but only after
conceding most of its leaders’ demands, including
‘‘evolution to independence’’ in ten years.

The great turning point in the balance between
regular warfare on the one hand and guerrilla war-
fare (or banditry, wars of national liberation, Low
Intensity Conflict, asymmetric warfare, and so
forth) proved to be the 1941 German invasion of
Yugoslavia. Yugoslavia at the time had as many as
eight hundred thousand men under arms, and
nobody who had seen them in action during

World War I doubted their courage. Still it took
the Wehrmacht only two weeks and four hundred
dead to crush the army; it was after Belgrade was
occupied that the problems started for the occupa-
tion forces. Ably assisted by the SS (Schutzstaffel)
and the Gestapo, the Wehrmacht fought the guer-
rillas. At peak, the Axis powers had no fewer than
twenty-nine divisions in the country. The total
number of Yugoslavs killed either in antipartisan
operations or in internecine clashes between
opposing militias approached one million.

Countless villages were destroyed, entire districts
laid waste. Yet the occupation forces were unable
to suppress the Yugoslav resistance, and Yugoslavia
ended up as the only country to be evacuated by its
German occupiers before the Allies could reach it.

To a greater or lesser extent the same experi-
ence was repeated throughout occupied Europe.
The Poles, the Russians, the Greeks, the Italians,

the French, even the Danes and the Dutch, all
engaged in armed resistance. Some resistance
movements took less time to get organized, others
more. Some were more effective, others less. None
succeeded in emulating the Yugoslavs by liberating
their countries before those countries were liber-
ated by foreign invaders, though the Greeks came
close. On the other hand, by the time they were
liberated none of the resistance movements was
even near to being suppressed. Encouraged from
outside, most were becoming more and more
effective; Italy and France are particularly good
examples of this.

Once World War II had ended, the way so
many European countries had resisted the
German occupation became a model for countless
similar uprisings in other parts of the world. One of
the first places where this happened was Palestine.
The British army with one hundred thousand men
tried to hold down a population of six hundred
thousand Jews, just a few hundred of whom were
active terrorists; however, it failed. Counting only
countries in which they tried to use armed force,
the British were also forced out of India, the Malay
States (now part of Thailand and Malaysia), Kenya,
Cyprus, and Aden (now part of Yemen), after
which they gave up what still remained of their
empire without a fight. The Dutch, the French,
the Belgians, and finally the Portuguese all suffered
a similar fate, trying to wage colonial wars—some
of them very large and very cruel indeed—and
suffering defeat as a result. At the time many people,
Americans in particular, believed that these defeats
were a consequence of the supposedly low morale
of the European armies and of the societies that
created them and sent them out to fight. That
belief, though, proved to be ill-founded. When the
Americans and Soviets tried their hand at the coun-
terinsurgency game, the former in Vietnam, the
latter in Afghanistan, their armed forces, though
much larger and more lavishly equipped than any-
thing any European power could field, were defeated
in turn.

LIMITING MILITARY CAPABILITY

By 1970, with few exceptions, the colonial strug-
gles were over. From northern Norway to the
Adriatic, NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries
still continued to glare at each other across their
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common frontier. Partly because their superpower

patrons forbade it, partly because they recognized

it would do them little good, no other European

country had followed Britain and France in build-

ing nuclear weapons; conversely, the fact that those

two did have the weapons in question made little

difference either to their global military standing or

to the place they occupied inside NATO. Overall,

the nuclear balance of terror continued to hold as

first West German Ostpolitik and then the Helsinki

Agreements (1975) helped make war in ‘‘the

Central Theater,’’ as the Americans liked to call

Europe, less likely. As to the old intra-European

rivalries that had disturbed the peace of the

Continent for centuries, they were largely forgotten.

In the east, this was because of the heavy-handed

policy of the USSR, which sought to present a show

of unity and sometimes denied its satellites access to

the most up to date weapon systems they were

unable to produce themselves. In the west it was

because of the growing trend toward unification and

integration. World War II and the series of colonial

wars that followed in its wake caused even those

Western Europeans who had retained their enthu-

siasm for things military after 1918 to reject war as a

solution to international problems. On both sides

of the Iron Curtain this shift was accompanied by

a very sharp drop in the birthrate from the late

1960s on.

Partly because they were left with little to do,

partly because introducing one new weapon system

after another was enormously expensive, and partly

because relying on short-term conscript manpower

was a very inefficient way to maintain and operate

the increasingly complex technologies entering

Soviet tanks in the streets of Budapest, Hungary, during the unsuccessful anticommunist revolt of 1956. During

the Cold War, the rapid growth of the Soviet military ensured its hegemony over Eastern Europe while Soviet and U.S. nuclear

arsenals led to the marginalization of Western European forces. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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service, most Western European armies shrank year

by year. The first to give up conscription were the

British in 1960. The switch to long-term volun-

teers caused a sharp decline in the size of the forces,

but in retrospect it proved to be a great success. As

the 1982 Falkland War—incidentally, as of 2006,

the last time any European country fought on its

own—and the 1991 Gulf War in particular proved,

the new manpower system enabled the British to

send troops almost anywhere in the world without

having to reorganize first. During the 1970s and

1980s most other NATO forces, including, in

1972, the American ones, started imitating the

British example, some more so, some less. In

1996 even France, which had been the first modern

country to introduce the levée en masse in 1792,

followed suit, thus ending a tradition that had

lasted two hundred years.

The colonial empires having been definitely

lost, during the late twentieth century the cam-

paigns undertaken by European forces were few

and far between. The French army was fairly active

in Africa, deposing or reinstating dictators in its

former colonies, but none of its operations

involved more than a reinforced battalion. That

apart, the most important armed struggle was the

British campaign in Northern Ireland. The ‘‘trou-

bles’’ in Ireland go back to the eleventh century,

when King Henry II (r. 1154–1189) tried to con-

quer the island. In 1690 King William III (r. 1689–

1702) finally brought it under British control, a

situation that lasted until 1921, when the Free

Irish Republic was founded. Forty-eight years later,

riots broke out between Protestants and Catholics

in Ulster, which remained part of the United

Kingdom. The British army was called in, but in

the first three years its performance was disastrous.

During that time, what had begun as rioting devel-

oped into widespread sectarian violence carried out

by the Irish Republican Army (IRA) and Protestant

paramilitary groups. Over the next twenty-something

years the British army fought a counterinsurgency

campaign. When a peace agreement was finally signed,

the army was still intact—engaging in similar strug-

gles, other European forces around the world had

become thoroughly demoralized—and Northern

Ireland still remained very much part of the United

Kingdom.

By the time the Cold War approached its

end in 1989 the total number of European

NATO troops (c. 1,800,000) was equal to that of

the U.S. armed forces but only a fraction of the

figure that had been available as far back as 1914.

In the west, the strongest force was the German

Bundeswehr with its five hundred thousand troops

in peacetime. In point of quality it was often favor-

ably compared to the U.S. armed forces; yet the

bitter legacy of World War II prevented it from

acquiring an independent war college, let alone an

independent general staff. The remaining forces

were considerably smaller, worse equipped, or

both. Those of several of the smaller states had

shrunk to the point where they could no longer

operate without the support of their larger neigh-

bors; wags suggested that, instead of maintaining

an army, Denmark, for example, should run a tape

saying, ‘‘we surrender.’’ Still relying on conscrip-

tion and modeling themselves on their Soviet

patrons, several Eastern European armed forces

were impressive on paper but almost entirely with-

out the industrial infrastructure needed to produce

major weapons systems, let alone develop new

ones. As events were soon to show, their loyalty

to, and willingness to fight for, their would-be

political masters both at home and in the Kremlin

was also more than doubtful. Perhaps nothing is

more characteristic of these forces than the fact

that, when the regimes they served collapsed, not

one of them came to the rescue or even made a

serious attempt to come to the rescue.

AFTER THE COLD WAR

By eliminating the possibility that Europe would be

turned into a battlefield between the superpowers

and be devastated, the end of the Cold War caused

Europeans on both sides of the former Iron

Curtain to heave a deep sigh of relief. On the other

hand, the transformation did little if anything either to

change European attitudes toward war or to restore

Europe’s military power. If anything, the opposite was

the case. Pacifism, which had been adopted by a

growing number of Western Europeans for two de-

cades, spread to Eastern Europe as well and thus

became stronger still. On both sides of the former

Iron Curtain, the willingness to serve in, and pay for,

armed forces decreased.
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Even before it was joined by the former Eastern

bloc countries, the European Union had about as

many inhabitants as the United States, almost as large

a Gross Domestic Product (GDP), and almost as

good an industrial-technological-scientific base ca-

pable of producing everything from small arms to

missile-launching nuclear submarines; with respect

to the former Soviet Union, the imbalance was even

greater. Had it wanted to, clearly the European

Union could have built armed forces second to none.

The main reason why it did not happen was the

absence of a perceived threat on the one hand and a

lack of unity on the other. It is true that countries

such as Britain and France, France and Germany, the

Netherlands and Germany—later, as Poland joined

NATO, Poland and Germany as well—took some

steps to integrate their respective armed forces. Still,

a unified European High Command did not emerge

any more than a unified European State did. As of

2004, in spite of endless talk, even a European

Expeditionary Force was still not available.

In the absence of unity most countries contin-

ued to go more or less their own way. In most

cases, this meant falling further and further behind

the United States in terms of military capability.

Starting around 1990, the latter’s armed forces,

assisted by the convergence of several new technol-
ogies such as earth-circling satellites, GPS (Global

Positioning System), computers, electronic sensors,

and a whole series of precision-guided weapons

(PGMs) embarked on what analysts called the

Revolution in Military Affairs or RMA. In the view

of its proponents, the RMA would increase the

effectiveness of the American armed forces several
times over; it was, indeed, compared to the intro-

duction of arquebuses (cannons) in the sixteenth

century and to that of modern armored divisions in

the 1930s. East of the Atlantic, the Europeans

watched the RMA unfold; however, partly because

they did not see the need and partly because they

did not have the money, they did little to follow
suit. By the end of the decade, a vast gap had

opened between the American armed forces and

those of their European allies. Vis-à-vis the ‘‘new’’

allies that joined NATO from the former Eastern

bloc, the gap was larger still.

Meanwhile war, instead of leaving Europe for
good, was staging a comeback of sorts. Several

European NATO countries participated in the Gulf

War, and their armed forces performed credibly as far

as their size permitted. One, Britain, also participated

in the second war in Iraq, where its armed forces

also performed credibly as far as their size permit-

ted. Some, however, consider these as sideshows.

Europeans could argue, as many did, that Saddam

Hussein (b. 1937) had never posed any danger to the

continent on which they lived and, hence, that fight-

ing him was morally wrong and politically unneces-

sary. The case of Yugoslavia, which went up in flames

in 1991 and where war continued intermittently for

eight years, was somewhat different. This was not

so much a war between states as a war inside them,

waged not so much by regular forces as by ill-

disciplined militias. Since the militias often resorted

to ethnic cleansing if not outright genocide, the war

caused civilian suffering rarely seen in Europe west of

Russia since the end of the Thirty Years’ War (1618–

1648). At times it threatened to spread into other

countries, especially Greece, which is a member both

of NATO and the European Union. Yet so militarily

weak had the Europeans become that they proved

almost entirely impotent. In the end it was the

American armed forces that brought an end to

the conflict. Compared with that of their allies, the

European contribution was minuscule.

Also, on 11 March 2004 a bomb exploded in

Madrid, demolishing the central railway station and

killing two hundred people. It was by no means the

first attack of its kind; terrorism had been plaguing

Britain, Spain, and, to a much lesser extent, other

European countries for decades. For those who saw

this as part of a worldwide pattern under which

regular warfare was giving way to irregular war,

the attack called renewed attention to the fact that,

though Europe might not seek war, war might seek

out Europe. The havoc wrought in Madrid was not

the handiwork of a uniformed force obeying the

orders of a state-run general staff. Instead it was

produced by a very small group of people who did

not wear uniforms, did not constitute an army, and

could not be clearly located on the map. Spanish

voters responded to the attack by electing a pres-

ident who pulled Spanish troops out of Iraq.

Europe’s long-term response to attacks of this kind

remains to be seen.
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SUMMARY

In spite of the immense number of details and the

complex way countless factors acted and interacted,

at bottom the story of twentieth-century warfare as

it concerns Europe is easily told. Following a long

period of development, by 1914 Europe had built

up by far the largest concentration of military

power ever seen on planet Earth. As was perhaps

only to be expected, from that year until 1945 the

Continent witnessed that power being used in two

vast, absolutely devastating wars. Of those wars the

second, relying on modern airpower and armored

divisions, was much more mobile than the first; yet

partly because the struggle was so immense, partly

because the main armed forces resembled one

another and neutralized each other, in the end

it too was decided by attrition. Taking the period

1914–1945 as a whole, attrition caused the

European powers to bleed each other half to death.

This was not true of the two largest belligerents,

the USSR and the United States, which mobilized

all the economic, industrial, technical, and scientific

resources available to them—the former in spite of

having suffered horrific losses, the latter without

doing so. It was this mobilization that enabled first

the United States and then the USSR to build

nuclear weapons, test them, and deploy thousands

upon thousands of them.

At first, in and out of Europe, most people

thought that nuclear weapons would result in even

larger, more total, and more terrible wars. This,

however, did not happen. Instead, two alliances

were formed and confronted one another along a

border almost two thousand miles long. Supported

by their superpower patrons, on each side of the

border European armies tried to rebuild themselves

and to some extent they succeeded in doing so.

The armed forces belonging to Warsaw Pact coun-

tries in Eastern Europe were modeled after those of

A convoy of Dutch troops under the direction of the United Nations makes its way to the town of Lukavac,

Bosnia, February 1994. European powers were unprepared for the resurgence of warfare on their soil in the 1990s: despite the

presence of UN troops sent to keep peace in the region, thousands of Muslims were murdered by Serbians in Bosnia during the

summer of 1995. GETTY IMAGES
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the USSR, which dominated them so completely
that they could hardly sneeze without asking per-
mission first. Those of NATO enjoyed greater inde-
pendence and, as a result, were not as homogeneous
in terms of organization, equipment, training, or
doctrine. Several Western European countries made
strenuous efforts to hold on to their colonies, fighting
wars and losing both the wars and the colonies. By
1970 these struggles were mostly over. This, left
NATO’s European members free to focus on their
main task; namely, rebuilding so as to help deter a
possible Soviet attack and defend against it in case it
took place.

As the Cold War ended in 1989–1991 a wave
of pacifism, which had been gathering in Western
Europe for decades, became stronger still. It spilled
over into the countries of Eastern Europe, many of
which wanted nothing better than to join NATO
and the European Union as soon as they could.
The Baltic countries, Belarus, and Ukraine having
gained their independence, Russia was thrown back
almost to its 1750 borders, causing most Europeans
to conclude that there was no threat left. Con-
sequently European armed forces were cut and cut,
to the point that, when those of NATO were called to
intervene in Yugoslavia, they found themselves almost
entirely helpless and dependent on American aid.
Meanwhile, not only did much of the Russian armed
forces remain intact—with its awesome nuclear
arsenal, Russia continued to overshadow all the rest
of the European countries combined—but new cen-
ters of military power emerged in India, China, and
Japan; thus Europe’s relative position in the world
continued to shrink. As important from the
European point of view, the Americans forged ahead
implementing the RMA, widening the gap between
themselves and their allies. All this was part cause, part
effect, of a long-term historical process. Visiting the
European continent just before 1900, the American-
born inventor of the machine gun, Hiram Maxim
(1840–1916), described it as an armed camp where
people could scarcely wait to cut each other’s throats.
A century later the situation was reversed. With the
very partial exception of Britain, the Continent had
become debellicized.

This was the trend in Europe at the time of the
bombing carried out by Al Qaeda in Madrid in
2004. By the early twenty-first century, the
European Union had not reached a consensus

about a course of action. It remains to be seen if
this event convinces Europeans that war, although
in different forms, is as relevant to their lives as it
has ever been. On the other hand, should the
struggle against terrorism erode European democ-
racy, its commitment to human rights, its tolerance
of minorities, and its openness to the rest of the
world, then perhaps the point may be reached
where the cure is worse than the disease.

See also Cold War; Colonialism; Imperial Troops;
Partisan Warfare; Terrorism; World War I; World
War II.
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MARTIN VAN CREVELD

n

WAR MEMORIALS. Across Europe in the
wake of the First World War, the erection of war
memorials transformed the private grief of millions
into public statements that expressed not the joy of
victory but the burden of sorrow. Memorials facil-
itate identification with fallen soldiers and justify
their sacrifices, and they allow participants in mem-
orial ceremonies to transfer their own feelings onto
the sculptors’ creations. War memorials also pro-
vide a legacy for later conflicts.

Memorials were erected in profusion after the
U.S. Civil War, the various colonial wars, and the
conflicts surrounding German unification, such as
the Franco-Prussian War (1870–1871). But follow-
ing World War I they were erected in nearly all the
affected countries and recalled the omnipresence of
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the 1914–1918 tragedy. Only Russia, which had
been transformed into the Soviet Union, suppressed
memory of the war. It is remarkable to see the extent
to which defeated and victorious countries alike
shared the same frenzy for memorials, which more-
over were quite similar in style, symbolism, and alle-
gories. Adolf Hitler (1889–1945), artist and First
World War veteran, designed in 1925 a project for a
triumphal arch, much larger than the Arc de
Triomphe in Paris, the better to honor his comrades.
This fact, the Australian historian Ken Inglis notes,
shows clearly that those who create memorials tend
to forget and to invent as much as to remember.
Memorials are products of their time, as are all intel-
lectual and artistic products, ones in which death and
grief occupy both public and private space.

For a lost generation, Armistice Day, first cele-
brated in 1919, was designed to unite through
remembrance: unity of time, 11 November; unity
of place, the war memorial; and unity of action, the
commemorative ceremony. At the ‘‘eleventh hour
of the eleventh day of the eleventh month’’ of the
fifth year of the war, 1918, the guns ceased fire,
yielding a time of silence and sorrow. Therefore,
the day of 11 November became a national holiday
in some countries—in France, for example, in
1922—and was everywhere a day of remembrance.
Perhaps most spectacular was the two minutes of
absolute silence in Britain, observed everywhere
from production lines in factories to city buses. In
most countries, at eleven o’clock in the morning,
people gathered around memorials, bedecked with
flags, black crepe, and flowers, in a ceremony where
the living honored the dead; there were speeches
and invocations of a moral and civic pedagogy, a
lesson in citizenship, and a plea never to allow war
to return. Elements of this liturgy might conclude
with fireworks and floodlights, banquets, or sport-
ing events—in short, the social customs and events
of the prewar period adapted both to commemorate
the dead and to celebrate the living. Community
memorials to fallen soldiers became no less sacred
than religious sculptures in church parishes.

TYPES OF MEMORIALS

Monument aux morts is the French expression; the
English war memorial expresses the larger concept
that remembrance of the war dead is also remem-
brance of war itself. Although many Protestant

nations involved in the war decided on ‘‘utilitarian’’
memorials such as scholarships, stadiums, libraries,
clocks, fountains, swimming pools, and meeting
places, the statue, usually erected at the center of
some public square or space, remained the most
common. Most towns had numerous memorials
located in many different places. To obtain some
idea of the extent of commemoration of the war in
the 1920s, consider that there are some thirty-six
thousand towns in France, for example, each with
their own memorials. Every fallen soldier’s name
was engraved on a public monument but also in his
former school, workplace, and parish church.
Rooms in family homes were turned into altars,
with photos and souvenirs.

For the community cenotaphs, in most cases, a
stela of a kind commonly found in cemeteries was
chosen. These memorials were cheaper and suited
the public spirit of the times. Architects and marble
workers were much in demand; funeral homes were
busier than ever. Smart tradesmen offered catalogs
selling palms, laurels, war crosses, even a relief of
the poilu or the Tommy—informal terms for infan-
tryman—to be affixed to the burial stone. Some
commonly used inscriptions included enfants, They
answered the call; morts; héros; Caduti per la patria;
guerre; Fallen Heroes, 1914–1918; devoir; sacrifice;
martyrs; mémoire. Exalted rhetoric such as the line
from Horace, Dulce et decorum est pro patria mori,
was used as well.

After World War I, pacifist movements flour-
ished to such an extent that one wonders why so
few memorials show it. In France, at most a dozen
monuments bear the inscription ‘‘Que maudite soit
la guerre’’ (What a Curse Is War). State interfer-
ence may be ruled out. Everywhere memorials were
put up spontaneously under the auspices of veter-
ans or their families, which essentially meant, after
1918, by the whole of society. In France, where
separation of church and state meant that religious
decorations could not appear on public buildings,
memorials were nevertheless often decorated with a
crucifix, even outside of cemeteries. The unfathom-
able magnitude of grief shaped the massive response
to loss, but implicitly there was still a powerful mes-
sage in the war memorial movement: that war of this
murderous kind must never happen again.

The lists of the fallen soldiers, a second element of
the inscriptions, completed the funereal monument.
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Alphabetical order was usual and it reinforced the
uniformity found in military cemeteries. Rank was
not usually recognized; the equality of death came
first. To cite names was of major importance, for
names recall individuals and bring them back to life
for a moment. To engrave the names, to read them,
sometimes to physically touch them, as is seen in some
photographs dating to the 1920s, was a way to indi-
vidualize the dead as opposed to the anonymous unre-
ality of mass slaughter.

The sculptures represent the tragedy of death, of
courage, of the stoic and sometimes the martyr.
Statues of poilus (French soldiers), Tommies (British
soldiers), Diggers (Australian soldiers)—the warmth
of these nicknames is significant—multiplied, memo-
rializing men of a particular place and time. German
and Austrian statues were more classical in form but
no less powerful in their invocation of nobility. Brave,
defiant, and even brash poses show that these men

were viewed as heroes even if defeated. Uniforms and

weapons were sculpted with accuracy. Standing on

their pedestals, they are determined to pursue for

eternity the exemplary fight for which they gave their

lives. Their war is clean and aseptic, stripped of mud,

lice, and blood, like tin soldiers. Yet these memorials

are empty tombs, and such cenotaphs swiftly remind

the beholder that they were erected on the backs of

dead men like so many posthumous symbols of

honor. Often, on battlefields or in large cities, gen-

erals have their own monuments; the troops are

remembered collectively by a single memorial.

No matter what the iconographic impulse,

there is always underneath the art a sense that death

is intolerable. The dead can be exalted, but death

cannot be glorified. This is one reason why these

memorials usually deny death by depicting soldiers

forever living, resurrected in bronze.

The unveiling of the World War I monument in London, designed by the noted architect Edward Lutyens,

11 November 1920. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Memorials, especially in France but also in Italy,

Germany, and Bohemia, honor both soldiers and the

war’s civilians, whose material and psychological sup-

port was so crucial. Finally and above all, they express

sorrow. To borrow a term from French philologist

Georges Dumézil (1898–1986), the war sculptures

might be said to represent the three facets of war

efforts—that people had to believe, to work, and to

fight in order to carry on with the war. Memorials

illustrate as much in stone and in bronze. At their

summit, one finds a rooster, a lion, St. George, an

eagle representing the nation; a soldier stands in the

middle, while at the foot of the monument civilians,

old people, women, and children contemplate the

soldier or go about their daily chores, whether farming

(still the most common activity), or factory work, or

educating children. Although memorials were meant

to glorify the courage of those who fought the war,

they are first of all repositories of sorrow, grief, and

public recognition of sacrifice on a monumental scale.

Some of the language used in these monuments
was religious; other monuments drew on Romantic
or classical notation. On memorials, as with stained
glasses in churches, the Christian soldier joins the
sacrifice of Christ in a representation—an Imitatio
Christi. When the soldier is delivered to her, the
new Virgin Mary holds him in her arms and the
memorials become a statement of the terrible losses
millions of mothers suffered during the conflict.

CHANGING MODES OF COMMEMORATION

Although commemorations celebrated the soldiers
above all, other victims of the war, by contrast,
were excluded or marginalized in commemorative
sites. The suffering of noncombatants, of prisoners
of war, and of occupied populations was for the
most part denied or forgotten. Victims who were
not heroes did not easily fit in the commemorative
language of the day. How do we acknowledge
hunger, cold, forced labor, rape, the fate of

Table of Silence. Sculpture for the Tı̂rgu Jiu World War I Memorial Park by Constantin Brancusi, 1937. The park memorializes

the people of Tı̂rgu Jiu, Romania, who died defending their town from invasion by German troops during the war. The Table of

Silence is one of three sculptures created for the park by Brancusi, one of Romania’s most celebrated artists. THE ART ARCHIVE/

NICOLAS SAPIEHA
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hostages, of civilians who simply got in the way?
Remembrance could not cope with all of this until
the Holocaust of World War II transformed the
commemorative landscape.

European war memorials were thus sympto-
matic both of cultural demobilization and its
impossibility, something that was underscored after
the Second World War. Only tablets, and occasion-
ally sculpture, recalled the dead combatants of that
war; this was also true of the wars of decoloniza-
tion. An exception would be the Soviet Union,
where gigantic memorials were raised to the ‘‘great
patriotic war.’’ Since the 1970s, however, every-
thing has changed, with a new efflorescence of
memorials that bring to light repressed memories,
especially of the Jewish Holocaust. Contemporary
artists try to render in their works and monuments
the general obsession with disappearance, the bur-
ial (or the impossibility of it) that became the
fate of those in the First, then in the Second
World War.

Although memorials change over time, the
brutal reality of grief remains. New media intervene
in recent commemorations. After the attacks of 11
September 2001 in the United States, the Internet
became a place for remembrance and grief, with
pictures and biographies of the victims, virtual
ex-votos multiplied ad infinitum by online visitors.
The same phenomenon was observed in Spain after
the attack of 11 March 2004. In Australia, France,
and Britain, the names of victims of World War I
also appear online. In Israel, on Memorial Day
(Yom HaZikaron), the names of soldiers who died
for the nation scroll across television screens. An
immense tower to replace the World Trade Center,
as designed by architect Daniel Libeskind, will
evoke elements of the Statue of the Liberty and
the Brooklyn Bridge. With names, photographs,
architectural symbolism—through whatever me-
dium—these ‘‘monuments to the dead’’ are meant
to bring life back to those who died in war or more
recent postnational violence.

And yet virtually all war memorials have a quixo-
tic element to them. They were constructed so that
the dead would not be forgotten. And yet that is
precisely what happens, and perhaps must happen,
as war retreats into history. The dead are forgotten;
‘‘never again’’ fades into a cliché, resurrected the next
time war erupts, and contemporaries cry once more

‘‘never again.’’ War memorials are thus irrepressible
expressions of collective and personal grief, marking
the European landscape. If there is an icon of twen-
tieth-century Europe, it is the monument to war and
to its millions of victims.

See also War Neuroses; World War I; World War II.
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ANNETTE BECKER

n

WAR NEUROSES. War neuroses is a collec-
tive term used to denote the complex of nervous
and mental disorders of soldiers in modern wartime
societies. The term itself is inaccurate and has been
the subject of debate since its first use in the psy-
chiatric milieus during World War I; the term has
competed with other psychiatric labels, but was
used through World War II in military psychiatry.
Thus, a history of war neuroses is in many ways a
story of controversial medical discourses and prac-
tices relating to psychological trauma in wartime.
From the perspective of medical history, questions
like how physicians came to understand the impact
of war on the psyche, how diagnostic categories
were shaped, and how therapeutic responses came
into action have become the focus of attention.
Cultural history studies also offer important con-
tributions to the understanding of war neuroses.
Based on a wide range of sources, such as letters
from the front and patients’ records as well as films,
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novels, and popular literature, a cultural history of
war neuroses emphasizes human experiences, the
symbolizing and narrating of soldiers’ suffering,
and the understanding of body and gender.

Against this background, our understanding of
the history of war neuroses and their place within the
two ‘‘total wars’’ has expanded greatly. Its study has
increasingly focused on comparative perspectives.
The psychological suffering of soldiers was a mass
phenomenon that affected all wartime societies, but
reactions differed according to differing national tra-
ditions and different medical ways of understanding,
representing, and acting. For example, the British
World War I concept of ‘‘shell shock’’ cannot simply
be equated with German ‘‘traumatic neurosis’’ or
French ‘‘war hysteria.’’ This is also true for the range
of treatment systems. Although hypnosis could be
viewed as unscientific and ineffective in the French
neurological profession, German doctors, such as
Hamburg psychiatrist Max Nonne (1861–1959),
succeeded in advancing ‘‘hypnosis therapy’’ as medi-
cine’s most effective response to war neuroses.

NEUROSES IN WORLD WAR I

The medical discourse largely neglects the mental
suffering of soldiers before World War I. This is not
to say that soldiers did not suffer from mental prob-
lems. There is no doubt that psychiatric casualties
occurred in the wars of the nineteenth century, such
as in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, when
doctors noticed symptoms of distress among
soldiers but were at a loss as to how to explain them.
However, doctors rarely discussed these experiences
on a broader scale. Thus, the military and the medical
profession paid little attention to mental breakdowns.
World War I fundamentally changed the discussion.
Shortly after war broke out in the summer of 1914,
soldiers, military authorities, and doctors of all the
warring societies found themselves confronted with
disturbing symptoms they had never seen before.
Soldiers were repeatedly observed in a state of agita-
tion and exhaustion, complaining of irritation, head-
aches, and insomnia. As the war raged on, doctors
began seeing increasingly severe cases. These men
were trembling from head to foot, weeping uncon-
trollably, or falling into a state of apathy from one
minute to the next, staring into space, remaining in a
state of confusion. Others were stricken with speech
disorders, visual and hearing impairment, and

memory loss. On the face of it, these men seemed
to have fully lost control over their bodies. Like no
other war, World War I produced vast numbers of
mentally distressed soldiers, thus eliciting a massive
response on the part of the military and psychiatrists.
More-over, this war led to the rapid decline of
somatic interpretations, thus accelerating the expan-
sion of knowledge in psychiatry and influencing psy-
chiatric theorizing and decision making on war
neuroses for decades, in particular during World
War II.

FROM TRAUMATIC NEUROSIS

TO HYSTERIA: GERMANY

The intellectual history of war neuroses can be traced
back to three medical concepts: neurasthenia, hys-
teria, and traumatic neurosis. All three emerged at
the end of the nineteenth century, reflecting the
increasing ability of psychiatrists to describe industrial
and urban modernity. Neurasthenia, literally ‘‘nerve
weakness,’’ originally was viewed as a disorder of
overworked businessmen who could no longer bear
the strain of modern life. When Europe went to war,
officers often were diagnosed with neurasthenia,
receiving lengthy treatments in popular spas and
health resorts. Besides neurasthenia, the concept of
traumatic neurosis, coined by Berlin neurologist
Hermann Oppenheim (1858–1919), dealt with
industrial modernity, referring to posttraumatic
symptoms in working-class men who had been suffer-
ing as a result of accidents in factories or workshops.
In the context of growing state welfare systems
and workers compensation legislation, traumatic neu-
rosis became a hotly debated subject. As the war
proceeded, the debate on the nature of traumatic
neuroses developed in the German psychiatric com-
munity, splitting it up into two groups. On the one
hand, Oppenheim and his followers had taken the
view that the impact of a traumatic experience, such
as an exploding shell, could be found in microscopic
changes in the brain or central nervous system. On
the other hand, a group led by Nonne advocated a
psychological position. For these doctors, the mod-
ern concept of hysteria, as formulated primarily by the
French neurologist Jean-Martin Charcot (1825–
1893), was at the heart of war neuroses. As Nonne
and his fellow proponents of the psychological posi-
tion showed, there was no direct relationship
between traumatic war experience and the outbreak
of neurotic symptoms. Soldiers who had never been
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in the combat zone could suffer from this disease.
Meanwhile, thousands of those who had fought at
the front seemed able to resist the horrible psycholo-
gical impacts of mechanized warfare. In many cases it
was not the immediate effect of war that caused the
symptoms of distress. Men who had never come
under fire were put in psychiatric hospitals. Hence,
Nonne argued, there could be a variety of reasons for
war neuroses, such as a pathogenic predisposition, a
lack of will power, ‘‘pension neurosis’’ or a soldier’s
overwhelming desire to get away from the front lines.
As diverse as these explanations were, the fact that
strong forces of the psyche were responsible for the
disorders was common to all of them. The clash of
these two approaches ended in favor of the propo-
nents of the psychological position, who also claimed
to have the better therapeutic competence. In fact,
the well-organized and successful treatment demon-
strations at a large conference held in Munich in 1916
were decisive for the debate.

SHELL SHOCK AND THE CULTURAL

HISTORY OF WAR: BRITAIN

As in Germany, British war medicine produced
varied and often contradictory definitions of the
mental suffering of soldiers. In this context, the
emergence of the concept of ‘‘shell shock’’ is of
utmost interest. Perhaps no other psychiatric term
has become as influential in the history of war
neuroses and in calling to mind the destructive
powers of war in men’s bodies. In February 1915,
psychologist Charles S. Myers (1873–1946) intro-
duced the term in an article for The Lancet. Shell
shock linked mental suffering explicitly to the hor-
rors of trench warfare, thus expressing a direct and
causal connection between artillery fire and shock
symptoms. Consequently, afflicted officers and sol-
diers were quick to adopt this term, and psychia-
trists were able to make clear that professional and
scientifically substantiated medical treatment was
badly needed. When shell shock reached epidemic
proportions that same year, military authorities
feared a loss of troop morale and began raising
questions about it. Was shell shock really a legit-
imate disease of soldiers with shattered nerves, or
simply an artifact supporting the aims of homesick
men, malingerers, or even deserters? By 1916, psy-
chiatric categories were increasingly described in
vague language. Patients would inaccurately be
described as being ‘‘sick’’ or ‘‘nervous.’’ Though

military medical policy was to remove shell shock
from the list of diagnostic categories, the term had
already gained public attention, and forged its way
into political discussions and cultural notions about
war. Shell shock is the only medical concept origi-
nating from wartime experience that has moved on
to become a powerful metaphorical key to the
historical understanding of war and modernity.
Highly intertwined with British culture’s under-
standing and memorializing of the Great War, shell
shock has become a symbol of the dreadful experi-
ences soldiers underwent in trench warfare. In the
1990s, English author Pat Barker gave a fascinating
narrative of the shell shock phenomenon in her
prize-winning novel trilogy, Regeneration.

TREATMENT SYSTEMS WITHIN

THE EUROPEAN CONTEXT

Psychiatry in World War I brought a wide variety of
treatment methods, including electrical faradization,
hypnosis, isolation, forced diets, and deception.
None of these methods was new. Rather, psychiatrists
combined fragments of several established therapies.
From a comparative perspective, the treatment sys-
tems of World War I show considerable differences,
reflecting different styles of scientific thought and
different traditions of treatment practices. However,
there are at least two features common to European
wartime psychiatry. First, specific treatment systems
had a strong tendency to class bias. For example, in
Britain, some shell shock hospitals, like Craiglockhart
in Edinburgh, were for officers and provided ‘‘soft’’
analytical therapy, whereas at Queen Square in
London, soldiers were confronted with a harsh elec-
trical faradization therapy. Second, most treatment
methods operated through suggestion. The ultimate
way of achieving therapeutic success in war neuroses
was seen as a charismatic doctor who worked on
recovering a soldier’s will and self-control through
suggestive power. A pathological will, based on ner-
vous exhaustion, driven by misguided ideas, or para-
lyzed by shock experience should be converted into a
healthy one again. It was asserted that previously
‘‘normal’’ men could be cured through these treat-
ments, whereas psychologically ‘‘abnormal’’ men had
carried their pathological constitution into war and
could not be cured. In other words, wartime experi-
ences were not directly responsible for causing the
disturbing symptoms but were an extension of what
had existed before.
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Unlike in Britain, French war psychiatry con-
tinued to use the established term of hysteria, pro-
viding psychiatrists with a unified and established
treatment protocol to cure hysterical soldiers.
Electrical treatment, called torpillage, was consid-
ered an effective method of restoring a soldier’s will
and virility. In contrast, a patient’s experience was
dominated by feelings of helplessness and pain.

As the war continued, resistance against the
‘‘active therapies’’ increased. One such case occurred
in the heated atmosphere of postwar Austria. A for-
mer lieutenant, supported by the social democratic
press, accused the leading Viennese psychiatrist,
Julius Wagner-Jauregg (1857–1940), of treating
him and other soldiers brutally. In fact, Wagner-
Jauregg and other Austro-Hungarian psychiatrists,
who already had come into conflict with soldiers in
wartime, believed that electrical treatment worked
best in the therapy of war neuroses. In 1920, the
Parliament set up an investigating committee and
Sigmund Freud (1856–1939) was appointed as scien-
tific expert. Freud made use of this opportunity of
Wagner-Jauregg’s hearing to present psychoanalytical
approaches to their best advantage. However, in the
end he spoke in Wagner-Jauregg’s favor. Freud him-
self did not treat any patients diagnosed with war
neuroses, but he developed a strong interest in this
subject, communicating with nerve specialists in
German and Austro-Hungarian war hospitals.

Advocating an efficient and ‘‘softer’’ treatment of
war neuroses, psychoanalysts presented their ideas
in Budapest in 1918 at the Fifth Psychoanalytic
Congress. Since the war ended shortly afterward, no
practical steps were taken. However, psychoanalysts’
guiding ideas in explaining war neuroses as being the
result of unresolved mental conflicts and overwhelm-
ing internal forces to escape the danger zone of war
had an impact on the military psychiatry of World
War II.

WORLD WAR I AND PSYCHIATRY: CHANGES

IN HISTORICAL INTERPRETATION

In the 1970s and 1980s, German historians tended
to characterize World War I psychiatrists as sadistic
doctors, torturing suffering soldiers until they were
ready for the front again. Significantly, this interpre-
tation arose under the influence of early historical
studies on Nazi medicine. Although these studies
suggested that German psychiatry of World War I

foreshadowed the medical brutalities in the Nazi

regime, in the late twentieth and early twenty-first

centuries approaches have left this one-sided continu-

ity model behind. For example, historian Paul Lerner

proposes an explanation of war psychiatry’s actions

in terms of rationalization processes. Lerner argues

that, against the background of national mobilization

for total war, the principles and priorities of modern

societies such as economization, efficiency, and

standardization became ultimate medical values.

Moreover, Lerner points out the specific interactions

of medicine and the state in modern times, drawing

attention to the responsibility of psychiatrists in the

domain of pension funds as well as social and disabil-

ity insurance. Having experienced how difficult it had

been to treat soldiers with nervous disorders and

facing the spiraling costs for war pensions, the doc-

tors’ aim was to protect the state from a flood of ‘‘war

neurotics.’’ This had important repercussions on

therapy. A rationalized and patriotic approach to

war psychiatry mobilized all intellectual, institutional,

and therapeutic resources, both in terms of efficient

manpower economy and the financial situation of the

state, thus obtaining the best results when making

mentally suffering soldiers fit for work and military

services again.

In this sense, the history of war neuroses demon-

strates the close relationship between war, medicine,

and modernity, ‘‘the medicalization of war and the

militarization of medicine.’’ However, this relation-

ship cannot be characterized from just one vantage

point. It would be too short-sighted to portray the

connection of war and psychiatry in one way—that is,

merely as a science spearheaded by military obedi-

ence. Psychiatrists were not simply cogs in a war

machine. It is worth shedding light on competing

aspects, and on the rivalry between military authori-

ties and psychiatric experts. For example, what about

a mentally confused soldier who was staggering back

to the communication zone after an artillery attack?

Military code could define such behavior as cowardice

in the face of the enemy, committing the soldier to a

drumhead court-martial. In contrast, many psychia-

trists would assume that the soldier had a pathological

reaction and would do everything in their power to

transfer and treat the soldier in a special psychiatric

hospital. Thus, psychiatric diagnoses such as ‘‘hys-

teria’’ or ‘‘psychopathic personality,’’ while they

might stigmatize soldiers, could also save their lives.
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WORLD WAR II

Compared with the extensive research on World

War I, World War II has not been studied in great

detail and book-length studies on the psychiatric

responses to war neuroses are still rare. At first

glance, World War II produced hardly any new

findings in the psychiatric literature about the

effects of war on the psyche. Generally, in addition

to psychological and psychoanalytical conceptual

approaches to war neuroses, emerging psycho-

somatic and psychopharmacological knowledge

provided new explanatory models.

In Britain, where in 1939 some forty thousand

veterans were still receiving pensions for nervous or

mental disorders, the medical policy was to have a

very restrictive definition of war neuroses. Taking up

the very arguments of the War Office Committee of

Enquiry into Shell-Shock of 1922, which had recom-

mended avoiding the term shell shock and exhibiting a

defensive attitude toward the procedures of war pen-

sions, the authorities agreed that the ‘‘mistakes’’ that

had been made in the medical management of war

neuroses should not happen again. Of course, World

War II saw new methods of warfare; for the majority

of the British troops, trench warfare and the shell

shock syndrome were a thing of the past. A key

element in British military efforts to fight the Nazis

was the strategy of bombing German cities. The

bombing missions placed an enormous burden of

strain on military pilots. Each flying operation

incurred high risks due to counterattacks by

German flak and fighter pilots. However, aircrews

could expect to meet with little sympathy when they

were emotionally troubled. British historian Ben

Shephard has shown that the British Bomber

Command did nearly everything it could to keep

the pilots flying, establishing a draconian system of

military discipline, in which moral arguments over-

ruled medical explanations. ‘‘Lack of Moral Fiber’’

(LMF) was one of the most common diagnoses. In

contrast, military psychiatrists were more tolerant

toward the land forces. In the theaters of war in

North Africa, Italy, and France, British psychiatrists

tended to recognize several fatigue symptoms, seeing

‘‘combat exhaustion’’ as being the result of great

physical exertion and lack of sleep. Furthermore, psy-

chosomatic approaches brought about new diag-

noses, such as gastritis or peptic ulcer.

Meanwhile, in Germany, the psychiatric debate
on ‘‘pension neurosis’’ had continued in the 1920s
and 1930s. Working-class veterans, supported by
Social Democratic representatives, insisted on their
status as war victims and their right to a war pension.
In contrast, the psychiatric establishment, allied with
conservatives and the emerging extreme Right, con-
tinued in rejecting this position, arguing that war
neurotics were malingerers and work-shy hysterical
men who would undermine Germany’s efforts for
recovering national strength. In this sense, for many
psychiatrists the Great War became an integral part of
analyzing a lesson on what must be avoided in the
future. In the mid- and late 1930s, this strategy also
meshed with that of the Nazi regime, promoting an
efficient preparation of the next war. At the beginning
of the war, when the German concept of blitzkrieg
was successful and soldiers were constantly on the
move, psychiatric cases seemed to be rare. From the
end of 1941, though, when the German army came
unstuck before Moscow, the situation changed.
During defensive and nerve-racking warfare with
intense fighting periods, psychoneurotic symptoms
increased. The German treatment system closely fol-
lowed that of World War I. Electrical faradization,
chiefly promoted by Cologne psychiatrist Friedrich
Panse (1899–1973), came into use again. Generally
speaking, and quite in contrast to World War I,
German military authorities of World War II treated
mentally suffering soldiers with unrelenting severity.
In the last months of the war, the military’s disciplin-
ary system became arbitrary; scattered soldiers would
be accused of malingering and desertion (Nazi and SS
commanders spoke of undermining the military
strength, Wehrkraftzersetzung) and were executed
without legal proceedings.

WAR AND TRAUMA IN THE 1980S AND 1990S

Since the early 1980s, under the influence of post–
Vietnam-War American psychiatry, the medical
discourse has focused on psychological trauma (post-
traumatic stress disorder or PTSD) and on mysterious
fatigue syndromes (chronic fatigue syndrome or
CFS). For a while it seemed that those diseases spared
Europe. However, the Balkan wars in the 1990s saw
the rise of the ‘‘Balkan syndrome.’’ Like the ‘‘Gulf
War syndrome’’—another type of categorizing sol-
diers’ emotional and mental suffering that is widely
recognized in Great Britain—these syndromes are, on
the one hand, attributed to certain toxic effects of
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environmental hazards such as pesticides or depleted
uranium from armor piercing ammunition. On the
other hand, psychological causes like ‘‘friendly fire’’
(troops being shot by their own side) are taken into
consideration. In fact, the medical community
debates the extent to which soldiers are affected and
even the existence of those psychiatric syndromes. In
1999, the British Ministry of Defence funded a large-
scale study on the health problems experienced by
thousands of British Gulf War soldiers and their
families. This study, carried out by a research team
at King’s College London, focused on the mentally
and emotionally disturbing effects of war.

American literary scholar Elaine Showalter has
suggested a provocative interpretation of the
‘‘new’’ war-related mental syndromes. Showalter
stresses the needs of suffering people for medical
legitimacy and public attention along with the
multiplying and infectious effects of mass media,
calling these syndromes hystories—hysterical narra-
tives that represent and, above all, produce obscure
psychosomatic effects for an ever-increasing seg-
ment of population. From a historical perspective,
the introduction of the new psychiatric categories
of the 1980s and 1990s has made perfectly clear
that there is no universal and no singular element
in the history of war neuroses. It seems that every
war produces its own signature nervous and mental
diseases. Consequently, it would be naive to argue
that medicine in the twentieth century constantly
improved diagnostic and therapeutic progress in
managing the shattering effects of war. Rather, it
would be worthwhile to deepen the historical
investigations of histories of mental suffering with
regard to different European wartime and postwar
societies. This could highlight the multiple and
often contradictory accounts and contexts of the
‘‘war neuroses,’’ with respect to political narratives,
military conditions, and cultural and social
meanings.

See also Psychiatry; Sassoon, Siegfried; Warfare; World
War I; World War II.
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reichischen Psychiatrie (1880–1920). Vienna, 2004.
Discusses the history of war neuroses in Austro-
Hungary against the background of the fin-de-siècle
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n

WARSAW. Located on the Vistula River in the
flatland of Mazovia, Warsaw (Warszawa) became
the capital of Poland (the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth) in the seventeenth century,
thanks to its central location between the historical
capitals of Kraków and Vilnius (Wilno). The
Commonwealth, once the largest state in Europe,
disappeared from maps in the late eighteenth cen-
tury, partitioned by Russia, Austria, and Prussia;
thus Warsaw began the twentieth century merely
as a provincial city of the Russian Empire. After the
defeated uprising of 1863 the province was
deprived even of the name of Poland and was
instead called Privislanski Krai, ‘‘Vistula Land.’’

Mass migrations and demographic explosion in
1870–1914 increased the city’s population from
260,000 to 885,000. It was the eighth largest city
in Europe, the second largest city in the Russian
Empire, the largest Polish city, and the second
largest Jewish city. Ethnic Poles remained the abso-
lute majority, but the growing Jewish community
made up close to 40 percent of the population; the
remaining population was mostly Russian or
German. Besides a heavy garrison and political
oppression, Russian rule brought integration with
huge markets of the empire, which helped develop
Warsaw’s industries: metal, machine, clothing, and
food processing, as well as rail transport.

In summer 1914, Varsovians were not as
enthusiastic about going to war as were the crowds
in Berlin or Paris. It meant fighting for an alien
ruler, possibly against other Poles and Jews in the
German and Austrian armies. The Germans took
Warsaw in August 1915. They abolished religious
discrimination, recognized Warsaw as the capital of

an autonomous Polish kingdom with a regency
council, restored the Polish language in adminis-
tration and education, and encouraged Jewish poli-
tical organization. These concessions could hardly
balance the hardships and losses that the city suf-
fered during the war. The Russians dismantled or
destroyed many factories and all bridges; disruption
of trade networks and intensive exploitation by the
Germans further affected the economy. First
Russian mobilization and eastward evacuation of
factories and institutions, then mass labor recruit-
ment to Germany, failing birthrates, and growing
death rates reduced the population to below
760,000.

In fall 1918 the occupation regime collapsed.
German soldiers offered no resistance when dis-
armed by patriotic youth. On 11 November,
Józef Piłsudski (1867–1935) took power from the
regency council and declared Poland’s indepen-
dence. A Polish national movement exploited the
window of opportunity that had opened when
Germany, Austria, and Russia lost the war and
restored independent Poland; Warsaw was the capi-
tal again. This was almost lost when a Bolshevik
offensive reached the city outskirts several months
later. The newborn Polish army defeated the invad-
er in the dramatic Battle of Warsaw of August
1920, which saved the city and possibly a major
part of Europe from communist rule, for a time.

INTERWAR PERIOD

Warsaw became the seat of the Polish parliament
(Sejm and Senate), the president, the Supreme
Court, and the government and military authorities,
as well as the scene of major political events. The
most dramatic of these were the assassination of
Poland’s first president, Gabriel Narutowicz (1865–
1922), in December 1922, and the Piłsudski coup
d’état in May 1926. In local and national elections,
Varsovians shifted their votes from nationalist parties
(Polish National Democrats; Zionists), which domi-
nated in early 1920s, or those of the left (Socialists;
Communists), to the Piłsudski camp after 1926. The
Socialists gained strength again in late 1930, while
the Communists and Radical Nationalists (ONR)
attracted up to 15 percent and 10 percent of votes
respectively.

Warsaw became Poland’s cultural center: the
largest concentration of theaters, cinemas,
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newspapers, and galleries, including the new
National Museum. Almost 40 percent of books in

Polish were published in Warsaw, and a third of

Polish academic teachers taught there. Expansion

of public education reduced the city’s illiteracy

rate from 30 percent to 6 percent. Higher educa-

tion remained elitist, albeit the number of stu-

dents grew by 50 percent (to twenty-three

thousand). International cultural competitions

(the Chopin competition for pianists and the

Wieniawski Violin Competition) symbolized

Warsaw’s emergence as a European cultural

center.

The capital status served the city well, bringing

new buildings for the government, cultural institu-

tions, modern residential districts, wide avenues,

and parks. Warsaw expanded its territory to 140

square kilometers and almost doubled its popula-

tion to 1.3 million (plus 140,000 daily commuters

from suburban localities). Water, electric, and gas

networks more than doubled in size, the number of

telephone lines increased fourfold, energy con-

sumption multiplied. The combined length of tram

lines tripled, and suburban railroads contributed to

rapid growth of population in the greater Warsaw

area (to 1.9 million). Motor traffic was light: 2,300

taxis outnumbered horse droshkies only in the late

1930s. Living conditions gradually improved, but

half of workers’ families lived in single-room dwell-

ings, only a minority of them had a bath.

Three-quarters of the population growth resulted
from migration. Old industries recovered relatively
quickly from war, and new ones emerged, includ-
ing chemical, car, aircraft, and armament industries.
Warsaw was also a major trade center. Workers, mainly
semiskilled or unskilled, made up 47 percent of the
population in 1921 and 53 percent (340,000) in
1938, when those self-employed (craftsmen, shop-
keepers, and so forth) numbered 126,000. A notable
group (123,000) was intelligentsia and white-collar
workers, who staffed education, media, culture, and
the expansive state and city administrations. Some
forty to seventy thousand people were unemployed;
sixty thousand were domestic servants, almost exclu-
sively female, which contributed to the city’s female
majority.

Migrations resulted in the relative decline of the

Jewish community to 29 percent in 1939, but in

absolute terms it grew. Warsaw had more syna-

gogues and houses of prayer than any other city in

the world, as well as numerous Jewish schools, hos-

pitals, newspapers, and cultural institutions. While

acculturation made progress among the youth, the

community’s first language remained Yiddish; only a

minority declared Polish as their mother tongue.

Jewish identities, religious and secular, remained

strong and synergic with high political mobilization

by several Zionist parties, the religious Agudas, the

socialist Bund, and so forth. Warsaw’s Jews con-

centrated in the northwestern districts, such as

Muranów and Leszno; among the bourgeoisie, its

lower strata in particular, 85 percent of petty traders,

55 percent of craftsmen, 60 percent of doctors, and

37 percent of lawyers were Jewish. Ethnic tensions,

which had marked the city since the early twentieth

century, rose along with the economic hardships

and radicalization of politics in the 1930s. Polish

nationalists, the far-right ONR in particular, put

anti-Semitic slogans at the forefront, called for boy-

cott of Jewish shops, and harassed Jewish students.

WORLD WAR II

In World War II Warsaw suffered greater losses

than any other city in human history. It resisted

the heavy bombing and repeated attacks of the

German army till 27 September, when lack of sup-

plies and hope for relief forced surrender. During

the siege, sixteen thousand civilians and soldiers

perished and more than sixty thousand were

wounded. The subsequent German occupation

aimed at reducing Warsaw to a provincial city, not

even the capital of their General Government (a

rump of Poland annexed neither to Germany nor

to the USSR). Its principles were racist hierarchy,

ruthless terror, unlimited exploitation, and plun-

der; genocide followed. In Warsaw, the Germans

(thirty thousand in 1943) had separate districts, res-

taurants, seats in trams, and so on, ‘‘for Germans

only.’’ Poles, as an ‘‘inferior race,’’ were to serve

them as slave labor, terrorized into obedience.

The lowest category were the Jews, who were

deprived of any rights. Food rationing expressed

it well: in 1941 the daily food ration in Warsaw was

184 calories for a Jew, 699 for a Pole, and 2,613

for a German.
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Beginning in November 1940 all Warsaw Jews

were closed behind the ghetto walls. Half a million

people, Jews of Warsaw and deportees from other

localities, went through the Warsaw ghetto—the

largest in Europe, with 460,000 inmates at the

peak moment. Starvation and disease took more

than one hundred thousand lives before the great

deportation to the death camp of Treblinka in

July–September 1942, when more than three hun-

dred thousand perished. When the final liquidation

of the ghetto with some sixty thousand remaining

Jews began in April 1943, members of the Jewish

Fighting Organization and Jewish Military Union

met Germans with fire. Despite great asymmetry of

forces, the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising continued

until 8 May. Germans burned the ghetto house

by house. Some twenty-five thousand Jews

attempted to survive on the ‘‘Aryan side,’’ in hiding

or under a false identity; a minority succeeded.

Occupied Warsaw was under direct Nazi rule.

Germans issued decrees, and appointed and con-

trolled city administration and the Jewish Council

to administer the ghetto. Key institutions of the

new order were the SS-Police departments, the

Pawiak prison (of sixty-five thousand inmates,

1939–1944, thirty-two thousand were executed

and twenty-three thousand deported to camps)

and the Labor Office, which shipped to the Reich

ninety thousand Polish slave workers. The starva-

tion-level food allocation and exploitative wages

resulted in an unprecedented expansion of the

black market. The occupiers took over all Jewish

and major Polish business; many German

A woman walks down a deserted street surrounded by destroyed buildings, Warsaw, Poland, April 1946.
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companies supplying the German army opened

branches in Warsaw. Besides the official, systematic

plunder of valuables and cultural treasures, many

Germans robbed on their own; corruption

flourished.

Beneath, there was an underground city of

secret military and political organizations, people

in hiding, and the black market. It was the capital

of the Polish Underground State, a unique con-

spiratorial structure, including the Home Army

(forty thousand sworn soldiers in Warsaw alone),

the civilian administration of the delegate of the

Polish government-in-exile, secret tribunals, politi-

cal parties, and youth organizations. It was the

center of illegal publishing, underground educa-

tion, and forbidden cultural activity. All these were

punishable by death, yet German terror, including

street round-ups and public executions, proved

counterproductive. By summer 1944 there were

almost one thousand armed assaults on German

targets, including the simultaneous destruction of

railroads around the city in November 1942 and

the assassination of Warsaw’s SS and police com-

mander in February 1944.

The underground city rose to open battle in the

Warsaw Uprising on 1 August 1944. This sixty-

three-day-long battle was lost; fifteen thousand

Polish soldiers and at least 150,000 civilians per-

ished. The Germans emptied Warsaw (the left bank)

of the remaining half a million people and over the

next three months systematically destroyed the city

with fire and dynamite; to Germany they shipped

twenty-seven thousand wagons of plundered prop-

erty. When a Soviet offensive forced them out in

January 1945, Warsaw was a sea of ruins.

Estimates of Warsaw human losses range from

seven to eight hundred thousand: more than the

combined losses of Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Dresden,

and Hamburg. Buildings and infrastructure were

destroyed in 85 percent of the city, including 90

percent of industrial buildings and equipment; 90

percent of churches, museums, and theaters; 80 per-

cent of hospitals; and 70 percent of residential build-

ings. Invaluable cultural treasures, libraries, and

archives were lost. Early twenty-first-century esti-

mates of the material losses exceed $40 billion.

COMMUNIST RULE

Despite the destruction and horror, Warsaw was
resurrected. Returning refugees, a vast influx of
migrants from the countryside, and young cohorts
of baby-boomers gradually repopulated the city:
from less than half a million in 1946, to 800,000
in 1950 and 1.1 million in 1960, to the prewar
level of 1.3 million in 1970 and 1.6 million since
1980. Greater Warsaw grew to 2.3 million.

Varsovians, old and new, did their best to raise
their city from the ruins. The new, communist
regime made rebuilding a priority, in order to
shore up its weak patriotic credentials. In ten years
the houses of the Old Town had been rebuilt in
their fifteenth- to seventeenth-century styles, St.
John’s Cathedral rose from ruins in its gothic form,
the National Theater regained its classicist facade,
and so forth. The Royal Castle was entirely rebuilt
in the 1970s. Monuments were restored (though
not all) and new ones erected, including the monu-
ment of the Heroes of the Ghetto (1948), a huge
memorial of Soviet soldiers (1950), and hundreds
of stone tablets commemorating the German
executions. Instead of a statue of Joseph Stalin
(1879–1953), Warsaw was given the massive
Palace of Culture and Science (1955). The city
regained its position as the cultural center of
Poland; by the 1960s it had twenty-four theaters,
fifty cinemas, major art galleries, concert halls, and
museums. Sixty percent of Polish writers and jour-
nalists worked in the city, as well as every second
composer, every third painter, and every fourth
actor. It was the seat of 60 percent of Poland’s
research institutes and sixteen university-level
schools, including the two largest ones (Warsaw
University and Polytechnic). The student popula-
tion grew from twenty-seven thousand in 1950 to
eighty thousand in 1980, while 80 percent of
Warsaw’s teenagers went to secondary schools.

This city was very different from old Warsaw. It
had lost its diversity and had a highly homoge-
neous, Polish, predominantly Roman Catholic
population. War decimated old elites, and the
new regime made the upper bourgeoisie, private
entrepreneurs, domestic servants, and the unem-
ployed disappear, while it greatly enlarged its favor-
ite groups: industrial workers and bureaucrats.
‘‘Old’’ Varsovians became a minority among immi-
grants, many of whom needed time to learn urban
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ways of life. Class and ownership structures changed
in a revolutionary way: all private real estate within
city limits became public; all but the smallest enter-
prises were nationalized. Ninety-five percent of the
city labor force were employees of the state-owned
enterprises, state-controlled cooperatives, and public
institutions. The city remained mostly female: in the
early postwar years there were 140 women per 100
men (!), later the proportion stabilized at 115:100.

Warsaw’s layout changed too. Many streets
were altered, widened, and extended, especially
the major east-west and north-south thruways.
The city expanded to 495 square kilometers and
absorbed several suburbs and satellite towns,
which increased the population but decreased its
density to just a third of the prewar level. New

housing districts emerged, first in the areas of
complete war destruction (such as Muranów),
then in more distant suburbs such as Ursynów-
Natolin and Bródno (each built to house one hun-
dred thousand inhabitants), Stegny, Bemowo, and
Gocław. These districts made up of gray concrete
apartment blocks are the greatest monument of the
communist period.

Large industrial zones grew at the outskirts.
Machine and automobile manufacturing, electrical
engineering, electronics, tool making, metallurgy
(including the Warsaw steelworks), printing, and
clothing, food, and pharmaceutical industries
dominated the city’s economy. A third of the city’s
labor force (245,000 in 1980) worked in industry,
which provided 8 percent of national industrial

The Palace of Culture and Science, Warsaw, c. 1955. Built between 1952 and 1955 by the

Soviet government to house the headquarters of the Polish Communist Party, the massive Palace

of Science and Culture was intended to display the magnificence and power of the Soviet state.
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output. Production and employment grew fast
especially in the 1950s and early 1970s; the 1980s
were a decade of crisis and drift. Policy makers were
proud of industrial growth and ignored environ-
mental damage; the city did not have a sewage
treatment plant.

Warsaw has long been Poland’s biggest hub of
rail, road, and air routes, but it did not have a sub-
way until 1995. Buses (six hundred kilometers of
lines in 1980s) became the basis of urban transport.
Motor traffic grew slowly; there were 60,000 pas-
senger cars in 1970 and 280,000 in 1980. Through
most of the communist period ‘‘scarcity’’ was the
key word for daily life; the measure for shortages of
food and consumer goods was the length of queues
in front of shops. Living standards improved: in
1980 the city had one person per room (15 square
meters per person), 90 percent of dwellings had
water and gas. However, services were poor, tele-
communications included: in the late 1970s two
households in three did not have a telephone.

Public life changed profoundly. The commu-
nists gutted the Sejm and other elective bodies,
turning them into empty facades. They multiplied
ministries (to thirty-four in 1952) and government
agencies, and transformed trade unions, youth
organizations, and so forth, into mass, centralized,
and bureaucratic structures, all under strict control
of the Party and its Politburo. Warsaw became the
scene of monotonous political rituals, mass rallies,
and parades. The Warsaw Pact was signed there in
1955. New landmarks in the city’s political land-
scape were the Party headquarters, the Ministry of
Public Security (Ministry of Internal Affairs since
1955), and the Soviet Embassy. Political crises
destabilized the scene a few times, in particular in
October 1956—when Władysław Gomułka (1905–
1982) managed to calm unrest and placate Soviet
leaders, whose tanks were approaching Warsaw—
and in March 1968, when the authorities crushed a
student rebellion and unleashed the ‘‘anti-Zionist’’
campaign. During other major Polish crises
(December 1970, August 1980) the city was rela-
tively calm. This was not unrelated to living stan-
dards that were better than elsewhere in the country
and to the concentration of Party members, who
made up 14 percent of the city adult population.

The visit of Pope John Paul II in 1979, with
great crowds vividly reacting to his sermons, showed

a different Warsaw. Since the mid-1970s groups of
democratic opposition had emerged among
Warsaw’s intelligentsia. Following the general labor
strikes of summer 1980, which brought the
Solidarity movement into the world’s view, such
independent initiatives mushroomed. Despite the
declaration of martial law in December 1981 and
mass arrests and other persecutions through the
1980s (including the murder of Father Jerzy
Popieluszko [1947–1984]), the movement survived
in the underground. Warsaw became, as it had been
in World War II, the center of an impressive under-
ground publishing movement. In spring 1989, in
round table talks, Party and opposition leaders
negotiated a compromise on (semi-)democratic
elections, which were then won by the opposition.
Through the domino effect, this led to the end of
the communist regimes in Europe.

AFTER 1989

Beginning in 1989, Warsaw underwent a rapid
transformation from command to market econ-
omy. After the shock therapy of the early 1990s,
Warsaw’s economy took off. Liberalization, priva-
tization, and opening to foreign products and
investment changed the city’s economic profile,
social structure, and outlook. Many big state-owned
enterprises declined, while thousands of small busi-
nesses emerged as well as wealthy financial institu-
tions; services and commerce displaced industry; and
the Warsaw Stock Exchange reopened (in the for-
mer Communist Party headquarters). Warsaw has
led Poland in reintegrating with the world economy,
which has been undergoing globalization and rapid
technological changes.

With the highest wages and lowest unemploy-

ment in Poland, the city has attracted many

migrants from less fortunate regions of Poland and

other countries (mainly post-Soviet republics), while

natural growth declined. New social groups

emerged; income disparities multiplied. The num-

ber of cars doubled, causing traffic problems, which

the first subway line and two new bridges only

partially solved. A construction boom transformed

the skyline with new office towers and hotels; pubs,

clubs, and shopping centers became favorite places

of leisure. New patterns of consumption emerged as

well as new social problems, such as homelessness

and long-term unemployment.
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Political reforms gave the city a real local gov-
ernment. Democratization introduced new emo-
tions and style into city politics, with changing
coalitions of liberals, (postcommunist) social demo-
crats, Christian democrats, nationalists, and various
populists. Citizens watched the public scene via new
media: newspapers, radio stations, and Web sites.
Long overdue monuments appeared, such as those
to the Home Army and to Piłsudski, while the
statue of Felix Dzerzhinsky (1877–1926), founder
of the Soviet political police, was removed; many
streets changed their communist-era names. Noisy
protests of miners, farmers, or nurses in front of
government buildings became familiar sights, while
contributing to traffic problems. The visits of for-
eign leaders became increasingly frequent. After
Poland’s accession to the European Union in May
2004, Varsovians elected their first deputies to the
European Parliament.

See also Holocaust; Poland; Solidarity; Warsaw Ghetto;
Warsaw Uprising; World War II.
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DARIUSZ STOLA

n

WARSAW GHETTO. The Warsaw ghetto

was the largest Jewish ghetto the German occupa-

tion authorities established during World War II.

Instituted in autumn 1940 and sealed for good in

November of that year, it existed until the suppres-

sion of the uprising that broke out in April 1943.

FORMATION OF THE GHETTO

As early as November 1939, shortly after the

Wehrmacht occupied Warsaw, an attempt was

made to concentrate some of the city’s Jews in a

special quarter. SS (Schutzstaffel) officials issued a

directive in the name of the Warsaw’s German

military commander, ordering the Judenräte (the

council that the Germans had appointed to deal

with Jews’ affairs) to concentrate the Jews in a

special quarter within three days. The directive,

however, was cancelled and planning of the

Warsaw ghetto did not begin until early 1940.

The Nazi occupation authorities in Warsaw justi-

fied the need to intern the Jews in a sealed ghetto

by claiming that the Jews were spreading disease,

endangering the population’s health, engaging in

speculation and black-market commerce, and

exerting a pernicious influence on society at large.

Jews, then, were to be isolated until a comprehen-

sive territorial solution to the ‘‘Jewish problem’’

could be found, whereupon all the Jews would be

deported.

On 14 October 1940 the German Warsaw

District governor, Ludwig Fischer, issued the direc-

tive establishing the ghetto and published a list of

the streets that the ghetto would include. Some

three hundred thousand Warsaw Jews, along with

many Jewish refugees who had streamed into the

capital from elsewhere in Poland, were to relocate to

the designated area by 1 November. The deadline

was later extended to 15 November. About 30 per-

cent of Warsaw’s population was compressed into an

area comprising less than 2.5 percent of the muni-

cipal territory. Only seventy-eight of Warsaw’s eigh-

teen hundred streets were allotted to the ghetto,

which was encased in a brick wall with a circumfer-

ence of eleven miles and a height, in most places, of

ten feet, topped with concertina wire.

The establishment of the ghetto tumbled
Warsaw into chaos. It displaced some 115,000
Poles and 140,000 Jews from their homes. Poles

tried to intervene with the German authorities to
minimize the harm to their population, but many

Jews had to relinquish spacious dwellings and busi-
nesses or sell them for a pittance because they were

outside the area where Jews were allowed to live.
The ghetto wall also created problems for public
transit, municipal electricity and water systems, gar-

bage removal, burial, and other services. Few build-
ings in the ghetto had even minimal sanitation

facilities; the inhabitants used common conve-
niences in the yards. By the end of 1940, housing

congestion in the ghetto climbed to 332,800
people per square mile and 7 or 8 to a room.
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SOCIETY AND ECONOMY

The ghetto’s population mounted steadily as

Jewish deportees and evacuees from elsewhere were
sent there. In the spring of 1941, the population

was 450,000. The German authorities in charge of
the ghetto were not prepared to support such a
large number of people, most of whom had been

cut off from their sources of livelihood and many of
whom were refugees, deprived of their homes and

property with no way to make a living. During
1941 some 43,000 Jews, about 10 percent of the

ghetto population, died of diseases that traced back
to hunger, poor sanitary conditions, and the almost

total lack of medical care. Had this mortality rate
continued, the population of the Warsaw ghetto

would have been wiped out within five years.

In April 1941 the Germans decided that as long
as the Jews were interned in the ghetto ways would

have to be found to provide them with enough food
to stay alive, since epidemics were endangering the

entire city. Max Bischof, an economist and banker
from Vienna, was placed in charge of making the

ghetto more productive. Workshops were opened
inside the ghetto and the number of Jews working
outside the ghetto increased.

This small change in policy, however, did not
bring the ghetto enough food to sustain its popu-
lation. An alternative economic system developed,
based on extensive smuggling between the ghetto
and the ‘‘Aryan’’ part of Warsaw, mainly of basic
foods such as flour, potatoes, and wheat, but also
of some luxuries. Smuggling took place around the
clock through the ghetto gates, over the walls, and
along various channels that networks of Jews and
Poles had established. In addition to organized,
professional smuggling, individual adults, young
people, and children slipped outside the walls in
an attempt to feed themselves and their families.
Often they were captured by German or Polish
police and severely punished.

Adam Czerniaków, an engineer and an activist
in Warsaw economic circles before the war, was
appointed chairman of the Judenräte, whose respon-
sibilities included housing and food supplies, social
services, and collection of the taxes imposed on the
Jewish population. Apart from its role in managing
life in the ghetto, the Judenräte had the task of
carrying out German directives, from providing
forced laborers for service in town or labor camps
to raising funds and handing over Jewish property.
A Jewish Order Service, established at the Germans’
behest under Józef Szeryńki, a former Polish police
officer and an apostate Jew, operated alongside the
Judenräte and had more than 1,600 members at its
peak. Its duties were to maintain order in the ghetto
streets and gates and perform tasks that the
Germans assigned to the Judenräte.

The Warsaw ghetto also had an underground
system of governance that established social relief
and self-help enterprises. One of the founders of
this system and the living spirit behind its work was
Emanuel Ringelblum, a historian and an activist
from the American Jewish Joint Distribution
Committee of prewar Poland. Ringelblum also
initiated a ghetto underground archive that accu-
mulated thousands of documents about Jewish life
in both Warsaw and Poland during the occupation.
Self-help activists, including young people from
Jewish youth movements and organizations, ran
public kitchens for young people and for the indi-
gent, established study groups and social activities

A street in Warsaw walled off to create the Jewish

ghetto, c. 1940. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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for children as a partial substitute for the schools
that the Germans had outlawed, and helped in the
upkeep of orphanages for children without families.
One of these orphanages was run by the Jewish
physician and educator Janusz Korczak.

Social gaps among population groups were bla-
tantly evident in the ghetto, and instances of cor-
ruption were not lacking. A small group composed
mainly of smugglers and black-market operatives,
along with several people who had connections to
the Germans, established a system that provided
social services for the destitute and ill, with the
support of Gestapo officials. Most of the Jewish

public regarded this group, known as the Group
of the Thirteen, as collaborators and avoided con-
tact with them. Smugglers and members of this
group could be spotted in the taverns and places
of entertainment that operated in the ghetto. On

the opposite end of the scale of suffering were the
refugees who flowed into the ghetto and accounted
for about one-third of its population. Many refu-
gees were concentrated in special buildings that the
Judenräte established, which were among the worst

focal points of epidemics, distress, filth, and mor-
tality in the ghetto. Thousands of children, having
no family left and nowhere to go to school, were
discharged into lives of hardship and vagrancy on
the ghetto streets, their existence dependent on the

good-heartedness of passersby. Mortality among
them was extremely high, especially in the winter.

UNDERGROUND AND RESISTANCE

From the beginning of the ghetto era, German
policies faced resistance. Political and cultural gath-
erings took place in private dwellings, where lec-
tures, debates, and study groups were held on a
wide variety of topics. Clandestine synagogues

were established in the ghetto even though the
Germans explicitly prohibited the public obser-
vance of Jewish rituals. The ghetto had an extensive
clandestine education system, which was served by

hundreds of Jewish educators. Hundreds of classes
were established in private homes as a substitute for
the Jewish education system that the Nazis had
wiped out at the beginning of the occupation.

The best organized underground structures

were established by activists in political parties and
youth movements. Underground operations
included hundreds of clandestine newspapers,

mainly in Yiddish and Polish, offering political
and military reportage on developments in Poland
and at the front, literary and intellectual writings,
selections of belles lettres, and news of the activities

of whichever organization published the paper.
This press was the most important source of reli-
able information, and despite its limited circula-

tion—mainly among movement members—its
information was widely disseminated.

Until early 1942, the ghetto’s political under-
ground did not take up the question of armed
resistance. Youth movement members and party
activists devoted most of their attention to holding
their organizations together, assisting members of
the movement, operating public kitchens for the
needy, and maintaining political groups for mem-
bers and sympathizers. In early 1942, however, the
ghetto received reports about the extermination of
Jews in the German-occupied areas of the Soviet
Union and at the Chełmno extermination camp in
western Poland. These reports dealt a severe blow
to the way the underground activists perceived the
world. Initial attempts to establish a comprehensive
Jewish resistance organization collapsed in disagree-
ments about methods, goals, and cooperation with
the Polish resistance, as well as ideological disputes.
On 23 July 1942, a day after the mass deportation
to the Treblinka extermination camp began, mem-
bers of the Zionist youth movements established
the first fighting organization in the ghetto, but
they had no arms, no money to buy arms, and little
connection to the well-organized Polish under-
ground. Deportation to extermination camps con-
tinued uninterrupted almost every day from 22 July
to 12 August 1942, taking some 253,000 people.
Afterward, a moratorium took place, since the
Germans considered the Jews who had been left
behind crucial because of the work they did. The
last phase of the deportation began on 6 September
1942; after it ended, 60,000 Jews remained in the
ghetto: 35,000 who held labor permits and 25,000
who had eluded the deportations and were in
hiding. On the eve of the deportation, there had
been more than 350,000 Jews in Warsaw.

The ghetto resistance was immobilized during
the months of the deportations. Amid the daily
terror, activists attempted to rescue their comrades
and many arranged shelter and protection by
obtaining work permits in ghetto workshops. Not
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until the deportations ended did the surviving

activists unite and establish the Jewish Fighting

Organization (JFO), bringing together commu-

nists, the Zionist youth movements, and the

Socialist Bund. Mordechai Anielewicz, a member

of the Ha-shomer ha-Tsa’ir movement, a Zionist-

Socialist movement, was chosen to command the

organization, along with a small staff drawn from

all the movements and parties taking part.

Members of the revisionist Zionist movement

established another fighting organization, the

Jewish Military Organization (JMO), which drew

in young Jews who were not affiliated with any

movement but wanted, after the mass deportation,

to fight the murderers of their families and people.

On 18 January 1943 the Germans began a new

phase in the deportations whose goal was to

remove some 8,000 Jews, since the ghetto popula-

tion still exceeded the number projected after the

summer’s deportations. The JFO disrupted this

new deportation, using handguns to open fire on

the Germans. The convoy of deportees scattered,
and the Germans halted the deportation.

This armed resistance made a powerful impres-
sion on both the Jews and the Polish resistance. The
tens of thousands of Jews who remained in the
ghetto, responding to the urgings of the JFO, began
to prepare for resistance. Hundreds of bunkers and
underground hideouts were excavated and equipped
with food, water, electricity, and ventilation shafts.
The masses of Jews believed that the Germans had
been deterred by the resistance and would not dare
to respond by wreaking violence in the heart of a
great European city. The Polish underground,
although initially skeptical about any separate
Jewish organizational effort, became more respon-
sive to the pleas of the JFO and provided the ghetto
with a limited quantity of light weapons.

On 19 April 1943 the Germans began what
was intended to be the final liquidation of the
Warsaw ghetto. More than 850 well-equipped sol-
diers entered the ghetto in two columns. The two

German soldiers guard prisoners taken from the Warsaw ghetto c. 1943. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Jewish fighting organizations responded with tena-
cious resistance that forced the Germans to retreat.
In the aftermath of this failure, SS General Jürgen
Stroop took command of the liquidation operation
and began to obliterate the ghetto systematically,
moving from house to house and setting the
ghetto ablaze. The resistance initially fought from
rooftops and between buildings, then moved into
the bunkers. To flush them out, the Germans
injected toxic gas into the bunkers. The JFO com-
mand bunker fell on 8 May 1943, and about a
week later Stroop announced the end of the fight-
ing and the liquidation of the Warsaw ghetto.

The Warsaw ghetto uprising echoed widely,
even while it was still occurring. The Polish under-
ground press, which was usually hostile to Jews and
accused them of passivity in the face of German
resolve, wrote about the uprising with candid
admiration. It was the first uprising to have broken
out in an important German-occupied European

city. In the free Jewish world, too, the uprising
attracted widespread responses and Jewish organiza-
tions cited it in largely unsuccessful attempts to
marshal relief for such Jews as remained alive in
Poland. After the war, the Warsaw ghetto uprising
came to be engraved in Jewish memory, both in
Israel and around the world, as the premier symbol
of the Jewish antifascist struggle.

See also Ghetto; Holocaust; Jews; Warsaw.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Primary Sources
Czerniaków, Adam. The Warsaw Diary of Adam

Czerniaków: Prelude to Doom. Translated by Stanislaw
Staron and the staff of Yad Vashem. New York, 1979.

Engelking, Barbara, and Jacek Leociak. Getto warszaawskie:
Przewodnik po nieistniejącym mieście. Warsaw, 2001.

Gutman, Yisrael. The Jews of Warsaw, 1939–1944: Ghetto,
Underground, Revolt. Translated by Ina Friedman.
Bloomington, Ind., 1982.

A German soldier watches as the Warsaw ghetto burns, 1943. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2715

W A R S A W G H E T T O
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DANIEL BLATMAN

n

WARSAW PACT. The Warsaw Pact, or
Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO), was a military
alliance of seven Eastern European countries and the
Soviet Union designed as a counterweight to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) alliance
with the goal of the collective defense of Eastern
Europe. The text of the treaty, drafted by the Soviet
leader Nikita Khrushchev, was signed in Warsaw on
14 May 1955. Members of the Warsaw Pact alliance
included the Soviet Union, Albania, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland,
and Romania, that is, all communist countries of
Eastern Europe with the exception of Yugoslavia.
In the eleven articles of the treaty, the contracting
parties agreed to seek peaceful solutions to interna-
tional disputes and to cooperate with other states in
all international actions (Articles 1 and 2); to consult
with one another on all international issues affecting
their common interests and defend each other if one
or more of the member states were attacked
(Articles 3 and 4); to establish a joint command
and a political consultative committee or PCC
(Articles 5 and 6). Moreover, member-states
pledged to refrain from joining alliances and agree-
ments whose objectives were in conflict with the
Warsaw Pact and to allow for the accession of other
states regardless of their social and political systems.

The Warsaw Pact was formed in response to the
remilitarization and incorporation of West Germany
into NATO on 9 May 1955. Prior to the formation
of Warsaw Pact, bilateral agreements on mutual aid
existed between the Soviet Union and its allies while
the unity of the bloc depended primarily on the
personal power and informal instruments of control
exercised by Stalin. Forming the alliance that

reasserted the unity of the bloc and made equal
status of Eastern European states visible indicated
Soviet adjustments to the politics of détente. The
Warsaw Pact existed primarily on paper until the
construction of the Berlin Wall in 1961 and the first
demonstration of the collective military power in
joint military exercises that year. By 1979, seventy-
one Warsaw Pact military maneuvers took place.

The Warsaw Pact served to strengthen Soviet
military and political domination of Eastern
Europe by providing legal justification for the sta-
tioning of Soviet troops in the region and imposing
constraints on independent foreign policy on the
part of Eastern European states. Member states fell
into two main categories determined, to a large
extent, by their geographical location. As a treaty
protecting Eastern Europe from potential German
aggression and territorial revisionism of post-1945
borders, the Warsaw Pact served vital interests of
the Northern Tier countries of the Soviet Bloc:
Poland, East Germany, and Czechoslovakia, the
so-called Iron Triangle or the core of the alliance.
The Southern Tier members, Albania, Bulgaria,
Romania, and Hungary, located farther away from
Germany, had less interest in protection from
potential German aggression. At the same time,
the Soviet Union was less concerned about South-
Eastern Europe because of its less important stra-
tegic location and the mountainous terrain difficult
for a successful military penetration by the West.

Although controlled by the Soviets, member
states of the Warsaw Pact sought to assert their goals
and interests. The first challenge to the Soviet system
of alliance came as early as 1956 with destalinization
and the reform movement in Hungary led by Imre
Nagy. His withdrawal of Hungary from the Warsaw
Pact prompted the Soviet invasion, a clear violation of
the treaty text providing for peaceful settlements to
international disputes. Although no collective consul-
tation among the Warsaw Pact member states took
place, the military intervention in Hungary was later
depicted by Soviets as an action to save socialism on
behalf of the Warsaw Pact. The intervention
strengthened the role of the Warsaw Pact as a safe-
guard for internal construction of socialist systems in
Eastern Europe. Twelve years later, on the night of
20–21 August 1968, Warsaw Pact forces invaded
Czechoslovakia to crush a reform movement, known
as the Prague Spring, within the Czech Communist
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Party led by Alexander Dubček. This was the only
collective military action on the part of the Warsaw
Pact, in which 80,000 troops from Poland, Hungary,
Bulgaria, and East Germany joined a force of
about 400,000 Soviet soldiers. The invasion
resulted in the Brezhnev Doctrine, which stated
that any challenge to socialism on the part of an
Eastern European country would be considered as
an attack on the Warsaw Pact thus initiating Soviet
military response.

The two successful challenges to the Warsaw
Pact came from Albania and Romania, both
Southern Tier states controlled by staunchly
Stalinist regimes. In 1961, resisting Soviet-led
destalinization and détente, Albania informally
withdrew from the Warsaw Pact (formal withdraw-
al took place in 1968). This caused the Soviet
Union and its allies to denounce Albanian leaders,
impose economic sanctions, and break diplomatic

relations with Albania. Starting in 1963, the
Romanian regime put similar resistance against Soviet
domination by leading increasingly independent for-
eign policy, establishing diplomatic relations with
West Germany in 1967, and condemning the invasion
of Czechoslovakia in 1968. By 1970 the Warsaw Pact
evolved to include greater participation of Eastern
European members in Political Consultative
Committee meetings while at the same time solidify-
ing the Soviet leadership by appointing Soviet officers
to nearly all bureaucratic posts within the alliance and
putting Eastern European troops under direct Soviet
control in time of war.

The Warsaw Pact underwent significant evolu-
tion during the 1980s. First, the alliance abstained
from military response to the wave of strikes and the
emergence of the Solidarity free trade unions in
1980–1981 in Poland, a movement that directly
challenged the system and the unity of the Soviet

Leaders of the Warsaw Pact nations photographed in 1988. From left: Erich Honecker of East Germany, Milosz Jakes of

Czechoslovakia, Mikhail Gorbachev of the Soviet Union, Wojciech Jaruzelski of Poland, Nicolae Ceauşescu of Romania, Todor

Zhivkov of Bulgaria, and Karoly Grosz of Hungary. ªBERNARD BISSON/CORBIS SYGMA
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Bloc. Refraining from military action indicated a sus-
pension if not abandonment of the Brezhnev
Doctrine on the part of the Soviet Union. Instead,
the Solidarity movement was suppressed internally
through the imposition of the martial law by Polish
military forces on 13 December 1981. Second, in
1988, Mikhail Gorbachev, the leader of the Soviet
Union at the time, proclaimed the Sinatra Doctrine,
which renounced Soviet interference in Eastern
European affairs and recognized the rights of other
states to determine their economic and political sys-
tems. This move helped facilitate the collapse of com-
munist regimes and Soviet control throughout the
region. The Warsaw Pact was officially dissolved at a
meeting in Prague in July 1991. By 1999 former
Warsaw Pact members Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic joined NATO, followed by Bulgaria,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and
Slovenia in 2004.

See also Dubček, Alexander; Eastern Bloc; Nagy, Imre;
NATO; Soviet Union.
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MALGORZATA FIDELIS

n

WARSAW UPRISING. The Warsaw
Uprising, which lasted from 1 August to 5
October 1944, was the largest single operation of
any resistance movement in World War II Europe.
Yet for reasons of postwar politics, it has not gained
the recognition that it deserves. It was organized
by Poland’s underground Armia Krajowa (AK;
Home Army), pitting some 50,000 poorly armed
fighters against a similar number of German pro-
fessional SS and auxiliary troops. It aimed to cap-
ture Poland’s capital from occupying German
forces as the victorious Red Army arrived on the
scene from the east, and it was expected to last for a
few days. Due to the Red Army’s failure to give
effective assistance, however, it lasted for nearly ten
weeks and ended in the near-total destruction of
the city. Some 40,000 soldiers were killed, together
with perhaps 180,000 civilians. Furious at the
Poles’ defiance, Adolf Hitler ordered all survivors
deported and the ruins burned, bulldozed, and
obliterated. No other Allied capital suffered such
a catastrophic fate.

OUTBREAK

The uprising had been authorized in London by

Poland’s exiled government, which was a founding

member of the Allied Coalition. With help from

Britain’s Special Operations Executive (SOE), the

Polish underground had been preparing a major

action against the Germans for years but it was

inhibited by the Soviet Union, which regarded

Poland as part of its theater of operation on the

eastern front and which had broken off diplomatic

relations with the Polish government over the

Katyń Forest massacres. Indeed, unknown to the

outside world, the Red Army was still arresting and

shooting members of the Polish underground as

it advanced toward Warsaw. The Polish premier,

Stanisław Mikołajczyk, was caught between

Poland’s commitment to the fight against Nazi

Germany and his fear of a Soviet takeover. After

detailed consultations with President Franklin

Roosevelt, he decided to pursue a dual policy of

attacking the German grip on Warsaw and negotiat-

ing with Joseph Stalin in person. His cabinet

approved the policy on 25 July 1944. The same day,

he issued the order to the Home Army and left

London by air for Moscow. That same week, the
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Red Army reached the Vistula and approached

Warsaw’s eastern suburbs.

The timing of the uprising was left to the under-
ground leaders, and opinion among them was
divided. But the issue was settled on 31 July, when
Soviet tanks were sighted entering the eastern-bank
suburb of Praga. General Tadeusz Bór-Komorowski,
commander of the AK, with the support of the gov-
ernment delegate, gave the order for battle to com-
mence at 5 the following afternoon. The plan was for
Poland’s capital to be in Polish hands so that the Red
Army could be welcomed by the lawful authorities
and the position of the Polish government be
strengthened in future negotiations. The moment
was well chosen. As is now known, Soviet Marshal
Konstantin Rokossovsky’s instructions were to cap-
ture Warsaw on 2 August.

Over six hundred Home Army companies
secretly took up positions throughout the city and
at the appointed hour emerged to assault the
German garrison. The result was a rash of confused
battles and skirmishes. In several places, the attackers
were mowed down when they tried to rush fortified
German positions, but by evening they controlled
three-quarters of the city and the German arsenal
had been successfully stormed. Polish flags flew over
the city center. The main disappointment of the day
was the failure to secure the airport, the Vistula
bridges, and the main east-west thoroughfare.

Everyone, including the Germans, the Soviets,
and the Western Allies, expected the next week
to be decisive. Winston Churchill immediately
ordered the Royal Air Force to organize an airlift
of supplies from Italy. Hitler put countermeasures
entirely into the hands of Himmler’s SS, which
brought in massive reinforcements, including an
SS brigade of renegade Russians. Instead of round-
ing up the insurgents, however, the SS massacred
tens of thousands of civilians, while the Wehrmacht
launched a powerful, panzer-led counterattack on
the Vistula sector, driving Rokossovsky’s armies
back. In Moscow, the Polish premier found Allied
diplomats unhelpful and Stalin noncommittal.
Warsaw was locked in a stalemate.

For nine weeks, the Home Army battled on
against overwhelming odds, waiting for a political
solution. They faced a professional army equipped
with tanks, bombers, and heavy artillery, and they

fought better than their adversaries. Magnificently
patriotic, brilliantly resourceful, and solidly sup-
ported by heroic women auxiliaries, they defended
every cellar and every street corner, inflicting on
Germany losses equal to their own. Eventually, SS
General Erich von dem Bach was persuaded that it
would be simpler to arrange an honorable capitula-
tion than to crush the insurgents by force.

DEFEAT

The political performance of Poland’s allies was
less impressive. Churchill was infuriated by
Stalin’s denial of landing rights for British and
U.S. airplanes, which he assumed would be able
to refuel on Soviet-held territory and which were
thereby prevented from delivering more than a
fraction of the necessary supplies. But he failed
to persuade Roosevelt to join him in the diplo-
matic intervention he intended in Moscow. The
Soviet command rejected Rokossovsky’s plan of 8
August to take Warsaw by storm, deciding instead
to pour the Red Army’s reserves into a Balkan
offensive. Stalin denounced the uprising as a
‘‘criminal adventure’’ and took no effective steps
to mount a rescue. Washington and London, dee-
ply influenced by pro-Soviet advice, decided that
nothing could be done. Yet for the last weeks of
the uprising, the Red Army rested on one bank of
the Vistula while the SS destroyed the insurgents
on the other bank. Between 16 and 25 September,
a Polish division under Soviet command made an
ill-fated and apparently spontaneous attempt to
cross the river; it ended in disaster. After that,
when the Red Army command refused to answer
radio signals let alone to help, the insurgents
capitulated.

Jewish soldiers fought in the Home Army, and
also in the tiny Communist People’s Army. The
AK’s medical services were run largely by Jewish
personnel. One of most daring actions of the
Parasol Battalion, which had captured some
Panzer tanks, was to storm the SS Gęsiówka camp
in the former ghetto and release its Jewish
prisoners.

The terms of capitulation, which were put into
effect between 3 and 5 October, recognized the
Home Army fighters as legal combatants. Soldiers
were to be sent to regular Wehrmacht prisoner-of-
war camps, but all civilians were to be evacuated.
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Some were released, some were sent to Auschwitz,
Ravensbrück, and Mauthausen, and most were sent
to work as forced laborers in Germany. The Soviet
Army did not enter the ruins of the city until 17
January 1945.

At war’s end, the Soviet government put the

leaders of Poland’s resistance movement on trial on

false charges of collaboration. Unlike the SS, the

Soviet Union’s People’s Commissariat of Internal

Affairs (NKVD) had never recognized under-

ground fighters as legal combatants and sent thou-

sands to their deaths in the gulag. The postwar

communist authorities in Poland acted similarly.

They held that the uprising had been a wild poli-

tical adventure conducted by ‘‘fascist’’ émigrés.

Heroes of the uprising were denied all civil rights,

imprisoned, tortured, and executed. No monu-

ment was permitted in Warsaw until 1989.

From the military point of view, the Warsaw

Uprising was a great achievement, a classic example

of urban guerrilla warfare in which well-motivated

fighters had held their own against stronger adver-

saries. Politically, however, it was an unmitigated

disaster, if not a scandal. The democratic allies of

the Western powers were bled to death with barely

a protest from the champions of democracy.

Historically, it demonstrates how limited Western

influence was in Eastern Europe. Although Nazism

was destroyed, another brand of totalitarianism was

able to take control of half the continent.

See also Katyń Forest Massacre; Resistance; Warsaw;
Warsaw Ghetto; World War II.
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WEILL, KURT (1900–1950), German
composer.

Born in Dessau, Germany, Kurt Weill was the

son of the synagogue cantor, a man who also

occasionally composed liturgical music. Kurt

started composing at eleven; however, formal train-

ing began only at age fifteen, under the tutelage of

Albert Bing. It was Bing who helped Weill realize

his talents in that direction.

Exempted from military service in World

War I, Weill attended the Hochschule für Musik

in Berlin, studying under Engelbert Humperdinck

in 1918. After one semester, he pursued opportun-

ities to develop as a conductor, music director,

and composer. As staff conductor at the new

Lüdenscheidt Civic Opera, he learned how to stage

operas and musical theater and what literature was

appropriate to adapt for music performances. He

also became familiar with works that criticized

social conditions.

Weill had always been interested in world lit-

erature. It was during this postwar period that he

realized that his greatest talent was an ability to

wed word and music in the service of performances.

He used this preeminent gift in a multiplicity of

forms: songs (including cabaret numbers), operas,

music dramas, operas for students, pageants, oper-

ettas, and musicals. Musically, his works stood in

the vanguard of modern composition. His postwar

compositions were from the beginning attuned to

American dance and jazz idioms, expressionistic

melodies, and, albeit briefly, atonality.

His choice of literary works revealed a lifelong

interest in societal concerns. After Weill returned to

Berlin, Ferruccio Busoni accepted him into his class

at the Academy of the Arts. This enabled Weill to

receive supervision, which had been unavailable in

the master class he had taken the previous year,

1921, when he wrote his First Symphony. His

theatrical breakthrough came in 1926, when, with

a leading German librettist, Georg Kaiser, he com-

posed the one-act opera The Protagonist. Its success

established Weill as the foremost theater composer

of his generation. His collaboration with Kaiser

continued, resulting in repeated successes, such as

the one-act opera buffa The Czar Has His Picture

Taken in 1927, and Silver Lake, a ‘‘winter’s tale,’’

which unleashed protests and disruptions by Nazi

hoodlums in 1932.

Georg Kaiser introduced Weill to Lotte Lenya,
who would become Weill’s wife and one of the
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prime interpreters of his songs and arias. In addi-
tion to Kaiser, Weill found a productive if often
contentious collaborator in the dramatist Bertolt
Brecht. The partnership began with Mahagonny-
Songspiel (1927), which was expanded two years
later into the full-length opera Aufstieg und Fall
der Stadt Mahagonny (The rise and fall of the
city of Mahagonny), a reckoning with capitalistic
excesses and materialism. It ended in 1933 with the
ballet Seven Deadly Sins, composed after both men
had already fled Nazi Germany. But the collabora-
tion had reached its apogee with The Threepenny
Opera in 1928. Based loosely on John Gay’s
Beggar’s Opera (1728), Weill’s score for Brecht’s
social satire used a multitude of musical forms,
ranging from songs to arias. It became the vehicle
for Weill’s global fame.

From Paris, to which he had escaped, Weill
accepted Max Reinhardt’s invitation to compose a

biblical music drama in collaboration with Franz
Werfel, to be presented in New York. The Eternal
Road opened in 1937; it was an artistic triumph
and a financial failure. In the meantime, Weill had
begun to compose for American musical theater.
He became the great pioneer of the concept musi-
cal, a model for many who followed him.

His first work, the pacifist musical Johnny
Johnson (1936), written with Paul Green and
backed by New York’s Group Theatre, combined
works of social criticism from his European period,
thus establishing his characteristic social critique in
the American musical theater. In Knickerbocker
Holiday (1938), for instance, he collaborated with
Maxwell Anderson to attack an overweening gov-
ernor. Lady in the Dark (1941), written with Moss
Hart and Ira Gershwin, achieved acclaim for its
accurate portrayal of clinical psychoanalysis, pre-
viously an unmentionable subject on stage. With
S. J. Perelman and Ogden Nash, Weill created One
Touch of Venus (1943), a Broadway musical and a
smash hit. It starred Mary Martin and added to the
American songbook such hits as ‘‘Speak Low,’’
‘‘Foolish Heart,’’ and ‘‘That’s Him.’’

Weill wrote that he considered Street Scene
(1947) a personal triumph, for in working with
Elmer Rice and Langston Hughes he had achieved
his dream of creating an American opera entirely in
America and a work that completely integrated
drama and music, spoken word, song, and move-
ment. The score represents the new freedom of
form and feelings he had discovered in his adopted
country. It is also significant in that Weill wrote his
own orchestrations and arrangements. ‘‘Down in
the Valley’’ (1948) is derived from the melodies
and stories of American folk songs. In it we hear
Weill’s American voice. It is said to have inspired a
new genre of opera in America, for schools and
amateur groups.

In 1949 Alan Paton’s novel Cry, the Beloved
Country served as the basis for Lost in the Stars,
which decries apartheid in South Africa and preju-
dice everywhere. The musical Love Life (1947),
written with Alan J. Lerner, is a criticism of con-
formity to a materialistic society, a frequent subtext
in Weill’s work.

Toward the end of his short life, Weill found a
voice attuned to American audiences. The talents

The final scene from the 1928 Berlin premiere of The

Threepenny Opera. Harold Paulsen, as Mack the Knife,

stands on the gallows; the others, from left to right, are Erich

Pronto (as Peachum), Roma Bahn (as Polly), and Kurt Gerron

(as Brown). ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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he developed in the United States rivaled his skill,

forged in Europe, at artistic communication. He

excelled on two continents with his unforgettable

melodies and a whole range of musical forms.

See also Brecht, Bertolt; Opera; Theater.
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WEIMAR GERMANY. See Germany.

n

WEIZSÄCKER, RICHARD VON
(b. 1920), German politician.

Richard Freiherr von Weizsäcker was born on

15 April 1920 in Stuttgart, Germany. Ernst von

Weizsäcker, his father, served as a diplomat in the

German foreign service and later became secretary of

state under the Nazi foreign minister Joachim von

Ribbentrop. Therefore the younger Weizsäcker grew

up in several different places (including Copenhagen,

Berlin, and Bern) before graduating from grammar

school in Berlin-Wilmersdorf in 1937. After a year

of studies abroad (at Oxford and Grenoble) and

another of Reichsarbeitsdienst (Reich labor service),

he entered the German Army, participating in Nazi

Germany’s campaign against Poland in September

1939 and against the Soviet Union in June 1941.

He was a leading staff officer of his infantry regiment,

which had a particular reputation for its Prussian-

conservative tradition and where he was introduced

to several of the conspirers of the abortive coup

d’état against Adolf Hitler on 20 July 1944.

Following the war, Weizsäcker returned to civil

life in 1945, studying law at the University of

Göttingen. He interrupted his studies in 1947

and 1948 to serve as a Hilfsverteidiger (assistant

defense counsel) at the trial at Nuremberg involv-

ing his father and other members of the Nazi

foreign service. Here was an opportunity to gain

detailed insights into the extent and motives of

those responsible for the Holocaust and war crimes

committed by Germans during World War II. After

completing his studies in Göttingen in 1950, he

started a career in one of the largest industrial firms

in the Ruhr Valley, Mannesmann AG. In 1957,

after receiving his Ph.D. in law, he switched to

the executive office of the private bank of his wife’s

family, the von Waldthausens, and later served in

the chemical enterprise Boeringer.

Having joined the Christian Democratic
Union (CDU) party in 1954 and with the encour-
agement of the young Helmut Kohl, then leader of
the Christian Democrats in Rhineland-Palatinate,
Weizsäcker made politics his full-time activity from
1966 onward, first as a member of the CDU
national executive, and from 1969 onward as a
member of the Bundestag. After an interlude as
governing mayor of West Berlin between 1981
and 1984, Weizsäcker was elected president of
West Germany by the Federal Assembly in 1984,
attaining the highest state office of the Federal
Republic albeit one with predominantly ceremonial
functions. During a ceremony in the Bundestag
commemorating the fortieth anniversary of the
end of World War II, he delivered a speech on
German responsibility for dealing with the crimes
committed in the name of Germany under the Nazi
dictatorship in Europe. He was thus responsible for
one of the most important contributions to a new
culture of historical memory and dealing with the
past in postwar Germany. After finishing two terms
as federal president in 1994, Weizsäcker remained
actively engaged in the German public sphere as an
orator and commentator and is widely recognized
as an authority on questions of political ethics and
morals.

Weizsäcker’s career and commitments were
marked both by his family’s long-standing devo-
tion to public service and academic life and his
intimate knowledge of the German elites during
the Nazi period and the early Federal Republic.
Brother to one of the leading physicists of his
epoch, Carl Friedrich von Weizsäcker, who had
led research in atomic physics on behalf of the
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Nazi regime, and son of a high-ranking foreign

service diplomat under Hitler, Richard von

Weizsäcker was confronted with the necessity to

‘‘come to terms with the past’’ through his experi-

ence within his close family. Through his early

professional career outside party politics, however,

he gained a profile of a particularly independent

and liberal-minded personality within the conser-

vative mainstream of his time. It was therefore no

surprise that he was the spokesman of a minority of

Christian Democrats supporting Chancellor Willy

Brandt’s Ostpolitik, and that he could gain wide

popularity in public office. Weizsäcker’s seminal

speech on 8 May 1985 reflected a new and growing

consensus in West German society both to

acknowledge the broad involvement of German

society with Nazi crimes and to reassess critically

the failures in dealing with the Nazi past during

the first decades of the postwar period. He popu-

larized an interpretation of the end of World

War II that sees 8 May 1945 retrospectively

both as a day of defeat and of liberation from war

and tyranny. Similarly he promoted a broader

understanding of the notions of ‘‘victims’’ of the

war and of Nazism, which until then had been

limited by anticommunist and conservative preju-

dices. Since Weizsäcker’s seminal speech, it has

become self-evident that the German public had

to acknowledge that not only European Jews

and politically ‘‘acceptable’’ Resistance fighters,

but also Roma and Sinti (the nonderogatory term

for Gypsies), communists, homosexuals, deserters,

religious dissenters, handicapped persons, so-called

asocials, Soviet prisoners of war, and forced

laborers all fell victim to crimes perpetrated in the

name of Germany.

See also Brandt, Willy; Christian Democracy; Denazifica-
tion; Germany; Nazism; War Crimes.

B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Filmer, Werner, and Heribert Schwan. Richard von
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THOMAS LINDENBERGER
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WELFARE STATE. The term welfare state
entered everyday discourse in Britain in the
1950s. It was a translation of the German der
Wohlfahrtstaat, which had been used in Germany,
mainly among liberal intellectuals, since Otto von
Bismarck (1815–1898) introduced social insurance
legislation of the 1880s. This phrase did not imply
approval of these measures, but, rather, recognition
that the explicit intention of Bismarck’s legislation
was less redistribution and reduction of poverty
than ensuring the adherence to the newly formed
German state of (mainly male) vitally important
blue-collar workers. The term came to be more
widely used in Germany in the 1920s and early
1930s, as a term of abuse by conservative critics
of the social welfare reforms of the Weimar
Republic. It appears to have been brought into
English discourse in the early 1930s by the philo-
sopher Alfred Zimmern (1879–1957), who used it
in a favorable sense to differentiate modern liberal
democracies from the ‘‘warfare state’’ of Hobbesian
political theory and the illiberal states forming in
Europe at this time. Welfare state gained wider
currency in Britain during World War II, when it
was used by the Archbishop of Canterbury, William
Temple (1881–1944), to describe the social
reforms then advocated by Christian socialists. It
did not enter popular usage until the general elec-
tion of 1950, when it was revived, again as a term
of abuse, by right-wing Conservatives to describe
the social reforms of the Labour governments of
1945–1951. These governments did not describe
themselves as creating a welfare state, despite their
subsequent strong association with the term. Only
when their reforms were under attack did it
become a popular term of approval adopted by
the Labour Party itself.

The term welfare state has also been widely

associated also with William Beveridge (1879–

1963), whose 1942 report to government, Social
Insurance and Allied Services, was credited with

inspiring Labour’s postwar measures. Beveridge,

however, disliked the term, which he associated

with an all-providing ‘‘Santa Claus state’’ of which

he was critical. He preferred to refer to the ‘‘social

service state,’’ which he saw as giving priority to

duties over rights, above all the duty to be self-

supporting as far as possible, implying reciprocity
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between recipients of services and the state; and
also implying a duty on the better off to help the
less privileged, mainly through voluntary action.
Similarly, Richard Titmuss (1907–1973), the lead-
ing British intellectual of postwar British social
welfare, used the term cautiously (note the quota-
tion marks in the title of his 1958 publication Essays
on ‘‘The Welfare State’’) and was critical of a mis-
taken ‘‘stereotype or image of an all pervasive
Welfare State for the Working Classes’’ that he
believed emerged in Britain in the 1950s. The
image, he feared, was serving to disguise the inade-
quacies of social welfare provision in postwar
Britain and the fact that it had, he believed, been
constructed in such a way as to preserve social
divisions, due to the retention of means-testing,
the survival of a substantial private sector, and
because it was insufficiently redistributive.

Nevertheless, from the 1950s, welfare state
firmly entered the language of politicians, voters,
and academics as describing an important charac-
teristic of the postwar state, not only in Britain,
but, to varying degrees, in other liberal European
states. Nation-states had come to define as essential
aspects of their role the prevention of absolute
deprivation and ensuring, at least to some degree,
an adequate standard of living for their citizens.
They devoted a substantial proportion of govern-
ment expenditure to services designed for these
purposes. The label appears to have been readily
embraced in the Nordic countries, especially in
Sweden, which came rapidly to stand as the para-
digm case of a highly developed welfare state.
Elsewhere it continued to provoke unease. In
Germany, Wohlfahrtstaat still carried echoes of
Bismarckian absolutist paternalism. The concept
of a modern, democratic Sozialstaat was preferred.
In France L’Etat providence never became common
currency for the centralized, highly regulated social
provisions of the postwar republics. There appears
to be no term in Italian; political scientists refer to
Il Welfare State.

Within what are broadly described as welfare
states, priorities for expenditure and forms of pro-
vision have varied from country to country and
over time. In all European countries, social insur-
ance is a core welfare activity of the state, but it is
not the only one. Sociological models of the wel-
fare state (for example, those developed by Gøsta

Esping-Andersen) have tended to overstate the

importance of social insurance and to understate

the great variety of services included in the defini-

tion of state welfare: food stamps, free school

meals, home nurses, subsidized transport and day-

care centers for older people, probation officers,

free or subsidized legal services, the regulation of

working hours, wages, and conditions, and much

more. Whereas social insurance tended to become

universal, many of these services were targeted

upon those in greatest need. Social insurance, edu-

cation, health, and housing are all essential to

human welfare, and all European states contribute

to the regulation and funding of all of them, to

variable degrees and in variable ways. Britain, for

example, was unusual among non-communist coun-

tries in having, from the 1920s to the 1980s, a

substantial housing sector directly owned by public,

local authorities. In other countries housing was

subsidized from public funds, but not publicly

owned. The French state, for example, built or sub-

sidized 90 percent of all housing built in France

between 1945 and 1970 but it was managed by a

variety of mainly nonprofit institutions, many of

them cooperatives. These important areas of state

welfare activity cannot be discussed in detail here.

THE ORIGINS OF WELFARE STATES

Until the later nineteenth century in most

European countries, assistance to the poor was

delivered through variable combinations of pub-

licly (normally locally) funded poor relief and non-

governmental voluntary action, often organized by

religious bodies. The level and coverage of such

support was variable and was least in the poorest

countries and regions. It could provide benefits

in cash or in kind (food, clothing, shelter, health

care) in the community or in institutions, such as

hospitals, almshouses, and orphanages. During the

twentieth century, nation-states to greater or lesser

degrees regulated or took over these activities from

localities and nongovernmental organizations in

order to enhance and to equalize provision across

societies. Funding and control came to be most

heavily vested in the central state in countries under

communist rule. In most other states, many services

continued to be devolved to local and/or voluntary

or nonprofit bodies that were, again to variable

degrees, subsidized and regulated by the state.

2724 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

W E L F A R E S T A T E



Everywhere, however, before and during the

twentieth century, the primary source of welfare

for most people in need was the family. Female

members of the family, in particular, were the first

line of defense in most situations, and despite a

strong mythology of family decline, remain so. At

all times, to the present, older people without close

relatives, for example, have been more likely to be

admitted to institutions than those with families.

As state welfare institutions developed in the twen-

tieth century, most European countries took for

granted and depended heavily upon unpaid—and

only occasionally and minimally subsidized—care,

mainly though not exclusively by women, for old,

infirm, disabled, and physically and mentally ill

people. This was most extreme and explicit in

southern Europe, but it was nowhere absent. In

the early 1990s, the value of such caring in United

Kingdom was valued at £39.1 billion, or 7.5 per-

cent of national income.

CITIZENSHIP, WAR, AND WELFARE

The reasons for the growth of state welfare activity

in the twentieth century were not simply growing

humanitarianism and concern about deprivation.

Broader political pressures and priorities every-

where guided state welfare policies. They expanded

in step with mass democracy as, over the first half

of the twentieth century, full adult franchise

became almost universal in Europe. An increasingly

unionized workforce, strengthened by the vote,

campaigned with some success for shorter working

hours, minimum wages, protection from unfair dis-

missal, and much more. As women gained the vote,

they campaigned vigorously for expanded welfare

states and especially for improved provision for

health care and other services for women and chil-

dren, with considerable success in bringing such

issues onto government agendas. Whereas social

insurance schemes have tended to be biased toward

fully employed men, health and other social

Workers construct public housing, London, April 1947. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION
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services have been less gender- and age-biased,
indeed have tended to give more to women, the
very old, and the very young, all of whom have
normally been overrepresented among the poorest.
Such services have also relied heavily upon female
paid labor.

State welfare activity expanded notably quickly
where Social Democratic governments were in
power, as in Sweden from the 1930s, in Germany
after World War I, and in Britain after World War
II. Political citizenship led directly to social citizen-
ship as voters used their voting power to improve
social conditions and governments recognized the
need to integrate the expanded electorate. This
meant integrating not only the poorest or even just
blue-collar workers, but increasingly also the fast-
growing lower middle classes who could not afford
to provide adequate education, health care, or for
other needs from modest salaries and on whose
votes all governments depended. And it was in-
creasingly recognized that better-off taxpayers would
more readily support state welfare if they also bene-
fited. Hence welfare states began in the early twen-
tieth century by targeting the poorest, grew to
become more—though never completely—univer-
sal after World War II, then sought, not always
successfully, to revert to targeting in the final two
decades of the century. Even then, the greatly
expanded middle classes of Europe still could not
all afford from their own incomes the high costs of
the greatly improved health, education, and hous-
ing standards of the time.

If the growth of welfare states was in part a
response to the extension of political citizenship,
they also helped to define full citizenship. In most
countries, welfare benefits and services above the
most basic level were from the beginning available
only to naturalized full citizens of the country. But
at the beginning of the twentieth century, defini-
tions of citizenship were often expansive or vague.
In Britain, for example, everyone born within the
vast British Empire was entitled to full British citi-
zenship and to the rather limited rights that came
with it. As the rights available expanded to include
an increasing range of benefits, definitions of elig-
ibility for full citizenship were progressively nar-
rowed everywhere to increase barriers against
immigrants to the state in question. However, citi-
zens of the countries of the European Union

acquired defined, though limited, rights to welfare
benefits in EU countries other than their own.

War also promoted state welfare. Provision
expanded in many countries after World War I
and in most during and/or after World War II,
regardless of political control (for example, in
Italy under Liberal governments in 1917–1920
and in Britain under a Liberal/Conservative coali-
tion in the same years). To some extent, this can be
seen as an aspect of citizenship: states provided
additional personal security for citizens on whose
support and morale the war effort depended and as
a reward for that effort. Post–World War I welfare
in Britain, Italy, and Germany was later cut back
with the onset of the Depression. The sheer length
and depth of the slump, however, meant that by
the mid-1930s it was creating its own pressures for
states of all political complexions to plan for eco-
nomic and social reconstruction, plans that mainly
bore fruit during and after the war. Also in the
interwar years, the League of Nations, in particular
through its agency the International Labour Office,
encouraged member states to improve standards of
health, welfare, and worker protection, for example
from 1916 seeking member signatures to the
Washington Convention guaranteeing working
mothers six weeks’ leave after childbirth.

Wars reminded nation-states of their physical
vulnerability. From the beginning of the century,
welfare measures were initiated with the aims of
increasing birth and survival rates and of improving
the physical fitness of actual and potential workers,
fighters, and mothers. This was most explicit in
France, where awareness of its exceptionally low
birthrate was acute in the early years of the century.
From 1904, each departement was enabled to pro-
vide a maternity home with qualified medical atten-
dance; in 1913 a small subsidy was provided for
poor women in the final month of pregnancy and
for the first two years of the child’s life. In 1914,
means-tested assistance was given to large, poor
families whether male or female headed, and tax
relief for each child was provided for better-off
families, as it was in Britain in 1913. In Britain,
concern about the poor physical state of volunteers
to fight in the South African (Anglo-Boer) War
(1899–1902), combined with a falling birthrate
and high infant mortality rate, led to the first
measures to provide free meals for needy
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schoolchildren, in 1906; free medical inspection
then treatment of state schoolchildren, in 1908
and 1912; and maternity benefits for the wives of
workers, and the very few female workers who were
in the national insurance scheme, in 1911. These
fears recurred in World War I and throughout the
interwar years. Supported by campaigns by
women’s organizations, they led to increased state
funded provision for child and maternal welfare in
Britain from 1918.

Women in many countries campaigned for

improved health and welfare services and for family

allowances, which were introduced, with highly

variable levels and coverage, in Belgium, France,

Italy, Spain, Hungary, and Norway by 1939 and

in Britain, Finland, Ireland, Romania, the Soviet

Union, and some Swiss cantons by 1945. There

was a lively debate internationally between propo-

nents of family allowances and those who argued

that targeted services were a more effective means

of reducing deprivation, between women who saw

the allowances as rewards for women working

unpaid in the home and politicians who saw them

as incentives to increase birthrates.

Provision for women and children improved in

many countries between the wars, as ever for very

variable motives. From 1927, Fascist Italy broke

with the tradition of abandoning unmarried

mothers and their children to stigmatizing treat-

ment by the church with legislation protecting the

rights of children in the care of wet nurses, found-

ling homes, orphanages, and reformatories, most

of them run by the church. The government of

Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) also promoted

benefits for mothers and children and tax and cash

allowances and services for large families, although

all of these measures were limited by inadequate

finance. At the same time, women’s opportunities

to work outside the home were severely restricted.

These measures were driven by the desire to regen-

erate the Italian race and increase the birthrate,

as were similar measures in Nazi Germany. The

Nazis increased government investment in health

and welfare centers, maternity benefits, income tax

allowances for dependent children, and marriage

loans, which were not repayable by couples who

produced four or more children, a measure also

introduced by the left-wing Popular Front

government in 1939. The authoritarian nationalist

governments in Spain and Portugal introduced

similar pro-natalist incentives in the 1930s and, like

the Nazis, excluded Jews, gypsies, and others from

these welfare measures.

AFTER WORLD WAR II

Such concerns were less acute after World War II,

when birthrates rose again throughout Europe for

reasons not evidently connected with consciously

pro-natalist social welfare. The postwar priorities,

rather, were to prevent recurrence of the political

and economic crises of the interwar years and, on

both sides of the Iron Curtain, to prove the super-

ior capacity of the two competing world ideologies

to deliver high living standards. Everywhere, high

standards of health care, education, and social ser-

vices were seen as essential to achieving fit, highly

skilled, well-motivated workers and citizens. Welfare

expenditure was regarded as complementary to

economic growth rather than as inimical to it, as

was to be asserted by critics of welfare states in the

1980s. The 1950s to 1970s was the golden age of

the classic European welfare states, when in most

countries the range of publicly provided and sub-

sidized services, benefits, and institutions grew as

never before, often on the basis of wartime plans

and initiatives. In all countries, however, non-

governmental institutions of varying kinds—

including the family and both profit-making and

not-for-profit organizations—worked with and

alongside nation-states for the delivery of welfare.

Sweden took the opportunity of neutrality and

prosperity during World War II to catapult itself to

the forefront of European welfare states. For a

decade from 1938, reports and recommendations

poured out that were implemented after the war, so

that from the 1950s Sweden became the paradigm

welfare state with high levels and standards of ser-

vices and taxation. The other Nordic countries

recovered more slowly from the war, but from the

1960s their small size and prosperity enabled them

to provide high standards of services. Norway espe-

cially after the discovery of North Sea oil in the

1960s was best able to withstand the economic

downturn of the 1970s and continued to provide

a high standard of services through the end of the

twentieth century.
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THE CRISIS OF THE WELFARE STATES

IN THE 1970S AND 1980S

In most countries, welfare spending rose steadily

until the 1970s. In Britain, for example, total gov-

ernment expenditure on social services and bene-

fits, education, and health rose from the beginning

of the century, reached 30 percent of GDP in

1955, 45 percent in 1977, 50 percent in 1989,

and about 55 percent at the end of the century.

Comparisons across countries are difficult due to

varying methods of compiling statistics, but the

broad pattern has been similar across Western

Europe, with expenditure in most countries rising

especially fast until the 1970s. The international

economic crisis of the mid-1970s led most nation-

states in the 1980s to reassess their commitment to

welfare expenditure, to seek to cut it, and to trans-

fer the responsibility either to individuals to pur-

chase provision in the private market, and/or to

the nongovernmental sector. In particular, they

sought to minimize universal benefits and to target

public expenditure on the poorest. Governments

had varying degrees of success in achieving these

goals. Where right-wing governments had clear

majorities, as in the United Kingdom and Denmark,

they could be most effective, especially in cutting

benefits and services targeted at the low-income

minority, such as social housing in the United

Kingdom and social security benefits in Denmark.

They were less successful in cutting services that

benefited most of the community and that were

expensive for individuals to purchase in the market,

in particular health care. States had taken over

many welfare responsibilities in the first place in

order to compensate for gaps and inefficiencies in

the market. Many of these remained. Even where

attempts to refocus state welfare regimes had some

success, as in Britain, they did not necessarily lead

to cuts in total government social expenditure,

above all because the economic crisis led to high

levels of unemployment and no government could

risk the potentially explosive effects of neglecting

millions of unemployed people. At the same time,

rising life expectancy throughout Europe increased

the costs of health care and social services for the

growing numbers of older people, a high proportion

of whom were poor and whose needs could not be

ignored. Rates of marriage breakdown also increased

from the 1970s, often leaving mothers and children

in need and dependent on state support.

Overall, in Western, especially northwestern
Europe, the postwar welfare states narrowed the
gap between rich and poor and provided a safety
net that prevented the poorest falling too far
behind average living standards, which improved
rapidly between the 1950s and the 1970s. The
modifications to these welfare states that followed
in the 1980s and 1990s drove holes through
the safety net and the gap between rich and poor
widened again, to varying degrees in different
countries. From the 1970s the European Union,
which previously had paid more attention to eco-
nomic than to social policy, sought to take on the
role of reducing social and regional inequalities
within the Union by funding regional development
and setting standards of social protection to which
member states were enjoined to conform. Such
standards cannot be enforced, and the British gov-
ernment has been especially reluctant to follow
European guidance, for example in the area of
employee protection, so that by the end of the
century British workers had fewer rights than
others in northwestern Europe. But by proposing
a model of good practice, the European Union,
like the League of Nations before it, put pressure
on governments, encouraged those seeking reform,
and offered guidance on how to achieve it.

WELFARE UNDER COMMUNISM

Patterns of expenditure and provision in the
communist-ruled countries are still more difficult
to assess accurately due to inadequacies in the avail-
able data. In these states, governments took full
responsibility to provide for all welfare needs, often
through the medium of business undertakings. The
extent of state provision grew steadily in the Soviet
Union from 1917 and in the states that came under
communist control after World War II. All of them
by the 1970s had sound provision of health care,
education, and other essential services, including
for child care, covering their entire populations.
The communist countries also struggled to finance
social provision from the 1970s, and the decay of
their social and economic infrastructures was one
reason for their collapse from 1989. Since 1989,
former communist countries have followed the rest
of Europe, often under pressure from international
organizations on whom they depended for their
reconstruction, in particular the World Bank, in
seeking more selective targeting of state expenditure

2728 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

W E L F A R E S T A T E



and greater reliance on the market. To a greater
extent than in Western Europe this appears, espe-
cially in the former Soviet Union, to have led to
increased poverty and reduced access to services
among those unable to participate in the labor mar-
ket, such as older and disabled people.

SOUTHERN EUROPE AFTER WORLD WAR II

In the countries of southern Europe that were

under authoritarian control from the 1930s

through the 1970s (Spain, Portugal, Greece),

health and welfare services were weakly developed

before the 1970s, with such tasks left primarily to

voluntary, mainly religious but also labor- and

employer-run, institutions and to the family. The

latter was believed to be more resilient than in

northern Europe. In consequence, much of the

responsibility for providing welfare fell upon unpaid

women. Similar patterns were evident in Italy

between the end of Fascist rule and the 1970s.

Government plans for universalist social welfare in

Italy were defeated after World War II, as after

World War I, by a combination of industrialists,

the Church, and the liberal professions.

In the mid-1990s, family benefits and services

still cost only 0.8 percent of GDP in Portugal,

0.2 percent in Spain, 0.8 percent in Italy, and

0.1 percent in Greece, compared with a European

Community average of 3.5 percent. Social insur-

ance, targeted at key workers, was more prominent

in these generally less developed state welfare sys-

tems. None of them developed effective national

health care systems until the 1970s, when all four

countries introduced universal systems on the

model of the British National Health Service.

They felt under pressure to conform to some

degree to standards prevailing elsewhere in the

European Union. Also, all had left of center

governments at some point in the 1970s. Their

economies were expanding and the larger numbers

of urbanized, more affluent, men and women

A demonstration in Paris to protest proposed cuts in social benefits, April 2004. ªHORACIO VILLALOBOS/CORBIS
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demanded modern welfare provision. The outcomes

were uneven, due not least to the international eco-

nomic situation in the 1970s and to the existence of

a large but not necessarily efficient private sector,

which continued to thrive due to the inadequacies

of the public sector and was encouraged, as else-

where, by governments due to the economic situa-

tion and the international reaction against high levels

of welfare spending. Health care expenditure as a

proportion of GDP in Spain, Greece, and Portugal

was among the lowest in Organisation for Economic

Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries

in the 1990s. Of the three, it was highest in Spain at

7 percent. Public housing and housing subsidies

were also less developed in these countries than else-

where in Western Europe.

The one country of northern Europe, which was

similarly poor, largely rural, and Roman Catholic,

with a similarly severely limited, nonuniversal wel-

fare system, heavily dependent upon the contribu-

tion of the family, particularly women, and often

punitive church-run institutions, was the Republic

of Ireland. In Ireland also, a free and universal health

care system was introduced for the first time in the

1970s. Thereafter, economic success, which owed

much to membership in the European Union, led

to steady improvement in most forms of welfare

provision, though at the end of the century it still

lagged behind much of northwest Europe.

See also Beveridge, William; Old Age; Public Health;
Social Insurance.
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WENDERS, WIM (b. 1945), German film-
maker.

The director Wim Wenders, born Ernst Wilhelm
Wenders on 14 August 1945 in Düsseldorf, has
proved to be the most internationally and commer-
cially successful representative of the generation of
filmmakers who grew up in Germany during the
immediate postwar period and are associated with
the ‘‘New German Cinema’’ that emerged in the late
1960s. Defying the prevailing tendency in the indus-
try that favored the tame entertainment of cliché-
ridden genre films, these young filmmakers produced
provocative and artistically innovative films that ri-
valed the accomplishments of German film during
the Weimar Republic. After brief stints as a student
of medicine, philosophy, and sociology at three dif-
ferent universities, Wenders moved to Paris with the
intention of studying painting. He discovered his
vocation in film after viewing hundreds of films at
the Cinémathèque Française in his free time.

At the Film School in Munich (Hochschule für
Film und Fernsehen), he wrote film and music reviews
and shot several short films and one feature, Summer
in the City (1970), his graduation project. Wenders’s
next feature and first notable film, The Goalie’s Anxiety
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at the Penalty Kick (1972; Die Angst des Tormanns
beim Elfmeter), marked the start of his collaboration

with the Austrian author Peter Handke (b. 1942),

which also yielded The Wrong Movement (1975;

Falsche Bewegung), a liberal adaptation of Johann

Wolfgang von Goethe’s (1749–1832) Wilhelm
Meister’s Apprenticeship, the first part of the novel

Wilhelm Meister. Handke also contributed material to

Wings of Desire (1987; Der Himmel über Berlin),

Wenders’s most lyrical film, which depicted angels

reminiscent of the immortal beings in Rainer Maria

Rilke’s (1875–1926) Duino Elegies (1923) in the post-

modern context of divided Berlin and which earned

him international acclaim and inspired the American

remake City of Angels (1998).

From his early ‘‘road films’’ with largely German

or European settings—Alice in the Cities (1974; Alice
in den Städten); The Wrong Move, and Kings of the
Road (1976; Im Lauf der Zeit)—to his later American

and international productions, the romantic themes

of journey and quest have figured prominently in

Wenders’s oeuvre. Incapable of relating well to others,

especially to women, his protagonists often experience

identity crises as they search for a sense of validation

associated with locations from their childhood or

attempt to reestablish connections to estranged family

members. Wenders applied such themes very effec-

tively to the contemporary American West in his two

collaborative efforts with Sam Shepard (b. 1943):

Paris, Texas (1984), and Don’t Come Knocking
(2005), for which Shepard wrote the story and screen-

play and in which he stars as a down-and-out

cowboy actor.

In Wenders’s multinational productions, his

protagonists’ rootlessness often comments on the

erosion of national boundaries and cultural identi-

ties, with special emphasis on the global influence

of American popular culture in the form of

Peter Falk (right) and Bruno Ganz in a scene from Wim Wenders’s Wings of Desire, 1987. ROAD MOVIES/ARGOS FILMS/

WDR/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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dominant cinema and rock music, which had had
such an impact on him during his formative years.
In his critically recognized The American Friend
(1977; Der amerikanische Freund), an adaptation
of Patricia Highsmith’s (1921–1995) crime novel
Ripley’s Game (1974), the confusing shot transi-
tions among New York, Hamburg, and Paris
underscore the homogenizing effect of contempor-
ary urban architecture; and Wenders’s casting of
American film directors whom he held in high
esteem (Dennis Hopper [b. 1936], Nicholas Ray
[1911–1979], and Samuel Fuller [1911–1997]) in
the roles of underworld characters involved in art
counterfeiting and pornography reveal the ambiva-
lence implied in the work’s title.

In addition to the self-conscious allusions to
film as a medium that occur in many of Wenders’s
films, film history and the conditions of film pro-
duction have served as central themes. Whereas
the feature The Brothers Skladanowsky (1995; Die
Gebrüder Skladanowsky) treats the origins of
German film, Wenders’s ‘‘essay’’ films, which have
a documentary character, recognize significant
directors. Lightning over Water (1980) presents
the last weeks of the terminally ill Nicholas Ray.
In Tokyo-Ga (1985), Wenders pays homage to the
Japanese film director Yasujiro Ozu (1903–
1963), while reflecting on film’s current status
vis-à-vis the increasing dominance of television
and video. With the film Beyond the Clouds
(1995; Al di là delle nuvole), Wenders realized
his dream of collaborating with the celebrated
avant-garde filmmaker Michelangelo Antonioni
(b. 1912). The films about film productions beset
by financial and logistic obstacles, such as The
State of Things (1982; Der Stand der Dinge) and
Lisbon Story (1994), reflect Wenders’s own chal-
lenges to the rigid structures controlling the film
industry.

Since music documentaries marked the start

of Wenders’s filmmaking career, and rock music

soundtracks have always featured prominently in

his works, it is not surprising that a wide range of

music has been at the forefront of his recent

projects. This has included the country singer

Willie Nelson (b. 1933) in 1998, the Cologne

rock band BAP in 2002, several films involving

the band U2, and the episode ‘‘The Soul of a

Man’’ for the television documentary series The

Blues in 2003. Wenders’s documentary on

veteran Cuban jazz musicians, Buena Vista

Social Club (1999), earned him international

recognition and an Academy Award nomination

for best documentary.

See also Cinema; Film (Documentary); Germany.
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GLENN CUOMO

n

WERTMÜLLER, LINA (b. 1926), Italian
scriptwriter and film director.

Born in Rome of a southern Italian father and a

Swiss mother, Lina Wertmüller’s full birth name

was Arcangela Felice Assunta Wertmüller von

Elgg Spanol von Braueich, a foretaste of the equal-

ly lengthy Italian titles for which her best films

are famous. After enrolling in the Accademia

Teatrale, directed by Pietro Scharoff, she worked

with Maria Signorelli’s hand puppet company for

several years. Then she turned to the state televi-

sion company, the RAI, and was instrumental in

directing several famous musical programs:

Canzonissima and Giornalino di Gianburrasca.

Introduced to Federico Fellini by a friend,

Marcello Mastroianni’s wife, Flora, Wertmüller

became Fellini’s assistant on the production of his

masterpiece, 8 ½, but left his company to direct her

first film, The Lizards (1963), which can best be

described as a left-wing feminist version of Fellini’s

coming-of-age film I Vitelloni (1953) that merci-

lessly satirized the reactionary politics of a lethargic

and male-dominated southern city. Subsequently,

she would shoot several successful comedies—Let’s
Talk about Men (1965), Don’t Sting the Mosquito
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(1967)—and even a spaghetti western, The Belle

Starr Story (1967), before turning to film a series

of works in the 1970s that creatively combined the

influence of Fellini, her experience in the theater,

her feminist aspirations, and her socialist politics.

These works won her international recognition,

even if such renown was frequently contested by

more negative Italian film critics.

Wertmüller’s best works appeared in only a few

short years: The Seduction of Mimi (1972); Love
and Anarchy (1973); All Screwed Up (1973);

Swept Away (1974); and her masterpiece, Seven
Beauties (1976), for which she received the honor

of being the first woman in history to be nomi-

nated (unsuccessfully) for an Oscar for best direc-

tor. A few years before her successful run of films,

she had written a very popular play, Two Plus Two
Are No Longer Four, directed by Franco Zeffirelli

and starring Giancarlo Giannini, who was to

become her favorite male lead in her best works.

When she paired him with the actress Mariangela

Melato in The Seduction of Mimi, Love and

Anarchy, and Swept Away, Wertmüller had discov-

ered an unbeatable combination of acting talents.

The style of Wertmüller’s political comedies owed a

great deal to her dramatic training and her knowl-

edge of the stereotypical characters from Italy’s

traditional commedia dell’arte and puppet theater.

Her most memorable figures combine that tradi-

tion with the flamboyant, baroque imagery she had

learned to appreciate in Fellini’s best works of the

1960s and 1970s. Unlike the traditional Italian

film comedy (commedia all’italiana) that normally

embraced a masculine perspective, her films often

included a feminist twist that few male directors

favored. In The Seduction of Mimi she plays with

the interrelationships of politics and love in por-

traying a leftist metalworker who becomes

embroiled with the Mafia and loses his sweetheart.

Love and Anarchy turns the same feminist eye on

Pasqualino Frafuso (played by Giancarlo Giannini) attempts to appease his German captors in a scene from

Seven Beauties, 1976. MEDUSA/THE KOBAL COLLECTION
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Italy’s fascist period, a popular theme in Italian

cinema of the 1970s, treating the story of an anar-

chist who comes to Rome to assassinate Benito

Mussolini but fails in his mission because he falls

in love with a prostitute in one of Rome’s first-class

brothels. Her most controversial film, Swept Away,

plays with a feminist reversal of gender comedy,

creating a memorable contrast between a spoiled

and wealthy anticommunist yacht owner (Melato)

and a fervidly communist sailor working on the

yacht (Giannini). Marooned on a desert island,

the proletarian sailor takes control of the wealthy

industrialist both physically and sexually, and she

falls in love with him. Their love affair is destroyed,

however, when they are rescued and returned to

the class-bound society they had only temporarily

escaped. Seven Beauties proposes a grotesque look

at the European Holocaust through the eyes of a

Neapolitan survivor, played masterfully by

Giannini. Its tragic-comic perspective on the con-

centration camps anticipates Roberto Benigni’s

Life Is Beautiful (1997), both of which owe a debt

to the example of Federico Fellini’s grotesque

comedy and vivid imagery.

After reaching the apogee of international fame,

Wertmüller’s critical and commercial fortunes

declined rapidly, beginning with her English-

language debut film, A Night Full of Rain (1978),

and followed by a number of works that aimed to

re-create the successful works of the 1970s but

failed, at times, even to achieve wide American dis-

tribution: Blood Feud (1979); A Joke of Destiny

(1983); Summer Night with Greek Profile, Almond

Eyes, and Scent of Basil (1986); and Ciao, Professore

(1992). She has, nevertheless, kept busy with work

for Italian television, directing a production of

Georges Bizet’s Carmen for the San Carlo Opera

in Naples in 1987 and working since 1988 as an

important executive at Rome’s Centro Sperimentale

di Cinematografia, a position she continues to fill in

the early twenty-first century. A comparison of

Wertmüller’s Swept Away to the embarrassing

remake of this memorable feminist comedy starring

Madonna in 2002 underscores just how good

Wertmüller’s comic films really were at the height

of her success in the 1970s.

See also Cinema.
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PETER BONDANELLA

n

WIESENTHAL, SIMON (1908–2005),
war crimes investigator.

Simon Wiesenthal was born in Buczacz, near

Lviv in Poland (now Ukraine). Although trained in

Prague as an architectural engineer, Wiesenthal was

forced to work in a factory after Poland was divided

between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in

1939.

Following the German invasion of the Soviet

Union in June 1941, Wiesenthal was arrested and

sent to the Janowska camp near Lviv, where he was

a slave laborer. He managed to escape in October

1943 but was recaptured and returned there the

following June. As the eastern front collapsed

in 1944, survivors from Janowska were marched

westward. Wiesenthal passed through the camps

of Płaszów, Gross-Rosen, Buchenwald, and

Mauthausen where, on 5 May 1945, he was liber-

ated by the U.S. Army.

After the war, Wiesenthal joined the War Crimes

section of the U.S. Army in Austria, collecting evi-

dence for war crimes prosecutions. In 1947 he estab-

lished the Jewish Historical Documentation Center in

Linz, Austria, where he and his colleagues compiled

material for use in future trials. The onset of the Cold

War made prosecuting Nazi criminals politically unat-

tractive to Western powers (who were now allied with

West Germany) and the center was closed in 1954, but

Wiesenthal continued to amass information on Adolf

Eichmann, which assisted the Israeli authorities in his

capture in Brazil in 1960.
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In 1961, following the trial of Eichmann in

Israel, Wiesenthal reopened his center in Vienna

and pursued both high-profile and obscure Nazi

criminals. Chief among them were Franz Stangl,

commandant of the Treblinka and Sobibor death

camps; his deputy Gustav Wagner; Franz Mürer,

commandant of the Vilna ghetto in Lithuania; and

Karl Silberbauer, the policeman who arrested Anne

Frank. In total, Wiesenthal helped bring approxi-

mately eleven hundred war criminals to justice.

Wiesenthal published his memoirs in 1967. In

1977 the Simon Wiesenthal Center for Holocaust

Studies in Los Angeles was named in his honor.

See also Eichmann, Adolf; Holocaust.
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BEN BARKOW

n

WITTGENSTEIN, LUDWIG (1889–
1951), philosopher.

Ludwig Wittgenstein was one of the most influ-
ential European philosophers of the twentieth cen-
tury. Born in Vienna into a family of enormous
wealth and culture, Wittgenstein received his early
education at home. He trained as an engineer at the
renowned Technische Hochschule at Charlotten-
burg, Berlin, and then did work in aeronautics at
the University of Manchester, where he patented a
propeller design in 1911. His scientific interests
became increasingly foundational, taking him from
engineering to mathematics and finally, to logic.

In 1911 Wittgenstein began attending lectures
on logic and philosophy by Bertrand Russell at
Trinity College, Cambridge. He was concerned
with the problem of how language could be about
the world and was also interested in the nature of
logic. After studying with Russell for less than two
years, Wittgenstein set off on his own, living in

Norway for a year and then joining the Austro-
Hungarian Army at the start of World War I. He
continued his philosophical work, even at the front
lines, and completed what was to be called the
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus by the end of the war.

Published in a German periodical in 1921 and

then printed with an English translation in book

form in 1922, the Tractatus is a numbered series

of often oracular assertions and is not easily

understandable.

The book presents a ‘‘picture theory’’ to

explain how indicative sentences are about the

world. Sentences are like abstract pictures: a sen-

tence, when fully analyzed, must be structurally

similar to what it is about, when that too has been

fully analyzed. In both cases, the analysis leads to

basic units, or atoms—simple names in the sen-

tence that refer to simple objects in the world.

This mimicked Russell’s ‘‘logical atomism,’’ save

for the fact that Wittgenstein took no position on

what the simple objects might be. As a result,

interpreters have made various conjectures, posit-

ing that these atoms are anything from sense data

to space-time points; but Wittgenstein seemed to

want his theory to be ambiguous on this point.

Furthermore, the way descriptive language func-

tioned was ‘‘shown’’ by its use and could not itself

be ‘‘said’’ or described. Trying to say what can only

be shown results in nonsense.

Originally this distinction between showing

and saying was limited to certain aspects of lan-

guage and logic, but the war had a profound spiri-

tual effect on Wittgenstein, and some of these

spiritual lessons found their way into the distinc-

tion as well. Wittgenstein judged that religion,

ethics, aesthetics, and the meaning of life were

realms that could only be shown and could not

be said or expressed in language. Finally, he

thought that philosophy could not properly be

expressed in words, thus leaving interpreters to

wonder about the status of the Tractatus itself,

which ends with the infamous: ‘‘7. Whereof one

cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.’’

After the war, Wittgenstein renounced his
share of a large inheritance from his father. With
the completion of his book, he withdrew from
philosophical pursuits to teach elementary school
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in rural Austria. But the Tractatus became a semi-
nal text in the discussions of the Vienna Circle, a
group of scientifically minded philosophers that
included Moritz Schlick and Rudolf Carnap. In
their attempts to put philosophy on a solid founda-
tion and to limit discourse to the realm of the
meaningful, they thought they had found an advo-
cate in Wittgenstein. Yet Wittgenstein was at odds
with them, in that he highly valued the very realms

of ethics, religion, and art that they labeled as
nonsense. Despite this significant difference,
Wittgenstein’s book had a great influence on phi-
losophy by putting the logical analysis of language
at its center.

Discussions with the Vienna Circle eventually

led Wittgenstein to realize he had more to say

about philosophical issues. In 1929 he returned

to Cambridge to rethink the Tractatus. At first

the changes were minor, but they became increas-

ingly radical. His new thoughts about philosophical

matters were never published by him, but by the

time of his death he had left some twenty thousand

pages of notebooks, manuscripts, and typescripts

formulating his ideas. Among these was a mostly

finished typescript, which was posthumously pub-

lished in 1953 under the title Philosophical

Investigations. This book is also a numbered series

of paragraphs and is more revealing than the

Tractatus, but hardly any easier to understand.

Other records of Wittgenstein’s later thoughts have

been published steadily since then.

Two important things remained constant in

Wittgenstein’s thinking from his early to his later

work—the centrality of language to philosophical

issues and the idea that philosophy is fundamen-

tally different from science. Philosophy is a method

to help us avoid confusions of thought and not a

set of theories or doctrines.

Wittgenstein came to see that his early view of

language had been overly narrow, focusing only on

descriptive uses of language. He came to emphasize

the diverse uses of language and resisted the temp-

tation to oversimplify phenomena and ignore their

contexts for the sake of fitting them into a theory.

He no longer saw language as having an essence

but saw a multiplicity of ‘‘language games’’ that

bore various ‘‘family resemblances’’ to one another.

For example, the words ‘‘ham sandwich’’ could be

part of a language game in which we describe the

contents of our lunch box, but they could as well

be part of a language game in which we order lunch

at a restaurant. In the latter case we are not describ-

ing or picturing anything, but requesting it.

This attention to the concrete instances of

phenomena, and the move away from abstract

theorizing about phenomena, earned Wittgenstein

Russell’s criticism that he had grown tired of

serious thinking. But this new attention to the

concrete spawned a new method of philosophy,

sometimes called ‘‘ordinary language’’ philosophy.

Thus, Wittgenstein forged two different app-

roaches to philosophy, both of which have been

significant in the twentieth century.

See also Russell, Bertrand.
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JAMES C. KLAGGE

n

WOOLF, VIRGINIA (1882–1941), English
novelist and feminist intellectual.

Virginia Woolf was born Adeline Virginia Stephen
in London to Julia Prinsep Duckworth (née Jackson,
1846–1895) and (Sir) Leslie Stephen (1832–1904), a
prominent man of letters in the year he began to edit
the Dictionary of National Biography. Along with two
Duckworth brothers and a sister from Julia Stephen’s
previous marriage (Stella, who died in 1897), and
Leslie Stephen’s daughter from his marriage to
Minnie Thackeray (Laura, who was sent to a home
for the mentally ill when she was a child), the family
included Vanessa (the Bloomsbury painter Vanessa
Bell, 1879–1961); Thoby (1880–1906), often con-
sidered the model for the hero of Jacob’s Room (1922)
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and The Waves (1931); and Adrian (1883–1948), a
psychiatrist. As a well-known public agnostic, Stephen
resigned his professorship at Cambridge but worked
tirelessly as a literary critic. Julia Stephen was often the
subject of Julia Margaret Cameron’s pioneering
photographs and was painted as the Virgin Mary in
Edward Burne-Jones’s The Annunciation. The
Stephen family on holiday is supposed to be the source
of Woolf ’s most popular and admired novel, To the
Lighthouse (1927), and her parents the originals of
Mr. and Mrs. Ramsay.

Woolf had little formal education except the lan-
guage lessons and history classes she paid for out of her
dress allowance. She was particularly indebted to
her Greek teacher, Janet Case, and voiced her anger
at her ignorance in ‘‘On Not Knowing Greek,’’ one of
many essays in her two Common Reader (1925, 1932)
collections and several other volumes. Perhaps it is
because she never learned to write a set essay in school
that Virginia Woolf completely revolutionized the
English essay. Along with her Bloomsbury colleague
and friend Lytton Strachey, she swept the essay clean of
cumbersome notes and didactic designs, Victorian
long-windedness, and avoidance of difficult topics.
The Bloomsbury ethos demanded a light hand and a
commitment to telling the truth, and this is evident
not only in Woolf ’s Collected Essays (six volumes) but
also in her Diaries (five volumes), and Letters (six
volumes), which are justly considered among the finest
of the twentieth century. The secret of her epistolary
style was to imagine ‘‘the face on the other side of the
page,’’ and she used her letters not to complain but to
entertain the reader.

While some biographers imagine that she edu-
cated herself in her father’s library, she, like other
autodidacts, was unsure of herself and resentful of
her brothers’ lessons among their peers at school
and at Cambridge. Her obsession with women’s
education led to the lectures she gave at Oxford
and Cambridge and published as A Room of One’s
Own in 1929—now considered a masterpiece of
political propaganda and the bible of what is called
the second wave of the women’s movement in the
United States, Britain, and Europe. Her political
masterpiece is Three Guineas (1938), a socialist,
pacifist, and feminist tract inspired by the bombing
of women and children in the Spanish civil war and
the rise of fascism in Europe that earned her the
title of ‘‘best pamphleteer in England’’ from the

Times Literary Supplement and much hostility from
those, including her nephew and biographer,
Quentin Bell, and the editor of her letters, Nigel
Nicolson, who were infuriated by her argument
that patriarchy was the origin of fascism and that
feminism was a necessary component of any social-
ist and pacifist political philosophy.

Woolf nursed her father on his deathbed in 1904
and moved with Vanessa, Thoby, and Adrian to 46
Gordon Square when he died. The Bloomsbury
address came to stand for intellectual honesty, the
banishing of Victorian gloom, the Cambridge philos-
ophy of G. E. Moore that centered on the ethics and
morals of friendship, and the Thursday evenings spent
with Lytton Strachey, Leonard Woolf (1880–1969),
Clive Bell (1881–1964) and, later, in Fitzroy Square,
after Vanessa had married Clive Bell, the liberal novel-
ist E. M. Forster (1879–1970), the economist John
Maynard Keynes (1883–1946), the painter Duncan
Grant (1885–1978), and the art critic Roger Fry
(1866–1934). While the move to the poor and mixed
neighborhood of Bloomsbury shocked Henry James,
the term came to mean ‘‘elite and effete’’ in critique of
the Bloomsbury group’s reputation for sexual experi-
mentation and an assumption of upper-class attitudes.
But in fact Keynes’s economic works were central to
twentieth-century thinking, and Leonard Woolf ’s
political work for the Labour Party, editing the
Nation and writing powerfully toward the creation of
the League of Nations and a system of international
justice, is an important legacy. Leonard Woolf ’s
Empire and Commerce in Africa (1920) is a master-
piece in the economic analysis of imperialism.

In 1904 Woolf published her first essay in the
Guardian (Church Weekly), introduced by her
Quaker aunt, Caroline Emelia Stephen. Stephen, the
author of many fine essays herself and a reformer in her
church, later left her niece a legacy of £2,500 (the
source of the £500 a year Woolf says, in A Room of
One’s Own, a woman artist must have to write freely).
During the Votes for Women movement, the young
Virginia worked for Adult Suffrage, a group that
favored votes for working men as well as for women,
while both the Pankhursts’ militant group, the
Women’s Social and Political Union, and Woolf ’s
friend Ray Strachey’s umbrella organization, the
National Union of Women’s Suffrage Societies,
wanted votes for women on the same terms as men,
meaning that the property qualification would still
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be in force and thereby exclude many working-class
people of both sexes. Her second novel, Night and
Day (1919), is a women’s suffrage novel and may be
read along with others of the genre like Ford Madox
Ford’s Some Do Not (1924), Elizabeth Robins’s The
Convert (1907), and H. G. Wells’s Ann Veronica
(1909). Virginia Stephen married Leonard Woolf on
his return from Ceylon in 1912; he published his novel
The Wise Virgins in 1914, and her first novel, The
Voyage Out, was published by Duckworth in 1915.

Woolf and her husband founded the Hogarth
Press in 1917. Two Stories (1917, with a story by each)
had woodcuts by Dora Carrington (1893–1932), a
painter as well as companion and housekeeper to
Lytton Strachey. Her interestingly primitivist work
may be compared to that of other Bloomsbury painters
like Vanessa Bell and Duncan Grant, who were now
living together at Charleston, where he fathered her
third child but maintained his homosexual lifestyle,
one of the hallmarks of Bloomsbury. The effortless
ease of writing cultivated by Bloomsbury is evident in
Woolf ’s two Common Reader volumes, suggesting
her anti-academic attitudes.

Woolf ’s anti-imperialism is evident in The Voyage
Out, which reverses the bildungsroman to kill off its
young heroine, and in her poetic masterpiece The
Waves (1931), an amazing combination of the mys-
tical and the political in a highly innovative style of
interior monologue. Each of her novels is different
from the others stylistically in experimental new forms
that transformed the modernist project in the writing
of fiction. World War I was a major influence on
her work. She called the war ‘‘this preposterous mas-
culine fiction,’’ which made her ‘‘steadily more fem-
inist.’’ Jacob’s Room is an aching elegy to the absent
generation of 1914, and Mrs. Dalloway (1925), an
exploration of inner consciousness, compares
Septimus Smith, the shell-shocked soldier, to the host-
esses of the home front where war is planned. To the
Lighthouse, Woolf ’s most popular novel, draws on her
own childhood experience for a devastating portrait
of the Victorian family, marriage, and the struggle
of the woman artist. But this book is also haunted by
the war, represented by a huge absence, ‘‘Time
Passes,’’ in the center of the novel. Orlando (1928)
is a ‘‘fantastic biography’’ based on Woolf ’s friend
Vita Sackville-West, in which the character lives
through several centuries whose mores and literature
are spoofed along the way with several brilliant set

pieces, including one of skaters on the frozen Thames.
Flush (1933) is a comic biography of Elizabeth Barrett
Browning’s dog.

The Years (1937), an ‘‘upstairs-downstairs’’
novel, became a best-seller as a ‘‘realistic’’ historical
novel, and Between the Acts, which revolves around
a historical pageant and is another major critique of
war and imperialism, was published posthumously
in 1941, the year she committed suicide. Her hor-
ror of war was a cause of her depression, a remnant
of earlier mental disturbances. But Three Guineas
had allowed her to express very clearly her pacifist,
feminist, and socialist position that the origins of
fascism are in the patriarchal family. Her last man-
ifesto was made from scrapbooks full of news clip-
pings she had kept for a decade and contains, in her
words, ‘‘enough powder to blow up St Paul’s.’’ At
the beginning of the twenty-first century Virginia
Woolf’s reputation is secure as a major modernist
writer and feminist philosopher.

See also Bloomsbury.
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JANE MARCUS

n

WORKERS’ THEATRE MOVEMENT.
The Workers’ Theatre Movement (WTM) is the
collective term for revolutionary left-wing theater
groups in the interwar period in the USSR,
Germany, Britain, and the United States. The
WTM of the 1920s and 1930s built upon existing
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traditions of radical theater, particularly in
Germany and Britain. But the Workers’ Theatre
groups of the interwar period represented a move-
ment distinct from their radical antecedents. The
dramatic groups of which the WTM consisted
were all politically orientated to the Communist
Party. Earlier radical theater in these countries had
been loosely allied to socialist or quasi-socialist
movements and organizations in their respective
countries. The association of interwar Workers’
Theatre with the Communist Party, however,
gave the movement international connection,
organization, political outlook, and impetus.

Workers’ Theatre began in the USSR after the
Bolshevik Revolution in 1917 and was closely allied
to the aims of the state and the party, becoming an
integral part of the revolutionary process in the
Soviet Union in the early 1920s. The Russian
Workers’ Theatre directly influenced an equivalent
organized movement in Germany after 1927,
formed out of disparate agitprop groups that had
existed since 1920. German agitprop, in turn,
inspired the formation of a British equivalent, the
Workers’ Theatre Movement, after the General
Strike of 1926, which in turn influenced the for-
mation of a concomitant WTM in the United
States after 1928. The WTM in the United States
was radical and strongly pro-communist, and many
of its interwar participants suffered during the
height of government anticommunist hysteria in
the early to mid-1950s.

USSR

In the Soviet Union, radical revolutionary theater
groups were brought together in 1919 under the
umbrella organization Terevsat (Theater of
Revolutionary Satire). Terevsat made use of genres
such as operetta, revue, vaudeville, and chastushki
(traditional folk verse), to propagate revolutionary
principles. Historians of this movement emphasize
the importance of Terevsat in the early Soviet
Union. Although the USSR was the first revolu-
tionary socialist state, the peoples of the new Soviet
Union were predominantly agricultural peasants,
and levels of illiteracy were high. Through the
medium of theater, socialist principles were con-
veyed to rural as well as urban workers.

Terevsat was the direct antecedent of the Blue

Blouse (Sinyaya Bluza) movement, founded in

1923. Blue Blouse started as a biweekly newspaper,

inspired by the Institute of Journalism in the

USSR, and provided organized ideological influ-

ences for Workers’ Theatre. Blue Blouse soon

became the umbrella organization for Workers’

Theatre in the USSR, displacing Terevsat as

the organ of party and state. By 1927, Blue

Blouse companies consisted of more than seven

thousand workers’ circles, as well as five profes-

sional theater groups. Blue Blouse coexisted with

other Workers’ Theatre groups in the Soviet

Union, but was the most influential group during

the turbulent 1920s.

Historians credit Blue Blouse with being a sig-

nificant and popular tool in the transformation of

Russian society during the early Soviet era. Blue

Blouse contributed to the rise of literacy and agi-

tated for measures relevant to its audiences. Blue

Blouse’s use of popular humor and styles made

their performances accessible to the masses without

formal education. By the late 1920s, however, the

formula that gave them their initial success had led

to stagnation of style and creativity. Presentations

were didactic, simplistic portrayals of correct and

incorrect ideas and social actions. The journal

ceased publication in 1928, superseded by other,

more Stalinist publications. The Blue Blouse com-

panies finally met their demise in the early 1930s,

with the rise of the Stalinist faction in the Bolshevik

Party. The theory of socialist realism, propagated

by the Stalinists, demanded large and culturally

affirmative theatrical productions. The simplistic

agit-revue techniques of Blue Blouse were ill suited

to the new propaganda requirements.

GERMANY

Although Blue Blouse stagnated and, within a rela-

tively short time, declined in the USSR, the com-

panies left a legacy that was enormously influential

in Workers’ Theatre organizations in other coun-

tries. In 1927 Blue Blouse companies toured work-

ers’ clubs in Germany, Poland, Scandinavia, and

China. Their work was reviewed in the United

States, Denmark, and Germany. In Germany, their

work was fundamental to the organization of

Workers’ Theatre. Communist agitprop theater

had flourished in Germany with the foundation of

the International Bureau of Proletkult in 1920.
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This movement spawned a variety of Communist

theater groups, but these groups were factional,

poorly organized, and short lived. Some, such as

the Proletkult Kassel and the Proletarian Theater of

Piscator, survived long enough in the early to mid-

1920s to be of influence in the later WTM.

Nonetheless, the development of organizations

such as the German Workers Theater League and the

Communist Youth League of Germany, formed the

nub of a Workers’ Theatre Movement after 1926.

The visit of the Moscow company of Blue Blouse in

1927 galvanized German agitprop groups into col-

lective action. Agitational theater groups formed in

most German cities during 1928, directly inspired by

Blue Blouse’s style. German groups took the simplis-

tic approach of Blue Blouse and developed it for a

more sophisticated and educated urban proletarian

audience. A new, all-encompassing organization, the

Workers’ Theater League of Germany (Internationaler

Arbeiter-Theater-Bund Deutschlands, or ATBD)

was formed in 1928 to replace older, petit bour-

geois workers’ theater associations. The ATBD

rapidly became the organized agitprop branch of

the revolutionary movement in Germany, and the

outlook of the league was distinctly international.

The ATBD played a pivotal role in the foundation

of the International Workers’ Theater League

in 1929.

The WTM flourished in Germany in the late
1920s. This was partly due to the enthusiastic atti-
tudes of the German Communist leadership,
whereas the hostility of the Stalinists to Blue
Blouse had, in part, led to the decline of WTM in
the USSR. But the Wall Street Crash of 1929 and
its devastating effects on the economy of Weimar
Germany gave the Communist Party and WTM a
huge impetus for agitation and an entirely different
set of political imperatives than its Soviet counter-
parts. German WTM eventually collapsed in the
crisis of the Nazi takeover of power in 1933, with
some of the companies going underground. Many
WTM members were arrested, tortured, or killed
during 1933 and 1934.

BRITAIN

The British WTM developed after the defeat of the
General Strike of 1926. In Britain, the WTM con-
sisted of more than thirty dramatic groups in cities

throughout the country, all allied to the

Communist Party. Predominantly influenced by

agitprop theater groups in Germany, the WTM

was much smaller in Britain and commanded far

less support than in either Germany or the USSR.

In spite of mass unemployment among British

industrial workers, the Communist Party was

unable to persuade workers away from the parlia-

mentary system and the Labour Party. Though

WTM in Britain was based upon a long tradition

of radical theater, the urban working classes in

Britain had a different and much less communitar-

ian social structure than their proletarian equiva-

lents in Germany. Unlike Germany, Britain had

neither prominent revolutionary leadership in the

interwar period nor a strong tradition of revolu-

tionary politics. This had certain creative conse-

quences. German WTM, particularly after 1927,

developed sophisticated versions of the Blue

Blouse presentations, evolving as increasing num-

bers of professional writers and directors became

attracted to the movement and as the political

crises in Germany intensified. In Britain, WTM

productions never got beyond the simple juxtapo-

sition of the plight of the workers in the capitalist

system. In addition, WTM in Britain ignored the

rich tradition of British workers’ folk songs and

music, which had formed the basis of the approach

created by Blue Blouse in the Soviet Union.

Nonetheless, inspired by the organization of the

ATBD, the dramatic companies of British WTM

determined to internationalize, and representatives

from the London group attended the first congress

of the International Workers’ Theatre League in

1930. The British WTM’s activities were at their

height at the time of the National Hunger March

of 1932. From 1931 until 1935, British WTM

produced a journal called the Red Stage.

WTM in Britain dissolved in 1936. This was

predominantly due to the development of policies

by the Communist International of revolution by

Popular Front, whereas WTM was firmly rooted in

the sectarian approach of class against class. British

WTM found itself at odds with the Communist

International, and its counterparts in Germany

and the USSR had long disappeared. Also, creative

and political divisions and splits in WTM between

1933 and 1936 undermined the organization’s
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cohesiveness. The agitprop style of WTM, with its

emphasis upon theater on any open platform and

using the simplest of performance techniques, was

at odds with many professional directors and actors

in the movement. The professionals in Britain

started a trend toward performance on the cur-

tained stage. The British WTM’s legacy was the

Unity Theatre Club, formed in 1936. Although

Unity Theatre was to produce giants of left-wing

theater in the postwar era, such as the director Joan

Littlewood, the move to professionalism that led

to its formation also meant near-abandonment

of its agitprop roots. Agitprop as a genre persis-

ted in Unity Theatre, but as an element, rather

than the single method of consciousness-raising

by the WTM.

See also Agitprop; Theater.
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SEAN BRADY

n

WORKING CLASS. Whether the term
working class has great value in historical analysis
has long been a contentious issue. This has been in
large part due to its use in Marxist writing, the worst
of which has equated membership of the class with
innate revolutionary sympathies. However, for many
other historians it has been a description of a social
reality—that in industrialized and urban societies
there are large numbers of men, women, and children

who depend on the paid labor of one or more of the
family. Furthermore, many writers have assumed that
to be working class involved employment involving
manual labor. As a wide range of people, including
agrarian laborers, depend on wage labor and they
have differing priorities, some have preferred to write
of ‘‘working classes.’’

DIFFERING OUTLOOKS

In many industrialized societies there has been a
notable decline in the proportion of the labor force
in manual employment, and hence much writing
on the decline of the working class. In Britain, for
instance, in 1951 some 72 percent of the workforce
were manual and some 7 percent professional,
whereas in 1981 the equivalent percentages were 57
and 15. Table 1 gives some indication of the sizes of
the working class in several countries.

There has also been much awareness by histor-
ians of fragmentation. If the concerns of white
males were once seen as a norm, there has been
greater awareness among historians of different
work experiences and concerns of female workers
and of nonwhite workers. Similarly, there has been
less of a tendency to equate the working class with
the organized labor movement, with recognition
that a notable aspect of fragmentation has been
between union and nonunion labor.

Such awareness of fragmentation has moved
authors away from simple presumptions that the
working class (or classes) usually acted together ‘‘in
solidarity.’’ While a feature of much twentieth-cen-
tury European history has been displays of solidarity,
such as in the defeat of the right-wing Kapp putsch
in Germany in 1920 or support for the coal miners
in Britain during the 1926 general strike, historians in
recent years have rightly pointed to the limits of
solidarity even among such groups as Europe’s coal
miners.

In much of Europe, especially eastern and
southern Europe, until the second half of the twen-
tieth century there remained a substantial agricul-
tural sector. Some of the workforce was wage labor
and so can be deemed agricultural working class,
but most was farmed by peasants or smallholders.
Hence the urban or industrial working class was
notably geographically limited in parts of Europe in
the first half of the twentieth century. Table 2, for
all the limitations of such statistics (especially given
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the changing national territories, underrecording
of women’s employment, and generally for com-
parative purposes), provides a good indication of
the size of the economically active agrarian popula-
tion. It clearly shows the diminished significance of
the agrarian sector in such relatively early industria-
lized countries as the United Kingdom, Belgium,
Germany, and the Netherlands and its more gen-
eral erosion during the ‘‘golden age’’ of the inter-
national economy (1950–1973).

As a result of the geographical limits on industry,
there were deep fissures in many countries between the
industrial working classes, often concentrated in large
cities and a limited number of other areas, and the seas
of peasants that surrounded them. In Russia before
World War I much of its industry was in St.
Petersburg, Moscow, and Kiev, with mining and
metallurgical industries in the Ukraine, coal in the
Donets Basin, and oil in Baku, Azerbaijan, while some
60 percent of the male workforce was on the land.
Similarly, in Austria after World War I, ‘‘Red Vienna’’
was distinct from the agrarian provinces beyond. There
were similar patterns elsewhere, such as in Italy, with
Milan and Turin; in Hungary, with Budapest; and in
Spain with Barcelona, Madrid, and iron and steel cen-
ters and mining in the northern Basque provinces and
the Asturias. Even in the advanced industrial countries
of Europe such as Germany and Britain there was
notable rural hostility to the radical urban centers. In
Germany in 1914 the urban working class resented the
high food prices stemming from tariffs, while the rural
beneficiaries resented the urban working class enjoying
state social welfare.

The industrialized working class of Europe
worked in a variety of different-sized workplaces in

1914 and for the next six decades or more. In many
countries there were notable large employers such as
the Putilov works in St. Petersburg, the Krupp works
in Essen, and Schneider’s works in Le Creusot. There
were also towns with big factories ringing the
residential areas, such as Sesto San Giovanni, a suburb
of Milan, with steel, machinery, and electrical equip-
ment, or Loughborough (England), with heavy engi-
neering and textiles around its southern and eastern
sides. There also were many urban areas where there
was a range of small-scale workshops, as in
Birmingham (England).

While higher living standards and relatively cheap
public transport enabled people to live farther from
their work, there were still many working-class people
who lived within walking distance or a short bus or
tram ride from their workplace. In a large city such as
London until well into the twentieth century, labor
markets were localized, with many working people
keeping to an area, such as south London, where
they both lived and worked.

HOUSING

Many of the basic industrial revolution industries—
iron (and later steel), shipbuilding, textiles, and coal
mining—generated communities around the work-
place. Some of the early-twentieth-century housing
was provided by paternalist employers, such as on the
Ruhr (Germany), many industrial locations in
Derbyshire (England), and at ‘‘Schneiderville,’’ Le
Creusot (France). Other housing often was built
crowded together, in near-uniform terraces. In many
towns and cities big factories had a dominating pres-
ence, quite literally looming over the houses. This

TABLE 1
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was so in the case of woolen mills in Bradford,
Halifax, and Huddersfield, or a major employer, such
as Brush (Switchgear) in Loughborough. In many
rural and urban areas mining villages were overlooked
by huge spoil tips, with tragic consequences at
Aberfan in 1966, when one slipped and engulfed a
school and other buildings, killing 144 people, 116
of whom were children. Such stark industrial back-
drops became less common across Europe in the last
quarter of the twentieth century with the decline of
many such industries and greater mobility of many
working people.

While much English, Welsh, Scottish, and Irish
working-class housing was in grim surroundings
and, until the 1970s, often had outside toilets and
sometimes no bathrooms, there was even worse
housing in eastern and southern Europe. Some
textile workers in Russia, especially where the
factories were in predominantly rural areas, had to
live in barrack blocks notable for overcrowding
and poor facilities shared by large numbers. In
Germany many of the industrial working class con-
tinued to live in small towns and areas with a rural
character. In many of the big cities such as Berlin,
Hamburg, and Munich, many working-class families
lived in small flats in four- or five-story tenements,
often having only one bed and able to afford heating
in only one room; many families added to their
income by taking in a lodger. In Lyon (France)

there were some company houses, but until mid-
century many workers lived in single-room flats or
even lean-to shacks. In Paris there was a range of
housing, from private enterprise apartment blocks
for the blue- and white-collar working class, to
cheap, poorly built housing amid muddy streets
around the outskirts of Paris. Other cities, such as
Vienna, had tenements, cellar flats, and other very
poor quality housing.

After the First World War, there was a great
expansion in housing provided by municipalities.
In Vienna, between 1919 and 1934, 58,667 apart-
ments and 5,257 one-family houses were built,
thereby accommodating roughly 10 percent of
the population; but many of the working class still
lived in very poor conditions. In Britain between
1918 and 1939 more than 4.5 million houses were
built, of which more than a quarter of those in
England and Wales and two-thirds in Scotland
were built by the local authorities. As a result
British cities and towns had large areas of working-
class housing, known as council estates. While the
quality of the housing and of the upkeep varied, it
was mostly of a better standard than much of the
working class’s rented private accommodation.

LEISURE

In Germany, Austria, and elsewhere the crowded
tenement flats encouraged a male working-class

TABLE 2
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culture of leaving wives and children in the home in
favor of bars and clubs. As a large part of working-
class politics was linked to such environments, it
was anything but welcoming for women. This was
true of all or most of Europe. Yet in the Germany
of 1914 those working class in the socialist party
(German Social Democratic Party, SPD) had
formed a distinct subculture, much of it involving
‘‘respectable’’ activities, from choral societies to
cycling. In Britain the Labour Party as a whole
had not such a developed culture, though there
was a substantial culture of the cooperative move-
ment, which by the end of the First World War was
predominantly Labour rather than Liberal in its
sympathies. To a lesser extent, in the north of
England, the Independent Labour Party and the
Clarion Cycling Clubs shared some of the cultural
features of the SPD.

Across Europe there was mass support for foot-
ball (soccer). In Britain it was well-established in
the Midlands and the north of England as well as
Scotland by 1914. With more working-class people
working a five-and-a-half-day week in the interwar
years, there were huge crowds going to football
matches across Europe. In the first half of the
twentieth century the spectators were predomi-
nantly, but not exclusively, male; larger numbers
of women attended after World War I. There were
sizable crowds for other sports, such as horse
racing. Many working men gambled on horses,
greyhounds, and (in the form of the ‘‘pools’’) on
the outcome of football matches.

Whether or not the husband spent his leisure
outside the home or not, the working-class mother
organized the home and children. Often she was
helped by her mother, especially in the cases of
working mothers. In many industrial towns, such
as the textile areas of Lancashire, England, many
families lived within a few streets of grandparents
and other relatives, and these often undertook vital
child-care tasks.

SECURING EMPLOYMENT

In France, Germany, Britain, and other countries
working-class sons often followed their fathers in
employment. In many mining communities, espe-
cially those not close to cities or large towns, it was
even expected that they would. This was also so in
towns where one or a few big companies

dominated, as in Le Creusot, France. In the indus-
trial cities sons and daughters often worked locally,
rather than move away from home into apprentice-
ships or service. Working-class families with many
daughters often moved to areas of higher female
employment, such as the hosiery towns of the East
Midlands in England.

Children very often secured employment
through relatives’, friends’, or neighbors’ connec-
tions. This was attractive to employers as it gave a
likelihood of good character and probably slower
labor turnover. Where working-class people tra-
veled afar, they usually went to areas near the main
railway route from their home; hence migrants
from the southwest of England often lived and
worked in the southwest of London. Also migrants
went where relatives, friends, or neighbors had
gone before. This was also true of immigrant work-
ers, who in the case of former rural workers from
southern Europe, Africa, or Asia frequently joined
others from their village in a European urban area.

The growth of female employment, both in the
interwar years and from the 1960s, contributed to
a lessening of male domination of their lives for
many. Paid employment gave younger women a

greater opportunity to enjoy leisure activities. This

had occurred earlier, in such areas as Lancashire,

England, where women in the cotton industry had

earned relatively high wages. For married women,

whose work was unpaid and domestic, their leisure

was more often focused on the family and the

home. In several countries some young workers’

real earnings rose sufficiently to give them some

consumer power in the 1930s as well as the 1950s

onward, when ‘‘teenagers’’ became a notable

group. Nevertheless, for many working-class young

people an early start to work remained crucial to

their family’s budget. This was very frequently the

case where the main adult earner was a manual

worker or was unemployed. In large families where

the mother worked, eldest daughters took on child

care and household management roles as if depu-

ties for their mothers.

POVERTY AND UNEMPLOYMENT

Many of the unskilled working class in Europe in at
least the first few decades of the twentieth century
lived close to poverty, or in poverty. Their situation
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depended not only on the labor market but on

their stages in the human life cycle and the size of

their family. With large young families they were

likely to be close to poverty; poor health and old

age also brought very hard times, unless family

networks provided support. Bad housing, poorer

quality food, and manual labor all contributed to a

proneness to worse health and higher mortality

patterns. For instance, in the case of infant mortal-

ity rates, the average rate per thousand live births

for England and Wales in 1928–1932 was 66.2, but

in Stockton-on-Tees (in the north of England),

where the average was 78.8, in two poor working-

class districts the rate was 117.8 and 134.0. There

were similar, and even worse, figures for other

British industrial cities, as well as for other

European cities and towns. Yet, even in the early

twentieth century, through thrift clubs and other

savings organizations, unskilled working-class
families managed to afford day trips to the seaside

or longer stays. In factory towns there were annual
closures of factories for a week.

The unskilled workers also were most likely to
suffer unemployment in bad economic times and
to have less savings to fall back on. The European
countries, like economies elsewhere that were
much involved in the international economy, were
badly hit by the recessions of 1921–1922 and
1931–1933. In these years the industrial work-
forces were hard hit. The old staple industries were
suffering serious decline, in some cases because of
overcapacity brought about by World War I and
the postwar boom, and more generally by increased
competition, as other countries had expanded their
production (such as the United States and to a
lesser extent Japan). There was further heavy

A coal slide engulfs buildings in the village of Aberfan, Wales, October 1966. The proximity of working-class housing

to work sites created undesirable and in some cases deadly conditions for workers. The coal slide in Aberfan destroyed a school

and killed 144 people, including 116 children. GETTY IMAGES
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unemployment in the 1980s and afterward as many
Western European industries, and then former

communist manufacturing, collapsed in the face

of global competition.

In Britain the 1921–1922 recession had a big

impact, with wages falling substantially after prices

fell. In 1922 15.2 percent of trade unionists were

unemployed there, while in Norway 17.1 percent

were. In Belgium and Denmark, where the unem-

ployed figures were for workers covered by insu-
rance, the peak figures were 11.5 and 19.7 percent

in 1921. The major exception was Germany, where

high inflation delayed unemployment until 1924–

1926 (with 18 percent of trade unionists unem-

ployed in 1926). In 1933–1933 Britain suffered,

but as its economy had not enjoyed a boom in the

1920s, unlike Germany and the United States, it
had less far to fall. Nevertheless, the percentage of

the unemployed out of insured workers peaked at

22.5 percent in 1932. In contrast unemployment

was more severe in Germany, with the registered

unemployed being 30.1 percent of the labor force.

The level was even higher, 31.7 percent of insured

workers, in Denmark in 1932, 33.4 percent of

trade unionists in Norway in 1933 and with the
registered unemployed as 32.7 percent of the labor

force in the Netherlands in 1936.

In the early 1930s in Germany those unem-

ployed suffered more than in Britain, as provision

for the long-term unemployed had broken down

more and benefit cuts were greater. The high levels

of job losses created tensions between workers try-

ing to retain their positions; for example, older

males called for women and younger men to be
laid off first. In Germany, unlike Britain, the

United States, and Australia, high unemployment

was accompanied by rising support for communism

and fascism.

The quality of life of skilled workers and their

families was better. They lived in better houses and

could afford better food. They also were able to

afford more than day outings as holidays, with

many British, French, and other factory towns los-
ing much of their population for those days. After

World War II, holidays with pay in Britain became

widespread, with manual workers also gaining

them; and by the early 1950s the entitlement was

commonly for a fortnight’s holiday.

WORKING-CLASS POLITICS

The fragmentation of the working class (or classes)
was very apparent in politics across Europe. In
Germany, while the SPD polled 4,250,000 votes
(34.8 percent) in 1912 and became the largest
party in the Reichstag, there remained sizable
working-class groups it largely failed to attract.
This situation was even more pronounced in
France, although the Socialists secured 1.4 million
votes. In Britain before World War I the Labour
Party was little more than an auxiliary party to the
Liberals. Until after the First World War the largest
section of the working class supported the Liberals,
while the Conservatives also gained substantial
working-class votes.

The fragmentation was partly on religious
lines. In Germany the SPD was strongest in the
Protestant north, and much weaker in the Catholic
south. In Germany, Austria, Belgium, Italy, Spain,
Portugal, and elsewhere, Catholic parties gained
very substantial working-class support. In Britain
there was a strong ‘‘Orange’’ vote, of anti-
Catholicism linked to hostility to Irish immigrants
in Liverpool, elsewhere in Lancashire and Glasgow,
and in Northern Ireland, which was separated from
the rest of Ireland in 1922. There were also parties,
backed by Protestants, that had working-class sup-
port, including in the Netherlands.

There was also fragmentation on ethnic or
nationalist lines. For instance in Germany in the
1912 Reichstag elections, 33 candidates were
elected who represented Poles, Danes, Guelphs,
and Alsatians, polling 706,000 votes. In 1928
these and the regional Bavarian party secured 23
seats and 956,000 votes. In Belgium there were the
major divisions between the French-speaking
Walloons and Dutch-speaking Flemings, which
was the cause of much rioting and led to three
regional parliaments eventually being established
in 1982. In Spain there were bitter divisions
between the majority and the Basques, a people
with their own language, culture, and political
party. The Basques’ sense of separate identity was
strong enough to foster a separatist terrorist orga-
nization (Euzkadi Ta Askatasuna, ETA) in the
1960s. In 1980 the Basques established their own
parliament. In Cyprus there were constant divisions
between the Greek and Turkish populations, which
worsened after independence in 1960, with a civil
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war in 1963–1964 and a Turkish invasion and then
control of a third of the island in 1974 (when the
Turkish people feared union with Greece). In
Northern Ireland the working class has been
divided on religious lines, with the Catholic work-
ing class divided since 1970 between the Social
Democratic and Labour Party (SDLP) and Sinn
Féin and the Protestant working class fragmented
between the Ulster Unionist Party, the Democratic
Unionist Party, and other, often short-lived,
Protestant bodies.

In addition there have been divisions linked to
minorities of recent or older immigrants. The early
part of the twentieth century was marked in many
countries by working classes and other classes dis-
playing hostility to Jews. In Britain, in the East End
of London, Leeds, Manchester, and elsewhere
the Jewish people were often refugees from Russia
and were seen as rivals for unskilled jobs and
cheap housing. Later in the century there was
similar hostility to immigrants from the former
British Empire, including from India, Pakistan,
Bangladesh, and the West Indies. There was similar
hostility to postimperial migrants in France, Spain,
and the Netherlands. In post–World War II West
Germany, and later the reunited Germany, there
were was also much hostility to Turkish ‘‘guest
workers.’’

A feature of the ‘‘working-class parties’’ in the
twentieth century was their inability to secure 50
percent of the working-class vote. This was true of
the SPD even at its height. In Britain the Labour
Party failed to repeat its high working-class support
of 1945–1951, even though it won large parlia-
mentary majorities in 1966, 1997, 2001, and
2005. The parties were too often attractive to male
skilled workers, with female, rural, ethnic group,
and religious people far less likely to support them.

DECLINE OF THE WORKING CLASS?

An issue concerning the working class (or classes)
that has caused much debate, especially among
sociologists and political scientists, is whether it
has evaporated, leaving the term with little
meaning.

Whether or not the working class declined after
1945, there were certainly substantial changes in
occupational structure in Western European
economies. There was a growth of professional

and white-collared jobs and a decline in the pro-
portion of manual jobs. Many of the lower paid
manual jobs were increasingly undertaken by work-
ers from the ethnic communities or by women
working part-time. Such labor was segregated from
other work, still undertaken by the white male
labor force. In much of Europe illegal migrant
labor formed a source of especially cheap labor,
unprotected by employment laws. In Britain this
was highlighted in 2004 when twenty-three
Chinese cockle collectors drowned in Morecombe
Bay. By the very nature of unauthorized labor the
numbers of people involved are only estimates. For
the United Kingdom in 2001 it has been estimated
that there were between 310,000 and 570,000
such workers.

Concern about poverty through low wages has
seen statutory minimum wages established across
most of Europe, in nearly all cases set at between a
third and a half of average wages. In 2005 these
operated in most European Union countries.
The major exceptions in Europe were Austria,
Denmark, Finland, Germany, Italy, and Sweden,
countries with high levels of collective bargaining.

By the early 1960s there were suggestions by
sociologists and other writers that the traditional
proletarian imagery of the working class had weak-

ened. This was believed to be due partly to greater

affluence and greater mobility (including moving

geographically away from the old working-class

areas) and partly due to the decline of the old

large-scale industries. In such literature there were

claims that a process of embourgeoisement was

occurring, by which was meant that affluent work-

ers were adopting the values and lifestyles of the

middle-class (or classes). According to such views,

this new working class was not interested in class

solidarity or community values, nor was it greatly

involved in work itself, but was more concerned

with personal and family advancement, was unin-

terested in community solidarity, and saw its work

in instrumental terms, as purely providing money.

Such claims led to substantial analysis in Britain
and other countries of ‘‘the affluent worker.’’ John
H. Goldthorpe, David Lockwood, Frank Bechofer,
and Jennifer Platt published in three volumes The
Affluent Worker (1968–1969), which examines in
depth relatively well-paid mass-production manual

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2747

W O R K I N G C L A S S



workers and their families in Luton, an industrial

town to the north of London. This and other

studies found that the working class was still dis-

tinct from the middle class and still loyal to trade

unionism and the Labour Party, but it was more

instrumental in its attitude to work and more pri-

vate or family focused in its leisure. However, his-

torians of British labor could suggest that the

sociologists unduly idealized the attitudes of indus-

trial workers in the past including in regard to

solidarity. Indeed, sociologists often argued that

trade unionism was only sectional solidarity and

was a notable aspect of working-class fragmenta-

tion, with the division between organized labor

and nonunion labor.

Writing about the working class by historians

and sociologists from the 1950s to the late 1970s

paid much attention to identifying the working

class not just by occupation but by shared cultural
values and practices. With the cultural concerns of
postmodernism there has been in more recent years
a return to emphasizing the importance of cultural
factors, with economic ones given less attention.

However, in much of Europe awareness of social

inequalities remained strong and was still a political

issue at the end of the twentieth century. In Britain,

for instance, Inland Revenue statistics suggested that

in 1989 the most wealthy 25 percent owned 75

percent of the marketable wealth, with the working

class or classes (or most of them) left with the rest.

Also, social surveys in Britain have repeatedly found

that more than 90 percent of the population believed

that social classes still existed. In the case of British

trade unionism, while like other European trade

unionism it has declined, it is notable that its mem-

bership is no longer dominated by male workers in

A Turkish guest worker with his wife and son in their kitchen, West Berlin, March 1971. Rapid industrial

development in post–World War II Western Europe led to a reliance on the use of guest workers—citizens of other, usually

poorer, nations whose ambiguous citizenship status later became a political problem. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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the old large-scale industries and mining, but is nearer

gender equality and even in 1979, at its peak mem-

bership, 40 percent of all members were white-collar

workers. What constitutes ‘‘the working class’’ has

changed over time, but the term continues in popular

and academic usage.

See also Bourgeoisie; Industrial Capitalism; Trade
Unions.
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CHRIS WRIGLEY

n

WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION.
The World Trade Organization (WTO) is an inter-
national organization that administers a number of
commercial agreements to regulate trade relations
between its members. It was established on 1 January
1995, as a result of the Marrakech Agreement of
April 1994, which concluded the Uruguay Round
of GATT negotiations (1986–1994), with the aim
of setting up an institutional framework to rule multi-
lateral trade in a smooth, fair, free, and predictable
way. It is based in Geneva, Switzerland, and as of
early 2005, it counted 148 members, representing
almost 97 percent of world trade.

At the end of World War II, the United States
wanted to establish an institution to manage inter-
national trade relations, to be placed side by side
with the Bretton Woods institutions, the World
Bank and the International Monetary Fund. As a
result, in 1950 the International Trade
Organization (ITO) was created as a specialized
agency of the United Nations. While waiting for
the final draft and then for the ratification of the
ITO, a provisional agreement was established in
1947 among some twenty-three major trading
countries to negotiate reciprocal reduction of tariffs
and to ensure that trade restrictions other than
tariffs did not impair or nullify concessions
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negotiated. This accord, the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT 1947), came into force
on 1 January 1948 as a prelude to the ITO.
However, it was soon established as the only agree-
ment concerned with international trade negotia-
tions because, in 1950, it became clear that the
U.S. Congress would not ratify the ITO, fearing
that it would markedly constrain domestic sover-
eignty. As a result, the provisional GATT became
the only basis of the multilateral trading system,
and from 1948 to 1994 it provided the rules of
international trade.

In spite of attempts made from time to time since

1950 to place the GATT on a more stable institu-

tional footing, this goal was only achieved in the

1990s. In 1990, during the Uruguay Round, the

Canadian government put forward a proposal for a

multilateral trade organization in order to establish

an institutional framework for governing world trade,

encompassing the updated General Agreement on

Tariffs and Trade (GATT 1994), the General

Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS), the intel-

lectual property agreement (TRIPs), the Trade

Related Investment Measures (TRIMs), the Dispute

Settlement Understanding (DSU), and all the other

agreements and arrangements concluded during the

Uruguay Round. While the European Union sup-

ported the Canadian proposal, the United States

initially resisted it because of U.S. Congress suspi-

cions of any restriction of its prerogatives in trade

policy. It was only after negotiations on the substance

of the new organization that the United States also

consented to setting it up under the name of World

Trade Organization.

The WTO is led by the Ministerial Conference

of all members, which convenes at least once every

two years. Between the meetings of the Ministerial

Conference, the General Council, largely com-

posed of ambassadors and heads of delegations in

Geneva, meets several times per year to carry out

the functions of the WTO. When needed, the

General Council sits as the Trade Policy Review

Body (TPRB) to review trade policies of member

states and as the Dispute Settlement Body (DSB)

to judge on trade disputes.

Three secondary councils, the Goods Council,

Services Council, and Intellectual Property

Council, work under the guidance of the General

Council and report to it, while additional subsidi-

ary working groups and committees operate in

matters covered by GATT, GATS, and TRIPs.

Specialized committees, working groups, and

working parties deal with areas such as accessions,

environment, development, and government pro-

curement. Decisions are generally taken by consen-

sus. If consensus cannot be achieved, recourse to

voting can occur, but only when WTO provisions

explicitly allow this. Unlike other international

organizations where weighted voting is used, in

WTO the vote is based on the rule ‘‘one member,

one vote.’’

The WTO Secretariat, headed by the director
general, is the administrative body of the WTO. It
provides technical support to the various councils
and committees and the ministerial conferences,
supplies world trade data, and explains WTO affairs
to the public. Moreover, it reviews trade policy of
member states and supplies legal assistance in the
dispute settlement process.

In the WTO system, a central position is held by
the Dispute Settlement Understanding treaty, which
set up the Dispute Settlement Body (DSB) to arbi-
trate trade disputes between governments. The DSU
agreement established a more structured procedure
than GATT 1947 and introduced greater discipline
for the length of time a case should take to be settled,
with flexible deadlines set in various stages of the
procedure. The outcome of a trade dispute is decided
by the DSB on the recommendation of a dispute
panel and, if necessary, a report from the Appellate
Body. The DSB rules according to a procedure
known as ‘‘reverse consensus,’’ which requires that
the recommendations of the dispute panel and the
Appellate Body should be adopted unless there is a
consensus of the members to reject them. While
under the previous GATT procedure rulings could
only be adopted by consensus, under the DSU rul-
ings are automatically adopted unless there is a con-
sensus to reject them: any country willing to obstruct
a ruling has to convince all other WTO members,
including its adversary in the case, to support its view.
The DSB has also the key function of authorizing
retaliatory measures if the losing party does not
implement its rulings. By establishing in considerable
detail the procedures and timetable to be followed in
resolving disputes, by adopting automatic adoption,
and by foreseeing authorized retaliatory measures,
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the DSU underlines that punctual settlement of trade
disputes is vital if the WTO is to function efficiently.

Since the late 1990s the WTO has come under
attack by the antiglobalization movement, which
has protested the globalization drive of the WTO
and what is perceived as the undemocratic nature
of this international organization.

See also Globalization.
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LUCIA COPPOLARO

n

WORLD WAR I. The conflict that broke out
in late July–early August 1914 was immediately
referred to as the ‘‘European War.’’ European it
remained, for at root it was a struggle for suprem-
acy on the Continent, and Europeans were the bulk
of its victims. It was soon also called a ‘‘World
War,’’ with equally good reason. Because the globe
was dominated by Europe at the start of the twen-
tieth century, the conflict touched most of it, with
some parts, such as the Middle East, affected pro-
foundly. Indeed, though difficult to foresee in
1914, the war marked the beginning of the end
of European hegemony, with the United States
entering the conflict in 1917 and presiding over
its settlement while Japan confirmed its power in
east Asia and the Pacific. The war was also called
the ‘‘Great War’’ because it seemed likely to change
the world more dramatically than any event since
the French Revolution.

ORIGINS

Although one set of events, the war is best under-
stood as four distinct conflicts that converged in
1914. The first arose from the realignment of
the European balance of power following the
creation of a powerful Germany in 1870. Otto
von Bismarck sought to avoid polarizing the
Continent against Germany by keeping France iso-
lated and maintaining Russia and Austria-Hungary
as joint allies, despite the potential for rivalry
between them. This balancing act was disregarded
by the new emperor, William II, and his successive
chancellors following Bismarck’s dismissal in 1890.
Germany’s increasingly close alliance with Austria-
Hungary pushed autocratic Russia into an alliance
with republican France, threatening Germany on
each flank. This in turn fed deep insecurities among
the German political and military elites about how
to safeguard the future of both the nation and the
semiauthoritarian monarchy that governed it.

The second conflict arose from the colonial

empires accumulated by the European powers

before 1914. Not unreasonably, William II felt that

Germany’s strength and dynamism in Europe

entitled it to overseas possessions. But the way he

pursued this goal challenged British maritime

supremacy, provoking a naval arms race between

the two countries. He also created international

crises in 1905 and 1911 by intervening in

Morocco, where the French were establishing a

protectorate. The result was counterproductive.

Britain kept its naval lead, and by 1912 Germany

refocused on the European continent. However,

Britain had been forced to replace imperial isola-

tion by alignment with France (1904) and Russia

(1907), in what became known as the Triple

Entente during the war. This allowed the concen-

tration of its fleet in home waters against the

German threat while also making it unlikely that

Britain would stand aside from a challenge to

France. Colonial conflicts thus contributed to the

nature of the war in 1914, if not to its outbreak, for

they encouraged Britain and France to collaborate

in Europe and to attack Germany’s colonies if war

broke out.

A third kind of conflict arose from the attempt
by two multinational states, the Ottoman Empire
and Austria-Hungary, to preserve their position
amid emergent national identities. The two
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empires drew on the older principle of dynastic
authority over peoples who belonged to various
ethnic, religious, and national groupings. By 1914

former subjects had all but forced the Ottoman
Empire out of its extensive territories in southeast-

ern Europe. In retrospect, the two Balkan wars in
1912–1913 were the early warning signal of a

European conflict. The key successor states
(Greece, Bulgaria, and Serbia) reduced Ottoman
power to a toehold in Europe before engaging in

a second, fratricidal conflict over the spoils. This
had the effect of reorienting Turkey, where radicals

had come to power in 1907, toward an Asian ver-
sion of the Ottoman Empire infused with a new

Turkish nationalism.

In the case of Austria-Hungary, concessions to
the subordinate nationalities (Czechs and Poles as

well as the South Slav peoples of Slovenia and

Croatia) ultimately threatened the supremacy of

German-speaking Austrians and Hungarian

Magyars on which the Dual Monarchy rested. In

1908 Austria-Hungary formally annexed Bosnia-

Herzegovina, a principality with a mixed Bosnian,

Serb, and Muslim population that it had occupied

after an Ottoman defeat thirty years earlier. It did

so in order to prevent Bosnia-Herzegovina from

falling into the hands of Serbia, whose growing

power exerted an attraction on South Slavs within

the Dual Monarchy. The sword was double-edged,

however, as acquiring Bosnia enlarged the potential

for just such a challenge. On 28 June 1914, Gavrilo

Princip, a student who belonged to a Bosnian Serb

terrorist group with shadowy connections to Serb

military intelligence, assassinated the heir to

Austria-Hungary, Archduke Francis Ferdinand,

and his wife, as the couple visited the Bosnian

capital, Sarajevo. This was the fuse that detonated

the Great War a month later.

The fourth kind of conflict was the reverse of

this rearguard defense of dynastic power. The Serbs

saw themselves as fighting for national liberation,

the model for which had emerged with the French

Revolution when popular sovereignty became a

basis of nationhood. Others agreed, seeing Serbia

as the Piedmont of a South Slav nation-state, in a

reference to the mid-nineteenth-century unifica-

tion of Italy around the independent monarchy of

that name. More broadly, the legitimacy accorded

to nation-states made the defense of the nation,

once established, the strongest justification for

war. In 1914, invasion—imagined or real—inspired

national unity in nearly every belligerent power.

However, war in 1914 took most Europeans
by surprise because previous crises had been

defused. The question of who was responsible
became a major issue of the conflict. The Allies

firmly blamed Germany by the Treaty of Versailles
in 1919, but interwar German governments

rejected this burden of guilt. They argued, along
with international pacifist opinion, that two
armed blocs had accidentally collided in 1914, each

fearful lest its opponent seize the advantage. This
interpretation remained influential during the

nuclear standoff of the Cold War, when the cost
of a diplomatic breakdown was even greater. Yet in

a West Germany grappling with its Nazi past,
attention refocused on the earlier expansionism of

Kaiser William II’s Germany. While there is no firm
consensus, the central role of the German govern-

ment and army now seems inescapable and the
idea of an accident untenable. For once Germany
had tied its status as a great power to Austria-

Hungary, it was in some measure tributary to the
Dual Monarchy’s struggle for dynastic survival. By

urging Austria-Hungary to crush Serbia after the
assassination of Francis Ferdinand, William II and

Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg

deliberately provoked Russia, since the outcome

would have been a powerful Austro-German bloc

dominating southeastern Europe. This trans-

formed the conflict into one about the balance of

power, activating the Franco-Russian alliance.

Initially Russia, France, and Britain tried classic

diplomacy to resolve Austro-Serb differences, but

German policy condemned this to failure. Some

German leaders urged a general war; others

hoped that Europe might accept a diplomatic coup

against Serbia. But all were ready to gamble, partly

through confidence in German military strength

and partly from exaggerated fear that Russia might

prove unbeatable in a future war for the survival

of the fittest. With the colonial issue settled,

German leaders miscalculated that Britain would

stand aloof, whereas the Entente with France

helped Britain assert its traditional hostility to

Continental domination by one power.
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THE MILITARY CONFLICT

The outbreak of war transferred control to the

generals. By themselves, invasion plans are no proof

of an aggressive intent. The job of generals in peace

is to prepare for war, and before 1914 the doctrine

that a conflict (whatever its origin) could best be

won by the offensive was widespread. The war

began with invasions by all the main Continental

powers. However, since Germany and Austria-

Hungary (the Central Powers) held the initiative,

German strategy drove events.

Conceived by a prewar chief of the General

Staff, Alfred von Schlieffen, the German plan dealt

with a two-front war by launching the main assault

against France before turning with its Austrian ally

against Russia, which it was assumed would mobi-

lize more slowly. The military key to transforming

Germany’s position in the east thus lay in the west.

However, Schlieffen chose to use the coastal plains

of Holland and Belgium, both neutral states, to

deploy his invasion. Although modifications by

his successor, Helmuth von Moltke the Younger

(commander when war broke out), restricted this

to Belgium, it turned the war for the Entente (and

especially Britain) into a crusade for international

law and the integrity of small nations. Had

Germany won at the outset, this would not have

mattered. But two further factors weighed on the

Schlieffen Plan: the strength of the armies and the

gap between the imagined war and battlefield

reality.

Soldiers capture Gavrilo Princip moments after he has assassinated Archduke Francis Ferdinand in Sarajevo,

28 June 1914. ªCORBIS
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The major Continental powers before 1914

based their armies on short-term conscription that

created cadres of trained men who remained in

reserve until middle age and who could be mobilized

in time of war. The armies that took to the field in

1914 thus numbered millions. Exceptionally, the

British, whose security depended on the navy, had

a small, professional army mainly used for colonial

campaigns, so that the British Expeditionary Force

(BEF) that was dispatched to France consisted

of only some 100,000 men. Realizing that

Continental warfare meant a Continental-style

army, the minister of war, Lord Horatio Herbert

Kitchener, embarked on a recruitment drive which

by 1916 had delivered a mass volunteer army to the

western front. This was insufficient and Britain

introduced conscription in 1916, though this was

never applied to Ireland or to the dominions of

British settlement (Australia, New Zealand, and

South Africa), apart from Canada. France, demo-

graphically the weakest Great Power, had intro-

duced universal military service in 1905 and

extended the period from two to three years in

1913 in order to match Germany’s larger popula-

tion. Russia, with its vast numbers, had no need of

full conscription. Germany, which had pioneered

short-term military service as the ‘‘school of the

nation,’’ did not call up all adult men for fear of

contaminating the army with politically undesirable

working-class elements. This placed the Schlieffen

Plan under strain, since modifications that sent

more units to hold the Russians at bay meant that

the force in the west was inadequate to envelop the

French in a battle of ‘‘annihilation.’’

Again, this might not have mattered had the

offensive held the advantage. Despite the fact that

French and German forces in the west were

numerically matched, the German army was supreme-

ly confident of its organizational and fighting

qualities. The high commands of all the powers

understood that technical developments—high-

explosive artillery shells, the machine gun—had

‘‘industrialized’’ firepower, making it far more

lethal. But although high casualties were antici-

pated, the antidote was held to lie in the qualities

of military commanders who would motivate their

soldiers to maintain the offensive and deliver vic-

tory. The imagined battlefield drew on the decisive

encounters of the Napoleonic Wars a century ear-

lier, which the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871

and subsequent colonial campaigns had reinforced.

Hence, when von Moltke launched a million

men against Belgium in August 1914, expectations

were high. By early September the Germans

reached the river Marne, thirty kilometers from

Paris, virtually on schedule. But the cost was pun-

ishing. Losses were unprecedented, with over

300,000 casualties on each side by the end of the

month. The German armies had ranged far ahead

of their support. Tired and harassed by resistance

from the retreating foe, the soldiers had given way

to a mass delusion that they faced concerted guer-

rilla resistance by Belgian and French civilians. The

charge had no foundation, being rooted in the

German military’s fear of democracy. But the result

was a brutal reign of terror in the invasion zone

resulting in widespread arson and the deliberate

killing of 6,500 civilians, which prompted interna-

tional condemnation of ‘‘German atrocities.’’

Above all, the French and British conducted an

elusive retreat as the invaders fanned out over an

ever-widening arc of territory. Unable to envelop

Paris, the Germans tried to close ranks east of the

capital. This left them open to a flanking attack

from the city in conjunction with a massive coun-

terattack ordered by the French commander,

Joseph Joffre. The Battle of the Marne reversed

the course of the war as the Germans retreated

northward. Then, reaching high ground along the

river Aisne, they dug trenches, and the Allies halted

in the face of insuperable defensive firepower. Each

side raced to outflank the enemy until by

November a line of trenches stretched from

Switzerland to southwestern Belgium. It was barely

to move in four years.

War in the east remained more fluid. Distances
were vast and the more primitive transport infra-
structure was less decisive in supplying the defen-

sive. After a Russian invasion of remote eastern
Germany in August 1914, two German armies
under the joint command of the venerable Paul
von Hindenburg and the energetic Erich
Ludendorff defeated the threat, though the

Russians successfully took a large swath of
Austrian Galicia. But even here, static trench war-
fare set in for long periods between dramatic shifts
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in the front. Elsewhere, trench warfare held sway.

Ottoman Turkey entered the war in November

1914 on the side of the Central Powers. In addi-

tion to facing Russia in the Caucasus Mountains,

the Turks confronted a Franco-British landing on

the Gallipoli Peninsula in European Turkey in April

1915, which aimed to seize Istanbul and open a

warm-water link with Russia. The operation was a

failure, as trench warfare halted any advance and

forced an eventual evacuation. When Italy joined the

Entente in May 1915 in order to wrest the remaining

Italian-speaking areas from Austria, it committed

itself to fighting along its northeastern frontier, and

despite the mainly alpine terrain, trench warfare pre-

dominated there too. Only on the margins, in

Germany’s African territories and the Ottoman pro-

vinces of Palestine and Mesopotamia, did fighting

remain mobile. The fact that it took the Austro-

Hungarian armies three attempts to crush Serbia

(which was not occupied until the end of 1915)
proves the tenacity of defensive warfare in Europe.

Trench warfare was thus a structural constant
of fighting during World War I. What it really
expressed was the destructive capacity of the indus-
trialized firepower that had caused such devastating
losses in the opening period and against which
trenches were a defense. The result was an
extended form of siege combat that overturned
the military preconceptions of generals and soldiers
alike. The men of all armies soon got used to
digging in for survival. A routine developed of
manning these modern earthworks, which were
supplied by railroads with all the accoutrements of
industrial society (from tinned foods to medical
facilities, which meant for the first time that fewer
soldiers died of disease than of combat) and which
were supported by a semi-urban rear filled with
munitions dumps, rest camps, temporary cinemas,

German soldiers rest in a trench during a lull in the fighting. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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and football grounds. All this amounted to a defen-

sive system of extraordinary strength and density,

especially on the western front. How to restore the

advantage to the offensive, break the enemy’s lines,

and win a decisive victory was the central military

conundrum of the entire war.

Several options presented themselves to both

camps. One was economic. Because the stalemate

absorbed vast quantities of munitions and materials

as well as men, it drew on the entire resources of

the societies involved. Here maritime supremacy

gave the British, and thus the Entente, an advan-

tage, since they drew on international supplies of

food and raw materials and on U.S. munitions

production. The Central Powers used submarines

to try and neutralize this advantage, though to be

effective this meant targeting neutral shipping and

risked bringing the United States into the war.

Germany also exploited the economies and popula-

tions of its substantial occupied territories—

Belgium, northern France, Russia’s Polish and

Baltic provinces, and, from December 1916,

Romania. But the Entente powers held the advan-

tage in terms of economic resources and manpower.

A second option was to find a strategic alter-

native to the trench deadlock. The British had just

this in mind when they devised the Gallipoli opera-

tion in 1915, which was followed by an equally

unsuccessful Franco-British front against Bulgaria

(a junior member of the Central Powers), which

stagnated in the hills of Macedonia until the end of

the war. Difficult logistics and the dominant defen-

sive nullified these efforts to force the enemy’s back

door. In fact, most British generals (including Sir

Douglas Haig, commander of the BEF from

December 1915) and virtually all French command-

ers and politicians believed there was no alternative

to expelling the Germans by victory on the western

front. The real issue was how to coordinate the

western, eastern, and Italian fronts in successful

coalition warfare. The Central Powers faced this

imperative in reverse. Compelled to fight on several

fronts, they could use shorter internal supply lines

to concentrate their offensive capacity while

defending elsewhere. But defeat on any front

would threaten Germany as the dominant power.

The ‘‘easterners’’ in the German Supreme Command

wanted to eliminate Russia so as to boost the

manpower available in the west. But final success

still depended on a successful offensive there.

A third option, therefore, was to devise new

weapons and associated tactics to achieve this.

From the first-ever use of chemical weapons

(asphyxiating gas, released by the Germans on the

Belgian front in April 1915 and rapidly copied by

the Allies), each side sought to restore mobility to

firepower. By the end of the war, aircraft had

moved from reconnaissance to tactical support for

ground troops and to strategic bombing, while the

British and French both developed the tank, first

used by the British on the Somme in September

1916. Strangely, the Germans neglected this

weapon. But if the shape of future warfare was

apparent by 1918, it was insufficient to turn the

tide. Heavy artillery remained the principal assault

weapon. Despite more sophisticated battlefield tac-

tics, which curbed the casualty rates of 1914–1915,

the defensive deadlock had not been completely

prized open by the end of the war.

By default, this left a fourth option: attrition.

Time and again, offensives designed to restore the

war of movement ended up being measured solely

in terms of the losses sustained by the enemy. The

pattern was manifested in 1915 by the French, as

they sought vainly to break the western front by

assaults in the Artois and Champagne regions while

the Germans, who were concentrating on driving

the Russians back from Austrian Galicia, remained

on the defensive. With the second-highest annual

French losses of the war (after 1914), Joffre could

claim little more than that he had ‘‘weakened’’ the

enemy. For some commanders attrition was a strat-

egy, for others a justification when ‘‘breakthrough’’

failed. Yet its cumulative effect on manpower,

matérial, and morale was real. Ultimately it favored

the Entente, which was better endowed in the first

two categories than the Central Powers. Having

failed in 1914, the German leadership was under

intense pressure to find a new winning strategy

before attrition told against it.

The outcome of the war was shaped by all these
options plus one other: the diplomatic search for a
negotiated peace as the alternative to a struggle
that might destroy the very fabric of the societies
involved. In response to the lessons of 1915, the
Entente powers began to coordinate their plans,
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which for 1916 turned on a major Franco-British

offensive. The German commander, Erich von

Falkenhayn, preempted this in February 1916 by

unleashing a massive onslaught on the fortified

(but weakly held) town of Verdun. Unlike

Ludendorff and Hindenburg, he believed the out-

come should be sought directly on the western

front. Realizing that the long-term odds were

against Germany, he planned a battle on the basis

of attrition, seeking the destruction of the French

will to fight and the division of the western Allies.

The bid failed. By summer 1916, when the worst

of the fighting was over, the French still held

Verdun. Moreover, on 1 July a scaled-down version

of the Franco-British offensive was launched on the

river Somme, with the British taking the lead. Like

the French in 1915, the largely untried British troops

were devastated by the unbroken power of the

German defensive, with sixty thousand casualties

(including almost twenty thousand dead) on the first
day being the highest in British history. Though
some later phases of the battle were more successful,
by November, Haig’s hope of a breakthrough
had evaporated. Yet overall, 1916 demonstrated
both the resilience of the French and Britain’s ability
to deploy a mass army on the western front.
Together with an initially successful Russian offen-
sive under Alexei Brusilov against the Austrians, this
provoked a crisis in the German leadership that
resulted in Hindenburg and Ludendorff taking over
the Supreme Command for the rest of the war and
dominating domestic politics.

In the short term, the reversion to an eastern
strategy worked. The German army went onto the
defensive in the west, retreating in February 1917
to the heavily fortified Hindenburg Line, which
made the western front even more impregnable.
In April the new French commander, Robert

German soldiers emerge from a cloud of phosgene gas released by German forces to disable British defenses.

ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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Nivelle, who had replaced Joffre when Parliament

forced the government to reassert control over the

military, promised a decisive breakthrough as he

attacked the Chemin des Dames on the river

Aisne. Appalling weather and unbroken defenses

reduced the battle yet again to a costly struggle of

attrition, this time producing widespread disaffec-

tion among French soldiers at the gulf between

tactics and reality. The crisis in morale was only

resolved when Nivelle’s successor, Philippe Pétain,

renegotiated the terms of service with soldiers who

were acutely aware of their status as citizens, the

upshot being better conditions and less costly tac-

tics. The BEF, pursuing its own path in the second

half of 1917, attempted a frontal assault in Belgium

(the Third Battle of Ypres), which Haig ambi-

tiously designed to penetrate the front and link

up with a coastal invasion to turn the German

flank. This too degenerated into stalemate on the

flooded plain of Flanders with high losses on both

sides.

On the eastern front, the ultimate failure of

Brusilov in 1916 and the internal rigidities of the

regime brought down the tsar in the revolution of

March 1917. The Provisional Government (com-

posed of liberals and moderate socialists) imagined

that it could now unleash the energies of the coun-

try in a war effort that would also see the introduc-

tion of a western-style democratic constitution. But

popular disaffection, growing mutinies in the army,

and outright opposition to the war by industrial

workers undercut this effort, which was in any case

incapable of defeating German military power in

the east. A final, disastrous offensive in June pre-

cipitated a second revolutionary crisis, which

brought Vladimir Lenin and the Bolsheviks to

power in November, covertly backed by the

Germans, on a platform of withdrawal from the

war and full-blown socialism. This was confirmed

by the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in March 1918, by

which the Bolsheviks ceded much of Ukraine to the

German military who now controlled nearly as

much of eastern Europe as Hitler would in 1942.

In addition, the Germans stiffened the Austrian

effort in Italy and caused a disastrous defeat at

Caporetto in October 1917, with the Central

Powers occupying much of the Veneto before the

front was reestablished east of Venice.

Why, given these strategic successes in 1917,
were Germany and its allies defeated within a year?
War aims—the political core of the conflict—were
crucial. In 1914 the German elites wished to pre-
empt Russian expansion and shore up Austria-
Hungary, but they had no blueprint for Continental
dominance. Yet military success turned these aims
into a potential hegemony that was soon fleshed
out in economic and political projects. Germany
was the mold-breaker, whereas the Entente powers
were fighting for the restoration of the balance of
power and also, in the French case, for national
survival. Despite several peace initiatives by neutral
parties (notably the U.S. president, Woodrow
Wilson, in 1916 and Pope Benedict XV in 1917),
the conflict was too stark to be resolved by a diplo-
matic compromise—short of regime change, as in
Russia. In fact the moderate opposition in
Germany (democrats, socialists, and Catholics),
who held a majority in the Reichstag, envisaged
just this. In July 1917 they passed a ‘‘peace resolu-
tion’’ calling for more modest war aims plus
constitutional reform and the restoration of civil
control over the war effort. But this merely stiff-
ened the resolve of Hindenburg and Ludendorff to
pursue expansion by military means.

Yet the Supreme Command still faced the cen-
tral conundrum of the war. Without a technical or
tactical transformation of the battlefield, it could
not achieve victory on the western front when the
underlying tide of attrition ran against it. For in
order to reverse the Entente’s advantage in muni-
tions and food supplies (reflected in rapidly wor-
sening living conditions in Germany and Austria
compared to the western powers), the German
government took the calculated risk of unrestricted
submarine warfare. After a tense few months the
introduction of convoys in the North Atlantic
defeated the menace while Germany suffered a sec-
ond setback with the inevitable American declara-
tion of war in April 1917. Ultimately U.S. strength
more than offset the loss of Russia. By early 1918
all that remained was the gamble of a final German
assault in the west, boosted by troops from the
east, in the hope of securing the elusive annihila-
tion of the enemy.

Ludendorff ’s offensive pounded first the
British and then the French from February to July
1918. It destroyed one entire British army (the
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Fifth), reached the Marne, and exposed Paris to
long-range bombardment. This was a tribute in
part to innovative tactics (the use of specialized
‘‘storm troopers’’) and in part to the institutional
resilience of the German army. Yet the Allied front
re-formed and held, and in March the French
general, Ferdinand Foch, became overall Allied
commander. From mid-July to early August the
balance tipped. The Germans were exhausted.
They were worse fed and supplied than their oppo-
nents and faced Allied air superiority and massed
tanks. There was still no breakthrough. The Allies
relied on a preponderance of heavy artillery, now
used with unprecedented accuracy, to force the
Germans slowly back. Both the French and British
(like the Germans) had pursued an uneven learning
curve that resulted in better offensive tactics. The
Allies also reaped the benefit under Foch of effec-
tive coalition warfare, while in the Americans they
had the promise of virtually unlimited manpower.
With the Macedonian and Italian fronts collapsing

and its armies retreating from France and Belgium,

the German military was forced to sue for peace

and to accept the opposition program of constitu-

tional reform. In late September, Ludendorff

sought a suspension of hostilities. After negotia-

tion, both sides agreed—the Germans to escape

unconditional surrender, the Allies to avoid invading

Germany. On 11 November 1918, the armistice on

the western front brought the war to an end.

SOCIETY AND POLITICS

A conflict that relied on mass armies and deter-

mined the fate of states and nations naturally

involved the bulk of the peoples concerned. The

cohesion of the home fronts became vital to the

outcome. It turned on several factors: the popula-

tion’s identification with the war, the economic

roles that it was called on to perform, and the

government’s credibility in the face of hardship

and attrition.

A man suspected of being a German spy is executed by a firing squad, Belgium, 1914. ªUNDERWOOD & UNDERWOOD/CORBIS
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While few foresaw the nature of the war in

1914, the populations of the main powers

responded with resolve to what was perceived as

the defense of nation or empire. Everywhere, the

lack of hostile reaction took governments by sur-

prise, including Germany. True, the chancellor,

Bethmann Hollweg, had to insist that the military

wait for Russia to mobilize first so as to secure the

support of the Social Democrats, but this was rein-

forced by the brief Russian invasion of east Prussia.

Everywhere, domestic politics were suspended in

favor of unity—the ‘‘Sacred Union’’ (Union Sacrée)

in France, the ‘‘fortress truce’’ (Burgfrieden) in

Germany. This produced a ‘‘war culture’’ that polar-

ized the world between the nation and its allies and

a dehumanized enemy. While special legislation

endowed governments with powers of both

coercion and persuasion, including censorship and

propaganda, war cultures arose above all from the

self-mobilization of society (including intellectuals,

political movements, and the churches). Cultural

resources, from films and newspapers to popular

song, expressed this cohesion behind the war.

War cultures also targeted the ‘‘enemy within’’
as a surrogate for the real enemy. Usually this
meant ‘‘spies’’ and resident enemy citizens, the
latter being interned by all the belligerent powers.
But it could extend to ethnic minorities. In the
worst case, the radical Turkish nationalists who
had assumed power after 1907 in a Committee of
Union and Progress turned on the Christian
Armenian minority once war broke out, accusing
it of aiding the Russians. From spring 1915 they
engineered the slaughter and deportation to death
in the desert of a million people. The term came
later, but this was genocide.

As the strain of war told, maintaining the initial
war culture became increasingly difficult. In 1917–
1918 governments actively promoted propaganda
to sustain morale both in the armies and on the
home front. But the success of the outcome
depended on other factors, notably the degree of
economic hardship and social conflict caused by the
war and the political credibility of the military
effort and the regime itself.

One of the surprises to contemporaries was the

need to mobilize economic resources for an

extended struggle. The requirements of industrial

and agricultural production—technical innovation,

the division of labor, and commercial exchange—

were at odds with the principle of mobilizing the

male population for combat. Maximizing both

military manpower and economic output was a

challenge as fundamental as that of restoring the

offensive. Indeed the two were intimately linked,

since men without food and the right arms could

neither break the deadlock nor sustain a war of

attrition. In all the leading powers, an acute shortage

of shells prompted the organization of a munitions

effort. This was most effective when it co-opted

private industrialists and financiers, allowing them

to make substantial profits, and obtained the sup-

port of the trade unions in defense of the workers,

many of whom were released from the front for

vital production. Exceptional figures headed up

this effort: the Liberal British politician David

Lloyd George, the French socialist Albert

Thomas, the German Jewish industrialist Walther

Rathenau.

Yet by taking adult men from the front, the
munitions effort caused tension with other social
groups (peasants, shopkeepers, white-collar work-
ers) whose menfolk were not similarly privileged, as
well as with the soldiers themselves, expressed in
the flourishing negative image of the ‘‘shirker.’’ At
the same time, it created a wartime working class,
including large numbers of women and (in the
French case) immigrants, who resented the high
profits of businessmen and responded to escalating
prices with strikes.

Successful management of the industrial mobi-
lization meant developing state arbitration of labor
disputes and involving trade unionists in the out-
come. But the potential was there for dissident
strikes which, in association with food protests,

might challenge the state or even the war itself.
The temptation was strong for states that feared
organized labor (such as Russia and Italy) or faced
an impossible tug between military and industrial
manpower (such as Germany) to adopt more
authoritarian solutions. In 1916 Ludendorff and
Hindenburg implemented an ambitious plan to
direct civilian as well as military workers as they
retooled German munitions production. But the
power conferred on labor by the economic mobili-
zation was too great. The German plan foundered
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on necessary concessions granted to the workers,
while state hostility in Italy and above all Russia
radicalized labor protest. Together with the food
crisis that the western Allies were spared, industrial
unrest in 1917–1918 contributed to the revolu-
tions in Russia and gained an antiwar edge in
Italy, Austria-Hungary, and Germany.

Ultimately the capacity of the different belli-
gerent powers to sustain the war depended on
politics as well as on the military situation.
Nations with well-established identities, a flourish-
ing civil society independent of the state, and
regimes that enjoyed broad legitimacy were best
able to cope. This was notably the case with
the western democracies (Britain, France, and ulti-
mately the United States), which also enjoyed more
favorable material conditions and simple, minimum
war aims. Although only France was fighting for
survival, there was broad agreement that German
dominance must be ended by military means, a
position embellished by Woodrow Wilson with
the democratic principles listed in his Fourteen
Points of January 1918. This is not to suggest that
there was no innovation in government (notably in
relation to the industrial effort) or to deny that
there was disillusionment (especially in 1917) and
some outright pacifism. But the democracies remo-
bilized faith in the war effort in 1918, which was
embodied in the charismatic personalities of Lloyd
George and Georges Clemenceau as British and
French premiers respectively and of Wilson as the
apostle of a new world order.

States with a narrow legitimacy and rigid insti-
tutions stood at the other end of the spectrum,
even if their goal was essentially survival. Austria-
Hungary faced the insurmountable paradox that it
could not mobilize national identity within its mul-
tinational empire (and army) without reinforcing
what it had gone to war to overcome. Russia faced
the analogous issue in terms of social class. The
tsarist regime could not promote an inclusive
industrial mobilization without empowering the
liberals and moderate socialists whom it took to
threaten its existence. By 1916 economic require-
ments as well as military setbacks had arrayed the
key political forces against it.

In the middle stood Germany. The solidity of
its civic life provided continuity across the war and
postwar periods despite economic hardships, so

that it was never threatened with social breakdown
on the Russian scale. Yet uncertainty over what it
was fighting for made Germany’s war aims deeply
divisive. The long war turned the military goal of
annihilating the enemy into the driving force of
German politics. It was pursued with ever greater
radicalism—industrial coercion, exclusive national-
ism, and the dream of a German Europe. This
strengthened the constitutional and democratic
opposition, so that the war unraveled the fabric
of the prewar regime. As the kaiser fled to Holland
at the end of the war and a democratic republic
was declared, a new Germany was left to make its
peace with the old Germany as well as with the
enemy.

CONSEQUENCES

For the Allies, the Armistice amounted to military

victory. Under its terms Germany returned Alsace-

Lorraine to France, gave up all territory occupied

since 1914, and surrendered the High Seas fleet,

while Allied troops occupied German territory west

of the Rhine. In theory Germany could resume

fighting should the peace terms prove unaccepta-

ble. In reality the army was in no position to resist.

But no Allied troops marched to Berlin, thus creat-

ing the myth that the German military remained

unbowed. The Armistice also encouraged the new

republic to imagine that Germany might take part

in the reconstruction of the European balance of

power.

Nothing was further from the minds of the

Allied leaders as they gathered in Paris in January

1919 for the conference that resulted in settle-

ments with each of the enemy states, signed in

the palaces that ringed Paris and that gave their

names to the treaties: Versailles with Germany

(June 1919), Saint-Germain with Austria

(September 1919), and Trianon with Hungary

(June 1920). The most fragile of the treaties, with

Turkey, was solemnized in the former royal porce-

lain factory at Sèvres (August 1920). Negotiations

were minimal, making the status of the vanquished

clear and enforcing the victors’ view of the war.

Given the scale of the suffering and destruction,

this was almost inevitable.

The Paris Peace Conference grappled with all

four conflicts that had made up World War I: the
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balance of power, colonial rivalries, the disintegra-

tion of multinational empires, and national defense

and liberation. To these the Bolsheviks added a

fifth, revolutionary war. Although Lenin had taken

Russia out of the war, trading space for time, this

was tactical. By mid-1918 the Bolsheviks were

resisting Allied intervention as well as counterrevo-

lution. Over the following two years they remobi-

lized Russia against domestic and foreign enemies

in a war they saw as part of a ‘‘permanent’’ revolu-

tion that would engulf the heartlands of Europe.

Only in August 1920, when the Red Army failed to

eliminate newly independent Poland, did the revo-

lutionary war subside, leaving the Bolsheviks to

build socialism ‘‘in one country.’’ Bolshevik

Russia was absent from the reconstruction of

Europe yet present in the minds of those carrying

it out as a new threat.

The other conflicts found solutions after a fash-

ion. The balance of power was restored as German

ambitions were apparently put beyond reach.

Germany lost some territory and population (addi-

tional to Alsace-Lorraine), principally to accommo-

date Poland, and fears of German ‘‘militarism’’

were addressed by permanent limits on the

German armed forces. Morally these provisions

were weakened by the ban on German unification

with Austria, since national self-determination was

one of Wilson’s Fourteen Points, and also by the

failure to implement the broader disarmament prom-

ised by the Treaty of Versailles. Along with Allied

occupation of the Rhineland for fifteen years to

A French soldier is shot crossing no-man’s-land near Verdun, France, 1916. The battle of Verdun lasted ten months

and claimed over 700,000 lives. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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secure German compliance with the treaty and a

diaspora beyond the national borders, there was

plenty to fuel disgruntled German nationalism.

Such resentment was matched by anxiety on

the Allied side, especially in France. For if Wilson

and Lloyd George became convinced that the

peace settlement should not be so harsh as to risk

German rejection, Clemenceau faced the task of

converting military victory into long-term security

in the face of a Germany that remained more

powerful than France and whose home territory

had not been devastated in the war. Moreover,

the removal of Russia from the equation deprived

France of the alliance on which its prewar diplo-

macy had depended. None of this might have mat-

tered had the Allied military coalition that won the

war assumed permanent form. But despite prom-

ises, the British declined to give the French mili-

tary guarantees, fearing Continental entanglements

now that the balance of power had been restored,

while the U.S. Senate refused to ratify the peace

treaty. Hence the temporary occupation of the

Rhineland and the German obligation to pay

reparations for wartime destruction became

French substitutes for real security, turning both

into running sores in Franco-German relations. In

what amounted to an epilogue to the war, French

and Belgian troops occupied the German industrial

heartland of the Ruhr in 1923 to force a defaulting

government to resume reparations, without which

the hard-won victory of 1918 would have been

severely compromised. This led to an upsurge of

warlike sentiment and civil resistance in Germany

before Anglo-American diplomacy reinstated a

lower level of payments.

The colonial conflict was settled more summa-

rily. Germany was stripped of its possessions, most

of which were shared among France, Britain, and

the British dominions. Japan reaped the reward of

its collaboration with the British by taking German

holdings in the Pacific and China. Also, the Near

Eastern provinces of Ottoman Turkey fell to

Britain and France. The British, who had captured

Jerusalem on Christmas Day 1917, took the lion’s

share with Palestine and oil-rich Mesopotamia

(Iraq), while the French acquired Syria and

Lebanon. British encouragement in 1917 of

Jewish settlement in Palestine helped create one

of the most intractable conflicts of the postcolonial
period.

Yet the peace conference represented the limits
as well as the zenith of European colonialism. The
new colonies were held as ‘‘mandates’’ of the
League of Nations, with the intention of ultimate
independence. The same issue arose with the older
colonies that had participated in the war. Half a
million French colonial troops, most from North
and West Africa, fought in France, while the British
used Indian soldiers in Europe and the Middle
East. A sense of colonial entitlement fostering
visions of independence was the result. This was
even truer of the British settler dominions, whose
imperial identity had produced extraordinary levels
of volunteer participation. Not only Gallipoli (for
the Australians and New Zealanders) but the wes-
tern front was studded with sites (and soon with
monuments) where troops from the dominions
had suffered martyrdom, and this contributed to
the growing autonomy of the dominions in the
interwar years. Decolonization would require
another world war, but the peace settlement
pointed to the dissolution as well as consolidation
of empires. Ironically, the loss of Germany’s colo-
nies in 1919 reinforced the orientation of the
nationalist Right toward the colonization of east-
ern Europe in areas occupied by the army during
the war.

The defeat of the multinational empires was
the most decisive outcome of the war. Austria and
Hungary were dealt with as separate nation-states
by the peace conference, while Ottoman Turkey
was reduced to Anatolia. Bolshevik Russia was a
partial exception, since the many non-Russian ele-
ments of the dynastic empire were integrated into a
new multinational state by means of authoritarian
socialism. But even here, the western borderlands
of tsarist Russia (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and
Poland) gained independence. In general, the
peace conference endorsed the defense and crea-
tion of nation-states. French determination to
secure reparations came only in part from fears
about Germany’s continuing threat to the balance
of power. It derived above all from the belief that
the nation had been defended at enormous cost
against a gross violation of its integrity. Serbia was
rewarded for its suffering by becoming the domi-
nant core of a South Slav state, Yugoslavia, whose
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longer-term instability, ironically, came from its
multinational composition.

This last point was relevant more generally. For
if Wilson believed that self-determination and
democracy were the twin sources of nationhood,
almost all the new states in central and eastern
Europe had ethnic minorities (amounting in the
case of Poland to a third of the population), while
few of them, apart from Czechoslovakia, possessed
a democratic political culture. Defeated nations
(Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria) were reduced in size
leaving minorities in neighboring states and creat-
ing friction. Italian nationalists, whose desire to
complete unification shaded into expansionist
designs on the Balkans, were frustrated by the
access to the Adriatic granted by the peace confer-
ence to Yugoslavia. Nation-states were not a self-
evident basis for durable peace.

War smoldered on around the peace settle-
ment. Finland and the new Baltic states struggled
to secure independence from both Bolshevik and
German forces. Poles clashed with German para-
militaries over disputed borders in Danzig and
Silesia. Some Italian nationalists followed the pro-
tofascist Gabriele D’Annunzio in seizing the port
of Fiume, which the peace conference had allocated
to Yugoslavia, holding it illegally for over a year.
The Irish war for independence from the British
was followed by a bitter civil war over the half-
measure of autonomy actually granted in 1921.
Most convulsive was the final war of the Ottoman
succession. The Treaty of Sèvres in 1920 not only
deprived Turkey of its last remnant of European
territory (except Istanbul) as well as the Near
Eastern provinces but also undermined Turkish
power in Anatolia by creating an Armenian state
in compensation for the genocide. Along with the
deployment of Greek forces in western Anatolia,
this prompted a full-blown war of independence
led by Mustafa Kemal (Atatürk), a young officer
who had distinguished himself in the Gallipoli cam-
paign and who emerged as the founder of the
Turkish nation-state. The Treaty of Lausanne in
1923 reversed the peace terms of Sèvres in
Turkey’s favor, confirming the national integrity
of Anatolia (including the elimination of Armenia)
and the recovery of eastern Thrace in the Balkans.
In the largest such transfer after World War I, two
million Greeks were expelled from Anatolia and

Thrace while Turks were moved in the opposite

direction.

By the end of the interwar period the peace

settlement had become widely discredited. The

apparently harsh terms imposed on Germany and

the failure to found stable democracies in eastern

Europe were seen by many to have prepared a

future conflict. Yet with greater hindsight, this

seems superficial. For the deeper issues with which

the Paris Peace Conference grappled only received

lasting solutions in the 1990s, with a unified but

peaceable Germany and stable nation-states in east-

ern Europe. This occurred after a further world

war, a second genocide (of European Jews), mass

population transfers in the 1940s, and a bitter

conflict as Yugoslavia fell apart after 1991. There

were no shortcuts in 1919, yet some of the solu-

tions adopted were quite constructive in view of

what came later. For the occupation of the Ruhr

was followed by a Franco-German rapprochement

based on peaceful negotiation to resolve future

disputes and on Germany’s entry into the League

of Nations. The League itself, which had been set

British and German airplanes engage in combat over

France during World War I. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS

2764 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

W O R L D W A R I



up by the Treaty of Versailles, showed the desire of
many to create a new world order based on the
arbitration of conflicts and collective security
against aggressors. The League also advocated
social reform as the corollary of world peace and
pioneered international relief efforts to deal with
the humanitarian crises left by the war (refugees,
disease). It was via the League of Nations that the
first steps were taken to plan the economic integra-
tion of Europe. Moreover, many of the new states
of eastern Europe made progress in ethnic coexis-
tence. If some of the issues at stake in the war
remained intractable, the steps taken to address
them before the Great Depression of the 1930s
were not doomed to failure.

The war’s legacy extended to domestic politics.
Defeat brought violence and instability. This was
true in Italy (which nationalists felt had been cheat-
ed) and in Germany, although the seizure of
power by fascism and National Socialism also turned
on a crisis of the state and the weakness of demo-
cratic traditions in both countries. Nonetheless, the
war radicalized nationalism and provided a lesson in
mass-mobilization that inspired fascist movements
across Europe. Likewise, bolshevism was doubly
influenced by the war. For if prewar Russia hovered
on the brink of revolution, the world war decided
what kind of revolution it would be, while the civil
war of 1918–1922 reinforced the coercive nature
of the new regime.

The victorious democracies experienced no
such upheaval. Indeed, they displayed a strong urge
to return to prewar ‘‘normality,’’ which in the case
of the United States was accompanied by significant
disengagement from Europe. This was illusory. The
massive military and industrial effort influenced pol-
itics, not least through the claims of various groups
(veterans, workers, women) for reform in recogni-
tion of wartime service, claims that others resisted.
But the climate of politics was no harsher than
before, while the shock of the war fostered a belief
that democracies should use military force only as a
last resort internationally. Democracy emerged
from the war more sharply delineated. In this
respect, the tension between liberal democracy,
authoritarian nationalism, and revolutionary social-
ism as doctrines was translated by World War I into
a conflict between more highly differentiated kinds
of state driven by competing ideologies.

Finally, the war left ten million dead, most of
whom, apart from the victims of genocide, were

soldiers. Though only a fifth of the dead of World
War II, this was unprecedented. The victorious

powers were able to create national monuments
and rituals of mourning that centered on the figure

of the ‘‘unknown soldier’’ (interred in Paris and
London in 1920). This proved more problematic

in a Germany divided by defeat, while in Bolshevik

Russia there was no official commemoration at all.
Locally (except in Russia), memorials proliferated

in recognition of the soldiers’ sacrifice, and as the
former fronts returned to normality, cemeteries

and battlefield monuments marked the sites of the
slaughter. Although some felt despair and more

perceived with irony the blow that Europe had

dealt its own ‘‘civilization,’’ many drew on tradi-
tional religious values for consolation or turned to

political ideologies for understanding. But since
the peace helped shape the meaning given to the

conflict, the political divisions and international
tensions of the 1930s suggested that the ‘‘war to

end all war’’ might in the end turn out to have

been merely the prelude to an even greater
conflagration.
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Kitchener, Horatio Herbert; League of Nations;
Locarno, Treaty of; Ludendorff, Erich; Owen,
Wilfred; Peace Movements; Prisoners of War;
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JOHN HORNE

n

WORLD WAR II. The maintenance of peace
in Europe in the 1920s and 1930s was both
strengthened and weakened by the memory of the
costs of World War I. On the one hand, that mem-
ory led many to have such a horror of military
conflict that they shrank from the very idea. This
horror, on the other hand, could favor a country
determined on war by restraining those who in
their revulsion at war had disarmed, were reluctant
to rearm, and believed that almost any sacrifices
these actions entailed were likely to be less than
those a new conflict would exact.

BACKGROUND

This situation especially affected the nominal vic-

tors, France and Great Britain. Both had been

terribly damaged by the war and found themselves

abandoned by the United States, which had helped

save them from defeat in 1918, had participated in

the writing of the peace treaties, but had then

turned its back on the settlement. The country

most strengthened by the war had shoved the

burden of keeping the peace on the countries most

weakened by it. Furthermore, Russia, which had

played a major role in the war in spite of military

defeats, had collapsed internally, been taken over

by the Bolsheviks, and was more interested in

upsetting than maintaining the peace.

The country that took the initiative for another
world war was Germany, but because the regime
that did so for novel reasons acted in a world in
which others had started wars of their own, some-
thing has to be said about the latter. Japan had
begun imperial expansion at the end of the nine-
teenth century with war against China. There fol-
lowed war with Russia, the annexation of Korea,
and entrance into World War I on the Allied side in
order to take parts of Germany’s empire in the
Pacific. In 1931 Japan seized Manchuria from
China and continued its advance on the mainland.
In July 1937 this led to open hostilities with China,
but however awful for the Chinese, these actions
were a continuation of prior Japanese expansionist
policies.

Similarly, Italy under Benito Mussolini contin-
ued an expansionist policy that in prior decades
had garnered colonial territories in Africa, the
Dodecanese Islands in the Aegean Sea, and terri-
tory from Austria-Hungary. Mussolini’s first major
further step was the conquest of Ethiopia in
1936. In this case also, military aggression was
the resumption of a prior policy. The aims of
Germany were entirely different.

Unwilling to accept the defeat of 1918,
increasing numbers of Germans rallied to the
National Socialists (Nazis) led by Adolf Hitler. In
his speeches and writings, he asserted that the
Germans deserved to control the globe and could
do so if they adopted a one-party state, redoubled
their racial superiority by racial awareness and the
removal of Jews, and went to war for proper aims.
The latter he defined not as the snippets of land
Germany had lost by the peace of 1919 but as
many hundreds of thousands of square kilometers
of land for settlement by Germans displacing the
local population. The large families raised by the
settlers would replace the casualties incurred in
the conquest of the land and provide soldiers for
the next conquests. Members of the old elite
talked President Paul von Hindenburg into
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appointing Hitler as chancellor in January 1933.
Thereafter, Hitler rapidly established the one-
party state, initiated measures in the racial field,
and ordered a massive program of rearmament.

Rearmament was geared to the wars Hitler
expected to fight. A short war against
Czechoslovakia requiring no special preparation
would precede the main one against the Western
Powers. The last war demonstrated that this was
the one for which Germany must prepare most
effectively. Victory in the west would enable
Germany to crush the Soviet Union in a quick
war. In German eyes incompetents now ruled over
inferior races whom Germany had defeated the last
time in spite of their largely Germanic ruling elite
that had—fortunately for Germany—been replaced
by the Bolsheviks. Victory over the Soviet Union,
for which no special preparations were needed,
would provide vast lands for settlement and also
raw materials, especially oil, needed for the next
war against the United States. Though easy to
defeat, the United States was far away and had a
substantial navy. When production of the weapons
systems for war against France and Britain was
under way in 1937, design and development of
the intercontinental bombers and super-battleships
for war with the United States were ordered.

At the last moment, Hitler called off the first
war against Czechoslovakia and settled at Munich
for his ostensible rather than his real aims; that is,
he agreed to annex the areas inhabited primarily by
Germans rather than occupy the whole country.
What others imagined was a German triumph, he
considered the worst mistake of his career. German
diplomacy toward war in 1939 was accordingly
dominated by a determination not to be trapped
into negotiations once again. War against France
and Britain was next, but that required a quiet
eastern front. At the time that meant Lithuania,
Poland, and Hungary. While Lithuania and
Hungary became sufficiently subservient to
Germany, the leaders of the revived Poland were
unwilling to subordinate the country to anyone
without a fight. Hitler therefore decided to fight
Poland either by itself first or in conjunction with
France and Britain if they decided to support
Poland. To discourage the Western Powers tem-
porarily or to fight them right away if they so
chose, Germany looked for allies. Because further

expansion of Italy and Japan was possible only at

the expense of their World War I allies, these were

the countries to which Hitler turned.

The Italian government was willing to ally itself

with Germany in 1939, though on the understand-

ing that war would come in three years. Japan,

however, was at this time agreeable to an alliance

against the Soviet Union but not against the

Western Powers. Under these circumstances

Hitler was prepared to entertain soundings from

Moscow that he had previously rejected. The

Soviet Union had a long border with Poland and

could provide supplies to Germany if there were a

renewed Allied blockade. Joseph Stalin, the Soviet

leader, saw an opportunity to expand his country’s

territory and to encourage capitalist countries to

fight one another. Rather than remain neutral or

side with the Western Powers as they and the

United States urged, he preferred to align his coun-

try with Germany. Germany and the Soviet Union

divided eastern Europe between themselves with

the Germans willing to sign over more than Stalin

asked on the assumption that after victory in the

west they would seize it all.

After carefully arranged incidents in which

murdered concentration camp victims dressed in

Polish uniforms were strewn around a German

radio station to prove that Poland had attacked

Germany, the German armed forces attacked

Poland on 1 September 1939. To preclude a peace-

ful settlement, the German demands on Poland

were kept secret until after the attack. Thus the

German public could be rallied to a new war by a

regime that believed collapse at home, not defeat at

the front, had led to the loss of the last war.

Combined with heavy air attacks on Polish cities

and forces, the German thrusts broke Polish efforts

to defend the country. There was sporadic heavy

fighting, but the poorly equipped Polish forces

were defeated quickly. The hope of the Polish staff

to continue fighting through the winter in the

forests and swamps of eastern Poland was

destroyed by the Soviet Union’s invasion of

Poland on 17 September. The German and Soviet

military quickly and most courteously sorted out

their units to accord with the agreed upon partition

of Poland. That partition was altered by an agree-

ment exchanging the central portion of Poland to
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German control for most of Lithuania to join
Estonia and Latvia under Soviet domination.

Britain and France honored their promise to
defend Polish independence by declaring war on 3
September, an action followed by the British
dominions of Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
and, after some delay, the Union of South Africa.
Ireland elected to remain neutral, while the British
government of India entered the conflict and
would create the largest volunteer army of the
war. Both the British and French governments
had hoped to avoid another war, and had made
concessions to Germany in the endeavor of recon-
ciling that country to living at peace with its neigh-
bors. The negative reaction of Berlin to the
concessions made at Munich convinced the two
governments in the winter of 1938–1939 that if
Germany struck again at any country that defended
itself, they would have to go to war. Their effort to
make this clear to Hitler in 1939 fell on deaf ears.

Neither France nor Britain had rearmed suffi-
ciently, though both had begun to do so in
response to Germany’s massive rearmament pro-
gram. Afraid of a repetition of the massive casual-
ties of the prior war, the French refused to carry
out the offensive operation they had promised
Poland earlier in 1939.

Hitler wanted to launch an offensive through
the Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg in the
late fall of 1939. The German air force, however,
needed good weather for its supporting role, and
that weather did not come. While postponing that
offensive until 1940, the Germans prepared an
invasion of Norway, with Denmark to be occupied
as well, to have better access to the North Atlantic
for their navy. With help from a base in the Soviet
Union and treason from within Norway by Vidkun
Quisling who gave his name to such action, the
Germans seized Denmark and landed in Norway
on 9 April 1940. The Western Allies sent forces to

German soldiers cross the Cologne bridge during Germany’s reoccupation of the Rhineland in 1936, in direct

violation of the treaty of Versailles. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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help the Norwegians defend themselves. The
Germans won in southern Norway, were defeated
in the northern part, but recovered there when the
Allied forces were withdrawn because of the
German offensive in the west. Of major importance
were the heavy losses incurred by the German navy
in the Norwegian operation. Many of its destroyers
and cruisers were sunk, and the big warships
damaged and hence out of service during the crit-
ical months of 1940 when they were unavailable
to provide cover for an invasion of England.

On 10 May German forces invaded the three
Low Countries. Unwilling to coordinate their own
operations with France and Britain, these fell
quickly. A breakthrough of the French defenses at
Sedan enabled the Germans to cut through to the
English Channel because the French commander
in chief, General Maurice Gamelin, sent his reserve
army into the Netherlands rather than keeping it in
reserve. Because the effort to cut the German
thrust failed, the British and French forces it had
isolated were evacuated—without their equip-
ment—through Dunkirk in early June. In those
same days, the Germans pierced the new French
line and struck into the interior. Unlike World War
I when the French government had held fast, on
this occasion a cabinet headed by the defeatist
Marshal Philippe Pétain replaced it. Pétain asked
for an armistice, signed one, and wanted to replace
the French Third Republic with an authoritarian
regime that he imagined could have a place in a
German-dominated Europe.

The collapse of French resistance after a few
weeks of fighting in the theater of war where
opposing armies had struggled inconclusively for
years in World War I had massive repercussions
for all participants and major neutrals. For Hitler,
victory over France consolidated his support at
home even more fully. Construction of warships
for war against the United States, temporarily
interrupted for more urgent needs, was ordered
resumed. Plans for the next war, that against the
Soviet Union, could now be developed; the army
general staff was already preparing them. Hitler and
the army’s chief of staff preferred to attack that fall,
but it became apparent that preparations would
take too long for a campaign in 1940. By 31 July
Hitler decided that the invasion of the Soviet
Union had to be postponed until the early summer

of 1941. Preparations moved forward and were not
confined to the military. Because Finland and
Romania were to be allies, Germany would occupy
Romania and reverse its policy toward Finland.
That country had been assigned to the Soviet
Union in the 1939 German-Soviet agreement but
had fought for its independence when attacked by
the Soviets in the winter of 1939–1940. The loss of
territory to the Soviets in the peace of March
1940 made Finland amenable to siding with
Germany. Similarly, Soviet annexation of parts of
Romania in the summer of 1940 (with German
support) encouraged that country to fight along-
side Germany.

For a short time the Germans believed that
victory in the west was complete. England would
make peace or be bombed or invaded until it sur-
rendered. But under the leadership of Winston
Churchill, the prime minister, the British refused
to make peace. They did not succumb to a
German bombing campaign. They retained control
of the air in the Battle of Britain in the summer of
1940 and thereby forced the Germans to postpone
the projected invasion. As the British rebuilt their
army, began to receive aid from the United States,
and hit back at the Germans as best they could, they
looked to a long war in which the peoples of Europe
would so resent their conquerors as to rise up
against them. A new British army would assist them
to free themselves from a Germany weakened by
blockade and an increasing bombing campaign.

Believing that the war was essentially over,
Mussolini took Italy into it in order to share in
the spoils of a war Germany had started before
Italy was ready. The inadequately prepared Italian
forces quickly ran into trouble in Africa and needed
German help to hold onto Libya even as the British
conquered their colonial empire in northeast
Africa. Because the Germans had not informed
him of their reason for occupying Romania,
Mussolini decided in October 1940 to invade
Greece from Albania (which Italy had occupied in
1939). Here also Italian forces met defeat and
asked for German assistance. In April 1941 the
Germans conquered Yugoslavia and Greece in
short campaigns and continued with the conquest
of the island of Crete in May. Mussolini, however,
insisted in 1941 on sending troops to participate in
the invasion of the Soviet Union.
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The dictator of Spain, Francisco Franco, also

wanted to join Germany in order to expand Spain’s

colonial empire. And he also sympathized with the

Germans, who had helped him in the Spanish civil war

(1936–1939). When he learned, however, that

Germany insisted on acquiring bases on and off the

coast of northwest Africa under full ownership—for

their planned war against the United States—he

decided not to enter the conflict directly. He assisted

the Germans’ submarine campaign and their intelli-

gence operations, and sent a unit to fight the Soviets,

but Franco was not about to cede one square centi-

meter of Spanish territory to anyone.

The Soviet Union was surprised by the rapidity

of Germany’s victory and, anticipating the

possibility of a peace settlement, moved to annex

the Baltic states and parts of Romania. Brushing
aside all proposals and warnings from London, the

U.S. government, and his intelligence services,
Stalin was determined to maintain excellent rela-

tions with Germany. This meant not only provid-
ing the Germans with economic and other
assistance but also hoping to join the Tripartite

Pact that Germany, Italy, and Japan had signed in
September 1940. The fact that this involved the

possibility of the Soviet Union being obliged to
fight the United States illuminates Stalin’s enthu-

siasm for adhering to it. The Germans, who
intended to invade the Soviet Union, ignored

Soviet offers. They preferred receiving supplies
until the hour of the invasion to negotiations that

Londoners sleep in a subway station used as an air raid shelter during bombing by German planes, October

1940. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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might entail Soviet withholding of economic aid as
a lever.

The Japanese were delighted to see the colonial
masters of South and Southeast Asia defeated by
Germany because this appeared to open the road to
further imperial expansion. When the Germans
urged them to seize the French, British, and
Dutch possessions, the Japanese explained that it
would be risky with the United States still in con-
trol of the Philippines. The Germans replied that if
the Tokyo government believed it could strike
south only if it also went to war with the United
States, then Germany would immediately join in.
From the perspective of Berlin, the alternative to
building a large navy was to find an ally who
already had one because it made no difference
whether American warships were sunk in the
Pacific or Atlantic. Under these circumstances the
Japanese government began preparations for a war
far wider than the continuing hostilities with
China. There the Japanese forces had conquered
the ports and main industrial areas, but having
rejected the possibility of a peace mediated by
Germany in January 1938, were embroiled in an
ongoing conflict marked by Japanese atrocities.

The dramatic German victories shocked the
government and people of the United States.
President Franklin D. Roosevelt formed the
equivalent of a coalition government for the first
time in the country’s history and decided to run for
an equally unprecedented third term. Facing dan-
ger in both the Atlantic and Pacific, Congress
voted to create a two-ocean navy. For the first time
it established a peacetime draft to create a real
army. Hoping to keep the country out of open
hostilities, the president labored to increase aid to
Britain. An exchange of old destroyers for bases on
British possessions simultaneously reinforced the
British navy in the battle of the Atlantic and
strengthened American defenses.

Britain could continue in the war only if the
supply routes across the oceans remained open, a
point recognized by both sides. From September
1939 on there was a ceaseless battle by the
Germans to break and the British, increasingly
aided by the Americans and Canadians, to maintain
control of the oceans. Until the fall of 1943
German submarines, long-distance planes, and sur-
face warships sank more ships than the Allies could

build. In May 1943 the Allies sank German sub-

marines at such a rate that the Germans temporarily

withdrew from the North Atlantic, and in the fall

Allied ship construction exceeded losses. Thereafter

German efforts to return to the fray with new types

of torpedoes and submarines were unable to

reverse a tide turned in favor of the Allies by a

combination of technological developments,

code-breaking successes, the construction of escort

warships and escort aircraft carriers, and the ded-

ication of crews.

THE WIDENING CONFLICT

In June 1941 the Germans invaded the Soviet

Union; from that time the overwhelming majority

of World War II fighting took place on the eastern

front. The German armies won early major tactical

victories, but unlike the government of Nicholas II

and the subsequent Russian provisional govern-

ment (during World War I), Stalin was able to

retain firm control of the unoccupied parts of the

country. In August Red Army counterattacks drove

back the Germans at one point on the central front.

In late November the Germans were forced to

retreat in the south; in December they were

defeated before Moscow; and soon after they were

obliged to retreat in the north. The Soviet winter

offensive pushed the Germans back and inflicted

great losses, but could not collapse their front.

The Germans planned to renew their offensive in

1942, but lacking the strength to strike on more

than one sector, decided on the southern one.

By the end of 1941, the war had changed in

two other important respects. The Germans had

initiated the demographic revolution that was the

purpose of the war in their thinking. In October

1939 Hitler had directed the initiation of the first

systematic killing program: the murder of handi-

capped people first in Germany and then in occu-

pied Poland and elsewhere. In anticipation of the

invasion of the Soviet Union, the second such

program was ordered: the killing of all Jews in

newly occupied Soviet territory. As this program

was beginning to be implemented in the summer

of 1941 and it became clear that the German mili-

tary was agreeable if not enthusiastic, the killing

was to be extended to all areas that Germany could

reach in Europe and throughout the world. What
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came to be known as the Holocaust was a central

feature of the war from then on.

The other major change in the war resulted

from the initiative of Japan. In the summer of

1941 the authorities in Tokyo decided to strike in

the south rather than attack the Soviet Union.

They occupied southern French Indochina as a

springboard for offensives pointing away from their

war with China. The U.S. government attempted

to delay and deter them, hoping that eventually the

Japanese would see that Germany was likely to lose

the war, a policy that came within two weeks of

working. The Japanese, however, would not wait

longer and struck the United States, Britain, and

the Dutch on 7/8 December 1941. Germany and

Italy, having reassured the Japanese that they

would go to war with the United States, promptly

did so. The countries of the Tripartite Pact had

forced Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United

States into an alliance. The prior conquests of the

Germans and the early conquests of the Japanese

for a while brought them control of larger

resources than those of the Allies, but the latter

used theirs more effectively and were therefore able

to continue in the war.

The Japanese, by adopting Admiral Yamamoto

Isoroku’s plan to attack the American fleet on a

Sunday in peacetime, had crippled the American

navy temporarily but simultaneously galvanized

the American public into full support of a war to

the finish. The Japanese hope that after early con-

quests they could make a new settlement with the

United States was aborted by the attack on Pearl

Harbor. Japanese forces defeated the poorly pre-

pared American and Filipino forces in the

Philippines, crushed the Dutch, seized Malaya with

its base at Singapore in short order, and drove the

British-Indian army out of Burma, but none of

these victories produced a peace settlement.

Australian forces halted the Japanese on New

A Soviet navy officer aboard a submarine looks through a periscope, 1942. Soviet submarines, developed with help

from Germany during the 1930s, were later used to interrupt German supply shipments in the North Sea. ªYEVGENY KHALDEI/CORBIS
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Guinea, and the American navy first blunted the

Japanese naval advance in May and then defeat-

ed the Japanese navy at the Battle of Midway in

June 1942.

The Americans and British had agreed that

Germany would be defeated first: It was the more

dangerous enemy, and neither Britain nor the

Soviet Union had any choice. The rapid advances

of the Japanese in the first months of 1942 forced a

temporary deviation from the ‘‘Europe First’’ strat-

egy. Concerned about the Japanese seizure of the

Solomon Islands in the Southwest Pacific and the

construction of an airfield on one of the islands,

Guadalcanal, the Americans landed there to seize

the airfield and protect the route to Australia.

There followed the longest battle in American

history—from August 1942 to February 1943.

American forces hung on and eventually achieved

victory. The naval and land battles around

Guadalcanal also prevented the Japanese from

striking farther into the Indian Ocean than their

brief incursion earlier, thereby eliminating the

opportunity the Axis Powers might have had of

joining forces in the Middle East. The Germans

had advanced into Egypt in the summer of 1942

but were halted at El Alamein around the same

time as the first American landing in the Solomons.

THE TIDE TURNS

On the eastern front, Germany launched a summer
offensive to seize the Caucasus oil fields and block
the Volga River at Stalingrad. Local victories
enabled them to advance, but unlike 1941 when
the Germans had captured millions of prisoners—
the majority of whom they killed or let die—this
time the Red Army retreated and continued to
fight. Both wings of the offensive were halted,
one inside Stalingrad, the other in the Caucasus
passes. A Soviet counteroffensive in November
1942 cut off the German army fighting in
Stalingrad along with substantial Romanian forces.
The German relief effort failed, and the attempt at
air supply foundered on Soviet countermeasures
and the diversion of German air transport to the
fighting in Tunisia. Under spectacular circum-
stances a whole German army was destroyed; soon
after, other portions of the front saw major Soviet
offensives, while the German units sent into the

Caucasus were withdrawn to avoid being cut off.
The victories of the Red Army in 1942 had been
assisted by the success of the British in May and
June of 1941 in crushing a pro-German revolt in
Iraq and occupying the French mandate of Syria,
thereby eliminating the possibility of a German
foothold south of the Caucasus.

In early November 1942 American and British
troops landed in French northwest Africa to meet
the British army driving back Axis forces from
Egypt. The Germans built up an army in Tunisia
and denied the Allies the critical Tunisian ports,
but their counteroffensive stalled after a victory
over the Americans at Kasserine Pass. The success
of the Germans in holding Tunisia in the winter of
1942–1943, in part because of their use of air
supply, meant that there could be no Allied inva-
sion of western Europe in 1943. When Roosevelt
and Churchill met to plan future moves in
Casablanca in January 1943 they assigned the high-
est priority to the struggle against German subma-
rines. The air offensives of the two would be
coordinated to attack German industry and morale
as well as to divert German resources from the
eastern front. To reassure the home fronts and
the Soviets, but even more to make certain that
the Germans would not initiate another world
war, the Allied leaders announced in public their
previously adopted demand for unconditional
surrender. As a follow-up to the campaign in
Tunisia, they authorized a 1943 invasion of Sicily,
perhaps to be followed by landings on the Italian
mainland so that German forces could be kept busy
in the Mediterranean theater while a 1944 invasion
of western Europe was under preparation and
implemented.

The Germans expected to launch another sum-
mer offensive in the east and worked to protect
their own cities and develop weapons to destroy
English cities in 1943. Unable to rescue their sol-
diers in Tunisia or those in Stalingrad, they hoped
to reverse the tide in the east and to hold on to
Italy and southeast Europe in the face of any Allied
landings. The offensive in the east was postponed
so that new tanks they had started to build could
be employed, but when launched in the Kursk area,
the largest armored battle of the war ended in a
decisive German defeat. It was followed by the first
Soviet summer offensive that drove the Germans
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out of much of the area they had conquered on the
central and southern portions of the front. In spite
of occasional local German counterattacks, the
initiative had passed definitively to the Red
Army, which was assisted, especially in regard to
transportation, by massive quantities of supplies
and equipment provided by the United States and
to a lesser extent by Britain. By the end of the year,
the Germans had been forced back considerably, a
process that continued in the winter of 1943–1944
as the Red Army recovered important industrial
and agricultural areas of Ukraine and relieved the
German siege of Leningrad.

In the Pacific the struggle for the Solomon
Islands and New Guinea continued with the
Americans and Australians advancing against deter-
mined Japanese resistance. The American thrust

northward from the Southwest Pacific under

General Douglas MacArthur was supplemented by

a second route of advance across the Pacific under

Admiral Chester Nimitz. Initiated in late 1943 by

landings in the Gilbert Islands, success there was

followed by landings in the Marshall Islands early

in 1944. The U.S. Navy was receiving both the

repaired warships damaged at Pearl Harbor and

large numbers of new ships ordered earlier. The

Japanese were incapable of replacing their losses—

to say nothing of increasing their navy. Having

failed to realize before December 1941 that the

conquest of oil wells, tin mines, and rubber planta-

tions did not enable them to move these to the

Japanese home islands but merely required the

shipment of their products in Japanese merchant

ships, the Japanese saw their shipping increasingly

German troops arrest a group of men in Croatia, July 1943. The caption accompanying this German photo describes

the suspects as ‘‘a band of Bolshevists who were terrorizing the mountain dwellers of Croatia.’’ ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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sunk by Allied submarines (especially once the
Americans replaced their defective torpedoes).

In March 1943 the Allies began a new offensive
in Tunisia that ended Axis resistance by early May.
In July they landed on Sicily, which they wrested
from the German and Italian defenders in a bitter
two-month fight. The success of the initial landing
following upon the loss of Italy’s colonial empire
and the destruction of an Italian army on the east-
ern front galvanized the internal opposition to
Mussolini who was deposed and arrested in July.
The Germans freed him and installed him in a
puppet regime in northern Italy, but fascism had
discredited itself and collapsed as a political system.
The successor government surrendered to the
Allies. It did this with such incompetence that the
Germans were able to take control of most of Italy
and all of the Italian-occupied portions of France,
Yugoslavia, and Greece, as well as seize and deport
to slave labor in Germany those Italian soldiers
whom they had not murdered in an orgy of
revenge. In September the Allies landed at the toe
of Italy and at Salerno near Naples. The latter land-
ing proved most difficult because of strong German
resistance, a situation that would characterize the
campaign in Italy thereafter. The American and
British troops, joined by French, Polish, and
Brazilian units, slowly fought their way up the
peninsula. They seized airfields important for
extending the range of Allied air forces, but were
halted below Rome in spite of an amphibious land-
ing at Anzio and repeated assaults elsewhere.

While the war had turned in favor of the Allies
by the end of 1943, neither Germany nor Japan
would give up. The Germans placed their hopes for
victory on several factors. They believed it possible
that the Allied coalition would break up. They
expected that a new type of submarine would turn
the tide in the battle of the Atlantic. That would
either render an invasion in the west impossible or
isolate it from reinforcement and supplies. They
were working hard on several types of special weap-
ons to employ in 1944 to destroy English cities,
especially London, and thus drive the presumably
war-weary English out of the conflict. Above all,
they were confident that they could crush the
expected Allied landing in the west. No new land-
ing would be possible in the same year, and there-
fore the German army could shift forces east to

defeat the Red Army that had suffered enormous
casualties in prior fighting.

The Japanese were not hoping for victory but
believed that stubborn resistance would so tire
their enemies that a compromise peace could be
attained. It seemed inconceivable to them that the
Americans would be willing to expend the blood
and treasure required to retake all the territories
Japan still held so that they could return them to
former colonial masters. And once the Americans
grew tired of fighting, Japan’s other enemies would
also have to quit. Furthermore, Japan would recruit
soldiers in the colonies of the Western Powers with
fake promises of independence and use them to
reinforce its own army. Two offensives were to be
launched in 1944 to strengthen Japan’s situation
while making the operations of the Allies more
difficult and costly.

One offensive was to cut the supply route to
British-American bases in Assam, a province in
northeast India, from which the Americans had
established an air supply route to China called
‘‘The Hump’’ because it involved flying over the
Himalayas. The Japanese also hoped that the offen-
sive would produce a revolt by Indian nationalists
and enable them to establish a puppet regime in
Delhi under the Indian collaborator Subhas
Chandra Bose. This operation ended in total defeat
and led to the retaking of Burma by the British-
Indian army by May 1945. The other offensive was
in China and had two purposes. It was to secure a
Japanese-controlled railway connecting forces in
northern and southern China and simultaneously
seize air bases built for American long-range bomb-
ers to attack the Japanese home islands. This offen-
sive was entirely successful. Chinese resistance was
crushed after some heavy fighting, most of the air
bases were captured, and the Chinese Nationalist
regime was so weakened as to play no further part in
the war and, subsequently, to be defeated by the
Communists. The victory over Chiang Kai-shek’s
forces, however, could not save Tojo Hideki, the
Japanese prime minister, from losing his position
because of a simultaneous Japanese defeat in the
Marianas.

ALLIED VICTORY

While continuing their advance by landings along
the northern shore of New Guinea and on small
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islands off its coast, especially Biak, the Americans
were also striking across the central Pacific. The
key target was the island of Saipan in the Marianas.
Seizure of the island would provide a base for long-
range bombers to attack the Japanese home islands,
would make it easier to cut Japanese supply lines to
their conquests farther south, and would provide
a stepping-stone to other islands in the chain, pri-
marily Tinian and Guam. The invasion in June 1944
proved very difficult because of fierce resistance;
but not only was it eventually successful, it also
precipitated the defeat of the Japanese naval force
originally sent to help the Japanese garrison on Biak
but instead diverted to Saipan. These American land
and naval victories led to the fall of Tojo. Together
with further American advances in the southwest
Pacific, success in the Marianas prepared the way
for the return of American forces to the Philippines.

In Europe the Allies planned to attack
Germany from the south, west, and east while
continuing to attack its industry and cities from
the air. This last was assisted by the use of long-
range fighter planes to escort American daylight
bombers and, in the process, effectively crushed
German fighter defenses in February and March
1944. In May Allied forces in Italy pierced the
German lines below Rome, and, although failing
to cut off the retreating German units, liberated
Rome on 4 June. They pushed north from there
and seized important airfields. They were unable to
end German resistance in Italy, but that also
implied a continued substantial diversion of
German resources to that theater.

Both the invasion in the west on 6 June and

the Red Army offensive soon after were greatly

assisted by the deception of German intelligence

about the direction of attack. The landings in

Normandy by British and American units estab-

lished five small beachheads that were joined in

bitter fighting. During June and July the Allies

pushed the Germans back, held against small coun-

terattacks, captured the port of Cherbourg, but

were unable to break into the open. A break-

through was achieved on the American segment

at the end of July. As American units poured into

the French interior, the Germans mounted their

main counteroffensive to cut off the penetration,

but this was defeated. Large portions of the

German army that had defended Normandy were

destroyed, but substantial numbers of staff and

soldiers escaped. As Allied forces pushed into the

French interior, they were supported by the French

Resistance and by an additional landing on the

Mediterranean coast where ports critical for supply-

ing the advancing armies were captured.

By early September most of France had been
liberated and the Free French leader Charles de
Gaulle had made a triumphal entry into Paris.
From French colonies that had rallied to him in
the summer of 1940 he had become both the
symbol and the leader of a new France with an
army that participated in the landing in the south
of France and was now headed into Germany. In
that country, the last remnants of opposition to the
Nazi regime had been crushed after a series of
efforts to kill Hitler, culminating in one on 20
July 1944, had failed in the face of overwhelming
support for Hitler by the German military.

To delay the Allies, the Germans either held
the French harbors as long as possible—some until
May 1945—or destroyed them thoroughly. They
rebuilt their forces in the west and were able to
hold the Allies near the German-French border
although the Americans crossed it at some points
in October 1944. An attempt to seize the bridges
over branches of the lower Rhine River and drive
into the Netherlands and Germany on that route
failed in September. As the Allies pushed against
the German defenses, the latter prepared for a
major counteroffensive.

The Soviet summer offensive of 22 June had
been preceded by a major attack against Finland.
The Red Army crushed Finnish resistance until the
Finnish government sued for peace. The armistice
signed in September led to fighting between the
Finns and their former German allies. The latter
withdrew into Norway, which they controlled until
the end of the war. The preliminary Red Army
operation was followed by the greatest Soviet mili-
tary victory and German defeat of the war. In a
series of surprise blows, carefully prepared and
coordinated as well as supported by massive guer-
rilla strikes against German communications, the
Red Army completely destroyed the German army
group on the central part of the front. Soon after
further major offensives in the south drove the
Germans out of the rest of Ukraine. As Soviet
forces advanced into prewar Poland and toward
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Romania, dramatic developments inside those
territories affected the future course of events.

When the Red Army drove into central Poland
and crossed the Vistula River above and below
Warsaw, Polish underground forces inside the city
rose in revolt. This underground was loyal to the
government-in-exile in London and hoped to seize
the city from the retreating Germans before the
arrival of Soviet soldiers. Planning to establish a
Communist regime in Poland loyal to Moscow,
the Soviet government had broken relations with
the government-in-exile, using as an excuse that
government’s interest in an independent investiga-
tion of the discovery at Katyń forest, not far from
Smolensk, of the graves of thousands of Polish

officers who had been captured by the Red Army

in 1939 and shot by the Soviets in the spring of

1940. As the Germans fought the uprising and the

Western Allies tried to help the insurgents by drop-

ping supplies from planes, the Red Army halted

and watched the Germans crush the Polish under-

ground and level the Polish capital. These very

conspicuous developments from August through

October 1944 assured the Germans of additional

months of control of the area but destroyed the

great fund of public goodwill that the valiant fight-

ing of the Red Army had created in Great Britain

and the United States. Here was the clear sign of

divergence in the alliance that initiated what came

to be called the Cold War.

Ruins of Johannesstrasse, Dresden, Germany, following bombing by Allied planes, 1945. LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
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In Romania, a Red Army offensive in August
1944 was met by a coup against the regime of
General Ion Antonescu that made it possible to
destroy German forces in that country. Soviet
forces units occupied Romania and were joined by
Romanian troops in the fight against the Germans
and their Hungarian allies. The Soviet Union
thereupon declared war on Bulgaria and occupied
that country. These advances of the Red Army
facilitated direct contact with the Communist par-
tisans of the Yugoslav resistance leader Tito and
obliged the Germans to initiate a general withdraw-
al from Crete, the Aegean islands, Greece, Albania,
and southern Yugoslavia. British troops landed in
Greece and became involved in a civil war there. The
major fighting in the winter of 1944–1945, how-
ever, took place in Hungary as the Red Army drove
into that country and surrounded its capital,
Budapest.

The Germans, having lost the oil fields of
Romania, fought fiercely to retain those of
Hungary. Their main effort, however, went into an
offensive in the west. Mobilizing all possible
reserves, they struck in December at the Americans
in the Ardennes, hoping that a major victory would
drive the Americans out of the war because of the
collapse of their home front. That would force
England out as well and enable Germany to concen-
trate on the eastern front. It was also their expecta-
tion that they would reach the major port of
Antwerp and by depriving the Western Allies of
supplies oblige them to withdraw even if not totally
defeated. What Americans call the Battle of the Bulge
entailed a German advance on the southern portion
of the sector they assaulted, but the Germans were
slowed down there and practically halted on the
northern sector. With American reinforcements sent
to critical points, the farthest German penetration
halted, and the road junction of Bastogne held,
the German offensive was exhausted. While some
of the German units were then redirected to
Hungary, the Western Allies pushed the Germans
back to their starting positions, inflicting heavy
losses in men and equipment Germany could
not afford.

The depletion of Germany’s strength contrib-
uted to the rapid advance of the Soviet January
1945 offensive. The Red Army rapidly overran the
rest of Poland, cut off German forces in East

Prussia by driving to the Baltic Sea, drove to the
Oder River and even crossed it, and conquered
the industrial area of Silesia too quickly for the
Germans to destroy the factories and mines. After
a temporary halt, the Red Army resumed the offen-
sive. There was stiff resistance as the Soviets struck
for Berlin, but in April they surrounded the city
and fought their way into it. The Western Allies
resumed their offensive in February, breaking
German resistance on the left bank of the Rhine,
crossing that river, and driving into Germany to
meet the Red Army on the Elbe River at Torgau in
April. Hitler committed suicide in his bunker in
Berlin, having designated his navy commander,
Karl Dönitz, as his successor. The latter ordered
the remaining German forces to surrender uncon-
ditionally on 8 May.

Even before the end of fighting in Europe, the
Americans and Soviets had begun the redeploy-
ment of forces to East Asia. There the Americans
landed in October 1944 on Leyte in the
Philippines. The bitter struggle over the island—
which the Americans won—was accompanied by
the largest naval battle of the war (the Battle of
Leyte Gulf). Although the American position was
severely threatened because Admiral William F.
Halsey Jr. abandoned the landing force to chase a
Japanese decoy fleet, a small force of American
destroyers and escort carriers fought the main
Japanese fleet so fiercely that the latter turned away
imagining that they were facing the fleet carriers
and battleships that were actually far distant. The

length of the fighting on Leyte slowed but did not

disrupt the American advance. In January 1945

there followed landings on the northern Philippine

island of Luzon; in February, Marines landed on

Iwo Jima in the Volcano Islands; and on 1 April a

new American army began the slow and difficult

fight for Okinawa in the Ryukyu Islands. Even as

this bloodiest battle of the Pacific War was accom-

panied by Japanese suicide attacks, the British-

Indian army completed the conquest of Burma and

planned an invasion of Malaya, while Australian and

American forces initiated operations against Borneo

in the Dutch East Indies.

The Americans planned an invasion of Kyushu,
the southernmost of the Japanese home islands.
Because they expected a very difficult fight, an

invasion of Manchuria by the Soviet Union was
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expected to assist by tying down Japanese forces on

the mainland. As decoded Japanese messages

showed dramatic increases in the garrison on

Kyushu, American leaders considered their options.

Roosevelt had died in April, and Vice President

Harry S Truman had succeeded him and author-

ized the Kyushu invasion in June. By the summer

of 1945, the program Roosevelt had initiated for

the development of atomic bombs, in which the

British had been cooperating, was beginning to

produce such bombs. Although the Allies originally

feared that Germany might develop such a weapon,

they had learned that the Germans had failed;

subsequently they discovered that Japanese scien-

tists were actually further along. The decision now

was between using them on cities in the hope of

shocking Japan into surrender or saving them up

for support of the Kyushu landing scheduled for

November. The decision of Truman, the army

chief of staff General George Marshall, and the

secretary of war Henry Stimson was to drop one

on a city, and if that did not shift Japanese policy to

drop a second one to give the impression that there

was an indefinite supply, but then to save those

subsequently available for the Kyushu invasion.

The defeat of Japanese forces on Okinawa

appears to have brought Emperor Hirohito to

recognize that Japan had to give in. The Allied

leaders had called on Japan to surrender from their

meeting in Potsdam after Germany’s surrender.

When this call was rejected, a first bomb destroyed

Hiroshima (6 August), and when that did not pro-

duce the desired political effect, a second one was

dropped on Nagasaki (9 August). In between these

events, the Red Army broke into Manchuria and

advanced rapidly. Japan’s military leaders wanted to

continue the war, hoping that the massive casual-

ties they anticipated could be inflicted on the

American landing would lead to a compromise.

With the government leaders split evenly between

advocates of surrender and continued fighting, the

emperor intervened, insisting on surrender and

personally making the announcement of uncondi-

tional surrender on 14 August 1945. An attempted

coup in Tokyo by opponents of surrender failed

narrowly, and Japanese forces followed the emper-

or’s orders to lay down their arms.

CONCLUSION

The Germans lost because they acted on their own
racial lunacies; the Japanese because they insisted
on attacking a country they had no chance of
defeating. The Allies won because they organized
their defenses and coordinated their efforts far
more effectively than their enemies. The Allies were
aided by their enormously superior intelligence and
substantially better political and military leadership.
What collaboration the Axis found in occupied
areas was offset by resistance their policies evoked.

The most costly and destructive war in history
ended with approximately sixty million dead and

TABLE 1
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innumerable others wounded, taken prisoner, and
displaced. The Soviet Union had risen to world
power status and controlled all of eastern Europe.
Germany was completely occupied by its enemies.
Some eleven million Germans fled or were driven
from their homes into a Germany greatly reduced
by cessions to the Soviet Union and Poland, the
latter moved westward at Soviet insistence. Italy
lost its colonial empire and a piece of territory in
the northeast. Japan lost its empire, but unlike
Germany, was not divided into occupation zones,
retaining its unity under American supervision. The
war accelerated the decolonization process started
in World War I. A new international organization,
the United Nations, was organized during hostili-
ties and could try to cope with the problems of the
postwar world. These were accentuated by new
weapons, especially that combining the German
ballistic missile (the V-2) with the American atomic

bomb into the intercontinental ballistic missile

(ICBM).

Inside almost all participants the war had

brought great changes. In the United States, there

was a major shift of industry and population to the

South, Southwest, and West. Furthermore, major

changes in the status of African Americans and

women were clearly starting. In Great Britain, a

swing to the left brought the Labour Party to

power in July 1945 and led to the development

of a welfare state even as the colonial empire dis-

solved. The Soviet Union had gained both territory

and power, but the failure to make domestic

change would erode the legitimacy that victory

over a terrible invader had provided its govern-

ment. France could recover and pretend to great

power status again. The smaller countries of west-

ern Europe resumed their development of prior

German delegates listen as British field marshall Bernard Montgomery reads the terms for their surrender, May

1945. Left to right around the table: Major Friedal, Kontur Admiral Wagener, Commanding Admiral Hans Georg Friedeburg,

Field Marshall Montgomery, General of the Infantry Eberhard Kinzel, Colonel Fritz Poleck. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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years, while those of eastern Europe had lost their
independence to the Soviet Union.

The countries of Central and South America

had not been as affected by the war as most others.

The peoples of the Near East and North Africa

could pressure for independence from Britain and

France while refusing to accept the establishment

of a tiny Jewish state in their midst. The colonial

peoples of South and Southeast Asia were unlikely

to remain under European control for long. The

victorious Nationalist regime in China had been so

weakened by the war with Japan and its internal

problems that it soon fell to the communists. The

major defeated states, Germany, Italy, and Japan,

began the arduous but eventually successful evolu-

tion toward prosperous democracies.

See also Appeasement; Auschwitz-Birkenau; Blitzkrieg;
Britain, Battle of; Buchenwald; Bulge, Battle
of the; Collaboration; Concentration Camps;
Dachau; D-Day; Dunkirk; Einsatzgruppen; El
Alamein, Battle of; Enigma Machine; Germany;
Holocaust; Italy; Japan and the Two World Wars;
Jedwabne; July 20th Plot; Katyń Forest Massacre;
Kursk, Battle of; Maginot Line; Molotov-Von
Ribbentrop Pact; Munich Agreement; Nazism;
Nuremberg Laws; Operation Barbarossa; Partisan
Warfare; Potsdam Conference; Prisoners of War;

Resistance; SS (Schutzstaffel); Sudetenland;
Ustase; Vlasov Armies; Wannsee Conference; War
Crimes; Warfare; Warsaw Ghetto; Warsaw
Uprising; World War I; Zyklon B.
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YEATS, WILLIAM BUTLER (1865–
1939), Irish poet and writer.

During World War I (1914–1918) and through-
out the more immediate atrocities of Ireland’s armed
struggle for independence, the Irish poet William
Butler Yeats pursued the three interests that had
always dominated his life, mentioned in his essay ‘‘If
I Were Four and Twenty’’ (1919): ‘‘interest in a form
of literature, in a form of philosophy, and a belief in
nationality.’’ He continued to develop these concerns
deep into old age with the unimpaired vigor and
matchless imaginative resource that place him among
the leading poets of the twentieth century.

Yeats’s early occult interests (his belief that
incantations and rituals enable people to be at one
with supernatural powers) were called into ques-
tion by the ignominious collapse of the Hermetic
Order of the Golden Dawn, which he had joined as
young man. Yeats was to remember his erstwhile
occult colleagues in ‘‘All Souls’ Night,’’ but now he
gradually turned to spiritualism and, in particular,
to automatic handwriting. Yeats received invaluable
help in this last enterprise from Georgina ‘‘George’’
Hyde-Lees, whom he married in 1917. Together,
they produced the vast collection of papers that
Yeats, with laborious and pained conscientiousness,
finally worked into the mature version of his occult
beliefs contained in the two versions of A Vision
(1925, 1937).

Yeats’s system, which is both individual and
universal in its applications, is based on the

meeting, and sometimes the conflict, of opposites.
The creative individual is inspired to acknowledge
his ‘‘mask’’ or ‘‘antiself’’ and so finds spiritual
energy, completeness, and release by familiarizing
himself with all that is contrary to his normal,
everyday personality. In the poem ‘‘Ego Dominus
Tuus’’ from The Wild Swans at Coole (1917, 1919)
the poet’s mystical antiself tussles with his com-
monsensical, commonplace being to glimpse the
ecstatic, divine inspiration that is the true basis of
his art.

The historical complement to such beliefs was
Yeats’s conviction that the passage of human events
is determined by the revolutions of two interpene-
trating cones or ‘‘gyres’’ representing respectively
those increasingly outworn democratic, ‘‘objec-
tive,’’ and Christian ideals, which he believed
would soon be violently replaced by aristocratic,
subjective, and pagan ones. What the visionary
imagined, the nationalist saw all about him. By
1919 relations between London and Dublin were
at an impasse, and Ireland was running over with
members of Sinn Féin and others determined on
armed hostility. Murders multiplied as physical
force became the order of the day. ‘‘The Second
Coming’’ from Michael Robartes and the Dancer
(1921) is the poet’s appalled response to such a
state of affairs:

Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,
The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere
The ceremony of innocence is drowned;
The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity.

Y
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Yeats’s agonized reflection on political extremism
and the failure of moral will goes far beyond its

immediate occasion to show the occultist, nation-

alist, and poet’s profound understanding of the

universal threat of barbarism. He speaks for his

time and for all time.

The plenitude of Yeats’s mature genius was

such that even while he stared into the abyss he

could celebrate his highest and most joyous ideals

in ‘‘A Prayer for My Daughter.’’ The poet imagines
himself in his newly acquired medieval home, Thor

Balylee. A storm is howling as he wills for his child

those traditional values of natural, patrician de-

corum contained in all that is ‘‘accustomed, cere-

monious.’’ These were qualities under deepening

threat in Ireland, however, as two of Yeats’s most

pained and complex lyric sequences show.

The poems that make up ‘‘Nineteen Hundred

and Nineteen’’ are, in Yeats’s words: ‘‘a lamenta-
tion over lost peace.’’ They are a terrifying picture

of anarchy in a world lusting for degradation. In

their pained embracing of shattered coherence, the

poems were part of the contemporary ‘‘modern-

ism’’ espoused by such colleagues as Ezra Pound

(1885–1972) who also introduced Yeats to

Japanese theater, which in turn was to influence
his later dramaturgy. Like ‘‘Meditations in Time

of Civil War,’’ where Yeats tentatively opposed

old aristocratic forcefulness to contemporary night-

mare, the lyrics of ‘‘Nineteen Hundred and

Nineteen’’ were published in The Tower (1927).

This is perhaps Yeats’s greatest volume. It shows

the poet desperately searching amid suffering and

exultation for that ‘‘Unity of Being’’ apparently
offered by the impersonal, hieratic art extolled in

‘‘Sailing to Byzantium.’’ Here is a permanence

apparently available only to creators who have

transcended the ‘‘sensual music’’ of the natural

world.

Yeats was now the poet who, speaking both for

Ireland and for the universal trauma of the early

twentieth century, had been appointed to the Irish

Senate and who, in 1923, received the Nobel Prize
in Literature. He was, in his own words a ‘‘sixty-

year-old smiling public man,’’ but ‘‘Among School-

children’’ denies easily complacent certainties and

suggests a brief, transcendent apprehension of spiri-

tual abundance: ‘‘O body swayed to music. O

brightening glance, / How can we know the dancer
from the dance?’’

Nonetheless, Ireland and personal tragedy still
haunted Yeats. His nation appeared to have
reneged on traditional truths and to be trapped in
narrow philistinism, while the death of his lifelong
friend Lady Isabella Augusta Gregory (1852–
1932) signaled the loss of much prized aristocratic
poise. Yeats’s thoughts turned increasingly to fas-
cism and ‘‘the despotic rule of the educated classes
as the only end of our troubles.’’ Sometimes, as in
‘‘The Gyres,’’ a defiantly bitter Yeats celebrated
a vision of universal cataclysm but, as always,
his thought was antithetical, a heroic recogni-
tion of opposing energies. ‘‘Byzantium’’ from The
Winding Stair (1929), for example, is physical and
even sexual in its energies as it pictures disem-
bodied souls riding to eternity. Finally, in ‘‘The
Circus Animals’ Desertion,’’ Yeats recognizes that
all art, all exultation, has its origins in ‘‘the foul rag-
and-bone shop of the heart.’’ It is this heroic accep-
tance of contraries—rapture and despair, desire and
disembodied vision, body and soul—that lies
behind Yeats’s profound statement that ‘‘man can
embody the truth but cannot know it.’’ He experi-
ences extremes in continuous flux. In this accep-
tance lies Yeats’s greatness and his perennial
fascination.

See also Easter Rising; Gaelic Revivals (Ireland and
Scotland); Ireland.
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STEPHEN COOTE

n

YELTSIN, BORIS (b. 1931), Soviet politi-
cian, first president of Russia (1991–1999).

Born in the village of Butka some 250 miles
east of Yekaterinburg (Sverdlovsk), the young
Boris Nikolayevich Yeltsin was caught up in Joseph
Stalin’s collectivization struggle, and many of the
Yeltsin family, as kulaks (rich peasants), were shipped
to exile in the East. The family moved to Berezniki
in the Perm region to work on the construction of
a giant potassium-processing plant. Living in bar-
racks, the possession of a she-goat gave warmth
and milk. World War II saw further privations and
the loss of Boris’s left thumb and index finger as
he tried to dismantle a hand grenade. Boris was an
able and courageous pupil in the local primary
school, and at secondary school he became master
of numerous sports, but excelled at volleyball.

In 1949, at the age of eighteen, Yeltsin entered
the department of civil engineering of the Ural
Polytechnical Institute in Sverdlovsk. He traveled
the country widely as captain of the institute’s vol-
leyball team, and while a student he met his future
wife, Naina Girina, from Orenburg. On graduating
in 1955, Yeltsin insisted on firsthand experience
working on a building site, and then became fore-
man on a building site. By 1957, newly married, he
was placed in charge of the construction of the
Sverdlovsk Textile Kombinat, a huge job that he
finished within the allotted time. In 1961 he joined
the CPSU, while continuing to rise in the sphere
of civil construction. Finally, in 1968 he became
a bureaucrat, as head of the Construction
Department of the Regional Party Committee
(Obkom). After a long wait Yeltsin became one of
three Obkom secretaries in 1975. He had been
disappointed by the slow climb, with his ‘‘obsessive
ambition’’ being noted at the time.

In November 1976 Yeltsin finally became
Obkom first secretary over a region with a population
of nearly five million, covering an area half the size
of France. For eight and a half years Yeltsin wielded

enormous power in one of the country’s leading
industrial regions and entered the ranks of the coun-
try’s elite. He focused on enhancing investment
strategies and labor productivity while improving
the supply of housing and consumer goods. An
innovative although demanding leader, he kept up a
relentless pace of initiatives and pressure. At the
Twenty-Sixth Party Congress in March 1981 Yeltsin
was elected a member of the Central Committee.

Leonid Brezhnev’s death in November 1982,
followed by the brief interregnum of Yuri Andropov
and Konstantin Chernenko, finally allowed Mikhail
Gorbachev to come to power in March 1985.
In April of that year Yeltsin moved to Moscow as
head of the CC’s construction department, and on
24 December 1985 he was appointed head of the
Moscow party organization and with it shortly after-
wards given membership in the Politburo. The
relentless pace of sackings, arrests, and initiatives in
Moscow alienated many, but Yeltsin gained enor-
mous popularity in pursuing ‘‘social justice’’ through
his campaign against corruption and the privileges of
the elite. After criticizing Gorbachev for the slow
pace of reform at the plenum of 21 October 1987
and declaring his intention to resign from the
Politburo, Yeltsin encountered a storm of criticism.
Hospitalized with heart pains on 9 November, a few
days later he was called in to the Moscow party
plenum, where he was relieved of his post, although
he was offered a consolation prize as the head of
Gosstroi (State Construction Agency).

Yeltsin was now an outsider, and ready to ride
the wave of anti-Soviet feeling that was to propel
him to the leadership of Russia. Elected a deputy to
the new Soviet Congress of People’s Deputies
(CPD) in March 1989 in a triumphant display of
popular support in Moscow, he was then elected to
the Russian CPD in March 1990 and in May he
was elected chair of the body in a hard-fought
contest. The declaration of Russian state sover-
eignty on 12 June 1990 symbolized the emergence
of Russia onto the world stage as an independent
actor. At the Twenty-Seventh Party Congress a
month later, Yeltsin dramatically renounced his
party membership. Gorbachev was increasingly
overshadowed by Yeltsin’s resolute espousal of
democratic and market values. The creation of the
presidency in May 1991 led to Yeltsin’s election as
the first Russian president on 12 June 1991. It was
in this position that he faced down the attempted
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coup on 18–21 August 1991. Yeltsin did little to
save the USSR in its dying days. With the formal
disintegration of the country in December 1991,
Yeltsin was undisputed leader of Russia.

Yeltsin’s presidency combined market-oriented
liberal, democratic, and westernizing policies.
Yeltsin remained remarkably loyal to the idea of
democratization, although in practice at times stray-
ing far from the ideal. The launching of a ‘‘shock
therapy’’ shift to the market in early 1992 lost
Yeltsin much of his earlier popularity and provoked
a rupture with the CPD, now under the leadership
of his erstwhile ally Ruslan Khasbulatov. The vio-
lence of 3–4 October 1993 saw the parliament
crushed by tanks. The adoption of the new consti-
tution on 12 December institutionalized a strong
presidency, whose powers Yeltsin used to drive
through market reforms. However, the lack of effec-
tive accountability over privatization allowed massive
insider dealing. Yeltsin’s decision in November–
December 1994 to intervene militarily in Chechnya
was perhaps his greatest mistake. Although he had
become deeply unpopular, Yeltsin’s alliance with
the new ‘‘oligarchs’’ won him a second term in
1996, but at the price of allowing a form of oli-
garchic capitalism to flourish. This period was only
brought to an end by his government’s partial
default on its debts in August 1998.

Yeltsin’s second term was marred by his failing
health, although a multiple heart bypass operation
in late 1996 allowed him to continue. In foreign
policy Yeltsin accepted the post-Soviet borders and
sought Russia’s integration into the world commu-
nity. Domestically, Yeltsin allowed regional elites:
autonomy in exchange for loyalty. Yeltsin remained
consistent in his broad attempt to achieve the
‘‘decommunization’’ of Russia, but this left a large
part of the old institutional order intact, above all
the security apparatus and the military. The core
paradox of Yeltsin’s leadership is the tension
between the ideas that informed his leadership
and the sordid practice, including drinking bouts
that barely allowed him to work. Yeltsin resigned
from office on 31 December 1999, allowing his
designated successor, Vladimir Putin, to take
office. Yeltsin’s claim to be the ‘‘father of Russian
democracy’’ is not without substance, but democ-
racy at the close of his presidency was far from
consolidated. However, the potential for the
democratic path of development remained open,
and this perhaps was his greatest achievement.

See also Chechnya; Gorbachev, Mikhail; Perestroika;
Putin, Vladimir; Russia.
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RICHARD SAKWA

n

YEVTUSHENKO, YEVGENY (b. 1933),
Russian poet.

Yevgeny Yevtushenko rose to fame in the post-
Stalin period. He became the most famous Russian
poet in the 1950s and 1960s and the figurehead of
the new generation that championed the liberal
policies of destalinization and sincerity and open-
ness in literature and society.

Yevtushenko was born in 1933 in Zima, a small
town on the trans-Siberian railway. His parents were
both trained as geologists; his mother came from a
peasant background, his father from an intellectual
family. In 1935 the family moved to Moscow, but in
1941 Yevtushenko was evacuated back to Zima,
where he stayed until the end of the war. The child-
hood memories of his birthplace that figure in his
poems date from these years of evacuation.

Yevtushenko began writing poetry as a teen-
ager, and his work was first published in the news-
paper Soviet Sport in 1949 when he was sixteen
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years old. Two years later he entered the Gorky
Literary Institute in Moscow to receive official
training as a Soviet writer. He studied there for
four years; during this time Joseph Stalin (1879–
1953) died, and the first signs of the lessening of
political repression under Nikita Khrushchev
(1894–1971)—which came to be known as the
Khrushchev Thaw—began to appear. Importantly
for Yevtushenko, in these early years of the Thaw
lyric poetry returned to the pages of Soviet jour-
nals, from which it had been expunged by censor-
ship in the previous two decades. His poetry is
typically written in conservative form, using strict
syllabotonic meters with predominantly exact
rhyme and regular rhythm. His use of repetition
and the syntax of speech gives his work a folksy
rather than a literary feel, which was eminently
acceptable to socialist realism.

Yevtushenko first caught the public’s attention
in 1956 with the long, largely autobiographical
poem ‘‘Zima Station,’’ which describes a visit to
Zima in 1953 during which, in the spirit of the
Thaw, Yevtushenko tried to discover the truth
about Russia. The poem confronts the Stalinist past
but, like all of Yevtushenko’s work, is not anti-
Soviet. It captures the spirit of sincerity that was
wanting in literature at the time, and launched
Yevtushenko as a poet of the Thaw.

After ‘‘Zima Station,’’ Yevtushenko became a
star poet who enjoyed enormous success during
the late 1950s and the 1960s. He was arguably
the most famous of the five poets whose reputa-
tions grew strong during the Thaw; the other four
were Bulat Okudzhava, Andrei Voznesensky,
Robert Rozhdestvensky, and Yevtushenko’s first
wife, Bella Akhmadulina. These poets gave readings
in huge stadiums filled with fans; they were the
superstars of the period. This fame gave
Yevtushenko a degree of independence from the
authorities and put him in a bargaining position.
He was able to publish poems with more politically
risqué subjects than were other, lesser-known
poets. He was also allowed to travel abroad on
poetry reading tours.

Although ‘‘Zima Station’’ was a poem very much
in the spirit of the Khrushchev Thaw, Yevtushenko
gained his reputation as a liberal poet in the USSR with
more challenging and contentious poems. In 1961
he published ‘‘Babi Yar,’’ a poem commemorating

the twentieth anniversary of the massacre of Jews that

took place at a ravine of that name outside occupied

Kiev in 1941. The poem was published in The
Literary Gazette on 19 September 1961 and caused

a scandal in the USSR because the subject of anti-

Semitism in Russia was a controversial one. Officially

there was supposed to be no anti-Semitism in the

USSR, but unofficially it was known that the preju-

dice was found in many spheres and at many levels of

society. Yevtushenko’s poem follows a somewhat

convoluted argument: he acknowledges that there

are some anti-Semites who claim that they belong

to the Union of the Russian People, but argues that

their claim is false because true Russians are not anti-

Semitic. The poem was published despite its thinly

veiled criticism of anti-Semitic tendencies in the

USSR, but the authorities ensured that it was not

republished until 1984. Nonetheless, the poem was

well known in the USSR and circulated widely in

unofficial samizdat copies.

The following year Yevtushenko published

another contentious poem; this time his attack was

aimed at relics of the Stalinist era who, he claimed,

wished to reverse the policies of the Thaw and return

to the policies of the 1930s and 1940s. The poem,

‘‘The Heirs of Stalin,’’ uses the image of Stalin in his

grave—not dead, but waiting for an opportunity to

return to power, scheming meanwhile with his few

faithful followers, some of whom are still in govern-

ment and only pretending to endorse the policy of

destalinization. The poem thereby warns against the

possibility of a freeze in Soviet politics and a return to

the repressions and lies of the past.

In 1963 Yevtushenko made an official visit to

France and released his autobiography to a pub-

lisher there. While it was not illegal for a Soviet

citizen to publish work abroad as such, it was easy

for the authorities to decide that a writer’s foreign-

published work was anti-Soviet and thus deem the

act of publishing to be an illegal act of anti-Soviet

propaganda. The authorities did not approve of

the publication of Yevtushenko’s A Precocious
Autobiography and he was not allowed to travel

abroad for several years after this episode. The

book deals explicitly with the period of late

Stalinism and articulates Yevtushenko’s realization

that the past of his childhood belonged to a world

built on lies and deception. At the same time it
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expresses his commitment to a life that is genuine
and free in the post-Stalin USSR.

Despite public avowals of loyalty to the state,
Yevtushenko was not left alone by the political
authorities, and at times he was clearly coerced into
writing poems that endorsed the current party line.
This could make him unpopular with his fans, as it
did in 1969, when he wrote anti-Chinese poems to
support the current Soviet position in Sino-Soviet
relations. When in the late 1960s and 1970s younger
poets of the Thaw period appeared to be less inclined
to compromise with the state, Yevtushenko lost
much credibility, and his position never really recov-
ered. Nowadays he is characterized more as an
opportunist who managed to have a remarkably suc-
cessful career in the unpromising conditions of the
USSR than as the spokesman for freedom that he at
first appeared to be. Nevertheless, he undoubtedly
played an important role in the popularizing of
poetry as a medium for liberal opinions that occurred
during the Khrushchev Thaw.

See also Babi Yar; Kiev; Socialist Realism; Soviet Union.
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EMILY LYGO

n

YEZHOV, NIKOLAI (1895–1940), Soviet
politician.

Nikolai Ivanovich Yezhov was born in
Marijampole, Lithuania, the extremely short son
of simple parents. Without finishing primary
school, he was apprenticed to a tailor, later becom-
ing an industrial worker in the Russian capital,
Petrograd, and a soldier after the outbreak of

World War I. Following the October Revolution
of 1917, he started a career in the Red Army and
then the Communist Party. During the 1920s he
was party secretary in Mari Province and
Kazakhstan before being transferred to Moscow
in 1927, where he became involved in personnel
policy for the Party Central Committee and then
the People’s Commissariat of Agriculture. In 1930
he was promoted to chief of the Central
Committee personnel department. In 1934 he
became a Central Committee member and chief
of the Party Control Commission.

As a result of a strikingly fast career, in 1935
Yezhov was appointed secretary of the Central
Committee, one of the party’s top functions, in
order to supervise the People’s Commissariat of
Internal Affairs (NKVD) in charge of state security.
In addition, on party leader Joseph Stalin’s instruc-
tions, he carried out a purge of the party apparatus.
From 1936 on, he took part in organizing major
show trials against prominent former party mem-
bers. In September 1936 Stalin made him people’s
commissar of internal affairs, or state security chief.
In this position Yezhov organized the Great
Terror. First the NKVD was purged; his predeces-
sor Genrikh Yagoda was liquidated, together with a
large number of his subordinates. Then followed
mass arrests within the party.

The culmination of the Great Terror was the
so-called mass operations, aimed at eliminating
people thought insufficiently loyal and supposed
spies. On 30 July 1937, under instructions from
Stalin and the Politburo, Yezhov signed Order
00447, commissioning the arrest of almost
270,000 ‘‘former kulaks, criminals, and other
anti-Soviet elements’’ (a broad enough definition
to include anybody deemed a security risk by the
party elite or the NKVD); some 76,000 of them
were immediately to be shot, the rest to be sent to
the gulag concentration camps. They were to be
sentenced by ‘‘troikas,’’ administrative triumvirates
who were given quotas of arrests and executions
that could be raised on request.

Foreigners were another target of Yezhov’s
mass operations, especially those belonging to
nationalities of neighboring countries, such as
Poles, Germans, Latvians, and Finns. All in all,
during fifteen months (August 1937–November
1938) more than 1.5 million people were arrested

2788 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

Y E Z H O V , N I K O L A I



on charges of counterrevolutionary and other
crimes against the state; almost 700,000 of them
were shot. On Yezhov’s instructions, and with his
personal participation, they were tortured in order
to make them confess to their supposed crimes.

Praise from Stalin and other party leaders indi-
cates that Yezhov did not act of his own accord.
This is corroborated by his continued promotion.
In October 1937 he was made a Politburo candi-
date member, possibly only pro forma, as in April
he had already been included in the day-to-day
leading body of five. Moreover, in addition to his
other functions, in April 1938 he was appointed
people’s commissar of water transportation.

Although at the time this was unclear, the last
promotion in fact initiated his downfall. Stalin had
become suspicious of his powerful and ardent
state security chief, questioning his loyalty. In
August he made Lavrenty Beria Yezhov’s deputy;
Yezhov rightly understood that the Georgian was
his intended successor. After sharp criticism, in
November 1938 he resigned as NKVD chief,
although for the time being he was allowed to
keep his other functions. One after the other, the
people around him were arrested. His wife,
Yevgeniya, felt the net closing around them and
committed suicide with her husband’s help.
Accustomed to solid drinking, under these cir-
cumstances Yezhov became a real alcoholic.

In April 1939 he was arrested. Under torture,
he confessed to having committed espionage and
sabotage and to being guilty of conspiracy and
terrorism. The charge of ‘‘sodomy’’ referred to his
homosexual contacts. On 2 February 1940, in a
Stalinist procedure of summary justice, he was sen-
tenced to death, to be shot the following night.

After his fall, for many years Yezhov was
completely ignored. Then, during the 1950s, the
destalinization campaign give birth to the myth of
the Yezhovshchina (‘‘the time of Yezhov’’), suggest-
ing that Yezhov, together with a handful of others,
had organized the Terror, so to speak, over the
head of the party. At the same time, the real char-
acter and extent of the Terror were kept secret, as
was Yezhov’s biography. These facts became
known only from the 1990s on, after the fall of
communism. It became clear that, indeed, Yezhov
should be held responsible for the Terror, but also

that he acted in full accordance with the instruc-
tions of Stalin, who dismissed him when he did not
need him anymore.

See also Purges; Stalin, Joseph; Terror.
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MARC JANSEN

n

YOURCENAR, MARGUERITE (1903–
1987), French writer and first woman elected to
the Académie Française.

‘‘Marguerite Yourcenar’’ is a pseudonym; her last
name is an (inexact) anagram for de Crayencour, the
surname of her aristocratic French family. Her
mother died within days of her birth, and she was
raised by her father, Michel, who divided their
time between the estate of Mont-Noir in French
Flanders, a town house in Lille, and country homes
in the south of France and on the Belgian coast.
Her deep attachment to her father influenced the
three autobiographical volumes she wrote at the
end of her life, Le labyrinthe du monde (1974,
1977, 1988).

In 1912, when Michel de Crayencour settled in
Paris, Marguerite began to develop what became
an enduring interest in the arts. From her father
and private tutors she received a classical education
and in 1919 obtained a baccalaureate in Latin and
Greek. As a teenager she already planned to devote
herself to writing, beginning with poetry. During
the 1920s she pursued an eclectic course of study
and traveled across Italy, Germany, Switzerland,
Netherlands, and central Europe. She sketched
and drafted projects that took form little by little
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in the years that followed. About this time she
developed an interest in India and the Orient. In
1929 she published Alexis ou le traité du vain
combat (Alexis; or, The Treatise of Vain Struggle),
a brief epistolary novel dealing with homosexuality.
Her antifascist novel Denier du rêve (A Coin in
Nine Hands) was published in 1934. About this
time she made the first of many journeys to Greece,
where she had a passionate relationship with André

Embiricos, a poet and psychoanalyst. There she
wrote Feux (1936; Fires) and the Nouvelles orien-
tales (1938; Oriental Tales).

In 1937 Yourcenars met her future partner,
Grace Frick, an American woman her own age.
Initially she followed Frick to the United States

but returned alone to Europe in April 1938.
When World War II began, however, Yourcenar
decided to emigrate. In the meantime she pub-
lished Le coup de grâce (1939), a short novel that
takes place in eastern Europe during the First

World War. In October 1940 Yourcenar joined
Frick in Hartford, Connecticut. Ten years later
they bought an estate on Mount Desert Island in
Maine, which they had begun visiting in 1942,
naming it Petite Plaisance. The same year she

obtained a teaching post at Sarah Lawrence
College, close to New York City. She became an
American citizen in 1947.

In 1948 Yourcenar completely revised the
Mémoires d’Hadrien (Memoirs of Hadrian) that
she had sketched when she was young and started

to write in earnest in 1937; she finished the book in
1950 at Petite Plaisance and published it the fol-
lowing year. In this work she managed a kind of
reinvention of the historical novel, blending the
tragic and fanciful while attending to specific his-

torical context and mentality, with reflections on
art, politics, and philosophy. The book was pub-
lished in 1951 and the next year was awarded the
Prix Femina and a prize from the Académie
Française. In the United States the book was trans-

lated by Frick in 1954 and published in 1955. This
success, first in France, then elsewhere, was endur-
ing. Yourcenar began dividing her time between
Europe and the United States. She also became
politically active, joining various associations, tak-

ing public positions, fighting for civil rights in the
United States. She also used her talent to further
causes that she chose to defend; her 1964

translation and publication of the poetry and music
of black spirituals is one example.

In 1965 she finished her second important
historical and philosophical work, L’Oeuvre au noir
(The Abyss), published in 1968. It recounts the
story of a humanist, Zénon, living in the dark
Europe of the Renaissance devastated by epidemics
and intolerance but also vitalized by ‘‘the eternal
effervescence of antique sensual heresies.’’ In 1969
Yourcenar began writing her memoirs. She traveled
less as Grace’s health progressively declined before
her death in 1979. The next year Yourcenar
learned that she was the first woman to be elected
to the Académie Française. She started to travel
extensively across the world while continuing to
publish tales, short stories, poems, essays, and
translations until her death. While her own health
was deteriorating, she suffered another tragedy
when her then current partner, Jerry Wilson, died
at the age of thirty-six.

Considered scandalous in her day, Yourcenar
has become a classical figure in French literature.
Indeed, her classical education influenced her
choice of themes and her style; at the same
time she courted scandal, never hesitating to
break literary taboos, especially those concerning
homosexuality.

See also Duras, Marguerite; France; Homosexuality.
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NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ

n

YUGOSLAVIA. Yugoslavia (meaning ‘‘South
Slavia’’ or ‘‘land of the South Slavs’’), was created
twice in the twentieth century—both times after a
world war—and it disintegrated twice: the first
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time because of an invasion and partition during
the Second World War and the second time at the
end of the Cold War, when an internal conflict led
to hundreds of thousands of dead, millions dis-
placed, and a foreign intervention. Between 1918
and 1941 (formally 1945) Yugoslavia was a mon-
archy. The fragile democracy of the 1920s was
replaced by a royal dictatorship in 1929. The coun-
try was invaded and partitioned by Germany, Italy,
and their allies in 1941, but, despite a bloody civil
war that, combined with wars for liberation,
claimed one million lives, a united South Slav state
reemerged at the end of the Second World
War. Between 1945 and 1991–1992 Yugoslavia
was a socialist federation, comprising six republics:
Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia,
Montenegro, and Macedonia. Serbia also had two
provinces, Vojvodina and Kosovo. The Yugoslav
successor states today are all formally democratic
republics, but in the 1990s the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (comprising just Serbia and Montenegro)
and Croatia were ruled by semi-authoritarian regimes,
while Bosnia emerged from war as a de facto interna-
tional protectorate. Kosovo, only nominally part of
Serbia, has been an international protectorate since
1999. The region is gradually being integrated into
international institutions, with Slovenia leading the
way as a member of the European Union (EU) and
NATO since 2004.

Political instability and ethnic conflict represent
only one aspect—albeit the darkest one—in the
rich and complex mosaic that is twentieth-century
Yugoslav history. Perhaps as remarkable as the
country’s instability had been the perseverance of
Yugoslavist ideals throughout the period. The tur-
bulence of Yugoslavia’s history reflects the history
of Europe in the twentieth century. Periods of
political and economic crises and wars were inter-
sected by years of peace and stability.

THE LAND AND PEOPLE

Yugoslavia was situated in southeastern Europe. It
bordered Austria and Hungary to the north,
Romania and Bulgaria to the east, Greece and
Albania to the south, and Italy to the west. After
1945 it had a total land area of 255,804 square
kilometers (98,766 square miles). The long
Dalmatian coast on the eastern Adriatic is cut off
from rest of the Balkan peninsula by the Dinaric

Alps, which together with the Julian Alps in

Slovenia and the mountains of Montenegro, cen-

tral and eastern Bosnia, and southwestern Serbia

dominate the Yugoslav landscape. There are also

fertile plains, especially in Vojvodina, Slavonia, and

the Morava valley in central Serbia. The climate of

the former Yugoslavia is moderately continental,

with the exception of the Adriatic coast, where

Mediterranean conditions prevail.

According to the 1991 census some 23.5 mil-

lion people lived in Yugoslavia. Serbs (8.5 million)

and Croats (4.65 million) were the largest among a

number of ethnic groups living in the country,

followed by approximately 2.3 million Muslims

(Muslim Slavs, since the 1990s known as

Bosniaks), 1.76 million Slovenes, 1.4 million

Macedonians, and 550,000 Montenegrins. By far

the largest non–South Slav group were ethnic

Albanians (nearly 2.2 million), followed by around

380,000 ethnic Hungarians. Up until the end of

the Second World War some 500,000 ethnic

Germans and several thousand ethnic Italians also

lived in Yugoslavia, but most were expelled,

together with Italians living in those territories in

Istria and Dalmatia that Yugoslavia gained in 1945.

More than 720,000 people declared themselves as

‘‘Yugoslav’’ in 1991, ironically more than ever

before. ‘‘Yugoslavs’’ sometimes came from ethni-

cally mixed marriages and were considered

‘‘nationally undeclared.’’

Almost 25 percent of Serbs lived outside Serbia,

mostly in Bosnia and Croatia, and some 20 percent

of Croats lived outside Croatia, predominantly in

Bosnia and Vojvodina. Bosnia had the most ethni-

cally mixed population. Out of its 4.35 million peo-

ple approximately 44 percent were Muslim, 31

percent Serb, 17 percent Croat, and 5.5 percent

‘‘Yugoslav’’ in 1991. Interconnected with the ethnic

diversity was a religious one, although many

Yugoslavs only nominally belonged to a religion.

Serbs, Montenegrins, and Macedonians mainly

belong to Eastern Orthodox Christianity, Croats

and Slovenes are mostly Roman Catholic, while

Bosnian and Sandžak Muslims and most ethnic

Albanians are Sunni Muslim. There are also small

Jewish, Protestant, and other religious communities.

The former Yugoslavia had three, closely related,

official languages: Serbo-Croatian/Croato-Serbian
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(spoken in Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina,

and Montenegro), Slovenian, and Macedonian.

With the disintegration of the country, Serbo-

Croatian ‘‘disintegrated’’ too, into Bosnian,

Croatian, and Serbian. In areas where significant

minorities lived, their languages (i.e., Albanian,

Hungarian, Italian) were also in official use.

Interwar Yugoslavia was largely an agricultural

society, but the industrialization and collectiviza-

tion during the socialist period eventually changed

the country’s social structure. After 1945 people

increasingly moved to urban centers, especially the

capital Belgrade and other large cities such as

Zagreb, Skopje, and Sarajevo. While in 1921 some

three-quarters of all Yugoslavs depended on agri-

culture, by 1981 the figure was down to one-fifth.

From the 1960s many Yugoslavs, mostly those liv-

ing in rural areas, emigrated to Western Europe as

‘‘guest workers.’’ Significant, often political, émi-

gré communities had already existed in Western

Europe, Australia, and the Americas. The latest

wave of emigration to the West took place during

the wars of the 1990s.

ECONOMY

Interwar Yugoslavia had one of Europe’s least-devel-

oped economies. Former Habsburg lands in the

northwest were relatively industrialized, but the

country was mostly agricultural, with small peasant

farms predominant. After 1945 the economy became

state-owned, though in the early 1950s, as part of

the introduction of workers’ self-management, state

ownership was formally replaced by ‘‘social owner-

ship.’’ The late 1950s and early 1960s was the period

of economic growth, and in 1965 new economic

reforms were introduced. Yugoslavs enjoyed a favor-

able housing system and good, free health care, while

from the 1960s private ownership was tolerated. The

1970s was a decade of relative prosperity—partly

thanks to foreign credits—but the 1980s witnessed

high inflation, growth of unemployment, and a dras-

tic fall in living standards. Despite the federal govern-

ment’s efforts, regional disparity remained: Slovenia

and Croatia were the richest republics and Kosovo,

Montenegro, and Macedonia the poorest areas in the

country. Economic problems contributed to the

overall crisis that led to the eventual disintegration

of the country.

CULTURE AND THE ARTS

Unlike in the field of economy, the former Yugoslavia
made a significant contribution to European and
world culture and art. Ivan Meštrović was among the
leading European sculptors in the first half of the
twentieth century. Yugoslav surrealists played a prom-
inent role in the interwar European scene, while
Yugoslav naive art is internationally highly regarded.
Of the contemporary artists, the best known is prob-
ably the Belgrade-born performance artist Marina
Abramović.

Among the Yugoslav writers who achieved inter-
national reputation are Ivo Andrić, who in 1961 won
the Nobel Prize for Literature for novels such as
Bridge on the River Drina (1945); Miroslav Krleža
(The Return of Philip Latinovicz, 1932); Milovan
Djilas, who produced political writings such as The
New Class (1957) as well as fiction; Danilo Kiš (A
Tomb for Boris Davidovich, 1976); Miloš Crnjanski
(Migrations, 1929); Milorad Pavić (Dictionary of
the Khazars, 1984); and the poet Vasko Popa.
Contemporary writers include Dubravka Ugrešić
(The Culture of Lies, 1996) and Slavenka Drakulić
(How We Survived Communism and Even Laughed,
1993), both from Croatia; Bosnian/Croatian
Miljenko Jergović (The Sarajevo Marlboro, 1994);
Bosnian-born Aleksandar Hemon (The Question of
Bruno, 2000); David Albahari (Bait, 1996; Goetz
and Meyer, 1998) and Vladimir Arsenijević (In the
Hold, 1994), both from Serbia; and Belgrade-born,
British-based Vesna Goldsworthy (Chernobyl
Strawberries, 2005).

Dušan Makavejev (The Switchboard Operator,
1967; WR: Mysteries of the Organism, 1971) and
Emir Kusturica (When Father was Away on Business,
1985; Time of the Gypsies, 1989; Underground,
1995) are two of the best-known film directors from
the former Yugoslavia. Dušan Vukotić won an Oscar
for best animated short film in 1961. The
Macedonian Milčo Mančevski (Before the Rain,
1994), the Serbian Srdjan Dragojević (Pretty
Village, Pretty Flame, 1996), and the Oscar-winning
Bosnian director Danis Tanović (No Man’s Land,
2001) represent the younger generation of post-
Yugoslav directors.

The Yugoslav rock scene of the 1980s deserved
to be recognized internationally for more than
producing the Slovenian band Laibach. Goran
Bregović, a former rock musician, became popular
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worldwide in the 1990s for his interpretation of
Balkan gypsy music, originally composed for
Kusturica’s films.

HISTORY AND POLITICS

During the Middle Ages the South Slavs formed
several independent kingdoms: Croatia, Rascia,
Zeta, and Bosnia. Rascia and Zeta formed the basis
of a united Serbian kingdom that grew into a power-
ful regional empire in the fourteenth century. After
initially being part of a large Slav entity in the early
Middle Ages, Slovenes came under Austrian control,
while the territory of the present-day Macedonian
republic was part of the Byzantine, Bulgarian, and
Serbian empires throughout the Middle Ages.
Habsburg and Ottoman conquests meant that by
the mid-fifteenth century most South Slavs came
under foreign imperial rule. The exceptions were
the city-state of Dubrovnik and tiny Montenegro
(in the territory of Zeta), ruled by native prince-
bishops.

The First World War and unification The
idea that the South Slavs, particularly Serbs and
Croats, were one nation emerged in the 1830s.
Proto-Yugoslav ideologists, mostly Croat intellec-
tuals, reacted against Hungarian assimilationism
but were also influenced by French revolutionary
ideas and looked to German and Italian unification
movements for inspiration. Despite the threat
posed by separate Serb and Croat national ideolo-
gies throughout the nineteenth century, the
Yugoslav idea survived and in the years preceding
the First World War had prominent adherents
among Habsburg South Slavs as well as in neigh-
boring Serbia.

For an independent and united Yugoslavia to be
formed, the Ottoman and Habsburg monarchies
had to give way. The Ottomans’ presence in Europe
all but ended as a result of the First Balkan War of
1912. The Second Balkan War of 1913 doubled
the territory of Serbia and enhanced its prestige
among the South Slavs living in Austria-Hungary.
When Archduke Franz Ferdinand, the heir to
the Habsburg throne, was assassinated in the
Bosnian capital Sarajevo on 28 June 1914, more than
half of the future Yugoslavia was part of Austria-
Hungary: Slovenia, Croatia, Vojvodina, and Bosnia-
Herzegovina. Only Serbia (which included what is
today Kosovo and Macedonia) and Montenegro were

independent states. The archduke’s assassin was

Gavrilo Princip, a twenty-year-old member of Young

Bosnia, a revolutionary youth movement that cam-

paigned for the breakup of the Dual Monarchy and

the unification of its South Slavs with Serbia.

Although Young Bosnians were armed and financially

aided by the Black Hand, a secret Serbian organiza-

tion led by Colonel Dragutin Dimitrijević Apis, offi-

cial Belgrade was not behind the assassination.

Nevertheless, for Vienna and Budapest the murder

of the archduke presented an ideal opportunity to

bring to an end Serbia’s threat to the empire. When

an ultimatum was rejected by Belgrade, Austria-

Hungary declared war on Serbia on 28 July. The

First World War had thus began.

Serbia’s war aims included a territorial

aggrandizement at the expense of the Habsburg

Monarchy. In December 1914 the government of

Nikola Pašić, evacuated in the city of Niš, declared

that it aimed to ‘‘fight for liberation and unification

of all our unliberated brothers Serbs, Croats, and

Slovenes’’ (Mitrović, 2003, p. 44). Serbia also sup-

ported the creation of the Yugoslav Committee, a

group of exiled Habsburg South Slav politicians

and intellectuals based in London from May 1915

until the end of the war. The committee’s leaders

were two Dalmatian Croats, Ante Trumbić and

Frano Supilo, and its activities were largely propa-

gandistic. Following Serbia’s military defeat in late

1915, King Peter I, the government, and a deci-

mated army reached the safety of the Greek island

of Corfu after an epic retreat through the moun-

tains of Montenegro and Albania during the winter

of 1915–1916. The combination of such a precar-

ious situation and pressure from the Entente

powers to give up claims to Dalmatia and Istria in

favor of Italy (in exchange for Rome’s entry in the

war on the Entente side, as promised Italy in the

secret Treaty of London of April 1915) led Pašić to

reconsider his government’s ‘‘maximalist’’ aim: the

Yugoslav unification. He turned instead to a

‘‘minimalist’’ aim: the creation after the war of an

enlarged Serbia that would include Montenegro,

Bosnia-Herzegovina, and possibly Serb-populated

parts of Croatia, at least until a pan-Yugoslav uni-

fication became possible. This did not necessarily

contradict Pašić’s ideology, his People’s Radical

Party being predominantly concerned with

Serbian interests. However, in 1917 Serbia’s
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official position would change again. The entry of
the United States in the war and Russia’s with-
drawal following the revolution provided two turn-
ing points. President Woodrow Wilson of the
United States championed the small nations’ right
to self-determination and opposed the policy of
secret treaties. At the same time Pašić lost a power-
ful ally in Russia, which had viewed the Yugoslav
unification with suspicion and would have probably
preferred the creation of an enlarged Serbia instead.

In July 1917 the Serbian government and the
Yugoslav Committee met at Corfu for talks. The
conference resulted in a declaration that the future
Yugoslav state would be a constitutional and par-
liamentary monarchy under Serbia’s Karadjordjević
dynasty. Neither the unification of the ‘‘trinominal’’
Serbo-Croat-Slovene nation nor the monarchical
form of state had been questioned by either side.
However, their discourses differed. While the
Serbian government saw Serbia as liberator and
unifier of the South Slavs, most members of
the Yugoslav Committee preferred a unification
between two equal partners: Serbia and Habsburg
South Slavs. Crucially, the two sides could not agree
whether the future state should be a centralized or a
decentralized one. The Corfu Declaration stated
that the form of government would be decided by
a majority, without specifying whether that majority
should be absolute or relative.

The Kingdom, 1918–1941 The Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes (as Yugoslavia was offi-
cially called until 1929) was proclaimed in Belgrade
on 1 December 1918 by Serbia’s Prince Regent
Alexander and a delegation of Zagreb’s National
Council. Therefore, it was not the creation of the
Paris Peace Treaty of 1919–1920, as is sometimes
wrongly claimed. Yugoslavia was one of several new
nation-states on the map of east-central Europe.
However, it was neither completely new nor a
nation-state in the strict sense of the term, despite
the South Slavs making up over 80 percent of the
country’s population of nearly twelve million. Serbs
and Montenegrins made up some 40 percent of
the population, Croats 23 percent, Slovenes 8.5
percent, Bosnian Muslims 6.2 percent and
Macedonians just under 4 percent. The largest
minorities were ethnic Germans (4.1 percent),
Hungarians (3.8 percent), and Albanians (3.7 per-
cent). Unlike Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia was

essentially the successor of a prewar independent
state (Serbia), but unlike Romania it was not simply
an enlarged state, nor was it a restored state like
Poland. Officially, only Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes
were recognized as three branches of the Yugoslav
nation. However, Yugoslavia’s creators acknowl-
edged that old Serbian, Croatian, and Slovene tra-
ditions remained, as reflected in the country’s
official name. Even the most optimistic Yugoslav
advocates recognized that a common Yugoslav
identity had still to be created.

While intellectuals preferred a genuine
Yugoslav ‘‘synthesis,’’ the country’s political leaders
argued over the constitution. The Serbs generally
preferred centralism, modeled on Serbia’s 1903
constitution (inspired by the French and Belgian
constitutions), while Croats, fearing Serb domina-
tion, called for a decentralized state, even a mini
Austria-Hungary. The argument turned into an
essentially Serb-Croat debate soon after the unifi-
cation, although there were prominent Serbs
opposed to centralism, as well as Croats and other
non-Serbs who supported Belgrade’s vision of the
new state. A highly centralist constitution was
adopted on 28 June 1921, thanks to the support
the Serb-dominated government secured from
Yugoslav Muslims and to the Croat Peasant
Party’s boycott of the Constituent Assembly.

It would be erroneous to reduce the politics of
the 1920s to a Serb-Croat conflict. During that
decade, and even more so during the 1930s, poli-
tical conflict as well as cooperation often crossed
‘‘ethnic’’ boundaries. Chief exponents of central-
ism in the early 1920s were Pašić’s People’s Radical
Party and the newly formed Democratic Party, led
by a former Radical, Ljubomir Davidović, and by
Svetozar Pribićević, a Croatian Serb and one of the
leaders of the Croato-Serb Coalition, the largest
political group in Croatia before the war. The
Radicals, formed in the 1880s, had long ceased
being radical, having turned into a government
party with a strong base among the Serbs. The
Democrats were formed in 1919–1920 by the
Independent Radicals, sections of the Croato-Serb
Coalition, and various liberal groups from Slovenia
and other parts of the country. Their platform was
pan-Yugoslav, but they failed to attract mass sup-
port among non-Serbs. Universal male suffrage
made the Croatian (at that time still called
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Republican) Peasant Party, which had been but a
minor party up until 1918, by far the strongest
Croatian party and one of the largest in the whole
of Yugoslavia. The party campaigned for Croatian
autonomy and for republicanism; it was anticen-
tralist, at times it appeared to be separatist, and yet
its leadership was not necessarily anti-Yugoslav.
Stjepan Radić, the Croatian Peasants’ leader, while
calling for a Croatian state within Yugoslavia,
wrote not long after the unification that ‘‘we,
Croats, Slovenes, and Serbs really are one nation,
both according to our language and our customs’’
(p. 319). The newly formed Communist Party
of Yugoslavia was another anticentralist and antimon-
archist party that did very well in the first elections
in 1920, coming third after the Democrats and
Radicals and just ahead of the Croatian Peasants.
The Communist vote came predominantly from
Montenegro, Macedonia, and Croatia; it was a pro-
test vote from areas where social and nationalist
discontent was high. A combination of a clampdown

by authorities after a Communist activist assassinated

the interior minister in 1921 and the stabilization

of the internal situation led to the near-disappearance

of the Communist Party, which would only begin

to recover on the eve of the Second World War,

when Josip Broz Tito assumed its leadership. The

other two key parties were the Slovene People’s

Party and the Yugoslav Muslim Organization, the

main Slovenian and Bosnian Muslim parties,

respectively.

The 1920s were marked by political instability

created by the ‘‘Croatian question’’—the Croats’

refusal to accept fully state institutions—and the

inability of any political party to form a stable

government. Between 1920 and 1929 four gen-

eral elections were held and a dozen or so govern-

ments were formed by seven different prime

ministers, with Alexander (king from 1921) reg-

ularly interfering in high politics. When

Davidović’s Democrats began to move against

The assassination of King Alexander of Yugoslavia in Marseille, France, 9 October 1934. At center is the car in which

the king and French foreign minister Louis Barthou, who was also killed, were riding. The assassin, Vlada Georgieff, standing next to

the car at left, is being attacked by an officer with a sword; he was subsequently beaten to death by the angry crowd. ªHULTON-

DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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centralism and closer to the Croatian Peasants’
position, Pribićević left them in 1924 to found
the breakaway Independent Democratic Party
and enter a Radicals-dominated government. But
when Radić unexpectedly reached an agreement
with Prime Minister Pašić, and his party entered
the government in 1925, Pribićević resigned. The
Independent Democrats’ leader refused to coop-
erate with Radić, who had previously rebuffed the
constitution and boycotted the parliament. In
1927 Radić left the government, unable to reach
a working relationship with the Radicals. In a
volte-face suppressing even the 1925 agreement
with Pašić, Radić joined forces with Pribićević.
The two former rivals became copresidents of the
newly formed Peasant Democratic Coalition
(SDK). Although Pribićević continued to believe
in the ‘‘national oneness’’ of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes, his newly discovered anticentralism and
the conflict with the Radicals made possible the
coalition with Radić, who, as already suggested,
did not reject the notion of a common Yugoslav
identity.

In June 1928 the political crisis reached its
culmination inside the parliament. A Radical deputy
shot dead two Croatian Peasants’ deputies and mor-
tally wounded Radić. The boycott of parliament by
the SDK and the failure of another government
coalition, headed by Anton Korošec, the leader
of the Slovene People’s Party (and the only non-
Serb prime minister during the interwar period),
apparently persuaded the king that there was no
other option but for him to take matters into his
own hands. If the politicians could not unite the
nation, the king hoped a strong state apparatus under
his control would. On 6 January 1929, the Orthodox
Christmas Eve, he dissolved parliament, banned all
political parties, and declared that ‘‘the moment has
arrived when there can, and should, be no intermedi-
ary between nation and King.’’

It was only after the introduction of the royal
dictatorship that the state embarked upon creating
the Yugoslav nation. In October 1929 the country’s
name was officially changed to Yugoslavia. The new
name and new administrative divisions were meant to
conceal and eventually put to an end any differences
between the South Slavs, while legal and educational
systems were to be made uniform throughout the
country. Between 1918 and 1929 the ‘‘national

oneness’’ Yugoslavism was official, but after 1929
the ‘‘integral’’ Yugoslavism became compulsory.
Despite (or because of) this, the ideology failed. To
non-Serbs, especially Croats, it was too Serbian, in
practice and in terms of national mythology. The
Serbs also came to reject the dictatorship, and not
only because it put an end to parliamentary democ-
racy, which they claimed to have achieved in their
pre-Yugoslav kingdom. The king granted a new con-
stitution in 1931, but this act did not restore democ-
racy; if anything it cemented the dictatorship. From
the mid-1930s onward, some Serbs increasingly
began to complain that their history and identity
were being sacrificed for a wider Yugoslav ideal. At
the same time, many Croats accused them of manip-
ulating Yugoslavism in order to Serbianize the
country.

The dictatorship was ostensibly introduced as
the last attempt to save the country from sliding
into chaos after the murders in the parliament. But
the new regime was too closely linked with the
king, despite initially receiving support across the
country and even from Vladko Maček, Radić’s suc-
cessor. The end of the dictatorship would indeed
begin with the assassination of King Alexander in
October 1934 by a combined action of Croat
and Macedonian terrorists/revolutionaries—
the Ustaše and the Internal Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization (IMRO), respec-
tively—though it would never be fully abandoned
by the king’s successors.

Two quasi-democratic elections in the second
half of the 1930s—in May 1935 and December
1938—were significant, and not only because they
clearly indicated that Alexander’s successors, led by
his first cousin Prince Regent Paul, were ready to
relax, if not abandon, the dictatorship. The 1938
elections in particular demonstrated a growing Serb-
Croat cooperation in opposition to the government,
which, although Serb-dominated, included the larg-
est Slovene and Bosnian Muslim parties. The ruling
Yugoslav Radical Union was formed in 1935 by the
merger of a section of the Radical Party led by Prime
Minister Milan Stojadinović (1935–1939), the
Slovene People’s Party, and the Yugoslav Muslim
Organization. The Serb-Croat opposition, led
by Maček, Davidović, and several other opposition
leaders, gave the government a close run. This
clearly indicated that many ‘‘ordinary’’ Yugoslavs
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supported demands for decentralization and a
return to democracy—the main aims of the united
opposition, achievable only with the abolition of the
1931 constitution. Because of the government’s
pressure on the electorate to vote for its list, in an
open ballot, the opposition’s success was even more
remarkable.

Throughout the 1930s Maček kept contact not
only with the Serbian opposition but also with the
regime, despite spending part of the early 1930s in
prison for alleged antistate activities. The contacts
intensified after 1934, especially with Prince
Paul, but the Croat leader did not get on with
Stojadinović. Stojadinović, who showed an ambi-
tion to become a dictator, was forced to resign by
the prince regent following the disappointing elec-
tion results. The more flexible and less ambitious
Dragiša Cvetković was appointed prime minister in
February 1939. Cvetković and Maček, encouraged
by Prince Paul, reached an agreement in August
1939. Croatia was at last given wide autonomy,
within the bounds of the constitution. The
Croatian Peasant Party (and the Independent
Democrats) entered the government, and Maček
became deputy prime minister. By entering
Cvetković’s government Maček abandoned his
Serbian partners in opposition, along with
demands for the abolition of the constitution and
a return to democracy. Autonomy for Croatia was
his chief goal; democracy could wait. The
Cvetković-Maček agreement provoked discontent
among some Serbs, Slovenes, and Bosnian
Muslims, who demanded the same rights as
Croatia. In any case, it could have been a major
step toward some form of federation had it not
been for the breakout of the Second World War.

Yugoslavia’s foreign policy throughout most of
the interwar period had been pro-French and pro-
British. The country was a member of the French-
sponsored Little Entente, which also included
Czechoslovakia and Romania, and of the Balkan
Entente, which did not include the revisionist
Bulgaria. However, under Stojadinović, who com-
bined the premiership with the post of foreign
minister, Yugoslavia moved closer to Germany
and Italy in the spheres of international trade and
diplomacy. With France and Britain not in position
to help and neutrality apparently no longer an
option, Belgrade signed the Tripartite Pact on 25

March 1941. The signing of the pact led to popular
protests and a military coup, carried out on 27
March. Prince Paul’s regency came to an end as
Alexander’s son, King Peter II, was proclaimed of
age in advance of his eighteenth birthday. On 6
April Germany and Italy and their allies Bulgaria
and Hungary invaded and partitioned Yugoslavia.
The king and the government fled to London. An
enlarged Croatia, which included the whole of
Bosnia-Herzegovina and stretched right to north-
ern Serbia (but had to give up most of Dalmatia
to Italy), was proclaimed independent under
the Ustaša regime on 10 April, a week before the
Yugoslav army capitulated. Other parts of the
country were either occupied by the Axis and their
satellites or annexed by them.

The Second World War During the Second
World War in Yugoslavia (1941–1945), the fiercest
fighting took place in ethnically mixed areas of
Croatia and Bosnia. A parallel with the post-
Yugoslav wars of the 1990s is striking. In the
1940s, just as in the 1990s, the conflict was in
many respects a Serb-Croat war, with Muslims
caught in between; and yet, in both cases, Serbia
and Croatia were officially not at war with each
other. However, not unlike the political conflict
of the interwar period, the armed conflicts that
broke out across what was the first former
Yugoslavia were not simply ethnic wars between
different Yugoslav groups, the murderous Ustaša
campaign against the Serbs notwithstanding. Wars
of resistance went hand in hand with civil and
ideological wars. The conflict between the Ustaše
and the resurgent Serbs represented just one
dimension of a multilayered war setting. Like in
the 1990s, there were also many ‘‘private’’ wars,
often inspired by crime and personal vendettas.

Two resistance movements emerged soon after
the occupation: a group of army officers led by
Colonel (later General) Dragoljub-Draža
Mihailović started the organized resistance, but
they would be eventually joined, overtaken, and
defeated by their main rivals, the Communist-led
Partisans. Mihailović’s movement, better known as
the Četniks, was in fact a group of loosely con-
nected, dispersed, mostly Serb forces. They nom-
inally recognized Mihailović’s leadership, especially
after he was appointed the war minister by the
London-based Yugoslav government in exile in

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2797

Y U G O S L A V I A



January 1942, but often acted independently of
him. This was especially true of Dalmatian and
Montenegrin Četniks, who openly collaborated
with Italian troops there. The Partisans, on the
other hand, had an able leader in Josip Broz Tito,
the general secretary of the Communist Party. They
were well organized, disciplined, and more willing
to fight than the largely passive Četniks. The main
difference between the two groups, apart from their
ideology and tactics, was that the Partisans were
able to attract followers among all Yugoslav groups,
despite initially being a force mostly supported by
Serbs from the Independent State of Croatia.

What the two movements had in common was
that they both fought for a Yugoslavia, as reflected
in their official names: the Yugoslav Army in
the Homeland (the Četniks) and the People’s
Liberation Army of Yugoslavia (the Partisans). The
Četniks were predominantly royalist and fought for

the restoration of the monarchy and, at least until the

later stages of the war, the old order. The Partisans,

however, were a revolutionary, Communist-led

movement that promised to restore Yugoslavia as a

federation of South Slav republics. The Četniks’ fear

and hatred of communism equalled and sometimes

surpassed their hatred of occupying forces—so much

so that some of them were prepared to join Germans

and Italians in order to fight the Partisans. The

Partisans, on the other hand, came to consider

Mihailović their most dangerous ‘‘internal’’ enemy

and in March 1943 even proposed to the Germans a

cease-fire so that they could engage Četnik forces

(the proposal was rejected by Berlin). Although the

Yugoslav, and particularly Partisan, resistance has

been considered as the most effective in occupied

Europe, its effectiveness would have been undoubt-

edly much greater had the two movements cooper-

ated instead of fighting each other.

Četnik resistance fighters at their encampment, 1944. At center, with legs crossed, is Petar Bacovic, commander of

Četnik forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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The Partisans won the war against the Četniks,
while also fighting the foreign occupiers, and with
the help of the Red Army liberated the country in
May 1945. The Communists would soon take over
the restored Yugoslav state, causing some embar-
rassment to the British, who had switched their
support from Mihailović to Tito in 1943–1944
but had apparently hoped there would be a place
in postwar Yugoslavia for the exiled monarchy and
the prewar political parties. Formally, even the
Soviet leader Joseph Stalin opposed the immediate
establishment of a Communist government in
Yugoslavia.

The Socialist Republic, 1945–1992 As in 1918,
the Yugoslavia of 1945 was the Yugoslavs’ creation;
it was not imposed by Soviet tanks or Anglo-
American diplomacy. The post–Second World
War restoration was perhaps even more remarkable
than the country’s unification at the end of the
First World War. Four years of bitter fighting
claimed just over one million dead (in a country
of sixteen million), with many Yugoslavs, perhaps a
majority, killed by other Yugoslavs rather than by
the occupiers. Roughly one-half of all dead were
Serbs, many of whom were murdered in Ustaša-run
concentration camps, the largest of which was at
Jasenovac. A large percentage of Montenegrins,
Bosnian Muslims, and Croats also died in the war.
Over two-thirds of Yugoslavia’s Jews and almost
one-third of Roma were killed between 1941 and
1945. Yet the war did not kill the Yugoslav idea. If
anything, the Partisans’ victory showed that a form
of Yugoslavism had survived the dissolution of the
state in April 1941.

The new, socialist Yugoslavia was organized as a
federation of six republics: Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, and Macedonia.
In addition, Vojvodina and Kosovo were granted
autonomy within Serbia, the largest republic.
Vojvodina initially enjoyed a greater degree of auton-
omy, but in 1963 Kosovo’s status was upgraded
from that of a ‘‘region’’ to a ‘‘province,’’ too.
‘‘National oneness’’ was replaced by the ‘‘brother-
hood and unity’’ version of Yugoslavism. The former
was blamed for the interwar state’s internal crises,
while the latter was praised for solving Yugoslavia’s
‘‘national question.’’ The ‘‘brotherhood and unity’’
was one of the key founding myths of Tito’s
Yugoslavia, together with Yugoslavia’s ‘‘own road

to socialism,’’ following the split with Moscow in

1948 and the country’s leading role in the non-

aligned movement. Founded in 1961, this was a

movement of mostly third world countries ostensibly

neutral toward the superpowers.

The concept of ‘‘brotherhood and unity’’ was

based on the notion of a struggle for liberation and

socialist revolution during the Second World War,

to which all Yugoslav nations had contributed

almost equally. The liberation from foreign occu-

piers and domestic collaborators also resulted in a

‘‘national liberation’’: the Communists ‘‘upgraded’’

Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes from ‘‘tribes’’ of a single

Yugoslav nation into separate but closely related

Yugoslav ‘‘nations.’’ Macedonians, who had pre-

viously been considered, regardless of what they

felt, as ‘‘southern Serbs,’’ and Montenegrins, most

of whom probably felt Serb but at the same time

had a strong sense of a Montenegrin identity, were

also recognized as separate nations and granted

their own republics. In the late 1960s and early

1970s Muslim Slavs of Bosnia-Herzegovina and

the Sandžak region (on the Serb-Montenegrin

border) officially became the sixth Yugoslav nation.

Instead of apparently being forced to declare them-

selves (ethnic) ‘‘Yugoslavs,’’ as they had during the

royal dictatorship, the Yugoslavs in Tito’s Yugoslavia

were free and indeed encouraged to declare their

particular national identities: Serb, Croat, Slovene,

Macedonian, Montenegrin, Muslim (not ‘‘Bosnian’’).

Those who chose to be ‘‘Yugoslav’’ were listed as

‘‘nationally undeclared.’’

Nevertheless, the idea of South Slav ethnic and

cultural proximity had not been fully abandoned.

Yugoslavia still meant ‘‘South Slavia.’’ It was above

all the state of the South Slavs, the others not being

considered constituent nations and thus denied

the right to have a republic, regardless of their

numerical size. For instance, ethnic Albanians,

who vastly outnumbered the Montenegrins, were

never recognized as a nation but were consigned to

the status of a ‘‘nationality’’ (i.e., minority), and

unlike Montenegro, Kosovo, where most Yugoslav

Albanians lived, never became a republic. Therefore

Tito’s Yugoslavia, certainly up to the mid-1960s,

when the process of decentralization really began,

was somewhere between a nation-state and a multi-

national state, with a strong socialist ideology.
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Manifestations of Yugoslav nationalism were par-

ticularly visible during the conflict with the Soviet

Union in 1948, when Yugoslavia was expelled from

the Cominform (Communist Information Bureau).

The clash between Stalin and Tito had more to do

with the former wishing to curb the increasing inde-

pendence of the latter than with ideological differ-

ences. Only once the Yugoslavs had finally come to

terms with the separation from their ideological

fathers in Moscow would they begin to develop their

own brand of socialism. In 1950 a law on self-man-

agement was passed, giving power to the workers,

and the party name was changed to the League of

Communists of Yugoslavia in 1952. The Yugoslav

Communists wished to emphasize their true Marxist

credentials and their rejection of Stalinism. Stalin’s

death in March 1953 probably came too early from

the point of view of those who had hoped for more

radical reforms in Yugoslavia. The two countries rees-

tablished full relations in 1954, and in May 1955

Nikita Khrushchev, the new Soviet leader, came to

Belgrade, thus symbolically ‘‘rehabilitating’’ the

Yugoslav leadership. In 1954 Milovan Djilas, once

one of Tito’s closest comrades and in charge of ideol-

ogy and propaganda, was purged for calling for an

end of the party monopoly and for criticizing the

nature of Communist regimes. The publication of

his book The New Class in 1957 marked him as the

first major Communist dissident but also earned him

a lengthy prison sentence. However, Yugoslavia never

returned to the Soviet bloc. A position in between

the ‘‘West’’ and ‘‘East’’ benefited the country in

many ways, while Tito clearly enjoyed a leading role

in the nonaligned movement. His state visit to Britain

in 1953 was the first instance of a Communist leader

visiting a Western country.

The decade between the mid-1960s and mid-

1970s was crucial in many respects. It witnessed

political and economic reforms but also continued

purges. In 1966 Tito removed from power

Aleksandar Ranković, vice president of the republic

and head of the secret police. Dissident intellectuals

were also targeted, most notably Mihajlo Mihajlov

and the ‘‘Praxis’’ group of Marxist philosophers.

Tito’s regime was able to control and eventually

put to an end the political upheaval in Croatia of

1967–1971—better known as the ‘‘Croatian

Spring’’—but these events showed that nationalism

did not disappear in 1945. For good measure,

Serbia’s ‘‘liberal’’ Communist leadership and some
members of Macedonian and Slovenian republican
party leaderships were purged in the early 1970s,
alongside their Croatian colleagues.

A new constitution in 1974 turned Yugoslavia
into a loose federation. While Tito was alive it did
not matter much, but not long after his death in
May 1980 arguments over the revision of the con-
stitution emerged. Tito left no successor apart from
an ineffective collective presidency, while the other
main leaders of the revolution had either been long
purged (Djilas, Ranković) or had died before Tito
(Edvard Kardelj). In March 1981 Albanians in
Kosovo began to demand republican status for this
predominantly Albanian-populated province, while
Serbs increasingly called for a return to the pre-
1974 order. The Serb-Albanian conflict would be
overshadowed, for the time being, by a constitu-
tional conflict between Serbia and Slovenia that
dominated most of the 1980s. The Slovenes not
only resisted Serb calls for tightening up the fed-
eration but sought to loosen it up further. Not
unlike the Croats in the interwar period, who had
opposed the centralist constitutions of 1921 and
1931, the Serbs came to challenge the state by
demanding the revision of the 1974 constitution.

Without Tito’s prestige at home and abroad and
with the end of the Cold War looming, Yugoslavia’s
international significance slowly diminished. The
state had become synonymous with the party,
and, as it turned out, it could not survive the party’s
collapse in January 1990. Moreover, the domestic
economic crisis reflected the failure of the ‘‘self-
managing’’ economy and was only worsened by a
rapid decrease in Western aid, which once flowed in
regularly. Initially successful attempts to introduce
genuine economic reform by Ante Marković’s gov-
ernment in 1989–1990 failed not so much because
the reform came too late but because it was under-
mined by the three key republics: Slovenia, Croatia,
and Serbia.

It was in this atmosphere of economic and poli-
tical crisis, when increasingly nationalist calls for the
reassessment of the ‘‘Yugoslav contract’’ were heard,
that Slobodan Milošević emerged from within the
party. Although the recent wars in the former
Yugoslavia have largely been portrayed as ethnic
wars, an ‘‘intra-ethnic’’ conflict within the Serbian
Party had a crucial impact on the origins of the wars
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of the 1990s. In the second half of the 1980s
Milošević defeated the moderate faction led by his
former political mentor and friend, the late Ivan
Stambolić (murdered in August 2000, as one of the
last high-profile victims of the Milošević era), before
reorganizing Serbia’s Communists into the Socialist
Party of Serbia, which won comfortably the repub-
lic’s first multiparty elections in 1990. Milošević’s
rise and the victory of Franjo Tudjman’s nationalist
Croatian Democratic Union over the Croatian
Communists the same year would have a direct
impact on Yugoslavia’s fate, as would the emergence
of Alija Izetbegović in Bosnia. Nationalist, anti-
Yugoslav, and anticommunist discourses, sometimes
mixed with quasi-Yugoslav views, were readily
accepted by the public, not used to critical thinking
and open debate. This was understandable because
socialist Yugoslavia, despite its relative ‘‘liberalism,’’
had for years curbed free speech and any form of
opposition to Tito and the party. Moderate, nonna-
tionalist voices existed but were far removed from
sources of power. Ironically, Titoist purges, which
apparently were carried out in order to preserve the
Yugoslav unity, had made possible the emergence of
Milošević, Tudjman, and other leaders whose poli-
cies led to the destruction of the country and the
outbreak of war.

The wars of Yugoslav succession Croatia and
Slovenia both declared independence from
Yugoslavia on 25 June 1991. An armed conflict
between the Yugoslav People’s Army and Slovenian
territorials over the control of border posts broke out
immediately. Croatia remained relatively peaceful
during the summer, although the sporadic fighting
between the Croatian authorities and the republic’s
Serb minority had begun as early as August 1990.
The Slovenian war was short; during two weeks of
fighting thirteen Slovenes lost their lives while thirty-
nine Yugoslav Army soldiers and officers were killed.
In early July the two sides agreed, under interna-
tional mediation, that Slovenia would postpone
independence for three months, while the army
withdrew into barracks. Surprisingly, on 13 July the
Yugoslav federal presidency decided to withdraw the
army from Slovenia. In December 1991 Germany
pressed for international recognition of Croatia and
Slovenia, which were finally recognized by the
European Community on 15 January 1992. The
united Yugoslav state thus formally came to an end.

Slovenia, a virtually homogenous nation-state, left
Yugoslavia relatively painlessly. Croatia, with its 12
percent Serbian minority, provided the scene for a
savage Croat-Serb war.

The Croatian war had two main phases. During
the first, which lasted between autumn 1991 and
January 1992, roughly one-third of the republic
came under the control of Croatian Serbs, who,
backed by Serbia, established the Republic of
Serbian Krajina. Thousands were killed on both
sides, tens of thousands ‘‘ethnically cleansed,’’ while
the Yugoslav Army and Serb and Montenegrin
volunteers destroyed the Danubian town of
Vukovar and shelled Dubrovnik, on the Adriatic
coast. The second phase came in August 1995, when
during a Croatian blitz (unofficially aided by the
United States) the Croatian Serb statelet was
crushed. During the first half of the 1990s, between
150,000 and 200,000 Croatian Serbs fled their cen-
turies-old settlements, most of them following the
brief August 1995 war.

The war in Bosnia-Herzegovina broke out in
April 1992, following the international recognition
of an independent Bosnia. The independence was
resisted by Bosnian Serbs. By this stage, both
Bosnian Muslims (hereafter Bosniaks) and Bosnian
Croats overwhelmingly favored independence from
Belgrade. However, while the Bosniaks wanted an
independent Bosnian state, many Croats, especially
those living in western Herzegovina, sought unifica-
tion with Croatia. These Croats established a break-
away Herceg-Bosna, while the Bosnian Serbs’ own
statelet, Republika Srpska, stretched over some
two-thirds of Bosnia’s territory by 1993. The
Yugoslav Army withdrew from Bosnia at the begin-
ning of the war into the newly formed Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia, made up just of Serbia and
Montenegro. However, the army’s Bosnian-born
Serb officer corps and soldiers remained to form the
Bosnian Serb Army.

Even more than the war in Croatia, the Bosnian
war was marked by ethnic cleansing—whose princi-
pal victims were Bosniaks—and the siege of towns.
Bosniak-held parts of the capital, Sarajevo, were reg-
ularly shelled by Bosnian Serb troops, while snipers
targeted the city’s civilians. In 1993 the Bosniak-
Croat war intensified, in central Bosnia and in the
Herzegovinian city of Mostar. Although caught
between Serbs and Croats, the Bosniak-dominated
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government survived, partly thanks to international
humanitarian aid, sporadic UN military interventions
against Bosnian Serbs, and UN sanctions on Serbia,
which had been providing aid to Republika Srpska.
Croatia came under some international pressure for
its involvement in the Bosnian war but escaped with-
out sanctions.

The turning point came in 1994. In March,
under U.S. pressure, the Bosnian Croats and
Bosniaks ceased hostilities and formed a federation,
while in August the government of Slobodan
Milošević, feeling the consequences of international
isolation, largely abandoned the Bosnian Serbs and
their leader Radovan Karadžić. Nevertheless, links
between the Yugoslav Army and the Bosnian Serb
Army remained. In July 1995 the Bosnian Serb mili-
tary commander, General Ratko Mladić, led a suc-
cessful offensive against Bosniak positions in eastern

Bosnia. The town of Srebrenica, a UN protected

‘‘safe area,’’ was overrun, and most of its male popu-

lation—between seven and eight thousand men—

were shot dead. This provoked a UN military inter-

vention, which in turn encouraged a joint Bosniak-

Croat offensive and coincided with the Croatian

attack on Krajina and eventually western Bosnia.

Facing a total military defeat in Bosnia as well as

Croatia, with tens of thousands of Serb civilians eth-

nically cleansed, the Bosnian Serbs, represented by

Milošević, agreed to a U.S.-backed peace plan in

November 1995. Several weeks of difficult negotia-

tions between Milošević, Tudjman, and Izetbegović,

with Warren Christopher, the U.S. secretary of state,

and his aide Richard Holbrooke, at Dayton, Ohio,

resulted in a peace agreement. Bosnia survived as a

united country but was de facto partitioned.

Republika Srpska, reduced from over 70 to 49 per-

cent of Bosnian territory, was recognized as one of

the two highly autonomous entities. The other was

the Croat-Muslim Federation of Bosnia and

Herzegovina, informally also divided along the eth-

nic lines. The total figure for all Bosnian casualties

has been widely estimated at between 200,000 and

250,000, although recent research suggests a lower

figure, in the region of 100,000. It is estimated that

some two million people—around half of Bosnia’s

population—were displaced during the war. By 2004

hundreds of thousands were still to return to their

homes.

Despite acknowledging Milošević’s crucial role

in bringing peace to Bosnia, the West kept pressure

on Belgrade, only partially lifting the sanctions.

The Serbian government survived growing opposi-

tion at home, most notably during the three-

month long demonstrations of winter 1996–1997

over rigged local elections. However, the greatest

challenge would come from Kosovo. A conflict

over a year long between the Serbian government

forces and the Albanian guerrillas and terrorists, the

self-titled Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), could

not be resolved by U.S.–sponsored negotiations at

Rambouillet and Paris in early 1999. NATO then

decided to intervene militarily against Yugoslavia.

The official explanation for the intervention was the

suffering of Kosovo Albanians, tens of thousands

of whom had been forced to leave their homes in

1998 and 1999. However, the Western fear of hav-

ing to deal with another ‘‘Bosnia,’’ the feeling of

A Serbian woman waits for a train in order to escape

the Croat offensive in the Republic of Serbian Krajina,

August 1995. ªPETER TURNELY/CORBIS
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guilt in Western capitals for failing to prevent Serb
atrocities in Bosnia, and the wish to see a regime
change in Belgrade may have been other factors
behind the intervention. Air strikes were launched
on 24 March 1999, with the KLA in fact used by
NATO as its ground troops. Nevertheless, the
Yugoslav armed forces and various Serbian paramili-
taries were able to carry out their war against the
KLA, burning and looting Albanian villages in the
process. Over eight hundred thousand ethnic
Albanians were forced to flee into Albania and
Macedonia, while many were internally displaced
within the province. Thousands of Serb civilians also
left their homes, moving into Serbia ‘‘proper’’ and
Montenegro.

NATO strikes did not seriously degrade the
Yugoslav military, but they damaged the country’s
infrastructure and eventually the population’s morale.
Belgrade was becoming increasingly isolated interna-
tionally; even Russia, while condemning NATO
strikes, put pressure on Belgrade to accept a peace
deal. On 3 June Milošević backed down, to the relief
of the leaders of NATO countries, some of whom
faced increasing opposition to the war at home. Both
sides had to compromise: Kosovo remained part of
Yugoslavia, if only nominally; a NATO-led UN force
(KFOR) entered the province, but not a NATO force
with a mandate to move freely across Yugoslavia, as
proposed at Rambouillet; and Yugoslav forces with-
drew. Albanian refugees returned home, celebrating
the end of Belgrade’s rule as a national liberation.
More than half of the prewar Serbian population of
Kosovo—estimated at between 200,000 and
250,000—fled the province. During the war several
thousand Albanians were killed (the final figure could
rise up to ten thousand) and possibly around one
thousand Serbs died. NATO suffered two accidental
casualties. Again, as in Bosnia and Croatia, the prin-
cipal victims were civilians. The wars of Yugoslav
succession were characterized by a conflict between
the nation-state and a multinational state, not unlike
the wars of the early twentieth century that saw the
demise of the Ottoman Empire and the Habsburg
Monarchy, on whose ruins, ironically, Yugoslavia had
once emerged.

Milošević survived the war more isolated than
ever but still firmly in power. During the war
the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia at The Hague indicted him for genocide

in Bosnia and war crimes in Croatia and Kosovo.
Already weak because of internal divisions, the pro-
Western Serbian opposition was further weakened
by the NATO intervention. However, the growing
social discontent and significant financial and moral
support by the West provided the opposition with a
badly needed lifeline. Some observers believed
Milošević would introduce a dictatorship, but con-
trary to most predictions he lost power in elections
in September 2000. After initially refusing to con-
cede defeat, the Yugoslav president backed down
when hundreds of thousands of demonstrators
stormed the federal parliament in Belgrade in early
October and the police and army refused to
intervene.

The new president was Vojislav Koštunica, the

candidate of the Democratic Opposition of Serbia,

at last united, if only temporarily as it turned

out. Koštunica defeated Milošević because he

appealed to both conservative and liberal voters.

He also won because the election campaign was

run by Zoran Djindjić, a dynamic, able organizer

and highly pragmatic politician. Djindjić, the

new prime minister of Serbia and leader of the

Democratic Party (DS), and Koštunica, who had

broken away from the DS to form the Democratic

Party of Serbia (DSS), would soon clash over

the speed of reforms and the cooperation with

Western institutions, including the Hague tribunal.

The Djindjić government extradited Milošević

to the tribunal on 28 June 2001 (ironically, the

anniversary of the 1389 Kosovo battle and several

other key events in Yugoslav history, mentioned

in this entry) without major opposition (Milošević

died of a heart attack as his trial was nearing

its end in March 2006), but a continued push

for reforms and cooperation with The Hague

would cost the prime minister his life in March

2003. Behind Djindjić’s assassination was a former

paramilitary leader who had once been a member

of the French Foreign Legion and who kept close

links to the regional mafia. Djindjić had been

perceived as a threat both to the mafia and to

suspected war criminals. Post-Djindjić Serbia

faces an uncertain future. Boris Tadić, Djindjić’s

successor as the Democrats’ leader, also succeeded

him as president. Koštunica became the prime min-

ister of Serbia, but as of 2004 his government was

in conflict with the Democratic Party and survived
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only with support from Milošević’s Socialists. The

far-right Serbian Radical Party remained strong and

in opposition. Its leader, Vojislav Šešelj, was also at

The Hague, facing charges for war crimes.

The Federal Republic of Yugoslavia was

renamed Serbia and Montenegro in February

2003, but its survival is uncertain. Many citizens

of Montenegro seek independence, while almost as

many wish to remain in some form of union with

Serbia. The status of Kosovo—an international

protectorate, only formally part of Serbia—remains

unsolved, although any other solution but

independence from Belgrade is unacceptable to

Kosovo Albanians and appears unlikely.

The end of the last millennium also saw the
end of the political careers of two other key former
Yugoslav leaders. Franjo Tudjman of Croatia died
in December 1999, while Alija Izetbegović of
Bosnia retired from politics in 2000, three years
before his death. Post-Tudjman Croatia became a
European Union (EU) entry candidate in June
2004, despite a difficult relationship with the
Hague tribunal and even though most Serb refu-
gees have not returned. Bosnia remains fragile,
despite a strong international presence, and nation-
alist parties continue to enjoy the majority of sup-
port among all three ethnic groups. Former
Bosnian Serb leaders Karadžić and General Mladić
are wanted by the Hague tribunal but have been in
hiding since 1996 and 1995, respectively.
Macedonia was nearly drawn into a war with its
large ethnic Albanian minority in 2001, but partly
because of international pressure the country has
been peaceful ever since.

Of all the former Yugoslav republics only
Slovenia is politically stable and fully integrated
into Western institutions. In April 2004 it joined
NATO, and the following month it became an EU
member-state. Other republics will slowly follow,
and in a not too distant future former Yugoslavs
will once again come under the same umbrella,
albeit an EU one. In the meantime, increased eco-
nomic, cultural, sport, and political communica-
tions among the former Yugoslavs give hope that
stability will take hold in the western Balkans,
despite a number of unresolved issues that remain.
Europe should watch closely, not least because the
Yugoslavs’ attempts to build a viable multinational

state in the twentieth century could provide valu-
able lessons for the EU project.

See also Balkans; Bosnia-Herzegovina; Croatia;
Izetbegović, Alija; Kosovo; Macedonia; Milošević,
Slobodan; Montenegro; Sarajevo; Serbia; Slovenia;
Srebrenica; Tito (Josip Broz); Ustaše.
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ZAMYATIN, YEVGENY (1884–1937),
Russian writer.

Yevgeny Zamyatin wrote dystopian works and
is best known for We (1920–1921), which signifi-
cantly influenced such writers as George Orwell
and Aldous Huxley. His portrayal of totalitarian
psychology inspired the brothers Strugatsky to
write philosophically charged science-fiction novels
in a similar anti-utopian vein. Zamyatin’s style
exemplifies the ornamental mode of writing; it
promotes skaz (free indirect discourse), which relies
on spoken language.

Zamyatin was born in Tambov province on
1 February 1884 to a schoolteacher father and a
musician mother. He completed his schooling in
Voronezh and studied naval engineering in
St. Petersburg’s Polytechnic Institute (1902–1908).
During his years of study, he visited many cities
(including Alexandria, Jerusalem, and Salonika),
became a Bolshevik, and was arrested for political
activity (1906). He graduated in 1908 and worked
as a naval engineer from 1908 to 1911. Critics
were receptive of his published short stories. In
1911 he was employed as a lecturer at the
Polytechnic Institute and in 1916–1917 supervised
the construction of Russian icebreakers in England.
His The Islanders (1917; Ostrovitiane, published in
Russia in 1918), a satirical allegory imagining
English life in the 1920s, deals with the individual’s
conflict with society. Irony and criticism of a clock-
work society permeate the narrative. Its depiction
of an execution implies that violence plays a role as

mass spectacle in contemporary society; it foreshad-

ows Zamyatin’s novel We and Vladimir Nabokov’s

Invitation to a Beheading (1934–1935).

After returning to Russia in September 1917,

Zamyatin became a schoolteacher. He was famous

as the translator of H. G. Wells and Jack London.

We, published abroad in translation (1925), was

banned in the USSR until 1988 for its mocking

description of a centrally organized modern

society, which was seen as a vehement attack on

communism. Zamyatin considered We his most

serious literary achievement. The novel is set more

than a thousand years in the future in OneState—a

perfect society run by the dictator Benefactor—and

presented as a diary written by D-503, chief builder

of the spaceship ‘‘Integral,’’ who wants to commu-

nicate OneState’s message of total control and

infallible happiness to other planets. A love affair

between D-503 and I-330, a female member of the

revolutionary group, leads D-503 to turn toward

anarchy and to unsuccessfully hijack Integral’s

maiden flight. In response to that revolutionary

impulse, Benefactor subjects D-503 to a compulsory

operation—‘‘fantasectomy’’—to remove his imagi-

nation. As a result, D-503 becomes an avid suppor-

ter of the regime who dispassionately watches I-330

being tortured prior to her execution. The novel

raises questions about conformity, mass technology,

and individual freedom. Zamyatin questions the

ethical grounds of a social engineering that sacrifices

individual freedomtouniversal happiness.Hisphiloso-

phically charged 1923 essay ‘‘On Literature,

Revolution, and Entropy’’ considers the belief in

Z
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absolute truth and the attempt to produce rigid,
dogmatic life forms ill-founded, and speaks of
modern society’s need for heretics as critical voices
to guarantee true progress: ‘‘Heretics are the only
(bitter) medicine against entropy of human
thought.’’ In the mid-1920s Zamyatin worked as
a critic and editor, writing several screenplays for
the emerging film industry; his plays The Flea and
Society of Honorary Bellringers were successfully
performed in Moscow and Leningrad.

His satirical stories of the 1920s include criti-
cisms of Lenin in ‘‘Tales of Theta’’ and ‘‘Dragon,’’
a surreal tale about the army’s brutality during the
Red Terror. ‘‘The Flood’’ deals with ethical issues,
denouncing violence and utopian aspirations. It
features a married couple who adopts an orphaned
teenage girl. Her father had sexually abused her,
and her adopted mother goes mad and axes her to
death after a serious flooding of the Neva River.
The story focuses indirectly on Russian life in the
1920s and directly on human passions. It exposes
the fallacy of Soviet propaganda, which argued that
the human mind could be reshaped, and demon-
strates that the consciousness of ordinary citizens
operates at a primitive level. It highlights the 1917
Revolution and the Red Terror, taking up the
theme that lawlessness and evil affect psychology
and everyday life, and that a growing tolerance
toward violence turns many into savages. Despite
the normalization of life toward the end of the
1920s, there was still hardship (e.g., shortages of
bread and poor-quality coal); when children played
civil war games, they cast White Army officers as
the ‘‘bad guys.’’ The story’s depiction of the flood
alludes to Alexander Pushkin’s ‘‘The Bronze
Horseman’’ (1833), which displays ambivalence
toward Peter the Great’s vision of modernity as
the necessary suppression of nature and tradition.

Zamyatin’s subversive works were banned in
the late 1920s for political reasons; he was severely
criticized by the Russian Association of Proletarian
Writers. Unable to publish, Zamyatin wrote a letter
to Joseph Stalin in June 1931, requesting permis-
sion to emigrate, which was granted. Zamyatin and
his wife settled in Paris, where he died 10 March
1937, his last novel, The Scourge of God, left
unfinished.

In the late 1980s Zamyatin’s works were redis-
covered in Russia. His impact on the post-Soviet

contemporary dystopian novels Blue Laird, by
Viktor Pelevin and Slynx, by Tatyana Tolstaya has
yet to be properly assessed.

See also Čapek, Karel; Orwell, George; Totalitarianism.
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ALEXANDRA SMITH

n

ZETKIN, CLARA (1857–1933), German
socialist and feminist.

Clara Zetkin, née Eissner, was the oldest of
three children born to the schoolteacher Gottfried
Eissner and his wife, Josephine Vitale. Her child-
hood in a small village in southern Saxony exposed
her to the plight of home workers and peasants. In
1872 the Eissner family moved to Leipzig, at that
time a center of both the German feminist and
worker’s movements. Through her mother, Clara
met the leaders of the German women’s movement
and enrolled in Auguste Schmidt’s normal school,
where she graduated with honors in 1878. The
Russian revolutionary Ossip Zetkin (1848–1889)
introduced her to social democratic circles. She
became involved in the activities of the Worker’s
Educational Association (Arbeiterbildungsverein)
and eventually joined the Social Democratic Party
(SPD), which resulted in a permanent break with
her family. When Ossip Zetkin was expelled under
the Anti-Socialist Laws in 1880, Clara Eissner took
up work as a private tutor in Linz and Zurich.
In 1882 she joined Zetkin in Paris, where they
lived in a common-law marriage and raised two
children. Ossip Zetkin’s death in 1889 aggravated
the precarious economic situation, and Clara sup-
ported the family by occasional writings and other
casual work.
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In the same year, Clara Zetkin emerged as the

most prominent female leader of the German and

European socialist movement. At the inaugural

meeting of the Second International, Zetkin gave

a speech on women’s emancipation and their role

in the worker’s movement and published Contem-

porary Problems of the Woman and the Woman

Workers (Die Arbeiterinnen- und Frauenfrage der

Gegenwart, 1889), a text communists and socialists

considered definitive for decades to come. Zetkin

returned to Germany in 1891, where she started to

organize the social democratic women’s movement

and became chief editor of the periodical Die

Gleichheit (Equality). At the party convention in

Gotha in 1896, she laid down the guidelines for

the proletarian women’s movement and proclaimed
a ‘‘clear separation’’ (‘‘reinliche Scheidung ’’) from
the bourgeois women’s movement. Zetkin rein-
forced this point when she founded the Socialist
Women’s International in 1907; in her eyes, the
struggle of proletarian women could only be won
in a coalition of socialist parties, not in cooperation
with ‘‘bourgeois women’s rights advocates,’’ a posi-
tion that did not endear her to suffragists. In 1910
Zetkin’s proposal for an International Women’s Day
was resolved at the Socialist Women’s Conference in
Copenhagen.

An orthodox Marxist, Zetkin represented the
left wing of the SPD; she was a member of the
party’s supervisory commission from 1895 to 1913

Clara Zetkin, photographed in March 1924. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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and a member of the party executive until 1914.

When the Social Democrats in the German parlia-

ment approved war loans on 4 August 1914, Zetkin

and Rosa Luxemburg, together with Franz Mehring

and Karl Liebknecht, protested publicly against the

so-called Burgfriedenspolitik (political truce) that all

parties in the Reichstag had committed themselves

to when war broke out. In March 1915 she con-

vened an International Conference of Socialist

Women to oppose the war, which, in an unusual

expression of support across party lines, sent greet-

ings to the Women’s Peace Congress at the Hague,

which was meeting at the same time. Like

Luxemburg, Zetkin was arrested in 1916 but was

released on bail the following year due to her frail

health. In 1917 Zetkin had to resign as editor

of Die Gleichheit, her life’s work, under pressure

from party leaders. She subsequently became a

cofounder of the Spartacist League and the Inde-

pendent Social Democrats (USPD). Like Mehring

(but unlike Luxemburg), Zetkin supported the

Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 enthusiastically, but

she did not attend the inaugural congress of the

German Communist Party (KPD) in 1918.

The slaying of her friend Luxemburg in 1919

radicalized Zetkin considerably. She joined the

KPD that year, was one of the two KPD represen-

tatives elected to the German parliament in 1920,

and remained a member of the Reichstag until

1933. Throughout the 1920s Zetkin was a mem-

ber of the central party committee, albeit not con-

tinuously, and of the executive committee of the

Communist International. After 1925 she served

as the president of the ‘‘Red Help’’ paramedical

organization. Her strong affinity for Soviet Russia

characterized the remainder of her political life.

With her health deteriorating, Zetkin moved to

Moscow, where she became a close friend of

Lenin’s widow, Nadezhda Krupskaya, and only

returned to Germany for Reichstag sessions. In

August 1932, on her last trip to Berlin, she opened

the legislative session with a sharp condemnation of

the National Socialist Party and a call for resistance.

By the time the Nazis seized power in January 1933

Zetkin was back in Moscow, where she died a few

months later.

See also Feminism; Luxemburg, Rosa; Socialism;
Spartacists.
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ANJA SCHÜLER

n

ZHDANOV, ANDREI (1896–1948),
Soviet Communist Party ideology chief during the
late 1930s and 1940s.

Andrei Alexandrovich Zhdanov was born into
the family of a well-educated school inspector and
raised in Tver province. He moved to Moscow in
1915 to pursue postsecondary education, only
to be drafted into the tsarist army during the
following year. A member of the Russian Social
Democratic Labor Party (RSDLP) since 1915, he
gravitated toward the Bolsheviks in mid-1917 and
performed party, state, and military duties in the
Urals and Tver until 1922, when he was transferred
to Nizhny Novgorod. It was in this latter prov-
ince—renamed Gorky in 1929—that Zhdanov
made a name for himself as an administrator during
the chaos of industrialization and collectivization.

Promoted to Moscow in 1934 to serve in the
secretariat of the party’s Central Committee (CC),
Zhdanov worked as a troubleshooter in agriculture,
education, and cultural affairs. Adept at interpret-
ing and implementing Joseph Stalin’s orders,
Zhdanov was appointed Leningrad party secretary
after Sergei Kirov’s assassination in December 1934.
Between 1934 and 1936 he purged Leningrad ruth-
lessly, determined to root out the city’s ‘‘anti-Soviet
elements,’’ following this up with another round
of purges during the Great Terror (1936–1938).
Zhdanov also played a prominent role in All-
Union Party affairs in Moscow during these years,
focusing on the Stakhanovite labor movement, the
1936 Stalin constitution, and the Comintern’s
‘‘popular front’’ policies abroad. He also worked
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on propaganda and mass mobilization, developing

a Russocentric, statist, ideological line, for mass

consumption, and a new party catechism for the

rank and file centered around Stalin’s cult of

personality and the Short Course on the History of
the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), a

notoriously closeminded and dogmatic textbook.

Zhdanov was rewarded for his efforts in 1939 with

promotion to full membership in the Politburo.

After the conclusion of the Nazi-Soviet pact in

1939, Zhdanov supervised the ideological dimen-

sions of eastern Poland’s incorporation into the

USSR. He also served as chief ideologist during

the disastrous Soviet-Finnish war (1939–1940)

and later coordinated the 1940 annexation of

Estonia. These and other duties indicate that by

the late 1930s, only Vyacheslav Molotov outranked

Zhdanov in Stalin’s inner circle.

After the Nazi invasion of the USSR on 22

June 1941, Zhdanov answered for the defense of

Leningrad, although illness frequently forced him

to cede day-to-day command to his deputy, Alexei

Kuznetsov. Still, Zhdanov remained in the

embattled city during its epic nine-hundred-day

siege, stubbornly refusing to relinquish ultimate

responsibility for the birthplace of the revolution.

In mid-1944 Zhdanov returned to Moscow to

resume his leading role in the All-Union Party

and in early 1945 passed his position as

Leningrad party secretary to Kuznetsov. Although

Georgy Malenkov and Lavrenty Beria had firmly

ensconced themselves in the state bureaucracy and

security services during the war, Zhdanov took

advantage of his rivals’ involvement in a series of

early postwar scandals to transfer Kuznetsov to the

CC secretariat in March 1946. Zhdanov then reas-

serted control over ideological affairs and assigned

Kuznetsov to Malenkov’s former position supervis-

ing party cadres. Soon Zhdanov was in de facto

control of the secretariat and moved to promote

other allies from Gorky and Leningrad into power-

ful central positions, including Mikhail Rodionov

(chair of the Russian Republic’s Council of

Ministers) and Nikolai Voznesensky (chair of the

All-Union State Planning Agency and deputy chair

of the USSR Council of Ministers). Kuznetsov

reinforced this group’s prominence by using

his influence over cadres policy to appoint other

allies to major posts. The latter’s assumption of

control over Beria’s old fiefdom—state security—
in September 1947 confirmed the primacy of
Zhdanov’s Leningrad faction, and rumors hinted
that Stalin was beginning to regard Kuznetsov and
Voznesensky as his potential heirs.

These developments led Malenkov and Beria to
covertly attack the ascendant Zhdanov faction.
Their strategy centered on undermining Stalin’s
confidence in Zhdanov by exploiting errors com-
mitted by the Leningrad group. Their first victory
came in the fall of 1946, when, with the help of a
former Zhdanov ally, Georgy Alexandrov, they
drew Stalin’s attention to a number of ideologically
ambiguous pieces in two literary journals published
by the Leningrad party organization. Although
Zhdanov quickly took the lead in the ideological
campaign precipitated by this scandal—ironically
known as the Zhdanovshchina (literally, ‘‘the perni-
cious times of Zhdanov’’)—he was embarrassed by
the need to denounce his longtime Leningrad
allies. Put on the defensive, Zhdanov became infa-
mous for his ideological dogmatism, jingoistic
Russocentrism and shrill condemnation of Anna
Akhmatova, Mikhail Zoshchenko, and other mem-
bers of the creative intelligentsia on account of
their supposed disloyalty, pessimism, and ‘‘kow-
towing before the West.’’

Although the Zhdanovshchina successfully rein-
forced the party’s primacy during the early postwar
years through its crude blend of ideological ortho-
doxy and nativist xenophobia, stress took its toll
on the ailing Zhdanov. His condition worsened in
May 1948, when Stalin rebuked him at a Politburo
meeting for his son’s outspoken criticism of Trofim
Lysenko while serving as a party propagandist.
More bad news came in June, when souring rela-
tions with Josip Broz Tito forced Zhdanov to expel
Yugoslavia from the recently created Cominform—
an oblique admission of failure on Zhdanov’s part,
insofar as he was the CC secretary in charge of
supervising relations with the USSR’s Eastern
European allies. His reputation sullied and health
failing, Zhdanov was sent on medical furlough to a
party sanitarium at Valdai in mid-July 1948, just as
Malenkov was returning to the fore. Although not
a formal demotion, this leave of absence hinted to
Zhdanov that he was being sidelined by his rivals.
Attempting to stay abreast of developments in
Moscow, Zhdanov suffered a series of heart attacks
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and died on 31 August 1948, apparently after an
upsetting conversation with Voznesensky.

If Zhdanov was venerated in the press and
honored with a full state funeral, his sudden death
spelled disaster for his allies, who were quickly
consumed in the Leningrad affair (1949–1953).
Orchestrated by Malenkov, this purge stemmed
from allegations of improprieties surrounding
recent elections and a trade fair in Leningrad which
undermined Stalin’s confidence in Kuznetsov,
Voznesensky, and other former Zhdanov loyalists.
Rumors of other heresies—factional activity, cor-
ruption, Russian nationalism, and espionage—
accelerated their fall. Although the Leningrad affair
did not affect Zhdanov’s immediate family or his
reputation, it did claim the lives of scores of other
party members and their relatives, hobbling the
once-mighty Leningrad party organization.

See also Communism; Popular Front; Soviet Union;
Stakhanovites; Stalin, Joseph.
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DAVID BRANDENBERGER

n

ZHUKOV, GEORGY (1896–1974), Soviet
military commander.

Born a peasant, Georgy Konstantinovich
Zhukov became the Soviet Union’s leading com-
mander during World War II before a stormy
career in postwar Soviet politics. Drafted in 1915
into Russia’s cavalry, Zhukov was decorated for

Andrei Zhdanov (center) with Joseph Stalin, October 1945. ªHULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS
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bravery in World War I, volunteered for the new
Soviet Army in 1918, and fought in the Russian
civil war. Remaining in the army after the war, he
rose quickly thanks to talent and a shortage of
skilled officers after Joseph Stalin’s devastating
1937–1938 purges. Sent to Mongolia in summer
1939, Zhukov decisively defeated the Japanese
at the August 1939 battle of Nomonhan on the
Khalkhin-Gol River between Mongolia and
Manchuria. His skillful management of modern
weaponry led to rapid promotion, making him by
January 1941 the powerful chief of the General
Staff. Alarmed by clear signals of the impending
German attack, he argued in May 1941 for a
Soviet spoiling attack to preempt the onslaught.
Stalin rejected this immediately.

When Adolf Hitler did attack on 22 June 1941,
Stalin’s previous refusal to deal with the German
threat and the damage his purges had inflicted
on his own military led to disastrous defeats.
By the end of July, Stalin removed Zhukov from
the General Staff and dispatched him to the first of
a series of temporary appointments. In September
1941 Zhukov organized the defense of Leningrad.
In October, as the Germans neared Moscow, Stalin
put Zhukov in command of the defense of the city,
culminating in Zhukov’s shattering December
1941 counterattack, driving the Germans back
from Moscow and dooming Hitler’s hopes for
quick victory.

Zhukov’s shifts from one crisis to another sig-
naled the way Stalin ran the war through Stavka,
the Soviet high command. Zhukov and a handful
of other commanders became Stavka representa-
tives—troubleshooters relaying directives from the
center to front commanders, while also coordinat-
ing multiple fronts in major campaigns. As a Stavka
representative, Zhukov played some role in most
key battles on the eastern front.

Though Zhukov was a skilled and successful
commander, albeit profligate with his soldiers’
lives, his conduct of Operation Mars in fall 1942
remains controversial. Scholars have generally seen
Mars, an assault on the German salient at the city
of Rzhev, west of Moscow, as a minor diversion
intended to distract the Germans from the more
important counteroffensive at Stalingrad to the
south. Historian David Glantz has argued instead
that Zhukov’s Mars was intended to equal

the massive Soviet success at Stalingrad, but was
retroactively termed a diversion only after Zhukov’s
attacks ground to a halt against German defenses.

By late 1944, growing Soviet expertise and a
shortening front line meant Zhukov was no longer
needed as a Stavka representative. He took over the
powerful First Byelorussian Front for the final push
into Germany. Bludgeoning his way across Poland
in the winter of 1944–1945, Zhukov’s goal of an
immediate drive on Berlin was halted by stubborn
German resistance and logistical strains from the
rapid Soviet advance. Stalin now wished to limit
Zhukov’s growing prestige, pitting Zhukov’s First
Byelorussian Front against the First Ukrainian
Front under I. S. Konev, Zhukov’s rival, in a race
to Berlin. Berlin fell to Zhukov in some of the
bloodiest fighting of the war, and Zhukov accepted
the German surrender on 8 May 1945.

Zhukov remained in Germany as commander of
the occupying Soviet Group of Forces. Stalin,
increasingly paranoid over Zhukov’s popularity,
demoted him in 1946, sending him to command
the Odessa Military District and revoking his candi-
date membership in the Communist Party’s Central
Committee. Upon Stalin’s death on 5 March 1953,
Zhukov returned to favor, becoming deputy defense
minister. He participated in the struggle for power
among Stalin’s successors, personally arresting
Stalin’s henchman Lavrenty Beria at a meeting of
the party’s Presidium on 26 June 1953. He became
Soviet defense minister in 1955 and implemented
substantial reductions in the Soviet military man-
dated by Nikita Khrushchev, head of the party.

In June 1957 Zhukov threw support behind
Khrushchev in his struggle against the so-called
Anti-Party Group of Georgy Malenkov, Lazar
Kaganovich, and Vyacheslav Molotov, formerly
Stalin’s close associates. The military still held
Stalin’s inner circle responsible for the purges of the
1930s, and Khrushchev used this resentment to dis-
patch his enemies, rewarding Zhukov with promotion
to full membership in the party’s ruling Presidium.

Khrushchev’s gratitude was short-lived, as
Zhukov’s fame convinced him Zhukov needed to
be removed. While Zhukov was abroad in October
1957, Khrushchev attacked his neglect of the
importance of the Communist Party inside the
Soviet military. He was removed as minister of
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defense and hauled before the Central Committee
for a humiliating catalog of his failings, ending his
military career. Zhukov went into unhappy retire-
ment, writing memoirs and refighting old battles
over conduct of the war. He died in 1974.

See also Soviet Union; Stalingrad, Battle of; World
War II.
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DAVID R. STONE

n

ZIDANE, ZINEDINE (b. 1972), French

soccer (football) player.

Few athletes have had such an impact on their

country as Zinedine Zidane. Both his skill on the

soccer (football) field and his personality off the

field have made him a national hero in France,

one of the most recognizable people in the world.

Zidane’s greatness is even more remarkable consid-

ering his difficult background. He has embodied

the increasingly significant contributions to soccer

of players with direct or indirect origins to former

European colonies: people of color who have

enriched a game that has become truly global in

its appeal.

Zinedine Zidane was born on 23 June 1972 in

the concrete cité (housing project) of Castellane, in

the grim northern quartiers of the Mediterranean

Georgy Zhukov photographed with U.S. general Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1945. ªYEVGENY KHALDEI/CORBIS
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port of Marseille, France. Zinedine was the son of
Smail and Malika Zidane, immigrants from the
Berber Kabyle region of Algeria. Arriving in
France in 1953, they struggled to provide for five
children. Zinedine’s father often worked several
jobs to help make ends meet. His older brother
Nordine also showed great talent in soccer and was
offered the chance to leave Castellane and play for
various teams around France. Much to Nordine’s
dismay, though, his father forbade him to pursue
his soccer career elsewhere.

When a similar chance came to Zinedine later
on, the boys’ father let his young son move
eighty-five miles east to the Riviera resort of
Cannes to begin his career as a soccer player.
Although small in stature, Zidane’s almost magic
creativity and prodigious skill with the ball as a
midfielder soon set him apart from other players.
Playing for AS Cannes from the age of seven-
teen, Zidane drew more and more attention, and
he was selected to play for the French Youth
National Team. Zidane transferred to Bordeaux,
a perennial contender in the French first division,
in 1991. There, as his reputation soared, he
played his first games with the French national
team.

From his first game wearing the national jersey,
Zidane showed his skill by scoring two late goals to
tie a strong Romanian team. He also led Bordeaux
all the way to the UEFA Cup final. His success in
this tournament led to his expensive transfer in
1996 to Italian soccer giant Juventus in Turin.
There, despite the great pressure inherent in play-
ing for such a well-known side, Zidane passed the
test with flying colors. He performed so well that
he was even compared to Michael Platini, a former
French star who also played for the Italian club.
Moreover, Zidane became a starter for the French
national team, cementing his legacy in the 1998
World Cup.

Heading into the World Cup in France, much
of the host nation’s hope for victory was riding
on Zidane, their star playmaker. Even before the
start of the tournament, great attention was paid to
the racial complexion of France’s team, due to its
large number of minority players. During a time
when racist feelings were being stoked by Front
National leader Jean-Marie Le Pen, France’s amaz-
ing World Cup victory led by Zidane underscored

the importance of diversity in France’s recent his-
tory. France advanced past the preliminary round
of the World Cup, finishing first in its group. When
Zidane could not play in the first round match
against Paraguay because of cards accumulated in
previous games, France struggled to score,
although the team won in extra time.

Led by Zidane, France advanced to the final of

the World Cup to play defending champion Brazil.

It was in this famous match that Zidane, the

famous number 10, would forge his great legacy

as one of the best players in the world. He became

a French national hero by scoring the first two of

three goals against Brazil in the July final in the

sparkling new Stade de France in the Parisian sub-

urb of Saint-Denis, which has a very high percen-

tage of minority residents. Zidane’s face appeared

on the Arc de Triomphe in Paris as the whole

country, except perhaps the National Front, cele-

brated the win.

In 2001 Zidane further cemented his great-

ness by transferring to Real Madrid and its so-

called Dream Team. While playing for the

Spanish powerhouse, Zidane also led France to

wins at both Euro 2000 and the Confederations

Cup. Zidane’s role on the French team became so

important that the media began to say that the

national team has had ‘‘Zidane dépendence.’’ This

theory was further supported by France’s failure

at the 2002 World Cup in South Korea and

Japan. Right before the start of the World Cup,

Zidane injured his thigh during a friendly match.

Without a healthy Zidane, France was eliminated

from the preliminary round without scoring a

goal. And when the national French team

struggled in crucial qualifying matches for the

2006 World Cup, Zidane came out of retirement

for international matches to lead les bleues to

qualification.

In national opinion polls, Zinedine Zidane,

recipient of the French légion d’honneur, emerged

as by far the most popular person in France. In a

time of increasing racism, Zidane’s great interna-

tional success has played a major role in affirming

the important contributions of immigrant groups

in France, as well as in other European countries.

See also Football (Soccer); Le Pen, Jean-Marie.
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CHRISTOPHER MERRIMAN

n

ZIONISM. Zionism is a Jewish nationalist poli-
tical and cultural movement that developed in
Europe at the end of the nineteenth century.
Although it emerged among the Jewish masses of
eastern Europe in the 1870s, it achieved recogni-
tion on the international stage when central
European Jews became its leaders. Zionism was a
response to two features of the contemporary
Jewish situation: the surprising strength of anti-
Semitism, even in countries that had conferred
citizenship on their Jewish residents; and the ero-
sion of a specific Jewish culture as a concomitant of
the secularization of Jews and their assimilation to
the norms of the larger society.

ORIGINS

Although it drew on traditional Jewish longing for
Zion, Zionism was a secular movement that shared
the nationalist zeal of the European fin de siècle.
Zionists claimed that Jews, like other ethnic minor-
ities, constituted a nationality. Lacking a territorial
base in Europe, they would reconstitute themselves
in their ancient homeland, Palestine. By working
their own land and taking responsibility for their
own affairs, Jews (and males especially) who settled
in Palestine would remake themselves as physically
strong and psychologically confident persons. They
would overcome the deleterious impact of almost
two thousand years of living in Diaspora and would
also escape anti-Semitic persecution. Zionism was
particularly aimed at the economically impover-
ished Jews of Russia, who suffered from pogroms
and rampant governmental discrimination. Early
Russian Zionists, such as the Lovers of Zion, fos-
tered efforts to establish agricultural settlements in
Palestine, with no explicit political goal and with
little success.

Theodor Herzl (1860–1904), an assimilated
Viennese journalist and essayist with a Europe-wide

reputation, established Zionism as an international
political movement with a distinct political goal.
Deeply affected by the anti-Semitism he witnessed
throughout Europe, in 1896 he published Der
Judenstaat, which outlined his understanding of
Jewish nationalism and called for the establishment
of a Jewish national home. Herzl proved to be a
charismatic leader whose force of personality
inspired commitment. In the face of widespread
opposition from rabbis, who asserted that Jews
should rely on God for their ultimate redemption,
he convened the first international Zionist Congress
in Basel in 1897, attracting almost two hundred
delegates and much publicity. The congress issued
the Basel Program, proclaiming that the movement
sought ‘‘for the Jewish people a publicly recognized,
legally secured home in Palestine’’ (Laqueur, p.
106) through the encouragement of the settlement
of Jewish agricultural workers and other laborers
there and through obtaining the consent of govern-
ments throughout the world. The World Zionist
Organization (WZO), formed at the Zionist con-
gress, coordinated a network of local branches and
national federations.

Herzl succeeded in the several years remaining
before his early death in 1904 in placing Zionism
on the international public agenda, establishing the
framework of Zionist congresses, a Jewish nation-
alist fund for the purchase of land in Palestine, and
a Zionist paper called Die Welt. However, his dip-
lomatic efforts to secure the cooperation of the
Turkish authorities, the German kaiser, Russian
governmental figures, and prominent Jewish phi-
lanthropists were unsuccessful, and he could not
fully bridge the differences between those who
emphasized diplomatic activity to achieve legiti-
macy for Zionism (political Zionists) and those
who focused on settlement efforts and/or
addressed the issue of the creation of Jewish culture
(practical Zionists). After his death, different fac-
tions, which ultimately became parties, contended
within the movement.

THE GROWTH AND LIMITATION OF THE

YISHUV

The Zionist movement was established on a firm
footing by the conclusion of World War I through
a combination of ‘‘practical’’ and ‘‘political’’
Zionism. About forty thousand Jews emigrated to
Palestine between 1905 and 1914, the years called
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the Second Aliyah, comprising almost half of the
total Jewish population of eighty-five thousand in
1914. Although many left by the end of the war—
in large part because of Ottoman expulsion
policies—and only a small minority were idealistic
agricultural settlers of socialist convictions, it was
these idealistic Zionist ‘‘pioneers’’ who set the tone
of the new Yishuv (Jewish settlement). From their
ranks emerged the leaders who built the institu-
tions of the state-in-the-making and dominated the
political elite of the State of Israel in its early years.
It was during this period of the Second Aliyah that
the pioneers experimented with various forms of
collective and cooperative living and agricultural
work for which the Zionist Yishuv became well
known, including the kibbutz. They also organized
a group called Hashomer (The Watchman), to
defend their settlements, laying the ground for
future military organization. In 1909 Zionist set-
tlers established the city of Tel Aviv as a demon-
stration of a modern, technologically sophisticated
Zionist city.

Perhaps the most significant success of practical
Zionism before World War I was the building of a
Jewish cultural center in Palestine based on
Hebrew. Drawing on the achievements of a hand-
ful of Zionist settlers from the 1880s, the pioneers
revived Hebrew as a spoken language and as the
language of public life. The WZO subsidized the
establishment of Hebrew-language schools, and in
1913 Zionist activists in Palestine made it clear that
the newly founded Technion in Haifa must adopt
Hebrew as its language of instruction. Jerusalem
boasted two Hebrew dailies, and a Hebrew high
school had been founded in Jaffa. Plans for a
Hebrew university, first articulated in 1903, were
put in motion, though the university did not open
in Jerusalem until 1925. A 1916 census indicated
that 40 percent of the Jewish population, the non-
Zionist Orthodox aside, declared Hebrew to be
their first language.

The political Zionists of the WZO actively fos-
tered the efforts of settlement as they continued
their diplomatic activity. In 1907 the movement
established the Palestine Office, which became
involved in land purchase, agricultural training, and
assistance to poor settlers. Most important, the
WZO succeeded in realizing Herzl’s dream of
acquiring international recognition. With the

situation in the Middle East in flux during the war,

both sides considered the Zionists as potential allies.

The British, with whose politicians Zionist leaders,

particularly Chaim Weizmann (1874–1952), were

in close touch, were the first to issue a statement

of support for Zionist goals in Palestine. The British

authorities acted in order to strengthen their posi-

tion in the postwar Middle East and thereby protect

access to their colony in India. On 2 November

1917 the foreign secretary Arthur James Balfour

(1848–1930) issued a declaration that stated ‘‘His

Majesty’s Government view with favour the estab-

lishment in Palestine of a national home for the

Jewish people.’’ The 1920 San Remo Conference

determined that Great Britain would be given the

mandate over Palestine and the Balfour Declaration

would be included. Although the British were

ambivalent about the commitments they had made

to the Zionist movement in the Balfour Declaration

and concerned about mitigating its negative impact

on relations with Arabs in Palestine and elsewhere in

Three Jewish young people released from the

Buchenwald concentration camp aboard a train bound

for Palestine, June 1945. The girl on the left is from Poland,

the boy is from Latvia, and the girl on the right is from Hungary.

ªCORBIS
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the Middle East, the recognition of the Balfour
Declaration by the League of Nations in 1922 legiti-
mated the Zionist settlement in Palestine in the
international political realm.

In the face of active Arab opposition to the
Zionist enterprise and increasing British restric-
tion over Jewish immigration to Palestine, the
Zionist movement labored to construct a Jewish
society in Palestine. The Jewish Agency was initi-
ally considered in 1923 so that mandatory autho-
rities would have an organization separate from
the WZO to deal with as regards the growth of
the Yishuv. It took years of political negotiation to
shape the type of agency that Chaim Weizmann,
president of the WZO, envisioned alongside the
Zionist movement. Along with American Jewish
leaders, he sought to involve representatives of
world Jewry in the building of the Yishuv’s econ-
omy and educational institutions. In 1929 the
Jewish Agency was formally expanded to include
non-Zionists, and especially representatives of
American Jewry, on its board. Prominent
European Jews, such as the French socialist leader
Léon Blum, the scientist Albert Einstein, and the
British first high commissioner of Palestine,
Herbert Samuel, became members.

Although the Jewish Agency was important in
assisting the new immigrants as well as Zionist
economic activity in general, it was the labor
Zionist Histadrut—the General Federation of
Hebrew Workers in Palestine, established in

1920—that became the most powerful institution
in the Yishuv. Labor Zionists recognized that class-
conscious politics had to take a back seat to nation
building. Thus, the Histadrut not only defended
the rights of workers but also was instrumental in

entrepreneurial activity in a wide variety of indus-
tries that employed the workers. The Histadrut
marketed all the products of the agricultural collec-
tives, ran companies in the building and transport
sectors, founded a large insurance company, and

set up cooperative retail stores. It was also deeply
involved in cultural activity: it had its own network
of schools and kindergartens, teachers’ seminaries,
libraries, and cultural clubs. It published a daily
Hebrew newspaper and set up successful publish-

ing houses. Finally, it established Kupat Holim, a
sick fund, which became the basis of the State of
Israel’s national health service.

Despite the political ascendancy of labor
Zionism in the Yishuv, Zionism was rife with fac-
tions and parties. Each of these factions and parties
sponsored its own youth movement, which fos-
tered the continuation of ideological and political

division. Virtually from the beginning of the move-
ment, the socialist Left itself was divided. Only in
1930 did the two major labor factions merge to
become the Mapai Party, which came to play a
central role in Yishuv and later Israeli politics. In

the WZO and its congresses, however, the nonso-
cialist, middle-class centrist General Zionists
wielded control. They, too, however, were plagued
by dissension. In addition, religious Zionists were
organized under the title Mizrahi as early as 1903,

but they were divided as to whether their primary
loyalty was to Zionism or Orthodoxy, and their
1931 decision to fight the non-Orthodox majority
within the WZO limited their influence. The larg-
est fault line in Zionism, however, was between the

WZO and the Revisionists, who considered all
other Zionist parties to be insufficiently militant
in the face of a dire situation facing European Jews.

Revisionism was a Zionism of the Right, led by
a charismatic figure, Vladimir (Ze’ev) Jabotinsky
(1880–1940), a cultured Russian litterateur.
Jabotinsky had worked within the WZO, achieving
fame in his strong advocacy for the establishment
of a Jewish brigade in the British Army during
World War I. Resigning from the WZO executive
in 1923, he established a Zionist party called
Revisionism, with its own youth movement,
Betar, that argued for a Jewish nationalism averse
to compromise. Revisionism advocated the right
of Jews to settle in all of Palestine, including
Transjordan, which the British had separated from
the Palestine mandate, and by 1934 called for non-
cooperation with the British authorities. Influenced
by Italian fascism, it promoted militarism and phys-
ical strength and became increasingly antisocialist.
In 1935 Jabotinsky and his followers established a
rival to the WZO, the New Zionist Organization.

Aside from its political, cultural, and economic
achievements in Palestine, Zionism exerted an
influence on European Jewry in the interwar years.
In western and central Europe, Zionist youth
movements stimulated interest in Hebrew and in
Jewish culture broadly defined. Ethnic elements,
which had been suppressed among Jews as part of
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their accommodation to emancipation, reappeared
in Jewish public pronouncements. The Zionist
Yishuv, not to mention the political situation of
Palestinian Jewry, was accorded significant atten-
tion in the Jewish press. Activists in Zionist youth
groups later played a large role in Jewish resistance
to the Nazis.

Zionism—and non-Zionist support for the
Yishuv—grew in the period between the wars even
as the political plight of the Yishuv seemed to
worsen. The Arabs of Palestine and of the Middle
East in general had been opposed to Zionism from
its inception. While Zionists did not see their
movement as antagonistic to the Arab population,
or as colonialist, they were unable to accept the
Arabs as equal rivals for the land of Palestine.
After World War I brought the Arabs no success
in their desires for independence, Palestinian Arabs
chose violence as a way of displaying to Zionists
and British alike that the Jewish presence in
Palestine would be costly. Beginning with lethal
attacks in Jaffa in 1921 that spread throughout
Palestine and continuing with a massive attack on
the Jews of Hebron in 1929 that ignited rioting
throughout the country and cost 133 Jewish lives
and the Arab revolt of 1936–1939, the Arabs dis-
rupted the stability that the British desired and
brought the threat of death and injury to the mem-
bers of the Yishuv.

By 1930 British took ever more seriously the
qualification in the Balfour Declaration that the
Jewish homeland ‘‘not prejudice the civil or reli-
gious rights of non-Jewish communities in
Palestine.’’ Decisions about Jewish immigration to
Palestine were to be based on the economic capac-
ity of the country as the British authorities defined
it. The Passfield White Paper of 1930 was pessimis-
tic about Palestine’s economic potential and made
it clear that Britain had the same obligation to
Arabs as to Jews in Palestine. Despite Arab calls
for a cessation of all Jewish immigration to
Palestine, the general prosperity in Palestine in
1933–1935 had persuaded the British to allow
134,000 (of a much larger total) requests for immi-
grant visas. The new settlers contributed to an
expansion of the entire Palestinian economy. After
the outbreak of the Arab riots, however, immigra-
tion was sharply curtailed, and in the years 1936–
1939, when Nazi persecution of Jews was explicit

and grim, the mandatory government permitted
only 69,400 Jews to enter Palestine. In 1939 there
were 460,000 Jews and 1,070,000 Arabs in
Palestine. In that year, recognizing that the Arabs
had more to offer should an anticipated world war
break out, the British issued a White Paper that
capped Jewish immigration to Palestine at fifteen
thousand a year for the next five years. After March
1944 no new Jewish resident would be allowed in
Palestine and the Jewish proportion of the popula-
tion of Palestine would be no more than a third.

In addition to controlling Jewish immigration
to Palestine, the British also began to devise means
to extricate themselves from the political morass of
the Arab-Zionist struggle. Beginning in 1937, the
idea of partitioning Palestine was bruited. The
1939 White Paper, however, envisioned one future
state of Palestine with a permanent Jewish minor-
ity. Both Arabs and Jews rejected the 1939 White
Paper, the Arabs because it did not grant them
immediate independence, the Jews because it
restricted immigration. A small group of Zionists,
organized as Brit Shalom (Covenant of Peace)
advocated a binational Jewish-Arab state as early
as 1925 but they had little support. During
World War II the Zionists changed their policy,
accepting partition as the only way to attain the
sovereignty that they considered essential. They
also reacted to British policy by fostering illegal
immigration, which attracted favorable publicity
when the displaced survivors of Nazi camps were
involved after the conclusion of World War II.
Two paramilitary groups not under the control of
the WZO, the Irgun Zvai Leumi (IZL), essentially
the military wing of the Revisionist movement,
and the even more radical Lechi, also called the
Stern Gang, broke with the WZO’s policy of self-
restraint vis-à-vis the British. The latter in particular
engaged in armed insurrection and committed
terrorist acts against the British. The hostility of
both Arabs and Zionists led the British to hand
the Palestine problem over to the United Nations
(UN) in 1947.

ZIONISM AFTER ISRAEL

The United Nations established the United
Nations Special Committee on Palestine
(UNSCOP) to study the Palestine situation. After
meeting with Arabs and Jews in Palestine and
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displaced persons (DPs) in Europe, UNSCOP

delivered its report in September, with the majority

recommending the partition of Palestine. On 29

November 1947, the United Nations voted in

favor of the partition resolution. After the British

withdrew from Palestine and the Zionist leaders

declared the establishment of the State of Israel

on 15 May 1948, the hostilities between local

Arabs and Jews, which had broken out after the

UN vote, became an all-out war between the new

state and four invading Arab armies. Israel achieved

a resounding victory, ratified in four armistice

agreements in 1949, that greatly expanded the

territory of the Jewish state. The war also created

the Arab refugee problem that has prolonged Arab-

Israeli hostilities.

The history of the Zionist movement effec-

tively ended with the creation of the state of

Israel. Zionism was subsequently redefined as

support for the State of Israel. The issues of immi-

gration, settlement, and nation building that the

Jewish Agency had supervised were now controlled

by appropriate state agencies. David Ben-Gurion

(1886–1973), a veteran of the Second Aliyah and

Israel’s first prime minister, effectively brought

independent militias under the aegis of the state,

disbanding both the IZL and the Lechi at the cost

of some lives.

Zionist ideology, however, underlay state pol-

icy. The theme of Zion as a refuge for Jews suffer-

ing from persecution motivated the 1950 Law of

Return that gave Jews everywhere the right to

immigrate and quickly attain citizenship. Even in

the most economically difficult years of the late

1940s and 1950s, the new state welcomed

European survivors of the Holocaust, immigrants

from Yemen, and later newcomers from Morocco,

Egypt, and Iraq. By 1956 the Jewish population of

German Jews leave a displaced persons camp in Zeilsheim, Germany, after volunteering to join Israeli forces in

Palestine, May 1948. ªBETTMANN/CORBIS
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Israel had nearly tripled, reaching 1,667,000.
Subsequently, Israel opened its door to a small
immigration of Ethiopian Jews and after 1989 hun-
dreds of thousands of Soviet and post-Soviet Jews.
As of 2005 there were 5.3 million Jews in a total
population of 6.9 million. To be sure, the settling
of large numbers of Jews strengthened Israel in its
demographic struggle with the Arabs, but it also
realized the Zionist dream of the ingathering of the
exiles. Pragmatism alone does not explain the Law
of Return.

Zionism has also seen the Jewish settlement of
the land as a form of secular redemption. Indeed,
working the land not only redeemed the land: it
also transformed those who undertook the task.
When Israel’s overwhelming victory in the 1967
war left it in control of a vast amount of Arab land,
including the biblical heartland of Judea and
Samaria, some Jews viewed the victory in messianic
terms. With the encouragement of successive Israeli
governments, they transformed settlement into a
messianic act. The most ideologically motivated
settlers, the Gush Emunim (Bloc of the Faithful)
blended nationalism and religion into a heady
brew. They proclaimed themselves the true Israeli
Zionists. Most Israeli Jews saw the newly acquired
territory as legitimate fruit of victory.

By the year 2000, however, it had become clear

to the majority of Israel’s Jewish citizens that it

would be impossible to maintain Israel as a Jewish

and democratic state while holding on to the terri-

tory occupied since the 1967 war. A peaceful solu-

tion to the ‘‘Palestine problem’’ that met the needs

of both Palestinians and Israeli Jews was necessary.

Reality on the ground had proven the Zionist goal

of redeeming the whole Land of Israel irreconcil-

able with the values of a modern nation-state

rooted in European culture. Whether Israelis and

their Palestinian counterparts choose to press for

and achieve a negotiated peace will ultimately

determine the fate of Zionism in the future.

See also Jews; Palestine.
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PAULA E. HYMAN

n

ZYKLON B. The gas Zyklon B, developed in
Germany in the 1920s, is known the world over,
not so much for its reputation as a pesticide as for
the aberrant use made of it during World War II at
Auschwitz-Birkenau and other German death
camps. Indeed, the gas, used to kill an estimated
one in six victims in Nazi captivity, has become a
symbol of the Holocaust.

Compounded of hydrocyanic acid, also known
as prussic acid, together with a stabilizer and irri-
tant, Zyklon B was developed by the German com-
pany DEGESCH (Deustche Gesellschaft für
Schädlingsbekämpfung), which acquired a patent
in 1926 and secured a monopoly for its production
and distribution. The gas itself was adsorbed onto
granules and packed in canisters of various sizes;
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highly volatile, it diffused as soon as the canister was
opened. Various concentrations were used, depend-
ing on the ventilation in the space in which it was to
be employed and on the species of parasites that it
was intended to kill—whether warm-blooded ani-
mals such as rats on ships or in the flour-milling
industry, or, more often, insects, especially lice.

Although deadly accidents did occur and severe
caution was necessary because prussic acid is extreme-
ly dangerous to humans at even low concentra-
tions, Zyklon B was fairly popular as a pesticide in
the interwar years. Its high toxicity was the reason
it was briefly considered for use in 1939 in the
Nazis’ secret Aktion T4 program, established to
euthanize mental patients, but expert advice settled
on carbon monoxide. The first criminal use of
Zyklon B at Auschwitz, in September 1941, was
largely the result of local initiative and improvisa-
tion. When the camp opened in early 1940, the
Hamburg firm of Testa was employed to perform

delousing fumigations. Testa, one of two compa-
nies authorized to conduct these procedures, was
again called upon in July 1941. On this occasion,
Bruno Tesch, head of Testa, provided the camp’s
sanitary department supervisors with basic training
in the use of the gas. The supervisors, who would
actually use Zyklon B, thus learned of its potency.

Around the same time, Auschwitz officials had
to deal with the new policy of mass extermination.
In July prisoners who were declared unfit to work
had been taken to Sonnenstein, near Dresden, to
be put to death in the gas chambers there.
Following the 17 July 1941 instructions of
Reinhard Heydrich, a key SS (Schutzstaffel) figure
and planner of the Final Solution, groups of
Soviet prisoners of war, selected on the basis of
how dangerous they supposedly were, began
arriving at Auschwitz, as at other camps, where
they were put to death. At this point, the use of
Zyklon B represented convergence of a double

A room in the crematorium at Auschwitz. Originally used as a mortuary, it was converted to a gas chamber after 1941.

ªMICHAEL ST. MAUR SHEIL/CORBIS
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technological transfer in the service of mass mur-
der. Guards who had escorted prisoners to
Sonnenstein returned with the idea of using gas
chambers; their supervisors conceived the idea of
replacing carbon monoxide by Zyklon B, the
product more commonly available at Auschwitz
and the lethal character of which they were well-
informed.

The first experiments using Zyklon B were per-

formed in September 1941 upon hundreds of Soviet

prisoners and on others selected because they were

labelled ‘‘unfit to work.’’ Improvisation marred this

early effort: inasmuch as the dosage was too low,

larger quantities of Zyklon B had to be introduced

the next morning to finish killing all victims. Poorly

ventilated, the basement of Block 11 turned out to

be ill-suited to mass execution. Another temporary

site was chosen, and, as early as the blueprint stages,

care was taken to provide an adequate system for

ventilation to the future crematorium of the camp

where the gassing would be done.

Over the next several years, the use of Zyklon B

in gas chambers spread erratically through the Nazi

death camps. It was used to kill Jews and Soviet

commissars at Gusen-Mauthausen, Neuengamme,

Lublin-Majdanek, Sachsenhausen, Stutthof, and

Ravensbrück. However, it was at Auschwitz, where

seven metric tons of Zyklon B were used in 1942

and twelve the following year, that the gas was put

to its most horrific use. In the spring of 1942, the

camp became the regional extermination site for

Jews from all the surrounding areas. Bunkers 1

and 2, previously farm cottages, were roughly fitted

out as gas chambers.

Nazi leaders then decided that Jews would be
transported to Auschwitz from all over Europe. In
August 1942 they ordered the construction of
four huge gassing facilities together with crema-
toria, which were first used early in 1943. This
extension indicates the astonishing acceleration
of the Final Solution, which was conceived as a
continent-wide program that had to be carried
out swiftly.

To cope with this new pace, Nazi leaders called
upon Kurt Gerstein, an expert with the Institute of
Hygiene of the Waffen-SS. Gerstein, who later
became a key eyewitness to mass murder, was to
assess the feasibility of using Zyklon B in place of
carbon monoxide in the extermination camps, such
as Belzec, Sobitor, and Treblinka, where it was
employed until then. Despite its failure, Gerstein’s
mission proves that, for the high Nazi command,
Zyklon B earned its reputation as the best means for
accomplishing the Final Solution.

Zyklon B continued to be sold in Germany
under its original brand name until 1974.

See also Auschwitz-Birkenau; Concentration Camps;
Holocaust; War Crimes; World War II.
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SYSTEMATIC OUTLINE
OF CONTENTS

This outline provides a general overview of the conceptual scheme of the encyclopedia,

listing the titles of each entry. Because the section headings are not mutually exclusive, certain

entries in the encyclopedia may listed in more than one section. Under each heading, relevant

articles are listed first, then biographies.

n

1. ART AND CULTURE

Agitprop

Architecture

Art Deco

Avant-Garde

Bauhaus

Bloomsbury

Cabaret

CoBrA

Constructivism

Cubism

Dada

De Stijl

Degenerate Art Exhibit

Émigré Literature

Expressionism

Futurism

Guernica

New Sobriety

Painting, Avant-Garde

Pop Art

Popular Culture
School of Paris
Situationism
Socialist Realism
Surrealism

Theater
Workers’ Theatre Movement

1.2. FILM

Cinema
Film (Documentary)
French New Wave

1.3. MUSIC

Bayreuth
Beatles
Jazz
Opera
Rolling Stones
Salzburg Festival

1.4. BIOGRAPHIES

Akhmatova, Anna
Almodóvar, Pedro
Apollinaire, Guillaume
Aragon, Louis
Arp, Jean
Artaud, Antonin
Auden, W. H.
Bacon, Francis
Baker, Josephine
Ball, Hugo

2825



Barbusse, Henri
Bardot, Brigitte
Barrès, Maurice
Bartók, Béla
Bataille, Georges
Beach, Sylvia
Beckett, Samuel
Beckmann, Max
Berg, Alban
Beuys, Joseph
Biermann, Wolf
Boulez, Pierre
Braque, Georges
Brecht, Bertolt
Brel, Jacques
Breton, André
Britten, Benjamin
Brook, Peter
Buñuel, Luis
Callas, Maria
Calvino, Italo
Camus, Albert
Canetti, Elias
Čapek, Karel
Celan, Paul
Céline, Louis-Ferdinand
Chagall, Marc
Chaplin, Charlie
Christo
Cocteau, Jean
Dalı́, Salvador
D’Annunzio, Gabriele
De Sica, Vittorio
Debussy, Claude
Dietrich, Marlene
Dix, Otto
Döblin, Alfred
Dorgelès, Roland
Drieu la Rochelle, Pierre
Duchamp, Marcel
Duras, Marguerite
Eco, Umberto
Eisenstein, Sergei
Eliot, T. S.
Éluard, Paul
Ensor, James
Ernst, Max
Fassbinder, Rainer Werner
Fellini, Federico
Garcı́a Lorca, Federico

George, Stefan
Gide, André
Godard, Jean-Luc
Gorky, Maxim
Grass, Gunter
Graves, Robert
Gropius, Walter
Grosz, George
Hamilton, Richard
Hesse, Hermann
Hitchcock, Alfred
Höch, Hannah
Huxley, Aldous
Joyce, James
Jünger, Ernst
Kadare, Ismail
Kafka, Franz
Kandinsky, Wassily
Kiefer, Anselm
Klee, Paul
Koestler, Arthur
Kracauer, Siegfried
Kundera, Milan
Lang, Fritz
Lawrence, D. H.
Le Corbusier
Léger, Fernand
Levi, Primo
Lewis, Wyndham
Lissitzky, El
Malaparte, Curzio
Malevich, Kazimir
Malraux, André
Mandelstam, Osip
Mann, Thomas
Marinetti, F. T.
Matisse, Henri
Mayakovsky, Vladimir
Messiaen, Olivier
Mies van der Rohe, Ludwig
Mi�osz, Czes�aw
Miró, Joan
Mnouchkine, Ariane
Moholy-Nagy, László
Mondrian, Piet
Müller, Heiner
Murnau, Friedrich Wilhelm
Musil, Robert
Ophüls, Marcel
Orff, Carl
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Orwell, George

Owen, Wilfred

Pabst, Georg Wilhelm

Pasolini, Pier Paolo

Pasternak, Boris

Pessoa, Fernando

Piaf, Edith

Picasso, Pablo

Poulenc, Francis

Pound, Ezra

Prokofiev, Sergei

Reinhardt, Max

Remarque, Erich Maria

Renoir, Jean

Riefenstahl, Leni
Rolland, Romain
Rossellini, Roberto
Rushdie, Salman
Saint-Exupéry, Antoine de
Sassoon, Siegfried
Schoenberg, Arnold
Sebald, W. G.
Seghers, Anna
Senghor, Léopold Sédar
Shostakovich, Dmitri
Sibelius, Jean
Solzhenitsyn, Alexander
Stanislavsky, Konstantin
Stein, Gertrude
Strauss, Richard
Stravinsky, Igor
Tarkovsky, Andrei
Theodorakis, Mikis
Toklas, Alice B.
Truffaut, François
Tsvetaeva, Marina
Tucholsky, Kurt
Tzara, Tristan
Valéry, Paul
Vilar, Jean
Wajda, Andrzej
Weill, Kurt
Wenders, Wim
Wertmüller, Lina
Woolf, Virginia
Yeats, William Butler
Yevtushenko, Yevgeny
Yourcenar, Marguerite
Zamyatin, Yevgeny

n

2. CONCEPTS AND IDEAS

Anarchism
Anarchosyndicalism
Anti-Americanism
Anticlericalism
Anticommunism
Antifascism
Anti-Semitism
Communism
Eugenics
Eurasianism
Euthanasia
Fascism
Feminism
Fordism
Globalization
Liberalism
Modernism
Nazism
Negritude
Neoliberalism
Pacifism
Postmodernism
Racial Theories
Racism
Socialism
Taylorism
Totalitarianism
Zionism

n

3. ECONOMIC HISTORY

Agriculture
Banking
Benelux Economic Union
Bretton Woods Agreement
Capitalism
Coal Mining
Collectivization
Common Agricultural Policy
Consumption
Corporatism
Dawes Plan
Depression
Domestic Service
Economic Miracle
Euro
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European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)
European Free Trade Association
Five-Year Plan
G-8 Summit
Industrial Capitalism
Inflation
Land Reform
New Economic Policy (NEP)
OPEC
Organisation for European Economic

Cooperation
Rationing
Recession of 1970s
Reconstruction
Stakhanovites
Taxation
Unemployment
World Trade Organization

3.1. INDUSTRY

Krupp
Renault
Škoda
Trabant
Volkswagen

3.2. LABOR

General Strike (Britain)
International Labour Organization
Labor Movements
Strikes
Trade Unions

3.3. BIOGRAPHIES

Keynes, J. M.
Kondratiev, Nikolai
Myrdal, Gunnar
Schumpeter, Joseph

4. EDUCATION AND LITERACY

Education
Erasmus Program
Esperanto
Gaelic Revivals (Ireland and Scotland)

n

5. EVERYDAY LIFE

Alcohol
Child Care

Childhood and Adolescence
Cycling
Diet and Nutrition
Divorce
Fashion
Housing
Leisure
Old Age
Tourism

5.1. BIOGRAPHIES

Chanel, Coco
Zidane, Zinedine

n

6. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
DIPLOMACY, WARS

Afrika Korps
Appeasement
Armies
Arms Control
Atomic Bomb
Axis
Balfour Declaration
Blitzkrieg
Cold War
Colonialism
Commonwealth
Conscription
Convention on Genocide
Council of Europe
Counterinsurgency
Decolonization
Disarmament
Einsatzgruppen
Espionage/Spies
European Commission
European Parliament
European Union
Guerrilla Warfare
Hague Convention
Helsinki Accords
Imperial Troops
Intelligence
International Brigades
Iron Curtain
League of Nations
Maginot Line
Marshall Plan
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NATO
Occupation, Military
Partisan Warfare
Potsdam Conference
Prisoners of War
Reparations
Resistance
Rhineland Occupation
Suez Crisis
Tehran Conference
United Nations
Vlasov Armies
Warfare

6.1. BATTLES

Anzio, Battle of
Bagration Operation
Britain, Battle of
Brusilov Offensive
Bulge, Battle of the
Chemin des Dames/Mutinies
D-Day
Dien Bien Phu, Battle of
Dunkirk
El Alamein, Battle of
Kharkov, Battles of
Kursk, Battle of
Operation Barbarossa
Stalingrad, Battle of
Vukovar
Warsaw Uprising

6.2. TREATIES

Atlantic Charter
Brest-Litovsk
Dayton Accords
Kellogg-Briand Pact
Locarno, Treaty of
Maastricht, Treaty of
Molotov-Von Ribbentrop Pact
Munich Agreement
Nice Treaty
Rome, Treaty of
Versailles, Treaty of
Warsaw Pact

6.3. WARS

Algerian War
Falklands War

Gulf Wars
Korean War
Russian Civil War
Spanish Civil War
Vietnam War
World War I
World War II

6.4. BIOGRAPHIES

Darlan, François
Delors, Jacques
Haig, Douglas
Harris, Arthur
Hindenburg, Paul von
Kitchener, Horatio Herbert
Ludendorff, Erich
Milošević, Slobodan
Mladić, Ratko
Monnet, Jean
Moulin, Jean
Pétain, Philippe
Zhukov, Georgy

n

7. LAW, JUSTICE, AND CRIME

Constitutions
Crime and Justice
European Constitution

2004–2005
Hooliganism
Human Rights
International Criminal Court
International Law
Leipzig Trials
Mafia
Minority Rights
Nuremberg Laws
Nuremberg War Crimes Trials
Police and Policing
Political Prisoners
Slánský Trial
War Crimes

7.1. BIOGRAPHIES

Cassin, René
Garzón, Baltasar
Lemkin, Raphael
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8. PHILOSOPHY AND
INTELLECTUAL LIFE

Annales School
Comité Nationale des Écrivains
Existentialism
Frankfurt School
Semiotics
Philosophy
Phenomenology

8.1. BIOGRAPHIES

Adorno, Theodor
Althusser, Louis
Arendt, Hannah
Aron, Raymond
Barthes, Roland
Baudrillard, Jean
Beauvoir, Simone de
Benjamin, Walter
Berlin, Isaiah
Bloch, Marc
Bobbio, Norberto
Bourdieu, Pierre
Braudel, Fernand
Cixous, Hélène
Collingwood, R.G.
Croce, Benedetto
Derrida, Jacques
Elias, Norbert
Fanon, Frantz
Febvre, Lucien
Foucault, Michel
Gadamer, Hans-Georg
Gombrich, Ernst Hans
Gramsci, Antonio
Habermas, Jürgen
Halbwachs, Maurice
Heidegger, Martin
Irigaray, Luce
Jakobson, Roman
Jaspers, Karl
Kis, János
Klages, Ludwig
Klemperer, Victor
Kojève, Alexander
Ko�akowski, Leszek
Kristeva, Julia
Lacan, Jacques
Lévinas, Emmanuel

Lévi-Strauss, Claude
Lukács, György
Lyotard, Jean-François
Mannheim, Karl
Marcuse, Herbert
Merleau-Ponty, Maurice
Ortega y Gasset, José
Russell, Bertrand
Sartre, Jean-Paul
Saussure, Ferdinand de
Schmitt, Carl
Wittgenstein, Ludwig

n

9. PLACES

9.1. CITIES

Amsterdam
Athens
Belgrade
Berlin
Brussels
Budapest
Fiume
Gdansk/Danzig
Geneva
Istanbul
Kiev
London
Moscow
Paris
Prague
Rome
Sarajevo
Vienna
Warsaw

9.2. COUNTRIES AND REGIONS

Albania
Alsace-Lorraine
Austria
Balkans
Belarus
Belgium
Bosnia-Herzegovina
Bulgaria
Catalonia
Channel Islands
Chechnya
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Commonwealth of Independent States
Corsica
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Czechoslovakia
Dardanelles
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Italy
Kosovo
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Macedonia
Malta
Montenegro
Netherlands
Northern Ireland
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Russia
Scotland
Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Soviet Union
Spain
Sudetenland
Sweden
Switzerland
Tunisia
Ukraine
United Kingdom
Wales
Yugoslavia

9.3. EMPIRES

British Empire
British Empire, End of
Dutch Colonial Empire

French Empire
German Colonial Empire
Portuguese Empire

9.4. PLACES OUTSIDE EUROPE

Afghanistan
Algeria
Armenia
Australia
Egypt
Ethiopia
India
Indochina
Israel
Japan and the Two World Wars
Morocco
New Zealand
Pakistan
Palestine
Turkey

n

10. POLITICAL HISTORY

Action Française
Agrarian Parties
Al Qaeda
Berlin Wall
Bolshevism
British Union of Fascists
Charter 77
Citizenship
Civil Service
Cuban Missile Crisis
Dissidence
Easter Rising
Eastern Bloc
Electoral Systems
ETA
Eurocommunism
Falange
Flemish Bloc
Flemish National League
Gauck Commission
Greens
IRA
Islamic Terrorism
July 20th Plot
Kadets (Constitutional Democratic Party)
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Kapp Putsch
Mensheviks
National Front
New Left
Northern League
OUN/UPA
Parliamentary Democracy
Perestroika
Popular Front
Prague Spring
Red Army Faction
Red Brigades
Rexist Movement
Russian Revolutions of 1917
Sinn Féin
Social Democracy
Solidarity
Spartacists
Stavisky Affair
Suffrage
Suffrage Movements
Terror
Terrorism
Universal Declaration of Human Rights
Ustaše
Velvet Revolution
Welfare State

10.1. ATROCITIES AND PERSECUTION

Apartheid
Armenian Genocide
Auschwitz-Birkenau
Babi Yar
Buchenwald
Concentration Camps
Dachau
Ethnic Cleansing
Forced Labor
Genocide
Gestapo
Ghetto
Gulag
Holocaust
Jedwabne
Katyn Forest Massacre
Kristallnacht
Pogroms
Purges
Srebrenica
SS (Schutzstaffel)

Stasi
Wannsee Conference
Warsaw Ghetto
Zyklon B

10.2. BIOGRAPHIES

Adams, Gerry
Adenauer, Konrad
Agnelli, Giovanni
Andreotti, Giulio
Andropov, Yuri
Asquith, Herbert Henry
Atatürk, Mustafa Kemal
Attlee, Clement
Aznar, José Maria
Baden, Max von
Badoglio, Pietro
Baldwin, Stanley
Ben Bella, Ahmed
Beneš, Eduard
Beria, Lavrenty
Berlinguer, Enrico
Berlusconi, Silvio
Bevan, Aneurin
Beveridge, William
Bevin, Ernest
Bierut, Boles�aw
Blair, Tony
Blum, Léon
Bormann, Martin
Brandt, Willy
Brasillach, Robert
Brezhnev, Leonid
Briand, Aristide
Bukharin, Nikolai
Casement, Roger
Chamberlain, Neville
Chirac, Jacques
Churchill, Winston
Ciano, Galeazzo
Clemenceau, Georges
Colijn, Hendrikus
Craxi, Bettino
Daladier, Édouard
Di Pietro, Antonio
Dimitrov, Gheorgi
Djilas, Milovan
Dollfuss, Engelbert
Dubček, Alexander
Dumont, René
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Ebert, Friedrich

Eden, Anthony

Eichmann, Adolf

Eisner, Kurt

Fischer, Joschka

Fortuyn, Pim

Franco, Francisco

Gaulle, Charles de
Gierek, Edward
Giolitti, Giovanni
Giscard d’Estaing, Valéry
Goebbels, Josef
Goering, Hermann
Gomulka, Wladyslaw
González, Felipe
Gorbachev, Mikhail
Gottwald, Klement
Grossman, Vasily
Haider, Jörg
Havel, Václav
Heath, Edward
Hess, Rudolf
Heydrich, Reinhard
Himmler, Heinrich
Hitler, Adolf
Hlinka, Andrej
Honecker, Erich
Horthy, Miklós
Hoxha, Enver
Ibárruri, Dolores (La Pasionaria)
Iliescu, Ion
Izetbegović, Alija
Jaruzelski, Wojciech
Kádár, János
Karadžić, Radovan
Károlyi, Mihály
Kelly, Petra
Kerensky, Alexander
Khrushchev, Nikita
Kirov, Sergei
Kohl, Helmut
Kun, Béla
Laval, Pierre
Lawrence, T. E.
Le Pen, Jean-Marie
Lenin, Vladimir
Liebknecht, Karl
Lloyd George, David
Lumumba, Patrice
Luxemburg, Rosa

MacDonald, Ramsay

Macmillan, Harold
Man, Henri de
Masaryk, Tomáš Garrigue
Maurras, Charles
Mendès-France, Pierre
Metaxas, Ioannis
Mihailović, Dragoljub
Mitterrand, François
Moro, Aldo
Mussolini, Benito
Nagy, Imre
Paisley, Ian
Palme, Olof
Papandreou, Andreas
Papon, Maurice
Pavelic, Ante
Pilsudski, Józef
Poincaré, Raymond
Powell, Enoch
Primo de Rivera, Miguel
Prodi, Romano
Putin, Vladimir
Quisling, Vidkun
Rathenau, Walther
Rosenberg, Alfred
Sakharov, Andrei
Salazar, Antonio
Schmidt, Helmut
Schröder, Gerhard
Schuman, Robert
Semprún, Jorge
Seyss-Inquart, Arthur
Shevardnadze, Eduard
Speer, Albert
Stalin, Joseph
Stauffenberg, Claus von
Stresemann, Gustav
Suárez, Aldofo
Thatcher, Margaret
Thorez, Maurice
Tito (Josip Broz)
Togliatti, Palmiro
Touvier, Paul
Trotsky, Leon
Tudjman, Franjo
Ulbricht, Walter
Venizelos, Eleutherios
Waldheim, Kurt
Wa�ęsa, Lech
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Weizsäcker, Richard von
Yeltsin, Boris
Yezhov, Nikolai
Zetkin, Clara
Zhdanov, Andrei

n

11. RELIGION

Catholic Action
Catholicism
Christian Democracy
Islam
Italian Concordat of 1929
Lateran Pacts
Opus Dei
Secularization
Vatican II

11.1. BIOGRAPHIES

Barth, Karl
Bonhoeffer, Dietrich
Buber, Martin
Glemp, Józef
John Paul II
John XXIII
Mindszenty, József
Paul VI

n

12. SCIENCE

Academies of Science
Gestalt Psychology
Lysenko Affair
Quantum Mechanics
Science

12.1. MEDICINE

AIDS
Influenza Pandemic
Mad Cow Disease
Mental Illness and Asylums
Penicillin
Psychiatry
Psychoanalysis
Public Health
Red Cross

Venereal Disease
War Neuroses

12.2. SPACE

Space Programs
Sputnik

12.3. TECHNOLOGY

Atomic Energy
Computer Revolution
Enigma Machine
Nuclear Weapons
Radar
Technology

12.4. BIOGRAPHIES

Bohr, Niels
Braun, Wernher von
Curie, Marie
Dolto, Françoise
Einstein, Albert
Freud, Sigmund
Fromm, Erich
Haber, Fritz
Jung, Carl
Lorenz, Konrad

n

13. SOCIAL CLASSES AND ORDERS

Aristocracy
Bourgeoisie
Displaced Persons
Intelligentsia
Romanies (Gypsies)
Working Class

13.1. BIOGRAPHIES

Albert I
Alfonso XIII
Diana, Princess of Wales
Edward VIII
George II
Juan Carlos I
Leopold III
Nicholas II
Rasputin, Grigory
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14. SOCIAL HISTORY

Abortion
Americanization
Basques
Bicentennial of the French Revolution
Birth Control
Body Culture
Campaign against Torture
Chernobyl
Collaboration
Death Penalty
Demography
Demonstrations
Denazification
Deportation
Destalinization
Drugs (Illegal)
Environmentalism
Expositions
Football (Soccer)
Gender
Greenpeace
Homosexuality
Immigration and Internal Migration
Jews
May 1968
1968
1989
Nobel Prize
Olympic Games
Opinion Polls and Mass Observation
Prostitution
Refugees
Riots in France
Sexuality
Social Insurance
Student Movements
Unknown Soldiers

Veterans Movements
War Memorials

14.1. BIOGRAPHIES

Barbie, Klaus
Cavell, Edith
Cohn-Bendit, Daniel
Frank, Anne
Gagarin, Yuri
Gandhi, Mahatma
Klarsfeld, Serge
Mengele, Josef
Wallenberg, Raoul
Wiesenthal, Simon

n

15. TRANSPORTATION AND
COMMUNICATION

15.1. COMMUNICATION

BBC
Phonograph
Press and Newspapers
Propaganda
Radio
Radio Free Europe
Samizdat
Telephone
Television

15.2. TRANSPORTATION

Automobiles
Aviation
Public Transport
Railways

15.3. BIOGRAPHIES

Joyce, William (Lord Haw-Haw)
Michnik, Adam
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DIRECTORY OF
CONTRIBUTORS

BRADLEY ABRAMS

Columbia University
Charter 77
Czechoslovakia
Gottwald, Klement

ELINOR ACCAMPO

University of Southern California
Birth Control

WALTER L. ADAMSON

Emory University
Croce, Benedetto
Futurism
Gramsci, Antonio

IAN AITKEN

Hong Kong Baptist University
Film (Documentary)

MUSTAFA AKSAKAL

Monmouth University
Turkey

GREGORY ALEGI

LUISS University, Rome
Aviation

ADEL ALLOUCHE

Yale University
Tunisia

KATHRYN E. AMDUR

Emory University
Anarchosyndicalism

OLOV AMELIN

The Nobel Museum
Nobel Prize

ELLEN J. AMSTER

University of Wisconsin,
Milwaukee

Morocco

MARK ANDERSON

Columbia University
Kafka, Franz

ÖRJAN APPELQVIST

University of Stockholm
Myrdal, Gunnar

CELIA APPLEGATE

University of Rochester
Salzburg Festival

ANDREW ARATO

New School for Social Research
Kis, János

PAUL ARON

Université Libre de Bruxelles
Brel, Jacques
Éluard, Paul

PAIGE ARTHUR

The New School and the
International Center for
Transitional Justice

Bataille, Georges
Sartre, Jean-Paul

MITCHELL G. ASH

University of Vienna
Gestalt Psychology

STÉPHANE AUDOIN-

ROUZEAU

École des Hautes Études en
Sciences Sociales

Dien Bien Phu, Battle of

JÖRG BABEROWSKI

Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
Terror

PAVEL K. BAEV

International Peace Research
Institute, Oslo (PRIO)

Commonwealth of
Independent States

STUART BALL

University of Leicester, U.K.
Chamberlain, Neville
Churchill, Winston
Eden, Anthony
Macmillan, Harold

THOMAS BANCHOFF

Georgetown University
Kohl, Helmut
Schmidt, Helmut
Schröder, Gerhard
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BEN BARKOW

Weiner Library
Wiesenthal, Simon

STEPHEN A. BARNES

George Mason University
Gulag

MARC OLIVIER BARUCH

École des Hautes Études en Science
Sociales, Paris

Civil Service
Pétain, Philippe

MARK BASKIN

State University of New York
Dayton Accords
Kosovo
Tudjman, Franjo
Vukovar

NICOLAS BEAUPRÉ

Centre de Recherches
Interdisciplinaires sur
l’Allemagne, Paris

Apollinaire, Guillaume
Barbusse, Henri
Camus, Albert
Canetti, Elias
Celan, Paul
Céline, Louis-Ferdinand
Dorgelès, Roland
Drieu la Rochelle, Pierre
Elias, Norbert
Émigré Literature
Gide, André
Haber, Fritz
Jünger, Ernst
Remarque, Erich Maria
Rolland, Romain
Stein, Gertrude
Toklas, Alice B.
Valéry, Paul
Yourcenar, Marguerite

RÉGINE BEAUTHIER

Université Libre
de Bruxelles

Abortion
Divorce

ANNETTE BECKER

University of Paris X
Auschwitz-Birkenau
Convention on Genocide
Dix, Otto
Duras, Marguerite
Halbwachs, Maurice
Klarsfeld, Serge
Leipzig Trials
Lemkin, Raphael
Semprún, Jorge
Unknown Soldiers
War Memorials

JEAN-JACQUES BECKER

University of Paris X-Nanterre
(emeritus)

Alsace-Lorraine
Clemenceau, Georges
Corsica
Daladier, Édouard
Darlan, François
Gaulle, Charles de
Giscard d’Estaing, Valéry
Le Pen, Jean-Marie
Maginot Line
Mendès-France, Pierre
Mitterrand, François
National Front
Poincaré, Raymond

ALAIN BELTRAN

Institut d’Histoire du Temps
Présent, CNRS, Paris

Public Transport
Railways

LESLIE BENSON

University of
Northampton, U.K.

Karadžić, Radovan
Milošević, Slobodan
Mladić, Ratko
Sarajevo
Tito (Josip Broz)

TED BENTON

University of Essex
Althusser, Louis

TIM BENTON

Open University, U.K.
Le Corbusier

IVAN T. BEREND

University of California, Los
Angeles

1989

GRZEGORZ BERENDT

University of
Gdańsk, Poland

Gdańsk/Danzig

MABEL BEREZIN

Cornell University
Globalization

VOLKER R. BERGHAHN

Columbia University
Americanization
Economic Miracle
Industrial Capitalism

HANS BERTENS

Utrecht University, The
Netherlands

Postmodernism

MICHAEL BESS

Vanderbilt University
Environmentalism

DAVID J. BETZ

King’s College London
Gulf Wars

MARNIX BEYEN

University of Antwerp,
Belgium

Dumont, René
Flemish Bloc
Parliamentary Democracy
Racial Theories

RICHARD H. BEYLER

Portland State University
Academies of Science

ASHER D. BIEMANN

University of Virginia
Buber, Martin
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CLAIRE BILLEN

Free University of Brussels
Brussels
Tourism

PAUL BISHOP

University of Glasgow
Klages, Ludwig

DANIEL BLATMAN

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem
Deportation
Eichmann, Adolf
Ghetto
Wallenberg, Raoul
Warsaw Ghetto

JOEL BLATT

University of Connecticut—
Stamford

Maurras, Charles

BRIAN W. BLOUET

College of William and Mary
Malta

RICHARD BODEK

College of Charleston
Agitprop

WILLARD BOHN

Illinois State University
Dalı́, Salvador

JENNIFER ANNE BOITTIN

The Pennsylvania State University
Baker, Josephine
Negritude
Senghor, Léopold Sédar

PETER BONDANELLA

Indiana University
Fellini, Federico
Wertmüller, Lina

ALAN BOOTH

University of Exeter, U.K.
Unemployment

R. J. B. BOSWORTH

University of Western Australia
Mussolini, Benito

NORMA BOUCHARD

University of Connecticut, Storrs
Eco, Umberto

GAVIN BOWD

University of St. Andrews
Aragon, Louis
Situationism

JOHN E. BOWLT

University of Southern California
Kandinsky, Wassily

D. GEORGE BOYCE

University of Wales, Swansea
Falklands War

RICHARD R. BOZORTH

Southern Methodist University
Auden, W. H.

SEAN BRADY

Birkbeck College, University of
London

Workers’ Theatre Movement

RAPHAËLLE BRANCHE

University of Paris-I La Sorbonne
Algerian War
Campaign against Torture

DAVID BRANDENBERGER

University of Richmond
Zhdanov, Andrei

HANS-JOACHIM BRAUN

Helmut-Schmidt-Universität,
Hamburg

Technology

MARTIN BRAY

University of Lille III, France
Barth, Karl

FLORENT BRAYARD

Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique, Paris

Zyklon B

CHRISTOPHER BREWARD

Victoria and Albert Museum
Fashion

JAN HERMAN BRINKS

Sussex University, U.K.
Anti-Semitism

JAMES R. BRISCOE

Butler University
Debussy, Claude

BRIAN BRIVATI

Kingston University
Blair, Tony
United Kingdom

TED R. BROMUND

Yale University
Commonwealth

PETER BROOKS

University of Virginia
Barthes, Roland

JULIA BRUGGEMANN

DePauw University
Prostitution

MARIA BUCUR

Indiana University
Iliescu, Ion

STEPHEN BUNGAY

Independent Scholar
Britain, Battle of

DAVID BURGESS-WISE

Author and Motoring Historian
Automobiles

RICHARD W. BURKHARDT

University of Illinois, Urbana-
Champaign

Lorenz, Konrad

MARTHA BUSKIRK

Montserrat College of Art
Duchamp, Marcel

PHILIPPE BUTON

International Brigades
Thorez, Maurice
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ERIK BUYST

Catholic University of Leuven
Kondratiev, Nikolai

PETER CADDICK-ADAMS

Cranf ield University, U.K.
Anzio, Battle of
El Alamein, Battle of
Espionage/Spies

KATHLEEN CAMBOR

Yale University
Barrès, Maurice

DAVID R. CAMERON

Yale University
Constitutions
European Union

EWEN CAMERON

University of Edinburgh
Scotland

MARTIN CAMPBELL-KELLY

University of Warwick
Computer Revolution

FORREST CAPIE

City University, London
Inflation

MARVIN CARLSON

City University of New York
Mnouchkine, Ariane
Theater
Vilar, Jean

TAYLOR CARMAN

Barnard College, Columbia
University

Merleau-Ponty, Maurice

HOLLY CASE

Cornell University
Budapest
Horthy, Miklós

YOUSSEFF CASSIS

London School of Economics
Banking
Capitalism

MARY ANN CAWS

City University of New York
Breton, André

ANTONIO CAZORLA-

SANCHEZ

Trent University
Aznar, José Maria
Falange
Ibárruri, Dolores

(La Pasionaria)
Juan Carlos I
Opus Dei

DAVID CESARANI

Royal Holloway, University of
London

Koestler, Arthur
Kristallnacht

CHRISTOPHE CHARLE

Université de Paris-I and IHMC
(CNRS/ENS)

Bourgeoisie

MARTIN CHICK

University of Edinburgh, Scotland
Attlee, Clement

DONALD J. CHILDS

University of Ottawa
Eliot, T. S.

MARK CIOC

University of California, Santa
Cruz

Greenpeace
Greens

KATERINA CLARK

Yale University
Gorky, Maxim

MARK W. CLARK

University of Virginia—Wise
Jaspers, Karl

H. G. COCKS

Birkbeck College, University of
London

AIDS
Homosexuality

ROBERT COHEN

New York University
Seghers, Anna

JEFFREY E. COLE

Dowling College
Racism

ROSS COLLINS

North Dakota State University
Press and Newspapers

TED COLLINS

University of Reading
Diet and Nutrition

TOM CONLEY

Harvard University
Bacon, Francis

JOHN CONNELLY

University of California at
Berkeley

Glemp, Józef

MARTIN CONWAY

Balliol College, University of
Oxford

Christian Democracy
Rexist Movement

STEPHEN COOTE

Narsesuan University, Thailand
Yeats, William Butler

LUCIA COPPOLARO

European University Institute
World Trade Organization

FREDERICK C. CORNEY

College of William and Mary
Bolshevism
Mensheviks
Trotsky, Leon

OLIVIER COSTA

Institute of Political Sciences,
Bordeaux, France

European Commission
European Court of Justice
European Parliament
Nice Treaty
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ANTONIO COSTA PINTO

University of Lisbon
Salazar, Antonio

JOHN K. COX

Wheeling Jesuit Universtiy
Slovenia

JEREMY CRANG

University of Edinburgh
Dunkirk
Harris, Arthur

CRAIG CRAVENS

University of Texas at Austin
Čapek, Karel

MICHAEL J. CRONIN

Boston College
Cycling
Football (Soccer)
Olympic Games

GARY CROSS

Pennsylvania State University
Leisure

NICK CROWSON

University of Birmingham, U.K.
Appeasement
Baldwin, Stanley
Heath, Edward
Munich Agreement
Thatcher, Margaret

NICHOLAS J. CULL

University of Southern California
BBC
Propaganda
Radio
Television

GLENN R. CUOMO

New College of Florida
Degenerate Art Exhibit
Wenders, Wim

INDR _E ČUPLINSKAS

University of St. Michael’s College
Lithuania

KEITH CUSHMAN

University of North Carolina at
Greensboro

Lawrence, D. H.

MARY E. DALY

University College Dublin
Casement, Roger
Easter Rising
Ireland
Northern Ireland

OLIVIER DARD

Université Paul Verlaine-Metz
Agrarian Parties
Briand, Aristide

NORMAN DAVIES

Wolfson College, Oxford
Warsaw Uprising

BRUNO DE WEVER

Ghent University
Collaboration
Flemish National League

CHRISTIAN DELAGE

University of Paris 8 and EHESS
Chaplin, Charlie
De Sica, Vittorio
Dietrich, Marlene
Hitchcock, Alfred

BERNARD DELPAL

Université Lyon 3 et Laboratoire
5190 (CNRS)

Displaced Persons
Geneva
Secularization

PETER DEMETZ

Yale University (emeritus)
Prague

SELIM DERINGIL

Bogazici University, Turkey
Dardanelles

VIRGINIE DEVILLEZ

Musées Royaux des Beaux-Arts de
Belgique

Art Deco
Braque, Georges
CoBrA
Ensor, James

VICTOR DEVINATZ

Illinois State University
Taylorism

YOURI DEVUYST

Vrije Universiteit Brussels,
Belgium

European Constitution
2004–2005

ALYSSA W. DINEGA

GILLESPIE

University of Notre Dame
Mandelstam, Osip

ANDREAS DIX

University of Bonn
Agriculture
Land Reform

DEJAN DJOKIĆ

University of Nottingham, U.K.
Yugoslavia

EVGENY DOBRENKO

University of Nottingham, U.K.
Tarkovsky, Andrei

ANDREW DOBSON

Keele University, U.K.
Ortega y Gasset, José

SAKI RUTH DOCKRILL

King’s College, University of
London

United Nations

BRIGID DOHERTY

Princeton University
Dada
Fassbinder, Rainer Werner
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MARK DONNELLY

St. Mary’s College,
Twickenham

Rationing

COSTAS DOUZINAS

Birkbeck College, University of
London

Human Rights
Nuremberg War Crimes

Trials

VINCENT DUCLERT

Armenia
Armenian Genocide
Atatürk, Mustafa Kemal

GERRY DUKES

University of Limerick
Beckett, Samuel

DANIEL J. DWYER

Xavier University
Phenomenology

JACQUES EHRENFREUND

Lausanne University, Switzerland
Israel
Pogroms

FRED EIDLIN

University of Guelph
Prague Spring

CARLOS M. N. EIRE

Yale University
Catholicism

PHILIPP EKARDT

Yale University
Musil, Robert

GEOFF ELEY

University of Michgian
Communism

PHILIP ELIASOPH

Fairfield University
Christo

ROBERT ELSIE

Kadare, Ismail

CLIVE EMSLEY

The Open University, U.K.
Police and Policing

JEFFREY A. ENGEL

Texas A & M University
Cuban Missile Crisis

JOHN P. ENTELIS

Fordham University
Ben Bella, Ahmed

MATTHEW EVANGELISTA

Cornell University
Chechnya
Sakharov, Andrei

MARYSE FAUVEL

College of William and Mary
Cocteau, Jean

VALENTINA FAVA

Universitá Commerciale Luigi
Bocconi, Milan

Škoda

FREDERICK FAWN

University of St. Andrews
Velvet Revolution

MELISSA FEINBERG

University of North Carolina at
Charlotte

Masaryk, Tomáš Garrigue

MALGORZATA FIDELIS

Stanford University
Warsaw Pact

SARAH FISHMAN

University of Houston
Laval, Pierre

NOEL RILEY FITCH

University of Southern California
Beach, Sylvia

SVANAUG FJAER

University of Bergen, Norway
Drugs (Illegal)

SHANNON E. FLEMING

Independent Scholar
Primo de Rivera, Miguel

MARTIN FOLLY

Brunel University
NATO

EVA FORGACS

Art Center College of Design,
Pasadena

Avant-Garde

FRANCIS FRASCINA

Keele University
Picasso, Pablo

JOHN FREEDMAN

The Moscow Times
Stanislavsky, Konstantin

LAWRENCE FREEDMAN

King’s College, London
Arms Control
Atomic Bomb

JUDIT FRIGYESI

Bar Ilan University
Bartók, Béla

BENJAMIN FROMMER

Northwestern University
Slánský Trial

BRYAN-PAUL FROST

University of Louisiana at
Lafayette

Kojève, Alexander

RALF FUTSELAAR

Utrecht University
Amsterdam
Netherlands

PATRICK GARCIA

IUFM de Versailles/INTP
CNRS

Bicentennial of the French
Revolution

PAUL GARDE

Université de Provence, France
Bosnia-Herzegovina
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Croatia
Pavelić, Ante

JOHN GARRARD

University of Arizona
Grossman, Vasily

PETER GATRELL

University of Manchester, U.K.
Refugees

SHARIF GEMIE

University of Glamorgan,
Wales

Anarchism

J. ARCH GETTY

University of California, Los
Angeles

Beria, Lavrenty

LIEVE GEVERS

K. U. Leuven, Belgium
John XXIII

MICHAEL GEYER

University of Chicago
Baden, Max von

AZRA GHANI

Imperial College
Mad Cow Disease

JOHN R. GILLIS

Rutgers University
Childhood and

Adolescence

MARIA TERESA GIUSTI

University ‘‘Gabriele
d’Annunzio’’ of Chieti-Pescara,
Abruzzo, Italy

Agnelli, Giovanni
Andreotti, Giulio
Badoglio, Pietro
Berlinguer, Enrico
Berlusconi, Silvio
Bobbio, Norberto
Calvino, Italo
Craxi, Bettino
Di Pietro, Antonio

Eurocommunism
Northern League
Prodi, Romano
Red Brigades
Togliatti, Palmiro

ABBOTT GLEASON

Brown University
Totalitarianism

SERGEY GLEBOV

Smith College
Eurasianism

ANTHONY GLEES

Brunel University, U.K.
Stasi

D. GLINSKI

Columbia University
Russia

JOSH GOODE

Occidental College
Franco, Francisco

MICHAEL S. GOODMAN

King’s College, London
Intelligence

BASIL C. GOUNARIS

Aristotle University of
Thessaloniki, Greece

Macedonia

ALASTAIR GRIEVE

University of East Anglia
Hamilton, Richard

JOHN GRIFFITHS

University of Groningen,
Netherlands

Euthanasia

DANIEL M. GRIMLEY

University of Nottingham, U.K.
Sibelius, Jean

THIERRY GROSBOIS

University of Luxembourg
Benelux Economic Union

JAN T. GROSS

Princeton University
Jedwabne
Katyn Forest Massacre

F. GUGELOT

Reims University, CEIFR-
EHESS (Paris)

Saint-Exupéry, Antoine de

MORGAN C. HALL

Independent Scholar
Alfonso XIII

MICHAEL F. HAMM

Centre College
Kiev

KAI HAMMERMEISTER

The Ohio State University
Gadamer, Hans-Georg

PATRICK JOHN HANAFIN

Birkbeck College, University of
London

Helsinki Accords
Nuremberg Laws

IAN HANCOCK

University of Texas, Austin
Romanies (Gypsies)

MARTHA HANNA

University of Colorado, Boulder
Action Française

JUNE HANNAM

University of the West of England
Suffrage

ROCH HANNECART

European University Institute,
Florence

European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC)

ROY HARRIS

Oxford University
Saussure, Ferdinand de
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MARK HARRISON

University of Warwick, U.K.
Five-Year Plan

ROBERT HARVEY

University at Stony Brook
Lyotard, Jean-François

MICHAEL HAU

Monash University
Body Culture

MILAN HAUNER

University of Wisconsin, Madison
Afghanistan
Beneš, Eduard

STEVEN HAUSE

Washington University, St. Louis
Suffrage Movements

ROBERT HAYDEN

University of Pittsburgh
Izetbegović, Alija

RHODRI HAYWARD

University of Exeter, U.K.
Mental Illness and Asylums

DAVID HEADLAM

University of Rochester
Berg, Alban

MAUREEN HEALY

Oregon State University
Dollfuss, Engelbert
Vienna

J. L. HEILBRON

University of California, Berkeley
(emeritus)

Bohr, Niels

RUTH HENIG

Lancaster University, U.K.
League of Nations

DAGMAR HERZOG

The Graduate Center, City
University of New York

Sexuality

HANNAH HIGGINS

University of Illinois at Chicago.
Beuys, Joseph

STUART HILWIG

Adams State College
Cohn-Bendit, Daniel
May 1968
Student Movements

KEITH HITCHINS

University of Illinois
Romania

DIRK HOERDER

Université de Paris 8—Saint
Denis

Immigration and Internal
Migration

HANS-GEORG HOFER

University of Manchester, U.K.
War Neuroses

DAVID HOLLOWAY

Stanford University
Atomic Energy

CHARLES HOPE

The Warburg Institute, University
of London

Gombrich, Ernst Hans

JOHN HORNE

Trinity College, Dublin
World War I

JOLYON HOWORTH

Yale University and University of
Bath

Monnet, Jean
Schuman, Robert

LYNNE HUFFER

Emory University
Irigaray, Luce

ISABEL V. HULL

Cornell University
International Law

JOHN HUTCHESON

York University
Keynes, J. M.

ANDREAS HUYSSEN

Columbia University
Pop Art

MARTHA HYDE

State University of New York—
Buffalo

Schoenberg, Arnold

PAULA HYMAN

Yale University
Zionism

CHRISTIAN INGRAO

Institut d’Histoire du Temps
Présent, CNRS, Paris

Axis
Babi Yar
Blitzkrieg
Bormann, Martin
Denazification
Einsatzgruppen
Nazism
Rosenberg, Alfred
SS (Schutzstaffel)

ROBERT INNIS

University of Massachusetts,
Lowell

Semiotics

CARL IPSEN

Indiana University
Italy

JOHN ISHIYAMA

Truman State University
Dubček, Alexander
Slovakia

JULIAN JACKSON

Queen Mary College, University of
London

Chirac, Jacques
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JON S. JACOBSON

University of California, Irvine
Dawes Plan
Reparations

PAUL JANKOWSKI

Brandeis University
Stavisky Affair

MARC JANSEN

University of Amsterdam
Yezhov, Nikolai

KONRAD H. JARAUSCH

University of North Carolina and
Zentrum für Zeithistorische
Forschung, Potsdam, Germany

Germany

WILLIAM JEFFETT

Salvador Dalı́ Museum,
St. Petersburg, Florida

Miró, Joan

PETER JELAVICH

Johns Hopkins University
Cabaret
Tucholsky, Kurt

ANDREW JENKS

Niagara University
Gagarin, Yuri

ERIC JENNINGS

University of Toronto
Indochina

KNUD J.V. JESPERSEN

University of Southern Denmark
Denmark

VICTORIA JOHNSON

University of Michigan
Bourdieu, Pierre

ALED JONES

University of Wales, Aberystwyth
Wales

DAVID RICHARD JONES

University of New Mexico
Brook, Peter

ANTON KAES

University of California, Berkeley
Lang, Fritz
Murnau, Friedrich Wilhelm

WOLFRAM KAISER

University of Portsmouth, U.K.
European Free Trade

Association

ARISTOTLE KALLIS

University of Lancaster
Fascism

CHRISTOPHER KASPAREK

Enigma Machine

DOUGLAS KELLNER

University of California, Los
Angeles

Baudrillard, Jean

PETER KENEZ

University of California, Santa
Cruz

Hungary
Mindszenty, József
Nagy, Imre
Soviet Union

WILLIAM KENNEY

Kent State University
Phonograph

MARY KENNY

Independent Writer and
Biographer

Joyce, William (Lord
Haw-Haw)

ANNE M. KERN

Purchase College, State University
of New York

Almodóvar, Pedro
Buñuel, Luis
Cinema
Ophüls, Marcel
Pasolini, Pier Paolo
Rossellini, Roberto

BETTYANN HOLTZMANN

KEVLES

Yale University
Space Programs

DZOVINAR KÉVONIAN

University of Paris-X Nanterre
Kellogg-Briand Pact
Locarno, Treaty of

WILLIAM R. KEYLOR

Boston University
Versailles, Treaty of

ANDREAS KILLEN

City College of New York,
CUNY

Telephone

JAMES KLAGGE

Virginia Polytechnic Institute &
State University

Wittgenstein, Ludwig

ALEXIS KLIMOFF

Vassar College
Solzhenitsyn, Alexander

JOVANA L. KNEŽEVIĆ

Yale University
Albania
Belgrade
Mihailović, Dragoljub
Ustaše

K. A. M. KOCOUREK

University College London
Hlinka, Andrej

ALEXANDRA KOENIGUER

Klee, Paul
Surrealism

ALEXEI KOJEVNIKOV

University of Georgia
Sputnik

SANDRINE KOTT

University of Geneva
International Labour

Organization
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GABRIEL KOUREAS

Birkbeck College, University
of London

Cyprus

DENIS KOZLOV

University of California,
Berkeley

Destalinization
Khrushchev, Nikita
Pasternak, Boris

ALAN KRAMER

Trinity College, Dublin
War Crimes

ANDREAS KRAMER

Goldsmiths College, University of
London, U.K.

Arp, Jean
Ball, Hugo

MARK KRAMER

Harvard University
Eastern Bloc

MIKOŁAJ KUNICKI

University of Notre Dame
Poland
Solidarity
Wajda, Andrzej

HIROAKI KUROMIYA

Indiana University
Purges

TONY KUSHNER

University of Southampton, U.K.
Opinion Polls and

Mass-Observation

PIETER LAGROU

Université Libre de Bruxelles
Resistance

JOHN LAMPE

University of Maryland
Serbia

MARCIA LANDY

University of Pittsburgh
Riefenstahl, Leni

COLIN LANG

Yale University
Modernism

CHARLES LANSING

University of Connecticut
German Colonial Empire
Goebbels, Josef
Hess, Rudolf
Krupp

DAVID CLAY LARGE

Montana State University,
Bozeman

Eisner, Kurt
Kapp Putsch
Spartacists
Stresemann, Gustav

STEPHEN LAUNAY

Université de Marne-la-Vallée,
Paris

Aron, Raymond

MAUD LAVIN

The School of the Art Institute of
Chicago

Höch, Hannah

MARK ATWOOD LAWRENCE

University of Texas at Austin
Vietnam War

KEITH LAYBOURN

University of Huddersfield, U.K.
Bevan, Aneurin
Beveridge, William
Bevin, Ernest
General Strike (Britain)
MacDonald, Ramsay

NOMI CLAIRE LAZAR

University of Chicago
Schmitt, Carl

JOANNA LE MÉTAIS

LE METAIS Consulting
Education

RENÉ LEBOUTTE

University of Luxembourg
Coal Mining

CHARLES LEES

University of Sheffield, U.K.
Fischer, Joschka

MATTHEW LENOE

Assumption College
Kirov, Sergei
New Economic Policy (NEP)

SOPHIE A. LETERRIER

University of Artois, France
Curie, Marie
Jazz
Piaf, Edith

BRIGITTE LEUCHT

University of Portsmouth
Organisation for European

Economic Cooperation
(OEEC)

ALEXANDRE LEUPIN

Louisiana State University
Lacan, Jacques

ROBERT LEVINE

Independent Scholar
Callas, Maria

VERNON L. LIDTKE

John Hopkins University
Liebknecht, Karl
Luxemburg, Rosa

ANDRE LIEBICH

Graduate Institute of
International Studies, Geneva

Intelligentsia

DOMINIC LIEVEN

London School of Economics
Aristocracy

LARS T. LIH

Montreal, Quebec
Bukharin, Nikolai
Lenin, Vladimir
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THOMAS LINDENBERGER

Centre for Contemporary History
Research, Potsdam, and
University of Potsdam, Germany

Berlin
Berlin Wall
Biermann, Wolf
Brandt, Willy
Ebert, Friedrich
Gauck Commission
Trabant
Ulbricht, Walter
Weizsäcker, Richard von

VEJAS GABRIEL LIULEVICIUS

University of Tennessee
Occupation, Military

COLIN LOADER

University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Mannheim, Karl

SUZANNE M. LODATO

Independent Scholar
Strauss, Richard

CHRISTINA LODDER

University of St. Andrews,
Scotland

Constructivism
Malevich, Kazimir

OLIVER LOGAN

University of East Anglia,
Norwich, U.K. (emeritus)

Italian Concordat of 1929

MICHAEL LONG

Baylor University
Czech Republic

STUART LOWE

University of York, U.K.
Housing

JÜRGEN LUH

Prussian Palaces and Gardens
Foundation Berlin-Brandenburg

D-Day

DIRK LUYTEN

Center for Historical Research
on War and Contemporary
Society, Brussels

Corporatism

EMILY LYGO

Wolfson College, Oxford
University

Yevtushenko, Yevgeny

JOHN V. MACIUIKA

Baruch College/City University
of New York

Bauhaus
Gropius, Walter
Mies van der Rohe, Ludwig
Moholy-Nagy, László
New Sobriety
Speer, Albert

JIM MACPHERSON

University of Warwick, U.K.
Sinn Féin

PAUL MAGNETTE

Université Libre de Bruxelles
Council of Europe
Delors, Jacques
Maastricht, Treaty of

SIGURÐUR GYLFI MAGNÚS-

SON

Reykjavı́k Academy, Iceland
Iceland

BENOÎT MAJERUS

University of Luxembourg
Luxembourg

SUZANNA MANCINI

Universitá di Bologna
Minority Rights

EREZ MANELA

Harvard University
Egypt

JANE MARCUS

CUNY Graduate Center and the
City University of New York

Woolf, Virginia

HAROLD MARCUSE

University of California, Santa
Barbara

Dachau

VICTOR MARGOLIN

University of Illinois, Chicago
Lissitzky, El

MARIE-ANNE MATARD-

BONUCCI

Université de Versailles-St-
Quentin en Yvelines

Giolitti, Giovanni
Lateran Pacts
Levi, Primo
Malaparte, Curzio

ELZBIETA MATYNIA

New School for Social Research
Michnik, Adam

R. I. MAWBY

University of Plymouth, U.K.
Crime and Justice

LEONID MAXIMENKOV

Independent Scholar
Prokofiev, Sergei
Shostakovich, Dmitri
Stravinsky, Igor

W. BARKSDALE MAYNARD

Johns Hopkins University
Architecture

JAMES R. MCDOUGALL

Princeton University
Algeria

NEIL MCLAUGHLIN

McMaster University, Hamilton,
Ontario

Fromm, Erich
Marcuse, Herbert
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University of Cologne
Taxation
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Belgium

DENNIS REINHARTZ

University of Texas at Arlington
Djilas, Milovan

JESSICA REINISCH

Birkbeck College, London
Marshall Plan

JAMES RENTON

University College London
Balfour Declaration

DAVID REYNOLDS

Cambridge University
Cold War
Korean War
Potsdam Conference
Suez Crisis

JEFFREY S. REZNICK

National Museum of Health and
Medicine, Armed Forces Institute
of Pathology, Washington, D.C.

Eugenics
Public Health

GERHARD RICHTER

University of California, Davis
Kracauer, Siegfried

JAMES S. ROBERTS

Duke University
Alcohol

PETER ROMIJN

University of Amsterdam
Srebrenica

MARK ROSEMAN

Indiana University
Holocaust
Wannsee Conference

OLIVIER ROTA

University of Lille III, France
John Paul II
Vatican II

XAVIER ROUSSEAUX

Catholic University of Louvain,
Belgium

Death Penalty

NICOLAS ROUSSELLIER
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Page references include both a volume number and a page number. For example,

5:2609–2611 refers to pages 2609–2611 in volume 5: Page numbers in boldface type

indicate references to complete articles. Page numbers in italic type indicate
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AIDS, 1:29–34, 530; 2:808, 843,

889, 890; 4:2125, 2342–2343

drug-resistant strains of, 1:33

gay activism and, 1:32; 2:816;
3:1188, 1351, 1454; 5:2631

HIV virus and, 1:29–31, 31, 33

homosexuality and, 1:29, 31, 32, 33;
3:1351; 4:2343; 5:2631

prostitution and, 4:2108

public health policy and, 4:2343;
5:2629

AIF. See Australian Imperial Force
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Alexander I

Alexander Nevsky (film), 2:949;
4:2382, 2383

Alexander of Yugoslavia. See Alexander I
Alexandra, empress of Russia, 4:1867,

2166

Alexandretta (Hatay), 5:2575
Alexandropol, Treaty of (1920), 1:151

Alexandrov, Georgy, 5:2811
Alexandrov, Grigory, 4:2382

Alexei, crown prince of Russia, 4:2165
Alexeyev, N. N., 2:996

Alexis; or, The Treatise of Vain Struggle
(Yourcenar), 5:2790

Alfano, Franco, 4:1918, 1922

Alfa Romeo, 1:21, 240; 4:2096

Alfasud, 4:2096
Al Fatah, 5:2523, 2525
Alfonso II, king of Spain, 1:50
Alfonso XIII, king of Spain, 1:50–51;

2:695; 3:1519–1520; 4:2090,
2410, 2411, 2416

Alfred Hitchcock Presents (television
program), 3:1322

Alfred Jarry Theater (Paris), 1:185
Alfried Krupp von Bohlen und

Halbach Foundation, 3:1594

Algabal (George), 3:1208
Al-Gazala, Battle of (1942), 2:951
Algeciras, Act of (1906), 3:1799
Algemene Bank Nederland, 1:287
Algeria, 1:52–55

anti-Semitism and, 2:651

Ben Bella and, 1:53, 58, 62,
331–333

Bourdieu’s research in, 1:405, 406

Camus and, 1:498–499, 500

Cixous and, 2:608

coup of 1958 and, 2:1126; 3:1175

decolonization and, 2:792, 793, 795,
800; 3:1458

foreign policy of, 1:53–54

French citizenship and, 2:600, 800,
1140; 3:1389

French claims to, 2:645, 648

French investments in, 2:1143

French repression in, 2:795

French settlers in, 1:52, 143; 2:643,
1141; 3:1175

generals’ coup (1961) and, 3:1175

immigrants in France from, 1:53;
2:800; 4:2225

independence of, 1:53, 62, 332–333;
2:697, 799; 3:1175, 1653

OPEC and, 4:1915

Paris protest violence and (1961),
1:61–62, 500; 3:1973

troop recruitment from, 2:1143;
3:1394

World War II and, 1:17, 331

See also Algerian War
Algerian Armée de Libération

Nationale, 1:58, 59, 496, 500
Algerian Assembly, 1:57
Algerian Communist Party, 1:495–496
Algerian Muslim Congress (1936),

1:52–53
Algerian National Liberation Front,

1:58, 59, 496, 500

Algerian People’s Party, 1:53, 57, 331
Algerian War, 1:52, 53–54, 55–62,

449, 451; 4:1990, 2299, 2300;
5:2571

Beauvoir’s opposition to, 1:316

Ben Bella and, 1:332

campaign against torture and,
1:494–498

Camus and, 1:60, 500; 2:1041

casualties of, 1:53, 62; 2:651, 801

cease-fire and, 1:62

commemoration of, 1:333

deaths from, 1:53, 62; 2:651

decolonization and, 2:793, 800

documentary film on, 2:1089

Duras’s opposition to, 2:899
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Čapek and, 1:503

Catholicism and, 4:2029

Chaplin charges and, 1:547

Christian Democracy and, 2:571

Churchill and, 3:1455–1456

containment policy and, 1:104

Daladier and, 2:769

Djilas and, 2:877

East Germany and, 4:2467

European politics and, 2:672

fascism and, 2:1061

former communists and, 1:104

Franco and, 2:1133

de Gaulle and, 3:1174

Hitler’s political rise and, 3:1326;
4:2398

intelligence services and,
3:1421–1422
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Arnaud, Émile, 4:1945

Arnheim, Rudolf, 3:1228
Arnim, Hans-Jürgen von, 1:17

Arnold, Matthew, 3:1377

Arnold, Thomas, 1:381
Aron, Raymond, 1:104, 172,

180–183; 5:2544

Beauvoir and, 1:316

Koestler and, 3:1575

Kojève’s Hegel lectures and, 3:1577

legacy of, 1:182

on May 1968 events, 3:1742; 4:1870

Merleau-Ponty and, 3:1753, 1754

Sartre and, 2:1041; 3:1754; 4:2298
Aronson, Grigory, 3:1749

Around the Land of the Soviet (Gorky),
3:1260

Arp, Hans. See Arp, Jean

Arp, Jean, 1:183–185, 276; 5:2579

abstract art and, 4:1956

avant-garde and, 1:242, 244, 245,
247

Cabaret Voltaire and, 1:487; 2:766,
767

Dada and, 3:1785
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(Seghers), 4:2330

Ausgewanderten, Die (Sebald), 4:2326

Ausländer, Rosa, 1:534
Austerlitz (Sebald), 4:2326, 2327

Austin (automotive company),
1:235–236, 237, 238

Austin, Herbert, 1:235

Austin, J. L., 2:1140
Australia, 1:221–227

Anzac troops from, 1:222–223;
2:774, 775; 3:1393; 5:2164

ANZUS alliance and, 1:225; 4:1861,
1862

as Dominion, 2:657, 658; 3:1389

European settlers in, 2:642

European Union trade disputes with,
2:655

exit from British Empire of, 1:440,
441, 445

German colonies and, 3:1209; 5:2636

impressions of, 1:222

indigenous genocides and, 3:1200,
1201, 1203

migrations to, 3:1385

space projects and, 4:2408, 2430

strikes in, 4:2462

Unknown Soldier burial and, 5:2612,
2614

Versailles Treaty and, 5:2636

war memorials and, 5:2699

World War II troops from, 1:441;
2:659

See also World War I; World War II

Australian and New Zealand Army
Corps. See Anzac

Australian Communist Party, 2:1005

Australian Imperial Force, 1:222–223,
225

Austria, 1:227–234

abortion and, 4:2341, 2342

alcohol consumption and, 1:48

antifascism and, 1:108

anti-Semitism and, 1:227, 410;
3:133, 1299, 1338; 5:2644,
2646, 2662

appeasement and, 1:130

banking and, 1:279; 2:832

Berg and, 1:339–340; 4:1918

birthrate concerns of, 4:2340–2341

bourgeoisie and, 1:410

cabaret and, 1:489, 490

Catholic Action and, 1:520

Catholicism and, 1:531; 5:2643,
2644

Christian Democracy and, 2:571,
572

civil war (1934) in, 5:2646

communism and, 5:2645, 2647

See also Austrian Communist Party

conscription and, 2:690

corporatism and, 2:721, 879, 880,
1061

deindustrialization and, 4:2366

demilitarization of, 2:690

denazification of, 1:232

displaced persons camps in, 3:1346;
4:2192–2193

divorce law and, 2:872

Dolfuss and, 2:879–880, 1058,
1061; 3:1478

drug control and, 2:888

education system of, 2:924, 925

euro and, 2:999

European Coal and Steel Community
and, 2:1007

European Community and, 2:1020

European Constitution ratification
and, 2:701

European Free Trade Association
and, 2:1019

European Union and, 1:28; 2:1029

fascism and, 5:2645, 2646

feminism and, 2:1077

Freud and, 2:1148–1153

Greens and, 3:1272, 1274

Haider and, 3:1299–1300

Hitler’s roots in, 3:1324–1325

homosexuality and, 4:2340, 2341,
2343

homosexual rights and, 3:1351

Hungarian border opening with,
2:627

hyperinflation and, 3:1412

International Brigades members
from, 3:1425

involuntary abortion programs and,
4:2341

Italy and, 3:1474, 1478–1479;
4:2244; 5:2662

Jewish forced emigration/
deportations from, 2:825, 939;
3:1338

Jewish Historial Documentation
Center in, 5:2734

Jews and, 3:1507, 1589;
5:2643–2644, 2646, 2647

Kosovo and, 3:1585

Kristallnacht and, 1:116;
3:1589–1590; 5:2646

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2869

I N D E X



labor movements and, 3:1605

Lorenz and, 3:1681–1682

Marshall Plan and, 5:2647

military occupation of, 5:2647

minimum wage and, 5:2747

minority rights and, 3:1768, 1771

Musil and, 3:1817–1818

nationalization and, 1:410

Nazi annexation of. See Anschluss

Nazi attempted putsch (1934) in,
2:880

Nazi Germany vs. Fascist Italy and,
2:1058, 1061

Nazism and, 4:2344; 5:2643, 2644,
2646–2647, 2661, 2662

Nazi sympathies in, 3:1299

neutrality of, 1:232, 233; 2:624;
5:2643, 2647

newspapers and, 4:2088

Opferthese and, 5:2662

Organisation for European Economic
Cooperation and, 4:1933

Pabst and, 4:1941–1942

propaganda and, 4:2103

provident societies and, 4:2368

psychiatry and, 4:2108, 2109, 2110,
2111

Reinhardt and, 4:2197, 2198, 2199

Russian Revolution responses in, 1:101

Saint-German-en-Laye Treaty (1919)
and, 5:2633, 2761

Salzburg Festival and, 4:1922–1923,
2289–2290

Schoenberg and, 4:2306

Schumpeter and, 4:2313–2314

Seyss-Inquart and, 4:1850,
2344–2345

Silesia seizure and, 4:1903

Slovenes in, 4:2360

Slovenia and, 4:2362; 5:2793

social insurance and, 4:2371

socialism and, 4:2376; 5:2644,
2645–2646

See also Social Democratic Party
(Austria); Socialist Party of
Austria

Soviet Union and, 5:2647
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Auszug aus Ägypten (Kiefer), 3:1558
Autant-Lara, Claude, 2:590; 5:2564

autarky, 1:508; 2:1061

cartels and, 3:1409

Franco Spain and, 2:1133

Hoxha’s Albania and, 3:1362, 1363

Soviet Union and, 4:2403

Spain and, 4:1930

Authoritarian Personality, The
(Adorno, ed.), 2:1137, 1154

Author’s Film Publishing Group (West
Germany), 2:595

Auto, L’ (French newspaper), 2:750
autobahns (Germany), 1:237

Autobiographie de Federico Sanchez
(Semprún), 4:2334

Autobiography (Russell), 4:2260
Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas, The

(Stein), 4:2453, 2454; 5:2541

Autobiography of Federico Sanchez and
the Communist Underground in
Spain, The (Semprún), 4:2334

Autocar, The (magazine), 1:234

automatic composition, 1:245; 3:1787

Arp and, 1:183, 184

Breton and, 1:429; 2:975

chance and, 4:1956, 1958

drawings and, 4:2483

Ernst and, 2:975

surrealism and, 4:2483, 2484

2870 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N D E X



Yeats and, 5:2783

See also chance

Automobiel Frabric, 1:240

automobile clubs, 5:2546

automobiles, 1:73, 234–241, 505,
507

Agnelli and, 1:20–21

Americanization and, 1:71–72, 73,
509

consumption and, 2:708, 713, 827

environmental effects of, 2:716, 717,
971, 972; 4:2130

European assembly plants and,
1:236, 237

Fiat and, 3:1483

Fordism and, 2:1111, 1112; 5:2500

German industry and, 4:2318;
5:2655–2656

industry strikes amd, 5:2559

Japanese industry and, 5:2502

leisure activities and, 3:1641, 1642,
1643

mass production of, 5:2501, 2502

military use of, 5:2682

oil crisis (1973) and, 1:20, 240;
4:2128–2129

oil industry and, 4:1916

Paris and, 3:1977

public transport vs., 4:2128–2130

Renault and, 2201–2204

Rome and, 4:2249
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l’essence (Lévinas), 3:1656
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Höss and, 3:1333–1335

Jakobson and, 3:1491, 1492

Joyce (James) and, 3:1517

in Kiev, 3:1559

Kundera and, 3:1597

Lewis and, 3:1658

Lissitzky and, 3:1665

Marinetti and, 3:1725–1726

Mies van der Rohe and, 3:1760

modernism and, 3:1785, 1787–1788

opera and, 4:1918, 1920

Picasso and, 4:2014–2017

politics and, 1:241–242, 243

postmodernism compared with,
4:2064

Pound and, 4:2070–2071

in Prague, 4:2075–2076

Reinhardt and, 4:2197

in Russia, 3:1491, 1492, 1535
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Azbè, Anton, 3:1533

Azerbaijan, 1:151, 152

Commonwealth of Independence
States and, 2:663

oil production and, 4:1917; 5:2742

Vlasov armies and, 5:2653

Azeris, 1:151, 152
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Balázs, Béla, 3:1684; 4:2330
Balbo, Italo, 1:250; 2:1157; 3:1711

Balcerowicz, Leszek, 4:2032
Balcerowicz plan (1990), 4:2032
Baldwin, Stanley, 1:215, 267–268;

2:658; 5:2602

abdication crisis and, 2:932–933

appeasement and, 1:128, 267, 268

Chamberlain (Neville) and, 1:541

Churchill and, 2:577, 578

General Strike of 1926 and, 3:1191

Spanish civil war and, 4:2420

Balearics, 4:2417
Balenciaga, Cristóbal, 2:1068
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Miró and, 3:1775, 1776, 1777, 1778

refugees from Franco from, 4:2191

riots and church burnings in, 1:50,
51, 99, 517

Romani persecution in, 4:2243

Spanish civil war and, 1:517; 4:2419

tourism and, 5:2548
Barcelona International Exposition

(1928–1929), 1:134, 135;
3:1760, 1761

Barclay, Eddie, 4:2011
Barclays Bank (Britain), 1:279, 280,

287, 504
barcode scanning, 2:678–679
Bardac, Emma Moı̈se, 2:789
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Bartók, Béla, 1:296–297, 453, 469;

3:1684; 4:1918
Bartoli, Antonio, 1:23

Bartov, Omer, 1:378; 3:1823
Baruch Plan, 4:1893
Basaev, Shamil, 1:553

Basaglia, Francisco, 3:1752
Basch, Ilona, 3:1302
Basch, Victor, 3:1302; 5:2550

Basch, Yvonne, 3:1302
Basel, 4:2111

Baselitz, Georg, 3:1557
Basel-Nyborg Agreements (1987),

2:1028

Basel Program, 5:2816
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Beck, Józef, 1:115; 4:2027
Beck, Julian, 1:186
Beck, Ludwig, 3:1522
Becker, Albert, 4:2349
Becker, Jacques, 2:589, 590
Becker, Jurek, 1:112

Beckett, John, 3:1519
Beckett, Samuel, 1:260, 318,

318–319; 3:1813; 5:2652
Beckham, David, 2:1106
Beckham, Mike, 2:1089
Beckmann, Max, 1:319–321; 2:803,

874; 3:1249

New Sobriety and, 4:1859
Becquerel, Antoine Henri, 2:749
Bed and Board (film), 5:2565
Bedbug, The (Mayakovsky), 3:1737
Bedford, Sybille, 3:1377
beer

Amsterdam and, 1:77

as preferred beverage, 1:46, 48, 48,
49

Beer Hall Putsch (1923), 3:1216,
1250, 1536; 4:2459

Hess and, 3:1315

Himmler and, 3:1319

Hitler and, 3:1326

Ludendorff and, 3:1683

Rosenberg and, 4:2253
Beese, Melli, 1:248
Beethoven (Rolland), 4:2227
Beetle (Volkswagen car), 1:240
BEF. See British Expeditionary Force
Before the Revolution (film), 2:595
Befristeten, Die (Canetti), 1:502
Beggars Banquet (Rolling Stones

album), 4:2230
Beggar’s Opera (Gay), 5:2721
behavioral psychology, 3:1682
Behnisch, Gunter, 1:139
Behrens, Peter, 1:133, 134; 3:1275,

1760
Behring, Emil Adolf von, 4:1880
Being, Heidegger doctrine of,

3:1312–1313
Being and Nothingness (Sartre), 2:834,

1039, 1040, 1041; 3:1754;
4:2010, 2298–2299

Being and Time (Heidegger), 2:1039,
1040–1041; 3:1311–1312;
4:2009

Beitz, Berthold, 3:1594
Beius, Joseph, 1:360
Belafrej, Muhammad Ahmad, 3:1802
Belarus, 1:321–322

Axis and, 1:254

Bagration Operation in, 1:264–265

Brest-Litovsk Treaty and, 1:428;
4:2268

Chernobyl radioactive fallout in,
1:556, 557

Commonwealth of Independent
States and, 2:663, 664, 698

death penalty and, 2:785

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2875

I N D E X



gulag system and, 3:1289

independence of, 5:2695

Jewish ghettos and, 3:1232–1234

Nazi collaboration in, 2:634; 4:2022

Nazi deportation of Jews to, 2:824

Nazi occupation in, 4:1904, 2254

nuclear weapons and, 1:176, 205,
208; 2:862

partisan warfare and, 4:1986

peasant rebellions in, 4:1854

pogroms in, 4:2019

as Soviet founding state, 1:429;
4:2264

See also World War II

Belaya straya (Akhmatova), 1:34
Belaya Vezha agreement (1991),

4:2260
Belfast, 1:7; 3:1442, 1451; 4:1884,

1886, 1887

Home Rule government and, 3:1446
Belfast Agreement. See Good Friday

Agreement of 1998
Belfast Brigade, 3:1441

Belgian Communist Party, 1:324, 326;
2:615

coalition government and, 2:671

declining support for, 1:103

Eurocommunism and, 2:1005

Belgian Congo. See Congo
Belgian National Railroad, 1:323

Belgian Psychoanalytic Society, 4:2118

Belgian Royal Academy for French
Language, 2:618

Belgian Socialist Party, 1:326, 327,
328, 458; 4:2364, 2365, 2376

Belgian Socialist Workers’ Party,
1:323, 324

Belgian Workers’ Party, 1:458
Belgium, 1:322–329

abortion and, 1:1, 2

agriculture, 5:2742

Albert I and, 1:39–41, 323, 324

alcohol consumption and, 1:48

antinuclear protests and, 4:1950

Armenian genocide official
recognition by, 1:159

automobile industry, 5:2502

banking and, 1:279, 283, 324

Battle of the Bulge and, 1:480–482

Benelux Economic Union and,
1:326, 333–335, 458; 2:1024

bilingualism and, 1:324, 458, 461

Brel and, 1:426–427

Catholic Action and, 1:520, 521

Catholicism’s decline in, 1:531

child care facilities and, 2:563

Christian Democracy and, 2:570,
571, 572

cinema and, 2:588

coalition governments and, 1:323;
2:671

coal mining and, 2:611, 612, 613, 614

CoBrA and, 2:615–616

colonialism and, 1:40, 41, 323, 326;
2:642, 645, 646, 647, 787;
5:2636, 2672, 2690

colonial troops and, 3:1392

Congo and, 1:513; 2:787, 795, 799,
802

conscription and, 2:691

constitution of, 2:699, 700

corporatism and, 2:720

death penalty and, 2:787

decolonization and, 2:799; 3:1686

divorce law and, 2:872, 873

drug control and, 2:888

education system of, 2:922, 923,
924, 925

Ensor and, 2:966–967

euro and, 2:999

European Coal and Steel Community
and, 2:1007, 1008, 1009, 1010

European Constitution ratification
and, 2:701

European Economic Community
and, 4:2252–2253

European integration and, 1:458,
509; 2:1022, 1023, 1024, 1025;
3:1795

European Union and, 2:1022

euthanasia and, 2:1036, 1037, 1038

fascism and, 2:1059, 1060

federalization of, 1:328

Flemish Bloc and, 2:1101–1102

Flemish National League and,
2:1102–1103

football (soccer) and, 2:1104, 1105,
1106, 1107; 4:2044

French fortification and, 3:1710

German colonial possessions and,
5:2636

German reparations to, 1:325;
2:777, 829; 4:1904, 2206, 2207,
2208

See also Ruhr occupation

health insurance and, 4:2370

homosexuality and, 4:2341

immigrant citizenship and, 2:603

International Brigades members
from, 3:1425

Iraq invasion opposition by, 2:1033

Japan and, 3:1493

Jewish population of, 3:1506, 1509

labor movements and, 2:720, 722;
3:1603, 1607

leisure activities in, 2:714

Leopold III and, 3:1650–1653;
4:1982

Luxembourg economic union and,
2:1024, 1025, 1026; 3:1687

de Man and, 3:1717–1718

minority rights and, 3:1774

monetary policy and, 1:507, 508;
2:832, 833

NATO and, 4:1830

Nazi collaborators and, 2:631,
633–634

Nazi occupation of, 1:323, 325–326;
2:633–634; 3:1650–1652, 1718;
4:1904, 1905, 2212, 2213, 2216,
2217

Nazi resistance in, 1:325–326, 325;
4:1987, 2088, 2215, 2216, 2217

neutrality of, 1:40, 323, 325, 326,
458; 3:1650, 1651

New Left and, 4:1858

newspapers and, 4:2088

Nine-Power Treaty and, 3:1493

nuclear power elimination in, 1:211

nursing and, 1:532–533

Olympic Games (1920) and, 4:1913

Organisation for European Economic
Cooperation and, 4:1933

proportional representation and,
1:323; 2:954, 955; 4:2480

protoindustrialization and, 3:1405

radio and, 4:2155

refugees from World War I and,
4:2187–2188

Rexist movement and, 4:2216–2217

Rome Treaty and, 4:2250–2253

social insurance and, 4:2370

space projects and, 4:2408

suffrage and, 4:1984, 2476, 2480,
2481, 2482

suffrage demonstration and, 2:814

television and, 5:2509, 2511

trade unions and, 5:2553, 2557,
2558

unemployment in, 1:324, 328;
5:2595, 2746

unemployment insurance and,
4:2370; 5:2746

Versailles Treaty and, 5:2636

Washington Naval Conference and,
2:857

2876 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N D E X



welfare state and, 1:323, 326, 328;
5:2727

women’s suffrage and, 1:326; 2:672,
954, 1079; 4:1983, 2476, 2481,
2482

working-class politics and, 5:2746

See also Brussels; Flemish bloc;
Wallonia

Belgium–Luxembourg Economic
Union, 2:1024, 1025, 1026

Belgorod–Kharkov Operation (1943),
3:1552

Belgrade, 1:329–331, 400; 5:2690,
2792, 2802–2803

as European cultural center, 4:2336,
2337

growth (1920s) of, 4:2294

Romani heroes monument in,
4:2238

Serbian nationalism and, 4:2339

Slovenes and, 4:2360

Unknown Soldier burial in, 5:2612
Belgrade Pact (1937), 2:581
Belgrade University, 1:329, 330
Bel indifferent, Le (Cocteau), 4:2014
Belka, Marek, 4:2032
Belkin, Aron, 4:2121
Bell, A. C., 5:2675
Bell, Clive, 1:381; 5:2737
Bell, Daniel, 4:2364
Bell, G. K. A., 3:1522
Bell, George, 1:395
Bell, Gertrude, 2:648
Bell, Quentin, 5:2737
Bell, Vanessa, 1:188, 380, 381, 382;

5:2736, 2737, 2738
Bell Curve, The (Herrnstein and

Murray), 4:2147
Belle de Jour (film), 1:485
Belle Epoque, 1:408, 414
Belle et la bête, La (film), 2:617
Belle Hénène, La (Offenbach), 4:2199
Belle jardinière, La (Ernst), 2:976
Belle Starr Story, The (film), 5:2733
Belleville, Delaunay, 4:2201
Bellevue Clinic (New York City),

4:2114
Bellini, Vincenzo, 1:491
Bellmer, Hans, 4:2482, 2485
Bellon, Yannick, 2:1088
Belluschi, Pietro, 3:1276
Belmondo, Jean-Paul, 2:1146, 1147;

3:1246
Belorussia. See Belarus
Bely, Andrei, 1:34; 5:2567
Belzec, 1:118, 217; 2:682; 3:1341,

1342, 1508; 4:2436; 5:2670,
2823

Ben Ali, Zine el-Adidine, 5:2572
Ben Barka affair, 3:1973
Ben Bella, Ahmed, 1:53, 58, 62,

331–333
Bence, György, 2:870; 3:1565
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Blood of the Wälsungs (Mann), 3:1721
Bloodthaers, Marcel, 3:1788, 1788
blood transfusions

AIDS and, 1:29, 30, 33

mad cow disease and, 3:1705

Bloody Friday (Belfast, July 1972),
1:7; 3:1441

Bloody Sunday (Belfast, January
1972), 2:729; 3:1310, 1441,
1451; 5:2522

Bloom, Allan, 2:1154; 3:1724
Bloom, Son, 2:1057

Bloomsbury, 1:380–382; 2:1152;
3:1377

Keynes and, 3:1548; 5:2737, 2738

members of, 1:381; 4:2737

Woolf and, 3:1548; 5:2737–2738
Blue Angel, The (film), 1:488, 489;

2:850–851

Bluebeard’s Castle, The (Bartók), 1:297
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Saint-Exupéry and, 4:2286

surrealism and, 1:245–246, 300,
301, 337, 338, 429–431; 2:770,
960, 961, 975; 3:1785; 4:2014,
2482–2485, 2483; 5:2530

Tzara and, 5:2579
Bretton Woods Agreement (1944),

1:431–433, 509; 2:1000;
3:1413, 1547; 4:2175; 5:2749

Benelux Economic Union and, 1:333

Britain and, 5:2603, 2604

collapse of, 2:1001; 3:1221

Keynes and, 3:1547

neoliberalism and, 4:1845
Breuer, Josef, 3:1750; 4:2108
Breuer, Marcel, 1:304, 306; 3:1276
Brezhnev, Leonid, 1:433–435;

4:1910, 2402–2403; 5:2785

Czechoslovakia and, 1:434; 4:2079

destalinization approach of,
2:839–840

détente and, 2:625, 626

Eastern bloc and, 2:908–910

Eurocommunism and, 2:1004, 1005

Gierek and, 3:1237

Hungary and, 3:1529

Khrushchev and, 3:1556

Kiev and, 3:1563

Moscow life under, 3:1807–1808

personality of, 1:434, 435

Prague Spring suppression and,
2:759, 870, 892

Sakharov and, 4:2287

SALT II and, 4:1896

Shevardnadze and, 4:2345

Solzhenitsyn and, 4:2390–2391

Soviet Jews and, 3:1510

stagnation under, 3:1255, 1256

successors to, 1:92; 4:2001

Ukraine and, 5:2587
Brezhnev Doctrine, 1:434; 2:759;

5:2717, 2718
Brian Committee (1966), 2:889
Briand, Aristide, 1:435–436; 3:1672,

1673, 1735

German reparations and, 4:2206

Kellogg-Briand Pact and, 3:1542

as Nobel laureate, 4:2458
bribe city scandal (Milan), 1:90; 2:853,

854; 3:1486
Bride Stripped Bare by Her Bachelors,

Even, The (Duchamp). See Large
Glass, The

Bridge, Frank, 1:453
bridges, 1:139, 140

concrete, 1:137
Brigate Rosse (Italy). See Red Brigades

2884 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N D E X



Brighter than a Thousand Suns
(Jungk), 1:392

Brik, Osip, 3:1737
Brill Building, 1:313
Brion, Hélène, 4:1946–1947
Britain, Battle of (1940), 1:237, 250,

325, 436–439, 437, 439; 2:578;
3:1250; 4:2318; 5:2599, 2602,
2603, 2769, 2775

Dunkirk and, 2:898

housing damage and, 3:1360

radar and, 4:2154
British Aerospace, 1:240; 5:2504
British Airways, 1:252
British Arts Council, 1:382
British Association for the

Advancement of Science, 1:4
British Association of

Psychopharmacology, 4:2112
British Broadcasting Corporation. See

BBC
British Commonwealth. See

Commonwealth
British Council, 4:2101, 2105
British Department of Scientific and

Industrial Research, 4:2316
British Empire, 1:440–445; 2:642,

643; 5:2598, 2609

Afghanistan and, 1:13–14

anticolonial insurgencies and,
5:2520–2521

appeasement and, 1:128

Arab revolts against, 1:270; 3:1966;
5:2690

army and, 3:1300

Asian colonies and, 3:1495, 1496

Australia and, 1:221–225

Balfour Declaration and, 1:269–270;
3:1506, 1965, 1966;
5:2817–2819

banking and, 1:279; 2:832

BBC service for, 4:2155

Boer War and, 1:71; 3:1567;
4:1867; 5:2672

British identity and, 2:651

Churchill and, 2:576, 578

citizenship and, 2:602

civil service and, 2:604, 606

colonial troops and, 3:1389–1390,
1393; 5:2763

counterinsurgency and, 2:728–729

crown colonies and, 2:645

Cyprus and, 2:752–755

developmentalism and, 2:649

Easter Rising and, 2:911–914

Egypt and, 2:934–935; 3:1799;
4:2472

executions and, 2:787

Falklands War and, 2:1050–1051

genocide and, 3:1200–1201

German colonial possessions and,
5:2636

globalization and, 3:1243

Great Game and, 1:13

Haig and, 3:1300–1301

immigrants in Britain from, 3:1388

imperial conference (1926) and,
2:658, 658

Indian Muslims and, 4:1962

indirect rule and, 1:447; 2:646–647;
4:1905

Iraq protectorate and, 1:440, 441,
446; 2:647–648; 3:1519; 4:2472;
5:2675, 2763, 2773

Ireland and, 3:1445–1450

Irish Home Rule and, 1:514; 2:911;
3:1445–1450, 1769; 4:1884,
1885

justification for, 2:644

Kenya and, 5:2690

Kitchener and, 3:1567

Lawrence of Arabia and, 3:1627

legacy of, 1:444–445

Malta and, 3:1715–1716

Micronesia and, 3:1493

New Zealand and, 4:1860–1861

Palestine and, 3:1965–1966

partisan warfare and, 4:1990

police system and, 2:733

questioned viability of, 1:71

sexuality and, 2:650
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Brücke, Die (art group), 1:319; 2:803,

1046–1047, 1048

Bruckner, Anton, 4:2349

Brugman, Til, 3:1334, 1335
Brundage, Avery, 4:1914, 1915
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Cayley, George, 1:247
CBS Records, 1:368
CC. See Catholic Center Party; Central

Committee
CCD. See Center Christian Democrats
CCF. See Congress for Cultural

Freedom
CDR. See Democratic Convention of

Romania
CDs (compact discs), 4:1919, 2012
CDU. See Christian Democratic Union
Ceasar, James, 1:70
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Ceauşescu, Nicolae, 3:1360, 1382;

4:1877, 1879, 2236–2237;
5:2717

anti-Soviet stance of, 1:274

execution of, 2:627, 785; 4:2236,
2237

Iliescu’s opposition to, 3:1382–1383

repressive policies of, 4:2237

village destruction and, 3:1613

Western economic relations and,
4:2236–2237

CEDA (Spain). See Confederation of
Right-Wing Autonomous Groups

CEEC. See Committee on European
Economic Cooperation

Celan, Paul, 1:534–536; 2:608, 964

Holocaust and, 4:2326

as Kiefer influence, 3:1557, 1558
celibacy, as birth control, 1:370, 371
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as Miró influence, 3:1775

as Mondrian influence, 3:1792
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Chanak Crisis (1922), 2:657–658
chance (art by), 4:1956, 1958
Chandigarh (Le Corbusier buildings),

3:1633
Chandler, Alfred, 1:505
Chanel, Coco, 1:542–544, 543;

2:1066, 1068
Chanel No. 5 (perfume), 1:544
Channel Islands, 1:544–546
Channel 1 (Spanish state television),

4:2467
Channel Tunnel, 1:140; 4:2163–2164
Chansons de Bilitis (Louÿs), 2:789
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Buñel and, 1:483–485

Chaplin and, 1:546–547

Cocteau and, 2:617

De Sica and, 2:835–837

Dietrich and, 2:850–851

dubbing and, 2:587

Eisenstein and, 2:948–949

Fassbinder and, 2:1071–1073

Fellini and, 2:1075–1076

film festivals and, 2:592

French new wave and, 2:593–594,
1145–1148; 3:1245–1247;
5:2564–2566

futurism and, 2:1155

German expressionism and,
2:584–585

globlization and, 3:1243

2896 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N D E X



Godard and, 3:1245–1247

Goebbels’s involvement with, 3:1249

Hitchcock and, 3:1322–1323

international agreements and, 2:587

on International Brigades, 3:1427

Kracauer as theorist of, 3:1588

Kundera adaptations for, 3:1597

Lang and, 3:1613–1615
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Citroën, André-Gustave, 1:235, 507
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Fromm critique of, 2:1154

inflation and, 3:1415

leisure and, 3:1642–1643

Marx on, 1:11, 338; 3:1684

meanings of, 2:704–705, 716–717
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Contrast of Forms (Léger), 3:1634
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(Mandelstam), 3:1720

Conversations with Igor Stravinsky
(Stravinsky), 4:2457
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Croatian Liberation Movement,
5:2614

Croatian Orthodox Church, 5:2616
Croatian Peasant Party, 2:736, 737;

4:1997, 2337; 5:2614, 2615,
2794–2795, 2796, 2797
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Croat-Serb Coalition, 5:2794

Croce, Benedetto, 1:107, 384; 2:641,
741–742; 3:1262

decolonization and, 2:797

fascism and, 2:1064

Crois de bois, Les (Dorgelès), 2:884

Croix de Feu/Parti Social Français,
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CRT (cathode ray tube), 4:2154
Cru, Jean Norton, 2:884

Crucifixion (Ernst), 2:974
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Csók, István, 1:469–470

CSP See Christian Social Party

CSU. See Christian Social Union

CTR. See International Criminal
Tribunal for Rwanda
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cubism, 1:127, 135; 2:746–748;
3:1785; 4:1859, 1952

abstraction and, 4:1952

as Arp influence, 1:183

Braque and, 1:418–419; 4:2015,
2309

Chagall and, 1:437

Dalı́ and, 2:770
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Beneš and, 1:335–336

Bohemia and, 4:2358, 2435,
2469–2470, 2471; 5:2634

border barriers and, 3:145

Brezhnev Doctrine and, 2:759

Čapek and, 1:502–503

Catholic Action and, 1:520

Charter 77 and, 1:548–549

communism and, 3:1510,
1597–1598; 4:1862, 1878–1879,
1903, 2355, 2355–2358, 2380;
5:2623–2625

communism’s collapse in. See Velvet
Revolution

Communist show trials and, 1:112,
118–119

communist takeover (1948) in,
1:202, 336; 2:622, 757; 3:1262,
1606; 4:2075, 2355–2356, 2358

constructivism and, 2:703

death penalty and, 2:787

democracy in, 1:102

destalinization and, 2:906–907;
4:2357

dissidence and, 1:548; 2:870, 871

division of, 2:760, 761; 3:1306
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Czech Republic, 2:755, 760–772

aristocracy and, 1:147

civil services and, 2:607

Cold War archives and, 2:620

conscription and, 2:691

death penalty abolishment and, 2:785

education system of, 2:924

European Union and, 1:28; 2:1033

Germany and, 4:2472

Havel’s presidency of, 3:1306,
1308–1309; 4:1874, 1879;
5:2625

NATO membership of, 2:691;
4:1835; 5:2718

nuclear power and, 1:211

trade unions and, 5:2558

See also Prague

Czerniaków, Adam, 3:1343; 5:2712

Czernin, Ottokar, 1:428
Czernowitz, 1:534

n

D
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dérive (situationist concept), 4:2353
Dernier caravansérail, Le
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(Lévinas), 3:1655
Difficult Freedom: Essays on Judaism
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Dungannon Clubs, 4:2350
Dunikowski, Xavery, 4:2027
Dunkerque (football/soccer club),

2:1107
Dunkirk, 1:128; 2:896–898, 897,

921; 5:2769
Dunning, Eric, 2:957
DUP. See Democratic Unionist Party
Dupin, Jacques, 3:1776
Dupont, Gaby, 2:789
Duquaire, Charles, 5:2550
Durand, Jacques, 2:789
Durand Line, 1:13, 14, 16
Durand-Ruel, Paul, 1:537
Durant, Henry, 4:1928, 1929
Durao Barroso, José Manuel, 4:2097
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École Normale Israélite Orientale,
3:1655
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Égale Dignité, L’ (Kis), 3:1566
Eggeling, Viking, 1:242; 2:585

Egipetskaya marka (Mandelstam),
3:1719

Eglise, L’ (Céline), 1:536
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Poland and, 3:1759; 4:2032; 5:2711

police forces and, 4:2035

police system influence of, 2:734

Portugal and, 4:2060

predecessor groups and, 1:334

proportional representation systems
and, 4:2482

public health strategy of,
4:2124–2125

Rapid Reaction Force and, 2:1033

Romanian prospective membership
in, 3:1382, 1383; 4:2238

Russia’s status with, 4:2261

Schröder and, 4:2311

science and, 4:2317

Slovakia and, 4:2359

Slovenia and, 4:2296, 2361; 5:2791,
2801, 2804

social insurance and, 4:2374, 2375;
5:2728

sovereignty transfers and, 2:1018

Spain and, 1:255; 3:1254–1255;
4:2414

state sovereignty and, 3:1170

structural evolution of, 2:1011

Sudetenland and, 4:2469

Sweden and, 4:2489

Switzerland and, 4:2492

tax reform and, 5:2495, 2498–2499

technology and, 5:2503–2504

television reception and, 4:2048,
2049

‘‘Television without Frontiers’’
declaration of, 5:2511

terrorism response and, 5:2517,
2526, 2695

three pillars of activity of,
2:1023–1024

trade and, 2:1019; 5:2750

Turkey’s status with, 1:159, 160,
275, 377; 3:1470; 5:2578

Ukraine and, 5:2589

Value Added Tax and, 5:2495, 2498

Wales and, 5:2665

wealthy regions and, 1:518

welfare benefits and, 5:2726

Yugoslav wars and, 2:1031–1033

See also European Commission

European University (proposed),
2:974

European University Institute of
Florence, 2:972

European Voluntary Worker program,
4:2193

Europeras (Cage), 4:1920

Europol (European Police Force),
4:2035

Eurosclerosis, 5:2597

Eurotheater, 5:2534

Eurovision, 5:2510

Eurovision Song Contest, 5:2510

Eurydice (European education
information network), 2:930

Euskadiko Ezkera, 1:299

Euskadi Ta Askatasuna. See ETA
Euskal Herritarrok, 2:985

euthanasia, 2:1035–1038

John Paul II ban on, 1:531; 3:1513

Nazi program of, 1:217, 467; 2:994,
1036; 3:1218, 1336, 1339;
4:2123, 2146, 2151, 2240, 2436;
5:2822

Euzkadi (Spanish Basque region),
1:298

evangelical movements, 4:2328

Evangelium Vitae (papal encyclical),
3:1513

Evangile au risque de la psychoanalyse,
L’ (Dolto), 2:881

Évannouissement, L’ (Semprún),
4:2334

Evaristo Arns, Paolo, 4:1996

Evening (Akhmatova), 1:34
Evening Album (Tsvetaeva), 5:2566

Evert, Alexei, 1:456, 457

Everyman (morality play), 4:2198

Everything for Sale (film), 5:2659
Évian Accords (1962), 1:62, 498;

3:1175, 1653
Evian Conference on Refugees (1938),

3:1346, 1385; 4:2190, 2191
Evola, Julius, 2:1064; 4:2144

Evolutionary Socialism (Bernstein),
4:2363

‘‘Evolution of the Language of
Cinema’’ (Bazin), 2:587

evolution theory, 1:162;
3:1681–1682; 4:2152, 2320

eugenics and, 2:993; 4:2148

psychoanalysis and, 4:2121

Evrazia (newspaper), 2:996, 998
Evreinov, Nikolai, 3:1737

Evtushenko, Evgenii. See Yevtushenko,
Yevgeny

Ewen, Stuart, 2:715

Ewige Jude, Der (documentary film),
2:1088

Exchange Rate Mechanism, 2:1030;
4:2304

exchange rates. See monetary policy

execution. See death penalty

exercise, 1:386–387, 388
Exile of James Joyce, The (Cixous),

2:608

Exile on Main Street (Rolling Stones
album), 4:2230

existentialism, 1:150, 181;
2:1038–1042; 3:1787
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Beauvoir and, 1:315–317; 2:1040

Camus and, 1:498, 499; 2:1040,
1041

in France, 3:1499

Heidegger and, 2:1039–1041;
3:1498

Jaspers and, 3:1498, 1499

Kojève and, 3:1578

phenomenology and, 4:2009–2010

Sartre and, 2:1039, 1040, 1041;
3:1578, 1787; 4:2010,
2298–2300

‘‘Existentialism and Humanism’’
(Sartre), 4:2010

Existenz (philosophical concept),
3:1498

Expérience intérieure, L’ (Bataille),
1:301

experiencing (acting concept), 4:2449

Experimental Artists Internationale,
2:615

‘‘Exploration of Space with a Rocket
Device’’ (Tsiolkovsky), 4:2405

Explorer I satellite, 4:2429

. . . explosante-fixe . . . (Boulez), 1:404
Expo 1998 (Lisbon), 4:2060

Exposition Internationale des Arts
Décoratifs Modernes (1925). See
Paris International Exposition

expositions, 2:1042–1046

Barcelona German Pavilion, 1:134,
135; 3:1760, 1761

British Empire, 2:1043, 1043

Brussels, 1:459; 2:1043

Paris, 2:1119, 1157; 3:1974–1975;
4:1913

Portugal, 4:2060

St. Louis, 4:1913

Expositions and Developments
(Stravinsky), 4:2457

Express, L’ (French magazine), 1:494,
495, 500; 2:1145; 3:1745

expressionism, 2:1046–1048

architecture and, 1:133, 134, 135

Arp and, 1:183

avant-garde and, 1:241

Ball and, 1:276

Beckmann and, 1:319–321

Berg and, 1:340

Berlin as headquarters for, 1:243

Blaue Reiter group and, 4:1952

Brussels and, 1:458

Debussy and, 2:790

Döblin and, 2:877–878

German cinema and, 2:584–585

Kandinsky and, 3:1535

Klee and, 3:1571–1572

in music, 4:2306, 2307

as Nazi Degenerate Art Exhibit
target, 2:803

theater and, 5:2529

See also abstract expressionism
Exquisite Corpse (Breton, Morise,

Tanguy, and Ray), 4:2483
‘‘exquisite corpses’’ (surrealism),

4:2483
extermination-by-work strategy,

4:2437
extermination camps. See death camps

extermination programs. See genocide;
Holocaust

External Relations Act of 1936
(Ireland), 2:659

extramarital sex, 4:2341

extraparliamentary movements,
4:2040, 2104

German radical Left and, 1:88;
2:1095; 4:1857, 1869,
2178–2179

Nazis as, 3:1216
Exxon, 4:1916

‘‘Eye and Mind’’ (Merleau-Ponty),
3:1754

Eyeless in Gaza (Huxley), 3:1377

Eyschen, Paul, 3:1687
Ezhov, Nikolai. See Yezhov, Nikolai

Ezra Pound: His Metric and Poetry
(Eliot), 2:958

n

F

Fabbrica italiana Automobili Torino.
See Fiat

Fabian socialism, 1:101; 3:1700;
4:2362–2363, 2363

New Zealand and, 4:1861
Fabius, Laurent, 1:33; 3:1272

Face (London fashion magazine),
2:1070

Fâcheux, Les (ballet), 1:419;
2:616–617

Facile (Éluard), 2:961

Fackel, Die (Viennese newspaper),
5:2645

factory council movement, 1:86;
5:2540

Factory for the Absolute (Čapek), 1:503
Faeroe Islands, 2:818, 819

Fagus Factor (Alfeld-an-der-Leine),
3:1275–1276

Fahrenheit 451 (film), 5:2566

FAI (Iberian Anarchist Federation),
1:86

Failure of Catholic Action, The
(Comblin), 1:521

Fairbairn, W. R. D., 4:2120
Fairbanks, Douglas, 1:546
Faisal, king of Saudi Arabia, 3:1627
Faits divers (Barbusse), 1:290
Fakhet, Serhane ben Abdelmajid,

5:2517
Falange, 2:1049–1050, 1060, 1062,

1082; 4:2413

Aznar and, 1:255

Franco and, 2:1050, 1132

Opus Dei and, 4:1930

Suárez and, 3:1520
Falcone, Giovanni, 3:1485, 1486,

1708
Falk, Peter, 5:2731
Falkenhausen, Alexander von, 1:325
Falkenhayn, Erich von, 5:2757
Falklands War, 1:131, 445, 450;

2:1050–1052; 5:2692

Thatcher and, 2:1050, 1051;
5:2528, 2605

Fall, The (Camus), 1:500
Fall of Berlin, The (film), 4:2347
Fall of the House of Usher, The (film),

1:483
false consciousness, 1:338
False Start in Africa, The (Dumont),

2:896
family allowances, 5:2727
family leave, 2:1084
family size. See birth control
family studies, 2:1137
famine

Red Cross aid and, 4:2186

Russia and, 4:2395

Soviet policies and, 2:638, 639, 640,
806, 822, 991; 3:1612; 4:1854,
2361, 2397, 2399, 2441–2442

Ukraine and, 2:806, 822, 991;
4:2133, 2441–2442; 5:2585,
2587

Fanck, Arnold, 4:2221
Fanfani, Amintore, 1:90
Fanon, Frantz, 1:55–56; 2:793,

1052–1053; 4:2103, 2299
Fant, Gunnar, 3:1492
Faole and Tuffin (fashion designers),

2:1070
Farewell Party, The (Kundera), 3:1597
Farewell to Arms, A (Hemingway),

3:1474
Far from Vietnam (film), 2:595;

3:1246
Farinacci, Roberto, 2:1157; 3:1711
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Farm, The (Miró), 3:1776

farmers. See agrarian parties; agriculture;
collectivization; land reform

Farmers Party. See Agrarian Party

Farnsworth House (Plano, Illinois),
3:1760

Farrar, Geraldine, 4:1919

fascism, 2:1053–1065

Action Française and, 1:6; 3:1735,
1736

agrarian parties and, 1:23

Albania under, 1:36

anti-Americanism and, 1:95

anti-Semitism and, 1:410; 2:1058,
1059–1060; 3:1506, 1509, 1617;
4:2101

antisocialism and, 3:1476

appeasement of, 1:128–131

architecture and, 1:136–137; 3:1477

aristocracy and, 1:145, 146

Austria and, 5:2645, 2646

Axis and, 1:254

Belgian Flemish faction and, 1:324

birth control bans and, 1:374

bourgeoisie and, 1:410, 411

Brasillach’s promotion of, 1:419, 420

Britain and, 1:451–453; 2:1059;
3:1506, 1518–1519

Catholic Church and, 1:523–524;
3:1472–1473, 1615–1617

Ciano and, 2:580–582

collaborators and, 1:411; 2:632–634

colonialism and, 2:649, 651

corporatism and, 2:720–722, 1057,
1059; 3:1476–1477

coups d’état and, 2:1061

Croatian Ustaše regime and,
2:737–738; 4:2295

D’Annunzio and, 2:772, 1097

death penalty and, 2:785

definitions of, 2:1053–1054

denationalization laws and, 2:601

Dollfuss and, 2:879, 880

Drieu la Rochelle and, 2:885, 886

émigrés from, 3:1384–1385

end of the epoch of, 2:1063–1064

Falange and, 2:1049, 1060, 1062

feminism and, 2:1082

Fiume and, 2:1097

France and, 1:293; 2:591

Franco’s image and, 2:1131–1133

futurism and, 2:1156, 1157;
3:1725–1726

gender images and, 3:1185, 1186,
1189

Germany and, 5:224591978

Gramsci’s imprisonment under,
3:1263

homosexual laws and, 3:1350

ideological versatility of,
2:1064–1065

intellectual origins of, 2:1054–1055;
3:1200

Italian Concordat of 1929 and,
3:1472–1473

Italy and, 2:570–571, 580–582,
1053, 1055–1057, 1056, 1060,
1061, 1064; 3:1239, 1476–1481,
1819; 4:1981, 2465, 2466;
5:2540, 2542, 2642, 2775

Lateran Pacts and, 3:1615–1617

leadership as emphasis of, 2:1060

leisure and, 3:1640

Malaparte and, 3:1711

minorities’ suppression and, 3:1770

Mussolini and, 3:1819–1825

Mussolini cult of personality and,
2:1056–1057

Nazism compared with,
2:1057–1059

Norway and, 4:2141

as pacifist challenge, 4:1949

parliamentary democracy vs., 4:1981

Pavelić and, 4:1997–1998

peak years (1938–1941) of, 2:1062

police and, 4:2034

political prisoners and, 4:2038–2039

Pound and, 2:1064; 4:2070

press censorship and, 4:2088

press propaganda and, 4:2086

pronatalism and, 1:387;
4:2340–2341; 5:2727

propaganda and, 4:2100–2101

racism and, 2:1058, 1059

as Revisionism party influence,
5:2818

Rexist movement and, 4:2217

Rome and, 4:2245–2248

rural reconstruction and, 3:1612

Saint-Exupéry and, 4:2285

social control and, 3:1477

Spain and, 2:571; 4:2288, 2413

Spanish civil war and, 1:130, 145;
4:2421–2422

Switzerland and, 4:2490–2491

totalitarianism and, 5:2542–2543

unemployed workers and, 5:2746

Ustaše and, 5:2615

varieties of, 2:1059–1060

veterans’ groups and, 5:2640, 2642

Vichy regime and, 2:632

World War I and, 3:1823

youth organizations and,
3:1616–1617

See also antifascism
Fascist Party (Italy). See National

Fascist Party
fashion, 2:1065–1071; 3:1487, 1678,

1679

aging populations and, 4:1912

Chanel and, 1:542–544; 2:1066

clothing rationing and, 4:2167, 2169

consumption and, 2:712

gender and, 3:1185, 1186, 1189

New Left and, 4:1858
Fashion System, The (Barthes), 1:295
Fassbinder, Rainer Werner, 2:595,

878, 1071–1073; 4:2205
Fassi, Allal al-, 3:1801
fast foods, 2:847–848; 3:1244
Fatah, al-. See Al Fatah
Fatherland Front (Austria), 2:879, 880
Fatherland Front (Bulgaria), 1:478;

2:852; 3:1606
Fatherland Front (Vienna), 5:2644
Fathers and Sons (Turgenev), 3:1423
fatigue syndromes, 5:2703
Fatima Shrine (Portugal), 1:523, 524
fats (dietary), 2:848, 849
fatwa (Islamic decree), 4:2557
Faulkner, William, 1:500
Faure, Edgar, 1:366
Faure, Élie, 3:1247
Faure, Francine, 1:499
Fauré, Gabriel, 4:2069
Faure, Paul, 1:383
Faure law (France), 4:1873
Faurisson, Robert, 3:1312
Faust (Goethe), 4:2198
Fausto-Sterling, Ann, 3:1183–1184
Fautrier, Jean, 3:1787; 4:2310
fauvism, 1:127, 417; 2:893, 1045

Braque and, 1:417, 418

Matisse and, 3:1732
Favez, Jean-Claude, 3:1193
Faÿ, Bernard, 4:2454
Fay, Laurel, 4:2348
Fayed, Dodi Al, 2:843
FBI (Federal Bureau of Investigation,

U.S.), 1:547

file on Picasso of, 4:2015

surveillance of Einstein by, 2:947
FDP. See Free Democratic Party
February Revolution. See under

Russian Revolutions of 1917
Febvre, Lucien, 1:93, 94, 379;

2:1073–1075
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as Braudel influence, 1:420, 421

Halswachs and, 3:1302
Fechter, Paul, 2:1046
Federal Banking Commission

(Belgium), 1:283

Federal Bureau of Investigation (U.S.).
See FBI

Federal Intelligence Service (West
Germany), 3:1422

Federal Republic of Germany. See
Germany

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,
3:1537; 5:2801, 2804

See also Serbia and Montenegro

Federal Reserve Bank (U.S.), 2:828
Federal Reserve System (U.S.), 1:285;

4:1846
Federal Tax Reform of 1919–1920

(Germany), 5:2497
Federation and Public against

Violence, 4:2358
Fédération Internationale de Football

Association, 2:1104, 1105; 4:2044
Federation of Green Parties. See Greens
Federation of Independents (Austria),

1:232
Federation of Italian Trade Unions,

4:2182
Federation of National Education

(France), 3:1742
Federazione Giovanile Comunista

Italiana, 1:353; 4:2179
Federazione Universitaria Cattolica

Italiana, 1:89, 520
Féerie pour une autre fois (Céline),

1:537
Fehling, Jürgen, 5:2529
Fein, Helen, genocide definition of,

3:1196, 1199

Feininger, Lyonel, 1:243, 303, 305;
3:1276

Felcone, Giovanni, 3:1485
Felipe, crown prince of Spain, 3:1520
Fellini, Federico, 2:594, 1075–1076;

3:1483; 4:2250

Tarkovsky and, 5:2494

Wertmüller and, 5:2732, 2733, 2734

Fellini Satyricon (film), 2:1075
Fellini’s Casanova (film), 2:1076
Fellini’s Roma (film), 2:1075
Fellowship of Reconciliation, 4:1948
fellow travelers, 1:101, 102, 104, 110

Rolland as, 4:2228

Sartre as, 4:2299
Felsenstein, Walter, 4:1922

Feltrinelli, Giangiacomo, 4:1995
femininity, concepts of, 3:1182, 1183,

1184–1185

feminism, 1:88; 2:1076–1085

abortion and, 1:2; 2:1083–1084

anarchism and, 1:83

backlash against, 1:409–410; 4:2342

Beauvoir and, 1:315, 316, 317

birth control and, 1:370, 372

body culture and, 1:387

bourgeoisie and, 1:409–410, 411

Cixous and, 2:608–609

contraception and, 1:81

as cultural liberalism, 3:1663

divorce and, 2:873

Duras and, 2:899

Foucault theory and, 2:1117–1118

gender constructions and, 3:1183

Irigaray and, 3:1453–1454

Italy and, 3:1484

John Paul II and, 1:530

Kristeva’s influence on, 3:1591–1592

lesbians and, 2:1083; 3:1188–1189,
1350–1351

Luxemburg’s indifference to, 3:1690

Marcuse and, 3:1724

Masaryk and, 3:1731

Netherlands and, 4:1853

New Zealand and, 4:1862

1968 movements and, 4:1872, 2467

pacifism and, 4:1947, 1950

propaganda and, 4:2103

prostitution and, 5:2627

psychoanalysis and, 4:2119, 2121

‘‘second wave,’’ 2:1083–1084;
3:1188–1189; 5:2737

Seghers’s works and, 4:2330, 2331

sexuality and, 4:2342

social democracy and, 4:2367

Stein and, 4:2454

Sweden and, 4:2488

venereal disease and, 5:2627

Wertmüller and, 5:2733–2734

Woolf and, 5:2737, 2737–2738

Zetkin and, 5:2808–2810, 2809

See also women’s suffrage
Feminism and Foucault (Quinby, ed.),

2:1118

Femme, La (Woman) (Ray), 4:2486
Femme au chapeau (Matisse), 3:1732

Femme d’à côté, La (film), 5:2566

Femme est une femme, Une (film),
3:1246

Femme 100 tétes, La (Ernst),
2:975–976

Fendi, 2:1071

Fenêtre à Collioure (Matisse), 3:1732

Fenêtres, Les (Delaunay), 2:748

Fenians, 3:1439
Fenichel, Otto, 4:2116
Fenollosa, Ernest, 4:2070
FEOGA (European Agricultural

Guidance and Guarantee Fund),
2:655

Ferdinand, king of Bulgaria, 1:476
Ferdinand VII, king of Spain, 1:298
Ferenczi, Sándor, 4:2115, 2116, 2118
Fermi, Enrico, 3:1479; 4:1892;

5:2688
Ferrari (car), 1:21, 238, 248
Ferrat, Jean, 1:427
Ferrero, Nino, 4:2180
Ferret, Pierre, 3:1501
fertility rate. See birthrates
fertilizers, 1:25, 448; 2:972

Haber-Bosch process, 3:1295
Fès, Treaty of (1912), 3:1799
Fest der Schönheit (documentary film),

4:2223
Fest der Völker (documentary film),

4:2223
Festival of Beauty (documentary film),

4:2223
Festival of Britain (1951), 5:2606
Festival of the Nation (documentary

film), 4:2223
Festival Te Deum (Britten), 1:454
Festschriften, 4:2305
Fêtes de la Fédération (Paris), 3:1976
‘‘Fetish Character of Music and the

Regression of Listening, The’’
(Adorno), 1:11

Feu, Le (Barbusse), 1:290, 291;
4:1946

feudalism, 3:1404
Feuerbach, Ludwig, 1:463
Feuertaufe (documentary film),

2:1087–1088
Feuillade, Louis, 2:583
Feuillère, Edwige, 1:291
Feux (Yourcenar), 5:2790
Feyder, Jacques, 2:587, 850
FGCI. See Italian Communist Youth

Association
FI. See Forza Italia Party
FIAC. See Amateur Cycling Federation
Fianna Fáil (Ireland), 1:7; 3:1440,

1447, 1769; 4:2351
Fiat, 1:20–21, 236–237, 238, 240;

3:1711

as Red Brigades target, 4:2180

success of, 3:1483
Fichte, Johann Gottlieb, 1:351;

3:1566; 4:2464
Fico, Robert, 4:2359
Field, Noel, 4:2356
Fiesta (car), 1:240
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FIFA. See Fédération Internationale de
Football Association

Fifteenth Army Group (Allied), 1:123
Fifteenth Party Congress (1927),

4:1855
Fifteenth Symphony (Shostakovich),

4:2348
Fifteenth Tank Division (Germany),

1:17
Fifteen-Year War, 3:1494
Fifth Army (U.S.), 1:123
Fifth Division (France), 4:1946
Fifth Light Tank Division (Germany),

1:17
Fifth Panzer Army, 1:481, 482
Fifth Psychoanalytic Congress (1918),

5:2702
Fifth Republic (France), 2:1126–1129,

1145

Algeria and, 1:53, 58

Chirac and, 2:568, 569

constitution and, 2:697

demonstrations and, 2:815–816

de Gaulle and, 2:955; 4:1983, 2176

Giscard d’Estaing and, 3:1239–1240

May events of 1968 and,
3:1738–1744

Mitterrand and, 3:1779–1781

Paris and, 3:1974, 1975, 1978
Fifth Symphony (Shostakovich), 4:2347
Fifth Symphony (Sibelius), 4:2349
Fiftieth Infantry Division (Britain),

2:780
Figaro, Le (Paris daily), 1:182; 2:1155;

4:2088, 2089
fighter bombers, 1:252
Fighting France. See Free French

Forces
Figlia di Iorio, La (D’Annunzio),

2:773
Fiji, 2:662
film. See cinema
film (documentary), 2:1085–1090

agitprop and, 2:586

Britten compositions for, 1:453

Buñel and, 1:483

Fordism and, 2:1112

Grierson and, 2:587

Hitchcock and, 3:1323

Lang and, 3:1615

Nazis and, 2:588, 1087; 3:1217;
4:2101, 2222–2223

Ophüls and, 4:1926–1928

as propaganda, 4:2101

Riefenstahl and, 4:1913, 2222–2223

Wenders and, 5:2732

See also cinema

Film (film), 1:319

Film Library of Bologna, 1:547
film noir, 1:484; 3:1615

Films de ma vie, Les (Truffaut), 5:2564
Films du Carrosse, Les, 5:2564

Films in My Life, The (Truffaut),
5:2564

Film und Foto (Werkbund exhibit),
3:1665

Filov, Bogdan, 1:478

Final Act of the Conference on Security
and Conference in Europe of
1975. See Helsinki Accords

‘‘Final Solution of the Jewish
Question.’’ See Holocaust

Finance Act of 1920 (Britain), 1:236

financial markets

Amsterdam and, 1:77

anti-Americanism and, 1:95

bourgeoisie and, 1:413

Euromarkets and, 1:285–286

London and, 1:278, 279, 280, 284,
285, 286, 287, 504; 3:1673,
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Fréhel, 4:2013
Freiburg University, 3:1498, 1499

Heidegger and, 3:1311, 1312
Freie Strasse, Die (periodical), 1:243
Freie Universität, 4:1861
Freie Zeitung, Die (periodical), 1:277
Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs. See
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Éluard and, 2:961, 962

Eurocommunism and, 1:105; 2:675,
676, 1002, 1003–1006

formation of, 3:1604

Indochina and, 2:1143

mainstream politics and, 2:1122, 1127

May 1968 events and, 3:1742

National Front and, 4:1829–1830

Nazi occupation ban on, 2:670

Picasso and, 4:2015

Popular Front and, 2:1121; 3:1604;
4:2051–2055

radical 1960s movements and, 1:302

Resistance members from, 2:653,
672, 1124

Sartre and, 4:2299

Social Democrats and, 4:2364, 2366

Socialist alliance with, 3:1240,
1779–1780; 4:2377–2380

strength of, 1:383, 510; 2:671,
1124, 1125; 3:1607, 1727

strikes and, 4:2462–2463

student protests and, 4:1870, 1873

surrealists’ conflict with, 2:961

Thorez and, 5:2535–2536

Tzara and, 5:2580

Vichy outlawing of, 2:1123

‘‘French Connection’’ (drug traffic
cartel), 3:1707

French Democratic Confederation of
Labor, 3:1742

French Empire, 2:646, 1140–1145

Asian colonies of, 3:1495, 1496

banking and, 1:286

civil service and, 2:606

colonial policy and, 2:642, 645, 646,
649

colonial troops and, 3:1389, 1390,
1391, 1392, 1393, 1394, 1801,
1802; 5:2763

‘‘compensatory myth’’ of, 2:1126

constitutions and, 2:697

counterinsurgency and, 2:728–729,
796

end of. See decolonization, French
Empire and,

Fanon and, 2:1052–1053

forced labor used in, 5:2675

French culture and, 2:1142

immigrants in France and, 3:1388

insurgencies and, 5:2520, 2521

justifications for, 2:644, 1143

League of Nations mandates and,
2:1141

Morocco and, 3:1799–1802; 5:2690

negritude and, 4:1842–1844, 2235,
2236

post–World War II and, 2:651

reorganization of, 2:797, 798, 844

Satre and, 4:2299

Senegal and, 4:2335, 2336

Senghor and, 4:2335–2336

setbacks in 1954 for, 5:2571

torture use and, 1:494–495

Tunisia and, 5:2571–2572

United Nations and, 5:2609

Vietnam and, 5:2648–2649, 2675

war crimes and, 2675

warfare and, 5:2692

World War I gains for, 2:648; 5:2763

World War II and, 5:2771, 2772,
2773

See also Algeria; Algerian War;
Indochina; Indochina War

French Equatorial Africa, 5:2672

French Eugenics Society, 2:994

French Federation of Football, 2:1104
French Guiana, 2:1140; 4:2408

French Indochina. See Indochina;
Indochina War

French Internal Forces, 4:1987

French Legion of Honor. See Legion of
Honor

French new wave, 2:1145–1148

Godard and, 3:1245–1247

Hitchcock recognition by, 3:1323

Rossellini recognition by,
4:2255–2256

Truffaut and, 5:2564–2566

French Psychoanalytic Society, 2:881;
3:1680; 4:2120

French Resistance, 1:68, 88; 2:653,
1124; 4:1906, 1991, 2312, 2333,
2478; 5:2550, 2580, 2679, 2690,
2769, 2776

Alsace and, 1:68

Baker and, 1:267

Barbie activity against, 1:289

Beauvoir and, 1:316, 317

Beckett and, 1:318–319

Bloch and, 1:379
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Caluire affair and, 3:1812

Camus and, 1:499

Comité Nationale des Écrivains and,
2:652–653

communist members of, 2:653, 672,
1124

Duras and, 2:898, 899

filmmakers and, 2:589

French exiles and, 4:2285–2286

de Gaulle and, 2:609, 1124; 3:1174,
1175; 4:2008

Halswachs and, 3:1302

Hitchcock films and, 3:1323

intellectuals and, 1:132

Jews and, 3:1344

Malraux and, 3:1714

Maquis and, 1:88; 4:1987, 1991,
2215

Mitterrand and, 3:1779

Moulin and, 3:1810–1812; 4:2008,
2215

pacifist members of, 4:1949

Papon and, 3:1973

partisan warfare and, 4:1987

political influence of, 1:510

Popular Front and, 4:2054

retribution and, 2:635, 636, 653

strength of, 4:2008

torture of members of, 1:494

underground press and, 4:2086

Vichy regime’s war with, 2:1124

See also Free French Forces

French Revolution, 1:515, 516; 2:798;
3:1783

Action Française repudiation of, 1:5,
6; 3:1734

Alsace annexation and, 1:66

bicentennial of, 1:365–367

citizenship and, 2:598

conscription and, 2:687, 691

critiques of, 2:1054

D’Annunzio’s appropriations from,
2:1097

Declaration of the Rights of Man and
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despotism and, 1:141

Furet thesis of, 1:365

historical effects of, 2:1118

inflation and, 3:1411

Kojève’s philosophy of history and,
3:1578

Maurras’s critique of, 3:1734

modern nationalism and, 4:2469

as national liberation model, 5:2752

socialism and, 4:2376

terror and, 5:2513, 2514

French Riviera, 5:2547
French School for Psychoanalysis,

2:881
French Section of the Workers’

International, 1:62, 383, 435
French Socialist Party, 1:62, 109, 383;

2:1127; 3:1607; 4:2377; 5:2746

Blum and, 1:382, 383

Briand and, 1:435–436

colonialism and, 2:1143

Communist Party and, 3:1240,
1604, 1779–1780; 4:2377, 2378

Delors and, 2:805

as governing party, 2:1122

Greens alliance with, 3:1274

Ho Chi Minh and, 3:1402

Jaurès assassination and, 3:1735

Mitterrand and, 2:1128;
3:1779–1781; 4:1873, 2380

National Front and, 4:1828, 1830

1968 protests and, 4:1873

Popular Front and, 2:1121; 3:1604;
4:2051–2055

post–World War II coalition and,
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reconstruction of, 3:1604

Social Democrats and, 4:2364, 2366

strength and weaknesses of, 3:1607
French Union, 2:797, 798, 844, 1144

French Union for Women’s Suffrage,
4:2478–2479

French West Africa, 3:1140–1145,
1175, 1391; 4:2335

See also Senegal

French Youth National Team
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Fresco, Paolo, 1:20, 21

Fresnay, Pierre, 4:2204
Freud, Anna, 2:1149, 1151, 1152;

4:2114, 2115–2116, 2116, 2118,
2120

Freud, Ernst, 4:2114
Freud, Sigmund, 1:228; 2:880,

1148–1153, 1150; 4:2118

as Auden influence, 1:215

as Buñel influence, 1:483
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as Ernst influence, 2:974

existentialism and, 2:1040

Fromm critique of, 2:1154

gender and, 3:1183
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influence of, 2:1152–1153

Jung and, 2:1151; 3:1523

Klein’s alternative paradigm and,
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Kristeva and, 3:1591

Lacan and, 3:1578, 1608, 1609,
1610; 4:2119, 2303
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Marcuse and, 3:1724

Mussolini and, 2:1064

nature vs. culture and, 3:1657

Nazi attacks on, 2:1151
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as Strachey influence, 1:381–382

as student movement influence,
4:1870

surrealism and, 1:245, 429; 2:771;
3:1785; 4:2014, 2064

U.S. visit of, 2:1152

Vienna and, 5:2645

war neuroses and, 5:2702

See also psychoanalysis

Freudian School of Paris, 2:881

Freudlose Gasse, Die (film), 4:1941
FRG. See Germany

Frick, Grace, 5:2790

Frick, Wilhelm, 4:1899
Friday-Men Club (Czechoslovakia),

1:503

Friechrich, Adolf, 4:1883

Fried, Eugen, 5:2535, 2536

Friedal, Major, 5:2780
Friedan, Betty, 2:1083; 3:1183

Friedeburg, Hans Georg, 5:2780
Friedensreich Hundertwasser, 1:233
Fried. Krupp AG. See Krupp

Friedländer, Käte, 4:2116

Friedman, Milton, 4:1846

Friedmann, Georges, 3:1639
Friedrich, Carl J., 5:2543–2544

Friedrich, Götz, 1:308; 4:1922

friendly fire, 5:2704
friendly societies, 4:2368, 2370;

5:2553

Friends’ Ambulance Unit, 4:1946

Friends of Shakespeare and Company,
The, 1:312

Friends of the Earth, 2:970

Frieser, Karl-Heinz, 1:378

frigates, 5:2687

Frings, Joseph, 5:2621

Frisch, Karl von, 3:1682

Frisch, Otto, 4:2315

Frisch, Robert, 1:392

Friuli, 4:1888

From an Ethnographic Museum
(Höch), 3:1334, 1334
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From Caligari to Hitler (Kracauer),
2:850; 3:1588

From Cubism and Futurism to
Suprematism (Malevich), 4:1954

Fromm, Erich, 2:1137, 1153–1155;
3:1723, 1724

From the Diary of a Snail (Grass),
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From the History of an Infantile
Neurosis (Freud), 2:1150

From the Six Books (Akhmatova), 1:34
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1:234

Front de Libération Nationale,
Algeria). See FLN

Front de Libération Nationale de la
Corse, 2:724

Front de Seine (Paris), 3:1975

Front for National Rebirth (Romania),
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Front National (France). See National

Front
Front Populaire. See Popular Front

Front Républicain (France), 3:1745
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FRY. See Federal Republic of
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Fry, Christopher, 1:455
Fry, Roger, 1:381, 382; 3:1658;
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Fry, Ruth, 4:2189

Fry, Varian, 1:429; 2:963
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3:1778
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4:2328, 2343

Afghanistan and, 1:14, 15, 15, 65;
3:1459–1464

Pakistan and, 4:1964, 1965

unemployed workers and, 5:2598

Wahhabism and, 1:65

See also Islamic terrorism

fundamentalism, Protestant, 4:1960
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2:868
Funke Leben, Der (Remarque),

4:2200
Funkstunde Berlin, 4:2155
Fuoco, Il (D’Annunzio), 2:773
Fur (people), 3:1198
Fura dels Baus, 5:2533
Furet, François, 1:93, 107, 182, 365
Für Genet (Kiefer), 3:1557
Furmanov, Dmitri, 4:2382
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Bauhaus and, 3:1215
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De Stijl and, 4:1956
Fürtwängler, Wilhelm, 1:307, 349;
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Future of an Illusion, The (Freud),
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Future of Indian Politics, The (Roy),
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Future of Socialism, The (Crosland),
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Future Tasks of the Alliance, The
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airplane and, 1:247–248; 2:1157

architecture and, 1:133

as Arp influence, 1:183

definition of, 2:1155

De Stijl and, 2:841

Eliot’s rejection of, 2:958

fascism and, 2:1064, 1157; 3:1476

Gramsci and, 2:1157; 3:1262
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Malevich and, 3:1712–1713

Marinetti and, 3:1725–1726, 1785
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Nazi opposition to, 2:803

New Sobriety and, 4:1859

Russia and, 3:1491

Soviet Union and, 4:1855

theater and, 5:2529
Futurism and Fascism (Marinetti),

3:1726

Futurist Political Party, 3:1725
futurology, 4:2321

n

G

G: Zeitschrift füelementaire Gestaltung,
1:245

Gabbana, Stefano, 2:1071
Gabin, Jean, 2:587; 4:2204
Gable, Clark, 4:2285
Gabo, Naum, 1:244; 2:703
Gabon, 4:1915
Gadamer, Hans-Georg,

3:1159–1160, 1297

Jaspers and, 3:1499
Gaddis, John L., 2:620
‘‘gadji beri bimba’’ (Ball), 1:276;

2:767
Gaelic Festival, 3:1161
Gaelic revivals (Ireland and Scotland),

3:1160–1163, 1447; 4:2325
Gaelic Society, 3:1161
Gaffky, Georg, 4:212
Gagarin, Yuri, 3:1163–1165, 1164;

4:2404, 2429, 2431
Gaidar, Yegor, 4:2002
Gaillimard (publisher), 1:500
Gainsbourg, Serge, 1:291, 292
Gaitskell, Hugh, 1:215, 361–362;

4:2364
Galas, Diamanda, 1:186
Galbraith, John Kenneth, 4:2364;

5:2604
Ga�czyński, Konstanty Ildefons,

3:1765
Galerie au Sans Pareil (Paris), 2:974
Galerie Corray (Zurich), 1:242
Galerie Dada (Zurich), 1:242; 2:767,

768
Galerie La Licorne (Paris), 3:1775
Galerie Maeght (Paris), 4:2486
Galerie Pierre (Paris), 1:245; 3:1776
Galerie Simon (Paris), 3:1776
Galeries Lafayette (Paris department

store), 1:187
Galicia (eastern Europe)

agrarian parties and, 1:22

Jews and, 3:1504

Ukraine and, 4:1937; 5:2583–2587,
2589

World War I and, 5:2644, 2754
Galicia (Spain), 1:298, 299
Galileo (Brecht), 1:425
Gallagher, John, 1:440, 447
Gallagher, Tag, 2:589
Galleria Apollinaire (Milan), 4:1957
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Gallery am Kaiserplatz (Karlsruhe),
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Galliano, John, 2:1070
Gallimard (publisher), 1:500
Gallipoli, Battle of (1915–1916),

4:2301; 5:2573, 2574, 2683,
2755, 2756

Allied defeat at, 1:273; 2:774;
3:1468

Anzac troops and, 1:222; 2:774, 775;
3:1393; 4:1861; 5:2763

Atatürk and, 5:2764

British World War I strategy and,
1:190, 192

Churchill and, 1:214; 2:577, 774

Dardanelles and, 2:774–775

Kitchener and, 3:1568
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Gallo, Robert, 1:30
Gallup, George Horace, 4:1928, 1929
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Gamsakhurdia, Zviad, 4:2345–2346
Gan, Alexei, 2:702
Gance, Abel, 2:585, 884
Gandhi, Indira, 3:1397; 4:2557
Gandhi, Mahatma, 1:146; 2:648,
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anticolonial propaganda and, 4:2103

assassination of, 3:1167, 1398

campaign against British rule of,
1:443, 446, 447, 448

nonviolent resistance and, 2:792;
3:1165, 1166, 1167, 1271,
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gang violence. See hooliganism
Ganz, Bruno, 5:2533, 2731
Garbo, Greta, 2:588, 851; 4:1941, 2200
Garcı́a Lorca, Federico, 1:483;

3:1167–1169
Gard, Roger Martin du, 1:496
Garden of Bérénice, The (Barrès), 293
Garden of Krakonoš, The (Čapek and

Čapek), 1:502
Garden Party, The (Havel), 3:1307;

4:2077
Gardini, Raoul, 2:854
Gare de Lyon (Paris), 3:1974
Gare d’Orsay (Paris), 3:1975
Gargallo, Pablo, 3:1775
Garibaldi, Giuseppe, 4:2244
Garibaldi Brigade, 3:1426

Garibaldi Legion, 3:1711
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(1931), 4:1913
Garnier, Pierre, 3:1351
Garrard, John, 3:1277
Garrigou-Lagrange, Réginald, 3:1513
Garrigue, Charlotte, 3:1731
Garros, Roland, 2:617
Gärten und Strassen (Jünger), 3:1525
Garvi, Peter, 3:1748, 1749
Garzón, Baltasar, 3:1169–1171
gas chambers, 1:20, 217, 219, 221,

467; 2:764; 3:1508

Auschwitz and, 1:118; 2:682, 939;
3:1218, 1342; 4:1841, 2437;
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Himmler’s role in, 3:1341
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Romani children and, 4:2241

Zyklon B and, 4:2241
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Gaspari, Pietro, 3:1615
Gasperi, Alcide de. See De Gasperi,

Alcide
gas reserves. See natural gas
Gates, The (Christo/Jeanne-Claude
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GATS (General Agreement on Trade

in Services), 5:2750
GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs

and Trade), 1:509; 4:1845;
5:2749–2750

Geneva as site of, 3:1193

Uruguay Round and, 2:656; 5:2749,
2750

West Germany and, 2:918
Gauchet, Marcel, 4:2328
Gauck, Joachim, 3:1171
Gauck Commission, 3:1171–1172
Gaudium et Spes (Vatican II), 1:527
Gaudi y Cornet, Antonio, 1:516
Gauguin, Paul, 1:381; 2:1047;

3:1975; 4:1952

as Matisse influence, 3:1732
Gaulle, Charles de, 1:181, 291; 2:569,

805; 3:1172–1177, 1174, 1176;
4:1910, 2341, 2463, 2475

Algeria and, 5:2521

Algerian War and, 1:53, 56–57, 60,
61, 62, 496–497; 2:697, 1144;
3:1175

anti-Americanism of, 1:96; 2:745,
1127; 3:1173, 1176

on Aragon, 1:132

background and early career of,
3:1172–1173

Blum and, 1:383

British EEC membership veto of,
2:1020, 1023, 1127; 3:1176,
1309, 1704, 1795

campaign against torture and,
1:496–497

Cassin and, 1:515; 5:2611

Cohn-Bendit and, 3:1740

constitutional revision and, 2:697

Cuban Missile Crisis reaction of,
2:745

decolonization and, 2:791, 799, 800,
1145; 3:1175

electoral system and, 2:955; 3:1175

Euratom and, 3:1795

European integration and, 2:1013,
1019, 1020, 1023, 1127; 3:1176,
1697, 1795

foreign policy of, 3:1176–1177

Fourth Republic and, 2:497, 696,
1126; 3:1175

Free French Forces of, 2:1143;
3:1173–1174, 1714

French grandeur as objective of,
2:1127; 3:1176

German relations and, 1:9

Giscard d’Estaing and, 3:1239, 1240

government-in-exile and, 1:309;
3:1173–1174

Malraux and, 3:1714–1715

May events (1968) and, 1:302;
2:619, 1128; 3:1738,
1740–1741, 1742, 1743, 1744;
4:1869, 1873, 2466

Mendès-France and, 3:1745, 1746

military career of, 1:165;
3:1172–1173

Mitterrand and, 3:1177, 1779

Monnet and, 3:1794, 1795

nationalization and, 2:606

NATO withdrawal by, 2:625, 745;
4:1832, 1833

nuclear weapons and, 4:1894

opposition to, 3:1177

parliamentary democracy and,
4:1982, 1983

Pétain’s death-sentence commutation
and, 4:2008

plebiscites and, 4:1984

press and, 4:2087, 2088

radio propaganda and, 4:2047

Resistance and, 2:609, 1124;
3:1810, 1811, 1812; 4:2008,
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retirement of, 2:1128; 3:1177, 1744,
1746; 4:1873
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697, 1126–1127; 3:1175; 4:2176

Romani political demands and,
4:2241, 2242

Schuman and, 4:2312

Senegal and, 4:2336

space program and, 4:2408

television and, 5:2511

Thorez and, 5:2536
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women’s suffrage and, 2:1079;
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World War II and, 5:2776
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Alsace and, 1:68

Chirac and, 2:568, 569

elections of 1968 and, 4:1873

French Resistance and, 2:653

Giscard d’Estaing and, 3:1240

inauguration of, 2:1126

Le Pen’s opposition to, 3:1653
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May 1968 events and, 2:815, 1128;
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See also Gaulle, Charles de; Rally for
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Gaulois, Pierre, 5:2689
Gaultier, Jean Paul, 2:1068
Gaumont, Léon, 2:583, 590
Gay, John, 5:2721
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gay activists, 3:1188, 1349, 1350;

4:2342–2343, 2467

AIDS and, 1:32; 3:1188

Marcuse support for, 3:1724

New Zealand and, 4:1862
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same-sex unions and, 4:2343
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Gaza Strip, 1:55; 3:1969
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Gdańsk Agreement (1980), 3:1179,

1759
Gdańsk/Danzig, 3:1177–1180,

1217, 1253

border dispute and, 5:2764

League of Nations and, 3:1630

shipyard protest broadcasts and,
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shipyard workers’ strikes and, 4:2031

striker massacre, 4:2385; 5:2665

union organizing in, 4:2386

Versailles Treaty and, 5:2635, 2636

worker uprising (1980) in, 4:1875,
2386, 2463; 5:2666, 2666

See also Lenin shipyard

GDP (gross domestic product)

Depression (1930s) and, 2:828, 832

European Union and, 5:2693

European vs. American, 1:509

growth (1914–2004) of, 1:503, 505,
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growth per year, 1:510

interwar slowdown of, 1:506
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Marshall Plan aid and, 3:1730
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Soviet arms race and, 2:626
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See also economy

GDR. See German Democratic
Republic

Geary, Dick, 4:2460
Gebsattel memorandum, 4:2037
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Gegs (ethnic group), 1:36

Gehlen Organization, 3:1422
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Geminder, Bedřich, 4:2356

gender, 3:1182–1190
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childhood and, 2:564
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Höch photomontages and, 3:1333,
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leisure and, 3:1639–1640

life expectancy and, 4:1908
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sexual double standard and, 4:2105

sex vs., 3:1182–1183

social construction of, 3:1183

totalitarianism and, 2:1082
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year), 2:954

See also feminism; women
General Agreement on Tariffs and

Trade. See GATT
General Agreement on Trade in

Services, 5:2750
General Agricultural Confederation

(Italy), 1:23
General Alliance of Jewish Workers. See

Bund
General Association of Gypsies of

Romania, 4:2239
General Belgrano, ARA (warship),

2:1051
General Benevolent Union (Armenia),

1:152
General Communications

Headquarters, 5:2528
General Confederation of Labor

(France), 1:83, 85–86, 104, 105;
2:1124; 4:2462; 5:2553, 2555

May 1968 events and, 3:1742

Popular Front and, 4:2052, 2053

General Confederation of Labor
(Italy), 4:2463; 5:2553

General Confederation of Labor
(Portugal), 2:721

General Confederation of Labor
(Spain), 1:83, 84

General Conscription Act of 1919
(France), 3:1391

General Council of the TUC. See
Trades Union Congress

Générale de Banque de Belgique,
1:283

General Electric, 2:587, 678; 4:1876,
2207

German company, 1:343; 3:1275;
4:2166

General Federation of Belgian
Workers, 1:328

General Federation of Hebrew Workers
in Palestine. See Histadrut

General Framework Agreement for
Peace. See Dayton Accords
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Gocàr, Josef, 4:2073
Godard, Jean-Luc, 1:291; 2:593–594,

1145, 1146, 1147, 1148;
3:1245–1247; 5:2564, 2565

Lang and, 3:1614
Goddard, Paulette, 4:2200
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Katyń Forest Massacre and, 3:1541;
5:2677

Kohl and, 3:1576

reforms of, 2:837, 840, 871, 910,
983; 3:1257–1258, 1353, 1497,
1562; 4:1876, 2001, 2002, 2237

See also glasnost; perestroika

reform vision of, 2:627, 676, 698;
3:1250, 1255, 1259; 4:2005

resignation of, 2:698; 3:1259, 1809

Sakharov and, 4:2287

Shevardnadze and, 4:2345

Sinatra Doctrine and, 5:2718

troop reductions and, 2:690

Warsaw Pact and, 5:2717

Yeltsin’s position against, 4:2265;
5:2785

Gorbachev, Raisa Maximovna
Titorenko, 3:1256

Gorbachev Foundation, 3:1259

Gordon, Aaron David, 1:465

Gordon, Charles, 1:381
Gordonstoun (public school), 1:262

Goria, Giovanni, 1:90
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Hotel Juliš (Prague), 4:2073
Hotel Moskva, 3:1805
hotels, 5:2547, 2548
Hotel Terminus (documentary),

4:1927
Hotel Terminus (Lyon), 1:289
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Ibárruri, Rubén, 3:1379–1380
Iberian Anarchist Federation, 1:86
IBM, 2:678, 679
Ibn Abd al-Wahhab, 3:1462
Ibsen, Henrik, 3:1516; 5:2652
‘‘(I Can’t Get No) Satisfaction’’

(song), 4:2230
ICBMs (intercontinental ballistic

missiles), 1:178, 205, 207; 2:624;
4:1833, 1895, 2406, 2428–2429,
2431; 5:2780

ICC. See International Court of Justice
Iceland, 2:819, 1023; 3:1380–1382

eugenic sterilization and, 3:1752

Internet use in, 4:2049

NATO and, 4:1830

Organisation for European Economic
Cooperation and, 4:1933

Icelandic People’s Alliance, 2:672
ICI (computer firm), 2:678
I, Claudius (Graves), 3:1266
ICRC. See Red Cross
ICTY. See International Criminal

Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia

ICVS (International Crime
Victimisation Survey), 2:732

I.D. (London fashion magazine),
2:1070

idealism, 1:11–12; 4:1934
Ideal Marriage, The (van de Velde),

4:2340
Idea of a Christian Society, The (Eliot),

2:959
Idea of History, The (Collingwood),

2:641
Ideas Pertaining to a Pure

Phenomenology (Husserl), 4:2008
Ideas toward a Transcendental

Phenomenology (Heidegger),
3:1311

Idee und Individuuum (Elias), 2:957
Identity (Kundera), 3:1597
Identity of France, The (Braudel),

1:421
identity papers, 2:601
ideological state apparatus (Althusser

concept), 1:70
ideological terrorism, 5:2522–2523
Idology and Utopia (Mannheim),

3:1722–1723

Idria River, 1:271

Ifi (Instituto Finaziario Industriale), 21

If It Die (Gide), 3:1236
‘‘If I Were Four and Twenty’’ (Yeats),

5:2783
If Not Now, When? (Levi), 3:1654

If on a Winter’s Night a Traveler
(Calvino), 1:493

IFOP. See Institut Français d’Opinion
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Kidrić, Boris, 2:876
Kids, The (film short), 5:2565

Kiefer, Anselm, 3:1557–1558
Kielce ghetto, 3:1232
Kielce pogrom (1946), 3:1346, 1347;

4:2022

Kielholz, Paul, 4:2111

Kierkegaard, Søren, 2:1039, 1040;
3:1311

Kiesinger, Kurt, 1:416; 3:1570;
4:2304
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Kiš, Danilo, 5:2792
Kis, János, 2:870; 3:1565–1566
Kisch, Egon Erwin, 4:2077
Kishinev pogrom (1903), 4:2020
Kisling, Moı̈se, 2:616; 4:2308,

2309
Kissinger, Henry, 1:434; 2:625;

3:1170, 1483; 4:1896; 5:2651,
2689

Kitchen, The (Wesker), 3:1783

2988 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N D E X



Kitchener, Horatio Herbert,
3:1567–1568, 1669; 4:2083;
5:2754

Asquith and, 1:189, 190
‘‘Kitsch Style and the Age of Kitsch,

The’’ (Elias), 2:957
KKE. See Greek Communist Party
KLA. See Kosovo Liberation Army
Klaesi, Jakob, 3:1751
Klages, Ludwig, 1:339; 3:1568–1569
Klaipédia, 3:1667–1668
Klapisch, Cédric, 2:973
Klar, Christian, 4:2178
Klarsfeld, Arno, 3:1570
Klarsfeld, Beate Künzel, 1:289;

3:1569–1570
Klarsfeld, Serge, 1:289; 3:1569–1570
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Kouyaté, Sotigui, 5:2533–2534
Kovno, 3:1233, 1341, 1344
Kovpak, Sydir, 5:2586
Kozelsk, 3:1540
KPD. See German Communist Party
KPN. See Confederation for an

Independent Poland
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Kubišová, Marta, 1:548
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Kühnold, Rudolph, 4:2154
Kuibyshev, Valerian, 4:2440
kulaks, 2:822; 4:1854, 2396, 2441

definition of, 3:1612

destalinization and, 2:839

internal exile and, 3:1286, 1612;
4:2036, 2192

Stalin’s dekulakization process for,
2:637, 638, 639, 640

terror and, 4:2132, 2133

in Ukraine, 5:2584, 2585
Kuleshov, Lev, 2:585
Kullervo (Sibelius), 4:2349
Kultura (Polish émigré journal),
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Kwaśniewski, Aleksander, 3:1503;

4:2032, 2389; 5:2512, 2667
Kwiek family, 4:2239
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1:249–250

Lateran Pacts (1929), 1:99, 102, 520;
2:1057; 3:1478, 1615–1617

Croce opposition to, 2:750

effects of, 3:1616–1617

Italian Communist Party and,
3:1472, 1482

Italian Concordat and,
3:1471–1473, 1615–1616

Mussolini and, 3:1823–1824; 4:2246

Pius XI and, 1:523; 3:1472

revisions of (1984), 3:1473, 1486
Latin America

Catholic third way in, 4:1996

death squads and, 3:1170

democratization in, 4:2414

hyperinflation in, 3:1412

John Paul II visit to, 1:530

liberation theology and, 1:529

Nazi assumed identities in, 1:289;
3:1747

necolonialism and, 2:652

psychoanalyst refugees in, 4:2118

as refugee asylum, 3:1385; 4:2190

socialism and, 4:2380

urban guerrilla model and,
4:2179

World War II and, 5:2781

See also specific countries
Latin language, 1:526–527; 3:1512
Latin Quarter (Paris), 3:1740,

1741–1742
La Tourette Dominican monastery,

3:1633
Lattre de Tassigny, Jean de, 3:1174
Lattuada, Alberto, 2:1075
Latvia, 3:1617–1622

aristocracy and, 1:144

Brest-Litovsk Treaty and, 1:428

civil services and, 2:607

dissidence and, 2:867

education system of, 2:924, 926

European Constitution ratification
and, 2:701

as European Union member, 1:28;
2:1033, 1034; 3:1622

Great Terror and, 5:2788

Greens and, 3:1272, 1274

Holocaust remembrance and, 1:122

independence, post–World War I of,
3:1618, 1618; 4:2272

independence declaration (1990) of,
3:1620–1621, 1668; 4:2004

Jewish ghettos and, 3:1232–1234

land reform and, 3:1612, 1618

minority rights and, 3:1768

Molotov–von Ribbentrop Pact and,
3:1791

as NATO member, 2:691; 3:1622;
4:1836; 5:2718

Nazi collaboration in, 2:634

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 2993

I N D E X



Nazi deportation of Jews to, 2:824

Nazi occupation of, 3:1619

partisan warfare and, 4:1987, 1989

postcommunism in, 3:1621–1622

post–World War I repatriations to,
4:2189

Russian civil war and, 4:2272

Soviet annexation of, 4:1903; 5:2768

as Soviet republic, 3:1618–1620

trade unions and, 5:2558

World War I and, 3:1617; 5:2673,
2763

World War II and, 5:2768

Latvian Communist Party, 3:1620

Latvian Popular Front, 3:1620
Latvian Riflemen, 3:1617

Laughable Loves (Kundera), 3:1597

‘‘Laugh of the Medusa, The’’ (Cixous),
2:608–609

Laughton, Charles, 1:425
Laurens, Henri, 2:748; 4:2308

Laurier, Wilfred, 2:67

Laurin & Klement, 4:2354

Lausanne, Treaty of (1923), 1:195,
196; 5:2633, 2673, 2764

amnesty declaration and, 3:1195

Armenian genocide and, 1:158;
3:1204

displaced persons and, 2:865, 992

minority rights and, 3:1768

population exchange and, 3:1468,
1702, 1768; 4:2190

Turkey and, 5:2574, 2575
Lausanne conference (1932), 2:778;

4:2208
Lautgedichte (Ball), 1:276
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Leulliette, Pierre, 1:497
Leutwein, Theodor, 3:1202
levée en masse, 2:687
Levi, Carlo, 1:108; 4:2250
Levi, Paul, 3:1690
Levi, Primo, 1:121, 217; 3:1481,

1653–1654
Lévinas, Emmanuel, 2:834;

3:1654–1656; 4:2010

Levinson, S. O., 3:1542

Lévi-Strauss, Claude, 1:69, 317, 406;
3:1654, 1656–1657; 4:2146

as Bourdieu influence, 1:406

Eco debate with, 2:915

Jakobson and, 3:1492

Kristeva and, 3:1591

Saussure and, 4:2303

semiotics and, 4:2332

Lévy, Benny, 4:2300

Lévy, Raymond, 4:2203
Lewin, Georg. See Walden, Herwarth

Lewin, Kurt, 3:1227, 1228

Lewis, Aubrey, 4:2112

Lewis, Jerry Lee, 1:313
Lewis, Saunders, 5:2663

Lewis, Wyndham, 2:958, 1064;
3:1657–1658; 4:2070

Leybold, Hans, 1:276

Leyland Group, 1:238
Leyte Gulf, Battle of (1945), 5:2778

Ležáky massacre, 4:2074

Lezioni americane (Calvino), 1:494
Lhote, Andre, 2:748

Liberal Democratic Party (Scotland,
4:2324

Liberal Democratic Party (Slovenia),
4:2361

liberalism, 3:1658–1663;
4:1845–1846

anticommunism and, 1:101, 102,
103

Berlin (Isaiah) on, 1:351–352

Bobbio and, 1:384

bourgeoisie and, 1:408, 409, 412

Budapest and, 1:470

civil service ideals and, 2:605, 606

corporatism vs., 2:719, 720

crisis of, 3:1659–1661

cultural, 3:1663

definitions of, 3:1659

fascism vs., 2:1054–1057, 1061,
1063, 1064

industrial capitalism and, 3:1405

Keynes and, 3:1548, 1550

neoliberalism and, 3:1661–1663

Netherlands, 4:1849

post–World War II, 3:1661

resurgence of, 3:1661–1662

rights theory and, 3:1369

Russia and, 3:1530–1532

Schmitt and, 4:2305

social democracy and, 4:2364

Spain, 4:2416

Spain and, 4:2410, 2468

United States and, 3:1550

Weimar Republic and, 3:1214

welfare state and, 1:362–363

Wilsonian, 3:1493, 1504
Liberal Nonconformity (Wales),

5:2662, 2663
Liberal Party (Australia), 1:224

Liberal Party (Belgium), 1:326, 327

Liberal Party (Britain), 3:1548;
4:2379; 5:2746

Asquith and, 1:189–191; 3:1670,
1671

Beveridge and, 1:362–363

Churchill and, 2:576–577

division/decline of, 3:1660, 1671

Labour Party and, 3:1602, 1604
Liberal Party (Denmark), 2:819

Liberal Party (Germany), 1:416;
3:1607

Liberal Party (Greece), 4:2371;
5:2632, 2633

Liberal Party (Hungary), 1:470

Liberal Party (Italy), 1:89, 90; 2:730;
3:1661; 4:2248

corruption scandal and, 2:854

Fascist movement and, 3:1476

Giolitti and, 3:1238, 1239, 1474

World War I and, 3:1474
Liberal Party (Luxembourg), 3:1687

Liberal Party (Netherlands), 2:1115

Liberal Party (Romania), 4:2231,
2232, 2233

Liberal Party (Scotland), 4:2324
Liberal Party (Sweden), 3:1605;

4:2378, 2379, 2486, 2488
Liberal Party (Switzerland), 4:2490,

2492
Liberal Reform Party (Belgium),

3:1661

Libération (Duras), 2:899
Liberation Front (Slovenia),

4:2360–2361
liberation movements. See

independence movements;
resistance

liberation theology, 1:529, 530

John Paul II and, 3:1513–1514

New Left and, 4:1858

Paul VI and, 4:1996

libertarianism

anarchism and, 1:81–84

New Left and, 1:106

1968 protests and, 4:1872

Russell and, 4:2260

‘‘Liberté’’ (Éluard), 2:944

liberty, positive vs. negative,
1:351–352

Libeskind, Daniel, 1:139; 5:2699
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Libidinal Economy (Lyotard), 3:1692
Libro de poemas (Garcı́a Lorca), 3:1168
Libya

Italy and, 1:262, 263; 3:1239, 1474,
1477, 1480; 5:2683

nuclear weapons and, 1:176

oil price shock and, 4:271, 2170

OPEC and, 4:1915, 1916

Tunisia and, 5:2572

United States and, 5:2528

World War II and, 1:17; 2:935;
3:1480; 4:1862; 5:2769

Licht cycle (Stockhausen), 4:1920
Lichtenstein, Roy, 3:1304; 4:2043,

2064
Lichtzwang (Celan), 1:535
Liddell Hart, Basil, 5:2689
Lidice massacre, 4:2074; 5:2520
Lidtke, Vernon, 3:1646
Lie, Trygve, 3:1197; 4:1891; 5:2609
Liebelei (film), 4:1926
Lieber Code (1863), 4:2091
Liebich, Richard, 4:2240
Liebknecht, Karl, 1:115, 344; 3:1214,

1279, 1602, 1663–1664, 1690,
1691, 1718

Luxemburg and, 4:2324–2326;
5:2810

murder of, 4:2426

Spartacus League and, 4:2424–2426

Zetkin and, 5:2810
Liebknecht, Wilhelm, 4:2424
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4:2077
Liege, 1:481, 482
Liénart, Achille, 5:2621
Lieutenant Schmidt (Pasternak),
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Life and Fate (Grossman),

3:1277–1278
Life and Nothing But (film), 5:2614
life expectancy, 2:806, 807, 808;

4:1908, 1911–1912; 5:2728

Denmark and, 2:819

Russian males and, 4:2266

Ukraine and, 3:1563
Life Is Beautiful (film), 5:2734
Life Is Elsewhere (Kundera), 3:1597,

1598
Life of Klim Samgin, The (Gorky),

3:1261
Life on the Oxo Cattle Ranch (film),

2:1086
life sciences, 4:2316
life-story writing, 4:1928, 1929
Ligachev, Yegor, 1:92
Liga Republicana das Mulheres

Portuguesas, 2:1077–1078

Ligeti, Gyorgy, 4:1920–1921
Light (Barbusse), 1:290
light, speed of, 2:945
Lightning over Water (film), 5:2732
light quanta, 2:945
light-water reactors, 1:210
Ligue de la Patrie Française, 1:293
Ligue de l’Enseignement, 1:365
Ligue des Droits de l’Homme, 1:365
Ligue des Patriotes, 1:66, 293
Ligue International des Combattants,

4:1948, 1949
Liguria, 4:1888, 2461
Lijphart, Arend, 4:1849
Lijst Pim Fortuyn, 2:1115
‘‘Lilichka!, Instead of a Letter’’

(Mayakovsky), 3:1737
Lilienthal, Otto, 1:247
Liljequist, Rudolf, 4:1880–1881
Lille, 5:2673

city center design, 1:140
Lima, Salvatore (‘‘Salvo’’), 1:90;

3:1485–1486
Limbo (Huxley), 3:1377
Limbour, Georges, 3:1776
Limelight (film), 1:547
Limited Test Ban Treaty (1963),

2:745, 861; 4:1896, 1950,
2286–2287

Limits to Growth, The (1972 report),
2:896

Limpid Stream (Shostakovich), 4:2347
Lincoln Center (New York City),

4:2069
Lind, Brit Bergersen, 2:888
Lindbergh, Charles, 1:249; 3:1243
Lindh, Anna, 2:1030
Lindhagen, Carl, 4:1881
Lindon, Jéròme, 1:496
Lingua (education program), 2:931
linguistics. See language
Linlithgow, Viceroy (Victor Hope),

2:794
Lion, Jean, 1:267
Lipchitz, Jacques, 2:748; 4:2308,

2309
Lippmann, Walter, 2:620
Lipski, Jan Józef, 1:114–115; 4:2386
liquified natural gas, 4:2129
liquor. See alcohol
Liri Valley, 1:124
Lisbon Story (film), 5:2732
Lisbon Strategy (1999), 2:931–932
Lischka, Kurt, 3:1570
Lisle, Arnet de, 2:749
Lispector, Clarice, 2:608
Lissitzky, El, 1:184, 244, 244, 245,

246, 538; 3:1664–1666, 1789

abstraction and, 4:1954–1955

constructivism and, 2:703

De Stijl and, 2:842; 3:1665

Malevich and, 4:1954
Lista Dini (Italy), 4:2097

Listen to Britain (documentary film),
2:1086

Litanies à la Vierge Noire (Poulenc),
4:2069

Litauer, Emilia, 2:996
literacy, 3:1187, 1243

Egypt and, 2:937

gender and, 3:1185

Hoxha and, 3:1362

Iceland and, 3:1381

Lithuania, 3:1667

Moscow, 3:1804

Romania and, 4:2232

Soviet Union, 113–114; 5:2739

Warsaw, 5:2706

West Bank and, 3:1968

Literani Listy (Czech literary
magazine), 4:1872

literary criticism

Barthes and, 1:295–296

Benjamin and, 1:336–339

Eliot and, 2:958

Lyotard and, 3:1692

Literary Gazette, The (Soviet journal),
5:2787

literature

antiwar novels and, 4:2100

Aragon and, 1:132–133

Austria and, 1:228

Barbusse and, 1:290–291

Bataille and, 1:300–301

Beach and, 1:311–313

Beauvoir and, 1:315–317

Beckett and, 1:318–319

Benjamin and, 1:336–337

Bloomsbury and, 1:380, 381, 382;
5:2737, 2738

Brandt and, 1:417

Brasillach and, 1:419

Brecht and, 1:424–426

Calvino and, 1:492–494

Camus and, 1:498–500

Canetti and, 1:501–502

Čapek and, 1:502–503

Céline and, 1:536–537

Churchill and, 2:577, 579

civil servant portrayals in, 2:604

Cixous and, 2:608–609

Cocteau and, 2:616

communism and, 1:19–20, 34–35

Dada and, 2:768
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D’Annunzio and, 2:772–773

destalinization and, 2:839, 840

dissidence and, 2:866–867, 868, 870

Djilas and, 2:876, 877

Döblin and, 2:877–878

Dorgelès and, 2:884–885

Drieu la Rochelle and, 2:885–886

Duras and, 2:898–899

East Berlin and, 1:350

East Germany and, 3:1223

Eco and, 2:916

Eliot and, 2:958–960

émigré writers of, 2:962–964;
4:2291–2292

existentialism and, 3:1787

film adaptations of, 2:590, 593

France and, 1:126–127, 132

Frank and, 2:1134–1136

French Indochina and, 3:1400

French Resistance and, 2:652–654

futurism and, 2:1155, 1156

Garcı́a Lorca and, 3:1168

Gide and, 3:1235–1236

Gorky and, 3:1259–1261

Grass and, 3:1264–1265

Graves and, 3:1265–1266

Grossman and, 3:1276–1278

Hesse and, 3:1317–1318

Holocaust and, 3:1347; 4:2326,
2327

Huxley and, 3:1377–1378

on International Brigades, 3:1427

Italian Fascist period and, 3:1477

Jakobson and, 3:1491, 1492

Jewish, 4:2021

Joyce (James) and, 3:1515–1518,
1516

Jünger and, 3:1525–1526

Kadare and, 3:1529–1530

Kafka and, 3:1532–1533

Kailyard school of, 4:2325

Koestler and, 3:1574, 1575

Kristeva and, 3:1591

Kundera and, 3:1596–1598

Lawrence (D.H.) and, 3:1625–1626

Lawrence (T. E.) and, 3:1627–1628

lesbian culture and, 3:1349

Levi and, 3:1653–1665

Lewis and, 3:1658

Lost Generation and, 4:2454, 2465

Malaparte and, 3:1711–1712

Malraux and, 3:1714–1715

Mandelstam and, 3:1718–1720

Mann and, 3:1721–1722

Marinetti and, 3:1725–1726

Mayakovsky and, 3:1737–1738

Mi�osz and, 3:1765–1766

modernism and, 3:1784–1785,
1785, 1786; 5:2738

Musil and, 3:1817–1818

Nazism and, 3:1217

negritude and, 4:1844

New Economic Policy and, 4:1855

New Sobriety and, 4:1859–1860

Orwell and, 4:1935–1937

Owen and, 4:1938–1939

pacifism and, 4:1947, 2200

Pasternak and, 4:1994–1995

Poland and, 4:2027, 2030

postmodernism and, 4:2064–2065

Pound and, 4:2070–2071

Prague and, 4:2075–2077

proletarian novels and, 1:19–20

Remarque and, 4:1947, 2100,
2199–2201

Rolland and, 4:2227–2228

Rome and, 4:2250

Saint-Exupéry and, 4:2285–2286

samizdat, 4:2290–2292; 5:2787

Sartre and, 4:2299

Sassoon and, 4:2300–2301, 2465

School of Paris and, 4:2308

science and, 4:2321

science fiction, 1:502–503; 3:1526;
4:2321; 5:2807

Scotland and, 4:2325

Sebald and, 4:2326–2327

Seghers and, 4:2329–2331

semiotics and, 4:2332

Semprún and, 4:2333–2334

Slovenes and, 4:2359–2360, 2362

socialist realism and, 1:132; 3:1223,
1259, 1260; 4:2381, 2382

Solzhenitsyn and, 4:2390–2392,
2401

on Soviet Great Purge, 4:2133–2134

Stein and, 4:2453–2454

surrealism and, 4:2484

Tsvetaeva and, 5:2566–2567

Tzara and, 5:2579–2580

Ukraine and, 5:2587

Valéry and, 5:2619–2620

Vienna and, 5:2645

Woolf and, 5:2736–2738

of World War I, 1:290; 2:884;
4:1946, 1947, 2174, 2200;
5:2738

Yeats and, 5:2783–2784

Yevtushenko and, 3:1562; 4:2348;
5:2786–2788

Yourcenar and, 5:2789–2790

Yugoslavia and, 5:2792

Zamyatin and, 4:1855; 5:2807–2808

See also poetry; theater
Literature or Life (Semprún), 4:2334

lithium, 4:2112

lithography, 1:539, 540

Lithuania, 3:1666–1669

Belarus and, 1:321, 322

Brest-Litovsk Treaty and, 1:428

dissidence and, 2:867

education system of, 2:924, 926

European Constitution ratification
and, 2:701

European Union and, 1:28; 2:1033,
1034

Helsinki Watch in, 2:869

independence, post–World War I, of,
3:1667

independence declaration (1990) of,
3:1258, 1668; 4:2004, 2272

Jewish ghettos in, 3:1233

Jews and, 3:1505

Kiev and, 3:1558

land reform and, 3:1612

Lévinas and, 3:1654–1655

minority rights and, 3:1768

NATO membership of, 2:691;
4:1836; 5:2718

Nazi collaboration in, 2:634

Nazi murder of Jews from, 2:824;
3:1668

Nazi occupation of, 3:1668

nuclear power and, 1:211

partisan warfare and, 4:1985, 1987,
1989

pogroms and, 4:2019

post–World War I repatriations to,
4:2189

Russian civil war and, 4:2272

Soviet annexation of, 4:1903;
5:2768

as Soviet republic, 3:1619, 1620,
1668

Soviet sphere and, 3:1791

theater and, 5:2533

trade unions and, 5:2558

Vilna ghetto and, 5:2735

World War I and, 5:2673, 2763

World War II and, 5:2668, 2767

Littéraire (journal), 1:245
Littérature (Paris group), 2:768, 960;

5:2579
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Little Entente (1919), 1:335; 4:2231;
5:2797

Little Prince, The (Saint-Exupéry),
4:2286

Little Review (journal), 3:1517;
4:2070

Little Richard (performer), 1:313
Little Soldier, The (film), 3:1246
Little Tramp (Chaplin character),

1:546, 547
Littlewood, Joan, 5:2741
Litvinov, Maxim, 4:2348
Livable Netherlands, 2:1114, 1115
Livelihood Foundation, 3:1544
Liverpool, 5:2663, 2746

Beatles and, 1:313

football (soccer) hooliganism and,
3:1354–1355

Liverpool (football/soccer club),
2:1106

livestock, 1:25

mad cow disease and, 3:1704–1706,
1705–1706

living standards. See standard of living
Livingston, Frank, 4:2152
Livingstone, Ken, 3:1679, 1680
Living Theatre, 1:186, 455
‘‘Living Word about a Living Man, A’’

(Tsvetaeva), 5:2567
Livre noir du communisme (Courtois),

1:121
Livro do Desassossego (Pessoa),

4:2006
Lizards, The (film), 5:2732
Ljubljana, 3:1770; 4:2294, 2360
Lliga Regionalista (Catalonia), 1:516,

517
Lloréns Artigas, Josep, 3:1777
Lloyd George, David, 3:1669–1672;

5:2555

Asquith and, 1:190, 191; 3:1670

Baldwin and, 1:268

Balfour Declaration and, 1:269

Chamberlain (Neville) dislike of,
1:540

Churchill and, 2:576, 577

coalition government of, 3:1602

General Strike of 1926 and, 3:1190

German disarmament and,
2:855–856; 4:2206

German war guilt and, 3:1636

Liberal Party split and, 3:1660

Macmillan and, 3:1703

as prime minister, 3:1670–1671

Versailles Treaty and, 5:2633, 2638,
2763

Wales and, 5:2663

World War I and, 3:1568; 5:2600,
2684, 2760, 2761

Lloyds Bank (London), 1:278, 279,
280, 287

Loach, Ken, 1:310; 2:1089
Lobby (Hamilton), 3:1305
Löbl, Evžen, 4:2356, 2357
lobotomy, 4:2112
Local Anesthetic (Grass), 3:1264
Local Government Act of 1988

(Britain), 1:32
Locarno, Treaty of (1925), 1:268,

325; 2:858; 3:1296, 1672–1673

appeasement and, 1:130

Briand and, 1:436; 3:1672, 1673

Rhineland troop withdrawal and,
3:1672, 1673; 4:2221

Stresemann and, 4:2459
Locarno Film Festival, 2:592
Locke, John, 3:1365
Lockot, Regine, 4:2120
Lockwood, David, 5:2747–2748
Lockwood Memorial Library (Buffalo),

1:313
Lodge, Henry Cabot, 5:2634
Lodge, Oliver, 4:2047
Lodger, The (film), 3:1322
Lódź Film Academy (Poland), 2:591,

596
Lódź ghetto, 2:825; 3:1232, 1234,

1235, 1341, 1344, 1504

Chelmno death camp and, 3:1342

Jewish council and, 3:1343
Loeffler, Friedrich, 4:212
logical atomism, 5:2735
Logical Investigations (Husserl),

4:2008
logical positivism, 5:2645
Logo Trnopolje camp, 2:686
Lohengrin (Wagner), 1:307, 308
Loi Jourdan-Delbrel (1798), 2:687
Loin du Vietnam (film), 3:1246
Lola (film), 2:1072, 1146
Lola Montès (film), 4:1926
Lombard League, 4:1888
Lombardy

Northern League and, 4:1888, 1889

strikes in, 4:2461
Lombok expedition (1894), 2:629
Lombroso, Cesare, 3:1750
London, 3:1673–1681

anti-Vietnam War protests in, 5:2650

architecture and, 1:138–139, 140

Battle of Britain and, 1:437, 438,
439; 5:2770, 2775

Blitz damage to, 1:438, 439; 3:1306,
1360, 1677, 1678; 4:2086

Bloomsbury Group and, 1:380–382

civil unrest in, 3:1678–1679, 1679

émigré intellectuals in, 2:962

fashion and, 2:1068–1071, 1070;
3:1186, 1678, 1679

as financial center, 1:278, 279, 280,
284, 285, 286, 287, 504; 3:1673,
1676, 1679–1680

gentrification of, 3:1678, 1680

Great Exhibition (1851) of, 2:1043,
1044

housing and, 3:1358, 1359, 1360,
1361, 1674, 1675, 1676, 1680;
5:2725

IRA terrorist bombings in, 3:1678

Islamic terrorist subway/bus
bombings (2005) in, 1:66;
3:1463; 5:2518

Jews and, 5:2747

multiculturalism of, 1:444, 451;
2:802, 1070; 3:1676–1678, 1680

Nazi émigré cabaret and, 1:489

newspapers and, 4:2085, 2088

Olympics (1948) and, 4:1913–1914

police system and, 2:733

psychoanalysis and, 4:2116

street traffic in, 3:1675

strikes in, 5:2554

suburban expansion of,
3:1357–1359, 1674

subway of, 3:1674; 4:2127

suffragists in, 4:2481

surrealist exhibition (1936) in,
4:2485

‘‘swinging’’ image of, 3:168

theater and, 5:2532

tourism and, 5:2547

Unknown Soldier burial in, 5:2612,
2614

V-2 rocket attack on, 1:422

war memorials in, 5:2612, 2697,
2765

working class amd, 5:2742

World War II exiles in, 1:309, 335,
501; 2:1153

London, Artur, 4:2356, 2357

London, Jack, 5:2807

London, Treaty of (1915), 1:37, 273;
2:736, 1096; 5:2793

London, Treaty of (1949), 2:724

See also Council of Europe

London Agreement (1945), 2:718

London and North Eastern Railway,
4:2161

London and River Plate Bank, 1:279
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London Bridge Tower, 1:140
London City Hall, 1:140
London Conference (1924), 2:778
London Conference (1930), 2:858,

859
London Debt Agreement (1953), 1:9
Londonderry Corporation, 4:1886
London Film Festival, 2:592
London, Midland, and Scottish

Railway, 4:2161
London Olympics (1948),

4:1913–1914
London Protocol (1936), 1:175
London Psycho-Analytic Society,

2:1152
London reparations schedule (1920),

2:777; 4:2206–2207
London School of Economics, 1:362
London Society for the Promotion of

Permanent and Universal Peace,
4:1944

London Underground bombing
(2005), 1:66; 3:1463; 5:2518

Loneliness of the Long Distance Runner,
The (film), 2:593

Lonely Crowd, The (Riesman), 2:1154
Long, Breckinridge, 3:1346
Long Kesh prison, 4:2040
Long March, The (Beauvoir), 1:317
Longo, Luigi, 1:353
long-playing records, 4:2011, 2012
Long Saturday Night, The (Williams),

5:2565
Long Voyage, The (Semprún), 1:469;

4:2334
Long Wait, The (Khan), 4:2120
Long Weekend, The (Graves), 3:1266
Look, Stranger (Auden), 1:215
Loos, Adolf, 2:1066; 5:2645
Lope de Vega, Félix, 1:500
Lopez Ibor, Juan José, 4:2112
Lopokova, Lydia, 1:382
Lord Haw-Haw. See Joyce, William
Lorenz, Konrad, 3:1681–1682
Loriod, Yvonne, 3:1755, 1756
Lorković, Mladen, 4:1998
Lorraine. See Alsace-Lorraine
Lorscheider, Aloı́sio, 4:1996
Los Alamos (New Mexico) laboratory,

1:392; 4:1892, 1893
Los Angeles County Museum, 2:804
Los Angeles émigré cabaret, 1:489
Los Angeles Olympics (1984),

4:1914–1915
Lost Architecture of Kiev, The

(Hewryk), 3:1560
lost generation, 2:962; 4:2454, 2465
Lost Honor of Katharina Blum, The

(film), 2:595

Lost in the Stars (Weill), 5:2721

Lost Steps, The (Breton), 1:430

Loti, Pierre, 3:1467
Lotna (film), 5:2659

Lotta Continua, 4:2179

Lotus (automotive company), 1:238
Lotus and the Robot, The (Koestler),

3:1575
Loucheur, Louis, 4:2167

Loughborough, 5:2742, 2743

Louis II, king of Bavaria, 1:306
Louis XIV, king of France, 1:66

Louis-Philippe, king of the French,
1:52

Loulou (film), 4:1941

Lourié, Artur Vincent, 2:996

Louvre (Paris), 1:419

glass pyramid (Paris), 1:139

Louvre, Le (Paris department store),
1:187

Louÿs, Pierre, 2:789; 5:2619

Love (Höch), 3:1335

Love and Anarchy (film), 5:2733–2734
Love at Twenty (film), 5:2565

Love for Three Oranges, The
(Prokofiev), 4:1919, 2098

Love in Germany, A (film), 5:2660

Love Life (Weill), 5:2721
Love on the Run (film), 5:2565, 2565
Lovers, The (Chagall series), 1:538

Lovers, The (film), 2:1146
Lover’s Discourse, A: Fragments

(Barthes), 1:296
Lovers of Zion, 5:2816

Love’s Labour’s Lost (Shakespeare),
1:454–455

Loves of Queen Elizabeth, The (film),
2:583

‘‘Love Song of J. Alfred Prufrock,
The’’ (Eliot), 1:312; 2:958

‘‘Love Ukraine’’ (Sosyura), 5:2587

Lovinescu, Eugen, 4:2233

Low, Barbara, 4:2114
Löwenthal, Elsa (Einstein), 2:946, 947

Löwenthal, Leo, 1:10; 2:1138; 3:1588

critical theory and, 3:1723

Lower Depths, The (film), 2:587, 588
Lower Depths, The (Gorky), 3:1260;

4:2197, 2449
low-fat diets, 2:849

Löwith, Karl, 3:1312

Łoziński, Marceli, 4:2031; 5:2660
LP. See Portuguese Legion

LSD (lysergic acid), 1:314; 2:886, 887

Huxley and, 3:1378

Jünger and, 3:1526
LSD-25, 4:2110

LTBT. See Limited Test Ban Treaty

LTI: Notizbuch eines Philogen
(Klemperer), 3:1573–1574

Lubac, Henri de, 5:2620
Lubitsch, Ernst, 2:584, 588, 589;

4:2198
Lublin District, 4:2436
Lublin ghetto, 3:1232, 1233, 1239,

1341
Lublin-Majdanek, 5:2823
Lublin Plan, 2:823, 824, 825, 939
Lubyanka Prison (Moscow), 3:1285;

5:2669
Luca, Gherasim, 1:535
Lucas, John P., 1:123, 124
Lucchese ‘‘family,’’ 3:1708
LUCE (L’Unione Cinematogràfica

Educativa), 2:588
Luce, Henry, 3:1243
Lucia di Lammermoor (Donizetti),

1:491
Luciani, Albino. See John Paul I
Luciano Serra Pilota (film), 4:2255
Ludendorff, Erich, 1:143, 164, 248,

261, 262, 428; 3:1682–1684;
5:2676

Beer Hall Putsch and, 3:1326

Hindenburg and, 3:1321

Kapp Putsch and, 3:1536

offensive (1918) of, 3:1213

Tucholsky and, 5:2568

World War I and, 3:1683; 5:2754,
2757, 2758–2759, 2760

Ludendorff Offensive (1918), 3:1683
Lüdenscheidt Civic Opera, 5:2720
Ludwig, Volker, 1:490
Ludwig III, king of Bavaria, 2:950
Ludwigsmuseum (Cologne), 2:1045
Lueg, Konrad, 3:1787; 4:1958
Lueger, Karl, 1:227; 3:1326; 5:2644
Lueur dans l’abı̂me, La (Barbusse),

1:290
Lufthansa hijacking, 2:1073
Luftkrieg und Literatur (Sebald),

4:2326, 2327
Luftwaffe, 1:79, 124, 249, 250;

4:2447; 5:2636, 2676,
2685–2686, 2685–2687, 2685,
2686, 2764

Battle of Britain and, 1:437–438,
437; 3:1250; 4:2154

Battle of the Bulge and, 1:481

Belgrade bombing by, 1:330

Dunkirk evacuation and, 2:897, 898

Goering and, 3:1250

Spanish civil war and, 3:1280, 1777

World War II and, 5:2768, 2769,
2776

Lugard, Flora, 4:2187
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Lukács, György, 1:11, 337, 469;
2:667, 870, 1137; 3:1684–1685;
4:2043

Budapest Sunday Circle and, 4:2330

Kis and, 3:1565

Ko�akowski and, 3:1579

Mannheim and, 3:1722

Merleau-Ponty on, 3:1755
Lukashenko, Alexander, 1:322
Lukes, Igor, 4:2356
Lukianivka Prison (Kiev), 3:1560
Lulu (Berg), 1:340; 4:1918, 1919
Lumen Gentium (Vatican II), 1:526
Lumière, Auguste and Louis, 2:582,

583, 1086; 4:2045
Luminous Depths (Čapek and Čapek),

1:502
Lumumba, Patrice, 2:795;

3:1685–1686
Lunacharsky, Anatoly, 1:394, 538
Luna satellite, 4:2429
Lundbeck (pharmaceuticals), 4:2110,

2113
Lundestad, Geir, 2:620–621
Lunn, Arnold, 5:2546
Lusitania sinking, 1:533; 5:2675
Luso-tropicalism (Portuguese

concept), 4:2061–2062
Luther, Martin, 1:395, 465; 3:1211,

1311
Lutheranism, 1:394, 395
Lüttwitz, Walther von, 3:1535, 1536
Lutyens, Edward, 5:2697
Luxe, calme et volupté (Matisse),

3:1732
Luxembourg, 3:1687–1688

Battle of the Bulge and, 1:480–482

Belgian economic union and,
2:1024, 1026

Benelux Economic Union and,
1:326, 333–335; 2:1024

Christian Democracy and, 2:572;
3:1688

education system of, 2:924

euro and, 2:999

European Coal and Steel Community
and, 2:1007, 1008–1009; 3:1687

European Constitution ratification
and, 2:701

as European Court of Justice site,
2:1016; 3:1688

European Economic Community
and, 1:459; 3:1687, 1795;
4:2252–2253

European integration and, 1:509;
2:1024, 1025, 1026; 3:1687

European Parliament and, 2:1022

European Union and, 2:1022

mediation role of, 3:1687–1688

as NATO member, 4:1830

Naxi annexation of, 2:634

Organisation for European Economic
Cooperation and, 4:1933

Rome Treaty and, 4:2250–2253

suffrage and, 4:1984

television and, 5:2510

trade unions, 5:2558

World War II and, 5:2768
Luxembourg Monetary Institute,

2:1024
Luxemburg, Rosa, 1:115, 344;

3:1279, 1602, 1664,
1688–1691, 1689, 1718

murder of, 4:2426

socialism and, 4:2376, 2424

Spartacus League and, 4:2424–2426;
5:2810

Zetkin and, 5:2810
Luxemburger Wort (newspaper),

3:1687
Luxenburger, Hans, 4:2108, 2109
Luzhkov, Yuri, 3:1809
Luzon, 5:2778
Lviv (Lvov), 3:1562; 4:1937, 1938;

5:2586

Jewish extermination and, 3:1233
Lvov, Prince Georgy, 3:1423, 1545;

4:2274
Lwów. See Lviv (Lvov)
Ly, Abdoulaye, 2:793
Lyautey, Hubert, 1:554
Lyautey, Louis-Hubert, 2:1142;

3:1799
Lyazidi, Muhammad, 3:1802
Lycée Janson-de-Sailly (France), 1:315
Lynch, Jack, 3:1451
Lyon

Barbie SS operations in, 1:289

deportations from, 1:289

housing in, 5:2743

World War II and, 4:1927
Lyon Charter (1921), 1:86, 88
Lyons, Joseph, 1:223
Lyotard, Jean-François,

3:1691–1693; 4:2065
Lyric Suite (Berg), 1:340
Lyrische Swuite (Berg), 1:340
Lysenko, Trofim Denisovich, 1:4;

3:1693–1695, 1694; 4:2286,
2316; 5:2811

Lysenko affair, 3:1693–1695; 4:2316
lysergic acid diethylamide. See LSD
Lytton Commission, 3:1494
Lyubimov, Yuri, 5:2533

n

M

M (film), 2:588; 3:1613, 1614, 1615
Ma (Hungaria exile avant-garde circle),

1:244
Maar, Dora, 3:1280; 4:2483
Maastricht, Treaty of (1992), 1:328;

2:602, 734, 804, 805, 890, 1018;
3:1662, 1697–1700

Article A of, 2:1023

education policy and, 2:931

euro adoption criteria of, 3:1698

foreign workers and, 3:1389

French protests against, 2:1025

institutional reform and, 3:1699

minority rights and, 3:1773

Mitterrand’s promotion of, 3:1781

monetary unification and, 2:1000,
1001; 3:1698

Nice Treaty and, 4:1864

significance of, 3:1697

structural changes and, 3:1699

See also Economic and Monetary
Union; European Union

Maatschappij, Bauxiet, 2:901
MacArthur, Douglas, 3:1582–1583;

5:2774
Macau, 4:2059, 2061, 2063
Macaulay, Thomas Babington, 2:604
Macbeth (Verdi), 1:491
Maccanico, Antonio, 4:2097
Maccoby, Michael, 2:1154
MacDiarmid, Hugh. See Grieve,

Christopher Murray
MacDonald, Dwight, 2:1138; 5:2543
MacDonald, James Ramsay, 5:2601
MacDonald, Ramsay, 1:214, 268, 364;

2:858; 3:1700, 1700–1701;
4:2379

Labour Party growth and, 3:1602,
1604, 1700–1701

Macedonia, 3:1701–1703

Albanians in, 1:36

as Balkan state, 1:271, 275

Bulgaria and, 1:476–477, 478;
4:2145

European Union application of,
2:1031, 1032, 1034

Greece and, 3:1267, 1270, 1284;
4:2145; 5:2535, 2632

guerrilla warfare and, 3:1282

independence of, 3:1702–1703

Kosovo and, 3:1586

NATO and, 1:275

official name of, 3:1703

Serbia and, 4:2337, 2339
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Serbs in, 4:2337

World War I and, 1:273; 5:2756,
2759

World War II and, 1:273; 3:1702

Yugoslavia and, 5:2791–2795, 2799,
2800, 2804

Yugoslavian constitution and,
2:699–700

Macedonian Academy of Sciences and
Arts, 3:1702

Maček, Vladko, 2:737; 4:1997;
5:2796, 2797

MacGill-eain, Somhairle, 4:2325
Mach, Ernst, 2:944; 3:1817
machine gun, 5:2754
Machine infernale, La (Cocteau),

2:617
Machines Bull (computer firm), 2:678
Maciunas, George, 1:242, 360
Mack, Heinz, 4:1957
Macke, August, 1:241; 2:974, 1048;

3:1572
MacLaren, Norman, 2:1087
Maclean, Donald, 2:979
Macleod, Ian, 1:450; 3:1310
Macmillan, Harold, 1:450; 2:660,

920; 3:1703–1704

decolonization and, 2:791, 799;
3:1704

European Economic Community
and, 3:1795

on nuclear deterrent, 2:745

Powell and, 4:2071

Suez crisis and, 1:444; 3:1704;
4:2474

MacMillan, Margaret, 5:2638
MacNeice, Louis, 1:215
MacNeill, Eoin, 2:911, 912
macroeconomics, 3:1547; 4:1846,

2364, 2366
MAD (mutually assured destruction),

1:169–170, 205–206; 2:626;
4:1857, 1893, 1895

Madagascar, 2:1126, 1143; 3:1508;
4:1842

colonial troops from, 3:1391

French use of torture in, 1:494

independence of, 3:1175

Jewish proposed reettlement in. See
Madagascar Plan

Madagascar Plan, 2:823, 939, 991;
3:1205, 1339; 4:2191

Madama Butterfly (Puccini), 1:491
mad cow disease, 2:849;

3:1704–1706
Maddalena, Zero for Conduct (film),

2:835
Maddison, Angus, 5:2592

Maddox, John, 4:2321–2322
Made in U.S.A (film), 3:1246

Mad Fiddler, The (Pessoa), 4:2005
Madge, Charles, 4:1928

Madgearu, Virgil, 1:22; 4:2233
Madison, James, 1:351
Madjanek, 1:118

Mad Love (Breton), 1:430
Madness and Civilization (Foucault),

2:1116

Madonna (performer), 5:2734
madrasas movement, 3:1462; 4:1964
Madrid, 5:2742

Islamic terrorist commuter train
bombing (2004), 1:66, 255;
4:2415; 5:2517, 2521, 2526,
2681, 2693, 2695, 2699

Opus Dei and, 4:1929–1930

Spanish civil war, 4:2412, 2421, 2424
Madrid, Treaty of (1912), 3:1799
Madrid International Conference for

the Unification of Penal Law,
3:1644

Madrid Peace Conference (1991),
3:1968

Madrid summit (1977), 2:1004
MADRS scale, 4:2113

Maeght, Aimé, 3:1777
Maetzig, Karl, 2:1088
Mafart, Alain, 3:1272

Mafia, 3:1483, 1484–1486,
1706–1709

Andreotti and, 1:90

Della Chiesa murder and,
3:1484–1485

‘‘Mafiusi della Vicaria, I’’ (Rizzotto),
3:1706

Magee, Patrick, 5:2532
Maggiorani, Lamberto, 2:836
Magic Flute, The (Mozart), 1:216

Chagall sets for, 1:540
Magic Lantern, The (Tsvetaeva),

5:2566

Magic Lantern Theater (Prague),
5:2625

Magic Mountain, The (Mann), 3:1721

magic realism, 3:1530; 4:1859
Maginot, André, 3:1709–1710
Maginot Line, 1:164, 420;

3:1709–1711, 1710; 4:2007

Pétain and, 3:1709; 4:2007
Magnani, Anna, 4:1992, 2256
Magnetic Fields (Breton and Soupault),

1:429
magnetic levitation (maglev) trains,

4:2162

magnetron, 4:2154
Magnitogorsk, 2:709–710; 5:2503

Magnussen, Erik, 1:189
Magritte, René, 1:245; 4:2482, 2485
Magyars, 5:2752
Mahabharata (theatrical production),

5:2533
Mahagonny-Songspiel (Weill and

Brecht), 1:424; 5:2721
Maharishi Mahesh Yogi, 1:315
Mahler, Alma, 1:340; 4:2077
Mahler, Gustav, 1:228, 339; 3:1325
Maier, Charles S., 3:1730
Maillart, Robert, 1:137
Main Administration of Corrective-

Labor Camps. See gulag
Main Agreement (1935), 4:2378
Main Currents of Marxism

(Ko�akowski), 3:1579
Main d’Oeuvre Immigrée, 4:2333
Main Political Authority (Poland),

3:1497
Main Rouge (French Tunisia), 5:2571
Mainzer Akademie der Wissenschaften

und der Litertur, 2:878
Mainz scientific academies, 1:5
Maison de la Radio (Paris), 3:1975
Maison des Amis des Livres, La (Paris),

1:311
Maison des Sciences de l’Homme

(Paris), 1:421
Maison française, La (magazine),

2:710
Maisons Jaoul (Neuilly), 1:137
Maison Verte, 2:881
Maistre, Joseph de, 2:1054
Majdanek, 1:217, 468; 3:1205

gas chamber in, 2:682; 3:1342
Majerová, Marie, 4:2077
Maji Maji rebellion (1905–1907),

5:2672
Ma jolie (Picasso), 2:747
Major, John, 3:1451, 1815; 4:1887,

2352

Thatcher and, 5:2528, 2529

trade unions and, 5:2558
majoritan electoral system, 2:953, 954,

956
Makarios, Archbishop, 2:754, 755;

3:1285, 11269
Makavejev, Dušan, 5:2792
Makhno, Nestor, 4:1985; 5:2584
Making of Americans, The (Stein),

4:2454
Makropulos Affair, The (Čapek), 1:503
Makropulos Affair, The (Janáček

opera), 1:503
Malagasy insurrection (1947–1948),

2:1144
Malaparte, Curzio, 3:1711–1712
malaria, 4:2187
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Malatesta, Errico, 1:85
Malaya, 1:225; 3:1496; 5:2772, 2778

as British colony, 1:442, 443, 447

counterinsurgency and, 2:729, 796

guerrilla warfare in, 1:443, 450;
4:1990

independence of, 1:215, 440, 443,
450

insurgencies in, 5:2520–2521

World War II and, 1:440

See also Malaysia
Malayan Communist Party, 4:1990
Malayan People’s Anti-Japanese Army,

2:800
Malayan People’s Liberation Army,

2:729
Malaya zemlya (Brezhnev), 1:434, 435
Malaysia, 1:170, 215, 440, 444, 450

Japanese occupation of, 3:1401
Malay States, 5:2690
male body, 1:387–388
Malenkov, Georgy, 1:342; 3:1375;

5:2813

Khrushchev and, 3:1554; 4:1827,
2400

Nagy and, 4:1827

purges and, 5:2812

Stalin and, 4:2443, 2444, 2445

Zhdanov and, 5:2811
Malevich, Kazimir, 1:538; 3:1665,

1712–1714; 4:1954, 1955, 1957

Jakobson and, 3:1491

Kandinsky and, 3:1535
Malheurs des immortels, Les (Ernst and

Éluard), 2:974–975
Malibran, Maria, 1:491
Malign Fiesta (Lewis), 3:1658
Malik, Charles, 5:2611
Malik Verlag (Berlin publisher), 1:243
Malina, Judith, 1:186
Malinovsky, Rodion, 1:472; 3:1553
Mallarmé, Stéphane, 2:789; 3:1207,

1692; 5:2619

as Boulez influence, 1:404

Matisse illustrations for, 3:1732

Picasso and, 4:2016
Malle, Louis, 1:291; 2:1088, 1146,

1147, 1148
Mallet-Stevens, Robert, 1:187
Malmö, 5:2531
Malraux, André, 1:108, 419, 540;

2:886; 3:1247, 1714–1715

antifascism and, 4:2330

campaign against torture and,
1:496–497

de Gaulle and, 2:1127

International Brigades and, 3:1427

Koestler and, 3:1575

Lyotard’s writings on, 3:1692

Moulin memorial and, 3:1810, 1812

Paris and, 3:1975

student movements and, 4:1862

Vilar and, 5:2652

Malta, 3:1715–1717

abortion illegality and, 1:2, 3

divorce law and, 2:872

education system of, 2:924

European Constitution ratification
and, 2:701

European Union and, 1:28; 2:1033,
1034; 3:1717

independence of, 3:1717

World War II and, 1:17; 3:1716
Malta Labour Party, 3:1716, 1717

Malta Workers Party, 3:1716
Maltese Political Union, 3:1716

Malthus, Thomas, 1:371
Malvestiti, Piero, 2:1010

Malvinas. See Falklands War

Malvy, Louis-Jean, 3:1735
Mamelles de Tirésias, Les (Apollinaire),

1:127, 245
Mamelles de Tirésias, Les (Poulenc

opera), 4:2069

Ma Mère (Bataille), 1:301

Mamma Roma (film), 2:594; 4:1992,
2250

Man (Mayakovsky), 3:1737

Man, Henri de, 1:324; 2:720;
3:1717–1718; 4:1982, 2364

Managerial Revolution, The
(Burnham), 4:2364–2365

Man and Society in an Age of
Reconstruction (Mannheim),
3:1723

Manar, al-, 3:1457

Mančevski, Milčo, 5:2792
Manchester, 5:2747

Manchukuo. See Manchuria
Manchuria

Axis and, 1:254

Japanese occupation of, 1:130;
2:649; 3:1494; 5:2506, 2766

League of Nations and, 3:1630

Nomonhan Incident (1939) and,
3:1494; 5:2813

Soviet Union and, 3:1494; 5:2506

World War II and, 5:2506,
2778–2779

Mancomunitat Catalana, 1:517

Mandarins, The (Beauvoir), 1:315,
317

Mandela, Nelson, 1:126; 3:1167

Mandelstam, Nadezhda, 3:1719, 1720

Mandelstam, Osip, 1:34, 35;
3:1718–1721; 4:2382

Celan translations of, 1:535

samizdat and, 4:2291
Mandrot, Hélène de, 3:1632
Manent, Pierre, 1:182
Manet, Edouard, 3:1281
‘‘Manet and Post-Impressionism’’ (Fry

exhibition), 1:381
Mangin, Charles-Marie-Emmanuel,

3:1391
Manhattan Project, 1:209, 392; 2:860,

947; 4:1892–1893, 1894, 2315;
5:2688, 2779

Manhattan Transfer (Dos Passos),
2:878

manic-depression, 3:1750, 1751;
4:2109, 2112

Manifeste du surréalisme (Breton). See
‘‘Manifesto of Surrealism’’

Manifesto I (De Stijl), 2:841
‘‘Manifesto of Futurist Architecture’’

(Sant’Elia), 1:133–134
‘‘Manifesto of Surrealism’’ (Breton),

1:245–246, 337, 429; 2:770,
975; 3:1785; 4:2482, 2483, 2484

‘‘Manifesto of the Antifascist
Intellectuals’’ (Croce), 1:107

‘‘Manifesto of the Fascist Intellectuals’’
(Gentile), 2:741–742

‘‘Manifesto of the Futurist Painters,’’
2:1155

Manifesto of the Ninety-Three
Intellectuals, 4:2316

‘‘Manifesto to the Members of the
Belgian Labor Party’’ (de Man),
3:1718

Mani pulite probe (1991), 2:731, 853;
3:1493

Mani pulti. La vera storia (Di Pietro),
2:854

Maniu, Iuliu, 4:2231, 2233, 2234
Man, Machine, and Motion exhibit

(Newcastle), 3:1303
Mann, Erika, 1:489; 2:964
Mann, Heinrich, 1:107, 109; 2:878,

963; 3:1212
Mann, Katia, 2:963
Mann, Klaus, 2:964; 3:1783
Mann, Thomas, 1:489; 2:877, 963,

964; 3:1212, 1318, 1392,
1721–1722

Manner, Kullervo Akilles, 2:1091
Mannerheim, Carl Gustav, 2:1091,

1093; 4:2349
Mannesmann AG, 1:512; 5:2722
Mannheim, Karl, 2:957; 3:1684,

1722–1723; 4:2330
Mannheim Kunsthalle, 4:1859
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Manning, Henry Cardinal, 1:381

Mann ohme Eigenschaften, Der (Musil),
3:1818

Mannoir, Théodor, 4:2184

Man of Iron (film), 5:2660
Man of La Mancha (musical), 1:427
Man of Marble (film), 5:2660

Man of the Cross (film), 2:589; 4:2255
Man on the Tracks (film), 2:591

Man’s Fate (Malraux), 3:1714
Mansfield, Katherine, 4:1861
Mansholt, Sicco, 1:27

Man’s Hope (Malraux), 3:1427
‘‘Man’s Peril’’ (BBC broadcast),

4:1950

Manstein, Erich von, 1:378;
3:1551–1552; 4:2447–2448

Kursk battle and, 3:1598–1599
Mansur, Sheikh, 1:550

Manuel II, king of Portugal, 4:2056
Manuel, Juan, 2:620

manufacturing

Berlin and, 1:343

Brussels and, 1:457, 458

of clothing, 2:1071

European practices and, 1:72, 73–74

Fordism and, 2:1111–1113

gold standard collapse and, 2:832

London and, 3:1175, 1674, 1678

Moscow and, 3:1805, 1806

Paris and, 3:1977

protoindustrialization and,
3:1405–1406

recession of 1970s and, 4:2171

Taylorism and, 5:2499–2500, 2501

technology and, 5:2501

Wales and, 5:2664

See also industrial capitalism
Manuilsky, Dmitri, 5:2535, 2540

Manusama, 4:1852
Man Who Loved Women, The (film),

5:2566
Man with a Movie Camera

(documentary film), 2:586

Man without Alternatives
(Ko�akowski), 3:1579

Manzoni, Piero, 4:1957, 1958

Maoism

French intellectuals and, 4:1869,
2300

New Left and, 1:106
Maori, 3:1393; 4:1860, 1861,

1862–1863, 1864
Mao Zedong, 1:172, 182, 440;

4:1868, 1869, 2466
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Martinų, Bohuslav, 4:2076–2077
Martov, Yuli, 1:393, 394; 3:1645;

5:2560

Mensheviks and, 3:1479, 1747, 1748
Marty, André, 3:1427
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Mea Culpa (Céline) and, 1:536
Mead, Margaret, 3:1183
Meade, James, 3:1548, 1549
Means, Gardiner C., 4:2364
means-testing, 5:2724, 2726
‘‘Meantime’’ (Pessoa), 4:2005
Measure Taken, The (Brecht), 1:424

Meazza, Giuseppe, 2:1105
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Megève, 5:2547

Mégret, Bruno, 4:1830

Mehmed II, Ottoman sultan, 3:1467

Mehmed VI, Ottoman sultan, 1:194;
3:1468; 5:2574

Mehmet Ali, 2:934

Mehring, Franz, 3:1664; 4:2425;
5:2810

Mehring, Walter, 1:243, 488; 2:767
Meidani, Rehep, 1:39

Meidner, Rudolf, 4:2487

Meinhof, Ulrike, 4:2178; 5:2522
Meiningen theater company, 4:2448

Mein Kampf (Hitler), 1:115,
116–117, 217; 2:803; 3:1217,
1327, 1337; 4:2254; 5:2643

writing of, 3:1326

Meistersinger of Nuremberg, The
(Wagner), 1:307, 308

Meitner, Lise, 1:392; 4:2315

Melancholia (Kiefer), 3:1558
Melato, Mariangela, 5:2733, 2734

Melba, Nellie, 4:2011, 2047

Melbourne, 1:221
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Mladić and, 3:1782

Montenegro and, 3:1797

radio use by, 4:2157

Serbia and, 4:2339; 5:2800–2801

Slovenia and, 4:2361

television and, 5:2513

Tudjman and, 5:2570

war crimes and, 5:2803

war crimes tribunal and, 3:1429,
1763, 1764–1765

Yugoslavia and, 4:2361;
5:2800–2803

Mi�osz, Czes�aw, 3:1759,
1765–1766; 4:2027, 2030,
2291–2292

Milward, Alan, 1:75
Milyukov, Pavel, 3:1423, 1531, 1545;

4:2262, 2275, 2393

3010 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N D E X



Mind of the Primitive Man, The (Boas),
4:2151

Mindszenty, József, 3:1375,
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Miró, Pilar, 2:596
Mirror, The (film), 5:2494
Mirror of Production, The

(Baudrillard), 1:302
MIRVs (Multiple Independently

Targeted Reentry Vehicles),
1:205; 2:862–863

miscegenation, 4:2144

apartheid and, 1:125

Nazi campaign against, 4:1898,
1899, 2150

Mischehe (mixed marriage), 3:1573
Mischlinge (mixed race), 4:1899;

5:2671
Misery in the Borinage (documentary

film), 2:1087
missiles, 1:178, 179, 205; 2:625;

4:1895–1896, 1897, 2406, 2428;
5:2688

arms race and, 2:624

von Braun and, 1:422–423

in Cuba, 2:624, 742–746

in Cuba and, 2:743–746

defense systems and, 1:206, 422;
2:626

precision-guided, 5:2693

in Turkey and, 2:743

V-2 rocket as, 4:2317, 2406, 2428;
5:2780

See also antinuclear movement;
nuclear weapons; specific types

missionaries, 1:525, 527
Mission de France, 1:495
Mission to Moscow (film), 4:2444
Mississippi Mermaid (film), 5:2566
Missoffe, François, 2:619; 3:1740
Missoni, Ottavio, 2:1071

‘‘Miss You’’ (Rolling Stones song),
4:2230

Mistons, Les (film short), 5:2565
Mit Brennender Sorge (encyclical,

1933), 1:524
Mitchell, Billy, 5:2684
Mitchell, George, 3:1444
Mitchell Principles (1996), 3:1444
Mitgang, Herbert, 4:2015
Mitry, Jean, 2:588
Mitscherlich, Alexander, 4:2119
Mitscherlich, Margrete, 4:2119
Mitsotakis, Constantine, 3:1270
Mittelbau-Dora (concentration camp),

1:422, 466
Mitterrand, François, 1:133; 2:563,

734; 3:1577, 1778–1781, 1780,
1976; 4:2366

on Algeria, 2:1140

bicentennial of the French
Revolution and, 1:365, 366

Channel Tunnel and, 4:2164

Chirac and, 2:568

Delors and, 2:805

demonstrations and, 2:816

European Monetary System and,
2:1027, 1028

foreign policy and, 3:1781

French Empire and, 2:1140, 1141

French Resistance and, 2:899;
4:2007

French Socialist Party and, 2:1128;
3:1779–1781; 4:1873, 2380

de Gaulle opposition and, 3:1177,
1779

German reunification and, 2:783

Giscard d’Estaing’s defeat by,
3:1239, 1240, 1780

Greenpeace sabotage and, 3:1272

Gulf War (1991) and, 3:1291
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Müll die Stadt und der Tod, Der

(Fassbinder), 2:1072
Müller, Heiner, 1:308, 350; 3:1525,

1812–1813; 4:2331
Müller, Heinrich, 3:1229

Müller, Hermann, 3:1603

Müller, Jean, 1:495

Müller, Max, 4:2111
Müller, Otto, 2:1046

Müller, Paul, 4:2319

Müller, Paul Hermann, 1:25
multiculturalism, 4:2153

Britain and, 1:444, 451; 2:802;
3:1388; 4:2035; 5:2605–2606

British and Dutch police forces and,
4:2035

Brussels and, 1:460, 462

Netherlands and, 4:2035

New Right opposition to, 1:120

multimedia, 1:360

multinational companies, 1:285, 286

banking and, 1:286–287

Budapest branches of, 1:474

in Scotland, 4:2323

supermarkets and, 2:847

Multiple Independently Targeted
Reentry Vehicles, 1:205;
2:862–863

Multon, Jean, 3:1812

Mun, Albert de, 1:520

Munch, Edvard, 2:1046
Munch, Peter, 2:820

Mundawarana, S., 2:801
Munich, 5:2645

coup d’etat (1919) and, 4:2465

Degenerate Art Exhibit and, 1:242,
321; 2:803–804; 3:1535

expressionism and, 2:1047–1048

Far Right politics of, 3:1315, 1327

Hitler’s political rise in, 3:1324,
1325–1326, 1536; 4:1837, 2427

housing and, 5:2743

1938 crisis and, 4:1926

psychiatry and, 4:2111

Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty
headquarters in, 4:2159, 2160

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 3015

I N D E X



Speer and, 4:2427

strikes in, 4:2460

working class, 5:2743

See also Beer Hall Putsch; Dachau;
Munich Olympics

Munich agreement (1938),
3:1814–1815, 1824; 4:2355,
2468–2469

appeasement and, 1:128, 130, 131,
503, 541, 542; 3:1217

Churchill’s opposition to, 2:578

Czechoslovakia and, 4:2358,
2468–2469

Daladier and, 2:769

Gottwald and, 3:1261

Hungary and, 3:1356, 1373

Maurras and, 3:1736

Nazi invasion of Czechoslovakia
following, 1:335; 3:1329

pacifists’ response to, 4:1949

Sudetenland and, 4:2468–2469

terms of, 2:756

Munich Olympics (1972) terrorist
attack, 4:1915; 5:2525

Munich Putsch (1923), 1:396;
3:1760; 4:1837

Municipal House (Prague), 4:2073

munitions. See armaments
Munitions of War Act of 1915

(Britain), 4:2461; 5:2554
Munk, Andrzej, 2:591; 4:2030;

5:2659

Munter, Gabriele, 3:1533

Münzenberg, Willi, 1:109, 110, 111;
3:1574

Muradeli, Vano, 4:2383
Murail, Tristan, 4:2350

Murder in the Cathedral (Eliot),
2:959; 5:2651

Murdoch, Rupert, 4:2088
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Novotný, Antonı́n, 1; 2:757, 758, 759

ouster of, 2:281; 4:1870, 2078, 2079
Novy, Lili, 4:2359

Novy mir (Soviet journal), 2:839, 866;
3:1561, 1807; 4:2390

Noyers de l’Altenburg, Les (Malraux),
3:1714

NS. See Nasjonal Samlung
NSDAP. See National Socialist German

Workers Party; Nazism
NS-Reichskriegerbund, 5:2641
NSV. See National Socialist Volunteers
NTSC (National Television Standard

Committee), 5:2511
Nu bleu, souvenir de Biskra (Matisse),

3:1732
nuclear disarmament. See antinuclear

movement
nuclear energy. See atomic energy
nuclear fission, 4:1892, 2315–2316
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty

(1970), 1:175
nuclear physics, 4:2315
nuclear power. See atomic energy
nuclear reactors, 4:2316, 2317
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (1963). See

Limited Test Ban Treaty
nuclear weapons, 3:1438;

4:1891–1898, 2317, 2319, 2406

Baruch Plan and, 4:1893

Bohr and, 1:392

von Braun and, 1:422–423

Britain and, 1:444; 3:1704; 4:1857,
1892–1893, 1894–1895, 1896,
2466; 5:2599, 2605, 2689, 2691

Cold War and, 1:169, 174–175,
202–208; 2:620, 621, 624, 745–746

détente and, 2:625

deterrence and, 1:203–205, 206,
207; 2:624, 626, 690, 855

ethical questions about, 2:860

first-strike capability and, 1:178, 205;
2:743

flexible response and, 1:204, 206

France and, 1:96, 175, 206; 2:624,
745, 1127; 3:1176; 4:1869,
1894–1895, 1896; 5:2689, 2691

hydrogen bomb and, 4:1893–1894,
1895, 2286, 2429

intelligence gathering and, 3:1422

internationalization proposal for,
4:1950

massive retaliation strategy and,
1:203, 205; 2:860; 4:1894

mutually assured destruction and,
1:169–170, 205–206; 2:626;
4:1857, 1893, 1895

NATO and, 1:106, 204; 3:1544;
4:1832, 1833–1834, 1894–1895,
1950; 5:2691

New Left and, 4:1857

nuclear reactors and, 1:208

on-site inspections and, 2:627

parity principle and, 1:176; 2:745

post–Cold War powers and,
1:207–208; 2:862–863

proliferation concerns about,
1:208

proliferation restraints for, 1:175

Sakharov and, 4:1894, 2286–2287

Second Cold War and, 1:92, 435;
2:626

Soviet Union and, 4:1833–1834,
1892–1897, 2428–2429; 5:2689,
2694

strategic balance and, 1:205

Ukraine and, 5:2588

United States and, 3:1576;
4:1832–1834, 1892–1897,
2428–2429; 5:2688, 2694

West Germany and, 3:1576

See also antinuclear movement; arms
control; disarmament; missiles

Nude Descending a Staircase, No. 2
(Duchamp), 2:893; 4:2321

Nu de dos (Matisse), 3:1733

nudism, 1:389
Nuffield Group, 1:238
Nuit et brouillard (documentary film),

1:535; 2:595, 1088, 1089
Number Seven, The (Cocteau), 2:617
Nuptials (Camus), 1:499
Nuremberg Laws (1935), 3:1218,

1507; 4:1898–1900

anti-Jewish provisions of, 1:116, 395;
3:1205, 1338; 4:2150

anti-Romani provisions of, 4:2240

criminality of crimes of state and,
3:1170

eugenics and, 4:2146

Hitler’s role in, 3:1329

Jews as displaced persons under,
2:864

Nuremberg Rally, 1:419; 2:588;
3:1217, 1328

Nuremberg war crimes trials
(1945–1946), 1:153, 158;
3:1219, 1437–1438, 1900–1902

absence of genocide concept from,
2:718

Blobel death sentence and, 1:259

Bormann and, 1:397

charges of, 3:1196–1197

crimes against humanity and, 3:1429,
1437

death penalty and, 2:787; 3:1430

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 3029

I N D E X



Einsatzgruppen prosecution and,
2:943

Gestapo prosecution and,
3:1230–1231

Goering and, 3:1250, 1250

Hess and, 3:1316, 1316

Holocaust and, 3:1347

human rights and, 3:1366

individual responsibility and, 3:1437

international law and, 3:1435,
1437–1438
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války (Hašek), 4:2075
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Ovčara farm (Croatia), 5:2657
Ovechkin, Valentin, 2:837

Over the Barriers (Pasternak), 4:1994
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Özal, Turgut, 1:160–161; 3:1470;

5:2578
Ozenfant, Amédée, 1:246; 3:1304,

1631; 4:1860
Ozu, Yasujiro, 5:2732

n

P

Paasikivi, Juho Kusti, 2:1093
Pabst, Georg Wilhelm, 4:1941–1942,

2220
PAC. See Pan-Africanist Congress

Pacelli, Eugenio. See Pius XII

pacemaker (heart device), 4:1911
Pacem in Terris (papal encyclical),

3:1512
Pacification of 1917, 2:923; 4:1849

Pacification of 1930, 5:2585

Pacific Islanders, 4:1863

Pacific Palissades (California), 1:12;
2:1138

Pacific theater (World War II), 1:167,
168

atomic bomb use and, 1:201; 4:2068

Australia and, 1:223

British Empire and, 1:442, 448;
2:729

colonial troops and, 3:1393

communist resistance in, 2:727

Dutch colonies and, 2:901–902

Indochina and, 3:1400–1401

Japan and, 3:1494–1496; 4:2399;
5:2687, 2771–2776,
2778–2779

Japanese spy rings and, 2:979

Philippines and, 3:1401, 1495, 1496;
5:2771, 2772, 2776, 2778

pacifism, 4:1942–1951

avant-garde and, 1:243

Barbusse and, 1:291; 4:1946

Bonhoeffer and, 1:394

Briand and, 1:436

Britten and, 1:454

conscientious objection and, 2:689,
692; 4:1945, 1946

demonstrations and, 2:815, 816;
4:1943, 1944

Einstein and, 2:946, 947; 4:1949

Eisner and, 2:950

France and, 2:1123

Gandhi and, 3:1165, 1166, 1167

3034 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N D E X



Hesse and, 3:1318

Huxley and, 3:1377

Iraq War and, 1:377

Kellogg-Briand Pact and, 1:436;
3:1542; 4:2459; 5:2676

labor activists and, 3:1601, 1602

Laval and, 3:1622, 1623

Lefebvre and, 2:1074

Liebknecht and, 3:1664

literature and, 4:1947, 2200

New Left and, 1:106

Owen and, 4:1938, 1939

Pabst films and, 4:1941–1942

papacy and, 1:523, 525, 531

Paul VI and, 4:1996

post–Cold War and, 5:2692, 2695

post–World War I and, 1:164, 276;
5:2696

propaganda and, 4:2100

Rolland and, 4:2228

Russell and, 4:2259–2260, 2259

socialism and, 3:1663–1664; 4:2244,
2376

Soviet use of, 1:92

student movements and, 4:2465

suffragists and, 4:2477

Unknown Soldier symbolism and,
5:2614

Vietnam War and, 1:80, 225; 2:619,
816, 861; 3:1221, 1740, 1744;
4:1863, 1871, 2017, 2260, 2466,
2467; 5:2650, 2650

women and, 3:1185; 4:1945,
1946–1948, 1950

Woolf and, 5:2737, 2738

World War I and, 1:85; 2:665

See also antinuclear movement;
disarmament

Packard, Vance, 2:715

Packer, Jeremy, 2:1118
Pact of Locarno (1925). See Locarno,

Treaty of
Pact of Madrid (1953), 2:1133
Pact of Steel (1939), 1:254; 2:581,

1058; 3:1479; 4:2247
Pacts of Conciliation. See Lateran Pacts
Padania (Northern League

newspaper), 4:1888
PADOG (Paris region urban

development), 3:1978
paid holidays, 5:2746
Paik, Nam June, 1:360
Paimio Sanatorium (Turku), 1:136
Paine, C. G., 4:1998

Paine, Thomas, 3:1365
Painful Tales (Čapek), 1:502
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Péguy, Charles-Pierre, 1:290; 2:616
Pei, I. M., 1:139

Peirce, Charles Sanders, 2:915, 958;
3:1591

Pelevin, Viktor, 5:2808

Pella, Giuseppe, 1:88
Pella, Vespasian V., 3:1197

Pelle, La (Malaparte), 3:1712
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Poznań workers’ rebellion (1956) in,
2:907; 4:1030

Prague Spring response of, 4:2080,
2081

propaganda in, 3:1497

Radio Free Europe and, 4:2159

Red Cross and, 4:2186

refugees from, 2:811; 4:2191

reistance to Nazis in, 4:2211, 2216

resistance to communism in, 1:102,
500; 2:870

resistance to Nazis in, 4:1875, 1876,
2292; 5:2690, 2718–2720, 2777

Romanies and, 4:2239

Russian Revolution refugees in,
4:2189

Russian war (1919–1920) with,
2:689; 3:1173; 4:2018, 2025,
2271, 2395; 5:2685

samizdat and, 4:2291–2292, 2386;
5:2710

secret police and, 3:1497; 5:2665

Seyss-Inquart and, 4:2344

Soviet army in, 4:2028

Soviet deportations from, 2:822

Soviet invasion of, 4:2027

Soviet space stations and, 4:2409

in Soviet sphere, 4:2028–2032

Stalinism and, 1:370

strikes in, 2:870; 3:1178, 1179,
1179, 1180, 1237–1238, 1253,
1497; 4:1876, 2385–2388, 2463;
5:2665, 2666, 2710

suffrage and, 4:2476, 2481

technology and, 5:2503

television and, 5:2509, 2512

theater and, 5:2533

trade unions and, 4:2386–2389,
2463; 5:2558, 2666–2667

Ukraine and, 4:1937–1938; 5:2584,
2585, 2586, 2588, 2589–2590

Ukrainian expulsions from,
2:826–827, 992

unemployment in, 5:2592–2593,
2595

uprising of 1956 in, 2:672, 839, 869,
907; 3:1378, 1554; 4:1874,
2030, 2401; 5:2710

Versailles Treaty and, 5:2634–2635,
2636

Wajda and, 5:2659–2661
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Protocol of Sèvres, 4:2473
Protocols of the Elders of Zion, The (anti-

Semitic tract), 1:120; 3:1242,
1347; 4:2021

protoindustrialization, 3:1405–1406,
1410

Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph, 1:89
Proun series (Lissitzky), 4:1954–1955
Proust (Beckett), 1:318
Proust, Marcel, 2:618, 884; 4:2327;

5:2508

Adorno’s writings on, 1:337, 338
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Provo (anarchist youth movement),

1:80
Provos, 4:1864

Prozac, 4:2113
Prozess, Der (film), 4:1942
Prozess, Der (Kafka), 4:2077
Prudhomme, Sully, 4:1880
Prussia

aristocracy and, 1:142, 146, 147

Berlin and, 1:344, 345

citizenship concept and, 2:598

concentration camps and, 2:681

conscription and, 2:687, 692

Nazi deportations from, 2:823

Polish territory and, 4:2067

Romani persecution and, 4:2238

social insurance and, 4:2369

state revenues and, 5:2495

suffrage demonstrations and, 2:814

World War I and, 5:2673, 2760

See also Germany
Prussian Academy of Arts, 2:1048
Prussian Academy of Sciences, 1:5;

2:947
Prussian Archangel, The (Schlichter),

1:244
Prussian National Assembly, 1:344
Prussian Officer, The (Lawrence),

3:1626
prussic acid. See Zyklon B
Prusso-Danish War (1864), 4:2184
PSD. See Social Democratic Party
PSI. See Italian Socialist Party
Psichiatria Democratica. See

Democratic Psychiatry Party
PSL. See Polish Peasant Party
PSOE. See Spanish Socialist Workers’

Party
PSR. See Socialist Revolutionary Party
PSUC. See Unified Socialist Party of

Catalonia
Psyche (Tsvetaeva), 5:2567
psychedelia, 1:314
psychiatry, 4:2108–2114

critics of, 2:1116

establishment of, 3:1749

eugenics and, 3:1752

Fanon and, 2:1052–1053

Jaspers and, 3:1498

Jung and, 3:1523–1524

nosology and, 3:1750; 4:2109, 2111

Soviet abuse of, 1:92; 2:868; 3:1752

war neuroses and, 5:2699–2704

See also mental illness and asylums
Psychiatry (Kraepelin), 4:2109
Psycho (film), 3:1324
psychoanalysis, 1:228; 4:2111, 2112,

2114–2122, 2117

arbitrariness doctrine and, 4:2303

Ball and, 1:275

Baudrillard and, 1:302

Breton and, 1:429

Dalı́ and, 2:771

diffusion of, 2:1151–1153

Dolto and, 2:880–881

Ernst and, 2:974, 975

existentialism and, 2:1040

feminism and, 3:1724

Freud and, 2:1148–1153; 3:1785;
4:2108–2109, 2109–2110, 2111,
2114, 2115, 2116, 2121

Fromm revisionism and,
2:1153–1154

gender and, 3:1183

‘‘golden age’’ of, 2:1152

humanism and, 4:2121

Irigaray and, 3:1453, 1454

Jaspers and, 3:1498

Jews and, 2:1151; 4:2117, 2120

Jung and, 3:1523

Kristeva and, 3:1591

Lacan and, 1:295; 2:880, 881;
3:1578, 1608–1610, 1785;
4:2116, 2119–2120, 2303

lay analysis and, 4:2115–2116

Nazi persecution of, 2:1151;
4:2117–2118

1960s crisis of, 4:2119–2121

public clinics and, 4:2114

surrealism and, 3:1785

training analysis and, 4:2114

Vienna and, 5:2645

war neuroses and, 5:2702

Psychoanalysis and History (journal),
4:2120

Psychoanalysis and Religion (Fromm),
2:1154

Psychochemistry Institute
(Copenhagen), 4:2113

Psychodiagnostic Seminar for
Expressive Theory, 3:1568

psychogeography, 4:2353

psychological defenses, 2:1149

Psychological Research (journal),
3:1227

psychological warfare. See propaganda

Psychological Wednesday Society
(Vienna), 4:2110

Psychologie (Metzger), 3:1228

Psychologie der Weltanschauungen
(Japsers), 3:1498

Psychologische Forschung (journal),
3:1227

psychology

behavioral, 3:1682

body culture and, 1:388–389

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 3051

I N D E X



child development and, 2:565, 566

Freudian influence on, 2:1153

Gestalt, 3:1226–1228

Jung and, 3:1523–1524

semiotics and, 4:2332

Psychology of Socialism, The (de Man),
3:1718

Psychopathology of Everyday Life, The
(Freud), 3:1750

psychopharmacology, 3:1752;
4:2110–2111, 2112, 2113, 2121

Swiss research on, 4:2111

psychosis, 4:2109, 2110, 2112

psychotherapy, 3:1750; 4:2108, 2119

Gestalt, 3:1228

Jung and, 3:1523–1524

public clinics, 4:2114

types of, 4:2116

war neuroses and, 5:2702

See also psychoanalysis

Pszoniak, Wojciech, 5:2660
PTSD. See post-traumatic stress

disorder
P2 (Masonic Lodge), 2:731

Public against Violence, 5:2625

Public Burning, The (Coover),
4:2064

public demonstrations. See
demonstrations

public employees. See civil service
public health, 4:2122–2126

AIDS crisis and, 1:29–33

alcohol consumption and, 1:41, 45

birth control and, 1:371, 372

body culture and, 1:386

Chernobyl reactor accident and,
1:212, 557–558

food and, 2:848–849

housing and, 3:1357

infant mortality rates and,
5:2726–2727, 2745

influenza pandemic and,
3:1417–1418, 1417; 5:2644

life expectancy and, 2:807

mad cow disease and, 3:1705–1706

national healthcare and, 1:361–362

nuclear energy and, 1:212

penicillin and, 4:1998–2000

prostitution and, 4:2105, 2106,
2107

Red Cross and, 4:2187

unemployment and, 5:2598

venereal disease and, 5:2626–2631

working class and, 5:2745

public housing. See housing
Público, El (Garcı́a Lorca), 3:1168

public opinion. See opinion polls and
Mass-Observation

public school system (Britain), 1:412,
447

public-sector employees. See civil
service

public sphere, concept of, 4:2082
public transport, 4:2126–2131

Kiev and, 3:1562

terrorist attacks on, 1:66; 3:1352;
5:2517, 2518, 2521, 2526

tourism and, 5:2545–2548

Warsaw and, 5:2710

See also automobiles; railways;
subways

public works, 2:833; 4:2245
pub life (Britain), 3:1639
publishing industry (Amsterdam), 1:78
Publitalia (advertising company),

1:358
Pucci, Emilio, 2:1071
Puccini, Giacomo, 1:491; 4:1918,

1923
Pudovkin, Vsevolod, 2:585, 591, 1086
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Rehn, Gösta, 4:2487
Rehn-Meidner economic model,

4:2487
Rehrl, Franz, 4:2290
Reibel, Guy, 3:1756
Reich, Das (Goebbels), 3:1455
Reich, Lilly, 3:1760

Reich, Steve, 4:1931
Reich, Wilhelm, 4:2115, 2342
Reich Central Security Office (unit),

4:2435, 2436
Reich Chancellery (Berlin), 1:136;

4:2426
Reich Citizenship Law, 2:601;

4:1898–1899
Reich Commission for the

Strengthening of Germanddom,
4:2435–2436

Reichenau, Walther von, 1:257
Reich Flag Law, 4:1898
Reichkommissariat Ukraine, 5:2586
Reichsbank, 1:278, 281
Reichsbanner, 2:763; 5:2641
Reichsbund, 5:2641
Reich Security Main Office, 3:1977;

4:2436, 2438
Reich Settlement Act of 1919, 1:26
Reichsgau Sudetenland, 4:2468–2469,

2471
Reichskabarett (Berlin), 1:490
Reichskonkordat (1933), 1:523–524
Reichsleitung, 4:1838
Reichsmark, 1:507; 2:832
Reichsmusikkammer, 4:2455, 2456
Reichstag (Berlin), 1:374; 3:1211,

1212; 4:2428

Hitler’s control of, 3:1216, 1218

Nazi seats in, 3:1216

restoration of, 1:139

reunification celebration and, 3:1224

ruins (1945) of, 3:1220
Reichstag fire (1933), 1:108; 2:682,

694, 842; 3:1216; 4:1981
Reichstag Fire Decree (1933), 4:2038
Reichswehr, 1:165
Reichswerke Hermann Göring A.G.,
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Sauvageot, Jacques, 3:1741

Sauvy, Alfred, 2:798

Sava River, 1:329, 330
Savarkar, Vinayak Damodar, 3:1398

Savile Row (London), 2:1068
Saving Private Ryan (film), 2:782

savings organizations, 5:2745
Savissar, Edgar, 2:983

Savitskaya, Svetlana, 4:2408
Savitsky, Peter, 2:995–997, 998

Saxony

aristocracy and, 1:147

scientific academy of, 1:4

suffrage demonstrations and, 2:814

Say’s Law, 3:1548
Scab, The (Müller and Schwenker),

3:1813

Scacht, Hjalmar, 4:2208
‘‘Scadenze di Brezhnev, Le’’ (Barbieri),

2:1003

Scandinavia

banking and, 1:279

Blue Blouse tours of, 5:2739

Brecht exile in, 1:424–425

Chernobyl radioactive fallout in,
1:556

child care policy and, 2:563

cinema and, 2:583, 588

consumption and, 2:717

divorce law and, 2:872

drug policy and, 2:890

eugenic sterilization and, 2:994;
3:1752

European Free Trade Association
and, 2:1019

family policies and, 2:813

feminism and, 2:1077, 1078–1079

gay rights movement in, 3:1350,
1351

German exiles in, 1:415

housing and, 3:1361

International Brigades members
from, 3:1425

leisure activities in, 2:714

liberal parties and, 3:1661

monetary policy and, 1:507

Nazi occupations in, 3:1217

police system and, 2:733

socialism and, 4:2377

venereal disease and, 5:2628, 2629

welfare state and, 1:506

woman suffrage and, 2:1079; 3:1980

See also Denmark; Finland; Norway;
Sweden

Scarlet Empress, The (film), 2:851
Scelle, Georges, 4:2465

Scenario for Peace, A (Sinn Féin
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Selfridges (London department store),
4:2047

Sellars, Peter, 4:1922
Selznick, David O., 3:1323
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Sinn Féin League, 4:2350
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Škoda-Auto, 4:2354–2355
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Société Générale de Belgique, 1:283
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Miró and, 3:1777

monarchists, 3:1520

Morocco and, 3:1800

Mussolini and, 4:2416, 2421, 2422

Nazi Germany and, 4:2398, 2412,
2413, 2421, 2422, 2424;
5:2685–2686, 2770

Opus Dei and, 4:1930

Orwell and, 4:1936

as pacifist problem, 4:1949

Picasso and, 3:1280–1281; 4:2015,
2017

Pius XI and, 1:523

police and, 4:2034

political prisoners and, 4:2039

Popular Front and, 2:670; 3:1168;
4:2054, 2378

Portugal and, 4:2057, 2288–2289,
2420–2421

as proxy fight between fascism and
socialism, 2:1060, 1061–1062

3084 E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4

I N D E X



Red Cross aid and, 4:2185, 2186

refugees from, 2:811; 3:1385;
4:2191, 2196

Soviet Union and, 1:102, 111;
2:1060; 4:2421, 2422

Stalin and, 4:2416, 2421

Togliatti and, 5:2540

Tzara and, 5:2580

Ulbricht and, 5:2591
Spanish Communist Party, 2:670;

3:1606; 4:2334, 2412, 2419,
2468

anarchosyndicalists and, 1:83, 86

Eurocommunism and, 1:105; 2:675,
676, 1002, 1004–1006; 3:1380

Ibàrruri and, 3:1379–1380

Primo de Rivera’s suppression of,
4:2090

Spain’s democratic transistion and,
2:675

Togliatti and, 5:2540

Spanish Confederation of
Autonomouos Right-Wing
Groups, 1:100; 2:571

Spanish Council for Scientific
Research, 4:1930

Spanish Embargo Act of 1936 (U.S.),
4:2421

Spanish flu. See influenza pandemic

Spanish National Railway Network,
4:2161

Spanish Pavilion (New York World’s
Fair, 1939), 2:961

Spanish Radio and Television, 4:2467

Spanish Republican People’s Army,
4:2412

Spanish Sahara, 4:2414
Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party,

1:255, 256, 519; 3:1605–1606;
4:2411, 2412, 2417

Basque wing of, 1:299

ETA hit squads of, 2:986; 3:1170
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4:2484–2485

Miró and, 3:1776–1777; 4:1956

modernism and, 3:1785, 1787

negritude and, 4:1844

New Sobriety and, 4:1859

origins of, 4:2483–2484

Paris and, 1:244–245; 2:961

Picasso and, 4:2014–2017

postmodernism and, 4:2064

situationism and, 4:2353

theater and, 5:2530

Tzara and, 5:2579–2580

Yugoslav artists and, 5:2792
Surréalisme au service de la révolution

(journal), 1:429; 2:770; 4:2484,
2485

Surréalisme et la peinture, Le (Breton),
3:1776; 4:2484

‘‘Surréalisme et l’après-guerre, Le’’
(Tzara), 5:2580

Surréalisme Révolutionaire (Belgium),
2:615

Surrealist Gallery (Paris), 1:245
Surrealist Manifesto (Breton). See

‘‘Manifesto of Surrealism’’
‘‘Surrealist Street’’ (artwork), 4:2485
Survage, Leopold, 4:2309
surveillance. See intelligence; secret

police
Survival in Auschwitz (Levi), 3:1481,

1653–1654
survivor guilt, 2:685
Susi Berbers, 3:1802
Suslov, Mikhail, 1:91, 92; 3:1277,

1556
Suttner, Bertha von, 4:1945
Suvchinsky, Peter, 2:995, 996, 998
Suze, La (Picasso), 4:2017
Šváb, Karel, 4:2356
Sva River, 1:271
Svědectvı́ (Czech émigré journal),

3:1597
Sverdlovsk Textile Kombinat, 5:2785
Sveriges Arbetares Centralorganisation,

1:83
Švermová, Marie, 4:2356
Svoboda, Josef, 5:2533
Svoboda, Ludvik, 2:759, 760
Svolta di Salerno, 5:2540–2541
Svyatopolk-Mirsky, Dmitri, 2:996, 998
Swain, The: A Folktale (Tsvetaeva),

5:2567
Swans’ Demesne, The (Tsvetaeva),

5:2567
Swarthmore College, 3:1227, 1228
swastika, 4:1898
Sweden, 4:2486–2489

abortion and, 1:1; 4:2341

aging population in, 4:1908, 1911

alcohol consumption in, 48

alcohol controls in, 1:45

anarchosyndicalism and, 1:83

architecture and, 1:136

armaments and, 4:2488

Armenian genocide official
recognition by, 1:159

automobile industry and, 1:240

aviation and, 1:252

Chernobyl radioactive fallout in,
1:556; 4:2002

child care facilities and, 2:563

cinema and, 2:583, 584, 590, 592

cohabitation and, 2:810, 811

Cold War neutrality and, 2:623

consumption and, 2:713, 715

contraceptive availability in, 4:2341

death penalty abolished in, 2:785

deindustrialization in, 4:2366

Depression of 1930s and, 2:828

divorce law and, 2:873

drug control and, 2:888

economy of, 4:2487, 2489

education system of, 2:924

environmentalism and, 4:2366

eugenic sterilization and, 2:994;
3:1752; 4:2123, 2146

European Coal and Steel Community
and, 2:1007

European Community and, 2:1020

European Free Trade Association
and, 2:1019

European Monetary Union and,
4:2489

European Union and, 1:28; 2:1029;
4:2489

euro postponement by, 2:999, 1030

family policy and, 2:562;
4:2488–2489

feminism and, 2:1078–1079

Finland and, 2:1089, 1092; 3:1630,
1768

football (soccer) and, 2:1104

Fordism and, 2:1113

Germany and, 4:2487

Greens and, 2:970; 3:1272, 1274;
4:2489

health insurance and, 4:2370, 2372,
2488

homosexuality and, 3:1351; 4:2340,
2341

Hungary and, 5:2668

inflation in, 4:2487, 2489

Internet use in, 4:2049

jazz and, 3:1501

Jews and, 4:2487

Krupp arms sales to, 3:1593

labor migration to, 3:1386

labor movements and, 3:1604–1605,
1607

leisure activities in, 2:714

maternity laws and, 2:1081

minimum wage and, 5:2747

minority rights and, 3:1768, 1774

modernist design and, 1:136

Myrdal and, 3:1825–1826

neutrality and, 4:2487, 2488

newspapers and, 4:2083, 2086, 2088

Nobel Prizes and, 4:1881, 1883

Norway and, 4:1881, 1891, 2488

nuclear power elimination in, 1:211,
212; 4:2489

Olympic Games (1912) and, 4:1913

Organisation for European Economic
Cooperation and, 4:1933

Palme and, 3:1969–1971

parental leave and, 2:562

pensions and, 4:2369, 2375, 2488

police system and, 2:733

press fredom and, 4:2083

proportional representation and,
4:2480–2481

protoindustrialization and, 3:1406

psychiatry and, 4:2113

Russia invasion by, 4:1923

Saltsjöbaden Agreement (1938) and,
4:2378, 2487

scientific academies and, 1:5

sexuality and, 4:2341

social democracy and, 2:676;
3:1604–1605, 1607; 4:2365,
2372, 2379, 2486–2489

social insurance and, 4:2369, 2370,
2372, 2374, 2375, 2488, 2489

socialism and, 4:2376, 2378, 2379

social reform and, 3:1970

Soviet Union and, 4:2488, 2489

space projects and, 4:2408

strikes in, 4:2462, 2478, 2487,
2488

suffrage and, 4:2475, 2480–2481,
2486

suffrage demonstrations and,
2:814

taxation and, 4:2488, 2489; 5:2496,
2497, 2727

television and, 5:2509, 2511

theater and, 5:2531
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trade unions and, 4:2378, 2487,
2488; 5:2553, 2555, 2556, 2558,
2596

unemployment in, 4:2487–2488,
2489

unemployment policies and, 4:2372;
5:2596

venereal disease and, 5:2628, 2630

Wallenberg and, 5:2667–2669

War Refugee Board and, 5:2668

as welfare state, 3:1826; 4:2488,
2489; 5:2724, 2726, 2727

women’s suffrage and, 4:2475, 2486

World War I and, 4:2487

World War II and, 4:2487; 5:2681,
2727

Swedish Academy, 1:5; 4:1880, 1881,
1882

Swedish Christian Democratic Party,
4:2489

Swedish Communist Party, 3:1605;
4:2486, 2487, 2488

‘‘Swedish houses’’ (Budapest protected
hostels), 5:2668

Swedish model, 4:2487, 2488; 5:2596
Swedish People’s Party (Finland),

2:1091

Swedish Social Democratic Party. See
Social Democratic Party (Sweden)

Swedish Trade Union Confederation,
4:2488

Swensen, Robert, 4:1921
Swept Away (film), 5:2733, 2734

Swiatlo, Josef, 4:2159
Swing (record company), 3:1500

Swingeing London (Hamilton), 3:1305
Swissair, 1:252

Swiss Bank Corporation, 1:281, 283,
287

Swiss Civil Code (1926), 1:196
Swiss Communist Party, 2:1005

Swiss Radio International, 4:2155

Swiss Re Headquarters (London),
1:140

Swiss Workers’ Congress, 4:2490

Switzerland, 4:2379, 2490–2492

banking and, 1:279, 281, 283, 287,
287, 288

Barth and, 1:294, 295

Chaplin and, 1:547

Christian Action and, 1:520

Christian Democracy and, 2:572

citizenship and, 2:599, 600

civil rights and, 4:2491–2492

civil service and, 2:605

Cold War neutrality and, 2:623

conscription and, 2:687

corporatism and, 2:720

death penalty abolition and, 2:785

divorce law and, 2:872

economy in, 4:2490, 2492

as émigré refuge, 2:962

eugenic sterilization and, 2:994;
3:1752

European Free Trade Association
and, 2:1019

European Union and, 4:2492

euthanasia and, 2:1036

fascism and, 4:2490–2491

football (soccer) and, 2:1104, 1105;
4:2044

Germany and, 4:2491

Greens and, 3:1274

health insurance initiatives, 4:2370

heroin treatment in, 2:890

International Brigades members
from, 3:1425

Internationl Olympic Committee
and, 4:1913, 1914

Jews and, 3:1193; 4:2491

Jung and, 3:1523–1524

Klee and, 3:1571, 1572

mad cow disease and, 3:1705

minority rights and, 3:1774

monetary policy and, 1:507, 508

Nazi finances and, 3:1193

neutrality of, 3:1193; 4:2490, 2491,
2492

newspapers and, 4:2083, 2086, 2088

Organisation for European Economic
Cooperation and, 4:1933

psychiatry and, 4:2111, 2113

psychoanalysis and, 4:2117

rationing and, 4:2169

referendum and, 4:1984

refugees in, 3:1193; 4:2491

Romani persecution and, 4:2238

Saussure and, 4:2302–2303

social democracy and, 4:2490, 2491,
2492

social insurance and, 4:2370, 2490

Solzhenitsyn and, 4:2391

Soviet Union and, 4:2490

space projects and, 4:2408

strikes in, 4:2490

suffrage and, 4:2477, 2479, 2481,
2482, 2490, 2491

television and, 5:2509

tourism and, 3:1638

trade unions and, 5:2553

unemployment insurance and,
4:2370

United States and, 4:2491

welfare state and, 5:2727

women’s suffrage and, 2:1079;
4:2477, 2479, 2482, 2490, 2491

World War I and, 4:2490

World War II and, 4:2491; 5:2681

See also Geneva; Zurich
Syberberg, Hans-Jürgen, 2:1088
Sydney, 1:221, 226
Sydow, Max von, 5:2533
Syed Ahmed Khan, 3:1395, 1396;

4:1961–1962
Sykes, Mark, 1:269
Sykes-Picot agreement (1916), 1:269
Symbolic Exchange and Death

(Baudrillard), 1:302
Symbolic Images (Gombrich), 3:1252
symbolism, 1:34; 2:789; 3:1571;

5:2619
Symonenko, Vsyl, 5:2587
Symphonie pastorale, La (film), 3:1236
Symphonie pastorale, La (Gide), 3:1236
Symphony of Psalms (Stravinsky),

4:2457
Synagogue of Rome, 3:1515
syndicalism. See anarchosyndicalism
Syndicaliste Révolutionnaire, 1:86
syndicated loans, 1:286
Syngman Rhee, 3:1582
Syntax (journal), 2:866
synthesizers, 4:2321
synthetic cubism, 2:748
syphilis, 3:1751; 4:2108, 2110;

5:2626–2628, 2630
Syria

Armenian deportations to, 1:150,
155; 2:822; 3:1204; 4:2188;
5:2673

Baathists and, 3:1458

decolonization and, 2:795

Egyptian union with, 2:936

French mandate in, 2:1141; 5:2574,
2575, 2763

Iraq War and, 3:1293

Israeli wars with, 3:1966–1967;
4:1916

World War II and, 5:2773
Syskens, Gaston, 1:328
System of Objects, The (Baudrillard),

1:302
S/Z (Barthes), 1:295
Szabó, Dezsö, 1:469
Szajna, Józef, 4:2030
Szálasi, Ferenc, 1:471; 3:1356, 1374
Szczecin massacre, 4:2385, 2386
SzDSz. See Alliance of Free Democrats
Szeemann, Harold, 2:1045
Szelenyi, Ivan, 2:870
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Szeryńki, Józef, 5:2712
Szilard, Leo, 4:2315–2316
Szisz, François, 4:2201
Szoken, Zofia, 3:1252
Szondi, Leopold, 4:2118
Sztojay, Döme, 3:1373
Szymanowski, Karol, 4:2027

n

T

Tabacaria (Pessoa), 4:2006
Table et la pipe, La (Braque), 2:748
Table of Silence (Brancusi), 5:2698
Table Talk (Luther), 1:395
tabloids, 4:2045, 2085, 2087, 2088
Tabu—a Story of the South Seas (film),

3:1817
tactical nuclear weapons, 1:204–205,

206, 207
Tadić, Boris, 5:2803
Taeuber-Arp, Sophie, 1:183, 184,

242; 2:766, 767; 4:1955
Tafari Makonnen. See Haile Selassie
Tailhade, Laurent, 1:290; 2:616
Tailleferre, Germaine, 4:2069
tailoring, 2:1066, 1068
Tairov, Alexander, 5:2530
Taiwan, 5:2609
Tajik (ethnic group), 1:14, 16
Talal, king of Jordan, 3:1968
Talat Pasha, 1:154, 158, 161; 3:1643
Talbot (automotive company), 1:238
Talbot, Suzanne, 1:188
Tale of a Boy Who Remained Unknown

(Prokofiev), 4:2098
Tale of a Real Man (Prokofiev),

4:2098
Tale of a Stone Flower, The (Prokofiev),

4:2098
Tales from Two Pockets (Čapek), 1:503
Tales of Rabbi Nachman (Hasidic text),

1:464
‘‘Tales of Theta’’ (Zamyatin), 5:2808
Taliban (Afghanistan), 1:15, 65;

4:1835, 1845, 1965, 2311;
5:2525

Talk to Her (film), 2:596
Tallinn, 2:980, 981, 982, 984
Talmud, 3:1655
Talsma, J., 4:1850
Tambours sur la digue (Mnouchkine

production), 3:1784
Tambov (Soviet prison camp), 1:68;

4:1854
tamizdat, 4:2291
Tampere, 2:1091
Tandler, Gerold, 4:2241

Tandy computer, 2:679

Tanganyika, 1:440, 442, 447, 449

See also Tanzania
tangentopoli (bribe city) investigations,

1:90; 2:853, 854; 3:1486

Tanglewood (Massachusetts), 1:454

Tanguy, Yves, 1:245; 4:2482, 2483,
2484, 2485

tanks, 1:163, 167, 168, 177; 5:2684,
2686, 2687, 2689, 2756

Battle of the Bulge and, 1:481, 482

Bucharest and, 4:2234

D-Day and, 2:781

Dunkirk evacuation and, 2:897, 898

de Gaulle and, 3:1173

Krupp and, 3:1594

Kursk battle and, 3:1219

manufacture of, 1:237; 3:1594

North African campaign and, 1:17,
18

Rhineland occupation and, 4:2219
Tannenburg, Battle of (1914), 3:1321,

1683
Tanner, Väinö, 2:1091

Tannhäuser (Wagner), 1:307

Tanning, Dorothea, 2:976
Tanović, Danis, 5:2792

Tanzania, 1:447

Al Qaeda terrorist attack in, 1:65;
5:2525

Tàpies, Antoni, 4:1956

Tapiola (Sibelius), 4:2349, 2350

Taraki, Noor Muhammad, 1:14
Tarantelli, Ezio, 4:2182

Tardieu, André, 2:1119, 1121
Tardini, Domenico, 3:1512

tariffs, 1:72; 2:1019

agricultural, 1:26, 27, 28

General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade, 5:2749–2750

Germany protectionism and,
5:2600

Tarkovsky, Andrei, 5:2493–2494
Tarkovsky, Arseny, 5:2493, 2494

Tarradellas, Josep, 1:519
Tarski, Alfred, 3:1610; 4:2027

Tartu, Treaty of (1920), 2:1092

Tasca, Angelo, 5:2540
Tashkent, 4:2272

TASS (Soviet news agency), 1:244
Taste of Honey, A (film), 2:593

Tatars

Crimean, 5:2590, 2677

deportation of, 4:2192, 2195

dissidence and, 2:867

Vlasov armies and, 5:2653

Tatarstan, 2:998

Tate Gallery (London), 3:1304, 1305,
1658

Tate Modern (London), 1:140;
3:1679

Tati, Jacques, 2:590
Tatlin, Vladimir, 1:134; 2:703, 703;

3:1535
Tatlin at Home (Hausmann exhibit),

1:244
tattooing, 1:389
Tattoo You (Rolling Stones album),

4:2230
Tauber, Richard, 4:1919
Taubner-Calderon, Veza, 1:501
Taut, Bruno, 1:349
Tautou, Audrey, 2:596
Tavernier, Bertrand, 2:1089; 5:2614
Tavistock Clinic (London), 2:1152;

4:2114
taxation, 5:2494–2499

bourgeoisie and, 1:409, 411, 413

deficits and, 3:1412

inflation and, 3:1412–1413

land and, 3:1611

regulatory state and, 5:2497–2498

social insurance and, 4:2367, 2368,
2369, 2488, 2489

in Sweden, 4:2488, 2489; 5:2727

welfare state and, 2:821
Taxi pluvieux (Dalı́), 4:2485
Taylor, A. J. P., 2:860–861
Taylor, Frederick, 1:71; 2:1111, 1112;

3:1408; 5:2499
Taylor, Mick, 4:2230
Taylorism, 1:235; 5:2499–2501,

2501, 2503

Americanism and, 1:71, 72

Belgium and, 1:324

Fordism and, 2:1111, 1112

France and, 2:1120; 4:2053

industrial capitalism and, 3:1408

productivity and, 3:1408
Tchaikovsky, Peter, 4:2456
Tchernichowsky, Saul, 4:2021
Team 10 (British architects), 1:137,

138
Teatro alla Scala (Milan), 4:1918
‘‘Technical Manifesto of Futurist

Literature’’ (Marinetti), 2:1155;
3:1725

Technical Publishing House
(Romania), 3:1383

technical schools, 2:925, 929
Technical University of Dresden,

3:1573, 1574
Technical University of Prague,

4:2073
Technion (Haifa), 5:2817
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Technique de mon language musical
(Messiaen), 3:1756

Technique du coup d’État (Malaparte
pamphlet), 3:1711

Technique of My Musical Language
(Messiaen), 3:1756

Technische Hochschule (Dresden),
2:1046

technocrats, 1:104, 166, 410, 411;
2:604

technology, 5:2501–2505

agriculture and, 1:25, 26–27

Americanization and, 1:71

armies and, 1:163–173

arms control and, 1:174–180

atomic energy and, 1:175, 208–213

banking and, 1:287

Bauhaus and, 1:304; 3:1789

colonial expansion and, 2:647, 648

computer revolution and, 2:678–680

consumption and, 2:707–709

demographic shifts and, 3:1405

futurism and, 3:1785

Heidegger critique of, 3:1312

industrial capitalism and, 3:1407

intelligence services and, 3:1418

Islamic jihadists use of, 3:1458, 1461

newspapers and, 4:2088–2089

older workers and, 4:1910

opera and, 4:1918, 1919, 1922

phonograph and, 4:2010–2012

police and, 4:2033, 2035

popular culture and, 4:2044–2051

radar and, 4:2153–2154

scenic design and, 5:2533

science and, 4:2317–2318

third industrial revolution and, 1:512

transfers of, 1:509

Volkswagen cars and, 5:2656

warfare and, 5:2681, 2682–2683,
2687, 2688, 2693, 2754

See also automobiles; aviation;
telephone; television

Teddy boys, 3:1354
Tedeschi, Giacomo Radini, 3:1511

Tedeschi, Michele, 4:2097

teenagers. See childhood and
adolescence

Teheran Conference (1943), 2:826;
5:2505–2507, 2506

Tehlirian, Soghomon, 3:1643
Teilhard de Chardin, 3:1512

Teilirian, Salomon, 1:158; 3:1195

Tel Aviv, 5:2817
Telefunken, 2:678

telegraph, 2:678; 4:2155

military use of, 5:2682, 2683
Telemilano, 1:358
telephone, 2:678, 679; 5:2507–2509,

2508

military use of, 5:2682, 2683

in Warsaw, 5:2706, 2710
Télétel (videotex system), 2:679
televangelists, 4:2328
television, 5:2509–2513, 2510, 2512

Americanization and, 2:712

BBC and, 1:310; 4:2048; 5:2509,
2510, 2512, 2513

Berlusconi and, 1:358; 3:1487

cable and satellite, 4:2050

Cold War’s end and, 2:627, 628

consumption and, 2:708, 709, 713

documentary series and, 2:1089

football (soccer) and, 2:1105, 1106,
1107

Hitchcock and, 3:1322

Italy and, 1:358; 2:709; 4:2048,
2103; 5:2510, 2511

leisure and, 3:1641

Olympic Games and, 4:1913, 1915

political use of, 4:2103

popular culture and, 4:2047–2048,
2050

programs for young people and,
2:565

Rossellin and, 4:2256

Semprún and, 4:2334

set ownership, 4:2048

Spain and, 4:2467

VCR use and, 4:2049
Television without Frontiers (1989

declaration), 5:2511
Tell el Eisa, Battle of (1942), 2:951
Teller, Edward, 4:1892, 1893, 1894
Tel quel (journal), 3:1591
Témoins (Cru), 2:884
Tempelhof Airport (Berlin), 4:2427
temperance movements, 1:42–43, 44;

4:1890
Tempest, The (Shakespeare), 1:455
Temple, William, 5:2723
Temple du Souvenir Indochinois

(Paris), 3:1400
Temps, Le (Paris daily), 4:2087
Temps débord, Le (Éluard), 2:962
Temps du mépris, Le (Malraux), 3:1714
Temps modernes, Les (journal), 1:302,

316, 500; 2:654, 1041; 4:2299

Merleau-Ponty and, 3:1753, 1754
tenant farming, 1:25
Ten Days That Shook the World (film),

2:948
Ten Days to Die (film), 4:2220

Tender Buttons (Stein), 4:2454
Tenderenda (Ball), 1:277
tenements, 3:1357
Tenth Congress of the Communist

Party (1921), 4:1854, 1855, 2396
Teorema (film), 4:1993
Teplov, B. M., 4:2113
Terboven, Josef, 4:1890, 2142
Teresa of Ávila, Saint, 1:523
Tereshkova, Valentina, 4:2406
Terevsat, 5:2739
Terezı́n (Theresienstadt), 1:490;

4:2074
Terminator 3: Rise of the Machines

(film), 3:1615
Tern Hall (Shropshire), 3:1406
Ternon, Yves, 3:1200
terraced housing, 3:1357
Terracini, Umberto, 5:2540
Terragni, Giuseppe, 1:136–137
Terra Trema, La (film), 2:594
Terre des hommes (Saint-Exupéry),

4:2285
Terre d’Espagne (film), 3:1427
Terrence Higgins Trust (Britain),

1:32–33
terror, 1:114; 5:2513–2516,

2514–2515, 2519

Akhmatova as victim of, 1:35

bolsheviks and, 3:1604

Czechoslovakia and, 4:2355–2357

Eastern bloc and, 2:906

ethnic cleansing and, 2:989

French Revolution and, 1:365

glasnost and, 3:1257

gulag system and, 2:1108

Hungary and, 3:1372, 1373, 1375,
1528, 1596

Kiev and, 3:1560

Kirov assassination and,
3:1564–1565

leadership turnover and, 2:669

Lenin and, 4:1257, 2268

literature on, 3:1556

political prisoners and, 4:2036

purge as, 4:2132–2135

Russia and, 4:2395–2396; 5:2808

Soviet Union and, 3:1581; 4:2397,
2443, 2445

Ustaše and, 5:2616

Zamyatin on, 5:2808

See also Great Purge
terrorism, 5:2516–2527, 2523, 2524,

2526

Achille Lauro hijacking and, 2:730

Algerian War and, 1:58, 59, 61, 62,
500; 5:2521, 2525
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anarchosyndicalism and, 1:50, 88

anticolonial insurgencies and,
5:2520–2521

Barcelona riots and, 1:50, 51, 99,
517

Basque ETA and, 1:255, 518;
2:984–986, 986; 3:1170, 1285,
1521; 4:1930, 2104, 2414;
5:2521

Chechnya and, 1:552, 553

communism and, 5:2519

decolonization opponents and, 1:53

Entebbe Airport attack and, 5:2522

European Union response to, 5:2695

extraparliamentary Left and, 1:88;
4:2040

Garzón indictments and, 3:1170
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11 (2001) attacks

Tesch, Bruno, 5:2822

Tessenow, Heinrich, 4:2426
Testa, 5:2822

Testaccio (Roman neighborhood),
4:2248

Testament d’Orphée, Le (film), 2:617

Testaments Betrayed (Kundera),
3:1597

Tester, Desmond, 3:1323
Testimony: The Memoirs of Dmitri

Shostakovich as Related to and
Edited by Solomon Volkov, 4:2348

tetanus, 4:2122
Tet offensive (1968), 3:1402, 1740;

5:2650–2651
Texaco, 4:1916

Texier, Lilly, 2:789

textile industry

abstract design and, 4:1956

Amsterdam and, 1:77

Egypt and, 2:937

northern Italy and, 2:1070

Spanish anarchosyndicalism and,
1:83

T4 euthanasia program, 1:217;
3:1339; 4:2151; 5:2822

TGI (television news program),
4:2180
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Poincaré and, 4:2023–2024

Third Republic (Portugal),
4:2059–2060

Third Studio, 5:2567
Third Symphony (Shostakovich),
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2:672

Eurocommunism and, 2:674, 675
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Townshend, Charles, 5:2573

toxic waste dumping, 3:1271

Toynbee, Arnold, 1:157; 3:1457
Toyotoism, 5:2500

Trabant, 5:2551–2552, 2552
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus
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Über gestalttheorie (Wertheimer),
3:1227

U-boats, 4:2318, 2459; 5:2675

UBS (Switzerland), 1:287, 287
UCD. See Union of the Democratic

Center

UCI. See International Cycling Union

UEA. See Universal Esperanto
Association

Uecker, Günther, 4:1957–1958
UEFA. See Union of European

Football Associations
UF. See Union Féderale
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Korean War and, 3:1581–1583;
4:1831

Kosovo bombing and, 1:275

Kosovo mediation and, 3:1584;
5:2802
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welfare state critics in, 3:1410

West German reconstruction and,
2:917–918

Workers’ Theatre Movement and,
5:2738–2739

world’s fairs and, 2:961, 1043, 1044;
4:1913

World War I entry and, 1:269;
3:1213

Yalta Conference (1945), 4:1900;
5:2608

Zionism and, 5:2818

See also Americanization; anti-
Americanism; World War I; World
War II, Vietnam War

United Unionist Action Council Strike
(1977), 4:1961

Unit X (film company), 5:2660

‘‘Unity of Being’’ (Yeats), 5:2784
Unity Theatre Club, 5:2741

Universal Declaration of Human
Rights (1948), 1:516; 2:602,
997; 3:1161, 1363, 1436;
5:2609–2610, 2611–2612

Article I of, 3:1370

Esperanto text of, 2:977

feminists and, 2:1082

minority rights and, 3:1771

Universal Esperanto Association,
2:977, 978

Universal Exposition (Brussels). See
Brussels Worlds Fair

Universal Exposition (Paris). See Paris
International Exposition

Universal Exposition of Rome. See
EUR

Universal Peace Congresses, 4:1944
universal suffrage. See suffrage; suffrage

movements
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UNSCOP. See United Nations Special
Committee on Palestine

UNTAES. See United Nations
Transitional Administration in
Eastern Slavonia

Unterm Rad (Hesse), 3:1317
UOIF. See Union of Islamic

Organizations of France

UPA. See OUN/UPA
Upper Clyde Shipbuilders, 3:1310
Upper Italian Association of Farmer,

1:23
Upper Silesia

coal mining and, 2:611

division of, 3:1630

minority rights and, 3:1768

protoindustrialization and,
3:1405–1406

Uprooted, The (Barrès), 1:293
Ur, 4:2427

Ural Mountains, 4:2270, 2271
uranium, 1:209; 2:749; 4:1892;

5:2688

Euratom treaty and, 4:2251, 2252
Uranium Project (Nazi Germany),

1:392
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Yugoslavia and, 5:2792
urban planning
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Valéry, Paul, 1:312, 535;

5:2619–2620
Valetti, Rosa, 1:488
‘‘Valeur d’usage de DAF de Sade, La’’

(Bataille), 1:301

Valletta, Vittorio, 1:20
Valley of the Fallen (Franco Spain),

2:1110
Valmonte (Italy), 1:124
Valois, Georges, 3:1735
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3:1760

abstract painting and, 4:1955

Arp and, 1:184

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 3113

I N D E X
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John XXIII and, 3:1512; 5:2620,
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Vautherin, Stéphane, 5:2550

Vauthier, Jean, 1:186
Vautier, Ben, 2:1045

Vauxcelles, Louis, 1:418; 2:746
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Veils (Cixous and Derrida), 2:608

Vekhi (essay collection), 3:1423
Velchev, Damyan, 1:477

Velvet Revolution (1989), 1:106, 480;
2:627, 759–760, 909, 910;
3:1308; 4:1872, 1878–1879,
2075, 2358; 5:2623–2626, 2624

Charter 77 and, 1:549
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constitution), 3:1512
Via della Conciliazione (Rome),

4:2246
Via dell’Impero (Rome), 4:2245, 2246
Via del Mare (Rome), 4:2245–2246
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abortion illegality and, 1:2, 374

acceptance of, 4:2007–2008

Action Française and, 1:6

agrarian parties and, 1:23

anticlerical law annulment by, 1:98
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refugees from, 3:1403

Russell’s opposition to, 4:2260
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student movements and, 4:2466,
2467
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Ville Radieuse (Le Corbusier plan),
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Jewish extermination and, 3:1233,
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Polish occupation of, 3:1667
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Visconti, Luchino, 2:588, 592, 594,

835; 3:1483
Visible and the Invisible, The (Merleau-

Ponty), 3:1754
Vision, A (Yeats), 5:2783
Vision in Motion (Moholy-Nagy),

3:1790
Visman Commission, 2:901
VistaVision, 3:1324
Vistula River, 1:265; 3:1177
visual arts

automatism and, 1:429

avant-garde and, 1:241–247

Bauhaus and, 1:303–306

Beckmann and, 1:319–321

Beuys and, 1:359–361

Bloomsbury and, 1:381; 5:2738

Braque and, 1:417–419

Chagall and, 1:537–540

Christo and, 2:573–575

CoBrA and, 2:615–616

constructivism and, 2:702–704

Dalı́ and, 2:770–772

Duchamp and, 2:892–895

Ensor and, 2:966–967

Ernst and, 2:974–976

exhibitions and, 2:1044–1046

expressionism and, 2:1046–1048

futurism and, 1:247–248

Grosz and, 3:1278–1279

Hamilton and, 3:1303–1305

Höch and, 3:1333–1335

Italian Fascist period and, 3:1477

Klee and, 3:1570–1572

Léger and, 3:1633–1636

Lissitzky and, 3:1664–1666

Malevich and, 3:1712–1714

Matisse and, 3:1732–1734

Miró and, 3:1775–1778

modernism and, 3:1784–1785,
1787–1788

Mondrian and, 3:1792–1793

Nazism and, 3:1217

New Sobriety and, 4:1859–1860

Picasso and, 4:2014–2017

Poland and, 4:2030

Pop Art and, 4:2041–2043

postmodernism and, 3:1788; 4:2064

semiotics and, 4:2332–2333

socialist realism and, 4:2381, 2384,
2439

surrealism and, 3:1785

Vienna and, 5:2645

Yugoslavia and, 5:2792

See also cinema; design; film
(documentary); painting, avant-
garde; sculpture

Vita futurista (film), 2:1155
vitalism, 3:1568

vitamins, 2:848, 849

Vitebsk, 1:264, 265, 537, 538

Vitelloni, I (film), 5:2732
Viterbo, Dario, 1:188

Vitrac, Roger, 4:2484

Vittorini, Elio, 1:492; 3:1477, 1712
Vittorio Veneto, Battle of (1918),

3:1475
Viva Caporetto! (Malaparte), 3:1711

Viva Maria! (film), 1:291

Vive 89!, 1:365–366
Vive la Liberté! (Dorgelès), 2:884

Vivement dimanche (film),
5:2565–2566

Viviani, René, 4:2023

Vix, Ferdinand, 3:1539

Vix memorandum (Hungary), 3:1595
Vlaams Belang, 2:1102

Vlaams Blok. See Flemish Bloc

Vlaams National Verbond. See Flemish
National League

Vladimir Ilyich Lenin (Mayakovsky),
3:1737

Vladimir the Great, grand prince of
Kiev, 3:1558

Vladisvostok, 3:1493
Vlaminck, Maurice de, 4:2015

Vlany, Alex, 2:1088

Vlasov, Andrei, 2:635; 4:2074;
5:2653–2655

Vlasov armies, 5:2653–2655
Vlast Solovetskaya (documentary film),

2:1089

Vloyantes, John P., 2:1093

Vltava River, 4:2073

Vlyudakh (Gorky), 3:1259
vocational training. See technical

schools

Voce, La (journal), 3:1262

Vodafone (company), 1:512
Voegler, Albert, 1:102

Voelcker, John, 3:1303

Vogue (recording label), 4:2011, 2012

Voice of America, 2:712, 868; 4:2156,
2291

Voice of the Moon, The (film), 2:1076

Voitinsky, Vladimir, 3:1748

Voix du silence, Les (Malraux), 3:1715
Voix et la phénomène, La (Sartre),

2:834

Voix humaine, La (Poulenc), 4:2069

Vojvodina, 2:739; 4:2337, 2338;
5:2791, 2793, 2799

as autonomous region, 2:699;
3:1764

Vokić, Ante, 4:1998

Vola, Louis, 3:1501
Volapük (language), 2:976

Volcker, Paul, 4:1846

Vol de nuit (Saint-Exupéry), 4:2285

Voleur d’étincelles, Le (Brasillach),
1:419

Volga, 4:2446–2447; 5:2773
Volga Germans, 5:2677

Volga River, 4:2270

Volgodonsk, 1:553
Volhynia, 2:992; 4:1937; 5:2585,

2586, 2589
Volker Schöndorf (filmmaking team),

2:595

Völkische movement, 1:396

Völkischer Beobachter (Nazi Party
organ), 2:803; 3:1525; 4:2253

Volksbüuhne (East Berlin), 3:1813

Volksdeutsche Bewegung
(Luxembourg), 2:634

Volksgemeinschaft, 4:1839
Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en

Democratie (Netherlands), 2:571;
4:1851

Volksunie (Belgium), 1:328; 2:1101

Volksverband für Filmkunst, 4:1941

Volkswagen, 1:72–73, 237, 238, 240,
410, 458; 2:920; 4:2355; 5:2552,
2655–2656, 2656

Renault competition with, 4:2203

Vollard, Ambroise, 1:539; 3:1732

Vollmoeller, Karl, 4:2197
Voloshin, Maximilian, 5:2567

Voloshinov, Valentin, 4:2332

Voltaire, 1:493; 2:766, 767, 771, 962
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Voluntary Liberty Corps (Italy),
4:1988

Volvo (automotive company), 1:240

Volvo Trucks Holding, 4:2203

Volynsky, Leonid, 3:1561
von Braun, Wernher. See Braun,

Wernher von
V-1 (buzz bombs), 1:481; 3:1330,

1675; 4:2028
Vo Nguyen Giap, 2:728, 844; 3:1401;

5:2520
VONS (Committee to Defend the

Unjustly Prosecuted), 1:549
Voodoo Lounge (Rolling Stones album),

4:2230
Vorkuta (gulag), 3:1286

Voronezh Notebooks (Mandelstam),
3:1720

Voroshilov, Kliment, 3:1541; 4:2134,
2444, 2445

Vörös újság (Hungarian Communist
newspaper), 3:1595

vorticism, 2:1064; 3:1658; 4:2070

Voskovec, Jiřı́, 4:2077
Vossische Zeitung (Berlin newspaper),

3:1574; 5:2569
Vostok I, 4:2429

Votes for Women movement (Britain),
5:2737

voting rights. See suffrage; suffrage
movements; women’s suffrage

Voyage au bout de la nuit (Céline),
1:536

Voyage aux Congo (Gide), 3:1236

Voyage au Congo: Retour des souverains
(documentary film), 2:1086

Voyage in Italy (film), 4:2255

Voyage Out, The (Woolf), 1:381;
5:2738

Voynet, Dominique, 2:896; 3:1274
Voyous (Derrida), 2:835

Voznesensky, Andrei, 5:2787

Voznesensky, Nikolai, 4:2444;
5:2811, 2812

Vozniak, Jaroslav, 4:1872
Vozrhozdenie (Brezhnev), 1:435

VPN. See Federation and Public against
Violence

Vranitsky, Franz, 1:233

Vrioni, Jusuf, 3:1530
Vsemirnaya literatura (Gorky, ed.),

3:1260
V-2 rocket, 1:423; 2:682; 3:1330;

4:2317, 2406, 2428; 5:2780

London casualties from, 3:1675

von Braun and, 1:422

Vuelta a España, 2:750

Vuillermoz, Émile, 4:1942

Vukovar, 2:739, 740, 1031;
5:2656–2658, 2801

VVV (surrealist journal), 1:430;
4:2486

VW. See Volkswagen

VW-Audi-Group, 1:240

Vyazma-Bryansk, Battle of (1941),
4:1924

Vygotsky, Lev, 4:2332
Vynnychenko, Volodymyr, 3:1559

Vyshinsky, Andrei, 4:2132

Vysotsky, Vladimir, 1:368

n

W

Waechter, Antoine, 3:1274

Wafd (Egypt), 2:935

Waffen-SS, 1:482; 2:633, 636, 1103;
4:2435; 5:2679

antipartisan warfare and, 4:1986,
1989

conscription and, 2:689; 3:1699

Einsatzgruppen and, 2:942

Himmler and, 3:1320

Latvians and, 3:1619
wage controls, 3:1415, 1477

Wagenbach (music publisher), 1:367

Wagener, Admiral, 5:2780
Wagenheim, Hans von, 1:157
wages

Fordism and, 2:1111, 1112–1113

inflation and, 3:1415

minimum, 5:2747

social democracy and, 4:2363–2364,
2365–2366

solidaristic policy and, 4:2365, 2487

in Sweden, 4:2487

in Warsaw, 5:2710

women and, 5:2744

worker strikes and, 4:2461, 2463

working class and, 5:2746

Wagner, Adolph, 5:2496

Wagner, Cosima, 1:306
Wagner, Eduard, 5:2678

Wagner, Gustav, 5:2735

Wagner, Katharina, 1:308

Wagner, Nike, 1:308
Wagner, Otto, 1:133, 228; 5:2645

Wagner, Richard, 1:11, 261, 491;
2:617; 4:1922

Bayreuth and, 1:306–308; 3:1813

as Debussy influence, 2:789, 790

Hitler and, 3:1217, 1325

as Kiefer influence, 3:1557

Schoenberg and, 4:2306

Wagner, Robert Heinrich, 1:68
Wagner, Siegfried, 1:306, 307

Wagner, Wieland, 1:307, 308; 4:1922

Wagner, Winifred, 1:307, 308
Wagner, Wolfgang, 1:307, 308;

4:1922

Wagner von Jaureg, Julius, 3:1751;
4:2110; 5:2626, 2702

Wahda, Andrzej, 2:592

Wahhabism, 1:65, 553; 3:1462–1463

Wahl, Jean, 3:1655

Waitangi, Treaty of (1840), 4:1863
Waitangi Tribunal, 4:1863

Waiting for Godot (Beckett), 1:319

Wajda, Andrzej, 2:591; 4:2030;
5:2659–2661

filmography, 5:2660

Wake Island, 3:1495
Waldberg, Max von, 3:1247–1249

Walden, Herwarth, 1:243; 2:877,
1056

Waldheim, Kurt, 1:233;
5:2661–2662

as Austrian president, 5:2647, 2662

World War II and, 5:2647, 2661,
2662

Waldstein, Ernst, 4:2354

Waldthausen family, 5:2722

Walentynowicz, Anna, 3:1179;
4:2386; 5:2666

Wales, 5:2603, 2662–2665, 2664

Aberfan coal slide and, 5:2664, 2743,
2745

coal strike (1915) and, 4:2461

economy in, 5:2662, 2663, 2665

education system of, 2:922, 924, 927

European Union and, 5:2665

government devolution and,
5:2664–2665

housing and, 5:2743, 2745

Lloyd George and, 5:2663

nationalism and, 5:2663

police system of, 2:733

proportional representation and,
4:2482

unemployment and, 5:2663

Welsh language preservation in,
5:2663–2664, 2665

World War I and II and, 5:2663

Wa�ęsa, Lech, 2:626, 870, 1032;
3:1179; 4:2031, 2032;
5:2665–2667

Gdańsk uprising and, 4:1875, 2386,
2463; 5:2666

Katyń Forest Massacre and, 3:1541
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as Poland’s president, 3:1497;
4:1876, 2388–2389, 2463;
5:2667

presidential debates and, 5:2512

Solidarity and, 4:2386–2387, 2388,
2463; 5:2666–2667

Ukrainian political crisis (2005) and,
4:2389

worker activism and, 4:2386
Wa�icki, Andrzej, 3:1579

Walkowitz, Judith R., 2:1117–1118

Walküre (Wagner), 1:491
Wallenberg, Gustav, 5:2667

Wallenberg, Raoul, 1:471–472;
4:2118; 5:2667–2669

Walloia, 5:2746

Wallon, Henri, 2:1074

Wallonia, 1:47, 323, 324, 326,
327–328, 458, 461

Belgian constitution and, 2:700

Nazi collaboration and, 2:633–634
wallpaper, 1:188

Wall Street crash. See stock market
crash of 1929

Walt Disney Company, 5:2656

Walter, Bruno, 1:349; 4:2199, 2290
Walton, Ernest Thompson Sinton,

4:1892
Wanamaker, Sam, 3:1679

Wandervögel (youth movement),
3:1350; 4:2464

Wannsee Conference (1942), 1:116,
217; 2:939; 3:1509; 4:2437;
5:2670–2671

Final Solution and, 3:1205, 1341

Heydrich’s role in, 3:1319

War, The (Duras), 2:899

War and Peace (Prokofiev), 4:2098

War and the World (Mayakovsky),
3:1737

Warburg, Aby, 3:1251
Warburg Institute (London), 3:1251,

1252

war cemeteries, 5:2765

War Committee (Britain), 1:190–191
war communism, 4:1854

war crimes, 5:2671–2681

Afrika Korps and, 1:18

Austria and, 1:232, 233

Babi Yar massacre as, 1:257–259;
5:2586

Balkan wars and, 5:2657

Barbie and, 1:289

Bosnian Serbs and, 1:403; 2:779,
780

Buchenwald trial for, 1:468

Cassin and, 1:515–516

concentration camp officers and,
2:685

Dachau trials for, 2:766

Einsatzgruppen trials for, 2:943

German acknowledgement of,
5:2722–2723

Gestapo and, 3:1231

Hague Convention and,
3:1298–1299

Hess and, 3:1316

International Criminal Court and,
3:1429–1430

Italian invasion of Ethiopia and,
2:988

Jedwabne mass murders as,
3:1502–1503

Karadžić and, 3:1537–1538; 5:2804

Katyń Forest Massacre,
3:1540–1541; 4:2444–2445;
5:2676–2677, 2718, 2777

Klarsfelds’ hunt for Nazis and,
3:1569–1570

Krupp and, 3:1594

Mengele and, 3:1746–1747

military occupation and, 4:1904,
1905

Milošević and, 3:1429, 1763,
1764–1765; 5:2803

Mladić and, 3:1782

Nazi ‘‘ethnic redistribution’’ policy
as, 5:2676

prisoner-of-war mistreatment as,
4:2093

retributions and, 2:787

Romani reparations for, 4:2241,
2242, 2243

Serbia and, 4:2339; 5:2680

Šešelj and, 5:2804

Srebrenica massacre as, 4:2433;
5:2802

Touvier and, 5:2550–2551

Vukovar and, 5:2657

Wiesenthal and, 5:2734–2735

World War I and, 3:1195, 1437,
1636–1637; 5:2672–2675, 2754

World War II and, 5:2676–2680

Yugoslavia and, 5:2657, 2680

See also crimes against humanity;
Holocaust; Nuremberg war crimes
trials

War Cripples (Dix), 2:874, 876

war debt

anti-Americanism and, 1:95

Bretton Woods Agreement and,
1:431–432

Britain and, 1:431–432; 4:2209

to United States and, 2:778; 4:2208,
2209

West Germany and, 1:9

World War I settlements of, 2:778,
828, 829; 4:2174

See also reparations
warfare, 5:2681–2695

armies and, 1:162–173

arms control and, 1:174–180

aviation and, 1:163, 177, 237,
247–251, 252

blitzkrieg tactics and, 1:165, 249,
377–379

colonialism and, 5:2672, 2680,
2681, 2685, 2690, 2695

concentration camps and, 2:680–686

crimes against humanity and, 3:1197

death penalty and, 2:785–787

disarmament and, 2:855

espionage and, 2:978–980

Freud on, 2:1149–1150, 1151

genocide and, 3:1195

imperial troops and, 3:1389–1394

inflation and, 3:1413

international law and, 3:1436–1438;
4:1904, 2184

interwar planning and, 1:164–165

Islamic jihad and, 3:1458, 1459,
1460, 1461–1463

Keynes on, 3:1550

laws governing, 3:1298–1299

See also Hague Convention

masculinity and, 3:1189

partisan operations and, 2:726;
4:1985–1992

postmodern, 1:173

rape and, 4:1905, 2433;
5:2679–2680

rationing and, 4:2167–2169

Red Cross and, 4:2183–2187

‘‘scorched earth’’ policy and, 5:2637,
2673

as Sebald focus, 4:2326–2327

technology and, 5:2501, 2502,
2503, 2681, 2682–2683, 2687,
2688, 2693, 2754

war neuroses and, 5:2699–2704

welfare state and, 5:2726–2727

See also guerrilla warfare; pacifism;
prisoners of war; submarine
warfare; terrorism; veterans’
movements; war memorials;
specific wars

War Game, The (documentary film),
1:310–311; 2:1089

War Games (Hamilton), 3:1305
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war guilt, 3:1636–1637; 4:2206;
5:2638

Warhol, Andy, 3:1304; 4:2042, 2043
war hysteria, 5:2700
War Is Over, The (film), 4:2334
war memorials, 5:2695–2699, 2708,

2765

Unknown Soldiers and,
5:2612–2614, 2613

war neuroses, 3:1750; 5:2699–2705

psychanalysis and, 4:2114

shell shock and, 3:1266; 4:2114

World War I and, 4:2114
Warnod, André, 4:2309
War Office Committee of Enquiry into

Shell-Shock (Britain, 1992),
5:2703

war on terrorism (U.S.), 1:55, 66, 376;
2:726

war pensions, 4:2368; 5:2702, 2703
War Refugee Board (U.S.), 3:1346;

5:2668
War Refugees Committee (Britain),

4:2187
War Requiem (Britten), 1:454
War Resisters’ International, 4:1948
War Resisters’ League (Germany),

4:1948
Warsaw, 4:2029; 5:2705–2711, 2707

communist rule in, 5:2708–2710

economy in, 5:2710

fall to Nazis of, 4:2027

German bombing of (1939), 5:2676,
2706

interwar period, 5:2705–2706

Palace of Culture and Science,
5:2708, 2709

pogroms and, 4:2019

post-1989 status of, 5:2710–2711

student movements and, 4:2466

Unknown Soldier burial in, 5:2612

war memorials and, 5:2708

World War I and, 5:2705

World War II and, 5:2706–2708

See also Warsaw ghetto; Warsaw
Uprising

Warsaw, Battle of (1920), 5:2705
Warsaw ghetto, 3:1339; 4:2437;

5:2707, 2711–2716, 2712, 2714,
2715, 2719

Brandt’s memorial tribute to, 1:416

Jewish deportations and, 2:825

Jewish leaders and, 3:1343

life in, 3:1232, 1234, 1235, 1344

Mi�osz poem on, 3:1765

uprising in, 3:1344, 1509; 5:2707,
2714–2715

Warsaw Letter (1968), 4:2081

Warsaw Pact, 1:106, 170, 178, 203,
204, 206; 2:674; 5:2694–2695,
2710, 2716–2718, 2717

Arab-Israeli conflict and, 2:908

Brezhnev Doctrine and, 5:2717,
2718

conventional weapons and, 1:176

Czechoslovakia and, 2:757; 4:2081;
5:2176

East Germany and, 5:2592

European Union and, 3:1576

formation of, 2:623

Hungary and, 1:473; 2:892, 907;
3:1375; 4:1828; 5:2716, 2717

indoctrination and, 2:690

Kundera on, 3:1597

NATO and, 4:1833, 1834; 5:2716

Poland and, 4:2029

postcommunism and, 2:691

Prague Spring suppression by, 2:625,
674, 892, 908; 3:1308, 1597;
4:1870, 2075, 2078, 2081–2082,
2358, 2463; 5:2592, 2716–2717

Red Army deployment and, 2:690,
691

Romania and, 4:2235

Romanian distancing from, 2:908

Soviet Union and, 4:1832, 1874;
5:2689, 2694–2695, 2716–2718

Warsaw Stock Exchange, 5:2710

Warsaw Treaty Organization. See
Warsaw Pact

Warsaw University, 3:1579, 1758

Warsaw Uprising (1944), 4:1986,
2028, 2211; 5:2718–2720

Warsaw Worker’s Defense Committee.
See KOR

Wartburg (automobile), 5:2551, 2552

Wartenburg, Peter Yorck von, 3:1521

Warthegau, 4:2436
Wartheland, 2:823

Wartime (Djilas), 2:876

War Triptych (Dix), 2:874

War with the Newts (Čapek), 1:502,
503

washing machines, 2:708, 710, 713,
920

Washington Accord (1946), 4:2491

Washington Agreement (1994), 1:402
Washington Convention (League of

Nations), 5:2726

Washington Naval Conference
(1921–1922), 1:176; 2:856–858,
859; 3:1493

Washington summit (1987), 2:627
Washington Treaty (1949), 1:365

See also NATO
Wasmuth Portfolio (Wright), 1:134,

135
Wassermann, August Paul, 5:2626
Wassermann test, 5:2626
Waste Land, The (Eliot), 2:958–959;

4:2070
Wat, Alexander, 3:1766; 4:2027
Watcher, The (Calvino), 1:493
watch industry, 2:679
Waterberg, Battle of (1904), 3:1202
water consumption, 2:708
Watermann, Auguste, 4:2118
Waters, Muddy, 4:2228
Watkins, Peter, 1:310–311; 2:1089
Watson, James, 4:2316
Watson Watt, Robert, 4:2154
Watt (Beckett), 1:319
Watt, Harry, 2:1086
Watteau, Antoine, 1:454–455; 2:964
Watts, Charlie, 4:2228, 2229, 2230
Waugh, Evelyn, 5:2623
Waugh, Linda, 3:1492
wave mechanics, 1:391, 392; 4:2139,

2315
Waves, The (Woolf), 1:381, 382;

5:2737, 2738
WAY. See World Assembly of Youth
Way, The (Escrivá de Balaguer),

4:1929–1930
Way of Love, The (Irigaray), 3:1454
Wayside Crosses (Čapek), 1:502
Wazzani, Muhammad Hassan al-,

3:1802
We (Zamyatin), 5:2807
Wealth of Nations (Smith), 3:1548
wealth redistribution, 4:2364
weaponry. See armaments
weapons of mass destruction, 2:863
Weart, Spencer, 4:2315
Weathermen (U.S. radical group),

4:2178
Weaver, Harriet Shaw, 3:1516–1517,

1518
Webb, Sidney and Beatrice, 1:101;

4:2363
Webber, Carolyn, 5:2497
Weber, Alfred, 1:261; 2:957, 1154;

3:1722
Weber, Die (Hauptmann), 3:1406
Weber, Max, 1:71, 337; 3:1212, 1365;

4:2305, 2327

as Bourdieu influence, 1:406

on bureaucracy, 2:604

on colonial troops, 3:1392

Halswachs and, 3:1302

as Lukács influence, 3:1684

Mannheim and, 3:1722, 1723
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philosophy of history and, 1:181

Webern, Anton, 1:339, 340, 404;
4:2307, 2456

Wedding, The (film), 5:2660
Wedding, The (Stravinsky), 4:1931,

2456
Wedekind, Frank, 1:340; 4:1941,

2197
Weekend (film), 3:1247
weekend leisure, 3:1639

Weekley, Freida von Richthofen,
3:1625, 1626

We Europeans (J. Huxley and
Haddon), 4:2151

Wege der Weltweisheit-die
Hermannsschlacht (Kiefer),
3:1557

Wegelius, Martin, 4:2349

Weg zurück, Der (Remarque), 4:2200
Wehrmacht, 1:165, 166, 170;

3:1551, 1552; 4:1841, 2436,
2446–2448

Afrika Korps and, 1:17–18

antipartisan warfare and, 4:1986,
1989

Austrian troops in, 1:231, 233

Battle of Britain and, 1:436–438;
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4:2286
Wiseman, Jack, 5:2496
Wise Parenthood (marriage manual),

1:371
Wise Virgins, The (L. Woolf), 5:2738
Wisner, Frank G., 4:2157
Wissenschaft, 1:336, 337
withdrawal (birth control method),

1:370; 2:809; 3:1187
Within a Budding Grove (Proust),

2:884
Witkiewicz, Stanislaw Ignacy, 4:2027
Witness for the Prosecution (film),

2:851

E U R O P E S I N C E 1 9 1 4 3123

I N D E X



Witos, Wincenty, 4:2025

Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 2:642;
5:2735–2736

Wittgenstein family, 1:408

Wittle, Frank, 1:251
Witzleben, Erwin von, 3:1522

WMDs (weapons of mass destruction),
3:1292, 1293

Wohlfahrtstaat, der, 5:2723, 2724

Wohlstetter, Albert, 5:2689
Wojtyla, Karol. See John Paul II, Pope

Wolf, Christa, 1:350; 3:1223; 4:2331

Wolf, Markus, 4:2450
Wolfenden Committee Report (1957),

4:2342
Wolfers, Marcel, 1:188

Wolff, Milton, 1:110

Wolf Man case (Freud), 2:1150

Wolfson College (Oxford), 1:351
Wols (Wolfgang Otto Schulze),

4:1956
Woman at a Poster Column (Malevich),

3:1713
Woman in Moscow (Kandinsky),

3:1535
Woman in the Moon, The (film),

3:1614
Woman Is a Woman, A (film), 3:1246

Woman Next Door, The (film), 5:2566

woman suffrage. See women’s suffrage
Woman with Buckets II (Malevich),

3:1712–1713
women

abortion and, 1:1, 2; 3:1187, 1188

adolescence and, 2:564, 565

Afghanistan and, 1:14, 16, 65

alcohol consumption and, 1:47
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Katyń Forest Massacre and, 3:1541

Latvian independence and, 3:1621

Moscow bureaucracy and,
3:1808–1809

Putin and, 4:2136, 2137, 2138

Russian constitution and,
2:698–699; 4:2266

Russian policies and, 4:2266

Russian sovereignty and, 1:551;
2:627; 4:2004, 2265

Yemen, 2:936; 5:2609, 2820

Yen Bay uprising (1930), 3:1400
Yeux fertiles, Les (Éluard), 2:961
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Žepa, 3:1782
Zeppelinfeld Stadium (Nuremberg),

1:136
Zermatt, 5:2546
Zero (artists’ group), 4:1957–1958
Zero for Conduct (film), 2:585
Zerstörung der Vernunft (Lukács),
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Župančič, Oton, 4:2359

Zurich, 4:2490

avant-garde and, 1:242

cabaret and, 1:242, 276, 487–488,
489; 2:766, 766–767, 768;
5:2579

Dada and, 1:183, 242, 243, 245,
276; 2:766–767, 768, 962;
3:1785

Einstein in, 2:944–946
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POPULAR CULTURE

Moscow Café. Painting by Boris Kustodiev, 1916. Kustodiev includes a gramophone in his depiction of a typical Moscow café.

First developed in the 1880s, the gramophone led to mass marketing of music by the beginning of the twentieth century. TRETYAKOV

GALLERY, MOSCOW/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY.



THIS PAGE, TOP: Cover of the French newspaper Le Petit
Journal, 27 March 1927. Mass-circulating newspapers were

the first medium to cultivate sports, and football in particular,

as a prime area of popular entertainment. This cover

illustration, captioned “A tragic football match” exploits public

fascination with violence to heighten the interest of its cover

story. BIBLIOTHÈQUE NATIONALE, PARIS/ARCHIVES CHARMET

/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

THIS PAGE, BOTTOM: Cover of the French newspaper Le
Petit Journal, 29 March 1914. Popular periodicals such as

Le Petit Journal played a major role in the creation and

dissemination of popular culture during the early decades of

the twentieth century, capturing the interest of an increasingly

literate public. The cover of this issue depicts a scandal in

which Henriette Caillaux, the wife of the French finance

minister, shot and killed Gaston Calmette, the editor of 

Le Figaro, to prevent the newspaper from launching 

further attacks on her husband. MUSÉ DE LA PRESSE, PARIS/

GIRAUDON/BRIDGEMAN ART LIBRARY

OPPOSITE PAGE, TOP LEFT: Poster for the French film serial

Fantômas,1925. Cinema rapidly became the preferred form

of entertainment throughout much of Europe in the early

twentieth century, overtaking earlier forms such as the music

hall, and serial films were particularly popular. The Fantômas

films, based on a series of highly successful popular novels,

chronicled the exploits of a Parisian archcriminal. LEONARD DE

SELVA/CORBIS

OPPOSITE PAGE, BOTTOM LEFT: Swedish poster for the Josef

von Sternberg film The Scarlet Empress, 1934. The

popularity of cinema quickly generated and was augmented

by public fascination with film actors. German-born Marlene

Dietrich was one of the first European actors to become

internationally renowned. © SWIM INK 2, LLC/CORBIS

OPPOSITE PAGE, TOP RIGHT: Poster for the German film Jud
Süss, 1940. During World War II, the line between popular

culture and propaganda became indistinguishable. Produced

under the supervision of Nazi propaganda minister Joseph

Goebbels, Jud Süss was a horrifically anti-Semitic film that

gained wide popularity in Germany. © CORBIS

OPPOSITE PAGE, BOTTOM RIGHT: Advertising poster for Cellini

wines, c. 1952. Advertising played an ever increasing role in

popular culture throughout the twentieth century as standards

of living increased and consumer goods became more widely

available. Eventually, successful product brands became

widely known as cultural icons. © SWIM INK 2, LLC/CORBIS





TOP: The Isle of Wight music festival, England, 1970.

Some of the most dramatic indicators of the growth of youth

culture were the large outdoor music festivals that occurred in

Europe and the United States in the late 1960s and early

1970s. Inspired by the enormous popularity of rock music, the

festivals drew huge crowds but also often reflected the

violence, drug abuse, and political polarization that were

becoming pervasive in Western society. © BETTMAN/CORBIS

BELOW: The Rolling Stones, 1963. One of the most notable

popular culture phenomena of the twentieth century arose as

a result of the fascination of young British men with early rock

and roll music from the United States. British rock groups soon

came to dominate the international music scene, their

success fueled in part by the burgeoning youth market. The

Rolling Stones were among the most renowned and long-lived

of the British bands. GETTY IMAGES



Teenagers in punk-influenced clothing, Stockholm,

2000. A feature of popular culture that developed in the late

twentieth century was the tendency to quickly absorb

countercultural influences into the mainstream. A dramatic

example of this was the so-called punk aesthetic, which

began with rebellious British musicians in the 1970s but quickly

became manifest in all areas of mass consumption. 

© BO SAUNDERS/CORBIS



LEFT: A family in Britain watches one of the first color

television sets, 1954. With its ability to reach directly into

homes throughout Europe, including rural and remote areas,

television became the most important medium of 

popular culture in the twentieth century. © HULTON-DEUTSCH

COLLECTION/CORBIS

BELOW: A newly opened internet café in Moscow, July

2001. The advent of the internet facilitated the global

dissemination of popular culture while also furthering its

fragmentation by accommodating patterns of individual

demand. GETTY IMAGES

OPPOSITE PAGE: A gathering of Trabant automobile

enthusiasts, Augustsburg, Germany, 2003. Produced in

East Germany during the Soviet period, the legendarily inferior

Trabant became a symbol of the failure of the socialist planned

economy. After the fall of communism this symbolism took on

an added quality of nostalgia, and the Trabant became a part

of the German popular culture landscape. AFP/GETTY IMAGES





Prince Charles of England and Princess Diana on their

wedding day, 29 July 1981. During the last two decades of

the twentieth century, Princess Diana became perhaps the

most recognizable icon of popular culture. Her fairytale

wedding was followed on television or radio by an estimated

one billion people worldwide, her subsequent trials and

successes as the wife of the heir to the British throne became

daily fodder for the mass media, and her death in 1997 

inspired an unprecedented outpouring of public grief. TIM

GRAHAM/GETTY IMAGES
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